Hi Alexei,
here are my comments to the paper draft.
Cheers
Rainer

In general this is a highly interesting paper.
Type B:
- L 20: "Direct detection" sounds premature since the decay has not been detected yet. -> "Direct search"
- L 37: "to take into account the many degrees of freedom offered": this sounds like the wrong motivation, as if we use this feature just because it exists
- L 93: "QCD jets" is slang. Do you mean jets from QCD multijet background, or produced by QCD processes ?
- L 109: the significance of "generator-level bins" is not clear. Is this the binning in which the results are presented?
- Eq. 2: do not write text like "pdf" or "Poisson" inside equations
- L 151: "applied"? You probably mean that there is only one set of cross section and nuisance parameters fitted to all data
- L 191, 193: "our": write impersonal style
- L 217-218: what is assumed about BR's?
- L 224: should we not talk about 4l instead of ZZ, given that there are also non-resonant contributions, contact terms etc?
- L 233: "is given in pb": why not pb/GeV etc?
- Figure captions: Either write "Left: ... Right: ...", or "... (left), ... (right)
- Fig. 2-5: Captions are very laconic. Say more about the meaning of the graphs shown on the plots. 
- Fig 2: for the right plot, point out that this is for the combination
- Fig. 6 caption: explain "coupling dependency", this is not obvious
- L 253ff: "floated" is slang
- L 277: specify of what this is the overall uncertainty

Type A:
- L 19: by the ATLAS experiment
- L 20: energy of
- L 115: comma before "respectively"
- " : "as" -> "by means of"
- L 118: "referring to bin"
- L 160f: "to constrain"
- L 209,210: duplicate "spectra"
- L 236: statictics-dominated
- L 251, 267: Space after "Fig. 6" and Figure 10"
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