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Abstract

We present here a simple probabilistic approach for determining an
optimal progressive censoring scheme by defining a probability struc-
ture on the set of feasible solutions. Given an initial solution, the new
updated solution is computed within the probabilistic structure. This
approach will be especially useful when the cardinality of the set of
feasible solutions is large. The validation of the proposed approach is
demonstrated by comparing the optimal scheme with these obtained
by exhaustive numerical search.
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1 Introduction

Let us first consider the Type-II progressive censoring scheme. Suppose
n test units are placed on a life-testing experiment. A pre-fixed integer
m, representing the number of failures to be observed, is chosen before the
experiment starts. At the time of first failure, denoted by X1:m:n, R1 units
are randomly removed from the remaining n − 1 live units. At the time of
second failure, denoted by X2:m:n, R2 units are randomly removed from the
remaining n−R1−2 live units, and so on. Finally, at the time of mth failure,
denoted by Xm:m:n, all the remaining units n − R1 − · · · − Rm−1 − m (say,
Rm) are removed from the testing, terminating the experiment. Therefore,
the integers R1, · · · , Rm satisfy the identity

R1 + · · ·+Rm = n−m.

The quantities Xi:m:n, i = 1, 2, · · · , m, are called progressively Type-II cen-
sored ordered statistics; see Balakrishnan and Cramer (2014). A Type-II
progressive censoring scheme is characterized by the parameters n, m and
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(R1, · · · , Rm). Note that, for given n and m, there are many choices of Ri’s,
and let us denote the set of all those choices by

CS(n,m) =

{

R = (R1, · · · , Rm) ∈ Nm |
m
∑

i=1

Ri = n−m, N = {0, 1, · · · , n−m}

}

.

The cardinality of the set CS(n,m) is
(

n−1
m−1

)

which becomes quite large even
for moderate values of n and m. For instance, when (n,m) = (30, 10), the
cardinality is in fact 30045015. Therefore, our interest is then to find the
optimal Type-II progressive censoring scheme under some suitable optimal-
ity criterion function ψ : CS(n,m) → [0,∞). The problem of determining
optimal progressive censoring scheme has been discussed considerably in the
literature; see, Balakrishnan and Cramer (2014) for relevant details.

Balakrishnan and Aggarwala (2000) were the first to discuss optimal pro-
gressive censoring scheme by taking ψ to be the variance of the best linear
unbiased estimators (BLUEs) of the model parameters and computed op-
timal scheme by minimizing it under normal and extreme value distribu-
tions. Due to the computational complexity, they presented the optimal
schemes only up to n = 50 and m = 3 (see Balakrishnan and Aggarwala,
2000, pages 197-204). Using the same optimality criterion, Burkschat et al.
(2006, 2007) computed optimal censoring schemes for generalized Pareto dis-
tribution. Some more choices of ψ, such as total time on test, expected test
duration and variance of the test time were considered by Burkschat (2008).
Interestingly, in all these articles, optimal schemes mostly emerged as one-
step progressive censoring, that is, censoring occurs only at one failure time
(mathematically, exactly one Ri is positive). Balakrishnan et al. (2008) and
Ng et al. (2004) also introduced three choices of ψ based on the asymptotic
variance-covariance matrix and Fisher information, and computed optimal
schemes under Weibull lifetime model. Pradhan and Kundu (2009, 2013)
proposed criterion based on asymptotic variance of estimated pth quantile
of the underlying lifetime distribution and obtained the optimal censoring
schemes for generalized exponential and Birnbaum-Saunders distributions.
Bhattacharya et al. (2016) introduced a meta-heuristic algorithm, called vari-
able neighborhood search (VNS), for the determination of optimal censoring
schemes. They showed that the VNS algorithm performs sufficiently well
for moderate to large values of n and m. Recently, Bhattacharya (2020) in-
troduced the notion of compound optimal design strategy under progressive
censoring in a multi-criteria setup.

In this work, we propose a method based on a probabilistic structure
through which optimal censoring schemes can be computed. The proposed al-
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gorithm works in principle similar to the Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
technique; but, it is not a MCMC method as there is no target distribution.
The algorithm is described in the subsequent sections along with some nu-
merical results. For illustrative purpose, we consider a variance measure and
a cost measure as optimality criterion. In fact, any optimality criteria can
be utilized in the proposed method.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The main algorithm based
on the probability structure is presented in Section 2. In Section 3, the al-
gorithmic steps under three distributions, namely, multinomial, uniform and
multivariate hypergeometric distributions, are discussed. Section 4 presents
some numerical results for the proposed approach and some comparative
results. Finally, some concluding remarks are made in Section 5.

