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In this work, we address the gapacitated p;center problem (CpCP). We study two auxiliary problems, dis-
cuss their relation to CpCP, and analyze the lower bounds obtained with two different Lagrangean duals
based on each of these auxiliary problems. We also compare two different strategies for solving exactly
CpCP, based on binary search and sequential search, respectively. Various data sets from the literature
have been used for evaluating the performance of the proposed algorithms.
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1. Introduction

In p-center problems we have to partition a set of customers
into exactly p clusters. A cluster is defined both by the location
of its facility and by the set of its customers. There is a given cost
for assigning each customer to each facility, and we want to min-
imize the maximum assignment cost among all the customers.
These are discrete location problems, since facilities must be lo-
cated within a given set of potential locations. In the /c\apacitated
pcenter problem (CpCP) each customer has also a known demand
and each potential location a known capacity. Each cluster must be
such that the total demand of all its customers does not exceed the
capacity of its facility. Thus, CpCP is the problem of finding the set
of p locations and the assignment pattern that satisfies the capacity
constraints where the maximum assignment cost is as small as
possible.

Typical applications of the pxcenter problem include the loca-
tion of public facilities when it is required that no customer be
too far away from his closest service point. This is the case of emer-
gency services like, for instance, ambulances, hospitals or fire sta-
tions. However, most of these services have, in practice, limited
capacities. For example, in a very dense small area, a location
might exist that is close enough to all the inhabitants, but we can-
not assume that one single facility can absorb all the demand in the
area. Therefore, capacitated versions of the problem need to be
investigated.

The uncapacitated version of the problem has been extensively
studied, and both exact and approximate algorithms have been

* Corresponding author.
E-mail addresses: maria.albareda@upc.edu (M. Albareda-Sambola), juana.dia-
z@udlap.mx (J.A. Diaz), e.fernandez@upc.edu (E. Ferndndez).

0377-2217/$ - see front matter © 2009 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/j.ejor.2009.02.022

proposed. The paper by Elloumi et al. [5] is a recent work with a
comprehensive up-to-date state of the art of the research on p-cen-
ter problems. On the contrary, the 9\apacitated p;center problem
has received much less attention in the literature, as opposed to
the capacitated version of the p-median problem for which there
is a quite extensive related literature (see, for instance, [4,15,6]).
A local search heuristic is presented in [14]. Approximation algo-
rithms for the particular case in which all the demands are the
same have been proposed in [2,9], and a polynomial exact algo-
rithm for tree networks is developed in [8]. To the best of our
knowledge, there is only one general exact algorithm for CpCP in
the literature, recently proposed by Ozsoy and Pinar [13]. For the
particular case when all customer demands are one, and facility
capacities are equal, it is possible to extend the subexponential ex-
act algorithm proposed in [1] for the continuous version of the
problem.

The exact algorithm of Ozsoy and Pinar succeeds to provide
optimal solutions in small times for small instances of the problem.
However, the algorithm requirements increase fast with the in-
stance dimensions, so that large instances cannot yet be solved
efficiently. Clearly, the efficiency of any exact algorithm for CpCP
strongly depends on the quality of the bounds that can be derived
for it, and on the strategy that is used to enumerate the solution
space once the bounds are at hand. In this paper we address these
two issues. We are not aware of any published work studying low-
er bounds for CpCP. One of the contributions of this paper is the
analysis of two auxiliary subproblems and their relation to CpCP.
More specifically, we propose two different Lagrangean duals
based on each of these subproblems and we evaluate how tight
their associated bounds are. The two auxiliary problems that we
study are the maximum demand coverage with fixed radius prob-
lem, denoted /I5D(;, and the p\]inimum required &enters with ﬁ\xed
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radius problem, denoted PC;. Problem PD; consists of finding the
maximum demand that can be satisfied with at most p centers
within a given coverage radius J, whereas problem PC; consists
of finding the minimum number of centers that are needed in order
to satisfy customers demands within a given coverage radius J. For
fixed radii 6, we study two different Lagrangean duals based on PD;
and PC;, respectively. Each Lagrangean dual provides both a lower
and an upper bound for CpCP. We are not aware of any work where
problem PD; is considered in relation to CpCP. Problem PCs; was
used by Ozsoy and Pinar in [13] to obtain lower bounds from its
Jinear programming (LP) and pixed integer linear programming
(MILP) relaxations. To the best of our knowledge, the Lagrangean
duals studied in this work have not been previously considered
in the literature neither as a tool for solving the CpCP nor in other
contexts. This has led us to analyze their structure and to study
their solutions. As we will see, the structure of the Lagrangean sub-
problems allows us to solve them very efficiently. One additional
benefit of solving Lagrangean duals is that feasible solutions
(and, thus upper bounds) can be easily obtained from the solutions
to the Lagrangean subproblems. Our computational experiments
assess the quality of the obtained bounds. However, we have ob-
served that in the case of the CpCP, the difficulty for solving exactly
different instances of the same size with similar optimal values and
similar lower and upper bounds, might vary considerably, depend-
ing on the number of different radii (values for feasible solutions)
within the lower and upper bounds. Indeed, the difficulty for solv-
ing exactly a given instance with lower and upper bounds LB and
UB, respectively, increases with the number of radii in the interval
LB, UB|. As will be seen, the bounds obtained when solving our
Lagrangean duals allow an important reduction on number of con-
sidered radii.

In the second part of the paper we propose an exact algorithm
for CpCP that identifies the optimal solution by iteratively explor-
ing the set of non-eliminated radii. It is in this phase when the ben-
eficial effect of the bounding phase on the overall algorithm can be
better appreciated, since the reduction on the number of candidate
radii to be considered due to its application, implies a big reduction
on the overall computing time, which largely compensates the
computation time of the bounding phase. According to our exper-
imental results and taking into account that, roughly speaking, the
bounding phase reduces the number of candidate radii by over
85%, if the exact algorithm were used without the bounding phase,
a time increase of at least /3\0%, raising over 100% would result in
most of the instances.

For proposing an exact algorithm for the/ngP, we analyze two
different strategies for selecting the candidate radius at each iter-
ation. In the first one radii are increased sequentially, starting from
the lower bound. This strategy was already used by Ozsoy and Pin-
ar in [13], starting from their lower bounds. The second strategy
uses binary search on the range of candidate radii. As will be seen,
the later strategy is more efficient, not only from a worst case anal-
ysis point of view but also, in general, empirically, specially for in-
stances with very similar distances, where the set of candidate
radii is often large, even when the current percent gap is very
small.

