N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs MVA1

true tracks

Ratio

" i “” ... ﬂ" i |. I:r'llll

“||||u i iﬂh

051 08—06—04—02 o 0.2 0408081
MVAL output

[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 ]

A R A S S S S T S

Fake rate

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

0.8

N

0.af-i¥

IR O

OV OV TOV O FOL UL OO OO O

Ratio

1—08—06—04—02 0 02 0406 08 1
Cut on MVAL output

True track selection efficiency

Ratio

1-0.8060402 0 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

0.95L

10°

fake tracks

10*

PALL CaR R |

' Al ||1

Ratio

] . i
lwll':”" il ||| | i
'- ii!ﬁi:ﬁihll" il |l| I ||
0.2 04 0 6 08 1

MVAL output

Q | g g A A S S
- . .

[ o &

(] I N

X

< L

L

Ratio

0990304 0506070809 1T 1112
Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

1.2

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

Fake track selection efficiency

Ratio

""'I+HHH{IIII||||| el |

=1 08—06—04—02 0 0.2 0406 0.8 1
Cut on MVAL output

0.95

Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

I =
© . N

o
o

Ettficiency (excl. trk eff)

I
IS

Ratio

0.95L

21080604020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

0.8
0.6

o
(o]

[T T
»

IR FEUTE FURTY FATR RRATA N
1

0.2

-0.2
-0.4
-0.6
-0.8

"

o
N
2

0.1

04
03 04 05 06 0.7 08 09 1

Fake track rejection

S s ot T o o

e o S A

Ratio

090304 0506070809 1 1112
True track selection efficiency



	Contents
	Page 1


