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We rely on Monte Carlo (MC) simulations to interpret searches for new physics at the Large Hadron
Collider (LHC) and elsewhere. These simulations result in noisy and approximate estimators of selection
efficiencies and likelihoods. In this context we pioneer an exact-approximate computational method — exact-
approximate Markov Chain Monte Carlo — that returns exact inferences despite noisy simulations. To do so,
we introduce an unbiased estimator for a Poisson likelihood. We demonstrate the new estimator and new
techniques in examples based on a search for neutralinos and charginos at the LHC using a simplified model.
We find attractive performance characteristics — exact inferences are obtained for a similar computational
cost to approximate ones from existing methods and inferences are robust with respect to the number of
events generated per point.

I. INTRODUCTION

The ATLAS and CMS experiments at the Large Hadron Col-
lider (LHC) are searching for new particles that are predicted
by beyond the Standard Model (BSM) theories. The experi-
mental signatures of the new particles typically depend on
unknown parameters that control their masses and inter-
actions [1]. There is, however, an underappreciated issue
when using data from LHC searches to infer these unknown
parameters. The data collected by the LHC and the LHC
searches are so complicated that we cannot explicitly com-
pute a likelihood function for use in a statistical analysis [2].1

Consequently, simplifications and approximations must be
made.

Typically, we first make a lossy simplification of the experi-
mental data: we discard the detailed event record and con-
sider only whether an event falls into a judiciously-chosen
signal region. The result is thus the number of events ob-
served in the signal region. However, this is not enough to
allow us to compute the likelihood, as we cannot compute
directly the expected number of such events from a model.
Instead, we compute noisy estimators of the likelihood using
Monte Carlo (MC) simulations of the experiment on a com-
puter, e.g., using the Pythia [4], Herwig [5] and Sherpa [6]
event-generators, and the Delphes [7] and Geant [8] detector
simulators.

There are various statistical methodologies for learning
about parameters using experimental data. We focus on
Bayesian statistics, in which we learn about parameters by
finding posterior distributions for them. The dominant algo-
rithms for sampling from a posterior are variants of Markov
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1 Though see e.g., the matrix-element method [3].

Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC; see e.g., ref. [9]). These algo-
rithms are likelihood based; they require us to be able to
compute the likelihood of the data observed by the LHC
given a set of model parameters. Here, we pioneer exact-
approximate MCMC — an MCMC algorithm that returns
exact results from noisy estimates of the likelihood.2 For de-
tails of our numerical implementations in Python, C++ and
within the ColliderBit [11] module of the GAMBIT [12] frame-
work, see Appendix C. Our work differs from approximate
simulation-based inference methods such as Approximate
Bayesian Computation (ABC; [13]) in that it returns exact
rather than approximate results.

A. Exact-approximate MCMC

Remarkably, in special circumstances approximate estima-
tors of the likelihood can lead to exactly correct results; these
algorithms are known as exact-approximate or, in the con-
text of Bayesian computation, pseudo-marginal. In this work,
we explore exact-approximate MCMC for LHC likelihoods.
Exact-approximate MCMC was first applied in ref. [14] and
formalized in ref. [15, 16]. Similar ideas, however, were pre-
sented earlier in the context of lattice QCD [17].

Exact-approximate MCMC can be seen as MCMC with a
noisy estimator of the likelihood, L̂, that satisfies:

1. The estimator is unbiased (at least up to a constant
factor),

〈L̂〉 =C L (1)

for constant C . That is, on average, the estimator
equals the exact likelihood.

2. The estimator is never negative,

L̂ ≥ 0. (2)

2 Though note that other algorithms have exact-approximate variants, e.g.,
pseudo-marginal slice-sampling [10].
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We later discuss adaptations of MCMC that remove
this requirement.

If the estimator satisfies these requirements, the MCMC algo-
rithm converges to the exactly correct stationary distribution.
When L̂ = L, this is standard MCMC. Unfortunately, the usual
maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) for the LHC likelihood
from MC simulations is biased.3 The cause of this bias is
the difference in the expected distribution of events in the
experiment versus the MC simulation. Running until a fixed
number of events have accumulated results in binomially
distributed MC samples, whereas the fixed-time experiment
should expect Poisson-distributed samples. This means that
MCMC would converge to the wrong stationary distribution.
In this work, we develop a new unbiased estimator of the
likelihood, and investigate its performance characteristics
compared to the traditional estimator.

