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Minimum total weighted completion time:
Faster approximation schemes

Leah Epsteinh Asaf Levirf

Abstract

We study classic scheduling problems wmiformly related machinesEfficient polynomial time
approximation schemes (EPTAS’s) are fast and practicalcapation schemes. New methods and
techniques are essential in developing such improved appation schemes, and their design is a pri-
mary goal of this research agenda. We present EPTAS'’s fostheduling problem of a set of jobs
on uniformly related machines so as to minimize the totalpivsid completion time, both for the case
with release dates and its special case without releass. dEtese problems are NP-hard in the strong
sense, and therefore EPTAS’s are the best possible apmtemschemes unless P=NP. Previously,
only PTAS’s were known for these two problems, while an EPT&S known only for the special case
of identical machines without release dates.

1 Introduction

We consider one of the most basic multiprocessor schedplioglems: scheduling on uniformly related
machines with the goal of minimizing the total weighted céstipn times of jobs. More precisely, we are
given a set of jobs, where each job has a positive size, a positive weiglataanon-negative release date
(also called release time) associated with it. We are algenga set ofn machines for their processing,
such that each machine has a positive speed. Processifigioimaching requires the allocation of a time
interval on this machine, where its length is precisely ilze sf j divided by the speed af We consider
non-preemptive schedules and thus every job is assignedrtachine and to a single time slot on that
machine, such that the following conditions hold. Firsg tength of the time slot allocated for jgb(on

one of the machines) is the time it takes to proceen that machine. Second, the time interval assigned to
job j starts no earlier than the release datg.dfinally, a machine can process at most one job at each time,
and therefore we require that the time intervals assignéaidgobs that are assigned to a common machine
do not intersect in an inner point. Given such a schedulegdh®pletion time of joby is the ending point of
the time interval assigned to jgh and the weighted completion time $fs the product of the weight gf

and its completion time. The goal is to find a schedule thaimiies the sum of the weighted completion
times of all jobs.

Before we state our main result, we define the notions of aqypition algorithms and the different
types of approximation schemes. ARrapproximation algorithm for a minimization problem is alypo
nomial time algorithm that always finds a feasible solutibreast at mostR times the cost of an optimal
solution. The infimum value dR for which an algorithm is afR-approximation is called the approximation
ratio or the performance guarantee of the algorithm. A paiyial time approximation scheme (PTAS) is
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a family of approximation algorithms such that the familysteg(1 + ¢)-approximation algorithm for any
e > 0. An efficient polynomial time approximation scheme (EPTAS) PTAS whose time complexity is of
the formf(%) -poly(n) wheref is some (not necessarily polynomial) function arndy(n) is a polynomial
function of the length of the (binary) encoding of the inpiitfully polynomial time approximation scheme
(FPTAS), is a stronger concept, defined like an EPTAS, bufuhetion f must be a polynomial iri. In
this paper, we are interested in EPTAS’s and we say that anithign (for some problem) has a polynomial
running time complexity if its time complexity is of the forpf(%) - poly(n). Note that while a PTAS may
have time complexity of the formg(é), whereg can be linear or even exponential, this cannot be the case
for an EPTAS. The notion of an EPTAS is modern and finds itssroothe FPT (fixed parameter tractable)
literature (see [5,|7, 10, 23]). It was introduced in ordedigtinguish practical from impractical running
times of PTAS’s, for cases where a fully polynomial time apgmation scheme (FPTAS) does not exist
(unless P=NP). In this work we design an EPTAS for the sclieglgroblem above.

The seminal work of Smith [26] established the existenceobfrppmial time algorithm for solving the
problem of minimizing the total weighted completion timetlnaut release dates on a single machine. His
algorithm can be described as follows. The jobs are scheéddeording to a non-decreasing order of their
densities, starting at time zero, and without any idle tinbdre the density of job is the ratio between
its weight and its size). The correctness of this algoritlotfofvs by a simple exchange argument. This
algorithm generalizes the SPT (shortest-processingitaperoach for the case of equal weights. In our
settings, we can conclude the following property for thebfeo withoutrelease dates. Once the jobs have
been assigned to machines (but not to time slots), the patimitof jobs assigned to a given machine
is fixed according to Smith’s algorithm. For a constant nunddenachines (at least two machines), the
problem without release dates is NP-hard in the ordinargesdmut it is solvable in pseudo-polynomial time
and has an FPTAS [24]. For the case where the number of macisreepart of the input, the problem
is strongly NP-hard (see e.g. problem SS13in [11]). The casgual weights (and no release dates) is
polynomially solvable even for the more general case oflated machines [17]. The problems with release
dates are known to be much harder, and they are strongly KPftvaany constant number of machines,
even with equal weights. In fact, even the problem with rededates on a single machine and equal weights
is strongly NP-hard [21]. The property that our problemssrengly NP-hard excludes the possibility to
design FPTAS's for the problems that we consider in this warkd thus EPTAS’s are the best possible
results (unless P=NP). The problem in the more generahgetti unrelated machines is APX-haid [16]
both for the case with release dates and unit weight jobsfarttie case without release dates (where the
jobs have arbitrary weights).

With respect to approximation algorithms, the developnoéigibod approximation algorithms for these
problems was fairly slow. Till the late nineties, only cargtapproximation algorithms were developed for
min-sum scheduling problems such as the ones we study. \etethe papers cited in [25] [1], 6] for a
restricted survey of such results. Here we elaborate ongpeaimation schemes in the literature.

The first approximation scheme for a special case of our problas introduced by Skutella and Woeg-
inger [25] and it was designed for the special case of idehtitachines and without release dates. Their
scheme is in fact an EPTAS for this problem. Shortly aftedsaAfrati et al. [1] presented PTAS’s for the
special case of the problem on identical machines with selelates (and also for the problem on a constant
number of unrelated machines). Their approach was geredaliy Chekuri and Khannal[6] who showed
the existence of a PTAS for the problem studied here (namellgted machines with release dates). See
also [2] for a description of the methods used in these scheme

Before explaining the methods and techniques of thesedhsnses, as well as the limitations of those
approaches, we mention the state of the art of approximatibames for load balancing problems on identi-



cal machines and uniformly related machines. The relatetwéen those families of problems will become
clear later. In these load balancing problems, the goal mitomize the vector ofnachinescompletion
times (and not job completion times as we study here). Hagmband Shmoys presented the dual approx-
imation framework and used it to show that the makespan nigaition problem has a PTAS for identical
machines[[14] and for uniformly related machings|[15]. ltsweted in[[12] that the PTAS of [14] for
identical machines can be converted into an EPTAS by usiegén program in fixed dimension instead of
dynamic programming. Recently, Janden [18] developed aMEBRor the makespan minimization problem
on uniformly related machines (see [19] for an alternati®T&S for this problem). Thé, minimization
problem (of the vector of machine loads) has an EPTAS on icininachines[[3,14], and a PTAS and an
EPTAS on uniformly related machines [9, 8.

Next, we elaborate on the known approximation schemes éositlacial cases of our problems. Skutella
and Woeginger [25] observed that thenorm minimization of the vector of machine loads is equimtle
to minimizing the total weighted completion times (withoatease dates) if the jobs have equal densities.
Thus, they showed that if the ratio between the maximum demsid the minimum density of jobs is
bounded by a constant, then one can adapt the ideas of Aldn[B8} 4] and obtain an EPTAS for this
restricted setting. Their scheme for the problem withold¢ase dates on identical machines follows the
following ideas. First, round all the job sizes and job weéigto integer powers of + . Next, apply
randomized geometric partitioning of the jobs based orr tftelinded) density, solve each sub-instance
consisting of all jobs of one partition using the scheme @this similar to the one of [3,/4]) and schedule
the partial solutions for every machine sorted by non-desing job densities. This last step of uniting
the solutions for the different parts in the partition wasrendelicate in[[25], but as noted inl[1], the last
step could be made much simpler. Afrati et al. also notedttiiatapproach can be extended to obtain an
approximation scheme (PTAS) for the problem without rededates in other machines environments (see
the last remark in [1]) however they wrote thHanhfortunately, this approach breaks down completely when
jobs have release datesMore precisely, major difficulties arise even for one maehjwith release dates)
as it is no longer correct that simply scheduling all the jobsne part of the geometric partition before the
remaining jobs has minor affect on the performance of therdhgn. Afrati et al. [1] managed to overcome
these difficulties by rounding the input parameters and #teucturing the input in a way that a job is
processed relatively quickly after its release date. Uthigystructure, each machine has a constant number
of states (where a state of a machine is the next time in whisedomes available for processing another
job), and one can apply dynamic programming in the timezoorito schedule the jobs while recalling at
each time the number of machines in each state, and the nuwhbescheduled jobs of each large size
that were released at any given time in the last few releatss dand similarly, for the total volume of
jobs seen as small that were released in those last few eetldies). Chekuri and Khanra [6] extended
these techniques af][1] to the setting of uniformly relateachines (with release dates). Observe that the
time complexity of the time-horizon dynamic programmingdase large if one seeks for an EPTAS, as the
number of possible states of machines is clearly a consepardling orr and we need to recall the number
of machines in each state, and thus the degree iof the polynomial of the running time depends©and
this violates the conditions on the running time of an EPTARUS, the methods of [1] 6] fail completely
when one tries to obtain an EPTAS for these problems witlasel@ates (even for identical machines).

Paper outline. We start our study in Sectidn 2, where we present an EPTASwospecial case without
release dates. Such a scheme was not known prior to our vavkgionly known for identical machines).
This first scheme is simpler than the one for the general ¢edeme present later, and thus it can serve as
an introduction of a part of the methods which we will use rafeeds for the design of the EPTAS for the



variant with release dates. In Sect[dn 3, we present our nesinit, that is an EPTAS for the general case
of the problem, which is the non-preemptive scheduling l@mbwith release dates on uniformly related
machines so as to minimize the total weighted completioe tifrthe jobs.

In our schemes, all parameters are rounded to powers of mpted + ¢ (whered = + for a constant
T > 0 independent of) [25,[1]. In the presence of release dates, rounding is darefidly so that the re-
sulting release dates do not include zero. In the case witktease dates, we use the shifting technigqué [13]
to separate the input infeoundednstances, where for each instance, all the jobs have suffigisimilar
densities, and show that each instance can be solved sdpanad independently from other instances, and
the solutions can be combined without further modificatiofis solve each instance (due to shifting, there
is a polynomial number of such instances), we use configuratiixed-integer linear programs (MILPS),
where we require a variable of a machine configuration to tegyial if the machine is heavily loaded, that
is, it receives a large total size of jobs. By splitting thechiae set into slow and fast machines, we show
that a slow machine is never heavily loaded in optimal sohgi Moreover, there is a limit to how much a
fast machine can be loaded (in terms of the load of the firgge$asnachine that we guess approximately),
and as a result, the number of heavy configurations is cansfarconfiguration consists of a complete
list of relatively large jobs together with their densitigdmpared to the total size of jobs assigned to this
machine), and an approximate total size of smaller jobs o eensity. The assignment of jobs that are
scheduled as small jobs is carried out by another set ofrassigt variables. These assignment variables
can be fractional in a feasible solution to the MILP. Aslin]j2Be approximate the increase of cost due to
the contribution of slightly larger set of small jobs usiihg total sizes of jobs of the configuration, and thus
fractional assignment becomes possible, and can be cedviatb an integral one by slightly increasing the
cost of each configuration. As for fractional configuratiows round down the number of machines with
each such configuration. The total size of jobs that remaassigned is sufficiently small to be combined
into the schedule of a heavily loaded machine (at least ocle fastest machine must exist). Our scheme
of the similar densities instance is of independent inteasst extends the methods 0f [18] for thenorm
minimization problem (the case of one density for all jolmsspbtain an EPTAS for a constant number of
densities (where the constant dependg)pmvhereas extending the original EPTAS for thisnorm mini-
mization problem([8] results in only a PTAS for the case ofstant number of densities. Thus, presenting
a new EPTAS for thé;-norm minimization problem is indeed necessary for our gaization.

The general structure of the scheme for the case with reldgtes is as follows. In this case, we are
also interested in reducing the problem into a polynomialof§esubproblems. It is possible to split time
into intervals [1], but obviously those time intervals catbe treated separately. Each subproblem which
we create is such that it can be solved using a mixed-intégear program. Our scheme starts with a
similar flavor to the schemes ofi[1, 6]. Namely, we start bynaing the input parameters and by an iterative
procedure that we cglhb shifting where we delay the release dates of some of the jobs. Moc#isp#y, if
the total number (for relatively large jobs of equal prositor total size (for sub-classes of relatively small
jobs with similar properties) that are being released awvargielease date is too large, it is impossible to
schedule such a large number or total size of those jobs hyekierelease date, so the release date of some
jobs can be altered. Then, we deviate dramatically fronr tiqgdroach, and we apply two kinds of shifting.
The firstis on the release dates. In this step we increaseseetiates of a small portion of the jobs (based on
contribution to cost). The goal of that is to create largectififferences between groups of release dates, so
that sub-inputs of very different release dates could beesichimost independently. It can happen that jobs
of much smaller release dates should be combined into d@ofiar given release dates, but in these cases
the assignment of such jobs can be restricted to gaps of Heglsle (a kind of idle time), and by slightly
stretching timel[l], there are suitable gaps with sufficfeequency in any schedule. Afterwards, we apply



shifting on densities. The goal is once again to create sputh small numbers of possible parameters,
such that there is a major difference between parameterspfeblems. Unlike the variant without release
dates, combining solutions of very different densitieshallenging; jobs cannot run before their release
date, and if one solution is sparse in some time interval, waldvlike another solution to take over, in
order to exploit that time, and to avoid postponing all joaed thus increasing their costs significantly).
Yet, that solution is still not sufficiently good in some casas the schedule of jobs with very high densities
must be done carefully, and they cannot be delayed (compateeir schedule in optimal solutions) in any
solution. On the other hand, it harms the solution to delaitipte jobs (even if their densities are not very
large) due to a sparse time slot (with high density jobs).sT tlue schedule of different subproblems needs
to be coordinated and these subproblems need to be takeofatelkcately. To overcome this notoriously
difficult task, we apply a series of guessing steps and toamsftions on the solutions to ensure that these
bad cases simply do not happen. Once again, we employ gagsnioiree unassigned jobs and to allow
the modifications to the solutions. Finally, we use the miikgdger linear program paradigm to help us to
approximate each subproblem, this time, with time-depehdenfigurations.

2 EPTAS for the special case without release dates

Here we consider the special case without release dates.isThee assume that all jobs are available for
processing at timé and all release dates areLater, we will use some of the techniques which we develop
for this case in the development of the EPTAS for the generse avith release dates.

Properties Obviously, since any job can start running at any time, aimwdtsolution (or schedule) never
introduces idle time, and moreover, every machine runsssggyaed jobs in an optimal order, that is, the
jobs are sorted by Smith’s ratio. As any tie-breaking poleads to the same objective function value, we
use a specific tie-breaking policy in this section. More #madly, we will always break ties in favor of
running larger jobs first, and in the case of equal size jobth@psame weight), jobs of smaller indices are
scheduled earlier. We call this orderitige natural ordering Thus, we can definesolutionor a schedule as
an ordered partition of the jobs ta subsets, one subset for each machine. In some cases, wempute
the total weighted completion time of another permutatioot ©Of the natural ordering), this will be done
when this is easier, and we are only interested in an upperdoon the objective value.

For an inputX and a solutionB, we let B(X ) denote the output and the objective valuebfor the
input X. Recall that for a joly, the density ofj is the ratio between its weight and its size. Thus, running
the jobs sorted according to the natural ordering is eqeitab first sorting them by non-increasing density,
and for each density, the jobs are sorted by non-increasasg lsreaking ties (among equal size jobs) in
favor of scheduling jobs of smaller indices earlier.

For a fixed schedule, the work of machiné the total size of jobs assigned to it, and its load is its
completion time, that is, the work divided by the speed (asomlg consider schedules without any idle
time). Let the original instance be denoted By where jobj has sizea; > 0 and weightw; > 0, and
machinei has speed; > 0. LetC; denote the completion time gfunder a given schedule, that is, the total
size of jobs that run beforgon the same machine (including, divided by the speed of this machine. Let
I'j = w;(Cj— 5 ) whereC; — 72 is the time when half of job is completed. We call these valugsvalues,
and obviously, the cost of a solution is at least the suri-gélues. Moreover, for identical machines, the
difference between the cost of a solution and the sum df thialues is independent of the solution whereas
for related machines, this difference depends on the speeds



Lemma 1. Consider a set of jobs C A assigned to machine Let® = > jeiaj and letd = min,_; 7 o)

be the minimum density of any job bf The sum of-values (and the cost) of any solution that selects to
run all jobs ofI on machine (possibly with other jobs) is at Iea%%?.

Proof. We prove the claim by induction off|. The claim obviously holds if = §. Consider the job

j e I that is scheduled last (among the jobsIdfto run on machine. The completion time of this job

is at leastZ, the time that half of it is completed, is at least=2>, and its weight satisfies; > ¢aj,

thusF > d)(l /(2‘1> a; /)

% Intotal we get at least®". O

. By the inductive hypothesis, the sumivalues of the jobs of \ {;} is at least

2.1 Rounding and shifting

Given the original instancé, where jobj has sizer; and weightv;, and machiné has speed;, we create
an instanced’ as follows. Let) < § < 1/8 be an accuracy factor, that is a functionedfvheres < ¢), and
such thatl is an integer. The sets of jobs and machines are the sameasliat s; = (1 + §)log1+5 v
be the speed of machinésn instanceAd’. Letw; = (1 4 §)M1°81+59il andp; = (1 + §)l'°#1+5 %1 be the
weight and size (respectively) of jobin instanceA’. Let © and O’ denote optimal solutions fad and
A’ respectively. LetSOL denote a given solution for both instances. Using the newatioot, for a given
schedule, the completion time pfs still denoted byC';, and its weighted completion times; - C;.

Proposition 2. We haveSOL(A) < SOL(A") < (1+6)3SOL(A) andO(A) < O'(A") < (1+6)30(A).

Proof. We start with the first claim. For each job, we compare its detign time in SOL for the two
inputs. For each job, its size inA’ is at least its size imd. Thus, when we consider the permutation of
jobs on each machine as itis$ftO L(A’) the total size of jobs that are completed befptegether with the
size of j cannot be smaller ial’ than this value inA. The speed of the machine runningn A’ is at most
the speed of the same machineAdn Thus, the completion time gfin A’ is at least its completion time
in A. The weight ofj in A’ is at least its weight im, and thus its contribution to the objective function in
A (that is,w; times the completion time iISOL for the inputA with the permutations of jobs as defined
by SOL(A'")) is no larger than this value id’ (that is,w; times the completion time ISOL for the input
A"), and as the actual permutation 80 L(A) cannot have a larger cost, we fisthL(A4) < SOL(4’).
On the other hand, when we consider the permutation of joltsas SOL(A) the total size of jobs that
are completed beforg together with the size of in A’ is at mostl + § times the corresponding value in
A. The speed of the machine runnifign A’ is at least;— 1 5 times the speed of the same machinedin
Thus, the completion time gfin A’ when we consider the permutatlon of jobs on each machinefaede
by SOL(A) is at most its completion time id times (1 + §). The weights ofj in A and in A’ satisfy
w; < (1+ d)w;, and thus its contribution to the objective function4his at most(1 + §)* times this value
in A, and we findSOL(A") < (1 + §)3SOL(A).

The second claim follows from the first one; sir@eand®’ are optimal solutions fod and A’ respec-
tively, we haveO(A) < O'(A) andO’'(4’) < O(A’). Letting SOL = O’ we get by the first claim that
O'(A) < O0'(A") and lettingSOL = O we getO(A’) < (1 + §)30(A), which proves the claim. O

Corollary 3. If a solution SOL satisfiesSOL(A’) < (1 + k§)O'(A’) for somek > 0, thenSOL(A) <
(1+ (2k 4+ 4)0)O(A).



Proof. We haveSOL(A) < SOL(A") < (1+ k8)O'(A’) < (1 + kd)(1 + 6)30O(A). Usingé < £ we get
(1+k6)(146)% = 14 (k+3)0+6(30+52+ k(36 +302+6)) < 1+ (k+3)0+56(2+ 5 +k(E+E+55)) <
14+ (k+3)0+d(k+1). O

Consider the instance’. Recall that ifj is executed on maching thenT'; = w;(C; — ££ 72-) Where
i — 5= is the time when half of the job is completed. We say that foivargschedule, a bIock of jobs is
a set Of]ObS of equal density that are assigned to one matthingm consecutively on that machine (there
may be additional jobs of the same density, each assignadatater or earlier than these jobs). The next
claim shows that computing the sum Itfvalues for a block of jobs is a function of their total sizieeit
commom density, and the starting time of the block, and ihdgependent of the other properties of these
jobs.

Claim 4. Let] C A’ be a set of jobs, all having densities equal to salng 0, and assume that these jobs
are scheduled to run consecutively on machiisgarting at timer. Then

ZF =A-(t+ —Zp] (ij) .

jel el jer
Proof. We prove the claim by induction d|. Obviously, it holds ifl = (). Let j’ be the job ofl assigned
to run last. We havé';; = w;: (1 + M) Apjr(T+ M) By the inductive hypothesis,

ZJEI]#]’ F - A (T + 2%92 Z]Ei,]?é]’ pj)(zjeld;éj/ p]), and we get

dicrPi — Pjr/2 1
T =Apy(r+ == JHA (T Y p)( Y p) ij O - pi),
- Si i = L=
Jjel Jel,j#5' JELj#5’ JEI jel
as required. O
Let ¢ = [(log,, ;3] for a fixed integer3 < ¢ < 5 (and thusgz < & < (1+6)f < 32 <
2 < o < & Since(1 +6)6l > 1, by the integrality of%, we have¢ < & < &. However,

(8) > (1+6)* > 4 > 8%, 50¢ > 50.

