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ALMOST WELL-DOMINATED BIPARTITE GRAPHS WITH MINIMUM
DEGREE AT LEAST TWO

Hadi Alizadeh and Didem Gözüpek∗
Abstract. A dominating set in a graph G = (V, E) is a set S such that every vertex of G is either in
S or adjacent to a vertex in S. While the minimum cardinality of a dominating set in G is called the
domination number of G denoted by γ(G), the maximum cardinality of a minimal dominating set in
G is called the upper domination number of G denoted by Γ(G). We call the difference between these
two parameters the domination gap of G and denote it by µd (G) = Γ(G) − γ(G). While a graph G
with µd (G) = 0 is said to be a well-dominated graph, we call a graph G with µd (G) = 1 an almost
well-dominated graph. In this work, we first establish an upper bound for the cardinality of bipartite
graphs with µd (G) = k, where k ≥ 1, and minimum degree at least two. We then provide a complete
structural characterization of almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with minimum degree at least
two. While the results by Finbow et al. [Ars Comb. 25A (1988) 5–10] imply that a 4-cycle is the only
well-dominated bipartite graph with minimum degree at least two, we prove in this paper that there
exist precisely 31 almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with minimum degree at least two.
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1. Introduction
A dominating set in a graph G = (V, E) is a set S such that every vertex of G is either in S or adjacent to
a vertex in S. A dominating set is called minimal if no proper subset of it is a dominating set. A dominating
set of minimum size is called a minimum dominating set. While the cardinality of a minimum dominating set
is referred to as domination number of G and is denoted by γ(G), the maximum cardinality of a minimal
dominating set is called the upper domination number of G and is denoted by Γ(G). We call the difference
between these two parameters as the domination gap of G and denote it by µd (G) = Γ(G) − γ(G).
Finbow et al. [2] first introduced the concept of well-dominated graphs, which are graphs whose minimal
dominating sets have the same cardinality. In other words, a graph G is well-dominated if and only if µd (G) = 0.
Well-dominated graphs were further studied in [4]. Finbow et al. [2] provided two characterizations: one for welldominated graphs of girth at least five and the other for well-dominated bipartite graphs. Note that a graph
G belongs to the family P if every vertex of G is either a leaf or is a vertex adjacent to exactly one leaf.
Finbow et al. [2] showed that a bipartite well-dominated graph is either in the family P or is a 4-cycle. Further
characterization results in the literature are for well-dominated block graphs and unicyclic graphs [9], locally
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well-dominated graphs and locally independent well-dominated graphs [10], 3-connected, planar, and claw-free
well-dominated graphs [5], 4-connected, 4-regular, claw-free well-dominated graphs [3], and well-dominated
graphs containing neither 4-cycles nor 5-cycles [6].
We say that a graph G is almost well-dominated if and only if µd (G) = 1. With this definition, almost
well-dominated (AWD) graphs fall into the class of D2 graphs defined by Dunbar et al. [1]. According to
Dunbar et al. [1], the class Dn consists of graphs having minimal dominating sets with exactly n distinct sizes.
In accordance with this notation, D2 is the class of graphs having minimal dominating sets with exactly two
different sizes. Dunbar et al. [1] gave a characterization for a subclass of bipartite graphs in D2 having a vertex
adjacent to more than one leaf.
In this paper, we focus on bipartite graphs with domination gap k and minimum degree at least two.
We first show that for a fixed value of k, there exists a finite number of bipartite graphs with domination
gap k and minimum degree at least two by establishing an upper bound for the order of such bipartite graphs.
We then provide a complete characterization of almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with minimum degree
at least two. Note that in the case of µd (G) = 0 and minimum degree at least two, there exists a single bipartite
graph, which is a 4-cycle [2]. In this paper, we extend this result by showing that for µd (G) = 1 and minimum
degree at least two, the number of bipartite graphs is precisely 31.

2. Preliminaries
A graph G is an ordered pair (V (G), E(G)), where V (G) is the set of vertices and E(G) is the set of edges
each connecting a pair of vertices. Throughout this paper, G is a simple graph, that is, a finite, undirected, and
loopless graph without multiple edges. While the number of vertices of a graph is called the order of the graph,
the set of all vertices that are adjacent to a vertex v is called the neighborhood of v, and is denoted by N (v).
The cardinality of N (v) is called the degree of vertex v, which we denote by dv in this paper. Furthermore, by
δ(G) (resp. ∆(G) ), we denote the minimum (resp. maximum) degree of G.
We frequently use the following lemmas, which show that the domination number of graphs with minimum
degree at least 2 and 3 is restricted by an upper bound. Note that in Lemma 2.1, A is the family of graphs
shown in Figure 1.
Lemma 2.1 ([7]). Let G be a connected graph with δ(G) ≥ 2 and G ∈A.
/
Then γ(G) ≤ b2n/5c.
Among the graphs in the family A, the only bipartite graphs are A5 and A6 . While A5 is a well-dominated
graph, A6 is an almost well-dominated bipartite graph where the minimal dominating sets have size either three
or four. The result [8] in Lemma 2.2 establishes an upper bound for the domination number of connected graphs
with minimum degree at least three.
Lemma 2.2 ([8]). Let G be a connected graph with δ(G) ≥ 3. Then γ(G) ≤ b3n/8c.
In Lemma 2.3, we state our result on bipartite graphs with µd (G) = k and δ(G) ≥ 2.
Lemma 2.3. Let G be a bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 2 and µd (G) = k, where k ≥ 1. Then |V (G)| ≤ 10k.
Proof. Let G be a bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 2 and µd (G) = k and let A and B be the partite sets of G, where
|A| ≥ |B| and |V (G)| = n. By Lemma 2.1, G has a minimal dominating set D1 of size at most b2n/5c. Note
that in a connected bipartite graph every partite set is a minimal dominating set. Hence, since |A| + |B| = n
and |A| ≥ |B|, we have that |A| ≥ n/2, implying that G has another minimal dominating set D2 of size at least
n/2. Since the domination gap of G is k, |D2 | − |D1 | ≤ k. On the other hand, |D2 | − |D1 | ≥ n/2 − b2n/5c. Thus,
we have that n/2 − b2n/5c ≤ k, which yields n ≤ 10k. It remains to check the exceptional graphs in the family
A, where the only bipartite graph with µd ≥ 1 is A6 . It is easy to see that µd (A6 ) = 1 and its order is 7. Hence,
|V (A6 ) | ≤ 10.