The fact that we use an estimator in exact-approximate
MCMC leads to fluctuations in the likelihood. When an up-
wards fluctuations occurs, it becomes hard to accept sub-
sequent transitions and the chain may become stuck. This
leads to a poor MCMC acceptance rate and efficiency.4 Re-
ducing the variance of the estimator, however, could be com-
putationally expensive, and there is thus a trade-off between
the variance of the estimator and stickiness in the chain.
There are limited theoretical results about the optimal vari-
ance or performance of exact-approximate MCMC. In spe-
cific cases the optimal variance of log L̂ was found to be
around one [19, 20] and, as expected, the performance of
exact-approximate MCMC converges to that of MCMC as the
variance of the estimator goes to zero [21]. Lastly, the opti-
mal scaling of exact-approximate MCMC proposals differs
from the well-known MCMC results [22], such that MCMC
implementations may need to be re-tuned for optimal per-
formance.

II. SETTING AND ESTIMATORS

We consider counting experiments where we compare the
expected and observed numbers of events in a particular re-
gion of phase space, called the signal region; see e.g., ref. [11]
for an introduction. There is a known expected number of
background events, b, and an unknown expected number
of signal events, s.5 The experiment observes o events with
likelihood

L = Po(o |λ) = e−λλo

o!
(3)

where λ = s +b. The expected number of signal events, s,
and thus the likelihood, are intractable functions of a model’s
parameters, x. That is, we cannot evaluate s(x) directly. We

3 The bias of the MLE for the selection efficiency was explored in ref. [18].
4 There are solutions such as clamping randomness [10].
5 We do not consider uncertainties on the background, b, in this work.

may, however, express it as,

s(x) = nLHC(x)×ϵ(x) (4)

where nLHC is the number of expected events from our model
in the experiment and the selection efficiency, ϵ, is the frac-
tion of them that we expect to fall in the signal region. Fortu-
nately, nLHC is tractable and may be computed through

nLHC(x) =L ×σ(x) (5)

for an integrated luminosity L and production cross section
σ. The selection efficiency, ϵ, and thus the likelihood, may
be estimated through MC. In MC we simulate signal-like
events and their behavior in the experimental detector on a
computer and count the fraction of events that fall into the
signal region.

A. Maximum likelihood estimator (MLE)

Traditionally, we generate a fixed number of MC events
from our model, nMC, with specialized software such as
Pythia [4]. The computational cost of simulations is sub-
stantial and scales as O (nMC). We count the number of sim-
ulated events that fall in the signal region, k. This follows
a binomial distribution, k ∼ Binom(nMC,ϵ) with probability
mass function (pmf)

Binom(k |nMC,ϵ) = nMCCk ϵ
k (1−ϵ)nMC−k (6)

where we define nMCCk = 0 for k > n or k < 0. From k simu-
lated events and Eq. (6), we construct the maximum likeli-
hood estimator (MLE) for the unknown selection efficiency,

ϵ̂= k

nMC
. (7)

We use this in Eq. (3) to construct an MLE estimate of the
Poisson likelihood,

L̂MLE = Po(o |b + ϵ̂nLHC) = e−(b+ϵ̂nLHC)(b + ϵ̂nLHC)o

o!
. (8)

This MLE estimate is noisy and in fact biased, that is,

〈L̂MLE〉 ≡
nMC∑
k=0

L̂MLE Binom(k |nMC,ϵ) ̸= L. (9)

It is, however, always positive and consistent, since L̂MLE

converges in probability to L as nMC →∞.
Typically, the number of events nMC is chosen so that the

variance and bias are negligible. For ϵ≪ 1, we may estimate
the fractional uncertainty on the estimate of the selection
efficiency by

σϵ̂

ϵ̂
= σk

k
≃ 1p

k
, (10)

where σ denotes standard deviation. Thus we might assume
that simulating events until we collect k ≳ 100 signal events
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may be reasonable. The variance on the likelihood, however,
depends on the ratio nLHC/nMC. E.g., consider the simple
o = 0 case such that

log L̂MLE =−nLHC

nMC
k −b (11)

with standard deviation,

σlog L̂MLE
= nLHC

nMC
σk ∝ 1p

nMC
. (12)

Thus whilst we see the usual statistical scaling 1/
p

nMC,
the ratio nLHC/nMC plays an important role and we require
nMC > nLHC for negligible variance.

