[ Efficiency vs vertpos |

~ 0.5

ve
o N
. D
N

0.3

efficiency vs
o
w
[€)]

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

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

‘IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
-+
-t

Les—
—
==
&
o
+

= i VT BT BT
L 98 5
M . -
29 ARE
Il |4
+
¥

Efficiend

107 1

[ fake+duplicates vs vertr

1

0.8

0.6

fake+duplicates vs. r

Ratio

ot 1

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

aretofront2”
aretofront3

DO OTTgiTTgt
B —pereichono
iR

~ 0.5
20.45
o
> 04
>
2
50.35
0.3
0.25]
0.2
0.15
0.1
0.05
e

effic

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

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

......

Ratio
N

H

0.95}

10 20 30
TP vert z (cm)

[ Efficiency vs. sim PV z |

N 0.2r
> C
0.0.18F

S

e

effic

0.16F
20.14F
2 F
20.12F

0.1F
0.08F
0.06F
0.04F

0.952

20 -5 -10 5 0 5

10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

fake+duplicates vs. z

0.4

Ratio

55l

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

-20

[ fake+duplicates vs Sim. PV z |

~ 0.8

© ©
> N

o
o

© o
N W

fake+duplicates rate vs Sim. PV
o
Iy

]

ot
A
i

m
x

0857215210 =5 0

510 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


