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Abstract

New possible layouts of the LHCb Vertex Locator (VELO) have been compared
with the existing baseline design outlined in the Technical Proposal. Based on a com-
parison of essential figures of merit, namely vertex resolutions, event selection effi-
ciencies, trigger performance, and technical constraints an updated baseline design is
proposed. The new design retains the same number of electronic channels as that in
the Technical Proposal, but has an increased number of measuring stations (25 rather
than 17) with a reduced inner radius (8mm rather than 10mm).
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1 INTRODUCTION 2

1 Introduction

The design of the VELO is critical to the successful operation and exploitation of the
data from LHCb. Primarily the detector must be capable of providing high resolu-
tion information on displaced secondary vertices, which are a distinctive feature of
b-hadron decays. This information will be a vital element of the L1 trigger as well
as the offline analysis. The design of a suitable detector, as a series of forward disks,
was outlined in the Technical Proposal (TP) [1]. The design was substantially com-
plicated by the need to place it close to the interaction point to enable good primary
and secondary vertex resolution. This implied the sensors must be retractable (dur-
ing injection) and be extremely radiation tolerant. In addition, the VELO must not
compromise the performance of the remainder of the experiment. The introduction
of unecessarily large numbers of forward disks adds subtantially to the cost and com-
plexity of the VELO and could introduce large amounts of material before the RICH,
tracking chambers and calorimeters.

The aim of this study was to test the expected outcome of making modifications
to the existing baseline design of the VELO detector. The effects of increasing the
numbers of measuring stations, of changing the sensor resolution and of using more
realistic models of the RF shields were guantified.

2 Requirements and Constraints

The Technical Proposal VELO design consisted of a series of 17 disks within a vacuum
vessel approximately 1 metre long. Each disk was instrumented with two planes of
silicon sensor, one plane designed to measure radial position coordinalete¢tors)

and the other to measure azimuthal coordinateddtectors). The detector prototypes
had strips which were inclined by a few degrees from the purely radial to resolve
ambiguities. To make the detectors as radiation tolerant as possible, n-strip in n-bulk
technology was chosen [2]. In addition, the choice of thin (#BD Si sensors was
made to decrease the depletion voltaged lower the bulk leakage currents; this as a
conseguence reduces the expected signal.

Since the submission of the Technical Proposal substantial progress has been made
in the understanding of the damage to Si detectors, and this, together with new esti-
mates of the flux, enables us to envisage the use of slightly thicker Si closer to the
interaction point. For example, a reduction in the inner radius of the detectors from
10mm to 8mm could improve the measurement of the impact parameter of a track by
up to 20%. To benefit further from the “lever-arm” effect a reduction in strip-pitch
is necessary. However, a simple reduction in the inner radius implied an increase in
the overall number of channels over the original baseline design. In order to keep the
cost of the electronics from rising substantially it was decided to impose the constraint
that the number of electronic channels (readout strips) remain approximately constant.
This implied a redesign of the detector strip-pitch as a function of radius and of the
outer radius of the sensor.

In addition to considerations of the sensor’s performance important constraints are

The depletion voltagéyy, is approximately proportional to the square of the thickness of the sensor,
Vy o< d?.
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placed on the possible designs by the twin requirements of the sensors being within
their own secondary vacuum and the need to RF shield the sensors and electronics
from the beam.

Below we discuss, in more detail, the overall technical parameters and require-
ments that inform our optimisation process.

2.1 Geometrical constraints and interaction with the LHC

The VELO detector is the closest to the nominal interaction poiat=atd. It occupies

the region between 20cm upstreapr{20cm) to 80cm downstream£80cm). All

the VELO sensors, their front-end electronics, and two additional planes of “pile-up”
counters are contained within a vacuum tank that spans this region. These active ele-
ments are separated from the primary machine vacuum and beam by a thin wall. As
an additional safety requirement the thickness of this wall must be sufficient not to
rupture if a small differential pressure between the secondary and primary vacuum is
established [3]. This wall introduces material between the primary interaction point
and the measuring stations degrading, through multiple Coulomb scattering, the reso-
lution of the vertex reconstruction. The effects of introducing this material are part of
the reoptimisation procedure.

2.2 Wake field suppression

In addition to the vacuum requirements it is necessary to introduce wake field suppres-
sors to guide the mirror charge and limit the RF power dissipation close to the sensors.
This is necessary to avoid a large heat load being placed on the detectors and to shield
the sensitive electronics from noise.

Two approaches have been considered. In the first, the detector stations are indi-
vidually enclosed in thin-walled Al caps. This design, first put forward in the Technical
Proposal, minimises the amount of Al seen by particle tracks before the first tracking
point. However, because the caps form cavity-like structures, this design requires a
dedicated wake field suppressor in the vicinity of the beams [4]. Therefore, it was
suggested to use a number (e.g. four) long and thin-walled strips spanning the LHCb
VELO setup, similar to what is used in the Hera-B setup [5]. These strips, being almost
parallel to the particle tracks, must be substantially thinner than the Al enclosures.

In the second approach (see e.g. [6, 7]), the detector stations are encapsulated in
a single Al box (per top/bottom half). The enclosure is corrugated to accomodate for
the dent (across the LHC plane) of the detector modules. The central section of the
encapsulation, which is first traversed by the tracks, is shaped to minimise multiple
scattering (deeper corrugation). This corrugation should not be too deep, since the Al
enclosure, which is primarily needed as a vacuum separation, must act as well as wake
field suppressor. The limits on the corrugation depth are dictated on the low side by
multiple scattering effects, on the high side by wake field effects.

The two designs can be compared. Although the TP design does provide for bet-
ter vacuum pumping in the section close to the beams, which helps reduce possible
dynamic vacuum phenomena, the use of long, thin, wake field suppressor strips has a
number of disadvantages:
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e The affordable thickness of the strips is limited by the effects of multiple scat-
tering. In the TP design, all particle tracks impinge on the Al caps with angles
close to 90 degrees. A wall thickness of 1L@0would then correspond to about
0.0011 radiation lengths. For the strips the situation is less favourable: all tracks
traverse the material at an angle in the range of 0.6 to 17 degrees. Therefore,
the effects of multiple scattering are enhanced by a factor in the range of 3.4 to
100. If stainless steel is used, a thickness @f5(as is used in Hera-B) is al-
ready prohibitive for small-angle particle tracks. Using Al would barely improve
the situation since it has less favourable mechanical properties and therefore re-
quires a larger thickness to be used.

¢ Resistive wall losses might result in excessive heating of the wake field sup-
pressor strips. Note that the strips are so thin that cooling of the strips will be
dominated by blackbody radiation, hence the thermal conductivity of the ma-
terial used is not essential to first order. In addition, resistive heat dissipation
itself is (for wall thicknesses smaller than the characteristic skin depth) almost
independent of the resistivity of the material used.

e The implementation of such long (1.2m) wake field suppressor strips is difficult.
The strips must be connected to the exit window. They must be retractable (by at
least 25mm) to allow for beam filling. They must be kept under sufficient tension
at all times in order to compensate for inwards displacements of the exit window
(during pump-down) and for thermal expansion (see above). Sagging of a strip
by more than a fraction of a millimetre could have catastrophic consequences.

e The wake field suppressor strips, being positioned closer to the LHC beams than
the rest of the detector setup, will increase the background rates.

e The use of wake field suppressor strips at a few millimetres from the beams, in
view of the technical difficulties mentioned above, necessarily introduces a risk
for the experiment and for LHC (e.g. sagging, breaking of a strip).

