[ Efficiency vs vertpos |

- 0.1
20.09
2
20.08
(&)
50.07
O
£0.06
0.05
0.04
0.03
0.02

0.0

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

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

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

L EANLL RRRR T RRRAL LRCH RHULE A RARAN RARAN LLRLE RARRN LRRRS

ok

N O

[ fake+d

uplicates vs vertr

1

0.8

0.6

fake+duplicates vs. r

0.4

0.

N

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

3
o 0
= E
G 1.05F
-
1=

0.95

=

0.9
1

101

10 10 0? 2
TP vertr (cr%)
__[==F Mﬁ%ﬁ;’ggﬁggggﬁ%ﬁﬂ%Egnﬁlsm%%ﬂzﬁsg%iz
[Efficiend —— BV H—hed- hedei by ool T3,
~ 0.5 N Fmmes- o iiias e
O SETIe = I
[d - Q o i
> I I'STTHreee = H
< 0.4E .S 0.8k --Ff -t :
LT o S O R S S E :
S 03F- e T :
T F F I I R S :
O e B ARRLELRE ERMLITIELLELE SERRRLD & 5
0.2F 0.4 b ] :
0.15- ! S A
0.1 0.2+ R || M
o <Ofw o O'...u....!....i....f....!...
% E % ]j-o ! i EE s R
x 2 T ooft i it R B
15;—- osi) fadd 1131117 0
05307 =20 -10 10

| e
-30

TP vert z (cm)

[ Efficiency vs. sim PV z |

~ 0.2
>
0.0.18
IS
Eo16

20.14

?’0.12:

0.1F
0.08E
0.06F
0.04F

e

effic

........

Sim. PV z (cm)

20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

[ fake+duplicates vs Sim. PV z |

~ 0.2

o._0.18:—
e o
'@0.16:—
20.14F
2 E
©0.12F
8 C
7 01
_O

Ratio

50 =15 -10

N

Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


