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A (2 + ε)-approximation algorithm for preemptive weighted flow

time on a single machine
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Abstract

Weighted flow time is a fundamental and very well-studied objective function in scheduling. In this

paper, we study the setting of a single machine with preemptions. The input consists of a set of jobs,

characterized by their processing times, release times, and weights and we want to compute a (possibly

preemptive) schedule for them. The objective is to minimize the sum of the weighted flow times of the

jobs, where the flow time of a job is the time between its release date and its completion time.

It had been a long-standing open problem to find a polynomial time O(1)-approximation algorithm

for this setting. In a recent break-through result, Batra, Garg, and Kumar (FOCS 2018) found such an

algorithm if the input data are polynomially bounded integers, and Feige, Kulkarni, and Li (SODA 2019)

presented a black-box reduction to this setting. The resulting approximation ratio is a (not explicitly

stated) constant which is at least 10.000. In this paper we improve this ratio to 2 + ε. The algorithm

by Batra, Garg, and Kumar (FOCS 2018) reduces the problem to DEMAND MULTICUT ON TREES and

solves the resulting instances via LP-rounding and a dynamic program. Instead, we first reduce the

problem to a (different) geometric problem while losing only a factor 1 + ε, and then solve its resulting

instances up to a factor of 2 + ε by a dynamic program. In particular, our reduction ensures certain

structural properties, thanks to which we do not need LP-rounding methods.

We believe that our result makes substantial progress towards finding a PTAS for weighted flow time

on a single machine.
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1 Introduction

Weighted flow time is a fundamental and well studied objective in the scheduling literature, e.g., [BGK18,

FKL19, BP04, BP03, BP14, KTW99, AT18, CK02, CKZ01]. We are given a set of jobs J where each job

j ∈ J is characterized by a release time rj ∈ N, a processing time pj ∈ N, and a weight wj ∈ N. In a

computed schedule, the flowtime Fj of a job j is the difference between its completion time and its release

date rj . The goal is to minimize
∑

j∈J wjFj .

In this paper, we study the setting of a single machines in which we allow to preempt jobs (and resume

them later). Note that without preemptions the problem cannot even be approximated with a factor of

O(n1/2−ε) for any ε > 0 [KTW99]. It is known by the work of Chekuri and Khanna [CK02] that for every

ε > 0 there is a (1 + ε)-approximation in quasi-polynomial time (QPTAS), assuming quasi-polynomially

bounded input data. In contrast to this, it had been a long-standing important open problem whether a

constant factor approximation can be computed in polynomial time [SW99]. In a breakthrough result, Batra,

Garg, and Kumar [BGK18] presented such an algorithm with pseudopolynomial running time. While for

many scheduling problems one can assume the input data to be polynomially bounded via straight-forward

rounding of the input etc., this is not the case for weighted flow time. However, Feige, Kulkarni, and

Li [FKL19] gave a non-trivial black-box reduction to this setting which completely settles the mentioned

long-standing open question (and also yields a QPTAS for arbitrary input data).

The algorithm in [BGK18] first reduces a given problem instance to a clean graph problem, the DEMAND

MULTICUT PROBLEM ON TREES. This reduction loses a factor of 32 in the approximation ratio. Then, the

authors present an approximation algorithm for the resulting instance of DEMAND MULTICUT. To this end,

they split it into two subinstances and solve the first one by rounding a linear program (LP) and the second

one with a dynamic program (DP). Their approximation ratio for the first subinstance is 24 + 8β where

β = O(1) is the approximation ratio of an algorithm by Chan, Grant, Könemann, and Sharpe [CGKS12]

(which is invoked as a subroutine); the constant β is not explicitly stated in [CGKS12]. The DP for the

second subinstance crucially exploits the hierarchical structure given by the tree. Its approximation ratio is

a constant which is not explicitly stated in [BGK18], but is at least 512. Hence, the overall approximation

ratio is at least 32 · (536 + 8β) ≥ 10.000. While one could try to optimize this constant, it is not clear

how to avoid to lose substantial factors in several parts of the algorithm, e.g., the factor 32 in the reduction

to DEMAND MULTICUT, further constant factors when solving the two subinstances mentioned above, and

also the dependence on β.

1.1 Our contribution

In this paper, we present a polynomial time (2 + ε)-approximation algorithm for weighted flow time on a

single machine. We first reduce the problem to a geometric problem (rather than DEMAND MULTICUT).

Then we solve the resulting instance of this problem by a dynamic program. Our reduction is almost loss-

less, i.e., it loses only a factor of 1 + ε, and our DP has an approximation ratio of only 2 + ε which leads to

an approximation ratio of 2 + ε overall.

In our geometric problem, the input consists of a set of non-overlapping axis-parallel rectangles of unit

height and a set of rays that are all vertical and oriented downwards, see Figure 1. Each rectangle has a cost

and a capacity, each ray has a demand. The goal is to select rectangles of minimium total cost such that for

each ray, the total capacity of the selected rectangles intersecting it is at least the demand of the ray. For

technical reasons there are some local dependencies between rectangles, that is, some rectangles can only

be selected when another rectangle of the same size directly to its left is selected as well.

In the instances obtained by our reduction, the rectangles are arranged in a hierarchical structure given
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Figure 1: An instance of the geometric problem to which we reduce weighted flow time. The rays are

depicted in red and the hierachical decomponsition is visualized in green. The hatched rectangles form an

example solution. The capacities and costs of the rectangles and the demands of the rays are not depicted,

and neither the mentioned local dependencies between some adjacent rectangles of the same sizes.

by a hierarchical decomposition of the x-axis. More precisely, the projection of each rectangle to the x-

axis concides with a cell of this hierarchical decomposition. Moreover, when we traverse each ray from its

respective initial point on, the widths of the rectangles hit by the ray are monotone (non-increasing). This

hierarchical structure is crucial for our dynamic program (similarly to the tree-structure in [BGK18]). In

particular, we manage to obtain this important structure while losing only a factor of 1 + ε in the reduction.

Importantly, in contrast to [BGK18] we can solve our instances of this geometric problem by dynamic

programming only, and do not require the LP rounding algorithm from [CGKS12] or a similar procedure

(with additional constant factor losses). The intuitive reason is that, translated to our geometric visualiza-

tion, the instances of DEMAND MULTICUT described in [BGK18] introduce vertical line segments, rather

than rays, and the algorithm in [BGK18] needs LP-rounding for a certain type of (intuitively short) line

segments, which we can completely avoid. In our DP, we translate some ideas from [BGK18] to our ge-

ometric problem. However, our routine is significantly more involved than the DP in [BGK18] due to the

higher complexity of our geometric problem (compared to DEMAND MULTICUT ON TREES), and since it

is designed to optimize the approximation ratio of 2 + ε incurred by it.

Our algorithm has pseudo-polynomial running time. With the black-box reduction in [FKL19, Section

4] we turn it into a polynomial time algorithm, while losing only a factor of 1 + ε.

Theorem 1. There is a polynomial time (2 + ε)-approximation algorithm for the problem of minimizing

weighted flow time on a single machine in the preemptive setting.

We believe that our result is a crucial step forward in the search of a PTAS for weighted flow time on a

single machine. In particular, a possible approach for constructing a PTAS could be to use our reduction to

the geometric problem above and develop a (1 + ε)-approximation algorithm for the resulting instances.
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1.2 Other related work

Prior to the results in [BGK18, FKL19], Bansal and Pruhs [BP14] presented a O(log logP )-approximation

algorithm for weighted flow time (we denote by P and W the ratios between the largest and smallest

processing times and weights in the input, respectively), and even more general for the General Scheduling

problem in which each job incurs a cost, depending on its completion time, and this cost is given by a job-

dependent cost function. They reduce this problem to a geometric covering problem (which, however, is

substantially different from the geometric problem that we reduce to). For the special cases where wj =
1/pj for each job j (i.e. the stretch metric) or if P = O(1) there is a PTAS known [CK02, BMR04].

The best complexity result for weighted flow time on a single machine with preemption is strong NP-

hardness [LKB77], which leaves open whether a PTAS exists for the problem.

Weighted flow time has been studied in the online setting. Bansal and Dhamdhere [BD07] presented

a O(logW )-competitive algorithm and a semi-online O(log nP )-competitive algorithm. Also, Chekuri,

Khanna, and Zhu [CKZ01] gave a semi-online O(log2 P )-approximation algorithm. These results were

improved by Azar and Touitou [AT18] who gave a min(logW, log P, logD)-competitive algorithm, where

D is the ratios of the largest and smallest job densities, being defined as wj/pj for each job j. On the

other hand, there can be no online O(1)-competitive algorithm, due to a result by Bansal and Chan [BC09].

However, if the online algorithm is given machines of speed 1 + ε then O(1)-competitive algorithms exist,

as shown by Bansal and Pruhs [BP03, BP04].

2 Reduction to geometric problem

We start with some standard transformations to simplify the instance of weighted flow time. We assume

w.l.o.g. that 1/ε ∈ N and minj rj = 0. Moreover, we can assume that maxj rj ≤
∑

j pj , since oth-

erwise we can split the given instance into independent subinstances. Recall that P is defined as the ra-

tio maxj pj/minj pj . By scaling the input values and rounding, we can also assume that minj pj = 1,

maxj pj = P , and 1 ≤ wj ≤ Oε(n
2P ) for each job j, while losing only a factor of 1 + ε in the ap-

proximation ratio and increasing P by only polynomial factors (see Appendix A.1 for details). We define

T := maxj rj +
∑

j pj ≤ 2nP. Hence, we can assume w.l.o.g. that each job finishes within [0, T ).
Then the problem is modeled by the following integer program that we denote by (IP). Intuitively, for

each job j ∈ J and each time t ∈ N, we introduce a variable xj,t such that xj,t = 1 if in the corresponding

solution job j has not yet finished by time t. For each interval [s, t] we introduce a constraint modeling that

among the jobs released during [s, t], only jobs with a total processing time of t − s can complete during

[s, t] (which is clearly a necessary condition for feasibility).

min
∑

j∈J

∑

t≥rj

wjxj,t

∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

xj,t · pj ≥
∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

pj − (t− s) ∀s ≤ t ≤ T

xj,t ≥ xj,t+1 ∀j ∈ J, t > rj

xj,t ∈ {0, 1} ∀j ∈ J, t ∈ {rj , . . . , T}

Given a feasible schedule, one can easily obtain a feasible solution to (IP) with the same cost following the

intuition for the variables xj,t above. Also, one can show that any feasible solution to (IP) can be translated

to a feasible schedule with the same cost.
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Figure 2: Geometric visualization of (IP). The rays are depicted in red. The hatched rectangles form an

example solution. The capacities and costs of the rectangles and the demands of the rays are not depicted

Theorem 2 ([BGK18]). Suppose that {xj,t}j,t is a feasible solution to (IP). Then, there is a schedule for

which the total weighted flow-time is equal to the cost of the solution {xj,t}j,t.

One interpretation of (IP) is that for each job j there are segments [rj , rj +1), [rj +1, rj +2), . . . , [T −
1, T ), and we need to select a prefix of these segments (modeled by the variables xj,t and the constraints

xj,t ≥ xj,t+1 for each t). If we select a segment [t−1, t) for a job j (i.e., xj,t = 1), then this helps us to satisfy

the constraint for each interval [s, t] with s ≤ rj . Figure 2 provides a visualization of these constraints: we

first sort the jobs non-decreasingly by their release dates, breaking ties arbitrarily. Denote by ≺ the obtained

(fixed) order of the jobs and suppose that the jobs are labeled 1, . . . , n according to ≺. For each job j and

each variable xj,t we introduce a square [t− 1, t)× [j, j + 1). For each interval I = [s, t] we define j(I) to

be the job j with minimum rj such that s ≤ rj; we introduce a vertical ray L(I) := {t− 1
2}× [j(I)+ 1

2 ,∞)
corresponding to I . Then one can show easily that L(I) intersects the square of a variable xj,t if and only

if the variable xj,t appears in the left-hand side of the constraint corresponding to I . Hence, intuitively,

the capacity of the square for a variable xj,t is pj , the demand of a ray L(I) is the right-hand side of the

constraint in (IP) corresponding to I , i.e.,
∑

j∈J :s≤rj≤t pj − (t − s), and our goal is to select squares such

that each ray L(I) intersects with selected squares whose total capacity are at least the demand of L(I).
It is not clear how to approximate (IP) directly in polynomial time and how to make use of the visualiza-

tion above for this. Therefore, we will give a randomized reduction of (IP) to a different (and in particular

more structured) integer program (IP2) with the following relation.

1. Any solution for (IP) can be transformed into a solution for (IP2) such that the objective value in-

creases at most by a factor 1 +O(ε) in expectation.

2. Any solution for (IP2) can be transformed into a solution for (IP) with the same objective value.

In particular, in (IP2) we will define rectangles for each job j which intuitively result from merging certain

sets of adjacent squares of j. Morever, these rectangles will be aligned with a hierarchical grid which will

help us later to compute a cheap solution to (IP2) by a dynamic program.

Hierarchical grid. Our hierarchical grid has Oε(log T ) = Oε(log nP ) levels. Each grid cell C of some

level ℓ corresponds to some interval [t1, t2) with t1, t2 ∈ N. We define beg(C) := t1, end(C) := t2 , and

len(C) := t2 − t1. Each cell C has K := (2/ε)1/ε children cells of level ℓ + 1, unless ℓ is the maximum

level ℓmax of the hierarchy in which case C does not have any children cells. There will be exactly one

grid cell of level 0. The grid is parametrized by two random variables offx, offy . Intuitively, we give the
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grid a horizontal shift with some random offset offx. Also, we choose the size of the unique cell of level 0
randomly via an offset offy.

Formally, we define ℓmax to be the minimal value k such that Kk−2 ≥ T which will ensure that later the

grid cells C of level ℓmax satisfy that len(C) ∈ [1,K). We choose both offy ∈ {(2/ε)0, (2/ε)1, . . . , (2/ε)1/ε−1}
and offx ∈ {−Kℓmax−1+1,−Kℓmax−1+2, . . . , 0} uniformly at random. We define that the unique grid cell

of level 0 corresponds to the interval [offx, offx +offyK
ℓmax) which contains [0, T ) (since T ≤ Kℓmax−2 ≤

Kℓmax − Kℓmax−1 ≤ offyK
ℓmax + offx). Thus, we can assume w.l.o.g. that no job is processed outside

[offx, offx + offyK
ℓmax). Inductively, for each grid cell C with len(C) ≥ K · offy of some level ℓ, we

introduce K child grid cells of level ℓ+ 1, one for each interval

[

beg(C) +
i

K
len(C), beg(C) +

i+ 1

K
len(C)

)

, i = 0, . . . ,K − 1.

By construction, the interval of each grid cell of level ℓ has length offy ·K
ℓmax−ℓ. Denote by C the set of all

grid cells (of all levels). For each C ∈ C, denote by ℓ(C) its level. It follows that ℓmax = maxC∈C ℓ(C).

Segments of jobs. For each job j we want to define a set of Oε(log nP ) segments Seg(j) which form a

partition of [rj , T ), see Figure 3. We will associate each segment S ∈ Seg(j) with some grid cell C ∈ C
such that S ⊆ C and denote by Seg(j, C) the segments in Seg(j) associated with C . We will ensure that all

segments in Seg(j, C) are aligned with the grid cells of level ℓ(C) + 2 and in particular all have the same

size. We will also ensure that for each C ∈ C, the union of the segments in Seg(j, C) forms an interval that

is right-aligned with C , i.e., it holds that
⋃

S∈Seg(j,C) S = [s, end(C)) for some s ∈ C .

Formally, consider a job j. We construct a sequence of cells Cℓmax , Cℓmax−1, . . . , C0 in levels ℓmax, ℓmax−
1, . . . , 0 such that the union of these cells contains [rj, T ). The cells are chosen as follows. Cell Cℓmax is

identical to the cell of of level ℓmax that contains rj . Suppose we have chosen cells Cℓmax , . . . , Ck. Then

we define Ck−1 as the cell of level k − 1 that contains end(Ck) (see Figure 3); observe that this implies

end(Ck) < end(Ck−1). For each k ∈ {ℓmax − 1, . . . , 1} consider the interval [end(Ck+1), end(Ck)), and

[rj , end(Cℓmax)) for k = ℓmax. The length of this interval must be an integer multiple of len(Ck+1), or

1 if k = ℓmax. We subdivide this interval into segments of length len(Ck+2) each if k ≤ ℓmax − 2, and

of length 1 each if k > ℓmax − 2. We define that these segments form the set Seg(j, Ck). It follows by

construction that each of them coincides with a cell of level k + 2 if k ≤ ℓmax − 2, and otherwise has

length 1.

For each job j we define Seg(j) :=
⋃

C∈C Seg(j, C). In the following lemma, we will prove some

properties of these segments. For this, for each job j let F ∗
j denote the flowtime of j in OPT and let C∗

j

denote the cell such that Seg(j, C∗
j ) contains a segment S with rj + F ∗

j − 1 ∈ S. We will use this notation

in the (technical) fifth property below that will be crucial later to prove that the reduction to (IP2) loses only

a factor 1+O(ε). The last point states intuitively that the segments of a job are coarser if the job is released

earlier, see also Figure 3.

