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Abstract
Robots are becoming an increasingly common part of scientific work within laboratory environments.
In this paper, we investigate the problem of designing schedules for completing a set of tasks at fixed
locations with multiple robots in a laboratory. We represent the laboratory as a graph with tasks
placed on fixed vertices and robots represented as agents, with the constraint that no two robots may
occupy the same vertex at any given timestep. Each schedule is partitioned into a set of timesteps,
corresponding to a walk through the graph (allowing for a robot to wait at a vertex to complete
a task), with each timestep taking time equal to the time for a robot to move from one vertex to
another and each task taking some given number of timesteps during the completion of which a
robot must stay at the vertex containing the task. The goal is to determine a set of schedules, with
one schedule for each robot, minimising the number of timesteps taken by the schedule taking the
greatest number of timesteps within the set of schedules.

We show that this problem is NP-complete for many simple classes of graphs, the problem of
determining the fastest schedule, defined by the number of time steps required for a robot to visit
every vertex in the schedule and complete every task assigned in its assigned schedule. Explicitly,
we provide this result for complete graphs, bipartite graphs, star graphs, and planar graphs. Finally,
we provide positive results for line graphs, showing that we can find an optimal set of schedules
for k robots completing m tasks of equal length of a path of length n in O(kmn) time, and a
k-approximation when the length of the tasks is unbounded.
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1 Introduction

Across a wide range of industries, there is an increase in the use of automation. This has
led to a wide range of problems relating to the scheduling of autonomous agents within
workplaces. This includes spacecraft manufacturing [19], Unmanned Aerial Vehicle [22], and
vehicle routing [24].

In this paper, we are particularly interested in the scheduling of robots within chemistry
labs. This is motivated by a significant and expanding body of work concerning robotic
chemists. Initial work on these systems focused on building robots performing reactions within
fixed environments [18, 16, 20, 17, 15], however recently Burger et al. [6] have presented a
robot capable of moving within a laboratory and completing tasks throughout the space. The
works of Burger et al. [6] and Liu et al. [19] provide the main motivation for this work, namely
the problem of moving robots within a laboratory environment (as presented by Burger et al.
[6]) while avoiding collisions (as investigated in the manufacturing context by Liu et al. [19]).

In addition to physical science motivation, our model and algorithmic results are strongly
based on graph theory, in particular, graph exploration. Informally, we model our problem as
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a graph problem, where robots are represented as agents in the graph, with the goal of finding
a set of walks for each robot, allowing every task to be completed without any collisions.
Our model of movement for robots within the graph matches the exploration model given
by Czyzowicz et al. [7], where agents (robots) start at fixed points within the graph, then
can move provided that no pair of agents occupy the same vertex in the same time steps.
The primary difference between our model and that of [7] is that in our setting, the agents
are given a schedule from some central system rather than each having to determine the best
route separately.

More general exploration problems have been considered in a variety of settings. Of
particular interest to us are the works regarding the efficient exploration of temporal graphs.
As in our setting, exploration is, in most cases, centrally controlled, with the primary goal of
minimising the number of time steps required to complete the exploration, corresponding to
the length of the longest walk taken by any agent in the graph. Further, having the edge
set of the graph change over time is similar to, and indeed can be closely mimicked by, the
collision-avoiding condition in our problem, in the sense that the available moves for a given
agent change throughout the lifetime of the graph.

There is a large number of results across many settings and variations of the temporal graph
exploration problem, including when the number of vertices an agent can visit in one timestep
is unbounded [3, 13], bounded [10, 9, 21], and for specific graph classes [1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 12, 11, 23].
Particularly relevant to us is the work of Michail and Spirakis [21], who showed that
the problem of determining the fastest exploration of a temporal graph is NP-hard, and,
furthermore, no constant factor approximation algorithm exists of the shortest exploration (in
terms of the length of the path found by the algorithm, compared to the shortest path exploring
the graph) unless P = NP . As noted, the change in the structure of temporal graphs is close
to the challenges implemented in our graph by agents blocking potential moves from each other.
In terms of positive results, the work of Erlebach et al. [9] provided a substantial set of results
that have formed the basis for much of the subsequent work on algorithmic results for temporal
graph exploration. Of particular interest to us are the results that show that, for temporal
graphs that are connected in every timestep, an agent can visit any subset of m vertices in at
most O(nm) time, and provide constructions for faster explorations of graphs with b agents and
an (r, b)-division (O(n2b/r+nrb2) time), and 2×n grids with 4 log n agents (O(n log n) time).

1.1 Our Contributions
In this paper, we present a set of results for the k-Robot Scheduling problem. A short
summary is provided in Table 1. Informally, we define the k-Robot Scheduling scheduling
problem as the problem of assigning schedules (walks on the graph with robots completing
every task from a given set), minimising the time needed to complete the schedule.

We lay out the remainder of this paper as follows. In Section 2 we provide the definitions
and notation used in the rest of the paper, with the k-Robot Scheduling problem fully
presented in Problem 1. In Section 3 we show that k-Robot Scheduling is NP-complete
for a large number of graph classes, explicitly Complete graphs (Theorem 5), Bipartite graphs
(Theorem 6), Star graphs (Theorem 7), and Planar graphs (Theorem 10). Finally, Section 4
provides the algorithmic results for this paper, namely an optimal algorithm for constructing
a schedule for k-robots on a path graph for tasks with equal length (Theorem 18), and a k-
approximation algorithm for creating a schedule with k-robots on a path graph (Theorem 19).
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Setting Result
General graphs, k ∈ N NP-complete

(Theorem 4)
Complete graphs, k ≥ 2 NP-complete

(Theorem 5)
Bipartite graphs, k ≥ 2 NP-complete

(Theorem 6)
Star graphs (and trees), k ≥ 2 NP-complete

(Theorem 7)
Planar graphs, k ∈ N NP-complete

(Theorem 10)
Path graphs, with m tasks of equal duration, k ∈ N Optimal O(kmn) time Algorithm

(Theorem 18)
Path graphs, k ∈ N k-approximation Algorithm

(Theorem 19)
Table 1 Our results for different graph classes and numbers, k, of robots.