For LHC searches we are often fitting signals that are just a
few events above background, that is, s ≃ o−b ≪ 100. In this
case, generating signal-like events until k ≳ 100 simultane-
ously implies that nMC > nLHC.

B. Uniformly Minimum Variance Unbiased Estimator (UMVUE)

For use in exact-approximate MCMC, we seek an unbi-
ased estimator of the likelihood. In order to compute one,
we slightly modify traditional MC simulation. We first draw
the required number of MC events kMC from a Poisson dis-
tribution with mean nMC, that is, kMC ∼ Po(nMC). We then
generate our MC events and denote the number that fall
into the signal region by k, as before. This allows a simple
unbiased estimator of the likelihood. When b = 0 [23],

L̂UMVUE = Binom(o |k, f ) = kCo f o (1− f )k−o (13)

where f = nLHC/nMC. That is, the pmf for a binomial o ∼
Binom(k, f ). This is not strictly a binomial, however, as the
binomial success probability, here f , may be greater than
one. When f = 1, Eq. (13) reduces to an indicator function
that requires the simulated number of events to exactly equal
the observed number of events. This resembles ABC with
zero tolerance.

In the more realistic b > 0 case,

L̂UMVUE =
k∑

i=0
Po(o − i |b)Binom(i |k, f ). (14)

When k ∼ Po(ϵnMC), these estimators are unbiased,
〈L̂UMVUE〉 = L, as shown in Appendix A by a power-expansion
similar to that in ref. [23].

These are in fact the uniformly minimum variance unbi-
ased estimators (UMVUE) of the likelihood possible from
this procedure. The estimator Eq. (14), however, suffers from
undesirable properties when f > 1. In this case it may be
negative and the vanishing bias of this estimator originates
from fine-tuned cancellations between terms of oscillating
sign. Thus, even though it is the UMVUE, the variance can
be enormous. The fact that Eq. (14) is a binomial probabil-
ity was remarked upon in ref. [23]. Significantly, it means
that in the limiting case nMC → ∞, the UMVUE estimator
approaches the MLE.

The benefits of using kMC ∼ Po(nMC) rather than a fixed
number of MC events are twofold. First, as shown in Ap-
pendix B, an unbiased estimate does not exist if we simulate
a fixed number of MC events. Second, it trivially general-
izes to cases where the likelihood is a product of Poisson
likelihoods,〈∏

i L̂UMVUEi
〉=∏

i

〈
L̂UMVUEi

〉=∏
i Li , (15)

even if the same MC simulations are used to estimate each
factor. This trivial generalization happens because the num-
ber of simulated events in each search follow independent
Po(ϵi nMC) distributions.

III. METHODS

A. Negative estimates of likelihood

When f > 1, the UMVUE may be negative. This issue is
sometimes known as the “sign problem” [17]. To use this
estimator in an exact-approximate MCMC framework, we
follow ref. [24] and take the absolute value of the estimator,
|L̂UMVUE|, but save the sign,

σ=
{

1 L̂UMVUE ≥ 0

0 L̂UMVUE < 0
(16)

to the chain. When computing expectations, estimating den-
sities, or computing effective sample size (ESS), we take into
account the sign using weighted sums.

Indeed, the corrected ESS for parameter x, denoted n̄eff(x),
depends on the sign through

n̄eff(x) =
[∑n

i=1σi

n

]2

neff(σx), (17)

where n is the number of samples in the chain and neff(σx)
is the uncorrected ESS for the parameter σx. That is, the ESS
for x is the ESS for the weighted quantity σx reduced by a
factor accounting for the negative weights. When there are
as many negative as positive sign likelihood samples, there
are effectively no samples and n̄eff = 0.

B. Performance metrics

In the past even when the maximum likelihood estimator
was used in MCMC, it was not knowingly done so in an exact-
approximate MCMC framework. Instead, substantial nMC

was chosen to make variance and bias negligible and justify
an approximation L̂ ≈ L. We know of no general analytic re-
sults about the relative performance of these two estimators
in exact-approximate MCMC (though see ref. [25]). Broadly
speaking, we anticipate that the UMVUE may perform bet-
ter, as we do not need to increase nMC to remove the bias in
our estimator; instead, the bias averages out over the whole
chain. On other hand, the UMVUE estimator is far nois-
ier, and this degrades the efficiency of exact-approximate
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MCMC as it results in sticking behavior and increased auto-
correlation.

