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Abstract

Two-stage stochastic programs become computationally challenging when the number of scenarios representing parameter
uncertainties grows. Motivated by this, we propose the TULIP-algorithm (“Two-step warm start method Used for

solving Large-scale stochastic mixed-Integer Problems”), a two-step approach for solving two-stage stochastic (mixed)
integer linear programs with an exponential number of constraints. In this approach, we first generate a reduced set
of representative scenarios and solve the root node of the corresponding integer linear program using a cutting-plane
method. The generated constraints are then used to accelerate solving the original problem with the full scenario set
in the second phase. We demonstrate the generic effectiveness of TULIP on two benchmark problems: the Stochastic
Capacitated Vehicle Routing Problem and the Two-Stage Stochastic Steiner Forest Problem. The results of our extensive
numerical experiments show that TULIP yields significant computational gains compared to solving the problem directly
with branch-and-cut.

Keywords: Scenario Reduction, Branch-and-cut, Stochastic Programming, Mathematical Optimization, Two-Stage
Stochastic Steiner Forest, Stochastic Capacitated Vehicle Routing Problem

1. Introduction

Decision-making under uncertainty is used in many
real-world problems, where the objective is to make op-
timal choices despite unpredictable future events. This
uncertainty is prevalent in various fields within mathe-
matical optimization, such as network design [1], supply
chain planning [2], energy markets [3], airport operations
and scheduling [4], and inventory management [5], where
decisions must be made today while considering poten-
tial future outcomes, which are often uncertain. To ad-
dress such complexities, mathematical frameworks such as
Stochastic Programming (SP) have been widely used to
incorporate uncertainties directly into the decision-making
process, thus enabling more robust and informed decisions,
see [6, 7] for an overview.

In SP problems, the parameters subject to uncertainty
have underlying distributions. In case these distributions
are continuous, they cannot be exactly embedded within
(mixed-)integer linear programs ((M)ILP). To deal with
this issue explicitly, these uncertain outcomes can be dis-
cretized into a finite set, for example with Sample Average
Approximation [8], and represented by a scenario tree, see
[9, Section 1.2.2]. Each branch in this tree corresponds
to an outcome of the uncertain parameters. One of the
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main challenges in solving SP problems is the need to con-
sider a large number of scenarios to accurately capture the
underlying distributions. These problems become compu-
tationally expensive and often intractable to solve as the
number of scenarios increases, especially when the uncer-
tainty spans a high-dimensional space.

A typical approach in the literature for this problem
is the use of decomposition methods, such as the inte-
ger L-shaped method [10] based on Benders’ decomposi-
tion, see [11] for an extensive overview. Another suitable
approach is Lagrangian relaxation, see [12] for an intro-
duction and [13] for an overview and a related method
for network design problems is dual ascent [14]. With
distribution- [15] and problem-based [16] scenario genera-
tion, one represents the scenario tree with a representable,
but strongly reduced subset of scenarios, which can be
used to approximate the solution of the original problem.

Among the various stochastic programming models,
two-stage SP models are often used, see [17] for an illustra-
tive introduction. In this framework, decisions are made
in two stages: a set of initial decisions is made before the
uncertainty is revealed, followed by corrective actions once
the uncertain parameters are known. This structure allows
decision-makers to balance the trade-off between the costs
of initial decisions and the expected costs of future correc-
tive actions, providing an effective way to optimize in the
presence of uncertainty.

To improve the tractability of exact solution meth-
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ods for two-stage integer SP problems, in this work, we
propose a generic and effective method called “Two-step

warm start method Used for solving Large-scale stochas-

tic mixed-Integer Problems”(TULIP). In the first step, we
identify a representative yet relatively small subset of sce-
narios with [15, Algorithm 2.4] and solve the root node of
the corresponding problem. In the second step, we use the
information gathered in the first step to accelerate the so-
lution of the original problem, corresponding to the whole
scenario tree. By applying this method to the Stochas-
tic Capacitated Vehicle Routing Problem (SCVRP) [6,
Section 1.5] and the Two-Stage Stochastic Steiner Forest
Problem (2S-SSFP) [18], we show the computational gains
that our method yields compared to solving the whole
problem at once.

