N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

N of associated (recoTosim) tracks vs transverse ref point position

1%} 9]
x X
Q Q
<4 S
Q
2
o o
=1 =
© ©
o @
1
0.5 — 095 -
10 10 10 107

1 10 0?
track ref. point r (cr%)

N of associatd (ecoTosi) loaper acks v ransverse e paint positon |

duplicate tracks
=
<
5

1 10. 0?
track ref. point r (cn%)

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

tracks

fake tracks

Ratio

0
1072 10 1 10. 0?
frack ref. point r (cr%)
N of associated (ecoTasim) acks vs ansverse efpoit position |

true tracks

—— DQM_original_step2

ptIto1000_etaip4tolpb
....... —— DQM_mKkFit_step2__pt1to1000_etalp4tolp6

H
<
b

—— DQM_pixelCPETemplate_step2__ pt1to1000_etalp4tolp6
0 0J 0 0

..... A -

10L 3 }

fake tracks

Ratio

-30 -20 -10 O 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PV z_|

true tracks

0 -i5 -0 -5 0 5 10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

o —=20 -10 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

Nt associated (ecaToSI) loper racks vs ansverse e point posiion |

.4
S
o

duplicate tracks

»—\
S
b

107
o 1
©
@
0.5
B0 =20 -0 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)
2
[}
g
2
s

Ratio

560 =40 =20 0 20 40 60
track Sim. PV z (cm)

0 10 20 30

B30 =20 -10

track ref. point z (cm)

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

0 5 10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs. sim PV |

duplicate tracks
=
S

0 20 40 60
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


