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Abstract

It is a notorious open question whether integer programs (IPs), with an integer coefficient ma-
trix M whose subdeterminants are all bounded by a constant A in absolute value, can be solved in
polynomial time. We answer this question in the affirmative if we further require that, by removing a
constant number of rows and columns from M, one obtains a submatrix A that is the transpose of a
network matrix.

Our approach focuses on the case where A arises from M after removing k rows only, where k is a
constant. We achieve our result in two main steps, the first related to the theory of IPs and the second
related to graph minor theory.

First, we derive a strong proximity result for the case where A is a general totally unimodular ma-
trix: Given an optimal solution of the linear programming relaxation, an optimal solution to the IP
can be obtained by finding a constant number of augmentations by circuits of [A T].

Second, for the case where A is transpose of a network matrix, we reformulate the problem as a
maximum constrained integer potential problem on a graph G. We observe that if G is 2-connected,
then it has no rooted K3 ;-minor for t = Q(kA). We leverage this to obtain a tree-decomposition of G
into highly structured graphs for which we can solve the problem locally. This allows us to solve the
global problem via dynamic programming.

1 Introduction

As for most computational problems that are NP-hard, the mere input size of an integer program (IP)
does not seem to capture its difficulty. Instead, several works have identified additional parameters
that significantly influence the complexity of solving IPs. These include the number of integer vari-
ables (Lenstra [LJ83], see also [Kan87, Dad12, RR23]), the number of inequalities for IPs in inequality
form (Lenstra [LJ83]), the number of equations for IPs in equality form (Papadimitriou [Pap81], see
also [EW19]), and features capturing the block structure of coefficient matrices (see for instance [CEH* 21,
CEP*21, EHK*22, BKK* 24, CKL"24]).

Another parameter that has received particular interest is the largest subdeterminant of the coeffi-
cient matrix, which already appears in several works concerning the complexity of linear programs (LPs)
and the geometry of their underlying polyhedra [Tar86, DF94, BDSE* 14, EV17] as well as proximity re-
sults relating optimal solutions of IPs and their LP relaxations [CGST86, PWW20, CKPW22]. Consider an
IP of the form

max {p'x: Mx<b,xeZ"}, (IP)

where M is an integer matrix that is fotally A-modular, i.e., the determinants of square submatrices of
M are allin {—A,...,A}. Itis a basic fact that if M is totally unimodular (A = 1), then the optimum value
of (IP) is equal to the optimum value of its LP relaxation, implying that (IP) can be solved in polynomial



time. In a seminal paper by Artmann, Weismantel & Zenklusen [AWZ17], it is shown that (IP) is still
polynomial-time solvable if A = 2, leading to the conjecture that this may hold for every constant A.
Below, we refer to this conjecture as the totally A-modular IP conjecture. Recently, Fiorini, Joret, Yuditsky
& Weltge [FJWY22] answered this in the affirmative under the further restriction that M has only two
nonzeros per row or column. In particular, they showed that in this setting, (IP) can be reduced to the
stable set problem in graphs with bounded odd cycle packing number [BFMRV14, CFHW20, CFH*20].

We remark that the algorithm of [AWZ17] even applies to full column rank matrices M € Z™*" for
which only the (n x n)-subdeterminants are required to be in {—A,..., A} for A = 2. Further results sup-
porting the conjecture have been recently obtained by Négele, Santiago & Zenklusen [NSZ22] and Nigele,
Nobel, Santiago & Zenklusen [NNSZ23] who considered the special case where all size-(n x n) subdeter-
minants are in {—A,0,A}. Interestingly, the results of [AWZ17, NSZ22, NNSZ23] are crucially centered
around a reformulation of (IP) where M becomes totally unimodular up to removing a constant number
of rows, where the additional constraints capture a constant number of congruency constraints.

1.1 Main contribution

In an effort to provide more evidence for the totally A-modular IP conjecture, we initiate the study of IPs
in which M is totally A-modular and nearly totally unimodular, i.e., M becomes totally unimodular after
removing a constant number of rows and columns. Note that without requirements on the subdetermi-
nants, IPs with nearly totally unimodular coefficient matrices are still NP-hard. A famous example is the
densest k-subgraph problem [BCC*10, Kho06, Man17], which can be seen as an IP defined by a totally
unimodular matrix with two extra rows (modeling a single equality constraint). A closely related example
is the partially ordered knapsack problem [KS02], which is also strongly NP-hard. Another famous exam-
ple is the exact matching (or red-blue matching) problem [Maa22, MVV87], for which no deterministic
polynomial-time algorithm is known (yet).

As we will see, it still does not seem to be an easy task to prove the totally A-modular IP conjecture
for the full class of nearly totally unimodular matrices. However, in our main result, we resolve the con-
jecture for a main building block of such matrices:

Theorem 1. There is a strongly polynomial-time algorithm for solving the integer program (IP) for the case
where M is totally A-modular for some constant A and becomes the transpose of a network matrix after
removing a constant number of rows and columns.

Recall that, to any given (weakly) connected directed graph G and spanning tree T of G, one asso-
ciates the network matrix A € {0, +1}EM*EG=T) g, ch that Ae (v, is equal to 1 if e is traversed in forward
direction on the unique v-w-pathin T, is equal to —1 if it is traversed in backward direction, and is equal
to 0 otherwise.

By Seymour’s celebrated decomposition theorem for regular matroids [Sey80a], network matrices
and their transposes are the main building blocks of totally unimodular matrices. While we have not
been able to prove an analogous result for network matrices (instead of their transposes) yet, we believe
that studying the totally A-modular IP conjecture for the above case yields several new insights that are
relevant for resolving the general conjecture. It is known that A-modular matrices give rise to a proper
minor-closed class of F,-representable matroids for p > A, see for instance [GNW21]. A key result in
the matroid minors project [GGW15] states that, in each such family of matroids, every matroid whose
vertical connectivity is sufficiently high is a low-rank perturbation' of a frame? or coframe matroid. The

LIf M and N are matroids generated by matrices A and B respectively, where rank(A— B) < t, then M is said to be a rank-(< )
perturbation of N.

2In this context, a matroid is said to be frame if it can be represented over [, by a matrix with at most two nonzeros per
column, and coframe if it is the dual of a frame matroid.



structure of such matroids is highly governed by a graph, and so it is to be expected that questions about
graphs become a central aspect of resolving the general totally A-modular IP conjecture. In fact, our
approach for proving Theorem 1 strongly builds upon results from the theory of graph minors that are
complementary to those that have been used in the work in [FJWY22]. Thus, we believe that our work
significantly enhances our understanding of which questions about graphs are relevant to resolve to
general totally A-modular IP conjecture.

Moreover, note that nearly totally unimodular matrices are low-rank perturbations of well-behaved
matrices, an aspect that has not been studied yet in the context of the conjecture. Finally, our insights
also lead to a new proximity result (see Theorem 4) in integer programming that generalizes a result by
Eisenbrand & Weismantel [EW19], yielding another motivation for studying the class of nearly totally
unimodular matrices.

1.2 Approach

Asindicated above, we achieve our result in two main steps, one related to the theory of integer program-
ming and one related to graph minor theory. More specifically, the first step is concerned with bounds
on distances between optimal solutions of IPs and their LP relaxations. A classic result of this type was
established by Cook, Gerards, Schrijver, & Tardos [CGST86] who showed that if M is totally A-modular,
(IP) is feasible, and x* is an optimal solution of the LP relaxation, then there exists an optimal solution
z* of (IP) with ||x* — 2¥|loc < RA. It is still open whether this bound can be replaced with a function in A
only, see [CKPW22].

A convenient consequence of this result is that, given x*, one can efficiently enumerate the possible
values of z* for a constant number of variables. In particular, if we are given the integer program (IP) with
a totally A-modular coefficient matrix M that becomes totally unimodular after removing k rows and ¢
columns, we may simply guess the values of the variables corresponding to the ¢ columns and solve a
smaller IP for each guess.

Thus, we may assume that M (is totally A-modular and) is of the form M = [ ], where A is totally
unimodular and W is an integer matrix with only k rows. For this class of IPs, we derive a considerably
strengthened proximity result: Given an optimal solution x* of the corresponding LP relaxation, there is
an optimal solution z* of (IP) where || x* — z* [l < f(k,A) for some function f that depends only on k
and A (see Theorem 4), again provided that (IP) is feasible. In fact, by bringing (IP) into equality form,
we show that x* can be rounded to a closeby integer point from which z* can be reached by adding a
number of conformal circuits of [A 1] that can be bounded in terms of k and A only. Moreover, we
observe that the fact that M is totally A-modular implies that every circuit c satisfies |[Wcllo < A. (See
the next section for definitions and a more precise statement.)

While these findings are valid for all totally unimodular matrices A, we will see that they can be cru-
cially exploited for the case where A is the transpose of a network matrix, which we refer to as the co-
graphic case. For these instances, it is convenient to reformulate the original problem (IP) as a particular
instance of a maximum constrained integer potential problem

max{p'y: f(v,w) < y(v) - y(w) < u(v,w) forall (v,w) € E(G), Wy =d, ye ZV(G)}, (MCIPP)

where G is a directed graph, p € ZV©) ¢ ue7EG we zKIxVG) and d € ¥, and moreover each row of
pT or W sums up to zero. Notice that the first constraints are still given by a totally unimodular matrix,
and hence we may regard Wy = d as extra (or complicating) constraints. With this reformulation, the
circuits of [A I] turn into vertex subsets S € V(G) with the property that both induced subgraphs G[S]
and GIS] are (weakly) connected, where S := V(G) \ S. We call such sets doubly connected sets or docsets.
Using this notion, our previous findings translate to two strong properties of the instances of (MCIPP)



we have to solve: First, every feasible instance has an optimal solution that is the sum of at most f(k,A)
incidence vectors y° € {0,1}V(®, where S is a docset. Second, every docset S satisfies | W y5 o0 < A.

Referring to the vertices whose variables appear with a nonzero coefficient in at least one of the extra
constraints as roots, the second property above implies that roots cannot be arbitrarily distributed in
the input graph. Roughly speaking, by carefully exploiting the structure of the instance, we will be able
to guess y(v) for each root v. Note that once all of these variables are fixed, the resulting IP becomes
easy since its constraint matrix is totally unimodular. In fact, the guessing cannot be done for the whole
graph at once and we will have to do it locally, and then combine the local optimal solutions via dynamic
programming.

Figure 1: Subgraph containing a rooted K> 3-minor. Roots are indicated with the red squares. Contracting
all the edges in each of the five branch sets produces a properly rooted K> 3.

Our structural insights are based on the observation that our input graphs do not contain a rooted
K5, ;-minor, where t = 4kA + 1, provided that they are 2-connected. Here, the minors of a rooted graph
(graph with a distinguished set of vertices called roots) are defined similarly as for usual graphs, with two
differences: whenever some edge e is contracted we declare the resulting vertex as a root if and only if
at least one of its ends is a root, and we have the possibility to remove a vertex from the set of roots. A
rooted K3 ; is said to be properly rooted if each one of the ¢ vertices in the “large” side is a root. For the
sake of simplicity, we say that a rooted graph contains a rooted K>, ;-minor if it has a rooted minor that is
a properly rooted K5 ;, see Figure 1.

Our main structural result is a decomposition theorem for rooted graphs without rooted K>, ;-minor,
see Theorem 2 below. It relies partly on several works about the structure of graphs excluding a minor,
extending the original results of Robertson & Seymour within the graph minors project, more specifi-
cally on works by Diestel, Kawarabayashi, Miiller & Wollan [DiKMW12], Kawarabayashi, Thomas & Wol-
lan [KTW20], and Thilikos & Wiederrecht [TW22a, TW22b]. Furthermore, we use results of Béhme &
Mohar [BM02] and Béhme, Kawarabayashi, Maharry & Mohar [BKMMO08] (see Appendix A), to control
the distribution of the roots in surface-embedded rooted graphs without rooted K ;-minors.

Our decomposition theorem is formulated in terms of a tree-decomposition of graph G. Recall that
a tree-decomposition is a pair (T,98) where T is a rooted tree (tree with a unique root node) and % =
{B, : u € V(T)} is a collection of vertex subsets of G, called bags, such that for every vertex v of G the
set of bags containing v induces a non-empty subtree of T, and for every edge e of G there is a bag that
contains both ends of e. We define the weak torso of a bag B,, as the graph obtained from the induced
subgraph G[B,] by adding a clique on B, N B, for each node u' € V(T) that is a child of u. Having stated
these definitions, we are ready to state the decomposition theorem. See Figure 2 for an illustration.



Theorem 2 (simplified version of Theorem 52). For every t € Z» there exists a constant ¢ = ¢(t) such that
every 3-connected rooted graph G without a rooted K, ;-minor admits a tree-decomposition (T, 98), where
B ={By:ucV(T)}, with the following properties:
(i) the bags B, and B, of two adjacent nodes u, u' € V(T) have at most ¢ vertices in common, and
(ii) for every node u € V(T), all but at most ¢ children u' € V(T) of u are leaves and the roots contained
in the corresponding bags B,, are all contained in bag B,,, and
(iii) every node u € V(T) satisfies one of the following:
(a) bag B, has at most ¢ vertices, or
(b) uisaleaf and B, has at most ¢ roots, all contained in the bag of the parent of u, or
(c) after removing at most ¢ vertices, the weak torso of B, becomes a 3-connected rooted graph
that does not contain a rooted K; ;-minor and has an embedding in a surface of Euler genus at
most ¢ such that every face is bounded by a cycle, and all its roots can be covered by at most ¢
facial cycles.

Figure 2: Illustrating the decomposition of Theorem 2. The decomposition tree T is shown on the left.
The weak torsos of the two bags B, and B, are shown on the right. The top one satisfies (iii).(c), and the
bottom one (iii).(b).

As we show, there is a polynomial-time algorithm that finds the tree-decomposition of Theorem 2 to-
gether with a polynomial-size collection &, for each node u € V(T), containing all the possible intersec-
tions of a docset of G with the roots contained in bag B,,. This yields an efficient dynamic programming
algorithm to solve the instances of (MCIPP) we are interested in, which proves Theorem 1.

In the next section, we give a more detailed overview of our approach together with important in-
termediate results, as well as an outline of the paper. The proofs of these results, as well as the missing
definitions, can be found in the subsequent sections.

2 Overview

Suppose we are given an instance of (IP), where M is totally A-modular and becomes totally unimodular
(TU) after removing a bounded number of rows and columns. Using Tardos’ algorithm [Tar86], we can
solve its LP relaxation in strongly polynomial time. We may assume that the latter has an optimal solu-
tion.? Thus, by using the proximity result of [CGST86], we may eliminate a bounded number of variables

31f the LP relaxation is infeasible, so is (IP). If the LP is unbounded, we may first replace the objective by the all-zero vector
and run our algorithm. If we find a feasible integer solution, we can conclude that the original instance is also unbounded.
Otherwise, the original problem is also infeasible.



such that remaining problem is of the form max{pTx: Ax < b, Wx < d, x € Z"*}, where A€ 2"™" is TU,
[ {] is totally A-modular, and W € Z¥*" has a bounded number of rows. Now that our initial reduction is
established, we proceed by explaining how we exploit the fact that [ { | is totally A-modular. To this end,
we consider the circuits of matrices, which are defined as follows.

2.1 Circuits

For a subset U < R", we say that a vector x € U \ {0} is a support-minimal vector of U if there is no other
vector in U \ {0} whose support is strictly contained in the support of x. A circuit of a rational matrix
B e Q""" is a support-minimal (nonzero) vector of the kernel of B that is integer and reduced (that is,
the gcd of its components is 1). The collection of all the circuits of B is denoted by 6 (B). If B € {0, +1}""*"
is a TU matrix, then it is a basic fact that every circuit of B is in {0, £1}", see for instance Onn [Onn10,
§2.3.4]. We observe the following.4

Lemma 3. Let A€ {0,+1}"*" be totally unimodular, we 7", and A = 1. Then [ IﬁT ] is totally A-modular if
and only if every circuit [ ] of [A 1] satisfies|w™ x| < A.

This implies that, for our instance, every circuit [} ] of the matrix [A 1] satisfies | Wx[loo < A.

2.2 Equality Form

For the next considerations, it is convenient to bring our integer program into equality form. By adding
slack variables y and z, we obtain the equivalent problem

max{pTx:Ax+y:b, Wx+z:d,xEZ",yEZZ’O,ZEZQO}.

By again using the proximity result of [CGST86], we obtain finite lower and upper bounds for all vari-
ables that are satisfied by at least one optimal solution of this integer program. Thus, by setting p =
[pT 0 0], A=[A I 0, W=[W 0 I],and 2= n+m+k, our integer program turns into

max{pTx:Ax=b Wix=d, xe€Z" ¢ <x<u}

for some ¢, u € Z". Now, consider any circuit  of A. Note that it is of the form % = [xT yT 0], where
[7]isacircuitof [A I]. By Lemma 3, we obtain | WX|le = [|Wxlleo < A. Thus, we end up with a problem
of the following form.

Problem 1. Letk,A € Z>; be fixed. Given p,l,uc 7", Ac 2™ " be7™ We 7" and d € 7* such that
A is totally unimodular and max{| W x|loo : x € €(A)} < A, find

max{p'x: Ax=b,Wx=d,{<x<u,xezZ"}. (IPy)

Moreover, in the above transformation, note that if A is the transpose of a network matrix, so is A.

Thus, in order to prove Theorem 1, we need to give a strongly polynomial time algorithm for instances
of Problem 1 where A is the transpose of a network matrix. Before we focus on such matrices, we derive
a strengthened proximity result that holds for all totally unimodular matrices A.

4Recall that all proofs are deferred to later sections.



2.3 Proximity

For Problem 1, we will prove a strengthened proximity result on distances between optimal solutions of
(IP;) and its LP relaxation
max{p'x: Ax=b,Wx=d,l{ <x<u}. (LPy)

Our first result is the following.

Theorem 4. Ifx* is an optimal solution of (LPy) and (IP,) is feasible, then there is an optimal solution z*
of (IPy) with | x* — z*||le < f1(k,A). Here, f1(k,A) is a function® of k and A only.

The proof of Theorem 4 is based on the following result, which we prove following the strategy by
Eisenbrand and Weismantel [EW19]. We remark that our proof of Proposition 5 extends the proximity
result in [EW19] to general totally unimodular matrices with a constant number of additional equalities,
and recovers the proximity bound for their setting, that is, an equality system with a constant number of
constraints, and entries bounded by a constant in absolute value.

Here, we say that vectors ¢y, ..., c; € R are conformal if, in every coordinate, they have the same sign,
that s, c¢1,..., c; are contained in the same orthant (see [Onn10, §3.1]).

Proposition 5. Given an instance of Problem 1, in strongly polynomial time we can compute an integer
point z € 7" satisfying Az = b, ¢ < z < u such that there is an optimal solution to (IP1) of the form z +

5.:1 cj wherecy,...,c € 6€(A) are conformal and t < f5(k,A), or conclude that (IP1) is infeasible.

Notice that after applying Proposition 5, we can perform a translation of the solution space mapping

the integer point z to the origin. This allows us to reduce to the special case of Problem 1 where b = 0,
and look for an optimal solution x € Z”" that is a conformal sum of at most f5(k, A) circuits of A.

2.4 Increasing the connectivity of the TU matrix

In order to deal with Problem 1, it is convenient to ensure some connectivity properties of A. Suppose
that, possibly after permuting the columns of A, we canwrite A= [A;  A] in such a way that the column
space of A; € {0,+1}""*" and the column space of A; € {0,+1}"*"2 intersect in a linear subspace of
dimension at most g — 1, for some g € Z5,. Provided that min{n;, n,} = g, the corresponding partition of
the columns of A is a separation of order q, or shortly a gq-separation. We define the connectivity of A as
the minimum g such that A has a g-separation, and call A g-connected if its connectivity is at least g.

In case the connectivity of A is low, it is natural to split (IP;) into two IPs with bounded interaction.
We show how to do this for separations of order g < 2, and give a (strongly) polynomial-time, black-box
reduction of instances of Problem 1 to instances such that A is almost 3-connected, in the sense that
A becomes 3-connected when we delete from A every column that is a nonzero multiple of another
column. We point out that special care should be taken because of the extra constraints Wx = d.

Connectivity is a fundamental concept for studying TU matrices and the corresponding matroids,
which are known as regular matroids. By Seymour’s decomposition theorem [Sey80a], if A is 4-connected
then there exists a network matrix D € {0, +1}"*("~") such that Ax = 0 is equivalent either to [D I,|x=0
orto [I ner —DT] x = 0. The two cases are dual of each other. In order to prove Theorem 1, we now focus
on the latter case.

5All functions of k and A defined in this paper are in fact computable.



2.5 Reducing to the maximum constrained integer potential problem

Assume that Ax = 0 is equivalent to [I,-, —DT]|x=0where D € {0, +1}"~"*" is a network matrix, and
b = 0. We perform a change of variables that transforms any such instance of Problem 1 into an instance
of the maximum constrained integer potential problem.

Let G denote a (weakly) connected directed graph such that D = B"!N where M = [N B] is the
vertex-edge incidence matrix of G with one row deleted, and B is a basis of M. Writing x € R" as x = [ ],
we have

Ax=0 < xy—D"xp=0 < xy=D"xp < xny=N"B Tx3.

Nowlet y:= B"Txp. Then x = [g:;’] = M"y and (IP,) can be rewritten as
max{p"MTy:0<M'y<u, WM'y=d, yeZ'}. (IP;-cographic)

Note that x = [} | € Z" holds if and only if y € Z", since B is unimodular and xx = NTB~Txp. We claim
that (IP;-cographic) is equivalent to (MCIPP). In order to see this, let vy € V(G) denote the vertex whose
row is missing from M. Notice that r = |V (G- vg)| = |V(G)|— 1. Now append to M the missing row for vy,
and similarly append arow to y for vy. After performing this modification and renaming the profit vector
and weight matrix, (IP;-cographic) transforms precisely into (MCIPP). (Now that M is the full incidence
matrix of G, notice that we have MT1 = 0, hence each row of pTMT or WMT in (IP;-cographic) sums up
to zero.)

Consider the resulting instance of the maximum constrained integer potential problem, see (MCIPP).
Let R:={v e V(G) : 3i € [k] : W(i,v) # 0} denote the set of roots of G. Below, we denote the resulting
rooted graph as (G, R). (Also, we regard G as an undirected graph most of the time, since the edge direc-
tions are relevant only when we go back to solving (MCIPP).)

By applying Lemma 3 and Proposition 5, we infer the two properties of the resulting MCIPP instance
mentioned in the previous section: First, provided that the instance is feasible, it has an optimal solution
that is the sum of at most f5(k,A) incidence vectors of docsets. Second, the weight vector Wy of every
docset S has all its components in [-A,A] N Z. We in fact obtain two further properties. Third, since A
is (without loss of generality) almost 3-connected, G is a 3-connected graph some of whose edges are
subdivided. Fourth, (G, R) does not contain a rooted K ;-minor for ¢ = Q(kA). This fourth property,
which follows from the second, is the starting point of our structural analysis. The precise result we show
is as follows.

Lemma6. Letk,A € Z> be fixed, and let t := 4kA + 1. Consider an instance of the maximum constrained
integer potential problem, see (MCIPP). If G is 2-connected and W € ZW1*V (@ satisfies ||W x5|loo < A for
all docsets S, then (G, R) does not contain a rooted K, ;-minor.

2.6 Decomposing graphs forbidding a rooted K, ;-minor

Lemma 6 motivates the structural investigation of rooted graphs (G, R) with no rooted K ;-minor. (We
mention in passing that rooted K3 ;-minors were studied before in the literature, for instance in connec-
tion to the problem of computing the genus of apex graphs, see Mohar [Moh01].) On this front, the main
result we prove is Theorem 2. We start here with a general discussion of the theorem and its context, fol-
low this with an examination of its algorithmic consequences in Section 2.7, and conclude by outlining
its proof in Section 2.8.

We point out that Theorem 2 assumes G to be 3-connected. This is justified by our results on 1- and
2-separations. In case G is a 3-connected graph some of whose edges are subdivided, we may suppress
the degree-2 vertices, and apply the theorem to the resulting 3-connected graph. For the rest of the
discussion, we assume that G is 3-connected.



There are a number of basic cases for which Theorem 2 holds with a trivial or almost trivial tree-
decomposition (7, %).

First, if the number of roots of (G, R) is bounded by some constant ¢, then (i), (ii) and (iii).(b) always
hold in Theorem 2 for T := ({r, u},{ru}), B, := R and B, := V(G). Hence, we may assume without loss of
generality that (G, R) has many roots.

Second, it is easy to see that a 3-connected graph G with at least two roots always has a rooted Kj »-
minor, hence the case t = 2 of Theorem 2 is trivial. Robertson and Seymour [RS90] characterized the
3-connected rooted graphs (G, R) with no rooted K> 3-minor: either G has at most 2 roots, or G is planar
and has all its roots incident to a common face. This settles the case ¢ = 3 of Theorem 2: we let £ := 2 and
(T, %) be the trivial tree-decomposition with T := ({u}, &) and By, := V(G). Then (i) and (ii) trivially hold,
and either (iii).(a) or (iii).(c) holds. Hence we may assume without loss of generality that ¢ = 4.

Third, assume that G is a planar 3-connected graph without a rooted K ;-minor, where ¢ is any fixed
integer, and consider again Theorem 2. We let once more (7, %) be the trivial tree-decomposition, which
in particular implies (i) and (ii). It turns out that (iii).(c) always holds, in virtue of the following result of
Bohme & Mohar.

Theorem 7. [Theorem 1.2 of [BM02]] There is a function f; : Z>1 — Z>1 such that the following holds. Let
G be a 3-connected, planar graph and let R < V(G) be a set of roots. Assume that (G, R) does not have a
rooted K> (-minor. Then G has a collection of at most f;(t) facial cycles such that each root is contained in
at least one of these cycles.

