N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs MVA1

Q2
§ [
;,Ej ---------------------------------------------
° ' i
2l ||| V; !! i n;” I
'|| ||| \:IHHIW? Wu. Ll
092 6-0. 02040608 1

=1-0.8-0. 4—0 2

MVAL output

[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 ]
0.5

Fake rate
[
S
[$)]

50504020 0'2 07 0'6 08 1
Cut on MVAL output

=
N

[y

o
o

True track selection efficiency
o o
N o0

o
N
!
.
p
L
p

o +r P
2 e
095108060402 0 02040608 1

Cut on MVAL output

fake tracks

Fake rate

=
o
W

o
5

0.45

o
~

0.35

0.3

0.25

0.2

0.15

Ratio

Fake track selection efficiency

Ratio

i"ﬂ il !!!'IL "y
..|He|
60

0.1
0.5 :

I
‘ ";-!!

MVA1l output

FE

=1 08—06—04—02

0204 L

+ O

0.95

1.2

0304 0506070809 1 1112
Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

0.95

212080604020 02040608 1

Cut on MVAL output

| Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

1.2

[y

o
Jos)

Ettficiency (excl. trk eff)

o
o

I
IS

o +Bf —

i) Do

I r P

@ [ : H IM
0.95L

-1- 08—06—04—020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

0.3 1
0.8
0.25 —: 0.6
0.2 0.4
1 0.2
0.15 0
0.2
0.1
] -0.4
0.05 _.: _0.6
] -0.8
o

03 04 05 06 0.7 08 09 1

1.2

Fake track rejection

Ratio

03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1 11 1.2
True track selection efficiency



	Contents
	Page 1