An immediate implication of Lemma 2.3 for almost well-dominated graphs is stated in the following corollary.
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Figure 1. The graphs in family A.

Figure 2. The graph G with a vertex x of degree 5.
Corollary 2.4. Let G be an almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 2. Then |V (G)| ≤ 10.
While the result in Corollary 2.4 restricts the order of almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ(G) ≥ 2
by 10, the following lemma establishes an upper bound for the maximum degree of each vertex in almost
well-dominated bipartite graphs with minimum degree 2.
Lemma 2.5. Let G be an almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 2. Then ∆(G) ≤ 4.
Proof. Let G be an almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 2. Assume to the contrary that there
exists a vertex x with degree at least 5 in G, i.e., |N (x)| ≥ 5. Let Ni (x) be the set of vertices at distance i
from x. We first show that Ni≥3 (x) = ∅. Suppose to the contrary that N3 (x) 6= ∅. Then N (x) ∪ N3 (x) is an
independent set of size at least 6, which implies a maximal independent (minimal dominating) set D1 of size
at least 6. However, by Corollary 2.4, G has at most 10 vertices and thus, by Lemma 2.1, γ(G) ≤ 4. This
contradicts with G being almost well-dominated since |D1 | − γ(G) ≥ 2 and thus Ni≥3 (x) = ∅.
Note that x ∪ N2 (x) and N (x) are two minimal dominating sets in G. If |N (x)| ≥ 6, then N (x) is a minimal
dominating set of size at least 6, contradiction with G being almost well-dominated. Therefore, N (x) is of
size exactly 5 (see Fig. 2). Since G is an almost well-dominated graph and |V (G)| ≤ 10, the possible size for
x ∪ N2 (x) is either 5 or 4, i.e., the possible sizes of N2 (x) are 3 and 4. If |N2 (x)| = 3, then |V (G)| = 9, which
implies that γ(G) ≤ 3 and |N (x)| − γ(G) ≥ 2, contradiction.
Now consider the case where |N2 (x)| = 4. Suppose for a contradiction that a vertex u1 in N (x) has three
neighbors {v1 , v2 , v3 } in N2 (x). Then the set {x, u1 , v4 } forms a dominating set of size three; however, the
domination gap becomes 2 since N (x) is a minimal dominating set of size 5, contradiction. Therefore, in this
case any vertex in N (x) has at most two neighbors in N2 (x). Furthermore, since each vertex in N2 (x) has degree
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at least two, there are at least 8 edges between N (x) and N2 (x). Since |N (x)| = 5, by pigeonhole principle,
there exists a vertex in N (x), say u5 , with two neighbors in N2 (x). Without loss of generality, let {v3 , v4 } be the
two neighbors of u5 in N2 (x). Each of the vertices v1 and v2 have at least two neighbors in N (x). The vertex
u5 is not among the possible neighbors for these vertices since it has its own two neighbors {v3 , v4 } in N2 (x).
Here, two cases arise: neighborhoods of v1 and v2 are either disjoint or not. In the first case, let {u1 , u2 } and
{u3 , u4 } be the disjoint neighborhoods of v1 and v2 in N (x), respectively. In this case, the set {u5 , v1 , v2 } forms
a dominating set of size 3, contradiction. In the latter case, let u2 be a common neighbor for v1 and v2 in N (x).
Then the set {x, u5 , u2 } forms a dominating set of size 3, contradiction.

The following result determines the upper domination number of an almost well-dominated bipartite graph.
Lemma 2.6. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph. Then G has two partite sets A and B
with |A| ≥ |B| such that |A| − |B| ≤ 1 and Γ(G) = |A|.
Proof. Let G be a connected bipartite graph with A and B as its partite sets. Observe that each partite is
a minimal dominating set. Hence |A| − |B| ≤ 1. It remains to prove that Γ(G) = |A|. Suppose to the contrary
that there exists a minimal dominating set D of size at least |A| + 1. Let D0 = V (G) − D. Every vertex in D
has at least one neighbor in D0 since D is a minimal dominating set; therefore, D0 is a dominating set including
a minimal dominating set D00 of size at most |D00 | ≤ |D0 | = n − |D| ≤ n − |A| − 1 ≤ |A| − 1. Thus, |D| − |D00 | ≥ 2,
a contradiction.


3. AWD bipartite graphs with δ(G) ≥ 2
By the aid of the Corollary 2.4 and Lemma 2.5, we give a complete structural characterization of almost
well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ(G) ≥ 2. We first focus on the case of bipartite almost well-dominated
graphs with δ(G) ≥ 3 and then proceed with the case δ(G) = 2.

3.1. AWD bipartite graphs with δ(G) ≥ 3
In the case of δ(G) ≥ 3, Lemma 2.1 provides an upper bound for the domination number of graphs with
δ(G) ≥ 3. Using this upper bound, we state the result on almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ(G) ≥ 3
in Lemma 3.1.
Lemma 3.1. Let G be a connected bipartite almost well-dominated graph with δ(G) ≥ 3. Then G is isomorphic
to G6−1 in Figure 4.
Proof. Notice that, by Lemma 2.6, an almost well-dominated bipartite graph G of even order n has two partite
sets, each of size n/2, and that of odd order n has two partite sets with size (n+1)/2 and (n−1)/2. Furthermore,
by Lemma 2.2, G has a minimal dominating set of size at most b3n/8c. In the case of odd n, (n+1)/2−b3n/8c ≤ 1
yields n ≤ 3, implying that there is no almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 3 and odd order. On
the other hand, for even n, n/2 − b3n/8c ≤ 1 yields n ≤ 8. Hence, we focus on the cases with |V (G)| = 6 and
|V (G)| = 8.
Let |V (G)| = 6. Then G has two partites each of size three. Let A = {a, b, c} and B = {d, e, f } be the two
partites of G. Since δ(G) ≥ 3, each vertex has at least three neighbors in the other partite. Since the size of
each partite is three, each vertex is adjacent to exactly three vertices in the other partite. The graph obtained
in this case is shown as G6−1 in Figure 4.
Next assume that |V (G)| = 8. Then G has two partites each of size four. Let A = {a, b, c, d} and
B = {e, f, g, h} be the two partites of G. Both A and B are minimal dominating sets of size 4. We show
that G has a minimal dominating set of size two and hence G is not almost well-dominated. Note that, by
Lemma 2.5, the vertices in G have degrees either 3 or 4. Suppose that a vertex of G, say a, is of degree 4. Then
the total degree of the vertices in partite A is at least 13, implying that there exists at least one vertex of degree
4 in the partite B, say e. Then {a, e} forms a minimal dominating set of size two, contradiction. On the other
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hand, if a is of degree three, it has three neighbors, say {e, f, g}, in partite B and since h has degree at least 3,
it is adjacent to {b, c, d}, implying that {a, h} is a minimal dominating set of size two, contradiction.


