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ABSTRACT

We investigate the scheduling of n jobs divided into ¢ classes on
m identical parallel machines. For every class there is a setup time
which is required whenever a machine switches from the process-
ing of one class to another class. The objective is to find a schedule
that minimizes the makespan. We give near-linear approximation
algorithms for the following problem variants: the non-preemptive
context where jobs may not be preempted, the preemptive context
where jobs may be preempted but not parallelized, as well as the
splittable context where jobs may be preempted and parallelized.

We present the first algorithm improving the previously best ap-
proximation ratio of 2 to a better ratio of 3/2 in the preemptive case.
In more detail, for all three flavors we present an approximation
ratio 2 with running time O(n), ratio 3/2 + ¢ in time O(nlog1/¢)
as well as a ratio of 3/2. The (3/2)-approximate algorithms have
different running times. In the non-preemptive case we get time
O(nlog(n + A)) where A is the largest value of the input. The
splittable approximation runs in time O(n + clog(c + m)) whereas
the preemptive algorithm has a running time O(nlog(c + m)) <
O(nlogn). So far, no PTAS is known for the preemptive problem
without restrictions, so we make progress towards that question.
Recently Jansen et al. found an EPTAS for the splittable and non-
preemptive case but with impractical running times exponential in
1/e.

CCS CONCEPTS

« Theory of computation — Approximation algorithms anal-
ysis; Scheduling algorithms; Parallel algorithms.

KEYWORDS

approximation, scheduling, setup times, preemption, paralleliza-
tion

“Research was supported by German Research Foundation (DFG) project JA 612/20-1

Permission to make digital or hard copies of all or part of this work for personal or
classroom use is granted without fee provided that copies are not made or distributed
for profit or commercial advantage and that copies bear this notice and the full cita-
tion on the first page. Copyrights for components of this work owned by others than
the author(s) must be honored. Abstracting with credit is permitted. To copy other-
wise, or republish, to post on servers or to redistribute to lists, requires prior specific
permission and/or a fee. Request permissions from permissions@acm.org.

SPAA 19, June 22-24, 2019, Phoenix, AZ, USA

© 2019 Copyright held by the owner/author(s). Publication rights licensed to ACM.
ACM ISBN 978-1-4503-6184-2/19/06...$15.00
https://doi.org/10.1145/3323165.3323200

Klaus Jansen

Kiel University

Kiel, Germany
kj@informatik.uni-kiel.de

1 INTRODUCTION

Scheduling problems with setup times have been intensively stud-
ied for over 30 years now; in fact, they allow very natural formu-
lations of scheduling problems.

In the general scheduling problem with setup times, there are m
identical and parallel machines, a set J of n € Njobsj € J,c € N
different classes, a partition | J;_;C; = J of ¢ nonempty and disjoint
subsets C; C J, a processing time of t; € N time units for each job
Jj € Jand a setup (or setup time) of s; € N time units for each class
i € [c]. The objective is to find a schedule which minimizes the
makespan while holding all of the following.

All jobs (or its complete sets of job pieces) are scheduled. A setup
si is scheduled whenever a machine starts processing load of class
i and when switching processing from one class to another differ-
ent class on a machine. A setup is not required between jobs (or
job pieces) of the same class. There are various types of setups dis-
cussed; here we focus on sequence-independent batch setups, i.e.
they do not depend on the previous job/class. All machines are
single-threaded (jobs (or job pieces) and setups do not intersect in
time on each machine) and no setup is preempted.

There are three variants of scheduling problems with setup times
which have been gaining the most attention in the past. There is
the non-preemptive case where no job may be preempted, formally
known! as problem P|setup = s;|Cmayx. Another variant is the pre-
emptive context, namely P|pmtn, setup =s;j|Cmax, where a job may
be preempted at any time but be processed on at most one ma-
chine at a time, so a job may not be parallelized. In the generous
case of splittable scheduling, known as P|split, setup =s;j|Cpax, @
job is allowed to be split into any number of job pieces which may
be processed on any machine at any time.

Related results. Monma and Potts began their investigation of
these problems considering the preemptive case. They found first
dynamic programming approaches for various single machine prob-
lems [9] polynomial in n but exponential in c¢. Furthermore, they
showed NP-hardness for P|pmtn, setup=s;i|Cmax even if m = 2.
In a later work [10] they found a heuristic which resembles Mc-
Naughton’s preemptive wrap-around rule [8]. It requires O(n) time
for being (2 — (L 2] + 1)~1)-approximate. Notice that this ratio is
truly greater than % if m > 4 and the asymptotic bound is 2 for
m — oco. Monma and Potts also discussed the problem class of
small batches where for any batch i the sum of one setup time and
the total processing time of all jobs in i is smaller than the optimal
makespan, i.e. s; + Xjec, tj < OPT. Most suitable for this kind of
problems, they found a heuristic that first uses list scheduling for
complete batches followed by an attempt of splitting some batches

IThis is the notation introduced by Graham et al. [3]


http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.01223v2
https://doi.org/10.1145/3323165.3323200

m variable m fixed

unrestricted small batches or |C;| = 1 or P(C;) < y OPT
5/3 in poly [12]

Splittable 3/2in O(n + clog(c + m)) * ~ % in O(n+ (m+ c)log(m + ¢)) [1] FPTAS [12]
EPTAS [5]
2+ ¢einO(nlog1/e), PTAS [6]

Non-Preemptive | 3/2in O(nlog(n + A)) * (1+ ¢)min { % OPT, OPT +imax — 1} in poly [7] | FPTAS [7]
EPTAS [5]

. 2—=(Im/2] + 1)"N)in O(n) [10] | 4/3 + ¢ in poly [11]
Preemptive 3/2in O(nlogn) * EPTAS [5]p Y /

Table 1: An overview of known results

so that they are scheduled on two different machines. This second
approach needs a running time of O(n+(m+c)log(m+c)) and con-
sidering only small batches it is (% - ﬁ)—approximate ifm<4
whereas it is (% - #)—approximate for small batches if m is a mul-
tiple of 3 and m > 6.

Then Chen [1] modified the second approach of Monma and
Potts. For small batches Chen improved the heuristic to a worst
case guarantee of max { %, gr";—:g if m > 5 while the same
time of O(n + (m + ¢) log(m + ¢)) is required.

Schuurman and Woeginger [11] studied the preemptive prob-
lem for single-job-batches, i.e. |C;| = 1. They found a PTAS for
the uniform setups problem P|pmtn, setup = s|Cpax. Furthermore,
they presented a (% + ¢)-approximation in case of arbitrary setup
times. Both algorithms have a running time linear in n but expo-
nential in 1/e. Then Chen, Ye, and Zhang [12] turned to the split-
table case. Without other restrictions they presented an FPTAS if
m is fixed and a %-approximation in polynomial time if m is vari-
able. They give some simple arguments that the problem is weakly
NP-hard if m is fixed and NP-hard in the strong sense otherwise.

More recently Méacker et al. [7] made progress to the case of non-
preemptive scheduling. They used the restrictions that all setup
times are equal (s; = s) and the total processing time of each
class is bounded by y OPT for some constant y, ie. }jcc, tj <
y OPT. Mécker et al. found a simple 2-approximation, an FPTAS for
fixed m,and a (1 + ¢) min { % OPT, OPT +#max — 1 }-approximation
(where tmax = maxje; t;) in polynomial time if m is variable. There-
fore, this especially yields a PTAS for unit processing times t; = 1.

Jansen and Land [6] found three different algorithms for the
non-preemptive context without restrictions. They presented an
approximation ratio 3 using a next-fit strategy running in time
O(n), a 2-dual approximation running in time O(n) which leads
to a (2 + ¢)-approximation running in time O(n log(%)), as well as
a PTAS. Recently Jansen et al. [5] found an EPTAS for all three
problem variants. For the preemptive case they assume |C;| = 1.
They make use of n-fold integer programs, which can be solved
using the algorithm by Hemmecke, Onn, and Romanchuk. How-
ever, even after some runtime improvement the runtime for the
splittable model is 20(1/e*log"(1/) p4 log(m), for example. These
algorithms are interesting answers to the question of complexity
but they are useless for solving actual problems in practice. There-
fore the design of fast (and especially polynomial) approximation
algorithms with small approximation ratio remains interesting.

* Result is in this paper

Our Contribution. For all three problem variants we give a 2-
approximate algorithm running in time O(n) as well as a (% +¢)-
approximation with running time O(n log(%)). With some runtime
improvements we present some very efficient near-linear approx-
imation algorithms with a constant approximation ratio equal to
%. In detail, we find a %-approximation for the splittable case with
running time O(n+clog(c+m)) < O(nlog(c+m)). Also we will see
a %-approximate algorithm for the non-preemptive case that runs

in time O(nlog(Tyin)) where Tynin = max { %N, max; e[ (si + t](éz),x) 1
t](;u)ix = maxjec, tj and N = 3_ s + Y jej tj. For the most com-
plicated case of these three problem contexts, the preemptive case,
we study a %-approximation running in time O(nlog(c + m)) <
O(nlogn). Especially thislast result is interesting; we make progress
to the general case where classes may consist of an arbitrary num-
ber of jobs. The best approximation ratio was the one by Monma
and Potts [10] mentioned above. All other previously known re-
sults for preemptive scheduling used restrictions like small batches
or even single-job-batches, i.e. |C;| = 1 (cf. Table 1). As a byproduct
we give some new dual lower bounds.

Algorithmic Ideas. The %-approximate algorithm for the pre-
emptive case is our main result. It is highly related to the right
partitioning of classes and jobs into different sizes; in fact, the right
partition allows us to reduce the problem to a fine-grained knap-
sack instance. To achieve the truly constant bounds in the split-
table and preemptive case while speeding up the algorithm we use
a technique that we call Class Jumping (see Sections 3.4 and 4.4).
However, we also make extensive use of a simple idea that we name
Batch Wrapping (see Appendix A.1).

2 PRELIMINARIES

Notation. Natural numbers are truly greater than zero, i.e. N =
{1,2,3,...}. The set of all natural numbers from 1 to k € N is
[k] .= {leN|1<1<k}. The load of a machine u € [m]in a
schedule o is Ly (u) (or simply L(u)). This is the sum of all setup
times and the processing times of all jobs (or job pieces) scheduled
on machine u. The processing time of a set of jobs K is P(K) :=
2jek tj- The jobs of a set of classes X C [c] are J(X) := U;ex Ci-
A job piece of a job j € J is a (new) job j* with a processing time
tjy < tj. Whenever we split a job j € C; of a class i € [c] into two
new job pieces j1, j2, we understand these jobs to be jobs of class i
as well - although ji, j2 € C; does not hold formally.



Properties. For later purposes we need to split the classes into
expensive classes and cheap classes as follows. Let T > 0 be a
makespan. We say that a class i € [c] is expensive if s; > %T and
we call it cheap if s; < 1T We define Iexp C [c] as the set of all
expensive classes and Iop, € [c] as the set of all cheap classes such
that Texp OIChp = [c]. We denote the total load of a feasible schedule
o by L(o) = Yo, Lo(w) = X7, (A7s; + P(Cy)) for some setup
multiplicities AY € N with A7 < |C;|. For any instance I it is true
that OPT(I) < N := 3;¢[¢] Si +Xjey tj (all jobs on one machine) as
well as OPT(I) > smax and OPT(I) > #N and therefore OPT(I) >
max { %N, Smax }-

An important value to our observations will be the minimal
number of machines to schedule all jobs of an expensive class. In
the following we give two simple lemmas to find this minimal ma-

chines numbers. Therefore, for all classes i € [c]leta; := [P(C;)/(T — s;)]

and f; := [2P(Cy)/T].

