N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

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

9] 9]
x x
Q Q
s 8
E

510?

10

o y o L
3 ! T
24 : @

b R U0 A
o5t Ll 0950
10 10 10

2
tlrack ref. rl)gint r (crr]D0

of associated recoToSim) Iooper racks vs vansuerse efpoit position |

2
tlrack ref. %gint r (cnjﬂo

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

fake tracks

%) %) [
x B4 X
Q Q Q
g g S
2 @
5] =
L =
o
=] PR
© TT-IOWDt

efault_specPl essl-lowpt

efauft—specp essg-|ow

efaufi—specplessa-|ow

erault—specrLess4-1ow

10 T T

Ratio

fake tracks

Ratio

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

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

true tracks

0955

10 20 30

-20 -10 O 3
track ref. point z (cm)

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

.4
S
o

duplicate tracks

»—\
S
b

B0 =20 -0 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

fake tracks

Ratio

Ratio

20

¥0 -i5 -0 -5 0 5 10 15
track Sim. PV z (cm)

0.95!

-4 -2 0 2 10

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

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

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

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

N
S

duplicate tracks

[N

Ratio

-20 0 20 40 60
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


