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Abstract

In the MaxSAT with Cardinality Constraint problem (CC-MaxSAT), we are given a
CNF-formula Φ, and a positive integer k, and the goal is to find an assignment β with at
most k variables set to true (also called a weight k-assignment) such that the number of
clauses satisfied by β is maximized. Maximum Coverage can be seen as a special case
of CC-MaxSat, where the formula Φ is monotone, i.e., does not contain any negative
literals. CC-MaxSat and Maximum Coverage are extremely well-studied problems in
the approximation algorithms as well as parameterized complexity literature.

Our first conceptual contribution is that CC-MaxSat and Maximum Coverage are
equivalent to each other in the context of FPT-Approximation parameterized by k (here, the
approximation is in terms of number of clauses satisfied/elements covered). In particular,
we give a randomized reduction from CC-MaxSat to Maximum Coverage running in
time O(1/ϵ)k · (m + n)O(1) that preserves the approximation guarantee up to a factor of
1−ϵ. Furthermore, this reduction also works in the presence of “fairness” constraints on the
satisfied clauses, as well as matroid constraints on the set of variables that are assigned true.
Here, the “fairness” constraints are modeled by partitioning the clauses of the formula Φ
into r different colors, and the goal is to find an assignment that satisfies at least tj clauses
of each color 1 ≤ j ≤ r.

Armed with this reduction, we focus on designing FPT-Approximation schemes (FPT-
ASes) for Maximum Coverage and its generalizations. Our algorithms are based on a
novel combination of a variety of ideas, including a carefully designed probability distribu-
tion that exploits sparse coverage functions. These algorithms substantially generalize the
results in Jain et al. [SODA 2023] for CC-MaxSat and Maximum Coverage for Kd,d-
free set systems (i.e., no d sets share d elements), as well as a recent FPT-AS for Matroid
Constrained Maximum Coverage by Sellier [ESA 2023] for frequency-d set systems.

1 Introduction

Two problems that have gained considerable attention from the perspective of Parameterized
Approximation [12] are the classical MaxSAT with cardinality constraint (CC-MaxSat) prob-
lem and its monotone version, the Maximum Coverage problem. In the CC-MaxSat prob-
lem, we are given a CNF-formula Φ over m clauses and n variables, and a positive integer k, and
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the objective is to find a weight k assignment that maximizes the number of satisfied clauses.
We use var(Φ) and cla(Φ) to denote the set of variables and clauses in Φ, respectively. An
assignment to a CNF-formula Φ is a function β : var(Φ)→ {0, 1}. The weight of an assignment
β is the number of variables that have been assigned 1.

The classical Maximum Coverage problem is a special case of the CC-MaxSat problem.
Indeed, it is a monotone variant of CC-MaxSat, where negated literals are not allowed. An
input to the Maximum Coverage problem consists of a family of m sets, F , over a universe
U of size n, and an integer k, and the goal is to find a subfamily F ′ ⊆ F of size k such that the
number of elements covered (belongs to some set in F ′) by F ′ is maximized. Observe that when
the goal is to cover every element in U , the Maximum Coverage problem corresponds to Set
Cover. A natural question that has guided research on these problems is whether CC-MaxSat
or Maximum Coverage admits an algorithm with running time f(k)nO(1)? That is, whether
CC-MaxSat or Maximum Coverage is fixed parameter tractable (FPT) with solution size
k? Unfortunately, these problems are W[2]-hard [10]. That is, we do not expect these problems
to admit an algorithm with running time f(k)nO(1). This negative result sets the platform for
studying these problems from the viewpoint of Parameterized Approximation [12]. It is well
known that both CC-MaxSat and Maximum Coverage admit a polynomial time (1 − 1

e )-
approximation algorithm [28], which is in fact optimal. [11]. So, in the realm of Parameterized
Approximation, we ask does there exist an ϵ > 0, such that CC-MaxSat or Maximum Cov-
erage admits an approximation algorithm with factor (1− 1

e + ϵ) and runs in time f(k, ϵ)nO(1).
While there has been a lot of work on Maximum Coverage [16, 18, 22, 26, 27], Jain et al. [18]
studied CC-MaxSat and designed a standalone algorithm for the problem. Our first result, a
bit of a surprise to us, shows that in the world of Parameterized Approximation CC-MaxSat
and Maximum Coverage are “equivalent”.

Theorem 1.1 (Informal). Let ϵ > 0. There is a polynomial time randomized algorithm that
given an instance (Φ, k) of CC-MaxSat produces an instance (U,F , k) of Maximum Cov-
erage such that the following holds with probability 1

2(
ϵ
2)

k. Given a (1− ϵ)OPTcov solution to
(U,F , k) we can obtain a (1 − ϵ)OPTsat solution to (Φ, k) in polynomial time. Here, OPTcov

(OPTsat) denotes the value of the maximum number of covered elements (satisfied clauses) by a
k sized family of subsets (weight k assignment).

Theorem 1.1 allows us to focus on Maximum Coverage, rather than CC-MaxSat, at
the expense of ϵ−O(k) in the running time. Further, there is no assumption on the input
formulas in Theorem 1.1. This reduction immediately implies faster algorithms forCC-MaxSat
by utilizing the known good algorithms for Maximum Coverage [16, 18, 22, 26, 27]. The
Maximum Coverage problem has been generalized in several directions by adding either
fairness constraints or asking our solution to be an independent set of a matroid. In what
follows, we take a closer look at progresses on Maximum Coverage and its generalizations
and then design algorithms that generalize and unify all the known results for CC-MaxSat
and Maximum Coverage.

1.1 Tractability Boundaries for Maximum Coverage

Cohen-Addad et al. [9] studied Maximum Coverage and showed that there is no ϵ > 0, such
that Maximum Coverage admits an approximation algorithm with factor (1− 1

e +ϵ) and runs

in time f(k, ϵ)(m + n)O(1) 1. Later, this was also studied by Manurangsi [22], who obtained
the following strengthening over [9]: for any constant ϵ > 0 and any function h, assuming
Gap-ETH, no h(k)(n +m)o(k) time algorithm can approximate Maximum Coverage with n
elements and m sets to within a factor (1− 1

e + ϵ), even with a promise that there exist k sets

1Throughout the paper, the approximation factor will refer to the number of elements covered/number of
satisfied clauses, unless explicitly stated otherwise
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that fully cover the whole universe. This negative result sets the contour for possible positive
results. In particular, if we hope for an FPT algorithm that improves over a factor (1− 1

e ) then
we must assume some additional structure on the input families. This automatically leads to
the families wherein each set has bounded size, or each element appears in bounded sets which
was considered earlier.

Skowron and Faliszewski [27] showed that, if we are working on set families, such that each
element in U appears in at most p sets, then there exists an algorithm, that given an ϵ > 0, runs
in time (pϵ )

O(k)nO(1) and returns a subfamily F ′ of size k that is a (1− ϵ)-approximation. These
kind of FPT-approximation algorithms are called FPT-approximation Schemes (FPT-ASes). For
p = 2, Manurangsi [22] independently obtained a similar result. Jain et al. [18] generalized
these two settings by looking at Kd,d-free set systems (i.e., no d sets share d elements). They
also considered Kd,d-free formulas (that is, the clause-variable incidence bipartite graph of the
formula excludes Kd,d as an induced subgraph). They showed that for every ϵ > 0, there
exists an algorithm for Kd,d-free formulas with approximation ratio (1− ϵ) and running in time

2O(( dk
ϵ
)d)(n+m)O(1). For, Maximum Coverage on Kd,d-free set families, they obtain an FPT-

AS with running time (dkϵ )
O(dk)nO(1). Using these results together with Theorem 1.1 we get the

following.

Corollary 1.2. Let ϵ > 0. Then, CC-MaxSat admits a randomized FPT-AS with running
time (dkϵ )

O(dk)nO(1) on Kd,d-free formulas. Furthermore, if the size of clauses is bounded by p
or every variable appears in at most p clauses then CC-MaxSat admits randomized FPT-AS
with running time (pϵ )

O(k)nO(1). Both results hold with constant probability.

Corollary 1.2 follows by utilizing Theorem 1.1 and repurposing the known results about
Maximum Coverage ([6, 18, 22, 27]). We will return to the case of Kd,d-free set systems later.
Apart from extending the classes of set families where Maximum Coverage admits FPT-ASes,
the study on the Maximum Coverage problem has been extended in many directions.

1.1.1 Matroid Constraints

Note that Maximum Coverage is a special case of submodular function maximization subject
to a cardinality constraint. In the latter problem, we are given (an oracle access to) a submodular
function f : 2V → R≥0

2, and the goal is to find a subset U ⊆ V that maximizes f(U) over all
subsets of size at most k. Indeed, coverage functions are submodular and monotone (i.e., adding
more sets cannot decrease the number of elements covered). There has been a plethora of work
on monotone submodular maximization subject to cardinality constraints, starting from Wolsey
[29]. In a further generalization, we are interested in monotone submodular maximization
subject to a matroid constraint – in this setting, we are given a matroid M = (U, I) 3 via an
independence oracle, i.e., an algorithm that answers queries of the form “Is P ∈ I?” for any
P ⊆ U in one step, and we want to find an independent set S ∈ I that maximizes f(S). Note
here that a uniform matroid of rank k 4 exactly captures the cardinality constraint. Calinescu
et al. [7] gave an optimal (1− 1/e)-approximation.

More recently, Huang and Sellier [16] and Sellier [26] studied the problem of maximizing a
coverage function subject to a matroid constraint, called Matroid Constrained Maximum
Coverage. In this problem, which we call M-MaxCov (M for “matroid” constraint), we
are given a set system (U,F) and a matroid M = (F , I) of rank k, and the goal is to find
a subset F ′ ⊆ F such that F ′ ∈ I and F ′ maximizes the number of elements covered. Note
that M-MaxCov is a generalization of Maximum Coverage. In the latter paper, Sellier [26]

2f : 2V → R is submodular if it satisfies f(A) + f(B) ≥ f(A ∪B) + f(A ∩B) for all A,B ⊆ V
3Recall that a matroid is a pair M = (U, I), where U is the ground set, and I is a family of subsets of U

satisfying the following three axioms: (i) ∅ ∈ I, (ii) If A ∈ I, then B ∈ I for all subsets B ⊆ A, and (iii) for any
A,B ∈ I with |B| > |A|, then there exists an element e ∈ B \A such that A ∪ {e} ∈ I.

4Rank of a matroid is equal to the maximum size of any independent set in the matroid.
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designed an FPT-AS for M-MaxCov, running in time (d/ϵ)O(k) · (m + n)O(1) for frequency-d
set systems. Note that this result generalizes that of [22, 27] from a uniform matroid consraint
to an arbitrary matroid constraint of rank k.

Analogous to M-MaxCov, one can define a matroid constrained version of CC-MaxSat,
called M-MaxSAT. In this problem, we are given a CNF-SAT formula Φ and a matroidM of
rank k on the set of variables. The goal is to find an assignment that satisfies the maximum num-
ber of clauses, with the restriction that, the set of variables assigned 1 must be an independent
set inM. Note that M-MaxSAT generalizes M-MaxCov as well as CC-MaxSat. We obtain
the following result for M-MaxSAT, by combining the results on a variant of Theorem 1.1 with
the corresponding result on M-MaxCov.

Theorem 1.3. There exists an FPT-AS for M-MaxSAT parameterized by k, d, and ϵ, on
d-CNF formulas, where k denotes the rank of the given matroid.

1.1.2 Fairness or Multiple Coverage Constraints

Now we consider an orthogonal generalization of Maximum Coverage. Note that an opti-
mal solution for Maximum Coverage may leave many elements uncovered. However, such
a solution may be deemed unfair if the elements are divided into multiple colors (represent-
ing, say, people of different demographic groups), and the set uncovered elements are biased
against a specific color. To address these constraints, the following generalization of Maximum
Coverage, which we call F-MaxCov (F stands for “fair”), has been studied in the literature.
Here, we are given a set system (U,F), a coloring function χ : U → [r], a coverage requirement
function t : [r]→ N, and an integer k; and the goal is to find a subset F ′ ⊆ F of size at most k
such that, for each i ∈ [r], the union of elements in F ′ is at least t(i) (or ti).

Since F-MaxCov is a generalisation of Maximum Coverage, it inherits all the lower
bounds known for Maximum Coverage. Furthermore, we can mimic the algorithm for Max-
imum Coverage (Partial Set Cover) parameterized by t (where you want to cover at least
t elements with k sets) [6] to obtain an algorithm for Partition Maximum Coverage param-
eterized by

∑
j∈[r] tj . However, the problem is NP-hard even when tj ≤ 1, j ∈ [r], via a simple

reduction from Set Cover.
F-MaxCov has been studied under multiple names in the approximation algorithms litera-

ture; however much of the focus has been on approximating the size of the solution, rather than
the coverage. Notable exception include Chekuri et al. [8] who gave a “bicriteria” approxima-
tion, that outputs a solution of size at most O(log r/ϵ) times the optimal size, and covers at least
(1 − 1/e − ϵ) fraction of the required coverage of each color. Very recently, Bandyapadhyay et
al. [4] recently designed an FPT-AS for F-MaxCov for the set systems of frequency 2, running

in time 2O( rk
2 log k
ϵ

) · (m+ n)O(1). We obtain the following result on F-MaxCov.