3.2. AWD bipartite graphs with δ(G) = 2
Recall that an almost well-dominated bipartite graph G of even order n has two partite sets, each of size n/2,
and the one with odd order n has two partite sets with sizes (n+1)/2 and (n−1)/2. Furthermore, by Lemma 2.1,
G has a minimal dominating set of size at most b2n/5c. Note that in the case of odd n, we may assume that
G has two minimal dominating sets D1 of size (n + 1)/2 and D2 of size at most b2n/5c, respectively. Since we
are interested in graphs with µd = 1, we have that |D1 | − |D2 | ≤ 1. In other words, (n + 1)/2 − b2n/5c ≤ 1,
implying that n ≤ 5. Notice further that while for odd n ≥ 7, |D1 | − |D2 | ≥ 2, a bipartite graph with δ = 2
has at least 4 vertices. Thus, for the case of almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ = 2 and odd order,
we have to investigate graphs with order 5 together with the only exceptional bipartite graph with odd order
in the family A, namely A6 of order 7 (see Fig. 1) for which Lemma 2.1 does not hold. On the other hand, for
even n, we may assume that G has two minimal dominating sets D1 of size n/2 and D2 of size at most b2n/5c,
respectively. Since µd = 1, it follows that |D1 | − |D2 | ≤ 1, which in turn implies that n ≤ 10. For |V (G)| = 4,
there is a single bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, that is C4 , which is not almost well-dominated. Therefore, for
the case of almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ = 2 and even order, we must check orders 6, 8, and
10. Hence, from now onwards, we will focus on orders 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10 separately and prove that there are
precisely 30 almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ(G) = 2 (see Fig. 4).
The case |V (G)| = 5 leads to a single almost well-dominated graph. This result is stated in Lemma 3.2.
Lemma 3.2. Let G be a connected bipartite almost well-dominated graph with δ(G) = 2 and |V (G)| = 5. Then
G is isomorphic to G5 in Figure 4.
Proof. Let G be a connected bipartite almost well-dominated graph with δ(G) = 2 and |V (G)| = 5. Then G
has two partites A and B of sizes 3 and 2, respectively. Since δ(G) = 2, every vertex in A is adjacent to both
vertices in B. This case results in the graph G5 shown in Figure 4.

We next assume that |V (G)| = 6. This case yields 3 almost well-dominated bipartite graphs. Lemma 3.3
states the result of this case.
Lemma 3.3. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2 and |V (G)| = 6. Then
G ∈ {G6−2 , G6−3 , G6−4 } in Figure 4.
Proof. Here G has two partites each of size three. Let A = {a, b, c} and B = {d, e, f } be the two partites of G.
In this case, a vertex can be adjacent to at most three vertices in the other partite; hence, ∆(G) ≤ 3. Suppose
first that ∆(G) = 2. Then all vertices of G are of degree 2. Hence G is isomorphic to C6 , which is shown as
G6−2 in Figure 4. Now suppose that ∆(G) = 3. Note that there is at least one vertex of degree two in G. Let a
in the partite A be such a vertex. Then partite A has at least a vertex of degree 3 since otherwise all vertices of
A would be of degree 2 implying that all vertices in B are of degree two. Let dc = 3. Then b has degree either
2 or 3. We consider these two possible degrees for b separately in the sequel.
Let db = 2, i.e., (da , db , dc ) = (2, 2, 3). This degree sequence for partite A implies the same degree sequence
for partite B, i.e., (dd , de , df ) = (2, 2, 3). Hence, vertices c and f are adjacent to all vertices in B and A,
respectively. The vertex a is adjacent to one of {d, e}, say d. Hence b is adjacent to e. The graph obtained here
is an almost well-dominated graph shown as G6−3 in Figure 4.
Next suppose that db = 3, i.e., (da , db , dc ) = (2, 3, 3). This degree sequence for partite A implies that
(dd , de , df ) = (2, 3, 3) for partite B. In this case, the vertices b and c are adjacent to all vertices in partite
B and the vertices e and f are adjacent to all vertices in partite A. The graph obtained here is an almost
well-dominated graph shown as G6−4 in Figure 4.
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In the case |V (G)| = 7, we obtain a single almost well-dominated bipartite graph. Lemma 3.4 states our
result for |V (G)| = 7.
Lemma 3.4. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2 and |V (G)| = 7. Then
G is isomorphic to G7 , shown in Figure 4.
Proof. Let G be a bipartite graph of order 7 such that G ∈A
/ (shown in Fig. 1). Then by Lemma 2.1, γ(G) ≤ 2
for n = 7. Furthermore, G has two partites of sizes 4 and 3. Hence µd (G) ≥ 2, a contradiction. Next we assume
that G ∈A. Among the graphs in the family A, the only bipartite graph on 7 vertices is A6 , which is an almost
well-dominated graph shown as G7 in Figure 4.

Lemmas 3.7 and 3.8 state the results for the case |V (G)| = 8. Propositions 3.5 and 3.6 provide us tools to
characterize almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ(G) = 2 and order 8.
Proposition 3.5. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2 and |V (G)| = 8.
Then any two vertices of degree 3 in different partites of G are adjacent.
Proof. Note that G has two partites each of size 4. Let A = {a, b, c, d} and B = {e, f, g, h} be the two partites
of G. Suppose to the contrary that a and e are two nonadjacent vertices of degree three in different partites.
Then a is adjacent to the vertices in {f, g, h} and e is adjacent to the vertices in {b, c, d}. Then {a, e} is
a minimal dominating set of size two. However, each partite set of G is a minimal dominating set of size 4 and
hence µd (G) ≥ 2, contradiction to G being almost well-dominated.

