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Abstract— Fluid models provide a tractable ap-
proach to approximate multiclass processing networks.
This tractability is a due to the fact that optimal
control for such models is a solution of a Separated
Continuous Linear Programming (SCLP) problem.
Recently developed revised SCLP-simplex algorithm
allows to exactly solve very large instances of SCLPs
in a reasonable time. Furthermore, to deal with the
inherent stochasticity in arrival and service rates in
processing networks, robust optimization approach is
applied to SCLP models. However, a robust counter-
part of SCLP problem has two important drawbacks
limiting its tractability. First, the robust counterpart
of SCLP problem is a huge SCLP problem itself, that
can be in several orders of magnitude bigger then the
nominal SCLP problem. Second, robust counterpart
of SCLP is a degenerate optimization problem, that is
not suitable for revised SCLP-simplex algorithm. In
this paper we develop theoretical results and a corre-
sponding algorithm that allows to preserve dimensions
of nominal SCLP problem and avoid degeneracy issues
during solution of its robust counterpart.

I. Introduction
In a multi-class processing network, entities of different

classes arrive at a service and undergo sequential process-
ing stages by various servers. Each processing stage for
each class is associated with a distinct operation, and
each server has the ability to execute multiple operations.
Such networks are widely used to model and analyze
various real-world systems, including telecommunication
networks, computer systems, manufacturing processes,
transportation systems, and service-oriented systems like
call-centers and healthcare facilities. Clearly, these models
demand effective control over entity admissions, rout-
ing, sequencing, and operational scheduling to optimize
network performance. Finding an optimal control policy
requires solving stochastic dynamic programming models.
However, for real-life networks such models are extremely
large and computationally intractable. Alternatively, fluid
models provide a viable approximation approach, offering
asymptotically optimal control (see [1]).

Finding optimal control for fluid models involves solving
a Separated Continuous Linear Programming (SCLP)
problem, which poses challenges due to its infinite-
dimensional nature. Several methods has been suggested
to solve SCLP problems, including time discretization
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approaches [2], [3], [4], [5], polynomial approximation
methods [6] and simplex-type algorithms [7], [8], [9]. In
[9] authors showed that for SCLP that originated from
fluid approximation of processing networks, a revised
SCLP-Simplex algorithm outperforms time-discretization
approaches both in speed and in solution quality.

In real-life networks arrival and/or processing rates
often are not known exactly or may change over time.
One of the common ways to deal with uncertainty in
optimization problems parameters is to apply robust
optimization methodology (e.g. [10]). Robust optimization
assumes that the uncertain parameters reside in a region
known as uncertainty set and aims to formulate another
deterministic optimization problem known as robust
counterpart (RC) such that each solution of RC is a
feasible solution of the original problem for all possible
combinations of parameters in the uncertainty set. In
other words, it satisfies the original problem for the
worst-case realization of the uncertain parameters. Robust
counterparts of fluid processing networks were presented
in [11] and further extended in [12], where different
problem formulations and different tractable uncertainty
sets were considered.

Unfortunately, revised SCLP-simplex algorithm [9] is
not suitable for solving RC of uncertain SCLP problem,
by the following reasons:

• RC contains intrinsic degeneracy. Both primal and
dual formulations becomes degenerate, while SCLP-
simplex does not support degenerate problems.

• RC contains many additional primal state variables.
This greatly affects solution time, because these
variables participate in all computationally intensive
steps of SCLP-simplex algorithm.

The main contribution of this paper is an efficient
method for solving uncertain SCLP formulations of pro-
cessing networks where processing rates of different servers
belong to a budgeted uncertainty set. Our approach
includes a reduction method that transforms portions
of the budgeted uncertainty set into box uncertainty sets,
eliminating the need for additional variables or constraints.
Furthermore, we introduce a cutting planes algorithm
tailored to uncertain SCLPs, seamlessly integrated into
the Revised SCLP-Simplex algorithm with minimal modi-
fications of the later. We demonstrate both contributions
for the case of one-sided budgeted uncertainty set of
service effort model (1). However, similar approach can be
applied to processing rates model and/or other polyhedral
uncertainty sets.
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II. Background

A. Robust fluid processing networks
Consider a fluid processing network with I servers,

K buffers, and J flows. Each flow can be processed by
a dedicated server, and each server can handle several
flows. Additionally, each flow empties a specific buffer,
and there could be several flows emptying the same buffer.
We denote s(j) = i if flow j is processed by server i, and
f(j) = k if flow j empties buffer k. After processing, the
fluid either moves to another buffer or exits the system.
Let pk,j represent the proportion of flow j that moves
to buffer k after processing. The following quantities are
related to buffer k:

• xk(t) amount of fluid at time t,
• αk = xk(0) initial amount of fluid,
• ak constant exogenous input rate,
• gk ≥ 0 constant holding cost per unit/time.

Likewise, the following quantities are related to flow j:
• ηj(t) proportion of effort of server s(j) dedicated to

this flow at time t,
• µj service rate per flow unit if server s(j) works on

this flow with full effort,
• uj(t) = µjηj(t) actual service rate per flow unit at

time t,
• hj constant processing cost per unit/time.

Finally, let µ be uncertain, so that µ := µ(ξ(t)), ξ(t) ∈
U , where ξ(t) is a perturbation vector and U is the
uncertainty set.