Foraninteger € Z, letQ. = {c{+1,...,(c+1)¢}. Let0 < ( < 5l+1 —1bean integer We define the
instanceA by modifying the weights OfJObS id’. For a jobyj, if for some integep, 10g1+5 o € Q5041 4¢
(recall that the density qf, ;’jjJ , is aninteger power af+-9), thenw] = w;-(1+4)¢, and otherW|s<‘aujC = wj.

In the first case, we have$ = (1 + 6)¢w; < 2w;. LetO¢ be an optimal solution for.. As the set of

jobs and machines is the sameAdn 4’, andA,, the sets of feasible solutions for the three instanceshare t
same. Next, we bound the increase of the cost due to the dramastion fromA’ to A.. As a result, no job

Jj €A hasa densﬁy such thhtg1+5 € Qyj5et14¢ for any integen’ (since bylog1+5 S Q5041 4¢

we havelog1+5 € Qg1 141 andv/é“rl +¢ <o/ ¢+ < (v+1)/55 + C) Any value

(1+0)? whereﬁ e Q, 50414 for anintegew is called a forbidden density far, and other valuegl + 5)»
for integers are called allowed density far.

Claim 5. Given a squtionSOL any0 < ¢ < 5}+1 1 satisfiesSOL(A’) < SOL(A¢), and there exists
avalue0 < ¢ < 5l+1 — 1 such that we hav§OL(A<) (14 20)SOL(A"). Additionally, there exists a
value0 < ¢’ < 5l+1 — 1 such that0’(A") < O (A¢) < (1 +26)0'(A’), and if a solutionSOL; satisfies

SOL1(A¢) < (1+K6))O% (Ar) for somek’ > 0, thenSOL;(A') < (1 + (2K +2)5)0' (A).

7



Proof. We start with the first claim. Since for agythe weight of a job im. is no smaller than the weight of
the corresponding job id’, for any(¢, if we consider the permutation of jobs as defined8yL (A, ), then
SOL(A") < SOL(A¢) holds, and by the optimality of the permutation of jobs onhearachine, we have
SOL(A") < SOL(A¢) where for each instance we use its permutation of jobs. §e¢&ih as a solution
for A, let SOL, denote the total weighted completion timeS® L (for A’) of jobs for whichw; # ch., that
is, the contribution of these jobs to the objective functiafue for the instancel’. We haveSOL(A’) =

1
Zé:}; -1 SOLC’ andSOL(AC) < EOSWS 5K£L1 ¢ SOLn—I—(l—F&)gSOLC < SOL(A’)+(1—|—5)§SOLC,
where the first inequality holds by computing an upper bound©L(A¢) by considering the permutation
of the jobs on each machine according to the densities obthgein A’.

Let¢ be such thafO L is minimal. ThenSOL; < 6" SOL(A’). We getSOL(A;) < (1+0“1(1+
§)$)SOL(A") < (1 +25)SOL(A").

The second part will follow from the first one. L&OOL’ = O'. By the second claim of the first part,
there exists a valug such that?’(Ax) < (14+25)0’(A’). Since®’ andO¢’ are optimal solutions fod’ and
A respectively, we hav@’(A') < O (A’) andO¢' (A¢) < O'(Aer). Letting SOL” = O we get (using
the first part of the first claimp¢’ (A’) < O%(Acr), which proves?’(A’) < O (A¢r) < (1 4+ 20)0'(A).
We getSOL(A") < SOLi(A¢) < (1+ k’é)OC'(AC/) < (1420)(1+K6HO(A) =1+ (K +2)5+
2K/ 62) 0" (A') < (1 + (2K +2)6)0'(A). O

The algorithm. In the next section (Sectidn 2.2) we present an algorithroréeeives an input where the
ratio between the maximum density of any job and the minimemsidy of any job is at mostl + 0)Y,
wherey = 5[% — & — 1, and outputs a solution of cost at mast § times the cost of an optimal solution
for this input. We will use this algorithm as a black box instsiection. For every value gf we apply the
following process and create a schedule for the input Afterwards, we choose a solution of minimum
cost among th% resulting solutions. Leb < (¢ < 5[% — 1. Decompose the allowed densities for
¢ into collections of consecutive densities that are sepdrhy intervals of forbidden densities for(two
densities are consecutive if the large one is larger by afaiftexactlyl + ¢ from the smaller one). By
our construction, this results in subsets of allowed dmssivith very different densities, such that each
subset has allowed densities in an interval of the fét+ 6)~¥p, p], wherep = (1 + 6)(@/3""+0O¢ for
some integew, y is as defined abovey(= 5[% — & — 1) and additionally there is a gap between the
allowed densities of one set and another set. More precifelyand I’ are two such subsets and the
allowed densities for are smaller than those df, then the largest allowed density foris smaller by a
factor of (1 + 6)**+t > 16%5 than the smallest allowed density Bf A sub-instance is defined to be a non-
empty subset of the jobs corresponding to an interval ohatbdensities together with the complete set of
machines. Let; denote the number of such (sub-)instances (wheten). Let the instances be denoted
by I,..., 1, such that the maximum allowed densityfinis p,, and forp > 1, p, > p,_1 and in fact
pp > (14+8)vHE+p, 1 = (1 +5)(sf%pp_1 > (5—1[)(#%;),,_1. Given a set of solutionSOL,, for1 < p < ¢
(whereSOL, is a solution forl,), define a combined solutiasiO L, where the jobs assigned to machine
in SOL are all jobs assigned to this machine in all the solutionsvi@tsly, in SO L the jobs are scheduled
sorted by non-increasing indices of their sgts

Lemma 6. We haveD PT(A¢) > 31, OPT(I,).

Proof. Given a solutionS for the complete set of jobd., define its pseudo-cost,. as follows. The cost of
each joly € I, is its weight multiplied by the following amount: the totats of jobs of7,, that are scheduled
to run beforej on the same machine (i.e., out of jobs assigned to the sam@meathose are jobs df, of
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strictly larger densities, larger jobs &f with the same density, and jobs Bbf of the same size and density,
but of smaller indices) plug;, and divided by the speed of the machine that runé/e letO PT,,. denote
the cost of an optimal solution with respect to pseudo-d@btviously, for any solutiort and set of jobsX,
S(X) > Spe(X), and thusOPT,.(A¢) < OPT(A¢). Since in an optimal solution fod., every subset of
jobs1, is assigned independently of other such subsets, welfid,.(A¢) = > ! _; OPT(I,). O

Lemma 7. If forany 1 < p < ¢ it holds thatSOL,(I,) < (1 + v)OPT(I,) for somev > 0, then the
combined solutiorf O L satisfiesSOL(A¢) < (1 +v)(1 + 85)OPT(A¢).

Proof. Let1 < p < q. For0 < i <y, letIl, = > jel, w]/p]—(1+5) ip, Py (the total size of jobs of the
instancel,, with a given density) andll, = > .., p; = > IT, (the total size of the jobs df,). We will
prove for each machine separately that the cost for this macoes not exceed + v)(1 + 8J) times the
total cost of the solutionSOL,, (1 < p < ¢) for this machine. Moreover, it is sufficient to prove thepeay
for a machine of speetl (since for a given solution, the cost for a machine of speedsimply equal to
the cost for a unit speed machine divideddand since the costs of different machines are independent)
Therefore, we assume without loss of generality that theraist one machine, and its speedlis By
definition, SOL(A¢) = >0 SOLy(I,)+3", i <pepr<q Cpprs WhereCy, = pp-Tly- 377 (1+6) 7'},
LetCp i = pp - Uy 1L, - (1 +6)~" (and we have, ,;, = 37 Cpp ).

By Lemmd1, we find
4(1);711)71)_5 Pp

SOLP’(IP’) > (1 + 5)_ypp’(Hp’)2/2 = (1 + 5)_y . % . %(Hp’)2 >0 . ?(Hp’)%l + 5) >
D

’_ _q . =
usingpy > (14 )+ (1) 57T p, > (14 0)rtL - (F) 5T M,
Let . be the set of indicessuch thaﬂ'[Z H , and let.’ be the complement set of indices (such that
LUL - {0717 . 7y}) Foranyl € ¢,

. . . , . £( I —1) o
Cop,i = pp'Hp’H;’(l"‘d)_Z < Pp'(Hp’)2’(1+5)_Z/5p < 2(1“‘5)_2_150[/;7’([:0’)5 Ty .

Thus,

Yy
Zcp,p’,i < o5® —p—l)(ﬂ%—l)""é—lSOL Z 1+ ) —i—1 < o5 P D551~ )+é_2SOLp/(Ip/) ’
1€L =0

where the last inequality is SinG8?_,(1 + §)~i~! < 1. We show that we hava® ~»~ D —D+-2 <
¥ ~P. The last inequality holds sind@’ —p — 1)(z5r — 1) +£—2> () —p—1)(80 — 1) + £ — 2 =
P—p+@—=2)p—p)—T—-1>p —p+l—-3>p —p,asp’ >p+1,6 < %,andez?).

. _ — I
Since anyi € // satisfiedT;, > W—{p we have

Yy
N Copi <D pp Tyl - (L4 0) 7 < 6PN py - (L)% (1+6) 7" < 207 PSOL,(I,,)

i€l el =0
asSOL,(I,) > pp >7_ (1 + 6)~“(I1%)?/2 (this is the sum of-values of running the jobs of each density
separately).



We get that for anyi < p < p’ < ¢, C,,y < 267 f”(SOL ( ») + SOLy(I,). Moreover, for any

1<p<q Y s, P =300 <3207 6% andy 6P 7P = 3207 64 < 23;11 &". We find that
SOL(A¢) — ZSOL 2 > PTP(SOLy(I,) + SOLy(Iy)) <
1<p<p’<q
q q—l 4§ q q
4380 < > SOLy(I,) <85> SOLK(I,) .

p=1 p=1 p=1
We getSOL(Ac) < (1+85) X0, SOL,(I,) < (14 85)(1 + v)¥0_ OPT(I,) < (1 + 85)(1 +
V)OPT(A.). O

In the next section (Sectidn 2.2) we desigiilat §)-approximation algorithm for the bounded ratio
problem, that gives &l + §)(1 + 8§)-approximation algorithm for¢. Since(1 + 6)(1 + 85) < 1+ 106,
for an appropriate choice af, we get an(1 + 224)-approximation algorithm ford’, and a(1 + 486)-
approximation algorithm forl. Thus, lettingd = ;7 will give a (1 + ¢)-approximation algorithm for the
general problem. The algorithm of the next section is agpdiemostn times for each choice df, i.e., at
most g times in total.

2.2 An EPTAS for the bounded ratio problem

Let I be a bounded instance such that all densities afe, jn= p(d) = (1 + 9)¥], wherey is a function
of § (y and¢ are as defined in the previous section). By scaling (and Iplgsisicreasing the interval of
densities), any valid input can be transformed into thisnfoWe have the following properties. First, we

haveyzy%—g—lz £ > 400 (sincestr — & —1 = 1= guafﬂ > 1> gas26™! +4 < 1) and

1
y+2<y+Ee+1< S % < 3. Wealsohave(1+5)yz( +5)sf > (57)°" > (%)a% > =t and

(1+46)Y < (1465 < (st )6“1 < (3)6/9° < (L)Y 12 andy + 1 < §%(1 + 6)Y sincey + 1 < &
while (14 6)Y > 5.

Since the density of every job is [, (1 + §)¥], every jobj € I'hasp; = (14 0)%, w; = (14 6)¥, for
some integerg, k' such tha) < k' — k < y. Lety = (1+5) We havey > §1/9° andfy < 61512 LetT
denote the set of valuésuch that there is at least one job of sjzet+ 6)°. Clearly,|Z| < n. Letn,; denote
the number of jobs of sizél + §)° and density(1 + §)". By scaling the machine speeds (that are integer
powers ofl 4 ¢) and possibly reordering the machines, let the speeds dfimexbes; > so--- > sy,
where without loss of generality; = 1, and fori > 2, s; = (1+5)’“2‘, for some non-positive integét < 0.

Recall that the work of a machine is the total size of jobsgees to it. We would like to assume that
job sizes are scaled such that the work of the most loadedimathe most loaded machine in terms of
work) of speed. isin [1/(146),1). We will now show that this is possible. For a jgbandl < b < %, let
D, be the interva[(1 4 §)*~'p;, (1 + 8)’p;), where(1 + &) > n + 1.

Claim 8. For any solution, there exist a job < j/ < n and an integerl < ¢’ < Z, such that the work of
the most loaded machine of speket in D ;.

Proof. Consider the most loaded machine of spéebreaking ties arbitrarily). Lej’ be a largest job
assigned to this machine. The work of the machine is at jgasince there are at mostjobs assigned to
this machine, each of size at mest, its work is at most. - p;,. We havelp;.,n - py/] C [pjr, (n+1)p;) C
U1gbgg Dj: 3, thus, there exists a valéas required. O
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For every choice of a pai, b (%2 choices in total), we scale (i.e., divide) job sizes(by+ 6)°p; (which
is an integer power of + 0), and apply the algorithm described later in this sectibis @lgorithm enforces
the existence of a fastest machine with a suitable load).hBylaim, given an optimal solutiod PT", for
at least one choice gf b the assumption regarding the work of the most loaded madiispeed! holds as
a result of the scaling. We will pick the best solution, whobgective function value cannot be larger than
that of the solution obtained for the correct choicejgf. In what follows we analyze the properties of the
correct choice ofj, b for a given optimal solutio® PT" after the scaling. In what follows the job sizes are
according to the scaling.

Let U be a threshold on job sizes. LEbe the subset of jobs assigned to machiiresome solution.
The U-cost of maching in this solution is defined as the total weighted completiometof jobs whose
sizes are at leagf, plus thel'-values of jobs whose sizes are belbw The cost for machinéis therefore
its U-cost pluszisl_ Zje ipy<v Wi " Pj- Obviously, thelU-cost never exceeds the cost, for any valué/of
Additionally, similarly to the cost, thé/-cost for a fixed value of/ is monotone in the sense that removing
a job from the machine decreaseslitscost, and thus, if we consider a block of jobs, decreasieddtal
size of jobs in a block also decreases theost.

We use the following functions of: f(§) andg(d), both integral, non-decreasing, and negative. A
machinei is calledslowif its speed is at mostl + 5)f(5) (and otherwise we say that it is not slow or that it
is fast). We say that a machine is lightly loaded if its worleslmot exceedl + §)9(%) (and otherwise it is
heavily loaded). Leff (6) = g(6) — % andg(s) = —(%)WIW. Consider a fixed optimal solutiof PT (for
the input considered in this section, given the scaling ofmree speeds and job sizes).

Lemma 9. No machine has load strictly abO\%ein OPT, and this is an upper bound on the work of any
machine as well.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that machimnéhas a job; of completion time strictly abov%. Since
machines of speetl have loads of at most, we haves; < ﬁ (asi cannot have speej. We movej to
run last on a machine of speégdand compare its previous completion time with its new catph time.

If p;j < s;- % then running jobj on a machine of speedwould result in a completion time of at most
1+p;j <1+ 5755 < 3, which holds since it is equivalent £+ 6 + §* < 2 + 26 holding for all§ < 1.
Thus in this casg has a smaller completion time, contradicting the optimaiitthe original solution. If

pj > S % then the load of machings at Ieast?—j, andl+p; < ’;—J holds for anyd < 1. The last inequality
holds since it is equivalent to; > *.-, and thus for proving it, it is sufficient to showy - 2> 75 0r
equivalently,s, <1 — % which holds for any < 1 sinces; < Fl(s Since no speed exceetisthe work of
a machine does not exceed its load, and thus every machirsevinark of at mosl% as well. O

Corollary 10. In OPT every slow machine is lightly loaded.

Proof. Any machine has load of at most and thus work of at most; - 2. A slow machinei has work of

82
atmosts; - 2 < 20070 2(”5)9(;6) 7T < (146)99), since(1 + 6)¥/5 > 2, O

Next, we define machine configurations. A configuration is eéorethat defines the schedule of one
machine (a set of jobs assigned to it in terms of the typesh,jthat is, a job is specified by its size and
weight but not by its identity), and the set of all configuras will be denoted by. For a configuration
C € C, the first component is an integgr(C) € Z, such that the total work of the machine is(if1 +
§)71(€)=2 (1 + §)711(9)]. The second component is a non-positive intggé€’) such that the speed of the
machine ig(1 + 6)72(¢), The third component is an integgy(C) € Z, such thatjz(C) = j;(C) — j2(C),
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and therefore the completion time (or load) of the machiria {§1 + §)73(©)=2 (1 + §)73(©)]. Recall that

v = (1‘15) For0 < r < y, andi < j1(C) such thaty(1 + §)71 (=1 < (1 +6)* < (1 + 67 (i.e.,
71(C) — 1+ [logy5v] < i < j1(C)), there is an integer componemt;(C') > 0 stating how many jobs
of size (1 + §)" and density(1 + §)" are assigned to this machine. These jobs are ctdleg (large for
configurationC, or large for a machine that has configuratioh We letn,.;(C) = 0 for other (smaller
or larger) values of (these are constants that are not a part of the configuratibhg¢re are additional
components for other jobs assigned to a machine whose caatfiguis C. These jobs (which are not
taken into account in the components of the foun,(C)) must have smaller values of as jobs with
larger values of (jobs of sizes abovél + 5)j1(c)) cannot be assigned to a machine that has configuration
C (since they are too large, given the upper bound on the wotkeinachine). These remaining jobs
are called small jobs fof’, or small jobs for a machine whose schedule is according nfigurationC'.
For everyr, there is an integer componehtC) > 0 such that the total size of small jobs (of sizes in
(0,~v(1 +5)11(C 1)) of denS|ty(1 +9)" assigned to a machine with configuratiotis in ((¢,(C) —1)y(1+
5)31(0) - (C)y(1 + 6)71 (-1, We havet,(C) = 0 if and only if there are no such jobs in a machine
with this configuration. Recall that is the set of indices such that there is at least one job of sfzer §)°.

A configurationC' is valid if the total size of jobs is sufficiently close to iequired work, and its load does
not exceedt. Formally, lettingZ(C) = {i € Z: j1(C) — 1 + [log,,5v] < i < j1(C)} itis required that

> o<reiercy(L+0) i (C) + 30 t(C)(7(1+ 87171 € (14 6)71 2, (1 4 6)71©)]. We also
letZ7/(C) = {i € T:i < j1(C) — 2+ [log;57]}, and requirg1 + §)3(©)=2 < 2 In the remainder of
this section, giverC, we will useU(C) = (1 + §)71(“)~! for computing thel/-cost of a machine with
configurationC'.

The number of components is therefore at ntst (y + 1)(log1+5% +3). SincelogHg% =y+
logy 15 5tz <y + 513, andy + 1 < 55, we haved + (y + 1)(1og1,6 5 +3) <3+ g5 (5 + 555 +3) < 35
Consider a fixed pair of valueg andj-, and letjs = j; — j». Consider the set of configuratiodssuch
that j; (C) = j1 andj2(C) = jo (andj3(C) = js). Forany0 < r < y, t,(C) > 0 is an integer such
thatt,(C)y(1 + 6)1 1 < (14 0)7, i.e,t,(C) < 18 = 1+ . Since the total size of large items is at
most(1 + &)/t while the size of such an item is at leagtl + &)/ ~!, we find0 < nM(C’) < 1—+5 We get

= (”551);“ +1< (Hfm (sinced < & < 1), fixing j; andyj, and using/+2 < & and1+5 <L

the number of different configurations (with given valugsjo, js) is at most(%)T < (Lo,

which is a constant (a function éj.

