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A Comparison of Meta-heuristics Algorithms for

Resource-Constrained Project Scheduling

Student : Fu-Teng Shi Advisor : Dr. Muh-Cherng Wu

Institute of Industrial Engineering National Chiao Tung University

ABSTRACT

Resource-constrained project.scheduling is a NP-hard problem. In the last few
decades, several meta-heuristics-algorithms-have been proposed to solve the problem.
The algorithm proposed by Debels et-al. (2006) is by far the most leading one. To
develop a better algorithm, we applied the notions of consensus and Taguchi genetic
operators and proposed various meta-heuristics algorithms. Extensive numerical tests
have been carried out. These tests include 1560 problem instances, which are
categorized into 9 scenarios. Compared with the algorithm proposed by Debels et al.
(2006), our algorithm excel in 22% scenarios, has a tie in 22% scenarios, and lose in

56% scenarios.

Keywords : Project scheduling ~ Resource-Constrained » Consensus * Taguchi methods
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Zd 18 3.1 ez ﬁﬁ B2 S ek B ATRA L BUA A RN T
PHE B IR 3+ (3% 4)=39 fK A (version)dr & 320 H P VO BIR AL
Debels et al. (2006)sFi & 72 » & 7 v g 8 e A B F A B3 VO ST A A b
JEH VL Bl V38 & 38 B AT F Bk o A/ o d AR 4E0 J30 ~ J60 - J120
T3MAMB G E G 480 +480+600= 1560 & |+ > @ & B &)+ & §5 10 =% F 5% (run)
BT o G I - B e TR ot - BR AR 15,600 B 6)F 0P % o F
Riry FHRAFE DR RBEE I FIMER T AR RERY VAL R2ER
B B PE yjﬁ.? MPBEAAMENE- HHEHTR D ZAABFE S AT RF KA

= 3519 % (pilot study)frix & 7 % (comprehensive study)4 %] 4 540 o

F 3. BTG Sl &

B & e Weighting Rate (a)
C3 No 1
C4 No 0.8
C5 No 0.8 combined 1.2
Cé6 No 0.8 and 1.2
C7 Linear 1
C8 Linear 0.8
Cc9 Linear 0.8 combined 1.2
C10 Linear 0.8 and 1.2
Cl1 Power 1
Cl12 Power 0.8
C13 Power 0.8 combined 1.2
Cl4 Power 0.8 and 1.2
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o d iR 2 B {37244 B(3+3*122 L) | {57230 B

VO :Cl+C2 V20 : C2+C9

V1:Cl1+C3 V21 : C2+Cl10
V2:Cl+C4 V22 1 C2+Cl11
V3:Cl+C5 V23 : C2+Cl12
V4 : Cl1+Cé6 V24 : C2+Cl13
V5 :Cl1+C7 V25 :C2+Cl4
V6 : Cl1+C8 V26 : C2+C15
V7 :Cl+C9 V27 : C3+Cl15
V8 : Cl1+Cl10 V28 : C4+C15
Al BI V9 : Cl1+Cll V29 : C5+ClI15 DI
V10: C1+C12 |V30:C6+Cl5

Vi1 :C1+CI3 |V31:C7+Cl15

V12 : C1+Cl14 |V32:C8+Cl5

V13 : Cl+Cl15.,.| V33 : C9+Cl15

V14,5 C2 +.C3 V34 : C10+Cl15
V15: C2+C4 V35 : CI1 +C15
V16 - C2 + €5 V36.: C12+ClI5
V17: C2+C6 V87 : C13+C15
V18 €2 + C7 V38 : Cl4 +Cl15
V19 : C2+C8

3.1.1 #3519 =%(pilot study)
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(schedule) i 5 i1k 15 2 o
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2006) 1k 45 58 > F1 5 £ stk (2006)i24 i@ % F (weighting) G L o A FT T
Wit RE G R AE > Tl ER CT
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3.1.2 % & % (comprehensive study)
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Step 2t #h AR AIH BB d ¢ ot R
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Step 4t L B FRA o
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% 3.4 2ot s fe i % (RK)
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iFE TE C,

A 4
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3 A 8] thRK &

HE NPTt

Bl 3.5 iBApifeisgl AT 1

S TERRY - A2 RK 28 5 SRK - A/ % @& % fogf N 22
schedule generation scheme » #§ - SGS(Kelley, 1963 {r Kolisch, 1996) » *#* 7 i¢
* H ¢ ik b 2 AR 2 (serial schedule scheme) » FfZ 424 @] 3.5 #771 °

e B TR RARL S N i o 5 R B[RRI TR A Lo R
(schedule set » Sp)eniT % » 225 F — = e iE ¥ ¥ 3 vRit (Candidate set Cp) ; &%
195 RK &> f80FE TP F - B RK Ed | i Ay F3 Evmip prii g i
ReOF ha®™ UAREA BB R tS=t; fi=t+dy)-

B33 F 0 B A EAREY T - X AiEETEL Ao A A
Ay FlE Aye 2420 £ Ay B F RBP4 > Aol AT - =tihae pE Aﬁiﬁﬁ‘i -

HA o~ EETE o TR REARE R R AR - ikt E Cp o
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323 * ¥

AFE YA RRE B0 55 % A 740 F 2 (Scatter Search) i R 0 F OB A
$eIF F w1 B e Glover (1998) ~ Glover et al. (2000, forthcoming){= Marti et
al. (2006) % = sz ?oo

4ol 3.6+ BAA 5 4 B & (reference set) > F 14 4 & B B & (quality set)
fr£ 2§ & (diversity set)d B384 o S B E & By £ 100 B4~ 427 F 1 b B
BidfaierBiY 0 EBREEEEOREREF - LR FBELIFLL S
Wt rpEd: £ B B & By H26R 100 BA-45f28 2 by t5E 0 by B Boend & 12
Gen Byt o 57 G AL R By ik R B chE Bt B el

b SBEHE o BERLAT B do 2 50 1

i=1

2% =il
Distance :”T (1)

FHK T 0 ot 5 L1 bk e 2.0 3= ] by e by PR BBk B &
R §BiEEE A2 1,000SRK# 7 b=5 > b,=3: 5000SRK B > b; =10

b,=5; 50,000SRK ¥ > b; =28 » b, =16 -

TB‘ 39: : b1+b2

B 3.6 A 4CH0F 22 M

16



324 #7244 B
(#7244 Be 77 443 5 5+ ¢ FELS fie(standard two-point crossover)
B EL N HER T BT B 2 (two-point electromagnetism) ~ % 3% %]+ (consensus operator)

Fra © 2 2 (Taguchi methods) » %% #-4 %] /1 54T o

(1) Eob2pe
Bk % fie €_Debels et al. (2006)0 #773 j£2. - » I fead e s K p A FE
B o 4o 3.7 5~ (input) 5 2 #5 % SRK > SEHBEP2 B LB M- p 4

** point 1 v point 2 2. FF e SRK J34F = 2 4 » 7 18 3] 2 i+ K (ATef2) » FE e

=
0.