Lemma 1. Given a feasible schedule o with makespan T and load
(o) = X5_,(A7si + P(Cy)), it is true that A > a; > 1. Furthermore,
i € Iexp implies that /1? > a; > Bi = 1 and o needs at least /1§r
different machines to place all jobs in C;.

ProoF. Apparently @; > 1 and f; > 1 are direct results for all
i € [c]. There must be at least one initial setup time s; to schedule
any jobs of class i on a machine. Since setups may not be split, there
is a processing time of at most T — s; per machine to schedule jobs
of C; and therefore, o needs at least @; = [P(C;)/(T - si)] < A7
setups to schedule all jobs of C;. If i € Iexp we have s; > %T such
that there cannot be two expensive setups on one machine and
ai = [P(CH/(T = si)1 = [P(C))/(T = 3T)] = [2P(C;)/T] = fi. O

Lemma 2. Let o be a feasible schedule with makespan T for an
instance I. Then o schedules jobs of different expensive classes on

different machines andm > Yy, A7

ProOF. Assume thatm < ;¢ Ly A7 . Then setups of two differ-
ent classes iy, iz € Iexp must have been scheduled on one machine
u € [m]. We obtain Ly (u) > s, + 54, > %T + %T = T since i; and
ig are expensive. That is a contradiction to the makespan T. O

3 OVERVIEW

Here we give a briefly overview to our results. We start with our
general results.

Theorem 1. For all three problems there is a 2-approximation run-
ning in time O(n). O

For the details see Appendix A.2 on page 13. Especially if the
reader is not familiar to these problems, the simple 2-approximations
in Appendix A.2 might be a good point to start.

We use the well-known approach of dual approximation algo-
rithms® introduced by Hochbaum and Shmoys [4] to get the fol-
lowing result.

Theorem 2. For all three problems there is a (% + €)-approximation
running in time O(nlog1/¢).
2 A p-dual approximation algorithm gets the input and a value T and either computes

a feasible schedule with makespan at most pT or rejects T which then implicates that
T < OPT.

Already this result is much stronger for the preemptive case
than the previous ratio of 2 by Monma and Potts. In more detail, we
find %-dual approximations for all three problem variants, all run-
ning in time O(n). Also in all problem cases there is a value Ty,
depending only on the input such that OPT € [Ty, 2Tpin | due to
the 2-approximations. So a binary search suffices. In the following
we briefly describe these dual approximations.

3.1 Preemptive Scheduling

Also in the setup context preemptive scheduling means that each
job may be preempted at any time, but it is allowed to be processed
on at most one machine at a time. In other words, a job may not run
in parallel time. So, this is a job-constraint only; in fact, the load of
a class may be processed in parallel but not the jobs themselves.
Note 1. OPTpmin > max;¢[c|(si + tg;x where tg;x = maXjec, tj.
ProOF. Let ¢ be a feasible schedule for an instance I with a
makespan T and consider a job j € C; of a class i € [c]. There
may be k job pieces ji,. .., ji of job j with a total processing time
of Z;CZI tj,. Let p; be the point in time o starts to schedule job
piece j;. Without loss of generality we assume p; < --- < pg. So
the execution of job j ends at time ej = py + t;, . Now remark that
pi1 < pr+1 means that p;+tj, < p;q since otherwise j; and jj,; run
in parallel time. It follows that p; + Zfz_ll tj, < Pk, which means
p1 +tj < pi +tj, = ej. There is at least one setup s; before time
p1.ie py > s;,and we obtain T > ej > p1 +tj > s; + t}. ]

Due to this, we assume that m < n in the preemptive case, because
m > nleads to a trivial optimal solution by simply scheduling one
job (and a setup) per machine.

The preemptive case appears to be very natural on the one hand
but hard to approximate (for arbitrary large batches) on the other
hand. Aiming for the ratio of % we managed to reduce the problem
to a knapsack problem efficiently solvable as a continuous knapsack
problem. Therefore, we need to take a closer look on Iexp and Ioy,
so we split them again. We divide the expensive classes into three
disjoint subsets I, Ieoxp and Igy, such that i € exp holds i € I,
iff. T < s; +P(Cy),i € ngp iff. 3T <s; + P(C;) < Tand i € I iff.
si+P(Cy) < %T. Also we divide the cheap classes into I:ilp, Ic_hp s.t.
1€ Ipp holds i € IF iff. 3T <s; < 3Tand i€ I7 iffs; < 4T.

DEFINITION 1 (NICE INSTANCES). For a makespan T we call an
instance nice ifIgXP is empty.
The next theorem yields a %-dual approximation for nice instances
and will be important to find a %—ratio for general instances too.

Theorem 4. Let I be a nice instance for a makespan T. Moreover,

let
Lnice = P(J) + Z ailsi"’ Z Si

iel, €15, Ul

_ P(C;
and Mpjce = [%|Iexp|'| + Zielgxp a] where a] = {T(Ts,)J Then the
following properties hold.
(i) If mT < Lpjce or m < Mpjce, it is true that T < OPTpmen(I).

(ii) Otherwise a feasible schedule with makespan at most %T can
be computed in time O(n).



It turns out that nice instances are some sort of well-behaving in-
stances which can be handled very easily and actually their defini-
tion is helpful for general instances too.

The motivation behind a general algorithm is the following. Ob-
viously jobs of different expensive classes can not be placed on
a common machine in a T-feasible schedule (a feasible schedule
with a makespan of at most T). Especially the jobs of J (ngp) and
J (I;(P U I¢yp) cannot. So we first place the classes of Ieoxp on one
machine per class, which is reasonable as we will see later (cf.
Lemma 10 on page 14). They obviously fit on a single machine,
since %T <si+P(C;) <Tforallie ngp- Each of these large ma-
chines got free processing time less than %T in a T-feasible sched-
ule. After that we decide which jobs of cheap classes will get pro-
cessing time on the large machines or get processed as part of a
nice instance with the residual load that is scheduled on the resid-
ual m — |ngp| machines. Apparently only jobs of Ic_hp C Iepp can
actually be processed on large machines in a T-feasible schedule,
because the setups of other cheap classes have a size of at least %T
so we only need to decide about this set. We will find a fine-grained
knapsack instance on an appropriate subset for this decision. See
Section 4 for the details.

3.2 Splittable Scheduling

In case of the splittable problem, jobs are allowed to be preempted
at any time and all jobs (or job pieces) can be placed on any ma-
chine at any time. Especially jobs are allowed to be processed in
parallel time (on different machines). It is important to notice that
one should not assume n > m in the splittable case, since increas-
ing the number of machines may result in alower (optimal) makespan;
in fact, every optimal schedule makes use of all m machines. Due
to this, it is remarkable that we allow a weaker definition of sched-
ules in the following manner. A schedule may consist of machine
configurations with associated multiplicities instead of (for exam-
ple) explicitly mapping each job (piece) j to a pair (uj, x;) € [m]xQ
where u; is the machine on which j starts processing at time x;.

Theorem 7. LetI be an instance and let T be a makespan. Let

Lgpiit = P(J) + Z si + Z Bisi

i€lpp i€lexp
and Mexp = Xjel,, Pi- Then the following properties hold.

(i) IfmT < Lgply orm < mexp, thenitistrue thatT < OPTgpy ().

(ii) Otherwise a feasible schedule with makespan at most %T can
be computed in time O(n).

The idea of the algorithm is rather simple. We schedule the ex-
pensive classes by using as few setups as possible (imagining an
optimal makespan, i.e. T = OPT(I)). An optimal schedule needs
at least @; setups/machines to schedule a class i € Iexp, but we
will only use f; < a; setups/machines (cf. Lemma 1). For each
expensive class i we may get at most one machine #; with a load
L(@;) < T. So we can reserve the time interval of [L(#;), L(@;) + %T]
for a cheap setup on these machines before filling the residual time
of T—L(;) with load of cheap classes, since L(; )+ % T+(T-L(@;)) =
%T. Once all machines are filled up, we turn to unused machines
and wrap between time %T and %T such that cheap setups can be

placed below line %T. Figures 1(a) and 1(b) illustrate an example
situation after step (1) and (2) with green colored wrap templates.
See Appendix C on page 15 for the details.
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(a) Situation after step (1)
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(b) Situation after step (2)

Figure 1: An example for the algorithm for the splittable case with
Lexp = {1.2.3,4} and Iy, = {5.6.7.8 }

3.3 Non-Preemptive Scheduling

Doing non-preemptive scheduling we do not allow jobs to be pre-
empted. Even an optimal schedule needs to place at least one setup
to schedule a job on a machine, so we find another lower bound.
Note 2. OPTponp > max;e(c)(si + tr(rl;)ax) where tﬁé;x = maxjec, tj.
Therefore, analogous to preemptive scheduling assume m < n.
Let Jy ={jeJ|tj> %T} be the big jobs whereas the small jobs
be denoted by J- = {je J|tj < %T }. Our algorithm is based on
the fact, that there are three subsets of jobs such that pairwise they
cannot be scheduled on a single machine. These subsets are J,,
J(exp), and the set K = UiEIChP {jeCinJ_|si+tj> %T .



In Appendix D we find the following minimum number of ma-
chines for each class. Let

11 € lexp
P(CinK .
ICi 0 Je| + ’r(ffg)-‘ ‘LE Ichp
for all i € [c]. The following result yields our %—dual approxima-
tion.

Theorem 9. Let I be an instance and let T be a makespan. Let

C
Lnonp =P(J)+ Zmisi + Z Si
i=1 i:x;>0

andm’ = Y{_, m; where x; = P(C;)—m;i(T —s;). Then the following
properties hold.

(i) IfmT < Lponp orm < m’, then it is true that T < OPTponp(I).

(ii) Otherwise a feasible schedule with makespan at most %T can

be computed in time O(n).

Now binary search leads to a constant approximation:

Theorem 8. There is a %—approximation for the non-preemptive
case running in time O(nlog(n + A)) where A = max{smax, tmax} i
the largest number of the input.

Proor. Unlike the other cases, here the optimal value is an in-
tegral number, i.e. OPThonp € N, since all values in the input are
integral numbers and neither jobs nor setups are allowed to be
preempted. Therefore, a binary search in [Ty, 2Tmin ] can find an
appropriate makespan in time [log Tyin] - O(n) = O(nlog Tiin)
and it is easy to show that log Tynin < O(log(n + A)). Given the
%-dual approximation of Theorem 9 this completes the proof of
Theorem 8. O

See Appendix D on page 17 for all the details.

3.4 Class Jumping

With a different idea for a binary search routine for an appropriate
makespan we are able to improve both the running time and the
approximation ratio for the splittable and preemptive case. As with
a single binary search we test makespan guesses with our dual al-
gorithms. The general idea is to look at some points in time which
we call jumps. A jump of an expensive class i is some makespan
guess T such that any lower guess T’ < T will cause at least one
more setup/machine to schedule the jobs of class i. The goal is to
find two jumps Ty, Tk of two classes such that there is no jump
of any other class between them, while T, is rejected and Ty
is accepted. In fact, this means that any makespan T between both
jumps causes the same load L (with our dual algorithm). Therefore,
either T or %L will be an appropriate makespan.

Theorem 3. Thereisa %-approximationfor the splittable case run-
ning in time O(n + clog(c + m)).

With a small modification the idea can be reused to be applied
to the preemptive case as well and this yields our strongest result
for the preemptive case.

Theorem 6. There is a %—approximation for the preemptive case
running in time O(nlogn).

Here we only present the improvement for the splittable case.
The improved search for the preemptive case is slightly more com-
plicated and based even more on the details of the %-dual approxi-
mation so we refer to Section 4.4 for the details.