Theorem 1.4. There exists a randomized FPT-AS for F-MaxCov running in time
(
dr
(
log k
ϵ

)r)O(k)
·

(m+ n)O(1), on set systems with frequency bounded by d.

Note that this result generalizes the result of [4] to frequency-d set systems, and in the case
of d = 2, our running time is faster than that of [4] (albeit our algorithm is randomized).

One can also define fair version of CC-MaxSat in an analogous way, which we call F-
MaxSAT. In this problem, we are given a CNF-formula Φ, a coloring function χ : cla(Φ)→ [r], a
coverage demand function t : [r]→ N, and an integer k. The goal is to find a weight-k assignment
that satisfies at least t(j) (also denoted as tj) clauses of each color j ∈ [r]. By combining
Theorem 1.4 with a slightly more general version of the reduction theorem (Theorem 1.1) also
yields FPT-AS for F-MaxSAT with a similar running time.
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1.2 Our New Problem: Combining Matroid and Fairness Constraints

As discussed in the previous subsections, Maximum Coverage has been generalized in two or-
thogonal directions, namely, matroid constraints on the sets chosen in the solution, and fairness
constraints on the elements covered by the solution. Although the corresponding variants of
CC-MaxSat have not been studied in the literature, we mentioned that our techniques read-
ily imply FPT-ASes for these problems for many “sparse” formulas. Given this, the following
natural question arises.

Can we find good approximations for the variants of CC-MaxSat (resp. Maximum
Coverage) that combines the two orthogonal generalizations, namely, matroid con-
straint on the variables assigned 1, and fairness constraints on the satisfied clauses (resp.
matroid constraint on the sets chosen in the solution, and fairness constraints on the
elements covered)?

In the following, we formally define the common generalization of M-MaxSAT and F-
MaxSAT, which we call (M, F)-MaxSAT.

(M, F)-MaxSAT
Input. A CNF-SAT formula Φ where the clauses cla(Φ) of Φ are partitioned into r
colors. Each color j ∈ [r] has an associated demand tj . Additionally, we are provided
the independence oracle to a matroidM = (var(Φ), I) of rank k.
Question. Does there exist an assignment Ψ : var(Φ)→ {0, 1}, such that

• The number of clauses satisfied by Ψ of color j is at least tj , for each j ∈ [r],

• The set of variables assigned 1 must be independent inM, i.e., Ψ−1(1) ∈ I.

In the special case where the CNF-SAT formula is monotone (i.e., does not contain negated
literals), we obtain (M, F)-MaxCov, which generalizes all the variants of Maximum Cover-
age discussed earlier. We obtain the following result for (M, F)-MaxCov.

Theorem 1.5. There exists a randomized FPT-AS for (M, F)-MaxCov on set systems with

maximum frequency d, that runs in time
(
d log k

ϵ

)O(kr)
· (m + n)O(1) and returns a (1 − ϵ)-

approximation with at least a constant probability.

Finally, by reducing (M, F)-MaxSAT on d-CNF formulas to (M, F)-MaxCov with fre-
quency d set systems, using the randomized reduction, and then using the results of Theorem 1.5,
we obtain our most general result, as follows.

Theorem 1.6. There exists a randomized FPT-AS for (M, F)-MaxSAT on d-CNF formulas,

that runs in time
(
d log k

ϵ

)O(kr)
· (m + n)O(1) and returns a (1 − ϵ)-approximation with at least

a constant probability.

We give a summary of how the various problems are related to each other, and a comparison
of our results with the literature in Figure 1.

1.3 Related Results

Max k-VC or Partial Vertex Cover has been extensively studied in Parameterized Com-
plexity. In this problem we are given a graph and the task is to select a subset of k vertices
covering as many of the edges as possible. The problem is known to be approximable within
0.929 and is hard to approximate within 0.944, assuming UGC [22]. Max k-VC is known to
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(M, F)-MaxSAT

M-MaxSAT F-MaxSAT (M, F)-MaxCov

CC-MaxSAT

M-MaxCov

F-MaxCov

Maximum Coverage

we improve
running time
from [18]

We generalize
results from [16, 26] we improve

running time
from [3]

[18,22,27]

Figure 1: If there is an arrow of the form A → B, then problem B generalizes problem A.
FPT-ASes for the problems in red bubbles are not known in the literature, and we study in this
paper. For all the other problems FPT-ASes are known in the literature for some cases. This
paper improves the results in cyan and blue.

be W[1]-hard [15], parameterized by k, but admits FPT algorithms on planar graphs, graphs
of bounded degeneracy, Kd,d-free graphs, and bipartite graphs, parameterized by k [2, 13, 19].
Indeed, it is among the first problems to admit FPT-AS [22, 24, 27]. It is also known to have
“lossy kernels” [21, 24], a lossy version of classical kernelization.

Bera et al. [5] considered the special case of Partition Vertex Cover, where the set
of edges of a graph are divided into r colors, and we want to find a subset of vertices that
covers at least a certain number of edges from each color class. For this problem, they gave a
polynomial-time O(log r)-approximation algorithm. Hung and Kao [17] generalized this to F-
MaxCov, and gave a O(d log r)-approximation, where each element of the universe is contained
in at most d sets (i.e., d is the maximum frequency). Bandyapadhyay et al. [3] studied this
problem under the name of Fair Covering, and designed a O(d)-approximation, but their
running time is XP in the number of colors. Chekuri et al. [8] designed a general framework
for F-MaxCov, yielding tight approximation guarantees for a variety of set systems satisfying
certain property; in particular, they improve the approximation guarantee for frequency-d set
systems to O(d+ log r), which is tight in polynomial time.

2 Overview of Our Results and Techniques

2.1 Reduction from CC-MaxSat to Maximum Coverage: An overview of
Theorem 1.1

This theorem is essentially a randomized approximation-preserving reduction fromCC-MaxSat
to Maximum Coverage. Given an instance I = (Φ, k) of CC-MaxSat, we first compute a
random assignment Ψ that assigns a variable independently to be 1 with probability p = ϵ/2
and 0 with probability 1− p. Let V ∗ be the set of at most k variables set to be 1 by an optimal
assignment Ψ∗. It is straightforward to see that, the probability that all the variables in V ∗

are set to be 1 by the random assignment Ψ is pk – we say that this is the good event G. Now,
consider a clause that is satisfied negatively by Ψ∗, i.e., a clause C that contains a negative
literal ¬x and Ψ∗(x) = 0. It is also easy to see that, conditioned on the good event G, the
probability that such a clause C is also satisfied negatively by Ψ is at least 1 − p. Thus, the
expected number of clauses that are satisfied negatively by Ψ, conditioned on G, is at least
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1− p times the number of clauses satisfied negatively by Ψ∗. Markov’s inequality implies that,
with probability at least 1/2, the actual number of such clauses is close to its expected value.
Thus, conditioned on G, and the previous event, we can focus on the positively satisfied clauses
(note that the probability that both of these events occur is at least 1/2 · (ϵ/2)k. To this
end, we can eliminate all the negatively satisfied clauses, and we can also prune the remaining
clauses by eliminating any negative literals and the variables that are set to 0 by Ψ. Thus,
all the remaining clauses only contain positive literals, which can be seen as an instance I ′ of
Maximum Coverage. Furthermore, conditioned on G, the variables set to 1 by Φ∗ correspond
to a family F∗ of size k, and the elements covered by F∗ correspond to the set of clauses
satisfied only positively by Φ∗. Thus, if we find a (1 − ϵ)-approximate solution to I ′, and set
the corresponding variables to 1, and the rest of the variables to 0, then we get a weight-k
assignment that satisfies at least (1 − ϵ) · OPTsat clauses. Note that this reduction, combined
with the algorithm of [18] gives the proof of Corollary 1.2.

Furthermore, this reduction is robust enough that it can accommodate the fairness con-
straints on the clauses, as defined above. To be precise, one can give a similar reduction from
C-MaxSAT to C-MaxCov, where C ∈ {M, F, (M, F)} – note that when we have fairness
constraints, the success probability now becomes (r/ϵ)O(k). Essentially, these reductions trans-
late a constraint on the variables set to 1 (for CC-MaxSat and variants), to the corresponding
family of sets (for Maximum Coverage and variants). Thus, at the expense of a multiplicative
(r/ϵ)O(k) factor in the running time, we can focus on Maximum Coverage and its variants,
which is what we do in this section, as well as in the paper. As a warm-up, we start in Section 2.2
with the vanilla Maximum Coverage on frequency-d set systems (where our algorithms do
not improve over the known algorithms in the literature), and give a complete formal proof.
Then, we will gradually introduce the ideas required to handle fairness (Section 2.3) and ma-
troid (Section 2.4) constraints – first separately, and then together. Finally, in Section 2.5, we
briefly discuss the ideas required to these results to Kd,d-free set systems and multiple matroid
constraints.

2.2 Deterministic and Randomized Branching using a Largest Set

To introduce our ideas in a clean and gradual way, we start with the simplest setting of Max-
imum Coverage where the maximum frequency of the elements is bounded by d. Recall that
we are given an instance (U,F , k) and the goal is to find a sub-family of F of size k that covers
the maximum number of elements. For any sub-family R ⊆ F , let U(R) denote the subset of
elements covered by R, and OPTk(R) denote the maximum number of elements that can be
covered by a subset of R of size k. Further, for a set S ∈ F , we denote by F − S, the family
obtained by removing S, as well as the elements of S from each of the remaining sets. Our
approach is inspired by the approaches of Skowron and Faliszewski [27] and Manurangsi [22]
who show that O(kd/ϵ) sets of the largest size is guaranteed to contain a (1 − ϵ)-approximate
solution. This naturally begs the question, “why not start by adding the largest set into the
solution?” (in a sense, the following presentation is closer in spirit to Jain et al. [18].) Let us
inspect this question more closely. Let L be a largest set in F . By looking at the contribution
of coverage of each set in an optimal solution, say O, we can easily see that |L| ≥ OPTk(F)

k . We

say that a set S ∈ F is heavy w.r.t. L if |L ∩ S| ≥ ϵ|L|
k (note that L is heavy w.r.t. itself).

However, since the frequency of each element is bounded by d, each element in L can appear in
at most d (in fact, d − 1) sets L ∩ S for different R ∈ F . This implies that at most kd

ϵ sets in
F are heavy w.r.t. L.

Algorithm. Our algorithm simply branches on the sets inH(L), which is the family of heavy
sets w.r.t. L. Specifically, in the branch corresponding to a heavy set S ∈ H(L), we include it
in the solution, and recursively call the algorithm on the residual instance (U \S,F −S, k− 1).
If any of the sets in O is heavy w.r.t. L, then in the branch corresponding to such a set yields
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an approximate solution via induction. The main idea is that, if no set in O is heavy w.r.t. L,
then the branch corresponding to L yields a good solution. This is justified as the effect of any
of the k − 1 sets in O is too small. For the sake of clarity, we formally analyze this algorithm
below via induction.

We want to show that, for a given input (U ′,F ′, k′) the recursive algorithm returns a family
R ⊆ F ′ of size k′ such that |U ′(R)| ≥ (1 − ϵ) · OPTk′(F ′). The base case for k′ = 0 is trivial,
since the algorithm returns an empty set. Suppose that the claim is true for all inputs with
budget k − 1, and we want to prove it for (U,F , k). Let O denote an optimal solution of size k
with |OPTk(F)| = |U(O)|.
Approximation Ratio in the Easy Case. If O ∩ H(L) ̸= ∅, then there exists a branch
corresponding to a set S ∈ O ∩ H(L). This is the easy case (for the analysis). In this case,
OPTk−1(F − S) = OPTk(F)− |S|, and hence the approximation ratio is:

|S|+ (1− ϵ)OPTk−1(F \ S)
OPTk(F)

=
|S|+ (1− ϵ)(OPTk(F)− |S|)

OPTk(F)

≥ (1− ϵ)(OPTk(F)
OPTk(F)

= (1− ϵ)

Approximation Ratio in the Hard Case. The more hard case (for analysis) is when
O ∩ H(S) = ∅. In this case, we argue that the branch that includes the element L is good
enough. As in the easy case, we first lower bound the value of OPTk−1(F −L). By counting the
unique contributions to the solution, there exists a light set Sl ∈ O such that for O′ = O\{Sl},
it holds |U ′(O′)| ≥ k−1

k ·OPTk(F). Because no set in O is heavy w.r.t. L, it follows that for each

R ∈ O′, it holds that |R∩L| < ϵ|L|
k , and therefore by counting it holds that |U(O′)∩L| < ϵ · |L|.

Therefore,

OPTk−1(F \ L) ≥ |U ′(O′) \ L| ≥ |U(O′)| − |U(O′) ∩ L| ≥ k − 1

k
· OPTk(F)− ϵ · |L|.

Therefore, the approximation ratio of the branch that includes L is as follows.

|L|+ (1− ϵ)OPTk−1(F − L)

OPTk(F)
=
|L|+ (1− ϵ)

(
k−1
k · OPTk(F)− ϵ · |L|

)
OPTk(F)

≥
|L|+ (1− ϵ)

(
k−1
k · OPTk(F)

)
− ϵ|L|

OPTk(F)

=
(1− ϵ)|L|+ (1− ϵ)

(
k−1
k · OPTk(F)

)
OPTk(F)

≥ (1− ϵ)(OPTk(F)
OPTk(F)

= (1− ϵ)

The second last inequality holds from the fact that |L| ≥ OPTk(F)
k .