Given the list of problems with the TP design, we have chosen to adopt a solu-
tion closer to the “box” design. However one of the complications of the box is that
the overlap between upper and lower stations, which is necessary to provide tracking
coverage over all azimuthal angles, implies a complex crenulated structure in the box.

Two designs for the crenulation have been considered, a “beampipe” design and
a “Toblerone” design. In the beampipe design (Figure 1) the RF shield/box is con-
structed of two halves, upper and lower. Half-cylinders are impressed in each box.
These half-cyclinders resemble a beampipe when the two boxes are together. In order
to achieve the overlap between then boxes, and hence the sensors, shallow indentations
are made in each box. However, the beampipe design has the problem of presenting
substantial material to low angle particles. In order to overcome this it is possible, in
a method reminiscent of the TP design, to make the indentations much deeper. Figure
2 shows a view of this Toblerone design. Particles then traverse much less material at
low angles. Both designs were considered as options for the new, optimised, design.
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Figure 1: The beampipe RF shield de- Figure 2: The Toblerone RF shield de-
sign. sign.

2.3 Radiation tolerance of silicon

The radiation tolerance of Si detectors has been studied for many current and future
experiments, including the ATLAS and CMS experiments at the LHC [8]. Most ex-
periments report the surviveability of “standard” detectors at doses of oved'3
protons per crh An LHCb prototype detector, fabricated by Hamamatsu, has been
irradiated to 3.4 10 protons per cri At an operating voltage of 375V the 30

thick detector collected over 90% of the deposited charge within the 25ns integration
time of the electronics. This is adequate for the VELO. Work is in progress to improve
the radiation tolerance of the detectors chosen for LHCb through the use of oxygenated
wafers and thinner detectors [9, 10].

For the purpose of optimisation we are concerned only that the detectors are effi-
cient after one year of exposure. Finer details of the fluence in the sensors is dependent
on the design, and we refer the reader to Section 4.6, where an evaluation of the flux
in our optimised design is presented.

2.4 Sensor dimensions
2.4.1 Outer radius

The inner and outer radius, combined with the spacing between stations, defines the
acceptance of the detector. In the Technical Proposal eachl ¢p-measuring plane

was construced in two halves which could be separated during injection. In that base-
line design each half and ¢-plane was composed of 3 overlapping sensors. The
segmentation of the detectors was necessary to allow fabrication on a 100mm (4”)
production line. However, the segmentation implies several undesirable features in-
cluding complex module assembly and extra material. With 150mm (6”) production
facilities it is now possible to conceive and design sensors that subtend 180 degrees
or more. Although the larger detectors are more difficult to handle than their smaller
60 degree prototypes, the simplicity of the final module design strongly suggests the
adoption of 180 degree sensors as a new baseline. The maximum detector radius avail-
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able on a 150mm production facility design is about 130mm; on a 100mm production
facility about 45mm is the maximum outer radius. The choice of 45mm outer-radius
enables us to choose more freely between manufacturers as not all have converted to
6" facilities.

2.4.2 Silicon thickness

The maximum charge that may be collected from a sensor is proportional to the thick-
ness of the detector. A 3pén thick detector will collect the equivalent of 24,000 of
charge; if our electronics operated with a noise equivalent to £0Q8is would imply

a signal/noise ratio for hits of over 20:1. For a detector;&BGhick only about half

the signal would be collected, implying either a degraded signal/noise performance or
the need for better front-end electronics.

However, using a thick sensor has three undesirable consenquences. First, the
amount of material in the detector is increased, leading to more multiple scattering
and more secondary particles. This has been modelled below (see Section 4) and
thicknesses much above 308 are shown to be undesirable for the VELO. Second,

a thick detector requires a larger operating voltage to provide maximum charge col-
lection [11]. Extremely high voltages are undesirable as this leads to the possibility
of breakdown. If a detector cannot be operated at the full voltage required to collect
all the charge, the signal/noise will again be degraded. For extreme radiation environ-
ments of over %10 protons per crhthin detectors of around 1560 are prefered

as they limit the operating voltage range to below 300V in most cases. Finally, all
detectors have a bulk current. This current not only degrades the signal but in concert
with the applied operating voltage gives rise to heating within the sensor. The bulk
current depends linearly on the thickness, thus the power dissipated in the silicon is
approximately proportional td®>. Heat must be removed from the sensor to avoid the
silicon going into “thermal runaway” and is a critical feature of the choice of oper-
ating conditions [12]. In the TP the choice of 158 sensors was made: a slightly
more conservative choice of thickness of 200 to/280etains most of the advantages
described in the TP and increases the expected signal by o¥er 30

Furthermore, the available thickness of the sensors depends strongly on manufac-
turer and chosen technology. For example, n-strip in n-bulk detectors require more pro-
cessing on the side opposite the strips than p-strip in n-bulk detectors. This increases
the cost of the n-strip option and can also imply a minimum thickness of detector that
can be produced (e.g. 306).2

2.4.3 Strip-pitch

The strip-pitch of a sensor is closely correlated to its “hit” resolution. Assuming nor-
mal incidence and no charge sharing between adjacent strips, an ideal detector with
pitch w will have a resolution ofw/v/12. Using low-noise analog electronics and

the information on charge sharing between strips resolutions closey 1d are ex-
pected. However practical resolution is limited by transverse diffusieays and the
minimum strip-pitch available for a technology. The minimum pitch differs between
different technologies. For n-strip detectors with individual p-stops, as described in

2prototype n-strip detectors in n-bulk of 14 thickness are available from Micron Semiconductor.
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the Technical Proposal, the minimum pitchuis= 40pm. By using the “older” p-
spray technique for isolating the n-strips, or by fabricating a p-strip detector, minimum
pitches between 20 and 2 are available depending on manufacturer.

3 Detector Optimisation

Three of the major changes we investigated were the the sensor thickness, the strip-
pitch and the numbers of stations. Below the effect of changing these on the impact
parameter and vertex resolution is discussed.

3.1 Impact parameter measurements: strip-pitch and sensor thickness

The L1 trigger uses the VELO data from thedetectors to determine the primary
vertex position, and to find tracks with large impact parameters relative to this vertex.
A track in ther — z projection is approximately described by a straight line

Tg —T

1amdb:m—mle, Q)
29 — 21

r=mxz+bwithm =

wherery (r2) is the measured coordinate of the track inagtetector at the-position
z1(z2). The impact parameter (closest distance of approach) of a track to a given point

(ro, 20) is

rg —mzg— b
IP=——7——. 2
V1+m2 @
The error on the impact parameter arises from the intrinsic resolution of the detec-
tors and multiple Coulomb scattering, which in turn depends on the thickness of the

material in radiation lengths:{ X,) and the momenturn of the particle

TIPTR e AL (T m?)

whereA;; are the distances between the various pointsaritie resolution of the
measured points. Consideration of these equations leads to two conclusions regarding
the design of the VELO.