Lemma 3. For each job j ∈ J the segments Seg(j) and {Seg(j, C)}C∈C have the following properties:

1. Seg(j) forms a partition of [rj , T ),

2. for each C ∈ C and each S ∈ Seg(j, C) it holds that S ⊆ C and S = C ′ for some cell C ′ of level

ℓ(C) + 2 if ℓ(C) ≤ ℓmax − 2, and S = [t, t+ 1) for some t ∈ N if ℓ(C) > ℓmax − 2,

3. for each C ∈ C the interval
⋃

S∈Seg(j,C) S is right-aligned with C , |Seg(j, C)| ≤ K2, and all seg-

ments in Seg(j, C) have the same size,
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4. for two segments S ∈ Seg(j, C), S′ ∈ Seg(j, C ′) where S lies on the left of S′ and C 6= C ′, it holds

that len(S′) = len(S) = 1 or len(S′) = len(S) ·Ki for some integer i ≥ 1, and

5. with probability at least 1−O(ε) we have that F ∗
j ≥ len(C∗

j )/(εK).

Moreover, for two jobs j, j′ with rj ≤ rj′ it holds that for each segment S′ ∈ Seg(j′) there is a segment

S ∈ Seg(j) with S′ ⊆ S.

Proof. By construction the first four properties follow immediately. The non-trivial property we need to

show is the fifth. First we will show that probability at least 1− 3ε it holds that

F ∗
j /∈ [ε/2 · offyK

k, 2/ε · offyK
k] for all k ∈ Z. (1)

Note that if (1) is not true for k then F ∗
j and offyK

k differ by a factor of at most 2/ε. In other words, it

suffices to show that with the mentioned probability we have

| log2/ε F
∗
j − log2/ε(offyK

k)| > 1 for all k ∈ Z.

Notice that log2/ε(offyK
k) ∈ Z. Hence, the statement above is implied by

⌊log2/ε F
∗
j ⌋ 6= log2/ε(offy) + k/ε − 1,

⌊log2/ε F
∗
j ⌋ 6= log2/ε(offy) + k/ε, and

⌊log2/ε F
∗
j ⌋ 6= log2/ε(offy) + k/ε + 1 for all k ∈ Z.

This is equivalent to

⌊log2/ε F
∗
j ⌋ 6≡ log2/ε(offy)− 1 mod 1/ε,

⌊log2/ε F
∗
j ⌋ 6≡ log2/ε(offy) mod 1/ε, and

⌊log2/ε F
∗
j ⌋ 6≡ log2/ε(offy) + 1 mod 1/ε.

The distribution of log2/ε(offy) is uniform over {0, . . . , 1/ε − 1}. Hence (1) holds with probability at least

1 − 3ε. We condition on the event above which implies that there is some k ∈ Z with 2/ε · offyK
k−1 <

F ∗
j < ε/2 · offyK

k. Because of F ∗
j ≥ 1 ≥ offy/K it must hold that offyK

k ≥ 2/ε and k ≥ 0. Moreover,

since F ∗
j ≤ rj + F ∗

j ≤ T ≤ offyK
ℓmax−2 we have that k < ℓmax − 1.

Let Cℓmax , . . . , C0 be the cells constructed in the definition of Seg(j). Recall that offx is chosen uni-

formly at random from {−Kℓmax−1 + 1, . . . , 0}. The number Kℓmax−1 is an integer multiple of offyK
k.

Thus, the distribution of offx mod offyK
k is uniform. With probability at least 1− 2ε we have

rj 6≡ offx, offx − 1, . . . , offx − εoffyK
k mod offyK

k,

which means the grid cells are aligned such that rj lies inside a cell C of level ℓmax − k, that is, len(C) =
offyK

k, and rj < end(C)− εlen(C). Together with (∗) this event has a probability of at least 1 − 5ε. We

now prove that the event implies C = C∗
j , which finishes the proof since

F ∗
j > 2/ε · offyK

k−1 ≥ len(C)/(εK).

First, we prove that C = Cℓmax−k. If k = 0, this follows from rj ∈ C . Otherwise, it follows from

beg(C) ≤ rj ≤ end(Cℓmax−k+1)

6
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Figure 3: Example cell and segment construction with K = 3

and

end(Cℓmax−k+1) ≤ rj +

ℓmax
∑

i=ℓmax−k+1

len(Ci) = rj +
k−1
∑

i=0

offyK
i < rj + 2offyK

k−1

< end(C)− εoffyK
k + 2offyK

k−1 = end(C).

Finally, C = C∗
j since

rj + F ∗
j − 1 < rj +

ε

2
offyK

k ≤ end(C)− ε · offyK
k +

ε

2
offyK

k < end(C)

and for k ≥ 1 we have

rj + F ∗
j − 1 > rj +

2

ε
offyK

k−1 − 1 > rj +
1

ε

k−1
∑

i=0

offyK
i − 1

> rj +

ℓmax
∑

i=ℓmax−k+1

len(Ci) ≥ end(Cℓmax−k+1)

Based on the segments in the sets Seg(j, C) we define (IP2) where we introduce a variable yj,S for each

job j and each segment S ∈ Seg(j). This variable yj,S models whether we select the segment S for job j
which implies that we allow job j to finish after time end(S) (and are willing to pay for this). This is similar

to the variables xj,t in (IP). Like in (IP), we have a constraint for each interval [s, t]. For each set Seg(j, C)
we define that the first segment S ∈ Seg(j, C) has cost cj,S = wj(end(S) − rj) and each other segment

S′ ∈ Seg(j, C) has cost cj,S′ = wj len(S
′). Moreover, we require that from each set Seg(j, C) a prefix of

its segments is selected. Thus, intuitively, if we select the first segment S of a set Seg(j, C) then we pay

the full price for not processing job j until end(S), and for each other segments S′ ∈ Seg(j, C) we pay the

7



price for delaying j by len(S′) more.

min
∑

j∈J

∑

S∈Seg(j)

cj,Syj,S

∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

∑

S∈Seg(j)
t∈S

yj,S · pj ≥
∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

pj − (t− s) ∀s ≤ t ≤ T

yj,S ≥ yj,S′

∀j ∈ J,C ∈ C ∀S, S′ ∈ Seg(j, C)

with end(S) < end(S′)
(2)

yj,S ∈ {0, 1} ∀j ∈ J∀S ∈ Seg(j)

We prove now that by reducing (IP) to (IP2) we lose only a factor of 1 + O(ε) in expectation. We define

OPT(IP) and OPT(IP2) to be the costs of the optimal solutions to (IP) and (IP2), respectively. Note that

OPT(IP2) depends on offx and offy.

Lemma 4. For all possible values for the offsets offx, offy it holds that OPT(IP) ≤ OPT(IP2).

Proof. Consider some solution for (IP2). Let j be a job and let S ∈ Seg(j) be the rightmost segment S
with yj,S = 1, i.e., the segment with maximal end(S) such that yj,S = 1. In (IP) we set xj,t = 1 for each

t < end(S) and xj,t = 0 for each t ≥ end(S). This forms a feasible solution of at most the same cost: For

feasibility consider the covering constraint in (IP) and (IP2) for some fixed s ≤ t ≤ T . As the right-hand

side is equal in both integer programs, it suffices to show that the left-hand side of (IP) is at least as big as

that in (IP2), that is,
∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

xj,t · pj ≥
∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

∑

S∈Seg(j)
t∈S

yj,S · pj (3)

The elements of the sums in (3) correspond to jobs. For each job j with s ≤ rj ≤ t the left sum contains

pj if xj,t = 1 and 0, otherwise. The right sum contains pj , if yj,S(t) = 1 for the segment S(t) ∈ Seg(j) that

contains t and 0, otherwise. By definition of xj,t, however, we know that if yj,S(t) = 1, then xj,t = 1 as

well. Hence, (3) follows.

For the cost of the solution we will consider each job independently, that is, we show that for each job j
it holds that

∑

t>rj

wjxj,t ≤
∑

S∈Seg(j)

cj,Syj,S.

Let C be the largest cell such that yj,S = 1 for some S ∈ Seg(j, C) and let S1, S2, . . . , Sk ∈ Seg(j, C) be

the maximal prefix of segments with yj,Si
= 1 for i = 1, . . . , k. By definition of xj,t we know that xj,t = 1

if and only if t < end(Sk). Thus,

∑

S∈Seg(j)

cj,Syj,S ≥
k

∑

i=1

cj,Si
= wj(end(S1)− rj) +

k
∑

i=2

wj len(Si)

= wj(end(S1)− rj) +

k
∑

i=2

wj(end(Si)− end(Si−1))

= wj(end(Sk)− rj) =
∑

t≥rj

wjxj,t

8



On the other hand, we prove that in expectation OPT(IP2) is not much more expensive than OPT(IP).

Given an optimal solution to (IP), we define a solution to (IP2) which incurs for each job j a cost of at

most (1 + O(ε))F ∗
j wj if the fifth condition of Lemma 3 is satisfied for j (which happens with probability

1−O(ε)). On the other hand, we show that even if this condition is not satisfied for j, then the cost of j in

(IP2) is at most O(F ∗
j wj), which yields a cost of at most (1 + O(ε))F ∗

j wj in expectation. Taking the sum

over all jobs j yields the following lemma.

Lemma 5. It holds that E
[

OPT(IP2)
]

≤ (1 +O(ε))OPT(IP).

Proof. Let F ∗
j denote the flow time in an optimal solution for (IP), that is, the optimal solution is defined

with xj,t = 1 if and only if t < rj + F ∗
j . For each job j and we set yj,S = 1 for all segments S ∈ Seg(j)

that intersect with [rj , rj + F ∗
j ) and yj,S = 0, otherwise.

For feasibility consider the covering constraint in (IP) and (IP2) for some fixed s ≤ t ≤ T . As the

right-hand side is equal in both integer programs, it suffices to show that the left-hand side of (IP2) is at least

as big as that in (IP), that is,

∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

xj,t · pj ≤
∑

j∈J
s≤rj≤t

∑

S∈Seg(j)
t∈S

yj,S · pj (4)

Let j ∈ J with s ≤ rj ≤ t. We argue that if xj,t = 1 then also yj,S(t) = 1 for the segment S(t) ∈ Seg(j)

with t ∈ S(t). Indeed, this follows from the definition of yj,S, since S(t) intersects with [rj , rj + F ∗
j ) (both

contain t). Thus (4) holds.

For the cost of the solution we consider each job individually, that is, we show that
∑

S∈Seg(j) cj,Syj,S
is at most (1 + O(ε))wjF

∗
j in expectation. More precisely, we first argue that it never exceeds O(wjF

∗
j );

then we show that with probability 1−O(ε) it does not exceed (1+O(ε))wjF
∗
j . To this end, we fix a job j.

Let Cℓmax , . . . , C0 be the sequence of cells in the construction of Seg(j). Let k ∈ N such that Ck = C∗
j ,

that is, there is a segment S∗ ∈ Seg(j, Ck) with rj + F ∗
j − 1 ∈ S∗. Observe that the costs of segments are

chosen in a way that for each Ci, i > k, we have

∑

S∈Seg(j,Ci)

cj,Syj,S =
∑

S∈Seg(j,Ci)

cj,S = wj(end(Ci)− rj).

Further, for cell Ck we have

∑

S∈Seg(j,Ck)

cj,Syj,S = wj(end(S
∗)− rj) ≤ wjF

∗
j + wj len(S

∗). (5)

We first bound (5) by 2wjF
∗
j . If k ∈ {ℓmax, ℓmax − 1} then this holds trivially, because len(S∗) =

1 ≤ F ∗
j . Otherwise, we have that F ∗

j ≥ len(Ck)/K
2 = len(S∗). The first inequality holds because

[end(Ck+2), end(Ck+1)) is contained in [rj , rj + F ∗
j ) and its length is an integer multiple of len(Ck+2) =

9



offyK
ℓmax−(k+2) = len(Ck)/K

2. It follows that

∑

S∈Seg(j)

cj,Syj,S = wj(end(S
∗)− rj) +

ℓmax
∑

i=k+1

wj(end(Ci)− rj)

≤ 2wj(end(S
∗)− rj) +

ℓmax
∑

i=k+2

wj(end(Ci)− rj)

≤ 4wjF
∗
j +

ℓmax
∑

i=k+2

wj

ℓmax
∑

ℓ=i

len(Cℓ)

Moreover,

ℓmax
∑

i=k+2

wj

ℓmax
∑

ℓ=i

len(Cℓ) =

ℓmax
∑

i=k+2

wj

ℓmax
∑

ℓ=i

offyK
ℓmax−ℓ

≤ 2offy

ℓmax
∑

i=k+2

wjK
ℓmax−i ≤ 4wjoffyK

ℓmax−(k+2) ≤ 4wjF
∗
j .

We conclude that for all offy, offx it holds that

∑

S∈Seg(j)

cj,Syj,S ≤ 8wjF
∗
j .

It remains to prove that with probability 1−O(ε) the selected segments have cost at most (1+O(ε))wjF
∗
j .

To this end, assume we are in the case of Lemma 3:5. In other words, F ∗
j ≥ len(Ck)/(εK). This implies

∑

S∈Seg(j)

cj,Syj,S = wj(end(S
∗)− rj) + wj

ℓmax
∑

i=k+1

(end(Ci)− rj)

≤ wjF
∗
j + wj len(S

∗) + wj

ℓmax
∑

i=k+1

ℓmax
∑

ℓ=i

len(Cℓ).

Furthermore, len(S∗) = len(Ck)/K
2 ≤ εF ∗

j /K ≤ εF ∗
j and

wj

ℓmax
∑

i=k+1

ℓmax
∑

ℓ=i

len(Cℓ) = wj

ℓmax
∑

i=k+1

ℓmax
∑

ℓ=i

offyK
ℓmax−ℓ ≤ 2wj

ℓmax
∑

i=k+1

offyK
ℓmax−i

≤ 4wjoffyK
ℓmax−(k+1) = 4wj len(Ck)/K ≤ 4εwjF

∗
j .

This concludes the proof.

Note that Lemma 5 implies that there exist values for offy, offx such that OPT(IP2) ≤ (1+O(ε))OPT(IP);

since the number of combinations for offy, offx is bounded by Oε(T ) we simply guess these values.
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Figure 4: Geometric visualization of (IP2). The rays are depicted in red and the hierachical decomponsition

is visualized in green. The hatched rectangles form an example solution. The line between adjacent rectan-

gles is interrupted, if they belong to the same set R(j, C), i.e., these are the sets of which a solution needs

to select a prefix. The capacities and costs of the rectangles and the demands of the rays are not depicted.

2.1 Geometric visualization

We now visualize (IP2) in a similar way as (IP) before (see Figure 4. Again, we assume that the jobs are

labeled 1, . . . , n according to ≺. For each job j and each segment S ∈ Seg(j) we introduce a rectangle

R(j, S) = [beg(S), end(S))×[j, j+1). For each job j and each cell C ∈ C we define R(j, C) := {R(j, S) |
S ∈ Seg(j, C)}, for each cell C let R(C) :=

⋃

j R(j, C), and additionally we define R :=
⋃

C∈C R(C).
For each interval I = [s, t] we define j(I) to be the job j with minimum rj such that s ≤ rj ; we introduce a

vertical ray L(I) := {t+ 1
2} × [j(I) + 1

2 ,∞) corresponding to I . Then L(I) intersects a rectangle R(j, S)
if and only if the variable yj,S appears in the left-hand side of the constraint corresponding to I .

Lemma 6. Let I = [s, t]. The ray L(I) intersects a rectangle R(j, S) corresponding to a segment S if and

only if s ≤ rj ≤ t and t ∈ S.

Proof. Suppose that L(I) and R(j, S) intersect. Then beg(S) ≤ t + 1
2 < end(S) and rj(I) ≤ rj . Note

that s ≤ rj(I) and hence s ≤ rj . Also, t + 1
2 ≥ beg(S) ≥ rj holds. On the other hand, assume that

s ≤ rj ≤ t and t ∈ S. Then j(I) ≺ j and thus [j(I) + 1
2 ,∞)∩ [j, j +1) 6= ∅. Therefore, L(I) and R(j, S)

intersect.

For each ray L(I) corresponding to an interval I = [s, t] we define a demand of d(I) :=
∑

j∈J :s≤rj≤t pj−

(t − s) (which is the right-hand side of the constraint corresponding to I in (IP2)). For each rectangle

R = R(j, S) we define a capacity pR := pj and a cost cR := cj,S . This yields a geometric covering prob-

lem in which our goal is to select rectangles (respecting the prefix constraints (2)) of minimum total cost

such that each ray L(I) intersects selected rectangles with a total capacity of at least d(I).

