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Abstract

In this article, we evaluate the performance of a data-driven background es-
timate method based on Gaussian Process Regression (GPR). A realistic back-
ground spectrum from a search conducted by CMS is considered, where a large
sub-region below the trigger threshold is included. It is found that the L2 reg-
ularisation can serve as a set of hyperparameters and control the overall mod-
elling performance to satisfy common standards established by experiments
at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). In addition, we show the robustness of
this method against increasing luminosity via pseudo-experiments matching
the expected luminosity at the High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC). While tra-
ditional methods relying on empirical functions have been challenged during
LHC Run 2 already, a GPR-based technique can offer a solution that is valid
through the entire lifetime of the (HL)-LHC.

Keywords
Gaussian Process/ Data Science / BSM Physics/ Large Hadron Colliders

ar
X

iv
:2

50
3.

07
28

9v
1 

 [
he

p-
ex

] 
 1

0 
M

ar
 2

02
5



Contents

1 Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

2 Test Dataset . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

3 Model Setup . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

4 Background Estimate Validation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

5 Sensitivity Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

6 Robustness in HL-LHC . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11

7 Summary . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

A Impacts of the L2 regularisation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 15

References . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16

2



1 Introduction
Background modelling plays a pivotal role in high energy experiments in both searches for new phys-
ics [1–3] and precision measurements of the standard model [4, 5]. Thanks to the careful tuning and
calibrations, simulated event samples can describe the data at the required level of precision for most
cases. However, certain processes, such as multijet, produced through the strong interactions of quarks
and gluons, are known to be suboptimal in the simulation. Quite often, we need to up-weight the sim-
ulation of multijet in certain kinematic regions due to its extremely large cross-section, resulting in
significant statistical uncertainties. In addition, the theoretical uncertainties are not sufficient to ensure
desired precision across the entire phase space [6–13]. To overcome this challenge, various experiments
have developed data-driven methods to estimate the multijet background in physics analyses. In the
pursuit of heavy particles with narrow widths, i.e., analyses looking for bumps, a common background
estimate strategy is to apply a functional fit to the data spectrum. An empirical function is able to fit the
background distribution, which is smoothly falling, while a narrow peak over the background cannot be
incorporated into the function. A widely used function has the following form:

f(x) = p0(1− x)p1xp2+p3 lnx+p4(lnx)
2
+...

where x is a scaled variable defined as x = mjj/
√
s. Variations of the above function are also viable

options [14–17]. Depending on how large and how complex the dataset is, one can decide how many
higher order logarithmic terms to include. Exponential functions and Bernstein polynomials have been
applied in analyses as well [18–20].

This methodology has been quite successful, but the unprecedented integrated luminosity recorded by
the LHC starts challenging it. In fact, several recent analyses reported that this function family can not
easily incorporate the large datasets any more. Therefore, ATLAS developed a sliding window technique
where individual fit is performed for each bin using a subset of the spectrum [14, 15]. In addition to
the increasing luminosity, the expanding search programme also demands a more universal strategy not
relying on empirical functions. Naturally, the community has started re-thinking about the functional fit
approach and investigating completely alternative methodologies.

In ref. [21], a method based on orthonormal series is constructed, and it is successfully applied in an
ATLAS analysis as the primary background estimate [22]. It does not rely on empirical functional
forms, and it is mathematically sound. With a complete orthonormal basis, an arbitrary spectrum can
be described as long as there are enough terms. Though it is more general compared to the canonical
functional fit, the authors of ref. [21] had to come up with a new basis that is more suitable for HEP
experiments. The new method developed in ref. [23] uses symbolic regression to automate parametric
modelling, which shows great flexibility as well. Methods in ref. [21] and ref. [23] are both parametric
in their final applications.