2 Algorithm based on probability structure

Suppose the members of the set CS(n,m) can be generated through a
known probability distribution on R, say, πR(·). This is analogous to the
proposal density in MCMC technique. So, in analogy to target density in
MCMC, we shall construct a monotone function fR|ψ(R)(·) of criterion ψ(R).
Depending on the minimization (or maximization) of the criterion function
ψ(R), the choice of fR|ψ(R)(·) will be monotone decreasing (or increasing)
function. Then, the algorithm will simulate censoring schemes R from πR(·)
and the optimal scheme will be selected based on the following probability
rule. Let Rold be a candidate censoring scheme simulated from πR(·). A new
candidate censoring scheme Rnew, obtained from the old candidate Rold, will
then be accepted with probability

α = min

{

1,
fR|ψ(R)(R

new)× πR(Rold)

fR|ψ(R)(Rold)× πR(Rnew)

}

.

Because of the monotonic structure of fR|ψ(R)(·), the algorithm will always
try to accept better candidate censoring schemes with probability α. Con-
sequently, starting with an initial simulated candidate Rold from πR(·), the
algorithm will tend to reach optimal censoring scheme after a number of
simulation runs. It is important to note that this is not a MCMC because
fR|ψ(R)(·) is no longer a probability structure. In particular, we choose

fR|ψ(R)(ψ(R)|R) = e−ψ(R)

for computational implementation purpose. Also, for the choice of πR(·), we
choose multinomial, uniform and multivariate hypergeometric distributions.
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Regarding the choices of optimality criterion ψ(R), several options have
been discussed in the literature, and a list of these options can be found in
Bhattacharya (2020). In this work, we consider two optimality criteria. The
first one is based on a variance measure given by

ψ(R) =

∫ 1

0

Var[ln X̂s]ds,

where X̂s represents the maximum likelihood estimate of Xs, the sth quan-
tile of the underlying lifetime distribution. The aggregate variance of the
log-quantile estimates over all quantile points get summarized under this
measure. Moreover, the criterion is scale-invariant meaning that the optimal
scheme computed by optimizing the criterion does not change if the time
scale gets changed. This is a desirable property in an optimizing criterion
used in life-testing experiments (see Bhattacharya et al., 2016). The second
criterion is based on a cost measure given by

ψ(R) = Co + Cfm+ CtE[Xm:m:n],

where Cf is the cost per unit of failure, Ct is the cost per unit of duration of
testing, and Co is an overall fixed cost that does not depend on the design
parameters of the test. This criterion is also scale-invariant.

A Weibull lifetime model with distribution function of the form

F (x; β, k) = 1− e−(kx)β ,

where β > 0 and k > 0 are the shape and scale parameters, respectively, is
considered for illustrative purpose. The required expressions of ψ(R) under
Weibull model are presented in the Appendix.

3 Different choices for πR(·)

As mentioned in the last section, πR(·) needs to be specified with some
known probability distribution, and then the censoring schemes will be sim-
ulated from this distribution. A complicated probability structure may in-
crease the computational complexity of the algorithm. Here, we choose three
known probability distributions for πR(·) and then assess the corresponding
numerical results.
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3.1 Multinomial distribution

Let us assume a multinomial distribution with probability mass function

πR(R1, · · · , Rm; p1, · · · , pm) =
(n−m)!

R1! · · ·Rm!
pR1
1 · · · pRmm , (1)

where (n−m) and pi > 0, i = 1, · · · , m, are the parameters; see Johnson et al.
(1997) for various properties of this distribution. The simulation of a can-
didate from (1) is straightforward and any candidate generated from (1)
automatically would satisfy the censoring constraint imposed by progressive
censoring, namely, R1 + · · ·+ Rm = n −m. Now, to run the algorithm, we
adopt the following two steps:

Step 1 (Simulating R0) An initial candidate R0 can be simulated in the
following manner. Generate m random numbers ui, i = 1, · · · , m, from
a uniform distribution U [0, 1], and set

pi =
ui

∑m

i=1 ui
.

