Dear Dr. xxxxxxxxxx,

Your paper has now been reviewed by referees and their reports are included below. The referees indicate that the paper requires major revisions  before it can be considered further for publication.  

If you feel that you can suitably address the reviewers' comments (included below), I invite you to revise and resubmit your manuscript.

Please carefully address the issues raised by each reviewer and provide a detailed written response to each point as follows:

A) Respond to each numbered point (point by point - if not numbered please number each reviewer point) as raised in 

the Editor and reviewer comments with one of two options:

1) If you followed the recommendation put "DONE"; OR

2) if you did NOT fully or only partially follow the recommendation please provide an explanation of why you took this action.

B) For a given point if you made a change in the text - please provide the Page and line number(s) - if we do not have that it becomes very difficult and time consuming to verify that you made the changes and delays our turn around of your manuscript.

C) According to our guidelines, the revised manuscript should be received by the Editorial Office not later than 6 weeks after receipt of this editorial letter, otherwise the revised manuscript will have to be processed as a new submission.

To submit your revision, please do the following:

1. Go to: http://ees.elsevier.com/apsoil/

2. Enter your login details 

3. Click [Author Login]

This takes you to the Author Main Menu.

4. Click [Submissions Needing Revision]

I look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Language and language services 

Please write your text in good English (American or British usage is accepted, but not a mixture of these). Authors who require information about language editing and copyediting services pre- and post-submission please visit  http://www.elsevier.com/languageediting or our customer support site at  http://support.elsevier.com for more information.

Yours sincerely,
Editor's Comments:
1. Abstract: Needs a lead introductory/rationale/justification statement as to why this research was done.  The current first statement should be converted to an objective statement that follows the introductory/rationale/justification.

2.  Abstract: After the objective statement you need a clear statement of the experimental design.

3. Tables: Please make sure the tables fit the format of our journal.  There should only be 3 horizontal lines in a typical table at the bottom just below the last row of data and 2 at the top that separates the headers from the body.  Then the spanners where one header covers 2 or more subheadings should not go all the way across but only underline or span the subheadings it is representing.  Units are put in parentheses behind the appropriate heading.  See any published paper at ASE and look at the tables to visualize the format of tables. Do not use Roman numerals for numbering. Remove italics on column heading on Table 2.  Delete Table 2 - this is too few numbers - I suggest you just put that information in the text.

4. Your manuscript as written - needs a thorough editing - not only for basic grammar and sentence structure but also for presentation. You may think that if the science is good then it is less important if there are some problems with the English.  I would strongly argue that this is not the way to approach this.  First it is not the job of the reviewers or the Editor to correct bad English and secondly and most importantly if the English is not good (even if it is understandable) you are off to bad start with the reviewer (as Reviewer 2 points out) and if you can not clearly present your research it will be very difficult to get your manuscript accepted.  You should find a colleague who has a thorough knowledge of English or an agency to edit the manuscript for you.  Upon request, Elsevier will direct authors to an agent who can check and improve the English of their paper (before submission). Please contact authorsupport@elsevier.com for further information. 

5. Please make a clear statement on the statistical experimental design and the number of replications e.g. The experiment had a completely randomized block design with four replications that had the following treatments...
6. L827: Something missing in this sentence.

7. Fig.1:  First be sure all the figs are needed. As it is, when this is printed in the journal it will get even smaller and the font will not be readable. You need  to see if this should be split into separate figures so that the print can be larger and readable. Lastly increase the size of all the fonts on the legends and axis labels of the figure.

8.  Fig. 2:  A very busy and hard to read figure.  Can you draw circles around groupings and give them a logical label that can help the reader quickly understand it?

9. Fig 5.  Again once printed this will be too small to read.

Reviewer #1:
This paper presents a very thorough analysis of soil microbial properties associated with planting of transgenic and non-transgenic maize in Spain. Use of several approaches including physiological and molecular to sort out any potential differences is commendable. Also, the study is repeated in time (two years) suggesting that results presented are reproducible. The paper is well written, English usage is excellent, and data are organized carefully and in a reader-friendly format. The results will have important impact in better understanding how transgenic crops do indeed affect soil biology and likely soil quality.

A few suggestions are offered for authors to consider in revision.

The discovery of the association of Iamiaceae in soil and maize rhizosphere is noted as a "highlight" but yet is not mentioned in Abstract - if it is that significant, perhaps it merits mention in the Abstract as well.

L60 - mentioned the study of Cry proteins in soil has been ongoing for about 10 yr; however, first studies were reported in 1995, >15 yr ago by Donegan et al. - this is reported in the Blackwell (2004) reference already cited - authors might consider adjusting the current statement.

L492-295 (sentence beginning here) The sentence is incomplete as written; please complete the thought or the essence of this sentence.

Table IV.  "Alphaproteobacteria" and "Alfaproteobacteria" are used interchangeably - please be consistent in use of terms.

Reviewer #2: 

The manuscript describes an interesting study that would be certainly of interest to a broad audience, and not necessarily just scientific community. The topic is very timely and the study brings some interesting data to the discussion on GMO. The article fits well into the ASE profile. The study seems relatively well done - but see my comments on the experimental design below. 

