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GENERAL COMMENT

The paper lists a number of facts that are to be taken at face value. All together, I believe that an explicit conclusion as suggested on page 10, line 666 is inevitable. 

A couple of comments listed below (line 254, line 548) address possible systematic effects that may be difficult to consider so late in the process. One mistake (line 237) should be corrected. 

LINE BY LINE COMMENTS
Page 2
Line 119. The event selections as having “one lepton + two additional tracks”, is very vague. Most likely all events with one lepton have also several tracks somewhere in the detector. Cosider rephrasing.
Page 3
Lines 200 to 203. Suggest “gives increased separation with respect to the previously used algorithm”
Lines 212 and 213. Mentioning the central-to-forward gap sounds odd, since the gap has no role in the improved φ-acceptance. Suggest either removing the sentence or saying “over the full η-range from …to…” 

Line 234. Suggest “for η-dependent calorimeter response” 

Line 237. The missing energy formula is incorrect. Suggest removing the absolute value symbol on the right and defining the missing energy vector on the left.

Lines 254 to 257. The adopted procedure would favor a ZZ interpretation also in a sample of 4 uncorrelated leptons. The physics of such four leptons production may not be easy to guess, but it would still be interesting to simulate how the superposition of two non-resonant DY events would display after this χ 2 minimization in terms of two Z.
Line 501. The energy (fourth) term in the quoted four-vector could be better approximated by accounting for the jet masses.
Caption to fig. 10. The comment on how the three large Mvis events in fig. (a) can be understood implicitly means that the simulation did not properly account for jet energy smearing. A more realistic simulation might have shown a much wider G* peak. Suggest rephrasing and pointing to a fluctuation.
Page 8
Line 536. “modeled”
Paragraph from line 548 to line 562. This procedure is legitimate but makes me uneasy because it sculpts the background processes to mimic ZZ. This would bias the overall Mlljj distribution to look like the ZZ and make it hard to separate the small true ZZ contribution from fake.
To study this effect more carefully, one could compare the Mjj distribution in the lljj sample before and after constraining, and the corresponding effect on the overall lljj mass. How much is the Mlljj distribution modified relative to the unbiased one? How would fig. 12 look like if this constraint is not applied? Would it still be sensitive to a G* signal?
Page 10

Line 66. It would be appropriate to add a sentence as “This conclusion interprets the anomalous signal observed in the 4 lepton channel as an unlikely statistical fluctuation.”