Then, R0 can be directly simulated from the multinomial distribution
with parameters n−m and (p1, p2, · · · , pm);

Step 2 (Simulating R1 from R0) Now, given R0, a new R1 can be ran-
domly generated from R0 in the following manner. We randomly re-
place full/partial components of R0 with observations generated from
a multinomial distribution. First, randomly choose m1(0 < m1 ≤ m)
positions of R0. Let (R

′

1, · · · , R
′

m1
) and (p

R
′

1
, · · · , R

′

m1
) denote the cor-

responding positions and probability values in R0, respectively. Now,
we recalculate the probabilities for these m1 positions as

qj =
p
R

′

j
∑m1

j=1 pR′

j

,

where j = 1, · · · , m1. We then simulate m1 values from the multi-
nomial distribution with parameters

∑m1

j=1R
′

j and (q1, · · · , qm1), and
concatenate with R0.

Following the above two steps, a new candidate will be accepted with prob-
ability

min

{

1,
fR|ψ(R)(ψ(R1)|R1)× πR(R0; p1, p2, · · · , pm)

fR|ψ(R)(ψ(R0)|R0)× πR(R1; p1, p2, · · · , pm)

}

.

At each time of acceptance of a candidate, a new updated optimal solution
is obtained, and we would therefore expect to obtain the optimal solution
after performing a number of simulation runs.
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3.2 Uniform distribution

Let us consider a discrete uniform distribution to construct R0, R1 and
πR(·) in the following manner. First, generate a random number between 0
and n−m and set it as R1. Then, generate another number between 0 and
n−m− R1 and set it as R2. Continue the process until all m positions are
filled up. Thus, R0 gets generated and

πR(R0) =
1

(n−m)(n−m− R1) · · · (n−m− R1 − · · · −Rm−1)
.

Next, we generate a new R1 from R0 as follows. Randomly choose a position
in R0 and let the corresponding value at that position be r0. Then, first
generate a number randomly between 0 and n −m − r0 and set it as R1 in
R1; generate another number between 0 and n−m−R1 and set it as R2 in
R1; and continue this process until all m positions are filled up. Thus, we
can generate R1 and

πR(R1) =
1

(n−m− r0)(n−m− R1) · · · (n−m− R1 − · · · − Rm−1)
.

Thence, a new candidate will be accepted with probability

min

{

1,
fR|ψ(R)(ψ(R1)|R1)× πR(R0)

fR|ψ(R)(ψ(R0)|R0)× πR(R1)

}

.

3.3 Multivariate hypergeometric distribution

Let us assume a multivariate hypergeometric distribution with probability
mass function

πR(R1, · · · , Rm;M, (M1, · · · ,Mm), R) =

(

M1

R1

)

· · ·
(

Mm

Rm

)

(

M

R

) , (2)

where M , (M1, · · · ,Mm) and R are the parameters with Mj = n − m, for
j = 1, · · · , m, M =

∑m

j=1Mj = m(n −m) and R =
∑m

j=1Rj = n −m; see
Johnson et al. (1997) for properties of this distribution. One may readily
note that any candidate simulated from (2) would automatically satisfy the
constraint imposed by progressive censoring. For given n and m, simulation
of one candidate as R0 is straightforward. Next, we use the following steps
to generate R1 from R0. First, randomly choose m1(0 < m1 ≤ m) positions
of R0, and let (R

′

1, · · · , R
′

m1
) denote the corresponding positions. Next,

simulate a candidate of length m1 from a multivariate hypergeometric dis-
tribution with parameters Mj =

∑m1

j=1R
′

j , M =
∑m1

j=1Mj and R =
∑m1

j=1R
′

j ,
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and concatenate with R0. Then, proceeding as before, a new candidate will
be accepted with probability

min

{

1,
fR|ψ(R)(ψ(R1)|R1)× πR(R0;M, (M1, · · · ,Mm), R)

fR|ψ(R)(ψ(R0)|R0)× πR(R1;M, (M1, · · · ,Mm), R)

}

.

4 Numerical results

We shall use Weibull distribution with parameters (β, k)=(1, 0.5), (1, 1)
and (1, 2) as the underlying lifetime model. We evaluate the performance of
the proposed algorithm by comparing it with the optimal solution obtained
through exhaustive search. Due to the large cardinality of the set CS(n,m),
exhaustive search is only possible for small value of n and m. For this reason,
we set (n,m)=(10, 5), (15, 5), (20, 5) and compared the optimal solutions
by a relative efficiency measure defined as

R.eff1 =
The value ψ(R∗) corresponding to optimal scheme R∗ in exhaustive search

The value ψ(R•) corresponding to optimal scheme R• in proposed approach
.

