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ABSTRACT
Input to the Load Balanced Demand Distribution (LBDD) consists

of the following: (a) a set of public service centers (e.g., schools);

(b) a set of demand (people) units and; (c) a cost matrix containing

the cost of assignment for all demand unit-service center pairs.

In addition, each service center is also associated with a notion

of capacity and a penalty which is incurred if it gets overloaded.

Given the input, the LBDD problem determines a mapping from

the set of demand units to the set of service centers. The objective

is to determine a mapping that minimizes the sum of the following

two terms: (i) the total assignment cost between demand units and

their allotted service centers and, (ii) total of penalties incurred.

The problem of LBDD finds its application in the domain of urban

planning. An instance of the LBDD problem can be reduced to an

instance of the min-cost bi-partite matching problem. However, this

approach cannot scale up to the real world large problem instances.

The current state of the art related to LBDD makes simplifying as-

sumptions such as infinite capacity or total capacity being equal to

the total demand. This paper proposes a novel allotment subspace

re-adjustment based approach (ASRAL) for the LBDD problem. We

analyze ASRAL theoretically and present its asymptotic time com-

plexity. We also evaluate ASRAL experimentally on large problem

instances and compare with alternative approaches. Our results

indicate that ASRAL is able to scale-up while maintaining signifi-

cantly better solution quality over the alternative approaches. In

addition, we also extend ASRAL to para-ASRAL which uses the

GPU and CPU cores to speed-up the execution while maintaining

the same solution quality as ASRAL.
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1 INTRODUCTION
The problem of Load Balanced Demand Distribution (LBDD) takes

the following three as input. (a) a set 𝑆 of service centers (e.g.,

COVID clinics, schools etc.); (b) a set 𝐷 of demand units (e.g., peo-

ple); (c) a cost matrix CM which contains the cost of assigning a

demand unit 𝑑𝑖 ∈ 𝐷 to a service center 𝑠 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆 (for all < 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 >

pairs). Additionally, each service center 𝑠 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆 is associated with a

positive integer capacity and a notion of “penalty” which denotes

the "extra cost" that must be paid to overload the particular service

center. Given the input, the LBDD problem determines an mapping

between the set of demand units and the set of service centers.

The objective here is to determine a mapping which minimizes

the sum of the following two terms: (1) total cost of assignment

(accumulated across all assignments) and, (2) total penalty incurred

(if any) while overloading the service centers.

Problem Motivation: The Load Balanced Demand Distribution

(LBDD) problem finds its application in the domain of urban plan-

ning. For instance, consider the task of defining the geographic

zones of operation of service centers such as schools, COVID clin-

ics and walk-in COVID-19 testing centers (in case of continuous

monitoring of the disease at a city scale).

The key aspect over here being that each of the previously men-

tioned type of service centers is associated with a general notion

of capacity. This capacity dictates the number of people (demand)

that can be accommodated (comfortably) each day, week or during

any specific duration of time (e.g., typical duration of sickness of

patients). In addition, the quality of service at any of these service

centers is expected to degrade if significantly more number of peo-

ple (beyond its capacity) are assigned to it. Now, determining a

“optimal” mapping between the demand and the service centers

under such constraints can be mapped to our LBDD problem. Fol-

lowing is an illustrative instance of our LBDD problemwith walk-in

COVID-19 testing centers. One can easily define a LBDD instance

for schools as service centers in a similar fashion.

Consider the task of defining the region of operation for each of

the walk-in COVID-19 testing centers in a city. As one can imagine,

any testing center would have only limited resources in terms of

testing-kits, lab technicians and other relevant equipment. These
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infrastructural limits would define its capacity in terms of number

of people who can be tested each day. And the overall service-time

is likely to get affected if significantly more people (beyond its

capacity) show up at this clinic. This aspect is modeled as penalty.

Cost of assigning a person to a particular service center could be

defined in terms of shortest distance, travel-time or cost of travelling

along the shortest path. Now, determining the region of operation

under such constraints can be mapped to our LBDD problem.

Challenges: An instance of LBDD problem can be theoretically

reduced to an instance of the min-Cost bipartite matching problem

[3]. However, optimal algorithms for min-cost bipartite matching

fail to scale up for large LBDD problem instances. For instance, our

experiments revealed that for an LBDD instance with just 13 service
centers and around 4000 demand vertices, the optimal algorithm for

min-cost bipartite matching takes around 7 hours for execution and

occupies about 40 GB in RAM. From this, one can easily expect that

the optimal algorithm for min-cost bipartite matching algorithm

cannot scale-up to large city-scale problem instances.

Limitations of Related Work The current state of the art most

relevant to our work includes the work done in the area of network

voronoi diagrams without capacities [7, 13], network voronoi dia-

grams under capacity constraints [14, 15, 18, 19], weighted voronoi

diagrams [1] and optimal location queries (e.g., [8, 16, 20]).

Work done in the area of network voronoi diagrams without

capacities [7, 13] assume that the service centers have infinite ca-

pacity, an assumption not suitable in many real-world scenarios.

On the other hand, work done in the area of network voronoi dia-

grams with capacities [14, 15, 18, 19] did not consider the notion

of “overload penalty.” They perform allotments (of demand units)

in an iterative fashion as long as there exists a service center with

available capacity. In other words, the allotments stop when all

the service centers are full (in terms of their capacity). This paper

considers the problem in a more general setting in the sense that

we allow the allotments to go beyond the capacities of the service

centers. And after a service center is full, we use the concept of the

overload penalties for guiding the further allotments.

Weighted voronoi diagrams [1] are specialized voronoi diagrams.

In these diagrams, the cost of allotting a demand unit 𝑥 to a service

center 𝑝 is a linear function of the following two terms: (i) distance

between 𝑥 and 𝑝 and, (ii) a real number denoting the weight of 𝑝 as

𝑤 (𝑝). LBDD problem is different from weighted voronoi diagrams.

Unlike the weighted voronoi diagrams, our “𝑤 (𝑝)” is a function of

the number of allotments already made to the service center 𝑝 . And

it would return a non-zero value only when the allotments cross

beyond the capacity. Whereas in [1], 𝑤 (𝑝) is assumed to play its

role throughout.

Work done in the area of optimal location queries (e.g., [8, 20])

focus on determining a new location to start a new facility while

optimizing a certain objective function (e.g., total distance between

clients and facilities). Whereas, in LBDD, we already have a set of

facilities which are up and running, and we want to load balance

the demand around them.

Our of Contributions: This paper makes the following contribu-

tions:

(a) We propose the concept of allotment subspace re-adjustment

for the LBDD problem.

(b) Using the concept of allotment subspace re-adjustment, we

propose a novel ASRAL algorithm for solving the LBDD problem.

(c) We evaluate ASRAL both theoretically and experimentally (via

large problem instances).

(d) Our experimental results indicate that ASRAL is able to scale-

up while maintaining significantly better solution quality over the

alternative approaches.

(e) We also extend ASRAL algorithm to develop a parallel algorithm

which can take advantage of increasingly available multi-core and

multi-processor systems. Our parallel implementation of ASRAL,

called as para-ASRAL, takes advantage of both GPU and CPU cores

to decrease the execution time while maintaining the same solution

quality as ASRAL.

(f) Our theoretical analysis shows that ASRAL can be trivially gener-

alized to obtain optimal result when service centers are constrained

in terms of capacity, i.e., they are not allowed to be overloaded.

Outline: The rest of this paper is organized as follows: In Section 2,

we provide the basic concepts and the problem statement. Section

3 presents our proposed approach. In Section 3.6, we present our

ideas for a parallel implementation (para-ASRAL algorithm) of the

ASRAL algorithm. Section 4 provides detailed theoretical analysis

and complexity of our proposed approach. Section 5 provides an

experimental evaluation of our approaches (and the related work).

We conclude the paper in Section 6. Appendix B presents the a

trivial generalization of the ASRAL algorithm which can compute

the optimal solution when the service centers are not allowed to

be overloaded.

Symbol used Meaning

𝐷 Set of 𝑛 demand units given in input

𝑆 Set of 𝑘 service centers given in input

𝑞𝑠𝑖 () Penalty function of a service center 𝑠𝑖

A,B, F

We use mathcal letters to denote an al-

lotment set. An allotment contains the

pairs < 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 >. Here, demand unit 𝑑𝑖 is

allotted to service center 𝑠 𝑗

CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 )
Cost (positive integer) of assigning de-

mand unit 𝑑𝑖 to service center 𝑠 𝑗

Γ(A)

Allotment subspace graph of the allot-

mentA. Nodes of this graph are service

centers and edges represent transfer of

demand units across service centers.

Table 1: Notations used in the paper

2 BASIC CONCEPTS AND PROBLEM
DEFINITION

Definition 1. A Service Center is a public service unit of a partic-
ular kind (e.g., schools, hospitals, COVID-19 testing centers in a city).
A set of service centers is represented as 𝑆 = {𝑠1, ..., 𝑠𝑘 }.

Definition 2. A Demand unit represents a unit population which
is interested in accessing the previously defined service center. A set
of demand units is represented as 𝐷 = {𝑑1, ..., 𝑑𝑛}, 𝑛 is the number of
demand units.
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Definition 3. Capacity of a service center (𝑐𝑠𝑖 ) is the prescribed
number of demand units that a service center 𝑠𝑖 can accommodate
comfortably. For example, the number of people a COVID-19 testing
facility can test in a day (or a week) would define its capacity. Similarly,
the number of students a school can admit would correspond to the
notion of capacity defined in this paper.