11



We will solve this problem approximately with a dynamic program. In our DP, we will take advantage

of the hierarchical structure induced by the cells C. To this end, note that for a cell C with two children cells

C1, C2 ⊆ C , the rectangles in R(C1) and R(C2) are independent, in the sense that if a ray L(I) intersects

a rectangle in R(C1) then it does not intersect any rectangle in R(C2) and vice versa.

3 Computing an approximate solution

Assume that we are given the cells C and the rectangles R as defined above. We want to compute a set

R′ ⊆ R of small total cost that represents a feasible solution to (IP2), i.e., such that if we set yj,S := 1 for

each rectangle R(j, S) ∈ R′ then we satisfy (IP2).

The cells C induce a tree G = (V,E) as follows. For each cell C ∈ C we introduce a vertex vC in V .

We connect two vertices vC , vC′ by an edge {vC , vC′} if C is the parent cell of C ′ in the hierarchy, i.e., if

C ′ ⊆ C and C is of level ℓ and C ′ is of level ℓ+1 for some ℓ ∈ N. We define that the root of G is the vertex

that corresponds to the unique cell of level 0.

Let Q denote the set of all paths in G for which one of the endpoints is the root of G. For convenience,

for a path Q ∈ Q we write C ∈ Q if vC ∈ Q (i.e., abusing notation we also interpret Q as a set of cells). For

each path Q ∈ Q we define R(Q) := ∪C∈QR(C), i.e., all rectangles assigned to cells on Q. Let I denote

the set of all intervals I = [s, t] with 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T . For each interval I ∈ I we define R(I) as a set of all

rectangles R(j, S) such that R(j, S) and L(I) intersect.

Lemma 7. For each interval I = [s, t] ∈ I there is a path Q ∈ Q such that R(I) ⊆ R(Q).

Proof. By Lemma 6 the set R(I) contains exactly those rectangles R(j, S) where s ≤ rj ≤ t and t ∈ S.

Let C0, C1, . . . , Cℓmax be the cells of level 0, 1, . . . , ℓmax that contain t. Note that for each level there is

exactly one such cell and vCi+1 must be the child of vCi
for each i. This is precisely the path Q such that

R(I) ⊆ R(Q): Let R(j, S) ∈ R(I). Then t ∈ S. This means the cell C which S is assigned to must also

contain t (since S ⊆ C). Hence C is in the path Q and R(j, S) ∈ R(C) ⊆ R(Q).

Next, we define a framework for approximating our problem by a dynamic program; in [BGK18] a

similar framework was implicitly used. We will define a global solution R′ ⊆ R and for each path Q ∈ Q a

subset R′
Q ⊆ R′ ∩R(Q). We will ensure that for each Q ∈ Q and each interval I ∈ I with R(I) ⊆ R(Q)

the rectangles in R′
Q are sufficient to satisfy the demand of L(I). Also, we want the subsets

{

R′
Q

}

Q∈Q
to

be consistent in the sense that for two paths Q,Q′ ∈ Q with Q ⊇ Q′ (i.e., Q is an extension of Q′), the set

R′
Q can contain only those rectangles from cells in Q′ that are contained in R′

Q′ (but possibly R′
Q does not

contain all of them). Moreover, we want that for each set R′
Q there are only polynomially many candidates.

Therefore, we will require for each Q ∈ Q that R′
Q ∈ χQ for a family of sets χQ that we can compute in

time (nP )Oε(1), and hence in particular |χQ| ≤ (nP )Oε(1). These properties will be useful for our dynamic

program later.

Formally, we require (R′,
{

R′
Q

}

Q∈Q
) to be a consistent solution as defined below. For any set of

rectangles R′ ⊆ R we define p(R′) :=
∑

R(j,S)∈R′ p(j, S) and c(R′) :=
∑

R(j,S)∈R′ c(j, S).

Definition 8. Let {χQ}Q∈Q be a family with χQ ⊆ 2R(Q) for each Q ∈ Q. Let R′ ⊆ R and
{

R′
Q

}

Q∈Q

with R′
Q ∈ χQ for each Q ∈ Q. We say that (R′,

{

R′
Q

}

Q∈Q
) forms a consistent solution for {χQ}Q∈Q if

12



1. R′
Q ⊆ R′ for each Q ∈ Q,

2. for each I ∈ I, Q ∈ Q with R(I) ⊆ R(Q), we have that R′
Q covers I , i.e., p(R′

Q ∩R(I)) ≥ d(I),

3. for any two paths Q,Q′ ∈ Q with Q ⊇ Q′ we have that R′
Q ∩R(Q′) ⊆ R′

Q′ .

We define c(R′) to be the cost of (R′,
{

R′
Q

}

Q∈Q
).

It should be noted that by Definition 8 the rectangles in R′ form a feasible solution. This follows from

the first and second property and Lemma 7: For every interval I ∈ I there is a Q ∈ Q with R(I) ⊆ R(Q).
By the second property we have p(R′

Q ∩ R(I)) ≥ d(I) and since R′
Q ⊆ R′ we also have p(R′ ∩R(I)) ≥

d(I). We can compute the cheapest consistent solution for a given family {χQ}Q∈Q with an easy dynamic

program.

Lemma 9. Given a family {χQ}Q∈Q, we can compute the cheapest consistent solution for {χQ}Q∈Q in

time (|I| · |Q| ·maxQ∈Q |χQ|)
O(1)

.

Proof. We build a dynamic programming table that contains an entry for each pair (v,S ′), where v is a vertex

and S ′ ∈ χQ for Q which we define to be the path from the root to v. This entry stores a set of rectangles

S ⊆
⋃

Q′:Q′⊇QR(Q′), that is, S contains rectangles that belong to cells that are either descendants of v or

on the path from v to the root. The set S is chosen such that S ∩ R(Q) = S ′ and p(S ∩ R(I)) ≥ d(I) for

every Q′ ⊇ Q and I ∈ I with R(I) ⊆ R(Q). If there is no such S then a special symbol indicates that the

choice of S ′ is infeasible, that is, the value R′
Q in a consistent solution cannot be S ′.

We fill the table starting with the leafs and then compute each inner node’s entries using the previously

computed childrens’ entries. Suppose that v is a leaf and let Q be the path from the root to v. We check for

each S ′ ∈ χQ whether for all I ∈ I with R(I) ⊆ R(Q) it holds that p(S ′ ∩ R(I)) ≥ d(I). If so, we store

S ′ in the entry for (v,S ′). Otherwise, we insert a special symbol indicating that the choice is infeasible.

Now let v be an inner node and let again Q be the path from root to v. Let S ′ ∈ χQ. In the following we

describe how to compute the table entry for (v,S ′). Let u1, . . . , uK be the children of v and Q1, . . . , QK

the extension of Q to each child. For each i = 1, . . . ,K let S ′
i ∈ χQi

be the set S ′
i with

S ′
i ∩R(Q) ⊆ S ′ (6)

for which the set Si stored in (ui,S
′
i) minimizes c(Si \ R(Q)). If for some i no such S ′

i exists, then we

determine that the choice S ′ is infeasible. Otherwise, we insert for (v,S ′) the entry

S = S ′ ∪ S1 ∪ · · · ∪ SK .

Eventually, this dynamic program will compute various solutions for the root r, namely one solution S
for each S′ ∈ χ{r}. As an overall solution S∗ we output the solution S that minimizes c(S). We define

{S∗
Q}Q∈Q by memoization: Recall that S∗ = S ′ ∪ S1 ∪ · · · ∪ SK where S ′ ∈ χ{r}, Si is the entry for

(ui,S
′
i), ui is the i’th child of r, and S ′

i ∈ χ{r,ui}. We set S∗
{r} = S ′. Likewise, we set S∗

{r,ui}
= S ′

i. Each

Si is derived from selections at the children of ui. In the same way we recursively define S∗
Q on each path

Q. Indeed, (S∗, {S∗
Q}Q∈Q) forms a consistent solution:

Let Q = {v1, v2, v3, . . . , vk} ∈ Q where v1 is the root. For all i ≤ k let Q(≤i) = {v1, . . . , vi}. By

construction we have that S∗
Q(≤i) ⊆ S∗

Q(≤i−1) . In particular,

S∗
Q(≤k) ⊆ S∗

Q(≤k−1) ⊆ · · · ⊆ S∗
Q(≤1) = S∗.
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This proves (1) of Definition 8. Moreover, by Equation (6) the dynamic program ensures that

S∗
Q(≤k) ∩R(Q(≤k−1)) ⊆ S∗

Q(≤k−1) .

It follows for all i < k that

S∗
Q(≤k) ∩R(Q(≤i)) = (S∗

Q(≤k) ∩R(Q(≤k−1))) ∩R(Q(≤i)) ⊆ S∗
Q(≤k−1) ∩R(Q(≤i)).

Iterating this argument we obtain

S∗
Q(≤k) ∩R(Q(≤i)) ⊆ S∗

Q(≤i) ∩R(Q(≤i)) = S∗
Q(≤i) .

and thus (3) of Definition 8 holds. Finally, we prove (2) of Definition 8. To this end let I ∈ I, Q ∈ Q with

R(I) ⊆ R(Q). We need to show that p(S∗
Q ∩R(I)) ≥ d(I). Let Q′ ⊇ Q be any extension of Q ending in

a leaf. Then also R(I) ⊆ R(Q) ⊆ R(Q′). The way we define the dynamic program on leafs it holds that

p(S∗
Q′ ∩R(I)) ≥ d(I). Moreover, since we already showed (3) it follows that S∗

Q′ ∩R(Q) ⊆ S∗
Q. Hence,

p(S∗
Q ∩R(I)) ≥ p((S∗

Q′ ∩R(Q)) ∩R(I)) = p(S∗
Q′ ∩R(I)) ≥ d(I).

It remains to check that this dynamic program indeed computes the cheapest consistent solution. To this end

let (R′, {R′
Q}Q∈Q) be the cheapest consistent solution. We show inductively that for each path Q from the

root to a vertex v the entry S computed for (v,R′
Q) satisfies c(S) ≤ c(

⋃

Q′⊇QR′
Q). It follows that S∗ is of

minimal cost, because c(S∗) is at most the cost of the entry computed for (r,R′
{r}) which is at most

c(
⋃

Q⊇{r}

R′
Q) = c(

⋃

Q∈Q

R′
Q) ≤ c(R′).

If v is a leaf the claim is satisfied by definition, since the entry of the dynamic table is R′
Q =

⋃

Q′⊇QR′
Q′ .

Now assume that v is not a leaf. Let—as in the definition of the dynamic program—u1, . . . , uK be the

children of v and Q1, . . . , QK the extensions of Q to each child. Let Ŝi be the entry computed for (ui,R
′
Qi
),

i = 1, . . . ,K . By induction hypothesis we have for each i = 1, . . . ,K that c(Ŝi) ≤ c(
⋃

Q′⊇Qi
R′

Q′). Since

the rectangle sets in both sides contain the same rectanges from R(Q), namely R′
Qi

∩R(Q), we also have

c(Ŝi \ R(Q)) ≤ c(
⋃

Q′⊇Qi

R′
Q′ \ R(Q)).

The rectangles at entry (v,R′
Q) were chosen as S = R′

Q ∪S1 ∪ · · · ∪SK where Si minimizes c(Si \R(Q))
over all entries Si at (ui,S

′
i) with S ′

i ∈ χQi
and S ′

i ∩R(Q) ⊆ R′
Q. Since R′

Qi
∩R(Q) ⊆ R′

Q by property

(3) of Definition 8, Ŝi is among these candidates and in particular c(Si \ R(Q)) ≤ c(Ŝi \ R(Q). Hence,

c(S) ≤ c(R′
Q ∪ S1 ∪ · · · ∪ SK)

≤ c(R′
Q) + c(

⋃

Q′⊇Q1

R′
Q′ \ R(Q)) + · · ·+ c(

⋃

Q′⊇QK

R′
Q′ \ R(Q)) ≤ c(

⋃

Q′⊇Q

R′
Q′).

This finishes the proof that (S∗, {S∗
Q}Q∈Q) is a consistent solution of minimal cost.

The claimed running time follows because there are |Q|maxQ∈Q |χQ| entries in the dynamic table,

computing each leaf’s entry requires O(|I| ·maxQ∈Q |χQ|) operations, and computing each inner vertex’s

entry requires O(KmaxQ∈Q |χQ|) ≤ |Q|maxQ∈Q |χQ| operations.
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The hard part is to show that in polynomial time we can compute a polynomial size family {χQ}Q∈Q that

admits a consistent solution of small cost. We will prove the following lemma in Section 4 and Section 5.

Lemma 10. In time (nP )Oε(1) we can compute a family {χQ}Q∈Q with maxQ∈Q |χQ| ≤ (nP )Oε(1) for

which there exists a consistent solution of cost at most (2 + ε)OPT(IP2).

Then Lemmas 9 and 10 yield a (2+ ε)-approximation algorithm with a running time of (nP )Oε(1). The

black-box reduction in [FKL19, Section 4] then implies our main result.

Theorem 11. There exists a polynomial time (2 + ε)-approximation algorithm for weighted flow time on a

single machine when preemptions are allowed.

4 Quasi-polynomial size consistent solution

In this section, we prove a weaker variant of Lemma 10 which already introduces several of our key tech-

niques and leads to a quasi-polynomial (2 + ε)-approximation. More precisely, in this section we relax the

condition in Lemma 10 on the size of each set χQ with Q ∈ Q to |χQ| ≤ (nP )Oε(log2(nP )) and also the

running time to (nP )Oε(log2(nP )).

For each rectangle R we define a density ρR which approximately describes its cost-efficiency cR/pR.

Instead of using this ratio directly, we define ρR := (1 + ε)k for the value k ∈ Z with (1 + ε)k ≤ cR/pR <
(1 + ε)k+1. In this way, ρR differs from cR/pR only by a small factor of 1 + ε, but we ensure that there

are only Oε(log nP ) different densities overall. Recall that we defined the set R(j, C) for combinations

of a job j and cell C ∈ C (which contains all rectangles in R(C) corresponding to j). By construction,

almost all of these rectangles have the same cost cR, apart from the leftmost rectangle in R(j, C) whose

cost might be higher. Thus, we can describe the densities of the rectangles in R(j, C) by only two values

that we denote by ρj,C , ρ
′
j,C . Formally, let R,R′ ∈ R(j, C) be the leftmost and second leftmost rectangles

in R(j, C), respectively. We define ρj,C := ρR and ρ′j,C := ρR′ ; in case that |R(j, C)| ≤ 1 we define

ρ′j,C := ∞ and if |R(j, C)| = 0 we define also ρj,C := ∞. Using these values ρj,C and ρ′j,C we classify the

sets {R(j, C)}j∈J,C∈C into types.

Definition 12. For a job j and a cell C with R(j, C) we say that R(j, C) is of type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s) if

|R(j, C)| = s, ρj,C = ρ, and ρ′j,C = ρ′.

It turns out that there are only Oε(log(nP )) different types τ = (ρ, ρ′, s) arising in the input, since in

each set R(j, C) the costs of the leftmost and second leftmost rectangles differ only by a factor Oε(1), all

rectangles have the same capacity, and s = Oε(1).

Lemma 13. There are at most Oε(log(nP )) different types τ for which there exists a set R(j, C) of type

τ . Moreover, for each ρ there are only Oε(1) many pairs ρ′, s for which there is a set R(j, C) of type

τ = (ρ, ρ′, s).

Proof. Consider a type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s) for which there exists a set R(j, C) of type τ . By Property 3 of

Lemma 3 we have that s ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,K2}. Moreover, the costs of different rectangles within the same set

R(j, C) can only differ by a factor of K2: Recall, the rectangles in R(j, C) (and their costs) are derived

from segments S(j, C). Let S ∈ Seg(j, C). If S is not the leftmost segment in Seg(j, C), then cS =
wj len(S) ≤ wjlen(C) and len(S) is either len(C)/K2 or 1. The latter applies if ℓ(C) ∈ {ℓmax, ℓmax − 1}
and therefore len(C) ≤ offyK ≤ K2. In both cases we can bound the cost of the rectangle from below by
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cS ≥ wj len(C) ≥ wjlen(C)/K2. Now suppose that S is the leftmost segment. Then cS = wj(end(S) −
rj). Since this is at least wjlen(S), the lower bound holds as before. Finally, notice that

end(S)− rj ≤ len(S) + beg(C)− rj ≤ len(S) +

∞
∑

i=1

len(C)/Ki ≤ len(S) + len(C) · 2/K ≤ len(C).

It follows that cS ≤ wj len(C). Hence, each rectangle in R(j, C) has a cost between wj len(C)/K2 and

wj len(C). This implies that ρ/(K2(1 + ε)) ≤ ρ′ ≤ (1 + ε)K2ρ. The number of powers of (1 + ε) in

[ρ/(K2(1 + ε)), (1 + εK2ρ] is only

O(log1+ε((1 + ε2K4)) ≤ Oε(1).

Hence for a fixed ρ, there are only K2 · Oε(1) = Oε(1) types. We will show that 1/((1 + ε)P ) ≤ ρ ≤
Oε(n

3P 2). The number of powers of (1 + ε) in [1/P,Oε(n
3P 2)] is

O(log1+ε(Oε((1 + ε)n3P 3))) ≤ Oε(log(nP )).