2 Preliminaries

For the remainder of this paper, we define graphs as a tuple containing a set of vertices V and
a set of edges E ⊆ V × V . A walk in a graph G of length ℓ is a sequence of ℓ edges such that
the second vertex in the ith edge is the first vertex in the (i + 1)th edge, i.e. a sequence of the
form (v1, v2), (v2, v3), . . . , (vℓ−1, vℓ). Any walk w can visit the same vertex multiple times
and may use the same edge multiple times. Given a walk w = (v1, v2), (v2, v3), . . . , (vℓ−1, vℓ),
we denote by |w| the total number of edges in w, and by w[i] the ith edge in w. In this paper,
we also allow walks to contain self-adjacent moves, i.e. moves of the form (vi, vi) for every
vertex in the graph. We do so to represent remaining at a fixed position for some length of
time. Given a pair of naturals i, j ∈ N where i ≤ j, we denote by [i, j] the set i, i + 1, . . . , j.
For a given walk w, we denote by w[i, j] the walk w[i], w[i + 1], . . . , w[j].

In this problem, we consider a set of autonomous agents, which we call robots, moving on
a given graph G = (V, E) and completing a set of tasks T = {t1, t2, . . . , tm}. As mentioned
in our introduction, this problem originates in the setting of lab spaces, particularly in the
chemistry setting. As such, our definitions of robots and tasks are designed to mimic those
found in real-world problems. We associate each task with a vertex on which it is located and
the duration required to complete the task. We do not allow tasks to be moved by a robot,
a task can only be completed by a single robot remaining at the station for the entire task
duration, and any robot may complete any number of tasks, with no restrictions on which task
a robot can complete. This requirement reflects the motivation from chemistry, where tasks
reflect reactions that must be done within an exact time frame and at a fixed workstation.

Formally, we define a task ti as a tuple (di, vi) where di is the duration of the task, and
vi is the vertex at which the task is located. We use |ti| to denote the duration of the task
ti. In general, the reader may assume that for a graph G = (V, E) containing the vertex set
V = {v1, v2, . . . , vn}, the notation it is used to denote the index of the vertex at which task
t = (d, vit) is located. This will be specified throughout the paper where relevant.

To complete tasks, we assign each robot a schedule, composed of an alternating sequence
of walks and tasks. We note that each schedule can begin and end with either a walk and
a walk, a walk and a task, a task and a walk, or a task and a task. We treat each schedule
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as a set of commands to the robot, directing it within a given time frame. In this way,
we partition the schedule into a set of time steps, with each time step allowing a robot to
move along one edge or complete some fraction of a task, with a task t requiring exactly |t|
time steps to complete. We call the time span of a schedule the total number of timesteps
required to complete it. We denote the time span of the schedule C containing the walks
w1, w2, . . . , wℓ and tasks t1, t2, . . . , tm by |C| =

(∑
i∈[1,ℓ] |wi|

)
+

(∑
j∈[1,m] |tj |

)
. Given a

walk w directly following the task t in the schedule C, we require that the first edge traversed
in w begins at the vertex vit

on which t is located. Similarly, we require that the task t′

following the walk w′ in the schedule C is located on the last vertex in the last edge in w′.
The walk representation W(C) of a schedule C is an ordered sequence of edges formed by

replacing the task ti = (d, vi) in C with a walk of length |ti| = d consisting only of the edge
(vi, vi), then concatenate the walks together in order. Note that |W(C)| = |C|. For a given
robot R assigned schedule C, in timestep j R is located on the vertex v ∈ V that is the end
vertex of the ith edge in W(C), i.e. the vertex v such that W(C)[i] = (u, v). We require
the first vertex in the walk representation of any schedule C assigned to robot R to be the
starting vertex of R, i.e. some predetermined vertex representing where R starts on the graph.
If the schedule C containing the task t is assigned to robot R, we say that t is assigned to R.

Given a set of schedules C = (C1, C2, . . . , Ck) for a set of k robots R1, R2, . . . , Rk, and
set of tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm). we say that C is task completing if for every task t ∈ T
there exists exactly one schedule Ci such that t ∈ Ci. We call C collision-free if there is no
timestep where any pair of robots occupy the same vertex. Formally, C is collision-free if, for
every Ci, Cj where i ̸= j and time-step s ∈ [1, |Ci|], W(Ci)[s] = (v, u) and W(Cj)[s] = (v′, u′)
satisfies u ̸= u′ and (v, u) ̸= (u′, v′).

For the remainder of this paper, we assume every robot in the graph is assigned
exactly 1 schedule. Given 2 sets of schedules C and C′, we say C is faster than C′ if
maxCi∈C |Ci| < maxC′

j
∈C′ |C ′

j |, where maxCi∈C returns the schedule in C with the longest
time-span. Given a graph G = (V, E), set of k robots R1, R2, . . . , Rk starting on vertices
sv1, sv2, . . . , svk, and set of tasks T , a fastest task-completing, collision-free set of k-schedules
is the set of schedules C such that any other set of task-completing, collision-free schedules
is no faster than C. Note that there may be multiple such schedules.

