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Abstract

This study investigates how to schedule nanosatellite tasks more efficiently using Graph Neural Networks (GNNs).
In the Offline Nanosatellite Task Scheduling (ONTS) problem, the goal is to find the optimal schedule for tasks
to be carried out in orbit while taking into account Quality-of-Service (QoS) considerations such as priority,
minimum and maximum activation events, execution time-frames, periods, and execution windows, as well as
constraints on the satellite’s power resources and the complexity of energy harvesting and management. The
ONTS problem has been approached using conventional mathematical formulations and exact methods, but their
applicability to challenging cases of the problem is limited. This study examines the use of GNNs in this context,
which has been effectively applied to optimization problems such as the traveling salesman, scheduling, and
facility placement problems. More specifically, we investigate whether GNNs can learn the complex structure of
the ONTS problem with respect to feasibility and optimality of candidate solutions. Furthermore, we evaluate
using GNN-based heuristic solutions to provide better solutions (w.r.t. the objective value) to the ONTS problem
and reduce the optimization cost. Our experiments show that GNNs are not only able to learn feasibility and
optimality for instances of the ONTS problem, but they can generalize to harder instances than those seen during
training. Furthermore, the GNN-based heuristics improved the expected objective value of the best solution found
under the time limit in 45%, and reduced the expected time to find a feasible solution in 35%, when compared to
the SCIP (Solving Constraint Integer Programs) solver in its off-the-shelf configuration.
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1. Introduction

Nanosatellites have attracted attention from the industry and academia for over a decade, primarily because of
their applications at reduced development and launch costs [1, 2, 3, 4]. Due to limited computational and energy
resources, this spacecraft standard is associated with difficulties in mission planning. Optimizing task scheduling
is key for guaranteeing a return on investment, as it maximizes resource usage, increases data quality, and brings
about cost savings and mission success. Therefore, the Offline Nanosatellite Task Scheduling (ONTS) problem
is crucial in developing, deploying, and operating nanosatellites in orbit. The problem aims at finding a schedule
for task execution in orbit that maximizes Quality-of-Service (QoS), taking into account factors such as priority,
minimum and maximum activation events, execution time-frames, periods, and execution windows, as well as the
limitations of the satellite’s power resources and the complexities of energy harvesting and management systems.

During the lifetime of a mission (from launch to disposal), the ONTS problem must be solved recurrently
and iteratively. New schedules must be generated (and deployed) over time, and the optimal schedule is found
by iteratively figuring out how many tasks and which tasks are possible to fit in the scheduled timespan. Tradi-
tional mathematical formulations and exact algorithms have been proposed to solve the ONTS problem, starting
from Integer Programming (IP) [5] to Mixed Integer Linear Programming (MILP) [6, 7] and Continuous-Time
techniques [8]. However, due to the NP-hard nature of the problem, efficiently solving large problems, i.e., fitting
many tasks and planning for a long time horizon, is still an open area for research.
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Meanwhile, several recent investigations [9, 10, 11, 12] have considered machine learning tools to address
combinatorial optimization problems, such as the single machine problem [13], resource-constrained project
scheduling [14], and knapsack problems [15]. Graph Neural Networks (GNNs), in particular, have gained popular-
ity in recent years to solve combinatorial optimization problems when the underlying structure can be represented
as a graph [16], which is the case for MILP [17].

This paper investigates the novel application of GNNs for the ONTS problem. More specifically, we consider
two research questions:

• Can a graph neural network learn the structure of the ONTS problem?

• Is a GNN-based heuristic effective (fast and accurate) for the ONTS problem?

To address these two questions, we propose two sets of experiments. First, we train GNNs to predict the feasi-
bility and optimality of candidate solutions given an instance of the problem. In the second set of experiments,
we train GNNs to generate candidate solutions given problem instances and use the resulting models to build
matheuristics [18]. Our results indicate that: the proposed GNN can learn the feasibility and optimality of can-
didate solutions, even when given instances larger (and harder) than those seen during training. Furthermore,
GNN-based matheuristics effectively provide high-quality solutions for large problems, overcoming the MILP
solver (SCIP) both in the time to generate feasible solutions and the quality of the solutions found during limited
time. In summary, the main contributions of this paper are as follows:

• The introduction of SatGNN, a pioneering GNN architecture suitable to the ONTS problem;

• A showcase of SatGNN’s impressive performance in accurately classifying feasibility, predicting optimality,
and generating effective heuristic solutions;

• A demonstration of GNN’s robust generalization abilities for optimization problems, particularly when
dealing with larger ONTS instances;

• An implication of the potential for a transformative impact on complex space mission scheduling.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: Section 2 provides an overview of the related literature.
Section 3 describes the problem in detail, providing context and background information and formulating the
optimization problem. Section 4 provides the necessary theoretical background on graph neural networks and
their application to linear optimization problems. The data acquisition, the proposed GNN architecture, and the
heuristics for optimization problems are presented in Section 5. The experiments that tackle the two research
questions posed above along with the results are presented in Section 6. Finally, Sections 7 and 8 discuss the key
findings and provide concluding remarks and future research directions.

2. Related Work

The ONTS problem has received significant contributions in recent years, with different approaches and for-
mulations. At the same time, machine learning applications for optimization problems have become a prolific area
of research. This section briefly overviews our paper’s most influential works in both areas.

Mathematical programming is consolidated as a practical approach for satellite scheduling problems [19, 20,
21]. Targeting small satellites, Rigo et al. [5] formulated the problem of maximizing task allocation under power
availability constraints as an integer programming (IP) problem. The formulation considers discrete time steps and
information such as the maximum power input at each time step along the planning horizon, power consumption
of tasks, execution periods, and task priorities. This approach was able to provide energy-efficient allocations that
improved mission value.

Seman et al. [7] extended the approach by [5] and proposed a Mixed-Integer Linear Programming (MILP)
formulation to tackle the task scheduling in constellations of nanosatellites. Camponogara et al. [8] applied the
Multi-Operation Sequencing with Synchronized Start Times (MOS-SST) representation to the problem, maintain-
ing an MILP formulation but extending the problem to continuous time. The continuous-time feature allowed
for greater flexibility and versatility, fundamental characteristics for decision-making during the design phase.
The evolution of formulations and methodologies highlights the continuous efforts to find the most efficient and
effective solutions to the ONTS problem.

More recently, given the difficulty in solving complex instances of the ONTS problem, Rigo et al. [22] pro-
posed a Dantzig-Wolfe decomposition, coupled with a branch-and-price (B&P) methodology. This approach was
designed to build a unique column-based formulation that produces feasible and optimal schedules. In addition,
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they leveraged the Dynamic Programming (DP) technique to identify optimal columns and speed up the whole
process. Their computational experiments significantly improved overall solution time compared to a commer-
cial MILP solver, with a 70% reduction in computation time. Despite these promising results, the B&P method
introduces specific challenges and limitations that preclude its universal application. One significant drawback
is its heavy reliance on the suitability of the decomposition, which is notoriously problem-specific. Currently,
no known method allows practitioners to a priori ascertain the presence of a decomposable structure in a given
problem [23]. This lack of a deterministic approach to identifying suitable problems adds a layer of complexity
to the application of B&P. Additionally, the complexity inherent in the decomposition and the optimization algo-
rithm can result in a high development undertaking. The intricate nature of these processes requires specialized
knowledge and expertise, potentially rendering the B&P method prohibitive for particular applications or settings.
Consequently, while the B&P methodology offers substantial improvements in computational efficiency for spe-
cific problem instances, its applicability may be limited by these challenges, emphasizing the need for caution in
considering it as a universal solution for all optimization problems.

