N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

[
o
w
T .{q

9] F
x -
Q -
E 4
S10F
> E
s F
10°F
10F
=
9 L., F
I
19

_____ il

fake tracks
=
o
2

Nof N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |
1%} ]
x x
g g
E -]
IS
L
=
3
—=— DQM_CKF_QCDHighPt_base
—— DQM_mkFit_QCDHighPt_base
__|:_|1___ T UE
1H]
3 10?
Re] . o
& i 7 | A 1 I [ A &0
1o SRERCEEREEE & o || K SERISLRLRLED
o -2 .71 2 0.95
10 10 t]r'ack ref. %gint r (crr%‘)O track ref. point z (cm)
ot o posion |
2 2
e 2
ke 8
=
>
o
o 14 } 4 4 } °
T AT 1
& 105 | ‘ HH }’[]l{ } L2 S
11 R |
] ] : ] : 06f-==-q--- 6| LR
0¥ —20 -10 0 10 20 30 -30 -20 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm)
N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PV z_|
%] %] F
X = L
10°F
10%F
10
o g uF
T T
14 14
°%0 =15 -0 5 0 5 10 15 20 0%0 =15 -10 5 0 5 10 15 20

track Sim. PV z (cm)

track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

%]
X
[}
o]
=

10

Pt

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

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

duplicate tracks

Ratio

-2 0 2 4 6 8 10
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


