N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

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

%] 9] 1%]
3 3 3
S g 8
- © °
210 s
2 ¥ | ¥ 2 2
T 1.05[H CHH A1 HHA4L---- - - 5] L bi 11
o H f o o
1 - +H1]- - -----
: 1] : 0.0f-1---- =Bk -HHH- -t -HHERF 241 -- - - -
0.95[H EE- 41T AL - -
o -2 .71 : : 2 o -2 .71 2
10 10 tlrack ref. rl)gint r (crr]D0 10 10 %ack ref. %gint r (cn]DO
[4] ] 1%]
x X x
Q Q Q
g g 8
g g
107 £
=
S niIiiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiioiiiiiiioios
© . —— DQM_mKHt_TToriginal
....... —— DQM_mkFit_TT_JanUpdate-noErr
—— DQM_mkFit_TT_JanUpdate-noErriH
1072 T TU
10°°
]
Re] 3 o+ . ]
T T : !
| “:l
° °%5 =20 -10 0 10 20 30

fake tracks

Ratio

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

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

true tracks

Ratio

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

=30 -20 -10 O 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

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

.4
S
o

duplicate tracks

»—\
S
b

Ratio

-30 -20 -10 O 10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

fake tracks

Ratio

0.0 - eie - fi-

O'—"ZO -15-10 -5 0 5 10 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

track ref. point z (cm)

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

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

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

duplicate tracks

%0 —40 20 0 20 40 60
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


