SPRG COMMENTS  

to the 2nd PRD draft, single top and Vtb, CDF 10063

 Barry Wicklund and Giorgiob, March 23, 2010 

GENERAL COMMENT
Despite the complex subject, the paper is clear, complete and ready for publication. Several important results are reached in stages, but I like to praise in particular the results displayed in fig. 35 as a masterpiece. A slightly critical comment is made on page 55.
To help the final cleaning of the text a few detailed comments are made below.

LINE BY LINE

Abstract
7th line. The missing Et symbol was not yet defined (you could spell out “missing transverse energy plus jets”
Page 5
Line 18

There seems to be some inconsistency between this sentence (Vtb having been measured precisely) and the statement below (lines 24 to 30) on the expectations on Vtb and on the other CKM matrix elements. Suggest rephrasing.

Page 7

Line 22

Understanding the description which follows and memorizing the significance of the many detector elements defined in the following would be made much easier by showing a cut-away of the detector.

Line 26

Suggest “directed along”

Line 42 “layer 00” (use l.c. for detector comps.)

Line 49

Suggest “as needed for identifying” rather than “and is used to identify”

Line 52

Suggest “detector” rather than “chamber”

Line 60

Suggest removing comma, and “within” rather than “with”
Line 65

Suggest “allows” rather than “is used”
Lines 67 to 83,

Suggest mentioning the shower max detectors

Line 76 actually it is the CHA and the WHA, as in [34]
Line 101

Suggest “Tevatron collider” rather than “beam”

Page 8
Caption to fig. 2

To be precise, these are the “dominant s and t channels”, since the contributions by strange and charm quarks are neglected.

Lines 3 and 4

Suggest dropping “singly produced”

Line 18

“MJ analysis” was not defined

Line 55

Suggest “…of this cluster as observed in the shower max detector…”
Page 10
Line 12

The request of the track sign being opposite to the lepton sign is not made? Suggest mentioning this point.

Page 12

Lines 96, 97

Once again, it would be natural to request that the charge of the track be opposite to the lepton charge.

Page 13
Caption to fig. 6

Second line. Suggest “…(a) on a logarithmic pt scale, and (b) on a linear pt scale. “ 

Fourth line “…The matched MADEVENT sample reproduces…”

Line 19.It would be appropriate to inform on how large this Monte Carlo-based adjustment was.

Page 15
Line 15. 
Suggest “as appropriate for” rather than “depending on”

Page 28
Line 78
Please adjust “missing-Et/” as appropriate. 

Line 86

Suggest using the same font for all letters in “t-chan”  
Page 32 

Caption to fig.22
Suggest “…In each plot, the background process which the discriminant is treating as signal is stacked…” 

Page 33

The expression “…or do not measure well due to resolution effects…” may give the wrong impression that the same unbiased integration is made over the available phase space also for jets. Suggest rephrasing and anticipating the concept of transfer function.
Lines 40 and 41

“…but not its accuracy…” A critical referee might object that this may not be exactly true. Suggest considering “…but only to a negligible extent its accuracy, because…”  (Note that the same argument made on lines 72 to 74 is more solid)
Page 35
Line 1

Psingle top is not defined explicitly. Suggest Ps = Psingle top =…

Page 37

Line 33.

Suggest “…of the center of mass system of the hard interaction, defined as…”

Page 44
Line 8, Non-W Multijet estimate. 
A concluding statement on which systematic error is assigned is missing
Page 46

Line 24

“…because we do not use ALPGEN to…”
Page 50

 Line 9 Here and elsewhere no hypen with “pseudo experiments”

             (hyphen only with proper noun)

Page 53

Line 40. The guess on equal log dependence of B and S at the end of range is reasonable, but why can one really “expect” it?

Page 55
Paragraph ending with line 15.

Including this paragraph and showing fig 37 is probably not a good idea. It is made to allow appreciating the effect visually, but its ads nothing statistically and gives the impression of overdoing, by picturing the events in a biased way. 

If some author really likes these plots, consider showing them as an appendix.

Page 57

Line 20

Which subsample reaches the quoted S/B ratio? Suggest removing this quote, or at least making it more specific and conservative.

Line 30

Suggest “…between data and simulation in control regions”
 Page 59
 Line 61 typo

Page 60

Line 103 “Phys. J. C {\bf 4}”

Miscellaneous:  (See SPRG Style Guide)

· Please use standard arXiv reference format.

· “Nucl. Instrum. Methods”

· Please use standard JHEP reference format

· Please use standard format for Nucl. Phys. {\bf XXX}
· Please use standard APS format for thesis reference.