Machine learning applications for optimization problems were first proposed in 1985, applying Hopfield neu-
ral networks to the Travelling Salesperson Problem (TSP) [24]. Due to the hardware limitations of the time [25],
neural network applications to optimization problems have stayed out of the spotlight up to recent years, when
developments in novel architectures, more powerful hardware, and promising published results have attracted the
attention of the research community back to this area [9]. One of the drivers of this change was the proposition of
structured artificial neural networks able to handle the symmetries that optimization problems have [26], such as
the invariance to permutation of constraints. A significant example of such property for Combinatorial Optimiza-
tion (CO) is the work of Khalil et al. [27], which developed a greedy heuristic for CO problems on graphs using a
GNN. Gasse et al. [28] proposed to embed linear programming problems as a bipartite graph, generalizing the use
of GNNs to any MILP. The results presented in these works indicate that GNNs can learn the structures of MILP
problems.

Many authors proposed using GNNs to predict solution values, aiming at using the learned model in heuristic
solutions. Ding et al. [29] proposed using such GNNs to guide the Branch and Bound (B&B) algorithm towards
the variables the model had the most difficulty learning. Khalil et al. [17] use the GNNs trained to predict biases of
the binary variables to perform node selection and warm starting. Nair et al. [30], in their approach named Neural
Diving, proposed to train the model to provide partial solutions, which generate sub-problems through variable
fixing. The multiple sub-problems are then solved using off-the-shelf solvers. Han et al. [12] compare the fixing
approach of [30] to their proposed approach of defining a trust region around the partial solution generated by the
GNN, showing significant improvements over off-the-shelf solvers like SCIP and Gurobi. These works highlight
how promising building GNN-based heuristic approaches to MILP can be.

To the best of our knowledge, our work is the first to apply deep learning models to satellite task scheduling.
Furthermore, machine learning application to MILP has not been extensively tested, as confirmed by the novelty
of the works presented above and the lack of learning-based components in open-source solvers such as SCIP and
CPLEX. In other words, although promising, applying GNNs to MILP still needs to be well-understood and is not
guaranteed to yield positive results. In this context, the present work also contributes to the machine learning and
combinatorial optimization area of research by validating novel techniques.

3. Offline Nanosatellite Task Scheduling (ONTS)

Nanosatellite scheduling problems concern the decisions on each task’s start and finish time. The tasks usually
require periodic execution and during restricted moments along the orbit. Besides time, energy availability through
the orbit is a crucial resource to be considered. Figure 1 shows an example of optimal scheduling, in which each
job is represented by a different color and the activation and deactivations are shown through the steps of the
signals. Proper scheduling must account for energy management such that the tasks do not draw more energy than
the system can provide and that the battery is not depleted before the end of the mission. Energy management is a
difficult task since the nanosatellite draws power from its solar panels, with the energy availability depending on
the attitude of the nanosatellite (which affects the orientation of the solar panels) and the trajectory with respect to
Earth’s shadow, as illustrated in Figure 2.

3.1. MILP Formulation
A formulation that considers the realistic constraints and objectives of ONTS was proposed by Rigo et al. [5]

and is presented here. Given a set of jobs J = {0, ..., J} that represents the tasks, and a set of time units
T = {0, ..., T} that represents the scheduling horizon, variables

x = (x1,1, . . . , x1,T , . . . , xJ,1, . . . , xJ,T )
3
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Figure 1: Illustration of an optimum scheduling for 9 tasks on a horizon of 125 time steps. Each color represents the execution of the different
tasks.

Figure 2: Illustration of a nanosatellite’s orbit around Earth. Image from Rigo et al. [22].
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represent the allocation of jobs j ∈ J at times t ∈ T , i.e., xj,t = 1 indicates that job j is scheduled to execute at
time t. Naturally, xj,t are binary variables, i.e., x ∈ {0, 1}JT .

It is assumed that there exists a priority for every job, which is defined by u = (u1, . . . , uJ). The goal is
to maximize the mission’s Quality of Service (QoS) (1), which is the sum of the allocations weighted by the
priorities,

QoS(x;u) =

J∑
j=1

T∑
t=1

ujxj,t (1)

To formalize the ONTS problem of maximizing QoS, we follow the formulation proposed by Rigo et al. [5].
The following constraints are added to ensure that the scheduling respects the requirements and specificities of
each job:

ϕj,t ≥ xj,t, ∀j ∈ J , t = 1 (2a)
ϕj,t ≥ xj,t − xj,(t−1), ∀j ∈ J , ∀t ∈ T : t > 1 (2b)
ϕj,t ≤ xj,t, ∀j ∈ J , ∀t ∈ T (2c)
ϕj,t ≤ 2− xj,t − xj,(t−1), ∀j ∈ J , ∀t ∈ T : t > 1 (2d)
wmin

j∑
t=1

xj,t = 0, ∀j ∈ J (2e)

T∑
t=wmax

j +1

xj,t = 0, ∀j ∈ J (2f)

t+tmin
j −1∑
l=t

xj,l ≥ tmin
j ϕj,t, ∀t ∈ {1, ..., T − tmin

j + 1},∀j ∈ J (2g)

t+tmax
j∑

l=t

xj,l ≤ tmax
j , ∀t ∈ {1, ..., T − tmax

j },∀j ∈ J (2h)

T∑
l=t

xj,l ≥ (T − t+ 1)ϕj,t, ∀t ∈ {T − tmin
j + 2, ..., T},∀j ∈ J (2i)

t+pmin
j −1∑
l=t

ϕj,l ≤ 1, ∀t ∈ {1, ..., T − pmin
j + 1},∀j ∈ J (2j)

t+pmax
j −1∑
l=t

ϕj,l ≥ 1, ∀t ∈ {1, ..., T − pmax
j + 1},∀j ∈ J (2k)

T∑
t=1

ϕj,t ≥ ymin
j , ∀j ∈ J (2l)

T∑
t=1

ϕj,t ≤ ymax
j , ∀j ∈ J (2m)

ϕj,t ∈ {0, 1}, ∀j ∈ J , t ∈ T (2n)
xj,t ∈ {0, 1}, ∀j ∈ J , t ∈ T . (2o)

Note that auxiliary binary variables

ϕ = (ϕ1,1, . . . , ϕ1,T , . . . , ϕJ,1, . . . , ϕJ,T )

are used, which take a positive value if, and only if, job j was not running at time t− 1, but started running at time
t. Constraints (2a) to (2d) are used to ensure this behavior. We also consider that jobs may run only during a time
window defined by parameters wmin

j and wmax
j , which is ensured by constraints (2e) and (2f). Such behavior is

necessary to ensure that a payload, for instance, runs only when passing above a certain territory.
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Jobs may also have limits on continuous execution. If a job j starts running at time t, then it must run for at
least tmin

j time steps, and at most tmax
j time steps. This is ensured by constraints (2g) and (2h). The formulation,

through constraint (2i), also allows a job to start at the last time steps and keep running until the end, assuming it
will keep running at the start of the following schedule.

A job may require to be executed periodically, at least every pmin
j time steps, and at most every pmax

j time
steps. This is ensured through constraints (2j) and (2k), over the ϕj,t variables. A job may also require multiple
executions through the planning horizon, starting at least ymin

j times, and at most ymax
j times, which is ensured

through constraints (2l) and (2m).
Beyond job-specific restrictions in equation (2), the formulation also covers energy management,

J∑
j=1

qjxj,t ≤ rt + γ Vb, ∀t ∈ T (3a)

bt = rt −
∑
j∈J

qjxj,t, ∀t ∈ T (3b)

it =
bt
Vb

, ∀t ∈ T (3c)

SoCt+1 = SoCt +
it e

60 Q
, ∀t ∈ T (3d)

SoCt ≤ 1, ∀t ∈ T (3e)
SoCt ≥ ρ, ∀t ∈ T (3f)

Parameter rt provides the power available at time t from the solar panels and qj the power required for executing
job j. Thus, constraint (3a) limits the power consumption, with γ · Vb being the maximum power the battery can
provide. Constraints (3b) to (3d) update the auxiliary variables bt and SoCt, which represent the exceeding power
and State of Charge (SoC) at time t, based on the battery capacity Q and the discharge efficiency e. The SoC of
the battery must stay within the limits given in constraints (3e) and (3f), with ρ being a lower limit usually greater
than zero as a safety measure.

