N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position

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

tracks
true tracks

10

Rat
Ratio

1
0.95)

3
0.95)

0.9 .
-2 -1 2
10 10 tlrack ref. rl)gint r (crr]D0

0.
1072

107

2
tlrack ref. %gint r (cnjﬂo

N of associatd (ecoTosi) loaper acks v ransverse e paint positon |

N of reconstructed tracks vs transverse ref point position |

tracks

10°

duplicate tracks

fake tracks

Ratio

1072 10 10. 0?
%ack ref. point r (cn]D
N of associated (ecoTasim) acks vs ansverse efpoit position |
2
Q
g
g
510?

. . . §
—— DQM_mkFit_TTbarPU50_extractedGeoms_rescaleError100
—— DQM_mkFit_TTbarPU50_extractedGeoms_rescaleError100_pTCutOverlapOp0

scaleError100_pTCutOverlapOp0O_d

—— DQM_mkFit_TTharPU50_extractedGeoms_re
v v v IO H

10 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

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

fake tracks

=
o
R

duplicate tracks

Ratio

10
track ref. point z (cm)

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

20 30 -30 -20

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

true tracks
fake tracks

[N
o
S

Ratio
Ratio

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

-4 -2 0 2 4 6

8 10
track Sim. PV z (cm)

Ratio

ynamicChi2CutOverlap
ELv) H =

80 =20 10 0 0 20 30
track ref. point z (cm)

N of reco track vs. sim PV z |

tracks

L

0 15 20
track Sim. PV z (cm)

N

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

duplicate tracks

Ratio

% =433 10 L 2 3 4 5
track Sim. PV z (cm)



	Contents
	Page 1


