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Abstract

We consider the stochastic geometry model where the lotatieach node is a random
point in a given metric space, or the existence of each nodadsrtain. We study the prob-
lems of computing the expected lengths of several combiiator geometric optimization
problems over stochastic points, including closest painimum spanning trees-clustering,
minimum perfect matching, and minimum cycle cover. We alsas@der the problem of esti-
mating the probability that the length of closest pair, @& thiameter, is at most, or at least, a
given threshold. Most of the above problems are known tgtbehard. We obtain FPRAS
(Fully Polynomial Randomized Approximation Scheme) foratinaf them in both the existen-
tial and locational uncertainty models. Our result for bstic minimum spanning trees in the
locational uncertain model improves upon the previouslgvikm constant factor approximation
algorithm. Our results for other problems are the first kndaithe best of our knowledge.
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1 Introduction

Background: Uncertain or imprecise data are pervasive in applicatid@s sensor monitoring, location
based services, data collection and integration [12, 15,G&nsider a sensor network deployed in the wild
to monitor the living habits or migration of certain anim§B3, 41]. Since sensing instruments are not
perfect, the data collected are often contaminated witlgmifscsant amount of noise [14, 41]. For another
example, the locational data collected by the Global-Rwsiig Systems (GPS) often contains measurement
errors [34]. Moreover, many machine learning and predicéilgorithms also produce a variety of stochastic
models and a large volume of probabilistic data. Thus, miagagnalyzing and solving optimization
problems over stochastic models and data have recentactr significant attentions in several research
communities (see e.g., [35, 39, 40]).

In this paper, we study two stochastic geometry models,dbational uncertainty model and the exis-
tential uncertainty model, both of which have been studiddresively in recent years (see e.g., [2, 3, 4, 7,
25, 26, 29, 30, 31], some of which will be discussed in theteelavork section). In fact, a special case of
the locational uncertainty model where all points follove #ame distribution is a classic topic in stochastic
geometry literature (see e.g., [8, 9, 10, 27, 37]). The maerest there has been to derive asymptotics for
the expected values of certain combinatorial problems,(gigimum spanning tree). The stochastic geom-
etry model is also of fundamental interest in the area of lesenetworks. In many applications, we only
have some prior information about the locations of the w@ssion nodes (e.g., some sensors that will be
deployed randomly in a designated area by an aircraft). Swstbchastic wireless network can be captured
precisely by this model. See the recent survey [21] and medezances therein.

Stochastic Geometry Models In this paper, we focus on two stochastic geometry modeés|dcational
uncertainty model and existential uncertainty model.

1. (Locational Uncertainty Model) We are given a metric §9Bc The location of each nodec V is
a random point in the metric spageand the probability distribution is given as the input. Fally)
we use the ternmodesto refer to the vertices of the grappointsto describe the locations of the
nodes in the metric space. We denote the set of nodés as{vy,...,v,} and the set of points
asP = {si,...,sm}, Wheren = |V| andm = |P|. A realizationr can be represented by an
dimensional vectofry, ...,r,) € P"™ where pointr; is the location of node; for 1 <i < n. LetR
denote the set of all possible realizations. We assumelibalistributions of the locations of nodes
in the metric spac® are independent, thusoccurs with probabilityPr[r] = Hie[n] Purs» Wherep,
represents the probability that the location of neds points € P. The model is also termed as the
locational uncertainty modeh [25].

2. (Existential Uncertainty Model) A closely related modgekhe existential uncertainty modeVhere
the location of a node is a fixed point in the given metric spdce the existence of the node is
probabilistic. In this model, we ugg to denote the probability that nodgexists (if exists, its location
is s;). A realizationr can be represented by a subSet P andPrr| =[], .o pi ]_[Siis(l —pi)-

Problem Formulation: We are interested in following natural problem in the abmaels: estimating the
expected values of certain statistics of combinatoriakctsj In this paper, we study several combinatorial
or geometry problems in these two models: the closest palsl@m, minimum spanning tree, minimum
perfect matching (assuming an even number of nodeslstering and minimum cycle cover. We take the
minimum spanning tree problem for example. M&T be the length of the minimum spanning tree (which
is a random variable) anblIST (r) be the length of the minimum spanning tree spanning all pamthe
realizationr. We would like to estimate the following quantity:

EMST] = > Prr] - MST(r).
reR



However, the above formula does not give us an efficient wagstinate the expectation since it involves
an exponential number of terms. In fact, computing the egrpected value (for the problems considered
in this paper) are either NP-hard or #P-hard. Following mafrthe theoretical computer science literatures
on approximate counting and estimation, our goal is to alftaly polynomial randomized approximation
schemes for computing the expected values.

1.1 Our Contributions

We recall that dully polynomial randomized approximation scheme (FPRASA problemf is a random-
ized algorithmA that takes an input instaneea real numbet > 0, returnsA(x) such thaPr|(1—e¢) f(z) <
A(z) < (1+¢€)f(z)] > 3 and its running time is polynomial in both the size of the inpland1/e. Our
main contributions can be summarized in Table 1. We need pitaiexsome entries in the table in more
details.

Problems Existential | Locational
E[C] FPRAS FPRAS
Closest Pair§2) Pr[C < 1] FPRAS FPRAS
Pr[C > 1] | Inapprox | Inapprox
ED] FPRAS | FPRAS
Diameter £2) Pr[D < 1] | Inapprox | Inapprox
Pr[D > 1] | FPRAS FPRAS
Minimum Spanning Treeé) E[MST] | FPRAS[25] | FPRAS
k-Clustering §3) E[kCL] FPRAS Open
Perfect Matchinggb) E[PM] N.A. FPRAS
kth Closest Pair§B.1) E[kC] FPRAS Open
Cycle Cover ¢6) E[CC] FPRAS FPRAS
kth Longestm-Nearest Neighbor§7) | E[kmNN] FPRAS Open

Table 1: Our results for some problems in different stocbasbdels.

1. Closest Pair: We uséto denote the minimum distance of any pair of two nodes. lfadization has
less than two nodeg is zero. Computingr[C < 1] exactly in the existential model is known to be
#P-hard even in an Euclidean plane [26], but no nontrivigbathmic result is known before. So is
computingPr[C > 1]. In fact, it is not hard to show that computify[C > 1] is imapproximable
within any factor in a metric space (Appendix B.2).

We also consider the problem of computing expected dist&i€ebetween the closest pair in the
same model. We prove that the problem is #P-hard in Append»aBd give the first known FPRAS
in Section 2. Note that an FPRAS for computiRgC < 1] does not imply an FPRAS for computing
E[C] L.

2. Diameter: The problem of computing the expected lengthefliameter can be reduced to the closest
pair problem as follows. Assume that the longest distantedsn two points i is W. We construct
the new instancé@®’ as follows: for any two points, v € P, let their distance beW — d(u,v) in
P’. The new instance is still a metric. The sum of the distancelasfest pair irP and the diameter
in P’ is exactly2W (if there are at least two realized points). Hence, the anfwehe diameter can
be easily derived from the answer for closest paiPin

To the contrary, an FPRAS for computi®y[C > 1] or Pr[C = 1] would imply an FPRAS for computin@[C] since
E[C] =32, ., PrIC=d(si, s5)ld(si, 85) = [Pr[C > t]dt = 37, ) Pr[C > d(si, s5)](d(si, 55) — d(s5, 55))-



3. Minimum Spanning Tree: Computifg[MST] exactly in both uncertainty models is known to be
#P-hard [25]. Kamousi, Chan, and Suri [25] developed an FERAestimatingt[MST] in the exis-
tential uncertainty model and a constant factor approxonadlgorithm in the locational uncertainty
model.

EstimatingE[MST] is amendable to several techniques. We obtain an FPRAStoragsg E[MST]

in the locational uncertainty model using the stoch-coohiteque in Section 4. In fact, the idea in
[25] can also be extended to give an alternative FPRAS (Agiged). It is not clear how to extend
their idea to other problems.

4. Clustering k-clustering): In the deterministig-clustering problem, we want to partition all points
into k disjoint subsets such that the spacing of the partition isimized, where the spacing is defined
to be the minimum of anyl(«, v) with u, v in different subsets [28]. In fact, the optimal cost of the
problem is the length of thé — 1)th most expensive edge in the minimum spanning tree [28]. We
show how to estimat&[kCL| using the HPF (hierarchical partition family) techniqueSiection 3.

5. Perfect Matching: We assume that there are even numbedefrio ensure that a perfect matching
always exists. Therefore, only the locational uncertamiydel is relevant here. We give the first
FPRAS for approximating the expected length of minimum ge&rinatching in Section 5 using a
more complicated stoch-core technique.

All of our algorithms run in polynomial time. However, we leanot attempted to optimize the exact
running time.

Ourtechniques Perhaps the simplest and the most commonly used techrigastimating the expectation
of arandom variable is the Monte Carlo method, that is to isesample average as the estimate. However,
the method is only efficient (i.e., runs in polynomial timgjhe variance of the random variable is small
(See Lemma 1). To circumvent the difficulty caused by the highiance, a general methodology is to
decompose the expectation of the random variable into aegocembination of conditional expectations
using the law of total expectatio®[X] = Ey [E[X | Y]] = >, Pr[Y = y|E[X | Y = y]. Hopefully,
Pr[Y = y| can be estimated (or calculated exactly) efficiently, amdréimdom variableéX conditioning on
each eveny has a low variance. However, choosing the evéhts condition on can be tricky.

We develop two new techniques for choosing such events, legicly capable of solving a subset of
aforementioned problems. In the first technique, we firshtifiea set of points, called thestoch-core
of the problem, such that (1): with high probability, all msdrealize irf{ and (2): conditioning on event
(1), the variance is small. Then, we chodsdo be the number of nodes realized to points nckinWe
compute thel & ¢)-estimates fol = 0, 1 using Monte Carlo by (1) and (2). The problematic part is when
Y is large, i.e., many nodes realize to points outsileEven though the probability of such events is very
small, the value o under such events may be considerably large, thus coritripaontrivially. However,
we can show that the contribution of such events is dominayete first few events and thus can be safely
ignored. Choosing appropriate stoch-core is easy for samiglgms, such as closest pair and minimum
spanning tree, while it may require additional idea for ofiv®blems such as minimum perfect matching.

Our second technique utilizes a notion calldigrarchical Partition Family (HPF) The HPF hasn
levels, each representing a clustering of all points. Faymalinatorial problem, for which the solution is a
set of edges, we defiré to be the highest level such that some edge in the solutiomiigter-cluster edge.
Informally, conditioning on the information df, we can essentially bound the variance)of(hence use
the Monte Carlo method). To implement Monte Carlo, we neeaetable to take samples efficiently con-
ditioning onY". We show that such sampling problems can be reduced to, erdmnections to, classical
approximate counting and sampling problems, such as ajppating permanent, counting knapsack.