The first is a natural choice for sensor strip-pitch as a function of radius for the
r-detectors. If we require an equal contribution from two measuredordinates to
the error on the impact parameter then, to a good approxim@'ﬁgn,: :—f Therefore
o2 = o1 x 32, which suggests a design with the resolution increasing linearly with the
radius.

The second is a clear expression for how the impact parameter measurement de-
pends on the resolution and the radius of the first measured point. For low angle tracks
(m < 0.39) and primary vertices close to theaxis, equation 3 can be rewritten as

9 Agl x s2 A%QJ% + A(Qn"% with s — W1 /x/Xo, 3
C

2 2

ry X S
oip = 1p72+2f20%7 (4)
t

with f = A—?i (the extrapolation factor) and transverse momenio obtain a good
IP measurement one must strive to keep the first measured point close to the primary
vertex and minimise the amount of material that causes multiple Coulomb scattering.
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Figure 3: The upper plot shows the error on the impact parameter as a function of
log,01/p: (p: in GeV/c) obtained from the full GEANT detector simulation, with the
TP (solid circles) and Vb designs (open circles). The lower plot showg,théstri-

bution for all tracks from B decays in events where one B decayedrihto~ (solid

line), and for tracks from minimum bias events which passed LO (dashed line).

Note also that in Eq. 4 the contribution from multiple scattering to the impact
parameter error depends on the transverse momentum of the particle and not on the
total momentum. This is because the measurements are made in the transverse plane
only. The error in the longitudinal direction becomes negligible since the position of
the detectors will be known very precisely and will be stable during data-taking. This
coincides nicely with the fact that tracks froBrdecays have on average a larger
than tracks from minimum bias events, and so the VELO reconstructs tracks from
B-decays with the smallest impact parameter errors (see Figure 3). For tracks with a
transverse momentum > 3GeV/c, the contribution from the multiple scattering error
becomes negligible, and at aroupd< 2GeV/c the multiple scattering error starts to
dominate. Unfortunately, momentum information is not available at the L1 trigger
level. Therefore, the low momentum tracks with large multiple scattering errors are
the dominant source for fake large impact parameter tracks.

3.2 \Vertex resolution

Secondary vertices may be detected when long-lived particles decay into two or more
charged particles. In general the reconstructed tracks will have large impact parameters
with respect to the primary vertex. It is to be expected that improving the impact
parameter resolution of each track will improve the secondary vertex resolution.

To quantify the dependence of the vertex resolution on detector resolution the
LHCb Monte Carlo simulation (SICB [13]) was used with the VELO configuration
as described in the Technical ProposalBAdecay modeB — =wr, was selected for
study and, in order to change the resolution, the sensor strip-pitches for lamith
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Figure 4: Primary (PV) and secondary (SV) vertex resolutions as a function of strip-
pitch for B — 7w events.

¢-measuring detectors were changed in the simulgtion.

The strip-pitches studied for the innerand ¢ sectors were 20, 30, 40(TP), 60
and 8Q:m. The pitch of the middle and outersectors were scaled accordingly, i.e.
if the pitch of the inner sector is halved the pitches of the other two sectors are also
halved. The resolutions were obtained by comparing the reconstructed primary vertex
or secondary vertex position with the Monte Carlo truth in the 3 coordinates:
andz. The resolution is then defined to be the RMS separation between the generated
position and the reconstructed one.

The results are shown in Figure 4. For the primary vertex there is very little varia-
tion in the resolution as a function of pitch (doubling the pitch degrades the resolution
by ~15%), while halving the pitch has no discernible effect. This is interpreted as
reflecting the high multiplicity of the primary vertex, a large error introduced from a
single track being diluted by many well measured tracks. For the secondary vertex we
have to reconstruct a vertex from as few as two tracks. Here we see a linear dependence
of the resolution on strip-pitch. This is as expected if the error on the vertex position
is dominated by the intrinsic detector resolution rather than multiple scattering in the
detector. Halving the strip-pitch in the detector would increase the resolution on the
secondary vertex position by a factor of two.

3.3 Number of stations

The design of the VELO is complicated by the length of the proton bunches. The
interaction point of the primary vertex is expected to be described by a Gaussian dis-

*To perform this study3 — 7w DST data was read into the SICB v222 program where the CDF files
used to describe the strip-pitches had been altered. The code to to produce new digitisations from the raw
GEANT hits (vsdigi.F) was rerun and finally the L1 algorithm (vtm1.F) was called again to produce new
2D tracks, 3D tracks and vertices.
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Figure 5: The average impact parameteb > (arb. units) scaled by/N (where N
is the number of stations) versbsfor all tracks (upper curve) and tracks with at least
3 hits.

tribution of approximately 80mm FWHM. The detector stations therefore need to be
distributed so as to reflect this spread whilst maintaining the required acceptance. This
implies the existence of stations upstream of the nominal interaction point. These sta-
tions also provide vital information, using “backwards-going” tracks, on the position
of the primary vertex.

The number and-position of the stations depends on several factors: the required
acceptance, the minimum number of measured points on a track in the acceptance
and the size of the sensors. The optimisation of the position of stations using the full
Monte Carlo simulation would be prohibitively time-consuming. Thus, in order to
estimate the optimum number of stations, a fast optimisation package was developed.
This allowed a sample of tracks either from the PYTHIA [14] generator, or generated
uniformly in rapidity, to be propagated through a series of measuring disks. The effects
of finite beam spot-size, errors introduced through multiple Coulomb scattering and
tracking inefficiencies were simulated. The optimisation was based on moving the
positions of the stations so as to minimise the average impact parameter of the sample
of the tracks® In the optimisation procedure no station was allowed to be closer than
20mm from another.

For 25 stations the results of theposition optimisation is shown in Table 1. The
positions of the stations are not evenly spaced,imaking for a complex design. In
addition, the speed of the optimisation was achieved at the cost of not modelling the
physics or detailed tracking in the full simulation. Thus we only use the simulation

“*In order to perform the optimisation meaningfully, a “penalty function” was included which gave
tracks with few VELO hits large impact parameters. The arbitrary nature of the penalty function can
influence the results.
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to indicate the number of stations to be utilised. In Figure 5 the impact parameter
scaled by V/N, whereN is the number of stations, is shown as a functiorVofFor

N < 23 there are marked improvements in the performance by increasing the number
of stations. Much of this improvement is due to the reconstruction of tracks with more

than 2 hits. We have chosen to minimise the number of stations whilst requiring there is
no significant deterioration to the performance of the detector due to “missed” tracks.
To test the effect of increasing the number of stations we have Ns&tb.

| stn. z(cm)|stn. z(cm)|[stn. z(cm)]|stn. z(cm)]|stn. z(cm) |
1 -175| 6 -0.6 11 14.7 | 16 425 | 21 65.1
2 -153 | 7 2.8 12 176 | 17 46.7 | 22 69.5
3 -12.1 | 8 6.3 13 21.4 | 18 50.8 | 23 73.6
4 -7.5 9 9.9 14 29.1 | 19 55,0 | 24 76.7
5 -45 | 10 12.2 | 15 38.3 | 20 59.2 | 25 80.0

Table 1: Positions of the 25 stations frarvoptimisation study.

