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Abstract Electron and photon triggers covering transverse
energies from 5 GeV to several TeV are essential for the
ATLAS experiment to record signals for a wide variety of
physics: from Standard Model processes to searches for new
phenomena in both proton–proton and heavy-ion collisions.
To cope with a fourfold increase of peak LHC luminosity
from 2015 to 2018 (Run 2), to 2.1 × 1034 cm−2 s−1, and
a similar increase in the number of interactions per beam-
crossing to about 60, trigger algorithms and selections were
optimised to control the rates while retaining a high effi-
ciency for physics analyses. For proton–proton collisions, the
single-electron trigger efficiency relative to a single-electron
offline selection is at least 75% for an offline electron of
31 GeV, and rises to 96% at 60 GeV; the trigger efficiency of
a 25 GeV leg of the primary diphoton trigger relative to a tight
offline photon selection is more than 96% for an offline pho-
ton of 30 GeV. For heavy-ion collisions, the primary electron
and photon trigger efficiencies relative to the corresponding
standard offline selections are at least 84% and 95%, respec-
tively, at 5 GeV above the corresponding trigger threshold.

1 Introduction

Electrons and photons are present in many Standard Model
processes as well as in searches for phenomena beyond the
Standard Model. The ATLAS physics programme relies on
an efficient trigger system to record a highly signal-rich sub-
set of all collision events produced by the Large Hadron Col-
lider (LHC) at CERN.

The ATLAS Collaboration has published several elec-
tron and photon trigger performance results since the start
of data-taking: the early 2010 data are covered in Ref. [1],
the 2011 data in Ref. [2] and the 2015 data in Ref. [3]. This
paper addresses the evolution of performance of the elec-
tron and photon triggers from 2015 to 2018 (Run 2). The
major challenge for the trigger in this period was the need
to maintain excellent performance for the ATLAS physics
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programme while adapting to a nearly fourfold increase in
the LHC peak luminosity and in the number of interactions
per beam-crossing.

This paper is organised as follows. The ATLAS detec-
tor is described in Sect. 2. The trigger system is introduced
in Sect. 3. Section 4 introduces the data sets used in this
publication. The following two sections detail electron and
photon reconstruction and identification at the analysis level
(offline) and the trigger level (online). Section 7 presents the
techniques used to measure the trigger performance. The per-
formance of the photon and electron triggers from 2015 to
2018 is described in Sects. 8–11. The data quality monitoring
is described in Sect. 12, and the conclusions are presented in
Sect. 13.

2 The ATLAS detector

The ATLAS detector [4–6] is a multipurpose detector
designed to observe particles produced in high-energy
proton–proton (pp) and heavy-ion (HI) collisions. It is com-
posed of a tracking detector in the innermost region around
the interaction point, surrounded by calorimeters and muon
chambers.

The inner tracking detector (ID) is immersed in a 2 T mag-
netic field produced by a thin superconducting solenoid, and
provides precise reconstruction of charged-particle tracks
in a pseudorapidity range1 |η| < 2.5. The innermost part
consists of a silicon pixel detector with four layers. The
layer closest to the beam-pipe, the insertable B-layer, was
installed before Run 2 and provides high-resolution hits in

1 ATLAS uses a right-handed coordinate system with its origin at the
nominal interaction point (IP) in the centre of the detector and the z-
axis along the beam-pipe. The x-axis points from the IP to the centre
of the LHC ring, and the y-axis points upward. Cylindrical coordinates
(r, φ) are used in the transverse plane, φ being the azimuthal angle
around the beam-pipe. The pseudorapidity is defined in terms of the
polar angle θ as η = − ln tan(θ/2). The angular distance �R is defined
as �R ≡

√

(�η)2 + (�φ)2. Transverse momenta and energies are
defined as pT = p sin θ and ET = E sin θ , respectively.
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three-dimensions with pixels at a radius of 3.3 cm to improve
the tracking performance. A silicon microstrip tracker sur-
rounds the pixel detector with typically four layers of sen-
sor modules. Each module is composed of multiple pairs
of sensors with a stereo-angle to measure three-dimensional
hit positions. The outermost region of the tracker in the
range |η| < 2.0 is covered by a transition radiation tracker
(TRT). It consists of straw drift tubes filled with a gas
mixture of 70% Xe, 27% CO2 and 3% O2 interleaved
with polypropylene/polyethylene transition radiators creat-
ing transition radiation for particles with a large Lorentz fac-
tor. This radiation is absorbed by the Xe-based gas mixture,
discriminating electrons from hadrons over a wide energy
range. Some of the TRT modules instead contain a gas mix-
ture of 70% Ar, 28.5% CO2 and 1.5% O2 as a mitigation for
gas leaks that cannot be repaired without an invasive open-
ing of the inner detector. At the end of Run 2 data-taking
the two innermost TRT barrel layers, i.e. about half of the
modules in |η| < 0.6, and 3 (2) out of 14 endcap wheels in
−2 < η < −1 (1 < η < 2) were running with the argon-
based gas mixture. The presence of this gas mixture is taken
into account in the simulation and the corresponding loss
in identification power is partially mitigated by a dedicated
TRT particle-identification algorithm [7]. For charged parti-
cles with transverse momenta > 0.5 GeV the TRT provides
typically 35 hits per track.

The calorimeter system has both electromagnetic (EM)
and hadronic components. It is designed to provide a full φ

coverage and covers the pseudorapidity range |η| < 4.9, with
finer granularity over the region matched to the inner detector.
The EM calorimeter is a lead/liquid-argon (LAr) sampling
calorimeter with an accordion-geometry. It is divided into
two half-barrels (−1.475 < η < 0 and 0 < η < 1.475) and
two endcap components (1.375 < |η| < 3.2). The transition
region between the barrel and endcaps (1.37 < |η| < 1.52)
contains significant additional inactive material [4]. Over
the region devoted to precision measurements (|η| < 2.5,
excluding the transition region), the EM calorimeter is seg-
mented into three layers longitudinal in shower depth. The
first layer consists of strips finely grained in the η direction,
offering excellent discrimination between isolated photons
and pairs of closely spaced photons coming from π0 → γ γ

decay. For electrons and photons with high transverse energy,
most of the energy is collected in the second layer, which has
a lateral granularity of 0.025 × 0.025 in (η, φ) space. The
third layer provides measurements of energy deposited in the
tails of the shower. In front of the accordion calorimeter, a
thin presampler layer, covering the pseudorapidity interval
|η| < 1.8, is used to correct for energy loss upstream of the
calorimeter.

Three hadronic calorimeter layers surround the EM
calorimeter. For electrons and photons, they provide addi-
tional background discrimination through measurements of

hadronic energy. The barrel hadronic calorimeter (|η| <

1.7) is an iron/scintillator tile sampling calorimeter with
wavelength-shifting fibers. For the hadronic endcaps, cop-
per/LAr calorimeters are used. The forward regions (FCal)
are instrumented with copper–tungsten/LAr calorimeters for
both the EM and hadronic energy measurements up to |η| =
4.9. The LAr-based detectors are housed in one barrel and
two endcap cryostats.

The outermost layers of ATLAS consist of an exter-
nal muon spectrometer (MS) in the pseudorapidity range
|η| < 2.7, incorporating three large toroidal magnet assem-
blies with eight coils each. The field integral of the toroids
ranges between 2.0 and 6.0 Tm for most of the acceptance.
The MS includes precision tracking chambers and fast detec-
tors for triggering.

3 ATLAS trigger system

A two-level trigger system [3] is used to select events of
interest. The first-level (L1) trigger, implemented in cus-
tom hardware, utilises coarser-granularity signals from the
calorimeters and the muon chambers to reduce the event rate
from the 40 MHz bunch crossing rate to below 100 kHz; it
has 2.5 µs to decide which events to keep to satisfy this fac-
tor 400 reduction. L1 also defines regions-of-interest (RoIs)
which have calorimeter clusters with high transverse energy,
ET, or muon tracks in the muon chambers.

Events accepted by L1 are processed by the high-level
trigger (HLT), based on algorithms implemented in software
which must further reduce the number of events recorded to
disk to an average rate of about 1 kHz within a few seconds.
The HLT uses fine-granularity calorimeter information, pre-
cision measurements from the muon spectrometer and track-
ing information from the ID, which are not available at L1.
HLT reconstruction can be executed either within the RoIs
identified at L1 or for the full detector (full-scan). The selec-
tion of particle candidates by the HLT is performed at each
step, so that if it fails at a certain step, subsequent steps are
not executed. This is essential to reduce the time needed by
the HLT to reconstruct the event and make a decision.

A sequence of L1 and HLT trigger algorithms is called
a ‘trigger’ and is meant to identify one or more particles of
a given type and a given threshold of transverse energy or
momentum. For example, electron and photon triggers are
meant to select events with one or more electrons or pho-
tons in the detector. The configuration of the trigger is con-
trolled by the ‘trigger menu’, which defines a full list of the
L1 and HLT triggers and their configurations. Menu com-
position and trigger thresholds are optimised for the LHC
running conditions (beam type, luminosity, etc.) to fit within
the event acceptance rate and the bandwidth constraints of
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Table 1 The per-year values of maximum instantaneous luminosity
(L), peak and average pile-up (〈μ〉), and integrated luminosity for pp

data-taking. The uncertainty in the combined 2015–2018 integrated
luminosity is 1.7% [8], obtained using the LUCID-2 detector [9] for

the primary luminosity measurements. It should be noted that in 2017
the peak 〈μ〉 = 80 was reached only in a few dedicated runs, so a
maximum value of 〈μ〉 = 60 is used for the results shown in this paper

Year Peak L (cm−2 s−1) Peak 〈μ〉 Average 〈μ〉
∫

Ldt (fb−1)

2015 0.5 × 1034 15 13.4 3.2

2016 1.4 × 1034 45 25.1 32.9

2017 2.1 × 1034 80 37.8 43.9

2018 2.1 × 1034 60 36.1 58.5

Table 2 The per-year values of centre-of-mass energy per nucleon pair,
maximum instantaneous luminosity, and integrated luminosity for the
heavy-ion data-taking. A 〈μ〉 value related to pile-up is not listed as it

is negligible compared to the nominal pp data-taking (below 0.04 for
the 2015 PbPb data set)

Beam type
√

sN N (TeV) Year Peak L (cm−2 s−1)
∫

Ldt

PbPb 5.02 2015 2.7 ×1027 0.48 nb−1

5.02 2018 6.2 ×1027 1.73 nb−1

pp 5.02 2015 3.8 ×1032 25 pb−1

pPb 8.16 2016 8.6 ×1029 165 nb−1

the data acquisition system of the ATLAS detector as well as
the offline storage constraints.

In addition to the triggers described above, there are
‘rerun’ triggers which never accept an event on their own,
but are configured to run only on the events accepted by
other triggers, and their decision is recorded for offline use.
This information is used for studies of the trigger efficiency,
which is calculated separately for each object (leg) of the
multi-object triggers.

Trigger thresholds and identification criteria have to be
modified sometimes to maintain a stable output rate. To
ensure an optimal trigger menu within the rate constraints
of a given LHC luminosity, prescale factors can be applied
to both the L1 and HLT triggers independently and config-
ured during data-taking. They allow the experiment to either
disable triggers completely or to set the fraction of events
that may be accepted by them.

4 Data sets and simulation samples

The results described in this paper use the full pp collision
data set recorded by ATLAS between 2015 and 2018 with the
LHC operating at a centre-of-mass energy of

√
s = 13 TeV.

The maximum instantaneous luminosities increased by a fac-
tor of four during the four years of Run 2, resulting in an
increase in the average number of interactions per bunch
crossing, 〈μ〉, also referred to as ‘pile-up’. In addition to pp

data, the heavy-ion (HI) physics programme is realised for
one month per year, typically starting in November. During it,
the LHC provides either lead–lead (PbPb) ion collisions, or
special reference runs with either low-pile-up pp or proton–

lead (pPb) ion collisions. The per-year values of maximum
instantaneous luminosity, pile-up and integrated luminosity
after requiring stable beam conditions and a functional detec-
tor are summarised in Table 1 for the standard pp collisions
and in Table 2 for the HI programme.

Samples of simulated Z → ee and W → eν decays are
used to benchmark the expected electron trigger efficiencies
and to optimise the electron identification criteria. Powheg-

Box v1 Monte Carlo (MC) generator [10–13] is used for
the simulation of the hard-scattering in these samples. It is
interfaced to Pythia 8.186 [14] for the modelling of the
parton shower, hadronisation, and underlying event (UE),
with parameters set according to the AZNLO tune [15]. The
CT10 PDF set [16] is used for the hard-scattering processes,
whereas the CTEQ6L1 PDF set [17] is used for the parton
shower. The effect of QED final-state radiation is simulated
with Photos++ (v3.52) [18,19]. The EvtGen v1.2.0 pro-
gram [20] is used to decay bottom and charm hadrons. For
optimisation of the low-ET electron selection, J/ψ → ee

samples are used. These were generated with Pythia 8.186,
the A14 set of tuned parameters [21], and the CTEQ6L1
PDF set for both the hard-scattering processes and the par-
ton shower. For high-ET electron trigger studies, a MC event
sample for the gg → radion (3 TeV) → V V → eeqq pro-
cess was produced with MadGraph5-2.6.0 [22] interfaced
to Pythia 8.212.

Background samples for electron processes were simu-
lated with two-to-two processes in Pythia 8.186 with the
A14 set of tuned parameters and NNPDF23LO [23]. These
processes include multijet production, qg → qγ , qq̄ → qγ ,
W/Z boson production (plus other electroweak processes)
and top-quark production. A filter is applied to enrich the
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sample in electron backgrounds: selected events have parti-
cles (excluding muons and neutrinos) produced in the hard
scatter with a summed transverse energy exceeding 17 GeV
in a region of �η × �φ = 0.1 × 0.1. For the background
studies, electrons from W/Z boson production are excluded
using generator-level information.

For low-ET photon trigger studies, samples of Z→ ℓℓγ

(ℓ = e, μ) events with transverse energy of the photon above
10 GeV were generated with Sherpa 2.1.1 [24] and the CT10
PDF set. For high-ET photon trigger studies, MC samples of
prompt-photon production generated with Pythia 8.186 are
used. These samples include the leading-order γ +jet events
from qg → qγ and qq → gγ hard-scattering processes, as
well as prompt photons from quark fragmentation in QCD
dijet events. In addition to the samples detailed above, sam-
ples of a Standard Model Higgs boson produced via gluon–
gluon fusion decaying into two photons were generated using
Powheg-Box, NNLOPS implementation [25,26], with the
PDF4LHC15 PDF set [27], and interfaced to Pythia 8.186
for parton showering, hadronisation and the UE using the
AZNLO set of tuned parameters.

