[ Efficiency vs vertpos |
0.5
17" SRR W S S

tr

I
~
|

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

efficiency vs

0.35—----------% ------------ ------------ ----- +*----

o
w

I
—

S SRS S S -

5 S ; et

N S AL Frreesens e

T
0.05F ;g mizzrrreress R T SONUR PRI
.}..+++ ++”i”*““*“i** |
o J..\_G_ L 1l l: L ||__|'" I IR " EREIT
}E 1 o B T B
iy T an =t
0.951 : 4 il

1072 101 1 10 0?
TP vertr (cr%)

[ fake+duplicates vs vert r

fake+duplicates vs. r

Ratio

]

0.8

0.6

0.954

VECTOT_IUUUEVT

e wwe
Ko00Cd
g
CE
)
B»—‘
80
D
< D
=2

Efficiend

~ 0.5 ; ; ; ; ;
LY S SN SN R
* : : : : :
2 04 AR S R i R
> : : : : :
2 E...... Bl PR SO PR I
§0-35 : : : : :
0.3 3 R SR A AR

effic

% SN T
02
PSS S S W
1 S W N 11
T e Syl e A
F : +ﬂtﬁ----“d* :
° PV TSP RS EPAVS AP SR AU
g
d [ ]| FfLE
[ RRREEEY DEaVRTYR LYY NI, 4+

9935~ =20 -10 0 10 20 30
TP vert z (cm)

[ Efficiency vs. sim PV z |
~ 0.7
>
80.09
£
=0.08
£0.07
oy
é 0.06)
£0.05
()
0.04
0.03
0.02
0.0%

“('5' L

x A
1_— ------ 1r-1|—n?¢r ---------
0 -15 -10 5 0

5 10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)

0.95
=2

fake+duplicates vs. z

Ratio

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

093~ =20 -10 0 10 20 30

track ref. point z (cm)

[ fake+duplicates vs Sim. PV z |

fake+duplicates rate vs Sim. PV z

Ratio

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

=

095615 10 5 0 5 10 15 20

Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