3.4 List of VELO designs tested

Given the design constraints and the list of possible imrovements discussed above, a
series of different designs were prepared for study. The main design parameters are
listed in Table 2.

The different designs were:

TP This design represents the same detector configuration as described in the Tech-
nical Proposal (no wake field suppressor strips included).

thick TP Identical to the TP but with silicon 5@0n thick. This was used to study the
effect of increasing the material budget due to thick Si.

I Increased number of stations (25), reduced outer radius (45mm), thicker silicon
(220um) but otherwise similar to TP. This is an intermediate design between the
TP and the new baseline designs.

la Identical to design I but with smaller inner radius (8mm). This forms the basis
of all the new (25) stations designs.

Il Almost identical to the TP; made to study the effect of the Toblerone RF shield.

Il Again almost identical to the TP; this time the beampipe RF shield design was
used.

IV With the increased number of stations and reduced inner radius, this design was
used to study the effect of introducing smaller strip-pitches (hence higher reso-
lution).

5The scaling is performed to explicitly separate the result of improving the resolution by increasing
the number of stations.
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\ parameter
Si thickness (d)
inner radius of Si (IR)
outer radius of Si (OR)
number of Si stations (nstat)
TP design RF shield
beampipe design RF shield
Toblerone design RF shield
thickness of Al'in RF shield (ALth)
strip-pitch forr-detector inner region (SPir)
strip-pitch forr-detector middle region (SPmr
strip-pitch forr-detector outer region (SPor

~—

Table 2: VELO design parameters.

| stn. z(cm)|stn. z(cm)|[stn. z(cm)]|stn. z(cm)]|stn. z(cm) |
1 -17.5 6 -2.5 11 125 | 16 275 | 21 52.5
2 -14.5 7 0.5 12 155 | 17 305 | 22 57.5
3 -11.5 8 3.5 13 185 | 18 335 | 23 62.5
4 -8.5 9 6.5 14 215 | 19 425 | 24 67.5
5 -5.5 10 9.5 15 245 | 20 475 | 25 72.5

Table 3: Positions of upper half-stationsztior the baseline and backup designs. The
lower half-stations are shifted by +1.5cm with respect to these numbers.

Va A design close to the final design; this is design la with a realistic (Toblerone)
RF shield.

Vb Identical to Va but with an improved resolution.

baseline The same as design Vb described above but with the positions of the silicon
stations inz as shown in Table 3 (and Figure 6). The stations were moved to
facilitate construction of the RF shield.

backup The same as the baseline design, but with a silicon thickness of ga8@@d
the strip-pitch as in the original TP design, i.e. a conservative detector choice.

These designs are summarised in Table 4. The beampipe and Toblerone RF designs
referred to in the table were taken from the LHCDb internal note [7] and implemented in
SICB. Along with the standard Al thickness for the RF shield (@), 25Q:m thick
Al was also considered. Where the number of stations was increased from 17 to 25 (but
not for the baseline and backup designs), 4lpositions of the first and last stations
was kept the same as in the TP and the spacing scaled by roughly 17/25. This spacing
is similar (but not identical) to that obtained from thgosition optimisation. Figure
6 shows thez positions of the stations for the TP, Vb and baseline/backup designs,
together with the angular regions covered.
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Figure 6: Angular coverage for three VELO designs. The upper and lower limits are
for forward tracks which hit at least three stations, while 390mrad signifies the general
LHCb acceptance.

silicon parameters strip-pitch RF shield
VELO | number d IR OR | SPir | SPmr| SPor ALth
design || stations|| (um) | (cm) | (cm) || (pm) | (um) | (pm) || design| (um)
TP 17 150 | 1.0 | 6.0 40 60 80 TP 100
250
I 25 220 | 1.0 | 45 40 60 80 TP 100
250
la 25 220 | 0.8 | 4.5 40 60 80 TP 100
250
I 17 220 | 1.0 | 6.0 40 60 80 tb 100
250
1 17 220 | 1.0 | 6.0 40 60 80 bp 100
250
v 25 220 | 0.8 | 4.5 20 30 40 TP 100
250
Va 25 220 | 0.8 | 45 40 60 80 tb 250
Vb 25 220 | 0.8 | 4.5 20 30 40 tb 250
baseline 25 220 | 0.8 | 4.5 20 30 40 tb 250
backup 25 300 | 0.8 | 45 40 60 80 tb 250

Table 4: VELO designs, with the RF shield design abbreviations: bp=beampipe,
tb=Toblerone. See Table 2 for explanation of symbols.
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3.5 Simulation methodology

Apart from the fast simulation used to justify the number of stations, all simulation
was performed with the full LHCb Monte Carlo program (SICB). Given the number
of options that needed to be modelled it was realised early on that a large number of
Monte Carlo events would have to be generated to evaluate the performance of the
designs. In order to perform these optimisation studies a large 300 PC Linux-based
simulation farm was constructed by the Liverpool Group. This Monte Carlo Array
Processor (MAP) [15] was commissioned in late 1999 and has generated well over
10,000,000 events for the VELO optimisation.

The simulation code was transferred to Liverpool, from CERN, as an executable.
Alterations were made to the source cdétm the addition of histograms and to define
the new RF shield geometries (i.e. the beampipe and Toblerone designs.)

SICB v220/v222
package  version files reason
Finclude v4rl/v4r2 vrht*.inc increased stations
vrpr.inc
vscp*.inc
vscr*.inc
recvdet  v2/v2rl  vrgr_errorsfrom_detsec.F  strip-pitch cluster errors
trivert V2 vtm1.F, vswoseq.inc increased stations
primary vitx finding (L1)
Viil.F initialisation fix
kalman v2rl/v2r2 ~matmscm.inc, vsmscm.inc increased stations
simvdet V2 vrpgeominit.F new RF designs
detdes v2/iv2rl vsvnam.inc GEANT names for RF vpls
axtrkfit v2 - Finclude changes
Futio varl/ivar3 -

Table 5: Software changes for resolution and event selection studies (SICB v220) and
for L1 trigger, multiplicity and other studies (SICB v222).

Furthermore, changes were necessary for the designs withdbtector strip-pitch
halved with respect to that for the TP. For these studies, new cluster errors, used in the
track fit, were derived.

®More details of the changes are given in Table 5 for the resolution and event selection studies (SICB
v220) and for the LO/L1 trigger, multiplicity and other studies (SICB v222). The VELO-specific DDF
files also had some array sizes increased, in order to allow for the increased number of stations.

"The cluster errors were determined by looking at the difference in position between the true path of
the particle as it passed through the silicon and the reconstructed cluster, for each of the three regions
of the r-detector. Minimum bias events were used for this study, and the clusters were characterised by
whether they consisted of one channel, two channels or more than two channels. As an example, Figure 7
shows this for two-channel clusters; the RMS of these distributions was taken as a measure of the cluster
error. Table 6 gives the cluster errors for half-TP strip-pitches, and also the newly-derived cluster errors
for the TP design (with the errors derived at the time of the TP in brackets; since the original errors were
very close to the new values, they were the ones used in the simulation studies for this note).
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Figure 7: Position differences between true particle paths and reconstructed clusters
for three different--detector regions.

