Reviewer #1
We thank the referee for the additional comments, and our responses are listed below.

Thank you for incorporating many of my comments. Here are a few points that I would like to follow up on:

Introduction:

- The existence of a top-like 4th family would affect the Standard Model Higgs boson production rate due to fermion loop contribution in the (LHC) dominant gluon fusion Higgs production process. So the existing bounds on the SM Higgs (and possible observation of it) tightly constrain a top-like 4th family. This should be mentioned in the text.

We removed the sentence about the Higgs indirect bounds. We feel it is no longer a strong motivation in light of the overwhelming constraints from the recent discovery.
- References [16]-[20] point to important object ID algorithm and performance data. However, these are mostly PAS articles. In your previous reply, you mention you "*think* there are any publications for these." - I would appreciate if you would check.

There are no publications for these references.

- I still prefer to propagate systematic uncertainties to Table 1. You have all required information available so this should be easy (especially since this is a publication and not a preliminary conference note).
We now quote the systematic uncertainty in the “Total background” row.
Reviewer #2
We thank the referee for the additional comments, and our responses are listed below.
The resubmitted article addresses the physics questions I had.  I have a few suggestions to improve readability and reduce possible misunderstandings.

On p1, second column: suggest "larger than at the Tevatron" (dropping "that").
We made the suggested change.


On p1, second column: the search is in the final state with two leptons, two  b quarks, and two neutrinos, not in the blv final state as the text suggests.

We made the suggested change.

On p2, second column: the text suggests the trigger efficiencies are flat.  Adding  "average" at "The average efficiency for events containing two leptons." would  remove that ambiguity.
We made the suggested change.


On p3, first column: suggest to write ".dilepton final state, and agreement is observed."

We made the suggested change.

On p3, first column, start of section 5: "One of the main sources of background." (more  appropriate than "causes")

We made the suggested change.


On p3, a few lines later: "semileptonic b or c quark decays."

We made the suggested change.


On p3, second column: thanks to the replies I now understand the statement of untagged  jets passing the selection.  To make it unambiguous for the reader, I would make this  explicit, e.g. by writing ".no untagged jets passing the signal region selection" (or  the M_lb^min selection)

We made the suggested change.
Table 1 does not have fakes, which are presumably a small but non-zero contribution at  this stage.  Is the contribution known from another CMS ttbar dilepton analysis?  It  would be good if it could either be given or the caption could explicitly state that a  small fake contribution is expected at this stage.  This would presumably be dominated  by W+jets with one fake lepton and could include W+jets.  By the way, the text does not  explicitly state how W+jets is simulated unless it's included in DY.
Fakes are covered by the categories “ttbar-> other” and “W+jets”. We added that W+jets is generated using madgraph.


Figure 1: Thanks to the replies I now understand what the scaling refers to, but it is  a little bizarre as written, since cat I and II yields are estimated from data.  So  some unspecified simulated samples are scaled to produce the non-ttbar background  distribution in Figure 1.  Since the limit is set without consideration of shape, this  is not important from the perspective of the result, but it is nevertheless bizarre,  since the non-ttbar background distribution in Figure 1 could be completely wrong.

An easy way to remedy this would be to have a single bin above 170 GeV.

The simulated background samples used are the same as those in Table1. We scale the Cat I component of those samples down by 30% to match the data-driven prediction (there are no Cat II events in MC, and the data-driven Cat II prediction is also zero). The resulting shape is thus very similar to the raw MC shape, although at high M_lb^Min the lack of MC events gives noticeable statistical fluctuations. We have clarified this in the text.

We did try your suggestion of having a single bin above 170 GeV, but it looks a bit odd because with 5 times the bin width the single event in the signal region in data gives a bin value of 0.2 events/34 GeV. Using a single bin also removes the information of the ttbar and tprime-tprimebar shapes, and the location of the data event within the signal region. We thus prefer to leave the plot unchanged.