Simulation of collision events includes the effect of multi-
ple pp interactions in the same or neighbouring bunch cross-
ings. The simulation of pile-up collisions was performed with
Pythia 8.186 using the ATLAS A3 set of tuned parameters
[28] and the NNPDF23LO PDF set, and weighted to repro-
duce the average number of pile-up interactions per bunch
crossing observed in data. The generated events were passed
through a full detector simulation [29] based on Geant 4
[30].

5 Offline object reconstruction and identification

The offline electron and photon reconstruction [31] uses
dynamic, variable-size clusters of energy deposits mea-
sured in topologically connected EM and hadronic calorime-
ter cells [32], called topo-clusters, to recover energy from
bremsstrahlung photons or from electrons from photon con-
versions. After applying initial position corrections and
energy calibrations to the topo-clusters, they are matched
to ID tracks re-fitted to account for bremsstrahlung, follow-
ing the procedure described in Ref. [33], to reconstruct elec-
tron candidates. Topo-clusters not matched to any track or
matched to conversion vertices are reconstructed as photon
candidates. The electron and photon candidates to be used
for analyses then have their energies recalibrated.

Identification of photon candidates in ATLAS relies on
rectangular selection requirements based on calorimetric
variables [31] which deliver good separation between prompt
photons and fake signatures. Fake photon signatures can
result either from non-prompt photons originating from the
decay of neutral hadrons in jets, or from jets depositing a

large energy fraction in the EM calorimeter. Two identifica-
tion working points (WPs), ‘loose’ and ‘tight’, are defined for
photons. Photon identification WPs are strictly inclusive, i.e.
photons satisfying the ‘tight’ selection are a subset of those
satisfying the ‘loose’ selection. The ‘loose’ selection is based
on shower shapes in the second layer of the EM calorimeter
and on the energy deposited in the hadronic calorimeter. In
addition to the ‘loose’ selection criteria, the ‘tight’ selection
uses information from the finely segmented first layer of the
calorimeter. For a collection of photons radiated from leptons
in Z decays and with ET >25 GeV, the efficiency integrated
over 2015–2017 data sets of the ‘loose’ (‘tight’) selection
is 98.9% (87.5%) for photons not matched to any track and
96.3% (87.6%) for photons matched to conversion vertices
[31].

Prompt electrons entering the central region of the detec-
tor (|η| < 2.47) are selected using a likelihood-based (LH)
identification [31], which exploits the characteristic features
of energy deposits in the EM calorimeters (longitudinal and
lateral shower shapes), track quality, track–cluster matching,
and particle identification by the TRT. The LH probability
density functions (pdfs) for the ET range of 4.5 to 15 GeV
are derived from J/ψ → ee and for ET > 15 GeV from
Z → ee events as described in Ref. [31]. Different pdfs are
obtained for each identification quantity in separate bins in
electron-candidate ET and η. To ensure a smooth variation of
the electron identification efficiency with the electron ET, the
discriminant requirements are varied in finer bins than those
defined for the pdfs and, at the ET bin boundaries, a linear
interpolation between the neighbouring bins in ET is used to
determine both the pdf values and the discriminant require-
ments at the bin boundaries. This procedure is referred to as
‘smoothing’. The discriminant threshold is also adjusted lin-
early as a function of the number of reconstructed vertices to
yield a stable rejection of background electrons. Three oper-
ating points, corresponding to increasing threshold values
for the LH discriminant, are defined (identification efficien-
cies quoted are averages for electroweak processes integrated
over 2015–2017 data sets): ‘loose’ (93%), ‘medium’ (88%)
and ‘tight’ (80%) [31].

Muon candidates, used in photon performance studies, are
identified by matching ID tracks to tracks reconstructed in
the muon spectrometer [34].

To reduce backgrounds from misidentified jets and from
light- and heavy-flavour hadron decays inside jets, photon
and lepton candidates are often required to be isolated. This
isolation selection is specific to the analysis topology. The
calorimeter isolation E iso

T is computed as the sum of trans-
verse energies of topo-clusters in the calorimeters, in a cone
around the candidate. The energy deposited by the photon
or lepton candidate and the contributions from the UE and
pile-up are subtracted on an event-by-event basis [35]. The
track isolation variable, piso

T is obtained by summing the
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Table 3 Definition of isolation working points. For electron (muon)
track isolation the cone size �Rvar has a maximum value of 0.2 (0.3)
and decreases as a function of pT as 10 GeV/pT[GeV]. Prefix ‘FC’ high-

lights a fixed requirement applied to the calorimeter and track isolation
variables

Object WP Calorimeter isolation Track isolation

Photon Calorimeter-only tight E iso
T (�R < 0.4) < 0.022 · ET + 2.45GeV –

Electron FCTight E iso
T (�R < 0.2)/ET < 0.06 piso

T (�Rvar < 0.2)/pT < 0.06

FCLoose E iso
T (�R < 0.2)/ET < 0.2 piso

T (�Rvar < 0.2)/pT < 0.15

Muon FCLoose E iso
T (�R < 0.2)/pT < 0.3 piso

T (�Rvar < 0.3)/pT < 0.15

scalar pT of good-quality tracks in a cone around the candi-
date; good tracks are defined here as having pT > 1 GeV
and a distance of closest approach to the primary vertex
along the beam axis |z0 sin θ | < 3 mm, and exclude the
tracks associated with the photon conversion or the lepton
candidate. The exact definitions of a few WPs used in this
paper are provided in Table 3 and described in detail in Refs.
[31,34].

6 Trigger reconstruction and identification of photons

and electrons

Photon and electron reconstruction at the HLT stage is per-
formed on each EM RoI provided by L1, which satisfies ET

and isolation requirements as specified by the trigger menu. It
proceeds in a series of sequential steps as shown in Fig. 1. In
the HLT, fast algorithms are executed first, allowing precision
algorithms (which closely reproduce the offline algorithms
and require more CPU time) to run at a reduced rate later in
the trigger sequence.

Fast algorithms are executed using calorimeter and ID
information within the RoI to perform the initial selection
and identification of the photon and electron candidates, and
achieve early background rejection.

If a particle candidate satisfies the criteria defined for the
fast selection, the precision algorithms are executed in the
HLT, where access to detector information outside the RoI
is possible. These precision online algorithms are similar to
their offline counterparts, with the following exceptions: the
bremsstrahlung-aware re-fit of electron tracks [33] and elec-
tron and photon dynamic, variable-size topo-clusters [31] are
not used online; photon candidates are identified using only
the calorimeter information online; the online algorithms use
〈μ〉 to assess pile-up, while the number of primary vertices is
used offline. In addition to the above, some cell-energy-level
corrections are not available online, such as the correction for
transient changes in LAr high-voltage [36], or differ in imple-
mentation, such as the bunch crossing position-dependent
pile-up correction [37,38].

6.1 Photon and electron triggers at L1

The details of the Run 2 L1 trigger algorithms can be found in
Ref. [3], and only the basic elements are described here. The
L1 trigger for photons and electrons uses calorimeter infor-
mation in the central (|η| < 2.5) region to build an EM RoI. A
sliding window algorithm is used, with a window consisting
of 4 × 4 trigger towers with granularity 0.1 × 0.1 in η and φ,
longitudinally segmented into electromagnetic and hadronic
towers. Within the window the algorithm uses the maximum
ET from the four possible pairs of nearest-neighbour electro-
magnetic towers in a 2×2 central region; this is used for EM
transverse energy reconstruction. The energy of the trigger
towers is calibrated at the electromagnetic energy scale (EM
scale). This EM scale is not the same as the one used in the
offline reconstruction, which can lead to trigger inefficiencies
relative to offline reconstruction as discussed in Sect. 8.

A nominal transverse energy threshold is applied (e.g. ET

> 22 GeV, denoted by the trigger name EM22). The thresh-
old can also be η-dependent, due to the energy scale depend-
ing on η, within the granularity of 0.1. Typical variations
of the threshold are −2 to +3 GeV relative to the nominal
value. Optionally, a selection to reject hadronic activity can
be applied: candidate electrons and photons are rejected if
the sum of transverse energies in hadronic towers matched
to the 2 × 2 central region is at least 1 GeV and exceeds
ET/23.0 − 0.2 GeV. Finally, an EM isolation requirement
can be applied: candidate photons and electrons are rejected
if the sum of transverse energies in the 12 towers surround-
ing the 2 × 2 central region in the EM layer is at least 2 GeV
and exceeds ET/8.0 − 1.8 GeV. No requirements based on
hadronic activity or EM isolation are applied above 50 GeV
of ET reconstructed at L1. These additional selections were
optimised to maintain a fixed L1 efficiency at the lowest pos-
sible rate. The effect of these additional selections on the rate
and efficiency is discussed in Sect. 8.

6.2 HLT photon reconstruction and identification for pp

data-taking

The HLT fast algorithm reconstructs clusters from the
calorimeter cells within the EM RoIs identified by L1. To
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Fig. 1 Simplified non-isolated photon (g) and electron (e) trigger sequences for pp data-taking

minimise the HLT latency, the fast algorithm uses only the
second layer of the EM calorimeter to find the cell with the
largest deposited transverse energy in the RoI. This cell is
referred to as the ‘pre-seed’. Nine possible 3 × 7 windows
(�η × �φ = 0.075 × 0.175) around the pre-seed cell are
checked to ensure that the local maximum, the cluster seed,
is found. The final cluster position is obtained by calculat-
ing the energy-weighted average cell positions inside a 3×7
window centred on the cluster seed. To compute the accu-
mulated energy in all EM calorimeter layers, a cluster size
of 3 × 7 is used in the barrel and a cluster size of 5 × 5 in
the endcaps. Several corrections, based on the offline recon-
struction algorithms, are used at the fast algorithm step in
order to improve the resolution of the cluster position and
energy.

In this fast reconstruction step, only selections on the clus-
ter ET and shower shape parameters2 Rhad, Rη and Eratio,
which have good discrimination power between background
and signal, are applied.

In the precision step, offline-like algorithms are used for
the reconstruction of calorimeter quantities. After retrieving
the cell information from regions slightly larger than the RoI,
the precision HLT reconstruction uses the offline sliding-

2 Rhad is the ratio of the cluster transverse energy in the hadronic
calorimeter to that in the EM calorimeter. Rη is based on the cluster
shape in the second layer of the EM calorimeter and defined as the ratio
of the ET in a core region of 3 × 7 cells in η × φ to that in a 7 × 7
region, expanded in η from 3 × 7 core. Eratio is based on the cluster
shape in the first layer of the EM calorimeter and defined as the ratio
of the energy difference between the maximum energy deposit and the
energy deposit in a secondary maximum in the cluster to the sum of
these energies.
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window algorithm to construct clusters [39]. The energy of
the clusters is calibrated using a multivariate technique such
that the response of the calorimeter layers is corrected in
data and simulation [38]. The online photon identification
relies on the same cluster shower shapes that are used in
the offline algorithms (details are given in Ref. [40]), and
three identification WPs are defined: ‘loose’, ‘medium’, and
‘tight’. The ‘medium’ identification is used only in the HLT.

An optional requirement on calorimeter-only isolation in
photon triggers uses topo-clusters, similar to the offline iso-
lation calculation [31]. Full-scan topo-cluster reconstruction
is needed to compute the energy density of the event on-
the-fly in the HLT; this is then used to subtract ambient
noise in the isolation cone. An isolation cone of size �R =
0.2 (0.4) around the photon candidate is used for the very-
loose (tight) isolation requirement, denoted by ‘icalovloose’
(‘icalotight’). If the ratio of the transverse energy in the topo-
clusters to the transverse energy of the photon candidate is
less than 10% (3%, with an energy offset of 2.45 GeV),
then the photon is considered isolated for ‘icalovloose’
(‘icalotight’) by the HLT. These isolation criteria are over
98% efficient for offline photons satisfying tight isolation.
The full-scan topo-cluster reconstruction is executed only
once per event at the end of the trigger sequence (as it is very
CPU intense) and is common to all isolated triggers and all
trigger signatures.

6.3 HLT electron reconstruction and identification for pp

data-taking

HLT electron reconstruction also has fast and precision steps.
The description below corresponds to the implementation at
the end of Run 2 data-taking; modifications made to the initial
Run 2 implementation are described in Sect. 10.1.

The fast calorimeter reconstruction and selection steps for
electrons have two implementations: a cut-based algorithm
and a neural-network-based ‘Ringer’ algorithm. The former
algorithm, the same as described above for photons, is used
for electron triggers with ET < 15 GeV. The Ringer algo-
rithm, described in detail in Sect. 6.3.1, is used for triggering
electrons with ET ≥ 15 GeV. For both fast algorithms, elec-
tron candidates are required to have tracks from the fast track
reconstruction step, performed inside the RoI only, matching
the corresponding clusters as detailed in Sect. 10.1.

In the precision calorimeter reconstruction step, the clus-
ter reconstruction and calibration are similar to those for
photons, and to those used offline in early Run 2 analy-
ses [41]. Precision tracks within the RoI are extrapolated
to the second layer of the EM calorimeter and are required
to match the clusters within |�η(track, cluster)|< 0.05 and
|�φ(track, cluster)|< 0.05 rad. The offline reconstruction
uses a looser, asymmetric condition for the matching in
φ [31] to mitigate the effects of the energy loss due to

bremsstrahlung; this leads to some inefficiency at the trig-
ger level. In the precision step, the electron selection relies
on a multivariate technique using a LH discriminant with
four operating points: ‘lhvloose’, ‘lhloose’, ‘lhmedium’, and
‘lhtight’. The identification in the trigger is designed to be
as close as possible to the offline version, but there are a
few necessary differences: the discriminating variables used
online have different resolutions; the momentum loss due to
bremsstrahlung, �p/p, is not accounted for in the online LH.
Triggers with ‘nod0’ suffixed to their names do not include
the transverse impact parameter relative to the beam-line, d0,
and its significance, |d0/σ(d0)|, in the online LH: this reduces
inefficiency due to the absence of the bremsstrahlung-aware
re-fit in the HLT and preserves efficiency for electrons from
exotic processes which do not originate at the primary vertex.

An additional, optional requirement of isolation denoted
‘ivarloose’ is also available for electron triggers. This
tracking-only isolation is required to satisfy piso

T (�Rvar <

0.2)/pT < 0.10 and is calculated similarly to the offline
isolation working points detailed in Table 3 in Sect. 5.

