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tracks

F [%] F 2] F (%]
b s s L : S
[ 8 8 : 8
10°g o 10 ° : @
f- - = g : g 102
3-- ° : 5
10 - : 3
10%F 107 -eeer i v ERRALALL LRRERED 10
F + H
3 ¢
10 o] SEPEPRPER +t+..:. -----------------
1 T I L R
v ° o sw i i o sw !
g & l|, : g |
i . 1 H|| : B ] : :
s 1 1I0 ” 2 *Tot 1 1I0 7 2 s 1 1Io 7 2 107 1 10 7 2
trag‘lg P, (Ge\;')0 trag‘lg P, (Ge\}f) traé‘lg P, (Ge\;')0 tra&l? P, (Ge\}f)
DOM_TT__mkFit-DQM_old132
——- DQM_ TT mkFit-DOQM new132 fo eta ]
[%] 2] 1%}
S S S
g g <
g 2 g
£ 8 g
3
3
j=]
o ) )
: | ;
24 o 14

tracks

Ratio

N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs pT

N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs pT

Lol oo
no.‘o *, gty 4y
QN "‘*’ *’“’: et

Ly

-

+HHH++HHHH HHHHH

track q)

N

-1 0 1

e

3

track n

0.95

N of associated (recoToSim) tracks vs phi |

true tracks

Ratio

WAL

track n

fake tracks

N of associated (recoToSim) duplicate tracks vs phi |

duplicate tracks

=
o




	Contents
	Page 1


