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Introduction

o Revisit Agj; reweight

o Have seen that A¢;; and hence p’% is not well desribed by the Z MC

o Try to derive a reweight from the m;; SBs
@ Similar to HSG5

o By compairing kinematics in SBs of various width found that need to
restrict to 50 < mj; < 150 to not deviate significantly

@ Similar to 7 TeV window (had widened it to gain stats)
@ Still about 1.5 times the SR stats
o A¢j; and pt modelling much more consistent between SR and SBs

o Derived for pJf:t > 45,20 GeV
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Reweight

o Compare Agj; ratio in SR, low SB, high SB and comb SB for 0/1/2

tag. Slopes are consistent.
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Reweight (2)

o Compare Agj; ratio in 0, 1, 2 and N tag for comb SB. Slopes are
consistent except 2 tag, but very low stats.

o Fit for N tag is: 0.900 + 0.063A¢;;
o HSG5 see 0.88 + 0.068
@ Need to check uncertainty and assign systematic
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o Well described in SR (top) and mj;; SB (bottom) after reweight
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o Pretty well described

after reweight (no mj; cut)
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Il
PT

o Well described in SR (top) and mj;; SB (bottom) after reweight

0 b-tag 1 b-tag 2 b-tag
; 3 3 1600F WA emal T 3 WS e T o
> 14000E TS e El i > i E
Laeman’, Gate Touive 1 O 14000 Jrarment wane & %gg Jrammen’, Fearer E
4 @ ®
1 5120 = 160 E
E 2 140 E
3 §1ooo § 1% E
1 o 800 @ 100f E
3 6005 80F E
E 60 E
E 400 b i E
E 200 P E
12 = * 5
T T e e T
T Rk e Al R S RARAT AN ]
50100 150 200 250° 300 350 400 0750 100" 150 200" 250 300 350 400 50100 150 200 250 300 350 400
pl (Gev] Pl [Gev) Pl [Gev]
> RS e TR T 2 30000 AS e T o 3 WS e T e
§R0000E 1 e Towwe 18 3000§ Juasmant, eorew o & J Tk
202500 o ERE E Bosn 2 2o E
2000 4 ¢ e 2 E
g 1§ g
(1500 =R o E
10000 E i
5000¢ E 5008
E 3 3 B
o oOF aF o B
H oo tird T £ St LT ¢ A o ]
3 sttty 5 ettt ot F aarasiu e Sl
& osl & ok 4§ o
50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 50100 150 200 250° 300 350 400 50100 150 200 250° 300 350 400
P! [GeV] p! [GeV] Pl [GeV]
g h "

Carl Gwilliam H — ZZ — llqqg Meeting 7/9



Miljj

o Reasonably well described in SB region after reweight
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Summary

o A¢;; reweight seems consistent between SR/SB and N tags

o Suggest:

s Apply pjTet’ > 20,45 as default cut (rising for higher mp)

@ Apply derived Agj; reweight as baseline
@ Use 50 < mj; < 150 GeV as SB

o Hopefully can decide on baseline p% etc cuts asap too
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