Efficiency vs P,

- 02
20.18

>
20.16
)

e

0.14F
0.12F

0.1F
0.08
0.06F

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

0.04F
0.02

o O el

- C .

¢ c o

@ 1.05f S
i . RRRRECEEEE EECRERRRCES

0.95

=
o
iN

fake+duplicates vs p_ |

o~ Qo [ ——
" - :+ :
> L :
) | :
T :
S 0.8 i ++ -----------------------
¢ [T e
5 [ :
3 06—’# ------------- AR
> - L] . . .
E | : : :
b i Fs $ o
E 0.4F¢------ ‘-"-E ------------------------- : ------------
: G # :
- % e ¥ .
02— ------------ Tl ------------
o +Wr : B :
g r o3 : :
1;“'" +++++ 55; 4:—"9‘1’Wﬂq
L 5 :
0.95C : I

—— DQNMMREtTXiviTusPOTetraiT

o RNk S BN EWA Sl --Specpress
—— DOM™m Ft:X: nusPU—NEW: e¥au t~specPlLess
—— DOM—mKFit—_XiMinusPU_NEWdefault_specPLess

0.02F
o lauuuuu
B F i i : ] ]
¥ 1.05p------- - - - : SRR
IR BRI 11 R
0953 =" 1 0 1 2 3

Efficiency vs ¢

o 0.1z
@ :
>‘0.09 ;
2 :
) 0.08 ;
o .
£0.07F
o :

0.06F;

0.05F

0.04F: - : gdFi
% LA
0.02F: B L e %
O R STt
F . L., |
i TLLCELLLEI L TLLLE
T T F1:
0L 0 12 3

take+duplicates rate vs n [®*™

2.

Ratio

iy

|
(¢8I B

2

o
©
C

[ fake+duplicates vs o]
o 05
w

>0.45

o
© w ©
w_ g

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

0.25

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

take+duplicates rate

©
N

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

ik

ey

Hf

2

track @



	Contents
	Page 1


