SPRG comments on PRL D2 QQ_bar search to tWtW in Same-Charge Dileptons
Comments from Jeff Appel, Peter Renton, 

and Barry Wicklund
General Comments:
Draft 2 is much improved over draft 1.
The authors have explained why, in most cases, when they have not followed our suggestions on draft 1, so no need to repeat those comments here.

There are a variety of combinations in the text when describing results, in Table II, and in the caption for Table II for what appears to be “b’ (or B)” and “T_5/3 + B” as used in the caption for Fig. 4.  If the numbers are always for what is written in the Fig. 4 caption, the same notation should be used uniformly elsewhere.  If there are really differences intended in the various places, these need to be made clearer.

The draft still seems rather long for PRL.

The references have a number of minor mistakes, all of which are covered in the SPRG Style Guide. See the line-by-line comments. The authors would do well to make use of the SPRG checklist/ Style Guide. The document is under item 3 in the godparent guidelines at

http://www-cdf.fnal.gov/internal/physics/godparents/guidelines.html
Line-by-Line Comments:

P1 Abstract L3: "jets, and missing transverse energy" (Use serial comma.).
P1 Abstract L4: Suggest "and missing transverse energy" (There is always missing 
     energy.).
P2 L7: “Another quark generation could provide”  the things stated.  To say “would 

     provide” is model dependent.  Also, use cf. or Cf. uniformly in L7 and L21 – if you

     keep the “cf.” at all.

P2 L11: Take the opportunity to define Q; e.g., ”heavy particles Q decaying to …” .
P2 L15: may -> might, since “may” implies permission rather than a possibility.

P2 L19: Suggest "t quark and similar decay modes". (I think this means that if we saw a 
     signal we could not distinguish T5/3 from warped dimensions). If you don’t like 
     “similar”, it should be “the same”, not just “same”.
P2 L21: Suggest "A summary is given in [15]." (no () ). Also, ref [15] is cited out of 
     sequence.

P2 L22: This sentence is rather terse. Suggest add "the decay sequence is as follows".

P2 L25: “particles as” -> “particles, since” (for clarity in reading) or “particles, as”.
P2 L27&28: The use of the word "true" is scientific papers is best avoided. Suggest 
     "expected".
P2 L29: "255 GeV/c**2, and (c)" (serial comma). Also, the value "255 GeV/c2" needs 
     some justification.

P3 L3: seems ad hoc and redundant with Line 2. Maybe " non-zero; ref. [9] gives Delta 

     m~50 GeV, based on...".
P3 L8: "20 GeV/c, where..".
P3 L10: "; and missing transverse".
P3 L13: suggest replace "meson" by "hadron".

P3 L14: Suggest add “from” for parallel construction in sentence – “jets or from tt_bar”.

P3 L17: The antecedent for “model” is unclear.  Perhaps “this model describes well” ->    

     “the event sample models well …”.

P3 L18:  Suggest starting the sentence – “Nevertheless, the requirements …” to indicate 

     that in spite of modeling things well, there remains a large uncertainty.  As written, 

     what does this sentence mean ?  As written, the reader has to dig up ref. [21] to 

     understand what b tags have to do with the "model" and what is 100% of what.  Why 
     not replace this with just "The uncertainty on this background is ~100%, as explained 
     in [21]."

P3 L19: “model, leading” (comma to separate ideas).


P3 L24: “Z/gamma*+jets” is jargon.  Suggest defining the notation for later use; e.g., 

     “events with a Z or virtual gamma accompanied by jets (Z/gamma*+jets) and …”.

P3 L27: Place the [27] after the Pythia version number, even if the reference is not 

     specific to the version.

P3 L29: please specify what the "Z mass region" is.

P3 L30: suggest "using the CDF simulation program CDFSIM"

P4 Fig. 1 caption: Are there no cuts on isolation, existence of jets, or geometric fiducial 

     cuts?  If it’s too much to put in the caption, then refer to text and put the sample 
     definition there.  Is the sample just before the charm tag of a jet?
P4 Table I caption: "e mu, and mu mu" (serial comma)

P5 L3: spurious dot at start of line. If this sentence refers to the previous paragraph, it 

     should be combined with that paragraph. What conclusion should one draw from the 

     evident agreement of the particular sample and the prediction?
P5 L8: "MET, and at least"  (serial comma)

P5 L13: "charge mis-measurement" (No hyphen where you have it, could drop it here 

     too.)

P5 L16: If there is evidence in the same-charge electron sample, why doesn’t it show in 

     Fig. 1?

P5 L18: Suggest "softer" => "smaller"

P5 Table II cap. and row labels: see comment above about “b’ (or B)” and “T_5/3 + B”

P6 L1: Please avoid one line paragraphs.

P6 L2&6: See comment above about “b’ (or B)” and “T_5/3 + B”
P6 L8,11 P7 L1,6:  "cross section" (no hyphen)

P8 L7: "J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2006) 012." (no \bf).  
P8 L15: "arXiv:hep-ex/0807.4226"

P8 L17: "arXiv:hep-ex/0808.1297v3"

P8 L20: "D {\bf 76}"

P8 L21: " J. High Energy Phys. 06 (2008) 026." (no \bf)

P8 L22: "Phys. {\bf B173}"

P8 L28: "Phys. 05 (2007) 074." (no \bf)

P9 L2: Suggest "(for the CDF Collaboration)" as this is a write up of a poster 
     contribution.  Also, "arXiv:hep-ex/0810.3349"
P9 L9: The quantity Delta R doesn't appear to be defined

P9 L18: " J. High Energy Phys. 07 (2003) 001."

P9 L19: {\bf 238}
P9 L22: Looks like the volume (in \bf) is missing, and the page is \bf instead.  Check.
P9 L26: "J. High Energy Phys. 07 (2002) 012."

P9 L28: "{\bf B529}, 424 (1998)."

P9 L30: "04 (2004) 068."

P9 L33: Comma should go after the volume.
P9 L28: (year) should go at end.  Also, missing final period.

P9 L30: Missing final period.
