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• Recall some calorimeter basics 

• Particle flow calorimetry 

• The exercise

Outline



MC

Particle Flow Calorimetry Felix Sefkow     EDIT2020, DESY, February 2020 

A generic collider detector

• Only charged particles produce signals
3



Recall some basics 
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Electromagnetic showers

• Bremsstrahlung and pair creation until ionisation takes over 
–  at Ecrit~1/Z, N ~ E/Ecrit particles: 1000s of e, millions of γ 

• Radiation length X0 (~ cm) 
• Exponential growth: shower size and shape vary with log E 
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Lead absorbers
in cloud chamber

1 GeV e in Cu 
simulation
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Hadron showers

• Hadrons undergo strong interactions with 
detector material; nuclear collisions 

• Secondary particles are produced 
– Partially undergo tertiary nuclear interactions è 

formation of a hadronic cascade 
– Electromagnetically decaying particles initiate 

em showers, in general different response 
– Part of the energy is absorbed as nuclear 

binding energy or target recoil and remains 
invisible 

– Similar to em showers, but much more complex 
• Numerical examples for copper 

– 10 GeV: f = 0.38;  9 charged h, 3 π0  
– 100 GeV: f = 0.59;  58 charged h, 19 π0 

• Small numbers, large fluctuations 
– E.g. charge exchange π- p è π0 n (prb 1%) 

gives fem = 100%  

• Different scale: hadronic interaction length λ 
• global shape λ, substructure X0 
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Fluctuations: sampling, leakage

Leakage: in principle no problem 
But: leakage fluctuations are! 
(rule of thumb: σleak ~ 4 fleak)
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sampling fluctuations



Particle flow concept
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« In a typical jet :   
s  60 % of jet energy in charged hadrons 
s  30 % in photons  (mainly from                  )                        
s  10 % in neutral hadrons (mainly      and        )

« Traditional calorimetric approach: 
s  Measure all components of jet energy in ECAL/HCAL ! 
s  ~70 % of energy measured in HCAL:  
s  Intrinsically “poor” HCAL resolution limits jet energy resolution

« Particle Flow Calorimetry paradigm: 
s  charged particles measured in tracker  (essentially perfectly) 
s  Photons in ECAL:                                     
s  Neutral hadrons (ONLY) in HCAL 
s  Only 10 % of jet energy from HCAL 

EJET = EECAL + EHCAL EJET = ETRACK + Eγ + En 

much improved resolution

n
π+

γ

Particle Flow Calorimetry

Mark Thomson



Particle Flow Reconstruction

Mark Thomson

Reconstruction of a Particle Flow Calorimeter: 
« Avoid double counting of energy from same particle 
« Separate energy deposits from different particles

If these hits are clustered together with 
these, lose energy deposit from this neutral 
hadron (now part of track particle) and ruin  
energy measurement for this jet.

Level of mistakes, “confusion”, determines jet energy resolution 
        not the intrinsic calorimetric performance of ECAL/HCAL

e.g.

Three types of confusion: 
i) Photons ii) Neutral Hadrons iii) Fragments

Failure to resolve photon
Failure to resolve  
neutral hadron

Reconstruct fragment as 
separate neutral hadron
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Particle flow detectors

• Large radius, high magnetic 
field, calorimeters inside coil 

• Dense and compact design 

• Very high granularity  
– order of Moliere radius 
– ECAL: 0.5 - 1 cm, 108 cells 
– HCAL: 1 - 3 cm, 107 -108 cells 

• Cost is rather driven by 
instrumented area then by cell 
size
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Trends and Perspectives in Calorimetry

Understand particle flow 
performance

• Particle flow is always a gain 
– even at high jet energies 

• Calorimeter resolution does matter 
– dominates up to ~ 100 GeV 
– contributes to resolve confusion 

• Leakage plays a role, too 
– but less than in classic case

ARTICLE IN PRESS

neutral hadrons being lost within charged hadron showers. For all
jet energies considered, fragments from charged hadrons, which
tend to be relatively low in energy, do not contribute significantly
to the jet energy resolution.

The numbers in Table 5 can be used to obtain an semi-
empirical parameterisation of the jet energy resolution:

rms90
E

¼
21ffiffiffi
E

p " 0:7" 0:004E" 2:1
E

100

" #0:3

%

where E is the jet energy in GeV. The four terms in the expression,
respectively, represent: the intrinsic calorimetric resolution;
imperfect tracking; leakage and confusion. This functional form
is shown in Fig. 10. It is worth noting that the predicted jet energy
resolutions for 375 and 500GeV jets are in good agreement with
those found for MC events (see Table 3); these data were not used
in the determination of the parameterisation of the jet energy
resolution.

For a significant range of the jet energies relevant for the ILC,
high granularity PFlow results in a jet energy resolution which is
roughly a factor two better than the best achieved at LEP
(sE=E¼ 6:8% at

ffiffi
s

p
¼MZ). The ILC jet energy goal of sE=Eo3:8%

is reached in the jet energy range 40–420GeV.
Fig. 10 also shows a parameterisation of the jet energy

resolution ðrms90Þ obtained from a simple sum of the total

calorimetric energy deposited in the ILD detector concept. The
degradation in energy resolution for high energy jets is due to
non-containment of hadronic showers. It is worth noting that
even for the highest energies jets considered, PFlow reconstruc-
tion significantly improves the resolution compared to the purely
calorimetric approach. The performance of PFlow calorimetry also
is compared to 50%=

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
EðGeVÞ

p
" 3:0% which is intended to give an

indication of the resolution which might be achieved using a
traditional calorimetric approach. This parameterisation effec-
tively assumes an infinitely deep HCAL as it does not correctly
account for the effect of leakage (which is why it deviates
significantly from the ILD Calorimetric only curve at high
energies).

8. Dependence on hadron shower modelling

The results of the above studies rely on the accuracy of the MC
simulation in describing EM and hadronic showers. The Geant4
MC provides a good description of EM showers as has been
demonstrated in a series of test-beam experiments [27] using a
Silicon–Tungsten ECAL of the type assumed for the ILD detector

Table 5
The PFlow jet energy resolution obtained with PandoraPFA broken down into contributions from: intrinsic calorimeter resolution, imperfect tracking, leakage and
confusion.