1 channel 2 channel >2 channel

pitch(um) | RMS(m) | % | RMS@um) | % | RMS(um) | %
20 5.8 46 2.6 44 4.9 10
30 5.9 43 3.4 49 7.0 8
40 7.6 46 4.3 50 10.7 5
40 9.7(9.7) | 77| 4.6(4.4) | 22| 26(25) | <1
60 14.6(14.6)| 78| 7.0(6.7) | 21| 45(47) | <1
80 19.1(19.0)| 79| 8.8(8.6) | 20| 58(56) | <1

Table 6: Cluster errors obtained for half TP (upper) and TP (lower) strip-pitch.
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4 Design Evaluation

4.1 Eventsamples

For the resolution and decay selection studies described in this note, events were gen-
erated containing particuld® decays, namely3 — =7 andB — J/¢(up)K?. The

LO/L1 trigger, particle multiplicity and other studies used minimum bias Bne> w7

events. The total numbers of events for each sample, integrated over the VELO setups,
is given in Table 7.

\ study event type n. events comments
resolution B —nm 378k allg
B — J/p(up) KO 440k allg
event selection B — 7w 771k allg
B — J/Y(pu)K? 730k allg
trigger, multiplicity B —ar 364k 0 <0.6
and other minimum bias 987k 6 < 0.6

Table 7: Event samples.

4.2 Measures of performance

Using the event samples, the following quantities were compared to gauge the offline
physics analysis and detector performance for each design:

¢ the RMS of the distribution of the distance between the true primary vertex and
the reconstructed primary vertex for each event;

e the RMS of the distribution of the distance between the true seconBatgdcay)
vertex and the reconstructed secondary vertex for each event;

¢ the widths of double-Gaussian fits to the distributions of the (truescon-
structed) decay lengths (i.e. the distance between the primary and secondary
vertex) and the ratio of the normalisations of the two Gaussians;

e the B decay selection efficiencies and backgrounds using the AXSEL pack-
age [16];

¢ the number of charged and neutral particles per event produced in secondary
interactions in the RF shield and detector material as a measure of the effect of
any changes in the VELO design on the rest of the LHCb experiment;

¢ the number of hits per event in the other LHCb detectors as another indication
of how VELO geometry changes affect the experiment as a whole;

e the number of VELO hits per track;

e the number of particles per unit area as a function of radius, allowing radiation
damage estimates to be made.
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Figure 8: Resolutions for thB — 77 channel with the TP design; shown are the true
— reconstructed vertex position and decay length differences.

The LO and L1 trigger performances were assessed as follows:

e the LO algorithm was applied to the events and the efficiencies obtained for each
design;

e for the L1 trigger, the average number of reconstructed tracks was compared,
both for tracks in the: — z projection (called 2D tracks in the following) and
fully-reconstructed 3D tracks; in order to be most sensitive to the trigger per-
formance, the tracks used by the L1 algorithm were used instead of the offline
tracks, and cuts were imposed to seletike tracks;

e the L1 efficiency forB — 7w events, computed at two different retention levels
for minimum bias events, was compared for three different designs of the RF
shield.

4.3 Resolutions

Figure 8 gives, as an example, the primary vertex distance and the secondary vertex
distance distributions, the RMS of which can be taken as a measure of the resolutions
for these quantities, for th& — =7 channel and for the TP VELO design. Also
shown is the decay length resolution, to which a double-Gaussian was fitted.

These plots and numbers were derived for all VELO designs for botB the
and theB — J/v(uu) K channels. The numbers are shown in Tables 8 and 9, and
plotted in Figures 9 and 10 (in these and subsequent figures, the order of points in the
plots match the order of designs given in the tables; also, A and B on the x-axis signify
the baseline and backup designs, tTP the thick Si TP design).
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[ design T RFwm) [ PV [ SV [ DLT [ DL2 | DL2/DLT |[ design [ RFum) [ PV | SV [ DL1 [ DL2 | DL2/DL1 ]
TP 100 422 | 1859 | 131.8 | 560.0 [ 0.08+ 0.01 TP 100 43.4 | 277.1 | 152.7 615.9 0.1240.02
250 52.1 | 1986 | 139.3 | 635.6 | 0.08+0.01 250 55.6 | 291.0 | 181.1 688.5 0.154 0.03
| 100 48.1 | 179.9 | 117.0 | 4343 [ 0.14+0.02 [ 100 46.9 | 2751 | 1613 576.3 0.14+0.04
250 51.8 | 200.3 | 151.0 | 6123 | 0.09+ 0.02 250 52.1 | 288.6 | 209.5 | 1036.0 | 0.06+ 0.02
la 100 40.7 | 171.1 | 116.4 | 451.0 | 0.09-+£ 0.02 la 100 37.7 | 256.1 | 156.7 764.0 0.06+ 0.01
250 49.8 | 1904 | 1319 | 463.9 | 0.10+0.02 250 43.7 | 2701 | 1749 746.7 0.09+ 0.03
I 100 51.8 | 179.5 | 101.3 | 397.0 | 0.17+ 0.02 I 100 455 | 2713 | 161.2 573.7 0.164 0.04
250 57.2 | 199.7 | 138.2 | 5129 | 0.13+0.03 250 545 | 308.6 | 187.7 785.4 0.134 0.02
I 100 458 | 190.0 | 1119 | 484.6 | 0.12+0.02 I 100 40.8 | 281.6 | 150.9 690.2 0.094 0.03
250 47.6 | 193.3 | 137.0 | 573.3 | 0.10+0.01 250 45.0 | 2958 | 171.0 832.0 0.084 0.02
[\ 100 385 | 147.7 94.8 3739 | 0.084+0.01 [\ 100 39.7 | 218.0 79.1 273.7 0.27+£0.04
250 46.7 | 162.0 97.5 350.8 | 0.1240.02 250 429 | 2351 | 139.2 632.2 0.06+ 0.03
tTP 100 65.7 | 184.2 | 152.1 | 478.7 | 0.15+ 0.02 tTP 100 645 | 268.6 | 210.3 844.0 0.08+0.01
Va 250 39.5 | 185.0 | 138.6 | 637.3 | 0.07+ 0.01 Va 250 446 | 269.0 | 153.9 587.5 0.134+0.02
Vb 250 43.7 | 156.7 | 103.3 | 366.5 | 0.10+ 0.02 Vb 250 41.7 | 2402 | 147.2 570.6 0.084 0.02
baseline 250 41.6 | 159.0 | 100.7 | 358.8 [ 0.10+ 0.03 baseline 250 451 | 2318 | 1185 456.7 0.124+ 0.02
backup 250 46.2 | 189.5 | 110.8 | 409.5 | 0.19+ 0.02 backup 250 45.0 | 260.9 | 159.1 581.3 0.144 0.03

Table 8: Resolutions for th& — 77 Table 9: Resolutions for thds —
channel, inum. J/(up) KO channel, inum.

The main effects shown in these plots are the decrease in the primary vertex res-
olution when going to thick (5Qam) silicon, and the overall loss of resolution when
increasing the thickness of the RF shield. Decreasing the strip-pitch by a factor of
2 leads to an increase in the resolution on the secondary decay vertices and thus the
decay length. Furthermore, decreasing the inner radius of the silicon and using the
Toblerone design for the RF shield have beneficial effects.

