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Abstract

In the classic version of the game of firefighter, on the first turn a fire breaks out on a
vertex in a graph G and then b firefighters protect b vertices. On each subsequent turn,
the fire spreads to the collective unburnt neighbourhood of all the burning vertices and
the firefighters again protect b vertices. Once a vertex has been burnt or protected
it remains that way for the rest of the game. In distance-restricted firefighting the
firefighters’ movement is restricted so they can only move up to some fixed distance d

and they may or may not be permitted to move through burning vertices. In this paper
we establish the NP-completeness of the distance-restricted versions of b-Firefighter
even on bipartite graphs and present an integer program for computing the exact value.
We also discuss some interesting properties of the Expected Damage function.
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1 Introduction

The firefighter problem, introduced by Hartnell in 1995 [15], is a turn-based game played on
a graph where fire is a proxy for some contagion that spreads from a set of ‘burning’ vertices
to their collective neighbourhoods on each turn. For our purposes we consider the game to be
a two player game where the players are an arsonist and a brigade of firefighters. On turn 0,
one or more vertices are selected by the arsonist as the initial burning vertices and some fixed
number of firefighters are placed as well. Each firefighter protects a single vertex from the
fire, the consequence being that the fire does not spread to these vertices for the remainder of
the game. On each subsequent turn, the fire spreads to the unprotected neighbourhoods of
the burning vertices and the firefighters protect a new set of vertices. The notion of distance-
restricted firefighting was introduced in [4] as a new variant of the firefighter problem. In this
version the firefighters were restricted to moving up to some distance d each turn and could
not move through any burning vertices. Up to this point, distance-restricted firefighting
has only been studied in the context of the containment problem on infinite graphs [4, 6, 8]
whereas the present paper focuses on problems on finite graphs.

One of the key items of interest in firefighting is theMaximum Vertices Saved (MVS(G,F ;b))
function. Given a graph G, a set F of initially burning vertices, and a number b of firefight-
ers, MVS(G,F ;b) is equal to the maximum number of vertices the firefighters can save. The
related decision problem asking if MVS(G,F ;b) is at least some constant k is referred to as
b-Firefighter. Another decision problem is (S,b)-Fire where given a graph, a set of ini-
tially burning vertices and a set of vertices S we ask if all the vertices in S can be saved using
only b firefighters. Both b-Firefighter and (S,b)-Fire are known to be NP-complete even
when restricted to certain classes of trees. These are both consequences of the main result
from [3] (which builds on a result from [13]) where it is shown that the Max (S,b)-Fire
problem is NP-complete.

Max (S,b)-Fire
Input: A graph G, a set of vertices S ⊆ V (G), and a vertex u ∈ V (G)
Question: What is the maximum number of vertices in S which can be saved using

b firefighters if a fire breaks out at u?

We recommend the survey by Finbow and MacGillivray [14] and the recent thesis by
Wagner [18] for further reading on these problems as well as other variants of the firefighter
problem.

For our purposes we define two variants of the MVS function, Distance-Restricted Max-

imum Vertices Saved (DRMVS(G,F ;b,d)) and Distance-Path-Restricted Maximum Vertices

Saved (DPRMVS(G,F ;b,d)). With DRMVS each firefighter can move up to some fixed
distance d (which is now included in the problem parameters). For DPRMVS the fire-
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fighters can move up to some fixed distance d and in addition the firefighters cannot move
through the fire. We will see in Section 2 that although these games may seem similar they
can behave in very different ways in certain contexts.

A common approach for optimization problems like these is to restate them as deci-
sion problems and analyze their complexity. In order to do this we first consider the b-
Firefighter decision problem, studied in [3].

b-Firefighter
Input: A graph G, a set of vertices F ⊆ V (G), and a positive integer k
Question: Is MVS(G,F ;b) ≥ k?

This is easily extended to the two decision problems which will be the focus of this paper.

DR-b-FF
Input: A graph G, a set of vertices F ⊆ V (G), an integer d ≥ 1, and a positive

integer k
Question: Is DRMVS(G,F ;b,d) ≥ k?

DPR-b-FF
Input: A graph G, a set of vertices F ⊆ V (G), an integer d ≥ 1, and a positive

integer k
Question: Is DPRMVS(G,F ;b,d) ≥ k?

