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1 | MOTIVATION

Guillermo Rela?t

Pablo Romero®”

| Franco

There is a vast literature focused on network reliability eval-
uation. In the last decades, reliability optimization has been
also addressed. Frank Boesch in 1986 introduced the con-
cept of uniformly most reliable graph (UMRG). Later, Boesch
et al. presented the first UMRGSs and conjectured that some
special subdivisions of the bipartite complete graph K3 3, as
well as the bipartite complete graph Ky 4, are UMRGs. Wang
proved that the first conjecture is true. Wendy Myrvold con-
firmed that K44 is also UMRG, by means of computational
tests. However, thus far, there is no mathematical proof in
the literature. A trivial cut is an edge-set that includes all the
incident edges of a fixed node. In this article we describe a
methodology to determine UMRGs based on bounding the
number of trivial cuts. As a proof-of-concept it is proved that
both K3 3 and Ky 4 are UMRGs.

KEYWORDS
Graph Theory, Network Reliability, Uniformly Most Reliable Graphs.

Frank Boesch, in a seminal work [2], introduced the concept of uniformly most reliable graph, or UMRG for short. He
posed several conjectures, most of them are still awaiting for a resolution [14]. The interested reader can find a prac-
tical discussion in the recent survey [4]. In a foundational work, Boesch et al. provided the first nontrivial UMRGs [3].
The authors claimed without proof that the bipartite complete graph K4 4 is UMRG. Wendy Myrvold [11] using a com-
putational analysis found a list of all the UMRGs with 8 nodes or fewer. The list included the graph K4 4. Nevertheless,
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the author included a computer-assisted proof.

This article is organized in the following manner. Section [2] presents the concept of UMRG as well as graph-
theoretic terminology. Section [3] presents some relevant results in the field. The main contributions are given in
Sections[]and[al Section[l provides a novel methodology to count trivial cuts. As a proof-of-concept, we prove that
the graphs K3 3 and K4 4 are UMRGs in Section[5] Section[@ presents concluding remarks and trends for future work.

2 | DEFINITIONS AND TERMINOLOGY

Throughout the document, all graphs are assumed to be simple. Consider a graph G = (V, E) whose nodes do not fail
but its edges fail independently with identical probability p. The all-terminal reliability Rs (p) is the probability that
the resulting random graph remains connected. For convenience, we work with the unreliability Ug(p) = 1 - Rg (p)-
Following the terminology from [8], we denote n = |V| = |G| and m = |E| = ||G|| the respective order and size of
the graph G. A cutset is an edge-set C C E such that the resulting graph G — C is not connected. Denote my (G) the

number of all the cutsets with cardinality k. By the sum-rule, the unreliability polynomial can be expressed as follows:

Us(p) = ), me(G)pk (1-p) . (1)
k=0

An (n, m)-graph is a graph on n nodes and m edges. Observe that, for each pair of positive integers n and m such
that n— 1 < m < (), the collection of all (n, m)-graphs is finite. Therefore, if we consider a fixed p € [0, 1] then
there exists at at least one graph G that achieves the minimum unreliability, i.e., Ug (p) < Uy (p) for all (n, m)-graph
H. Further, if the previous condition holds for all p € [0, 1] and all (n, m)-graphs H, then G is a UMRG.

The following graph-theoretic terminology will be considered. The edge connectivity A(G) is the smallest A such
that m, > 0. A trivial cut is a cutset that includes all the incident edges of a fixed node. The degree d, of a node v in
V is the number of edges that are incident to v. A graph is regular if all its nodes have identical degrees. The minimum
degree of a graph G is denoted by 6(G). A graph is super-A, or superconnected, if it is A-regular and further, it has
only trivial cutsets: m) = n. In a connected graph G, a bridge is a single edge uv such that G — uv is not connected.
A cut-point is a node v such that G — {v} has more connected components than G. A graph G with more than two
nodes is biconnected if it is connected and it has no cut-points. A tree is an acyclic connected graph and the number of
spanning trees of G is its tree-number, denoted by ¢t(G). A matching is a set of nonadjacent edges. A perfect matching
is a matching that is incident to all the nodes of a graph. The n-cycle and the n-complete graphs are denoted C, and
K,, respectively. The graphs C; and C, are called the triangle and the square respectively. The girth of a graph G is
denoted by g(G), and it is the number of vertices in the smallest cycle belonging to G. In the bipartite complete graph
Kny.n, the node-set V is partitioned into two parts A and B such that |A| = ny, |B| = ny, and the edge-set is precisely
Ax B. A multipartite complete graph K, ..., is defined analogously, where the node-set is V is partitioned into r parts
Vi, ..., V; such that all the nodes belonging to V; is joined to all the nodes belonging to V;, for all the pairs / and j such
thatj # /.
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3 | RELATED WORK

