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Abstract. This paper presents new Edge Finding algorithm for discrete
cumulative resources, i.e. resources which can process several activities
simultaneously up to some maximal capacity C. The algorithm has better
time complexity than the current version of this algorithm: O(kn logn)
versus O(kn?) where n is number of activities on the resource and k
is number of distinct capacity demands. Moreover the new algorithm is
slightly stronger and it is able to handle optional activities. The algo-
rithm is based on the ©-tree — a binary tree data structure which already
proved to be very useful in filtering algorithms for unary resource con-
straints.

Note: This version of the paper differs from the original: it fixes several
mistakes (mostly typos). All fixes are marked by footnotes and they in-
clude author of the fix.

Version: October 28 2010

1 Introduction

Nowadays, constraint based scheduling engines like IBM ILOG CP-Optimizer
[1] allow to describe and solve very complex scheduling problems involving a
variety of different constraints. This paper describes a filtering algorithm called
Edge Finding for one of them — for discrete cumulative resource constraint.

Let us demonstrate the problem on a simple example on Figure 1. Note
that this example may be just a small part of much more complex problem.
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Fig.1. An example: estp can be updated from 0 to 4.



There are three equivalent workers (a resource with capacity C' = 3) who must
perform four different activities T = {4, B, C, D}. Activity A requires all three
workers (cy = 3) for one hour (py = 1), activity B requires only one worker
(cg = 1) but for 3 hours (pg = 3) and remaining two activities C' and D
require two workers each (cc = c¢p = 2), activity C for 2 hours (po = 2) and
activity D for 3 hours (pp, = 3). Moreover the earliest possible starting time
of activities A and D is zero (est4 = estp = 0), for activities B and C' it is 2
(estp = este = 2). Latest possible completion time (deadline) for activities A,
B and Cis 5 (Icty = letp = lcte = 5), activity D does not have a deadline
(ICtD = OO)

Looking closely to the problem we can see that there is no way for D to start
before 4. Therefore we can update estp from 0 to 4 and this way limit the search
space of the problem. The rest of this paper describes the algorithm (called Edge
Finding) which performs such an update.

Note that there are also filtering algorithms for discrete cumulative resource
other than Edge Finding. For example Timetable propagation [2], Not-First/Not-
Last [3], Energetic Reasoning [2], Max Energy propagation [4] or Extended Edge
Finding [5]. However Timetable and Edge Finding are the ones which are used
most of the time.

Let us quickly review existing Edge Finding algorithms for discrete cumula-
tive resources. To the author’s knowledge the current state-of-the-art algorithm
can be found in [5]. In this paper Luc Mercier and Pascal Van Hentenryck proved
that the original cumulative Edge Finding algorithm with time complexity O(n?)
in [2] is incomplete, and therefore they designed new (complete) algorithm with
time complexity O(kn?).

This paper further improves the algorithm [5] in several aspects:

— O-tree data structure improves time complexity from O(kn?) to O(knlogn).

— Better usage of relation “ends before end” makes the filtering a little bit
stronger. There are cases when the new algorithm propagates while the old
one does not (Section 6.2).

— The algorithm can be easily adapted to handle optional activities. Although
propagation of optional activities can be further improved [6], it is already
pretty strong. We will show how to handle optional activities at the end of
the paper (Section 9).

— The algorithm is based on modified Edge Finding rules which are more
suitable for propagation. We provide a proof that the new rules are not
weaker than the original ones (Section 8).

Like algorithm [5] the new algorithm has two phases:

Detection phase tries to discover necessary relative positions of activities on
the resource. The result of this phase is a partial knowledge of a relation
“ends before end” (see later), which will be used in the next phase. For the
example on Figure 1 the algorithm in this phase detects that activity D must
end after the end of {A, B,C'}.



Adjustment phase utilizes results of the previous phase to improve temporal
bounds of activities — earliest start times and latest completion times.