23 SRK %34 % R B > LA 4 5 i 37f% -

2 X +RAY,
SRK SRK
=l

ETENS
A X, o DR F Y,
SRK SRK

F3.7 EBpT LF

TS R e ] o F A EE R 2 B LA Pune[l, n-1]4r P2,
N> H ¢ &7 CEEP D & [Prin, Pral2 BTG cd | BERE © B A & 5
Xife Xy A4 % 1 iF3F e 2 4o o
L. SRK <Py * #-X; /| 3 Prin 1 SRK 8 2 = 1 4 ¥ dieie.n=11) <
2. Pumin=SRK=Prax * #X; /i **[Prin , Pmax] 57 SRK 35 = X; #7 SRK -

3. Pumax<SRK © #=X; % % Py 677 SRK 4 F — i % eh i e

Bl 2k A4 N F - 0EFNLI MY Aok 3.5 997 (Prmin =2 & Prax =

7)) @ F B X o Xy ik d j%&rjﬁfziﬂ:%ﬁ: EALI Y, o



(2 A A, A; Ay As Ag A; Ag Ao | A | An
X1 1 2 7 9 8 5 9 11
X5 1 7 7 3 10 11
X’ -10 20 19 20 22
X’ 5 3
Y1 -10 3 5 20 19 3 20 22

FOFRAZDE R FRAFRAL DLATEY oY X3 RS SRK

AT R & O iR AR R Y o Yy (RK)fERS 5 SRK o
FE K b Beong B —‘"K-a e * 51 (guide)en 3

4 A7f% > i Debels et al. (2006)4rié * < feipf 2L B35l an{ 377 5% > R 7

‘—\w

fo o T 5 By AR £ B LR (diverSity) sk i R R 1

TR o R AR Y RS Bk g fE o 11 Cy' e

A

2]

7~

Mg R feen VR E AR RS o R A 4 AT B T fE o

(2 BRAHIRT AT Y 2

R
R
SE T SRS S

R ) 0

BB W T B W B 2 F_Debels et al. (2006):1 5 — B § 37 % 5 A4~ A d

Birbil & Fang (2003)#73 e j3 > Hyx 4

% p >t R 5 2 E(Coulomb’s Law) e T

AR B RAR TR AURIE o o] 3.8 Frr 0 ME G T EPEA R A - B 5 aaw

A 124g 7 B (Euclidian space)® 7 2 i¥ SRK X; € BifrX; € B> SRK# % - i

Atz ivE SRK - BRRE M=% > @ &

% o R EEd T2 BN gREE

X=X
ji f(xworst)_f(xbest)
B9 f(X)4 7 2 X chip 1 phR

Fji :(Xi _Xj)‘qji

18

TR e X B3] B e X

2)

3)




B 3.8 W T AT E E T LR
Qji At ;J-_,E# 4 X 'fr' XJ Feng me ,TJ' LR A5 mf’fbfi £ f(X worst)

R airn BB & B)amad L3 fX R A B 2 o Fj B4 7 X% 4 ach
Xjien 4 o ogbanp 3 8 Xz g3 Xz ¥ - £ RIFE g0 s pFF

E-Qiih 5 L o Ty Fii 2 (82 X; sFSRK #E*c,Tf't»? MR F] X EORTIE o

% 3.6 26 AN EE 2B LBl Prgell, n-1]fr Puwe[2, n] (i.e. Pin
=23 Pmax=7) 7 27 nZ& 7 FLHES D 47 [Puin > Pmax] 2 B F chd ] FEAE o
SRK % Xy v Xo > A 4 #7fEeh™ % 4o
I. SRK<Ppn ¢ # Xy /| 3% Ppin e SRK B4 - B %+ 0§ #ic(ie.n=11)

2. Puin=SRK =P : % X3 /i **[Pmin, Pmax]57? SRK 3+ & I} Fy; ©
3. Punax<<SRK @ #- X5 % %% P e SRK 4¢e F — B %% 7§ #ic o
4, X0+ Fy+X7=X",

5. X7y ik #AeiE f245 5 X772 (SRK) -

B o)k 0 Xy f Ay eI SRK -] ¥ Prip =2+ #6127 SRK i3 n=11> %% X,
1210 5 #2 % Ay 1 SRK 4 2 [Prin , Proan] 2 ¥ 0 T 7 2% 2582 & 3 48 Fy

-QF'T(IF) Xworst 19 ; Xbest 15 ):

19



TF A A, As | Ay | As As Ay Ag Ao | Ao | A | ms
X, | 1] 2 | 4 5 | 7 8 | 5 | 9 | 11|15
X, |1 6 7 7 13 [ 10] 116
F12 -0.25 1 -0.5 0 -05 ] 0.5 0.25 ] 0.50
X’ | -10 19 21 22
X7, | -10 | 275 | 5.5 2 6.5 5.5 19 | 7.25 | 550 | 21 22
X 1 2 4 5 7 9 8 5 9 11 15

F,=(2-3)-0.25=-0.25
F1B Py 50 2025 28 0 A& Xorh Ay & % Xy Ay 85 0.25 chpEd » 17
FI2.75 eni= ¥ > mptapda v LR AT RK(X 22) 0 B fs B AR E T D R0
SRK(X ) °
do b RO 0 B A BURR BRI R ol R iP5 %B frBy § £ o

R FRE o T LG bixby o X IR AL~ B fE

TR TS o B G- BEE S S ¢ o 0T fR{IX, L, Xpl HITEA
PRDOLL o4k 37 L - B nxnhpFHEeL Mo fi & 34E " (consensus
matrix)> H ® & — $2mjj & 7 ScAL RN (T E A B AT E AT Tk L
Fopldr omp kT A 3] & 270 mﬁzrp,u‘; Ay B3% Az'éT’*;r‘*JL (7 1b fadF o

i R F)F (X g, 2006) k A 2 ATenfE o WEA F T U - R4 fE
FHFR 0 E 2 - B (quided) B4l > BB B A ET 0 P EAPE AR P RA

Ko BB AL T WA A2 ATA S WD B RA LT
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M T% (])

1273745671809/ 10]11
I N EEEEE R
2] o 1 lo3loo] 1 [ 11 Jos| 1|1
300 0 0 [03/03] 1 |1 03| 1|1
4]0 [07] 1 o | 1|11 losg| 1|1
~1s5]o0fo1]o7]1 HEEEEIEERE
w6l ol olor[ o]0 BE R
1710 0| 0] 01O 0 0.5 1
8| 0 0 0| 1 BE
ol o [oa]o7]o2]o7] 1|1 |1 HE
1000/ o0 00 05| 0 1

1] o 0 0| 0 0

Az 3.9 0 & e M(NX N mattx)F7 4 5 - B 0B o K S P kB

ME - EfR S £ E iR BAEE Q0 AR FTEEM(M=M+Q) -
PEAR PR 2 e L ke BAEE Q= ([0y], (1=0,j=n) 0

o 8 S ¥ - 1E5fE X(1=Sp=P) > bldcdk 3.1 X, =1{1;2;4;5,7,2;8,9;5;
10; 11} o B¢ Xy A Ap et 25 10 30 Ag e £ 20 #500 qp 4 15 Ag et 205
20 P AR LA ST Gyt LR BT E S R Q (% 38) ) 4k
TR LA AR TR 4 0.5

PR R Qs HFHAEL MARE S M=M/NES) > NSo) %
f3 5 & ScfESL B E o dok 3.9 L0t 30 B S bl o d AR GAEL G Hig

Boostr AR EMAM, =17 035 T - L o S B B R dek 3.7

HaE i .
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A F P BB RALEL g2 2 2 5 34 No weighting~Linear weighting
fv Power weightinge F i3+ & = ;% & No weighting > » ,i&{f{i dv Qe VA S 1
Linear weighting Pl ¥ 4 G321 BFF me enE & > '§d 3+ 5 &7

B e e F

Wp o> B ooV deT

W - f(xworst)_f(xp)
p f(xworst)_ f(Xbesl)

(4)

g eho 4% Debels et al. (2006) 1 s i TR T & 22 0 f(X VY4
TR L Soamak LR fX YR B A iR o dopt - KT U RF E RO MY
1 & M4 o Power weighting P'| #_#-20 38 4 BxT 3 5 4o 3 EF %k o

SN
%ﬂ%,ﬁ ol K guEig o ¥ U y IVLE A2 R ER » Ra hiEeide

PR R FE QR AT G S B R (5 R ek 3R o T

A2 L ATRRE > e A E T es IR WAL

M=0 R FE B & Scdd
(n x n 4B4) |- mEX
v
SE Xp gty ek A b AT
A Q(nxn e e Q
v
M=M+Q
> v
v [ HhOF 4 M
...‘::E, E

ﬂt.

