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Status of the limits

Difference to the 2016 analysis

* With color reconnection uncertainties

® Using only total jet energy correction uncertainty
® No PDF uncertainties

* No trigger efficiencies

* No DY or top pr reweighting
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Taking a look at 2018 limits

Pseudoscalar
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Taking a look at 2018 limits

Pseudoscalar, with k-factor taken from Sam

59.7 fb~! (13 TeV)
2.25 A
2.00 4
1.754
1.50
<
S)
1.254
1.00
0.75 A 95% confidence level
--- Expected
0.50 4 95% expected
Bl 68% expected
400 500 600 700 800 900 1000
ma in GeV

DESY. | Heavy Higgs limits | J. Ribenach, September 11, 2020 Page 4



Taking a look at 2018 limits

Comparing the previous two plots
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First look at 2017 limits

Created templates for 2017, fairly complete
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2017 vs 2018

2018 shows slightly better limits
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2017 vs 2018

This is for the scalar case

2.50 A
2.25 A
2.00 A
< 1757
1.50 4

1.25

95% confidence level
----- 2017 Expected
——=- 2018 Expected
2017 95% expected
[ 2017 68% expected
2018 95% expected
[ 2018 68% expected

400

DESY. | Heavy Higgs limits | J. Rlbenach, September 11,

800 900 1000

Page 8



Impacts for 2018 Pseudoscalar 400 GeV

Ignoring statistical uncertainties
CMS internal
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Validation of Sonnenschein

Definitions as in Afiq’s thesis

0.40 1 — sol
—— Sol n Gen
0351 | —— Match
030
0.25
8
“0.20
0.15
0.10
0.05 e———]
——

300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000 1100 1200
Gen last-copy m (GeV)

® Bias is always positive
e Spiky and overall low resolution
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Thank you
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