Next, we find the number of pairg, j.. The valuesj, correspond to actual speeds of machines.
Thus, the number of possible values firis obviously at mosin, which ensures that there are config-
urations for each possible speed. The valjieare defined as follows. For every subset of jdpdet
;= [logy s Zjdpﬂ. The valuesy; act as first components of configurations (and there are rey oth
options). We bound the number of intervals of the faima= ((1+4)7~1, (1+ 4)’] such that the actual work
of a machine (which must be the total size of a subset of jodashelong to such an interval. The work of a
machine whose largest jobjss in [p;, n - p;]. Every intervalp;, n - p;] overlaps with at most +log; , s n
intervals of the form/,. Thus, the total number of values thyatcan have is at most(1 + %) = O(%Q), and
we moreover only allow such values that+ 6)73 2 < % We find that the number of options fgr, j2, j3
is O("QTm). LetJ = {01, 09,...,04} be the set of alk different speeds such that= oy > 03 > --- > 0y,
and letV; be the number of machines of spegd

Consider the following mathematical progrdin The goal ofll is to determine a partial schedule via
machine configurations. For every configuration X is a variable stating how many machines have this
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configuration. Obviously, the number of used configuratiwhese second componentdascannot exceed
N;. For every triple of density, size, and a configuration (dgnd + 6)", size(1 + §)*, and configuration
C), there is a variabl&’,. ; - corresponding to the number of jobs of this size and deniséydre assigned
to machines whose configurations @'eas small jobs for this configuration. The variablg;  may be
positive only if a job of sizg1 + ) is small for configuratiorC, i.e.,i < j1(C) — 2 + [log, 5~], and

in all other cases we séf.; = 0 to be a constant rather than a variable. A configuratibhas a cost
denoted bycost(C) associated with it, which is th&-cost forU (C) = (1 + §)71(©)=1, Recall that for
the purpose of calculating th&-cost of a machine, a list of its large jobs is needed, buttfojobs of size
below U (i.e., small jobs), the only needed property of the subseinwdill jobs (for configuratior””) of
each one of the densities is their total size, and the exgtcdfisuch small jobs is not needed. For large
jobs, the exact identities of jobs are not needed as wella ist of densities and sizes is nheeded. Thus, the
U-cost for configuratiort” is calculated assuming that the machine has exagt}fC) jobs of size(1 + §)"

and weight(1 + §)"*" (i.e., density(1 + §)") assigned to it, and the total size of small jobs (of sizes in
(0,~7(1 + 6)71(©)=1)) with densities equal tl + §)" is exactlyt,(C) - v(1 + 6)7*(¢)=1, The objective ofl

is to minimize the sum of costs of configurations plus the mgsparts of the costs of jobs that are assigned
as small. For that, for a job of siZé + )¢ and density(1 + §)" that is assigned to a machine of speeab

a small job for its configuration, an additive term-(éi%% is incurred (this is the difference between the
actual cost for this job, and ifs-value, which is the part of the cost already included inltheost). This
last term only depends on the speed of the machine that ranshihrather than the specific machine. Thus,

for eachr andi we add(1+6)""% 3" . 2(13:5% to the cost of configurations to get the total cost of the

schedule, wher&” ... Y;.; ¢ is the number of jobs of sizel + 6)* and density(1 + 6)" that are assigned
as small jobs for their configurations.

Condition [1) ensures that the number of used machines fdr speed does not exceed the existing
number of such machines. Conditidd (2) states that everysjaissigned (either it is a large job of some
machine or a small job) and conditidn (3) considers jobs ofdg (1 + 0)" that are assigned as small to
machines scheduled according to configuratigrand verifies that sufficient space is allocated for them if
the space for them is slightly extended. Conditidn (4) eestinat indeed there is a machine of the maximum
speed that has a work that is closel tdhat is, abovgﬁ and at most (the condition that the work is in

[1/(1+9),1) is slightly relaxed).
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Z Xco < N; Vo, € J 1)
CeC:(14-6)72(D =g,
> ()Xo + Y Vi = np, VO<r<yicI (2
ceC ceC
Y (1400 < ((C) + Dy(1+ 6O Xe Vo<r<yCecC 3
ieZ!(C)
> Xo>1 4
CeC:j1(C)e{—1,0},52(C)=0
Yyic >0 VC eC,0<r<y,iel'(C) (5)
Xc>0 vC eC (6)

Observe that we distinguish between large and small jobs farachine based on the configuration
and not solely by its speed. This feature is needed since robtgm does not allow the use of the dual-
approximation method. We define the set of heavy configuratig; asCy = {C € C : j;1(C) > g(d},
(note that the definition of a heavy configuration or a healiBded machine depends only on the work,
and it is independent of the speed) and the complement sgihofconfigurations i€, = C \ Cy. We see
IT as a mixed-integer linear program. AfriablesY; ; - may be fractional. The variables of configurations
corresponding to slow machines and variables of light conditions of fast machines may be fractional,
whereas the variables of configurations correspondingsionfeachines and heavy configurations must be
integral. Recall that for every pair of speed and work (i.@a# ji,j2), the number of different valid
configurations is constant (as a functioné®f The number of different speeds of fast machines is at most
(—£(5)). Recall that the work of a heavily loaded machine of speéslin ((1 + 6)9(%), 25]. For a fixed
slow speeds < (1 + 6)7(), consider configuratio' that satisfiegi»(C') = logy,55 < f(5). By the
condition onjs(C'), the configuratiorC' has;ji(C) — j2(C) — 1 = j3(C) — 1 < log;,5% +1 < &%, as
(140)¥% -1 > 1425 > 2.1 Cis heavy, then; (C) > g(d)+1 = f(6)+Z+1, and sincg»(C) < f(4),
we reach a contradiction. Thus, any configuration for a sl@gtme is light. The number of different values
of j1(C) such thaC is a heavy configuration is at mosy(5) +log; | s 3+3 < & +2—g(8) = — f(6) +2,
andjs(C) of a heavy configuratiod’ must be a fast speed (so there are at mg&td) values for it). As the
number of integral variables is constant (as a functiofi) ohn optimal solution can be found in polynomial
time [22,20]. We will first compare the cost of the optimal edhleO PT to the cost of an optimal solution
of II, and then we will show how to obtain an actual schedule givealation ofII, such the cost of the
schedule is larger only by a factor of at mast § than the objective function value of the solutiorfioLet
(X*,Y™) denote an optimal solution to the mixed-integer linear paiog and letZ* be its objective value.
Let ZOPT denote the cost ab PT.

Theorem 11. If (X*,Y*) is an optimal solution ofI, thenZ* < ZOFT,

Proof. We define an integral solution fdid that is based o PT. Given machinel < A\ < m, we
define its configuratior®’ as follows. Given the workl” of the machine, lef; = j;(C) = [log; s W1.
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Given the speed), let jo» = j2(C) = log; s5sx. Letjz = j3(C) = ji1 — jo. Recall that for every
possible subset of input jobs whose total size does not dx%?e the integer;’, such that the interval
((1+6)7~1, (146)7'] contains their total size, is one of the options for the fisshponent of configurations
unless(1 +6)72~2 > 2 which does not hold since iR PT we havelV < 2 and(1 + )32 > 2 implies
(146)9172 > 2% > W > (1+6)1 1, a contradiction. Thus, the valyg(C) as defined above is a valid first
component for a configuration, and the second compofgat) is valid since(1 + 6)72(¢) € J. LetZ(C)

be defined as abov& (C') contains alk such thatj; (C) — 1+ [log,_ 57| < i < ji1(C)). Foranyi € Z(C')
and0 < r < y, the valuen, ;(C) is defined to be the exact number of jobs of density- §)" and size

(1 + 6)* assigned to\ in OPT. The remaining jobs assigned Xaare obviously small (as there cannot be a
job of size abovéV assigned ta\, and(1+6§)’t > W). The total size of the remaining jobs assigned te

W =3 ocrayicz(c)(140)n.:(C) < (1+6)"(), and the size of each such job is belggt + )7 (9)~! <
~W. For every0 < r <y, let W, denote the total size of (small) jobs whose densitylis- §)" and sizes
below~(1+6)71(¢)~1 that are assigned ta Lett’(\) = M‘J’W andt,.(C) = |t.()\)] (and therefore
t-(C) < tL(\) < t,(C) + 1). The valuesn,; andt,(C) are non-negative integers that do not exceed
M% < %5 Thus, the components of the configuration vector are suwahiftld’ it is valid with

respect to the approximate total size of items, thea C . We now show that the resulting configuration is
indeed a valid configuration, by calculatiﬁgogrgyvig(c) (146)'n,;(C)+ S ot (C)(v(1+ §)i (C)—l),

We have y

Yo 4+ (O)+ D) N1+ =W,
0<r<y,ieZ(C) r=0
and0 < 320 (. (A) = £(0)) (y(1+0)71 1) < (y+ 1) (7(1+6)71 7). Usingy +1 < 55,7 < §%12,
the last expression is at ma8f%3 (1 + §)71(©)~1, We get

Y
L+ D =w= Y (148)n(C) + )t (C) (L + )T
0<r<y,icZ(C) r=0

> (1461711 — 1993 > (1 4 §)71(D=2

since(1 — §'03)(1 + §) > 1for 6 < &. After defining the configuration of each machine, we coust th
number of machines with each configuraticfh and let the variableéX be the number of machines with
configurationC’. The valuesY, ; ¢ are simply defined by counting the numbers of correspondibg.
Moreover, the objective function value is no larger thandbst of the schedule since the blocks of small
jobs may have smaller sizes in the configurations compartetoriginal schedule (as the valugéC') are
rounded down versions of the valug$))), and the total sizes of jobs in these blocks were roundeddiow
the construction of the corresponding configurations (ftph) to¢,.(C) for densityr and configuratiort”).

For the machine of speedwhose work is in[l—}ré, 1), its configurationC' hasj; (C) = 0 or j;(C) = —1,
andjg((:‘) =0, soxs > 1, and condition[(4) is satisfied since all variablég: are non-negative. Thus, for
each speed = o, the number of configurations’ wherej»(C’) = log, s s is exactlyN;, and condition
() is satisfied. Conditiori{2) is satisfied since each johtiee counted in som&. ; ¢ if it is small for its
configuration, or it is counted since for its configurationn, ;(C) - X¢ is exactly the number of jobs of
size(1 + 4)* and density(1 + )" that are scheduled as large jobs on machines whose coniiguigC.
Finally, condition [(B) is satisfied since the total size digoof density(1 + §)" assigned as small jobs to
machine) whose configuration i€’ is exactlyt’.(\)y(1 + §)7*(©)=1 ‘andt’ (\) < t,(C) + 1, and thus it is
at most(t,(C) + 1) - v(1 + §)7 (€)1, Summing up the last inequality over all machines with canfigion
C results in the bound of conditionl(3). O
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Theorem 12. There exists a schedule whose cost is at Mibst §)Z*, and such a schedule can be con-
structed in polynomial time froriX™, Y*).

Proof. We start with constructing an alternative set of values efidriables and bounding the resulting cost
from above. We will later convert this alternative soluti@hat may violate some of the constraintsIf
into a schedule. Forevely € C, let X¢, = [ X ]. If X¢, = 0, then we seX¢, = 0. In this cas&’; » =0
must hold for allr, i by (3), and we seY,fZC = 0. If X* > 0, we consider two cases. @f < CH, then
the variables of configurations are integral, and therefofe= X;,. In this case we sét, o = 1Y) ol
forany0 < r <y, i € Z'(C). Otherwise, in the cas€ € Cy, letY;, » = g—i YT*ZcJ Using these
definitions, in the cas®], . > 0, if C € Cy, then we have’; , < Y, o + 1, and otherwise we have
Vo< ﬁ—g}@*lc Moreover, ifC' € C, then we have’/; - > % Yio—1>Y5 - Y“C — 1, by
X& < X( + 1 (that holds even ifX /. = 0). Using condition[(B), for ever¢’ € C7, such thatXC > 0 and

0 <r <y,we have

X! X! |
Yo 1+ e< Y (140) ffYT*Zc < Xf( t:(C) + 1)y (1 + 61O~ X,
€T/ (0) €T/ (0)

= (t:(C) + 1)y(1 + )OI XE,

Similarly, for everyC € C'y such thatX, > 0 and0 < r < y, we have

D A+0Yi0< Y U+ (Vhe+1) < (6(C)+ D)y +6) D X+ > (1+6)
i€T/(C) i€T/(C) i€T/(C)

2 .
< (tr(C) + 24+ S)fy(l + 5)]1(0)—1X/C

as Xy = X& > 1, and Y cq oy (1 +6)F < (1 4 61O~ ey = (1 + §)(@)=t . Lo
X§ =0, then the correspondmg condition (the first on€’iic Cp, and the second oned € Cy) hold
trivially, as all variables are equal to zero.

SinceX(, < Xj forC eC, andY,f,i,C <Y oforallCeCp,0<r<yandie I'(C), the objective
function value for these variables is at mast plus

2 r 7 }/;“/727 7, r 7 X*
22 2 (1i5m<cc Z 2, 2 oy (1+5)32<>’

r=0 i CeCyHeT!(C) r=0 CeCy icT'(C)

since forC' € Cy it holds thatY,; » = 0if X¢, = 0, and otherwis&’/, - — Y", o = 1 < X¢. Next,
we show thaty>?_; >, 7 (1 + 5)T+2ZW < §1%cost(C) for any C' € Cg, and thus we will
conclude that the objective functlon value of the set ofakelds X/, Y/, . is at most(1 + §'%)Z*. Note
that the solution that we consider is not a feasible soluf@nll, as 7(for example) conditioril(2) does
not necessarily hold as it is possible thal.cc 7i(C)XG + > cee Yri o # Ny Still we can bound its
objective function value using the objective function vahf the optimal (and feasible) solution. We have

cost(C) > % (by Lemmdl, sinceost(C') is computed for jobs of total size aboge+§)71(¢)~2,

and the jobs densities are no smaller than_et:’ = maxZ’(C). We have(1 + 6)% < (y(1 4 §)71(O)-1)2
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andy", (1 +6)% < (1+ 6)*+2/5. Additionally, >-Y_o (1 + 6)" < (14 6)¥+!/5. ForagivenC' € Cp,
we get

YH2A+3 y+3 (€)=1y2
r=0ieT'( ) 2(1 + §)72(0) = 262(1 + §)72(C) 202(1 + 6)32(C)

524

B (1 + 0 5y (1 + ) 21(C)=2
202(1 + §)72(©)

(since(l +0)¥ > 51—100) The first increase in the cost due to the transformatiom ff&*, Y*) to (X', Y”)
is therefore by an additive factor of at ma3t?Z*.

We letn, ; = nyi — 3 cce nri(C) X — Yoee Yric @and ifng ;> 0, then say that, ; is the number
of unassigned jobs of siza + §)* and density(1 + §)". These jobs will be callednassigned johsas they
will remain unassigned also after the first assignment skép. first assignment step will be to assign jobs
according to the configurations for whicy, > 0, such that there will b&(/, machines whose sets of large
jobs will be as required (based on the definitionCf We will then assigrY;mC jobs of size(1 + 6)* and
density(1 4 §)" to the machines whose configuration(igthese are small jobs far). In order to ensure
that all jobs can be scheduled, for each machine that isressitihe configuratiol', additionally to total
size of at most,(C)y(1+ §)71(©)~1 jobs of density(1 + §)" that are small jobs for configuratiafi that the
machine can contain, such jobs of total size at Mggt + §)71(©)~! are allocated to this machine. These
jobs are calle@ddditional jobs and we will calculate the increase in the total cost as direéBoe unassigned
jobs will all be assigned to a machine of spdedhose configuratio’ hasj; (C’) = 0 or j1(C") = —1.
We will compute an upper bound on the total size of these joaswill allow us to find an upper bound on
the increase in the cost.

Consider the machlnes whose configuratiorCis For every0 < r < y, createX/, bins of size

t-(C)y(1 + 6)71(©)=1 (these bins are called bins of the first kind), aigl bins of size%) (1 + §)71(¢)~1

(these bins are called bins of the second kind), ({€) = 0, then we introduce only the second kind of bins.
The additional jobs are those that are packed into bins aseloend kind. We define the allocation of jobs
to machines by packing them as items into these bins. If thetimber of items of a certain type assigned
using this packing process exceeds the existing numbemsf jhen some of the spaces allocated in this
process for items will not receive jobs. For everg Z'(C), packY,, . itemsof size (1 + §) into these
bins using First Fit. We show that all items are packed. Assbmédntradiction that this is not the case.
Since the size of each item is belowl + §)7(“)~1 and there is an item that cannot be packed, each bin of
the first kind (if such a bin exists) is occupied by at le@stC) — 1)y(1 + 6)71(©)=1, and each bin of the
second kind is occupied by at ledst — 1)(1 + 6)71(9)~1. We find that the total size of items of density
(1 +6)" that are to be packed into these bins as small, which is eque];t 7/ (1 + 5)“”/,@0 is above
(tr(C)+3—2)7(146)71 (D=1 X, contradicting the upper bound that we proveddp.;. (¢ (1+6)'Y,,
since2 — 2 > 2 + 2 (sinced < ). The increase in the cost of each machine (since the tagliafismall
jobs of density(1 + §)" for each0 < r < y becomes larger) can be upper bounded as follows. A pos-
sible schedule is obtained by assigning the jobs of the binbkeofirst kind as a block of size at most
t,.(C)y(1 + 6)1(9)~1, and the jobs of the bins of the second kind as a block of thejdas assigned to
the machine (this is possibly not an optimal ordering). Fgulaj that is small for its configuration the
difference between its cost ag is already included in the objective function value (sintcis iassigned
as a small job), and thus we compute the tdtalalues of the added blocks. Instead of considering these
blocks (for different values of) separately, we see it as one block assuming that all demsite equal to

< cost(C) - 6%2(1+6)°7¥ < §1%¢ost(C)
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(1+9)¥ (this assumption cannot reduce the cost). We assume withgsibf generality that, (C') = 0. Let
W =Y ocrayiczio)(1+0)n:(C) + 3¥_ t(C) (v(1 + 6)71(9)~1). The total size of the blocks of small
jobs added to this machine is at mé&%’”(l +6)711@~1 and thus, by Clairil4, the sum Bfvalues for
the all these blocks is at mogt + 6)¥ (W + 3(y + 1)y(1 4 6)7* =1 /(26))(3(y + 1)y(1 + 6)71(©)=1/5).

By Lemmal, we haveost(C) > W?/2, andW > (1 + §)71()=2 and get that the totdl-values of the
added blocks is at most

(14 0)Y(W +3(y + Dy(1 + 8)7(D71/(26)) (3(y + 1)y (1 + 87
5
<3y +DOMWA+ L5y + 1)1+ 8)y) (1 +0)W
< 3(146)0% - W2(1 4 690 < 762 . W?/2

ass < 1/8,y+ 1 < 53, andy < §'512. Thus, the second increase in the cost is by an additiverfattat
most76% - Z*.

Recall thatn/ , is the number of unassigned jobs of s{zer §)* and density(1 + 6)", and forC' € C,
Xt =X& andYr’Z c 2 Y o Using (2), we have

n;«,i = Ny — Z nr,i(C)X/C - Z r/,z',C - Z nr,i(C)X/C - Z Yr/,i,C

CeCy CeCyHeT!(C) ceCy, CeCLHeT(C)

<npi— > OXE— Y Yiie— Y (nna(C)(XE - 1))

CECH CECH:’iEI'(C) CECL
Y* Y*
* r,4,C . r,,C
CeCLHeT(C),X >0 ¢ cecy, CECL:#eT'(C),X5>0 ~ C

The total size of unassigned items is at most

*

6 < y v
SN Y a+ im0+ (1+5)Z(;(’_Zé0+1),

r=0 CeCp i€Z(C) r=0 CeCL:X{>04eZ/(C)

Using ez o) (1 + 6)Z Yric < (t:(C) + 1)y(1 + 6)1) 1 for C € O, such thatX}, > 0, the total size
of unassigned jobs is at most

y
SN [ @@+ D+ 8O 1 ST (14 6)ng(C +ZZ > (1+9)
r=0 CeCp, i€Z(C) r=0 CeCL ieT'(C)

USINgY <, <y iez(c)(10) i (C)+ 377 o £ (C) (v (1+6)7" (@71) < (1+6)7 @ andy, (o) (1+0)" <

y(1 + 6)71(9) /§ for any C € C, the total size of unassigned jobs is at most

> @+ +Z > A1+ @ +Z DA+ D5 < 3T 21469

CeCy, r=0CeCp, r=0CeCp, CeCy,

since(1 + (y +1)y(1/6 +1)) <1+ 5% L1002 <o
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We will show in what follows that the definition af(d) is such that the total size of unassigned jobs is
indeed at mos2y. The jobs are assigned to a machine with a configuratiosuch thatj; (C’) € {0, —1},
its completion time of this machine before any modificatiemsit mostl, and after the modifications it
is at mostl + 2y(y + 1) < 1+ 6% (since3y(y +1)/6 < 2.6V 4 < §19). Even if the density
of each such job igl + )Y, and the unassigned jobs are now assigned as a block on ttidaaded
machine of speed starting at timel + §'4%°, the sum of their weighted completion times will be at most
29(1+6)Y (1460 +29) < 2612(1+0'3%9) < 352, while the value ofost(C") is at least 175)5/2 > 1,
so the increase in the cost is at most by an additive factdiéf - Z*. The total cost will be at most
Z*(1 4 600 + 762 + 15812) < (14 6)2*.

Consider a speed If s is a fast speed, then for evefy such thatj; < g(¢) there are at moit%)a?%
light configurations (and the others are heavy), and WeXggt -, .j, (). (1 + 6)7*(@) < (%)5%(1 +
)9O 3 ey < (1 + 5)9(5)“(%)5%. If s is a slow speed, all the configuratiofiswith j»(C') =
log, , 5 s are light, but every such configuratid@n satisfies(1 + 5102 < 27;’ and we get that the corre-
sponding sum is at mow(%)?}m. Taking the sum over aHl such thats is a slow speed we get

]

2(1 + §)/(0)+3 (1):2—7 2(1 + )95 +3 (1):2—7 _ (148793 (1)@@
201 4070 _ < (1 7

52 5 52 5

since(1 + 0)2/%* > 2/5. In total, taking into account al-f(8) = —g(é ) + 2/42 fast speeds and all slow
speeds, we find_ .o, 2(1 4 6} < (2/6% — g(6))(1 + 6)9)(})77. Recall thaty(s) = —(%)5300.
Let G(5) = —g(5). We findG(d) > (3)77 - L. Using (1 + 6)5 = ((1 + 6))/% > ()%, we get
(14 8)G0) > ((}y/oy1/e* — (L& — (s )1/5 > G(8)3. Since2/8* < G(8) < (3 —1)G(d), and
sincey > 567 it is sufficient to showG (6)” > (1)5% which holds for our choice qf(9). O

In summary, in this section we provided &h + §)-approximation algorithm for the bounded ratio
problem. The algorithm tests all possible intervBls,, and for each one it constructs the MILRE finds an
optimal solution, and ifasolutlon exists, converts it iateschedule. The running time of this last conversion
is O(m + n), and there ar@ (%) intervals. The number of configurations is at mo®tu(4)/%**", which
is an upper bound on the number of variablég. The number of variable¥).; ¢ is therefore at most
n®m(3 )1/5 * since the number of values foris at mostn and the number of values ofis at mostéig.