The goal is to find optimal proportions of server efforts
η(t) over the planned time interval [0, T ], subject to
buffer and server capacity constraints and for all possible
realizations of service rates. The robust optimal control
for this uncertain fluid processing network can be found
by solving following problem:

max
η(t),x(t)

∫ T

0 (γT + (T − t)cT)(η(t)◦µ(ξ(t))) dt,

s.t.
∫ t

0 G (η(s)◦µ(ξ(t))) ds + x(t) = α + at,
Hη(t) ≤ b,
x(t), η(t) ≥ 0, 0 ≤ t ≤ T, ξ(t) ∈ U ,

(1)

where, b = 1, c = gTG, γ = −h and:

Gk,j =
{

−pk,j if f(k) ̸= j,

1 if f(k) = j,
Hi,j =

{
1 if s(j) = i,

0 if s(j) ̸= i.

Following [12], we consider h = γ = 0, define a one-
sided budgeted uncertainty set, and reformulate the RC
problem. Let µ be nominal service rate, µ̃ be its maximal
deviation from the nominal value, and Ξ(t) be a perturba-
tions vector such that: Ξj(t) ∈ [0, 1],

∑
s(j)=i Ξj(t) ≤ Γi,

where Γi is an uncertainty budget associated with server i.
Then, the maximal processing rate of flow j is expressed
by µ(Ξ(t)) = µ − µ̃Ξ(t).

In addition, we introduce following notations, that will
be used through the rest of the paper:

Gk,j=Gk,jµj , G̃k,j=−Gk,j µ̃j , cj=cjµj , c̃j=cj µ̃j(∀k, j),

Then, the RC (1) takes the form (see [12]):

max
η,β,γ,y

∫ T

0 (T − t)cTη(t) − y(t) dt,

s.t.
J∑

j=1

∫ t

0 Gk,jηj(s) ds+
I∑

i=1
Γiβk,i(t)+

I∑
i=1

∑
j:s(j)=i

γk,i,j≤=αk+akt, (∀k, t)

βk,i(t)+γk,i,j(t)≥
∫ t

0 G̃k,jηj(s) ds
∀t, k, i, j : s(j) = i,

y(t) ≥
I∑

i=1

(
Γiβ0,i(t) +

∑
j:s(j)=i

γ0,i,j(t)
)

,

β0,i(t)+γ0,i,j(t)≥
∫ t

0 c̃jηj(s)ds ∀i, s(j)=i
Hη(t) ≤ b,

η(t), y(t), β(t), γ(t) ≥ 0, 0 ≤ t ≤ T,

(2)

One can see that compared to the nominal problem (1
with no uncertainty), the RC contains additional (K +
1)×(J +I)+1 primal state variables and same number of
constraints (and slack variables), making it much harder
to solve.

B. SCLP-Simplex Algorithm
In this section we recall structure of optimal solution

of SCLP and SCLP-Simplex algorithm as described in
[7], [9]. In [7], [9] authors consider the following SCLP
problem:

max
u(t),x(t)

∫ T

0 (γT + (T − t)cT)u(t) dt,

s.t.
∫ t

0 Gu(s) ds + Fx(t) + x(t) = α + at,
Hu(t) ≤ b,
x(t), u(t) ≥ 0, 0 ≤ t ≤ T,

(3)

where F is K × L dimensional matrix that corresponds
to additional state variables xK+1, . . . , xK+L. One can
check that the nominal version of (1) is a subclass of (3).

Denote by uJ+1, . . . , uJ+I slacks of the second set of
constraints of (3) and let K = (1, . . . , K + L) be the
indexes of the primal state variables xk(t) and J =
(1, . . . , J +I) be the indexes of the primal control variables
uj(t). The symmetric dual to (3) is

min
p(t),q(t)

∫ T

0 (αT + (T − t)aT)p(t) + bTq(t) dt,

s.t.
∫ t

0 GT p(s) ds + HTq(t) ≥ γ + ct,
F Tp(t) ≥ d,
q(t), p(t) ≥ 0, 0 ≤ t ≤ T,

with dual state variables, including slacks, qj(t), j ∈ J
and dual control variables pk(t), k ∈ K. Note that the
dual problem runs in reversed time.

Under easily checked feasibility and boundedness con-
ditions, and under non-degeneracy, SCLP has a unique
strongly dual solution. The optimal solution has piece-
wise constant primal and dual controls and continuous
piecewise linear primal and dual state variables, with
breakpoints 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tN = T . The
solution is then fully described by the breakpoints, by
the initial state values x(0) = x0, q(0) = qN , and by the



values of the controls and of the derivatives of the states
un

j = uj(t) , pn
k = pk(T − t), ẋn

k = ẋk(t), q̇n
j = q̇j(T − t)

for tn−1 < t < tn, n = 1, . . . , N . The values of the primal
and dual states at the breakpoints are xn

k = xk(tn), qn
j =

qj(T − tn), n = 0, . . . , N .
The initial values, x0, qN , are optimal solutions of the