▶ Problem 1 (k-Robot Scheduling ). Given a graph G = (V, E), set of k robots
R1, R2, . . . , Rk starting on vertices sv1, sv2, . . . , svk, and set of tasks T , what is the fastest
task-completing, collision-free set of k-schedules C = (C1, C2, . . . , Ck) such that Ci can be
assigned to Ri, ∀i ∈ [1, k]?

We can rephrase k-Robot Scheduling as a decision problem by asking, for a given
time-limit L, if there exists some task-completing, collision-free set of k-schedules C =
(C1, C2, . . . , Ck) such that Ci can be assigned to Ri and |Ci| ≤ L, for all i ∈ [1, k].

▶ Example 2. An example of a task-fulfilling set of schedules for the graph shown in Figure
1 is

{[(v7, v8), (v8, v5)], v5)), ([(v9, v6), (v6, v3), (v3, v2)], v2, [(v2, v1), (v1, v4)], v4)}

which has a makespan Sp(S) of 9. Which in this case is clearly not optimal, since if the
robot starting on v9 was the one to complete v5 then we have the following faster schedule,
{(v7, v4, v4, v1, v2, v2, v2), (v9, v6, v5, v5, v5, v5, v5)} which has a span of 7.
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Figure 1 A graph with tasks and robots. Blue vertices indicate the positions of robots and red
vertex indicate the locations of tasks, with the red numbers being the durations of the tasks.
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2.1 Problems used for NP-hardness reductions
Before providing our results, we provide a quick overview of the problems that are used in
Section 3 as a basis for the hardness. As these are well-known problems, this may primarily
be thought of as an overview of the notation used for the remainder of the paper. For more
details on this problem, we turn the reader to the textbook of Garey and Johnson [14].

k-Set Partition.

Given a set of integers S = (s1, s2, . . . , sm), we define a partition of S into k sets as a set of k-
sets S1, S2, . . . , Sk such that

⋃
i∈[1,k] Si = S and for any i, j ∈ [1, k], i ̸= j, Si ∩ Sj = ∅. In the

case of multiple integers with the same value, we assume that each entry in the set has a unique
identifier, allowing this definition to hold. An exact partition of S into k sets S1, S2, . . . , Sk

is a partition such that
∑

s∈Si
s =

∑
s′∈Sj

s =
∑

s′′∈S s′′/k, for every i, j ∈ [1, k]. The k-set
partition problem asks if an exact partition exists for a given set S and integer k.

Hamiltonian Path.

A Hamiltonian path for a given graph G is a walk w in G such that each vertex is visited
exactly once. The Hamiltonian path problem asks if such a path exists for a given graph.

3 Hardness Results

In this section, we show that the k-Robot Scheduling problem is NP-complete, even for
highly restricted graph classes. Explicitly, we prove NP-Hardness results for complete graphs,
bipartite graphs, trees and planar graphs. We note that our hardness result for complete
graphs, bipartite graphs, and trees hold for at least 2 robots, while that for planar graphs
holds even for 1 robot. As such, the result for trees does not imply the result for planar
graphs. The proof of Theorem 4 follows from these proofs. In order to claim NP-completeness
however, we must first prove that the problem is in NP.

▶ Lemma 3. k-Robot Scheduling is in NP, for any k ∈ N.

Proof. Observe that given any solution to k-Robot Scheduling , we can verify the correct-
ness in polynomial time (relative to the length of the certificate) by simulating the solution.
Hence, the problem is in NP. ◀
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▶ Theorem 4. k-Robot Scheduling is NP-complete for any k ∈ N.

▶ Theorem 5. k-Robot Scheduling on complete graphs is NP-complete for any k ≥ 2.

Proof. We prove this by a reduction from the set partition problem.
Given an instance of the set partition problem containing the set of integers S =

{s1, s2, . . . , sm} and integer k ∈ N, we construct a k-Robot Scheduling instance containing
the complete graph G = (V, E). The vertex set V is composed of two sets V R and V T where
V R = (vr

1, vr
2, . . . , vr

k) and V T = (vt
1, vt

2, . . . vt
m), with V = V R ∪ V T we refer to V R as the set

of robot vertices, and V T as the set of task vertices. As G is a complete graph, E = V × V ,
i.e. the set of all potential edges corresponding to pairs of vertices {(v, u) | v, u ∈ V }. We
construct the set of tasks t1, t2, . . . , tm where ti has a time-span of Si − 1 and is located on
vertex vt

i . Finally, we construct k robots R1, R2, . . . , Rk with Ri initially located on vertex vr
i .

We claim that there exists a task-completing conflict-free schedule requiring
∑

s∈S s/k time
if and only if there exists an exact partition of S into k sets. In one direction, observe that given
some exact partition S1, S2, . . . , Sk we can construct a schedule C = (C1, C2, . . . , Ck) where,
if Si = (Si1 , Si2 , . . . , Simi

) then Ci = ((vr
i , vt

i1
), ti1 , (vt

i1
, vt

i2
), ti2 , . . . , timi−1 , (vt

im−1, vt
im

), tim
).

First, observe that, as S1, S2, . . . , Sk is an exact partition of S, each vertex in G is visited
exactly once, and therefore the set of schedules C is conflict-free. Further, the time required
to complete the schedule Ci corresponds to the time to move between each vertex in the
schedule and the time to complete each task. As the task ti has a duration of si − 1, then
the time for the robot R assigned task ti in its schedule requires 1 timestep to reach vt

i from
the previous vertex (either the previous task or the starting vertex), and si − 1 timesteps
to complete ti, the total cost of completing the schedule Ci is equal to

∑
s∈Si

s, and thus
the total time to complete the set of schedules C is

∑
s∈S s/k.