Fourth, assume that G is a 3-connected graph embedded in a surface of Euler genus g = 1, where g
is bounded.® It turns out that Theorem 7 extends to this case, assuming that the face-width of G is large
enough:

Theorem 8. There is a function fg: Z>o x Z>9 — Z»2, such that the following holds. Let (G,R) be a 3-
connected rooted graph without a rooted K, ;-minor, embedded in a surface of Euler genus g with face-
width at least fs(g, t). Then G has a collection of at most fg(g, t) facial cycles covering all the roots.

This result was stated in Béhme, Kawarabayashi, Maharry & Mohar [BKMMO08] as a remark, without
a proof. We provide a proof in Appendix A. Theorem 8 implies that Theorem 2 holds with a trivial tree-
decomposition whenever G can be embedded in a surface of bounded genus, with large face-width.
In case the face-width of the embedding is not large enough, then several things might happen. For
instance, it might be that there exists a small vertex subset Z such that G — Z is 3-connected and has
large face-width. The vertices in Z are commonly known as apices. In this case, (iii).(c) of Theorem 2 still
holds. Beyond this case, we have to decompose the graph in a non-trivial way.

Roughly speaking, Theorem 2 states that every 3-connected rooted graph forbidding a rooted K3 ;-
minor can be obtained by gluing in a tree-like fashion the graphs that we examined so far: graphs with a
bounded number of roots, and graphs with bounded genus whose roots can be covered with a bounded
number of face boundaries, plus a bounded number of apices.

2.7 Algorithmic consequences of the decomposition theorem

We discuss here how Theorem 2 leads to an efficient algorithm for solving the instances of the maximum
constrained integer potential problem resulting from cographic instances of Problem 1.

Consider anode u € V(T) of the decomposition tree and the corresponding bag B, < V(G). We claim
that every docset of G intersects the roots in By, in a polynomial number of ways. If (iii).(a) or (iii).(b)

6See Section 6 for the missing definitions.



holds, there are at most ¢ roots in B,,. Hence, any docset of G can intersect the roots in B, in at most 2!
ways, which is a constant. (Recall that t =4kA+1and ¢ =¢(¢).)

From now on, assume that (iii).(c) holds. Let G*[B,] denote the weak torso of B, and Z < V(G*[B,])
denote the set of apices. That is, | Z| < ¢, and G*[B,] — Z is a 3-connected graph without a rooted K ;-
minor that has an embedding in a surface of Euler genus at most ¢ such that every face is bounded by a
cycle, and admits a collection €6 of at most ¢ facial cycles covering all its roots.

Consider any docset S of G, any facial cycle C in ¥, and the roots covered by C. Observe that the
roots in C are cyclically ordered. Our strategy to establish the claim is to prove that the intersection of S
with the roots in C can be partitioned into a bounded number of blocks of consecutive elements in the
cyclic ordering, say at most x = k() intervals. Since every root in B, is either in Z or in one of the cycles
in €, this directly yields a 7°*?) bound on the number of possible intersections of S with the roots in B,,.
We elaborate briefly on the reasons why the above strategy is sound.

First, consider the case where there are no apices, that is Z = @. In G*[B,], we add a clique on
By, N By where v is the parent of u. The resulting graph is the (full) torso of B,. Since B, N B, has
at most ¢ vertices, the torso of B, does not contain a rooted K y-minor for ¢’ := 2Poly) ¢ Notice that
the intersection of docset S with the torso of B, is in fact a docset of the latter. We show that if the
intersection of S with the roots in some C € 6 cannot be partitioned into a small number of blocks of
consecutive elements, we find a K3 ;-minor in G*[B,] for some s = s(k, ) that is increasing in x and
decreasing in ¢. If we choose «k large enough, then s can be made larger than any given linear function in
¢. This contradicts the fact that the weak torso G*[B,,] is embedded in a surface of Euler genus at most #,
since the Euler genus of K3 ¢ is linear in s.

Second, in the presence of apices, the argument gets slightly more involved and in one case we obtain
arooted Ky, y-minor in the torso of B, which is also a contradiction.

Finally, we state a result that formalizes the way in which we use our decomposition theorem al-
gorithmically. It is also stated in terms of tree-decompositions. However, we slightly simplify the tree-
decomposition of Theorem 2 by merging some leaf bags in their parents. This has some advantages, in
particular for optimization purposes.

Let ¢ € Z>, be fixed. We say that a (rooted) tree-decomposition (T, 98) of G is ¢-special if (i) for each
tt' € E(T) we have |B; N By| < ¢; (ii) every node € V(T) has at most ¢ children.

Let & = #(G) denote the collection of all docsets in G. For R’ € R, the docset profile of R’ is the
collection of sets 25 (R') :={R' N S: S € #}. A docset superprofile of R' is a collection of subsets of R’ that
is a superset of the docset profile Z;(R’).

We prove the following result, which is the centerpiece of our algorithm.

Theorem 9. There exists a function fy: Z>, — Z>1 such that for every fixed t € Z>,, there is a polynomial-
time algorithm that given a rooted 3-connected graph (G, R) having no rooted K, ;-minor, outputs an
fo(2)-special tree-decomposition (T,98) of G and a collection {%¥,, : u € V(T)} where each &,, is a docset
superprofile of RN By, in G of size polynomial in |V (G)|.

Given Theorem 9, it is easy to design a strongly polynomial time algorithm to solve the instances of
the maximum constrained integer potential problem that originate from cographic instances of Prob-
lem 1, see (MCIPP). Roughly speaking, the idea is to first compute polynomially many optimal local
solutions for each bag B,,, namely, one for each guess on the variables y(v) where v € B, is a root or
belongs to an adjacent bag B,,. For each fixed bag and guess, an optimal local solution can be found
in (strongly) polynomial time by solving a single IP on a TU constraint matrix. Next, we use a dynamic
programming approach to find out optimal ways to combine the optimal local solutions. In virtue of
Proposition 5 and Theorem 9, the whole dynamic programming algorithm runs in (strongly) polynomial
time.
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2.8 Proving the decomposition theorem

The purpose of this section is to describe our proof strategy for Theorem 2. Before this, we briefly discuss
how to deduce Theorem 9 from Theorem 2. Let (G, R) be a rooted 3-connected graph without a rooted
K5 ;-minor, and let (T,28) denote the tree-decomposition of G that we get as the output of Theorem 2.
Consider any node u € V(T). We say that a child ' of u is tameif u' is aleaf and there is no root in B,/ \ By,.
We turn (T, 98) into an ¢-special tree-decomposition (77, %8’) satisfying the statement of Theorem 9, as
follows: For each node u € V(T), we contract every edge connecting u to a tame child «/, adding all the
vertices of B,y to B,. After observing that the original tree-decomposition (7, %) can be computed in
polynomial time, we prove that the docset profile 2;(Rn B)) is of polynomial size for each u € V(T"),
and that we can furthermore compute a docset superprofile &,, 2 Zg(R N B;) for each u € V(T)) in
polynomial time.

Now, we turn to the proof of Theorem 2. We build the required tree-decomposition recursively. As-
sume we are sitting at some node u € V(T). The decomposition process defines for us a corresponding
induced subgraph H of G. Let Ry = RNV (H). We consider two cases for H. We say that H is k-interesting
(for an integer k = k(?) chosen large enough for the rest of our arguments) if H contains a set of vertices
X such that | X| = k and X is well-connected with respect to the vertices in it and is well-connected to
Ry If H is not k-interesting then we call it k-boring. It is easy to deal with the k-boring graphs. In each
such graph, we find 3 subsets By, B;, B < V(H) such that we can set By to be a child bag of u in our
decomposition and either further decompose H[B;] and H[B>] or just decompose one of them and the
other becomes a leaf bag.

O O

Figure 3: An elementary wall of height 6. Walls of height h are defined as subdivisions of elementary
walls of the same height h.

In what follows, we focus on k-interesting subgraphs H. For an integer h, if k is large enough as
a function of h then it is possible to find a wall W of height of  in H (see Figure 3) such that there
are h vertex-disjoint paths between the set X and any transversal set of W. A transversal set of a wall
is a maximum collection of vertices of degree 3 in W such that no two vertices are chosen from the
same column or the same row of W. Moreover, there are h vertex-disjoint paths between Ry and any
transversal set of W. We show that because H does not contain a rooted K> ;-minor, H cannot contain a
Ky-minor grasped by the wall W for ¢’ = t'(f) and h > t'.

Using the results in [KTW20] and [DiKMW12] we derive that graphs H have a restricted structure:
There is a bounded-size set Z < V(H) such that H — Z has an embedding on a bounded genus surface Z,
with a bounded number of large vortices and a possibly unbounded number of small vortices. Moreover
H — Z contains a large wall W’ which can be essentially found as a minor of W. The wall W' is drawn
inside a disk on X and is far enough from any large vortex. We handle the large vortices using the results
in [TW22b]. We again use that the fact that H does not contain a rooted K, ;-minor to show that after
removal of a bounded number of vertices (which are added to Z), each large vortex can be either drawn
on X or turned into a small vortex.
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The graph we obtain after the removal of the new set Z is not necessarily 3-connected, but after
additional steps, including considering the SPQR tree for H — Z, we can ensure 3-connectivity while
keeping large face-width. This allows us to apply Theorem 8 and find a small collection of facial cycles
covering all the roots in Ry that are notin Z.

2.9 Outline

We begin the main part of our paper in Section 3 with an in-depth treatment of circuits and proximity,
including proofs for Lemma 3, Theorem 4 and Proposition 5. We follow this in Section 4 by designing
black-box reductions in the presence of 1- or 2-separations in the TU matrix A. These first two sections
consider general TU matrices. Starting from Section 5, we focus on the cographic case. We prove that
none of our input graphs contains a rooted K ;-minor, see Lemma 6, and give a polynomial-time dy-
namic programming algorithm solving the cographic instances of Problem 1, assuming Theorem 9. This
proves Theorem 1. Section 6 establishes our structural results on rooted graphs forbidding a rooted K ;-
minor, including Theorem 2 and Theorem 9. We close our paper in Section 7 with remarks on possible
approaches to generalize Theorem 1 to all nearly TU matrices M, and a discussion of related research
questions.

3 Circuits and Proximity

In this section, we collect some basic facts about circuits of totally unimodular matrices, including a
proof of Lemma 3, and provide proofs for our main results on proximity, Theorem 4 and Proposition 5.

3.1 Decompositions into Circuits

Let us start by proving Lemma 3, which states that [ /' ] is totally A-modular if and only if every circuit [} |
of [A 1] satisfies |wTx| < A. Our proofis based on the following observation. Here, for a matrix A € R"*"
and I < [m], J < [n], the submatrix of A whose rows correspond to I and whose columns correspond to
J is denoted by A; ;. Similarly, the restriction of a vector x € R” to the entries indexed by J is denoted by
Xj.

Remark 10. Let Ae R"™", we 7", and x € ker(A) such that w"x # 0. Then x is support-minimal inker(A)
ifand only if | uﬁ‘T | has an invertible (hence square) submatrix of the form [?j’}] ] with supp(x) < J.

Proof. Let x be support-minimal in ker(A) and set J = supp(x). Then ker(A(.,,;) is the 1-dimensional
subspace spanned by x;. Indeed, given any two linearly independent vectors y, y" in ker(A(,,y), there is
anonzero linear combination of y, y’ whose support is strictly contained in J. Thus, rank(A,;,;) = [J| -1
and hence there is a subset I < [m] with rank(Ay ;) = |J| — 1. Consequently, [/;f’}] ] is invertible.

Let I < [m], J < [n] such that [12)[}]] is invertible and supp(x) < J. Since rank(Ayj) = |J| -1, we see
that ker(A; ;) is the 1-dimensional subspace spanned by x;. Note that for every y € ker(A) \ {0} with
supp(y) € supp(x) < J we have y; € ker(A; ;) and hence y is a scalar multiple of x, in particular, supp(y) =

supp(x). O
Proof of Lemma 3. Foremost, notice that Ais TU ifand onlyif [A 1]isTU,and [ /| is totally A-modular
ifand only if [ 2 X ] is totally A-modular.

Suppose first that [ /] is totally A-modular and consider any circuit ] € {0,+1}"* of [A 1]. If
wTx # 0, then by Remark 10, there exist I < [m], J < [n], K € [m] with supp(x) € J and supp(y) € K

such that B := [1:’}] I(I,'TK ] is invertible. Consider the adjugate matrix adj(B) of B and let [ ;f{( € {0, +1}/UK
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Ay X+1k yx
W}-)_C]

denote the last column of adj(B). Since Badj(B) = det(B)I, we have [

@ 0
= B[;f,](] = [dertm >
which implies [;CI’(] =+ [jf{(] and |w'x| = Iw}le = Iw}fcjl = |det(B)| = A.

Suppose now that every circuit [} ] of [A 1] satisfies |wTx| < A. Consider any invertible square sub-

A1
matrix B of [ 2 & ]. We have to show that | det(B)| < A. Notice that if |det(B)| = 2, then B = [ uj’ o ] for
some [ < [m], J < [n], K < [m]. Notice that K < I since otherwise B has a zero column. By addlng every

Appas Iim
indexieT=[m]\Ibothto I and K, we may even assume B = [ ) 'K] Plck[x’]e{o +1YYK in the

kernel of [ Aym,s Iimi,x ] such that w? x] # 0. Extend X and y to x € {0, _1}" and y € {0, £1}"" by adding zeros,
respectively. By Remark 10, [}] is a circuit of [A I]. As above, we conclude | det(B)| = |[wTx| < A. O

Next, we recall that circuits generalize edge directions of polyhedra. For instance, every edge direc-
tion of the polyhedron {x € R" : Ax = b, ¢ < x < u} is a scalar multiple of a support-minimal vector of
ker(A), see [Onn10, Lem. 2.18]. More importantly, we will crucially exploit the fact that nonzero vectors
in kernels of totally unimodular matrices can be decomposed into circuits in a conformal way:

Lemma 11 (see [NSZ22, Lemma 7]). Let P ={xeR": Ax=b, ¢ < x < u} where A€ {0,£1}"*" is totally
unimodular, be R™, and d = dim(P), ¢ € 7", u € 7", and let x, x' € P. In strongly polynomial time, we can
find conformal cy,...,cq € €(A) and Ay,...,Aqg =0 with x' = x + Z;i:l Ajcj. If x, x" are integer vectors, then
A1,...,Aq can be chosen to be nonnegative integers.

Remark 12. IfP, x, X/, c1,...,¢q, and Ay, ..., A4 are as above, then for every uy, ..., g with0 < u; < A; for
alli € [d], the vector x + 27:1 pjcj is also contained in P.

Proof. Letx” = x+Z?:1 pjc;j. Since cy, ..., cq are circuits of A, wehave Ax” = Ax=Db. Toseethat / < x<u

holds, consider any coordinate index i € [n]. Suppose first that x; < x;.. Since ¢y, ..., ¢4 are conformal, this
implies (c;); = 0 for all j € [d], and hence

d d
li<x;<x;+ Z,u]'(Cj),' :x;’sxﬁ— Z/lj((,‘j)i :x;. < Uj.
j=1 j=1

The case x; > x} follows analogously. O

3.2 An Intermediate Result

In general, our proof of the proximity result follows the same framework as the proximity proof by Eisen-
brand and Weismantel [EW19], extending their results to totally unimodular inequality systems with a
constant number of additional equality constraints. A similar proximity framework has recently been
applied for the exact weight basis problem in matroids [ERW24].

Our proofs of Theorem 4 and Proposition 5 are based on the following result.

Proposition 13. Let k,A € Z> be fixed, and let p, A, b, W, d, ¢, u define an instance of Problem 1. Given
an optimal vertex solution x* € R" of (LPy), in strongly polynomial time we can compute an integer point
zeZ" with
(i) Az=b, ¢ <z=<u,
(i) |x* -zl < k, and
(iii) if (IPy) is feasible, then it has an optimal solution z* = z + Z;:l cj wherecy,...,c; € €(A) are con-

formaland t < k(2kA + Dk = : fis(k,A).
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Note that Proposition 5 follows directly from Proposition 13 by taking f5(k,A) = fi3(k,A). To see how
Proposition 13 implies Theorem 4, consider any instance of Problem 1. Let x* be any optimal solution of
(LP;), and assume that (IP;) is feasible. Pick a vertex x' of {(x e R" : Ax= b, Wx < d, |x*| < x < [x*]} with
pTx' = pTx*. Here, the vector |x*] arises from x* by applying |-] to each entry of x*, and [x*] is defined
analogously. Let I = {i € [n] : X} € Z}. Note that, for the sake of proving Theorem 4, we can assume that
we know the optimal solution to (IP;), hence we may partition I into I< and I» such that the optimum
value of

max{p'x: Ax=b,Wx=d,{<x<u,x;<x;foralliel, x;=x;forallie ., xeZ"} 1)

is equal to (IP1). Since x’ is an optimal vertex solution of the LP relaxation of (1), we may apply Proposi-
tion 13 to obtain a point z € Z" with || x' — z||, < k such that (1) has an optimal solution z* = z + Z;Zl cj
where ¢y, ...,c; € €(A) and t < fi3(k,A). Note that z* is also an optimal solution of (IP,) and observe that
we have

t
[x* =2 loo < 1" =X oo + 1 X' = Zloo + 1 2= 2" oo S 1+ k + | 2— 2" |00 < 1+k+zj:1||cj||oo: 1+k+t.

The result follows by taking fi(k,A) := 1+ k+ fis(k,A).

The remainder of this section is devoted to the proof of Proposition 13. To this end, let p, A, b, W, d,
¢, u define an instance of Problem 1 and denote P := {x e R : Ax = b, £ < x < u}. Moreover, let x* be an
optimal vertex solution of (LP;).

3.3 Proof of Proposition 13

Let us first describe how the integer point z can be computed, and then show that it satisfies (i)—(iii). To
this end, consider denote the inclusionwise smallest face F of P that contains x*. Recall that Wx =d
consists of only k equations, and hence dim(F) < k. Notice also that F = {x e R": Ax=b, ¢' < x < u'} for
some appropriately chosen ¢, u’' € Z". Since A is totally unimodular, we can compute a vertex z' of F in
strongly polynomial time. As P is an integer polytope, so is F and hence z’ is integer. Moreover, we can
invoke Lemma 11 to find circuits cj,...,c; of Aand A,...,Ax € Ro with 2’ = x* + Z;?ZI /1]-0;. We define

k
z=x"+ Z(/lj— L)L]-J)c}
=1

and note that, by Remark 12, it is contained in F. In particular, we see that z satisfies (i). Note also that z
is an integer vector since

k k
z=x"+)Y Aj—- A =2 =) (Aj] ¢ .
= L A
€ n

Moreover, it satisfies (ii) since

X = zlloo =

k
2 Aj=14;D¢]
j=1

k k
<2 A= ADlIc] oo < X licjlloo < k.
o J=1 j=1

Thus, it remains to show (iii). To this end, we first observe that since F is the minimal face of P containing
x*, we have
z+veP = x"+evePforsomee>0 )

for every vector v € R".
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Now, take any optimal solution z* of the integer program, and decompose
Z'—z=c1++c

where cy,...,c; € € (A) are conformal (such a decomposition exists due to Lemma 11), and choose z*
and this decomposition such that ¢ is smallest possible. Recall that for every I < [¢], the vector z+) ;¢ i
is also contained in P.

3.3.1 Reordering Circuits

To obtain a bound on the number ¢ of circuit vectors, let us first reorder cy, ..., c; such that all partial
sums }_;_, Wc; have small norm. For this purpose, we make use of the Steinitz lemma [Ste13]:

Lemma 14 (see [Sev78, SB97]). Let| - || be any norm onRF. If y1,..., y» € RF satisfy yy +---+ yy = 0, then
there exists a permutation 7t on [t'] such that

1332, v || < k-max{liyll,..., Iy}
holds for all s € [t'].

To apply the above lemma, we first set y; = Wc; for i = 1,..., t. Recall that we consider an instance of
Problem 1, and hence
[Weilloo = A

holds for all i € [t]. Moreover, we have
[Wer+- -+ Werlloo = IW(Z" = 2)lloo < IW(2" = x") oo + IW (X" = 2)lloo = IW(x™ = 2)lloo < kA,

where the equality holds since we have Wz* = d and Wx* = d. This means that we can find integer
Vectors Yi41,---,» Veik € Z* such that Veiri+ -+ Yk =—(Wer +---+ Wey) and || y¢+jlloo < A holds for all
j € [k]. By construction, we have y; + -+ y;4r =0 and || y;llcoc < A for all i € [£+ k]. Thus, by Lemma 14
there exists a permutation 7 on [£ + k] such that

< kA 3)

N
Z Yr(i)
i=1

holds forall se £+ k].
We now claim that
r<kkA+1)¥ (4)

holds, which yields (iii). For the sake of contradiction, suppose that the claim does not hold. Since there
are (2kA + 1)¥ integer points of infinity norm at most kA in Z¥, we can apply the pigeonhole principle
and (3) to obtain k+1indices 1 < 51 < $,-+- < g1 < t+ksuchthat Y31 ya() = Z?Ll Va() forall j € [k+1].
Thus, the (nonempty) sets

S;={n(s;+1),...,m(s;:1)} for i € [k],

and
Sk+1:={mD),...,w(sD}U{m(S1 + 1),..., w(E+ K)}

yield k + 1 disjoint partial sums, summing up to zero each. By the pigenohole principle, one of the S;
does not contain any j € {t+1,...,t+ k}, say . Setting ¢ =Y ;cs ¢;, we have W¢ =0.
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3.3.2 An Optimal Solution with a Shorter Decomposition

Consider the vector z' = z* = ¢ =z + Y jc[s\s Ci € P. Since Wz' = Wz* — W¢ = d, we see that z’ is feasible
for the integer program. We claim that
pTé=<0 ®)

holds. Note that the latter claim implies pTz' = pTz* — pT¢ = pTz*. This shows that z’ is also an optimal
solution for the integer program with a shorter decomposition, a contradiction. Thus, our assumption
(that ¢ does not satisfy the bound in (4)) was wrong and we are done.

To show (5), note that z+¢ = z+Y_;¢; ¢; € P. Thus, by (2) there exists some ¢ > 0 such that x* +ec € P.
Moreover, since W (x* + e¢) = Wx™* = d we see that x* + £¢ is a feasible solution for the LP relaxation. By
the optimality of x*, this implies p'¢ < 0.

4 Dealing with 1-sums and 2-sums

In Section 4.1, we define 1-sums and 2-sums for vector configurations. Applied to the vector configura-
tions arising from the columns of a TU matrix, we recover the standard notions of 1-sum and 2-sum of
TU matrices (see for instance [Sch98]), and regular matroids (see for instance [Ox106]). In Section 4.2, we
state the actual version of Problem 1 that we solve. Next, in Section 4.3, we explain how to reduce Prob-
lem 1 to the 2-connected case. Finally, in Section 4.4, we explain how to reduce to the almost 3-connected
case. We point out that our reductions are all black-box.

4.1 Vector configurations

We regard matrices A € R™*" as (vector) configurations in R™. In other words, we see A € R"*" as an
ordered multiset of n vectors {ay, ..., a,} in R, namely, the n columns of A. The size of a configuration
is defined as its number of vectors, taking into account multiplicities. Slightly abusing notation, we write
v € Ato mean that v is a column of A. For v € A, we let A— v denote the configuration obtained from A
by deleting the column for v, hence decreasing the multiplicity of v by 1. If A; € R™*™ and A, € R"*"
are configurations in R™, we let Ajw A, := [A;  Az] denote the configuration obtained by concatenating
the two configurations. Below, we let colsp(A) := span({ay, ..., a,}) denote the column space of A.

We point out that configurations are, basically, representations of real matroids. Most of the notions
we discuss here such as connectivity, 1-sum and 2-sum are the counterparts of standard matroid notions.
The reader who has some knowledge on matroids should “feel at home”.

Definition 15 (regular configuration). We call a configuration A € R"™*" regular whenever every circuit of
Aisin{0,+£1}". (This terminology is inspired by Tutte’s notion of a regular subspace, see [Tut65].)

Every TU matrix A € R™*", seen as a vector configuration, is a regular configuration. Conversely, if
A€ R™" is aregular configuration then there exists a TU matrix A’ € {0, £1}"*" such that ker A =ker A".
Assume that A is a regular configuration. We say that a circuit ¢ € € (A) uses a vector v € A if c(v) # 0.
Circuit c uses v positively if c(v) = 1, and negatively if c(v) = —1.

We recall the definition of connectivity given in the introduction.

Definition 16 (separation, connectivity). A configuration A € R™*" has a q-separation (for q € Z»,) if it
can be written, possibly after permuting its columns, as A= [A1 Az, with dim(colsp(A;) N colsp(Az)) <
g — 1 where both A and A, have at least q columns. The connectivity of A is defined as the smallest order
of a separation of A. We say that A is g-connected if its connectivity is at least q. A configuration A is
said to be almost 3-connected if it becomes 3-connected when one deletes from A every column that is a
nonzero multiple of another column.
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Figure 4: An example of 2-sum of incidence matrices, represented as directed graphs. In order to fit
Definition 18, A; should be the incidence matrix of G; with four extra zero rows for the vertices in
V(G2) \ V(Gy), and A, should be defined similarly, so that A; and A, have as many rows as the num-
ber of vertices of G and share a column v corresponding to arc (i, j). Then it is easy to check that A; &, A,
is the incidence matrix of G.

Next, for g = 1,2, we relate these definitions to the notion of a g-sum.

Definition 17 (1-sum). Let A; € R"™*™ and A, € R™*"2 be configurations such that colsp(A;)Ncolsp(Ay) =
{0}. The 1-sum of A, and A, is the configuration A &, Ay := A} & Ay € R™*(m+n2)

The circuits of a 1-sum can be characterized as follows:

C
C (A @) Ay) ={ !

