N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position Nof associated (recoToSim) tracks vs transverse ref point position

%] 9] 1%]

< < ﬁ

g g g

5 s é
E: =

2 2 2

I I T

14 14 4

2 1 2 0.98 2 2
10~ 10 1 10. 0 10~ 1 10. 0
frack ref. point r (cn]D frack ref. point r (cn]ﬂ

N of assoclated (recaToSim) looper tracks vs transverse ref polnt position | N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

1%} (%]

x x

Q Q

g g

° p

2 2

L =

=

=]

S —— DQM_mKHt_TT _base

....... —— DQM_mkFit_TT_retrain
) —— DQM_mkFit_TT_retrain_noCandDN
10~ T

Re] o
T T
o 4
- 3
Zio 0 10 20 30 0¥ =20 -10 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm)
Nmmm,mmmwum,mwmw,m,P,mmmm| [N of reco track vs.sim PVz ]

fake tracks

.4
S
o

duplicate tracks

»—\
S
b

Ratio
Ratio

=30 -20 -10 O 10 20 30 -30 -20 -10 O 10 20 30 ¥H -i5-10 -5 0 5 10 15 20

0.8! o 0.9
track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm) track Sim. PV z (cm)
N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PV z_| N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs. sim PV |

true tracks
fake tracks
duplicate tracks

Ratio
Ratio

20 O'—"ZO -15-10 -5 0 5 10 1

20 %0 =40 —20 0 20 40 60

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



	Contents
	Page 1


