N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

9] 9] (4]
x x ﬁ
g 8 8
= © ©
2 &
o) o) o)
© T I
@ @ @
1072 10
1%} ] 1%]
x x x
Q Q Q
< g g
2 3
8107 2
=
S FrIiiiiiraiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiill
© . —— DQM _CKF_TTbarPU
....... —— DQM_mkFit_TTbarPU-noDNN-baseline
) —— DQM_mkFit_TTharPU-noDNN-fix
10 T
107
o o : o
3 3 : : 3 : : :
: b : hE L R T
F-oee-- . . [ ) SR PR [LF | R REREE teaaan by
o : : : : }} : 2fratene 1---“-*:'--*
= = > B0 10 % 0 TS T B T B R TV R R
10 10 t]r'ack ref. %gint r (crr%‘)O track ref. point z (cm)
N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs transverse ref nmmnnmmnl [N of reco track vs.sim PVz ]
2 2 2
Q [5] Q
g g 8
2 g
8 8107
=
>
o

Ratio

N of associated (recoTosim) tracks vs transverse ref point position

2
&ack ref. %gint r (cn]DO

BT 0 102030
track ref. point z (cm)

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

true tracks

Ratio

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

»—\
S
b

Ratio

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

2

Q

<l

5

X

s

. ]

2 1 F %

g i +
£ ++ .
T s | R R W T 1)

track Sim. PV z (cm)

}} _____ _____

track ref. point z (cm)

Ratio

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

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

duplicate tracks

%0 —40 20 0 20 40 60
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