Contribution Jet Energy Resolution rms90ðEjÞ=Ej

Ej ¼ 45GeV Ej ¼ 100GeV Ej ¼ 180GeV Ej ¼ 250GeV

Total (%) 3.7 2.9 3.0 3.1
Resolution (%) 3.0 2.0 1.6 1.3
Tracking (%) 1.2 0.7 0.8 0.8
Leakage (%) 0.1 0.5 0.8 1.0
Other (%) 0.6 0.5 0.9 1.0
Confusion (%) 1.7 1.8 2.1 2.3

(i) Confusion (photons) (%) 0.8 1.0 1.1 1.3
(ii) Confusion (neutral hadrons) (%) 0.9 1.3 1.7 1.8
(iii) Confusion (charged hadrons) (%) 1.2 0.7 0.5 0.2

The different confusion terms correspond to: (i) hits from photons which are lost in charged hadrons; (ii) hits from neutral hadrons that are lost in charged hadron clusters;
and (iii) hits from charged hadrons that are reconstructed as a neutral hadron cluster.
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Fig. 9. The contributions to the PFlow jet energy resolution obtained with
PandoraPFA as a function of energy. The total is (approximately) the quadrature
sum of the components.

Ejet/GeV

rm
s 9

0/E
je

t [
%

]

0

2

4

6

8

10
Particle Flow (ILD+PandoraPFA)
Particle Flow (confusion term)
Calorimeter Only (ILD)

E(GeV) ⊕ 3.0 %50 % / 

0 100 200 300 400 500

Fig. 10. The empirical functional form of the jet energy resolution obtained from
PFlow calorimetry (PandoraPFA and the ILD concept). The estimated contribution
from the confusion term only is shown (dotted). The dot-dashed curve shows a
parameterisation of the jet energy resolution obtained from the total calorimetric
energy deposition in the ILD detector. In addition, the dashed curve,
50%=

ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
EðGeVÞ

p
" 3:0%, is shown to give an indication of the resolution achievable

using a traditional calorimetric approach.

M.A. Thomson / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 611 (2009) 25–4034

Resolution Tracking Leakage Confusion
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Fig. 9. The contributions to the PFlow jet energy resolution obtained with
PandoraPFA as a function of energy. The total is (approximately) the quadrature
sum of the components.
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Fig. 10. The empirical functional form of the jet energy resolution obtained from
PFlow calorimetry (PandoraPFA and the ILD concept). The estimated contribution
from the confusion term only is shown (dotted). The dot-dashed curve shows a
parameterisation of the jet energy resolution obtained from the total calorimetric
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M.A. Thomson / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 611 (2009) 25–4034
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performance

• Particle flow is always a gain 
– even at high jet energies 
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– but less than in classic case
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jet energies considered, fragments from charged hadrons, which
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The results of the above studies rely on the accuracy of the MC
simulation in describing EM and hadronic showers. The Geant4
MC provides a good description of EM showers as has been
demonstrated in a series of test-beam experiments [27] using a
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Fig. 9. The contributions to the PFlow jet energy resolution obtained with
PandoraPFA as a function of energy. The total is (approximately) the quadrature
sum of the components.
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M.A. Thomson / Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research A 611 (2009) 25–4034

Total Res. (250 GeV) 3.1 
%Confusion 2.3 
%   i) Photons 1.3 
%  ii) Neutral hadrons 1.8 
% iii) Charged hadrons 0.2 
%

12M.Thomson, Nucl.Instrum.Meth. A611 (2009) 25-40



Technologies and  
test beam performance 
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Particle flow technologies
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Assembling procedure 

6mm(active area) + 5mm(steel) =  
11 mm thickness 

Gas 
outlet 

     HV  
connection 

Gas 
inlet 

PCB support (polycarbonate) 
PCB (1.2mm)+ASICs(1.7 mm) 

Mylar layer (50µ) 

Readout ASIC 
(Hardroc2, 1.6mm) 

PCB interconnect 
Readout pads 
(1cm x 1cm) 

Mylar (175µ) 

Glass fiber frame (≈1.2mm) 

Cathode glass (1.1mm) 
+ resistive coating 

Anode glass (0.7mm) 
+ resistive coating 

Ceramic ball spacer (1.2mm) 

Gas gap 

Structure of an active layer of the SDHCAL 

Large GRPC R&D 

#   Negligible dead zone 
    (tiny ceramic spacers) 
#  Efficient gas distribution system 
    (channeling gas inlet and outlet) 
#  Homogenous resistive coating 
   (special paint mixture, silk screen print)   
 

• Silicon (ECAL) 
– most compact solution, stable 

calibration 
– 0.5 - 1 cm2 cell size 
– MAPS pixels also studied 

• Scintillator SiPM (ECAL, HCAL) 
– robust and reliable, SiPMs.. 
– ECAL strips: 0.5 - 1 cm eff. 
– HCAL tiles: 3x3 cm2 

• Gaseous technologies (HCAL) 
– fine segmentation: 1 cm2 
– Glass RPCs: well known, safe 
– MPGDs: proportional, rate-

capable 
• GEMs, Micromegas

12µm 
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SiPMs

• pixelated 

• avalanche photodiodes 
operated in Geiger mode  

• sensitive to single photons  

• gain of about 106 
• insensitive to magnetic fields 

• recently many developments 
in industry, e.g. reduced 
noise rates, more pixels, 
sensitivity to UV 

• used e.g. in HCAL outer 
upgrade of CMS 
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The AHCAL

16

HBU

> hadron calorimeter concept for future electron-
positron collider 

> highly granular scintillator SiPM-on-tile calorimeter, 
3*3 cm² scintillator tiles optimised for uniformity 

> fully integrated electronics 
> scalable to full detector (~8 million channels) 
> HCAL Base Unit: 36*36 cm2, 144 tiles,                   

4 SPIROC2E ASICs 

> Testbeam prototype: 7 layers of 1 HBU each  



EDIT Exercises
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SiPM Gain 

• Goal: learn about single-photon sensitivity of SiPMs,     
Single Pixel Spectra as basis for calibration 

• Measure Spectra for several light intensities, analyse them, 
determine gain 
– does it depend on light intensity? Do we need to know the 

intensity? 

• If time allows: change SiPM bias voltage, does this influence 
the gain? Consequences for detector?

18
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MIP Measurement

• Goal: learn about the energy deposition of minimal ionising 
particles (MIPs) as basic unit of hit energy measurement 

• Measure hit energies in a “naked" AHCAL layer (without 
absorber) in the DESY testbeam for several electron energies 

• Analyse and fit the hit energy spectra 
• With the gain determined in an earlier measurement, 

calculate the light yield
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Shower Measurement

• Goal: learn how electromagnetic showers look like, how does 
the energy resolution depend on the particle energy 

• Measure electron showers in the DESY testbeam for several 
energies 

• Analyse the data 
– find cuts to clean the sample 
– look at reconstructed energy distribution (mean and width) as a 

function of particle energy
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Calorimeter event analysis

• Goal: A hands-on experience with showers, their topologies 
and the fluctuations of energy and shape 
– Check event displays of prototype data (22000 channels!) 

• Vary 
– Particle type: electrons and pions 
– Energy 

• Some simple analysis on larger samples: Do you understand 
the results? 

