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Abstract

In the Traveling Salesman Problem with Drones (TSP-mD), a truck and multiple drones
cooperate to serve customers in the minimum amount of time. The drones are launched and
retrieved by the truck at customer locations, and each of their flights must not consume more
energy than allowed by their batteries. Most problem settings in the literature restrict the
feasible truck routes to cycles, i.e., closed paths, which never visit a node more than once.
Revisiting a node, however, may lower the time required to serve all the customers. Additionally,
we observe that optimal solutions for the TSP-mD may retraverse arcs, i.e., optimal truck routes
may contain the same arcs multiple times. We refer to such solutions as arc-retraversing,
and include them in our solution space by modeling the truck route as a closed walk. We
describe Euclidean instances where all the optimal solutions are arc-retraversing. The necessity
of arc retraversals does not seem to have been investigated in previous studies, and those
that allow node revisits seem to assume that there always exists an optimal solution without
arc retraversals. We prove that under certain conditions, which are commonly met in the
literature, this assumption is correct. When these conditions are not met, however, excluding
arc-retraversing solutions might result in an increase of the optimal value; we identify cases
where a priori and a posteriori upper bounds hold on such increase. Finally, we prove that there
is no polynomial-time heuristic that can approximate the metric TSP-mD within a constant
factor, unless P=NP. We identify a (non-constant) approximation factor explicitly when the
truck can visit all the nodes.

1 Introduction

Since the pioneering introduction of the Flying Sidekick Traveling Salesman Problem (FSTSP)
by Murray and Chu (2015), the scientific literature about applications of drones to routing
and parcel delivery has grown at a remarkable pace. At the time of writing, searching the
words “truck drone routing” by Google Scholar produced 19 200 results, 20% of which from
just 2021. An impressive number of surveys on the topic already appeared, e.g., those by
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Macrina et al. (2020b) and Otto et al. (2018). The interest in drones’ applications also
comes from public institutions and the private sector. The European Commission forecasts
more than 100 000 people employed and an economic impact of over 10 billion Euros per
year in the European drone sector by 2035 (European Council, 2019). At the same time, the
e-commerce multinational Amazon obtained the approval from the relevant US authority
for its Prime Air service “beyond visual line of sight” (CNBC news, 2020). From the algo-
rithmic point of view, the FSTSP and its generalizations can model a wide range of routing
applications with cooperating vehicles, which are not necessarily drones; in principle, any
vehicle with limited fuel, or traveling person with limited payload capacity, could play the
role of the drone in these problems.

In the FSTSP1, a truck and a drone cooperate to visit all the customers in a given net-
work in the minimum amount of time. The drone can only serve one customer per sortie
(i.e., drone flight). A natural generalization of FSTSP is the TSP with Drones (TSP-mD),
where multiple drones are allowed to serve multiple customers per sortie, with the length
of each sortie bounded by a limited battery capacity. Most studies of FSTSP and TSP-mD
impose the additional constraint that the truck cannot visit customers multiple times, with
the notable exception of the work by Agatz et al. (2018), Bouman et al. (2018), and Tang
et al. (2019). As pointed out by Roberti and Ruthmair (2021), allowing such revisits poses
additional computational challenges which cannot be easily accommodated by many of the
existing approaches in literature. Indeed, by adding sufficiently many copies of the nodes
to the underlying graph, one can always reduce revisiting truck routes to cycles; this ap-
proach, however, does not appear to be computationally viable in practice. Roberti and
Ruthmair (2021) also state that an analysis of the cost savings by revisits had, at the time
of their writing, not been conducted yet.

In this paper, we observe that optimal solutions for TSP-mD may not only need to re-
visit nodes, but also retraverse arcs of the underlying directed graph, i.e., in the course of
its tour the truck might need to repeatedly travel directly from customer i to customer j
for some fixed pair of customers i, j. As we show, excluding such arc-retraversing solutions
can lead to a significant increase in the optimal value. The necessity of arc retraversals does
not seem to have been investigated in previous studies, and those studies that allow node
revisits seem to operate under the assumption that there always exists an optimal solution
without retraversals. In fact, the integer programming (IP) formulation proposed in the sem-
inal paper by Agatz et al. (2018) for FSTSP with node revisits implicitly excludes certain
arc-retraversing solutions. We prove that this implicit assumption is correct under specific
conditions, which the FSTSP setting studied by Agatz et al. (2018) meets. However, when
these conditions are not satisfied (e.g., when allowing multiple customers to be visited by a
single sortie), the optimal value might increase significantly when excluding arc-retraversing
solutions. We provide asymptotically tight a priori (i.e., solution-independent) and a pos-
teriori (i.e., solution-dependent) upper bounds on such increase. In particular, the optimal

1There are numerous similar problem variants studied in literature under the name FSTSP or TSP with
a Drone (TSP-D). The generic setting we outlined here under the name FSTSP is equivalent to the one
studied by Agatz et al. (2018) and Roberti and Ruthmair (2021).
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value can increase by a factor of at most 1 + 2m (where m is the number of drones) in the
worst case when excluding arc-retraversing solutions. The same worst-case increase holds
when excluding node-revisits, giving a partial answer to the question raised by Roberti and
Ruthmair (2021). Finally, we provide an approximation algorithm whose approximation
guarantee depends on the speed and the number of available drones, and show that unless
P=NP, no approximation algorithm can obtain a guarantee that does not depend on these
two parameters.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. A review of relevant work is presented
in Section 2, while the TSP-mD itself is formally defined in Section 3. In Section 4, we de-
scribe problem settings where it suffices to consider solutions that are not arc-retraversing.
We establish the aforementioned upper bounds on the increase of the optimal value in Sec-
tion 5. Finally, Section 6 contains the proofs of our approximability results. We conclude
with Section 7. To prove the results of Section 4, we solve a number of instances via an
MILP formulation; we describe the relevant instances and provide the MILP formulation in
Appendices A and B, respectively.

2 Related literature

In this section, we review the drone routing literature that specifically addressed truck-
drone(s) operation problems with exact methods. We further focus on settings with a single
truck that visits or delivers to customers in parallel to the drone, and where the completion
time is minimized.

For a fast entry point to the literature, not exclusively from the operations research per-
spective, we refer the reader to the surveys (in alphabetical order) by Boysen et al. (2021),
Ding et al. (2021), Li et al. (2021), Macrina et al. (2020a), Merkert and Bushell (2020),
Otto et al. (2018), Persson (2021), and Roca-Riu and Menendez (2019). For surveys with a
focus on drone applications to routing and parcel delivery, we refer the reader to Coutinho
et al. (2018), Khoufi et al. (2019), Chung et al. (2020), Macrina et al. (2020b), Rojas Viloria
et al. (2021), and Moshref-Javadi and Winkenbach (2021), in chronological order of publica-
tion from 2018 to 2021. Finally, we mention the instructive overview of the challenges ahead
for drone-aided routing provided by Poikonen and Campbell (2021).

The FSTSP was introduced by Murray and Chu (2015). They provided an MILP
model, and solved the problem via heuristic methods. A two-stage decomposition for solv-
ing the FSTSP was developed by Yurek and Ozmutlu (2018), by which they were able to
solve instances with 12 nodes to optimality within one hour of computations. Dell’Amico
et al. (2021b) provided two novel formulations for the FSTSP, and further refined them in a
follow-up paper (Dell’Amico et al., 2022); they also proposed a branch-and-bound algorithm
capable of solving instances with up to 19 vertices in one hour of CPU time (Dell’Amico
et al., 2021a). Recently, Freitas et al. (2021) proposed a novel MILP formulation for the
FSTSP, by which they solved instances with up to 10 nodes in an average of less than two
minutes.

Jeong et al. (2019) proposed a mathematical model to solve a generalization of the
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FSTSP that incorporates circle-shaped no-fly zones for drones, and parcel weights. They
reported exact solutions for instances with up to 10 customers. Luo et al. (2019), González-R
et al. (2020), and Ha et al. (2021) tackled variants of the FSTSP where sorties can contain
multiple customers; the first authors tailored their variant to traffic patrolling applications.
Vásquez et al. (2021) and Boccia et al. (2021b) considered a variant of the FSTSP that fur-
ther allows loops, i.e., sorties with the same launch and landing location. They both solved
instances with up to 20 vertices in a reasonable amount of time, the former by a Benders
decomposition and the latter via branch-and-cut. In a follow-up paper, Boccia et al. (2021a)
also solved the FSTSP by combining a branch-and-cut with a column generation procedure.
Jeon et al. (2021) introduced a variant where both delivery and pick-up demands are met
by allowing every sortie to visit one delivery and one pick-up location (in this order) before
landing on the truck. They solved instances with up to nine customers via an MILP model,
within 30 minutes of CPU time on average.