Some triggers with non-standard electron sequences are
also used. For example, triggers with only ET requirements
applied in the HLT (fast and precision levels) and no tracking
requirements are called ‘etcut’ and are used both as high-ET

unprescaled triggers described in Sect. 10.3 and as prescaled
triggers for electron performance studies described in Ref.
[31].

6.3.1 Ringer algorithm

The Ringer algorithm exploits the property of EM showers
to develop in the lateral direction in an approximately con-
ical structure around the initial particle. This feature allows
the relevant information from the calorimeters to be encoded
into quantities describing energy sums () of all the cells in a
concentric ring [42], referred to as ‘rings’, in each calorime-
ter sampling layer. The rings (r2, . . . , rn) are rectangular in
shape because of the calorimeter cell structure [4] as illus-
trated in Fig. 2. In the EM calorimeter, these rings are cen-
tred around the most energetic cell at each layer, while in the
hadronic calorimeter the position of the most energetic cell
in the second layer of the EM calorimeter is used as an axis.
A hundred rings are defined in total within an RoI. There are
n = 8 rings for each of the presampler, second, and third
layers of the EM calorimeter, 64 rings in the first layer of
the EM calorimeter, and 4 rings in each of the three layers of
the hadronic calorimeter. The transverse energy deposited in
each ring is normalised to the total transverse energy in the
RoI.

The concatenated vector of 100 normalised ring transverse
energies feeds an ensemble of multilayer perceptron (MLP)
neural networks (NN) [43] for each ET×η region. The activa-
tion function of the hidden layer is a hyperbolic tangent. For
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Fig. 2 The concept of ring-shaped energy reconstruction in a calorime-
ter slice corresponding to the RoI size for |η| < 1.35. The most ener-
getic cell (r1) is shown in red, while the rings around it alternate between
black and white. In this scenario there are some areas not used by the

Ringer algorithm calculation: the vertical strip at the right edge of the
presampler and layer 1, and the horizontal strip(s) at the lower edge of
layers 2 and 3

the 2017 data-taking, the model parameters were optimised
on the simulated Z → ee and background data sets described
in Sect. 4. In 2018, this optimisation was performed on the
2017 data. The training procedure and parameters are the
same for all specific NNs, except for the number of hidden
units in a single-hidden-layer MLP, optimised in the range of
5 to 20 units using tenfold cross-validation efficiency mea-
surements.

The NNs are trained and selected for operation with a
heuristic technique to avoid local optima and achieve an opti-
mal fake rejection, while maintaining the trigger electron
efficiency unchanged relative to the cut-based fast-electron
selection. The ensemble composition comprises 20 (25) NNs
for 2017 (2018) data-taking, with typically no more than 10
neurons in the hidden layer.

Each discriminant requirement is computed as a linear
function of 〈μ〉 to ensure pile-up independence of the signal
efficiency. To account for mismodelling in the MC simula-
tions, the parameters of the linear threshold correction were
derived using 2016 (2017) collision data for the 2017 (2018)
data-taking period.

The Ringer algorithm increases the time taken by the fast
calorimeter reconstruction step to 1–2 ms per event, approx-
imately 45% slower than the cut-based algorithm. However,
it reduces the number of input candidates for the more CPU-
demanding fast tracking step (which takes about 64 ms per
event) by a factor of 1.5–6. This factor depends on the detailed

trigger configuration. Overall, the use of the Ringer algorithm
enabled at least a 50% reduction in the CPU demand for the
lowest-threshold unprescaled single-electron trigger. In Run
2, the Ringer algorithm was used only in the electron triggers
with ET thresholds above 15 GeV, because of the availabil-
ity of a large Z → ee event sample in data, useful for the
Ringer algorithm validation. Its implementation for the elec-
tron triggers with ET thresholds below 15 GeV was finalized
only during 2018, too late to be used for the data-taking. The
Ringer algorithm was not used in the photon triggers during
Run 2, as they do not have any CPU-demanding track recon-
struction steps and gains from its implementation are smaller
than for electrons.

6.4 HLT photon and electron reconstruction and
identification for heavy-ion data-taking

Triggering on both reference pp and pPb collisions relies on
strategies developed for high-pile-up pp data-taking, while
for PbPb a dedicated set of triggers is required.

One of the main characteristics of HI collisions is event
centrality, which is determined by the total transverse energy
measured in the forward calorimeter, FCal ET. Small
(large) values correspond to events with a small (large)
overlap region of two colliding nuclei. In a PbPb colli-
sion, the average background originating from the UE in
the calorimeter and ID can affect the performance of the
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Table 4 Selected optional requirements which can be suffixed to photon and electron trigger names

Photon (g) Electron (e)

Identification loose, medium, tight lhvloose, lhloose, lhmedium, lhtight

Modified identification nod0 – transverse impact parameter not used

Isolation icalovloose, icalotight ivarloose

Special reconstruction etcut – ET-only requirement applied in the HLT

ion – triggers for heavy-ion data-taking

online reconstruction and identification of photons and elec-
trons. Unlike pile-up in pp collisions, the UE background
cannot be assumed to change slowly with time; on the con-
trary, it can be dramatically different event-by-event due to
the varying HI collision centrality. The tracking performance
is approximately centrality-independent, so the track-related
requirements are identical to those for pp collisions.

To maintain centrality-independence of the photon and
electron trigger performance, a UE correction is performed
in a two-stage approach. First, at the fast calorimeter stage of
the HLT, no shower shapes are used for the online selection
and only an ET requirement is imposed. This allows the rate
with which the UE correction is applied to be reduced, while
consuming only the resources required for reconstruction in
RoIs. Next, the UE correction is evaluated per cell as an aver-
age in φ for each slice of width �η = 0.1 in each calorimeter
layer. This calculated average energy is then subtracted from
the cluster constituent cells. As a result, the cells in the RoI
(which are used as inputs to clustering and downstream iden-
tification algorithms) contain no systematic bias due to the
UE. Residual fluctuations due to the stochastic nature of the
UE remain present.

Due to the small size of the EM cluster, this first-order UE
correction is found to be sufficient; the azimuthal modulation
originating from the flow phenomenon [44] in the UE can be
neglected.

Both the cut-based (photon and electron) and LH (elec-
tron) identifications are used for the HI triggers. Their perfor-
mance is presented in Sect. 11. The cut-based electron iden-
tification for HI collisions is similar to that used for the pp

data-taking in Run 1 (2010–2012) [1]. Two WPs are defined:
‘loose_ion’ and ‘medium_ion’, based on a subset of vari-
ables used in the standard electron LH selection. These work-
ing points are strictly inclusive. The ‘medium_ion’ working
point uses more variables than ‘loose_ion’ to increase back-
ground rejection.

6.5 Trigger naming convention

The ATLAS Run 2 trigger naming convention used
is [Trigger level]_[object multiplicity]

[object type][minimum ET value in GeV] and,

optionally, an additional string detailing other requirements
listed in Table 4. Trigger level is L1 or HLT, often omit-
ted for brevity. Possible object types are ‘EM’ for L1
EM cluster, ‘g’ for HLT photon and ‘e’ for HLT elec-
tron. Additional options at L1, detailed in Sect. 6.1, are
η-dependence of the ET threshold (denoted by the letter
‘V’ appended to the trigger name), the hadronic activity
veto (denoted by ‘H’) and the EM isolation requirement
(denoted by ‘I’). Although each HLT trigger is configured
with a L1 trigger as its ‘seed’, the latter is not always men-
tioned explicitly as part of the trigger name. For example,
a trigger with name 2g20_tight_icalovloose_L12EM15VHI
is designed to identify at least two photons at the HLT with
ET > 20 GeV each satisfying ‘tight’ photon identification
criteria and calorimeter-only very loose isolation require-
ments; here the name explicitly mentions the ‘seed’ L1 trig-
ger, which requires two isolated L1 EM clusters with η-
dependent threshold centred on ET of 15 GeV.

7 Performance measurement techniques

7.1 Rate measurements

The ATLAS data-taking conditions are archived with a time
interval of the order of a minute, which defines a luminosity
block. In order to obtain the rate of a given trigger as a func-
tion of the instantaneous luminosity [9,45], individual rate
measurements on different luminosity blocks from all data
collected in a given year are used. If, for a given rate mea-
surement, the ratio of trigger rate to instantaneous luminosity
varies by more than 20% from the average of other mea-
surements, that measurement is not taken into account as an
estimator of the rate for that trigger. This avoids averaging
rate measurements that fluctuate because of unpredictable
and temporary changes of LHC collisions.

7.2 Measurement of the electron trigger efficiency

The electron trigger efficiency, denoted by ǫtrig, can be mea-
sured either for electrons at the HLT (including L1) or for
EM clusters at L1. It is estimated directly from data using the
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tag-and-probe method described in detail in Ref. [46]. This
method selects, from a known resonance such as Z → ee, an
unbiased sample of ‘probe’ electrons by using strict selection
requirements on the second ‘tag’ object. The efficiency of any
given requirement can then be determined by applying it to
the probe sample, after accounting for residual background
contamination.

The total efficiency, ǫtotal, may be factorised as a product
of two efficiency terms:

ǫtotal = ǫoffline × ǫtrig =
(

Noffline

Nall

)

×
(

Ntrig

Noffline

)

,

where Nall is the number of produced electrons, Ntrig is the
number of triggered electron candidates, Noffline is the num-
ber of isolated, identified and reconstructed offline electron
candidates and ǫoffline is the offline efficiency [31]. The effi-
ciency of a trigger is computed with respect to a specific
offline isolation and identification WP. Therefore, when pre-
senting the results in Sect. 10, several efficiencies per trigger
are provided and these correspond to a few representative
offline electron selections.

Events with Z → ee decays are collected using unpresca-
led single-electron triggers (see Sect. 10.1 for details). The
tag electron must be an electron identified offline with the
tight selection criteria (hereafter called ‘tight offline elec-
tron’) associated geometrically with the object that fired
the trigger, with ET > 27 GeV and |η| < 2.47 and out-
side the transition region between the barrel and the end-
caps 1.37 < |η| < 1.52. For the electron trigger efficiency
measurement, the isolation and identification requirements
on the probe are always specified and they have to corre-
spond to the electron offline identification requirements used
in an analysis. The background subtraction is performed
with so-called Zmass method [46], in which the invariant-
mass distribution constructed from the tag–probe pair is used
to discriminate electrons from background. The signal effi-
ciency is extracted in a window ±15 GeV around the Z boson
mass [47] and its statistical and systematic uncertainties are
derived as described in Ref. [41].

Simulated events need to be corrected to reproduce as
closely as possible the efficiencies measured in data. This
is achieved by applying ‘an efficiency correction factor’,
defined as the ratio of the efficiency measurement in data
to that determined in simulated events, to the event weight in
simulation. The impact of the choice of Z → ee events for
the efficiency measurement, and uncertainties in the back-
ground estimation, are assessed by varying the requirements
on the selection of both the tag and probe electron candi-
dates and by varying the details of the background subtrac-
tion method as detailed in Ref. [41]. The scaling factor and
its systematic uncertainty are obtained from the mean and
standard deviation, respectively, of the results produced by
the set of independent variations of all these parameters. The

statistical uncertainty is calculated as the average over the
statistical uncertainties in all variations.

7.3 Measurement of the photon trigger efficiency

The photon trigger efficiency at the HLT (including L1),
denoted by ǫ

γ

trig, can be measured by two complementary
data-driven methods. The Bootstrap (BS) method uses pho-
tons triggered by a lower level or unbiased trigger, while
the second method uses photons from radiative Z → ℓℓγ

decays.
The BS event sample is collected by L1-only triggers or

by loose, low-ET photon triggers. In the BS method, the
photon trigger efficiency can be factorised as the product of
two efficiency terms:

ǫ
γ

trig = ǫHLT|BS × ǫBS.

The efficiency of the HLT photon trigger relative to the cor-
responding BS sample efficiency, ǫHLT|BS, is measured with
offline photons on events in the BS sample. The BS sample
efficiency, ǫBS, is computed on collision events recorded by
a special ‘random’ trigger, which runs at a rate of a few Hz,
by comparing the number of the BS events with the num-
ber of isolated, identified and reconstructed offline photon
candidates in the sample. The background contamination in
this sample is large, which could lead to biases towards a
lower efficiency estimate. Those biases are expected to be
small because the photon trigger efficiency is evaluated with
respect to ‘tight’ and isolated offline photons and a few GeV
above the trigger threshold. The trigger efficiency for back-
ground photons fulfilling the ‘tight’ offline identification is
also very high, close to the one of signal photons; an addi-
tional systematic uncertainty is assigned as described below
to account for any potential biases.

The systematic uncertainty of the trigger efficiency is com-
puted as the discrepancy between the efficiency measured in
data and in simulated H→ γ γ (high-ET) and prompt-photon
(low-ET) samples. This approach to compute the systematic
uncertainties is conservative, as it also includes the discrep-
ancies between simulation and real data (mismodelling). The
main underlying assumption is that the trigger efficiency in
the MC simulation is close to the trigger efficiency in a pure
sample of photons in data. This assumption is supported by
the observation of good agreement between the trigger effi-
ciencies in data and simulation for photons from Z radiative
decays, discussed in Sect. 9.

The size of the data sample collected during Run 2 allows
the use of photons from radiative Z decays to measure the
photon trigger efficiencies. In this method the photon trig-
ger efficiency is measured using a clean sample of prompt,
isolated photons with relatively low pT from Z → ℓℓγ

(ℓ = e, μ) decays, in which a photon is produced from the

123



Eur. Phys. J. C (2020) 80 :47 Page 11 of 41 47

final-state radiation of one of the two leptons from the Z

boson decay.
Events triggered by the lowest-threshold unprescaled sin-

gle and double electron and muon triggers are used to select
Z → eeγ and Z → μμγ event candidates. The sample is
selected by requiring events with two opposite-charge lep-
tons (ee or μμ) with pT > 10 GeV and a ‘tight’ photon
candidate within |η| < 2.37, excluding the calorimeter tran-
sition region, and with ET > 10 GeV. The photon candi-
date is further required to satisfy an isolation WP of inter-
est. Both leptons are required to satisfy the ‘medium’ iden-
tification and ‘FCLoose’ isolation criteria, and must have
|η| < 2.47, with |z0| < 10 mm and |d0/σ(d0)| < 10. The
separation between the photon and each lepton is required to
be �R > 0.2. Figure 3 shows the distribution of mℓℓ vs the
three-body mass, mℓℓγ . The invariant mass of the two leptons
must be within 40 < mℓℓ < 83 GeV to reject events in which
a Z → ℓℓ decay is produced in association with a photon
coming from initial-state radiation. The invariant mass of the
three-body system is required to be 86 < mℓℓγ < 96 GeV.
With these requirements, only photons originating from Z

radiative decays are selected. If more than one ℓℓγ candi-
date is found, the one with the three-body mass closest to the
Z boson mass is selected.