• Determine the interaction length of the calorimeter prototype 
by investigating the shower start distribution 
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Running particle flow 
reconstruction

• Calorimeter+track standalone and full simulated e+e- collider 
events! 

• Goal: Hands-on experience with power and limitations of high 
granularity and particle flow 

• Run interactive particle flow reconstruction step by step 
– Associate tracks and calorimeter objects 

• Vary the energy and look at simple and complicated scenarios 

• Look at the results: What went right, what went wrong? 
– Both can be interesting! 
– Single particle level and “confusion matrix”: Reconstructed vs true 

energy
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Enjoy!
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Hadronic interactions

• The response to the hadronic 
part of a hadron-induced 
shower is usually smaller 
than that to the 
electromagnetic part: h ≠ e  
– Due to the invisible energy 
– Due to the short range of 

spallation nucleons 
– Due to saturation effects for 

slow, highly ionizing 
particles

• 1st stage: the hard collision 
– Multiplicity scales with E 
– ~ 1/3 π0 è γγ 
– Leading particle effect: depends 

on incident hadron type,  
• e.g fewer π0 from protons 

• 2nd stage: spallation 
– Intra-nuclear cascade 

• Fast nucleons and other hadrons 
– Nuclear de-excitation 

• Evaporation of soft nucleons and 
α particles 

• Fission + evaporation
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Electromagnetic fraction

• π0 production irreversible; “one way street” 
• π0 è γγ produce em shower, no further hadronic 

interaction 
• Remaining hadrons undergo further interactions, 

more π0 
– Em fraction increases with energy, f = 1 - Em-1 

• Response non-linear: signal ~ f * e + (1-f) * h  

• Numerical example for copper 
– 10 GeV: f = 0.38;  9 charged h, 3 π0  
– 100 GeV: f = 0.59;  58 charged h, 19 π0 
• Cf em shower: 100’s e+, 1000’s e-, millions γ 

• Large fluctuations 
– E.g. charge exchange π- p è π0 n (prb 1%) gives fem 

= 100% 

26
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Compensation

Different strategies, which can also be combined 
• Hardware compensation 

– Reduce em response 
• High Z, soft photons 

– Increase had response 
• Neutron part (correlated with binding energy loss) 

– Tunable via thickness of hydrogenous detector 

– Example ZEUS: uranium scintillator,  
– 35% /√E for hadrons, 45% /√E for jets 

• Software compensation 
– Identify em hot spots and down-weight  

• Requires high 3D segmentation  
– Example H1, Pb/Fe LAr, ~ 50% /√E for hadrons  

NB: Does not remove fluctuations in invisible energy
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MC

The jet energy challenge

• Jet energy performance of existing detectors is 
not sufficient for separation of W and Z bosons 

• E.g. CMS: ~ 100%/√E, ATLAS ~ 70%/√E  
• Calorimeter resolution for hadrons is intrinsically 

limited, e.g. nuclear binding energy losses 
• Resolution for jets worse than for single hadrons  
• It is not sufficient to have the world’s best 

calorimeter 
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Fig. 2. The Mjets distribution of the data (a) after all selection criteria, except for the ηmax cut, (b)–(d) in several ηmax slices.

Fig. 3. The Mjets distribution and the fit result. The data are shown as points, and
the fitting result of signal + background (background component) is shown as solid
(dashed) line. The signal contribution is also indicated by the shaded area and
amounts to a total number of Nobs events. The error bars represent the approximate
Poissonian 68% CL intervals, calculated as ±

√
n + 0.25 + 0.5 for a given entry n.

with

f i =
{

Nref,i − Nobs,i + Nobs,i ln(Nobs,i/Nref,i) (if Nobs,i > 0)
Nref,i (if Nobs,i = 0).

The best combination of (a,b,ε) is found by minimising χ̃2. The
value of a after this optimisation gives the ratio between the ob-
served and expected cross section, i.e. σobs = aσSM. The maximum
and minimum values of a in the interval %χ̃2 < 1 define the range
of statistical uncertainty.

7. Systematic uncertainties

Several sources of systematic uncertainties were considered and
their impact on the measurement estimated.

• An uncertainty of 3% was assigned to the energy scale of the
jets and the effect on the acceptance correction was estimated
using the signal MC. The uncertainty on the Z 0 cross-section
measurement was estimated to be +2.1% and −1.7%.

• The uncertainty associated with the elastic and quasi-elastic
selection was considered. In a control sample of diffractive DIS
candidate events, the ηmax distribution of the MC agreed with
the data to within a shift of ηmax of 0.2 units [23]. Thus, the
ηmax threshold was changed in the signal MC by ±0.2, and
variations of the acceptance were calculated accordingly. The
uncertainty on the cross-section measurement was +6.4% and
−5.4%.

• The background shape uncertainty was estimated by using dif-
ferent slices of ηmax in the fit. The background shape was
obtained using only the regions of 4.0 < ηmax < 4.2 or 4.2 <
ηmax. The region of 3.0 < ηmax < 4.0 was not used since

35%√E 
for pions,  

6 GeV for Z

LC goal
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Physics Performance
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FIGURE 3.3-12. a) Di-jet mass from the 5C kinematic fit after all selection cuts. b) Fit of the background
and Chargino and Neutralino contributions. The fit parameters are the normalisations of the W and
Z peaks. c) Energy spectra of W and Z boson candidates after the Chargino and d) Neutralino event
selections, shown including fits to signal and background contributions.

the W and Z candidates from the kinematic fit are shown in Figure 3.3-12c/d. The masses
of the gauginos are determined from the kinematic edges of the distributions located using
an empirically determined fitting function for the signal and a parameterisation of the SM
background. From the fit results the upper and lower kinematic edges of the �̃±1 sample
are determined to ±0.2 GeV and ±0.7 GeV respectively. The corresponding numbers for the
�̃0

2 sample are: ±0.4 GeV and ±0.8 GeV. For the SUSY point 5 parameters, the �̃±1 lower
edge is close to mW and, thus, does not significantly constrain the gaugino masses. The
other three kinematic edges can be used to determine the gaugino masses with a statistical
precision of 2.9 GeV, 1.7 GeV and 1.0 GeV for the �̃±1 , �̃0

2, and �̃0
1 respectively. The errors on

the masses are larger than the errors on the positions of the edges themselves. This reflects
the large correlations between the extracted gaugino masses; the di↵erences in masses are
better determined than the sum. If the LSP mass were known from other measurements, e.g.
from the slepton sector, the errors on the �̃±1 and �̃0

2 masses would be significantly reduced.
Furthermore, the resolutions can be improved by about a factor of two using a kinematic
fit which constrains the boson masses for chargino (neutralino) candidates not only to be
equal to each other, but also to be equal to the nominal W (Z) mass. In this case, statistical
precisions of 2.4GeV, 0.9GeV, and 0.8GeV are obtained for the �̃±1 , �̃0

2, and �̃0
1 respectively.
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FIGURE 3.3-17. a) The c-tag of the two jets in candidate ZH ! qqcc events after all other cuts apart
from the c-tag and c-likeness cut. b) Distribution of the reconstructed di-jet mass for the ZH ! ⌫⌫̄cc̄
sample prepared by bc-tagging.

centre-of-mass energy, the combined results shown in Table 3.3-5 are broadly in agreement
with those obtained with a fast simulation analysis performed in the context of the TESLA
TDR [34].