B 39 = Wi 2 AR

|
[ 4

E

““L
Fﬁ
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%38 i ErEL Q

” — — | | —
m — — — — o
o — o|l—|o o|lo
[o%0] — —_— [ o | O
o~ — — | S| O
~
" —
~" v
Nt
Vg — S| O O |2
< — SO | O (=l e
on — S| O | O S| O
(@ S| OO S| O
— - SO | O (=l e
S
™ | o |~ S| =
o

%:3.9 £ M

¥ ()

11
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30
30

10
30
30
30
30
30
30
15
30
30

30
17

24
8.5

30
30
30
30
30
30

30
30
30
30
30
30

30
30

30
30

30
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30

30
8.5

30
30

30

0
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2. A2 44 8
ok BT L HBF]F F 4 RT3 N E S E e s Mg en
SREERA  TUEBLFAF AR - ERAE ST AL
HAEr - BRRELYF kpke PARATE S X={A;ISiEn A7 AR

Benftdh s o A4 %4 MY dutizhe™ ¢

Stepl:#&> £2%

dT AR A M R U] T KL 0N 1 Ul 2 AR
MR R AR R PR B AR LA E LR AN =00 2B he=n
N7 % kX Hp > h(A)# 7 #4250 A L B (priority value) o 3K B o 5§
NBiEEe 2285 > B4 E B AY.(L=q=N) > 4c% mg=0 2 h(Ay>h; -
Bl hy=h(Ag) ; F 2 % Mig=1 2 (A hen Bl he=h(A)) - T 4721 enE LR B

27 A RAE N R R R R g R A L

Fork=1toN /* for each taskin Yy */
If mig = 0 and h(Aq) > h > then hy = h(Ag)

Endfor

BERTHEZ 20 B AL HEEIEFI(F 7 hydr he)ihiT ¥ B n(Yn)ATE
LA R ek AR RTE AR £IL R hifrhe o T L E h(A) = (hs +

he)/2 i 4c% n(Yp)>2 B3 Step3 2 FI n(Yp) =2 5 it -

24



Step3: ALEHY EHE ST TE A

Q'J
4
W
|\

B |
o

T,
4
b

FITER L Y= {Ag| h=N(A)=he, Age Y} 3+ 2 B » 1

=it
A
S
A
N4
\\\?{r

O A RAERIE A AT ARG B o F 45 2L AL

MEZLFE A DG RE TG 2RBFH N 5 - LA B AT R B

F Migde * ITE Adr 2 8(6) 5 8 2 BEA b Ag2 (62 30t & mydt chit ¥
Acko 2 55(7) o ot 03 Kt 380t 50t e 2 S ()P b thd 5 R (T A
A = Max{ m(Ag, A) } > Age Y (6)
Ar=Max{ m(A;, Ay) } * Age Y (7)
Ar = Max { m(Ay, Aj) > m(A;, Ar) } (8)

Step 4 : 12335 £ % (T ¥ AXR (7 9% 4 (Bernoulii) ik

31

\\\?{r
‘—\-\3:
>
e
O

COpEERAR B Apz 2 (0 A LT R R
AP A E S RE AU A AR S B Mip S 0 4 Rl - R
LA AR A Az o o h(A)<hAr) S %58 1 375 he=h(Ax) ; 2%

2T A AR A Asz 1 ST RAY) > h(Am) 2 2 T 5 L 375 he=h(An) °

Step5: { A& AR B

VB 310 Fh 0 BERMERE 1 BIEE A Ay BAfeE L e gk ATy
MBI Aifr Ay 2B BFERF Aje FARR 37 anaiaedy > Ay i
Alfr A R B F 5 00 T R8T e B R B Ay r 32 F As L Ay v e

HRF L THEEF B K B Ay o d 2 E TR TR EN(Yn) S )

A2 Al B A Ay e A 2 Beni® o

25



h, l he
Feasible
‘ Region |:> ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Al A2 All Al A2 A3 All
(A5, A 0 0
A,A) 1 1 0
B 3.10 #& ~ A; f# 1
A
h, ¥ h,
Feasible | Region
IR N N R
A A, Ay Al A A, A, A, An
(A,A) 0 1 1
(A, Ap 1 0.3 0 0
B 3114 2, Ay f3 6
p=0.5
| L |
| m,.. = 0.7 | m.=03 |
0 0.7 1

B 302:0a% 4 358 o

()

BEDR3I ¢ w B RBAA A ZREF A n(Y)>2 SR F L
FIEEA* e emg=07m;=03> 571 M=0.7  AF=Ai& {7 5% 4 x5k o
4o 3120 EhEECE p X A0, 0.7 R R AT R %A 0 AR {ATE he =
h(Ay) > B PFFL G N(YR) =20 “7 i - Ay A fr Ap 2 FF o IR B IR R R
2 AIDALPA DA A DAIDADAI DAV A DA T IS iR PR Bl Pt
Figdk 5 SRK #5% » Y= {1;3;5;2;6;4;8;9;6;10; 11} -

BRERY LARFIEFELIRAL DEREF { AR § BT
YA FREFELEBE T Ml B F o P am s BEFF > I MipXa s B
SR P ABRETEE - a= (AR ALSSE) H4 0 a= 08

FaeFF o L85 fi (2000)47# 4 o % = 48> a=0.8 combined 1.2 5 d 3+ ¢

26



FEHTFF R H BT R BN S L AT RE 120 F mix>0.5 pFEY
0.8 % imp<05pF L 122% ;mx==052A%: % f> ¢=08and1.2>
fo combined £ W] AT ie AN B SN E LAk 0 A AUE K TS fod KRS
Wz A4 L p e F7f% o

B R R 2 28 B B0 * b Y by ¥
A B P R A ATR B 28 BEREERARA c EWMTF] I E - A4

RTHE B HCE bixby (RN E AR ) -

(4) v ¢ =2
m r % % (Taguchi, 1986 & 1987 ; gkip 41,2002 ; & & @, 2000) 4=k » £ d
& ¢ * FFa v % - (Genichi Taguchi ) % 1+ 1949 & ¥ » 3 1@ sen§ skt

FTAREF KRR > Fa B g RO e G E BT 1 48 AL 9 ¢ 2 2 (Taguchi

Br oA AL B AR kR K 2o R TASH G A
FlZFuR RS I R M o FRE A N e R BT A e licie s > 3 E g

AR P AEFEURS DT HRABEEI RGP R ou T E LA LR

18

P’ (Taguchi, 1987 ; #iP #1, 2002)4cT

RS
F*F&,%ﬁﬂ;&

L,(b%)

