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Fig. 1. n=500, Comparison of clustering methods
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Table. 1. 1ipa90a(n=90), Comparison of the evaluated value
Best Average gap
LCO 363283 369356 0.73%
SimE 374565 385247 3.72%

Table. 2. n=500, Comparison of the evaluated value

Best Average gap
LCO 11082008 11118617 0.33%
SimE 12467526 12587766 11.96%
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Fig.2. n=500, Comparison of the computational time
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