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Abstract

Given a graph G, two edges e1, e2 ∈ E(G) are said to have a common edge e if e joins an endvertex
of e1 to an endvertex of e2. A subset B ⊆ E(G) is an edge open packing set in G if no two edges of
B have a common edge in G, and the maximum cardinality of such a set in G is called the edge open
packing number, ρoe(G), of G. In this paper, we prove that the decision version of the edge open packing
number is NP-complete even when restricted to graphs with universal vertices, Eulerian bipartite graphs,
and planar graphs with maximum degree 4, respectively. In contrast, we present a linear-time algorithm
that computes the edge open packing number of a tree. We also resolve two problems posed in the
seminal paper [Edge open packing sets in graphs, RAIRO-Oper. Res. 56 (2022) 3765–3776]. Notably,
we characterize the graphs G that attain the upper bound ρoe(G) ≤ |E(G)|/δ(G), and provide lower and
upper bounds for the edge-deleted subgraph of a graph and establish the corresponding realization result.
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1 Introduction and preliminaries

Throughout this paper, we consider G as a finite simple graph with vertex set V (G) and edge set E(G).
We use [11] as a reference for terminology and notation which are not explicitly defined here. The (open)
neighborhood of a vertex v is denoted by N(v), and its closed neighborhood is N [v] = N(v) ∪ {v}. The
minimum and maximum degrees of G are denoted by δ(G) and ∆(G), respectively. Given the subsets
A,B ⊆ V (G), by [A,B] we denote the set of edges with one endvertex in A and the other in B. If
X ⊆ V (G), then G[X] denotes the subgraph of G induced by the vertices of X. On the other hand, if
Y ⊆ E(G), then G[Y ] denotes the subgraph of G induced by the endvertices of edges in Y .

An induced matching M of G is a subset M ⊆ E(G) such that M is a matching in which no two edges are
joined by an edge of G. The induced matching number is the maximum cardinality of an induced matching
in G. The problem of finding a maximum induced matching was originally introduced by Stockmeyer and
Vazirani [10] (under the name “risk-free marriage problem”) and extensively investigated in literature (see,
for instance, [1, 4, 8] and references therein). Unlike for the standard matching problem which is solvable
in polynomial time, it was proved in [10] that the decision version of the induced matching number is an
NP-complete problem. In contrast, a linear-time algorithm for determining the induced matching number
in trees was found in [12].

Chelladurai et al. [3] introduced the concept of edge open packing in graphs. A subset B ⊆ E(G) is an
edge open packing set (EOP set for short) if for each pair of edges e1, e2 ∈ B, there is no edge from E(G)
joining an endvertex of e1 to an endvertex of e2. In other words, for any two edges e1, e2 ∈ B, there is no
edge e ∈ E(G) leading to the existence of a path e1ee2 or a triangle e1ee2e1 in G. The edge open packing
number (EOP number), ρoe(G), of G is the maximum cardinality of an EOP set in G. We observe that if B is
an EOP set (resp. induced matching) of G, then G[B] is a disjoint union of induced stars (resp. K1,1-stars).
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In this sense, the problem of induced matching can be considered as a variation of the EOP problem. Note
that an EOP set is not necessarily a matching, let alone an induced matching.

An injective k-edge coloring of a graph G is an assignment of colors (integers) from {1, . . . , k} to the edges
of G such that any two edges e1, e2 ∈ E(G) having a common edge (that is an edge e with one endvertex
common with e1 and the other endvertex common with e2) receive different colors. The minimum number
k of colors required for an injective edge coloring is called the injective chromatic index of G, denoted by
χ′
i(G). The study of this concept was initiated by Cardoso et al. in [2] and investigated in [5, 9] among

others. We observe that the color classes of an injective edge coloring of a graph G are the very EOP sets
of G. In fact, the problem of injective edge coloring amounts to the problem of edge partitioning of a graph
into EOP sets. Some real-world applications of these two concepts are given in [2] and [3], respectively. In
the only paper so far concerned with EOP sets and numbers [3], the complexity and algorithmic issues have
not been considered. In this paper, we fill this gap by proving three different NP-completeness results in
specific families of graphs and constructing a linear-time algorithm resolving the problem in trees.

Section 2 of this paper pertains to the study of computational complexity of the EOP problem. We
prove that the decision problem associated with ρoe is NP-complete even when restricted to three special
families of graphs, namely, graphs with universal vertices, Eulerian bipartite graphs, and planar graphs
with maximum degree 4. In Section 3, we prove that the EOP number ρoe(T ) and an optimal EOP set
for any tree T can be computed/constructed in linear time by exhibiting an efficient algorithm for EOP
in trees. A version of dynamic programming is used, where four auxiliary parameters, versions of the
EOP number, are being computed. Finally, in Section 4, we solve two problems posed in [3]. Firstly, we
provide a structural characterization of all graphs G attaining the previously proved upper bound ρoe(G) ≤
|E(G)|/δ(G). Secondly, we analyze the effect of edge removal on the EOP number of a graph G, obtaining
a lower and an upper bound for ρoe(G − e), where e is an edge of G. We also show that all possible values
between the bounds can be realized by a graph and some of its edges.

By a ρoe(G)-set and an α(G)-set we represent an EOP set and an independent set of G of cardinality
ρoe(G) and α(G), respectively, where α(G) stands for the independence number of G.