L»ﬂ&’%ﬁﬁaﬁ&

# 51 B % % > L (Latin square)

27



% 310 Ly2))E % %

L8 7

Al A A AL As | A | A
Lyttt 11]1]1

Ly | 1|1|2|1|2|2]2

Ly | 1|21 21|22

Al Ly |1 |2)2]2]2|1]1
@ | Ls| 2|11 |2]2]1]2
Le |21 22121

Ly 2211|221

Ls |22 |2 |1|1|1]2

oor - E2kh I8 48F 2 A0 LgQ)E & A BT dpitdcd 3,100
2P 53 THRFF - EBFF 2 kB> 8 FHREEToF 1 E KA KR
TOUMTBEF GG 7B EE ekl e 4 278 SRK @ (7] R i
Lo s o7 & end & 5 0 APES 1 08 SRK «r 7 (rank) ; 727 %_% 2 £ SRK
gt Lo e § 5T RR e v FdAERCEEE YR RIEF RPN F TS ook B
eI R 0 AT E AR A3 130 2 J60 fr J120 ¥ 2 G 4p i hE
EHRF G o Lt RFFF T 2X>n RiEfEig & hE L& 0 12 J30(30

BIEE)S G >N 5300 " E 82 =32F LA(Fohdki 32 FlFik

5 31) e

gz 03 2afiis N TARAFE o @b o v 3274

‘—M?
‘m

Stepl:zZ# nF+F 2-kEE 24

Step2: & 24 { #7f2
ﬁ?] » (input) = 2 ¥ SRK (S, Sy) » ﬁ?l di(output) = 1 i RK(Sp) » & & % % 0§

S B FEBE - LG LR IR ML) 5PN E - BITEA

28



Jeit * S; & S; e SRK 4 a2 b it e £ Sy0 I B3 A B e Ly chicis
%3018 21/ myLa)iafr(4 Suml 5 La=1Feniifo; £ Sum2 5 Ly=2 P

) o SRR T

Fori=1ton
Fora=1to 2"
If Lsi=1 > then Suml = Suml + (1 / mg(La))
If Lai =2 > then Sum2 = Sum?2 + (1 / mg(La))
Endfor
If (Suml >= Sum?2)
Sp(Ai) = Si(A)
else
Sp(Ai) = Sa(A)

Endfor

B33 &%) Bk 2 0% SRK & S1=1{1;2;4;2;5;7,9;8;5;9; 11} » S, = {I;
3;6;2;7,5;8;,7;3;10; 11} > F15 5 11 BIFE(F]F) > 11> F & 24=16 3
% 4oo4ed 301 %7 12 SRK ¥ M5B 24 A2 6F%Es »d*F 7
1L E%E > 21l Ap Bl As e 4 7 5 o
FAFEEBRHREE DR IR ML) > B F B B8R A KA
AL B N3 E Suml fr Sum2 chiE > Tt A g AR RS Sy d R P
A 80 Boigdo (6 %% < #4702 Suml fo Sum2 st FUR %35

e v 7D Sp=1{1,2;4;,2,5;5;8;8;3;9; 11} » Fli iz e & & RK>»#T11 &

F ok
iR A 3k 5 SRK o

29



#3111 o v 3 2805

No.| Ay | Ao | As | As | As | Ag | A7 | As | Ao | Ao | A A [ Az | A | Ass ms(La) 1/ms(La)
Lyy1 (111|111 (1}1}]1]1 15 1/15
L1 (112|112 |1}]2]2]1 17 1/17
L1 (1 (21|22 |12]1}]2]2 16 1/16
Lyf1 (122|222 2]2]1]2 18 1/18
Ls(1 (2|1 (1|21 |12]2]1]2 15 1/15
Lej 1 (21221 (2|2]1]2]2 20 1/20
L1221 |12 |1]1}2]2]1 19 1/19
Ly 1 (222|122 ]1]1]1]1 15 1/15
Lyy2 (111|122 |1]1]1]2 15 1/15
Lo 2 (1121 (2|1 |1|2|2]2 15 1/15
Lpy2 (1212|122 |1|2]1 17 1/17
Lpy2 (1 (222|112 2|1}1 15 1/15
Ly 2 (2 (112|222 2|1]1 15 1/15
Lgl 2 (211212212 | a2l 16 1/16
Lsy2 (22|11 |1]2|812(2.]2 15 1/15
Lel 2 (2221|1181 T {51242 19 1/19
S| 21|11 (1|2 |2531FP2 41 15
SBRET SO AT r S EEBE AREE S CHK{FF LT
SR A NPT 3B AT R R L T A R R o E e v E

Al - B R AR F L RR S R TET B i A

Fl+ g o RIA

4

bl -4
C) ixf

77

% o
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325 B B

i3 & % (Li & Willis, 1992 ; Ozadamar & Ulusoy, 1996 ; Debels et al., 2006) * **
L EHRARZAL NEE SO MEZ R EEERPETRPFE - L5
Forward—-Backward Improvement » FBI o 4] 3.14 5 B] 3.3 f# o] fe e % > 3
LiEAEG 23
Step 1 : & {3 £ $ (backward—pass)

Ry SRK # NI LB T E Az 1 F > %“ﬁfﬁ“ d < P ] A2
= BEE A2ADADADATDADPADADA M Mg =18 5 K> I ¥ 7
i F g B DAG U] 5 4L 0 12 B M-T £ P A 15 5 5 5 4oBl(b)sh SRK
Step 2 : E 4& % @0 £ # (forward—pass)

B2 1242 (b)cn SRK » 7 1 (B 3| Aj e 1 pFRF > %‘%‘tb d o] Bl
- BEE ADADAIDPADADASTP A A DA R ERTFRE R R A B T

beBl(c)* A > TF B P L (S & (SRKF) ¢

a1
2
A6 A4 As
: Ay Ag
A2 A9 A7 AIO
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 t
(a) 01 23 4 5 6 7 8 910111213 14 15 16 17 18
a1
2
A9 A6 A7
14 A, A,
A2 A4 AS AIO
] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] t
(b) 01 2 3 45 6 7 8 910111213 14 15 16 17 18
8
2
A, A, A,
1 A, A,
A2 AS A6 A10
] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] ] t
(c) 01 23 45 6 7 8 9 10111213 14 15 16 17 18

Bl3.14 30 B0

31



326 RAsA W AE

AFE G TR E R R AT E 0 L5 #F i { A(static update) < #F f& { AT(Marti
etal., 2006) 82 #8 U { 37/ > Bodi g i enb +hy BfEA 2 37* o A7 Y
MRS FEFRRL AT BTG (AT P ALRB frB A Y

At et iy .

