[P e

AD-A274 130

AFIT/GCE/ENG/93-12

ELECTE
DEC2 3 1993

Genetic Algorithms Applied to a Mission Routing Problem

THESIS

James B. Olsan
Captain, USAF

AFIT/GCE/ENG/93-12

This documen: kas been ap, aved {
for publi- ~l~f‘s= and szis: s
distribunzn 1 oni ‘::*V —~1

93-31009
WRRIRRL ¢

-+rr-~-. -1 for public release; distribution unlimited

93 12 22 122




AFIT/GCE/ENG/93-12

Genetic Algorithms Applied to a Mission Routing Problem

THESIS

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of Engineering
of the Air Force Institute of Technology
Air University
In Partial Fulfillment of the
Requirements for the Degree of

Master of Science in Computer Engineering

James B. Olsan, B.S.
Captain, USAF

December, 1993

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited




Acknowledgements

I would like to thank the members of my committee for their knowledge and help.
Maj Gregg H. Gunsch provided me with knowledge of artificial intelligence which aided my
general understanding of search techniques. Lt Col William H. Hobart furnished me with
a knowledge of parallel processing, which created a foundation for my understanding of
parallel algorithms. Dr Gary B. Lamont, my advisor, integrated my knowledge of search
techniques with parallel processing. With respect to the mission routing problem, he
prompted me to look deeper into genetic algorithms while at the same time exposing me

to the broader picture of all search techniques.

James B. Olsan

Accesion For )

NTIS CRA&I W
DTIC TAB 0
Unannounced O
Justification N
By

Dist ibution |

.;«.;/ailability Codes

~ | Avatl and/or
Dist Special

A-|

DTIC QUALITY TNSPECTED 3

ii




Table of Contents

Page

Acknowledgements . . . . . . .. ... L e il
Listof Figures . . . . . . . .. . . . e e vii
ADbStract . . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e ix
L. Introduction. . . . . . . .. . e e 1
1.1 Background . ... ........ ... ... ..o 1

1.1.1 Combinatorial Optimization Problems ... ... ... 1

1.1.2 Mission Routing Problem. . ... ............ 3

1.1.3 Approaches to Combinatorial Problems . .. ... ... 4

1.1.4 Genetic Algorithms. . . . .. ... ... ......... 5

1.1.5 Parallel Processing. .. .................. 5

1.2 Problem. .. ... .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e 6

1.3 Scope. ... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 6

14 Approach. . ... ... .. .. ... .. 7

1.5 Assumptions. . . ... ... ... .. e e 7

1.6 LayoutoftheThesis. . ... .................... 8

II. Literature Review. . . . . . . .. ... ... . . ... . . 9
2.1 MissionRouting. ... ... ... ... ... ... . . ... 9

2.2 Genetic Algorithms. . .. ... ... ... ... ... 9

2.3 Vehicle Routing. . ........... ... ... ... ..... 11

2.4 Summary Discussion. . . .. .. ... ... ... . ... 12

iii




III.  Analysis and Design Methodology . . ... ... ... ... .........
3.1 Mission Routing Problem. . .. ... .. ... .. ... .....
3.1.1 Description. . .. ... ... ... ... ...
3.1.2 Representation. . ... ..................
3.1.3 Evaluation. . ... ........... .. . ......

3.2 Genetic Algorithm. . . ... ... .. ... ... ...
321 Encoding ........ ... . ...,
322 Evaluation .......... ... .. ... . ...,
3.2.3 Initialization . ...... ... ... ... ... ... ..
324 Selection ............ ... ...
325 Crossover . .. ... .. .. e
3.26 Mutation. . ...... ... ... ...

3.3 Design Decisions. . . ... ... ...... ... .. ... ...,
3.3.1 Bounded Progress . ....................
332 FreeProgress . . . ... ... ... ... ..........
3.3.3 Restricted Progress. . . . ... ... ...........

34 Niching . .. ... ... . e
35 Summary . . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
IV. Low-Level Design. . .. ... ... ... ... ...
4.1 Air TaskingOrder. . ... ... ... ... ... .........
4.2 Terrain. . . . . . . o i i i i i e e e e e e e e
43 Radar. . .. ... . . . . e e e e e
4.4 Free ProgressRoute. . .. ... ..... ... ... ......
4.5 Restricted Progress Route. . . . ... ...............
4.6 Evaluation. . ............ ... .. . ... . .. ..
4.7 SUIMIATY. - & - v ¢ ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

iv

14
16
22
23
23
25
26
27
27
29
29
30
30
30
31

31

33
33
34
35
36
37
38

38




V. Experiments and Evaluation . .. .. ... ..................

5.1 Metrics. . . . ..o
52 InputData. ... ... ... ... ... ... .. ...
521 Terrain . ... ... ... .. ...

522 Radar .. .... .. ... ... L.

523 Air TaskingOrder . . . ... ... ............

53 TestPlan. . ... ... ... . .. ... ...
5.3.1 Single Processor . . ....................

5.3.2 Multiple Processors . . .. ................

54 Results. .. ... ... ... . ...
5.4.1 SingleProcessor ... ... ................

5.4.2 Multiple Processors . . .. ... .............

5.5 Summary. . .. . ... e e e e e e e e
VI.  Conclusions and Recommendations. . ... ..................
6.1 Single Processor Conclusions. . ..................
6.2 Multiple Processor Conclusions. . .................
6.3 Recommendations. ... ............. ... ... ...
6.3.1 Genetic Algorithm Scalability . . . ... .........

6.3.2 Evaluation Function . . ... ... ... .........

6.3.3 Encoding Methodologies . . . . . ... ..........

6.4 Summary. . ... ... ... . e e e e
Appendix A. Simple Genetic Algorithms. . . ... ... ... .........
Al General Process . ... ... ....... ... .........
A2 Theory . . . . . . i i e e
A3 Applications . . ... ... ... ... ...
A.4 Computer Program Development . .. ... ...........
A.5 Software Available . . . ... .. ... ... ... .. ......




Appendix B.
B.1
B.2
B.3
B4

Appendix C.

Appendix D.
D.1
D.2
D3
D.4
D.5
D.6
D.7

Appendix E.
E.1
E.2
E3

Parallel Genetic Algorithms. . . . .. . .. ... ... ... ...
General Process - Three GAModels . . . . ... ... ......
Theory - Conjecture . . . . . .. ... ... . ...........
Parallel Genetic Algorithm Applications . . . . . ... ... ...

Software Available . . . . .. .. ... . ... ... .. ... ...

UNITY Description of Genetic Algorithm . .. ... ... ...

Source Code. . . ... ... ... e
Mission Routing . . .. ... ... ... ... ... ... . ...
Air TaskingOrder . . . . .. .. ... ... ... ........

Terrain . . . o v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Free Structure . . . . . . . . v i i e e e e e e e e
Forced Structure . . . . . . . . v o i i i i e e e e e

Evaluation . . . . . . . . . @ @ i e e e

Test Data. . . . . v o i i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Air Tasking Orders . . . . ... ... ... .. .. ........

Terrain . . . . . . o e e e e e e e e e e e e e

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

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

vi

80
81
82
84

87




Figure

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.

25.

List of Figures

Problem Terrain . . . . ... ... ............
Problem Terrain with Radar Coverage . . ... .. ..
Problem Terrain Decomposed intoa Mesh . . . . . ..
Route Representation Taxonomy ... .........
2-Dimensional Bounds . . . ... .. ... ... ...,
2-Dimensional Grid . . . . ... ... ... ... ...,
Bounded Progress Paths of Different Lengths . . . . .
FreeSpace . . . . . .. ... . . ... .. ...,
Zones of Checkpoint Selection . . . . ... ... ....

Absolute Reference: Invalid Crossover . . ... .. ..

Absolute Reference: Repaired Children . . . . . .. ..
Relative Crossover . . . .. ... ............
Free Progress Crossover . . .. .............

Data for AFIT-1, Unseeded Population . . . ... ...

Data for AFIT-1, Seeded Population . .. ... ... ......... ...

Data for AFIT-GO, Unseeded Population . ... ...

Data for AFIT-GO, Seeded Population . . . .. ... ... .........

Multiple Processor Results . . . . ... .........
Grimm’s Best Solution for AFIT-GO ... .......
Free Route Initial Population Solutions for AFIT-GO .
Forced Route Initial Population Solutions for AFIT-GO
Free Route Final Population Solutions for AFIT-GO .
Forced Route Final Population Solutions for AFIT-GO

Population of Individuals . . . .. ... .........

vil

...........

...........

...........

...........

...........

...........

...........

...........

..........

...........

-----------

18
18
19
19
20
22
28
28
28
29
29
42
43
43
44
44
46
46
47
47
48

68




Figure
26.

27.

Radius of Influence of the Cellular Model . . . . . . . ... ... ... ...

Subpopulations of an Island Model . . . . ... ... ... ... ......

viii




AFIT/GCE/ENG/93-12

Abstract
This thesis applies genetic algorithms to a mission routing problem.