If k is an integer such that k € {0,...,m}, then an (n, m)-graph G is min-my if my (G) < m¢(H) for all the (n, m)-
graphs H. Furthermore, G is stronger than H if my(G) < my (H) forall k € {0,...,m}. A graph G is the strongest in
its class if it is stronger than all the graphs in its class. From Expression (), a strongest graph is UMRG. This sufficient
criterion for a graph to become UMRG is widely adopted in the literature. Necessary conditions are available as well:

Proposition 1 ([5]) Consider two graphs G and H on n vertices and m edges. Then, the following assertions hold.

(i) If there exists k € {0,...,m} such that m;(H) = m;(G) forall i < k but mi (H) < m(G), then there exists pg > 0
such that Uy (p) < Ug(p) forall p € (0, po).

(ii) If there exists k € {0,...,m} such that m;(H) = m;(G) forall i > k but mi (H) < my(G), then there exists p; < 1
such that Uy (p) < Ug(p) forall p € (p1,1).

Harary [9] constructed graphs that achieve the maximum edge connectivity A = |2m/n| among the class of all
(n, m)-graphs. By definition, m; (G) = 0 for all i < A. Then, by Proposition[] if G is UMRG then the number of cutsets
m,(G) must be minimum among the class of all (n, m)-graphs. On the other hand, m;(G) = (7) foralli > m-n+1,
since trees are minimally connected with m = n — 1 edges. The number of spanning subgraphs with m — n + 1 edges
is precisely the tree-number ¢(G), s0 mp—ns1(G) = (,,/7,4) — t(G). By Proposition[d] the maximization of the tree-
number is a necessary condition for a graph to become UMRG in its class. Prior observations directly link this network
design problem with distinguished graph invariants:

Corollary 1 (Necessary Criterion) If G is a UMRG then it must have the maximum tree-number t(G), the maximum edge
connectivity A(G), and the minimum number of cutsets m, (G), among all the (n, m)-graphs.

For convenience we say thatan (n, m)-graph G is t-optimalif t(G) > t(H) for every (n, m) graph G. Briefly, Corollary[d]
asserts that any UMRG must be t-optimal and max-A min-m.

The following theorems will be useful for our purpose:

Theorem 1 (|7]) All regular complete multipartite graphs are t-optimal.
Theorem 2 ([16]) If H is any (n, m)-graph with m > n, then there exists some stronger (n, m)-graph G that is biconnected.

A graph constellation with an updated set of the UMRGs found thus far is presented in Figure[dl The graphical
representation has the corresponding graph for every pair (n, m) of nodes and edges, whenever a UMRG exists. The
pairs where UMRGs do not exist are marked with red circles [5,[12].

The family of sparse (n, n—i) graphs are straight lines with unit slope. The reader can find trees, n-cycles, balanced
6-graphs, and some specific subdivisions of Ky, see [3]. The green squares represent dense graphs. Observe that 3-
regular graphs can be found in the straight line with slope 3/2. These graphs include Ky, Wagner [15], Petersen [13]
and VYutsis [6]. Ath and Sobel [1] conjectured that special subdivisions of Wagner, Petersen, Yutsis, Heawood and
Cantor-Mobius are UMRG:s. It is still an open problem to determine even if Heawood and Cantor-Mobius are UMRGs.

Thus far, the only 4-regular graphs include Ks, C3 U Cs, and K4 4 (see Theorem[3).
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4 | BOUNDING TRIVIAL CUTS

We give two upper-bounds for the coefficients my (G) using trivial cuts. These bounds combine the inclusion-exclusion

principle with elementary counting. Consider the following terminology:

e Forany node-set A c VG, we denote [A] the subgraph induced by A in G.

e Thecutinduced by theset AisdA={uv e EG:u € A v ¢A}.

e Foranyset A, we denote AK) = {S c A:|S|=k}.

e The node-set composed by all nodes with degree i is V;(G) = {v e VG :d, =i}.

e For any fixed node v, dv denotes the set of all edges incident to v, thatis, dv = d{v} = {uv:uv € E(G)}.

e Forany edge e = uv, de denotes the set of edges incident to e, that is, de = d{u,v} = duadv.

e Let M¥(G) be the family of k-cutsets, M¥(G) = {S € (EG)®) : G — S disconnected}.