Definition 4. Penalty function for a service center (𝑞𝑠𝑖 ()) is
a function which returns the “extra cost” (> 0) that must be paid
for every new allotment to the service center 𝑠𝑖 which has already
exhausted its capacity 𝑐𝑠𝑖 . If allotment is done within the capacity of
a service center, then no penalty needs to be paid. Examples of penalty
cost in real world could be cost to add additional infrastructure and/or
faculty in a school.

Penalty function takes into account the current status of 𝑠𝑖 (i.e., how
many nodes have been already added to 𝑠𝑖 ) and then returns a penalty
for the 𝑗𝑡ℎ (1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ (𝑛 − 𝑐𝑠𝑖 )) allotment beyond its capacity. 𝑞𝑠𝑖 ()
returns only positive non-zero values and is monotonically increasing
over 𝑗 (1 ≤ 𝑗 ≤ (𝑛 − 𝑐𝑠𝑖 )). The intuition is that one may need to add
increasingly more resources to a school (or a clinic) as the overloading
keeps increasing.

Definition 5. Demand-Service Cost Matrix CM: contains the
cost (a positive integer) of assigning a demand unit 𝑑𝑖 ∈ 𝐷 to a
service center 𝑠 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆 (for all < 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 > pairs). The assignment cost
can represent things such as shortest distance over the road network,
travel-time and/or cost of traveling from 𝑑𝑖 to 𝑠 𝑗 along the shortest
path (in Dollars), Geodetic distance or Euclidean distance, etc.

Definition 6. Allotment: An allotment is a set containing pairs
< 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 >. Here, demand unit 𝑑𝑖 is allotted to service center 𝑠 𝑗 . We
use mathcal letters (e.g., A,B) to denote an allotment.

Definition 7. Complete Allotment: An allotment is said to be an
complete allotment iff it has cardinality 𝑛 (i.e., number of demand
nodes).

2.1 Problem Statement
We now formally define the problem of load balanced demand dis-

tribution by detailing the input, output and the objective function:

Given:
• A set of service centers 𝑆 = {𝑠1, ..., 𝑠𝑘 }.
• A set of demand units 𝐷 = {𝑑1, ..., 𝑑𝑛}.
• A demand-service cost matrix CM which contains the cost

of allotting a demand unit 𝑑𝑖 ∈ 𝐷 to a service center 𝑠 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆
(∀𝑑𝑖 ∈ 𝐷, ∀𝑠 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆).
• Capacity (𝑐𝑠𝑖 ) of each service center 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 .
• Penalty function (𝑞𝑠𝑖 ()) of each service center 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 .

Output: A complete allotment which minimizes the following ob-

jective function.

Objective Function:

Minimize

{ ∑︁
𝑠𝑖 ∈𝑆𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝐶𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠

{ ∑︁
𝑑 𝑗 ∈𝐷𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡

𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑡𝑜 𝑠𝑖

CM(𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑠𝑖 )
}

+𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑃𝑒𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑡𝑦 𝑎𝑐𝑟𝑜𝑠𝑠 𝑎𝑙𝑙 𝑠𝑖

}
(1)

2.2 Instantiating LBDD problem in real life
For instantiating LBDD problem real life, we need to define our

assignment cost (in CM) and penalties. As mentioned earlier, as-

signment cost can be defined in terms such as shortest distance,

cost of traveling along the shortest path, geodetic distance, etc. The

penalty values can be defined along the terms of cost (in dollars)

of adding more infrastructure to the service center or additional

delay in response caused due to overload. Note that for maintaining

easy interpretability of results, we should have common “units of

measurement” for both the assignment cost and penalty. Cost (in

Dollars) could be one such common unit of measurement when

we are working with public service units such as COVID clinics,

COVID-19 testing centers, schools, etc. Appendix D provides an-

other sample instantiation of the LBDD problem with schools as

service centers.

3 PROPOSED APPROACH
This section presents our proposedAllotment Subspace Re-adjustment

based approach (ASRAL) for the LBDD problem. The remaining of

section is organised as follows. Section 3.1 presents an overview of

our proposed approach. In Section 3.2, we introduce our key com-

putational idea of allotment subspace re-adjustment. In Section 3.3

and Section 3.4, we describe some crucial sub-routines which would

be used later in the our ASRAL algorithm. In Section 3.5, we present

the details of our proposed ASRAL algorithm. We present a parallel

implementation of ASRAL (called as para-ASRAL) in Section 3.6.

3.1 Overview of the algorithm
Overall, our algorithm follows an incremental strategy to build

the solution. Initially, we determine the “most suitable” service

center (using CM given in the input) for all the demand units

𝑑𝑖 ∈ 𝐷 . The “most suitable” for a demand unit 𝑑𝑖 is defined as the

service center 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 with whom 𝑑𝑖 has the lowest assignment cost

in CM. Following this, we insert the tuples <demand unit 𝑑𝑖 , its

corresponding 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 > into a heap. This heap is ordered on the

assignment cost (to their respective 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛) of the tuples. In each

iteration, the demand unit to be processed next is picked from the

heap using the extract-min operation. Let the result of the extract-

min operation (in an arbitrary iteration) be the demand unit 𝑑𝑖 and

its “most suitable” service center be 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 . Now, we have two cases:

smin has free capacity (trivial case): 𝑑𝑖 is assigned to 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 and

the objective function is increased by a value “CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛).”
smin was already full:Here as well we assign 𝑑𝑖 to 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 . However,

this allotment would lead to penalty. Thus, the objective function

is increased by a value “CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛) + penalty at 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛”

Now, we attempt to adjust our current allotment with the aim

of decreasing the objective function value and possibly offset the

effect the penalty. These adjustments are of following two types.

First, we undertake adjustments which do not lead to any change

in total penalty. This is done by removing any negative cycles, in

what we refer to as the allotment subspace multigraph (details in

next section). Following this, we attempt to “move” the overload

created on 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 to a different service center via another sequence

of adjustments. This is done by removing the most negative path

(originating on 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛) from the allotment subspace multigraph. Note



Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY Ramnath et al.

(a) An arbitrary allotment. (b) Sample edges in the allotment sub-space

multi-graph

(c) A negative cycle

Figure 1: Illustrating allotment subspace multi-graph on sample allotment. Vertices S1, S2, S3 and S4 are service centers. de-
mand units allotted to a service center are shaded using the same color as that of the service center, e.g., demand unit A is
allotted to S1 in the sub-figure (a).

that in order to determine the most negative path, the allotment sub-
space multigraph must not have any negative cycles. Our algorithm

guarantees this aspect both after the first set of re-adjustments (i,e.,

removing negative cycle) and after moving the overload to the best

possible location (i.e., removing negative path).

3.2 Allotment Subspace Re-adjustment
The key aspect of this paper is the concept of re-adjustments in the

space of, what we refer to as, the allotment subspace multi-graph.
Each service center (given in the problem instance) forms a node in

this allotment subspace multi-graph. Each edge in the multigraph

represents the potential transfer of a demand unit from one service

center another. Formally, we define this as follows.

Definition 8. Given an allotmentA comprising of tuples of the form
< 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 > (demand unit 𝑑𝑖 is allotted to 𝑠 𝑗 ), the allotment subspace
multi-graph Γ(A) = (𝑀, 𝑁 ) is defined as follows:
• Set of nodes (𝑀): Each service center 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 is a node in𝑀 .
• Set of edges (𝑁 ): Each edge is defined as a triple 𝑒 = (𝑠𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 , 𝑑𝑛).
Here, 𝑒 represents the potential transfer of the demand unit 𝑑𝑛
(which is currently allotted to 𝑠𝑖 in A) from 𝑠𝑖 to 𝑠 𝑗 . Cost of 𝑒
is defined as CM(𝑑𝑛, 𝑠 𝑗 ) − CM(𝑑𝑛, 𝑠𝑖 ). This cost is referred
to as the transfer-cost of the demand unit 𝑑𝑛.

Consider Figure 1(a) which illustrates an arbitrary allotment for

a sample problem instance. Note that Figure just a illustrates an ar-

bitrary allotment (rather than following a procedure) to help in easy

illustration of the negative cycle concept. For ease of understanding,

the figure illustrates the LBDD instance where both service centers

and demand units are present in a road network represented as

directed graph. Here, nodes 𝑆1, 𝑆2, 𝑆3 and 𝑆4 are service centers,

whereas other nodes (e.g.,𝐴, 𝐵,𝐶 , etc) are demand units (people). In

this problem, cost of assigning a demand unit 𝑣 to a service center

𝑟 is the shortest distance between 𝑣 and 𝑟 . For instance, cost of

assigning demand unit 𝐵 to 𝑆1 is the shortest distance between 𝐵

and 𝑆1 in the graph (which is 5 in this case). The figure also details

the total capacity of each of the service centers. In the assignment

shown in Figure 1(a), demand units which are allotted a service

center are filled using the same color as that of their allotted service

center. For e.g., demand units 𝐴, 𝐵 are assigned to resource unit 𝑆1.
Nodes which are not yet allotted are shown without any filling.

The allotment subspace graph of this allotment would contain

four nodes (one for each service center). And, between any two ser-

vice centers 𝑠𝑖 and 𝑠 𝑗 , it would contain directed edges representing

transfer of demand units across the service centers. Edges directed

towards 𝑠 𝑗 (from 𝑠𝑖 ) would represent transfer of demand units to 𝑠 𝑗
(from 𝑠𝑖 ).