Therefore there are only Oε(log(nP )) possibilities for ρ and consequently Oε(log(nP )) relevant types

overall.

Let us now prove the claimed bounds for ρ. Let R be the rectangle corresponding to ρ. Recall that the

capacity pR is bounded by P . Moreover, the cost cR is defined as wj(t2 − t1) for some interval [t1, t2]. The

right border t2 is bounded by

offx + offyK
ℓmax ≤ 2Kℓmax+1 ≤ K3T ≤ 2K3(max

j
rj +

∑

j

pj) ≤ 4K3
∑

j

pj ≤ 4K3nP ≤ Oε(nP ).

Recall by preprocessing we have 1 ≤ wj ≤ Oε(n
2P ). Hence 1 ≤ cR ≤ Oε(n

3P 2). This means that

ρ ≥ 1/(1 + ε) · cR/pR ≥ 1/(1 + ε) · 1/P.

On the other hand

ρ ≤ cR/pR ≤ cR ≤ Oε(n
3P 2).

Let R∗ ⊆ R be the rectangles corresponding to OPT(IP2). We define quantities that describe how

much of its budget the solution R∗ spends within each cell C for sets R(j, C) of each type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s),
and how much of this amount it spends on jobs for which it buys exactly the first s′ rectangles, for each

s′ ∈ {1, . . . , s}. Formally, for each cell C , each type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s), and each s′ ∈ {1, . . . , s} let R∗(C, τ, s′)
be the set of all rectangles R ∈ R∗ for which there is a job j such that R ∈ R(j, C) and R∗ contains exactly

the first s′ rectangles from R(j, C). We define Bopt(C, τ, s′) :=
∑

R∈R∗(C,τ,s′) cR.

We define now our solution R′. For a cell C and a type τ the solution
⋃

s′ R
∗(C, τ, s′) can be very

complicated. Instead, we construct an algorithm GreedySelect which, intuitively, computes a simple solution

of total cost at most (2 + ε)
∑

s′ B
opt(C, τ, s′) that covers as much of each ray L(I) as the rectangles in

⋃

s′ R
∗(C, τ, s′). For computing it, we need to know only {Bopt(C, τ, s′)}s′ . Then R′ will consist of the

union of all these simple solutions for all cells C ∈ Q and types τ and for each path Q ∈ Q we will simply

define R′
Q := R′ ∩ R(Q). Then there are only (nP )Oε(log

2(nP )) options for R′
Q since it depends only on

the Oε(log
2(nP )) budgets {Bopt(C, τ, s′)}C,s′:C∈Q.
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Procedure GreedySelect. Formally, the input of GreedySelect consists of a cell C , a type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s),
and for each s′ ∈ {1, . . . , s} a budget B(s′) (for the purpose of this section we can think this value as

Bopt(C, τ, s′)). It selects rectangles of total cost at most (2+ ε)
∑

s′ B(s′) from the sets in {R(j, C)}j that

are of type τ . We will denote by GreedySelect(C, τ, {(B(s′)}s′) the computed rectangles.

Note that for two jobs j, j′ for which R(j, C) and R(j′, C) are of the same type τ , the rectangles in

these two sets look identical, up to a vertical shift (and they might have different costs). We first define a

fractional solution greedily. For each job j for which R(j, C) is of type τ and each r ∈ {1, . . . , s} we define

a value xj,r which denotes the fractional extent to which we select the r-th rectangle in R(j, C). Initially, we

define xj,r = 0 for each such variable. For each s′ = s, s − 1, . . . , 1 we start a phase in which we consider

the jobs for which there is a s̃ ≥ s′ such that buying the first s̃ rectangles in R(j, C) costs at most B(s̃).
Observe that through the phases more and more jobs satisfy this condition and hence if a job is available in

one phase then it will also be available in all future phases. We sort the corresponding jobs decreasingly by

≺ (so in particular non-increasingly by their release dates) and we consider them in this order. Note that in

our graphical visualization this orders the jobs from bottom to top. When we consider a job j, for all r ≤ s′

we increase xj,r simultaneously by the same amount until either xj,r = 1 for each such r or we paid exactly

(1 + ε)Bs′ in this phase (fractionally). Hence, the fractional cost is (1 + ε)
∑

s′ B(s′) by construction.

We chose our ordering for the jobs since our rays are vertical and downwards oriented and, hence, if a

rectangle is located further down, it intersects with more rays whose demands it helps to satisfy. In particular,

here we crucially exploit that for each interval I the corresponding object L(I) is a vertical ray, rather than

e.g., a line segment. Using this, we will show that if B(s′) ≥ Bopt(C, τ, s′) for each s′ then our fractional

solution {xj,r}j,r covers as much from each ray I ∈ I as the rectangles in R∗ ∩ R(C) of type τ . In the

output of GreedySelect we select for each job j and each r ∈ {1, . . . , s} the r-th rectangle in R(j, C) if

xj,r > 0, i.e., intuitively we round up each variable xj,r with xj,r > 0. We will show that for each r there

is at most one job j such that 0 < xj,r < 1 and hence we pay additionally at most
∑

s′ B(s′) due to the

rounding.

Lemma 14. Suppose that for each s′ it holds that B(s′) ≥ Bopt(C, τ, s′). Then for each interval I ∈ I
it holds that p(GreedySelect(C, τ, {(B(s′)}s′) ∩ R(I)) ≥ p (

⋃

s′ R
∗(C, τ, s′) ∩R(I)) and additionally

c(GreedySelect(C, τ, {(B(s′)}s′)) ≤ (2 + ε)
∑

s′ B(s′).

Proof. First, we claim that already the fractional solution covers as much from each I ∈ I as R∗. To this

end, let I ∈ I and r ∈ N such that L(I) intersects the r-th rectangle of each job of type τ in R(C). We

want to show that the fractional solution covers L(I) at least as much as R∗.

We say that a job j is of kind k if k is the largest value k′ such that buying the first k′ rectangles of

R(j, C) costs at most B(k′) and one of the first k′ rectangles of R(j, C) intersects L(I). Observe that some

jobs are of no kind at all, however, such segments are not selected in R∗ (since B(s′) ≥ Bopt(C, τ, s′) for

each s′) or do not intersect L(I). In other words, it suffices to show that GreedySelect covers L(I) at least

as much as R∗ with rectangles that are of some kind k. Intuitively, if j is of kind k then k is the earliest

round in which we might have selected rectangles of R(j, C).
Let ŝ′ be the minimal value s′ such that after iteration s′ (which refers to the value of s′ in this iteration;

recall that these values decrease through the iterations) the algorithm has selected (possibly partially in

previous iterations) the first s′ ≥ r rectangles of all jobs of kind k ≥ s′. Regarding rectangles of kinds k
with r ≤ k < ŝ′, we know that in each iteration k < ŝ′ GreedySelect spends by a factor of 1 + ε more

budget than R∗ (since B(k) ≥ Bopt(C, τ, k)). Since we consider rectangles R of the same type τ , their

ratios cR/pR can only differ by a factor of (1 + ε). In particular, the rectangles of all kinds k < ŝ′ selected

by the algorithm have a total (fractional) size that is at least as large as the corresponding rectangles in
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R∗. Also, we sort the corresponding jobs decreasingly by ≺ and the rays L(I) are vertical and downward

oriented. This implies that p(GreedySelect(C, τ, {(B(s′)}s′) ∩ R(I)) ≥ p (
⋃

s′ R
∗(C, τ, s′) ∩R(I)) for

each I ∈ I .

By construction, the cost of the fractional solution is at most (1 + ε)
∑

s′ B(s′). We argue that the cost

increases by at most another
∑

s′ B(s′) when we round up the fractional solution. To this end, we claim that

in the fractional solution for each kind k and each r ≤ k there can be at most one job j of kind k such that for

its r-th rectangle it holds that 0 < xj,r < 1. The claim is clearly true before the first iteration. Suppose that it

is true after the iteration that corresponds to some value k′. Suppose that in the next iteration corresponding

to k′ − 1 a value xj,r is increased such that before xj,r = 0. Let k be the kind of the corresponding job j.

Assume by contradiction that there is some other variable xj′,r with 0 < xj′,r < 1 corresponding to some

other job j′ of kind k. If j ≺ j′ then the algorithm would have increased xj′,r instead of xj,r in this iteration

k′ − 1. If j′ ≺ j then in the previous iteration in which xj′,r was increased, it would have increased xj,r
instead. Also, note that if a job j is of kind k then always xj,r = 0 for each r > k.

When we round up the fractional solution, then for each kind k and each r ≤ k we round up at most

one variable xj,r for a job j of kind k. The total cost of rounding up all these rectangles for this kind k is

bounded by B(k). Hence, the total cost of rounding up is bounded by
∑

s′ B(s′) which yields a total cost

of (1 + ε)
∑

s′ B(s′) +
∑

s′ B(s′) as claimed.

Definition of consistent solution. As mentioned above, we define the set of all rectangles R′ in our

solution by R′ :=
⋃

C

⋃

τ GreedySelect(C, τ,
{

Bopt(C, τ, s′)
}

s′
). For each path Q ∈ Q we define R′

Q :=

R′∩
⋃

C∈QR(Q) and observe that R′
Q can be computed with GreedySelect once we know all Oε(log

2(nP ))

budgets
{

Bopt(C, τ, s′)
}

τ,s′,C:C∈Q
. Each of them is an integer, bounded by Oε(nT ·maxj wj) ≤ Oε(n

4P 2),

which yields only (nP )Oε(log
2(nP )) possibilities overall. We define χQ to contain each of these possibilities.

This proves Lemma 10 if we relax the condition on the size of each set χQ to |χQ| ≤ (nP )Oε(log
2(nP )) and

allow a running time of (nP )Oε(log
2(nP )).

5 Polynomial size consistent solution

In this section we prove Lemma 10 (without any relaxations of its statement). We start by defining the

solution R′ and the sets
{

R′
Q

}

Q∈Q
. Afterwards, we define the family {χQ}Q∈Q.

In the approach in Section 4 we guessed the values {Bopt(C, τ, s′)}C,τ,s′ and recovered an approxi-

mate solution using only them. For a path Q it seems unlikely to be able to guess all Oε(log
2(nP )) values

Bopt(C, τ, s′) corresponding to cells C ∈ Q (or sufficiently strong approximate variants of them) in poly-

nomial time. However, consider the values {Bopt(C)}C∈C , where Bopt(C) =
∑

τ,s′ B
opt(C, τ, s′). Note

that for each path Q ∈ Q only the Oε(log(nP )) values in {Bopt(C)}C∈Q are relevant. Our first step is to

construct suitable substitutes for these quantities that can be guessed efficiently. Whenever we say that we

“guess a value x in time O(f(n))” for some function f we mean that in time O(f(n)) we can compute a

set (which hence has size O(f(n))) that contains x. In the proof of the following lemma we use smoothing

techniques due to [BGK18].

Lemma 15. There are values
{

Bround(C)
}

C∈C
with the following properties

• Bround(C) ≥ Bopt(C) for all C ,

•
∑

C∈C B
round(C) ≤ (1 + ε)

∑

c∈C B
opt(C),
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• for each path Q ∈ Q we can guess in time (nP )Oε(1) all values
{

Bround(C)
}

C∈Q
.

Proof. We set

B′(C) = Bopt(C) +
∑

C′:vC′ is ancesor of vC

Bopt(C ′) ·
( ε

K

)dist(vC ,vC′ )
.

Then for each C ∈ C we set Bround(C) = (1 + ε)k where k ∈ Z with (1 + ε)k−1 < B′(C) ≤ (1 + ε)k. By

the construction it is obvious that Bround(C) ≥ Bopt(C) for all C ∈ C. Moreover, note that each cell C has

at most Ki descendants C ′ with dist(C,C ′) = i. Hence

∑

C∈C

B′(C) ≤
∑

C∈C

Bopt(C) ·
∞
∑

i=0

Ki
( ε

K

)i
≤

∑

C∈C

Bopt(C) ·
∞
∑

i=0

εi ≤ (1 + 2ε)
∑

C∈C

Bopt(C).

Finally,
∑

C∈C

Bround(C) ≤ (1 + ε)
∑

C∈C

B′(C) ≤ (1 + 4ε)
∑

C∈C

Bopt(C).

Let {C1, . . . , Ck} = Q ∈ Q with C1 being the root. Guessing Bround(Ci) is equivalent to guessing

⌊log1+ε(B
′(Ci))⌋. Notice that we have B′(Ci) ≥ εB′(Ci−1) for all i = 2, . . . , k. It follows that

log1+ε(B
′(Ci)) ≥ log1+ε(B

′(Ci−1)) + log1+ε(ε) ≥ log1+ε(B
′(Ci−1))−Oε(1).

In other words, we want to guess values q1, . . . , qk = Oε(log(nP )) with k = Oε(log(nP )) such that for

some c ≤ Oε(1) it holds that qi > qi−1− c for all i. By transforming pi = qi+ i · c we obtain the problem of

guessing values p1, . . . , pk = Oε(log(nP )) with k = Oε(log(nP )) such that pi > pi−1. This can be done

in time 2Oε(log(nP )) = (nP )Oε(1): We guess for all values v ∈ {1, 2, . . . , Oε(log(nP ))} whether pi = v for

some i. After guessing, the first such v must be p1, the second must be p2, etc., because p1 < p2 < · · · < pk.

Hence the values of p1, p2, . . . , pk are fully determined.

Informally speaking, by this lemma we can assume that our algorithm knows all values
{

Bround(C)
}

C∈Q
when we consider a path Q.

Next, we divide all rectangles into small and large according to their cost compared to the total budget

Bround(C) of their cell C . Let δ > 0 be a constant (depending only on ε) to be defined later. Consider a

cell C and a job j with R(j, C) 6= ∅. We say that j is large for C if for the leftmost rectangle R ∈ R(j, C)
it holds that cR > δ · Bround(C), and j is small for C if cR ≤ δ · Bround(C). We define Rlarge :=
⋃

C

⋃

j:j is large forC R(j, C) and Rsmall := R \ Rlarge. Note that since the leftmost rectangle is always the

most expensive one, for every small job j, all rectangles R ∈ R(j, C) satisfy cR ≤ δBround(C).
Intuitively, we will prove Lemma 10 separately for Rlarge and Rsmall and argue afterwards that this

yields the complete proof of Lemma 10. More precisely, for these sets we will provide families {χlarge,Q}Q∈Q,

{χsmall,Q}Q∈Q for which there exist consistent solutions that dominate R∗ on Rlarge,Rsmall according to

the next definition.

Definition 16. Let Rsubset ⊆ R and let {χQ}Q∈Q be a family with χQ ⊆ 2R(Q) for each Q ∈ Q. We say

R′ ⊆ R is a solution for {χQ}Q∈Q that dominates R∗ on Rsubset if

1. R′
Q ⊆ R′ for each Q ∈ Q,

2. for each I ∈ I, Q ∈ Q with R(I) ⊆ R(Q), we have that R′
Q ∩ Rsubset covers as much of I as

R∗ ∩Rsubset, i.e., p(R′
Q ∩Rsubset ∩R(I)) ≥ p(R∗ ∩Rsubset ∩R(I)),
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3. for any two paths Q,Q′ ∈ Q with Q ⊇ Q′ we have that R′
Q ∩R(Q′) ⊆ R′

Q′ .

We define c(R′) to be the cost of (R′,
{

R′
Q

}

Q∈Q
).

Notice that in the definition of the cost, we do not take the intersection with Rsubset. The reason

is intuitively that Rlarge and Rsmall are not known upfront, since they depend on the unknown values
{

Bround(C)
}

C∈C
. Hence, when we select a set R′

Q then we need to pay for all its rectangles and cannot,

e.g., take the intersection with Rlarge or Rsmall. We will prove the following two lemmas in Sections 5.1

and 5.2.

Lemma 17. In time (nP )Oε(1) we can compute a family {χsmall,Q}Q∈Q with maxQ∈Q |χsmall,Q| ≤ (nP )Oε(1)

for which there exists a consistent solution (R′
small,

{

R′
small,Q

}

Q∈Q
) that that dominates R∗ on Rsmall and

has cost at most (2 +O(ε)) · c(R∗ ∩Rsmall) +O(K8δ + ε) · c(R∗).

Lemma 18. In time (nP )Oε,δ(1) we can compute a family {χlarge,Q}Q∈Q withmaxQ∈Q |χlarge,Q| ≤ (nP )Oε,δ(1)

for which there exists a consistent solution (R′
large,

{

R′
large,Q

}

Q∈Q
) that dominates R∗ on Rlarge and has

cost at most 2 · c(R∗ ∩Rlarge) +O(ε) · c(R∗).

Together these lemmas imply Lemma 10.

