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In ePIC (Expected- NPe) = 23*(115/135) ~

18-19.

Ring resolution ~ 1.2/sqrt(18) ~0.28 mrad
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Simulation outcomes

pi/K sigma vs p (eta =2.5; sensor at nominal)

=@ pions
kaons
‘\’—\___\/-ﬂ
T T T T T
10 20 30 40 50 60

momentum (GeV/c)

1.2

50 GeV/c K+ sigma and Npe vs p (sensor at nominal)

1.0 A

0.8

0.6 1

resolution {(mrad)

0.4

0.2

®
¢

20

F18

rle

- 14

12

10

Npe



Case for Low eta

e 20 GeV pi/K at eta 1.6

* Pian Ie(5|gmaz 36.2 mrad
(1.1 % K angle S|gma) 28.5
mrad 1.2 mrad

e -—>N- S|%ma 6 (with
nominal 0.3 we expected
20 sigma sep.

In aerogel-->

pi 193.6(0.417 mrad) and K
192.1(0.426)--> 3.5 sigma
sep.

(Caveats: SPE/Ring resolution
mismatch with TB and only 6
photons!!)

pi/K Nsigma vs p (eta =2.5; sensor at nominal)
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ProjectionY of binx=[3,100] [x=-3.02..3.14] ProjectionY of binx=[5,50] [x=-2.64..3.14]
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More pronounced
sausage effect at
smaller eta?

--> Study in greater
detail!
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