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1 Introduction
The innermost subdetector of the CMS experiment constitutes the largest silicon tracker in the
world, both in terms of the total surface area and the number of sensors. To benefit from the
excellent resolution of the silicon sensors for measuring the trajectories of charged particles,
the position and orientation of each sensor must be precisely measured. During the instal-
lation procedure, a mechanical alignment yields a precision in the position of the tracker of
O(0.1 mm), which is much larger than the design hit resolution of O(0.01 mm). Therefore, a
further correction to the position, orientation, and surface deformations of the sensors needs to
be derived. This correction is commonly referred to as the spatial alignment of the tracker or
simply the tracker alignment. We will refer to the parameters of this correction as the tracker
alignment constants. To maintain the targeted precision, the alignment constants must be up-
dated regularly to include effects such as the ramping of the magnetic field or temperature
variations. The approach employed by CMS consists in determining the alignment constants
by performing track fits with the corresponding track parameters unconstrained.

Previous publications [1, 2], covering the 2010–2012 LHC data-taking period (Run 1), showed
how the roughly 200 000 parameters necessary to describe the alignment of the tracker mod-
ules were determined using track-based methods. Based on the same techniques, this article
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describes the strategies and recent developments utilized for the tracker alignment during the
LHC data-taking period between 2015 and 2018, which we refer to as Run 2. We also quan-
tify the performance of the alignment that is achieved at various stages based on observables
sensitive to tracking.

After a short description of the CMS detector in Section 2, the concept of track-based align-
ment is illustrated in Section 3, followed by a description of the data sets used to perform and
validate the alignment in Section 4. We present studies that identify and minimize systematic
distortions, which can be left uncorrected by the track-based alignment, in Section 5. Two al-
gorithms, MILLEPEDE-II and HIPPY, are used for the tracker alignment. The recent software
developments of these algorithms are summarized in Section 6, and the derivation of the align-
ment constants during data taking is described in Section 7, taking as representative examples
the start-up of Run 2 and the first alignments of the pixel detector in 2017 after the Phase-1
upgrade [3, 4]. Section 8 focuses on the strategies developed to provide the best possible align-
ment calibration for reprocessing the data before using them in physics analyses. Because of
the higher intensity of the LHC compared to Run 1, a dedicated strategy was successfully de-
veloped to include the fast changes in the local reconstruction conditions. In Section 9, the
derivation of an alignment scenario for simulation is discussed, along with a comparison of
the tracking performance between data and simulation. Section 10 summarizes the strategies,
observations, and results.

2 The CMS detector
The central feature of the CMS apparatus is a superconducting solenoid of 6 m internal diam-
eter, providing a magnetic field of 3.8 T. Within the solenoid volume are a silicon pixel and
strip tracker, a lead tungstate crystal electromagnetic calorimeter, and a brass and scintillator
hadron calorimeter, each composed of a barrel and two endcap sections. Forward calorime-
ters extend the pseudorapidity coverage provided by the barrel and endcap detectors. Muons
are measured in gas-ionization detectors embedded in the steel flux-return yoke outside the
solenoid.

Events of interest are selected using a two-tiered trigger system. The first level (L1), composed
of custom hardware processors, uses information from the calorimeters and muon detectors to
select events at a rate of around 100 kHz within a fixed latency of about 4 µs [5]. The second
level, known as the high-level trigger (HLT), consists of a farm of processors running a version
of the full event reconstruction software optimized for fast processing, and reduces the event
rate to around 1 kHz before data storage [6].

During the 2016 (2017 and 2018) LHC running periods, the silicon tracker consisted of 1440
(1856) silicon pixel and 15 148 silicon strip detector modules. After the 2016 data-taking period,
the pixel detector was upgraded to its Phase-1 configuration. The upgraded pixel detector
features one more layer in the barrel, and one more disk in each of the forward pixel endcaps,
than the pixel detector that was in use up to the end of 2016 (Phase-0 pixel detector). This
extended the acceptance of the tracker from a pseudorapidity range |η| < 2.5 to |η| < 3.0, and
improved the impact parameter resolution. Before the Phase-1 upgrade, the track resolutions
were typically 1.5% in transverse momentum (pT) and 25–90 (45–150) µm in the transverse
(longitudinal) impact parameter for nonisolated particles of 1 < pT < 10 GeV and |η| < 1.4 [7].
For nonisolated particles of 1 < pT < 10 GeV and |η| < 3.0, the track resolutions are typically
1.5% in pT and 20–75 µm in the transverse impact parameter for data recorded after the Phase-1
upgrade [8].
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The mechanical structure of the silicon tracker consists of several high-level structures: two half
barrels in the barrel pixel tracker (BPIX), four half cylinders in the two forward pixel tracker
regions (FPIX), two half barrels in the strip tracker inner barrel (TIB) and in the strip tracker
outer barrel (TOB), two endcaps in the tracker inner disks (TID) and in the tracker endcaps
(TEC). For the Phase-0 (Phase-1) detector, the half barrels in the BPIX consist of three (four)
layers and the half cylinders in the FPIX consist of two (three) disks, separated in the plane
parallel to the beam axis and perpendicular to the LHC plane. In the barrel, groups of eight
pixel modules are mounted on rods arranged in cylindrical layers. The rods are mounted such
that the modules of two adjacent ladders are rotated by 180 degrees around z with respect to
each other, thus having the silicon surface pointing inwards or outwards. In the FPIX, mod-
ules are supported by blades arranged in a turbine-like geometry, each hosting two modules
mounted back-to-back, pointing in opposite directions.

A more detailed description of the CMS detector, together with a definition of the coordinate
system used and the relevant kinematic variables, can be found in Ref. [9].

3 General concepts of alignment
In the track-based alignment approach, the alignment parameters p are derived by minimizing
the following χ2 function:

χ2(p, q) =
tracks

∑
j

hits

∑
i

(
mij − fij(p, qj)

σm
ij

)2

, (1)

where

• p represents the alignment parameters (also called alignables),

• q represents the track parameters (e.g. parameters related to the track curvature and
the deflection by multiple scattering [7]),

• m represents the measurements (e.g. hits) and f for the predictions, and

• σm represents the uncertainty in the measurements (e.g. local hit resolution, align-
ment uncertainty).

The number of alignables varies depending on the desired granularity of the alignment. For an
alignment of the large mechanical structures in the pixel tracker, six parameters for the position
and orientation of each of the structures would typically be used, leading to 36 parameters in
total (see Section 7.2). In contrast, the alignment of every single module of the whole tracker,
including eight or nine parameters per module describing corrections to the position, orienta-
tion, and surface deformations, as well as additional parameters to account for changes over
time, would require several hundreds of thousands of alignment parameters (Section 8).

With both track and alignment parameters, the χ2 can potentially include millions of parame-
ters. To still be able to minimize it in that case, given an approximate set of alignment parame-
ters p0 and the corresponding track parameters q0, we can first linearize the prediction term f
in the χ2:

χ2(p0 + ∆p, q0 + ∆q) =
tracks

∑
j

hits

∑
i

mij − fij(p0, q0 j)− ∆p
∂ fij
∂p (p0, q0 j)− ∆qj

∂ fij
∂qj

(p0, q0 j)

σm
ij


2

.

(2)
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After some manipulation, this χ2 minimization is reformulated into a system of tens or hun-
dreds of thousands of linear equations, and treated like a matrix inversion problem:

C×
(

∆p
∆q

)
= b, (3)

where C is a correlation matrix whose components are functions of ∂ fij/∂p, ∂ fij/∂qj, and σm
ij ,

and b is a source term whose components are functions of ∂ fij/∂p, ∂ fij/∂qj, σm
ij , and of the

mi. The size of C corresponds to the total number of track and alignment parameters. The
matrix C must be inverted; however, since this matrix is sparse and we are only interested in
the alignment parameters, it is not necessary to perform a full inversion. The steps of the matrix
inversion related to the determination of the track parameters themselves are not necessary for
determining the alignment parameters. The only requirement is that their correlations with
the alignment parameters are taken into account. Using block matrix algebra, the problem
posed in Eq. (3) is simplified by first focusing on the blocks related to the track parameters,
and then modifying the large block related to the alignment parameters, as well as the source
term. Equation (3) is then reduced to a system of linear equations including the alignment
parameters, and keeping all the correlations from the tracks [10]:

C′ × ∆p = b′, (4)

where C′ (b′) is obtained from C (b) with a significantly smaller size. If the size of the matrix
to invert is reduced toO(10 000) parameters, as is typical for the alignment of the pixel tracker,
it can be inverted exactly. If the size of the matrix is larger, as is typical for the alignment of
the whole pixel and strip tracker, alternative numerical approaches are used to perform an
approximate matrix inversion. The two implementations of the track-based alignment used at
CMS are discussed in Section 6.

Track-based alignment may suffer from different types of systematic biases inherited from the
tracking algorithm, i.e. in f in Eq. (1), such as changes of conditions not included in the model.

During operation of the detector, changes in running conditions, such as changes of the mag-
netic field or changes in temperature, are sometimes unavoidable. These changes happen a
few times a year and may affect the alignment procedure. In general, it is essential to define
the interval of validity (IOV) of a set of alignment constants. For instance, after ramping down
and then ramping up the magnet (magnet cycle), movements of the high-level structures of
O(1 mm) have been observed. In data-taking mode, the tracker is cooled down to tempera-
tures close to −15 ◦C (−20 ◦C) for the 2015–2017 (2018) data-taking period. For maintenance
purposes, typically during a year-end technical stop (YETS), cooling may be interrupted. This
can potentially cause movements of the modules of O(10 µm).

Furthermore, the modules operate in a high-radiation environment, which affects their perfor-
mance over time. One quantity that is sensitive to the irradiation dose and plays a role in the
alignment calibration is the Lorentz drift, as illustrated in Fig. 1. It corresponds to the lateral
drift of the charge carriers in the silicon induced by the external magnetic field, and is orthog-
onal to the electric field direction. Aside from the magnetic field, the magnitude of the drift
depends on the electric field, the mobility of the charge carriers, and the thickness of the active
zone. Since these quantities are not constant, the measured hit position changes over time by
∆x′ ∝ tan θLA, where θLA is the Lorentz angle. The sign of the shift depends on the orientation
of the electric field, so that the shift in the hit position in modules pointing inward is opposite
with respect to this shift in outward-pointing modules. As a consequence of the higher irradia-
tion dose close to the interaction point, the mobility of the charge carriers changes faster in the
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pixel detector than in the strip detector. These changes are corrected using a dedicated calibra-
tion method and residual effects are corrected in the alignment procedure. The impact of the
irradiation on the track reconstruction, and therefore on the alignment procedure, is illustrated
in Fig. 2 and will be discussed in Section 8.

To account for changes over time, either the alignment parameters should be updated regularly
or additional parameters should be included. In the latter case, a hierarchy of the parameters is
introduced such that the absolute position and orientation of the chosen mechanical structures
(for example high-level mechanical structures in the strip tracker, or ladders and blades in the
pixel tracker) are allowed to change with time, whereas the relative position and orientation of
the modules are assumed to be constant over time.

x'

z'

Δx'

θLAθtrk

E 
fie

ld

B field
(3.8 T)

Charged 
track

Charge
cluster

true hit

Figure 1: Sketch showing the transverse view of a silicon module working in a magnetic field B,
with the backplane of the module located at the bottom. Here, x′ and z′ are the local coordinates
of the module. The grey lines in the shaded rectangle indicate the direction of the Lorentz drift,
forming an angle θLA with the z′ axis. The blue line represents a charged particle traversing the
module with incident angle θtrk, and the magenta shaded area represents the volume in which
charge carriers released by the ionization drift towards the electrodes at the top of the module.
The blue-cyan (orange-red) dot represents the reconstructed hit if the Lorentz drift is (is not)
included in the reconstruction. An example of a reconstructed charge cluster is shown by the
vertical magenta bars above the module.

Another class of systematic biases arises from the internal symmetries of the alignment prob-
lem, such as the cylindrical symmetry of the detector, or the fact that most tracks originate from
a single region of space. This results in nonphysical geometrical transformations, also known
as weak modes (WMs). Systematic distortions will be further discussed in Section 5.

4 Data sets
Different types of data sets are used in the alignment procedure and in its validation. In this
section, we first describe data sets from collision events, then data sets from cosmic ray muons.
We generated corresponding simulated data samples; these are not expected to exactly de-
scribe the observed data. However, it is important that the simulated samples cover the same
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correct LA
wrong LA

B field
(3.8 T)

|residual| > 0

r

Figure 2: Sketch showing the transverse view of the Phase-0 barrel pixel subdetector, made of
successive layers of silicon modules. The alternating orientation of the modules within each
layer is indicated by the triangles. The blue (grey) circles represent the reconstructed hit po-
sitions using incorrect (correct) Lorentz angles in the presence of a magnetic field B. The grey
curve corresponds to a track built from the hits that were reconstructed with the correct Lorentz
angles. Hits reconstructed with incorrect Lorentz angles are displaced in a direction defined by
the orientation of the module, increasing the residual distance between the hits and the track.

phase space as the observed data, with similar event topologies and numbers of tracks, for the
derivation of alignment scenarios in the simulation.

4.1 Proton-proton collisions

To achieve the desired statistical precision of track-based alignment, a large track sample of at
least several million tracks accumulated in the proton-proton (pp) physics run is indispensable.
These events have tracks propagating outwards from the interaction point, which therefore
correlate detector elements radially.

4.1.1 Inclusive L1 trigger

Events recorded with loose triggering conditions are referred to as belonging to the inclusive
L1 trigger data set. It consists of a sample of randomly chosen events passing an L1 trigger [5].
Because of their large production rate, these events are particularly important during low-
luminosity runs, as well as in the early stages of data taking for providing a sufficient amount
of tracks for the alignment procedure. The track selection requires tracks to be reconstructed
from a set of at least ten hits in the tracker. The tracks must have a momentum p > 8 GeV
and pT > 1 GeV. The vast majority of the final-state particles have low pT, and their tracks are
concentrated in the high-η region, as shown in Fig. 3 (top row). This figure shows the pT and
η distributions for tracks from the inclusive L1 trigger data set collected by the CMS detector
in 2018, after applying the track selection described above. The data are compared with Monte
Carlo (MC) simulation for both low-p̂T and high-p̂T interactions, where p̂T is the scale in the
2 → 2 matrix element calculation of the hard process. The events are simulated using PYTHIA

8.240 [11, 12] with the CP5 tune [13]. The low- and high-p̂T samples, which correspond to
events with p̂T in the range of 15–30 GeV and 1000–1400 GeV, respectively, are used as two
opposite reference points and the data naturally fall in between. The small fraction of events
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coming from the high-p̂T interactions produces the harder pT spectrum and the more central η
distribution observed in data with respect to the simulation.

4.1.2 Isolated muons

Another suitable data set for the alignment procedure consists of isolated high-pT muons from
leptonic decays of W bosons, since they are recorded with very high efficiency and their track
parameters can be measured very precisely in the detector. This data set consists of events
passing the selection of at least one among several single-muon triggers. These triggers require
the presence of an isolated muon and differ in the pT threshold applied. Tracks of muon can-
didates reconstructed both in the silicon tracker and in the muon spectrometer, termed global
muons, are selected if they have at least ten hits in the tracker, including at least one in the
pixel detector. Events must have exactly one isolated muon candidate with pT > 5 GeV. An
isolation condition is imposed on the muon by requiring it be separated from the axis of any
jet candidate by ∆R > 0.1, where ∆R =

√
(∆η)2 + (∆φ)2 and ∆η and ∆φ are differences in the

pseudorapidity and the azimuthal angle, respectively. Isolated muons cover a different phase
space with respect to collision tracks from the inclusive L1 trigger data set, because they are
characterized by a harder pT spectrum and hence a more central η distribution.

4.1.3 Dimuon resonances

This data set is formed by events passing the selection of a collection of double-muon trig-
gers with different muon pT and isolation requirements. Tracks from the decay products of
well-known dimuon resonances are particularly valuable for alignment purposes, because ad-
ditional information from vertex and invariant mass constraints can be added to Eq. (1) to con-
strain certain kinds of systematic distortions, especially those that bias the track momentum.
By considering different resonances we can connect different groups of modules, because the
difference in ∆φ between the two tracks depends on the boost of the mother particle. For this
reason, muon tracks from both Υ meson and Z boson decays are included. To target Υ → µµ
events, the applied selection requires track pT > 3 GeV and a dimuon invariant mass in the
range 9.2 < mµµ < 9.7 GeV. To select muon pairs from Z boson decays these requirements
are pT > 15 GeV and 85.8 < mµµ < 95.8 GeV. The pT and η distributions for tracks recorded
in 2018 that satisfy the Z → µµ event selection are shown in Fig. 3. The MC events for com-
parison with data are generated using MADGRAPH5 aMC@NLO 2.6.0 [14], which is interfaced
with PYTHIA 8.240 to simulate parton showering and hadronization. The lower event yields in
data in the central η region are due to a known trigger inefficiency, which is not included in the
simulation.

4.2 Cosmic ray muons

Cosmic ray muons, referred to as cosmics or cosmic events, recorded by the CMS detector are
used for detector commissioning and calibration. Before turning on the magnetic field, events
are recorded during the Cosmic RUns at ZEro Tesla (CRUZET). Cosmic ray muon tracks are
also recorded in the 3.8 T magnetic field provided by the CMS solenoid, during the Cosmic
Runs At Four Tesla (CRAFT). Tracks from cosmic ray muons are crucial for the derivation of
the alignment constants for two main reasons. First, they can be recorded before the start of
LHC collisions, and are therefore employed to derive the first alignment corrections after a
shutdown period, as described in Section 7.1. Second, they have a very different topology
compared with collision tracks. Unlike collision tracks, tracks from cosmic ray muons cross the
whole detector and connect modules located in the top and bottom halves of the tracker. This
breaks the cylindrical symmetry typical of collision tracks and helps to constrain several classes
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Figure 3: Normalized track pT (left) and η (right) distributions for the inclusive L1 trigger (top),
Z → µµ (middle), and interfill cosmic ray muon (bottom) data sets in arbitrary units. Data
collected with the CMS detector in 2018 and used for the final alignment in that year (solid
black circles) are compared with the simulation (solid coloured lines). Distributions in data are
obtained from a sample of 11× 106, 55× 106, and 3.4× 106 tracks for the inclusive L1 trigger,
Z → µµ, and cosmic ray muon data sets, respectively. For the inclusive L1 trigger data set,
data are compared with two sets of simulated QCD events with different ranges of transverse
momentum transfers p̂T. The green line corresponds to p̂T between 15 and 30 GeV, whereas the
magenta line corresponds to p̂T between 1000 and 1400 GeV. The inset in the pT distribution of
the inclusive L1 trigger data set (top left) shows the same distribution with a logarithmic scale
for the y axis. No correction for the limited modelling of the trigger efficiency in the simulation
has been applied for the Z → µµ data set. The statistical uncertainty is smaller than the symbol
size and therefore imperceptible.
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of systematic distortions. Figure 3 (bottom row) shows the pT and η distributions for cosmic
ray muons in which the asymmetry in η is attributed to the location of the CMS cavern shaft.
The MC events in the figure, used for comparison with data, are simulated using the cosmic
muon generator CMSCGEN [15].