Boundary-LP:
max [0 dT]x0, min [bT 0]qN ,
s.t. [I F ]x0 = α, s.t. [HT − I]qN = γ,

x0 ≥ 0, qN ≥ 0.
(4)

with K0, JN+1 the indexes of the basic variables x0
k, qN

j .
Note that Boundary-LP does not involve T , so that x0, qN

are the same for all time horizons.
Values of the controls and slopes of states in the

intervals are complementary slack basic solutions of the
primal and dual Rates-LP(K, J ):

max [cT 0]u + [0 dT]ẋ
s.t. [G 0]u + [I F ]ẋ = a,

[H I]u = b,

ẋk ∈ R ∀k ∈ K,
ẋk ∈ R+ ∀k /∈ K,
uj = 0 ∀j ∈ J ,
uj ∈ R+ ∀j /∈ J ,

(5)

min [aT 0]p + [bT 0]q̇
s.t. [GT 0]p + [HT -I]q̇ = c,

[F T -I]p = d,

q̇j ∈ R ∀j ∈ J ,
q̇j ∈ R+ ∀j /∈ J ,
pk = 0 ∀k ∈ K,
pk ∈ R+ ∀k /∈ K,

(6)

where for interval (tn−1, tn) the primal basis is Bn =
{un

j , ẋn
k : j ̸∈ Jn, k ∈ Kn} with complementary dual basis

B∗
n = {pn

k , q̇n
j : k ̸∈ Kn, j ∈ Jn}.

The bases have the following properties:
– Compatibility to the boundary: K0 ⊆ K1, JN+1 ⊆ JN .
– Adjacency: Bn, Bn+1 are adjacent: in the pivot Bn →
Bn+1 a single basic variable vn leaves the basis and a
single basic variable wn enters.

The breakpoints t1, . . . , tN−1 are determined by the
following equations for the interval lengths τn = tn − tn-1:

vn=ẋk =⇒ xk(tn)=0 =⇒
∑n

m=1 ẋm
k τm=−x0

k,

vn=uj =⇒ qj(T−tn)=0 =⇒
∑n+1

m=N q̇m
j τm=−qN

j ,
τ1 + · · · + τN =T.

(7)

The remaining values are determined by:
xk(tn) = x0

k +
∑n

m=1 ẋm
k τm,

qj(T − tn) = qN
j +

∑n+1
m=N q̇m

j τm.
(8)

Given a sequence of adjacent bases B = {Bn}N
n=1 we

can calculate all the controls and slopes of states, the
breakpoints, and the values of the primal and dual states
at all breakpoints. It is an optimal base sequence if:

Theorem 2.1 ([7]): If a sequence of bases {Bn}N
n=1 are

compatible with K0, JN+1 and are adjacent, and if all
the values of the primal and dual state variables and
the interval lengths determined by equations (4)–(8) are
positive, then this is an optimal solution of the SCLP.
The SCLP-simplex algorithm [7], [9] solves SCLP paramet-
rically, by increasing the time horizon θT over 0 < θ ≤ 1,
with iterations needed at 0 < θ1 < · · · < θM = 1 as

follows.

Algorithm 1 SCLP-Simplex Algorithm
Initialization:

1: Solve (4) to obtain x0, qN

2: Set K0 = {k : x0
k > 0}, JN+1 = {j : qN

j > 0}
3: Solve Rates-LP(K0, JN+1) and obtain B1
4: Set ℓ := 1, θ0 := 0, B1 := {B1}

end initialization
5: loop
6: Extract ẋn, q̇n, n = 1, . . . , N from Bℓ

7: Solve (7) to obtain τ
8: Solve (7) with RHS [0, 1]T to obtain δτ
9: Compute xn, δxn, qn, δqn by (8)

10: Compute ∆= min
δ(·)<0

{
1, - τn

δτn
, - xn

k

δxn
k

, - qn
j

δqn
j

}
11: Set θℓ:=θℓ−1 + ∆
12: if θℓ ≥ 1 then
13: Set ∆:=1−θℓ−1, τ :=τ+∆δτ, xn:=xn+∆δxn,

qn:=qn+∆δqn

14: Compute un, pn from Bℓ

15: return τ, xn, qn, un, pn, ẋn, q̇n

16: end if
17: Classify collision V = arg min

δ(·)<0

{
- τn

δτn
, - xn

k

δxn
k

, - qn
j

δqn
j

}
18: if V = {τn′ , . . . , τn′′} then
19: Remove Bn′ , . . . , Bn′′ from Bℓ

20: if n′=0 or n′′=N or ∥Bn′′+1\Bn′−1∥=1 then
21: Go to line 40
22: else:
23: B′:=Bn′−1, B′′:=Bn′′+1, B′′\B′ = {v′, v′′}
24: end if
25: else
26: if V = {xn

k } then
27: B′ := Bn, B′′ := Bn+1, v′ = vn, v′′ = ẋk

28: else V = {qn
j }

29: B′ := Bn−1, B′′ := Bn, v′ = uj , v′′ = vn

30: end if
31: end if
32: Set K∗={k : ẋk∈B′} \ v′′, J ∗={j : uj ̸∈B′′}\v′

33: Solve Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗) to obtain D
34: if D is not adjacent to B′ or B′′ then
35: Solve SCLP sub-problem, get {D}M

m=1
36: else:
37: {D}M

m=1 = {D}
38: end if
39: Update Bℓ insert {D}M

m=1 between B′ and B′′

40: Set Bℓ+1 := Bℓ, ℓ := ℓ + 1
41: end loop

For collisions at 0 or T some steps of the algorithm are
slightly modified.

C. Cutting planes algorithm
An alternative to reformulating RC and solving it is

applying the cutting planes algorithm [13], [14] to the
original (nominal) problem. In this section we briefly



describe this algorithm. Consider the following problem:

min
x∈Rn

f (x) , s.t. gi (x; θi) ≤bi, θi∈Ui, ∀i=1, . . . , I (9)

where {Ui} are uncertainty sets. The cutting planes for
the problem (9) has following structure.

