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A B S T R A C T

This study introduces a novel technique for achieving the global peak (GP) in solar photovoltaic 
(PV) systems under partial shadowing conditions (PSC) using the Dandelion Optimizer Algorithm 
(DOA), inspired by the dispersal of dandelion seeds in the wind. The proposed approach aims to 
enhance the power generation efficiency of PV systems across various scenarios, including dy
namic uniform, dynamic PSCs, static uniform irradiances, and static PSCs. The proposed approach 
improves tracking efficiency, provides non-oscillatory steady-state responses, and reduces tran
sients as well as enhancing the dynamic performance of the whole system. Simulation and 
hardware-in-loop (HIL) experiments demonstrate that the DOA outperforms several state-of-the- 
art techniques, such as hybrid grey wolf optimizer since-cosine algorithm (HGWOSCA), grass
hopper optimization algorithm (GOA), dragonfly optimizer (DFO), particle swarm optimizer with 
gravitational search (PSOGS), PSO, cuckoo search algorithm (CSA), perturb &observe (P&O), and 
incremental conductance (INC), achieving average efficiencies of 99.93 %, 88.84 %, 94.48 %, 
87.12 %, 88.05 %, 94.79 %, 93.82 %, 85.25 %, and 77.93 %, respectively. These results un
derscore the DOA’s effectiveness in improving maximum power point tracking (MPPT) perfor
mance in solar arrays, particularly under challenging dynamic PSC conditions.

1. Introduction

The solar photovoltaic (PV) energy system, recognized for its renewable and environmentally friendly characteristics, stands out as 
a promising alternative to conventional fuels like natural gas[1–4]. Scientists have been looking for ways to boost the efficiency of solar 
panels as a result of the growing global trend toward solar energy and the growing interest in solar panels. Photovoltaic cells, which 
make up solar panels, are what allow sunlight to be converted into electrical energy. Finding the ideal model parameters is also 

* Corresponding author.
** Corresponding author.

E-mail addresses: Ibrahim@hnu.edu.cn (A.-W. Ibrahim), hhhussein@imamu.edu.sa (H.M. Hussein Farh). 

Contents lists available at ScienceDirect

Heliyon

journal homepage: www.cell.com/heliyon

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e37458
Received 1 May 2024; Received in revised form 29 August 2024; Accepted 4 September 2024  

Heliyon 10 (2024) e37458 

Available online 6 September 2024 
2405-8440/© 2024 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC license 
( http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/ ). 

mailto:Ibrahim@hnu.edu.cn
mailto:hhhussein@imamu.edu.sa
www.sciencedirect.com/science/journal/24058440
https://www.cell.com/heliyon
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e37458
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2024.e37458
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


necessary for simulation, optimization, and performance assessment of solar systems [5,6]. Despite its advantages, the PV technology 
encounters nonlinearity in the power-voltage curve due to environmental conditions like temperature and irradiance. The critical 
point on this curve, known as the maximum power point (MPP), signifies the peak potential output. Maintaining the MPP necessitates 
the application of a MPPT controller. While conventional MPPT approaches can effectively handle uniform irradiance, PSCs introduce 
multiple peaks on the power-voltage curve, including one GMPP and several additional local maximum power points. Conventional 
MPPT approaches, unfortunately, struggle to recognize the global peak during PSCs. Advanced and modern MPPT have been devel
oped to adaptively track the GMPP in case of changing shading conditions, ensuring optimum efficacy in PV systems. Consequently, the 
pursuit of global power tracking in these PV systems, under both uniform and PSCs, holds significance in enhancing the system’s 
performance concerning output power, efficiency, reliability, and quality[7–9].

Partial shading can significantly impact the performance of PV systems. Several mitigation techniques are proposed to address this 
issue. These mitigation techniques may be categorized into soft computing techniques and hardware solutions. Soft computing 
techniques and hardware solutions both play crucial roles in mitigating the impact of PSC on the PV systems. The review of the state-of- 
the-art examines hybrid, traditional, and soft computing methods for mitigating shadowing in solar applications. It offers a thorough 
rundown of shade mitigation with various topologies. In soft computing techniques, such as PSO and modified current sensor-less 
approaches, have been shown to effectively handle partial shading conditions. These techniques offer robustness, flexibility, and 
reliability, making them highly suitable for addressing the challenges posed by partial shading in PV systems[10–12].

In contrast, hardware based-solutions, including module-level and array-level techniques, involve physical reconfigurations of the 
PV system to minimize the effects of PSCs [13]. On the other hand, a literature review of partial shading mitigation approaches reveals 
various hardware and theoretical solutions. One study examines hardware solutions aimed at addressing partial shading issues in 
grid-connected PV systems, emphasizing both module-level and array-level strategies to mitigate partial shading effects by reposi
tioning modules within the array. Meanwhile, another extensive review delves into the theoretical underpinnings of reverse break
down mechanisms in PV cells/systems, exploring diverse techniques to alleviate the impact of partial shading on the performance of 
PV systems. These hardware solutions often require additional components and complex reconfigurations to achieve shading miti
gation. While both soft computing techniques and hardware solutions have their advantages, soft computing techniques are favored 
due to their capacity to precisely track the maximum power point of PV systems, particularly in scenarios involving partial shading 
[14–18].

In the past few decades, researchers have worked to improve solar photovoltaic (PV) system performance. As part of this effort, 
many maximum powers point tracking (MPPT) controllers have been designed at various points in time [19,20]. The most funda
mental and early approaches are known as conventional MPPT methods, and they include perturb and observe (P&O) [21,22], in
cremental conductance [18,23]. In addition to conventional algorithms, there are many more solutions available, such as bioinspired 
algorithms, which are substantially more efficient in some particular instances than conventional ones[24–26]. They are capable of 
rapidly converging to a global maximum and hence can save power loss even in a partially changed environment [27]. Generally, PSO 
has several benefits, such as its straightforward installation and its capacity to explore large, intricate search areas quickly. That might, 
however, have the disadvantage of being trapped in local optima, producing less-than-ideal results [28–30]. Not only that, but PSO can 
have a delayed convergence rate especially when dealing with high-dimensional problems and premature convergence. However, CSA 
is well-known for its efficient exploration and exploitation skills, which make it appropriate for jobs involving global optimization. 
However, there are several drawbacks to CSA [31]. One significant problem is that it heavily relies on randomization, which can cause 
unanticipated fluctuations in the output signal and compromise the optimization process’s stability and convergence. In addition, CSA 
could show slower rates of convergence when compared to other algorithms. The probabilistic selection of potential solutions is a 
feature shared by the artificial bee colony (ABC) and moth flame optimizer (MFO) methods [32]. Although this random aspect permits 
the search space to be explored, it may result in undesired oscillations in the output. Noteworthy power losses and reduced energy 
output in the PV panels may arise from these oscillations at the GMPP. Therefore, in situations when a steady and smooth output is 
essential, such in continuous MPPT monitoring, ABC and MFO might not be sufficient. The GMPP is effectively followed by the grey 
wolf optimizer (GWO), which performs best in clear sky circumstances. In overcast PV system settings, nevertheless, it can face dif
ficulties. Grey wolves travel slowly over the search space as the tuning value decreases over time, requiring additional iterations. Due 
to trapping the LMPP, which occurs when an algorithm is trapped in a local optimum, GMPP tracking may be delayed and the system’s 
ability to capture the ideal power output may be undermined. However, even in the presence of PSCs, the grasshopper optimization 
algorithm (GOA) shows encouraging capabilities in terms of GMPP monitoring. It can stabilize the output power and adjust to 
changing situations with effectiveness. On the other hand, the output power at the GMPP might casually oscillate due to the tuning 
limits included in GOA. These oscillations can nevertheless affect the total power generation and cause some power losses, even if they 
are not as bad as the unwanted variations observed in ABC and MFO [33].