In the other direction, given some set of schedules C = (C1, C2, . . . , Ck) such that C takes∑
s∈S s/k time steps to complete, we can construct a partition of S by making the sets

S1, S2, . . . , Sk where Si contains the integers in S corresponding to the tasks completed in
Ci. Note that as each vertex can be reached in a single timestep from any starting vertex,
the total cost of the schedule Ci completing mi tasks is equal to mi plus the length of the
tasks, equal to

∑
s∈Si

s − 1, hence the time-span of Ci is
∑

s∈Si
s =

∑
s∈S s/k. Additionally,

as
∑

i∈[1,k] |Ci| ≥
∑

s∈S s, any schedule taking
∑

s∈S s/k must satisfy |Ci| =
∑

s∈S s/k for
every i ∈ [1, k], completing the reduction. ◀

▶ Theorem 6. k-Robot Scheduling on bipartite graphs is NP-complete for any k ≥ 2.

Proof. This result follows the same outline as Theorem 5, using set partition as the basis
for the reduction.

Given an instance of the set partition problem containing a set S = {S1, S2, . . . , Sm} ∈ Nm

and natural k ∈ N, we construct a bipartite graph G containing two sets of vertices, the
robot vertices V R − {vr

1, vr
1

′, vr
2, vr

2
′, . . . , vr

k, vr
k

′} and the task vertices V T = {vt
1, vt

2, . . . , vt
m}.

For every pair i ∈ [1, m], j ∈ [1, k], we add the edge (vt
i , vr

j ) to the edge set. Additionally,
we add the edge (vr

j , vr
j

′) to the edge set for every j ∈ [1, k]. Note that this graph is now
bipartite by construction.

For the element Si ∈ S, we construct the task Ti with completion time ti = 2Si − 2, and
place Ti on vt

i . Similarly, for every j ∈ [1, k], we create a robot Rj and place it on vertex vr
j

′.
We now claim that there exists a collision-free task-completing schedule for this instance

of Robot Scheduling terminating in
∑

s∈S 2s/k time if and only if there exists an exact
partition of S into k sets of equal size.

In one direction, given a partition S1, S2, . . . , Sk of S, we can construct the schedules
C1, C2, . . . , Ck as follows. From Si = {si1 , si2 , . . . , simi

}, we construct Ci by starting with
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the walk from vr
i

′ to vt
i1

via vr
i , then complete the task ti1 . Next, we add the walk from vt

i1

to vt
i2

via vr
i , and complete task ti2 . In general, after completing task tij

, we add to walk
from vt

ij
to vt

ij+1
via vr

i , then complete tij+1 . Note that the time span between completing
task tij and task tij+1 is exactly 2 + |tij+1 | = 2Si. Further, as the robot Ri only occupies
the task vertices corresponding to the tasks in Ci, and the robot vertices vr

i , vr
i

′, this set
of schedules is conflict-free. Therefore, the total time to complete this schedule is equal to∑

s∈Si
2s, and hence if

∑
s∈Si

s =
∑

s′∈S s′/k, then |Ci| =
∑

s′∈S s′/k.
In the other direction, given any conflict-free task-completing schedule C = (C1, C2, . . . , Ck),

note that as the total time to complete all tasks is
∑

s∈S 2s − 2, and the minimum time
to travel between any pair of vertices is 2, the schedule Ci with the longest time-span
satisfies |Ci| ≥

∑
s∈S 2s/2, and |Ci| =

∑
s∈S 2s/k if and only if |Cj | =

∑
s∈S 2s/k, ∀Cj ∈ C.

Now, assume that C = {C1, C2, . . . , Ck} satisfies |Ci| =
∑

s∈S 2s/k, ∀Ci ∈ C. Then, we
construct the partitions S1, S2, . . . , Sk by adding to Si the integers corresponding to the
tasks assigned to Ci. Following the same arguments as above, note that the time-span from
completing task tij and task tij+1 in Ci is exactly equal to 2sij , and thus as |Ci| =

∑
s∈S 2s/k,∑

s∈Si
s =

∑
s∈S s/k, completing the reduction. ◀

▶ Theorem 7. k-Robot Scheduling is NP-complete on star graphs for k ≥ 2.

Proof. Recall that a star graph is a tree where all but one vertex has degree 1.
As in Theorems 5 and 6, we prove this statement by reduction from the set partition

problem. Assume we are given a set partition instance where S = {s1, s2, . . . , sm}. We
assume, without loss of generality, that s ≥ 2, ∀s ∈ S. From this instance, we construct
the 2-Robot Scheduling instance as follows. Let G = (V, E) be a graph containing the
set V = {vs} ∪ V T ∪ V R = {vs} ∪ {vt

1, vt
2, . . . , vt

m} ∪ {vr
1, vr

2} of m + 3 vertices. We call the
subset V T = {vt

1, vt
2, . . . , vt

m} the task vertices, the subset V R = {vr
1, vr

2} the robot vertices,
and that vertex vs the star vertex. As the names imply, the task vertices will contain the
tasks, the robot vertices will be the start position of the robots, and the star vertex will be
the central vertex of the graph. The edge set E is defined as {(vs, vi) | vi ∈ V \ {vs}}. We
add 2 robots, R1 and R2, placing R1 on vr

1 and R2 on vr
2.

We construct the set of tasks T = {t1, t2, . . . , tm}, defining the task ti as having a duration
of 2·si−2, and is located on vt

i . We highlight now that the even length of each task is key to the
remainder of our reduction. In brief, we ensure that there exists some schedule where R1 will
complete tasks only on even timesteps and R2 only on odd time steps. In this way, we avoid
collision as R1 will only occupy the star vertex on odd timesteps and R2 on even timesteps.

Now, we claim there exists a schedule C taking 1 +
∑

s∈S s time if and only if there exists
a perfect partition of S into 2 sets.

