[ Efficiency vs vertpos |

~ 0.2

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

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

>
+
n
T
=
+
I
¥
1 i
PRI
I 3
- d.
L)
) A
# —

[ fake+duplicates vs vertr

fake+duplicates vs. r

Ratio

l_

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2_*{_‘

)

| F i ++
0.8
1072 10 0? 1072 107" 10. 0?
TP vertr (cm track ref. point r (cm
—— DM MEEIT ORIG
—e— DOM_TT—MKFEIT_MODIF
— DOM-TT—MKFEITtowPtQ MODIF
- D§M_, [—MKFEITCOWPtT -MODIF
—— DOM MKFITandPLess_MODIF

Efficiend

~ 0.8

efficiency vs ver

ol T WO
9% S U O SO
155 11 S S O W -
0.4 -- S TR S S S
%S O

0.2

Ratio

10 0 20 30

[Effici

ency vs.sim PV z |

~ 0.2

> o
80.18

S

20.14
oy
20.12

e

effic

0.08
0.06)
0.04

0.02F

50.16

0.1

K
e e S ! -
F - . .
N, B, e - A

Ratio

5 10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)

fake+duplicates vs. z

Ratio

0.6~

0.8by:---- ........ ........ .......
T T

.

f

0

©

+

mew T
14

i

fi |

0.8

=30

SR YA T
g

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

-20 -10

[ fake+duplicates vs Sim. PV z |

N

fake+duplicates rate vs Sim. PV

Ratio

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.3

104

[
oo : : : e gi
oot o il
ik ++?I-"+"’";+++++E+++++E+

=20

2157100 5 0 5 10 15 20
Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


