N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

Nof associat

ed (recoTosim) tracks vs transverse ref point position

4] %] 4]
3 3 3
s 8 8
5 & E
E 8
g v . 2 8 ¥ .
£ HI LI : g Ll
L T ] H i AP das Taa i :
q T [F | A ‘|T y
0.98 2 I 2 098 2 : 1 : I 2
10~ 10. 0 10~ 10~ 1 10. 0
track ref. point r (cr%) frack ref. point r (crr]D
N of associatd (ecoTosi) loaper acks v ransverse e paint positon | N of associated (ecoTasim) acks vs ansverse efpoit position |
2 L L
- SO S R S
s - i
b T R I O I 2
IS) d E
= : .
=] . . L e e s L S, S S
° ... DOM_TT__origmal_noPU
—— DOM_TT paretofrontMaxEffOnlyFWD_PU
—— DOM_TT paretofrontMinFROnlyFWD "PU
—— DOM_TT__paretofrontMaxHitsOnlyFWD_PU
o . 8
T . T
o : 24
102 107 10 0? . 10 20 30
track ref. point r (cn%') track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm)
N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs transverse ref nmmnnmmnl [N of reco track vs.sim PVz ]
R 2
Q Q
g g
2 o
& 8
=
=]
k=l

[N
o
S

[N
o

1

Ul

20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PV z

true tracks

Ratio

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

fake tracks

[N
(=}
S

10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

-5 0 5 10 15 20

track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

duplicate tracks

[N
o

4 6 8 10
track Sim. PV z (cm)




	Contents
	Page 1


