Efficiency vs P,

10.02
o
9.018
>
D.016
[J]

9.014F

[©] o
0.012

S0 50 % 35 N N S

Ratio

0.008F---------- [RRCEITEREETE e ............
o.ooej—--+ ........ e
0.004F - Lkt Tk - ............
0.002F----------i---MFTL - {1 - - ............
aF T R

1.0 +
15— =m--““ o .

=0.0

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

o
©
a

=
o
iN

1 10

fake+duplicates vs P,

~ 0.8

Take+dauplicates rate vs p

Ratio

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

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

[Tr T[T [T rr[rrrrrrrs
. &
: 4
——
-
=

......... do
- -
E . : :
AF bk
ol A8 S A% 2R E 20 2 TR L R R R LR

107 1

2 3
Hp. (Gevf
—— DOM_TT_CKF_ORIG

—— DQM_TT__CKFandPLess_ORIG
—— DQM_TT__CKFandPLess_MODIF

[2]
.009
Q
$.008
‘©
#.007
(3]
0.006
0.005
0.004
0.003
0.002
0.001

Ratio

Vs

\LANNNRNNN) RRRNRRRES LRLLN AL RLLRN RRRL

¥
r-a
3
-

[y

0.95

T T T T T [TTTI[ITTL

*
+
ra
v
4
.
=
%
v,
.
>
=%
’ &
-

T
|
N

Efficiency vs ¢

&0.0])
(2]
2.009
(8]
$.008
©
§9.007
[J]
0.006
0.005
0.004
0.003
0.002
0.001

Ratio

1.0

5e5 _L‘-.‘-.'-.I-."'-.‘-.'-.!-.".'.'.'i.'.'.'.'.!.'.'.'.'.!J.'.'.'.].'.'.'.'{.'.'.'.'{.'.'.'.'{.'.'.'.'

fake+duplicates rate vs n

Ratio

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

2.

i
—G

0.95

w[TTTT
|
N

track n

[ fake+duplicates vs o]

S

fake+duplicates rate vs

Ratio

0.8:: :
ISERE S TURE I
05F
0.3
02
0.15—5 -------------------------
O SOV SO OO UL UL IO
o.95l ‘ L




	Contents
	Page 1


