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10

1 "
o & SRR | PR | T mi
£ E :
x 1.1—----+ -----------
o i 4
-2 -1 2
10 10 tlrack ref. rl)gint r (cn]Do

duplicate tracks

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

true tracks

1

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

2
frack ref. %gint r (cnjﬂ0

fake tracks

Ratio

true tracks

—— DQM_CKF_TTbase
—— DQM_mkFit_TTbase

fake tracks

Ratio

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

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

true tracks

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

lO 1 20

....... ’nﬂl |

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

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

2
[5]
[
o
T
L
a
>
o
o : :
3 : :
@
0.5—----5 ------ ------------ FEEEEN LEERE
B0 =20 -0 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)
2
Q
g
2
8
10?
10
o
I
@
0.9
°55 =15 10 5 10 15 20

-5

0
track Sim. PV z (cm)

Ratio

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

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

i
N O
)

0 5 10 lo
track Sim. PVz(cm)

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

duplicate tracks

Ratio

%5 =4 =37 1 0

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



	Contents
	Page 1