This leads to a deterministic (1 − ϵ)-approximation algorithm with running time ((kdϵ )
k) ·

(n+m)O(1).

Insight into the probabilistic branching. A closer inspection of the analysis reveals that
the reason L may not a good choice is that the sets of O together cover more than a certain
threshold fraction of elements covered by L. We utilize this idea through a smoothening process
that captures the effect of the size of the intersection of a set S with L in a more nuanced manner.
Let us define the weight hL(S) of a set S ∈ F\{L} as hL(S) = |S∩L|

|L| . Our algorithm now instead
does “randomized branching”, i.e., it samples one set to be included in the solution according
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to some probability distribution, and then continues recursively. Note that the single run of the
algorithm finishes in polynomial time. The probability distribution used by the algorithm is as
follows: the set L is sampled with probability 1/2, and any other set S ∈ F \ {L} is sampled
with probability proportional to its weight h(S) (the constant of proportionality is chosen such
that this is a valid probability distribution, that is, the probabilities sum up to 1). In particular,

observe that
∑

S∈F\{L} hL(S) ≤
d|L|
|L| = d. Thus, the probability of selecting S is at least hL(S)

2d .

Note that due to the way the weights hL(S) are defined, the sets with a large intersection with
L have a greater chance of being sampled, as compared to the sets with a small intersection
with L.

We will show that the algorithm returns a (1− ϵ)-approximate solution with probability at
least ( ϵ

2d)
k, and runs in polynomial time. This implies that by repeating the algorithm (2dϵ )

k

times, we obtain a (1 − ϵ)-approximation with probability at least a positive constant. This
leads to a randomized algorithm with running time O∗((2dϵ )

k).
The proof is again by induction. We want to show that, for any input (U ′,F ′, k′), the

algorithm returns a solution R ⊆ F ′ of size k′ such that |U ′(R)| ≥ (1 − ϵ) · OPTk′(F ′), with
probability at least ( ϵ

2d)
k′ . We reuse much of the notation from the previous analysis. Let O

be an optimal solution of size k. First, the case when L ∈ O, since our algorithm samples
and includes L in the solution with probability 1/2. Then, conditioned on this event (that is,
L being sampled), the approximation ratio analysis proceeds similarly to the easy case of the
previous analysis. By induction, the recursive algorithm returns a (1− ϵ)-approximate solution
with probability at least ( ϵ

2d)
k−1. Thus, overall, the algorithm returns a (1− ϵ)-approximation

with probability at least 1
2(

ϵ
2d)

k−1 ≥ ( ϵ
2d)

k.
Now suppose L ̸∈ O. As before, let Sl ∈ O be a light set as defined earlier, and O′ = O\{Sl}.

We analyze by considering the following two cases: either (i) |U(O′) ∩ L| ≤ ϵ · |L|, or (ii)
|U(O′) ∩ L| > ϵ · |L|.

In case (i), we are effectively in the same situation as the hard case of the previous analysis –
as before, the algorithm samples L with probability at least 1/2, and as argued in the hard case,
conditioned on the previous event, the branch corresponding to L returns a (1− ϵ)-approximate
solution, but now with probability at least ( ϵ

2d)
k−1 by induction. Therefore, we obtain an

(1− ϵ)-approximate solution with probability at least 1
2(

ϵ
2d)

k−1 ≥ ( ϵ
2d)

k.
In case (ii), we have that |U(O′) ∩ L| > ϵ · |L|. Notice that,∑

S∈O′

|S ∩ L| > ϵ.

This implies that ∑
S∈O′

hL(S) =
∑
S∈O′

|S ∩ L|
|L|

≥ |U(O′) ∩ L| > ϵ|L|.

Therefore, the total weight of the sets in O′ is at least ϵ. Therefore, the probability that the
algorithm samples a set from O′ is at least ϵ

2d . Conditioned on this event, the approximation
ratio analysis now proceeds as in the easy case, and the algorithm returns a (1− ϵ)-approximate
solution with probability at least ϵ

2d(
ϵ
2d)

k−1 = ( ϵ
2d)

k.

2.3 Handling fairness constraints via the Bucketing trick

The aforementioned idea of prioritizing the largest set L, or sets that are heavy w.r.t. it,
fails to generalize when we have multiple coverage constraints in F-MaxCov. This is simply
because there is no notion of “the largest set” even when we want to cover elements of two
different colors, each with different coverage requirements. To handle such multiple coverage
constraints, our idea is to use multidimensional-knapsack-style bucketing technique to group
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the sets of F into approximate equivalence classes, called bags for short. At a high level, all
the vertices belonging to a particular bag contain approximately equal (i.e., within a factor of
(1 + ϵ)) number of elements of all of the r colors. Thus, in isolation, any two sets L1 and L2

belonging to the same bag are interchangeable, since we tolerate an ϵ-factor loss in the coverage.

Since the total number of bags can be shown to be
(
log k
ϵ

)O(rk)
, and hence we can “guess” a

bag B containing a set from a solution O. However, due to different amount of overlap with
an optimal solution O, two sets L1, L2 ∈ B may not be interchangeable w.r.t. O. That is, if
L1 ∈ O, then O \ {L1} ∪ {L2} may not be a good solution. However, assuming that we have
correctly guessed a bag that intersects with O, we can then select a set L ∈ B, and define the
heavy sets (for deterministic algorithm) or weights hL(·) (for the randomized algorithm) w.r.t.
L. Note that, since we have multiple coverage constraints, we cannot simply look at the total
size of the intersection |S∩L|. Instead, we need to tweak the notion of heaviness that takes into
account the number of elements of each color in the intersection S ∩L. To summarize, we need
two additional ideas to handle multiple colors in F-MaxCov: (1) “guessing” over buckets, and
(2) a suitable generalization of the notion of heaviness. Modulo this, the rest of the analysis is
again similar to the easy and hard cases as before. Using these ideas, we can prove the first
part of Theorem 1.4.

2.4 Handling Matroid Constraints.

First, we consider M-MaxCov (note that this is an orthogonal generalization of Maximum
Coverage, without multiple coverage constraints), where the solution is required to be an
independent set in the given matroidM = (F , I) of rank k. We assume that we are given an
oracle access to M in the form of an algorithm that answers the queries of the form “Is R
an independent set?” for any subset R ⊆ F . Let us revisit the initial deterministic FPT-AS
for Maximum Coverage and try to generalize it to M-MaxCov. Recall that this algorithm
branches on each set S ∈ H(L), where L is a largest set. The analysis of easy case goes through
even in presence of the matroid constraint, since we branch on a set from an optimal solution
O. However, in the hard case, our analysis replaces a Sl ∈ O with L, and argues that the
branch corresponding to L returns a (1− ϵ)-approximate solution. However, this does not work
for M-MaxCov, since (O \ {Sl}) ∪ {L} may not be an independent set inM. To summarize,
although L handles the coverage constraints (approximately), it may fail to handle the matroid
constraint. In fact, it may just so happen that L is not a good set at all, in the sense that, for
any set S ∈ O, (O \ {S}) ∪ {L} is not independent inM, which is crucial for the induction to
go through.

To solve this issue, we resort to the bucketing idea as in the fair coverage case (thus, the
subsequent arguments generalize to (M, F)-MaxCov in a straightforward manner; although
let us stick to the special case of M-MaxCov for now). Indeed, branching w.r.t. the largest
set L is an overkill – it suffices to pin down a bag B containing a set in O (it does not even have

to be the largest set), by “guessing” from O
(
log k
ϵ

)
bags. However, we again cannot select an

arbitrary set S ∈ B and define heavy sets w.r.t. S, precisely due to the matroid compatibility
issues mentioned earlier. Therefore, we resort to the idea of representative sets from matroid
theory [23] 5 Assuming our guess for B is correct, there exists some S ∈ B ∩ O. However, we
cannot further “guess” S, since the size of the bag may be too large. Instead, we compute a
inclusion-wise maximal independent set B′ ⊆ B. Note that the size of B′ is at most k, and
it can be computed using polynomially many queries to the independence oracle. However,
it may very well happen that S ̸∈ B′. Nevertheless, using matroid properties, we can argue
that, there exists a set S′ ∈ B′, such that (O \ {S}) ∪ {S′} is an independent set. Thus, B′

5Although this is a powerful hammer in its full generality—which we do use to handle multiple matroid
constraints—our specialized setting lets us use much simpler arguments to handle single matroid constraint in
M-MaxCov/(M, F)-MaxCov.
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is a representative set of B. Furthermore, since both S and S′ come from the same bag, they
cover approximately the same number of elements. Thus, our modified deterministic algorithm
works as follows. First, it computes maximal independent set B′ ⊆ B, and for each S′ ∈ B′,
it computes the heavy family H(S′). Then, it branches over all sets in

⋃
S′∈B′ H(S′). If one

of the branches corresponds to branching on a set from O, then the analysis is similar to the
easy case. Otherwise, we know that (O \ {S}) ∪ {S′} is an (1− ϵ)-approximate solution that is
also an independent set. Therefore, the branch corresponding to S′ yields the required (1− ϵ)-
approximation. We can improve the running time via doing a randomized branching in two
steps: first we pick a set S′′ ∈ B′ uniformly at random, and then we perform the probabilistic
branching using the weights hS′′(·).

Both deterministic and randomized variants incur a further multiplicative overhead of (k log k
ϵ )k

due to first guessing a bag, and then computing a representative set B′ ⊆ B of the bag, and
thus do not improve over the results of Sellier [26] in terms of running time for M-MaxCov.
However, this idea naturally generalizes to (M, F)-MaxCov, with the appropriate modifica-
tions in bucketing (as mentioned in the previous paragraph) to handle the multiple coverage
requirements of different colors. This leads to the proof of Theorem 1.5.

2.5 Further Extensions

The ideas mentioned in the previous subsections can be extended to even more general settings
in a couple of ways. First, we describe how to extend the ideas from frequency-d set systems
for Maximum Coverage to Kd,d-free set systems, i.e., set system (U,F), where no d sets in
F contain d elements of U in common. Note that frequency-d set systems are Kd+1,d+1-free.
Then, we describe how the linear algebraic toolkit of representative sets can be used to handle
multiple (linear) matroid constraints.

Kd,d-free Set Systems. Next, we consider Kd,d-free set systems (U,F), where no d sets of F
contain d common elements of U . To design the FPT-AS on Kd,d-free set systems, we combine
the bucketing idea along with the combinatorial properties of Kd,d-free graphs to bound the
number of heavy neighbors of a set. To this end, however, we need to modify the precise
definition of heaviness (as in Jain et al. [18]). This leads to a somewhat cumbersome branching
algorithm that handles colors differently based on their coverage requirement. For colors with
small coverage requirement, we highlight the covered vertices using the standard technique of
label coding6. Now, vertices in a bag cover the elements with the same label and for colors with
high coverage requirements, the sizes of the sets in the same bag are “almost” the same. Then,
we pick an arbitrary set L from the bag B, and we branch on (suitably defined) heavy sets
w.r.t. S. Since the number of heavy sets is bounded by a function of k, d, and ϵ, this leads to a
deterministic version of Theorem 1.4 to Kd,d-free set systems. Note that since frequency-d set
systems is a special case of this, this implies a deterministic FPT-AS in this case; however with
a much worse running time compared to Theorem 1.4. This leads to the proof of Theorem 1.5.

Handling Multiple Matroid Constraints. Our results on M-MaxCov and (M, F)-
MaxCov can be generalized to handle multiple matroid constraints on the solution, in the
case when the matroids are linear or representable7. In this more general problem, we are
given q linear matroidsM1,M2, . . . ,Mq, whereMi = (F , Ii), each of rank at most k, and the
solution S is required to be independent in all q matroids, i.e., S ∈

⋂
i∈[q] Ii. In this case, we

6The technique is better known as color coding. However, this creates an unfortunate clash of terminology –
these colors have nothing to do with the original colors corresponding to coverage constraints. Bandyapadhyay
et al. [4] instead use the term “label coding”, and we also adopt the same terminology

7A matroid M = (E, I) is representable over a field F if there exists a matrix M such that there exists a
bijection between E and the columns on M with the property that, a subset E′ ⊆ E is independent in M iff the
corresponding set of columns are linearly independent over F.
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can use linear algebraic tools ([14, 23]) to compute a representative set of size qk instead of k,
and the computation requires 2O(qk) · nO(1) time. Thus, FPT-ASes for this problem now have a
factor of q in the exponent.

Note that our FPT-AS improves upon the polynomial-time approximation guarantee of
1 − 1/e of Calinescu et al. [7] for monotone submodular maximization subject to a matroid
constraint, in the special case of Kd,d-free coverage functions. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the largest class of monotone submodular functions and matroid constraints for which
the lower bound of 1−1/e can be overcome, even in FPT time. Further, the analogous results to
(M, F)-MaxSAT generalize these results to maximization of non-monotone/non-submodular
functions.

3 Preliminaries

For a positive integer q, let [q] := {1, 2, . . . , q}.

Equivalent reforumation in terms of dominating set in the incidence graph. For
the ease of exposition, we recast F-MaxCov to the following problem, and work with this
formulation in the rest of the paper.

Partition Color Constrained Dominating Set (PCCDS)
Input: An instance I = (G, r, f, t, k), where

• G = (A ⊎B,E) is a bipartite graph with bipartition (A,B),

• f : B → [r] is a surjective function, and for each j ∈ [r], we say that Bj :=
{s ∈ B : f(s) = j} is a set of vertices of color j,

• For each color j ∈ [r], a coverage requirement tj ≥ 0, and

• a non-negative integer k.