TULIP performs well given two assumptions. First,
we assume that the corresponding model contains integer
decision variables, which yields a (M)ILP. Second, we as-
sume that the formulation of the problem at hand contains
an exponential number of constraints both in the first and
second stages, which we add dynamically using branch-
and-cut.

Contribution. In this work, we contribute to the existing
literature as follows:

• We propose a novel combination of methods, called
TULIP, to solve large-scale instances of (mixed-)integer
two-stage stochastic programming models efficiently
to optimality.

• We perform an extensive computational study to an-
alyze the generic performance of this framework for
two benchmark problems, SCVRP and 2S-SSFP, and
show that TULIP outperforms the benchmark meth-
ods.

Outline. The remainder of this paper is structured as fol-
lows. We describe the relevant literature in Section 2, and
introduce the notation and present our method in Sec-
tion 3. Then, in Sections 4 and 5, we describe the two
problems, SCVRP and 2S-SSFP, on which we then test
the performance of our algorithm compared to benchmark
method(s) and analyze TULIP’s robustness. Finally, we
summarize our findings and give directions for future re-
search in Section 6.

2. Related literature

As mentioned in Section 1, the literature describes sev-
eral methods that deal with a large number of scenarios.
Our proposed method does the same by building upon sev-
eral foundational approaches in the literature, specifically
those introduced by [15, 19, 20]. We elaborate on these
methods to provide a context for our contribution and
demonstrate how they collectively inform our approach.

Scenario reduction – also referred to as scenario gener-
ation in the literature – for stochastic programming prob-
lems can generally be approached using either distribution-
based (e.g., [15, 21]) or problem-based methods [16, 22].
Distribution-based approaches focus on replicating the true
distribution independent of the specific problem being solved.
This makes them broadly applicable and suited to our
needs, as we aim for a generic optimization method for
two-stage (mixed-)integer programs. Problem-based sce-
nario generation methods, on the other hand, are tailored
to specific problems and can result in smaller scenario trees
while maintaining solution quality. However, they require
problem-specific insights, which can complicate their ap-
plication. Our work uses the fast-forward selection method
from [15] as it strikes a good balance between computa-
tional efficiency and accuracy. Next to fast-forward selec-
tion, the authors also presented backward reduction, to
reduce the number of scenarios while retaining a good ap-
proximation of the original distribution. The algorithms
leverage the Fortet-Mourier probability metric [23] to eval-
uate stability and computational feasibility, showing sig-
nificant improvements compared to earlier methods.

In [19], the authors propose a warm start technique
for improving the efficiency of solving large-scale stochas-
tic programming problems using interior point methods.
Their approach involves generating an initial solution –
also referred to as a warm start point – by solving a smaller
version of the original stochastic problem and mapping its
solution to the full problem. The authors demonstrated
considerable gains in run time and the number of itera-
tions needed for convergence. Although subsequent work
by [24] further expanded on these ideas, the warm start
technique remains underexplored in the literature, which
highlights the potential for new advancements, especially
in other solving methods than interior point methods.

Our approach benefits from the findings of [20], which
improved upon the integer L-shaped method [10] by in-
troducing two key strategies, of which we use one in our
proposed method. The authors alternated between lin-
ear relaxations and mixed-integer subproblems to evalu-
ate second-stage costs, allowing for faster elimination of
non-optimal solutions. This improvement significantly en-
hanced computational efficiency and convergence speed,
particularly for large-scale problems. We use this concept
tailored to the integer L-shaped method in the first step
of TULIP as we explain in more detail in Section 3.2.

In our proposed method, see Section 3 for an elabo-
rate description, we incorporate and extend these strate-
gies as follows. Based on the ideas from [19, 20], we reuse
cuts generated in the root node of the reduced problem as
constraints to warm start the optimization of the original
(M)ILP. Yet, we apply this method to the branch-and-cut
method to solve large-scale two-stage (mixed-)integer re-
course models. Additionally, we use fast forward selection
from [15] to efficiently reduce the scenario tree.
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3. Methodology

We first give a brief introduction to two-stage stochas-
tic programming in Section 3.1 and then describe our method
in Section 3.2.