It is also worth noting that if we allow the case where d = 0, DPR-b-FF and DR-b-FF
are both similar to the Firebreak problem [1] where the firefighters defend for only the first
turn and then allow the fire to spread as much as possible. In this case the only difference
is that for our problems the number of firefighters is part of the problem statement but for
Firebreak it is part of the problem input. Note as well that if d is the diameter of the graph
then DR-b-FF is equivalent to b-Firefighter but under the same conditions DPR-b-FF
is not equivalent to b-Firefighter in general.

In the remaining sections of the paper, we first discuss the complexity of DR-b-FF and
DPR-b-FF by showing their NP-completeness on graphs in general. We also show that
the complexity of DPR-b-FF is greatly reduced on trees and pose questions about the
complexity of solving DPR-b-FF different graph classes. Following this, an extension of a
0, 1-integer program for solving the original MVS function is explored which is capable of
computing DRMVS and a second extension which computes DPRMVS is considered as
well. In the penultimate section of the paper, the concept of expected damage is explored
for distance-restricted and distance-path-restricted firefighting and an important difference
between expected damage in the original game and in the distance-restricted game is shown
to be true. The final section poses some problems which we consider natural next steps for
this variant of firefighting.
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2 Complexity of DR-b-FF and DPR-b-FF

One of the ever present questions for problems like DR-b-FF and DPR-b-FF is whether or
not they can be solved efficiently. It is already known that b-Firefighter is NP-complete
even when restricted to trees of maximum degree b+2 [3]. For DR-b-FF and DPR-b-FF we
must first examine a fundamental building block of the game, which is determining whether
or not a move is valid. Clearly if we cannot efficiently decide whether or not a move is valid
then it is unlikely that we can solve either of these decision problems efficiently. To deal
with this problem of checking a move’s validity, we first build an auxiliary bipartite graph
where one partite set A represents the vertices defended at time t and the other partite set
B represents the vertices defended at time t + 1. We add the edge uv if the vertex from
the original graph represented by u ∈ A is distance at most d from the vertex represented
by v ∈ B in the original graph. Of course in the path restricted case we modify this edge
condition so the distance is determined in the subgraph induced by the unburnt vertices. It
is clear that a valid move in the game exists if and only if this auxiliary graph has a perfect
matching, which can be determined in polynomial time [11].

Now we can move on to the main theorem of this section, Theorem 2.1

Theorem 2.1. DR-b-FF and DPR-b-FF are NP-complete.

In order to show this we begin by noting that the problems are both in NP since we can
use the sequence of defended vertices as an easily verifiable certificate.

Lemma 2.2. DR-b-FF and DPR-b-FF are in NP.

We now show that both problems are NP-hard. Consider an instance of b-Firefighter
and let d be the diameter of the graph. Clearly the firefighter can move between any pair
of vertices if we use this value of d for DR-b-FF and thus the optimal strategies for b-
Firefighter and DR-b-FF will be exactly the same. Thus we have the following result
which concludes the proof of the first half of Theorem 2.1.

Theorem 2.3. DR-b-FF is NP-hard.

Now for DPR-b-FF things are not quite so straightforward. The major issue is that
our transformation from an instance of b-Firefighter to an instance of DPR-b-FF must
allow for the firefighters to be able to move between any pair of unburnt vertices, which is
exactly what the path restrictions stop the firefighters from doing. In order to show that
DPR-b-FF is NP-hard we will first introduce the related problem, Weighted-DPR-b-FF.
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Weighted-DPR-b-FF
Input: A graph G, a set of vertices F ⊆ V (G), an integer d ≥ 1, a set of real

valued vertex weights wv, and a positive integer k
Question: Can b firefighters save a set of vertices whose weights sum to at least k

while moving at most distance d and without passing through a burning
vertex if a fire breaks out at all the vertices in F ?

Lemma 2.4. Weighted-DPR-b-FF and DPR-b-FF are NP-hard.

Proof. Consider an instance (G,F, k) of b-Firefighter. We aim to transform this into an
equivalent instance (G′, F ′, d, {wv}v∈V (G′), k

′) of Weighted-DPR-b-FF.
Let r be the number of vertices in the original graph G and let t =

(

r

2

)

− |E(G)|. Now
construct G′ from G in the following way. First, for every pair of non-adjacent vertices u, v
add an edge between them and subdivide it 2r times, that is to say, subdivide until 2r vertices
have been added to the graph. Now assign a weight of 1 to all these new vertices and assign
a weight of 2rt+1 to the vertices which came from V (G) to obtain the set {wv}v∈V (G′). Now
our problem is whether or not we can save a total weight of k′ = k(2rt+ 1) with d = 2r+ 1
if a fire breaks out at F ′ = F ⊆ V (G) ⊆ V (G′).

