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ABSTRACT. In this paper, we address the Continuous Multifacility Monotone Ordered Me-
dian Problem. This problem minimizes a monotone ordered weighted median function of the
distances between given demand points in R? and its closest facility among the p selected,
also in a continuous space. We propose a new branch-and-price procedure for this problem,
and two mathehuristics. One of them is a decomposition-based procedure and the other an
aggregation-based heuristic. We give detailed discussions of the validity of the exact formula-
tions and also specify the implementation details of all the solution procedures. Besides, we
assess their performance in an extensive computational experience that shows the superiority
of the branch-and-price approach over the compact formulation in medium-sized instances. To
handle larger instances it is advisable to resort to the matheuristics that also report rather

good results.

1. INTRODUCTION

In the last years a lot of attention has been paid to the discrete aspects of location theory

and a large body of literature has been published on this topic (see, e.g., Beasley, |1985} |[Elloumi|
et al.l [2004; Espejo et al., 2009} [Garcia et al. [2010; Marin et al., 2009}, [2010; Puerto et al., [2013;

Puerto & Tamir], 2005)). One of the reasons of this flourish is the recent development of integer

programming and the success of MIP solvers. In spite of that, the reader might notice that the
mathematical origins of this theory emerged very close to some classical continuous problems
such as the well-known Fermat-Torricelli or Weber problem and the Simpson problem (see,

e.g.,[Drezner & Hamacher], [2002; Laporte et al., 2015; [Nickel & Puerto), 2005, and the references
therein). However, the continuous counterparts of location problems have been mostly analyzed

and solved using geometric constructions valid on the plane and the three dimension space that
are difficult to extend when the dimensions grow or the problems are slightly modified to in-
clude some side constraints (Blanco & Gazquez, |[2021; Blanco et al.l 2017} |Carrizosa et al., 1995
[1998; Fekete et al., 2005, Nickel et al. |2003; |[Puerto & Rodriguez-Chiaj, 2011)). These problems
although very interesting quickly fall within the field of global optimization and they become

very hard to solve. Even those problems that might be considered as easy, as for instance the

classical Weber problem with FEuclidean norms, are most of the times solved with algorithms

(as the Weiszfeld algorithm, [Weiszfeld| (1937))), whose convergence is unknown (Chandrasekaran|
, 1989)). Moreover, most problems studied in continuous location assume that a single
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facility is to be located, since their multifacility counterparts lead to difficult non-convex prob-
lems (Blanco, 2019; Blanco et al., 2014; [Brimberg, [1995; |Carrizosa et al.| [1998; |Mallozi et al.|,
2019; Manzour-al-Ajdad et all 2012; Puerto, 2020; Rosing, 1992; Valero-Franco et al., 2013).
Apart from the applicability of these problems to find the optimal positions of telecommuni-
cation services, these problems allow to extend most of the classical clustering algorithms, as
k-Mean or k-Median approaches.

Motivated by the recent advances on discrete multifacility location problems with ordered
median objectives (Deleplanque et al.l 2020; Espejo et al., [2021; |Fernandez et al., [2014; [Labbé
et al.l 2017; Marin et al., 2020) and the available results on conic optimization (Blanco et al.,
2014; [Puerto, |2020), we want to address a family of difficult continuous multifacility location
problems with ordered median objectives and distances induced by general ¢,.-norms, 7 > 1.
These problems gather the essential elements of both areas (discrete and continuous) of location
analysis making their solution a challenging question.

The continuous multifacility Weber problem has been already studied using branch-and-price
methods (Kraul [1997; du Merle et al., 1999; Righini & Zaniboni, [2007; |Venkateshan & Mathur,
2015). In addition, in discrete location, these techniques has also been applied to the p-median
problem (see, e.g., |Avella et al. [2007). However, to the best of our knowledge, a branch-and-
price approach for location problems with ordered median objectives has been only developed for
the discrete version in Deleplanque et al. (2020) beyond a multisource hyperplanes application
(Blanco et al.l 2021]).

Our goal in this paper is to analyze the continuous multifacility monotone ordered median
problem (MFMOMP, for short), in which we are given a finite set of demand points, A, and
the goal is to find the optimal location of p new facilities such that: (1) each demand point is
allocated to a single facility; and (2) the measure of the goodness of the solution is an ordered
weighted aggregation of the distances of the demand points to their closest facility (see, e.g.,
Nickel & Puerto|, [2005). We consider a general framework for the problem, in which the demand
points (and the new facilities) lie in RY, the distances between points and facilities are £,-norms
based distances for 7 > 1 and the ordered median functions are assumed to be defined by
non-decreasing monotone weights. These problems have been analyzed in Blanco et al.| (2016)
in which the authors provide a Mixed Integer Second Order Cone Optimization (MISOCO)
reformulation of the problem able to solve, for the first time, problems of small to medium size
(up to 50 demand points), using off-the-shell solvers.

Our contribution in this paper is to introduce a new set partitioning-like (with side con-
straints) reformulation for this family of problems that allows us to develop a branch-and-price
algorithm for solving it. This approach gives rise to a decomposition of the original problem
into a master problem (set partitioning with side constraints) and a pricing problem that con-
sists of a special form of the maximal weighted independent set problem combined with a single
facility location problem. We compare this new strategy with the one obtained by solving the
MISOCO formulations using standard solvers. Our results show that it is worth to use the new
reformulation since it allows us to solve larger instances and reduce the gap when the time limit
is reached. Moreover, we also exploit the structure of the branch-and-price approach to develop
some new matheuristics for the problem that provide good quality feasible solutions for fairly

large instances of several hundreds of demand points.
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The paper is organized in six sections and one appendix. Section [2] formally describes the
problem considered in this paper, namely the MEFMOMP, and develops MISOCO formulations.
Section [3| is devoted to present the new set partitioning-like formulation and all the details of
the branch-and-price algorithm proposed to solve it. There, we present how to obtain initial
variables for the restricted master problem, we discuss and formulate the pricing problem and
set properties for handling it and describe the branching strategies and variable selection rules
implemented in our algorithm. The next section, namely Section 4 deals with some heuris-
tics algorithms proposed to provide solutions for large-sized instances. In this section, we also
describe how to solve heuristically the pricing problem which gives rise to a matheuristic algo-
rithm consisting of applying the branch-and-price algorithm but solving the pricing problem only
heuristically (without certifying optimality). Obviously, since in this case the pricing problem
does not certify optimality we cannot ensure optimality for the solution of the master problem,
although we always obtain feasible solutions. In addition, we also present another aggregation
heuristic based on clustering strategies that provides bounds on the errors of the obtained solu-
tions. Section [5| reports the results of an exhaustive computational study with different sets of
points. There, we compare the standard formulations with the branch-and-price approach and
also with the heuristic algorithms. The paper ends with some conclusions in Section [0} Finally,
Appendix [A] reports the details of the computational experiment for different norms showing

the usefulness of our approach.

2. THE CONTINUOUS MULTIFACILITY MONOTONE ORDERED MEDIAN PROBLEM

In this section we describe the problem under study and fix the notation for the rest of the
paper.

We are given a set of n demand points in R%, A = {ay,...,a,} CR? and p € N (p > 0). Our
goal is to find p new facilities located in R? that minimize a function of the closest distances
from the demand points to the new facilities. We denote the index sets of demand points and
facilities by I = {1,...,n} and J = {1,...,p}, respectively. Several elements are involved when
finding the best p new facilities to provide service to the n demand points. In what follows we
describe them:

e Closeness Measure: Given a demand point a;, i € I, and a server z € R%, we use
norm-based distances to measure the point-to-facility closeness. Thus, we consider the

following measure for the distance between a; and x:
di(x) = llai — x|,

where || - || is a norm in R?. In particular, we will assume that the norm is polyhedral

T

d
or an /.-norm (with 7 > 1), i.e., d;(x) = (Z lay — xﬂ)
=1

o Allocation Rule: Given a set of p new facilities, X = {x1,...,2,} C R? and a demand
point a;, ¢ € I, once all the distances between a; and z; (j € J) are calculated, one has
to allocate the point to a single facility. As usual in the literature, we assume that each
point is allocated to its closest facility, i.e., the closeness measure between a; and X is:

5i(X) = min 0i(x),



4 V. BLANCO, R. GAZQUEZ, D. PONCE and J. PUERTO

and the facility « € X, reaching such a minimum is the one where a; is allocated to (in
case of ties among facilities, a random assignment is performed).

e Aggregation of Distances: Given the set of demand points A, the distances {6;(X) : i €
I} ={61,...,0,} must be aggregated. To this end, we use the family of ordered median
criteria. Given A € R"} the A-ordered median function is defined as:

OMA(A; X) = "X 6y, (OM)
i€l
where d(1y,...,0(,) are defined such that {d1,...,6,} for all i € I and d(;) < -+ < §¢p)-

Some particular choices of \-weights are shown in Table[I] Note that most of the classical

continuous location problems can be cast under this ordered median framework, e.g.,

the multisource Weber problem, A = (1,...,1), or the multisource p-center problem,
A=(0,...,0,1).
Notation A-vector Name
W 1,...,1) p-Median
C 0,...,0,1) p-Center
k
——
K 0,...,0,1,...,1) k-Center
D a,...,a,1) Centdian
k
—
S (a,...,a,1,...,1) k-Entdian
A (0= nﬂl,nil,n%l,...,%,g—j =1) Ascendant

TABLE 1. Examples of Ordered Median aggregation functions

Summarizing all the above considerations, given a set of n demand points in R% A =
{ai,...,a,} CRYand X € R% (with 0 < Ay <--- < \y,) the continuous multifacility monotone
ordered median problem (MFMOMP),) is the following:

min OM,(A4; X). (MFMOMP,)
X:{zlv'“vxp}CRd

Observe that the problem above is NP-hard since the multisource p-median problem is just

a particular instance of (MFMOMP,|) where A\ = (1,...,1) (see Sherali & Nordai, 1988)).

In the following result we provide a suitable Mixed Integer Second Order Cone Optimization
(MISOCO) formulation for the problem.

Theorem 1. Let || - || be an {--norm in R, where T = L with r,s € N\ {0}, r > s and
ged(r,s) = 1 or a polyhedral norm. Then, (MFMOMP,))) can be formulated as a MISOCO

problem.

