[ Fake rate vs vertpos |

=

0.8+

fakerate vs r

0.6

0.4

0.2~

.........................................

Ratio

"I-""—‘
Rl
P
i

+

0.95C

0—2

Fake rate vs

%H#*%#W%

track ref. pomt r (crrll)

[ Duplicates Rate vs vertpos |

2

[ Pileup

rate vs vertpos |

o e T HRERREREEEEE L EEEEEEEE,

> 3 : :

) L : :

© raateg, :

o 0.8---eeee P s oo e RRELLETEPEPTES

3 - :"‘-.. :

= L . )

o | .!..
O R REEERERRRR o
0.4 T S
0.2 -rmrrrmn e R R ERE CEEEE

o ;.uG- [T R B

2 . : : i T

@ R : b

1%«*%%% b

1072 107 1 10

0

WE&@&@%

s

o
o
T

0.6

fakerate vs z

................................................

Ratio

055

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

20

Fake rate vs. sim PV z

~N 0.2

................................................

09557215 -10 5 0 5

10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)

Ratio

%30

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

=20

[ Duplicates Rate vs sim PV z |

~0.05
>
20.045
£
U_')0'04
$.035
o
£0.03

0
%.025

S :
50.02F -+
]

9.015
0.01
0.005

Ratio

C:
i

0.9:

0.85

=20

215 -10 -5 6 5' 10 15 20

Sim. PV z (cm)

0.8~

pileup rate vs z

0.2~

- : :

B ."’-"". :
-------------- R R SAREE R LR R
o :

: L]

3 %

Ratio

%5

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

0

[ Pileup

rate vs. sim PV z |

1_

pileup rate vs Sim. PV z

10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)

15 -10 5 0 5



	Contents
	Page 1


