Efficiency vs P,

- 0.2
o
20.18
>
20.16
] E
0.14F
0.12
0.1
0.08F
0.06F
0.04F
0.02F

e

Ratio

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

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

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

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

1.0

107 1 10 prT (Ge\})o3

fake+duplicates vs P,
~ 0.8

a o

0 E : : :

g OTp it P P
© E : : :
0.6t Brerereeeeees e
g r : : :

5] C : : :

O 0.5 i ARCIELEERLE ARMIEERERERE
= o H H H

3 E : : :

F 04 rrrinfrrreeens preneneneeeed e
Q E : :

= E : : :

© 0-3_—""""":'+ """"" Trerereeeeeen s

02_ """""" " """""" A

0 SRR SO O R
E : Y § :
E : +++++ + :
o wBf——rrnd e L ]
5 | : : :
04 [ .

| R EREEEEEEE B o 2

0. : : :
-1 2 3
10 ! 10 yat¥p, Gevf

—=— DQM_ttbarPU_mkFit_5iter

—e— DQM_ttbarPU_mkFit_5iter_updatedPR111_update
—— DQM_ttbarPU_mkFit_5iter_updatedPR111_update_fixPropagation

[y

0.95

(¢S I B AL

Efficiency vs ¢

o0.02
.018F

||'-|||

= 05

o 2
2 0a
NG

0.35

0.25

take+duplicates rate vs
o
w

o
[N

0.15
0.1
0.05
Vel

Ratio

iy

2 3
track n

wlllllllllllll
N n
I
iN
(@]
=

0.95

[ fake+duplicates vs o]
s 0.2
4 :
50.18 5

g o

X 3

0.08: -

0.06- :
0.04F 44 A ]
0.02B¢ (- f--+ - 2 B

track @



	Contents
	Page 1