Finally, great consideration should be given to the climatic circumstances and system requirements when selecting an optimization 
strategy for MPPT in PV modules. With the shortcomings of previous approaches eliminated, this study offers a fresh approach to PV- 
system MPPT control. The dandelion optimizer algorithm (DOA), a swarm intelligence bio-inspired metaheuristic algorithm, is applied 
in this method to improve GMPP tracking [29]. The DOA is notable for using a novel method to simulate the flight dynamics of 
dandelion seeds in three steps: ascent, descent, and landing. Random trajectories are added throughout the rising stage to enable 
simple adaptation to varying weather conditions. The landing step of the method uses a linear rising function in conjunction with Levy 
flight, whereas the descending stage uses a Brownian motion trajectory. DOA can attain a healthy balance between exploration and 
exploitation because of its ingenious blend of trajectory patterns. This balancing greatly improves the accuracy and efficiency of 
identifying the GMPP in a variety of dynamic situations and weather conditions. Using this cutting-edge modeling technique, DOA 
becomes a viable and cutting-edge MPPT option for PV systems. It is a dependable and effective option for maximizing energy 
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harvesting in PV systems due to its flexibility to adjust to changing conditions and its effective power tracking capabilities [34].
The above literature collectively offers insights into the challenges posed by partial shading in PV systems and the various hardware 

and theoretical techniques proposed to mitigate its impact. The soft computing techniques offer a more adaptable and efficient 
approach to addressing the challenges posed by partial shading, making them a valuable complement to hardware solutions in the field 
of photovoltaic applications. The literature emphasizes the critical need for developing robust mitigation strategies to improve both 
the performance and reliability of grid-connected PV systems, especially when confronted with partial shading conditions. As was 
previously indicated, several optimization techniques have limits when it comes to measuring MPP for PV systems, despite being 
frequently employed. Inspired by the dandelion plants disperse, DOA is a viable alternative. It is a great contender for MPPT algorithms 
in solar systems due to its distinctive properties. Table 1 presents a thorough analysis of DOA’s performance in relation to current 
optimization strategies. The goal of this research is to fully explore DOA’s potential for MPPTs in solar power systems.

This study introduces the Dandelion Optimizer Algorithm (DOA), a novel optimization method designed to find the GMPP of solar 
PV systems. The DOA leverages advanced mathematical techniques to optimize the system’s operating point, ensuring high efficiency 
in both static and dynamic conditions. The key contributions of this work are:

• Development of the DOA: The proposed DOA enhances the efficiency of PV systems by ensuring rapid and reliable convergence, 
thanks to reinitializations and the elimination of random interacting effects.

• Comparative Analysis: A detailed comparison with eight established benchmark algorithms (HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, 
CSA, P&O, and INC) is conducted. The performance of these algorithms is assessed using metrics such as robustness, accuracy, and 
convergence speed. The findings indicate that the DOA outperforms these benchmarks, suggesting its superiority for MPPT opti
mization in PV systems.

• Validation through Experiments: Extensive simulations and practical experiments validate the efficacy and robustness of the DOA 
methodology. This validation includes scenarios with highly variable PV radiation and partial shading conditions. The practical 
feasibility of implementing the DOA and other methods is further confirmed through Hardware-in-Loop (HIL) testing.

These contributions underscore the DOA’s significant advancement in improving the performance of PV systems under challenging 
conditions, making it a viable optimization strategy for real-world applications.

The subsequent sections of this paper are structured as follows: Section 2 outlines the solar cell modeling, while Section 3 delves 
into the implications and characteristics of partial shading. The innovative DOA is elaborated upon in Section 4, followed by the 
presentation of simulation and experimental results in Sections 5 and 6, respectively. Section 7 evaluates the performance of the 
Maximum Power Point Tracking (MPPT) algorithms, concluding with Section 8.where, L is Low, VL is Very Low, M is Medium, H is 
High and VH is Very High.

2. Description of the PV energy conversion system

Fig. 1 illustrates the PV energy system, where the PV array connects to the load via a DC-DC converter (boost). Inputs to the PV 
array include irradiance (W/m2) and temperature (oC). The energy conversion system comprises three interconnected PV modules, 
with series PV modules receiving identical irradiance inputs. Table 2 lists specifications/parameters of the PV module; Tata Power 
Solar System TP250MBZ; utilized in this investigation. The power output is determined by multiplying the PV voltage (VPV) and 
current (IPV). This resultant power output serves as the input for the MPPT algorithm, which calculates the optimal duty cycle (D) for 
the step-up converter. The DC-DC boost converter increases voltage while decreasing current from its input (source) to its output 
(load). Table 3 lists the specifications/parameters for the boost converter. The step-up converter is regulated to operate based on the 
value of D, allowing for the tracking of the maximum power point (MPP) by controlling the duty ratio of the boost converter.

A photovoltaic cell is comprised of a light source that generates electricity, a diode linked in parallel, and a series resistance. PV 
panels, which may be connected in parallel or series to produce the required power output, are typically assembled from these PV cells. 
The ideal PV cell may consist of a DC source with an anti-parallel diode. Resistance, such as series resistance (Rs) and shunt resistance 
(Rp), must be added, though, as Fig. 2 illustrates, in order to make the model more useful. A practical single-diode mode’s 

Table 1 
Comparative analysis of recently published metaheuristic algorithms based on MPPT.

Algorithms Year Convergence Speed Tracking Efficiency Implementation Complexity Power losses Oscillation

GWO [35] 2016 L H H M M
ACO [36] 2017 M M M M L
PSO [37–40] 2018 H H H H L
BA [41] 2020 M H H M M
GOA [42] 2020 H H H M L
CSA [43] 2021 L L M H L
ABC [44] 2021 H H H M L
CSA [31] 2022 L L M M L
DO [29] 2023 H VH M L VL
DO [34] 2023 H H M L L
Proposed DOA 2024 V VH M VL VL
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mathematical expression can be found in Ref. [45].

