N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs transverse ref point position

%] F (4] - %] F
€ 1 g f g€
10°F - R AR Breeeeees g 10°F e R R [RERERREE o 10°F
3 s sk
104 ey - 10 10%fem e de e b
10°F 10°F 10°F
ko)
&

0.95 .
107? 10" 1 10 0? 1 10 0?
frack ref. point r (cml) frack ref. point r (cn]ﬁ

%] 2] 1%}
x x X
Q Q Q
[ < [
2 g
§ 10 £ 10*
= i
S DQM_test_CKFFitDefault
DQM_test_doubleFit_noOL
DQM_test_mkFitFit_noOL
T TO
10°
ie] 8o v
] 1 T
o 1 o
i 1
0.91
EY e 1 10 0? 083620 -10 0 10 20 30 093520 0 10 20 30
track ref. point r (cn]ﬂ track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm)
ot assocated (ecoToSm) oaper racks vs wansverse rf it positon | [N of reco track vs. sim PVz ]
© 10° 9 -
! 5102
o
3
=l
10°
10
Q v 2
T T
[ @
J T
0835 =20 -10 0 10 20 30 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30 0%5 15 <10 5 0 5 10 15 20
track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm) track Sim. PV z (cm)
N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PV z | N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs. sim PV z |
0 1] 4]
X 4 <
Q Q Q
g g g
[ [} Q
= 8 g
=
=]
=]
o o) .
3 g :
14 o H
O'—‘QO -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20 0'—20 -15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20 10 15 20

track Sim. PV z (cm) track Sim. PV z (cm) track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