To show that the instance of Weighted-DPR-b-FF obtained above is equivalent to our
original instance of b-Firefighter we need only note a few things. First, by our choice of d
we can always move between any pair of unburnt vertices. Second, by our choice of weights
the new vertices we added do not matter since saving all of them saves less total weight
than saving a single one of the high-weight vertices. Third, after r turns the fire will only
be spreading across the long paths we added which will leave r turns for the firefighters to
backtrack and defend any of the unburnt high-weight vertices which have not been defended
yet. Clearly any successful strategy for the instance of b-Firefighter can be translated into
a strategy for the instance of Weighted-DPR-b-FF by defending the same vertices from
V (G) ⊆ V (G′) and then defending the remaining unburnt vertices. Similarly if we cannot
save at least k vertices in our instance of b-Firefighter then we cannot save a total weight
of k′ in our instance of Weighted-DPR-b-FF. To see this first note that in the instance
of Weighted-DPR-b-FF, if a firefighter defends a vertex along one of the subdivisions we
added then it would lead to the exact same result for the decision problem if they defended
one of the unburnt ends of the subdivision since the total weight of all the vertices on all
the subdivisions is very small. It is easy to see that this implies the firefighters will only
ever defend vertices in V (G) ⊆ V (G′) and thus any strategy for this instance of Weighted-
DPR-b-FF could be translated to a strategy for the instance of b-Firefighter. Thus since
b-Firefighter is NP-complete, Weighted-DPR-b-FF is NP-hard.

Now consider the instance (G′, F ′, d, {wv}v∈V (G′), k
′) we created. Note that all the weights

are positive integers. We now produce an equivalent instance (G′′, F ′′, d, k′) of DPR-b-FF
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from this instance. To produce G′′, take each vertex v and add wv − 1 leaves to v. Call
each of these sets of leaves Lv and let F ′′ = ∪v∈F ′ (Lv ∪ {v}). To see that these instances
are equivalent note that by defending a vertex u which is not in any Lv, we certainly save
wu vertices. Note that it is never advantageous to defend a vertex in one of the Lv since if
a firefighter can get there they must have passed through the adjacent vertex and defending
that would save at least one additional vertex. Note as well that once the fire reaches a
vertex u there is no way for the firefighters to defend any vertex in Lu so the entire weight
of that vertex is lost. Thus these instances are equivalent and DPR-b-FF is NP-hard.

While it is not the focus of this paper, the weighted variant of firefighter is of independent
interest since it helps to unify the different firefighter decision problems. For example, we
can immediately use this to phrase a distance-path-restricted version of (S,b)-Fire as a
Weighted-DPR-b-FF problem since we can assign a weight of n (the number of vertices)
to the vertices in S and a weight of 1 to the rest of the vertices and ask if it is possible to
save a weight of n|S|.

We also note the following corollary.

Corollary 2.5. DPR-b-FF is NP-complete even when restricted to bipartite graphs.

To see this, note that if we start with a bipartite graph then the only ingredient of
our reduction that can introduce an odd cycle is the step where we add the subdivisions.
However, if we increase the value of d by 1 and we increase the length of the subdivision by
1 whenever the corresponding vertices are in the same partite set then we never introduce
any odd cycle and so our reduction produces instances of DPR-b-FF where the graph is
bipartite. Thus since b-Firefighter is NP-complete on bipartite graphs DPR-b-FF is also
NP-complete on bipartite graphs. We will see next that while this result is similar to the
result for the original game from [17], the result for trees from [13] is in sharp contrast with
the following lemma.

Lemma 2.6. DPR-b-FF is solvable in linear time on trees whenever |F | = 1 regardless of

the value of d.

Proof. First, we root the tree at the initial burning vertex u and label the neighbours of u
as v1, . . . , vd(u). Define the quantities Svi to be the number of vertices in the component of
T \ u containing vi. We claim that the best possible strategy is to defend the b vertices in
{v1, . . . , vd(u)} which have the largest Svi values. To see this, we first note that any firefighter
can only defend vertices in one component of T \u since moving to another component would
require moving through u. Now, we see that if the firefighter defends one of these vi then
they save all vertices in that component of T \ u and since they certainly cannot do better
than saving all of the vertices in the chosen component this will always be optimal. From
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here it is clear that the claim is true. Now note that the Svi can be calculated by a depth
first search and so the problem is solvable in linear time.

