N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

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

duplicate tracks

%] 4]
S ]
g g
3
£ 10° 8
2 2
g 1.05) & 1.05fH- - ;
1:'1 “IH
o.osf-{-11- ‘H ]
102 1 10 0? o "o+ 107 1 10, 0
track ref. point r (cr%) frack ref. point r (crr]D
ot sssocates GecaTosim) ooper vacks va vansvers e pontposion | o st ecoTosm) wacks vs ansvers o pon postion |
L
[}
g
©
2
....... —— DQ
—— DQM_pixelCPE_step2_ttbar-phasel-newgeom
—— DQM_pixelCPEChi20R_step?2_ttbar-phasel-newgeom
. . . s M
2 [
T [
o - -- - [ R

-llhEH L

track ref. point z (cm)

Nt associated (ecaToSI) loper racks vs ansverse e point posiion |

° 2
Q Q
[ I e e A
:
8 102 S R AR R bt
=
=]
©
1 1 i 1 1
o o v 4 4
T : T :
[ i @ :
. [ EEEEEETERPEEIEY PEE PR TR PEPEP PEPR
85520 0 10 20 30 0¥ 20 -i0 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm)
N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PV z_|
1%} 9]
] ]
8 8
° ©
g B 102
L8 8
I ©
4 @

track Sim. PV z (cm)

SRR -

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

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

N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

Ratio

track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

duplicate tracks

Ratio

0.95

5 -4-3-2-10 12 3 4 5
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