Thus, the MILP formulation is the maximization of (1) while subject to constraints (2) and (3). In other words,
we can write any instance I ∈ I, where I is the set of all possible instances of the ONTS problem, as

I : max
x,ϕ,SoC

J∑
j=1

T∑
t=1

ujxj,t︸ ︷︷ ︸
QoS

s.t. (2), (3)

x,ϕ ∈ {0, 1}JT ,SoC ∈ [0, 1]T .

(4)

Note that the continuous variables SoC can be completely determined by the binary variables x and ϕ, so our
problem can be reduced to finding an assignment z = (x,ϕ) ∈ {0, 1}2JT .

Any instance I ∈ I is parameterized by the number of tasks J , the number of time units T and the parameters
u, q, ymin, ymax, tmin, tmax, pmin, pmax, wmin, wmax, r, ρ, e, Q, γ, and Vb. We will denote ΠJ,T the parameter
space through which any instance I ∈ I can be uniquely determined by some parameter vector π ∈ ΠJ,T (given
adequate J and T ).

4. Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)

Graph neural networks are generalizations of convolutional neural networks from grid-structured data to
graphs. The input to a GNN is a graph and a set of feature vectors associated with the graph nodes. GNNs
work by propagating feature information between neighboring nodes, which can be seen as message-passing.
More specifically, at each layer, the GNN computes the messages each node sends based on its feature vector and
then updates each node’s feature vectors given the messages its neighbors received. We will refer to the feature
update as a graph convolution, due to its similarities to the operations in convolutional neural networks.

At each layer l ∈ {1, ..., L}, the graph convolution operation has two major components: message functions
Ml(·), which compute the messages propagated by each node, and update functions Ul(·), which update the node-
associated features based on the messages. Let G = (V,E) be a graph and h(0)

v be feature vectors for every node
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v ∈ V . The messages sent m(l)
u are computed based on the node features

m(l)
u = Ml(h

(l−1)
u ),∀u ∈ V, (5)

where Ml(·) is the message function of layer l. After computing the messages, the features of node v are updated
through

h(l)
v = Ul

(
h(l−1)
v , Aggregation

({
m(l)

u : u ∈ N (v)
}))

, (6)

where N (v) are the neighbors of v, Ul(·) is the update function of layer l, and Aggregation is a function that
receives multiple message vectors and returns a single vector.

A common choice for graph convolutions is to use feedforward neural networks as message and update func-
tions. For these to be well-defined, we need Aggregation to return, for how many messages received, a vector
with a fixed length, thus the naming. A natural choice is to sum up the messages, but many are the possibilities,
such as

Aggregation =



1
|N (v)|

∑
u∈N (v)

m
(l)
u , if mean

max
u∈N (v)

m
(l)
u , if max∑

u∈N (v)

m
(l)
u , if sum∑

u∈N (v)

αu,vm
(l)
u , if attention

, (7)

where αu,v is an attention weight for node u given node v, which can be learned along the model parameters.
Furthermore, the message function can easily be extended to consider the edge weight (or even edge features)
along with the feature vectors of the neighbors.

A common approach is to define the message functions Ml, l = 1, . . . , L, as linear operators over the hidden
features of the neighbors, aggregate these messages by summing, and use the ReLU (Rectifier Linear Unit) acti-
vation function with a bias as the update functions Ul, l = 1, . . . , L. An example of such is the model proposed
by Kipf and Welling [31], which uses a linear combination of the features as the message function, aggregates
messages by summation, and updates using a single-layer neural network with ReLU activation. More precisely,
we can describe their convolution operation as

m(l)
u,v =

1

cvu
W (l)h(l−1)

u , u ∈ N (v)

h(l)
v = ReLU

b(l) +
∑

u∈N (v)

m(l)
u,v

 (8)

where cvu =
√
|N (u)|

√
|N (v)| with |N (v)| denoting the number of neighbors, and W (l) ∈ Rdl×dl , b(l) ∈ Rdl

(layer l has size dl) are the weights and biases of the model, i.e., learnable parameters.
Another convolution operator was proposed by [32] and named SAGE (SAmple and aGgrEgate). The authors

propose to directly aggregate the features of the neighbors, i.e., to use the identity as the message function and to
use a single-layer network with ReLU activation as the update function. Putting it into terms, the proposed graph
convolution is

m(l)
u,v = h(l−1)

u , u ∈ N (v)

h(l)
v = ReLU

(
b(l) +W

(l)
1 h(l−1)

v +W
(l)
2 Aggregation

(
m(l)

u,v, u ∈ N (v)
)) (9)

where W
(l)
1 ,W

(l)
2 ∈ Rdl×dl , b(l) ∈ Rdl are the parameters. The authors suggest using more complex aggrega-

tion operators, such as an LSTM (Long Short-Term Memory network) and a fully connected single-layer neural
network, followed by a pooling operation (element-wise maximum). Note that the SAGE convolution with sum-
mation as the aggregation function is equivalent to the one proposed by Kipf and Welling.

After recurrent graph convolutions through the L layers of a GNN, we can use the resulting node features
H(L) =

[
h(L)
v

]
v∈V

straight-away, which is suitable for, e.g., node classification tasks, or we can aggregate them

further into a single feature vector, suitable for, e.g., graph classification tasks. The GNN can be trained end-to-end
by minimizing a prediction loss based on its outputs, optimizing its parameters (e.g., W (l) and b(l) of (8)) in the
same way as a traditional deep learning model.
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4.1. MILP Problems as Inputs for GNNs

We can feed MILP problem instances to GNNs by representing the relationship between problem variables
and constraints through a bipartite graph [28, 29, 17, 30, 12]. More precisely, given a problem of the form

max
x

cTx

s.t.: Ax ≤ b,
(10)

where x ∈ X ⊆ Rn and b ∈ Rm, we can build a graph G = (Vvar∪Vcon, E), in which |Vvar| = n, |Vcon| = m, and
E = {(vcon,i, vvar,j) : Ai,j ̸= 0}. Intuitively, the graph represents the structure of the problem at hand, with edges
capturing the relationship between variables and constraints. Note that this approach yields a bipartite graph, that
is a graph in which the nodes are separated into two disjoint sets, Vvar and Vcon, with edges connecting only nodes
from one set to the other.

To fully represent an MILP instance, however, the graph has to be enhanced with edge and node weights. Let
w : V ∪ E 7→ R be the weight function1. Then, for every node vi ∈ Vcon, associated with the i-th constraint, the
weight will be the constraint’s bound, i.e., i-th element of b, i.e., w(vi) = bi. Similarly, for vj ∈ Vvar, associated
with the j-th variable, w(vj) = cj , where c = (cj)j=1,...,n. Edge weights are given by the incidence matrix
A, that is, given e = (vcon,i, vvar,j) ∈ E, then w(e) = Ai,j . This graph representation approach establishes a
bijective relationship to the instance space, i.e., every MILP instance is uniquely determined by a weighted graph
and vice-versa2.

In practice, the graph fed to a GNN is associated with feature vectors h(0)
v ,∀v ∈ V , of arbitrary size. In other

words, the information contained in the features provided to the network is a design choice. It can contain the
weights described above, but many other features might also help the model learn the graph-related task [28, 30].

For illustration purposes, consider an optimization problem in the form of Eq. (10) with three variables
x = [x1, x2, x3]

T , three constraints C1, C2 and C3, and

c =

12
3

 ; A =

1 2 0
0 1 −1
3 0 1

 ; b =

21
4

 . (11)

Then, a bipartite graph representation is illustrated in Figure 3. For the features, one may define

h(0)
xj

=

 cj
1
3

∑3
i=1 Aij

maxi Aij

 and h
(0)
Ci

=

 bi
1
3

∑3
j=1 Aij

maxj Aij

 ,

such that

H(0) =



h(0)T
x1

h(0)T
x2

h(0)T
x3

h
(0)T
C1

h
(0)T
C2

h
(0)T
C3


=


1 2 3
2 1.5 2
3 0 1
2 1.5 2
1 0 1
4 2 3

 .