5] E%(Al)}U{ ;) ZCZEC@O(AZ)} .
2

A configuration A of size at least 2, that contains the zero vector is never 2-connected. We say that
two vectors v, v’ € R™ are parallel if one is a nonzero multiple of the other. Hence the zero vector is only
parallel to itself.

Definition 18 (2-sum). Let A; € R™*D gnd A, € R™* 2+ be configurations with a common nonzero
vector v, and such that colsp(A;) N colsp(Az) = span({v}). The 2-sum of A; and A, is the configuration
Ay @ Ay = (A1 — V) W (Ap — v) € R +n2),

Assuming that configurations A; and A are regular, and that the common vector v is the last vector
of A; and the first vector of A,, we have the following characterization of the circuits of a 2-sum:

0] [0
‘é(AleBgAg):{ ‘3 : %1 e‘g(Al)}u{ olile, <—:<€(A2)}
al.|a F1
u{ ol [e e, [CZ ecg(Az)}.

In other words, each circuit of A; &, A, is either a circuit of A; that does not use the common vector v,
for some i € [2], or obtained by combining a circuit of A; that uses v positively together with a circuit of
As_; that uses v negatively, for some i € [2]. We say that the circuits of the second type cross v.
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We call circulation of A any vector x € R” such that Ax = 0, that is, any vector in ker(A). The above
characterization of the circuits of a 2-sum naturally extends to circulations: [} ] is a circulation of A; &,
A, if and only if there exists a scalar ¢ such that [ %} ] is a circulation of A; and [ ] is a circulation of
A,. We say that [ %, | and [, | are obtained by splitting [! ]. If [ ! ] is an integer circulation splitting into

Zy]and [{ ], then it can be written as a conformal sum of circuits in € (A; &, Ap) with exactly |¢| circuits
crossing v.

Notice that a configuration is 2-connected if and only if it cannot be written as the 1-sum of two
smaller configurations, possibly changing the ordering of its vectors, and 3-connected if and only if it
cannot be written as the 2-sum of two configurations (possibly changing the ordering of its vectors),
each with at least 3 vectors.

Definition 19 (decomposition tree). A tree T is a decomposition tree of a 2-connected configuration A €
R"™" of size at least 3 if it satisfies the following conditions:

(i) each node t of T has a corresponding configuration A(t) inR™ of size at least 3,
(ii) each edgett’ of T has a corresponding nonzero vector’ 7 =v(tt)) € R™ that belongs to both A(t) and
A(t"), and such that colsp(A(t)) ncolsp(A(t)) = span({v}),
(iii) if t and t' are distinct nodes of T then dim(colsp(A(t)) Nncolsp(A(t'))) <1, and if t" is a node of the
t—t' pathin T then colsp(A(t)) N colsp(A(t')) < colsp(A(t")),
(iv) the configuration obtained by iteratively performing (in any order) the 2-sum corresponding to each
edge of T, and then possibly reordering the vectors equals A.

It follows directly from [CE80, Sey81] that every 2-connected configuration of at least 3 vectors admits
a decomposition tree in which A(t) is 3-connected for each node ¢ € V(T). Moreover, if A is regular (in
particular, when A is a TU matrix) then we may choose the configurations A(?) in such a way that A(t) is
regular for every node ¢ € V(T). We will always assume this.

4.2 The maximum constrained integer circulation problem

Consider any (feasible) instance of Problem 1. Recall that by Proposition 5, we may reduce to the case
where b = 0 by performing a translation. We now define, for better reference, a new problem which is
essentially the restriction of Problem 1 to the instances that have b = 0. This is the version will need in
our reduction.

Problem 2 (Maximum constrained integer circulation problem (MCICP)). Let k,A € Z>, be constants.
Given p € Z", regular configuration A € {0,+1}", W € Z¥*" such that |Wcls < A for all circuits c €
€ (A),deZ" and ,uc 7" such that ¢ < u, find

max{p'x: Ax=0,Wx=d,{<x<u,xeZ"}. (IP,)

Letting I := (p, A, W,d, ¥, u), we define OPT(I) as the optimum value of (IP,). If I is infeasible, then
OPT(I) = —oo0.

Here, we call a circulation x € ker(A) to be feasible if ¢ < x < u. This terminology is meant to general-
ize to any regular configuration the usual notion of a circulation in a directed graph, which arises when
Ais an incidence matrix.

"The vector 7 = U(¢t') is considered as being private to A(t) and A(t'). Formally, we would need to use labels for the vectors
of the configurations under consideration in order to distinguish the different copies of the same vector. Then, v could possibly
appear as a vector in A(¢"') for some node " distinct from ¢ and #', but not with the same label. For the sake of simplicity, we
will however not do this explicitly.

18



O

Gy T

Figure 5: An example of a 2-sum decomposition of an incidence matrix into four matrices, represented
as directed graphs as in Figure 4, with corresponding decomposition tree 7. Arcs with the same color
represent the common vector in the span of two incidence matrices.

Recall that Proposition 5 implies the following: (IP,) either is infeasible, or has an optimal solution x
that is the conformal sum of at most f5(k, A) circuits of A. Also, in the context of Proposition 5, we may
assume that there is no feasible c € 6 (A) such that W¢ =0 and pTc¢ > 0. We will also always assume this.

Before discussing 1-sums and 2-sums further, we establish some useful notation and terminology
relative to the MCICP. For x € R", it will be convenient to denote by x(v) the coordinate of x correspond-
ing to vector v € A. For instance, using this notation, the equation Ax = 0 becomes }_,c4 x(v)-v =0. We
will refer to x(v) as the flow along vector v.

In the next section we show how to reduce any MCICP instance to a constant number MCICP in-
stances that are 2-connected in the sense that their corresponding vector configuration is 2-connected.
The reduction to the almost 3-connected case is more involved, and is discussed in the section after the
next.

4.3 Reduction to the 2-connected case

Consider any MCICP instance I = (p, A, W, d, ¢, u) thatis not 2-connected. After permuting its n columns,
A decomposes as a 1-sum A = A; & --- & A, of 2-connected configurations, where 2 < g < n. We ex-
tend the decomposition of A to a corresponding decomposition of vectors p, ¢, u and matrix W. For
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j€fl,..., g}, we write

pj g

We use a straightforward dynamic program (DP) to solve (IP,). Let B := [-Af5(k,A), A f5(k, Mk nzk
be an integer box containing all target vectors that can be attained by solutions that are sums of at most
f5(k,A) circuits. For each j € [g] and d<j € B we let

4 0, uy
p<j=1| 1|, Wej=[Wi - W], f<ji=]: and u<ji=|:|.
Uj

Fjld<j):=OPT(p<j, A1 @1~ @1 Aj, Wsj,d<j <), Usj).

These optimum values can be easily computed through the following DP equation, whose proofis left to
the reader.

Observation 20. Forall j > 1 and d<j € B we have
Fj(dsj) = max{Fj_l(de_l) +OPT(pj,Aj,Wj,dj,€j,uj) : dsj—l € B, dj € B, dsj—l +dj = dsj} .

Since OPT(I) = F,4(d), and since it is straightforward to extend the DP approach to also recover cor-
responding optimal solutions, Observation 20 implies the following result.

Theorem 21. Let k,A € Z>, be constants. Any instance of the MCICP on a matrix with n columns can be
solved after solving at most A f5(k,A)+1) kn instances of the MCICP that are 2-connected and on matrices
with at most n columns, and performing extra work in time (A fs(k, A))°® n.

4.4 Reduction to the almost 3-connected case

In this section we consider a variant of Problem 2, which we call the rooted MCICP. This problem is
defined exactly as Problem 2, with two additional input data: a root vector v € A and a prescribed flow
value ¢ € Z for v. We let ¢(v) = u(v) := ¢, which forces x(v) = ¢ for all feasible circulations x.

It is easy to convert any MCICP instance into an equivalent rooted MCICP instance. For example, we
may duplicate any column of A, name the new column 7 and let ¢ := 0. On the other hand, the rooted
MCICP is a just special case of MCICP, hence the two problems are actually equivalent. For convenience,
we focus on the rooted MCICP throughout this section.

Consider a rooted MCICP instance I = (p,A, W, d,¢,u,v,¢), and consider a decomposition tree T
for A such that A(#) is regular and 3-connected for all nodes ¢ € V(T). There exists a unique root node
r € V(T) such that v is a column of A(r). This turns T into a rooted tree.

As in the previous section, let B := [-A f5(k, A), A fs (k, A))¥ n Z*. Also, let @ := [— f5(k, A), f5(k, A)] N Z.

Definition 22 (rooted MCICP instances for subtrees). For t € V(T), we let A; denote the configuration
obtained by performing all the 2-sums corresponding to the edges of the subtree of T rooted at t. Let v, € A;
denote the vector associated to the edge between t and its parent. If t is the root, then we let v, :=v. For
d:€ Band @€ ® welet I; = I;(d;, p:) denote the rooted MCICP instance I;:= (p¢, Ay, Wy, dy, C¢, Us, Vs, Q1)
where p;, Wy, €+ and u; are found by restricting the corresponding vectors in the original instance I to the
columns of A; and letting p;(vy) := 0 and €:(V;) = us(vy) := ;. We define W;(-, V) in such a way that
[[Wicrlloo < A for all circuits c; of A;. One way to achieve this is to let W(i,v;) be the “upper weight” of
some circuit of A crossing v, with respect to W (i,-), for each i € [k], see Lemma 23 below. We call I; a
rooted instance at node t. We let

Fi(ds, 1) := OPT(I;) = OPT (ps, Ar, Wy, dr, €1, U, Vs, 1)
denote the optimum value of the local MCICP instance corresponding to node t € V(T) and to the choices

of target vector d; € B and prescribed flow value @ € ® for the root vector.
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Lemma 23. There exists integers W;(i,v;) for each i € [k] such that ||W;ctlleo < A for all circuits c; of A;.

Proof. 1f t is the root, we simply let W;(i,v;) = W(i,v) := 0 for all i € [k]. From now on, assume that
t is not the root. Let ¢’ denote the parent of ¢. Consider the configuration A’ obtained by performing
each 2-sum corresponding to the edges of T — t¢' that are not in the subtree rooted at t. We get the
decomposition A= A’ @, A;. Let ¢ € € (A) be any circuit crossing 7;. By negating ¢ if necessary, we may
assume thatc = [2] with [ %] € €(A") and [4,] € €(A,). For each i € [k], we let

W(i,70):= ), Wi, v)c(v)
e
denote the upper weight of ¢ with respect to the i-th row of W.
Now consider any circuit ¢; of A;. If ¢;(v;) = 0 then ¢, yields a circuit of A, say ¢ € €(A), such that
[[Wicrlloo = lIWelloo < A. Otherwise, we may assume that c;(v;) = 1. Then ¢; combines with f‘l] into a
circuit of A, say ¢’ € € (A). By our choice of W;(-,7;), we get || Wictlloo = IW ' |loo < A. O

If ¢t is aleaf of T then we can compute F;(d;, ¢;) for every fixed choices of d; € B and ¢; € ® by solving
a single 3-connected MCICP instance. Now consider a node ¢ that is not a leaf, let #, ..., t; denote the
children of ¢. Hence, vy, ..., ﬁtq are the vectors of A(f) respectively associated to the edges t1y, ..., t14.

Consider a choice of d),dy,,...,d;, € Band ¢y,...,¢, € ®. Let I} = I)(d), @1, — ¢y, ..., —¢;,) denote
the rooted MCICP instance obtained from I, = I;(d;, @) by restricting to the sole vectors of A(¢), redefin-
ing the target vector to d? and setting both bounds for each 7y, to —¢;, for i € [g]. Moreover, we define
the weight W} (i,7;,) € Z for each i € [k] and j € [q] in such a way that || W c?||o, < A for all ¢ € € (A(1)).
This is done by using the “lower weight” of any circuit crossing v, with respect to W(i, ), similarly as in
the proof of Lemma 23. We call I} a local instance at node . Next, let FY(d?, @, — ¢y, ..., —¢;,) denote the
optimum value of instance I?. The following result generalizing Observation 20 can be used to compute
F:(d;, @) when the number of children of ¢ is small (say, logarithmic in n).

Lemma 24. With the above notation, we have

q
Fi(ds, 1) = maX{F?(d(t)y(Pt,—(Ptl,---,—(l)tq) + Z Fy(dy, ¢1,) :d?ydtly---;dtq €B, ¢4y, 91, €D, (6)
i=1

q
d? + Z (dti - (Wt(';vti) - W[O(';iti))(Pti) = dt}
i=1

foreveryd;e B and ¢; € ®.

Proof. Let x; denote an optimum solution of I; = I;(d;, ¢;). Consider a conformal decomposition x; =
cr1+-+crpasasumof £ < f5(k,A) circuits of A;. We split x; into circulations x‘t’ in A(t) and x4, ...,
X, inAg, ..., Atq respectively. For i € [g], let ¢, := x;, (V) = —x?(ﬂti). Hence, |¢| < ¢ < f5(k,A) which
implies ¢, € ®. Next, let d? anddy, ..., d; . denote the weight vectors of x‘t) and xy,, ..., Xt . respectively.
That is, let d? := W?x? and dy, := Wy, x;, for i € [g] and j € [k]. By our choice of W?(-,7;,) and Wy, (-, 7y,)
for i € [q], all these weight vectors are in B. The sum d° +d;, +--- + d, and the weight vector of x; are

related as follows: g

dp+dy +-+dy, = Wexe+ Y (Wi, 7)) =W Ty,
i=1
This shows that, in (6), the left hand side is at most the right hand side.
In order to show the converse inequality, fix some valid choice of d‘t), ey dtq € Band ¢y,...,¢ ty €

®. Let x? be an optimal solution for I{(d},¢:,—¢y,...,—¢;,) and, for i € [g], let x;, be an optimal so-
lution for I, (dy,, ¢:,). By what precedes, these optimal solutions combine into a feasible solution x, for
I:(d;, ¢;), proving that the left hand side of (6) is at least the right hand side. O
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In case g is large (super-logarithmic in n), Lemma 24 cannot be used as is since the number of cases
to consider might be super-polynomial. For this reason, we have to delve deeper in the properties of the
rooted MCICP instances arising from node ¢ and its children 7y, ..., 4.

First, remark that if the weight matrix W, is zero for some child ¢;, then the corresponding rooted
MCICP instances I;, = I;;(dy,, ¢;,) are easy to solve since either d;, = 0 and the k complicating constraints
Wy, xy, = dy, are trivially satisfied, or the instance is trivially infeasible. This holds more generally when ¢;
is “tame” in the following sense.

Definition 25 (tame and wild children). We say that a child t; of t is tame if for all circuits ¢, ¢’ of A;, such
that c(vy,) = ¢’ (V) = 1, we have Wy,c = Wy, c'. If t; is not tame, we say that it is wild.

In case t; is a tame child, as we show below, we can basically get rid of the whole subtree rooted at
t; and modify the configuration A(¢) by adding a constant number of copies of v, with carefully defined
profits, see Lemma 31. This directly leads to an improvement in Lemma 24, since we no longer have to
guess ¢, when ¢; is a tame child of z. A further crucial result that we prove below is that every circuit
¢y € 6(A;) crosses abounded number of vectors v, such that #; is wild, see Lemma 32. Combining these
two lemmas, we obtain an efficient algorithm for computing the optimal values F;(d;, ¢;).

Tame children and gadgets

We start with a discussion of weight vectors of tame nodes, and follow this with a discussion of gadgets.
In order to do this, we need further notions.

Definition 26 (linear equivalence, standardized configuration). Two configurations A € R™*" and A’ €
R™*" gre said to be linearly equivalent ifker(A) = ker(A'), or equivalently if there exists a bijective linear
map a : colsp(A) — colsp(A’) that maps the jth column of A to the jth column of A’ for each j € [n]. Let
A€ R™" be arank-r configuration. We say that A is standardized if AP = [D 1| for some D e R™* ("=,
and some permutation matrix P € {0,1}/™",

It is easy to see that every configuration is linearly equivalent to a standardized configuration. This
can be achieved by pivoting and deleting zero rows (see for instance [0x106]).

Definition 27 (dual configuration, cocircuit). Let A= [D 1,] € R™*" denote a standardized rank-r con-
figuration. The dual configuration of A= [D 1,] isdefined as [1,-, —DT']. Itis known that every config-
uration has the same connectivity as its dual configuration. We call cocircuit of A every circuit of the dual
configuration [1,—, —DT] and let

€ (A=¢" (D I;]):=¢([I.-r —-D7])
denote the set of cocircuits of A.

It is easy to check that every circuit of A is orthogonal to every cocircuit of A.
Now consider a regular configuration A€ R"™*". If A= [D 1], then D is a TU matrix, which implies
that the dual configuration [I,,-, —DT] is also regular.

Definition 28 (equivalence of weight vectors). We say that two weight vectors wy, w, € Z" are equivalent
iwac = wgc for all circuits c € €(A). Notice that, in a MCICP instance, any row W (i,-) of the weight
matrix can be replaced by any equivalent weight vector (transposed).

A basis of Ais a subconfiguration of A forming a maximally linearly independent set.
Lemma 29. Let B denote a basis of A. For every weight vector wy € Z" there exists an equivalent weight

function w, € Z" such that w»(v) =0 forallv e B.
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Proof. Notice that if ¢* € €*(A) is any cocircuit of A, then w; and w, + ¢* are equivalent. Every basis
element v € B has a corresponding fundamental cocircuit c;, € € (A) that uses v and no other element
of B. By the remark above, w; and w, := w; — Y ,cg w1 (v)c; are equivalent weight vectors. Moreover,
w»(v) =0for all v € B, as required. O

Lemma 30. Let A € R™*" be a 2-connected regular configuration, and letv € A. Let w € Z" be a weight
vector. If every circuit c € 6 (A) using v has zero weight, then w is equivalent to the zero weight function.

Proof. We claim that every circuit of A has zero weight.

Before proving the claim, we verify that it implies the result. Assuming that the claim holds, pick a
basis B and consider any weight vector w’ equivalent to w that is zero on all elements of B. By Lemma 29,
such a weight function exists. Now consider any v € A\ B, and let c € € (A) denote the unique circuit of
A whose support is included in B U {v} and that uses v positively. We get

ww= Y wwecw=w)c=0.

uesupp(c)

We conclude that w' is identically zero.

In order to establish the claim, let ¢; € € (A) be arbitrary. If ¢; uses 7, then w'c; = 0 by hypothesis.

From now on, assume that ¢; does not use 7, that is, ¢; (v) = 0. Since A is 2-connected, for each v
used by ¢, there exists a circuit ¢ € € (A) using both v and v. Choose such a vector v and circuit ¢,
such that the union of the supports of ¢; and c; is inclusionwise minimal. By negating c¢; and/or c; if
necessary, we may assume that ¢ (v) = 1, and ¢; (v) = —c2(v).

Now consider the circulation ¢ + ¢z, and any conformal decomposition ¢; + ¢, = c3+c4+---+¢p as
a sum of circuits of A. After permuting the indices if necessary, we may assume that c3(v) = 1. Let C;
denote the support of ¢;, for 1 < i < ¢. (The C;’s are circuits in the matroid M(A) represented by A.)

Since the decomposition is conformal and c¢; (v) + ¢c2(v) = 0, C3 € (C, U Cp) — v. In particular, Cs is
distinct from C,. Since C; is a circuit, C3 \ Cy is nonempty. Hence, Cs intersects C;. By choice of c,, we
have C, \ C; € Cs.

Using again the fact that the decomposition of ¢ + ¢ is conformal, we have c3(u) = co(u) for all
u € Cy\ Cy. This implies that C; € C; — v for4 < i < ¢. We conclude that ¢ =3 and ¢} + ¢2 = c3 € €(A). We
get wTc; = wles— wTc, =0. The claim is proved. O

We resume the discussion of the local MCICP instance I = (p, A, W, d, ¢, u, v, ) and the correspond-
ing decomposition tree T for A. Consider a node ¢ € V(T). We can resort to the proof of Lemma 30 to
check efficiently if ¢ is tame. Notice that being tame or wild does not depend on W;(-,v;). We redefine
Wi (i, V) € Z for each i € [k] in such a way that W;c; = 0, for all ¢; € €(A;). By the proof of Lemma 30, ¢
is tame if and only if the weight vector of every circuit of A; is zero, that is, if and only if A;x = 0 implies
W;x = 0 for all vectors x of the appropriate dimension. This can be easily checked by considering any
basis B of A; and checking that every fundamental circuit has a zero weight vector relatively to W;.

Lemma31. Lett € V(T), and assume that the weight vector of every circuit of A; with respect to W; is zero.
Consider a new tree T' with a single node t', letting A(t') denote the vector configuration that is formed by
the root vector vy, f5(k,A) extra copies of v; and f5(k,A) further vectors that are all copies of =v;, Wy :=0,
Cp(v):=0anduy(v):=1 for every ve Ay —v;. Then for some choice of profits py (v) forve Ay — vy, we
have Fy(d;, @) = Fi(dy, @y) foralld; € B and ¢ € ®.

Proof. First, we notice that if d; # 0 then Fy(d;, ;) = F:(d;, ;) = —oo for all ¢; € ®, hence we can fix
d; = 0 for the rest of the proof.
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Consider the function of one variable f(¢;) := F:(0,¢;). Since A; is regular, we can omit the integral-
ity condition in the local MCICP, and write

flo) =max{p/x: Ax=0,xV) =@y, ;<X <u}.

Itis easy to see that f is piecewise linear and concave. Indeed, given integers ¢ and ¢’, corresponding
feasible circulations x and x’ respectively attaining f(¢) and f(¢'), and A € [0, 1] such that A+ (1-1)¢’,
we see that the convex combination Ax+ (1—A)x’ is a feasible circulation giving a lower bound on f(A¢+
(1-A)g").

Furthermore, f(0) = 0. Indeed, f(0) = 0 since x = 0 is a feasible solution for ¢; = 0. Moreover, f(0) >0
would imply the existence of a feasible circuit of A with zero weight and positive profit, which we assume
does not exist.

For the sake of simplicity, let I' = T'(k, ¢) := f5(k,A). Label the copies of 7; in A(t') as v—1, ..., v_r
and the copies of —v; as vy, ..., vr. Welet py(v;) := f(i) — f(i—1) and py(v—;) := f(=i) — f(—i+1) for
i=1,...,T. Since f is concave, we have p;(11) = py(v2) = -+ = pp(vr) and py(v-1) = pp(v_p) = - =
py(v_r). We leave it to the reader to check that F; (0, ;) = f(¢;) = F;(0,¢,) for all ¢; € ®.

To show that Fy(0,¢;) = f(¢,) for ¢, € ®, consider an optimal solution x’ of the rooted instance for
node t', and assume that ¢, > 0, the other case being similar. First, one checks that if x'(v;) = 1 for any
i <0, there is some j > 0 with x’(v;) = 1 and we can set both to zero without decreasing the objective
value. Second, if there is some 0 < i < j with x/(v;) = 0, x'(vj) =1, then we can swap the two values

without decreasing the objective value. Hence, given that x'(7;) = ¢, and A’,x’ = 0, we conclude that
x'(v;) =1fori=1,...,¢ and 0 for all other vectors. This implies that F,(0,¢;), the objective value of x’,
is equal to Z‘f;l fAO-fE-1)=flpy. O

Thanks to Lemma 24 and Lemma 31, we can replace the subtree rooted at any tame node of V(T)
by a single node whose corresponding configuration is a multiset of parallel vectors without changing
any value function F; for the other nodes. This allows us to assume that every tame node is a leaf. Next,
for each tame leaf node ¢ € V(T) with parent u € V(T) we replace A(u) by A(u) @, A; = A(u) @2 A(t)
and delete node ¢ from the decomposition tree. In this way, we obtain a new local MCICP instance
I'=p,A,W',d' ¢ u,7, ¢") and decomposition tree T' of A’ that is a subtree of T containing the root,
in such a way that 7’ has no tame node, A(t) is almost 3-connected for every ¢ € V(T), and the value
function F; with respect to I’ equals the value function F; with respect to the original instance I, for
every node t € V(T').

Final DP

Consider again a local MCICP instance I = (p, A, W, d, ¢, u, v, p) and decomposition tree T for A. Assume
that no node of T is tame, and A(¢) is almost 3-connected for all nodes ¢ € V(T). By the previous section,
we may reduce to this case. Fix some non-leaf node ¢ € V(T) and denote its children by 71, ..., #5. The
next result is the final piece in our reduction of MCICP to the almost 3-connected case.

Lemma 32. Every circuit of c € € (A,) crosses at most 2kA vectors vy, such that node t; is a wild child of t.

Proof. After renumbering the children of ¢, we may assume that the indices i € [g] such that ¢ crosses v,
and t; iswild are i = 1,..., g’ for some ¢’ < q. Then c splits into one circuit ¢y of A(t) ®; Atq,ﬂ @y Dy Atq
and ¢’ circuits ¢y, ..., ¢y of Ay, ..., Ay, respectively. For each i € [4'], let ¢} and ¢} denote two circuits of
Ay, such that ¢ (vy,) = ¢/ (V) = 1 and Wy, ¢} # Wy,c].

Towards a contradiction, suppose that g’ > 2kA. By the pigeonhole principle, we can find a row index
j € [k] and a set of 2A + 1 indices i € [q'] such that W;,(j,-)c; # Wy, (j,-)c. After permuting the indices
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again, we may assume that these indices are i = 1,...,2A + 1. By exchanging c; and ¢! if necessary, we
may assume that W, (j, -)c; > W, (j, -)c;.’ forall i € [2A +1].

