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ABSTRACT

Dynamic Optimization Problems (DOPs) are characterized by changes

in the fitness landscape that can occur at any time and are com-

mon in real world applications. The main issues to be considered

include detecting the change in the fitness landscape and reacting

in accord. Over the years, several evolutionary algorithms have

been proposed to take into account this characteristic during the

optimization process. However, the number of available tools or

open source codebases for these approaches is limited, making re-

producibility and extensive experimentation difficult. To solve this,

we developed a component-oriented framework for DOPs called

Adjustable Components for Dynamic Problems (AbCD), inspired

by similar works in the Multiobjective static domain. Using this

framework, we investigate components that were proposed in sev-

eral popular DOP algorithms. Our experiments show that the per-

formance of these components depends on the problem and the se-

lected components used in a configuration, which differs from the

results reported in the literature. Using irace, we demonstrate how

this framework can automatically generate DOP algorithm config-

urations that take into account the characteristics of the problem

to be solved. Our results highlight existing problems in the DOP

field that need to be addressed in the future development of algo-

rithms and components.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Dynamic Optimization Problems (DOPs) are problems where the

fitness landscape changes over time. Because of this, a solution
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can have multiple fitness values as the search progresses. DOPs

include vehicle routing, which changes depending on traffic condi-

tions, and team scheduling, which changes as task requests arrive.

Many real-world problems have dynamic characteristics [12], mak-

ing the study of DOPs crucial.

Different from static problems, Evolutionary Algorithms (EAs)

applied to DOPs have to adapt to changes in the fitness functions

in the middle of the optimization process. So the EA needs to de-

tect the change to the fitness function and find the new optimum

quickly.

Several EAs and variations have been proposed in the DOP lit-

erature in recent years [2, 15–17, 19]. However, there is a lack of

analysis of individual algorithm components and their interactions.

One of the main reasons for this is the lack of source codes [18].

This causes problemswith reproducibility and diminishes our progress

and ability to build upon previous knowledge.

In thiswork, we propose a component-wise framework forDOPs,

which we call the AbCD: an Adjustable Component framework for

Dynamic Problems. Our goals with this framework are three-fold:

1) to make available an open-source tool that facilitates the repro-

ducible analysis of several DOP algorithms and experiments; 2) to

examine individual components from the literature, with their indi-

vidual impact and interaction with other components and problem

classes; and 3) to design new DOP algorithm configuration, both

manually and by automatically searching from the available com-

ponents and their parameters.

We validate the proposed framework by applying it to the Mov-

ing Peaks DOP Benchmark (MPB) [3]. We design two algorithm

configurations, one manually by the analysis of individual com-

ponents, and another automatically by using Iterated Racing [11].

We compare both configurations, as well as some algorithms from

the literature, using standard DOP metrics. The individual analysis

of the components also shows interesting insights about existing

DOP EAs, and points to promising directions of how to improve

the state of the art.

2 RELATED WORKS

Many algorithms have been proposed forDOPs, most of them based

onParticle SwarmOptimization (PSO), such as FTmPSO [19], RPSO [9],

CPSO [16], and mQSO [2]. Their approach is to add dynamic com-

ponents to PSO that improve its performance in dynamic environ-

ments. In particular, mQSO was one of the first to use dynamic

components to deal with fitness landscape changes over the opti-

mization time, while the other algorithmswere strongly influenced

by its ideas. However, in spite of the large number of proposed al-

gorithms, there was little focus on creating and sharing tools to en-

able their use and study, a problem that waswell stated in 2013 [13],

and still placed as one of the main issues in DOPs by 2021 [18].

http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.05505v1
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A very small number of works use a component-oriented ap-

proach to DOPs. For example, Haluk et al. apply Hyper-heuristics

to the Memory/Search algorithm to improve characteristics that

are important for DOPs, such as population diversity [14]. Danial

et al. defines three strategies (Cooperative Evolutionary, Tracking

multiple moving optima, and Resource allocation) that are applied

to several optimizers such as CMA-ES, jDE, DynDE and PSO [20].