o Clearly, m¢ (G) = |M*(G)|.

e When the context is clear, we write V; and M instead of V;(G) and M* (G), respectively.

e If His aconnected subgraph of G, M,’f/ (G) denotes all the k-cutsets containing dH = dV H but no edge belonging
to H,i.e. MK (G) = {S € M¥(G) : 0H ¢ S C EG\ EH}.

e If H has only one vertex v we write Mf(G).

e Similarly, if H has only two vertices v and w we will write M£,, (G).

e Foreachk € {1,...,m}and i < k define the function g, as
o _ (Gl =i
gk(/)—( c—i |

Lemma 1 If Gis agraph and Ais a subset of of VG then

|0Al = )" dy - 2||[A]l.
veEA
Furthermore, if G is 4-regular with girth g and S is a k-cutset such that dA c S and that |A| < g, then |A| < (k —2)/2. If
|A| = g then k > 2g.

Proof The first part of the statement follows from the handshaking lemma and the fact that each edge in [A] counts
twice. Now, if G is 4-regular then [0A| = 4]|A| — 2||[A]]]. If |A| < g then ||A]| < |A| = 1,50 |0A| > 4|A| -—2(]A|-1)
and |A| < (|0A| —2)/2. Since A c S, then |0A| < k and the result follows. The proof for the case where |A| = g is

analogous.
Lemma 2 The function g (i) is decreasing, i.e., g¢ (i) < g¢ (i — 1) whenever i < k.

Proof Recall that the identity (7) = 2 (’]_"11) holds for any pair of positive integers n and i. Then:

i

ki1 )T ka1 &)

. Gl =i+ 1\ G —i+1
-1 = -
ge(i=1) ( K—i+1

Proposition 2 Consider a graph G = (V, E).



E. Canale et al.

Ifv e VGanduv € EG, then dv € M% and duv € M%*% =1, Furthermore,

IGIl - dy K Gl —dy—dy +1
Mk = = ge(dy), d MK |=
My (k_dv gk(dy), and [Mg, k—dy—dy +2

e Given asubset S of VG,

AL

veS

=gi (dy +--+dy — [ [S]I)  whereS={vi.....v;}.

In particular, if u,v € VG then

(dy + d uv ¢ E,
IM/fﬁM‘{(l: Bk dy V)
gk(dy+d,—1) uveE.

()

()

4

Proof The set Mf includes precisely d, edges incident to the fixed node v and k — d, additional edges. There are

g« (d,) ways to choose those edges, and the first equality for |M§| follows. The set M[fv includes precisely d, + d, — 1

edges incident to the fixed edge uv and k — d, — d, + 2 additional edges since uv cannot be chosen, thus proving

Expression (2). Expression (@) is proved analogously, and (4) is a particular case of (3).

For each graph G = (V, E) and each subset A of V G, we define the functions g, (A) and g_k(A) as follows,

(A =D g(d) = D gldy+dy— [[H{u, v} + -+ (1) ng(ZdV—IIlSJII)+

VEA {u,v}eA2) ScAl) veS

gN = gld)— S g(dirdy =T 4k (1) ng(Zdv—(‘”%w“H%

VEA (u,v}eA(z) SeAl) veS
Observe that ||[{u,v}]|| equals 1 if and only if uv is an edge and 0 otherwise.
Lemma 3 For any subset A c VG and any integer k such that k € {0,...,EG}:

Ums

vEA

vEA u,veEAu#v {uv.w}eAB®)

and the second summation is

t= > IMEamEl= D alditd -+ Y gl(dy+d).

{u,v}eA?) uveE[A] {u,v}eA@)\E[A]
Proof Combine the Inclusion-Exclusion principle with (3) and the definition of g,.
We are in position to prove some useful inequalities.

Lemma4 Let G = (V,E) beagraph. If A c VG then m((G) > g, (A).

=Y IMEL = T IMEa Mg+ Y IMEAMEAME - = B (A).

(6)
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Proof It is clear that m¢ (G) = |[M¥(G)|. Additionally, by definition, U,c.oM¥ (G) € M*(G), and consequently, | U,c4
ME(G)| < mg(G). Now, the result follows from Expression ().

Lemma5 Let G = (V,E) beagraph. If A C VG then my(G) > g_k(A).

Proof Combining Expression [3) with the inclusion £[S] € §(? for any subset S of A, we get that

< gk(dys - 15@)), 7)

AL

veS

gk(dv,s) <

where d, s = 3,5 dv. Then g, (A) > gi (A), and the statement follows by Lemmal[d]
The following assertion constructs sharper bounds for the number of edge-cuts m (G) of a graph G.