A natural question which arises here is whether or not DPR-b-FF exhibits a dichotomy
similar to the constraint satisfaction problem (CSP) [2] since it is NP-complete on bipartite
graphs and polynomial time solvable on trees, or if it could somehow give rise to intermediate
problems. The original b-Firefighter problem is known to satisfy the dichotomy based
on a degree condition and it is natural to believe that DPR-b-FF will as well. However,
the degree condition which trivially makes the problem polynomial time for b-Firefighter
does not have the same effect here and it seems that any degree condition would not be
sufficient. It is possible that some of the ingredients of the integer program in the next
section could be used to rephrase the problem as a CSP which is amenable to the algebraic
approaches outlined in [2] when restricted to certain classes of bipartite graphs. Otherwise
it may be helpful to examine a different approach to the integer program specifically for
bipartite graphs as was done for trees in [17].

3 Integer Programming Solutions

A natural question to ask about any NP-complete problem is whether there are ways to
solve it using ‘relatively efficient’ methods. Solving these problems by transforming them
into something that can be passed as input to an integer program solver or a SAT solver
allows us to take advantage of very well optimized pieces of software like HiGHS [16]. Of
course, since our problem is in NP such a method for solving our problem certainly exists,
but using something like this may be less conducive to recovering the optimal strategy for
the firefighters. Having access to a method for finding solutions where we can easily recover
the firefighter strategy also allows us to formulate conjectures such as Conjecture 3.1 which
are not necessarily obvious without solving many instances of DR-b-FF. The original MVS
function was shown in [9] to be computable by a 0, 1-integer program which is depicted in
Figure 3.1. The program encodes whether or not a vertex is burned at a particular point in
time using the bx,t variables and similarly encodes whether or not a vertex is defended using
the dx,t values. Note that we use a capital B here to denote the number of firefighters so
it is disambiguated from the bx,t values and we use S to denote the set of initially burning
vertices.
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Minimize
∑

x∈V (G)

bx,T , subject to:

bx,t ≥ bx,t−1 x ∈ V (G), 1 ≤ t ≤ T

dx,t ≥ dx,t−1 x ∈ V (G), 1 ≤ t ≤ T

bx,t + dx,t ≥ by,t−1 x ∈ V (G), y ∈ N(x), 1 ≤ t ≤ T

bx,t + dx,t ≤ 1 x ∈ V (G), 1 ≤ t ≤ T
∑

y∈N(x)

by,t−1 ≥ bx,t x ∈ V (G), 1 ≤ t ≤ T

∑

x∈V (G)

(dx,t − dx,t−1) ≤ B 1 ≤ t ≤ T

dx,0 = 0 x ∈ V (G)

bx,0 =

{

1 if x ∈ S

0 otherwise
x ∈ V (G)

bx,t, dx,t ∈ {0, 1} x ∈ V (G), 0 ≤ t ≤ T

Figure 3.1: A 0, 1-integer program for solving firefighter MVS, due to Develin and Hartke [9].

While this program can compute the original MVS function, its encoding of the infor-
mation loses certain features that are needed to impose distance and path restrictions on
the problem. In particular, if a firefighter moves onto a previously defended vertex, then
the set of defended vertices does not change, and that firefighter’s current position is now
unknown. Thus on the next turn it is impossible to validate that firefighter’s move since it
is impossible to know exactly which vertex the firefighter was on.

In order to construct an extension to the Develin and Hartke program that computes
DRMVS, we first have to re-encode the firefighters’ positions in a way that solves the
aforementioned information loss problem, but also in a way which lends itself well to linear
transformations. Our solution is to encode the firefighters’ positions on any given turn as a
one-hot1 encoded vector of length

(

|V (G)|+B−1
B−1

)

, as that is the number of weak compositions2

of |V (G)| into B parts and we can order the compositions lexicographically. We use this
approach because weak compositions are in correspondence with positions the firefighters
can occupy since each element of the composition corresponds to a vertex of the graph and

1A one-hot encode refers to a vector where all entries but one are zero and the remaining entry is a 1.
2A weak composition of n into k parts is an ordered sum of k non-negative integers which sum to n.

8



the quantity corresponds to the number of firefighters on that vertex. Thus if the firefighters’
positions at time t correspond to the ith weak composition we represent the position with
the one-hot encoded vector with a 1 in the ith coordinate and we label this vector pt.

