




Testing the concept for wafer 5 (I) 

I normalize the integrated charge of each 
pad to its own bulk response. The sum R(x) 
tells me whether charge is actually lost, 
while η(x) tells me how the charge moves 
from one pad to the other.



Testing the concept for wafer 5 (II)

The baseline is consistent with zero, so this 
is a localized response deficit.
The fitted centre is x0=−19.3 μm, while the 
completely independent charge-sharing 
transition is around −19.7 μm

When I change the assumed edge smearing, A 
and W change substantially because they are 
correlated. But their product AW remains 
much more stable.

The double-erf fit gives F=7.73 μm, while directly 
integrating the measured response deficit gives about 
7.8 μm. The agreement shows that AW is measuring the 
integrated response loss, rather than just being an 
arbitrary combination of fit parameters



 Standardised TI-LGAD response-loss comparison Common procedure

● Align each structure to the charge-sharing 
transition xη:
η(xη)=0                u=x−xη

● Same analysis for all structures: 5 µm bins, 
∣u∣<30 μm            σ=2 μm 

● The fitted response-loss centres are consistent 
with the charge-sharing centre:
u

0
≃0

The fitted F=AW values are consistent with direct 
numerical integration, supporting F as a candidate 
common response-loss metric for TI-LGAD designs.


