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A key issue in network reliability analysis. A graph with n
nodes and whose e edges fail independently with probabil-
ity p is an Uniformly Most Reliable Graph (UMRG) if it has
the highest reliability among all graphs with the same or-
der and size for every value of p . The all-terminal reliability
is a polynomial in p which defines the probability of a net-
work to remain connected if some of its components fail. If
the coefficients of the reliability polynomial are maximized
by a graph, that graph is called Strong Uniformly Most Re-
liable Graph (SUMRG) and it should be UMRG. An exhaus-
tive computer search of the SUMRGwith vertices up to 9 is
done. Regular graphs with 10 to 14 vertices that maximize
tree number are proposed as candidates to UMRG. As an
outstanding result a UMRG with 9 vertices and 18 edges
which has girth 3 is found, so smaller than the conjectured
by Boesch in 1986. A new conjecture about UMRG’s topol-
ogy is posed here: the (n, e)-UMRG is (k − 1)C3 ∪ C3+r when-
ever n = 3k +r ,n ≥ 5 and e = n (n − 3)/2. A reformulation of
Boesch’s conjecture is presented stating that if a (n, k n/2)-
UMRG exists and it has girth g , then it has maximum girth
among all k -regular (n, k n/2) graphs and minimum number
of g -cycles among those k -regular (n, k n/2) graphs with
girth g .
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1 | INTRODUCTION
In the past few decades, network reliability analysis has been gaining increasing interest among computer scientists
and mathematicians. Based on both graph-theoretical and probabilistic models, network reliability intends to deter-
mine the probability of correct operation of a system, knowing the reliability of its components [18].

A network is modelled as a simple, undirected graph G = (V , E ) . Different reliability problems should emerge
depending on whether nodes or edges fail. In this paper we will assume that nodes are perfect and edges fail with
identical and independent probability q = 1 − p , 0 < q < 1. Moreover, a decision should be made on which network
reliability measure to choose. We will focus on the all-terminal reliability measure. The all-terminal reliability RG (p) ,
defined as the probability that a network remains connected after some of its components fail, is a polynomial in
p ∈ [0, 1]. A precise definition of the reliability polynomial, as presented in [19], is the following: let Ni denote the
number of connected spanning subgraphs with i edges. Then the reliability is a polynomial in p,

RG (p) =
e∑
i=0

Ni p
i (1 − p)e−i (1)

where e is the total number of edges in G .

For convenience, we will be dealing, not only with the reliability polynomial but also with unreliability polynomial
UG (p) [10], defined as follows: let mk be the number of edge disconnecting sets of size k. Then the probability that
G becomes disconnected can be expressed as

UG (p) =
e∑
k=0

mk (1 − p)k pe−k , (2)

where UG = 1 − RG .

Given a graph with n nodes and e edges, we call any graph with the same order and size a (n, e)-graph. For any
n and e , if p is fixed, it is clear that there always exists a graph that minimizes UG (p) , i.eUG (p) < UH (p) , for all (n, e)-
graphs H . Analogously, with p fixed, there always exists a graph that maximizes RG (p) , i.e RG (p) < RH (p) , for all
(n, e)-graphs H . When p is fixed and it is either large or small, the problem of finding a graph that maximizes reliability
has been reduced to a graph theoretic problem. Some of these findings are thoroughly described in [10]. For small p ,
the graph that minimizes unreliability is a λ-optimal graph. Namely, mλ (G ) is minimum among all (n, e)-graphs with
maximum edge-connectivity λ. On the contrary, for large p , the graph that minimizes unreliability is a t -optimal graph.
Namely, a graph with maximum number of spanning trees. A graph with n nodes and e edges that minimizes UG (p) ,
or maximizes RG (p) , for every p ∈ [0, 1] is called Uniformly Most Reliable Graph (UMRG).

Given a graph with e edges and its unreliability polynomial U (G ) , the e + 1 vector (m0,m1, . . . ,me ) is called the
edge disconnecting vector or also, edge-cut frequency vector [8]. As stated in [12], a sufficient condition for a graph G
to be UMRG is that it minimizes every term in the edge disconnecting vector, i.e mi (H ) ≥ mi (G ) , for all i and all
(n, e)-graphs. Let us call such graphs Strong Uniformly Most Reliable Graph (SUMRG).