Figure 1(b) illustrates some edges of the allotment subspace

graph (Γ()) of the allotment shown in Figure 1(a). To maintain

clarity, we do not show all the edges in the Figure. Figure 1(b)

illustrates only the edges whose tail node is service center S1. Now,

given that S1 was allotted two demand nodes (𝐴 an 𝐵 according to

Figure 1(a)), the node corresponding to S1 in the allotment subspace

graph would have six outgoing edges (two edges to each of the

other service centers). For instance, consider the two edges directed

from S1 to S2 in Figure 1(b). One of them represents transfer of

demand units𝐴 (to S2), and the other one represents the transfer of

demand unit 𝐵 to the service center S2. Cost of the edge is defined

as the difference in the assignment cost to the service centers. For

instance, cost of edge corresponding to 𝐴 in Figure 1(b) is defined

as CM(𝐴, 𝑆2) − CM(𝐴, 𝑆1) (which is 2 in our example). Note that

edge costs in the allotment subspace graph may be negative in some

cases.

3.2.1 Using allotment subspace multigraph for improving the solu-
tion. The allotment subspace multigraph helps us to improve the

current solution in following two ways: (a) Negative cycle removal

and, (b) Negative path removal. It is important to note that these

two are not completely independent of each other. Before removing

negative path, we must first ensure that there are no negative cycles

in the allotment subspace multigraph (our algorithm ensures this).

We would now discuss these ideas at conceptual level. Details on

their implementation are given in Section 3.3 and Section 3.4.
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Adjustment via Negative Cycle Removal: Consider the cycle

shown in Figure 1(c). This directed cycle appears in the allotment

subspace multigraph of the allotment shown in Figure 1(a). Total

cost of this cycle happens to be −13. In other words, we were to

we adjust our allotment (shown in Figure 1(a)) by transferring the

demand units corresponding to the edges in this cycle (e.g., transfer

𝐵 to S2, transfer𝐶 to S3, transfer 𝐷 to S4, transfer 𝐸 to S1) then, the

objective function value would decrease by 13 units.

(a) An arbitrary allotment.

(b) A negative path in the allotment sub-space graph

Figure 2: Illustrating negative paths in allotment sub-space
multi-graph. Vertices S1, S2, S3 and S4 are service centers.
demand nodes allotted to a service center are shaded using
the same color as that of the service center.

Adjustment via Negative Path Removal: Consider the arbitrary
allotment shown in Figure 2(a). Similar to previous case, we used

an arbitrary allotment (rather than following a procedure) to help

in easy illustration of the negative path concept. Moreover, for

sake for easy understanding, problem instance shown in Figure

2(a) assumes that penalty functions are just integers instead of

monotonic functions as defined in Definition 4.

Figure 2(b) illustrates a path in the corresponding allotment

subspace multigraph of the allotment shown in Figure 2(a). On this

path, we transfer demand unit 𝐶 to S3, 𝐷 to S4 and finally, transfer

𝐻 to S1. Also note that S2 was initially overloaded (in Figure 2(a)).

Thus, if we are to adjust the allotment according the mentioned

path, then the total penalty paid at S2 would decrease since it is

transferring a demand unit (𝐶) to another service center. On the

other hand, we now have to pay the penalty at S1 as its accepting a

demand unit beyond its capacity. Following is an expression of the

total cost of this path:

Cost of Path = TransferCost(C to S3) + TransferCost(D to S4) +

TransferCost(H to S1) + Penaltyat(S1) - Penaltyat(S2)

= -33
Thus, if we adjust our initial allotment (shown in Figure 2(a))

according to the path shown in Figure 2(b), then objective function

value would decrease by 33. Note that, in our implementation, we

do not re-create the Γ() after each iteration. We rather maintain it

by making incremental changes to the multi-graph. More details

are provided later.

3.3 Procedure for Removing Negative Cycles
The allotment subspace multigraph (Γ(A)) of an arbitrary allot-

ment A can have multiple negative cycles. Removing all of them

would be computationally intensive. To this end, in our actual im-

plementation of this concept, we adopt an incremental approach

wherein we add demand units to the allotment one by one. And

after each new allotment, we determine and remove the negative

cycles which could have been created due to this addition.

More specifically, let A be the current allotment, and an unpro-

cessed demand unit 𝑑𝑖 is now added to a service center 𝑠 𝑗 . Let the

resulting allotment be A ′. Since the only modification to Γ(A)
is on the outgoing edges from 𝑠 𝑗 , if Γ(A) did not have negative

cycles, then any negative cycle in Γ(A ′) must pass through 𝑠 𝑗 . In

Lemma 1, we show that if we remove the most negative cycle from

Γ(A ′), then the resulting allotment A ′′ would be such that we

would not have have negative cycles in Γ(A ′′). To compute the

most the negative cycle, we identify the “distinguished” service

center (𝑠 𝑗 in our example) and create a variant of the allotment

subspace multigraph, called the NegCycle allotment subspace graph.

These concepts are formalized in Definition 9.

Definition 9. Let an unprocessed demand unit 𝑑𝑖 be added to a
service center 𝑠∗. Let the resulting allotment be A and its allotment
subspace multigraph be Γ(A). The NegCycle allotment subspace
graph, 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐 (Γ(A), 𝑠∗) = (𝑃,𝑄), is defined as follows:
(1) Set of nodes (𝑃): Each service center 𝑠𝑙 ∈ 𝑆 − 𝑠∗ is a node in 𝑃 .
Service center 𝑠∗ (referred to as the anchor or distinguished service
center) is represented by two nodes 𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 and 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 .
(2) Set of edges (𝑄): Cost of the edges between any two nodes 𝑢 , 𝑣
∈ 𝑃 is defined as follows:
(a) if 𝑢 ∉ {𝑠∗𝑖𝑛, 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 } and 𝑣 ∉ {𝑠∗𝑖𝑛, 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 }, then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 (𝑢, 𝑣) is the
minimum of the costs of all the edges which are directed from 𝑢 to 𝑣
in Γ(A) (ties are broken arbitrarily).
(b) if 𝑢 = 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 , then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 (𝑢, 𝑣) is the minimum of the costs of all
the edges which are directed from 𝑠∗ to 𝑣 in Γ(A) (ties are broken
arbitrarily).
(c) if 𝑣 = 𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 , then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 (𝑢, 𝑣) is the minimum of the costs of all
the edges which are directed from 𝑢 to 𝑠∗ in Γ(A) (ties are broken
arbitrarily).
(d) all other edges have 0 cost.

After the creating of the NegCycle allotment subspace graph

(𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ()), we determine the lowest cost path between the "in" and

"out" copies (𝑠𝑖𝑛
𝑗
and 𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑡

𝑗
) of the anchor service center. Note that

since both 𝑠𝑖𝑛
𝑗

and 𝑠𝑜𝑢𝑡
𝑗

map to 𝑠 𝑗 in Γ(A), this path gives us the

cycle of least cost passing through 𝑠 𝑗 in Γ(A). For computing the

lowest cost path, we use Bellman Ford’s label correcting algorithm.
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Adjusting the current allotment A according to the edges of this

lowest cost path removes the negative cycle. Note that we cannot

use a label setting approach (e.g., Dijkstra’s) for finding lowest

cost path in 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ() as it may contain negative edges. A detailed

pseudo-code of the procedure is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Negative Cycle Refinement

Input: (a) Current allotment A; (b) Anchor service center 𝑆𝐶𝜃
Output Resulting allotment B after adjustment in such that there

are no negative cycles in its allotment subspace.

1: Create the NegCycle allotment subspace graph

𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ(A, 𝑆𝐶𝜃 ) with 𝑆𝐶𝜃 as the anchor vertex.

2: Let𝑤𝑜𝑢𝑡 and𝑤𝑖𝑛 be “IN” and “OUT” copies of the anchor vertex

𝑆𝐶𝜃 in𝑚𝑖𝑛𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ(A).
3: Find lowest cost path 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 in 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ(A, 𝑆𝐶𝜃 ) from 𝑤𝑜𝑢𝑡 to

𝑤𝑖𝑛

4: if Cost of 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 < 0 then
5: for each demand node transfer < 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑 , 𝑑𝑛, 𝑠𝑛𝑒𝑤 > ∈ 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 do
6: B ← change A by removing 𝑑𝑛 from 𝑠𝑝 and adding it to

𝑠𝑞 .

7: Update Γ𝐷𝑆
8: A ← B
9: Δ ← Δ + Cost of corresponding edge in 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 /*

CM(𝑑𝑛, 𝑠𝑝 ) − CM(𝑑𝑛, 𝑠𝑞) */
10: end for
11: end if
12: Return new allotment B

3.4 Procedure for Removing Negative Path
Consider a case where an unprocessed demand unit 𝑑𝑖 is added to a

service center 𝑠 𝑗 in some iteration of the main allotment algorithm,

and this assignment leads to penalty at 𝑠 𝑗 . Let the resulting allot-

ment be B. As explained earlier, the corresponding Γ(B) may have

a negative cycle passing through 𝑠 𝑗 . We first remove the negative

cycle from Γ(B) using the procedure described in the previous sec-

tion. Let the resulting allotment be B′. Now, we attempt to decrease

the value of the objective function by looking for the most negative

path which starts at 𝑠 𝑗 from Γ(B′). This is done via the NegPath
allotment subspace graph defined next.