The statistical uncertainty associated with the Z radia-
tive decay method is calculated as a confidence interval of
a Bayesian estimate with Jeffrey’s prior [48]. The system-
atic uncertainty is estimated by following the strategy used
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Fig. 4 The photon trigger efficiency as a function of the offline pho-
ton ET for both legs of the primary diphoton trigger in the 2018 pp

data. The measurement using the BS method (open markers) is com-
pared with that using the Z radiative decay (filled markers) method. The
efficiency is computed with respect to offline photons satisfying ‘tight’
identification criteria and a ‘calorimeter-only tight’ isolation require-
ment. Offline photon candidates in the calorimeter transition region
1.37 < |η| < 1.52 are not considered. The error bars indicate statistical
uncertainties

in the Z → ee tag-and-probe method for electron measure-
ments described in Sect. 7.2. In this case, the two leptons are
the tags, and the photon is the probe. The systematic uncer-
tainty is estimated from variations in the trigger efficiency
measurement resulting from changing the requirements on
the leptons and on the dilepton and three-body systems. The
requirement on the invariant mass of the dilepton system is
varied from 30 < mℓℓ < 83 GeV to 50 < mℓℓ < 90 GeV.
The three-body system mass requirement is varied from
65 < mℓℓγ < 105 GeV to 80 < mℓℓγ < 95 GeV. In addition,
when considering the electron channel, the identification of
the tags is changed from ‘tight’ to ‘medium’ for one or both
electrons.

Figure 4 shows a comparison between the BS and Z radia-
tive decay methods for ‘medium’ photon triggers in 2018.
The small difference in performance for the turn-on is due
to the different purities of the samples: there are significant
backgrounds in the BS sample, and almost inexistent back-
grounds in the Z radiative decay measurement, leading to
slightly higher efficiency computed by the Z radiative decay
method. This is expected, as the efficiency for the trigger to
select the background present in the BS sample is lower than
the efficiency for the trigger to select real photons. Typically,
physics analyses use the photon triggers to select objects
with ET at least 5 GeV above the trigger threshold. In that
regime, the efficiency measurements of both methods give
compatible results. The Z radiative decay method provides
a data-driven sample of photons with very high purity to
compute the efficiency for trigger thresholds below 60 GeV;
above this value the BS method is used.
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Table 5 List of unprescaled L1 EM triggers in different data-taking periods during Run 2

L1 EM trigger type 2015 2016 2017–2018

Single object L1_EM20VH L1_EM22VHI

Diobject L1_2EM10VH L1_2EM15VH L1_2EM15VHI
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Fig. 5 Dependence of the L1 trigger rates on the luminosity for single-object and diobject L1 EM triggers. The 2016 pp data is used for the
L1_2EM15VH trigger, as this trigger was unavailable in 2018

8 L1 trigger evolution and performance

Table 5 shows the lowest-threshold unprescaled single-object
and diobject L1 EM triggers in the different data-taking peri-
ods during Run 2. Figure 5 shows the L1 rates for the single-
object and diobject EM calorimeter triggers during Run 2.
Among the triggers shown there are two single-object trig-
gers not used in Run 2: the L1_EM20VHI trigger, to highlight
the additional rejection from the EM isolation requirement,
and L1_EM24VHI, which was a ‘backup’ trigger for single
EM objects. The single-object L1 rates in Fig. 5a are well
described by a linear fit as a function of luminosity, with an
approximately zero intercept, indicating a negligible contri-
bution from effects not related to pp collisions, as expected
for such a narrow RoI window. For single-object L1 EM trig-
gers with ET in the range 20–24 GeV, the rate is reduced by
approximately 25% when the threshold is raised by 2 GeV.
For diobject L1 EM triggers this reduction in rate depends
on the threshold: for a 5 GeV increase from L1_2EM10VH
(L1_2EM15VH) a reduction of 90% (50%) is achieved. An
additional EM isolation requirement (I) leads to a consis-
tent rate reduction of about 44% per leg for single-object
(L1_EM20VH) and diobject (L1_2EM15VH) triggers and a
pile-up-dependent efficiency loss of at most 5% up to 50 GeV,
as shown in Fig. 6. No isolation requirements are applied
above this ET value.

Dedicated combined-object triggers such as three EM
clusters or an EM cluster with a muon, τ -lepton, jet, or miss-
ing transverse momentum are also implemented at L1, allow-
ing L1 EM trigger thresholds to be lowered to 7 GeV. Some
L1 triggers do not require an additional EM object for their
rate reduction. In this case, their HLT photon/electron recon-
struction is seeded by the lowest available L1 EM threshold,
which is 3 GeV.

Additional topological requirements (invariant mass, �R,
etc.) can also be applied to L1 triggers to further reduce the
rate. For example, prescaled triggers used to collect J/ψ →
ee events for the low-ET electron performance studies [31,
38,41] have at least one L1 EM threshold as low as 3 GeV and
a requirement on the invariant mass of the EM object pairs to
lie between 1 and 5 GeV [49]. The latter requirement leads to
trigger rate reduction factors of 4–9, depending on the exact
trigger threshold configuration.

9 Photon trigger evolution and performance in pp

data-taking

9.1 Evolution of photon triggers in Run 2

Table 6 shows the lowest-threshold unprescaled photon trig-
gers in different data-taking periods during Run 2. The
‘loose’ and ‘medium’ identification requirements remained
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Fig. 6 Efficiency of L1 single EM object triggers as a function of a the
offline electron ET and b pile-up. The offline reconstructed electron is
required to pass a likelihood-based ‘tight’ identification. The efficien-
cies are measured with a tag-and-probe method in Z → ee data events,
using offline monitoring tools described in Sect. 12. The error bars show

the statistical uncertainties only. No background subtraction is applied,
as the effect is expected to be negligible. For b, only offline candidates
with ET values at least 1 GeV above the corresponding trigger threshold
are considered

Table 6 List of unprescaled triggers with photons in different data-taking periods during Run 2. The corresponding L1 trigger threshold is given
in brackets. No L1 isolation is applied for L1 ET > 50 GeV

Trigger type 2015 2016 2017–2018

Primary single photon g120_loose (EM22VHI) g140_loose (EM22VHI)

Primary diphoton g35_loose_g25_loose (2EM15VH) g35_medium_g25_medium (2EM20VH)

Loose diphoton 2g50_loose (2EM20VH)

Tight diphoton 2g20_tight (2EM15VH) 2g22_tight (2EM15VH) 2g20_tight_icalovloose (2EM15VHI)

unchanged throughout 2015–2018. An optimisation of the
selection for the online ‘tight’ definition was performed at
the end of 2017 in order to synchronise with a reoptimised
offline ‘tight’ photon selection. The calorimeter-only isola-
tion requirement (icalovloose) was implemented in the HLT
for tight diphoton triggers for the first time in 2017.

9.2 Primary single-photon and diphoton triggers

The lowest-threshold unprescaled single-photon trigger is
primarily designed to trigger on high-ET photons in searches
for new phenomena beyond the Standard Model. This pri-
mary single-photon trigger uses the ‘loose’ identification
requirement, with no isolation applied. Figure 7 shows the
HLT trigger rates for photon triggers as a function of instan-
taneous luminosity. The ET threshold of the single-photon
trigger was increased from 120 to 140 GeV in 2016 to keep
its acceptance rate below 50 Hz, as shown in Fig. 7a.

The efficiencies of the single-photon triggers in 2015–
2018, measured with the BS method, are shown in Fig. 8 as a
function of ET and η. The total uncertainties, shown as ver-
tical bars, are dominated by systematic uncertainties, espe-

cially differences between data and Monte Carlo simulation.
The trigger efficiency measurement has a total uncertainty of
the order of 1% for photons with ET values 5 GeV above the
trigger threshold, and an uncertainty of less than 0.1% for
photons at least 10 GeV above the trigger threshold.

Primary diphoton triggers are mainly designed for effi-
cient selection of events with Higgs boson candidates in
the diphoton decay channel. Trigger ET thresholds of 35
and 25 GeV for the leading and subleading photons allow
the collection of diphoton events with invariant masses low
enough for good background modelling for resonances above
120 GeV, such as the Higgs boson [50,51]. During 2015 and
2016 ‘loose’ identification was used at the HLT for primary
diphoton triggers. During 2017–2018, ‘medium’ identifica-
tion was used in order to keep the primary diphoton trigger
rate below 20 Hz at higher values of instantaneous luminosity,
as shown in Fig. 7b. The rate of the primary diphoton triggers
shows a linear dependence on the instantaneous luminosity.
As shown in Table 6, diphoton triggers with ‘loose’ iden-
tification were maintained at higher trigger ET thresholds
(50 GeV).
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Fig. 7 HLT output rate as a function of instantaneous luminosity for the primary a single-photon triggers and b diphoton triggers in 2015–2018.
The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 9.1
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Fig. 8 Efficiencies of single-photon triggers in 2015–2018 as a func-
tion of the offline photon a ET and b η. The changes between years are
detailed in Sect. 9.1. The efficiency is computed with respect to offline
photons satisfying ‘tight’ identification criteria and a ‘calorimeter-only
tight’ isolation requirement. The ratios of data to MC simulation effi-

ciencies are also shown. The total uncertainties, shown as vertical bars,
are dominated by systematic uncertainties. Offline photon candidates
in the calorimeter transition region 1.37 < |η| < 1.52 are not consid-
ered. For b, only offline candidates with ET values 5 GeV above the
corresponding trigger threshold are used

To measure the efficiency of primary diphoton triggers
in data, photons from Z radiative decays are used. Trigger
efficiencies for each of the legs of the diphoton trigger are
measured separately and then combined at the analysis level.
This approach is used for all the multi-object and combined
triggers. The efficiencies for the 25 GeV leg of the primary
diphoton triggers in 2015–2018 are shown in Fig. 9. Slightly
lower efficiencies are observed in 2017–2018 due to the tight-
ening of the online photon identification from the ‘loose’ to
‘medium’ WP: it is ∼95% efficient for events with offline
‘tight’ isolated photons with ET at least 5 GeV above the trig-
ger threshold. Trigger efficiencies show no significant depen-
dence on η or 〈μ〉, remaining close to 100% during most of
Run 2; the 2017 efficiency is the lowest of all years due

to a different LHC bunch structure. The total uncertainties,
shown as vertical bars, are dominated by statistical uncertain-
ties. The ratios of efficiency measured in data to that in MC
simulation are shown in Fig. 9 as functions of ET, η and 〈μ〉,
and are close to 1 in all cases, confirming good data/MC sim-
ulation agreement and validating the systematic uncertainty
procedure for the BS method.

9.3 Tight diphoton triggers for searches for low-mass
resonances

Diphoton triggers with lower ET thresholds and tighter iden-
tification criteria are designed to collect events for beyond the
Standard Model low-mass diphoton resonance searches [52].
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Fig. 9 Efficiencies of the 25 GeV leg of primary diphoton triggers in
2015–2018 as a function of the offline photon a ET, b η and c 〈μ〉. The
changes between years are detailed in Sect. 9.1. The ratios of data to MC
simulation efficiencies are also shown. The efficiency is computed with
respect to offline photons satisfying ‘tight’ identification criteria and

a ‘calorimeter-only tight’ isolation requirement. Offline photon candi-
dates in the calorimeter transition region 1.37 < |η| < 1.52 are not
considered. For b and c, only offline candidates with ET > 30 GeV
are used. The error bars indicate statistical and systematic uncertainties
combined in quadrature

These searches require the trigger ET thresholds to be kept
symmetric and as low as possible. Run 2 trigger thresholds
allow searches to reach diphoton invariant masses down to
∼60 GeV. These triggers are constrained by both the L1
and HLT rates. The L1_2EM15VH threshold was used in
2015–2016 and L1_2EM15VHI, which includes EM iso-
lation at L1, was used in 2017–2018. The HLT rate for
these triggers was about 16 Hz as shown in Fig. 10. The
HLT thresholds were kept at 20 GeV in 2015, and then
were increased to 22 GeV as the peak luminosity rose above
1.2 × 1034 cm−2 s−1 in 2016. The use of the topo-cluster-
based calorimeter isolation in the HLT allowed the thresholds
to be lowered back to 20 GeV for the 2017–2018 data-taking
period, despite the higher instantaneous luminosity and more
challenging pile-up conditions.

Figure 11 shows the low-mass diphoton trigger efficien-
cies as a function of ET, η and pile-up. The efficiency is
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Fig. 10 The HLT output rate as a function of instantaneous luminosity
for tight diphoton triggers in 2015–2018. The changes between years
are detailed in Sect. 9.1
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Fig. 11 Evolution of efficiencies for tight diphoton trigger legs as a
function of the offline photon a ET, b η, and c 〈μ〉 during Run 2.
The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 9.1. The efficiency
is computed with respect to offline photons satisfying tight identifica-
tion criteria and the calorimeter-only tight isolation requirement. The
ratios of data to MC simulation efficiencies are also shown. The total

uncertainties, shown as vertical bars, are dominated by statistical uncer-
tainties. Offline photon candidates in the calorimeter transition region
1.37 < |η| < 1.52 are not considered. For b and c, only offline candi-
dates with ET values 5 GeV above the corresponding trigger threshold
are used

computed with the Z radiative decay method for a sin-
gle photon trigger leg of the diphoton trigger with respect
to offline photons satisfying the tight identification criteria
and the calorimeter-only tight isolation requirement. Slightly
lower efficiency is observed for 2017 triggers due to a dif-
ferent LHC bunch structure as well as loosening of the
offline tight photon selection, which was applied online
only for the 2018 data-taking period. Triggers in 2017–2018
also suffer from some inefficiency due to L1 isolation up
to ∼50 GeV, as discussed in Sect. 8. The isolated trigger
g20_tight_icalovloose_L1EM15VHI exhibits a degradation
in efficiency of 4–5% when 〈μ〉 rises from 20 to 60; this
effect is visible in Fig. 11c. Above 〈μ〉∼55, the trend to lower
efficiency continues and the statistical uncertainty becomes
large. The reoptimisation of the online tight identification
selection criteria improved the efficiency of these triggers in
2018 relative to 2017 at 〈μ〉 values above ∼40.