3.2.7 ik ix it

¥ F 24 833 A8 7 E02 PSPLIB #a s Bls# g & > %4 Kolisch &
Hartmann (2006) 7~ )[?%h’wb i 0 g SRK A 4 chficp Ng i vt fifl
BB FRUNLE 1,000~ 5,000 4 50,000 = 4 e F1ab i it B AR(F & Fade 4e i AR)
ﬁéi—%SMKﬁ%NﬁtP%H%ﬁﬁﬁéﬂiﬁNﬂ?’W%ﬁﬁ“’jf

P RN A N EA

32



M2 R %

£

lH

s

3

IR oA T

4.1 %3515 2% (pilot study)

o T B o 2 2 AT AR o A E ) IR

411 F B 5 A(Step 1)

Cl15(w v =
R R B (53497 b3
Vo
¥ oob o VSt VI8 4r VI3 it VI8 ot fi v
oM PR VI3~ V26 fo V31 eni % > @ % o ¢ 33

i o el k A1 g% @ [ 3TRA 2 Beh

B 3.2 Bt H3lRkeninge A

yow

Step 1 2

%)% 4480

el

¥ %

5

it

PR AP DR RS2 LSNP HRFER & A

- A

L& - CI(RE R fe) » C2>BERRS R TR0

LE S S S

>

3

Walg B

P2

Ao s

F\?o

BN ED C7(3,-’-: s F S )fr'

27 3 feisE @@ B VO 5 Debels et al.(2006) 77 = -

PRI ER)T gD 0 VS hR R kS RT

% 1,000 SRK 1z areng- 7 i VO L

=

%_—3“1 » %1 CT &

g i3 B L A

e s Kz g

FEUBREC2,
PR Cl enfefi £ B C2 0
&R AR
D EERs 2 pe(C)

‘f[" "‘—\s I"]_,_ (C7) o _‘{_ ‘m m-ﬁ %&%4‘{ ]Tég—‘t’ o
241 (ATfRAL 2R RS
{3ith 4 = FaR1 R
DN o " J30 (480 1 ]+ ) J60 (480 1 ]+ )
o 1,000 SRK | 5,000 SRK | 1,000 SRK | 5,000 SRK
VO Cl+C2 28,410 28,355 38,765 38,554
V5 Cl+C7 28,404 28,360 38,765 38,614
V13 Cl+Cl5 28,470 28,413 39,100 38,964
Al | Bl DI
V18 C2+C7 28,408 28,364 38,803 38,660
V26 C2+Cl5 28,479 28,414 39,130 38,982
V31 C7+Cl5 28,493 28,415 39,163 38,988
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4.1.2 %% (Step 2)

Step 1 i Mg E R A £ V5 Cl+CT> e Fl 5 £ ®FF(CHEE N - &

\\\?{r

Bk P B L R EBE SRRSO 0 A Step 2 B E CT7 Skt
B eng Bk drd 42 chlicdy o X EER A LR 4 ot A 4 kot e

FERARG A kg U ViAo VI chd R L T3> B V5L 37 4 V6

3 f&{tt]60%ﬁjiiwlj V5% o

FHEERARRT DAV o Vo 300 LR VA 1 E R Aeh V5 e (s

T % eiip i o

342 FEAFERHRE >

{37134 4 ® gl
PN o 130.(480 & 5]5) J60 (480 & 5] )
1,000 SRK | 5,000 SRK | 1,000 SRK | 5,000 SRK

V5 | C7 (Linear + 1) 28,404 28,360 38,765 38,614
V1 | C3(No+1) 28,402 28,358 38,785 38,614
V2 | C4(No+0.8) 28,409 28,362 38,799 38,635
V3 | C5 (No+ 0.8 combined 0.2) 28,407 28,358 38,788 38,623
V4 | C6(No+0.8and 1.2) 28,396 28,353 38,810 38,636
V6 | C8 (Linear + 0.8) 28,413 28,363 38,797 38,618
V7 | C9 (Linear + 0.8 combined 1.2) 28,410 28,362 38,772 38,619
V8 | C10 (Linear + 0.8 and 1.2) 28,407 28,358 38,792 38,630
V9 | Cl1 (Power + 1) 28,420 28,360 38,776 38,614
V10 | C12 (Power + 0.8) 28,412 28,357 38,788 38,623
V11 | C13 (Power + 0.8 combined 1.2) | 28,406 28,358 38,789 38,620
V12 | Cl4 (Power + 0.8 and 1.2) 28,413 28,357 38,792 38,628
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4.1.3 & 722224 (Step 3)
gt 41 ok 42 0% % > 2 VI~ VA V5 40 VT, W RIE O B R H
s 2 EAMAFE R EZRELOIEENAS ZADRTF] AL ELPTPNE LS SFULT S

BARA KEF

(1) BEEApRE BRSNS ERTET Y 2

B 2w 0 L& P Debels et al. (2006)1# * -t U o 44T
¥ A ﬁd tfr b e R BT & (quality)fr £ £ (diversity)2 fadF{: o @
BB e RS R T S A D LSRR T B R e LS T B
& BreffRi R e TR A A RET A R RS R T AT 2R
WA BB L Byhfd gt BETESRILE By hfEa 43 BiF Ao AF -
2R AR B A 2§ R B RiE g -

ArILEEE it BB A AR T AT A & 3 0 R EOR T
B EBEARL T AL ATeilAee PE T B iR LA R PR AT R AL

SR R T R R K 0 T g A F iRy 2 e ek it Y

SPPFIE ¥ 4G 3 AT ek (4o Debels et al., 2006) > F]@ s § o AF R fEE o

2) » v 32
R REARY 0 T2 RGP L g A 2R s YT T
% A2 iR f

TR o d WAFTF R DR 1FE 5 SRK A4 B XL I 20

MERAEEFIRKAL L EFDE oA PR ANE 2 AR

e

W3R AR R TIR Y T 3 R AR R T F] R E LA GRT
HRSkEL S S o REuw e 22 TR AAF S SRK A i #3] 1 iE47/2 o

%12 J30-1,000 SRK i ik 6 % 5 6 > * #ehb =5, =3 & * VI3 (&
BEAfetu ¢ ) e s s u r 3 AL RENCPES 28 HiEk {0 -

T BE% AL 1 BIE XK v 2T 28% 32+ 1) =924
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SRKs » 4c + Cl 137252 924 + 20 =944 1 SRK » (6 £ 4c + B 1 B3 1 (&

- % 5 2GEfR)lcE o %0 944 * 3 =2832 % SRK - 4 ifuaré * VI3 ia B

2L 5 41,000 SRK eivim b 52T 82 v g 0352 1 » g e v 3k g 4 it
fRE s — AAFTIRE > R @ B D] - B R aE P AT B LR

FRVO (BRIt T pdsl i) - {22042 20+
5*%3 = 35'13"%)‘5*’“1-'1137".,;, T 0¥ UEa 1000/35 =95 By ,),‘,rﬂu. -y

EBO|FFRD v 3R L R F e

AR REN DB GRA AN IFF IR RERIRIBTE 2 0
B0 BARR AR TR s BT A2 D ATfRECP & A bix<by BfF o F
FE AL TEREE L T ol B (diversity) i EfE ) REF R A AT
FRFF R AL BFRORTAREAFLERBELL LT R EE LR RS
F1* L e aFE A (O fr T agl) » #2802 1 b (€ w2 A > B3]
(WL FHRenfg o T B § B RT3 > Wk o hk BEE oo

Ko g B B R e Ko PRl § ok SDRIAT e FI R R e L
# A Rby +hy) kA § B iER S 1,000 SRK &2 85 5 8 1 0 #ru
BB AT A § S | 50,000 SRK = R 38 e 3 44 1 o % 7 s L & B4k
o F BT EBTFF AL AR 0 AR RN AFR(Cl) > AT RN
LA 2 AR R(E S 20 B)tet H (R 8 B) kR RT G 28 BARA -

FR PP Pk LS AT R SRR 40 28 B B 28 ARG R A

B AE REF %P FILD E TS 04 48 S dce & I No weighting
+ 1 ~ No weighting + 0.8 and 1.2 ~ Linear weighing + 1 fr Linear weighting + 0.8
combined 1.2 > X BE L b > 2 F 2 7H B F S AR ) {ox B F S
B(* H+37f2)3 > Tk § 8 BAR A A E TR R
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4.2 3% & ¢ % (comprehensive study)
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421 F DB k5K & (Step 1)
YRl 41 FFEEF RDFER R EF DN FF UEFIR AL 430 KAk