We now need to make these position vectors force the dx,t to take on their corresponding
values. The first step in doing this is to extract which vertices are occupied from the one-
hot encoded position vector, which we do by constructing a matrix A with |V (G)| rows
and

(

|V (G)|+B−1
B−1

)

columns where the ith entry in the jth row is 1 if the jth entry of the

weak composition corresponding to the ith position is positive and the entry is 0 otherwise.
Multiplication by A takes a position vector and yields a binary vector where the ith entry
being 1 implies that the ith vertex is occupied, and thus the corresponding dx,t needs to be
1 as well. In order to set the dx,t value we want to take the maximum of all the entries
corresponding to vertex x in the vectors Apτ where τ ≤ t. This is achieved in two parts.
First set the sum of all these values as an upper bound on dx,t since if all of these values are
zero then dx,t will also be zero. Secondly set each of the values individually as a lower bound
on dx,t, then if any of the values are 1, dx,t will be 1 as well.

So we can now associate a one-hot encoded position vector to each time step, and this
can be used to construct a bilinear form which determines if the move from the positions at
time t to the positions at time t + 1 is valid. Define Md to be a

(

|V (G)|+B−1
B−1

)

square matrix

where the ith entry in the jth row is 0 if there is a valid move from position i to position
j and 1 if that is not the case. This allows us to use pTt Mdpt+1 to determine if the given
move is valid, and we can in fact replace the bilinear form Md with a dot product by instead
encoding the vector at = pt⊗ pt+1 for each time step and noting that we can recover pt from
at using a projection map µ. This does also now require us to ensure that the projection
to the second factor of the tensor product in at and the projection to the first factor of the
tensor product in at+1 are in fact equal. Figure 3.2 depicts the extension to the Develin and
Hartke program which computes DRMVS.
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W = {0, 1}(
n+ℓ−1

ℓ−1 )

{Si} = indexed weak compositions

pt ∈ W

pit =

{

1 If Si is occupied at time t

0 Otherwise

at = pt ⊗ pt+1 ∈ W ⊗W

µ1 : W ⊗W → W

µ1(at) = pt

µ2 : W ⊗W → W

µ2(at) = pt+1

Md : W ⊗W → {0, 1}

Md(pt ⊗ pt+1) =

{

0 If there is a valid move

1 Otherwise

1 · ait′ = 1, t′ > 1

1 · ai0 = 0

1 · pit = 1

µ2(at) = µ1(at+1)

Md(at) ≤ 0

dx,t ≥ µ1(at′)[x], t
′ ≤ t

dx,t ≤
∑

t′≤t

µ1(at′)[x]

Figure 3.2: An extension to the 0, 1-integer program which computes DRMVS.

We can see that this implements all the pieces discussed in the previous paragraphs. The
at values are our tensor products of position vectors, the µi projection maps ensure that at
and at+1 are compatible, the transformation Md validates moves, and the last two lines force
dx,t to take on the values corresponding to pt.

It is relatively straightforward to construct a program which takes a DRMVS problem
instance as input and outputs the corresponding linear program. We used such a program
as well as the HiGHS solver [16] to solve a 13 × 13 square grid (i.e. P13 � P13) with d = 3
and a single firefighter with a runtime of approximately 28 days on a 6-core Zen+ desktop
platform. We also used this to solve a large number of instances on square grids with d = 1
which led to Conjecture 3.1.

Conjecture 3.1.

lim
n→∞

DRMVS
(

Pn � Pn,
(⌈

n
2

⌉

,
⌈

n
2

⌉)

; 1, 1
)

n2
=

1

8
This conjecture is based on finding that the optimal solution for many small grids would

save an n
4
by n

2
piece of the grid in the corner, thus saving one eighth of the grid. This

strategy works for a grid of any size but it is yet to be shown that it is optimal as n becomes
large.
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It is also possible to extend this program to computeDPRMVS. The idea is that for each
pair of positions and each value of d there is some finite set of ‘connectors’, which are sets of
vertices the firefighters can move through to get from one position to the other. By encoding
all these connector sets for a pair of positions in a binary vector, and also encoding which
of them contain a burning vertex in another vector, their dot product can encode whether
or not any of the sets are unburnt. This is all doable using similar mapping techniques as
with the linear program for computing DRMVS and the connectors can be computed in
polynomial time using a variation of Djikstra’s algorithm [10].

4 Expected Damage

Another area of interest for firefighting is determining the expected damage sustained by a
graph given a fixed number q of initial burning vertices and a fixed number b of firefighters.
This is equivalent to computing the surviving rate defined in [5]. The expected damage is
denoted as E(G; q, b) and is computed as:

E(G; q, b) =
∑

F⊂V (G), |F |=q

|V (G)| −MVS(G,F ; b)
(

|V (G)|
q

)

The expected damage can be extended to the distance-restricted variant by replacing
MVS by DRMVS, and to the distance path restricted variant by replacing MVS by
DPRMVS. We denote these expected damage functions by E(G; q, b, d) and Epr(G; q, b, d),
respectively.