Definition 10. Let an unprocessed demand node 𝑑𝑖 be added to a
service center 𝑠∗. Let B3 be the resulting allotment after removing
the negative cycle from Γ(B). The NegPath allotment subspace graph
𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(B3, 𝑠∗) = (𝑅, 𝑆) is defined as follows:
(1) Set of nodes (𝑅): Each service center 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 − 𝑠∗ is a node in 𝑃 .
Service center 𝑠∗ (referred to as the anchor service center) is represented
by two nodes 𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 and 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 .
(2) Set of edges (𝑆): Cost of the edges between any two nodes 𝑢 , 𝑣
∈ 𝑄 is defined as follows:
(a) if 𝑢 ∉ {𝑠∗𝑖𝑛, 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 } and 𝑣 ∉ {𝑠∗𝑖𝑛, 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 }, then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 (𝑢, 𝑣) is the
minimum of the costs of all the edges which are directed from 𝑢 to 𝑣
in Γ(B′) (ties are broken arbitrarily).
(b) if 𝑢 = 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 , then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 (𝑢, 𝑣) is the minimum of the costs of all
the edges which are directed from 𝑠∗ to 𝑣 in Γ(B3) (ties are broken
arbitrarily).

(c) if 𝑣 = 𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 , then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 (𝑢, 𝑣) = penalty at 𝑢 (𝑞𝑢 ()) - penalty at 𝑠∗
(𝑞𝑠∗ ()).
(d) if 𝑢 and 𝑣 are same then 𝑐𝑜𝑠𝑡 (𝑢, 𝑣) = 0, i.e., self loops have 0 cost.

After the creating of the NegPath allotment subspace graph

(𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ()), we determine the lowest cost path between the “in”

and “out” copies (𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 and 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 ) of the anchor service center. For
computing the lowest cost path, we use Bellman Ford’s label cor-

recting algorithm as 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ() can contain edges with negative

weights. Adjusting the current allotment (say B3) according to the

edges of this lowest cost path removes this negative path. Once

the most negative path is removed, we are ready to add the next

demand unit. However, we need to be assured that removing the

negative path did not introduce any negative cycles. In Lemma 2,

we show that if we remove the most negative path from Γ(B3),
then the resulting allotment, B4, would be such that we would not

have have negative cycles in Γ(B4.) A detailed pseudo-code of the

procedure is given in Algorithm 4 (Appendix A). It is very similar

to the pseudo-code of negative cycle refinement.

3.5 Details of the ASRAL algorithm
This section details the operationalization of our previously dis-

cussed ideas of allotment subspace re-adjustments via negative

cycle and negative paths. We use following data structures in our

algorithm.

Demand-service cost matrix CM construction: Depending on
the nature of the underlying problem space, one can determine

the CM in following ways. In case both our service centers and

demand units are embedded in road networks, one can determine

CM by using Floyd-Warshall algorithm [5]. One can also use other

shortest path algorithms (e.g., [2, 6, 9–11]) for this purpose. On the

other hand, if the service center and demand units are spread over

continuous geographic space, then CM can be computed using

euclidean distance or geodetic distance.

Allotment subspace multi-graph implementation (Γ𝐷𝑆) In
our implementation, Γ(A) is maintained using using 2×

(𝑘
2

)
num-

ber of minheaps, where 𝑘 is the number of service centers. Basically,

one heap for each ordered pair of service centers. This heap, referred
to as BestTransHeap, is ordered on the transfer cost of demand units

(across the pair of service centers). For any order pair of service cen-

ters <𝑠𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗>, the top of its corresponding 𝐵𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑝𝑖 𝑗 would

contain the demand unit (which is currently allotted to 𝑠𝑖 ) which

has the lowest transfer cost to 𝑠 𝑗 . During the course of the algorithm

whenever a demand unit is added or deleted from a service center

𝑠𝑖 , then 𝑘 − 1 number of heaps corresponding to 𝑠𝑖 are updated

accordingly.

Both𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐 (A, 𝑠∗) and𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(A, 𝑠∗) can be created from Γ(A).
In case of 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ(A, 𝑠∗), edge between service centers 𝑠𝑖 and 𝑠 𝑗 is

essentially, the top of𝐵𝑒𝑠𝑡𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝐻𝑒𝑎𝑝𝑖 𝑗 heap. Edges in𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(A, 𝑠∗)
are also constructed in a similar fashion with an exception for

the penalty difference edges (refer Definition 10) which can be

added in 𝑂 (1) time. In our implementation, both 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐 (A, 𝑠∗) and
𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(A, 𝑠∗) are created once, and are maintained thereafter

with each demand unit addition, negative cycle and negative path
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refinements.

Algorithm 2 presents a pseudo-code of our proposed Allotment

Subspace Re-adjustment based Approach for LBDD (ASRAL) algo-
rithm. We start our algorithm by determining the “most suitable”

service center (using CM) for each of the demand unit 𝑑𝑖 . The

“most suitable” service center 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 for a demand unit 𝑑𝑖 is defined

as the service center which has the lowest assignment cost for 𝑑𝑖 .

Following this, we insert the tuples <demand unit𝑑𝑖 , its correspond-

ing 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛 > into a heap (referred to as the MinDistance heap). This
heap is ordered on the assignment cost (to their respective 𝑠𝑚𝑖𝑛)

of the tuples. In each iteration, the demand unit to be processed

next is picked from the MinDistance heap using the extract-min

operation.

Let the result of extract-min operation be a demand unit 𝑑𝑖 and

its “most suitable” service center be 𝑠 𝑗 . 𝑑𝑖 is allotted to 𝑠 𝑗 . Following

this, the resultant allotment (let it be A2) is updated according to

following two cases: (a) 𝑠 𝑗 had free capacity for the allotment or,

(b) 𝑠 𝑗 was already full.

Case(a): we increment the objective function (Δ) by the amount

CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 ). Following this, we remove any negative cycle (from

Γ(A2)) that could have been created by the recent allotment (using

Algorithm 1).

Case(b): we increment the objective function (Δ) by the amount

CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 ) + 𝑞𝑠𝑖 (). Here, 𝑞𝑠𝑖 () is the penalty function of service

center 𝑠𝑖 . Following this, we first remove any negative cycle that

could have been created by the recent allotment (using Algorithm

1). Let A3 be the resulting allotment. After this, we remove the

most negative path which originates from 𝑠𝑖 (called as anchor vertex

in the Algorithm) in Γ(A3). Algorithm 4 is used for this purpose.

3.6 Para-ASRAL Algorithm
This section presents our proposed Para-ASRAL algorithm which

uses GPU and CPU cores to speed-up the execution. We achieve

this speed-up through the following: (a) using a parallel Bellman

Ford algorithm inside our negative cycle refinement and negative

path refinement procedures; (b) use threads to update Γ𝐷𝑆 during

the sub-space readjustment. We now give present details of these

techniques.

3.6.1 Parallel Bellman Ford algorithm. Both negative cycle re-
finement and negative path refinement procedures use the Bellman

ford algorithm to compute the lowest cost path 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 in 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ()
and 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ() respectively. However, this process is time consum-

ing given its complexity in our case. More precisely, its complexity

turns to out to be𝑂 (𝑘3) in our case whenwe set |𝐸 | = 𝑘2 and |𝑣 | = 𝑘

in (𝑂 ( |𝐸 | |𝑉 |) (time complexity of the Bellman ford algorithm).

We implement a parallel version of the Bellman Ford algorithm

where the inner loop of the Bellman’s algorithm (which loops over

all the edges) is parallelized using a GPU. We implemented this

parallel version using JCuda [17] which is a java binding of the

CUDA Runtime libraries and allows us to run java code on GPU. A

detailed pseudo-code of the procedure is given in Algorithm 3.

Parallel Bellman ford algorithm takes the following input: 1)

An adjacency matrix representation of 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ() (or 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ()),
2) distance array, 3) parent array and 4) a source node (anchor

vertex). We allocate space for input data structures on the CPU

Algorithm 2 Allotment Subspace Re-adjustment based approach

for LBDD

Input: (a) Demand-service cost matrix CM; (b) A set of service

centers 𝑆 . For each service center 𝑠𝑖 , we have its capacity 𝑐𝑠𝑖 and

penalty function 𝑞𝑠𝑖 (); (c) A set of demand vertices 𝐷 ;

Output A mapping from demand units to the service centers.

1: For each 𝑑𝑖 ∈ 𝐷 determine the “most suitable” service center

and create a MinDistance heap with all <demand unit-best

service center> pairs

2: Initialize objective function Δ← 0
3: Initialize current allotment 𝑖 = 0; A1← 𝑁𝑈𝐿𝐿; Initialize Γ𝐷𝑆

/*Precondition: Γ(A1) has no negative cost cycles */
4: whileMinDistance heap is not empty do
5: 𝑖 + +; < 𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 >← extract-min on MinDistance heap

6: A2← Change A1 by allotting 𝑑𝑖 to 𝑠 𝑗 . Update Γ𝐷𝑆
7: A3← Negative Cycle refinement(A2,𝑠 𝑗 ) (using Algo 1)

/*Invariant: A3 has no negative cost cycles */
8: if 𝑠 𝑗 has vacancy then
9: Decrement capacity of 𝑠 𝑗
10: Δ← Δ + CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 ) /*Increase objective function */

11: A1←A3
12: else/*Allotment leads to penalty at 𝑠 𝑗 */

13: Δ← Δ + CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 ) + 𝑞𝑠 𝑗 ()
14: A4← Negative Path refinement(A3,𝑠 𝑗 ) (using Algo 4)

/*Invariant: Γ(A4) has no negative cost cycles */
15: A1← A4
16: end if
17: end while

main memory (referred to as host memory) and initialize them.

Using JCuda, we also allocate space for our data structures on the

GPU memory (referred to as the device memory). Data containing

initial values of our data structures is transferred from the host

memory to the device memory. After the computation, the final

results are transferred back to the host memory.

