N of reco track vs pT

1%} F
o F T T
< F : :
3 : :
B0 o
3 oo :
[ "%, :
1035—----_ ----- o oo
. .-
o] I M
U
+

T

N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs pT.

true tracks

i SRS SR S
IR T SRS SO

T ot ST SRS

o

fake tracks

sociated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs pT

=
o
th

duplicate tracks

10k

: : . 107
15 i i i { . i i+ i
Q v . Q v . - 2 8 b
s : g : : 5 2
n: {tdﬂ n: J 1{#11 | ) n:
1 TFERb I e - - - - I - T a8 ... I - 0.5
q 4 : -1 3 iR ARREREEAEEEEE :
o -1 ‘I’ : : :z 3 o -1 { : : :2 3 o -1 : l lz 3 C71 ; l :z 3
10 1 10 trag‘lg P, (Ge\;')0 10 1 10 trag‘l? P, (Ge\}f) 10 1 10 traé‘lg P, (Ge\;')0 10 1 10 tra&l? P, (Ge\}f)
[—— E M ||| |la IYHUENQ% TO=1 E
[Nof reco track vs o g inus RIEW(Fe au t specPLess3 h
© - L kY e F
Q Q [} Q -
g 8 s g
5 5 s 5
§ 10 j‘g %
S
3
o

1 2 3

(%)
X
[5)
s
=

[
o
S

0.95 :
T 0 1 7 3
track n

N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs phi |

true tracks

Ratio

fake tracks

Ratio

i

track n

=3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
track n

N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs phi |

P
o

duplicate tracks

107%F




	Contents
	Page 1