1.2 Related Work

Several geometric properties of a set of stochastic poaus heen studied extensively in the literature under
the termstochastic geometryFor instance, Bearwood et al. [8] shows that if therergpeints uniformly and
independently distributed {0, 1]2, the minimal traveling salesman tour visiting them has greesed length
Q(y/n). Asymptotic results for minimum spanning trees and minimmatchings om points uniformly
distributed in unit balls are established by Bertsimas aud Ryzin [10]. Similar results can be found in
e.g., [9, 27, 37]. Compared with results in stochastic gegpmee focus on the efficient computation of the
statistics, instead of giving explicit mathematical fotasu

Recently, a number of researchers have begun to exploreeggoroomputing under uncertainty and
many classical computational geometry problems have bedied in different stochastic/uncertainty mod-
els. Agarwal, Cheng, Tao and Yi [4] studied the problem otkxidg probabilistic points with continuous
distributions for range queries on aline. Agarwal, Efranararaman, and Zhang [5] also studied the same
problem in the locational uncertainty model under Euclideeetric. The most probablenearest neighbor
problem and its variants have attracted a lot of attentinrisé database community (See e.g., [11]). Several
other problems have also been considered recently, sudmgsiting the expected volume of a set of prob-
abilistic rectangles in a Euclidean space [43], convexshi@], skylines (Pareto curves) over probabilistic
points [1, 7], and shape fitting [32].

Kamousi, Chan and Suri [25] initiated the study of estinmtine expected length of combinatorial
objects in this model. They showed that computing the exukleingth of the nearest neighbor (NN) graph,
the Gabriel graph (GG), the relative neighborhood graph@RMNind the Delaunay triangulation (DT) can
be solved exactly in polynomial time, while computiBGMST] is #P-hard and there exists a simple FPRAS
for approximating€[MST] in the existential model. They also gave a deterministic 1éx approximating
E[MST] in an Euclidean plane. In another paper [26], they studiedlbsest pair and (approximate) nearest
neighbor problems (i.e., finding the point with the smalkegbected distance from the query point) in the
same model.

The randomly weighted grapmodel where the edge weights are independent nonnegatiables
has also been studied extensively. Frieze [18] and Ste8]esfdwed that the expected value of the mini-
mum spanning tree on such a graph with identically and inoidgetly distributed edges {§3)/D where
¢(3) = z;‘;l 1/7% and D is the derivative of the distribution @t Alexopoulos and Jacobson [6] devel-
oped algorithms that compute the distribution$ T and the probability that a particular edge belongs to
MST when edge lengths follow discrete distributions. Howetleg, running times of their algorithms may
be exponential in the worst cases. Recently, Emek, KormdnSmavitt [17] showed that computing the
kth moment of a class of properties, including the diamegatius and minimum spanning tree, admits an
FPRAS for each fixe&. Our model differs from their model in that the edge lengtiesreot independent.

The computational/algorithmic aspects of stochastic gggmhave also gained a lot of attention in
recent years from the area of wireless networking. In mamjiegtion scenarios, it is common to assume
that the nodes (e.g., sensors) are deployed randomly aarosdain area, thereby forming a stochastic
network. It is of central importance to study various prdjesrin this network, such as connectivity [19],
transmission capacity [20]. We refer interested reademrtzant survey [21] for more references.

1.3 Preliminaries

Before describing our main results, we first consider thaigititforward Monte Carlo strategy, which is an
important building block in our later developments. Sumpeg want to estimat&[X]. In each Monte
Carlo iteration, we take a sample (a realization of all npdasd compute the value of for the sample.
At the end, we output the average over all samples. The nuofteamples required by this algorithm is
suggested by the following standard Chernoff bound.



Lemma 1 (Chernoff Bound)l et random variables(;, X, ..., Xy be independent random variables tak-
ing on values between 0 ad Let X = % Ef\il X, and . be the expectation of, for anye > 0,

Pr(X €[(1—e)u,(1+e)pul] >1—2e~ N0/

Therefore, for any > 0, in order to get ar{1 + ¢)-approximation with probabilityl — m, the num-

ber of samples needs to I@(L logn). If Q the ratio between the maximum possible valueXofind

the expected valuB[X], is bounded b)poly(m n, ) we can use the above Monte Carlo method to esti-
mateE[ X ] with a polynomial number of samples Since we use this cmdiften, we devote a separate
definition to it.

Definition 1 We call a random variableéX poly-boundedf the ratio between the maximum possible value
of X and the expected vallg{X] is bounded byoly(m,n, ).

2 The Closest Pair Problem
2.1 EstimatingPr|[C < 1]

As a warmup, we first demonstrate how to use the stoch-cohmitpge for the closest pair problem in the
existential uncertainty model. Given a set of poiRts= {s1, ..., s, } in the metric space, where each point
s; € P is present with probability;. We useC to denote the distance between the closest pair of vertices
in the realized graph. If the realized graph has less thampwimts, C is zero. The goal is to compute the
probability Pr[C < 1].

For a setH of points and a subseét C H, we useH (S) to denote the event that among all points
in H, all and only points inS are present. For any nonnegative integelet H (i) to denote the event
Vscrrsi= H(S), i.e., the event that exactiypoints are present iff.

Thestoch coreof the closest pair problem is simply defined to be

HZ{SMZHE#}-

Let F = P\ H. We consider the decomposition

|7 |7
r[C<1] = ZPr ANC<1] = ZPr |- Pr[C < 1| F{@)].

Our algorithm is very simple: estimate the first three ternes,¢ = 0, 1, 2) and use their sum as our final
answer.

We can see thak/ satisfies the two properties of a stoch-core mentioned imtheduction:

1. The probability that all nodes are realizedHni.e., Pr[7(0)], isatleastl —m - -5 =1 — =,

2. If there exist two points;,s; € H such thatd(s;,s;) < 1, we havePr[C < 1 | F(0)] > 624;
otherwise,Pr[C < 1 | F(0)] = Pr[H(0) | F(0)] + Pr[H(1) | F(0)]. Note that we can compute
Pr[#H(0) | 7(0)] andPr[H (1) | F(0)] in polynomial time.

Both properties guarantee that the random varidie < 1), conditioned onF(0), is poly-bounded,
hence we can easily get & £ ¢)-estimation forPr[F(0) A C < 1] with polynomial many samples with
high probability. Similarly,Pr[F (i) A C < 1] can also be estimated with polynomial number of samples for
i = 1,2. The algorithm can be found in Algorithm 1.

21() is the indicator function. Note th&[I(C < 1)] = Pr[C < 1].
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Algorithm 1: EstimatingPr[C < 1]

1 EstimatePr[F(0) A C < 1]: TakeNy = O((m/e€)* Inm) independent samples. Suppdsg is the
number of samples satisfyirg < 1 andF(0). T < &°.

2 EstimatePr[F(1) A C < 1]: For each poing; € F, takeN; = O((m/e)* Inm) independent samples
conditioning on the event ({s;}). Suppose there are/; samples satisfying < 1.
Ty < >, crpiM;i/Ny.

3 EstimatePr[F(2) A C < 1]: For each point pais;, s; € F, take Ny = O((m/e)* Inm) independent
samples conditioning on the eveAt{s;, s;}). Suppose there af¥/;; samples satisfying < 1.
Ty = 3, 5,e7 PiPiMij /Na.

4 Qutput: Ty + 171 + 15

Lemma 2 Steps 1,2,3 in Algorithm 1 providé + ¢)-approximations foPr[F (i) A C < 1] fori = 0,1,2
respectively, with high probability.

Theorem 1 There is an FPRAS for estimating the probability of the diseabetween the closest pair of
nodes is at most in the existential uncertainty model.

Proof: We only need to show that the contribution from the rest ahte(where more than three points
outside stoch-coré{ are present) is negligible compared to the third term. Ss@pois the set of all
present points such th@t< 1 and there are at least 3 points notHn Supposes;, s; are the closest pair in
S. We associaté with a smaller sef’” C S by making 1 present point it6 N F) \ {s;, s;} absent (if there
are several such’, we choose an arbitrary one). We denote itSas S’. We use the notatio§ € F; to
denote that the realizatiofi satisfies 7 (i) A C < 1). Then, we can see that for> 3,

PrFi)AC<1]= Y Prs]< > Y Prs].

S:SeF; S:S'eF; 1 5:5~S7

For a fixedS’, there are at most: different setsS such thatS ~ 5" andPr([S] < 25 Pr[S’] for any suchS.
Hence, we have that

S Pils] < Zpls].
m
S:S~S’
Therefore, )
Y PifS) = Pr[F(i - 1) AC< 1l
S":S'eF;_q m

Hence, overall we havg_,.; Pr[F (i) A C < 1] < ePr[F(2) A C < 1]. This finishes the analysis.

Pr[F(i) AC<1] <

SR

O

Note that the number of samples is dominated by estimaifg (2) A C < 1]. Since there ar® (m?)

different pairss;, s; € F. We takeN, independent samples for each pair. Overall, we t’éléégﬁ—(’ In m)
independent samples.
Locational Uncertainty Model: The algorithm for the locational uncertainty model is danto the one for
the existential uncertainty model. Here we briefly sket@halgorithm. For ease of exposition, we assume
that for each point, there is only one node that may be rehltehis point. In principle, if more than one
node may be realized at the same point, we can create muttipies of the point co-located at the same
place.

For any nodev € V and points € P, we use the notatiom F s to denote the event that nodeis
realized at point. Letp,s = Pr[v F s], i.e., the probability that nodeis realized at poing. For each point
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s € P, we letp(s) denote the probability that poistis presentf(s) = p.s, v is the unique node which
may be realized at). Let H (i) denote the event that exactlylodes are realized to the point $ét
We construct the stoch-cofé = {s | p(s) > W}. Let 7 = P \ H. Then we rewritdPr[C < 1] =

> o<i<n PT[F(i) A C < 1]. We only need to estimate the first three terms.
Estimating Pr[F(0) A C < 1]

1. Ifthere exist two points, ¢ € H with d(s,¢) < 1 which correspond to different nodes, tHer|F(0) A
C<1] > p(s)p(t) > —<__ by the definition of stoch-core , we can simply estimateF (0) AC < 1]

()T

by takingO(w In m) independent samples using the Monte Carlo method.

€

2. If no such two points, t € H exist,Pr[F(0) AC < 1] = 0.

Estimating Pr[F(1) AC < 1]: We firstrewrite thisterm by _, ., . = Pr[F(1)AC < 1Av F s]. Foranode
v € V and points € F, we denoteB; = {t € H : d(s,t) < 1}. If B, contains any point corresponding
to a node other than, we can use Monte Carlo for estimatiRg[F (1) AC < 1| v F s] since itis at least
W. Otherwise, computin@r[F (1) AC < 1 | v E s]is equivalent to computingr[F(0) AC < 1] in the

instance without (sincew is at distance more than 1 from any other nodes).

