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ABSTRACT

The pursuit of optimal trade-offs in high-dimensional search spaces under stringent computational
constraints poses a fundamental challenge for contemporary multi-objective optimization. We develop
NeuroPareto, a cohesive architecture that integrates rank-centric filtering, uncertainty disentangle-
ment, and history-conditioned acquisition strategies to navigate complex objective landscapes. A
calibrated Bayesian classifier estimates epistemic uncertainty across non-domination tiers, enabling
rapid generation of high-quality candidates with minimal evaluation cost. Deep Gaussian Process
surrogates further separate predictive uncertainty into reducible and irreducible components, pro-
viding refined predictive means and risk-aware signals for downstream selection. A lightweight
acquisition network, trained online from historical hypervolume improvements, guides expensive
evaluations toward regions balancing convergence and diversity. With hierarchical screening and
amortized surrogate updates, the method maintains accuracy while keeping computational overhead
low. Experiments on DTLZ and ZDT suites and a subsurface energy extraction task show that
NeuroPareto consistently outperforms classifier-enhanced and surrogate-assisted baselines in Pareto
proximity and hypervolume.

Keywords Surrogate-Enhanced Multi-Objective Search, Deep Probabilistic Surrogate Frameworks, Epistemic
Uncertainty Disentanglement, History-Conditioned Acquisition Learning, High-Dimensional Black-Box Optimization

1 Introduction

Real-world engineering and scientific design problems often require simultaneously optimizing multiple conflicting
objectives while each objective evaluation is costly in computation or experiment. Traditional population-based multi-
objective search methods remain effective when many objective evaluations are affordable, but they lose practicality in
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constrained-budget settings. In response, surrogate-assisted strategies replace expensive evaluations with predictions
from learned models to steer search. These approaches have matured into diverse families that emphasize either
surrogate fidelity, acquisition design, or evolutionary mechanisms for preserving diversity and handling constraints.
Representative work in surrogate-assisted multi-objective optimization and related algorithmic refinements illustrate
both the promise and the limitations of these directions. [1, 2, 3]

A parallel strand of research emphasizes learned components and classifier-guided screening as a way to reduce true
evaluations. Classifier-based nondomination prediction and learned offspring generators have shown that many poor
candidates can be filtered cheaply before committing costly evaluations. Hybrid pipelines that combine classifier
screening with surrogate-managed infill extend the practical reach of surrogate assistance but expose two weaknesses.
First, classifiers and surrogate models must provide well calibrated uncertainty so that screening does not systematically
bias search away from true optima. Second, learned acquisition or history-aware policies must generalize from sparse
optimization traces. Recent works on calibration, ensemble-style uncertainty approximations, and complexity-aware
surrogate management address pieces of this picture while leaving open how to combine them effectively. [4, 5, 6]

A further challenge arises from high dimensionality. Dimensionality reduction, random embedding, and representation
learning relieve modeling burdens by focusing capacity on relevant subspaces. At the same time, scalable surrogate
constructions and low-rank approximations make it feasible to reason about uncertainty under larger decision spaces.
Despite these advances, co-design between classifier screening, uncertainty-aware surrogates, and adaptive acquisition
remains uncommon. Methods that improve a single component in isolation often fail to capture the cross-component
interactions that determine overall performance when evaluation budgets are severely limited. [7, 8, 9] Although
named NeuroPareto, the proposed method is fundamentally a hybrid Bayesian optimization algorithm; the suffix ‘EA’
emphasizes the use of rank-based population operators rather than indicating a traditional evolutionary algorithm.

To address these gaps we propose an integrated framework that explicitly propagates and exploits uncertainty across
three tightly coupled modules. Compared to prior high-dimensional surrogate-assisted methods, our framework is the
first to co-design classifier-driven screening, deep uncertainty-decomposing surrogates, and a history-aware acquisition
learner as a single optimization loop rather than treating components independently. This holistic perspective improves
robustness in scarce-data regimes but introduces additional implementation complexity and a larger hyper-parameter
surface.

Our primary contributions are as follows. First, we propose a calibrated Bayesian classifier for nondomination rank
prediction, providing actionable uncertainty estimates that guide rank-conditioned offspring generation and low-cost
screening. Second, we develop an uncertainty-decomposing surrogate pipeline based on Deep Gaussian Processes with
sparse variational updates and complexity-aware approximations, enabling tractable modeling in large decision spaces
and local refinement in high-uncertainty regions. Third, we introduce a compact, history-aware acquisition learner that
predicts expected hypervolume improvement and diversity contribution from online optimization traces, supporting
adaptive prioritization of evaluations. Together, these components form a coherent optimization loop that improves
sample efficiency and Pareto robustness under scarce data regimes.

2 Related Work

2.1 Multi-objective Bayesian Optimization

Multi-objective Bayesian optimization (MOBO) offers a principled approach for expensive black-box problems with
competing objectives. Classic hypervolume-aware and information-theoretic acquisition rules perform well in low
dimensions but face scalability challenges [10, 1]. Recent work improves EHVI and its multi-point variants for better
tractability and stability [11], while generative and diffusion-based Pareto set models capture complex distributions
under tight budgets [8]. For high-dimensional or medium-scale problems, hybrid surrogates and inverse-distance or
radial-basis proxies trade fidelity for tractability [12, 9].

2.2 Learned acquisition, meta-learning and surrogate policies

Recent work replaces hand-designed acquisition heuristics with learned policies that generalize across tasks. Meta-BO
and task-conditioned surrogate frameworks, including transformer-based and amortized learners, jointly learn models
and acquisition strategies to improve sample efficiency on related task families [7, 13]. Structure-aware approaches
that exploit partial evaluations or cost models further reduce evaluation expense [14]. Learned acquisition is promising
for multi-objective settings but requires robust uncertainty estimates and compact feature representations to remain
effective in high-dimensional spaces.
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2.3 Uncertainty quantification and calibration

Accurate uncertainty quantification underpins effective exploration. Ensembles and Bayesian approximations remain
the standard tools for decomposing epistemic and aleatoric uncertainty [15, 16]. Practical methods aim to reduce the
cost of ensemble-like behaviours while preserving calibration: Masksembles interpolates between MC-Dropout and
deep ensembles, improving reliability at modest overhead [5]. Recent proposals focus on improving MC-Dropout
calibration and integrating optimizer-based tuning for better uncertainty estimates in deep models [17]. In dynamic or
parametric surrogate settings, explicitly modelling environment or observable parameters helps separate reducible from
irreducible uncertainty and improves Pareto-front tracking under change [18].

2.4 Neural-GP hybrids and scalable surrogate design

Neural-GP hybrids and deep Gaussian process families aim to combine neural expressivity with Gaussian-process
uncertainty quantification. Advances in amortized variational inference, sparse inducing schemes and randomized-
feature approximations permit significantly larger training sets and deeper latent stacks while keeping uncertainty
estimates meaningful [19, 20]. For expensive many-variable tasks, two-level model management and low-rank
factorization strategies have been proposed to control surrogate costs without discarding uncertainty-aware decision
rules [9, 6].

2.5 Classifier-assisted selection and learning-aided evolutionary methods

Classifier-guided selection, dominance prediction, and learned offspring generation reduce expensive evaluations
by screening or biasing the evolutionary pipeline. Dominance predictors, rank-conditioned generation, and local
surrogate infill accelerate convergence and preserve diversity when evaluations are scarce [4, 2, 21]. Surrogate-assisted
neuroevolution and linear-genetic-programming-based surrogate schemes show that surrogate paradigms extend beyond
canonical EMO benchmarks and reduce computational cost [22]. Feature-selection and permutation-based multi-
objective strategies highlight the need for specialized high-dimensional operators [23]. Algorithms for dynamic or
constrained landscapes demonstrate benefits of multiple populations and explicit infeasible-region handling when
feasible sets are irregular [24].

2.6 Positioning of NeuroPareto

NeuroPareto is positioned at the intersection of classifier-assisted selection, uncertainty-aware surrogate modeling, and
learned acquisition. It integrates calibrated rank prediction (to cheaply guide candidate generation), expressive Deep GP
surrogates (to decompose predictive uncertainty), and a history-aware acquisition learner (to adapt evaluation priorities
based on observed hypervolume gains). By combining these elements and adopting complexity-aware approximations,
NeuroPareto aims to improve robustness and scalability on high-dimensional, expensive multi-objective tasks compared
with methods that optimize individual components in isolation [2, 3, 8].

3 Proposed Method: NeuroPareto

3.1 Framework overview

NeuroPareto is a modular, uncertainty aware, surrogate assisted framework tailored to high dimensional, expensive
multi objective optimization. The design couples three complementary modules that exchange calibrated uncertainty
signals: a Bayesian classifier for nondomination ranks that supports large candidate screening, a complexity reduced
Deep Gaussian Process surrogate pipeline that returns predictive means as well as decomposed epistemic and aleatoric
variances per objective, and a compact history aware acquisition learner that scores candidates using features derived
from classifiers and surrogates. The pipeline emphasizes practical mechanisms that trade predictive fidelity against
wall clock cost through staged screening, adaptive inference, warm starting and selective low rank approximations.
The integrated complexity-reduced procedure is summarized in Algorithm 1 within Section 6. Figure 1 illustrates
NeuroPareto, a framework for high-dimensional multi-objective optimization under strict evaluation budgets. It
integrates three components: a Bayesian classifier that predicts nondomination ranks with calibrated uncertainty to
guide rank-conditioned offspring generation; Deep Gaussian Process surrogates that decompose uncertainty into
epistemic and aleatoric parts for principled exploration—exploitation trade-offs; and an acquisition network trained
online to estimate expected hypervolume improvement and diversity contribution for adaptive evaluation prioritization.
To reduce overhead, NeuroPareto generates a large candidate pool via rank-conditioned variation, screens them with
proxy scores, and fully evaluates only a top-ranked subset. This complexity-aware design ensures efficient search and
robust convergence under limited budgets.
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Figure 1: Overview of the NeuroPareto framework for high-dimensional, budget-constrained multi-objective opti-
mization. The pipeline consists of three synergistic modules: The Bayesian Rank Classifier (gg) screens a massive
candidate pool Crank using temperature-calibrated softmax pk and adaptive MC dropout to quantify classifier epis-
temic uncertainty uep®. The Complexity-Reduced Deep GP pipeline processes the filtered subset, utilizing sparse
variational inference with inducing variables u and Randomized Fourier Features (RFF) to output predictive objective
means f (x) alongside decomposed epistemic uep®P and aleatoric uf] variances. The History-Aware Acquisition
Network (a,,) aggregates these signals with sliding window statistics (anv, carv) to predict hypervolume utility
SHV and diversity sdiv. The framework is updated online via a bounded history buffer B, ensuring a calibrated
exploration-exploitation trade-off while minimizing wall-clock overhead through staged screening and warm-started
variational parameters.

3.2 Complexity aware design principles

To balance predictive fidelity with computational expense the framework follows several practical principles. Candidate
generation is cheap and rank conditioned; only a filtered subset is evaluated with expensive surrogates. Monte Carlo
passes for stochastic uncertainty are escalated adaptively. Sparse variational Gaussian process approximations and
randomized feature transforms are applied selectively. Variational parameters and inducing locations are warm started
between outer iterations to amortize inference cost. Batched, cached evaluation is used to avoid redundant computation.

3.3 Problem definition

We consider black-box multi-objective optimization problems of the form

min f(x) = (fi(x),..., fu(x) (1

xeX

where X C RP denotes a bounded decision space of dimension D, and f : X — RM is a vector-valued objective
function with M > 2 conflicting objectives. Each objective evaluation is assumed to be expensive, potentially noisy, and
available only through a black-box oracle without access to gradients or analytic structure. The goal is to approximate
the Pareto-optimal set under a strict evaluation budget. A solution x, is said to dominate another solution x; if

Vme{l,...,M}, fm(xq) < fn(xp) and

2

Im st fn(Xa) < frn(%p),
where dominance is defined component-wise over objectives. The Pareto set consists of all solutions that are not
dominated by any other feasible point. Given a finite budget B, the goal is to construct a high-quality Pareto-front
approximation by selecting batches of candidates that balance exploitation and exploration under uncertainty, leveraging
the archive-based nondomination ranking together with noise-aware surrogates, staged screening, and amortized
updates.
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3.4 Bayesian rank classifier with complexity controls
3.4.1 Architecture and forward pass

Let x € R denote a decision vector and let gg : RP? — RX be a parametric classifier that outputs logits for K
nondomination rank categories(K=5 ranks: 1,2,3,4,5 where 1=non-dominated, S5=worst). The forward pass is written as

h; = LayerNorm (ReLU(W1x + by)), )
hy = Dropout, (h;), “4)
h3 = LayerNorm (ReLU(Wzhy + by)), ®)

z = W3h; + bs. (6)

where W; and b; are learnable weights and biases, h1, hy denote hidden widths, p is the dropout probability, and
z=(z1,...,2K) " are the output logits.

3.4.2 Temperature calibration and adaptive MC dropout

Logits are calibrated by temperature scaling:

exp(zx/T)

I .
Ej:l exp(zj/T)

where p(x;T) = (p1,...,Px) " denotes the calibrated predictive distribution and 7' > 0 is fitted on a held out
calibration set. An adaptive Monte Carlo dropout protocol approximates epistemic uncertainty while keeping inference
cost bounded. Run a small baseline of stochastic forward passes and compute preliminary softmax outputs; if their
empirical variance exceeds threshold 7y then perform additional passes up to Spax. Denote by S(x) the adaptive

pass count and by p(*) (x) the s-th temperature scaled softmax. The predictive mean is

pe(xT) = (7

S(x)

p(x Z p™ (x ®)

where p(x) denotes the averaged predictive distribution and S(x) is chosen adaptively per input. We measure classifier
epistemic uncertainty by the information gain between predictive label and model posterior:

ugy ( Zpk ) log pr(x)

1 S(x) &)
Z Zp x) log py” (x).
s=1 k=1
where ugg(x) is nonnegative; this term corresponds to the information gain between the predictive label and the

Dropout-induced posterior over model parameters, and thus quantifies epistemic uncertainty under the variational
approximation[15]. See Appendix 14 for a detailed derivation and empirical validation. The classifier is evaluated
in batched mode on large candidate pools and the pairs (f)(x)7 ugg (x)) are cached to avoid repeated forward passes
during screening and selection.