Lemma 6 Let G = (V. E) be a graph. Consider A C VGand t = 3, 42 Mk n MEK|. Let us sort the |A®?) | numbers
{gk(dy +d, = 1)} (uv}eA®D increasingly and let t’ be its global sum. Among all those numbers consider the list all of the
greatest h = |A(?) | - % Yivea dy of them, and replace those terms belonging to t’ by g, (d, + d,) to obtain a new quantity
t”. Then m (G) > ge(A) +t' —t" > gr (A).

Proof Since [|[A]ll < 3 Z,cady, then [AD \ E[A]| > h = |[AD| - ] 3,4 dy. Therefore, there are at least # non
adjacent vertices in A and ¢ has at least A terms of the form g (d, + d,). Keeping the h greatest ones, we get that
t’ > t” > t. Finally, since g, (A) — gk (A) > —t +t' > —t” + ¢/, then by Lemma[d] we conclude that m, (G) > g, (A) >
B(A) +—t" > g (A). -

In order to sort the numbers gi (d, + d, — 1) we can alternatively sort the numbers (d, + d,), since by Lemmal[2]the
function gy is decreasing.

5 | THEBIPARTITE GRAPHS K33 AND K44 ARE UMRGS

As a proof-of-concept we show that both K3 3 and K4 4 are UMRGs. We consider essentially the bounding methodol-
ogy that combines Lemmas[4Hé from Sectiond] The proof that K3 5 is UMRG is elementary.

Proposition 3 The graph K3 3 is UMRG in the class of (6,9)-graphs.

Proof Since K33 has superconnectivity 3 we know that my (K3 3) = 0 when k € {0,1,2}. Itis clear that all the (6,9)-
graphs G satisfy that my (G) = (i) whenever k > 5. Furthermore, by Theorem[Ilthe graph K3 3 is t-optimal, hence my
also attains its minimum in the graph K3 3.

Then, it is sufficient to prove that ms is also minimized in K33. Let G be any (6,9)-graph. If G is regular, then
it has six trivial 3-edge-cuts, and m3(G) > 6 = m3(K33). Otherwise, G is nonregular. Since m = 9, we get that
g3(2) = (g:g) = 7. By Theorem[2l we can assume, without loss of generality, that d, > 2 forall v € VG. Since G is
nonregular and its average degree equals 3, by the handshaking lemma G must have some vertex v such that d, = 2.

Let us apply Lemma[Glusing A = {v}. Then,

7

m(©) > gs(4) = (o) = s = 53] =]

3.9 )=7>m3(/<3,3)-

We conclude that my (K3 3) < m¢(G) forall Gin (6,9) andall k € {0,...,9}. Inparticular, K3 3 is UMRG, as we wanted

to prove.
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We will prove that K44 is the strongest in its class; in particular, K4 4 is UMRG. Our proof strategy can be sum-
marized in three steps. First, it is straightforward to prove that K44 is min-my for all k except for k € {6,7,8}; see
Lemmal[Zl Subsequent analysis considers k € {6,7,8} separately. Then, we use the fact that K44 is triangle-free to
prove that it is the most reliable among all the 4-regular (8, 16)-graphs. Finally, the comparison with nonregular graphs
considers repeated application of Lemmas[&land[@as well as special classifications of degree-sequences.

Lemma 7 The graph Ky 4 is min-my, for all k € {0,...,5} U {9}

Proof Since K44 is a regular complete bipartite graph, Theorem [l asserts that K4 4 is t-optimal, hence it is min-m.
Furthermore, Ky 4 has superconnectivity 4, and consequently, Ky 4 is min-m, for all kK € {0,...,4}. Finally, observe
that by Equation (@), for any graph H it holds that

MZ(H) N M3 (H) =2 ifv#wwithd, +d,, > 7. (8)
Let H be a 4-regular (8, 16)-graph. If we set A = V (H) then by Lemmal[4]
ms(H) 2 g5(A) = 8gs(4) = 96.

Since Ky 4 has girth 4, by Lemmal[dl it has only trivial 5-cuts, i.e. M> c U, M;. Thus ms(Ks4) = |Ms| < |U, M} | =
>, IM2| = 8gs5(4) = 96, and ms(Ks4) < ms(H), for any 4-regular H.