5. Methodology

In this section, we provide a detailed description of our methodological approach to tackle the two research
questions proposed in the introduction. Namely, we describe our approach to generating ONTS problem data used
to train GNNs, our proposed GNN architecture (SatGNN), and how we embed our trained models in heuristics.

1Note that, in a slight abuse of notation, we use a single function to weigh both nodes and edges.
2For the weighted graph to identify an MILP instance uniquely, it would need to contain the information about the integrality of the vari-

ables. Restricting the bijection statement to MILP problems with the same number of integer variables would be more precise. Alternatively,
to assume, without loss of generality, that the first k ≤ n variables (i.e., x1 to xk) are integer variables and use k as a weight for the whole
graph.
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x1 x2 x3

C1 C2 C3

Figure 3: Bipartith graph representation of an MILP with three variables (x1, x2, and x3), three constraints (C1, C2, and C3), and A as in
Eq. (11).

5.1. Data

High-quality data is necessary to learn the tasks of interest and perform reliable evaluations. To achieve a
significant quantity of data, we generate new instances of the ONTS problem with variations of all task parameters
and energy availability. However, randomly sampling parameter values suitable for the problem formulation
presented in Sec. 3.1 would not reflect the distribution of instances we expect to see in practice. Therefore, we
use a methodological approach to sample the parameter values, following Rigo et al. [33]. The procedure for
generating pseudo-random realistic parameters is described in detail in Appendix A.

The algorithm for constructing our dataset is described in Algorithm 1. We optimize every new instance
I ∈ I using a commercial solver with limited time, during which we collect the best candidate solutions found
(represented by Z⋆). Note that we collect only the values for the binary variables z, as the binary ones can
completely determine the continuous variables (see Sec. 3.1). The instance is rejected if no feasible solution is
found during the time budget (or if the solver proves infeasibility).

Algorithm 1: Dataset generation. π is the parameter vector described in Sec. 3.1, Z is the set of all
feasible solutions, and Z⋆ ⊂ Z is the set of candidate solutions the solver finds. For a description of
RandomInstance see Appendix A.

Data: Time horizon T , number of jobs J , number of instances (final dataset size) n.
Result: Dataset D = {(I, Z⋆) : Z⋆ ⊂ Z given I}.
while |D| < n do

π ← RandomInstance(T, J)
I ← BuildInstance(π)
Z⋆ ← Solver(I)
if |Z⋆| > 0 then
D.add(I, Z⋆)

end
end

5.2. SatGNN

We name SatGNN the base model proposed for all experiments. An overview of the components of our model
can be seen in the diagram of Figure 4. We follow the approach of embedding the ONTS problem instances as
bipartite graphs and feeding them to a GNN (see Sec. 4). Because of the convolutional nature of the message-
passing iterations of the GNNs, the model can deal with arbitrary-sized graphs, which enables the same GNN to
handle optimization problems with varying numbers of variables and constraints. In other words, the GNN can
handle ONTS instances with varying numbers of jobs, which is useful, e.g., for iterating over the number of jobs
during the mission design to maximize QoS.

The input graph is enhanced with feature vectors for every node. Let G = (V,E,w) be the graph representa-
tion of an instance I ∈ I as described in Sec. 4.1, with V = Vvar∪Vcon the set of nodes and w : E −→ R the edge
weight function based on the variables coefficients on the constraints. We name fv the feature vector associated
with node v. We add four features to constraint nodes and six to variable nodes, as described in Table 1.

The feature vectors are encoded into the first layer of hidden features by fully-connected neural networks.
More precisely, the hidden feature vectors H(0) ∈ R(n+m)×d (where n is the number of variables, m is the
number of constraints, and d is the dimension of the hidden feature vectors) are computed by single-layer neural
networks with ReLU activation

NNvar : R6 −→ Rd
+

9



Features of constraint nodes (fvcon ) Features of variable nodes (fvvar )

Constraint’s upper bound (b) Variable’s coefficient in the objective (c)
Constraint’s average coefficient (mean of Ai∗) Variable’s average coefficient in the constraints (mean

of A∗j)
Number of neighbors/non-null coefficients
(|N (vcon)|)

Number of neighbors/non-null coefficients
(|N (vvar)|)

Whether it is an equality or an inequality constraint Largest coefficient in the constraints (max(A∗j))
Smallest coefficient in the constraints (min(A∗j))
Whether it is a continuous or binary variable

Table 1: Description of input features for SatGNN.

fvvar 7−→ h(0)
vvar = NNvar(fvvar)

and

NNcon : R4 −→ Rd
+

fvcon 7−→ h(0)
vcon = NNcon(fvcon),

such that the initial hidden features associated to the variable nodes H(0)
var ∈ Rn×d are computed through NNvar

and the initial hidden features associated to the constraint nodes H(0)
con ∈ Rm×d are computed through NNcon, in

which H(0) = [H
(0)
var, H

(0)
con].

At each layer of SatGNN, the graph convolutions are performed in two steps, as in Gasse et al. [28]. First, a
graph convolution is applied to update the hidden features of the constraint nodes. Then, another graph convolution
is performed, now considering the updated features of the constraint nodes, to update the hidden features of the
variable nodes. These two operations are illustrated in Figure 4 through the GraphConv blocks.

Figure 4: SatGNN architecture overview, where G is the bipartite graph representation of an MILP problem instance, H variables represent
the sets of hidden features of the nodes, and NN· are neural networks. The connection of G and the GraphConv operators represents both
the weights of the edges and the neighborhood information.

Finally, after L iterations, the last layer’s hidden features associated to the variable nodes are fed to a neural
network

NNout : Rd
+ −→ R

h(L)
vvar 7−→ ẑvvar = NNout(h

(L)
vvar).

This network combines the features extracted by the graph convolution operations into the desired shape of the
output. The network contains two layers of d nodes with ReLU activation. For node classification tasks (Sec.
5.3.2), the output of the NNout contains a sigmoid activation function, resulting in a probability prediction for
each variable node. For graph classification tasks (Sec. 5.3.1), in which the output is a single probability value for
the entire graph, the output of NNout for every variable node is summed into a single value before the sigmoid.
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5.3. Training
Two learning tasks are proposed to investigate the research questions that are the focus of this paper. To

investigate whether a GNN can learn the structure of the ONTS problem (first research question), we train the
SatGNN model on the feasibility classification of candidate solutions. To evaluate the effectiveness of a GNN-
based heuristic (second research question), we train SatGNN to generate candidate solutions given instances of
the problem.

5.3.1. Feasibility Classification
Given an instance of the ONTS problem I ∈ I and a candidate solution ẑ, we want the model to determine

whether ẑ is a feasible solution or not, that is, p(ẑ ∈ Z|I), where Z ⊂ {0, 1}2JT is the set of feasible solutions.
The candidate solution is fed to the model as features, adding an extra dimension to fvvar . As briefly described
in Section 5.2, the feasibility classification is a graph classification task, thus, we aggregate the output of SatGNN
before the sigmoid function, i.e., the outputs of NNout for each variable node are aggregated to generate the
predicted logit, before applying the sigmoid to have the predicted probability p̂(ẑ ∈ Z|I). More precisely, we can
write

p̂(ẑ ∈ Z|I) = 1

|Vvar|
∑

vvar∈Vvar

NNout

(
h(L)
vvar

)
,

where h(L)
vvar

is computed as described in Sec. 5.2, and Vvar is the set of variable nodes, as described in Sec. 4.1.
The model is trained to minimize the binary cross-entropy (BCE) between the predicted probability and the actual
probability

min
θ
Lfeas(θ) =

∑
(I,ẑ,y)∈Dfeas

BCE(SatGNN(I, ẑ; θ), y),

where y ∈ {0, 1} indicates whether ẑ is feasible (y = 1) or not (y = 0), and θ encapsulates all trainable parameters
of SatGNN, which includes the parameters of the graph convolutions and the parameters of NNcon, NNvar, and
NNout.