In comparison with algorithm [5] the time complexities of both phases are im-
proved. For detection phase from O(n?) to O(nlogn), for adjustment phase from
O(kn?) to O(knlogn). For simplicity we will describe each phase separately.

We present only the algorithm to update earliest start times (not latest com-
pletion times) because the algorithm for update of latest completion times is
symmetrical.

Note also that Edge Finding algorithm is not idempotent and therefore it is
usually repeated until a fixpoint is reached.

2 Basic Notation

Let us formalize the notation already used in the introduction. The input of the
algorithm is a discrete cumulative resource with capacity C' € NT and a set of
activities T' (|]T| = n) which must be processed by the resource. Each activity
1 € T is characterized by the following attributes:

— earliest possible start time est; € N,

latest possible completion time lct; € N,

— processing time (duration) p; € N — a constant,
required capacity ¢; € N — a constant ¢; < C.

Activities are not preemptive, that is, if an activity ¢ starts at time ¢ it must
continue without interruption until time ¢ 4+ p,; where it ends. During the whole
processing from ¢ to t + p; it requires capacity ¢; from the resource. At any
time, the total capacity required from the resource cannot exceed the maximum
capacity C. We define k to be number of distinct capacity demands k = |{¢;, | €
T}

Values est; and lct; can change — they can be updated by other filtering
algorithms or by the Edge Finding algorithm itself. Therefore the input of the
Edge Finding algorithm are current bounds est; and lct;, the output are new
(updated) bounds.

Note that at any time the following inequality must hold for every activity i:

est; +p; <lct;

If it does not hold then the problem does not have any solution and the propa-
gation ends (a fail).
From the processing time and required capacity we can compute an energy
of an activity i:
€ = CiDP;

The energy corresponds to the area occupied by the activity on the resource
when depicted like on Figure 1.



The notation for earliest start time, latest completion time and energy can
be easily extended for a set of activities 2 C T

esty, = min {est;, ¢ € 2}
let; = max {Ict;, ¢ € 2}

en — E e;

i€

3 Earliest Completion Time, Energy Envelope

A critical role in the algorithm plays a computation of possible earliest comple-
tion time of a set of intervals © C T'. This computation was already described
in detail in [4], therefore here we only quickly repeat the main idea. We defined
a lower bound Ect(0) of earliest completion time of a set of activities @ C T as:

Ect(©) = [EDVC(@)W

where Env(0) is so-called energy envelope of set ©:

Env(0) = max{C estq + eo} (1)

3.1 Cumulative @-tree

The paper [4] also describes how to compute Env(©). The idea is to organize
set © in a balanced binary tree which we call cumulative @-tree. Activities are
represented by leaf nodes and sorted by est; from left to right. Each node v of
the tree holds the following values:

€y = CLeaves(v) (2)
Env, = Env (Leaves (v)) (3)

Where Leaves(v) is a set of all activities represented by leaves of the subtree
rooted in v.

Figure 2 shows a ©-tree for © = {A, B,C, D} from Figure 1. Notice that the
energy envelope of the represented set @ is equivalent to the value Env of the
root node. We can conclude that Ect ({4, B,C, D}) = [16/3] = 6.

For a leaf node v representing an activity ¢ € T the values in the tree are set
to:

ey = € Env, = Env ({i})

For internal nodes v these values can be computed recursively from their children
nodes left(v) and right(v) as shown in the following proposition.



Fig. 2. An example of a O-tree for © = {A, B,C, D} from Figure 1.

Proposition 1. For an internal node v, values e, and Env, can be computed
by the following recursive formulas:

€y = Cleft(v) + Cright(v) (4)
Env, = max {Envleft(v) + Cright(v)» Envright(v)} (5)
Proof. See [4]. O

Thanks to formulas (4) and (5), computation of values e, and Env, can
be integrated within standard operations with balanced binary trees without
changing their usual time complexities.