If H is not 4-regular, by Theorem[2lwe can assume that §(H) € {2,3}. If §(H) = 2 and d, = 2 then by Lemmal[G]
setting A = {v} we have ms > g5(A) = g5(2) = 364 > 96. If §(H) = 3 then we subdivide the discussion into
two disjoint and exhaustive casesjf there are at least two nodes v and w with degree 3 then by Lemmal[Gl setting
A = {v,w} we have that ms > gs(A) = 2g5(3) —gs(3+3—-1) = 155 > 96. Otherwise, there is precisely one node v with
minimum degree 3. By the hanghaking lemma, the graph H must have six nodes with degree 4 and one with degree 5,
hence if dy, = d, =4 and A = {u,v,w}, by Lemma[land () we get that ms(H) > g5(A) = gs5(3) + 2g5(4) = 102 > 96.

In the following sections we will compare Ky 4 versus regular and nonregular graphs in its class (8, 16), respectively.

5.1 | Regular Graphs

In this section we find lower bounds on the coefficient m, for any regular (8, 16)-graph. The bounds are precisely
my (Ka4). The key is Mantel theorem [10], which asserts that the maximum size of an n-vertex triangle-free graph G
is | n2/4], and the bound is attained if and only if G = Kln/2),[n/21-

Lemma 8 If G is a regular (8, 16)-graph, then
o me(G) >8("%%) +16 = 544.
o m(G) =8("5% ~16+16('%) = 1888.

o ms(G) 285 () - 16| - 16016 - 7) + 16('57) +8(3) +30(0) ('57) + 5(G)/2

where s(G) is the number of squares of G, ©(G) = 1if and only if G has at least one triangle, or O otherwise. Furthermore,

the equalities hold if and only if G is a triangle-free graph.
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Proof Any disconnected graph of order n will have a connected component of at most [ n/2] vertices. If Gisa (8, 16)-
graph and S € M¥(G) then G\ S will have a connected component H of cardinality at most 4. Denote C’ (G) the set
of connected subgraphs of order j in G\ S. Then,

4
MK (G) = U U ME(G).

i=1 HeCi(G):|oH|<k

Let G be a 4-regular (8, 16)-graph. Consider some H € C/(G) with i <4 and 0H < 8. There are 4 possibilities:

e H e C'and|0H|is 4, for which there are precisely |G| possible H’s.

e H e C?and |dH| s 6, for which there are precisely ||G|| possible H’s.

e H e C3and |0H| is 8 or 6 depending on [H] being a 3-path or a triangle. In the former, there are precisely
(‘2‘) |G| = 6|G| possibilities, while in the latter the number of possibilities is a function of the number of triangles,
that is zero if and only if G = K4 4.

e HeC*and |dH|is 8, 60r4. If |0H| = 8 then H is either a square or a triangle with a pendant vertex. If |0H| is
6 or 4 then H is either a complete graph minus an edge or the complete graph, respectively.

0 i i k— Mk ko= ) k.
Therefore, we have the following inclusions, where M = U, .~ M}, and M7 = Yyecinor=i M

M 2> ME U MS, 9)

M’ 2 m]um], (10)
8 8 8 8 8 8

M® 2 MPUM; UM;e UMy UM (11)

These inclusions are equalities in triangle-free graphs. Let us consider the three cases separately:

e Notethat MS = {vU{e,f}:v eV, e f € E\dv},MS ={de:ec Eyand MENMS = MENME = MEN M = o,
for any pair of vertices u # v and edges e # f. The lower bound for mg then follows from the Expression (3).

o Notethat M/ = {ovUS :v € V.S € (E\ov)®}, M] = {9eU {f} : e € E.f ¢ de U {e}} and both
M] 0 M] = M§ N ME = @ for any pair of edges e # f, while [M] N M]| = 1if uv € E, or 0 otherwise. The lower
bound for m7 then follows from the Expression (10).

e The lower bound for mg follows from the Expression (11, and it is more involved. Clearly,

ME={ovUS:veVASe(E\ov)¥},
MZS:{deU{f,g}:eeE/\f,geE\de},

M§‘8= {0{u,v,w}:uv,vw e EAuw ¢ E},

Mig={0T U{ef}:[T]=Csne fgadT Al{e,f}NE[T]| <1},
Mig=1{0S: [S]=Cs}.

These sets are pairwise disjoint, so

8 8 8 8 8 8
IMZ| 2 IMP| + Mg | + [Mgg| + [Magl + [M, gl
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Let us bound each term on the right-hand side. For |Mf,g|* if S is a square then in a regular (8, 16)-graph the
complement of the square has four edges as well. That complement is either a square or a triangle with a pendant
edge. Further, if G is triangle-free then S¢ must be a square. So, for each pair of complement squares there is
only one set in M‘ig. If G has some triangle then each set in Mfyg corresponds to one or two squares; in both
cases the cardinality is at least s/2.