Proof of Lemma 10. We define δ := ε/K8. We first compute the families {χlarge,Q}Q∈Q, {χsmall,Q}Q∈Q

in time (nP )Oε(1) according to Lemmas 18 and 17. For each Q ∈ Q we define that χQ contains the set

R′
large,Q ∪ R′

small,Q for each combination of a set R′
large,Q ∈ χlarge,Q and a set R′

small,Q ∈ χsmall,Q. Then

|χQ| ≤ (nP )Oε(1) as required. Then Lemmas 18 and 17 imply that for {χQ}Q∈Q there exists a consistent

solution of cost at most (2 +O(ε))c(R∗) = (2 +O(ε))OPT(IP2).

5.1 Consistent solution for small rectangles

This section is dedicated to proving Lemma 17. Recall that in the quasi-polynomial construction, for defin-

ing a set R′
Q we guessed the Oε(log

2(nP )) values {Bopt(C, τ, s′)}C,τ,s′:C∈Q. Since in this section we focus

on small rectangles, let Bopt
small(C, τ, s

′) denote the budgets that R∗ spends on buying the first s′ rectangles

in R(C) of type τ . In our polynomial time procedure we want to guess only Oε(log(nP )) of them for

each path Q. The strategy for this is to increase the budgets slightly. Intuitively, in each cell C we want

to spend more budget than R∗ on rectangles from sets R(j, C) with good densities ρj,C , ρ
′
j,C and hence

select more such rectangles. It will turn out that these additional rectangles cover as much of each line

segment L(I) as the rectangles from sets R(j′, C ′) with bad cost-efficiencies ρj′,C′ , ρ′j′,C′ where vC′ is an

ancestor of vC . Therefore, in R′
Q we do not need rectangles from the sets R(C ′, τ, s′) for of types τ with

such bad cost-efficiencies. Thus we do not need to guess the corresponding budget {Bopt
small(C

′, τ, s′)}s′
when we define R′

Q. Additionally, for each cell C the selection of very efficient rectangles will simplify

drastically. Namely, we select all rectangles that have a very low density ρ until some given budget is ex-

hausted. Thus, for the types τ corresponding to these low densities we do need to guess all corresponding

budgets {Bopt
small(C

′, τ, s′)}s′ but only one single value that describes the total budget used for all of them.

We remark that a similar strategy was used in [BGK18].
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To this end, for each cell C we define an additional budget Badd(C). Intutively, each cell C donates

a budget of ε · Bopt
small(C) to its descendent cells and the received amount of each descendent cell drops

exponentially. From these donations, each cell C receives an additional budget of

Badd(C) :=
∑

C′:vC′ is ancestor of vC

Bround(C ′) ·
( ε

K

)dist(vC ,vC′ )
, (7)

where dist(vC , vC′) is the distance of vC and vC′ . In fact, we used a similar procedure in the proof of

Lemma 15.

Lemma 19. We have that
∑

C∈C B
add(C) ≤ 2ε

∑

C∈C B
round(C).

Proof. Notice that each cell C has at most Ki descendants C ′ with dist(C,C ′) = i. Hence

∑

C∈C

Badd(C) ≤
∑

C∈C

Bround(C) ·
∞
∑

i=1

Ki
( ε

K

)i
≤

∑

C∈C

Bround(C) ·
∞
∑

i=1

εi ≤ 2ε
∑

C∈C

Bround(C).

For each cell C we partition Badd(C) equally among the pairs s, s′ ∈ {1, . . . ,K2} with s′ ≤ s. To this

end, we define Badd(C, s, s′) := Badd(C)/K4 for each such pair s, s′.
We sort the density pairs (ρ, ρ′) lexicographically and we write (ρ, ρ′) <L (ρ̂, ρ̂′) if (ρ, ρ′) is lexico-

graphically smaller than (ρ̂, ρ̂′). Our strategy is to define a critical density pair γ(C, s, s′) for each cell

C ∈ C and each pairs of values s, s′ ∈ {1, . . . ,K2} with s′ ≤ s. In our solution R′
small, intuitively for each

cell C ∈ C and each value s ∈ {1, . . . ,K2} select rectangles as follows:

1. for each s′ ≤ s and each type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s) with (ρ, ρ′) <L γ(C, s, s′) we select the first s′ rectangles

from each set R(j, C) of type τ such that j is small for C; one can imagine that we have infinite

budget for these types τ and these values of s′ when we run GreedySelect,

2. all other rectangles of each type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s) are selected with GreedySelect and budgets Bopt
small(C, τ, s

′);
one special case is the type τ = (ρ, ρ′, s) with (ρ, ρ′) = γ(C, s, s′) for each value s′, where we use an

increased budget of Bround(C, τ, s′) +Badd(C, s, s′) in order to select some additional rectangles of

relatively good densities.

Note that for the selections due to step 1, for a cell C we need to know only the Oε(1) values γ(C, s, s′). We

will ensure that for a given path Q ∈ Q we can guess these values for each cell C ∈ Q in time (nP )Oε(1).

For selecting rectangles due to step 2, we need to know the budgets Bopt
small(C, τ, s

′). We will not guess

them exactly, but sufficiently good estimates that we will denote by Bround
small (C, τ, s

′). For a path Q ∈ Q
these can be up to Oε(log

2(nP )) values which is too much. Therefore, when we define R′
Q we omit the

rectangles of some types τ in some cells C ∈ Q. More precisely, we will make sure that in total there

are only Oε(log(nP )) combinations of a cell C ∈ Q and a type τ for which we add rectangles to R′
Q in

step 2. Intuitively, these omitted rectangles will be compensated by additional rectangles with relatively

good densities that we select when we use the additional budget of Badd(C, s, s′) above. We will ensure

that we can guess the Oε(log(nP )) needed values Bround
small (C, τ, s

′) in time (nP )Oε(1). Note that we can

guess the needed values Badd(C, s, s′) easily by Lemma 15 and (7).
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5.1.1 Definition of critical density pairs

For defining the critical density pairs γ(C, s, s′), we define a procedure GreedyIncrease. Given a cell C , a

value s, the budgets {Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′)}ρ,ρ′,s′ , and the additional budgets Badd(C, s, s′), GreedyIncrease

sorts the density pairs (ρ, ρ′) in lexicographically increasing order. For each of these pairs (ρ, ρ′) it runs a

slight variation of GreedySelect in order to select rectangles of type (ρ, ρ′, s). To this end, we define a proce-

dure GreedySelectSmall(C,Bround(C), τ, {BS(s
′)}s′): this procedure first identifies all jobs j that are small

for C according to the given value Bround(C), and then on them it runs GreedySelect(C, τ, {BS (s
′)}s′) as

defined in Section 4.

In the iteration for the density pair (ρ, ρ′) we call GreedySelectSmall as follows: for each s′ ≤ s let B̂s′

denote the total cost spent on buying exactly the first s′ rectangles of jobs. For each s′ ≤ s,

1. if B̂s′ < Badd(C, s, s′) +
∑

(ρ̂,ρ̂′)<L(ρ,ρ′)
Bopt

small(C, (ρ̂, ρ̂
′, s), s′) (i.e., in this case we have not spent

much more than R∗ on buying the first s′ rectangles of the jobs of densities (ρ̂, ρ̂′) <L (ρ, ρ′)) then

we define B(s′) := Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) +Badd(C, s, s′),

2. if B̂s′ ≥ Badd(C, s, s′)+
∑

(ρ̂,ρ̂′)<L(ρ,ρ′)
Bopt

small(C, (ρ̂, ρ̂
′, s), s′) then we define B(s′) := Bopt

small(C, (ρ, ρ
′, s), s′).

Then we call GreedySelectSmall(C,Bround(C), (ρ, ρ′, s), {Bs′}s′). For each s′ ≤ s we define γ(C, s, s′)
to be the lexicographically largest density pair (ρ, ρ′) such that case 1 applies for s′ for type (ρ, ρ′, s); in the

corner case that case 2 never applies we set γ(C, s, s′) = (∞,∞). Note that in the iteration of each type

(ρ, ρ′, s) with (ρ, ρ′) ≤L γ(C, s, s′) case 1 applies for s′, and in the iteration of each type (ρ, ρ′, s) with

(ρ, ρ′) >L γ(C, s, s′) case 2 applies for s′.
Now an important observation is that in the calls to GreedySelectSmall we could change the value of

B(s′) from Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) + Badd(C, s, s′) to ∞ if (ρ, ρ′) <L γ(C, s, s′) without affecting the

returned rectangles. Using this idea it will turn out that we do not require to know the respective value

Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) in those cases. As we still need to guess some of the remaining values, we will define

a guessing scheme for density pairs (ρ, ρ′) ≥L γ(C, s, s′). More precisely, instead of a value Bopt
small(C, τ, s

′)
we will use an estimate Bround

small (C, τ, s
′) which we will guess, using the following lemma.

Lemma 20. Let C ∈ C. Define Γ(C) = {γ(C, s, s′) : s, s′}. There are values Bround
small (C, τ, s

′) for each τ ,

and s′ with the following properties

• for each C, τ, s′ it holds that Bround
small (C, τ, s

′) ≥ Bopt
small(C, τ, s

′),

• for each C, s, s′ and each (ρ0, ρ
′
0) ∈ Γ(C) it holds that

∑

(ρ,ρ′)≥L(ρ0,ρ′0)

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) ≤
ε

K4
Bround(C) + (1 + ε)

∑

(ρ,ρ′)≥L(ρ0,ρ′0)

Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′),

• given Bround
small (C), (ρ0, ρ

′
0) ∈ Γ(C), and ℓ ∈ N, we can guess the values Bround

small (C, (ρ, ρ
′, s), s′) for

the first ℓ many (with respect to lexicographic order) density pairs (ρ, ρ′) satisfying (ρ, ρ′) ≥L (ρ0, ρ
′
0)

in time 2Oε(ℓ).

Proof. Let (ρ(1), ρ′(1)), (ρ(2), ρ′(2)), . . . , (ρ(m−1), ρ′(m−1)) be the density pairs in Γ(C) in lexicographically

increasing order. Moreover, let (ρ(0), ρ′(0)) = (−∞,−∞) and (ρ(m), ρ′(m)) = (∞,∞). Intuitively we will

prove the lemma independently on each set of density pairs that for some given h contains all densities

(ρ, ρ′) with (ρ(h), ρ′(h)) ≤L (ρ, ρ′) <L (ρ(h+1), ρ′(h+1)).
More precisely, for each h we will prove that there are values Bround

small (C, (ρ, ρ
′, s), s′) for all s, s′ and

(ρ, ρ′) with (ρ(h), ρ′(h)) ≤L (ρ, ρ′) <L (ρ(h+1), ρ′(h+1)) such that:
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1. for each s, s′ and (ρ, ρ′), with (ρ(h), ρ′(h)) ≤L (ρ, ρ′) <L (ρ(h+1), ρ′(h+1)) it holds that

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) ≥ Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′),

2. for each s, s′ it holds that

∑

(ρ(h),ρ′(h))≤L(ρ,ρ′)<L(ρ(h+1),ρ′(h+1))

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) ≤
ε

K8
Bround(C)+(1+ε)

∑

(ρ(h),ρ′(h))≤L(ρ,ρ′)<L(ρ(h+1),ρ′(h+1))

Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′),

3. given Bround
small (C) and ℓ ∈ N, we can guess the values Bround

small (C, (ρ, ρ
′, s), s′) for the first ℓ many

(with respect to lexicographic order) density pairs (ρ, ρ′) satisfying (ρ(h), ρ′(h)) ≤L (ρ, ρ′) <L

(ρ(h+1), ρ′(h+1)) in time 2Oε(ℓ).

In the last property we assume that the ℓ-th density pair is still lexicographically smaller than (ρ(h+1), ρ′(h+1)).
Using |Γ(C)| ≤ K4 it is not hard to see that the claim above implies the lemma.

Fix some h. Let (ρ0, ρ
′
0), (ρ1, ρ

′
1), . . . , (ρk, ρ

′
k) denote the density pairs (ρ, ρ′) with (ρ(h), ρ′(h)) ≤L

(ρ, ρ′) <L (ρ(h+1), ρ′(h+1)) in lexicographically increasing order starting with (ρ0, ρ
′
0) = (ρ(h), ρ′(h)). For

each i = 0, . . . , k we set

B′(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′) =
( ε

4K8

)i+1
Bround(C) +

i
∑

j=0

(ε

4

)i−j
Bopt

small(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′).

Moreover, define Bround
small (C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′) = (1 + ε/4)k where k ∈ Z with

(1 + ε/4)k−1 < B′(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′) ≤ (1 + ε/4)k.

Clearly Bround
small (C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′) ≥ Bopt
small(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′) for all i. Moreover, we have

k
∑

i=0

B′(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′) ≤ Bround(C)

k
∑

i=0

( ε

4K8

)i+1
+

k
∑

i=0

Bopt
small(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′)

∞
∑

j=0

(ε

4

)j

≤
ε

2K8
Bround(C) + (1 + ε/2)

k
∑

i=0

Bopt
small(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′).

This implies that

k
∑

i=0

Bround
small (C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′) ≤ (1 + ε/4)

k
∑

i=0

B′(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′)

≤
ε

K8
Bround(C) + (1 + ε)

k
∑

i=0

Bopt
small(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′).

Guessing the first ℓ values of Bround(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′) is equivalent to guessing the first ℓ values of

⌊log1+ε/4(B
′(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′)⌋.
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Notice that

B′(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′) ≤ ε/4 · Bround(C) +Bopt
small(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′) ≤ (1 + ε/4)Bround(C)

for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ and B′(C, (ρ0, ρ
′
0, s), s

′) ≥ ε/(4K4) · Bround(C). Moreover, from the definition of B′

it follows easily that B′(C, (ρi+1, ρ
′
i+1, s), s

′) ≥ εB′(C, (ρi, ρ
′
i, s), s

′) for all i = 1, . . . , k−1. This implies

that

⌊log1+ε/4(B
′(C, (ρi+1, ρ

′
i+1, s), s

′)⌋ ≥ ⌊log1+ε/4(B
′(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′) + log1+ε(ε)⌋

≥ ⌊log1+ε/4(B
′(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′)⌋ −Oε(1).

Define qi := ⌊log1+ε/4(B
′(C, (ρi, ρ

′
i, s), s

′)⌋ for each i. Then there exists some c = Oε(1) such that qi+1 >

qi−c for each i. Moreover, q1 ≥ log(Bround(C))−Oε(1) and qi ≤ log(Bround(C))+Oε(1) ≤ q1+Oε(1)
for each i. Guessing each qi is equivalent to guessing q1 and each pi := qi−q1+c·i. The former can be done

in time Oε(1). For the latter observe that pi+1 > pi and 0 ≤ pi ≤ Oε(ℓ) for each i. Therefore, we can guess

all values pi in time 2Oε(ℓ) as follows. First, we guess in time 2Oε(ℓ) which values in {0, . . . , Oε(ℓ)} are

attained by some pi. The values of p1, p2, . . . , pℓ are then fully defined then: the first value that is attained

must be p1, the second p2, etc. Then the values {pi}i imply the values Bround(C, (ρ, ρ′, s), s′).

Our strategy now is the following: we define a solution R′
small with a procedure that is very similar

to GreedyIncrease above. The main difference is that we use the values Bround
small (C, τ, s

′) instead of the

values Bopt
small(C, τ, s

′). Then, for each Q ∈ Q we define a solution R′
small,Q for which we first guess the

values Bround(C) and γ(C, s, s′) for each C ∈ Q and then define a value ℓC for each cell C ∈ Q such that
∑

C∈Q ℓ(C) ≤ Oε(log nP ). Then we will guess each value Bround
small (C, τ, s

′) for each cell C ∈ Q, each s, s′,
and the first ℓC types τ = (ρ, ρ′, s) (i.e., the ℓC lexicographically smallest types) with (ρ, ρ′) ≥L γ(C, s, s′).
For these types we add rectangles to R′

small,Q via GreedySelectSmall. Due to Lemma 20 we can guess all

needed quantities in time
∏

C∈Q 2Oε(ℓC) ≤ (nP )Oε(1).

5.1.2 Definition of solution R′
small

We now define the solution R′
small based on the values Bround(C), γ(C, s, s′), and Bround

small (C, τ, s
′) defined

above. We will produce a solution similar to the one returned by GreedyIncrease; the main difference

being that we will use the budgets Bround
small (C, τ, s

′) instead of the budgets Bopt
small(C, τ, s

′). Recall that in

GreedyIncrease, for a value s, a density pair (ρ, ρ′), and a value s′ with (ρ, ρ′) <L γ(C, s, s′), we could

change the budget B(s′) to ∞ without affecting the returned rectangles.

Formally, for each cell C , each s, and each density pair (ρ, ρ′) and we add to R′
small the rectangles

returned by GreedySelectSmall(C,Bround(C), (ρ, ρ′, s), B(s′)) where

B(s′) =











∞ if (ρ, ρ′) <L γ(C, s, s′),

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) +Badd(C, s, s′) if (ρ, ρ′) = γ(C, s, s′),

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) if (ρ, ρ′) >L γ(C, s, s′).

Lemma 21. It holds that c(R′
small) ≤ (2 +O(ε))c(R∗ ∩Rsmall) +O(K8δ + ε)c(R∗).