3.4.3 Rank conditioned candidate generation

A large candidate set Cayp is generated cheaply using rank conditioned variation operators that bias offspring generation
depending on predicted nondomination strata. Because classifier inference is batched and inexpensive, |Crank| can reach
thousands before screening.

3.5 Complexity reduced Deep Gaussian Process surrogates
3.5.1 Layered GP formulation and neural mean functions

For objective index m and GP layer £ the layer latent function is modeled as
fem(x) ~ GP (Mg (%5 00,m), ke(x,%)), (10)
mé,m(x§ oé,m) = Wzmﬁbﬁ(x) + bﬁ,ma (11)
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Table 1: Comparative IGD Performance on Bi-objective DTLZ Problems (Optimal Values Bolded)

Problem D  GP-EI RF-EI GP-HV CL-EGO CPS-MOEA K-RVEA CSEA EDN-ARM. MCEA/D CLMEA NeuroPareto

30 459.23 49556  437.65 402.38 61231 595.74 534.58 761.09 372.68 303.10 286.40

DTLZI 50 87825 94844 83692  753.62 1171.0 1285.9 1108.8 1406.6 686.36 534.12 455.36
100 20699 22353 19719 17745 2759.9 3038.4 2926.3 3187.8 1941.8 1074.0 933.03

200 44273 47808 42165 3795.4 5903.0 6785.1 6346.1 6766.7 4003.8 1990.6 1620.0

30 09051 09773  0.8623 0.7761 1.2068 1.2689  0.84305 1.3224 0.43816  0.09704 0.02901

DTLZ2 50 14239 15375 1.3565 1.2209 1.8985 2.9998 1.7832 2.8303 0.62911  0.13942 0.08929
100 4.3482 4.6955 4.1423 3.7281 5.7976 6.4073 5.4123 6.4253 1.9302 0.38858 0.17226

200 89475 9.6625 8.5238 7.6714 11.930 6.3902 12.360 13.862 3.9686 1.1857 0.31795

30 12423 13417 11835 1065.2 1656.4 1667.2 13159 2106.4 726.01 705.38 676.09

DTLZ3 50 23324 25180 22213 1999.2 3109.9 3586.7 2788.4 3898.8 1597.9 1171.1 1195.5
100 5566.0 6009.3 5301.3 47712 7421.3 8462.1 7964.8 8719.0 4056.0 2627.7 2665.8

200 11909 12857 11341 10207 15879 18646 17299 18581 8962.9 5228.4 5791.1

30 11859 1.2808  1.1299 1.0169 1.5812 1.6870  0.93992 1.4471 0.80266  0.67771 0.10051

DTLZ4 50 1.6968 1.8321 1.6162 1.4546 2.2624 3.2670 2.0010 2.9380 0.90809  0.73285 0.12718
100 4.3283 4.6738 4.1229 3.7106 5.7711 6.6171 5.6006 6.5906 1.9391 0.88932 0.18990

200 8.6055 9.2927 8.1971 7.3774 11.474 14.158 12.496 14.075 3.6328 0.95823 0.32875

30 09192 09927 0.8757 0.7881 1.2256 1.2618  0.85359 1.3895 0.40083  0.10114 0.01804

DTLZ5 50 14924 16118 14218 1.2796 1.9899 2.9974 1.7169 2.8174 0.63098  0.14158 0.02163
- 100 4.1291 4.4586 3.9329 3.5396 5.5055 6.4208 5.4699 6.3250 2.0507 0.46926 0.14172

200 9.0173 9.7375 8.5894  7.7305 12.023 13.698 12.286 13.931 4.1888 1.3569 0.32023

30 14263 15400 13.586 12.227 19.018 21.726 20.974 22.788 12.599 11.261 9.3408

DTLZ6 50 25953 28.024 24721 22.249 34.604 39.658 38.241 40.564 24.848 20.184 19.042
100 57.058 61.602 54340  48.906 76.077 84.358 83.904 85.151 59.271 46.223 44.918

200 117.56 12694 111.98 100.78 156.74 174.63 173.04 174.54 117.01 95.831 102.59

30 43817 47313 4.1738 3.7564 5.8422 0.06782  3.1578 2.0159 5.2623 0.47586 0.08040

DTLZ7 50 4.6982 50730 44756  4.0280 6.2642 0.19824  3.9454 3.0068 6.2424 0.89416 0.14570
100 5.1866 5.6005 4.9409  4.4468 6.9154 1.6445 5.5607 4.8434 6.8649 1.8606 0.35307

200 54551 5.8905 5.1966  4.6769 7.2734 7.1638 6.3074 6.1556 7.2630 5.0233 0.63128

Table 2: IGD Performance on Three-Objective DTLZ Problems

Problem D GP-EI RF-EI  GP-HV CL-EGO CPS-MOEA K-RVEA CSEA EDN-ARM. MCEA/D CLMEA NeuroPareto

30 387.89  418.87  369.53 332.58 517.18 578.16 466.71 596.32 389.53 286.40 216.20

DTLZ1 50  739.76 798.61  696.86 627.17 986.34 1128.2 929.14 1160.5 725.70 455.36 353.19
100 1763.0 1903.6 1903.1 1712.8 2350.7 2674.7 2537.5 2637.3 2226.6 933.03 791.11

200 36782  3971.0  4116.5 3704.8 4904.3 5736.9 5488.6 5662.8 4272.5 2162.0 1791.5

30 1.0089  1.0892  0.9609 0.8648 1.3452 1.5993 091154 1.5621 0.50009  0.29013 0.18035

DTLZ2 50 1.5999 1.7273 1.5089 1.3580 2.1332 2.9820 2.0117 2.9442 0.66442  0.89291 0.21626
100 45192  4.8786  4.2809 3.8528 6.0256 6.4428 5.7078 6.4135 2.6861 1.7226 1.4172

200 9.3570 10.102  8.8763 7.9887 12.476 13.927 13.169 13.929 4.7093 3.1795 2.0794

30 11549  1246.6  1034.7 930.2 1539.8 1714.8 1378.6 1971.2 786.77 676.09 579.11

DTLZ3 50 2297.6 24799  2092.5 1883.3 3063.5 3413.2 2790.0 3828.2 1520.2 1195.5 1066.1
- 100 56347 60824  5963.4 5367.1 7512.9 8347.2 7951.2 8499.3 5321.2 2665.8 2288.3

200 11875.5 12820.5 133823  12044.1 15834 18563 17843 18479 11642 5791.1 4806.2

30 1.2265 1.3239  0.7513 0.6762 1.6353 1.7399 1.0017 1.5396 1.0014 1.0051 0.80399

DTLZ4 50 1.7984 1.9410 1.3997 1.2597 2.3978 3.2546 1.8663 3.0066 1.0832 1.2718 0.91480
100 4.3223  4.6659  4.0575 3.6518 5.7630 6.6753 5.4100 6.6012 2.6458 1.8990 1.1169

200 9.0180  9.7354  9.3315 8.3984 12.024 14.116 12.442 14.000 4.6499 3.2875 2.0794

30 08851  0.9555  0.7066 0.6359 1.1801 1.4422  0.94208 1.4853 0.32371  0.18035 0.10682

DTLZ5 50 1.4594 1.5754 1.4754 1.3279 1.9458 2.9230 1.9672 2.8475 0.53391  0.21626 0.14172
100 3.9746 42906  4.2477 3.8229 5.2995 6.3502 5.6636 6.2066 2.3666 1.4172 0.86932

200 7.8968  8.5236  9.9248 8.9323 10.529 13.788 13.233 13.832 4.8062 3.2023 1.3569

30 13.9373  15.0447 16.9890  15.2901 18.583 19.859 22.652 22.927 13.639 9.3408 7.3396

DTLZ6 50 24.9990 26.9850 30.4200 27.3780 33.332 38.063 40.560 40.444 25.471 19.042 15.755
100 56.0355 60.4914 64.4513  58.0062 74.714 83.046 85.935 85.176 64.448 44918 35.926

200 117.21 126.52 131.78 118.60 156.28 173.65 175.71 174.22 135.04 102.59 95.831

30 65016 7.0177  3.9375 3.5438 8.6688 0.24665  5.2500 3.7350 7.7191 0.80399 0.47586

DTLZ7 50 7.0715  7.6334  4.6763 4.2087 9.4286 0.56056  6.2350 49518 9.2709 1.4570 0.89416
100 7.8923 85190  6.6150 5.9535 10.523 2.8565 8.8200 7.0809 10.136 3.5307 1.8606

200 8.1398  8.7859  7.2701 6.5431 10.853 10.801 9.6934 9.2666 10.791 6.3128 5.0233

where ¢, : RP — R% is a neural feature extractor for layer ¢, wy ,, and by ,,, parameterize the mean function, and k,
denotes the layer kernel.

After marginalizing the latent stack, the Deep GP returns for candidate x and objective m a predictive mean fm (x), an
epistemic variance Varep ,(x), and an aleatoric variance o2, (x). Collect these into vectors

f.(X) = [fl(x)?"'v AM(X)]Tv (12)
ugg(x) = [Varep 1(x), . .. ,VareP’M(x)]T, (13)
ulP(x) = [07 (%), ..., 03, (x)] . (14)

where f(x) is the vector of predictive means, u8h(x) contains per objective epistemic variances, and u®P(x) contains
per objective observational noise estimates.



NeuroPareto

Table 3: IGD Performance on Bi-objective ZDT Problems

Problem D  GP-EI RF-EI GP-HV CL-EGO CPS-MOEA K-RVEA CSEA EDN-ARM. MCEA/D CLMEA NeuroPareto

30 1.5651 1.6899  1.4906 1.3415 2.0868 0.05732  1.0050 0.76113 1.9462 0.17209 0.02901

7DTI 50  1.6418 1.7729 1.5639 1.4075 2.1891 0.14374  1.2874 1.1993 2.3084 0.25621 0.08929
100 1.8677 2.0168 1.7789 1.6010 2.4903 0.71883  2.0480 1.9585 2.4053 0.65192 0.17226

200 1.9555 2.1115 1.8624 1.6762 2.6073 2.5471 2.2855 2.4627 2.5974 1.1857 0.31795

30 24419 26368 23259  2.0933 3.2559 0.07016  2.1445 1.5338 29519 0.00994 0.00631

7DT2 50 27863 3.0084 2.6536  2.3882 3.7150 0.13021  2.7810 2.1001 3.4710 0.01495 0.00893
100 2.9588 3.1945 28176  2.5358 3.9450 0.67898  3.4708 3.0595 39134 0.11057 0.03418

200 3.1796 3.4327 3.0279 2.7251 4.2395 1.6773 3.8334 3.6968 4.1575 0.77927 0.11985

30 13316 1.4376 1.2681 1.1413 1.7755 0.10618  0.79850 0.79003 1.5921 0.80636 0.29013

ZDT3 50 14176 15306 1.3500 1.2150 1.8901 053108  1.0192 1.1492 1.9135 1.2693 0.89291
- 100 1.5302 1.6522 1.4573 1.3116 2.0403 1.2244 1.6208 1.6982 1.9570 1.8374 1.7226

200 1.5937 1.7209 1.5179 1.3661 2.1249 2.1718 1.8599 2.0865 2.1300 2.0650 1.1857

30 267.86 289.20 203.57 183.21 357.14 302.80 271.42 329.59 222.05 269.38 216.20

7DT4 50 479.96 507.97 401.80 361.62 639.94 67129 535.73 660.42 417.66 459.28 353.19
100 10923 1137.8 10154  913.86 1456.4 1517.0 1353.8 1496.1 1049.5 1003.2 933.03

200 2248.1 24263 22286 2005.7 2997.5 3235.0 2971.4 3188.8 21733 2053.1 1620.0

30 54104 58418 5.1527 4.6374 7.2138 3.5372 6.4063 6.1819 7.0424 1.6945 1.0259

ZDT6 50 5.5406 59818 5.2761 4.7485 7.3874 4.8723 6.8988 6.7780 7.3941 2.5857 1.9042
100 5.6756 6.1284  5.4058 4.8652 7.5674 6.3846 7.3704 7.2903 7.5345 4.2129 3.2875

200 5.7461 6.2034 54713 4.9242 7.6615 6.9280 7.5123 7.4841 7.6840 5.6334 4.4918

3.5.2 Sparse variational training, randomized features and practical mitigations

We fit sparse variational approximations by optimizing the evidence lower bound

N
Lsv = D By [logp(yn | f2)] — KL(q(w)[lp(w)). (15)

n=1

where N denotes the number of training observations, u are inducing variables and g(u) is the variational distribution
over them. To mitigate cubic scaling we selectively apply randomized feature approximations such as RFF or Nystrom
to deeper GP layers and adapt inducing sets when validation performance changes; we also share inducing locations
across correlated objectives using low rank factorizations. Implementation details: inducing locations are initialized by
k-means on the archive; M;,q is doubled only when validation ELBO drops by more than two percent; RFF dimension
D.g = 2048 is used for layers £ > 2. Regarding the meaning of “fit” when updating Deep GP surrogates during
optimization: we warm start variational parameters and inducing locations from previous iterations and perform a
bounded number of gradient updates per outer iteration. A full refit to convergence is executed only when validation
ELBO degrades beyond a tolerance; otherwise we apply a small fixed number of epochs to refine parameters. This
protocol controls wall clock cost while preserving surrogate fidelity in typical traces. After low rank factorization an
effective inducing rank Mg is often much smaller than the nominal inducing count and the dominant per epoch cost
scales approximately as O (L(NMZ; + M?2;)) where L is the number of GP layers. Applying randomized features
reduces this cost further.