Proof. First, assume that {0;(X) : i € I} ={d1,...,0,} are given. Then, sorting the elements
and multiply them by the A-weights can be equivalently written as the following assignment
problem (see Blanco et al. 2014, |2016), whose dual problem (right side) allows to compute,
alternatively, the value of OM (61, ..., 0,):

Z )\k(s(k) = max Z A0 0k = min Z u; + Z Vk

el i,kel iel kel

s.t. Zaik =1,Viel, s.t. u; o > Ay, Ve €T,
kel



Zaz-kzl, Vk e 1, u;, v € R, Vi, k € 1.
el
oir €[0,1], Vi,k € I.
Now, we can embed the above representation of the ordered median aggregation of 1, ..., d,,

into (MFMOMP,|). On the other hand, we have to represent the allocation rule (closest

distances). This family of constraints is given by
0; = min |la; — x|, Vi € 1.
Jj€J

In order to represent it, we use the following set of decision variables:

o { 1 if a; is allocated to z;,
wz-j =

0 otherwise, zij = llai — x5, ri= 51161? la; —z;l|, Vie I,j € J

Then, a Compact formulation for (MFMOMP,)) is:
(C) min ZUZ + ka

el kel

st ug +og > Nty Vi, keI, (C1)
2 > llai — x|, Vie I,j € J, (C2)
ri > zij — M(1—wy), Yiel,jed, (Cs)
> wy=1,Viel, (Cy)
jeJ

z; €RY V)€ J,

wi; € {0,1}, Vie I,j e J,

2 >0, Viel,jeJ,

r; >0, Viel,
where allows to compute the distance between the points and its closest facility and
assures single allocation of points to facilities. Here M is a big enough constant M >
max; per ||a; — agl|.

Finally, in case ||-|| is the £z-norm, constraint (Cs)), as already proved in [Blanco et al. (2014)),

can be rewritten as:

tijl‘i—ail—.ﬁjlzo, ViEI,jEJ,lzl,...,d
tig—ag+x;>0,Viel,jeJl=1,...,d,
tin <&z MielLje Jl=1,....d,

d

Zfl]l < Zij, Vi € Iv] € J7
=1

&i>0,Viel,jeldl=1,....d.
If || - || is a polyhedral norm, then, (Ca), is equivalent to:
g
Zegl(ail_le) Szij, Viel,j EJ,GEEXtH,”o,
1=1

where Ext |0 = {ef,..., ey} are the extreme points of the dual norm (polar set of the unit ball)
of || - || (see e.g., Nickel & Puerto, |2005; |Ward & Wendell, [1985).
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The final compact formulation depends on the norm, but in any case, we have a MISOCO

reformulation for the (MFMOMP,|). O

Note that is an extension of the single-facility ordered median location prob-
lem (see, e.g., Blanco et all [2014)), where apart from finding the location of p new facilities,
the allocation patterns between demand points and facilities are also determined. In the rest
of the document, we will exploit the combinatorial nature of the problem by means of a set

partitioning-like formulation which is based on the following observation:

Proposition 1. Any optimal solution of (MFMOMP)|) is characterized by p sets
(S1,21), ..+, (Spyp) €I x RY, such that:

(1) Ujes 8 = 1.

(2) SjﬂS]’/ =0, j,5r e J.

(3) For each j € J, z; €arg min |la; — x|, for alli € S;.
)

e{z1,....xzp
(4) (z1,...,2p) € arg minz Z Ay llai— ||, where (i) € I such that ||a;— x| is the (i)-th
jeJ i€s;
smallest element in {|la; — x;|| : i € Sj,j € J}.

3. A SET PARTITIONING-LIKE FORMULATION

The compact formulation shown in the previous section is affected by the size of p and d, and
it exhibits the same limitations as many other compact formulations for continuous location
models even without ordering constraints. For this reason in the following we propose an
alternative set partitioning-like formulation (du Merle et al.l |1999; du Merle & Vial, [2002) that
tries to improve the performance of solving Problem .

Let S C I be a subset of demand points that are assigned to the same facility. Let R = (S, x)
be the pair composed by a subset S C I and facility = € R?. We denote by 5 the contribution
of demand point 4 € S in the subset, and let 5% = (51R)(7LE s) be the vector of distances induced
by demand points in S with respect to the facility x. Finally, for each pair R = (5, z) we define
the variable

1 ifsubset S is selected and its associated facility is z,
YR =1 0 otherwise.

We denote by R = {(S,z): S C I and x € R%}.

The set partitioning-like formulation is

(MP)min Y u;+ ) v (MP;)

el kel

s.t. > yr=1Viel, (MP5)
R=(S,x):i€S
> yr=p, (MP3)
RER
Ui + v > Mg Z 5ZRyR, Vi kel (MP4)

R=(S,z):icS

yr € {0,1}, VR € R. (MP5)

u;, v € R, Vi, k € 1. (MPG)
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The objective function and constraints give the correct ordered median function
of the distances from the demand points to the closest facility (see Section. Constraints (MPs))
ensure that all demand points appear in exactly one set S in each feasible solution. Exactly p
facilities are open due to constraint . Finally, define the variables as binary.

The reader might notice that this formulation has an exponential number of variables, and
therefore in the following we describe the necessary elements to address its solution by means
of a branch-and-price scheme.

The crucial steps in the implementation of the branch-and-price approach are the following:

(1) Initial Pool of Variables: Generation of initial feasible solutions induced by a set of
initial subsets of demand points (and their costs).

(2) Pricing Problem: In set partitioning problems, instead of solving initially the problem
with the whole set of variables, the variables have to be incorporated on-the-fly by
solving adequate pricing subproblems derived from previously computed solutions until
the optimality of the solution is guaranteed. The pricing problem is derived from the
relaxed version of the master problem and using the strong duality properties of the
induced Linear Programming Problem.

(3) Branching: The rule that creates new nodes of the branch-and-bound tree when a
fractional solution is found at a node of the search tree. We have adapted the Ryan and
Foster branching rule to our problem.

(4) Stabilization: The convergence of column generation approaches can be sometimes er-
ratic since the values of dual variables in the first iterations might oscillate, leading to
variables of the master problem that will never appear in the optimal solution of the

problem. Stabilization tries to avoid that behaviour.

In what follows we describe how each of the items above is implemented in our proposal.

3.1. Initial variables. In the solution process of the set partitioning-like formulation using
a branch-and-price approach, it is convenient to generate an initial pool of variables before
starting solving the problem. The adequate selection of these initial variables might help to
reduce the CPU time required to solve the problem. We apply an iterative strategy to generate
this initial pool of y-variables. In the first iteration, we randomly generate p positions for the
facilities. The demand points are then allocated to their closest facilities and at most p subsets
of demand points are generated. We incorporate the variables associated to these subsets to
the master problem . In the next iterations, instead of generating p new facilities, we
keep those with more associated demand points and randomly generate the remainder. After a
fixed number of iterations, we have columns to define the restricted master problem and also an
upper bound of our problem. Since the optimal position of the facilities belongs to a bounded
set contained in the rectangular hull of the demand points, the random facilities are generated

in the minimum hyperrectangle containing A.

3.2. The pricing problem. To apply the column generation procedure we define the restricted

relaxed master of (MPJ), in the following (RRMP)).

min Z u; + Z Uk Dual Multipliers (RRMP)
i€l kel
s.t. Z yr > 1, Viel, a; >0

R=(S,x):i€S
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- Z YR = —D, =0
ReRo
witve—Xe > 6fyr >0, Vi kel, €k >0
R=(S,x):i€S

szoa VR€R07
u;, v € R, Vi, k € 1,

where Ry € R represents the initial pool of columns used to initialize the set partitioning-
like formulation . Constraints and are slightly modified from equations
to inequalities in order to get nonnegative dual multipliers. This transformations keeps the
equivalence with the original formulation since coefficients affecting the y-variables in constraint
(MP,4)) are nonnegative.

The value of the distances is unknown beforehand because the location of facilities can be
anywhere in the continuous space. Hence, its determination requires solving continuous opti-
mization problems.

By strong duality, the objective value of the continuous relaxation , can be obtained
as:

max Z a; — py (Dual RRMP)
el
s.t. Zeik:LVkEI,
i€l
Zeik = 1, Vie I,
kel
Zai—’y—ZZ(SZR)\keik <0, VR = (5,z) € Ro,
€S €S kel

&4, 7, Eik 207 VZ,I{? el

Hence, for any variable yr in the master its reduced cost is

CR — 2R = —Zaf—i—’y*%-zztsﬁ)\kffka

icS i€S kel
where (a*,v*, €*) is the dual optimal solution of the current .

To certify optimality of the relaxed problem one has to check implicitly that all the reduced
costs for the variables not currently included in the are nonnegative. Otherwise new
variables must be added to the pool of columns. This can be done solving the so called pricing
problem.

The pricing problem consists of finding the minimum reduced cost among the non included
variables. That is, we have to find the set S C I and the position of the facility « (its coordinates)
which minimizes the reduced cost.

For a given set of dual multipliers, (a*,~v*,€*) > 0, the problem to be solved is

. * * *
rgl}xn - ;ai + —I—iEZSkze;(Sf/\keik
st. 07 > ||z —a, VieS.

This problem can be reformulated by means of a mixed integer program. We define variables

w; = 1, ¢ € I if the demand point belongs to .S, zero otherwise. We also define variables r;, ¢ € I
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to represent the distance from demand point i to facility  and zero in case w; = 0. Finally,

zi, © € I are the distances from demand point ¢ to facility x in any case.
min  — Z ajw; +v" + Z CiT (3)
iel iel
st. z > ||l —ail|, Viel,
ri+M(1—w;) >z, Viel,
w; € {0,1}, Vi e I,

zi,m; >0, Vi € 1,

4
5
6

(
(
(
(7

)
)
)
)
where M can be taken as the maximum distance between two demand points and ¢; = ), o ; A€l

Objective function (3)) is the minimum reduced cost associated to the optimal solution of the
pricing problem. Constraints (4)) define the distances. Asin Sectionthis family of constraints is
defined ‘ad hoc’ for a given norm. Constraints set correctly r-variables. Finally, constraints
(@ and are the domain of the variables.

As it has been shown in the proof of Theorem [I| the above problem can be formulated as a
MISOCO problem in case of polyhedral or ¢ -norms.

The so called Farkas pricing should be defined when feasibility is not ensured from the begin-
ning. We have solved this problem with our initial pool of variables. Furthermore, the feasibility
of the master problem could be lost during the branch-and-price process when branching. In
our case, we claim that Farkas pricing is not necessary because the feasibility of is ensured
adding an artificial variable y s ., to satisfy which lower bound is never set to zero and
513 1 € I, is big enough.

When the pricing problem is solved to optimality, one can obtain a theoretic lower bound
even if more variables must be added. The following remark explains how the result is applied
to our particular problem.

Remark 1. When the (MP)) embedded in a branch-and-price algorithm uses binary variables
and the number of them which could take value one is bounded above, it is possible to determine
a theoretic lower bound (see |Desrosiers € Lubecke, |2005). For our problem the number of y-
variables assuming the value 1 in any feasible solution is p. Therefore, the upper bound is p due

to (MPs)). Let zrrap be the current objective function of the (RRMP)) and ¢gr the reduced cost
of the variable defined by R = (S, z). Hence, the lower bound is

LB = zrpmp + pmincg. (8)
T

It is important to remark that it can be computed in every node of the branch-and-bound tree.
This fact is particularly useful at the root node to accelerate the optimality certification or for

big instances where the linear relaxation is not solved within the time limit.

