Efficiency vs P,

10.05
o
9.045
>
20.04
@
2.035
[J]
0.03
0.025
0.02
0.015
0.01
0.005

fake+duplicates vs P,

T

l_

0.8

0.4

Take+dauplicates rate vs p

0.2

0.6f-

2 LUG: §e] J‘G‘:
g et R E 8 Lo i
0.955- NN AEETER P SRR O SRR 2 56 d R EH £ B H i CERRRRRREE 15—-
0311 > 3 0.95i1
10 1 10 .?.B b, (Ge\})o 10 1 10
= BV gt ‘é‘#f"ﬁ’é's‘éi?ﬁé\}vewe m
—— BRI e lise Loengeom
—— D M_plxeTCPETEmp?at% step2 tt‘ggr-pWasel-newgeom
= 0.1 c e T
) N S U SR SN SO g 5
>‘009: ) I N
S0 0af g .f |
8008 g 08t d b
£0.07F g [ : : :
® F S | : : ¥
0.06F S 0.6t LI R L S

E 2 't v : :*
0.05F ¥ L B : *
0.04f g oul o it el D

T — 0.4_—"" “h.“.“; """""""""""
0.03F- I : .

E B + [ . ] *
0.02F 0.20----f -t pagreerdeememnesboemenndonend LPL R
0.0 ! :

o -0 o +OF
T F T r
@ 1= ad L

o 1l -

0.95F---- [
0.9 0.9123

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

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

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

YA

[ fake+duplicates vs o]

s 0.5
n .
>0.45F

o
© w ©
w S

0.25F

fake+duplicates rate

©
=0 N
1

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




	Contents
	Page 1