Inside the Bellman ford algorithm, output of (𝑖 + 1)𝑡ℎ iteration

depends on 𝑖𝑡ℎ iteration. However, the relaxation of edges inside

each iteration (which is the inner loop of Bellman’s algorithm) is

an independent operation. This allows us to take advantage of the

GPU cores. We run the relaxation of all edges (i.e., the inner loop

of Bellman) part on GPU using JCuda. Because of the dependency

across the iterations of the outer loop, we need to synchronize the

GPU after each iteration otherwise, we will not get accurate results.

After all the iterations are over (i.e., the for loop at line 5 in

Algo 3), we transfer the data from the device memory to the host

memory and free all the device memory.

3.6.2 Updating Γ𝐷𝑆 in parallel. After finding the most negative

path 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 in both negative cycle refinement (Line 3 in Algo 1) and

negative path refinement procedure (line 3 in Algo 4), the ASRAL

algorithm adjusts the allotment and Γ𝐷𝑆 according to 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 path.

Each edge 𝑒 ∈ 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 represents as a tuple < 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑 , 𝑑𝑛, 𝑠𝑛𝑒𝑤 > where

we transfer a demand unit 𝑑𝑛 from service center 𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑 to 𝑠𝑛𝑒𝑤 . This

process involves updates to both the allotment and the Γ𝐷𝑆 .
Updating allotment according 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 involves involves moving

the demand units across service centers according the edges <
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Algorithm 3 Parallel Bellman ford algorithm for finding negative

path

Input: (a) An adjacency matrix representation of 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ() (or
𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ()); (b) A distance array of size 𝑘 ; (c) A parent array of size

𝑘 ; (d) A source vertex (anchor vertex)

Output: It returns the output in distance and parent array. The

distance array contains the distance of shortest path from source

to all other nodes of the given graph. The parent array contains

the parent node of shortest path from source.

1: Initialize the distance array. Put ∞ for all nodes except the

source node and put 0 for source node.

2: Initialize the parent array. Put −1 for all nodes. /*Both arrays

are on CPU i.e. Host memory*/

3: Allocate memory for three arrays (matrix representation of

𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ() or 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(), distance, and parent) on GPU with the

same size as host memory using JCuda. /*i.e. device memory*/

4: Transfer host memory data to device memory (i.e., GPU) using

JCuda

5: for each node of the graph do
6: Relax all edges using GPU (inner loop of Bellman ford)

7: Synchronize GPU /*wait for the completion*/

8: end for
9: Transfer device memory data to host memory using JCuda

10: Free all GPU memory

𝑠𝑜𝑙𝑑 , 𝑑𝑛, 𝑠𝑛𝑒𝑤 > present in the path 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 . As an example con-

sider the following sample 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 with two edges: < 𝑠1, 𝑥, 𝑠2 >;<

𝑠2, 𝑦, 𝑠3 >. Here, demand unit 𝑥 would be transferred from 𝑠1 to

𝑠2 and, demand unit 𝑦 would be transferred from 𝑠2 to 𝑠3. Clearly,

these two operations are trivially independent of each other and

can be done in parallel. However, this aspect was not explored in

this work with the intention of using threads in the slightly more

involved step of updating Γ𝐷𝑆 (described next).

After the allotment is updated, we need to also update Γ𝐷𝑆 for

the service centers involved in 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 . Consider again the previously

mentioned sample 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 with two edges: < 𝑠1, 𝑥, 𝑠2 >;< 𝑠2, 𝑦, 𝑠3 >.

Following operations are needed for the first edge, i.e., 𝑥 moving

from 𝑠1 to 𝑠2. Demand node 𝑥 needs to be removed from 𝑘−1 heaps
corresponding to 𝑠1 in the Γ𝐷𝑆 and, then it needs to be added to

𝑘 − 1 heaps corresponding to 𝑠2. Note that 𝑘 is the number service

centers in the given problem. All these update operations to these

2𝑘 − 2 heaps are independent to each other and are done in parallel

using threads. Similar process is repeated for all the other edges in

𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 .

4 ANALYTICAL EVALUATION
4.1 Theoretical Analysis
In this subsection, we now prove key Lemmas that establish the cor-

rectness of Algorithm 2. The correctness depends on the correctness

of the in-variants after Steps 7 and 14.

For Step 7: We detect the most negative cycle in Γ(A2), and if

that cycle has a cost less than zero, modify the allotment to remove

the cycle. The resulting allotment is A3, and we show that Γ(A3)
does not contain any negative cost cycles.

For Step 14:We detect the most negative path, originating in 𝑠 𝑗 ,

from Γ(A3), and if that path has a cost less than zero, modify the

allotment to remove the path. The resulting allotment is A4 and

we show that Γ(A)4 does not contain any negative cost cycles.

Lemma 1. Consider the allotment A1 at the start of Step 6 of the
Algorithm 2. If Γ(A1) does not have any negative cost cycles then
Γ(A3) (at the end of step 7) does not have any negative cost cycles.

Proof Strategy: The only new edges added to Γ(A1) (to create

Γ(A2)) are due to addition of 𝑑𝑖 and are all leading out of 𝑠 𝑗 . These

edges move 𝑑𝑖 to each of the other service centers. Any negative

cycle introduced in Γ(A2) must therefore contain an edge leading

out of 𝑠 𝑗 , otherwise it would imply that Γ(A1) had negative cycles
at the start of Step 5. Let 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 be the path determined by the nega-

tive cycle refinement algorithm (Algorithm 1) between from𝑤𝑜𝑢𝑡

(out copy of 𝑠 𝑗 ) to𝑤𝑖𝑛 (in copy of 𝑠 𝑗 ).

Let𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 be the cycle formed in Γ(A3) by considering the edges
in 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 and collapsing the “in” and “out” copies of the 𝑠 𝑗 (𝑤𝑖𝑛 and

𝑤𝑜𝑢𝑡 in Algorithm 1). Note that this cycle is trivially guaranteed to

exist as 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐 (Γ(A), 𝑠 𝑗 ) is essentially created by breaking 𝑠 𝑗 into

its “in” and “out” copies. Also note that if cost of 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 is greater

than zero, then the statement is trivially correct. Thus, we assume

that cost of 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 is less than zero.

Overall, we prove our lemma using proof by contradiction, i.e.,

if Γ(A3) has a negative cycle (say𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔) then there must have been

a negative cycle in Γ(A1). We shall first present some essential

concepts (and an example) before presenting details of the proof.

Our proof uses edges from 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 and 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 to find a cycle, 𝐶𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡 ,

in Γ(A1) with total cost less than zero. 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 consists of edges

from Γ(A2) and 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 consists of edges from Γ(A3). We perform

a two-step process to find 𝐶𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡 :

(1) Nullify edge dependencies: Two edges, 𝑒1 and 𝑒2, are termed

as dependent if they have the form 𝑒1 = (𝑠𝑝 , 𝑠𝑞, 𝑑𝑥 ) and 𝑒2 =

(𝑠𝑞, 𝑠𝑟 , 𝑑𝑥 ), i.e., 𝑒1 transfers 𝑑𝑥 from 𝑠𝑝 to 𝑠𝑞 and 𝑒2 transfers the

same demand unit 𝑑𝑥 from 𝑠𝑞 to 𝑠𝑟 . Note that a dependency can

happen only when 𝑒1 and 𝑒2 belong to different allotment subspace

multigraphs. This dependency is nullified by removing 𝑒1 and 𝑒2,

and adding the edge 𝑒3 = (𝑠𝑝 , 𝑠𝑟 , 𝑑𝑥 ). Note that the cost of 𝑒3 is the

sum of the costs of 𝑒1 and 𝑒2, i.e., the total cost remains unchanged
when dependencies are nullified. For finding𝐶𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡 we take the edges
in 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 and 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 and nullify all dependencies. Once dependencies

are nullified, the resulting set of edges has the property that any

demand unit, 𝑑𝑥 (𝑥 ≠ 𝑖), is moved at most once, and this movement

is from the service center node to which 𝑑𝑥 was assigned in A1.
Therefore all these edges are from Γ(A1), except for the new edge

in 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 that moves 𝑑𝑖 out of 𝑠 𝑗 .

(2) Identify and exclude a cycle containing the new edge that moves
𝑑𝑖 out of 𝑠 𝑗 . If we exclude the edges on this cycle, all the remaining

edges must be from Γ(A1). As we shall see, the negative cycle,

𝐶𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡 , can be found among these remaining edges.

Figure 3 shows an example of our proof strategy. 𝑆∗ is the service
center to which the new demand unit, 𝑑𝑖 , is added. In the Figure,

the edges (𝑆1, 𝑆𝑎) and (𝑆4, 𝑆𝑑) in 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 are dependent, respectively,

on edges (𝑆∗, 𝑆1) and (𝑆3, 𝑆4) belonging to 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 . While nullifying

these dependencies, we add the edges (𝑆∗, 𝑆𝑎) and (𝑆3, 𝑆𝑑). This
leaves us with two independent cycles: an inner cycle 𝑆1→ 𝑆2→
𝑆3→ 𝑆𝑑 → 𝑆1, and an outer cycle, 𝑆∗ → 𝑆𝑎 → 𝑆𝑏 → 𝑆𝑐 → 𝑆4→
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𝑆5→ 𝑆∗. The edge (𝑆∗, 𝑆1), which moved 𝑑𝑖 to 𝑆1 is removed and

the edge (𝑆∗, 𝑆𝑎) is introduced, which moves 𝑑𝑖 to 𝑆𝑎. All the edges

in the inner cycle 𝑆1 → 𝑆2 → 𝑆3 → 𝑆𝑑 → 𝑆1 belong to Γ(A1).
The outer cycle 𝑆∗ → 𝑆𝑎 → 𝑆𝑏 → 𝑆𝑐 → 𝑆4→ 𝑆5→ 𝑆∗ contains
the only edge that moves 𝑑𝑖 , and all these edges are present in

Γ(A2).

