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Fig. 1. Performance profiles CCOMB versus PRP. CCOMB with angle restart.
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Fig.2. Performance profiles CCOMB versus DY. CCOMB with angle restart.
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Fig. 4. Performance profiles CCOMB versus hDYz. CCOMB with angle restart.
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Fig. 5. Performance profiles CCOMB versus GN. CCOMB with angle restart.
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Fig. 6. Performance profiles CCOMB versus TS. CCOMB with angle restart.
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Fig. 8. Performance profiles CCOMB versus LS-CD. CCOMB with angle restart.
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Fig. 10. Performance profiles CCOMB versus HZaw. CCOMB with angle restart.
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Fig. 12. Performance based on CPU time. CCOMB versus Dai-Yuan (DY).
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Fig. 14. Performance based on CPU time. CCOMB versus hybrid Dai-Yuan (hDYZz).
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Fig. 15. Performance based on CPU time. CCOMB versus Gilbert-Nocedal (GN).
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Fig. 16. Performance based on CPU time. CCOMB versus Hu-Storey (HusS).



T 1
09t
08}
0.7F CCOMB =
#iter 413 105 201
0Ek #g 407 196 116
’ cpu hh4 97 G8
051 -
04l Touati-Ahmed - Storey (TS) |
03 .
CPU time metric, 719 problems
0_2 | | 1 | | 1 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

ccoMB CCOMB LSCD =
#iter 294 169 250
0.7r #g 274 261 178
cpu 492 132 89
0.6F .
05k Liu-Storey - Conjugate-Descent (LS-CD} i
04r .
CPU time metric, 713 problems
| | 1 | | 1 1
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

Fig. 18. Performance based on CPU time. CCOMB versus Liu-Storey — Conjugate Descent (LS-CD).
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Fig. 19. Performance based on CPU time. CCOMB versus CG_DESCENT with Wolfe line search (HZw).
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Fig. 20. Performance based on CPU time. CCOMB versus CG_DESCENT with approximate Wolfe line

search (HZaw).
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Fig.21. Performance profiles: CCOMB, PRP, DY. CPU time metric.
Powell restart
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Fig.22. Performance profiles: CCOMB, hDY, hDYZ. CPU time metric.
Powell restart.
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Fig. 23. Performance profiles; CCOMB versus hybrid conjugate gradient
algorithms. CPU time metric. Powell restart.
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