In one direction, let C = {C1, C2} be such a schedule. Then, we can construct 2 subsets of
S, S1, S2 by adding to Si the entry in S corresponding to each task completed in Ci. Note that
only 1 robot can occupy the star vertex vs on any given round, and further, no task can be com-
pleted before round 4 (corresponding to the 2 timesteps taken to reach the task from one of the
start vertices, and the minimum of 2 task duration as given by our construction). Therefore,
we can assume, without loss of generality, that robot R1 occupies vs at timestep 1 (respectively,
R2 occupies vs at timestep 2). By extension, note that the first task completed by robot Ri

must happen at timestep k·s−2+i−1, for some s ∈ S. Now, observe that R1 will complete the
first task in C1 on some even time step, and R2 will complete the first task in C2 on some odd
time step. Therefore, as there is no reason for a robot to wait on a completed task if it can move
to the next task in the schedule without collision, we can assume R1 moves onto vs on odd time
steps and leaves on even times steps, while R2 moves onto vs on even time steps and leaves on
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odd time steps. By extension, C1 must take time equal to
∑

s∈S1
2s, corresponding to the 2s−2

time to complete task s ∈ S1, and the 2 time steps to move from the previous task (or vr
1) to

the task. Similarly, C2 must take time equal to 1+
∑

s∈S2
2s, with the additional cost of 1 due

to having to wait for an extra time step before moving to vs. It follows from this construction
that given a perfect partition of S, one can construct a schedule C taking 1 +

∑
s∈S s time.

Now, assume that no schedule taking 1 +
∑

s∈S s time exists. Then, by the same argu-
ments as above, it must not be possible to form any perfect partition of S as such a partition
would give a schedule taking 1 +

∑
s∈S s time. Hence, this statement holds. ◀

Despite being NP-Hard for k ≥ 2, when we have only one robot the problem becomes
trivial.

▶ Observation 8. 1-Robot Scheduling can be solved in polynomial time for star graphs.

▶ Corollary 9. k-Robot Scheduling is NP-complete for trees.

▶ Theorem 10. 1-Robot Scheduling on planar graphs is NP-complete, even when all
tasks are of equal duration.

Proof. To prove NP-Hardness we reduce from the Hamiltonian Path problem in planar graphs.
Let G = (V, E) be a planar graph where V = {v1, v2, . . . , vn}. From G, we construct

a 1-Robot Scheduling instance with the graph G and set of tasks T = {T1, T2, . . . , Tn}
where every task has duration 1 and task Ti is placed on vertex vi.

Now, a robot A is placed on some vertex vs. Observe that the fastest task-completing
collision-free schedule for G with A requires visiting every vertex in G′ at least once, then
spending one time step on that vertex. Therefore, if a task-completing collision-free schedule
C has Sp(C) = 2n − 1, then there must exist some path visiting every vertex in V exactly
once, as visiting any vertex more than once would require an extra time step. Hence, given
such a schedule, there exists a Hamiltonian path starting at vs in G. By checking if any
such schedule taking 2n − 1 timesteps when A starts at vertex vs for every vs ∈ V , we can
determine if any Hamiltonian path exists in G.

In the other direction, given a Hamiltonian path starting at vs, we can construct a
schedule taking 2n − 1 timesteps by stopping at each vertex for a single timestep to complete
the associated task. Hence, the reduction holds. ◀

▶ Corollary 11. k-Robot Scheduling is NP-complete on planar graphs for any k ∈ N

4 Algorithmic Results for path graphs

In this section, we present a set of algorithmic results for path graphs. Recall that a graph G

is a path if and only if every vertex has a degree at most 2, and there exist exactly 2 vertices
with degree 1. Formally, a path P of length n contains the set of vertices V = {v1, v2, . . . , vn},
and the set of edges E = {(v1, v2), (v2, v3), . . . , (vn−1, vn)}. For the remainder of this section
for a given pair of vertices vi, vj on a path graph, we say that vi is left of vj if i < j, and
that vi is right of vj if i > j.

In Section 4.1, we provide an algorithm for finding an optimal schedule for 1-Robot
Scheduling on a line. In Section 4.2, we provide two results regarding 2-Robot Schedul-
ing for paths. Explicitly, we provide an algorithm that is optimal when every task has equal
length and a 2-approximation for general length tasks. In Section 4.3, we generalise this to
give an optimal algorithm for k-robots with equal-length tasks and a k-approximation in
the general setting.
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1,1 2 3,1 4,1 5 6,2

Figure 2 The path graph P6 with red nodes representing tasks and blue circles representing
the locations of robots.

1,1 2 3,1 4,1 5 6,2

5 7

1,1 2 3,1 4,1 5 6,2

6 5

1,1 2 3,1 4,1 5 6,2

7 2

Figure 3 An example of the partition algorithm deciding where to split the graph shown in
Figure 2, with the value of C1 being shown above each subgraph.

4.1 1-Robot Scheduling on Path Graphs
In this section, we provide an algorithm for finding the optimal schedule for a single robot
on a path. We first provide a sketch of the algorithm, then prove in Lemma 12 that this
algorithm is optimal. Corollary 13 shows that the time needed to complete the fastest
schedule can be computed via a closed-form expression.