Estimating Pr[F(2) A C < 1]: We rewrite itasy -, ey vz PI[F(2) AC < TAvE s AV F s We
estimate each term in the same way as the former case. We depesit the argument here.

Analysis: Similar to the existential uncertainty model, we can shioat the contribution 0f ., ., Pr[F (i) A
C < 1]is negligible. The argument is almost the same as beforep@es is a realization such th&t < 1
and there are at least 3 points not# Supposev;,v; are the closest pair iy. We associates with
S’, whereS’ is obtained by sending nodein S (exceptv;, v;) located inF to a points € 7 such that
Dus = ﬁ We denote it ass ~ S’. Then for a fixedS’, there are at mosim different setsS such that
S ~ 8" andPr[S] < ZPr[S’] for any suchS. The rest arguments are the same.

Theorem 2 There is an FPRAS for estimating the probability of the diseabetween the closest pair of
nodes is at most in the locational uncertainty model.

The number of samples is dominated by estimatin@F(2) A C < 1]. Since there ar€®(n?) different
pairs of nodes, v’ € V andO(m?) different pairs of points, s’ € F, we separateF(2) into O (n?m?)
different terms. For each term, we take ("22)4 Inm) independent samples. Thus, we takg=" In m)
independent samples in total.

2.2 Estimating E[C]

In this section, we consider the problem of estimafiti@], whereC is the distance of the closest pair of
present points, in the existential uncertainty model. New,introduce our second main technique, the
hierarchical partition family (HPF)technique, to solve this problem. An HPF is a familyof partitions of

P, formally defined as follows.

Definition 2 (Hierarchical Partition Family (HPF)) LetI’ be any minimum spanning tree spanning all
points of P. Suppose that the edgesBfare ey, ..., e,,—1 Withd(e;) > d(es) > ... > d(ey,—1). Let
E; ={e;,eit1,...,em—1}. The HPF¥(P) consists ofn partitionsT'y,...,T',,. I'; is the entire point set
P. T'; consists of disjoint subsets oP, each corresponding to a connected componeid, o G(P, E;).
I';, consists of all singleton points iR. Itis easy to see thdt; is a refinement df; for j > i. Consider two
consecutive partition$; andT"; ;. Note thatG; contains exactly one more edge (i€) thanG; . Let
i, andpy, , be the two components (called tsglit componentsin I'; 1, each containing an endpoint
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of e;. Lety; € I'; be the connected component@@f that containse;. We cally; the special componenh
T;. LetI‘;— =T, \ V.

We observe two properties d@f(P) that are useful later.

P1. Consider acomponefite I';. Lets;, so be two arbitrary points i€’. Thend(sy, s2) < (m—1)d(e;)
(this is because; ands, are connected i7;, ande; is the longest edge i&;).

P2. Consider two different componernd§ andCs in I';. Lets; € Cq andsy, € Cy be two arbitrary
points. Thend(sy, s2) > d(e;—1) (this is because the minimum inter-component distancids ;)
in G;).

Let the random variabl®” be smallest integei such that there is at most one present point in each
component of;, ;. Note that ifY” = i then each component of contains at most one point, except that
the special componemnt contains exactly two present points. The following lemmasémple consequence
of P1 and P2.

Lemma 3 Conditioning onY” = 4, it holds thatd(e;) < C < md(e;) (henceC is poly-bounded).

Consider the following expansion &fC]:
E[C] = Y Pr[y =iE[C|Y =i].

For a fixed:, Pr[Y = i] can be estimated as follows: For a compon@nt. P, we useC'(j) to denote the
event that exactly points inC' are present'(s) the event that only is present irC' andC'(< j) the event
that no more thari points inC' are present. Let, andy be the two split components Iry. Note that

Pr(Y =] = Prlp,, (1)] - Pripf (1)) - J] PriC
Cer,

Each term can be easily computed in polynomial time. The m@nghis to show how to estimafé[C | Y =
i]. SinceC is poly-bounded, it suffices to give an efficient algorithmake samples conditioning dn = i.
This is again not difficult: We take exactly one point i}, with probability Pr[u} ,, (s)]/ Pr{u;  (1)].
Same fory;, ;. For eachC' € T, take no point fromC' with probability Pr[C(0)]/ Pr[C(< 1)]; otherwise,
take exactly one poirt € C with probability Pr[C/(s)]/ Pr[C(< 1)].

By Lemma 3, conditioning ory” = 4, taking O(%; Inm) independent samples are enough using the

Monte Carlo method. Since there arelevels, we takaO(T Inm) independent samples in total. This
finishes the description of the FPRAS in the existential tiaggty model.

Locational Uncertainty Model: Our algorithm is almost the same as the existential mode.fist con-
struct the HPRI(P). The random variablé” is defined in the same way. The only difference is how to
estimatePr[Y" = ] and how to take samples efficiently conditioning ¥n= . First consider estimat-
ing Pr[Y = i]. We can consider the problem as the following bins-andsbaibblem: we have: balls
(corresponding to nodes) arnidbins (corresponding to componentsIiy). Each ballv is thrown to bin

C with probability p,c = >, . pus (note that) "~ p,c = 1). We want to compute the probability that
each of the first and second bins (corresponding to the twbphponents) contains exactly one ball,
and for other bins each contains at most one ball. Consigefalfowing i x i (¢ > n) matrix M with

Myc = { 117“0 2isecPus, I)?[]Zﬂiigg andc € [i]; . Itis not difficult to see that the permanent

Per(M) = Y [[ Moo

og€eS; v

8



is exactly the probability that each bin contains at most bakk To enforce each of the first two bins
contains exactly one ball, simply consider the Laplace esjoa of Per(M), expanded along the first two
columns, and retain those relevant terms:

PrlY =i]= > > MuMjPer(Mj))
keln] jEn],j#k

where M. is M with the 1st and 2nd columns ardh and jth rows removed. Then, we can use the
celebrated result for approximating permanent by Jerrungl&r, and Vigoda [23] to get an FPRAS for
approximatingPr[Y = i]. In fact, the algorithm in [23] provides a fully polynomiahte approximate
sampler for perfect matchings This can be easily translated to an efficient sampler ciomititg onY = i

4. Finally, we remark that the above algorithm can be easilglifieal to handel the case with both existential
and locational uncertainty model.

Theorem 3 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected distance betite closest pair of nodes in
both existential and locational uncertainty models.

kth Closest Pair. In addition, we consider the problem of the expected destdt[kC| between thekth
closest pair under the existential uncertainty model. WWethe HPF technique, and construct an efficient
sampler via a dynamic programming. The details can be foudgppendix B.1.

3 k-Clustering

In this section, we study the k-clustering problem in theseitial uncertainty model. According to [28],
the optimal objective value fde-clustering is thek — 1)th most expensive edge of the minimum spanning
tree. We consider estimatifitfkCL| under the existential uncertainty model.

Denote the point seéP = {s1,..., s}, where each point; € P is present with probability;. We
construct the HPRI(P). Let the random variablé” be the largest integer such that at most — 1
components il’; contain at least one present point. II&t= I'; \ v;. Note that ifY” = i then at most
k — 2 components i, contain present points while the special compongrbntains at least two present
points, since both componenf, ; and ., contain at least one present point. By the property P1 and P2
of HPF, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 4 Conditioning onY” = 4, it holds thatd(e;) < kCL < md(e;) (hencekCL is poly-bounded)..

Proof: Sincel’;; contains at least nonempty components, any spanning tree must have atideast
inter-component edges. Any inter-component edge is ottfeagleast(e;), so is the(k — 1)th expensive
edge. Now we show the other direction. Assume w.l.o.g. thata@rwise distances are distinct. Consider
a realization satisfying” = 4 and the graphical matroid which consists of all forests ef thalization.
Suppose&CL = d(e) for some edge. Let E. be all edges with length no larger tharin this realization.
We can see thatank(E,.) = n — k + 1 whererank is the matroid rank function and the number of
present points in the realization. Hence, any spanningctie&ins no more tham — k& + 1 edges fromE..
Equivalently, the(k — 1)th most expensive edge of any spanning tree is no smallerk@an Moreover,
sincel’; has no more thah — 1 nonempty components, there exists a spanning tree sucthé@t— 1)th
most expensive edge is an intra-component eddg.ifhe lemma follows from P1. O

Consider the following expansioBkCL] = -7 ' Pr[Y = 4E[kCL | Y = i]. Recall that for a
componenC' C P, we useC'(j) to denote the event that exactlypoints inC' are present('(s) the event

The approximate sampler can return in poly-time a permartatic S; with probability (1 =+ €) [1, Moo (s)/Per(M).
“We can also use the generic reduction by Jerrum, Valiant amitani [24] which can turn an FPRAS into a poly-time approx-
imate sampler for self-reducible relations.



that only s is present inC' andC(< j) (C(> j)) the event that at most (at least) thapoints inC' are
present. For a partitiol on P, we usel'(j, > 1) to denote the event that exacjlyomponents i’ contain
at least one present point. Note that

Pr[Y = i] = Prlyfyy (> 1)] - Prlly (> 1)] - Pr{Cilk — 2,> 1))

Note thatPr([u; (> 1)] andPr[uy, (> 1)] can be easily computed in polynomial time. The remaining
task is to show how to compuier[I,(k — 2,> 1)] and how to estimat&[kCL | Y = i]. We first present a
simple lemma which is useful later.

Lemma5 For a componentC' and j € Z, we can comput®r[C(j)] (or Pr[C(> j)]) in polynomial
time. Moreover, there exists a poly-time sampler to samgsgmt points fron’ conditioning onC'(j) (or
C(= 7))

Proof: The idea is essentially from [16]. W.l.0.g, we assume thatpints inC ares, ..., s,. We denote
the event that among the firgtpoints, exactlyp points are present b¥[a, b] and denote the probability of
Ela,b] by Pra, b]. Note that our goal is to comput&[n, j|, which can be solved by the following dynamic
program:

1. Ifa <b,Prla,b] = 0. If a=b, Pr[a,b] = [[,j<,mi- If b= 0, Prla,b] = [[;<;<,(1 — p1).
2. Fora > bandb > 1, Prla,b] = p,Prja — 1,b — 1] + (1 — py)Pr[a — 1, b].