The number of variableX ¢ that are integral variables is at mcﬁs{f(é))(—f(é) +1)(3)1/9* and since
_f((;)' = —9(5) + 5% = (%)53% + 6%’ SO(—f((S) + 1) (5)5301 and(—f(&))(—f(é) + 1)(%)1/5230 <
(1)1/5301. The number of constraints (excluding non-negativity ¢amsts for all variables) i) (m +
an( )1/5231 )

3 An EPTAS with release dates

We generalize the EPTAS of the previous section for the catberalease dates. In this case, in the original
instanceA, a job j has a timep; > 0 associated with it, such thagtcannot be executed before time
p;. A solution or schedule is not only a partition of the jobs agadhe machines, but it also states the
completion time of each job, which is sufficient as the scledunon-preemptive (an alternative way to
define a schedule is by defining the starting times, but weusélthe former option). A schedule (or a valid
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schedule) must comply with the property that no machine nuoie than one job at a time, except for times
when one job completes its processing and another oneitsgutecessing. We will assume in what follows
that the time slot that a job runs on a machine is half oper,ishaf j runs on maching, its time slot is
C; — f}—ﬂ C;). Note that an optimal schedule may have idle times. Usinlingcésorting the machines and
d|V|d|ng all speeds and sizes by the largest machine speedssume that = v; > vg > -+ > v, > 0.
Let0 < § < 1/36 be an accuracy factor, that is a functioredfvhered < ¢), and such tha§ is an integer.

3.1 Standard rounding steps

As a first step, we convert into A’. Let ay, = minj<j<,a;. Letg = 5%amin. The sets of jobs and
machines are the same asAn Letr; = (1 + §)[°51+s(v 51 be the re;ease date of jgh Note that
pj + B > 0, sor; is well-defined for anyj (even ifp; = 0). Lets; = (1 + ) log115v:) pe the speed
of machinei in instanced’. Letw; = (1 + §)[1081rswil) p. = (1 4 §)l°e1+6 %1 pe the weight and size
(respectively) of joly in instanceA’. Using the new notation, for a given schedule, the compidtine of j
is still denoted byC’;, and its weighted completion time1s; - C;. Note thatl = s1 > s > -+ > 5., > 0.
Let © and(®’ denote optimal solutions fod and A’ respectively.

Claim 13. Every solutionSOL for A’ is also a solution ford, and SOL(A) < SOL(A’).

Proof. Recall that a solution is defined by an allocation of jobs tali@es and to completion times. Thus,
C; is the completion time of jop no matter which input is considered pr A’), and sincev; > w; for any
job 7, it is sufficient to show thafO L is a valid solution forA.

For job j assigned to machinein SOL, lett be the starting time of in SOL when the inputd is
considered, and lgt be the starting time of in SOL when the inputd’ is considered. We will show that
t > t'. Sincep; < r;., andt’ > rg. by the validity of SOL for A’, we will havet > ' > rg. > pj, SOj starts
running after its release date O L for A as well. Moreover, sincé > C; for any job;’ that is assigned
to run on: in SOL, such that the completion time g¢f satisfiesC; < Cj, we will havet > t > Cyr,
and thus no overlaps between jobs assigned to the same mawtist inSO L for the inputA. These two
properties will imply the validity ofSO L for A.

The speeds of for A and A" arev; ands; respectively. The sizes gffor A and A’ area; andp,
respectively. Thus we hawg; = t + X andC; = t' + £L. Sincep; > a; ands; < v;, 3= < £, and
thereforet > t/, as required.

Given a solutionSOL defined for a given input, let the time-augmented solufiot{ SO L, v) for some
v > 1 and the same sets of jobs and machines be the solution wiedrgobds assigned to the same machine
as inSOL, and thecompletion timef each job i times its completion time i®¥O L. In the next claim we
show that ifSOL is a solution forA, thenT A(SOL,v) is a solution forA as well. A schedul&SOL"” for
A’ is calledtimelyif for every job j, the starting time of is at least - ”J , Wheres is the machine that runs
jin SOL". For a solutionSOL for A, we will be able to us@A(SOL v) as a solution ford’ for certain
values ofv. The next claim specifies cases such that this is indeed dsetliedule ford’, and moreover it
is a timely schedule.

Claim 14. Given a schedul&OL for A andv > 1, let SOL’ = TA(SOL,v). The schedul§OL' is a
schedule ford such thatSOL/(A) = v - SOL(A). If v > (1 + 6)3, thenSOL' is a timely schedule fod’.

Proof. First, we consider. Lett andt’ denote the starting times of jghin SOL andSOL’, respectively,
and leti be the machine thatis assigned to. Its completion time HOL ist + ‘;—J its completion time in
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SOLisv(t+ “’) andt’ = v(t+ = L) — %L > vt holds sincev > 1. Any job that runs on the same machine
asj and completes beforgin SOL has a completion time of at most in SOL’, and therefore for each
machine, no overlaps between time intervals dedicatedffeereint jobs are created. Moreover, 88 L is
valid, ¢ > ¢ > pj, SO no job is started before its release date. The claimaegathe cost holds since the
cost of each job increases exactly by a factov ¢&s its weight does not change).

Next, considerd’ and jobj again. Lett denote its starting time of in SOL for A, and lett” denote
the starting time ofi in SOL' for A’. Once again lei be the machine that is assigned to. We have
=t +F) - B > ot +vp;/((114:;§) B> vt 4 6% asv > (14 4)°. Sincet” > wt, as in the
proof for A, there are no overlaps between the time mtervals of jobgraes to one machine. The release
dater] satlsf|e5r < (1T+8)pj+B) = 0+0)(p; + 52 amm). Sinceamin < a; < p; ands; < 1,

s < (1+0)p; + (1 +0)0* Y < wt+ % <t"ast > p;,§ < 55, andv > (146)°. Sincet” > 5%, SOL/
is a timely schedule for’. O

In what follows, when we are given a solutistO L for A, we letSOL = TA(SOL, (1 + §)3).

Claim 15. We have(l + §)3SOL(A) < SOL(A’) < (1 + §)*SOL(A) andO(A) < O'(A)) < (1 +
§)*O(A).

Proof. Recall thatSOL is a solution for bottd and A’. Moreover, for each job, its completion time$f© L
is the same ford and 4. Sincew; < w; < (1 + §)w;, we getSOL(A) < SOL(A’) < (1+ §)SOL(A),
and the first claim follows fron$OL(A) = (1+6)3SOL(A) (by Claim[14). The second part of the second
claim follows from the first claim; sinc® is an optimal solution ford, we haveO’(A’) < O(4’) <
(1 +6)*O(A). The propertyO(A) < O'(A’) follows from Claim[I3, ag?’ is a valid solution for4, and
thusO(A) < O'(A) < O'(A"). O

We will only consider timely schedules fet'. Let ©” denote an optimal timely schedule féf.
Claim 16. We haved”(A") < (1 + 6)*O'(A).

Proof. Consider the schedul® = T A(O, (1 + 6)3). By Claim[13, this is a timely schedule fot'. By
Claim[I5,0(4") < (1 +6)20(A4) < (1 + )10/ (A"). Thus,0”"(A") < (1 +8)10'(A). O

Corollary 17. If a solution SOL satisfiesSOL(A") < (1 + k6)O"(A’) for somek > 0, thenSOL(A) <
(14 (4k/3 +12)0)O(A).

Proof. Recall thatSOL is a solution forA as well. We have&SOL(A) < SOL(A’) < (1 + k6)O"(A") <
(1+k6)(146)*0'(4") < (1+k6)(146)80(A). We show thatl +6)™ < 3xdif 7 > 1is an integer such
thaté < 3% by induction. Forr = 1,1+ 4 < 1+ 1.5§ holds. For larger values af we have(1 + §)™ ! =
(14+8)(1+6)™ < (14+6)(1+1.578) = 14+ (1L.5r+1)6+1.5762 < 1+ 1.576 +0+0.56 = 1+ 1.5(7 +1)6.
UsingT = 8 andd < =, we find (1 + k6)(1 + 6)® < (1 + kd)(1 + 126) < 1+ ké + 120 + 12k6? <

36
(4k/3 4 12)0. O

In the analysis of algorithms for the input’, we will use pseudo-costsather than actual costs. The
completion time of any job is strictly positive. The pseustist of jobj whose completion tim€’; satisfies
C; € [(1+6)% (1 + 6)"1) is defined asv;(1 + 6)*1. Let Opc denote an optimal timely solution for
A" with respect to pseudo-cost (that is, the total pseudo-afosil jobs is minimized). LePC(SOL(A))
denote the pseudo-cost 80 L for the inputA’.
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Claim 18. We have”“BLA) < gOL(A') < PC(SOL(A')), and PC(Opc(A')) < PC(O"(A')) <
(1+6)0"(A). If asolutionSOL’ satisfiesPC(SOL'(A")) < (1+k'6)PC(Opc(4’)), thenSOL'(A) <

(1+ (2K + 14)5)O(A).

Proof. For any jobj its costw;C; in a solutionSOL is at Ieastﬁ fraction of its pseudo-cost and at
most its pseudo-cost, which implies the first property amditlequality PC (0" (A4")) < (1 4+ §)O"(A").
The inequalityPC(Opc(A")) < PC(O"(A")) holds sinceDpc is an optimal timely schedule fot’ with
respect to pseudo-cost add’ is timely. If PC(SOL'(4")) < (1 + kK'§)PC(Opc(A)), then we find
SOL'(A") < PC(SOL'(A")) < (1 + K&PC(Opc(4)) < (1401 +KHO"(A) <1+ (K +1+
k'/36)0)0" (4’) (sinces < =). Using Corollary_IF the last claim follows. O

3.2 A simple representation of schedules

We consider the inputl’ and timely schedules. In what follows we only discuss psexats. We slightly
abuse notation and us#) L(A’) to denote thgpseudo-cosdf SOL for A’. Let 7; , denote the time interval
[(1+6), (1 + 8§)*1) on machinel. Obviously, the total size of jobs for which both the stagtiime and
completion time are within this interval (on machifjds at mosts, - § - (1 + §)*, which is called théength

of this interval. We let denote the smallest value ©$uch thai(1 + §)? is a release date of some job.4f.
Since we use pseudo-costs, we will represent scheduleatinygstor each joly the machine that runs it, the
interval wherej starts, and the interval that contains the completion tifkeejob (both being time intervals
of the same machine). Note that if the completion timg isf(1 -+ ) (on some machiné), then we say that
the completion time of belongs taJ; , even though the time slot thatuns inis[(1446)" — 2, (1+4)*) (so

J is completed just beforg ;). Alternatively, it is possible to state, for each intervake list of jobs whose
starting times are in this interval, and the list of jobs wdosmpletion times are in this interval. The cost of
the schedule can be computed by computing the total costiof@dvals. The cost off; ¢ is (146)**! times

the total weight of jobs whose completion times areJjn. Obviously, additional conditions are required
for such lists to ensure that a list originates in a valid dcifee (where an exact completion time is assigned
to each job), and a complete schedule of the same cost §audp-cost) can be constructed. For example,
if job j has a starting time it;, , and completion time ig/;, ¢, whereis —i; > 2, then for anyi; < i’ < i,

no job can have a starting time or a completion timg7iry. Moreover, the total size of jobs that have to run
in a sequence of intervals cannot exceed their total lerigtthe next lemma we formulate necessary and
sufficient conditions for a list to represent an actual soked

Lemma 19. Consider the following conditions on a list.

1. For every jobj, that has a starting time it; , and a completion time i, , it holds that?’ = ¢,
i >, andr) < (1+6)".

2. Foranyl < ¢ < m, i > 6, and® such thatd < ¢ < i the total size of jobs for which both the
completion times and starting times arefy o U Jyr41 ¢ U - - - U J; ¢ is strictly smaller than the total
length of the intervals7y ¢, Jor 1105 - - -, Tie-

3. For any;j whose starting time and completion time are in the intervals, and 7;, , respectively,
such thatio > 7;, any interval7; , with i; < ¢ < i3 has no starting times of jobs and no completion
times of jobs.

4. For anyJ; ¢, there is at most one job whose starting time is in this irdkand its completion time is
not, and at most one job whose completion time is in thiswadebut its starting time is not.
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Every schedule has these properties, and for every listitaatthese properties there exists a schedule of
the same cost that obeys the requirements on starting timés@mpletion times of jobs of this list.

Proof. Given a schedule where completion times of jobs are spegcdlegroperties hold trivially, thus it is
left to show that given a list satisfying all properties,stgossible to assign a completion time (and thus a
time slot) to every job.

Consider a schedule given as a list. We refer to the timevalewhere the starting time and completion
time of a jobj are listed as its listed starting time and listed completiore. We will assign each job
an actual starting time and an actual completion time. Dubedirst property, the list defines a partition
of jobs to machines, and therefore each machine can be evedigeparately. Consider machihand
apply the following process. Find the first time intervgl, (with the smallest) that has at least one job
whose starting time is if; ;. Leti’ = i, repeat the following process, and stop after all jobg bave
been assigned to actual starting times and actual completnes. If7;; , has no jobs listed to start in this
time interval, then let’ = i’ + 1. Otherwise, starting the time that is the maximum betwgesn 6)° and
the last actual completion time assigned to any job, scleeithal jobs having both listed starting times and
listed completion times in the time interva} , to actual time slots consecutively in some order by assggnin
them actual starting times and actual completion timeshdfe is a joby listed to start in7; , and a listed
completion time in7;» , wheres” > ¢, assign it an actual completion time which is the maximumvieen
(14 6)"" and the last actual completion time assigned to any ja;in (or (1 + 6)" if no such job exists)
plus i’—j, and a suitable starting time, and 1et= i + 1.

Each job with a listed starting time iff; , was assigned to an actual time slot no earlier {Hand)’, and
without any overlap (since a job is either assigned an astaaiing time that is the actual completion time
of the previously assigned job, or a later actual startimg}i Every jolyj that was assigned for a given value
i’ has a listed starting time iff;; 4, and it was assigned an actual starting time of at Ié:]a&té)i'. Since the
listed starting time of is in 7y 4, by the first conditionr; < (1+ 6)", andj is assigned an actual starting
time that is no smaller than its release date. It remainsde shat any jobj whose listed starting time is in
Ji, ¢« and its listed completion time is i, ¢ (for io > i;) was indeed assigned an actual starting time and
an actual completion time in these intervals, respectivésume by contradiction that the process failed to
do so. Letj’ be the first job for which either the starting time or the coetiph time is not in the appropriate
time intervals, and consider the first actual time that vasahe requirement (i.e., jf was assigned both
an actual starting time and an actual completion time tr@nhat with accord with the listed ones, we will
consider its starting time). Consider the cage= iy, wherej was assigned a completion time of at least
(1 + 6)1+L, consider the last time before this time that the machindlés (there must be such a time as
the machine is idle iff0, (1 + 6)), for somei > 6). By construction, the last idle time ends at some time
(14-0)? for § < ¢’ < i1. Consider the set of jobs that were assigned to actual tiotestiarting 1+6)?" and
up to the actual completion time assigned’t¢in particular, this set includeg). The listed starting times of
these jobs are ity ¢ U Jpr41,0U--- U T;, 0. Jobs with listed starting times ifly (U Jpr41,0U---UTi—10
have listed completion times iy U Jpr+10 U - - - U J;, ¢, @s otherwise, by the third conditioyl, cannot
exist. A possible job with a listed starting timejf, , and a listed completion time in a later time interval of
¢ is not considered by the process above ug td hus, we find that the jobs that have both a listed starting
time and a listed completion time il o U Jp11,¢ U - - - U J;, ¢ Violate the second condition, as their total
size is at least the total size of the intervalls ¢, Jp/ 110, - - . , Ji, . Consider the casg < iz, wherey’ is
assigned a starting time of at leg$t+ §)“ 1. In this casej’ is not included in the set of jobs violating
the condition, and since by the fourth condition the othésjassigned foi; have listed completion times
in 7;, ¢, their assigned completion time is strictly smaller tfian- 6)* ! contradicting the assumption on
the starting time of’. Consider the casg < io, wherej’ is assigned an actual completion time of at least
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(1 + 6)2*!, Sincej’ was not assigned a smaller actual completion time, there idla time between the
job that was assigned just prior joandj’. Moreover, asj’ received an actual starting time i, 4, and
using the third condition, the set of jobs assigned to adtoed slots starting the last idle time (denoted by
(1+ 5)9’) and up toj’ have listed starting times and listed completion timeggn, U Jpr 410U - - - U Jiy 0
contradicting the second condition, as their total sizé ieast the total size of these time intervals. [

Observe that if a timely schedule is given as a list, thenyesenedule that is created from the list (i.e.,
choosing a permutation of the jobs that start and complete&eommon interval) results in a timely schedule.

3.3 Shifted schedules and time stretched schedules

For a jobj of size(1 + d)*, let its stretched size b@ + §)'™!. Given a schedul§OL for A’, we define

a scheduleS(SOL), called theshiftedschedule of the schedul®OL, and job sizes are stretched. The
stretched input (consisting of the same machines and johstereach machine has the same speed in both
inputs, each job has the same release date but its procéissenig exactlyl + ¢ times larger) is called!’. If

job j has a starting time it;, , and completion time i;, , (whereis > 1) in SOL, we define its starting
time and its completion time if(SOL) to be in the intervalg/;, 1 » and J;, 11 ¢, respectively.

Claim 20. If SOL is a valid timely schedule, then so$§SOL), and the costs satisf§(SOL)(A’) =
(14 9)SOL(A").

Proof. A job j starts later inS(SOL) than it does inSOL, and therefore the release dates are respected.
The scheduleS(SOL) can be obtained frol§OL by multiplying each starting time and completion time
by 1 + 4. It remains timely since both the size and the starting tireenaultiplied by the same factor. [J

The schedul&S(SOL) can obviously be used also as a schedule for an input whesizthef each job
in A" is stretched by some factor jih, 1 + 6] (for this we considelS(SOL) as an assignment of a machine
and completion time for each job), and it remains timely sijubs can only start later while their sizes can
only decrease. This is the case even if the stretch factatgfefent jobs may be different.

Given a timely schedulé for an inputA, we define a new schedule that we call #oledule obtained
from S by time stretching by a factor af-+ 4, as follows. Ifj is assigned to run (i8') on maching during
[t,t), then we have, = s,(t' — t). We reserve the time periddl + d)¢, (1 + §)t’) on machin€ for job j
(where(1 + 6)t is the reserved starting time ¢f and (1 + §)t’ is the reserved completion time ¢f, and
assignj to start at time(1 + 0)t + % This time will be called the basic starting time pfObviously, no
job will start running before its release date, and the salgeidmains timely. The basic completion time of

jwill be (1+0)t+ 92 + 2 = (14+8)t+ 2 (14+0) — 92 = (L+0)t+ (' —t)(1+08) — 32 = (1+0)t — 3.
If ;7 originally completed during7; ; in S(Zl), then both its reserved and basic completion times will be no
later than in the interval/; ; », SO the cost increases by at most a multiplicative factar efé. Next, for
any interval7; ¢, such that there is no job whose reserved time interval ama ,, shift all jobs that start
and end during this time interval such that they run contirslypas early as possible, that is, either starting
at the beginning of7; ¢, or just at the basic completion time of a job that starts ieantier time interval and
completes in7; ; (jobs are reassigned to run without idle time, ignoring theetthat was reserved before
jobs are started or after they are completed). Moreoveheife is a job whose reserved starting time is
during J; », its reserved completion time is in another time intervat, ibis small for7; , (namely, its size

is smaller thard' times the length of the interval), it is also shifted to s&stearly as possible. The set of
these jobs, that we call thebs of 7; ,, can be processed in any order, as long as the length of #waht

is sufficient to accommodate all of them such that their cetiqrh times are within the time interval. The
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new starting times and completion times will be called dcstiarting times and actual completion times,
respectively. For jobs whose time slots are not modified ttigah starting times and actual completion
times are equal to the basic starting times and basic coimplémnes, respectively.

Analysis. Let U denote the total size of the jobs whose reserved startingstiamd reserved completion
times are in7; ;. If there is a job whose reserved starting time is this tinteriral but its reserved completion
time is not, let> denote the total size of this job that is assigned to run dufiry andU} the size that was
originally reserved for this job before its basic startimge during.7; ¢ (letting U, = U}, = 0 if no such job
exists), and similarly, if there is a job with a reserved tatgrtime in an earlier time interval on the same
machine and a reserved completion timefiry, let U; denote the total size of this job running durigg,,
andU7] the size that was reserved for this job after its basic cotipléime during7; , (whereU; = U] =0

if no such job exists). LeZ = s,0(1 + &) denote the length of the time interv] ,.