The following ideas are crucial. Once the total processing times
P; = P(C;) are computed, the values f; can be computed in con-
stant time and one can test Theorem 7(ii) in time O(c) for a given
makespan T. Whenever we test a makespan T we save the com-
puted values f§; as f;(T). We will call (A, B] a right interval if makespan
B satisfies Theorem 7(ii) (B is accepted) while A does not (A is re-
Jjected). For example (smax, N| is a right interval.

Algorithm 1 Class Jumping for Splittable Scheduling

1. Set S = 0and S¢c+1 = N

2. Sort the setup time values s; ascending and name them
$1,...,8¢ in time O(clogc)

3. Compute P; = P(C;) for all i € [c] in time O(n)

4. Guess the right makespan interval V = (25;-1, 25;] in time
O(clogc) and set Ty := 2§;

5. Find a fastest jumping class f € Iexp, i.€. Py > P for all
i € Iexp in time O(c)

. . 2Pf 2Pf

6. Guess the right interval W = (ﬁf(T1)+k+1’ ﬂf(T1)+k] for

some integer k < m such that X := VN W # @, in time

O(clogm) and set Ty := ﬁf(zTPlj;Jrk

7. Find and sort the O(c) jumps in X in time O(clogc)

8. Guess the right interval Y = (Tgy;, Tox] € W for two jumps
Ttail> Tok of two classes iq, i € Ie+xp which jump in X such
that no other class jumps in Y, in time O(clogc)

9. Choose a suitable makespan in this interval in constant time

We go through the interesting details of Algorithm 1 to get the
idea of the search routine.
Step 4. Note that T € [25;-1,25;) means §p < --- < §j_p < §j—1 <
%T < §; < 38j41 < -+ < Sc41 and so any makespan in an interval
[25;-1, 25;) causes the same partition lexp U Iehp- The running time
can be obtained with binary search.
Step 5. We call T a jump of a class i € Iexp if 2P;/T is integer.
That means all machines containing jobs of class i are filled up to
line s; + %T. So T represents a point in time such that any T’ < T
will cause at least one more (obligatory) setup to schedule class
i. It takes a time of O(c) to find some class f € Iexp with Pr =
max;ef,,, p;.
Step 6. Just remark that 2P¢ /(B (T1) + k) and 2P¢ /(Br(T1) +k+1)
are two consecutive jumps of class f.
Step 7. In the analysis we will see that X contains at most ¢ jumps
in total (of all classes). To find a jump of a class ¢ € Iexp in X just
look at f,(T2). If 2P, /B,(T2) < X then there is no jump of class 1 in
X. Otherwise T, := 2P,/ f,(T2) is the only jump of class ¢ in X.
Step 9. So T, was accepted while Ty; got rejected and there are
no jumps of any other classes between them. Let Lgp)ii(Trai1) be the
load which is required to place Tg,; and set Thew := %Lspht(Tfaﬂ).
Case m < Mexp(Tgi1). So the jump causes too many required ma-
chines and hence T < T, means T < OPT. We return T.
Case m > mexp(Tg,i1)- We do another case distinction as follows.



If Thew = Ty we find that Ty is smaller than the smallest
makespan that may be suitable to place Lgpjit(Tgi1)- Therefore, we
return Ty.

If Thew < Ty it follows Tpy = < %Lsplit(Tfail) = Thew <
Tok since m > mexp(Thi1) and the rejection of Tg,y implies that
MTeail < Loplit(Trait)- So we have Thew € (Tail, Tok) and we get m >
Mexp(Ttail) = Mexp(Thew) and mTnew = Lsplit(Tfail) = Lsplit(Tnew)~
Because of Theorem 7 we return Tpew.

The interesting part of the analysis is the fact, that there are no
more than O(c) jumps in X and we want to show the following
lemma.

m T
m

Lemma 3. IfT" isajump of f, i.e. T" = 2P /Bp(T’), and T is a
jump of a different class i, i.e. T"” = 2P;/ Bi(T""), such that T" < T’,
then the next jump of class i is smaller than the next jump of f, which
can be written as

2P; < 2Pp
ﬁi(T") +1 ﬂf(T') +1°

Proor. Since T < T’ we have

piCr" )Py = Zhpp = Lopp = ppryp, M
and thus it follows that
2P; _ 2P P; (2 2PpP;
Bi(T")+1  Bi(T")Py +Pr = Pp(T")Pi + Py
Pr>P;  2PcP; 2P
= ﬁfa')j;,» TP ﬂf(T'§+ U
o

Proor oF THEOREM 3. Due to Lemma 3 any class that jumps in
X jumps outside of X the next time. So for every class i € Iexp there
is at most one jump in X and hence X contains at most |lexp| < ¢
jumps. Apparently the sum of the running times of each step is
O(n + clog(c + m)) and the returned value T € { Ty, Thew } holds
T < OPTygy,); while being accepted by Theorem 7(ii) such that the
algorithm for the splittable case computes a feasible schedule with
ratio % in time O(n). The total running time is O(n + clog(c +
m)). O

4 PREEMPTIVE SCHEDULING

One basic tool will be Batch Wrapping, i.e. the wrapping of wrap
sequences into wrap templates. See Appendix A.1 for the short de-

tails. For this section let Ty := max { %N, max; e[ (si + tr(é';x) }

where N = 37_, si + Yjey tj and tr(,l];x = maxjec; tj.

4.1 Nice Instances

In the following we take a closer look on Iexp and Iy, so we split
them again. As stated before we divide the expensive classes into
three disjoint subsets ngp, ngp and Iy, such that i € Iexp holds
i € Ih iff. T < s; + P(Cy), i € [0, iff. 3T < s; + P(Ci) < T and
S iff. s; + P(Cy) < %T. Also we divide the cheap classes into

+ - . . + a1 ) 1 . -
Ichp’ Ichp s.t. i € Ipp holds i € Ichp iff. 77 <s; < 3T andie€ Ichp

iff. s; < %T. Now denote the big jobs of a class i € Ic_hp as C; =

I(;(p /—/H Ichp

— o —— ) — K

—  Mgood ——

Figure 2: An example solution after using Algorithm 2 with Ig;(p =

{12}

{jeCilsi+tj> %T}andletI:hpz{ielc‘hplls I} < Iy

be the set of classes that contain at least one of these jobs.

DEFINITION 1 (NICE INSTANCES). For a makespan T we call an
instance nice ifIgXp is empty.
Let af := [P(C))/(T —si)] < [P(Ci)/(T —s;)] = a; and remark
that @] > 1for all i € I, The following theorem will be of great
use to find a (3/2)-ratio also for general instances.

Theorem 4. Let I be a nice instance for a makespan T. Moreover,

let
Lnice = P(J) + Z al{si + Z Si

i€l i€l Ul

_ P(C;
and Myjce = [%|Iexp|'| + Zielgxp af where a] = {T(fsl)J Then the
following properties hold.
(i) If mT < Lyjce Or m < Muyjce, it is true that T < OPTpmtn(I).

(ii) Otherwise a feasible schedule with makespan at most %T can
be computed in time O(n).

Algorithm 2 A %—dual Approximation for Nice Instances

1. Schedule J (ngp) on ;e L a; new machines with a] ma-
chines for each class i

2. Schedule ](Ie_xp) in pairs of two classes on I'% |Ie_xp|'| new ma-
chines

3. Wrap J(Ip) onto the residual machines starting on ma-
chine y (last machine of step 2.)

Step 1. First, we look at the classes i € Iexp with s; + P(C;) 2 T,
ie i € I&,. We define a wrap template D of length 0| =
LP(Ci)/(T = s;i)] = a; for each class i € Ié’xp as follows. Let wgi) =



(43,0,T) and wg:?r = (uj + 1,5, T) forall 1 < r < . The first
machines u; have to be chosen distinct to all machines of the other
wrap templates. We construct simple wrap sequences Q1) = [s;, C;]
for each class i € Ie+xp consisting of an initial setup s; followed

by an arbitrary order of all jobs in C;. For all i € I:Xp

WRAP(Q(i), o) to wrap Q(i) into ¥ = (mgi), cet, wg,)) The last

machine %; := u; + alf — 1 will have a load of at most T but its job

we use

load will be less than %T since s; > %T. We move these jobs to the
second last machine and place them on top. So the new load will
be greater than T but at most %T. Finally we remove the setup time
s; on the last machine.
Step 2. Second, we turn to the classes i € Iexp With s;+P(C;) < %T,
ie. i € Igp,. We place them paired on one new machine u. So u will
have aload L(u) = s;, + P(Cy,) + si, + P(Cy,) for different classes
i1,y that holds T = %T + %T < siy +si, <L(u) < %T + %T = %T.
Note that the number of such classes can be odd. In this case we
schedule one class separate on a new machine p. Otherwise we
choose an unused machine and name it y. Be aware that this is
for the ease of notation; in fact, an unused machine may not exist.
So in both cases p will hold L(y) < %T. Apparently this step uses
[% |Ie_xp|'| new machines.
Step 3. The third and last step is to place the jobs of cheap classes.
We build a simple wrap template o as with a case distinction as
follows. If |Ie_xp| is odd, we set w1 = (y, T, %T) and w14y = (u +
r, 3T, %T) for 1 < r < m — myjce. Otherwise we set 0w, = (1 +
r, 3T, %T) for all 0 < r < m — mpjce. So in any case we have |w| <
m — Mpjce + 1. We define Q to be the simple wrap sequence Q =
[si, Ci]ielchp that contains all jobs of cheap classes. So we wrap Q
into @ = (w1, . . ., W||) using WRaP(Q, w).

Figure 2 shows an example schedule after the last step. Be aware
that setups are dark gray and that jobs of a class are not explicitly
drawn.

PrOOF OF THEOREM 4. (i). We show that T > OPTpmn(I) im-
plies mT > Lyjce and m > myjce. Let T 2 OPTpmn(I). Then there
is a feasible schedule o with makespan T. Let L(o) = X.{_;(47s; +
P(C;)). Apparently Lemma 1 implies that

mT > L(c) > P(J) + Z aisi > P(J) + Z alsi+ Z si = Lnice.
i=1

i€lf,  i€lapUlyy

Due to Lemmas 1and 2 we know thatm > 3;er, A7 2 Yiep,, @i 2
’
Die L @ and hence

m> Y aj+ Y ez Y af + [3llapll = Mice.

ield, i€lgp ielk,

(ii). One may easily confirm that the wrap templates oD suffice
to wrap the sequences 0 into them, ie. S(w?) > L(QW) for all
i€ Ig’xp. Apparently the total number of machines used by step 1.
and 2. is mpjce < m so there are enough machines for the first two
steps. It remains to show that wrap template w is sufficient to wrap
Q into it, i.e. S(w) > L(Q). We find that

P(C;
ajsi+P(Cy) > a{si+{T( )

— S

J(T—si) =ajsi+aj(T-s;) = a/T (2)

foralli e Ig;(p.
ity.

S(w) = %T + (m — myjee)T

Considering that |I,, | is odd we show the inequal-

> Lnjce + %T — MpjceT [l mT > Lyjce

= Loice + 3T = (§llgpll+ D )T

i€l
> ) (si+ PCi) +) (si + PIC)) + 3T = [HIgpIT 1/ (2)
i€lpp i€lexp
2LQ)+ . IT+3T -3 IT = L(Q)
i€leyy
This gets even easier if |Ie_xp| is even. m]

4.2 General Instances

Consider a makespan T > Tiyin and remember the partitions lexp =

+ 070 O — It
I5p U lexp U Ieyp and Iepp = Ichp
numbers @] < @; as mentioned in section 4.1 on page 6. We state

the algorithm and then we go through the details.