For adding a variable to the master problem it suffices to find one variable yz with negative
reduced cost. This search can be performed by solving exactly the pricing problem, although
that might have a high computational load. Alternatively, one could also solve heuristically
the pricing problem, hoping for variables with negative reduced costs. In what follows, this
approach will be called the heuristic pricer. The key observation is to check if a candidate
facility is promising.
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Given the coordinates of a facility, x, we construct a set S compatible with the conditions
of the node of the branch-and-bound tree by allocating demand points in S to z whenever the
reduced cost cr — 2zr = 7" + ) ;cgei <0, where e; = —aj + >, o7 0i(x) Apely,. In that case, the
variable y(g ;) is candidate to be added to the pool of columns. Here, we detail how the heuristic
pricer algorithm is implemented at the root node. For deeper nodes in the branch-and-bound
tree we refer the reader to Section

For the root node, there is a very easy procedure to solve this problem, just selecting the
negative ones, i.e., we define S = {i € I : ¢; < 0} and, in case cg — zr < 0, the variable
Y(s,z) could be added to the problem. Additionally, the region where the facility is generated
can be significantly reduced, in particular to the hyperrectangle defined by demand points with
negative e;.

In both exact and heuristic pricer we use multiple pricing, i.e., several columns are added to
the pool at each iteration, if possible. In the exact pricer we take advantage that the solver
saves different solutions besides the optimal one, so it might provide us more than one column
with negative reduced cost. In the heuristic pricer we add the best variables in terms of reduced

cost as long as their associated reduced costs are negative.

3.3. Branching. When the relaxed is solved, but the solution is not integer, the next
step is to define an adequate branching rule to explore the searching tree. In this problem we
can apply an adaptation of the Ryan and Foster branching rule (Ryan & Foster} 1981). Given
a solution with fractional y-variables in a node, it might occur that
0< Y yr<1forsomeiyiy€l, iy <is. (9)
Rii1in€S
Provided that this happens, in order to find an integer solution, we create the following

branches from the current node:
e Left branch: i; and 79 must be served by different facilities.
> w=o
R:i1,i2€S
e Right branch: i; and 72 must be served by the same facility.
> =t
R:i1,i2€S

Remark 2. The above information is easily translated to the pricing problem adding one con-
straint to each one of the branches: 1) wi, + wi, < 1 for the left branch; and 2) w;, = w;, for
the right branch.

It might also happen that being some ypr fractional, ) Reiyises YR 18 integer for all 41,5 €
1,41 < i2. The following result allows us to use this branching rule and provides a procedure to
recover a feasible solution encoded in the current solution of the node.

Theorem 2. If > g o Y(sa) € {0,1} for alliy,is € I such that iy < iz then an integer feasible
solution of (MP)) be determined.

Proof. Let Xg be the set of all servers which are part of a variable y(g ,) belonging to the pool
of columns. We define Xg for all used partitions S. First, it is proven in |Barnhart et al.| (1998)

that, under the hypothesis of the theorem, the following expression holds for any set S in a



11

partition.
Z Ys,) € {Oa 1}
reXg
If Zze/’\’s Ys,z) = 0, then yg,) = 0 for all x € Xg because of the nonnegativity of the
variables. However if
> Ysa =1 (10)
TEXg
Y(s,z) could be fractional for some x € Xs.

Observe that, currently, the distance associated with client ¢ € S in the problem is
S
o = Z Y(S,)0i ()
r€Xg

Thus, from the above we construct a new demand point z* for S.

I‘Z = Z Y(S,x)Tes VE=1,...,d, (11)
rEXg
so that §;(z*) < 67, Vi € S.
Indeed, by the triangular inequality and by

Si(z™) = lla* = asll = | Y ysw@—a)ll < ysmle —ail =67,
TEXg z€Xs
for all 7 € S. The inequality being strict unless x — a; for all z € Xg are collinear.
Finally, we have constructed the variable y(g,+) = 1 as part of a feasible integer solution of
the master problem . Therefore, it ensures that either the solution will be binary or the

fractional solution will assume the same value that an alternative optimal which is binary. O

Among all the possible choices of pairs i1, io verifying @ we propose to select the one provided

by the following rule:

1
arg max 6 min Z YR, 1 — Z yrp+(1—-0)———

1520 Ry iges YR<T Rriy,ig€S Rriyig€S lai, = ai|
(f-rule)

This rule uses the most fractional y-solution, but also pays attention to the pairs of demand
points which are close to each other in the solution, assuming they will be part of the same
variable with value one at the optimal solution. It has been successfully applied in a related
discrete ordered median problem (Deleplanque et al., 2020). We can choose 6 € [0,1]: for § =0
the closest demand points among the pairs with fractional sum will be selected; for # = 1 the
most fractional branching will be applied.

The above branching rule affects to the heuristic pricer procedure since not all S C I are
compatible with the branching conditions leading to a node. In case that we have to respect
some branching decisions the pricing problem gains complexity.

Therefore, we develop a greedy algorithm which generates heuristic variables respecting the
branching decision in the current node.

This algorithm uses the information from the branching rule to build the new variable to add.
The candidate set S is built by means of a greedy algorithm similar to the one presented in
Sakai et al. (2003). First, we construct a graph of incompatibilities G = (V, E'), with V and E
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defined as follows: for each maximal subset of demand points i; < is < - -+ < i,, that according
to the branching rule have to be assigned to the same subset; next, we include a vertex v;, with
weight w;, = Z e;; finally, for each v;, vy € V such that ¢ and i’ cannot be assigned to

i€ {i1ssim}
the same subset at the current node, we define {v;, vy} € E.

The subset S minimizing the reduced cost for a given x can be calculated solving the Maxi-
mum Weighted Independent Set problem over G. We solve this problem heuristically applying
a variant of the algorithm proposed in [Sakai et al.| (2003]).

3.4. Convergence. Due to the huge number of variables that might arise in column generation
procedures it is very important checking the possible degeneracy of the algorithm. Accelerating
the convergence has been traditionally afforded by means of stabilization techniques. In recent
papers (Benati et al.l [2021; Blanco et al. 2021) it has been shown how heuristic pricers avoid
degeneracy. The ideas of stabilization and heuristic pricers have in common that both do not
add in the first iterations the variable with the minimum associated reduced cost which helps
in the right direction.

For the sake of readability all the computational analysis is included in Section |5} There, the
reader can see how our heuristic pricer needs less variables to certify optimality than the exact

pricer from medium-sized instances, therefore, accelerating the convergence.

4. MATHEURISTICS APPROACHES

is an N'P-hard combinatorial optimization problem and both the compact
formulation and the proposed branch-and-price approach are limited by the number of demand
points (n) and facilities (p) to be considered. Actually, as we will see in Section [5 the two
exact approaches are only capable to solve, optimally, small- and medium-sized instances. In
this section we derive two different matheuristic procedures capable to handle larger instances
in reasonable CPU times. The first approach is based on using the branch-and-price scheme but
solving only heuristically the pricing problem. The second is an aggregation based-approach
that will also allow us to derive theoretical error bounds on the approximation.

4.1. Heuristic pricer. The matheuristic procedure described here has been successfully ap-
plied in the literature. See, e.g.,|Albornoz & Zamora| (2021)); Benati et al.| (2021)); Deleplanque
et al.| (2020)), and the references therein. Recall that our pricing problem is NP-hard. In order
to avoid the exact procedure for large-sized instances, where not even a single iteration could be
solved exactly, we propose a matheuristic. It consists of solving each pricing problem heuristi-
cally. The inconvenient of doing that is that we do not have a theoretic lower bound during the
process. Nevertheless, for instances where the time limit is reached, we are able to visit more
nodes in the branch-and-bound tree which could allow us to obtain better incumbent solutions
than the unfinished exact procedure.

4.2. Aggregation schemes. The second matheuristic approach that we propose is based on
applying aggregation techniques to the input data (the set of demand points). This type of
approaches has been successfully applied to solve large-scale continuous location problems (see
Blanco & Gazquez, [2021; Blanco et al., 2021], [2018; |Current & Schilling) 1990} Daskin et al.,
1989; [Irawan, [2016)).
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Let A={ai,...,a,} C R? be a set of demands points. In an aggregation procedure, the set
A is replaced by a multiset A" = {a,...,al,}, where each point a; in A is assigned to a point
a; in A’. In order to be able to solve for A, the cardinality of the different
elements of A’ is assumed to be smaller than the cardinality of A, and then, several a; might
be assigned to the same al.

Once the points in A are aggregated into A’, the procedure consists of solving
for the demand points in A’. We get a set of p optimal facilities for the aggregated prob-
lem, X* = {z,...,2,}, associated to its objective value OMy(A’; X’)*. These positions can
also be evaluated in the original objective function of the problem for the demand points A,
OM,(A; X")*. The following result allows us to get upper bound of the error incurred when

aggregating demand points.

Theorem 3. Let X* be the optimal solution of (MFMOMP,) and A = Imax lai — aj|.
i=1,....,n
Then
|OM)\(A; X*) — OMy (A", X')| < 2A. (12)

Proof. During the proof we assume, without loss of generality, that ) ;.;A\; = 1. By the
triangular inequality and the monotonicity and sublinearity of the ordered median function
we have that OMy(A; X) < OM)(A"; X*) + OMy(A’; A). Since A > |la; — af| for all i € I,
[OMA(A; X%) = OM (A X)) < Y NA = A,

Finally, the result is obtained prfplying (Geoflrion, (1977, Theorem 5). O

There are different strategies to reduce the dimensionality by aggregating points. In our
computational experiments we consider two differentiated approaches: the k-Mean Clustering
(KMEAN) and the Pick The Farthest (PTF). In the former we replace the original points by
the obtained centroids while in the latter, an initial random demand point from A is chosen and
the rest are selected as the farthest demand point from the last one chosen (see Daskin et al.

1989, for further details on this procedure) until a the predefined number of points is reached.

5. COMPUTATIONAL STUDY

In order to test the performance of our branch-and-price and our matheuristic approaches,
we report the results of our computational experience. We consider different sets of instances
used in the location literature with size ranging from 20 to 654 demand points in the plane.
In all of them, the number of facilities to be located, p, ranges in {2,5,10} and we solve the
instances for the A-vectors in Table 1} {W, C, K, D, S, A}. We set k = § for the k-Center and
k-Entdian, and « = 0.9 for the Centdian and k-Entdian.

For the sake of readability, we restrict the computational study of this document to £;-norm
based distances. However the reader can find extensive computational results for other norms
in Appendix [A]

The models were coded in C and solved with SCIP v.7.0.2 (Gamrath et al., |2020) using as
optimization solver SoPLex 5.0.2 in a Mac OS Catalina with a Core Intel Xeon W clocked at
3.2 GHz and 96 GB of RAM memory.