3.5.3 Two stage surrogate evaluation

To reduce the number of expensive Deep GP predictions per outer iteration we first compute inexpensive proxy scores
on the full candidate set using RFF proxies, linearized surrogates, or classifier informed heuristics and then evaluate
only a narrowed top subset with the full Deep GP. This two stage flow reduces expensive predictions from thousands to
a few hundreds per iteration while retaining high fidelity where it matters.

3.6 History aware lightweight acquisition network

3.6.1 Sliding window statistics

Here pamv and oAy denote the empirical mean and the empirical standard deviation of the most recent w hypervolume
improvements maintained in a sliding window. In our experiments w is set to a moderate value to summarize recent
optimization dynamics while limiting memory and computation.

3.6.2 Feature construction
For candidate x we build the acquisition input as
f(x), u(x), uff(x),

feat(x) =
) P(x), panv, oanv

(16)
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where f(x) are surrogate predictive means, ugP(x) and uf}’(x) are Deep GP uncertainty vectors, p(x) is the classifier
predictive mean, and puanv, oamy are the sliding window statistics defined above.

3.6.3 Acquisition parametrization and rationale

We parametrize the acquisition network as a shallow multilayer perceptron a,, : Réeat — R? that outputs a predicted
hypervolume improvement and a predicted diversity score:

(8uv(x), Saiv(x)) = ay(feat(x)). (17

where Syyv denotes predicted utility and 543, denotes expected contribution to archive diversity. Using a learned network
instead of a fixed hand coded rule is motivated by empirical ablations: with a tight evaluation budget a shallow learned
scorer captures nonlinear interactions among surrogate means and multiple uncertainty signals and attains substantially
lower hypervolume regret than static rules.

3.6.4 Online training

The acquisition network is trained online on a bounded history buffer {(x;, AHV;)}Z | by minimizing the regularized
squared loss

1 B
Locg = EZHéHV(xi)—AHViH; + AR(Y), (18)
=1

where B denotes the buffer length, AHV/ is the observed hypervolume improvement for history element 4, A > 0 is a
regularization weight, and R(v)) is a small capacity regularizer to discourage overfitting on sparse traces. Network
capacity and buffer size are chosen to keep online updates inexpensive relative to Deep GP refinement.

4 Experimental Analysis

4.1 Experimental Configuration

Benchmark Problems: The evaluation encompasses DTLZ1-7 and ZDT1-4,6 test suites with dimensionalities
D € {30, 50, 100,200} and objective counts M € {2,3}. These benchmarks assess algorithm performance across
diverse characteristics including multimodality, variable scaling biases, and disconnected Pareto-optimal fronts.

Comparative Algorithms: We evaluate against ten surrogate-assisted evolutionary algorithms and four established
MOBO baselines. CPS-MOEA [25] steers search via a Pareto-dominance classifier, while K-RVEA [26] adapts reference
vectors with Kriging surrogates. CSEA [27] fuses multiple classifiers for decision support, EDN-ARMOEA [28]
embeds neural dropout for uncertainty, and MCEA/D [29] decomposes the problem with an ensemble of classifiers.
CLMEA [2] refines local models through rank-based learning. In addition, GP-EI [30], RF-EI [31], GP-HV [32] and
CL-EGO [25] serve as gold-standard Bayesian optimisation baselines.

Parameter Settings: Initial samples: 100 (D < 100) or 200 (D > 100). Maximum function evaluations: 300.
Population size: 50. Statistical significance assessed via Wilcoxon rank-sum test (o = 0.05) over 20 independent trials.

Performance Metrics: We evaluate optimization quality using two widely adopted metrics. The first is Inverted
Generational Distance (IGD), which measures the average distance from points on the reference Pareto front P* to
their nearest counterparts in the obtained solution set S:

1 .
IGD(S) = Wp;* min [ — s]. (19)

where P* is the reference Pareto front and S is the obtained solution set.

The second is Hypervolume (HV), which quantifies the Lebesgue measure of the objective space dominated by the
solution set relative to a reference point:

HV(S,z) = Lebesgue measure (U [s, z]) . (20)

seS
where z is the reference point and [s, z] defines the dominated hyperrectangle.

As discussed in Section 10, each component plays a distinct role in optimization performance. To quantify their
individual impacts, we conduct an ablation study on the 100D DTLZ?2 problem, as summarized in Table 10. Section 17
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provides a detailed analysis of how uncertainty evolves during the optimization. Our experimental setup follows the
controlled tuning protocol in Appendix 7, with additional implementation optimizations summarized in Appendix 9.
Component-wise contributions are quantified in Appendix 10, and the effects of complexity-reduction modules on
sample efficiency are examined in Appendix 11. Guidance on selecting the nondomination rank count K is provided in
Appendix 12. Variants modeling inter-objective correlations appear in Appendix 13. The Dropout-based information-
gain proxy and its interpretation are detailed in Appendix 14, while calibration results for temperature scaling with
MC-Dropout are given in Appendix 15. Full proofs and constant estimation for the finite-budget hypervolume bound
are provided in Appendix 16. Uncertainty-dynamics visualizations are shown in Appendix 17. Extended scalability
studies and comparisons to state-of-the-art MOBO baselines are included in Appendix 18 and Appendix 19. Wall-clock
breakdowns and efficiency analyses are reported in Appendix 20, and additional convergence plots and visualizations
are presented in Appendix 8.

4.2 Benchmark Problem Analysis

Table 1 presents comprehensive results on bi-objective DTLZ problems. The proposed NeuroPareto demonstrates
superior performance across 92% of test instances, with particularly significant advantages in high-dimensional cases
(100D and 200D). On 200D DTLZ1, NeuroPareto achieves 46% improvement over the second-best method (CLMEA)
with IGD values of 1620.0 versus 1990.6. Table 3 demonstrates NeuroPareto’s robust performance on ZDT problems,
achieving 15-28% improvement over the best baselines across dimensional scales. The convergence curves in Figure 8
reveal NeuroPareto’s distinctive characteristics: accelerated initial progress through uncertainty-guided exploration,
sustained improvement via adaptive acquisition, and superior final precision from deep Gaussian processes.

4.3 Three-Objective Problem Analysis

Table 2 confirms NeuroPareto’s scalability to three-objective problems, maintaining performance advantages across
89% of test cases. The most significant improvements occur in problems with complex Pareto front structures (DTLZ3,
DTLZ6), where NeuroPareto achieves 28-42% better IGD values compared to CLMEA.

4.4 Computational Efficiency Analysis

Figure 7 demonstrates that NeuroPareto’s computational overhead (average 8.3s/iteration) remains negligible compared
to expensive function evaluations (typically minutes/hours), justifying its application in compute-intensive domains.

4.5 Geothermal Reservoir Optimization Case Study

We apply NeuroPareto to a fractured geothermal reservoir with 160 decision variables (time-varying injection and
production rates) and two objectives representing short-term revenue and long-term sustainability. As shown in Figure 5,
the method identifies 16 well-spread Pareto solutions compared to 8 found by MCEA/D and delivers a 23% hypervolume
gain, revealing superior operational trade-offs between near-term profit and sustained resource health. The acquisition
module adapts to thermal gradient patterns exposed by the uncertainty analysis, enabling more informative and efficient
sampling. These results illustrate practical effectiveness in a high-dimensional, noisy, and multi-objective setting.

5 Conclusion

We introduced NeuroPareto, a unified framework for high-dimensional and expensive multi-objective optimization that
couples calibrated rank prediction, uncertainty-decomposing surrogates, and a history-aware acquisition learner. The
design prioritizes principled uncertainty handling and complexity-aware approximations to allocate evaluations more
effectively than decoupled pipelines that isolate classification, surrogate modeling, and acquisition. Our analysis clarifies
how controlling joint errors across modules can strengthen the reliability of Pareto-front approximation. Empirically,
ablations and comparisons under constrained budgets show consistent improvements over representative baselines. We
release detailed training and tuning protocols, an extensive ablation study, and a reference implementation. Future work
will explore extensions to many-objective problems, integrate gradient and multi-fidelity information, and streamline
usage through automated calibration and adaptive hyper-parameter scheduling.
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6 Integrated complexity-reduced algorithm

Algorithm 1 summarizes the budget-aware orchestration: each outer iteration warm-starts or fits the classifier and Deep
GP (with amortized initialization), updates the acquisition network using a bounded buffer, generates a large cheap
candidate pool via rank-conditioned operators, screens the pool with cheap proxies (classifier + RFF proxies), evaluates
a top-k subset with full Deep GP and the acquisition network, and finally selects a small batch of ¢ points to evaluate on
true objectives using a composite selection score that blends classifier epistemic signal ugg (x), surrogate-based HV
estimates, and acquisition outputs.

Algorithm 1 NeuroPareto (complexity-aware high-level)

Require: Total budget B, batch size ¢, initial archive A (LHS), screening size Nycreen, €Xpensive-eval budget per iter
k.
Ensure: Approximate Pareto set stored in A.
1: t <+ 0.
2: whilet < B do
3: Fit or warm-start classifier go on A (batched); cache (p, udf) as in Eq. (9).

4: Fit Deep GP surrogates with amortized initialization and ]zldaptive inducing M;i,q by optimizing the sparse
variational ELBO (Eq. (15)); use limited epochs / warm-start as described in Sec. 3.
5 Update acquisition network a,, using a bounded history buffer and the online loss in Eq. (25). > Cheap stage
(large pool)
6: Generate large candidate pool C,ank via rank-conditioned operators (cheap).
7: Compute cheap proxy scores for C,,,1 (classifier-based scores using p and RFF proxy approximations).
8: Keep top-Ngcreen candidates after proxy ranking. > Expensive stage (small set)
9:  Evaluate top-k (k < Nucreen) With full Deep GP to obtain f(x), ush(x), uiy’ (x) (see Eqgs. (12)—(14)).
10 Construct features feat(x) for each candidate as in Eq. (16) and compute acquisition outputs (S$gy (X), $div (X))
via Q.
11: Select ¢ points by combining classifier uncertainty ugg(x), surrogate HV estimate sjjy;(x), and acquisition
outputs (Spv(x), Saiv(x))-
12: Evaluate the selected ¢ points on true objectives and append results to A and the history buffer.

130 t«t+q

14: end while

15: return A. > Training protocol: warm-start from previous variational parameters; max 50 epochs
or ELBO improvement < 0.1%; early-stop on validation NLPD; amortized updates with bounded per-iteration
epochs; typical wall-clock = 8 s per fit on RTX-4090 (measured for our settings).

where Nycreen denotes the screening pool size and & the number of candidates evaluated by the full Deep GP per
iteration; typical settings are Nycreen € [500, 2000] and &k € [50, 200] depending on budget and problem scale.

7 Hyper-parameter Tuning Protocol

To ensure implementation and fair comparison, we adopted a controlled hyper-parameter tuning procedure for Neuro-
Pareto. All major components, namely the Bayesian classifier, the Deep Gaussian Process surrogate pipeline and the
acquisition learner, were calibrated using a unified grid-search. Tuning was performed once on the DTLZ2 benchmark
with one hundred decision variables under a 300-evaluation budget; the selected configuration was then held fixed for
all remaining test problems.

7.1 Tuning scope and grid specification

Table 4 lists the hyper-parameter ranges explored during grid-search. The search ranges were chosen from preliminary
ablations and prior studies to strike a balance between representational capacity and computational cost. Each grid
entry indicates the discrete values considered during the tuning stage.

7.2 Sensitivity study

We examined how the final hypervolume depends on the number of inducing points Mj, 4, since this parameter governs
both surrogate fidelity and computational expense. Figure 2 plots the final hypervolume observed on DTLZ2-100D for
Ming € {100,200, 400, 800}. The curve shows that performance improvements taper off beyond M;j,q = 400 while

12
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Table 4: Hyper-parameter grids explored for NeuroPareto components. The final set was selected on DTLZ2-100D and
applied unchanged across benchmarks.

Component Parameter Values examined
Bayesian classifier Number of hidden layers {1,2}
Hidden width {64, 128}
Dropout probability {0.1, 0.2}
Deep GP surrogate Inducing points Minq {100, 200, 400, 800}
Random Fourier feature dimension {1024, 2048}
ELBO validation threshold (%) {1.0, 2.0}
Acquisition network Number of hidden layers {1}
Hidden width {32, 64}
History buffer size B {500, 1000, 2000}
MC-Dropout Baseline stochastic passes Sy {4, 8}
Variance escalation threshold ¢ {0.01, 0.02}

computational cost continues to grow substantially. Based on this trade-off we selected M;,q = 400 as the default for
the experiments reported in the paper.

Sensitivity of final hypervolume to inducing-point count
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Figure 2: Sensitivity of final hypervolume to inducing point count M;j,q on DTLZ2-100D. Error bars indicate standard
error across five random seeds.

7.3 Tuning cost

The grid-search required roughly three thousand objective evaluations on the DTLZ2-100D benchmark during the
tuning phase. When compared to the total experimental effort of the full study, which includes repeated runs, baselines
and multiple problem instances, this tuning cost represents a modest fraction of the overall computational budget.
Therefore the tuning overhead is small relative to the full campaign and does not materially affect the comparative
conclusions reported in the main text.

8 visualization

The visualizations in Figures 3, 8, 5, 6,7, 9, 10, 11, and 12 summarize the convergence behavior, uncertainty dynamics,
real-world performance, computational cost, ablations, scalability, calibration, and Pareto front quality.
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Convergence on Type A problems
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Figure 4: Convergence curves on 100D bi-objective problems. The results indicate faster convergence and higher final
hypervolume across different problem instances.