Agatz et al. (2018) introduced a variant of the FSTSP where the drone can perform loop
sorties and the truck can revisit a customer. They named this variant TSP with a Drone
(TSP-D), and proposed a model that contains a large number of binary variables, one for
each feasible truck-drone joint operation. The same authors devised a dynamic programming
approach in Bouman et al. (2018), and solved instances with up to 16 nodes, within three
hours of computations on average. Tang et al. (2019) proposed a constraint programming
approach for the TSP-D, and solved instances with up to 18 nodes, in an average of less
than 10 minutes of computations. To the best of our knowledge, these three papers are the
only ones in the literature that solved a variant of the FSTSP with a single truck and node
revisits. In particular, Agatz et al. (2018) is the only study that proposed an IP formulation
for the problem; in Section 3, we describe arc-retraversing solutions that are not allowed by
this formulation.

There is no general consensus in the literature on whether the TSP-D should allow node
revisits, as per the original definition in Agatz et al. (2018). In the remainder of this section,
we classify the references by their own definition of the TSP-D. Some studies, e.g., Schermer
et al. (2020) and El-Adle et al. (2021), opted for excluding node revisits in the TSP-D.
The former proposed MILP formulations capable of directly solving instances with up to
10 customers within one hour of CPU time, and up to 20 customers when embedded in a
branch-and-cut algorithm. The latter provided an MILP model that solved instances with
up to 24 nodes. Zhu et al. (2022) tackled a variant of the TSP-D where the truck is also
an electric vehicle, and must visit recharge stations periodically. Their electric truck is only
allowed to revisit the locations corresponding to recharging stations. They developed a
branch-and-price algorithm by which they solved instances with up to 10 nodes in one hour.
Finally, Roberti and Ruthmair (2021) proposed a branch-and-price algorithm to effectively
solve TSP-D instances with up to 39 nodes within one hour of CPU time.

The FSTSP was soon generalized to the multiple drones case. In 2019, Seifried (2019)
proposed an MILP model based on vehicle flows. Murray and Raj (2020) solved instances
with up to eight nodes via an MILP model within one hour of computations. In their setting,
the launch and retrieval times for the drones are not negligible. Dell’Amico et al. (2021c)
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tackled a further variant where the drones are allowed to wait for the truck by hovering,
and their retrieval gives rise to a nested scheduling problem at any customer location. They
provided four formulations and solved instances with 10 customers to optimality in one hour.
Jeong and Lee (2019) and Luo et al. (2021) further allowed multiple customers in a single
sortie, and solved instances with up to 10 customers in a reasonable amount of time. The
latter further took the drones’ payload into account in the battery energy consumption.
Cavani et al. (2021) identified a number of symmetry-breaking and valid inequalities, and
solved instances with up to 25 nodes to optimality via branch-and-cut, with a time limit of
two hours.

For sake of completeness, we also mention a number of studies on the further general-
ization to the multiple trucks case: among other ones, Kitjacharoenchai et al. (2019), Bakir
and Tiniç (2020), Tamke and Buscher (2021), and Zhou et al. (2022). From the theoretical
side, Wang et al. (2017) provided several worst-case bounds on the optimal value, involving
the number of vehicles and their relative speed.

3 Problem statement

The TSP-mD can be defined as follows. Let N be the set of nodes including the customer
locations and the depot (denoted by 0), and A be the set of arcs (i, j) for any pair of
distinct nodes i, j ∈ N . The resulting graph G = (N, A) is complete and directed. A non-
capacitated truck and m identical drones cooperate to serve all the customers in N . We
denote by Ndr ⊆ N and N tr ⊆ N the subsets of the locations that can be served by the
drones and by the truck, respectively. The depot 0 belongs to N tr , and Ndr ∪ N tr = N .
Notice that if a node i ∈ N r N tr , then the truck cannot traverse any of the arcs that are
incident to i.

We associate two distinct metrics ℓ and ℓ′ with the arcs in A, representing the time it
takes for the truck and for the drones, respectively, to traverse the arcs. In particular, by
defining ℓ and ℓ′ as metrics, we implicitly require that they are symmetric, i.e., ℓij = ℓji and
ℓ′

ij = ℓ′
ji for all (i, j) ∈ A. We assume without loss of generality that the truck travels at unit

speed: therefore, ℓij also measures the length of arc (i, j), for every (i, j) ∈ A. We denote
the maximum speedup of the drones compared to the truck by

α = max
{

ℓij/ℓ′

ij
: (i, j) ∈ A, ℓ′

ij > 0, and i, j ∈ Ndr ∩ N tr
}

. (1)

When it further holds that ℓij = α · ℓ′
ij for all distinct i, j ∈ Ndr ∩ N tr , we say that the two

metrics are proportional.
The truck route consists of a closed walk that starts and ends at 0, and serves all the nodes

contained therein. The drones can be independently launched onto airborne routes, hereafter
referred to as sorties, and retrieved by the truck at the nodes on its route. Accordingly, we
represent a sortie π by a tuple of nodes (i1, . . . , ir), with r ≥ 3, where i1, ir ∈ N tr and
i2, . . . , ir−1 ∈ Ndr . The nodes i1 and ir represent the starting and ending nodes of π,
respectively. The set {i2, . . . , ir−1}, which we denote by N [π], represents the nodes that are
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Figure 1: A couple of sorties, one being the inversion of the other. When wdr = 10, wC = 5
and B = 350, the sortie on the right is infeasible.

served by the drone while flying along π. The drone can serve multiple customers in a single
sortie. The amount of energy required to perform a sortie π = (i1, . . . , ir) is given by

wdr ·
r−1
∑

q=1

ℓ′
iqiq+1

+
r−1
∑

p=2



wip
·

p−1
∑

q=1

ℓ′
iqiq+1



 , (2)

where wdr is the weight of a single drone, and wi ≥ 0 is the payload to serve the customer
at node i, for every i ∈ N [π]. The energy consumed by any sortie must not exceed the
maximum value B > 0 allowed by the battery, and every time a drone lands, its battery
is swapped with a fully-charged one in a negligible amount of time. We denote the set of
the feasible sorties by P . By a slight abuse of notation, we denote by ℓ′

π the duration of a
feasible sortie π, i.e., ℓ′

π =
∑r−1

q=1 ℓ′
iqiq+1

. By setting wi = 0 for every node i ∈ Ndr in the
energy consumption (2), we obtain that ℓ′

π ≤ B/wdr for every π ∈ P ; we denote this upper
bound on the duration of the feasible sorties by L.

Notice that, because of the energy consumption (2), it might be infeasible to reverse
the order of the nodes of a sortie, as illustrated in Figure 1: with wdr = 10, B = 350
and a payload wC = 5 at customer C, the energy consumption of the sortie on the left is
300 + 10 · 5 = 350 ≤ B, while the one of its inverted counterpart is 300 + 20 · 5 = 400 > B.
We refer to such sorties as non-invertible. The invertibility of the sorties is a crucial property
in the results of Section 4; in fact, this property is satisfied by most of the settings in the
related literature.

In the TSP-mD, both the truck and the drones are allowed to wait for each other at
customer locations. The whole operation is complete when all the customers are served,
and both the truck and the drones have returned to the depot. We minimize the completion
time. Figure 2 shows a feasible solution of an instance with 10 nodes (including the depot A)
and three drones.

In line with the FSTSP variant of Agatz et al. (2018), we allow the truck to visit customers
multiple times. Note that this also opens the possibility for the truck to traverse the same
arc multiple times, i.e., there may be pairs of customers i, j such that the truck travels
directly from customer i to customer j on multiple occasions throughout its tour. We refer
to solutions in which this happens as arc-retraversing. Figure 3 shows an example of an
(optimal) arc-retraversing solution for an instance with five nodes and two drones. Notice
that the truck can traverse the same edge {i, j} twice in the two opposite directions (i, j)
and (j, i) without retraversing the same arc. In Section 4.1, we describe instances where all
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Figure 2: A feasible solution for an instance with 10 nodes, three drones, and proportional
metrics with α = 4/3. The routes of the truck and the drones (at the top) and the corre-
sponding Gantt chart are shown.

the optimal solutions are arc-retraversing. Consequently, it is necessary to allow this type of
solutions in our problem statement.

