[ Efficiency vs vertpos |
0.8

0.7

0.6f

(o))

0.5

etticiency vs vert r

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

N ..| T R
IJ[J’HH%HHI r : ----- 1T
0.95 .

1072 107 1

T
e

Ratio

=
TTTTFTT

10 0?
TP vertr (cr%)

[ fake+duplicates vs vertr

take+duplicates vs. r

. R ;
YIRS SR 5

S ST |

P NSO N

T

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

i
o Lo .......I .....! . .......! L
g f LT |
O gk oo
1 +++#+ i === R =B B eweseeeess

—=— DQM_mkFit_TToriginal
. —e— DQM_mkFit_TT_pL
Efficiend _,__ DQM_mkFit_TT_pLW

0.8

e s e e

R R N T e S

efticiency vs vert z

st M
o

0

S S 1

L SR T S

Ratio

§|||||1|11ullll |
1 |||m'mnu |

093 —-20 -10 10 20 30

TP vert z (cm)

[ Efficiency vs. sim PV z |
0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

efficiency vs Sim. PV z

0 e e e

e

s s O

SO SO PSSO FUUS RV UOOE NOOLIUOY

3 b :l: Lo ‘

e N I il i
: 5 ||i””‘e”‘”e”|||5| :

15 =105 0510 1520
Sim. PV z (cm)

take+duplicates vs. z

O ENSRS SRR S

R .

Qe

Ratio

0.95

0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

[ fake+duplicates vs Sim. PV z |

N 0.
>
2.0.09
£
70.08
20.07
o
T 0.06
@
£0.05
Q
50.04
=}
$0.03
g
©0.02
0.0

0

FRVS)

Ratio

0.952

0 =15 -10 -5

0510 1520
Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