3. Partial shading effects

Partial shading can significantly alter the power-voltage (P-V) curve of a PV module, depicting the relationship between output 
power and voltage under varying solar irradiance levels. Under unshaded conditions, the P-V curve exhibits a distinct shape with a 
single maximum power point (MPP) representing the module’s optimal operating point. However, partial shading alters this curve, 
leading to multiple MPPs and potential power losses. Identifying the optimal operating point becomes challenging as the MPP shifts 
from a single point to a range of positions. Additionally, shaded cells may experience reverse biasing, potentially causing cell dete
rioration and the formation of hotspots that can permanently damage the module.

Fig. 3a depicts the scenario where all solar panels receive uniform irradiance of 1000 W/m2, resulting in P-V and I-V curves with a 

Fig. 1. The PV energy conversion system modeling.

Table 2 
The PV module electrical parameters for the Tata Power Solar Systems 
TP250MBZ.

Parameter Value

Maximum power for each module (W) 249 W
Vo.c (V) 36.5 V
Cells per module (Ncell) 60
IS.C (A) 8.83 A
Maximum voltage power point (V) 30.2 V
Maximum current power point (A) 8.30 A
Light-generated current (A) 8.83 A
Diode saturation current (A) 1.0132–10
Diode ideality factor 0.94812

Table 3 
Technical parameters and specifications of the boost converter.

Component Description Specifications

Switching Frequency f 50 kHz
Boost inductor L 1.14 mH
Output capacitor C2 0,47 mF
Input capacitor C1 10 μF
Resistive load R 14 Ω
IGBT + Diode SKM50GAL 1200 V, 50 A
IGBT Driver SKHI 10/12R 1200 V, 8 A
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single maximum power point (MPP). In contrast, Fig. 3b illustrates partial shading (PS) conditions, where irradiance levels vary across 
panels (1000 W/m2, 700 W/m2, 600 W/m2, and 400 W/m2), leading to multiple local peaks (LPs) and a single global peak (GP) in the 
P-V and I-V curves. Managing MPPT becomes complex under partial shading to ensure optimal power output despite varying irra
diance and weather conditions.

4. Applied metaheuristic MPPT techniques

MPPT, or Maximum Power Point Tracking, is a crucial strategy employed in solar energy systems to optimize the output of solar 
panels by continuously adjusting the operating point to the maximum power point. Various MPPT methods exist to enhance the power 
output of PV systems, with the choice depending on factors such as required accuracy, computational resources, and environmental 
conditions. This study employs a range of MPPT methods including Hybrid Grey Wolf Optimizer Since-Cosine Algorithm (HG- 
WOSCA), Cuckoo Search Algorithm (CSA), Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO), Grasshopper Optimization (GOA), Dragonfly Opti
mization (DFO), Particle Swarm Optimization with Gravitational Search (PSOGS), and Modified Incremental Conductance.

4.1. Implementing dandelion optimizer algorithm as MPPT

2022 saw the introduction by Shijie Zhao of a very successful worldwide optimization technique that, as Fig. 4 illustrates, makes 
use of the mechanism by which wind disperses dandelion seeds over great distances. The technique achieves more rapid convergence 
rates on worldwide smooth problems than earlier approaches that only made use of the function’s local smoothness. It has been 

Fig. 2. The single-diode PV cell model.

Fig. 3. The P-V and I-V characteristics of PV modules during (a) uniform radiation; (b) nonuniform radiation; PSCs.
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mathematically demonstrated that this method performs better than a simple random searches algorithm and produces amazing re
sults [46]. The dandelion optimization procedure relies on the dispersion of dandelion seeds by the wind, enabling them to inhabit new 
surroundings and adjust to evolving conditions. In a parallel manner, the DOA produces numerous solutions and investigates various 
regions within the solution space through the incorporation of randomness and variability, aiming to discover the most optimal so
lution [46].

4.1.1. DOA mathematical model
The DOA iterates through the wind and replication operators until it reaches an end criterion, such as achieving an acceptable level 

of fitness or reaching a maximum iterations number. The ultimate solution selected by the technique is the top answer identified during 
the optimization phase. This section delves into the mathematical formulas associated with DOA.

1) Initialization

DOA uses evolution of populations and iterative optimization based on population initiation, or seed generation, just like other 
nature-inspired metaheuristic techniques. The process in the suggested MPPT-based DOA produces a few duty ratio of step-up con
verters (D), that stand in for possible solutions to our optimization issues. The population is shown as Eq. (1): 

Population=

⎡

⎢
⎢
⎣

d1
⋮
⋮
dPop

⎤

⎥
⎥
⎦ (1) 

where pop denotes the size of the population.
Among the upper bound (Ub) and lower bound (Lb), each possible solution is created at random, and the expression of the ith in

dividual di is shown in Eq. (2): 

di = rand×(Ub − Lb) + L (2) 

where an integer between 1 and pop is represented by the symbol i, and rand is a random number between zero and one.
The first elite the participant with the highest fitness value is determined by DOA during the initialization phase. This is said to be 

the ideal place for a dandelion seed to germinate and grow. Next, we define the mathematical formulation of the initial elite (delite) as 
follows: where two equal-valued indices are referenced by the function find(.) as shown in Eq. (3). 

fbest = min(fdi)

delite = d(find(fbest = f(di)))
(3) 

2) Rising Stage

In the rising stage, dandelion seeds need to reach an appropriate height before they may separate from their parent by floating. The 
height at which dandelion seeds rise varies based on many parameters such air humidity and wind velocity. In this instance, there are 
two categories of climate.

The first scenario It is reasonable to suppose that wind speeds follow a lognormal distribution on a clear day. In order to explore 
new areas of the search space and find novel probable solutions that are superior to the best one currently in place, dandelion seeds are 
more likely to travel to far-off regions along the Y-axis, where random numbers are more spread in this distribution. The dandelion flies 
soar higher and the seeds spread farther with increasing wind speed. The wind speed continuously modifies the vortexes above the 
dandelion seeds, causing them to rise in a spiral pattern. The matching mathematical formula in this instance is shown in Eq. (4): 

dk+1 = dk +
(
α× vx × vy × ln Y ×(ds − dk)

)
(4) 

Fig. 4. Dandelion flowers carried by the wind in search of the Global Maximum Power Point (GMPP).
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where vx and vy are defined in Eq. (5)

vx = r cos θ
vy = r sin θ (5) 

where r in Eq. (6) is the random parameter and θ is a random parameter in the interval [− π, π]: 

r=
1
eθ (6) 

where ds is the random selected location in the searching region throughout iteration k, whereas dk is the initial position of the 
dandelion seed throughout iteration k. Eq. (7) is the expression for the position that is created randomly: 

ds = rand(1,1)× (Ub − Lb) + Ub (7) 