5.1. Computational performance of the branch-and-price procedure. In this section
we report the results for our branch-and-price approach based on the classical dataset provided
by [Eilon et al.| (1971). From this dataset, we randomly generate five instances with sizes
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n Heurvar Tterations Vars Time
Exact Total

20 “TRUE 4 23 2219  18.02

30 “TRUE 3 60 2856  191.84

40 “7riE 13 136 4511 222921

TABLE 2. Average number of pricer iterations, variables and time using the
combined heuristic and exact pricers or only using the exact pricer

n € {20,30,40,45} and we also consider the entire complete original instance with n = 50.
Together with the number of servers p and the different ordered weighted median functions
(type), a total of 378 instances has been considered.

Firstly, concerning convergence (Section , each line in Table [2[ shows the average results
of 45 instances, five for each type of ordered median objective function to be minimized {W,
D, S} and p € {2,5,10}, solved to optimality. The results has been split by size (n) and by
Heurvar: FALSE when only the exact pricer is used; TRUE if the heuristic pricer is used and the
exact pricer is called when it does not provide new columns to add. The reader can see how
the necessary number of variables to certify optimality (Vars) is less when heuristic is applied
as the size of the instance increases. Additionally, a second effect is a reduction of the CPU
time (Time) decreasing the number of calls to the exact pricer (Exact) even though the number
of total iterations (Total) is bigger. Hence, we will use the heuristic pricer for the rest of the
experiments.

Secondly, we have tuned the values of 6 for the branching rule for each of the objective
functions (different values for the A-vector) based in our computational experience. In Table
we show the average gap at termination of the above-mentioned 378 instances when we apply

our branch-and-price approach fixing a time limit of 2 hours.

type =00 =01 =03 =05 =07 =09 =10

0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.02
2794 2834 2829 2847  28.64 2874  28.19
12.83 12.63 12.80 12.46 12.73 13.15 12.88
0.09 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.02
0.11 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.10
7.73 7.66 7.69 7.71 7.64 7.73 7.33

polwlaleb=!

TABLE 3. GAP(%) for ¢;-norm, Eilon et al.| (1971) instances

Therefore, we set 6§ = 0 when we are in the Center problem, & = 0.5 when we are in the
k-Center and # = 1 when we are in the p-median, Centdian, k-Entdian or Ascendant. Recall
that when we use # = 0 we are selecting a pure distance branching rule. In contrast, when
0 = 1, we select the most fractional variable. On the other hand, when 6 = 0.5 we use a hybrid
selection between the two extremes of the . In the following, the above fixed parameters
will be used in the computational experiments for exact and matheurisitic methods.

The average results obtained for the Eilon et al. (1971) instances, with a CPU time limit of 2
hours, are shown in Table [4] There, for each combination of n (size of the instance), p (number
of facilities to be located) and type (ordered median objective function to be minimized), we
provide the average results for £1-norm with a comparative between the compact formulation
(C) (Compact) and the branch-and-price approach (B&P). The table is organized as follows:
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the first column gives the CPU time in seconds needed to solve the problem (Time) and within
parentheses the number of unsolved instances (#Unsolved); the second column shows the gap
at the root node; the third one gives the gap at termination, i.e., the remaning MIP gap in
percentage (GAP (%)) when the time limit is reached, 0.00 otherwise; in the fourth column we
show the number of variables (Vars) needed to solve the problem; in the fifth column we show
the number of nodes (Nodes) explored in the branch-and-bound tree; and in the last one the
RAM memory (Memory (MB)) in Megabytes required during the execution process is reported.
Within each column, we highlight in bold the best result between the two formulations, namely
Compact or B&P.

The branch-and-price algorithm is able to solve optimally 58 instances more than the compact
formulation. However, for some instances (mainly Center and k-Center problems or when
p = 2) the solved instances with the compact formulation need less CPU time. Thus, the first
conclusion could be that when p increases decomposition techniques become more important
because the number of variables is not so dependant of this parameter. The second conclusion
from the results is that the branch-and-price is a very powerful tool when the gap at the
root node is close to zero which does not happen when a big percentage of the positions of
the A-vector are zeros. Concerning the memory used by the tested formulations, the compact
formulation needs bigger branch-and-bound trees to deal with fractional solutions whereas that
branch-and-price uses more variables.

Since the average gap at termination for the branch-and-price algorithm is much smaller than
the one obtained by the compact formulation (7.98% against 35.81%) we will use decomposition-

based algorithms to study medium- and large-sized instances.

5.2. Computational performance of the matheuristics. Finally, in this section, we show
the performance of our matheuristics procedures to solve larger instances. Firstly, we will test
them for n = 50 where the solutions can be compared with the theoretic bounds provided by the
exact method. Secondly, we will compare them using a bigger instance of 654 demand points
in the following section.

In order to obtain Table [5] instances generated with the 50 demand points described in |Eilon
et al.| (1971) are solved with 18 different configurations of ordered weighted median functions
and number of open servers. A time limit of 2 hours was fixed for this experiment. Each of
these 18 problems has been solved by means of the following strategies: branch-and-price pro-
cedure (B&P); the heuristic used to generate initial columns (InitialHeur); the decomposition-
based heuristic (Matheur); and the aggregation-based approaches of Section (KMEAN-20,
KMEAN-30, PTF-20, PTF-30) for |A’| = {20,30}. The reported results are the CPU time and
the gap (GAP 5 (%)) which is calculated with respect to the lower bound of the branch-and-price
algorithm when the time limit is reached. Thereby we have a theoretic gap knowing exactly the
room for improvement of our heuristics.

The branch-and-price methods report always the best performance except in one instance. In
general they present less gap and, in average, it is better not wasting the time solving the exact
pricer letting the algorithm go further adding columns or branching before certifying optimality.
Thus, with Matheur strategy we obtain an 11.23% of average gap. In fact, this matheuristic
finds the optimal solution (certified by the exact method) at least in six instances. Concerning
the time the other heuristics obtain good quality solution in much smaller CPU times. For the
Filon dataset aggregating in more demand points gives better results although the CPU time
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n_ type p Time (#Unsolved) GAProot (%) GAP () Vars Nodes Memory (MB)
Compact B&P Compact  B&P  Compact  B&P  Compact B&P  Compact  B&P Compact B&P
2 1.59 (0) 2290 (0) 93.92 0.00 0.00 0.00 224 2131 9518 1 4 103
W 5 1588.99 (1 8.34 0 100.00  0.00 3.38  0.00 470 2408 10967305 1 1278 49
10 (5 3.95 0 100.00  0.46 43.84  0.00 880 2127 19785215 2 3425 28
2 0.06 0) 237.96 1) 7892 22.59 0.00 10.78 224 97635 7 4652 4 2239
C 5 12.58 0) — 5) 100.00 29.46 0.00 17.16 470 15251 40379 18660 12 464
10 511.69 2) 1831.83 4) 100.00 37.64 7.59  20.28 880 4243 7928195 21617 725 160
20 2 0.35 0) 1412.69 1) 91.43  7.55 0.00 1.42 224 37917 630 670 3 953
K 5 243.88 0) 404.99 3) 100.00 15.40 0.00 3.85 470 9363 657827 6642 77T 279
10 3222 (4) 3156.63 (2) 100.00 18.53 36.95 3.26 880 4071 12150962 9244 2265 111
2 218 (0) 3036 (0) 93.78  0.03 0.00 0.00 224 2135 9222 1 5 108
D 5 1535.82 (1 12.18 (0 100.00  0.00 6.69 0.00 470 2401 8972062 1 1225 49
10 5030.79 (4 6.88 (0 100.00  0.46 48.19  0.00 880 2127 15660031 4 2798 28
2 224 (0) 5423 (0) 93.77  0.16 0.00 0.00 224 2119 67T 1 5 106
S 5 1238.87 (1 15.75 (0 100.00  0.06 4.40  0.00 470 2401 8141244 2 745 50
10 — (5 7.61 (0 100.00  0.53 50.12  0.00 880 2126 16072018 5 2835 28
2 0.85 0 g 783.95 1 g 91.63 4.45 0.00 0.35 224 16973 1340 400 4 738
A 5 411.21 0 2304.77 0 100.00 10.18 0.00 0.00 470 7405 878975 1697 126 222
10 60.27  (4) 883.79 (1) 100.00 17.10 31.87 1.73 880 3288 10637608 2721 1723 79
2 13991 (0) 526.92 (0) 93.86  0.00 0.00 0.00 334 3142 787145 1 38 260
w 5 (5 ; 64.66 E 0 ; 100.00  0.00 52.05  0.00 700 2963 17382888 1 8647 109
10 — (5 19.51 0 100.00  0.00 76.26  0.00 1310 2472 12250097 1 4692 55
B 2 0.11 0 39.44 1) 79.19 21.41 0.00 15.46 334 125429 66 931 8 1443
C 5 30.64 0 1564.58 4 ; 100.00 31.68 0.00 22.73 700 30216 69019 2817 19 389
10 4212.55 3 5 100.00 34.18 16.67 27.51 1310 12928 9619002 6027 1823 190
30 2 444 (0) 409.69 (4) 90.88  8.65 0.00 7.58 334 45846 8511 147 10 1696
K 5 2956.65 E 4 5199.43 3 100.00 12.01 17.79  5.82 700 18893 12169516 815 2570 534
10 5 2740.67 4 100.00 18.84 69.60 12.31 1310 7416 9299590 2992 3105 187
2 201.28 (0) 45439  (0) 93.77  0.00 0.00 0.00 334 3087 757445 1 49 258
D 5 — (5 65.46 0 100.00  0.00 57.16  0.00 700 2957 9914066 1 7439 111
10 (5 21.25 0 100.00  0.00 79.34  0.00 1310 2464 10108803 1 4631 55
2 203.04 (0) 370.63  (0) 93.68 0.00 0.00 0.00 334 3184 566382 1 41 263
S 5 — (5 160.85 0 100.00  0.03 56.47  0.00 700 2963 9283122 2 7054 112
10 — (5 42.86 0 100.00  0.09 79.91  0.00 1310 2469 9530286 3 4686 56
2 21.89 (0) 3640.13  (2) 9I.15  4.46 0.00 3.26 334 12721 26764 41 12 845
A 5 5403.72 (4 2750.01 3 100.00 7.76 28.99  2.60 700 8615 8044660 188 2288 357
10 — (5 804.71 4 100.00 13.38 70.51  6.64 1310 5529 7159232 1465 2364 165
R 2 402870 (4 1675.34 0 93.79  0.01 12.34 0.00 444 521T 26828725 1 2515 645
W 5 — (5 1647.86 0 100.00  0.02 67.11  0.00 930 4028 12240990 3 10977 229
10 — (5 348.57 (0 100.00  0.09 81.57  0.00 1740 4001 7841923 2 4267 125
2 0.25 0 ; 5) 75.52 30.52 0.00 29.73 444 136451 237 259 15 1541
C 5 116.02 0 5) 100.00 42.30 0.00 41.65 930 27041 195892 158 42 224
10 3022.45 4) — 5) 100.00 36.47 31.47 33.88 1740 12733 7126207 667 2024 110
40 2 58.78 (0) — 5 ; 90.67 14.52 0.00 14.52 444 14164 93918 11 27 897
K 5 (5 ; 5 100.00 21.45 56.58 21.44 930 10132 6803627 28 5632 360
10 — (5 — 5) 100.00 19.04 75.08 17.71 1740 8823 5436226 280 2606 198
2 5908.68 (4 436.48 1 93.67 0.02 15.22 0.01 444 5669 16542227 2 3164 709
D 5 (5 855.62 1 100.00  0.11 68.93  0.08 930 4094 7984937 2 10233 233
10 — (5 331.54 0 100.00  0.07 83.85  0.00 1740 4004 5704188 2 4413 126
. 2 497744 (4 429.96 1 93.60 0.47 1433 0.47 444 5195 12853124 1 2430 657
S 5 — E 5 2159.56 1 100.00 0.14 70.18  0.02 930 4082 7715457 4 9805 233
10 5 615.35 0 100.00  0.17 84.62  0.00 1740 3999 5409994 4 4687 126
2 533.79 (0) — 5) 90.85  8.30 0.00 8.19 444 6506 455652 3 48 769
A 5 — E 5 — 5 g 100.00 14.76 58.65 14.17 930 5538 3684557 10 3409 331
10 5 5 100.00 12.35 74.52 10.21 1740 6285 4403838 161 2000 214
N 2 — (5 483.59 (1 94.05 0.04 27.06 0.02 499 7219 24989615 2 5854 1085
W 5 — (5 1745.55 2 100.00 0.32 71.65 0.27 1045 4855 11473640 4 11171 374
10 (5 635.43 0 100.00  0.03 83.54  0.00 1955 4239 5717627 1 3767 168
. 2 0.46 0) — 5) 74.99 39.01 0.00 38.99 499 109398 628 104 17 1364
C 5 144.75 % 0) — 5) 100.00 40.69 0.00 40.62 1045 20483 215522 31 44 176
10 — (5) — 5) 100.00 32.80 37.16 31.54 1955 14204 6469050 219 1915 110
45 2 34218 (0) 5) 91.23 16.93 0.00 16.93 499 10490 497310 4 59 845
K 5 — (5 — 5) 100.00 22.98 64.55 22.98 1045 6631 5434589 11 6520 295
10 — (5 — 5) 100.00 16.68 77.74 16.48 1955 8738 4555667 78 2681 220
2 (5 364.11 E 1 93.96  0.02 29.64  0.02 499 6473 14042725 1 6338 973
D 5 — (5 1744.42 2 100.00 0.17 73.98 0.11 1045 4731 7322624 3 10301 365
10 — (5 667.13 (0 100.00  0.02 84.73  0.00 1955 4231 5228591 1 4875 169
2 (5 623.35 (2) 93.87  0.10 28.98 0.09 499 7260 10776521 2 4776 1093
S 5 — (5 — (5) 100.00 0.72 76.35 0.62 1045 4899 7356115 7 10281 378
10 (5 1848.85 (0 ) 100.00 0.18 85.38  0.00 1955 4258 4378226 4 4283 168
2 4681.25 (0) — 5 ; 91.28 11.43 0.00 11.43 499 6849 3057137 2 121 975
A 5 (5 5 100.00 17.39 65.13 17.17 1045 5476 2139768 4 2517 415
10 — (5 — 5) 100.00 10.28 76.58 8.88 1955 6105 3577556 56 1976 244
2 — E 1 331.87 0 94.13  0.00 3444 0.00 554 8094 24416531 1 6585 1464
w 5 1 410.87 0 100.00  0.00 76.08  0.00 1160 5292 9438723 1 9646 466
10 — (1 1005.02 0 100.00  0.00 84.68 0.00 2170 4914 5017512 1 3878 225
. 2 0.34 0 — 1) 75.02 30.33 0.00 30.31 554 80356 367 37 22 1064
C 5 379.06 0 1) 100.00 41.37 0.00 41.37 1160 15314 443313 14 137 143
10 (1) 1) 100.00 37.49 46.67 36.94 2170 12538 5837062 213 2937 98
50 2 1135.78 (0) — 1) 91.28 15.46 0.00 15.46 554 10042 1334361 3 84 926
K 5 — E 1 — ; 1 ; 100.00 24.86 68.28 24.86 1160 6541 4368607 4 6095 324
10 1 1 100.00 23.05 79.98 23.04 2170 7164 2448072 15 1851 205
2 — (1 328.07 (O 94.07  0.00 37.30  0.00 554 8035 12235346 1 7096 1485
D 5 — (1 4430.48 0 100.00 0.08 78.70  0.00 1160 5415 5502769 5 8618 485
10 (1 1408.05 0 100.00  0.00 86.81  0.00 2170 4914 3617149 2 4412 219
2 — (1 516.57 (0) 93.95 0.00 3729 0.00 554 7579 8797114 1 4912 1387
S 5 — (1 — (1) 100.00  0.57 79.68  0.57 1160 5704 5750451 5 9004 508
10 — (1 341397 (0) 100.00  0.00 87.36 0.00 2170 4962 3126980 5 5175 230
2 (1 1) 91.49 10.36 19.20 10.36 554 8056 3163853 2 1161 1369
A 5 — (1 — 1) 100.00 19.06 67.25 18.75 1160 5872 2177800 4 3290 542
10 — (1 — 1) 100.00 10.17 78.48 9.36 2170 5764 2718050 16 1862 268
Total Average: 645.10 (229) 772.80 (171) 96.71 10.19 35.81  7.98 897 13958 6581088 1111 3014 427