Even in these cases, the problems due to the absence of source code

remain, such as reproducibility and the difficulty of analyzing com-

ponents individually as well as their interaction effects, although

[20] discuss in detail the differences between using or not certain

strategies on the different algorithms.

3 PERFORMANCE MEASURES

A environment change happens when the parameters of the objec-

tive function change in a dynamic problem. Let#� ∈ N be the total

number of evaluations in one run of an algorithm, an environment

change can occur at any evaluation = ∈ [1, #�] ⊂ N. Let �� ∈ N

be the total number of changes that can occur (�� < #�), each

4 ∈ [1, ��] ⊂ N represents an environment in the run. # (4) ∈ N

is the total number of fitness evaluations on the 4Cℎ environment.

Subpopulations are often used in algorithms for dynamic opti-

mization. Let ?>? ∈ N the total number of individuals in the popu-

lation, and #BD1?>?B ∈ N the number of subpopulations, and there-

fore, #BD1?>?B < ?>? , and each BD1?>? ∈ [1, #BD1?>?B] ⊂ N rep-

resents a subpopulation.

So, the term �8,BD1?>? (4, =) is the individual 8 of the subpopu-

lation BD1?>? at an environment 4 at the evaluation =; The term

�14BC8,BD1?>? (4,=) is used to refer to the position with the highest

fitness an individual �8,BD1?>? has had at the environment 4 up to

evaluation =; The term (14BCBD1?>? (4,=) is the best individual of the

subpopulation BD1?>? at the environment 4 up to evaluation=; and

the term %14BC (4,=) is used to refer to the best individual among

the entire population ?>? at the environment 4 up to evaluation =.

The metrics implemented in the AbCD Framework is the most

frequently used in the field of dynamic optimization, the Offline

error (�> ) [4], which is calculated as the average of the best results

found up to a given number of evaluations. Its Equation is as fol-

lows:

�> =

1

#�
′

#�
′

∑

==1

| 5 (�$? (=)) − 5 (%14BC (=)) | (1)

where 5 (�$? (=)) is the fitness value of the global optimum in

the current environment at the =Cℎ fitness evaluation, 5 (%14BC (=))

is the fitness value of the best individual at the =Cℎ fitness evalu-

ation and #�
′
is the number of fitness evaluations so far. During

the execution of the algorithm #�
′
is less than #�, and at the end

of the execution, we have #�
′
= #�.

4 AbCD: ADJUSTABLE COMPONENTS FOR

DYNAMIC PROBLEMS

In this work, we create the Adjustable Component framework for

Dynamic Problems based on commonly used components of dy-

namic evolutionary algorithms. We designed AbCD following the

component-wise framework, similar to the protocols used in the

multiobjective domain [1, 5, 10].

The framework components are categorized according to how

they act on individuals in the population. The categories are Local

(L), when it involves only one subpopulation or Global (G) when it

involves more than one subpopulation. The list of all components

in AbCD is shown in Table 1. Each component can be classified

given their functions: optimizer; change detection; convergence

detection; diversity control; and population division and manage-

ment [17].

Table 1: Dynamic components in the AbCD framework

Component Level Component Parameter(s)

Global component
Multipopulation #BD1?>?B
Exclusion A4G2;

Local component
Reevaluation (14BC None
Anti-convergence A2>=E
Local Search A;B , 4CA~

Optimizer
ES A2;>D3
PSO q1 , q2
Hybrid(PSO+ES) q1 , q2 , %�(8=3 , A2;>D3

5 EXPERIMENTS AND RESULTS

To evaluate the components as well as test the generated algo-

rithms, theMoving Peaks Benchmark (MPB)was used, as it is avail-

able from the Python library DEAP [8]. This benchmark has sev-

eral parameters configurations, for example, the number of peaks,

frequency of change, and severity of the change, among others.

Among the predefined scenarios,we set MPB to the scenario 2, as

it is frequently used [2, 12, 16, 19, 21].

For all the experiments in this section, the metrics presented

are calculated over the results of 50 runs, each one with 500000

fitness evaluation. Only the change detection component is always

enabled during all experiments, as it is necessary in any DOP. The

metrics used to evaluate the configurations are the offline error

(�> ).

