[ Fake rate vs vertpos |

fakerate vs r

o P S
0.8 R RRRRR e fonnnnnnnnes
0.6+ Foeeeees RRRTEEERRS: e

0.4f-weeeee Broeeeeees SRR TR

B -

(=] LUE N

2 :

o 1.05§ AR dreeaeenaes
S E R R ., S
ETTHH :

0.95!
1072

1 1 2
rack ref. pgint r (crrjl)o

[ Duplicates Rate vs vertpos |

~ 0.0
009
008
3.007
%.006

0.005

0.004

icategyatevs

0.003
0.002
0.001

Ratio

2

[ Pileup rate vs vertpos |

pileup rate vs r

Ratio

0.6

0.4

0.2

I . 6 S S

ey

Fake rate vs

t
él\/l tesi_CKFFIiDetaull

lwlole

M~test” mkFitFit noOL

M~test_doubleFit_noOL

fakerate vs z

0.2f et

o
R St S St
e s o o o

7 SRS NI RS S

Ratio

1.

T
:

T
+
£

t

0 10 20 30

0.9 :

track ref. point z (cm)

Fake rate vs. sim PV z

~N 0.2

5 10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)

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

q

Ratio

0.5

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

[ Duplic

ates Rate vs sim PV z |

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

QF

2

© [

e r
0.5

20 40 60
Sim. PV z (cm)

20 0

pileup rate vs z

Ratio

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

e

_ ...... i., | %:c;:;:‘.ﬂ*”éld
T

0.95

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

[ Pileup rate vs. sim PV z |

pileup rate vs Sim. PV z

b
©

1_

10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


