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Table 1 The comparison of communication
(Average and Hunting rates)

Average | Hunting rate
Without ®=60 | 1140.5 35.6%
Communication | ®=00 | 225.7 99.4%
With ®=60 | 161.6 98.2%
Communication | ®=co | 127.86 98.8%

without Communication ®=c0
with Communication ®=c0
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Fig.2 Results of Experiments
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