Throughout Run 2, cosmic ray muon events were recorded before the start of LHC collisions in
dedicated commissioning runs and in the time intervals between two LHC fills (interfill runs).
Since 2018, it has been possible to record cosmic events during collision data taking. Figures
in this paper that contain data from cosmic events are indicated with the label “cosmic rays”
instead of “pp collisions”.

4.2.1 Commissioning and interfill runs

A total of 1.72× 107 and 1.33× 107 cosmic ray muon events were collected with the CMS de-
tector during commissioning and interfill runs, respectively, from 2016 to 2018. These events
are selected using an unprescaled single-muon trigger with no pT threshold applied. Figure 4
shows the average rate of cosmic ray muon events recorded by the CMS detector in this time pe-
riod. Cosmic events are recorded using dedicated muon triggers. The tracks are reconstructed
using three different algorithms, which are described in Ref. [16]: combinatorial track finder,
cosmic track finder, and road search. Reconstructed tracks obtained by the combinatorial track
finder algorithm are used for the alignment procedure, and are required to have at least seven
hits, of which at least two must be in either the pixel detector or in stereo module pairs. Stereo
module pairs consist of two strip modules mounted back-to-back, with their strips aligned at
a relative angle to provide a measurement of both the r-φ and the r-z coordinates. The average
track rates after this selection are also shown in Fig. 4, both inclusively and separately for tracks
with at least one valid hit in a given tracker partition. A systematic study of the average track
rates is essential for estimating the duration of cosmic data collection during commissioning
and of the interfill runs needed to accumulate a sufficient number of tracks for the alignment
procedure. Additional quality requirements are applied to the tracks used in the alignment fit;
events with more than one track are rejected, as are tracks with p < 4 GeV.
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Figure 4: Average event rates of cosmic ray muon data recorded with the CMS tracker during
the years 2016, 2017, and 2018, obtained as explained in the text. The statistical uncertainty in
the measured rates is negligible and is not shown in the figure.

4.2.2 Cosmics during pp collisions

To increase the number of cosmic ray muon tracks used in the alignment procedure, an effort
was made to collect cosmics during collisions (CDC). Dedicated trigger sequences, which rely
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on the longer trajectory of muons from cosmic rays inside the detector with respect to muons
being produced in the pp interaction region, were developed for this. The typical time of flight
of a cosmic ray muon passing through the whole detector is ≈30 ns, larger than the interval of
25 ns between two consecutive bunch crossings. A cosmic ray muon candidate can be identi-
fied by requiring two consecutive signals of the global muon trigger in a back-to-back topology.
In the L1 trigger, only muon candidates with pT > 3 GeV in the central region, |η| < 1.2, of the
detector are retained to reduce the background from low-pT muon tracks from pp interac-
tions. A larger fraction of low-pT background tracks is rejected after the muon reconstruction
is performed by the HLT, and the kinematic requirements are tightened to keep the trigger rate
below a threshold of O(5− 10 Hz). Owing to the dynamical dependence of the trigger rate on
the number of additional pp interactions from the same or nearby bunch crossing (pileup), two
CDC triggers were introduced in the HLT. A pT threshold of 10 (5) GeV is required in the main
(low-pileup) trigger.

These dedicated CDC triggers were deployed in July 2018 and were active until the end of the
pp collision run of that year. Approximately 700 000 tracks collected with the CDC triggers
passed the alignment selection criteria for cosmic ray muon tracks.

5 Systematic misalignments
Systematic shifts of the assumed positions of the silicon modules of the tracker, when compared
with the actual positions of the active elements, can occur. Such shifts will be called systematic
distortions, or misalignments, of the tracker geometry. These systematic misalignments may
cause biases in the track reconstruction and this can have a negative impact on physics mea-
surements. Therefore, a dedicated programme of studies of such systematic distortions was
developed. The WMs mentioned in Section 3 form a particular class of systematic distortions.
These are transformations that change a set of valid tracks into another set of valid tracks and
satisfy ∆χ2 ≈ 0. They may arise when the alignment parameters of all modules are free in
the alignment fit without additional constraints. Although such a transformation does not af-
fect the individual track parameter fit performance in the alignment procedure, it may affect
certain topologies of the tracks or correlations between tracks that are later used in physics
measurements.

The most obvious example of a WM is a global movement of the whole detector, but more sub-
tle effects are possible. The fact that all collision tracks come from the centre of the detector and
that the detector is symmetric around the beam axis may cause certain WM biases that leave
the χ2 of the individual collision tracks invariant. Such a systematic distortion is not necessarily
a WM, but the effect may be especially large in the direction with the weakest constraints.

In this section, we first present the methods used to detect the presence of systematic distortions
in the alignment constants, then we review nine canonical systematic distortions. At this stage,
only pure systematic distortions are discussed, without considering any alignment procedures.

5.1 Validation of systematic distortions

Several validations are used to check the effect of misalignments and determine whether a
particular set of alignment constants performs well. A validation is essentially a measurement
of a variable of interest that is also a metric for the alignment performance. The quantities
we choose to study typically have a known value under perfectly aligned conditions. For
example, a distribution of residuals is expected to peak at 0 with a given width. The difference
in parameters between two halves of a cosmic ray track is also expected to be 0 on average.
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The mass of a reconstructed Z boson should be around 91.2 GeV. By detecting deviations from
these expected values, especially deviations as functions of the track location or direction, we
can search for biases.

5.1.1 Geometry comparison

Once the alignment fit has been performed, the new geometry is compared with a reference
geometry, such as the design geometry or a previously aligned geometry. Systematic differ-
ences in such a comparison may reveal distortions in the tracker geometry. Although it is not
possible to assess the validity of systematic shifts in the module positions from geometry com-
parisons alone, they may serve as a guide and visualization of possible effects in the tracker.
Certain distortions may be known to be unphysical from the detector design constraints, and
would form an early warning of biases in the alignment procedure prior to more detailed tests
with the reconstructed track data. The geometry comparison validation was derived from the
tools developed for the optical survey constraint within the HIPPY algorithm discussed in Sec-
tion 6. These tools match two geometries by translating and rotating certain structures before
the differences between the geometries are calculated. These differences are treated as survey
residuals in the alignment algorithm [1]. The global shift and rotation of large structures are
removed and the module displacements ∆z, ∆r, and ∆φ are measured with respect to the refer-
ence geometry as a function of z, r, and φ. The other coordinates (x, y, and z) and three angular
rotations can be visualized in this manner as well.

Geometry comparison validation is performed without any reconstructed track data and can
be applied with reference to any prior geometry, such as design, survey, or previously aligned
track-based geometry.

5.1.2 Cosmic ray muon track validation

The track parameter resolutions can be validated by independently reconstructing the upper
and lower portions of cosmic ray muon tracks that cross the tracker and comparing the track
parameters at the point of closest approach to the nominal beamline. We will refer to this
procedure as the cosmic ray muon track split validation. This method is powerful because
we know that the two halves of a given cosmic ray track should have the same parameters at
the point closest to the nominal beamline, while each half of a track mimics a regular collision
track originating from that point. Systematic differences between the track halves can indicate
a misalignment.

Cosmic ray muon tracks and collision tracks have different topologies. Therefore, systematic
distortions that may appear as WMs with collision tracks may be well constrained or visible
with cosmics. In particular, the fact that these tracks do not originate at the centre of the de-
tector means they connect the top and bottom halves of the detector directly through a single
track. Such a connection is not possible with tracks originating from the beam collision point.
This effect is shown in Fig. 5. Since cosmic ray muons leave predominantly vertical tracks,
they primarily constrain horizontal modules along the z-axis and have limited sensitivity for
aligning vertical modules in the endcap regions or modules connecting different parts of the
detector in the horizontal direction.

Cosmic ray muon track validation can be performed without data from beam collisions and
serves as an early validation of the detector geometry before LHC operation starts. It remains
a powerful tool during collision data taking because of the unique topology of the cosmic ray
muon tracks.
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Figure 5: Diagram demonstrating distortions of the tracker geometry that may not affect the
consistency of a reconstructed collision track with the measured hits (left), but introduce a
kink when reconstructing the two halves of a cosmic ray muon track (right), leading to an
inconsistency. This illustrates the telescope effect from Table 1.

5.1.3 Overlap of hits within the same layer of modules

The overlap validation monitors the alignment by using hits from tracks passing through re-
gions where modules overlap within a layer of the tracker. It can be performed either with the
cosmic data or with data from beam collisions. Tracks are required to have two hits in sepa-
rate modules within the same layer. In this method we take advantage of the small distance
between the two hits, and therefore the small uncertainty in the track parameter propagation
between the two modules. The double difference in estimated and measured hit positions is
very sensitive to systematic deformations. Unexpected deviations between the reconstructed
hits and the predicted positions can indicate a misalignment. This is characterized by a nonzero
mean of the difference of residuals. An illustration of the overlap measurements is shown in
Fig. 6. The quantity of interest is the difference of residuals calculated as

(hitA − predictionA)− (hitB − predictionB), (5)

where hitA,B refers to the position of a hit in module A or B, and predictionA,B refers to the
position of a predicted impact point of the track in module A or B derived from its fit using
measurements in other modules. The advantage of the overlap method is that most uncertain-
ties in the track propagation are cancelled in the difference (predictionA − predictionB). The
difference of residuals is expected to be zero on average for a perfectly aligned detector. A
positive shift in the mean is expected for expansion and a negative shift for contraction.

In Fig. 6, the overlap between modules A and B constrains the circumference of the detector,
and therefore its radial scale, when measured for all pairs of modules. Figure 7 shows an
example of the module overlaps in the φ and z directions for three representative modules in
the first layer of the BPIX. The overlap between modules A and B constrains the circumference
of the detector, as in Fig. 6. The overlap between modules A and C constrains the distance
between modules in the z direction, and therefore the longitudinal scale.

5.1.4 Dimuon validation

In an ideally aligned tracker, the reconstructed X → µµ invariant mass should be minimally
dependent on where in the detector the muons travel. Therefore, the quality of the set of align-
ment constants can be assessed by looking for biases in the reconstructed mass of a known
resonance X. Any resonance can be used, but in practice we primarily consider Z boson de-
cays into muons. This is because Z bosons are often produced with a relatively small boost,
which results in the two muons passing through opposite ends of the tracker. Figure 8 shows
an example of a systematic distortion to which Z → µµ decays are very sensitive (twist distor-
tion, described in Section 5.2).
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Figure 6: Diagram demonstrating the overlap regions of two representative modules A and B.
In the upper diagram, the predicted track impact points (green circles) and the actual hits with
charge depositions (red and blue circles) do not coincide because of a wrong prediction of the
module positions. In the lower diagram, the actual module positions are shown for the geome-
try with radial expansion, and the predicted impact points and hits coincide. Uncertainties due
to track propagation are ignored in this illustration, but are greatly reduced in the difference
of residuals as discussed in the text. The green dashed circles in the lower diagram indicate
predicted impact points from the nominal geometry in the upper diagram.
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Figure 7: Diagram demonstrating the overlap regions of three representative modules A, B,
and C in the first layer of the barrel pixel detector. The y-z view (left) and y-x view (right)
are shown for the same modules. The overlap hits are indicated with the blue (inner) and red
(outer) crosses and appear in tracks with hits in two consecutive modules in the same layer of
the detector. The black cross represents the interaction point. The overlap between modules A
and B constrains the distance between modules in the φ direction, whereas the overlap between
modules A and C constrains the distance between modules in the z direction.

Each selected event, with its reconstructed mass, is placed into a bin depending on the η and
φ of the muons. The mass distribution of each bin is then fit with a Gaussian function, and the
mean of this function is recorded as the reconstructed mass in that bin. The bins are then used
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Figure 8: Diagrams demonstrating distortions of the tracker geometry in the r-z view (upper)
and in the x-y view (lower) with the reconstructed muon pair from a Z → µµ decay. The
invariant mass of the pair of muons deviates from the expected value and becomes a function
of the track parameters. This illustrates the twist effect from Table 1.

to construct profiles of the invariant mass as a function of η or φ. Misalignment in the tracker
may be detected if the mean reconstructed mass strays from the expected value of 91.2 GeV,
either uniformly or as a function of η and φ.

Dimuon validation is performed with the LHC collision data after a sufficiently large sample
of Z → µµ events has been accumulated. Therefore, this validation is powerful in stable oper-
ating conditions.

5.2 Modelling and validation of global systematic distortions

To study systematic distortions, and WMs in particular, we introduce nine first-order deforma-
tions natural for the cylindrical geometry of the CMS tracker and parameterize them with sim-
ple models described by a single parameter ε for each distortion. The systematic displacements
from the reference geometry in ∆z, ∆r, and ∆φ are functions of z, r, and φ, with an overall scal-
ing given by ε. The functional forms used to generate each systematic misalignment are listed
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in Table 1.

Table 1: The nine basic systematic distortions in the cylindrical system, with the names of
each systematic misalignment, the function by which the misalignment is generated, and a
validation type sensitive to the misalignment. The parameter z0 = 271.846 cm is half of the
length of the CMS tracker, and φ0 is an arbitrary constant phase.

∆z ∆r ∆φ

z expansion bowing twist
vs. z ∆z = εz ∆r = εr(z2

0 − z2) ∆φ = εz
overlap overlap Z → µµ

telescope radial layer rotation
vs. r ∆z = εr ∆r = εr ∆φ = εr

cosmics overlap cosmics

skew elliptical sagitta
vs. φ ∆z = ε cos(φ + φ0) ∆r = εr cos(2φ + 2φ0) ∆φ = ε cos(φ + φ0)

cosmics cosmics cosmics

The sign of ε is critical in the description of its value for misalignments. To save computing
time, MC simulations are always performed using the ideal geometry, and the track reconstruc-
tion is performed with a possibly misaligned geometry. That is, the detector position remains
fixed to the ideal geometry, and the geometry used in the reconstruction changes. When dis-
cussing data, the opposite convention is more natural: the geometry used in the reconstruction
is initially fixed and the detector itself moves. Taking the radial misalignment as an example, a
value of ε > 0 means that the geometry used for reconstruction is expanded in the r direction
with respect to the geometry used during data taking. If this happens in data, we call it a radial
contraction, because the detector has moved with respect to the expected position.

The nine basic systematic distortions summarized in Table 1 are not necessarily WMs when
considering all possible topologies of tracks. We found that cosmic ray muon track, overlap,
and dimuon validation are sufficient to detect these global, coherent movements of modules.
This is illustrated in Fig. 9, where for each of the nine misalignments a representative validation
using one of the three techniques is shown. In all cases, the five distributions are constructed
using an MC simulation where the true positions of the modules are known. The distributions
correspond to ε = 0 (no misalignment) and two nonzero values of ε, both positive and negative.
Where appropriate, the mean (µ) and root-mean-square (RMS) of the distributions are also
given in the figure legends. The results of this section are crucial when deriving the alignment
parameters in pp collision data, as discussed in Section 8.

The uniform misalignment of the tracker in the z direction is known as z expansion (or con-
traction). In the BPIX, z expansion can be detected using overlapping sensors in the same layer.
This validation is not possible with the silicon strip modules because there is no precise mea-
surement of the z coordinate. We find that a change in ε causes a shift in the mean of the
distributions for overlaps in the z direction. The design of the silicon pixel detector does not
provide a z overlap for modules at the same azimuthal angle, but it is possible for modules
that are near in φ. Figure 9 (top row, left) shows the distribution of differences of residuals in
the overlapping modules in the z direction with modules overlapping in the z direction in the
BPIX for cosmic muon events in MC simulation. The z expansion misalignment is tested with
ε = −2.02× 10−4, −1.01× 10−4, 0, 1.01× 10−4, and 2.02× 10−4. Constraining the z expansion
in the strip detector is a more challenging task. For example, the global z position of the silicon
modules in the endcap detectors is weakly constrained. Although the distribution of material
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Figure 9: Validation of the nine basic systematic distortions summarized in Table 1 using re-
constructed MC simulations with five variations of the misalignment parameter ε in each case.
The ideal geometry in MC simulation corresponds to ε = 0. The horizontal lines show the un-
certainty on the average of a measurement in a given bin. The most sensitive validation out of
cosmic ray muon track, overlap, or dimuon validation is employed in each case, as discussed
in more detail in the text and as indicated in Table 1. In the bottom row, the formulae indicate
the functional form of the fit used to extract the parameter quoted in the legend, which can be
used to quantify the distortion. The convention for the sign of ε is discussed in the text and
corresponds to a distortion in the geometry used for the reconstruction of MC events. This is
opposite to the sign of the distortion if it were to be introduced in simulation of the detector
components traversed by the charged particles.
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has been studied extensively and is well described in Ref. [17], certain biases in the track recon-
struction may appear if inactive material is not fully included in the detector model. This may
lead to distortions in the detector geometry appearing in the form of a z expansion.

Radial expansion (or contraction) is the uniform misalignment of the tracker in the r direction
as a function of r (r → r + εr). Because of the uniform and symmetric nature of this mis-
alignment, it is not easily detected with cosmic ray muon track splitting or Z → µµ decays.
However, it is easily detected using the overlap validation, since in the case of a radial expan-
sion, modules that overlap in the radial direction will move apart uniformly. Therefore, the
difference between the true and the predicted hit locations in two overlapping modules is a
good indicator of a radial expansion or contraction. The linear relationship between the mean
of the overlap validation figures and the magnitude of the radial misalignment are used to cat-
egorize the presence of radial expansion or contraction in pp collision data. Figure 9 (top row,
middle) shows the distribution of overlaps in the φ direction for modules overlapping in the
φ direction in the BPIX for collision events in MC simulation. The MC events are simulated
with ε = 5× 10−4, 2.5× 10−4, 0, −2.5× 10−4, and −5× 10−4.