This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 gives some nota-
tion, defines de problem formally and presents some elimination
tests. In Sections 3 and 4, we discuss the two auxiliary problems
PD;s and PC;, their relation to CpCP, and their corresponding Lagran-
gean duals and heuristics. Section 5 presents the algorithmic
framework to obtain the lower and upper bounds, describes the
computational experiments and discusses the obtained results.
Next, in Section 6 we present the exact algorithm, we describe
the two strategies that have been compared and we analyze the
computational results obtained with the best strategy. Finally, in
Section 7 we draw some conclusions and give some final remarks.

2. The capacitated p-center problem

Let I={1,...,n} and J = {1,...,m} be the sets of indices for
customers and centers, respectively. Let h; denote the demand of
customer i € I, b; denote the capacity of a center located at site
j.eJ, and p be the number of centers to locate. For each pair (i, ),
iel,je], letd; be the distance from customer i to center j.

Then, the goal of CpCP is to find a subset of plants of cardinality
p to open, JOCJ, and an assignment of customers to open plants
i—j(i) € JO, such that each open plant j* € JO, has assigned a total
demand that does not exceed its capacity, >;;;_hi < by, and the
maximum assignment cost, maxicdij;, is minimized.

Along the paper we use some additional notation. For a given
radius g, for each j €], Ij‘? will denote the set of customers whose
distance to center j does not exceed the radius §. That is,
I} = {i eI dy < 5}. Analogously, for a given customer i € I, J; will
denote the set of plants that are within a distance é from customer
i; J) = {j €] : dj < 6}. Also, we denote by D° < D' < .. < D™ the
sorted distinct entries in the distance matrix (dj), and by
K =1{0,..., knw} the set of their indices.

Obviously, the value of the optimal solution is one of
{D°,D',.... D"} However, exploring the full list to find this value
would be extremely inefficient, unless a large number of these ra-
dii are discarded beforehand. To this end, we obtain lower and
upper bounds on the optimal value of CpCP and we apply the fol-
lowing elimination tests:

Elimination test 1

If LB is a lower bound for CpCP, then the set of radii {D°, ..., D"},
where k; is the largest index such that D" < LB, can be discarded.

Elimination test 2

Similarly, if UB is an upper bound, the optimal solution will take
a value that is not in {D* ... D*=} where k, is the smallest index
such that D* > UB.

The above elimination tests allow to reduce the set of candidate
radii to {D“*', ... D'}, In order to obtain tight lower and upper
bounds for CpCP that reduce the set of candidate radii as much as
possible, in the next two sections, we address two different auxil-
iary problems.

3. The maximum demand coverage within fixed radius problem

When solving CpCP, it can be useful at some point to know the
maximum demand that can be satisfied with at most p plants,
within a given radius ¢. This is the goal in ;be maximum demand
coverage within ﬁ\xed radius problem (PD;).

Defining the two sets of decision variables

_ { 1 if a center is located at site j € J;
Yi= 10 otherwise

and
o — 1 if customer i € I is assigned to a center located at site j € J;
Y710 otherwise,

we can model this problem as:

(PD;) H(3)=max > > hx; (1)
el ier
st. Y x<1 Viel, (2)
jel}
> hixy <by; Vjel, (3)
iel?
J
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Jel
XUE{Ol}v.yJE{Ovl} VJEL lel]b (5)

By constraints (2) each customer is assigned to at most one cen-
ter. Constraints (3) guarantee that no customer is assigned to a
center that is not opened and also that the capacity of the open
facilities is not violated. The last constraint (4) limits to at most p
the number of open facilities.

For obtaining a stronger model with a tighter LP bound, in con-
straints (3) we substitute the facility capacities b; by b, vje],
where b" bounds the maximum capacity that can be effectively
used glven a coverage radius ¢ b" =min{}; e,wh“ b;}. Throughout
we assume that capacity constramts (3) are expressed in this
stronger form. Also, Hgs =3, ,hi will denote the aggregated
demand.

The following observations help us to appreciate the close rela-
tionship between the above problem and CpCP.

Remarks

1. The optimal solution to CpCP can be obtained by finding the
smallest ke K such that H(D*) > H,. Note that the
solutions to PD; correspond to binary assignments of customers
to open facilities. Thus, if the total demand that can be satisfied
within the radius D is at least the aggregated demand, all
customers are assigned and D* is a valid upper bound on
CpCP.

2. If, for a given ¢, H(d) < Hg,, then § gives a valid lower bound on
the value of CpCP. Moreover, when 6 = D* for some k € K such
that H(D*"') < H,, then D¥ is also a valid lower bound on the
optimal value of CpCP, even if H(D*) > Hg.

The above remarks can be summarized in the following result.

Proposition 1. The optimal solution to CpCP is given by DX, where
k' € K is such that HD* ') < Hqg < H(DX).

Unfortunately, for a given value of §, problem PD; is not easy
to solve since it is an NP-hard problem (notice that it has the gen-
eralized assignment problem as a special case). For this reason,
we will not try to solve PD;s exactly. Instead, we will use a relax-
ation of PD; for finding valid lower bounds for CpCP. For a given
relaxation of PD;, let H(5) denote its value. Note that Remark 1
no longer holds for relaxations of PD;, since 6 need not be an
upper bound on the optimal value of CpCP when H(5) > Hgg.
The reason is that satisfying the aggregated demand constraint
for a relaxation of PD;, no longer guarantees that there exists a
feasible allocation of all the customers. On the contrary, Remark
2 also holds for the relaxations of PD;. For this reason we will
obtain a valid lower bound for CpCP by solving a relaxation of

PD;.
AN\

Proposition 2. For k € K, if H(D*™!) < Hyg then D* is a valid lower
bound on the optimal value to CpCP. The best such bound is given by
D¥, where k* € K is such that H(D* 1) < Hqg < H(D®).

We next present the relaxation of PD; that we have used and we
show how to solve it in order to obtain the value H(é), for a given
value of 4.

3.1. Lagrangean relaxation of PDs

In this section we consider the relaxation of PD; that
results when relaxing constraints (2) in a Lagrangean fashion.
The subproblem that we obtain for a given multipliers vector
uc Rl is:

L1°(u) = max ZthU+Zu,<1—2xu)

jel e iel jel?

_Zu,erax ZZ Up)X;j

iel jel 151’

th,,

161’

}z:)ﬁ < P7

Jel )
xif € {01}1y] € {07]} V.IGLIGIJO

<bly, Vjel.