Figure 3: Example illustrating𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 and𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 cycles for proof
of Lemma 1 (best is color).

Therefore, since 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 was the least cost cycle in Γ(A2), the
outer cycle must have cost greater than or equal to that of 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 .

Note that the dependency nullification process preserves the total

cost, and therefore the total cost of the inner cycle, 𝑆1 → 𝑆2 →
𝑆3 → 𝑆𝑑 → 𝑆1, has to be less than or equal to the cost of 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 ,

i.e., it has to be negative. Thus the inner cycle is the 𝐶𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑡 we are

looking for.

Proof. Proof details of Lemma 1. Note that 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 contains

exactly one new edge leading out of 𝑠 𝑗 . All pairs of edges in𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 are

independent, as are all pairs of edges in𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 . Consider the digraph

𝐻 (𝑉 , 𝐸), defined by 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛
⋃
𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 . Since 𝐻 is a union of two cycles,

it satisfies the property that ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣) = 𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣).
𝐻 will have pairs of edges, (𝑒1 ∈ 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛, 𝑒2 ∈ 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔), that are de-

pendent. Let 𝐻 ′(𝑉 , 𝐸 ′) be the resulting digraph, after we nullify

the dependencies in 𝐻 . For any dependency, the vertex, 𝑣𝑞 , cor-

responding to service center 𝑠𝑞 , must belong to both cycles, i.e.,

𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣𝑞) = 𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣𝑞) = 2. After nullifying the depen-

dency, we have 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣𝑞) = 𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣𝑞) = 1. Hence 𝐻 ′ also
satisfies the property that ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣) = 𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣), i.e.
𝐻 ′ admits a decomposition into directed cycles. Note the following:

Claim 1: All the edges in 𝐻 ′ belong to Γ(A2). The only way this

property can be violated is when 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 contains an edge that de-

pends on an edge in 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 . Since all dependencies are nullified, the

claim holds.

Claim 2: All the edges in 𝐻 ′ belong to Γ(A1), except for the new
edge leading out of 𝑠 𝑗 . The edges in𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 are from Γ(A1), except for
the new edge. Any edge in 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 that is not in Γ(A1), is dependent
on some edge in 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 ; all such edges are replaced by edges from

Γ(A1) when we nullify dependencies. This leaves only one new

edge leading out of 𝑠 𝑗 that is not in Γ(A1).
Claim 3: Total cost of all edges in 𝐻 ′ is less than the total cost of the
edges in 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 . The edges in 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 have total cost less than zero, and

dependency nullification preserves the cost.

To complete the argument, find the cycle 𝐶1 of least cost that in-

cludes the new edge leading out of 𝑠 𝑗 . This cycle must have cost

greater than or equal to cost of 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 , since 𝐶𝑚𝑖𝑛 was the cycle of

least cost in Γ(A2). Therefore, 𝐻 ′ − 𝐶1 has cost less than zero,

i.e., decomposing it into directed cycles yields at least one cycle of

negative cost. Since all the edges in 𝐻 ′ −𝐶1 belong to Γ(A1), this
negative cycle existed in Γ(A1). □

Lemma 2. Γ(A4) does not have any negative cost cycles at the
end of step 14 in Algorithm 2

Proof. Let 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 be the path of least cost in 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(A3, 𝑠∗)
between the “in" and “out" copies (𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 and 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 ) of 𝑠∗. 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 com-

prises of demand unit transfer edges upto a service center node (say)

𝑠𝑙 followed by penalty transfer edge from 𝑠𝑙 to the 𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 . Let𝐶∗ be a
cycle created by collapsing 𝑠∗𝑖𝑛 and 𝑠∗𝑜𝑢𝑡 in 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 . All the demand

unit transfer edges in𝐶∗ belong to Γ(A3). By way of contradiction,
assume that there is a negative cycle, 𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 in Γ(A4). Define the
digraph 𝐻 (𝑉 , 𝐸), as𝐶 ∗⋃𝐶𝑛𝑒𝑔 , and let 𝐻 ′ be the resulting digraph
when we eliminate dependencies from 𝐻 . All the edges in 𝐻 ′, other
than the penalty transfer edge, belong to Γ(A3). Let𝐶1 be the cycle
of least cost in 𝐻 ′ that contains the penalty transfer edge from 𝑠𝑙
to 𝑠∗. 𝐶1 = a path from 𝑠∗ to 𝑠𝑙 + the penalty transfer edge from 𝑠𝑙
to 𝑠∗. Similar to the proof of Lemma 1, we claim that the digraph

𝐻 ′ −𝐶1 contains edges only from Γ(A3), has total cost less than
zero, and admits a decomposition into directed cycles. Therefore it

must contain a negative cycle, which also existed in Γ(A3). □

4.2 Space and Time Complexity Analysis
Theorem 1. Given an LBDD instance, Algorithm 2 runs in time

𝑂 (𝑛𝑘3 + 𝑛𝑘2 log𝑛) time using 𝑂 (𝑛𝑘) space, where 𝑛 is the number
of demand nodes and 𝑘 is the number of service centers.

Detailed Proof in Appendix C.

5 EXPERIMENTAL ANALYSIS
Datasets: We used the road network of New Delhi, India in our

experiments. This road network contained 65,000 nodes and was

obtained from OpenStreetMaps [www.openstreetmap.org]. In our

experiments, we randomly chose some vertices from the graph and

made them service centers. The remaining vertices were designated

as demand vertices (each with unit demand). Shortest distance (on

the road network) represented the cost assigning a demand unit

to a service center. We pre-computed the shortest path distances

between all pairs of demand units and service centers.

The number of service centers was varied in the experiments

according to ratio 𝑛 : 𝑘 (called as service center ratio). Here, 𝑛

represents the number of demand units and𝑘 represents the number

of service centers. A ratio of 600 : 1 implies that we have one

service center for every 600 demand vertices. For a given number

of service centers and demand, the total capacity across all service

centers is given by 𝜃 ∗𝑛. This total capacity is distributed amongst 𝑘

service centers randomly. For sake of easy interpretation of results,

instead of generating monotonic functions, we assume that each

service center has a penalty value (chosen randomly) inside a range.

This range was varied in experiments.

Algorithms were implemented in Java 1.8. We conducted our

experiments on a Ubuntu machine which had a NVIDIA Tesla P100

GPU (3584 CUDA cores) and Intel Xeon Silver 4110 CPU 2.10GHz

processor. Our ASRAL algorithm used around 16GB of RAM in the

main memory. Para-ASRAL used an additional 8GB on the GPU
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Ratio # Demand units # Service center
500:1 65771 131

600:1 65793 109

700:1 65808 94

800:1 65820 82

900:1 65829 73

Table 2: Number of Demand units and Service centers for
different service center ratio values.

memory.

Candidate algorithms: Following 4 algorithms were compared

in experiments.

(1) Our proposed ASRAL algorithm and Para-ASRAL al-
gorithm.

(2) LoRaL algorithm [12] We ran LoRaL by setting its “ex-

ploration parameter” (value in 𝑘 in [12]) to the number of

service centers (i.e., |𝑆 | ). This means that LoRaL would ex-

plore |𝑆 | number of potential paths for re-organization (in

the current partial solution) and then choose the best. Note

that this is the maximum amount of exploration that LoRaL

algorithm can perform on any LBDD problem instance. In

other words, the solution quality of LoRaL reported in
this section is the best that can be attained by LoRaL.

(3) Min-Cost Bipartite Matching: Procedure given in [3].

Variable Parameters: Following are details of the parameters var-

ied in our experiments.

(1) Total capacity parameter value 𝜃 was either 0.3 (low total

capacity) or 0.7 (high capacity) in our experiments.

(2) Penalty values of all the service centers were either chosen

from the range [1 to 200] (low penalty values) or from the

range [200 400] (high penalty values) in our experiments.

(3) Service center ratio (𝑛 : 𝑘): We choose the following five

ratio values 500:1, 600:1, 700:1, 800:1, and 900:1. Table 2 de-

scribes the number of demand units and service centers in

our dataset for different service center ratio values.

We present our results in two parts. First, we compare the run-

ning time and solution quality of ASRAL algorithm with alternative

approaches (Min-Cost Bipartite Matching and LoRaL) Following

this, we present the experimental analysis of para-ASRAL algo-

rithms and compare it with ASRAL and LoRaL algorithm. Note that

solution quality of ASRAL and para-ASRAL is the same.

5.1 Comparing ASRAL with Related Work
Comparing ASRAL with Min-Cost Bipartite Matching: Fig-
ure 4 illustrates these results. Our results (Figure 4(a)) indicate that

optimal algorithm for min-cost bipartite matching does not
scale beyond graphs containing 4000 vertices. Even its main

memory requirements grew very fast. It requires greater than 90GB

RAM for a LBDD problem instance with 4000 demand vertices and

40 service centers. Due to these reasons, optimal algorithm could

not be included in experiments on large problem instances (on road

network of size 65000 nodes).