By definition, there cannot exist disconnecting sets whose cardinality is lower than the edge connectivity λ. There-
fore,mi (G ) = 0, for all i < λwhile λmust bemaximum [7]. In terms of connected spanning subgraphs, this is equivalent
to say that

Ne−i =
( e

e − i

)
[i < λ. (3)
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Other coefficients where also described by Van Slyke and Frank [36] as follows:

Ne−i = 0, i > e − n + 1, (4)

Ne−i = nt , i = e − n + 1, (5)

Nλ =
( e
λ

)
− nλ , (6)

where nt is the number of spanning subtrees and nλ the number of minimum cardinality network cuts. It is worth
noting that for each i , mi =

( e
i

)
− Ne−i . Since calculation of the polynomial coefficients is NP-hard as proved by

[31], the coefficients described above can reduce significantly the computational effort required to determine the
reliability polynomial for any (n, e)-graph. The problem of finding the edge connectivity of a graph was solved by
Ford and Fulkerson [22]. On the other hand, according to the KirchhoffMatrix Tree Theorem, the number of spanning
subtrees equals any cofactor of the Laplacian matrix [26] which can be easily computed in polynomial time. Finally,
Ball and Provan [5] describe an algorithm in order to compute nλ , the number of minimum cardinality network cuts,
in polynomial time. Therefore, most of the computational effort should be directed towards the calculation of the
remaining coefficients. Once the coefficients of RG (or UG ) are computed for every (n, e)-graph, finding the SUMRG
implies choosing the graph that maximizes all coefficients Ni (or minimizes every mi ), as long as it exists one that
satisfies this condition.

In the context of reliable network synthesis, the following corollary arises as a consequence of Boesch’s Theorem
linking spanning graphs to graph reliability [9]: if G is uniformly most-reliable, then:

1. G has the maximum number of spanning trees among all simple (n, e)-graphs. Namely, UMRG are t -optimal and
2. G is max-λ, i.e., has the maximum possible value of λ among all simple (n, e)-graphs, where λ (G ) = b2e/n c, and

the minimum number mλ among all max-λ graphs.

Apart from these properties, several conjectures have been proposed by authors: a uniformly-most reliable net-
work has degrees almost regular, maximum girth, minimum diameter, no multiple edges and that regular complete
multipartite graphs are uniformly-most reliable [29]. Ath & Sobel [1] proposed possible counterexamples for two of
these conjectures: the diameter and the girth conjecture. Nevertheless, they did not prove whether the graphs were
UMRG. Let us highlight the last mentioned conjecture.

Conjecture 1 The UMRG has maximum girth among the graphs with the same order and size. (Boesch[10])

Boesch had once conjectured that UMRG always exist [10], “not realizing that Kelman’s [25] had much earlier
(1981) published an infinite family of counterexamples”[29]. Also, this author found UMRG of 8 or fewer nodes by
finding SUMRG. Although these graphs are presented in [28], as far as we know, this technical report is not available
in the literature.

Studies over the past decades have provided evidence of the existence of UMRG in certain classes of regular
graphs. Among (n, n)-graphs, cycle graph Cn is UMRRG [23]. Graph Kn , the only graph with n nodes and

(n
2

)
edges, is

therefore UMRRG as well. Additionally, Kelmans showed that when
(n
2

)
− bn/2c ≤ e ≤

(n
2

)
there exists a UMRG and

it corresponds to the complete graph Kn with a matching removed [25], therefore, Kn minus a perfect matching is a
UMRRG. Other regular graphs were also found to be UMRG such as K3,3 [37], Wagner [34], Petersen [33], Yutsis [16],
K4,4 [15], K4 ∪ C3 [28]. Both Heawood [2] and Möbius-Kantor graphs [13] are potential UMRRG, however, there do
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not exist formal proofs so far. Similarly, there do not exist proofs for the still-open conjecture that regular complete
bipartite graphs are UMRG [12]. Despite that Cheng [17] demonstrated their t -optimality, only the aforementioned
K4,4 was proven to be UMRG. As we mentioned above, there are no UMRG for some values (n, e) , but these values
of (n, e) never correspond to regular graphs. So, the following question naturally arises

Question 1 If k n = 2e , is there an UMRG among the (n, e)-graphs?

In this paper, we will restrict the study of uniformly most reliable graphs to the class of 2-connected k -regular
graphs. The importance of biconnectivity was independently established by Boesch et al. [12] and Wang [37]. While
the former proved that if G is t -optimal with e ≥ n ≥ 3, then it is 2-connected, the latter proved that if G is SUMRG
then it is 2-connected.

