N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

N of associated (recoTosim) tracks vs transverse ref point position

4] E %] F

X . . L . N

5] r . . © F . .

g 7 : : g . :
1ol TP N e SR S 10t SR e SU

%‘”m. %wm‘

103— """"" """""
1025— """"""""" 4 """""""""""""""""" §TrTiT
10F 105— * ----- porereees

o E o rv E PRI .......! PRI

I T

@ 14 1
0.95 0.95

10

1
frack ref. pomt r (cn%)

N of associatd (ecoTosi) loaper acks v ransverse e paint positon |

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

duplicate tracks
=
o
R

103

fake tracks

Ratio

10?

1 10. 0?
frack ref. point r (cr%)

%] F

x -

S

s ., : :

S g0t e
=] E :

= o

—_— DQM TT__mkFit-DQM_original

10*

—— DQM_TT__mkFit-DQM_updated (T
i LY Y P
T SN SR SO NP SO ... 10—* :
o
Y ———— - T -+: ----- e
g LI, o al A A {11 FRRANES SN E)
0.95E - -} 4 [ |Hﬂ+ +*+-Hﬂ ”H ------- o0.9sf-} | HHH{MM PP
Rk o =T 030 0955150 =i 10 ~ 2030

2
t]r'ack ref. %gint r (cn%')o

track ref point z (cm)

Nt associated (ecaToSI) loper racks vs ansverse e point posiion |

° 2
Q Q
[ g
2 o
8 10 8
=
3 1
10
Re] he]
© T 1
& o4 ©
0.6 . . 1
-30 -20 -10 0 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)
N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs. sim PV z_|
1%} n 9]
X L X
2 10°F o
2 8
10°F
10°F
10
9 LU - 9
I ©
¥ I @
0.95F-
%50 =15 10 5 0 5 10 15 20

track Sim. PV z (cm)

-20

-10 O 10 20
track ref. point z (cm)

30

-5 0 5
track Sim. PV z (cm)

10 15 20

track ref. point z (cm)

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

0 5 10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

N of associated (recoToSim) looper tracks vs. sim PV |

duplicate tracks

Ratio

-4

85 =5 -i0 -5

0 5 10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