BRGHK VIR VA6 (7L Bk o

Pk g | Ay 37

V39 : Dl (No + 1)

V40 D2 (No-+ 0.8 and 1.2)

V41= D3 (Linear + 1)

V4275 D4y(Linear +0.8 combined 1.2)
Al B1 C1 El
V43 D5 (No+1)

V44 : D6 (No +10.8"and 1.2)
V45 : D7 (Linear + 1)

V46 : D8 (Linear + 0.8 combined 1.2)
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A RE R REE S

1,000 SRK #% 3

=% 44404 4.55 130 F= J60 E_& 3+ 480 i |

fARIT A5 VO a4 o e

» 1120 R E_600 @ 63 o j& A 4.4 chilcdp b k4

L#FF A

A 3|5 18 15,000 §= 50,000 SRK

Bk L fcacd Ui o @ VAO(R VAP A R ke &0 1K 2 RlEa
3 £ J30-50,000 SRK % Jcint VO 45 fe 5 % 22 f #4 fcar 5 5 & J60 4w 1120
LT Z 0 #7004 50,000 SRK e384 if 7 i 79 S(F £ 4.5)
1044 HBEF ADKLR (LR ET)
Bs e % 0 iE i VO | V39(V1) | V40 (V4) | V41 (V5) | V42 (V7)
1,000 SRK 28,410 | 28402 | 28396 | 28404 | 28410
130 | 5,000 SRK 28,355 | 28358 | 28353 | 28,360 | 28362
50,000 SRK | 28319 | 28,327 | 28326 | 28325 | 28327
1,000 SRK 38,765 . 38,785 |»38.810 | 38,765 | 38,772
160 | 5,000 SRK 38,554~ | | 38,641 [ 38,636 | 38,614 | 38619
50,000 SRK | 38,420 | 38427 - 38,467 | 38,470
1,000 SRK 76,736 | M76;756-—F 76,946 | 76,720 | 76,766
7120 | 5,000 SRK 75537 475968 176217 | 75926 | 75977
50,000 SRK | 74,671 | 75,128 — 75,088 | 75,143
%45 £BFF BIHRSF(EFRRIER)
Bs e % 0 if i ) V43 V44 V45 V46
1,000 SRK 28410 | 28399 | 28402 | 28,407 | 28,408
130 | 5,000 SRK 28,355 | 28367 | 28361 | 28361 | 28367
50,000 SRK | 28319 | 28332 | 28332 | 28331 | 28331
1,000 SRK 38,765 | 38,795 | 38,804 | 38,776 | 38,793
J60 | 5,000 SRK 38,554 | 38,605 | 38,622 | 38,610 | 38611
50,000 SRK | 38420 | 38,465 — 38,475 | 38,412
1,000 SRK 76,736 | 76,763 | 76,947 | 76,725 | 76,824
J120 | 5,000 SRK 75537 | 75834 | 76,078 | 75,788 | 75,884
50,000 SRK | 74,671 | 74,986 — 74,951 | 75,020
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%45 AL @F]F B jilldpt v P Epehg o X ]+ B & J30-1,000
SRK = 384 ﬁ?%‘\»ﬁt‘r‘{m“ VO 4 - & > @ V452 & 1 J120-1,000 SRK 7 F 4F chdic

P50 1w R A 5,000 - 50,000 SRK & 2t VO £ 4 o

ﬂ“—

FEES  RBEE R R 2 A AR R FEETT €5

Foendfid £ I 0 Sl T $HR 4R S 2 o B % VR ATR 0 BT VO i
ko £ BFEF 25 & J30 e J120-1,000 SRK it i Pec a0 P # 48 chf2 > £ & J30
frJ60 chH @ ipik 5L 3 g L5 5 o RIAHETEF AN VAL S EREKRA ;2

WF)F B U VAS G AR A o Boid 48P E_Linear weighting fra =1 °

422 &3 °1§’<*“32L % (Step 2)

& & #- V41 {r V45 52 Debels et al, (2006508 # < fx v+ fi 2 5 oc(de %
4.6) » # ¢ Hartmann (1998) 3 7 e Valls et.al. (2003) = }f% L

§2 Hartmann (1998)+4+ Nonobe & Ibaraki (2002)=rt #2.% % - J30 {#5. ¢ » V4l
fr V45 £ 50,000 SRK h gl Sl biqf2 R RI AR 5 VAS &b 0 V4L 1t
Hartmann (1998)% — & ; J60 {3 e % » V41 fv V45 % 50,000 SRK mw%‘r
g o RfEPER R V4l 43 0 £ F ¥_Hartmann (1998) 5 £ {5 §_V45; B8

& J120 8 > V41 v V45 2 % & 5,000 & 50,000 SRK m]‘\ﬁ’iw%ﬁ Rl fidd > R

FRPFRF £ 5,000 2 50,000 SRK » e fkerp-F ¥ 5 o

§2 Valls et al. (2003b)srvt g% > J30 8. ¢ > V41 v V45 % 50,000 SRK
PR ko iR R A Sl 5 J60 fr J120 B ik Ap e 0 VAL o
V45 7 #% % 5,000 2 50,000 SRK ﬁﬂv‘]"\ﬁ’ir‘%??l&ﬁ% i KRR 3 5,000
SRK ' fiidF o

i2 Valls et al. (2004) s % HiF 3 }I% PAIREAT- B o J30 B¢ 0 V4
fr V45 % 50,000 SRK e Fr 300t §247(5,000 SRK & £ &) > Ff2pF R0 )

B 5 J60 i3 @ VAl fr V45 & 50,000 SRK sk fz & f4mds t § o K fapr Rl
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WA S Bts e J120 B 0 R F V4S5 f 50,000 SRK sz s vt ik o V4l

Plve L > 2% 3 RfEpFR P A Valls et al. (2004)+* -

FEM FHEE VAL fo VAS BT A E BFR Y R MM A i
IR Rf > VAS B - 5 J120 4 F B AR(OEHE B ¥ REFE) 0 VAL i 3

BIF 4 A J30 4 J60 chiF B An 4 fi it s TR -

%046 BiEd 2 R R R

ey e % Ll 1 pERF | THCPURR | £ 2
Hartmann (1998) 28,349 3.95 5
Nonobe & Ibaraki (2002) 28,337 9.07 4
Valls et al. (2003b) 28,335 1.61 3

130 Valls et al. (2004) 28,361 0.38 7
~F 7 V41 [5,000 SRK] 28:360 0.42 6
~F 7 V41 [50,000 SRK] 28,325 4.75 1
7 V45 [5,000 SRK] 28,361 0.22 7
*F 7 V45 [50,000 SRK] 28,331 242 2
Hartmann (1998) 38,660 8.06 6
Nonobe & Ibaraki (2002) 38,697 26.49 8
Valls et al. (2003b) 38,671 2.76 7

160 Valls et al. (2004) 38,572 1.14 3
3 V41 [5,000 SRK] 38,614 0.56 5
3 V41 [50,000 SRK] 38,467 5.64 1
~F 7 V455,000 SRK] 38,610 1.30 4
»F 7 V45 [50,000 SRK] 38,475 11.35 2
Hartmann (1998) 76,924 48.86 8
Nonobe & Ibaraki (2002) 76,600 245.33 7
Valls et al. (2003b) 76,356 17.00 6

