Comments on CDF 10198, 2nd PRL draft on the top mass with M.E. and in-situ calibration
Giorgiob, August 23, 2010
GENERAL COMMENT
This is an excellent work and the paper is well written. Although describing such a complex statistical analysis in a PRL is very hard, several clarifications would be in order – see details below. 
.
LINE BY LINE
Page 2
Line 27. The symbol O(N-1/2) may not be clear to some. Suggest defining it.
Page 3
Lines 48 and 49. The sentence “…obtained with an on-line selection requirement for missing transverse energy, Et,miss, instead of a central muon,” cannot be understood. Please rephrase and clarify.
Line 50. “exactly 4 jets” should be defined by specifying the cut against more jets  applied to the events.
Line 62. “…included in W+light jets” only? Are you really considering only Z+light flavors? Why Z+bb, Z+cc, Z+c should not to be considered? Please include a comment on this issue.
Page 4
Line 73. Suggest indexing TFi (also in formula 1, where an index I should appear on both terms of the second equation)
Page 5
Line 86. “…smeared to simulate final-state jets.” is too vague. Suggest mentioning how such smearing is done.

Line 90. Suggest “…and top quark mass…” 
Line 100. “a Quasi-Monte-Carlo technique” sounds mysterious. Suggest explaining.
Page 6
Lines 113 and 114. After ”…for a background event…” Perhaps you could advise the reader by observing that the average background likelihood <Lbg> depends on mt. because the likelihood is calculated “…for all candidate events under the assumption that they are signal”.
Line 126. I do not see how one can predict the number of events expected to pass the likelihood cut. Can this be clarified?
