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GENERAL COMMENTS
The suggested refinements and additions to draft 1 have been appropriately implemented. However it is suggested that the godparents should still work with the authors to improve the readability and to add a number of explanations as those normally needed in a PRL. There are jargons like “cuts” which should be avoided, and there are too many numbers listed in the text; they may belong to separate tables. 
The improvements of this search over the former one are mentioned too many times. They should rather be constrained to the part of the draft where these improvements are quantified. The summary (line 193), where the improvements over the previous analysis are mentioned, is too weak to serve as a conclusion. A concluding statement is required. 

The draft is already rather long (with 4 figures). Ultimately, the length of the paper should be checked for making sure that it fits the PRL requirements.


This additional work will be needed in order for the paper to reach the appropriate standard of a CDF PRL on the light Higgs boson search. 
A careful edit is needed in order to adhere to APS guidelines.
All the following editorial points are covered in the SPRG Style Guide. Please consult the Guide. 
Use serial comma, for example in line 5 of the abstract "radiation, and" 
"Letter", not "letter"
"C.L.", not "CL" 
"parametrize, parametrization" (AIP Manual) 
Use hyphens consistently and as appropriate: CDF II (not CDF-II), “jet shapes”, "b jet" (but "b-jet tag"), etc.
"18.000" not "18,000". 
"Eq. (1)" not "Eq. 1" 
References need special editing attention:
- Ordering should be checked
- “et al.” needs italicizing
- Use \bf for journal numbers but not letters, with the exception of Nucl. Phys. 
- Use {\it et al.} 
- Ref [7] "Phys. Lett. B {\bf 667…" 
- "Nucl. Instrum. Methods" 
- arXiv references - omit the year 
- Fix Ref [25] 
- L245 ".., where phi is..., z axis, and theta.." 
- Ref [33] needs punctuation. 

	
	


LINE BY LINE

Page 1
Abstract, 

3rd line. Suggest “approximately 4 fb-1”, to avoid a contradiction with paragraph at line 42 of page 3, where a total of 3, 9 fb-1 is indirectly mentioned.
5th line. Suggest “...and also adds sensitivity…"

7th line. Suggest “…the production cross section…”

9th line “…For a mass of 120 GeV/c2…”  (Should avoid repeating Higgs boson too many times)

Page 2
Line 10. Ref 29 is cited out of sequence. Please check the order of refs carefully (see general comments). Consider adding a reference to the best Tevatron limits.

Line 14. "collision data" ( “collisions”

Line 17. Given that PRL is for a general physics audience, especially for the introduction, there should be some more general explanation as the why the Higgs decays to b-bbar in this mass region. Suggest that a sentence or two about the general properties of the Higgs boson should be added.

Line 21. "about 70%" looks bad. Suggest being precise.

Line 22. Suggest “…V, and the two V fuse to… What are forward jets? Please explain.
Line 23.  Please hyphenate "Low-mass…" Check also elsewhere.
Line 24. Suggest comma after "transverse energy"

Line 25. Suggest to never start a sentence with "But…".

Line 29. Please hyphenate "all-hadronic".

Line 34. Suggest using the present tense here: "improves". No need to explain how the improvement breaks down, especially because the gain comes about through an elaborate chain of effects. You explain later that the latter added 1.1 fb-1 count double because of doubled acceptance. Therefore the weight of the data size improvement is > √2 (one could work out √3 = √(0.8+2*1.1)/1). Please either make these considerations more precise or drop them.

Line 36. Suggest “…from the improvements of the analysis.”
Page 3
Line 39. The jet cone distance is normally called ΔR, i.e. capital R; suggest you use this throughout.
Line 40. Suggest “η and Et dependent corrections…”

Line 42 to 53. This would all be rather obscure to a non-specialist. A simple list of cuts would be meaningless to most. Please describe first the general features of the final states you are looking for, then how the trigger and the selection criteria are matched to these properties.

Line 47. Suggest "...acceptance for a low mass Higgs..."
Line 51. Suggest that "defined as..." go in parentheses, and then "to be" should be dropped 

Line 57. Suggest "…are unlikely to have originated from the primary ppbar...."

Line 64. Which other combination exists beside JJ? Suggest “The combination where both jets were selected only by JetProb were not considered…” Also, consider that the relative gain of signal being smaller than the relative gain of background does not necessarily justify the dropping of data. It is not in general a meaningful selection criterion. Please be more quantitative.
Page 4
Lines 71 and 72. Please motivate the choice of these limits. In doing this please specify the typical mqq resolution

Line 74. This is incorrect. Suggest "forward and backward directions" rather than “at large η”

Line 75. Suggest “…a cut requiring mqq > 120 GeV/c2…” 

Line 76. You mention "optimizing the signal over background ratio". Consider rephrasing. S/B is not a statistically appropriate figure of merit. Also, please explain how you think you know this as the signal has never been observed.
Lines 75, 76. "cut" is jargon.
Line 81. Suggest "…VH and VBF production are modeled..."
Line 87. Suggest "…yield for a Higgs boson of mass120 GeV/c2 ..."
Line 88. "…backgrounds…are…". Can you be more precise with these numbers? There is no indication of the size of their uncertainty. Please add some uncertainties; else numbers are not meaningful.
Line 94. "TMVA" as well as all generators etc should be in small caps.

Line 96. Suggest "and trained"
Line 98. No hyphen in "jet-shapes".

Line 100. Suggest that the definition of χ is included here to help the reader.
Page 5
Line105. 5th line of paragraph: add comma after "Eq. 1"
Line 108. “parametrising”

A straightforward application of Formula (1) can cause an error when the jet axis is close to φ = 0 or to φ = 2π. The term within parenthesis is actually (Δφjet-tower).  
Page 6
Line 112. Please hyphenate "light-flavor".

Line 115. "…jets…with an invariant mass…"( you mean jet pairs. Please rewrite.

Page 7

Line 129. Please hyphenate "data-driven" and "tag-rate".

Line 135. "ΔR" (see comment on line 39)
Line 138. Suggest “…the sample of double b-tagged background events.”

Line 142. Suggest add comma before "which"

Line 145. Suggest “…the shapes of double b-tagged background events.”
Line 157. Suggest “This event sample has a very small……, where the predicted signal/background…"
Line 158. "The agreement between the observed and predicted shapes..."
Page 8
Line 161. This paragraph is difficult to read and to memorize. Please consider the option of presenting these uncertainties in a table. The systematic uncertainties are quoted without any justification or references. Please add some justification or cite appropriate references.
Lines 177-181. It seems unlikely that all the observed limits are better than the expected limits, often by a significant margin. How often would you expect this to be the case?

Line 178. Suggest rephrasing this sentence: “For mH = 120 GeV/c2 the observed (expected) limits….for the individual analysis channels are…, and 10.5 (20.0) for the combination.”
Page 9

Line 187. Suggest “…simulated data sample.”

Line 189. Suggest "…above a NN output of 0.5"
Line 196. Suggest “…signal from background using jet shape variables, and…” Please add some conclusion, about how this result compares to previous results, including D0. Also maybe how you would expect the limits to improve with higher luminosity.