The mission routing problem involves determining an aircraft’s best route between a
staging base and a target. The goal is to minimize the route distance and the exposure to
radar. Potential routes are mapped to a 3-dimensional mesh where the nodes correspond
to checkpoints in the route and the arcs correspond to partial paths of the route. Each arc

is weighted with respect to distance and exposure to radar.

A genetic algorithm is a probabilistic search technique loosely based on theories of
biological evolution. Genetic crossover and “survival of the fittest” are the basis of a
genetic algorithm’s control structure and can be used for general problems. Encoding and

evaluation of the data structure is problem specific.

This thesis focuses on approaches to mapping the mission routing problem’s mesh to a
data structure which the genetic algorithm’s control structure can effectively and efficiently
manipulate. Three broad methods are proposed: Bounded Progress, Free Progress, and
Restricted Progress. The Bounded Progress method uses a tightly-coupled mesh while the
Free Progress method uses a loosely-coupled mesh. The Restricted Progress method is a

hybrid of the other two methods.

ix




Genetic Algorithms Applied to a Mission Routing Problem

L. Introduction.

This investigation proposes to use serial and parallel genetic algorithms to solve a
mission routing problem. This introductory chapter presents background information, the
problem, scope of the problem, the approach, and assumptions effecting the approach.

This chapter concludes with an overview of this thesis.
1.1 Background

This section provides background information needed to understand the thesis prob-
lem. This information includes material on combinatorial problems, the mission routing

problem, approaches to combinatorial problems, genetic algorithms, and parallel process-

ing.

1.1.1 Combinatorial Optimization Problems . Garey and Johnson (21:83) define
a combinatorial optimization problem as having a set of instances (D, ), a set of candidate
solutions (S, ) for each instance (I), and an objective function (m,(I,)) to evaluate each
candidate solution for each instance. A brute force method to find the optimal solution
for a combinatorial problem is to evaluate each candidate solution and pick the one with
the optimal (minimum or maximum) objective function. The larger the set of candidate

solutions, the longer this method takes.

Order-of analysis is used to analyze time ~nd space requirements of an algorithm to
solve a problem. Brassard and Bratley (2:6) define the order-of an algorithm as t(n) such
that all instances of a problem can be solved within ct(n) seconds, where ¢ is a positive
constant. Let n represent the size of an instance I. If the brute force method previously
described is used to solve a problem, then #(n) is proportional to the size of the candidate

solution set Sy, or £(|S,(1)]).

Problems in which the candidate solution set size (S,(I)) increases much faster than

the size of the instance (#(n) « ¢ or {(n) x n!) attract considerable attention in algorithm




research. These problems may take unacceptable time to solve. This is because they are
required to search for a solution and the search space exhibits this combinatorial explosion
(39:40). These combinatorial problems are characterized by parameters which take on
discrete, finite values which are combined to create candidate solutions (21:8) (37:1). The
Traveling Salesman Problem and the Shortest Path Problem are two instances of com-
binatorial problems. A detailed example of the TSP easily illustrates the combinatorial
explosion of the search space. The Shortest Path Problem is used to offer another example
of a combinatorial problem and is used throughout the thesis to describe a mission routing

problem.

1.1.1.1 Traveling Salesman Problem (TSP).  Given a fully connected graph
of nodes and weighted arcs, the TSP determines the shortest path which starts and ends at

a given node and traverses the other nodes exactly once (21:4) (37:11) (39:40) (40:288-292).

Example: Given a list of four cities (A, B, C, D), find the shortest distance of a route
which travels through each city. Additi~nally, require that the route start and stop from

city A. The following distances are known:

e distance between A and B = 3

distance between A and C = 4

distance between A and D = 5

e distance between Band C = 3

distance between B and D = 100

distance between C and D = 2

Solution: Enumerate all possible route combinations and determine their associated

distances. A B C D A represents the route from A to B, B to C, C to D and D to A.

1. ABCDA:3+3+2+4+5=13
22.ABDCA:3+100+2+4 =109
3. ACBDA:44+3+ 100+ 5=112
4. ACDBA:4+2+ 100+ 3 =109
5. ADBCA ;54 100+ 3 + 4 =112
6. ADCBA;54+2+3+3=13




The shortest route would be enumerations 1 (A BC D A)and 6 (A D C B A). each

with a total distance of 13.

The traveling salesman problem, requires a search for an optimal solution. First it
generates six possible routes. Then, it searches through each possible route to determine
the shortest distance. For this problem the search size was small, only six possible routes.
However as the number of cities increase, the size of the search space grows combinatorially
(ordet:—of = (n—1)!, where n= number of cities in the problem). At ten cities this problem
has a search space of 362,880; at 20 cities, 1.2210'7; at 30 cities, 8.84210%°. This problem
quickly becomes unmanageable. Thirty cities is a small instance size of the TSP, but the

candidate solution set is just too large to check each and every candidate.

1.1.1.2 Shortest-Path Problem (SPP). Given a graph of weighted arcs and
nodes, find the shortest path between two given nodes (21:214). This is similar to the TSP
in that a shortest path is desired. It is unlike the TSP in that the start/end nodes aren’t

the same and not all nodes must be visited.

1.1.2 Mission Routing Problem. Mission routing is a type of combinatorial
problem of practical importance to USAF. Assume a fleet of aircraft and multiple targets.
Each vehicle is assigned a group of targets to visit. The problem then is to determine
the order in which to visit the targets. This type of mission routing problem maps to
the traveling salesman problem where the staging base represents the starting/ending
city and each target represents a city to visit. The distances between cities is rede-
fined as the distance/detectability among the staging base and targets. However this

distance/detectability among the base and targets is not yet defined.

Defining the distance/detectability among the base and targets maps to the shortest-
path problem. The starting/ending node corresponds to two targets or one target and the
staging base. The other nodes on the 3-dimensional mesh correspond to the intermediate
route points (in 3-dimensional space) between the two targets or the staging base and
target. The arcs between nodes correspond to distance/detectability between intermediate

route points.




All of this produces a large search space (candidate solutions) for the mission routing
problem. Before solving the first combinatorial problem (determining target order), mul-

tiple combinatorial sub-problems (best route among targets/staging base) must be solved.

1.1.3 Approaches to Combinatorial Problems. This section presents two broad
approaches to solving combinatorial problems. Deterministic algorithms make all decisions
in a deterministic manner, while probabilistic algorithms make some decisions based on
probability. Deterministic approaches may guarantee a best solution (or a solution within
a specified tolerance of the best solution), but may take too long to solve (as provided by
the TSP example in section 1.1.1 ). Probabilistic methods aren’t guaranteed to find the
best solution, but they may run in less time than deterministic methods. The tradeoff

between using these two methods relates solution quality to solution time (2:223-228).

Deterministic methods include general purpose branch and bound algorithms and
more specialized methods such as greedy algorithms (38). Branch and bound algorithms
work on general search problems, while greedy algorithms can be applied to any search
problem. The production of optimal results depends on the problem. The branch and
bound algorithms methodologically check the entire search space of the problem. Applica-
tions of heuristics may allow some of the search space to be searched implicitly, instead of
explicitly, which reduces the algorithm search time. Greedy algorithms produce optimal

results if the problem domain is such that local optima correspond to global optima.

Probabilistic algorithms produce solutions based on probabilistic selection of solu-
tions. (2:223-228). Widely used probabilistic techniques include random search, simulated
annealing, and evolutionary strategies such as evolutionary algorithms and genetic algo-
rithms. Random search is just random guessing of solutions. Although it is unlikely to
produce an optimal, or even good solution, it does execute quickly and can be used to

provide known bounds to other approaches.

Simulated annealing starts out as a random search, but eventually narrows its focus to
the most promising areas (2). After finding some promising areas to search, the algorithm

stays within that search area with some probability.. When this probability is low, then




random search occurs. When this probability is high, then a greedy technique is employed

within the local search area.

Evolutionary strategies are loosely based on biological evolutionary theories and at-
tempt to evolve solutions in a manner similar to the way organisms have evolved. Evolu-
tionary algorithms and genetic algorithms are two types of evolutionary strategies. Histor-
ically, evolutionary algorithms have focused on mutation as the primary operator, while
genetic algorithms have focused on crossover as the primary operator (14:618-623). How-

ever, both algorithms are starting to make more use of both operators.

1.1.4 Genetic Algorithms. Genetic Algorithms (GA) are probabilistic algo-
rithms loosely based on theories of evolution and natural selection (22). GAs generate a
pool of random solutions. The number of these solutions is much smaller than the search
space. From this pool, the GA produces successive generations through evaluation, re-
production, and mating. Evaluation determines the fitness of individual solutions. Good
solutions have better fitness while weak solutions have poorer fitness. Reproduction uses
fitness information in order to reproduce the next generation. The proportion of good solu-
tions should increase in each successive generation, while the proportion of weak solutions
should decrease. Once the GA creates a new generation, some solutions mate to produce
slightly different solutions. The objective is that two good solutions combine their good
characteristics to form an even better solution. After a number of generations, a good
solution evolves. Although at first, this may sound like a random generation of solutions,
GAs have a mathematical foundation and can be shown to produce good solutions in a
reasonable time under proper conditions. Appendix A contains a detailed description of

genetic algorithms. Items of particular importance to this thesis are described in chapter

IL.