10 Electron trigger evolution and performance in pp

data-taking

10.1 Evolution of electron triggers in Run 2

The evolution of the Run 2 electron trigger thresholds and
identification requirements for the main unprescaled triggers
is summarised in Table 7.

In addition to the threshold increases, there were also
changes in the underlying electron configuration and selec-
tion requirements as summarised in Table 8. These changes
are not always reflected in the trigger names. For example, the
Ringer algorithm (described in Sect. 6.3.1) was introduced
in 2017. The additional background rejection allowed looser
fast electron and precision calorimeter selections. In partic-
ular, for the latter step, in 2015–2016 there was a selection
which relied on a multivariate technique using a LH discrim-
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Table 7 List of unprescaled electron triggers in different data-taking periods during Run 2. The corresponding L1 trigger threshold is given in
brackets. All single electron triggers start from the same L1 threshold. No L1 isolation is applied for ET >50 GeV

Trigger type 2015 2016 2017–2018

Single electron e24_lhmedium (EM20VH) e26_lhtight_nod0_ivarloose (EM22VHI)

e60_lhmedium_nod0

e120_lhloose e140_lhloose_nod0

e200_etcut e300_etcut

Dielectron 2e12_lhloose 2e17_lhvloose_nod0 2e17_lhvloose_nod0 (2EM15VHI)

(2EM10VH) (2EM15VH) 2e24_lhvloose_nod0 (2EM20VH)

Table 8 Changes in the electron HLT configuration steps

Step 2015 2016 2017 2018

Fast calorimeter Cut-based Ringer for ET ≥ 15 GeV

Reco and selection Tuned on 2016 data Tuned on 2017 data

Fast electron track pT > 1 GeV, |�η| < 0.2 track pT > 1 GeV, |�η| < 0.3 for ET < 20 GeV

Selection track pT > 2 GeV, |�η| < 0.2 for ET ≥ 20 GeV

Precision calorimeter LH calo-only selection ET requirement

Precision LH variables,
binning in ET

Like offline without �p/p,
same ET < 45 GeV

Same as in 2015 without d0, |d0/σ(d0)|,
same full range

Precision LH inputs, MC-only 2016 data for ET ≥ 15 GeV,
MC for ET < 15 GeV
smoothing

2017 data (but ‘lhmedium’)

tunes

inant, constructed similarly to the standard offline precision
selection one, but based only on calorimetric variables. This
discriminant had ∼4% inefficiency relative to the offline
selection. This inefficiency was removed in 2017–2018 by
moving to a simpler requirement based only on ET.

The 2015 and 2016 pdfs for the electron LH were derived
from simulation samples described in Sect. 4. The pdfs for
the trigger electrons with ET below (above) 15 GeV were
determined with J/ψ → ee (Z → ee) MC samples, and
corrected for differences between data and simulation [41].
The 2017 pdfs for electrons and background above 15 GeV
were derived from data as detailed in Ref. [31]; pdf ‘smooth-
ing’ was also introduced online for all triggers. The 2018
electron data-driven pdfs for all working points except the
‘medium’ one were updated with 2017 data, maintaining the
original selection criteria and optimising for higher pile-up
conditions (〈μ〉 up to 100). The 2018 pdfs for electrons with
ET below 15 GeV were also derived from data as detailed in
Ref. [31].

10.2 Ringer algorithm performance

In 2017, triggers collected data online simultaneously with
and without use of the Ringer algorithm, allowing an evalua-
tion of its performance. For Z → ee decays, no difference in
efficiency is observed, as shown for two triggers in Fig. 12.
However, some special cases (such as events with merged

electrons coming from decays of boosted dibosons) are found
to suffer losses in efficiency as a result of using the Ringer
algorithm, as is shown in Fig. 13. The efficiency drops for
ET > 400 GeV because the two clusters begin to overlap, but
at very high ET the two clusters become so close that they
behave as a single cluster and all triggers become efficient
again. For the ET range above 300 GeV, a trigger with only
an ET selection in the HLT, e300_etcut, is available.

10.3 Single-electron triggers

One of the main features of the Run 2 trigger menu is the pres-
ence of the unprescaled single-electron trigger ET thresh-
old of 24 GeV for 2015 and 26 GeV for 2016–2018. This
single-electron trigger ensures the collection of the majority
of the events with leptonic W and Z boson decays, which
are present in a wide range of measurements and searches in
ATLAS. Although the threshold of this trigger is mainly con-
strained by the L1 bandwidth, as discussed in Sect. 8, the need
for a low threshold and HLT rate places strong constraints on
the tightness of the identification used by this trigger in the
HLT. Relying on this trigger provides a simple and inclusive
strategy, widely used in the ATLAS physics programme, at
a cost of about 20% of the total L1 and HLT rate.

Figure 14 shows the rates for the lowest-threshold unpre-
scaled isolated single-electron triggers used during Run 2 as
a function of the instantaneous luminosity. The LH selec-
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Fig. 12 The efficiency of electron triggers with the Ringer algorithm
and with the cut-based algorithm as a function of the offline electron a

ET, b η and c pile-up. Efficiency is given with respect to offline tight

identification working point. For b and c, only offline candidates with
ET > 29 GeV are used
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Fig. 13 The efficiency for electrons from gg → radion (3 TeV) →
V V → eeqq as a function of a the offline electron ET and b �R

between two electrons. Efficiency is given with respect to offline loose

identification and the FCLoose isolation working point. For b, only
offline candidates with ET > 400 GeV are used
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Fig. 14 Dependence of the trigger rate on the luminosity for the lowest-
threshold unprescaled isolated single-electron triggers in 2015–2018.
The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 10.1

tion (‘lhtight’) of the lowest-threshold unprescaled isolated
single-electron trigger is tuned for a given rate, which
remained unchanged in 2016–2018.

The electron trigger candidates originate from various pro-
cesses, as shown in Fig. 15. This shows the lowest-threshold
unprescaled isolated single-electron trigger rate as a func-
tion of the HLT electron ET-threshold value, broken down
by process. The total rate is measured in a data set collected
at a constant instantaneous luminosity of 8 × 1033 cm−2 s−1

at
√

s = 13 TeV, while the individual contributions from W ,
Z and multijet production are estimated with MC simula-
tion. The dominant uncertainty in the multijet rate is eval-
uated with a data-driven technique: the rate as a function
of ET is obtained in a multijet-enriched region by inverting
the HLT track-based electron isolation, and the bin-by-bin
disagreement between data and MC simulation is applied as
a systematic uncertainty of the multijet process. The total
expected rate is in agreement with the measured value for
all the thresholds considered. Most of the rate comes from
physics processes of interest such as W and Z production,
while a significant but not dominant background comes from
jets misidentified as electrons.

At higher ET, additional triggers with no isolation require-
ments and looser identification are introduced. The rates for
the lowest-threshold unprescaled, non-isolated triggers with
a requirement of ET above 60 GeV and with ‘lhmedium’
identification are shown in Fig. 16a. The rates for the loose,
unprescaled triggers with the ‘lhloose’ identification work-
ing point and ET above 120–140 GeV are shown in Fig. 16b.
These higher-ET triggers have rate reductions of one and
two orders of magnitude, respectively, compared with the
lowest-threshold unprescaled isolated single-electron trigger.
The three single-electron triggers, the exact configuration for
which is detailed in Table 7, are used simultaneously in a

Fig. 15 The lowest-threshold unprescaled isolated single-electron
trigger’s rate as a function of the threshold value for the trigger electron
ET

typical analysis selection, allowing an event to be selected
if it passes any of them. This configuration is called the
‘single-electron trigger combination’. There is also a very
high ET trigger, e300_etcut, running at a rate of up to 5 Hz
at 2 · 1034 cm−2 s−1. This trigger allows the collection of an
unbiased sample of events with very high energy deposits in
the EM calorimeter, as discussed in Sect. 10.2.

The evolution of the single-electron trigger combination
efficiency in 2015–2018 is shown in Fig. 17. The offline elec-
tron is required to pass the tight identification and FCTight
isolation requirements. The FCTight isolation requirement is
chosen because it is the only one which has a more restrictive
isolation configuration than is used online. The sharper effi-
ciency turn-on as a function of ET in 2015 shown in Fig. 17a
is due to a looser identification requirement (‘lhmedium’
versus ‘lhtight’ from 2016), a lower ET threshold (24 GeV
versus 26 GeV from 2016) and no isolation requirement.
Although similar identification, isolation, and ET require-
ments are imposed in the single-electron triggers in 2016–
2018, some inefficiency at ET < 60 GeV is observed in 2016.
This is explained by the different electron trigger config-
uration used in 2016, in particular the inefficiency of the
calorimeter-only LH selection at the precision step. In 2015–
2016, triggers used simulation-based LH and were optimised
relative to a different offline selection [41], which results in
some inefficiency; however, from 2017 a data-driven like-
lihood selection and introduction of a looser fast selection
with the Ringer algorithm recover the trigger efficiency at
ET < 60 GeV. The main remaining sources of inefficiency
are the L1 electromagnetic isolation requirements discussed
in Sect. 8. As shown in Fig. 17b, the single-electron trigger
combination efficiency is lower in the 1.37 < |η| < 1.52 and
|η| > 2.37 regions, where a significant amount of inactive
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Fig. 16 Dependence of the single-electron-trigger rates on the luminosity for a lowest-threshold unprescaled, non-isolated and b loose unprescaled
single-electron triggers in 2015–2018. The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 10.1
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Fig. 17 Evolution of the single-electron trigger combination efficiency
as a function of the offline electron a ET and b η during Run 2. The
changes between years are detailed in Sect. 10.1. Efficiency is given
with respect to offline tight identification and the FCTight isolation

working point. The ratios of data to MC simulation efficiencies are also
shown. The error bars indicate statistical and systematic uncertainties
combined in quadrature. For b, only offline candidates with ET values
at least 1 GeV above the corresponding trigger threshold are used

material is present. Further, detailed investigation into the
sources of the inefficiency relative to the offline selection is
discussed below.

The MC simulation efficiency correction factors, defined
in Sect. 7.2 and shown in the lower panels of Fig. 17, are as
large as 18% close to the trigger ET threshold and at most 4%
above 40 GeV. Their η-dependence is fairly smooth for 2015
and 2017–2018, with typical values of less than 4% (11%)
outside (inside) the |η| > 2.37 region. These efficiency cor-
rection factors are measured with a typical precision of 0.1%.

Figure 18 shows the trigger efficiency dependence on pile-
up. This was reduced towards the end of Run 2. The residual

dependence is caused by the isolation requirements both in
the HLT and at L1.

Sources of inefficiency for the e26_lhtight_nod0_ivar-
loose and e60_lhmedium_nod0 triggers relative to the offline
reconstruction and the corresponding L1 requirements
(EM22VHI) are shown in Table 9. The sources are broken
down for each of the selection steps in the HLT. A description
of the steps is provided in Sect. 6.3. The offline reconstructed
electron is required to have ET > 27 (61) GeV and pass
the ‘lhtight’ identification. The inefficiencies are determined
by the percentage of candidates that pass the offline iden-
tification, but fail the online identification at the indicated
step, measured with a tag-and-probe method using Z → ee
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Fig. 18 Evolution of the single-electron trigger combination efficiency
as a function of the pile-up during Run 2, showing measurements in
data only. The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 10.1. The
efficiency is given with respect to offline tight identification and the
FCTight isolation working point. Background subtraction is not applied,
as the effect is expected to be negligible. Poorly populated bins are
removed. Only offline candidates with ET values at least 1 GeV above
the corresponding trigger threshold are used. The error bars indicate
statistical and systematic uncertainties combined in quadrature

decays providing approximately 25 000 and 15 000 suitable
probe electrons, respectively. The sizes of the contributions
of the individual selection steps to the overall inefficiency
depend on the ET of the electron and on the tightness of
the selection requirements. The dominant source of ineffi-
ciency for the lowest-threshold unprescaled isolated trigger
is the electron identification, while for the lowest-threshold
unprescaled non-isolated trigger, the sources of inefficiency
are more diverse. These inefficiencies are driven by differ-
ences between the online and offline reconstruction criteria
described in Sect. 6.
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Fig. 19 Dependence of the dielectron trigger rates on the luminosity
in 2015–2018. The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 10.1.
Open markers represent L1 triggers with no EM isolation (L1 no-iso),
while filled markers represent EM isolated L1 triggers (L1 iso)

10.4 Dielectron triggers

Dielectron triggers allow the use of electron ET thresholds
at least 9 GeV below those of the single-electron triggers and
looser identification and isolation requirements with only a
very small increase in HLT rate. The major constraint for
dielectron triggers comes from their L1 ET thresholds, while
the corresponding HLT rates, shown in Fig. 19, are of the
order of 10 Hz, which allow triggers with a very loose selec-
tion in the HLT to be kept. The L1_2EM15VH threshold had
to be increased to L1_2EM20VH due to rate considerations
in 2017. An additional set of dielectron triggers which start
from L1_2EM15VHI was introduced.

The efficiencies of the dielectron triggers as a function of
the offline electron ET shown in Fig. 20a are calculated for a
single electron trigger leg of the dielectron trigger. Thus for

Table 9 Sources of inefficiency for the e26_lhtight_nod0_ivarloose
and e60_lhmedium_nod0 triggers at each selection step in the HLT. Iso-
lation requirements on the precision electron candidate may be applied:
if the candidate fails the ‘Precision Electron selection’ but passes isola-

tion, ‘Electron selection only’ is filled; if the candidate passes the pre-
cision electron selection buts fails isolation, ‘Isolation only’ is filled; if
both fail, ‘Electron selection and isolation’ is filled. Data collected in
October 2017 are used for this study

Trigger Inefficiency (%)

e26_lhtight_nod0_ivarloose e60_lhmedium_nod0

Fast step 0.72 ± 0.02 1.3 ± 0.1

Precision steps:

Calorimeter reconstruction and ET selection 0.11 ± 0.01 1.63 ± 0.11

Track reconstruction and track–cluster matching 0.87 ± 0.02 0.67 ± 0.07

Electron selection only 6.03 ± 0.05 2.60 ± 0.13

Electron selection and isolation 0.26 ± 0.01 –

Isolation only 0.75 ± 0.02 –

Other 0.22 ± 0.01 0.18 ± 0.04

Total 8.9 ± 0.1 6.38 ± 0.21
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Fig. 20 Evolution of efficiencies for dielectron trigger legs as a func-
tion of the offline electron a ET and b η during Run 2, showing measure-
ments in data only. The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 10.1.
The efficiency is given with respect to the loose offline identification

and the FCLoose isolation working point. For b, only offline candi-
dates with ET values 1 GeV above the corresponding trigger threshold
are used. The error bars indicate statistical and systematic uncertainties
combined in quadrature

the 2015 dielectron trigger, 2e12_lhloose, the efficiency of
e12_lhloose is shown. The dielectron trigger had a lower ET

threshold in 2015, and a slightly tighter identification point
(‘lhloose’ instead of ‘lhvloose’), which results in a different
efficiency curve. The dielectron triggers with an ET threshold
of 17 GeV have a lower efficiency in 2017 and 2018 than in
previous years for ET below 60 GeV. This is due to the L1
seed, which has an electromagnetic isolation requirement.
To recover the lost efficiency, a combination of a lower-ET

trigger (isolated at L1) and a higher-ET trigger (with only
the L1 hadronic veto applied) is typically used in ATLAS
physics analyses. The η-dependence of the efficiencies of the
dielectron trigger legs is shown in Fig. 20b. The efficiency
shown is lower in the 1.37 < |η| < 1.52 and |η| > 2.37
regions, similar to the single-electron triggers. Outside these
regions, efficiencies of dielectron triggers without L1 EM
isolation are about 5% lower in the endcaps than in the barrel
region, while those for triggers with L1 EM isolation have at
most 3% variations.