Question: Does there exist a subset S ⊆ A, such that (1) |S| ≤ k, and (2) for each
j ∈ [r], |Nj(S)| ≥ t(j)? Here, Nj(S) ⊆ Bj is the set of vertices of color j ∈ [r] that are
adjacent to at least one vertex in S.

Note that PCCDS is the “multiple coverage” version of the well-studied problem Red Blue
Dominating Set. We avoid “Red Blue” here just to avoid confusion with our color classes.
Observe that finding a subfamily of size k that covers at least tj elements of the color j is
equivalent to finding a set S ⊆ A of size k such that Nj(S) (neighbors of S that are colored j)
is at least tj in the incidence graph.

Convention. For a graph H with bipartition A′ ⊎ B′, we refer to the A′ (resp. B′) as the left
(resp. right) side of the bipartition A′ ⊎ B′. We will consistently use standard letters such as
u, v, w to refer to vertices on the left, and fraktur letters such s, p, q to refer to the vertices on
the right. We consistently use index j to refer to a color from the range [r], and may often write
“for a color j” instead of “for a color j ∈ [r]”. Finally, for a coverage requirement function t
(resp. variations such as t′, t̃), and a color j, we shorten t(j) to tj (resp. t′j , t̃j).

Notation. Let H be an induced subgraph of G. We define some terminology w.r.t. the
graph H = G[A′ ⊎ B′], where A′ ⊆ A, and B′ ⊆ B. For a vertex v ∈ A′, and a color j, let
NH

j (v) ⊆ B′ ∩Bj denote the set of neighbors of v of color j. More formally, let NH
j (u) := {s ∈

B′ : f(s) = j and (u, s) ∈ E(H)}. Furthermore, for a subset S ⊆ A, let Nj(S) :=
⋃

v∈S Nj(v).
We also define dHj (v) := |NH

j (v)|. We call dHj (v) as j-degree of v in the graph H. We may omit
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the superscript from these notations when H = G. Finally, for a vertex v ∈ A′, we define H 
 v
as the graph obtained by deleting NH [v], i.e., v and all of its neighbors in B′.

Consider an instance I = (G, [r], f, t, k) of PCCDS. For a vertex s ∈ B, f\s is a restriction
of f to the set B \ {s}.
Matroids and representative sets: A matroid M = (U, I), consists of a finite universe U
and a family I of sets over U that satisfies the following three properties:

1. ∅ ∈ I,

2. if A ∈ I and B ⊆ A, then B ∈ I,

3. if A ∈ I and B ∈ I and |A| < |B| then there is an element b ∈ B \A such that A∪{b} ∈ I.

Each set S ∈ I is called an independent set and an inclusion-wise maximal independent set
is known as a basis of the matroid. The rank of a set P ⊆ U is defined as the size of the largest
subset of P that is independent, and is denoted by rank(P ). Note that rank(P ) ≤ rank(Q) if
P ⊆ Q. From the third property of matroids, it is easy to observe that every inclusion-wise
maximal independent set has the same size; this size is referred to as the rank of the matroid.
For any P ⊆ U , define the closure of P , cl(P ) := {x ∈ U : rank(P ∪ {x}) = rank(P )}. Note that
cl(P ) ⊆ cl(Q) if P ⊆ Q.

A matroid is linear (representable) if it can be defined using linear independence, that is for
any such matroidM = (U, I), one can assign to every e ∈ U a vector ve over some field (where
the different elements of the universe should all be over the same field F and have the same
dimension) such that a set S ⊆ U is in I if and only if the set {ve : e ∈ S} forms a linearly
independent set of vectors.

For a matroidM = (U, I) and an element u ∈ U , the matroid obtained by contracting u is
represented byM′ =M/u, whereM′ = (U \ {u} , I ′), where I ′ = {S ⊆ U \ {u} : S ∪ {u} ∈ I}.
LetM = (U, I) be a matroid of rank k. Then, for any 0 ≤ k′ ≤ k, one can define a truncated
version of the matroid as follows: Mk′ = (U, Ik′), where Ik′ = {S ∈ I : |S| ≤ k′}. It is easy to
verify that the contraction as well as truncation operation results in a matroid. Furthermore,
given a linear representation of a matroid M, a linear representation of the matroid resulting
from contraction/truncation can be computed in (randomized) polynomial time [20, 23]. Alter-
natively, given an oracle access to the original matroid M, one can simulate the oracle access
to the contracted/truncated matroid with at most a linear overhead.

Next, we state the following crucial definition of representative families.

Definition 3.1 ([10, 14]). Let M be a matroid and A be a family of sets of size p in M. A
subfamily A′ ⊆ A is said to q-represent A if for every set B of size q such that there is an A ∈ A
such that A ∪ B is an independent set, there is an A′ ∈ A′ such that A′ ∪ B is an independent
set. If A′ q-represents A, we write A′ ⊆q

rep A.

We call a family of sets of size p as p-family.

Proposition 3.2 ([10, 14]). There is an algorithm that, given a matrix M over a field GF (s),
representing a matroid M = (U,F ) of rank k, a p-family A of independent sets in M, and an
integer q such that p + q = k, computes a q-representative family A′ ⊆q

rep A of size at most(
p+q
p

)
using at most O(|A|(

(
p+q
p

)
)pω + (

(
p+q
p

)
)ω−1) operations over GF (s).

In the following lemma, we show that A′ ⊆1
rep A can be computed in polynomial time using

oracle access toM.

Lemma 3.3. Let M = (U, I) be a matroid given via oracle access, and let A be a 1-family of
subsets of U . Then, A′ ⊆k−1

rep A can be computed in polynomial time.
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Proof. Let A = {x : {x} ∈ A} be the set of underlying elements corresponding to the sets of
A. We compute an inclusion-wise maximal subset R ⊆ A that is independent in M. Note
that this subset can be computed using O(|U |k) queries, where k = rank(M). We claim that
A′ = {{y} : y ∈ R} is a 1-representative set of A.

Consider any u ∈ A and X ⊆ U of size k such that u ∈ X and X ∈ I. We will show that
there exists some u′ /∈ R such that X \ {u} ∪ {u′} ∈ I. Since R is an inclusion-wise maximal
independent subset of A, it follows that u ∈ cl(R) ⊆ cl(R ∪ (X \ {u})). This means that
rank(R∪(X\{u})) = rank(R∪(X\{u})∪{u}) = rank(R∪X). However, rank(R∪X) ≥ rank(X).
Therefore, we obtain that rank(R ∪ (X \ {u})) ≥ rank(X). This implies that there exists some
u′ ∈ R such that X \ {u} ∪ {u′} ∈ I.

4 Reduction from (M, F)-MaxSAT to (M, F)-MaxCov

In this section, we begin with a polynomial time approximate preserving randomized reduction
from F-MaxSAT to F-MaxCov. The success probability of the reduction is O((ϵ/r)k). Recall
that in the F-MaxSAT problem, given a CNF-formula Φ with χ : cla(Φ) → [r], a coverage
demand function t : [r] → N and an integer k, the goal is to find an assignment of weight at
most k that satisfies at least t(i) (also denoted as ti) clauses of color class i (an assignment Ψ
satisfying these properties is called optimal weight k assignment).

We begin with some basic definitions. Let Φ be a CNF-formula. By var(Φ) and cla(Φ),
we denote the set of variables and clauses in the formula Φ, respectively. An assignment to a
CNF-formula Φ is a function Ψ : var(Φ) → {0, 1}. The weight of an assignment is the number
of variables that have been assigned 1. By T (Ψ) and F (Ψ), we denote the set of variables
assigned 1 and 0 by the assignment Ψ, respectively. For a clause c ∈ cla(Φ), var(c) is the set
of variables that occur in the clause c as a positive or negative literal. Similarly, for a set of
clauses C ∈ cla(Φ), var(C) is the set of variables that occur as a positive or negative literal in
a clause c ∈ C.

Our reduction (Algorithm 1) takes an instance (Φ, χ, t, k) of F-MaxSAT as input. It
constructs a random assignment Ψ by setting each variable to 1 with probability p and 0 with
probability 1 − p. It constructs a new formula by first removing the set of clauses that are
satisfied negatively by Ψ, followed by removing negative literals from the remaining clauses.
It reduces the formula to an instance (U ,F , χ′, t′, k′) of F-MaxCov as described in Step 3 of
Algorithm 1. Clearly, this reduction takes polynomial time.

Next, we prove the correctness of our reduction. For a Yes-instance I of F-MaxSAT, let Ψ⋆

be an optimal weight k assignment. Let N⋆ be the set of clauses satisfied negatively by Ψ⋆, i.e.,
every clause in N⋆ contains a negative literal that is set to 1, and let P ⋆ be the set of clauses
satisfied only positively by Ψ⋆, i.e., every clause in P ⋆ contains a positive literal that is set to
1 and no negative literal in this clause is set to 1. By N⋆

i , we mean the set of clauses in color
class i satisfied negatively by Ψ⋆ and by P ⋆

i , we mean the set of clauses in color class i satisfied
only positively by Ψ⋆. We call a random assignment, constructed in Algorithm 1, good if each
variable in T (Ψ⋆) (positive variables under Ψ⋆) is assigned 1 by Ψ, i.e., T (Ψ⋆) ⊆ T (Ψ), which
occurs with probability at least pk. For a good assignment Ψ, let Ni denote the set of clauses
in color class i satisfied negatively by Ψ and Pi denote the set of clauses in color class i satisfied
only positively by Ψ. We say that an event G is good if a good assignment Ψ is generated in
Algorithm 1. We begin with the following claim.

Claim 4.1. Given a Yes-instance I of F-MaxSAT, with probability at least 1/2, a good as-
signment Ψ satisfies at least (1− ϵ)|N⋆

i | clauses negatively, for each i ∈ [r].

Proof. Let (Φ, χ, t, k) be a Yes-instance of F-MaxSAT. Let Ψ be a good assignment, which
occurs with probability at least pk. We show that Ψ satisfies at least (1 − ϵ)|N⋆| clauses
negatively, with probability at least 1/2. Let Xi be the number of clauses in N⋆

i that are
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Algorithm 1 Reduction Algorithm(I = (Φ, χ, t, k) of F-MaxSAT )

1: Construct a random assignment Ψ as follows. For each variable x ∈ var(Φ), independently
set Ψ(x) to 1 with probability p and 0 with probability 1−p. ▷ We will later set p = ϵ

2r.

2: Construct a new formula Φ′ as follows:

• Let N ⊆ cla(Φ) be the set of clauses that are satisfied negatively by Ψ. Then, cla(Φ′) =
cla(Φ) \N .

• For each c ∈ cla(Φ′), remove all the variables in c that occur either as a negative literal
or set to 0 by Ψ.

• For each c ∈ cla(Φ′), add var(c) to var(Φ′).

3: Construct an instance JΨ = (U ,F , χ′, t′, k′) of F-MaxCov as follows:

• Set U = cla(Φ′).

• For each v ∈ var(Φ′), add a set fv to F where fv = {c ∈ cla(Φ′) : v ∈ var(c)}.
• For each c ∈ cla(Φ′), if the corresponding element in U is ec, set χ

′(ec) = χ(c).

• Set t′(i) = t(i)− |N∩χ−1(i)|
1−ϵ for each i ∈ [r].

• Set k′ = k.

satisfied negatively by Ψ. We define an indicator random variable xj , for each j ∈ [|N⋆
i |], as

follows.

xj =

{
1 clause cj ∈ N⋆

i is satisfied negatively by Ψ

0 otherwise

Pr(xj |G) = Pr(clause cj ∈ N⋆
i is satisfied negatively by Ψ|G) ≥ (1− p)

E[Xi|G] =
∑

j∈[|N⋆
i |]

xj × Pr(xj |G) ≥ (1− p)|N⋆
i |

Let Yi = |N⋆
i | − |Ni|, where Ni is the set of clauses satisfied negatively by Ψ. Note that,

Yi = |N⋆
i | − |Ni| ≤ |N⋆

i \Ni| = |N⋆
i | −Xi

Thus,
E[Yi|G] ≤ |N⋆

i | − E[Xi|G] ≤ p|N⋆
i |

Since Yi ≥ 0, we can use Markov’s inequality and get

Pr(Yi ≥ 2rp|N⋆
i ||G) ≤

E[Yi]
2rp|N⋆

i |
≤ 1

2r

Since Yi = |N⋆
i | − |Ni|, we get

Pr(|Ni| ≤ (1− 2rp)|N⋆
i ||G) ≤

1

2r

By union bound,

Pr (∃i ∈ [r], |Ni| ≤ (1− 2rp)|N⋆
i ||G) ≤

∑
i∈[r]

Pr(|Ni| ≤ (1− 2rp)|N⋆
i ||G) ≤

1

2

This implies that

Pr (∀i ∈ [r], |Ni| > (1− 2rp)|N⋆
i ||G) ≥

1

2

Setting p = ϵ
2r gives us the required result, i.e., with probability at least 1/2, for all colors

i ∈ [r], |Ni| > (1− ϵ)|N⋆
i |.
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Lemma 4.2. If I = (Φ, χ, t, k) is a yes-instance of F-MaxSAT, then with probability at least
( ϵ
2r )

k, the reduced instance JΨ = (U ,F , χ′, t′, k′) is a yes-instance of F-MaxCov.