The coefficients of the candidates to UMRG for n ≤ 9, e ≤ k · n/2 and k = 3, . . . , n − 3 have been computed and
compared against other (n, e)-graphs. The contribution of this work is:

1. providing a list of regular uniformly most reliable graphs, for graphs with n ≤ 9,
2. present a counter-example to Conjecture 1,
3. prove that a positive answer to Question 1 is incompatible with Conjecture 1.
4. describe properties such as energy and Laplacian energy of graphs for the UMRG.

2 | MATERIALS AND METHODS

Most of the computational experiments were conducted using R language ([32]) and the igraph v1.3.0 R library [20],
on a Home-PC with Intel R CoreTM i5-3470U, 3.20GHz, 64-bit OS. Experiments requiring larger computational effort
were performed in ClusterUY ([30]). Using the program Nauty v2.7 [27], a list of 2-connected (n,e)-graphs was gener-
ated, where 6 ≤ n ≤ 14 and e = k · n/2, with k ∈ {3, . . . , n − 3}. Nauty allows a fast generation of non-isomorphic
small graphs of a specified class.

2.1 | Computation of coefficients N i and mk

An algorithm was implemented in order to count the number of connected spanning subgraphs with i edges for each
graph, namely Ni , with 0 ≤ i ≤ e (Algorithm 1).
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Algorithm 1 N = ComputeNi(G(V,E))
Input: G = (n, e)-graph
Output: N = (N0, . . . ,Ne )
1: N = (0, . . . , 0)
2: λ = EdgeConnect iv i t y (G )
3: for k = e : 0 do
4: if k > e − n + 1 then
5: Ne−k = 0

6: else if k = e − n + 1 then
7: Ne−k = Spanni ngT r ees (G )
8: else if e − k = λ then
9: Nλ =

( e
λ

)
−MinCar d i nal Cut (G , λ)

10: else
11: C = All possible sets of k edges
12: for each c ∈ C do
13: G ′ ← G − c
14: if G ′ is connected then
15: Ne−k = Ne−k + 1

16: end if
17: end for
18: end if
19: end for
20: return N

Algorithm 2 Nλ = MinCardinalCut(G(V,E))
Input: G = (n, e)-graph
Output: Nλ
1: λ = EdgeConnect iv i t y (G )
2: G ′ = Di r ect ed (G )
3: Nλ = 0

4: Choose random node s in G ′

5: for each t ∈ V − {s } do
6: c = MinCut (G ′, s, t )
7: if c = λ then
8: Nλ = Nλ + stM i nCut s (G ′, s, t )
9: end if

10: Collapse nodes s , t into single node s
11: end for
12: return Nλ

Algorithm 1 receives a graph G as an input. A FOR loop (Lines 3-19) computes Ni the number of spanning
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subgraphs with i nodes. In each iteration a set of k edges is removed and the coefficient is determined. To increase
algorithm efficiency and lessen computation time, equations (4), (5) and (6) were usedwhen calculating the coefficients
that met the conditions detailed above. The spanning trees were determined by calculating a cofactor of the Laplacian
matrix of the graph G (Line 6). To compute Nλ (Line 7) an adaptation of the algorithm CUTENUM described in [5]
was developed: the MinCardinalCut algorithm (Algorithm 2). While CUTENUM was originally developed for directed
graphs,MinCardinalCutwas adapted to undirected graphs. For the remaining coefficients, a brute-force approach was
conducted (Line 11 - 17). A list C of sets of k edges was generated (Line 11). For each set in C, if the removal of the
set from the graphG yielded a connected spanning subgraph the coefficient Ne−k was incremented by 1 (Line 12-17).
Finally, the (e + 1)-vector N containing coefficients Ne−k with k = 0, . . . , e was returned.

Algorithm MinCardinalCut calculates the number of minimum cardinality cuts in an undirected graph G . In line 1,
edge connectivity is calculated for graph G (V , E ) . Graph G (V , E ) is converted into a directed graph G ′ (N , E ′) : every
edge (i , j ) ∈ E is replaced by arcs (i , j ) and (j , i ) ∈ E ′. A node s ∈ V (G ) is chosen arbitrarily (Line 4). For each of
the remaining nodes t ∈ V , the minimum st-cut c is calculated usingMinCut function (Line 6). If c = λ, the amount of
minimum st-cuts, calculated with function stMinCuts is added to Nλ (Line 7-9). After each iteration, nodes s and t are
collapsed into a single node s (Line 10). Functions EdgeConnectivity, min_cut and stMinCuts were provided by igraph
package ([20]) for R [32].