Figure 21 shows the dielectron trigger efficiency as a func-
tion of pile-up. It decreases slightly with 〈μ〉 for non-isolated
L1 triggers, and has a much stronger 〈μ〉 dependence (due to
the L1 electromagnetic isolation requirement) for the isolated
L1 triggers.

The efficiency of the e24_lhvloose_nod0 trigger in 2018
with respect to various offline identification WPs is shown in
Fig. 22. The MC efficiency corrections for this trigger with
very loose online selection reach up to 30% (10%) at low ET

relative to loose and medium (tight) offline selections, but
above 40 GeV they remain below 5%. The data–simulation
discrepancies are mostly driven by the performance in the
1.37 < |η| < 1.52 and |η| > 2.37 regions. The efficiency
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Fig. 21 Evolution of efficiencies for the dielectron trigger legs as a
function of pile-up during Run 2, showing measurements in data only.
The changes between years are detailed in Sect. 10.1. The efficiency is
given with respect to the loose offline identification and the FCLoose
isolation working point. No background subtraction is applied, as the
effect is expected to be negligible. Poorly populated bins are removed.
Only offline candidates with ET values at least 1 GeV above the corre-
sponding trigger threshold are used. The error bars indicate statistical
and systematic uncertainties combined in quadrature

correction factors are measured with a typical precision of
0.1%.

10.5 Other electron and combined triggers for physics

Lower thresholds or looser identification criteria than those
used in the single-electron and dielectron triggers described
above can be used for ‘combined’ triggers which target spe-
cific final states with other physics objects (photons, muons,

123



Eur. Phys. J. C (2020) 80 :47 Page 23 of 41 47

0.7

0.75

0.8

0.85

0.9

0.95

1
T

ri
g
g
e
r 

E
ff
ic

ie
n
c
y

ATLAS

 = 13 TeVspp data 2018, 

 > 24 GeV, very loose
T

Trigger electron E

offline loose
offline medium
offline tight

40 60 80 100 120 140

 [GeV]TE

0.7
0.8
0.9

1

D
a
ta

/M
C

(a)

0.6

0.65

0.7

0.75

0.8

0.85

0.9

0.95

1

1.05

T
ri
g
g
e
r 

E
ff
ic

ie
n
c
y

ATLAS  = 13 TeVspp data 2018, 

 > 24 GeV, very loose
T

Trigger electron E

offline loose offline medium offline tight

2− 1− 0 1 2

η

0.8
0.9

1

D
a
ta

/M
C

(b)

Fig. 22 Efficiencies of the e24_lhvloose_nod0 trigger as a function of
the offline electron a ET and b η with respect to offline tight, medium,
and loose identification, and no isolation requirements. The efficien-

cies are measured in data and shown with corresponding statistical and
systematic uncertainties. The ratios of data to MC simulation are also
shown. For b, only offline candidates with ET >25 GeV are used
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Fig. 23 Evolution of efficiencies of triggers with a 7 GeV electron-
ET threshold and ‘lhmedium’ identification as a function of the offline
electron a ET and b η during Run 2. The changes between years are
detailed in Sect. 10.1. The efficiency is given with respect to the offline

tight identification criteria and the FCTight isolation working point.
The ratios of data to MC simulation efficiencies are also shown. The
error bars indicate statistical and systematic uncertainties combined in
quadrature. For (b), only offline candidates with ET > 8 GeV are used

τ -leptons, jets, b-jets, missing transverse momentum, etc.)
in addition to an electron. The lowest electron-ET threshold
used in combined triggers is 7 GeV. The efficiency of the
electron leg of this trigger, shown in Fig. 23, is similar to that
for the single-electron and dielectron triggers.

There are also dedicated triggers which allow events with
unusual topologies to be collected. For example, for final
states with two closely spaced electrons, standard triggers
are not very efficient. This is shown in Fig. 24 for the
Higgs boson Dalitz decay H → γ ∗γ → eeγ . The effi-
ciency is measured in a sample of simulated events with
mee < 10 GeV, E

γ

T > 35 GeV and both electrons with

ET > 15 GeV. A dedicated, cut-based electron identifica-
tion WP, ‘mergedtight’, was introduced in 2017, allowing
events with two collimated electrons to pass the trigger. As
shown in Table 10, this new trigger recovers a significant frac-
tion of events not recorded by the standard diphoton triggers
(2g50_loose and g35_medium_g25_medium), especially in
the regime of �R(ee) < 0.1. An additional requirement
on the invariant mass of the photon and dielectron requir-
ing compatibility with the Higgs boson mass is introduced
to reduce the background rate, with negligible impact on the
signal efficiency.
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Table 10 Trigger efficiency in a sample of simulated H → γ ∗γ →
eeγ events. The specially developed trigger is called ‘1 photon, 1 colli-
mated electron pair’. The signal selection efficiency for the combination
of three triggers is given in the ‘Combined efficiency’ line

Trigger Signal efficiency (%)

2 loose photons, ET >50 GeV 41.3 ± 0.5

2 medium photons, ET
>35, 25 GeV

61.7 ± 0.5

1 photon, 1 collimated electron
pair, ET >35, 30 GeV

72.3 ± 0.4

Combined efficiency 85.8 ± 0.3

10.6 Support electron triggers

Samples of J/ψ → ee events for various performance mea-
surements were collected with prescaled ‘support’ dielectron
triggers. These require electron ET thresholds in the range
4–14 GeV with one electron leg passing an ‘lhtight’ identifi-
cation requirement and the other an ‘etcut’ requirement.

There are also sets of single-electron prescaled triggers
with either only an ET requirement in the HLT, or with
‘lhvloose’ identification at various ET thresholds. These have
a rate of about 1 Hz each and are used for performance and
background studies.

Additionally, for each combined trigger electron leg there
is a corresponding single electron trigger which is enabled
only in ‘rerun’ mode to allow electron trigger efficiency mea-
surements.

11 Electron and photon trigger performance in HI

data-taking

In the 2015 PbPb run, only cut-based ‘HI loose’ electron
triggers were activated. The number of Z → ee candidates

in the entire run was limited to about 4000, which limited the
precision of the trigger efficiency evaluation.

In the 2018 PbPb run, a factor of 3.5 more integrated
luminosity was provided which resulted in a significant
improvement in the number of Z → ee candidates for
electron trigger performance studies. Two electron trig-
ger sequences are activated for data-taking: a cut-based
‘loose_ion’ trigger with an ET = 20 GeV threshold, and
an LH-based ‘lhloose_ion’ trigger with an ET > 15 GeV
requirement. In the latter, the standard pp pdfs are evalu-
ated using the UE-corrected variables. An advantage of the
LH-based approach is a significant reduction in the out-
put rate in comparison with the cut-based trigger at the
same ET threshold. The LH trigger has significantly bet-
ter purity at the cost of a moderate loss in trigger effi-
ciency. Figure 25 shows the trigger efficiency as a function
of FCal ET and offline electron ET for the ‘loose_ion’
and ‘lhloose_ion’ triggers with 20 and 15 GeV thresholds,
respectively. The trigger efficiencies are evaluated using the
tag-and-probe method on Z → ee candidate events. Probe
electrons are required to pass a version of the loose LH iden-
tification optimised for PbPb collisions. The ‘loose_ion’
trigger is slightly more efficient in the plateau region, which
is reached at around 25 GeV in both cases. Both trigger
sequences have a small (below 12%) collision-centrality
dependence.

The primary unprescaled photon trigger used in 2015 and
2018 PbPb data-taking had a 20 GeV ET threshold, and
the photon candidate was required to satisfy loose identi-
fication criteria. Figure 26 shows the 2018 photon trigger
efficiency using the BS method. The efficiency is shown in
Fig. 26a as a function of FCal ET, with and without UE
subtraction applied in the online reconstruction. When the
reconstruction is run without UE subtraction, i.e. in the same
manner as done in pp collision data-taking, the efficiency
shows a strong dependence on collision centrality. This is
primarily due to a strong distortion of the shower shapes
and subsequent inefficiency associated with the identification
requirements. When the reconstruction is run with the UE
subtraction procedure, the photon trigger efficiency remains
high across the full range of centralities. In Fig. 26b, the
(offline, calibrated) photon-ET dependence of photon trig-
ger efficiencies using UE subtraction is shown for photon
triggers with 15 and 20 GeV ET thresholds. The efficiency
is determined with respect to offline reconstructed photons
which pass a tighter set of identification cuts, identical to
those used in typical physics analyses. The HI photon trig-
gers become fully efficient at about 5 GeV above the nominal
online trigger threshold, similar to the photon triggers used
for the pp data-taking.
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Fig. 25 HI electron trigger efficiency as a function of a FCal ET and
b the offline electron ET. The efficiency is calculated with respect to the
loose offline identification WP using offline monitoring tools described

in Sect. 12. For a, only offline candidates with ET >20 GeV are used.
The error bars indicate statistical uncertainties only
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Fig. 26 Photon trigger efficiencies as a function of a FCal ET and
b offline photon ET. In a, the closed (open) marker indicate data with
(without) UE subtraction; only offline candidates with ET >20 GeV are
used. In b, UE subtraction is applied in both cases, with closed (open)
markers indicating ET thresholds of 15 (20) GeV. The efficiencies are

computed with respect to offline photons satisfying tight identification
criteria using offline monitoring tools described in Sect. 12. Offline pho-
ton candidates in the calorimeter transition region 1.37 < |η| < 1.52
are not considered. The error bars indicate statistical uncertainties only

12 Monitoring and data quality

During data-taking, the performance of the electron and pho-
ton triggers is monitored online while data are being col-
lected, and offline, right after data are recorded.

The online monitoring check is performed during the
data-taking by shift personnel based in the ATLAS control
room at CERN, located at ground level, 100 m above the
ATLAS detector, in the Point 1 of the LHC ring. Observables
related to electron and photon candidates at different stages
of the HLT reconstruction are checked. These observables
are defined in the reconstruction and hypothesis-testing algo-
rithms executed online. Only a set of representative electron

and photon triggers are monitored online. Monitoring of the
full set of triggers would require a large fraction of the HLT
farm’s computing power and is not necessary, as many of the
electron and photon triggers share the same algorithms. In the
fast reconstruction step, only the coverage in η–φ space and
the distributions of ET are monitored for both the electrons
and photons. Ringer algorithm variables, track positions, and
distances between tracks and calorimeter clusters are moni-
tored for electron triggers. In the precision step, in addition
to those observables, the value of 〈μ〉 at the HLT and some
calorimeter shower shapes are monitored. For electrons, the
distribution of the value of the likelihood discriminant is also
monitored.
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An ‘express stream’ is defined, containing a fraction of
the collected data reconstructed with high priority for offline
monitoring and data-quality purposes. It takes around one
day for the ATLAS computing centre at CERN to calibrate
and reconstruct data from the express stream. Once these data
are available, offline monitoring of the performance and data
quality for several electron and photon triggers is performed.
The list of triggers that are monitored offline include ver-
sions of all primary triggers (single, isolated electron, single
photon, dielectron, diphoton, tight diphoton), and support-
ing triggers (e.g. dedicated Z → ee and J/ψ → ee tag-
and-probe triggers). All of the express stream triggers are
highly prescaled; 3 Hz of the total 20 Hz express stream rate
is reserved for the electron and photon trigger monitoring.

Almost all of the variables used by the online algorithms
are monitored offline, at L1 and in both the fast and preci-
sion HLT reconstruction steps. In addition to distributions of
physics observables, the efficiencies of different triggers are
computed and monitored. Figure 6 is an example of an effi-
ciency plot produced with the monitoring tools. The offline
monitoring is performed by an expert among the shift person-
nel, who compares the distributions of HLT physics observ-
ables and trigger performance with those from a reference set
of data, selected in advance, for which the ATLAS detector
is known to have good operational performance. There were
no data-quality issues caused by electron and photon triggers
in Run 2.

13 Conclusion

This paper describes the ATLAS electron and photon triggers
and their evolution during Run 2. To cope with a fourfold
increase of peak LHC luminosity in Run 2 (2015–2018), to
2.1×1034 cm−2 s−1, and a similar increase in the number of
interactions per beam-crossing, trigger algorithms and selec-
tions needed to be optimised to control the trigger rates while
retaining a high efficiency for offline analyses. The main trig-
gers for the proton–proton data-taking were a single-electron
trigger with a transverse energy threshold of 26 GeV and a
diphoton trigger with transverse energy thresholds of 25 and
35 GeV. The single-electron trigger efficiency relative to a
single-electron offline selection is at least 75% for an offline
electron of 31 GeV, and rises to 96% at 60 GeV. The trigger
efficiency of a 25 GeV leg of the primary diphoton trigger
relative to a tight offline photon selection is more than 96%
for an offline photon of 30 GeV. Trigger efficiencies are com-
parable in the heavy-ion runs, in which electron and photon
trigger transverse energy thresholds were in the range 15–
20 GeV.