2 Computational complexity

We discuss the problem of deciding whether for a given graph G and a positive integer k the graph G has
the EOP number at least k. We state it as the following decision problem.

Edge open packing problem

Instance: A graph G and an integer k ≤ |E(G)|.
Question: Is ρoe(G) ≥ k?

(1)

In order to study the complexity of the problem (1), we make use of the Independent Set Problem

which is known to be NP-complete [6].

Independent Set Problem

Instance: A graph G and an integer j ≤ |V (G)|.
Question: Is α(G) ≥ j?

As an immediate consequence of the following theorem we deduce that the problem (1) is NP-complete
for graphs of diameter 2.

Theorem 2.1. Edge Open Packing Problem is NP-complete even for graphs with universal vertices.

Proof. The problem clearly belongs to NP because checking that a given subset of edges is indeed an EOP
set of cardinality at least k can be done in polynomial time.

Suppose that G is a graph of order n and size m. We set k = m+ n+ j. Let H be obtained from G by
adding the new vertices v, u1, u2, . . . , um+n and joining v to all vertices in V (G) ∪ {u1, u2, . . . , um+n}. It is
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easy to observe that the construction of the graph H can be accomplished in polynomial time and that H has
the universal vertex v. Let I be an α(G)-set. Since J = I∪{u1, u2, . . . , um+n} is an independent set in H, it
is easily observed that B = {vw ∈ E(H) : w ∈ J} is an EOP in H. Therefore, ρoe(H) ≥ |B| = m+n+α(G).

Let B′ be a ρoe(H)-set. Suppose first that B′∩E(G) 6= ∅ and that xy ∈ B′∩E(G). If there exists an edge
vur ∈ B′ for some 1 ≤ r ≤ m+ n, then we have the path urvxy in which urv, xy ∈ B′, which is impossible.
Therefore, B′ ∩ {vui : 1 ≤ i ≤ m+ n} = ∅. This, in particular, implies that |B′| ≤ |E(H) \ {vui : 1 ≤ i ≤
m+ n}| = m+ n < m+ n+ α(G), a contradiction. Hence, B′ ∩ E(G) = ∅.

Suppose that |B′ ∩ {vw ∈ E(H) : w ∈ V (G)}| > α(G) and vw1, . . . , vwα(G)+1 ∈ B′ ∩ {vw ∈ E(H) : w ∈
V (G)}. Clearly, there exists an edge wrws ∈ E(G) for some 1 ≤ r 6= s ≤ α(G) + 1. This, in turn, leads
to the triangle vwrwsv. So, the edges vwr and vws have the common edge wrws, which is a contradiction.
This implies that |B′ ∩ {vw ∈ E(H) : w ∈ V (G)}| ≤ α(G), and hence ρoe(H) = |B′| ≤ m+ n+ α(G). This
shows that ρoe(H) = m+ n+ α(G).

Our reduction is now completed by taking into account the fact that ρoe(H) ≥ k if and only if α(G) ≥ j.
Since Independent Set Problem is NP-complete, we have the same for Edge Open Packing Problem

restricted to the family of graphs with universal vertices.

In spite of the fact that Independent Set Problem is solvable in polynomial time for bipartite graphs,
Edge open packing problem remains NP-complete for a subfamily of bipartite graphs. In this sense,
one might even say that it is harder than Independent Set Problem.

Theorem 2.2. Edge Open Packing Problem is NP-complete even for Eulerian bipartite graphs.

Proof. We need to prove that the problem is NP-hard as we already proved that it is in NP. Let G be
any graph with vertex set {v1, . . . , vn} and size m. We construct the graph HG derived from G as follows.
For each vertex vi ∈ V (G), take two vertices vi and v′i and connect them by an edge, and for each edge
vivj ∈ E(G) add six paths, three of which connecting vi and v′j and the other three connecting v′i and vj as
follows:

P 1
ij : vixijx̃ijx

′′
jix

′
jiv

′
j, P

2
ij : viyij ỹijy

′′
jiy

′
jiv

′
j , P

1
ij : vizij z̃ijz

′′
jiz

′
jiv

′
j

P 1
ji : v

′
ix

′
ijx

′′
ijx̃jixjivj , P

2
ji : v

′
iy

′
ijy

′′
ij ỹjiyjivj, P

3
ji : v

′
iz

′
ijz

′′
ij z̃jizjivj.

It is clear that |V (HG)| = 2n+24m, |E(HG)| = n+30m and that the construction ofHG can be accomplished
in polynomial time. Moreover, it is evident by the structure that HG is bipartite (a local induced subgraph
of the graph HG is depicted in Figure 1).

Let I be an α(G)-set. If one of the endvertices of vivj ∈ E(G), say vj, belongs to I, then let

Aij = {vjvj′} ∪ {vjxji, vjyji, vjzji, x
′′
ijx

′
ij, y

′′
ijy

′
ij, z

′′
ijz

′
ij} ∪ {xij x̃ij, x̃ijx

′′
ji, yij ỹij, ỹijy

′′
ji, zij z̃ij , z̃ijz

′′
ji}.