For computational reasons, algorithm 1 was applied to (n, k n/2)−graphs meeting the following conditions:

1. 6 ≤ n ≤ 7 ; k = 3, . . . , n − 3,
2. n = 8; k = 3, 4, 5.

A set of coefficients Ni was found for every graph with these characteristics.

For graphswith order 9 another approachwas taken to reduce computational effort. Since the number of spanning
trees can be found in polynomial time through the Kirchoff Matrix Tree Theorem, the Laplacian matrix was computed
for each graph with given sizes and orders. According to this theorem, any cofactor of the Laplacian matrix of a graph
equals the number of spanning trees of the same graph. Consequently, the number of spanning treesNt was computed
by finding a cofactor of the Laplacian matrix for every graph in each class of (n, e)−graphs. From Boesch’s Theorem
we know that UMRG must be t−optimal, hence we determine the graph with the largest Nt among all the graphs in
each class. The graph with the largest number of spanning trees for a given n and e is set as a possible candidate
to be SUMRG. After choosing a candidate in each class, Algorithm 1 was used to compute Ni coefficients for every
candidate which were later used to find the number of edge disconnecting sets of size k , namely mk , knowing that
mk = C e

e−i − Ni (Algorithm 3).

Algorithm 3 m = Di sconnect i ngV ect or (G )
Input: G (n, e)
Output: m = (m0, · · · ,me )
1: N = Comput eN i (G )
2: m = (0, . . . , 0)
3: for each i ∈ {0, . . . , e } do
4: mi = C

e
e−i − Ni

5: end for
6: return m
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Recalling that a SUMRG minimizes every coefficient mk in its edge disconnecting vector, a new algorithm was
implemented to compare the candidate to SUMRG’s edge disconnecting vector m, against the vectors of the remain-
ing graphs in each class, for 0 ≤ k ≤ e . This is described in Algorithm 4. Beginning with an empty set S (Line 1), a
FOR loop (Lines 2-18) generates C, all possible sets of k edges (Line 4) of a given graphG . A WHILE loop (Lines 5-11)
iterates over C. In each iteration, one set c ∈ C is removed from G and checked if the resulting spanning subgraph
is disconnected. If it is, a counter m is incremented by 1. The WHILE loop ends either when m exceeds mk , the
number of edge disconnecting sets of size k , of the candidate graph or when every c ∈ C has been checked. If the
WHILE loop exited because the number of k -edge-disconnecting set of G was greater than the candidate’s mk , the
coordinate mk will take the value More; if it exited because all c ∈ C were checked, depending on whether m = mk

or m < mk , the coordinate mk will take the value Equal or Less.

Algorithm 4 S = Compar e_mk (m ; G )
Input: m; G = (n, e)
Output: S = (cm0, · · · , cme )
1: S = (0, . . . , 0)
2: for k = e : 0 do
3: m = 0

4: C = All possible sets of k edges
5: while (m ≤ mk ) AND (there are c ∈ C to be checked) do
6: G ′ = G − c
7: if G ′ is disconnected then
8: m = m + 1

9: end if
10: c ← Next (c)
11: end while
12: if m > mk then
13: Sk = Mor e

14: else if m = mk then
15: Sk = Equal

16: else
17: Sk = Less

18: end if
19: end for
20: return S

In those classes containing a single 2-connected graph, i.e complete graph, coefficients were not computed since
there were no other candidates to compare with.

2.2 | Graph Properties Computation
With the aim to assessing graph properties and determine any distinctive characteristics of UMRG, the following six
properties were computed and analyzed for all the graphs considered in this study: girth, diameter, energy, Laplacian
energy, Fiedler number and number of Hamiltonian cycles. All computations were performed in RStudio [35]. Both
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girth and diameter were computed via igraph v1.3.0 library [20]. Energy and Laplacian energy were calculated using
their respective definitions. The energy E of a graph G is defined as follows [4]:

Definition 1 Let A (G ) be the adjacency matrix of a graph G and λ1, . . . , λn its eigenvalues. Then, E (G ) =
∑n
i=1 |λi |.

The Laplacian energy LE of a graph G is defined as follows [24]:

Definition 2 Let G be a (n, e)-graph and its Laplacian values µ1, . . . , µn , then LE (G ) =
∑n
i=1 |µi − 2e/n |.