Gaussian Process Regression (GPR), on the other hand, is a non-parametric technique widely used in
machine learning and statistics [24]. A Gaussian Process is a collection of random variables such that
any finite combination of them have a joint Gaussian distribution. Its potential usage in HEP experiments
is discussed in ref. [25, 26] and several LHC results have applied this method to achieve various goals,
such as template smoothing [27,28] or background estimation [16,29]. In a GPR, the bin contents ν1...νn
are described by a Gaussian PDF:

p(νi;µi,K) =
1√

(2π)N |K|
exp

−1

2

N∑
i,j

(νi − µi)K
−1
ij (νj − µj)

 ,

where the µi’s are the bin means and K is the covariance matrix, which is parameterised by a kernel
function K(xi, xj). A common choice of kernel is the Radial Basis Function (RBF) kernel:
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K(xi, xj) = exp

(
−
||xi − xj ||

2ℓ2

)
,

where, ℓ is the length scale of the kernel. It determines how closely correlated neighbouring points are
and can be fit to data through maximising the marginal likelihood of the observations. The authors of
ref. [25] and ref. [26] explored the application of GPR in dijet resonance searches. While previous work
was concentrated on testing different kernels, in this work, we demonstrate that the L2 regularization
can be introduced as a set of hyperparameters to control the overall performance of GPR. Applying
the widely adopted RBF kernel, with minimal hyperparameter tuning, GPR is capable of fitting a com-
plicated spectrum that is challenging for functional fit methods. It is also robust against the increasing
luminosity up to the HL-LHC era.

The article is organised as follows: Section 2 details the test datasets in this work; Section 3 discusses the
optimal representation of the data and the GPR model setup; Section 5 lays out a comprehensive study
of the expected sensitivity, followed by a similar study in the context of the HL-LHC in Section 6; and
finally, Section 7 gives a summary.

2 Test Dataset
The majority of published resonance searches consider a smoothly falling background. To ensure no local
features are introduced by the trigger selection, the low-mass regions are often not used, abandoning a
sizeable amount of data. There have been attempts to include the whole dataset, such as a search for
b-tagged resonances conducted in CMS [30]. In this search, the mjj spectrum is divided into three
regions, with each region fitted by a different function, because there are no proper single functions that
can describe the entire spectrum. One clear advantage of GPR is the ability to handle complex spectra;
hence, this work selects this analysis and uses its published data to construct the test dataset. A large
set of pseudo-experiments is generated for the statistical tests, using the smooth background provided
in ref. [30]. Each pseudo-dataset is achieved by varying the event count in every bin independently
according to a Poisson law. Figure 1 shows the seed template used to generate the pseudo-data and one
example dataset. The signal injection tests mentioned in Section 5 are generated similarly after the signal
events are added to the background.
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Figure 1: The smooth template used to generate the pseudo-datasets (left) and one of the example pseudo-datasets
(right), representing the LHC scenario.

3 Model Setup
This work utilises the GPR module available in SCIKIT-LEARN 1.3.0, without any modifications to the
core libraries.
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3.1 Data Pre-processing
The dataset used for resonance searches in the hadronic final states is often very sizeable. In this work,
we use a binned dataset, so for each mass point (x) there is the corresponding number of entries (y).
Its rapidly falling nature and the large mass coverage require a proper pre-processing step. Applying
the logarithms of x and y can achieve both fast convergence and good performance. Figure 2 shows an
example regulated background dataset and hypothetical gaussian-like signal events given different mass
and width parameters. The signal is well contained within an approximately 0.5 interval on the x-axis,
so the lower bound of the length scale is set to 0.5.
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Figure 2: An example of the pre-processed background-only pseudo-datasets (left) and an illustration of the
distributions for the 5% gaussian-like signal at the 250, 300, 800 and 1400 GeV mass points (right).

3.2 Kernel Selection
The kernel choice has a significant impact on the performance. As already mentioned in Section 1, there
is a large series of kernels to choose from [25, 26]. The goal of this work is not to find or construct
the most optimal kernel, but to demonstrate the generality of a GPR-based method. Therefore, we use
the multiplication of the two most common ones, an RBF and a constant kernel: C(c) × RBF(ℓ). The
bounds for c and ℓ have to be selected carefully. Especially when ℓ becomes too small, there is a risk
of overfitting that leads to signal absorption. It is because a localised feature like a narrow signal will
increase the correlation between neighbouring points in the region where it is located.