Otherwise, let

Aij = {xij x̃ij, x̃ijx
′′
ji, yij ỹij, ỹijy

′′
ji, zij z̃ij , z̃ijz

′′
ji} ∪ {x

′
ijx

′′
ij , x

′′
ij x̃ji, y

′
ijy

′′
ij, y

′′
ij ỹji, z

′
ijz

′′
ij, z

′′
ij z̃ji}.

It is then readily checked that
⋃

vivj∈E(G)Aij is an EOP set of HG, and hence

ρoe(HG) ≥ | ∪vivj∈E(G) Aij | = 12m+ α(G). (2)

For the proof of the reversed inequality, let B be a ρoe(HG)-set. We have

ρoe(HG) = |B| =
∑

vivj∈E(G)

∣∣∣B ∩
( 3⋃

k=1

(
E(P k

ij) ∪E(P k
ji)

))∣∣∣+
∣∣∣B ∩ {viv′i : vi ∈ V (G)}

∣∣∣. (3)

By the structure of HG and the definition of an EOP set, we observe that
∣∣B ∩

(⋃3
k=1(E(P k

ij) ∪ E(P k
ji))

)∣∣
does not exceed 12 for each vivj ∈ E(G). To see this, note that the vertices of any two distinct paths P k

ij (as
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Figure 1: The subgraph of HG corresponding to the adjacent vertices vi and vj of G.

well as those of any two distinct paths P ℓ
ij) induce the cycle C10, for which it is easily seen that ρoe(C10) = 4.

In addition, adding the third path between vi and v′j, obtaining the subgraph induced by ∪3k=1V (P k
ij), we

can only add two more edges to an EOP set of this subgraph, which yields the above-mentioned upper
bound 12.

Next, we define three subsets of E(G), namely

Ek = {vivj ∈ E(G) : |{viv
′
i, vjv

′
j} ∩B| = k}

for k ∈ {0, 1, 2}. Clearly, E0, E1 and E2 are pairwise disjoint, and E(G) = E0 ∪ E1 ∪E2. We then, in view
of (3), have

ρoe(HG) = |B| =
∑

vivj∈E0

∣∣∣B ∩
(⋃3

k=1

(
E(P k

ij) ∪ E(P k
ji)

))∣∣∣

+
∑

vivj∈E1

∣∣∣B ∩
(⋃3

k=1

(
E(P k

ij) ∪ E(P k
ji)

))∣∣∣

+
∑

vivj∈E2

∣∣∣B ∩
(⋃3

k=1

(
E(P k

ij) ∪ E(P k
ji)

))∣∣∣+
∣∣∣B ∩ {viv′i : vi ∈ V (G)}

∣∣∣.

(4)

It is not difficult to verify (see also Figure 1) that
∣∣B∩

(⋃3
k=1

(
E(P k

ij)∪E(P k
ji)

))∣∣ ≤ 12 if vivj ∈ E0∪E1,

and
∣∣B ∩

(⋃3
k=1

(
E(P k

ij) ∪ E(P k
ji)

))∣∣ ≤ 9 if vivj ∈ E2. So, in view of (4), we have

ρoe(HG) = |B| ≤ 12|E0|+ 12|E1|+ 9|E2|+ |B ∩ {viv
′
i : vi ∈ V (G)}|. (5)

Let W = V (G[E2]). Note that G[E2] has no isolated vertices if W 6= ∅, and so 2|E2| ≥ |W |. On the
other hand, let R = {vi ∈ V (G) : viv

′
i ∈ B} \ W . Note that R is an independent set in G. Clearly,

|B ∩ {viv′i : vi ∈ V (G)}|=|W |+ |R|. Inserting this to (5), we get

ρoe(HG) = |B| ≤ 12|E0|+ 12|E1|+ 9|E2|+ |W |+ |R| ≤ 12|E0|+ 12|E1|+ 11|E2|+ α(G),

which is strictly less than 12m + α(G) unless E2 = ∅. Due to (2), we infer that E2 = ∅. This implies that
B ∩ {viv

′
i : vi ∈ V (G)} is an independent set, which again from (5) yields

ρoe(HG) = |B| ≤ 12|E0|+ 12|E1|+ |B ∩ {viv
′
i : vi ∈ V (G)}| ≤ 12m+ α(G),
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as desired. Hence, we have the equality ρoe(HG) = 12m+ α(G) by (2).
Setting k = 12m + j, the reduction is completed as ρoe(HG) ≥ k if and only if α(G) ≥ j. Note that if

G is a connected cubic graph, then (i) HG is a connected bipartite graph and (ii) all vertices of HG are of
even degree (2n vertices are of degree 10 and the rest are of degree 2). This shows that HG is an Eulerian
graph. Now, since Independent Set Problem is NP-complete even for (connected) cubic graphs (see
[7]), we have the same with Edge Open Packing Problem for Eulerian bipartite graphs. This completes
the proof.

In contrast to the family of graphs with maximum degree as large as possible (for which the decision
problem (1) is NP-complete due to Theorem 2.1), the problem remains NP-complete for some special classes
of sparse graphs.

Theorem 2.3. Edge Open Packing Problem is NP-complete even when restricted to planar graphs of
maximum degree at most 4.