3.1. Stochastic programming framework

Nowadays many integer decision-making problems are
solved through deterministic mathematical optimization
(DO), which entails minimizing (or maximizing) an ob-
jective function under a set of fixed constraints, see [25]
for an introduction. Mathematically, we denote the linear
variant as follows, for a problem with n = n1+n2 decision
variables and m constraints, where n1 > 0:

(DO)

min
x

c⊤x (1a)

s.t. x ∈ X(DO), (1b)

where

X(DO) =

{

Ax ≥ b,

x ∈ Z
n1
+ × R

n2
+

}

(2)

captures the set of feasible solutions for the DO problem,
x ∈ Z

n1
+ ×R

n2
+ is the vector of decision variables, c ∈ R

n is
the cost vector, A ∈ R

m×n represents the technology ma-
trix, and b ∈ R

m is the right-hand-side vector. This setup
assumes that every parameter in A, b, and c is precisely
known upfront.

However, in reality, uncertainty is an omnipresent fac-
tor that significantly influences decision quality. A suit-
able approach for this problem is Stochastic Programming
(SP), which is a framework that models decision processes
under uncertainty, see [6, 7] for an introduction. SP allows
decision-makers to optimize not just for a single outcome
but for a spectrum of possible future, uncertain states,
which we will elaborate on in the following paragraphs.

The benefit of SP compared to DO is that it can deal
with unforeseen parameter variations that might influence
a solution’s feasibility and optimality. Corrective actions
are executed after the parameter uncertainty is revealed
to restore feasibility and optimality. This adaptability is
captured within SP models, which can be split into two-
and multi-stage models.

In this work, we focus on solving large-scale two-stage
(mixed-)integer SP models. These models are designed to
optimize decisions across two sequential stages: in the first
stage, decisions are made before the uncertainty is realized;
in the second stage, once uncertainty has been revealed,
corrective actions (second-stage decisions) are employed to
adapt to the new circumstances.

We refer to the finite set of uncertain parameter out-
comes in the second stage as scenarios. We capture the
indices corresponding to the finite set of scenarios in the
set S = {1, . . . , S}. Each scenario corresponds to a unique
combination of uncertain parameters, thus necessitating

separate second-stage decisions. The objective of an SP
problem is then to find optimal decisions that perform well
across all scenarios.

In line with (1), we formulate SP mathematically as
follows, given a problem with ns decision variables per
scenario s ∈ S:

(SP)

min c⊤x+
∑

s∈S

p(s)q⊤(s)y
(s) (3a)

s.t. x ∈ X(DO) (3b)

y(s) ∈ Y
(DO)
(s,x) ∀s ∈ S. (3c)

We denote parameters and decision variables corre-
sponding to a specific scenario s ∈ S with sub- or super-
script (s). We represent the probability corresponding to
scenario s ∈ S with p(s) ∈ R

S
+ and

∑

s∈S p(s) = 1, whereas

q(s) ∈ R
ns and y(s) ∈ Z

ns

+ capture the second-stage cost
vector and the second-stage decision vector describing re-
course actions corresponding to scenario s ∈ S, respec-
tively. Consequently,

∑

s∈S p(s)q⊤(s)y
(s) represents the re-

course costs, i.e., the costs of the corrective actions. We
capture the feasible set for the second-stage decision vari-
ables corresponding to scenario s ∈ S given the first-stage

decision x ∈ X(DO) in the set Y
(DO)
(s,x) . The objective in (3a)

shows that the recourse costs both depend on the uncer-
tainty corresponding to the scenarios and the first-stage
decision vector.

One of the primary challenges of SP lies in computa-
tional tractability. As the number of scenarios increases,
the problem can quickly yield an exceedingly large (mixed-
) integer linear program [16]. To address this issue, we pro-
pose a novel method that combines scenario reduction and
warm starting, which we will elaborate on in the following.