For solving L1°(u), we first solve for each j €] the following
knapsack Rroblem:

KPj(u) = max ) (hi — uy)x;,

zel’

EE: hiXU < b;

iop0
zelj

x;€{0,1}  Viel,

and then we order the indices in J by non increasing values of KP;(u),
so that KPj (u) > KPj,(u) > > KPj, (u ). Let p* = min{p,
max{r: KP; (u) > 0}}. Then the solutlon to L1°(u) consists of open-
ing the plants J1>J2s--++Jp» and assigning to each of them the cus-
tomers given by the optimal solution to its corresponding
knapsack problem. Note that, although both PD; and KP;(u) are
NP-hard problems, pseudo-polynomial algorithms exist that allow
to solve knapsack problems very quickly so that L1°(u) can be effi-
ciently computed.

Thus, for a given vector of multipliers u, we can apply the above
procedure to obtain the value L1°(u), that is a valid upper bound on
the value of PD;. As usual, the best upper bound is obtained by
solving the Lagrangean dual. Therefore,

(D1) H(5) = minL1°(u).

ueRw
For a given vector u, a subgradient of L1°(u) is given by y = 1 — x(u),
where 1 is a vector whose components are all one, and x(u) is the
solution to subproblem L1°(u). Hence, D1 can be solved by applying
subgradient optimization.

3.2. Heuristic solutions to CpCP from L1°(u)

At the inner iterations of subgradient optimization, we apply a
very simple heuristic for obtaining feasible solutions to CpCP. For a
given vector of multipliers u, let x(u), and y(u) denote the optimal
solution to L1°(u). Throughout the heuristic, the set of open facili-
ties is given by J(u) = {j €] : y;(u) = 1} and the facility to which
customer i €[ is assigned is denoted j(i). The heuristic has two
steps, that are the following:

1. First, all customers i € I, such that there exists a facility j* € J(u)
with x; (u) = 1, are assigned to that facility: i.e., j(i) = j (ties are
broken by the minimum assignment distance).

2. All customers that are not yet assigned are ordered by decreas-
ing values of their demands. Then, each unassigned customer is
assigned to the open facility with more available capacity, if
any. That is, for each unassigned customer, let j(i)e
argmax{s; :j € J(u)nJ?,s; = h;} where s; = b; — Siea,hi denotes
the available capacity of facility j (A; is the set of customers
already assigned to facility j).

Obviously, the above heuristic may fail to obtain a feasible solu-
tion. At the iterations when the heuristic succeeds, we compare the
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obtained solution with the best solution obtained so far, and we re-
cord it if it improves its objective function value.

4. The Minimum Required Centers Within Fixed Radius
Problem

The problem that we present next is also closely related to CpCP.
It consists of finding the minimum number of centers that are
needed to satisfy the customers demands within a fixed radius J.
We refer to that problem as the Minimum Required Centers JVithin
Fixed Radius Problem. Using the same decision variables as before,
the problem can be modeled as:

(PC;) Y(3)=min >y, (6)
Jjel
> xj=1 Viel, (7)
ISH
S hixg <bl Wjel, (8)
ielf
xj<y; Vjeliel, 9)
ST bYy; > He, (10)
jel

x;€{0,1}, y;€{0,1} VjeJ iell. (11)

Here, the new constraints (9) ensure that customers are only as-
signed to open facilities. Using these constraints, we can rewrite
the capacity constraints as (8). Additionally, we include the con-
straint (10) to ensure that the capacity of the open facilities is en-
ough to satisfy the aggregated demand. This aggregated demand
constraint is redundant in PC;, but we include it in its formulation
in order to strengthen the relaxation that we will consider later in
this section. A problem similar to PC;, but with the non-reinforced
expression of the capacity constraints (8) and without constraint
(10), has been considered in the work of Ozsoy and Pinar [13] for
solving CpCP. Note that when for a given §, Y(5) > p, then é is a low-
er bound on the optimal value of CpCP. Thus, similarly to Proposi-
tion 1 in Section 3, the optimal solution to CpCP is given by DX,
where k' € K is such that Y(D¥"') > p > Y(D¥). Again, problems
PC; are/NP—llal‘d so we will resort to solving relaxations of PCs in
order to obtain valid lower bounds. Let, Y(5) denote the optimal va-
lue of the relaxed problem for a fixed value of 6.

Proposition 3. For k ¢ K, if Y(D*"') > p then D* is a valid lower
bound on the optimal value to CpCP. The best such bound is given by
DX, where k* € K is such that Y(D¥ ') > p > Y(D).

We next present the relaxation of PC; that we have used and we
show how to solve it in order to obtain the value Y(5), for a given
value of 4.

4.1. Lagrangean relaxation of PCs

When relaxing constraints (7) in a Lagrangean fashion the
subproblem that we obtain for a given multipliers vector u € R is:

L2°(u) = min ZijrZu, (1 ZXU)

jel iel jel?
= Suemind 3|y - S
iel i€l iel}"

>ty < B

i
xeli

vjel,

xj<y; Vjeliel,

Zi);y) >Hag7

jel

x;€{0,1},y;€{0,1} Vje], iel.

For each center j € J, consider the subproblem

KPj(u) = max ) uix;

lel’

s.t. Zhixij < b]

icl®
E]

x;€{0,1} Viel.

The index set of centers to be open in the optimal solution to L2°(u),
denoted J(u) CJ, can be found by solving

AG(u) =min > (1—KP;(u))y;
Jel
s.t. Zﬁfyj > Hy,
Jjel

c{0,1} VjeJ.

In particular, if y(u) denotes the optimal solution to AG(u), then
Jw)={je]:yjw)=1}. Thus, the optimal solution to L2°(u)
consists of opening the centers indexed in J(u) and for these centers
performing the assignment of customers given by the optimal
solution to subproblem KP;(u). Note that the knapsack problems
KP;(u) have only |J| variables, and that they can be solved in pseu-
do-polynomial time. Let x(u) denote the resulting assignment
vector.

Again, we use subgradient optimization to solve the Lagrangean
dual

(D2) Y(8) = maxL2°(u).

uerll
For a given vector u, the components of a subgradient vector y € R/
of L2°(u) are given by 7, = 1 — 37 ox;().