Algorithm 2 Cutting Planes Algorithm
1: Initialization of master problem with set of nominal

values {θ̄i} as uncertain parameters, and solving it
to obtain x∗

2: for each uncertain constraint i: do
3: compute the set argmaxθgi(x∗; θ)
4: for every θ̃ ∈ argmaxθgi(x∗; θ) satisfying

gi(x∗; θ̃) > bi, add the constraint gi(x; θ̃) ≤ bi to
master problem

5: Solve the master problem obtaining solution x∗

6: end for
7: if during step 2 none constraint was added to master

problem then
8: x∗ is an optimal robust solution to the problem
9: else:

10: return to step 2
11: end if

For a wide class of problems and uncertainty sets
following result holds (see e.g. [15]):

Theorem 2.2: Under appropriate assumptions cutting
planes algorithm 2 produces a robust optimal solution
for problem (9).

III. Reduction of uncertainty set
Analyzing the structure of the uncertain SCLP problem

(1) and the structure of uncertainty set one can reduce the
size of the RC. In this section we present an alternative
form of the RC of the server-effort model for the one-sided
budgeted uncertainty set, discuss reduction of this RC,
and present a reduction algorithm.

Theorem 3.1: The RC of the uncertain SCLP problem
(1) can be expressed by:

max
η,β,γ

∫ T

0 (T -t)
(

cTη(t)−
I∑

i=1
(Γiβ0,i(t)+

∑
j:s(j)=i

γ0,i,j(t))
)

dt,

s.t.
∫ t

0

(
J∑

j=1
Gk,jηj(s)+

I∑
i=1

(
Γiβk,i(s)+

∑
j:s(j)=i

γk,i,j(s)
))

ds+xk(t)=αk+akt, (∀k, t)

βk,i(t)+γk,i,j(t)≥G̃k,jηj(t) ∀t, k, i, s(j)=i,
β0,i(t)+γ0,i,j(t)≥c̃jηj(t), ∀t, i, s(j)=i,
Hη(t) ≤ b,
x(t), η(t), β(t), γ(t) ≥ 0, 0 ≤ t ≤ T.

(10)

Proof: The proof of the theorem given in Appendix.

Unlike (2), in formulation (10) we add primal control
variables instead of primal states.

Unfortunately, the reformulation (10) does not reduce
the problem size, so we still need to apply further

reduction. Recall uncertain constraint of (1) with one-
sided budgeted uncertainty set as it described in Section
II-A. To ensure that constraint k holds under all possible
realizations of Ξ(t) one should consider the following:

J∑
j=1

t∫
0

Gk,jηj(s)ds + zk(t) ≤ αk + akt

zk(t) = max
Ξ(t)

J∑
j=1

t∫
0

Ξj(s)G̃k,jηj(s)ds

s.t.
∑

j:s(j)=i

Ξj(t) ≤ Γi ∀i, 0 ≤ Ξ(t) ≤ 1

(11)

Recall that elements of G are either proportion of the
endogenous input flows −pk,j , or 1 for output flows from
buffer k. Thus, for the flow j that does not transfer the
fluid into the buffer k we have G̃k,j = 0, and for j :
f(j) = k we have G̃k,j = −µ̃j . Moreover, one can see
that optimization problem in (11) could be divided into
I sub-problems that will take following form:

zk,i(t) = max
Ξ(t)

∑
j∈Ni,k

t∫
0

Ξj(s)G̃k,jηj(s)ds

s.t.
∑

j∈Ni,k

Ξj(t) ≤ Γi, 0 ≤ Ξ(t) ≤ 1
(12)

where Ni,k = {j : {s(j)=i}∩{G̃k,j>0}}. One can see, that
if ∥Ni,k∥ ≤ Γi problem (12) has trivial solution Ξ(t) = 1
with objective values zk,i(t) =

∑
j∈Ni,k

∫ t

0 G̃k,jηj(s)ds.
This leads to the following algorithm:

Algorithm 3 Reduction Algorithm For Robust SCLP
1: for (k = 1; k++; k ≤ K) do
2: Set Ni = 0∀i, Rk = ∅
3: for (j = 1; j++; j ≤ J) do
4: if Gk,j > 0 then
5: Set Ns(j) = Ns(j) + 1
6: end if
7: end for
8: for (j = 1; j++; j ≤ J) do
9: if Ns(j) ≤ Γi then

10: G
∗
k,j = Gk,j + G̃k,j

11: else:
12: G

∗
k,j = Gk,j , Rk = Rk ∪ j

13: end if
14: end for
15: end for

Applying algorithm 3 to problem (1) we obtain an
uncertain SCLP problem, where the first set of constraints
takes the following form:∫ t

0

(
J∑

j=1
G

∗
k,jηj(s)+

∑
j∈Rk

G̃k,jΞj(s)ηj(s)
)

ds≤αk+akt (13)

This problem has the reduced set of the uncertain
parameters and could be further transformed into the
RC, or solved by a cutting planes algorithm that will be
presented in Section IV. Note that the objective function
of (1) could be treated similarly.