Twist is the misalignment of the tracker in the φ direction as a function of z. As such, twist
shows up clearly in the Z → µµ validation, and also in the overlap validation. The parameter
used is the slope of the invariant mass mµµ vs. ∆ηµµ distribution. It ranges from ∆ηµµ = −2 to
+2, as the distribution becomes nonlinear for larger values of ∆ηµµ . Figure 9 (top row, right)
shows the profile of invariant mass mµµ vs. ∆ηµµ for Z → µµ events in MC simulation. The MC
events are simulated with ε = 2.04× 10−6, 1.02× 10−6, 0,−1.02× 10−6, and−2.04× 10−6 cm−1.

The telescope effect is the uniform misalignment of the tracker in the z direction as a function
of r (z → z + εr). This creates concentric rings that are offset in the z direction, and this
misalignment can be visualized by imagining an actual telescope. Because of its z dependence,
the telescope effect is identified primarily using the reconstruction of cosmic ray muon tracks.
Figure 9 (middle row, left) shows the distribution of ∆θ/σ(∆θ) for cosmics in MC simulation.
The MC events are simulated with ε = 5× 10−4, 2.5× 10−4, 0, −2.5× 10−4, and −5× 10−4.

Bowing is the misalignment of the tracker in the r direction as a function of z. It is similar to the
radial expansion, and differs only by the fact that the bowing effect is a function of z. Figure 9
(middle row, middle) shows the distribution of overlaps in the φ direction with modules over-
lapping in the φ direction in the TOB for cosmic ray muon tracks in MC simulation. The MC
events are simulated with the ideal detector geometry and reconstructed using five geometries,
corresponding to the bowing misalignment with ε = 6.77× 10−9, 3.39× 10−9, 0, −3.39× 10−9,
and −6.77× 10−9 cm−2.

Layer rotation is the misalignment of the tracker in the φ direction as a function of r. The
outer layers twist with a different magnitude to that of the inner layers. This distortion is
easily picked up with cosmic ray muon track splitting, since we can see a change in track
curvature between the two track halves. As such, we take the mean of a value proportional to
the curvature for each value of ε. Figure 9 (middle row, right) shows the distribution of ∆(q/pT)
for cosmic events in MC simulation. The MC events are simulated with ε = 9.43 × 10−6,
4.72× 10−6, 0, −4.72× 10−6, and −9.43× 10−6 cm−1.

Skew is the misalignment of the tracker in the z direction as a function of φ. Because of the
φ dependency, it can be detected with cosmic ray muon track splitting. The distribution of ∆dz
vs. φ can be fit with a hyperbolic tangent function, A × tanh(B(φ + C)), from which we can
extract ε. Figure 9 (bottom row, left) shows the profile of ∆dz/

√
2 vs. φ for cosmic events in MC

simulation. The MC events are simulated with ε = 5.5× 10−2, 2.25× 10−2, 0, −2.25× 10−2,
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and −5.5× 10−2 cm.

Elliptical distortion is the uniform misalignment of the tracker in the r direction as a function
of φ (r → r+ rε cos(2φ+ δ)). Because of its φ dependency, elliptical distortion is easily detected
with cosmic ray muon track splitting. This misalignment is especially clear in the modulation
of the difference in the impact parameter ∆dxy as a function of the azimuthal angle of the track.
We fit a sinusoidal function to this modulation, ∆dxy = −A × sin(2φ + B), and find a linear
relationship between A and ε. Figure 9 (bottom row, middle) shows the profile of ∆dxy/

√
2

vs. φ for cosmic ray muon events in MC simulation. The MC events are simulated with ε =
5× 10−4, 2.5× 10−4, 0, −2.5× 10−4, and −5× 10−4.

Sagitta distortion is the uniform misalignment of the tracker in the φ direction as a function of
φ. As with the elliptical misalignment, the φ dependence in the sagitta distortion means it can
be detected with cosmic ray muon track splitting validation. The effect of the misalignment can
be seen in distributions of ∆φ vs. φ. The distributions of ∆φ vs. φ are fit with a cosine function,
∆φ = −A cos(φ + B), from which we can extract ε. Figure 9 (bottom row, right) shows the
distribution of ∆φ vs. φ for cosmic events in MC simulation. The MC events are simulated
with ε = 5× 10−4, 2.5× 10−4, 0, −2.5× 10−4, and −5× 10−4.

As the above studies show, various systematic distortions in the tracker geometry can be de-
tected using combinations of different types of tracks and hits. Therefore, it is essential to
combine all this information in the alignment procedure, which will be discussed in the next
section. Balanced information in the input to the alignment procedure would ensure that such
distortions are not present in the tracker geometry prepared for the reconstruction of tracks.

6 Alignment algorithms
The CMS Collaboration uses two independent implementations of the track-based alignment,
MILLEPEDE-II and HIPPY. In the mathematical formulation presented in Section 3, MILLE-
PEDE-II also performs a global matrix inversion, whereas HIPPY neglects the blocks relating
the alignment parameters to the track parameters and iterates to improve this approximation.
Furthermore, the two algorithms follow different strategies. They are developed, maintained,
and used independently; thus facilitating independent cross-checks. The earlier implemen-
tations of both algorithms, including techniques such as vertex and mass constraints, were
described in Refs. [1, 2, 18]. The algorithm that was used will be addressed in the following
sections when investigating practical cases. In this section, we outline the improvements in the
two algorithms motivated by the needs of the alignment procedure of the CMS tracker during
Run 2.

6.1 MILLEPEDE-II

The MILLEPEDE-II algorithm [10, 19, 20] has been discussed in the context of CMS in Ref. [2].

It is still being developed further to meet the growing user needs; in addition to CMS, the Belle-
II experiment [21] is a main user driving the developments. In this section, we review the main
algorithms implemented in the software and describe recent improvements. The MILLEPEDE-II
algorithm allows determination of the position, the orientation, and the curvature of the tracker
modules. The algorithm consists of two steps:

MILLE This program has to be integrated into the track fitting software of the specific exper-
iment. For each track the independent residuals with errors and the derivatives of the
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track (local) and module (global) parameters from Eq. (2) have to be calculated and stored
in custom binary files. The track fitting method has to fit all hits simultaneously, provid-
ing the complete covariance matrix of all track parameters. Although a solution based
on the standard Kalman filter [22] is also possible [23, 24], only the general broken lines
method [25, 26] has been implemented for the track fit in MILLEPEDE-II. This is a refit of
the trajectory defined by the track parameters from the Kalman filter at one given hit, e.g.
the first. The output to binary MILLE files contains the subset of the trajectory attributes
that are needed by MILLEPEDE-II. Only the global derivatives have to be added.

PEDE This is an experiment-independent Fortran program that builds and solves the linear
equation system from Eq. (4). It reads a text file with steering information and the tracks
with the hit information from the MILLE binary files to perform the local (track) fits to
construct the global matrix C′. This symmetric matrix is stored in full (lower triangular
part) or sparse (only nonzero parts) mode. Several solution methods are implemented.
An overview is given in Table 2.

Table 2: List of the main solution methods implemented in MILLEPEDE-II. The computation
time is given as a function of the number of parameters n and the number of internal iterations
nit if applicable. The type of solution delivered by the algorithm is also shown.

Method Computing time Solution type Error calculation
Inversion (Gauss–Jordan) ∼n3 Exact Yes
Cholesky decomposition ∼n3 Exact Skipped (for speed)
MINRES [27, 28] ∼n2 × nit Approximate No

Compared with the version used previously by CMS [2], the most important technical improve-
ments used for the alignment fits described in this paper are:

1. The migration from Fortran 77 to Fortran 90 allowing for dynamic memory management.

2. The implementation of the solution of problems with constraints by elimination, in addi-
tion to Lagrange multipliers. Especially for large problems where an approximate solu-
tion is obtained [27], elimination shows superior numerical performance.

3. The analysis of the input (global parameters and constraints) for optional factorization of
a large problem into smaller ones using block matrix algebra.

4. Alignable objects are, in general, described by several global parameters. These global
parameters appear together in the binary files, and are now split into groups by relying on
the adjacent global (user-defined) labels with which the parameters appear. This means
the global matrix is organized as a collection of block matrices instead of a collection
of single values. The size corresponds to the two contributing parameter groups. By
arranging the matrix in this way, operations on the global matrix are sped up using the
caching and vectorization options available on modern processors. This helps especially
in the case of sparse storage, since typically 10–30% of the elements of the global matrix
are nonzero.

In Table 3, we illustrate the amount of running time used by PEDE to solve the linear equation
system from Eq. (4); a record typically corresponds to a track or to a pair of tracks coming from
a resonance decay. These results were obtained with a test machine at DESY; in practice, for the
alignment fits presented in this paper, similar machines at CERN were used.

No numerical problems have been observed. Either rank deficits are detected, or the matrix is
inverted correctly.
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Table 3: Examples of PEDE wall time (time taken from start of the program to end) for some
larger alignment campaigns using MINRES on a dedicated test machine (Intel Xeon E5-2667 @
3.2 GHz, 256 GB memory @ 51 GB/s).

Number of Number of Number of Matrix size [GB] Wall time [s]
global parameters constraints records (sparse) (10 threads)

217500 138 4.46× 107 44 8.4× 103

213900 1782 2.90× 107 85 6.8× 103

576000 942 5.20× 107 218 4.4× 104

6.2 HIPPY

The HIPPY algorithm is based on the hits-and-impact-points algorithm [29, 30] with additional
features introduced using the constraints developed for the BaBar track-based alignment [31].
It has been used extensively during commissioning of the CMS tracker [18] and during the
CMS start-up period in Run 1 [1, 2]. Further improvements were introduced during Run 2, as
described below. The improved algorithm is now named hits-and-impact-points-past-year-1
(HIPPY).

The main distinguishing feature of the HIPPY algorithm, compared with MILLEPEDE-II, is its
local nature. The position and orientation of each sensor are determined independently of the
other sensors. This approach has advantages and disadvantages compared to MILLEPEDE-II.
One disadvantage is that multiple iterations of running the algorithm are required to solve
correlations between the sensor parameters. The number of iterations can be several dozen
up to a hundred. This means multiple runs of the CPU-expensive track fits are needed, which
limits the practical application of this algorithm. Advantages include the native integration
with CMS software, immediately providing features such as the CMS Kalman filter code for
track propagation without additional development. As a result, any constraint, such as mass
or vertex constraints, implemented in the CMS software can be incorporated in the algorithm.
Each iteration of the algorithm is a very simple application of a small matrix inversion. This
simplicity and dependence on the CMS software makes the HIPPY algorithm complementary
to MILLEPEDE-II.

Since our previous publications, the most important technical improvements in the HIPPY

alignment fit algorithm are:

1. The inclusion of alignment parameters beyond the three position and three orientation
coordinates of each sensor, namely the curvature of the sensors.

2. The possibility to apply a weight to certain types of input to balance statistical and sys-
tematic uncertainties.

3. The option to perform sequential, hierarchical alignment over multiple time periods,
when the time stability of the structures differs among the hierarchical levels.

4. The inclusion of possible mass and/or vertex constraints in certain types of events with
known physics process.

The diagram in Fig. 10 shows the design of the HIPPY algorithm with the sequence for the
event, track, and hit selection, including the application of the weight factors and constraints.
The arrows indicate the flow of information and the dashed arrows indicate features that are
not used in this work. The track data are categorized in several paths (vertical arrows pointing
down) and the corresponding constraints are applied in each event during the track fit with a
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given set of alignment conditions (indicated by the red box). During the minimization proce-
dure, different weights are assigned to different types of input, and a new set of alignment con-
ditions is passed back to the track fitting procedure (vertical arrow pointing up). The process
is repeated until convergence is reached. The inclusion of the laser calibration data [1, 18] was
developed during Run 1 but the laser system was not supported anymore in Run 2. The optical
survey data constraint was used during the Run 1 start-up [1] and was used as a constraint to a
prior geometry during the Run 2 start-up. The main new features of the HIPPY algorithm dis-
cussed above are indicated in the diagram. These are the multi-IOV reconstructed track data,
the sensor surface deformation database object in addition to the sensor position, the division
of input track data into categories with the corresponding constraints, and the application of
weights to certain types of input in the minimization process. Further details can be found in
the description of Fig. 10 in Ref. [31].

TrkAlignmentRcd  IOV-3…TrkAlignmentRcd  IOV-2

    IOV-3…IOV-2Laser 
data

Optical
survey

Track data  
IOV-1

Laser 
 residuals

Cosmics 
2 halves

MinBias 
vertex 

constraint

Z→μμ 
mass & 
vertex

…..
Optical 
survey 

residuals

quality hits, overlap hits, weight

Minimize residuals with weight

Tracker Alignment  IOV-1

Tracker Surface Deformation 

Figure 10: Diagram of the HIPPY algorithm design with the sequence for event, track, and hit
selection, including application of the weight factors and constraints. Not all features were
used in the Run 2 alignment procedure, as described in the text. The algorithm operates in
iterative mode, indicated with the arrows.

7 Alignment during data taking
The changes observed in the tracker require it to be realigned several times during the year. In
this section, we focus on the two typical cases:

1. Restarting the detector with limited statistical power after a technical shutdown; we dis-
cuss the beginning of Run 2 (Section 7.1.1) and the Phase-1 upgrade [32] (Section 7.1.2).

2. Running an automated, unsupervised alignment during data taking, with limited de-
grees of freedom, illustrated for the period 2016–2018 (Section 7.2).

7.1 Start-up alignments

The general strategy during the start-up periods has been to run a series of alignment fits,
where each time the starting point for the alignment fit is the set of alignment constants ob-
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tained in the previous fit. In case of large misalignments in the starting geometry, the lin-
earization approximation made in the alignment algorithms is not valid anymore, and several
iterations are required to achieve convergence. To further simplify the alignment problem,
we usually only gradually increase the number of degrees of freedom of the fit. This means
the high-level mechanical structures are aligned first and the individual modules are aligned
in a later iteration. In addition to the convergence aspects, this strategy also allows for early
alignments with a small number of recorded tracks that do not sufficiently cover all modules,
and would therefore be insufficient for a full module-level alignment. Thus, a continuous im-
provement of the alignment precision can be achieved during the start-up period as data are
collected. In view of the potentially large misalignments to be expected during the start-up
period, a particular effort has been made to run the HIPPY and MILLEPEDE-II alignment algo-
rithms independently to cross-check each other. In some cases, the two algorithms have also
been run successively to refine the alignment. For a specific alignment task, the performances
of the various algorithmic results were compared and were typically very similar, increasing
confidence in the results. The alignment with the best performance was selected, and is pre-
sented in the following.

The first alignment constants after the extended shutdowns during Run 2 were derived ahead
of the pp collision run, using exclusively cosmic ray muon tracks recorded by CMS during
commissioning runs. This corrected for the large misalignments that are often observed after
the extraction and subsequent reinstallation of the pixel detector. To retain tracking efficiency in
view of potentially large misalignments, large alignment parameter uncertainties (APUs) were
assumed for the track reconstruction and fit. This is affordable only at very low event rates,
which is the case during cosmic data taking. A further refinement of the alignments derived
with only cosmic ray muon tracks was performed after recording a sufficiently large sample of
collision tracks to be able to derive the alignment corrections with a higher granularity. In the
following, the alignment strategies and their performance with early 2015 and 2017 data are
discussed.

7.1.1 Start-up of Run 2

During the shutdown period between Runs 1 and 2 of the LHC, extensive maintenance and
repair work was performed on the tracking detector. The pixel tracker was removed to replace
the beam pipe. The pixel detector half barrel on the +x side was repaired, including replace-
ments of several modules. During reinstallation, the barrel pixel detector was centred around
the beam pipe by displacing it upward by 3.4 mm and horizontally by 1.3 mm relative to its
previous position. The strip detector was kept in place, but the cooling system was partially
replaced.

Initially, the latest available geometry of the Run 1 detector was used to reconstruct the data.
An observed asymmetry in the track rate in the forward pixel endcaps quickly invalidated the
assumed alignment constants and provided hints of a large initial misalignment of the FPIX.
This was confirmed by the first alignment constants derived with the MILLEPEDE-II algorithm
using 0 T cosmic data to determine the relative positions and rotations of the high-level me-
chanical structures of the pixel and strip detectors. The several million cosmic ray muon tracks
collected at 3.8 T were used to further improve the alignment configuration up to the level of
single modules, by performing several successive alignment fits with an increasing number
of degrees of freedom using the MILLEPEDE-II and HIPPY algorithms in sequence. Figure 11
shows the shifts, relative to the Run 1 geometry, of the pixel module positions measured after
the module-level alignment fit. The BPIX as a whole was subject to a 3–3.5 mm shift, attributed
to the aforementioned recentring procedure of the BPIX around the beam pipe during the rein-
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Figure 11: Comparison of the positions of the modules in the first IOV of Run 2 and the last IOV
of Run 1 in the BPIX (left) and FPIX (right) detectors, determined using cosmic data collected
with 0 T and 3.8 T magnetic field in the solenoid and collision data at 0 T [33]. The differences
in position ∆y (Run 2 − Run 1) and ∆z (Run 2 − Run 1) of the sensor modules are shown as a
function of φ in global coordinates. Modules on the −z side are shown in red, modules on the
+z side are shown in black.

stallation. In addition, a relative shift between the two half barrel structures −π/2 < φ < π/2
and φ < −π/2, φ > π/2 was visible, which is attributed to the extensive repair and replace-
ment work in the −π/2 < φ < π/2 half barrel. The FPIX half disks on the −z side were
displaced by −4.5 mm (φ < −π/2, φ > π/2) and −5.5 mm (−π/2 < φ < π/2) compared
with the Run 1 position. Much smaller relative movements of up to 200 µm were observed
between the half disks on the +z side.

An example of the early alignment performance is depicted in Fig. 12, showing the distribu-
tions of median track-hit residuals (DMRs) per module for BPIX and TIB modules. To avoid
biasing the measurement, the track is refitted removing the hit under consideration. The DMRs
represent a measurement of the local alignment precision based on data. In the case of perfect
alignment, the distribution is expected to be centred at zero. The width of the DMR is influ-
enced by the residual random misalignment of the modules, as well as by an intrinsic statistical
component due to the number of tracks used to construct the distribution itself. For this rea-
son, the DMRs for two different sets of alignment constants can be compared only if they are
obtained with the same number of tracks.