Figures 11 and 12 show for the tw® decays studied the decay length distribu-
tions, with the double-Gaussian fits, for the TP, baseline and backup designs. The
relative importance of the wide and narrow Gaussians, and the number of vertices in
the tails, can be gauged.

The resolution results obtained for the optimiggubsitions for the silicon stations
(described in Section 3.3) showed no improvement relative to those for the TP situation
(and were in some cases worse), and so are not considered further.

4.4 Event selection efficiencies and backgrounds

Using the event selection package AXSEL, with standard (and thus non-tuned) cuts,
the 4r event selection efficiencies were obtained, again for all VELO designs and
both the B decay channels considered in the last section. The backgrounds to these
selections were also estimated using AXSEL. Both sets of numbers are listed in Tables
10 and 11. Again, for ease of comparison, these numbers are plotted, in Figure 13.
There appear to be no major systematic effects regarding the efficiency and back-
ground numbers as the VELO design is varied. Any perceived loss of efficiency or
increase in background may well be removed with tuning of the selection cuts.

4.5 Multiplicities and material mapping

Figure 14 shows the number of particles per— 77 event as a function for different
regions ofr (from the truth information¥. Distributions such as these were obtained
also for minimum bias events. Then the ratios of the number of particles which pass
the fiducial cut (3mm r <6cm, -10cm< z <82cm) on the «,z) positions of the

8The spikes in the plot for charged particles originating far from the primary vertex are due to electrons
and positrons from photon conversions.



4 DESIGN EVALUATION 21

event selection efficiencies and backgrounds
a
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1
0.5
o 1

ol

IN
\H‘\H‘\H‘H\‘\H‘H\‘\H‘H\‘H\‘\H

T T T T T T T
—> 77w background

7

D\ T T T T T T T

— 7T efﬁciemcy‘ 4 ‘
AN
prET

o‘

eft. ()
N
[o4]
a

bkg. (%)
a

—— 0
——
>
——

A A

—0—r—
——
—-—0—
——

——

o

o

L
lal
I

I

v
fIPL
Val
Vb
AL
BL

[
lal
|

I
VL
TP
Va
Vb
A
B
<
D

<
m
r

P
P

O setup O setup

N

(]

W N
\H‘\H‘H\‘\H‘\H‘\H‘H\‘H\‘\H‘H\

——

w;

o
I
o

»>—0-
0
0
_0_
40_>7
0 -
-
_-—
-
-
\H‘\H‘H\‘\H‘\H‘\H‘H\‘H\‘\H‘H\

S (eI E Bl

T T T
() K eff.

eff. ()
W
[00]
il
l
i
€4

bkg. (%)

o
o
o
o
- 0
o
o

-

-

o

——

20
18
16
14
12
10
8
6
a
2
o

N
TPL
L
laL
Il
I
VL
TP
rﬁVaA
BVb‘
oA
0B
[
T
TP
L
lal
Il
[II
v
TP
r<r|V&‘
5Vb4
o AL
o Bl
c
T

Figure 13: Efficiencies and backgrounds for the— w7 and B — J/v(up) K?
channels.

origin to those which pass the fiducial cut & 3mm, -10cnmx z <82cm), which

is roughly constant for each design, were formed. The fiducial cuts cover the region
affected by the changes in the VELO design. The multiplicity ratios given in Tables
12 and 13 (and plotted in Figure 15) are for charged and neutral particlds,forrm

and minimum bias events respectively.

As expected, the number of secondary particles produced increases as the amount
of material in the VELO system increases, be it in the RF shield or in the silicon. The
variation is up to a maximum &% in the total charged multiplicity and abo0t5%
in the total neutral multiplicity.

A different measure of the secondary particle multiplicity was also used: the num-
ber of raw GEANT hits in each detector for minimum bias events which passed the
LO trigger (for the HCAL, the number of LO clusters was used). Distributions of these
guantities are shown in Figures 16,17 and 18 for the TP, baseline and backup designs.
From these plots and the means given in Table 14, the increase in the number of hits
going from the TP to the baseline desigri$ %, varying depending on the detector,
and betwees% and10% going from the TP to the backup design.

4.6 Particle fluxes and radiation damage estimates

In the VELO detector the sensor performance is not uniform but is strongly dependent
on the integrated flux of particles at a particular position. The flux is proportional
to 1/r1-9, as can be seen in Figures 19 and 20, which show the distributions for two
VELO designs and foB — 7«7 and minimum bias events, together with fits to the
function P1 x 2. The flux is approximately independent of thegosition of the
detector.
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design | RF eff.(%) bkg. %) design | RF eff.(%) bkg.(%%)
(pwm) (ppm)
TP 100 | 4.40+£0.09| 1.774+0.31 TP 100 | 3.07£0.13 | 9.33+1.22
TP 250 | 4.10+0.14 | 2.37+ 0.37 TP 250 | 3.05+0.13| 7.07+1.12
| 100 | 4.39+0.13 | 2.194+ 0.36 | 100 | 2.66+0.12 | 10.02+1.31
| 250 | 3.86+0.13 | 2.354+0.38 | 250 | 2.76+0.13| 6.14+1.11
la 100 | 4.30+£0.12 | 2.35+ 0.36 la 100 | 2.87+0.13| 6.67+ 1.06
la 250 | 4.01+0.13| 1.68+0.31 la 250 | 2.77+£0.12 | 9.36+1.26
Il 100 | 4.50+0.15| 2.41+ 0.37 Il 100 | 2.65+0.12 | 7.86+1.19
I 250 | 3.95+0.13 | 2.36+ 0.37 I 250 | 2.80+0.13| 7.774+1.18
1| 100 | 4.33+£0.14 | 1.294+ 0.27 1 100 | 2.85+0.13| 7.95+1.16
1| 250 | 4.134+0.14 | 1.504+ 0.29 1| 250 | 2.77+£0.13 | 9.344+1.28
v 100 | 4.56+0.14 | 1.68+ 0.26 v 100 | 2.94+0.13 | 6.194+1.08
v 250 | 4.554+0.14 | 1.624+0.30 v 250 | 2.60+0.12 | 9.30+1.28
TP 100 | 3.89+0.12 | 2.80+ 0.40 tTP 100 | 2.92+0.13| 5.54+0.94
Va 250 | 4.224+0.14 | 1.924+0.33 Va 250 | 2.93+0.13| 8.86+1.22
Vb 250 | 4.484+0.14 | 1.194+0.26 Vb 250 | 258+ 0.12| 7.574+1.20
baseline| 250 | 4.624+0.15| 0.95+ 0.23 baseline| 250 | 2.61+0.12| 7.59+1.15
backup | 250 | 4.14+0.14 | 1.58+ 0.31 backup | 250 | 2.69+0.13 | 6.53+ 1.08
Table 10: Efficiencies and back- Table 11: Efficiencies and back-

grounds for theB — zw channel.

grounds for theB — J /1 () K?
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Figure 15: True particle multiplicities faB — 77 and minimum bias events.
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Nnumber of hits per detector: baseline design
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Nnumber of hits per detector: backup design
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design | RF ch. | neut. design | RF ch. | neut.

(um) | mult. | mult. (um) | mult. | mult.

