N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

2 F
Q L
g
= 104 =l' ....................................
10° —%zs
1022—
8
©
o
ot st (soTosm) ooprvacks v ransvers e pont postion |
L
Q
<
@
IS
S
= :
=] . . — . -
° L ..., DQNM_MKFT5_XIMIN
—— DOM”mkFit5_XiMinusP
—— DOM_mkFit6_XiMinusPU_b
—— DOM_mkFit6_XiMinusP
=}
g
o
2
Q
g
2
8
o ; ML
© 8
o : [T
osE it il
°B5 20 -10 0 10 20 30

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

)
<
S
g
®
=

]' 1

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

2
frack ref. %gint r (cnjﬂo

fake tracks

Ratio

true tracks

SP

U_Dase, - - =

U”retrainOldFiles125_v2_prelimWPM_epoch4
ase
U”retrainOldFiles125 _v2_prelimWPM_epoch4

track ref. point z (cm)

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

true tracks

Ratio

0 5

10 15 20

track Sim. PV z (cm)

§orooee s PP

|
-10 O 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

-20

Nt associated (ecaToSI) loper racks vs ansverse e point posiion |

duplicate tracks

10 20

-10 O
track ref. point z (cm)

30

fake tracks

Ratio

O'—ZO -15-10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

Ratio

e
el

-20 -10 O 1 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

Ratio

track Sim. PV z (cm)

N

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

duplicate tracks

Ratio

-1 0 1 2 3 4 5
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