The lognormal distribution equation, or lnY, is as Eq. (8): 

ln Y =

⎧
⎪⎨

⎪⎩

1
y
̅̅̅̅̅̅
2π

√ exp
[

−
1

2δ2(ln y)2
]

y ≥ 0

0 y < 0
(8) 

where lnY denotes the standard normal distribution N(0, 1) in Eq. (8) and lnY denotes a lognormal distribution according to μ = 0 and 
δ2 = 1. The mathematical expression for α, an adaptive parameter that modifies the length of the search step, is as Eq. (9): 

α= rand() ×

(
1

k2
max

k2 −
2

kmax
k+1

)

(9) 

The second scenario: When it rains, air resistance and humidity prevent dandelion seeds from being transported away by the wind, 
causing them to remain in their immediate vicinity. This can be expressed mathematically as Eq. (10): 

dk+1 = dk × T (10) 

At the end of each iteration, the parameter T slowly approaches 1, controlling the dandelion’s local search range. This adjustment 
ensures that the population settles on the optimum search agent. To compute the domain, use Eq. (11): 

T=1 − rand × q (11) 

where the value of q is given as Eq. (12): 

q=

((
1

k2
max − 2kmax + 1

k2

)

−

(
2

k2
max − 2kmax + 1

k+1

)

+

(
1

k2
max − 2kmax + 1

))

(12) 

In summary, Eq. (13) is the mathematical expression for dandelion seeds through the rising stage: 

dk+1 =

{ (
dk + α × vx × vy × ln Y × (ds − dk)

)
randn < 1.5

dk + T Else (13) 

A typical distribution of random numbers (randn) is used by the DOA technique to continuously change the ratio of exploration to 
exploitation. To improve the approach’s global search direction, a cutoff point of 0.5 is chosen. Because of this, the initial stage of 
iterative optimization can utilize dandelion seeds to investigate the entire search space, pointing the subsequent stages of the pro
cedure in the appropriate directions.

3) Descending Stage

The DOA strategy prioritizes exploration during this phase, employing Brownian motion to simulate the descent of dandelion seeds 
after reaching a certain height. As Brownian motion adheres to a normal distribution, it enables exploration across a wider range of 
search spaces during the iteration process. Additionally, the DOA technique utilizes average position data post-upward movement to 
gauge the stability of the seed’s descent, guiding the population towards more favorable regions. Mathematically, this process can be 
represented as Eq. (14): 

dk+1 = dk −
(
α× βk ×

(
dmean k − α× β× dk

))
(14) 

where βk represents the Brownian motion and is a random number taken from the typical distribution.
The average position of the population in the ith iteration is denoted by dmean_k, and its mathematical expression is as Eq. (15): 
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dmean k =
1

Pop
∑Pop

i=1
di (15) 

4) Land Stage

The outcomes of the first two steps determine the landing site that the dandelion seed chooses during the exploitation phase of the 
DOA strategy. The method aims to arrive at the global optimal solution through repeated iterations. Eq. (16) is a representation of this 
process. 

dk+1 = delite + (Levy(λ)×α×(delite − dk × δ)) (16) 

where delite represents the ideal location of the dandelion seed in the ith iteration. Eq. (16) may be used to produce levy(λ), which is the 
Levy flight function, and Eq. (17) can be used to calculate σ, which is a linear growing function between [0, 2]. 

Levy(λ)= s ×
ω × σ

|t|
1
β

(17) 

And 

δ=
2t
T

(18) 

In Eq. (18), δ, a random parameter between [0, 2], is employed. In this study, s is a fixed constant of 0.01 while β = 1.5, ω, and t are 
random values between zero and one. σ has the following mathematical expression as Eq. (19): 

σ =

⎛

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎝

Γ(1 + β)sin
(

πβ
2

)

Γ
(

1+β
2

)

β2

(
β− 1

2

)

⎞

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎠

(19) 

5) Convergence determination

The rising, lowering, and landing phases of the iterative optimization process are how the DOA technique works. Because the duty 
ratios follow random trajectories during the rising stage, a thorough search space investigation can be conducted to find possible 
optimal spots. The Brownian motion trajectory is used in the descending stage to fine-tune the optimization procedure, concentrating 
on potential areas inside the search space. Lastly, in order to optimize the duty ratios and go closer to the GMPP, the landing stage 
makes use of a linear rising function with Levy flight.

6) Re-initialization

The fitness value of the MPPT, which uses temporal variant optimization, frequently varies based on the climate conditions. In these 
situations, the duty ratios, or positions of the DOAs, are reinitialized to look for the new GMPP once more. In this article, the following 
constraint equation is used to detect changes in SP or insolation and reinitialize the duty ratios as Eq. (20): 

Pk+1
PV − Pk

PV

Pk+1
PV

≥ ΔP% (20) 

4.2. The DOA Technique’s execution for MPPT

To guarantee the efficient and precise functioning of the DOA method in PV systems, several limitations and adjustments must be 
made when applying it to MPPT.

Initializing and Constraints of the Duty Ratio: In the naturalistic analogy, the duty ratios in the DOA technique translate into control 
signals that are sent to the converter, just like dandelion seeds. The maximum value (dmax = 0.9) and the minimum value (dmin = 0.1) 
restrict the search space where the duty ratios are required to be initialized before the optimization procedure can start. These lim
itations serve to limit the optimization to a safe and practical range of duty cycles that don’t result in instability or go beyond the 
converter’s operating parameters. This guarantees that the method begins with power conversion values that are sensible and does not 
start with any hazardous or unfeasible settings.

Three steps make up the iterative optimization process that the DOA methodology uses to go forward: rising, lowering, and landing. 
In the upward phase, the duty ratios follow stochastic paths, which facilitate a wide range of searches to find possible best spots. In 
order to fine-tune the optimization procedure and concentrate on promising areas within the search space, the descending step uses the 
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Brownian motion trajectory. To fine-tune the duty ratios and move closer to the GMPP, the landing stage finally applies a linear rising 
function with Levy flight.

4.2.1. Purpose of DOA in MPPT
The primary purpose of the DOA in the context of MPPT for photovoltaic (PV) systems is to efficiently and accurately identify the 

GMPP under various environmental conditions. The DOA is inspired by the natural dispersal mechanism of dandelion seeds, which 
ensures widespread exploration of the search space and robust convergence to the optimal solution.

Fig. 5. The DOA Flowchart based-MPPT for PV modules.
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4.2.2. Objectives of the DOA in MPPT
Enhanced Tracking Accuracy: The DOA aims to improve the precision with which the MPPT controller can track the GMPP. This 

is particularly important in PSC where multiple local maxima may exist. The algorithm’s ability to distinguish between local and global 
maxima ensures that the PV system consistently operates at its highest possible efficiency.