The optimal schemes and the corresponding relative efficiencies so deter-
mined are presented in Table 1. These results show that even though the
proposed approach does not achieve the true optimal scheme R∗, but the
corresponding relative efficiencies are very close to 1. For this reason, we
refer to the obtained solution R• as near-optimal censoring scheme. In addi-
tion, we have reported two quantities nit and nac representing the number of
simulation runs and accepted candidates, respectively. The corresponding re-
sults show the performance of multinomial distribution to be better than the
uniform and multivariate hypergeometric distributions in that multinomial
needs less number of accepted candidates than the other two distributions to
reach near-optimal scheme with the same relative efficiency when the cardi-
nality of the set CS(n,m) is large.

As pointed out in Bhattacharya et al. (2016), the VNS algorithm pro-
vides near-optimal censoring schemes for large values of n and m. Therefore,
we also compare the performance of the proposed approach with the VNS
algorithm, and the corresponding results are reported in Table 2. We use the
notation R† to denote the near-optimal scheme obtained through the VNS
algorithm, and we define a relative efficiency measure as

R.eff2 =

The value of
∫ 1

0
Var[ln X̂s]ds corresponding to optimal

scheme R† in VNS algorithm

The value of
∫ 1

0
Var[ln X̂s]ds corresponding to optimal

scheme R• in proposed approach

.
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The results in Table 2 show that, even though the near-optimal schemes are
different, the corresponding R.eff2 are always 1 indicating that the proposed
approach performs well as compared to the VNS algorithm. While reporting
the optimal schemes, we use the notation ab to denote that a is repeated b
times. For example, the scheme ((05, 20, 04)) for the case (n,m) = (30, 10)
under VNS algorithm in Table 2 refers to the scheme (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 20, 0, 0, 0, 0).
In a similar vein, the relative efficiency under cost criterion measure is defined
as

R.eff3 =

The value of Co + Cfm+ CtE[Xm:m:n] corresponding to

optimal scheme R† in VNS algorithm

The value of Co + Cfm+ CtE[Xm:m:n] corresponding to

optimal scheme R• in proposed approach

.

Although, the numerical results are not reported here, it is found that the
efficiencies R.eff3 are all once again close to one.

5 Conclusions

In this work, we have used a probability structure to develop a simple
algorithm for the determination of optimal progressive censoring scheme. We
have used three probability distributions for πR(·) for illustrative purpose.
The comparisons made with a direct exhaustive search method and the VNS
algorithm demonstrate the efficiency and good performance of the proposed
method.

Appendix

Variance and cost measures under Weibull model

To derive explicit expressions for the two criteria used here, we first need the
density ofXi:m:n, given by the Kamps-Cramer representation (see Balakrishnan,
2007; Balakrishnan and Cramer, 2014), as

fXi:m:n
(x; θ) = σi−1

i
∑

p=1

ap,i{1− F (x; θ)}γp−1f(x; θ), for i = 1, · · · , m,

where γr = m − r + 1 +
∑m

i=rRi, for r = 1, · · · , m, σr−1 =
∏r

i=1 γi, ai,r =
∏r

j=1
j 6=i

1
γj−γi

for 1 ≤ i ≤ r ≤ m with a1,1 = 1, and f(x; θ) is the probability
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density function of X with θ = (β, k). From the above density function of
Xi:m:n, E[Xm:m:n] can be found to be

E[Xm:m:n] =
1

k
Γ

(

1 +
1

β

)

σm−1

m
∑

p=1

ap,m

γ
1+ 1

β
p

.

Finally, to derive an expression of the variance measure, we need the ex-
pression of Fisher information matrix about θ given by (see Bhattacharya et al.,
2016)

I(θ) =

[

I11(θ) I12(θ)
I21(θ) I22(θ)

]

,

where

I11(θ) =
1

β2

m
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

σi−1
aj,i
γj

∫ ∞

0

(

1 + ln

(

z

γj

))2

e−zdz,

I22(θ) =

(

β

k

)2 m
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

σi−1
aj,i
γj
,

I12(θ) = I21(θ) =
1

k

m
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

σi−1
aj,i
γj

∫ ∞

0

(

1 + ln

(

z

γj

))

e−zdz.

