N of reco track vs pT N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs pT N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs pT

] F [%] F 2] F 1%}
< - - X - 4 - X
Q Q [} Q
g g 8., Y
g g g
E = §
10° §
10?
10
1]
=] ] o L4 o
T I T T
o4 o4 x 1 4
0.9)
o -1 : ; lz 3 o -1 ; lz 3 o -1 : ; lz 3 101 : : lz 3
10 1 10 trag‘lg P, (Ge\;')0 10 1 10 trag‘l? P, (Ge\}f) 10 1 10 traé‘lg P, (Ge\;')0 10 1 10 tra&l? P, (Ge\}f)

Z LLUdI ITASTLTTEW

—_— UII Ildl bl CUTIT
N of reco track vs ¢ EQM plxe emprP% gggltfbargp‘%’asel -newgeom

%] (%] 9] %]
4 4 4 4
[=} L Q [=) Q
S .4 g s g
10 s e @
E s §
3 o
10 3
10?
o *+¥ =] =] =}
T I T T
14 o 14 14
0.
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