We observe that some arc-retraversing solutions are not feasible in the IP model of Agatz
et al. (2018). In particular, the solution space of the latter IP does not include any solutions
in which the truck traverses the same arc twice when during both traversals the drone is not
airborne. Indeed, the two distinct traversals of the same arc constitute identical operations
and thus correspond to the same binary variable. In Section 4.2, we prove that in the FSTSP
model studied by Agatz et al. (2018), at least one optimal solution is not arc-retraversing,
and hence the formulation indeed finds an optimal solution. However, as soon as the FSTSP
is generalized as to incorporate payloads, multiple customers per sortie, or multiple drones,
excluding arc-retraversing solutions may lead to excluding all optimal solutions.

We distinguish between the TSP-mD and the two restrictions where arcs cannot be
retraversed (m-CIRCUIT) and nodes cannot be revisited (m-CYCLE).

TSP-mD ≤ m-CIRCUIT ≤ m-CYCLE ≤ TSP. (3)

The definitions of these restrictions of the TSP-mD are functional to the results of Section 5.

4 Arc-retraversing solutions

In this section, we describe instances for which all the optimal solutions are arc-retraversing
(Section 4.1), and provide conditions under which there always exists an optimal solution
that is not arc-retraversing (Section 4.2).
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Figure 3: An optimal solution of an instance with five nodes, L = 28.0, and proportional
metrics with α = 4/3. The truck traverses arc (B, C) twice.

4.1 Necessity of arc-retraversing solutions

We prove that it is necessary to include arc-retraversing solutions in the solution space of
the TSP-mD by describing instances whose optimal solutions are all arc-retraversing. We
show two instances that possess this property, with Euclidean metrics and all-zero payloads.
The first instance has a single drone (Proposition 4.1), while the second one satisfies N =
N tr = Ndr (Proposition 4.2). The proofs of the corresponding results require us to solve the
TSP-mD a number of times. In the Appendix B of this paper, we provide the MILP model
by which we solve the relevant instances.

Proposition 4.1. There exists an instance with a single drone, all-zero payloads, and Eu-
clidean metrics such that all the optimal solutions are arc-retraversing.

Proof. The proof is complete if we can find an instance with Euclidean metrics, all-zero
payloads and m = 1, and two feasible solutions S1 and S2 such that S1 is optimal under
the further restriction that no arc can be retraversed, and the respective objective function
values OBJ1 and OBJ2 satisfy OBJ1 > OBJ2.

Such an instance is described in Appendix A.2, and shown in Figures 4 and 5; these
figures represent solutions S1 and S2, and their objective function values OBJ1 and OBJ2

amount to 1084.09 and 1050.36, respectively. These solutions were obtained by solving the
MILP model in Appendix B to optimality by a commercial solver.

Notice that, in the instance shown in Figure 4, the truck and the drones are not allowed
to visit all the nodes, i.e., N tr 6= N and Ndr 6= N . An analogous result to Proposition 4.1
also holds when N = Ndr = N tr , even when the feasible sorties serve only one customer.

Proposition 4.2. There exists an instance with Euclidean metrics and all-zero payloads
such that N = Ndr = N tr , the feasible sorties only serve one customer, and all the optimal
solutions are arc-retraversing.

8



A

B C

D E

F G H I

J K

L M

N O

10.00 200.00

210.00

10.00

228.09228.09

43.04

33.9033
.9

0

43.04

32
.0

2 32.02

truck

drone

truck

drone

’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’

’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’

AI IH HG GH HF FA

HKMH HONG GJLG GDG GBCH HEH

0.00

228.09

428.09

461.99

471.99

505.03

538.93

570.95

580.95

613.99

646.01

856.01

1084.09

Figure 4: An optimal solution of an instance with 15 nodes, proportional metrics with
α = 1, and L = 43.04, when the truck is further constrained to traverse an arc at most
once. The truck and the drone can visit the nodes in N tr = {A, F, G, H, I} and Ndr =
{B, C, D, E, J, K, L, M, N, O}, respectively.

A

B C

D E

F G H I

J K

L M

N O

200.00 10.00 200.00

10.00

10.00

10.00
10.00

228.09 228.09

43.04

22.06

43.02

43.02

43
.0

4

truck

drone

truck

drone

’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’

’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’ ’

AF FG GH HG GH HG GH HI IA

GBCH HKJG GLMH HEDG GNOH

0.00

228.09

428.09

438.09

471.13

481.13

493.19

503.19

536.21

546.21

579.23

589.23

622.27

822.27

1050.36

Figure 5: A feasible solution of the instance shown in Figure 4, without any constraints on
the number of traversals of any arc.
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Figure 6: An optimal solution of the instance shown in Figure 3, when the truck is constrained
not to traverse any arc more than once.

Proof. We follow an analogous argument to that of Proposition 4.1. Consider the instance
described in Appendix A.3 and shown in Figures 3 and 6. On the one hand, the solution
shown in Figure 6 is optimal under the condition that no arc-retraversing solutions are
allowed, and leads to a completion time of 76.14; on the other hand, that of Figure 3
(which is optimal and retraverses one arc) leads to a strictly lower completion time, namely,
62.42.

For the instance shown in Figures 3 and 6, not allowing arc-retraversing solutions leads
to an increase of 18% of the optimal completion time.

4.2 Sufficiency of non-arc-retraversing solutions

In this section, we provide conditions under which there exists an optimal solution that is
not arc-retraversing.

Lemma 4.1. There exists an optimal solution such that if a node i ∈ N r {0} is visited
multiple times, then a drone is launched or retrieved every time the truck visits i.

Proof. Suppose by contradiction that a node i ∈ N r {0} is visited multiple times, but
during one of these times no drone is launched nor retrieved. Then, we can shortcut the
truck route at i, without missing any drone operations, and the resulting route will not be
strictly longer than the original one.

An analogous result to Lemma 4.1 applies to the depot as well, starting from its third
visit on (the first two visits being the start and the end of the whole operation). Given a
feasible solution represented by a truck route πtr and drone sorties, we define the support of
a sortie πdr as the sub-route π′ ⊆ πtr traversed by the truck when a drone flies along πdr .
For example, in Figure 7, the support of the sorties (B, G, D), (D, H, D), (D, I, F ), (F, J, B)
are (B, C, D), D, (D, E, F ), and the arc (F, B), respectively.
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Figure 7: Illustration of the definition of support of a sortie. The numbers indicate the
positions of the corresponding arcs in the truck route.
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Figure 8: Illustration of the thesis of Lemma 4.2.

Lemma 4.2. Let m = 1. There exists an optimal solution such that if an arc (i, j) ∈ A is
traversed multiple times, then the following conditions hold:

i. if the support of a sortie π′ contains (i, j), then the support of π′ is equal to arc (i, j);

ii. if the support of a sortie π′ shares at least one arc with a truck sub-route πji from j to
i between two consecutive traversals of (i, j), then the support of π′ is contained in πji.

Proof. If the support of a sortie π′ contains (i, j) and at least one more arc, then the truck
visits either i or j without launching or retrieving the drone. Then, by Lemma 4.1, we can
shortcut its route at the redundant node without losing optimality.

Suppose that a sortie π′ shares at least one arc with a truck sub-route πji like in the
hypothesis. Without loss of generality, we can assume that the arcs shared by both π′ and
πji are only traversed once. Indeed, if not, then the thesis holds by step (i.). If the support
of π′ contains an arc that does not belong to πji, then the truck must visit either i or j
while the drone is airborne. Again, by Lemma 4.1, we can shortcut the truck route at the
redundant node without losing optimality.

Figure 8 illustrates the thesis of Lemma 4.2. In this example, the support of sorties
(B, G, C) and (B, F, C) is the arc (B, C), and the supports of sorties (C, H, D) and (D, I, B)
are the truck sub-routes (C, D) and (D, E, B), respectively.

Proposition 4.3. At least one optimal solution is not arc-retraversing if only a single drone
is available, all sorties are invertible and serve at most one customer.
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Figure 9: Illustration of the argument of Proposition 4.3.