1-Robot Scheduling Algorithm

Let P be a path graph of length n, let T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) be a set of tasks, and let R be
the single robot starting on vertex sv = vis . We assume, without loss of generality, that tj

is located on vij
such that vij

is left of vij+1 , i.e. ∀j ∈ [1, m − 1], ij < ij+1. Note that there
may exist some task ti located on sv without contradiction.Using this notation, the optimal
schedule C = {C} is:

C = { (vs, vs+1), (vs+1, vs+2), . . . , (vim−1, vim
), tm, (vim

, vim−1), (vim−1, vim−2), . . . ,
(vim+1+1, v + im+1), tm−1, . . . , (vi1+1, vi1), t1 } if |is − im| ≤ |is − i1|.
C = { (vs, vs−1), (vs−1, vs−2), . . . , (vi1+1, vi1), t1, (vi1 , vi1+1), (vi1+1, vi2+2), . . . , (vi2−1, vi2),
t2, . . . , (vim−1, vim), tm } if |is − im| > |is − i1|.

▶ Lemma 12. The fastest task-completing schedule for 1-Robot Scheduling on a path
graph P of length n with m tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) located on vertices vi1 , vi2 , . . . , vim , and
a robot R starting on vertex vs can be constructed in O(n) time.

Proof. We prove this statement by showing that the construction above is correct. Note that
if T is not ordered, then we can sort the list by position of the tasks in O(n) using a radix sort.
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Observe that any task-completing schedule must have the robot completing every task. There-
fore, the fastest schedule will correspond to the shortest walk visiting every vertex containing
a task. We further assume, without loss of generality, that i1 ≤ s ≤ im, as the fastest schedule
for any 1-Robot Scheduling instance where s < i1 (respectively, s > im) must start with
the robot moving from vs to vi1 , and thus this path can be appended to the final solution.

Observe that if vs is not vi1 or vim , R must visit some subset of vertices more than once.
Further, any task-completing schedule must visit both vi1 and vim

at least once. Therefore,
there must exist some subsequence F of the edges in the optimal schedule C corresponding to
a walk between vi1 and vim

. Additionally, there must be some subsequence F ′ corresponding
to a walk in the optimal schedule C ending before the first edge in F and corresponding
to a walk from vs to either vi1 , or vim . Therefore, as the above construction only contains
these walks, one must be minimal. Now, note that if |is − im| ≤ |is − i1|, then the shortest
walk from vis to vim is shorter than the shortest walk from vis to vi1 , and thus the schedule
starting with the walk from vis

to vim
is shorter than the schedule starting with the walk

from vis to vi1 . Otherwise, the schedule starting with the walk from vis to vi1 is shorter
than the schedule starting with the walk from vis

to vim
. ◀

▶ Corollary 13. The fastest task-completing schedule for 1-Robot Scheduling on a path
graph P of length n with m tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) located on vertices vi1 , vi2 , . . . , vim and
a robot R starting on vertex vs requires

min(|s − i1|, |s − im|) + im + i1 +
∑
t∈T

t

time.

4.2 2-Robot Scheduling on Path Graphs
We now move to 2-Robot Scheduling on a path. First, we provide a new algorithm
generalising the above algorithm for 1-Robot Scheduling . In Section 4.3, we will further
generalise this to k-Robot Scheduling on a path; however, it is valuable to consider
2-Robot Scheduling first, both to illuminate the main algorithmic ideas and to provide a
base case for later inductive arguments. As in Section 4.1, we start by providing an overview
of our algorithm, which we call the partition algorithm. In Lemma 16, we show that when all
tasks have equal length, this algorithm is optimal. Finally, in Theorem 17, we show that when
there are no bounds on the length of the tasks, this algorithm returns a schedule that has
a time-span a factor of at most 2 greater than the time-span of the fastest task-completing
collision-free schedule.

The Partition Algorithm

Let P be a path graph of length n, let T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) be the set of tasks, and let RL

and RR be the pair of robots starting on vertices svL = viL
and svR = viR

respectively. We
call RL the left robot and RR the right robot, with the assumption that svL is left of svR.
We denote by ij the index of the vertex containing the task tj , and assume that ij < ij+1,
for every j ∈ [1, n − 1]. For notation, let C1(P, T, sv) return the optimal schedule for a single
robot starting at sv on the path P for completing the task set T .

We construct the schedule by partitioning the tasks into 2 sets, TL = (t1, t2, . . . , tq) and
TR = (tq+1, tq+2, . . . , tm). We determine the value of q by finding the value which minimises
max(|C1(P1,max(ℓ,iq

, (t1, t2, . . . , tℓ), svL)|, |C1(Pmin(iq+1,vr),m, (tq+1, tq+2, . . . , tm), svR)|. We
will use C2(P, T, (svL, svR)) to denote the schedule returned by this process.
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▶ Example 14. An example of execution of the partition algorithm is shown in Figure
3. For this example the left robot (starting on vertex 5) will be assigned the schedule
([(5, 4), (4, 3)], 3, [(3, 2), (2, 1)], 1) and the right robot has the schedule (6, [(6, 5), (5, 4)], 4).

▶ Lemma 15. Given an instance of 2-Robot Scheduling on an n-length path P with a
set of equal-length tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm), and starting vertices svL = viL

, svR = viR
, for

any schedule C = (Cℓ, Cr) where the rightmost task tR assigned to the left robot is right of the
leftmost TL assigned to the right robot, there exists some schedule C′ = (C ′

ℓ, C ′
r) that takes

no more time than C and does not contain any such tasks.

Proof. Let C = (Cℓ, Cr) be a schedule where the rightmost task tL,R (Left robot’s Rightmost
task) assigned to the left robot RL is right of the leftmost task tR,L (Right robot’s Leftmost
task) assigned to the right robot RR. Let tL,R be located on vL,R and tR,L be located on
vL,R. Note that the left robot RL must visit the vertex vR,L containing task tR,L, and the
right robot RR must visit the vertex vL,R containing tL,R. Observe now that RR must be
right of RL during the execution of task tL,R by RL. Therefore, if RL completes task tR,L

on the last visit to vR,L in the schedule Cℓ before reaching vL,R, there can be no conflict
with RR. By the same argument, RR can complete task tL,R on the last visit to vL,R in
the schedule Cr before reaching vR,L. Hence by assigning tR,L to RL and tL,R to Rr in this
manner, there will be no conflict, and further, RL will reach vL,R in the same time step as
t is completed in Cℓ, and then immediately leave.