Channel Br(H ! bb) Br(H ! cc) Br(H ! gg)

ZH ! `+`�qq (2.7� 2.5)% (28� 2.5)% (29� 2.5)%

ZH ! ⌫⌫̄H (1.1� 2.5)% (13.8� 2.5)% �

ZH ! qqcc � (30� 2.5)% �

Combined 2.7% 12% 29%

TABLE 3.3-5
Expected precision for the Higgs boson branching fraction measurements (

p
s = 250GeV) for the individual

Z decay channels and for the combined result. The expected 2.5% uncertainty on the total Higgs production
cross section is added in quadrature. The results are based on full simulation/reconstruction and assume
an integrated luminosity of 250 fb�1. Entries marked � indicate that results are not yet available.

3.3.3 Tau-pairs

The reconstruction of ⌧+⌧� events at
p
s = 500 GeV provides a challenging test of the detec-

tor performance in terms of separating nearby tracks and photons. The expected statistical
sensitivities for the ⌧+⌧� cross section, the ⌧+⌧� forward-backward asymmetry, AFB, and
the mean tau polarisation, P⌧ , are determined for and integrated luminosity of 500 fb�1 with
beam polarisation, P (e+, e�) = (+30%,�80%).

Simulated events with less than seven tracks are clustered into candidate tau jets each
of which contains at least one charged particle. Tau-pair events are selected by requiring
exactly two candidate tau jets with opposite charge. The opening angle between the two tau
candidates is required to be > 178� to reject events with significant ISR (including radiative

ILD - Letter of Intent 43

LC physics with jets: Minv

• W - Z separation 
– study strong e.w. symmetry breaking at 1 TeV 

• Other di-jet mass examples 
– H → cc, Z → νν 
– Higgs recoil with Z → qq 
– invisible Higgs  
– WW fusion → H → WW  

• total width and gHww 

• SUSY example: 
– Chargino neutralino separation

29

6.3. ILD benchmarking

obtained, demonstrating that the ILD jet energy resolution is su�cient to separate the hadronic
decays of gauge bosons.

Figure III-6.8
a) The reconstructed
di-jet mass distribu-
tions for the best jet-
pairing in selected
‹e‹̄eWW (blue) and
‹e‹̄eZZ (red) events atÔ

s = 1 T eV . b) Distri-
butions of the average
reconstructed di-jet
mass, (mij + m

B

kl
)/2.0,

for the best jet-pairing
for ‹e‹̄eWW (blue)
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6.3 ILD benchmarking

In chapter 1.4, the list of benchmark reactions is described which have been studied by the detector
groups (for more detail see [386]). The result of the analyses of these benchmarks are briefly presented
in this section. The generation of both signal, physics background, and machine background was
done as a common e�ort between ILD and SiD and is described in detail in chapter 2.2. The detector
simulation software and detector model used are described in chapter 5.4. Events for the analyses were
generated and simulated with the detailed GEANT4 based ILD model, and centrally reconstructed.
The PandoraPFA and LCFIPlus algorithms (described in chapter 2.2) were used.

The first three benchmark processes presented are at
Ô

s=1 TeV. They were chosen partly to
demonstrate the capability of the detectors under the conditions of the ILC operating at 1 TeV, partly
to exploit the opportunities that this higher energy would bring. More specifically:
e+e≠

æ ‹‹̄h is intended to test the detector capabilities in simple topologies.

e+e≠
æ W +W ≠ is complementing the first benchmark by topologies with jets at higher energies

and at lower angles.

e+e≠
æ tt̄h is intended to demonstrate the capability of the detector to disentangle very complicated

final states.
These processes were studied assuming an integrated luminosity (L) of 1 ab≠1, and with polarised

beams. Using the convention that Pp≠,p+ denotes a configuration of p ≠ % degree of polarisation
for the electrons, p + % for the positrons, the full sample was evenly divided in two samples with
P≠80,+20 and P+80,≠20. The full sample is referred to as the full DBD sample in the following, while
the two sub-samples are called the DBD P≠80,+20 and P+80,≠20 samples.

The last of the benchmark processes was the analysis of e+e≠
æ tt at

Ô
s = 500 GeV. The

integrated luminosity was assumed to be 500 fb≠1, evenly divided in a P≠80,+30 sample and a
P+80,≠30 one. This particular reaction was chosen to compare the current more detailed ILD model
to the one used in earlier studies to understand the impact the improved simulation model has on the
physics reach.
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WWνν, ZZνν prod.

Chapter 6. ILD Performance
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Figure III-6.11. Left:Reconstructed h æ bb di-jet mass distribution after the b-tagging selection. Right: Recon-
structed Higgs mass distribution in h æ WWú fully hadronic decay channel. Both figures correspond to the DBD
P≠80,+20 sample.

mode, h æ WWú
æ qqqq, was considered. At

Ô
s = 1 TeV, higher instantaneous luminosity is

expected than at 250 or 500 GeV. This, together with the rising Higgs production cross section,
implies that one can accumulate observable amounts of h æ µ+µ≠ events (‡·BR= 0.089 fb for
P≠80,+20).

In the h æ bb, cc, and gg channels, the events have in common that they contain two jets
with a di-jet mass consistent with the Higgs mass and that they have large missing energy due to the
neutrinos. Flavour tagging is crucial to distinguish the decay channels.

Jets were reconstructed by first employing the kt jet clustering algorithm with R = 1.1 and
Njet = 2 to remove particles from pile-up events, and then the Durham algorithm on the remaining
particles. In order to reduce the background, it was required that the visible energy and longitudinal
momentum should be small, while the transverse momentum should be high. Cuts based on the total
particle-multiplicity and the polar angle of the jets were applied to reduce the 2-fermion background.
Finally, the Higgs candidate events for flavour tagging were selected by requiring the mass of the
di-jet to be in [110, 150] GeV. The e�ciency to select h æ bb, cc and gg at this stage were 35.0%,
37.3% and 35.9%, respectively, while the major background was the ‹‹̄qq̄ (non-Higgs) final state.