Claim 21. Assume that there is no job with a reserved time interval toatains.7; ¢, then the total size
that is available for jobs of7; , is at leastU + 627, and the current total size of the jobs Jf, is at most
U+ 6107,

Proof. The total size of the jobs of; , exceedd/ by at most the size of one small job for this time interval,
i.e., by at most'°Z.

Out of the total sizeZ of J; 4, the size that was not originally reserved for any jol¥is- Uy — U{ —
Uy — Ul — (14 0)U. The last calculation is valid since according to the batactisg times, total size
of (1 + 9)U is reserved for jobs starting and ending durifig,. We haveU; > gUl, andU} > gUg
(since fory = 1,2, if U, # 0, then U; is equal to% times the size of the job, whil&, may be only
a part of this size, and i/, = 0, the claim trivially holds). The total size occupied by johsining
during 7; , is exactlyU, 4+ U, + U. Thus, the total remaining size is at least- U; — U — U. Using
U > 30, we findUy + Uj > (1 + $)Uy, andU;y < (1 — 2)(Uy + UY), sinced < 1. Similarly, we have
Uy < (1-3) U+ Uj}),andU < (1 —2)(1+6)U. UsingZ > (1 + §)U + Uy + U, + U{ + Us, we have
Z-U-U-U>Z—-(1=U1+U+U+Uj+ (1+6U) > 37 > 2. O

Consider a timely schedulg and the solutior§ obtained fromS by time stretching by a factor df+ 4.
Let J; . be an interval that is not contained in a reserved time pesfaghy job, then by the last claim it
contains an idle time of length at leasttimes the length of the interval, and this kind of idle timesirch
an interval7; , is said to be @japin J; .. Observe that there might be other time intervals contgirie
time which are not gaps (in case that the time interval isaioetl in a reserved period of some job).

Corollary 22. Given a timely scheduls, the scheduleS obtained fromS by time stretching by a factor of
14 ¢ can be constructed in polynomial time and the cost (psewdt}-of this solution is at modt+ ¢ times
the cost (pseudo-cost) §f and such that for each interval; , for which one of the following holds fo#:
the entire time interval is idle, or there is a job with a reged starting time in this time interval, or there is
a job with a reserved completion time in this interval, theeimal contains idle time of length at leastZ
whereZ = s,6(1 + )" is the length of7; .. Moreover, any job that is small for the interval that comiits
actual starting time has a completion time in the same iratlerv

Consider the solutio§' obtained from a timely schedul& by time stretching by a factor df+ 4, and

let j be a job whose reserved starting time is in the integial, then the processing time gfon machine
lis at most% and its actual starting time il is at most(1 + ¢)*1, thus its actual completion time

in S is no later thar(1 + &) - (1 + 1) = W and therefore its reserved completion timeSiis at
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most )™ and the end of the time interval containing the reserved d¢etiop time of this job is at most

W Therefore, usin “;55)4 < 5% we conclude the following.
Claim 23. If S obtained from a timely schedulg by time stretching by a factor df+ &, and Jie has a
gap, thenS has a gap on machinéduring the time framé(1 + 6)*1, (1 + §)iz).

In what follows, given a time-stretched schedule, we rafexdtual starting times and actual completion
times simply as starting times and completion times, reispedy.

3.4 Job shifting procedure

Our next goal is to create a new input frafd by increasing the release date of some of the jobs while
keeping all other parts of the input unchanged such thatali@aing holds. There is a positive constant
such that for every integer value tfthe set of jobs released at timie+ ¢)! of a common density can be
scheduled on the: machines to complete no later than tim@ + 6)*.

First, we definalivisionsof job sizes as follows. Let = [log; ,52]. We haveA < % as(1+ 5)% > 2.
For a job sizg1 + 6)*, letk; be an integer such that: - (1 + )¢ € (1,2]. Letk] = [logy 52" + i, where
K <Aas(1+6)2 = ((111(?)? > 2. 2ki~1 = 2ki ‘andk! > 1, as(1 + §)~¢ < 2ki. The division of a job
of size(1 + §)" is defined to be, and its subdivision i¢;. The pseudo-size of such a job is defined to be

T = (1‘575)16 We have(1+6)%i— > 2k and(14-6)%i—i~1 < 2%, Thus we havél +6)" < m; < (140)"*L.
The divisionsl, 2, ..., A form a partition of{1, 2). The division of a size is the part ¢f, 2) that it belongs
to when it is multiplied by an appropriate power2fThe subdivision is this last power &f For example,
ajob of size(1+6)~! has the subdivision, as1 < 1%5 < 2. Its division is[log;52] —1 = A —1, which
means that once the size is multiplied by the appropriateepof2, it becomes relatively close t For a
job of sizel + 4, the subdivision i$), and its division isl. Let A” be the instancel’ where the size of a job
of size(1+ 6) is replaced with the pseudo-size The valuesr; of one division form a divisible sequence,
and more specifically, given two such distinct values of onesidn, the larger one divided by the smaller
one is a positive integral power 8f In what follows we will schedule the jobs of” in some cases. L&?

be an optimal timely solution fad”.

Corollary 24. We haved”(A') < O(A”) < (1 + 6)O0"(A).

Proof. The first inequality holds since any timely schedule fdris a timely schedule fod’. The second
inequality follows from Claini_20. O

Claim 25. Consider a timely schedule. If jgbis assigned to run on machifeand has a starting time in
Tie, thenp; < 2£(1 + 6)"F1. If the completion time of is in the same interval, thep; < s,6(1 + 0)".

Proof. Let ¢ be the starting time of. We havet > 62’—;. Sincet < (1 + 6)i*!, the first claim follows. The
second claim holds by the length of the interval. O

Recall that any job of size belo#%s,5(1 + 6)! = §1s,(1 + 6)* is defined to be small for intervaf; ;.
We also say that any job of size jfi'!s,(1 + 6), s¢,0(1 + 6)°) is called medium for this time interval, and
job of size in[sy(1 + 6)*, % (1 + &)**!) is called large for this time interval, and larger jobs (afesat least
21+ §)“*1) are called huge for the interval. Recall that a job that igehfior a given time interval cannot
start during this time interval in a timely schedule. We dagtta job is big for an interval if it is either

medium or large for it. The following definition uses the pdetsizes ofj;, j» that are their sizes id”.
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Definition 26. A schedule ford” is called organized if it is timely, and it has the followingpperties.

1. Letj be a job whose starting time is iff; ,. If j is small for this interval, then its completion time is
in the same interval.

2. Consider two jobsj, jo, of a given divisiork and the same density, such that the starting timg of
is in interval 7;, ,,, and the starting time of; is in interval 7;, ,, whereis > 4; or bothi, = ¢; and
¢y > £1. Moreover, assume thaf, < (1 + §)h.

(@) Ifm;, < mj,, thenjs is not small for7;, 4, .

(b) fmj, =mj,, thenr;-2 > 7‘;»1.

(c) If mj, = mj,, andr}, = r} , then the index of the second job is smaller, jig.< ji.

Note that in part 2(a) of the definition, if = i, the case wherg is big for 7; ,, while j, is small for

Ji ., cannot occur. This definition defines fixed priorities onsjoBor jobs of equal sizes and densities, a
job of smaller release date has higher priority, and out af jobs with the same release date, the one of
the higher index has a higher priority. For a fixed time ind&rthere are also priorities between jobs of one
division that are small for it. The priority between two jolisone size remains the same, and additionally,
a larger job has a higher priority than a smaller job (thisefirced per time interval, and only for jobs of
the instance that are small for it). Obviously, given a timeival 7; ;, all jobs that are released at time
(14 6)"*! or later are irrelevant for it and have no priority. L@tdenote an optimal organized schedule for
A" (in particular,® must be timely).

Lemma 27. O(A”) < (1 4 26)O(A").

Proof. GivenO(A"), we define a schedule as follows. First, we consider theisalabtained fromO(A”)
by time stretching by a factor df+ §. Thus, any job that is small for the interval that contaisssiarting
time, the completion time of the job is in the same intervaisastarting time, and therefore the first condition
of an organized schedule holds. We consider the set of ja@ishdve both starting times and completion
times inJ; ¢, and we call thenjobs of7; ; (this set contains, in particular, all jobs with startingiés in the
interval that are small for this interval). In what followswvill modify this set of jobs (possibly for multiple
intervals) such that the total size of the jobs of the intemvay increase by an additive factor &f(1 + §)°
(for J; ¢).

Given a pair of intervals7;, and J; -, we say that7; . is later than7; , if either ¢/ > i or both
i’ = iand¢ > (. In this case, we also say thd}, is earlier than7; . This defines a total order on the
intervals. Now, we apply a process for every interval, suwt &s a result, given a jgpof a division k
whose starting time is in an interva , andj is small for the interval (so this is a job of the interval)ete
is no jobj’ of the same division and density aghat is released at timg@ + §)* or earlier that is larger
thanj, such thatj’ is small for 7; ,, andj’ starts in a later interval/; ,». The process will be applied for
i =0,0+1,...inincreasing order, and the intervas, for the different values of and a common value
of ¢ will be considered in an increasing orderfofDuring this process for a given interval, we may modify
the assignment of jobs that are currently assigned bothriéingtdime and a completion times i ,, that
are small jobs for this interval, that is, the subset of jobsaf the the jobs of7; , that are small for this
interval may be partially swapped with other jobs. Recadl ihthere is a job that starts in this interval but
ends later, then it is not small for this interval, and thusdeeot deal with it now (as we currently only deal
with jobs that are small for the intervals where their staytimes are). Whey; , is treated, the cost of the
solution will not increase. The set of jobs of this intervall wossibly be modified iteratively until it reaches
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a new fixed set. Letting be the length of this interval, the total size of the final dgbbs of the interval
will be larger by at most an additive factor &fZ compared to the initial set. Thus, since the interval has
a gap in a time stretched schedule as any small job for theititaeval had either a reserved starting time
or a reserved completion time (or both) in this time intertlé resulting set of jobs of the interval can be
assigned starting and completion times in this intervatePve finish dealing with a time interval, we will
not modify the set of jobs of this time interval again when vpplg the same process on other (later) time
intervals. The process is applied for every division seetydbut the different densities for one division are
considered together). In each step of the process for oreititarval, we will either decrease the number
of jobs of 7; ,, or we will declare that the process is completed for a giveision and density (or both).
Thus, the process is finite for each time interval and divisio

For a given divisiork, in order to apply the process, we create a list of jobs ofititezval that are small
for this time interval and that belong to divisidn sorted by non-increasing density, and for each density,
the jobs are sorted by non-increasing size. At each timeg thél be a prefix of this list whose jobs already
fulfill the conditions above (for any job, no larger job of th@me division and density that could have been
assigned to the current time interval as a small job withees its release date is assigned to a later time
interval). Consider the first job in the list for divisionk that does not fulfill the condition. Let be its
density. Replace it with the largest jgbof the same division and density that is assigned to a latervial
and could be assigned {6 , as a small job (if there is no such job, then the process fosidivk and this
time interval is complete). Note that there is currently ol ¢f 7; , of division k£ and density! that is larger
than; but smaller thary’. Additionally, note that from this time the only jobs of thds/ision and density
that will be moved out of the set of jobs ¢f; , are smaller than’. In order to add;’ to the set of jobs
of J;¢, we now create a subset of jobs that will leave the set of jékg; @ and will be scheduled instead
of j/. The first such job ig. Jobs are added to the subset according to the sorted lisnsitdd (i.e.,
giving preference to larger jobs), as long as the suffix ofsinded list for densityl that started withy is
non-empty, and the total sizg, was not reached by the subset. Since the jobs sizes of orstodias we
are dealing withA”, these are the pseudo-sizes defined above) form a divighleesce, that is, for every
pair of distinct sizes, the smaller one divides the large, dine difference between; and the total size of
the subset of jobs is always an integer multiple of the sizengfremaining job of density (that appeared
afterj in the list). Thus, as long as there is still a job of dendithat appeared aftgrin the sorted list, and
if the sizer;; was not reached yet, the result of selecting an additioetgdhe subset will never result in
exceeding the total size;,. The selection is stopped in one of two cases. The first cabatishe total size
of jobs selected for the subset reaches exacly The second case is that all jobs of densityf division
k that appeared afterin the sorted list (i.e., all jobs that were in the list befgtevas chosen, whose sizes
were smaller tham;» were selected. In this case we continue to select jobs ofime glivision and smaller
densities (if such jobs exist) for the subset, as long asdta $ize of the subset does not exceed(but
in this case we may skip some jobs if the total size of the tiegusubset would exceed;’). Once again,
the process stops either if the total size of selected jobsgastly ;/, or if all jobs that could be selected
were already selected (here the only constraint on rentajolis of smaller densities and the same division
is that adding any such job to the subset would result in elingehe total sizer;/). We have three cases in
total. In the last two cases we are done dealing with deddity the current division. In the first two cases,
J' is swapped with jobs whose total size is exaetly, and in the last case it is swapped with jobs whose
total size is smaller. Thus, the total size of the jobs/®f may have increased, but the jobs that replace
J' have a total size no larger thar).. Later we will show that the total size of the jobs Gf, remains
sufficiently small after applying the process for all digiss. We now show that after applying the process
for a single division, the cost did not increase (assumiag ttie total size of the jobs of the interval indeed
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remains small enough). We will show that the cost of the medi§iolution (by swapping' and the subset
that we found) does not exceed the previous costxladgnote the total size of jobs that were moved out of
the set of jobs of7; ¢, and letr” = 7;,. We haver < 7’. Let J; , be the interval containing the completion
time of j'. Letw’ = wj,, and letw be the total weight of jobs of the selected subset. The daritoin of

4" and the jobs of the subset to the objective function befoeesthiap wag1 + &) 1w’ + (1 + 6)"+ w.
The modified contribution of these jobs is at mest- )7 +1w 4 (1 + &)+ 1w/’ (this includes the possibility
that ;' starts in an earlier time interval and some of the jobs thatsarapped withy’ will complete in this
earlier time interval). Sincé > 4, it is sufficient to showw’ > w. Since the density of a selected job is at
mostd, and the total size of these jobsris< 7/, we findw < d - 7’ = w’ as required. Next, we compute
the total excess of the time interval, i.e., the total sizalbjobs ever moved to be a part of the jobsgf;
compared to the set of jobs that were removed from this séisame step (the sum of differeneés- =

for all steps and all divisions). The total size of the jobs7f increases only when in the process above
we haver < 7'. In this case, the size of any remaining job of divisiomny a sufficiently small density
(belowd) is larger thant’ — 7. We claim that for every division, the total excess is at mdsts,(1 + §)?,
that is, at mos24'° times the length of the time interval. This is obviously tfaeempty divisions, while

a non-empty division never becomes empty. We say that a pdivision and density was dealt with if at
least one job of this division and density was moved ifi}@. In this case the list of jobs qf; , with this
division and density cannot become empty (but some dessitia become empty). Densities that did not
exist in the set of jobs off; , for a given division will never enter this set. We claim thiataughout the
process for a given divisioh, the current total excess never exceeds twice the size antladlest job for
the divisionk that is currently a job of7; , and its density is at most the last density that was dealt with
and created an additional excess (if no density was comsidsy far, the property is that the total excess is
zero). The property is true when the process starts. Sireme@ing to the definition of the process, the size
of the smallest job for divisio and densityl (that is a job of7; ¢) cannot decrease throughout the process
(as subsets of jobs are being swapped with larger jobs),rdpey keeps holding in the case that no new
excess is created. When the first excess is created whilédeong jobs of densityl, this excess is no
larger than the smallest job out of the remaining jobs of tiveent division and density smaller thanthen

we are done. Finally, assume that the excess increases ulhgni$ swapped with joly and the selected
subset of jobs, when the process is applied for demsitirior to this process, the excess was at most twice
the smallest job of density belodv(whered is the density of the job considered in the previous iteretiat
created new excess), and thus it was at most twice the strjalbesf density below!’ (asd’ < d). Let;” be

the smallest job that is selected for the subset replaginghe difference between;, and the total size of
the selected jobs is an integer multiplengf (as sizes are divisible). Since the difference remaindigesi
there are no jobs of the size ¢f or smaller that remain for densities at mds{and divisionk), and the
remaining smallest job has size at least twice the siz€ .ofet 7 be the new smallest job of density at most
d’ and divisionk. The previous excess is at ma@st;» < 2 - m;/2 = m;, and the new excess is at mast
proving the claim in this case too. As there are at n'godtvisions, the total excess over all divisions is at
most3 - 26 s,(1 + §)° < 6?s4(1 + 6)! = 67, whereZ is the size of the interval.

Finally, now that properties 1 and 2(a) hold, we will perfoarprocess where pairs of jobs of equal size
and density are swapped. Note that this will not increasedlseor harm property 1; any two swapped jobs
have exactly the same sizes and weights, so the time indemllatated to jobs remain the same. Property
2(a) must hold without any relation to indices of jobs or aske dates. In this process, for any size and
density, remove all jobs from their positions, sort them by-decreasing release dates and by decreasing
indices within each release date, and assign them into tbmalrtime slots according to the order of time
intervals of these time slots. We argue that a job cannot sigreed before its release date. Consider the job
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whose position in the sorted listis Since all the time slots were previously used for simildosjgof the
same size and density), there are at legsbs whose release date is sufficiently early to run in the ot
thatz gets in the process. Since the job appears in positionthe sorted list, its release date must be one
of the smallest: release dates. This ensures the remaining properties. O

We apply an additional transformation on release dates tairolthe instanced from A’ where the
release date of is denoted by-; (and satisfies; > r;.). Other than modified release dates for some of the

jobs, A and A’ have the same machines and the same jobs. The instant&y contain release dates that
do not exist inA’, but all release dates are integer power$ ofj and the smallest release date will remain
(1 + 6)Y. Thus, any (timely) solution for is a (timely) solution ford’ as well. In order to use a solution
of A’ for A, one has to show that each jglihat has a starting time tT; o hasr; < (1 + 6)" (while other
aspects of feasibility follow from the feasibility fot’). In particular, we can use an organized schedule for
A" as a schedule fad’ and thus forA. In A, for every kind of jobs, if too many (in terms of the number
or the total size) pending jobs exist at tirie+ 6), the release date of some of them is increased. This
can be done when it is impossible to schedule all these jobsdithe lengths of intervals. We need to take
into account jobs that have starting times in an integial even if their completion times are in later time
intervals. Jobs with this property are called special. Th&l size of jobs that are not special will be at most
the total lengths of time intervals. The process is appleghsately and independently on every possible
density.

We will defineA using a process that acts on increasing valuesioél at each step applies a modification
on release dates of jobs whose current release détetisy)’. For a given densityi, initialize r; = r} for
every jobj of densityd. For each possible size, create a list of preferences. srigiyj jobs are ordered by
non-decreasing release datesdin and within every release date, by decreasing indices. bt ¥afiows,
for any jobj we will refer tOr;» as the initial release date pfand to the values; as modified release dates.
As these values will be changed during a modification prottestsve define (they can possibly be changed
a number of times for each job), when we discuss such a valeeyillvalways refer to the current value
even if it will be changed later. We apply the processifer 6,6 + 1,.... The stopping condition will be
the situation where for somethere are no jobs whose modified release dates are at least)’. If during
the process for somethere are no jobs with modified release déte- §)°, but there exist jobs with larger
release dates (in this case these are both initial and mdbdéiease dates of those jobs), we skip this value
of 4 and move to the next value. Recall that our goal is to increasee (modified) release dates of jobs
where these jobs will not be started before the next posseiidase date, and to break ties consistently, we
do this for jobs that would not be started before the nextasselate in an organized schedule. Since we
are interested in organized schedules that are, in patjdimnely, jobs that are huge for a given interval
should not be scheduled a start time in it. For a given valug ahd a fixed densityl, we consider jobs
whose modified release date(is+ 4)?. Out of these jobs we will select a subset, and for every gtich
the subset, the current value of will remain (1 + §)* and will not change later. For every jgbthat is
not selected, we modify its modified release date ito= (1 + ¢)**!. Initially, no job is selected. For
every time interval7; , (for somel < ¢ < m), for every size that is big (large or medium) for this intrv
and every density, select the unselected highest priasttyj jsuch thatr; = (1 + §)*. For sizes that no
such job exists obviously no job is selected. Additiondly,every size that is medium for this interval and
every density, select an additional unselec§§dhighest priority jobs of this size (selecting all such jobs i
less than(sliO such jobs exist). For every divisionand every density, consider the job sizes of this division
that are small for this time interval in non-increasing erdeor each size, unselected jobs of one size are
selected according to priorities. Keep selecting unsetkjribs according to priorities, moving to the next
size if all jobs of one size have been selected, until the sita of selected jobs of divisiokh (and density

30



d, that are small for7; () is at leasts,§(1+ )" (and thus their total size is at most(1+ §)*(1+4'9), since
any such job is small fog7; ;). If the total size of all these jobs is smaller thai (1 + 6)*, then all of them
are picked. For a given triplé, i, /, letting Z = s,6(1 + ), the total size of selected jobs is as follows.
There are at mosbg, ,; 12 + 1 < & + 2 sizes of large jobs, each having a size of at MgstZ. There
are at mostog , 5 ﬁ +1< 5% + 1 sizes of medium jobs, each having a size of at nifjstind at mos%
divisions. The total size of selected large jobs is at nﬂj(%}g + 2)(15%5) < 5% The total size of selected
medium jobs is at mosil + 517) (5 + 1)Z < . The total size of small jobs is at magt- (1 + §'°).