The local alignment precision of the pixel and the strip modules achieved in Run 2 with the
fit using the cosmic data is compared to the one obtained for the Run 1 geometry (Fig. 12, top
row). The latter is not expected to describe the detector well because of movements during
the shutdown period, but was the best available geometry description before realignment. Al-
though the alignment corrections for the strip detector were smaller than for the pixel detector,
the misalignment of the pixel tracker had a noticeable effect on the performance of the strip
detector by reducing the accuracy of the tracks.

The track performance is also measured using the cosmic ray muon track split validation, as de-
scribed in Section 5. The differences between the transverse and longitudinal track impact pa-
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Figure 12: DMRs for the local x coordinate in the BPIX (left) and TIB (right), evaluated using
2× 106 cosmic ray muon tracks collected at 3.8 T (top) and 1.8× 106 tracks from collision data at
0 T (bottom). The alignment constants used to fit the tracks were determined successively from
cosmic data at 3.8 T (green line) and, after the magnet was switched off, from 0 T cosmics and
collision data (black line) as described in the text. Because of the detector movements caused
by the change in the magnetic field, the alignment constants derived with 3.8 T data (green line)
are not optimal for the track fits in the 0 T data (bottom row). The blue line shows the DMR
computed assuming the Run 1 geometry, which is no longer valid for Run 2 data.

rameters of the two track halves are shown in Fig. 13. The observed precision using the aligned
geometry comes close to that expected from the simulation for the case of perfect alignment.

Because of problems with the cooling system, the superconducting CMS magnet was switched
off shortly before the first collisions. As a consequence, the tracker geometry changed between
the CRAFT data and the first collisions, as seen by a widening of the DMR evaluated with
the 0 T collision data when the alignment constants obtained from the 3.8 T cosmic ray data
are used to fit the tracks (Fig. 12, bottom row, green line). Because of the way the mechanical
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Figure 13: Distribution of the difference between two halves of a cosmic ray muon track, scaled
by a factor

√
2 to account for the two independent measurements. The track is split at the point

of closest approach to the interaction region, in the x-y (left) and z (right) distance between the
track and the origin. The tracks are fit using the alignment constants determined with cosmics
at 0 T and 3.8 T (green circles) and using the Run 1 geometry (blue squares), which is no longer
valid for Run 2 data. Vertical error bars represent the statistical uncertainty due to the limited
number of tracks; they are smaller than the marker size. For comparison, the case of perfect
alignment and calibration obtained from simulated events is shown (red line) [33].

structures are mounted, a change of the magnetic field generally moves all of the high-level
structures of the pixel detector, particularly in the global z direction. The relative positions
of the individual modules remain mostly unchanged. As expected, these effects are mainly
apparent in the pixel detector, which is installed on wheels and has some freedom to move
relative to the rest of the detector, whereas the strip tracker position is relatively stable against
magnetic field changes.

Starting from the alignment constants obtained using the 3.8 T cosmic data that produced the
green line in Fig. 12, a new set of alignment constants was derived with the HIPPY algorithm
using the first 0 T collision data and cosmic data taken between collision runs. The pixel detec-
tor was aligned at the level of single modules using a large sample of collision tracks, whereas
for the strip detector only the positions of the high-level structures were updated. A module-
level alignment fit of the full detector with only 0 T collision data would have been vulnera-
ble to WMs, e.g. to radial expansions of the entire detector, given the radial symmetry of the
tracks. The fixed position of the strip modules relative to their high-level structures provided
a reference system. Furthermore, the addition of cosmic ray muon tracks, with their different
topology, helped to avoid WMs.

The new alignment procedure improves the tracker performance, which is apparent from the
narrower DMR seen in Fig. 12 (bottom row, black line). The alignment precision is limited by
the poorer track resolution at 0 T, which is caused by the poor description of multiple-scattering
effects at 0 T, because the track momentum cannot be measured in the absence of a magnetic
field. A track momentum of 5 GeV is assumed in the reconstruction at 0 T, motivated by the
typical track momentum in the cosmic ray data.

The alignment quality is also measured by its effect on the physics object performance. In
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particular, the reconstruction of the primary vertex (PV), e.g. the vertex belonging to the track
with the highest pT, is driven by the pixel detector since it is the detector closest to the in-
teraction point and has the best intrinsic hit position resolution. The unbiased track-vertex
residuals (track impact parameters) provide a measurement of the vertex reconstruction per-
formance based on data. For each track, the PV position is reconstructed, excluding the track
under scrutiny. A deterministic annealing clustering algorithm is used to make the method
robust against pileup [7, 34]. The mean values of the distributions of the unbiased track-vertex
residuals are shown in Fig. 14. In the case of perfect alignment and calibration, mean values
of zero are expected. Random misalignments of the modules affect only the resolution of the
unbiased track-vertex residuals, increasing the width of the distributions without biasing their
mean. Systematic misalignments of the modules, however, bias the distributions in a way that
depends on the nature and size of the misalignment. The structures of the green curve, which
is obtained when fitting the tracks with the alignment constants derived during the commis-
sioning phase with cosmic data at 3.8 T, indicate relative movements of the half barrels of the
pixel detector during the decrease of the magnetic field. A clear improvement of the vertex
performance is observed for the subsequent alignment with 0 T collision data (black curve).
Residual biases are attributed to suboptimal coverage of modules due to the limited number of
tracks and their incidence angle, in addition to the aforementioned WMs and generally poorer
track resolution at 0 T.
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Figure 14: Mean distance in the transverse plane of the track at its closest approach to a refit
unbiased PV as a function of the track φ (left) and η (right), measured in approximately 5.5× 106

collision events collected at 0 T magnetic field. Two different alignments are used to fit the
tracks: the alignment constants obtained during the commissioning phase with cosmic ray
muon tracks at 3.8 T prior to collision data taking (green circles) and the alignment constants
determined subsequently with 0 T collision data (black squares). For comparison, the case of
perfect alignment and calibration obtained from simulated data is shown (red line). Vertical
error bars represent the statistical uncertainty due to the limited number of tracks; for the data,
they are smaller than the size of the markers [33].

The tracker geometry changed again when the magnetic field was turned back on. Immediately
after the first 3.8 T collision data were taken, a fast alignment fit was performed with a limited
number of tracks, updating only the positions of the pixel tracker high-level structures. After
collecting a larger data set, a full module-level alignment fit of the entire tracking detector was
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performed. This also included the available updates of the hit position calibration and further
improved the tracking performance.

7.1.2 Phase-1 upgrade

During the extended YETS starting at the end of 2016, the innermost component of the silicon
tracker was replaced with a new upgraded pixel detector [4]. The first data with the new
pixel detector were recorded in spring 2017, prior to the restart of the LHC pp run. After the
first period of detector commissioning to derive the initial calibrations, CRUZET and CRAFT
data were collected for alignment purposes. In general, the alignment fits presented in this
subsection were performed with MILLEPEDE-II. As a linearization point, the best alignment of
the strip detector in 2016 was used, and the pixel detector was assumed to correspond to an
ideal tracker.

First, only the forward pixel subsystem was included in data taking. Before performing any
alignment fit, the asymmetric track rate that was observed between the two FPIX endcaps al-
ready provided a hint of a large initial misalignment for this subdetector. The first alignment fit
of the FPIX high-level structures, namely the four half cylinders, was performed using 1.5× 106

reconstructed cosmic ray muon tracks collected at 0 T. The high-level structures of the strip de-
tector were included in the alignment procedure as well, to avoid introducing any bias in the
alignment constants for the pixel detector due to misalignment in the strip tracker. For the
first track-based alignment after the installation, APUs of 500 µm and 20 µm for the pixel and
strip modules, respectively, were used in the track reconstruction and fit. The largest measured
correction to the assumed geometry was a shift of around 2.8 mm of the −z endcap of the for-
ward pixel detector in the longitudinal direction, further away from the interaction point, as
shown in Fig. 15 (left). Correcting this large misalignment eliminated the asymmetric track
rate between the two forward pixel sides. The strip tracker was not substantially misaligned.
The magnitude of the alignment corrections was typically 10 µm for most of the substructures,
with the exception of the tracker endcaps, which moved by around 100 µm in the longitudinal
direction.
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Figure 15: Corrections after the first high-level structures alignment of the pixel detector in
2017, for the three FPIX disks (left) and the four BPIX layers (right). Shown are the differences
of the module positions after the module-level alignment of the pixel detector, with respect to
the ones considered before performing any alignment, as a function of the design positions.
The alignments were performed with 0 T cosmic ray muon tracks.

Later, the barrel pixel detector was also included in data taking, and alignment corrections
for the positions and orientations of the two half barrels were derived. This alignment used
around 50 000 cosmic ray muon tracks, recorded at 0 T. The largest geometry correction was a
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shift of around 2 mm in the x direction of the whole barrel, as shown in Fig. 15 (right). Since the
detector was also rotated with respect to the geometry assumed before alignment, an increasing
spread of ∆x with the radius r is visible.

The module-level alignment of the pixel detector was performed using the full data set col-
lected during the CRUZET run, with around 3.2× 106 tracks used for the alignment. For the
pixel modules, the APUs were reduced to 100 µm. The distributions of the unbiased track-hit
residuals in the local x and y coordinates for the BPIX and FPIX are shown in Fig. 16, for the
two alignment iterations and for the initial geometry assumed before performing any align-
ment. After each alignment iteration, the bias and the width of the residual distributions de-
crease, demonstrating the reduction of systematic misalignment effects and an improved local
precision.
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Figure 16: Unbiased track-hit residuals in the BPIX (left) and FPIX (right), in the local y (y′)
coordinate. The distributions are shown for the different alignment iterations that were per-
formed: the black circles indicate the geometry assumed before performing any alignment fit,
the blue and cyan triangles show the high-level (HL) structures alignment of the barrel and
forward pixel detectors, and the red squares represent the module-level (ML) alignment of the
pixel detector. The mean (µ) and RMS of the distributions are given in the legend. Vertical error
bars represent the statistical uncertainty; they are smaller than the marker size in most of the
cases.

The improvements achieved by the different alignment iterations are visible in the cosmic ray
muon track split validation as well. Figure 17 shows the differences in the η and φ parame-
ters of the tracks at the different stages of the pixel detector realignment. The improvement
achieved after each alignment iteration can be observed, since both the bias and the width of
the distributions are considerably reduced.

An additional alignment was performed after the CMS magnetic field was turned on, using
the tracks recorded in around 300 000 CRAFT events. The alignment constants needed to be
rederived to account for movements of the mechanical structures induced by the magnet ramp-
up, causing biases in the distributions for the 0 T alignment fit. This is visible in the track-hit
residual distributions, as well as in the cosmic ray muon track split validation shown in Fig. 18
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Figure 17: Distributions of the difference in reconstructed parameters between the two halves
of a cosmic ray muon track, split at the point of closest approach to the interaction region:
track η (left) and φ (right) from a dataset recorded at 0 T. The difference is scaled by a factor√

2 to account for the two independent measurements. The black circles show the geometry
assumed before performing any alignment, the triangles show the FPIX and BPIX high-level
(HL) structures alignment, and the red squares represent the module-level (ML) alignment of
the pixel detector. The mean of the distributions (µ) is given in the legend. Vertical error bars
represent the statistical uncertainty; they are smaller than the marker size in most of the cases.

(red squares). Despite the limited size of the data set, corrections for the strip and pixel detector
high-level structures were derived. These corrections removed the observed biases as shown
in Fig. 18 (green crosses).

7.2 Automated alignment

During data taking the different components of the pixel detector may shift because of changes
in the magnetic field or the temperature. To account for these shifts, an automated alignment
procedure was implemented for Run 2 so that fast updates of the alignment parameters can
be provided within 48 hours. This alignment procedure runs as part of the prompt calibration
loop (PCL) [35], which processes several routines to control and automatically update different
detector-related parameters.

The alignment routine itself is based on a total of 36 degrees of freedom to account for the
movement of the high-level structures in the pixel detector, namely two half barrels and two
half cylinders in each of the two endcaps (six substructures in total). For each of these struc-
tures, corrections for the positions (x, y, z) as well as the rotations (θx, θy, θz) are derived using
the MILLEPEDE-II alignment algorithm (six corrections for each of the six substructures). The
alignment is performed using tracks from the inclusive L1 trigger data set. If the position of a
structure changes by 5, 10, or 15 µm in the x, y, or z direction, respectively, or rotates by 30 µrad,
the alignment parameters are updated for the prompt reconstruction of the next run. Figure 19
shows the results of the alignment routine for an arbitrary run in the 2016 data set. For this run,
the deployment of a new set of alignment constants was triggered by the movement of one of
the endcap half cylinders in the z direction.

Figure 20 shows the movement of the two BPIX half cylinders in the x direction as a function
of the delivered integrated luminosity during Run 2. In general, a stable performance of the
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Figure 18: Performance of the 2017 CRAFT alignment fit (green crosses) compared with the
geometry obtained after the alignment fit with 0 T cosmic ray muon tracks (red squares), and
with the assumed geometry before performing any alignment (black circles). As an example,
the track-hit residual distributions in the local y coordinate for the BPIX (left) and the difference
in track η from the cosmic ray muon track split validation (right) are shown. The mean (µ) of
the distributions is given in the legend. For the track-hit residual distributions, also the RMS
is indicated. Vertical error bars represent the statistical uncertainty; they are smaller than the
marker size in most of the cases.

automated alignment fit was observed over the full range of Run 2. Compared with 2017, a few
larger movements can be observed in 2018 related to the presence of residual misalignments not
covered by the degrees of freedom used in the alignment during data taking. The beginning
of data taking in each of the three years shows a period where the automated deployment
of the alignment constants was not active. In 2016 and 2017 these periods show only small
movements. The movements in the corresponding period of 2018 are at a stable high level,
indicating that the alignment was not corrected by an automated update.

During the transition between 2017 and 2018, a few detector modules of layer 1 of the BPIX
were replaced. The entire pixel detector was opened for this procedure. This resulted in large
movements in the detector, as the PCL alignment correctly indicated, and a manual alignment
procedure was performed. Figure 21 shows the movements of all the individual pixel modules
during this transition period. Large movements in the entire pixel detector, in addition to
the relative movements of the replaced parts, are clearly visible in this figure. In addition to
the alignment automatically derived in the PCL, manually derived alignments are also used
during data taking. These alignments are based on a higher granularity. This is necessary,
for example, after updates of the pixel detector calibration, as indicated in Fig. 20. Unlike the
PCL alignment procedure, which is based on high-level structures, the higher granularity of
the additional alignment fits further enables the correction of the radiation effects introduced
in Section 3.

The distribution of the movement of the two BPIX half cylinders in the x direction, which
corresponds to the projection of Fig. 20, is shown in Fig. 22. For both of the half cylinders, the
majority of the runs show movements within the given thresholds and, therefore, do not trigger
an update of the alignment. In both figures, the larger movements at the beginning of 2018
discussed above are visible as smaller clusters. Without including runs where the deployment
of the new alignment constants was inactive, a total of 13–18% of the runs yielded a sufficient
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Figure 19: Observed movements of the six high-level structures in the pixel detector from the
alignment procedure in the PCL for one arbitrary run in 2016. The two horizontal red lines
in each of the figures show the threshold for triggering the deployment of a new set of align-
ment constants. The error bars represent the statistical uncertainties of the measurements. The
orange bars in the figure showing the movement in the z direction indicate that a sufficient
movement to deploy a new set of alignment constants was observed.

movement in the x direction of one of the half cylinders to trigger an alignment update.

The necessity, as well as the success, of the automated alignment during data taking is also
visible in Fig. 23. Here, for a short period in 2016, where the magnetic field was changed
twice, the movement in the x direction of all six high-level structures is shown for each run
that triggered an update of the alignment parameters. In both cases, large movements were
observed in the first run after the change in the magnetic field. These movements triggered an
update of the alignment, which was able to correct for the changes introduced by the magnetic
field.

8 Alignment for physics analysis
This section describes the determination of the alignment constants in view of performing
physics analyses with the data taken from 2016 to 2018.

The derivation of alignment constants for physics analysis requires large samples to determine
the positions, orientations, and surface deformations of all sensors in the pixel and strip detec-
tors. Therefore, it is typically performed in the middle or at the end of the year. This is referred
to as the “end-of-year (EOY) reconstruction” and it is shown in red in the figures in this section.
In addition, after the completion of Run 2, a new set of alignment constants was derived for
the three years. This is referred to as “legacy reprocessing” and is shown in green in the figures
in this section. Throughout this section, we will describe how we have obtained these two new
sets of alignment constants and compare them with the set of alignment constants used during



32

 ]-1Delivered integrated luminosity [fb
0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

m
]

µ
x 

[
∆

20−

0

20

CMS pp collisions (2016+2017+2018)

2016 2017 2018

Threshold Pixel calibration update

BPIX(x+) BPIX(x-)

Figure 20: Observed movements in the x direction of the two BPIX half cylinders, as functions
of the delivered integrated luminosity, from the alignment procedure in the PCL. Each point
corresponds to a single run and shows the movement proposed by the alignment fit with re-
spect to the last deployed alignment. The alignment is only updated for future data taking if
at least one of the six movements surpassed its corresponding threshold, otherwise it is not
changed. The vertical bars on each point represent the statistical uncertainty of the measure-
ment. The vertical black solid lines indicate the first processed runs for the 2016, 2017, and 2018
data-taking periods, respectively. The vertical dashed lines illustrate updates of the pixel de-
tector calibration. The two horizontal lines show the threshold for triggering the deployment
of a new set of alignment constants. The grey bands at the beginning of each year indicate runs
where the automated alignment updates were not active.

data taking. This is labelled “alignment during data taking” and is shown in blue in the figures
in this section.

One important feature discussed in this section is the impact of radiation on the hit reconstruc-
tion and consequently on the alignment procedure. This, together with the aim of controlling
potential WMs, drives the strategy.

First we will describe the strategy that was employed to account for the time dependence. Then
we will compare the performance of the EOY reconstruction and of the legacy reprocessing
with the performance of the alignment during data taking. Finally, we will discuss special
data-taking periods, such as runs with low pileup, runs at a centre-of-mass energy of 5.02 TeV,
and heavy ion (HI) runs.