Proof. We only need to prove the NP-hardness of the problem. Let G be a graph with V (G) = {v1, . . . , vn}.
For every 1 ≤ i ≤ n, consider a path Pi : xiziyi. Let G′ be obtained from G by joining zi to vi for each
1 ≤ i ≤ n. Note that G′ is planar if and only if G is planar. Suppose that B′ is a ρoe(G

′)-set. Let H be the
subgraph of G′ induced by B′ ∩ E(G). If H is the null graph (that is, a graph whose vertex set and edge
set are empty), then B′ ⊆

⋃n
i=1 Ei, where Ei = {zixi, ziyi, zivi}. Set A = {vi ∈ V (G) : zivi ∈ B′}. Since B′

is an EOP set in G′, it follows that A is an independent set in G. We then get

ρoe(G
′) =

∣∣B′ ∩
( n⋃

i=1

Ei

)∣∣ =
∑

vi∈A

|B′ ∩ Ei|+
∑

vi /∈A

|B′ ∩ Ei| ≤ 3|A| + 2(n− |A|) ≤ 2n+ α(G).

Suppose now that H is not the null graph. By the definition of an EOP set, H is the disjoint union of
some induced stars K1,n1

, . . . ,K1,nr
with centers vi1 , . . . , vir , respectively (if one of the stars is isomorphic

to K2, then we consider only one of its vertices as the center). Since B′ is a maximum EOP set in G′, it
necessarily follows that E(K1,nt

) ∪ {vitzit} ⊆ B′ for all 1 ≤ t ≤ r. On the other hand, by the definition,
Q = {vi ∈ V (G) : Ei ⊆ B′} is an independent set in G. Moreover, there is no vertex in Q adjacent to a
vertex in

⋃r
i=1(V (K1,ni

) \ {vni
}). This in particular implies that |Q|+

∑r
t=1 nt ≤ α(G). We now have

ρoe(G
′) = |B′| ≤ 3|Q|+

r∑

t=1

nt + r + 2(n − |Q| −
r∑

t=1

nt − r) = |Q|+ 2n−
r∑

t=1

nt − r < 2n+ α(G).

In either case, we have proved that ρoe(G
′) ≤ 2n+ α(G).

On the other hand, let I be an α(G)-set. We observe that A′ = (
⋃

vi∈I
Ei) ∪ (

⋃
vi /∈I
{xizi, yizi}) is an

EOP set in G′. Hence, ρoe(G
′) ≥ |A′| = 2n+ α(G). This leads to the desired equality ρoe(G

′) = 2n + α(G)
Our reduction is completed by taking ρoe(G

′) ≥ k if and only if α(G) ≥ j into account, where k = j+2n.
Because Independent Set Problem is NP-complete for planar graphs of maximum degree 3 (see [7]),
∆(G′) = ∆(G) + 1, and the fact that G′ is planar if G is planar, we have the NP-completeness of Edge
Open Packing Problem for planar graphs with maximum degree 4.

3 An efficient algorithm for edge open packing in trees

We will use the following notation throughout this section. Let T be a tree. Arbitrarily choose a vertex r,
making T a rooted tree with root r. For every v ∈ V (T ), let Tv denote the rooted subtree of T induced by
v, as its root, along with all descendants of v in T . In particular, Tr is isomorphic to T with r as its root.
For every v ∈ V (T ), let C(v) denote the set of children of v in T .

We need the following versions of optimal EOP sets in a (rooted) tree.
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• ρoe(Tv) = max{|S| : S is an EOP set in Tv};
(This is the standard EOP number of the subtree Tv. In particular, ρoe(Tr) = ρoe(T ).)

• ρc(Tv) = max{|S| : S is an EOP set in Tv, where v is the center of a star in Tv[S]};

• ρℓ(Tv) = max{|S| : S is an EOP set in Tv, where v is a leaf of a star in Tv[S]};

• ρ′(Tv) = max{|S| : S is an EOP set in Tv, where v is not in V (Tv[S])};
(This is the maximum cardinality of an EOP set S in Tv in which v is not incident with an edge of S.)

• ρ′′(Tv) = max{|S| : S is an EOP set in Tv, where N [v] ∩ V (Tv [S]) = ∅}
(This is the maximum cardinality of an EOP set S in Tv such that neither v nor any of its children is
incident with an edge of S.).

Since every EOP set that appears in the definition of ρ′′(Tv) also satisfies the conditions from the
definition of ρ′(Tv), we immediately infer the following relation:

ρ′(Tv) ≥ ρ′′(Tv) for each v ∈ V (T ). (6)

We next state a basic and important remark, which follows from the fact that in an arbitrary EOP set
S of Tv one of the following possibilities occurs: (i) v is the center of a star from Tv[S], (ii) v is a leaf of a
star from Tv[S], or (iii) v is not incident with an edge from S. (If v belongs to a K1,1-component of Tv[S],
then we may consider v either as the leaf or as the center of the corresponding star K1,1.)

Observation 3.1. If T is a (rooted) tree and v ∈ V (T ), then

ρoe(Tv) = max{ρc(Tv), ρ
ℓ(Tv), ρ

′(Tv)}.

From the above observation, one might think that the parameter ρ′′(Tv) is not needed, yet it turns
out that the calculations are easier if we consider it as well. Note that if v is a leaf of the tree T , then
ρoe(Tv) = 0, and so all four parameters are also 0. For a further simple example, consider the case when
C(v) consists only of leaves (and so Tv is a star). Then, ρoe(Tv) = ρc(Tv) = |C(v)|, while ρℓ(Tv) = 1 and
ρ′(Tv) = ρ′′(Tv) = 0.

