The analysis of algorithm for three machines scheduling with general eligibility
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Online parallel machine scheduling problems (off-lineyo] 2} ¥ich eyt AAl ARolA+=

have been studied by many researchers and
enormous results are appeared in the last 40
With the of

theory and application, new online scheduling

years. development scheduling
problems where the partial information is known

in advance, that is, semi-online, gained much
interest due to their increased application in
practice. So we consider the online scheduling
of three machines with general eligibility and its
semi-online variant where the total processing
time is known in advance. For the online and
semi-online problems, we develop algorithms
with competitive ratio of 5/2 which are shown

to be optimal.
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2. Lower bound
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Algorithm GE

Let Sy :=§, S2:=¢ and S3 = 4.

REPEAT UNTIL(no more job arrives)

Receive job j with p; and e;;

IF (lej} = 1) 8 = S {7}

IF (jg] =2)
IF (£(S) i= min{t(5),1(S)}) 8= S}
ELSE 8 = S J{s}

IF (lejl = 3)
IF (1(51) = min{t($1).t(52), t(S3)}) S1 =51 {j}
ELSE IF (#{S) 1= min{t(81), 1(52).¢(S3)}) So = S Ui}
ELSE 55 = 53 J{j}
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4. Conclusion
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