5.1 Baseline

As a baseline, we configure PSO and ES in the AbCD framework.

The PSO parameters values used are j = 0.729, q1 = 2.05, and

q2 = 2.05, these are commonly used in the literature, and more

details about these values can be seen in [6, 7].

Now, for the ES, and hybrid variations, we set the parameter

value A2;>D3 experimentally.We looked at the performance of�1���(25,

�1���(50, �1���(75 and �( in terms of variable values of A2;>D3
in the MPB set.

5.2 Manual Design

To design the Manual Designed AbCD configuration, �1��<0= ,

we use the settings of MPB shown in Table 2, and the range of

values for each component are shown in Table 3. Each component

was evaluated individually, as the only addition to the main base

algorithm, for each optimizers. The number of individuals in a pop-

ulation is fixed in ?>? = 100, a commonly used value from the lit-

erature. The value 4CA~ = 20 for the Local search component was

chosen based on the experiments in [19].
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Table 2: MPB settings for baseline and manual design

Parameter Setting
Peak function 2>=4 ( )[8]
Number of peaks 10
Number of dimensions 10
Peak heights ∈ [30, 70]
Peak widths ∈ [1, 12]
Change frequency Every 5000 evaluations

Change severity B 1
Correlation coefficient _ 0

Table 3: Components search space for manual design

Components Domain
Optimizer %($,�1���(25,�(50 ,�(75 , �(
Multipopulation #BD1?>?B = 1, 5, 10, 25, 50, 100

Exclusion A4G2; ∈ [0, 50]
Anti-convergence A2>=E ∈ [0, 50]
Local Search A;B ∈ [0, 50] and 4CA~ = 20

We first analyze themultipopulation component. Increasing the

sub-population size deteriorates the performance of theAbCDvari-

ants and that for the pair instances and configurations tested, hav-

ing #BD1?>?B = 1, or just a single population, leads to the best

results in terms of offline error.

That said, most of the dynamic components (with the excep-

tion of Local search) depend on the configurations using multi-

populations. Therefore, for the setting of the parameters of such

components, we follow the suggested value of the number of sub-

populations being equal to the number of peaks in the problem,

#BD1?>?B = 10, [2] .

Interestingly, we can only observe small differences for low val-

ues of radii while higher values lead to higher error values. Given

the limited positive impact of the dynamic components, we select

the �1��<0= as the �1���(75 without dynamic components.

5.3 Automatic Design

To design the automatic AbCD configuration (�1��0DC> ) we use

different settings of MPB for training and testing, as shown in Ta-

ble 4. The range of values for each component are shown in Table

5.

Table 4: MPB settings for automatic training and testing

Parameter training testing
Peak function 2>=4 ( ) 2>=4 ( )

Peaks 8, 10 9, 11
Dimensions 8, 10 7, 9
Peak heights ∈ [30, 70] ∈ [30, 70]
Peak widths ∈ [1, 12] ∈ [1, 12]

Change frequency Every 5000 evals Every 5000 evals
Change severity B 1, 2 1.5, 2.5
Correlation _ 0 0

We were surprised by the �1��0DC> configuration in terms of

the number of sub-populations and the Local search values. Hav-

ing a large number of sub-population seems to benefit �1��0DC>

by reducing the interaction among the individuals in the popula-

tion, probably allowing�1��0DC> to exploremore peaks. Also, this

configuration has Local search with a high A;B value and a small

number of iterations (4CA~ = 2), which suggests that Local search

is used to explore a wider area near the best individual.