A flavour tagging template fitting was performed to extract ‡·BR for the di�erent channels.
The flavour templates of h æ bb, cc, gg, and backgrounds were obtained from the flavour tagging
boosted-decision tree output of LCFIPlus. Figure III-6.11 (left) shows the reconstructed h æ bb di-jet
mass distribution after applying a b-tagging cut for the DBD P≠80,+20 sample. By repeating the
template fit 5000 times on distributions generated by a toy Monte Carlo, the measurement expected
accuracies on ‡·BR could be evaluated.

In the fully hadronic h æ WWú channel, the expected final state is four jets consistent with
WWú, with total mass consistent with the Higgs mass, while having large missing energy and
missing transverse momentum. Background from pile-up events was removed by employing the kt

jet clustering algorithm with R = 0.9 and Njet = 4. The remaining particles were forced to into a
four-jet configuration using the Durham algorithm. From the reconstructed four jets, the jet pairing
yielding the di-jet mass closest to mW was assumed to be the W. The other di-jet should have a
mass between 15 and 60 GeV. In the jet clustering, it was demanded that the Durham algorithm
should show a preference for the four-jet configuration. Subsequently, pre-selections similar to those
of the two-jet channel were applied. In this channel, h æ bb could be a major background, therefore
the b-likeness from LCFIPlus was required to be low.

The distribution of the reconstructed Higgs mass in the h æ WWú hadronic decay channel
is shown in Figure III-6.11 (right) for the DBD P≠80,+20 sample. Signal selection e�ciency of
h æ WWú was 12.4% and remaining major backgrounds are 4-fermions (e+e≠

æ ‹‹̄qq̄), 3-fermions

294 ILC Technical Design Report: Volume 4, Part III



MC

Particle Flow Calorimetry Felix Sefkow     EDIT2020, DESY, February 2020 

MC

EJ2
Entries  417085
Mean    305.4
RMS     99.46

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 7000

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000
EJ2

Entries  417085
Mean    305.4
RMS     99.46

Energy Jet 2
EJ1

Entries  417085
Mean    111.1
RMS     69.68

0 100 200 300 400 500 600 7000

2000

4000

6000

8000

10000

12000

14000

16000

18000
EJ1

Entries  417085
Mean    111.1
RMS     69.68

Energy Jet 1

jet energy [GeV]
0 50 100 150 200 250

# 
en

tri
es

0

1000

2000

3000
1
±r¾

2
0r¾

susy bgrd

SM 6f
SM 4f
SM gg

Jet energies

• σm/m = 1/2 √(σE1/E1)2+(σE2/E2)2 
– low energy jets important  
– high energy, too 

• At √s = 500 GeV 
• example chargino, neutralino → qq + invis. 
• At √s = 1 TeV 
• example WW→H → WW → lνqq
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Particle flow detectors

• large radius, large field, compact calorimeter, fine 3D granularity 
– Typ. 1X0 long., transv.: ECAL 0.5cm, HCAL 1cm (gas) - 3cm (scint.) 

• optimised in full simulations and particle flow reconstruction 

31
4/23/2012 KILC12 SiD Progress Towards DBD 4 

The Silicon 
Detector 
Concept 

SiD:all-Si tracker, B=5T, PFLOW caloILD: large TPC, B=3.5T, PFLOW calo

CLIC:  
tungsten  

barrel HCAL 
considered
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Granularity optimisation

• Based of Pandora PFA 

• Large radius and B field 
drive the cost 

• Both ECAL and HCAL 
segmentation of the 
order of X0 

• longitudinal: resolution 
• transverse: separation 

• Cost optimisation to be 
done
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The study of the optimal HCAL thickness depends on the
possible use of the instrumented return yoke (the muon system)
to correct for leakage of high energy showers out of the rear of the
HCAL. The effectiveness of this approach is limited by the fact that,
for much of the polar angle, the muon system is behind the
relatively thick solenoid (2lI in the MOKKA simulation of the
detector). Nevertheless, to assess the possible impact of using the
muon detector as a ‘‘tail-catcher’’, the energy depositions in the
muon detectors were included in the PandoraPFA reconstruction.
Whilst the treatment could be improved upon, it provides an
indication of how much of the degradation in jet energy
resolution due to leakage can be recovered in this way. The
results are summarised in Fig. 11 which shows the jet energy
resolution obtained from PandoraPFA as a function of the HCAL
thickness. The effect of leakage is clearly visible, with about half of
the degradation in resolution being recovered when including the
muon detector information. For jet energies of 100 GeV or less,
leakage is not a major contributor to the jet energy resolution
provided the HCAL is approximately 4:7lI thick (38 layers).

However, for 180–250 GeV jets this is not sufficient; for leakage
not to contribute significantly to the jet energy resolution atffiffi

s
p
¼ 1 TeV, the results in Fig. 11 suggest that the HCAL thickness

should be between 5:526:0lI for an ILC detector.

9.4. Magnetic field versus detector radius

The LDCPrime model assumes a magnetic field of 3.5 T and an
ECAL inner radius of 1820 mm. A number of variations on these
parameters were studied: (i) variations in the ECAL inner radius
from 1280 to 2020 mm with B¼ 3:5 T; (ii) variations the B from 2.5
to 4.5 T with R¼ 1825 mm; and (iii) variations of both B and R. In
total 13 sets of parameters were considered spanning a wide range
of B and R. The parameters include those considered by the LDC, GLD
[35], and SiD [36] detector concept groups for the ILC. In each case
PFlow performance was evaluated for 45, 100, 180, and 500 GeV jets.

Fig. 12 shows the dependence of the jet energy resolution as a
function of: (a) magnetic field (fixed R) and (b) ECAL inner radius
(fixed B). For 45 GeV jets, the dependence of the jet energy
resolution on B and R is rather weak because, for these energies, it
is the intrinsic calorimetric energy resolution rather than the
confusion term that dominates. For higher energy jets, where the
confusion term dominates the resolution, the jet energy
resolution shows a stronger scaling with R compared to B.

The jet energy resolutions are reasonably well described by the
function:

rms90

E
¼

21ffiffiffi
E
p " 0:7" 0:004E

" 2:1
R

1825

" ##1:0 B
3:5

" ##0:3 E
100

" #0:3

%

where E is measured in GeV, B in Tesla, and R in mm. This is the
quadrature sum of four terms: (i) the estimated contribution to the
jet energy resolution from the intrinsic calorimetric resolution; (ii)
the contribution from track reconstruction; (iii) the contribution
from leakage; and (iv) the contribution from the confusion term
obtained empirically from a fit to the data of Fig. 12 and several
models where both B and R are varied [13]. In fitting the confusion
term, a power-law form, kBaRbEg, is assumed. This functional form
provides a reasonable parameterisation of the data; the majority of
the data points lie within 2s of the parameterisation.