Rapid Convergence: One of the critical challenges in MPPT is the need for rapid adaptation to changing irradiance levels and 
shading patterns. The DOA is designed to achieve swift convergence to the GMPP, minimizing the time the PV system spends in 
suboptimal operating points. This quick response is vital for maintaining high energy yield, especially in dynamic environments.

Stability and Reliability: The DOA provides a stable and reliable MPPT method that can handle fluctuations in environmental 
conditions without causing oscillations or instability in the power output. Stability is crucial for ensuring the longevity and safety of the 
PV system components.

Finding the optimal Duty Ratio: The DOA methodology iteratively adjusts the duty ratio positions until it reaches convergence, at 
which time the ideal duty ratio that represents the GMPP is found. After that, the converter receives this duty ratio and modifies the 
power conversion to run at the PV system’s ideal power output. A Flowchart depicting the sequential execution of the DOA method 
under PS conditions is shown in Fig. 5. A visual depiction of the algorithm’s progression through the many steps, including altering 
duty ratios and obtaining the GMPP, is given by the flowchart. This pseudocode for the DOA is as follows: 

5. Simulation results and discussion

5.1. Simulation study under static and dynamic environments

Case 1. Static Uniform Conditions
Under uniform conditions, all solar PV modules receive the same quantity of sunlight, resulting in a single peak. The radiation 

applied to the three PV modules are identical [1000,1000,1000], and the PV output power and PV voltage values at the MPP are 747 W 
and 90 V as demonstrated in Fig. 6.

In the first experiment, the PV modules get a constant 1000 W/m2. The findings demonstrate that when compared to other 

Fig. 6. The P-V and I-V characteristics under the first scenario.
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methods, DOA has a substantially shorter convergence time and minimal size variations. Moreover, Fig. 7a illustrates how well DOA 
tracks the MPP of 747 W, using a voltage of 149.7 V and a current of 4.99 A at MPP to achieve 100.00 % tracking efficiency with a 
recorded converging time of 0.18 s. Conversely, Fig. 7b shows that DOA exhibits a significantly faster settling time than HGWOSCO, 
which can follow the MPP adequately and has a tracking time of only 0.27 s. With a voltage of 149.5 V and a current of 4.99 A at MPP, it 
settles at a lesser value of 746.96 W and achieves an efficiency of 99.98 %. GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC (Fig. 7c–i) can 
follow the MPP oscillations and extended time with success. Its increased steady-state oscillations cause power losses and lower ef
ficiency, and it takes longer to settle than DOA and HGWOSCO. In terms of settling time, DOA exhibits an improvement over GOA, 
DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC. Notably, DOA performs better in fully insolated situations; however, partial shading scenarios 
should be well-suited for the metaheuristic method. Table 4 presents a comparison of the results obtained in terms of power, tracking 
time, and efficiency during case one.

Case 2. Static Partial Shading Conditions
Under static PSCs, all solar PV modules receive different quantity of irradiance, resulting in multiple power peaks (unique global 

Fig. 7. The PV modules output characteristics during static uniform weather conditions [1000, 1000, 1000]: a) DOA, and b) HGWOSCO, c) GOA, d) 
DFO, e) PSOGS, f) PSO, g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.
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and many local peaks). In this case, the irradiances applied to the three PV modules are [1000, 900, 800] causes multiple peaks, the 
theoretical global peak value at 637.9 W at VMPP 93.4 V based on the power-voltage curve depicted in Fig. 8.

In the second experiment, the radiation values of the four solar panel modules are 800, 900, and 1000 W/m2, respectively. With a 
voltage of 138.22 V at MPP and a current of 4.6077 A at MPP, displayed in Fig. 9a, DOA successfully monitors the MPP of 637.872 W in 
a tracking time of 0.22 s, reaching an efficiency of nearly 99.99 % during the PS circumstance. Fig. 9b demonstrates that GOA achieves 
a slightly shorter tracking time of 0.24 s, reaching a lower MPP value of 637.2 W, with corresponding voltage and current values at 
MPP of 138.268 V and 4.60 A, respectively, along with a lower efficiency of 99.89 %. Meanwhile, HGWOSCO, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA 
P&O, and INC (as shown in Fig. 9-c-i) successfully track MPP fluctuations over an extended duration. Compared to DOA and GOA, it 
takes more to settle and has higher steady-state oscillations that result in power losses and decreased efficiency. In terms of settling 
time, DOA shows a notable improvement over HGWOSCO, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC. These findings indicate that DOA is 
superior to rival approaches in many ways, most notably in terms of efficiency and the rate of convergence improvement. The proposed 
technique’s resilience in managing static partial shading is amply demonstrated. As a crucial prerequisite for attaining high efficiency 
and performance in PV systems, our findings show how well the DOA-based MPPT techniques tracks the MPP during varying solar 
radiation circumstances. Table 5 shows the comparison between the obtained results in terms of the power, tracking time and effi
ciency during case two.

Case 3. Dynamic Nonuniform Conditions
Under dynamic uniform conditions, the solar PV modules receive the same quantity of uniform irradiances [1000, 1000, 1000] for a 

certain period [0–1 s] as depicted in Fig. 10a, resulting in one global peak with theoretical power and voltage values of 747 W and 90 V 
as depicted in Fig. 10b. After that the irradiances have been changed to be [850,850, 850] for intervals from [1–2 s] causes the change 
in irradiances to another global peak with theoretical power and voltage values of 637 W and 90.5 V as depicted in Fig. 10a,b.

In the third experiment, As shown in Fig. 11a at the PS1[1000, 1000, 1000], DOA successfully monitors the MPP of 747 W in a 
tracking time of 0.1 s, reaching an efficiency of approximately 100.00 % during the PS scenario 1 with a voltage of 146.25 V at MPP 
and a current of 4.87 A at MPP and at PS2[850,850, 850], DOA successfully monitors the MPP of 637 W in a tracking time of 1.0 s, 
reaching an efficiency of approximately 100.00 % during the PS scenario 2 with a voltage of 138.335 V at MPP and a current of 4.61 A. 
GOA takes longer to reach the MPP, with a tracking time of 0.39 s, settling at a lower value of 743.9 W with a current of 4.97 A at MPP 
and voltage of 149.3 V at MPP, resulting in an efficiency of 99.58 % at PS1[1000, 1000, 1000]. Meanwhile, GOA at PS2[850,850, 850] 
obtained 612.76 W power, 135.6 V voltage, and 4.5 A current with a tracking time of 1.03 s, achieving 96.19 % efficiency, as seen in 
Fig. 11b. HGWOSCO, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC (Fig. 11c–i) are successful in tracing the MPP fluctuations over an 
extended time. Compared to DOA and GOA, it takes more to settle and has higher steady-state oscillations that cause losses in power 
and decreased efficiency. In terms of settling time, DOA shows a notable improvement over HGWOSCO, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, 
and INC. These findings indicate that DOA is superior to rival approaches in many ways, most notably in terms of efficiency and the 
rate of convergence improvement. Table 6 shows the comparison between the obtained results in terms of the power, tracking time and 
efficiency during case three.