4 Relation “Ends before End”

Before going into details about Edge Finding, let us introduce a notion of ends
before end. We say that an activity j ends before the end of an activity ¢ (denoted
by j << i) if in all solutions end(j) < end(). The goal of the Edge Finding
algorithm is to discover as much of the relation < as possible and use it to
update temporal bounds. Until a solution is found the relation “ends before
end” is known only partially. Therefore in the following we will use the notation
j < in the sense “it is known that in all solutions j ends before the end of i”.
The notation for “ends before end” can be extended also to sets of activities:

VRCT, VieT\2: N<ieoNjeN: j<i)

5 Edge Finding: Detection Rule
Let us start by definition of a left cut of T' by activity j:
LCut(T,j) ={l, l € T & lct; <lct;}

To detect the relation < we will use the following rule:

VjeT,ieT\LCut(T,j):
(Ect (LCut (T, 5) U {i}) > let; = LCuwt(T,j) <)



The idea of this rule follows. The set LCut(7, j) must be processed before lct,.
So if there is not enough time to process i together with LCut(T, j) then the
activity ¢ must end after LCut(T, j). Note that this rule is different from the
original Edge Finding rule. We will show that this new rule is not weaker later
in Section 8.

The rule above can be rewritten using energy envelope into a form more
suitable for the algorithm:

VjeT,ieT\LCut(T,j):
(Env (LCut (T,j) U {i}) > Clet; = LCut(T,j) <i) (EF1)

Our goal is to discover as much of the relation < as possible. Therefore for
each activity i € T we are looking for an activity j € 7' with maximal® lct; such
that LCut(T,j) < i can be detected by the rule (EF1). This is the task for the
first part of the algorithm.

6 Detection Algorithm

Notice that once we prove by (EF1) that LCut (T, j) < 4 then it is pointless to
evaluate the rule (EF1) for the same activity ¢ and any j' € T such that lct; <
let; because it cannot bring any new information (LCut(T’, j/) C LCut(T, j)).

The algorithm is similar to the Edge Finding algorithm for unary resource [7].
We iterate over activities j in non-increasing order by lct; and we maintain a set
A C T\ LCut (T,j) of all activities ¢ for which we still did not find a set which
must end before end of 7. In each step of the algorithm we check whether there
is some activity ¢ € A such that the rule (EF1) proves that LCut (7, j) <i. In
other words, we test whether the following inequality holds:

max {Env (LCut (T, ) U{i})} > Clct;
(S

— If it holds then we find the responsible activity ¢ € A and conclude that
LCut (T, j) < i. Therefore we can remove i from A.

— If it does not hold then we move activity j into A and continue by next
activity j (because there is no activity ¢ such that LCut(j) <4 can be proved
by (EF1)).

To formalize the algorithm let us define:

Env (6, 4) = max {Env (O U {i})}

Although we did not show yet how to compute Env (O, A) we can already present
the resulting Algorithm 1.1. The result of the computation is the array prec
which has the following meaning:

VieT: {l,leT& lct; < precli]} <i

! Maximality of Ict; assures that for any other 5 € T satisfying LCut(T, ;') < i by
(EF1) we have LCut(T, j') C LCut(T,j).
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Algorithm 1.1. Edge Finding: Detection

for €T do

prec[i] = —oo;
e =T,
A= 0;

for j € T in non-increasing order of Ict; do begin
while Env(©,A4) > Clct; do begin
i := activity from A responsible for Env(©, A);

prec [i] := lct;; // means: LCut(T,j) <i
A = AN\ {i};
end ;
© = O\ {j};
A= AU{G}s
end ;

In the algorithm, © = LCut(7, j) unless there are duplicities in lct; (the algo-
rithm is correct even with such duplicities). In the following we will concentrate
on the computation of Env (6, A) and the proof that the algorithm 1.1 has time
complexity O(nlogn).