These studies show that for the PandoraPFA algorithm, the
confusion term scales as approximately B0:3R, i.e. for good PFlow
performance a large detector radius is significantly more important
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Fig. 11. Jet energy resolutions ðrms90Þ for the LDCPrime as a function of the
thickness (normal incidence) of the HCAL. In addition, the ECAL contributes 0:8lI .
Results are shown with (solid markers) and without (open markers) taking into
account energy depositions in the muon chambers. All results are based on
Z-uu;dd; ss with generated polar angle in the barrel region of the detector,
jcosyqq jo0:7.
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than a very high magnetic field. From the perspective of designing
a real PFlow detector, this scaling law should be taken into account
in a cost-driven optimisation of the detector parameters.

9.5. ECAL and HCAL design

The dependence of PFlow performance on the transverse
segmentation of the ECAL was studied using modified versions of
the LDCPrime model. The jet energy resolution is determined for
different ECAL Silicon pixel sizes; 5! 5 mm2, 10! 10 mm2,
20! 20 mm2, and 30! 30 mm2. The two main clustering para-
meters in the PandoraPFA algorithm were re-optimised for each
ECAL granularity. The PFlow performance results are summarised
in Fig. 13a. For 45 GeV jets, the dependence is relatively weak
since the confusion term is not the dominant contribution to the
resolution. For higher energy jets, a significant degradation in
performance is observed with increasing pixel size. Within the
context of the current reconstruction, the ECAL transverse
segmentations have to be at least as fine as 10! 10 mm2 to
meet the ILC jet energy requirement of sE=Eo3:8% for the jet
energies relevant at

ffiffi
s
p
¼ 1 TeV, with 5! 5 mm2 being preferred.

A similar study was performed for the HCAL. The jet energy
resolution obtained from PandoraPFA was investigated for HCAL
scintillator tile sizes of 1! 1 cm2, 3! 3 cm2, 5! 5 cm2 and
10! 10 cm2. The PFlow performance results are summarised in
Fig. 13b. From this study, it is concluded that the ILC jet energy
resolution goals can be achieved an HCAL transverse segmenta-
tion of 5! 5 cm2. For higher energy jets going to 3! 3 cm2 leads
to a significant improvement in resolution. From this study there
appears to be no significant motivation for 1! 1 cm2 granularity
over 3! 3 cm2. The results quoted here are for an analogue
scintillator tile calorimeter. The conclusions for a digital, e.g. RPC-
based, HCAL might be different.

9.6. Summary

Based on the above studies, the general features of a detector
designed for high granularity PFlow calorimetry are:

# ECAL and HCAL should be inside the solenoid.
# The detector radius should be as large as possible, the

confusion term scales approximately with the ECAL inner
radius as R$1.

# To fully exploit the potential of PFlow calorimetry the ECAL
transverse segmentation should be at least as fine as
5! 5 mm2.
# For the HCAL longitudinal segmentation considered here, there

is little advantage in transverse segmentation finer than
3! 3 cm2.
# The argument for a very high magnetic field is relatively weak

as the confusion term scales as B$0:3.

These studies, based on the PandoraPFA algorithm, motivated the
design of the ILD detector concept for the ILC as is discussed in
more detail in Chapter 2 of [13].

10. Particle flow for multi-TeV colliders

In this section the potential of PFlow Calorimetry at a multi-
TeV eþ e$ collider, such as CLIC [37], is considered. Before the
results from the LHC are known it is difficult to fully define the jet
energy requirements for a CLIC detector. However, if CLIC is built,
it is likely that the construction will be phased with initial
operation at ILC-like energies followed by high energy operation
at

ffiffi
s
p
& 3 TeV. It has been shown in this paper that PFlow

calorimetry is extremely powerful for ILC energies. Given that
the confusion term increases with energy, it is not a priori clear
that PFlow calorimetry is suitable for higher energies. This
question needs to be considered in the context of the possible
physics measurements where jet energy resolution is likely to be
important at

ffiffi
s
p
& 3 TeV. For example, the reconstruction of the jet

energies in eþ e$-qq events is unlikely to be interest. Assuming
the main physics processes of interest consist of final states with
between six and eight fermions, the likely relevant jet energies
will be in the range 375–500 GeV. To study the potential of the
PFlow calorimetry for these jet energies the ILD concept, which is
optimised for ILC energies, was modified; the HCAL thickness was
increased from 6lI to 8lI and the magnetic field was increased
from 3.5 to 4.0 T. The jet energy resolution obtained for jets from
Z-uu;dd; ss decays at rest are listed in Table 7. For high energy
jets, the effect of the increased HCAL thickness (the dominant
effect) and increased magnetic field is significant. Despite the
increased particle densities, the jet energy resolution ðrms90Þ for
500 GeV jets obtained from PFlow is 3.5%. This is equivalent to
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Fig. 13. (a) The dependence of the jet energy resolution ðrms90Þ on the ECAL transverse segmentation (Silicon pixel size) in the LDCPrime model and (b) the dependence of
the jet energy resolution ðrms90Þ on the HCAL transverse segmentation (scintillator tile size) in the LDCPrime model. The resolutions are obtained from Z-uu ;dd; ss decays
at rest. The errors shown are statistical only.
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Calorimeter cost

• Costing is at a very early stage 
• Yet, many lessons learnt from 2nd 

generation prototypes 
• Example HCAL: 
• example ILD scint HCAL: 45M 

– 10M fix, rest ~ volume 
– 10M absorber, rest ~ area (nLayer) 
– 16M PCB, scint, rest ~ channels 
– 10 M SiPMs and ASICs 

• ECAL: 
• main cost driver: silicon area 
• ILD 2500 m2, SiD 1200 m2  

– cf. CMS tracker 200 m2  
– cf. CMS ECAL+HCAL endcap 600 m2

33

ILD

7.3. ILD cost evaluation

Figure III-7.2
Summary plot of the
relative contribution
by the di�erent sub-
components to the
total cost of the ILD
detector.

7.3.6 Muon system

The muon system being made of scintillator read out with SiPM like the AHCAL, the costs have been
derived from there. It corresponds mostly to the procurements of materials without assembly and
tooling. The cost is dominated by the costs if the sensor system. In total 6.5 MILCU is estimated.

7.3.7 Cost summary

The total cost of the ILD detector is summarised in Table III-7.7. The distribution of the costs
Table III-7.7
Summary table of the
cost estimate of the
ILD detector. Depend-
ing on the options used
the cost range is be-
tween 336 Mio ILCU
and 421 Mio ILCU.