U I as well as the machine
chp

Algorithm 3 A %—dual Approximation for Preemptive Scheduling

1. Schedule J (ngp) onl = |ngp| machines using one machine
per class (the large machines)

2. Find the free time F for J (Ic_hp) on the residual machines in
order to apply Algorithm 2 on a nice instance and split each
big job of J (Ic_hp) in two pieces (due to Lemma 4 below)

3. Find a feasible placement for J (Ic_hp) on the residual m — [
empty machines and the free time at the bottom of the large
machines of step 1. In more detail:

IfF< Zielc*hp(si + P(C;)) then
(a) Solve an appropriate knapsack instance for the decision,
place a nice instance (containing the solution, J (I;(p),
J (Ie_xp) and J (I:hp)) with Algorithm 2, and place the un-
selected items at the bottom of the large machines
else
(b) Use a greedy approach and the last placement idea of 3.a

Step 1. First we consider all classes i € lexp with %T < si+P(Ci) <
T,ie i € Ipy,.

L(u) = s; + P(C;), starting at time %T. Note that the used ma-
chines have less than %T free time to schedule any other jobs in

We place every class on its own machine u, i.e.

a T-feasible schedule. Let | = |ngp| be the number of these ma-
chines. We refer to them as the large machines. Figure 3 illustrates
the situation. The lighter drawn items indicate the future use of
Algorithm 2, whereas the question marks indicate the areas where
we need to decide the placement of | (Ic_hp)‘

Lemma 4. In a T-feasible schedule a job j € C} of a class i € I:hp
can not be scheduled on large machines only. Furthermore, j can be
processed on large machines with a total processing time of at most
%T — Si.

Proor. Remark that the load of the large machines is at least %T.
The placed setup times are greater than %T so we can not pause
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Figure 3: An example situation after step 1. with I, = {1,2}

their jobs execution to schedule other jobs because that would
need at least one more setup time. So the load of the large machines
has to be scheduled consecutively and hence there is at most %T
time to place other load at the bottom or on top of them. Due to
that and since at least one setup s; is required, it is easy to see that
there can be scheduled at most 2(%T —55) < %T —s; < tj time
of job j on large machines (on one at the top and on another one
at the bottom) since j is not allowed to be processed on different
machines at the same time. O

Step 2. Since the setups of the classes I:hp are too big to place any

of their jobs on a large machine, we definitely will place the jobs
JUdp Y Iegp U I:hp) entirely on the residual m — I machines. We

need to obtain the free time F for J (IC_h ) on the residual machines;

in fact, we want to place as much load as possible, so, looking at
Algorithm 2 we find that the time

F=(m-DT~- Y (afsi+P(Ci) = Y, (si+P(C) (3)

= Ly
i€l i€l UIChp

can be used to place the jobs of J (Ic_hp) in step 3. of Algorithm 2.
Apparently the free processing time on the large machines is
F = Zizl(T —L(u)), so for a suitable value of T the residual avail-
able processing time F + F suffices to schedule the residual jobs
J(Ic_hp)' Remember that C; = {j € C; | s; +tj > %T} are the big
jobs of aclassi € I, ,and I* C I denotes the classes that
chp chp chp
contain at least one of these jobs. As stated out in Lemma 4, we
can not place them on large machines only. So we split them in the
following way. For all jobs j € C} with i € I:hp we create new job

pieces 7 and j® with processing times tj(.l) and t](.z), satisfying
tj(.l) = %T—si as well as 9 = si+tj— %T and hence, t](.l) + t](.z) =tj.
Note that s; + tj(.l) < %T and tj(.z) <T- %T = %T. Due to Lemma 4

we have to schedule a processing time of at least t](?) of job j € C}
outside the large machines. So we also have an obligatoy setup time

s; outside the large machines. The now following case distinction
of step 3. is a bit more complicated.

Case 3.a: F < ZieI:hp(si + P(C;)). Now we have to use large ma-
chines to schedule all jobs of J (I:hp). The task is to optimize the use
of setup times. We do this by minimizing the totalload of necessary
new setup times to be placed on the large machines 1, ..., [. Each
class that can be scheduled entirely outside the large machines will
not cause a setup time on large machines. So the setup optimization
can be done by maximizing the total sum of setup times of classes
we schedule entirely outside large machines. The obligatory job
load outside large machines for a class i € I:hp is

2
L=y t; ) = D Gi+ti—3T) = P(CH - ICIIGT = 51). (@)
JEC; JEC}

Therefore the total obligatory load outside large machines of all
classes in I:hp is

L= Y (si+L))= ) (i +P(C)-ICIET = si)). (5)
iEIC*hp iEIC*hp

Now we can interpret the maximization problem as a knapsack

problem by setting 7 := I:hp’ capacity Y := F — L*, profit p; :=s;

and weight w; := P(C;) — L} forall i € Ié‘hp. We compute an op-

timal solution x ¢ for the continuous knapsack problem with split

item e € I:hp that leads to a nearly optimal solution xj for ILPj

(general knapsack problem) computable in time O(|Ié‘hp|) < O(c).
So 0 < (xgs)e < 1 may be critical because this means we need to
schedule an extra setup time s, although it might not be necessary
in an optimal schedule. We overcome this issue later. Remark that

Die r (%s)iwi = Y —(Xcks)eWe SO (Xcks)e We 1s the time to fill with
job load of class e. Therefore, we create new job pieces as follows.

Forall j € C, let jl!! and j[2! be jobs with processing times tjm and
t]l.ZJ holding

jeCe\C;
jece

A2l {(xcks)etj (©)

o (xcks)et](l)"'t](-Z)

2]

as well as t]l.1J =tj - t]L . Now we define a new instance 1Me%)

containing all classes i € I;(p Ulgp Y I:hp with all of their jobs
anew) := C;j, all selected classes i € I:hp holding (xqis)i = 1

with all of their jobs anew) := C;, all unselected classes i € I:hp \

{ e} holding (xcs)i = 0 with just their obligatory load anew) =

{(i@je C} }, and the split item class e € I:hp with just the load

anew) = {jl21] j € Ce }. Last we set m1W) .= m — [ Apparently
1MW) j5 4 nice instance and we schedule it on the residual m®e¥)
machines using Algorithm 2. Later we will see that this load fills
the gap of (xcks)e We to Y since the obligatory job load of 3’ tj(.z)
is enlarged by exactly (xcs)eWe. So with xgs we found a (sub-
)schedule that fills up the free time Y outside the large machines
in an optimal way; in fact, we maximized the setup times of the
selected classes such that the sum of the setup times of unselected

classes got minimized. Hence, the residual load can be scheduled



feasibly in the free time F on the large machines, if T is suitable.

Let K be the set of the residual jobs and job pieces, i.e.

K= (e cul J((P1) € ciyu@ned) uIug\a,)-
ieI:hP\{ e}
(Xeks)1=0
™)
In Note 3 we will see that all jobs (or job pieces) i € K of a class i
hold s; +¢, < 1 T. In the following we schedule the jobs of K at the
bottom of the large machines.

K* K~

= |19,

Figure 4: An example solution at the bottom of the large machines
after using Algorithm 3 with { 3,5,6,7,11,13,14 } C Ic_hp ande =6

Note 3. All jobs (or job pieces) i € K of class i hold s; +t, < %T.

Proor. First we show that this is true forall : € { 1l | je C, }.

For j € C. \ C; we have s, + tj < %T and hence

1
Se + t][. Vo 5o 1) = (Ree)elj < AT = (xege)et < AT.

For j € C; we use tj(.z) =se+tj— %T to see that

st = settj = (et (s +1-4T) = 4T~ (et < 4T.

Leti e I:hp be a class with (x.); = 0. We have s; + tj(.l) =si+ %T—

si = %T for all j € C; and per definition of C} the bound holds for
all jobs in C; \ C;. Also as a direct result of the definition of I:hp
we get the bound for all jobs of](IC_hp \ I:hp)' O

We split K = K* UK~ into bigjobs K* = {1 € K | t, > 1T } and
small jobs K™ = {1 € K | t, < 1T }. Due to Lemma 10 it suffices to
fill large machines with an obligatory load of at least T. Since the
large machines already have a load of at least %T, it is enough to

add an obligatory load of at least %T. We start with the jobs of K*.

On the one hand all 1 € K* ofaclassiholdt, > %T and on the other
hand they can be placed entirely at the bottom of a large machine
since s; + t; < %T. So this is what we do. We place the jobs of K*
on the first I’ < Ilarge machines 1, . . ., 1" with an initial associated
setup time at time 0 directly followed by the job (or job piece). The
very last step is to schedule the jobs of K~. We remember that
we need to schedule one setup time s, extra iff (xc5)e > 0. To
avoid a case distinction we define a wrap template which is slightly

larger than required for the obligatory load. Since all jobs (or job
pieces) 1 € K~ need at most %T time, they can be wrapped without
parallelization using a wrap template @ with |o| = | — I’ defined
byws = (' + 1,0,1T) and wip = (" +1 + 1, %T, 1T) for all
1 < r < 1-1.To construct a wrap sequence Q, we order the
jobs and/or job pieces in K~ by class, beginning with class e, and
insert a suitable setup before the jobs of each class. Remark that Q
starts with s, followed by an arbitrary order of { j 1] jeCe}nK™.
Finally we wrap Q into w using WRAP(Q, ).

See Figure 4 for an example solution at the bottom of the large
machines. The split item class setup e is colored red. Note that we
even got two setups ss = S, since there was a big job in KT N
{jl11| j e . }. Also notice that setup s14 was a critical item on
machine 6 and therefore it was moved below the next gap.

Case 3.b: F > Zie[:hp(Si + P(Cj)). Then there is enough time to

schedule the jobs J (I:hp) entirely outside the large machines. Tak-
ing the previous case as a more complex model for this one, split
](IC_hp \ I:hp) into two well-defined wrap sequences Q1, Q2 such
that L(Q;) = F — Z,-E[:hp(si + P(C;)) and there is at most one class

e € Ic_hp \ I:hp with jobs (or job pieces) in both sequences. Such
a splitting can be obtained by a simple greedy approach. Then
J (Ig;(p Ulgp U I:hp) and the job pieces of Q; lead to a nice instance
for the residual m — [ machines while the job pieces of Q; can be
named K, be split into K = KT UK~ and be handled just like before.

4.3 Analysis
We study case 3.a (F < ;¢ r (si + P(C}))) only since the opposite
chp

case is much easier. We want to show the following theorem.

Theorem 5. Let I be an instance and let T be a makespan. Let

al = l%J foralli e Ig;(p and xys be the optimal solution to

the knapsack problem of step 3. and let
memZP(])+ Z 0{1{81’+ Z Si + Z Si
i€l i€le]\I&p ieIC"hp
(Xeks)i=0

andm’ = |ngp| + Yierr al + f%|le_xp|'|. Then the following hold.

exp

(i) IfmT < Lpmtn orm < m’, then itis true thatT < OPTpmen(I).

(ii) Otherwise a feasible schedule with makespan at most %T can
be computed in time O(n).