Proof. Consider an optimal solution with the properties described in Lemma 4.2, and denote
its truck route by π. Without loss of generality, suppose that at least one arc in π is traversed
multiple times (if not, there is nothing to prove): we choose one and denote it by (i, j). The
proof is complete if we show that there always exists another truck route π′ that does not
lead to a (strictly) longer completion time, and that traverses (with multiplicity) two arcs
less than π.

Because the truck travels from i to j at least twice, its route must contain a path from
j to i, between two consecutive traversals of (i, j), that we denote by πji. Then, we call
π0i and πj0 the paths from the depot to i and from j to the depot (respectively) such that
π = π0i ◦ (i, j) ◦ πji ◦ (i, j) ◦ πj0. Since we only have one drone, Lemma 4.2 implies that the
support of all the sorties performed while the truck travels along (i, j) or πji are contained in
(i, j) and πji, respectively. Because sorties are invertible by hypothesis, we can invert both
the truck route πji and the sorties whose support is contained in it; we call the resulting
inverted route π−1

ji . The new truck route defined by π0i ◦ π−1
ji ◦ πj0 does not miss any drone

operations whose supports were originally contained in π0i, πji or πj0; however, by defining
the arc (i, j) out of the new route twice, we might miss all those sorties whose supports were
originally the arc (i, j) (at most two of them, since we removed (i, j) twice, and only a single
drone is available).

Because we are only allowed to visit one customer per sortie, such sorties must be of the
form (i, k, j), for some intermediate customer k ∈ Ndr

r {i, j}. If ℓ′
ik ≤ ℓ′

kj, then at node
i, as soon as the truck has traveled along π0i and would otherwise be ready to leave i, we
can instead launch the drone back and forth from i to k, and let the truck wait for it at i.
Otherwise, we can launch the drone back and forth from j to k, immediately after the truck
has traveled along π−1

ji . These (possibly two) new sorties are by construction not longer than
the original sorties of the form (i, k, j). Hence, they are feasible and, when incorporated into
the new truck route π′ = π0i ◦ π−1

ji ◦ πj0, they lead to a completion time that is not greater
than π’s original one. In this solution, the truck traverses (with multiplicity) two arcs less
than π.

The idea of the transformation π 7−→ π′ is depicted in Figure 9. The three conditions on
Proposition 4.3 are met by most of the problem settings in the related literature; this fact

12



justifies their implicit assumption that arc-retraversing solutions do not lead to a strictly
lower completion time. Moreover, these conditions are minimal. Indeed, Proposition 4.3
does not hold when two drones are available (as implied by the solutions shown in Figures
3 and 6), or sorties are non-invertible (in particular, the inverted path π−1

ji might require
the drone to fly along infeasible sorties), or sorties serve two customers (see Figure 5). For
example, in the problem setting of Agatz et al. (2018), Proposition 4.3 holds, and therefore it
is correct to solve the problem via an IP model that does not allow arc-retraversing solutions.
However, if we wanted to generalize the setting as to incorporate multiple drones, or payloads
in the energy consumption of a sortie, then excluding arc-retraversing solutions may lead
to a strictly higher completion time. An analogous result to Proposition 4.3 also holds in a
slightly different setting, when the drone does not travel faster than the truck.

Proposition 4.4. At least one optimal solution is not arc-retraversing if only a single drone
is available, all sorties are invertible, N tr = N and α = 1.

Proof. Consider an optimal solution with the properties described in Lemma 4.2, and suppose
that it is arc-retraversing. Analogously to Proposition 4.3, we denote one of the retraversed
arcs by (i, j), and the truck route by π. Let πji, π0i and πj0 be the analogous paths to those
defined in the proof of Proposition 4.3; accordingly, π = π0i ◦(i, j)◦πji ◦(i, j)◦πj0. The proof
is complete if we show that there is always another solution π′ with the same completion
time, such that the total number of arcs (with multiplicity) that are traversed by the truck
and the drone decreases by at least one unit.

Without loss of generality, we can assume that the drone is airborne during at least one
truck traversal of (i, j), either immediately before the traversal of πji or immediately after.
Indeed, if not, then we remove arc (i, j) twice from the route and invert πji (the relevant
sorties are invertible by hypothesis, and their support is contained in πji by Lemma 4.2): the
solution induced by the truck route π′ = π0i ◦ π−1

ji ◦ πj0 is not longer than π. Suppose that
the drone flies along a path πdr

ij during the truck traversal of arc (i, j) immediately before
the traversal of πji (the proof is analogous with the traversal of (i, j) immediately after πji).
Then, instead of launching the drone along πdr

ij , we instead let the truck traverse it. This
is feasible because N tr = N , and it does not take (strictly) longer than the drone’s sortie,
because α = 1.

After routing the truck along πdr

ij , we follow the original route π along πji ◦(i, j). The new
truck route given by π′ = π0i ◦ πdr

ij ◦ πji ◦ (i, j) ◦ πj0 is feasible and leads to a completion time
that is not (strictly) larger than that of π. Additionally, in this solution, the total number
of arcs (with multiplicity) that are traversed by the truck and the drone is strictly smaller
than in the original solution.

The idea of the proof of Proposition 4.4 is shown in Figure 10. The set of conditions
required in Proposition 4.4 is minimal. Indeed, we would not be able to replace the truck
route (i, j) with πdr

ij if N tr 6= N or α > 1. Sorties must be invertible to include cases where
an arc (i, j) is traversed twice by the truck while the drone is not airborne. The route
transformation π 7−→ π′ of Proposition 4.4 is functional to the a posteriori upper bounds
described in Section 5.2.
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Figure 10: Illustration of the argument of Proposition 4.4.

5 Excluding arc-retraversing solutions

By excluding arc-retraversing solutions in the TSP-mD, the optimal value might increase. In
Sections 5.1 and 5.2, we identify conditions under which a priori (i.e., solution-independent)
and a posteriori (i.e., solution-dependent) upper bounds hold on such increase, respectively.

5.1 A priori upper bounds on the increase of the completion time

In Section 3, we have defined two restrictions of the TSP-mD, namely the m-CYCLE and the
m-CIRCUIT; by inequality (3), any upper bound on m-CYCLE

TSP-mD
also holds on m-CIRCUIT

TSP-mD
. We

identify a priori upper bounds on the former ratio m-CYCLE
TSP-mD

that depend on m and α.

Proposition 5.1. If the truck can visit every node, then it holds that

m-CYCLE ≤ (1 + αm) TSP-mD. (4)

Inequality (4) follows from m-CYCLE ≤ TSP and from TSP ≤ (1 + αm) TSP-mD; the
latter inequality was shown by Wang et al. (2017) in an analogous setting. We now describe
other a priori upper bounds, that only depend on m and that dominate inequality (4) for
all α > 2. For sake of clarity, we first prove a preliminary result by the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let π = (i1, . . . , ir) be a feasible non-loop sortie. For every t ∈ {2, . . . , r − 1},
at least one sortie out of π1 = (i1, . . . , it, i1) and π2 = (ir, . . . , it, ir) is feasible.

Proof. For the sake of notation, we define the quantity ℓ̄ (p1, p2) =
∑p2−1

q=p1
ℓ′

iqiq+1
, for every

indices p1 and p2 that satisfy p1 < p2 ≤ r. Because π is feasible, it holds that

wdr · ℓ̄ (1, r) +
r−1
∑

p=2

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (1, p)

)

≤ B, (5)

where the left-hand side quantifies the energy consumption of π. Let t and π1 be an index
and a sortie like in the hypothesis, respectively. Suppose that π1 is not feasible. Because ℓ′
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is a metric, it holds that ℓ̄ (1, t) ≥ ℓ′
1t. Then, the following quantity is not lower than the

energy consumption of π1:

2wdr · ℓ̄ (1, t) +
t
∑

p=2

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (1, p)

)

> B. (6)

We want to show that π2 = (ir, . . . , it, ir) is feasible. By subtracting the left-hand side of
inequality (5) from that of inequality (6), we deduce that

wdr · ℓ̄ (1, t) > wdr · ℓ̄ (t, r) +
r−1
∑

p=t+1

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (1, p)

)

. (7)

By dropping the last term on the right-hand side of inequality (7), we obtain that, for every
p ≥ t,

ℓ̄ (1, p) ≥ ℓ̄ (1, t) > ℓ̄ (t, r) ≥ ℓ̄ (p, r) . (8)

The following chain of inequalities shows that the energy consumption of π2 is not greater
than that of π, which in turn implies that π2 is feasible.

wdr ·
(

ℓ′
tr + ℓ̄ (t, r)

)

+
r−1
∑

p=t

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (p, r)

)

≤

≤ 2wdr · ℓ̄ (t, r) +
r−1
∑

p=t

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (p, r)

)

≤ 2wdr · ℓ̄ (t, r) +
r−1
∑

p=t

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (1, p)

)

≤

≤ wdr · ℓ̄ (t, r) + wdr · ℓ̄ (1, t) +
r−1
∑

p=t

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (1, p)

)

= wdr · ℓ̄ (1, r) +
r−1
∑

p=t

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (1, p)

)

≤

≤ wdr · ℓ̄ (1, r) +
r−1
∑

p=2

(

wip
· ℓ̄ (1, p)

)

.