The Fiedler number, also known as algebraic connectivity, is the second smallest eigenvalue of the Laplacian matrix of
a graph [21]. Finally, the number of Hamiltonian cycles computation was performed using sna v2.6 [14] library.

2.3 | Regular Larger Order Graphs
Since the analysis of graphs with order greater than 9 requires an enormous computational effort, only the number of
spanning trees Nt was computed solely for regular graphs with n ≥ 10. Since UMRG are t -optimal, the graph with the
largest number of spanning trees was set as candidate to UMRG for each combination of n and e . Also, the properties
mentioned above were calculated for every regular graph.

3 | RESULTS
3.1 | Number of connected spanning subgraphs
The amount of regular and non regular (n, e)-graphs obtained from Nauty for each n , with 6 ≤ n ≤ 14, and e are
detailed in Table A.1 of Appendix A.

As described above, coefficients Ni were calculated for every (n, k n/2)-graph with order 6 ≤ n ≤ 8 and only
for graphs maximizing the number of spanning trees when n = 9. For the latter, their edge disconnecting vector m
was obtained and compared against vectors of the other graphs in their respective class to check their optimality.
Classes containing a single 2-connected graph were not explored, i.e. (n, n)-graphs (cycles) and (n, n · (n − 1)/2)-
graphs (complete graphs) or classes were already it is known the UMRG, i.e. (2h, 2h (h − 1))-graphs (complement of a
matching). In Table A.2 and Table A.3, UMRG coefficients Ni are presented by graph order and size, for all i ≥ 5. When
i ≤ 4, Ni equals 0 since there are no connected subgraphs with 4 or less edges with 6 or more nodes. These values
were omitted in the tables. For a matter of space, coefficients N5 to N16 are presented in Table A.2 of Appendix B and
coefficients N17 to N27 are presented in Table A.3 of Appendix B.

A UMRG was found for every n and e considered. Consistently with what had been stated by Bauer [6] and
Boesch [11], for every n and k considered in this work, UMRGs turned out to be simple k -regular graphs. Among (6, 9)
and (8, 16)-graphs, the complete bipartite graphs were the optimal one in both classes. Boesch [12] had conjectured
that uniformlymost reliable (n, n+3) graphswith 6 ormore nodes always exist and they are elementary subdivisions of
K3,3. Wang [37] proved it correct. Consistently, the UMRG (6, 9)-graph found in this work is the K3,3. Analogously, the
K4,4 is the UMRG among graphs with 8 nodes and 16 edges. The latter was conjectured by Boesch [9] and later proved
by Canale et al. [15]. Among graphs with 8 nodes and 12 edges, the Möbius graphs M4, also called Wagner graph, is
the optimal graph as it had been already proved in [34]. For the remaining values of n and e , i.e (7, 14) ,(8, 20) ,(8, 24)
and (9, 27) , UMRG are respectively C3 ∪ C4,C3 ∪ C5, and 3C3 while (9, 18) is depicted in Figure 1.
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F IGURE 1 n = 9, e = 18

3.2 | Graph Properties
Several properties were studied for every graph with n ≤ 9, such as: diameter, girth, energy, Laplacian energy and
Fiedler number, also known as algebraic connectivity.

Among the graphs considered in this work, as the conjecture states, diameter was minimum for every UMRG.
However, we already know that this condition is not fulfilled by other uniformly most reliable graphs as it was already
proven by Ath & Sobel [1]. Although they only compare 2 non-regular graphs in terms of their reliability polynomial,
we can easily verify in modest computational time that not only is the first graph more reliable than the second one,
but also it is the uniformly most reliable graph among all (6, 8)-graphs.

There exists another conjecture that had been around for several years stating that UMRG has maximum girth.
Although Ath & Sobel [1] suggested a potential counterexample using non-regular graphs, they did not prove that the
graph with smaller girth was indeed UMRG. In this work, as a novelty, we found a UMRGwith the lowest girth among
all (9, 18)-graphs, thus 4-regular. This graph was depicted in Figure 1. Among the 27015 graphs in this class, the
maximum girth was 4 and it was attained by four non-regular graphs. On the other hand, the remaining graphs had a
minimum girth of 3 within which we can find the UMRG. So this graph is a counterexample to Boesch conjecture that
UMRG have maximum girth. This counterexample could be one of a family of counterexamples. Indeed, consider the
k -regular graphs with nk = 2k +1 vertices and ek = k (2k +1)/2 edges for even k . Then any of them should have girth
3 as we prove next.

