Comments to the draft PRL on scalar top quark production, CDF 10718 February 24, 2012, by Jonathan Rosner, Barry Wiklund and Giorgiob
GENERAL COMMENTS
This paper defines clearly the narrow ranges of SUSY particles addressed by the search. The study is well organized and within these ranges reaches stronger limits than previous measurements. However, there are some arguments (page 3, lines 25 and 26) and some technicalities of the analysis (several comments on page 4) which deserve clarification. One should justify why the conclusions address a neutralino mass value which differs from values considered previously in the paper.
Editing of Tables would look better with begin{center} just before begin{tabular} and end{center} just after end{tabular}

LINE BY LINE COMMENTS
Page 1
Line 17. "In the case" 
Line 18. "we exclude a scalar top ..."
Page 2
Lines 16,17.  "(being ...)" => "(where tildeχ+ is a chargino)"
Line 17. t1 at the end of the line
Page 3
Line 12 to 14. “distort” does not apply to “the position of the interaction point”. Suggest: “…for effects such as non-linear calorimeter response, underlying event, the position of the interaction point, that influence the measured transverse jet energy.”

Lines 25 and 26. “…requiring two HF-identified jets…” The charm-signature of jets is the distinguishing feature of signal. Charm can be sorted out (later) by CHAOS within the HF-signed jets. How is it possible that requesting in the primary sample two rather than only one HF-signed jet reduces the sensitivity of the search?   
Line 26  "two b quarks, use math mode”
Page 4
Lines 1,2  This sentence is unclear.  To what does "This criterion” (not "criteria") refer?  Avoid using "describe" twice in the sentence.
Line 5.  "as a HF jet" (singular)’. 
Lines 7 to 10. This period is unclear. Initially PYTHIA is used to estimate EW production (which would include diboson, why not?). Two lines below,  PYTHIA is used to model …diboson backgrounds. What is the difference? Please clarify and rephrase.

Lines 13 to 17. Again, the same problem. “…diboson…are normalized to the theoretical cross sections”, and one line below “…EW boson samples are normalized to…MCFM” Are these not theory cross sections as well? Please clarify and rephrase.
Lines 23. Please expand to explain how the scaling factor is obtained.  

Page 5

Table caption. “TABLE I. Comparison..." (all caps, Roman numerals, period not colon) 

Line 5.  "to have the vecj2 vector direction"
Line 10.  Delete comma at end.

Line 11.  Delete "and the"; comma before "as well as"

Page 6

Caption . "FIG. 1.Distribution" (also FIG. 2., FIG. 3.) 

Line 5. "calorimeter"

Page 7
Lines 16 and 17. The quoted CHAOS performances are excellent. It would be fair commenting on this and sending the reader again to ref. [24] to learn more. 
Page 8.
Line 14. The simulation used to get the efficiency assumed a neutralino mass of 70 GeV/c2 (page 6, line 11), a mas of 80 GeV/c2 is considered here and in fig. 2, and limits for a mass of 90 GeV/c2 are quoted in the conclusions on line 11 of page 9. Is this legitimate? This needs to be justified. 
Page 11.

Line 1. Close up "B238" 
Line 5. No comma after "D"

Line 6. No comma after "B"
Line 9. Suggest  "...ni, where i= calorimeter tower number and n1 is a unit.." 
Line 12. "as the negative" 

Page 12.

Line 12. No comma after Lister 
Line 14. "thesis, University of X, FERMILAB..., 2010." (drop March, 185 p) 
Line 16. Close up "B492"