Notice that replacing c; for each i € [2A + 1] with any other circuit ¢; € {J_rc;, J_rc:.’ } of A, such that
¢i(vy,) = ¢;(vy,) in the decomposition of ¢ results in a new circuit of A;. Consider the circuit ¢* obtained
from c by replacing c; with ¢} if ¢; (V) = 1, and with —c} if ¢; (¥y,) = ~1, for i € [2A+1]. Consider the circuit
¢~ obtained similarly by exchanging the roles of ¢} and c!'. In this way, W;(j,-)c™ and W;(j,-)c" differ by
at least 2A + 1, contradicting the fact that both weights should be at most A in absolute value. O

This last result directly yields an improvement to Lemma 24. Let (d?,d,, ..., d; Pt Pr,) € B+l x
@9 be a guess such that
q
d? + Z (dti - (Wl’('rvti) - Wlp(‘,?[i)) (Pti) = dl’)
i=1
see (6). Recall that every MCICP instance has an optimal solution that is a sum of at most f5(k, A) circuits.
Together with Lemma 32, this implies that we can restrict to the guesses such that

1

q
lps| <2kAf5(k,A).
=1

Moreover, we can further require that there are at most f5(k,A) indices i such that ¢, = 0 and d;, # 0.
Let I'; denote the set of all guesses (d(t), dis... dtq,q)tl, o Pr,) € Bl x 9 satisfying the three conditions
above. Then we can change (6) to

q
Fi(ds,pr) = ma-X{F?(d?;(pt»_(Ptly---»_(Ptq) + Z Fy (ds, ¢4,) :(d?ydtp---;dtq;(ptly---;(,otq) € Ft}
i=1

where d; € B and ¢, € ® are arbitrary. We point out that the DP can be once again extended to store
an optimal solution for each table entry F;(d;, ¢;). Putting everything together, we obtain the following
result, which concludes this section.

Theorem 33. Let k,A € Z>, be constants, and let f33(k,A) := kA f5(k,A). Any 2-connected instance of the
MCICP on a matrix with n columns can be solved after solving at most (f33(k, Ak nOUss(68) jnstances of
the MCICP that are almost 3-connected and on matrices with at most n columns, and performing extra
work in time (fi3(k, A)n) OUs6A)

5 Algorithm for the cographic case

This section provides a strongly polynomial time algorithm for solving cographic instances, relying on
structural results that are established in Section 6. In Section 5.1, we discuss circuit vectors of (co)-
graphic instances in terms of the corresponding graphs. In Section 5.2, we recall how to reformulate any
cographic instance in the vertex space through a change of variables that transforms the main part of the
coefficient matrix into the transpose of an incidence matrix. By this change of variables, the k additional
rows of the constraint matrix yield a k-dimensional weight vector for each vertex. Defining the set of
roots as the set of vertices whose weight vector is nonzero, we turn the underlying graph into a rooted
graph. In Section 5.3, we prove that these graphs do not have a rooted K, ;-minor for ¢ :=4kA+1. Thisin
turn implies the strong structural properties stated in Theorem 9, which are used in Section 5.4 to prove
Theorem 1.
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5.1 Circuits and connectivity

Let G be any directed graph. We allow parallel and anti-parallel directed edges, but do not allow loops.
Seen as a vector configuration, the incidence matrix of G associates to each directed edge (v, w) € E(G)
the vector y” — y* in RV(®, where {y” : v € V(G)} denotes the canonical basis of RV(®,

Definition 34 (graphic and cographic configurations). Let A € R™*" be a configuration. We call A graphic
whenever A is linearly equivalent to the configuration defined by the incidence matrix of some directed
graph G, and cographic whenever A is linearly equivalent to the dual of some graphic configuration.

Up to a permutation of its columns, every rank-r graphic configuration is linearly equivalent to
a standardized configuration of the form [D 1], where D € {0, +1}"*""") js a network matrix. Con-
versely, every network matrix can be obtained in this way. Recall that the dual configuration of [D I, ]
is [I,-, -DT].

We remark that we may restrict to directed graphs G that are (weakly) connected. Indeed, if G has
¢ > 1 connected components then we can pick any vertex v; in the ith component for each i € [¢], and
merge vy, ..., Vg in asingle vertex. The resulting graph is connected and the corresponding configuration
is linearly equivalent to the original one.

In Lemma 35 below, we give the well-known characterization of circuits of graphic and cographic
configurations. Before doing this, we need more terminology regarding directed graphs (we generally
follow [Sch03]). Note that the lemma follows from [Ox106, Proposition 2.3.1].

Let G be a connected directed graph. For X < V(G), we let §(X) denote the set of edges with one end
in X and the other end in X := V(G) \ X, 6°"(X) denote the set of edges leaving X, and §™(X) denote
the set of edges entering X. Notice that §(X) = §°"{(X) U™ (X). The set §(X) is called an undirected cut,
while §°U(X) and 6™ (X) are directed cuts. If X is a proper and nonempty subset of V(G), we say that
8(X), 6°"(X) and 6™(X) are nontrivial cuts. It is easy to see that an inclusion-wise minimal nontrivial
undirected cut, sometimes called bond, is a undirected cut §(X) such that each of X and X induces a
nonempty connected subgraph of G. To every such cut there correspond two opposite signed incidence
vectorsin {0, +1}£(@, namely, )(501"()0 — )(5"1()() and )(5“1()() — )ﬁom(X).

An undirected circuit of G is a cycle of its underlying undirected graph, that is, a sequence C =
(vo,e1,01,..., €6k, k) where k = 1, vy, 11, ..., Uy are vertices, e; is an edge incident to both v;_; and v;
for each i € [k], vy = vk, 11, ..., Vg are pairwise distinct. To every undirected circuit there corresponds
a signed incidence vector in {0, +1}F@  defined as xc+ — )(C_ where C* denotes set of edges of the circuit
that are traversed forwards and C™ the set of edges traversed backwards.

Lemma 35. Let A € R™*" be a graphic configuration, and let G be a corresponding connected directed
graph, with n = |E(G)|. Then, the rank of A equals |V (G)| — 1, the circuits of A are the signed incidence
vectors of undirected circuits of G, and the cocircuits of A are the signed incidence vectors of minimal
nontrivial undirected cuts of G.

The next lemma relates the connectivity of a graphic or cographic configuration to the (undirected)
vertex connectivity of the corresponding graph, see [Ox106, Chapter 8]. Below, we say that directed graph
G is simpleif it contains no parallel or antiparallel directed edges.

Lemma 36. Let A € R"™" be a rank-r configuration that is graphic or cographic, and let G be a corre-
sponding (weakly) connected directed graph, with r = |V(G)| -1 and n = |E(G)|. Assumingr =2, Ais2-
connected if and only if G is 2-connected. Assuming n = 4, A is 3-connected if and only if G is 3-connected
and simple. Now assume that A is a cographic configuration. Then A is almost 3-connected if and only if
G can be obtained from a 3-connected simple graph by subdividing some of its edges.
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5.2 Change of variables

Given a (feasible) cographic instance of Problem 1, we can assume without loss of generality that A =
[In_r —DT], where D € {0,+1}"*(" ") is a network matrix. Next, using Proposition 5 and applying a
translation mapping z to 0, we reduce to an instance of Problem 2 (MCICP), with the same matrix A
(regarded as a vector configuration, A is a cographic configuration) and b = 0. Finally, by the results of
Section 4, we further reduce this instance to a polynomial number of instances on almost 3-connected,
cographic configurations. We point out that given the network matrix D (or its transpose DT), one can
efficiently find a corresponding directed graph G, see for instance [Tut60].

Recall from Section 2.5 that by letting x = MTy where M = [N B] is the incidence matrix of G with
the row corresponding to some vy € V(G) removed and B is a basis of M, we can rewrite the cographic in-
stance of Problem 2 at hand almost as an instance of the maximal constrained integer potential problem.
More precisely, we transform (IP,) for A = [In_ r —DT] into (IP;-cographic). By combining Lemma 35
and the following lemma, we see that circuits of A bijectively correspond to docsets of G.

Lemma 37. A vector x € R" = RF@ js q circuit of A = [I,-r -DT] ifand only if x = +MTyS where S €
V(G - vy) is a nontrivial docset of G, and the incidence vector is taken in RV (=% = R",

Proof. The map «a : ker(A) — R” such that a(x) = B Txp for all x = )] € ker(4) is an isomorphism
whose inverse is given by a '(y) = MTy for all y € R". If S is a nontrivial docset of G with v ¢ S, then
+MTyS = +y9™® £ 9" which are both circuits of A. Moreover, every circuit of A can be obtained in
this way. O

Recall also that the problem we will solve, namely the maximum constrained integer potential prob-
lem, can be obtained from (IP;-cographic) by adding one extra column to MT and one extra row to y,
both corresponding to vertex vy, in such a way that MT becomes the transpose of the (full) incidence
matrix of G. Notice that letting y(vp) := 0 transforms back (MCIPP) into (IP;-cographic).

In order to ease the task of the reader, we state formally below the precise version of the MCIPP that
we have to solve, including the condition on the weight of docsets.

Problem 3. Let k,A € Z+, be constants. Given a connected directed graph G, profit vector p € ZV(© with
Y vev(e) P(v) =0, weight matrix W € 7V sych that each row of W sums up to 0 and |W x5 o < A for
all docsets S, target vector d € Z¥, bounding vectors ¢,u € 2@, find

max{p’y: (v, w) < y(v) - y(w) < u(v, )V (v,w) € E(G), Wy=d, ye 2" }. (IP3)

Using the results of Section 4 and Lemma 36, we may assume without loss of generality that the input
graph G is a 3-connected graph some of whose edges are subdivided. In fact, we can also assume that no
vertex of degree 2 is a root. This follows from Lemma 38 and the fact that the edges e incident to vertices
of degree 2 have W (-, e) = 0, see Lemma 31. Moreover, we can still argue that (IP3) either is infeasible, or
has an optimal solution y that is a sum of at most f5(k,A) incidence vectors of docsets of G. This follows
from Proposition 5 and Lemma 37. Notice that for any solution y to Problem 3, y’ := y+1 is a solution to
Problem 3 with pTy’ = pTy.

The following lemma follows directly from the definition of the incidence matrix, and gives a concrete
characterization of the profit vector p and weight matrix W in Problem 3 after our change of variables.

Lemma 38. Let M € {0,+1}V(O*E©) pe the incidence matrix of a directed graph G and w € 7X@ a weight
vector. Then for each v e V(G),

Mwyw)= > we- Y wle.

ecdout(p) eedn(v)
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5.3 Rooted K; ;-models

In this section we consider (vertex)-weighted undirected graphs (G, a) without a docset of large weight,
and study related properties of rooted K3 ;-minors in such graphs, where the roots are the vertices v with
a(v) # 0. We use the following notation.

7V

Definition 39 (maximum weight of a docset 5(G, a)). Let G be a connected graph and a € ) be vertex

weights such that }_ ey (G a(v) = 0. For SS V(G), we let a(S) 1=} ,es a(v). We define
B(G,a) :=max{a(S): Sc V(G), S is adocset of G} .

Notice that a(S) = —a(S), hence (G, a) = 0. If G is 2-connected, then {v} is a docset for every vertex v,
which implies (G, a) = max{|a(v)| : v € V(G)}. Every instance of Problem 3 has (G, a) < A for all weight
vectors a which are (the transpose of) a row of W.

The main result we prove is that no weighted graph (G, a) with (G, a) < A can contain a rooted K3 ;-
minor for ¢ > 4A, taking as roots the vertices v with a(v) # 0. We need the following technical lemma.
Below, we use N(X) to denote the open neighborhood of X ¢ V(G) in G, that is, we let N(X) := {v €
V(G-X):3dwe X:vwe E(G)}. For X € V(G) and v € V(G) we denote by X + v the set X U {v}.

Lemma 40. Let G be a2-connected graph and let X, Y be two docsets of G. If X C Y, then there exists some
vertex ve Y \ X, such that X + v is a docset.

Proof. Let u€Y be arbitrary. Since Y is connected and X is a proper subset of Y, N(X)NY is nonempty.
Let v denote any vertex of N(X)NnY whose distance from u in G[X] = G- X is maximum. Clearly, G[ X +v]
is connected. We claim that G[X + v] is also connected.

For the sake of contradiction, assume that G[X + v] has several (connected) components. Since G[Y]
is connected, it is contained in a unique component of G[X + v], say K. Let w be any vertex of N(X) N Y
distinct from v. By choice of v, no shortest path from u to w in G[X] contains v. This proves that w € K.

Let K’ be any component of G[X + v] distinct from K. Observe that V(K’) € Y. Since K’ is a compo-
nent of G[X + v], we have N(K') € X + v. Since G is 2-connected, K’ should have at least two neighbors,
and at least one distinct from v. But this implies that K’ contains at least one vertex w € N(X)NY distinct
from v. By the argument in the previous paragraph, w € K, hence we get a contraditcion to the assump-
tion that K and K’ are different connected components in G[X + v]. Hence, the claim is proved and X + v
is a docset, as required. O

Definition 41 (model). Given a graph H, an H-model M in a graph G consists of one connected vertex
subset M(v) < V(G) for each vertex v € V(H), called a branch set, and one edge M(uv) € E(G) with one
endpoint in M(u) and the other in M(v) for each edge uv € E(H) such that all branch sets are pairwise
vertex disjoint. Note that G contains H as a minor if and only if G has an H-model.

Definition 42 (rooted K, ;-model). Given a rooted graph (G, R), arooted K, ;-model in (G, R) is a model
of Ky, in G such that each of the t branch sets corresponding to vertices on the “t side” of K ; contains
a vertex from R. (Such branch sets will be called central branch sets.) Note that (G, R) contains a rooted
Ky, -minor if and only if (G, R) contains a rooted K, ;-model.

In the proof below, we say that two vertex subsets X, Y of a graph G fouch if their distance in G is at
most 1.

Lemma 43. Let (G, a) be a 2-connected weighted graph, where a € 7V satisfies 3. yev (g a(v) = 0. Let
R={veV(G):a(v) #0}. If (G, R) contains a rooted K, ;-model, then 3(G, a) = t/4.
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Proof. Notice that we may assume that ¢ = 4 without loss of generality. Notice further that any rooted
K5 ;-model in (G, R) that avoids some vertex can be modified in order to cover the whole vertex set. This
follows easily from the connectivity of G. We call such models full. Let M denote a full rooted K3 ;-
model in (G, R) that maximizes the number of nonzero weight central branch sets. In other words, letting
V(Ky,) :={-1,0}u{l,..., t}, we assume that M maximizes

FM) =i € [t]: a(M(i) # 0}

among all full rooted K> ;-models in (G, R).

We claim that f(M) = ¢/2, that is, at least ¢/2 of the central branch sets have nonzero weight.

For notational convenience, we let B; := M(i) (where i € {—1,0} U [t]) denote the branch sets of M.
Assuming that the claim holds, consider the docsets

Xt .= B_uU U B; and X := B_ U U B;.
ie[t]:a(B;)>0 ie(t]:a(B;)<0

Notice that a(X™) —a(X~) = t/2. Hence, a(X*) = t/4 or a(X~) < —t/4. This implies that (G, a) = t/4.

Consider any central branch set B; of zero weight. Since M is full, B; is a docset. We claim that B; has
a partition into docsets U;, V;, which both are of nonzero weight. Let u; € B; denote any vertex adjacent
to some vertex of B_;. By applying iteratively Lemma 40 starting from docsets {u;} and B;, we can find a
docset W; C B; that contains u; and a unique root. Thus, both a(W;) # 0 and a(B; \ W;) # 0. Observe that
G[B; \ W;] decomposes into connected components, at least one of which has nonzero weight, which we
denote by V;. Let U; := B; \ V;. By construction, U; and V; induce connected subgraphs and a(V;) # 0
and thus a(U;) # 0. Observe that also U; and V; induce connected subgraphs. Indeed, the set V;NB; is
U; and therefore connected, the set U; contains W; and therefore is touching B_;. The set U; induces a
connected subgraph because G[W;] is connected and hence V; is touching at least one B; for j # i (note
that j can be also an index of a central branch set different from B;). Thus, U; and V; are docsets.

By maximality of M, V; touches neither B_; nor By and hence U; touches both B_; and By. Otherwise
for some j € {—1,0} we could replace B; by U; and B; by B; U V; and strictly increase f(M).

Recall that U; is a docset, hence V; touches B j for some j € [t] different from i. If a(V;) + a(B i) #0,
we could merge B; and V; and contradict the maximality of M. In particular, all the central branch sets
Bj with j # i touched by V; have nonzero weight.

Assume that there is an index i’ € [¢] with i’ # i, such that a(B;) = a(B;/) = 0 and V;, Vs touch the
same central branch set B; with a(B;) # 0. By the argument given above, we have a(V;) + a(B;) = 0. This
implies that a(V;) + a(Vy) + a(Bj) = a(Vy) # 0, in which case we can move all the vertices of V; and Vys
inside B; to strictly increase f(M), which contradicts again the maximality of M.

It follows that the number of central branch sets B; with nonzero weight are at least as numerous as
the central branch sets B; with zero weight. That is, f(M) = ¢/2. This proves the claim.

Using the fact that f(M) = ¢/2 and that the model M is full, it is easily seen that 5(G, a) = t/4. The
lemma follows. O

Lemma 6 from Section 2 follows directly from the previous lemma.

Proof of Lemma 6. Assume to the contrary that (G, R) contains a rooted K> ;-minor, and consider a corre-
sponding rooted K ;-model. By the pigeonhole principle, there exists a row w;, i € [k] of W, such that at
least 4A +1 central branch sets of the model contain a vertex with a non-zero entry in w;. By Lemma 43,
this implies that (G, w;) = A + 1, a contradiction. O

We conclude with two simple results describing how the size of the largest rooted K> ;-model in a
graph can change by adding or contracting an edge.
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Lemma 44. Let (G, R) be a rooted graph, and let e = uv where u,v € V(G). If (G + ¢, R) contains a rooted
Ky,:-model (with t = 2), then (G, R) contains a rooted K [1/21 -model.

Proof. Let M be arooted K, ;-model in (G+e, R). If the vertices u and v are contained in different branch
sets of the model, then (G, R) contains a rooted K ;—1-model, and hence a rooted Kj [;/21-model since
t = 2. If e is contained in one of the central branch sets M (i) (with i € [£]), then again (G, R) contains a
rooted K>, ;—1-model. Finally, suppose that e is contained in one of the branch sets M(—1) or M(0). With-
out loss of generality, assume that e is contained in M(—1). Then G[M(—1)] has at most two connected
components and therefore (G, R) contains a rooted Kj [/21-model. O

The following lemma is straightforward. Below, we let (G, R)/e denote the rooted graph obtained
from (G, R) by contracting edge e = uv € E(G): if none of u or v is a root then we keep the same roots,
otherwise we remove u and/or v from the set of roots and replace them by the vertex arising from the
contraction of e.

Lemma 45. Let (G, R) be a rooted graph, and let e € E(G). If (G, R)/e contains a rooted K ;-model, then
(G, R) also contains a rooted K, ;-model.

5.4 The algorithm

In this section, we describe how to solve instances of Problem 3, assuming the structural results from
Section 6. We remark that the dynamic programming (DP) algorithm in this section is an adaptation of
the DP algorithm in Section 4.4. Here, we consider local instances for each bag of the tree-decomposition
and each possible way a superposition of f5(k,A) docsets of G can intersect the roots within the bag, and
then solving an IP with a TU constraint matrix for each fixed choice. The optimal solutions to the local
instances are then composed recursively to an optimal solution of the whole instance.

Structural foundations

We start by recalling the relevant definitions and result from Section 2, which underlie our approach.

Definition 46 (tree-decomposition). A tree-decomposition of a graph G is a pair (T, 98) where T is a tree
and % = {B; : t € V(T)} is a collection of subsets of V(G), called bags. Moreover, we require the following
conditions:
D) Urev(n Bt =V (G),
(ii) for every edge e € E(G), thereis t € V(T), such that e < By,
(iii) lett,t',t" € V(T) be such that t' lies on the path between t and t" in T, then B; N\ By € By,

We always assume that the decomposition tree T is rooted at one of its nodes, called the root node of
T (not to be confused with the root vertices of G).

Definition 47 (/-special tree-decomposition). Given a graph G and an integer ¢ = 1, we say that a tree-
decomposition (T, 9B) is ¢ -special if

(i) foreachtt' € E(T) we have|B;NBy| < ¢, and

(ii) every node t € V(T) has at most ¢ children.

For any given node t € V(T), we define T; as the subtree of T rooted at ¢, and denote by G; the
subgraph of G induced by Uyer, By. If ¢ is not the root node, let ¢ denote its parent. We define the
adhesion along the edge e = tt’ as the intersection of the corresponding bags and let X; := B,n By. If t is
the root node, we let X, := &.

Our final definition concerns the possible intersections of docsets of G with a subset of the roots.
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Definition 48 (docset profiles and superprofiles). Let.#(G) denote the collection of all docsets in G. The
docset profile of a subset R' < R is the collection of sets (G, R') :={R'nS | S € #(G)}. Adocset superprofile
of R' is a collection of subsets of R’ that contains the docset profile (G, R").

Consider an instance of Problem 3 defined by a tuple (p, ¢, u, G, W, d). Recall that Theorem 9 (see
Section 2) states that, for each fixed s € Z-, we can efficiently obtain an fy(s)-special tree-decomposition
of a 3-connected rooted graph (G, R) with no rooted K s-minor, together with a docset superprofile of
R; := Rn By for each t € V(T). We prove this in Section 6 and extend the result to subdivisions of 3-
connected graphs without roots of degree 2, see Proposition 78.

The local instances

We proceed to define the local docset completion problem that our algorithm will solve within the DP, see
Definition 49 below.

Recall that since G is 2-connected, {v} is a docset for every v € V(G), implying that | W« < A. Hence,
if y € ZV@ is the sum of (at most) f5(k,A) incidence vectors of docsets, and y' € ZV(® is obtained from
y by zeroing an arbitrary set of coordinates, we have W' |l < nAf5(k,A). In view of this, we let 2 :=
[—nAfs(k,A), nAfs(k,A)]¥ 0 Z*. Thus 2 is a polynomial-size set containing the weight vector of any
partial solution we consider in the context of the DP. Finally, we let @ := [0, f5(k,A)] N Z. Every time we
need to guess the value of a variable y(v), we take the guess in @. Proposition 5 and Lemma 37 imply that
this is safe. Observe that @ is a constant-size set.

Definition 49 (local docset completion problem). Let k,A € Z-, be constants, let t € V(T) be a fixed node
of the decomposition tree and let 1, ..., t4 denote the children of t (in case t is a leaf, ¢ =0). Let £, and u,
denote the respective restrictions of ¢ and u to E(G[B;]). Let p; and W, denote the restrictions of p and W
to By, redefining p:(v) = W;(i,v) := 0 forall v € X; and alli € [k]. Finally, let Y; := X; UU;e(q) X1, U Ry The
local docset completion problem with respect to node t is as follows: given ¢, € @Y, find

max{p]y: €;(v,w) < y(v) - y(w) < u;(v,w) V(v,w) € E(GIB,), y) =, (v) Yve Y;, yeZB}l. (D)

We denote an instance of this problem by I° = 12 (¢,), and define F?(¢,) := OPT(I?) as the optimum value
of (7) (ifI? is infeasible, then OPT(I?) = —o00). For each feasible instance I? = I? (pr), we let y? (@) € 75:
denote any optimal solution of I°. We call this solution an optimal local solution.

Notice that for every 7 € V(T) and ¢, € @1, we can compute F2(¢,) as well as an optimal local so-
lution y?(¢p;) (in case the instance I} (¢@;) is feasible) in strongly polynomial time, since the constraint
matrix of (7) is TU. Given a polynomial-size docset superprofile Z; for node ¢, we can enumerate all rel-
evant guesses ¢, € @' in polynomial time and consider them one after the other. In this way, we obtain
a complete set of local optimal solutions for each t € V(T).

Moreover, for every optimal solution y* of (IP3) and every t € V(T), it should be clear that the re-
striction of y* to B; is an optimal solution of the local docset completion problem in which ¢; is the
restriction of y* to Y;. In other words, we can think of any optimal solution y* of (IP3) as being obtained
by composing8 optimal local solutions y? () for some choice of ¢, for t € V(T). Our DP finds an optimal
way to compose the optimal local solutions in a recursive way, starting at the leaves of the decomposition
tree and going up to the root. We formalize this below.

8Let V be any finite set and V1, ..., V, be subsets of V. We say that a vector y € R is obtained by composing vectors yj €
[va,..., € R if the restriction of y to each V; is exactly y;. In articular, this implies that the vectors y;, i € [¢] agree on their
4 y i yYyi-inp p Yi g
common coordinates.
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The dynamic program

Our DP is based on the concept of a rooted solution, which is a vector y; € ZV(G? obtained by composing
(optimal) local solutions y?, (py) where t' is a descendant of some fixed node ¢. Given a guess (pltlp € Xt
on the variables corresponding to the vertices in the adhesion to the parent, and a target d; € & for the
weight vector of the rooted solution, the DP seeks a maximum profit rooted solution y; that complies
with (pl;p and dy, in the sense that y,(v) = (pl;p(v) for all v € X; and the weight vector of y; with respect to
the vertices of V(G — X;) is coordinate-wise equal to d;.

Definition 50 (DP for composing optimal local solutions). Let t € V(T) be a node of the rooted decom-

position tree, and let 1y, ..., ty denote the children of t (where q = 0 whenever t is a leaf). Let X be a

polynomial-size docset superprofile with respect to Ry = RN By. For any tuple G = (S;) ie(f; (k)] € %ﬁ(k’m,

we let 0% := Z{i(lk A x5 € @Bt denote the sum of the corresponding incidence vectors. For any given

(p?p € dXt and d: €9, we define

Filp,",dy) = max{F?(qu Y Fuled) e @, P edXiVielql, d, e D Vielq):

ielql
o) =W YveX;, 9, (W) =) Vve X, Vielq),
() E%[ﬁ(k’m (V) = 06(11) YveERy,

Wt0'6+ Z dti = d[}
ielq]

Furthermore, we define y:(¢;",d;) € ZVC? as the rooted solution obtained by composing y°(¢;) and
Vi ((pl;l_p, dy) forie|ql, where@,€ oY, (pZPE X and d;, € D fori € |q] achieve the maximum.