The total size is therefore at mogég.

Lemma 28. In an organized schedule fot”, every jobj is scheduled a starting time in atime interval that
is no earlier thanr;. Thus, any organized solution fe” is a valid timely solution ford with the same cost.

Proof. Consider an organized schedule f#§f and assume by contradiction that there exists gjdbat is
assigned a starting time in a time interval , such that-;; > (1 + 5)“1. Let J; ¢ be the first interval
(according to the ordering of time intervals) that has ajofath a starting time in it that was not selected
for J; , or any earlier interval, such that eithgiis big for this interval, and its priority is lower than jobs
of the same size and density selected oy, or j is small for this time interval, and it has lower priority
than small jobs of the same division and density selectethfstime interval. Sincel” is a valid schedule,
i < (1+ §)t, so it was possible to selegtif it is still unselected, and since; > (1 + 4)*, j was not
selected for this time interval or for earlier time intes/allhus, in the process of selection of jobs similar
to j for J; , (either jobs of the same size and densityj i§ big for this time interval, or jobs of the same
division and density otherwise), the full number or totaksof such jobs was selected (since an unselected
job remains). Ifj is large forJ; ¢, then there is another jopof the same size and density selected f9y,
wherej has higher priority. As at most one such job can have a stgtitime in this time intervalj must
have a starting time in another inten), ,,. If j is medium for7; ;, then there ar%}—o + 1 other jobs of
the same size and density selected f9y, of higher priority. At mosté%( + 1 jobs of this size and density
can have starting times iff; ,, and therefore there is among these jobs gjaith higher priority that has a
starting time in another interval;, ,, . Consider the case thais small for7; ,. All jobs that are small for
this interval and have starting times in it also have contetimes in it, so their total size does not exceed
the length of the time interval. Since there are jobs of thmesdivision and density whose total size is at
least the length of the interval that were selected for ihig interval, at least one such jghis assigned a
starting time in another time interval, afthas a higher priority thafin 7; ,. In this case we also lf;, ,,
denote this time interval where the starting timg &f. If 7;, ,, is an earlier interval. Sincgis selected for
Jie while v/ < (1 + §)! (since its starting time is it;, », and the schedule is valid fot”), we find that
an earlier interval already has a job whose priority is ta@ (Do matter whether this is its priority as a big
job for that interval or a small job for that interval), ccadicting the minimality of7; ,. If this is a later
interval, then this contradicts the fact that the scheduitganized, as a job of a higher priorityJf, than

J has a starting time in a later time interval whjléas a starting time i/; ,. O

Lemma 29. If the input belongs to at mogtdensities (wherg is a function o), then the jobs of modified
release date can be all scheduled during, t'), wheret > r, andt’ < ¢+ g%

Given a set ofj densities, the set of jobs with modified release date at mastl these densities, can be
all scheduled during a time intervéd, ') wheret > r andt’ <t + %

Proof. Lett > r, and schedule the jobs whose modified release datstésting at time, such that the jobs
scheduled on machirfeare those that were selected f6r, (wherer = (1 + §)?). The total size of the jobs
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of one density is at mo%% = s‘(;%‘” = 36z so the jobs ofj densities will be completed (on a machine of

speeds,) within a time of 4.
To prove the second claim, note that the total size of jobsnefadensity and modified release date at
mostr that will run on machiné is at mosty_7,_, %7 < 24 . L2, O

Corollary 30. Consider an instancd, obtained fromA by keeping jobs belonging to onjygiven densities,
and that are released by time (for a fixedR > 0). There exists an optimal timely sched@le for A,, no
job is completed after timé.

Proof. Consider an optimal schedul®’,, and letR' = %}. Let R < T < (1 + 6)R' be such that

T = (1 + )" for an integer.. Consider the jobs whose completion times are aliband thus in their
pseudo-costs, their weights are multiplied by at 16a&t + 0)). By Lemmd 29, it is possible to schedule
these jobs duringl’, T+ 24 ). We havel = 6R' < 6T, and therefore it is possible to remove all these jobs
from @', and schedule them within the time interVal (1 + 6)7"). As all jobs that are still running at time
T are removed, before the jobs are assigned again, the tierahfZ’, (1 + §)7") is idle on all machines.
No reassigned jobs has an increased cost, and thereforesthiéirg schedule)), is optimal as well. We
are done sincél + 0)T < (14 6)R' = (1 + 0)2 54 < 4. O

3.5 Applying the shifting technique on the release dates 0bps

We leta = 5% wherej > 5% is an integral function o that will be chosen later. Fdr=0,1,...,%5 —1,
andi > 0letQ; , = 6 + [log s a’”%a}, where we interpre@L% asQit1,0, andQ_, ;, = 0 for all k. Let
W p=(1+6)%rfori>—-1,0<k< .

We define a new instancé;, based ond as follows. The instancd; has the same set @ machines
andn jobs, but we will modify the release dates of some jobs. Ferejob j, for which there exists an
integer: such that the release date jofin [1) is in the time frameD; . = [¥; x, ¥; 1+1), We increase the
release date of to beV; 1. Let|D; ;| = ¥, p11 — W g

Lemma 31. Given a timely optimal scheduterT ; for the instanced, there exists a value df such that
Ay, has a feasible schedule of cost at mdst- 26)0PT;.

Proof. GivenoprT ; (with specific time slots assigned to every job), we definertitjma of the jobs into the
sets.J;;, consisting of all jobs whose starting times @RT ;) is within the time frameD; .. We denote the
total cost of the jobs iy, (in the schedul®PT ;) by T; ;.. Thus,0PT; = Zi,k T k.-

For every value of, we create a feasible schedulel for the instanced;, by modifyingopT; in the
following way. Fori = 0,1, ..., we add idle time of lengthD, ;| for every machine just before the first
job of J;;, starts on that machine (shifting all further jobs to a lateret by an additive factor ofD; |).
Observe that this is indeed a feasible schedule4fpras for every job whose release date was increased
to ¥; x41, its processing iroPT; starts no earlier thaw; ,, and we added an idle time of length at least
|D; k| = Vi k41 — ¥, 1, before its starting time, and thus the resulting startimg tof the schedule is at least
the new release date of the job.

We bound the diﬁerencgfgol(SOLk(Ak) - OPTA(A)). Assume that the starting time of jgbin
OPTj isin Dy xr. Thenin all solutions 8L, (for 0 < k < § — 1) together, the total length of idle time that
was added before the starting timejois the sum of value$D, ;| such that < ¢ ori = ¢ andk < k.

This total length is at mogtl + §)Qut+1 < (1 + )1 . o**1+%  while the completion time of in OPT ;
is at least(1 + 6)@r > (1 +6)% - a*T5 . Thus,Y 7 (SOLk(Ag) — OPT(A)) < (1 + 6)aOPT4(A),
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andZE_OI SoLi(Ag) < (5 +(1+9)a )OPT~(/~1)) By the pigeonhole principle, the value bfor which
SoL(Ay) is minimal satisfies 8Ly (Ay) < (1 + (1 +6))OPT;(A) < (1 +25)OPT;(A). O

For a fixed value of, we partition the job set ofi;, into the following subsets. For eveiy> 0 we
let A;; be the instance with job set consisting of the jobs whoseasel@ate (i) is in the time interval
(Vi1 %+1, ¥i k). The following lemma follows using the fact that an optimalLgion for A, gives a feasible
solution for eacmzk. LetopPT;, be an optimal cost of a solution t#y,, and letoPT;;, be the cost of an optimal
solution forA;;..

Lemma 32. We have)_, OPT;;, < OPT.

For every value of, &, all jobs in the instancel;;, have release dates |j¥;_; 1, H] Recall that
no job is released during the tm@ kU, r1). We have(l + 6)@r=1 < (1 +6)(1 + 6)’~1ak*5 and

(1 +6)%-1rt1 > (14 6)a ’“*H(l b > (14 6)Qix—1 /o571, and thus the number of distinct release
dates in;, is at most($ — 1) - (logpysa+1) < (2 —1)(2+1) < (2)%

In the next section we will show the existence of a polynortirak algorithm that find an approximate
solution for the inputd;, that approximates an optimal solution within a multipliea factor of1 4 x4 for
some constant value af, such that the output of the algorithm, denoted lmL %, satisfies the following
structural properties:

Property 33. Let ¥ denote an upper bound on the maximum release date of thengesthat is an integer
power ofl + ¢, and let¥’ be an integer power of + 4 in the interval(¥ - 15, ¥ - a(1 + 4)). The solution
SoL;, runs the jobs that start aftef in non-increasing order of density, and for every machinspefeds
in SoL;, and twojobsj J' running on that machine whose completion timigsC}: satisfyC; — % > %’

Cjy > Cj + ¥ - <&, then the density of is at most the density gftlmes(1+5)

Property 34. Let ¥ denote an upper bound on the maximum release date of thevaesthat is an integer
power ofl + 4, and let?’ be an integer power of + ¢ in the interval (¥ ‘155, ¥ - (1 + 9)). For every

machine of speed, there is no joly assigned to this machine BoL;; of size larger thanV - % - 0.

Note that the last property depends only on the allocatiojplug to machines such that for each job
there is an upper bound on the index of machine that can mac&hus, the following holds.

Remark 35. If sol;; satisfies Propertz34 with some valid valuesloand ¥’, and we construct another
schedulesol;, by changing the starting times of some of the jobs and mowngegobs to lower index
machines (with respect to their assigned machinealy,), thensol;;, also satisfies Properfy 84 with the
same values o¥ and ¥’.

In the later parts of the analysis we will use also anotheiianx property as follows.

Property 36. Let ¥ denote an upper bound on the maximum release date of thengesthat is an integer
power ofl + ¢, and let¥’ be an integer power of + 4 in the interval(¥ - 15, ¥ - a(1 + 4)). The solution
SoL; runs the jobs that start afteb in non-increasing order of density, and for every machinspefeds
in SoL;;, and twojobsj 4’ running on that machine whose completion timigsC): satisfyC; — % > ‘I’T

Cy>C;+ V- 527, then the density of is at most the density gftlmes(Hé)

We further denote by &L;; the cost of the solution & ;;. Then, using 8L;; < (1 + k0)OPT;; for
everyi, k, we get thad ~, SoL;, < (14 k6) >, OPTy, < (1 + k)OPT, < (1 + Kd)(1 4+ 26)0OPTj.
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Lemma 37. Consider a particular machine and timely schedu&sL,;, for every value of that satisfy
properties 3B and 34 witlr = ¥, .. LetS; be the set of jobs assigned to this machineSby.;;,. Then,
there is a polynomial time algorithm that constructs (fockeanachine) a feasible schedule of the jobs in
U, Si on this machine with a total cost of at mdst+ 6)2 >, SOLy.

Proof. We consider one specific machine and without loss of gemenak assume that the speed of the
machine isl. We first modify SL;; by removing idle time periods aftéf% and denote the resulting
schedule by 6L,. Observe that 8L, satisfies propertils B3 afd]34 with = ¥, , and ¥’ = U, ;¢
where Property 33 holds because if two jobs satisfy the ¢iomdjon the difference between their completion
times) for L7, then they also satisfy the condition fooS;;, and the claim regarding Propeltyl 34 holds by
Remark3b. Then, consider the schedute 5 that is the schedule obtained frono§), by time stretching
by a factor ofl + 4. Using Corollary 2R, we conclude that for every time intérifaSoL’, contains a gap,
then it has idle time of at leas? times the length of the interval. Moreover, the total costthe solutions
SoL;, and DL satisfyd ., SoL, < (1+ ) >, SOLj.

We next modify the schedulecg’,, for everyi as follows. We start with constructing an initial schedule
of some of the jobs. For everywe say that the time fram@;_; 1, ¥; »+1) belongsto 7, and the jobs
of A, with completion times (according todg’, ) within the time frame that belongs toare scheduled
according to the scheduleo8),. Due to the release dates constraints, their starting tareslso during
this time frame, and the other jobs 4f;, have later completion times inc&’,., and we shortly describe the
schedule of these jobs. This completes the descriptioneodiiitial schedule and the subset of jobs that are
scheduled according to it. Given the initial schedule wergefjaps of this schedule as follows. For every
time interval.7, , that belongs to the time frame afwe say that a gap of@&, duringJ, , is a gap of the
initial schedule.

Consider a fixed value of for which the instanced;;, has jobs that are not scheduled in the initial
schedule. That is, there is at least one jobAgf whose completion time in &), is after timeW,; ;.
Beginning with the staring time in @&/, p of the first such job, define subsets &f as follows. For
any integer/ > 1, let S, , be the set of jobs ofi;;, whose starting time in 8L/, is in the time frame
w+ (0 — 1), k41,10 + 0P, 11). Observe that by Properfy134 whiclo8), satisfies (and thusc.,
also satisfies using Remdrkl35), running this set of jobs emthchine requires a time interval of at most
U, er1(1+6) <2, g,

For everyi, we allocate space to the job sélg as follows: For every time interva(1 + ), (1+4)*1)
between two consecutive integer powerslof § for which the initial schedule has a gap afid+ §)* >
% we allocate a set of johsS; , for one value of in an increasing order @f That is, the first such gap
receivesS; 1, the second receives; o, etc. We apply this procedure for every value.of his completes the
description of the resulting schedule where all jobs aregaed. Next, we establish the feasibility of the
schedule and bound its cost.

First note that the total processing times (on this machifi¢dbs which are allocated to one specific
time interval[(1 + 0)*, (1 4 6)!*1) is at most

Z 2W; g1

W 1/ (0°)<(1+6)"

Denote byi the maximum value of for which ¥; ;.1 /(6°) < (1 + )¢, then this total processing time is at
most3V; ;.1 becausel; ;1 < 0V 41 and thuszmgi U kg1 < ﬁ%kﬂ. The resulting schedule
is feasible by Corollarf 22, becaus®; 1 < 356°(1 + §)' < §%(1 + §)! is at mosts® times the length of

the time interval(1 + )¢, (1 + 6)**1), which isd(1 + §)".
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We next bound the increase of the cost due to the delay of theijps; , for all £ with respect to
the cost of ®L!,. We letS;( be the set of jobs whose starting times inL%, is in the time interval
(Vi k+1/2,3%¥; 1+1/4) (note that every job assigned to this machine has size atddggt,; and thusS; o
is non-empty). We next argue that for every valué of 1 the density of the maximum density jobdi, is
at most(1+ 5)375 times the minimum density of a job i} ,. We assume that the jobsdi, are ordered in a
non-decreasing order of their densities. For 0 we denote by, the first job inS; ,. For/ = 1, observe that
the completion time ofy is at mMosBY; j.41/44+0¥; 41 < %\I/MH, and the completion time gf is at least
U, ky1 > %\Ifi,k+1+\1f-y§%, and the claim follows by Propeiity 33. Next, assume thatdiencholds for/—1.
To prove the claim for, it suffices to show that the density ffis at most(14-6)? times the density of,_; .
This last claim holds because the completion time (n.$) of j,_1 isat mosu+ (¢ —1)¥; 11 +20%; k41,
and the completion time of; is at leastu + (W; 11 > p+ (0 — 1)U, g1 + 200, 1 + Vi i - 5%8 and
the claim follows by Propertly 33. Then, for evety> 1 and every pair of jobg € S;p andj’ € S; 4, we
conclude that the density gf is at most the density gftimes —~—, (1+5)

Since there are no release dates of jobs fﬂ’)rafter V; 1 and smcaSZ 1 # 0, the solution ®L/, does
not have idle time during the time mterv@u o Vikt1), and thus the total processing times of the jobs in
Siois at leastYikt1 L — 00 g > i —-£+L due to a possible job completing in this time frame but sigrti
earlier. On the other hand the total S|ze of the jobS;ipis at most(1 + 6)W; ;.

Moreover, note that the delay of the set of j@hg is by an additional (additive) time interval of length
at most¥; .41 - 5% with respect to their schedule irog;, .

Let d; be the minimum density of a job i; . Denote byc; , the additional cost of delaying the set of
jobss; 4, and byc; o the cost ofS, ( in the schedule 8L, thencZ 0> ”V“ -d; - kL s+ Denote byt; , the

total processing time of the jobs &, for ¢ > 0. Then, forj > =1 we have(1+5)y > (1+5)1/(512) > 4,
and thereforemT < 2. Thus, the following holds.

= > 1 U, k1
Z Cie < Z ti,f : dl : (1 + 6)@[ : 585
=1

oo

1 Vi kt1
< (1 + 6)\Pi,]€+1 : dl : Y ’85
- A+0% 5
= 1 1
1
1
= 0o (U490 mag—y

IA

10-¢io-(149)- 62 < 8¢ip-
O

Corollary 38. If there exists an algorithm with time complexityn, m, %) such that for a given paig
and k, it constructs a schedul8oL,;, satisfying propertie§ 33 arld B4 fob = ¥, , and ¥/ = ¥, ;4
such thatSoL;; < (1 + xJ)OPT, then there exists an algorithm with time complexiyT’(n, m, %) that
approximatesA within a factor of(1 + x6)(1 + 26)(1 + 6).
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3.6 A guessing step on the structure of the optimal schedule

In what follows, we consider one specific instante= A;z, and we scale all release dates and job sizes
so that the minimum release date of a joldins 1, and the maximum release date of a joldins at most

L §- U; &
U= _\Il“"_ (and thus? < s 1), and we letd/ = _—LAtl
qllil,&‘kl \Ilzfl.ﬁ+1

Given a schedule & for A, we define machine colors as follows. The color of machiimeSoL is the
subset of the time intervals of the forifi + §)?, (1 + §)**1) such that ®L has a starting time or some idle
time during this interval on machingandt is an integer in the interval, [log, s a3 '] 4 1]. Observe that

the number of possible colors for a machin@i@(a)s%‘l). We say that the color of machiriés pink (ori
is a pink machine) if its color is the set of all time intervalghin [0, [log, s a’s 1] 4 1]. In what follows,
we assume that the number of machines in the input is at géa&;t?;. Observe that if this assumption
does not hold, then the PTAS of Afrati et all [1] for a constamiber of unrelated machines is actually an
EPTAS and we use that algorithm instead. paéetteof schedule 8L is the vector withél—7 +1 components
consisting of the colors of the machines with smallest iegli¢that is, the fastest machines, breaking ties in
favor of smaller indices), where thigh component of the palette is the color of machine

Given a paletter and an integer, we denote by1 + §)"x the palette defined as follows. For= 1,
let SoL, be a schedule with palette then(1 + §) is the palette of the shifted schedule afl$, and for
larger values of, we define the palette by recursion usiig+ 6)"7 = (1 +6)(1 + )" 'r.

Claim 39. The number of possibilities for palettes of schedule3 (s{(a)(s%‘l)s%“>.

We next modify the optimal schedule and show that there isaa@gtimal schedule whose palette has a
pink machine.

Lemma 40. Let SoL’ be a timely schedule for instancewhose palette is’. Then, there is another timely
scheduleSoL (with paletter) that has a pink machine and such tt8aiL(A) < (14-6)2SoL’(A). Moreover,

if SoL’ satisfies witht and ¥’ propertied 36 anf 34, theBoL satisfies properties 33 andI34 with the same
values ofl and ¥’.

Proof. First, we consider the schedul®8’ obtained from ®L’ by time stretching by a factor df+ §. Let

v be the index of a machine such thaK v < 5% + 1 and machinev is assigned a set of jobs (ino8")

of minimum total weight. Then, the total weight of the jobsigaed to machine is at most” times the
total weight of the jobs imd. We next modify the solution &” by moving to the first machine all the jobs
assigned to machine starting no later tha® while increasing the completion time of each such job by a
multiplicative factor of at mosg%. The schedule of all other jobs remains as it is mL.%. This will prove

the claim where 8L is the resulting schedule.

For every jobj that we move which is assigned to complete L% during the time interval(1 +
§)t, (14 6)*1) on machinev, we schedulg on the last gap in SL” on machinel such that the completion
time of j will be at most; - (1 + ). We note that if ®L” has a time interval(1 + §)*', (1 + &§)*' 1)
with a gap on maching, then it is assigned jobs from machinevhose completion times are in the time
frame [06(1 + 0)"+1, 6%(1 + §)"'+1) (on machinev), and thus all these jobs are completed (nL%) by
time 64 (1 + 5)t’. Therefore, all these jobs fit into the length of the idle tipggiod within the time interval
[(146)",(1+0)"+!) (using Corollanf 2P and the fact that the length of this ivaeis 5(1 + §)).

We modify the solution 8L such that for every machine, the jobs starting after theetreelease date
are processed according to a non-decreasing order of thesity (this modification does not increase the
cost of the solution). To prove the last part of the claimertbiat since 8L’ satisfies Property 34, so does
SoL (using Remark35). Next, consider a pair of jgbandj’ satisfying the conditions of Propeifty]36 in
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Sol’. If they are assigned in@&.’ to a machine that is not the first machine, then they cleatigfgahe
conditions of Property 33 and the claim holds. Thus, comgide case in which 8L’ assigns bothy and
4 to the first machine. Note that the total size of jobs that weosed from machine to machinel is at
most¥ (because all of them started on machingot later than¥, and thus end not later tha% and the
first machme is not slower thar). Denote bystart(j) andstart(;’) the starting times of and;’ (in SoL),
respectively.