Proof. Let I be a Yes-instance of F-MaxSAT and let Ψ⋆ be an optimal weight k assignment.
Further, let N⋆ be the set of clauses satisfied negatively by Ψ⋆, i.e., every clause in N⋆ contains
a negative literal that is set to 1, and let P ⋆ be the set of clauses satisfied only positively by
Ψ⋆, i.e., every clause in P ⋆ contains a positive literal that is set to 1 and no negative literal in
this clause is set to 1. Then, there exists a set VP ⋆ ⊆ var(P ⋆) of size at most k that satisfies
all the clauses in P ⋆ positively, i.e., for each clause in P ⋆, there is a variable in VP ⋆ that occurs
as a positive literal in it and is assigned 1 under Ψ⋆. Let Ψ be a good assignment which is
generated with probability at least ( ϵ

2r )
k. Since Ψ is a good assignment, T (Ψ⋆) ⊆ T (Ψ) and

F (Ψ) ⊆ F (Ψ⋆). Hence, P ⋆ ⊆ P . Thus, P ⋆ ⊆ U and for each variable in var(P ⋆), we have a set
in the family F . Let Z = {fv ∈ F : v ∈ VP ⋆}. We claim that Z is a solution to JΨ. Clearly,
Z covers at least |P ⋆

i | elements in U , for each i ∈ [r]. We claim that t′i ≤ |P ⋆
i |. Since Ψ⋆ is a

solution to I, it satisfies ti clauses for each i ∈ [r]. Since ti = |P ⋆
i |+ |N⋆

i |, due to Claim 4.1, we

know that ti ≤ |P ⋆
i |+

|Ni|
1−ϵ . Thus, |P

⋆
i | ≥ ti− |Ni|

1−ϵ . Since t′i = ti− |Ni|
1−ϵ , t

′
i ≤ |P ⋆

i |. This completes
the proof.

Lemma 4.3. Assume that I = (Φ, χ, t, k) is a yes-instance of F-MaxSAT. If there exists
(1− ϵ)-approximate solution for JΨ = (U ,F , χ′, t′, k′), where Ψ is a good assignment, then there
exists (1− ϵ)-approximate solution for I with probability at least 1

2 .

Proof. Let Ψ⋆ be an optimal assignment. Due to Claim 4.1, Ψ satisfies at least (1 − ϵ)|N⋆
i |

clauses negatively, for each i ∈ [r], with probability at least 1/2. Let S be a (1− ϵ)-approximate
solution to JΨ. We construct an assignment σ as follows: if fx ∈ S, then σ(x) = 1, otherwise
0. We claim that σ is a (1 − ϵ)-approximate solution to I. Due to the construction of JΨ,
note that F does not contain a set corresponding to the variable that is set to 0 by Ψ. Thus,
if Ψ(x) = 0, then σ(x) = 0. Hence, σ satisfies at least (1 − ϵ)|N⋆

i | clauses negatively, for each
i ∈ [r], with probability at least 1/2. Next, we argue that σ satisfies at least (1− ϵ)|P ⋆

i | clauses
only positively, for each i ∈ [r]. Since S is a (1− ϵ)-approximate solution to JΨ, for each i ∈ [r],
S covers at least (1 − ϵ)t′i elements. Recall that U contains an element corresponding to each
clause in ∪i∈[r]Pi. Thus, σ satisfies at least (1 − ϵ)t′i clauses only positively for each i ∈ [r].

Recall that t′i = ti − |Ni|
1−ϵ . Thus, |Pi|+ |Ni| ≥ (1− ϵ)(ti − |Ni|

1−ϵ ) + |Ni| = (1− ϵ)ti. Hence, σ is a
factor (1− ϵ)-approximate solution for I.

Due to Lemma 4.2 and 4.3, we have the following result.

Theorem 4.4. There exists a polynomial time randomized algorithm that given a Yes-instance
I of F-MaxSAT generates a Yes-instance J of F-MaxCov with probability at least ( ϵ

2r )
k.

Furthermore, given a factor (1− ϵ)-approximate solution of J , it can be extended to a (1− ϵ)-
approximate solution of I with probability at least 1/2.

Note that if the variable-clause incidence graph of the input formula belongs to a subgraph
closed family H, then the incidence graph of the resulting instance of F-MaxCov will also
belong to H. Thus, due to Theorem 4.4 and Theorem 1.2 in [18], we have the following result,
which is an improvement over Theorem 1.1 in [18].

Theorem 4.5. There is a randomized algorithm that given a Yes-instance I of CC-Max-SAT,
where the variable-clause incidence graph is Kd,d-free, returns a factor (1 − ϵ)-approximate
solution with probability at least (1− 1

e ), and runs in time ( rdkϵ )O(dk)(n+m)O(1).

The ( rϵ )
O(k) factor in the running time of the algorithm in Theorem 4.5 comes by repeating

the algorithm in Theorem 4.4, followed by Theorem 1.2 in [18], independently ( rϵ )
O(k) many

times. This also boosts the success probabilty to at least (1− 1
e ).

16



Remark 4.6. Note that the reduction from F-MaxSAT to F-MaxCov also works in presence
of matroid constraint(s) on the set of variables assigned 1. Recall that in the former (resp.
latter) problem, we are given a matroid M on the set of variables (resp. sets), and the set of
at most k variables assigned 1 (resp. at most k sets chosen in the solution) is required to be an
independent set in M. This follows from the fact that the randomized algorithm preserves the
optimal independent set in the set cover instance with good probability.

5 An FPT-AS for PCCDS with Bounded Frequency

We first design the Bucketing subroutine in Section 5.1. Then, in Section 5.2, we design and
analyze the FPT-AS for PCCDS when each vertex in B has degree at most d (i.e., frequency
at most d).

5.1 The Bucketing Subroutine.

In this section, we design a subroutine, called Bucketing, which (or slight variations thereof)
will be crucially used to design FPT-AS in the subsequent sections. As mentioned in the in-
troduction, we divide the set of vertices of A into a bounded number of equivalence classes
depending on the size of their j-neighborhoods. Fix a color j. At a high level, two vertices
u and v belonging to a particular equivalence class will have j-degrees that are approximately
equal. There are two exceptions to this: (A) For a color j, all vertices of degree at least tj are
treated as equivalent as far as color j is concerned (i.e., we still classify such vertices based on
their j′-degrees for other colors j′) – since any single vertex from such a class is sufficient to
entirely take care of color j. (B) all vertices of j-degree less than

ϵtj
2k are treated as equivalent

as far as color j is concerned, for the following reason. The difference between the j-degrees
between such two vertices is at most

ϵtj
2k . Thus, even if we make a bad choice at most k times,

we only lose at most ϵtj coverage for the color j. Thus, the interesting range of j-degrees is

between
[
ϵtj
2k , tj

]
, which is sub-divided into intervals of range (1 + ϵ). It is easy to see that the

vertices are partitioned into O(log1+ϵ k) classes for a particular color. We proceed in a similar
manner for each color j ∈ [r], and then we obtain our final set of equivalence classes, such that
all the vertices in a particular class are equivalent w.r.t. each color in the sense described above.

Our algorithm for PCCDS is recursive, and will use the Bucketing procedure as a sub-
routine. During the course of the recursive algorithm, we may modify the instance in a variety
of ways – delete a subset of vertices, restrict the coverage function t, decrement the value of
k, or delete a subset of colors. However, in the Bucketing subroutine we require the original
value of k, which we will denote by k∗. Now, we formally state the procedure.

Bucketing procedure.
Let I = (G = (A ⊎ B,E), [r], f, t, k) be the current instance of PCCDS. Then, let λ :=
⌈log(1+ϵ)

2k∗

ϵ ⌉. Fix a color j ∈ [r]. For every 1 ≤ α ≤ λ, we define

A(j, α) :=

{
v ∈ A :

tj
(1 + ϵ)α

≤ dj(v) <
tj

(1 + ϵ)α−1

}
.

We also define A(j, 0) := {v ∈ A : dj(v) ≥ tj}, and A(j, λ+ 1) :=
{
v ∈ A : dj(v) <

tj
(1+ϵ)λ

}
.

LetV = {0, 1, . . . , λ, λ+1}r, and consider an arbitrary vector v ∈ V. Let v = (α1, α2, . . . , αr).
Then, we define A(v) :=

⋂r
j=1A(j, αj). We call any such A(v) as a bag. The Bucketing pro-

cedure first computes the set of bags as defined above, and returns only the set of non-empty
bags, which form a partition of A. It is easy to see that the procedure can be implemented in
polynomial time.

Observation 5.1. The items 1-3 in the following hold for any color j ∈ [r].
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Algorithm 2 PCCDS(I = (G = (A ⊎B,E), [r], f, t, k))

1: if k = 0 then
2: return ∅
3: end if
4: Let A be the set of bags returned by applying Bucketing on I
5: Choose a bag A(v) ∈ A uniformly at random, and select an arbitrary vertex v ∈ A(v)
6: Define the following quantities w.r.t. the vertex v:

7: • For any w ∈ A \ v and any color j, let hj(w) :=
|NG

j (w)∩NG
j (v)|

|NG
j (v)| ,

8: • Let p(w) := 1
2rd ·

∑r
j=1 hj(w)

9: • Let p(v) := 1
2

10: Sample a vertex u ∈ V (G) at random proportional to the quantities p(·)
11: I ′ ← PruneInstance(I, u) ▷ Residual instance after adding u to the solution

12: return S̃ ∪ {u}, where S̃ ← PCCDS(I ′)

1. For any v ∈ A(j, λ+ 1), dj(v) <
ϵtj
2k∗ .

2. For any v ∈ A(j, 0), dj(v) ≥ tj.

3. For any 1 ≤ α ≤ λ, and for any u, v ∈ A(j, α), it holds that
dj(u)
(1+ϵ) ≤ dj(v) ≤ (1+ ϵ) ·dj(u).

The number of bags returned by Bucketing is bounded by
∏r

j=1(λ+ 2) ≤
(
6 log k∗

ϵ2

)r
=: L.

5.2 The Algorithm

Our algorithm for PCCDS, when each vertex in B has degree at most d is given in Algorithm 2.
This algorithm is recursive, and takes as input an instance I of PCCDS; initially the algorithm
is called on the original instance. We assume that we remember the value of k∗ from the original
instance, since that is used in the Bucketing subroutine. Now we discuss the algorithm. In
the algorithm, first we use the Bucketing subroutine to partition the vertices of A into a
number of equivalence classes. Then, we pick one of the bags uniformly at random – essentially,
in this step we are trying to guess the bag that has a non-empty intersection with a hypothetical
solution S. 8

Suppose we correctly guess such a bag A(v). Then, we arbitrarily pick a vertex v from this
bag, and use it to define a probability distribution on all the vertices in A. This distribution
places a constant (≥ 1/2) probability mass on sampling v, and the rest of the probability mass
is split proportional to the number of common neighbors of a vertex w with v. Then, we sample
a vertex u according to this distribution, add it to the solution, and recurse on the residual
instance. Here, the intuition is that, if the vertices in S have a lot of common neighbors with
v, then one of the vertices from S will be sampled with reasonably large probability. In this
case, we recurse on a vertex from a hypothetical solution, i.e., a “correct choice”. Otherwise, if
the vertices in S have very few common neighbors with v, then we claim that we can replace a
vertex in S ∩ A(v) with v, and still obtain a good (hypothetical) solution to compare against.
In this case, we argue that v is the “correct choice”. Now, we state the algorithm formally, and
then proceed to the analysis.

First we state the following observation.

Observation 5.2.
∑

w∈A p(w) ≤ 1.

8We note that this step can be replaced by deterministically branching on each of the bags instead; but since
the next step is inherently randomized, we continue with the current presentation for the simplicity of exposition.
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procedure PruneInstance(I, u) I = (G = (A ⊎B,E), [r], f, t, k) and u ∈ A

1: Let J := {j ∈ [r] : |Nj(u)| ≥ tj} ▷ J is the set of colors already satisfied by u

2: if J = ∅ then
3: G′ := G 
 u ▷ Remove u from A and all of its neighbors from B

4: f ′ is the restriction of f to B \
⋃

j∈[r]Nj(u)

5: t′j = tj − |Nj(u)| for all colors j ▷ Account for addition of u into the solution

6: I ′ = (G′, [r], f ′, t′, k − 1)
7: else
8: r′ := r − |J |, and w.l.o.g. assume that J = {r′ + 1, r′ + 2, . . . , r}
9: G′ = G[A′ ⊎B′], where A′ := A \ {u}, and B′ := B \

(
N(u) ∪

⋃
j∈J f

−1(j)
)

▷ Remove u, its neighbors in B, and vertices of all the colors satisfied by u

10: f ′ is the restriction of f to B′, and t′j = tj − |Nj(u)| for j ∈ [r′]
11: I ′ = (G′, [r′], f ′, t′, k − 1)
12: end if
13: return I ′

Proof. If v is the vertex chosen in line 5 of the algorithm, then p(v) := 1/2. Therefore, we show
that

∑
w∈A1

p(w) ≤ 1
2 , where A1 = A \ {v}.

∑
w∈A1

p(w) =
1

2rd

∑
w∈A1

r∑
j=1

hj(w)

=
1

2rd

r∑
j=1

1

|NG
j (v)|

∑
w∈A1

|NG
j (w) ∩NG

j (v)|

≤ 1

2rd

r∑
j=1

1

|NG
j (v)|

· d · |NG
j (v)| = 1

2

Where, the second-last inequality follows from the fact that every vertex in NG
j (v) is counted

at most d times in
∑

w∈A1
|NG

j (w) ∩Nj(v)|, since every vertex in B has degree at most d.