Notice that there is a constant number of choices for (pl;p € ®*+ and a polynomial number of choices
for d; € 2. All in all, there are a polynomial number of table entries F[((pltlp ,d,;) for each t € V(T). For
every (pltlp € ®*: and d, € 2, we can compute Ft((pltlp ,d;) in strongly polynomial time, from the table
entries for the children 7, ..., t; (note that g < fq(s)) and the polynomially many optimal values F? (@),
which can all be computed in strongly polynomial time before running the DP.

Lemma51. Foreveryte V(T), <ptup € Xt and d, € D: (i) the profit ofyt((pl;p, d;) with respect to vertices in
V(G: — X¢) equals Ft((pl;p, d;), (ii) the weight vector ofyt((p?p, d;) with respect to vertices in V(G — X;) is
equal to d;, (iii) F; ((pl;p, d;) is the maximum profit of a rooted solution complying with (p?p and d;.

Proof. All three results are easily proved by induction, starting from the leaves of T, using the fact that
p:(v) =W (i,v) =0forall v € X; and i € [k]. We leave the details to the reader. O

We are now in position to prove the main algorithmic result of this paper.

Proof of Theorem 1. We showed in Section 2.2 that any integer program (IP) on a totally A-modular con-
straint matrix which becomes the transpose of a network matrix after removing a constant number of
rows and columns can be efficiently reduced to an instance of Problem 1 in which A is the transpose of
a network matrix. Using the results of Section 4 we further reduce the problem to polynomially many
instances of Problem 3, in which the graph is a subdivision of a 3-connected graph whose roots all have
degree at least 3.

Consider any instance of Problem 3, defined by I := (p, ¢, u, G, W, d), and let OPT denote the optimal
value of instance I. Observe that, by Lemma 43, G does not contain any rooted K 4xa+1-model. Letting
s:=4kA+ 1, we apply Proposition 78 in order to obtain a fy(s)-special tree-decomposition (T, 98) of G
and a collection {%;: t € V(T)} of docset superprofiles.
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As observed before, we can compute the table entry Ft((ptfp, dy) forall te V(T), (pl;p € ®*t and d, €9,
in strongly polynomial time. Let f be the root of T (remember that X;, = &), and let € denotes the null
vector in Z2. We claim that V1, (€,d) is an optimal solution of I whenever it is defined, and I is infeasible
whenever y, (¢, d) is not defined. We split the proofin two parts: (i) y;, (€, d) is feasible for (IP3) whenever
itis defined, (ii) Fy, (¢, d) = OPT.

For (i), assume that yy, (¢, d) is defined, that is, F;, (e, d) > —oo. For simplicity, let y := yy, (€, d).

Observe that y is obtained by composing optimal local solutions. Hence, there exist ¢, € ®* for
each t € V(T) such that y is obtained by composing y?(¢,) for t € V(T). Each optimal local solution
y(t’ (¢¢) is the restriction of y to B;. Moreover, each y‘t) () is in particular feasible for the corresponding
instance of the local docset completion problem. Since each edge of G is contained in B; for at least
one t € V(T) by Definition 46 (ii), we see that ¢(v, w) < y(v) — y(w) < u(v, w) for all (v, w) € E(G). By
Lemma 51.(ii)), Wy = d. We conclude that y is a feasible solution of (IP3). Using Lemma 51.(i), this
implies OPT = Fy (g, d).

For (ii), it remains to prove that F; (¢, d) = OPT. Without loss of generality, assume that (IP3) is fea-
sible and consider an optimal solution y that is the sum of at most f5(k,A) incidence vectors of docsets
of G. For each t € V(T), let ¢, € @ denote the restriction of j to Y;, let ¢," € @t similarly denote the
restriction of y to Xy, and let d; denote the weight vector of y restricted to the nodes of V(G; — X;). No-
tice that, for every fixed node ¢, redefining j(v) := y°(¢,) for v € B, preserves both the feasibility and the
optimality of y. Now j is obtained by composing optimal local solutions, hence j is a rooted solution
with respect to ¢ = fy that complies with £ and d. By Lemma 51, we conclude that Fy, (¢, d) is at least the
profit of y, that is, at least OPT.

O

6 Structure of graphs without a rooted K; ;-minor

This section has two main goals.

First, we prove our decomposition theorem, see Theorem 2 in Section 1, or Theorem 52 below for
a precise statement. Roughly, our decomposition theorem states that every 3-connected rooted graph
(G, R) without a rooted K> ;-minor has a tree-decomposition (7, 98) in which every bag has a “nice struc-
ture”.

Second, we prove that given such a tree-decomposition, it is possible to find in polynomial time a
collection & = {Z,, | u € V(T)} of subsets of vertices of G where each %, is a docset superprofile of
Rn By, of polynomial size. This is the content of Theorem 9.

Before stating Theorem 52, we need to introduce some terminology and notations about graphs em-
bedded in surfaces. A surface X is a non-empty compact connected Hausdorff topological space in which
every point has a neighborhood that is homeomorphic to the plane [MTO01]. Let X(k, ¢) denote the sur-
face obtained by removing 2+ ¢ open disks with disjoint closures from the sphere and gluing & cylinders
and ¢ Mdbius strips onto the boundaries of these disks. As stated by the classification theorem of sur-
faces, every surface is topologically equivalent to X(#, ¢), for some & and c. The Euler genus eg(X) of a
surface X = X(h,c) is 2h + c. A curvein X is the image of a continuous function f: [0,1] — Z. The curve is
simpleif f is injective. The curve e = f([0, 1]) connects the endpoints f(0) and f(1). We say that a graph
H is embedded in a surface X if the vertices of H are distinct points in X and every edge uv € E(H) is a
simple curve in £ which connects in X the points which are the images of © and v, such that its interior
is disjoint from other edges and vertices. We also condider embeddings in a disk, and the definitions
above extend from surfaces to a disk. For simplicity, we sometimes identify an embedded graph with the
corresponding subset of the surface when no confusion can occur.
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Consider a graph H embedded in X. The faces of the embedded graph H are the regions of = — HY.
A curve C in Z is said to be H-normal if it intersects H only at vertices. The distance in X between two
points x, y € X is the minimum of |C n V(H)]| over all H-normal curves C linking x to y. The distance in
> between two vertex subsets A, B of H is the minimum distance in X between a vertex of A and a vertex
of B. A nooseis a simple, closed, H-normal and non-contractible curve in X. For a surface X that is not
a sphere, the facewidth (also known as representativity) of the embedding of H in X is the minimum of
|C n V(H)| over all nooses C. (The facewidth of any graph embedded on the sphere is set to be infinity.)

Let (T,98) be a tree-decomposition of a graph G. Recall that the tree T is assumed to be rooted at
some node of T. With respect to this root, the weak torso of anode u € V(T) is the graph G[B,,] where we
add edges between all (previously non-adjacent) pairs of vertices in each of the adhesion sets of B, n B,
where v is a child of u. We denote the weak torso of u as G*[B,,].

Theorem 52. For every integer t = 1, there exists an integer ¢ = ¢(t) = 1 such that the following holds. Let
(G, R) be a 3-connected rooted graph without a rooted K, ;-minor. Then G has a tree-decomposition (T, 98)
with the following properties.
(i) the adhesion of (T,98) is at most ¢, and
(ii) for every node u € V(T), all, but at most ¢, children of u are leaves v with B, N R < By, and
(iii) for every node u € V(T), at least one of the following is true:
(@ |Byl =¥,
(b) wisaleafof T and B, N R < By, where u' is the parent of u in T, or
(c) thereisasetZ < By such that|Z| < ¢, G*|B,]— Z is3-connected, does not contain a rooted Ky ;-
minor with respect to the set of roots B, N R — Z, and has an embedding in a surface of Euler
genus at most ¢ such that every face is bounded by a cycle of the graph, and all the vertices in
B, N R—Z can be covered using at most ¢ facial cycles.
Furthermore, for fixed t, the above tree-decomposition and the embeddings described in (c) can be found
in polynomial time given (G, R) in input.

We restate Theorem 9 here, for the reader’s convenience.

Theorem 9. There exists a function fy: Z>) — Z>1 such that for every fixed t € Z >, there is a polynomial-
time algorithm that given a rooted 3-connected graph (G, R) having no rooted K, ;-minor, outputs an
fo(8)-special tree-decomposition (T,98) of G and a collection {%,, : u € V(T)} where each X, is a docset
superprofile of RN By, in G of size polynomial in |V (G)|.

Recall that a tree-decomposition (T, %) of a graph G is ¢-special for some integer £ = 1 if |B, N B, | < ¢
for each edge uv € E(T), and every node u € V(T) has at most ¢ children.

6.1 Building the special tree-decomposition

A star-decomposition of a graph H is a tree-decomposition H where the tree is a star. Such a tree-
decomposition is denoted (By; By, ..., Bi;), where By is the center bag, and B, ..., B, are the leaf bags.

For a fixed rooted graph (G, R) without a rooted K> ;-minor, we construct the tree-decomposition of
G as in Theorem 52 recursively, one node at a time.

For any subgraph H < G, we denote by 0 (H) the set of all vertices of H that are adjacent in G to a
vertex not in H. When the graph G is clear from the context, we drop the subscript G.

Given a subgraph H < G, we construct a tree-decomposition of H recursively. Firstly, we find a star-
decomposition (By; By, ..., By) of H and secondly we find the subtrees attached to the root bag By by

9that is, the equivalence classes of the equivalence relation where two points of £ — H are equivalent if there is a simple curve
in £ — H connecting them
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applying recursion to the subgraphs H,,..., H;;, where H; = H[B;]. To do so, we need to introduce some
definitions and technical lemmas.

A set of vertices X < V(H) is well-linked in a graph H if for every X;, X, < X there exist min{| Xj|, | Xz |}
vertex-disjoint X;—X», paths in H. Given a rooted graph (G, R) and an integer k = 1, a subgraph H € G is
said to be k-interesting if there exists a set X € V(H) such that

e |X|=k,

e 0(H)C X,

e X iswell-linked in H, and

* there exist k vertex-disjoint Ry—X paths in H where Ry = Rn V(H).

Such a set X is called a core of H. In particular, for every k-interesting subgraph H, we have [0(H)| < k. A
subgraph H < G is k-boring if |0(H)| < k and H is not k-interesting.

We will prove Theorem 52 using the following two lemmas.

Lemma 53. Let k = 1 be an integer, let (G, R) be a rooted graph, and let H < G be a k-boring subgraph.
Then there exists a star-decomposition (By; By, B2) of H with 6(H) < By such that
() |Bol =2k,
(ii) B; # V(H) forie{1,2}.
(iii) |Bon Byl <k, and
(iv) either|Byn By| <k, or BN R < By.
Furthermore, for fixed t, the star-decomposition can be found in polynomial time given (G, R) in input.

Lemma 54. For every integer t = 1, there exist integers k = k(t),k' = k'(¢t) = 1 such that for every 3-
connected rooted graph (G, R) without a rooted K, -minor, and every k-interesting subgraph H < G with
a core X, there exists a star-decomposition (By; By, ..., By,) of H such that X < By, for everyi € {l,...,m},
we have |ByN B;| < k, B; # V(H), and ifi > k', then B; N\ R € By, and there is a set U < By such that
) U<k, and
(i) (H*[Byl— U,Rn By — U) is 3-connected, has no rooted K, ;-minor, and admits an embedding in a
surface with Euler genus at most k such that every face is bounded by a cycle, and the set RN By — U
can be covered using at most k' facial cycles.
Furthermore, for fixed t, the star-decomposition and the embedding described in (ii) can be found in poly-
nomial time given (G, R) in input.

Before proving these two lemmas, let us show that they easily imply Theorem 52.

Proof of Theorem 52. Fix an integer t = 1, and let k = k() be as in Lemma 54. We prove the theorem for
¢ =2k. Fix a 3-connected rooted graph (G, R) that does not contain a rooted K3 ;-minor.
We will prove the following claim: For every subgraph H < G with |0(H)| < k, there exists a tree-
decomposition (T, 98) of H such that d(H) is contained in the root bag, and
(i) the adhesion of (T, 48) is at most ¢, and
(ii) for every node u € V(T), all but at most ¢ children of u are leaves v with B, n R < B, and
(iii) for everynode u € V(T), at least one of the following is true:
(@ [Byl=¥,
(b) wisaleafof T and B, N R < B/, where /' is the parent of u in T, or
(c) thereis a set Z < B, such that |Z| < ¢, H*[B,] — Z is 3-connected, does not contain a rooted
K, ;-minor with respect to the set of roots B, N R — Z, and has an embedding in a surface of
Euler genus at most ¢ such that every face is bounded by a cycle of the graph, and all the
vertices in B, N R — Z can be covered using at most ¢ facial cycles.
Since 0 (G) = @, the theorem follows from the claim with H = G.
We prove the claim by induction on |V (H)|. If |V (H)| = 0, the theorem is satisfied by a tree-decomposition
with only one, empty bag. For the induction step suppose that |V (H)| = 1, and let (By; By, ..., Bm) be a
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star-decomposition of H obtained by applying Lemma 53 or Lemma 54, depending on whether H is k-
boring or k-interesting. Let H; := H[B;] for each i € {0,1,..., m}. Note that we can remove from By the set
Ujerm) (Bo N B; —d(H;)) while preserving the properties of the star-decomposition. This way we get that
0(H;) = Byn B; for each i € [m], since 0(H) < By, and thus either |0(H;)| = |By N B;| <2k and B; N R < By,
or |0(H;)| = |Bo N B;| < k. For each i € [m] with |0(H;)| = |Byp N B;| < k, apply the induction hypothesis
to H; = H[B;] to obtain a tree-decomposition (7j,8;), and let (T,28) be the tree-decomposition of H
obtained by the disjoint union of these tree decompositions by adding a new root node u whose chil-
dren are the roots of 71, ..., T, and whose bag is the center bag By of the star-decomposition. It is easily
checked that the resulting tree-decomposition of H satisfies the claim. O

A separation in a graph G is an ordered pair (A, B) of vertex subsets of G such that AuB = V(G) and
there are no edges with one endpoint in A\ B and the other in B\ A. The order of a separation is |[An B|.
We conclude this subsection with the proof of Lemma 53.

Proof of Lemma 53. Let H be a k-boring subgraph of (G, R). If |[V(H)| < 2k, then the lemma is satisfied
by the star-decomposition (V(H); @, ®). So we assume that |V (H)| = 2k + 1. Let X be any set with 6(H) <
XcV(H) and | X| = k.

Suppose that X is not well-linked in H, and let X;, X» € X be such that there are no min{| X;|,| X[}
vertex-disjoint X;-X, paths in H. By Menger’s Theorem, there exists a separation (Bj, B») of H with
X; € B; forie{l,2} and |B; N By| <min{| X;|,|X>2|}. Let B = X U (B N By), and observe that

e |Byl=|X|+|BinNBy| < 2k, and

e forie{l1,2}, |BoNB;| <|X\X3_;|+|B1NBa| <| X\ Xz_i| +|X3_;| < |X| =k,
so (By; By, By) satisfies the lemma.

Now suppose that X is well-linked in H. Since H is k-boring, this implies that there are no k vertex-
disjoint Ry—X paths in H, where Ry = Rn V(H). By Menger’s theorem, there exists a separation (Bj, B»)
of Hwith Ry € By, X € By, and |B; N By| < k. Let By = X U (B N By), and observe that

e |By| <|X|+|B;1NnBy| <2k, and

e |BpNB;|=|BiNBy < k, and

e B_NR=B>NnRy < B;nNBy < By.

Thus, (By; B;, By) satisfies the lemma.

Finally, we remark that in both cases above, the resulting star-decomposition of H is easily computed

in polynomial time. O

The following subsections are devoted to the proof of Lemma 54.

6.2 Finding alarge wall

Let (G, R) be a rooted graph and let k = 1 be an integer. Suppose that H is a k-interesting subgraph of
(G,R) and let X < V(H) be a core of H. Thus, |X| = k, 0(H) < X, X is well-linked in H, and there are
k vertex-disjoint paths between Ry = Rn V(H) and X in H. The goal of this section is to show that H
must contain a large wall as a subgraph and that there are many vertex-disjoint paths from Ry to any
transversal set of vertices in the wall. We proceed with the necessary definitions.

Given an integer h = 2, an elementary wall of height h is the graph obtained from the 2/ x h grid
with vertex set [2h] x [h] by removing all edges with endpoints (2i —1,2j—1) and (2i —1,2j) for all i € [h]
and j € [|h/2]], all edges with endpoints (2i,2j) and (2i,2j + 1) for all i € [k] and j € [[(h—1)/2]], and
removing the two vertices of degree at most 1 in the resulting graph.

In an elementary wall W of height h, there is a unique set of & vertex-disjoint paths linking the bottom
row (vertices of the form (i, 1)) to the top row (vertices of the form (i, h)). These paths are called the
vertical paths of W. We enumerate the vertical paths as Qy,...,Qy, so that the first coordinates of their
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vertices are increasing. There is also a unique set of h vertex-disjoint paths linking Q; to Qy, called the
horizontal paths of W.

A subdivision of an elementary wall of height £ is called a wall of height h. Vertical paths, and hor-
izontal paths of a wall are defined as expected, as the subdivided version of their counterparts in the
elementary wall.

Let W be awall. Let U be the set of vertices of degree 3 in W, we call the vertices in U branch vertices.
A transversal set of vertices in W is an inclusion-wise maximal subset of U such that no two vertices are
in the same row or column of W. Observe that such a set necessarily has size i, where # is the height of
W. One way to obtain a transversal set in W is to choose all the vertices on the “diagonal” of W.

Lemma 55. For every integer h = 1 there is an integer k = kss(h) = 1 so that the following holds. For every
rooted graph (G, R), every k-interesting subgraph H of G, and every core X of H, there exists a wall W
of height h in H such that, for every transversal set Y of W, there are h vertex-disjoint X-Y paths and h
vertex-disjoint Ry-Y paths in H, where Rip = RN V(H).

For the proof of the lemma we need a few definitions and a lemma from [KTW20]. Let se€ N. An
s-tanglein a graph G is a collection I of (ordered) separations of G such that,

* for every separation (A, B) of G of order at most s — 1, exactly one of (4, B), (B, A) is included in 7,

and

* there are no three separations (Ay, By), (A2, B2), (A3, B3) € J with G[A;] U G[A2] U G[A3] = G.

Let W be a wall of height /2 in a graph G. The tangle 9y induced by W is the collection of separations
(A, B) of G of order at most i — 1 such that B\ A contains the vertex set of both a horizontal and vertical
path of W. A tangle 9" is a restrictionof T if 7' < T .

Lemma 56 (Lemma 14.6 in [KTW20]). Let f,.1 be a function such that for every positive integer s, every
graph with tree-width at least f,,4;(s) contains an s-wall as a subgraph. Let h = 1 be an integer. Let G be a
graph and let I be a tangle of order at least 3 f,a1(6h?) + 1 in G. Then there exists a wall W of height h in
G such that 9y is a restriction of .

Note that such a function fi,, exists by the Grid Minor Theorem of Robertson and Seymour [RS86]
(see [CT21] for the current best known bound).
We may now turn to the proof of Lemma 55.

Proof of Lemma 55. Let h=1andlet k = 6-(3 fyan(6h%) +1). Let H be a k-interesting subgraph of a rooted
graph (G, R). Let X < V(H) be a core of H. We define a k/6-tangle 9y in H with respect to X: For every
separation (A, B) in H of order at most (k/6 — 1) we add either (A, B) or (B, A) to I as follows. Since X is
well-linked in H, either A\ B or B\ A contains at most k/6 — 1 elements from X. We add (A4, B) to Iy if
|Bn X| = k/6, otherwise we add (B, A) to 9. Note that for each separation (A,B) € Ik, |AnX| < k/3-2,
and thus it is easily checked that 9 is a tangle.

By Lemma 56, there is a wall W of height h in H such that the tangle 9, induced by W is a restriction
of T X-

Let Y be some transversal set of W. Thus, |Y| = h. First, suppose that there are no h vertex-disjoint
X-Y paths in H. Then, by Menger’s Theorem, there is a separation (A, B) in H such that |[AnB|<h-1,
Y € Aand X < B. Note that & < k/6 and hence (A, B) € 9. Since |[An B| < h—1, there is an horizontal
path of W and a vertical path of W that have an empty intersection with An B. Each of these two paths
contains some vertex in Y (otherwise we get a contradiction to the maximality of Y in the definition of a
transversal in a wall), and thus they must be contained in A\ B. Hence, (B, A) € I . But this contradicts
the fact that 9y is a restriction of 9x. Therefore, we conclude that there are h vertex-disjoint X-Y paths
in H.
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Assume now that there are no h vertex-disjoint Ry—Y paths in H. Then, similarly as before, let (A, B)
be a separation in H such that |AnB| < h—-1, Y € A and Ry < B. For the same reason as before, we
must have (B, A) € I, and thus also (B, A) € T since Jy is a restriction of Jx. By the definition of
Ix, this implies that |(B\ A)n X| < k/6 — 1. Since we also have |[AnB| < h—1 < k/6 — 1, it follows that
((B\ A)n X) U (AN B) has size at most k/3 — 2 < k and meets all Ry—X paths in H, which contradicts the
existence of k vertex-disjoint Ry—X paths in H. Therefore, we conclude that there are h vertex-disjoint
Rp-Y paths in H, as desired. O

6.3 Excluding a complete graph minor grasped by a wall

Givenawall W in G, and an H-model M in G for a graph H with |V (H)| = s, we say that the wall W grasps
the model M if for every v € V(H) there are s distinct horizontal paths R{,...,RY of W and s distinct
vertical paths Qf, ...,QY of W such that V(le’) N V(QIV) < M(v) for each i € [s].

Lemma 57. Let h,t € N be such that h = 4t + 2. Let (G, R) be a rooted graph with |R| = h and having no
rooted K, ;-minor. Assume that G contains an h-wall W such that, for every transversal set Y of W, there
are h vertex-disjoint R-Y pathsin G. Then G does not contain a Ky;+2-model grasped by the wall W .

Proof. Assume to the contrary that G contains a Ky;+2-model M grasped by the wall W. First, we show
that one can find a set Y’ of 2t branch vertices of W contained in distinct branch sets of M and such
that each horizontal path of W and each vertical path of W contains at most one vertex in Y’. This can
be seen as follows: Let s =4t + 2, and consider 2¢ distinct vertices vy,..., V2 of Ky42. For j =1,2,...,2t,
consider s distinct horizontal paths R,”,...,R;’ of W and s distinct vertical paths Q,’,...,Q;’ of W such
that V(R:j )N V(Q;jj ) € M(v;) for each i € [s]. Since at most 2 j — 2 of these paths were marked previously,
we can find i € [s] such that neither RY/ nor QY/ is marked. We mark these two paths and choose a branch
vertex of W in V(Rl.vj )N V(Ql'.}j ). Finally, we let Y’ be the set of chosen branch vertices.

Next, extend the set Y’ to a transversal set Y in W. By our assumptions, there are h vertex-disjoint
R-Y paths in G, and thus in particular there are 2¢ vertex-disjoint R-Y’ paths in G.

In what follows, we call feasible path system a collection of 2t vertex-disjoint paths in G such that all
the paths have one endpoint (called source) in R, and their other endpoint (called destination) in distinct
branch sets of M. Note that there is at least one feasible path system in G, since there are 2t vertex-
disjoint R-Y' paths in G. A path P in a feasible path system £ is good if the branch set of M containing
the destination of P avoids all the other paths in 22, and is bad otherwise. With respect to 22, we classify
branch sets of M into four categories: A branch set B of M is

* good if B contains the destination of a good path of 27;

* badif B contains the destination of a bad path of Z2;

* uglyif B intersects some path in &2 but B contains no destination of paths in 2;

e freeif B intersects no path in 2.

We let g(22), b(2?), u(2?), f(£?) denote the number of branch sets in M that are respectively good, bad,
ugly, and free w.r.t. 22. Finally, we let i(2?) denote the sum over every path P € &2 of the number of branch
sets of M intersected by P. (The letter i stands for ‘intersection’.)

To each feasible path system &2 in G we associate a corresponding vector with two entries, defined as
follows:

(i(2) + b(P), b(2)). 8)

Now, choose a feasible path system &2 in G whose vector is lexicographically minimum. Let us make a
few observations about 2. First, we claim that

u(P) < g(P). 9)
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To see this, observe first that no bad path P of & intersects an ugly branch set B of M, since otherwise
we could shorten P so that it ends in B, which would improve the vector of 2. Thus, ugly branch sets of
M only intersects good paths of £22. If a good path P of 22 intersects two ugly branch sets By, B, of M in
this order from its source, then one could shorten P so that it ends in B;. This possibly increases b(%?)
by 1 (since P might become bad) but decreases i(2?) by at least 2 (since P no longer intersects B, nor
the good branch set that contained its destination), thus resulting in a feasible path system with a better
vector, a contradiction. Hence, every good path intersects at most one ugly branch set, and (9) follows.
Observe that
f(@) =2 (10)

since b(2?) + g(P) + u(P) =2t + u(P) < 2t+ g(£) <4t by (9).
Next, we claim that
b(2?) < g(£?). (11

To show this, we are going to associate to each bad branch set B of M a corresponding good path of 22,
in an injective manner. Since the number of good paths equals to the number of good branch sets, this
will imply (11). So, suppose B is a bad branch set of M. Let F be a free branch set of M, which exists by
(10), and let vw be an edge linking B and F in G, with v in B. Consider a spanning tree T of G[B] and let
P be the path in £ closest to v in the tree T. (Possibly v is in P.) If P is bad, then one could reroute P
towards v in the tree B and use the edge vw so that it ends in F. Then P would become good, so b(£?)
would decrease by 1, and i(£?) would increase by at most 1 (due to the intersection of P with F). Overall,
this would result in a better vector for 22, which is a contradiction. Thus P must be good. Moreover, if
B is not the last bad branch set intersected by P on its way to its destination, then performing the same
rerouting gives again a contradiction, so B is the last such branch set. Hence, we may associate B to the
good path P, and this way P will not be chosen by any other bad branch set, as desired. This shows (11).

