SPRG comments to the 2nd PRL draft on Wjj, CDF 10274, by Peter Renton and Giorgiob, December 16, 2010, 

GENERAL COMMENT

The paper is now in a better shape. The discussion added at the end of the possible physical nature of the effect - if it were real - is interesting. However, a concern remains about the evaluation of the significance of the anomaly. The description of the Δχ2 determination (from line 93 on) is still rather unclear. What do the simulated pseudo-experiments, on which the significance is based, contain? What does it mean that the position of the Gaussian component is varied in 4 GeV steps? What is assumed about the properties of the Gaussian, i.e. there are 2 parameters for the Gaussian (mass and normalization - the width is fixed by a formula)?  Surely to gauge the significance of a possible new effect we want to know the probability that the background could fluctuate to match the observed data. This paragraph is important to the paper and should be made much clearer.

The main worry about the significance of the possible excess is how well we understand the shape of the background in this region. Is the only systematic effect considered for the shape of the background obtained by varying the parameters in ALPGEN (i.e. 1.9%)? This would appear to be unrealistically small compared to other systematic effects. Maybe trying some form of functional shape for the background shape, as a multiplicative function to the ALPGEN shape, would be more realistic.

A relatively minor but still significant improvement is suggested at lines 61 to 66. 
Please adhere to the APS guidelines (e.g. “generators” in small caps)
LINE BY LINE

Page 1 (Abstract)

Line 3: suggest "experiment at the Fermilab Tevatron,"   ie say where the data come from
Line 4. "standard model" - lower case, see APS guidelines – same problem elsewhere.
Page 2.

line 13. Referencing [3] once more is not required.
Line 14. Suggest “elements” rather than “components” (“composed” is used in next line)

Page 3.

Line 44. “The only difference…” Is this true? Was the cut on dijet pt > 40 GeV/c applied in ref [30]?

Line 52. Ref. 9 citation appears before ref 8.

Lines 61 to 65. The role of the preliminary estimate of W+jets should be clarified further. 
In principle, one should allow for the correlations of the multijet QCD component with W+jets as determined by fitting the Et,miss distribution, rather than keeping QCD fixed when fitting the mjj distribution. A comment on this would be in order. Also, do you find a preliminary normalization of W+jets and its variance by the Et,miss fit, and next impose the normalization to be within this “variance”, when you fit the mjj distribution?  If this is so, consider on line 61“…and an estimate of W+jets and of its variance are found by fitting…”, and on line 65 “The final W+jets normalization is determined by minimizing this χ2. All contributions are constrained…”. These sentences would be consistent with the statement made on lines 87-88. 
Also (line 63), lease make clearer that it is the sum of the electron and muon distributions that are fitted here - assuming that is indeed the case.

Line 66. Please make clear if the total model is normalized to the number of events in the fit range 28-200 GeV (or else define how the total normalization is made).
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Line 69. Please make clear in the text (or caption fig 1) that the fit shown is for the 28-200 GeV range, and that above this the projection of the fit is shown
Line 89. Using the same number of degrees of freedom (ie 20) for the fit with and without the Gaussian peak is incorrect. The Gaussian adds two extra parameters (i.e. mass and normalization) specifically designed to make the fit better in this region. You need to subtract 2 degrees of freedom, so chi2/n.d.f. becomes 10.4/18.

Line 94: suggest add comma after "structure"
Line 97. Please justify the choice of the lower search window range (i.e. 120 GeV/c2) - why not say 100 GeV?

Page 5. 
Line 114. JES doesn't appear to be defined
Line 116. Suggest comma after 4.2x10-4
Line 121. Repeating [12] is not required.
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Line 133. “… as in the simulation…”
Line 134. "times"
Line 141. Ref [16] seems to be cited out of sequence

Line 144. Suggest “…with no resonant behavior in all cases.”
Line 147. If the possible particle decayed 100% to bbar would this test show an effect, given the size of the QCD background under the peak? This estimate should be included for the result to be meaningful.
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Line 154. Suggest comma after 4.2x10-4
Line 165. Suggest “…defined as pt = psinθ.” 

Line 173. A number is needed for the CDF note 