IV. Cutting planes for uncertain SCLP
In this section, we present a cutting planes algorithm for

uncertain SCLP, derived from the application of cutting
planes algorithm 2 to problem (1). Recall that the RC
of uncertain SCLP (10) is an SCLP problem, and SCLP
has an optimal solution where unknown controls η(t) are
piecewise constant functions of t. Thus, for each time
interval n = 1, . . . , N where η(t) = ηn is constant, the
solution of problem (12) does not depend on t, and hence
problem (12) can be considered as:

zk,i = max
Ξ

∑
j∈Ni,k

N∑
n=1

Ξj,nG̃k,jηn
j

s.t.
∑

j∈Ni,k

Ξj,n ≤ Γi, 0 ≤ Ξ ≤ 1
(14)

It is easy to check that this problem could be further
separated into the set of smaller sub-problems for each n:

zk,i,n = max
Ξ

∑
j∈Ni,k

Ξj,nG̃k,jηn
j

s.t.
∑

j∈Ni,k

Ξj,n ≤ Γi, 0 ≤ Ξ ≤ 1 (15)

Note that according to SCLP-simplex algorithm 1, ηn is
the solution of Rates-LP (5), and hence we can plug in
(15) back into Rates-LP. Applying a similar approach to
the objective, we get the following optimization problem:

max [(c − c̃Ξ)T 0]η
s.t. (G + G̃Ξ)η + Iẋ = a,

[H I]η = b,

ẋk ∈ R ∀k ∈ K,
ẋk ∈ R+ ∀k /∈ K,
ηj = 0 ∀j ∈ J ,
ηj ∈ R+ ∀j /∈ J ,

(16)

where 0 ≤ Ξ ≤ 1,
∑

j:s(j)=i Ξj ≤ Γi∀i.
It follows that optimal solution of Robust SCLP (10)

could be obtained from the sequence of robust optimal
solutions of uncertain Rates-LP (16). The latter could
be solved by the cutting planes algorithm and hence we
discuss the cutting planes algorithm for (16).

One can observe that the second set of constraints in
(16) does not depend on uncertainty. Moreover, for k ∈ K,
constraint k holds for any realization of uncertainty, so
we only need to solve (15) for k /∈ K.Furthermore, solving
problem (15) for specific k, i, n we obtain:

Ξk,j=1 j∈Sk
i,η∗(⌊Γi⌋),

Ξk,j=(Γi−⌊Γi⌋)Ψk,i j∈Sk
i,η∗(⌈Γi⌉)\Sk

i,η∗(⌊Γi⌋),
0 else,

(17)

where Sk
i,η(L) is any set of indices of the greatest L

elements in the vector G̃k ◦ η satisfying s(j)=i and
G̃k,jηj>0, and Ψk,i = ∥Sk

i,η∗(⌈Γi⌉)\Sk
i,η∗(⌊Γi⌋)∥. It should

be noted that the optimal solution (17) may not be unique
and depends on the choice of Sk

i,η(L). It is evident from
(17) that Ξk,j takes a finite set of values, enabling the
enumeration of all possible combinations of these values
as 1, . . . , M . Consequently, for any η∗ ∈ RJ and for each
k, there exists an optimal solution of (15) in the form
of (17) denoted by Ξ̂m

k . We define Ĝk = G̃k ◦ Ξ̂m
k as the

worst-case realization of parameters for constraint k, and

we define: ∑
j

(
Gk,j + Ĝk,j

)
η∗

j ≤ ak (18)

is a worst case realization of constraint k for the some η∗

if Ĝk = G̃k ◦ Ξ̂m
k , where Ξ̂m

k is optimal solution of (15)
for this η∗. Similarly, we define S0

i,η∗(L) and Ξ̂m
0,j for the

objective function, denoting by ĉ = c̃ ◦ Ξ̂m
0 the worst-case

realization of the objective coefficients.
These leads to the following cutting planes algorithm

for the Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗).

Algorithm 4 Cutting Planes Algorithm For Rates-LP
1: loop ℓ = 1, . . .
2: Solve Rates-LP/LP∗(K∗, J ∗) and get η∗

3: for k ̸∈ K∗ do
4: For all i compute Sk,ℓ

i,η∗(⌊Γi⌋), Sk,ℓ
i,η∗(⌈Γi⌉)

5: Get Ξ̂ℓ
k from (17) and set Ĝℓ

k:=G̃k ◦ Ξ̂ℓ
k

6: if
∑

j

(
Gk,j + Ĝℓ

k,j

)
η∗

j > ak then
7: Add constraint (18) to Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗)
8: end if
9: end for

10: if none constraint was added then
11: Get Sk,ℓ

i,η∗ for ⌊Γi⌋, ⌈Γi⌉, Ĝℓ
k:=G̃k ◦ Ξ̂ℓ

k ∀k∈K∗

12: Get S0
i,η∗ for ⌊Γi⌋, ⌈Γi⌉, ĉ:=c̃ ◦ Ξ̂0, z=(c−ĉ)Tη

13: return η∗, ẋ= minℓ ak−
∑

j

(
Gk,j+Ĝℓ

k,j

)
η∗

j

14: end if
15: end loop

Theorem 4.1: Let ẋ, η be the solution obtained from
the Algorithm 4, then the same ẋ, η is the robust optimal
solution of the uncertain Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗) (16).

Proof: The proof of the theorem given in Appendix.

Recall that the SCLP-simplex algorithm 1 provides the
optimal solution for an SCLP problem with a different
set of parameters at each step. Thus, instead of solving
the nominal SCLP problem up to the target time horizon
Tgoal and then applying the cutting planes algorithm to
the nominal solution of the SCLP, we apply the cutting
planes algorithm 2 at each iteration of SCLP-simplex,
obtaining a solution of robust SCLP along the entire
parametric line. This leads to the following.