3.2. Introducing TULIP

After providing our assumptions, we will describe our
method, “Two-step warm start method Used for solving

Large-scale stochastic mixed-Integer Problems” (TULIP),
and elaborate on how it can be integrated with traditional
branch-and-cut strategies to solve two-stage recourse prob-
lems more efficiently.

Method assumptions. As we want to provide a framework
that speeds up the traditional branch-and-cut method, we
make the following two assumptions:

1. We assume that the corresponding model contains
integer decision variables, which yields a (mixed-)
integer linear program, making the problem non-
convex and hence not solvable through the simplex
method.

2. We assume that the problem contains an exponential
number of constraints both in the first and second
stages.
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We now explain in detail the steps of the TULIP method,
which are also schematically summarized in Figure 1. The
first step corresponds to a reduced version of the problem
and yields two substeps, whereas the second step corre-
sponds to the original problem.

Step 1a: Scenario reduction. The blue box in Figure 1 cor-
responds to the original problem. We reduce the number
of scenarios by selecting a subset of the original scenar-
ios while preserving the problem’s inherent structure and
complexity using the fast forward scenario selection tech-
nique from [15, Algorithm 2.4]. This algorithm iteratively
selects one scenario to include in a subset of scenarios that
best represents the original scenario tree until a fixed num-
ber of desired scenarios is reached. This selection is made
by minimizing a cost function that measures the differ-
ence between the reduced and the full scenario sets. The
method uses a distance metric d(i, j) to quantify the dif-
ference between scenarios i ∈ S and j ∈ S. This met-
ric depends on the optimization problem at hand and is
discussed in more detail in the case studies in Sections 4
and 5. The probabilities of the excluded scenarios are re-
assigned to the nearest included scenario, computed with
the distance metric so that the probabilities of the reduced
scenarios still sum to one.

Step 1b: Solve root node. We solve the root node of the re-
duced problem and store the generated dynamically added
constraints, also referred to as cuts. We choose the root
node as it can be solved much faster than the whole corre-
sponding ILP while still providing many cuts that become
useful in the final step of our method.

Step 2: Warm start. We add the stored constraints that
are tight in the root node of the reduced problem as con-
straints to the ILP of the original problem, marked by the
blue area in Figure 1, which we call warm starting in this
work, and solve it.

With this approach, we do not discard any feasible or
optimal solutions from the original ILP. For the cuts on the
second-stage decision variables, this claim is trivial as they
can be directly transferred from the reduced to the original
problem. As the cuts on the first-stage decision variables
are added dynamically to the problem, independently of
the second stage, this claim holds as well. We note that
our method is similar to [19], but we apply it to branch-
and-cut instead of interior point methods.

4. Case study I: Stochastic Capacitated Vehicle
Routing Problem

The stochastic capacitated vehicle routing problem
(SCVRP) [6, Chapter 1.5] is a variation of the traditional
vehicle routing problem, a well-studied problem in the lit-
erature, see [26] for an overview. In [27], the authors dis-
cuss the state-of-the-art for the SCVRP, see [28] for an

TULIP

Original Problem

ILP

Reduced Problem

Root node

Step 1a
scenario
reduction

Step 2
warm start

Step 1b
solve with

Figure 1: Schematic representation of TULIP. The dashed arrows
correspond to steps in this method. The gray box represents the
whole TULIP framework, whereas the blue and red boxes denote
the original and reduced problem, respectively.

integer L-shaped algorithm for the SCVRP. For this prob-
lem, we use the ILP formulation from [29].

4.1. Problem description

In the variant of the SCVRP considered in [6, Chapter
1.5], a truck with capacity C must visit a set of n+1 cities
V = {0, 1, 2, . . . , n}, where city 0 is the depot. The set of
cities excluding the depot is denoted by V∗ = V \{0}. The
distance between city i and city j is indicated by dij > 0.
Each city has demand, which is subject to uncertainty and
needs to be fulfilled by the truck. Let S be a finite set of
scenarios, with scenario s ∈ S occurring with probability

p(s). For each scenario s ∈ S, we denote by b
(s)
i > 0

the uncertain demand in city i ∈ V . The objective is
to minimize the expected total distance traveled, taking
into account the stochastic nature of the demands and
ensuring that the vehicle’s capacity is not exceeded. We
model the problem using two stages: the truck’s route is
identified upfront, after which the uncertain demand is
revealed. Then, the recourse actions in every city after a
visit describe whether to make an additional trip to the
depot or not.