Table 5: Components search space for automatic design

Components Domain
Population size 100, 150, 200, 300

Optimizer

%($ → q1 ∈ [0, 2.50], q2 ∈ [0, 2.50]
�( → A2;>D3 ∈ [0, 5]

�1���(% →




% = 25, 50, 75

q1 ∈ [0, 2.50], q2 ∈ [0, 2.50]

A2;>D3 ∈ [0, 5]

Multipopulation
True, #BD1?>?B = 10, 25, 50, 100

False, not used

Exclusion
True, A4G2; ∈ [0, 80]
False, not used

Anti-convergence
True, A2>=E ∈ [0, 80]
False, not used

Local Search
True, A;B ∈ [0, 80], 4CA~ ∈ [1, 50]
False, not used

When we compare the results on�1��0DC> with�1��<0= we

see some consensus for most of the components. For example, both

configurations use 75% ES individuals (with 25% being PSO individ-

uals). Also, they don’t use the dynamic components exclusion and

anti-convergence. The PSO and ES parameters are slightly differ-

ent. Moreover, the most divergent choices of components are the

number of sub-populations, in different extremes, and the presence

of local search in �1��0DC> . Although we can see a difference in

the use of the local search component, irace selected a small num-

ber of tries, which suggests that the impact of this component is

likely to be small. On the other hand, the reasons behind the con-

trary number of sub-populations needs more work.

5.4 Results

Here we compare PSO, ES, mQSO,�1��<0= , and�1��0DC> using

the offline error (�> ).We evaluate them in five instances, generated

under the MPB scenario 2 setting. We refer to them first by their

dimension, then by the number of peaks, and finally by the severity.

For example, the 5D-10P-1s instance with 5 dimensions, 10 peaks,

and severity 1. We show the results in Table 6.

Table 6: �> of the different configurations

Algorithm 5D-10P 8D-10P 10D-10P

%($ �> = 15.12(1.62) �> = 13.01(2.43) �> = 19.42(0.03)
�( �> = 14.63(1.71) �> = 13.17(2.71) �> = 19.04(0.12)

<&($ �> = 7.97(1.21) �> = 13.64(0.66) �> = 23.36(0.89)
�1��<0= �> = 14.78(1.71) �> = 12.80(2.53) �> = 18.72(0.03)
�1��0DC> �> = 6.37(0.71) �> = 11.10(1.23) �> = 19.90(2.49)

For lower dimensions, 5D-10P-1s instance, we can see that the

performance of the configurations can be divided into two groups,

those with a good performance value, with mQSO and �1��0DC> ,

and the second group with the other configurations. The perfor-

mance of both mQSO and �1��0DC> deteriorates as the number

of dimensions increases, although �1��0DC> keeps a good overall

performance.

This good performance of �1��0DC> comes without a surprise

since irace searched for a configuration that would perform well

in most of the instances. Interestingly, �1��0DC> was designed for

instances with high dimensions, but it could extrapolate its good

performance to an easier problem. We ask ourselves if the same

would be true for more challenging instances.

Amore interesting result is that dimensionality has a big impact

on the performance of the configurations. For example, mQSO is
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among the best in the problem with the lowest dimension and the

worse as the number of dimensions increases. This goes in agree-

ment with the results of the manual and automatic design, which

found that using the main components of mQSO, exclusion, and

anti-convergence, lead to a reduction in the performance of the

configurations. We believe one of the reasons for this loss in per-

formance in high dimensions could be given that these two compo-

nents use the Euclidean distance and a more suited metric for dis-

tances in many dimensions should be considered in future works.

Another remarkable result is that a recombination of commonly

used evolutionary algorithms in static problems can lead to good

dynamic configurations, as shown by the increments in perfor-

mance by the configurations �1��<0= and �1��0DC> . This sug-

gests that incorporating evenmore effective evolutionary algorithms

into the AbCD framework would benefit the dynamic community.

6 CONCLUSION

The aim of this work was to introduce a new component-wise

based on commonly used operators inDOPs, theAdjustable Component

framework for Dynamic Problems. The main goals were to make

it available as a framework for extensive experimentation of dy-

namic EAs and the analysis of new dynamic components and to

facilitate the design of ones as well as a tool to simplify the manual

and automatic design of algorithms. All the code and experimental

scripts as well the most current version of the framework is avail-

able and can be found inGitHubhttps://github.com/mascarenhasav/AbCD1 .

This analysis allowed us to verify that, contrary to our expec-

tations, the dynamic components were less influential in leading

to increments in the performance of the algorithm configurations

studied here. It seems that the effect can only be observed in prob-

lems with low dimensionality. We understand that this suggests

that more work should be done to improve their influence in more

dimensions. We also found that the dimensionality of the problem

seems to have a higher impact on the search ability of the EAs

studied in this work.