The training data is built with instances from D (see Sec. 5.1). For each instance I such that (I, Z⋆) ∈ D,
beyond Z⋆ as a set of feasible solutions, we also associate with the instance two other sets of candidate solutions
ZR, ZN ⊂ Z, such that the dataset can be described as

Dfeas = {(I, ẑ, y) ∈ I × Z × {0, 1} : (I, Z⋆) ∈ D, ẑ ∈ Z⋆ ∪ ZR ∪ ZN , y = p(ẑ ∈ Z|I)} .

Note that p(ẑ ∈ Z|I) ∈ {0, 1}, as it is computed analytically by evaluating the constraints.
The first set is built with randomly sampled instances

ZR =
{
ẑ ∈ Z : ẑ ∼ U

[
{0, 1}JT

]}
,

where U
[
{0, 1}JT

]
denotes a uniform distribution over the set of all possible assignments for the binary variables.

The second set is built with candidate solutions from the neighborhood of the solutions in Z⋆,

ZN = {ẑ ∈ Z : ∥ẑ − z⋆∥0 ≤ η, z⋆ ∈ Z⋆} ,

where η ∈ N limits the size of the neighborhood. In practice, we build candidate solutions in ZN by randomly
flipping at most η values from a randomly selected candidate solution from Z⋆. Intuitively, Z⋆ and ZN are used
to teach the model the limits of the feasible region, while ZR carries general information about the domain of the
problem.

5.3.2. Optimal Solution Prediction
We want to train the SatGNN model to predict the variables’ bias in optimal solutions for instances of the

ONTS problem I ∈ I. More precisely, we want the model to estimate the probability that each binary variable
takes a positive value in the optimal solution, which we will denote as

p̂(z⋆ = 1|I) =

 p̂(z⋆1,1 = 1|I)
...

p̂(z⋆J,T = 1|I)]

 .

Therefore, we have a node classification task for which we apply the sigmoid function at the output of SatGNN
for each variable node such that

SatGNN : I ×Θ −→ [0, 1]JT
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I; θ 7−→ p̂(z⋆ = 1|I) = SatGNN(I; θ),

where θ ∈ Θ is the vector of trainable parameters. Note that the most probable candidate solution ẑ = (x̂, ϕ̂) ∈
{0, 1}2JT is easily obtained given the model’s prediction as

x̂j,t = ⌈p̂(x⋆
j,t = 1|I)⌋,∀(j, t) ∈ J × T

and similarly for ϕ̂j,t.
One way to train the model is to minimize the BCE between the predicted probability and the single best

solution known for each instance, minimizing the loss

min
θ
Lopt-b(θ) =

∑
(I,z⋆)∈Dopt-b

BCE(SatGNN(I; θ), z⋆),

where the dataset is built such that z⋆ is the best solution available for each instance in D, i.e.,

Dopt-b =

{
(I, z⋆) ∈ I × Z : (I, Z⋆) ∈ D, z⋆ = arg max

ẑ∈Z⋆
QoS(ẑ;uI)

}
,

in which uI is the vector of priorities from instance I (see Sec. 3.1).
Another way is through the approach proposed by Nair et al. [30], in which multiple solutions are used as

targets, being weighted by their objective value. Note that the best-known solution is also used in this approach,
along with sub-optimal solutions. In this approach, the optimization can be described as

min
θ
Lopt-m(θ) =

∑
(I,Z⋆)∈Dopt-m

∑
z⋆∈Z⋆

w(z⋆;Z⋆, I) · BCE(SatGNN(I; θ), z⋆),

where

w(z⋆;Z⋆, I) =
exp(QoS(z⋆;uI))∑

z∈Z⋆ exp(QoS(z;uI))

is the weight associated with each candidate solution found by the solver, which is built such that the better the
objective, the higher the weight, and, for each instance, the weights add up to 1. Note that we can directly take
Dopt-m ⊆ D.

5.4. SatGNN-based Heuristic
The output of the SatGNN as trained for the optimal solution prediction, that is, the predicted variables’ bias,

can be rounded to the closest integer (either 0 or 1) to generate the most probable candidate solution. However,
this is not expected to perform well as we have no feasibility guarantees; thus, any error in the network may
generate an infeasible solution. Given that ONTS problems of moderate size already have thousands of variables3,
infeasibility is likely to occur. Therefore, we propose using the deep learning model to aid the optimization in
three approaches: warm-starting, early-fixing, and trust region.

5.4.1. Warm-starting
Another straightforward approach to using the information learned by the model is to provide (partial) solu-

tions to a solver, warm-starting the optimization. For example, the SCIP solver [34] accepts complete and partial
solutions to the problem, which are used to guide the inner heuristics during the optimization process. We use the
output of the model to determine which variables will compose the partial solution provided to the solver based
on the confidence of the model’s prediction. In other words, the closer the model’s probability output is to the
extreme values (0 or 1), the more confident it is of that assignment.

Formally, let p̂(z⋆ = 1|I) be the output of SatGNN given an instance I ∈ I as defined in Sec. 5.3.2. Then, we
will denote κ(z⋆|I) ∈ [0, 1]2JT the confidence the model has in each binary variable. For variable xj,t of instance
I , given that the model’s output is p̂(x⋆

j,t = 1|I), then we can describe the respective confidence κ(xj,t|I) as

κ(xj,t|I) =
{
p̂(x⋆

j,t = 1|I), if p̂(x⋆
j,t = 1|I) ≥ 0.5

p̂(x⋆
j,t = 0|I) = 1− p̂(x⋆

j,t = 1|I), otherwise
.

3The smallest instance evaluated by Rigo et al. [22] has 1746 binary variables, considering both x and ϕ variables.
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The confidence associated with the ϕj,t variables can be described similarly. Note that the confidence is always
between 0.5 and 1.

Let us write z = (x,ϕ) = (z1, . . . , zk, . . . , z2JT ). We define CNI ⊆ {1, . . . , 2JT} as the set of indices of the
N variables that the model is most confident of, that is, |CNI | = N and

CNI =
{
k ∈ {1, . . . , 2JT} : κ(z⋆k|I) ≥ κ(z⋆k′ |I),∀k′ ̸∈ CNI

}
.

Then, a partial solution z̄(N) of size N can be written

z̄(N) = [ẑk]k∈CN
I
,

which contains the predicted assignments of the highest confidence and can be provided to the solver.
Note that warm-starting does not configure a heuristic solution to the problem, as it just modifies the behavior

of the heuristics already present in the algorithmic solution. In other words, warm-starting will only modify
the order of exploring the B&B tree. Therefore, we maintain optimality and feasibility guarantees, even in the
worst-case scenario when the model provides the solver with bad, infeasible solutions.

5.4.2. Early-fixing
A heuristic solution can be made by fixing the value assignments based on the most confident biases predicted

by SatGNN, similar to what is proposed in the Neural Diving approach by Nair et al. [30]. Compared to the
warm-starting approach, instead of merely informing the solver, we modify the instance of the problem and fix the
values of the variables that the model is most confident of before calling the solver. More precisely, early-fixing is
equivalent (in principle) to adding to the problem constraints of the form

zk = ẑk,∀k ∈ CNI ,

which limits N variables to the values predicted by the model. In practice, however, no constraints are added, but
the assignment in the existing constraints and the objective replaces the variables. Thus, the resulting sub-problem
will contain fewer binary variables and, thus, is expected to be faster to solve.

Note that every feasible solution to the early-fixed problem and the fixed variables is also feasible in the
original instance. However, an optimal solution to the sub-problem might not be optimal for the original instance.
Even worse, early-fixing the problem might render it infeasible if the model predicts a poor variable assignment.
Therefore, this approach of early-fixing is a matheuristic, as it uses mathematical optimization to find heuristic
solutions.