It is difficult to find the exact expression of
∫ 1

0
Var[ln X̂s]ds. However, by

using delta method, the asymptotic expression of Var[ln X̂s] can be found to
be Var[ln X̂s] = (I11(θ)/β4) (g(s))2+(2I12(θ)/β2k)g(s)+ (I22(θ)/k2), where
g(s) = ln{− ln(1− s)}, and I11(θ), I12(θ) and I22(θ) are the elements of the
inverse of the Fisher information matrix given by

I−1(θ) =

[

I11(θ) I12(θ)
I21(θ) I22(θ)

]

.

Therefore, an asymptotic expression of
∫ 1

0
Var[ln X̂s]ds can be obtained read-

ily as
I11(θ)

β4

∫ 1

0

(g(s))2ds +
2I12(θ)

β2k

∫ 1

0

g(s)ds+
I22(θ)

k2
.
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Table 1: Comparison between the optimal censoring schemes obtained through
exhaustive search and the proposed algorithm under the criterion ψ(R) =
∫ 1
0 Var[ln X̂s]ds in the case of Weibull lifetime model.

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Multinomial
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(0.5, 1)

(10, 5) (0, 4, 1, 0, 0) 2.4261 500 500 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9995
1000 1000 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9995
10000 8902 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9995
50000 18936 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9995
100000 99952 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9995

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Uniform
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(0.5, 1)

(10, 5) (0, 4, 1, 0, 0) 2.4261 500 412 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9990
1000 420 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9990
10000 9508 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9990
50000 47487 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9990
100000 49685 (0, 4, 0, 0, 1) 0.9990

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Multivariate hypergeometric
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(0.5, 1)

(10, 5) (0, 4, 1, 0, 0) 2.4261 500 358 (1, 4, 0, 0, 0) 0.9995
1000 600 (1, 4, 0, 0, 0) 0.9995
10000 7016 (1, 1, 0, 2, 1) 0.9995
50000 35566 (1, 1, 1, 0, 2) 0.9998
100000 26463 (0, 0, 6, 3, 6) 0.9998

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Multinomial
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(1, 1)

(15, 5) (0, 10, 0, 0, 0) 0.4983 500 310 (0, 0, 5, 5, 0) 0.9996
1000 508 (0, 7, 2, 0, 1) 0.9996
10000 5438 (0, 8, 1, 1, 0) 0.9996
50000 26141 (0, 9, 1, 0, 0) 0.9996
100000 45858 (0, 12, 3, 0, 0) 0.9998

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Uniform
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(1, 1)

(15, 5) (0, 10, 0, 0, 0) 0.4983 500 500 (0, 9, 0, 0, 1) 0.9997
1000 518 (0, 9, 0, 0, 1) 0.9997
10000 8643 (0, 9, 0, 0, 1) 0.9997
50000 49507 (0, 9, 0, 0, 1) 0.9997
100000 49685 (0, 14, 0, 0, 1) 0.9998

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Multivariate hypergeometric
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(1, 1)

(15, 5) (0, 10, 0, 0, 0) 0.4983 500 275 (2, 6, 2, 0, 0) 0.9996
1000 575 (0, 5, 4, 0, 1) 0.9996
10000 5933 (1, 1, 8, 0, 0) 0.9996
50000 29809 (1, 8, 0, 0, 1) 0.9998
100000 26463 (0, 0, 6, 3, 6) 0.9998

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Multinomial
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(2, 1)

(20, 5) (0, 15, 0, 0, 0) 0.1113 500 244 (0, 0, 3, 10, 2) 0.9998
1000 414 (0, 0, 3, 10,2) 0.9998
10000 4799 (0, 9, 6, 0, 0) 0.9998
50000 24105 (0, 2, 13, 0, 0) 0.9998
100000 45858 (0, 12, 3, 0, 0) 0.9998

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Uniform
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(2, 1)

(20, 5) (0, 15, 0, 0, 0) 0.1113 500 440 (0, 14, 0, 0, 1) 0.9998
1000 987 (0, 14, 0, 0, 1) 0.9998
10000 8431 (0, 14, 0, 0, 1) 0.9998
50000 28759 (0, 14, 0, 0, 1) 0.9998
100000 49685 (0, 14, 0, 0, 1) 0.9998

Parameters
(n,m)

Exhaustive search Multivariate hypergeometric
(β, k) R∗ ψ(R∗) nit nac R• R.eff1

(2, 1)