3.3 Regularisation
In the functional fit method, users have a set of criteria, such as what is listed in Section 4. When a
function cannot satisfy this list, usually the first reaction is to find a better-performing one. Similarly, we
can also try to craft a more suitable customised kernel in a GPR-based strategy, but it is not the purpose
of this study. In fact, this problem can be addressed differently, by biasing the minimisation to satisfy the
imposed standards.

L2 regularisation, is a well-known method to apply such biases [31]. The core idea is the addition of a
diagonal matrix to the covariance matrix, so each point in the dataset will have its corresponding biasing
term. This regularisation is realised in SCIKIT-LEARN via the α array, whose length is the same as that of
the input data. In regions where the data points are highly correlated and known to be incompatible with
the rest, the corresponding elements in the α array are decreased, which can improve the performance.
Since the model predicts y given x, this regularisation is only applied to the x-axis. The α array is
effectively a set of hyperparameters to tune. The nominal is set to αi =

√
yi/(yi log yi), which is the

relative uncertainty of log yi propagated from yi.
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3.4 Hyperparameters
Table 1 summarises the hyperparameters and their nominal values. The lower bound on the RBF length
scale is motivated by Figure 2 as discussed before, while the upper bound is set to 20, which is more than
three times larger than the width of the spectrum. The bounds on the constant kernel are set to an arbit-
rarily large or small number, allowing it to float freely. αi is optimised further by a set of multiplication
factors, fi, in Section 4, to satisfy the performance criteria.

Table 1: A list of hyperparameters of the GPR model.

Name Explanation Nominal Values

ℓ0 RBF kernel length scale bound lower bound 0.5
ℓ1 RBF kernel length scale bound higher bound 20
c0 constant kernel lower bound 10−5

c1 constant kernel lower higher bound 1018

αi diagonal elements added to the kernel matrix
√
yi/(yi log yi)

fi multiplication factors applied to αi 1

4 Background Estimate Validation
The performance of background estimation based on a functional fit is assessed via widely used goodness-
of-fit tests, such as the reduced χ2 test [32]. In addition, the Kolmogorov–Smirnov (KS) test evaluates
how compatible the residual is with a normal distribution [33], as it is expected when the background
estimate is unbiased. Though these two classic tests reveal the quality of the overall performance, they
cannot detect local biases efficiently. As the search strategy is designed to find narrow peaks, such
mis-modelling is likely to induce false-positive errors.

The false-positive rates can be quantified via pseudo-experiments. Naturally, the criterion depends on the
specific statistical test adopted by the analysis. In this study, we consider a model-agnostic method named
“Bump Hunter” (BH), which calculates the probability for the largest deviation between observation
and expectation to originate from statistical fluctuations [34]. The corresponding mass interval is also
identified. The p-values reported from pseudo-experiments considering background-only test datasets are
expected to be flat if the background estimate is unbiased. A PYTHON implementation of this algorithm,
PYBUMPHUNTER [35], is used.

It is found that shrinking fi associated with the mass bins before the smoothly falling region improves
the precision in the corresponding mjj region. A coarse scan using fewer pseudo-experiments indicates
that once fi below 320 GeV is reduced to 0.1, the performance becomes stable. Table 2 summarises the
test results from the nominal setup and the one where the first eleven fi-s are set to 0.1 (f1−11 = 0.1), a
configuration randomly selected among the tested ones where up to the first fifteen fi-s are scaled. The
latter case achieves much better performance in all three tests. Furthermore, as seen in Figure 3, the BH
p-values are homogeneously distributed as expected. Figure 4 illustrates the performance difference in
one of the pseudo-experiments.

Though the background modelling has passed the above tests, there can still be remaining biases that need
to be taken into account as the uncertainties. Such residual biases are observed in Figure 5, summarising
the most significant BH intervals. The predominant cluster near 250 GeV in the nominal case is mitigated
largely by changing f1−11 to 0.1, but those two clusters localised near 400 and 500 GeV are still visible.
There is plenty of freedom to tune fi further, but the rest of the work uses this benchmark setup.
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Table 2: Summary of the fit performance for the nominal fi and setting f1−11 to 0.1.