1.1.5 Parallel Processing. In the past, improvements in electronics provided
speed-up of the processing capability (speed). The speeds of electronic devices are ap-
proaching physical limits. The use of parallel processing provides a means to continue the
increase in processing capability (35:1-5) (13:1-2). However, the problem must be properly

decomposed to make effective use of all processors. Data and control provide two major




-

areas of problem decomposition. With data decomposition, the sam. control structure
(algorithm) is put on each processor and the data is spread to each processor. In control
decomposition, the algorithm is divided into tasks and the tasks are mapped to different

processors. The data then flows through the processors as required by the algorithm.

Genetic algorithms efficiently use parallel processing architectures (43) by using data
decomposition. Appendix B describes parallel genetic algorithms. Items of particular

importance are described in chapter II.

1.2 Problem.

The investigation applies genetic algorithms to a mission routing problem. The goal
is to determine various ways to encode routes are such that the control structure of the
genetic algorithm works effectively and efficiently with the data structure of the route

encodings.

1.3 Scope.

The portion of the mission routing problem addressed is the determination of the
best route between a staging base and a target. Once this portion is accomplished, the
results also apply to finding the best route between two targets. The primary focus is
on route encoding. Two specific mission routing scenarios are used to implement route
encodings. No attempt is made to fine tune genetic variables (mutation rate, crossover
rate, selection operator, and others) for optimal performance . If fine tuning is to be done,
a large number of various problems should be used to fine tune a genetic algorithm so that

the fine tuning applies to the general problem and not a specific problem.

The reasoning behind the selection of this problem lies behind the desire to merge
AFIT algorithm research with a real-world application. In the past several years, genetic
algorithm research has been conducted at AFIT (18) (36) (41), focusing on the genetic
algorithms alone. This previous research recommended that genetic algorithms be applied

to area of interest to the US Air Force such as the mission routing problem. This problem




has been the focus of AFIT research using a parallel branch and bound algorithm (29)

(17).

1.4 Approach.

The approach taken focuses on researching route encodings. Implementation makes

extensive use of existing design, code, and test data. Five major objectives are addressed:

o Analyze the limited mission routing domain
e Propose genetic encodings of routes

e Select the two most promising encodings

Develop encodings on serial processing system

Port encodings to a parallel processing system

The approach makes extensive use of software engineering practices such as object-
oriented design and code reuse. Sparcstations (serial) and the Intel iPSC/2 (parallel,

eight-node hypercube) are available at AFIT to compare algorithms.

1.5 Assumptions.

These assumptions provide the foundation upon which route encodings are investi-

gated.

e The GENESIS simple genetic algorithm operates correctly.
e . ie AFIT parallel adaptation of GENESIS operates correctly.
o Environment routines developed by Grimm (29) are correct.

The GENESIS code was developed by drefenstette and is widely used in the genetic
algorithm research community (28). Although other genetic algorithms are available such
as OOGA (10) and Papagena (43), AFIT research has used GENESIS. Since this effort
focuses on application development instead of genetic algorithm development, GENESIS

is used.




1.6 Layout of the Thesis.

This thesis consists of six chapters. This first chapter provides background informa-
tion and defines the general problem of the thesis research. Chapter II discusses current
literature invelved in developing this thesis. Chapter IlI analyzes the problem, presents the
high level design of the solution, and narrows the focus of the research problem. Chapter
IV presents the low-level design of the narrowed research problem. Chapter V provides
the framework for experiments used. Finally, chapter VI presents conclusions and recom-

mendations derived from the research effort.




Il. Literature Review.

This chapter summarizes current literature related to genetic algorithms and mis-
sion routing. The literature is grouped in three major areas: mission routing, genetic

algorithms, and vehicle routing.

2.1 Mission Rouling.

Grimm (29) defined a simple mission routing problem and used a parallelized A*
algorithm to solve it. The problem is to select a route from a staging base to a target
such that the pilot can complete the mission with least probability of radar detection.
The environment consists of six radars on a 19 x 25 x 15 grid. The grid includes terrain
elevation to provide for a 3-dimensional search space. The data structures used by Grimm
are based on a 3-dimensional mesh. Although a fully connected graph would be more
desirable from an accuracy standpoint, a 3-dimensional mesh is a good way to implement
the terrain and radar models (since the airspace and terrain are in three dimensions). Fully
connected graphs require too much memory (n? instead of 2n, where n is the number of
nodes in the graph). Grimm compensates for this loss of accuracy by proving that the
best distance found with a mesh is no greater than 1.4 times the best distance found with

a fully connected graph.

2.2 Genetic Algorithms.

Section 1.1.4 briefly describes a genetic algorithm. Appendix A provides a more
detailed description and Goldberg (22) provides a complete descripticn of a simple genetic

algorithm.

Enhancements have been proposed to Holland’s genetic algorithm, such as Goldberg’s
own Messy Genetic Algorithm (25) and genetic operators to deal with combinatorial prob-
lems (42) (22) (31) (49) (10) (26) . Most of these approaches deal with the ordering aspect
of combinatorial problem solutions. Davis (10) describes the problem of using traditional
crossover operators with combinatorial problems. They tend to produce illegal solutions.

For example, let A B C D and A C D B represent two solutions to a four city Traveling




Salesman Problem. Let an operator perform crossover at a point between the second and
third cities (B&C for the first encoding, C&D for the second encoding). The result of the
crossover is A B D B and A C C D. Both of these are invalid because one city is visited

twice while one city isn’t visited at all.

Starkweather provided a comparison of six different combinatorial operators (42)
on a traveling salesman problem and a scheduling problem. The six operators are Edge
Recombination (49), Order Crossover 1 (10), Order Crossover 2 (10), Partially Mapped
Crossover (PMX) (26), Cycle Crossover, and Position Based Crossover. All operators can
create two children (child 1, child 2) from two parents (parent 1, parent 2). Except for
Edge Recombination, all operators start child 1 child by copying one or more genes from
parent 1. Then, the operators complete child 1 by filling in the missing genes of the child
based on the other parent (or both parents). Creating child 2 follows a similar process
with parent 2 taking the place of parent 1. The determination of which genes to copy from
the parent and the method of completing the child distinguishes the five operators. The
sixth operator, Edge Recombination, pools both parent’s genes and then creates children
from the pool without regard to which parent contributed the gene. Starkweather showed
that no single operator worked best (or worst) for both the traveling salesman problem

and the scheduling problem.

As mentioned in Section 1.1.2, the mission routing problem is a combinatorial prob-
lem. Although the ordering of intermediate route points is important, this is not at the
heart of the mission routing problem. Unlike the travelling salesman problem, a shortest
path problem doesn’t require all nodes in a graph to be visited. The heart of the prob-
lem lies in the selection of the proper subset of intermediate points available. Although
the order of points in the subset is important, determination of the subset itself is more

important.

One operator that may have application with the mission routing problem has been
developed by Davidor (8). Davidor proposes an analogous crossover operator for use with
robotic arm movement. The problem is to find the best path for a robotic arm to take

between source and destination locations. Although random paths are easily generated,

10




Davidor finds that crossover between two paths only makes sense if the cross point occurs

at an intersection of the two paths. Section 3.2.5 explains this in more detail.

2.3 Vehicle Routing.

Thangiah (44, 45, 46, 48) and Blanton (32) have used genetic algorithms to solve
a Vehicle Routing Problem with Time Windows (VRPTW]). Results show genetic algo-
rithms work faster and produce equal, if not better, results than other types of algorithms.
VRPTW involves a fleet of vehicles, a set of stops to make, and constraints of how much
each vehicle can hold and when each stop must be made. School bus routing, mail delivery,
and airline scheduling are examples of VRPTW. These problems involve assigning each
vehicle in a centrally based fleet to a set of delivery/pickup locations. This can be be
mapped to a mission routing problem of a single staging base with multiple aircraft, mul-
tiple targets (more than one target per aircraft), time constraints on targets, and weapon

capacity of an aircraft.

Thangiah (44) (46) uses a sectoring method to create routes. Think of the location
of the vehicle fleet at the center of a circle. All vehicle stops are located within the area of
the circle. The circle is divided into sectors bounded by two lines from the circle’s center
to the circle’s boundary. The number of genes in chromosome is equal to the number of
vehicles. Each allele corresponds to a unique sector. No sectors overlap and the circle’s
entire area must be covered. Each chromosome is evaluated based on minimizing distance
for all vehicles. This evaluation itself equates to a number of traveling salesman problems,

where each vehicle must determine its best route for its assigned cities.