TP 100 | 0.08 | 0.031 TP 100 | 0.07 | 0.031

TP 250 | 0.10 | 0.033 TP 250 | 0.10 | 0.032

I 100 | 0.12 | 0.033 I 100 | 0.12 | 0.033

I 250 | 0.16 | 0.035 I 250 | 0.16 | 0.035

la 100 | 0.13 | 0.033 la 100 | 0.12 | 0.033

la 250 | 0.17 | 0.036 la 250 | 0.17 | 0.036

Il 100 | 0.09 | 0.032 Il 100 | 0.09 | 0.031

Il 250 | 0.13 | 0.035 Il 250 | 0.12 | 0.034

" 100 | 0.10 | 0.032 " 100 | 0.10 | 0.032

" 250 | 0.16 | 0.038 " 250 | 0.16 | 0.038

v 100 | 0.13 | 0.035 v 100 | 0.13 | 0.034

v 250 | 0.17 | 0.036 v 250 | 0.17 | 0.035

tTP 100 | 0.12 | 0.033 tTP 100 | 0.12 | 0.033

Va 250 | 0.15 | 0.036 Va 250 | 0.14 | 0.034

Vb 250 | 0.15 | 0.035 Vb 250 | 0.14 | 0.035

baseline| 250 | 0.14 | 0.034 baseline| 250 | 0.14 | 0.035

backup | 250 | 0.16 | 0.036 backup | 250 | 0.16 | 0.035
Table 12: Charged and neutral multi- Table 13: Charged and neutral multi-

plicities for the B — «w channel. plicities for minimum bias events.

| VELO design tracker RICH muon ECAL HCAL

TP 2656 464 511 2704 9.2
baseline 2680 478 534 2692 9.1
backup 2740 497 548 2784 9.1

Table 14: Mean number of hits per detector for three VELO designs.

SICB predicts a flux of about one charged particle pef gmar interaction at
r=1cm, in agreement with the results in the Technical Proposal. Assuming a total
inelastic cross-section of 80mb, a luminosity of 20*2cm~2s~! and 10's of opera-
tion per year (one LHC year) this represents an integrated flux of charged particles of
around 1.610"“cm~2 per year. The majority of these ionising particles are charged
pions; the momentum distributions for charged pions in minimum bias events obtained
with the PYTHIA generator at=1cm for stations 74=0.5cm) and 254=72.5cm) of
the baseline/backup VELO design are shown in Figure 21. These distributions were
folded with the NIEL tables for charged pions ([17] and Figure 21) and the expected
displacement damage to the silicon relative to 1MeV neutrons (D/D*) obtained (a value
of D/D*=0.37 was assumed fgr > 9GeV/c). The results are shown in Figure 21 nor-
malised to the number of pions, together with the sums over the bin contents. Thus,
the yearly dose at=1cm is equivalent to (0.6 - 1.£)10'* 1MeV neutrons per cr?,
which is roughly equal to the estimate made in the Technical Proposal.

For detectors with 8mm inner radius the maximum dose received (close to the
beam) is about 38 higher (see Figures 19 and 20). The effect of primary and thermal
neutrons was not taken into account in these damage estimates; as was shown in the
Technical Proposal, the flux of such neutrons is approximately flagind atr=6cm
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Pion momenta and silicon displacement damage
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Figure 21: Momentum and D/D* distributions for charged pions in PYTHIA minimum
bias events.

makes up about/3 of the total particle flux.

4.7 Number of VELO hits per track

The average number efand¢ hits per reconstructed track are shown in Table 15 (and
Figure 22) for minimim bias and — #7 events, and for two thicknesses of the RF
shield. For an increase in the number of stations from 17 to 25 the average number
of hits per track rises to over 9. This suggests the VELO may have the increased
capability of reconstructing tracks without reference to any other detector.

4.8 LO trigger performance

The LO efficiencies obtained fd — w7 and minimum bias events are shown in Table
16 and Figure 23.

4.9 L1 trigger performance

The L1 trigger relies on the VELO and its ability to reconstruct,and identify, tracks
with significant impact parameter with respect to the primary vertex. The trigger per-
formance is strongly dependent on the impact parameter and decay length resolutions.
It also depends on the proportion of tracks with high impact parameter which do not
originate fromb decays. Such tracks mimic the signature of genwimecays and
require the imposition of tighter selection criteria in order to obtain a given trigger
rate.
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design | RF | B — 7w | min. bias design | RF B — nm min. bias
(em) hits hits (um) | eff.(%) eff.(%)

TP 100 6.75 6.21 TP 100 | 81.1+0.7 | 13.6+0.1
TP 250 6.68 6.19 TP 250 | 81.4+0.7| 13.6+0.1

I 100 8.80 8.41 I 100 | 82.5+0.8 | 13.3+ 0.1

I 250 8.67 8.32 I 250 | 79.2+0.8| 13.1+0.1

la 100 9.48 9.19 la 100 | 81.3+0.8 | 13.3+0.1
la 250 9.60 9.09 la 250 | 80.7+£0.8| 13.2+0.1

Il 100 6.71 6.21 Il 100 | 77.4+0.9| 125+ 0.1

Il 250 6.74 6.12 Il 250 | 75.5+0.9| 124+ 0.1
1 100 6.73 6.18 1 100 | 78.1+0.8 | 124+ 0.1
i 250 6.82 6.10 i 250 | 77.8+£0.9| 12.7+0.1
v 100 9.55 9.22 v 100 | 80.9+0.8 | 13.3+0.1
v 250 9.48 9.11 v 250 | 80.2+0.8| 13.3+0.1
tTP 100 6.75 6.17 tTP 100 | 81.0+0.8 | 13.3+0.1
Va 250 9.72 9.13 Va 250 | 76.2+0.9| 12.4+0.1
Vb 250 9.69 9.14 Vb 250 | 76.9+0.8 | 12.3+0.1
baseline| 250 9.91 9.38 baseline| 250 | 75.4+0.9 | 12.5+0.1
backup | 250 9.97 9.33 backup | 250 | 76.5+0.9 | 12.6+ 0.1

Table 16: LO efficiencies foB — 77
and minimum bias events.

Table 15: Number of hits per track for
B — ww and minimum bias events.

For the study of the trigger performance, three different types of tracks were con-
sidered:

1. 2D tracks reconstructed in the- z plane by the L1 algorithm [18].

2. 3D tracks reconstructed by the L1 algorithm. Two sets of 3D tracks were used,
one loose selection with impact parameigr> 50um with respect to the pri-
mary vertex (reconstructed using 2D tracks), and another tighter selection with
dy > 100pm.

3. Tracks obtained from the offline reconstruction program. Tracks with momen-
tum larger thanl GeV/c and impact parameters with respect to the (recon-
structed) primary vertex greater thanys0 or 10Qum were selected.

The effect of the impact parameter resolution on the trigger performance was as-
sessed from the average multiplicity of offline-reconstructed particles which passed a
given impact parameter cut.

In section 3.1, it was shown thatlike L1 (2D or 3D) tracks in minimum bias
events are dominantly found at low momenta, where the impact parameter resolution
is dominated by multiple scattering. The average multiplicity of theseifdike tracks
and thus the L1 trigger performance are expected to depend mainly on the amount of
material the produced particles traverse before the first measurement point, which in
turn varies for the different designs of the RF shield. In order to assess the sensitivity
of the trigger algorithm to the geometry of the RF shield, the average multiplicity of
b-like L1 (2D or 3D) tracks is compared for designs TP, 1l and III.