6.1 Computation of Env (@, A)

The idea is to extend cumulative O-tree into @-A-tree in a similar way it was
done for unary resource in [7]. The cumulative ©-A-tree is a balanced binary tree
where each leaf represents one activity from the set © or A. Leaves are sorted
from left to right according to est;. Each node of the tree holds the following
values:

€y = €Leaves(v)NO

= CLeaves(v)NO + max {ei}
i€Leaves(v)NA

SN

e

Env, = Env (Leaves (v) N O)
Env/ = Env (Leaves (v) N ©, Leaves (v) N A)

Notice that Env (6, A) is equivalent to Env;1 in the root node. For an example
of the cumulative ©-A-tree see Figure 3.
For a leaf node v an activity i € © U A these values are set to:

o — e, ifiecO A -0 ifie®
Ylo ifieAd v e; ifieA

Cest; +e; ific® A —00 ifie®
Env, = Env; = o
—00 ifieA Cest; +e ifieA



Fig. 3. An example of a ©-A-tree for ©® = LCut(T, A) = {A, B,C} and A = {D} from
Figure 1. We see that Env(©, A) = 16 which is more than C'lct4 = 15 and therefore
{A,B,C} < D.

For internal nodes v these values are computed recursively from their children
nodes left(v) and right(v):

Proposition 2. For an internal node v values e, e/, Env, and Env;1 can be
computed by the following formulas:

€y = Cleft(v) T Cright(v) (6)
e = max {e{é&(v) + €right(v)s Cleft(v) T eﬁght(v)} (7)
Env, = max {Enviet(y) + €right(v) ENVright(v) } (8)
Envf} = max {Envféft(v) + €right(v), ENViert(v) + eﬁght(v), Envﬁght(v)} (9)

Proof. First notice that formulas (6) and (8) are the same as formulas (4) and
(5) in Proposition 1. Addition of new leaves representing A into the tree cannot
invalidate these formulas because for these leaves v we have e, = 0 and Env, =
—00. Therefore formulas (6) and (8) hold by Proposition 1.

Formula (7) is simple to prove. It is enough to realize that the difference
between computation of e, by (6) and computation of e/ is that it is allowed to
use one of the activities i € A. This activity i can be either in the left subtree of v
(and in this case we can use el/éft(v) instead of ejeg(,)) or in the right subtree of v

(and we can use eﬁ ght(o) instead of eyigpe(y)). Putting this together we transform
formula (6) into (7).

It remains to prove formula (9). Again the difference between computation of
Env, and Env?/ is that it is allowed to use one of the activities i € A. This activity

can be either in the left subtree of v (and in this case we can use Envféft(v) instead

of Envieg(,y) or in the right subtree of v (and we can use Envﬁght(v) instead of
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Fig. 4. An example: {M, N} < O but the rule (EF1) is not able to detect it.

Envﬁght(v) or eﬁght(v) instead of eyjgne(y) but not both). This way we transform
formula (8) into (9). 0

Thanks to these recursive formulas it is possible to recompute internal values
within standard operations with balanced binary trees without changing their
time complexity. Therefore lines 9, 11 and 12 of Algorithm 1.1 has time complex-
ity O(logn) and line 6 has time complexity O(1). To prove that time complexity
of the whole Algorithm 1.1 is O(nlogn) it remains to show that time complexity
of line 7 is also O(logn).

The activity ¢ € A responsible for Env(6©, A) can be found by following a path
from the root of the tree to the responsible leaf. In each internal node we can
recognize in O(1) whether the responsible activity is in the left or right subtree
by analyzing which part of the formulas (9) or (7) was used in the given node:

responsible,a (left (v))  if e (v) = el/é&(v) =+ €right(v)

responsiblea (v) = . ) .
¢ responsible,a (right (v)) if €(v) = ejege() + egght(v)

responsibleg, 4 (right (v))  if Env?(v) = Envﬁght(v)

responsibleg, 4 (v) = < responsible_a (right (v)) if Env?(v) = Enviesy (o) + eﬁght(v)
responsibleg, 4 (left (v))  if Env?(v) = Envfeft(v) + €right (v)

We start the search in the root node r looking for responsibleg, .4 (r) and con-
tinue down the tree using the formulas above (and possibly switching from
responsibleg, 4 (v) to responsible . (v) on the path) until we reach a leaf.