8.1 General strategy

Because of the large changes that occur during a YETS, as illustrated in Fig. 21, each data-taking
year is aligned separately. To maximize the statistical power of the cosmic ray muon track and
dimuon resonance data sets, and to prevent systematic distortions from arising, the data col-
lected during an entire year are combined to perform the alignment fit. Temporal changes
within a year are taken into account by introducing a hierarchy in the alignment fit. The posi-
tions of certain sets of modules are aligned over short periods of data taking corresponding to
an integrated luminosity of around 1 fb−1 (a few days); such sets of modules can correspond to
mechanical structures, since a whole mechanical structure can move coherently. The positions,
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Figure 21: The value of the product r∆φ for each module in the pixel detector, comparing
the alignment parameters of the alignment during data taking on 26 November 2017 and on 27
April 2018. These runs correspond to the last run of 2017 and the first run of 2018 after commis-
sioning. During this transition, several modules of layer 1 of the BPIX were replaced (indicated
in yellow frames), which explains the large movements with respect to their neighbouring
modules. For each of the detector components, r and φ correspond to the global coordinate,
and ∆φ is the shift in φ across the two alignments resulting in the physical shift r∆φ in the
detector.

orientations, and surface deformations of all the sensors are aligned relative to these high-level
alignables.
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Figure 22: Observed movements in the x direction of the two BPIX half cylinders from the
PCL alignment. The two vertical lines show the threshold for a new alignment to be triggered.
The filled entries correspond to runs at the start of each year, where the automated updates
of the alignment were not active. The percentage of the runs for which a new alignment was
triggered by the movement in the x direction is displayed below the legend in both figures. In
the calculation of this percentage, the filled entries are not included.

pp collisions (16 August - 5 December 2016) 

Figure 23: Observed movements in the x direction of the six high-level structures, as functions
of the run number from the alignment procedure in the PCL for the data-taking period between
16 August and 5 December 2016. Each point corresponds to a run that triggered an update of
the alignment parameters caused by a sufficient change in one of the three positions or rota-
tions. The movements are shown without uncertainties. The vertical dashed lines illustrate the
deployments of new sets of alignment constants. The two horizontal lines show the threshold
for a new alignment to be triggered. The grey shaded regions indicate runs during which the
magnet was not at 3.8 T (magnet cycle). After each of the two magnet cycles a large movement
is observed for the very first run after the cycle.

During Run 1, the high-level alignables usually corresponded to the high-level structures. Dur-
ing Run 2 this was still true for the strip detector, but smaller mechanical structures were cho-
sen in the pixel detector to absorb the effects of radiation damage accumulating over time. This
strategy was applied for the first time in 2016, where ladders and blades, rather than the high-
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level structures, were treated as the high-level alignables. In 2018, with the increased level of
radiation, a better performance was obtained by considering ladders in the BPIX and the mod-
ules in the FPIX as the high-level parameters. This approach is necessary to cope with residual
effects that are not covered by the dedicated calibration. These effects are of the order of a
few microns at most, but are not constant over time. Without this additional freedom, tensions
would appear in the alignment fit and lead to unphysical results.

The IOVs for each set of alignment constants are determined from several sources:

• magnet cycles and known changes of temperature;

• changes in the hit reconstruction (including changes of the local calibration, changes
of voltage, and ageing due to the irradiation);

• changes to the distributions of the impact parameters in the transverse plane 〈dxy〉
and on the longitudinal axis 〈dz〉, as a function of the track angular variables η and
φ (as introduced in Section 7.1.1), observed by eye on a per-run basis (typically cor-
responding to 1–100 pb−1).

These last types of changes correspond, for example, to steps in the distributions matching
with the geometrical coverage of the high-level structures (e.g. half-barrels in the BPIX). Such
changes can also correspond to a scattering of the points as a function of φ, matching with the
position of the ladders.

In addition to the IOV boundaries, the level of precision of the alignment must be configured.
Depending on the required precision and on the available data set, one can include more or
fewer alignables, i.e. release more or fewer degrees of freedom. Moreover, the alignment pro-
cedure and its physics validation are both computationally demanding, and only a limited
number of configurations can be run and compared at a time. As discussed in Section 6, the
single matrix inversion necessary for each tested configuration can take up to a full day of
computing time. Similarly, the physics validation may take several days. Different configura-
tions are attempted, and the configuration that provides the best physics performance is then
selected. As a result of the time involved, the number of attempts to understand the alignment
is sometimes limited. This was especially the case for the EOY reconstruction. However, for
the legacy reprocessing, the investigations spanned up to a few months. The calibration of the
pixel detector local reconstruction was also refined, leading to a better physics performance,
as will be illustrated throughout this section: we first investigate the tracking and vertexing
performance (Sections 8.2.1-8.2.2), then the presence of systematic distortions (Sections 8.2.3–
8.2.5). The derivation of a final set of alignment constants for one data-taking year takes several
weeks, and involves two to five people for running the programs and comparing the different
configurations.

For the 2016 EOY reconstruction, the IOV boundaries were the same in the whole tracker. Lad-
ders and blades were used as high-level alignables in the pixel detector. A global fit was first
performed with MILLEPEDE-II, and was further refined with HIPPY using the same IOV bound-
aries to test the stability of the solution. For the 2017 EOY reconstruction, the alignment con-
stants were derived independently using either HIPPY or MILLEPEDE-II, but without time de-
pendence within each period. For the 2018 mid-year reconstruction (labelled ‘EOY reconstruc-
tion’ in the figures), only MILLEPEDE-II was used. Ladders and blades were used as high-level
alignables in the pixel detector. In addition, the alignment fit was performed in two steps: first
the entire tracker was aligned using ∼ 10 IOVs, corresponding to important changes. Then,
the module parameters of the strip detector were fixed and only the module parameters of the
pixel detector were fit using ∼ 80 IOVs. Note that there is no EOY reconstruction for the data
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corresponding to the last 33 fb−1 of the delivered integrated luminosity, because the derivation
of the alignment for the legacy reprocessing started at the end of the year 2018, before the end
of the data taking.

For the legacy reprocessing, MILLEPEDE-II was used exclusively. The definitions of the IOVs
and of the alignables were unchanged for 2016 (Phase 0) with respect to the EOY alignment
constants. For 2017 and 2018 (Phase 1), different high-level alignables were chosen for the pixel
detector: ladders were used in BPIX and modules in FPIX. In addition, different IOV bound-
aries were chosen in the pixel and strip detectors. Additional IOVs were introduced in the pixel
detector to absorb the bias from the hit reconstruction in the alignment constants. Adapting the
strategy based on the results of the studies described in Section 5, systematic deformations were
avoided or reduced, except for the 2018 data-taking year. In the 2018 data, even though the
dimuon vertex and invariant mass constraints had been included in the alignment procedure,
the resulting alignment fit contained a residual but significant twist deformation. Therefore, in
addition to performing the alignment fit with MILLEPEDE-II, an inverted twist transformation
was manually applied to the geometry to compensate for this systematic distortion. This is
shown in Fig. 9.

The different years required different strategies to obtain adequate performance for various
reasons. First, the different phases of the pixel detector imply different levels of precision. This
leads to the observation of different tensions in the alignment. With more modules and being
closer to the interaction point, the Phase-1 pixel detector was more demanding in terms of
alignment precision and suffered more from the effects of radiation than the Phase-0 detector.
Similarly, the alignment for 2018 was more demanding than for 2017, likely because of the
increase in instantaneous luminosity and therefore radiation levels.

8.2 Performance

In this subsection, the performance for different sets of alignment constants in different data-
taking periods is illustrated. The validation procedures already introduced in the text were
repeated to compare the quality of the different sets of alignment parameters. In addition, the
stability of the performance is investigated as a function of the integrated luminosity delivered
by the LHC per run or per IOV. This is helpful to understand the ageing of the modules with
the accumulation of radiation effects.

8.2.1 Tracking performance

Figure 24 shows DMRs (introduced in Section 7.1.1) along the local x coordinate of the modules
belonging either to the BPIX or to the TID. These distributions are produced with the single-
muon data set instead of the L1 inclusive sample that is usually used for DMRs. This is done
to compare the performance in the data and simulated samples with similar event topologies,
which is achieved by requiring exactly 100 hits per module in the simulation and in each IOV.
Pixel detector (strip detector) modules with fewer than 100 hits per IOV over a period of data
taking corresponding to an integrated luminosity of more than 2 (7) fb−1 were excluded from
this study. Approximately 91% of all functioning modules passed this condition. The distri-
butions are then averaged over all IOVs weighted by the corresponding delivered integrated
luminosity. A comparison is made to the realistic MC scenario derived for each year as well as
the design MC scenario. These scenarios will both be introduced in Section 9. For an ideally
aligned tracker, the DMRs are expected to peak at zero. This is visible for the MC simulation
with the ideal alignment conditions, shown as the dashed magenta line in Fig. 24. A nonzero
average may indicate a systematic shift of the structure under scrutiny.
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The position of the pixel detector is known to be very sensitive to changes of the conditions,
e.g. the temperature and the magnetic field. Furthermore, the width of the DMRs is determined
by several properties: the topology of the tracks; the number of hits per module, which is
held constant; and the quality of the alignment. To focus on the performance related to the
alignment, the DMRs are calculated using the exact same sample of tracks in each case. The
mean and the width of the DMRs are extracted using a Gaussian fit. Figure 24 illustrates the
improvement of the performance with the large number of parameters in the global fit. There
were more IOVs in the legacy reprocessing than in the EOY reconstruction, and smaller time-
dependent structures were used. The improvement is largest for the legacy reprocessing.
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Figure 24: Distributions of per-module median track-hit residuals in the local x (x′) coordinate,
for two subdetectors (BPIX and TID), produced with the single-muon data set. The distribu-
tions are averaged over all IOVs, where each IOV is weighted with the corresponding delivered
integrated luminosity. The DMRs are shown for three different geometries in data. They are
compared with the realistic MC scenario (black line) and the design MC scenario (magenta)
evaluated in simulated isolated-muon events. The quoted means µ and standard deviations σ
are the parameters of a Gaussian fit to the distributions.

After the dedicated alignment for the Run 2 legacy reprocessing, the mean value µ of the dis-
tribution of median residuals is shifted closer to zero and the mean difference shows improved
stability. The top panel of Fig. 25 shows µ extracted for the three different geometries, evalu-
ated with a sample of data recorded by the inclusive L1 trigger, for each IOV as a function of
the delivered integrated luminosity.

Because the direction of the Lorentz drift depends on the orientation of the modules, we also
produce DMRs in each subdetector for the inward- and outward-pointing modules separately,
and calculate the differences between the means of the DMRs, ∆µ. A varying value is a hint of
residual biases due to the accumulated effects from radiation in the silicon sensors, as already
introduced in Section 3. The bottom panel of Fig. 25 shows ∆µ extracted for the three different
geometries for each IOV as a function of the delivered integrated luminosity. The finer gran-
ularity of the time dependence in the legacy reprocessing reduces the bias, since the rapidly
changing shift from the local reconstruction can be absorbed in the position of the ladders and
of the modules. The improvement observed in Fig. 24 with respect to the EOY reconstruction
is also directly related to this feature.



38

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
 ]-1Delivered integrated luminosity  [fb

6−

4−

2−

0

2

4

6

m
]

µ
  [µ

BPIX (x')
Pixel calibration update
Alignment during data-taking
End-of-year re-reconstruction
Legacy reprocessing

CMS pp collisions (13 TeV)

2016 2017 2018
Phase-0 Phase-1

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
 ]-1Delivered integrated luminosity  [fb

15−

10−

5−

0

5

10

15

m
]

µ
  [µ∆

BPIX (x')
Pixel calibration update
Alignment during data-taking
End-of-year re-reconstruction
Legacy reprocessing

CMS pp collisions (13 TeV)

2016 2017 2018
Phase-0 Phase-1

Figure 25: The DMR trends for the years 2016–2018, as functions of the delivered integrated
luminosity, evaluated with a sample of data recorded by the inclusive L1 trigger. The upper
figure shows the mean value of the distribution of median residuals for the local x (x′) coor-
dinate in the BPIX detector. The lower figure shows the difference between the mean values
∆µ obtained separately for the modules with the electric field pointing radially inwards or
outwards. This quantity is also shown in the x′ coordinate. The shaded band indicates one
standard deviation from the Gaussian fit of the corresponding DMR.

This effect of the radiation damage is shown in Fig. 26, where two different IOVs of the legacy
reprocessing are compared with one another by showing ∆φ for each module of the pixel detec-
tor. The IOVs were chosen such that the local calibration of the pixel modules was constant in
the time interval between them. They correspond to the first and last set of alignment param-
eters of the 5th pixel IOV in 2017, where the ∆µ from Fig. 25 indicates large radiation effects.
The legacy reprocessing includes more updates during this period, which means the effects of
accumulating radiation damage can be absorbed in the alignment. This results in an alternating
pattern in the ladders, since the modules of neighbouring ladders have opposite orientations.
This pattern is especially visible in layer 1 of the BPIX. It is less visible in the next layers, where
the effect is reduced due to the distance and is folded in with other effects. Such other effects
include movements of the high-level structures, e.g. the half barrels of the BPIX.

The understanding of the interplay of the local reconstruction and of the alignment procedure
is a great improvement in the physics performance in the legacy reprocessing.
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Figure 26: The value of ∆φ for each module in the pixel detector, comparing the alignment
parameters of the legacy reprocessing on 3 and 10 August 2017 (left) and comparing the align-
ment based on MC simulation for 2017 and the ideal detector (right). For each of the detector
components, φ corresponds to the global coordinate. The colours denote the value of the ∆φ
movement, as shown by the bar at the bottom. These values are capped between −0.15 and
0.15 mrad for the alignments in data (left) and between −0.05 and 0.05 mrad for simulation
(right). In the figure on the right, modules that were inactive in the simulation are indicated in
dark grey. The alternating pattern visible in layer 1 of the BPIX is caused by radiation damage
that is absorbed in the modules between local calibration updates of the pixel modules. Due to
the opposite orientations of the neighbouring ladders, an alternating pattern is created. Radi-
ation damage is more severe in the first layer which is closer to the interaction point, making
the pattern more visible.

8.2.2 Vertexing performance

The distributions showing the impact parameters of tracks were already introduced in Sec-
tion 7.1.1. Figure 27 shows the average unbiased track-vertex distance along the beam axis 〈dz〉
and in the transverse plane 〈dxy〉, as a function of the η and φ of the tracks. Only tracks that
satisfy pT > 3 GeV are considered. The distributions are averaged over all runs and weighted
with the corresponding delivered integrated luminosity per run, normalized to the total inte-
grated luminosity delivered in 2016–2018. The results are shown for the three geometries and
are compared with the realistic MC scenario derived for each year, which will be described
in Section 9. The distributions are expected to be flat and compatible with zero for an ideally
aligned tracker. The impact parameter as a function of φ shows some improvement with the
EOY reconstruction, but the performance as a function of η is only improved with the legacy
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reprocessing. The remaining residual deviations from the ideal case observed in the legacy
reprocessing at high absolute pseudorapidity can be explained by a limited tracking perfor-
mance related to the pixel detector local reconstruction in the data. The deviation visible in the
simulation will be discussed in Section 9.
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Figure 27: Mean track-vertex impact parameter in the transverse plane dxy (left) and in the
longitudinal plane dz (right), as a function of track φ (top) and η (bottom). The impact parame-
ters are obtained by recalculating the vertex position after removal of the track under scrutiny
and considering the impact parameter of this removed track. Only tracks with pT > 3 GeV are
considered. These distributions are averaged over all runs of 2016, 2017, and 2018 after scaling
them with the corresponding delivered integrated luminosity for each run. Three alignment ge-
ometries in data are compared with the realistic MC alignment scenario evaluated in a sample
of simulated inclusive L1 trigger events (black points) scaled to the corresponding luminosity
delivered in 2016, 2017, and 2018. The error bars represent the statistical uncertainties due to
the limited number of tracks. In case of data points statistical uncertainties are smaller than
size of the displayed markers.
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Similarly to the DMR trends, we also calculate impact parameter trends. Figure 28 shows the
average and the spread of the distributions on a run-by-run basis, as a function of the delivered
integrated luminosity for the three geometries. The suboptimal tracking performance during
the first few inverse picobarns of the 2017 pp collision run corresponds to the commissioning of
the upgraded pixel detector. This is visible in the degraded impact parameter bias around the
thick vertical line, which indicates the Phase-1 upgrade. Apart from this short period, aligning
the tracker improves the mean of this distribution. Short IOVs with a suboptimal configuration
of the pixel local reconstruction, e.g. different high-voltage settings or local reconstruction pa-
rameters that are inconsistent with the alignment, can give rise to isolated peaks in the trends,
especially for the alignment derived during data taking. The slopes in the RMS trend that are
visible between two pixel calibration updates for the alignment during data taking are due
to residual radiation effects not included in the dedicated calibration, e.g. at the beginning of
2018. This causes the Lorentz drift to change rapidly. This residual effect can be corrected only
by aligning with a finer granularity than the automated alignment implements. In general, the
improved performance obtained with the legacy reprocessing is also related to the more gran-
ular configuration of the alignment fit in comparison with the alignment during data taking
and for the EOY reconstruction. This is especially the case in 2017.
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Figure 28: Impact parameter trends in the transverse plane dxy as a function of the delivered
integrated luminosity. Only tracks with pT > 3 GeV are considered. The upper figure shows
the average dxy; the lower figure shows its RMS in bins of the track η.

