Efficiency vs P,

10.05
o
9.045
>
20.04
@
2.035
[J]
0.03
0.025
0.02
0.015

AR AR R AR RR R RN LR RNl RRRRN RARRN LARLE RRRLN LRRR

fake+duplicates vs P,

T

1

0.8

0.6

0.4

Take+dauplicates rate vs p

-+

0.0} 0.2k -eeeeee T, {
I P Pee gik
0.005 o al |
| T & | |
9 J—-‘-G --l 9 J—-‘-G_ 1 ||||||4 |+ 11 M NN L1 111118
b1 ] b1 o AT+ T
&U === : --------- BN P S - &U ]_:—- - ++-$TT _‘j_r.“_ & -:—- B o ‘:‘%" ---------- -8
i 1 g ; )
0.95 2 T+$+-ll | i A 0.95f--- U B 5 5 4 B B R
.9 AOZ ;
= 3 -1 2 3
107t 1 10 2 10 1 10
‘?‘B P, (Ge\} trac&p (Ge\}
T
—— —original_step. ar-phasel-newgeom
—e— DQM_pixelCPETemplate_step2_ttbar-phasel-newgeom
—— DQM_pixelCPETemplateCutChiSquareNew_step2_tthar-phasel-newgeom
DOM_pixelCPETemplateCutChiSquareNew2_step2_ttbar-phasel-newgeom
= 0] | R SRR P A Treneees

2
20.09
2
50.08
o
£0.07
[}
0.06
0.05
0.04
0.03
0.02

0.01 E o
om'Cf"' ....|....|....|.........
5 £ | :

r -1

'*-]'*f\ﬁ-.,

0.95F----- g 111
o |+ "r' :

9
.9

ey
REE

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

©
©

o
2}

fake+duplicates rate vs n

o
»

o
©
C

il
i

i

I

Tl
W[TTTTy T
|
N

-1

[ fake+duplicates vs o]

s 0.5
n .
>0.45F

o

fake+duplicates rate

©
N

o
N C w @
a _w o b

0




	Contents
	Page 1