4.2. Illustrative example

To provide some intuition for the SCVRP, we include
a small illustrative example from [6, Chapter 1.5]. The
truck must start at the depot, visit four cities (1, 2, 3,
and 4), and end at the depot. The truck’s capacity is
C = 10 units. We visualize this problem in Figure 2a with
a complete graph showing our assumption that the truck
can travel from every city to another. The demands for
cities 1, 2, and 4 are known and equal 2 units each. For
city 3, the demand is stochastic and equal to either one or
seven units with equal probability. The distance matrix
for this example is given in [6, Table 7]. The optimal
route for this instance starts with going to city 3. Taking
into account also the optimal recourse action, then if the
demand at city 3 turns out to be one, we follow the route
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as shown in Figure 2b, and otherwise, the route as shown
in Figure 2c.

Depot

1 (2)

2 (2)

4 (2)

3 (1 or 7)

p(1) = p(2) = 1
2

(a) Graph representation of the
problem.

(b) Optimal route for scenario 1. (c) Optimal route for scenario 2.

Figure 2: Small instance from [6, Chapter 1.5] to illustrate the
SCVRP. The numbers in bold denote the cities, whereas the numbers
in parenthesis represent the (uncertain) demands. The probabilities
indicate that the two scenarios are equiprobable.

4.3. Model formulation

In line with the build-up of the model formulation in
Section 3, we first introduce the DO model formulation
of the vehicle routing problem as an ILP problem. The
binary decision variable xij ∈ {0, 1} with i ∈ V and j ∈ V
is equal to 1 if the truck travels from city i to city j, and
0 otherwise.

(DO-1a)

min
∑

i∈V

∑

j∈V

dijxij (4a)

s.t.
∑

j∈V,j 6=i

xij = 1 ∀i ∈ V∗ (4b)

∑

i∈V,i6=j

xij = 1 ∀j ∈ V∗ (4c)

∑

j∈V∗

x0j ≥ 1 (4d)

∑

i∈V∗

xi0 ≥ 1 (4e)

∑

i∈Q

∑

j∈Q

xij ≤ |Q| − 1

{

∀Q ⊂ V∗,

Q 6= ∅
(4f)

xij ∈ B

{

∀i ∈ V ,
∀j ∈ V .

(4g)

The goal in (4a) is to minimize the costs of the VRP
route. We make sure that every city is visited once in (4b)-
(4c) – the depot can be visited multiple times, see (4d)
and (4e) – and add subtour elimination constraints (4f) to

ensure that the solution consists of routes that are con-
nected to the depot [29]. We add this constraint through
branch-and-cut by making a support graph based on xij -
values and checking for each combination of depot and city
if there is a subtour. If so, we add the constraint as a cut
in the branch-and-cut procedure. Integrality constraints
are captured in constraint (4g). For the extension of DO
to SP, we introduce the second-stage binary decision vari-

able y
(s)
ij ∈ {0, 1} with i ∈ V , j ∈ V , and s ∈ S, which

is a binary variable equal to 1 if we actually travel from
city i to city j in scenario s, and 0 if we do not. To in-
clude capacity in the subtour elimination constraints, we
can change line (4f) with the well-known capacity cuts

∑

i∈Q

∑

j∈V\Q

y
(s)
ij +y

(s)
ji ≥ 2

⌈

∑

i∈Q b
(s)
i

C

⌉

∀Q ⊂ V , ∀Q 6= ∅,

(5)

see [30, Chapter 3] and [31], whose corresponding cut-form
model we refer to as (DO-1b). In this constraint, we
ensure that, for every subset of cities, the total number
of incoming and outgoing routes should be at least as big
as the total demand divided by the truck’s capacity times
two. For integer candidate solutions, we make a support

graph based on the y
(s)
ij -values and check if the inequality

holds for every cycle in this graph. If not, we add the
constraint as a cut in the branch-and-cut procedure. In
case of a candidate solution with non-integer values, we use
the support graph of the xij -values and add a constraint
as a cut if the inequality does not hold for this graph.