Repeating these arguments, we can generate a new schedule C′ taking the same number
of timesteps as C and satisfying the condition that the rightmost task completed by RL is left
of the leftmost task completed by RR. Note that RL may start right of some task completed
by RR (equivalently, RR may start left of some task completed by RL, though not both)
in C′. Thus, it can not be assumed that a faster schedule is formed by removing the walk
between the rightmost task assigned to RL by C, and the rightmost task assigned to it by C′.
Hence, we can only claim that the time span C′ is no greater than the time span of C. ◀

▶ Lemma 16. Given an instance of 2-Robot Scheduling on an n-length path P with
a set of tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) where the length of ti is equal to the length of tj for
every i, j ∈ [1, m]. Further, let svL and svR be the starting vertices of the robots. Then
C2(P, T, (svL, svR)) returns the fastest schedule in O(m) time.

Proof. Following Lemma 15, we have that there exists some schedule C where every task
assigned to RL is left of every task assigned to RR and such that no schedule completes
all tasks faster than C. Further, if RL starts right of every task completed in CL, then
there exists some such C in which RL starts by moving to the first task completed in CL

(equivalently, if RR starts left of every task completed in CR, then there exists some such
C in which RR starts by moving to the first task completed in CR). Now, note that the
fastest schedule solving the given 2-Robot Scheduling instance contains a solution to the
1-Robot Scheduling instances corresponding to P1,max(ℓ,iq), TL = (t1, t2, . . . , tq) with the
robot starting on svL, and Pmin(r,iq+1,n), TL = (tq+1, tq+2, . . . , tm) with the robot starting
on svR, where q is the number of tasks completed by RL. Now, assume that CL is not the
fastest schedule satisfying the first 1-Robot Scheduling instance.

Recalling that the solution given by C1(P1,max(ℓ,iq), TL, svL) will move RL left if vL is
right of the first task in TL, CL can be replaced with C1(P1,max(ℓ,iq), TL, vL) without adding
any collisions while taking no more time than CL. Following the same arguments for CR,
we get that the optimal solution to the 2-Robot Scheduling instance must be of the form
(C1(P1,max(ℓ,iq), TL, svL), C1(P1,min(r,iq+1), TR, svR)), for some q ∈ [1, m]. Hence, by checking
each value of q and selecting the fastest such schedule, we determine the fastest schedule.
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To achieve the time complexity result, if we assume that the first partition assigns all
tasks to the RR, requiring TR time steps to complete, then proceeds by removing the leftmost
task from the schedule, the time required to complete the second schedule assigned to RR can
be found in constant time with the equation TR − min(|r − i1|, |r − im|) − i1 − |t1| + min(|r −
i2|, |r − im) + i2, where r is the index of the vertex vr where RR starts. Therefore, after an
initial cost of O(m) to compute TT , the time required to complete the schedule assigned to
the right robot requires O(1) time at each step. The same arguments may be applied to the
time required to compute the schedule assigned to the left robot. As O(m) steps are needed,
the time complexity of this method is O(m), and hence the statement holds. ◀

▶ Theorem 17. Given an instance of 2-Robot Scheduling on an n-length path P =
(V, E) with a set of tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) and starting vertices svL and svR. Then
C2(P, T, (svL, svR)) returns a schedule with a time-span at most a factor of 2 greater than
the time-span of the fastest schedule solving this instance.

Proof. Let a be the number of timesteps required by the fastest task-completing collision-
free schedule to solve this instance, C = (CL, CR). Now, let tR,L be the rightmost task
assigned to the left robot. We construct the new schedule D = (DL, DR) by setting DL =
C1(P, (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L), svL), and DR = C1(P, T \ (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L), svR). Note that RL must
visit every vertex containing any task in (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L) as in CL, RL must either complete
t1 or be left of t1 when it is completed, and completes tR,L. Therefore, in time a, it is possible
to complete all tasks in (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L), and for RL to visit every vertex in (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L)
at least once. As such, in 2a time, it must be possible for RL to complete all the tasks in
(t1, t2, . . . , tR,L) and visit each such vertex. As C1(P, (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L), svL) returns the fastest
schedule in which RL completes every task in (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L), |C1(P, (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L), svL) ≤
2a. Applying the same arguments to the right robot gives C1(P, T \ (t1, t2, . . . , tR,L), svR) ≤
2a, and thus C2(P, T, (svL, svR)) has a time-span of at most 2a, completing the proof. ◀

4.3 k-robots on the path
Now, we generalise the 2 robots on a path instance to an arbitrary number. To do so, we build
a dynamic programming algorithm based on the same principles as the previous partition
algorithm. As in the previous sections, we first provide an overview of the algorithm, then the
main results. In Theorem 18, we show that this algorithm is optimal when all tasks are of equal
length. Finally, in Theorem 19, we show that this algorithm produces a schedule that is at
most a factor of k slower than the fastest schedule for a given k-Robot Scheduling instance.

The k-Partition Algorithm.

Let P be a path of length n, T = {t1, t2, . . . , tm} be a set of tasks, and let sv1, sv2, . . . , svk

be the starting vertices of the robots R1, R2, . . . , Rk respectively, with the assumption that
Ri starts left of Ri+1, for every i ∈ [1, k − 1]. Further, we denote by it the index such that vit

contains task t, and assume that itj
< itj+1 (i.e. task tj is left of tj+1) for every j ∈ [1, m − 1].