Table 4 
Comparisons between the obtained results under static uniform conditions (Case one).

Algorithm Theoretical power (Pth) Measure power (W) Tracking time (s) Efficiency (%)

DOA 747 W 747 0.18 100.00
HGWOSCO 746.9 0.27 99.98
GOA 744.089 0.2 99.61
DFO 712.964 0.09 95.44
PSOGS 727.903 0.59 97.44
PSO 744.822 1.36 99.70
CSA 732.2 0.634 98.01
P&O 714.938 0.193 95.70
INC 609.854 0.098 81.64

Fig. 8. The P-V and I-V characteristics under the second scenario.
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Fig. 9. The PV modules output characteristics during static PSCs [1000, 900, 800]: a) DOA, and b) HGWOSCO, c) GOA, d) DFO, e) PSOGS, f) PSO, 
g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.

Table 5 
Comparisons between the obtained results under static partial shading conditions (Case two).

Algorithm Theoretical power (Pth) Measure power (W) Tracking time (s) Efficiency (%)

DOA 637.9 W 637.872 0.22 99.99
HGWOSCO 573.483 0.26 89.90
GOA 637.2 0.24 99.89
DFO 487.1 0.25 76.44
PSOGS 434.566 2 68.12
PSO 636.89 1.28 99.84
CSA 637.2 0.29 99.89
P&O 614.899 0.387 96.39
INC 457.593 0.06 71.73
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Fig. 10. P-V plots were obtained under condition 3: (a) Radiations profiles, (b) P-V power curves.

Fig. 11. The PV modules output characteristics during dynamic uniform conditions [1000,1000,1000] and [850,850,850]: a) DOA, and b) 
HGWOSCO, c) GOA, d) DFO, e) PSOGS, f) PSO, g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.
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Case 4. Dynamic PSCs
Fig. 12a, b shows the PV output actual power under dynamic PSCs. This condition means the solar PV modules receive time variant 

irradiances where the irradiances was [1000,900,800] for certain periodic time [0–1 s] as depicted in Fig. 12a, resulting in multiple 
local peaks and one global peak with power and voltage values of 637 W and 93.4 V as depicted in Fig. 12b. After that the irradiances 
changed to [900,400,1000] for another periodic time [1–2 s]. This means that the PSC changed to another PSC and the change in 
irradiances versus time will lead to a new global peak with power and voltage values of 460 W and 60 V as depicted in Fig. 10a,b.

In the third experiment, this is a strong PS condition where the solar radiation varies between the panels with the following 
values: [1000,900,800], and [900,400,1000] W/m2. In this configuration (Fig. 13a), the DOA technique works very well, tracking the 
MPP in less than 0.40 s, with an efficiency of almost 99.98 %. It also reaches an MPP of 636.9 W at the first PS [1000,900,800], with a 
voltage of 145.3 V at MPP and a current of 4.98 A at MPP. By adjusting the irradiances to PS2: [900,400,1000], the DOA can also follow 
the global maximum power with reduced oscillations and in less time—just 1.30 s—to identify the peak power of 460 W achieving an 
astounding efficiency of over 99.65 %. With a voltage of 101 V and a current of 5.6 A at MPP, the DOA technique additionally ac
complishes an MPP of 459 W. In contrast, the GOA algorithm (Fig. 13b) shows a much slower convergence time of 0.248 s and obtained 
at a lower value of 634.9 W at MPP, with a voltage of 138.25 V and a current of 4.6 A. This results in an efficiency of 99.67 % at the PS1 
[1000,900,800]. Once the irradiances are changed to PS2: [900,400,1000], the GOA method remains at the same location as PS1 and is 
unable to detect the new GMPP of PS2. Comparably, the MPP is tracked by the HGWOSCO, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC 
(Fig. 13c–i) algorithms; however, their settling times are marginally longer than those of DOA. Moreover, the algorithms HGWOSCO, 
DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC (Fig. 13c–i) perform poorly because they converge to the MPP much more slowly, leading to 
greater total power losses. In summary, the DOA method performs better in a strong PS scenario in terms of settling time and efficiency 
than the HGWOSCO, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC (Fig. 13c–i) algorithms. Table 7 shows the comparison between the ob
tained results during case four.

6. Experimental results and discussion section

To validate the simulation outcomes, hardware-in-loop (HIL) testing platforms were employed, as depicted in Fig. 14. The 
experimental setup is configured to evaluate the performance of the proposed DOA strategy under diverse dynamic and static envi
ronmental conditions, encompassing uniform and nonuniform irradiance, as well as partial shading scenarios. The control method
ology is executed using NI PXIE-1071, with the hardware-in-loop simulation conducted through NI PXIE-1071 employing HIL 
software. The power circuit, comprising the PV array, boost converter, and load, is implemented using the FPGA board of NI PXIE- 
1071. The results are displayed on the power analyzer by connecting an external port board to specific ports defined in NI PXIE- 
1071, with a sampling frequency of 10 kHz.

In the primary scenario, the simulation model of PV modules depicts a condition without any shading. In this setup, each PV panel 
(G1, G2, G3) is exposed to an identical irradiation level of 1000 W/m2, leading to the production of uniform currents. Consequently, 
the P-V curve exhibits a singular peak representing the global peak, commonly known as GMPP.

Table 6 
Comparisons between the obtained results under dynamic non-uniform conditions (Case three).

Algorithm First Interval (0–1 s) Measure 
power (W)

Track 
time (s)

Efficiency 
(%)

Second Interval (1–2 s) Measure 
power (W)

Track 
time (s)

Efficiency 
(%)

PS1 (W/m2) Pth 

(W)
PS2 (W/m2) Pth 

(W)

DOA (1000,1000,1000) 747 747 0.1 100.00 (850,850,850) 637 637 1.0 100.00
HGWOSCO 746.2 0.22 99.89 596.1 1.08 93.57
GOA 743.9 0.39 99.58 612.76 1.03 96.19
DFO 746.7 0.25 99.95 598.2 1.05 93.90
PSOGS 724.2 0.6 96.94 632.57 1.06 99.30
PSO 745 0.9 99.73 596.3 1.3 93.61
CSA 746.3 0.6 99.90 597 1.07 93.72
P&O 715 0.2 95.71 637 1.0 100.00
INC 584.1 0.15 78.19 417.3 1.1 65.51