4.2. Heuristic solutions to CpCP from L2°(u)

At the inner iterations of subgradient optimization we apply a
heuristic for obtaining feasible solutions to CpCP. The idea of the
heuristic is opening enough plants so as to assign all the customers
within the coverage radius 6. Note that for a given set of plants J(u)
there might be customers that do not fall within the coverage ra-
dius 6 of any of the plants in J(u). We will denote I, = {i€I:
dij > 6,¥jeJw)} =1\ (U JU‘I” the set of such “uncovered” cus-
tomers. Let JO denote the set of plants opened by the heuristic (ini-
tially JO = 0). The heuristic consists of three steps which are the
following:

1. LetJ1={jeJ\J): Incn IJ’-" # ()} be the set of plants that cover
at least one customer in I, within the coverage radius d.
When I, # ), in order to obtain a feasible solution to CpCP,
some plants in J1 must open. For this reason, we successively
open plants in J1, until all the customers in I,. are assigned to
some open plant within the coverage radius §. The criterion
that is used to select plants to open is to maximize the
demand that is satisfied. Recall that if plant j is opened an
estimation of the demand that it will satisfy is
Sj= mm{b Z,&, ..M}, and corresponds to the total demand
of the customers that will be assigned to it if opened. Let A;j
denote the set of such customers. A summary of Step 1 is
depicted in Algorithm 1.
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Algorithm 1. Step 1.

I, =10
while [0 do
Select the unopened plant in J1 with the most available

capacity
j* € argmax{s; :j e J1}
JO:=Jou {j’}
JU=J1\{j"}
i) =j,vieA;
Inc :=Inc \ Ay
Iy .= I, UA;

end while

2. When the second step is entered, only the set of customers that
are reachable from plants in J(u) remains unassigned. Let
Ina =1\ 1, be this set. Now, we order customers in I,, by
decreasing values of their demands and try to assign them to
some open plant within its coverage radius J, with enough
available residual capacity. If no such plant exists, since all cus-
tomers in I,, fall within the coverage radius ¢ of at least one
plant in J(u), we open one such plant in J(u) and assign the cus-
tomer to it. In both cases, the selected plant is the one (in the
corresponding set of candidate plants) with the most residual
capacity s; = BJ‘? — Yijiifti- A summary of Step 2 is depicted in
Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2. Step 2.

Ing =1\ 14
foricl, do
Define set of_/c\andidate plants
if JOn {j € J; : hi < s5;}7#0 then
R2=Jon{jel :h<s}
else
J2={je]):hi <sj}
end if
if J2+#( then
Select the candidate plant with more available capacity
j* € argmax{s; : j € J2}
if j* € J(u) then
J) =Jw\ §'}
JO:=Jou{j'}
end if
i) = J
Ing := Ing \ {i}
end if
end for

3. If there are still customers that have not been assigned, new
plants are opened until all unassigned customers are assigned
to one open plant. Note that at this point the only unopened
plants with enough capacity that could cover some unassigned
customer within the radius 6 are the ones in J\ (JOU]J(u)).
Again, we consider unassigned customers by decreasing values
of their demand and the criterion that is used to select the
plants is the available capacity.

5. Lower and upper bounds

We next obtain two lower bounds, LB1 = D% and LB2 = D*,
that satisfy the conditions of Propositions 2 and 3, respectively.
Both radii, DY and D%, are obtained by applying binary search
on the value of the index k such that the radius D* gives a valid
lower bound. The procedure to obtain D solves a series of

Lagrangean duals of the type H(D*), whereas the procedure to ob-
tain D* resorts to the solution of Lagrangean duals of the type
)_((D"). When solving the corresponding Lagrangean duals, both
procedures may also generate valid upper bounds, ub1(D*) and
;{bZ(Dk), by applying the heuristics as explained in Sections 3.2
and 4.2, respectively. More specifically, the values of the bounds
are the objective function value in CpCP of the corresponding fea-
sible solutions. Let UB1 and UB2 denote the best such bounds. The
two procedures follow a very similar structure, which is summa-
rized in Algorithm 3:

Algorithm 3. Identification of upper
and lower hounds

Computation of LB1 and [JB].

Computation of LB2 and
UB2.

a=1,b = kpay, UB2 = Dkrx
while a # b do
k:= L%
Evaluate Y(D¥)
if ub2(D¥) < UB2 then
UB2 := ub2(D¥)

a=1,b = knmay, UB1 = Dk
while a # b do
k= |25
Evaluate H(D")
if ub1(D¥) < UB1 then
UB1 := ub1(D¥)

b=k b:=k
end if end if
if H(D*) < Hyg then if Y(D) > p then
a:=k+1 a:=k+1
else else
b=k b:=k
end if end if
end while end while
ki=a k=a
LB1 =Dk LB2 .= DM

5.1. Empirical comparison of lower bounds

The two bounds presented in the last subsection correspond to
Lagrangean relaxations of two different problems related with the
CpCP that cannot be compared from a theoretical point of view. For
this reason, we have carried out a series of computational experi-
ences to empirically compare these bounds. We next describe
these computational experiments and evaluate the quality of the
obtained bounds. All the algorithms have been coded in C and
run on a HP Pavilion ze5400 PC Intel Pentium 4, at 2.39 GHz and
512 MB of RAM. CPLEX 10.1 was used to solve subproblems Y(d)
while the knapsack subproblems of the Lagrangean functions
where solved using the algorithm presented in [11]. In all the
experiments the cpu time limit has been set to one hour (3600 sec-
onds). The 174 benchmark instances that we have used have I = J;
they are the following:

1. The set with 160 instances with /e\uclidean distances of [3]. The
set contains 10 instances of each of the following dimensions:
(i) n=50 and p=5,12,16,20; (ii) n=100 and p = 10,25,
33,40; (iii) n =150 and p =15,27,50,60, and; (iv) n =200
and p = 20,50,66,80. These instances are referred to as ;\et
S1. set S1 contains the 20 instances generated by Osman and
Christofides [12] for the capacitated p median problem (the
instances with n=50 and p=>5, and the instances with
n =100 and p = 10). These 20 instances are available in the
OR-Library (http://mscmga.ms.ic.ac.uk/info.html). Cus-
tomers demands in this set range in the interval [1,20]. Facili-
ties share the same capacity, whose value is chosen so that
the total capacity of the open facilities is about 1.2 times the
aggregated demand.
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2. The set of eight instances derived in [14] for CpCP from the two
instances with non-euclidean distances generated for the max-
imum covering location problem by Galvad and ReVelle [7].
There are two instances of each of the following dimensions:
(100,5), (100,10), (150,10) and (150,15). These instances are
referred to as set S2. Demands in the instances with 100 cus-
tomers range in the interval [20, 60], whereas in instances with
150 customers they range in [40, 130]. According to the facility
capacities, there are two types of instances, one with homoge-
neous capacities, and one where capacities take three different
values (small, average, and large). In all cases, the ratio of the
aggregated demand over p is above 90% of the average capacity.