Acknowledgements We thank CERN for the very successful oper-
ation of the LHC, as well as the support staff from our institutions

without whom ATLAS could not be operated efficiently. We acknowl-
edge the support of ANPCyT, Argentina; YerPhI, Armenia; ARC,
Australia; BMWFW and FWF, Austria; ANAS, Azerbaijan; SSTC,
Belarus; CNPq and FAPESP, Brazil; NSERC, NRC and CFI, Canada;
CERN; CONICYT, Chile; CAS, MOST and NSFC, China; COLCIEN-
CIAS, Colombia; MSMT CR, MPO CR and VSC CR, Czech Repub-
lic; DNRF and DNSRC, Denmark; IN2P3-CNRS, CEA-DRF/IRFU,
France; SRNSFG, Georgia; BMBF, HGF, and MPG, Germany; GSRT,
Greece; RGC, Hong Kong SAR, China; ISF and Benoziyo Center,
Israel; INFN, Italy; MEXT and JSPS, Japan; CNRST, Morocco; NWO,
Netherlands; RCN, Norway; MNiSW and NCN, Poland; FCT, Portu-
gal; MNE/IFA, Romania; MES of Russia and NRC KI, Russian Federa-
tion; JINR; MESTD, Serbia; MSSR, Slovakia; ARRS and MIZŠ, Slove-
nia; DST/NRF, South Africa; MINECO, Spain; SRC and Wallenberg
Foundation, Sweden; SERI, SNSF and Cantons of Bern and Geneva,
Switzerland; MOST, Taiwan; TAEK, Turkey; STFC, United Kingdom;
DOE and NSF, United States of America. In addition, individual groups
and members have received support from BCKDF, CANARIE, CRC
and Compute Canada, Canada; COST, ERC, ERDF, Horizon 2020, and
Marie Skłodowska-Curie Actions, European Union; Investissements d’
Avenir Labex and Idex, ANR, France; DFG and AvH Foundation, Ger-
many; Herakleitos, Thales and Aristeia programmes co-financed by EU-
ESF and the Greek NSRF, Greece; BSF-NSF and GIF, Israel; CERCA
Programme Generalitat de Catalunya, Spain; The Royal Society and
Leverhulme Trust, United Kingdom. The crucial computing support
from all WLCG partners is acknowledged gratefully, in particular from
CERN, the ATLAS Tier-1 facilities at TRIUMF (Canada), NDGF (Den-
mark, Norway, Sweden), CC-IN2P3 (France), KIT/GridKA (Germany),
INFN-CNAF (Italy), NL-T1 (Netherlands), PIC (Spain), ASGC (Tai-
wan), RAL (UK) and BNL (USA), the Tier-2 facilities worldwide and
large non-WLCG resource providers. Major contributors of computing
resources are listed in Ref. [53].

Data Availability Statement This manuscript has no associated data
or the data will not be deposited. [Authors’ comment: “All ATLAS sci-
entific output is published in journals, and preliminary results are made
available in Conference Notes. All are openly available, without restric-
tion on use by external parties beyond copyright law and the standard
conditions agreed by CERN. Data associated with journal publications
are also made available: tables and data from plots (e.g. cross section
values, likelihood profiles, selection efficiencies, cross section limits,
...) are stored in appropriate repositories such as HEPDATA (http://
hepdata.cedar.ac.uk/). ATLAS also strives to make additional material
related to the paper available that allows a reinterpretation of the data
in the context of new theoretical models. For example, an extended
encapsulation of the analysis is often provided for measurements in the
framework of RIVET (http://rivet.hepforge.org/).“ This information is
taken from the ATLAS Data Access Policy, which is a public docu-
ment that can be downloaded from http://opendata.cern.ch/record/413
[opendata.cern.ch].]

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adaptation,
distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you
give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, pro-
vide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article
are included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indi-
cated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended
use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permit-
ted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from the copy-
right holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecomm
ons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
Funded by SCOAP3.

123

http://hepdata.cedar.ac.uk/
http://hepdata.cedar.ac.uk/
http://rivet.hepforge.org/
http://opendata.cern.ch/record/413
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


Eur. Phys. J. C (2020) 80 :47 Page 27 of 41 47

References

1. ATLAS Collaboration, Performance of the ATLAS Trigger System
in 2010. Eur. Phys. J. C 72, 1849 (2012). arXiv:1110.1530 [hep-ex]

2. ATLAS Collaboration, Performance of the ATLAS electron and
photon trigger in pp collisions at

√
s = 7 T eV in 2011, ATLAS-

CONF-2012-048 (2012). https://cds.cern.ch/record/1450089
3. ATLAS Collaboration, Performance of the ATLAS trigger system

in 2015. Eur. Phys. J. C 77, 317 (2017). arXiv:1611.09661 [hep-ex]
4. ATLAS Collaboration, The ATLAS experiment at the CERN large

hadron collider. JINST 3, S08003 (2008)
5. ATLAS Collaboration, ATLAS Insertable B-Layer Techni-

cal Design Report, ATLAS-TDR-19 (2010). https://cds.cern.ch/
record/1291633. ATLAS Insertable B-Layer Technical Design
Report Addendum, ATLAS-TDR-19-ADD-1 (2012). https://cds.
cern.ch/record/1451888

6. B. Abbott et al., Production and integration of the ATLAS
Insertable B-Layer. JINST 13, T05008 (2018). arXiv:1803.00844
[physics.ins-det]

7. ATLAS Collaboration, Particle identification performance of
the ATLAS transition radiation tracker, ATLAS-CONF-2011-128
(2011). https://cds.cern.ch/record/1383793

8. ATLAS Collaboration, Luminosity determination in pp collisions
at

√
s = 13 T eV using the ATLAS detector at the LHC, ATLAS-

CONF-2019-021 (2019). http://cds.cern.ch/record/2677054
9. G. Avoni et al., The new LUCID-2 detector for luminosity mea-

surement and monitoring in ATLAS. JINST 13, P07017 (2018)
10. P. Nason, A new method for combining NLO QCD with

shower Monte Carlo algorithms. JHEP 11, 040 (2004).
arXiv:hep-ph/0409146

11. S. Frixione, P. Nason, C. Oleari, Matching NLO QCD computations
with parton shower simulations: the POWHEG method. JHEP 11,
070 (2007). arXiv:0709.2092 [hep-ph]

12. S. Alioli, P. Nason, C. Oleari, E. Re, A general framework for
implementing NLO calculations in shower Monte Carlo programs:
the POWHEG BOX. JHEP 06, 043 (2010). arXiv:1002.2581 [hep-
ph]

13. S. Alioli, P. Nason, C. Oleari, E. Re, NLO vector-boson produc-
tion matched with shower in POWHEG. JHEP 07, 060 (2008).
arXiv:0805.4802 [hep-ph]

14. T. Sjöstrand, S. Mrenna, P.Z. Skands, A brief introduction
to PYTHIA 8.1. Comput. Phys. Commun. 178, 852 (2008).
arXiv:0710.3820 [hep-ph]

15. ATLAS Collaboration, Measurement of the Z/γ ∗ boson transverse

momentum distribution in pp collisions at
√

s = 7 T eV with the

ATLAS detector. JHEP 09, 145 (2014). arXiv:1406.3660 [hep-ex]
16. H.-L. Lai et al., New parton distributions for collider physics. Phys.

Rev. D 82, 074024 (2010). arXiv:1007.2241 [hep-ph]
17. J. Pumplin et al., New generation of parton distributions with

uncertainties from global QCD analysis. JHEP 07, 012 (2002).
arXiv:hep-ph/0201195

18. P. Golonka, Z. Was, PHOTOS Monte Carlo: a precision tool for
QED corrections in Z and W decays. Eur. Phys. J. C 45, 97 (2006).
arXiv:hep-ph/0506026

19. N. Davidson, T. Przedzinski, Z. Was, PHOTOS interface in C++:
technical and physics documentation. Comput. Phys. Commun.
199, 86 (2016). arXiv:1011.0937 [hep-ph]

20. D.J. Lange, The EvtGen particle decay simulation package. Nucl.
Instrum. Methods A 462, 152 (2001)

21. ATLAS Collaboration, ATLAS Pythia 8 tunes to 7 TeV data, ATL-
PHYS-PUB-2014-021 (2014). https://cds.cern.ch/record/1966419

22. J. Alwall et al., The automated computation of tree-level and next-
to-leading order differential cross sections, and their matching to
parton shower simulations. JHEP 07, 079 (2014). arXiv:1405.0301
[hep-ph]

23. R.D. Ball et al., Parton distributions with LHC data. Nucl. Phys. B
867, 244 (2013). arXiv:1207.1303 [hep-ph]

24. T. Gleisberg, S. Höche, F. Krauss, M. Schönherr, S. Schumann
et al., Event generation with SHERPA 1.1. JHEP 02, 007 (2009).
arXiv:0811.4622 [hep-ph]

25. K. Hamilton, P. Nason, E. Re, G. Zanderighi, NNLOPS simulation
of Higgs boson production. JHEP 10, 222 (2013). arXiv:1309.0017
[hep-ph]

26. K. Hamilton, P. Nason, G. Zanderighi, Finite quark-mass effects in
theNNLOPSPOWHEG+MiNLO Higgs generator. JHEP 05, 140
(2015). arXiv:1501.04637 [hep-ph]

27. J. Butterworth et al., PDF4LHC recommendations for LHC Run
II. J. Phys. G 43, 023001 (2016). arXiv:1510.03865 [hep-ph]

28. ATLAS Collaboration, The Pythia 8 A3 tune description of
ATLAS minimum bias and inelastic measurements incorporating
the Donnachie–Landshoff diffractive model, ATL-PHYS-PUB-
2016-017 (2016). https://cds.cern.ch/record/2206965

29. ATLAS Collaboration, The ATLAS simulation infrastructure. Eur.
Phys. J. C 70, 823 (2010). arXiv:1005.4568 [physics.ins-det]

30. S. Agostinelli et al., GEANT4—a simulation toolkit. Nucl. Instrum.
Methods A 506, 250 (2003)

31. ATLAS Collaboration, Electron and photon performance measure-
ments with the ATLAS detector using the 2015–2017 LHC proton–
proton collision data (2019). arXiv:1908.0005 [hep-ex]

32. ATLAS Collaboration, Topological cell clustering in the ATLAS
calorimeters and its performance in LHC Run 1. Eur. Phys. J. C
77, 490 (2017). arXiv:1603.02934 [hep-ex]

33. ATLAS Collaboration, Improved electron reconstruction in
ATLAS using the Gaussian sum filter based model for
bremsstrahlung, ATLAS-CONF-2012-047 (2012). https://cds.
cern.ch/record/1449796

34. ATLAS Collaboration, Muon reconstruction performance of the
ATLAS detector in proton–proton collision data at

√
s = 13 T eV .

Eur. Phys. J. C 76, 292 (2016). arXiv:1603.05598 [hep-ex]
35. M. Cacciari, G.P. Salam, Pileup subtraction using jet areas. Phys.

Lett. B 659, 119 (2008). arXiv:0707.1378 [hep-ph]
36. ATLAS Collaboration, Readiness of the ATLAS liquid argon

calorimeter for LHC collisions. Eur. Phys. J. C 70, 723 (2010).
arXiv:0912.2642 [hep-ex]

37. ATLAS Collaboration, Trigger Menu in 2016, ATL-DAQ-PUB-
2017-001 (2017). https://cds.cern.ch/record/2242069

38. ATLAS Collaboration, Electron and photon energy calibration with
the ATLAS detector using 2015–2016 LHC proton–proton colli-
sion data. JINST 14, P03017 (2019). arXiv:1812.03848 [hep-ex]

39. W. Lampl et al., Calorimeter clustering algorithms: description
and performance, ATL-LARG-PUB-2008-002 (2008). https://cds.
cern.ch/record/1099735

40. ATLAS Collaboration, Measurement of the photon identification
efficiencies with the ATLAS detector using LHC Run 2 data
collected in 2015 and 2016. Eur. Phys. J. C 79, 205 (2019).
arXiv:1810.05087 [hep-ex]

41. ATLAS Collaboration, Electron reconstruction and identification
in the ATLAS experiment using the 2015 and 2016 LHC proton–
proton collision data at

√
s = 13 T eV . Eur. Phys. J. C (2019).

arXiv:1902.04655 [hep-ex]
42. J. Seixas, L. Caloba, M. Souza, A. Braga, A. Rodrigues, Neural

second-level trigger system based on calorimetry. Comput. Phys.
Commun. 95, 143 (1996)

43. S. Haykin, Neutral Networks and Learning Machines (Prentice
Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 2008)

44. ATLAS Collaboration, Measurement of the azimuthal anisotropy
of charged particles produced in

√
s N N = 5 : 02 T eV Pb+Pb

collisions with the ATLAS detector. Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 997 (2018).
arXiv:1808.03951 [hep-ex]

123

http://arxiv.org/abs/1110.1530
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1450089
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.09661
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1291633
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1291633
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1451888
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1451888
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.00844
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1383793
http://cds.cern.ch/record/2677054
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0409146
http://arxiv.org/abs/0709.2092
http://arxiv.org/abs/1002.2581
http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.4802
http://arxiv.org/abs/0710.3820
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.3660
http://arxiv.org/abs/1007.2241
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0201195
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0506026
http://arxiv.org/abs/1011.0937
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1966419
http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.1303
http://arxiv.org/abs/0811.4622
http://arxiv.org/abs/1309.0017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1501.04637
http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.03865
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2206965
http://arxiv.org/abs/1005.4568
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.0005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.02934
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1449796
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1449796
http://arxiv.org/abs/1603.05598
http://arxiv.org/abs/0707.1378
http://arxiv.org/abs/0912.2642
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2242069
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.03848
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1099735
https://cds.cern.ch/record/1099735
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.05087
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.04655
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.03951


47 Page 28 of 41 Eur. Phys. J. C (2020) 80 :47

45. ATLAS Collaboration, Luminosity determination in pp collisions
at

√
s = 8 T eV using the ATLAS detector at the LHC. Eur. Phys.