Nominal f1−11
α = 0.1

KS p-value > 0.05 86% 88%
χ2/nDoF < 1.5 65% 85%

BH p-value > 0.1 51% 87%
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Figure 3: BH p-value distributions of 100 background-only pseudo-experiments in the LHC condition, for the
nominal setup (dashed line) and f1−11 = 0.1 (solid line).
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Figure 4: Comparison between an example background-only pseudo-dataset (solid point) and the background
estimate from GPR (solid line), for the nominal setup (left) and f1−11 = 0.1 (right). The vertical dashed lines
indicate the boundaries of the most significant deviation reported by BH.

5 Sensitivity Study
Previously, we have identified a configuration that gives us acceptable background modelling precision in
the background-only case. This section will demonstrate that this configuration retains good sensitivity
to signals across the entire spectrum. When it comes to analyses using data-driven background estimate
methods, we have to check carefully how robust the method is against the presence of signal events. It
is evaluated by a series of signal injection tests. A gaussian-like signal with a width of 5% is used as a
benchmark signal hypothesis. Four mass points are included to cover various locations in the spectrum.
The 250 GeV point is below the trigger threshold, and the 300 GeV point is right at the plateau. These
regions are often discarded in physics analyses. The 1400 GeV point is close to the end of the mjj

distribution, while the 800 GeV point is in the middle of the smoothly falling region where optimal
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Figure 5: Summary of the BH p-values and the corresponding mass intervals (solid horizontal segments), for the
nominal setup (left) and f1−11 = 0.1 (right). The horizontal dashed line corresponds to a critical value of 0.1.

sensitivity is expected when a traditional functional fit strategy is applied.

The amount of signal events injected is quantified by s/
√
b in a given mjj window centred at the signal

mass, covering 68.3% of the signal events. Table 3 lists the injection tests conducted. One hundred test
datasets are prepared for each scenario and then fed into the sensitivity evaluation procedure as detailed
in the next section.

Table 3: Summary of the signal injection tests.

Mass [GeV] Width Strength

250 5% 10,15
300 5% 7,10
800 5% 5,7
1400 5% 5,7

5.1 Sensitivity Evaluation
The sensitivity of a search should be evaluated with the full analysis chain executed. There exist a number
of metrics to quantify the sensitivity, such as the expected exclusion limits for given BSM hypotheses.
Both the CMS and ATLAS analyses often offer model-independent results using the BH algorithm,
which reports a global p-value indicating how likely the most significant deviation observed comes from
background fluctuations [34]. The signal injection test can be done using pseudo-experiments where the
probability of reporting a p-value below the threshold is examined for a given amount of signal events
injected. The p-value threshold is chosen to be 0.1 in the signal injection test as well. As shown in
Figure 6, the sensitivity is optimal for the region in the middle with sizeable sidebands on both sides
to constrain the background estimate, and it drops when moving towards the end of the spectrum. The
performance is reduced even more in the low mass region below (on) the plateau.

Figure 7 presents the chance of successfully reporting a p-value less than 0.1 in the correct mass region
where the signal events are injected. It is noticed that when injecting a 300 GeV signal, there is a high
chance of reporting a significant deviation at the wrong location. It is related with the residual bias
near 400 GeV seen in Figure 5. Figure 8 shows random examples of the pseudo-experiments that have
successfully reported a p-value below 0.1, with the BH intervals marked as well.

The 250 GeV signal point is very close to the starting of the mass spectrum, with no constraints from
the sideband on the low mass side, so the sensitivity is naturally degraded. Figure 6 reveals that the
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Figure 6: Summary of BH p-values obtained in the signal injection tests, for the 250 GeV (upper-left), 300 GeV
(upper-right), 800 GeV (lower-left) and 1400 GeV (lower-right) signal mass points.

probability of reporting p-values below 0.1 only starts to increase visibly when more than ten times of
s/
√
b signal events are injected. Though this behaviour appears to be not ideal, it enables analysing a

region often discarded in physics analyses. As demonstrated in this work, it is possible to probe the entire
mass region via a unified approach.