Now we explain how to sample a vertex proportional to the quantities p(·). Note that
Observation 5.2 implies that ℓ :=

∑
w∈A p(w) ≤ 1. Also note that ℓ ≥ p(v) = 1/2. Now, we

sample a vertex from A such that the probability of sampling a vertex w is equal to p(w)/ℓ –
this can be done, e.g., by mapping the vertices to disjoint sub-intervals of [0, 1] of length p(w)/ℓ,
and then sampling from uniform distribution over [0, 1]. Note that the sum of probabilities is
equal to 1, and thus this is a valid probability distribution. Finally, observe that for any set
W ⊆ A of vertices, the probability that a vertex from W is sampled is equal to

∑
w∈W p(w)/ℓ ≥∑

w∈W p(w). Next we prove the correctness of our algorithm.

Lemma 5.3. Consider a recursive call PCCDS(I), where I = (G = (A ⊎ B), [r], f, t, k), and
let k∗ be the value of k from the original instance. Consider a set S ⊆ A of size k such that,
for each j ∈ [r], |NG

j (S)| = t̃j.

Then, with probability at least
(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k
, the algorithm returns a subset S′ ⊆ A of size at

most k, such that for each j ∈ [r], |NG
j (S′)| = t′′j , where

t′′j ≥ (1− 2ϵ)min(t̃j , tj)−
ϵk

k∗
· tj .

Proof. We prove this by induction. When k = 0, then there is nothing to prove. Now suppose
the claim is true for k − 1 ≥ 0 and we prove it for k.
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Fix a set S ⊆ V (G′) of size k such that |NG
j (S)| = t̃j for each j ∈ [r]. There exists a bag

A(v) such that S∩A(v) ̸= ∅. Since in the first step (line 5), the algorithm picks a bag uniformly
at random from at most L bags, the probability that A(v) is picked is at least 1

L . We condition
on the event that this choice is made, and proceed as follows. Suppose the algorithm picks
v ∈ A(v) in line 5. We start with a relatively straightforward observation.

Observation 5.4. Consider a vertex u ∈ S, and consider calling PruneInstance(I, u). Let
J be the set as defined in line 1 in this procedure, and I ′ be the instance that the call would
return. Then,

1. For any j ∈ J , |NG
j (u)| ≥ tj,

2. For any j ̸∈ J , in the instance I ′, it holds that t′j = tj − |NG
j (u)| ≤ tj, and

3. For any j ̸∈ J , in the instance I ′, it holds that |NG′
j (S \ {u})| = t̃j − |NG

j (u)|.

Proof. The first item follows from the definition of NG
j (u). The second item follows from the

definition of t′. For the third item, we note that for any color j ̸∈ J , the vertices in NG
j (u) are

removed from color j in the instance I ′. Thus, NG′
j (S \ {u}) and NG

j (u) are disjoint sets in

V (G), and their sizes add up to t̃j .

Next, we prove the following technical claim.

Claim 5.5. Suppose the random vertex u selected in line 10 belongs to the set S. Then, let G′

be the graph in the instance I ′ obtained in line 11. Then, with probability at least
(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k−1
,

it holds that for any j ∈ [r],∣∣∣NG
j

(
S̃ ∪ {u}

)∣∣∣ ≥ (1− 2ϵ) ·min(t̃j , tj)−
ϵk

k∗
tj (1)

Proof. Suppose the set J as defined w.r.t. u in line 1 of PruneInstance is non-empty. Then,
for any j ∈ J , Observation 5.4 implies that |NG

j (u)| ≥ tj , which is at least the bound in the
lemma. Thus, it suffices to focus on colors in [r] \ J .

By Observation 5.4 (item 3), the set S \ {u} of size k − 1 is such that for each j ̸∈ J ,
|NG′

j (S \ {u})| = t̃j − |NG
j (u)|. Thus, by induction hypothesis (i.e., using Lemma 5.3), with

probability at least
(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k−1
, PCCDS(I ′) returns a set S̃ of size at most k− 1 that satisfies

the following property: for any j ̸∈ J ,∣∣∣NG′
j (S̃)

∣∣∣ ≥ (1− 2ϵ) ·min(t̃j − |NG
j (u)|, t′j)−

ϵ(k − 1)

k∗
t′j (2)

Thus, it follows that the set S̃ ∪ {u} satisfies that, for any j ̸∈ J ,∣∣∣NG
j (S̃ ∪ {u})

∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣NG′
(S̃)
∣∣∣+ ∣∣NG

j (u)
∣∣

≥ (1− 2ϵ) ·
(
tj − |NG

j (u)|
)
− ϵ(k − 1)

k∗
t′j + |NG

j (u)|

≥ (1− 2ϵ) · tj −
ϵ(k − 1)

k∗
t′j

≥ (1− 2ϵ) ·min(t̃j , tj)−
ϵk

k∗
tj (since t′j ≤ tj)

This concludes the proof of the claim.
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Now we proceed with the inductive step, where we consider different cases.
Case 1. v ∈ S.

In this case, the probability that the randomly chosen vertex in line 10 is equal to v, is at least
1/2. We condition on this event, and using Claim 5.5, it follows that the set S̃∪{v} satisfies (1)
for each j ∈ [r], with (conditional) probability at least

(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k−1
. Thus, the unconditional

probability that the set S̃ ∪ {u} satisfies the required property is at least

1

2
·
(
1

L
· ϵ

2rd

)k−1

≥
(
1

L
· ϵ

2rd

)k

.

Case 2. Suppose v ̸∈ S. Now we consider two sub-cases.
Case 2.1: There exists a color j such that

∑
w′∈S |NG

j (v) ∩NG
j (w′)| ≥ ϵ · |NG

j (v)|.
We first claim that the probability that some vertex w from the set S is chosen to be u in line
10 is at least ϵ

r . Then, conditioned on this event, we will use the induction hypothesis to show
the required bound.

Fix a color j satisfying the case assumption (if there are multiple such colors, pick one such
color arbitrarily). Then, since color j satisfies the case assumption, it follows that,

∑
w′∈S

hj(v) =
∑
w′∈S

|NG
j (w′) ∩NG

j (v)|
|NG

j (v)|
≥ 1

|NG
j (v)|

· ϵ · |NG
j (v)| = ϵ

Therefore, ∑
w′∈S

p(w′) =
∑
w′∈S

h(w′)

2rd
≥ 1

2rd
·
∑
w∈S

hj(w
′) ≥ 1

2rd
· ϵ

Thus, the probability that some w ∈ S will be chosen as the vertex u is at least ϵ
2rd . Now, we

condition on this event. Then, by using Claim 5.5 and an argument similar to case 1, the set
S̃ ∪ {w} satisfies (1) for each j ∈ [r], with probability at least

1

L
· ϵ

2rd
·
(
1

L
· ϵ

2rd

)k−1

=

(
1

L
· ϵ

2rd

)k

.

Case 2.2: For all colors j,
∑

w′∈S |Nj(v) ∩Nj(w
′)| ≤ ϵ · |Nj(v)|. Hence,∣∣∣∣

( ⋃
w′∈S

Nj(w
′)

)
∩Nj(v)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∑
w′∈S

|Nj(v) ∩Nj(w
′)| ≤ ϵ · |Nj(v)|. (3)

Recall that the probability that the vertex u is equal to v is at least 1/2, and we condition on
this choice. Furthermore, recall that we have conditioned on the event that A(v) ∩ S ̸= ∅, but
due to case assumption v ̸∈ S. Therefore, there must exist a vertex w ∈ A(v) ∩ S.

In this case, we aim to show that v “approximately plays the role” of w ∈ A(v) ∩ S in our
solution. To this end, we consider different cases for the value of αj in the vector v. In each
of the cases, we condition on the probability that the recursive call returns a set S̃ with the

desired properties. Using induction, this happens with probability at least
(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k−1
. Thus,

the unconditional probability is at least
(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k
as in Case 1. Now we proceed to the analysis

of each of the cases, conditioned on the good events.
Case A: αj = 0. Since v ∈ A(j, 0), |NG

j (v)| ≥ tj . Thus, |NG
j (S̃ ∪ {v}| ≥ tj , which is at

least the claimed bound.
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Case B: αj = λ+ 1. Since v, w ∈ A(j, λ+ 1), |NG
j (v)| ≤ ϵtj

2k∗ , and |N
G
j (w)| ≤ ϵtj

2k∗ .

Now we analyze
∣∣∣NG′

(S \ {w})
∣∣∣. By case assumption, it follows that,

∣∣∣NG′
j (S \ {w})

∣∣∣ = t̃j − |NG
j (w)| −

∣∣∣∣
( ⋃

w′∈S
NG

j (w′)

)
∩NG

j (v)

∣∣∣∣ (4)

≥ t̃j − |NG
j (w)| − |NG

j (v)|

≥ t̃j −
2ϵtj
2k∗

= t̃j −
ϵtj
k∗

.

Then, by inductive hypothesis, the solution S̃ satisfies the first inequality in the following.∣∣∣NG′
j (S̃)

∣∣∣ ≥ (1− 2ϵ) ·
(
t̃j −

ϵtj
k∗

)
−

ϵ(k − 1)t′j
k∗

≥ (1− 2ϵ) · t̃j −
ϵtj
k∗
−

ϵ(k − 1)t′j
k∗

≥ (1− 2ϵ) · t̃j −
ϵk

k∗
tj (Since t′j ≤ tj)

which is at least the claimed bound.
Case C. 1 ≤ αj ≤ λ.

Since v, w ∈ A(j, αj), Observation 5.1 implies that

|NG
j (w)| ≤ (1 + ϵ) · |NG

j (v)| (5)

Analogous to (4), we have the following.

∣∣∣NG′
j (S \ {w})

∣∣∣ = t̃j − |NG
j (w)| −

∣∣∣∣
( ⋃

w′∈S
NG

j (w′)

)
∩NG

j (v)

∣∣∣∣
≥ t̃j − |NG

j (w)| − ϵ · |NG
j (v)| (From (3))

≥ t̃j − (1 + 2ϵ) · |NG
j (v)| (From (5))

Thus, by inductive hypothesis, it holds that,

|NG
j (S̃ ∪ {v})| = |NG

j (v)|+ |NG′
(S̃)|

≥ |NG
j (v)|+ (1− 2ϵ) ·

(
t̃j − (1 + 2ϵ) · |NG

j (v)|
)
− ϵ(k − 1)

k∗
· tj

≥ (1− 2ϵ) · t̃j + 4ϵ2 · |NG
j (v)| − ϵ(k − 1)

k∗
· tj

≥ (1− 2ϵ) · t̃j −
ϵ(k − 1)

k∗
· tj (since |NG

j (v)| ≥ 0)

This completes the induction, and thus the proof of the lemma.

Theorem 5.6. There exists a randomized algorithm that runs in time
(
6dr
ϵ

)k ·(18 log k
ϵ2

)kr
·nO(1),

and given a Yes-instance I = (G = (A ⊎ B,E), [r], f, t, k) of PCCDS, where each vertex in B

has degree at most d, with probability at least
(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k
, returns a subset S̃ ⊆ A of size k such

that |NG
j (S̃)| ≥ (1− ϵ)tj for all colors j.

Next, we conclude with the proof of Theorem 5.6, which follows from Lemma 5.3 in a
straightforward manner.
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Proof of Theorem 5.6. Let S ⊆ A be a set of size k such that |NG
j (S)| = t̃j ≥ tj for all colors j.

Let S̃ denote the output of PCCDS(I). It is easy to see that the algorithm returns a solution

in polynomial time. Next, Lemma 5.3 implies that with probability at least q =
(
1
L ·

ϵ
2rd

)k
, the

set S̃ satisfies that, for each j ∈ [r],

|NG
j (S̃)| = t′′j ≥ (1− 2ϵ) · tj −

ϵk

k∗
tj = (1− 2ϵ)tj − ϵtj = (1− 3ϵ) · tj

Here, we use the fact that since I is the original instance, we have k∗ = k. Also note that, for
any color j ∈ [r], t̃j ≥ tj .

We make O(q−1 log n) independent calls to PCCDS(I), and if in any of the calls, we find a
set S̃ with the claimed properties, then we return it. Otherwise, the algorithm concludes that
I is a No-instance. We get the claimed running time by rescaling ϵ to ϵ/3.

6 An FPT-AS for PCCDS on Kd,d-free graphs

In this section, we design an FPT-AS for PCCDS on Kd,d-free graphs. In the algorithm, we
first divide the colors into two sets according to their coverage requirements: Tsmall := {j ∈
[r] : tj ≤ 2k2d/ϵ} and Tlarge := {j ∈ [r] : tj > 2k2d/ϵ}. Further, we do bucketing of the vertices in
Tlarge and Tsmall separately. For the vertices in Tlarge, the strategy is similar to Bucketing in
Section 5.1. For the sake of simplicity of analysis, we use O(logm/ϵ) buckets per color, instead
of O(log k/ϵ2) as in the previous section. As a result, we will get a slightly worse running time.
Specifically, we will have an extra log r factor in the exponent. Note that this factor can be
eliminated by using O(log k/ϵ2) buckets and a more careful analysis similar to the previous
section that keeps track of the additive errors for color j incurred when we branch on a bucket
that contains all the “small-degree” vertices of color j; however we omit this.

