N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

%)

<

S

g

o

=

5]

o

N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs transverse ref point position |

%)

X

=}

g

5

2
I
o 10
a

S

S

H
<
b

fake tracks

Ratio

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

true tracks

Ratio

1072

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

pt1to1000_etalp6to2p0
....... —— DQM_mKkFit_step2__pt1to1000_etalp6to2p0
—— DQM_pixelCPETemplate_step2__

_pt1to1000_etal
: T

6t02p0

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

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

true tracks

Ratio

08T 20 2 4 6 8 10
track Sim. PV z (cm)

-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

-20 -10

0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

107
o 1
©
@

0.5
30
9]
x
[}
g
[}
x
s

Ratio

60

-40 -20

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

0 10 20 30

track ref. point z (cm)

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

4 6 8 10
track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

AN
S

2]
X
[5]
©
=
i)
I
S
=
=]
h=l

%60 40 —20

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



	Contents
	Page 1