(20, 5) (0, 15, 0, 0, 0) 0.1113 500 246 (4, 2, 0, 2, 7) 0.9998
1000 581 (0, 1, 6, 2, 6) 0.9998
10000 5387 (0, 1, 4, 8, 2) 0.9998
50000 26835 (0, 3, 3, 6, 3) 0.9998
100000 46463 (0, 0, 6, 3, 6) 0.9998
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Table 2: Comparison of near-optimal censoring schemes (for large n and m)
between the proposed approach and the VNS algorithm (Bhattacharya et al., 2016)
under the criterion ψ(R) =

∫ 1
0 Var[ln X̂s]ds in the case of Weibull lifetime model.

(n,m)
VNS algorithm Multinomial

R.eff2R† ψ(R†) R• ψ(R•)

(30, 10) (05, 20, 04) 0.2826 (03, 1, 0, 2, 11, 32, 0) 0.2826 1
(30, 15) (07, 15, 07) 0.2505 (05, 18, 2, 03) 0.2826 1
(35, 10) (06, 25, 03) 0.2664 (04, 2, 52, 8, 4, 1) 0.2664 1
(35, 15) (06, 20, 08) 0.2342 (06, 2, 0, 12, 2, 0, 52, 4) 0.2342 1
(35, 20) (06, 15, 014) 0.2189 (06, 4, 0, 2, 04, 2, 0, 2, 0, 22, 1) 0.2189 1
(45, 10) (06, 35, 03) 0.2442 (03, 4, 11, 4, 9, 2, 3, 2) 0.2442 1
(45, 15) (07, 2, 06, 28) 0.2118 (03, 12, 52, 0, 7, 02, 8, 2, 0, 1) 0.2118 1
(45, 20) (019, 25) 0.1964 (05, 1, 02, 4, 12, 0, 12, 5, 1, 0, 2, 3, 5) 0.1964 1

(n,m)
VNS algorithm Uniform

R.eff2R† ψ(R†) R• ψ(R•)

(30, 10) (05, 20, 04) 0.2826 (04, 13, 6, 03, 1) 0.2826 1
(30, 15) (07, 15, 07) 0.2505 (02, 5, 0, 4, 0, 1, 02, 3, 1, 03, 1) 0.2505 1
(35, 10) (06, 25, 03) 0.2664 (0, 17, 14, 0, 2, 02, 1) 0.2664 1
(35, 15) (06, 20, 08) 0.2342 (03, 15, 2, 1, 1, 07, 1) 0.2342 1
(35, 20) (06, 15, 014) 0.2189 (02, 1, 2, 7, 4, 013, 1) 0.2189 1
(45, 10) (06, 35, 03) 0.2442 (0, 1, 1, 310, 3, 4, 3, 02, 1) 0.2442 1
(45, 15) (07, 2, 06, 28) 0.2118 (02, 15, 5, 0, 22, 1, 4, 05, 1) 0.2118 1
(45, 20) (019, 25) 0.1964 (02, 7, 14, 3, 013, 1) 0.1964 1

(n,m)
VNS algorithm Multivariate hypergeometric

R.eff2R† ψ(R†) R• ψ(R•)

(30, 10) (05, 20, 04) 0.2826 (0, 2, 0, 1, 3, 1, 1, 6, 1, 5) 0.2826 1
(30, 15) (07, 15, 07) 0.2505 (03, 1, 0, 1, 0, 3, 0, 1, 0, 5, 22, 0) 0.2505 1
(35, 10) (06, 25, 03) 0.2664 (1, 0, 52, 1, 2, 32, 5, 0) 0.2664 1
(35, 15) (06, 20, 08) 0.2342 (04, 1, 0, 32, 2, 3, 0, 1, 3, 0, 4) 0.2342 1
(35, 20) (06, 15, 014) 0.2189 (06, 1, 2, 5, 12, 0, 4, 1, 06) 0.2189 1
(45, 10) (06, 35, 03) 0.2442 (6, 22, 3, 4, 8, 4, 1, 4, 1) 0.2442 1
(45, 15) (07, 2, 06, 28) 0.2118 (2, 03, 1, 2, 1, 4, 1, 7, 0, 7, 1, 22) 0.2118 1
(45, 20) (019, 25) 0.1964 (2, 03, 12, 02, 1, 2, 0, 3, 0, 3, 2, 0, 3, 0, 2, 5) 0.1964 1
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