SPRG comments on Draft 2 of B_s to pi pi evidence PRL (10612)
Comments from Jeff Appel
General Comments:
We commented that the paper was very well done, and the authors reacted very positively to suggestions on that draft. Nevertheless, the second draft still has some room for improvement, typically just wording. 

The spokespeople were going to update the author list with corrections to the things pointed out in our comments to the first draft.  Please see if the new list is available in place of what you have used for this draft.

Line-by-Line Comments (using the two-column version):

P3 L35: “strong-interaction” (hyphen for compound adjective)

P4 L25: “”three-level on-line event-selection system (trigger).”  (to define the jargon word “trigger” for later use)
P4 L30: “silicon-tracking-detector” hits  (gives a little more meaning to the “hits”.  Still, it’s all jargon, but will help with suggested replacement for SVX on L50 of this page)

P4 L46: Given that the formula for I_B appears only in the footnotes, it would be better to write “Requiring good isolation of the candidate further reduces …”.  Giving a value for the I_B cut later is probably unavoidable.  But the suggested change here will make the paper more readable.

P4 L50: “resolution of the silicon tracking detector” since SVX is not defined in the paper.

P4 L68: “modes also contribute”

P4 L69+2: “and particle-identification (PID) information (hyphen for compound adjective)

P4 L62: “decay particle” for clarity

P5 L7: “In particular, the squared-mass distribution” (note comma and hyphen)

P5 L29+6: “the kinematic properties” to avoid jargon “kinematics”

P5 L63: “at a 2 \sigma level” or “at the 2 \sigma level”

P5 L64: Figure (capital F)
P6 L7: “among” in place of “between” when there are more than two things whose differences are being discussed

P6 L51: better to say that the systematic uncert. for this is smaller than the statistical uncert. rather than the complicated way it is put in the draft.  Isn’t the systematic uncertainty for this one thing always less than the statistical?

P7 L14: “Its value” has an unclear antecedent.  How about “The measured cross section”

P7 LL23-25:  “we have searched in CDF data for rare charmless decay modes” (putting “in CDF data near what it modifies and dropping “new” since the decay modes are not new, only their measurement – maybe “we have searched in CDF data for as-yet-unmeasured charmless decay modes”)

