N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs MVA1

true tracks

Ratio

10*

10°

10? _‘

-1-0.

: Jills il |
e G IIIIIiiII I

02040608 1
MVAL output

8-0.6-0.40.2 0

[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 ]

Ratio Fake rate

True track selection efficiency

Ratio

il

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

1.0

mﬂul;lll|||I||E||1|||!|,E.nu|llcf !

0.95

1.2

=1 08—06—04—02 0 02 0406 0.8 1
Cut on MVAL output

LU qullﬂ-ﬂiHH{h

0.95!

~0.860.6-0402 0 o.'2 o.'4 o.'e o.'8 1
Cut on MVAL output

PR o

fake tracks

Ratio

Ratio Fake rate

Fake track selection efficiency

Ratio

10°

10*

10°

102

T T &7 T T > T 1T

i

. |
"III IIIIIII|| IIIII i |IIIIIIII (I II|II L II=I I|IIIII ||IIIIIII
0 O .8

0.8

0.4

0.2

. ]
et [ [ R FR— L
. 'y
- u.

2 hirin imees
1‘—-»—- <+ PR
095505 06 0.7 08 00 T IT 12

1.2

0.8

0.4

0.2f

1.0|

Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

0.95

H
=1 08—06—04—02 O 02 0406 0.8
Cut on MVAL output

| Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

Etficiency (excl. trk eff)

o
o

o
©

0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1

Fake track rejection

1.2

o
Jos)

I
IS

927 08—06-04—020 02040608 1

Cut on MVAL output

o
L

AR RRRN RRRE FRRTY FRRR] FRETE FATEE FATSE ARSI

0.8

0.4
0.2

-0.2
-0.4
0.6
-0.8

-t
04 05 06 07 08 09 1

1.2

0.4

- , ............
0958405 06 0.7 08 09 1 1112

True track selection efficiency



	Contents
	Page 1


