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Using CTF and the 
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Outline

Comparing CTF to CoTF

 X² / nDoF

 Residuals in PXB

 Geometry Comparison
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OfflineValidation:
2/ndof on CTF

Comments

 Absolute numbers are smaller than using CTF
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OfflineValidation:
2/ndof on CoTF

Comments

 CoTF 
Alignment 
retains more 
optimisation 
than CTF
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Comparison

 Generally smaller numbers 
using CTF

 Difference small in Step1 
visible in Step0

CTF
on
CTF

CoTF
on
CTF

CTF
on
CoTF

CoTF
on
CoTF

MEAN 1,834 1,839 2,145 2,111

RMS 1,276 1,295 1,629 1,609
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Residuals in 
Forward Pixels

Comment

 PXB suffers 
in Step 0 
but reaches
CoTF per-
formance in 
Step 1
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Geometry Comparison:
Step1Adun CoTF vs. CTF

RMS: Δr = 73µm Δz = 150µm rΔφ = 61µm
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Conclusion & Outlook

Switch to CTF?

 Generally very similar performance

 Degradation in PXB Alignment in 
Step0

 Overall small geometrical 
differences

Outlook

 Still refining Adun Strategy
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The End


	Folie 1
	Folie 2
	Folie 3
	Folie 4
	Folie 5
	Folie 6
	Folie 7
	Folie 8
	Folie 9