Proposition 1 If k > 2 then, any k -regular graph with nk = 2k + 1 vertices and ek = k (2k + 1)/2 edges has girth 3.

Proof By contradiction, suppose G is a k -regular nk , eK graph with girth greater than 3, and let u1 and v1 be two
adjacent vertices. Then, u1 and v1 do not share any neighborhood otherwise the girth should be 3. Let u2, . . . ,uk be
the vertices adjacent with u1 different from v1, and v2, . . . ,vk the vertices adjacent with v1 different from u1, then
ui , vj for all i , j . See left hand side graph in Figure 1. By the assumption of girth greater than 3, vertices u2, . . . ,uk
can not be adjacent with each other. The same happens for vertices v2, . . . ,vk .
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F IGURE 2 A (2k + 1, k 2 + k /2)-graph with girth 4 on the left and cases k = 2, 3 on the middle and on the right.

So the vertex set of G consists of vertices ui , vi and an extra vertex w . Suppose now that w is adjacent with h
vertices ui and k − h vertices vi as seen in the middle of Figure 1. First let us notice that h > 0. Indeed, if h = 0,
we will get the 3-cycle v1,w ,v2,v1 contradicting the assumption of girth greater than 3. By symmetry we have that
h < k Now, since h > 0 let ui be adjacent with w . In order to avoid 3-cycles of the form ui ,w ,vj ,ui we need each ui
to be adjacent with vertices vj not adjacent with w . Therefore k − 2 ≤ (k − 1) − (k − h) = h − 1, i.e. k ≤ h + 1 but
h + 1 ≤ (k − 1) + 1 = k , so h + 1 = k , i.e. h = k − 1. By symmetry k − h = k − 1, i.e. h = 1. Therefore k − 1 = 1, i.e. k = 2,
contradicting the hypothesis of k > 2.

Notice the condition k > 2 is needed since C5 verifies the other hypothesis and has girth 5. On the other hand,
there are non-regular (nk , ek )-graphs with girth 4. Indeed, it is enough to describe a bipartite (nk , ek )-graph. For
instance, let Kk+1,k be the complete bipartite graph with k + 1 vertices in one partition and k in the other one. This
graph has 2k + 1 vertices and k (k + 1) = k 2 + k edges, i.e. (k 2 + k ) − ek = k /2 edges more than we need. So, it
suffices to erase a matching of k /2 edges to obtain a connected (nk , ek ) graph with girth 4. Figure 2 illustrates the
idea. Therefore we have prove the following result.

Proposition 2 The maximum girth of a k -regular (2k + 1, k 2 + k /2)-graph is 5 if k = 2 and 3 if k ≥ 4. Besides, for any k
there are (2k + 1, k 2 + k /2)-graphs with girth 4.

As a consequence either we have a negative answer to Question 1 or we have an infinite many counterexamples to
Boesch conjecture on the girth.

Proposition 3 Either there is no UMRG (2k + 1, k 2 + k /2)-graph or it has not maximum girth.
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It is interesting to remark that although the (9, 18)-graph in Figure 1 does not have maximum girth among the (9, 18)-
graphs, it does have minimum number of 3-cycles among the 4-regular (9, 18)-graphs, as can be checked by hand.

When exploring UMRGs energy, a pattern was not found among these graphs. While in some classes reliable
graphs present the lowest possible energy (n = 6 and e = 9, 12; n = 8 and e = 16, 24), other classes exhibit intermediate
values. To compare energy between optimal graphs and non-optimal graphs, we estimate energy for every graph in
each class and computed the percentile of the UMRG energy. The (7, 14)-UMRG energy percentile was 15%; (8, 12)-
UMRG energy percentile was 66%; (8, 20)-UMRG energy percentile was 15 and (9, 18)-UMRG energy percentile was
5%. It is clear that there is no conspicuous pattern in energy values among UMRG. We found a similar behaviour
when assessing Laplacian energy. While the vast majority of UMRG attained the minimum value within their classes,
(8, 12) , (8, 20) and (9, 18) classes attained values corresponding to the percentiles: 3%, 1% and 0.02%. Despite being
very low values we cannot affirm that UMRG share a common characteristic.

Except for (7, 14)-optimal graph, every UMRG attained the maximum Fiedler number. In the former case, the
Fiedler number corresponded to the percentile 98%. Although high, not the maximum as in the other cases.

