SPRG comments on Draft 2 of BRs & A_CP of B to DK & Dpi PRL (10568)
Comments from Jeff Appel, Jon Rosner, and Barry Wicklund 
General Comments:
This paper is in pretty good shape, but there remain several uses of undefined jargon and many undefined symbols. Unfortunately, many of these could have been identified in Draft 1, but were missed by the SPRG (and presumably other) reviews. See specific cases in the line-by-line comments.  
The paper suffers from not having a quantitative list of the contributions to the systematic uncertainties.  Saying which is the largest (is it dominant?) is insufficient. This could be addressed on page 8.

Unfortunately, the symbols used in the Abstract for the results are not very well known to a general PRL reader, even a high-energy physicist. The rather long list of results with these undefined symbols reads very poorly. However, we note that the recent Belle PRL on the same subject ignores these niceties - Horii et al PRL 106 231803 (2011).  Ref. [10] should be updated if it’s published now, and we trust that the authors have reviewed [10] carefully.
Is it possible to define the symbols more completely in the Abstract?  
At least say what “ADS” stands for.  This is not even defined in the body of the paper, but should be. 

The + and – superscripts could be part of the definition if the decays were written using +- symbols showing both decays more explicitly.
Serial commas (and semicolons, where appropriate) should be used for clarity in lists such as A, B, and C.  See individual places in the line-by-line comments below.

The text on the detector refers to things as “the thing” as if it had been introduced in the text earlier.  It would be better to use “a thing” since reference to detector papers does not really introduce the reader to the devices when this paper is being read.

The latest Acknowledgements text should be used. 
References: Use serial comma in author lists.
Line-by-Line Comments:

P1.  Abstract should be one paragraph.

P1, first line of Abstract: “doubly-Cabbibo-suppressed”

P1, second line of Abstract: “using data from 7 fb-1 on integrated luminosity”

P2, L6:  The ratio $r_B$ as used subsequently is not a ratio of amplitudes at the quark level but rather at the hadron level; later on reference is made to $r_B(K)$ and $r_B(\pi)$.  It would be best to define these at the outset.

P2, LL12-13:  “uncertainty, dominated by statistical uncertainties, is between

P2, L14:  This sentence has a confusion between singular subject (class) and plural verb (are). Suggest " A class of decays that have been studied theoretically consists of B-decays that..." or "comprises B-"  Thus "decays have" and "class consists".

P2, L17:  "The magnitudes ... are"

P2, L19:  Say what “ADS” stands for somewhere around here.

P2, L20:  no new paragraph

P2, L25:  Shouldn’t the numerator and denominator be interchanged in the definition of $r_D$?
P2, L25:  "the" relative strong phase is ambiguous.  Between what amplitudes?

          Define as Arg of a suitable ratio so that the sign is specified.

P3, L1:  "The large production rate of"

P3, L7:  "differ with respect to the identity"

P3, L10:  "evidence for a signal"

P3, L11:  “based on data from a total integrated luminosity of”
P3, L12:  "upgraded"

P3, L20:  Add serial comma “[8], and”

P3, L24:  The tracks that you use are SVX tracks.  The official CDF resolution is 0.15% for COT only, but 0.07% for COT+SVX+ISL (www.../internal/detectors/parameters.html)

Also, please define p_T in [16] and refer to [16] at this first reference to the quantity. We define p_T in CDF papers to distinguish from k_T in e+e-.

P3 L26: “by a gaseous drift chamber (COT)”  

P3, L28: “three-level on-line event-selection system (trigger).”  This defines the jargon word “trigger” for later use.

P3, L29:  Propose you drop “axial superlayers” as undefined and un-needed at the level of detail in the article. By the way, is it "axial" only??  Don’t we use XFT had SAS hits for a good part of  the 7 fb-1?

P3, LL31-32:  “At level 2, another processor, a silicon vertex trigger (SVT), associates”

P3, L32:  “SVX II” is undefined and may not be needed here if you write “associates r-phi position measurements from an inner silicon detector with XFT tracks”.

P4, L1: “the transverse distance”

P4, L9:  “the reconstructed two-track vertex.”  Do you need the following “projected onto the two-track momentum vector” given that the definition includes projection onto the transverse plane?  This part of definition is confusing.

P4, L14:  “both pion and kaon assignments”   since there are other possible assignments in principle.

Also, is "commercial processors" important? Why not just "fully reconstructed in software."

P4, L17: What is the “SW” subscript meaning?  Please define it.

P4, LL18-19:  "to form a $B^-$ candidate"
P4, L19-22:  You do not say that the vertex fits and pointing constraints are in 3D.  On P3 L32, the reader is told that SVT is 2D only, and not that SVX is 3D.  Isn’t the 3D SVX reconstruction is important for these decay modes, Not certain about this. What’s right?
P4, L25:  “vertex determined from other tracks in the event.”
P5, L6:  "be greater"
P5, L15 and elsewhere:  If "kaonness" is still to be used it should be spelled with two n's.
What is the "difference" of the kaonness? The "kaoness" is already a "difference". Don’t you just mean "the kaoness values of the tracks forming the D"?

Also, the noun "kaonness" is awful.  Why not just "kaon probability" and then in [20] state that the "kaon probability is define as... ; kappa has an average value of 1 for kaons and 0 for pions."

P5, L30:  "Figure 1"P5, L32:  "non-negligible"

P5, L31:  There is no background from D0->K+K-? Since Belle and Babar considered this, it would be helpful to clarify that it is not a BG here.

P6, Fig. 1:  AIP style prefers "Fig. 1." (period, not colon).

P6, L1:  Add serial semicolon before ‘ and”

P6, L12:  "A global fit is performed on the favored and suppressed samples."
P7, L14:  Why isn’t the procedure of taking the highest p-value a biased way of getting a significance?  This needs explanation of justification.

P7, LL20-22:  The paper suffers from not having a quantitative list of the contributions to the systematic uncertainties.  Saying which is the largest (is it dominant?) is insufficient. This would be the place to address this general comment.

Also, at least consider how this is a slightly awkward sentence.  Maybe "The dominant contribution is the uncertainty on the B- line-shape. This is the largest physics background and it lies under the signal peak."
P7, Table I: AIP style prefers "Table I." (period, not colon).

P8, L6:  How do we get 2.2 S.D. from ADS= -0.82 +- 0.44 +-0.09 ??  This seems to be a major point (cf. Abstract) so we hope it is correct. See the comment for P7, L14.

P9, L16:  comma after "(Particle Data Group)" 
P9, LL3,4,6:  For PRL, the “B” in Phys. Lett. B, citations is part of the volume and should appear without a space between the B and number, and the B should be bold, just as is the number.

P9, L21:  “proton-beam direction”  -  hyphen for compound adjective. 