(9)

The first step of the chain follows from the triangle inequality, while the second and the third
steps from inequalities (8).

Notice that, with the notation of Lemma 5.1, the sorties π, π1, and π2 satisfy the in-
equality ℓ′

π1
+ ℓ′

π2
≤ 2ℓ′

π by construction. This fact is crucial to the proof of the following
result.

Proposition 5.2. It holds that

m-CYCLE ≤ (1 + 2m) TSP-mD. (10)

If the feasible sorties are either loops or contain only one customer, then it further holds that

m-CYCLE ≤ (1 + m) TSP-mD. (11)
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Proof. We first prove inequalities (10) and (11) for the case m = 1, and we then adapt the
argument to any m ≥ 2. Suppose that m = 1: in this case, the proof of inequality (10) is
complete if, for every feasible solution, we can replace every non-loop sortie π by either a
single sortie π0, or by two sorties π1 and π2, that satisfy the following conditions:

i. π0, or π1 and π2, are feasible loop sorties;

ii. N [π] = N [π0], or N [π] = N [π1] ∪ N [π2];

iii. ℓ′
π0

≤ 2ℓ′
π, or ℓ′

π1
+ ℓ′

π2
≤ 2ℓ′

π, respectively.

Indeed, if we can always replace every non-loop sortie π by either the corresponding π0, or
by π1 and π2, then we let the truck wait at the starting node of every sortie, and we shortcut
its route to eliminate every node revisit. The resulting solution is feasible to the 1-CYCLE
restriction, and its objective value satisfies 1-CYCLE ≤ 3 · TSP-1D = (1 + 2m) TSP-1D,
because both the travel times of the truck and the drone are not longer than the TSP-1D
objective value, and because of condition (iii.).

Let then π = (i1, . . . , ir) be a feasible non-loop sortie. We choose the relevant sorties
π0, or π1 and π2, as follows. If at least one sortie out of (i1, . . . , ir−1, i1) and (ir, . . . , i2, ir)
is feasible, we choose one and denote it as π0. Otherwise, by Lemma 5.1, sorties (i1, i2, i1)
and (ir, ir−1, ir) are both feasible. Therefore, there exists a unique t ∈ {2, . . . , r − 2} such
that the sortie (i1, . . . , it, i1) is feasible but (i1, . . . , it+1, i1) is not. We can then choose
π1 = (i1, . . . , it, i1) and, by Lemma 5.1, π2 = (ir, . . . , it+1, ir). The sorties π0, or π1 and π2,
satisfy the aforementioned conditions (i.)-(iii.).

If a non-loop sortie contains only a single customer, i.e., it is of the form (i1, i2, i3),
then we can choose the shortest arc between (i1, i2) and (i2, i3), and set π0 = (i1, i2, i1) or
π0 = (i3, i2, i3) accordingly. Notice that in this case, it holds that ℓ′

π0
≤ ℓ′

π. If the feasible
sorties are either loops or satisfy r = 3, an argument analogous to that for the (1 + 2m)
bound leads to the inequality 1-CYCLE ≤ 2 · TSP-1D = (1 + m) TSP-1D.

If m ≥ 2, we can repeat the same construction for the sorties of every drone, but this time
the truck has to wait up to m times longer for all the drones to perform their sorties.

We complement the results of the previous proposition by showing that inequalities (10)
and (11) are asymptotically tight with a single drone, and that the ratio m-CYCLE

TSP-mD
cannot be

upper-bounded by any constant. In particular, we cannot replace m by any constant in the
right-hand sides of inequalities (10) and (11).

Proposition 5.3. For m = 1, the bounds (10) and (11) are asymptotically tight. Moreover,
for every m, there exists an instance for which m-CYCLE

TSP-mD
≥ m.

Proof. We first show that bound (10) is asymptotically tight for m = 1. Consider the set
of instances shown in Figure 11: the truck must visit nodes 0, 1, v1, v2, . . . , vk, w1, w2,
. . . , wk, while the drone must serve nodes i1, i2, . . . , i2k, j1, j2, . . . , j2k, for any k ≥ 1;
the node 0 is the depot. The lengths of the arcs are either those shown in the figure or the
shortest path between the relevant endpoints. The drone travels equally fast as the truck,
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Figure 11: Illustration of the set of instances in the proof of Proposition 5.3, parametrized
by k ≥ 1.

i.e., ℓij = ℓ′
ij for every arc (i, j) ∈ A. We consider all-zero payloads, and set L = 2 + ǫ. An

optimal TSP-1D solution can be described as follows: the drone flies along sorties of the
form (0, iq, jq, 1) and (1, jq, iq, 0) for q ≤ 2k, while the truck traverses the edge {0, 1} for a
total of 2k times, and sub-routes of the form (0, vq, 0) and (0, wq, 0) for q ≤ k, every time
the drone is airborne. This solution leads to an objective value of 2k (2 + ǫ). An optimal
solution to the 1-CYCLE can only serve two customers in a single sortie only twice, and the
truck can visit one node vq and wq while the drone is airborne only once; hence, the optimal
value for the 1-CYCLE amounts to 2 (2 + ǫ) + 4 (k − 1) + 4 (2k − 2). By choosing ǫ = 1

k
, we

get that limk→∞
1-CYCLE
TSP-1D

= 3.
Analogously, bound (11) is asymptotically tight for m = 1. Consider the instance shown

in Figure 11 and remove nodes i1, . . . , i2k, v1, . . . , vk, jk+1, jk+2, . . . , j2k. Again, the drone
travels as fast as the truck, we consider all-zero payloads, and set L = 2. The only allowed
sorties are then loops of the form (1, jq, 1), for q ≤ k. An optimal TSP-1D solution can visit
nodes wq for q ≤ k while the drone is airborne, and this leads to an optimal value equal to
2ǫ + 2k. At the same time, the optimal value for the 1-CYCLE amounts to 2ǫ + 4k, which
leads to an asymptotic bound of 2.

Finally, we need to show that the ratio m-CYCLE
TSP-mD

cannot be upper-bounded by any con-
stant. Let m > 1, and consider m nodes at the vertices of a regular m-tope with edge
length ǫ; for each of these nodes i1, . . . , im, we consider nodes j1, . . . , jm such that the length
ℓiqjq

= 1
2

for all q ≤ m. The length of all the other arcs is set to the shortest path between
their endpoints. We choose i1 as the depot, and set proportional metrics with α = 2 and
L = 1. The only sorties that can be selected in an optimal solution are loops of the form
(iq, jq, iq) for q ≤ m. The optimal m-CYCLE objective amounts to m (1 + ǫ), while the
optimal TSP-mD amounts to 1 + mǫ.

5.2 A posteriori upper bounds on the increase of the completion

time

In this section, we describe a method to provide a solution-dependent upper bound on the
increase of the completion time due to the exclusion of arc-retraversing solutions from the
solution space of the TSP-mD. Consider an optimal solution S to the TSP-mD and let
h =

(

h1, h2, . . . , h|A|

)

be a vector in Z
|A|
+ , whose components ha represent the number of

times the truck traverses arc a in S, for any a ∈ A. We call h the retraversing vector of S.
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Proposition 5.4. Suppose that N tr = N , α ≥ 1 and only a single drone is available. Then,
for any optimal solution whose retraversing vector is h ∈ Z

|A|
+ , it holds that

TSP-mD +

(

∑

a∈A

(ha − 1)+

)

· (α − 1) · L ≥ m-CIRCUIT. (12)

Proof. The proof follows from transforming the truck route analogously to the proof of
Proposition 4.4 for every arc a such that ha > 1. Any such route transformation removes
one arc-retraversal and instead routes the truck along a sortie of the initial solution; the
corresponding increases in the objective value are at most (α − 1) · L, because no sortie can
be strictly longer than L.