Proposition 3.6. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2 and |V (G)| = 8.
Then
(i) There exists no two vertices of degree 4 in different partites.
(ii) There exist at most two vertices of degree 4 in one partite.
Proof. Note that G has two partites each of size 4. For (i), it is easy to see that two vertices of degree 4 in different
partites form a minimal dominating set of size two, a contradiction with G being almost well-dominated. For
(ii), suppose to the contrary that there exist at least three vertices of degree 4 in one partite, say partite A.
Then the sum of the degrees of the vertices in partite A is at least 14 which enforces the existence of at least
two vertices of degree 4 in the partite B, a contradiction to (i).

From here onwards, we focus on the cases with ∆(G) ≤ 3 and ∆(G) = 4, separately. For ∆(G) ≤ 3, Lemma 3.7
and for ∆(G) = 4, Lemma 3.8 state the main results for almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ(G) = 2
and |V (G)| = 8.
Lemma 3.7. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) ≤ 3, and
|V (G)| = 8. Then G ∈ {G8−5 , G8−6 , G8−7 , G8−8 , G8−9 } shown in Figure 4.
Proof. Note that each vertex of G has degree 2 or 3. If all vertices have degree two, G ∼
= C8 , which is an almost
well-dominated graph shown as G8−5 in Figure 4. Hence, we proceed with ∆(G) = 3. Note that G has two
partites each of size 4. Let A = {a, b, c, d} and B = {e, f, g, h} be the two partites of G. Observe that if all
vertices in one partite have degree 3 (or 2) then all vertices in the other partite have degree 3 (or 2) as well,
a contradiction with δ(G) = 2 and ∆(G) = 3. Hence, each partite A and B has at least one vertex with degree
3 and one with degree 2. Let da = 3 and db = 2 in A. Then the degrees of the remaining two vertices, namely
(dc , dd ) is either (2, 2), (2, 3), or (3, 3). We proceed with the proof by considering the possible sequences for
(dc , dd ) separately in the sequel.
Assume first that (dc , dd ) = (2, 2), i.e., (da , db , dc , dd ) = (3, 2, 2, 2). This degree sequence for partite A
implies that (de , df , dg , dh ) = (3, 2, 2, 2). By Proposition 3.5, the vertices of degree 3 in different partites,
namely a and e are adjacent. Furthermore, a has two other neighbors in {f, g, h}, say {f, g}. Similarly, e is
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adjacent to two other vertices in {b, c, d}, say {b, c}. We first assume that dh ∈ E(G). Then d is adjacent to one
of {f, g}, say g. Similarly, h is adjacent to one of {b, c}, say c. Then f is adjacent to b. The graph obtained in
this case is shown as G8−6 in Figure 4. Next suppose that dh ∈
/ E(G). Then d is adjacent to both f and g, and
h is adjacent to both b and c. The graph obtained here is shown as G8−9 in Figure 4.
Assume next that (dc , dd ) = (3, 2), i.e., (da , db , dc , dd ) = (3, 2, 3, 2). This degree sequence for partite A
implies that (de , df , dg , dh ) = (3, 2, 3, 2). By Proposition 3.5, vertices of degree three in partite A, namely a
and c are adjacent to the vertices of degree 3 in partite B, namely e and g. We proceed with the proof based
on the possible connections between vertices of degree two in the sequel.
Suppose first that there exists at least one vertex of degree two with two neighbors of degree two. Let b in
partite A be such a vertex adjacent to the vertices in {f, h}. Then the vertices e and g are adjacent to d as
their third neighbor. Further, a is adjacent to one of {f, h}, say f . Hence, c is adjacent to h. This case results
in G8−8 depicted in Figure 4.
Suppose next that a vertex of degree two is adjacent to at most one vertex of degree two. In this case, we
first show that there exists at least one pair of adjacent vertices of degree two. Suppose to the contrary that
there exists no two adjacent vertices of degree two. Then each vertex of degree 2 has two neighbors of degree
3. Then the resulting graph is disconnected, contradiction. Thus, there is at least one pair of adjacent vertices
of degree two. Let b and f be such a pair. Since b is not adjacent to another vertex of degree two, it is adjacent
to one of the vertices of degree three {e, g}, say e. Similarly d is not adjacent to f and hence it is adjacent to
both g and h. Further, f is adjacent to one of {a, c}, say a, and finally c is adjacent to h. This case yields G8−7
depicted in Figure 4.
For the last case, we assume that (dc , dd ) = (3, 3), i.e., (da , db , dc , dd ) = (3, 2, 3, 3). This degree sequence
for partite A implies that (de , df , dg , dh ) = (3, 2, 3, 3). By Proposition 3.5, each of the vertices a, c, and d are
adjacent to each of the vertices e, g, and h. Hence, b and f remain disconnected. Thus, this case does not lead
to any connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph.