We can also use this dynamic program to construct an efficgemtpler. Consider the poist,. With
probability p,,Pr[n — 1,5 — 1]/Pr[n, j], we make it present and then recursively consider the pgint
conditioning on the everff[n — 1, j — 1]. With probability (1 — p,,)Pr[n — 1, j]/Pr[n, j], we discard it and
then recursively sample conditioning on the eveifit — 1, j|. Pr[C'(> j)] can be handled in the same way
and we omit the details. O

Computing Pr[I";(k — 2, > 1)]: Now, it is ready to show how to compuka[I";(k — 2, > 1)] in polynomial
time. Note that for each componefif € I';, we can easily computg = Pr[C;(> 1)] in polynomial time.
Since all components iR, are disjoint, using Lemma 5 (consider each compoiggrin I'; as a point with
existential probabilityy;), we can comput®r[I’; (k — 2, > 1)].

To take samples conditioning dn = i, we first sample: — 2 components if”; which contain present
points. Then for thesgé — 2 components ang;_ , 1, ;, we independently sample present points in each
component using Lemma 5. By Lemma 4, for estimaf#jgCL | Y = i, we need to take?(%’} In m)

independent samples. So we ta[R(e’Z—; In m) independent samples in total.

Theorem 4 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected lengthrtbfexpensive edge in the minimum
spanning tree in the existential uncertainty model.

4 Minimum Spanning Trees

We consider the problem of estimating the expected size winmuim spanning tree in the locational uncer-
tainty model. In this section, we briefly sketch how to solvasing our stoch-core method. Recall that the
term nodes refers to the verticBsof the spanning tree and points describes the locatiofs iRor ease of
exposition, we assume that for each point, there is only ade that may realize at this point.

Recall that we use the notatieanF s to denote the event that nodds present at point. Letp,s =
Pr[v F s]. Since nodev is realized with certainty, we have ., p,s = 1. For each point € P, we let
p(s) denote the probability that poistis present. For a s of points, letp(H) = > . p(s), i.e., the
expected number of points presentdn For a setd of points and a sef of nodes, we usé/ (S) to denote
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the event that all and only nodes $hare realized to some points #. If S only contains one node, say
we use the notatio/ (v) as the shorthand faf ({v}). Let H (i) denote the even/ _; H(S), i.e., the
event that exactly nodes are irf{. We usediam(H ), called the diameter off, to denotemax ¢cy d(s, t).
Letd(p, H) be the closest distance between pgiaind any point inA.

Finding stoch-core Firstly, we find in poly-time the stoch-cof as follows:

Algorithm 2: Constructing stoch-corgl for EstimatingE[M ST
1 Among all pointsr with p(r) > —=, find the furthest two points andt.

16m’

2 SetH < B(s,d(s,t)) ={s' € P|d(s,s) <d(s,t)}.

Lemma 6 Algorithm 2 finds a stoch-cor# such that

QL p(H) = n— &5 =n—0()
Q2. E[MST | #(n)] = Q(diam(H);—Z).

Furthermore, the algorithm runs in linear time.

Proof: For each point: that is not in?{, we knowp(r) <
andp(H) > n — 15. Consider two cases:

m- Therefore, we have that apdP \ H) < 5.

1. Pointss andt relate to different nodes. In this case, we have that

62

E[MST | H(n)] > d(s,t)Pr[I(v,u),v # u,v E s,u E t] = d(s,t)p(s)p(t) 256m2

> d(s,t)

2. Pointss andt relate to the same node In this case, conditioning on the event that a differentenord

realized to an arbitrary point E[MST | H(n)] > d(s, q)Pr[v F s] +d(t,q)Pr[v F t] > d(s,t) 15~

In either caseH satisfies both Q1 and Q2. O

Estimating E[MST]: Let 7 = P \ H. We rewriteE[MST] by > .. E[MST | F(3)] - Pr[F(i)]. We only
need to estimat&[ MST | F(0)] - Pr[F(0)] andE[MST | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)].

Algorithm 3: EstimatingE[ MST | F(0) | - Pr[F(0)]

1 TakeNy = O(%C”LE Inn) random samples. Set < () at the beginning.
2 For each sampl€’;, if it satisfiesF(0), A < AU {G;}.

3 To + = 2c,ea MST(Gi).

Lemma 7 Algorithm 3 produces @l =+ ¢)-estimate for the first term with high probability.

Proof: Based on the ever(0), the length ofMST is at mostndiam(#). Due to (Q2), we have a poly-
bounded random variable and can therefore obtdin-ac)-estimate fof.| MST | #(n) ] using the Monte

Carlo method witrO(’””E—”}2 Inn) samples satisfying{(n) (by Lemma 1). By the first property &, with
probability close to 1, a sample satisfidgn). So, the expected time to obtain an useful sample is bounded

by a constant. Overall, we can obtair{la+ ¢)-estimate of the first term with usin, = O("E—’Z2 Inn)
samples with high probability. O

Lemma 8 Algorithm 4 produces &l =+ ¢)-estimate for the second term with high probability.

11



Algorithm 4 : EstimatingE[ MST | F(1) | - Pr[F(1)]

1 SetB < {s|s e F,d(s,H) < 2 -diam(H)}. LetCl(v) be the event that is the only node that is
realized to some point € B.

2 Conditioning onCl(v), take Ny = O("E—’?2 Inn) independent samples.
LetA, < {G,; |1 <1< N;} be the set ofV; samples folCl(v).

3 Ty 37 2, en, MST(G,i)  (estimatingE[MST | Ci(v)])

PRVATE (Pr[CI(v)]Tv + 2 ser\p PrlF(v) AvE sld(s, H) )

Analysis. Note that the number of samples is asymptotically domahate estimatingE[ MST | F(1)] -

Pr[F(1)]. For each node € V, we takeN; independent samples. Thus, we need to @I@éiﬁ Inn)
independent samples. Now, we analyze the performancergaaraf our algorithm. We need to show that
the total contribution from the scenarios where more thamrode are not in the stoch-core is very small.
We need some notations first. Suppéses the set of nodes realized out of stoch-cefe We useFg to
denote the set of all possible realizations of all nodeS to points inF (we can think of each element in
Fs as an|S|-dimensional vector where each coordinate is indexed byde oS and its value is a point
in 7). Similarly, we denote the set of realizations®f= V' \ S to points inH by Hg. For anyFs € Fs
andHg € Mg, we use(Fyg, Hg) to denote the event that boffy, and Hg happen andIST(Fs, Hg) to
denote the length of the minimum spanning tree under thézediain (Fs, Hg). We need the following
combinatorial fact.

Lemma 9 Consider a particular realizatioriF's, Hg), whereS is the set of nodes realized out#f |S| >
2. Letd = d(vs,us) = min,cg,eg{d(u,v)} wherevs € Fgs, us € Hg. The realization(Fs/, Hg/)
is obtained from(Fg, Hg) by sending the nodes to H, whereS’ = S \ vs. ThenMST(Fs, Hg) <
AMST(Fg, Hg).

Proof: We have
4MST(F§,,H§,) > 2MST(F§,,H§,) +2d > MST(FQ,,HS) +2d > MST(Fg, Hg)

The second inequality holds since the length of the minimpameing tree is at most two times the length of
the minimum Steiner tree (We considdST (F,, Hg) as a Steiner tree connecting all nodegin U H).
O

The only remaining part for establishing Theorem 5 is to stimfollowing essential lemma.
Lemma 10 For anye > 0, if H satisfies the properties in Lemma 6, we have that
ZE[MST | F(i)] - Pr[F(i)] <e-E[MST | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)].
i>1
Proof: We claim that for any > 1, E[MST | F(i + 1)] - Pr[F(i + 1)] < SE[MST | F(i)] - Pr[F(3)].
If the claim is true, then we can show the lemma easily by mdgithat, for anyn > 2, >, | E[MST |

F()Pr[F(i)] < E?z‘ll(g)iE[MST | F(1)|Pr[F(1)] < eE[MST | F(1)]Pr[F(1)]. Now, we prove the
claim. First, we rewrite the LHS as follows:

E[MST | F(i+1)]-Pr[F@+1)]= > > Y (Pr[(Fs,Hg)]- MST(Fs, Hg)),
|S|=i+1 Fs€Fs HgeHg

Similarly, the RHS can be written as:

E[MST | F(i)] - => > > (Pr[(Fs,Hg)]-MST(Fs/, Hg/)).

‘S’|—Z FS/EJ:S/ HS/GHS/
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For each paifFg, Hg), let C(Fs, Hg) = Pr[Fg, Hg] - MST(Fg, Hg). Consider each paiFs, Hg) with
|S| = i+ 1 as a seller and each pdifFs/, Hg/) with |S’| = i as a buyer. The selldFs, Hg) wants to
sell the termC'(Fs, Hg) and the buyers want to buy all this term. The buyEk/, Hg ) has a budget of
C(Fs,Hg ). We show that there is a charging scheme such that each(téffg, Hg) is fully paid by the
buyers and each buyer spends at mos{ &naction of her budget. Note that the existence of such agohgr
scheme suffices to prove the claim.

Suppose we are selling the te@{ F's, Hg). Consider the following charging scheme. Suppose S
is the node closest to any nodednLet S’ = S\ {v} andFg be the restriction of’s to all coordinates i
exceptv. We say(Fg, Hg ) is consistent witi{ F's, Hg), denoted a$Fs/, Hg ) ~ (Fs, Hg), if Hg agrees

with Hg for all vertices inS. andFg agrees withFs for all vertices inS \ {v}. Intuitively, (Fs/, Hg,) can
be obtained fron{Fs, Hg) by sendingv to an arbitrary point ir{. Let

Z(Fs,Hg) = > Pr|(Fg, Hg)).
(Fgr,Hgr)~(Fs,Hg)

We need the following inequality later: For any fixgkls/, Hg/),

Pr[Fs, Hg| Pr(v € F)
Z Z(FS,H; = Z Pr(v e H)

IN

€
~ 8
(Fs,Hg)~(Fsr,Hgr) ves’

To see the inequality, for a fixed nodeconsider the quantity

Z PI‘[FS, HS]
o Z(Fg,Hg)'
(s Hy)~(Far i) G-y 252 H)
A crucial observation here is that the denominators of aihteare in fact the same, by the definition of
Z,whichis_ Pr[(Fs, HY,)], and the summation is over &li,, g, )s which are the same &8s/, Hg)
except that the location af is a different point in{. The numerator is the summation over @, Hg)s
which are the same d$s/, Hg/) except that the location af is a different point inF. Canceling out the

same multiplicative terms from the numerators and the demetor, we can see itis at m rggig

Now, we specify how to charge each buyer. For each bU¥er, Hg/) ~ (Fs, Hg), we charge her the
following amount of money
Pr[(Fg, Hg/)| - C(Fs, Hg)
Z(Fs,Hg)

We can see that'(Fs, Hg) is fully paid by all buyers consistent witt¥Fs, Hg). It remains to show that
each buyelFs/, Hg/) has been charged at mdgt'(Fs/, Hg/). By the above charging scheme, the terms
(Fs,Hg)s in LHS that charge buydiF's, Hg ) are consistent witliFs/, Hg,). Now, we can see that the
total amount of money charged to buyéts,, Hg ) can be bounded as follows:

T Pr[Fg, Hg] - C(Fs, Hg) 3 Pr[Fg, Hg| - Pr[(Fs, Hg)]

< AMST(Fg/, Hz,) -
Z(Fs, Hg) = (Fsr, Hg!) Z(Fs, Hg)

(Fs,Hg)~(Fsr,Hgr) (Fs,Hg)~(Fsr,Hgr)
Pr[Fg, Hg|

:4MST(FS/,Hgl)Pr[FS’7H§’]. Z Z(FS HS’)

(Fs,Hg)~(Fgr,Hgr)

< —MST(Fg/, Hg,)Pr|Fg/, Hz/]

|

The first inequality follows from Lemma 9. This completes gneof. O
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Theorem 5 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of thermm spanning tree in the
locational uncertainty model.