We judge performance by the effective number of poste-
rior samples obtained — effective sample size (ESS) — per
MC event simulated,

ESS per MC event = ESS

Total number of MC events
. (18)

We run an affine-invariant MCMC ensemble sampler [26],
emcee [27], with 10 walkers for 100 000 steps. The bulk ESS
is computed using ArviZ [28], adjusted via Eq. (17) when
necessary.

C. Toy problems

We test the methods on toy problems. We take the lumi-
nosity, numbers of observed and background events from the
SRWZ_15 signal region of the ATLAS-SUSY-2019-09 search [29].
That is, o = 5, b = 2.8 and L = 139/fb of data. This

p
s =

13TeV search targeted neutralino-chargino production in
final states with three leptons and missing transverse mo-
mentum.

We consider three toy models with increasing realism:

1. First, we construct a simple one-dimensional model in
which the selection efficiency, ϵ, is an input parameter.
We take a flat prior on ϵ and fix the cross section to
σ= 1000fb.

2. Second, we construct a simplified model based on the
TChiWZ topology: mass-degenerate χ±

1 and χ2 particles
are pair produced and decay exclusively through χ±

1 →
Wχ1 and χ2 → Zχ1, respectively.

We fix the production cross section to σ= 1000fb and
compute a selection efficiency for the SRWZ_15 signal
region as a function of (m1,m2) through SModelS [30].

There are thus two unknown parameters: m1 ≡ m(χ1)
and m2 ≡ m(χ2) = m(χ±

1 ). We take flat priors between
0 < m1 < 300GeV and m1 +MZ < m2 < 300GeV.

3. Lastly, we use the same simplified model, but compute
the production cross-section σ(pp →χ

2
χ±

1 ) as a func-
tion of (m1,m2) using tabulated wino-like neutralino-
chargino production cross-sections [31–33].

The tabulated cross sections were computed at NLO
+ NLL precision assuming mass-degenerate wino-like
χ2 and χ±

1 , and a bino-like χ1 and use an envelope
of CTEQ6.6 and MSTW2008nlo90cl parton distribution
functions [31].

We never simulate collider events with e.g., Pythia as this
is computationally expensive and unnecessary for our pur-
poses. Instead, we perform white-box experiments in which
we internally choose a true selection efficiency ϵ and use it
as a parameter in a binomial or Poisson distribution for the
MLE and UMVUE estimators, respectively. We then simulate
from the binomial and Poisson distributions directly, rather
than perform collider simulations.
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FIG. 1. The posterior pdf reconstructed by MCMC for the unknown
selection efficiency (top) and the mean and standard deviation of
the likelihood function (bottom) using MLE and UMVUE Poisson
likelihood estimators.

IV. RESULTS

In Fig. 1 we show the posterior pdf (upper panel) and like-
lihood estimates (lower panel) for the unknown selection
efficiency, ϵ, for nMC = 2nLHC. The MLE and UMVUE estima-
tors produce samples at similar rates, around one posterior
sample per 107 MC events. The MCMC results (stepped his-
togram) match the expected results (smooth lines). The MLE
estimator, however, shows noticeable bias in the posterior.
The mean and standard deviation of the likelihood estimates
(lower panel) show that the estimators are similarly noisy;
though for the UMVUE, at equilibrium that noise results in
the exactly correct distribution.

In Fig. 2 we explore the performance on this problem as we
change the number of MC events. First, consider the MCMC
efficiency (top panel). For nMC < nLHC, the UMVUE estima-
tor suffers from terrible efficiency, due to the possibility of
negative likelihood estimates. The MCMC efficiency itself be-
comes noisy and hard to estimate reliably. Once nMC ≳ nLHC,
however, the noise becomes unimportant and the UMUE
and MLE estimators show remarkably similar MCMC effi-
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FIG. 2. Effective number of posterior samples for the unknown
selection efficiency per MC simulation (top) and bias and variance
(bottom) for the MLE and UMVUE Poisson likelihood estimators
relative to the exact likelihood as we change nMC.

ciencies that deteriorate as 1/nMC. For the UMVUE, the best
choice appears to be about nMC ≃ nLHC. For the MLE esti-
mate, nMC should be as small as possible whilst resulting in
an acceptable bias.