Unfortunately, the manuscript is written in a messy way, with dozens of spelling errors and some more serious grammatical problems. Especially, the authors made real mess with missing spaces, etc. Honestly, this really discouraged me from a careful and solid review. Thus, at the first instance, the manuscript has to edited carefully and only then it will be possible to evaluate its merits. Although most of the problems are simple messy typos, in a few places I had problems with understanding what exactly the authors intended to say. 

The most serious problem is, however, the experimental design which is not clear to me. Only after its detailed explanation it will be possible to judge whether the data have been analyzed correctly and - consequently - if the conclusions are indeed supported by the data. Specifically (see lines 121-125), I do not see three replicates within this experimental design. The TG maize was sown on two distinct plots and only these can be treated as replicates. Dividing each plot into 3, 9 or any number of sub-plots does not make replicates. If I understood the description properly, this seems to be the classic example of pseudoreplication. If this is the case, than all the statistical analysis and, possibly, conclusions are invalid. Indeed, the description of results (see line 301 and further-on) suggests that the authors treated samples from the same plot as replicates and the two fields used in the study were analyzed separately rather than as replicates. I jut do not get it and without sorting out this problem, analyzing and reviewing the results does make much sense. Additionally, some statements in the Methods sections are not clear; for example, what does it mean that "only one set of triplicate was taken" (line 128)? 

Consequently, I suggest that the manuscript is returned to the authors with a possibility for re-submission after clarifying the experimental design, data analysis (and, probably, re-analyzing the data) and careful editing. 

Below is a list of some minor corrections, however I stopped listing all missing spaces, problems with grammar, etc., after some 10 pages as there is just many of them - the authors should take care of that themselves. Only after the manuscript is carefully edited, it can be evaluated further. 

Line 70: inserts space after Rovira

Line 77: "(Stotzky2004;  TappandStotzky1998)or" should read "(Stotzky 2004;  Tappand and Stotzky 1998) or " - please correct

Line 81: insert space after Stotzky

Line 84: insert space after Ring

Line 85: delete "present" (this has been stated in the preceding sentence)

Line 89: "allowed" rather than "will  allow"

Line 92-93: rephrase the sentence to: "From a functional perspective, we studied metabolic abilities of rhizosphere microorganisms using Biolog plates..." 

Lines 95-97: the sentence "From a structural perspective, microbial community structure was

studied" is a tautology. The next sentence is grammatically incorrect. Rephrase to, e.g.,: "From a structural perspective, bacterial, fungal, and group-specific PCR-DGGE and bacterial 16S rRNA gene clone library were analyzed".  

Line 101 and 105-106: in line 101 replace "two different crop fields" with "two 1 ha commercial crop fields" and then remove the whole two sentences: "These two fields used were commercial fields. Each one had an area of 1 hectare" in lines 105-106. 

Line 102: "12Km" should spell "12 km"

Lines 102-103: which system was used for reporting geographical coordinates? What commas stand for in these numbers? Insert spaces where appropriate. 

Line 103: insert space before "denoted"

Line 107: add "half" after "the other"

Line 112: insert space after "transforming"

Line 125: insert space after "3"

Line 127: delete one ")." 

Line 137: delete "percentages" and "values"

Line 138: "determined BY weighing"; delete comma

Line 143: insert space after "Weatherburn", delete comma

Line 148-149: rephrase "Briefly, 2.5% glucose and water until maximum retention capacity (potential  conditions) were added to 100 g of soil" to "Briefly, 2.5% glucose and water were added to 100 g of soil until maximum retention capacity (potential  conditions) was reached...". 

Line 150: delete comma

Line 151: "CO2 produced"

Lines 154-155: no need to spell out subjects with capital letters

Line 156: what the sentence "With these conditions and with the specified column can be separated the three gases" is supposed to mean? First of all, the grammar has to be corrected but even then it will be probably hard to tell what is the point. 

Line 168: separate "5g" with a space

Line 176: insert space before "Nitrates", "produce" rather than "produces" ("Nitrates" is plural)

Line 177: shouldn't it spell: "potential nitrification"? 

Line 179: no need to spell  thymidine and leucine with capital letters - these are common names

Line 187: numbers should be separated from units with a space; full stop missing at the end of sentence; unnecessary left-side bracket 

Line 192: numbers should be separated from units with a space

Line 193: insert space after "T0,"

Line 197: numbers should be separated from units with a space

Line 198: "1,4  units" - I guess, this should be "1.4  units"

Line 200: no need to spell  bacteria or fungi with capital letters - these are common names

Line 204: numbers should be separated from units with a space, where appropriate

Line 205 (and elsewhere): be consistent with spelling Celsius degrees - confirm with the journal style whether space should separate numbers from degrees or not

Lines 210-212: numbers should be separated from units with a space

I stopped listing all missing spaces, etc., here as there is too many of them. Please make sure that spelling is corrected throughout the manuscript. 

Line 293: how ANOVA could be used to analyze curves? I guess, the authors mean simply some cumulative values rather than curves. This must be clarified. 

67 references (if I counted properly) is way too many. 

Figure 1 it totally unreadable - the font is too small even at A4 page; it will be even worse after some size reduction in print. 

Figure 2: as above and messy - will be impossible to read in print (especially the grey text). 

Figure 4: the font is probably too small here either. 

**************************************************

For further assistance, please visit our customer support site at http://support.elsevier.com. Here you can search for solutions on a range of topics, find answers to frequently asked questions and learn more about EES via interactive tutorials. You will also find our 24/7 support contact details should you need any further assistance from one of our customer support representatives.