3. The set of six instances with euclidean distances of [10] that
correspond to real data from the Brazilian city of Sdo José dos
Campos. These instances are available from http://www.la-
c.inpe.br/lorena/instancias.html. Their dimensions
(n,p) are (100,10), (200,15), (300,25), (300,30), (402,30) and
(402,40), respectively. These instances are referred to as set
S3. Here, demands range in the interval [1,600], although their
average is between 30 and 60. All facilities share the same
capacity b, and the ratio H/(pb) ranges in [45%, 90%).

The 20 instances generated by Osman and Christofides in 31, as
well as all the instances in S2 and S3 have also been used in [14,13]
for CpCP. To the best of our knowledge the remaining 140 instances
in S1 have not been used for CpCP, although they have been used
for the p-median problem in [3].

The numerical results with sets 51, S2, S3 are depicted in Tables
1-3 respectively. In these tables we evaluate our lower bounds in
terms of quality, by comparing them with the value of the optimal/
best-known solutions, and also in terms of the cpu times required
to obtain them. Our lower bounds are also compared with those of
Phases I and II of the algorithm of Ozsoy and Pinar [13]. The bound
of Phase I is obtained from the solution to the LP relaxation of
problems PCs, whereas bound of Phase II, is obtained from the solu-
tion to the MILPs that result when relaxing the integrality con-
straints of the assignment variables, but maintaining integrality
requirements on the location variables. Since these results were
not available for most of the instances in S1 we report here the re-
sults that have been obtained with our implementation of the
method of [13]. In addition, this allows a better comparison of
the required cpu times. For the instances that were used in [13]

the results that we have obtained do not fully coincide with the
ones reported in [13]. We believe that this is due to technical dif-
ferences in the updating of the search parameters.

In Table 1 we give the average results for each group of 10 in-
stances with the same value of n and p, whereas in Tables 2 and
3 we give the results corresponding to each of the instances in Sets
S2 and 33, respectively. In all the tables, columns under the head-
ings n and p give, for each instance or group of instances, the num-
ber of customers and the value of the parameter p, respectively.
Columns under the heading % gap give the percent deviation with
respect to the gptimal/best-known solution (defined as
)\OOO%—I;LB%), and columns under the heading CPU time give the re-
quired cpu-times in seconds. The results corresponding to the
method of Ozsoy and Pinar are depicted under the headings OP.
In particular, the results corresponding to Phases 1 and 2 are given
in columns under Ph1 and Ph2, respectively. The results of our solu-
tion algorithms are given under the heading ADF. Now the results
of the Lagrangean duals D1 and D2 are given in the columns under
D1 and D2, respectively. Since the optimal values of all the in-
stances in get S1 are not known, in Table 1 column under #opt. de-
picts the number of instances of each group of 10 instances with
the same parameter values for which the optimal solution is
known. Also, in Table 1 Columns 4-7, under the heading #LB =
Qptimal, give the number of instances of each group for which
the value of the lower bound coincides with the optimal value,
for each of the compared methods. In Tables 2 and 3 columns un-
der Opt give the value of the optimal solution, whereas columns
under Lower Bound give the values of the lower bounds obtained
with each of the considered methods.

The results in Tables 1-3 indicate that the lower bounds ob-
tained with the two Lagrangean duals are very good and the per-
cent deviation with respect to the gptimal/best-known solution
is very small. This can be appreciated, in particular, for the in-
stances in the set S1 where, out of the 104 instances for which
the optimal solution is known, the bounds given by D1 and D2
were already optimal for 73 and 76 instances, respectively. These
results are indeed better than those of OP where the number of in-
stances for which the lower bound gives the optimal value are 15
and 57 for Ph1 and Ph2, respectively. In terms of the percent aver-
age gaps, again D2 gives the best results followed by D1 and Ph2. If
we consider again the subset of 104 instances for which the opti-
mal solution is known, the distribution of the percent deviation

Table 1
Results with instances S1.
n p #0pt. #LB = optimal %gap CPU time
oP ADF opP ADF or ADF
Phi Ph2 D1 D2 Phi Ph2 D1 D2 Phi Ph2 D1 D2

50 5 10 2 9 9 9 5.86 0.36 0.32 0.32 0.92 1.60 0.48 0.57

50 12 10 0 5 7 7 19.71 3.40 1.93 1.93 1.01 5.90 043 0.97

50 16 10 0 5 5 5 24.62 3.67 3.76 2.89 1.10 8.15 0.43 0.74

50 20 9 0 1 4 6 40.00 16.47 523 1.69 0.90 398.39 0.51 0.86
100 10 10 0 10 7 6 8.72 0.00 2.40 2.40 8.98 19.80 2.63 2.57
100 25 5 0 4 4 4 2491 7.32 8.03 6.69 8.43 1578.04 2.12 2.81
100 33 2 0 1 1 1 26.16 14.08 9.44 7.96 11.01 2497.66 1.77 2.37
100 40 5 0 0 2 2 42.68 24.97 1143 9.17 10.10 3256.56 2.10 2.80
150 15 9 2 9 7 7 5.50 0.59 1.73 1.73 40.73 74.46 6.55 39.64
150 37 5 0 3 6 7 21.05 10.83 6.83 5.83 54.08 2300.27 4.83 7.30
150 50 4 0 1 3 3 28.62 21.51 11.79 9.48 51.49 3600.00 6.17 8.34
150 60 5 0 0 3 4 38.55 34.66 10.73 8.08 50.45 3600.00 5.89 7.35
200 20 9 1 9 6 6 10.04 1.76 3.81 3.81 144.28 347.16 12.54 17.27
200 50 3 0 0 1 2 26.15 24.33 15.24 14.13 154.80 3600.00 11.79 17.63
200 66 4 0 0 4 4 30.77 30.77 7.26 7.26 160.40 3600.00 13.32 12.39
200 80 4 0 0 4 4 39.87 39.87 11.30 12.36 254.96 3600.00 13.22 15.94
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Table 2
Results with instances S2.