A classic problem for expected damage is to determine which connected graphs of order
n minimize the expected damage [7, 12]. These are typically referred to as optimal graphs.
For the original problem, the optimal graphs with a single fire and firefighter were com-
pletely characterized in [12] and the optimal graphs with two fires and two firefighters were
completely characterized in [7]. For a single fire and a single firefighter the optimal graphs
are stars and caterpillars where any vertices of degree at least three are at least a distance
of three apart. Since the optimal strategy on K1,n−1 only involves a single placement of the
firefighter we can achieve the same minimum in the distance-restricted and distance-path-
restricted games. Thus with a single fire and a single firefighter we can narrow our search for
optimal graphs from all graphs to graphs which are optimal in the original game. We will
soon see that this is not possible with two fires and two firefighters, and in fact determin-
ing the optimal graphs when there are distance and/or path restrictions can be much more
difficult than in the original version of firefighter.
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Theorem 4.1. When d ≤ 2 or there are path restrictions the optimal graphs with one fire

and one firefighter are stars and graphs formed by taking a star and adding leaves to one leaf

of the star.

Proof. First we show that the optimal expected value is 2 − 2
n
. Consider the star on n

vertices. When the fire starts on one of the n− 1 leaves only one vertex burns and when the
fire starts in the center n−1 vertices burn. Thus in total (n− 1)+(n− 1) vertices burn, and

we then divide by
(

n

1

)

to get that the expected damage is (n−1)+(n−1)
n

= 2− 2
n
. This is clearly

also obtainable for d ≤ 2 and if there are path restrictions. This shows that the optimal
graphs with path restrictions or d ≤ 2 must be contained in the set of optimal graphs for
the original game. This is true since we certainly cannot have a smaller expected damage in
our variants of the game, but as we have just shown we can achieve the same value.

We now show that the remaining graphs from the theorem statement are optimal. Sup-
pose we have an edge with ℓ leaves on one end of the edge and t leaves on the other end.
If the fire starts on one of the ℓ + t leaves only one vertex burns, if it starts on one of the
higher degree vertices either ℓ + 1 or t + 1 vertices burn. Thus we get ℓ + t + ℓ + 1 + t + 1
vertices burning in total, and ℓ+ t = n− 2 so we get 2 (n− 2)+2 = 2n− 2 burning in total.
We take that and divide by n to get 2− 2

n
.

Now we show that any other caterpillar graph is non-optimal. Here we take advantage
of the fact that since the firefighters are either path-restricted or can only move a distance
less than or equal to 2 they can only really defend once and then let the fire spread. First
it is necessary to define some quantities relating to our caterpillars. First we require that
the spine of our caterpillar only contains vertices of degree greater than 1 and we define the
number of vertices on the spine to be p. Now define the number of vertices on the spine with
a neighbour not on the spine to be R and for each such vertex let the number of non-spine
neighbours be ri. Note that based on our definition of the spine the case of p = 1 corresponds
to stars and the case of p = 2 corresponds to our other class of optimal graphs so we need
not concern ourselves with either of these cases.

Case 1: R = 2, p > 2: It is easy to see here from the way our caterpillar is defined
that the two end vertices of the spine are the only spine vertices that can have non-spine
neighbours. If p = 3, r1 = ℓ and r2 = t with ℓ ≥ t we can see that at least ℓ + t + ℓ + 1 +
t + 1 + t + 2 vertices will burn. Using the fact that ℓ + t = n − 3 we get 2 (n− 3) + 4 + t,
which, when divided by n, yields 2− 2

n
+ t

n
> 2− 2

n
.

Case 1A: R = 2, p = 4: Let ℓ = r1 ≥ r2 = k again. We again see that at least
ℓ+ t + ℓ+ 1 + t+ 1 + t + 2 + t + 2 vertices will burn, we divide by n and use the fact that
ℓ+ t = n− 4 to get 2− 2

n
+ 2k

n
> 2− 2

n
.

Case 1B: R = 2, p > 4: Now suppose R = 2, p > 4 and note that there are n − p

non-spine vertices. From the leaves we have n − p vertices burning, from the ends of the
spine we get another n−p+2 burning, from the interior vertices of the spine we get 2 (p− 2)
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vertices burning since that vertex as well as one of its spine neighbours will burn, and from
the vertices on the spine that are at distance 2 or more from the both ends of the spine
(which are guaranteed to exist since p > 4) we get an additional spine vertex burning thus
giving us an additional p− 4 vertices burnt. Adding these all up gives 2n + p− 6, dividing
by n gives 2 + p−6

n
which is greater than 2− 2

n
since p > 4.

