[ Efficiency vs vertpos |

etticiency vs vert r

Ratio

Efficiend

0.8

efticiency vs vert z

Ratio

0.8

0.7

0.5—

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

................................

0.7
0.6
0.5

0.4

0.2

0.1~

J_.\‘Ollllf

0.95!

10

10 0?
TP vertr (cr%)

[ fake+duplicates vs vertr

—_

0.
0.
0.
0.

Ratio

takegdyglicaiesys.

0.02

.018

008
006

002

Ja)

016F
014F
012F
0.01F

004F

....................................

...................................

...................................

..................................

1.ug

0.95

1072

107" 1 10 0?
track ref. point r (cn%)

—=— DQM_mkFit_SoftQCD-updated
—e— DQM_mkFit_SoftQCD-updated-newPLDNN
—+— DQM_mkFit_SoftQCD-updated-TTharDNN

0.3 b +§ -------- §~~-~§ -------- oo

||I“lllluullll||

[y
TTTT] T

-20

oY)
o

-10 0 1

0 20 30

TP vert z (cm)

[ Efficiency vs. sim PV z |

~ 0.8

efficiency vs Sim. PV

Ratio

© o o o o o
N W A U o N

©
s
|

0955215 -10

iy
T

=5 5

10 15 20

Sim. PV z (cm)

N

3,
)
£0.04
=)

D
>
30.03
X
9.

°
+

0.

0.

Ratio

0.05
045

035

025
0.02
015
0.0
005

Vel

.................................

...............

.................................

...............

................................................

iy

0.95

E....i....|....|....|....i....
-20 -10

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

[ fake+duplicates vs Sim. PV z |

N

>
50
5
P,
()
®.

(%]

%x
D
D

o fake
=
o
T 1T III!_I‘IIII

0.0
009
008
007
006
005
004
003
.002

15 20
. PV z(cm)

o



	Contents
	Page 1