Lemma 3.8. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) = 4, and
|V (G)| = 8. Then G ∈ {G8−1 , G8−2 , G8−3 , G8−4 } shown in Figure 4.
Proof. Let G be an almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) = 4, and |V (G)| = 8. Let
further A = {a, b, c, d} and B = {e, f, g, h} be the two partites of G. By Proposition 3.6, there are at most two
vertices of degree 4 in one partite and no two vertices of degree 4 in different partites.
First suppose that G has two vertices of degree 4, say a and b. Then, by Proposition 3.6, the vertices in
partite B are of degree either 2 or 3. Note that the sum of the degrees of the vertices in partite A is at least
12, while the corresponding sum for partite B is at most 12. Thus, the only possible degrees for c and d is 2,
i.e., (da , db , dc , dd ) = (4, 4, 2, 2). This degree sequence for partite A implies that (de , df , dg , dh ) = (3, 3, 3, 3)
for partite B. Note that the vertices of degree 4, namely a and b, are both adjacent to all vertices in partite
B. The vertex c is adjacent to any two vertices in partite B, say {e, f }. Finally, d is adjacent to g and h. The
graph obtained here is shown as G8−3 in Figure 4.
Next suppose that G has a single vertex of degree 4, say a in the partite A. Note that the vertices in partite
B are of degree either 2 or 3 by Proposition 3.6. Since the sum of the degrees of the vertices in partite B is at
most 12, the possible degree sequences for partite A are (4, 2, 2, 2), (4, 3, 2, 2), and (4, 3, 3, 2). We address these
cases separately in the sequel.
Suppose first that (da , db , dc , dd ) = (4, 2, 2, 2). With this degree sequence for partite A, the only possible
degree sequence for the partite B is (2, 2, 3, 3). Without loss of generality suppose that (de , df , dg , dh ) =
(2, 2, 3, 3). Naturally, a is adjacent to all vertices in partite B. Then h is adjacent to any two vertices from
{b, c, d}, say {c, d}. Now, b is adjacent to at least one of {e, f }, say e. Now consider the second neighbor of b in
partite B. Suppose first that bf ∈ E(G). Then g is adjacent to c and d. Hence, G ∼
= G8−4 shown in Figure 4.
Now assume that bg ∈ E(G). Then g is adjacent to one of c or d, say d. Then f c ∈ E(G) and G ∼
= G8−1 shown
in Figure 4.
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In the case of (da , db , dc , dd ) = (4, 3, 2, 2), partite B has the degree sequence (de , df , dg , dh ) = (2, 3, 3, 3).
Naturally, a is adjacent to all vertices in partite B. Then b is adjacent to all vertices of degree 3 in B, namely
{f, g, h}, by Proposition 3.5. Then e is adjacent to one of {c, d}, say c. Then c is adjacent to one vertex in
{f, g, h}, say f . Then d is adjacent to g and h. This case yields the almost well-dominated graph G8−2 in
Figure 4.
Assume next that (da , db , dc , dd ) = (4, 3, 3, 2). In this case, partite B has the degree sequence
(de , df , dg , dh ) = (3, 3, 3, 3). By Proposition 3.5, a vertex of degree 3 in one partite A, say b, has to be adjacent
to all vertices of degree 3 in partite B; however, there exist 4 vertices of degree 3 in B, contradiction. This case
does not lead to any almost well-dominated graph.

Let us now focus on the case where |V (G)| = 10. In this case, G has two partites each of size 5. By Lemma 2.5,
∆(G) ≤ 4. We focus on the cases with ∆(G) ≤ 3 and ∆(G) = 4 separately in Lemmas 3.9 and 3.10, respectively.
Lemma 3.9. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) ≤ 3, and
|V (G)| = 10. Then G ∈ {G10−1 , G10−2 , G10−3 , G10−7 , G10−10 , G10−12 , G10−13 , G10−14 , G10−15 , G10−16 }.
Proof. Let A = {a, b, c, d, e} and B = {f, g, h, i, j} be the two partites of G. Notice that each partite A or B
is a minimal dominating set of size 5. Thus, a minimal dominating set of size at most 3 contradicts with G
being almost well-dominated. Moreover, the degrees of the vertices of G are either 2 or 3. If all vertices have
degree two, then G is isomorphic to a C10 , which is an almost well-dominated bipartite graph shown as G10−1 in
Figure 4. Thus, we assume that there exists at least one vertex with degree three in G. Note that if all vertices
in one partite have degree 2 (or 3), then the vertices in the other partite all have degree 2 (or 3). Since δ(G) = 2,
we may suppose that there are two vertices of degree 3 and 2 in one partite, say a and b, respectively, in partite
A. Now, the degrees of the remaining three vertices, namely (dc , dd , de ), are either (2, 2, 2), (2, 2, 3), (2, 3, 3), or
(3, 3, 3). In what follows, we consider these cases separately.
Claim 1. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) = 3, and |V (G)| = 10.
If (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 2, 2, 2), then G ∈ {G10−2 , G10−14 }.
Proof of Claim 1. Let (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 2, 2, 2). This degree sequence for partite A implies the same
degree sequence for partite B. Without loss of generality, assume that (df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (3, 2, 2, 2, 2).
First assume that af ∈
/ E(G). Then a has three neighbors of degree 2 in the partite B, say {g, h, i}. Similarly,
f has three neighbors in {b, c, d, e}, say {b, c, d}. Note that e is not adjacent to j since otherwise {a, f, e}
forms a minimal dominating set of size 3, a contradiction. Thus, e has two neighbors from {g, h, i}, say {h, i}.
Furthermore, j has two neighbors from {b, c, d}, say {c, d}. Finally, b is adjacent to g. This case results in G10−14
in Figure 4.
Now suppose that af ∈ E(G). Then a has two other neighbors from {g, h, i, j}, say {g, h}. Similarly, f has
two other neighbors from {b, c, d, e}, say {b, c}. Since f is adjacent to all vertices {a, b, c}, we show that d and e
do not dominate all vertices {g, h, i, j}. Suppose to the contrary that {d, e} dominates {g, h, i, j}. Then {f, d, e}
forms a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, d and e have at least one common neighbor from
{g, h, i, j} which is either i or j. Let i be the common neighbor of d and e. Similarly, since a is adjacent to the
vertices {f, g, h}, the vertices i and j must not dominate {b, c, d, e} in order to avoid a minimal dominating
set {a, i, j} of size 3. This implies that i and j have at least one common neighbor in {b, c, d, e} which can be
either d or e. Let e be the common neighbor of i and j. Note that j is not adjacent to d since otherwise G is
disconnected. Therefore, j is adjacent to one of {b, c}, say c. Then d is adjacent to one of {g, h}, say h. Finally,
b is adjacent to g. This case yields G10−2 depicted in Figure 4.

Claim 2. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) = 3, and |V (G)| = 10.
If (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 2, 2, 3) then G ∈ {G10−3 , G10−7 , G10−12 , G10−13 }.
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Figure 3. The graph H3 induced by the vertices of degree three.

Figure 4. AWD bipartite graphs with δ(G) ≥ 2.