Now we will calculate ρc(Tv), ρ
ℓ(Tv), ρ

′(Tv) and ρ′′(Tv) by using the values of the parameters in vertices
from C(v).

For calculating ρc(Tv), we need to define two types of vertices u with respect to the values of ρ′ and ρ′′

of the corresponding subtrees Tu. Let u ∈ V (T ). If

ρ′′(Tu) + 1 ≥ ρ′(Tu),

then u is of Type 1; otherwise u is of Type 2.

Lemma 3.2. For the rooted tree T and v ∈ V (T ),

ρc(Tv) =





∑
u∈C(v),
u Type 1

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C(v),
u Type 2

ρ′(Tu) if there is some u ∈ C(v) of Type 1,

∑
u∈C(v)

ρ′(Tu) + min
u∈C(v)

{ρ′′(Tu) + 1− ρ′(Tu)} if all u ∈ C(v) are of Type 2.

Proof. Let S be an EOP set of Tv, which satisfies the conditions from the definition of ρc(Tv). That is, v is
the center of a star R in Tv[S]. Therefore, at least one vertex in C(v) is a leaf of the star R. Let C ′ ⊆ C(v)
be the set of leaves from R, while C ′′ = C(v) \ C ′ (it is possible that C ′′ = ∅). For each u ∈ C(v), let
Su = S ∩E(Tu). Note that

|S| = |C ′|+
∑

u∈C(v)

|Su|.

6



Let u ∈ C ′. Because v is the center of the star R in Tv[S] and since uv ∈ S, neither u nor any of the children
of u in Tu can be incident with an edge in Su. We infer that |Su| ≤ ρ′′(Tu). On the other hand, if u ∈ C ′′,
then u cannot be incident with an edge in Su, yet its children may be. Therefore, |Su| ≤ ρ′(Tu) in this case.

First, assume that there exists a vertex in C(v) of Type 1. Now, if u ∈ C ′′ is of Type 1, then |Su| ≤
ρ′(Tu) ≤ ρ′′(Tu) + 1. Similarly, if u ∈ C ′ is of Type 2, then |Su| ≤ ρ′′(Tu) < ρ′(Tu)− 1. Thus,

|S| = |C ′|+
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 1

|Su|+
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 2

|Su|+
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 1

|Su|+
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 2

|Su|

≤ |C ′|+
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 1

ρ′′(Tu) +
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 2

(ρ′(Tu)− 2) +
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 1

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 2

ρ′(Tu)

=
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 1

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 2

(ρ′(Tu)− 1) +
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 1

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 2

ρ′(Tu).

and the above expression is in turn less than of equal to

∑

u∈C(v),
u Type 1

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C(v),
u Type 2

ρ′(Tu).

Second, assume that all vertices in C(v) are of Type 2. Then,

|S| ≤ |C ′|+
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 2

ρ′′(Tu) +
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 2

ρ′(Tu)

=
∑

u∈C′,
u Type 2

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C′′,
u Type 2

ρ′(Tu)

≤
∑

u∈C(v)

ρ′(Tu) + min
u∈C(v)

{ρ′′(Tu) + 1− ρ′(Tu)},

where the latter inequality holds because ρ′(Tu) > ρ′′(Tu) + 1 for all u ∈ C(v) and since |C ′| > 0. All in all,
we have proved that ρc(Tv) cannot be larger than the expression on the right side of the equality stated in
the lemma.

For the reverse inequalities, we also consider two cases. Suppose that there exists u ∈ C(v) such that
ρ′′(Tu) + 1 ≥ ρ′(Tu) (that is, u is of Type 1). Let B be an EOP set of Tv , where v is the center of a star in
Tv[B], such that vu ∈ B if and only if u is of Type 1, while Tu[B] depends on the type of u ∈ C(v). That is,
if u is of Type 1, then let E(Tu[B]) be a ρ′′(Tu)-set, and if u is of Type 2, then let E(Tu[B]) be a ρ′(Tu)-set.
Therefore, the inequality

ρc(Tv) ≥ |B| =
∑

u∈C(v),
u Type 1

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C(v),
u Type 2

ρ′(Tu)

readily follows. On the other hand, if all children of v are of Type 2, then let u∗ be a vertex in C(v) such
that ρ′′(Tu∗) − ρ′(Tu∗) is the smallest possible among all vertices in C(v). Letting S∗ be an EOP in Tv, in
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which v is the center of the star R containing only v and u∗, we infer

ρc(Tv) ≥ |S
∗| ≥

∑
u∈C(v)\{u∗}

ρ′(Tu) + ρ′′(Tu∗) + 1

=
∑

u∈C(v)

ρ′(Tu) + ρ′′(Tu∗) + 1− ρ′(Tu∗)

=
∑

u∈C(v)

ρ′(Tu) + min
u∈C(v)

{ρ′′(Tu) + 1− ρ′(Tu)},

leading to the desired equality. The proof is complete.

Lemma 3.3. For the rooted tree T and v ∈ V (T ),

ρℓ(Tv) = max
u∈C(v)

{
max{ρc(Tu), ρ

′′(Tu)}+ 1 +
∑

w∈C(v)\{u}

ρ′(Tw)
}
.

