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Pixel Distributions

+Distributions from Marco

Pixel Number per Cluster Pixel Number per Cluster Pixel Number per Cluster
%2 / ndf 145.4 /15 % I ndf 215.7/14 %2 / ndf 169.5/8

Constant 2645+ 35
MPV 6.135+ 0.049
Sigma  0.4288+ 0.0089
Quenci®.00082 = 0.00005

Constant 418974 Constant 463+ 7.7
MPV 8773+ 0.031 MPV 11.03= 0.05
Sigma 0.5351= 0.0059 Sigma  0.6217+ 0.0184
Quench 0.001828 = 0.000079 Quencl0.01234 + 0.00071
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Pixel Number per Cluster Pixel Number per Cluster Pixel Number per Cluster

%2 / ndf 329/9 % I ndf 1136 /10 ¥° / ndf 2.668e+05 /11

-
o
w

Constant 672.8+ 0.0 Constant 1377+ 8.1 Constar.048e+05 = 1.756e+02
MPV 13.28 + 0.03
Sigma  0.6774+ 0.0075

Quench 0.017 = 0.001

MPV 1577+ 0.02 MPV 18.55  0.00

Sigma 0.7009 + 0.0019 Sigma 0.8255 = 0.0002

Quench 0.009078 = 0.000195 Quench 0.004037 + 0.000005
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Mass Distributions (i)

+ Rating with Y (no clustering) (including new Y algorithm) run #350

Mass Z =1 Mass Z =2 Mass Z=3

h1 h2 h3
Entries 4040 Entries 3119 Entries 1209
Mean 1.895 Mean 3.728 Mean 5.747
RMS _ 0.8549 RMS _ 0.7985 RMS __ 0.9055
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o

h4 h5 h6
Entries 1161 Entries 7972 Entries 66055
Mean 7.626 Mean 9.597 Mean  11.03
RMS _ 1.213 RMS _0.7231| RMS _ 0.7989
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Mass Distributions (il

+ Rating with Charge

Mass Z =1

hit

Entries
Mean
RMS

2673
1.854
1.016
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h4

Entries
Mean
RMS

1046
7.636
1.197
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h2
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Mean
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h5

Entries
Mean
RMS

5565
9.611
.786
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h3

Entries 929
Mean 5.814
RMS _ 0.9804

h6

Entries 70598
Mean 11.03
RMS _ 0.7935
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Mass Distributions (iil

+ Rating with Y (no clustering) (including new calibration for ToF)

Mass Z =1 Mass Z=2 Mass Z=3

hit h2 h3
Entries 3861 Entries 3240 Entries 1155
Mean 1.896 Mean 3.716 Mean 5.771
RMS 0.8576 RMS _0.8012 RMS 0.9727
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h4 h5 hé
Entries 1166 Entries 5353 Entries 68768
Mean 7.611 Mean 9.631 Mean 11.04
RMS 1.112 RMS 0.76 RMS _0.8024
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Mass Distributions (iv)

+ Rating with charge

Mass Z =1

h1

Entries
Mean

2363
1.835

RMS _ 0.9966
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Entries 2685
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h6

Entries 67108

Mean
RMS

11.18
0.841
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Conclusions

+ Only rating with charge seems to improve the mass distributions
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