
Dear authors and godparents,

We have a few comments on the second draft of CDF10357 "Search for heavy bottom-like quarks.."

                       Barry W and Jeff A for the SPRG


GENERAL COMMENTS:
It is difficult to separate the parts of the total uncertainty due to statistics and systematic errors. No uncertainties are shown in Fig. 1 for predictions; only for data. So, it is impossible to see systematic uncertainties there, though the reader is sent there for this. Even in Table 1, uncertainties are combined statistical and systematic. It appears on page 4 that background errors are about 50%, and later that the theory contributions to estimates are 10% or 20% depending on where you read the estimate. The error sources need to be more carefully identified when they are given in the text.
In a number of places, complete sentences follow a comma or semicolon. It would be easier to read and usually more correct to separate these into two sentences.
On the single column line numbered version, it looks like some references are out of order, for example [12] after [13, 14, and 15], [28] between [19] and [20]. Please check them all.

Under references, the JHEP format used is incorrect- see SPRG Style Guide
(no \bf and give year only once).

    " The CDF Collaboration" => "CDF Collaboration".
Ref. [5] suggest you drop "CDF10110”.
LINE-BY-LINE COMMENTS:
P2 L31: “pseudorapidity” is one word, not two.
P2 L32: Either “satisfy standard CDF identification …” or “satisfy the standard CDF identification …”
P3 L3: Either “considered for a heavy-flavor tag” or “considered for heavy-flavor tagging”.
P3 L4: “searches in the jet for a secondary vertex which …”
P3 L10: “electron and muon and at least five jets. At least one of the jets …”
P3 L11: GeV/c for momentum, consistent with units elsewhere (“$c$” of course).
P3 L26: Either “H_T (Fig. 1).” or “H_T; see Figure 1.” 
P3 L32: No uncertainties are shown in Fig. 1 for predictions; only for data. So, it is impossible to see systematic uncertainties there. Even in Table 1, uncertainties are combined statistical and systematic.
P4 L12: Is the error of 194 events statistical or combined statistical and systematic? It appears that background errors are about 50%, and later that the theory contributions to estimates are 10% or 20% depending on where you read the estimate. The error sources need to be more carefully identified when they are given in the text.
P4 L22: “dominant systematic uncertainties are …”.  “Systematics” is unnecessary jargon.
P4 L29: Serial comma missing – “normalization, and …”
P5 L1: “described. See Table 1.”
P5 Fig. 1 caption: Use ; between statements on last line, or make two sentences. Also, add “on a linear scale” at the end of the caption if this is the case for the bottom panes. With only one hash mark, you cannot tell if the scale is log (as in top panes) or linear.  If log, say that. 
P5 L16: Suggest “are given … in Table II and shown in Fig. 2.”
P6 Table I caption: Suggest adding “, respectively” after “> 7” in two places. Otherwise, the reader can be looking for three times as many entries, as this reader did. Also, add word “combined” at the end of the caption to be clear. Maybe “combined in quadrature”.
P6 L3: “cross sections (note plural here) and their …”.  The text is referring to cross sections at various mass values.
P6 L7: Suggest “than expected in the 7-jet event distribution in Fig. 2” since this point is not pointed out earlier, and the reader is forced to go back and see where this has been shown.