ProOF. (i). We show that T > OPTpmtn implies mT > Lpmn
and m > m’. Let T > OPTpmn. Then there is a feasible schedule
o with makespan T. Let L(o) = X{_;(A7s; + P(C;)). Since F <
Zieph (si +P(C7)), we know that we will need an extra setup s; for

chp
all unselected classes i € I:hp holding (x¢s)i = 0, due to Lemma 4.
Together with Lemma 1 we get that

mT > L(o) > P(J) + Z aisi

i=1
> P(J))+ Z ajs; + Zsi + Zsi = Lymin.
i€l ie[c\I&p iEIC*hp
(Xeks)i=0



Due to Lemmas 1and 2 we know thatm > Y;e; A7 2 Yiep,, @i
and hence

me it it iz [+ Y af + [l =m'.

ieldy, i€lfy i€ley i€lfy

(ii). Let mT > Lpmm and m > m’. Apparently there are enough
machines m > m’ > |I%
that this simple placement of one machine per class is legitimate

only due to Lemma 10. Now we study step 2.. As mentioned in the

pl = [ for step 1.. It is important to see

description of the algorithm, I™") is a nice instance but we want
to see that it is placed feasibly on the last m — I machines. So we
look on the split item class e € I:hp again. We find that

Z t]['Z] = Z (Xcks)etj + Z ((kaS)etJ('l) + tj('Z))

JjeCe JjeCe\C; JECy
2
= Z t; )+ (xes)e Z t + Z t](.l)
JjeCe JEC\CE jeCs
= Lg + (Xcks)e Z tj —Z t](-z) /] (4), t](-l) =tj— t](.z)

Jj€Ce  jeCy

/' we = P(Ce)~ Y ¥
jec:

= Ly + (Xcks)eWe

and this means that the jobs { 21 jeCe}do expand the obliga-
tory load L} outside the large machines of e by exactly (xs)eWe,
as mentioned before. Turning back to instance "V, we name the

cheap load LE:II';;W) and find that
L0 = 3 (afsi + P(C) +

nice

> i+ PC) LG (@)

chp
P feT— +
i€l i EI“-XPUIchp
We use the continuous knapsack characteristic ;¢ L, (xcks)iwi +
C

(Xcks)ewe = Y = F — L* as well as w; = P(C;) — L:f and hence
P(Cy) = L’; + w; to show the following equality.

LE = 3 (i +PC)+ . (i +PUP [jeCl )
i€y, iely \{e}
(cks)i=1 (¢cks)i=0

e+ PP jece )
= Z(si + L +wi)+ Z (si +L7) +se + Ly + (xcks)eWe

ielc*hp ieIc*hp\{ e}

(Xeks)i=1 (Xeks)i=0
= Z (si + LT) + Z wi + (xcks)ewe

ielghp ieIC"hp

(xeks)i=1
=L+ ) (Xaks)iWi + (eks)eWe = L+ F—L" = F
i€l
chp

So with Equations (5) and (8) it follows directly that mew)T =
(m-DT = LT Also we have

nice

mP) = I >m —1=1+ Z af + [$Iapll = 1 = muice

iel,

so Theorem 4(ii) is satisfied and hence "V is scheduled feasibly on

the last m—I machines with a makespan of at most %T. It remains to
show that K can be placed at the bottom of the large machines. As
already stated in the description, this is ensured by the optimality
of the continuous knapsack solution. One may formally confirm

that
1 IT>F2PK)+ Z si+ Z si.
i€l iely \IG,
(Xeks)i=0

Apparently each job in K* has aload of at least %T and is placed
on exactly one large machine u, which holds T — L(u) < %T. Ac-
cording to this, the wrap template w suffices to wrap the residual
jobs K~. Even big jobs of the split item class (or its setups) are no
problem, since big jobs fill up large machines more than possible
(in a T-feasible schedule). So the only setup to worry about is the
setup s, wrapped into w. One can see that it is not part of the above
inequality, since there is no time reserved for it. Fortunately, the
time period S(w) provided by w is large enough, though. This is
true, since

S)=3T+I-1"-1)3T=(1-1"+ 1T
> (1= [K*)IT +se = [K7|4T + se.

Remark that jobs do never run in parallel, according to sufficient
gap heights. However, it remains to obtain the running time. The
total sum of the lengths of all used wrap templates and wrap se-
quences is in O(n). So they are wrapped in a total time of O(n).
Also we need at time of O(n) to compute the knapsack instance.
To solve it, we have linear time again. Overall the running time is
O(n). m]

4.4 Class Jumping

Here we use our idea of Class Jumping (cf. Section 3.4) to show the
following theorem.

Theorem 6. There is a %—approximation for the preemptive case
running in time O(nlogn).

The idea for the splittable case can be applied to the preemptive
one with a small modification as follows. We need to replace step
1. of Algorithm 2 on page 6 such that the jumps of Ie+xp depend less
on the setup time s;. As in the algorithm for the splittable case, we
define a gap of size %T above each setup. If a last machine got a
total load of at least T the machines are filled well. If a last machine
got load less than T its job load will be at most T — s;. It turns out
that the machines u before hold %T - L) = %T —(si + %T) =
T — s;. So we simply move the job load of the last machine to the
top of the second last machine (and remove the setup on the last
machine). See Figure 5 for an example. To define the associated

machine number y; for all classes i € Ie+xp we set
1
g {ZP(Ci)J and y; = max {f/,1} P(Ci) “ﬁ{'ET <T-s
T Bi otherwise

Remark that y; < f;. One can see that class i jumps right after the
last machine got a job load of exactly T—s;. In more detail we obtain
that a makespan T is a jump of class i if P; = y;(T) - %T + (T -si)
and this may be rearranged to T = 2(s; + P;)/(yi(T) + 2).
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Figure 5: An example solution after using the modification of Al-
gorithm 2 with I&p ={1,2}

Algorithm 4 Class Jumping for Preemptive Scheduling

1. Compute P; = P(C;) for all i € [c] in time O(n)

2. Use consecutive binary search routines to find a right in-
terval V. = (A1,Ti] in time O(nlogc) such that each
T € (A1, Ti] causes the same sets I, IO  IZ and

exp> ‘exp> ‘exp
{ie I:hp | (xcks)i =0}
3. Find a fastest jumping class f € I;(p, ie.sp+Pp > si+P;

forallie I&p’ in time O(c)

. . _ Z(Sf+Pf) 2(5f+Pf)
4. Guess the right interval W = (Yf(T1)+k+3’ YT Tk+2 fi

some integer k < m such that X := VNW # @, in time

O(C lOg m) and set T := %

5. Find and sort the O(c) jumps in X in time O(clogc)

6. Guess the right interval Y = (Tgy;1, Toi] € W for two jumps
Ttail> Tok of two classes ig,ip € I;(p which jump in X such
that no other class jumps in Y, in time O(clogc)

7. Choose a suitable makespan in this interval in constant time

Analysis of Algorithm 4. Again we focus on the crucial claim,
that X contains no more than ¢ jumps in total.
Lemma5. IfT" isajumpof f,ie. T’ = 2(sp+P¢)/(ys(T') +2), and
T” is a jump of a different class i, i.e. T” = 2(s; + P;)/(yi(T") + 2),
such that T” < T’, then the next jump of class i is smaller than the
next jump of f, which may be written as

2si +Pi) _ 2sy + Pr)

vi(T")y+3 ~ }/f(T/) +3°

Proor. By simply rearranging the equations for T’ and T"" we

find that

yp(T') =

2(Sf + Pf)
— -

_2(si +Py)

2 and yi(T") 7

-2

and therefore we get

2(si + P;) _ 2(si + P;) 1
yi(T"”) +3 B %_24_3

1o, 1
T7 * 3G+ Py
1

<5 T T <T
—_— + RN
T 7 2(s;+P;)
1
<3 1
T * 2G,+Pp)
Z(Sf + Pf) Z(Sf + Pf)

Z(Sf+Pf) - T)+3"
— 7 - 243 Yf( )

PRrROOF OF THEOREM 6. Due to Lemma 5 any class that jumps in

X jumps outside of X the next time. So for every class i € I;(p there

is at most one jump in X and hence X contains at most |I§xp| <
¢ jumps. Apparently the sum of the running times of each step
is O(nlog(c + m)) and the returned value T € { Ty, Thew } holds
T < OPTpmn while being accepted by Theorem 5 (i) such that
Algorithm 3 computes a feasible schedule with ratio % in time O(n).
So we get a total running time of O(n log(c+m)) < O(nlogn) since

c<nandm < n. ]

5 CONCLUSION

There are several open questions. First of all: can we find any poly-
nomial time approximation scheme for the preemptive scheduling
problem? Remark that the splittable and preemptive case only dif-
fer in the (non-)parallelization of jobs. However, the preemptive
problem turns out to be much harder to approximate. Especially
because Jansen et al. [5] have not found an (E)PTAS using n-folds,
this remains as a very interesting open question. It might be an op-
tion to fix m (cf. Table 1 on page 2) for first results. Also there may
be constant bounds less than % with similar small running times
as well.

Another remarkable point may be the investigation of unrelated/uniform

machines; in fact, there is a known result of Correa et al. [2] for the
splittable case on unrelated machines.

Also we only discussed sequence-independent setups here. Con-
sidering sequence-dependent setups the setup times are given as a
matrix § € N°*¢ of values S(iy, i,) Which means that processing jobs
of class i on a machine currently set up for class i will cost a setup
time of s(;, ;,). For example there is a very natural application to
TSP for m = 1 and C; = {j; } with t;; = 0 where the jobs/classes
identify cities. Selecting setups dependent by the previous job as
well as the next job, we have the classical TSP (path version).

There may be similar approximation results by (re)using the
ideas of this paper.
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A  MORE PRELIMINARIES

Here we give the definition of Batch Wrapping as well as some
simple upper bounds for all three problem contexts.

A.1 Batch Wrapping

Robert McNaughton solved P|pmtn|Cpax in linear time [8]. Mc-
Naughton’s wrap-around rule simply schedules all jobs greedily
from time 0 to time T = max { tmax, % 2jeytj} splitting jobs
whenever they cross the border T. Indeed, this is not applicable for
our setup time problems. However, our idea of Batch Wrapping can
be understood as a generalization of McNaughton’s wrap-around
rule suitable for scheduling with setup times. To define it we need
wrap templates and wrap sequences as follows.

by —
— b4
b1 —
- b3
az —
I aq
I as
ar —
0
ui uz us Uq
m

Figure 6: An example of a wrap template w with |o| = 4

DEFINITION 2. A wrap template is a list @ = (w1,...,0|y|) €

([m] x Q x Q)* of triples wr = (ur,ar,by) € [m] xQxQ for1 <
r < |w| that hold the following properties:

(Dur <upsy1fal<r<|o|l (@()0<ar<brfal<r<|ol

LetS(w) = Z‘ri‘l(br—ar) denote the provided period of time. A wrap

sequence is a sequence Q = [s;,, Cl/]le[k] where

.1 .1 -2 -2 -k -k
[ips Clie[k] = (Sivsdis s mys SigsJs -+ - sdmgs -+ 5 Sigod e+ -2 dmg)

and Cl’ = {ji, o ,jf” } withn; = |Cl’| is a set of jobs and/or job
piecesof aclassiy € [c] for1 <1 < k. LetL(Q) := Z;‘zl(sil +P(Cl'))
denote the load of Q.

These technical definitions need some intuition. Have a look
at Figure 6 to see that a wrap template simply stores some free
time gaps (colored green in Figure 6) in a schedule where jobs may
be placed. Remark that there can be at most one gap on each ma-
chine per definition. However, a wrap sequence is just a sequence
of batches.