Definition 4.2: To solve the uncertain SCLP problem
1, the SCLP-simplex algorithm 1 requires the following
modifications:

(i) After lines 3 and 33, the cutting planes algorithm 4
is applied to the nominal solution of the Rates-LP.

(ii) At line 6, ẋ is the result of Algorithm 4 (line 13),
and q̇ is extracted from the dual solution obtained at the
final stage of Algorithm 4.

Theorem 4.3: The SCLP-simplex algorithm 1, with
modifications 4.2, provides a robust optimal solution to
the uncertain SCLP. That is, η(t), x(t) obtained from the
modified algorithm are optimal for the RC problem (10).

Proof: The proof of the theorem given in Appendix.



V. Results and discussion
A. Reduction algorithm

1) Setup of the experiment: The performance of the re-
duction algorithm 3 was evaluated using a set of randomly
generated uncertain SCLP problems. To simplify the
testing, we considered a model without routing, resulting
in a single outflow for each buffer. The total number of
servers denoted by I = 10ι, where ι = 1, . . . , 10 and the
number of buffers was chosen in different proportions as
K = 2mI, where m = 1, . . . , 5. The total number of input
buffers for each flow was randomly drawn from the integer
uniform distribution n ∼ Unif(1, θK), where θ is a given
parameter and then the set of size n of input buffers is
randomly generated. Flows served by specific servers were
chosen randomly, and the uncertainty budget for each
server was set proportionally to the number of served
flows, defined as Γi = κ

∑
j:s(j)=i 1. For each combination

of parameters, we generated 10 random problems and
calculated the average number of additional variables
required to construct the RC after applying the reduction
algorithm. To simplify computations, uncertainty in the
objective function was not taken into account.

The number of additional variables before reduction
depends solely on the problem dimensions and is given by
K × (K + I). Thus, we calculated the relative reduction
as R = 100% − (number of additional variables after
reduction)/(total number of additional variables).

2) Results: We found that the relative reduction de-
pends on the number of input buffers per flow and the
uncertainty budget, while the problem size and number
of buffers do not significantly affect the reduction.Figure
V-A.2 presents average data on relative reduction for
different sizes of budgets and different numbers of input
buffers for each flow.

Fig. 1. Relative number of reduced variables

Here the horizontal axis represent the values of θ and
different lines corresponds to different values of κ. It can
be observed that the number of reduced variables varies
from almost 100% to 50%, increasing with the size of the
budget and decreasing with the number of input buffers
per flow.

B. Cutting planes for SCLP
The implementation of the cutting planes method for

SCLP is currently pending, and hence, we lack empirical

results. Nevertheless, we can evaluate the efficiency of
the proposed approach by comparing it to methods for
obtaining a robust optimal solution for uncertain SCLP
that starts from the construction of RC (2 or (10.

Firstly, it is possible to discretize the time and then
solve the resulting LP. However, this method appears
unpromising. Numerical study of deterministic SCLP, as
conducted in [9], indicates that the solution obtained
from the discretized LP could be significantly far from
the optimum (with relative error reaching up to 100%
for a 10× discretization) or may require considerable
computation time (up to 1000× more than the Revised
SCLP-Simplex algorithm for a 1000× discretization).
Moreover, the RC introduces a substantial number of
additional constraints and variables to the nominal
problem, leading to a considerable increase in problem
dimensions. For instance, a relatively small model with 10
servers and 100 buffers could yield an RC with over 10000
additional variables and constraints. Time discretization
worsens this issue, leading to the construction of an LP
with over 10 million variables and constraints, which is
essential for achieving accurate solution.

Secondly, it is possible to perturb RC and then solve by
Revised SCLP-Simplex. The drawbacks of this approach
have already been discussed in Section I. Moreover, per-
turbation introduces many small time intervals, breaking
the structure of the optimal solution, so it will be required
to restore solution of the original problem. Finally, the
Revised SCLP-Simplex algorithm has been tested only
up to the scale of 10000 variables and constraints and
may encounter numerical instabilities when problem
dimensions exceed these limits. Hence, even a relatively
modest uncertain model with 10 servers and 100 buffers
could become too large for this method.

On the other hand, the cutting planes algorithm for
SCLP offers several advantages:

• It does not introduce additional primal and/or
dual state variables to the SCLP, ensuring that
computationally intensive steps (such as those in 7
and 8) are performed on SCLP of original dimensions.

• It affects only the Rates-LP, and in general, for un-
certain LPs with polyhedral uncertainty sets, cutting
planes are faster than solving the corresponding RC,
as demonstrated in [16] and [17] through numerical
studies.

• It requires to add worst-case realizations only to the
subset of constraints of Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗), so that
for a large K∗ number of additional computations
will be relatively small.

• Since the bases of Rates-LP are adjacent, it is possible
to initiate the solution of Rates-LP with new sign
restrictions from the robust optimal solution of the
adjacent Rates-LP, thereby minimizing the number
of iterations of the cutting planes algorithm (4).