Finally, we remark that the problem can be solved by a vamétynethods. The stoch-core method
presented in this section is not the simplest one, but matilbkeedpful for understanding a very similar but
somewhat more technical application of the method to mininperfect matching (see Section 5).

5 Minimum Perfect Matchings

In this section, we consider the minimum perfect matchiplyll problem. We use the stoch-core method.
The same stoch-core construction M6T can not be directly used here sine®& can be much smaller
than MST. For example, suppose there are only two points. There ae eumber of nodes residing
at each point. In this cas®M is 0. Now, if we change the location of one particular node to ttieeo
point, the value oPM increase dramatically while the value EIST stays the same. In some senB#/

is more sensitive to the location of nodes, hence requiressimch-core construction. There are two major
differences from the algorithm favIST. First, the stoch-core is composed by several clusters iotgo
instead of a single ball. Second, we need a more careful iclgeaggument.

Finding stoch-core First, we show how to find in poly-time the stoch-cdde Initially, H consists of all
singleton points, each being a component by itself. Thengradually grow the ball from each point, and
merge two components if they touch. We stop until certairperites Q1 and Q2 are satisfied. See the
Pseudo-code in Algorithm 5 for details. For a nadend a seff of points, we let,(H) = > 5 Pvs- We
usediam(H ), called the diameter off, to denotemax; ;e d(s, t).

Algorithm 5: Constructing stoch-corgf for EstimatingE[PM]

1 Initially, ¢ < 0 and each point € P is a component{ ., = B(s,t) by itself.
2 Gradually increase
If two different component${s, and# g, intersect (wheré{s := UscsB(s,t));
Merge them into a new componehfs, us, -
3 Stop increasing while the first time the following two conditions are satigfigy components at

Q1. For each node, there is a unique componeht; such thap,(H;) > 1 — O(55). We call’H; the
stoch-core of node, denoted a${(v).

Q2. For allyj,

{veV|H(v) ="H,}| iseven.

4 Output the stopping timé” and the component’+, ..., H;.

We need the following lemma which is useful for boundibd®M] from below.
Lemma 11 For any two disjoint set$/; and H, of points, and any node, we have
E[PM] > min{p,(H1),p,(H2)} - d(H1, Ha)/m.
Here,d(H,, Hy) = mingep, tem, d(s, t).

Proof: Supposes = arg maxy {p,s | s € Hy}, andt = argmaxy {p,y | t' € Hy}. Obviously, we have
Dvs = % andp,; > %. So it suffices to SholE[PM] > min{pys, put} - d(s,t). We first see that

E[PM] > pysE[PM | v E s] + pu E[PM | v F ]
> min{pvs,pvt}<E[PM |vEs] +EPM|vE t])
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Then it is sufficient to prove th&[PM | v £ s] + E[PM | v E t] > d(s,t). Fix a realization of all nodes
exceptv. Conditioning on this realization, we consider the follagritwo minimum perfect matchings, one
for the case F s, (denoted a®M;) and the other one far F ¢ (denoted a®M,). Consider the symmetric
difference

PM; & PMy := (PMl \ PMQ) U (PM2 \ PMl).

We can see that it is a patlk, p1,p2, ..., pk, t), such that(s,p1) € PMy,(p1,p2) € PMa, ..., (pg,t) €
PMs. SoPM; +PMs > d(s, t) by the triangle inequality. Therefore, we halfPM | v  s] + E[PM | v
t] > d(s,1). O

By Q1, Q2 and the above lemma, we can show that the followinlifiadal property holds.
Lemma12 Q3. E[PM] = Q(-£) whereD = max;{diam(#,;)}.

nm

Proof: Note that the stopping tim& must exist, because the set of all points satisfies the ficsptaperties.
Now, we show that Q3 also holds. Firstly, note that< 2m7T'. Secondly, considef’ = T — ¢ for some
infinitesimale > 0. At time 7", consider two situations:

1. There exists a nodg such thatvj, p,(H;) < 1 — O(-3). Then there must exist two components
Cy andC; such thap, (C1) > Q(=>3) andp,(C2) > Q(-53). Moreover, since’; andC, are two

distinct components](Cy,Cy) > 27". Then, by Lemma 11, we havePM] > Q(n;4) 2T >
(L),

2. Suppose that Q1 is true but Q2 is still false. Suppkses a component which homes odd number
of nodes. Note that with probability at legdt — #)” ~ 1, each node is realized to a point in its
stoch-core. When this is the case, there is at least one nddgthat needs to be matched with some
node outsidéH ;, which incurs a cost of at lea37'". O

Estimating E[PM]: Let H = U, H;. We useH (n) to denote the event that for each nade = #(v). We
denote the event that there are exactipdes which are realized out of their stoch-coresidy). Again, we
only need to estimate two termB{PM | F(0)]] - Pr[F(0)] andE[PM | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)]. Using Properties
Q1, Q2 and Q3, we can estimate these terms in polynomial {@ue final estimation is simply the sum of
the first two terms.

Algorithm 6 : EstimatingE[ PM | F(0) | - Pr[F(0)]
1 TakeN; = O("QT5 Inn) independent samples. Sét«— () at the beginning.

€

2 For each samplé&, if it satisfiesH (n), A + AU {G,;}.

Lemma 13 Algorithm 6 produces &l =+ ¢)-estimate for the first term with high probability.

Proof: Note thatPr[# (n)] is close tol (by union bound) and can be computed exactly. To estiffigRé/ |

H(n)]], the algorithm takes the average 8¥f = O(”Z)ET5 Inn) samples. Note that conditioning 6é(n),
the minimum perfect matching could be at mag?. We distinguish the following two cases.

1. E[PM | H(n)] > SE[PM| = Q(EQD). We can get 41 + ¢)-approximation using the Monte Carlo

nmp®

method withO (222 In n) samples. ThereforeM is poly-bounded conditioning oK (n).

€

2. E[PM | H(n)] < SE[PM]. Then the probability that the sample average is larger ¢fiaRM] is at
mOStpoly(%) by Chernoff Bound. We can thus ignore this part safely. O
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Algorithm 7: EstimatingE[ PM | F(1) | - Pr[F(1)]

1 For each node, setB, «+ {s | s € P\ H(v),d(s,H(v)) < 2. LetCl(v) be the event that is the
only node that is realized to some point B,,.

2 Conditioning onCl(v), take N, = O(”iTE’ Inn) independent samples. Let
A, {G,; | 1 <i < Ny} be the set ofV; samples folCl(v).

3 Ty < 7= 2, en, PM(G,i)  (estimatingE[PM | Cl(v)])

o T Xy (PHCW)IT, + e, PHIF() A v F s d(s, H(v)) ).

Lemma 14 Algorithm 6 produces &l + ¢)-estimate for the second term with high probability.

Analysis. Note that the number of samples is asymptotically domthdie estimatingE[ PM | F(1)] -
Pr[F(1)]. For each node € V, we takeN; independent samples. Thus, we need to @Ké;ﬁ Inn)
independent samples in total.

We still need to show that far> 1, the contribution from evenf (i) is negligible. Suppos# is the set
of nodes that are realized out of their stoch-cores. WeAisandH s to denote the set of all realizations of
the all nodes irff to points out of their stoch-cores, and the set of realigatiof S = V'\ S to points in their
stoch-cores respectively. We uBBI(Fg, Hg) to denote the length of the minimum perfect matching under
the realization F's, Hg), whereFs € Fg andHg € #Hg. The following combinatorial fact plays the same
role in the charging argument as Lemma 9 does in the previextsos. Differing from the MST problem,
we can not achieve a similar bound as the one in Lemma 9 Biktig"s, H5) may decrease significantly if
we send only one node outside its stoch-core back to its stoeh However, we show that in such case, if
we send one more node back to its stoch-cBM( Fg, Hg) can still be bounded.

We need the following structural result about minimum petrf@atchings, which is essential for our
charging argument.

Lemma 15 Fix a realization(Fg, Hg). We us€/(v) to denoted (v, H(v)) for all nodesv € S. Suppose
v1 € S has the smallegtvalue andvs has the second smalleévalue. LetS’ = S\ {v1}, S” = 5"\ {v2}.
Further let(Fs, Hg/) be a realization obtained froriF's, Hg) by sendingv; to a point in its stoch-core
H(v1) and (Fg~, Hgn) be a realization obtained frortFs:, Hg/) by sending, to a point in its stoch-core
H(Ug). Then we have thaM(Fs, Hg) < 2(m + 2)PM(F3/, HS‘/) + 2(m + Q)PM(FSN, ng)

Proof: Letd = min, £(v) andD = max; diam(#;). Note thatd > £ asd > 27 andD < 2mT. We
distinguish the following three cases:

1. PM(Fg,Hg) < %. Using a similar argument to the one in Lemma 11, we have
PM(Fs/, Hg) + PM(Fs, Hg) > (v) = d
So, we havée®M(Fs, Hg) < PM(Fs/, Hg/) in this case.
2. PM(Fs, Hg) > (m + 2)d. By the triangle inequality, we can see that
PM(Fs/, Hg/) + (m+1)d > PM(Fg,Hg) +d+ D > PM(Fg, Hg)
So, we havéePM(Fs, Hg) < (m + 2)PM(Fg/, Hg/).
3. $ <PM(Fs, Hg) < (m +2)d.

(@) PM(Fs/, Hg) > §. We directly havePM(Fs, Hg) < 2(m + 2)PM(Fs, Hg)).
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(b) PM(Fg, Hg/) < §. By Lemma 11, we have
PM(FSI,Hgl) + PM(FSII,Hgn) >d
Then we havé®M(Fs, Hg) < 2(m + 2)PM(Fgr, Hgn).

In summary, we prove the lemma. O

The remaining is to establish the following key lemma. Theaopis similar to, but more involved than
that of Lemma 10.

