N of reco track vs pT

tracks

tracks

. . . o : : . o 1 . . ° . .
: : ; g : i ! & : : ; g : i
1 #*Mﬂ;,MHHH* { 4 +{ﬂ++H+H+H 5L 1T 1 ++++~—WNM+H++++++HH‘ + 11 +<PHTTT| IH !
o : : : o : ; i o : : : : i
10 1 10 trag‘lQZpY cedf’ 10% ! 10 tra&?zPT edf’ 107 ! 10 "aé‘gzpr (©edf"
DOM_TT_MKFIT_ORIG
—— DOM_TT__MKFIT_MODIF
R ——— g 2 ¥ ¢
g £10°F S ol
; : . e e | o E
F . . E ] I § F
i

10*

10°

10*

10

[

N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs pT

true tracks

fake tracks

= =
(=] (=]
o >
T

=
(=]

S
Ty

Ty

Y AT LTI AN

N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs pT

duplicate tracks

=
Q
£

[
o
w

P
o
R

10

4

o v 4 4
8 I : :
T [t
0. L
=3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3
track n
N of reco track vs phi
[%]
1] T
S .
3 bo.... beeeedeaas P P
SRR P B EEEEER

Ratio

Theeporpamimesinu i itns s iateebe i

-3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3

track ¢

Ratio

L

0 1 2 3
track n

23 =2 —

N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs phi |

true tracks

Bttt

0 1 2 3
track @

-3 =2 —

Ratio

fake tracks

Ratio

10

N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs phi |

duplicate tracks




	Contents
	Page 1