Proof. For a cell C , all s, s′, and all (ρ, ρ′) <L γ(C, s, s′) we define Bactual(C, (ρ, ρ′, s), s′) as the cost of

rectangles in R′
small which belong to some R(j, C) of density pair (ρ, ρ′), with |R(j, C)| = s, and of which
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exactly the first s′ rectanges are selected. By the definition of γ(C, s, s′) we have that

∑

(ρ,ρ′)<Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bactual(C, (ρ, ρ′, s), s′) <
∑

(ρ,ρ′)<Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) +Badd(C, s, s′)

for all C, s, s′. Moreover, from the definition of GreedySelectSmall, one can observe easily that changing

the value B(s′) from ∞ to Bactual(C, (ρ, ρ′, s), s′) does not change the outcome in the construction of

R′
small: If it did, then the call to GreedySelectSmall with the original parameters would have spent more

than Bactual(C, (ρ, ρ′, s), s′), a contradiction. We can therefore calculate the cost of R′
small as if it was

defined with these modified parameters. By an easy modification of Lemma 14 one can show that the cost

for each C ,τ , and s that GreedySelectSmall spends is at most

min{(1 + ε)
∑

s′

BS(s
′) +K4δBround(C), (2 + ε)

∑

s′

B(s′)},

where B(s′) are the budgets passed to GreedySelectSmall, since the fractional solution computed by GreedySelectSmall

has a cost of (1 + ε)
∑

s′ B(s′) and afterwards we round up at most K4 variables corresponding to at most

K2 small jobs, which incurs an additional cost of at most K4δBround(C). This implies

c(R′
small) ≤

∑

C,s,s′

(

∑

(ρ,ρ′)<Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bactual(C, (ρ, ρ′, s), s′)

+ (1 + ε)(Bround
small (C, (γ(C, s, s

′), s), s′) +Badd(C, s, s′)) +K4δBround(C)

+ (2 + ε)
∑

(ρ,ρ′)>Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′)

)

.

≤
∑

C,s,s′

(

∑

(ρ,ρ′)<Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bactual(C, (ρ, ρ′, s), s′)

+ (2 + ε)
∑

(ρ,ρ′)≥Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′)

+ (1 + ε)Badd(C, s, s′) +K4δBround(C)

)

≤
∑

C,s,s′

(

∑

(ρ,ρ′)<Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′)

+ (1 + ε)(2 + ε)
∑

(ρ,ρ′)≥Lγ(C,s,s′)

Bopt
small(C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′)

+ (2 + ε)Badd(C, s, s′) + (K4δ + ε/K4)Bround(C)

)

.

≤ (2 + 4ε)c(R∗ ∩Rsmall) + 2ε(2 + ε)
∑

C

Bround(C) + (K4δ + ε/K4)
∑

C,s,s′

Bround(C)

≤ (2 + 4ε)c(R∗ ∩Rsmall) + (K8δ + 6ε)
∑

C

Bround(C)

≤ (2 + 4ε)c(R∗ ∩Rsmall) + (K8δ + 6ε)(1 + ε)c(R∗)

≤ (2 +O(ε))c(R∗ ∩Rsmall) +O(K8δ + ε)c(R∗).

25



5.1.3 Definition of solutions R′
small,Q

We now define the solutions
{

R′
small,Q

}

Q∈Q
. Let Q ∈ Q. Let C1, C2, . . . , Cℓ be the cells in Q ordered by

increasing distance from the root. Intuitively, the set R′
small,Q contains all rectangles in R′

small ∩R(Q) that

we will use in order to satisfy the demand of intervals I = [s, t] such that t ∈ Cℓ. Note that then t ∈ C for

each C ∈ Q. The trick is that R′
small,Q does not necessarily need to contain all segments in R′

small ∩R(Q)

(thanks to the additional budgets Badd(C) from which we selected additional rectangles with relatively good

cost-efficiencies) but potentially only a subset for which there will be only few options. In this way, we will

ensure that |χQ| ≤ (nP )O(1).

We start with the rectangles in R′
small ∩R(Q) and omit some of them in the following. Consider some

cell C ∈ Q, which is not one of the two bottom-most cells, i.e., C /∈ {Cℓ, Cℓ−1}. For each s we define

r(s, C,Q) ≤ s such that for any set R(j, C) with |R(j, C)| = s the r(s, C,Q)-th rectangle intersects with

Cℓ; we define r(s, C,Q) = 0 if no rectangle in R(j, C) intersects with Cℓ. Observe that this is the same

value for each such set R(j, C) and this set can contain only only rectangle that intersects with Cℓ.

Consider a job j. Assume that R(j, C) ∩ R′
small contains exactly the first s′ rectangles in R(j, C). If

s′ < r(s, C,Q) then we omit all rectangles in R(j, C) ∩R′
small; if s′ ≥ r(s, C,Q) then we omit all but the

first r(s, C,Q) rectangles from R(j, C) ∩R′
small. We do this for each job j.

Next, we will omit rectangles of high densities under certain circumstances; intuitively, because they

have become obsolute due to other rectangles that we selected additionally with the additional budgets

Badd(C). For every Cj with j < ℓ − 1 we define σ−(Cj , Q) as the lexicographically minimal density

pair γ(Cj , s, r(s, C,Q)) over all s with r(s, C,Q) 6= 0. Consider some Ci that is a ancestor of of Cj , i.e.,

i < j. Recall that R′
small has spent an additional budget of Badd(Cj)/K

4 compared to the optimal solution

on rectangles in R(Cj) of densities (ρ, ρ′) ≤L σ−(Cj , Q). This can be used to compensate for omitting

all rectangles in R′
small ∩ R(Ci) of density (ρ, ρ′) where (ρ, ρ′) ≥L (K7/ε)j−iσ−(Cj, Q) (multiplication

component-wise). Therefore, we define H = (1 + ε)k where

(1 + ε)k ≤ K7/ε < (1 + ε)k+1

and let σ+(Ci, Q) be the lexicographically minimal density pair Hj−iσ−(Cj , Q) over all j ∈ {i + 1, i +
2, . . . , ℓ− 2}. We omit from R′

small all rectangles in R′
small ∩R(Ci) of density (ρ, ρ′) ≥L σ+(Ci, Q).

We define that R′
small,Q contains all rectangles in R′

small that are not omitted by the rules above. We

apply the construction above for each Q ∈ Q. We will argue that this fulfills the three properties of Def-

inition 16 on the small rectangles Rsmall. The first and third property are fulfilled by construction. The

latter holds since if Q ⊇ Q′ then σ+(C,Q) ≤L σ+(C,Q′) for each C ∈ Q′ as in Q there are more values

σ−(Cj , Q) that can affect σ+(C,Q).

Proposition 22. For each Q ∈ Q it holds that R′
small,Q ⊆ R′

small. Also, for any two paths Q,Q′ ∈ Q with

Q ⊇ Q′ we have that R′
small,Q ∩R(Q′) ⊆ R′

small,Q′ .

In the next lemma we show that also the second property holds.

Lemma 23. Let Q ∈ Q and I ∈ I with R(I) ⊆ R(Q). Then

p(R′
small,Q ∩Rsmall ∩R(I)) ≥ d(R∗ ∩Rsmall ∩R(I)).

Proof. Consider the solution R′
small and let C ∈ Q. We have by Lemma 14 (with straightforward adaption

to GreedySelectSmall) for each type τ that

p(R′
small ∩Rsmall(C, τ) ∩R(I)) ≥ p(R∗ ∩Rsmall(C, τ) ∩R(I)),
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where Rsmall(C, τ) are the small rectangles of type τ in R(C). In particular, if we sum over all types, the

solution R′
small covers L(I) at least as much as R∗∩Rsmall. If L(I) fully traverses C (the ray begins above

C) we have, in fact, a slightly stronger relation. Let (ρ−, ρ′−) = σ−(C,Q). If ρ− < ∞ then there is some

s such that in R′
small we payed an extra budget of Badd(C, s, r(s, C,Q)) = Badd(C)/K4 compared to

R∗ ∩ Rsmall for buying the first r(s, C,Q) rectangles of some jobs j with |R(j, C)| = s that have density

at most (ρ−, ρ′−). These jobs cover at least volume of

1

s′ρ−
·
Badd(C)

K4
≥

1

K6ρ−
Badd(C).

If ρ− = ∞ then we interpret the term as 0. Hence it still holds. Thus

p(R′
small ∩Rsmall(C) ∩R(I)) ≥ p(R∗ ∩Rsmall(C) ∩R(I)) +

Badd(C)

K6ρ−
.

On the other hand, when we compare for a cell Ci the rectangles R′
small,Q∩Rsmall(Ci)∩R(I) and R′

small∩

Rsmall(Ci) ∩ R(I) we have removed rectangles of the densities greater than σ+(Ci, Q). If σ+(Ci, Q) =
(∞,∞), nothing is removed and we cover enough of L(I). Hence assume otherwise. By definition of

σ+(Ci, Q) we know that there is a cell Cj , i < j < ℓ − 1 with σ+(Ci, Q) = Hj−iσ−(Cj , Q), where

H ≥ K7/ε. Let (ρ+, ρ′+) = σ+(Ci, Q). Notice that Badd(Cj)/K
4 ≥

∑j−1
k=1(ε/K)j−k/K4 ·Bround(Ck) .

We will charge the deleted rectangles in Ci against the summand for k = i in the sum above. In cell Cj we

cover an additional volume of

(ε/K)j−i

K6ρ−
Bround(Ci) ≥

(ε/K)j−i

K6(K7/ε)i−jρ+
Bround(Ci) ≥

1

ρ+
Bround(Ci).

The right-hand side is an upper bound for the volume that has been deleted. Thus, the deleted volume is

less than the added volume. Notice that we can assume L(I) fully traverses Cj . If it does not, then L(I)
does not hit Ci and the deleted volume in Ci is irrelevant. Since all deleted rectangles are higher than those

added, the ray L(I) is still covered.

5.1.4 Definition of families {χsmall,Q}Q∈Q

Let Q ∈ Q; we want to define the set χsmall,Q. Recall that we want to ensure that |χsmall,Q| ≤ (nP )Oε(1).

We argue that for R′
small,Q there are at most (nP )Oε(1) options and we define χsmall,Q to be the family of

sets that contains each of these possible options. Let C1, C2, . . . , Cℓ be the cells in Q from root to bottom.

We will argue that R′
small,Q is completely defined once we know

1. the budget Bround(C) for each cell C ∈ Q (which imply Badd(C) for each cell C ∈ Q),

2. for each i < ℓ−1 whether σ+(Ci, Q) ≥ σ−(Ci, Q) and if so the values of σ+(Ci, Q) and σ−(Ci, Q),

3. for each i < ℓ− 1, and s, s′ with s′ ≥ r(s, Ci, Q)

(a) whether (i) γ(Ci, s, s
′) < σ−(Ci, Q), (ii) γ(Ci, s, s

′) > σ+(Ci, Q), or (iii) σ−(Ci, Q) ≤
γ(Ci, s, s

′) ≤ σ+(Ci, Q),

(b) the budgets Bround
small (Ci, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) for all σ−(Ci, Q) ≤L (ρ, ρ′) <L σ+(Ci, Q),

(c) in case of (iii) also the density pair γ(Ci, s, s
′),

4. the density pair γ(Ci, s, s
′) and budgets Bround

small (Ci, (ρ, ρ
′, s), s′) for i ∈ {ℓ−1, ℓ}, s, s′, and (ρ, ρ′) ≥L

γ(Ci, s, s
′) .
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Reconstructing R′
small,Q. We assume we are given the information above and argue that this suffices to

reconstruct R′
small,Q. For cells Cℓ and Cℓ−1 we know all parameters passed to GreedySelectSmall when

constructing the rectangles of the solution, hence these are easy. Now let Ci be a cell with i < ℓ − 1. Let

(ρ, ρ′) be a density pair that is lexicographically smaller than σ−(Ci, Q) and let j be a small job with this

density pair and s = |R(j, C)|. Then we know that R′
small,Q selects exactly the first r(s, C,Q) rectangles of

R(j, C) (provided that r(s, C,Q) 6= 0). On the other hand, for density pairs (ρ, ρ′) that are lexicographically

bigger than σ+(Ci, Q) we know that R′
small,Q does not select any rectangles. Hence, we can focus on

the density pairs (ρ, ρ′) with σ−(Ci, Q) ≤ (ρ, ρ′) ≤ σ+(Ci, Q). For such densities we again know all

parameters that are passed to GreedySelect when constructing the rectangles of the solution.

Guessing relevant quantities. Let us now argue why the mentioned values can be guessed efficiently.

By Lemma 15 we can guess in time (nP )Oε(1) all values in {Bround
small (C)}C∈Q. In time Oε(log

Oε(1)(nP ))
we can guess the values γ(Ci, s, s

′) for i ∈ {ℓ − 1, ℓ} and all s, s′. Notice that γ(Ci, s, s
′) ∈ Γ(Ci) and

σ−(Ci, Q) ∈ Γ(Ci) for all Ci, s, s
′. Here Γ(Ci) is defined as in Lemma 20, namely

Γ(Ci) = {γ(Ci, s, s
′) : s, s′}.

In particular, by Lemma 20 we can guess in time (nP )Oε(1) the budgets Bround
small (Ci, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′) for i ∈
{ℓ− 1, ℓ}, s, s′, and (ρ, ρ′) ≥L γ(Ci, s, s

′) . Next, we will guess the values {σ+(Ci, Q)}ℓ−2
i=1 . Here observe

that for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ− 3
σ+(Ci, Q) ≤L H · σ+(Ci+1, Q),

where H ≤ (1 + ε)K7/ε ≤ Oε(1). This is because σ+(Ci+1, Q) is defined as the lexicographic minimum

density pair Hj−(i+1)σ−(Cj , Q) over all j ∈ {i + 2, i + 3, . . . , ℓ− 2}. Let Cj be the cell that achieves the

minimum. Then it follows that σ+(Ci, Q) ≤L Hj−i · σ−(Cj, Q) = H · σ+(Ci+1, Q). This enables us to

guess all values σ+(Ci, Q) efficiently.

Lemma 24. In time (nP )Oε(1) we can guess all values {σ+(Ci, Q)}ℓ−2
i=1 .

Proof. Let (ρi, ρ
′
i) = σ+(Ci, Q) for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ− 2. It suffices to guess all values ρ1, ρ2, . . . , ρℓ−2: By

Lemma 13 we know that given these values there are only Oε(1) possible values for each ρ′i. Hence all these

values can be guessed in 2Oε(ℓ−2) = (nP )Oε(1) time. To guess the values ρi, we exploit that ρi+1 ≥ ε/K7·ρi
for all i = 1, . . . , ℓ − 3. In other words, log1+ε(ρi+1) ≥ log1+ε(ρi) + log1+ε(ε/K

7). Our task is to guess

some non-negative integers q1, q2, . . . , qℓ−2 ≤ Oε(log(nP )) such that ℓ − 2 ≤ Oε(log(nP )) and there is

some c = Oε(1) with qi+1 > qi−c for all i. By transforming to pi = qi+ i ·c we get the equivalent problem

of guessing values p1, p2, . . . , pℓ−2 ≤ Oε(log(nP )) such that ℓ− 2 ≤ Oε(log(nP )) and pi+1 > pi for all i.
This can be done in time 2Oε(nP ) = (nP )Oε(1): We guess for each v ∈ {0, 1, . . . , Oε(nP )} whether there

is some i with pi = v. After this the values p1, p2, . . . , pℓ−2 are fully defined. The first such value must be

p1, the second p2, etc.

Now consider the values σ−(C,Q). Since these are only Oε(log(nP )) many, we can guess in time

(nP )Oε(1) which of them satisfy σ−(C,Q) ≥L σ+(C,Q). For such cells C we do not need to guess any

budgets Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′). On the other hand, consider some Ci where σ−(Ci, Q) does not satisfy the

inequality above. Then it holds that

σ+(Ci, Q) >L σ−(Ci, Q) ≥L
1

H
σ+(Ci−1, Q).

Intuitively, it is easy to guess σ−(Ci, Q) unless σ+(Ci, Q) is much larger than σ+(Ci−1, Q). Although this

is possible, it cannot happen often as shown by the following lemma.
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Lemma 25. For each i = 1, . . . , ℓ− 2 let ℓCi
be the number of pairs (ρ, ρ′) with

σ+(Ci+1, Q) >L (ρ, ρ′) ≥L
1

H
σ+(Ci, Q).

Then
∑ℓ−2

i=1 ℓCi
≤ Oε(log(nP )).