Thangiah(47) also researches a problem more similar to Grimm’s (29) involving a
single aircraft, a single target, and a hostile environment. Thangiah’s problem environment
is mapped to a 2-dimensional mesh. The encoding indicates movement in the mesh in one
of eight directions (north, northeast, east, ...). Since eight is a power of two, this encoding
maps nicely to a solution string where each gene is defined by three bits. The number of
genes in a given solution correspond to the number of intermediate points in the route. The
problem with this encoding is that it usually doesn’t end at the target. This is accounted

for by incorporating a heuristic in the fitness function which rates the route not only on

11
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distance and threat exposure, but also by how close it comes to the target. The mapping
of this 2-dimensional representation to 3 dimensions isn’t clean (3 dimensions require 26
directions instead of 8), but it could be done. This type of encoding deserves further

analysis.

Alliot (1) uses a genetic algorithm for an air traffic control problem. Given an
airspace, aircraft enter at one point and desire to exit at another point. The goal is to
route the aircraft in such a way that actual exit point is closest to the desired exit point.
The constraint is to prevent aircraft collisions. Although the evaluation of the constraint
is different than Thangiah’s (avoid collision versus avoid detections), the implementation
is similar to Thangiah’s except that relative directions are used (keep going straight, turn

left 45°, turn right 90°, ...).

Neither Alliot’s nor Thangiah’s approach to combinatorial problems includes special-
ized combinatorial operators. They encode solutions such that traditional operators can
be used. Each gene represents the direction of an aircraft for a fixed distance. Since routes
are defined as a series of directions (as opposed to coordinates), traditional operators don’t

create invalid solutions.

Cohoon (7) and Davidor (9) show that multiple genetic algorithms running in par-
allel produce better results than a single genetic algorithm. The rationale behind this
performance is niching, which is described in Appendix B. If migration of solutions be-
tween genetic algorithms is controlled, this promotes diversity and helps prevent prema-
ture convergence. Deb (12) describes this improvement by using niching. Niching theory
is explained in detail in Appendix B. Multiple, diverse populations are better than one
homogeneous population because the diversity allows the entire search space to be more
thoroughly searched. Because more of the problem space is searched and some communi-

cation does occur among sub-populations, all sub-populations benefit.

2.4 Summary Discussion.

Robustness is a quality associated with genetic algorithms (22). Robustness is the

ability to work well with a wide variety of problems, in exchange for not performing
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optimally for any one problem. The control structure of genetic algorithms shouldn’t have
to be tailored to specific problems. Although Goldberg has proposed specialized operators
(25) (26), he has also suggested that genetic algorithms shouldn’t be fine-tuned too much
(23). Goldberg believes many attempts to improve on genetic algorithms lose sight of
robustness. Combinatorial operators illustrate this point. The operators discussed require
modification of the basic crossover principle. Different types of problems require different
types of operators. Ideally, a single operator should be used for all. As discussed previously,
this won’t work. Simple operators on some encodings of combinatorial problems often
produce invalid results. More emphasis should be placed on the encoding of solutions which
allow conventional operators to be used. This emphasis on encoding solutions (routes)

provides the heart of the remainder of this thesis.
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III. Analysis and Design Methodology

This chapter presents the analysis and design process of applying genetic algorithms
to a mission routing problem. Section 3.1 analyzes the mission routing problem, while
section 3.2 discusses genetic algorithm design in relation to the mission routing problem.
Section 3.3 explains design decisions made in applying a g-netic algorithm to mission

routing. Section 3.4 proposes a simple niching scheme to use with parallel processing.

3.1 Mission Routing Problem.

This section presents the mission routing problem used for purposes of this research.
This section starts with a general, “English” description, progresses to a mathematical
model of the problem, and finally shows how the mathematical models are used. Specifi-
cally, section 3.1.1 provides an overview of the specific mission routing problem. Section
3.1.2 discusses the three models required (terrain, radar environment, and route). Section

3.1.3 defines evaluation of the route model with respect to the radar environment model.

yon
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Figure 1. Problem Terrain

3.1.1 Description. For purposes of this investigation, the mission routing
problem consists of determining the best route for an aircraft to take between its staging
base and a single target. Criteria for determining the best route are minimizing distance
traveled and avoiding radar detection. This is the problem researched by Grimm and

Droddy (29) (17).
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The air tasking order (ATO) (29) defines the staging base and target locations. It
also sets restrictions on minimum altitude above ground, minimum altitude, and maximum

altitude.

Figure 1 depicts the terrain developed by Grimm (29). The area represents a 25.000
by 19,000 square foot area. Each contour line represents a change of 1000 feet in elevation.

Figure 2 depicts the radar environment developed by Grimm (29). The area inside each
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Figure 2. Problem Terrain with Radar Coverage

circle represents a detection zone associated with a radar at the center of the circle. The
more powerful the radar, the larger its radius of detection. The circle represents a detection
probability of 0.0 while the center of the circle represents a detection probability of 1.0.
The detection probability of the area in the circle increases linearly from the circle to its

center.

Figure 2 depicts a 2-dimensional area of influence, but the actual radar environment
is 3-dimensional. Since radar detection requires line-of-sight, an aircraft may be within a
radar’s detection distance, but still avoid detection by “hiding” behind hills and mountains

which prevent line-of-sight.

A route starts at its staging base (B) and end at the target (T). The search space

in constrained by six limits: north, south, east, west, maximum altitude, and minimum
altitude. The terrain area provides four limits (east, west, north, and south). The ATO
provides the maximum altitude. Lastly, the minimum altitude is provided by a combination

of the terrain elevation, ATO minimum altitude, and ATO minimum altitude above ground.
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The route is evaluated on its distance and exposure to radar. The distance is just
the total distance the route traverses between the staging base and target. Radar cost is
determined by dividing the route into segments, calculating the radar detection probability
for each segment, and summing the radar detection probabilities over all segments. This
doesn’t provide an overall radar detection probability, but it does provide a metric base

on total exposure to radar.

3.1.2 Representation. The mission routing problem requires three models:
one for the terrain, one for the radar, and one for the route. All models are described
for completeness; however, most of the development centers around the route model. All
models require a three dimensional grid system. For ease of illustration, the models are

described in two dimensions (the same dimensionality of paper!).

Although all three models are required, the route model most affects the ability of
the genetic algorithm to perform. The terrain and radar models are used for evaluation
purposes, hence important for the fitness function. However, it is the route which is

evaluated and genetically manipulated - the key operation of a genetic algorithm.

All models require a grid reference system (grid is used as both as a 2-dimensional
square and a 3-dimensional cube - the meaning should be clear by the context). A square
grid coordinate system is used for simplicity of explanation and implementation. Other
coordinate systems (hex, irregular grids) may be more appropriate for modeling (especially
radar and terrain); however, they are beyond the scope of this thesis. This thesis focuses

on encoding grid coordinates in a manner independent of the type of grid used.

Terrain. The terrain is a surface in space. Although it can represent items such as
ground cover (forest, water, desert), this effort uses it solely for elevation information. A
surface is composed of an infinite number of points in space. The terrain is approximated
with a set of points. Figure 3 shows the terrain overlaid with a 25 x 19 grid. For each grid
point ((z,y),1 < z < 25,1 < y < 19), a maximum elevation is associated. This creates a

set of points (x,y,f(x,y)) which define the terrain.

Let,
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Figure 3. Problem Terrain Decomposed into a Mesh

z: represent the x coordinate
y: represent the y coordinate

then,

f(z,y): represent z coordinate

Radar. The radar environment is a volume in space. A volume is cciupused of an
infinite number of points. Associated with each point is a radar cost. This cost is based

on the ability of all radars to detect an aircraft at that point.

For any single radar, its detection ability is based on its strength, distance of the
point from the radar, and an un-obstructed line of sight from the radar to the point.
Aircraft orientation with respect to the radar also is a factor, but is not considered for

reasons of simplicity. This is an evaluation problem, not an encoding problem. Let,

(z,y, z): represent a point in space
rc: represent radar cost at (X,y,z2)

fr.(z,y,2): represent a the detection probability function for radar i at (z,y, 2)

then,

re=3 fr(2,9,2)
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Figure 5. 2-Dimensional Bounds

Route. The route is a continuous curve in space. It starts at the staging base and

ends at the target (actually, an altitude above the target). A curve is composed of an
infinite number of points. It is approximated with a finite ordered set of points. The
first point represents the staging base. The last point represents the target. The route is

approximated with line segments between consecutive points in the set.

Figure 4 illustrates a taxonomy of route representation models discussed in this

section. The top three models differ on how far away consecutive checkpoints can be. The
bounded progress requires consecutive checkpoints to be adjacent to each other. A free

progress places no bounds on consecutive checkpoints. A restricted progress is a loosely

bound, hybrid approach of the previous two approaches.
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Figure 6. 2-Dimensional Grid

1. Bounded Progress. Representation of a route requires that two consecutive points
map to adjacent grid points in space. Given a point on a 2-dimensional surface, the
next point must be one of only eight grids immediately surrounding it (see figure
5). Similarly, for 3-dimensional space, the next point can be only one of 26 other
points. The number of points which constitute a valid route is variable. For example,

reference figure 7. Route 1 takes 5 points while route 2 takes 10 points. The bounded
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Figure 7. Bounded Progress Paths of Different Lengths
progress system lends itself to two reference systems, absolute and relative.