Proof of Claim 2. Let (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 2, 2, 3). This degree sequence for partite A implies that
(df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (3, 2, 2, 2, 3). Let further H3 be the subgraph induced by the vertices of degree 3, namely
{a, e, f, j}. Figure 3 shows the six possible cases for H3 . We proceed the proof by analyzing each of these six
cases separately in the sequel.
If H3 ∼
= J1 , the vertices of degree 3 are adjacent to all three vertices of degree 2 in the other partite. The
resulting graph is disconnected, contradiction. Next assume that H3 ∼
= J2 . In this case, each of a and f is
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adjacent to all three vertices of degree 2 in the other partite. Then, {a, f, e} is minimal dominating set of size 3,
contradiction.
We then suppose that H3 ∼
= J3 . In this case, a has two neighbors from {g, h, i}, say {g, h}. Similarly, f
has two neighbors from {b, c, d}, say {b, c}. Now we claim that i and j do not dominate {b, c, d, e}. Suppose
to the contrary that i and j dominate {b, c, d, e}. Then {a, i, j} forms a minimal dominating set of size three,
contradiction. Note that the neighbors of i and j are from the set {b, c, d, e} which has size 4. Since j has degree
3, the vertex i has two common neighbors with j, since otherwise i and j dominate {b, c, d, e}. The common
neighbors of i and j are d and e. Now, as its third neighbor, e is adjacent to one of {g, h}, say h. Similarly, j is
adjacent to one of {c, b}, say c. Finally, g is adjacent to b and the graph obtained in this case is G10−3 shown
in Figure 4.
In the case of H3 ∼
= J4 , the vertex f is adjacent to {b, c, d}. We will now show that a and e do not dominate
{g, h, i, j}. Suppose to the contrary that a and e dominate {g, h, i, j}. Then {f, a, e} forms a minimal dominating
set of size 3, a contradiction. Observe that the candidate neighbors of a and e are from the set {g, h, i, j}. Since
a and e are both of degree 3, they must have three common neighbors, since otherwise they dominate the set
{g, h, i, j}. Moreover, note that one of these common neighbors is j and the other two must be selected from
{g, h, i}, say {h, i}. Then g has two neighbors from {b, c, d}, say {b, c}. Finally, d is adjacent to j. The graph
obtained in this case is G10−13 depicted in Figure 4.
Next suppose that H3 ∼
= J5 . First, a is adjacent to two vertices from {g, h, i}, say {g, h}. Similarly, j is
adjacent to two vertices from {b, c, d}, say {c, d}. The vertex b is not adjacent to i since otherwise {a, j, b} forms
a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Then b has at least one neighbor from {g, h}, say g. Similarly,
i has at least one neighbor from {c, d}, say d. At this point, as its third neighbor, f has two candidates, namely
{b, c}. If f c ∈ E(G), then b is adjacent to h and {f, b, d} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction.
Hence, f is adjacent to b as its third neighbor. In addition, e is not adjacent to h since otherwise i is adjacent to
c and {e, i, g} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, e is adjacent to i as its third neighbor.
Finally, c is adjacent to h. This case leads to almost well-dominated graph G10−7 in Figure 4.
Finally, in the case of H3 ∼
= J6 , the vertex f is adjacent to one of {b, c, d}, say b, as its third neighbor.
Similarly, e is adjacent to one of {g, h, i}, say i, as its third neighbor. We now show that the vertices c and d
do not dominate {g, h, i, j}. Suppose to the contrary that c and d do not dominate {g, h, i, j}. Then {f, c, d} is
a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, c and d do not dominate {g, h, i, j}. As c and d are
both of degree two, they have at least one common neighbor in order not to dominate {g, h, i, j}, where the only
candidates are g and h. Let h be the common neighbor of c and d. At this point, notice that g is not adjacent
to both a and b, since otherwise {g, h, e} forms a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Therefore,
g has at least one neighbor from {c, d}. Let c be the neighbor of g. The vertices d and g are not adjacent since
otherwise the graph is disconnected. Observe that if bg ∈ E(G) and id ∈ E(G), then j and a remain without
a third neighbor, contradiction. Hence, at least one of bg ∈
/ E(G) and id ∈
/ E(G) must hold. By symmetry,
suppose that bg ∈
/ E(G). Recall that g is not adjacent to d. Therefore, g is adjacent to a. Now we show that i
is not adjacent to b, because otherwise {a, h, i} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, i is
adjacent to d. Finally, j is adjacent to b. The graph obtained in this case is G10−12 in Figure 4.

Claim 3. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) = 3, and |V (G)| = 10.
If (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 2, 3, 3) then G ∈ {G10−10 , G10−15 }.
Proof of Claim 3. Let (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 2, 3, 3). This degree sequence for partite A implies that
(df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (3, 2, 2, 3, 3). In this case, we first claim that a vertex of degree two is adjacent to at
most one vertex of degree two in the other partite. Suppose to the contrary that b is adjacent to two vertices of
degree two in partite B, namely g and h. We now show that c is adjacent to at least one of g or h. Suppose to
the contrary that c is adjacent to two vertices of degree 3, say {i, j}. Then f is adjacent to all vertices {a, d, e}
and {f, b, c} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Therefore, c is adjacent to at least one of g or
h, say g. At this point, we show that any two vertices of degree 3 in different partites are adjacent. Suppose to
the contrary that two vertices of degree 3 in different partites, say a and f , are nonadjacent. Then a is adjacent
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to each of {h, i, j} and f is adjacent to each of {c, d, e} and hence {a, f, b} is a minimal dominating set of size
3, contradiction. Therefore, each vertex of degree 3 in partite A, namely {a, d, e}, is adjacent to each vertex of
degree 3 in partite B, namely {f, i, j}. Then, c is adjacent to h and the graph is disconnected, contradiction.
Therefore, a vertex of degree two is adjacent to at most one vertex of degree two in the other partite. We proceed
with the proof of this case based on the connection between vertices of degree two in the sequel.
Suppose first that no two vertices of degree two are adjacent. In this case c has two neighbors from vertices of
degree 3 {f, i, j}, say {i, j}. Similarly, h has two neighbors from {a, d, e}, say {d, e}. In addition, g has at least
one neighbor from {d, e}, say d. Similarly, b has at least one neighbor from {i, j}, say i. The vertex d is adjacent
to one of {i, j, f } as its third neighbor. If di ∈ E(G), then f is adjacent to the vertices {a, b, e} and hence
{d, f, j} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, di ∈
/ E(G). If dj ∈ E(G), then f is adjacent
to the vertices {a, b, e} and hence {c, d, f } is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, dj ∈
/ E(G)
as well. Therefore, d is adjacent to f . If the vertices i and j dominate {a, b, c, e}, then {d, i, j} is a minimal
dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, i and j must have 3 common neighbors (same neighborhood) in
order not to dominate {a, b, c, e}. Since i is adjacent to b, then j is also adjacent to b. On the other hand, vertex
a has 3 neighbors in {f, g, i, j}, where at least one of these neighbors is either i or j. However, since i and j
have the same neighborhood, both i and j are adjacent to a. Furthermore, e is adjacent to both f and g and
hence a is adjacent to f . This case results in G10−15 shown in Figure 4.
Next assume that at least a pair of vertices of degree two, say b and g, are adjacent. Then b and g have their
second neighbor from vertices of degree 3, say bf ∈ E(G) and ga ∈ E(G). Note that if two vertices of degree 3,
one from {d, e} and the other from {i, j}, say d and i, are not adjacent, then d is adjacent to the vertices {f, h, j}
and i is adjacent to the vertices {a, c, e}. Then {d, i, b} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction.
Thus, both vertices d and e are adjacent to both vertices i and j. At this point, suppose that the vertices
{d, e} are both adjacent to h and the vertices {i, j} are both adjacent to c. Then the graph is disconnected,
contradiction. Therefore, we may suppose that one of the conditions does not hold; in other words, at least one
of d or e is not adjacent to h, say dh ∈
/ E(G). Hence d is adjacent to f . Notice further that since d dominates
{f, i, j}, the vertices g and h must not dominate {a, b, c, e} since otherwise {d, g, h} is a minimal dominating set
of size 3, contradiction. Therefore, g and h have at least one common neighbor, where the only candidate is a
and hence ha ∈ E(G). The vertices {a, c} are the candidates for the third neighbors of i and j. Since a can be
adjacent to only one of i and j, then at least one of i and j is adjacent to c, say jc ∈ E(G). Now, if ai ∈ E(G),
then {a, j, b} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Hence ai ∈
/ E(G) and a is adjacent to f as
its third neighbor. Finally, i is adjacent to c and further h is adjacent to e. The graph obtained in this case is
G10−10 shown in Figure 4.