We show the noise and bias (lower panel) at the best-fit
selection efficiency. For the MLE estimator, the noise goes to
zero as number of simulations goes to zero, as we always es-
timate that k = 0. Similarly bias reaches a horizontal asymp-
tote: the bias of the k = 0 estimate. As the number of simula-
tions increases, the noise and bias decay as 1/

p
nMC. For the

UMVUE estimator, the bias always vanishes. As discussed,
the noise starts as enormous when nMC < nLHC, and subse-
quently decays as 1/

p
nMC.

Lastly, we consider the impact of the bias on inferences
in Fig. 3 by showing the posterior pdf for the selection ef-
ficiency from the MLE likelihood estimator as we change
nMC. We see that for nMC < nLHC, the pdf from the MLE
estimator is much broader and flatter than the exact one.
When nMC/nLHC = 0.01, the pdf is almost flat, resembling
the prior for the selection efficiency. Thus, the bias when
nMC < nLHC leads to faulty inferences. Indeed, for a posterior
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FIG. 3. The posterior pdf for the selection efficiency from the MLE
likelihood estimator as we change nMC. We show the exact result
(red) for reference.

that is indiscernible by eye from the true one in Fig. 3, re-
quires nMC/nLHC ≳ 50. This choice would perform a factor of
about 25 worse than the UMVUE estimator at nMC/nLHC = 2

We now consider the TChiWZ model in which degener-
ate χ2χ

±
1 particles are pair produced and decay through

χ2 → Zχ1 and χ±
1 → Wχ1, respectively. There are two un-

known parameters, m1 and m2, that determine the selection
efficiency. As before, we run 10 walkers for 10 000 steps. In
Fig. 4 we show 68% and 95% credible regions on the (m1,m2)
plane, as well as one-dimensional marginal posterior distri-
butions, computed from the exact likelihood and from our
two estimators. The MVUE estimator agrees with the exact
result, as expected, though the MLE estimator shows bias.
The differences between the MLE and exact result are slight
though noticeable, particularly in the 95% contours on the
(m1,m2) plane.

Finally, we compute the cross section as a function of
(m1,m2). As before, we run 10 walkers for 10 000 steps. The
MLE estimator and UMVUE estimator result in an MCMC
efficiency of about 10−9 for both the m1 and m2 parameters.
We show 68% and 95% credible regions on the (m1,m2) plane,
as well as one-dimensional marginal posterior distributions
in Fig. 5. Though the shapes of the distributions changed,
similarly to Fig. 4 the MLE estimator shows only slight bias
in the (m1,m2) parameters.

V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The Poisson likelihood in collider searches for new physics
can only be estimated through noisy MC simulations. Our in-
ferences are thus at present noisy and approximate, though
the noise can be reduced by increasing the number of MC
events. With this in mind, we pioneered exact-approximate
inference in this setting — exact statistical inference despite
an approximate likelihood. The exact-approximate MCMC
algorithm required us to a construct a novel, unbiased esti-
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FIG. 4. Posterior pdf for the TChiWZ simplified model masses and
SRWZ_15 signal region of the ATLAS-SUSY-2019-09 search [29]
found from MLE and UMVUE Poisson likelihood estimators, and
the exact Poisson likelihood.

mator for a Poisson likelihood. The estimator is only slightly
more complicated than the traditional maximum likelihood
one, and we provide public C++, Python and ColliderBit
implementations.

We investigated the MCMC efficiency, bias and noise char-
acteristics of the traditional and new estimators on toy prob-
lems. The toy problems were based on an ATLAS search for
new physics with the TChiWZ topology. We constructed a sim-
plified model with unknown masses of a parent and daughter
particle. Lastly, we assumed that these were chargino and
neutralino particles and computed realistic cross sections
using tabulated NLO + NLL predictions. We found that, with
our new unbiased estimator, exact results could be obtained
at a remarkably similar computational cost to biased results.
The performance, however, depended strongly on the av-
erage number of MC events that were simulated per point.
The unbiased estimator suffered from terrible noise and in-
efficiency when an inadequate number of MC events was
chosen. Thus, the most efficient choice of estimator depends
on the degree of bias that a user can tolerate. Lastly, the un-
biased estimator is undoubtedly a safer choice as it returns
exact inferences regardless the number of MC simulations
chosen; whereas the MLE estimator returns faulty inferences
when the number of MC simulations was inappropriately
chosen.