1120 Valls et al. (2004) 75,009 14.52 2
3 V41 [5,000 SRK] 75,926 2.73 5
~F 3 V41 [50,000 SRK] 75,088 22.73 3
7 V45 [5,000 SRK] 75,788 227 4
3 V45[50,000 SRK] 74,951 23.79 1
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4.2.3 & +75 & %% * (Step 3)
K422 6 B % W 2T A R B30 e J60 1 B4 ¢ b o X
BRIF @it & J120 § Bodrchd > S0 R A F AR DL R -
EHEARLELETRFT LB R AR IABY AN AL e
FifE o MR TR ARRAIPER OER VLR VP S F R & ook

Ao BRI 2 WA T LB AR R L F IR Rk Y

=

LE PRI AR N FETHRA U R EEERTLE A LB ER
CPLR- it R T

%47 5 % 444045 F Ry n T I E B R HRE J30 B T s A
TR T A R 3 R R TR R ST R S ES A 21,000
SRK 4r 5,000 SRK s 4> » w4 4 ¢ 7 7 S FicL B o 0 K2R x4
4% 5 2 £ 50,000 SRK # o F] S it £ A F b jra 0 TR BT B R
TAF A D RS ¥ AR R WA R AT 2 2 B g o @ 9

AR CHAT LR IHOFES F AT A At LB R
PR RIGEE R -

J60 5 2. ] B 3T B 3T 3048 s A 3Rd5 Bl A # f3 £ 2% 5 B & 1,000
SRK FlifdHEcp it » ¥ UTané 51 A B2 RE%  EfF PR Jtach 5
Wenfd o RRgFRFEE A Fi L R o 4t J60 X F 40 J30 ¥ oL gE 5 35 F
Bt B0 TR RE] BT A RARTIRTY B G S e A o F et L
PR LEY S R AR TR

Bofs TI20 8 cnx RPEP »d 3 A 4 2 3 enfRenv L % 0 #17 31,000
SRK & * g chff e § 47 dachph Bocr v o e BT B i

423 5,000 2 50,000 SRK ¢ » £ #F]+ B jx_.‘sé—f#ﬁﬂ;&%i,?&{ MEE o
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247 R BTG F Sy fod o $HR A

Fs e i b ik SR A » el "
% 44 T3otE | PEEP # 45T 3mE | MR
1,000 SRK 28,403 8 28,404 28
J30 | 5,000 SRK 28,358 15 28,364 28
50,000 SRK 28,326 44 28,332 28
1,000 SRK 38,783 8 38,792 28
J60 | 5,000 SRK 38,628 15 38,612 28
50,000 SRK 38,455 44 38,451 28
1,000 SRK 76,797 8 76,815 28
J120 | 5,000 SRK 76,022 15 75,896 28
50,000 SRK 75,120 44 74,986 28
A H B 3B OV KT IR R F]S A G R F B L Iy

e FA(8D44) > X F) S BRIE - F A28 B0 kA S H R o F 5 130
IR AAF SRR R T S F 0 < Ak B E PR AE R D] 0 K]S B
FRHER R P A v e Jo0e JI20 B FIL R R EA R BT
WenfEd A A FE o T A REE BARR G A R RE o T R e

A R AR R R R BT RR ST R R A e

A S R EETEE S AR YR

424 ¥ B 4% (Step 4)

AR R R TS B g VAS s i3k 0 e R A BEHATHE S R
Ao FEBE AR ]  TF AN L SR oo s 0 2 5
FT9 Ak TVAT o VAS 4o VAT e 2 % % 4rk 48 1 » ¥ B 4 B L7407 ik
B72 18 0 VAT chfERES st VAS R4 > 0B R T VAT i ent s de
J30-1,000SRK » i F] >t & * g2 2R H 4w & H Bdrenfz o w Fl A R EEH 43 5 o
ﬁqﬁifhﬁﬂﬂﬁiﬂfﬁﬁ%%’5%uzﬁﬂ%¥%ﬁwﬁ$;ﬁJHmJQWBRKWJ

AF G REER S > Te 7O RAOER > 3 F A2 R anfa o
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% 48 £ T)F B A V45 4o VAT &% R

B ezt gt V45 R V47 R EE
1,000 SRK 28,407 28 28,417 8
J30 | 5,000 SRK 28,361 28 28,360 15
50,000 SRK 28,331 28 28,327 44
1,000 SRK 38,776 28 38,773 8
J60 | 5,000 SRK 38,610 28 38,603 15
50,000 SRK 38,475 28 38,464 44
1,000 SRK 76,725 28 76,605 8
J120 | 5,000 SRK 75,788 28 75,783 15
50,000 SRK 74,951 28 74,993 44
%49 B AN FHFBRZE B ELEDLEDE
i85 1,000SRK 5,000SRK 50,000SRK
. Hedlad B ol VB SR
130 % 5% A
#H PR PR
160 Fon IE A L HAIL R BHLE
T F PR 2 HthicE
1120 AL R0 AL R0 HHILE
L HH P FREE | AR RED

BB b ae L B R @A BB A ST 4 - LI inE
EiF BRMRELRNZ PIREE DTHEN T AT VAT R RS A
249 A5 A TR R BILN AT B R frR E 22T pdoin R
FlF ik h o B¢ TGN EERLERE TR ORA U S ALY 0
BAZRL 23 % - > nyfekipd v @R RANLB S F D

FAPREE s THA-BLRD
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51 2%

AP P AL EBF EBTFFfen v 22 a5 VT RO FRER
# ® §2 Debels et al. (2006)iF & /2 ke & - 22iF 3 a8 2 L o

FHRESE > 9 0 V4L o VA4S ¥ e 22%<0f 5t (J30 4+ J120-1,000SRK) ™ 4
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V1(V39)

3P (£ J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,402 38,765 38,758 76,736 76,756
y 5000 28,355 28,358 38,554 38,614 75,537 75,968
Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,327 38,420 38,467 74,671 75,126
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.24% - 0.96% - 3.68%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.12% - 0.61% - 2.79%
50,000 0.01% 0.03% - 0.31% - 1.87%
Do oa s ‘ 1000 421 429 - 357 - 194
f F f‘ f WAL 5000 451 449 - 367 - 212
Sk 50,000 477 468 - 398 - 233
Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V2
I8P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,409 38,765 38,799 76,736 -
y 5000 28,355 28,362 38,554 38,635 75,537 -
Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.25% - 0.99% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.13% - 0.65% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
T : 1000 421 429 - 357 - -
mF R RERD 00 451 445 : 365 : :
BB 50,000 477 i i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V3

3P (£ J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,407 38,765 38,788 76,736 -
y 5000 28,355 28,358 38,554 38,623 75,537 -
Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.25% - 0.97% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.12% - 0.63% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
W e : 1000 421 423 - 355 - -
mF 2 RS 5000 451 446 : 369 : :
BB 50,000 477 = i i i i
Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V4(V40)
I8P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,396 38,765 38,810 76,736 76,946
y 5000 28,355 28,353 38,554 38,363 75,537 76,217
Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,326 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.22% - 1.00% - 3.89%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.10% - 0.65% - 3.06%
50,000 0.01% 0.03% - - - -
T - : 1000 421 427 - 354 - 196
- FERD 5000 451 444 : 358 - 212
Pl 50,000 477 461 i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V5(V41)