Using the introduced notation, we can formulate the
extensive form of the ILP for the SCVRP, namely:

(SP-1)

min
∑

s∈S

p(s)
∑

i∈V

∑

j∈V

dijy
(s)
ij (6a)

s.t. x ∈ X(DO-1a) (6b)

y(s) ∈ Y
(DO-1b)
(s,x) ∀s ∈ S (6c)

y
(s)
ij ≤ xij

{

∀i, j ∈ V∗,

∀s ∈ S
. (6d)

The objective of (6) is to minimize the total distance
traveled weighted over all scenarios. There should be one
tour in the first stage, but additional trips to the depot
can be added in the second stage. y(s) in (6c) represents

a vector of decision variables, while y
(s)
ij in (6d) denotes a

single decision variable.

4.4. Experimental setup

We now explain how we generate benchmark instances
for the SCVRP and how we have set up our experiments.
We build upon instances for the Capacitated Vehicle Rout-
ing Problem from [32], whose properties are listed in Ta-
ble 1. We keep the edge costs from these instances and
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generate demand per node per scenario using a continuous
distribution. Hence, between different scenarios, the graph
remains the same, but the demand varies. As proposed
in [33], for every node i ∈ V∗ we generate this stochas-

tic demand b
(s)
i with an expected value E

[

b
(s)
i

]

equal to

the deterministic demand Bi and variance V
[

b
(s)
i

]

= α ·

E

[

b
(s)
i

]

, where α > 0 is a factor taking three values, 0.05,

0.25, and 0.75, to describe situations with low, medium
and high variance, respectively. We assume the demand
is lognormally distributed, a common choice for demand
data [33, Section 6]. To prevent city demand from exceed-
ing the truck’s capacity, we enforce that such a capacity
is always at least as high as the largest stochastic demand
after having generated all the scenarios. We measure the
distance between scenario i ∈ S and j ∈ S with the L1-

norm d(i, j) =
∑

v∈V |b
(i)
v − b

(j)
v |, which we choose over the

other norms as absolute differences are the most intuitive
in the context of demand.

Table 1: Instance overview for CVRP.

Instance name |V | min(Bi) max(Bi) Capacity C

eil7 7 1 1 3
eil13 13 1100 1900 6000
eil22 22 100 2500 6000
eil23 23 60 4100 4500
eil30 30 100 3100 4500
eil31 31 1 123 140
eil33 33 40 4000 8000
att48 48 1 1 15
eil51 51 3 41 160
eilA76 76 1 37 140
eilB76 76 1 37 100
eilC76 76 1 37 180
eilD76 76 1 37 220
eilA101 101 1 41 200
eilB101 101 1 41 112
gil262 262 0 100 500

We benchmark our proposed method with solving (6)
at once using branch-and-cut. We generate 5 instances
for each parameter setting and consider the following pa-
rameters and their values: α ∈ [0.05, 0.25, 0.75] and S ∈
[25, 50, 100, 250]. So in total, we conduct 1920 runs (16 · 5
instances, 2 methods, 3 α-values, 4 S-values) with a max-
imum runtime of 2 hours each. In the numerical experi-
ments, we reduce the scenario tree to 10% of its original
size as we found that the method is out-of-sample stable
after that point in initial experiments.

We run the experiments on a cluster with 2.4GHz CPU
with 8GB RAM, single-threaded, using Gurobi [34] in Python.
Some of the 1920 runs did not finish due to out-of-memory
issues, especially for the benchmark methods. For a fair
comparison, we only include runs that finished for both
the benchmark and TULIP, which lead to 1302 finalized

runs. The code and benchmark instances are available on
GitHub after publication.