Case 2: R > 2, p > 2: First, each of the non-spine vertices gets burnt once when they
are a source and once when their nearest spine vertex is a source (which also burns that
spine vertex), which gives 2 (n− p)+R burnt vertices. Second, every spine vertex with non-
spine neighbours except for the outermost such vertices will cause another spine vertex with
non-spine neighbours to burn, thus burning at least an additional (R − 2)min{ri} vertices.
Every spine vertex with all their neighbours on the spine will always burn a spine vertex
with neighbours off the spine since we forced the endpoints of the spine to have neighbours
off the spine, thus burning at least an additional (p− R)min{ri} vertices. Finally, every
spine vertex that is not an endpoint of the spine (which is guaranteed to exist since p > 2)
will burn an additional vertex on the spine, thus burning an additional p− 2 vertices. This
yields 2n−2p+R+(R− 2)min{ri}+(p−R)min{ri}+p−2 which is greater than or equal
to 2n− 2p+R+R− 2+ p−R+ p− 2 = 2n+R− 4. Now dividing by n gives 2+ R−4

n
which

is greater than 2− 2
n
since R > 2.

As previously mentioned, we cannot use the same strategy to find the optimal graphs
with two fires and two firefighters with distance-restrictions and path-restrictions. This is
because the optimal graphs of order at least 14 are stars with four of their original edges
subdivided, and the expected damage is strictly larger with d ≤ 2 or with path restrictions
compared to the original game on these graphs. Simply consider the case where one fire
starts on the central vertex and the other starts on an adjacent leaf vertex. The optimal
strategy for the original game is to defend two of the non-leaf vertices adjacent to the center
and then defend the two leaf vertices which have not yet burned but are about to burn. This
strategy is depicted in Figure 4.1. The orange diamond vertices represent the initial fires,
the black star shaped vertices represent the vertices defended on the first turn.
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Figure 4.1: An optimal strategy in the original game which is not feasible with path restric-
tions or small d

Clearly, the above strategy is not possible with path restrictions. As a result we cannot
match the minimum from the original game and so there could be graphs whose expected
damage with path restrictions sits between the expected damage without path restrictions
and the expected damage with path restrictions of the graph in Figure 4.1. Therefore the
optimal graph with path restrictions need not be the same as the optimal graph without
path restrictions.

Finding these optimal graphs gets particularly interesting once we consider the fact that
in the original game the optimal graphs are always trees, but this need not be the case for
our game. It is easy to see that in the original game the removal of an edge does not affect
the firefighters since they are not moving within the graph but it can limit the spread of the
fire. Since the firefighters move within the graph in the distance-restricted game, this is not
necessarily always the case since it could be the case that every optimal strategy requires
moving across that edge for some set of initial burning vertices.

First we consider the path-restricted d = ∞ case with one fire and one firefighter on a
cycle on 7 vertices as well as on a path which spans that cycle. On the cycle it is easy to
see that the expected damage is 2 since the firefighter will defend a vertex adjacent to the
fire, the fire will spread to its other neighbour, and the firefighter will then move around the
cycle and stop the fire from spreading further. Contrast this to the path where the optimal
strategy is to defend whichever side of the fire contains a longer subpath and then let the
fire spread until it cannot spread anymore. Clearly on the path the only cases where less
than two vertices burn is when the fire is on a leaf, but if we pair those up with the cases
where the fire starts distance 2 from a leaf they average out to 2 vertices burning. Thus
since in every other case at least two vertices burn, and there are guaranteed to be some
remaining cases where at least four burn, the path will have higher expected damage with
path restrictions than without.

So what about the case of interest with two fires and two firefighters? It turns out that
for b fires and b firefighters, there exist graphs where the expected damage of a graph is
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strictly less than the expected damage of one of its connected spanning subgraphs.

Theorem 4.2. Let GA be a connected graph on at least b+1 vertices and let GB be a connected

graph on exactly b + 1 vertices. For any integer ℓ > 0, create Gℓ as follows. Number the

vertices of GB 1 to b + 1 and select a (b+ 1)-subset of the vertices of GA to do the same.

For each vertex in GB connect it via a path with ℓ internal vertices to the vertex in GA with

the same label.3 If ℓ is sufficiently large then Epr (Gℓ; b, b,∞) < Epr (Gℓ − E (GB) ; b, b,∞).

