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| otherwise = y
where y = min xs
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Conclusion 19/19

• Confluence of terminating TRS decidable
• BUT: joinability of CCPs undecidable
• Most parts of CTRS confluence literature formalized in IsaFoR
• More than 90% of ConCon’s proofs are certifiable by CeTA
• ConCon only CTRS confluence checker with certifiable output
• Certifiable output for quasi-decreasingness checkers

Thank you for your attention!
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