[ Fake rate vs vertpos |

fakerate vs r

Ratio

1

0.4

0.2

e

0.95!

1072

10 1 10 0?
track ref. point r (crr]D

[ Duplicates Rate vs vertpos |

~ 0.0
009
008
3.007
%.006

0.005

0.004

icategyatevs

0.003
0.002
0.00%

Ratio

[ Pileup rate vs vertpos |

~ 0.2

g E : : :
©0.18F - Freeeeeee e AR
P: - - -
o 0.16F
2 o
20.14F
a 4
0.12F
0.1—
0.08F
0.06F

0.04
0.02

DQM"test_doubleFit

Fake rate vs

fakerate vs z

Ratio

—— D

Uél\/l tesi_CKFFIiDetault

M~ test” mkFitFit newOL

1

0.4

0.2

=

i
I

=20 -10 0 10 20 30

0.95!

track ref. point z (cm)

Fake rate vs. sim PV z

fakerate vs Sim. PV z

Ratio

1

o
fos)

o
o)

o©
P

o
N

*'o""'&""":‘""‘;““"i"*

Poorn
- N A R PR
S R A S S R

09557215 .10 5 0 5

10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)

~ 0.01
2]
.009F
B.008F
%)
9.007F
Qo
9.006F
e}
0.005F
0.004F
0.003F
0.002F
0.001F

........ T
......... T
........ R

PR S BN TR

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

[ Duplicates Rate vs sim PV z |

~ 0.0
>
2.009
5.008
$.007
o
©.006
)
£.005
(&)
3 004
=)
9.003
0.002
0.001

o WP

s f :

@ I .
| EEREPE, OO EEEPR SRR PR AEER PEPR
L H H

0.95,

®10 8 6 4 -

e

10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

[ Pileu

p rate vs.sim PV z |

N 0.7

>
80.09

Y HE 3 .

+

10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