For M_fyé we just bound the cardinality by considering only one triangle T and for each edge g in T we choose
the edges e and f among those edges not in T U ET \ {g}. Since there are three ways to choose g, we have
3(‘5"“’7-%”\(3'}') = 3('%*2)) possible choices for the edges e and f.

The cardinality |M§8| corresponds to |G| choices for v and (‘2‘) choices for v and w among the neighbours of v.

Similarly, |M§| corresponds to ||G|| choices for vw and (“G“"“’Vzwu(vwﬂ)

choices for the edges edges e and f that
are not incident to v or w.

Finally, to bound |M18| note that dv U S = dv’ U &’ if and only if either vv' ¢ E with dv = S’ and v’ = S or
vv/ € Eand v U S = dvv’' U {e} withe € EG \ dvv’. There are |G| = (g) - 16 possible choices for vv’ ¢ E and

||G||(“G“"1|"W/‘) = 16(16 — 7) possible choices for vv’ € E and dv U S = dvv’ U {e}.

Proposition 4 Ky 4 is the stronger graph among all the regular (8, 16)-graphs. Furthermore, mg(Ks4) = 544, m7(Ks4) =
1888 and mg(Ky.4) = 4446.

Proof The first part of the statement follows combining Mantel Theorem with Lemmas[Zland Lemmal[8l To prove the

second part of the statement use Lemma[8lwith 7(Ks4) = 0 and c(Ky4) = (‘2‘)2.

5.2 | Nonregular Graphs

We will extensively use Lemmas[4] [5] and The following results consider the first A nodes sorted by increasing
degree. Let us call V#G to this set, i.e., if VG = {v1,....v,} with d}, < -+ < d,, then VG = {v1,v,,..., vy }. This
order is not unique, but the following proofs do not depend on the specific choice.

Lemma 9 Among the class of (8, 16)-graphs G the coefficients mg and m7 are minimized in Ky 4.

Proof Let G be an (8,16)-graph. If 6(G) = 2, by Lemma[5] with A = VG = {u}, i.e. d, = 2, we have my(G) >

gk (2) = my(Kaga) for k € {6,7}, see Table[T] Otherwise §(G) = 3 and we discuss according to |V3], i.e., the number

of nodes with degree 3 in G:

e If 3] = 3 then by LemmaBlwith A = V3G: m(G) = 3g¢(3) —3gc(3+3 1) = 825, 1980, for k € {6,7},
respectively, in both cases greater than the corresponding my (K4.4).

o If V5] = 2 then |V4]| > 4. Using Lemma[Blwith A = V3G, we have

me(G) =28, (3) +481(4) —gx(3+3-1)—6gc(B3+4—1) —3g,(4+4-1).

Then mg(G) > 753 > me(Ks.4) and m7(G) > 1972 > m7(Ks4).
o If |V3] = 1 then the degree-sequence is (3, 4,4, 4,4, 4,4, 5). We apply Lemma[Blwith A = V7 G, to obtain

M (G) > ge(3) + 66 (4) - 6gc(3+ 4-1) - (ew(ar 4-1).
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Then mg(G) = 676 > mg(Ka4) and m7(G) = 1960 > m7(Ka4).

TABLE 1 Values of g (/) and my (Ks4) for a (8,16)-graph Gand k = 6,7,8.

ke g2 gc(3) & gk (5)  gk(6)  mi(Kya)
6 3003 1001 364 66 11 1 544

7 5005 2002 715 220 55 10 1888
8 6435 3003 1287 495 165 45 4446

Lemma 10 Among the class of (8, 16)-graphs G the coefficient mg is minimized in K4 4, i.e. mg(G) > o = 4446 = mg(Ky4).

Proof Let G be an (8, 16)-graph. We split the proof into two parts according to the minimum degree of G. Let us
write g(x) instead of gg(x).

o If §(G) =2, we will consider three cases as a function of |V, (G)| and |V5(G)]|.
- If |V2(G)| = 2, by LemmaBlwith A = V2G,i.e. A= {u,v} c V»(G), we have,

mg(G) >2g(2) —g(2+2—1) = 2x 3003 — 1287 > a.