(a) Execution Time

(b) Objective Function Value

Figure 4: ASRAL vs Min-Cost Bipartite Matching algorithm.
𝑛 : 𝑘 was 300 : 1

Comparing ASRALwith LoRaL: Figure 5 and Figure 6 illustrates
these results. ASRAL obtains significantly lower values of ob-
jective function. As the Figure 5 shows, our proposed ASRAL

obtains a significantly better solution whose objective function

value in some cases (see Figure 5(d)) is lower by half a million (or
more) units. In general, the difference is higher in two cases: (a) ser-

vice centers have higher penalty values (between 200 – 400) and/or;

(b) number service centers is small (refer data for |D|:|S|=800:1 and

900:1 in Figure 5). ASRAL does have more execution time than Lo-

RaL (Figure 6), however, the key thing to note is that this increased

execution time leads to significantly lower objective function val-

ues. ASRAL was able to scale up to large problem instances which

the optimal algorithm for min-cost bi-partite matching was unable

to do so.

Analyzing ASRAL running-time: In Figure 7, we show a typical

break-up of execution time of ASRAL algorithm. The figure shows

that 74.15% of the execution time was spent in updating Γ𝐷𝑆 . Bell-
man ford algorithm took and 6.44% of the execution time. And all

other operations take up a total of 19.41% time. The above observa-

tions motivate us to implement the parallel version of the ASRAL

algorithm by using threads for updating Γ𝐷𝑆 and GPU cores for

the bellman ford algorithm. These ideas were discussed in Section

3.6.1 and Section 3.6.2 respectively.

5.2 Comparing ASRAL algorithm and
Para-ASRAL algorithm

Effecting of parallelizing Bellman Ford algorithm: Figure 8

compare the total time spent in the Bellman ford algorithm (used

inside negative cycle and negative path refinement procedures) in

ASRAL and Para-ASRAL algorithms. As mentioned earlier, Para-

ASRAL uses GPU codes to parallelize the Bellman ford algorithm.

Our results show that, we are able to reduce much of the running

time of the Bellman ford algorithm using GPU cores. We also ob-

serve that reduction in running time is higher at lower service
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(a) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range from 1 to 200

(b) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range from 200 to 400

(c) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range from 1 to 200

(d) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range from 200 to 400

Figure 5: Final Objective function value of LoRaL and AS-
RAL algorithm

center ratios (e.g., values at 500:1 and 600:1 in Figure 8). This is

due to the fact that the size of the allotment subspace mulitgraph

decreases as we increase the service center ratio (in our dataset).

(a) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range from 1 to 200

(b) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range from 200 to 400

(c) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range from 1 to 200

(d) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range from 200 to 400

Figure 6: Execution time comparison of LoRaL and ASRAL
algorithm (in log10 scale)

For example, at 900:1 service center ratio, we would be having just

73 service centers (in our dataset). Whereas, we had 131 service

centers at 500:1 ratio.
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Effecting of parallelizing Γ𝐷𝑆 update: Figure 9 illustrates the
total time spent in updating the Γ𝐷𝑆 in the ASRAL and para-ASRAL
algorithms. As mentioned earlier, para-ASRAL uses CPU cores to

perform updates to Γ𝐷𝑆 in parallel. Our results indicate that we

were to able to reduce the Γ𝐷𝑆 updation time by at-least 85% across

different values of total capacity, penalty and service center ratios.

Total speed-up achieved by Para-ASRAL algorithm: In Fig-

ure 10, we compare the total running time of ASRAL, para-ASRAL

and LoRaL algorithms. Our experimental results indicate that Para-

ASRAL has at-least 78% less running time than ASRAL algorithm

across different values of total capacity, penalty and service cen-

ter ratios. Running time of Para-ASRAL is much closer to LoRaL

algorithm.

Figure 7: Breakup of execution time of theASRAL algorithm

(a) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range (1 200)

(b) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range (200 400)

(c) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range (1 200)

(d) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range (200 400)

Figure 8: Total time spent on Bellman Ford algorithm inside
ASRAL and para-ASRAL algorithm.
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(a) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range (1 200)

(b) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range (200 400)

(c) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range (1 200)

(d) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range (200 400)

Figure 9: Total time spent on updating Γ𝐷𝑆 inside ASRAL
and para-ASRAL algorithm

(a) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range (1 200)

(b) Capacity = 0.3 and Penalty range (200 400)

(c) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range (1 200)

(d) Capacity = 0.7 and Penalty range (200 400)

Figure 10: Total execution time of LoRaL, ASRAL and para-
ASRAL algorithms



Conference acronym ’XX, June 03–05, 2018, Woodstock, NY Ramnath et al.

6 CONCLUSION
Load Balanced Demand Distribution (LBDD) is a societally impor-

tant problem. LBDD problem can be reduced to min-cost bipartite

matching problem. However, optimal algorithms for min-cost bipar-

tite matching cannot scale to large graphs. Our proposed ASRAL

algorithm is able to scale-up while maintaining better solution

quality over alternative approaches. We also develop a parallel

implementation (Para-ASRAL) of the proposed ASRAL algorithm

to improve its scalability. Para-ASRAL is significantly faster than

ASRAL while maintaining the same solution quality.
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Appendix A NEGATIVE PATH REFINEMENT

Algorithm 4 Negative Path Refinement

Input: (a) Current allotment A; (b) Anchor service center 𝑆𝐶𝜃
Output Allotment F after adjustment. Removes a negative path

originating from 𝑆𝑐𝜃 in Γ(A) of the input A.

1: Create NegPath allotment subspace graph 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(A, 𝑆𝐶𝜃 )
with 𝑆𝐶𝜃 as the anchor vertex.

2: Let𝑤𝑜𝑢𝑡 and𝑤𝑖𝑛 be “IN” and “OUT” copies of the anchor vertex

𝑆𝐶𝜃 in𝑚𝑖𝑛𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(A).
3: Find lowest cost path 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 in 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ(A) from𝑤𝑜𝑢𝑡 to𝑤𝑖𝑛

4: if Cost of 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 < 0 then
5: for each demand node transfer < 𝑠𝑝 , 𝑑𝑛, 𝑠𝑞 > ∈ 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 do
6: F ← ChangeA by removing 𝑑𝑛 from 𝑠𝑝 and adding it to

𝑠𝑞 .

7: Update Γ𝐷𝑆
8: A ← F
9: Δ← Δ + Cost of corresponding edge in 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛

10: end for
11: Δ ← Δ+ Cost of last edge in 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 /*This edge represents

difference in penalties.

12: end if
13: Return new allotment B

Appendix B OPTIMAL SOLUTION FOR LBDD
UNDER STRICT CAPACITY
CONSTRAINTS

Our previous proposed algorithm for solving LBDD can be trivially

adapted to give the optimal solution when service centers are not

allowed to be overloaded. We call this variation as strict-LBDD
problem. Following is formal definition of the problem.

Strict-LBDD Problem
Inputs:
(1) A set 𝑆 of 𝑘 service centers.

(2) A set 𝐷 of 𝑛 demand units.

(3) A demand-service cost matrix CM. CM(𝑖, 𝑗) contains cost

(positive real value) of allotting demand unit 𝑑𝑖 to service center 𝑠 𝑗
(∀𝑑𝑖 ∈ 𝐷, ∀𝑠 𝑗 ∈ 𝑆).
(4) Capacity (𝑐𝑠𝑖 ) (integer) of each service center 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 .
Output: A complete allotment which minimizes the following ob-

jective function.

Minimize

{ ∑︁
𝑠𝑖 ∈𝑆𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒
𝐶𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑠

{ ∑︁
𝑑 𝑗 ∈𝐷𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑢𝑛𝑖𝑡

𝑎𝑙𝑙𝑜𝑡𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑡𝑜 𝑠𝑖

CM(𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑠𝑖 )
}}

(2)

Constraints: (i) A demand unit is allotted to only one service

center; (ii) No service center can be allotted demand beyond its

capacity.

As can be imagined, if we have excess demand, i.e.,𝑛 > Σ𝑖=𝑘
𝑖=1 (𝑐𝑠𝑖 ),

then it is not possible to generate a complete allotment. In such a

case, we modify the problem instance as follows: (1) We add a new

service center 𝑠𝑘+1 of capacity 𝑛 − Σ𝑖=𝑘
𝑖=1 (𝑐𝑠𝑖 ).

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-03869-3_82
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(2) Let𝑚𝑎𝑥 be the largest value in the given CM. We modify CM
by adding a column for service center 𝑠𝑘+1 and set all the values in

this column to𝑚𝑎𝑥 + 1.
Note that this modification increases the value of the objective

function by an amount equal to (𝑛 − Σ𝑖=𝑘
𝑖=1 (𝑐𝑠𝑖 )) × (𝑚𝑎𝑥 + 1). Since

this increase applies to all possible complete allotments, it does not

affect the optimal solution.

B.1 Characterizing the Optimal Solution in
terms of Γ()

For this purposes of characterizing the optimal solution of strict-
LBDD, we assume that all service centers are packed to capacity at

all times using certain dummy demand units as any stage during

the assignment process. These dummy demand units have zero

assignment cost for all service centers. As a result, if 𝑠𝑖 has 𝑝 units

of surplus capacity (for accommodating “real” demand units given

in the input), then Γ(A) would have 𝑝 edges of zero cost from 𝑠𝑖 to

any 𝑠 𝑗 due to the transfers of each of the 𝑝 dummy demand units.