TABLE 4. Results for Eilon et al| (1971) instances for ¢;-norm

increases. However, for some instances where the application for n = 20 certifies optimality but
n = 30 does not, the first option could work better in a fixed time limit.

Table [0] presents a similar structure that the previous table. However for n = 654 the branch-
and-price is not able to give us a good lower bound even increasing the time limit to 24 hours or
using . Hence, here we calculate GAP g (%) as the gap with respect to the best known integer
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type P B&P TnitialHeur Matheur KMEAN-20 KMEAN-30 PTF-20 PTF-30

Time GAP (%) Time GAPLB(/) Time GAPLB(/) Time GAPLB(/) Time GAP.p5 (%) Time GAPy 5 (%) Time GAPLB(/)

- 2 33187 0.00 0.0 134.54 74.60 5204.85 .30 5. 7.58 7200.18
W 5 410.87 0.00 0.00 11 55 9.51 0.00 21.47 12.55 398.93 11.25 16.38 17.88  187.03 7.90
10 1005.02 0.00  0.00 21.57 2.84 0.00 4.23 17.16 59.08 8.79 16. 11 23.45 57.35 9.88
2 7200.64 4349 0.00 43.49 6.61 39.68 7200.16 47.05 7200.52 3236 7200.2 31.46 7200.47 41.39
C 5 7200.19 70.56  0.00 73.45 720(],(]() 46.66 7200.09 82.76  7200.10 76.52  7200. UQ 94.74 7200.09 72.70
10 7200.19 58.58  0.00 101.43 28.93 7200.16 104.98 7200.19 73.44 7200.16 154.72  7200.18 70.54

2 7200.13 8. B K 3 . . B E .05 B .

K 5 7200.34 33.09  0.00 33.09 22.37 7200.10 26.84 7200.15 36.08 7200.10 42.99 7200.13 30.43
10 7200.28 29.94 0.00 41.73 11.79 7200.17 35.38  7200.20 19.91 7200.17 41.97 7200.19 15.93
2 328.07 0.00  0.00 1.45 0.00 42.82 3.76  5213.35 2.82 I8.T 7.70 5105.83 247
D 5 4430.48 0.00 0.00 11.43 0.00 7.87 12.53  162.45 10.95 17.50 16.36  191.88 8.13
10 1408.05 0.00 0.00 21.38 0.43 4.76 17.00 50.22 10.18 22.26 23.27  135.57 9.07
2 516.57 0.00  0.00 1.62 .00 25.43 2.97 7200.20 2.59 35.77 7.34 7200.27 2.33
S 5 7200.43 0.57 0.00 12.28 0.64 36.68 12.60  498.07 11.81 41.88 18.33  746.57 8.26
10 3413.97 0.00 0.00 21.24 0.66 10.99 16.86 29.98 7.98 50.52 23.29  114.10 8.97
2 7200.39 IT.56  0.00 11.56 T0.91 2611.77 9. 15 B E 1 .0¢ 6¢

A 5 7200.40 %3.[)8 0.00 23.61 .00 7200.10 ] ;%88%? 53 7200.11 7200.13

7200.24

0.00

7200.17

7200.21

TABLE 5. Heuristic results for instances of n

= 50, Eilon et al.| (1971)

type P B&P InitialHeur Matheur KMEAN-20 KMEAN-30 PTF-20 PTF-30
Time GAPBest(/) Time GAPBm(%) Time GAPp.o (%) Time GAPp.q (%) Time GAPBES,(/) Time GAPBES,(/) Time GAPp.. (4)
- 7 G118 T.06 71 8644118 9.7% T331 0.00  755.99 3259 TI7.J 79.60
W 5 86444.11 0.00 0.06 UO 86444.11 0.00 6.56 28.51 97.79 58 55 7.46 49.02 74.85 55.91
10 86439.34 0.00 0.06 15.39  86439.34 0.00 2.64 74.95 31.49 84.48 1.58 123.62 68.11 103.19
7 640758 1,16 0.07 1,16 36407.32 0.00 _ 420.97 891 86400.83 343 5765.05 0.00 S6401.06 0.00
C 5 86407.52 6.54  0.06 8.92 51003.35 447 86424.42 32.61 86400.09 0.00 86400.15 20.98  86400.09 1.64
10 86408.46 18.78  0.06 18.78  83212.74 1.85  42425.62 29.26  86400.17 0.00 86400.16 60.83  86400.13 0.64
7 GA24.57 0.92  0.06 0.92 8642457 092 274.39 0.00 40549.49 T0.08 ~ 365.79 836 15942.12 G.04
K 5 6424.89 0.00 0.06 0.00 86424.89 0.00 85451 24.50 86400.13 47.40  2868.28 34.04 86400.26 28.16
10 0.00  0.06 0.00  86425.31 0.00  6695.50 88.17 86400.19 55.15 13189.85 97.91 86400.14 70.97
2 11.02  0.07 T1.02 86440.9 T1.02 29.22 0.00  737.65 3120 2355 TT3T  669.43 30.96
D 5 .00 0.06 0.51 86440.05 0.00 15.08 29.39  123.71 60.16 AT 51.81 96.06 61.08
10 0.00  0.06 15.35 86-139 96 0.00 7.19 73.21 21.2 75.23 3.05 122.59 06.33 103.25
7 2 02 0.07 02 S.0Z 19.02 0.00  427.39 2713 2717 027 51589 25.0
S 5 86439.85 0.00 0.07 0.52 86439 80 0.00 9.14 28.84  200.77 57.12 .68 49.5 143.32 59.6°
10 86440.73 0.00 0.06 15.80 86440.73 0.00 6.69 75.73 32.23 81.06 2.44 122.72 10715 103.53
Z 613983 358 0.06 359 8643983 358 26451 0.00 11439.37 96 416.03 6.13 7.0
A 5 86443.12 0.00 0.06 0.00 86443.12 0.00  256.67 23.94  40907.89 38.23 41457 31.07 1598().25 29.51
10 86438.72 0.00  0.06 0.00 86438.72 0.00  4315.73 39.30  86400.18 65.88  29377.52 69.98 86400.14 66.13
Total Average: 86432.60 349 0.06 6.29 84288.13 2.20 789118 30.96_34095.92 10.79 _12517.13 18:86__31049.62 1356

TABLE 6. Heuristic results for instances of n = 654, Beasley| (1990))

solution. For these large-sized problems the best solutions are found by the decomposition-based
matheuristic in average, but the improvement from the initial heuristic is null for some cases.
Some instances have the best performance using KMEAN-20 or PTF-20 matheusristics. It is
not appreciated a big improvement taking 30 points instead of 20 for the aggregation method.
To find an explanation for that, Figure [I| depicts the aggregation (triangular points) and the
solution (square points) for a particular instance. The reader can see how the demand points
are concentrated by zones. Adding more points to A’ gives an importance to some aggregated
points that does not represent properly the original data of this instance of n = 654. In this
case, we can see an example for which the aggregation algorithm works better under the less is

more paradigm.

6. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, the Continuous Multifacility Monotone Ordered Median Problem is analyzed.
This problem finds solutions in a continuous space and to solve it we have proposed two ex-
act methods, namely a compact formulation and a branch-and-price procedure, using binary
variables. Along the paper, we give full details of the branch-and-price algorithm and all its
crucial steps: master problem, restricted relaxed master problem, pricing problem, initial pool
of columns, feasibility, convergence, and branching.

Moreover, theoretic and empirical results have proven the utility of the obtained lower bound.
Using that bound, we have tested the new proposed matheuristics. The decomposition-based
heuristics have shown a very good performance on the computational experiments. For large-
sized instances, it is worth highlighting that the exact procedure has improved the initial heuris-
tic from 6.29% to 3.49% in average what in real applications could make a difference.

Among the extensive computational experiments and configurations of the problem, we high-
light the usefulness of the branch-and-price approach for medium- to large-sized instances, but
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FIGURE 1. Solutions for n = 654 (Beasleyl, 1990), W, p = 5, and ¢;-norm

also the utility of the compact formulation and the aggregation-based heuristics for small values
of p or for some particular ordered weighted median functions.

Further research on the topic includes the design of similar branch-and-price approaches to
other continuous facility location and clustering problems. Specifically, the application of set-
partitioning column generation methods to hub location and covering problems with generalized
upgrading (see, e.g., Blanco & Marin, 2019) where the index set for the y-variables must be
adequately defined.
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APPENDIX APPENDIX A COMPUTATIONAL RESULTS FOR ALTERNATIVE £,.-NORMS

In this section, we show the results of our computational experiments for other £;-norms, in
particular, we have considered 7 € {%, 2,3}. We have shown in Theorem (1| the general way to
formulate the constraint for general values of 7. In Table [7] we present the sets of constraints
for the 7 considered, forall i € I,j € J,l € {1,...,d}. Tables |§|7 and (10| report the results.

I 12 U3

Njw

tijt 2 ag — Tji,  tijg = ag — x4, L = ag — Xy,
tijil 2 —aq + x50, tijg = —ag+xj, i 2 —ag+ xj,

d d d
2 2
2 > &ty 2=t 2 =Y Liji
I =1 =1

=1 —
t?jz < Yiji&ijis t?jl < Yijizij,
i < zigtil, Vi < Gijitiji,

TABLE 7. Constraints for different values of 7 to represent £.-norms
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n_ type D Time (#Unsolved) GAProot (%) GAP () Vars Nodes Memory (MB)
Compact B&P Compact  B&P Compact B&P Compact B&P Compact B&P Compact B&P
B 2 75.10 (0) 966.81 (0) 100.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 524 500 31161 1 187 25
W 5 — 5 332.73 0 100.00  0.00 58.11 0.00 1270 397 2323815 1 11580 12
10 — 5 152.66 0 100.00  0.00 97.34  0.00 2480 377 1280023 1 7438 10
2 070 (0 520.73 ) 100.00 21.46 0.00 1I7.11 524 13259 317 650 9 174
C 5 57.47 0 74.10 (4 100.00 34.21 0.00 33.65 1270 1333 15338 302 44 13
10 3863.55 1 1270.00 (2 100.00 18.56 2.45 1781 2480 1638 1164203 1936 1159 15
20 2 623 (0) 1227.76 (2) 100.00  6.46 0.00 2.58 524 7247 3052 197 20 212
K 5 — 5 824.52 3 100.00 10.90 27.82 6.21 1270 2719 3205611 1120 7563 57
10 — 5 2409.37 3 100.00 17.66 96.76  8.78 2480 1235 1093174 3003 8496 24
2 63.65 (0) 72411 (0) 100.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 524 437 31224 1 153 22
D 5 — 5 284.21 0 100.00  0.00 65.95 0.00 1270 383 2204675 1 12441 11
10 5 163.89 0 100.00  0.08 95.40  0.00 2480 370 1140802 3 9200 9
2 5841 (0) 1040.72 (0) 100.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 524 519 25556 1 155 25
S 5 — E 5 ; 423.48 % 0 ; 100.00  0.11 59.03  0.00 1270 397 2398328 3 12161 12
10 — 5 175.32 0 100.00  0.34 98.74  0.00 2480 383 878394 4 8683 10
2 1620 (0) 2802.48 (1) 100.00 3.44 0.00 0.35 524 2987 5372 54 37 146
A 5 5 2131.87 2 100.00 10.91 47.25 3.22 1270 2548 1996233 413 8655 69
10 5 3440.13 1 100.00 11.84 99.32 2.01 2480 1288 705456 2001 7031 30
- 2 3007.98 (0) 854.86 (1) 86.97 19.38 0.00 19.38 784 852 1101778 1 2823 71
W 5 — E 5 % 3389.46 3 ; 87.13 22.60 79.53 22.60 1900 845 744808 1 12424 47
10 — 5 2960.90 0 89.05 0.00 88.07  0.00 3710 773 341608 2 3070 32
2 1.27 0 110.41 (4) 81.07 30.05 0.00 26.62 784 10754 416 190 15 137
C 5 311.13 0 (5 81.71 45.91 0.00 44.26 1900 3340 57541 200 116 33
10 4.95 4 (5 81.93 45.96 75.89 45.96 3710 1758 407909 231 1166 17
30 2 7750 (0) 19.84 (1) 85.63 39.16 0.00 38.71 784 1708 28803 5 115 80
K 5 — E 5 % 20.48 4 ; 85.80 18.37 66.83 17.99 1900 1986 956059 19 11102 61
10 — 5 194.29 4 86.29 22.05 84.71 21.13 3710 1574 390091 234 2707 42
2 244114 (1) 300.79 (4) 86.55 22.86 2.74 2286 784 918 1208553 1 3490 7
D 5 5 4831.03 2 86.99 24.04 74.25 24.04 1900 841 798302 3 10071 48
10 5 2546.68 0 87.46 0.05 86.29  0.00 3710 774 343890 2 4196 32
. 2 2363.80 (0) 470.41 () 86.86 32.35 0.00 32.35 784 895 822524 1 2187 72
S 5 — E 5 % 4534.78 2 86.78 18.98 76.88 18.98 1900 840 726885 1 10244 48
10 — 5 2666.23 0 88.10  0.04 87.16  0.00 3710 776 410399 5 4551 31
2 327.89 (0) 93.44 (4) 85.31 49.21 0.00 49.18 784 1259 70967 2 365 104
A 5 5 95.22 4 86.39 7.72 70.59 7.37 1900 1346 626210 9 8166 74
10 5 169.25 4 86.14 13.71 84.74 10.99 3710 1487 307003 141 2647 54
2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 32.33 45.10 32.33 1044 1292 1282229 1 15092 131
W 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 67.86 96.95 67.86 2530 1298 364182 1 8105 102
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 92.83 100.00 92.83 4940 1339 165306 1 2712 83
. 2 4.22 0 — (5 100.00 44.51 0.00 4451 1044 2468 1043 2 20 35
C 5 3879.78 3 5 100.00 77.56 41.01 77.56 2530 2525 606460 2 4626 27
10 — (5) — 5 100.00 78.16 91.15 78.16 4940 2206 237096 13 883 22
40 2 2889.87 (0) — (5) 100.00 61.39 0.00 61.39 1044 2226 614033 1 2098 125
K 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 83.30 92.564 83.30 2530 2213 451617 1 4187 94
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 75.79 100.00 75.79 4940 2169 163856 3 1240 83
2 5 (5 100.00 32.13 40.95 32.13 1044 1529 1548255 1 11470 153
D 5 5 5 100.00 68.37 99.29 68.37 2530 1310 360994 1 12324 99
10 — 5 — 5 100.00 91.94 100.00 91.94 4940 1357 141565 1 4573 79
} 2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 30.53 42.63  30.53 1044 1443 1109568 1 14496 145
S 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 72.37 98.23 72.37 2530 1299 358058 1 11144 97
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 90.94 100.00 90.94 4940 1362 176603 1 2825 76
2 2886.85 (4) (5 100.00 61.20 14.49 61.20 1044 1876 1127650 1 3383 212
A 5 5 5 100.00 82.57 93.62 82.57 2530 1656 402572 1 4383 134
10 — 5 — 5 100.00 75.96 100.00 75.96 4940 1782 145643 1 2437 114
2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 34.65 46.87 34.65 1174 1462 974796 1 11024 145
W 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 83.70 97.65 83.70 2845 1444 367765 1 3877 126
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 5555 1522 122910 1 1081 101
2 6.63 0 5 100.00 57.24 0.00 57.24 1174 2438 1160 1 23 34
C 5 4337.92 3 5 100.00 84.59 49.89 84.59 2845 2696 467399 1 1217 33
10 — (5) — (5 100.00 64.84 96.12  64.84 5565 2327 135558 3 578 24
45 2 6688.87 (4) — (5) 100.00 63.44 14.13 63.44 1174 2443 1718920 1 6733 142
K 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 71.76 95.10 71.76 2845 2663 453635 1 3364 169
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 91.29 99.70 91.29 5555 2231 158192 1 781 97
2 5 5 100.00 30.83 48.64 30.83 1174 1508 933735 1 10637 153
D 5 5 5 100.00 91.29 98.36 91.29 2845 1470 374986 1 5117 129
10 — 5 — (5 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 5555 1528 159745 1 1184 106
2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 31.76 4532 31.76 1174 1556 1059244 1 8872 160
S 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 86.56 99.18 86.56 2845 1477 452467 1 4738 125
10 5 (5) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 5555 1522 131588 1 976 100
2 5 5 100.00 60.42 25.43  60.42 1174 1992 861937 1 4928 221
A 5 — 5 — 5 100.00 84.00 97.37 84.00 2845 1822 297805 1 4261 172
10 — 5 — (5 100.00 93.77 100.00 93.77 5565 2008 141643 1 845 175
2 — 1 — (1) 100.00 36.39 57.48  36.39 1304 1749 759779 1 11084 186
W 5 — 1 — (1) 100.00 88.42 97.49 88.42 3160 1659 270228 1 3125 135
10 1 (1) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 6170 1777 122705 1 1843 127
2 6.06 (0) 1 100.00 57.05 0.00 57.05 1304 2813 879 1 28 36
C 5 — 1 — 1 100.00 94.44 86.11 94.44 3160 2767 489141 1 1274 41
10 — 1 — (1 100.00 66.91 100.00 66.91 6170 2678 117338 2 535 32
50 2 — 1 — (1) 100.00 66.85 22.51 66.85 1304 2554 1624297 1 9722 141
K 5 — 1 — (1 100.00 95.48 92.64 95.48 3160 2458 501803 1 1496 132
10 1 (1 100.00 99.57 100.00 99.57 6170 2418 128940 1 669 115
2 1 1 100.00 31.81 51.21 31.81 1304 1704 1059488 1 10438 182
D 5 — 1 — 1 100.00 91.53 97.42 91.53 3160 1671 405884 1 1222 156
10 — 1 — (1 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 6170 1710 156712 1 1360 127
2 — 1 — (1) 100.00 23.29 56.18 23.29 1304 2040 757576 1 10234 215
S 5 — 1 — (1 100.00 46.71 98.40 46.71 3160 1772 404250 1 2374 166
10 1 (1 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 6170 1739 144453 1 764 131
2 1 (T 100.00 58.75 40.71 58.75 1304 2006 519352 1 6759 215
A 5 — 1 — (1 100.00 86.23 95.15 86.23 3160 2175 396890 1 2119 208
10 — 1 — (1) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 6170 2127 127758 1 672 183
Total Average: 1016.47 (282) 1438.77 (277) 96.64 44.54 59.19 43.82 2451 1902 628495 143 4813 85