- If |Vo(G)| = 1 and |V3] > 2, thus by Lemma[d with A = V3G, we discuss according to the set £/ = E [A] of
edges of the subgraph induced by A = {u,v,w} withd, =2and d, = d,, = 3:

mg(G) 2 g(2) +2g(3)

-2g(2+3)-g(3+3)+g(2+3+3) E'=9,
-28(2+3)-g(3+3-1)+g(2+3+3-1) E'={vw},
-g(2+3-1)-g(2+3)-g(3+3)+g(2+3+3-1) E’ = {uv}or {uw},

v -g(2+3-1)-g(2+3)—-g(3+3-1)—-g(2+3+3-2) E’'={uv,vw}or {uw,vw}
-2g(2+3-1)—-g(3+3)+g(2+3+3-2) E' = {uv,uw},
-2g(4)-g(3+3-1)+g(2+3+3-3) E’ = {uv,uw,vw}.

which is greater than 4587 > a in the six cases.

- If [V,(G)| = 1and |V3| < 1 we consider all possible degree sequences, whichare: (2,3,4,4,4,4,4,7), (2,3,4,4,4,4,5,6),
(2,3,4,4,4,5,5,5), (2,4,4,4,4,4,4,6), (2,4,4,4,4,4,5,5), and apply Lemma[Blwith A = V°>G. For the first three
sequences with the prefix (2,3,4,4,4,...), we have

mg(G) > g(2)+g(3) +3g(4) —g(2+3-1)-3g(2+4-1) -3g(3+4-1)
-3g(4+4-1)+32(2+3+4)+3g(3+4+4)+g(4+4+4)
-3g(2+3+4+4-CH-g(3+4+4+4-C5)

—g(2+4+4+4—C§)+g(2+3+4+4+4) > 4595 > a.
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The terms in the second and last line are null, because the arguments of g are all greater than 8. Finally, for

the last two sequences with the prefix (2,4, 4,4,4, ...), we apply Lemmal[@lto the same A to obtain

mg(G) 2 g(2) +4g(4) —2g(2+4-1)-2g(2+4)-10g(4+4-1)

—4g(2+3x4—(;)) — 4505 > a,

where the null terms such as g(2 + 3 + 4) were not written.

e If 6§(G) = 3 we discuss according to |V3| and |V4|:

If |V5| > 5 then, using Lemma[Bwith A = V3G,
mg(G) > 5g(3) —10g(3+3-1)-5g(3+3+3+3-6) =4560 > a.
If |V3] =4and |V4] > 1, note that || [V3] || < 4 since G is biconnected. Using Lemma[with A = V3G,

mg(G) >4g(3) +g(4) —4g(3+3-1)-2g(3+3)-4g(3+4-1)
-8(3+3+3+3-4)-4g(3+3+3+4-6)=4676> a.

If [Va| = 4 and |V4| = O then the degree sequence is (3,3,3,3,5,5,5,5). By Lemma[with A = V3G and the
previous observation about the biconnectivity of G,

mg(G) >4g(3) +g(5) —4g(3+3-1)-2g(3+3)-4g(3+5-1)
-8(3+3+3+3-4)-4g(3+3+3+5-6)=4514> a.

If V| =3and |V4| > 3,if A= VG and h = || [Vs] ||, then h € {0,1,2, 3} and by Lemma[lwe have

mg(G) >3g(3) +3g(4) —hg(3+3-1)-3-h)g(B3+3)-(9-2h)g(3+4-1)
—2hg(3+4)-3g(4+4-1)-3g(3+3+3+4-6)
-9g(3+3+4+4-6)—-g(3+3+3+4+4+4-8) >4599 > a.

The remaining possible degree-sequences are:
(3,3,3,4,4,5,5,5), (3,3,4,4,4,4,4,6), (3,3,4,4,4,4,5,5), (3,4,4,4,4,4,4,5).
If the degree-sequence is (3,3,3,4,4,5,5,5), by Lemma[B]with A =V,

mg(G) >3g(3) +2g(4) +3g(5) —-3g(3+3-1)-g(4+4-1)
—3g(5+5-1)—6g(3+4-1)-9g(3+5-1)-6g(4+5-1)
-28(3+3+3+4-6)-3g(3+3+3+5-6)-3g(3+3+4+4-6)
= 4461 > a.

If the degree-sequences is (3, 3,4,4,4,4,4,6) with V53 = {u, v}, then the maximum number of edges between
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Va3 and V4 is 4 if uv € EG, and 6 otherwise. Besides, since |V4| = 5then || [V4] || < 8 in order to G to be
biconnected. Then, by Lemmallwith A=V and h = || [Vs] || € {0, 1}, we have

mg(G) > 2g(3) +5g(4) +g(6) —g(3+3—-h) - (6-2h)g(3+4-1)

—(4+2h)g(3+4)—8g(4+4—1)—2g(3+6—1)—(;)g(3+3+4+4—6).