n D Opt Lower bound % ap CPU time
opr ADF oP ADF opr ADF
Ph1 Ph2 D1 D2 Phi Ph2 D1 D2 Phi Ph2 D1 D2
G1 100 5 94 93 94 93 93 1.06 0.00 1.06 1.06 18.70 31.10 7.10 90.04
G2 100 5 94 93 94 93 93 1.06 0.00 1.06 1.06 5.94 31.72 6.57 63.15
G3 100 10 83 58 83 59 59 30.12 0.00 28.92 28.92 3.69 190.47 3.21 3.56
G4 100 10 84 58 84 81 81 30.95 0.00 3.57 3.57 245 197.03 4.93 3.58
G5 150 10 95 93 95 93 93 2.11 0.00 2.11 2.11 14.23 335.28 19.00 42.76
G6 150 10 96 93 96 94 94 3.13 0.00 2.08 2.08 17.88 914.58 19.18 46.91
G7 150 15 89 86 88 86 86 3.37 1.12 3.37 3.37 10.62 396.92 9.22 8.96
G8 150 15 89 86 89 88 88 3.37 0.00 1.12 1.12 14.09 676.55 18.36 10.26
Table 3
Results with instances S3.
n p Opt Lower bound % gap CPU time
or ADF or ADF or ADF
Phi Ph2 D1 D2 Ph1 Ph2 D1 D2 Ph1 Ph2 D1 D2

1 100 10 364.73 316.12 349.67 350.04 350.04 13.33 4.13 528 4.03 14.44 523.05 12.02 92.08
2 200 15 304.14 301.01 303.98 302.83 302.83 1.03 0.05 0.43 0.43 122.32 538.58 60.98 35.24
3a 300 25 278.96 275.07 277.82 275.18 275.18 1.39 0.41 1.37 1.35 798.51 3600.00 114.37 85.21
3b 300 30 253.71 245.12 252.53 249.10 246.42 3.38 0.46 1.85 2.87 806.39 1781.19 113.67 88.43
4a 402 30 284.68 276.00 276.25 277.03 277.03 3.05 2.96 2.76 2.69 2348.22 3600.00 334.56 248.48
4b 402 40 239.38 237.00 237.03 237.32 237.32 0.99 0.98 0.87 0.86 2345.93 3600.00 242.97 284.18

from the optimal value for D2 is the following: do not exceed 5%
for 83 instances; in (5, 10] for 18 instances; and over 10% for 3 in-
stances. The maximum percent deviation is 11.11%. For the same
subset of instances, the distribution of the percent deviation from
the optimal value for Ph2 is as follows: do not exceed 5% for 59 in-
stances; in (5,10] for 12 instances and over 10% for 33 instances.
The maximum deviation is 37.5%. As can be seen, the cpu times re-
quired to obtain these bounds are small both for D1 and D2, taking
into account the size and the difficulty of the problems. In general,
D1 required somewhat smaller times than D2, although this differ-
ence tends to disappear as the size of the instances increases. These
results indicate that, in general, D2 is more efficient than D1, since
it gives slightly better lower bounds in similar cpu times. The qual-
ity of the bounds obtained with Ph2 is rather good, although in
general the bound D2 (and also D1) is better. In addition, it is worth
noting the big computational effort required to obtain the bounds
Ph2, since they are obtained by solving exactly a series of /Ipixed
integer problems. This big computational burden is reflected in
the cpu times required by Ph2 and also in the quality of the bounds
that deteriorates notably as the size of the instances increases,
mainly due to the fact that the method is not able to terminate
in the allowed cpu time.

Neither D1 nor D2 were able to give the optimal value of any of
the eight instances in the/s\et S2 although, excepting in one patho-
logical instance, the percent deviation from the optimal solution
was smaller than 4% both for D1 and D2, which gave the same low-
er bounds for all the instances. Now the cpu time requirements of
D1 (which takes between 3 and 20 seconds) are smaller than those
of D2, which takes 90 and 63 seconds, respectively, for the two
smaller instances in the set, although it takes less than one minute
for the remaining larger instances. For this set of instances Ph2
gave the best results, although again the computational require-
ments in terms of time increase considerably with the sizes of
the instances and are between three and fifteen minutes for all
the instances excepting the two smaller ones.

For the instances in the set S3, DT and D2 gave the same results,
excepting for instance 3b, for which D1 gave a slightly better
bound. Both D1 and D2 beat Ph2 in three of the six instances. In this
data set it becomes again evident that the cpu time requirements
of both D1 and D2 are very small as compared with Ph2, which
reaches the one hour limit in three of the six instances. On the con-
trary, the cpu time requirements of D1 and D2 did not exceed § and
5 minutes, respectively, for any of the instances in this set. Thus,
the results in Tables 1-3 allow us to conclude that both D1 and
D2 give very good quality lower bounds in small computational
times. These bounds are indeed much better than the ones of Ph1
and require smaller computation times. Moreover, in general, the
bounds obtained with D1 and D2 also beat those of Ph2, which is
very costly in terms of cpu time and whose time requirements in-
crease notably with the sizes of the instances. One additional
advantage in solving D1 and D2 is that the heuristic that is applied
also gives feasible solutions and thus valid upper bounds, which
gives us a reference for evaluating the quality of the lower bounds.
Note that both Ph1 and Ph2 terminate without a valid upper bound,
unless optimality is proven.

In our opinion, the increasing difficulty of instances in S1, S2
and S3 is due not only to the increasing sizes of the instances but
also to other characteristics of the instances such as, for instance,
the range between the largest and the smallest radii. Thus, given
that, for the considered sets of instances, the distribution of the
number of radii in the interval of their range is not uniform, we be-
lieve that an indicator of the quality of the lower bounds better
than the percent gap is the reduction on the number of radii that
can be attained after applying Elimination Tests 1 and 2. Recall
from Section 2 that Elimination Test 1 can be applied when a lower
bound is at hand, but Elimination Test 2 requires an upper bound.
For better appreciating the above comments, Fig. 1 depicts the per-
cent reduction on the number of radii due to the elimination tests
after computing the bounds using PC; for all the instances. Again
the values in set S1 are average values over all the instances with

Please cite this article in press as: M. Albareda-Sambola et al., Lagrangean duals and exact solution to the capacitated p-center problem,
European Journal of Operational Research (2009), doi:10.1016/j.ejor.2009.02.022

659
660
661
662
663
664
665
666
667
668
669
670
671
672
673
674
675
676
677
678
679
680
681
682
683
684
685
686
687
688
689
Q1 690
691
692
693


Original text:
Inserted Text
. 

Original text:
Inserted Text
Mixed Integer Problems. 