(a) Absolute. Any point on figure 6 can be referenced by an ordered pair: the
first element represents the direction along one dimension, the second element
represents the direction along the other dimension. Add another element, to
create an ordered triple, and the any triple can represent any grid. In order
for the set to constitute a valid route, each pair of consecutive points must

correspond to adjacent points in space.
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(b) Relative. This generalization is based on methods used by Thangiah (47) and
Alliot (1). Any grid on figure 6 can be referenced with a single element and
its previous location. The element represents which direction to go to next. It
takes on one of eight values (the values could correspond to direction headings
- N, NW, W, SW, S, SE, E, NE). For 3-dimensions, 26 values (directions) are
required. Unlike the absolute reference, there is no danger of representing non-
consecutive points on the grid. However, there is danger that the route could
extend past the boundaries of the grid - a situation which the absolute reference

representation doesn’t allow.

5

1 2 3 4 5

Figure 8. Free Space

2. Free Progress. Figure 8 is a 2-dimensional terrain. Unlike the Bounded Progress
approach, construction of a route doesn’t impose any restrictions (except that the
route must be within the boundaries of the defined space). Two consecutive points
can appear anywhere above (not below) the terrain. Whereas the distance between
points in the Bounded Progress routes are fairly constant (1.0, /2, /3), the distance
between points in the free system may not be constant. Unlike the grid approach,
any route can be specified by a constant number of checkpoints. No attempt is made

to break down the free progress model into absolute and relative representations
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(as done for the Bounded Progress model). Nothing new would be added except

complexity.

. Restricted Progress. This approach combines a desire for checkpoints to be close

to each other (Bounded Progress) with the ability to represent a route with a fixed

number of checkpoints (Free Progress). Generally, the checkpoints near the beginning

of the route should be close to the staging base, and the checkpoints towards the end

of the route should be close to the target.

(2)

(b)

Forced Progress. This method forces progress towards the target along either
the x or y coordinate axis. The route is specified by an ordered set of pairs (x,z)
or (y,z) — the first element of the pair represents the axis not chosen for forced

progress. The nth pair in the set refers to a point n units along the forced axis.

Zoned Progress. This method creates zones of selection from which a checkpoint
may fall. The first zone represents a zone immediately around the staging base.
The second zone represents a zone around the staging base larger than the first.
The middle zones span the entire terrain area. The later zones then narrow

their focus towards the target. See figure 9 for a six zone example.

The three grids on the upper portion of figure 9 represent the expanding zones.
The three zones show a progression from a zone immediately around the stag-
ing base (0,0) to the entire grid. The lower three grids of figure 9 represent
the contraction of zones from the entire grid to the target (5,5). The upper
left grid presents a small zone in which the first checkpoint may occur. The
upper center grid presents an expanded zone which includes the first zone. The
second checkpoint can occur anywhere within this zone. The upper right zone
represents the full expansion of the search space around the staging base. The
three bottom grids :n zure 9 represent then the contraction of the zones from
the entire grid to the area immediately around the target. The lower left grid
represents the entire search space around the target (this also happens to be

the same as th upper right zone). The bottom middle grid shows a zone col-
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lapsing towards the target. The bottom right represents the area immediately

surrounding the target.

’
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Figure 9. Zones of Checkpoint Selection

3.1.83 Fvaluation. As mentioned earlier, the route is to be optimized with

respect to minimum distance and minimum radar detection. Let

n = number of checkpoints over route

d; = distance of between checkpoint i — 1 and ¢

rp; = radar detection probability between checkpoint ¢ and i — 1
wy = weight of distance criteria

w, = weight of radar detection criteria

Constraints include

wyg + w, = 1.0
0<:<n
checkpoint 0 is the staging base
checkpoint ¢ is the target
i=n i=n

evaluation = w, * E d; + w, x Zdi * TD; (1)

i=0 1=1
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which is equivalent to

evaluation = ng *(wg + (w, +7p;)) (2)
=1

Distance. The first term in equation 1 represents the total distance of the route. The
route is represented as an ordered set of points. The distance of the entire route is just the
sum of all the distances between consecutive checkpoints. The importance of the distance

with respect to all other criteria is specified by wg.

Radar Detection. The second term in equation 1 represents the total radar cost.
This is the sum of the radar costs associated with each route interval. The cost of each
route interval (d; * rp;) is just the distance of the interval multiplied by the radar detection
probability for that interval. This is trivial if only one detection probability applies to the
interval. Otherwise, the radar cost requires more thought. If an interval spans more than
one radar detection probability, each radar probability must be summed in proportion to
the relative amount of distance the route traverses in the radar’s probability zone. The

importance of radar with respect to all other criteria is specified by w,.

3.2 Genetic Algorithm.

This section describes the implications of the models discussed previously as used
with a genetic algorithm. An “off the shelf” genetic algorithm should require only encoding
and evaluation by the user. For this reason, most of the discussion centers around the
encoding and evaluation of a genetic algorithm. However, some encoding schemes do

impact the use of the other operators; so, they are discussed for completeness.

3.2.1 FEncoding. This section discusses encoding the route representation models
in section 3.1.2 as genetic strings. A route is a sequence of checkpoints. Each checkpoint
is represented by three dimensions: x, y, and z. The details of encoding binary digits to
route points are covered under detailed design. For this section, assume x, y, and z refer
to decoded coordinates. For a single mission routing problem, the staging base and target

are fixed; so, they’re not explicitly part of the route.
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Bounded Progress. For both bounded progress representations, each gene in a chro-
mosome corresponds to a route point. Consecutive genes in a chromosome map to adjacent
points on a 3-dimensional grid representing air space. Since diffcrent routes may have dif-
ferent numbers of checkpoints, each chromosome must be able to have a a variable number
of genes. Either a genetic algorithm should be able to handle varying length chromo-
somes or a chromosome size should be declared which is large enough to accommodate the

worst-case longest path.

The range of values of the absolute reference genes depends on the size of the air
space. Since this range may vary with the problem, the gene should be encoded with a

binary string of a length which depends on the range of the coordinate being encoded.

Relative reference genes are limited to 26 values representing relative direction. These
genes may represent one of these 26 values with either a binary encoding (not convenient,

since 26 is not a power of two) or a 26 character alphabet.

Free Progress. This is the same as the Bounded Progress approach using absolute
reference. The difference is that the Free Progress allows, but doesn’t require each solution
to contain the same number of checkpoints; so ,the number of FreeRoutePoints can be

constant.

Restricted Progress. The Restricted Progress representations are similar to the free
progress representations in that they allow each chromosome to contain the same number
of checkpoints. The Restricted Progress representation is more restrictive than the Free
Progress representation because the checkpoints represented are constrained. The method

of restriction differs between the zoned progress and the forced progress representation.

1. Zoned Progress. This is similar to the Free Progress and Absolute Reference repre-
sentations in that each gene is explicitly mapped to an (z, y, z) coordinate. It is also
like the Free Progress representation in that a fixed number of genes (checkpoints)
make up the chromosome. It is unlike these representations in that each gene is re-
stricted in the value it may take. Furthermore, this restriction varies with the gene’s
position in the chromosome (its loci). The genes at both ends of the chromosome are

constrained most. They correspond to areas immediately around the route’s starting
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and ending locations. The genes in the middle are unconstrained. They may take on

values anywhere in the search space.

2. Forced Progress. Like other representations discussed, each gene corresponds to a
checkpoint. Unlike the other representations, each gene and its loci represent the
coordinate of a checkpoint. While the other representations (except Relative Repre-
sentation) explicitly encode the three coordinate values in a gene, the Forced Progress
only encodes two of the three coordinate values in a gene. The third coordinate value
is implicitly encoded as the gene’s loci. The gene’s loci corresponds to the check-
point’s distance from the starting point along one of the coordinate axis. This means
that the number of genes in a Forced Progress Representation is equal to the distance

between the staging base and target along one coordinate axis.

3.2.2 FEvaluation. The evaluation was discussed in the analysis of the mission
routing problem. This section discusses how each genetic encoding is evaluated with respect
to the evaluation function established in section 3.1.3. The evaluation function measures

the distance of each route and the radar detection probability.

None of the encodings are evaluated directly. The evaluation function is based on a
Absolute Progress Route. Each encoding goes through a number of processes to convert the
particular encoding to an Absolute Progress route. Encodings are made up of chromosomes

of genes, while the Absolute Progress route is a sequence of 3-dimensional checkpoints.

In this section, encoding refers to the chromosome made up of genes and a genetic
alphabet (usually 1’s and 0’s), while route refers to a sequence of 3-dimensional points

(checkpoints) along the route.

