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Definition of dominance

Let T be a solution subset.
e T is a dominant set if it contains at least one optimal solution

e T is a strictly dominant set if it contains all the optimal solutions

In both cases, the searching space can be reduced to T, other solutions
can be discarded.
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- define the early/tardy partition of a V-shaped d-block

- V-shaped d-blocks having the same early/tardy partition (E,T)
have the same penalty f(E,T)

- formulate UCDDP as a partition problem min  f(E,T)
(E,T)eP;(J)

where P;(J) = {(E,T)|{E,T} is a partition of J and E#0(}
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Two types of dominance properties

Neighborhood based dominance properties : generic idea

Remark: If a solution is dominated by one of its neighbors,
then it is not an optimal solution.

Consequence: The set of solutions non-dominated in their
neighborhood is a strictly dominant set.

Our approach:
- define a neighborhood based on operations

- translate the associate dominance property by constraints
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Future work:
- applying the dominance inequalities principle to other

combinatorial problems
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