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GENERAL COMMENTS
The draft is well written and clear. All together, the paper requires little clean-up before publication. We recommend making the horizontal axis labels bigger on both figures for PRL ("Mjj" looks like "Mll"). We also suggest using "pseudorapidity", "pseudoexperiment" (no hyphen), and "(stat)", "(syst)" (no period) when quoting the result.
A few sources of systematic uncertainty should be addressed better (see comments on page 5, line 4 and on page 7, line 5). 
LINE BY LINE

Page 1 (Abstract)

Seventh line. Please define MT2 here (rather than on page 4, lines 14 and 15).
Page 2.

Line 1. Suggest “…particle, with a mass approximately…”
Lines 4 to 6. The large top quark mass does not determine the correlation of Mt versus MW correlation which is sensitive to MH. Please rephrase.
Line 14. “This Letter…”
Lines 15 and 16. Suggest “…corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 5.6 fb-1 of tevatron collisions…”

Lines 19 and 21. Suggest “…electron or muon…” rather than “charged lepton…lepton...”
Line 28. At some point you should say how events with > 2 tags are handled.
Page 3.

Lines 26 and 27. “…to normalize…quark hypothesis” is unclear. Please expand and explain.
Page 4.
Line 15. Which “transverse mass”? Is this the transverse top quark mass? Please specify.

Page 5.

Line 4. “…for the in situ calibration…” However, in multi-jet events of the non-tagged jet sample you selected the jet pair as the one which approximates best the W mass. This introduces a bias. How was this accounted for? Suggest addressing this point. 
Page 6.

Line 10. Suggest mentioning how these uncertainty values were determined.
Page 7

Line 5. This is meant to gauge the uncertainty in the pt spectrum of associated jets in DY, which does not sense FSR. Please address this point.
Fig. 1. While one would expect the mjj distribution in the 2-tag sample to be narrower (and give a more precise JES), it is significantly wider than in 1-tag. It also shows sort-of a low mass bump. Since the simulation reproduces this effect, you should understand why. A comment to help the reader understanding this detail would be welcome.