System Option Cost [MILCU] Mean Cost [MILCU]

Vertex 3.4
Silicon tracking inner 2.3 2.3
Silicon tracking outer 21.0 21.0
TPC 35.9 35.9
ECAL 116.9

SiECAL 157.7
ScECAL 74.0

HCAL 44.9
AHCAL 44.9
SDHCAL 44.8

FCAL 8.1 8.1
Muon 6.5 6.5
Coil, incl anciliaries 38.0 38.0
Yoke 95.0 95.0
Beamtube 0.5 0.5
Global DAQ 1.1 1.1
Integration 1.5 1.5
Global Transportation 12.0 12.0

Sum ILD 391.8

among the di�erent systems is shown in Figure III-7.2.
The cost driving items are the yoke, and the calorimeter system. The cost for the integration

is an estimate of the scenario described in section 5.1, and might vary significantly with di�erent
scenarios. It includes the extra cost for the large platform (see chapter 5.5.1) on which the detectors
moves, as well as the extra costs of the cryogenics needed to allow a cold move of the detector. The
o�ine computing represents a significant cost. Owing to the continued large advances in computing
technology, we have estimated this at 20% of the equivalent cost for a LHC detector.

A first estimate of the person-power needed has been done. For each calorimeter it is estimate to
be around 200 MY, for the coil, 500 MY. From this the total person-power needed is extrapolated to

Detectors: ILD Detailed Baseline Design ILC Technical Design Report: Volume 4, Part III 309

fraction 
of 392

Chapter 12. SiD Costs

Table II-12.2
Summary of Costs per
Subsystem.

M&S M&S
Base Contingency Engineering Technical Admin

(M US-$) (M US-$) (MY) (MY) (MY)

Beamline Systems 3.7 1.4 4.0 10.0
VXD 2.8 2.0 8.0 13.2
Tracker 18.5 7.0 24.0 53.2
ECAL 104.8 47.1 13.0 288.0
HCAL 51.2 23.6 13.0 28.1
Muon System 8.3 3.0 5.0 22.1
Electronics 4.9 1.6 44.1 41.7
Magnet 115.7 39.7 28.3 11.8
Installation 4.1 1.1 4.5 46.0
Management 0.9 0.2 42.0 18.0 30.0

314.9 126.7 186.0 532.1 30.0

Structure using the SLAC program WBS. WBS facilitates the description of the costs as a hierarchical
breakdown with increasing levels of detail. Separate tables describe cost estimates for purchased
M&S and labour. These tables include contingencies for each item, and these contingencies are
propagated by WBS. The M&S costs are estimated in 2008 US-$ except for those items described in
Table II-12.1.

Labour is estimated in man-hours or man-years as convenient. The WBS had about 50 labour
types, but they are condensed to engineering, technical, and clerical for this estimate. The statement
of base M&S and labour in man-years by the three categories results in a cost which we believe is
comparable to that used by the ILC machine, and is referred to here as the ILC cost.

Contingency is estimated for each quantity to estimate the uncertainties in the costs of the
detector components. However, we do not use the ILC value system for these estimates. Items
which are commodities, such as detector iron, have had costs swinging wildly over the last few years.
While there is agreement on a set of important unit costs, those quantities also have ”error margins”.
SiD, ILD, and CLIC have worked together to reach agreed values for some unit costs as shown in
Table II-12.1.
Figure II-12.1
Subsystem M&S Costs
in million US-$, the
error bars show the
contingency per subsys-
tem.
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There are a substantial set of interfaces in the interaction region hall. For the purpose of this
estimate, the following has been assumed:

• The hall itself, with finished surfaces, lighting, and HVAC are provided by the machine.

• Utilities, including 480 VAC power, LCW, compressed air, and Internet connections are provided.

• An external He compressor system with piping to the hall is provided. The refrigeration and
associated piping is an SiD cost.

• All surface buildings, gantry cranes, and hall cranes are provided by the machine.

174 ILC Technical Design Report: Volume 4, Part II
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Test beam set-up

• at CERN SPS

34

3x3cm2  
tile

1mm2 

SiPM

1x1 m2  rile AHCAL layer
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Steel and Tungsten 

• Same sampling for hadronic showers  
• Different sampling for electromagnetic (sub) showers

35

The CALICE scintillator-tungsten AHCAL prototype

1 m
3 calorimeter:

Purpose:
learn how to build it
test geant4 simulation models

30 layers in sandwich structure: 1 cm
tungsten as absorber

+ highly granular scintillator planes



11 11 **

.. .. **

'*'* '*'* **

6406 channels, each read out by a
photon sensor (silicon photomultiplier,
SiPM)

Test beams

2010, CERN PS: 1 GeV ≥ pbeam ≤ 10 GeV ⇒ this talk

2011, CERN SPS: 10 GeV ≥ pbeam ≤ 300 GeV ⇒ analysis on the way

Angela Lucaci-Timoce IEEE NSS 2012 3/15

λ = 17 cm
X0 = 1.9 cm
d = 2 cm 

~ 0.1 λ, 1 X0

λ = 10 cm
X0 = 0.4 cm
d = 1 cm

~ 0.1 λ, 2.5 X0 
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Shower simulation in Geant 4

• Low energy: cascade models 
• High energy: partonic models

36

minimize use of  
phenomenological  
parameterization 

“production”

“legacy”

“systematics”

“experimental”

“linear combin.”
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Validation of Geant 4 models

• just a few 
examples 

• altogether at 
5% or better

37
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Figure 14. Longitudinal energy profiles for 12 GeV π− data (shown as points), compared with simulations
using different physics lists. The mean energy in MIPs is plotted against the depth after the initial interaction,
in units of effective 1.4 mm tungsten layers. The total depth shown corresponds to ∼ 20 X0 or 0.8 λint.. The
breakdown of the Monte Carlo into the energy deposited by different particle categories is also indicated.
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Figure 15. Longitudinal energy profiles for data (shown as points) compared with simulations using two
physics lists, QGSP_BERT and FTFP_BERT, at four typical energies. The breakdown of the Monte Carlo
into the energy deposited by different particle categories is also indicated.

giving the best description. In the tails, most models lie within ∼10% of data; LHEP is consistently
low, as is FTF_BIC at lower energies.

On balance, it appears that the FTFP_BERT physics list, while not perfect, gives the best
overall description of the longitudinal development of these showers. We emphasise, however, that
this remark refers only to the early part of the shower which is developed in the ECAL; we are not
sensitive to the later parts of the shower.
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Figure 4. p/p ratio (a) without and (b) with correction for the available energy effect versus beam mo-
mentum for data and simulations of the CALICE Fe-AHCAL; error bars show the statistical uncertainties,
the mean reconstructed energies are corrected for contamination bias as described in section 2.5. The data
obtained with the CDF [24] and ATLAS [11] hadron calorimeters are shown with open diamonds and stars,
respectively.

