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Abstract
Physics models and algorithms operating in the condensed transport scheme - multiple scattering and energy loss of charged particles - play
a critical role in the simulation of energy deposition in detectors.

Geant4 algorithms pertinent to this domain involve a number of parameters and physics modeling approaches, which have evolved in the
course of the years. Results in the literature document their effects on physics observables in detectors, but comparisons with experiment for
model validation are relatively scarce, and a comprehensive overview of the problem domain is still missing, despite its relevance to
experimental applications.

A simultaneous validation with respect to experimental data is performed to evaluate the accuracy of backscattering and energy deposition
simulated by Geant4: accurate rendering of both observables through the same physics settings is a known issue in Monte Carlo simulation,
and a sensitive test of the robustness of the algorithms. The analysis involves the contributions of Geant4 charged particle interaction
models, energy loss and multiple scattering algorithms. A sample of preliminary results of an ongoing large-scale validation project is shown.
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in a previous work, are shown in all plots. Conclusions
Preliminary results show that different accuracy in electron energy
_ - deposition and backscattering is achieved by different versions of Geant4,
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deposition.The full set of results will be documented in a forthcoming report.
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Results for Geant4 9.5, also with the Goudsmit-Saunderson multiple

scattering model (a) along with Geant4 Livermore and Standard
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