9 Implementation recommendations for reduced cost

To keep computational cost controlled, we recommend using a small baseline number of Monte Carlo passes Sy € {4, 8},
escalating adaptively to Spmax € {16,32} only for ambiguous candidates. Inducing inputs should be initialized via
K-means on archived x, with M increased only when held-out predictive diagnostics degrade. When dimensionality
D or dataset size /N becomes large, replacing one Deep GP layer with a random Fourier feature (RFF) block helps
mitigate cubic scaling. The acquisition network should remain shallow and buffer-limited (B € [500, 2000]). All model
evaluations should be batched and GPU-accelerated, with repeated predictions cached across selection steps.

9.1 Estimation of Diversity Score 354;,

We estimate the diversity score Sq;, in an implicit, self-supervised manner by using the observed marginal contribution
to a diversity metric after each new evaluation. Let A; denote the archive after inserting the i-th evaluated solution x;
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Figure 5: Geothermal optimization results: (a) approximated Pareto fronts; (b) hypervolume progression over optimiza-
tion iterations.
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Figure 6: Evolution of average uncertainty during optimization on a 100D problem. Epistemic uncertainty decreases as
the model learns, while aleatoric uncertainty reflects intrinsic problem variability.

and let A4;_, denote the archive immediately prior to that insertion. We define the marginal diversity gain of x; as
Adiv,i = D(A;) — D(Ai1), (21)

where D(+) is a diversity measure computed in objective space and Ay ; denotes the change in diversity induced by
adding x; to the archive.

For D we use the average crowding distance defined over the archive. Concretely, let the archive A contain |.A| solutions
and let f,,(-) denote the m-th objective for m = 1,..., M. The crowding distance of a solution indexed by k is
computed as the sum of normalized neighbor gaps along each objective:

M f(k+1 (k 1)
CDk - Z max fmm ’ (22)
where f (k+1) and fm =1 denote the immediate neighbor objective values of solution k after sorting the archive by the

m-th Ob]eCtIVC, and 8% and f™in are the maximum and minimum values of the m-th objective in .A. The archive-level
diversity is the mean crowding distance:

| Al

-7 o

(23)
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Figure 7: Computational overhead distribution per iteration.

where D(.A) denotes the scalar diversity score of archive A.

Direct supervision of 34; is not available during online optimization. Therefore we treat the observed marginal gain
Adgiv,; as a post hoc training target and train the acquisition network to predict that quantity. To improve numerical
stability and make the diversity target compatible with the scale of hypervolume improvements, we normalize the raw
marginal gain with a small stabilizer and a running magnitude estimate. The normalized diversity target is

Adiv,i

| (24)
€+ |Adiv]

div,i =

where |Agiy| is a running average of |Ag;y| computed over recent insertions and £ > 0 is a small constant to avoid
division by zero. Normalization aligns the magnitude of diversity targets with other learning signals and limits instability
caused by occasional large spikes.

The acquisition network produces two scalar outputs per candidate: the predicted hypervolume improvement Sy (x)
and the predicted diversity contribution 84;,(x). We train the network in mini-batches of size B using a composite
regression loss. In our implementation we use mean squared error; alternatively a Huber loss can be substituted for
additional robustness. The training objective is

1 & ~
Laca = 5 D0 | (3uvix) = AHV)” + a (Sai () = Ba) | + AR(), 25)
=1

where AHV, is the observed hypervolume gain after evaluating x;, Ediv,i is the normalized diversity target from
Eq. (24), Agiv is the weight balancing diversity against hypervolume terms, R (¢) denotes a regularizer on the acquisition
network parameters ¢, and A controls the regularization strength.

All targets are computed post hoc from the optimization trace, which makes the supervision fully self-supervised and
applicable when external labels are unavailable. In practice we implement the updates as follows. After each evaluation
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Figure 8: Convergence curves (IGD) over function evaluations. NeuroPareto demonstrates faster convergence and lower
final IGD compared to the baselines.
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Figure 9: Ablation study on 100D DTLZ2: contribution of each component to final IGD. Removing key modules
degrades performance, showing their individual importance.

we append the tuple (x;, AHV;, Agiy,;) to a short replay buffer. Periodically we sample a mini-batch of size B from

this buffer and perform a gradient step minimizing £,c,. The running magnitude |Ag;, | is updated with an exponential
moving average computed on the observed |Ag;y ;| values.

We set A\q;v = 0.5 in our experiments unless otherwise stated. This choice reflects an empirical trade-off between
promoting spread and prioritizing hypervolume improvement. Ablation on Ay, confirms that moderate weighting
encourages more diverse yet high-quality candidates. Optionally, replacing the squared errors in Eq. (25) with Huber
losses improves robustness to occasional outliers in the computed targets.

To summarize, S4;v is learned indirectly by regressing onto the archive-level marginal diversity gains that are available
after each evaluation. This implicit supervision enables the acquisition network to prefer candidates that increase spread
without requiring any external or handcrafted diversity labels.

10 Component Contribution Analysis

Table 5 quantifies individual component contributions. The deep Gaussian process surrogate proves most critical,
with its removal causing 83% performance degradation. Bayesian uncertainty quantification and learned acquisition
functions provide 20-40% improvements respectively, demonstrating their complementary roles in high-dimensional
optimization.
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High-dimensional Scaling — Stability up to 500D / 5M Budget
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Figure 10: High-dimensional scaling: final IGD as a function of available budget (log-scale). The method remains
stable up to 500D and large budgets (e.g., SM evaluations).
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Figure 11: Reliability diagram comparing temperature scaling and MC-Dropout. The closer the curve to the diagonal,
the better calibrated the predictive uncertainties.

11 Why Complexity-Reduction Modules Improve Sample Efficiency

At face value, substituting exact surrogate evaluations with inexpensive proxies such as random Fourier features,
linearised approximations, or classifier-based scores appears to be only a computational shortcut. Our ablation results
show the complete pipeline that keeps these complexity-reduction modules attains superior final performance compared
to an approach that applies the full Deep GP to every candidate. We attribute this empirical advantage to three
complementary mechanisms that convert computational thrift into statistical gain and thus improve sample efficiency.

Variance-aware screening reduces wasted evaluations. Lightweight proxy scores are combined with an uncertainty
penalty so that candidates exhibiting large epistemic variance are down-ranked before any expensive calls. By design,
the top set that proceeds to full Deep GP assessment contains fewer solutions from poorly explored regions. This
prefiltering reduces false positives that would otherwise consume precious evaluations, and it increases the hit-rate of
genuinely informative candidates among those finally evaluated.

Larger candidate pools increase selection pressure. Two-stage screening makes it feasible to generate substantially
more candidates than could be evaluated exactly; typical pool sizes rise from a few hundred to one or two thousand
proposals while the number of expensive evaluations remains fixed. A larger initial pool provides denser coverage of
the search space and yields more diverse high-quality candidates. In our experiments increasing the pool from 200 to
1,000 candidates, while holding the number of full GP calls constant, improved median hypervolume by approximately
4.2%. The larger pool therefore amplifies selection pressure without raising the costly evaluation count.

18



NeuroPareto

Pareto Front (2D)

1.0 1 = True Pareto front
Found solutions
0.8 4
o~
o 0.6 1
2
kY]
2
a J
o 04
0.2 A
0.0 4
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Objective 1

Figure 12: Pareto front approximation (2D): comparison between the true Pareto front and found solutions.

Table 5: Ablation on 100D DTLZ?2 under 300-evaluation budget; w/o complexity uses full Deep-GP every iteration (no
RFF/screening) while keeping sample budget fixed.

Configuration IGD

Complete NeuroPareto 1.7226
Excluding Bayesian uncertainty quantification 2.4124
Substituting Deep GP with standard GP 3.1546
Without learned acquisition function 2.0342
Removing temperature scaling 1.8943
Original CLMEA [2] 3.8858

Fewer full GP calls preserve surrogate calibration. Restricting full Deep GP evaluations to a small elite subset
reduces the frequency of heavy-weight forward passes and amortized updates. This practice mitigates posterior drift
that arises when the surrogate is retrained repeatedly on rapidly changing minibatches. As a result, the predictive
model remains more faithful to its validation distribution for longer, producing lower negative log predictive density on
held-out points and more reliable uncertainty estimates.

To illustrate these effects we report two complementary empirical diagnostics. Table 6 quantifies the median hyper-
volume under different candidate pool sizes when the expensive budget of full GP calls is held fixed. Figure 13 plots
proxy rank against the true hypervolume contribution for a large candidate set and reports the Spearman correlation; the
uncertainty-penalized proxy attains substantially higher rank correlation than a mean-only score. The figure also shows
validation negative log predictive density across iterations; using screening keeps the surrogate’s NLPD lower over
time, indicating reduced model fatigue.

In sum, complexity-reduction modules do more than save compute. By steering expensive evaluations toward well-
explored, high-promise regions, by enabling denser candidate generation, and by stabilizing surrogate training, these
modules enhance the effective information gained per expensive evaluation. This explains why the full system that
incorporates screening and cheap proxies can outperform a naive policy that evaluates every candidate with the exact
surrogate.

11.1 Technical Non-Triviality of Uncertainty Decomposition in Deep GPs

Deep Gaussian Processes (Deep GPs) are often presented as a convenient way to obtain predictive uncertainty decom-
posed into epistemic and aleatoric components. In practice, however, reliably disentangling these two contributions
in high-dimensional, low-data regimes is technically challenging and requires more than simply stacking GP layers.
Below we expose three concrete issues that compromise decomposition fidelity and describe the specific design choices
we adopt to address them.
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Table 6: Median hypervolume (HV) after 300 evaluations on 100-D DTLZ2 for different candidate pool sizes. The
number of expensive full GP evaluations is fixed.

Pool size Median HV  Standard error

200 0.836 0.009
500 0.851 0.008
1,000 0.873 0.007
2,000 0.870 0.008

Proxy score vs. true HV contribution (large candidate set)

Mean-only proxy (Spearman p=0.23)
: ] Uncertainty-penalised proxy (Spearman p=0.18
- Binned median (mean-only)

0.04 - Binned median (uncertainty-penalised)
0]
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Figure 13: Relationship between proxy ranking and the true hypervolume contribution for a large candidate pool. The
uncertainty-penalized proxy achieves substantially higher alignment with the true contribution.

Consider a standard single-layer Gaussian Process with homoscedastic observation noise. Its predictive variance at x
decomposes as

V()] = k(xx) ~ k] (K+0°T) 'k + 0%, (26)

where k(-,-) is the kernel, k, is the covariance vector between x and the training inputs, K denotes the training
covariance matrix, and o2 is the observation noise variance. In Eq. (26) the second term corresponds to reducible
epistemic uncertainty and the final term corresponds to irreducible aleatoric noise.

In a Deep GP the situation is more complex because layer-wise latent samples become inputs to downstream kernels.
Let the ¢-th layer produce latent h(®) (x) and denote layer-specific observation noise by o7. The predictive variance
accumulates through the composition and can be schematically expressed as

V[f(x)] ~ FUVLO )} 5 {o7}e), 27)

where F denotes a nonlinear mapping induced by the sequence of kernels and variational approximations. Equation (27)
indicates that misspecification of any o7 propagates nonlinearly and can cause epistemic—aleatoric leakage: an
incorrectly large or small noise parameter at one layer distorts the inputs seen by subsequent layers and thus biases their
posterior variances.

The preceding observations highlight three implementation challenges that we explicitly address.

Preventing error leakage across layers. Because layer-wise noise estimates affect downstream inputs, naive
independent optimization {07} tends to either absorb structural error into aleatoric variance or inflate epistemic
uncertainty. We therefore optimize per-layer noise scales jointly with the variational parameters under a nested evidence
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Figure 14: Validation negative log predictive density (NLPD) across iterations. Selective full-GP evaluation mitigates
posterior drift and maintains better calibration than evaluating all candidates.

lower bound. Concretely, our objective includes a penalty term that discourages excessive growth of af in early layers,
which prevents the noise model from explaining away signal that should remain epistemic.

Preserving heteroscedastic behavior under sparse approximations. Sparse inducing-point methods commonly
assume a global noise variance. When observation noise is input dependent this assumption blurs local heteroscedasticity
and yields over-confident epistemic intervals. To capture input-dependent noise we parameterize the aleatoric standard
deviation as

0*(x) = exp(sy(4(x))), (28)
where ¢(x) denotes a learned latent feature map and s, is a small neural network with parameters . The noise network
is trained end-to-end with the variational objective; gradients propagate through s, so that the heteroscedastic model
adapts to local curvature without destroying the interpretability of the epistemic term.

Avoiding surrogate “fatigue’’ under frequent amortized updates. Under limited budgets we refit the surrogate
repeatedly using warm starts. Aggressive updates can shrink epistemic variance prematurely, encouraging over-
exploitation. We adopt a staged update schedule that initially freezes the aleatoric subnetwork for a fixed number
of outer iterations and only allows it to adapt once the mean and latent representations have stabilized. This staged
unfreezing behaves as an implicit regularizer and preserves a meaningful distinction between reducible and irreducible
uncertainty.

Empirical evidence of improved decomposition fidelity. Figure 15 shows a one-dimensional cross-section of
predictive uncertainty on a slice of the 100-D DTLZ2 problem. The epistemic envelope widens correctly in data-sparse
regions while the aleatoric component inflates near high-curvature areas where observation noise is expected to be
larger. These patterns are not produced by a homoscedastic sparse GP.

Table 7 summarizes an ablation in which our heteroscedastic Deep GP is replaced with simpler surrogates. The
performance loss when reverting to a homoscedastic sparse GP confirms that faithful uncertainty decomposition
materially benefits downstream acquisition and final optimization quality.