The above tests do not rely on any signal hypotheses, as the statistical analysis aims at identifying sig-
nificant deviations in data without analysing the nature of the deviations or quantifying the size of the
potential BSM signals. This model-agnostic approach has its merits in many occasions, such as analyses
designed with minimal BSM assumptions. However, the ability to extract the signal component is still
very much demanded. It is possible to achieve this goal as suggested by the authors of ref. [25], using a
stationary kernel, S, to model the signal component:

S = A exp−
1
2
(xi−xj)

2
/ls

2

exp−
1
2
((xi−m)

2
+(xj−m)

2
)/t

2

where A is a constant, ls refers to the length scale, m specifies the centre of the signal mass, and t
acts as the width of the signal [25]. Therefore, the full GPR model becomes S + C(c) × RBF(ℓ).
The bound of the length scale of the background kernel, l0 (l1), is set to be 0.6(0.7), determined by
the background only tests. The hyperparameters associated with the signal kernel are determined by
fitting the signal templates. While both A and ls can float freely, m and t are only allowed to change
within a reasonable range of the fitted values. Given the logarithmic transformation done to the dataset
in Section 3.1, the signal in the original space is approximated by exps+b− expb, where s and b are the
signal and background components obtained via the fitted kernels. Figure 9 shows the signal extraction
results for the 800 GeV gaussin-like signal with a 5% width. The number of extracted signal increases as
the amount of injected signal events, roughly following a linear response. However, the extracted signal
strength is systematically higher and has a wide spread. The performance of signal extraction becomes
very unstable for signal points close to the mjj boundaries. The data pre-processing, kernel selection and
hyperparameters all affect the signal extraction performance, which can be further optimised. We use
this example to demonstrate there exists a viable strategy.
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Figure 7: Summary of the BH p-values and the corresponding mass intervals (solid horizontal segment), for the
250 GeV (upper-left), 300 GeV (upper-right), 800 GeV (lower-left) and 1400 GeV (lower-right) signal mass points.
The horizontal dashed line corresponds to a critical value of 0.1.

100

101

102

103

104

105

Ev
en

t C
ou

nt

Global p-value: 0.017
BH Interval: [230, 260]

Data
Mean Prediction
95%  onf%den e %nterval

1032×102 3×102 4×102 6×102

mjj [GeV]
−5

0

5

S%
gn

%f%
 a

n 
e 100

101

102

103

104

105

Ev
en

t C
ou

nt

Global p-value: 0.006
BH Interval: [290, 320]

Data
Mean Prediction
95% confidence interval

1032 × 102 3 × 102 4 × 102 6 × 102

mjj [GeV]
5

0

5

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e

100

101

102

103

104

105

Ev
en
t C

ou
nt

Global p-value: 0.005
BH Interval: [770, 830]

Data
Mean Prediction
95% confidence interval

1032×102 3×102 4×102 6×102

mjj [GeV]
−5

0

5

Si
gn

ifi
ca
nc

e 100

101

102

103

104

105

Ev
en

t C
ou

nt

Global p-value: 0.034
BH Interval: [1370, 1430]

Data
Mean Prediction
95%  onf%den e %nterval

1032×102 3×102 4×102 6×102

mjj [GeV]
−5

0

5

S%
gn

%f%
 a

n 
e

Figure 8: Comparison between the signal-injected pseudo-dataset (solid point) and the background estimate from
GPR (solid line), for the 250 GeV (upper-left), 300 GeV (upper-right), 800 GeV (lower-left) and 1400 GeV (lower-
right) signal mass points. The vertical dashed lines indicate the boundaries of the most significant deviation repor-
ted by BH.
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6 Robustness in HL-LHC
The authors of ref. [25] conducted a test showing that the GPR-based background estimate has a stable
χ2 result as the luminosity increases. Here, we extend this study to also include the KS and BH tests, in
the HL-LHC condition. The analysis done in ref. [30] uses 36.1 fb−1 of data, which is only 1.2% of the
total integrated luminosity expected for HL-LHC. As a consequence, events at the high mjj tail expected
in HL-LHC have not been collected in this dataset. In order to obtain a test dataset that corresponds to
the HL-LHC scenario, the following procedure is applied:

– Fit the 36.1 fb−1 mjj spectrum obtained by GPR using f(x) = p0(1 − x)p1xp2 , where x =
mjj/6500, starting from mjj = 1000 GeV.

