N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

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

1%} F 9] 1%}
x . X x
Q L M Q [}
s : g 8
10 — """"""""" """"""""" v 10 ©
3 : 5 8
(ol SR LIERETELIIEEE RRRRITES FRRRTREEE 10°E
10°F 10°F
10 10F
1 - -
S 12f- £ 12F- 2
© © ©
© x x
0.8 0.8
0.6~~~ 0.6) o
1072 10* 1 10. 0? 1072 10 10. 0? 1072 10 1 10. 0?
track ref. point r (cn%) track ref. point r (cn%) frack ref. point r (cr%)
[%] 9] 9]
x x x
8 g g
Q (5}
8107 10° E10°
o
g L U T
— Eggwﬁg& 2 Bl
"""" J—— a 020 et
» — *p|xer8[r§E er;% ate_step p
10 . TU 10
10
o 1w
T
@
£
0¥P[P—=20 -10 0 10 20 30 ¥ —=20 -10 0 020 30

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

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

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

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

track ref. point z (cm)

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

10 15 20
rack Sim. PV z (cm)

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

AN
S

duplicate tracks

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



	Contents
	Page 1