When the conditions of Proposition 5.4 are met, and given an optimal solution to the
TSP-mD with a retraversing vector h, we can conclude that the percentage increase in
the completion time due to not allowing arc-retraversing solutions satisfies the following
inequality:

m-CIRCUIT − TSP-mD

TSP-mD
≤

(

∑

a∈A (ha − 1)+
)

· (α − 1) · L

LB
, (13)

where LB is a lower bound for the TSP-mD, that can be easily pre-computed as follows:

Proposition 5.5. With a single drone and N tr = N , let f ∈ N be the furthest node from
the depot. Then, the quantity

LB = min
{

ℓ0i + ℓ0j + max
{

ℓij , ℓ′
if + ℓ′

fj

}

: i, j ∈ N and (i, f, j) ∈ P
}

(14)

is a lower bound on the objective value for the TSP-mD.

Proof. The node f must be visited by either the truck or the drone; hence, the completion
time must be greater or equal than the minimum time it takes to visit f . If f is visited
by the truck in an optimal solution, then such a time is 2ℓ0f , which is included in (14) by
choosing i = j = f . If f is instead visited by the drone, without loss of generality, we only
have to consider the feasible sorties of the form (i, f, j) (with possibly i = j = 0 that leads
to the drone visiting f directly from the depot). Indeed, sorties serving strictly more nodes
cannot lead to a shorter time to visit f . Once a sortie of the form (i, f, j) is used, the truck
needs to traverse the arcs (0, i), (i, j) and (j, 0); the drone is airborne while the truck travels

along (i, j), hence the quantity max
{

ℓij, ℓ′
if + ℓ′

fj

}

in (14).

Propositions 5.4 and 5.5 provide an upper bound on the percentage increase of the com-
pletion time due to not allowing arc-retraversing solutions, with a single drone and N tr = N .
Consider, for example, the instance corresponding to Figures 4 and 5, which satisfies N tr 6= N
and α = 1. In Section 4.1, we have shown that, in this instance, the percentage increase of
the completion time is at least 1084.09−1050.36

1050.36
= 3.21%. If we instead set N tr = N and α = 4

3
,

like for Figures 3 and 6, we can show that, by inequality (13), the percentage increase is at
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most 3·1/3·43.04
2·228.09+410

= 4.97%. Indeed, because of the metric ℓ′ and the parameter L, the truck
must visit nodes F and I in any feasible solution. Consequently, the minimum amount of
time it takes to visit F and I, namely, 2 · 228.09 + 410, is a lower bound on the objective
value of the TSP-mD.

6 Approximability results for the TSP-mD

Contrary to the well-known results for the metric TSP, we prove that the TSP-mD is not
approximable within any constant factor. For the special case where the truck is allowed to
visit all the nodes, we identify a (non-constant) approximation factor explicitly, via a result
that relies on the Christofides heuristic for the metric TSP.

6.1 Inapproximability within any constant factor

In this section, we restrict ourselves to the special case where the truck and the drone metrics
are proportional, i.e., ℓa = α · ℓ′

a for any arc a ∈ A, and α ≥ 1. In particular, it suffices to
specify the metric ℓ and the parameter α to also determine ℓ′. In this problem setting, we
prove that the TSP-mD is not approximable within any constant factor, even when either α
or m is given. The result is based on a reduction to the TSP-mD of the Minimum Set Cover
Problem, which is briefly defined below.

Definition. Let X be a finite set and S be a finite collection of subsets of X such that
∪U∈SU = X. The Minimum Set Cover Problem (MSC) is the problem of finding

min{|S ′| : S ′ ⊆ S and ∪U∈S′ U = X} . (15)

Unless P=NP, the MSC is well known not to be approximable within a factor c · ln(|X|) via
any polynomial-time heuristic algorithm, for any c ∈ (0, 1). In particular, the MSC is not
approximable within any constant factor (Dinur and Steurer, 2014).

Proposition 6.1. Unless P=NP, no polynomial-time heuristic algorithm can approximate
the TSP-mD with either α or m given within a constant factor.

Proof. The proof consists of five steps, which we enumerate as follows:
i. for every MSC instance (X, S), α ≥ 1 and m, we can construct an instance IX,S for the
TSP-mD in polynomial time;
ii. for every m and every α ≥ 1, if there exists a polynomial-time heuristic for the TSP-mD,
then there exists a polynomial-time heuristic for the MSC such that for any MSC instance
(X, S) it holds that

HEURMSC(X, S) ≤ HEURTSP-mD

(

IX,S
)

; (16)

iii. for every MSC instance (X, S) and for every α ≥ 1, there exist an m such that

TSP-mD
(

IX,S
)

≤ 2 · MSC(X, S) ; (17)
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iv. for every MSC instance (X, S), every ǫ > 0 and every m ≥ 1, there exist an α ≥ 1 such
that

TSP-mD
(

IX,S
)

≤ (1 + ǫ) · MSC(X, S) ; (18)

v. by contradiction: for both the cases where either α ≥ 1 or m is given, if there existed
a polynomial-time heuristic that approximates the TSP-mD within a constant factor, then
the same would apply to the MSC, contradicting its inapproximability properties.

Proof of i. Let (X, S) be an instance for the MSC. We construct an instance IX,S for the
TSP-mD as follows. The set N of nodes consists of the depot 0, a node iS for every S ∈ S
and a node jx for every x ∈ X. We set the length of the arc ℓ0iS

= 1/2 for every S ∈ S
and ℓiSjx

= 1/2 for every S ∈ S and every x ∈ S. All the other arcs have a length equal
to the shortest path between their endpoints. We set Ndr = N tr = N , wi = 0 for every
i ∈ N r {0}, and L = 1/α. Figure 12 illustrates the construction of IX,S .

Proof of ii. Let HEURTSP-mD be a polynomial-time heuristic for the TSP-mD. Given an
MSC instance (X, S), we construct a feasible MSC solution S ′ as follows. We compute

HEURTSP-mD

(

IX,S
)

. Then, for every S ∈ S, we include S in S ′ if the corresponding node iS

is visited by the truck. For all x ∈ X, if jx is visited by the truck, we arbitrarily choose a set
S ∋ x; if S was not yet included in S ′, then we include it in S ′. By construction, for all x ∈ X
we have included at least one set S ∈ S such that x ∈ S. Moreover, because the length
of the arcs satisfies the triangle inequality, it holds that |S ′| ≤ HEURTSP-mD

(

IX,S
)

. This
construction defines a polynomial-time heuristic for the MSC with the required property.

Proof of iii. Let α ≥ 1 be given and let (X, S) be an instance for the MSC. We choose
m = |X| + |S|. Moreover, let S ′ ⊆ S be an optimal sub-collection for the MSC, and let IX,S

be the TSP-mD instance from step (i.). We construct a feasible solution for the TSP-mD as
follows. The truck travels |S ′| times back and forth from the depot to the nodes iS, for all
S ∈ S ′. Every time the truck reaches a node iS, a drone is launched onto a sortie (iS, jx, iS)
for every x ∈ S, while the truck stops and waits. At the same time, for every set S ∈ S rS ′,
we launch one drone onto sortie (0, iS, 0). This solution is feasible and leads to an objective

value of
(

1 + 1
α

)

(MSC(X, S)) ≤ 2 · MSC(X, S).

Proof of iv. Let m ≥ 1 and ǫ > 0 be given, and let (X, S) be an instance for the MSC.

We now choose α = |X|+|S|
ǫ

. With a construction similar to that of step (iii.), we get a
feasible solution for the TSP-mD that uses only one drone and leads to an objective value
1
α

(|S| − MSC(X, S)) + MSC(X, S) + |X|
α

≤ ǫ + MSC(X, S) ≤ (1 + ǫ) · MSC(X, S).