TABLE 8. Results for Eilon et al| (1971) instances for £3-norm
2



n  type D Time (#Unsolved) GAProot (%) GAP (7)) Vars Nodes Memory (MB)
Compact B&P Compact  B&P  Compact  B&P  Compact  B&P  Compact B&P  Compact  B&P
R 2 26.03 0 24.22 0 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 204 2385 50632 1 41 120
W 5 — 5 20.33 0 100.00  0.00 52.563  0.00 470 2504 8992191 1 15633 53
10 — 5 9.15 0 100.00  0.00 89.75  0.00 880 2178 5306625 1 13982 28
2 0.16 0) 757.86 (4) 100.00 18.45 0.00 10.76 204 45528 119 13798 4 962
C 5 16.30 0 — (5) 100.00 32.78 0.00 21.37 470 7002 13102 7867 31 148
10 983.51 0 2223.12 (3) 100.00 27.39 0.00 10.97 880 3717 650055 9690 1569 75
20 2 5.03 (0) 1648.82 (1) 100.00 7.02 0.00 1.49 204 11126 6787 349 11 301
K 5 4231.23 4 2850.11 2 100.00 13.04 23.89 2.37 470 5627 8109266 1830 7136 117
10 — 5 1822.27 2 100.00 16.01 85.45 6.61 880 2925 4227203 4287 11279 68
2 25.62 0 20.60 0 100.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 204 2365 45501 1 37 119
D 5 — 5 15.53 0 100.00  0.00 50.45  0.00 470 2495 9156476 1 11659 52
10 5 17.64 0 100.00  0.05 87.20  0.00 880 2175 5927899 2 15624 28
2 2531 (0) 28.86 (0) 100.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 204 2445 42178 1 37 126
S 5 — 5 49.89 0 100.00  0.03 49.72  0.00 470 2491 9117840 3 12277 53
10 — 5 24.45 0 100.00  0.25 87.53  0.00 880 2183 5399238 4 15145 29
2 15.72 (0) 1663.90 (1) 100.00 3.21 0.00 0.17 204 6400 13975 133 19 288
A 5 — 5 1603.15 2 100.00 9.93 36.09 1.74 470 5066 6284524 703 9720 138
10 5 2420.97 1 100.00 15.86 87.63 0.94 880 2987 3478065 2125 11095 60
i 2 1214.67 0 264.29 0 86.79  0.00 0.00 0.00 304 3787 1814638 1 559 339
W 5 — 5 80.27 0 86.91  0.00 72.61  0.00 700 2914 3104800 1 12866 107
10 — 5 34.14 0 87.86  0.00 84.94 0.00 1310 2474 1626671 1 18935 54
2 0.43 0) 104.99 (4) 81.07 14.80 0.00 11.58 304 45929 422 1794 6 643
C 5 76.89 0 503.59 (4) 81.71 27.87 0.00 20.17 700 8380 40315 1409 165 100
10 1.89 4 (5) 81.93 38.05 41.89 33.92 1310 4996 2709802 2978 4156 69
30 2 54.31 (0) 744.55 (4) 85.50 6.60 0.00 6.45 304 7743 62564 44 58 368
K 5 — 5 5040.71 (4) 86.00 11.54 67.36  8.59 700 5932 2838928 295 15993 170
10 — 5 — (5) 87.68 17.84 83.29 13.27 1310 4040 1799130 1270 12831 88
2 124778 0 222.14 0 86.38  0.00 0.00 0.00 304 3810 1731910 1 529 335
D 5 — 5 139.30 0 86.94  0.00 73.46  0.00 700 2939 2824067 1 12906 108
10 5 38.85 0 87.51  0.00 85.28  0.00 1310 2480 1519282 1 16694 55
2 1271.98 0 186.78 0 86.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 304 3699 1631950 1 518 324
S 5 — 5 540.52 0 87.12  0.02 73.42  0.00 700 2905 3042832 3 13666 109
10 — 5 94.57 0 87.66  0.08 84.50  0.00 1310 2465 1569091 2 13710 55
2 220.34 (0) 3254.28 (3) 8520 2.15 0.00 1.69 304 4997 136052 16 110 403
A 5 — 5 1745.13 4 86.59  5.37 71.23  3.06 700 4216 1909608 51 10892 174
10 5 1207.09 4 86.97 11.27 83.28 6.38 1310 3735 1103129 465 10680 106
i 2 5 252.49 0 100.00 0.00 31.03  0.00 404 6365 7312331 1 5864 817
W 5 — 5 364.88 0 100.00  0.00 94.01  0.00 930 4168 1925927 1 11549 234
10 — 5 355.67 0 100.00  0.00 99.63  0.00 1740 3922 862095 1 8294 120
2 1.55 0) — (5) 100.00 23.26 0.00 22.73 404 29032 1164 419 9 448
C 5 594.78 0 — (5) 100.00 36.17 0.00 35.69 930 5983 271138 92 862 57
10 4207.08 1 (5) 100.00 37.29 11.40 35.81 1740 4780 1357589 266 5116 40
40 2 719.29 (0) 5 100.00 8.69 0.00 8.69 404 5651 701127 4 429 412
K 5 — 5 — 5 100.00 16.32 89.79 16.31 930 4724 1771444 4 11673 171
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 16.50 99.43 16.47 1740 4836 700210 44 13117 100
2 — 5 259.07 0 100.00  0.00 30.59  0.00 404 6694 6885185 1 7289 865
D 5 — 5 485.52 0 100.00  0.00 94.27  0.00 930 4240 2040736 1 9260 238
10 5 473.11 0 100.00  0.01 99.90 0.00 1740 3891 692838 1 10352 119
2 5 691.25 0 100.00 0.02 29.89 0.00 404 6224 6075474 1 5159 806
S 5 — 5 244.29 0 100.00  0.00 94.33  0.00 930 4120 2196020 1 11994 230
10 — 5 1223.93 0 100.00  0.07 99.90  0.00 1740 3910 925128 3 11056 120
2 3347.72 (4) — (5) 100.00 4.09 928  4.09 404 5760 2823594 2 1885 763
A 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 9.56 91.43  9.08 930 4410 1346465 5 6365 258
10 5 (5) 100.00  9.54 99.86  8.60 1740 4404 677970 41 9029 141
i 2 5 388.20 0 100.00 0.00 41.73  0.00 454 9960 4536228 1 6272 1570
W 5 — 5 207.18 0 100.00  0.00 96.23  0.00 1045 4741 1544401 1 10363 360
10 — 5 282.84 0 100.00  0.00 100.00  0.00 1955 4318 494940 1 10023 172
2 2.49 0) — (5) 100.00 22.33 0.00 22.32 454 4517 1618 6 13 67
C 5 398.50 0) — (5) 100.00 35.75 0.00 35.62 1045 4850 162356 10 453 46
10 (5) (5) 100.00 35.00 76.29 34.76 1955 4710 1628650 35 5534 36
45 2 5287.03 (2) 5 100.00 12.13 5.66 12.12 454 6140 4935475 3 2537 535
K 5 — 5 — 5 100.00 17.38 93.84 17.36 1045 5116 2086094 4 9338 226
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 14.67 100.00 14.67 1955 4781 618710 5 11268 120
2 — 5 358.37 0 100.00 0.00 40.50  0.00 454 9220 4961123 1 5740 1483
D 5 — 5 207.01 0 100.00  0.00 96.12  0.00 1045 4756 1837767 1 8596 363
10 5 483.48 0 100.00  0.00 100.00  0.00 1955 4310 486390 1 9703 172
2 5 370.88 0 100.00 0.00 40.04  0.00 454 9566 4705056 1 5430 1507
S 5 — 5 1332.07 0 100.00  0.20 95.75  0.00 1045 4809 2080272 4 10194 370
10 — 5 1487.71 0 100.00  0.02 99.90  0.00 1955 4315 659990 3 10857 173
2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 6.72 25.73  6.26 454 6957 2069919 4 3364 1078
A 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 11.97 91.39 11.12 1045 4895 1615563 6 3655 373
10 5 (5) 100.00  7.59 100.00 7.46 1955 4486 483721 6 8786 172
i 2 1 456.01 0 100.00 0.00 4821 0.00 504 10414 4777385 1 6240 2007
W 5 — 1 615.74 0 100.00  0.03 96.50  0.00 1160 5458 1930033 3 6233 470
10 — 1 204.96 0 100.00  0.00 100.00  0.00 2170 4971 355938 1 7946 232
2 4.78 (0) — (1) 100.00 22.61 0.00 22.61 504 4342 2935 2 17 59
C 5 — 1 — (1) 100.00 34.42 67.17 34.37 1160 5142 2940681 4 5728 51
10 1 (1) 100.00 40.27 83.64 40.21 2170 5198 1333733 18 3970 41
50 2 1 1 100.00 11.24 18.49 11.24 504 6665 4998109 3 3635 673
K 5 — 1 — 1 100.00 17.43 91.41 17.43 1160 5674 3154623 3 5249 284
10 — 1 — (1) 100.00 14.01 100.00 13.91 2170 5463 567705 7 10827 156
2 — 1 405.36 0 100.00 0.00 4733 0.00 504 9675 4367022 1 6329 1789
D 5 — 1 209.77 0 100.00  0.00 94.73  0.00 1160 5302 2598004 1 4692 469
10 1 605.10 0 100.00  0.00 100.00  0.00 2170 5000 548086 1 7504 233
2 1 451.37 0 100.00 0.00 48.39  0.00 504 10286 3512436 1 6039 1986
S 5 — 1 815.35 0 100.00  0.07 96.27  0.00 1160 5236 3055646 3 6241 459
10 — 1 204.63 0 100.00  0.01 100.00  0.01 2170 4900 386889 1 9984 231
2 — 1 — (1) 100.00 5.95 32.08 5.36 504 8326 1790159 4 2035 1513
A 5 — 1 — (1) 100.00 12.91 91.62 11.92 1160 5559 1874166 7 3311 483
10 1 (1) 100.00 7.13 100.00  6.88 2170 5089 462300 9 10198 231
Total Average: 673.68 (267 ) 557.40 (157) 96.65 8.44 53.08  6.79 886 6179 2347788 663 7186 310

