DRAFT COMMENTS TO THE 2nd PRD draft, Top Pair Cross Section in the dilepton channel 
GENERAL COMMENT
The discussion of the systematic errors remains rather complex, and one could question how the information from the different data streams was handled, However, the paper is complete and cannot be much improved further. Most suggestions below address minor details.
 As I noted on draft 1, some of the references are 
still not formatted correctly. If you want to fix them, 
see the SPRG style guide linked on the GP checklist page. 
These are: 
Ref [3] Use APS format for JHEP, ie 
 "J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2008) 127." (no boldface!) 
Ref [16, 17] ditto 
Ref [15] drop "and" 
Ref[12] "G {\bf 34}" 
Ref[16] use serial comma 

Also, use serial comma throughout. 
Lines 550-552: punctuate equations properly,  for 
example use "pb, or" after L 550, then "pb," after L 551. 

For final revtex version, be sure to use Roman numerals for 
main section headings, i.e., follow APS Guide. 
LINE BY LINE

Line 17.
Suggest (…). Events are selected with two…

Line 19

Suggest …other known standard model (SM)…, and remove (SM) from line 21 below.

Line 23 Correct misprint (twice gluon), and “…fusions”.

Lines 34 to 38. The measurement does not check the QCD calculation of any production cross section, but the predicted leptonic versus hadronic W decay branching rations (and the computed events selection and reconstruction efficiencies in the two channels). Please correct.

Line 48.

Suggest “In Section 7 observations are compare to predictions,,,”

Line 49

Suggest “…in control samples characterized by…final state, which are top-depleted by removing the two jet requirement.”

Line 54
Suggest mentioning here in short, after “…briefly described here.”, that CDF has an approximate full angular coverage with a charged particle tracker inside a magnetic solenoid, backed by calorimeters and muon detectors, The repetition on lines 61 and 62 can probably be tolerated since it is followed by some more details .
Line 64.

Suggest “is split radially into” rather than “organized”.

Lines 68 to 70.

This sentence describes the central calorimeter CES. In the plugs we use stereo layers of scintillator bars at shower max. Please revise.

Line 75

Suggest “Multi-cell gas Cerenkov…”

Line 78

Suggest removing “uncertainty”

Line 79

Rather than “based on” suggest “…from the uncertainty in the inelastic…”, 

Line 100

Suggest removing “of the lepton energy” (already defined in lines 88-89)
Line 102
Suggest “by both layers of the central muon chambers”

Lines 110, 111

Suggest “…covered by only one of the two central muon chamber layers”

Line 121

Rather than “leg”, suggest “electron” (as in line 400)
Line 122

Rather than “the electron” suggest “a charged particle”

Line 135

Suggest “due to calorimeter dead zones and to non-linear tower response to deposited energy”

Line 136

Suggest “These effects are convoluted to provide the jet energy…”
Line 139

Suggest “impose” rather than “require”

Line 145

Suggest “generated by jets” rather than “from jets”

Caption 1 on bottom of page 7

Suggest “…defined as the opposite of the sum…” , and remove the – sign in front of the sum.

Line 162

A is defined as “the acceptance for candidate events”. However, the acceptance is different for signal and background events, which are mixed in the candidate sample with fractions which can be known only after the cross section is measured. I suspect that you have computed the expected background as a number of events entering the sample (allowing for its specific acceptance), and that A is actually the acceptance for signal (see below). Please consider this problem.
Line 164

“The acceptance, which in our definition is…” This acceptance is for t-tbar signal events (see comment above), not for candidates in general.

Lines 175 to 190

Rather than summing the data samples and averaging acceptances with appropriate weights, one could consider measuring the cross section separately in the different samples and making a weighted average of them at the end. Was this considered? Was it not a cleaner method? Suggest including a comment on this option.

Line 208

“…a total denominator for the 2.8 fb-1 total cross section...” Are you referring to formula (1)? Please say so.
Line 222

Z/γ*rather than Zγ* (as in line 356). 
Line 242

“parameters”

Page 16, third line of caption to Table III.

“given”

It would be nice a quote on the probably of the observed fluctuations around the average, under the assumption of statistical fluctuations only.
Line 294

“require”

Page 20, caption to fig.5. 
“leptons”

Suggest mentioning that when not shown, statistical errors are smaller than the dot size.
Line  340

“those jets are “, rather than “that object is”
Line 374

Suggest “passing/failing”

Line 377

Suggest dropping “the prediction of”

Line 395

Suggest “…and jets are produced by hadronic radiation accompanying the WW system.”

Line 401.

Suggest “…the central drift chamber. Like in the WW case,…”

Line 402

Suggest “and the Wγ system is accompanied by radiated hadronic jets”

Lines 414 and 415 

Suggest “…a cross section σZZ = 3,8 pb is assumed with…”

Lines 416 and 417
Suggest “…production cross section of σWγ = 32 ± 3 pb is assumed, and multiplied…”

Page 26, caption to Table VII

Suggest making clear what l+ l- means. Suggest “…for reconstructed events with any lepton flavor combination (last column).”
Line 443

Suggest “…a production cross section times branching ratio σZ-->μμ  = …”

Line 454

Suggest “different assumed amounts of”

Lines 453 to 455.
Changing generator or structure functions and measuring the cross section shift is a clear procedure. This is not the case for ISR and FSR. Suggest mentioning explicitly what was done.
Lines 456 to 458.

Often there is only one true lepton in background processes, while there are two leptons in the signal. Is that true that the uncertainty induced in signal and background rate by the systematic uncertainty in lepton ID is the same?

Line 476

“affects”
Page 31, figure 6

There is no visible top contribution in the plots, Suggest removing the “top” entry in the inset.

Lines 507 to 509

The theoretical cross section depends on the assumed top quark mass. Suggest “The expected t-tbar rate is computed assuming a t-tbar production cross section in agreement with the NLO standard model calculation for a top quark mass of 175 GeV/c2, of 6,7---pb.”
Page 34, figure 8.

There is an evident mismatch between data and expectation in one point of the Ht plot. Although a parameter on the goodness of the overall agreement is shown on the figures, it would be wise reporting in a dedicated table the results of the goodness tests, for all distributions starting from figure 6 (the results of some test are not as good as others).
Page 35, caption to Table XII

Second line, suggest “… and observed events in the final sample of events with ≥ 2 jets passing all candidate selection criteria, for an integrated luminosity of…”
Line 546

Suggest “large” rather than “high”.

Line 552.

Remarking consistency with the cross section corresponding to a mass value different from the best presently known value sounds odd. A way out may be “…consistent with the value of the top quark mass of 175 GeV/c2 which was assumed in the efficiency calculation.”  

