| N of associated tracks (recoToSim) vs MVA1

true tracks

Ratio

i +

N
AT

-1-08060402 0 02040608 1
MVAL output

[ Fake rate vs. MVA1 ]
0.5

Fake rate
[
S
[$)]

T[T T[T T

Ratio

P SOURESUU SUUEJOUNE SOUNSONS OUS SURNL SO O

R T L T STt LTt e o

1080604020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

=
N

[y

o
o

True track selection efficiency
o o
N o0

o
N
!
.
p
L
p

Ratio
I E
P ()

|_\||||||-|||||

(58—06—04—02 O 02 0406 08 1
Cut on MVAL output

fake tracks

10* -

o
5

1—08—06—04—02 0 02 0406 08 L

MVAL output

0.45

Fake rate
<}
N

0.35
0.3
0.25
0.2
0.15
0.1
0.05

Ratio
-

0.9
0.8

0.7

03 0405 0607 0809 1 1112

Efficiency (excl. trk eff)

1.2

0.4

Fake track selection efficiency

0.2~

1Q

Ratio

68—06—04—02 O 02 0406 08 L
Cut on MVAL output

| Efficiency (tracking eff factorized out) vs. MVA1

Etficiency (excl. trk eff)

o
o

Ratio

0.3

0.25

0.2

0.15

0.1

0.05

Fake track rejection

Ratio

1.2

[y

o
Jos)

I
IS

o
[N

E
[~

I
HN

020 02040608 1
Cut on MVAL output

—10.6

-0.2
-0.4
0.6
-0.8

Los v by by b v by g by oyl

‘e
0.3 0.4 05 06 0.7 08 09 1

0.2F -t P
J..UG' [FFETE FRETI ANETI FPRER] FRETE FRATE T ||||!||||
1 R R U SRR S [

0.95

03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1 11 1.2
True track selection efficiency



	Contents
	Page 1


