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true tracks
=
o
o

e R

i) |

IS !

T

D
-1-0.8-0.6-0.4-02 0 02040608 1
MVAL output

[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 |

0 0.01 T T

© : :

D.009F-- -+ SRR IIE T SRR AT SIS SRR RS

X : : :

@.008 ....... RTLT LT TELL LET LTI EEE SOt

0.007F------denfonbo il

(010 ) SRR RRE P ERP PECE PPPESPERE FEPE SEPE PR

0.005 AT LER TEPRERS SOPRE PRRR PRPE PP

0.004F- -+ SRR M L RON TR R LS

0.003fF+heeedereivenbonns P M

0.002F------ AP O TON OIS I PR .

0.001F---+---d - mdeeeebees L L REEE T !

0.95

=
N

21-0.8060402 0

02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

o
o

0.4

True track selection efficiency
o
o0

©
[N}

[y

Ratio
e
[y

0.95

=1 08—06—04—020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

fake tracks

Ratio

0.95

—1“—08—06—04—02 0 02040608 1

MVAL output

o 0.0]
©

D.009
X

$.008
0.007
0.006
0.005

0.004F

0.003
0.002
0.001
fRvs)

Ratio

T ATE A

05 1 11 12
Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

0.8

o
-

Fake track selection efficiency

Ratio

0.95

212080604020 02040608 1

Cut on MVAL output

| Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

Etficiency (excl. trk eff)

Ratio

4.5

3.5

2.5

15

Fake track rejection

Ratio

1.2

[N
N

o
Jos)

o
o
[

I
IS
[

fa] NI NITE P NS ST RETE FETE FEEE T e

0.95

-1- 08—06—04—020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

x107 1

0.2

-0.2
-0.4
0.6
-0.8

ETE PR CRETE FRANE FRRRA ARUTE FRNNA SR TT A
o

-t
0.7 0.75 0.8 0.85 0.9 095 1

0.8}
0.6}

0.4}

i

09 1 11 12

0.8
True track selection efficiency

034’5



	Contents
	Page 1