5.4.3. Trust Region
Instead of fixing the variables that the model is most confident of, we may allow a slight deviation from the

partial candidate solution. In other words, we can use SatGNN’s prediction to define a trust region [12]. A new
constraint is added to the problem of the form ∑

k∈CN
I

|zk − ẑk| ≤ ∆,

where ∆ ∈ N is the parameter that defines the size of the trust region. This limits the solution space to vectors in
the vicinity of the partial candidate solution.

In the above definition, it is easy to see that the early-fix is a particular case of the trust region method with
∆ = 0. In fact, just like the early-fixing approach, allowing a trust region around the (partial) candidate solution
also configures a matheuristic, as neither optimality nor feasibility are guaranteed.

6. Experiments and Results

The experiments for this paper were conducted in Python, using PyTorch, the DGL libraries, and the SCIP
solver, on a server with an Intel i7-12700 16-Core (12 cores, 20 threads), an NVIDIA RTX A4000, 16 GB of
memory, and Ubuntu 22.04.1 LTS 64 bits. Implementation details are available in the paper’s accompanying
repository4.

4https://github.com/brunompacheco/sat-gnn
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In the following sections, we present three experiments addressing the two research questions raised in the
introduction (Sec. 1). In the first experiment, we train the proposed SatGNN model to classify the feasibility of
candidate solutions for problem instances. We consider three scenarios of increasing difficulty with respect to
the generalization performance. In the second experiment we train SatGNN models to predict the bias for the
binary variables of problem instances, effectively learning the probability that each binary variable has to assume
a positive value in an optimal solution. We compare two training approaches, considering either the optimal
solution as the target or multiple feasible solutions as targets for each instance. Finally, we use the models trained
for optimality prediction to generate candidate solutions, which are used to construct heuristics to the ONTS
problem. More specifically, we use the trained models to construct three approaches (as presented in Sec. 5.4) to
improve the SCIP solver in its off-the-shelf setting: warm-starting, early-fixing, and trust region.

6.1. Dataset

The data for the following experiments is generated according to the procedure described in Sec. 5.1. The
dataset construction requires verifying feasibility solving to (quasi-)optimality instances of the ONTS problem. In
other words, the dataset construction imposes a high computational cost, which scales with the size of the problem.

To circumvent the cost of dataset generation, we build a training set with many instances of smaller size, and
validation and test sets with fewer-but-larger instances. This way, we can afford a sufficient volume of data for
training while evaluating on the most relevant instances, which are the ones with a higher solving cost. At the
same time, we test the model’s generalization capability by evaluating its performance on instances harder than
those seen during training.

We base our data generation in the instances proposed by Rigo et al. [33], which take the FloripaSat-I mission
as a reference [35] (see Appendix A). More precisely, we focus on instances with scheduling horizon T = 125.

We generate 200 instances for each J ∈ {9, 13, 18} jobs, and 40 instances for each J ∈ {20, 22, 24} jobs, in
a total of 720 instances.

The dataset is generated through Algorithm 1. We solve each instance and gather 500 of the best solutions
possible, limited to a time budget of 5 minutes. More precisely, every instance (I, Z⋆) ∈ D is such that |Z⋆| =
500. An example of the optimal schedule for one of the generated instances with J = 9 can be seen in Figure 1.
All instances and solutions are made publicly available [36].

6.2. Feasibility Classification

As described in Sec. 5.3.1, we build the dataset for feasibility classification Dfeas by adding random candidate
solutions to Z⋆ for every (I, Z⋆) ∈ D. More precisely, for every instance of the ONTS problem, we generate ZR

and ZN such that |ZR| = 250 and |ZN | = 250, in a total of 1000 solutions for every instance.
SatGNN is modified for graph classification as described in Sec. 5.3.1. We use the graph convolution proposed

by Kipf and Welling [31], as presented in equation (8), and a single layer (L = 1). The hidden features all have
a fixed size d = 8. Both NNcon and NNvar are neural networks with a single layer and ReLU activation, while
NNout is an artificial neural network with 3 layers and ReLU activation in the hidden layers and sigmoid activation
at the last layer. For all feasibility classification experiments, SatGNN is trained using Adam [37] with a learning
rate of 10−3 to minimize the binary cross-entropy between the prediction and the feasibility of the candidate
solution. The model is trained until the training loss becomes smaller than 10−2, limited to a maximum of 200
epochs.

First, SatGNN is trained for one particular instance. Given an instance I , we build DI
feas = {(ẑ, y) ∈ Z ×

{0, 1} : (I, ẑ, y) ∈ Dfeas}. This dataset is randomly divided into a training and a test set in an 80-20 split, so 800
instances are used to train the model. For each number of jobs J ∈ {9, 13, 18, 20, 22, 24}, we selected 5 different
instances randomly. In all experiments (all instances of all sizes), SatGNN achieved 100% accuracy, that is, the
model could perfectly distinguish between feasible and infeasible candidate solutions.

Then, SatGNN is trained to generalize across instances with the same number of jobs. For each number of
jobs J , we build the dataset by selecting only instances (and the respective candidate solutions) with the same
number of jobs, i.e.,

DJ
feas = {(I, ẑ, y) ∈ Dfeas : JI = J}, (12)

where JI represents the number of jobs of instance I . 20 of the generated instances are randomly selected for
training, in a total of 20,000 training samples, while 10 different instances are randomly selected for testing.
SatGNN had a very high performance, with over 90% accuracy on all settings. The complete test set performance
for the different number of jobs can be seen in Figure 5.

Finally, SatGNN is trained solely on candidate solutions from small instances (i.e., those with J ∈ {9, 13, 18})
and tested on candidate solutions from large instances (i.e., those with J ∈ {20, 22, 24}). Following the notation
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Figure 5: Test set performance of SatGNN trained for feasibility classification of candidate solutions given a fixed number of jobs. All
instances used for testing were not seen by the model beforehand.

of equation (12), we use D9
feas ∪ D13

feas ∪ D18
feas for training and D20

feas ∪ D22
feas ∪ D24

feas for testing. In total, 60,000
samples are used for training and 30,000 samples are used for testing. SatGNN achieved 94.15% accuracy in the
test set. The performance across the different sizes of instances and the groups of candidate solutions is presented
in Table 2. We see that the model had more difficulty in the candidate solutions from the ZN sets, the candidate
solutions in the edge of the feasible region. It is also true that the performance decreased with problem size
(number of jobs), indicating an increasing difficulty, as expected.

Table 2: Feasibility classification performance of SatGNN on instances larger than those used for training. The test set is discriminated into
the three sets of candidate solutions that compose it (see Sec. 5.3.1). Each row indicates the set of 10 instances with the same size (number of
jobs).

Accuracy
# of jobs Z⋆ ZN ZR Total

20 100% 90% 100% 97.5%
22 100% 80% 100% 95%
24 90% 90% 89.84% 89.96%

6.3. Optimal Solution Prediction
Following the methodology presented in Sec. 5.3.2, we first generate the datasets Dopt-b and Dopt-m from

the dataset D (described in Sec. 6.1). Having both datasets allows us to compare the two different training
strategies: training with a single target (quasi-optimal solution), and training with the best solutions found (which
include the quasi-optimal solutions). The data is divided into training, validation, and test sets. The training sets
contain the 200 small instances from D, with 9, 13 or 18 jobs, while the validation and test sets contain, each, 20
large instances from D, with 20, 22 or 24 jobs, such that no instance is used in both validation and test (empty
intersection).

The models are trained according to the description provided in Sec. 5.3.2. Both when training with the
best solution for each instance and when training with multiple solutions, the models are trained using Adam to
minimize the BCE between the prediction and the targets. The validation set is used to perform hyperparameter
tuning. More specifically, learning rate, size, number of hidden features (d), graph convolution (from the two
presented in Sec. 4), whether the convolutions would share parameters or not, and number of layers (L) are
determined through random search. In our experiments with training with the best solution, SatGNN performed
best on the validation set with 2 layers, 64 hidden features at each layer, and a learning rate of 10−2. When training
with multiple solutions, SatGNN performed best with 3 layers, 256 hidden features, and a 10−3 learning rate. On
both scenarios, sharing the parameters across graph convolutions and using the SAGE graph convolution was the
best choice.