The energy dependence of the p/p ratio is mainly driven by the difference in measurable
energy for mesons and baryons, which dominates below 20 GeV and gives way to other effects at
higher energies. This behaviour is qualitatively supported by the comparison of the left and right
plots in figure 3 and is quantitatively estimated in ref. [24]. The available energy effect can be taken
into account by multiplying the ratio of reconstructed energies by the ratio of measurable energies
Ebeam/Eproton

available. The difference between pion and proton response, which remains after taking into
account the available energy effect, amounts to 2–5% as follows from figure 4(b). This remaining
difference is related to the lower probability of p0 production in the interaction of a proton with a
nucleus [23].

Both physics lists tend to underestimate the p/p ratio above 20 GeV. The FTFP BERT physics
list underestimates the p/p ratio due to an overestimate of the pion response while the proton
response is reproduced within uncertainties. The predictions of QGSP BERT are closer to the data
because both pion and proton response is overestimated by this physics list above 20 GeV. At the
same time, abnormal behaviour is visible around the model transition region in the QGSP BERT
physics list.

3.3 Energy resolution

Absolute and relative energy resolutions for pions and protons are shown in figure 5 for data and
simulation with the FTFP BERT and QGSP BERT physics lists. The dashed curves in figure 5(b) and
(d) represent the result from ref. [13], in which the energy dependence of the relative pion energy
resolution is parametrised in the energy range 10–80 GeV as a quadratic sum

s
E

=
a1p

E
�a2�

a3

E
, (3.5)
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Leakage estimation

• Exploit the 3-D granularity 
• ECAL 1λ, HCAL 4.5λ 
• Observables 

– shower start  
– energy fraction in rear layers 
– measured energy
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MC

AHCAL Developments  Felix Sefkow     CERN, February 5, 2014

MC

Felix Sefkow   

Industrialisation: Numbers!

• The AHCAL 

• 60 sub-modules 

• 3000 layers 

• 10,000 slabs 

• 60,000 HBUs 

• 200’000 ASICs 

• 8,000,000 tiles and SiPMs

39

• One year 

• 46 weeks 

• 230 days 

• 2000 hours 

• 100,000 minutes 

• 7,000,000 seconds

Katja Krüger  |  AHCAL prototype overview   |  10 Sept 2013  |  Page 16/16

Conclusions and Outlook

preparations for a full engineering prototype:

> multi-layer DAQ: first version running, next steps:
 integration of LDA
 switch to HDMI readout

> work on quality assurance & infrastructure

> more hardware, especially tiles+SiPMs, 
in production

next testbeams at DESY:
> 1 week in October 2013
> 11 days in December 2013
> 2 weeks in January 2014

Katja Krüger  |  AHCAL prototype overview   |  10 Sept 2013  |  Page 3/16

going from 1 HBU to a detector prototype: 1D 

> single HBUs extensively tested and calibrated in lab
> cross check the calibration and the uniformity of all channels on one 

chip with MIPs in testbeam
> operation of a slab with 6 HBUs
> power pulsing with a full slab: started (more details in talk by S. Chen)

Mathias Reinecke  |  CALICE meeting  |  Sept. 10th, 2013  |  Page 5 

New 8 HBU2 boards 

> All 8 new HBU2s have been tested 
and work fine. 

> Problem: Significant spread of board 
dimensions within the 8 boards. 
Landmarks differ up to 0.4mm 
(0.1mm was specified). 

> Problems during PCB assembly and 
with the steel cassettes (individual 
cassettes needed). 

> From the discussion with PCB manufacturer: For the next order, there will be 
a pre-compensation process step for the inner pcb layers before the pressing 
operation. This will solve the problem as it did for the first 6 HBUs.   

Katja Krüger  |  AHCAL prototype overview   |  10 Sept 2013  |  Page 14/16

Going mass production: more tiles+SiPMs

> ITEP produced direct-readout tiles (+ Ketek 
SiPMs with 12100 pixels) for 2 HBUs, 
paperwork ongoing

> NIU: 1 HBU with top-view SiPMs being tested
> Uni HH produced direct-readout tiles for 

8 HBUs, Ketek SiPMs with 2300 pixels for 
8 HBUs delivered and being tested now
(more details in talk by K. Briggl)

> expect Hamamatsu MPPCs for 4 HBUs from 
Japan, ITEP agreed to produce direct-readout 
tiles 

> mass assembly: talk by P. Chau
> testing several different options now, but for

practical reasons will need to converge to
1 or 2 for larger prototypes (but this will not be 
an advance decision for ILD calo)

ITEP

Uni HH
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MC

Directions in tile and SiPM R&D

• Revise tile design in view of 
automatic pick & place 
procedures 

• Consider SMD approach, 
originally proposed by NIU 

• Light yield becomes an 
issue again 
– build on advances in SiPMs 

• Very different assembly, QC 
and characterisation chain

40

ITEP

23/30

 

NIU Megatile

NIU concept: Surface mounted SiPMs

SiPMs mounted on top of tile

Concave dimple in tile for uniformity

Megatile scintillator

18*18cm2 divided into 3*3cm2 cells

Optical isolation by white epoxy

Easy assembly

SiPMs assembled like standard 
components

Scintillator is equipped in larger pieces

Modified HBU designed and produced at 
DESY

First calibration spectra obtained by 
NIU

NIU

Mainz
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Going mass production: more tiles+SiPMs

> ITEP produced direct-readout tiles (+ Ketek 
SiPMs with 12100 pixels) for 2 HBUs, 
paperwork ongoing

> NIU: 1 HBU with top-view SiPMs being tested
> Uni HH produced direct-readout tiles for 

8 HBUs, Ketek SiPMs with 2300 pixels for 
8 HBUs delivered and being tested now
(more details in talk by K. Briggl)

> expect Hamamatsu MPPCs for 4 HBUs from 
Japan, ITEP agreed to produce direct-readout 
tiles 

> mass assembly: talk by P. Chau
> testing several different options now, but for

practical reasons will need to converge to
1 or 2 for larger prototypes (but this will not be 
an advance decision for ILD calo)

ITEP

Uni HH

board coming to life

NIU

7608 ch
physics 
prototype

ITEP

ITEP

MPI

UHH

9 / 1909 Dec 2013

The setup

● SiPM in the upper mirror

ITEP

17.12.2014 | Johannes Gutenberg-Universität Mainz 

 

Goal: Optimize AHCAL design for mass assembly 

• SMD HBU board 

2 

 
• Use of SMD SiPMs which are soldered on HBU board (similar to standard       

SMD components) 
• Use of Scintillator with centered dimple 

 

Scintillator tile 

SiPM 

Reflector foil 

PCB 

Schematic of Uni Mainz SMD design SMD HBU board with scintillators 