There remains a few open questions. There may be other
estimators with advantageous bias-variance characteristics.
We anticipate that a degree of bias could be tolerated if the
variance was such that it led to improved performance. In
particular, it might be possible, though challenging, to con-
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FIG. 5. As in Fig. 4, though with the cross-section computed as a
function of (m1,m2) at NLO + NLL.

struct a non-negative unbiased estimator [34], or there may
be ways to reduce the bias in the MLE estimator to a tolerable
level [35]. For now, though, the estimator and methods here
show acceptable performance and result in exact inferences,
and could become standard in Bayesian inference involv-
ing collider likelihoods or more generally noisy estimates of
Poisson likelihoods.
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Appendix A: Proof that estimator is UMVUE

We wish to show that our estimator is the uniform minimum variance unbiased estimator (UMVUE). That is, it is expected
to equal the true likelihood when k ∼ Po(ϵnMC), and that the variance of our estimator is the minimum among estimators
with this property for all possible values of the likelihood. The expectation of our estimator may be written,

〈L̂UMVUE〉 =
∞∑

k=0
L̂UMVUE Po(k |ϵnMC), (A1)

and the exact likelihood is a Poisson,

L = Po(o |b +ϵnLHC). (A2)

First consider the b = 0 case; demonstrating that Eq. (13) is the UMVUE is extremely similar to the proof in ref. [23]. First, we
write the Poisson likelihood as a series in s,

Po(o | s) = e−s so

o!
=

∞∑
i=0

(−1)i

i !o!
so+i . (A3)

We now construct the UMVUE by replacing each power of s by the UMVUE,

UMVUE[Po(o | s)] = Po(o | s)|sn→UMVUE[sn ] . (A4)

This is the UMVUE because it is a linear combination of UMVUE estimators [36, Corollary 4.10]. The UMVUE for the powers
of s are [23]

UMVUE
[
sn]={(

nLHC
nMC

)n
k !

(k−n)! = f n k !
(k−n)! k ≥ n

0 k < n
. (A5)

Performing the substitution in Eq. (A4) yields

UMVUE[Po(o | s)] =
k−o∑
i=0

(−1)i f o+i k !

i !o!(k −o − i )!
(A6)

= kCo f o
k−o∑
i=0

k−oCi (−1)i f i (A7)

= kCo f o (1− f )k−o = Binom(o |k, f ). (A8)

Thus matching Eq. (13), the only difference being that we have f whereas ref. [23] has 1/n and we may have f > 1 whereas
1/n ≤ 1.

For the b > 0 case, consider the fact that we may write the exact likelihood as

L = Po(o | s +b) =
o∑

i=0
Po(o − i |b)Po(i | s). (A9)

Thus by linearity of the UMVUE we have

UMVUE[Po(o | s +b)] =
o∑

i=0
Po(o − i |b)UMVUE[Po(i | s)] =

o∑
i=0

Po(o − i |b)Binom(i |k, f ), (A10)

matching Eq. (14). As previously, this is the UMVUE because it is a linear combination of UMVUE estimators.

Appendix B: No unbiased estimator for fixed number of MC events

Expanding in powers of the unknown efficiency, ϵ, shows that no unbiased estimator can exist if we simulated a fixed
number of MC events such that the number of signal events followed a binomial. The Poisson likelihood contains all powers
of ϵ through the exponential term e−nLHCϵ. The expectation of any estimator (which cannot depend explicitly on ϵ) from a
binomial Binom(nMC,ϵ) contains at most ϵnMC . That is, we would require an estimator L̂ such that

nMC∑
k=0

L̂ Binom(k |nMC,ϵ) = Po(o |b +ϵnLHC) (B1)

but the right-hand side contains all powers of ϵ, whereas the left-hand side contains at most ϵnMC .
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Appendix C: Public computer codes

We provide a simple implementation of the UMVUE as a public library at github.com/xhep-lab/ideal.

1. C++ implementation

We provide a simple header-only library ideal.hpp providing the function:

double umvue_poisson_like(int k, double b, int o, int n_mc, double n_exp)

in the namespace ideal. This function returns an unbiased estimate of a Poisson likelihood when k events were simulated
from an expected n_mc simulations, and o events were observed in a sample corresponding to n_exp events.

For completeness we provide functionality for drawing the number of MC simulations,

int umvue_draw_n_mc(double lambda_mc)

and a templated function

template<typedef engine_type>
int umvue_draw_n_mc(double lambda_mc, engine_type engine)

permitting greater control over random number generation. The inferred engine_type should be a random number engine,
e.g., an std::mt19937 from the C++11 standard library header <random>.