6.2 Improving Detection

Consider the example on Figure 4. In this example we can see that in every
solution end(M) < end(O) because the maximum possible value for end(M) is
letps = 5 and the minimum possible value for end(O) is esto + po = 5. Therefore
M < O. Similarly N < O. However Edge Finding rule (EF1) is not able to detect
that {M, N} < O and we miss the update of estp from 0 to 5. It is a similar
situation to Detectable Precedences for unary resource described in [7].

The idea is to improve the propagation by improving the knowledge of the
relation < stored in the array prec:

prec[i] := max {prec[i], est; +p,}

It takes time O(n) to update all prec[i] according to the formula above.
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Fig.5. An example: estz can be updated from 0 to 2.

7 Time Bound Adjustment

Let us return again to the example on Figure 1. The algorithm presented in the
previous chapter detected that {A, B, C'} < D. We will try to use this knowledge
to update estp. Notice that activity A is actually not important for the update
(but it was important in the previous phase to realize that {A, B,C} < D), it
is a set 2 = {B,C} C © which determines new estp. With this set 2 we can
compute new value of estp denoted as est/,:

eQ_(C_CD)(l(?t_Q—eStQ)-‘ —9 W‘ (3_2)(5_2)-‘ _ 4

est, = esto + [
CD 2

However when LCut (T, j) <4 we cannot use just any subset 2 C LCut(T), j)
to compute update of est; as we did for estp above. Consider the example on
Figure 5. Here {W, X,Y} < Z but we cannot use {2 = {Y'} because the result
would be invalid:

eQ(C’cZC)(lcthstg)—‘ — 64 F — (211)(76)—‘ _6

estn + {

The valid update would be to set estz to 2, not to 6. The reason that we cannot
use 2 = {Y'} for update of esty is that there is not enough energy in 2 = {Y'}
to be in potential conflict with Z.

Let us generalize the idea demonstrated on these examples. When LCut(T, j)<
i then we want to update est; the following way:

LCut(7T,j)<i = est, := max {update (j,c;), est;} (EF2)
where:
- — letp —est
update(j, ¢) = QCLHéag%T ' {estg " [eﬂ (c c)c( ctp —es _(2)—‘}
= u 3]

en>(C—c)(lct —estg)

The condition e > (C — ¢)(let; — estg;) makes sure that we do not make any
invalid update as described above.

In the following we will describe how to compute values update(j, ¢). When
all values update(j, c) are computed then update of est; using array prec and
formula (EF2) is trivial.



Let’s assume for simplicity that there are no duplicates in the set {lct;, j €
T'}. Therefore if we sort activities T’ by increasing lct; in a sequence ji, jo, - . - , jn
we get:

LCut(T, j1) € LCut(T, j2) € --- € LCut(T, jn)

So when we compute value update(j;, ¢) we do not have to iterate again on all
possible subsets 2 C LCut(T, j;), we can use the fact that we already considered
part of them in the computation of update(j;—1,¢). L.e. in the outermost cycle
of the algorithm we iterate over all ¢ € {¢;,, m € T} and in the inner cycle we
iterate over all j; € T' and compute:

date(ji, ¢) diff (ji1,¢) when [ =1 (10)
u €)= . . .
P ! max {update (j;—1,¢), diff (ji,¢)} whenl>1
where:
—(C = ¢)(lct; —est
diff (4, c) = poihax {estn - [e” ( C)c( A QW } (11)

en>(C—c)(lct; —estp)

So in the computation of diff(j,¢) we “pretend” that all sets 2 C LCut(T,j)
has lct = let;. This is not true, there may be sets 2 C LCut(T7, j) such that
It < lct;. However these sets are correctly considered during computation of
diff(5/, ¢) such that lct; = lcty.