Since b(2?) + g(£?) = 2t, it follows from (11) that one can find ¢ good branch sets in M. Using the
union of these branch sets with the corresponding good paths in £ plus two additional free branch sets
of M (which exist by (10)), we find a rooted K> ;-model in (G, R). This final contradiction concludes the
proof. O

6.4 The structure of graphs excluding a complete graph minor grasped by a wall

We combine results in [KTW20] and [DiKMW12] to derive a theorem that describes the structure of
graphs without a complete graph minor grasped by a wall. Before we do so, we introduce the neces-
sary definitions.

A vortex is a pair V = (J,Q) where ] is a graph and Q = Q(V) is a linearly ordered set (uy, uy, ..., ug)
of a subset of vertices of /. With a slight abuse of notation, we will denote the unordered set of vertices
{ur, up, ..., uqt by Q as well.

Given a vortex V = (J,Q) and a vertex subset Z, we denote by V — Z the vortex obtained by deleting
the vertices in Z from J and Q. If 7 is a set of vortices, we let 7 — Z denote the set of vortices V — Z with
V € ¥ such that V — Z has at least one vertex.

Let X be a surface and let D be a closed disk in the surface. We denote by bd(D) the boundary of D.

Let V = (J,Q) be a vortex with Q = (u, up, ..., ug). A linear decomposition of V is a collection of sets
(X1, X2,..., X4) such that

e foreachie[q], X; < V(J) and u; € X;, and moreover U?:1Xi =V{);

 for every uv € E(J), there exists i € [g] such that {u, v} € X;, and

e forevery x € V(J), the set {i : x € X;} is an interval in [g].

The adhesion of the linear decomposition is max(|X; N X;;1]:1<i<g-1).
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Let ag, a1, a2 € N, and let Z be a surface. A graph G is (g, a1, a2)-nearly embeddable in X if there
exist Z € V(G) with |Z] < @ and an integer a’ < a; such that G— Z can be written as the union of p + 1
edge-disjoint graphs Gy, Gy, ..., G, with the following properties:

(i) Foreachie [p], V;:=(G;,Q;) is a vortex where the set Q; is V(G; N Gy) (its linear ordering is speci-
fied in (iv) below). Forall1<i< j<p, G;nG; € Go.

(ii) The vortices V1, ..., Vi have alinear decomposition of adhesion at most a,. Let 7 be the collection
of those vortices.

(iii) The vortices Vy141,..., V) satisfy |Q;| < 3 for each a'+1<i<p. Let # be the collection of those
vortices.

(iv) There are closed disks Dj,...,Dp in Z with disjoint interiors and an embedding o : Gp — Z -
Ule int(D;) such that (Gy) Nnbd(D;) = 0(Q;) for each i € [p] and the linear ordering of Q; is com-
patible with the cyclic ordering of o (Q;).

We call the tuple (o, Gy, Z,7,#') an (ay, a1, @2) -near embedding of G. We will denote by D(V;) the disk D;
corresponding to vortex V; in the above definition. We call vortices in 7 large vortices and vortices in #
small vortices. Given a € N, a tuple (o, Gy, Z,V,#') is said to be an a-near embeddingif it is an (a, a, a)-
near embedding. We note that if the constants are clear from the context, we sometimes omit them and
simply write near embedding.

Given a near embedding (o, Gy, Z,7,#’) of a graph G in a surface X, we define a corresponding graph
Gy, obtained from Gy by adding an edge vw for every pair of non-adjacent vertices v, w in G that are in
a common small vortex V € #. These extra edges are drawn without crossings, in the disks accommo-
dating the corresponding vortices. We will refer to these edges as the virtual edges of G,. If H' and H are
subgraphs of G, and G — Z, respectively, such that H is obtained from H’ by replacing each virtual edge
uv of H' with an u-v path contained in some vortex in #/, in such a way that all the paths are internally
vertex disjoint, then we call H a lift of H' (w.r.t. the near embedding (o, Gy, Z,7,#’)), and say that H' can
be lifted to H.

A cycle C in a graph H embedded in a surface X is flatif C bounds a disk in Z. A wall W in H is flatif
the boundary cycle of W (which is defined in the obvious way) bounds a closed disk D (W) with the wall
W drawn inside it.

Vertex-disjoint cycles Cj,...,C; of H are concentric if they bound closed disks Dy,..., Ds in £ with
D, 2---2 D in Z. These cycles enclose a vertex subset Q if Q € D;. They tightly enclose Q if moreover,
for every i € [s] and every point v € bd(D;), there is a vertex w € Q at distance at most s —i + 2 from v in
2 wr.t. H. (See the beginning of Section 6 for the definition of ‘distance’.)

In the context of a near-embedding (o, Gy, Z,7,#') of a graph G in a surface Z, concentric cycles
Cy,...,Csin G(’) (tightly) enclose a vortex V € 7 if they (tightly) enclose Q(V).

For integers 3 < s < h, an (g, a1, @2)-near embedding (o, Gy, Z,7,#) of a graph G in a surface X is
(s, h)-good if the following properties are satisfied.

(i) G contains a flat wall W of height .
(ii) If X is not the sphere, then the facewidth of G; in X is at least s.

(iii) For every vortex V € 7 there are s concentric cycles C; (V),...,Cs(V) in G(’) tightly enclosing V and
bounding closed disks D; (V) 2 --- 2 D(V), such that D¢(V) contains Q(V) and D(WO’) does not
meet D, (V). For distinct V, V' € 7, the disks D; (V) and D; (V') are disjoint.

We call the above wall W a good wall with respect to the (s, h)-good (ag, a1, @2)-near embedding. Also,
we let G(D;(V)) denote be the subgraph of G contained in the disk D;(V) for each i € [s].

By combining the main result of [KTW20] (Theorem 2.11) and results in [DiKMW12], it is possible to
deduce the following theorem. We remark that some extra properties of the embedding could be derived
as well from these two papers, we only state here the properties that we will need.

Theorem 58 ([KTW20, Theorem 2.11], [DiKMW12]). Let t',s,h € N. Then there exist h' = hgg(t' ,s, h),
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ag = ao(t',s), and a = a(t') such that the following holds. Let G be a graph and let W be a wall of height
h' in G. Then either G has a Ky -model grasped by W, or G has an (s, h)-good (ag, a, @) -near embedding
(0,Go, Z,V, W) in a surface Z of Euler genus at most a, such that G6 contains a good wall WO’ with respect
to the embedding that can be lifted to a subwall Wy of W.

Furthermore, for some function T, there is an algorithm with running time T(t', s, h) - n°Y that, given
an n-vertex graph G and a wall W as above, finds one of the two structures guaranteed by the two outcomes
of the theorem.

Using this theorem, we prove the following lemma.

Lemma59. Lett,s, h be positive integers. Let t' = 4t +2, ' = hiy(t',s,h), k = kss(I'), and let ag = ay(t', s)
and a = a(t') be as in Theorem 58. Then, for every rooted graph (G, R) without a rooted K;,;-minor and
every k-interesting subgraph H of (G, R) with core X,
(i) there exists an (s, h)-good (ay, @, @)-near embedding (o, Hy, Z,V,W) of H in a surface ¥ of Euler
genus at most «, and
(it) H| contains a good wall W with respect to the embedding that can be lifted to a wall Wy in H, and
such that for every transversal Y' of Wy there are h vertex-disjoint X-Y' paths in H, and there are h
vertex-disjoint Ry-Y' paths in H, where Ry = RNV (H).
Furthermore, for some function T', there is an algorithm with running time T'(t, s, h) - n°Y thar, given an
n-vertex rooted graph (G, R) and a k-interesting subgraph H of G with core X as above, finds this embed-
ding and the wall W.

Proof. Let (G, R) be a rooted graph without a rooted K, ;-minor and let H be a k-interesting subgraph
of (G, R) with core X. By Lemma 55, there is a wall W of height /4’ in H such that for every transversal
set Y of W there are I’ vertex-disjoint X-Y paths in H and &' vertex-disjoint Ry—Y paths in H, where
Ry =RnV(H).

It follows from Lemma 57 that H does not contain a Ky-model grasped by W. Theorem 58 implies
then that H has an (s, h)-good (ay, @, @)-near embedding (o, Hy, Z,¥,#') in a surface X of Euler genus at
most a. This shows property (i).

Moreover, by Theorem 58, H| contains a good wall W] with respect to the embedding that can be
lifted to a subwall Wy of W. Finally, suppose Y is a transversal set of . Since W has height £, it follows
that |Y'| = h. Since W can be lifted to the subwall W, of W, it follows that Y’ can be extended to a
transversal set Y of W. We know that are h’ vertex-disjoint X-Y paths in H and k' vertex-disjoint Ry—Y
paths in H. Keeping only the paths that have an endpoint in Y’ give the desired paths in property (ii). O

6.5 Discarding large vortices

For an integer ¢q, the shallow vortex grid of order q is the graph obtained from the Cartesian product
of a cycle uy, uy,..., usq with a path vy, v,,..., v4 by adding the edges {(ua¢i-1)+1, V1), (Uai-1)+3, 1)} and
{(ua(i-1)+2, V1), (Ua(i+1)+4, V1)} for every i € [g]. For i € [g], the cycle (u1, v;), (uz, vi),..., (Usq, v;) is called
the i-th cycle of the shallow vortex grid. A sliced shallow vortex grid of order q is defined as above with
the difference that instead of taking the Cartesian product of a cycle and a path, we take the Cartesian
product of a path with a path.

Let G be a graph and assume that there is an (s, h)-good near-embedding (o,Gy, Z,7,#') of G in a
surface Z. Let V = (/,Q) € 7 be a large vortex of the near-embedding. We say that a model of a shallow
vortex grid of order g surrounds V if for each i € [g — 1], the union of the vertex sets of the branch sets in
the model that correspond to vertices of the i-th cycle separates that for the g-th cycle from Q in G.

Thilikos and Wiederrecht [TW22b] developed a useful tool that, given a near embedded graph, allows
either to ‘remove’ a large vortex from the near embedding, or to find a shallow vortex grid minor of large

41



order in the graph. This is Lemma 31 in [TW22b]. While this is not stated explicitly in [TW22b], it can be
checked that, in the second case, the proof in [TW22b] produces a model of the shallow vortex grid that
surrounds the vortex, which will be important for our purposes. (The authors are grateful to Sebastian
Wiederrecht for helpful discussions regarding this matter.) One then can check that applying Lemma 31
from [TW22b] with this extra “surrounding” property to the good near embeddings considered in this
paper gives the following result.

Theorem 60 (Corollary from [TW22b, Lemma 31]). For every positive integers q, a» with q < a,, there ex-
ists a positive integer s' = s (q) such that for every positive integers s > s’ and h the following holds. Let G
be a graph that has an (s, h)-good (&, a1, &2) -near embedding (o, Gy, Z,V ,#') in a surface Z of Euler genus
at most « for some integers ag, a1,a. Let V = (J,Q) € V and let Gy = G(D(V)), where D1(V) is defined as
in (iii) in the definition of (s, h)-good embeddings. Then at least one of the following two outcomes holds.
(a) There is a vertex subset S of Gy with |S| < 12a, q such that there is an (s —|S|, h)-good (ag + |S|, a1 —
1, az)-near embedding (&, Gy, ZU S,V \ {V}, W) of G in Z such that the embedding G is an extension
of o tothegraph ] - S and with W < w.
(b) Gy contains a model of a shallow vortex grid of order q that surrounds V.

Lemma 61. Let S be a sliced shallow vortex grid of order t, that is, the Cartesian product of a path
Uy, Uy, ..., Usr With a path vy, vs,...,v; plus crosses. Let R = {uy, uy, ..., uss} x {vs}. Then (S,R) contains
a rooted K, ;-model.

Proof. Using the crosses on the boundary, we find two disjoint intertwining paths P; and P, with vertices
in{uy, uy,..., us} x{v1, v2} so that P; contains all vertices (u;, v2) with i mod 8 € {1,2,7, 8}, and P, contains
all vertices (u;, v2) with i mod 8 € {3,4,5,6}. For each j € [t], let Bj = {ugj-3, Ugj—2, Usj-1, Usj} ¥ {V3,..., U}
Then the desired rooted K3 ;-model has branch sets V(P;) for i € {1,2}, and B; for i € [£]. O

Lemma 62. Let t, m, n be positive integers with min{m, n} = 3t, and let ] be the n x m grid. Let X denote
the set of all t2 vertices with coordinates (i, Jj)suchthatl<i,j<t,andletY beany set of4 t2 vertices of J.
Then there exist 2t — 1 vertex-disjoint X-Y paths in the grid.

Proof. Suppose towards a contradiction, that the lemma does not hold. Then, by Menger’s Theorem,
there exists a set of vertices S with |S| < 2¢—1 such that after removing S from the grid, no component
intersects both X and Y. For each i € [¢], let P; denote the path induced by the vertices of the grid with
coordinates in the set {i} x {¢,..., m}, and for each j € [r—1], let P}’ denote the path induced by the vertices
of the grid with coordinates in the set {¢,..., n} x {j}. Note that the paths Pl’. and P}’ are all pairwise vertex-
disjoint, and each of them intersects X. Since |S| < 2¢-1, there exists Px € {P},..., P}, P{,..., P}
from S.

The number of vertices in the set Y is at most the number of rows of the grid intersecting Y times
the number of columns of the grid intersecting Y. As |Y| = (2¢)?, there exists a row or column Py that
intersects Y and that is disjoint from S.

Since min{m, n} = 3¢, and the set X intersects ¢ rows and ¢ columns, there exist a column Q' and a
row Q" of the grid, that are disjoint from X U S. Thus, Px U Py U Q' U Q" is a connected subgraph of the
grid which is disjoint from S, and intersects both X and Y, a contradiction. O

1} disjoint

Note that the definition of a transversal set in a wall naturally extends to a transversal set in a grid. Let
M be a model of a shallow vortex grid in some graph G, then a transversal set of M is a set Y of vertices
chosen such that no two vertices are taken from the same branch set of M, and the branch sets which
contain vertices from Y correspond to a transversal set of the grid we obtain by contracting the branch
sets of M.
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Lemma 63. Let t,s, h be positive integers with h = 3t2, and let t' = 4t +2. Then there exist positive integers
s'=5'(t,s) and k = k(t, s, h) such that, letting ag = ao(t',s") and a = a(t') be as in Theorem 58, the follow-
ing holds. For every rooted graph (G, R) without a rooted K ;-minor, and every k-interesting subgraph H
of (G, R) with core X,
(i) thereexistan (s, h)-good (ay,0, a)-near embedding (o, Hy, Z,2,%) of H in a surface X of Euler genus
at most a, and
(it) H| contains a good wall W with respect to the embedding that can be lifted to a wall Wy in H and
such that for every transversal Y' of W, there are h vertex-disjoint X-Y' paths in H.
Furthermore, for some function T", there is an algorithm with running time T" (t, s, h) - n°Y that, given
an n-vertex rooted graph (G, R) and a k-interesting subgraph H of G with core X as above, finds this em-
bedding and the wall W.

Proof. Let

p:4f
q=2t(p+1).

It can be checked that the constant @ = a(t’) from Theorem 58 is (much) larger than g; in particular
a=ql2,
which will be used in the proof. Let also

B=12qa*+3pa

s'=s+s50(q)+ P

h'=h+p
h/ — hég(t/’sl’ hll)
k = kss(h').

With these constants, Lemma 59 implies that
(i) there exists an (s', h')-good (ay, @, @)-near embedding (o, Hy, Z,7,#') of H in a surface X of Euler
genus at most a, and
(i) Hé contains a good wall Wé with respect to the embedding that can be lifted to a wall Wy in H, and
such that for every transversal Y’ of W there are i’ vertex-disjoint X-Y' paths in H, and there are
I vertex-disjoint Ry—Y' paths in H, where Ry = RNV (H).

If 7 = @ then the above near embedding is the required embedding. Indeed, any (s’, h’)-good em-
bedding is also (s, h)-good since s’ = s and k' = h. Hence, we may assume that 7 # @.

The main idea of the proof below is to show that there is no shallow vortex grid model surrounding a
vortex V € 7 such that there are many vertex-disjoint paths between Ry and Q. This is because, if such
a structure existed, then we could find a rooted K>, ;-minor in (H, Ry), and thus also in (G, R), which is
a contradiction to our assumption about (G, R). Using the non-existence of such models, we use Theo-
rem 60 to find a small set of vertices, the removal of which “kills” the vortex V. We then iterate over all
remaining vortices in 7.

First, assume that there is some vortex V € 7 such that

(i) there is a shallow vortex grid model M of order g in H that surrounds V, and

(ii) there are p vertex-disjoint paths in H between Ry and p distinct branch sets of M.
We will show that the existence of this model and these p paths together imply that (G, R) has a rooted
K,;-minor, a contradiction.

43



In what follows, we use a terminology similar to the one in the proof of Lemma 57. We call feasible
path system a collection of p vertex-disjoint paths in H such that all the paths have one endpoint (called
source) in Ry, and their other endpoint (called destination) in distinct branch sets of M. Note that there
is at least one feasible path system in H, by our assumption above. A path P in a feasible path system &?
is good if the branch set of M containing the destination of P avoids all the other paths in 22, and is bad
otherwise. With respect to 22, we classify branch sets of M into four categories: A branch set B of M is

* good if B contains the destination of a good path of &2;

* badif B contains the destination of a bad path of 22;

* uglyif B intersects some path in 22 but B contains no destination of paths in &?;

e freeif B intersects no path in 2.

We let g(£2), b(22), u(2P), f(£?) denote the number of branch sets in M that are respectively good, bad,
ugly, and free w.r.t. 22. Finally, we let i(2?) denote the sum over every path P € &2 of the number of branch
sets of M intersected by P.

Let 22 be a feasible path system that minimizes i (£?). Observe that this implies

u(@) =0,

since otherwise some path P in & could be shortened so as to end in an ugly branch set, which would
decrease i(2?). Thus,
b(2) +g(2) = 2| = p.

The shallow vortex grid of order g = 2¢(p + 1) contains p + 1 disjoint copies of the sliced shallow vortex
grid of order 2¢, so one of these copies, which we denote by S, has the property that all branch sets M(u)
with u € V(S) are free. In our shallow vortex grid of order g, we find a 4g x g grid J such that the vertex
set of S is in the corner of the grid; that is, for every i, j € [21], the vertex of S corresponding to (u;, v})
coincides with the vertex of J with coordinates (i, j) (where u;, v j refer to the notations from Lemma 61).
Let S’ be a sliced shallow vortex grid of order ¢ contained in S, which contains the same corner of J as S,
and thus, is induced by the vertices (u;, v;) of S with i, j < . We will build a rooted K3 ;-model in (G, R)
by rerouting some paths in & so that they hit S’ in a way that allows applying Lemma 61.

Let U denote the set of all p = 412 vertices u € V(J) such that the branch set M(u) contains the
destination of a path of &2 (i.e., such that M (u) is good or bad).

We will now focus on paths in the grid J, and then we will use the model M to build a rooted K> ;-
minor in (G, R). By Lemma 62, there exists a set 2 of 2t — 1 disjoint U-V (S) paths in J. Recall that the
sliced shallow vortex grid S’ has order ¢, and that its vertex set resides in the corner of J and is disjoint
from U, so each path in 2 has its destination in one of the 21 —1 vertices of S’ that are adjacent to vertices
outside S in J. Since J is bipartite, we can find Qy, ..., Q; € £ such that if w, denotes the end of Q. in U,
then the vertices wy,..., w; are pairwise nonadjacent in J.

Let s* denote the vertex of S that corresponds to the corner (uy;, v2¢), and for each c € [1], let s, denote
the end of Q. in V(§'), and let s be the vertex of Q. belonging to V(S) \ {s*} that is closest to w. on Q. (so
that the s.—w, subpath of Q, intersects V(S) \ {s*} only in s;). Thus, each vertex s, corresponds to some
vertex (u;, vj) with exactly one of i, j equal to 27. Let Ry denote the set of the vertices of S’ corresponding
to the vertices (u;, vj) with j = t. After reordering the paths Q, ..., Q; and rerouting them using the buffer
zone of S, we may assume that each s’c is the vertex corresponding to the vertex (i, v;) € Ry of S'.

Let c € [¢], and let w, denote the vertex of Q. adjacent to its end w,. Thus, the graph H contains an
edge between M(w,) and M (w’c). Since w, € U, the branch set M(w,) intersects at least one path from
2. Let us pick a path P, € 2 such that the subgraph of H induced by M (w,) contains a path P/, such that
one end of P is in P, the other end of P, is a vertex adjacent to M (w,), and no internal vertex of P, is in
any of the paths in 2.
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Since the vertices w., ..., w; are pairwise non-adjacent in /, the paths Py, ..., P; are pairwise distinct:
Indeed, if some P, and P, with c¢; # ¢, were equal, then we could reroute that path to either M (w’cl) or
M (w’CZ) to make i(2?) smaller.

Let Q7,...,Q; be vertex-disjoint paths in H such that each Q; is an M(s;)-Ry path contained in
Uwev(gy M(w)u V(P,) U V(P.). By Lemma 61, there exists a rooted K ;-model M’ in (S’,Rg). We can
then transform it into a rooted K3 ;-model M" in (G, R), where for each a € V(K3 ;), the branch set M" (a)
is defined as the union of all branch sets M(u) of the shallow vortex grid model with u € M'(a), and
the union over all ¢ € [¢] with s’C € M'(a) of the vertex sets of the paths Q. The existence of this rooted
K5 ;-model is a contradiction.

Therefore, we may assume that for each vortex V € 7, at least one of the two conditions (i) and (ii)
above fails to hold.

Let Ve 7. If (i) does not hold for V, then we simply update the current near embedding using The-
orem 60, allowing thus to get rid off V, at the price of a small increase in the size of the apex set, and a
small decrease in the first parameter for the goodness of the near embedding, which is perfectly fine as
s’ was chosen large enough at the beginning to have room for up to a such reductions. This way, we may
remove iteratively all vortices V € 7 for which (i) does not hold, updating the near embedding each time.

Next, assume that there is a vortex V = (J,Q) € ¥ for which condition (i) holds but not condition
(ii). As we explain below, in this case there is a transversal set Y’ of W, where W is the subwall of W,
obtained after the previous steps of the near embedding updates, such that there is a separation (A, B)
of Hwhere Q € A, Y' € B and |An B| < 3p. In this case we update the near embedding as follows. We
add An B to the apex set, remove V from 7 and add (4, @) to #'. Again, this results in a small increase of
the apex set, and a decrease of at most 3p in the first parameter for the goodness of the near embedding,
which we have budgeted for thanks to the initial choice of s’. Proceeding iteratively this way with every
remaining vortex in 7, we eventually get rid of all of them, as desired.

Hence, it only remains to show the existence of the transversal set Y’ of Wg and the separation (A, B)
of H mentioned above. Assume to the contrary that they do not exist, that is, for each transversal set Y’
in Wj there is no such separation (A, B) of H. We will show that condition (ii) then holds for V, which is
a contradiction. Let M be a model of a shallow vortex grid of order g that surrounds V, as in (i). Let Y’
be a transversal set in W, and let 2’ be a collection of at least 3p vertex-disjoint paths in H between Y’
and Q (they exist by Menger’s theorem and our assumption that there is no separation between them of
a smaller size). Using the facts that D(Wé) does not meet D; (V) and that M surrounds V, we deduce that
each path P € &' intersects the union of the vertex sets of the branch sets in the model that correspond
to vertices of the i-th cycle for each i € [g], we refer to this collection as the i-th cycle of the model of M
or simply a cycle of M. Indeed, if P avoids some cycle of M, then this cycle would separate P from Q, in
contradiction to the definition of P.

Let Y” be some transversal set in M. Next, we show that there are 3p vertex-disjoint paths between
Y’ and Y". Arguing by contradiction, assume otherwise, and let (A, B) be a separation of H such that
Y'€BY' ' cAand |AnB|<3p-1. As |?'| =3p and M is of order g > 3p, there is a path P € &' and a
cycle C of M that are missed by An B. The path P contains a vertex from Y’, the cycle C contains a vertex
from Y”, and P intersects C. We deduce that An B does not separate Y’ from Y" in H, a contradiction.

Finally, we show that there are p vertex-disjoint paths between Ry and Y”, so that (ii) holds. Assume
that this is not the case, and let (A, B) be a separation of H such that Y” € A,Ry € B and |[AnB| < p.
This implies that |An Y'| = 2p but this contradicts the fact that there are at least | Y'| = 3p vertex-disjoint
paths between Ry and Y. O
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6.6 Further refinement of the embedding

For two near embeddings (o, Gy, A, 7,#) and (G,Go, A, ¥, #) of a graph G in a surface X, we say that
(o, Go,fl,77,7/7) is finer than (o, Gy, A, V, W) if Gy < Go, G extends o, A=A,V = ¥, and for every Vew,
there is V € # with V € V; moreover, it is strictly finer if the two near embeddings are not the same. A
small vortex (J,Q) € # is properly attached if ] is connected, every component of J —Q is adjacent to
all vertices in Q, and either |Q| < 2, or V(J) \ Q # @ and for every three distinct vertices x, y,z € Q and
w e V() \ Q, there are an x—y path and a z-w path in J that are vertex disjoint. Note that our notion of
proper attachment is stronger than the one in [DiKMW12].

