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Layout with all layers in beam vacuum, no exit window

Figure: Geometry layout
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Layout with exit window, all layers outside the beampipe

Be exit window (red in Geant), 2 mm thick,
45 degrees relative to electron beam
Al slab along tracking layers (green in
Geant), 2 mm thick

Figure: Geometry layout
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Figure: Geant implementation
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Simulation workflow

P
XP

q

p p'

f'
p'

q

p
f

q

p

k

p'

k

Event generator

Tracking + ML reconstruction

Comparison
to generator

Geant simulation
Physics processes,
true Q2, energy
and angles

Smearing of p'
by beam angular
divergence

True values from physics
process and kinematics
of MC particles after beam
effects is all kept in Geant

Reconstructed kinematics
is compared both to true
values from physics process
and to MC particles after beam
effects were applied

MC particles after beam
effects are the generator
output

Jaroslav Adam, Miroslav Myska (CTU Prague) Effect of exit window on taggers performance March 9, 2022 4 / 8



Tagger 1, no exit window, all layers in beam vacuum
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Tagger 1, with exit window, all layers outside the beampipe
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Tagger 2, no exit window, all layers in beam vacuum
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Tagger 2, with exit window, all layers outside the beampipe
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