We conducted an analysis on the choices of components in the

�1��<0= and the �1��0DC> , and we observed that there is an

agreement in the choice of the percentage of the number of indi-

viduals that are optimized by ES or PSO and in the choice of the dy-

namic components, not selected in both configurations. However,

it seems that there is some interaction among some components

since the choice of Local search and the number of sub-population

is clearly different between these two configurations. More focus

should be directed towards clarifying these interactions.

Then, we studied PSO, ES, mQSO, �1��<0= , and �1��0DC> .

The first two algorithms are commonly usedmetaheuristics, mQSO

is a representative of EAs for dynamic problems, and the�1��<0=

and �1��0DC> are algorithm configurations generated using the

components available in our framework. The results have shown

that their relative efficiency depends on the problem’s difficulty:

mQSO and �1��0DC> are the best in lower dimensional problems

while PSO, ES, and �1��<0= achieve a higher performance as the

number of dimensions increase. These results show the power of

1The source code for the framework, as well as experimental data used in this paper,
is available in the supplementary materials. It will also be on an online repository by

the final submission

the AbCD framework, since we can develop established and new

EAs and study their performance in dynamic problems.

REFERENCES
[1] Leonardo C. T. Bezerra, Manuel López-Ibáñez, and Thomas Stützle. 2016.

Automatic Component-Wise Design of Multiobjective Evolutionary Algo-
rithms. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation 20, 3 (2016), 403–417.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2015.2474158

[2] T. Blackwell and J. Branke. 2006. Multiswarms, exclusion, and anti-convergence
in dynamic environments. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation 10, 4
(2006), 459–472. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2005.857074

[3] J. Branke. 1999. Memory enhanced evolutionary algorithms for chang-
ing optimization problems. In Proceedings of the 1999 Congress on Evolu-
tionary Computation-CEC99 (Cat. No. 99TH8406), Vol. 3. 1875–1882 Vol. 3.
https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.1999.785502

[4] Jürgen Branke. 2002. Empirical Evaluation. Springer US, Boston, MA, 67–98.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4615-0911-0_5

[5] Felipe Campelo, Lucas Batista, and Claus Aranha. 2020. The MOEADr Package:
A Component-Based Framework for Multiobjective Evolutionary Algorithms
Based on Decomposition. Journal of Statistical Software (2020). In press. Avail-
able from: https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06731.

[6] M. Clerc and J. Kennedy. 2002. The particle swarm - explosion, stability, and
convergence in a multidimensional complex space. IEEE Transactions on Evolu-
tionary Computation 6, 1 (2002), 58–73. https://doi.org/10.1109/4235.985692

[7] R.C. Eberhart and Y. Shi. 2000. Comparing inertia weights and constriction
factors in particle swarm optimization. In Proceedings of the 2000 Congress
on Evolutionary Computation. CEC00 (Cat. No.00TH8512), Vol. 1. 84–88 vol.1.
https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.2000.870279

[8] Félix-Antoine Fortin, François-Michel De Rainville, Marc-André Gardner, Marc
Parizeau, and Christian Gagné. 2012. DEAP: Evolutionary Algorithms Made
Easy. Journal of Machine Learning Research 13 (jul 2012), 2171–2175.

[9] Xiaohui Hu and R.C. Eberhart. 2002. Adaptive particle swarm optimization: de-
tection and response to dynamic systems. In Proceedings of the 2002 Congress on
Evolutionary Computation. CEC’02 (Cat. No.02TH8600), Vol. 2. 1666–1670 vol.2.
https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.2002.1004492

[10] Yuri Lavinas, Marcelo Ladeira, Gabriela Ochoa, and Claus Aranha. 2022.
Component-Wise Analysis of Automatically Designed Multiobjective Algo-
rithms on Constrained Problems. In Proceedings of the Genetic and Evolu-
tionary Computation Conference (GECCO ’22). New York, NY, USA, 538–546.
https://doi.org/10.1145/3512290.3528719

[11] Manuel López-Ibáñez, Jérémie Dubois-Lacoste, Leslie Pérez Cáceres, Mauro Bi-
rattari, and Thomas Stützle. 2016. The irace package: Iterated racing for auto-
matic algorithm configuration. Operations Research Perspectives 3 (2016), 43–58.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orp.2016.09.002

[12] Trung Nguyen. 2011. Continuous dynamic optimisation using evolutionary algo-
rithms. Ph. D. Dissertation.