To obtain information about the PV resolution, the set of tracks assigned to a vertex is split
into two independent data sets. For this, instead of the usual inclusive L1 trigger sample, we
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Figure 29: Primary vertex resolution in the x (top) and z (bottom) directions, calculated using
refitted vertices with ∑ pT > 200 GeV (x) and ∑ pT > 400 GeV (z) in pp collisions. The vertical
black lines indicate the first processed runs for the 2016, 2017, and 2018 data-taking periods.
The vertical dotted lines indicate changes in the pixel tracker calibration.

use a sample populated with tracks at high pT. The tracks are sorted according to their pT and
assigned to a pair starting from the track with the highest pT. From each pair, one track is ran-
domly placed into one of the new samples to ensure similar kinematic attributes. For both new
data sets, the adaptive vertex fitter is run and the residual of the PV resolution is calculated as
the difference between the results. This is done for several values of ∑ pT for all tracks in the
respective data set, and the distribution of residuals is fitted with a Gaussian function. This
scalar pT sum is used to categorize the vertices, because the resolution improves when a larger
overall pT is assigned to a vertex. The PV resolution is defined as the mean of the fitted Gaus-
sian distribution. In Fig. 29, the resolution for all runs recorded in 2016, 2017, and 2018 is shown
using the three usual geometries, for the x and z vertex coordinates. As an illustration, two dif-
ferent selections in terms of the minimum track pT sum are shown. The maximum resolution
for each vertex coordinate is obtained for ∑ pT > 400 GeV, which is approximately 15% better
than in the case of the looser selection ∑ pT > 200 GeV. The conclusions are similar to those ob-
tained with the impact parameter trends: an improvement corresponding to the upgrade of the
pixel detector is observed, especially in the z direction, and isolated peaks correspond to short
IOVs with a suboptimal configuration of the pixel local reconstruction. Although the EOY re-
construction shows some improvement with respect to the alignment during data taking, the
legacy reprocessing seems to improve only the performance of certain outliers.
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8.2.3 Dimuon invariant mass reconstruction

The dimuon mass validation using Z → µµ events was already discussed in Section 5. Beyond
the improvement of the local precision, another improvement brought by the legacy reprocess-
ing is related to the systematic distortions, as demonstrated in Fig. 30. The sigmoid shape,
typical of a twist distortion, is reduced in the legacy reprocessing when compared with the
alignment during data taking and to the EOY reconstruction. Although the EOY reconstruc-
tion of the 2016 data did not suffer from such a distortion, that of the 2017 and 2018 data did
suffer from it. For 2017, the distortion was improved by performing the alignment fit with
MILLEPEDE-II in the legacy reprocessing. However, the distortion observed in 2018 was not re-
moved by the same procedure and a twist transformation was applied in the opposite direction
in addition to running MILLEPEDE-II for the legacy reprocessing. The reason for the need for
extra processing in 2018 is not understood to date.
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Figure 30: Reconstructed Z boson mass as a function of the difference in η between the posi-
tively and negatively charged muons, calculated from the full sample of dimuon events in the
years 2016, 2017, and 2018. The error bars show the standard deviation of the invariant Z boson
mass as retrieved from a fit of dimuon mass distribution to a Breit-Wigner convolved with a
Crystal Ball function.

Further systematic distortions have been reduced with the legacy reprocessing. For instance,
the bias in the reconstructed mass as a function of φ due to a systematic distortion is periodic
to first order, and the distributions are easily fit with a cosine function. As such, the ampli-
tude of the fitted cosine function is a good measure for quantifying the magnitude of the bias
in the reconstructed dimuon mass. The top figure of Fig. 31 demonstrates the periodicity of
the reconstructed Z boson mass, whereas the bottom figure of Fig. 31 shows the amplitude
of the reconstructed Z boson mass as a function of the delivered integrated luminosity. The
amplitude shows the average spread of the reconstructed Z boson mass with respect to φµ+

,
which is expected to be zero in a well-aligned detector. A nonzero amplitude indicates that
the reconstructed mass has some dependence on the spatial coordinates of the detector. We
observe an improvement in the legacy reprocessing compared with the earlier alignment pro-
cedures. However, the legacy reprocessing still shows a suboptimal performance in the 2018
data-taking year in comparison with the two other years. In addition to this, from the point of
view of Fig. 31, the legacy reprocessing shows worse performance than the alignment during



44

Align
m 2χ

Run2 Data

Alignment during data-taking

End-of-year re-reconstruction
Legacy reprocessing

pp collisions (1 September 2016)            CMS

3− 2− 1− 0 1 2 3

 [Rad]
+µ

φ

90.9

91

91.1

91.2

91.3

91.4

m
µµ

 [G
eV

]

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
 ]-1Delivered integrated luminosity  [fb

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

) 
 [G

eV
]

φ( µµ
M

A

Dimuon mass amplitude
Pixel calibration update
Alignment during data-taking
End-of-year re-reconstruction
Legacy reprocessing

CMS pp collisions (13 TeV)

2016 2017 2018
Phase-0 Phase-1

Figure 31: The upper figure shows the invariant mass of the dimuon system, as a function of
the azimuthal angle of the positively charged track for a single IOV. The lower figure shows
the amplitude A, obtained by fitting the invariant mass of the dimuon system versus φµ+

with
a function of the form A cos (φ + φ0) + b as a function of the delivered integrated luminosity.
The vertical bars on the points in the upper figure show the uncertainty in the average mµµ

of a given φµ+
bin. The shaded bands in the lower figure show the uncertainty in the fitted

parameters calculated by a χ2 regression.

data taking, especially in the last 30 fb−1. This is suspected to be related to the discrepancies
between different IOVs with different configurations while operating the pixel detector, e.g. a
change of voltage or annealing.

8.2.4 Cosmic ray muon track reconstruction

As was mentioned in Section 5, cosmic ray muon tracks are one of the key ingredients used
to control systematic distortions in the alignment procedure. The quality of the alignment
constants, and in particular the presence of certain systematic distortions, can also be better as-
sessed by studying the performance of the reconstruction of cosmic ray muon tracks. Figure 32
shows ∆η and the difference in the impact parameter in the transverse plane between the two
half tracks refitted from the hits of a cosmic ray muon traversing the detector.
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Figure 32: Performance results for cosmic ray muon tracks recorded during commissioning
and interfill runs at 3.8 T during 2016, 2017, and 2018. The top and bottom halves of the cosmic
ray track are reconstructed independently and the track parameters are compared at the point
of closest approach to the interaction region. The mean and RMS of the distribution of ∆η
relative to its uncertainty are shown in the figure on the left. The mean η difference between
the two tracks is presented as a function of dxy on the right, scaled down by

√
2 to account for

the two independent measurements. The error bars show the statistical uncertainty related to
the limited number of tracks.

From this perspective, the strategy followed in the legacy alignment procedure has led to better
performance. In particular, the improvement of the distribution of ∆η relative to its uncertainty
is related to the improved statistical precision of the alignment fit. The reduction in the differ-
ence between the impact parameters is related to the reduction of systematic distortions; in
particular, for the left figure, it can be interpreted as a reduction of the telescope WM.

8.2.5 Overlap validation

The overlap validation was already introduced in Section 5. Figure 33 shows the mean overlap
residuals as a function of the delivered integrated luminosity. The nonzero values, even for
the legacy reprocessing, illustrate the limitations of the strategy followed for the alignment fit,
where the temporal changes due to the irradiation of the modules are included in the alignment
parameters. The biases that were introduced by the radiation damage are artificially absorbed
in the alignment constants. Correlations between shifts in the mean overlap in Fig. 33 and ∆µ
in Fig. 25 demonstrate that the mean overlap is also an effective measure of the Lorentz angle
calibration bias. Alternatively, if any observed deviations are assumed to be caused purely by
systematic distortions, constraints can be placed on the maximal magnitude of the distortions
in the tracker. These constraints represent a worst-case misalignment scenario, where no bi-
ases are introduced by radiation damage. In the top row (bottom row) of Fig. 33, we observe
deviations from zero in the legacy reprocessing ranging from −21 µm to +2 µm (from −1.9 µm
to +5 µm), which correspond to longitudinal (radial) expansions or contractions ranging from
−105 µm to +10 µm at z = 26 cm (−5.7 µm to +16.5 µm at r = 16 cm).
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Figure 33: The upper (lower) figure shows the mean difference in residuals in the z (φ) direction
for modules overlapping in the z (φ) direction in the BPIX, 〈δz〉 (〈δφ〉), as a function of the
delivered integrated luminosity. The error bars show the statistical uncertainty in the mean of
distribution of the residuals. These residuals are calculated using a sample of data recorded
with the inclusive L1 trigger.



8.2 Performance 47

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140
 ]-1Delivered integrated luminosity  [fb

1400−

1300−

1200−

1100−

1000−

900−

800−

700−

600−

500−

m
]

µ
Y

  [

BPIX barycentre
Pixel calibration update
Alignment during data-taking
End-of-year re-reconstruction
Legacy reprocessing

CMS 13 TeV

2016 2017 2018
Phase-0 Phase-1

Figure 34: The global y coordinate of the barycentre position of the barrel pixel detector as
a function of the delivered integrated luminosity, determined as the centre-of-gravity of the
modules in the barrel pixel detector only.

8.2.6 Barycentre of the barrel pixel detector

The barycentre position is determined as the centre-of-gravity of the pixel modules, either con-
sidering all pixel modules or barrel pixel modules only. The position of the BPIX barycentre is
shown in Fig. 34 as a function of the delivered integrated luminosity. The barycentre position is
extracted directly from the alignment parameters. The differences between the years illustrate
the precision of the mechanical mounting of the detector. During the year, the position is con-
stant within a few µm, especially for the legacy reprocessing. Large differences in the position
at the beginning of the 2017 and 2018 data-taking periods are caused by the extraction and rein-
stallation of the pixel detector during the shutdowns. This was done for the Phase-1 upgrade in
2017, and for module replacements in 2018. The alignment during data taking, which does not
include corrections related to the accumulation of the radiation damage, introduces an artificial
shift in the barycentre position. This shift is reduced in the legacy reprocessing, where we have
shown that the effects of radiation damage were more successfully included in the alignment
procedure.

8.2.7 Alignment parameter uncertainties

The APUs account for the uncertainty in the positions of the modules derived from the align-
ment fit. The difference between the real and measured module positions is equivalent to a
residual misalignment that causes a widening of the distributions of the track-hit residuals,
which are given by r = m− f (p, q). Therefore, to estimate the contribution from the misalign-
ment to the hit residual distribution, the normalized hit residual resolution σr is calculated.
The resolution squared is given by the quadratic sum of the cluster position estimation (CPE)
uncertainty and the uncertainty of the prediction by the track fit, excluding the hit under study:

σ2
r = σ2

hit + σ2
trk. (6)

The normalized hit residual distribution, r
σr

, should have the same width as the design simula-
tion for a perfectly aligned tracker, with a broader and shifted distribution in case of misalign-
ment.

To compensate for the broadening of the hit residual distribution caused by the misalignment,
an additional uncertainty σalign is introduced, which is added in quadrature to the initial reso-
lution:
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σ2
r′ = σ2

r + σ2
align. (7)

Since the additional alignment uncertainty is also included in the tracking covariance matrix
and influences the hit association windows used in pattern recognition, σalign affects the track
reconstruction itself. This is included by calculating σalign iteratively, where the track candidate
is refitted for each iteration, using the previous estimate of σalign. To ensure convergence, 15
iterations are performed, which is sufficient.

To account for possible incorrectly estimated track fit uncertainties or deficits in the CPE pa-
rameterization, the width of the normalized hit residual distribution is compared with values
obtained from ideal simulation. The APUs are then determined in such a way that the width
of the distribution of r/σr′ matches that of the ideal simulation. If the normalized hit residual
distribution is not wider than the one for the ideal case, the final σalign value is set to zero.

The contribution from the misalignment of the sensors to the total hit resolution for the inner
ladders of the first and second BPIX layers in the local y coordinate is shown in Fig. 35 for data
taken from 2016 to 2018, as a function of the delivered integrated luminosity. The alignment
uncertainty mainly varies between 0 and 30 µm and is only larger for the alignment during data
taking at the beginning of data taking in 2017, because the pixel detector was replaced. For the
legacy reprocessing, the measurements were performed with a higher granularity. The legacy
measurements might have larger values compared with earlier reconstructions because of the
higher granularity and because a decrease of the CPE uncertainty can result in an increase of
σalign. The resolution of the second layer is better in comparison with the first layer because of
the higher radiation dose in the first layer.

The contribution from the misalignment of the sensors to the total hit resolution is shown in
Fig. 36 for the pixel detector and the inner barrel region of the strip detector. As an example,
a data set recorded in October 2017 was selected as a representative sample showing the per-
formance for the detector geometry in 2017 and 2018. The results obtained from the legacy
reprocessing are more granular and yield smaller or similar alignment uncertainties than the
alignment uncertainties obtained during data taking or from the EOY reconstruction in most
module categories.

Finally, the change in the estimation of the alignment accuracy is also visible in Fig. 37, where
the distribution of the RMS of the normalized track-hit residuals produced with the single-
muon data set is shown for the BPIX and the TID. In this figure, the same high-level structures,
and the same condition on the number of hits per module, as in Fig. 24 are used. The distribu-
tions in data are averaged over all IOVs, weighted by the corresponding delivered integrated
luminosity. These distributions are compared with the realistic and ideal single-muon MC sce-
narios that will be introduced in Section 9. The improvement from the legacy reprocessing
related to the finer granularity can also be seen, because the means of the distributions shift
closer towards unity. The distributions are not expected to be centred exactly around unity,
since an incorrect estimation of the track or hit uncertainty causes this centre to deviate from
unity. This can be observed in the ideal simulation without misalignment.

8.3 Special runs

The approach used to align the tracker during periods of data taking with lower pileup or a
different centre-of-mass energy than usual, as well as during HI collisions, differs from the
description in Section 8.1. These data sets are small compared with the standard pp collision
data set and are used independently from it in physics analyses. Short periods of time during
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Figure 35: The contribution from the misalignment of the sensors to the total hit resolution for
the inner ladders of the first (top) and second (bottom) BPIX layers in the local y coordinate as a
function of the delivered integrated luminosity. For the legacy reprocessing, the measurements
were performed with a higher granularity than in the other two cases.
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Figure 36: The contribution from the misalignment of the sensors to the total hit resolution in
the local x coordinate for the tracker pixel detector (left) and the inner barrel region of the strip
detector (right). These contributions are shown separately for the different module categories
that characterize the hierarchical structure of each subdetector.
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Figure 37: The distribution of the RMS of the normalized residuals in the local x coordinate
(x′) for modules in the BPIX (left) and in the TID (right). The distributions evaluated in data
are averaged over all IOVs, weighted by the integrated luminosity delivered in each IOV. The
distributions in data are compared with an MC scenario with realistic alignment conditions for
the legacy reprocessing and an MC scenario with ideal alignment conditions. An improvement
is visible in the legacy reprocessing compared with the other two alignments shown; this is
quantified by the quoted means µ of the distributions.

which the alignment performance is suboptimal do not have a significant effect on the large
standard pp collision data set. For the much smaller data sets collected during special runs,
a short period of suboptimal alignment performance would have a comparatively more im-
portant impact. A dedicated alignment strategy is therefore employed to ensure the alignment
performance is maintained in these subsets of the data.

8.3.1 Low-pileup runs and runs at 5.02 TeV

Several low-pileup runs were taken during Run 2. These runs had an average of three interac-
tions per bunch crossing, whereas under normal operating conditions the average number of
interactions per bunch crossing was greater than 20. In 2017 (2018) a data set corresponding
to an integrated luminosity of 0.22 (0.03) fb−1 was collected under these low-pileup conditions.
The low-pileup runs in 2017 were included in the global legacy alignment procedure described
in Section 8.1. To improve the performance of the alignment for the low-pileup runs, the result
of this global alignment was used as a starting point for an additional alignment fit. This last
step used only tracks from the low-pileup runs, and the positions of the pixel detector mod-
ules were allowed to vary. The parameters of the strip detector remained fixed to the values
determined in the first step.

In 2017, a data set corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 90 pb−1 was collected at a
centre-of-mass energy of 5.02 TeV. An alignment fit was performed following the same ap-
proach as for the low-pileup runs. However, the runs at 5.02 TeV were not included in the
global legacy alignment procedure.

For the low-pileup runs taken during 2018, a different approach was employed. On top of
the legacy alignment procedure, a fit using only tracks from the 2018 low-pileup runs was per-
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formed. In this step the parameters of the strip detector were fixed to the values obtained in the
global procedure and the parameters of the half-barrels and half-cylinders of the pixel detector
were allowed to vary. In this case the complexity of the second step is reduced compared with
that employed for the low-pileup runs taken in 2017 as a result of the much smaller amount of
data collected.

8.3.2 Heavy ion runs

The track multiplicity in HI collisions, especially in central ones where the nuclei collide head-
on, is much higher than in pp collisions. In general, it is not guaranteed that the techniques
developed in the context of pp collision data apply directly to HI runs.

The initial alignment constants used for the HI running period were determined from pp runs
with the same detector settings as used during the HI data-taking period. Movements in the
high-level structures of the pixel detector were observed by the PCL alignment procedure at
the beginning of HI data taking. The automated alignment procedure triggered by these move-
ments improved the tracking and vertexing performance.

To further improve the performance, a module-level alignment fit was performed in the BPIX
and FPIX using the HIPPY algorithm with 30 iterations. As an input for the alignment fit,
approximately 100 000 events from a data set that preferably contained events where the two
colliding lead ions only partially overlap were used. The HIPPY alignment procedure was
validated by investigating the DMRs and impact parameters (presented in Section 7.1.1) for
the data with and without applying the obtained alignment conditions. An improvement of the
tracking performance in the pixel detector was observed with the new alignment conditions,
both in the barrel and in the forward regions.

No additional alignment fits were performed for these data sets as part of the legacy alignment
procedure.

9 Alignment in simulation
To achieve the best possible modelling of the data, simulated events are processed through the
same detector reconstruction chain used for events in the observed data. This requires the full
set of calibrations, including tracker alignment constants, to be derived for the simulation as
well. The main purpose of such constants is to reproduce, as accurately as possible, the same
performance and effects observed in the data. This section presents the strategy adopted to
derive alignment conditions consistent with the ones for the legacy reprocessing. This specific
case is most interesting because the alignment constants for the simulation were derived after
the final conditions for data reprocessing were available, thus making better tuning possible,
as described in Section 9.1. The conditions are derived separately for each data-taking year,
though no further time dependence is included in the simulation. The alignment scenarios for
simulation are validated using the same methods used for data. Therefore a direct comparison
of the quantities sensitive to alignment effects is possible, as shown in Section 9.2. The good
description of the data achieved by the dedicated simulation is also demonstrated in Section 9.3
in terms of track-related quantities, such as the impact parameters and the χ2 distributions of
the track fits.

9.1 Derivation of the alignment

The general strategy used to derive accurate alignment constants for the simulation relies on
reproducing the procedure adopted for the data as closely as possible. For this, a full alignment
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fit is performed using simulated events.

The starting geometry for the fit is built starting from the ideal detector geometry, with mis-
alignments applied to reflect the average accuracy of the alignment constants in data after the
EOY reconstruction. A Gaussian smearing is applied to the ideal module positions in the local
x, y, and z directions. The RMS values for the x and y directions are obtained from the DMR
distributions of the EOY reconstruction. This is done separately for each tracker partition.
When appropriate, further systematic shifts of the tracker substructures are also applied, ac-
counting for the presence of systematic misalignments. Table 4 shows the shifts of the module
positions applied to construct the scenarios used as a starting point for the MC fits for the 2016
and 2017 legacy alignment conditions. Similarly, a smearing of 10 µm was applied to all tracker
substructures in the three local directions for the derivation of the 2018 legacy MC alignment
conditions.