We use the validation set to perform early-stopping of the training, i.e., during the training budget (100 epochs),
we pick the model that performed the best on the validation set. The training curve for both training approaches

15



0 20 40 60 80 100

Epoch

100

3× 10−1

4× 10−1

6× 10−1B
C

E
train

validation

(a) Best Solution

0 20 40 60 80 100

Epoch

2× 10−1

3× 10−1

4× 10−1

6× 10−1

B
C

E

train

validation

(b) Multiple Solutions

Figure 6: Training curves for SatGNN models trained with (a) the best solution or (b) multiple solutions. The best average BCE on the
validation set (highlighted in red) is used for early-stopping the training.

can be seen in Figure 6. After training with the best solution, the average BCE on the validation set was 0.2887
and on the test set 0.2873. After training with multiple solutions, the average BCE on the validation set was 0.2451
and on the test set 0.2482. Although the BCE values are not comparable across training approaches, the small
difference between the validation and the test sets for both approaches indicates no sign of overfitting.

A deeper analysis is performed on the models’ confidence when predicting variable assignments κ(z = 1|I),
as presented in Sec. 5.4.1. The average confidence of both models on instances of the test set is depicted in Figure
7 with respect to the binary variables of the optimization problem. Training with multiple solutions seems to result
in a more confident model overall. Furthermore, both models provide significantly more confident predictions for
the ϕ variables.
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Figure 7: Average confidence (probability of the predicted class) of predicted values for (a) x and (b) ϕ variables of the model trained only
with the best solution and the model trained with multiple solutions. The average is taken over all jobs of all instances in the test set.

6.4. SatGNN-based Heuristic

The two models presented in Sec. 6.3 are used (each) to build three matheuristics, as described in Sec. 5.3.2.
Namely, the two models are the SatGNN trained with the best solution available and the SatGNN trained with
multiple solutions (see Sec. 5.3.2). The three matheuristics evaluated are warm-starting, early-fixing, and trust
region. We use SCIP as our solver both for the baseline results and the optimization within the matheuristics.

Although all model parameters and hyperparameters are already defined (and will not change) by the time
the heuristics are assembled, the heuristics have their own hyperparameters, which require adjustment. More
specifically, all three heuristic approaches have the hyperparameter N ∈ N, representing the size of the partial
solution extracted from SatGNN. Besides, the trust region matheuristic has the size of the trust region ∆ ∈ N.
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We use the validation set to select the best values for the hyperparameters, aiming to optimize two performance
metrics. For once, we select values for the hyperparameters that maximize the expected objective value. The
objective values are normalized, i.e., we divide them by the known optimal for each instance, resulting in a value
between 0 (no QoS) and 1 (max. QoS possible for the instance). In parallel, we select the hyperparameters that
minimize the time required to find a feasible solution to each problem. The two tunings are performed for the
SatGNN model trained with the best solution available and the SatGNN trained with multiple solutions. Table 3
summarizes the best hyperparameters found for each model and each heuristic approach, in both evaluations.

Table 3: Best values for partial solution size (N ) and trust region size (∆) for each heuristic approach and each SatGNN model, as evaluated
on the validation set. Objective corresponds to the values that maximize the objective value of the best solution found. Feasibility indicates the
values that minimize the amount of time to find a feasible solution.

Objective Feasibility
SatGNN model Heuristic N ∆ N ∆

Best Solution
Warm-start 750 - 1000 -
Early-fix 500 - 750 -
Trust region 1000 5 1000 1

Multiple Solutions
Warm-start 1750 - 1500 -
Early-fix 1000 - 1250 -
Trust region 1250 1 1750 1

The heuristics are then evaluated on the test set, which is not used for tuning neither the deep learning models’
hyperparameters nor the heuristics’ hyperparameters. The final performance is measured through the expected
relative objective value given the time budget, and the time it takes the heuristics to find a feasible solution.
Furthermore, we also analyze the progress of the lower bound over time, indicating the expected performance
under more restricted budgets. Figure 8 illustrates the results.

To assess the significance of the results presented in Figure 8, we apply the Wilcoxon signed-rank test [38],
which is a non-parametric version of the t-test for matched pairs. We apply the test pair-wise, comparing each
matheuristic approach to every other matheuristic approach, and to the baseline. The results are summarized
in the critical difference diagram of Figure 9. Through early-fixing, both SatGNN models provided statistically
significant (p-value> 0.05) improvements over the baseline in both performance metrics. However, the results
show a significant advantage of the model trained with multiple solutions, providing better solutions (objective
value) through early-fixing and trust region, and speeding up the feasibility definition (time to find a feasible
solution) through all heuristic approaches.

Through the SatGNN model trained with multiple solutions, a 43% increase in the expected objective value
within the time budget was achieved by early-fixing the partial solution, while defining a trust region around
that same partial solution resulted in an expected 45% increase. Although the results are close, we see from
the progress of the lower bound (in Fig. 8a, the plot on the right) that the early-fix heuristic was able to find
better solutions more quickly than the trust region method during the time budget. In terms of feasibility, the
early-fixing strategy using the same SatGNN model reduced in 35% the expected time to find a feasible solution,
having a significant advantage over all other heuristic approaches. Surprisingly, even when optimized (through
hyperparameter tuning) for reducing the time to find a feasible solution, the early-fix heuristic still improved the
expected objective value of the best solution found in 41%, as the lower bound progress illustrates (in Fig. 8b, the
plot on the right).

6.4.1. Partial Solution Size
To evaluate the impact of the value of N , the number of variables in the partial solution being fed to the

matheuristics, we further evaluate the SatGNN model on the test. More specifically, we vary the value of N for all
matheuristics and measure the impact on the test set considering both perspectives (objective value and time to find
a feasible solution). For completeness, we also vary ∆, the size of the trust region, to evaluate the full potential of
the matheuristic. For conciseness, we consider only the SatGNN model trained with multiple solutions, as it was
overall superior to the model trained solely with the best solution in our experiments. The results are illustrated in
Figure 10.

As expected, the number of variables that compose the partial solution is impactful for all approaches, with
early-fixing being the one most sensitive to it, and warm-start the less sensitive one. Furthermore, we note a
relation between N and ∆ through the peak performance of the trust region method (including early-fixing, which
is equivalent to trust region with ∆ = 0), that is, larger partial solutions seem to require larger trust regions.
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(a) Best solution found within the time budget.
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(b) Time to find a feasible solution.

Figure 8: Test set performance of the SatGNN-based matheuristics. On the left, we have the distribution of the evaluation metric of interest
over the instances of the test set for the multiple approaches, in which the triangle indicates the mean value and the circles indicate outliers.
MS indicates that the SatGNN model trained with multiple solutions was used, whereas OS indicates that the model trained solely with the
optimal solution was used instead. On the right is the average progress of the lower bound on all test set instances. The objective value is
considered relative to the known optimal value; thus it always lies in the unit interval. The heuristics’ hyperparameters N and ∆ are defined
upon experiments on the validation set, as presented in Table 3.
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Figure 9: Critical difference diagram presenting the average test set performance of the SatGNN-based matheuristics (round marker in the
axis). A crossbar between two (or more) approaches indicates that their performance (distribution on the test set) was not deemed significantly
different (p-value> 0.05) through the paired Wilcoxon signed-rank test [38].
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Figure 10: Performance of the matheuristics for varying values of N , the number of binary variables in the partial solution. EF indicates the
early-fixing matheuristic, TR the trust region, and WS warm-start. The SatGNN model trained with multiple solutions is used. The evaluation
is performed on the test set.
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Intuitively, this result is expected since the partial solutions are based on confidence, and, thus, the larger the
partial solution is, the higher the expected probability of it including wrongly predicted variables. Therefore, this
results suggests that the SatGNN model is properly trained (its confidence correlates to its performance).