VI. Conclusion and Feature work
In this paper we presented an efficient approach to

solve uncertain SCLP problems. We plan to implement
the cutting planes algorithm and perform numerical study,
similar to the one considered in [9]. Additionally, we aim to
explore the adjustable robust methodology for uncertain
SCLP, developing theories and algorithms similar to those
established for LP problems.
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Appendix
A. Proofs

Proof: [Theorem 3.1] In order to build RC of (1),
recall that the first constraint set could be formulated

as (11), where the optimization problem could be further
decoupled to a set of sub-problems (12). The symmetric
dual of (12) takes the following form (see e.g. [18]):

z∗
k,i(t)= min

β(t),γ(t)

t∫
0

Γiβk,i(s)+
∑

j∈Ni,k

γk,i,j(s)ds,

s.t. βk,i(t)+γk,i,j(t)≥G̃k,jηj(t) (∀j∈Ni,k),
β(t), γ(t) ≥ 0,

(19)

where Ni,k = {j : {s(j) = i} ∩ {G̃k,j > 0}}. One can see
that replacement of Ni,k to N ′

i,k = {j : s(j) = i} in (12)
and (19) does not affect constraints or objective values.
Thus, substituting (19) for all k, i into (1) we obtain first
and second set of constraints of (10).

Similarly, the objective functional of (1) could be
represented by:

T∫
0

(T − t) (cTη(t) − z0(t)) dt

z0(t) = max
Ξ(t)

∫ T

0

J∑
j=1

Ξj(t)c̃jηj(t)dt

s.t.
∑

j:s(j)=i

Ξj(t) ≤ Γi ∀i, 0 ≤ Ξ(t) ≤ 1

(20)

Following the same arguments one can decompose this
and then formulate symmetric dual problems, resulting
in the objective and in the third set of constraints of (10).

Proof: [Theorem 4.1] We are solving linear program-
ming problem with a polyhedral uncertainty set by the
cutting planes method. Thus, by Theorem 2.2, Algorithm
4 produces a robust optimal solution of the uncertain
Rates-LP(K∗.J ∗).

To proof Theorem 4.3 we need to establish several
results, related to the Rates-LP.

Proposition A.1: RC of uncertain Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗)
(16) has the following form:

max
η,β,γ

cTη −
I∑

i=1

(
Γiβ0,i +

∑
j:s(j)=i

γ0,i,j

)

s.t.
J∑

j=1
Gk,jηj+

I∑
i=1

(
Γiβk,i+

∑
j:s(j)=i

γk,i,j

)
+ẋk=ak ∀k,

βk,i+γk,i,j−G̃k,jηj−vk,i,j=0, ∀k, i, j:s(j)=i,
β0,i+γ0,i,j−c̃jηj − ri,j = 0, ∀i, j:s(j)=i,
[HI]η = b,
ẋk ≥ 0 if k ̸∈ K∗, β, γ, v, r ≥ 0,
ηj = 0 if j ∈ J ∗, ηj ≥ 0 if j ̸∈ J ∗.

(21)

Proof: Recall that constraints of Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗)
(16) holds for all possible realization of the uncertainty if
and only if Ξ is an optimal solution of the problem (15).
The dual problem for (15) is:

z∗
k,i(t)= min

β,γ
Γiβk,i +

∑
j∈Ni,k

γk,i,j ,

s.t. βk,i + γk,i,j ≥ G̃k,jηj (∀j ∈ Ni,k),
β, γ ≥ 0,

(22)

Similarly, the objective function of (16) could be
represented by cTη − z0, where z0 is an optimal solution



of the following problem:

z0 = max
Ξ

J∑
j=1

Ξj c̃jηj

s.t.
∑

j:s(j)=i

Ξj ≤ Γi ∀i, 0 ≤ Ξ ≤ 1
(23)

Once can see, that formulating the dual of (23) and
substituting it together with (22) back to the Rates-
LP(K∗, J ∗) (16) and then introducing slack variables
we obtain RC that given by (21).

Proposition A.2: Optimal solution of (21) could be
obtained from the cutting planes algorithm 4 by the
same η∗, ẋ∗, and by:

β∗
k,i = min

j∈Sk,ℓ

j,η∗ (⌈Γi⌉)
{0, Ĝℓ

k,jη∗
j }, γ∗

k,i,j= max
s(j)=i

{0, G̃k,jη∗
j − β∗

k,i},

where ℓ = arg maxℓ

∑
j Ĝℓ

k,jη∗
j .

Proof: By Theorem 4.1 the cutting planes algorithm
4 provides an optimal solution for the uncertain Rates-
LP(K∗, J ∗) (16). Hence, we need to check the feasibility
of the obtained solution and equality of the objective
values. By construction we have β∗, γ∗ ≥ 0 and

β∗
k,i + γ∗

k,i,j − G̃k,jη∗
j ≥ 0

Furthermore, one can see that:∑
j∈Sk

j,η∗ (⌈Γi⌉)
Ĝℓ

k,jη∗
j =

∑
j∈Sk

j,η∗ (⌈Γi⌉)
Ξ̂k,jG̃k,jη∗

j = Γiβ
∗
k,i+

∑
j:s(j)=i

γ∗
k,i,j

where Ξ̂ is solution of (15) given by (17). Hence:

J∑
j=1

Gk,jη∗
j +

I∑
i=1

(
Γiβ

∗
k,i+

∑
j:s(j)=i

γ∗
k,i,j

)
+ ẋ∗

k=ak

By the similar arguments for the objective values we have:

(c − ĉ)Tη∗ = cTη∗ −
I∑

i=1

(
Γiβ

∗
0,i+

∑
j:s(j)=i

γ∗
0,i,j

)
(24)

The dual problem of (21) is given by:

min
p,q̇

aTp + [bT 0]q̇

s.t.
K∑

k=1

(
Gk,jpk+G̃k,j δ̇k,j

)
+c̃j δ̇0,j+

J+I∑
i=J+1

Hi,j q̇i−q̇j=cj

pk − δ̇k,j − yk,j = 0, ∀k, j,

δ̇0,j + y0,j = 1, ∀j,

Γipk −
∑

j:s(j)=i

δ̇k,j − ωk,i = 0, ∀k, i∑
j:s(j)=i

δ̇0,j + ω0,j = Γi, ∀i,

pk ≥ 0 if k ̸∈ K∗, pk = 0 if k ∈ K∗,

q̇j ≥ 0 if j ̸∈ J ∗, δ̇, y, ω ≥ 0.