JE P =k 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,404 38,765 38,365 76,736 76,720
o 5000 28,355 28,360 38,554 38,614 75,537 75,926
Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,326 38,420 38,467 74,671 75,088
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.24% - 0.92% - 3.24%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.12% - 0.61% - 2.74%
50,000 0.01% 0.03% - 0.32% - 1.82%
S S _ 1000 421 424 - 361 - 193
1 ,’f‘ BEAD 5000 451 448 i 367 i 212
AR 50,000 AT7 469 - 397 - 237
Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V6
3 P 2k E 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,413 38,765 38,797 76,736 -
o 5000 28,355 28,363 38,554 38,618 75,537 -
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.27% - 0.99% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.13% - 0.62% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
S S _ 1000 421 416 - 348 - -
1 z B EAD 5000 451 428 i 357 i i
Bl 50,000 477 i i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V7(V42)

I P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,410 38,765 38,772 76,736 76,766
s 5000 28,355 28,362 38,554 38,619 75,537 75,977
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,327 38,420 38,470 74,671 75,143
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.26% - 0.93% - 3.69%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.13% - 0.62% - 2.80%
50,000 0.01% 0.03% - 0.32% - 1.88%
Y 2 g% e : 1000 421 414 - 356 - 193
- _’af FERD 5000 451 433 - 358 - 211
Sk 50,000 477 457 - 376 - 233
Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V8
I8P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,407 38,765 38,792 76,736 -
,. 5000 28,355 28,358 38,554 38,630 75,537 -
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.25% - 0.97% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.11% - 0.64% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
W e : 1000 421 416 - 353 - -
= F 2RSS0 451 431 : 360 : :
Pl 50,000 477 i i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V9

38 P [N J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)

1000 28,410 28,420 38,765 38,756 76,736 -

y 5000 28,355 28,360 38,554 38,614 75,537 -

Makespan 4 3%,

50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -

PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766

1000 0.27% 0.28% - 0.94% - -

Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.12% - 0.61% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -

S S _ 1000 421 424 - 357 - -
1 g BEAED 5000 451 447 i 368 i i
S I 50,000 477 = i i i i

Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V10
3 P 2k E 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)

1000 28,410 28,412 38,765 38,788 76,736 -

y 5000 28,355 28,357 38,554 38,623 75,537 -

Makespan v 3%,

50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -

PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.27% - 0.97% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.11% - 0.63% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
S S _ 1000 421 416 - 354 - -
1 z B EAD 5000 451 452 i 370 i i
Bl 50,000 477 i i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V11

JE P =k 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)

1000 28,410 28,406 38,765 38,789 76,736 -
o 5000 28,355 28,358 38,554 38,620 75,537 -

Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.25% - 0.97% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.11% - 0.62% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
S S _ 1000 421 422 - 353 - -
jj ;’j BEAD 5000 451 448 i 372 i i
Bl 50,000 477 = i i i i

Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V12
3 P 2k E 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)

1000 28,410 28,413 38,765 38,792 76,736 -
o 5000 28,355 28,357 38,554 38,628 75,537 -

Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.27% - 0.98% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.11% - 0.64% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
S S _ 1000 421 410 - 353 - -
jj ﬁii B EAD 5000 451 436 i 358 i i
S 50,000 477 i : i : i
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Debels et al., 2006(VO0) v.s. V13

I P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,470 38,765 39,100 76,736 -
s 5000 28,355 28,413 38,554 38,964 75,537 -
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.43% - 1.61% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.27% - 1.32% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
W e : 1000 421 403 - 349 - -
mF 2 RS 5000 451 419 : 354 : :
Pl 50,000 477 = i i i i
Debels et al., 2006(VO0) v.s. V18
I8P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,408 38,765 38,803 76,736 -
" 5000 28,355 28,364 38,554 38,660 75,537 -
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.26% - 1.00% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.13% - 0.70% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
W e : 1000 421 423 - 355 - -
= F 2RSS0 451 444 : 369 : :
Pl 50,000 477 i i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(VO0) v.s. V26

I P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,479 38,765 39,130 76,736 -
s 5000 28,355 28,414 38,554 38,982 75,537 -
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.46% - 1.67% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.27% - 1.35% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
W e : 1000 421 400 - 351 - -
mF 2 RS 5000 451 419 : 354 : :
Pl 50,000 477 = i i i i
Debels et al., 2006(VO0) v.s. V31
I8P (£ e J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,493 38,765 39,163 76,736 -
" 5000 28,355 28,415 38,554 38,988 75,537 -
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 - 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.50% - 1.73% - -
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.28% - 1.37% - -
50,000 0.01% - - - - -
W e : 1000 421 398 - 347 - -
= F 2RSS0 451 417 : 353 : :
Pl 50,000 477 i i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V43

38 P [N J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,399 38,765 38,795 76,736 76,763
y 5000 28,355 28,367 38,554 38,605 75,537 75,864
Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,332 38,420 38,465 74,671 74,986
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.23% - 0.98% - 3.69%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.14% - 0.60% - 2.68%
50,000 0.01% 0.04% - 0.31% - 1.72%
S S _ 1000 421 430 - 357 - 193
=32 ERAD 5000 451 443 : 370 : 210
AR 50,000 AT7 469 - 391 - 229
Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V44
3 P 2k E 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,402 38,765 38,804 76,736 76,947
y 5000 28,355 28,361 38,554 38,622 75,537 76,078
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,332 38,420 - 74,671 -
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.24% - 1.00% - 3.89%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.13% - 0.63% - 2.90%
50,000 0.01% 0.05% - - - -
S S _ 1000 421 425 - 358 - 192
~ 12 BERS T 000 451 447 : 369 : 210
Bl 50,000 477 468 i i i i
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V45

JE P =k 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,407 38,765 38,776 76,736 76,725
o 5000 28,355 28,361 38,554 38,610 75,537 75,788
Makespan v 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,331 38,420 38,475 74,671 74,951
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.25% - 0.94% - 3.64%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.13% - 0.61% - 2.60%
50,000 0.01% 0.04% - 0.33% - 1.69%
S S _ 1000 421 422 - 362 - 193
f‘ f ,’f‘ f MR 5000 451 448 ; 368 ; 209
AR 50,000 AT7 468 - 394 - 227
Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V46
3 P 2k E 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,408 38,765 38,793 76,736 76,824
s 5000 28,355 28,367 38,554 38,611 75,537 75,834
Makespan 4 3%,
50,000 28,319 28,331 38,420 38,472 74,671 75,020
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.26% - 0.97% - 3.76%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.14% - 0.61% - 2.71%
50,000 0.01% 0.04% - 0.33% - 1.79%
S S _ 1000 421 421 - 359 - 193
f‘ f - ‘f’; MR 5000 451 440 ] 368 ] 208
AR 50,000 477 466 - 389 - 230
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Debels et al., 2006(V0) v.s. V47

35 P 2k E 2 J30 (480 instances) J60 (480 instances) J120 (600 instances)
1000 28,410 28,417 38,765 38,773 76,736 76,605
y 5000 28,355 28,360 38,554 38,603 75,537 75,783
Makespan “v 5%
50,000 28,319 28,327 38,420 38,464 74,671 74,993
PSPLIB Best Sum 28,316 38,316 73,766
1000 0.27% 0.29% - 0.94% - 3.52%
Avg. Dev. Best 5000 0.11% 0.12% - 0.59% - 2.60%
50,000 0.01% 0.03% - 0.31% - 1.72%
D o Ak wg : 1000 421 414 - 357 - 194
f F f fﬁ i3855 5000 451 448 - 367 - 207
AR 50,000 477 470 - 392 - 233
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