– Use the fitted function to predict the yields at high mass tail that is not available in the 36.1 fb−1

dataset.
– Scale the whole spectrum, to the target integrated luminosity at the HL-LHC, which is 3000 fb−1.

Figure 10 shows the template used to generate the pseudo-datasets for the HL-LHC scenario and one
example dataset. It is acknowledged that the events at the high mass tail may not accurately represent
the real data to be collected, but it suits the scope of this study, which is to check the robustness of GPR
against increasing luminosity.

The same set of tests are performed using the above pseudo-datasets. Since the mass region is enlarged
by a factor of 2.5 compared to the LHC test dataset, the widest window considered in BH is increased by
a factor of 2 [34, 35]. We only observe weak biases in the BH p-value test, as shown in Figure 11. The
results from KS and χ2 tests are also very similar.

Since the mass region is extended up to 4 TeV given the expected HL-LHC luminosity, the 800 GeV
and 1400 GeV signal mass points are changed to 2000 GeV and 3400 GeV, respectively, for the signal
injection tests. The resulting BH p-values are shown in Figure 12, which are similar to the LHC scenario.

However, BH fails to report the most significant deviations at the correct location when the 300 GeV
signal is injected, although the fraction of BH p-values below 0.1 is high, as shown in Figure 13. It
is already observed in the LHC scenario, but the impact is enhanced due to a much larger luminosity.
Figure 14 shows random examples of the pseudo-experiments that have successfully reported a p-value
below 0.1, with the BH intervals marked as well.
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(right), representing the HL-LHC scenario.
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Figure 11: Left: BH p-value distributions of 100 background-only pseudo-experiments in the HL-LHC condition
(solid line). Right: a summary of the BH p-values and the corresponding mass intervals (horizontal solid segments).

The same signal extraction procedure is tested for the HL-LHC scenario as well, using the 2000 GeV
gaussian-like signal with a 5% width. The performance is similar to that of the LHC scenario. The signal
extraction is systematically higher, with a wide spread.

The overall performance of the same GPR model decreases slightly in the HL-LHC scenario if the hy-
perparameters are not re-optimised (HL-LHC results using re-optimised hyperparameters are discussed
in Appendix A.). It is remarkable as the luminosity is increased by a magnitude of two. The hyperpara-
meters allow the users to tune the model with great flexibility, while the traditional functional fit method
limits the users to a given function family. Due to the sizeable correlations between the free parameters,
the fit performance of a function is saturated after reaching a certain number of free parameters. In con-
trast, the GPR-based background modelling technique can offer a solution that is valid through the entire
lifetime of the LHC.
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Figure 12: Summary of BH p-values obtained in the signal injection tests in the HL-LHC condition, for the 250
GeV (upper-left), 300 GeV (upper-right), 2000 GeV (lower-left) and 3400 GeV (lower-right) signal mass points.
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Figure 13: Summary of the BH p-values and the corresponding mass intervals (solid horizontal segment), for
the 250 GeV (upper-left), 300 GeV (upper-right), 2000 GeV (lower-left) and 3400 GeV (lower-right) signal mass
points, in the HL-LHC condition. The horizontal dashed line corresponds to a critical value of 0.1.
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Figure 14: Comparison between the signal-injected pseudo-data (solid point) and the background estimate from
GPR (solid line), for the 250 GeV (upper-left), 300 GeV (upper-right), 2000 GeV (lower-left) and 3400 GeV
(lower-right) signal mass points, in the HL-LHC condition. The vertical dashed lines indicate the boundaries of
the most significant deviation reported by BH.
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7 Summary
In this work, the performance of a GPR-based background estimation method is thoroughly investigated,
with a set of tests performed using a background spectrum reported in a CMS search [30]. The back-
ground is challenging as it also includes the region before the smoothly falling part. The CMS search
divides the background into three separate regions, with each fitted by a different function. Owing to
the flexible nature of GPR, this delicate spectrum can be handled in a much simpler way. We point out
that one can rely on the most commonly adopted RBF kernel to achieve excellent performance if the
L2 regularisation is tuned accordingly. Thus, for a GPR-based background estimate model, the set of
hyperparameters includes the bounds of the kernel parameters and the regularisation matrix. The dis-
covery potential is evaluated using the BUMPHUNTER algorithm [34]. With a minimally optimised set
of hyperparameters, we observe promising sensitivity to hypothetical narrow resonances. In addition,
the background is projected to the HL-LHC to test how robust GPR is against increasing luminosity.
Unlike traditional functional fit methods that have already been challenged seriously during Run 2, the
performance of the GPR-based strategy is remarkably stable even for the HL-LHC scenario. The signal
extraction procedure is tested as well, without optimisation for this specific task. While the outcome is
positive, it is obvious that the performance should be improved. An automatic and systematic way to
tune a GPR-based model to suit all major use cases is of high value, which is an interesting topic for
future studies.