We find that the last starting time of a jgbthat starts not later thajf and it was originally assigned
to machinel in SoL” is at leaststart(j') — ¥ — U - & > start(j') — 2V - 5%, the first starting time
of a job j that starts not earlier thaj and it was originally assigned to machihein SoL” is at most
start(j )+ +U- 55 y < start(j) +2¥ - 535 Slnce] andj satisfy the condition on the difference between
their starting t|mes as in Propeity|36 am\ﬁ 20 < V. -V 57, the starting times of andj’ satisfy
the condition on their difference as in Prop@ 33. Themlm'llows because the density pfs not smaller
than the density of (as the jobs are processed in non-increasing order of thesities) which is at least
(1 4 6)Y times the density of (because SL” satisfies Property 36) and the densityjbfs at least the
density ofj’. O

TAhe algorithm enumerates all possjble palettes such thaidhette has a pink machine. We will denote
by (A, 7, v) the instance obtained from by requiring that there exists a non negative integésr which
the schedule has a palette+ 6)"7 and a pink machine (where2 < v < & andr is the palette of the

near-optimal solution tol whose existence is established in Lenimka 40). We concludeltbeing.

Corollary 41. Assume that there is an algorithm with time compleii?tyl,m, %) that approximates the
instance(!l,w,v) with an approximation ratiol + 4d such that the returned solution satisfies proper-

ties[36 and_34, then there is an algorithm with time comglre&)t((a)(ff‘l)(%“) -T(n,m, 5)) that
approximates instancé with an approximation ratiq1 + 6)2 - (1 + #6), and hence an algorithm with
time complexityO (n% (%)(%_1)(317“) -T(n m, 5)) that approximatesA with an approximation ratio
(14 28)(1 +0)* - (1 + &9).

3.7 Applying the shifting technique on the densities of jobs

Leté = [¢log,, 53] for afixed integer = 25 (and thusgs = & < (1+6) < I < 2 < Ao = 4.

52
Since(1 + §)3* > 1, we havet < 5 < L. Foraninteger € Z, letQ. = {c{ + 1,..., (c + 1)¢}.

Let0 < ¢ < 5@% — 1. We define the instancd,: by modifying the weights of jobs iod (we still
consider only solutions that have palefte+ ¢)”7 and pink machine). For a jobj, if for some integer

V. logy s 52 € Qgysti e thenw$ = w; - (1 + )¢, and otherwisas$ = wj. In the first case, we have
w$ = (1+ 0)sw; < H2w;. LetO¢ be an optimal solution for. As the set of jobs and machines is the
same inA andA, (and the only property of a job that can differ in the two imetes is its weight), the sets of
feasible (timely) solutions for the two instances are theesaNext, we bound the increase of the cost due to

. ¢
the transformation fromi to A.. As a result, no joy € A has a density such thhifg, s % € Qg /set14¢
J

for any integev. Any value(1 + 6)° whereg ¢ Qv 50+14¢ for anintegerV is called a forbidden density
for ¢. The following claim is similar to Clairhl5 used for the proimlevithout release dates.

Claim 42. Given a solutionSOL, any0 < ¢ < # -1 satisfiesSOL(fl) < SOL(A¢), and there exists
avalue0 < ¢ < ﬁ — 1 such that we hav8OL(Az) < (1 + 26)SOL(A). Additionally, there exists a
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value0 < ¢’ < 4+ — 1such thatO’(4) < 0% (A¢) < (1+20)0'(A), and if a solutionSOL, satisfies
SOLy(Ax) < (1+ K'6))O% (Ay) for somek’ > 0, thenSOL; (A) < (1 + (2K + 2)8)O'(A).

Proof. We start with the first claim. Since for agy the weight of a job im4. is no smaller than the weight
of the corresponding job inl, SOL(A) < SOL(A¢) holds for any¢. SeeingSOL as a solution ford
(that is, SOL is an assignment of a machine and a completion time for ednh et SOL, denote the
total weighted completion time iSOL (for A) of jobs for whichw; # wg, that is, the contribution of

1

these jobs to the objective function value for the instaAceWe haveSOL(A) = ngol ! SOL¢, and
SOL(A¢) < ZOSnS#—Ln#C SOL, + (1 +0)SOL; < SOL(A) + (1 + 6)SOL.

Let { be such thaBOL is minimal. ThenSOL; < 6*1SOL(A). We getSOL(Ag) < (146 (1+
§E)SOL(A) < (1 +26)SOL(A).

The second part will follow from the first one. L&OOL’ = O'. By the second claim of the first part,
there exists a valug such thal0’(Aq) < (1+26)0O'(A). Since®’ andO¢" are optimal solutions for and
A respectively, we have’ (A) < O¢(A) andO¢ (A) < O'(Aq). Letting SOL” = O¢ we get (using
the first part of the first claimp<'(A) < O (A.), which proves?’(A) < O (Aq) < (1 + 26)0'(A).
We getSOL;(A) < SOLy(Ax) < (1+ K80 (Ag) < (1+20)(1 + K0)O'(A) = (1 + (K +2)5 +

2K'6%)O'(A) < (1 + (2K +2)8)O'(A). O

Thus, we apply the following algorithm for every value @f Namely, it suffices to show how to ap-
proximate the optimal solution fad, with paletter and pink machine where the algorithm results in
solutions with paletté1 + §)"« for a fixed positive integer value of. A solution of minimum cost (as a
solution for A) among all the solutions obtained for different valueg @fill be the output of the algorithm
for approximatingA. In the next section we will show an algorithm that receivesriut consisting of a
subset of the jobs ofi; where the ratio between the maximum density and the minimemsity is at most
(14 6)Y wherey = =&+ — & — 1 (and we letj = =+ denote the number of distinct densities of these jobs

in the instanced), and outputs a solution of cost at ma@st+ §)* times the cost of an optimal solution for
this instance (recall that these are pseudo-costs). Wemslire that these solutions have palétte- §)27
and pink machine. Observe that this solution satisfies that every machingt&tes its processing no later

5 51 (a3 . - .
than% wherea s ~! is the maximum release date. In what follows, we show thatghocedure can be

used to approximate an optimal solution fof as well.

Given a specific value af, we partition the job set ofl into subsets such that the ratio between the
maximum density and the minimum density of jobs of a commdisstis upper bounded Ky + 6)¥ and
for every two jobsj andj’ of distinct subsets such that the density;ja$ larger than the density gf, we
have that the density gfis at least1 + §)¢ times the density of’. Formally we define instance$(*) for
every integer value of in which the set of machines is the same aslinand the job set ofA%) is the

subset of jobs ofl with densities in the intervdl(1 + §) (¥ FCH)EL (1 4 5y ((HD/5408] e will
use the following characterization of the partition of thb et into the job sets of the instancé$).

Property 43. Consider a pair of jobg and ;' for which (in A¢) the density ofj is at least the density of
4'. Then, ifj and j’ are jobs of a common instancé®), then the density of is at most(1 + ) times the
density ofj’. However, ifj belongs to the job set of*) and j/ belongs to the job set of*") such that
k > k', then the density ofis at least(1 + §)¢(*—*") times that ofj’.

We denote by 8L*) an approximated solution fot(*) such that ®L*) has paletté¢1+ §)27 and pink
machinev. We will show in the next section how to compute such a scleedMext we explain how to
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combine the different solutions (one for each integer valiie such that the job set of(%) is non-empty).
The goal of the next step is to avoid a situation in which the@machine; such that in a specific time is
assigned a very high density job in one of the solutions® that is very short, and in another solution it
is assigned a very long job that has low density. Combinimrgguch schedules is problematic, and we will
avoid this (this is also the reason for introducing the nobbpalette). To avoid this situation, we introduce
the following definition.

Definition 44. Consider a schedul8oL. A time interval; , where(1 + §)* < a5 ! is called sparse for
Soi, if there is a job with a starting time id7; ,, but the total size of jobs with starting times i, is at
mosts,, - 6°(1 + &)t (wheres,, is the speed af). A machineu is called sparse, if there is a time interval on
machineu which is sparse.

Lemma 45. Consider a schedulgoL (*) for the instanced*) with a palette(1 + §)27 and pink machine.
Then, there is another schedeL’ *) for instanceA®) with paletter’ = (1 + 6)*r and pink machine
such thatSor’ (F)(A®)) < (1 + §)SoL®) (A*)), Sor’ *) does not have a sparse machine of index at least
% + 2, and for every time interva{(1 + 6), (1 + 6)**!), SoL’ *) has at most one machine for which this

time interval is sparse. Moreover, there exists a polynorinae algorithm that constructSor’ ¥) from
SoL®),

Proof. We first create a solutiond” ¥) from SoL(¥) by time stretching by a factor af+4 (this ensures that
any sparse interval has a gap) and then applying the folippiocess. As long as there exists a time interval
I = [(140)%, (1 +6)1) that is sparse (even after some modifications in earlieatiters of the algorithm
have been applied) on two machinesandus such thats > u;, then we move the set of jobs that starts
during J; ., to run on machine;; starting immediately after the completion of the last johttis originally
processed inJ; ., (that is, the last job that starts and completes its proegssiring this time interval).
Since in the solution obtained by time stretching there ia@af length at least,, - §*(1 + 6)* during J; ..,
(due to sparseness, even if a part of the gap was alreadyaussekive jobs in an earlier iteration, the gap is
more than half empty, and can accommodate an additionabaeleasts,,, - §°(1 + §)*), and sinceu is
not slower thani,, we can complete processing all jobs that start@during this time interval (that is, this
modification does not increase the pseudo-cost of the solatbtained from 8L*) by time stretching).
We denote the resulting schedule bgi3*) and observe that@” *) (A®)) < (1 + §)SoL®) (AK)),

We next apply once again time stretching by a factor af §. We observe that machineis pink and
its schedule is obtained from the finab8 (*) by time stretching by a factor df + 6. Thus, for every
time interval 7; ,, there is a gap of length at least - 6(1 + §)!. For every value of, if there exists a
machineu for which 7; ,, is sparse in 8L”*) andu > & + 2, then we move the set of jobs that start during
Ji to run on machine during 7; ,, (they will all be completed within a time interval which is@ter
than the length of the gap during ., because is not slower tharu). In the resulting schedule denoted
by Sov’ ¥) there are no sparse machines of index at Iast 2, the palette of 8" is (1 + &)*x, and

Sor’ ® (AR < (1 + 6)2SoL®) (AR), O

Observe that we can always assume that solution’ ® satisfies that the completion time of any
machine is at mosts ! - 5% (by Corollary[3D). For every value &f we letSol*) be the solution obtained
from SoL’ *) by time stretching by a factor df + 4, and thusSol*) has palettg1 + §)°x. We modify
the schedul&ol® by first changing the starting times of the jobs whose stgitfime and completion time
belong to a common time interval so as delaying the procgssithese jobs as much as possible. We apply
an additional modification in which if a time intervgf; ,, starting strictly after the maximum release date
of a job is sparse, then its preceding interval (on the sanwhima) has a total processing time of at least
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66°(1 + 6)i~! (otherwise all the jobs whose starting times are7in, are moved to start if/;_; ,,, and
we repeat the process as long as there exists such a sparsmbernpty interval starting strictly after the
maximum release date).

We consider the solutionSol*) for all values ofk on one specific machine and without loss of
generality assume that, = 1. Recall thatSol*) was obtained from a timely schedule by time stretching
by a factor ofl + ¢, and thus for every time interval that is not contained inrgsrved period of a job in
A®) there is a gap of length at Iea§’ttlmes the length of the interval. Throughout the processreﬁt@g
a combined solution, we guarantee tBat is a feasible schedule of all the jobs which the solutisn&*")
schedule on machine for values ofk’ which are at least the current value/ofwhich is the index of the
iteration).

Based on the palette, i.e., on the colondf u < 5 L 4+ 1, we conclude that there is no intervd ,, for
which there is an indek for which Sol*) assigns jObS to a sparse interval @, and another indek’ for
which Sol %) assigns a joly a reserved starting time smaller th@n+ §)* and a reserved completion time
at least(1 + §)"™1. Thus, for every interval; .,, we have one of the following two cases: either there might
be indices of: for which the interval7; , is sparse foiSol*), and in this case for every value bf Sol*"
has a gap during; ,,, or there are no such sparse intervalg7n,. Note that ifu < 5% + 1 and(1 + )
is strictly larger than the maximum release date, then weatd&mow which case holds before processing
the solutions and observing for the first time either a spiateeval or a job whose reserved period contains
Jiu- Ifitis possible that the first case holds (i.e., it is notdidden by the color of:), we allocate space
within the gap of7; ,, for sparse intervals of’; ,, (of different solutions), that we cadparse-gapwhose size
is set t026° (1 + §)*, and we ensure that the total size of jobs assigneg toby SoL and were assigned to
Ji. as part of sparse intervals by any solutigel *) will be at most26° (1 + 4)°.

We will also have another type of gaps for each intet¥al which we callpostpone-gapf sized®(1 +
§)*, that will be used for the assignment of jobs that the sahstign! %) (for all values ofk) assign to earlier
time intervals, and we decided to postpone to this time waterWe will ensure that the total size of jobs
assigned to this type of gap ¢f ., will be at mosts®(1 + 4)".

We will ensure that the positions of the two types of gaps immmon time interval are consecutive,
but the exact starting time may be changed as we schedulejoliseto start or complete during; ,,.

The starting times of jobs in an intervd] ,, will satisfy the following properties. If there are jobs 4f*)
that are scheduled to start durig,, and are not assigned to one of the gaps (either to the postzgmef
Ji.u Or to the sparse-gap df; ,,), then their starting time iSoL is exactly asitis inSol*). Other jobs may
be assigned to one of the gaps, but in this case they will atartcomplete during the corresponding gap
whose positions will be fixed later.

A time interval 7; ., can be free (and all time intervals are initialized to be )ir@e taken, and taken
time intervals are assigned a péir, t) based on an interva; ., and an instancel®"). In this case, we
will charge the increase of the cost due to postponing jolsiwiivere supposed to start durigg,, in any
further solutionSol*") (k" < k') to a postpone-gap in later time intervals. We will keep theaiiant
that the set of free intervals are a suffix of the list of intdsv(ordered from earliest to latest). Taken time
intervals are defined in one of two cases. Either there aedsbigned to the postpone-gap of the interval
or a later interval, and in this case for the analysis we valildre arintermediate pairfor this interval, or
the total size of jobs that are assigned to start dusingexceeds°(1+ 4)* (or similarly for a later interval)
and in this case no intermediate pair is declared for thesvad.

We start with an empty scheduﬁ, where every time interval is free. For every time intervaé
decide if we have a sparse-gap in it or not (in future iterstive may decide to remove a sparse-gap but
this may happen only if no job is assigned to this sparse-gemat is, foru > 317 + 1, we decide to have a
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sparse-gap for every time interval (some of them cannot bd bigt we will find out this information as we
combine jobs to the scheduﬁ)\l_), and foru < 5% + 1, we use the information of the color afto decide
which time intervals will have sparse-gap (every time itthat is not contained in a reserved period of a
job). The value of; is set to the largest value for whictvl*) processes at least one job on machine
Consider an iteratiok in which we incorporate the set of jobs schedulecﬂbﬂ’“) on machiney into the
scheduleSoL. We process the time intervalg ,, in decreasing order a@f Each such value dgfcorresponds
to a sub-iteration. Lef), ; be the set of jobs thatol*) starts during7; .
First, assume that the intervdl ,, is free or is taken by a pait’, k) for ' > t. We will schedule the
jobs J;. ; to start during the time intervaf; ,, as follows.

e Consider the case in which the total sizeJgf; is at mosts®(1 + 4)*, then we schedule the job% ;
to start during the sparse-gap of this time interval. Ifgathe jobsJ, ; are assigned) the total size
of jobs assigned to this sparse-gap is larger thdi + 6)! andJ; ,, is free, then we declare thak .,
and all free intervalg7, , (for ¢’ < t) are taken and we assign those intervals the ait) without
an intermediate pair.

e Assume that the total size of,; is larger thans®(1 + ). In this case we observe that the interval
Ji+1,4 18 either free or taken by the pdir’, k) that has the same value bfas in the current iteration
(and similarly for later intervals). We assign starting eésro the jobs of/; ; as they are insol ).
Observe that this gives a feasible schedule as there is afgepgth 5*(1 + §)! in the schedule
Solk) during J; ., and this is sufficient to run the other jobs that are curresitlyeduled to this time

interval in SoL. If T is free, then we declarg;,, as taken and assign it the pait, ¢). If 7,

is declared taken in this sub-iteration, then we also dedérthe free intervalgyy ,, (for t' < t) as
taken and assign them the péir,¢) without an intermediate pair. Moreover, if one of the jobs of
Ji.s is scheduled to complete (ifiol*) at time at least1 + §)**!, then we already know that the
set of intervals that belong to its reserved time periodS@®)) were not assigned any job, and all
these time intervals are declared as taken and assigneaithg: ) without an intermediate pair.
Furthermore, consider the jglof .J;, ; that we decide to schedule last, and assume that it comjpetes
a different time interval7, ,,. Then, if 7 ,, is free, and the total size gfthat we decided to process
during Jy ,, is at leasts® (1 + 5)1“, then we declare the intervdl, ,, as taken and assign it the pair
(k, t) without an intermediate pair.

Next, assume that the intervat ,, is taken and its assigned pair (&',¢') wherek’ > k. Then, all
remaining jobs ofA(%) that were not assigned by previous sub-iterations (not ohigne time interval)
are assigned to the last postpone-gap before gf@éj)(l + 5)”. In this case we say that these jobs
were postponed to this postpone-gap with differekice k, and we also say that these postponed jobs of
A®) chargethe pair(k’,t") with differencek’ — k. If the time interval containing this postpone-gap or any
earlier time interval were free, then we declare all of thfese time intervals as taken and assign these time
intervals the pai(£’, t') via the intermediate paif, ).

Note that each postpone-gap gets jobs of at most one saltioteras afterwards its time interval is
declared taken. That is, in any further iteration, it wilk i@ assigned more jobs.

We note that whenever the algorithm tries to schedule (witpostponing) a jolj whose reserved time
period in its corresponding schedue!*) contains an intervaly; ,, then the sparse-gap of; ,, is empty.

This holds for all machines with index at Ie%$t+ 2 as no interval has a sparse gap,do« 5% +1andtime

interval that starts no later than the maximum release tlaeclaim holds by the palette. Last, consider a
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later time interval on.. Assume by contradiction that the interval,, was assigned some jobs to its sparse-
gap. These jobs were assigned to the sparse-gaf.oin a previous iteration of the algorithm (é@l(k)
is feasible and the entire intervgl ,, is reserved fop in Sol™™). In such a previous iteratiokf, when we
add jobs to the sparse-gap.@f,, we must try to schedule the jobs that are processed dyring J;—1 ., in
the solutionSol(*"). These jobs are either added to the solution or postponednaioth cases this makes
the interval7;_1 ., taken. This fact ensures that the interval in whjdtarts is also taken before iteratién
starts, and this contradicts the assumption that the #iigotries to schedulg without postponing it.
Furthermore, a free interval; , may be assigned a set of jobs to its sparse-gap of total sixesit
5°(1 + 4)* and perhaps one partial job such that the size that is predeksing.J; ., is belows°(1 + 4)°,
and the processing of these jobs will not contradict the duleeof any set of jobs starting in the interval
Ji. in any of the scheduleSol*) since the gap isol*) appears as early as possible in this interval.
Observe that if there exists a set of jobs that charge a(pait’), then the total size of jobs th&oL
schedules during/, ,, that were jobs of instance$(*") for k” > k and were scheduled B0l *") to 7y .,
is at least® (1 + )"

Claim 46. For every pair(k’,t'), the set of jobs that are postponed with differepce k&’ — k that charge
the pair (K, t') has total size at mogt + ) - m

Proof. We first argue that if there are jobs 4f*) that are postponed and char@é, ¢') without an interme-
diate pair, then these postponed jobsiéf) have total size at mogt + )" - . Since the set of jobs that

SoL starts during7;  is completed no later thaﬂ;%t+1 as it is timely, and since the jobs di*) which

are postponed are not postponed via an intermediate pajptik ofA(¥) that are postponed start Qﬁ‘vl(’“))

i X A / ! 2 !
no later than the end of the time interval containfig—— and thus are completed By < 140"

and thus the claim follows.

Next, consider the case where the jobs4sF) are postponed and charge’, ') via the intermediate
pair(/% t). Then,k’ > k> k and using the postponing rule, the postponed joh4 6f are postponed to a
postpone-gap not later thaglo(k,—( 8)'. Therefore, the set of jobs that*) which are postponed via

the intermediate pa(rk t) are starting inSol®) not later than the time interval that contains this postpone
gap, and thus not later tha@o(k,—(l + 6)t +1 and thus complete (|Sol ) not later than—*—— (1 +

§10(k —k)+1
HIFTL < (1 +6)Y W where the inequality holds usirig — k < p — 1, and the claim follows. O

Claim 47. For every value of”, the total size of the set of jobs that are postponed to a canpostpone-gap
during Jy ,, is at most?(1 + )", Thus, the resulting scheduBoL is feasible.