Fig. 12. P-V plots were obtained under Dynamic PSC: (a) Dynamic PSC profile, (b) P-V power curves.
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In this experiment, the PV panels receive a consistent radiation of 1000 W/m2. The findings indicate that DOA demonstrates a 
notably shorter convergence time and minimal size fluctuations (Fig. 15a) in comparison to HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA 
P&O, and INC (Fig. 15b–i) algorithms. As shown in Fig. 15a, DOA successfully detects the 745.82 W MPP at a voltage of 145.5 V and a 
current of 5.1 A at MPP. This results in a monitoring efficiency of 99.84 % and an estimated converging time of 0.15 s. HGWOSCO 
exhibits competence in exploring and exploiting new areas, managing to track the MPP at 743.62 W with a voltage of 147.70 V and a 
current of 5.0 A at MPP, achieving a tracking efficiency of 99.54 %. However, it takes longer to settle compared to DOA, with a settling 
time of 0.25 s (Fig. 15b). The comparison between GOA and DOA highlights the latter’s superior performance in terms of tracking time, 
achieving a significantly quicker settling time. DOA attains a lower MPP value of 743.82 W with a current of 5.33 A at MPP and a 
voltage of 139.5 V, resulting in an efficiency of 99.58 % (Fig. 15c). Unlike HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC 
(Fig. 15b–i), DOA demonstrates an improvement in settling time. While DOA excels in fully insolated environments, metaheuristic 
algorithms are expected to perform well even in scenarios with partial shading.

In this partial shading scenario, the simulation depicts varying irradiance levels experienced by modules G1, G2, and G3, at [1000, 

Fig. 13. The PV modules output characteristics during dynamic PSCs [1000,900,800] and [900,400,1000]: a) DOA, and b) HGWOSCO, c) GOA, d) 
DFO, e) PSOGS, f) PSO, g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.
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900, 800] W/m2, respectively. Consequently, both the shaded module and the PV string generate similar currents, although bypass 
diodes across each panel redirect the maximum current from the unshaded PV panels. This discrepancy in currents results in multiple 
peaks in the P-V curves.

In the second scenario, the three PV modules are subjected to varying radiation levels, with values of 1000, 900, and 800 W/m2, 
respectively. As shown in Fig. 16a, DOA adeptly tracks the MPP of 637.0 W at 138.22 V, with a current of 4.6 A at MPP, achieving a 
remarkable efficiency of nearly 99.85 % under partial shading conditions. Conversely, as depicted in Fig. 16c, GOA captures the MPP of 
637.0 W with a current of 4.6 A at MPP and a voltage of 137.5 V at MPP, yielding an efficiency of 99.85 %, like that achieved by DOA. 
However, the tracking time of GOA is longer at 0.25 s. When compared to HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC 
(Fig. 16b–i), DOA displays a significant improvement in settling time. These findings suggest that DOA holds several advantages over 
competing algorithms, particularly in terms of greater efficiency and a notable enhancement in convergence rate.

Fig. 17-a-i depicts the performance curves of the DOA, HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms under 
different shading scenarios, illustrating the impact of dynamic variations in radiation on the PV modules. This simulation mirrors 
situations where partial shading, caused by factors such as passing clouds, intermittently affects the PV array’s surface.

Under condition 1 [1000, 1000, 1000] W/m2, with a theoretical power of 747 W, the DOA achieves an Impp of 5.1 A and Vmpp of 
145.22 V. It obtains a Pmpp of 747.0 W and an efficiency of 100.00 %, with a converging time of 0.1 s as shown in Fig. 17a. Meanwhile, 
under the same condition (Fig. 17b), the HGWOSCO algorithm attains an Impp of 5.0 A and Vmpp of 146.5 V, with a Pmpp of 746.8 W and 
an efficiency of 99.97 %, requiring a tracking time of 0.35 s as shown Fig. 17b. Fig. 17a illustrates that DOA successfully tracks the first 
global maximum power with fewer oscillations and in less tracking time, reaching the global peak power of 747 W comparing to 
HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms during dynamic uniform conditions.

In condition 2, with changed irradiances to [850, 850, 850] W/m2, and a theoretical power of 637.0 W, the DOA achieves an 
efficiency of 100.00 %, tracking the Pmpp with a tracking time of 1.25 s at 645.0 W, and an Impp value of 4.66 A and Vmpp of 136.6 V. In 
comparison, the HGWOSCO algorithm achieves an Impp of 4.4 A and Vmpp of 132.5 V, with a Pmpp of 595.8 W and an efficiency of 93.53 
%, requiring a tracking time of 1.55 s. Fig. 17c–i illustrates the performance characteristics (power, voltage and current) curves of the 
GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms respectively. Additionally, the DOA exhibits consistent output power, voltage, 
and current even in the face of abrupt variations in solar irradiation. This discovery implies that the dynamic uniform circumstances 
are skillfully adapted to by the DOA-based MPPT controller, increasing the probability of achieving the optimum power point via both 
local and global exploration.

Fig. 18a–i depicts the performance curves of the HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms under dy
namic partial shading (DPS), illustrating the impact of dynamic of PSC on the PV array. DPS conditions refer to situations in which 
solar photovoltaic (PV) panels experience varying levels of shading over time. Shading occurs when some parts of the PV array are 

Table 7 
Comparisons between the obtained results under dynamic partial shading conditions (Case four).

Algorithm First Interval (0–1 s) Measure 
power (W)

Track 
time (s)

Efficiency 
(%)

Second Interval (1–2 s) Measure 
power (W)

Track 
time (s)

Efficiency 
(%)

PS1 (W/m2) Pth 

(W)
PS2 (W/m2) Pth 

(W)

DOA (1000,900,800) 637 636.9 0.3 99.98 (900,400,1000) 460.6 459 1.3 99.65
HGWOSCO 573.4 0.34 90.01 275.1 1.04 59.72
GOA 634.9 0.24 99.58 331.95 1.05 72.06
DFO 486.8 0.24 99.67 264.38 1.0 57.34
PSOGS 633.1 0.76 96.38 323 1.05 70.12
PSO 618.2 0.89 97.04 363.3 1.15 78.87
CSA 635 0.64 99.68 330.4 1.0 71.73
P&O 298.7 0.33 46.89 354 1.27 76.85
INC 455.6 0.05 71.52 455.6 0.05 98.91

Fig. 14. HIL experimental setup.
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exposed to sunlight, while others are shaded due to objects such as buildings, trees, or other obstructions. This dynamic shading can 
occur throughout the day as the sun’s position changes, or due to moving objects like clouds.