Bounded Progress. The Absolute Representation encoding requires only one step to
be converted to an Absolute Representation route. Each gene in a chromosome is converted
to a 3-dimensional coordinate. The Absolute Progress Route is created by converting each

gene in the chromosome.

The Relative Representation encoding requires that each gene be converted to a

direction. After a sequence of directions is extracted from the encoding, this sequence
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is converted to an Absolute Representation by calculating coordinate values using the

coordinate of the staging base and the relative direction to determine absolute coordinates.

Free Progress. The Free Progress encoding requires that a sequence of three dimen-
sional coordinates be extracted from chromosomes to create a Free Progress route. For
each consecutive coordinate in the Free Progress route, new coordinates are inserted so that
this new list creates an Absolute Route representation. This can be viewed as interpolating

between consecutive Free Progress checkpoints.

Restricted Progress. The Zoned Representation encoding requires that a sequence
of three dimensional coordinates be extracted from the chromosome to create a Zoned

Progress route. This route is then processed the same as the Free Progress r::ute.

3.2.3 Initialization. This section discusses the impact each type of encoding
has on the initialization phase of a genetic algorithm. The Bounded Progress requires
use of specialized initialization operators, while the Free Progress and Restricted Progress

encodings allow use of the standard initialization operator (random).

Bounded Progress. Because the values of the genes in Bounded Progress encodings
represent values which are dependent on the values of adjacent genes, the Bounded Progress

encodings are best implemented using a specialized initialization operator.

1. Absolute Reference. Given a random generation of checkpoints, it is unlikely that
consecutive points are located adjacently on the 3-dimensional mesh ! ; therefore, a
specialized operator is needed to generate adjacent points. From any point, one of
26 adjacent points is chosen. Although the choice of 26 points offers a randomness
desired in genetic algorithms, the algorithm must at the same time guide the route
toward the target. Without a guiding algorithm, it is also unlikely that a random
route stops at its target. Yet, this guiding algorithm also reduces the randomness

desired.

!Since any interior point on a 3-dimensional mesh has only 26 adjacent points, the probability of a point
chosen at random is 3—:* For the simple problem used in this thesis, n == 5000 which generates a probability
of less than 1%.
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2. Relative Reference. Unlike the Absolute Reference, a random initialization produces
a route of consecutive points. Like the Absolute Reference, it is unlikely the route
ends at the target unless a guiding algorithm is used. It is also likely that a random
generation of directions could produce a route which goes outside the limits. A
penalty function could be used to account for routes which go outside the boundaries
and/or don’t end at the target. A specialized initialization operator could also be

used.

Free Progress, Restricted Progress (Zoned and Forced). A standard initialization operator
may be used. The encodings allow for all genes to take on the range of values associated
with each coordinate axis. This occurs because the value of each gene can be considered
independent of all others. The genes are dependent only in that their order implies the

sequence of the route.
3.2.4 Selection. The encoding approaches don’t impact the selection operator.

3.2.5 Crossover .  This section discusses the impact each type of encoding has
on the crossover operator of a genetic algorithm. The Bounded Progress requires use of
specialized crossover operators, while the Free Progress and Restricted Progress encodings

allow use of the standard crossover operators.

Bounded Progress. Because of the independence between genes, as describe earlier
for initialization, the Bounded Progress encodings require use of specialized crossover op-

erators.

1. Absolute Reference. A specialized operator is required since a crossover may produce
aroute with non-adjacent checkpoints - see figure 10. Two types of operators are pos-
sible. One operator would only allow crossover at points where two routes intersect,
as in figure 11. This conflicts with the standard procedure of choosing a random
crosspoint, but Davidor (8) has proposed a similar operator. The other operator

would “correct” the route, by taking the “broken” route and inserting checkpoints to
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create a valid route - see figure 12. This has the impact of introducing new genetic

material. Again, this is not consistent with the standard genetic algorithm ?
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Figure 12. Absolute Reference: Repaired Children

2. Relative Reference. Although astandard crossover operator can be utilized, a special-
ized operator similar to figure 11 would preserve genetic information. If the standard
crossover operator is used, it produces a route of adjacent points. Unless it occurs
at an intersection, the child routes won’t end at the target and may even go out of

bounds - see figure 13.

2The standard genetic algorithm introduces new material in only one of two ways: through random
initialization and mutation. Crossover only takes existing genetic material and re-arranges it.
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Figure 13. Relative Crossover

Free Progress and Restricted Progress (Zoned and Forced). The standard crossover operator
may be used. The impact of the standard crossover operator on the Free Progress encoding
is similar to the repairing of a “broken” route described under Bounded Progress, Absolute
Reference. The difference is that the repair is implicitly done since consecutive checkpoints

aren’t required to be adjacent — see figure 14.
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Figure 14. Free Progress Crossover

3.2.6 Mutation. The Bounded Progress encodings require a specialized mu-
tation operator, while the Free Progress and Restricted Progress encodings don’t require
specialized mutation operators. As with the initialization and crossover operators, this
is based on the fact that Bounded Progress encodings have dependent genes, while Free
Progress and Restricted Progress encodings have independent genes. The reasoning is

similar to that discussed for the initialization and crossover.

3.3 Design Decisions.

This section describes design decisions made on choosing an encoding for the mission

routing problem and evaluating the encoding. Two of the design goals are to use the
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standard genetic algorithm (no specialized operators) and to provide compatibility with
other approaches to mission routing at AFIT. These design goals lead to the choice of Free

Progress and Forced Progress as encoding/decoding schemes.

3.3.1 Bounded Progress. The Bounded Progress representations both offer an
easy way to understand encoding; however there exist problems associated with the use of
a standard genetic algorithm on these encodings. As discussed in section 3.2, specialized
initialization, crossover, and mutation operators are required; so Bounded Progress is not

used as an encoding scheme.

3.3.2 Free Progress. The Free Progress representations are compatible with
the standard genetic algorithms. This encoding scheme requires no specialized genetic
operators. However this approach is not directly compatible with the A* approach to
mission routing at AFIT (17) (29). This is because the current A* approach uses an
evaluation model based on a Bounded Progress representation. A further step of decoding
would turn a Free Progress representation into a Bounded Progress representation by using
a heuristic to connect consecutive Free Progress route points with intermediate Bounded
Progress route points. The net impact is that the initialization, selection, crossover, and
mutation operators manipulate a Free Progress encoding, while the evaluation operator is

based on a Bounded Progress representation.

3.3.3 Restricted Progress. Like the Free Progress encoding, the Restricted
Progress encoding schemes requires no specialized operators, but isn’t directly compatible
with the current A* approach. Both Restricted Progress schemes provide an opportunity

for shorter encodings.

1. Forced Progress. In the Forced Progress encoding, one dimension of a coordinate
is not explicitly encoded. This makes the chromosome émall which may allow the
genetic algorithm to find a good solution with a smaller population and fewer gen-
erations. The downside is that required forward progress along one axis prevents

backtracking along that axis, which actually reduces the scope of the problem. Al-

30




though reducing the scope of the problem may be desirable, this encoding method

forces it even when it is not desired by the user.

2. Zoned Progress. Unlike the Forced Progress model, the Zoned Progress representa-
tion allows for backtracking within a zone. It has the impact of guiding a route from
a base to a target while allowing some randomness. It also requires substantial devel-
opment of an encoding/decoding algorithm development. This development requires
determining how many zones to use, how large to make each zone, and how to map
each zone to a bit representation within the airspace environment. Because of the

difficulty of the algorithm development, this encoding scheme is not pursued.

3.4 Niching

Niching can be allowed to occur naturally by using subpopulations easily imple-
mented with an island model genetic algorithm (11). It can also be forced by purposely
slanting the population toward certain solutions. This research attempts a trivial niche
forcing scheme. The evaluation of a route depends on its distance and its exposure to radar.
The relative importance of these two criteria depends on the problem. The niching scheme
assigns each sub-population a different criteria weighting so that each sub-population is
actually working on a different problem. The niching theory says that although each sub-

populations focuses on a slightly different problem, they still interact by sharing solutions.

3.5 Summary

Two encoding schemes were selected for implementation: Forced Progress and Free
Progress. For the remainder of this thesis, Restricted Progress encoding is equated with
Forced Progress encoding (just a terminology issue). Factors governing the selection of
these encodings include compatibility with existing software and minimization of new soft-

ware.

Current software structures (17) (29) assume a bounded route representation. Al-
though Forced Progress and Free Progress representations are the encodings genetically

manipulated, they are converted into the Bounded Progress representation to simplify the
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evaluation process. Implementing the Bounded Progress or Zoned Progress representations
require significant software development; so, they weren’t used. The Bounded Progress re-
quired modification to the genetic algorithm itself, while the selected encodings allow use of
the existing genetic algorithm. The Zoned Progress representation doesn’t require genetic

algorithm modification, but would require a sophisticated decoding routine.
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1V. Low-Level Design.