Claim 4. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) = 3, and |V (G)| = 10.
If (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 3, 3, 3), then G is isomorphic to G10−16 .
Proof of Claim 4. Let (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 3, 3, 3). This degree sequence for partite A implies that
(df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (3, 2, 3, 3, 3). In this case, we first show that the vertices of degree two, namely b and
g, are not adjacent. Suppose to the contrary, that bg ∈ E(G). The vertices b and g have a neighbor from vertices
of degree three. Let b be adjacent to f and g be adjacent to a. Notice that if two vertices of degree 3, one
from {c, d, e} and the other from {h, i, j}, say c and h, are not adjacent, then c is adjacent to {f, i, j} and h is
adjacent to {a, d, e} and hence {c, h, b} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Then each vertex
in {c, d, e} is adjacent to each vertex in {h, i, j} and the graph is disconnected, contradiction. Thus, the vertices
b and g are nonadjacent. Therefore, we may suppose that b is adjacent to two vertices of degree 3, say {f, h},
and g is adjacent to two vertices in {a, c, d, e}, say {a, c}. The vertex e has at least one neighbor in {i, j}, say
j and at least one neighbor in {h, f }, say h. In addition, j has at least one neighbor in {c, a}, say c. We now
show that c is not adjacent to h. Suppose for a contradiction that c is adjacent to h. Then d is adjacent to all
vertices {f, i, j} and {d, h, a} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, ch ∈
/ E(G). Suppose
further that cf ∈ E(G) and ha ∈ E(G). Then d is adjacent to i and {c, h, d} is a minimal dominating set of size
3, contradiction. Thus, at least one of cf ∈ E(G) and ha ∈ E(G) does not hold. By symmetry, we may assume
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that ha ∈
/ E(G) and hence hd ∈ E(G). Now if a is adjacent to both f and i, then {h, a, c} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Hence, a has at least one neighbor different from f and i, namely aj ∈ E(G).
Furthermore, d is adjacent to both f and i. At this point, we show that a is not adjacent to f . Suppose to the
contrary that a is adjacent to f . Then c is adjacent to i and then {c, h, a} is a minimal dominating set of size
3, contradiction. Thus af ∈
/ E(G) and in turn a is adjacent to i as its third neighbor. If f is adjacent to c, then
{a, h, f } is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Hence f c ∈
/ E(G) and f is adjacent to e. Finally,
c is adjacent to i. This case results in G10−16 shown in Figure 4.

In summary, if ∆(G) = 2, then G is isomorphic to G10−1 and in the case of ∆(G) = 3, the proof of Lemma 3.9
follows from Claims 1–4.