Lemma 16 For anye > 0, if H satisfies the properties Q1, Q2 in Algorithm 5, we have that
ZE[PM | F(i)] - Pr[F(i)] < e-E[PM | F(0)] - Pr[F(0)] + e-E[PM | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)].
i>1

Proof: We claim that for any > 1,

E[PM | F(i + 1)] - Pr[F(i + 1)] < %(E[PM | F(i)] - Pr[F ()] + E[PM | F(i — 1)] - Pr[F(i — 1)])

If the claim is true, the lemma can be proven easily as folld¥s ease of notation, we usK:) to denote
E[PM | F(i)] - Pr[F (i)]. First, we can see that

AGH2) + AGH1) < SAG+1)+ AG) + SAG 1) <

5 (A7) + A(i — 1)).

€
2

Soifiis odd, A(i +2) + A(i + 1) < (5)D/2(A(1) + A(0)). Therefore, Y, A(i) < L5 (A(1) +
A(0)) < e(A(1) + A(0)). Now, we prove the claim. Again, we rewrite the LHS as

EPM | F(i + 1)] - Pr{F(i +1)] = Y ZZ(Png,HS PM(FS,HS)>

|S|=i+1 Fs Hg

Similarly, we have the RHS to be

E[PM | F(3)] - = ZZ(Pr Fg, Ho) - PM(Fg, HS,)> and

S|=i Fg Hg

E[PM | F(i — )] - Pr[F(i —1)] = 5. ZZ(PrFsu,H,, PI\/I(FSH,H,,)).

‘S”|—Z 1F 1w Hgn

LetC(Fs, Hg) = Pr[Fs, Hs]-PM(Fs, Hg). Consider all Fs:, Hg,) with | S| = i and all(Fs», Hg,) with
|S"| = i—1 as buyers. The buyers want to buy all terms in LHS. The buddetyer (Fs/, Hs/)/(Fs», Hgn)
isC(Fs,Hg)/C(Fsr, Hgn). We show there is a charging scheme such that eachd€tg, Hg) is fully
paid by the buyers and each buyer spends at mogtfeaction of her budget.

Suppose we are selling the telif{ F's, Hg). Consider the following charging scheme. Suppase S
the node that is realized to poist € P \ #H(v;) which is the closest point to its stoch-corefip. Suppose
vg € S the node that is realized to poist € P\ H(v2) which is the second closest point to its stoch-core in
Fg. LetS" = S\{v1}, 5" = 5"\ {ve}. If (Fg/, Hg ) is obtained from Fs, Hg) by sendingy; to a point in
its stoch-coreH (v, ), we say(Fs/, Hg/) is consistent with{ Fs, Hg), denoted a$Fs/, Hg/) ~ (Fs, Hg). If
(Fs», Hg) is obtained from(Fsr, Hg,) by sendingys to a point in its stoch-coré{ (v, ), we say(Fs», Hgn)
is consistent with{ Fs/, Hg,), denoted a$Fs/, Hg/) ~ (Fs, Hg). Let

(Fsr,Hgr)~(Fs,Hg)
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Z(FS’aHS‘/) = Z Pl‘[FSN,ng]
(FS”7H§”)N(FS’7H§/)

Now, we claim that for any fixe@Fs», Hg. ),

Z ];I‘([;’S/,}II{S/)] é Z PI'EU ¢ H(U)] ‘
(Fgr,Hgr)~(Fgn,Hgn) Sy s
The proof of the claim is essentially the same as in Lemma 1@. fiv8t observe that for a fixed node
v = 5"\ 5", the denominators of all terms are in fact the same by theitdefirof Z. Then, the proof can
be completed by canceling out the same multiplicative tdroma the numerators and the denominator.
Now, we specify how to charge each buyer. For each buy&r, Hs)) ~ (Fs,Hg), we charge
(Fsr, Hg ) the following amount of money

2(m + 2)PI‘[F3, Hg]PM(FS/,ng) :

and we charge each buy@rs, Hs, ) consistent with( Fis-, Hg,) the following amount of money

Pr[F57H§] Pr[FS’vHS”]

2(m + 2)Pr[Fg, HslPM(For, Hso) - Zm = 5 7 p )

In this case, we cal(Fs», Hg/) a sub-buyerof the termC(Fg, Hg). By Lemma 15, we can see that
A(Fs, Hg) is fully paid. To prove the claim, it suffices to show that edciyer (Fs/, Hg/) and each sub-
buyer(Fs, Hg,) has been charged at mgst(Fs/, Hg,) dollars. By the above charging scheme, the terms
in LHS that are charged to buyéFs/, Hg/) are consistent witliFs;, Hg/). Using the same argument as in
Lemma 10, we can show that the spending6§, Hg,) as a buyer is at most
€

—PMF/ H_/ P F’ H_/.
nm ( S’ S) I‘[ S’ S]

For notational convenience, we |& = 2(m + 2)PM(Fg», Hg,)Pr[Fsr, Hgu]. The spending of
(Fgn, Hgn) as a sub-buyer can be bounded as follows:

Pr[Fs, Hg] Pr[FS/,H§,]>
DS > ~
Z(Fs. Hs)  Z(Fg. Hg
(Fgr,Hg))~(Fgn,Hgn) (Fs,Hg)~(Fgr,Hg/) (Fs, Hg) Z(Fg, Hg:)
Pr[FS/,Hgl]
<B- el i Rl i)
< P PO s
(Fgr,Hgr)~(Fgr,Hgn) (Fs,Hg)~(Fgr,Hgr)
PI'[FS’,HS/]
<B-mn- il St oA
- Z Z(FS/,HS’I)

(Fgr, HS’) (FS” HS”)
<
B -mmn- Z PrvG?—[

< PM(FSN,HS”)'Pr[FS//,ng]

O:Im

In the first inequality, we use the fact t@% < 1. Note that for eactiFs/, Hg ), there are at most

mn different(Fs, Hg) such thal Fs, Hg) ~ (Fs/, Hg/). S0 we have the second inequality. This completes
the proof of the lemma. O
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Theorem 6 Assuming the locational uncertainty model and that the remalb nodes is even, there is an
FPRAS for estimating the expected length of the minimunegtariatching.

Remark: We have also tried to use the HPF method for this problem. grbblem can be essentially
reduced to the following bins-and-balls problem: Againteaall is thrown to the bins with nonuniform
probabilities and we want to estimate the probability thethebin contains even number of balls. To the
best of our knowledge, the problem is not studied before. Sthecture of the problem is somewhat similar
to the permanent problem. We attempted to use the MCMC tgobrileveloped in [23], but the details
become overly messy and we have not been able to provide detenmpoof.

6 Minimum Cycle Covers

In this section, we consider the expected length of minimwyaleccover problem. In the deterministic
version of the cycle cover problem, we are asked to find acitdie of node-disjoint cycles such that each
node is in one cycle and the total length is minimized. Heregsime that each cycle contains at least two
nodes. If a cycle contains exactly two nodes, the lengthetiftle is two times the distance between these
two nodes. The problem can be solved in polynomial time bucetd) the problem to a minimum bipartite
perfect matching problen® W.l.0.g., we assume that no two edgesFin< P have the same length. For
ease of exposition, we assume that for each point, thereysooe node that may realize at this point. In
principle, if more than one nodes may realize at the samé,ps#can create multiple copies of the point
co-located at the same place, and impose a distinct infimgtglistance between each pair of copies, to
ensure that no two edges have the same distance.

We need the notion of the nearest neighbor graph, denotétNoy For an undirected graph, an edge
e = (u,v) is in the nearest neighbor graphuifis the nearest neighbor of or vice versa. We also uséN
to denote its lengthE[NN] can be computed exactly in polynomial time [25]. As a warnwe first show
thatE[NN] is a 2-approximation dE[CC] in the following lemma.

Lemma 17 E[NN] < E[CC] < 2E[NN].

Proof: We show thatNN < CC < 2NN satisfies for each possible realization. We prove the first in
equality. For each node, there are two edges incident an Suppose they are,; ande,,. We have
CC = Zu(d(e“g”d(e”)) > NN. The second inequality can be seen by doubling all edgéiNirand the
triangle inequality. O

We denote the longest edgeNiN (and also its length) by. Note thatT is also a random variable. By
the law of total expectation, we estim@i€CC] based on the following formula:

E[CCl= > Pr[T=¢-E[CC|T=¢
e€EPXP

It is obvious to see thaf™ < T < NN. Combined with Lemma 17, we have that
d(e) <E[CC| T =¢] < 2nd(e). (1)

However, it is not clear to us how to estimdte[T = e] and how to take samples conditioning on event
T = e efficiently. To circumvent the difficulty, we consider soniepgler events. Consider a particular edge

5If we require each cycle consist at least three nodes, tHelgarois still poly-time solvable by a reduction to minimunrieet
matching by Tutte [42]. Hartvigsen [22] obtained a polynahtime algorithm for minimum cycle cover with each cycle may
at least 4 nodes Cornuéjols and Pulleyblank [13] have teddhat Papadimitriou showed the NP-completeness of ruimirtycle
cover with each cycle having at least 6 nodes.
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e = (s,t) € P x P. Denote asV,(t) the event that the nearest neighbora$ ¢. Let L, be the event the
longest edgd in NN ise = (s,t). Let As(t) = Ng(t) A L. First we rewriteéE[CC | T = ¢] - Pr[T = ¢] by

E[CC|T =¢]-Pr[T =] =E[CC | As(t) V Ay(s)] - Pr[As(t) V As(s)]
=E[CC [ As()] - PrlAs(¢)] + E[CC [ As(s)] - Pr{As(s)]
RICC| Aq(t) A A(s)] - PrIAL () A Ay(s)]

Now, we show how to estimaf@[CC | As(t)] - Pr[As(t)] for each edge = (s,t). The other two terms can
be estimated in the same way. Also notice that the third teriesis than both the first term and the second
term. Therefore, for any pointsandt, we have the following fact which is useful later:

E[CC] > E[CC | T = ¢] - Pr[T = ¢] > E[CC | A,(t)] - Pr[A,(t)]. @)

By the above inequality, we can see that the total error fiama¢ing the three terms is negligible compared
toE[CC | T = ¢] - Pr[T = ¢]. Moreover, we have that

E[CC ‘ As(t)] ’ Pr[As(t)] - E[CC ’ As(t)] ’ Pr[Lst A Ns(t)]
= E[CC | As(t)] ’ Pr[Lst | Ns(t)] ’ Pr[Ns(t)]

Suppose is the node that may be realized to posreindw is the node that may be realized to painiVe
useB as a shorthand notation f&(s,d(s,t)). We first observe thar[N;(t)] can be computed exactly in
poly-time as follows:

Pr[Ns(t)] = Puvs * Put * H (1 _pw(B))

WHV,U

Also note that we can take samples conditioning on the eVe(t) (the corresponding probability distribu-

tion for nodev is: Prjv E r | Ns(t)] = #ﬁ(s))-

Estimating E[ CC | As(t)]-Pr[Ls: | Ns(t)]: Next, we show how to estimal&CC | A,(t)]-Pr[Ls; | Ns(t)].
The high level idea is the following. We take samples conditig onN(t). If Pr[Ls | Ng(t)] is large
(i.e., at leastl /poly(nm)), we can get enough samples satisfyibg, thus A,(¢). Therefore, we can get
(1 £ ¢)-approximation for bottPr[Ly, | Ny(t)] andE[CC | A,(t)] in poly-time (we also use the fact that
if Ag(t) is true,CC is at leastd(s, t) and at mos2nd(s,t)). However, ifPr[Lg; | Ng(t)] is small, it is not
clear how to obtain a reasonable estimate of this value.isrcdse, we show the contribution of the term to
our final answer is extremely small and even an inaccurai@atson of the term will not affect our answer
in any significant way with high probability.