J. C 76, 653 (2016). arXiv:1608.03953 [hep-ex]
46. ATLAS Collaboration, Electron efficiency measurements with the

ATLAS detector using 2012 LHC proton–proton collision data.
Eur. Phys. J. C 77, 195 (2017). arXiv:1612.01456 [hep-ex]

47. M. Tanabashi et al., Review of particle physics. Phys. Rev. D 98,
030001 (2018)

48. D. Casadei, Estimating the selection efficiency. JINST 7, P08021
(2012). arXiv:0908.0130 [physics.data-an]

49. ATLAS Collaboration, Expected performance of the
ATLAS experiment—detector, trigger and physics (2009).
arXiv:0901.0512 [hep-ex]

50. ATLAS Collaboration, Observation of a new particle in the search
for the Standard Model Higgs boson with the ATLAS detector at
the LHC. Phys. Lett. B 716, 1 (2012). arXiv:1207.7214 [hep-ex]

51. CMS Collaboration, Observation of a new boson at a mass of 125
GeV with the CMS experiment at the LHC. Phys. Lett. B 716, 30
(2012). arXiv:1207.7235 [hep-ex]

52. ATLAS Collaboration, Search for scalar diphoton resonances in
the mass range 65–600 GeV with the ATLAS detector in pp col-
lision data at

√
s = 8 T eV . Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 171801 (2014).

arXiv:1407.6583 [hep-ex]
53. ATLAS Collaboration, ATLAS computing acknowledgements,

ATL-GEN-PUB-2016-002. https://cds.cern.ch/record/2202407

ATLAS Collaboration

G. Aad101, B. Abbott128, D. C. Abbott102, A. Abed Abud70a,70b, K. Abeling53, D. K. Abhayasinghe93, S. H. Abidi167,
O. S. AbouZeid40, N. L. Abraham156, H. Abramowicz161, H. Abreu160, Y. Abulaiti6, B. S. Acharya66a,66b,l,
B. Achkar53, S. Adachi163, L. Adam99, C. Adam Bourdarios5, L. Adamczyk83a, L. Adamek167, J. Adelman121,
M. Adersberger114, A. Adiguzel12c, S. Adorni54, T. Adye144, A. A. Affolder146, Y. Afik160, C. Agapopoulou132,
M. N. Agaras38, A. Aggarwal119, C. Agheorghiesei27c, J. A. Aguilar-Saavedra140a,140f,ae, F. Ahmadov79, W. S. Ahmed103,
X. Ai18, G. Aielli73a,73b, S. Akatsuka85, T. P. A. Åkesson96, E. Akilli54, A. V. Akimov110, K. Al Khoury132,
G. L. Alberghi23a,23b, J. Albert176, M. J. Alconada Verzini161, S. Alderweireldt36, M. Aleksa36, I. N. Aleksandrov79,
C. Alexa27b, T. Alexopoulos10, A. Alfonsi120, F. Alfonsi23a,23b, M. Alhroob128, B. Ali142, M. Aliev155, G. Alimonti68a,
S. P. Alkire148, C. Allaire132, B. M. M. Allbrooke156, B. W. Allen131, P. P. Allport21, A. Aloisio69a,69b, A. Alonso40,
F. Alonso88, C. Alpigiani148, A. A. Alshehri57, M. Alvarez Estevez98, D. Álvarez Piqueras174, M. G. Alviggi69a,69b,
Y. Amaral Coutinho80b, A. Ambler103, L. Ambroz135, C. Amelung26, D. Amidei105, S. P. Amor Dos Santos140a,
S. Amoroso46, C. S. Amrouche54, F. An78, C. Anastopoulos149, N. Andari145, T. Andeen11, C. F. Anders61b, J. K. Anders20,
A. Andreazza68a,68b, V. Andrei61a, C. R. Anelli176, S. Angelidakis38, A. Angerami39, A. V. Anisenkov122a,122b,
A. Annovi71a, C. Antel54, M. T. Anthony149, E. Antipov129, M. Antonelli51, D. J. A. Antrim171, F. Anulli72a,
M. Aoki81, J. A. Aparisi Pozo174, L. Aperio Bella15a, J. P. Araque140a, V. Araujo Ferraz80b, R. Araujo Pereira80b,
C. Arcangeletti51, A. T. H. Arce49, F. A. Arduh88, J.-F. Arguin109, S. Argyropoulos77, J.-H. Arling46, A. J. Armbruster36,
A. Armstrong171, O. Arnaez167, H. Arnold120, Z. P. Arrubarrena Tame114, G. Artoni135, S. Artz99, S. Asai163,
N. Asbah59, E. M. Asimakopoulou172, L. Asquith156, J. Assahsah35d, K. Assamagan29, R. Astalos28a, R. J. Atkin33a,
M. Atkinson173, N. B. Atlay19, H. Atmani132, K. Augsten142, G. Avolio36, R. Avramidou60a, M. K. Ayoub15a,
A. M. Azoulay168b, G. Azuelos109,as, H. Bachacou145, K. Bachas67a,67b, M. Backes135, F. Backman45a,45b,
P. Bagnaia72a,72b, M. Bahmani84, H. Bahrasemani152, A. J. Bailey174, V. R. Bailey173, J. T. Baines144, M. Bajic40,
C. Bakalis10, O. K. Baker183, P. J. Bakker120, D. Bakshi Gupta8, S. Balaji157, E. M. Baldin122a,122b, P. Balek180,
F. Balli145, W. K. Balunas135, J. Balz99, E. Banas84, A. Bandyopadhyay24, Sw. Banerjee181,h, A. A. E. Bannoura182,
L. Barak161, W. M. Barbe38, E. L. Barberio104, D. Barberis55a,55b, M. Barbero101, G. Barbour94, T. Barillari115,
M.-S. Barisits36, J. Barkeloo131, T. Barklow153, R. Barnea160, S. L. Barnes60c, B. M. Barnett144, R. M. Barnett18,
Z. Barnovska-Blenessy60a, A. Baroncelli60a, G. Barone29, A. J. Barr135, L. Barranco Navarro45a,45b, F. Barreiro98,
J. Barreiro Guimarães da Costa15a, S. Barsov138, R. Bartoldus153, G. Bartolini101, A. E. Barton89, P. Bartos28a,
A. Basalaev46, A. Basan99, A. Bassalat132,am, M. J. Basso167, R. L. Bates57, S. Batlamous35e, J. R. Batley32,
B. Batool151, M. Battaglia146, M. Bauce72a,72b, F. Bauer145, K. T. Bauer171, H. S. Bawa31,j, J. B. Beacham49,
T. Beau136, P. H. Beauchemin170, F. Becherer52, P. Bechtle24, H. C. Beck53, H. P. Beck20,p, K. Becker52, M. Becker99,
C. Becot46, A. Beddall12d, A. J. Beddall12a, V. A. Bednyakov79, M. Bedognetti120, C. P. Bee155, T. A. Beermann182,
M. Begalli80b, M. Begel29, A. Behera155, J. K. Behr46, F. Beisiegel24, A. S. Bell94, G. Bella161, L. Bellagamba23b,
A. Bellerive34, P. Bellos9, K. Beloborodov122a,122b, K. Belotskiy112, N. L. Belyaev112, D. Benchekroun35a, N. Benekos10,
Y. Benhammou161, D. P. Benjamin6, M. Benoit54, J. R. Bensinger26, S. Bentvelsen120, L. Beresford135, M. Beretta51,
D. Berge46, E. Bergeaas Kuutmann172, N. Berger5, B. Bergmann142, L. J. Bergsten26, J. Beringer18, S. Berlendis7,
G. Bernardi136, C. Bernius153, T. Berry93, P. Berta99, C. Bertella15a, I. A. Bertram89, O. Bessidskaia Bylund182,
N. Besson145, A. Bethani100, S. Bethke115, A. Betti42, A. J. Bevan92, J. Beyer115, D. S. Bhattacharya177, P. Bhattarai26,
R. Bi139, R. M. Bianchi139, O. Biebel114, D. Biedermann19, R. Bielski36, K. Bierwagen99, N. V. Biesuz71a,71b,

123

http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.03953
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.01456
http://arxiv.org/abs/0908.0130
http://arxiv.org/abs/0901.0512
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.7214
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.7235
http://arxiv.org/abs/1407.6583
https://cds.cern.ch/record/2202407


Eur. Phys. J. C (2020) 80 :47 Page 29 of 41 47

M. Biglietti74a, T. R. V. Billoud109, M. Bindi53, A. Bingul12d, C. Bini72a,72b, S. Biondi23a,23b, M. Birman180, T. Bisanz53,
J. P. Biswal161, D. Biswas181,h, A. Bitadze100, C. Bittrich48, K. Bjørke134, K. M. Black25, T. Blazek28a, I. Bloch46,
C. Blocker26, A. Blue57, U. Blumenschein92, G. J. Bobbink120, V. S. Bobrovnikov122a,122b, S. S. Bocchetta96, A. Bocci49,
D. Boerner46, D. Bogavac14, A. G. Bogdanchikov122a,122b, C. Bohm45a, V. Boisvert93, P. Bokan53,172, T. Bold83a,
A. S. Boldyrev113, A. E. Bolz61b, M. Bomben136, M. Bona92, J. S. Bonilla131, M. Boonekamp145, C. D. Booth93,
H. M. Borecka-Bielska90, A. Borisov123, G. Borissov89, J. Bortfeldt36, D. Bortoletto135, D. Boscherini23b, M. Bosman14,
J. D. Bossio Sola103, K. Bouaouda35a, J. Boudreau139, E. V. Bouhova-Thacker89, D. Boumediene38, S. K. Boutle57,
A. Boveia126, J. Boyd36, D. Boye33b,an, I. R. Boyko79, A. J. Bozson93, J. Bracinik21, N. Brahimi101, G. Brandt182,
O. Brandt32, F. Braren46, B. Brau102, J. E. Brau131, W. D. Breaden Madden57, K. Brendlinger46, L. Brenner46,
R. Brenner172, S. Bressler180, B. Brickwedde99, D. L. Briglin21, D. Britton57, D. Britzger115, I. Brock24, R. Brock106,
G. Brooijmans39, W. K. Brooks147b, E. Brost121, J. H. Broughton21, P. A. Bruckman de Renstrom84, D. Bruncko28b,
A. Bruni23b, G. Bruni23b, L. S. Bruni120, S. Bruno73a,73b, M. Bruschi23b, N. Bruscino139, P. Bryant37, L. Bryngemark96,
T. Buanes17, Q. Buat36, P. Buchholz151, A. G. Buckley57, I. A. Budagov79, M. K. Bugge134, F. Bührer52, O. Bulekov112,
T. J. Burch121, S. Burdin90, C. D. Burgard120, A. M. Burger129, B. Burghgrave8, K. Burka83a, J. T. P. Burr46,
C. D. Burton11, J. C. Burzynski102, V. Büscher99, E. Buschmann53, P. J. Bussey57, J. M. Butler25, C. M. Buttar57,
J. M. Butterworth94, P. Butti36, W. Buttinger36, C. J. Buxo Vazquez106, A. Buzatu158, A. R. Buzykaev122a,122b,
G. Cabras23a,23b, S. Cabrera Urbán174, D. Caforio56, H. Cai173, V. M. M. Cairo153, O. Cakir4a, N. Calace36,
P. Calafiura18, A. Calandri101, G. Calderini136, P. Calfayan65, G. Callea57, L. P. Caloba80b, A. Caltabiano73a,73b,
S. Calvente Lopez98, D. Calvet38, S. Calvet38, T. P. Calvet155, M. Calvetti71a,71b, R. Camacho Toro136, S. Camarda36,
D. Camarero Munoz98, P. Camarri73a,73b, D. Cameron134, R. Caminal Armadans102, C. Camincher36, S. Campana36,
M. Campanelli94, A. Camplani40, A. Campoverde151, V. Canale69a,69b, A. Canesse103, M. Cano Bret60c, J. Cantero129,
T. Cao161, Y. Cao173, M. D. M. Capeans Garrido36, M. Capua41a,41b, R. Cardarelli73a, F. Cardillo149, G. Carducci41a,41b,
I. Carli143, T. Carli36, G. Carlino69a, B. T. Carlson139, L. Carminati68a,68b, R. M. D. Carney45a,45b, S. Caron119,
E. Carquin147b, S. Carrá46, J. W. S. Carter167, M. P. Casado14,d, A. F. Casha167, D. W. Casper171, R. Castelijn120,
F. L. Castillo174, V. Castillo Gimenez174, N. F. Castro140a,140e, A. Catinaccio36, J. R. Catmore134, A. Cattai36, V. Cavaliere29,
E. Cavallaro14, M. Cavalli-Sforza14, V. Cavasinni71a,71b, E. Celebi12b, F. Ceradini74a,74b, L. Cerda Alberich174,
K. Cerny130, A. S. Cerqueira80a, A. Cerri156, L. Cerrito73a,73b, F. Cerutti18, A. Cervelli23a,23b, S. A. Cetin12b, Z. Chadi35a,
D. Chakraborty121, W. S. Chan120, W. Y. Chan90, J. D. Chapman32, B. Chargeishvili159b, D. G. Charlton21, T. P. Charman92,
C. C. Chau34, S. Che126, S. Chekanov6, S. V. Chekulaev168a, G. A. Chelkov79,ar, M. A. Chelstowska36, B. Chen78,
C. Chen60a, C. H. Chen78, H. Chen29, J. Chen60a, J. Chen39, S. Chen137, S. J. Chen15c, X. Chen15b, Y.-H. Chen46,
H. C. Cheng63a, H. J. Cheng15a,15d, A. Cheplakov79, E. Cheremushkina123, R. Cherkaoui El Moursli35e, E. Cheu7,
K. Cheung64, T. J. A. Chevalérias145, L. Chevalier145, V. Chiarella51, G. Chiarelli71a, G. Chiodini67a, A. S. Chisholm21,
A. Chitan27b, I. Chiu163, Y. H. Chiu176, M. V. Chizhov79, K. Choi65, A. R. Chomont72a,72b, S. Chouridou162,
Y. S. Chow120, M. C. Chu63a, X. Chu15a, J. Chudoba141, A. J. Chuinard103, J. J. Chwastowski84, L. Chytka130, D. Cieri115,
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B. Maček91, D. A. Maximov122a,122b, R. Mazini158, I. Maznas162, S. M. Mazza146, S. P. Mc Kee105, T. G. McCarthy115,
W. P. McCormack18, E. F. McDonald104, J. A. Mcfayden36, G. Mchedlidze159b, M. A. McKay42, K. D. McLean176,
S. J. McMahon144, P. C. McNamara104, C. J. McNicol178, R. A. McPherson176,ac, J. E. Mdhluli33c, Z. A. Meadows102,
S. Meehan36, T. Megy52, S. Mehlhase114, A. Mehta90, T. Meideck58, B. Meirose43, D. Melini160, B. R. Mellado Garcia33c,
J. D. Mellenthin53, M. Melo28a, F. Meloni46, A. Melzer24, S. B. Menary100, E. D. Mendes Gouveia140a,140e,
L. Meng36, X. T. Meng105, S. Menke115, E. Meoni41a,41b, S. Mergelmeyer19, S. A. M. Merkt139, C. Merlassino20,
P. Mermod54, L. Merola69a,69b, C. Meroni68a, G. Merz105, O. Meshkov110,113, J. K. R. Meshreki151, A. Messina72a,72b,
J. Metcalfe6, A. S. Mete171, C. Meyer65, J.-P. Meyer145, H. Meyer Zu Theenhausen61a, F. Miano156, M. Michetti19,
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