As mentioned earlier, cycles of negative cost in Γ(A) can help

us improve the solution quality (i.e., lower the objective function

values). The following theorem (Theorem 2) formalizes the rela-

tionship between optimality of an strict-LBDD solution and the

presence of negative cycles. Similar results can be found in the

literature (see for instance, Theorem 7.8 in [4]) but we provide the

details for completeness. In our proofs, we employ the following

proposition, which is common knowledge in Graph Theory.

Proposition 1. A directed graph, 𝐺 (𝑉 , 𝐸), admits a decompo-
sition into directed cycles if and only if, ∀𝑣 ∈ 𝑉 , 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣) =

𝑜𝑢𝑡𝑑𝑒𝑔𝑟𝑒𝑒 (𝑣).

Theorem 2. Let A be an allotment for an instance of the strict-
LBDD problem, and Γ(A) be the corresponding allotment subspace
multigraph. A is an optimal solution if and only if Γ(A) does not
have any simple negative cost cycles.

Proof. We assume in all our arguments that the cycles are sim-

ple. It is straightforward to show that if an allotment contains a

non-simple negative cycle, it also contains a simple negative cycle.

Since the removal of a negative cost cycle reduces the total cost,

it is obvious that an absence of negative cost cycles is necessary

for optimality. We shall now prove that an absence of negative cost

cycle is sufficient for optimality.

LetA𝑜𝑝𝑡
be an optimal allotment, andA be any allotment such

that Γ(A) does not contain any negative cost cycles. We shall show

that if 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 (A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ) is less than 𝐶𝑜𝑠𝑡 (A), then Γ(A) must contain

a negative cost cycle.

We construct the Difference Multigraph forA andA𝑜𝑝𝑡
, denoted

as 𝐷𝑀 (A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ,A) in the following way:

(1) For each service center 𝑠𝑖 , 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑘 (or 𝑘 + 1 in case of excess

demand), add a vertex 𝑣𝑖 to 𝐷𝑀 (A,A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ).
(2) Let 𝑑𝑖 , 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛, be any demand unit such that A assigns

𝑑𝑖 to service center 𝑠𝑝 , and A𝑜𝑝𝑡
assigns 𝑑𝑖 to service center 𝑠𝑞 ,

and 𝑝 ≠ 𝑞. 𝐷𝑀 (A,A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ) contains an edge, (𝑣𝑝 , 𝑣𝑞, 𝑑𝑖 ) of weight
CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠𝑞) − CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠𝑝 ).

Note that 𝐷𝑀 (A,A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ) represents the set of all demand unit

movements needed to transform allotmentA intoA𝑜𝑝𝑡
. Therefore

all these edges must belong to Γ(A).

Claim. We can ensure that the out-degree of each vertex 𝑣𝑖 in
𝐷𝑀 (A,A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ) is the same as in-degree of 𝑣𝑖 by appropriately adding
edges that transfer dummy demand units.
Proof of Claim. In the construction of 𝐷𝑀 (A,A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ), if the num-

ber of demand units moved out of 𝑠𝑖 is the same as the number

of demand units moved in to 𝑠𝑖 , we have nothing to prove. Let 𝛿𝑖
denote the difference between the number of demand units moved

in to 𝑠𝑖 and the number of demand units moved out of 𝑠𝑖 . If 𝛿𝑖 > 0,
we will add 𝛿𝑖 outgoing edges of cost zero to 𝑣𝑖 , for moving 𝛿𝑖
dummy demand units out of 𝑠𝑖 . Note that since both A and A𝑜𝑝𝑡

are valid allotments, these dummy demand units are guaranteed to

exist. Correspondingly, if 𝛿𝑖 < 0, we can add 𝛿𝑖 incoming edges of

cost zero to 𝑣𝑖 . Since both A and A𝑜𝑝𝑡
have the same number of

demand units, Σ(𝛿𝑖 ) = 0. This means that total number of outgoing

dummy unit transfer arcs is equal to the total number of incoming

dummy unit transfer arcs. Since all these are of cost zero, it follows

that we can arbitrarily connect the vertices with edges of weight

zero to ensure that the claim is satisfied. end of proof of Claim
By Proposition 1 therefore, 𝐷𝑀 (A,A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ) can be partitioned

into a set of edge-disjoint directed cycles. Since A has greater cost

than A𝑜𝑝𝑡
, the sum of all the edge weights of 𝐷𝑀 (A,A𝑜𝑝𝑡 ) must

be less than zero, and therefore at least one of these cycles must

have cost less than zero. All these edges must belong to Γ(A), i.e.,
Γ(A) has a negative cycle. □

B.2 Optimal algorithm for strict-LBDD
problem

Algorithm 5 presents an optimal algorithm for the strict-LBDD

problem. Optimiality of Algorithm 5 can be trivially established

using a combination of Lemma 1 and Theorem 2.

Appendix C OTHER DETAILED PROOFS
Proof of Theorem 1:Determining the “most suitable” (using CM)

service center for each demand unit takes 𝑂 (𝑛𝑘) time. Following

this, the ASRAL algorithm constructs the MinDistance heap, which

takes another𝑂 (𝑛) time. Note that initially Γ𝐷𝑆 is empty. Therefore,

we include its update costs during the course of the algorithm (i.e.,

between steps 4 and 17).

The main loop in ASRAL algorithm (Steps 4 to 17) executes

𝑛 times. Within this loop, extract-min operation (Step 5) takes

𝑂 (log𝑛) time. In Step 6, we allot 𝑑𝑖 to 𝑠 𝑗 which requires updat-

ing 𝑘 − 1 heaps, and thus takes at most 𝑂 (𝑘 log𝑛) operations. Step
7 invokes the negative cycle refinement procedure (Algorithm 1).

Within Algorithm 1, Step 1 constructs the 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ() in 𝑂 (𝑘2) steps.
Step3 finds 𝑃𝑚𝑖𝑛 in 𝑂 (𝑘3) steps, and the loop in Step 5 performs at

most 𝑘2 heap operations of𝑂 (log𝑛) steps each. Algorithm 1 there-

fore runs in𝑂 (𝑘3 +𝑘2 log𝑛) steps. After negative cycle refinement,

ASRAL algorithm undertakes negative path refinement at Step 14

(using Algorithm 4). Similar to negative cycle refinement, negative

path refinement (Algorithm 4) also takes 𝑂 (𝑘3 + 𝑘2 log𝑛) steps.
In summary, the entire while loop in Steps 4 to 17 of ASRAL can

therefore be completed in 𝑂 (𝑛𝑘3 + 𝑛𝑘2 log𝑛) time. Therefore, the

total time complexity of ASRAL (Algorithm 2) is𝑂 (𝑛𝑘3+𝑛𝑘2 log𝑛).
With regards to space complexity, Γ𝐷𝑆 would occupy a max-

imum of 𝑂 (𝑛𝑘) space since each demand unit can be present in

at-most 𝑘 heaps (used to implement Γ𝐷𝑆) at any stage of execution.
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Algorithm 5 Subspace Re-adjustment based Approach for Strict-

LBDD

Input: (a) Demand-service cost matrix CM; (b) A set 𝑆 of 𝑘

service centers. For each 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 , we have its capacity 𝑐𝑠𝑖 ; (c) A set

𝐷 of 𝑛 demand units.

Output: An optimal allotment for the problem instance

1: If total capacity is less than total demand then add dummy

service center 𝑠𝑘+1 and modify CM by adding a column for

𝑠𝑘+1 and set all values to (max assignment cost in CM +1)

2: Initialize A1. Create dummy demand units and assign them

to all service centers 𝑠𝑖 ∈ 𝑆 at zero cost such that each service

center is full in terms of capacity.

3: while there exists a visited demand unit do
4: Pick an unvisited demand unit 𝑑𝑖 . Mark 𝑑𝑖 as visited.

5: 𝑋 ← Set of all service centers that have residual capacity

(i.e., they still some dummy demand nodes assigned to them).

6: Determine a service center 𝑠 𝑗 from 𝑋 such that CM(𝑑𝑖 , 𝑠 𝑗 )
is minimum.

7: A2← Change A1 by replacing a dummy demand unit by

𝑑𝑖 in 𝑠 𝑗
8: A3← Negative Cycle refinement(A2,𝑠 𝑗 ) (using Algo 1)

9: A1← A3
10: end while
11: Return the resulting allotment after undoing the pre-processing

step (i.e., remove any dummy demand units or remove the

dummy service center 𝑠𝑘+1 (and its assigned demand units)).

Other than Γ𝐷𝑆 , 𝑁𝐶𝑦𝑐Γ() and 𝑁𝑃𝑎𝑡ℎΓ() would take 𝑂 (𝑘2) space.
TheMinDistance heap would at most occupy𝑂 (𝑛) space. Therefore,
the total space complexity of ASRAL would be𝑂 (𝑛𝑘). (end of proof
of Theorem 1)

Appendix D LBDD INSTANCEWITH
SCHOOLS AS SERVICE CENTERS

A feasible unit of measurement for the objective function in this

case could be the total cost of “operation” for one day in Dollars.

Edge costs could be the fare amount spent while traveling that

edge. For penalty, we could use metrics like faculty - student ratio.

If a faculty-student ratio of 1:F is maintained in a school, then its

overload penalty would be Faculty-annual-salary/(F x 365) for each

allotment over the capacity of the school. One can easily create

more complex penalty functions by incorporating other parameters

like library-books-student ratio, lab-equipment-student ratio, etc. In

such cases the capacity of the school should be set to the minimum

of capacities in terms total-faculty, total-equipment, total-books,

etc. It should be noted that proposed algorithm is oblivious of these

implementation intricacies of the penalty functions as long as these

adhere to Definition 4.
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