Now, we elaborate the details. We iterate the following step N times (V = O(”i’_{b4 (Inn +1Inm))

suffices). Since there a@(m?) different edges between points, we totally n@@(lmn + Inm))
iterations.

e Suppose we are in thigh iteration. We take a sampl&; of the stochastic graph conditioning on the
eventN,(t). We compute the nearest neighbor grajit(G;) and the minimum length cycle cover
CC(Gy). If e = (s,t) is the longest edge INN(G;), let I; = 1. Otherwisel; = 0.

Our estimate oE[CC | As(t)] - Pr[Ls | Ns(t)] is the following:

<zﬁil I cc<Gi>> (2521 Iz-) XN L CC(G)
Zﬁil I N N

N
It is not hard to see that the expectation%ﬁ%lw is exactlyE[CC | As(t)] - Pr[Ls | Ns(t)].
We distinguish the following two cases:
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1. Pr[Ly | Nu(t)] > -0, By Lemma 1,555 € (14 ¢)Pr[Ly, | N,(t)] with high probability. In

2nm? "

N . .
this case, we have enough successful samples (sampleg; with) to guarantee thaw

is a (I + ¢)-approximation off[ CC | A,(t)] with high probability, again by Lemma 1. We note that
under the conditiomd(¢), we can get &1 =+ ¢)-approximation sinc€C is at leastl(s, t) and at most
2nd(s, t).

2. Pr[Ly | Ny(t)] < 5.=x. We note thatl; = 0 means that whileV(t) happens, the longest edge
in NN is longer thare = (s, t). Suppose’ = (s',t') is the edge with the maximuir|L | Ns(t)].
SincePr[Lg | Ns(t)] < 557, ¢’ = (s, ') must be different frome = (s, ) andPr[Lyy | Ny(t)] >

dnm’ prL,, | Ny(t)]. Hence, we have that

E[CC ‘ As(t)] ’ Pr[As(t)] = E[CC ’ As(t)] ) Pr[Lst ’ Ns(t)] ’ Pr[Ns(t)]

< on-d(s,t)- 47;%2 -Pr[Lyy | Ny(t)] - Pr[Ny(1)]

€

< o2 . d(s/’t/) . Pr[Ls/t/ | Ns(t)] . PI"[NS(t)]
€
< 53 *E[CC | Ay(t)] - Pr[Lyy]
€
<—E
< g “EICC]
The first and third inequalities are due to (1) and the fouréhdue to (2). By Chernoff Bound, we

have that

€ e "
z oz ElCC = 77

S, 1 - CC(Gy)

P
: N

Then, with probability at least — poly(2), the contribution from all such edges is less thBFCC].
Summing up, we have obtained the following theorem.

Theorem 7 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of thermin length cycle cover in
both the locational uncertainty model and the existentraartainty model.

Finally, we remark that our algorithm also works in preseatéoth locational uncertainty and node
uncertainty, i.e., the existence of each node is a Bernoatidom variable. It is not hard to extend our
technique to handle the case where each cycle is requireahtaio at least three nodes. This is done by
considering the longest edge in thN graph (each node connects to the nearest and the secondtneare
neighbors). The extension is fairly straightforward andon@t the details here.

7 kth Longestm-Nearest Neighbor

We consider the problem of computing the expected lengthhefth longestm-nearest neighbor (i.e.,
for each point, find the distance to its-nearest neighbor, then compute #th longest one among these
distances) in the existential uncertainty model. We krs@&IN to denote the length of thkth longestm-
nearest neighbor.

Similar to k-clustering, we use the HP¥(P) for estimatingE[kmNN]. We call a component a small
component if it contains at most present points. Let the random variabiebe the largest integérsuch
that there are at most— 1 present points among those small components; inVe can see that ¥ = ¢
then the special component is not a small component, while bolf, ; and ', ; should not be empty,
and one ofu;, andy;,; must be a small component. MoreovEf,contains at mosk — 1 present points
among those small components.
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We can rewriteE[kmNN] by ElkmNN] = >, Pr[Y = {JE(kmNN | Y = ¢]. By the Property P1 and
P2 of U(P), we directly have the following lemma.

Lemma 18 Conditioning onY” = ¢, it holds thatd(e;) < kmNN < md(e;).

For a partitionI’ on P, we usel'(#7j, < m) to denote the event that there are exagtljyresent points
among those small componentslinThe remaining task is to show how to compite}Y” = i| and how to
estimatéE[kmNN | Y = i]. We first prove the following lemma.

Lemma 19 For a partition T on P, we can comput®r[I'(#j, < m)] in polynomial time. Moreover, there
exists a polynomial time sampler for sampling present gaimi’ conditioning onl’(#j, < m).

Proof: W.I.o.g, we assume that the componentE areC1, . . ., C,. We denoteé[q, b] the event that among
the firsta components, exactlypoints are present in those small components. We denotedbalgility of
Ela, b] by Pr[a, b]. Note that our goal is to compute[n, j]. We have the following dynamic program:

1. If Zlﬁ)@ min{m, |C}|} < b, Pr[a,b] = 0. If b = 0, Prfa,b] = [],4,(Pr[Ci{0)] + Pr[C}(>
m 4+ 1)]).

2. Forl < b < <, min{m,|C;
m+1)] - Prfa — 1, 0].

b Prla,b] = 3 0ci<p, Pr[Ca(l)] - Prla — 1,6 — 1] + Pr[Co(>

Thus we can computBr[n, j] in polynomial time. Similar to Lemma 5, we can also constaugbly-
nomial uniform sampler. O

To prove Theorem 8, we only need the following lemma.

Lemma 20 We can comput®r[Y" = ¢] in polynomial time. Moreover, there exists a polynomialetim
sampler conditioning oY = 1.

Proof: By the definition ofY” = ¢, we can rewrité’r[Y" = 4| as follows:

PrY =] = > Pr(uq (n)] - Prpyq (n2)] - > Pr[[(#1, < m)]
1<n;<m,m+1-n;<na<m k—n1—no<I<k—1
+ > Pr(ui g (n)] - Prlpgyq (na)] - Y Prli#, < m)]
mA1<n1<|pf | 1<na<m k—nasl<k—1
T S Prfey(m)] - Prlaino)] - | S0 Prlly(#, < m)
1<ni<mm~+1<na<|py, | k—n1<i<k—1

Note that we can computer[Y" = 4] in polynomial time by Lemma 19. Using the same argument as in
Lemma 21, we can construct a polynomial uniform sampler timmihg onY = i. By Lemma 18, we only
need to takeD(Z; Inm) independent samples for estimatiigkmNN | Y = 4]. So we takéﬂ(?—;lnm)
independent samples in total. O

Theorem 8 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected length of thimkgiest m-nearest neighbor in
the existential uncertainty model.
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8 Conclusion

Our work leaves a number of interesting open problems. Oteeeisting open problem is to estimate the
expected value of the minimum cost matching of a certainicality (instead of the perfect matching).

It is not clear how to extend our technique to handle this lemb Moreover, computing the threshold
probabilitiesPr[Obj < 1] andPr[Obj > 1] for most problems, except closest pair and diameter, hatie no
been studied yet. The only hardness result we are aware lwti€domputingPr[MST < 1] is #P-hard to
approximate to any factor [25].
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A Missing Proofs

A.1 Closest Pair

Lemma 2 Steps 1,2,3 in Algorithm 1 providé + ¢)-approximations foPr[F (i) A C < 1] fori = 0,1,2
respectively, with high probability.

Proof: As we just arguedPr[F(1) A C < 1] can be estimated sindéC < 1), conditioned onF(0), is
poly-bounded. For estimatingr[F(1) A C < 1], we first rewrite this term by _ _ » Pr[F({s;}) AC < 1].
For a points; € F, note thatPr[F({s;}) A C < 1] = Pr[F({{s;})] - Pr[C < 1| F({{s;})]. Since we have
thatp;(1 — <) < Pr[F({{si})] < p; by the first property of the stoch-cof¢, we can use, to estimate

m

Pr[F({s;})]. For estimatingPr[C < 1| F({s;})], we denoteB;, = {t € H : d(s;,t) < 1}. If B, is not
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empty, we can use Monte Carlo for estimatindC < 1 | 7({s;})] since its value is at least,. Otherwise,
computingPr[C < 1 | F{{s;})] is equivalent to computingr[C < 1 | F(0)] in the instance withou;
(sinces; is at distance more than 1 from any other point). The proofidF(2) A C < 1] is almost the
same and we do not repeat it. O

A.2 Minimum Spanning Tree
Lemma 8 Algorithm 4 produces &l + ¢)-estimate for the second term with high probability.

Proof: To compute the second term, we first rewrite it as follows:

E[MST | F(1)] - Pr[F(1)] = Z(Z Pr[F(v) A vk s] E[MST | Flv),v F s])
veY sel
Fix a nodev. To estimate) __, Pr[F(v) Av F s]E[MST | F(v),v F s|, we consider the following two
situations:
1. Points € B, i,e,d(s,H) < 2 - diam(H).

We estimate the sum for alle B. Notice that the sum is in fadtr[Cl(v)] - E[MST | Cl(v)]. We can

see thaPr[Cl(v)] can be computed exactly in linear time. We argue that thetgualthe estimation

taken onN; = O("m2 In n) samples is sufficient by considering the following two cases

b

(@) Assume thaE[MST | Ci(v)] > ZE[MST | H(n)] > Q(;-Z)diam(’l-[). In this case, we
have a poly-bounded random variable. This is because und@onditionCl(v), the maximum

possible length of any minimum spanning tre@ist diam(#)). Hence we can use Monte Carlo
to get a(1 + €)-approximation of£[ MST | Cl(v)] with O (22 Inn) samples.