Proof. Let S be an EOP set of Tv, which satisfies the conditions from the definition of ρℓ(Tv). That is, v is a
leaf of a star R in Tv[S]. Therefore, exactly one vertex in C(v) is the center of the star R, and denote it by u.
Clearly, none of the edges vw, where w ∈ C(v) \{u}, belongs to S. In addition, since S is an EOP set of Tv,
no vertex w ∈ C(v) \ {u} is incident with an edge from S. For any x ∈ C(v), let Sx = S ∩E(Tx). If w 6= u,
then Sw is an EOP set of Tw such that w /∈ V (Tw[Sw]). Therefore, |Sw| ≤ ρ′(Tw). On the other hand, since
u is the center of the star R in Tv[S], there are two possibilities for the edges from Su depending on the
order of R. If R ∼= K1,1, then none of the vertices in N [u]∩V (Tu) can be in Tu[Su], and so |Su| ≤ ρ′′(Tu). If
|V (R)| ≥ 3, then some of the edges between u and vertices in C(u) are in Su. Hence, |Su| ≤ ρc(Tu). Taking
into account both possibilities, we readily infer that |Su| ≤ max{ρ′′(Tu), ρ

c(Tu)}. Combining all findings
from above, we get

|S| = |Su|+ 1 +
∑

w∈C(v)\{u}

|Sw| ≤ max
u∈C(v)

{
max{ρc(Tu), ρ

′′(Tu)}+ 1 +
∑

w∈C(v)\{u}

ρ′(Tw)
}
.

On the other hand, the construction described in the previous paragraph leads to an EOP set S of Tv

of desired cardinality. In this construction, v is a leaf of a star R in Tv[S], one of its children u is the center
of R, S ∩E(Tu) is either a ρc(Tu)-set or a ρ′′(Tu)-set (depending on which of these sets is larger), and in all
other sets S ∩E(Tw), where w ∈ C(v) \ {u}, we can take a ρ′(Tw)-set. By taking a maximum possible such
set S over all u ∈ C(v), we infer that the claimed value for |S| is achieved.

Lemma 3.4. For the rooted tree T and v ∈ V (T ),

ρ′(Tv) =
∑

u∈C(v)

ρoe(Tu).

Proof. Let S be an EOP set of Tv, which satisfies the conditions from the definition of ρ′(Tv). That is, v
is not incident with an edge from S. For any u ∈ C(v), let Su = S ∩ E(Tu). Note that Su is an EOP set
of Tu, and so |Su| ≤ ρoe(Tu). Thus, |S| =

∑
u∈C(v) |Su| ≤

∑
u∈C(v) ρ

o
e(Tu). On the other hand, taking a

ρoe(Tu)-set Su in Tu for each u ∈ C(v), the union of all these sets Su yields an EOP set of Tv of cardinality∑
u∈C(v) ρ

o
e(Tu), which completes the proof of the lemma.

Lemma 3.5. For the rooted tree T and v ∈ V (T ),

ρ′′(Tv) =
∑

u∈C(v)

ρ′(Tu).
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Algorithm 1: EOP number of a tree

Input: A tree T on n vertices.
Output: ρoe(T ).

1 Fix a root r ∈ V (T ), and let v1, v2, . . . , vn−1, vn = r be the vertices of T listed in reverse order with
respect to the time they are visited by a breadth-first traversal of T from r;

2 for i = 1, . . . , n do

3 Let C(vi) be the set of children of vi
4 if C(vi) = ∅ then
5 ρoe(Tvi)← 0, ρc(Tvi)← 0, ρℓ(Tvi)← 0, ρ′(Tvi)← 0, ρ′′(Tvi)← 0; vi ←Type 1

6 else

7 ρ′′(Tvi)←
∑

u∈C(vi)

ρ′(Tu)

8 ρ′(Tvi)←
∑

u∈C(vi)

ρoe(Tu)

9 if ρ′′(Tvi) + 1 ≥ ρ′(Tvi) then
10 vi ←Type 1

11 else

12 vi ←Type 2

13 for u ∈ C(vi) do
14 Mu ← max{ρc(Tu), ρ

′′(Tu)}+ 1 +
∑

w∈C(vi)\{u}

ρ′(Tw)

15 ρℓ(Tvi)← max
u∈C(vi)

Mu

16 if ∀u ∈ C(vi)[u = Type 2] then
17 D ← min

u∈C(vi)
{ρ′′(Tu) + 1− ρ′(Tu)}

18 ρc(Tvi)←
∑

u∈C(vi)

ρ′(Tu) +D

19 else

20 ρc(Tvi)←
∑

u∈C(vi),
u= Type 1

(ρ′′(Tu) + 1) +
∑

u∈C(vi),
u= Type 2

ρ′(Tu)

21 ρoe(Tvi)← max{ρc(Tvi), ρ
ℓ(Tvi), ρ

′(Tvi)}

22 return ρoe(Tr)

Proof. Let S be an EOP set of Tv, which satisfies the conditions from the definition of ρ′′(Tv). That is, v is
not incident with an edge from S, and also none of the children u ∈ C(v) is incident with an edge from S.
For any u ∈ C(v), let Su = S ∩ E(Tu). Note that Su satisfies the conditions from the definition of ρ′(Tu),
and so |Su| ≤ ρ′(Tu). We infer that |S| =

∑
u∈C(v) |Su| ≤

∑
u∈C(v) ρ

′(Tu). On the other hand, taking a

largest EOP set Su in Tu for each u ∈ C(v), such that u is not incident with an edge from Su, the union S′

of all these sets Su yields an EOP set of Tv of cardinality
∑

u∈C(v) ρ
′(Tu). Clearly, S′ is an EOP set of Tv,

such that N [v] ∩ V (Tv [S
′]) = ∅, which completes the proof of the lemma.