3.3 | UMRG candidates of higher order
For computational reasons, only coefficient Nt , the number of spanning trees, was computed for k -regular graphs
with 10 ≤ n ≤ 14. Again, a single graph maximizing Nt could be found in each class. We choose this graph as a
candidate to UMRG although proofs must be done in order to ascertain this fact.

In Figure 3,4,5, 6 and 7 are depicted the potential UMRG with 10, 11, 12, 13 and 14 nodes respectively. Com-
plete bipartite graphs were found to be candidates to UMRG in (10, 25) ,(12, 36) and (14, 49) classes. As proved in
literature [33], Petersen graph is the optimal graph among (10, 15)-graphs (Fig. 3a). Regarding graphs with order 14,
coincidentally with Ath & Sobel [3], Heawood graph is t -optimal among (14, 21)-graphs. Others graphs are shown in
Figure 7.

Every graph explored at this stage fulfilled the same conditions as smaller-order graphs. All of them hadmaximum
girth, with no exceptions find among these classes. Most of them exhibit minimum diameter, except (12, 30) and
(14, 42)-UMRG which has maximum diameter. No energy pattern was found among these graphs either. Energy
values ranged from 0% to 93% as well as the Laplacian energy. Finally, algebraic connectivity (Fiedler number) was
maximum in every graph except in (10, 20) , (12, 18) , (12, 42) ,(14, 28) ,(14, 35) and (14, 56) whose values corresponded
to percentiles 98% in the first two cases and 99% in the last classes.

We can notice that for e = n (n − 3)/2 the candidate is always the complement of some copies of C3 and a single
copy of C3+r with r = n mod 3. Let us express this observation as a conjecture.

Conjecture 2 For any n ≥ 5 with n = 3k + r , 0 ≤ r < 3 and e = n (n − 3)/2, then (k − 1)C3 ∪ C3+r is UMRG.

By the results found by far, the conjecture has been verified for n ≤ 11 and we have strong evidence for n = 12, 13, 14,
unless Question 1 has a negative answer.

One might wonder about that cycle lengths distribution among the possible complements of cycle unions. A
possible answer, we found suggestive, is that this distribution minimizes the number of 3-cycle of a regular (n, n (n −
3)/2) graph. Indeed, it can be checked that the number of 3-cycles of the complement of Ch1 ∪ · · · ∪ Chk with

∑
hi = n

is N{hi }i =
(n
3

)
−∑

i fn (hi ) with fn (h) = h (n − 3) + 1h=3. Therefore,∑
i

fn (hi ) =
∑
i

hi (n − 3) + 1hi =3 = (n − 3)
∑
i

hi +
∑
i

1hi =3 = (n − 3)n + | {i : hi = 3} |,
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(a) n = 10, e = 15 (Petersen graph)
N t = 2000

(b) n = 10, e = 20

N t = 40960

(c) n = 10, e = 25 (graph K5,5)
N t = 390625

(d) n = 10, e = 30

N t = 2116800

(e) n = 10, e = 35 (graph 2C3 ∪ C4)
N t = 9219840

F IGURE 3 Potential UMRG with n = 10

(a) n = 11, e = 22

N t = 130691

(b) n = 11, e = 33

N t = 11113200

(c) n = 11, e = 44 (graph 2C3 ∪ C5)
N t = 227127296

F IGURE 4 Potential UMRG with n = 11
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(a) n = 12, e = 18

N t = 9800

(b) n = 12, e = 24

N t = 428652

(c) n = 124, e = 30

N t = 6635520

(d) n = 12, e = 36 (graph K6,6)
N t = 60466176

(e) n = 12, e = 42

N t = 341251729

(f) n = 12, e = 48

N t = 1610612736

(g) n = 12, e = 54 (graph 4C3)
N t = 6198727824

F IGURE 5 Potential UMRG with n = 12
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(a) n = 13, e = 26

N t = 1373125

(b) n = 13, e = 39

N t = 300056400

(c) n = 13, e = 52

N t ≈ 1.12 × 1010

(d) n = 13, e = 65 (graph 3C3 ∪ C4)
N t ≈ 1.84 × 1011

F IGURE 6 Potential UMRG with n = 13
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(a) n = 14, e = 21

N t = 50421

(b) n = 14, e = 28

N t = 4423680

(c) n = 14, e = 35

N t = 116280000

(d) n = 14, e = 42

N t = 1575656250

(e) n = 14, e = 49

N t ≈ 1.38 × 1010
(f) n = 14, e = 56

N t ≈ 8.06 × 1010

(g) n = 14, e = 63

N t ≈ 8.06 × 1010
(h) n = 14, e = 70

N t ≈ 1.65 × 1012
(i) n = 14, e = 77 (graph 3C3 ∪ C5)
N t ≈ 5.96 × 1012

F IGURE 7 Potential UMRG with n = 14
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and N{hi } is minimized when | {i : hi = 3} | is as large as possible, i.e., when k = dn/3e and h1 = · · · = hk−1 = 3. These
remarks, together with the one given after Proposition 3, call us to reformulate the original Boesch’s over the regular
graphs to the following one.