This chapter presents the low level design of six models required for this thesis. Four
of six models, Air Tasking Order, Terrain, Evaluation, and Radar, adapt Grimm'’s code
(29). Two models, Free Progress and Restricted Progress involve two route representations
and are original designs. For each model, this chapter describes the requirements, data
structure, and control structure. All these models are used in the evaluation step of
a genetic algorithm. The Evaluation model implements the evaluation requirement of
the genetic algorithm. Since no other modifications are made to the rest of the genetic
algorithm (GENESIS software), no low level design is presented for the rest of the genetic
algorithm.

The C programming language is used for implementation, since GENESIS and Grimm’s
software are written in C. Although an object oriented programming (OOP) language is
not used for implementation, the low level design does reflect an object oriented design
(OOD). The C code is written in a way to partially mimic OOD by compiling each model
separately and requiring all inter-module references to use access functions. Appendix D

contains the source listings for all modules discussed in this section.

As described in section 1.1.5, genetic algorithms are easily parallelized. Appendix B
describes genetic algorithms in general terms which show the potential for parallelization.
Appendix C uses UNITY (5) to formally describe a genetic algorithm. UNITY is a high-
level description language which uses first-order predicate logic and temporal logic. It
describes algorithms in a way to show an algorithm’s inherent parallelism without requiring
a direct mapping to a specific architecture. Although it doesn’t require mapping to a
specific parallel architecture, it does allow for it. A parallel version of GENESIS has been
implemented on a hypercube and is available at AFIT (18).

4.1 Air Tasking Order.

The Air Tasking Order (ATO) defines two of the six bounds of the 3-dimensional

search space: the maximum altitude and lower altitude.
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Requirements. The ATO model must provide the user with a way to input the ATO

information and then provide that same information to other modules.
Data. The ATO consists of six attributes:

1. Mission Name

2. Target Location (xyz coordinates)

3. Staging Base Location (xyz coordinates)

4. Minimum Altituc . with respect to sea level
5. Minimum Altitude with respect to ground

6. Maximum Altitude with respect to sea level

Control. The ATO control structure is simple. An initialization function reads the
ATO information from disk (based on an ATO file name given) and stores the information.

Six access functions allow other modules to retrieve any of the six data attributes.

4.2 Terrain.

The Terrain model defines four of the six bounds of the 3-dimensional search space:
the north, east, west, and south boundaries. It also assists in defining a fifth bound; the

lower altitude bound is partially determined by the terrain elevation.

Requirements. The Terrain model must provide the user with a way to input terrain

information and provide that data to other modules.
Data. The Terrain consists of five data items:

1. Maximum z. The x-axis notation is used to represent the east-west direction. A z
value of 0 represents the western bound. This makes the Maximum z the number of

units east of the western bound.
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2. Maximum y. This is similar to Maximum z, except y is used to represent the
north/south direction. A y value of O represents the southern bound. This makes

the Maximum y the number of units north of the southern bound.

3. Terrain. This data item provides the ground elevation of any unit defined within the
bounds set by Maximum z and Maximum y. This is implemented with an z by y

matrix of elevations.
4. Minimum z. This is the minimum ground elevation of the given terrain.

5. Maximum z. This is the maximum ground elevation of the given terrain.

Control. An initialization routine reads the data from a file and stores it for use by
other modules. The Minimum and Maximum 2 data items are derived as the elevations are
read from the file into the matrix. Access functions are provided for each of the data items.
Additionally, a Get z Range function is provided. Given an (z, y) coordinate, this function
returns the number of units between the elevation at that coordinate and the Maximum
Altitude (as defined in the ATO). This provides other modules with the altitude limits

(upper and lower) for any given (z,y) coordinate.

4.3 Radar.

The Radar model defines the threat environment with which one criterion of a route

is evaluated.

Requirements. The Radar model must provide the user a method to input a radar en-
vironment and provide radar detection probabilities for any unit in the given 3-dimensional

search space.

Data. The radar detection probabilities are read from a file and stored in an (z, y, z)

matrix. The file contains the number of units for x, y, and z.

Control. An initialization function reads the data from a file and stores it for use by
other models. The only access function provides a radar detection probability for a given

(z,y, z) coordinate.
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4.4 Free Progress Route.

The Free Progress Route provides a route structure, which is what is genetically ma-
nipulated by the genetic algorithm. Recall that Free Progress Routes differ from Bounded
Progress Routes in that the Free Progress Routes don’t require adjacent points in the route
to correspond to adjacent points in the search space. Instead, the route is interpolated
between non-adjacent points. This model provides a method to determine the route struc-
ture length, decode the structure, and convert the structure into a route of adjacent route

points.

Requirements. The Free Progress Route model must be able to generate a structure
of appropriate length. This structure is then used by the genetic algorithm. The Free
Progress Route model must be able to accept a structure from the genetic algorithm
and generate a valid route. This valid route must start at the staging base, end at the
target, and contain intermediate points such that adjacent points in the route correspond

to adjacent points in the search space.

Data. The Free Progress Route maintains only one data item. This is the Structure
Length, which defines the number of bits of the genetic structure for the problem. Search
space size (north/south, east/west, elevation bounds) and the number of checkpoints de-

termine the Structure Length.
Control. The access functions include

1. Initialize Structure. This function determines the number of bits needed to represent

the (z,y, z) search space and the number of checkpoints.

2. Get Structure Length. This is an access function which returns the structure length

as determined by the Initialize structure function.

3. Decode Structure. This function decodes the genetic structure into a Free Progress

Route.

4. Expand Route. This function provides the method to convert a Free Progress Route

into a Bounded Progress Route. This is done by interpolating between Free Progress
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Route points and generating/inserting points in order to make it a Bounded Progress

Route.

4.5 Restricted Progress Route.

The Restricted Progress Route is similar to the Free Progress Route just described.
The major difference is that the genetic structures represent only two dimensions of the
search space. The third dimension is computed by setting the number of checkpoints equal

to the number of units between the staging base and target along one axis.

Requirements. The requirements are the same as the Free Progress model. The only
difference is that the structure length and structure interpretations must be based on a

Restricted Progress Route representation.

Data. Like the Free Progress Route, the Structure Length is the only data item

accessed by other modules.

Control. The access functions include

1. Initialize Structure. This function determines the number of bits needed to represent
the yz search space, given that the x search space is restricted to the number of units

between the target and staging base.

2. Get Structure Length. Like its counterpart in the Free Progress Route model, this is
an access function which returns the structure length as determined in the Initialize

Structure function.

3. Decode Structure. This function decodes the genetic structure into a Free Progress
Route. This access function differs from its counterpart in the Free Progress Route.

Besides interpreting the genetic bits, it also computes the third (z) coordinate.

4. Expand Route. Like its counterpart in the Free Progress Route model, this function
converts a Free Progress Route into a Bounded Progress Route. This is done by
interpolating between Free Progress Route points and generating/inserting points in

order to make it a Bounded Progress Route.
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4.6 Evaluation.

The Evaluation provides the interface between the five other models in this chapter
and the rest of the genetic algorithm. Given genetic material, the Evaluation returns an

evaluation (fitness) of that genetic material.

Requirements. The evaluation must provide a method to evaluate genetic material

from the genetic algorithm.
Data. Evaluation maintains no data for external access.
Control. Evaluation provides two functions:

1. Initialize MR (Mission Routing) File. The genetic algorithm must use this function
as a part of its initialization process. This function initializes the five other models
based on inputs read from a MR file. This file contains the file names for the Terrain,
Radar, and ATO. If the Free Progress Route is to be used, the MR file contains the
number of checkpoints to be used. Finally, the MR file contains the evaluation
weighting criteria.

2. Evaluate. This function accepts genetic material, uses the previously described mod-

els to evaluate the genetic material, and returns the fitness of the genetic material.

4.7 Summary.

This chapter has presented six models used for the evaluation step of a genetic

algorithm. The Evaluation model provides the single interface to the genetic algorithm.

The Evaluation model makes use of four models to determine the fitness of genetic material.
This genetic material is mapped into a route via either the Free Progress Route model or
the Restricted Progress Route model. The ATO model defines the endpoints of a route
and the altitude bounds of the search space. The Terrain model provides the other four
bounds on the search space. The Radar model provides the threat environment against

which the route is evaluated.
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V. FEzrperiments and Fvaluation

The experiments fall into two broad categories. The two categories exhibit how well
the central problem was addressed. Recall that the central problem is to research various
encodings to effectively and efficiently use a genetic algorithm to solve a mission routing
problem. One category involves examining the efficiency and effectiveness of the Free
Progress/Forced Progress representations on a single processor system. The other category
involves examining the efficiency and effectiveness of the Forced Progress representation

on a multiprocessor system and comparing the results with a single processor system.

This chapter describes the experiment metrics, data, plan, and results. Specifically,
section 5.1 discusses how the experimental results are measured. Section 5.2 discusses
the data against which the experiments are performed. Section 5.3 discusses the different

scenarios used for experiments. Section 5.4 displays the results of the experiments.

