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Fake jets in jet trigger

The TileCal is the central hadronic calorimeter of ATLAS [1].

Too many events with ugly jets pass low
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recorded by HLT j25 (at least one jet with E > 25 GeV
and |n| < 3.2) during 2017 data-taking period B

recorded by the di-muon trigger HLT _mu22_mu8noL1 dur-
ing 2017 data-taking periods B through F
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from 2017 period B passing the j25 chain modi-
fied by an ugly jet cut or f’ jet cuts for various f’
values

n
n of the central E+-leading jet after pre-calib cor-
rection in events from 2017 period B passing the
modified j25 chain

Ratio between E 1 of the originally Er-leading central trigger jet and E+ of the offline jet matched to it,
before (left) and after (right) pre-calib correction. Events recorded by j25 during 2017 period B

Impact of corrections/cuts onjettrigger Conclusions

# of events passing chain AND offline selection
# of events passing chain

Other stategies

Reject event if any jet is ugly

e Apply jet cleaning [5] and JetVertexTagger [4]

Reject event if any jet has frgs > f’ e >1 offline jet in kinematic region of 99% trigger efficiency

seems
the best compromise between ef-
fectiveness and undesirable impact
on recorded data. Tighter cuts
could lead to

in data used for deriving jet n-
Intercalibration [6].
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, thus it should be
preferred if the difference between
2016 and 2017 is understood and
the 2017 performance is expected
to persist.

Timing of central Er-leading jet in events recorded

by j25 during 2017 period B. Events separated into [
those in which the matched offline jet either passes §
or fails the JetVertexTagger [4] and cleaning [5] re-
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Offline acceptance rates for various correction and cut strategies, for j15, j25 and j35. Events recorded
during 2016 periods B and L and 2017 period B. Highest and 2nd highest offline acceptance rates are
highlighted for each trigger of each period
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Studied strategies considered ei-
ther too ineffective or too aggres-
sive for implementation in the 2018
jet trigger.

PORTUGAL

2020

This work was supported by Fundacgao para a Ciéncia e Tecnologia through
grant PD/BD/128231/2016 and project CERN/FIS-PAR/0008/2017.

C’%\MPETE

REPUBLICA
PORTUGUESA

E-

IDPASC 1)

References

[8] N. Anjos et al., ATL-DAQ-INT-2015-001.
The ATLAS collaboration, ATLAS-CONF-2014-018.

[1] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 70 (2010) 1193.
[2] S. Amor Santos et al., ATL-TILECAL-INT-2014-001.

[5] The ATLAS Collaboration, ATLAS-CONF-2012-020.
[6] M. Aaboud et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017) no.7, 072002.