Under DPS1 [1000, 900, 800] W/m2, with a theoretical power and voltage of 637 W and 93.4 V, the DOA achieves an Impp of 5.4 A 
and Vmpp of 135.22 V as well as it obtains a Pmpp of 630.188 W and an efficiency of 98.93 %, with a converging time of 0.3 s as shown 
Fig. 18a. Meanwhile, under the same condition, the GOA algorithm accomplishes an Impp of 4.6 A and Vmpp of 137.5 V, with a Pmpp of 
632.5 W and an efficiency of 99.29 %, requiring a tracking time of 0.65 s as shown Fig. 18c. Fig. 18a illustrates that DOA successfully 
tracks the first global maximum power with fewer oscillations and in less tracking time, reaching the global peak power of 637 W 
comparing to the HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms under dynamic partial shading (DPS),

In DPS 2, [900, 400, 1000] W/m2, and a theoretical power and voltage of 460.6W and 60 V, the DOA achieves a efficiency of 94.49 
%, tracking the Pmpp with a time of 1.25 s at 435.24 W, and an Impp value of 3.9 A and Vmpp of 111.6 V. In comparison, the GOA 
algorithm accomplishes an Impp of 3.4 A and Vmpp of 97.5 V, with a Pmpp of 331.5 W and an efficiency of 71.97 %, requiring a tracking 
time of 1.33 s. Notably, the obtained results in terms of the efficiency and tracking time of each techniques and the ability of each 
technique to extract the highest power in the shortest possible time, DOA successfully tracks the first global maximum power with 
fewer oscillations and in less tracking time, reaching the global peak power of 637 W comparing to the HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, 
PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms under dynamic partial shading (DPS).

Fig. 15. The PV modules output characteristics during static uniform weather conditions [1000, 1000, 1000]: a) DOA, and b) HGWOSCO, c) GOA, 
d) DFO, e) PSOGS, f) PSO, g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.
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7. The MPPT algorithms’ performance discussion

The potential of an MPPT approach to precisely trace the Maximum Power Point (MPP) of a photovoltaic (PV) system is crucial for 
assessing its performance under both static and dynamic conditions, including uniform and partially shaded scenarios. Accurate MPP 
tracking ensures that the PV system operates at its highest possible efficiency, even when subjected to challenging conditions such as 
partial shading, which can significantly reduce overall system efficiency.

7.1. Key variables for assessing MPPT effectiveness

Accuracy of Tracking: This variable measures the effectiveness of the MPPT approach in tracking the PV system’s MPP during 
partial shading conditions (PSC). It is typically expressed as a percentage of the PV system’s total power output that the MPPT 
approach successfully tracks. High accuracy indicates that the algorithm can closely follow the true MPP, minimizing power losses due 
to shading.

MPPT Speed: The speed of the MPPT mechanism is critical, especially under dynamic PSC, where irradiance levels can change 
rapidly. MPPT speed is defined as the time required for the MPPT method to adjust its tracking parameters to align with the new MPP. 
A faster response time ensures that the PV system quickly adapts to changing conditions, maintaining optimal power output.

Stability: Stability refers to the MPPT technique’s ability to consistently follow the PV system’s MPP without oscillations or de
viations, even during dynamic PSC. A stable MPPT method ensures reliable performance and avoids fluctuations that can cause in
efficiencies or damage to the system.

Fig. 16. The PV modules output characteristics during static PSCs [1000, 900, 800]: a) DOA, and b) HGWOSCO, c) GOA, d) DFO, e) PSOGS, f) PSO, 
g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.
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7.2. Evaluation of the DOA-based MPPT approach

In this study, we evaluated the effectiveness of the proposed Dandelion Optimizer Algorithm (DOA)-based MPPT approach by 
summarizing the average efficiency and tracking time for various algorithms. The results, depicted in Fig. 19, demonstrate that the 
DOA-based method provides a robust solution for MPP tracking, outperforming traditional algorithms in both static and dynamic 
scenarios.

The comprehensive evaluation included comparisons with other state-of-the-art algorithms, highlighting the DOA’s superior 
performance in terms of accuracy, speed, and stability. These findings underscore the DOA’s potential as a reliable and efficient 
method for optimizing PV system performance under varying environmental conditions.

In addition to statistical validation, future research will explore the integration of the DOA-based MPPT method with other 
advanced techniques and real-world PV systems. This will include field testing under diverse environmental conditions to assess the 
practical feasibility and robustness of the approach.

8. Conclusions

The implementation of the Dandelion Optimizer Algorithm (DOA) method in Maximum Power Point Tracking (MPPT) controllers 
offers a promising strategy to enhance the effectiveness and reliability of solar photovoltaic (PV) systems under both static and dy
namic conditions, including uniform and non-uniform (partial shading) scenarios. The DOA approach effectively balances the trade- 
offs between tracking speed, precision, and convergence, making it a robust solution for optimizing power output. By dynamically 

Fig. 17. The PV modules output characteristics during dynamic uniform conditions [1000,1000,1000] and [850,850,850]: a) DOA, and b) 
HGWOSCO, c) GOA, d) DFO, e) PSOGS, f) PSO, g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.
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adjusting to varying irradiance levels and shading patterns, the DOA method ensures that the PV system operates at its optimal 
performance, thereby maximizing energy harvest and improving overall system efficiency. This makes the DOA an advantageous 
choice for addressing the challenges posed by partial shading and other dynamic environmental factors in solar PV applications. The 
MPPT-based DOA approach beats other commonly employed MPPT-based metaheuristic techniques, including HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, 
PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC, as proved by the trials presented in this scientific publication, confirming its supremacy. The obtained 
results show that the DOA approach works better than HGWOSCO, GOA, DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms. On 
average, the DOA approach accomplishes a tracking time of 0.5 s and an efficiency of 99.93 %. In evaluation, the HGWOSCO, GOA, 
DFO, PSOGS, PSO, CSA P&O, and INC algorithms take tracking time of 0.535 s, 0.525 s, 0.48 s, 1.01 s, 1.14 s, 0.704 s, 0.56 s and 0.251 s 
respectively, with an efficiency of 88.84 %, 94.48 %, 87.12 %, 88.05 %, 94.79 %, 93.82 %, 85.25 % and 77.93 % respectively. 
Furthermore, the benefits of the DOA method are confirmed by simulation study performed using a hardware-in-the-loop (HIL) NI 
PXIE-1071 simulator. The acquired results show that, even in difficult situations involving static and dynamic uniform irradiance and 
PSCs, the proposed DOA-based MPPT technique is dependable, well-organized, precise, and quick. This study demonstrates the DOA 
technique’s capacity to successfully accomplish its goals.

The performance of the DOA methodology in grid-connected PV systems and its applicability to MPPT techniques for other 
renewable energy sources, such wind and hydro, may be investigated in more detail. These studies would advance our knowledge of 
and ability to use DOA in a variety of renewable energy applications.

Fig. 18. Obtained results for CSO and PSO under dynamic PSCs: [1000, 900, 800] to [1000, 400, 900]: a) DOA, and b) HGWOSCO, c) GOA, d) DFO, 
e) PSOGS, f) PSO, g) CSA, h) P&O and i) INC.
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