Efficiency vs P,

- 02
o

2 0.18F
> -
2 0.16F
) L

2
20.14

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

s F '
0.12F -+ eeerivesneenneehen
S o —
0.08F - +++eerivrsersemseshonsnnn b
0 s S RRACLRTEE SRR
0.04f -+ i
0.02F=------- B

oke ] | |

Lrug T

fake+duplicates vs P,

= | R b A "

T ERSR — g —

T I

SR NI

Take+auplicates rate vs p
T

Ratio

K SMInENG R el
m FIt:XIMInusNSPU:NEW e;au
mkFIt”XiMinusNOPU_NEWdefau

t—s

i-Spechresss
t_specPLess3
ecPLess4

en
o
[N
T

o
iy
L AN AN RARE AR

-2 -1 0 1 2 3
TP N

Efficiency vs ¢

s 0.1

= S SO SN S S S
2.0.09 o DT T T T
2 : : : : : : :
© 0.08F - T DT T DT
(;) . . . . . .
£0.07F o Freseee Froeeee P

H H H H H Fd
0.06F* 't;#?;ﬂ “"'""'*&M‘ - *"*ﬂﬁ_f'*ﬁé
e e A SRS SR
)RR T T N N —

.

L oH

= 05

rate vs

o ©
D =
H

I

0 E

0.35F

©
w
T

0.25F

take+duplicate

o
[N

0.15
0.1
0.05
Vel

AP ARRRRRNRRRRY |

TTTT
r -

Ratio

[ fake+duplicates vs o]

o 0.]
g
90.09 .
S 0.08E
g g
£0.07F
Q y
S0.06F
3 :
£ 0.05F
X
£0.04f:
0.03E
0.02E
0.01

J..h’u).lll

Ratio




	Contents
	Page 1