4.5. Results

We compare TULIP with solving the ILP (6) at once
using branch-and-cut. Figure 3 shows the time until op-
timality for both the benchmark and TULIP method on
all instances and indicates that our method outperforms
the benchmark method as it solves many instances faster.
Additionally, TULIP solves more instances optimally than
the benchmark method.

0 2,000 4,000 6,000

0

100

200

300

400

500

Time (seconds)

N
u
m
b
er

o
f
in
st
a
n
ce
s
so
lv
ed

o
p
ti
m
a
ll
y

ILP (6)
TULIP

Figure 3: Cumulative number of SCVRP instances solved optimally
progressively over time by the ILP (6) and TULIP.

Table 2 shows the average run time, the average op-
timality gap1, the number of cases in which both lower
and upper bounds could be computed (i.e., in which the
optimality gaps are smaller than infinity, also referred to
as non-infinity optimality gaps), and the number of opti-
mally solved instances. To keep the table compact, we ag-
gregate the instances in three groups based on the graph
size: small (|V| < 25), medium (25 ≤ |V| < 50), and
large (|V| ≥ 50). It is clear from this table that TULIP
outperforms the benchmark method when the difficulty
of the instance increases in terms of the number of sce-
narios and graph size. In the medium group, especially
with many scenarios, TULIP outperforms the benchmark
method as it solves more instances optimally with faster
run times. However, this difference is less evident in the
other two groups. In the small group with few scenarios,
TULIP consumes relatively a lot of overhead time, mak-
ing TULIP redundant. In the large group and especially
with many scenarios, TULIP still finds non-infinity gaps
whereas the benchmark method does not find any solu-
tion. However, this performance difference decreases as

1We take the instances that yield non-infinity gaps for the bench-
mark method and compute the average gaps over them for TULIP.
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the number of scenarios increases, indicating that TULIP
has reached its limit.

As the α-values indicate the variability in the stochastic
demand of the SCVRP-instances, our hypothesis was that
TULIP would thrive especially under low variability as
many scenarios are similar to each other. Table 3 shows the
run time in seconds, and the optimality gap in percentages
per α-value. From this table, we conclude that the benefits
of TULIP exists for all considered α-values.

When comparing TULIP with the benchmark method
in terms of the number of capacity and subtour elimination
cuts that are added before finding the optimal solution, we
find that TULIP yields considerably more cuts, even when
we discard the cuts that are not tight after the first step.
When focusing on the ratio of tight cuts over the total
number of cuts generated in the first step of TULIP, we
observe that this ratio decreases as the instance difficulty
grows (0.61, 0.55, and 0.31 for small, medium, and large,
respectively). For difficult instances, relatively many cuts
can be discarded as TULIP only uses tight cuts in the
warm start, which saves time in solving the ILP of the
original problem. This is a reason why TULIP outperforms
the benchmark method, especially for difficult instances.

5. Case study II: Two-Stage Stochastic Steiner For-
est Problem

We introduce the Two-Stage Stochastic Steiner Forest
Problem (2S-SSFP), compare TULIP performance on this
problem with two benchmark methods, and finally address
the robustness of TULIP.

The 2S-SSFP has many applications in different in-
dustries such as telecommunication [1, 35] and maritime
design [18] and is a generalization of the Steiner Forest
Problem (SFP) [36]. The SFP, which is itself a generaliza-
tion of the well-known Steiner Tree Problem (STP) [37],
seeks to find a minimum-cost subgraph spanning one or
more sets of vertices, which we refer to as terminals.

In the Stochastic Steiner Tree Problem (SSTP) [35]
and Stochastic Steiner Forest Problem (SSFP) [38], the
edge costs and terminals are affected by uncertainty. The
decision maker can connect vertices using edges in the first
and second stages. In the first stage, it is unknown which
set of terminals must be connected in the second stage, as
these are revealed only in the second stage.