€

(b) Otherwise, we assume thBMST | Cl(v)] < SE[MST | H(n)]]. Let } be the collection of
these nodes. The probability that the sample average ierl#ignE[MST | #(n)]] is at most
poly(%) by Chernoff Bound. The probability that for all nodes 1}, the sample average are at
mostE[MST | H(n)]] is at leastl — poly () by union bound. If this is the case, we can see their
total contribution to the final estimation &8{MST] is less tharE[ MST | H(n)]|Pr[H(n)]. In
fact, this is because

> Pr[Cl(w)] - T, < Y Pr(Cl(v)] - E[MST | H#(n)]] < eE[MST | H(n)]|Pr[H(n)].
veVp veVp
The second inequality is due to the fact thaj ., Pr[Cl(v)] < n—p(H) < /16 < ePr[H(n)].
2. Points € F\ B, each term had(s,#) > 2 - diam(H).

We just usel(s, ) as the estimation d£[MST | F(v), v F s|. This is because the length BIST is
always at leasdl(s, ) and at mostl(s, H) + n - diam(H) < (1 4 €)d(s, H). O

A.3 Minimum Perfect Matching
Lemma 14 Algorithm 6 produces &l =+ ¢)-estimate for the second term with high probability.

Proof: To compute the second term, we first rewrite it as follows:
E[PM | F(1)] - Pr[H(1)] = Z( > Pr[F(v) AvE s E[PM | Flo),v F 3]).
veV  s¢H(v)

Fix a particular node. To estimate ___ » Pr[F(v) Av E s]E[PM | F(v),v F s], we consider the following
two situations:
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1. Points € By, i,e,d(s, H(v)) < 2L,
We estimate the sum for alle B”. Notice that the sum is in fadtr[Cl(v)] - E[PM | Cl(v)]. We can
see thaPr[Cl(v)] can be computed exactly in linear time. We argue that thetgualthe estimation
taken onNy = O(”ii{”ﬂ5 Inn) samples is poly-bounded by considering the following twsesa

(@) Assume thaE[PM | Cl(v)] > 1E[PM | H(n)] = Q(%) In this case, our estimation

is poly-bounded. This is because under the condi@gw), the maximum possible length of
any minimum perfect matching i@(%). Hence we can use Monte Carlo to getlat ¢)-

approximation of£[ PM | Cl(v)] with O(”ii{”ﬂ5 Inn) samples.

(b) Otherwise, we assume tHatPM | Cl(v)] < $E[PM | H(n)]]. Let V; be the collection of these
nodes. The probability that the sample average is largerEf@M | 7 (n)]] is at mostpoly(2)
by Chernoff Bound. The probability that for each nade 1}, the sample average is at most
E[PM | H(n)]] is at leastl — poly (%) by union bound. If this is the case, we can see their total
contribution to the final estimation &[PM] is less tharkE[ PM | H(n)]|Pr[H (n)]. In fact, this

is because
> Pr[Cl(v)] - T, < Y Pr[Cl(v)] - E[PM | H(n)]] < €E[PM | H(n)]|Pr[H(n)].
veVp veVp

The second inequality is due to the fact thaj,, Pr[Cl(v)] <n — > v po(H(v)) < ;5 <
ePr[H (n)].

2. Points € P\ (B, UH(v)), each term had(s, H(v)) > 422, The algorithm used(s, H(v)) as the
estimation ofE[PM | F(v), v F s|. Note that the length d®M is always at leasi(s, H(v)) — nD >
(1—%)d(s, H(v)). Thisis because such an instaf®é contains a path fromto some point € #(v)
deleting no more than segments of length at most (each segment is in son¥¢;). On the other
hand, the length dPM is at mostd(s, H(v)) +nD < (14 7)d(s, H(v)). Soitis a(1+¢)-estimation.

U

B The Closest Pair Problem

B.1 Estimating kth Closest Pair in the Existential Uncertainty Model

Again, we construct the HP# (P). Let the random variabl&” be the largest integersuch that there are
at leastk point collisions inI';. Here we use a point collision to denote that a pair of poirgspaesent in
the same component. Note that if there are exaqtigints in a component, the amount of point collisions
in this component |5§;) We denote a¥'(#) the event that there are exacjlyoint collisions among the
partitionT" onP. Similarly, we can rewrit&[kC] by E[kC] = 32" ' Pr[Y = 4|E[kC | Y = i].

We use dynamic programming technique to achiev€BRAS for computingE [kC]. Note that condi-
tioning onY = ¢, the value okC is betweenl(e;) andm - d(e;). So we only need to show the following
lemma.

Lemma 21 We can comput®r[Y = i] in polynomial time. Moreover, there exists a polynomialetim
sampler conditioning oY = 1.

Proof: We denoteE|a,b] (1 < a <i—1,b < k) the event that among the firstcomponents ii”, there
are exactlyp < k point collisions. We denote the probability 6fa, b] by Pr[a,b]. We give the dynamic
programming as follows.
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LY ey (F)) <0, Pr[a,b] = 0.1 b = 0, Prla, b] = [T, <, Pr[C;{< 1)]. If b < 0, Pr[a, b] = 0.
2. 650 (19) > b1 < b <k, Prlab] = Yoy, PrlCa(l)] - Prla — 1,0 — (3)].

By the above dynamic programming, we can comgtg — 1,!] for 0 < [ < k — 1 in polynomial time.
By the definition ofY” = 4, it is no hard to see that we can rewrite[Y” = i| as follows:

Prly =i = 3 Pr{ye} 1 (n1)]-Pr{uly 1 (o)) 3 Pr{T) (#1)]

1<ny <|pgy |, 1<na<|pf, | k—("1;"2)§l§k—l—(”21)—(nf)
Note that we can computer[Y" = 4] in polynomial time. We need to describe our sampler condiitip on
Y = i. We first sample the event | (n1) Ay, (n2) with probability Pr[p;  (n1) A piy g (n2) | Y = i].
Then conditioning onk — (M3"?) <1 < k—1— (")) — ("), we sample the total humber of point
collisions inI",. Then we sample the number of present points in each compon€husing the dynamic
programming. Finally, based on the number of present paineach component, we sample the present
points by Lemma 5.

Using the Monte Carlo method, we only need to takgs In m) independent samples for estimatifkC |
Y = i]. Thus, we totally tak«a?(’?—Q2 Inm) independent samples. O

Theorem 9 There is an FPRAS for estimating the expected distance betiiekth closest pair in the
existential uncertainty model.

B.2 Hardness for Closest Pair

Theorem 10 ComputingPr[C > 1] is #P-hard to approximate within any factor in a metric spatéoth
the existential and locational uncertainty models.

Proof: First consider the existential uncertainty model. Consedmetric graphG with edge weights being
either(0.9 or 1.8. Each vertex in this graph exists with probability 1/2. (#tbe the unweighted graph with
the same number of vertice&’ contains only those edges corresponding to edges with w@ighn G. It

is not hard to see that

Pr[C > 1] = #independent sets of size at least twdih zin

The right hand side is well known to be imapproximable foiitaalby graphs [36].

For the locational model, let the instance @Géwith m verticessy, . . ., s,,) with m additional vertices
t1,...,t, which are far away from each other and any verte&irLet the probability distribution of node
v; bep,.s, = 1/2, andp,.;, = 1/2. We can see that in this locational uncertainty model, theaiar[C > 1]
is the same as that in the corresponding existential m@del g

Theorem 11 ComputingE[C] exactly in both the existential and locational uncertaimgdels is #P-hard
in a metric space.

Proof: Consider a metric grap&® with edge weights being either 1 or 2. Each vertex in this lgrayists
with probability 1/2. Note that

E[C] =Pr[C=1]+2Pr[C=2] = (Pr[C < 1] — Pr[C = 0]) + 2(1 — Pr[C < 1])
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ComputingPr[C = 0] can be easily done in polynomial time. ComputiRg[C < 1] in such a graph
is as hard as counting independent sets in general graphse ealso #P-hard (as in Theorem 10). So,
computingE[C] is #P-hard as well.

For the locational model, let the instance @Géwith m verticess, . . ., s,,) with m additional vertices
t1,...,tm Which satisfiesi(s;,t;) = d(t;,t;) = 5 (1 < 4,5 < m,i # j). Let the probability distribution
of nodew; bep,,s, = 1/2, andp,,;, = 1/2. Itis not hard to see that in this locational uncertainty eipd
the valueE|[C] is linearly related to the valug[C] in the existential modelr. Therefore, computin@[C] is
also #P-hard in the locational uncertainty model. O

C Another FPRAS for MST

W.l.0.g., we assume that for each point, there is only oneertbdt may be realized to this point. Our
algorithm is a slight generalization of the one proposed2i].[ Let E[:] be the expectedST length
conditioned on the event that all nodgs, . . ., v, } are realized to points ifis;, . . ., s,, } (denote the event
by In(i,m)). LetE'[i] be the expecteST length conditioned on the event that all nodes, . .., v, } are
realized to{s;, ..., s,, } and at least one node is realizedstoWe uses F s to denote the event that node
is realized to poink. Note that

Efi] = E'[i]Pr[Fv,v E s; | In(i,m)] + E[i + 1]Pr[ Av,v E s; | In(i,m)]

For a particular poing;, we reorder the point$s;, ..., s} as{s; = r;,...,r,} in increasing order
of distance froms;. LetE'[i, j] be the expectetST length for all nodes conditioned on the event that all
nodes are realized tor;,...,r;} (denoted as$n’(4, j)) and3v,v E s;. LetE"[i, j] be the expecteMST
length for all nodes conditioned on the evérlti, j) A (3v,v E ;) A (3¢, s' E rj). We can see that

E'[i, j] =E"[i, j]Pr[30', 0" E v | In(i, ), Jv,v E 7]
+E'[i,j — 1|Pr[Bv,v Er; | In'(i,5), v, v E 1y

It is not difficult to see the probabilitPr[3v’, o' E r; | In’(4, j), v, v E ;] can be computed in polynomial
time. Here we use the assumption that for each point, onlynode that may realize to it. Moreover, we
can also take samples conditioning on eveft;, j) A (Jv,v E r;) A (30,0 E r;). ThereforeE” i, j] can
be approximated within a factor @1 + ¢) using the Monte Carlo method in polynomial time since it is
poly-bounded. The number of samples needed can be bounc@ﬁﬂgﬁ Inm).

We can easily generalize the above algorithm to the casea@(jﬁilpij < 1, i.e., nodei may not be
present with some certainty. Indeed, this can be done byrglezieg the definition ofn(i, j) (and similarly
In’(4, 7)) to be the event that each node is either absent or realizsshte point in{r;,...,r;}.
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