Proof. Let k be such that jobs ofol®) were postponed to be scheduled durifig . That is, there exist
values ofk’ andt’ such that the set of jobs of(*) of total lengthl; are postponed charging the péit, /).
Note that each postpone-gap gets jobs of at most one saltigteas afterwards its time interval is declared
taken (and the next assignment of jobs will take place in a itenation). Thus, the values &f &/, t’ are
unique for a given time intervaf;» ,, whose postpone-gap gets jobs. Weget= k' — k, then by Claim

, we conclude thdil;, < (1 + 5)“ m SinceSoL is timely, the last postpone-gap before time
51 (14 6)" is startlng not earlier tha@m(l +6)¥~2, and thus its time interval is starting after time
T= 510#,2( + 5) To prove the clalm we need to show thht < 5°T, and thus it suffices to show that
(1406)" - sropmrs = (L+0)" - sme=r = (1 +6)"'6° 500= = 6°T, which holds for all;ass < 1. [
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Claim 48. The total pseudo-cost of machinen the resulting schedule satisfiéoL < (146)2, Sol®
that is1 + § times the total pseudo-cost of the jobs assigned to machinall the solutionsSol ¥,

Proof. We consider one specific pdit’, ') for which the job set/;,  assigned to start during ,, in SoL
are not postponed jobs, and €t be the total pseudo-cost of.,+ . We also consider the sets of jobs
charging this pair. These are postponed jobs of smalleesadii, and the total pseudo-cost of jobs4f*)
that charge the paif%’,¢') (in the squtionS/o\L) is denoted by, and we denote by, the set of jobs of
A®) that are postponed jobs (and charge the gdirt’)).

In order to prove the claim it suffices to show tha, _,. cx < 6. We know by Claini4b, that the
total size of the jobs of/, is at most(1 + §)*' - m and we concluded above that the total size of
the jobs ofJ, ¢ is at least® - (1 + ) and this is at least?+1°(*'~*) times the total size of the jobs df.

On the other hand, the minimum density of a jobJjn, is at least(1 + &) ' =% > (1)25('=) times
the maximum density of a job of;.

Therefore, the total pseudo-cost of the jobs of all the $gis at most

! 4! ! 1 1
Kt 25(k'—k) ‘
Z Ch = C Z 0 S2H10(K—k) ~ §10(k'—k)
k<k' k<k'

k/,t/ 1 > 65“ < kl,t/ 53 < 5 k/ t/
Cc . (5_2 Z S C —_ 55 = Cc

IN

O

Claim 49. The solution obtained froroL by permuting the jobs starting after tinae ~! to be processed
according to non-increasing order of their densities is éuion of total pseudo-cost of at mogt + 9) -
>, Sol® and it satisfies propertids 86 afid]34. Furthermore, the paletSoL is (1 + )3

The claim foIIows becausec&’ (k) (and therefore alss'ol®) satisfies that the completion time of any
machine is at mosts ~ 520, and the fact that ifSoL the allocation of jObS to machines is the same as in

the collection of solutiongSoL’ ()}, (this is the same allocation asfi5ol(¥)},.).

3.8 EPTAS for bounded inputs (with release dates)

In this section, we show how to approximate (within a factbfio+ §)*) any input of the formA(*) with
paletter and pink machine. Specifically, we assume that the jobs of the instance hawsitdes that are
integer powers of + ¢ in the interval[1, (1 + §)¥], the release date of every job is an integer powdr-p%
in the interval[1, R] whereR = «5~! and the size of every job, the weight of every job, and thedms
every machine, are integer powerslof 6. Moreover, we know that there exists a near optimal schedule
which every machine completes process all jobs assignedbydime L = o5 - 5% Observe thay, R, L
are functions ob.

We apply the following preprocessing of the instance. Fergmon-negative integer value o$uch that
(1+6)" < R, we denote the set of jobs released at tithe- 6)! by 7;, and byri; the machine of smallest
index (according to the palettd which has a gap or starting time of a job durihg= [(1+6)¢, (1+6)!*+1)
(observe thath; < v becausev is pink). If the set of jobs7; can be scheduled on machirig and their
total processing time on this maching is at most*(1 + 6)* (that is, their total size is at moéts,;,, times
the length of the interval), then we will schedule these jdimsng the time interval; on machinen;, and
remove these jobs from the instance. We apply this prepsotwg$or every value of, and denote by/ the
resulting job set.

43



Lemma 50. Let SoL be a feasible solution for the resulting instance (with jeb.$) whose total pseudo-
cost is at mosi + x4 times the total pseudo-cost of an optimal solut@rr s for that instance, then the
solution SoL’ resulting fromSoL by first scheduling the removed jobs as suggested by thegoesgsing
and afterwards apply time stretching by a factorlof § on the resulting solution, is a feasible solution
(with a palette obtained frorfll + §)7) whose cost is at mosét + §)(1 + xd) times the total pseudo-cost of
an optimal solution for the original instance.

Proof. Denote the optimal solution for the original instance wiglspect to the total pseudo-cost bpT.
Let 7’ be the set of jobs not iy, that is, the set of jobs that we removed during the prepeicgsand let
A be the total pseudo-cost of the jobs it according taorPT. Then sinceopTis a feasible schedule, the set
of jobs in 7' N J; has total pseudo-cost @PTwhich is at least1 + 6)"*' - 3. 7 7 w;, and in DL’ this
total pseudo-cost i§l 4 6)'*2 - Ejej,mjt w;. As for the other jobs, note thatrT gives a feasible schedule
for the instance with job sef, whose total pseudo-cost is at leastt — >, (1 + 6)"*! - 3=, /1 7 wj,
and thus the total pseudo-costa@#T; is at most this bound. Thus the total pseudo-cost@f’'$s at most

(140)(1+k6)- (OPT— POACE )RR P wj> +30,(1460) 7230 in g wj < (146)(14+K6)OPT,

and the claim follows. O
_ 520 . . . . i .
Let’y.— )7 (7 1)(log; 5 FFD) We define a joly of size(1 + 4)* to b? huge on machine of speed
s if @ > L (these jobs cannot be assignedoj is large onu if @ € [y, L), and otherwise it is

small. Observe that every machinés assigned at mosfryt large jobs, and this bound is a functiondof

We define a type of job to be the vector consisting of its size, weight, and releage. dVe say that a
job type is large for machine if a job of this type is large for:. Note that the number of job types that are
large foru is at most([log, s %l +1)-(y+1)(1 +logy 5 R). We letJ; ., denote the set of jobs of size
(14 6)?, density(1 + )" (and thus weightl + §)"*") and release datd + )¢, and letn; ,.; = | J;.,.+| be
the number of such jobs.

We next define machine types as follows. Each machine of indgx(si7 + 1 has its own type, the set of
machines of indices at Iea%; + 2 is partitioned into machine types, such that two machinaadi€es at
Ieast(si7 + 2 have the same type if they have a common speed7’la#note the set of machines types, and
for o € T we letm, denote the number of machines of typeand bys, the common speed of machines
of typeo.

Let § be the speed of the machine of ind§x+ 2 (this is a fastest machine of index at Iez§§t+ 2).
We say that a machine typeis slow (and every machine of this type is a slow machina), it Bs for
a constantB depending ord that we will define later. A machine typeis fast if it is not slow. We let
Trqst e the set of fast machine types, dfig, = T\ T+ be the set of slow machine types. Then
Ttast] < 3 + 2+ [logy, 5 %1, which is again a constant for every constant valu&of

We define a machine configuration as a vector that defines ddeta one machine, and we will denote
by C the set of all configurations. For a configuratioh the first component(C') is an integer such that
the speed of every machine with configurations (1 + 5)3(0), and the second component is the machine
type o(C') € T denoting that every machine with configuratichhas machine type(C). For every
0 <7 <y, logisv(1+6)5 ) <i<log s L(1+0)*©),0<t<log,sR, andt < i <log,sL,we
have a componenV(r,i,i’,¢) denoting the number of jobs of density + §)", size(1 + §)" and release
date(1 + ¢) that are scheduled to start during the time intefyal+ 6), (1 + 6)” 1) as large jobs for
this machine. Moreover, for evety < » < y, 0 < t < logy s R, andt < i < log,,s5 L, we have a
componentc(r, ', t) expressing that the total size of jobs of density- §)” and release daté + ) that
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are scheduled to start during the time intef¢al+ 6)”, (1 4 6)* +1) as small jobs for this machine is in the
interval ((nc (r,i',t) — 1)y(1 + 0)*©)  na(r, 4 t)y(1 + §)%()].

We process the sét and remove infeasible configurations from it. More pregisiist if the second
component is a machine type corresponding to one of the meshiith index at mos}% + 1, we verify
that the configuration does not contradict the color of tha&chine (as indicated by the palette), that is,
if a job starts in a time interval, then the color of the maehdoes not forbid this. Next, we consider
configurations with second component corresponding to madypes of machines with indices at least
5% + 2, and if the configuration corresponds to sparse machina, weediscard this configuration (as we
showed in LemmA 45 that there exists a near optimal solutiverevno sparse machine with index at least
317 + 2 exists). Here we relax this condition and apply the follayvteletion rule. If there exists for which
0< >, No(r i i t)(1+6) + 3,  no(r, i, t)y(1+6)5C) < §°(1+8)" (1 +0)*(©), then we delete
from the list of configurations. Finaily, for all machine B we consider each configuratiGhand try to
schedule jobs in each time interval without creating viola. To do so, we process the time intervals with
increasing index of, and whenever we reach a time interval for which the configamaC' defines a set of
jobs to be started during the interval (as small or large)jolss schedule the jobs in a non-decreasing order
of their sizes, and we allocate total size(af:(r, ', t) — 1)y(1+6)*©) to small jobs of densityl 4 §)" and
release datél 4 )" to be scheduled during the time intery@l +6)” , (1+46)*+1). If a violation occurs, i.e.,
if we try to schedule a set of jobs to start in a given time wak(after the last job of previous time intervals
has completed), and the last such job for a given time intefwas not start in its time interval, then the
configuration is said to be infeasible and we remove it ftrtherwise, we constructedvatual schedule
for a configurationC' of a set of jobs (not necessarily jobs that exisihand we compute the total pseudo-
cost of this virtual schedule, which we will denote byst(C'). We further remove all configurations for
which the virtual schedule is not timely froth Note that an empty set of jobs gives a feasible configuration
for every machine type (recall that this does not corresgoradsparse machine).

Let C, be the set of configurations for which the second component iEhen, for every, we have
that|C, | is at most

b ( L> (y+1)[(log11s 2)+3][(logy 45 L+2](logy 4 5 R+1)

y

which is constant for every value ef We will use the value o3 asB = % which is indeed a fixed
constant as we declared. We denotelhys; = Uyery,,,Co, and thusCy,| is a constant term (a function
of 4).

Next, we define a mixed-integer linear progrdin The decision variables are as follows. For every
configurationC' € C, we have a variabl&~ denoting the number of machines with configurat@nWe
will require X¢ to be integer ifC € Cy,, and otherwise we will allowX¢ to be fractional. The other
set of decision variables ab&-, ; » ¢, denoting the number of jobs of density + §)", size(1 + )" and
release datél + ) that are scheduled to start during the time intefyal+ 6)%, (1 4 6)" ') as small
jobs on a machine with configuratiall. The last set of decision variables is allowed to be fraetioifhe
variableYc,.; i, exists only if a job of siz&1 + ) is small for a machine with configuratiafl (that is
for a machine with speed ()), andt < i’. Using these decision variables, the mathematical progiasn
defined as follows.
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min Y cec cost(C) Xe
s.t. > cec, Xo =mq VoeT @)
D>t (X e Ne(ri,i' )Xo+ > e Yerioe) =nipe VO<r <y,
Y logy s v(1+0)5@) < <
< logy 5 L(1 +0)*(©),
VO0<t<log,s R (8)
S+ 8 Yo ,iis <nc(rd, )y(1+8)* DX VCeC,V0o<r<y,
)
V0 <t<log s R,
Vit<i <log,sL (10)
Xc, Yo >0 vVCel,V0<r<y,
V logy 5 y(1+6)"@ <i <
< logy5 L(1+6)"),
VO0<t<log s R
Vit <i <log,sL

Condition [T) ensures that we assign at mast machines to configurations with type Condition [8)
ensures that every job of size + J)*, density(1 + §)” and release datd + )’ is scheduled either as a
large job or as a small job. Finally, Conditidn {10) ensufes tve do not try to schedule small jobs with
total size that exceeds the total size of small jobs (withvargdensity and release date) that is allowed by
the definition of machine configurations. We denote( Ay, Y*) an optimal solution to the mixed-integer
linear progranil whose cost isZ*.

Lemma 51. Let SoL be a feasible timely schedule satisfying the paletteith no sparse machine of index
at Ieastéi7 + 2 to the input consisting of the job sgtof total pseudo-cossoL such thatSoL does not have
a sparse machine of index at Ieagéu— 2. Thenz* < SoL.

Proof. Based on 8L, we will define a feasible integer solutionlibwhose cost as a solution Ibis at most
(1+0)SoL. For every maching, we define a configuration ofwhich we denote by, according to &L as
follows. the first component(C, ) is defined such that the speed of maching (1+4)*(“»), and the second
component is the type of. For every) < r < y, log;_ s v(1 +6)*(©) <i <log s L(1+6)*©),0<t <
log,, s R, andt <4’ <log, s L,the componen¢, (r,%,,t) is the number of jobs of density+4)", size
(14 6)* and release daté + )" that oL schedules to start during the time interyi@l + 6)*', (1 + )" *1)

as large jobs fon. Finally, for every0 < r <y, 0 <t <log,,s R, andt < i’ <log, s L, the component
ne, (r,i',t) is calculated by first computing the total size of jobs of dgnd + §)" and release datg + 4)*
that are scheduled to start during the time intef¢al- 6)”, (1 4 §)* +') as small jobs for this machine and
dividing the result byy(1 + 6)°(“) and then we round up the result to the next integer. Obseatetlil
configurationCy is a feasible configuration as it satisfies the palette, anévery machine\, the virtual
schedule starts in each interval a set of jobs of smallel $tita compared to the set of jobs started in this
interval according to 8L. Now, we set the variableX to be the number of machines whose configuration
according to L is ', and we comput&,.; 7 , by counting the number of small jobs of each type that the
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solution L schedules on machines with configurati@rin each time interval. Clearly constrainks (7) are
satisfied because every machine has a configuration cadulait, constraintd {8) hold because every job
is scheduled by 8L either as a large job or as a small job, and (10) holds becahse we calculate the
value ofn¢, (1,7, t) we round up the total size assigned to this machine and titeeva.

Regarding the cost of machinein SoL with respect ta-ost(C, ), for every time interval7, ,, the total
weight of jobs included irost(C)) is no larger than the total weight for this interval i0S O

The correctness of the scheme for the bounded instancaldisked using the following lemma.

Lemma 52. Let (X*,Y™) be an optimal solution for the mixed-integer linear prografrwith paletter.
Then, there is a polynomial time algorithm that transfor(s*, Y*) into a feasible solution with palette
(1++6)*x for the scheduling problem, such that the cost of this smifui at most1+6)® 3" . cost(C) XF..

Proof. We define an integral vectox’ that specifies the number of machines of each configuraticheoy
following rule X/, = | X/, and the residual fractional vectar” is defined using\/, = X} — X/.. Then,
Yoceccost(C)XE =D qep cost(C) X+ qee cost(C) X¢h. We consider a schedule of some of the jobs
of J as follows. We schedul&/, machines according to configuratiéh For each such machine with
configurationC, consider every time intervd(1 + &), (1 + §)"*1). If the configuration has jobs with
starting times during this time interval and the machine ihdsx at mos = + 1, thenr allows the start

of jobs during the time interval. We allocate (at mob\;wl jobs of den3|ty(1 +6)", size(1 + 6),

release datél + §)* to start during the time intervd(1 + 5) ", (14 6)"*1). We also allocate (at most)
N¢(ryi,4',t) jobs of density(1+6)", size(1+6)?, and release datg + ) to start during the time interval
[(1+6)", (14 6)"*+!) on this machine. We order the jobs starting on this machimiaglthis time interval
in a non-decreasing order of their sizes.

Observe that the total length of small jobs assigned to titterval[(1 + 6)”, (1 4 6)“+1) may exceed
the amount(nc (r,#,t) — 1)y(1 + 6)*(©) that we used for the virtual schedule by at m@st; s R +

Dy + D71+ 0" - [1 4+ T2 ] € (14 6)O(logyys R+ 1)y + 173 < (1+0) O e
(the last inequality holds by the deflnltlon 9f. This excess arises due to two reasons. The first one is the
difference betweeting(r, i, t) — 1)v(1 + §)*(©) that we use for the creation of the virtual schedule and
nc(r, ', t)y(1 + 6)*(© that bounds (irfl) the average total size of small jobs (of the correspondegity
and release dates) assigned to such time interval. Thedeésalie to (at most) one additional small job
of each release date, size, and density (due to the ceiliagatipn). This total excess bound is less than
S18(1 + 5)3(0). Therefore, we apply time stretching by a factorlof ¢ of the schedule of these machines
and obtain a feasible schedule (since for every time intéovavhich we increase the total size of small jobs
assigned to start during it, in the schedule obtained by $itregching has a gap of length at leastimes
the length of the time interval, and this is at led&tl + §)*(“) even for the shortest such time interval).
Moreover, by increasing the total size of jobs aSS|gned ¢b sumachine to start during the time interval
[(1 + &)Y, (1 + 6)"+1) by an additive term of1 + §)*( )(1+5) which is for a non-sparse machine at most

(1+6)y times the total size of jobs starting on such a machine duting- 6)", (1 + 6)" ') (because the
machine is not sparse, and we increase the total size of grhalstarting in this time interval only if some
jobs start during this time interval), and thus the totatéase of the cost due to the increase total size of
small jobs starting during(1 + 6)”, (1 +6)"*+1) is at most'® times the cost of the jobs starting during the
same time interval according to the virtual schedule. Tharsevery non-sparse machine which we assign
jobs in the current partial schedule, the total pseudo-afd$ie jobs assigned to it is at mdgt+6) (1 +613)
times the cost of its configuration. The boundsét times the cost of the jobs starting during the same time
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interval according to the virtual schedule applies for gigne interval that is not sparse on a given machine
(on the virtual schedule of that machine).

We next bound the increase of the cost for sparse time inseftvas may happen only for machines with
index at most5i7 + 1). We partition the increase of the cost into two parts. Fimstsider the contribution
of jobs with release date at magt+ §)” —!. By the optimality of(X*,Y™*) as a solution foil, we cannot
modify the solution by allocating these jobs to the previtiog interval (which would require changing
the configuration of this machine and the valueg'é}. Therefore, the machine is busy (according to the
virtual schedule) for a period of at lea®t(1 + 5)"1 during this previous time interval, and again the total
contribution of the increase of the total size of small job® do the variabledc, ; ; for i/ > tis at
mostd'? timescost(C). Next, consider the contribution of jobs releasedlat- §)" to the cost of jobs
starting during[(1 + 6)", (1 + )" *1) for the machine where this time interval is sparse. Obsératthe
total size of jobs released &t + 6)” is at least?®(1 + 6)” (1 4 §)*(©) (as otherwise all these jobs are
removed in the preprocessing step), and thus the totaldseref the cost due to the small jobs of this sparse
time interval is at most'? times the total cost of jobs released(at+ 6)* in (X*,Y*). Thus, the total
contribution of all the jobs released (@t-+ 5)’ that are scheduled on sparse intervals during the time frame
[(1+6)7, (1+ 6)"+!) (on all the firsts + 1 machines) is at mosP times the total cost of jobs released
at (1 + 0)” in (X*,Y™*). We conclude that the total cost of the jobs which we schesalar is at most
(L4 8)(1+0")2> ee cost(C) XL+ 0° Y pee cost(C) X

Observe that the pink machin€of speecs,) has either a starting time or idle time in every time intérva
in the current partial schedule. We apply once again tinetdimg of the current partial schedule by a factor
of 1+ & and create a solution of these jobs of cost at nibst §)(1 + 6'%)% " . cost(C) X, + 6°(1 +
8) > cec cost(C) XE.

Denote by.J” the set of jobs which were not assigned so far and recall,éthatsgl7 4o and Bs is an
upper bound on the speed of configurations for which # X /.. Note that(X*,Y™*) assigns jobs of total
size at mos(1 + 0) - L - s for any machine of speedl Since there are at mo& machines that did not
receive a configuration of each type, and by our choicé&pthe total size of the jobs of” is at most
L-(140)-D B35 e = L- Y5 D.B-s < LU . D B s, = 555, where the last

equation holds becaude = %. Thus, every unassigned job which is released at fime §)! can

be scheduled on machineduring the time interval(1 + §)?, (1 + §)'*1) (this is so because the total size
of all the jobs inJ” is at most®s, and thus processing a subset of these jobs can be done viighgyap of
machinev during the time interva)(1 +6)t, (1 +6)'™1)). We conclude that the total pseudo-cost of the jobs
in J"is at most(1 + 8) >~ e yu i < (1+6) Y pec cost(C) X, where the last inequality holds because in
X" all the jobs ofJ” are scheduled (fractionally) and the completion time ohgab is always at least its
release date.

Thus, the total cost of the resulting schedule is at most

(L+0)2(1+6") ) cost(C) X+ (1+0)8° > cost(C)XG + (1+6) Y _ cost(C) X

cec cec cec
< (1+90)3 Z cost(C) X ¢ + Z cost(C) X (-
cec cec
= (1406 cost(C)XE.

cecC
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