Proof. Let (ρi, ρ
′
i) = σ+(Ci, Q) for each i = 1, . . . , ℓ − 2. Since H ≤ Oε(1) the number of values ρ

with ρi+1 ≥ ρ ≥ H−1ρi is at most Oε(max{0, log(ρi+1/(H
−1ρi))}) = Oε(max{0, log(ρi+1/ρi)}). By

Lemma 13 we have that the number of density pairs (ρ, ρ′) such that ρi+1 ≥ ρ ≥ ε/K7 · ρi is also a most is

at most Oε(max{0, log(ρi+1/ρi)}). This implies

ℓ
∑

i=1

ℓCi
≤

ℓ−1
∑

i=1

Oε

(

max

{

0, log
ρi+1

ρi

})

≤
ℓ−1
∑

i=1

Oε

(

log
ρi+1

ρi

)

−
ℓ−1
∑

i=1

Oε

(

min

{

0, log
ρi+1

ρi

})

≤ Oε(ℓ) +Oε

(

log
ρℓ
ρ1

)

+

ℓ
∑

i=1

Oε

(

max

{

0, log
ρi
ρi+1

})

.

Notice that Oε(ℓ) ≤ Oε(log(nP )), Oε(log(ρℓ/ρ1)) ≥ Oε(log(nP )), and ρi+1 ≥ ε/K7 · ρi for all i. It

follows that
∑ℓ

i=1 ℓCi
≤ Oε(log(nP )).

Lemma 26. In time (nP )Oε(1) we can guess all values {σ−(Ci, Q)}ℓ−2
i=1 for which σ−(C,Q) <L σ+(C,Q).

Proof. By Lemma 25 there are only ℓC candidates for σ−(C,Q) for each C ∈ Q. Hence we guess each of

them in time ℓC yielding an overall time of

ℓ−2
∏

i=1

ℓCi
≤

ℓ−2
∏

i=1

2ℓCi ≤ 2
∑ℓ−2

i=1 ℓCi ≤ 2Oε(log(nP )) ≤ (nP )Oε(1).

Regarding the budgets
{

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′)
}

s′
, there are only K4

∑

C∈Q ℓC ≤ Oε(log nP ) combi-

nations of a cell C , a pair (ρ, ρ′) such that σ−(C,Q) ≤L (ρ, ρ′) <L σ+(C,Q), and values s, s′. Therefore,

for all these combinations the budgets
{

Bround
small (C, (ρ, ρ

′, s), s′)
}

s′
can be guessed in time (nP )Oε(1) by

Lemma 20. This completes the proof of Lemma 17.

5.2 Consistent solution for large rectangles

In this section we prove Lemma 18. Observe that for each cell C there can be at most 1/δ jobs that are

large for C and such that R(j, C) ∩ R∗ 6= ∅. In particular, for a path Q ∈ Q there can be at most

|Q|/δ ≤ Oε((log nP )/δ) jobs that are large for a cell C ∈ Q and such that R(j, C) ∩R∗ 6= ∅.

First, for each cell C we define Bopt
large(C) :=

∑

R∈R∗∩R(C)∩Rlarge
cR and we define Bround

large (C) to be

the smallest multiple of ε · Bround(C) that is larger than Bopt
large(C). Our strategy is to define a solution

R′
large ⊆ Rlarge that for each cell C spends at most 2 · Bopt

large(C) on rectangles of jobs that are large for C .

Then, for each path Q ∈ Q we define a solution R′
large,Q ⊆ R′

large.
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Type groups. First, we form groups of job types. We say that two types (ρ, ρ′, s), (ρ̄, ρ̄′, s̄) are in the same

group if ρ/ρ′ = ρ̄/ρ̄′ and s = s̄. The intuition is that jobs of the same type behave similarly w.r.t. ρ and ρ′;
therefore, we will consider the jobs of each group separately. This is possible since there are only constantly

many groups.

Lemma 27. There are at most Oε(1) different groups.

Proof. Consider a job j, a cell C , and a set of rectangles R(j, C) of a type (ρ, ρ′, s). Assume that S is the

segment corresponding to the first rectangle R ∈ R(j, C), and assume that S′ is the segment corresponding

to the second rectangle R′ ∈ R(j, C). Then it holds that cR = wj(end(S)− rj) and cR′ = wj(end(S
′)−

beg(S′)).
We first note that since |Seg(j, C)| ≤ K2 (see Lemma 3), it holds that s ∈ {1, . . . ,K2} and hence

there are only K2 = Oε(1) options for s. We claim that for ρ/ρ′ there are also only Oε(1) options. Let

C(ℓmax), C(ℓmax − 1), . . . , C(k) = C be the cells in the construction of Seg(j) (see Section 2). Then it

holds that beg(S) − rj ≤
∑ℓmax

i=k+1 len(C(i)) ≤ len(C(k)) since the widths of the cells are geometrically

increasing. Hence, end(S) − rj ≤ 2 · len(C). On the other hand, the segment corresponding to R′ equals

the grid cell C ′ of some level ℓ(C)+2 (see Lemma 3) and thus end(S′)−beg(S′) = len(C)K2. Therefore,

ρ

ρ′
=

cR
cR′

=
end(S)− rj

end(S′)− beg(S′)
≤

2len(C)

len(C)/K2
= 2K2 = Oε(1).

We say that a set R(j, C) is in group g if j is of a type τ in group g.

5.2.1 Definition of R′
large

Let C be a cell. We want to define R′
large ∩ R(C) and to this end, we consider separately each group

g and define which rectangles we select from the sets R(j, C) of group g. Let k(C, g) =: k ≤ 1/δ
denote the number of jobs of group g for which there is at least one rectangle contained in R∗ ∩Rlarge(C).
Denote by j1, . . . , jk the corresponding jobs. For each job j ∈ {j1, . . . , jk} denote by s′(j) the number

of its rectangles that are contained in R∗. For each k′ ∈ {1, . . . , k} we define a budget Bround
large,g,k′(C)

which intuitively (over-)estimates the part of Bround
large (C) that is used for the rectangles of job jk′ . Formally,

we define that Bround
large,g,k′(C) is the smallest integral multiple of εδ · Bround

large (C) that is at least as large as

c (R∗ ∩R(C, jk′)). Note that therefore
∑k

k′=1B
round
large,g,k′(C) ≤ (1 + ε)Bround

large (C).
Later, when we define the families {χlarge,Q}Q∈Q, we will not be able to guess the jobs {j1, . . . , jk}

directly, not even their exact processing times {pj1 , . . . , pjk}. However, intuitively we will be able to guess

(1 + ε)-estimates of their processing times. To this end, we define p̄j := (1 + ε)h for each job j where

(1 + ε)h ≤ pj < (1 + ε)h+1

and our goal later will be to guess the values {p̄j1 , . . . , p̄jk}. Then, for each value k′ we know that R∗ selects

the first s′(jk′) rectangles of some job j with p̄j = p̄jk′ and these rectangles cost at most Bround
large,g,k′(C) in

total (and we can afford to spend Bround
large,g,k′(C)). Unfortunately, it is not clear how to find this job j. In

particular, there can be two candidate jobs j, j′ such that j ≺ j′ and hence the rectangles of j potentially

intersect with fewer rays than the rectangles of j′, but on the other hand pj > pj′ . Even though pj ≤
(1+ε)pj′ , the difference pj−pj′ might be critical for whether a ray is completely covered or not. Therefore,

it is not clear which job we should select, j or j′. A similar situation can occur with ω(1) jobs, rather than

only j and j′.
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To remedy this issue, our strategy is that for each k′ we find two jobs with processing time at least

p̄jk′ and for which selecting the first s′(jk′) rectangles costs at most Bround
large,g,k′(C) each. In this way, we

pay at most 2 · Bround
large,g,k′(C) for the rectangles of these two jobs and we will ensure that together they

cover as much as the rectangles of jk′ in R∗. More precisely, observe that for any two jobs j(1), j(2) with

p̄j(1) = p̄j(2) = p̄jk′ it holds that pj(1) + pj(2) ≥
2

1+εpjk′ . In fact, 2
1+εpjk′ is by a constant factor larger than

pjk′ (so we cover substantially more) which will be crucial later in order to argue that we can omit some of

the large rectangles when we define the sets R′
Q, i.e., an omitted rectangle R ∈ R(Q) is included in R′ but

not in R′
Q.

Unfortunately, it might be that we do not find two such jobs j(1), j(2) for a job jk′ ∈ {j1, . . . , jk}. For

example, this happens if jk′ is the job with largest processing time for which the first s′(jk′) rectangles cost

at most Bround
large,g,k′(C) and for any other job j it holds that p̄j < p̄jk′ . Our strategy is to guess such a job jk′

directly. To this end, for each k′ ∈ {1, . . . , k} we consider the k jobs j with maximum processing time in

group g with R(j, C) 6= ∅ such that buying the first s′(jk′) rectangles of j costs at most Bround
large,g,k′(C). Let

Jhigh,g,k′(C) denote the corresponding jobs for k′, and let Jhigh,g(C) :=
⋃

k′∈{1,...,k} Jhigh,g,k′(C). Note

that |Jhigh,g(C)| ≤ k2 ≤ 1/δ2. If a job jk′ is contained in Jhigh,g(C) then we select the first s′(jk′) of its

rectangles, i.e., add them to R′
large. We call j easy. Later, we can guess the easy jobs in time 21/δ

2
since

they are all contained in Jhigh,g(C). If a job j ∈ {j1, . . . , jk} is not easy then we call j hard. Denote by

Jeasy,g(C) and Jhard,g(C) the easy and hard jobs in {j1, . . . , jk}, respectively.

Hard jobs. We describe now which rectangles we select in order to cover as much as the rectangles of

the hard jobs in R∗ ∩ Rlarge ∩ R(C) . To this end, we partition the jobs in {j1, . . . , jk} ∩ Jhard,g(C)
according to the values p̄j1 , . . . , p̄jk , i.e., in each set of the partition each job j has the same value p̄j . Let

J ′ = {j′1, . . . , j
′
|J ′|} ⊆ {j1, . . . , jk} be a set of this partition. Assume that these jobs are ordered non-

increasingly according to ≺, i.e., j′k′+1 ≺ j′k′ for each k′. In particular, note that the rectangles of j′k′ are

further down than the rectangles of j′k′+1 for each k′. We consider the jobs in J ′ in this order. Consider a

job jk′ ∈ J ′. We define two jobs j(1), j(2) such that j(1) and j(2) are the two maximal jobs j according to ≺
(i.e., j ≺ j(1) and j ≺ j(2) for any candidate job j with j 6= j(1) and j 6= j(2)) with the properties that

• p̄j = p̄jk′ ,

• j is in group g and R(j, C) 6= ∅ ,

• buying the first s′(jk′) rectangles of j costs at most Bround
large,g,k′(C),

• j is smaller according to ≺ than the last job ĵ /∈ Jhigh,g(C) with p̄j = p̄ĵ from which we have selected

rectangles before (in the first iteration this condition does not apply; in particular ĵ is not defined yet).

If we find two such jobs j(1), j(2) then one can show that together their respective first s′(jk′) rectangles

cover as much as the first s′(jk′) rectangles of jk′ . More formally, for job j and each ℓ let Rℓ(j, C) ⊆
R(j, C) denote the first ℓ rectangles in R(j, C); then for each interval I one can show that

d
((

Rs′(jk′)
(j(1), C) ∪Rs′(jk′)

(j(2), C)
)

∩R(I)
)

≥ d
(

Rs′(jk′ )
(jk′ , C) ∩R(I)

)

.

Intuitively, we would like to select the respective first s′(jk′) rectangles of j(1) and j(2) (i.e., add them to

R′
large) and continue with the next job in J ′. However, it might be that j = j(1) and j(2) ∈ J ′. Then we

cannot use the rectangles from j(2) to argue later that we cover strictly more than R∗∩Rlarge∩R(C) (which
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will be crucial later), because some rectangles from j(2) are already included in R∗. Instead, if jk′ = j(1)

then we do not select rectangles from j(2) (to avoid the case that j(2) ∈ J ′) but instead select rectangles

from some job j̃ ∈ Jhigh,g(C)\Jeasy,g(C) from which we have not yet selected any rectangle. In particular,

then j̃ /∈ J ′ and the mentioned problem does not occur.

Formally, we distinguish the two cases

• jk′ 6= j(1): we select the first s′(jk′) rectangles from j(1) and j(2). Then potentially jk′ = j(2) but we

will ensure that j(1) 6= j 6= j(2) for each job j′ ∈ {jk′+1, . . . , jk},

• jk′ = j(1): we select the first s′(jk′) rectangles from j(1) and additionally the first s′(jk′) rectangles

from the job in j̃ ∈ Jhigh,g \ Jeasy,g(C) with largest processing time among all jobs in Jhigh,g \
Jeasy,g(C) for which buying the first s′(jk′) rectangles costs at most Bround

large,g,k′(C) and from which

we have not selected any rectangle so far. Using that |Jhigh,g,k′| = k (if |Jhigh,g,k′| < k then jk′ would

not be hard), one can show that we always find such a job j̃.

We will show that j(1) is always defined since jk′ itself will always be a candidate. The job j(2) might not

be defined though; however, then the second case applies and thus our procedure is well-defined.

We repeat the procedure above for each set of the partition according to the values p̄j1 , . . . , p̄jk which

completes the our treatment of group g. Let R′
large(C) ⊆ Rlarge(C) denote the set of all rectangles selected

by this procedure for the cell C . We do this procedure for each cell C ∈ C and finally define R′
large :=

⋃

C∈C R
′
large(C).

Lemma 28. It holds that c(R′
large) ≤ 2c(R∗ ∩Rlarge) + 3ε · c(R∗).

Proof. Consider a cell C and a group g. Let J(g) denote the set of all jobs j such that R(C, j) is in group

g. Let J∗(g) := {j1, . . . , jk} ⊆ J(g) be the jobs from J(g) for which R(j, C) ∩ R∗ 6= ∅. For each

job jk′ ∈ {j1, . . . , jk} we bought the first s′(jk′) rectangles of two jobs for which buying the first s′(jk′)
rectangles costs at most Bround

large,g,k′(C). This yields a total cost of at most 2
∑k

k′=1B
round
large,g,k′(C). For each

k′ ∈ {1, . . . , k} we have that Bround
large,g,k′(C) ≤ c (R∗ ∩R(C, jk′)) + εδ · Bround

large (C). Across all groups,

there can be at most 1/δ jobs j that are large for C and which satisfy R(j, C) ∩R∗ 6= ∅. Thus, if we define

Bround
large,g,jk′

(C) to be the value Bround
large,g,k′(C) that corresponds to the job jk′ , we obtain that

c(R′
large ∩R(C)) ≤

∑

g

∑

jk′∈J
∗(g)

2 · Bround
large,g,jk′

(C)

≤
∑

g

∑

jk′∈J
∗(g)

2
(

c (R∗ ∩R(C, jk′)) + εδ ·Bround
large (C)

)

≤ 2c (R∗ ∩Rlarge ∩R(C)) + 2ε · Bround
large (C).
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Therefore,

c(R′
large) =

∑

C

c(R′
large ∩R(C))

≤
∑

C

(

2c (R∗ ∩Rlarge ∩R(C)) + 2ε · Bround
large (C)

)

≤ 2c(R∗ ∩Rlarge) + 2ε
∑

C

Bround
large (C)

≤ 2c(R∗ ∩Rlarge) + 2(1 + ε)ε
∑

C

Bround(C)

≤ 2c(R∗ ∩Rlarge) + 2(1 + ε)2εc(R∗).

≤ 2c(R∗ ∩Rlarge) + 3εc(R∗).

5.2.2 Definition of the sets R′
large,Q

We define now the sets
{

R′
large,Q

}

Q∈Q
with R′

large,Q ⊆ R′
large for each Q ∈ Q. Let Q ∈ Q. Let vC̃ be

the bottom-most vertex of Q and let vC̃′ be its parent vertex; hence, C̃ and C̃ ′ are their associated cells.

The set R′
large,Q will contain all rectangles in R(Q)∩Rlarge that we will use in order to satisfy the demand

of intervals I = [s, t) such that t ∈ C̃ . One might think that those are the rectangles in R′
large ∩ R(Q).

However, R′
large,Q will not necessarily contain all rectangles in R′

large∩R(Q) but potentially only a subset.

We will ensure that for this subset there will be only few options, which will ensure that |χQ| ≤ (nP )O(1).

Consider a cell C ∈ Q and a group g. First, for each job j ∈ Jeasy,g(C) we add to R′
large,Q all rectangles

in R′
large ∩ R(j, C). Intuitively, regarding the hard jobs, for each hard jobs j with R(j, C) ∩ R∗ 6= ∅ we

selected rectangles from two jobs j(1), j(2). Therefore, for each interval I we selected rectangles in R(I)
with larger total capacity than R∗. Therefore, when we define R′

large,Q we can omit some of the rectangles

in R′
large ∩R(Q). We will ensure that for the remaining rectangles there are only few options.

For each cell C ∈ Q and each job j with R(j, C) we add the rectangles in R(j, C) ∩R′
large to R′

large,Q

only if the pair (C, p̄j) is relevant. Formally, for each pair (C, p̄) where C ∈ Q and p̄ is a power of 1 + ε,

we say that the pair (C, p̄) is irrelevant if

1. there is no hard job j with p̄j = p̄ for which R(j, C) ∩R∗ contains a rectangle R(j, S′) with C̃ ⊆ S′

or

2. if there is a hard job j′ ∈ Jhard,g(C
′) for some cell C ′ ∈ Q \ {C̃, C̃ ′} such that

• vC′ is a descendant of vC ,

• p̄ ≤ p̄j′ · δ · ε
dist(vC ,vC′ ), and

• R∗ contains a rectangle R(j′, S′) such that C̃ ⊆ S′.

