Sibyll2.3c vs Sibyli2.1
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Sibyll2.1 vs Sibyll2.3¢c
pp collision at 1016 eV
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r = F/Fy(in Lab energy)
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pN @ 1016 eV 2x106 events
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2.3c is consistent with those at ICRR



pp @ 1016eV  2x106 events
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PN vs pp @1016e V

sibyll2.3c
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PN @ 1016eV 2x106 events




Total charm cross section pp — cc
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Very different energy dependence of calculations! 25

R.Enberg: Charm in the atmosphere