Lemma 64. For every near embedding (o,Go, A,V , W) of a graph G in a surface Z, there exists a finer near
embedding (5,Go, A, V,#) of G in I such that every small vortex V € W is properly attached. Furthermore,
the finer near embedding can be found in polynomial time given G and (o, Gy, A, V, W) in input.

To prove Lemma 64 we need the following theorem.

Theorem 65 (Two Disjoint Paths Theorem [Jun70, RS90, Sey80b, Shi80, Tho801). Let x, y, z, w be distinct
vertices in a graph J. Then either there exist an x—y path and a z—w path in ] that are vertex disjoint, or
there is a near embedding (c*,G;, A*,V*,#*) of ] into a disk such that A* = @, V* = @, and the vertices
X, w,y,z are mapped by d* into the boundary of the disk in that cyclic order. Furthermore, there is a
polynomial-time algorithm that finds either the two disjoint paths or the near embedding.

We now turn to the proof of Lemma 64.

Proof of Lemma 64. Let (G, Go, A,V ,#) be a near embedding of G in X that is finer than (o, Gy, A, 7, %),
and such that there is no near embedding of G in X that is strictly finer than this one. (Observe that there
is such a near embedding, since there cannot be an infinite sequence of near embeddings of G in X such
that each one is strictly finer than the previous one.)

We claim that (6, Gy, A, 7, #) satisfies the lemma. Suppose towards a contradiction that some vortex
(J,Q) € ¥ is not properly attached.

If J is disconnected, say J is the disjoint union of nonempty graphs J; and J», we can obtain a strictly
finer near embedding by replacing (J,Q) by two small vortices (J1,Q1) and (J2,Q) where each Q; is the
restriction of Q to QNV (J;), a contradiction. (Observe that we can find a disk in ¥ accommodating (J;, Q;)
fori=1,2since |Q;| <2.)

If V(J)\ Q = ¢, then we obtain a strictly finer near embedding by removing the small vortex (J, )
from 7, replacing Gy by Gy U J, and extending & to an embedding of Gy U J by drawing the edges of J
along the boundary of the disk A corresponding to (J,(2), which is a contradiction. Thus, V() \ Q # @.

If some connected component C of J - is only adjacent to a strict subset Q; of the vertices in Q,
then letting J; = J[V(C) u Q,], we can obtain a strictly finer near embedding by replacing (J,Q) by two
small vortices (J1,Q) and (J — V(C),Q), a contradiction. Thus, every connected component of J —Q is
adjacent to all vertices in Q.

Finally, suppose that there are distinct vertices x,y,z € Q and w € V(J) \ Q such that there do not
exist an x—y path and a z—w path in J that are vertex disjoint. Then, by Theorem 65, there exists a near
embedding of J in a disk with no apices and no large vortices such that the vertices x, w, y, z appear on
the boundary of the disk in that cyclic order. In such case we can make the near embedding strictly finer
by replacing the disk A; representing (/,Q2) with the near embedding of J in the disk.

We remark that this proof can be turned into a polynomial-time algorithm by iteratively applying
each of the improvement step above, and observing that the total number of improvements that can be
made is bounded by a polynomial in |V (G)|. O
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6.7 Ensuring 3-connectivity

In this subsection, we describe how to transform a given near embedding (o, Gy, A, 7, #') of a graph G
in surface X with a large flat wall W so as to make G, 3-connected while keeping many properties of the
original near embedding (in particular, we want that a large subwall of W is still flat). We use the notion
of SPQR trees that has been introduced by Di Battista & Tamassia [DBT89]. We remark that there is a
linear-time construction algorithm due to Gutwenger & Mutzel [GMO00].

In what follows, multigraphs may have parallel edges between pairs of vertices, but no loops. Let G;
and G, be multigraphs such that V(G;) n V(G2) = {x, y} for some distinct vertices x and y, and each of
Gj and G has at least one edge between x and y. Then, the 2-sum of G; and G is the graph G obtained
by removing one edge between x and y from each of G; and G, and taking the union of the resulting
subgraphs. A dipole is a multigraph with 2 vertices (and any number of parallel edges between them).
For instance, the graph K> ; can be obtained by 2-summing a dipole with ¢ edges with ¢ triangles.

A multigraph is 2-connected if every edge lies on a cycle (possibly of length 2). For every 2-connected
multigraph G, the SPQR tree of G is a canonical representation of G as the 2-sum of multigraphs of three
types: dipoles, cycles (without parallel edges) and 3-connected graphs (without parallel edges). We do
not provide a full definition of the SPQR tree, and only describe its properties required in our proof (see
[DBT89, GMO00] for more background). The SPQR tree of G is uniquely defined. It is a tree T in which
every node u is associated with a graph G,, and has one of four types

e if uis an Snode, G, is a cycle,

 if uis a P node, G, is a dipole with at least three edges,

e if uis a Qnode, G, is a dipole with two edges, and

e if uis an R node, G, is a 3-connected graph.

For each edge uv € E(T), the graphs G, and G, share two common vertices that are adjacent in both
graphs, and thus their 2-sum is well defined. We can contract any edge uv of T into a new vertex w and
associate with it the graph G,, which is the 2-sum of G, and G,. If we contract the edges of T in any
order, then regardless the order in which we contract the edges, the graph G, associated with the node
r into which we contracted the tree is equal to G. Since a dipole with 2 edges is a neutral element for
2-sum, if the SPQR tree has a Q node, then it is the only node, and G is a dipole with 2 edges.

Theorem 66 (Mohar [Moh97]). Let X be a surface with strictly positive Euler genus, and let G be a 2-
connected graph that can embedded in ¥ with facewidth w = 3. Then, there is exactly one node u in the
SPQR tree of G such that G, is not planar. Further, G, can be embedded in X with facewidth w.

Lemma 67. Letr =3, let G be a graph, let (0,Gy, Z,V,#) be an (a,0, a) -near embedding of G in a surface
2 with all small vortices properly attached, let W(; be an (r +2)-wall in G() that can be lifted to an (r +2)-
wall W in G- Z. Then, thereis an (,0, a)-near embedding (&, Go, Z,V,#) of G in a surface X witheg(Z) <
eg(Z) such that the facewidth of & is not smaller than the facewidth of o, all small vortices are properly
attached, Gy' contains an r-wall W] that can be lifted to an r-subwall W of W, and Gy’ is 3-connected.
Furthermore, the near embedding can be found in polynomial time given G and (o, Gy, Z,V,#') in input.

Proof. First, suppose that G(’) is not connected, and let ](’) be a connected component of G(’) distinct from
the one containing W;. Let #"' denote the set of all small vortices (/,Q) € # with QN V(J) # ¢ (and
thus Q € V(J{))), and let J; denote the union of J| N Gy and all small vortices in #”. Then, after replacing
Go with G — V(](')) and # with (W \#') u{(J1, )}, we obtain a near embedding, where ](’) is no longer a
connected component of G;. Hence, after removing similarly all connected components of G which do
not contain Wé, we may assume that Gé is connected.

Similarly, we argue that we may assume G, to be 2-connected. Suppose that G; is not 2-connected.
Let G be the block of G; containing W, and let x be a cut-vertex of G; contained in G}. Let J, denote the
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subgraph of G;, induced by x and all connected components of G, — V(G}) that are adjacent to x. Let #
denote the set of all small vortices (J,Q) € # with @ # Q € V( ](’)), and let J; denote the union of ](’) N Gy
and all small vortices in #". Then, after replacing Gy with Go—(V (Jy) \{x}) and # with (W \#")U{(J1,{x})},
we obtain a near embedding, where x is no longer a cut-vertex of G;. Hence, we may assume that G is
2-connected.

Let T be the SPQR tree of G(’]. With each edge u; u; € E(T), we associate a separation (Aj, A2) of G’O,
defined as follows. For each i € {1,2}, let T; denote the connected component of T — u; u that contains
u;, and let A; = Uyev(r) V(Gy) (where G, denotes the graph corresponding to node u in the SPQR tree
of Gy). Since W is a subdivision of a 3-connected graph, for some i € {1,2}, the set of vertices of W in
A; is either empty or induces a path, and As_; contains all branch vertices of Wé. We refer to A; as the
small side and to As_; as the big side. Let us orient every edge u; u, towards the vertex u; such that A; is
the big side of the separation, and let u be a sink in this orientation. Hence, V(G,,) contains all branch
vertices of W;. Moreover, the graph G, contains a graph obtained from W by suppressing some degree-
2 vertices. In particular, G,, contains an r-wall (which can be lifted to a subwall of W), so ug must be an
R node of the SPQR tree.

To complete the proof, we will construct a near embedding with Gy = Gy N G, This choice uniquely
determines the small vortices, and we will have G6 = Gy,, SO G(’) will be 3-connected. By Theorem 66, ei-
ther G, has an embedding in X with the same facewidth as o, or G, is planar (and thus has an embedding
in the sphere with infinite facewidth). In both cases, there exists a surface < with Euler genus not greater
than the one of £ and an embedding & of G, in £ with facewidth not smaller than the one of o. Let
Go=Gon Gy, let Z=ZletV =¥ = @, and let # be defined as follows: for each small vortex (J,Q) € #
with Q € V(Gy,), include it in # . Next, turn each connected component T’ of T — g into a small vortex
(J',Q') defined as follows: Let Jj denote the subgraph of Gy induced by all vertices in Uyey (1 V(Gy), and
let J' denote the union of Jj; and all small vortices (/,Q) € # with Q € V(Jj). Finally, let Q' denote the
only cyclic ordering of the two-element set V(G,,,) NV ( ](’)). This defines the set of small vortices W. Note
that neither the Euler genus nor Z were increased during the construction. Therefore, we have Gy = G,
so (6,Go, Z,V,#) is an (a, 0, a)-near embedding satisfying the lemma. O

6.8 Constraining the roots

In this section, we finally prove Lemma 54. By Lemma 63, for every rooted graph (G, R) without a rooted
K,;-minor and every k-interesting subgraph H of (G, R) with core X, there exists an (s, h)-good («, 0, )-
near embedding (o, Gy, A, ¥, #') in a surface of Euler genus at most a with a flat wall W’ of height k in G6
that can be lifted to a wall Wy in G, and there are h vertex-disjoint paths between X and any transversal
set of W It remains to show that
(i) only a bounded number of small vortices in # contain a root from the set R that is not in G, and
(i) the rootsin G6 have a small face cover.
First, we will prove that (i) holds for the small vortices that have at most two vertices in G}, and then we
will use Theorem 8 to simultanously handle the small vortices with three vertices in G6 and prove (ii).

Lemma 68. Let t = 2 be an integer, let G be a 3-connected graph, and let D < E(G) be a set of edges with
|D| =3t — 3. Then there exists a subset D' € D with |D'| = t such that G— D' is connected.

Proof. We assume that G — D is disconnected since otherwise the lemma is satisfied by any set D'
D with |D’| = t. Let ¢ = 2 denote the number of components of G — D. Since G is 3-connected, each
component of G— D is linked to the remaining components with at least three edges from D, so |D| = %C.
Combining this with the assumption |D| = 3t — 3, we deduce that |D| = %(%c) + %(31‘ -3)=c+t-1. Let
Dy < D be a set of ¢ —1 edges such that (G — D) + Dy is connected. We have |D\ Dy| = |D| —|Dg| =
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(c+t—1)—(c—1) =t. Let D' < D\ Dy be any subset with |D’| = t. Then G— D’ is a supergraph of the graph
(G—D) + Dy, so D’ satisfies the lemma. O

Lemma 69. Let (G, R) be a 3-connected rooted graph without a rooted K; ;-minor, let H be a k-interesting
subgraph, and let (o, Hy, Z,V,#') be an (a,0, &) -near embedding of H with H 3-connected and all small
vortices properly attached. Then there are at most k + (t — 1) (g) + (3t —4)a small vortices (J,Q) € W with
Q<2and (V())-Q)NR#@.

Proof. Partition the set of all small vortices (J,Q) € # with |Q| <2 and (V(J) - Q) N R # @ into three sets
Wy, W<1, and #>, by assigning (J,Q) to #; if (V(J) —Q)Nad(H) # @, to #< if (V(J)-Q)Nnd(H) = ¢ and
Q| =1, and to #5 if (V(J) —Q)nA8(H) = ¢ and |Q| = 2. Since H is k-interesting, we have |0(H)| < k, and
since the graphs J — Q are pairwise disjoint for (/,Q) € #', we have |#;| < k.

Next, we claim that |[#<;| < (£ — 1)(”2'). Suppose to the contrary that |#<,| = t(g) For each (J,Q) € #<1,
choose a component C(/,Q) of J — Q that intersects R. Since G is 3-connected, |Q| <1, and (V(J) - Q)N
0(H) = @, the component C(/,Q2) must be adjacent to at least two vertices in Z. We have | Z| < a, so by the
pigeonhole principle, there exist ¢ small vortices (J1,Q1),...,(J;:, Q) € #<1 and distinct vertices z1,zp € Z
such that C(J;, ;) is adjacent to both z; and z; for each i € [z]. Therefore, K> ; is a rooted minor of (G, R),
as witnessed by the model with branch sets {z;} for i € {1,2}, and V(C(J},Q;)) for j € [¢], a contradiction.

Finally, we show that #5 has size at most (3¢ —4)a. For each (J,Q)) € #5, choose a component C(J,)
of J—Q that intersects the root set R. Since (/, Q) is properly attached, C(J,Q) is adjacent to both vertices
in Q. Since G is 3-connected and (V(J) - Q) nd(H) = @, the component C(J,Q) is adjacent to a vertex
in Z. Suppose towards a contradiction that |#5| > (3t —4)a. By the pigeonhole principle, there exist a
subset #, < #> and a vertex z € Z such that [#,| = 3t — 3 and for each (/,Q) € #;, the component C(J, )
is adjacent to z. Let D denote the set of all edges xy € E (H(’)) such that Q = {x, y} for some (J,Q) € 7//2’ . By
Lemma 68 (note that we can assume that ¢ > 2 without loss of generality), there exists a subset D' < D
with |D'| = ¢, such that H) — D' is connected. Let (J1,Q1),..., (J;,Q;) be distinct small vortices in # such
that each Q; consists of the endpoints of a different edge in D’. Let H' denote the union of Hy with all
small vortices (J,Q) € # except those with Q = {x, y} for some xy € D', or Q = @. Since the small vortices
are properly attached, the graph H' is connected analogously to Hy—D'. In this case we obtained a rooted
model of K, ; in (G, R), with branch sets {z}, V(H'), and V(C(J;,Q;)) for i € [¢], contradiction. O

Lemma 70. Let (G, R) be a 3-connected rooted graph without a rooted K, ;-minor, let H be a k-interesting
subgraph, and let (o,Hy, Z,V, %) be a near embedding of H in a surface L with Euler genus at most g
such that Hy 3-connected and all small vortices are properly attached. Suppose further that the facewidth
of o is at least f3(g,t). Then, there are at most f3(g,t) small vortices (J,QQ) € W such that |Q| = 3 and
(V) —-Q)NR # @, and there is a set of at most fg(g, t) facial cycles in o that cover the set RNV (Hy).

Furthermore, for fixed t, the set of facial cycles can be found in polynomial time given (G, R), H, and
(0,Ho, Z,V, W) in input.

Proof. Let Hj be obtained from H} by adding, for each V = (J,Q) € # with |Q| =3 and (V())-Q)NR # @,
anew vertex xy that is adjacent to all vertices in (2, and extend the embedding o of H, to an embedding
o' of Hy by embedding each xy in the interior of the triangular face containing the three vertices in
Q. Note that Hy is still 3-connected, and the facewidth of ¢ is at least f3(g, ). Let R’ be the union of
RN V(Hp) and the set of all new vertices xy. Since the small vortices are properly attached, we can see
that there is no rooted K>, ;-minor in (H, R) (otherwise we could lift it to a rooted K3 ;-minor in (G, R)).
By Theorem 8, there is a set of at most f3(g, ) facial cycles in ¢’ that cover all vertices in R'. Since each
face of ¢’ contains at most one vertex xy, we conclude that there are at most f3(g, t) vertices xy, and
thus there are at most fg(g, t) small vortices (J,Q) € # with |Q] =3 and (V(J) - Q)N R # @. We can also
transform the collection of at most fg(g, t) facial cycles in ¢’ covering R’ into a collection of at most
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fs(g, t) facial cycles in o covering R n V(Hy) by replacing any facial cycle containing a vertex xy with
V = (J,Q) by the facial cycle Hj[Q]. O

An embedding of a graph G in a surface X is cellular if the closure of every face is homeomorphic to
a disk. A graph G is cellularly embedded in X if the embedding is cellular.

Theorem 71 (Robertson and Vitray [RV90], [MTO01, Proposition 5.5.2]). Let Z be a surface with eg(X) >0
and let G be a graph that is embedded in ~ with facewidth at least 2. Then there is precisely one block Q
of G that contains a noncontractible cycle. Moreover, Q is cellularly embedded in ¥ and all its faces are
bounded by cycles. Each block Q' of G distinct from Q is a planar subgraph of G contained in the closure
of some face of Q. Finally, the facewidth of Q is equal to the facewidth of G.

A corollary of this result is that if G is a 2-connected graph that is embedded in X with facewidth at
least 2, then all the faces of the embedding are bounded by cycles.

Proof of Lemma 54. Let a = a(t) be as in Lemma 63, let h = 2a + 8. Let w = f3(a, t). Let k = k(t, w,3t?)
(as in Lemma 63), and let k' = k+ (1 —1)(5) + (3t —4)a + w. Let (G, R) be a rooted graph without a rooted
K5 ;-minor, and let H be a k-interesting subgraph. By Lemma 63, H admits a (w, h + 2)-good («, 0, a)-
near embedding (o, Hy, Z,7,#') (thus, ¥ = ), and there is a good (h + 2)-wall W} in H; such that any
transversal set of W is linked to X in H with h disjoint paths. By Lemma 64, we may assume that all
vortices are properly attached, and by Lemma 67, we may alter the near embedding and the wall so that
Hé is 3-connected and W(; is a good h-wall, but the facewidth is still at least w, and the small vortices
are still properly attached. Note that by Theorem 71, the embedding o is cellular, and thus each face
is bounded by a cycle. By Lemma 69, there are at most k' — w small vortices (J,Q) € # with |Q| < 2
and (V(J))-Q) N R # @. By Lemma 70, there are at most w small vortices (J,Q) € # with |Q| = 3 and
(V()-Q)NR # @, and there is a set of w facial cycles which cover all vertices in V(Hp) N R.

Let (J1,Q1),...,Um,Qm) denote the small vertices in #/, listed in an order such that for any i € [m],
if i >2k=k+(t+1)(3)+3(t+Da+w, then (V(J;) -Q) NR = @. We define a star-decomposition
(Bo; B1,...,Bm) by letting By = V(Hp) U X, and B; = V(J;) U Z for i € [m]. Now, let U = Z U (X \ V(Hp)).
Then, |[U| < |Z|+|X| < a+ k < k’, and we have H?[By] — U = Hj, so it remains to verify that [Byn B;| < k
for each i € [m]. We have BonB; < (VU;) N (V(Hyp)Uu X)) U Z and |V(J;) N V(Hp)| <3 and |Z] < a, so it
suffices to bound |V (J;) N X|.

Fix i € [m]. Let Py,..., Py be disjoint paths in G such that each P; is between a vertex x; € X and a
vertex y; € V(W) such that {y,..., y;} is transversal set in W;. Since W is a good wall, J; —Q; contains
at most one vertex y;. The set ZuU Q; has at most a + 3 elements, and separates V(J;) from V(H) \ V(J;).
Since at most « + 3 of the paths Py, ..., P;, intersect Z U );, we may assume that the paths Py4,..., Py
are disjoint from Z U Q;, and thus either contained in J; — Q;, or disjoint from V(J;) u Q;. Furthermore,
since W is a good wall, /; —); contains at most one vertex y;, so at most one of the paths P; is contained
in J; —Q;. Thus, we may assume that the paths Pg,s,..., P;, are disjoint from J;. In particular, none
of the a + 4 vertices xq4s5,..., X belongs to J;. Once again, the set Z U Q; has at most « + 3 elements
and separates V (J;) from {x4+s,..., X3}, so by well-linkedness of X, we have |V (J;) n X| < a + 3, and thus
|Bo N B;j| <2a +6 < k, as required. O

6.9 Obtaining the docset superprofiles

The goal of this subsection is to prove Theorem 9, which is our main structural result. The proof consists
of two main steps: First we modify the tree-decomposition from Theorem 52 to be £-special. Second we
explicitly construct a docset superprofile for each bag of the resulting tree-decomposition.

For the proof of Theorem 9 we need the following results.
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Figure 6: A K3 6-minor as in the proof of Lemma 74. The auxiliary vertices and edges are drawn within
the face F without crossing.

Theorem 72 ([Rin65, Bou78]). The Euler genus of a surface that embeds K, ,, is at least [W-‘ if
m=2andn=2.

The above theorem in particular gives a lower bound on the Euler genus of a surface where K3,
m €N, can be embedded.

Corollary 73. Let m € N and let X be a surface of Euler genus g := eg(X). Then K3 ;, cannot be embedded
inZ form>2g+2.

Lemma 74. Let G be a graph embedded in a surface X of Euler genus g and let F be a face bounded by
a cycle of G in the embedding. Let ay,b1,az,by,...,am, by be some subset of vertices of F ordered in a
cyclic order. Then, if m > g+ 1, there are no two vertex-disjoint connected subgraphs A, B < G such that
{aq,as,...,an}t < Aand{by, by,..., by} < B.

Proof. Assume to the contrary that we have two vertex-disjoint connected subgraphs A, B satisfying the
above condition. We claim that K3 »,, can then be embedded in X, in contradiction to Corollary 73. This
can be seen as follows. For any pair of consecutive vertices a;, b; in the cyclic order given by the face F,
we add a vertex ¢;+; (¢ if i =1 and j = m), and edges (a;, ¢;+;) and (c;+j, bj). We denote this set of 2m
auxiliary vertices by C. Place one more auxiliary vertex v inside F and connect it to each of the vertices
in C. This can be done without introducing edge intersections, since all a; and b;, i € [m] are incident
to F. We obtain a model of K3 »,, where the vertices in C are the vertices of degree 3 and {v}, V(4), V(B)
are the branch sets of vertices of degree 2m (see Figure 6), implying that K3 »,, can be embedded in X, as
claimed. O

Proof of Theorem 9. Let ¢ = £(t) and let (T',%8'), where 98’ = {B],: u € V(T")}, be the tree-decomposition
we get from Theorem 52, that is, a tree-decomposition satisfying the following properties.
(i) the adhesion of (T7,98’) is at most ¢, and
(ii) for every node u € V(T"), all but at most ¢ children of u are leaves v with B, n R < B}, and
(iii) for every node u € V(T"), at least one of the following is true
(@) |Byl=<¢,
(b) uisaleafof T"and B, NR< B;,, where v/ is the parent of u in T’, or
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(c) thereisaset Zc B; such that |Z| < ¢, G* [B,’l] — Z is 3-connected, does not contain a rooted
K>,;-minor with respect to the set of roots B}, N R — Z and has an embedding in a surface of
Euler genus at most ¢ such that every face is bounded by a cycle of the graph, and all the
vertices in B;, N R — Z can be covered using at most ¢ facial cycles.

We can turn such a tree-decomposition into an ¢-special tree-decomposition by the following simple
procedure. We traverse the rooted tree bottom-up and for every node u € V(T'), we add to B; all the
vertices in the bags B], where v is a leaf child of u in 7" and B], n R < B],. We denote the resulting tree-
decomposition by (7, 28), where 98 = {B,,: u € V(T)}. Let u € V(T) be a node of the tree-decomposition
(T,98) and let R, := B, N R be the set of roots contained in B,,.

If |Ry| = ¢ then we obtain a docset superprofile of R, by taking all the possible subsets of R,,. More
precisely, &, := {R' | R’ € R,} 2 2(G, R,). In this case, |Z,| < 2¢, which is an upper bound that depends
only on ¢ and is independent of the number of vertices in G.

Otherwise, |R,| > ¢, and By, was obtained from a bag B], of type (iii).(c) by adding bags of children of
u' without additional roots. Let Z < B;, and let & be the set of faces that cover the elements in R, — Z.
We obtain a docset superprofile in this case by considering collections of roots in R, N Z together with
collections of roots contained in a bounded number of intervals chosen from each F € &. Formally, let
F e % and let vy, vy,..., vy be a cyclic ordering of the vertices on the cycle Cr bounding F. For i, j € [f],
we define an interval I; ; on Cr as the set of consecutive vertices on Cr from v; to v; with respect to the
cyclic ordering. That is, I; j := {v;, vi+1,..., v;} (potentially containing..., Uf, Uly-en)s and I; ;_1 := ¢ for all
i€[fl. Let X,Y < V(G) be disjoint. We call a tuple {X, Y} of vertex sets k-interlacing with respect to F if
there is at least k pairs iy, iz € [f], where i1 # i and v;, € X, v;, € Y,and {vj: j€ [; 415,11 N(XUY) = @.
We first show a statement on the properties of k-interlacing sets under partitions.

Claim 75. Let {X,Y?} be k-interlacing with respect to some face F, and let p, q € N. If we partition X into
X1,X2,...,Xp and Y into Y1,Y>,...,Yy, then there is some i € [p] and j € [q] such that {X;,Y}} is at least

(p—kq) -interlacing with respect to F.

Proof of the claim. Each of the k pairs of vertices from X, Y that certify that {X, Y} are k-interlacing cor-
responds to a tuple (i, j) of indices of subsets X;, Y;. There are at most pq different tuples of this form.
The claim follows by the pigeonhole principle. O

We proceed with the definition of the docset superprofile for the bag B,,. For each face F € &, let
Rp:=R,NV(F). Let 0':= (€ +2)- 20+ ¢-¢2)2.¢* and

Zu:={R'|R'< Ry, {R'nE (R, —R) N F}isnot ¢'-interlacing w.r.t. F for any F € F}.