The last sum is 4663 if h = 0 and 4615 if h = 1, both greater than a.

Finally, if |V3| < 2 then, the only possible degree-sequences, are (3,3,4,4,4,4,5,5) or (3,4,4,4,4,4,4,4,5),
the study is more involved. We will lower bound the cardinality of M’ = ,cyg ME U Ueeceg ME, applying
Lemma [ to find a bound on |U,cyg M&|, and detailed analysis for the remaining terms. By the inclusion-
exclusion principle:

= [ mE+ | M- mMEn | M2
veVG ecEG veVG ecEG
8 8 8 8
= U MV + Z IMeI_ Z Z IMvaeI’
veVG ecEG ecEGveVG
> ME|+ D ImMEl-1s,
veVG ecEG

where the second equality holds since MS n M? = @ for all e,f € E, while the last inequality holds since
M§ n MS is the empty sets unless d, = 3, e = uw with d, = d,, = 4 and v is adjacent to u or w, which are only 9
cases for |V3| = 1 and at most 18 cases for |V3| = 2. Now, we will first bound the first term on the right-hand
side of the last inequality, and then, we will bound the second term. For the first term, let us consider the
LemmalBlwith A = V. For the first sequence we have

U M

veVG

>2g(3) +4g(4) +2g(5) - f(3+3-1)-6g(4+4-1)-8g(3+4-1)

4
—4g(3+5—1)—8g(4+5—1)—(2)g(3+3+4+4—6) = 4255,

and for the second sequence we have

U M

veVG

>g(3)+6g(4) +g(5) -6g(3+4-1)-g(3+5-1)—-6g(4+5-1)

=4137.
Now, let us consider the sum S = Y 4crg IME|. If e = uv, then |M8| = (16g_d;u’_dgv+1), which has the four possible
values shown in Table[2] since there are three possible values of the degrees. Thus, a possible lower bound
for that sum S is the minimum of the function f(a, b, ¢, d) = 168a + 36b + 36¢ + 8d subject to the constraints
a+b=56,d=910and a+ b+ c+ d = 16 for the first sequence and subject to the constraints a + b = 3,

d < 5and a+ b+ c+d =16 for the second sequence.
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TABLE 2 Values of |M2, | according with d,, and d,

dy d, IME|

3 4 168

3 5 36

4 4 36

4 5 8
These minimum values are attained at (a, b, ¢, d) = (0,5,0,11), and (a, b, ¢, d) = (0, 3,5, 8), respectively. There-
fore, S > 268 and 436 respectively. All the bounds together give us: mg(G) > 4255 + 268 — 18 = 4505 and,
mg(G) > 4162 + 436 — 18 = 4580, both greater than a.

Proposition 5 Among the class of nonregular (8, 16)-graphs, K4 4 is min-my for all k € {0,...,16}.

Proof By Lemmas[7] [0 and [I0 we know that K44 is min-my for each k in {0,...,9}. Now, set k € {10,...,16}.
Observe that if we remove k edges to any (8, 16)-graph then the resulting subgraph is not connected. Therefore,
mi(Kaq) = me(G) = (If) for each k € {10,...,16}.

Theorem 3 The complete bipartite graph Ky 4 is the strongest in its class. In particular, K4 4 is uniformly most reliable in the
class of (8, 16)-graphs.

Proof Combining Propositions@land[5l we conclude that the complete bipartite graph Ky 4 is the strongest in its class.
In particular, any strongest graph in its class is uniformly most reliable, and the result follows.

6 | CONCLUSIONS AND TRENDS FOR FUTURE WORK

Uniformly most reliable graphs (UMRGS) represent a synthesis in network reliability analysis. Finding them is a hard
task not well understood. An exhaustive comparison is computationally prohibitive for most cases. Prior works in
the field try to globally minimize the cutsets. This minimization could be enriched with our bounding methodology.
As a proof-of-concept, here we show that both K33 and K44 are UMRGs. There are several trends for future work.
Even though all UMRGs share special properties such as the greatest girth, there are no proofs available for these
conjectures. A powerful methodology to find UMRGs is not known. In this paper we propose a novel methodology
to count trivial cutsets, which could be used for the discovery of UMRGs. As future work, we want to study if the
complete bipartite graphs are always UMRGs.
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