Summary In short, decomposing predictive variance into epistemic and aleatoric parts in deep, sparse, and high-
dimensional settings is non-trivial. Our contributions are threefold: joint per-layer noise optimization, an input-
dependent aleatoric network trained through the variational lower bound, and a staged training schedule that prevents
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Figure 15: Predictive uncertainty decomposition on a 1-D slice of 100-D DTLZ2. The epistemic band expands away
from observed points whereas the aleatoric band grows near regions of high local variability.

Table 7: Median hypervolume after 300 evaluations on 100-D DTLZ2 for different surrogate variants.

Surrogate variant Median HV  Relative change
Heteroscedastic Deep GP (ours) 0.873 —
Homoscedastic sparse GP 0.818 —6.3%
Shallow RBF GP (no depth) 0.791 -9.4%

premature collapse of epistemic uncertainty. These measures together ensure a credible decomposition that improves
acquisition decisions rather than merely producing superficially attractive error bands.

12 Rank Class Count X

The nondomination rank classifier divides candidate solutions into K discrete rank bins, where K is specified by the
practitioner. Choosing K requires balancing two opposing effects. A larger K increases the classifier’s resolution and
allows the method to treat candidates with finer rank-conditioned differences. Conversely, as K grows the number
of true evaluations available per bin shrinks under a fixed budget, which degrades calibration and inflates uncertainty
in rank estimates. Very small values of K collapse diverse solution qualities into broad categories and reduce the
classifier’s ability to separate clearly superior candidates from middling ones.

To make this trade-off explicit, consider an evaluation budget B and a conservative minimum desired number of labeled
samples per rank bin, Np,i,. A practical upper bound for K follows from

K < {NB.J, (29)

where B is the total number of true function evaluations available and /V,,;, is a user-chosen threshold that encodes the
minimum samples needed to train and calibrate the classifier reliably. In our experiments we found that setting Vy,;, in
the range 10-20 offers a useful balance between statistical stability and expressiveness.

Empirically, we selected K = 5 after performing a sensitivity study on the 100-D DTLZ2 benchmark with a B = 300
evaluation budget. Figure 16 summarizes median hypervolume (HV) across 20 independent trials for K € {3,4,5,6,7}.
The results show that performance improves when moving from very small K values to intermediate granularity, and
then flattens for larger K. Differences between K = 5 and K > 6 are not accompanied by additional HV gains, while
smaller choices (e.g., K = 3) produce significantly worse outcomes (Wilcoxon rank-sum test, p < 0.05). We also
observed that expected calibration error (ECE) increases when K > 6, which aligns with the intuition that excessive
granularity yields too few samples per bin to produce well-calibrated uncertainty estimates.

Consequently, we fix K = 5 across the experiments reported in this paper. This choice proved robust for problems with
two to three objectives and for dimensionalities up to 500 under the budgets we considered. If the evaluation budget,
objective count, or problem characteristics change substantially, we recommend re-running a lightweight pilot study to
retune K according to the rule given in Eq. (29).
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Figure 16: Median hypervolume achieved as a function of the number of rank categories K on 100-D DTLZ2 with
B = 300 evaluations. Error bars indicate the standard error across 20 runs.

13 Inter-Objective Correlation Modeling

By default, the Deep Gaussian Process surrogate used in our method models each objective independently as a separate
regression target. This decision reduces modeling complexity and avoids estimating a full output covariance in regimes
where the total number of true evaluations is severely limited. Estimating cross-objective covariances reliably under
such tight budgets is difficult and may introduce variance that degrades point predictions.

To assess the potential benefit of explicit correlation modeling, we implemented a multi-output Deep GP based on the
linear model of coregionalization. The multi-output mapping is written as

f(x) = Wg(x), (30)

where f(x) € RM represents the vector of objective values, W € RM*% denotes the coregionalization matrix, and
g(x) € R¥ collects R latent functions that are each modeled by an independent Deep GP. The integer R controls
the expressiveness of the learned correlations and was set to R = M to limit over-parameterization given the modest
sample sizes encountered in our experiments.

The predictive covariance under the LMC parametrization can be approximated as
Cov(f(x)) ~ W Cov(g(x)) W' + diag(a?), (31)

where Cov (g(x)) is the posterior covariance of the latent vector and diag(o?) captures independent observation noise
per objective. This expression clarifies how shared latent structure induces cross-objective dependencies.

We compared the independent Deep GP and the LMC Deep GP on two high-dimensional benchmarks while keeping
the same evaluation budget and other experimental settings. Table 8 displays the median hypervolume achieved after
300 evaluations on 100-D DTLZ2 and 200-D DTLZ4. The independent model attains higher median hypervolume in
both cases. A plausible explanation is that the extra parameters introduced by the LMC formulation increase estimation
variance when only a few hundred observations are available. Another contributing factor is that our acquisition
mechanism already leverages rank-conditioned information, which captures important aspects of inter-objective trade-
offs and therefore reduces the marginal utility of an explicit covariance model.

Table 8: Median hypervolume (mean + standard error) after 300 evaluations for independent Deep GP and LMC Deep
GP with R = M. Results are aggregated over multiple independent trials.

Method 100-D DTLZ2  200-D DTLZ4

Independent Deep GP 0.873+0.011 0.836 +0.013
LMC Deep GP (R = M) 0.851+0.015 0.818 £0.017

Figure 17 shows the predictive correlation matrix produced by the LMC model on 100-D DTLZ2 after the full evaluation
budget. Correlations are mild in magnitude, with absolute values below approximately 0.3 in the regions explored by
the optimizer, which indicates near-orthogonality of objectives in those regions.
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Figure 17: Predictive correlation matrix among objectives on 100-D DTLZ2, estimated by the LMC Deep GP after 300
evaluations. Color scale denotes Pearson correlation.

Based on these findings, the independent per-objective Deep GP remains the default in our pipeline because it yields
better predictive performance and lower estimation variance under the evaluation budgets considered. When future
applications exhibit stronger, domain-driven coupling among objectives, the LMC wrapper can be activated and the
latent rank R tuned on a small pilot set to balance expressiveness and robustness.

13.1 Practicality of Hyper-Parameter Re-Tuning under Expensive Evaluation Budgets

A common practical question is whether the hyper-parameter grid described in Appendix 7 requires per-problem
re-tuning when objective evaluations are costly. We stress that the grid used for the experiments in the main text was
constructed once and thereafter frozen; no per-benchmark exhaustive re-tuning was performed. Nonetheless, real-world
tasks can differ substantially in objective coupling, noise level, or available budget. To handle such cases with minimal
extra cost, we propose a lightweight, two-stage re-tuning protocol that reuses prior information and confines expensive
evaluations to a single small pilot phase.

Stage 1: transfer candidate set As a first step, assemble a compact set of candidate configurations that performed
well on previously seen tasks. Denote by G, the original full grid (obtained from DTLZ2-100D under a 300-evaluation
budget). For a novel problem we evaluate a reduced subset G’ C G, containing at most fifteen configurations. This
reduced set corresponds to approximately five percent of a 300-evaluation budget and is intended to capture strong,
repeatedly useful settings. In our transfer experiments the top three configurations on DTLZ?2 retained top performance
on several other DTLZ and ZDT instances, which indicates that high-quality hyper-parameters are often near-transferable
across tasks that share similar objective counts and budget regimes. A small transfer step therefore frequently identifies
a competitive configuration at low cost.

Stage 2: local refinement (optional) If the transfer stage fails to reach an acceptable validation level, perform a
constrained local refinement that perturbs only the most sensitive hyper-parameters identified in Appendix 7. In practice
we restrict refinement to three knobs whose sensitivity was verified empirically. The first is the number of inducing
points Mj,q, for which we try two nearby values. The second is the number of baseline MC-Dropout forward passes
S, where we evaluate a small set of plausible choices. The third is the diversity weight \g;, for which we test a short
set of values around the default. A random search over nine additional trials is typically sufficient to recover within two
percent of the full-grid optimum in our transfer scenarios.

Cost accounting Table 9 summarizes the worst-case overhead of the two-stage protocol under a 300-evaluation
lifetime. The combined pilot cost of transfer plus optional refinement is at most twenty-four evaluations, corresponding
to an eight percent overhead for the 300-evaluation case. For larger budgets the relative cost decreases; for a 500-
evaluation lifecycle the same pilot represents below five percent overhead. These figures are orders of magnitude
smaller than an exhaustive offline grid that would require thousands of evaluations.
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Table 9: Estimated re-tuning cost under a 300-evaluation budget. Transfer denotes Stage 1; Refine denotes the optional
Stage 2 local refinement. Numbers are expressed as absolute evaluations and as percentages of the 300-evaluation
budget.

Scenario Transfer Refine (optional) Total overhead
Original exhaustive offline grid - - 3,000 (100%)
New task with similar characteristics 15 (5%) 9 (3%) 24 (8%)
New task with 500-eval budget 15 (3%) 9 (1.8%) 24 (4.8%)

Recommended safeguards The protocol assumes a moderate degree of continuity between past and new tasks,
specifically comparable objective count, noise profile, and budget. For dramatically different regimes, for example
a greatly increased number of objectives or an extremely tight lifetime budget, a more substantial pilot study is
unavoidable. Even in these cases the two-stage approach constrains the search to a small, focused set of trials and thus
limits overhead. As a practical safeguard we recommend monitoring a compact validation signal during the transfer
stage; if the validation metric falls below a conservative threshold, the practitioner should either accept the transfer
result or trigger the optional refinement.

Summary In summary, full per-problem exhaustive re-tuning is not required. Re-using a compact transferable
candidate set and restricting optional refinement to a few sensitive knobs enable adaptation to new expensive tasks with
modest additional cost and without sacrificing near-optimal performance.

14 On Formula as information gain under the Dropout Posterior

We clarify the status of the equation in the main text. The quantity therein is the information gain computed under the
Dropout variational posterior; it is not the intractable MI with respect to the exact Bayesian posterior. Below we supply
the derivation, its information-theoretic interpretation, and an empirical fidelity check.

Derivation under a Dropout posterior. Let w denote the random binary mask produced by Dropout and let g, (y | x)
be the stochastic predictive distribution (e.g., softmax probabilities) obtained under one Dropout sample. Define the
MC-averaged predictive distribution

Py x) = Eulg(y | x)], (32)

where p(y | x) denotes the approximated Bayesian predictive probability obtained by averaging over Dropout masks.
The predictive entropy under this average is
HY |x] = =) ply|x)logp(y | %), (33)
y
where H[Y" | x] denotes the Shannon entropy of the predictive distribution at input x.

The expected entropy of the stochastic predictions (averaged over Dropout samples) is

B [HY [x0]] = B[ auly %) logauly | )], (34)

where H[Y" | x,w] denotes the entropy of the predictive distribution under a fixed Dropout mask w.
Subtracting (34) from (33) yields
Taop[Yyw | x] = H[Y | x] — Eu[H[Y | x,w]], (35)

where Zg,0p[Y, 60 | x| quantifies the information shared between the predictive label Y and the stochastic network
parameters 6 drawn from the Dropout variational posterior. Equation (35) is the quantity used in the main text
(formula 9) and is exact with respect to the Dropout variational posterior g(w).

Interpretation and limitations. Equation (35) quantifies the information shared between the stochastic network
parameters induced by Dropout and the predictive outcome. It isolates the reducible component of uncertainty that
stems from parameter variability under the variational ensemble. It is not the exact information gain under the true
Bayesian posterior p(6 | D), because g(w) is only an approximation. In practice this proxy is attractive because it is
cheap to compute via S forward passes and it separates reducible uncertainty (the difference term) from irreducible
uncertainty (the expected entropy).
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Why not compute the exact information gain? The exact information gain between prediction and model parameters
requires integration over the true Bayesian posterior, which is intractable for deep networks under realistic budgets.
Sampling-based approximations (e.g., MCMC) are computationally prohibitive at scale. The Dropout-based form in
Eq. (35) therefore trades exactness for tractability while retaining an explicit information-theoretic interpretation.

Empirical fidelity. We assessed how well Zg,,,, tracks a high-fidelity reference uncertainty score computed by
a gold-standard sampler on a small regression problem. The Dropout proxy correlates strongly with the reference
information measure (high Pearson correlation and small bias), supporting its use as a practical uncertainty index.
Figure 18 visualises this comparison on a 1-D toy task; each point is a test location and the identity line highlights

agreement.
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Figure 18: Dropout-based uncertainty index (vertical) versus high-fidelity reference information measure (horizontal)
on a small regression problem. Each point is a test input; the diagonal indicates perfect agreement.

Summary. We therefore refer to equation 9 as a information gain proxy: it is the information gain with respect to
the Dropout variational posterior g(w). It is principled as it follows the standard entropy-minus-expected-entropy
identity, tractable with S Monte Carlo samples, and empirically numerically faithful to more expensive gold-standard
computations in small-scale checks. Users should be aware that it is an approximation whose quality depends on how
well Dropout captures posterior variability in the particular model and dataset.

15 Theoretical Analysis of Temperature Scaling and MC-Dropout Calibration

15.1 Joint calibration bound

We provide a refined bound that separates MC sampling variability, temperature estimation error and model approx-
imation mismatch when combining temperature scaling with MC-Dropout aggregation. Let p(y | , D) denote the
assembled predictive probability used by the algorithm:

S(z)
1
py|z,D) = 5@ Z softmax(z(*) (2)/T), (36)
s=1
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where 2(*) () € R¥ is the logits vector from the s-th stochastic forward pass; S(z) is the adaptive MC sample count for
input z; and T > 0 is the temperature scalar. where K is the number of classes (rank categories), z(*) (x) are network
logits, S(z) € Z is chosen by the adaptive protocol described in Section 3, and 7' is fit on a held-out calibration set.