Proof of v. This step is analogous for both the cases where either α ≥ 1 or m is given.
If a polynomial-time heuristic for the TSP-mD and a constant k > 1 existed such that
HEURTSP-mD ≤ kTSP-mD for all the instances, then the following chain of inequalities
would hold by all the previous steps, for any MSC instance (X, S):

HEURMSC(X, S) ≤ HEURTSP-mD

(

IX,S
)

≤ kTSP-mD
(

IX,S
)

≤ 2kMSC(X, S) . (19)

20



0

i1

i2

.

.

.

.

i|S|

j1

j2

.

.

j|X|

0 S X
1
2

1
2

Figure 12: Illustration of the TSP-mD instance I(X,S) in step (i.) of the proof of Proposi-
tion 6.1.

Notice that, because of the construction of the TSP-mD instance described in step (i.) of
the proof, Proposition 6.1 also holds when N = N tr = Ndr . The same reduction of the MSC
can be used to derive a further double-logarithmic factor inapproximability for the TSP-mD.

Corollary 6.1. Unless P=NP, the TSP-mD is not approximable within a factor of c ·
ln ln (|N |), for any instance with N as set of nodes and any c ∈

(

0, 1
2

)

.

Proof. For every MSC instance (X, S) with |X| ≥ 2, it holds that |S| ≤ 2|X| and

c · ln ln(1 + |X| + |S|) ≤ c · ln ln
(

22|X|
)

≤ 2c · ln(|X|) + c · ln ln 2 ≤ 2c · ln(|X|) . (20)

Suppose that a polynomial-time heuristic for the TSP-mD existed that approximates it
within a factor c · ln ln(|N |) for c ∈

(

0, 1
2

)

. Then, analogously to step (iv.) in the proof of
Proposition 6.1, it holds that

HEURMSC(X, S) ≤ HEURTSP-mD

(

IX,S
)

≤ c · ln ln(1 + |X| + |S|) TSP-mD
(

IX,S
)

≤

≤ 2c · ln(|X|) TSP-mD
(

IX,S
)

≤ 2c (1 + ǫ) · ln(|X|) MSC(X, S) ,
(21)

for every ǫ > 0, which contradicts the approximability properties of the MSC.

6.2 An approximation within a non-constant factor

If the truck can visit all the nodes, i.e., N tr = N , then it holds that TSP ≤ (1 + αm) TSP-mD.
The proof can be found in Wang et al. (2017). This bound is tight, i.e., there exist instances
for which the bound is satisfied to equality. Notice that when N tr = N , a Hamiltonian
cycle induces a feasible solution for the TSP-mD; this fact leads us to establish the following
(non-constant) approximation factor:
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Proposition 6.2. The TSP-mD is approximable within a 3
2

(1 + αm) factor in polynomial
time if the truck can visit all the nodes.

The proof follows from the fact that the Christofides’ heuristic is well known to produce
a 3

2
approximation cycle for the TSP. Notice that, by Proposition 6.1, we cannot replace α

or m by a constant in this approximation factor.

7 Conclusion

In this work, we have introduced arc-retraversing solutions for the TSP with Drones, and
showed via two Euclidean instances that ignoring them may increase the completion time.
On the other hand, we have identified conditions, which are commonly met in the drone
routing literature, under which it suffices to consider solutions that are not arc-retraversing.
By excluding arc retraversals when these conditions are not satisfied, the optimal value may
increase; we have described cases where a priori and a posteriori upper bounds on such
increase hold. Furthermore, we have shown that no polynomial-time heuristic algorithm
exists that approximates the metric TSP-mD within a constant factor, unless P=NP. We have
explicitly found a non-constant approximation factor for the special case without restrictions
on the truck route.

Improvements on our work might be possible by extending the results of Section 4.2 to
the multiple drones case; the extension, however, does not appear to immediately follow
from any results or ideas of this paper. Potential future work might include the development
of a branch-and-price algorithm where the columns correspond to feasible drone operations,
and a classification of the instances in the literature where all the optimal solutions are
arc-retraversing.
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A Description of the instances

An instance of the TSP-mD is defined by the distance matrices representing the metrics ℓ
and ℓ′, by the drone weight wdr and the payload of the nodes, by the parameters m and B,
and by the subsets of nodes N tr and Ndr . If the metrics are proportional, ℓ′ is completely
determined by ℓ and the parameter α; if the payloads are null, it suffices to specify L instead
of the parameters wdr and B.
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ℓ A B C D E F G H I J

A 0 13.89 21.02 32.56 17.2 14.14 11.4 26.42 22.02 23.09

B 13.89 0 12.37 19.21 31.06 22.2 16.76 22.83 11.66 24.21

C 21.02 12.37 0 15.3 37.01 21.02 28.07 34.93 22.2 16.28

D 32.56 19.21 15.3 0 49.68 36.06 35.36 35.01 21.1 31

E 17.2 31.06 37.01 49.68 0 20.4 21.02 37.12 37.64 32.76

F 14.14 22.2 21.02 36.06 20.4 0 25.5 40.22 33.24 12.37

G 11.4 16.76 28.07 35.36 21.02 25.5 0 16.49 18.03 34.01

H 26.42 22.83 34.93 35.01 37.12 40.22 16.49 0 14.04 46.1

I 22.02 11.66 22.2 21.1 37.64 33.24 18.03 14.04 0 35.81

J 23.09 24.21 16.28 31 32.76 12.37 34.01 46.1 35.81 0

Table 1: Matrix representing the metric ℓ of the instance shown in Figure 2.

A.1 Instance of Figure 2

In Table 1, we show the distance matrix corresponding to the metric ℓ in the instance of
Figure 2. The instance is further defined by m = 3, proportional metrics with α = 4

3
,

L = 40.00, N = Ndr = N tr and all-zero payloads.

A.2 Instance of Figures 4 and 5

ℓ A B C D E F G H I J K L M N O

A 0 79.15 79.15 84.18 84.18 228.09 100.13 100.13 228.09 109.01 109.01 116.13 116.13 120.85 120.85

B 79.15 0 0.2 7.26 7.41 205.96 21.42 21.46 206.16 29.87 29.88 37.24 37.27 41.7 41.7

C 79.15 0.2 0 7.41 7.26 206.16 21.46 21.42 205.96 29.88 29.87 37.27 37.24 41.7 41.7

D 84.18 7.26 7.41 0 11 200.14 16.01 19.14 211.11 25.35 25.91 32 33.84 37.24 37.27

E 84.18 7.41 7.26 11 0 211.11 19.14 16.01 200.14 25.91 25.35 33.84 32 37.27 37.24

F 228.09 205.96 206.16 200.14 211.11 0 200 210 410 203.9 206.5 200.14 211.11 205.96 206.16

G 100.13 21.42 21.46 16.01 19.14 200 0 10 210 9.73 10.99 16.01 19.14 21.42 21.46

H 100.13 21.46 21.42 19.14 16.01 210 10 0 200 10.99 9.73 19.14 16.01 21.46 21.42

I 228.09 206.16 205.96 211.11 200.14 410 210 200 0 206.5 203.9 211.11 200.14 206.16 205.96

J 109.01 29.87 29.88 25.35 25.91 203.9 9.73 10.99 206.5 0 2.6 8.16 9.76 11.91 11.93

K 109.01 29.88 29.87 25.91 25.35 206.5 10.99 9.73 203.9 2.6 0 9.76 8.16 11.93 11.91

L 116.13 37.24 37.27 32 33.84 200.14 16.01 19.14 211.11 8.16 9.76 0 11 7.26 7.41

M 116.13 37.27 37.24 33.84 32 211.11 19.14 16.01 200.14 9.76 8.16 11 0 7.41 7.26

N 120.85 41.7 41.7 37.24 37.27 205.96 21.42 21.46 206.16 11.91 11.93 7.26 7.41 0 0.2

O 120.85 41.7 41.7 37.27 37.24 206.16 21.46 21.42 205.96 11.93 11.91 7.41 7.26 0.2 0

Table 2: Matrix representing the metric ℓ of the instance shown in Figures 4 and 5.

In Table 2, we show the distance matrix corresponding to the metric ℓ of the instance
shown in Figures 4 and 5. The instance is further defined by m = 1, proportional metrics
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with α = 1, L = 43.04, N tr = {A, F, G, H, I} and Ndr = {B, C, D, E, J, K, L, M, N, O}, and
all-zero payloads.