We use wrap templates to schedule wrap sequences in the fol-
lowing manner. Let X = U?:l C; be a set of jobs and job pieces

of k different classes i1, ...,ip € [c] where Cl’ = {j{,...,jf” }
is a set of jobs and job pieces of Cj, for all 1 < I < k. Further-
more, let Q = [Sil’cl/]le[k] be a wrap sequence. Hence, Q has
a length of |Q] = Zle(l +ny) = k+ Z;‘zl n;. Now let w =
((u1,a1,b1), ..., (u|w|, IR b‘w‘)) be a wrap template. We want to
schedule Q in McNaughton’s wrap-around style using the gaps
ar,br] for 1 < I < |w|. The critical point is when an item q hits
the border b,. If q is a setup, the solution is simple. In this case we
simply move g below the next gap to be sure that the following
jobs (or job pieces) get scheduled feasibly. If the critical item q is
a job (piece) of a class i, we split g at time b, into two new jobs
(just like McNaughton’s wrap-around rule) to place one job piece
at the end of the current gap and the other job piece at the begin-
ning of the next gap. As before, we add a setup s; below the next
gap to guarantee feasibility. We refer to the described algorithm
as WraP. Note that the critical job piece can be large such that it
needs multiple gaps (and splits) to be placed. An algorithm for this
splitting is given as Algorithm 5, namely SpLIT. SPLIT gets the cur-
rent gap number r as well as the point in time ¢ where ¢ should be
processed. It returns the gap number and the point in time where
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the next item should start processing. A simple comparison with
McNaughton’s wrap-around rule will prove the following lemma.

Algorithm 5 Split a critical job (piece) to the subsequent gaps and
add necessary setups

procedure SpLIT(q, @, 7, t)

Let i be the class of job (piece) ¢

Pt —t+tig

while t’ > b, do
Split ¢ into new job pieces g1, g2

with tq =t - by and tg, = by — ¢
Place job piece g3 at time ¢ on machine u,
rer+ligeqiteant —art+ig
> turn to the next gap

Place setup s; at time ¢t — s; on machine u,

done
Place job piece g at time ¢ on machine u,

> g (= q1) fits in the gap [a,, by]
return (r,t")

Q)

Lemma 6. LetQ be a wrap sequence containing a largest setup sy
and w be a wrap template with L(Q) < S(w). Then WrAP will place
the last job (piece) of Q in a gap wy withr < |w|. If there was a free
time of at least sinQaL below each gap but the first, the load gets placed

feasibly. O

Lemma 7. IfL(Q) < S(w) then WRAKQ, w) has a running time of
o191 + |wl)-

Proor. Whenever a critical job (piece) is obtained, WRAP runs
SpLIT. Apparently each turn of the while loop in SpLIT results in
a switch to the next entry of w, i.e. r «— r + 1, such that the total
number of loop turns over all ¢ € Q is bounded by |w| thanks
to Lemma 6. A turn of the for loop in WRAP needs constant time
except for the execution of SPLIT such that we get a total running

time of O(|Q| + |w]). O

A.2 Simple Upper Bounds

For all three problems there is a 2-approximation with running
time O(n). The algorithm for the splittable case is a simple appli-
cation of wrap templates. For the non-preemptive and preemptive
case one can use a slightly modified greedy solution.

Lemma 8. There is a 2-approximation for the splittable case run-
ning in time O(n).

Proor. Let I be an instance and let Tr(nli)n := max { #N ,Smax } <
OPTgppi(I) where N = 37 si + Xjcytj. We construct a wrap
template @ = (wi,...,wn) of length |w| = m by setting w, :=
(r, Smax> Smax + %N) for all r € [m], to wrap a wrap sequence Q =
[si, Cili¢[¢] containing all classes/jobs. Apparently we have S(w) =

" %N = N = L(Q) and obviously the time spmax below each gap
is sufficient to place the possibly missing setups. Hence, thanks to
Lemma 6 this wrapping builds a feasible schedule with a makespan
of at most smax+ #N < 2T(1A)n < 2 OPTgyj;¢(I). The attentive reader

recognizes that WRAP runs in time O(|Q| + |w|) = O(c + n+ m) >

O(n) (cf. Lemma 7) but actually a smarter implementation of SpLiT
is able to overcome this issue. For details see the proof of Theorem 7
on page 16. m]

Due to the same lower bounds (cf. Notes 1 and 2) the non-preemptive

and preemptive case can be approximated using the same algo-
rithm, stated in the proof of the following Lemma 9.

Lemma 9. There is a 2-approximation for both the non-preemptive
and preemptive case running in time O(n).

PrOOF. Let I be an instance and let Ty, be a makespan with
Tinin = max { %N, max; e[ (si + tr(rll)ax)} where tﬁé;x = maXjec, tj
and N = 3.7, s; + ¥ ;e tj. Consider the non-preemptive case and
remark that Tryin < OPTnonp(I). First, we group the jobs by classes.
Let C; = {j{, e ,jfli } with n; = |C;| for all classes i € [c]. Begin-
ning on machine 1, we add one setup for each class followed by all
jobs of the class. Whenever the load of the current machine exceeds
Tnin, we keep the last placed item and proceed to the next machine.
So we add the items sl,j%, .. ,j,lh,sz,jf, .. ,j,zlz, .. ,sc,jf, e dne
to the machines using a next-fit strategy with threshold Ty, (see
Figure 7 on the left). The idea of the next step is to move the items

2T nin 2Tmin

77777//’/
e
- 8554555450507 - = T --- -4---Tmi
’r77 s7r777 7 min min
4555 s
%5
79570 83 |70 40500 2257
lecseq sr77 /55/ — s 7777
12524595 2
A 5552
N A
1550 A
— F—Az777 — /777
— > 4552
| 7 7]
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%%
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| S 22225257
2 7557 sS4
2557
— 5554
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S1 S1|$1
$3
m m

Figure 7: Example for a next-fit schedule withm = ¢ =5

(both jobs and setups) that cross the border Ty, to the beginning
of the next machine. For each moved item that was a job j € Cy we
place an additional setup s right before j. All other load is shifted
up as much as required to place the moved items (see Figure 7 on
the right). In a last step one can remove unnecessary setups, i.e.
setups which are scheduled last on a machine. In Figure 7 this re-
duces the load of machine 2 by the setup time s3. Remark that the
T-crossing items of the first step are hatched.

Analysis. First consider the first step. The load placed is exactly

C

c
Z(Sj+P(Ci)):ZSj+th :NZM-%NSm~Tmm
i=1

i=1 jej



and this states that the load of the last machine is at most Tyyjn. Ap-
parently the makespan of the resulting schedule is at most Ty +
max(Smax, Imax)- Now turn to the second step and consider a ma-
chine u < m. Passing away the item that exceeds Ty, the load
of u reduces to at most Ty, . Finally it increases to at most Tiyin +
max; e[¢)(si + tr(rll.f)lx) < Tmin + Tmin = 2Tmin Since u potentially re-
ceives an item q from machine u — 1 as well as an initial setup if g
is a job. As mentioned above, the last machine u = m already has
a load of at most Ty . So after the reassignment its load holds the
bound of 2Ty, as well. Hence, in total the schedule has a makespan
of at most 2Tp,ip < 2 OPT and apparently both steps do run in time
O(n) such that the described algorithm runs in time O(n).

Every solution to the non-preemptive case is a solution to the
preemptive case and we obtained the same lower bounds for the

preemptive case as for the non-preemptive one, i.e. Tiin < OPTpmn(I).

So the approximation can be used in the preemptive case as well.
O

B PREEMPTIVE SCHEDULING

B.1 The Soundness of Large Machines

The proof of Theorem 5 implicitly uses the fact that the use of
our large machines is reasonable. To be convinced we prove the
following lemma.

Lemma 10. For every feasible schedule with makespan T there is a
feasible schedule o with a makespan of at most %T such that each
classi € ngp is placed on exactly one machine u; which holds s; +
P(Ci) < Lg(uj) <T.

We start with a more simple property.

Lemma 11. Let o be a feasible schedule with makespan T. Then
there is a feasible schedule o’ with a makespan of at most %T that
holds the following properties.

(1) Ifaclassi € ngp is scheduled on exactly one machine u; in o
(ie. A7 = 1) then it is scheduled on exactly one machineu; in
o’ such that setup s; starts processing at time %T and there is
no more load above C; while L' (u]) = L(u;) < T.

(2) On all other machines of o’ no job (piece) starts processing
before time %T.

ProOOF. Let o be a feasible schedule with makespan T.Let L(o) =
2i21(A7si + P(Ci)). We do a simple machine modification. Con-
sider a machine u; in o that schedules a class i € ngp holding
/1;.7 = 1. We reorder machine u; as follows.

We refer to the load below setup time s; as set A; and to the load
above the last job of C; as set B;. So A; and B; hold setup times, jobs
and job pieces of classes i’ # i. Now move up the setup time s; as
well as all jobs of C; such that s; starts at time %T and the jobs of C;
are scheduled consecutively right behind it. Also we move down
each item of B; by exactly %T such that A; and B; are scheduled
until time %T. Since s; + P(C;) > %T, we get L(A;) + L(B;) < %T
and thus it follows L(A;) < %T as well as L(B;) < %T. Hence the
items of A; and B; do not intersect in time after this modification.
Also notice that for different classes i # i’ there is no forbidden
parallelization for preempted jobs of A; U Ay U B; U By because
relatively to each other they are scheduled in time just as before.

[N [9)
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Ci %T
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Figure 8: Modification of a large machine u;

On all other machines of ¢ we move up every item by exactly %T
such that nothing is scheduled before line %T. Apparently we get
a feasible schedule with a makespan of at most %T. O

ProOOF oF LEMMA 10. Let o be a feasible schedule with makespan
T and L(0) = 27_,(A{si + P(C;)). First let us add some notation.
We set 13;(;(0) c ngp as the set of classes i € ngp with A7 =1

whereas Igg(f)(a) = ngp \ 12;(;(0) denotes the set of classes i € ngp

holding AY > 2 such that ngp = 12;(;(0) V] Ig,’(f,(a). So 12;(;(0) is the
set of classes already placed like intended. Nevertheless we need to
modify their placement according to the feasibility of other classes.
Soforallie IS;(;(O') there is exactly one machine u; that schedules
all jobs of C; in schedule . We modify them using Lemma 11. Ap-
parently these machines may already schedule jobs or job pieces
of Iepyp. To identify the residual load of I, we do the following. Us-

ing the notation of Lemma 11, let tj(.l) be the sum of the processing

times of all job pieces in |, Xi of ajob j € J(Ichp) where

€leip()
X; = AjUB;jforalli € 12;},(0). Remember that X; does not contain
jobs or job pieces of class i. We create a new job piece i@ for all

jobs j € J(Icpp) with processing time t](.z) =tj— t;l). So the residual

jobs and job pieces of Iy, are Cl = {j@|jec, t;z) > 0} for all
i € Ipp. Let Ic/hp ={i € Ipp | 1 <|C]| } and since o is feasible, we

obtain
(m = Isp(@)NT = Le) = ), L(uy)
ilip(0)
= D (uisi +P(C)+ ), (si + P(C))).
1€(0exp\esp () 1€l
Each one of the A; > 2 machines used to schedule the jobs of a class
i€ 10’2(0) in o has a total load of different classes i’ # i of at most

exp
%T since s; > %T. We aim to schedule them on a single machine
such that A} = 1if A7 is the number of setup times used to schedule
class r in schedule ¢’. In fact, we can do this without scheduling
load of different classes on the selected (single) machines. We ex-
tend the schedule as follows. Each class i € Ig,’(i is placed on a



single machine with an initial setup time s; followed by C; with
no load of other classes underneath or above. At first glance this
seems rather wasteful because in schedule ¢ there may be other
load on machines scheduling ng’li(a) in general. With a closer look
we can convince us that its reasonable though. The idea is the fol-
lowing. A class i € Ig,’(f,(a) was placed in schedule ¢ with a load of
Li = A7s; + P(Ci) > 2s; + P(Ci) on A{ > 2 machines whereas we
sum up toaload of L} = s;+P(C;) on only one machine in schedule
o’ now. Hence, we get at least one s; > %T of processing time on
a different and so far unused machine since there cannot be two
setup times of expensive classes on one machine. So we waste a
time of T — (s; + P(C;)) < %T to schedule class i while gaining at
least s; > %T of processing time.