°Only thoseb-like tracks which appear in the L1 summary informatitsg(P,) > —0.77, whereP,
is the probability of a track to originate frombadecay) were considered.
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B — 7w events
VELO | RF shield|| L1 2D || L1 3D tracks,dy > || offline tracks,dy >
design | thickness|| tracks || 50 um \ 100 pm 50 pm \ 100 pm

TP 100 pm 3.4 18.6 12.9 6.7 5.1
TP 250 pm 4.0 20.1 15.1 7.8 6.0

| 100 pm — — — 7.6 5.8

| 250 pm — — — 8.8 6.8

la 100 pm — — — 7.0 54
la 250 pm — — — 8.1 6.3

Il 100 pm 3.8 19.6 14.2 7.4 5.7

Il 250 pm 4.4 211 16.5 8.6 6.7

1] 100 pm 4.0 19.8 14.6 7.6 5.9
1] 250 pm 4.7 22.0 175 8.7 6.9
Y 100 pm — — — 6.4 5.0
Y 250 pm — — — 7.3 5.7
tTP 100 pm — — — 7.9 6.0
Va 250 pm — — — 8.3 6.4
Vb 250 pm — — — 7.6 6.0
baseline| 250 ym — — — 7.2 5.6
backup | 250 um — — — 8.2 6.2

minimum bias events
VELO | RFshield|| L1 2D || L1 3D tracks,dy > || offline tracks,dy >
design | thickness| tracks | 50 um | 100pm || 50 pm | 100 gm

TP 100 pm 14 16.8 10.3 4.0 2.5
TP 250 pm 1.9 18.5 12.5 5.3 3.5

I 100 pm — — — 5.0 3.2

I 250 pm — — — 6.2 4.3

la 100 pm — — — 4.4 2.8
la 250 pm — — — 5.5 3.7

Il 100 pm 1.7 18.0 11.7 4.8 3.1

Il 250 pm 2.3 20.3 14.5 6.3 4.3

1] 100 pm 1.9 18.3 12.1 4.9 3.3
1] 250 pm 2.7 20.6 15.2 6.4 4.5
v 100 pm — — — 3.6 2.4
v 250 pm — — — 4.8 3.2
tTP 100 pm — — — 5.4 2.7
Va 250 pm — — — 5.6 3.8
Vb 250 pm — — — 4.8 3.3
baseline| 250 um — — — 4.6 3.1
backup | 250 pm — — — 5.6 3.8

Table 17: Track multiplicities ilB — =7 (top table) and minimum bias events (bottom
table), as defined in the text, for various VELO designs. For L1 2D tracks, a cut
log(P,) > —0.77 was imposed. For offline tracks,> 1 GeV /c was required.
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Figure 27: The L1 signal efficiency for

Figure 26: The L1 signal efficiency various VELO designs, fot% and6%
vS. minimum bias retention curves for minimum bias retention.

various VELO designs, as described in
the key to the figure.

The average multiplicities per event are given in Table 17Hor w7 and mini-
mum bias events. Plots for these quantities are shown in Figures 24 and 25.

Finally, the overall L1 efficiency as a function of minimum bias retention is com-
puted forB — =m events and VELO designs TP, Il, and lll. In this context, the
efficiency is based on events which pass the LO trigger and, in the cdse-ofrn
events, the offline selection. The corresponding curves are shown in Figure 26. In
Table 18, the efficiencies for minimum bias retention fraction$%fand6% are com-
pared. These numbers are plotted in Figure 27. The numbé¥s r@tention are useful
when one expects a Super-L1 algorithm to provide part of the rejection power, which
would not rely on the vertex detector alone.

An increase of the RF shield thickness from L690to 25Q:m results in a relative
L1 efficiency loss of between5% (TP design) an®7% (beampipe design) fot%
minimum bias retention. In addition, it is observed that a beampipe shaped RF shield
results in a poor L1 performance, especially if it cannot be kept very thin.
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VELO | RF shield signal efficiency at

design| thickness|| 4% retention \ 6% retention
TP | 100pum [ (36.4+1.3)% | (43.0 £1.3)%
TP | 250um || (30.84+1.3)% | (36.7+1.3)%
I 100 pm || (33.5 £1.5)% | (40.7 = 1.5)%
Il 250 pm || (27.4+1.4)% | (33.4+£1.3)%
I 100pm || (30.9£1.4)% | (37.9+1.9%
I 250 pum || (22.7 £ 1.6)% | (29.7 +1.3)%

Table 18: The L1 efficiencies faB — nn events for three different VELO designs,
for 4% and6% minimum bias retention.

5 Conclusions

A new design for the VELO has been selected. The vertex resolutions for this design
are summarised in Table 19; other results of interest, such as the multiplicity of high
impact parameter tracks, are shown in Table 20. A backup design with identical ge-
ometery but with a more conservative choice of sensor thickness and strip-pitch has
also been selected. A comparison of the performance of the new baseline, the new
backup and the existing Technical Proposal designs is also shown in Tables 19 and 20.
The new baseline design, for the lower station, is shown in Figure 28.
The main features of the new baseline design are:

e The need for increased RF shielding has been met using the Toblerone shape
box surrounding the sensors.

e The number of stations has been increased to 25; as a result, the average number
of VELO hits per track is50% higher (around 9.5) leading to a greater stan-
dalone tracking capability for the VELO.

e The decay length resolution has been improved.

e The material budget has increased, with a corresponding increase in the number
of secondary particles.

e The B-decay selection performance has been maintained.

e The number of high impact parameter tracks (used in the L1 trigger) remains
close to the Technical Proposal values.
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Figure 28: View of the new VELO detector baseline design. For clarity only every
second station has its sensor and hybrid shown.

| design | channel | PV | SV | DL1 | DL2 | DL2/DL1 |

TP B — 42.2]185.9( 131.8] 560.0| 0.08+ 0.01
baseline B — nm 41.6| 159.0| 100.7 | 358.8| 0.10+ 0.03
backup B — 46.2| 189.5| 110.8| 409.5| 0.194 0.02

TP | B— J/0(up)K? || 43.4| 277.1] 152.7| 615.9| 0.12+ 0.02
baseline| B — J/¢(up) KO || 45.1| 231.8| 118.5| 456.7| 0.124 0.02

s

backup | B — J/u(uu)K° | 45.0| 260.9 | 159.1| 581.3| 0.14+ 0.03

Table 19: Vertex resolution comparisons for the TP, baseline and backup designs.

| design | channel || ch. mult. | neut. mult.| n. hits | dy > 50 um | dy > 100 um |

TP B —7m 0.08 0.031 6.75 6.7 5.1
baseline| B — 7w 0.14 0.034 9.91 7.2 5.6
backup | B — nr 0.16 0.036 9.97 8.2 6.2

TP min. bias 0.07 0.031 6.21 4.0 2.5
baseline| min. bias 0.14 0.035 9.38 4.6 3.1
backup | min. bias 0.16 0.035 9.33 5.6 3.8

Table 20: Comparisons for the TP, baseline and backup designs.
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