Based on the above statements we deduce an efficient algorithm for determining ρoe(T ) for an arbitrary
tree T (see Algorithm 1).

As a consequence of Observation 3.1 and Lemmas 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5, we derive that Algorithm 1
correctly computes the EOP number of a tree T .

Let us now consider the algorithm’s complexity. (Let n and m stand for the order and the size of T ,
respectively). The vertex ordering v1, . . . , vn can be computed in O(n) time using a breadth-first traversal
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from r. At each leaf (vertex vi with C(vi) = ∅), a constant number of operations is performed. At each
internal vertex vi, O(|C(vi)|) operations are performed (assuming, as usual, that adding and comparing two
numbers can be done in O(1) time). This clearly yields that one can bound the time complexity of the
algorithm by O(m), which is equivalent to O(n). We have thus proved the following result.

Theorem 3.6. There exists a linear-time algorithm for computing the edge open packing number of a tree.

We note that the results of this section and their proofs imply that Algorithm 1 can be modified so that
it also obtains a maximum EOP set of the input tree T . At every vertex vi, we can additionally obtain
the edges of Svi according to the corresponding parameter. Notably, in lines 7, 8, 15, 18 or 20, and 21, we
can additionally obtain the edges of the corresponding five copies of Tvi by using the constructions from
corresponding lemmas.

4 Two bounds and realization results

In this section, we first describe the structure of all graphs with given EOP number and minimum degree
for which the number of edges is as small as possible. We then study how the EOP number changes under
edge removal.

4.1 Extremal graphs for the bound ρoe(G) ≤ |E(G)|/δ(G)

Chelladurai et al. [3] showed that the EOP number of a graph G of size m can be bounded from above by
m/δ(G). They also posed the open problem of characterizing all graphs for which the equality holds in the
upper bound.

In this section, we give a complete solution to the above-mentioned problem. To do so, we define the
family F as follows. Let G be a bipartite graph of minimum degree k ≥ 2 with partite sets A ∪ C and B
such that every vertex in B has 1 and k − 1 neighbors in A and C, respectively.

Theorem 4.1. For any graph G of size m, ρoe(G) = m/δ(G) if and only if either G is a disjoint union of
stars or G ∈ F .

Proof. The equality evidently holds when G is isomorphic to a disjoint union of stars. So, let G ∈ F . We
observe that the subgraph of G induced by A ∪B is a disjoint union of induced stars. Therefore, [A,B] is
an EOP set in G. By the structure of G, described in the definition F , we observe that

ρoe(G) ≥ |[A,B]| = |B| =
|B|+ (k − 1)|B|

k
=

m

δ(G)
.

This results in the equality ρoe(G) = m/δ(G).
In order to prove the converse implication, we first give a proof of the upper bound ρoe(G) ≤ m/δ(G) for

any graph G of size m. Let P be a ρoe(G)-set and let xy be an arbitrary edge in P . Since P is an EOP set
of G, it follows that at least one of x and y, say x, is adjacent to deg(x) − 1 vertices in V (G) \ V (G[P ]).
This shows that every edge in P is adjacent to at least δ(G) − 1 edges not in P . Therefore,

m = |P |+ |[V (G[P ]), V (G) \ V (G[P ])]| + |[V (G) \ V (G[P ]), V (G) \ V (G[P ])]| ≥ |P |+ (δ(G) − 1)|P |. (7)

So, ρoe(G) = |P | ≤ m/δ(G).
Now let ρoe(G) = m/δ(G) for a graph G, of size m and order n, different from a disjoint union of

stars. Therefore, we necessarily have equality in (7). With this in mind, there is no edge with both
endvertices in V (G) \ V (G[V (P )]), for otherwise we end up with ρoe(G) < m/δ(G). Note that G[V (P )] is a
disjoint union of some induced stars S1, . . . , St with centers a1, . . . , at, respectively. Set A′ = {a1, . . . , at},
B′ =

⋃t
i=1(V (Si) \ {ai}) and C ′ = V (G) \ (A′ ∪B′) = V (G) \ V (G[V (P )]). Notice that C ′ 6= ∅ because G is

different from a disjoint union of induced stars. Together the equality in (7) and the fact that P is an EOP
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set in G imply that every vertex in B′ is adjacent to precisely δ(G) − 1 vertices in C ′ and to exactly one
vertex in A′ (in particular, this shows that δ(G) ≥ 2). Moreover, no vertex in A′ has a neighbor in A′ ∪C ′.
In particular, the induced subgraph G[A′ ∪ C ′] is edgeless. On the other hand, since P is an EOP set in
G, there is no edge with endvertices in B′. The above argument shows that G[B′ ∪ C ′] and G[A′ ∪B′] are
bipartite graphs in which every vertex in B′ is adjacent to δ(G) − 1 vertices in C ′ and to one vertex in A′.
We now observe that δ(G), A′, B′ and C ′ have the same roles as k, A, B and C have in the description of
the members of F , respectively. Consequently, G belongs to F .