Table 4: Magnitude of the Gaussian smearing applied to the design geometry to derive the
starting geometry for the 2016 and 2017 legacy MC alignments. The adopted values in both
years are reported for each substructure and by coordinate.

Year Substructure σx [ µm ] σy [ µm ] σz [ µm ]

2016

BPIX 3.0 9.1 —
FPIX 9.0 9.0 —
TIB 4.8 4.8 —
TOB 11.7 11.7 —
TID 3.3 3.3 —
TEC 6.9 6.9 —

2017

BPIX 6.1 17.0 5.0
FPIX 5.3 2.7 5.0
TIB 13.7 13.7 5.0
TOB 30.9 30.9 5.0
TID 6.3 6.3 5.0
TEC 13.6 13.6 5.0

After having determined the starting point for the MC alignment, the fit is performed using the
same granularity as for the data. The set of simulated tracks used for the fit is obtained from
several samples, reflecting the variety of topologies used in data, as discussed in Section 4. The
composition of the sample used in the data alignment is closely matched using event weights.

9.2 Validation

The alignment constants derived from the fit are then validated and compared with the data.
First, the tracker geometry obtained from the fit is compared with the ideal one to directly
assess the recovery from misalignment and spot any unusual movements or systematic distor-
tions that might be artificially introduced by the fit. An example is provided in the right panel
of Fig. 26, showing the differences in the module positions in the φ coordinate for the 2017
MC alignment with respect to the ideal detector geometry. No unexpected large movements or
misalignments are observed, providing a first indication that the alignment fit performs well.
Figure 38 shows the differences in the module positions in the z coordinate for the 2018 MC
alignment. Here, movements characteristic of a z expansion WM are observed in the TEC.
These movements are not expected to have a large impact on the alignment performance.

Since the performance in data is generally not uniform in time, three representative IOVs are
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Figure 38: Difference of module positions in the global z coordinate as obtained in the 2018 MC
alignment fit with respect to the ideal positions. The modules are given a colour corresponding
to the value of ∆z according to the colour bar on the bottom. Modules that were inactive during
the simulation are indicated in dark grey. A pattern typical for the z expansion distortion can
be observed in the TEC, with a maximum magnitude of approximately 200 µm. The effect of
this systematic misalignment on the alignment performance is expected to be small.
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selected and compared with the alignment in simulation. The impact parameter performance
for the 2017 MC scenario is shown in Fig. 39. An attempt to reproduce the modulations ob-
served at high absolute pseudorapidity for the three selected IOVs was made by applying a
coherent shift of 30 µm in the z coordinate to the endcaps of the FPIX. In a similar approach, a
10 µm ladderwise alternation of the bias in the x coordinate was applied to the first layer of the
BPIX in the 2018 MC scenario. The local precision of the MC alignment procedure, which can
be estimated from the DMR distributions and compared with the data, is shown in Fig. 40 for
2017. The effect of the introduced systematic misalignment can be observed in the distribution
corresponding to the FPIX. On average, the performance of the MC alignment matches the per-
formance observed in data. The same observation is supported by the results of the cosmic ray
muon track split validation, shown in Fig. 41.
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Figure 39: Distribution of the mean impact parameter in the transverse plane (left) and in the
longitudinal plane (right) as a function of the track φ (top) and η (bottom) for 2017. The derived
MC scenario is compared with three representative IOVs from the year 2017 in data (18 July,
18 August, 5 October) to assess its validity as the final geometry. The error bars show the
statistical uncertainty related to the limited number of tracks.
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Figure 40: The DMRs in the local x coordinate for different components of the tracker system.
The derived MC scenario is compared with three representative IOVs from the year 2017 in
data (18 July, 18 August, 5 October) to assess its validity as the final geometry.
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Figure 41: Difference in the impact parameters in the longitudinal (left) and transverse (right)
plane as evaluated in the cosmic ray muon track splitting validation. The derived MC scenario
is compared with three representative IOVs from the year 2017 in data (18 July, 18 August,
5 October) to assess its validity as the final geometry.

With this set of validations shown for the 2017 MC misalignment scenario, we conclude that the
derived scenario is consistent with the conditions observed in the CMS detector. Therefore, it
was chosen as the alignment scenario for the 2017 legacy MC simulation. The same procedure
was applied for the other two years, and a final candidate consistent with the CMS detector
conditions was delivered.

Finally, the performance of the MC scenario for each year separately is shown in Fig. 42. The
performance of the realistic MC scenario scaled to the corresponding delivered integrated lu-
minosity was already shown in Fig. 27 to provide a comparison with the average performance
in the three considered geometries. The observed residual deviations from the ideal case (mean
of 0) should reflect the alignment precision and radiation effects in data, mostly visible for the
high-|η| region, which cannot be fully fixed by the alignment. Apart from this region, a very
similar performance was achieved for the simulation in each year.

9.3 Comparison of data and MC performance

A set of track properties is compared between data and MC simulation after the Run 2 legacy
reprocessing to check the alignment of the detector. This is done to ensure the data and MC
simulation are compatible. In this study, inclusive L1 trigger pp collision data reconstructed
with the Run 2 legacy reprocessing were compared with a simulated sample of single-neutrino
production to produce events containing only pileup and detector noise. In early 2016, the
silicon strip detector observed a decrease in the signal-to-noise ratio, associated with a loss of
hits in tracks. This behaviour was caused by saturation effects [36] in the preamplifier circuit
used in the strip tracker readout ASIC (APV25) chip [37]. During this period, a data set cor-
responding to an integrated luminosity of 20 fb−1 was impacted by this effect. It was resolved
by optimizing the setting of the parameter governing the drain speed of the preamplifier in the
APV25 chip on 13th August 2016 to achieve a recovery of the hit efficiency to the same level
as in Run 1. The period affected by this problem is referred to as having old APV settings,
whereas the 2016 data-taking period after the resolution of the issue is referred to as using new
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Figure 42: Mean track-vertex impact parameter in the transverse plane (left) and in the longi-
tudinal plane (right), as a function of the track φ (top) and η (bottom). A comparison of the
results with the alignment constants derived in the Run 2 legacy MC scenario for 2016, 2017,
and 2018 separately is shown. The error bars show the statistical uncertainty related to the
limited number of tracks.



58

SIP2D wrt PV

510

610

710

N
o.

 o
f t

ra
ck

s 
/ 0

.5

2016 Old APV settings

 (13 TeV)-10.30 fbCMS

Data

MC

5− 4− 3− 2− 1− 0 1 2 3 4 5

SIP2D wrt PV

0.8
0.9

1
1.1
1.2

D
at

a/
M

C

SIP2D wrt PV

610

710

810

N
o.

 o
f t

ra
ck

s 
/ 0

.5

2017

 (13 TeV)-10.12 fbCMS

Data

MC

5− 4− 3− 2− 1− 0 1 2 3 4 5

SIP2D wrt PV

0.8
0.9

1
1.1
1.2

D
at

a/
M

C

Figure 43: Distribution of the two-dimensional track impact parameter significance (SIP2D)
with respect to the PV. Data collected in 2016 (left) and 2017 (right) are compared with the cor-
responding MC simulation. For 2016, the simulation with old APV settings is shown. For both
data and simulation, the first and last bins include the underflow and overflow, respectively.
Vertical error bars represent the statistical uncertainty due to the limited number of tracks; they
are smaller than the marker size in both years. Tracks with very low χ2 probability values,
related to pattern recognition errors, are not included in these figures.
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Figure 44: The distribution of the uncertainty in measuring the three-dimensional track impact
parameter (IP3D), with respect to the PV. Data collected in 2016 (left) and 2017 (right) are com-
pared with the corresponding MC simulation. For 2016, the simulation with old APV settings
is shown. For both data and simulation, the last bins include the overflow. Vertical error bars
represent the statistical uncertainty due to the limited number of tracks; they are smaller than
the marker size in both years. Tracks with very low χ2 probability values, related to pattern
recognition errors, are not included in these figures.
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Figure 45: Distribution of the track χ2 probability for the number of degrees of freedom in the
track fit. Data collected in 2016 (left) and 2017 (right) are compared with the corresponding
MC simulation. For 2016, the simulation with old APV settings is shown. Vertical error bars
represent the statistical uncertainty due to the limited number of tracks; they are smaller than
the marker size in both years. Some tracks have a very low χ2 probability value, below the
dashed line, as a result of pattern recognition errors. Such tracks are excluded from the studies
in this section.

APV settings. A legacy MC sample, containing a dedicated description of the APV25 chip dy-
namic gain [38] was made for the first part of the 2016 data-taking period and is referred to as
“MC with APV simulation”.

The runs where important updates were made in the legacy reprocessing are used to check the
performance. The study uses 0.30 fb−1 of 2016 data with old APV settings and 0.12 fb−1 of 2017
data. To compare data and simulation, the simulated events are reweighted with respect to the
distribution of the number of vertices. In addition, the simulated samples are normalized to
the integrated luminosity of the data. In general, “high-purity” tracks [7] are the default track
selection for majority of physics analyses in CMS, unless efficiency is essential and purity is not
a major concern. Therefore we consider only good “high-purity” tracks to maintain high effi-
ciency (with a typical efficiency of more than 95%) along with the rejection of a large number of
misidentified tracks (the misidentification rate is less than 8%). Three track observables that are
sensitive to the tracker alignment were used to compare the data and the simulation. For this
study we select events in the same phase space as used for the DMRs shown in Fig. 12, where
the alignment should play an important role. Tracks with very low track χ2 probability values
(χ2 < 0.02) are excluded from the studies in this section. Such low values of the χ2 probability
are related to pattern recognition errors. For all of the years, comparable agreement between
the data and MC simulation was observed. During the 2016 YETS, the Phase-1 upgrade of the
pixel detector [3, 4] took place. To compare data and MC simulation for the Phase-0 detector, a
study of 2016 data and MC simulation using old APV settings, and with a dedicated descrip-
tion corresponding to the APV dynamic gain, was performed. The same was done with 2017
data and MC simulation to make the equivalent comparison for the Phase-1 detector.

The two-dimensional track impact parameter significance (SIP2D) with respect to the PV in
the transverse plane of the detector is defined as the ratio of the two-dimensional track impact
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parameter with respect to the PV and its uncertainty. Track impact parameter uncertainties are
calculated from the covariance matrix of the fitted track trajectory. A comparison between data
and MC simulation of the distribution of the SIP2D with respect to the PV is shown in Fig. 43
for the legacy reprocessing of the 2016 and 2017 data. The symmetric nature of the figures in-
dicates the detector is aligned well in both years. In 2016, the agreement between data and MC
simulation becomes worse for higher values of SIP2D. This discrepancy is not due to misalign-
ment, but is instead caused by the somewhat imperfect simulation of the APV saturation in the
case where strip hits contribute more to the tracks in the tails of the distribution. In 2017, good
agreement between data and simulation is seen.

The IP3D uncertainty is the uncertainty in measuring the three-dimensional track impact pa-
rameter. The distribution of the IP3D uncertainty with respect to the PV is shown in Fig. 44,
comparing data and simulation. In both years, despite the steeply falling spectrum for both
data and simulation, a notable deviation between data and MC simulation is seen for large
values of the IP3D uncertainty. This deviation is possibly due to a residual discrepancy in the
simulation of the APV saturation rather than to a misalignment in the detector. In 2017, the
agreement between data and simulation is much improved compared to the 2016 data-taking
period with the old APV settings.

Figure 45 shows the track χ2 probability for the number of degrees of freedom of the track fits,
in both data and simulation. In both years, the peak at very low track χ2 probability values
is mainly related to pattern recognition errors. Tracks in this region, indicated by a vertical
dashed line in Fig. 45, are excluded from the studies in this section. Also in both years, the
simulation underestimates the data for low probability values, and overestimates the data for
high probability values. By comparing the distribution of the RMS of the normalized residuals
(DRNRs) between data and simulation in all the subdetectors for the 2016 and 2017 runs, we
find that for most of the subdetectors the DRNR in data is shifted towards larger DRNR values
compared with the simulation. This leads to an underestimation of the simulation, compared
with data, for lower values of the χ2 probability.

Overall, good agreement between the data and simulation is seen in both the 2016 data-taking
period with the old APV settings and in 2017. From the comparison of the data and the simu-
lation, we conclude that the updated alignment conditions for the legacy reprocessing in data
lead to consistent good agreement with the MC simulation. It also confirms a consistent align-
ment of the tracker during Run 2.

10 Summary
In this paper, the strategies for and the performance of the alignment of the CMS central tracker
during the data-taking period from 2015 to 2018 have been described.

The alignment was determined from a global track fit, where the module parameters were
released in addition to the track parameters. Two algorithms based on slightly different ap-
proaches were used to perform the minimization of this problem with a large number of param-
eters, namely HIPPY and MILLEPEDE-II. Improvements of the software introduced for Run 2
were discussed.

Different strategies were applied depending on the number of parameters to determine: at
the beginning of the year and with the very limited amount of data available, the modules of
the pixel tracker were aligned with respect to the strip tracker; during the year, an automated
alignment procedure was performed for each run, correcting for movements of the mechanical
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structures of the pixel tracker with respect to the strip tracker; finally, in the middle or at the end
of the year, once a large amount of data had been recorded (including e.g. a sufficient number
of muon tracks from Z boson decays), all modules of the strip and pixel trackers were aligned
in a single fit accounting for time dependence. The last strategy leads to the highest precision
of all and is preferred for the event reconstruction in the context of physics analyses.

Systematic distortions arising from the ageing of the detector, from internal symmetries of the
minimization problem or from external constraints, were monitored using specific distribu-
tions. Examples of such distributions are the dimuon invariant mass as a function of the kine-
matical properties of the outgoing muons and the difference of the mean of the distribution of
the median of the residuals for modules pointing in opposite directions.

In general, the increased level of radiation compared with data collected before 2012 required
an updated strategy. As part of the reprocessing of the data recorded during the period from
2016 to 2018 after the end of data taking, the alignment parameters were determined with a
higher precision than for the end-of-year reconstruction. This was made possible by artificially
moving the ladders and panels in the pixel trackers to absorb the gradually accumulating sys-
tematic shift induced by the ageing of the modules and by defining finer intervals of validity.

In addition to the alignment of the modules in real data, scenarios for use in simulation were
also derived, aiming to resemble the statistical performance and the systematic effects. A sce-
nario was provided for each year separately, without time dependence in the alignment fit.
Various comparisons of the performance in data and in simulation have been presented, espe-
cially in the context of the reprocessing of the data recorded between 2016 and 2018 after the
end of data taking.
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[22] R. Frühwirth, “Application of Kalman filtering to track and vertex fitting”, Nucl. Instrum.
Meth. A 262 (1987) 444, doi:10.1016/0168-9002(87)90887-4.

[23] W. D. Hulsbergen, “The global covariance matrix of tracks fitted with a Kalman filter and
an application in detector alignment”, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 600 (2009) 471,
doi:10.1016/j.nima.2008.11.094.

[24] J. Amoraal et al., “Application of vertex and mass constraints in track-based alignment”,
Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 712 (2013) 48, doi:10.1016/j.nima.2012.11.192,
arXiv:1207.4756.

[25] C. Kleinwort, “General broken lines as advanced track fitting method”, Nucl. Instrum.
Meth. A 673 (2012) 107, doi:10.1016/j.nima.2012.01.024, arXiv:1201.4320.

[26] “Gbl website”, 2021. Accessed on 22 February 2021.
https://www.terascale.de/wiki/generalbrokenlines.

[27] S.-C. T. Choi, C. C. Paige, and M. A. Saunders, “MINRES-QLP: A Krylov subspace
method for indefinite or singular symmetric systems”, SIAM J. Sci. Comput. 33 (2011)
1810, doi:10.1137/100787921, arXiv:1003.4042.

[28] S.-C. T. Choi and M. A. Saunders, “Algorithm 937: MINRES-QLP for symmetric and
Hermitian linear equations and least-squares problems”, ACM Trans. Math. Soft. (TOMS)
40 (2014) 1, doi:10.1145/2527267, arXiv:1301.2707.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2014)079
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1405.0301
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0907.5514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/119/3/032030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/13/10/P10034
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1807.03289
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1748-0221/4/07/T07001
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/0904.1220
https://www.terascale.de/wiki/millepede_ii/
https://www.terascale.de/wiki/millepede_ii/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2006.05.157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/epjconf/201921401040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0168-9002(87)90887-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2008.11.094
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2012.11.192
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1207.4756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2012.01.024
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1201.4320
https://www.terascale.de/wiki/generalbrokenlines
https://www.terascale.de/wiki/generalbrokenlines
http://dx.doi.org/10.1137/100787921
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1003.4042
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2527267
http://www.arXiv.org/abs/1301.2707


References 65

[29] V. Karimaki, A. Heikkinen, T. Lampen, and T. Linden, “Sensor alignment by tracks”, in
13th International Conference on Computing in High-Enery and Nuclear Physics (CHEP 2003).
2003. arXiv:physics/0306034. [eConf C0303241, TULT008].

[30] CMS Collaboration, “The HIP algorithm for track based alignment and its application to
the CMS pixel detector”, CMS Note CMS-NOTE-2006-018, 2006.

