N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs MVA1

true tracks

10

.9

Ratio
N

1.5]

H BeprerGrrr s

[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 ]

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.
MVAL output

1

) 0I8—0IG—0I4—02 507040608

1

Cut on MVAL output

=
N

[y

o
o

True track selection efficiency
o o
N o0

Ratio

0.95

=1 08—06—04—02 O 02 0.4 0.6 0.8

1

Cut on MVAL output

fake tracks

Ratio

0.95

30.02

2
P
0
0

0
0
0
0

Ratio

Fake track selection efficiency

Ratio

.018F:
016
014
012
0.01
.008F
.006,
.004
002

21-08060402 0 02040608 1

MVAL output

1.2

0.8

0.4

0.2

o] FIFITE NETE N NS S A ETEE SRS RS T e

04 06 08 T 12
Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

ki e

2080604020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

| Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

1.2

Efficiency (excl. trk eff)
I
o] =

o
o

I
IS

0.2

10]

Ratio

1.05

[y

0.95

B 'i!!!!ws I lw;_,,.e

i ||||-|"’ |
Al |||

o

o

=3
1
.

1.008

1.006

1.004

1.002

| PRI SN DU A T B R TN R

=
N

o
©

Fake track rejection

o
o

o©
IS

02:_; .................. [ — Leeamnnan P
GI...I...I...I...J....

[y

-1- 08—06—04—020 02040 08 1
Cut on MVAL output

0.6
0.4
0.2

-0.2
-0.4
0.6
-0.8

Ratio
o
&

%02 04 06 08 T 12

True track selection efficiency



	Contents
	Page 1