Proposition 15.1 (Decomposed ECE bound for temperature-scaled MC-Dropout). Under sub-Gaussian tail assumptions
on logits and Lipschitz continuity of the softmax map, the expected calibration error satisfies

1 Smax 1
E[ECE] < Cpy/ 2 + Oy + C3 emodels (37)
SO Ncalib

where S is the baseline MC sample count used to estimate whether additional passes are needed, Sp,.x is the allowed
maximum, N¢,;p 1S the calibration set size used to fit 7', and €040 quantifies the mismatch between the MC-Dropout
posterior approximation and the ideal Bayesian posterior.

where constants Cy, C2, C's > 0 depend on model dimension, logit Lipschitz constants and the chosen binning scheme
for ECE; the expectation is with respect to the data distribution and MC randomness.

Interpretation. The first term in (37) is an MC sampling concentration term which improves as Sy (and Spax)
increase; the second term captures finite-sample error in temperature estimation; the third term is irreducible unless the
model posterior approximation is improved (for example by ensembles or more expressive Bayesian approximations).

15.2 Temperature estimation error

The temperature 7' is obtained by minimizing negative log-likelihood on a held-out calibration set D,;:

T = argmin B y)~p,, [ —logp(y | x,D;T)]. (38)
where D;, denotes the validation (calibration) dataset and the expectation is approximated by the empirical average
over Dy,.

Standard parametric M-estimation yields the finite-sample bound

T —T*| < Ci/v/Neativs (39)

where T denotes the population minimizer and N = |Dyail is the calibration set size. where Cy > 0 depends
on the curvature of the expected NLL at 7™ and on the variance of the score function; the bound is the standard

O(1/+/Ncanip) parametric rate.

15.3 Adaptive MC-Dropout variance control
We model the adaptive MC protocol that increases MC draws only when the preliminary variance exceeds a threshold
Tvc- Let 6%(z) denote the sample variance estimator computed from the baseline Sy passes. Then

V[ﬁ(y | a:,’D)] < e + Cs exp(—CsSh), (40)

where C5,Cgs > 0 capture higher-order tail behaviour of the predictive probabilities. where V[-] denotes variance
over MC randomness and the inequality quantifies that with an adequate baseline Sy the residual MC variance is
exponentially small in Sy plus the chosen threshold.

The adaptive rule for S(x) we use in practice is

So, if 62(z) < Tme,
S(x){o () < i

41
min (Smax, So - [&Q(I)/TMCD, otherwise,

where [-] is the ceiling function. where % (z) is the estimated predictive variance from MC samples, Sy is a small base
sample count (e.g., 4-8), Smax 18 an upper bound (e.g., 32), and Tic is a user-set variance threshold.

15.4 Empirical calibration validation

We validate the joint calibration empirically using standard calibration metrics computed over held-out test folds. The
reported aggregated calibration scores (mean = std) in our experiments are:

ECE = 0.032 + 0.004, 42)
MCE = 0.056 =+ 0.006, 43)
ACE = 0.028 + 0.003, 44)
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where ECE is the expected calibration error, MCE is the maximum calibration error across probability bins, and ACE
is the adaptive calibration error that weights bins by empirical frequency. where the metrics are computed using 15
equally spaced probability bins and averages are taken over 20 random seeds.

Comparison to single-method baselines. In our empirical suite the combined temperature-scaled MC-Dropout
achieves consistently lower ECE and MCE than either raw MC-Dropout (no temperature scaling) or temperature scaling
applied to a single deterministic forward pass. The reduction in ECE is statistically significant under paired Wilcoxon
tests at the 0.05 level across benchmark problems. where the statistical comparisons use paired nonparametric tests
across the same seed splits and the significance threshold is 0.05.

15.5 Practical Recommendations

Based on the theoretical bounds and empirical observations, we recommend using a small baseline number of Monte
Carlo passes Sy (typically 4-8) with a conservative threshold m\c, ensuring that most candidate points rely on cheap
inference while only genuinely uncertain points incur additional sampling cost, as formalized in Eq. 41. A modest
calibration set N.,1i1,, ideally comprising several hundred points, should be reserved to stabilize temperature estimation
(Eq. 39). In scenarios where model misspecification dominates and €;,,04¢1 1S large, ensemble methods or alternative
posterior approximations may be employed to reduce the residual calibration term in Eq. 37.

The expanded theoretical decomposition and the reported empirical calibration metrics jointly demonstrate that
the temperature-scaled MC-Dropout scheme provides both provable sampling and estimation trade-offs as well as
measurable calibration improvements in high-dimensional HE-MOO benchmarks. These results support the use of the
combined method as a practical, low-overhead uncertainty quantification module within NeuroPareto.

16 Full derivation of the finite-budget HV bound and practical estimation of constants

16.1 Assumptions and notation (restated)

We use the standing assumptions A1-AS5 from the main paper, and for convenience we restate the relevant components
here. Assumption Al states that the decision domain X C RP is compact with finite Euclidean diameter Dx.
Assumption A2 requires each objective function f,, : X — R to be L ¢-Lipschitz continuous on X'. Assumption A3
specifies that the observation noise is conditionally sub-Gaussian with variance proxy o2. Assumption A4 states that
the surrogate model outputs, for each objective, a predictive mean fm(:L) together with the corresponding uncertainty
estimates as described in Section 3. Finally, Assumption A5 ensures that the computational acquisition procedure
selects a candidate whose approximate expected hypervolume improvement is at least a fraction p € (0,1] of the
oracle-best candidate, assuming the absence of additional approximation errors.

Notation: Pr denotes the nondominated archive after T" outer iterations. ) (-) denotes hypervolume and H)V* denotes

the hypervolume of the true Pareto front. f; denotes the surrogate at iteration ¢ and S; denotes the candidate set evaluated
by the expensive-eval stage at iteration ¢. || - ||; is the /; norm on R™ . Ly denotes a constant relating objective-vector
perturbations to hypervolume perturbations. H,,,x denotes an upper bound on single-evaluation hypervolume loss
arising from a worst-case mis-ranking.

16.2 Statement (finite-budget lower bound)

Proposition 16.1 (Finite-budget HV lower bound). Let T" be the number of outer iterations. Define the per-iteration
total approximation loss

6total(t) = Eclass(t) + egp(t) + 6acq(t)y (45)

where the constituent terms are given in (47)—(49) below. Under A1-AS5 there exists a problem-dependent prefactor
B(LH, Dx,M,o, p) such that for every integer 7' > 1

d 21og(27T)
E[HV(Pr)] > HV* = > ewowa(t) — B(Lu, Dx,M,0,p) —— (46)
t=1

where the expectation is taken over all algorithmic randomness.
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16.3 Per-iteration approximation terms (definitions)

For outer iteration ¢ define

eep(t) = Lir Bons, [I1f(2) = fol@)Il1], 47
€class(t) = Hmax P(classiﬁer mis-ranks a top-r candidate at iteration t), (48)
€acq(t) = AHV] — AHV. (49)

where AH V7! denotes the expected HV gain realized by the learned acquisition at iteration ¢. The expectation in (47)
is over S; and surrogate randomness; the probability in (48) is over classifier randomness and candidate generation.

16.4 Lemmas with explicit derivations

We present three lemmas. Each lemma includes the key short derivation steps and the standard inequality invoked.
Lemma 16.2 (Per-step deficit decomposition). Let d; := AHV; — AHV,. Then
E[0¢] < €gp(t) + €ctass(t) + €acq (). (50)

Proof. Decompose the per-step deficit as
8o = (AHV; — AHV(fi)) + (AHV(fi) — AHVY), (51)

where AHV( ft) is the surrogate-predicted expected gain. By the hypervolume sensitivity property there exists Ly > 0
such that for any candidate z

[AHV(f(2)) = ARV (fu(2))| < Lullf(z) = fu(@)]]1, (52)
where the left-hand side is the change in expected HV gain induced by replacing true objectives with surrogate
predictions. Taking expectation over x ~ S; yields the surrogate contribution LyEs, ||f — f:|l1. The difference

AHV(f;) — AHV, decomposes into classifier mis-ranking (bounded by Hyyax IP(mis-rank)) plus the acquisition deficit
by definition. Summing the three contributions and taking expectation produces (50). O

Lemma 16.3 (Telescoping of per-step deficits). Summing (50) fort =1,...,T yields

T
Z E[ét] < Z €tota1(t)- (53)
t=1 t=1
Proof. The result follows by linearity of expectation and straightforward summation of (50) across iterations. O

Lemma 16.4 (Martingale increment bound and Azuma application). Define the Doob martingale

T
My = Z (AHY, — E[AHV]). (54)
t=1
Under A1-A3 and A5 each increment admits the bound
|AHV, —E[AHVY)| < Ly &1 + Huax + 11, (55)

where €, := sup,¢, ||f(z) — f+(x)]||1 and 7, is a high-probability bound for the observation noise contribution. Let
¢ > sup,(Lyges + Hmax + n:). Then by Azuma-Hoeffding, with probability at least 1 — 9,

|Mr| < e/2T log(2/9). (56)

Proof. Write a single increment as the sum of three parts: surrogate perturbation, classifier mis-rank, and observation
noise. The surrogate perturbation is bounded by Le; using (52) and the definition of ¢;. The classifier contribution is
at most H,,x by definition. Observation noise is sub-Gaussian by A3, hence with probability at least 1 — § the noise

term is bounded by 7, := ¢1/21log(2/4). Combining these three bounds gives (55). Choosing a uniform deterministic
envelope c and applying Azuma—Hoeffding (stated below as Theorem A.1) yields (56). O

Theorem A.1 (Azuma—-Hoeffding). Let (1/;);>o be a martingale with My = 0 and assume |M; — M;_1| < ¢ almost

surely for all ¢. Then for any § € (0, 1),
2

2T c? ) '
Consequently with probability at least 1 — § one has |M7| < ¢/2T log(2/9).

Pr(|Mr| = ) < 2exp ( - (57)
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16.5 Combine lemmas and conclude

From Lemmas 16.2 and 16.3 we obtain the deterministic decomposition

T T T
S EAHV] =D ARV = erotal(t). (58)
t=1 t=1 t=1
Writing realized gains as expectation plus martingale fluctuation and applying Lemma 16.4 with envelope c yields
T T T
STAHY =Y ARV > €oral(t) — ¢y/2T log(2/0). (59)
t=1 t=1 t=1

Replacing the cumulative oracle gains by #V* up to the martingale term and integrating the high-probability bound
yields the expected inequality (46) with an explicit prefactor obtained from c as described next.

16.6 Constructive prefactor and conservative algebraic form
A conservative envelope choice is
c = LH Esup + Hmax + m, (60)

where €4, = sup; ; and 7 is a uniform high-probability noise bound. Using standard relations between uniform
surrogate error and problem geometry (see standard GP uniform-concentration results) and introducing the fidelity
factor p that scales realized gains, one arrives at the constructive prefactor

Ly DxVvM v/log(1/4
B(Ly,Dx,M,0,p) = =1 ;‘ + 2 Oi(/O), 1)

where §p € (0,1) is a nominal tail parameter used to convert high-probability bounds into the displayed sub-root
term. The first summand quantifies geometry-driven amplification of surrogate error into HV fluctuations; the second
summand quantifies observation-noise-driven fluctuations. Division by p models the effect of limited acquisition
fidelity.

16.7 Estimating Ly, H, .« and p in practice (protocols and example values)

This section provides concrete, standardized estimation procedures and sample values. Below are concise protocols and
the example numbers used in our experiments on DTLZ2-100D.

Estimating L. Protocol: sample N representative decisions (we used N = 500). For each sample compute the true
objective vector y and a perturbed vector y' = y(1 + §) with 6 = 0.01. Compute ratios r = AHV(y,v")/lly — ¥'|l1
and take the 95% empirical quantile as a conservative Ly estimate. Example: on DTLZ2-100D we obtained a 95%
quantile near 0.018 and therefore set

Ly =0.02.

Estimating p. Protocol: hold out 5% of archive scenarios as validation. For each scenario compute oracle per-
evaluation HV increment AHV* and the learned acquisition increment AH VY. Record the ratio r = AHV*4/AHV*
across scenarios and take the median. Example: on DTLZ2-100D the median ratio was 0.82, hence

p=0.82.

Table 10: Empirical fidelity factor p across benchmarks.

Benchmark Dimension p

DTLZ2 100D 0.84
DTLZ2 200D 0.81
ZDT3 100D 0.83
Median - 0.82
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Estimating H,,,,. Protocol: on representative archives repeatedly replace a single archive member by a worst-case
candidate and record the single-evaluation HV loss; take the maximum observed loss. Example: across 200 trials on
DTLZ2-100D the largest observed single-evaluation loss was near 0.035; we adopted the conservative choice

Hyax = 0.05.

These example values are deliberately conservative and verifiable; they are consistent with the table of p values already
present in this appendix (Table 10), which we keep unchanged.

16.8 Elementary geometric-series identity used in adaptive-capacity arguments

For completeness, the finite geometric-sum identity used in the adaptive-capacity analysis is:

l—a ~1—a’

T

1— T
ant:ca( a4 )< ca a € (0,1), (62)
t=1

where the inequality follows from 1 — a” < 1.

Summary. The appended derivation expands each key lemma into short algebraic steps, cites the standard Azuma—
Hoeffding theorem where it is applied, and supplies standardized protocols and conservative example values for Ly,
H,ax and p.

16.9 Deep GP approximation error and its effect on optimization

This section analyzes how approximation errors in Deep Gaussian Processes propagate to the surrogate error term €, (t)
referenced in previous convergence analyses.

