N of reco track vs pT [N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs pT N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs pT

] [%] 2] 1%}
< x 4 4
g f - : : 8 I ' ' g
L S R : PR T T e :
E : : : =] X E - : : =
E s . 8
o e 1 T o o - . . =
10A§ J """" 104?_'"""'.."_ """ ' """" """" §
10°F FRREEERES CRRLEEEE REELEY 103 rem ety
T I
E : +
10f---rmgmenees PARRRRAR AR 1
° ° o : : i o
g g & 105;---;“."““- Hii THHT-1- g
"’ * B :
: e g ﬂ} l 4
o -1 : : lz 3 -1 ; 2 3 o -1 : : 2 3
10 1 10 trag‘lg P, (Ge\;')0 10 1 10 trag‘lg P, (Ge\}f) 10 1 10 traé‘lg P, (Ge\;')0
— E M X%||é<EE?Fe 2 LLUdI >e =TTEW cgni ewgeom
[Nofreco track vs g g lee eeu réquar ew sr}epg t?bar-phasel-newgeom
%) ] T 2 T T T %)
S o T 3 g
g g 8 8
s 2 o
£ = 8
, =
10°F 3
..
103,—
o o o
g WRIN . g
4 105‘5 ﬂw*f 'H+W t: }Hﬂ*## * i o
0EFTTTTT 0 T 23 00— 3
track n track n track n

N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs phi |

N of reco track vs phi N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs phi |

tracks

P
o
R

true tracks
fake tracks

duplicate tracks

g "'+++++++++ ,,Hmmmﬂ +~°‘*“ﬁ §




	Contents
	Page 1