We construct a k × m table S, with S[c, ℓ] containing the time required to complete the
fastest collision-free schedule completing tasks t1, t2, . . . , tℓ with robots R1, R2, . . . , Rc.

First, observe that S[1, ℓ] can be computed, for every ℓ ∈ [1, m], in O(m) time. Now,
assuming the value of S[c − 1, ℓ] has been computed for every ℓ ∈ [1, m], the value of S[c, r] is
computed by finding the value r′ such that max(|C1(P, (tr′+1, tr′+2, . . . , tr))|, S[c − 1, r′]) is
minimised, formally S[c, r] = minr′∈[1,r] max(|C1(P, (tr′+1, tr′+2, . . . , tr))|, S[c − 1, r′]). Let-
ting S be an auxiliary table such that S[c, ℓ] contains the schedule corresponding to the time
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given in S[c, ℓ], a task-completing collision-free schedule for the k-Robot Scheduling in-
stance is given in S[k, m].

For the remainder of this section, let Sk(P, T, (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk)) return the schedule
determined by this table. Note that for S2(P, T, (sv1, sv2)), this becomes equivalent to the
partition algorithm given in Section 4.2.

▶ Theorem 18. Given an instance of k-Robot Scheduling on a path P = (V, E) with
equal length tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) on vertices vi1 , vi2 , . . . , vim

and k robots R1, R2, . . . , Rk

starting at sv1, sv2, . . . , svk = vj1 , vj2 , . . . , vjk
, there are no schedules taking less time than

the schedule returned by Sk(P, T, (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk)). Further, this schedule can be found in
O(kmn) time.

Proof. We prove this in an inductive manner, using S2(P, T, (sv1, sv2)) as a base case, proven
in Lemma 16.

Assume that, for every c ∈ [1, k − 1], Sc(P, T, (sv1, sv2, . . . , svc)) returns such a schedule.
Now, consider the schedule given by C = (C1, C2, . . . , Ck) = Sk(P, T, (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk)).
Let tq be the leftmost task completed by Rk. Note that by construction, the schedule
Sk−1(P, (t1, t2, . . . , tq−1), (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk−1)) must be the fastest collision-free schedule
completing the tasks t1, t2, . . . , tq−1 with the robots R1, R2, . . . , Rk−1 on P .

Assume, for the sake of contradiction, that there exists some schedule C′ such that
C′ = (C ′

1, C ′
2, . . . , C ′

k) completes all tasks faster than C. If Ck = C ′
k then we have a contradic-

tion, as (C ′
1, C ′

2, . . . , C ′
k−1) must then complete t1, t2, . . . , tq−1 faster than (C1, C2, . . . , Ck−1),

contradicting the assumption that Sk−1(P, (t1, t2, . . . , tq−1), (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk−1)) is optimal.
Now, assume that Rk does not solve tm. Then, either every task is solved by some

other robot, or there exists some task t′ left of tm that is solved by Rk. Observe that by
having the robot solving tm solve the leftmost task t′ completed by Rk, the total time
of the schedule remains the same. Following this argument for each task assigned to
Rk from right to left gives a schedule in which Rk solves tasks tm, tm−1, . . . , tr for some
r ∈ [1, m]. As the fastest path for Rk completing these tasks is given by C1(P, ( tr′ ,
tr′+1, . . . , tm ), svk), and the fastest task-completing schedule for the remaining tasks
is given by Sk−1(P, (t1, t2, . . . , tr′−1), (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk−1)), matching the solution given by
Sk(P, T, (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk)).

For the time complexity, note that computing the table S requires k · m entries to be
added, each needing O(m) computations corresponding to each partition of the robots and
an additional O(n) time to write the updated schedule. As there are k · m entries, the total
time complexity of this process is O(km2 + kmn) = O(kmn). ◀

▶ Theorem 19. Given an instance of k-Robot Scheduling on a path P = (V, E) with
tasks T = (t1, t2, . . . , tm) on vertices vi1 , vi2 , . . . , vim

and k robots R1, R2, . . . , Rk starting at
sv1, sv2, . . . , svk = vj1 , vj2 , . . . , vjk

, the schedule returned by Sk(P, T, (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk)) is
no more than a factor of k slower than the optimal. Further, this schedule can be found in
O(km2) time.

Proof. Let C = (C1, C2, . . . , Ck) be the fastest schedule solving the k-Robot Scheduling in-
stance, and let C′ = (C ′

1, C ′
2, . . . , C ′

k) be the schedule returned by Sk(P, T, (sv1, sv2, . . . , svk)).
Further, let a be the number of timesteps required to complete C. Observe that in a time steps,
there is sufficient time for each robot to complete all tasks assigned to it, as well as relevant
movement, including having every robot move between the leftmost and rightmost tasks
assigned to it. Therefore, R1 can complete all tasks between the leftmost and rightmost tasks
completed in at most C1 in k ·a time. Repeating this argument gives the k approximation. ◀
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5 Conclusion

We have shown that our definition of k-Robot Scheduling is hard to even on highly
constrained classes of graphs while being solvable for path graphs with equal-length tasks
and approximable for tasks of any length. While these results paint a strong picture of the
complexity of this problem, we are left with several open questions. The most direct is as
to whether our approximation algorithm for path graphs can be improved or if an optimal
algorithm can be found. We conjecture that a polynomial time algorithm exists for this
setting; however, at present, no such algorithm has been found. The second natural direction
is to look at the remaining classes of graphs that have not been covered by our existing
results. The most obvious of these are cycles, which, while closely related to paths, can
not be solved by naive application of our current tools. While it seems likely that similar
optimality and approximation results can be found, this paper leaves these as open problems.
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