Conjecture 3 The (n, k n/2) UMRG, if exists, has maximum girth g among the k -regular (n, k n/2)-graphs and minimum
number of g -cycles among the k -regular (n, k n/2)-graphs with girth g .

4 | CONCLUDING REMARKS
Our work suggest that there is still a long way to go regarding knowledge about network reliability. Collectively, our
results are widely consistent with previous results about UMRG topologies. This study has developed two exact
algorithms to find SUMRG for several orders and sizes. Although some of these graphs had been already described
in literature, novel UMRG and candidates to UMRG are presented in this work. Notwithstanding the required large
computational effort , this exploratory work provides a valuable insight for the study of most-reliable graphs. To the
best of our knowledge, this is the first work to describe a counterexample to the long-held Boesch’s conjecture that
states that UMRG have the largest girth among all (n, e)-graphs: 4-regular (9, 18)-UMRG has girth 3. In fact, this study
also identified that the family of k -regular graphs with 2k + 1 nodes and k (2k + 1)/2 edges, for even k , has girth 3
and the consequent proof is given. The second major finding of this research concerns the topology of candidates to
UMRG with n nodes and n (n − 3)/2 edges. A new conjecture is posed, though not proved, in this article. Surprisingly,
despite that it was expected to find a more homogeneous topology, being its complement a union of cycles of similar
orders, a different result emerged from out research. For graphs with given size and order, the candidate to UMRG is
(k − 1)C3 ∪ C3+r where n = 3k + r with 0 ≤ r < 3. Proving its optimality is a challenging task as it can be concluded
from [15].

A lot of questions remains to be answered and many of the conjectures that exist in the field of Uniformly Most
Reliable Graphs are still open. Further research in this field would be useful to answer most of this questions and shed
light on a topic that is still under-explored.
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A | NUMBER OF 2-CONNECTED GRAPHS
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TABLE A .1 Number of 2-connected graphs per order and size

Order Size Number
6 9 14

7 14 59

8 12 429

8 16 1114

8 20 215

9 18 27015

9 27 765

10 15 23370

10 20 774876

10 25 1012187

10 30 135571

10 35 2763

11 22 264

11 33 266

11 44 6

12 18 81

12 24 1542

12 30 7848

12 36 7849

12 42 1547

12 48 94

12 54 9

13 26 10768

13 39 367860

13 52 10786

13 65 10

14 21 480

14 28 88126

14 35 3459379

14 42 21609300

14 49 21609301

14 56 3459386

14 63 88193

14 70 540

14 77 13
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B | COEFFICIENTS OF THE RELIABILITY POLYNOMIAL

TABLE A .2 UMRG Coefficients Ni (N5-N16)

n e N5 N6 N7 N8 N9 N10 N11 N12 N13 N14 N15 N16

6 9 81 78 36 9 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

7 14 0 1200 2460 2668 1932 994 364 91 14 1 NA NA

8 12 0 0 392 409 212 66 12 1 NA NA NA NA

8 16 0 0 4096 8424 9552 7464 4272 1812 560 120 16 1

8 20 0 0 21025 69050 124880 159680 156825 122310 76680 38640 15496 4845

9 18 0 0 0 12480 27856 33772 28344 17725 8442 3051 816 153

9 27 0 0 0 419904 1957032 5128272 9743436 14661909 18191007 18999630 16892658 12854349

NA: Not Applicable for given n and e

TABLE A .3 UMRG Coefficients Ni (N17-N27)

n e N17 N18 N19 N20 N21 N22 N23 N24 N25 N26 N27

6 9 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

6 12 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

7 14 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

8 12 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

8 16 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

8 20 1140 190 20 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

9 18 18 1 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA

9 27 8382393 4674855 2218185 887841 296001 80730 17550 2925 351 27 1

NA: Not Applicable for given n and e
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