Texp
— I
(o) 1%p(0) Lo "~ L
ir
2T
LT
ir
3T
1T
Figure 9: An example solution after using Lemma 10 with I&;(p =

{12}

To look at this issue in more detail we call R the processing time
of the residual load in o and we find R = Zid&pu[&p (A7 si+P(Ci))+

Zielczhp (si + P(C}))- Applying A7 > 2 foralli € Ig;(f)(a) we can use

DIOTsi+P(C)) 2 Y (25+P(Ci) = ) (T+P(C)) = ()T

i€l (o) i€l (o) i€l (o)
and Texp \ 12;(;(0) = 13;?,(0) U Ié’xp U Ixp to see that
(m = |Igxp(a)T
> Z (AZs; + P(C;)) + Z (si + P(C))) 1/ (9)
i €(lexp\ I35 () i€l
= > s+ PC)+ Y. (Wsi +PC)+ Y. (s +P(C))
ielg(o) i€l Ul i€l

0,2
2 |Iexp(o)IT + R

and thus it follows (m - [I%,)T = (m— [Ig(0))T = [I&p(0)IT = R.

Hence, the residual m — |ngp

of at least R. So we can build a residual instance I* for the residual
#

m":=m-— |ngp| machines to place J* := ](Ig;(p UIe_xp) U UiEIéhp (04

| machines provide a processing time

with C} := C; for all expensive classes i € I&p U Ieyp as well as
C} := C] for all cheap classes i € Ic,hp‘ Apparently I* is a nice
instance and it actually holds the requirements of Theorem 4 (ii).
In more detail we obtain that

m" T = (m = [I3,)T

>R= Z (/1?5,' + P(Cy)) + Z (si + P(Cl,))

i €(I,Ulep) iely,

ZP(]#)+ Z a{s,- + Zsi

i€lf, i€l UIéhp

// Lemma 1,a; > af

and with Lemmas 1 and 2 and a; > (x{ ,a; > 1 we get that

# 0 0
m =m- |Iexp| 2 Z aj — |Iexp|
T
— 1 _
> 3 a2 Y af+ [ Sill]
i€l i€l

So Theorem 4 leads us to use Algorithm 2 to complete our schedule
feasibly with a makespan of at most %T. Figure 9 illustrates the use
of Algorithm 2 with dashed lines around the area of the m* last
machines. m]

C SPLITTABLE SCHEDULING

For this section let Tyyjy := max { #N, Smax } Where N = 25:1 si+
2jej tj- Let I be an instance and let T > Ty be a makespan. We
describe the algorithm in two steps.

Step 1. First we place all jobs of expensive classes. We define a
wrap template oD of length lw®] = [2P(C})/T] = pi for each
class i € Iexp as follows. Let a)il) = (u;,0,s; + %T) and wgl_zr =
(ui+r,si,si+ %T) for 1 < r < ;. Here the first machines u; have to
be chosen distinct to all machines of the other wrap templates. We
convert the expensive classes i € Iexp into simple wrap sequences
Q(i) = [si, Ci] consisting of an initial setup s; followed by an arbi-
trary order of all jobs in C;. For all i € Iexp we use WRAP(Q(i), w(i))
to wrap Q(i) into ¥ = (a)Y), e ,wgi)). Remark that WRAP places
a setup s; at time 0 on each machine u; + [ where 1 < [ < f3;. See
Figure 1(a) for an example.

Step 2. The next and last step is to place the jobs of cheap classes.
Let @; be the last machine used to wrap a sequence 0% in the
previous step, i.e. #; = u; + i — 1 for all i € Iexp. The idea is to
use the free time left on the machines %; while reserving a time
of exactly %T for a cheap setup. Once these machines are filled,
we turn to unused machines. In more detail we define one wrap
template w and one wrap sequence Q to place all jobs J(Ipp) as
follows. Let mexp = Xie Loy Bi be the number of machines used
in step (1) and let i1,...,ip € lexp be all p classes i € Iexp that
hold L(#;) < T. We define w; = (i1, L(#;;,) + 3T, 37) for all
1 < I < p. To fill the residual (and empty) k = m — mexp ma-
chines rq,...,rp € [m] we set Wpyl = (r1, %T, %T) forall 1 <



I < k. The wrap sequence Q = [si,Cilier,,, simply consists of
all jobs of J(Ichp) = Uie Ly C; with an initial setup s; before all
the jobs of C; for a cheap class i € Ipp. As predicted, we wrap
Qinto w = (@1,...,0p, Wp+15- - - Q’p+m—mexp) using WRAP(Q, w).
See Figure 1(b) for an example.

C.1 Analysis

We want to show the following lemma.

Theorem 7. Let I be an instance and let T be a makespan. Let

Lgpiit = P(J) + Z si + Z Bisi

i€lpp i€lexp

and Mexp = Zielexp Bi. Then the following properties hold.

(i) IfmT < Lgply orm < mexp, thenitistrue thatT < OPTgpys ().

(ii) Otherwise a feasible schedule with makespan at most %T can
be computed in time O(n).

Proor. (i). We show that T > OPTp);; implies mT > Lgp); and
m = Mexp. Let T > OPTgp)y. Then there is a feasible schedule o
with makespan T and L(0) = Zle(/lg.a)si +P(Cj)). Due to Lemma 1,
we have

mT > L(o) = Z(A?Si +P(Cy))
o1

> P(J) + ch aisi > P(J) + Z si + Z Bisi = Lyplit-
i=1

i€lehp i€lexp

Also m > meyp is a direct consequence of Lemmas 1 and 2.

(ii). Let mT > Lgplir and m > mexp. Note that the number of
machines used in step (1) is ZiEIexp Bi = mexp < m and hence we
have enough machines but we have to check for all i € Iex that
the wrap template oD in step (1) is suitable to wrap Q(i) = [si, Ci]
into it, i.e. S(a)(i)) > L(Q(i)). This is true since

P(C;)
1
2

S(a)(i)) =s; + ﬂj . %T =s; + . %T > S +P(Cl') = L(Q(l))

Each wrap template o9 is filled with exactly one class i and re-
serves a time s; below each gap. So there is enough space to place
a setup s; below all gaps of @¥). It remains to show that the wrap
template w in step (2) is suitable to wrap Q into it. This needs a bit
more effort. Apparently for all i € Iexp the load L(#;) of the last
machine #; = u; + f; — 1 holds

Bisi + P(Ci) = (Bi = 1)(si + 3T) + L(@;) > (Bi — DT + L(#;)

since s; > 1T Hence, if the last machine is filled to at least T, i.e.

L(@;) > T, we obtain that f;s; + P(C;) > ;T and otherwise it
follows that f;s; + P(Ci)+ T — L(@;) = f;T. These two inequalities

imply that
L= 3 (T-L@)+ ). (Bisi+P(Ci)
i€lexp i€lexp
L(a;)<T
= > (Bsi+PCH+T-L@)+ > (fisi+P(C)
i€lexp i€leyp
L(i;)<T L(@;)>T
> > BT+ Y BT =megT
iGIexp iEIexp
L(a;)<T L(a;)>T

and we use this inequality to show that o is suitable to wrap Q
since

S@) = > (T =L(@))+ (m— mexp)T
i€ley
L(ai)<PT

> >0 (T =L(@) + Lopiit — MexpT
i€lexp
L(a;)<T

=L+ Z (si + P(Ci)) = mexpT 2 Q). /I L' = mexpT

i EIchp

// mT > Lsplit

One can easily confirm that the reserved processing time of %T
below all used gaps is sufficient. In detail, we only place jobs of
cheap classes in step (2). So the call of WRAP(Q, w) needs a time
of at most %T to place cheap setups below the gaps. Hence, the
computed schedule is feasible and this proves Theorem 7.
Nevertheless we still need to analyze the running time. Appar-
ently the running time directly depends on the running time of
WRAPSPLIT as follows. For step (1) we get a running time of O(1) +
Siehy, OUQW] +101) = Fier,, OUCH] + i) = O(T(exp)| +
Yiely, i) < O(n+ m) due to Lemma 7 since |Q;| = 1+ |C;| and
|wi| = Bi for all i € Iexp. To optimize the running time we find
another implementation® of SPLIT (and WrAP) for our use case. As
mentioned before we allow that a schedule consists of machine
configurations with given multiplicities. In fact, there is a more effi-
cient implementation of SpL1T for ranges of wrap sequences where
all gaps start and end at equal times, ie. ar, = ay, and by, = by,.
Apparently SprrT will place at most three different gap types (or
gap configurations) for each job (piece) in such ranges of parallel
gaps. To see that let 0 < a < b describe the gaps and consider a
job (piece) j which we start to place at time ¢ € [a, b). If j is split
by SpLIT at most once, we obviously have at most two used gaps;
hence, we have at most two different gap configurations. If j is split
at least two times j is split into a first piece with processing time
b — t followed by y; := [(tj — (b — 1))/(b — a)] gaps filled with
processing time b — a and a last gap starting with a piece of time
tj —(b—1t)— pj(b—a). These define at most three different gap con-
figurations. Since the multiplicity y; of the in between gaps can
be computed in constant time, we can compute these three gap
configurations and its multiplicities in constant time. So we get a
running time of O(n + ¢) = O(n) for step (1). For step (2) we apply
this technique only for the m—mexp last gaps wp+1, . . ., Op—m—exp
which are parallel in our sense. Remark that p < c to see that the

3 A similar idea was already mentioned by Jansen et al. in [5]



running time is O(c + |Q|) < O(n). Hence, we get a total running
time of O(n). O

D NON-PREEMPTIVE SCHEDULING

Doing non-preemptive scheduling we do not allow jobs to be pre-
empted. Even an optimal schedule needs to place at least one setup
to schedule a job on a machine, so remember Note 2 which says
OPThonp > max;e[c)(si + tr(rll)ax) where tﬁé;x = maxjec, tj.
Analogous to preemptive scheduling we assume m < n. For this
section let T, := max { %N, max; e[c](si + tr(,l];x)} where N =
Zle si + Zje] tj and t](éz)ix = maxjec, tj.

Theorem 8. There is a %-approximation for the non-preemptive
case running in time O(nlog(n + A)) where A = max{smax, fmax} IS
the largest number of the input.

Let I be an instance and T > Ty be a makspan. For later pur-
poses we split the jobs into big and small ones. In more detail, let
Jr ={jeJltj>4T}and J- = {jeJ|t; < 3T} In the fol-
lowing we will look at three subsets of J. They are Ji, J(lexp) =
Uielexp CijaswellasK := UiGIchp {jeCinj_|si+tj> %T}and
one can easily see that they are in pairs disjoint. Let L = J; U
JUexp) UK.

Note 4. Itistruethat L = Ujec){j€Ci|si +1; > %T }. O

We find the following minimum number of machines for each class.
For all i € [c] let

- P(CinK . :
|Ci N J4| + [(ng)-‘ 11 € Lepp

11€ lexp

Note 5. Different jobs in L of different classes have to be scheduled
on different machines. Furthermore, every job in J. C L needs an
own machine.

ProOF. Assume that two jobsj1, j2 € L of different classes iy, iz €
[c] are scheduled feasibly on one machine u, i.e. L(u) < T. Due to
Note 4, we have s;, +t;, > 3T as well as s;, + tj, > 3T. To sched-
ule j; and jo on u it needs at least one setup time for both of them
since iy # i. So we get a total load of L(u) > (si, + tj;) + (si, +
tj,) > %T + %T = T, a contradiction. Now assume that ji, j» € J4+
are jobs of a common class i € [c] and they are scheduled feasi-
bly on one machine u, i.e. L(u) < T. Since both jobs are in the
same class i we need only one setup time s;, but the total load is
L(u) > s; +tj, +tj, > s; +T > T since tj > %T and tj, > %T.
Again, this is a contradiction. O

Lemma 12. Let o be a feasible schedule with makespan T. Then o
needs at least m; different machines to schedule a class i € [c] and
in total o needs at least 3._, m; different machines. O

Lemma 12 is a consequence of Lemmas 1 and 2 and note 5. We look
at Algorithm 6 in more detail.

