N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

tracks

Ratio

2
tlrack ref. rl)gint r (cn]Do

of associated recoToSim) Iooper racks vs vansuerse efpoit position |

duplicate tracks

1072

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

true tracks

2
tlrack ref. %gint r (cnjﬂ0

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

tracks

1%]

X

Q

o

=

1}

X

©

e}

] -

= . .

© . .

o .

05f-r-nn-- e EE—— PR
o 2 l 1 : 2
10™ 10 10. 0
&ack ref. point r (cm

N of associated (ecoTasim) acks vs ansverse efpoit position |

%]

X

Q

g

[

2

D
D
D

M”m
M_mkFi
M”mKFit_TTNE

KFit_TToriginal-106

MS-genMatc

- :
kFit_TTNE%VnoMS—gen Match-CUT2

fake tracks

Ratio

0 10 20 30

track ref. point z (cm)

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

true tracks

Ratio

0.5

0

-60

-40 -20

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

h-CUT2

10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

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

Ratio

fake tracks

Ratio

duplicate tracks

.4
S
o

»—\
S
b

8020 100
track ref. point z (cm)

10 20 30

%5 =r=3 =210 1L 2 3 45

track Sim. PV z (cm)

Ratio

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

| N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

%133 10 1L 2 3 45
track Sim. PV z (cm)

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

duplicate tracks

N
S

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



	Contents
	Page 1