[13] Philipp Rohlfshagen and Xin Yao. 2013. Evolutionary Dynamic Optimization:
Challenges and Perspectives. In Evolutionary Computation for Dynamic Opti-
mization Problems, Shengxiang Yang and Xin Yao (Eds.). Springer Berlin Hei-
delberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 65–84.

[14] Haluk Rahmi Topcuoglu, Abdulvahid Ucar, and Lokman Altin. 2014. A hyper-
heuristic based framework for dynamic optimization problems. Applied Soft
Computing 19 (2014), 236–251. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2014.01.037

[15] Yonas G.Woldesenbet and Gary G. Yen. 2009. Dynamic Evolutionary Algorithm
With Variable Relocation. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation 13, 3
(2009), 500–513. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2008.2009031

[16] Shengxiang Yang and Changhe Li. 2010. A Clustering Particle Swarm Op-
timizer for Locating and Tracking Multiple Optima in Dynamic Environ-
ments. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation 14, 6 (2010), 959–974.
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2010.2046667

[17] Danial Yazdani, Ran Cheng, Donya Yazdani, Jürgen Branke, Yaochu Jin, and
Xin Yao. 2021. A Survey of Evolutionary Continuous Dynamic Optimization
Over Two Decades—Part A. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation 25,
4 (2021), 609–629. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2021.3060014

[18] Danial Yazdani, Ran Cheng, Donya Yazdani, Jürgen Branke, Yaochu Jin, and
Xin Yao. 2021. A Survey of Evolutionary Continuous Dynamic Optimization
Over Two Decades—Part B. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation 25,
4 (2021), 630–650. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2021.3060012

[19] Danial Yazdani, Babak Nasiri, Alireza Sepas-Moghaddam, and Mohammad Reza
Meybodi. 2013. A novel multi-swarm algorithm for optimization in dynamic
environments based on particle swarm optimization. Applied Soft Computing
13, 4 (2013), 2144–2158. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2012.12.020

[20] Danial Yazdani, Mohammmad Nabi Omidvar, Jurgen Branke, Trung Nguyen,
and Xin Yao. 2019. Scaling Up Dynamic Optimization Problems: A Divide-and-
Conquer Approach. IEEE Transactions on Evolutionary Computation PP (03 2019),
1–1. https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2019.2902626

https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2015.2474158
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2005.857074
https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.1999.785502
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4615-0911-0_5
https://arxiv.org/abs/1807.06731
https://doi.org/10.1109/4235.985692
https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.2000.870279
https://doi.org/10.1109/CEC.2002.1004492
https://doi.org/10.1145/3512290.3528719
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.orp.2016.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2014.01.037
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2008.2009031
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2010.2046667
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2021.3060014
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2021.3060012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asoc.2012.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1109/TEVC.2019.2902626


AbCD: A Component-wise Adjustable Framework for Dynamic Optimization Problems GECCO ’23 Companion, July 15–19, 2023, Lisbon, Portugal

[21] Danial Yazdani, Mohammad Nabi Omidvar, Ran Cheng, Jürgen Branke,
Trung Thanh Nguyen, and Xin Yao. 2022. Benchmarking Continuous Dynamic

Optimization: Survey and Generalized Test Suite. IEEE Transactions on Cyber-
netics 52, 5 (2022), 3380–3393. https://doi.org/10.1109/TCYB.2020.3011828

https://doi.org/10.1109/TCYB.2020.3011828

	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Related Works
	3 Performance measures
	4 AbCD: Adjustable Components for Dynamic Problems
	5 Experiments and Results
	5.1 Baseline
	5.2 Manual Design
	5.3 Automatic Design
	5.4 Results

	6 Conclusion
	References