Step 1. We schedule the jobs of L. For every class i € [c] do
the following. If i is expensive, we place all jobs of C; preemp-
tively (until T) with one initial setup time s; at the beginning of
each of the required machines. In detail, we use a wrap template

o® = (@, ..., o)) of length |w(i)| = @ = [P(C;)/(T - s;)] with

Algorithm 6 A %—dual Approximation for Non-Preemptive Sched-
uling

1. Schedule all jobs of L = Ujecj {j € Ci | si +tj > %T} on
m; machines for each class i

2. Schedule as many jobs as possible of J \ L =
Uiele1{i €Ci | si +tj < %T} on used machines with-
out adding new setup times

3. Take one new setup time for each remaining class and place
the remaining jobs greedily

4. Make the schedule non-preemptive and add setup times as
needed

wgi) = (u;,0,T)and wglzr = (uj+r,s;, T) for a first machine u; such
that all used machines are distinct and 1 < r < «a;. We use this
wrap template to schedule a simple wrap sequence 0 = [s;,Ci]
with WRAP(Q(i), w(i)). If i is cheap, we place all the jobs j € C; N ]
with an initial setup time s; on a single unused machine Ul(ci)’ ie.

the load of such a machine will be %T < s;j +tj < T. After that
we place all jobs of C; N K preemptively (until T) on unused ma-
chines with one initial setup time s; at the beginning of each of
the required machines. As before, we use a simple wrap template
0@ = (a)(li), e ,wgi)) of length lw®| = o; with wgi) = (44,0, T)

(1i+)r = (uj + r,s;, T) for a first machine u; such that all used

machines are distinct and 1 < r < &;. We use o'?) to wrap a wrap
sequence Q(i) = [s;, Ci N K] with WRAP(Q(i), w(i)). For all classes
i € [c]let 4; = u; + m; — 1 be the last machine used to wrap
the sequence Q). For an example schedule after this step see Fig-
ure 10. The dashed lines indicate the wrap templates and the wrap
sequences are filled green (dark if preempted).

and w

Iexp Ichp

C1 CoNnJs

CoNK

ST S1|S1|S1|S1
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Figure 10: An example situation after step 1. of Algorithm 6 with
1€ lexp and 2 € Iy

Step 2. Now we will place as many jobs as possible of J\L without
adding new machines or setup times. Note that there is at most

one setup time on a used machine so far. Let vii), cees v;:_) be the

machines used to schedule C; N J; in step 1., i.e. k; = |[C; N J4|,
(i)

and let v ko1

= @;. For every cheap class i € Ipp set C] < Ci \ L



and start the following loop. Let j € C; and find a used machine

u = v](cl) for 1 < k < k; + 1 that has a load L(u) < T. If such a
machine can not be found, the remaining jobs C; will be placed
in step 3.. If L(u) + t; < T place j on top of machine u and set
C; « C;\ {Jj}. Otherwise split j into two new job pieces j1, j2 (of
class i) such that tj, = T — L(u) as well as tj, = tj — t;, and place j;
on top of machine u and set C; « (C; \ {j}) U {j2 }. Furthermore,
we save j as the parent job of the new job pieces j; and jo, i.e. we
set parent(j;) < j as well as parent(j;) <« j. Process jz next in the
loop. See Figure 11 for an example of this step. The new placed jobs
of the cheap class 2 € Iy, are colored blue (and dark if preempted).
Remark that jobs may be split more than once; in fact, one can see

that there is a job of class 2 that is split onto the machines ng), ng)
and v? = @
4 2
Iexp IChP
C] C2 N ]+ C2 NK
— — "
I = !

S2|S2|S2|S2(S2|S2]S2

S1|S1|S1|S1|S1

- 2) (2), (2 -
u1 u1 vg )Ug )vg ) uy up
my ma

m/

Figure 11: The situation after step 2. of Algorithm 6 with 1 € Iexp
and 2 € Ichp

Step 3. Now we cannot schedule a job of C; for any i € Ienp with-
out paying a new setup time s;. However, we can discard classes i
without residual load, i.e. P(C}) = 0. So we build a wrap sequence
Q =[5, Cll;. P(C))>0 that only contains classes with non-empty
residual load. Instead of wrapping Q using a wrap template, we
greedily fill up the used machines with a load less than T until an
item crosses the border T. We do not split these critical items but
just keep them as they are (non-preempted) and turn to the next
machine. Once all used machines are filled to at least T, we fill up
the unused machines in just the same manner. In Figure 12 one can
see an example situation after this step where the items of Q are
colored red (dark if T-crossing).

Step 4. The former solution is not feasible yet. That is due to a
number of preemptively scheduled jobs on the one hand and the
lack of some setup times on the other hand. The first step to ob-
tain a non-preemptive solution is to consider each last job j on a
machine. If j was scheduled integral, we keep it that way. If on the
other hand j is the first part of a split of step 1. or step 2., we remove
Jj from the machine and schedule the parent job parent(j) instead.
Also, we remove all other split pieces j’ with parent(j’) = parent(j)
from the schedule and shift down the above jobs by tj. Note that
all jobs are placed non-preemptively now. The second step is to

TEEE [P E

S2182(S2(S2|S2(S2]|S2

S1|S1(S1(81(S1

u1 iy ng)vgz)vgz) uz iz

mi m3

ml

m

Figure 12: The situation after step 3. of Algorithm 6 with 1 € Iexp
and {2,3,4,5} C Iehp

look upon the items scheduled in 3. in the order they were placed.
Every item q that exceeds T in the current schedule (and therefore
is last on its machine) is moved to the machine of item ¢’ that was
placed next. More precisely ¢’ and all jobs above ¢’ are shifted up
by s; + tq if q is a job of class i or by g = s; if q is a setup. Ac-
cordingly s; followed by q is placed at the free place below ¢’ if ¢
is a job of class i or ¢ = s; is placed at the free place below ¢’ if
q is a setup. In the analysis we will see that this builds a feasible
schedule with makespan at most %T. Have a look at Figure 13 to
see an example result of Algorithm 6. All previously preempted or
T-crossing items are colored dark.
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Figure 13: The situation after step 4. of Algorithm 6 with 1 € Iexp
and {2,3,4,5} C Iehp

D.1 Analysis

We want to show the following theorem.

Theorem 9. Let I be an instance and let T be a makespan. Let

c
Lnonp =P(J) + Zmisi + Z Si
i=1

i:x;>0



andm’ = Y{_, m; where x; = P(Ci)—m;(T —s;). Then the following

properties hold.
(i) IfmT < Lponp orm < m’, then it is true that T < OPTyonp(I).

(ii) Otherwise a feasible schedule with makespan at most %T can
be computed in time O(n).

We start with some preliminary work and obtain the following im-
portant notes.

Note 6. The remaining processing time for class i after step 2. is x;,
ie. P(C)) = x; foralli € [c] withx; > 0. Furthermore, x; < 0 implies
that there is a time of |x;| left to schedule arbitrary jobs.

ProoF. We consider the situation right after step 1.. First we
want to know the time F; that is left to schedule jobs of a class
i € [c] without adding new setups. Each machine of class i got a
time of T — s; to schedule the jobs of C; N L. Since there are m; of
such machines we obtain F; = m;(T —s;) — P(C; N L) > 0. The
remaining jobs of class i are C; \ L and that gives us a total residual
processing time of P(C; \ L). Let C] C C; \ L be the residual jobs
after step 2.. Since C; = (C; \ L) U (C; N L), we obtain

P(C])=P(Ci\L)— F; = P(C; \ L)+ P(C; N L) = m;(T — s;)
=P(Ci) —mi(T = s;) = x;
if x; > 0.So if x; < 0, we have P(C; \ L) < F; and that means there
is a time of F; — P(C; \ L) = |P(C; \ L) — Fi| = |x;| left to schedule
any jobs. O

Note 7. A T-feasible schedule needs at least m; + 1 setups to place
a class i with x; > 0.

Proor. By its definition we know that x; > 0 means P(C;) >
m;(T — s;). So the obligatory m; machines (and setups) do not pro-
vide enough time to schedule all jobs of class i. Hence at least one
additional setup must be placed. O

PrOOF OF THEOREM 9. (i). We show that T > OPTponp(I) im-
plies that mT > Lponp and m > m’. So let T > OPTyonp(I). Then
there is a feasible schedule o with makespan T. Due to Notes 5
and 7 and lemma 12 we get

mT > L(o) = P(J) + Z mis; + Z (mj + 1)s;

i:x; <0 i:x;>0
c

:P(])+Zmisi+ Z Si :Lnonp
i=1 iix;>0

and also Lemma 12 proves that m > Zz?:l mi =m'.

(ii). Let mT > Lyonp and m > m’.Note that step 1. uses Y.{_; m; =

m’ machines and since m > m’, there are enough machines. Fur-
thermore, one can easily confirm that the wrap templates () suf-
fice to schedule the wrap sequences Q(i), ie. S(a)(i)) > L(Q(i)), but
we still need to show that there is enough time to fill up with step
2. and 3.. Instead of analyzing these steps separately we can use
the values x; to find a much more intuitive formalization for both
of them. Apparently in general the steps fill up the m’ obligatory
machines to at least time T. In the worst case they fill them up to
exactly time T since the residual load of Q, which is to be placed on
the residual (and so far unused) m — m’ machines, gets maximized
then. Due to Note 6 and Note 7, this (worst case) residual load R

can be written as R = ¥ ;.. <0 Xi + Xj.x;>0(Si + xi) and we show
that R < (m — m’)T as follows.

R:ZC:xi+ Z S
i=1

i:x;>0
(4 (4
= P(J) - (Z mi) T+ misi+ ». si //Def.x;
i=1 i=1 i >0
= Lnonp -m'T
< (m—m")T /I mT 2 Luonp

So the m — m’ residual machines do provide enough time to sched-
ule R. Hence, all load can be placed and it remains to show that step
4. is correct. Apparently step 1. and 2. fill up machines to at most
T. Step 3. fills machines to at most %T. Now consider the situation
right after step 3. and remark that the parent jobs j of all preempted
jobsofaclassiholdtj < s; +t; < %T since j € J\ L. The first mod-
ification of step 4. is to replace preempted jobs (which are last on a
machine with load at most T) with their integral parent jobs while
removing all other child pieces. It is easy to see that the makespan
can raise up to at most T + %T = 3T. Also no jobs are preempted
anymore since for each job piece j there was a job piece j* with
parent(j”) = parent(j) such that j* was last on a machine. The sec-
ond and last modification repairs the lack of setups. Passing the
T-crossing items to the next machine u, below the next job will
give extra load of at most %T to machine u, (either passing a setup
or a job with an additional setup). For u,. there are two cases. If u
is not the last used machine, then u, passes away its last item too
such that its load will be at most %T after all. If u. is the last used
machine, it has a load of at most T (otherwise this is a contradic-
tion to R < (m — m’)T) so it will end up with a load of at most %T.
The order of Q guarantees that this movement/addition of setups
will remove any lacks of setups such that the resulting schedule is
feasible with a makespan of at most %T.

However, it remains to obtain the running time. The inclined
reader will obtain that the primitive way of shifting up items on
the considered next machines may require non-linear time, but
this can actually be avoided as an implementation detail, with ad-
ditional running time no more than O(n). All other steps can be
confirmed to run in linear time in a straightforward way. O
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