We will use color coding to identify a solution that covers the required coverage for the colors
in Tsmall with high probability. Thus, we first propose a randomized algorithm here, which will
be derandomized later using the known tool of (p, q)-perfect hash family [1, 14].

Henceforth, we will assume that we are given a Yes-instance and show that the algorithm
outputs an approximate solution with high probability–otherwise the algorithm will detect that
we are given a No-instance. Hence, there exists a hypothetical solution S such that for every
j ∈ [r], |Nj(S)| ≥ tj . Note that, for every j ∈ Tsmall, tj ≤ |Nj(S)| ≤ 2k2d

ϵ . As a first
step, we first use color coding in order to attempt to identify the vertices in each Bj , where
j ∈ Tsmall, that are covered by the solution. Without loss of generality, let Tsmall = {1, . . . , z}
and Bsmall = ∪j∈Tsmall

Bj .

Separation of small cover: Label the vertices of Bsmall uniformly and independently
at random using 2k2zd

ϵ labels, say 1, . . . , 2k
2zd
ϵ .

The goal of the labelling is that “with high probability”, we label the vertices in Bsmall that
are covered by the solution with distinct labels. Note that the solution can cover more than tj
vertices of color j, however, we are only concerned with tj vertices. The following proposition
bounds the success probability.

Proposition 6.1. [10, Lemma 5.4] Let U be a universe and X ⊆ U . Let χ : U → [|X|] be a
function that colors each element of U with one of |X| colors uniformly and independently at
random. Then, the probability that the elements of X are colored with pairwise distinct colors
is at least e−|X|.

For a vertex v ∈ Bsmall, let label(v) denote its label. ForX ⊆ Bsmall, label(X) = ∪v∈X label(v).
Let labels = {1, . . . , 2k2zd/ϵ}. We next move to the bucketing step. We first create buckets with
respect to all the colors in j ∈ Tlarge.
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Bucketing(large). For every color j ∈ Tlarge and 1 ≤ α ≤ log(1+ϵ)m, we define A(j, α) :={
v ∈ A : 2kd/ϵ · (1 + ϵ)α−1 < dj(v) ≤ 2kd/ϵ · (1 + ϵ)α

}
. For all the smaller degrees, we have the

following bucket. A(j, 0) := {v ∈ A : dj(v) ≤ 2kd/ϵ} .
Next, we create buckets for all j ∈ Tsmall as follows.

Bucketing(small). For every j ∈ Tsmall and a set γ ⊆ labels, we define

A(γ) := {v ∈ A : label(N(v) ∩Bsmall) = γ}

We first create bags A(v) as defined in Section 5.1. In particular, let V =
{0, 1, . . . , log(1+ϵ)m}r−z. Consider an arbitrary vector v ∈ V. Let v = (αz+1, . . . , αr). Then,
A(v) :=

⋂r
j=z+1A(j, αj). For every γ ⊆ labels, v ∈ V, let Aγ(v) = A(v) ∩ A(γ). We call any

such Aγ(v) a bag. For every γ ⊆ labels, we also add A(γ) to our collection of bags. Thus, the

number of bags is upper bounded by 2
2k2rd

ϵ (1 + (log(1+ϵ)m + 1)r) ≤ 2
2k2rd

ϵ · rO(r) · mO(1) via
standard arguments. Note that these bags form a covering and not a partition of vertices in A
as was the case in Section 5.2

Our main idea is as follows. We start by guessing a bag that has a non-empty intersection
with an optimal solution. Since every vertex in a bag is adjacent to vertices of the same label
set, any vertex in the bag can be chosen in order to cover the vertices of colors j ∈ Tsmall.
Further, the j-degree of vertices in the same bag is “almost” equal, for every j ∈ Tlarge. We
will demonstrate that selecting a vertex v from a selected bag leads to one of the following two
possibilities: either it belongs to the solution or, there exists at least one vertex from the set of
vertices, each of whose neighborhood has significantly overlap with the j-neighborhood of v for
all j ∈ Tlarge. The formal algorithmic description is presented in Algorithm 3.

To begin, we utilize the definition and lemma introduced by Jain et al. [18] to elaborate on
the concept of a “high” intersection.

Definition 6.2 (βj-High Degree Set). Given a bipartite graph G = (A,B,E), a set X ⊆ B, a
color j ∈ [r], and a positive integer β > 1, the βj-High Degree Set, denoted by HDG

βj
(X) ⊆ A,

is a set of vertices such that every vertex v ∈ HDG
βj
(X) satisfies |Nj(v) ∩X| ≥ |X|

β , i.e.,

HDG
βj
(X) = {v ∈ A : |Nj(v) ∩X| ≥ |X|

β }

Let AHDG
βj
(X) = HDG

βj
(X) ∩ {v ∈ A : |Nj(v)| ≥ d}. That is, AHDG

βj
(X) consists of vertices

of j-degree at least d and those that belong to HDG
βj
(X). Due to Lemma 4.2 in [18], we know

that |AHDG
βj
(X)| ≤ (d− 1)(2β)d−1, for all X ⊆ B, d, and for all β > 1 with |X|

2β > d.

Lemma 6.3. Given a Yes-instance (I = (G = (A ⊎ B,E), [r], f, t, k, ϵ)) of PCCDS where G
is a Kd,d-free graph, Algorithm 3 finds a set S ⊆ V (G) of size at most k such that for every
j ∈ Tlarge, |Nj(S)| ≥ (1 − kϵ)tj, and for every j ∈ Tsmall, |Nj(S)| ≥ tj with probability at least

e−2k2k⋆dr/ϵ.

Proof. We prove it by induction on k.
Base Case: When k = 0, then we cannot cover any vertex; thus the statement holds trivially.
Induction Hypothesis: Suppose that the claim is true for k ≤ ℓ− 1.
Inductive Step: Next, we prove the claim for k = ℓ. Let S ⊆ V (G) such that |S| = ℓ and for
every j ∈ [r], |Nj(S)| = t⋆j ≥ tj . We consider the following two cases.

Case 1. S ∩ Z = ∅. Suppose that Tsmall = [r], i.e., for all j ∈ [r], tj ≤ 2ℓ2d/ϵ. Then, N(S) is

colorful with probability at least e−2ℓ2d/ϵ. Thus, S has non-empty intersection with at least

one bag A(γ), where γ ⊆ labels, with probability at least e−2ℓ2d/ϵ. Let x ∈ S ∩A(γ). Let p
be an arbitrary vertex in A(γ) selected in Step 13 of the algorithm. Due to the construction
of the bucket A(γ), we know that label(N(p) ∩ Bsmall) = label(N(x) ∩ Bsmall) = γ. Let
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Algorithm 3 Kd,d-free-PCCDS(I = (G = (A ⊎B,E), [r], f, t, k, ϵ))

1: if k = 0 then
2: return ∅ if tj = 0, for every j ∈ [r]; otherwise NO.
3: end if
4: compute Tsmall and Tlarge.
5: label the vertices in Bsmall as defined above in the green box.
6: Let A be the set of bags returned by applying Bucketing(large) on Tlarge and Bucket-

ing(small) on Tsmall.
7: for every bag Aγ(v) ∈ A do
8: select an arbitrary vertex x ∈ Aγ(v)
9: compute AHDG

βj
(Nj(x)) for β = k

ϵ , and j ∈ Tlarge.

10: let Zv =
⋃

j∈Tlarge

AHDG
βj
(N(x)) ∪ {x}

11: end for
12: let Z =

⋃
Aγ(v)∈A

Zv

13: from every bag A(γ) ∈ A, add a vertex in Z
14: for each y ∈ Z do
15: let Iy ← PruneInstance(I, y)
16: let Sy be the set returned by Kd,d-free-PCCDS(Iy)
17: end for
18: Among all the sets Sy, y ∈ Z, suppose z is the element such that for every j ∈ [r], |Nj({z}∪

Sz)| ≥ (1− kϵ)tj . Return {z} ∪ Sz. Return NO, if no such z exists.

J ⊆ Tsmall such that label of at least one vertex of Bj , j ∈ J , is in γ. Note that x
and p does not cover any vertex with color j ∈ Tsmall \ J . Due to induction hypothesis,

|Nj(Sp)| ≥ tj − dGj (p) with probability at least e−2(ℓ−1)2k⋆dr/ϵ, for every j ∈ [r]. Hence, for

every j ∈ [r], |Nj({p} ∪ Sp)| ≥ tj with probability at least e−2ℓ2k⋆dr/ϵ.

Next, we consider the case when Tlarge ̸= ∅. Then, for every j ∈ Tlarge, there exists at
least one vertex v ∈ S such that dj(v) ≥ 2ℓd/ϵ. Thus, S has non-empty intersection with
at least one bag Aγ(v) ∈ A. Let x ∈ S ∩ Aγ(v). Let S′ = S \ {x}. Clearly, for every
j ∈ [r], |NG

j (S′)| ≥ tj − dGj (x). Let p be an arbitrary vertex in Aγ(v) selected in Step 8 of
the algorithm. Furthermore, note that S ∩ Z = ∅. Thus, for every j ∈ Tlarge and w ∈ S,
either Nj(w) < d or |Nj(w) ∩Nj(p)| < |Nj(p)|/β. Thus, for every j ∈ Tlarge,

|NGp

j (S′)| = |NG
j (S′) \N(p)|

≥ tj − dGj (x)− ℓd− ℓ
|Nj(p)|

β

≥ tj − dGj (x)− ℓd− ϵ|Nj(p)|

Due to induction hypothesis, for every j ∈ Tlarge, |N
Gp

j (Sp)| ≥ (1− (ℓ− 1)ϵ)(tj − dGj (x)−
ℓd− ϵ|NG

j (p)|). Next, we argue that for every j ∈ Tlarge, |Nj({p}∪Sp)| ≥ (1− ℓϵ)tj . Since
p and x belong to the same bag, dj(x) ≤ (1 + ϵ)dj(p). Note that
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|Nj({p} ∪ Sp)| = |NG
j ({p}|+ |NGp

j (Sp)|

≥ dGj (p) + (1− (ℓ− 1)ϵ)(tj − dGj (x)− ℓd− ϵdGj (p))

≥ dGj (p) + (1− (ℓ− 1)ϵ)(tj − (1 + ϵ)dj(p)− ℓd− ϵdGj (p))

≥ (1− (1− ϵ)(1 + 2ϵ′))dGj (p) + (1− ϵ)(1− (ℓ− 1)ϵ)tj

≥ (1− ℓϵ)tj

We next argue the claim for j ∈ Tsmall. Using the same argument as above (when we
considered Tsmall = [r]), we have that for every j ∈ Tsmall, |Nj({p} ∪ Sp)| ≥ tj with

probability at least e−2ℓ2k⋆dr/ϵ.

Case 2 S ∩ Z ̸= ∅. Let x ∈ S ∩ Z. Let S′ = S \ {x}. For every j ∈ Tlarge, clearly, |Nj(S
′)| ≥

tj−dGj (x), otherwise, S is not a solution to I. Thus, Ix is a Yes-instance to PCCDS, as S′

is a solution to Ix. Hence, due to our induction hypothesis, we know that Algorithm 3 finds
a set Sx ⊆ V (Gx) of size ℓ−1 such that for every j ∈ [r], |Nj(Sx)| ≥ (1−(ℓ−1)ϵ)(tj−dGj (x)).
Thus, for every j ∈ Tlarge,

|NG
j ({x} ∪ Sx)| = |NG

j (x)|+ |NGx
j (Sx)| ≥ (1− ℓϵ)tj

For every j ∈ Tsmall, the argument is same as in Case 1. Since there exists an element
x ∈ Z such that |NG

j ({x} ∪ Sx)| ≥ (1− ℓϵ)tj , our algorithm returns one such set.

Thus, we obtain the following result by invoking Algorithm 3 with ϵ′ = ϵ/k.

Theorem 6.4. There exists a randomized algorithm that runs in 2O( k
4rd log r

ϵ
)(n+m)O(1) time,

and given a Yes-instance (I = (G = (A⊎B,E), [r], f, t, k, ϵ)) of PCCDS where G is a Kd,d-free
graph, finds a set S ⊆ V (G) of size at most k such that for every j ∈ Tlarge, |Nj(S)| ≥ (1− ϵ)tj,

and for every j ∈ Tsmall, |Nj(S)| ≥ tj with probability at least e−2k3k⋆dr/ϵ.

Proof. We call Algorithm 3 with ϵ′ = ϵ/k. The correctness follows due to Lemma 6.3. Recall

that the number of bags is upper bounded by 2
2k3rd

ϵ (1 + (log(1+ϵ)m + 1)r). Furthermore, for

every x ∈ Aγ(v), |AHDG
βj
(N(x))| ≤ (d− 1)(2β)d−1. Thus, in every recursive call,

|Z| ≤ 2
2k3rd

ϵ
(
1 + (d− 1)(2β)d−1(1 + (log(1+ϵ)m+ 1)r)

)
Since the number of recursive calls is bounded by k, the running time is 2O( k

4rd log r
ϵ

)(n +
m)O(1).

We derandomize this algorithm using (p, q)-perfect hash family to obtain a deterministic
algorithm in the following theorem.

Theorem 6.5. There exists a deterministic algorithm that runs in 2O( k
4r2d log r

ϵ
) · (n + m)O(1)

time, and given a Yes-instance (I = (G = (A ⊎ B,E), [r], f, t, k, ϵ)) of PCCDS where G is a
Kd,d-free graph, finds a set S ⊆ A of size at most k such that, for every j ∈ [r], |Nj(S)| ≥
(1− ϵ)tj.

