N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

tracks

10" 1 10 0?
frack ref. point r (cml)

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

true tracks

[
o
R

10

Ratio

107 1 10 0?
track ref. point r (cr%)

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

fake tracks

IRV

Ratio

1 10 0?
frack ref. point r (cn]ﬁ

N of assoclated (recoToSim)tracks vs transverse ref point posion |

%] 2] 1%}
x x - X
Q Q Q
g g g
2 o E
g0 : {*f o £
:} SNSRI 1.1 SOOI
e —— DOM_CKF-testLowPt_1000evt
....... —— DQM_CKFREFit-testLowPt_1000evt
02 —— DQM_mkFitREFit-testLowPt_1000evt
107
107
o 1 o o H
T T T 2]
i3 @ x
0.5 .
TREAEN EREERE 1 i - i o i
1%72 -30 0 10 20 30 -30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30
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 ]
2 2 2
e o -
= g107Y
g
3
_____________ ©
1072
k) o
© ©
@ x
%% 20 -i0 0 10 20 30 %0 20 -i0 0 10 20 30 558 6 -4 2 0 2 4 6 8 10

track ref. point z (cm)

N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PVz |

track ref. point z (cm)

4] 1]
X x
Q Q
g g
E 2
E =
L8

I

@

-2 0 2 4 6 8 10 0'—O -8 -6 -4 -2 0 2 4

track Sim. PV z (cm)

track Sim. PV z (cm)

track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

—
S

duplicate tracks

Ratio

%0 =40 —20

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



	Contents
	Page 1


