N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs MVA1

(9] F . . .
4 - . . .
Q L . . .
8. . 5
L S Sl Rt e S S
= F oo
1032— -------------------------------------------
TC R SRTE IO U N0 SO OO SO0 )
C . . Ll
C P {

Ratio

O SO OO SO SO A 16 i
H H H H 1 h h I

SUNE IO I SO 1 X
21680604020 02040608 1
MVAL output

[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 ]

91080604020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

=
N

i
Fake track selection efficiency

o
o

True track selection efficiency
o o
N o0
T T

o
N
!
.
p
L
p

s

Ratio

2080604020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

PR o

0.95!

fake tracks

Ratio

21-080604020 02040608 1

=
N

o
©
[

o
o

o
»
I

leo)
T

o
2]

0

MVAL output

Of T T T[T T T T I [T [T [T [ TTT [ TTTT[ TTTT [T TTTT 17Tt

Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

[y

02_ ....... e e

01080604020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

I 105 11 115 1.2

| Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

Ettficiency (excl. trk eff)

Ratio

11137
1368
1366
1364
1362
1.136
1358
1356
1354
1352

Fake track rejection

Ratio

1.2

o
Jos)

o
o

I
IS

0.2

e

l.\‘_“r\|||!|||!uu|!|||!uuu!uuu!uuu!uuuluuu!u.n
3 N i
1 N

0.95

=
N

o
©

o
o

o©
IS

I
[N}

21080604020 02040608 1

'l RN PR RUT RN ARTE NRE FRRS SRws e |
o

B
1
i

Cut on MVAL output

x107

0.8
0.6
0.4
0.2

-0.2
-0.4
-0.6
-0.8

0.9880.990.992.990.99®.998 1

0.95

0.9

0.750.80.850.90.95 1 1.051.11.151.2
True track selection efficiency



	Contents
	Page 1