Let’s define? function maxest(j,c) as:

maxest(j, ¢) = max {estp, 2 C LCut(7,j) & en > (C —¢)(lct; —esto)}

Notice that for a particular set (2,, which defines maxest(j,c), i.e. estp, =
maxest(j, ¢), we have:

e, —(C —c)(let; —estp)
c

esto,, + { —‘ > esty,, = maxest(j,c)

and therefore diff (j, ¢) > maxest(j, ¢). Now we will show that:

—(C —¢)(Ict; — est
dlﬁ(]a C) = max estp + £e (C C)( Cly — €8 Q) (12)
QCLCut(T,5) c

est o <maxest(j,c)

The reason follows. The original condition was more restrictive than the new one:
n (12) we iterate over more sets {2 than in (11). However for every additional
set {2 we have est < maxest(j,c) and ep < (C — ¢)(lct; — est) therefore:

e —(C —c)(lctj —estp)
c

esto + { —‘ < estp < maxest(J, ¢)

And we already know that diff (j, ¢) > maxest(j, ¢). Therefore newly added sets
cannot influence the resulting maximum value in formula (12).

2 Thanks to Luc Mercier and Joseph Scott for correcting min/max error in the paper.



Formula (12) is algebraically equivalent to:

Env(j,c) — (C —c¢) lctj-‘

c

diff(j,¢) = {
where:

Env(j,c) = QCLHClgt)%Tj) {Cesto+en} (14)
e_q>(C:c)(lctj - esto)

We can split each set {2 by maxest(j, ¢) into two parts:

2 ={l, l € 2 & est; < maxest (j,c)}
25 ={l, l € 2 & est; > maxest (j,c)}

And then Cest + e = Cestg, +epn, +eq,. Let’s apply this idea on formula (14).
We define:

a(j,c) ={l, 1 € LCut (T, j) & est; < maxest (j,¢)}
B(j,c) ={l, L € LCut (T, j) & est; > maxest (j,c)}

And (14) is equivalent to:

Env(j,c) = eréls(); o {Cestn, +en, +en,} =

22CB(4,¢)
= e,@(j,c) + Env (a (]50)) (15)

We can compute Env (« (j, ¢)) by building ©-tree for the set «(j, ¢) as shown
in Proposition 1. However it is more suitable for the algorithm to build ©-tree for
the whole set LCut (T, j) and cut it into two parts just before the computation
of Env (a(j,¢)). The cut operation splits the tree into two trees, it is done in
such a way that all activities | € LCut(T, j) such that est; < maxest(j,c) go to
the left part while the others go into the right part. See Figure 6 for an example.
The cut operation has time complexity O(logn) and it splits the set LCut(T), j)
into sets «(j,¢) and B(j,¢). The value Env (a (j,¢)) can be found in the root
node of the O-tree for a(j,c), and eg(; ) can be found in the root node of the
O-tree for 3(j,c).

It remains to show how to compute maxest(j, ¢). The value maxest(j, c) was
defined as:

maxest(j, ¢) = min {est, 2 C LCut(7,j) & en > (C —¢)(lctj; —esto)}
The condition e > (C' — ¢)(lct; —esty) is algebraically equivalent to:
(C —c)estp+en > (C —c)lct, (16)

Notice that the left part of this inequality is very similar to the computation of
energy envelope, just C is replaced by (C' — ¢). Let us define a new variant of
energy envelope Env®:

Envé(0) = max {(C —c)estg +ep}



|
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Fig. 6. Example: computation of Env(j,¢) for ¢ = 1 and j = Y from example on
Figure 5. Therefore LCut(T, j) = {W, X, Y'}. Situation just before the cut.

The computation of Env® can be done again using ©-tree by Proposition 1. We
can compute Env and Env® in the same ©-tree as shown on Figure 6. Now we
can see that because of condition (16) it must hold?:

Env® (8 (4,¢)) < (C —¢)lct;

but if we would include activities I with est; = maxest(j, ¢) into the right tree
(in other words if we would do the cut more on the left) then this condition
would not hold. That allows to find a leaf [ with est; = maxest(j, ¢) by following
a path from the root the leaf as shown in Algorithm 1.2. Using this procedure
we can compute all values update(j, ¢) by Algorithm* 1.3 with time complexity
O(knlogn). Note that once update(j,c) is computed we can trivially update
values est; using (EF2).