A.3 Instance of Figures 3 and 6

ℓ A B C D E

A 0 10.00 10.00 24.00 24.00

B 10.00 0 14.14 14.00 26.00

C 10.00 14.14 0 26.00 14.00

D 24.00 14.00 26.00 0 33.94

E 24.00 26.00 14.00 33.94 0

Table 3: Matrix representing the metric ℓ of the instance shown in Figures 3 and 6.

In Table 3, we show the distance matrix corresponding to the metric ℓ of the instance
shown in Figures 3 and 6. The instance is further defined by m = 2, proportional metrics
with α = 4

3
, L = 21.00, N = Ndr = N tr and all-zero payloads.

B MILP model

The proofs of Propositions 4.3 and 4.4 are complete if we provide an MILP model for the
TSP-mD: we propose one based on the formulation for the Time-Dependent TSP (TDTSP)
by Picard and Queyranne (1978). In the TDTSP, the cost of using an arc depends on its
position in the route. Similarly, we describe the truck route π of a TSP-mD solution as a
sequence of (possibly repeated) arcs in N × N = A ∪ {(i, i) : i ∈ N}, where the arcs of the
form {(i, i) : i ∈ N} represent the truck waiting at a node i ∈ N for a drone. Furthermore,
we describe a sortie as a sequence of nodes and a couple of positive numbers t1 ≤ t2; the
nodes of the sortie represent (in the order) the starting, the served and the ending locations,
while t1 and t2 correspond to the positions in the truck route of the arcs that are traversed
immediately after launching and right before retrieving the relevant drone, respectively. We
refer to t1 and t2 as starting and ending positions of the sortie, respectively. For example, in
the solution shown in Figure 2, the sortie of drone 2 starts in position 2 and ends in position
3, because the truck traverses the second arc of its route immediately after launching, and
the third arc right before retrieving the drone. Analogously, the sortie of drone 3 starts in
position 1 and ends in position 4.

We prove that we can solve the TSP-mD by only considering truck routes that contain
at most 2 · |N | arcs.
Proposition B.1 There always exists an optimal solution whose truck route contains at
most 2 · |N | arcs in N × N and such that no two solution sorties have the same ending
position.
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Proof. Let (i, j) ∈ N ×N be an arc in an optimal truck route π. If node j was not previously
visited, then the truck traversal of (i, j) contributes to visit at least one new node. If instead
node j was already visited, then, by Lemma 4.1, we can assume that there is at least one
drone that either lands or takes off at j immediately after the truck has traversed (i, j). Thus,
the truck traversal of (i, j) on average contributes to visit half a new node, because every
sortie has two endpoints and serves at least one node. Hence, there is always an optimal
solution S whose truck route contains at most 2 · |N | arcs.

Notice that, given an optimal solution, we can always construct an optimal solution such
that no two solution sorties contain the same ending position. Indeed, if multiple drones
are planned to land in the same position, it suffices to expand the truck route with further
arcs in N × N rA: we then get another optimal solution, to which the argument above still
applies, because by Lemma 4.1 there still is at least one sortie starting or ending at every
revisit of a node.

Requiring that no two solution sorties have the same ending position is crucial to simplify
our MILP formulation. We denote the position of an arc in a truck route by t ∈ {1, . . . , T},
with T = 2 · |N |. We define a drone operation h as a 4-tuple (d, π, t1, t2) made by a drone
d ∈ {1, . . . , m}, a feasible sortie π ∈ P , a starting position t1 ∈ {1, . . . , T}, and an ending
position t2 ∈ {t1, . . . , T}. The set of all the drone operations is denoted by H .

Our decision variables can be described as follows. For every arc a ∈ N ×N and for every
position t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, the binary variable xat is 1 if and only if arc a is in position t in the
truck route. For every position t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, the continuous variable wt ≥ 0 represents the
amount of time the truck waits for a drone at the destination node of the arc in position t.
For every drone operation h ∈ H , the binary variable zh is 1 if and only if h is performed
in the solution. We assume that N = Ndr = N tr ; if not, it is easy to impose the following
constraints:

∑

t∈{1,...,T }

∑

j∈Nr{i}

xijt ≤ 0 ∀i ∈ N r N tr , (22)

∑

t∈{1,...,T }

∑

i∈Nr{j}

xijt ≥ 1 ∀j ∈ N r Ndr . (23)

For sake of conciseness, we slightly abuse the notation of a number of subsets of H ; this
never gives rise to ambiguities, because we always denote drones and starting and ending
positions by the symbols d, t1 and t2, respectively. Table 4 provides a description of every
such subset of H .

min
∑

t∈{1,...,T }

(

wt +
∑

a∈A

ℓaxat

)

(24)

s.t.
∑

a∈N×N

xat ≤ 1 ∀t ∈ {1, . . . , T } (25)
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Subsets of H

Hk set of drone operations in H whose sorties are in P k with k ∈ Ndr

Ht1
·

set of drone operations in H that start at period t1

H
·t2 set of drone operations in H that end at period t2

Ht1t2 intersection of sets Ht1
·

and H
·t2

Hd,t1t2 set of drone operations in Ht1t2 performed by drone d

Ht1
·,i· set of drone operations in Ht1

·
whose sorties start at node i ∈ N tr

H
·t2,·j set of drone operations in H

·t2 whose sorties end at node j ∈ N tr

Table 4: Description of the subsets of H that are relevant to our formulation of the TSP-mD.

∑

j∈N

xij1 =

{

1 if i = 0

0 otherwise
∀i ∈ N (26)

∑

j∈N

xijt ≤
∑

j∈N

xji,t−1 ∀i ∈ N, ∀t ∈ {2, . . . , T } (27)

∑

i∈N

∑

j∈Nr{0}

xijt ≤

{

∑

a∈N×N xa,t+1 if t 6= T

0 otherwise
∀t∈{1, . . . , T } (28)

∑

t1∈{1,...,t}

∑

t2∈{t,...,T }

∑

h∈H
d,t1t2

zh ≤
∑

a∈N×N

xat ∀d ∈ D, ∀t ∈ {1, . . . , T } (29)

∑

h∈H
t1

·,i·

zh ≤ m ·
∑

j∈N

xijt1 ∀i ∈ N, ∀t1 ∈ {1, . . . , T } (30)

∑

h∈H
·t2,·j

zh ≤
∑

i∈N

xijt2 ∀j ∈ N, ∀t2 ∈ {1, . . . , T } (31)

∑

t∈{1,...,T }

∑

j∈N

xkjt +
∑

h∈Hk

zh ≥ 1 ∀k ∈ N (32)

∑

t∈{t1,...,t2}

(

wt +
∑

a∈A

ℓaxat

)

≥
∑

h∈H
t1t2

ℓ′
hzh ∀t1 ∈{1, . . . , T } , ∀t2 ∈

{

t1, . . . , T
}

(33)

xat ∈ {0, 1} ∀a ∈ A, ∀ {1, . . . , T } (34)

zh ∈ {0, 1} ∀h ∈ H (35)

wt ≥ 0 ∀t ∈ {1, . . . , T } (36)

The objective function (24) quantifies the completion time. Constraints (25) impose that
at most one arc in N×N can be in position t ∈ {1, . . . , T} in the truck route. Constraints (26)
force that, in position 1 of the truck route, the depot has one outgoing arc, while all the other
nodes i ∈ N r {0} do not have any. For all the positions t ∈ {2, . . . , T}, by constraints (27),
the total outgoing flow of the x variables from a given node i ∈ N in t is smaller or equal
to the total inflow into i in position t − 1. For any position t ∈ {1, . . . , T − 1}, if the truck
route does not have any arc in position t + 1, then, by constraints (28), in position t either
the truck does not move or it travels directly to the depot. Constraints (29) make sure that,
if the truck route actually contains an arc in position t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, every drone d ∈ D
is performing at most one sortie. Constraints (30) and (31) force a sortie to start and end
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where and when the truck is located. We further impose that at most one drone can land in
any position t ∈ {1, . . . , T}; by Proposition B.1, this condition is met by at least one optimal
solution, and at the same time it simplifies constraints (33), whose right-hand side can now be
expressed as a summation over the drone operation index h. Constraints (32) make sure that
all the nodes are visited by either the truck or a drone. Finally, constraints (33) synchronize
the truck and the drones by giving to the variables w their meaning as per definition, with
ℓ′

h denoting the length of the sortie in operation h ∈ H .
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