Efficiency vs P,

- 0.2
o
2 0.18F
>
20.16
o
o
20.14
0]
0.12
0.1

...........................................

e OSSO R S .
F o+ : : :
0.06f+-wrmrrivremreeeees oo { ]t;:'i"

F . : # :
004__ """" "' """""" "'+ """ "E“" Tt

0_02:_ ......... '"M++++,++ ........ ] 5 IO
IR S R R L
2 |

@

107 1 10 prT (Ge\})o3

fake+duplicates vs P,

Ll l_ _____

o

" L

> L

] L

]

= 0.8
wn -

Q L

©

8 L

o 0.6
=] L

5

0 L

2 L

] 0.4—';"'

u -

...........................................

Ratio

o] 0l

—=— DQM_ttbarPU_mkFit_5iter

—e— DQM_ttbarPU_mkFit_5iter_updatedPR111_update
—— DQM_ttbarPU_mkFit_5iter_updatedPR111_update_fixPropagation

- 0.1
@ E
>\0.09:—
o o

il

©
o
N

efficie

0.06
0.05]
0.04
0.03
0.02§
0.0

Ratio

0.95

Efficiency vs ¢

o-0.05¢
o E
Q.045 ;
(8] .

||'-|||

= 05

o 2
2 0a
NG

o RN AR RRRRN LRRRY RRLRE RERE:

0.35

0.25

take+duplicates rate vs
o
w

o
(S

0.15p*
0.1~

0.05F -+

Ratio

[ fake+duplicates vs o]

o 0.5
%) .
> 0.45F

o
© w ©
w_ g

take+duplicates rate

0.2F

| [T =T



	Contents
	Page 1