Furthermore, the ratio
Epr(Gℓ;b,b,∞)

Epr(Gℓ−E(GB);b,b,∞)
can be arbitrarily large.

Proof. First we show that
(

|V (Gℓ)|
b

)

Epr (Gℓ; b, b,∞) ∈ O
(

ℓb
)

. Notice that |V (Gℓ) | ∈ O (ℓ)
and that there are O

(

ℓb−1
)

initial burning configurations where at least one vertex is in
V (GA)∪V (GB)∪N (V (GA))∪N (V (GB)).

4 Thus since at most O (ℓ) vertices can burn in
these O

(

ℓb−1
)

scenarios, we have that this set of initial configurations contributes at most

O
(

ℓb
)

to
(

|V (Gℓ)|
b

)

Epr (Gℓ; b, b,∞). The remaining initial configurations are configurations
where no initial burning vertices are in V (GA) ∪ V (GB) ∪ N (V (GA)) ∪N (V (GB)). Here
we can show that at most 2b vertices burn in any of these configurations. The strategy to do
this is for each fire, one firefighter defends the neighbour of the fire which is closest to GA.
On the next turn the firefighters each do one of two things. If the firefighter has no clear
path to GA they simply move as far as possible along their path towards GA and defend that
vertex. Otherwise the firefighter has a clear path to GA, so they move through GA, through
the path which has no fire, and then through GB to block any fires moving towards GB. At
this point the fire can no longer spread since the initially burning vertices were all of degree
two, their neighbours were of degree two, the firefighters defended one of the neighbours,
and the firefighters defended the vertex at distance 2 on the other side from that neighbour.5

So in these situations every initially burning vertex burned at most one other vertex. Thus
in these initial configurations there are at most 2b

(

(b+1)(ℓ−2)
b

)

∈ O
(

ℓb
)

vertices burning.

We now show that
(

|V (Gℓ)|
b

)

Epr (Gℓ − E (GB) ; b, b,∞) ∈ Ω
(

ℓb+1
)

. Select one path (which
now terminates at a leaf) to be empty and place one fire on each of the remaining paths

so that the fire is at least distance ℓ
4
from the leaf and from G1. There are

(

ℓ
2

)b
such

configurations and in each configuration one of two things happens. Either the firefighters
all initially defend on the leaf side of the fires, in which case at least ℓ

4
vertices burn, or at

least one fire has no firefighter between itself and the leaf, in which case at least ℓ
4
vertices

burn. Thus in these configurations at least
(

ℓ
4

) (

ℓ
2

)b
∈ Ω

(

ℓb+1
)

vertices burn.

3For an example of this construction see Figure 4.2.
4We use N (S) here to represent vertices which are not in S but have a neighbour in S.
5Note that if the fires are close together it could cause this strategy to be invalid, but it is easy to see that

a combination of removing invalid moves and having the firefighter defend the other side of the fire yields a
strategy which will perform just as well in these cases.
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Figure 4.2: G3 with b = 2 when GA is K4 and GB is K3

It is also worth noting that we can take GA to be a tree and we get a spanning subtree of
the graph Gℓ in Theorem 4.2, which tells us that we can remove as many edges as possible
without disconnecting the graph and still have a graph that is worse for the firefighters than
the original graph.

5 Discussion and Open Problems

This paper establishes the NP-completeness of DR-b-FF and DPR-b-FF, but there are still
many questions to be asked. For instance, we showed that DPR-b-FF is NP-complete on
bipartite graphs and polynomial time on trees when |F | = 1, but it is still open whether
or not the problem satisfies a dichotomy. Our description of DPR-b-FF also allowed us to
choose an appropriate value of d during the reduction. Is the problem still NP-complete if
the value of d is fixed beforehand? For DRMVS we know that there is a value of d where
DRMVS and MVS are the same. How hard is it to find the smallest such d?

We also discussed the idea of expected damage. Section 4 characterizes the optimal graphs
with a single fire and firefighter for all values of d with and without path restrictions. We
saw however that the lack of monotonicity with path restrictions makes it hard to determine
optimal graphs for more fires and firefighters. This lack of monotonicity is particularly
interesting and characterizing exactly when a subgraph has smaller expected damage could
be an interesting direction of research. From a complexity standpoint one could consider a
decision problem where a certain, fixed number s of edges can be added to the graph and
the question is whether or not the path-restricted expected damage can be reduced by the
addition of at most s edges.
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