N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

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

fake tracks

0.7 L
1072 10

1 10 0?
frack ref. point r (cn]ﬁ

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

true tracks

[
o
)

(4] (4]
X <
Q Q
g g
]
£10?
§=] o
I I
o o 13
o 2 : 1 2 o 2 . l 1 2
10° 10~ 1 10 0 10™ 10~ 1 10 0
frack ref. point r (cn%) track ref. point r (cr%)
N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs transverse ref point position | N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |
%] 2]
x x
Q Q
[ <
3
§ 107 10°
o
-3 I{VCLLUI_].U
. K23 109081 71 1ERa 100080t
10 10 t
107
ie] 1
]
o
0.5
0 il 1 N
102 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)
R M
2 e |
] 810
o
3
=l
1072
iel
3
o4
%0 =20 -i0 0 10 20 30 %30 20 -0 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm) track ref. point z (cm)
N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PVz |
%] 0
X x
Q Q
g g
E 2
E =
10k
L8 2
] T
4 14

%50 =15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

0 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

1.

0.9

°855 15 10 -5 0 5 10 15 20

1

track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

duplicate tracks

Ratio

H
S

550 40 20 0 20 40 60
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