[31] D. N. Brown, A. V. Gritsan, Z. J. Guo, and D. Roberts, “Local alignment of the BABAR
silicon vertex tracking detector”, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 603 (2009) 467,
doi:10.1016/j.nima.2009.02.001, arXiv:0809.3823.
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J. Ott , H. Siikonen, E. Tuominen , J. Tuominiemi

Lappeenranta University of Technology, Lappeenranta, Finland
P. Luukka , H. Petrow, T. Tuuva
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Piemonte Orientale c, Novara, Italy

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1124-8450
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5490-605X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5927-8865
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8575-7250
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7375-4899
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5269-8517
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8184-7953
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0227-1301
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3086-8260
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7497-7450
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0218-4910
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0782-0883
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9918-1686
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8387-762X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2461-275X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2414-4175
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8219-2074
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0098-2716
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6262-4685
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3072-1020
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9526-556X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1327-9058
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9258-1345
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9821-4151
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3798-1135
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6471-5492
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8233-7277
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8773-4781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0807-8772
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8412-4072
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3129-828X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2205-5737
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2359-8477
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5360-1454
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3474-2099
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7915-1650
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8312-1531
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1659-8727
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8086-2863
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1315-563X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7253-2669
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3233-5123
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8791-7978
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1797-4330
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5861-8140
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1118-6205
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7002-2051
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8279-2464
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4640-6108
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4050-1769
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4281-4582
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3953-5996
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0380-1172
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3075-2679
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9606-5604
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7104-257X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5499-7916
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5559-0894
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1906-1076
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0697-3420
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0165-3962
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9207-7256
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3977-6976
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0037-5032
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9247-7778
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2379-9903
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4159-9123
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6464-1099
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0843-4108
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9007-629X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8040-4993
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9004-735X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7676-3106
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5322-2414
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0386-0527
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5408-5180
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2808-7315
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2031-2955
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9770-2249
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2991-6384
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5021-7759
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7125-2905
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1717-5654
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4298-1620
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2895-9638
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2421-1171
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9971-1176
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6598-6865
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9930-9299
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2303-2588
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0146-845X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0002-5462
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7342-2592
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1414-9343
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7138-7017
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7646-4977
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9428-2296
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4560-1614
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1549-7107
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1251-3597
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8946-655X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5183-9020
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3885-3821
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7551-5613
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2323-8017
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7213-3214
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6361-438X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5266-6865
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4543-2718
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0635-274X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8243-371X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7962-5203
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2574-4383
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2606-9156
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9395-5230
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0249-4142
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0042-9507
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3924-7380
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1061-3877
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0870-5796
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5920-2438
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3810-8530
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6238-6787
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8480-2259
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3229-0781
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0080-9550
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9794-3360
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2173-7530
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2505-8359
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2532-9876


74

N. Amapanea ,b , R. Arcidiaconoa,c , S. Argiroa,b , M. Arneodoa,c , N. Bartosika ,
R. Bellana,b , A. Belloraa ,b , J. Berenguer Antequeraa,b , C. Biinoa , N. Cartigliaa ,
S. Coli, S. Comettia , M. Costaa,b , R. Covarellia ,b , G. Dellacasaa , N. Demariaa ,
S. Garbolinoa , M. Grippoa ,b, B. Kiania,b , F. Leggera , C. Mariottia , S. Masellia ,
E. Migliorea,b , E. Monteila,b , M. Montenoa , M.M. Obertinoa,b , G. Ortonaa ,
L. Pachera,b , N. Pastronea , M. Pelliccionia , G.L. Pinna Angionia,b, M. Ruspaa,c ,
K. Shchelinaa , F. Sivieroa,b , V. Solaa , A. Solanoa,b , D. Soldia,b , A. Staianoa ,
M. Tornagoa,b, D. Trocinoa , A. Vagnerinia,b

INFN Sezione di Trieste a, Trieste, Italy, Università di Trieste b, Trieste, Italy
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D. Hits, W. Lustermann, A.-M. Lyon, R.A. Manzoni , L. Marchese , C. Martin Perez,
M.T. Meinhard, F. Nessi-Tedaldi, J. Niedziela , F. Pauss, V. Perovic, S. Pigazzini ,
M.G. Ratti , M. Reichmann, C. Reissel, T. Reitenspiess, B. Ristic , U. Röser, D. Ruini,
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E.A. Yetkin82

Istanbul Technical University, Istanbul, Turkey
A. Cakir , K. Cankocak71 , Y. Komurcu, S. Sen83

Istanbul University, Istanbul, Turkey
S. Cerci74, I. Hos84, B. Kaynak, S. Ozkorucuklu, D. Sunar Cerci74 , C. Zorbilmez

Institute for Scintillation Materials of National Academy of Science of Ukraine, Kharkov,
Ukraine
B. Grynyov

National Scientific Center, Kharkov Institute of Physics and Technology, Kharkov, Ukraine
L. Levchuk

University of Bristol, Bristol, United Kingdom
D. Anthony, E. Bhal , S. Bologna, J.J. Brooke , A. Bundock , E. Clement , D. Cussans ,
H. Flacher , J. Goldstein , G.P. Heath, H.F. Heath , L. Kreczko , B. Krikler ,
S. Paramesvaran, S. Seif El Nasr-Storey, V.J. Smith, N. Stylianou85 , K. Walkingshaw Pass,
R. White

Rutherford Appleton Laboratory, Didcot, United Kingdom
K.W. Bell, A. Belyaev86 , C. Brew , R.M. Brown, D.J.A. Cockerill, C. Cooke, J.A. Coughlan,
K.V. Ellis, K. Harder, S. Harper, M.-L. Holmberg87, J. Linacre , K. Manolopoulos,
D.M. Newbold , E. Olaiya, D. Petyt, T. Reis , T. Schuh, C.H. Shepherd-Themistocleous,
I.R. Tomalin, T. Williams

Imperial College, London, United Kingdom

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7695-501X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8072-795X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6361-2117
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5291-1661
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0538-1469
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8992-5426
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6657-0407
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7561-6091
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0199-6957
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1579-2421
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9991-195X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5846-3919
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5184-2265
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5622-4260
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0582-4167
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1304-3782
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0468-8805
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4260-5118
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1950-8993
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5732-7950
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1892-7130
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2234-7219
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3563-2959
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3611-390X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7977-7127
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7092-5517
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0039-5503
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7598-5252
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6172-0285
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6940-7800
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9074-2256
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3039-021X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5962-2221
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8419-1400
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4915-9162
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9231-7464
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6353-518X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2890-4493
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9007-8260
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8627-7689
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3829-3481
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7325-1087
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5412-4688
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5889-7410
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4494-628X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6078-3348
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2916-6456
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3412-4004
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8192-0826
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5371-941X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1591-6014
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6576-9740
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2341-8330
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9712-0030
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0113-6829
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1733-4408
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6595-8365
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7555-652X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9015-9634
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3703-6624
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8724-4678


79

R. Bainbridge , P. Bloch , S. Bonomally, J. Borg , S. Breeze, C.E. Brown, O. Buchmuller,
V. Cepaitis , G.S. Chahal88 , D. Colling, P. Dauncey , G. Davies , M. Della Negra ,
S. Fayer, G. Fedi , G. Hall , M.H. Hassanshahi, G. Iles, J. Langford, L. Lyons, A.-
M. Magnan, S. Malik, A. Martelli , D.G. Monk, J. Nash89 , M. Pesaresi, D.M. Raymond,
A. Richards, A. Rose, E. Scott , C. Seez, A. Shtipliyski, A. Tapper , K. Uchida, T. Virdee18 ,
M. Vojinovic , N. Wardle , S.N. Webb , D. Winterbottom

Brunel University, Uxbridge, United Kingdom
K. Coldham, J.E. Cole , M. Ghorbani, A. Khan, P. Kyberd , I.D. Reid , L. Teodorescu,
S. Zahid

Baylor University, Waco, Texas, USA
S. Abdullin , A. Brinkerhoff , B. Caraway , J. Dittmann , K. Hatakeyama ,
A.R. Kanuganti, B. McMaster , N. Pastika, M. Saunders , S. Sawant, C. Sutantawibul,
J. Wilson

Catholic University of America, Washington, DC, USA
R. Bartek , A. Dominguez , R. Uniyal , A.M. Vargas Hernandez

The University of Alabama, Tuscaloosa, Alabama, USA
A. Buccilli , S.I. Cooper , D. Di Croce , S.V. Gleyzer , C. Henderson , C.U. Perez ,
P. Rumerio90 , C. West

Boston University, Boston, Massachusetts, USA
A. Akpinar , A. Albert , D. Arcaro , C. Cosby , Z. Demiragli , E. Fontanesi, D. Gastler,
E. Hazen, S. May , A. Peck, J. Rohlf , K. Salyer , D. Sperka, D. Spitzbart , I. Suarez ,
A. Tsatsos, S. Yuan, D. Zou

Brown University, Providence, Rhode Island, USA
G. Benelli , B. Burkle , X. Coubez23, D. Cutts , M. Hadley , U. Heintz , N. Hinton,
J.M. Hogan91 , A. Honma , A. Korotkov, T. KWON, G. Landsberg , K.T. Lau , D. Li,
M. Lukasik, J. Luo , M. Narain, N. Pervan, S. Sagir92 , F. Simpson, E. Spencer, E. Usai ,
W.Y. Wong, X. Yan , D. Yu , W. Zhang

University of California, Davis, Davis, California, USA
J. Bonilla , C. Brainerd , R. Breedon, M. Calderon De La Barca Sanchez, E. Cannaert,
M. Chertok , J. Conway , P.T. Cox, R. Erbacher, G. Haza, D. Hemer, F. Jensen , O. Kukral,
R. Lander, M. Mulhearn , D. Pellett, B. Regnery , D. Taylor , J. Thomson, W. Wei, T. Welton,
Y. Yao , F. Zhang

University of California, Los Angeles, California, USA
M. Bachtis , R. Cousins , A. Datta , D. Hamilton, J. Hauser , M. Ignatenko, M.A. Iqbal,
T. Lam, W.A. Nash, S. Regnard , D. Saltzberg , B. Stone, V. Valuev

University of California, Riverside, Riverside, California, USA
K. Burt, Y. Chen, R. Clare , J.W. Gary , M. Gordon, G. Hanson , G. Karapostoli ,
O.R. Long , N. Manganelli, M. Olmedo Negrete, W. Si , S. Wimpenny, Y. Zhang

University of California, San Diego, La Jolla, California, USA
J.G. Branson, P. Chang , S. Cittolin, S. Cooperstein , N. Deelen , D. Diaz , J. Duarte ,
R. Gerosa , L. Giannini , D. Gilbert , J. Guiang, R. Kansal , V. Krutelyov , R. Lee,
J. Letts , M. Masciovecchio , M. Pieri , B.V. Sathia Narayanan , V. Sharma , M. Tadel,
A. Vartak , F. Würthwein , Y. Xiang , A. Yagil

University of California, Santa Barbara - Department of Physics, Santa Barbara, California,

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9157-4832
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6716-979X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7716-7621
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4809-4056
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0320-4407
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6839-9466
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8668-5001
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6497-8081
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9101-2573
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6299-8385
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3530-2255
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0607-6519
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0352-6836
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4543-864X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7429-2198
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8665-2808
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1344-3356
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4749-8814
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5638-7599
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7353-7090
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9235-779X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2123-3607
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4885-6935
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4853-0401
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6088-2020
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1911-3158
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6012-2451
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4494-0446
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1572-9075
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5672-7394
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1686-2882
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7420-5493
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7345-6293
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6240-8931
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4618-0313
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1122-7919
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6222-8102
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6986-9404
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6861-2674
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1702-5541
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4460-2241
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7510-6617
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2369-9507
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9457-8302
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0352-6561
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8521-737X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6351-6122
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6423-9799
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6957-1077
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2025-2742
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5374-6995
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4461-8905
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1645-822X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1041-7099
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7068-4327
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7590-3058
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8604-3452
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2515-8499
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4184-9380
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1371-8575
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4108-8681
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2614-5860
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9323-2107
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6426-0560
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5921-5231
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6982-6121
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9552-1006
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2729-6273
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2719-5779
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3769-9081
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1145-6436
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1539-923X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4274-3983
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5990-4245
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6158-2468
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3110-0701
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5963-0467
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2695-7719
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9781-4873
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9818-6725
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0658-9146
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0783-6703
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3293-5305
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0175-5731
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7273-4009
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4280-2541
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2180-7634
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5879-6326
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2095-6320
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0262-3132
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4010-7155
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6834-1176
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5076-7096
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8359-3734
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5621-7706
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4106-9667
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2445-1060
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1386-0232
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0156-1251
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8200-9425
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3303-6301
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2076-5126
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1736-8795
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1507-1365
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5912-6124
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4112-7457
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6108-4004


80

USA
N. Amin, C. Campagnari , M. Citron , A. Dorsett, V. Dutta , J. Incandela ,
M. Kilpatrick , J. Kim , S. Kyre, B. Marsh, H. Mei, M. Oshiro, M. Quinnan , J. Richman,
U. Sarica , F. Setti, J. Sheplock, D. Stuart, S. Wang

California Institute of Technology, Pasadena, California, USA
A. Bornheim , O. Cerri, I. Dutta , J.M. Lawhorn , N. Lu , J. Mao, H.B. Newman ,
T.Q. Nguyen , M. Spiropulu , J.R. Vlimant , C. Wang , S. Xie , Z. Zhang , R.Y. Zhu

Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA
J. Alison , S. An , M.B. Andrews, P. Bryant , T. Ferguson , A. Harilal, C. Liu,
T. Mudholkar , M. Paulini , A. Sanchez, W. Terrill

University of Colorado Boulder, Boulder, Colorado, USA
J.P. Cumalat , W.T. Ford , A. Hassani, E. MacDonald, R. Patel, A. Perloff , C. Savard,
K. Stenson , K.A. Ulmer , S.R. Wagner

Cornell University, Ithaca, New York, USA
J. Alexander , S. Bright-Thonney , Y. Cheng , J. Conway, D.J. Cranshaw , J. Fan,
S. Hogan, S. Lantz, J. Monroy , Y. Padilla Fuentes, J.R. Patterson , D. Quach , J. Reichert ,
M. Reid , D. Riley , A. Ryd, K. Smolenski, C. Strohman, W. Sun , J. Thom , P. Wittich ,
R. Zou

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, Illinois, USA
M. Albrow , M. Alyari , G. Apollinari, A. Apresyan , A. Apyan , A. Bakshi, S. Banerjee,
L.A.T. Bauerdick , D. Berry , J. Berryhill , P.C. Bhat, K. Burkett , J.N. Butler, A. Canepa,
G.B. Cerati , H.W.K. Cheung , F. Chlebana, M. Cremonesi, G. Derylo, K.F. Di Petrillo ,
J. Dickinson , V.D. Elvira , Y. Feng, J. Freeman, Z. Gecse, A. Ghosh, C. Gingu ,
H. Gonzalez, L. Gray, D. Green, S. Grünendahl , O. Gutsche , R.M. Harris , R. Heller,
T.C. Herwig , J. Hirschauer , B. Jayatilaka , S. Jindariani, M. Johnson, U. Joshi,
P. Klabbers , T. Klijnsma , B. Klima , K.H.M. Kwok, S. Lammel , C.M. Lei, D. Lincoln ,
R. Lipton, T. Liu, C. Madrid, K. Maeshima, C. Mantilla , D. Mason, P. McBride , P. Merkel,
S. Mrenna , S. Nahn , J. Ngadiuba , V. O’Dell, V. Papadimitriou, K. Pedro , C. Pena59 ,
O. Prokofyev, F. Ravera , A. Reinsvold Hall , L. Ristori , E. Sexton-Kennedy ,
N. Smith , A. Soha , W.J. Spalding , L. Spiegel, S. Stoynev , J. Strait , L. Taylor ,
S. Tkaczyk, N.V. Tran , L. Uplegger , E.W. Vaandering , E. Voirin, H.A. Weber

University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida, USA
D. Acosta , P. Avery, D. Bourilkov , L. Cadamuro , V. Cherepanov, F. Errico , R.D. Field,
D. Guerrero, B.M. Joshi , M. Kim, E. Koenig, J. Konigsberg , A. Korytov, K.H. Lo,
K. Matchev , N. Menendez , G. Mitselmakher , A. Muthirakalayil Madhu, N. Rawal,
D. Rosenzweig, S. Rosenzweig, J. Rotter, K. Shi , J. Sturdy , J. Wang , E. Yigitbasi , X. Zuo

Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida, USA
T. Adams , A. Askew , R. Habibullah , V. Hagopian, K.F. Johnson, R. Khurana,
T. Kolberg , G. Martinez, H. Prosper , C. Schiber, O. Viazlo , R. Yohay , J. Zhang

Florida Institute of Technology, Melbourne, Florida, USA
M.M. Baarmand , S. Butalla, T. Elkafrawy93 , M. Hohlmann , R. Kumar Verma ,
D. Noonan , M. Rahmani, F. Yumiceva

University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC), Chicago, Illinois, USA
M.R. Adams, H. Becerril Gonzalez , R. Cavanaugh , X. Chen , S. Dittmer, A. Evdoki-
mov , O. Evdokimov , C.E. Gerber , D.A. Hangal , D.J. Hofman , A.H. Merrit,

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8978-8177
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6250-8465
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5958-829X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9850-2030
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2602-0566
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2072-6082
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2902-5597
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1557-4424
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7887-1728
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0128-0871
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0953-4503
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8597-9259
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2631-6770
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0964-1480
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3954-5131
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8172-7081
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9705-101X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0117-7196
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2509-5731
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1630-0986
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3091-7461
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0843-1641
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9740-1622
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8145-6322
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5822-3731
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9352-8140
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6714-5787
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6032-5857
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8703-6943
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5230-0396
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4888-205X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6875-9177
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9269-5772
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2046-342X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1889-7824
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2602-935X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7498-2129
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7394-4710
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3815-3649
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1622-0134
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2110-8021
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7706-1416
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6707-5689
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0649-5086
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4870-8468
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7401-2181
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0542-1264
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7329-4925
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9268-3360
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6186-0130
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9418-6656
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7170-9012
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5383-8320
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8124-3033
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2284-4744
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3548-0262
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6389-9357
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8001-4602
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5450-5328
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4446-4395
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9688-7587
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4857-0294
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8015-9622
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1461-3425
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4280-6382
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8244-0805
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7912-5612
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8369-6872
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1675-6040
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3691-7625
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0027-635X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0599-7407
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0177-5903
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6159-7750
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8731-160X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8949-0178
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0055-2935
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2260-9151
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4500-7930
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3632-0287
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1653-8553
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1950-2492
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9171-1980
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0324-3054
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5968-1192
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7274-9390
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4563-7702
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7233-8348
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6584-2538
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8440-6854
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9202-803X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3207-6950
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5074-0539
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5367-1738
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0260-4935
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8789-610X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8199-370X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4723-0968
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6850-8765
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4182-9096
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3295-3194
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5745-3658
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2475-0055
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4484-9431
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3879-4873
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9595-2623
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8049-5143
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7172-1396
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3161-8300
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0211-6109
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4077-2713
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2957-0301
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0124-9065
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9792-8619
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9930-6445
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4578-9319
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8264-156X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3932-3769
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2436-5074
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5387-712X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7169-3420
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8157-1328
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1296-5825
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1250-8931
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8116-9021
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3826-7232
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2449-3845


81

C. Mills , G. Oh , T. Roy, S. Rudrabhatla, M.B. Tonjes , N. Varelas , J. Viinikainen ,
X. Wang, Z. Wu , Z. Ye , J. Yoo

The University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa, USA
M. Alhusseini , K. Dilsiz94 , S. Durgut, R.P. Gandrajula , O.K. Köseyan , J.-P. Merlo,
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