Otherwise, we say that (C, p̄) is relevant.

Note that if (C, p̄) is irrelevant because of condition 2., then for the mentioned (hard) job j′ we con-

sidered two jobs (j(1) and additionally j(2) or j̃) whose total processing time is at least 2pj/(1 + ε),
and we added to R′

large the rectangle R(j(1), S′) and additionally R(j(2), S′) or R(j̃, S′). Hence, these
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rectangles together cover more than R(j′, S′) (essentially at least twice as much) and this additional cov-

erage compensates for all rectangles in R∗ corresponding to the pair (C, p̄) (which is irrelevant due to

j′). Note that for each irrelevant pair (C, p̄) there can be at most 1/δ corresponding sets R(j, C) with

R(j, C) ∩ R′
large ∩ R∗ 6= ∅. For each relevant pair (C, p̄) we add to R′

large,Q all rectangles in R′
large that

belong to a set R(j, C) with R(j, C) ∩R′
large 6= ∅ and p̄ = p̄j .

By construction, it follows that R′
large,Q ⊆ R′

large. Also, with the above intuition, we can prove that

R′
large,Q covers as much from each interval I ∈ I with R(I) ⊆ R(Q) as the large rectangles in R∗.

Lemma 29. For each I ∈ I with R(I) ⊆ R(Q) we have p(R′
large,Q ∩R(I)) ≥ p(R∗ ∩Rlarge ∩R(I)).

Proof. First, we observe that for each cell C ∈ Q and each group g, the set R′
large,Q contains all rectangles

in R∗ ∩R(Q) that correspond to (easy) jobs in Jeasy,g(C).
Consider a cell C ∈ Q, a group g and a (hard) job j ∈ Jhard,g(C) with R∗ ∩ R(j, C) 6= ∅. Recall

that when we defined R′
large, at some point we considered this cell C and the group g. We considered the

corresponding hard jobs {j1, . . . , jk}. We had one iteration for each job jk′ ∈ {j1, . . . , jk} and in one of

these iterations jk′ = j. Then we defined the jobs j(1), j(2), j̃ and added the first s′(jk′) rectangles of either

both j(1) and j(2), or of both j(1) and j̃. In the former case we define J(j) := {j(1), j(2)}, in the latter case

we define J(j) := {j(1), j̃}. Also, in case that C ′ /∈ {C̃, C̃ ′}, there might be some rectangles in R∗∩Rlarge

that are irrelevant due to j, in which case we define Rir(j) to be all of these rectangles, i.e., all rectangles

R ∈ R(j′, C ′) for some job j′ and a cell C ′ such that vC is a descendant of vC′ , p̄j′ ≤ p̄j · εδ · ε
dist(vC ,vC′ ),

and R∗ contains a rectangle R(j, S) such that C̃ ⊆ S.

Let I ∈ I with R(I) ⊆ R(Q). We want to show that

p(R′
large,Q ∩

⋃

j′∈J(j)

R(j′, C) ∩R(I)) ≥ p((R(j, C) ∪Rir(j)) ∩Rlarge ∩R(I)). (8)

We distinguish two cases. First consider the case that J(j) := {j(1), j(2)}. Recall that p̄j(1) = p̄j(2) = p̄j .

Also, j(1) and j(2) are chosen maximally according to ≺ (i.e., with largest release dates). Also, in this case

j(1) 6= j. The following part of the definition of R′
large is important now: whenever jk′ = j

(1)
k′ (where we

define j
(1)
k′ and j

(2)
k′ to be the respective jobs j(1) and j(2)in the iteration k′) for some k′ then we selected

rectangles from j
(1)
k′ and rectangles from j̃. Also, j

(1)
k′ and j

(2)
k′ are smaller according to ≺ than the last

job ĵ /∈ Jhigh,g(C) with p̄j = p̄ĵ from which we had selected rectangles before. Therefore, for the jobs

j, j(1), and j(2) we know that j ≺ j(1) and j � j(2) and hence the rectangles of j(1) are further down in our

visualization than the rectangles of j. The same is true for j(2), unless j = j(2). Also, the rectangles of j(1)

and j(2) are further down in our visualization than any rectangle in Rir(j). We have that

pj(1) + pj(2) ≥
2

1 + ε
pj

≥ pj +
∑

C∈Q:vC′ is descendent of vC

p̄j · 2ε
dist(vC ,vC′ )

≥ pj +
∑

C∈Q:vC′ is descendent of vC

∑

j:R(j,C)∩Rlarge∩R∗ 6=∅

p̄j · 2δ · ε
dist(vC ,vC′ )

≥ pj + p
(

Rir(j) ∩R(I)
)

which implies that our selected rectangles from j(1) and j(2) satisfy as much demand from I as the rectangles

from j′ in R∗ and the rectangles in Rir(j) ∩R∗ ∩R(I). Thus, inequality 8 holds in this case.
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Now assume that J(j) := {j(1), j̃}. In this case j(1) = j. Also, all rectangles from j̃ are further down

in our visualization than any rectangle in Rir(j). Similarly as above, we calculate that

pj̃ ≥
1

1 + ε
pj

≥
∑

C∈Q:vC′ is descendent of vC

p̄j · 2ε
dist(vC ,vC′ )

≥
∑

C∈Q:vC′ is descendent of vC

∑

j:R(j,C)∩Rlarge∩R∗ 6=∅

p̄j · δ · 2ε
dist(vC ,vC′ )

≥ p
(

Rir(j) ∩R(I)
)

and thus inequality 8 holds also in this case. We complete the proof by calculating

p(R′
large,Q ∩R(I)) ≥

∑

j,C:j is easy

p(R′
large,Q ∩R(j, C) ∩R(I))

+
∑

j,C:j is hard orR(j,C)∩R∗=∅

p(R′
large,Q ∩R(j, C) ∩R(I))

≥
∑

j,C:j is easy

p(R∗ ∩R(j, C) ∩R(I))

+
∑

j,C:j is hard

p(R′
large,Q ∩

⋃

j′∈J(j)

R(j′, C) ∩R(I))

≥
∑

j,C:j is easy

p(R∗ ∩R(j, C) ∩R(I))

+
∑

j,C:j is hard and (C,p̄j) is relevant

p(R(j, C) ∪Rir(j) ∩Rlarge ∩R(I))

≥ p(R∗ ∩Rlarge ∩R(I)).

In order to satisfy the properties of Lemma 18, we need to prove the third property of Definition 16.

Lemma 30. For any two paths Q,Q′ ∈ Q with Q ⊇ Q′ we have that R′
large,Q ∩R(Q′) ⊆ R′

large,Q′.

Proof. This follows from the definition of irrelevant pairs. If a pair (C, p̄) with C ∈ Q′ is irrelevant when

we defined R′
large,Q′ , then it is also irrelevant when we defined R′

large,Q. Therefore, when a pair (C, p̄)
is relevant when we defined R′

large,Q, it is also relevant when we defined R′
large,Q′, and hence R′

large,Q ∩
R(Q′) ⊆ R′

large,Q′ .

5.2.3 Definition of the families {χlarge,Q}Q∈Q

Let Q ∈ Q; we want to define the set χlarge,Q such that R′
large,Q ∈ χlarge,Q. We will argue that for R′

large,Q

there are at most (nP )Oε(1) options and we define χlarge,Q to be the family of sets that contains each of

these possible options. From the definition of R′
large,Q it follows that R′

large,Q is completely defined once

we know for each cell C ∈ Q and for each group g
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• the number k(C, g) = k ≤ 1/δ of jobs of group g for which at least one rectangle is contained in

R∗ ∩Rlarge ∩R(C); denote by j1, . . . , jk these jobs,

• the budget Bround
large,g,k′(C) for each k′ ∈ {1, . . . , k},

• the value s′(j) ≤ K = Oε(1) for each job j ∈ {j1, . . . , jk},

• the set Jeasy,g(C),

• for each job j ∈ Jeasy,g(C) the number of rectangles from R(j, C) that are contained in R′
large,Q,

• the value p̄jk′ for each k′ ∈ {1, . . . , k} such that (C, p̄jk′ ) is relevant,

• the order of the jobs j1, . . . , jk according to ≺ ,

• for each job jk′ whether j(1) = jk′ for the job j(1) that is defined in the iteration of jk′ in the construc-

tion of R′
large.

Consider a cell C ∈ Q and a group g. We first guess Bround(C) using Lemma 15. Then we can guess

k(C, g) in time 1/δ. Then, we can guess the budgets Bround
large,g,k′(C) in time Oε,δ(1) since there are only

1/δ values to guess, we know Bround(C), and each of the budgets Bround
large,g,k′(C) is an integral multiple of

εδ · Bround
large (C). Also, we can guess {s′(jk′)}k′ in time K/δ = Oδ,ε(1). This yields the set Jhigh,g(C).

Since Jeasy,g(C) ⊆ Jhigh,g(C) and |Jhigh,g(C)| ≤ 2k(C, g) ≤ 2/δ, we can guess Jeasy,g(C) in time 22/δ .

Also, we can guess in time Oε,δ(1) the rectangles of each job j ∈ Jeasy,g(C) that are contained in R′
large,Q.

Also, in time (1/δ)! = Oδ(1) we can guess the ordering of the jobs j1, . . . , jk according to ≺. For each job

jk′ ∈ {j1, . . . , jk} there are only two options for whether j(1) = jk′ in the iteration corresponding to jk′ ,
and thus we can guess this for all these k jobs in time 2k ≤ 21/δ = Oδ(1). Since there are Oε(log nP ) cells

C ∈ Q and Oε(1) groups g, this yields Oε,δ(1)
Oε,δ(log(nP )) = (nP )Oε,δ(1) possible guesses overall.

It remains to argue that we can guess also the values p̄jk′ in time (nP )Oε,δ(1). The intuition is that there

are only Oε,δ(log nP ) relevant pairs (C, p̄) and they admit a certain structure that allows us to guess them

in time (nP )Oε,δ(1).

Lemma 31. In time (nP )Oε,δ(1) we can guess all relevant pairs (C, p̄) with C ∈ Q.

Proof. As defined previously, let vC̃ be the bottom-most vertex of Q and let vC̃′ be its parent vertex. There

are Oε(log nP ) pairs of the form (C̃, p̄) or (C̃ ′, p̄) and we can guess in time 2Oε(lognP ) = (nP )Oε(1) which

of them are relevant.

Let us consider the cells C ∈ Q with C̃ 6= C 6= C̃ ′, let Q′ ⊆ Q denote the set of all these cells. We

group the relevant pairs (C, p̄) with C ∈ Q′ into groups Gℓ where for each ℓ ∈ N we define

Gℓ := {(C, p̄)|C ∈ Q′ ∧ p̄ = (1 + ε)ℓ+dist(v
C̃
,vC)·⌊log1+ε(εδ)⌋}.

Now each set Gℓ can contain at most one relevant pair (C, p̄): assume by contradiction that Gℓ contains two

relevant pairs (C, p̄), (C ′, p̄′). Asssume w.l.o.g. that vC is closer to vC̃ than vC′ . Then there is a hard job j
with p̄j = p̄ such that R(j, C) ∩R∗ 6= ∅. In particular,

p̄ = (1 + ε)ℓ+dist(v
C̃
,vC)·⌊log1+ε(εδ)⌋

and
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p̄′ = (1 + ε)ℓ+dist(v
C̃
,vC′ )·⌊log1+ε(εδ)⌋

which implies that

p̄′ = p̄j · (1 + ε)dist(vC ,vC′ )·⌊log1+ε(εδ)⌋ ≤ p̄j · (εδ)
dist(vC ,vC′ ) ≤ p̄j · δ · ε

dist(vC ,vC′ )

and hence (C ′, p̄′) is irrelevant.

Also, observe that there are only Oε(log nP ) values ℓ such that Gℓ contains a relevant pair. It remains to

show that we can guess these relevant pairs efficiently. First, we guess in time 2Oε(lognP ) = (nP )Oε(1) for

which cells C there exists a relevant pair (C, p̄) for some value p̄.

Let C∗ denote the topmost cell in Q. We order the relevant pairs (C, p̄) non-increasingly according to

dist(vC , vC∗), breaking ties by ordering them increasingly by their values p̄. For each pair (C, (1 + ε)ℓ)
we introduce the value α(C,(1+ε)ℓ) := ℓ + dist(vC∗ , vC) ·

⌊

log1+ε (εδ)
⌋

. We claim that in our ordering

of the relevant pairs (C, (1 + ε)ℓ) the values α(C,(1+ε)ℓ) are strictly increasing. Indeed, consider two pairs

(C, p̄), (C ′, p̄′) that are adjacent in this ordering such that (C, p̄) appears directly before (C ′, p̄′). If C = C ′

then p̄ < p̄′ and hence α(C,p̄) < α(C′,p̄′). Suppose now that C 6= C ′. Assume by contradiction that

α(C,p̄) ≥ α(C′,p̄′). Assume that p̄ = (1+ε)ℓ and p̄′ = (1+ε)ℓ
′

and let j and j′ be the hard jobs corresponding

to the pairs (C, p̄) and (C ′, p̄′), respectively. Then

α(C,p̄) = ℓ+ dist(vC∗ , vC) ·
⌊

log1+ε (εδ)
⌋

≥ ℓ′ + dist(vC∗ , vC′) ·
⌊

log1+ε (εδ)
⌋

= α(C′,p̄′)

which implies that

ℓ+ dist(vC , vC′) ·
⌊

log1+ε (εδ)
⌋

≥ ℓ′

and therefore

p̄j · δ · ε
dist(vC ,vC′ ) ≥ p̄j · (εδ)

dist(vC ,vC′ ) ≥ (1 + ε)ℓ+dist(vC ,vC′ )·⌊log1+ε(εδ)⌋ ≥ (1 + ε)ℓ
′

= p̄j′ .

This implies that the job j makes the pair (C ′, p̄′) irrelevant which is a contradiction.

Since the α(C,p̄) are increasing and can attain only Oε,δ(log(nP )) different values, we can guess in time

2Oε,δ(log nP ) = (nP )Oε,δ(1) which of these possible values are attained by some α(C,p̄) (however, this does

not tell us the corresponding pairs (C, p̄) since a value α(C,p̄) might belong to more than one pair (C, p̄)).
Then, since |Q′| = Oε,δ(log(nP )) and the values α(C,p̄) are ordered according to their cells, we guess in

time 2Oε,δ(log nP ) = (nP )Oε,δ(1) which of these attained values corresponds to which cell C . One way to

do this is to guess a bit-string with Oε,δ(log(nP )) bits, which describes in unary the number of relevant

pairs for each cell C ∈ Q′, with the 0-bits being the separators between these values for the different cells

C ∈ Q′. Once we know each value α(C,p̄) and its corresponding cell C , we can deduce the corresponding

pair (C, p̄) and hence we know all relevant pairs.

Overall, there are (nP )Oε,δ(1) possible guesses in total.

Once we know all relevant pairs, we can guess in time Oε,δ(1) per relevant pair (C, p̄) for which group

g there is a job jk′ with p̄jk′ = p̄ and the corresponding value k′, which yields Oε,δ(1)
Oε,δ(log(nP )) =

(nP )Oε,δ(1) possible guesses overall.

We define that χlarge,Q contains the resulting set of large tasks for each of the possible guesses for the

above values. This completes the proof of Lemma 18.
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A Omitted proofs

A.1 Simplification of input instance

First we establish that P = maxj pj/minj pj = maxj pj: We scale all values pj and rj by the same factor

so that minj pj = n2 · 2/ε. This preserves the approximation rate of a solution (if it is scaled accordingly),

but the values pj and rj are no longer integers. Hence, we round all these values to the next integer. A

solution for the non-rounded values can be transformed to a solution for the rounded values by delaying

each jobs completion time by at most n2+1 (n2 for rounding pj and 1 for rounding rj). Since the optimum

is at least
∑

j wjpj ≥
∑

j wjn
2 · 2/ε, this increases the optimum by at most a factor of (1 + ε). Then we

create a dummy job with processing time 1 and negligible weight to ensure that minj pj = 1 and hence

P = maxj pj . This transformation increases P only by a polynomial factor.

To obtain bounded weights we scale each wj by the same factor such that maxj wj = 4/ε2 · n2P . This

transformation preserves the approximation rate of a solution. Now remove all jobs j with wj < 1/ε, round

each remaining wj to the next integer (increasing the optimum by a factor at most (1 + ε)), and solve the

remaining instance. Note that the optimum is at least maxj wj and all jobs are finished before T . We now

schedule all jobs that were previously arbitrarily in the interval [T, 2T ]. The cost of these jobs is at most

n · 1/ε · 2T ≤ 1/ε · 4n2P ≤ εmaxj wj and thus negligible.
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