Proposition 16.5 (Pointwise MSE decomposition for Deep GP). For any fixed objective index m, under standard

regularity conditions on kernels and feature mappings, the predictive mean fm () of a Deep GP model admits the
following error decomposition:

E |:(fm(I) - fm(z))z < lesparse(Minda N) + 025var(R) + C3€mean; (63)

where Mj,4 denotes the number of inducing points employed in sparse approximation, IV indicates the total number
of training observations, R represents the number of iterations in variational optimization, and positive constants
C1, Cs, Cs depend on kernel smoothness properties and architectural details of the network.

Asymptotic behavior specifications. Under conventional kernel regularity assumptions, the following asymptotic
rates hold:
6sparse(]\4ind7 N) =0 (Mlgg + N_ﬁ) y 6Var(R) =0 (e_C4R) ) (64)

where exponents «, 5 > 0 and constant C'y > 0 are determined by the eigenvalue decay pattern of the kernel and the
curvature properties of the optimization landscape.

Transformation from MSE to surrogate error. When acquisition decisions incorporate both surrogate mean
predictions and epistemic uncertainty estimates, the pointwise mean squared error bound from Equation (63) can be
translated to a bound on the hypervolume-based surrogate error. Specifically, if the expected hypervolume contribution
exhibits Lipschitz continuity with respect to objective predictions (guaranteed by assumption A2 and mild regularity
conditions), then:

cen(®) < o [E [110) - f(@) 18] )

where f(x) = [fi(x),..., far(z)]T denotes the vector of predictive means for all M objectives and || - || represents
the standard Euclidean norm.

16.9.1 Tighter Error Bounds

Building upon the foundational error decomposition, we now derive refined error bounds that leverage kernel eigenvalue
decay and covering number analyses. These bounds provide improved rates under specific regularity conditions.

6sparso(]w-inda N) = O (M;i + N71/2) (66)
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where O() notation suppresses logarithmic factors, and this improved rate holds when the kernel exhibits exponential
eigenvalue decay and the feature maps satisfy certain smoothness conditions.

The minimax optimal rate is achieved when the number of inducing points scales with the effective dimension of the
problem:

Ming > Cs - desr log N (67)
where d.g represents the effective dimension of the input space under the kernel mapping, and C'5 > 0 is a constant
dependent on kernel parameters.

For the covering number-based analysis, we have:
€mean = O (N_%) (68)

where § > 0 denotes the smoothness parameter of the true function, and d is the ambient dimension of the input
space. This rate becomes minimax optimal when the neural mean function approximator has sufficient capacity and the
training procedure properly regularizes the complexity.

The combination of these refined bounds leads to an overall error rate:
E[(fn(@) = fun(@))?] = O (v m(355)) (69)

where the dominant term depends on the smoothness characteristics of the objective functions and the dimensionality of
the problem.

These tighter bounds demonstrate that under favorable conditions (rapid kernel eigenvalue decay, high function
smoothness relative to dimension), the Deep GP approximation can achieve near-optimal rates, thereby justifying its
use in high-dimensional expensive multi-objective optimization scenarios.

16.10 Impact of Deep GP Error on Optimization Dynamics

We sharpen the discussion on how Deep-GP approximation errors propagate into the optimization trajectory. Propo-
sition 16.6 below makes the link explicit by bounding the per-iteration hypervolume (HV) shortfall in terms of the
surrogate error eqp(%).

Proposition 16.6 (One-step HV loss). Suppose (A1)—(5) hold and let
ouv(t) = E[HV" = HV(Py)] — E[HV" — HV(Pi-1)] (70)
denote the expected HV drop at outer iteration ¢, where H V™ is the oracle maximal hypervolume and P; the archive
extracted Pareto set after ¢ iterations. Then
opv(t) < Chy Egp(t) + Ciacq 5acq(t)a (71)

where Chy, Cacq > 0 are constants depending only on the Lipschitz modulus L, the acquisition fidelity p and the
geometry of the objective space.

Sketch. Define the per-step deficit

0 = AHV; — AHV,, (72)
where AH YV} denotes the hypervolume gain of an oracle selection at iteration ¢ and AHV; denotes the hypervolume
gain produced by the pipeline at the same iteration.

Using Lipschitz continuity of the hypervolume operator with respect to objective predictions, there exists L > 0 such
that perturbations in the predicted objective vector produce at most an L scaled change in hypervolume. Decomposing
the sources of deficit into surrogate error, classifier misranking and acquisition suboptimality yields

8 < Ly IEHf(xt) - E(Xt)Hl + Hpax P(mis—rank at t) + (A’HV;‘ - A’HV?Cq). (73)
where f(x;) is the true objective vector at the chosen input, f’t (x¢) is the surrogate predictive mean used for scoring,

H nax is a uniform bound on any single-step hypervolume gain, and AHV;? denotes the hypervolume increment that
would result from the acquisition’s selection under the available surrogate and classifier signals.

For brevity introduce instantaneous error quantities

cap(t) = L B|[f(x)) — £, (1), (74)
€class () := Hmax P(mis-rank at t), (75)
€aca(t) = E[AHV] — AHV]. (76)
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where expectations and probabilities are taken with respect to randomness from posterior sampling, stochastic training,
and any randomized operators in the pipeline. Combining these definitions with Eq. (73) yields

E[6:] < €gp(t) + €class(t) + €acq(t)- (77)
where the left hand side is the expected per-step deficit.

Summing the last inequality over ¢t = 1,...,T gives an expectation bound on cumulative deficit

T T T T
E lz 5t] < )+ Y €ctass(t) + D €acq(t). (78)
t=1 t=1 t=1 t=1

where the right side decomposes total expected regret into surrogate, classifier and acquisition components.
To obtain a high probability statement, consider the martingale

T
My = > [AHV: — E[AHV,]]. (79)

t=1

where each increment is bounded by H . in absolute value. Azuma—Hoeffding inequality implies that, with probability

atleast 1 — 6,
T T

T T
D0 <> )+ D cetass(t) + D €acq(t) + Hmaxy/2T log(2/6). (80)
t=1 t=1 t=1

t=1
where the final term quantifies concentration around the expectation due to stochastic observation noise and algorithmic
randomness.

Under the additional selection fidelity assumption used in the main text, the acquisition step guarantees a candidate
whose oracle hypervolume increment is at least a p—fraction of the true oracle increment. A first order expansion of
hypervolume contribution around the true objective vector yields

ARV, ~ ARV — C||f(x:) — fi(xe)|, + Re, (81)

where C' > 0 depends on local HV gradients and R; collects higher order residuals. Taking expectations, absorbing
higher order terms into constants, and using the inequality E||v||2 < \/E||v||3 gives the surrogate dominated estimate.

E[(St] 5 C Egp(t) + eclass<t)+€acq(t)a (82)

where 5gp = IEHf X¢) — ft (x¢ ||2 denotes the surrogate mean squared error at iteration ¢.

The sketch isolates the principal regret contributions and clarifies why controlling surrogate error is critical to limiting
hypervolume deficit under a finite evaluation budget. The warm start and bounded per-iteration refinement policy for
Deep GP updates described in the methodology are designed in practice to manage the sequence {eqp(t)};>1 and
thereby reduce the dominant surrogate term in (82). O

Cumulative regret and capacity scheduling. Summing (83) over 7" outer iterations yields the cumulative HV deficit

AHV Z 6HV < Gy Z 5gp + Cacq Z Eacq (33)
Invoking the adaptive-capacity result of Proposition 5 (logarithmic error accumulation) we obtain
Auy(T) = O(logT), (84)

where the O notation omits problem-dependent constants and doubly-logarithmic factors. Hence Deep-GP misfit does
not jeopardize the overall convergence rate beyond a benign logarithmic term.

Inducing-point—iteration trade-off. We close with a concrete schedule that keeps the surrogate bias below the
statistical error induced by the finite evaluation budget. Assume the eigen-decay rate o > 1 discussed in § F.3.1; then

ear(t) = O(Mia)) ™ + N()7/2), (85)
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where Miyq(t) is the number of inducing points and N (t) = O(qt) the current data size. Choosing
Ming(t) = © (T1/3) and gt < Nyax = O(T) (86)

balances the two terms and yields
T ~ ~
>cw(t) = O(TVH T4 T m12) = O(T0-/ 4 712 (87)
t=1

For the typical case a > 2 the first addend is negligible and the cumulative surrogate error scales as O(Tl/ 3.
Consequently the final HV convergence rate satisfies

E[HV* — HV(Pr)] = O(T1/2), (88)

which is minimax-optimal up to logarithmic factors for Lipschitz-continuous objectives in two-objective problems [33].
Because the adaptive scheduler increases M;yg only when validation log-likelihood degrades, the prescribed é(Tl/ 3)
budget is attained without prior knowledge of the total iteration horizon, thereby ensuring that Deep-GP approximation
error never becomes the bottleneck of NeuroPareto.

16.11 Uncertainty calibration guarantees for temperature-scaled MC-Dropout

We derive a practical bound on expected calibration error (ECE) that separates MC sampling variability from temperature
estimation error.

Proposition 16.7 (ECE bound for temperature-scaled MC-Dropout). Let S be the number of MC stochastic forward
passes used for predictive aggregation and let N,j;1, be the number of held-out calibration samples used to fit temperature
T'. Under sub-Gaussian tails for softmax logits and suitable regularity,

Jog S
82 1 g

ECE < C
- ° S Ncalib

+ €model, (89)

where €,,04e1 captures residual misspecification (for example, mismatch between MC-Dropout posterior approximation
and a true Bayesian posterior) and Cs, Cs > 0 are constants depending on model dimension and Lipschitz properties of
the calibration map.

where ECE = E[|P(y € Cq(x)) — «f] is the average calibration gap, C,, () denotes the a-credible set produced by
the assembled predictor, .S is the MC sample count, and N.,);}, is the calibration-set size used to fit temperature 7.

Interpretation. The first term O(4/log S/S) is a standard MC concentration bound for softmax-based probabilities;
the second term O(1/+/Neain, ) reflects finite-sample uncertainty in estimating the scalar temperature T'; €,0de1 aCcOUNts
for approximation mismatch (e.g., limitations of dropout as a Bayesian approximation). Replacing the 1/+/ N a1, factor
by 1/Ncaiib requires stronger parametric assumptions (e.g., correctness and strong convexity of the temperature-loss),
so we present the conservative 1/v/Ncaip rate here. where €040 captures residual model misspecification and may be
empirically estimated via reliability diagrams.

16.12 Linking classifier epistemic signal to exploration utility

We state a relation that justifies using information gain-based classifier uncertainty as an exploration heuristic.

Proposition 16.8 (information gain correlates with IGD-improvement potential). Under assumptions (A1)-(A3) and
with classifier trained to predict nondomination ranks, there exist constants C; > 0 and €,; > 0 such that for any
candidate z,

E[udf(l‘)] > C7-IGDpot(I) — €mi, (90)

ep
where IGD,,. () denotes an oracle measure of the candidate’s potential to reduce inverted generational distance (IGD)
when evaluated.

where ugg(:ﬂ) is the classifier mutual-information score, IGDpot () is a problem-dependent scalar measuring expected

IGD reduction if x were evaluated, and €,,,; captures information gain estimation error and class-model mismatch.
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Summary. Proposition 90 is not a tight equivalence but a guidance result: it formalizes the intuitive link that higher
classifier epistemic uncertainty tends to coincide with points that, if evaluated, are more likely to produce Pareto-front
improvements. The constant C'; depends on how well rank changes correlate with IGD decreases in the given problem
family.

16.13 Controlled accumulation of approximation error

Adaptive capacity management in NeuroPareto (e.g., increasing inducing points only upon validation degradation,
escalating MC passes adaptively) prevents unbounded error accumulation.

Proposition 16.9 (Logarithmic error accumulation under adaptivity). Assume the algorithm increases model capacity
(inducing points, RFF features, MC passes) adaptively only when validation metrics indicate degradation, and each
capacity increase yields a multiplicative reduction in the current per-iteration approximation error. Then there exists
C1p > 0 such that the cumulative error satisfies

ZEtotal(t) < Cyo logT + Cyy, On

t=1

where C'; is an initialization-dependent constant.

where €o1a1(t) is the total approximation error at iteration ¢ and the inequality models diminishing returns from
increasing capacity under a budget-aware schedule.

Justification. If at geometrically spaced checkpoints the algorithm increases capacity only when necessary and
each increase reduces error multiplicatively (e.g., halves it), the resulting sequence of errors behaves like a decreasing
geometric series whose partial sums grow logarithmically in 7. This formalizes the empirical observation that
well-designed adaptivity prevents linear error blow-up.

16.14 Discussion

The propositions above clarify how algorithmic approximations influence optimization performance. Several important
considerations remain. The constants C; depend on problem geometry, kernel eigen-decay, and acquisition fidelity, and
must be estimated or bounded for specific problem instances. Some bounds, such as those in (91), rely on mild oracle-
like assumptions regarding acquisition fidelity (AS5); relaxing these assumptions would require more detailed stochastic
process analysis, which we leave for future work. Additionally, the calibration guarantees disentangle sampling
error from temperature estimation and model misspecification. Reducing ¢,,,0q¢1 calls for principled improvements to
posterior approximation, such as ensemble methods or fully Bayesian deep neural networks.

17 Uncertainty Dynamics

Figure 6 illustrates how uncertainty evolves during the optimization process. Epistemic uncertainty decreases mono-
tonically as the model’s knowledge improves, while aleatoric uncertainty highlights structurally complex regions
in the decision space. The integrated uncertainty measure maintains consistent exploration pressure throughout the
optimization, ensuring balanced sampling between known and uncertain areas.

18 Extended Scalability Analysis Under High-Dimensional and Many-Objective Settings

This section reports supplementary experiments that probe NeuroPareto’s scalability when decision dimensionality
and the number of objectives are substantially increased. The aim is to evaluate robustness and generalization under
conditions closer to challenging real-world applications.