8 Relation with standard Edge Finding

We will show that the algorithm described in the paper does not miss any update
done by Edge Finding algorithm described in [5]. It is enough to prove that the
original Edge Finding propagation rules are subsumed by the new rules (EF1)
and (EF2).

The traditional Edge Finding rule is:

VieT,VOCT\O: C (lct@ — est@U{i}) < egu{i} = est; ;= max (est;, newest;)

where:

nCcCeoe

newest; = max {est 0+ [
eQ>(C—C)(TCtQ —estp)

en—(C —c¢)(lctg — estg)—‘ } (17)

Ci

3 Thanks to Albert Oliveras Llunell for correcting a typo in the original paper.
4 Thanks to Joseph Scott for correcting a typo on line 9.
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Algorithm 1.2. Computation of maxest(j, ¢) using ©-tree for LCut (T, j)

v 1= T100t;
E = 0;
while v is not a leaf node do begin
if Env®(right (v)) + E > (C —¢)lct; then
v = right(v);
else begin
E = F + Cright(v)

v = left(v);
end ;
end ;
I := activity represented by leaf v;

return est;;

Algorithm 1.3. Computation of all update(j, ¢)

for c€ {¢m, me€ T} do begin

6 = 0;

upd = —00;

for j € T in non-decreasing order by Ict; do begin
0 = OU{j};
maxest := maxest(],c); // see Algorithm 1.2
(a, B) := Cut (O, maxest);
Env(j,c) := e(B) +Env(a); // see (15)
diff = [EmGo=Cooin ], // see (13)
upd := max(upd, diff); // see (10)
update(j,c) := upd;
© = join(a, B);

end ;

end ;

Let’s consider an activity ¢ and sets © and {2 which achieves the best update
by the rule above. Then we can define j to be an activity from @ such that
let; = lcte. And because © C LCut(T, j) we can see that the rule (EF1) holds
for ¢ and j. And because 2 C © C LCut(7,j) the update by the rule (EF2)
must be at least the same as by the original rule (17).

9 Optional Activities

Optional activity is an activity which may or may not be present in the resulting
schedule [1]. Optional activities makes modeling of certain types of problems
much easier (for example dealing with alternatives) and it also allows the CP
engine to propagate better. Therefore it is very important that Edge Finding
algorithm can handle optional activities.



To handle optional activities we can use the same idea as suggested in [4]: in-
stead of changing the algorithm we can just change its input data. If an activity j
is optional, we set for the algorithm lct; = oo regardless the real value of lct;.
This way the algorithm can never conclude that j <4 for any activity ¢ because
from the point of view of the algorithm the activity j can be always scheduled
later than i. Therefore optional activities will be influenced by non-optional ones,
but non-optional activities will not be influenced by optional ones.

Note that propagation for optional activities could be further improved as
suggested for unary resource in [6]. However it would probably result in increase
of time complexity of the algorithm.

10 Experimental Results

Speed of the presented algorithm was tested against incomplete algorithm [2]
by measuring time needed for initial propagation. These tests was done on cu-
mulative job-shop instances with resources of capacity 2 (note that in this case
k = 1). For n = 20 activities on resource the presented algorithm is on average
faster by factor 1.34, for n = 30 it is faster by factor 1.60, for n = 40 by 1.99,
for n = 60 by 2.68, for n = 100 by 4.15 and for n = 200 by factor 7.35.

11 Conclusions

This paper presents a new Edge Finding algorithm for discrete capacity re-
sources. The new algorithm is stronger than the state-of-the-art algorithm [5], it
is faster (in term of time complexity) and it can handle optional activities. The
algorithm is successfully used by CP-Optimizer [1] starting from version 2.0.
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