Note that we allow all combinations on the set of roots that are in Z. Since the intersection between the
roots and each face corresponds to a bounded number of intervals, the size of &, is bounded. We claim
that &, 2 2(G, R,,). Arguing by contradiction, suppose this is not the case. Then, there is a docset Sin G
and a face F € & such that {SN R, SN R} is ¢'-interlacing.

Observe that (G[By], R,) does not contain a rooted K ;-minor, since (G, R) has no rooted K3, ;-minor.
We perform three modifications to the graph G[B,]. Firstly we add each edge e = xy where x, y € Z and
e is not in the graph yet. In this way, the graph induced on Z is a clique. Secondly, we add each edge
e = xy such that x, y € B,, n B, where w is the parent of  in T, and e is not in the graph yet. In this way,
the graph induced on B, n By, is also a clique. We denote the second set of edges we add as M. Thirdly,
for each child v of u in T, we add each edge e = xy such that x, y € B, n By, and e is not in the graph yet.
In this way, the graph induced on B, n B, is a clique for each child v.
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Let H be the resulting graph. Since G[B,] does not contain a rooted K ;-minor, by Lemma 44 and
the facts that | Z| < ¢, |B,NB| < ¢, |B,NnBy| < ¢, and there is at most ¢ children, (H, R,,) does not contain
arooted Ky y-minor for ¢’ := 20 ¢,

Note that the docset S restricted to H is a docsetin H. Let X and Y be the corresponding partition of
V(H), such that H[X] and H[Y] are connected. After the removal of the edges in M, the subgraphs H[X]
and H[Y] decompose into at most £ connected components. By Claim 75 there are sets X', Y’ such that
H[(X'l-M and H[Y'] = M are connected and {X'NRr, Y' N RE} are (£ +2) - @C+1.¢. ¢%)?)-interlacing. In
addition, observe that H [B;,] — M - Z is a subgraph of G* [B;,] — Z. The difference is that we do not add
a clique in the adhesion to children of u’ that were merged in order to obtain u. Hence we can efficiently
find an embedding on the same surface as in (iii).(c).

Consider the collection of connected components of H[X'] — Z. Let X1, X»,..., X, be the vertex sets
those connected components that intersect Rg. Define Y1, Y»,..., Y, similarly, replacing X "with Y'.

Let ¢/ := 2¢° . t- £2. Assume first that either p = ¢’ or g = ", say without loss of generality p = . In
this case we find a model of a rooted K3  in (H, R,,) as follows. The set X' N Z is one of the branch sets of
the vertices of degree t'. The ¢’ branch sets of the vertices of degree 2 will be modeled by ¢’ well-chosen
sets among the X;s, as we explain below. Observe first that indeed, H[X' n Z] is connected (since Z is
a clique in H), each X; contains a root (by definition) and each X; sends an edge to X' n Z, since H[X']
is connected. Furthermore, each X; intersects Cr. By the connectivity properties of this cycle, each X;
has at least one neighbor in CrnY. Choose one arbitrarily. Recall that H[Y] — M decomposes into at
most ¢2 connected components. Thus, by the pigeonhole principle there is one connected component
of H[Y] — M that is adjacent to at least t"/¢? = t' of the X;s. Choosing those X;s for the branch sets of
the vertices of degree 2 and the vertex set of that connected component of H[Y] — M for the last branch
set completes the description of our rooted model of K, » in (H, R,), This is a contradiction with the fact
that (H, R,) does not contain a rooted K »-minor.

Therefore, p + g < 2t". Note that (€ +2) - 21 - £ £2)2)/(2¢")2 = ¢ + 2. Hence by Claim 75, there are
i € [p] and j € [q] such that {X; N RF, Y; N R} are £ + 2-interlacing with respect to F. By Lemma 74, this
implies a contradiction with the Euler genus of the surface embedding of G*[B!,] — Z (if the model uses
connectivity through some child, this can be captured by the virtual edges in G* [B;] -2). O

6.10 Extending to subdivisions

We extend Theorem 9 to subdivisions of rooted 3-connected graphs (G, R), where roots have degree at
least 3. Let t € Z5( be such that (G, R) does not contain a rooted K> ;-minor. We denote by (G',R) the
rooted graph obtained from (G, R) by contracting each subdivided edge to a single edge. Note that by
Lemma 45, (G', R) does not contain a rooted K, ;-minor. Furthermore, the sets of roots coincide since we
never remove a vertex from the set of roots, and never contract an edge between two roots.

Lemma 76. Let ¢ € Z. Given an {-special tree-decomposition (T',B') of G', where ' = {B,,: u e V(T")},
we can efficiently compute an ¢ -special tree-decomposition (T,98) of G, where 38 = {B, : u € V(T)}, such
that T =T and RnB, =RnB,, foreachue V(T).

Proof. Let F < E(G') denote the edges of G’ that correspond to subdivided edges of G. Each e € F induces
a path in G, which we denote by P(e) := vy, ey, v1,...,Vp, ep+1, Vp+1, such that each v; with i € [p] has
degree 2 in G, and vy, vp+1 have degrees at least 3 in G.

Let ug be the root of the decomposition tree 7', and let vv’ = e € F. By property (ii) of Definition 46,
there is a node u € V(T"), such that v, v’ € B],. By property (iii) of Definition 46, the bags of (T’, %8’) that
contain both v and v’ correspond to a subtree of T’, which we denote by T,. Let u' denote the least
common ancestor of T, with respect to uy. Then we insert the inner nodes v; for i € [p] of P(e) into B; .
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in order to obtain a collection of subsets of V(G), denoted by Z8. It is easy to see that the resulting pair
(T,9B) is an ¢-special tree-decomposition of G having the desired properties. O

Lemma 77. Let R' € R be a subset of the roots. Then, ?(G,R") < (G, R").

Proof. Consider an element P € (G, R'), as well as S € .#(G) a docset of G with SN R’ = P. Observe that
the restriction of S to G’ is a docset of G'. Thus P = SnR' € (G, R)). a

Proposition 78. Let (G, R) be a subdivision of a 3-connected rooted graph, such that each v € R has degree
at least 3, and (G, R) has no rooted K ;-minor. Then the statement of Theorem 9 applies, that is, there is a
polynomial-time algorithm that outputs an fy(t)-special tree-decomposition (T, %) of G and a collection
{X:ue V(T)} whereeach &, is a docset superprofile of RN By, in G of size polynomial in |V (G)|.

Proof. By Theorem 9, we obtain an fy(t)-special tree-decomposition (T, %) of G’ and a collection {Z, :
u € V(T)} where each &, is a docset superprofile of R, in G’ (of size polynomial in |V (G)|). By Lemma 76,
and Lemma 77, both the tree-decomposition and the superprofiles extend to G. O

7 Discussion

In this paper, we initiated the study of integer programs (IPs) on constraint matrices that simultaneously
have bounded subdeterminants and are nearly totally unimodular (TU), in the sense that they become
TU after the deletion of a constant number of rows and columns. In view of the state of the art [AWZ17,
FJWY22, NSZ22, NNSZ23], and also in view of the matroid minors project [GGW14, GGW15], this is a
natural case of the conjecture that bounding all subdeterminants suffices to guarantee that an IP can be
solved in polynomial time.

We reduced to the case in which the linear constraints are Ax=b, Wx=d, ¢ < x < u, where AisaTU
matrix and W is an integer matrix with a constant number of rows, see (IP;). The combinatorial structure
of A, more specifically the collection of circuits of A, plays a crucial role in our analysis. We showed that
bounding the subdeterminants of the original constraint matrix translates to bounding the weight of
every circuit of A with respect to any row of W. Moreover, we proved that some optimal solution z of
the IP can be reached from some integer point z, that can be efficiently found through solving the LP
relaxation, by adding (or augmenting on) a bounded number of circuits of A.

We proved that we can reduce in a black-box fashion to the case where A almost 3-connected. Fur-
thermore, we proved that an optimal augmentation can be found efficiently in the cographic case, that
is, when the circuits of A correspond to the minimal cuts of a graph. This leaves open the question of
efficiently finding an optimal augmentation in case A is a general TU matrix.

By Seymour’s decomposition of regular matroids [Sey80a], if A is 4-connected then there exists a
graph G such that the circuits of A correspond either to the circuits of G (graphic case), or to the minimal
cuts of G (cographic case). Since we solved the cographic case in the present paper, the graphic case
seems to be the second and last main case to consider. We have preliminary observations concerning
this.

First, we expect that, in the graphic case, G admits a tree-decomposition similar to that of Theo-
rem 52, replacing rooted K> ; minors with the dual class of obstructions. In view of this, the case where
G can be embedded in a fixed surface X seems once again particularly interesting. If X is orientable,
then we can reduce the problem to the cographic case, via taking the dual of the directed graph G. If X
is non-orientable, then the dual of G is no longer a directed graph, but rather a bidirected graph. Thus,
we are naturally led to consider the case where A= [B 1] and B is the transpose of a binet matrix. In
fact, the “right” case to consider next toward the totally A-modular IP conjecture after the cographic case
might be “nearly binet or transposed binet” case. We remark that for the corresponding instances, large
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vortices are unavoidable in near-embeddings and have to be dealt with in the optimization phase. To
achieve this, the ideas of [FJWY22] should be very useful.

Second, we leave open the task of handling 3-separations of A. Achieving this in a similar way as
we dealt with 2-separation seems challenging. (The fact that 3-sums are much more difficult to han-
dle than 1- and 2-sums is a recurring theme in recent work using Seymour’s decomposition, see for in-
stance [AF22, AWZ17].) Despite our efforts, we are not aware of any family of gadgets that could be used
to reduce the problem in a black-box fashion to the case where the 3-separations of A are “under con-
trol”. Instead, we suggest to view 3-separations of A as small order separations of [ { | and develop more
systematic ways to handle small order separations in [ /], if possible extending also the decomposition
technique we developed for graphs forbidding a rooted K3, ;-minor.

Third, we observe that the graphic case of our problem contains instances of (the optimization ver-
sion of) the famous red-blue matching problem (also known as the exact matching problem): given a
bipartite graph G whose edges are colored either red or blue, a positive integer k, and integer profits on
the edges of G, find a maximum profit perfect matching of G containing exactly k red edges. The resulting
IPreads max{p'x: Ax=1,0<x<1, Y, eqx(e) = k, x€ ZF(©@} where A {0,1}V@*E@ s the incidence
matrix of G. Bounding the subdeterminants of the constraint matrix of this IP by A (in absolute value)
entails asking that every single augmentation changes the number of red edges in a (perfect) matching
by at most A. (More precisely, the constraint matrix of the IP has all its subdeterminants bounded by A
if and only if the weight of every circuit in G augmented with an extra vertex vy adjacent to all vertices
through a zero-weight edge is at most A. Rewriting the IP in inequality form allows to get rid of vy, and
consider a less restricted set of instances.) There is a randomized polynomial-time algorithm to check
whether the IP is feasible, even without assuming that the subdeterminants are bounded, see [MVV87].
We believe that there is a deterministic polynomial time algorithm to solve the above IP to optimality,
provided that the subdeterminants are bounded.
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A Proofof Theorem 8

We provide a proof of the following remark from [BKMMO08].

Theorem 8. There is a function fg: Z>y x Z>9 — Z=2, such that the following holds. Let (G,R) be a 3-
connected rooted graph without a rooted K, ;-minor, embedded in a surface of Euler genus g with face-
width at least fs(g, t). Then G has a collection of at most fg(g, t) facial cycles covering all the roots.

A.1 Finding alarge Mobius wall

In non-orientable graphs, it will be helpful for us to find large twisted grids. Assuming large face-width,
we follow the arguments by Reed [Ree99] (for a shorter proof, see Kawarabayashi and Reed [KR10]).

Given an integer h = 2, the elementary wall of height h is the graph obtained from the 2/ x h grid with
vertex set [2h] x [h] by removing all edges with endpoints (2 —1,2j —1) and (2i —1,2j) for all i € [h] and
j € [Lh/2]], all edges with endpoints (2i,2j) and (2i,2j+1) forall i € [h] and j € [[(h—1)/2]]. Note that
unlike some definitions in the literature, we do not delete the two vertices of degree one in the resulting
graph. For integers k, h = 0with 1 < k < h/2, the k-th outermost cycle in the elementary wall of height h is
the only cycle contained in the subgraph induced by the set {2k—1,2k, h—2k+1,h—2k+2} x {k, h—k+1}.
A subdivision of an elementary wall of height £ is called a wall of height h. The notion of k-th outermost
cycle naturally generalizes from elementary walls to general walls.

For an even integer h = 2, the elementary Mobius wall of height h is obtained from the elementary
wall of height h by adding an edge with endpoints (2i —1,1) and (2k —2i + 1, h) for each i € [h]. For an
integer k with 1 < k < h/2, the k-th outermost cycle in the elementary Mobius wall of height £ is the only
cycle contained in the subgraph induced by {2k — 1,2k,2h — 2k + 1,2h — 2k + 2} x [h]. A cycle of length
six in an elementary Mobius wall is called a brick. A subdivision of an elementary Mobius wall of height
h is a Mébius wall of height h. The notion of k-th outermost cycle and a brick naturally generalizes
from elementary Mobius walls to general Mobius walls. An Escher wall is a non-bipartitie M6bius wall
in which every brick has even length.

Theorem 79 (Reed [Ree99, Thm. 1]). There is a computable function t;9 : ZZEO — Zxq such that for all
integers k, h = 0, if G is a graph with neither k vertex disjoint odd cycles nor an Escher wall of height h then
there is an odd cycle cover X of G with | X| < t79(k, h).

We call a Mobius wall flat, if every facial cycle of the wall corresponds to a contractible curve in the
surface.

Corollary 80. Let h = 1. Let G be a graph embedded in the projective plane with face-width at least
t79(2,h) + 1. Then G contains a flat Mébius wall of height h.

Proof. For a graph G embedded in the projective plane, we have a signature 1 : E(G) — {—1,1}, such
that a cycle C is one-sided if and only if [T,ec A(e) = —1. We produce an auxiliary graph G’ by replacing
every edge e € E with A(e) = 1 by a (once) subdivided edge e;, e; with A(e;) = A(e2) = 1. Observe that
fw(G) = fw(G'), G’ is embedded in the projective plane, and a cycle of G’ is one-sided if and only if it is
odd.

Since G’ is embedded in the projective plane, it has no two vertex-disjoint one-sided (odd) cycles.
Assume that we find X € G’ with |X| < #79(2, h) such that G” := G’ — X is bipartite. Since G” does not
contain a one-sided cycle, it is planar. This contradicts that fw(G') = t79(2, h) + 1.

By Theorem 79, G’ contains an Escher wall of height /. Clearly, this implies that G contains a Mébius
wall of height h. In addition, this Mdbius wall is flat, since the Mdbius wall has a unique embedding in
the projective plane if the facewidth is sufficiently large [Moh95]. O
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A.2 Planarization

Let G’ be a graph embedded in a disjoint union of surfaces ¥’. We define two operations which transform
G’ and X' into a graph G embedded in a disjoint union of surfaces X: adding a crosscap and adding a
handle.

For an even-length facial cycle C' = x| ---x; x{"--- x}x] in G', we add a crosscap at C by deleting in ¥’
the face bounded by C’ and identifying the two arcs between x| and x{ in the loop UE(C’) so that for
each i € {1,..., k}, the vertices x} an x} are identifed into a new vertex x;, and the cycle C’ turns into a
cycle C = xj -+ xgx;. The resulting union of disjoint surfaces ¥ has the same components as ¥’ except
that the component of ¥’ containing the cycle C’ is replaced by a surface with Euler genus greater by one.

For two facial cycles of the same length C' = x| ---x;.x] and C" = x{---x{x] in G, we add a handle
between C’ and C” by deleting the faces bounded by C’ and C” in X' and identifying the loops JE(C")
and UE(C") so that for each i € {1,..., k}, the vertices x;. and x;.’ are identified into a new vertex x;, and
the cycles C’' and C” are identified into a cycle C = x; --- x;x1. This operation is called adding a handle.
The resulting sum of disjoint surfaces X has the same components as ¥’ except that the one or two com-
ponents of ¥’ containing C’ and C” are replaced by the component ¢ of £ containing C. If C' and C”
are contained in one component Z/C’,C” of X', then the Euler genus of X is the Euler genus of Z’C,) o Plus
two, and if C’ and C" are contained in distinct components Z’C, and X/, then the Euler genus of X is the
sum of the Euler genera of £/, and X,

The operation inverse to adding a crosscap or a handle is cutting along a cycle. Let G be a graph
embedded in a disjoint union of surfaces Z, and let C = x; --- xx; be a cycle in G. Then, cutting X and
G along C yields a disjoint union of surfaces X' and a graph G’ embedded in it, where each x; will have
two copies x; and x; in G;. If C is one-sided, then there will exist a facial cycle C' = x| --- x} x} -+ X} x]
in G’ such that £ and G can be restored by adding a crosscap at C’ to G’ and X'. If C is two-sided, then
there will exist facial cycles C' = x| ---x; x] and C" = x{---x/x{ in G' such that X and G can be restored
by adding a handle between C' and C” to G’ and ¥’

A planarizing set of cycles is a set of disjoint cycles % in G such that cutting G and X along the cycles
from <€ yields a graph G’ embedded in a disjoint union of spheres X’. Note that we will obtain the same
G’ and X' regardless of the order in which we choose the cycles from € to cut along. Observe that if € is
an inclusion-minimal planarizing set of cycles, then X’ has only one component, and thus is a sphere. If
¢’ denotes the set of cycles in G’ corresponding to the cycles from € in G, then the tuple (€¢,G,X',€¢")
is a planarization of G and X.

For a graph G embedded in a disjoint union of surfaces Z, a facial cycle C and an integer d = 1, a
depth-d nest around C is a sequence of disjoint cycles 2 = (Dy,...,Dy4) in G such that Dy = C, and for
each i € {1,...,d}, the loop UE(D;) is the boundary of a closed disk A; in X which contains the cycles
Dy,...,Di_1. Acycle C' in G is outside the nest 2 if C' is disjoint from the disk A;. Two depth-d nests
9' = (D! ,...,D;) and 2" = (D(’)’,...,Dg) around some facial cycles are disjoint if V(D;. n D;.) =gfori,je
{1,...,d}.

Theorem 81 (Yu [Yu97, Thm. 4.3]). Let g,d =1 be integers. Let Z be a surface with Euler genus g, and
let G be a graph embedded in X with face-width at least wg,(g,d) = 8(2d +1)(28 —1). Then there exists
a planarization (€,G',Z',€") of G and a depth-d nest 2(C') in G' around each C' € €’ such that for any
C',C" €€, the nests2(C') and 2(C") are disjoint and C' is outside 2(C") or C" is outside 2 (C').

A holed surface is a topological space II which can be obtained from a surface X by deleting the
interiors of disjoint open disks Ay,...,A; € 2. The boundaries of the disks Ay,...,A, are the cuffs of II.
Note that the cuffs may intersect. The union of the cuffs is the boundary of I1.

For a cycle C in a graph G embedded in a surface X and an integer r = 1, the r-th neighborhood of C
is a subspace N, (C) < X which is the topological closure of all points at distance at most r from C in X.
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Let G be a graph embedded in a surface X with a sufficiently large face-width. Let r = 1 be an integer,
and let (¢,G', %', ") be a planarization of G obtained by applying Theorem 81 with d = 2r + 1. Then, the
r-th neighborhood of each cycle from %" in X' is a holed sphere, and these neighborhoods are pairwise
disjoint. The r-th neighborhood of a cycle C € € in X is a holed projective plane if C is one-sided or a
holed sphere if C is two-sided.

Lemma 82. Let g =1 be an integer. Letr = t79(2,6) + 1, let d = 2r + 1, and let wg,(g) = max{wsg; (g, d), r}

Let X be a surface with Euler genus g, and let G be a graph embedded in X with face-width at least w. Then

there exist k < 3g and pairs of holed spheres (I, I1}) in X fori € {1,..., k} such that each 11, is contained in
. . // / // . . . . .

the interior of 117, every cuff of I1; or I1; coincides with a non-contractible cycle in G and every vertex of G

is contained in the interior of someIT;.

Proof. Let (€¢,G',X',%6") be a planarization of G obtained by applying Theorem 81 to g, d, £, and G, and
let 2(C’) be the corresponding nests around the cycles C’' € €’ in G’ (note that all except the first cycle
Dy = C' in 2(C")) are contained in G and disjoint from the cycles in €. We assume that ¥’ is a sphere,
and thus, [€] < g.

For an integer s = 0, and a cycle C € €, let N;(C) denote the set of all points of Z at distance at most
s from C'. Thus, for any s with 0 < s < r, if C is one-sided, then N;(C) is a holed projective plane, and
if C is two-sided, then N(C) is a holed sphere. Furthermore, N;(C;) and N;(C») are disjoint for distinct
C;,Cr € 6.

For each two-sided C € €, we define a pair of holed spheres (I1'(C),I1"(C)), where IT'(C) is the topo-
logical closure of the component of 2\ U¢,e4\(c; Nr(C1) containing N, (C) and IT"(C) is the topological
closure of the component of X\ Uc,c4\(c; Nr-1(C1) containing N, (C).

For each one-sided C € €, we will define three pairs (H’l. ©, H;.’(C)) for i € {1,...,3}. Together with the
pairs (IT'(C), I (C)) for two-sided cycles C € €, we will have up to 3g pairs satisfying the lemma.

First, for each one-sided C € 6 we will find an Escher wall W (C) of height 8 inside the holed projective
plane N, (C). We achieve this as follows. Let H(C) denote the subgraph of G consisting of the vertices and
the edges contained in N, (C), and let Z(C) denote the projective plane obtained by capping the cuffs of
N;(C). Towards a contradiction, suppose that the face-width of H(C) in Z(C) is less than r. Then, there
is a noncontractible noose o in ~(C) which intersects H(C) in fewer than r vertices. The noose o has to
intersect C, and since the distance of C from the boundary of N, (C) is r, the noose o0 must be contained
in the interior of N, (C), and thus is a non-contractible noose in X which intersects G in fewer than r
vertices. This is a contradiction since the face-width of C is at least w, which is greater than or equal to
r. Therefore, the face-width of C is at least r, and by Corollary 80, there exists a height-eight Escher wall
W(C) in N, (C).

For each one-sided C € ¢, we cover the height-eight Escher wall W (C) with two (planar) walls W; (C)
and W>(C) of height eight, so that their intersection is the disjoint union of two 2 x 8 walls. For i € {1,2}
and j € {1,2}, let DEJ )(C) denote respectively the j-th outermost cycle of W;(C), and let Wl.(] )(C) denote
the height-(10 - 2 j)subwall of W;(C) bounded by Di.] ) (C). Similarly, for each j € 11,...,4}, D;J ) (C) denote
the j-th outermost cycle of the Escher wall W(C).

For each i € {1,2}, we define a holed sphere H’I.(C) as the topological closure of the component of

S\UE (DE.Z) (C)) UUg,e\ic) Nr(C1)) containing the interior of Wl.(Z) (C), and a holed sphere I/ (C) as the
topological closure of the component of Z\ (U E(Dﬁ.l) (C)UlUc,es\ic; Nr-1(C1)) containing the interior of
Wl.“) (C) = W;(C). Finally, let IT; (C) denote the topological closure of the component of X\ (UE (D?) cHu
Uc,e%\ic; Nr(C1)) which contains Dél) (0), and let Hg (C) denote the topological closure of the component
of 2\ (UE(DSY(C)) UUg,e\(c; Nr-1(C1)) which contains D" (C). The resulting pairs (I, I") satisfy the
lemma. O
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A.3 Obtaining a planar minor

Lemma 83. Let G be a 3-connected graph embedded in a surface T with face-width at least 3. Let 1" and
11" be holed spheres in X such that 1 is contained in the interior of 11", and every cuff of ' or 11" coincides
with a non-contractible cycle in G. Then there exists a 3-connected plane minor G' of G which contains
the subgraph of G consisting of the edges and vertices inI1'.

Proof. Let G" denote the part of G embedded in IT". Let G’ be the graph obtained from G” by contracting
the edge set of every component of G” — (V(G") nI1') which intersects the boundary of IT”. It remains to
show that G” is 3-connected.

Suppose that G’ admits a 2-cut-set {vy, v»}. If all contracted vertices are in the same component of
G — {v1, 12}, then {vy, 12} is a 2-cut-set in G. Otherwise, there is a non-planarity on either side of the
separation, implying that there is a non-contractible noose in G which intersects G in only two vertices,
and is homotopic with a cuff of IT’, and thus non-contractible. This contradicts the assumption that the
face-width is at least three. O

Theorem 7. [Theorem 1.2 of [BMO02]] There is a function f; : Z>1 — Z>1 such that the following holds. Let
G be a 3-connected, planar graph and let R < V(G) be a set of roots. Assume that (G, R) does not have a
rooted K3 ;-minor. Then G has a collection of at most f7(t) facial cycles such that each root is contained in
at least one of these cycles.

Proof of Theorem 8. Let f(g,t) = max{3g- f7(¢), ws2(g)}. We apply Lemma 82 to G and obtain an integer
1 < k < 3g, and a collection of pairs of holed spheres (IT}, IT) in Z. By Lemma 83 applied to the pairs
(IT, IT7), there exists a collection of at most 3g 3-connected plane minors of G such that every x € V(G)
is incident with the same set of faces in G as in one of these faces. By Theorem 7, in each of these plane
graphs we can find a set of at most f7(¢) facial cycles which cover any terminals from R contained in the
interior of the corresponding I1". Hence, all terminals from R can be covered with at most 3g - f;(¢) facial
cycles, as claimed. O
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