7. Discussion

In this section, we discuss the results obtained from a series of experiments conducted to address the research
questions posed in the introduction. The experiments aimed to evaluate the effectiveness of GNNs in solving the
ONTS problem. More specifically, we use our proposed model, SatGNN, which is based in the models by Gasse
et al. [28] and Hamilton et al. [32]. Our experiments evaluate whether SatGNN can learn feasibility and optimality
given large instances of the ONTS problem, and whether the trained model can be used in heuristic solutions.

The results of the first set of experiments (Sec. 6.2) indicate that the SatGNN can provide accurate feasibility
estimations even in challenging scenarios. Three scenarios of increasing difficulty were considered, and the results
were quite promising, with over 89% accuracy in all experiments. In the most challenging scenario, SatGNN
is evaluated on large (J ∈ {20, 22, 24}) unseen instances, but trained on small instances (J ∈ {9, 13, 18}),
and it achieved 94.15% accuracy in feasibility classification. The remarkable accuracy indicates that SatGNN is
highly effective at learning the constraints of the ONTS problem. This performance is expected as the feasibility
classification task requires the model to learn linear classification boundaries, which are derived from the linear
constraints of the problem. In other words, the model learns the indicator function of a convex set (considering
the LP relaxation of the problem), which neural networks are known to be suitable for.

The second set of experiments (Sec. 6.3) aimed to predict optimal solutions to ONTS instances using Sat-
GNN. More specifically, SatGNN was trained to predict the biases of the binary variables for multiple instances
of the ONTS problem. Two training approaches were explored: one trained with a single target (the quasi-optimal
solution) and another trained with multiple solutions (the best feasible solutions found). Both approaches showed
promising results, with no signs of overfitting, as indicated by the small difference between validation and test set
performance. Interestingly, the model trained with multiple solutions tended to be more confident in its predic-
tions, particularly for the binary variables. This increased confidence could be valuable in guiding the optimization
process, as it indicates the model’s certainty about its predictions.

Although the results from the second set of experiments suggest that SatGNN can effectively predict optimal
or near-optimal solutions to ONTS instances, we put the models to the test through a third set of experiments
(Sec. 6.4) in which we build (mat)heuristic solutions based on the output of the SatGNN trained for optimality
prediction. Namely, as detailed in Sec. 5.4, three approaches were evaluated for applying the model’s output:
warm-start, early fix, and trust region. Each approach is optimized for finding the best solution, giving the time
budget (2 min.) and reducing the time to find a feasible solution (2 separate experiments). First, we notice that
in all direct comparisons, the SatGNN model trained with multiple solutions resulted in better heuristic solutions
than the model trained with a single solution, as was suggested by the results of the second set of experiments.

Early-fixing the partial solution provided by the SatGNN models yielded the best results overall, showing a
43% gain in the evaluation of the expected objective value within the time budget, and a 35% reduction in the
evaluation of the expected time to find a feasible solution. The trust region approach, which can be seen as a
relaxation of the early-fixing, was comparable to early-fixing in terms of the best solution found within the time
limit, but overall seems to provide a worse trade-off, as both early-fixing and trust region do not provide optimality
guarantees, but trust region takes longer to find good solutions to the ONTS problem. Using the SatGNN models
to warm-start the SCIP solver significantly reduced the time to find a feasible solution (in comparison to the base-
line), but was overall worse than the two other approaches. However, warm-start has the advantage of providing
optimality guarantees, which makes it more widely applicable.

Across all experiments, a highlight of the GNNs’ performance was the generalization to larger instances. This
characteristic is essential for problems with varying instance size and is not trivially achievable with traditional
deep-learning models. However, it is also key for tasks with higher acquisition costs for certain problem sizes, as
in the case of the ONTS problem. Large instances of optimization problems are the ones that drive the research of
heuristic solutions, as they are usually more expensive to solve; however, as we need to solve instances to create a
training dataset, it often becomes infeasible to train the deep learning models on large instances. In this context,
the generalization results from our experiments suggest that GNNs can be effectively trained using easy (cheap to
acquire) instances of the problem, and be used on the hard instances of interest.

Generating reliable instances to train and evaluate solvers is a key point in such a project, as the confidence
of the results depends on how carefully instances are designed to compose the test set [39]. Data generation
is particularly critical when historical data is not available [9], which motivates the research on algorithms for
generating reliable instances [39, 40]. We follow the problem definition of the FloripaSat-I mission [35] to define
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the parameters’ ranges used to sample new instances uniformly. Although the data generation process is reliable,
it still depends on the optimization of every randomly generated instance. Furthermore, as we restrict ourselves to
feasible instances, we only add to the dataset instances for which the solver could find at least one feasible solution
within the time budget, effectively restricting our data to an easier sub-problem [41]. Given the nature of the ONTS
problem, a future research direction could be generating large instances by combining the job parameters from
easier instances, thus generating instances that extrapolate the time budget restriction.

8. Conclusion

This work has proposed a novel approach to tackle the ONTS problem using graph neural networks. More
specifically, we investigated whether a GNN can learn the structure of the problem and be used to build effective
heuristic solutions. Our experiments showed that our proposed architecture, SatGNN, successfully classifies the
feasibility of candidate solutions and is also able to provide reliable partial solutions to varied instances of the
ONTS problem. Not only was the model able to generalize to unseen instances, but it also showed promising
results on out-of-distribution instances, which were larger than the ones seen during training. This outcome shows
how the inherent symmetries of graph neural networks make them suitable for dealing with the structures of the
optimization problem.

By leveraging partial solutions provided by the SatGNN model, we built heuristic solutions to the ONTS
problem that outperformed the SCIP solver in hard instances. More specifically, by fixing the variable assignment
from the partial solution provided by SatGNN, our heuristics were able to improve up to 43% in the expected
objective value of the best solution found within the time budget, and reduce up to 35% in the expected time to
find a feasible solution.

Overall, the experiments presented in this paper showcase the potential of GNNs for addressing the ONTS
problem. The high accuracy in feasibility classification, the ability to predict optimal solutions, and the effective-
ness of SatGNN-based heuristics suggest that this approach has the potential to revolutionize the way complex
space mission scheduling problems are tackled, enabling more efficient and reliable scheduling for nanosatellite
missions. Further research could explore the scalability of these methods to larger problem instances, problems
with satellite constellations, and real-world applications in space mission planning and scheduling.
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Appendix A. Random instance generation

For any particular mission size and orbital length, the main objective is to generate a realistic ONTS case
using random data. We have taken the FloripaSat-I mission as a reference for instance generation, which has an
altitude of 628 kilometers and an orbital period of 97.2 minutes [35]. The battery-related parameters are fixed for
all instances as

e← 0.9

Q← 5

γ ← 5
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Vb ← 3.6

ρ← 0.0

The attitude considered here is the Nadir, in which the satellite turns at the same rate around the Earth, so one
side (or axis) always faces the Earth’s surface. This analytical model then utilizes a rotation matrix to simulate
the satellite’s dynamics and can be adapted for larger or different geometries by adjusting the normal vectors
representing the body.

To generate realistic power input vectors r, we use 2 years of historical data of solar irradiance in orbit. More
precisely, a window is randomly drawn from the historical data, and an analytical model is used to determine the
power input vector. Once orbits are stable and solar flux constant – 1360W/m2 – one can calculate this vector by
knowing the spacecraft orbit, attitude – its kinematics – and size [42].

The remaining parameters are drawn uniformly, given handcrafted limits to increase the feasibility rate. Specif-
ically, given the number of tasks J and the number of time units T , the parameters are drawn as

uj ← U(1, J)
qj ← U(0.3, 2.5)

ymin
j ← U(1, ⌈T/45⌉)

ymax
j ← U(ymin

j , ⌈T/15⌉)
tmin
j ← U(1, ⌈T/10⌉)

tmax
j ← U(tmin

j , ⌈T/4⌉)
pmin
j ← U(tmin

j , ⌈T/4⌉)
pmax
j ← U(pmin

j , T )

wmin
j ← U(0, ⌈T/5⌉)

wmax
j ← U(⌊T − ⌈T/5⌉⌋, T ).
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