5.1 Metrics.

Metrics provide the capability to compare experiments. Solution quality, number of
trials, and execution time provide the two metrics used for these experiments. Quality
measures effectiveness, while the number of trials and execution time measures efficiency.
Solution quality refers to the evaluation of the best route found. As discussed in section
3.1.3, the evaluation is based on the route’s distance and its total exposure to radar.
For time, the number of trials is used for experiments using the Sun Sparcstations. The
GENESIS uses trials to describe the number of times new solutions are generated. This is
directly proportional to the number of genetic operations performed. This is used instead of
time because execution time varies due to uncontrollable factors such as network response

time and the number of other processes using the same processor in the experiment.

5.2 Input Data.

The data used for the experiments is the same used by Grimm (29). The same data

was used so that the solution qualities found by Grimm could be used as a baseline to
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evaluate the solution qualities generated by genetic algorithms. Appendix E contains the

input data used.

5.2.1 Terrain.  The terrain represents a mountainous area. These mountainous
areas are meant to complicate the search process in that routes which “hug” the mountains
may hide from some radars. The terrain is bounded by 25 units on the z-axis and 19 units

on the y-axis. Associated with each zy unit is a elevation ranging between 1585 and 6000.

5.2.2 Radar. The radar environment represents the threat by six radars. The
radar environment is represented by a 25 by 19 by 15 unit matrix of radar detection
probabilities. These probabilities are based on the combined influence of all six radars. As
in the terrain model, 25 refers to the number of units along the z-axis and 19 to the number
of units along the y-axis. The 15 refers to the number of units along the z-axis ( altitude).
The number of units along the z-axis is in thousands of feet. The radar environment is
defined for below ground since the radar model starts at 0 elevation. Although this may
seem ineflicient, it is necessary so the evaluation algorithm can use terrains which may be

at sea level.

5.2.3 Air Tasking Order. Two Air Tasking Orders (ATO) are used. AFIT-
1 represents a staging base at (1,1,5) and a target at (17,17,8). AFIT-GO represents a
staging base at (1,1,5) and a target at (24,16,8). Both ATOs represent the same staging
base in non-hostile territory, but AFIT-GO uses a target further into hostile territory than
AFIT-1. Both ATOs require a minimum altitude of 4 units above sea level and 0 units

above ground.

5.3 Test Plan.

The test plan consists of two phases. The first phase, using a single processor system,
compares the Free Progress and Forced Progress encodings. The second phase studies

niching on a parallel processing system using Forced Progress encoding.
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5.3.1 Single Processor.  Forty-eight single processor experiments were run which

represent permutations of the following three categories:

e Problem specified by ATO: AFIT-1 or AFIT-GO
o Use of seeded population: Seeded or Unseeded

e Encoding type: Free Progress or Forced Progress
e Population size: 50, 100, 200, 400, 800, 1600

Each experiment executes for 100,000 trials. The best solution quality is recorded approxi-
mately every 100 trials. Although genetic algorithms are probabilistic, GENESIS provides
a pseudo random number generator which allows for repeatable experiments (the output
is always the same, as long as all inputs are the same). Therefore, multiple test runs are

not used since they ail would create identical outputs.

Two problems, AFIT-1 and AFIT-GO, respectively represent one easy and one hard
problem. One represents a target at the edge of radar coverage (AFIT-1) and the other
represents a target deep into radar coverage (AFIT-GO). A greedy technique is used to
find a solution with which to seed the initial population. The decision to study seeded
populations came from discovering that some unseeded populations did not converge to a
value as well as a greedy solution. Population sizes were chosen to represent a wide range
of sizes. The decision to use 100,000 trials is based on the fact that the largest population
size (1600) converges to values within 10% of one another. The radar weighting criteria
was set at 0.8, the same Grimm used. This allows a solution quality comparison with

Grimm’s results.

Crossover and mutation rates where kept constant at 0.6 and 0.001 respectively.

These were chosen only because of their default values in the GENESIS setup routine.

5.3.2 Multiple Processors.  Two types of experiments were run on multiple pro-
cessors. One type varied population size while keeping the epoch rate at five generations.
The other type ran a single experiment with a population size of 400, epoch size of five, but
varied the weighting criteria from 0 to 1.0 by assigning different subpopulations a unique

weighting criteria.
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5.4 Results.

5.4.1 Single Processor.  Figures 15, 16, 17, and 18 show the best solution found
for each of the 48 experiments. The only clear pattern is that the Free Progress Route
always performs better (lower is better) than the Forced Progress Route. Grimm’s best
solutions are 7182 for AFIT-1 and 9664 for AFIT-GO. The best solutions from all genetic
algorithm runs are 8371 for AFIT-1 and 9251 for AFIT-GO. The genetic algorithm didn’t
find a better answer for AFIT-1, but it did for AFIT-GO. Analysis of the results may

suggest potential benefits and costs of each encoding. These are explained in the next

chapter.
Encoding Type | Population Size | Best Solution Found
Free Progress 1600 10089
Free Progress 800 8510
Free Progress 400 8371
Free Progress 200 9623
Free Progress 100 9312
Free Progress 50 9468
Forced Progress 1600 12018
Forced Progress 800 10494
Forced Progress 400 10622
Forced Progress 200 10049
Forced Progress 100 9594
Forced Progress 50 11598

Figure 15. Data for AFIT-1, Unseeded Population

5.4.2 Multiple Processors. Multiple processor (niching) results (see figure 19
show no benefit of forced niching over natural niching. Although routes are found for four
different radar weights, the 0.8 weight did not out perform the results from free niching
(10851).

5.5 Summary.

This chapter has presented the raw data of experiments. Metrics were established,
test inputs defined, test cases explained, and the results presented. The next chapter

hypothesizes some reasons behind the results.
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Encoding Type

Population Size

Best Solution Found

Free Progress 1600 9054
Free Progress 800 8593
Free Progress 400 9049
Free Progress 200 8939
Free Progress 100 8921
Free Progress 50 8921
Forced Progress 1600 11843
Forced Progress 800 11557
Forced Progress 400 11413
Forced Progress 200 11438
Forced Progress 100 11471
Forced Progress 50 12043

Figure 16. Data for AFIT-1, Seeded Population

Encoding Type

Population Size

Best Solution Found

Free Progress 1600 14695
Free Progress 800 9729
Free Progress 400 10654
Free Progress 200 10688
Free Progress 100 10332
Free Progress 50 10424
Forced Progress 1600 19311
Forced Progress 800 18421
Forced Progress 400 16346
Forced Progress 200 15254
Forced Progress 100 15618
Forced Progress 50 15350

Figure 17. Data for AFIT-GO, Unseeded Population
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Encoding Type | Population Size | Best Solution Found
Free Progress 1600 9809
Free Progress 800 9397
Free Progress 400 9251
Free Progress 200 12287
Free Progress 100 12159
Free Progress 50 12287
Forced Progress 1600 15787
Forced Progress 800 15701
Forced Progress 400 15382
Forced Progress 200 15141
Forced Progress 100 15329
Forced Progress 50 15230

Figure 18. Data for AFIT-GO, Seeded Population

Radar Weight | Best Solution
0.0 33978

0.5 20283

0.8 11347

1.0 4398

Figure 19. Multiple Processor Results
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VI. Conclusions ani Hecommendations.
6.1 Single Processor Conclusions.

The discussions in this section reference four figures. In each figure the staging base
is in the lower left and the target is in the upper right. Figure 20 displays Grimm’s best
solution for AFIT-GO. Figures 21, 23, and 24 are based on a genetic algorithm run on
AFIT-GO using a population size of 50 (chosen for ease of data generation of the charts)
run for 5000 trials (enough for the population to converge). Although the problems were
run in three dimensions and the displays are in two dimensions, the displays should be

able to illustrate what is happening with the genetic algorithms.

The Forced Progress Route representation has a certain order to it. Each checkpoint
moves closer to the target along one axis. Although this prevents any backtracking along
the axis, it is hoped that this backtracking isn’t needed. Yet this “forced” progress isn’t

consistent with the standard genetic algorithm’s random initialization.

The Free Progress Route does provide this truly random initial population. At first
this might appear undesirable. For example, assume the first route point is near the target;
the second near the staging base; the third near the target; the fourth near the staging
base. A truly random population allows this. This proposed path certainly is inefficient.
But the processes of selection eliminates this poor route. Additionally, just one of the
links in this bad route could provide valuable genetic material to another solution during

crossover.

Figures 21 and 22 represent all the routes generated during the initialization phase for
the Free Progress and Forced Progress routes. Although a small population size is used, it
still provides enough genetic material to almost completely cover the search space. Notice
that the Forced Progress initialization routes cover less of the search space (particularly at
the left and right ¢nds) than the Free Progress search space. This is because the Forced
Progress route can only search in the forward z direction from the staging base tc the

target, and not past the target.
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Figure 20. Grimm’s Best Solution for AFIT-GO
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Figure 21. Free Route Initial Population Solutions for AFIT-GO
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Figure 22. Forced Route Initial Population Solutions for AFIT-GO
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Figure 23.