4.2 Effect of edge removal

Analysis of the effect of edge removal on the value of ρoe was suggested in [3], and here we give a comprehensive
response. Note that characterizations of the graphs with ρoe(G) ∈ {1, 2} were also given in [3]. In fact, it
is easy to see that ρoe(G) = 1 if and only if G ∼= Kn for n ≥ 2. Moreover, ρoe(G) = 2 if and only if (i)
2 ≤ diam(G) ≤ 4, (ii) G is claw-free and (iii) for any two nonadjacent edges e1 = uv and e2 = xy having
no common edge, every vertex in V (G) \ {u, v, x, y} is adjacent to at least two vertices in {u, v, x, y}.

It is clear that ρoe(Kn − e) = 2 = ρoe(Kn) + 1 for each edge e when n ≥ 3. So, we consider the graphs G
with ρoe(G) ≥ 2.

Theorem 4.2. For any graph G of order n ≥ 3 and e ∈ E(G), the following statements hold.

(i) If ρoe(G) = 2, then 1 ≤ ρoe(G− e) ≤ 3.

(ii) If ρoe(G) ≥ 3, then ρoe(G) − 1 ≤ ρoe(G− e) ≤ 2(ρoe(G) − 1).

Proof. First, let us consider the upper bound. Let B be a ρoe(G − e)-set. Note that the subgraph of G
induced by B is a disjoint union of induced stars S1, . . . , Sk with centers s1, . . . , sk, respectively (if Si has
only one edge for some 1 ≤ i ≤ k, then we only consider one of its endvertices as the center). If B turns out
to be an EOP set of G, then ρoe(G − e) ≤ ρoe(G), which is less than or equal to 2(ρoe(G) − 1). So, we may
assume that B is not an EOP set of G. This implies that e joins a vertex x ∈ V (Si) to a vertex y ∈ V (Sj)
for some 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ k. We deal with the following possibilities.

(a) Let x = si and y is a leaf of Sj for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k. Then, B \{ysj} is an EOP set of G of cardinality
ρoe(G− e)− 1. So, ρoe(G− e) ≤ ρoe(G) + 1.

(b) Let x be a leaf of Si and y be a leaf of Sj for some 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ k (i may be equal to j). Then, B \ {xsi}
is an EOP set of G of cardinality ρoe(G− e)− 1. Hence, ρoe(G− e) ≤ ρoe(G) + 1.

(c) Let x = si and y = sj for some 1 ≤ i < j ≤ k. We may assume, without loss of generality, that
|E(Si)| ≤ |E(Sj)|. In such a case, B′ =

(
B \ E(Si)

)
∪ {e} is an EOP set in G. Thus, ρoe(G) ≥ |B′| ≥

|B|/2 + 1 = ρoe(G− e)/2 + 1.

Summing up, we have proved that ρoe(G− e) ≤ max{2ρoe(G) − 2, ρoe(G) + 1} in each case, which proves the
upper bounds in (i) and (ii).

For the lower bounds, note that if B is a ρoe(G)-set, then B\{e} is an EOP set in G−e for each e ∈ E(G).
This leads to ρoe(G) − 1 ≤ ρoe(G− e).

In the next remark we show that all integer values between the lower and upper bounds in Theorem 4.2
are realizable.

Observation 4.3. For any integers b ≥ 3 and a with b − 1 ≤ a ≤ 2b − 2, there exists a connected graph
G and e ∈ E(G) such that ρoe(G) = b and ρoe(G − e) = a. In addition, for any a ∈ {1, 2, 3} there exists a
connected graph G and e ∈ E(G) such that ρoe(G) = 2 and ρoe(G− e) = a.

Proof. Let b ≥ 3. First, let b + 1 ≤ a ≤ 2b − 2. Let G be obtained from K1,b+1, with leaves v1, . . . , vb+1

and central vertex v, by (i) attaching ⌊a/2⌋ new vertices to v1 as leaves and also ⌈a/2⌉ new vertices to v2
as leaves, and (ii) adding the edge v1v2. It is not difficult to check that ρoe(G) = b and ρoe(G − v1v2) = a.
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Second, let a = b. Consider the graph G′ obtained from the above-mentioned graph G by removing the
vertices in (i). We then have ρoe(G

′) = ρoe(G
′ − vv1) = b. Third, let a = b − 1. Let G′′ be obtained from

the paths vviwi, for 1 ≤ i ≤ b, by adding edges in such a way that the set {w1, w2, . . . , wb} induces a clique.
One can easily check that ρoe(G

′′) = b and ρoe(G
′′ − vvb) = b− 1.

Suppose now that b = 2. Let G be obtained from Kn, with n ≥ 3, by joining a new vertex v to a vertex
u ∈ V (Kn). It is then clear that ρoe(G) = 2 = ρoe(G − uv) + 1. Moreover, ρoe(G) = 2 = ρoe(G − xy) − 1 for
any edge xy of Kn with x, y 6= u. Finally, ρoe(G) = 2 = ρoe(G− uw) in which u 6= w ∈ V (Kn).
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