[ efficiency vs n |

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

t

efficiency vs p
o
[ee)

o
o)

0.4

0.2

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

[ - » oy LN T
[ LA EREER

0.3 05 0 05 1 15 2 25

5 -2 -15 -1

[fake rate vsn |
0.7

S A O
0.5 ....... ...... ......
0.4 ...... ...... ...... ...... ......
0.3 ...... ...... ......
03NN W WU WO O
10T O VO O 1
ST TR IR, VIO AR T IY

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

(R

25 -2 -15 -1 -05 0 05

1 15 2 25

= Vcal smearing False, CMSSW_3_1 0_pre9 highPuritySelection

TS Vcal smearing True, CMSSW_3_1 0 pre9 highPuritySelection

10

0 5 10 15 20 25 30

TakeratePt

t
o
o)

0.6

fakrate vs p

0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2

0.1+ endvninde

1 Entries 500

9.714
0.1467

Mean

RMS

] faker-ateF;t

cereaaae Feeesdeaaes
cereaaae Teseateades
cereaaae Feserreenes
i lll i i

| fake rate vs hit |

fakerate vs_hit

1
Of
) S S .

R R e

Entries 35
Mean 14.4
RMS 1.202

fékerate_\'/s_hit

Entries 35
Mean 18

% SUUROE ORI R S

T R S R

N

T e S

T R s

LY S S S —

5 10 15 20

illlIiIIIIillIll.ill...lillllillllillll
00

25 30