Original text:
Inserted Text
Set 

Original text:
Inserted Text
Set , 

Original text:
Inserted Text
six 

Original text:
Inserted Text
five 


694
695
696
697
698
699
700
701
702
703

704

705
706
707
708
709
710
711
712
713
714

734

EOR 9468
10 March 2009 Disk Used

No. of Pages 11, Model 5G

8 M. Albareda-Sambola et al. / European Journal of Operational Research xxx (2009) Xxx—xxx

S1

100

95

990 0 DR BH 0
4+ K P W N

St ot ot ot & ot oot ot ot
LS S FFFTS S

4
N
®

Fig. 1.

the same values of n and p. As can be seen, these reductions are in-
deed very significant, since the depicted values are always over
88%. In fact, if we do not take average values, all the percent reduc-
tions are over 80%, excepting for one small (50 x 5) instance in set
S1 for which the percent reduction was 74.11. We believe that this
information gives a richer picture of the effectiveness of the
bounds than the resulting percent gaps, since, for a given CpCP in-
stance, a constant increase of all the distances by the same term
would affect the gap dramatically g% LB while the
combinatorial structure of the problem would remain the same.

6. The exact solution to CpCP

As mentioned before, once good quality bounds have been ob-
tained they can be used for solving exactly Problem CpCP. Given
that, as we have seen, the best lower bounds are based on Problem
PC;, our exact algorithm is also based on the solution to this prob-
lem. Let us recall that the optimal value to CpCP is given by the
smallest radius ¢* such that the optimal value to PCs- does not ex-
ceed p. Indeed, for given bounds LB and UB, such §* can be found by
exploring the interval [LB, UB]. There are essentially two different
strategies that can be used for exploring the set of candidate radii
in [LB,UB]: the first one initially sets é = LB and sequentially in-
creases its value to the next radius, whereas the second one applies
binary search. Although both strategies solve a sequence of prob-
lems PC; with different values of § until optimality is proven, they
differ in the way the sequence is defined. Note that by using differ-
ent strategies, the sequence of problems that are solved will be dif-
ferent. Moreover, the number of problems solved will also vary
from one strategy to another. Indeed, if n,,y denotes the number
of radii in the initial interval [LB, UB], with binary search the max-
imum number of problems to solve is ¢(log,(n,.4)), whereas with
sequential search this number may reach n,y. In practice, the ac-
tual number of iterations with binary search will always be very
close to its upper limit, whereas with sequential search this num-
ber will tend to be smaller, as the quality of the lower bound in-
creases. In addition, it is worth to point out that the performance
of binary search depends not only on the quality of the lower
bound, as it happens with sequential search, but also on the quality
of the upper bound. Thus, even if the lower bound is very tight, a
high number of iterations will be needed when the upper bound
is not good.

Taking into account the above considerations, in our computa-
tional experiments we have compared empirically both strategies.
Given that the obtained results are slightly better for the binary

SRR

S AN DR E A @D Yoo
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search, these are the results that are fully reported here, although
a brief summary of the comparison of both strategies is given later
in this gection. First, a summary of the binary search algorithm that
we have used is given in Algorithm 4. As before, Y(5) denotes the
value of the optimal solution to PC;. Let k; and k, be such that
LB = D" and UB = D*.

Algorithm 4. Exact solution to CpCP.

a=k,b=k,
while (a # b) do
k= [252)
if Y(D*) > p then
a=k+1
else
b:=k
end if
end while
o =D

The results obtained with the binary search on the different sets
of instances are given in Tables 4-6. As in the previous section, a
limit of one hour of cpu time has been set for each instance. The

Table 4
Results of exact algorithm with instances S1.
n P % gap; #rad; % gaps #rady #opt #subp cpu
50 5 15.47 5.60 0.00 1.00 10 1.20 3.00
50 12 26.50 6.70 2.11 1.40 9 2.00 393.19
50 16 40.05 7.90 0.00 1.00 10 2.30 156.49
50 20 25.17 6.00 2.00 1.40 9 1.80 397.54
100 10 10.85 3.10 0.50 1.10 9 1.20 662.03
100 25 93.97 13.40 13.09 2.70 4 2.10 2203.86
100 33 65.96 8.80 6.91 1.80 2 1.90 3096.17
100 40 95.97 12.80 10.07 220 4 2.40 2295.28
150 15 44.24 8.00 1.21 1.20 8 2.10 753.69
150 37 85.21 10.30 7.15 1.80 6 2.00 1584.79
150 50 59.84 6.90 9.84 2.00 4 1.50 2381.15
150 60 71.74 8.40 8.35 1.90 5 1.80 2126.33
200 20 68.85 10.60 2.86 1.40 8 2.30 926.69
200 50 80.44 8.20 16.44 2.50 3 1.50 2760.52
200 66 65.69 6.40 8.33 1.70 4 1.60 2365.37
200 80 75.24 7.40 17.93 2.60 4 1.70 222331
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Table 5
Results of exact algorithm with instances S2.
n B opt Xgap; #rad; % gapy #rads  #subp  cpu

Gl 100 5 94 1.08 2 0.00 1 1 289.18
G2 100 5 94 1.08 2 0.00 1 1 91.97
G3 100 10 83 47.46 9 0.00 1 3 240.73
G4 100 10 84 7.41 7 0.00 1 3 227.71
G5 150 10 95 4.30 5 0.00 1 2 556.06
G6 150 10 96 3.19 4 0.00 1 2 786.87
G7 150 15 89 1279 12 0.00 1 3 464.94
G8 150 15 89 4.55 7 0.00 1 2 1324.37
Table 6

Results of exact algorithm with instances S3.

n P opt %gap; #rad; % gapy #rad; #subp  cpu

1 100 10 36473 4145 544 1155 273 1 3600.00
2 200 15 304.14 383 110 0.00 1 6 455.37
3a 300 25 27896 539 186 0.00 1 8 837.79
3b 300 30 25371 17.69 526 0.00 1 9 395.46
4a 402 30 28468 504 262 2.74 6 6 3600.00
4b 402 40 239.38 9.06 358 0.00 1 9 1168.72

entries in Table 4 provide average values for groups of ten in-
stances with the same values of n and p. Under heading %gap;
we give the percent gap between the initial lower and upper
bounds /(100%%). Next column, #rad;, provides the average
number of radii in the interval [LB, UB]. Column under %gap; de-
picts the percent gap between the final upper and lower bounds.
Column under #rad; provides the average number of radii between
these final bounds, and column #opt gives the number of instances
of each group that were optimally solved within the cpu time limit.
The remaining columns provide information about the efficiency of
the algorithm. Under #subp, we report the average number of
problems PC;s that were solved either until optimality was proven
or the time limit was reached, and under heading cpu we give the
average cpu time in seconds, including the time used to obtain the
upper and lower bounds. Tables 5 and 6 display the same informa-
tion for each of the instances in sets S2 and 23 respectively. Now
we have omitted columns #opt since they do not give any addi-
tional information, since each row corresponds to one single in-
stance. Instead, the optimal value of each instance is given under
opt.

