SPRG comments on Draft 2 of D-Y Angular Correlations PRL (10402)
Comments from Jeff Appel, Peter Renton, and Barry Wicklund
General Comments:
The draft is in quite good shape. We appreciate the responsiveness to the vast majority of our comments on the first draft.

It would be useful if you could give some quantitative measure of how certain the previous work was with vector (as opposed to scalar) gluons. If this could be done, it would be easier to understand the significance of this measurement, beyond it just being at higher p_T. 

As pointed out on our draft 1 comments it would be very useful to make a more quantitative analysis. Please add in the introduction the expected fraction of annihilation vs Compton events expected in the SM from the various models and calculations. Also it would be very useful to try and fit these relative fractions. Can you rule out the possibility that there are no Compton events at a useful confidence level?

Please use "uncertainties" rather than "errors".

In the captions to Fig. 3 and Table I, please use “the mean P_T of the events in each bin” rather than “the mean value of the P_T for each bin”.  The latter would just be the middle of each bin!

The list of simulations not shown in Fig. 3 is long, and it is clear that you want to avoid making the plots any more crowded. However, it would be very useful to know what these other predictions look like in some way; e.g., some similar to one or another of the plots that are shown, for example, others like another one. This could be done in the caption or in the text. [DYRAD,MADGRAPH, POWHEG, PYTHIA Z+1, and VBP] 

In the references, you need to add the names of the collaborations whose papers are cited: 15 and 16 from (E615 Collaboration), 17 from (E866/NuSea Collaboration).

APS/CDF Style comments:

-Use $p_T$ not $P_T$

- "Eq. (1)" not "Eqn"  (throughout)

- Inline Eq. numbers as on L34 and L41 are not APS usage. Numbered Eqs. will cost you an extra line.

- In Figure captions, use "FIG. 1. " not "FIG. 1:" etc. throughout. (period, not colon at end)

- Table I use APS format.

Line-by-Line Comments:

Abstract: Suggest “data sample … detector for this result corresponds to …”

L9: "Z-boson"

L11: "..some transverse momentum" doesn't mean anything. Please be more precise; e.g. "sizeable transverse momentum"

L12: "quantum chrom.."

L22: See APS. Suggest you make these (1a) and (1b) rather than (1) and (2). For punctuation, place semicolon before (1), then put ( ) around last line "(beta3...A5/4)."

L36: “PDF” has not been defined.  For PRL readers, please write out "parton distribution functions (PDFs)" (n.b. PDF sometimes is used for probability distribution function)

Fig 1: Although the lines have backward arrows for antiquarks, it would be clearer if the annihilation process should had q and qbar labels - not q and q.
L54: It would be useful if you could give some quantitative measure of how certain the previous work was with vector (as opposed to scalar) gluons. If this could be done, it would be easier to understand the significance of this measurement, beyond it just being at higher p_T. 

L55: "the the"

LL59-60: Looking at the references, it seems that reference 15 would go better with the text for reference 13 since the paper is quite explicitly about higher twist, and not about Lam-Tung. If you do this, you could drop it from the citation with 8 and 16.  Of course, doing this will change the numbers of the references a bit to keep them in the order they appear in the text.
L64: suggest "higher-twist effects are expected to be negligible"

L68: "..there is a significant contribution" - please be quantitative and give the reader the SM expected sizes of the relative contributions.

LL113-4: “triggered” is jargon.  How about “Events with at least one electron with high E_T are selected on-line.  The electron must have E_T of at least 25 GeV for CC …”?  It the cuts listed from line 114 are for off-line analysis as opposed to the on line cuts, the text should be something like “Events with at least one electron with high E_T are selected on-line.  Off-line refined selection requires the electron to have E_T of at least 25 GeV for CC …”.

L117: The comma after “1.1)” should be removed, since the sentence is just listing two regions in this place.

L126: "140 000"

L133: "Figure 2"

L134: Suggest "for data"

L135: It would be useful to comment on the agreement with the data.
L169: and Table 1: Please indicate in either the text or the table the correlations between the fitted values of A_0 and A_4 and also A_2 and A_3

L199: “with larger samples”  [“statistical” is essentially redundant with “larger”]

L201: "with future" – Dictionary: use "compare to" for "to represent as similar or equal"

              Use "compare with" for "to examine for similarity or dissimilarity"

L202: "would provide"

L203: comma before "since"

References: please check the SPRG Style Guide.

- Use "pythia", "resbos" etc consistently in smallcaps.

· use {\it et al.} throughout

- Please use correct format for JHEP.  This is spelled out clearly in the SPRG Guide.

L225: Probably it is OK, but you define theta and phi here just before you use the same symbols for different kinematic quantities in the CS frame.  You never use these detector based angles again. Also "CDF coordinates are (theta, phi, z)" is not really correct anyway.  Suggest "In the CDF detector frame, the positive z axis is defined by the proton beam direction.  The pseudorapidity is eta=- \ln tan(Theta/2), where Theta is the polar angle between the particle direction and the z axis.  For an e+e- pair..." (n.b. no need to mention phi at all).

L240: "Phs.~Rev. D {\bf 74}, 014004.."

L255: "Collaboration"

L261: "Phys. {\bf B403}.."

L272: "Lett. {\bf 96}, 231803"

L273: "{\it ibid} is used only to reference the same journal, not the same author.  Just drop the ibid.

L286: "Phys. {\bf B511}"

L294: "Ph.D. thesis"