Proof of Theorem 6.5.
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Definition 6.6 ((p, q)-perfect hash family). ([1]) For non-negative integers p and q, a family of
functions f1, . . . , ft from a universe U of size p to a universe of size q is called a (p, q)-perfect
hash family, if for any subset S ⊆ U of size at most q, there exists i ∈ [t] such that fi is injective
on S.

We can construct (p, q)-perfect hash family using the following result.

Proposition 6.7 ([10, 25]). There is an algorithm that given p, q ≥ 1 constructs a (p, q)-perfect
hash family of size eqqO(log q) log p in time eqqO(log q)p log p.

Let I be an instance of PCCDS. Instead of taking a random coloring for Bsmall in Algo-
rithm 3, we create a (|Bsmall|, 2k

2rd
ϵ )-perfect hash family F , and run the algorithm for every

label function f ∈ F . Using this, we get the proof of Theorem 6.5.

7 Handling Matroid Constraints

Recall that we want to find a subset A′ ⊆ A that is independent in the given M of rank at
most k. Without loss of generality, we assume that k equals the rank ofM, i.e., the solution is
a base ofM by truncating the matroid appropriately. Note that it is straightforward to work
with the truncated matroid, given oracle access to the original matroid. By slightly abusing the
notation, we useM to denote the appropriately truncated matroid, if necessary.

7.1 Kd,d-free Case

Now, we are ready to discuss our algorithm. Let (I = (G = (A ⊎ B,E), [r], f, t, k, ϵ),M, Spar)
be an instance of PMCCDS, whereM = (A, I) is a matroid. The algorithm is largely similar
to the one in Section 6, with a few modifications as described next.

Modifications: In addition to the standard inputs for Algorithm 3, the modified algorithm
instance also receives (oracle access to) a matroid M′ = (A′, I ′). Here, M′ is obtained by
contracting the original matroid M on the set of elements Q added so far leading to this
recursive call. From the definition of matroid contraction, it follows that any independent set in
M′, along with Q, is independent in the original matroidM. Due to our initial truncation, we
can inductively assume thatM′ has rank exactly k, where 0 ≤ k ≤ k⋆, where k⋆ is the original
budget (and thus the rank of the original matroidM). Furthermore, rather than just searching
for a set of size k that satisfies the coverage requirements for each color class, the algorithm
seeks a set S that meets two conditions: first, it must be independent in M′, and second, it
must have a neighborhood size Nj(S) ≥ (1− ϵ)tj , thus satisfying the coverage requirements for
each color class j ∈ [r].

Similar to Algorithm 3, we start by guessing a bag Aγ(v) that contains a vertex of an optimal
solution OPT (i.e., we branch on all such bags). But instead of selecting any arbitrary vertex
in Aγ(v) (as done in line 5 of Algorithm 3), we compute a R(Aγ(v)) ⊆k−1

rep Aγ(v). Lemma 3.3
implies that, |R(Aγ(v))| ≤ k, and it can be computed in polynomial time. Next, for every
vi ∈ R(Aγ(v)), we compute the sets AHDG

βj
(N(vi)). Next, we define

Zv :=
⋃

vi∈R(Aγ(v)

⋃
j∈Tlarge

{vi} ∪ AHDG
βj
(N(vi) (6)

We branch on such a y ∈ Zv and update the instance I ′ passed to the next iteration of the
algorithm as was done in the PruneInstance procedure, with the following modification. First,
we obtain M′′ :=M′/y, i.e., M′′ is obtained by contracting M′ on the vertex y on which we
are branching. Note that one can simulate oracle access to M′′ using the oracle access to M′

by always including y in the set being queried. Note that the rank ofM′′ is k− 1. For the sake
of formality, we describe the explicit changes made to the algorithm.

Exact changes:
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• Line 8 of Algorithm 3 is replaced by: Compute R(Aγ(v)) ⊆k−1
rep Aγ(v) using Lemma 3.3.

• In Line 10 of Algorithm 3, the set Zv is defined as in (6).

• In PruneInstance (I, y), we also compute the contracted matroid M′′ by contracting M′

on the element y as mentioned above.

Correctness: We sketch the modified algorithm’s correctness through induction on the pa-
rameter k. This approach is similar to how we proved the correctness of Algorithm 3. For the
base case where k = 0, correctness is trivial. Assuming that the algorithm correctly returns an
approximate solution when k ≤ i, we will prove the correctness for the case of k = i + 1. For
that purpose we consider the following two scenarios assuming the input to be a Yes-instance:

• Case 1: (OPT ∩ Z ̸= ∅) Let x ∈ Z ∩ OPT. By induction our algorithm on the instance
returned by PruneInstance (I, x) with the contracted matroidM′′ =M/x, returns a set
of size S′ of size k− 1 that satisfies the approximate coverage requirements (as argued for
Algorithm 3). By the definition ofM′′, it follows that S′ ∪ {x} is independent inM′.

• Case 2: (OPT ∩ Z = ∅) Recall that Aγ(v) ∩ OPT ̸= ∅, i.e., OPT selects at least one
vertex, say x from Aγ(v). However, OPT ∩ Z = ∅, which implies that x ̸∈ Z, which, in
particular, implies that x ̸∈ R(Aγ(v)). In this case, based on the correctness arguments
of Algorithm 3, we know that any vertex y ∈ Aγ(v)∩Z serves as a suitable “approximate
replacement” for x, as far as the coverage requirement is concerned.

However, here we have an additional requirement that that the solution be an independent
set inM′. To this end, let OPT′ = OPT\{x}. Note that |OPT′| = k−1, and OPT′∪{x} is
independent inM′. It follows that, there exists some y ∈ R(Aγ(v)) ⊆k−1

rep Aγ(v) such that
y ∩ OPT′ = ∅ and y ∪ OPT′ also independent in M′. Thus, using inductive hypothesis,
the solution returned by the recursive call corresponding to y, combined with y, is (1)
independent inM′, and (2) satisfies the coverage requirements up to an 1− ϵ factor.

Running time: Note that the branching factor in line 10 of Algorithm 3 increases by at most
k. This adds a multiplicative factor of kk to the running time, which is absorbed into the
FPT factor. Furthermore, the time required to compute a representative set and Zv being
polynomial-time for any bag Aγ(v) is absorbed into the polynomial factor. Thus, we obtain the
following result.

Theorem 7.1. There exists a randomized algorithm that runs in 2O( k
3rd log r

ϵ
)(n+m)O(1) time,

and given a yes-instance I = (G = (A ⊎ B,E), [r], f, t, k, ϵ,M) of (M, F)-MaxCov where G
is a Kd,d-free graph, finds a set S ⊆ V (G) of size at most k that is independent inM such that
for every j ∈ Tlarge, |Nj(S)| ≥ (1−ϵ)tj, and for every j ∈ Tsmall, |Nj(S)| ≥ tj with probability at

least e−2k2k⋆dr/ϵ; otherwise if I is a no-instance, then the algorithm either returns NO or return
a set S ⊆ V (G) such that for every j ∈ Tlarge, |Nj(S)| ≥ (1− ϵ)tj, for every j ∈ [r].

7.2 Frequency d Case

Modifications: In addition to the standard inputs for Algorithm 2, the modified algorithm
instance is provided a matroid M′ and a partial solution Spar as inputs. The algorithm seeks
an independent set S in M′ that satisfies the coverage requirements approximately. Similar
to Algorithm 2, we start by guessing a bag A(v) that contains a vertex of an optimal solution
OPT. But instead of selecting any arbitrary vertex in A(v) (as done in line 5 of Algorithm 2),
we compute a R(A(v)) ⊆k−1

rep A(v) of size at most k in polynomial-time. We choose a vertex
v uniformly at random from this set and subsequently proceed in accordance with the steps
outlined in Algorithm 2. We contend that with a high probability, either vertex v or a vertex
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w (based on the probability distribution p(w)) can be included in the gradually constructed
solution (produced by an iteration of the same algorithm with smaller k) without compro-
mising independence, while still satisfying the approximate coverage requirements. And, the
PruneInstance procedure undergoes identical modifications as detailed in the preceding section.
Exact Changes:

• Line 5 of Algorithm 2 is replaced by: Choose a bag A(v) ∈ A uniformly at random.
Compute R(A(v)) ⊆k−1

rep A(v) using Lemma 3.3. Uniformly at random select a vertex v
from it.

• In PruneInstance (I, y): the matroid M′ passed to the new instance is obtained by con-
tractingM on y, i.e.,M′ =M/y.

Correctness: We establish the correctness of the algorithm by reasoning that, with a suffi-
ciently high probability at each step, we either choose a vertex from the optimal solution (OPT)
or select a vertex that can be added to the resulting solution S̃ while preserving independence
and satisfying the approximate coverage requirements. Notice that while in Algorithm select-
ing an arbitrary vertex was sufficient, that may not remain true in the presence of a matroid
constraint. Since one may not be able to add such a vertex while keeping the set (S̃ ∪ {u})
independent. Hence we compute R(A(v)) that contains at least one vertex that may be added
to the returned S̃ while preserving independence. Note that the probability of selecting such a
vertex from R(A(v)) is at least 1/k, and it worsens the success probability by the same factor.
We denote an optimal solution by both S and OPT to maintain consistency with the notations
from the previous section.

• Case 1: R(A(v)) ∩ S ̸= ∅
In this case, a vertex is chosen R(A(v)) ∩ OPT into the solution with a probability of at
least 1/2k.

• Case 2: R(A(v)) ∩ S = ∅
If there is a color j and a v ∈ R(A(v)) such that

∑
w′∈S |NG

j (v) ∩NG
j (w′)| ≥ ϵ · |NG

j (v)|,
then the probability that some vertex w from the set S in line 10 is at least (1/k) ϵr .
The rest of the argument follows similar to the arguments in Lemma 5.3 but with a
probability worsened by a factor of 1/k. Otherwise, for all colors j, and all vertices
v ∈ R(A(v)) it holds that

∑
w′∈S |Nj(v) ∩Nj(w

′)| ≤ ϵ · |Nj(v)|. But, in this case, it was
shown Lemma 5.3 that v “approximately plays the role” of w ∈ A(v) ∩ S when there is
no matroid-constraint. In the matroid-constraint case, we can show that there exists a
vertex v ∈ R(A(v)) that not only satisfies the approximate coverage requirements with S̃
but also forms an independent set. And, the probability that such a vertex v is chosen in
the branching step is 1/2k (probability worsens by a factor of 1/k).

Running time: Note that the probability of a ”good event” in the modified algorithm deterio-
rates by a maximum factor of 1/k at each branching step. This introduces an additional run time
of kk. And, the additional time taken to compute a representative family being polynomial-time
for any bag Aγ(v) is absorbed into the polynomial factor of the algorithm’s run time.

Theorem 7.2. There exists a randomized algorithm that runs in time
(
2kdr
ϵ

)k · (6 log k
ϵ2

)kr
·

nO(1), and given a yes-instance I = (G, [r], f, t, k,M) of (M, F)-MaxCov, where each element
appears in at most d sets, with high probability, returns a subset S̃ ⊆ A of size at most k with
coverage vector (t′′1, t

′′
2, . . . , t

′′
r), such that t′′j ≥ (1 − 3ϵ)tj for all colors j; otherwise, if I is a

no-instance, then the algorithm correctly concludes so.

29



Extension to Intersection of Multiple Linear Matroids. The above approach can be
extended to the more general problem where the solution is required to be an independent set
in each of the given matroids M1,M2, . . . ,Mq that are all defined over the common ground
set A, if all the given matroids are representable over a field F. The only change here is that,
the representative family R(Aγ(v)) needs to be computed for the direct sum of the matroids
M′

1 ⊕M′
2 ⊕ · · · ⊕M′

q, whereM′
i denotes the contracted version of the i-th matroid as defined

above. Then, one can use the linear algebraic tools to compute a representative set of the direct
sum matroid in a specific manner. For more details, we refer the reader to Marx [23], Section
5.1. Due to this change, the bound on R(Aγ(v)) becomes qk (from k), and the time required
to compute this set is at most 2O(qk) · (m+ n)O(1). This also gets reflected in the running time
of the algorithm.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we designed FPT-approximation schemes for (M, F)-MaxSAT, which is a gen-
eralization of the CC-MaxSat problem with fairness and matroid constraints. In particular,
we designed FPT-AS for the classes of formulas where the maximum frequency of a variable
in the clause is bounded by d, and more generally, for Kd,d-free formulas. Our algorithm for
F-MaxCov on the set systems of frequency bounded by d is substantially faster compared to
the recent result of Bandyapadhyay et al. [4], even for the special case of d = 2. We use a novel
combination of the bucketing trick and a carefully designed probability distribution in order to
obtain this faster FPT-AS.

Our work naturally leads to the following intriguing questions. Firstly, our approximation-
preserving reduction from CC-MaxSat (and variants) to Maximum Coverage (and variants)
is inherently randomized. Is it possible to derandomize this reduction? A similar question
of derandomization is also interesting for our aforementioned algorithm for F-MaxCov on
bounded-frequency set systems. In this case, can we design an FPT-AS for the problem running
in time single-exponential in k?

Acknowledgments. We thank Petr Golovach and an anonymous reviewer for Lemma 3.3.
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