In our opinion, the results are very satisfactory. In terms of the
number of instances that were optimally solved within the cpu
time limit of one hour, we were able to solve 99 instances in set
1, the eight instances in set S2 and four of the six instances in
set 83, whereas with the algorithm proposed by Ozsoy and Pinar,
we could only solve 71 instances in set 31, the eight instances in
set S2 and one single instance of set S3 within the same time limit.
Moreover, except for the first instance in set 33, the binary search
allowed to notably reduce the list of candidate solution values even
for the instances that could not be solved exactly. It is also worth
noting that for the instances that were not already solved within
the bounding phase, the overall time is often one order of magni-
tude larger than the bounding time. Taking into account that,
roughly speaking, the bounding phase reduces the number of can-
didate radii by over 85% if binary search were applied directly to
the initial set of candidate radii, about three extra PC; subproblems
would need to be solved. As compared to the time requirements
displayed in Tables 4-6, this would imply a time increase of over
100% for instances in S1 and S2, and of approximately 30% for in-
stances in S3.

In Fig. 2 we compare the efficiency of our algorithm with that of
Ozsoy and Pinar.

The instances that could be solved by at least one of the algo-
rithms within the cpu time limit of one hour have been classified
according to the times taken to solve them. We distinguish the in-
stances that could be solved by only one of the algorithms within
the cpu time limit, the ones where one algorithm was at least 10
times faster than the other, the ones where the time taken by
one algorithm was between 10% and 80% of the time taken by
the other, and the rest, where we consider that both algorithms
are similar. In the figure labels, top refers to the time taken by
the algorithm in [13], whereas tapr refers to the time taken by
our algorithm. This figure allows to appreciate the superiority of
our algorithm. Actually, this superiority becomes more significant
as the difficulty of the instances grows. Indeed, most of the larger
instances that are represented in the figure are accounted in the
bars corresponding with the instances where our algorithm was
faster.

From the tables it can be appreciated that, although the size of
the instances has a great impact on the computational effort re-
quired to solve them, there are other factors that are more relevant.
For example, in all three sets there are instances with n = 100 cus-
tomers and p = 10 centers to locate, but the computational burden
required to solve them varies extremely among the sets; while the
ones in set S2 were solved in less than five minutes, those in set S1

35
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0 T T T

<1h, 10%tapE,
tops tor=10% taoe tor>10%taor,
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required 11 minutes on the average, and the one in set S3 could not
be solved after one hour. Moreover, the percent gaps between the
initial lower and upper bounds for those instances does not di-
rectly relate to these times, either. The factors that seem to better
explain these large differences are two, the average cpu time re-
quired to solve problems PCs, and the number of radii in the inter-
val defined by the initial bounds. Thus, as conjectured in the
previous section, this last factor gives a better measure of the qual-
ity of the bounds than the percent gap between them.

According to our experiments, a third factor that has influence
on the difficulty of the instances is the distance between the differ-
ent radii. To illustrate this fact, in Fig. 3 we display the densities
#dtl of the different instances in each set.

As before, for set S1 the values correspond to averages over all
the instances in each size group. As can be seen, the smaller densi-
ties, ranging in [0.624, 0.665] correspond to instances in/s\et S2. Let
us recall that all the instances in this set were optimally solved
both with our method and by the one proposed in [13]. On the
other end, instances in set S3 have the largest densities, ranging
in [1.8,21.635]. This is precisely the set of instances where we have
observed more differences in the behavior of both the compared
methods and the search strategies. Actually, in this set of instances
the value of the radii are not integer and within two consecutive
integer values there are possibly several radii. Finally, note that,
as previously stated, our numerical results indicate that radii den-
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Fig. 4.

sities allow to make fair estimations of the meaning of the gap val-
ues for CpCP.

We next summarize the results of our comparison between
sequential search and binary search for exploring the set of radii
in the interval [LB,UB]. Since the number of instances that could
be solved within the cpu time limit of one hour is almost the same
with both strategies, in Fig. 4 we compare the performance of the
two search strategies in terms of the number of candidate radii left
after termination. Note that this final number of radii will be one
only for the instances that could be exactly solved within this
cpu time limit, whereas larger values will appear for the instances
that needed larger times. In particular, Fig. 4 depicts, for each strat-
egy, the number of instances for which, at termination, the interval
[LB,UB] contained exactly k radii, for each integer value k within
the range of the corresponding strategy.

Fig. 4 allows to appreciate the superiority of the binary search
over the sequential search in terms of the number of candidate
solution values left after termination. In fact, for the instances in
set 51, the number of radii in [LB,UB] at termination ranges in
(1,23] with sequential search and in [1,11] with binary search.
For the instances from set S3 that could not be solved within the
cpu time limit, the number of radii in the final interval [LB, UB] is
always much smaller with binary search than with sequential
search. Moreover, for the instances in the set S2 (that were all opti-
mally solved with both strategies) binary search also beats sequen-
tial search in terms of the required cpu time, since the average cpu
time to optimality was 548.73 seconds with sequential search and
497.73 seconds with binary search.

Regarding the effort required to solve subproblems PC;, the
computational results show that, for a given instance, not all sub-
problems PC; are equally difficult so solve. Our feeling is that, as it
happens in other capacitated location problems, instances become
harder when capacity constraints are tight in the optimal solution,
which commonly happens for § values near the optimal coverage
radius. Therefore, as the value of the radius ¢ gets closer to the va-
lue of the optimal solution, in practice, it becomes really much
harder to check how the optimal value of PC; compares with p.
Thus, when the value § is very close to the optimal value, for some
instances it was impossible to solve completely or to prove infea-
sibility of just one PC; subproblem within one hour of cpu time.
This gives an extra advantage of binary search over sequential
search, since, typically, less values very close to the optimal value
must be explored with the former than with the latter.
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7. Conclusions

In this paper we have addressed the CpCP, which is an NP-hard
problem. We have studied two auxiliary problems, the maximum
demand coverage with fixed radius problem and the minimum re-
quired centers with fixed radius problem, their relation to CpCP,
and the lower bounds derived from two associated Lagrangean
duals. These bounds are very tight and allow a significant reduction
on the number of radii that are candidate for the optimal value of
the problem.

In the second part of the paper, we present an exact method for
solving CpCP, once a lower and an upper bound are at hand, that is
based on exploring the set of candidate radii between them. Two
different strategies are compared and the results obtained with
the best one, binary search, are reported. The obtained numerical
results are very satisfactory. Additionally, they allow to identify
characteristics of the instances that have a great impact on their
difficulty.
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