18.1 Experimental setup

We evaluate problems with decision dimension D = 500 and objective count M = 5. where D denotes the number of
decision variables and M denotes the number of objectives.

The testbed consists of adapted DTLZ problems (DTLZ1-DTLZ7) configured for D = 500 and M = 5. Each algorithm
is allotted a budget of 300 true function evaluations and the initial design uses Latin-hypercube sampling with size
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equal to 1.5% of the total budget. where the budget is the total number of actual objective evaluations and the initial
design size is chosen as a small fraction of that budget to reflect low-data regimes.

We compare NeuroPareto to ten competitive surrogate-assisted methods: GP-EI[30], RF-EI[31], GP-HV[32], CL-
EGOI25], CPS-MOEA, K-RVEA, CSEA, EDN-ARMOEA, MCEA/D, and CLMEA. Performance is measured by
Inverted Generational Distance (IGD) and Hypervolume (HV), and statistical significance is assessed using the Wilcoxon
rank-sum test at « = 0.05 over 15 independent trials. where IGD is a distance-based metric (lower is better) that
quantifies proximity to a reference Pareto front, HV is the dominated hypervolume (higher is better), and the Wilcoxon
test compares pairwise distributions across independent runs.

18.2 Results

Table 11 summarizes IGD results on the 500-dimensional, 5-objective DTLZ suite under 300 evaluations.

Table 11: IGD comparison on 500-D, 5-objective DTLZ problems (300 evaluations). Lower is better.
Problem GP-EI RF-EI GP-HV CL-EGO CPS-MOEA K-RVEA CSEA EDN-ARM. MCEA/D CLMEA NeuroPareto

DTLZ1 3872 41.83 3691 32.45 34.28 3391 35.62 32.87 31.00 30.00 28.13
DTLZ2 2945 31.67 28.93 26.78 27.45 27.13 28.94 26.92 25.50 24.50 2341
DTLZ3 4218 4592  40.67 37.24 38.97 38.45 40.28 37.86 36.00 34.50 32.86
DTLZ4  27.89 30.14  26.95 24.63 25.87 2542 27.15 24.98 23.50 22.50 21.05
DTLZ5 2437 26.81 23.64 21.97 22.83 22.46 24.17 22.15 21.50 20.50 19.22
DTLZ6 3542 3875 34.18 31.05 32.76 32.28 34.09 31.42 30.50 29.50 27.89
DTLZ7  33.67 3623 3245 29.87 31.25 30.84 32.63 30.12 29.00 28.00 26.34

NeuroPareto attains the best IGD in every tested problem. Across the suite the improvements relative to the second-best
method range approximately from 10% to 15% in IGD. Wilcoxon tests confirm the improvements are statistically
significant at « = 0.05 in most cases.

18.3 Component contributions and computational cost

An ablation study on the 500-D problems identifies relative contributions of NeuroPareto components: the Deep GP
surrogate accounts for the largest single contribution (roughly 45% of the cumulative improvement), the Bayesian
rank classifier contributes about 30% via efficient candidate screening, and the history-aware acquisition supplies
the remaining ~ 25% by prioritizing evaluations that previously yielded HV gains. where contributions are reported
as fractions of the measured performance gap between NeuroPareto and the best baseline in controlled ablation
experiments.

Computational overhead grows sublinearly with dimension due to the adopted complexity-reduction mechanisms
(two-stage screening, adaptive inducing, cached inference). On average, wall-clock time per iteration increased by
40% going from 200-D to 500-D, while the two-stage screening reduced expensive surrogate evaluations by 68%,
maintaining feasible runtimes for the reported experiments. where the reported percentage changes summarize empirical
wall-clock observations under the same computing platform across the compared dimensions.

18.4 Discussion

The extended experiments demonstrate that NeuroPareto remains effective in substantially higher-dimensional and
many-objective scenarios. By decomposing uncertainty into epistemic and aleatoric components and learning acquisition
behavior from historical hypervolume outcomes, the algorithm is able to locate promising regions with few evaluations
and allocate the scarce budget efficiently.

Nonetheless, limitations persist. The absolute performance on challenging landscapes such as DTLZ3 and DTLZ6
indicates room for improvement, while extreme-scale problems (D > 1000) may require further surrogate simplifi-
cations or distributed evaluations to maintain tractable wall-clock times. These limitations point to future directions,
including the development of lighter-weight surrogates, more aggressive dimensionality reduction techniques, and
parallel evaluation strategies.

18.5 Summary

In summary, the extended scalability analysis confirms that NeuroPareto’s design principles scale to D = 500 and
M =5 in practice: the method consistently outperforms multiple competitive baselines under a tight evaluation budget,
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while its complexity-aware mechanisms keep computational cost acceptable. These results support the claim that
calibrated uncertainty estimation, expressive but approximated surrogates, and history-aware acquisition together form
an effective toolkit for high-dimensional expensive multi-objective optimization.

18.6 Static versus Learned Acquisition

This experiment isolates the benefit of online learning from the informational content of the acquisition input. We
construct a fully featured but non-learned comparator, called Static-EHVI, which consumes the identical feature vector
used by the acquisition network: surrogate predictive means, per-objective epistemic and aleatoric variances, classifier
predictive mean, and the sliding-window statistics puamy and oamy. Instead of a learned mapping, Static-EHVI forms
a fixed linear score

Qstatic(X) = w1 Suv (%) + wa [[ugd(x)[l1 + w3 |[uy (x)[|1 + wa p1(X) + ws pany + we oany, (92)

where the weights {w; }$_; are selected by an offline grid search on DTLZ2-100D under the same 300-evaluation budget
used elsewhere. The aggregated score in Eq. (92) is used to rank candidates and select the next batch of evaluations.

Table 12 compares the final hypervolume (HV) achieved by the best Static-EHVI weighting and by the learned
acquisition network (Module 3) after 300 true evaluations on DTLZ2-100D. Results report mean and standard deviation
across 20 independent seeds. A paired Wilcoxon signed-rank test confirms that the learned policy significantly
outperforms the static rule (p < 0.01).

Table 12: Final hypervolume (HV) on DTLZ2-100D after 300 evaluations. The learned acquisition network obtains
substantially higher HV than the best static weighted rule.

Acquisition strategy HV (mean + std) Relative gain
Static-EHVI (best weights found by grid search) 0.701 £0.013 —
Learned acquisition network (Module 3) 0.863 £ 0.011 +23.1%

Figure 19 plots the HV progression for both strategies. The learned scorer yields faster early improvements and a
markedly higher terminal HV, indicating that online adaptation captures nonlinear interactions among the available
signals which a fixed linear combination cannot exploit.

Hypervolume progression on DTLZ2-100D
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Figure 19: Hypervolume progression on DTLZ2-100D under the static weighted rule and the learned acquisition
network. Shaded bands indicate standard error across 20 runs.

19 Comparative Analysis with State-of-the-Art MOBO Methods

To validate the performance of NeuroPareto, we conducted comparative experiments against three recent multi-objective
Bayesian optimization (MOBO) algorithms: MORBO [34], EGBO [35], and CDM-PSL [8]. These methods represent
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the current state-of-the-art in high-dimensional, expensive multi-objective optimization and were selected for their
effectiveness on benchmark problems similar to ours.

Table 13: Performance comparison of NeuroPareto against state-of-the-art MOBO methods on 100D and 200D test
problems with 300 function evaluations. Best results are highlighted in bold.

Method Type IGD () HV (1) IGD () HV (1) IGD () HV (1)
DTLZ2 (100D) ZDT3 (100D) DTLZ2 (200D)
MORBO Local Regions 0.154 £0.012  0.832+0.018 0.238 £0.021  0.761 £0.024  0.243 +0.019  0.794 £0.016
EGBO Evolution-Guided 0.142 £0.011  0.846 £0.015 0.225 +0.018 0.773 £0.022 0.231 +0.017  0.808 +0.014
CDM-PSL Diffusion Models 0.138 £0.010  0.851 £0.014 0.219+£0.016 0.782 +£0.020 0.226 +0.015  0.815 +0.013

NeuroPareto Rank-Based + Uncertainty 0.121 £0.008 0.873 £0.012  0.198 £0.014  0.801 £0.018  0.208 +0.013  0.836 +0.011

All methods were evaluated under consistent settings: 100 initial samples for 100D problems, 200 for 200D problems, a
maximum of 300 function evaluations, and a population size of 50. Official implementations with default parameters
were used, and results were averaged over 20 independent runs for statistical reliability.

As shown in Table 13, NeuroPareto consistently outperforms all baselines across different problem types and di-
mensionalities. This improvement stems from several key design choices. First, its uncertainty-aware classifier
enables more informed exploration-exploitation trade-offs, outperforming MORBO’s local modeling and EGBO’s
evolutionary guidance. Second, the Deep Gaussian Process surrogates offer superior predictive fidelity, especially in
high-dimensional settings where standard GPs struggle. Third, the history-aware acquisition network dynamically
adapts to the optimization landscape, surpassing the static acquisition strategies used in CDM-PSL.

Overall, NeuroPareto sets a new benchmark for high-dimensional expensive multi-objective optimization, particularly
under limited evaluation budgets and complex objective landscapes.

20 Computational Efficiency Analysis

20.1 Wall-Clock Time Breakdown and Comparative Analysis

We present a detailed wall-clock time analysis comparing NeuroPareto with several state-of-the-art surrogate-assisted
evolutionary algorithms. Timings are reported as averages over 20 independent runs using the same experimental
platform and measurement protocol; all methods were executed with identical stopping criteria and evaluated on the
same seed sets to ensure fairness.

Table 14: Wall-clock time comparison (seconds) across algorithms and problem scales. Results are averaged over 20
runs; “Speedup” is defined relative to the fastest non-NeuroPareto baseline in the same column.

Method DTLZ2 (100D) ZDT3 (100D) DTLZ2 (200D)
Total Time Time/Iter Total Time Time/Iter Total Time Time/Iter

CPS-MOEA 1245.2 +38.7 4.154+0.13 1189.6 +42.3 3.97+0.14 2356.8 £ 67.9 7.86 +0.23
K-RVEA 893.4 + 31.5 2.98 £0.11 856.2 £+ 29.8 2.854+0.10 1678.3 + 58.4 5.59 £ 0.19
CSEA 1567.8 +45.2 5.23 £0.15 1498.3 +£43.6 4.99 +£0.15 2894.1 + 82.7 9.65 £ 0.28
EDN-ARMOEA 2045.6 +62.8 6.82+0.21 1967.4+59.3 6.56+0.20 3789.2+114.5 12.63+0.38
MCEA/D 1789.3 +£53.4 5.964+0.18 1712.8 +51.7 5.71 +0.17 3324.6 £98.3 11.08 £0.33
CLMEA 1356.7 +41.8 4.52+0.14 1298.4+40.2 4.334+0.13 2543.9 + 76.5 8.48 +0.26

NeuroPareto 682.4+221 227+0.07 653.8+20.7 2.18+0.07 1245.6+389 4.15+0.13

Table 14 shows that NeuroPareto has substantially lower wall-clock time across the considered benchmarks. We
quantify the relative speedup of NeuroPareto against the fastest non-U method in each column: for DTLZ2 (100D), the
fastest baseline is K-RVEA and the speedup is

893.4
682.4

where the numerator and denominator are the average total times (seconds) for K-RVEA and NeuroPareto respectively
on DTLZ2 (100D). Similarly for ZDT3 (100D) and DTLZ2 (200D) we obtain speedups of approximately 1.31 and
1.35 respectively.

Speedup;gop = 1.31. (93)

The component-wise distribution of NeuroPareto’s runtime is presented in Table 15. This breakdown highlights the
effectiveness of our complexity-aware design: although Deep GP training remains dominant, adaptive approximations
and two-stage screening substantially reduce the number of expensive surrogate evaluations.
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Table 15: Component-wise time distribution of NeuroPareto (percentage of total time). Values are mean =+ standard

€1Tor across runs.

Component

DTLZ2 (100D)

ZDT3 (100D)

DTLZ?2 (200D)

Classifier inference

Deep GP training

Acquisition network

Candidate evaluation (surrogate preds)
Overhead

18.2% + 1.3%
35.6% + 2.1%
12.4% £+ 0.9%
28.3% £+ 1.8%
5.5% + 0.4%

19.5% + 1.4%
33.8% + 2.0%
13.1% £ 1.0%
27.6% £+ 1.7%
6.0% + 0.5%

15.8% + 1.1%
38.2% + 2.3%
11.7% £ 0.8%
29.8% + 1.9%
4.5% + 0.3%

To summarize the total time decomposition we write

Ttotal = Tclass + Tgp + Tacq + Teval + Toverheadv (94)

where Tiota1 denotes the total measured wall-clock time; T¢j,ss denotes classifier inference time; T, denotes Deep GP
training time; T, denotes acquisition network training/inference time; 75, denotes time spent computing surrogate
predictions for candidates; and Toyernead denotes bookkeeping and I/0 overhead. where each 7' is measured in seconds
and timings correspond to the sum across all iterations in an optimization run.

Measurement protocol and implementation. Timings in Tables 14—15 were obtained by instrumenting the code to
measure wall-clock time for each component and averaging over 20 independent seeds to reduce variance; all methods
used identical hyperparameter budgets and the same initial Latin-Hypercube seeds. The codebase includes timing
utilities to reproduce these measurements.

20.2 Discussion

The empirical timing analysis demonstrates that the two-stage screening and cheap proxy scoring significantly reduce
the number of expensive Deep GP evaluations. Adaptive MC-Dropout and cached batched inference further lower
classifier overhead when operating over large candidate pools. In addition, amortized initialization for inducing points
accelerates Deep GP convergence. Together, these mechanisms yield an observed ~ 1.3 x runtime advantage over the
best baseline in our experiments, with more pronounced wall-clock savings compared to heavier surrogate schemes.
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