N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs MVA1

9]
4
Q
g
o a3
:1_3) 10
10?
10§
1 I
: il
g |
o
MU
0.95!
MVAl output
[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 ]
o 0.8 T
© 5
© 0.7 r et R R SRR
] :
LL .
0.6F---+--- P RE R R EEEDEPE EPDE DEPE-PE

i \ﬂ,ummuw

e
L ||||||\|| |

Cut on MVAl output

=
N

=y

o
©

o
o
[

True track selection etficiency

s o o O

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

©
[N}
[

&

Ratio

1080604020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

0.95L

fake tracks

Ratio

Ratio Fake rate

Fake track selection etficiency

Ratio

0.8

02040608 1

MVAL output

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

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

.
O ---smmmrmemrmmmemeeteeeas | SRR EE R
i
B N [P P//i 1
A Lo LU .. c
098 —~p97 08 09 1 11

1.2
Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

muu A
||||||| i
608 1
Cut on MVAl output

| Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

Etficiency (excl. trk eft)

Ratio

rake rate
o o
> w

o il bl b bsa by

o
w

0.2

Fake track rejection

Ratio

o
o

1.2

[y

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.95L

21080604020 02040608 1

Cut on MVAL output

0.1

S
&
M

]
©
)

J

1—.—.—.—.—,—.—.—.—.—,—.—.—.—.—,—.—.—.—.—,—.—.—.—.—,—.—.—.—.—,—
.7 0.75 0.8_0.85 0.9 0.95
Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

0.8

0.6

0.4

08 09 1 11 12
True track selection efficiency

0.7



	Contents
	Page 1