The basic usage would be

1 #include <iostream>
2 #include "ideal.hpp"
3

4 int main(int, char**) {
5 std::cout << ideal::umvue_poisson_like(1000, 10, 20, 10000, 100);
6 std::cout << ideal::umvue_draw_n_mc(1000);
7 }

See example.cpp. This example program can be built by entering make example.

2. Python bindings

We supply Python bindings for the C++ functions umvue_poisson_like and umvue_draw_n_mc using pybind11 [37]. The
ideal module can be built and installed by make. The equivalent example program would be:

1 import ideal
2

3 if __name__ == "__main__":
4 print(ideal.umvue_poisson_like(1000, 10, 20, 10000, 100))
5 print(ideal.umvue_draw_n_mc(1000))

3. Implementation in GAMBIT

We use code similar to that in Appendix C 1 as part of the ColliderBit module of GAMBIT and implement an option to
enable the UMVUE. The UMVUE may be turned on by setting the estimator in the rules governing the MC generation of
collider events in the yaml input file:

1 Rules:
2 - capability: RunMC
3 function: operateLHCLoop
4 options:
5 LHC_13TeV: # or LHC_8TeV
6 poisson_estimator: "UMVUE" # by default, "MLE"
7 mean_nEvents: 1000

We anticipate that other estimators could be added in the future. The mean number of MC events can be controlled directly
by setting mean_nEvents, as in the snippet above, or by setting the ratio mean_relative_nEvents:

https://github.com/xhep-lab/ideal
https://en.cppreference.com/w/cpp/header/random
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1 Rules:
2 - capability: RunMC
3 function: operateLHCLoop
4 options:
5 LHC_13TeV: # or LHC_8TeV
6 poisson_estimator: "UMVUE" # by default, "MLE"
7 mean_relative_nEvents: 2

If both mean_nEvents and mean_relative_nEvents are specified, GAMBIT throws a user input error. The default behav-
ior is to run with mean_relative_nEvents = 1. The MLE estimator can also be used with the new mean_nEvents and
mean_relative_nEvents settings, as well as with the existing min_nEvents and max_nEvents settings.

Our implementation of the mean_relative_nEvents option involved two complications. First, we wish to use the same set
of MC events to compute selection efficiencies for multiple searches and combine likelihood estimators through Eq. (15).
Whilst these different searches would share an identical cross-section, they could be associated with different integrated
luminosities. We thus set the expected number of MC events through,

nMC = mean_relative_nEvents×maxnLHC = mean_relative_nEvents×σ×maxL , (C1)

where we maximize across searches sharing the same MC events.
Using Eq. (C1) to set the expected number of MC events requires computation of the cross-section before event generation.

Thus, we separate cross-section computation and event generation in GAMBIT. Initial cross-section estimates are performed
by simulating the hard scatter in Pythia without showering or hadronisation. Separate events are generated with showering
and hadronisation during the ColliderBit main event loop for calculating signal estimates in collider analyses. In the near
future, we will also support extracting these initial estimates from external cross-section calculators.

The UMVUE estimator interacts with other ColliderBit settings as follows. The number of MC events generated by
ColliderBit was previously controlled by setting a minimum and a maximum number of MC events through min_nEvents
and max_nEvents, respectively. These settings allow ColliderBit to end event generation when max_nEvents events have
been generated or when anywhere between min_nEvents and max_nEvents have been generated and convergence criteria
are met. These options are ignored when enabling the UMVUE estimator. By clipping the Poisson distributed number of
MC events to lie between min_nEvents and max_nEvents, they would introduce bias into the estimator. In the event that the
UMVUE estimator is used with these settings, ColliderBit will throw an error.

Second, in ColliderBit, the uncertainty in a predicted signal plus background (s +b) can be described by a normal or
log-normal probability distribution with variance γ2 for each signal region, set by the combination of experiment-provided
background uncertainty and MC signal uncertainty. In ColliderBit, these nuisances (γ) can be either profiled or marginalized.
However, since the UMVUE was constructed for Bayesian computation, only marginalization is implemented for the UMVUE
estimator. An appropriate error is thrown when attempting to profile these uncertainties and use the UMVUE estimator.

The marginalization of these nuisances in ColliderBit is performed by Monte Carlo integration. The resulting estimate is
thus unbiased. As evaluating the integrand is computationally cheap compared to collider simulation, the noise can in any
case be made negligible.
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