[ Fake

rate vs vertpos |

Fake rate vs

~ 0.2

1071

1 1 ?
track ref. pgint r (crr11)0

[ Duplicates Rate vs vertpos |

~ 0.0
.009
.008]
.007
.006]

1 2
track ref. pgint r (cml)0

[ Pileup rate vs vertpos |

—_

2
2045
s 04
=}
20.35
o

@®©
i

0.5

0.3

._\
T
!

— E%M

IUVVHUUIII
Mg Phsask oy

eom
geom

g4
20-18

50.16:
80.14F
0.12F
0.1
0.08F
0.06F
0.04f
0.02F

Ratio

+OF

0.95;

=60 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

=20

[ Fakeratevs.simPVz |

~ 0.7
>
8.0.09
£
0.08
£0.07
Q
©0.06,
I
©0.05
0.04
0.03
0.02

420 2 4 6 8 10
Sim. PV z (cm)

086

| |. L ) lé’.}gear{ é')‘llh-cglssl _U J.
ISte” S %
. 0

=60 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

[ Duplicates Rate vs sim PV z |

~ 0.0
>
20.009
5.008
%.007
o
©.006
[}
£.005
(&)
2.004
=}
9.003
0.002
0.001

Ratio

0.5

QF

%0

20 40 60
Sim. PV z (cm)

40 =20 0

pileup rate vs z

=

o
Jos)
!
.

o
o)
[

I
IS
[

B &y
L |88 c‘
MR BT A B L

..... B

=20

=10

[ Pileup rate vs. sim PV z |

N

1 e o | O I

0

10 20 30

track ref. point z (cm)

0.2

W N EEE AW A A e A N T
| R B R —-

'—.0—8

%6 4-20 2 4 6 8 10

Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