Lemma 3.10. Let G be a connected almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2, ∆(G) = 4, and
|V (G)| = 10. Then G ∈ {G10−4 , G10−5 , G10−6 , G10−8 , G10−9 , G10−11 }.
Proof. Let A = {a, b, c, d, e} and B = {f, g, h, i, j} be the two partites of G. Since ∆(G) = 4, there exists at least
one vertex of degree 4, say e, in G. Let further the vertices {g, h, i, j} be the neighbors of e in partite B. Note
that if df = 4, then f is adjacent to all vertices in {a, b, c, d} and {e, f } is a minimal dominating set of size 2,
contradiction. Furthermore, if df = 3, then f is adjacent to three vertices in {a, b, c, d}, say {b, c, d}. Then,
{e, f, a} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, df = 2. Let a and b be the neighbors of f
in the partite A. Note that since e dominates the vertices {g, h, i, j} and f dominates the vertices {a, b}, if c
and d have a common neighbor, say h, then {e, f, h} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus,
c and d have disjoint neighborhoods in {g, h, i, j}, which implies that c and d are both of degree 2. Thus far, it is
known that (dc , dd , de , df ) = (2, 2, 4, 2), the vertex e is adjacent to the vertices in {g, h, i, j}, and f is adjacent
to the vertices in {a, b}. We proceed with the proof by focusing on the possible degrees for the remaining vertices
a and b in partite A in the sequel.
Suppose first that there exist more than one vertex of degree 4 in one partite. Then at least one of a or
b, say a, is of degree 4. Since c and d have disjoint neighborhoods, we suppose that c is adjacent to two
vertices in {g, h, i, j}, say g and h. Then d is adjacent to i and j. Note that a is adjacent to f and further
has 3 neighbors in {g, h, i, j}, say {h, i, j}. Now observe that a dominates {f, h, i, j} and g has two neighbors
c and e in A. If g is further adjacent to b, then {a, g, d} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction.
Therefore, g is not adjacent to b. Hence, dg = 2. If the vertex b has a neighbor in {i, j}, say i, then {a, g, i} is a
minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Therefore, b has no neighbor in {i, j} and hence is adjacent to
h. Therefore, db = 2 and dh = 4. The graph obtained in this case, where (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (4, 2, 2, 2, 4) and
(df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (2, 2, 4, 3, 3), is shown as G10−8 in Figure 4.
Next suppose that there is only one vertex of degree 4 in one partite, i.e., da 6= 4 and db 6= 4. In this case,
the possible options for (da , db ) are (2, 2), (3, 2), and (3, 3). We proceed with analyzing each possible degree
sequence separately in the following.
Suppose first that (da , db ) = (2, 2), i.e., (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (2, 2, 2, 2, 4), which implies two possible degree
sequences (2, 2, 2, 2, 4) and (2, 2, 2, 3, 3) for the partite B. Let first (df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (2, 2, 2, 2, 4). Notice that
at least one of c or d, say d is adjacent to j. Then d is adjacent to one vertex in {g, h, i}, say i. In addition,
c is adjacent to g and h since it has a disjoint neighborhood from d. Finally, j is adjacent to a and b as its third
and fourth neighbors. The graph obtained here is G10−6 shown in Figure 4.
In the case of (df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (2, 2, 2, 3, 3), since c and d have no common neighbor, j has exactly one
neighbor from {c, d}, say d. Then, the third neighbor of j is from {a, b}, say b. Similarly, i has exactly one
neighbor from {c, d} and its third neighbor is different from c and d, i.e., it is adjacent to a. Now, if i is adjacent
to d, then c is adjacent to the vertices in {g, h} and {i, b, c} is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction.
Therefore, id ∈
/ E(G) and i is adjacent to c as its third neighbor. Then c is adjacent to one of g or h, say g.
Then d is adjacent to h. The graph obtained here is G10−4 depicted in Figure 4.
Next let (da , db ) = (3, 2), in other words, (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 2, 2, 2, 4). With this degree sequence for
partite A, there are two possible degree sequences (2, 2, 2, 3, 4) and (2, 2, 3, 3, 3) for the partite B.
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First suppose that (df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (2, 2, 2, 3, 4). Since c and d have no common neighbor, j is adjacent
to only one of c or d, say d. Furthermore, j is adjacent to a and b as its third and fourth neighbors. Observe
that if ic ∈
/ E(G), then i is adjacent to the vertices {d, a} and c is adjacent to the vertices {g, h}. Then, {i, c, b}
is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Therefore, ic ∈ E(G) and further i is adjacent to a as its
third neighbor. Now c is adjacent to one of g or h, say g, as its second neighbor and finally, d is adjacent to h.
The graph obtained here is G10−5 shown in Figure 4.
We then suppose that (df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (2, 2, 3, 3, 3). One of c or d, say c is adjacent to g. The vertex a is
adjacent to two vertices in {h, i, j}, say h and i. Notice that since j is adjacent to only one of c or d, the other
neighbor of j is b. Note further that if j is adjacent to d, then {a, c, j} is a minimal dominating set of size 3,
contradiction. Therefore, jd ∈
/ E(G) and hence j is adjacent to c. Finally, d is adjacent to both h and i. The
graph obtained in this case is G10−11 shown in Figure 4.
The last option for (da , db ) is (3, 3). When (da , db , dc , dd , de ) = (3, 3, 2, 2, 4), there are two possible degree
sequences (2, 2, 3, 3, 4) and (2, 3, 3, 3, 3) for the partite B. Note that the degree sequence (2, 2, 2, 4, 4) for the
partite B is covered in the case where there exist more than one vertex of degree 4 in one partite, where the
resulting graph is G10−8 in Figure 4.
In the case of (df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (2, 2, 3, 3, 4), the vertex j is adjacent to exactly one of c or d, say d.
In addition, j is adjacent to a and b. The vertex h is adjacent to at most one of c and d, thus its other
neighbor is in {a, b}, say a. Similarly, i has exactly one neighbor in {c, d}; thus, i is also adjacent to b. Notice
that if i is adjacent to d, then c is adjacent to g and h and {a, i, c} is a minimal dominating set of size 3,
contradiction. Therefore, id ∈
/ E(G) and i is adjacent to c. Note that if d is adjacent to g, then {a, i, d} is a
minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Thus, d is adjacent to h and g is adjacent to c. However, {b, h, c}
is a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. This case does not lead to any almost well-dominated graph.
We then suppose that (df , dg , dh , di , dj ) = (2, 3, 3, 3, 3). In this case, d is adjacent to any two vertices in
{g, h, i, j}, say i and j. Then c is adjacent to g and h. The vertex j is adjacent to one of a or b, say b. Moreover,
a has at least one neighbor in {g, h}, say g. Now observe that a is not adjacent to i, since otherwise {a, c, j} is
a minimal dominating set of size 3, contradiction. Hence, a is adjacent to h and b is adjacent to i. The graph
obtained here is shown as G10−9 in Figure 4.

Our main result in this section for almost well-dominated bipartite graphs with δ(G) ≥ 2 is stated in the
following theorem.
Theorem 3.11. Let G be a bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 2. Then G is almost well-dominated if and only if G
is isomorphic to one of the following:
– If |V (G)| = 5, then G ∼
= G5 .
– If |V (G)| = 6, then G ∈ {G6−1 , G6−2 , G6−3 , G6−4 }.
– If |V (G)| = 7, then G ∼
= G7 .
– If |V (G)| = 8, then G ∈ {G8−1 , G8−2 , . . . , G8−9 }.
– If |V (G)| = 10, then G ∈ {G10−1 , G10−2 , . . . , G10−16 }.
Proof. Let G be a bipartite graph with δ(G) ≥ 2. We proceed the proof in two cases: δ(G) ≥ 3 and δ(G) = 2.
The first case follows from Lemma 3.1 where G ∼
= G6−1 . For the second case, first note that the smallest order
of an almost well-dominated bipartite graph with δ(G) = 2 is 5 and further it is shown by Corollary 2.4 that
|V (G)| ≤ 10. Then the result follows for each possible value of |V (G)|, separately, from Lemmas 3.2 to 3.4 and
3.7 to 3.10.
For the converse direction (⇐), the property of being almost well-dominated can be easily verified for the 31
graphs in Theorem 3.11.
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