(25)

while the dual problem for the problem obtained in the

final iteration of the cutting planes algorithm 4 is:

min
p,q̇

K∑
k=1

∑
ℓ∈L(k)

akpk,ℓ +
I∑

i=1
biq̇i

s.t.
K∑

k=1

∑
ℓ∈L(k)

(Gk,j+Ĝℓ
k,j)pk,ℓ+

I∑
i=1

Hi,j q̇i−q̇j=cj−ĉj ,

pk,ℓ≥0 if k ̸∈K∗, pk,ℓ=0 if k∈K∗, q̇j≥0 if j ̸∈J ∗

(26)

where by L(k) we denote the set of iterations where
constraint k has been added to the Rates-LP(K∗, J ∗),
including iteration 0, where the nominal problem has
been solved.

Note, that following relation holds between optimal
solutions of (26) and (25).

Theorem A.3: Let p∗
k,ℓ, q̇∗ be the optimal solution of

(26), then the optimal solution of (25) given by: q̇′ = q̇∗,

p′
k=

∑
ℓ∈L(k)

p∗
k,ℓ, δ̇′

0,j=1 if ĉj=c̃j , δ̇′
0,j=0 if ĉj=0,

δ̇′
k,j=

∑
ℓ:{Ĝℓ

k,j
=G̃k,j}

p∗
k,ℓ+

∑
ℓ:{Ĝℓ

k,j=(Γs(j)

−⌊Γs(j)⌋)G̃k,j}

(Γs(j)−⌊Γs(j)⌋)p∗
k,ℓ,

δ̇′
0,j=(Γs(j)−⌊Γs(j)⌋) if ĉj=(Γs(j)−⌊Γs(j)⌋)c̃j .

Proof: First, we show that p′, δ̇′, q̇′ is a feasible
solution of (25). It is straightforward to check that the
first set of constraints of (25) holds. Furthermore, by
construction we have:

p′
k − δ̇′

k,j=
∑

ℓ∈L(k)
p∗

k,ℓ−
∑

ℓ:Ĝℓ
k,j

=G̃k,j

p∗
k,ℓ−

∑
ℓ:{Ĝℓ

k,j=(Γs(j)

−⌊Γs(j)⌋)G̃k,j}

(Γs(j)−⌊Γs(j)⌋)p∗
k,ℓ≥0

and δ̇′
0,j ≤ 1. Moreover, recall that Ĝℓ

k,j = G̃k,jΞ̂ℓ
k,j , and

note, that by (17) for each ℓ, i we have maximum ⌊Γi⌋ of
Ξℓ

k,j = 1 and maximum one Ξℓ
k,j = Γi − ⌊Γi⌋, and hence:

Γip
′
k−

∑
j:s(j)=i

δ̇′
k,j≥

∑
ℓ∈L(k)

(Γip
∗
k,ℓ−

∑
Sk,ℓ

i,η∗ (⌊Γi⌋)
p∗

k,ℓ−(Γi−⌊Γi⌋)p∗
k,ℓ)≥0

for each i. Furthermore, by the similar arguments:∑
s(j)=i

δ0,j ≤
∑

S0
i,η∗ (⌊Γi⌋)

1 + (Γi−⌊Γi⌋) = Γi

Finally, by Proposition A.2 (24) holds for the optimal
solution obtained by the cutting planes algorithm 4 and
the optimal solution of (21) and hence by the strong
duality we have:

aTp′+[bT 0]q̇′=
K∑

k=1

∑
ℓ∈L(k)

akpk,ℓ+
I∑

i=1
biq̇i=aTp′′+[bT 0]q̇′′

where p′′, q̇′′ is an optimal solution of (25). Thus p′, q̇′, λ̇
is also the optimal solution of (25).

Proof: [Theorem 4.3] One can see that (21) is a
Rates-LP of (10) and (25) is a Rates-LP of the symmetric
dual of (10). Thus, x(t), η(t), β(t), γ(t), v(t), r(t) could be
obtained from the bases of (21) and solution of (4). The
SCLP-simplex algorithm ensure that x(t) is non-negative
for all t, while η(t), β(t), γ(t), v(t), r(t) are non-negative
for all t by construction. Similarly, p(t), q(t), δ(t), y(t), ω(t)



could be obtained from the bases of (25) and solution of
(4), where non-negativity of q(t) for all t enforced by the
SCLP-simplex algorithm, while p(t), δ(t), y(t), ω(t) are
non-negative by construction. Thus we have a pair of
the feasible solutions of (10) and its symmetric dual.
Furthermore, one can check that these solutions are
complementary slack and hence are optimal. Therefore,
algorithm 1 with modifications 4.2 provide a robust
optimal solution for the uncertain SCLP (1) with one-
sided budgeted uncertainty set.
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