Recent LHC analyses have started experimenting with GPR on various occasions [16, 28, 29], but func-
tional fit is still the most widely embraced method in resonance searches. It is in part due to its long
historical success, and there are well-established procedures to address topics such as systematic uncer-
tainties and to integrate it into the statistical analysis [36]. In this work, we illustrate that GPR can satisfy
the common standards imposed for searches using the BUMPHUNTER algorithm, even if a very difficult
background shape is under consideration. Tuning the hyperparameters in a GPR model is conceptually.
It is clear that GPR is already suitable for certain types of searches at the LHC, and we look forward to
more results adopting this method. Its robustness against increasing luminosity allows the community to
develop background estimate strategies that are valid throughout the entire lifetime of the (HL)-LHC. It
is not discussed here how to evaluate the major systematic uncertainties associated with GPR and how
the hyperparameters can impact them. We leave this topic for future works.
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Appendix
A Impacts of the L2 regularisation
In the HL-LHC scenario, it is observed that the background modelling biases are increased as shown in
Figure 11. Consequently, a large fraction of most significant BH-intervals being reported at the wrong
locations when the 300 GeV signal events are injected, as reported by Figure 12. As mentioned in
Section 3.3, the mutliplication factor fi can serve as a set of hyperparameters. In this appendix, we

15



demonstrate that tuning fi helps with achieving better background modelling performance for the HL-
LHC scenario.

Both Figure 11 and Figure 12 indicate that the background modelling is sub-optimal around 400 GeV.
Therefore, we modify the corresponding fi to enhance the performance in this region. The original
f1−11 = 0.1 is updated to f1−20 = 0.1. Figure A.1 compares the BH p-values obtained in the
background-only tests and the BH intervals reported using the updated multiplication factor. The sys-
tematic pattern seen around 400 GeV before is greatly mitigated as expected. Figure A.2 compares the
300 GeV signal injection test results using the original (f1−11 = 0.1) and re-tuned f1−20 = 0.1. The
latter correctly reports the excess at the location where the signal events are injected.
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Figure A.1: Left: BH p-value comparison between results using original tuned hyperparameters (f1−11 = 0.1)
and the ones using re-tuned hyperparameters (f1−20 = 0.1), for the HL-LHC scenario. Right: summary of the
BH p-values and the corresponding mass intervals (solid horizontal segment), for the background-only tests, in the
HL-LHC condition.
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Figure A.2: Comparisons of the BH p-values and the corresponding mass intervals between results using original
tuned hyperparameters (f1−11 = 0.1) and the ones using re-tuned hyperparameters (f1−20 = 0.1), for the 300
GeV signal injection test, in the HL-LHC condition.

This exercise demonstrates that the L2 regularization has significant impact on the background modelling
performance. Tuning the corresponding hyperparameters allows to adapt the GPR model to various new
conditions easily.
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