TABLE 9. Results for Eilon et al.| (1971) instances for ¢3-norm
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n_ type D Time (#Unsolved) GAProot (%) GAP () Vars Nodes Memory (MB)
Compact B&P Compact  B&P Compact B&P Compact B&P Compact B&P Compact B&P
B 2 1 (0) 743.17 (0) 100.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 524 471 56126 1 418 24
W 5 — '3 267.56 0 100.00  0.00 62.95 0.00 1270 415 2700255 1 13112 14
10 — 5 133.91 0 100.00 0.00 98.54 0.00 2480 406 1259405 1 13418 13
2 091 (0 — (5) 100.00 30.56 0.00 29.19 524 9181 507 417 11 121
C 5 71.86 0 — (5 100.00 35.58 0.00 30.56 1270 3061 17235 1473 62 32
10 2142.39 0 (5 100.00 47.17 0.00  47.00 2480 912 261767 553 879 8
20 2 16.05 (0) 5363.15 (2) 100.00 9.14 0.00 2.07 524 12397 7592 424 40 352
K 5 — 5 2946.11 3 100.00 14.87 38.13 5.02 1270 3466 2839547 1556 8104 75
10 — 5 3206.51 2 100.00 8.25 93.62 5.18 2480 1348 1021924 2630 6013 23
2 12529 (0) 810.43 (0) 100.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 524 498 53138 1 300 26
D 5 — 5 230.99 0 100.00  0.00 60.85 0.00 1270 382 2732256 1 12124 11
10 5 112.30 0 100.00  0.09 99.24  0.00 2480 377 1083407 2 11367 10
2 104.35 (0) 973.36 (0) 100.00  0.05 0.00 0.00 524 530 45754 1 239 27
S 5 — E 5 ; 255.50 % 0 ; 100.00  0.11 64.54  0.00 1270 398 2470849 2 10763 12
10 — 5 125.04 0 100.00  0.26 99.51 0.00 2480 378 1131966 4 11380 10
2 3354 (0) 2705.24 (1) 100.00  4.22 0.00 0.15 524 3049 11374 71 74 150
A 5 5 1648.71 2 100.00  8.18 42.12 1.90 1270 2262 2117999 329 6961 64
10 5 4194.46 1 100.00 13.35 99.33 1.41 2480 1216 842028 2054 8107 29
- 2 2404.31 4 435.00 4 86.64 14.53 12.54 14.53 784 843 2130171 1 10112 65
W 5 — 5 3934.80 2 86.35 5.57 77.53 5.57 1900 860 830494 1 12706 48
10 — 5 2479.98 0 86.89 0.03 86.14  0.00 3710 816 306492 3 4764 37
2 2.30 0 1631.39 (4) 81.07 29.54 0.00 29.53 784 7137 675 7559 17 94
C 5 571.24 0 2360.18 (4 81.71 48.42 0.00 46.18 1900 2388 71418 386 212 27
10 8.07 4 1801.17 (4 81.93 48.01 71.16 47.51 3710 1236 316323 33 1003 10
30 2 211.31 (0) 17.36 (1) 85.39 24.11 0.00 23.96 784 1808 86793 7 303 81
K 5 — 5 27.59 4 86.11 14.05 63.23 13.64 1900 1707 1143862 12 9716 52
10 — 5 34.09 4 85.92 22.77 85.05 22.13 3710 1409 365197 168 4413 35
2 4446.26 3 3777.09 3 86.24 18.03 10.14 18.03 784 946 2197143 1 9689 71
D 5 5 3574.66 2 86.38 9.19 74.99  9.19 1900 853 958686 1 12995 45
10 5 2472.72 0 86.60  0.06 85.43  0.00 3710 796 375899 3 5968 35
. 2 3256.59 (3) 305.27 (1) 86.564 17.51 9.82 1751 784 850 1889060 1 8632 70
S 5 — E 5 % 3697.87 1 86.19 1.29 78.49 1.23 1900 760 873284 2 12851 40
10 — 5 2525.29 0 87.92 0.12 87.51 0.00 3710 791 351574 4 4490 32
2 1365.87 (0) 61.55 (4) 85.11 21.30 0.00 21.04 784 1141 327100 3 1255 96
A 5 5 11.83 4 85.51 7.43 72.18 6.75 1900 1251 643473 8 9003 67
10 5 100.35 4 85.84 15.80 84.79 13.75 3710 1385 306764 101 4475 51
2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 26.96 51.29 26.96 1044 1248 1344963 1 16445 121
W 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 83.14 95.28 83.14 2530 1267 482105 1 5041 104
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 92.94 100.00 92.94 4940 1350 188692 1 3381 85
. 2 6.66 0 — (5 100.00 38.00 0.00 37.95 1044 2502 1762 5 22 37
C 5 2658.74 2 5 100.00 81.92 39.02 81.92 2530 2235 434526 1 3523 25
10 (5) — 5 100.00 75.34 100.00 75.34 4940 1921 349858 12 1348 18
40 2 4990.55 (1) — (5) 100.00 50.04 3.02  50.04 1044 2202 1651655 1 5136 113
K 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 74.12 97.64 74.12 2530 2018 479613 1 7167 86
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 69.68 100.00  69.68 4940 1934 210396 3 2563 72
2 5 (5 100.00 20.20 42.95 20.20 1044 1247 1505294 1 12264 125
D 5 5 5 100.00 89.82 98.91 89.82 2530 1248 463628 1 8186 98
10 — 5 — 5 100.00 90.59 100.00 90.59 4940 1350 153036 1 5215 87
} 2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 25.20 43.94 25.20 1044 1323 1360254 1 12167 126
S 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 70.38 96.48 70.38 2530 1294 462667 1 6780 91
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 84.09 100.00 84.09 4940 1334 139121 1 6489 81
2 5 (5 100.00 24.46 22.07 24.46 1044 1810 1460678 1 5826 191
A 5 5 5 100.00 62.67 99.14 62.67 2530 1646 345643 1 7108 134
10 — 5 — 5 100.00 85.25 100.00 85.25 4940 1767 155190 1 3426 113
2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 26.30 54.64 26.30 1174 1398 1133697 1 11416 134
W 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 92.43 99.51 92.43 2845 1413 401143 1 5947 113
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 5555 1469 153297 1 2343 104
2 6.40 0 5 100.00 46.67 0.00 46.67 1174 2326 1132 2 24 34
C 5 5003.88 3 5 100.00 75.71 60.00 75.71 2845 2532 500043 1 5891 29
10 — (5) — (5 100.00 75.66 100.00 75.64 5565 2236 171358 7 722 22
45 2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 44.43 28.39 4443 1174 2477 1611616 1 11832 146
K 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 80.52 99.07 80.52 2845 2482 426670 1 6214 157
10 — 5 — (5) 100.00 84.97 100.00 84.97 5555 2165 160867 1 1944 90
2 5 5 100.00 24.77 54.89 24.77 1174 1406 1171833 1 12252 135
D 5 5 5 100.00 98.15 98.67 98.15 2845 1412 424560 1 4188 113
10 — 5 — (5 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 5555 1466 152963 1 2822 104
2 — 5 — (5) 100.00 23.69 56.00 23.69 1174 1479 1069851 1 11291 141
S 5 — 5 — (5) 100.00 72.98 99.95 72.98 2845 1450 514193 1 5809 107
10 5 (5) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 5565 1467 159205 1 2847 101
2 5 5 100.00 24.73 37.56 24.73 1174 1731 695531 1 6228 178
A 5 — 5 — 5 100.00 65.14 97.05 65.14 2845 1800 295359 1 4504 160
10 — 5 — (5 100.00 95.05 100.00 95.05 5565 2027 131122 1 1477 172
2 — 1 — (1) 100.00 75.57 61.16 75.57 1304 1616 1047768 1 11081 161
W 5 — 1 — (1) 100.00 99.83 100.00 99.83 3160 1623 406553 1 2969 141
10 1 (1) 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 6170 1709 186637 1 934 128
2 11.71 (0) 1 100.00 62.36 0.00 62.36 1304 2575 2112 1 38 37
C 5 — 1 — 1 100.00 90.14 87.76 90.14 3160 2577 540242 1 1441 34
10 — 1 — (1 100.00 99.12 100.00 99.12 6170 2587 112265 1 572 26
50 2 — 1 — (1) 100.00 36.29 46.27 36.29 1304 2810 957166 1 10628 164
K 5 — 1 — (1 100.00 91.13 98.89 91.13 3160 2450 434558 1 4069 127
10 1 (1 100.00 90.03 100.00 90.03 6170 2410 142538 1 1231 108
2 1 1 100.00 31.05 63.12 31.05 1304 1666 878351 1 10528 162
D 5 — 1 — 1 100.00 74.10 100.00 74.10 3160 1695 285611 1 4410 134
10 — 1 — (1 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 6170 1777 83410 1 545 129
2 — 1 — (1) 100.00 36.71 60.33  36.71 1304 1577 983547 1 10718 148
S 5 — 1 — (1 100.00 94.34 99.55 94.34 3160 1635 583530 1 2230 129
10 1 (1 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 6170 1737 153870 1 775 135
2 1 (T 100.00 24.67 4859 24.67 1304 2258 514472 1 5470 226
A 5 — 1 — (1 100.00 75.58 100.00 75.58 3160 1998 403520 1 2368 182
10 — 1 (1) 100.00 91.23 100.00 91.23 6170 2051 117660 1 1968 170
Total Average: 928.16 (292) 1680. 95 (276 96.54  41.27 61.20 40.52 2451 1819 711082 237 5823 82

TABLE 10. Results for |Eilon et al.| (1971)) instances for /3-norm
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