In the 2000s, researchers focused on approximation al-
gorithms for the SSTP [39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 44, 38, 45]
whereas exact methods have been studied afterwards. In [46],
the authors describe an exact model that uses a two-stage
branch-and-cut algorithm based on Benders’ decomposi-
tion. Different ILP models for the SSTP are studied in [47],
whereas [1] describe a two-stage branch-and-cut algorithm
based on a decomposed model. In [35], the authors suggest
a new decomposition model, which is the current state-of-
the-art for solving SSTP to optimality. The authors show
that their methods considerably outperform these bench-
marks using three procedures for computing lower bounds:

dual ascent, Lagrangian relaxation, and Benders’ decom-
position. In [48], different ILP models for the SFP are
studied, which [18] uses to describe and model the 2S-
SSFP.

5.1. Problem description

The 2S-SSFP introduced in [18], which we will use to
test our method, differs from other variants of the Stochas-
tic Steiner Forest problem (SSFP) by considering: 1) sets
of terminals that must be connected already in the first-
stage solution; and 2) multiple types of connections per
edge that can, e.g., correspond to different pipes or cables
in ship design or telecommunications, respectively.

The 2S-SSFP considers an undirected graphG = (V , E)
and a set of connection types M. For each scenario s ∈
S ∪ {0}, where s = 0 indicates the first stage, a subset
of edges E(s) ⊆ E and connection types M (s) ⊆ M can

be used. The first-stage costs c
(0)
me ≥ 0 are defined for

each edge e ∈ E and connection type m ∈ M. With the
connection types M (0), we can connect the first-stage ter-

minals groups T (0) =
(

T
(0)
k

)

k∈K(0)
, T

(0)
k ⊆ V , K(0) =

{

1, . . . ,K(0)
}

, K(0) ∈ N. Similarly, second-stage costs

c
(s)
me ≥ 0, e ∈ E , m ∈ M, and second-stage terminal groups

T (s) =
(

T
(s)
k

)

k∈K(s)
, T

(s)
k ⊆ V , K(s) =

{

1, . . . ,K(s)
}

,

K(s) ∈ N, are considered for each scenario s ∈ S which
occurs with probability p(s) ∈ (0, 1],

∑

s∈S p(s) = 1.
A solution to the 2S-SSFP consists of a set of first-

stage connection type-edge pairs Ē(0) × M̄ (0) ⊆ E × M
and second-stage connection type-edge pairs Ē(s)×M̄ (s) ⊆
E ×M for each scenario s ∈ S such that the subgraph(s)
induced by

(

Ē(0) × M̄ (0)
)

∪
(

Ē(s) × M̄ (s)
)

, connects T (0)

and T (s) and the expected costs

∑

(e,m)∈Ē(0)×M̄(0)

c(0)me +
∑

s∈S

p(s)
∑

(e,m)∈Ē(s)×M̄(s)

c(s)me

are minimized.
In the context of ship design [18], vertices V correspond

to ship rooms containing engines or fuel tanks (subsets of
which need to be connected by appropriate pipes), and
scenarios correspond to different fuel types (each of which
require different pipe types [49]).

Now, we introduce some notation that will become use-
ful when explaining the 2S-SSFP ILP model. We denote
the set of arcs of the bi-direction of G by A := {(u, v) : u ∈

V , v ∈ V , {u, v} ∈ E}. For a given terminal set T
(i)
k with

i = {0} ∪ S and k ∈ K(i), a vertex v ∈ V \ T
(i)
k is called a

Steiner node. For s ∈ {0}∪ S, we define the set of Steiner
nodes by: Q(s) = V \ T (s). Next, we introduce the set
R(s), which denotes the root vertices; R(s) = {r1, . . . , rK},
where rk ∈ Tk for terminal group k ∈ K. Note that the
root vertex is chosen arbitrarily for each terminal group.
τ(t) corresponds to the index of the terminal group to
which terminal t belongs. Finally, the set T k...K

r is the
set of some terminal sets: T k...K = (T k)k∈{k,...,K}. Then,
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Table 2: Comparison TULIP and ILP (6) for SCVRP between different instance groups, based on the number of vertices and the number of
scenarios. We report the average run time in seconds, the average optimality gap in percentages, the number of non-infinity optimality gaps,
and the number of optimally solved instances. Per column and in every row, we represent in bold whether TULIP or ILP (6) has the best
value.

Time (sec) Gap (%) Non-infinity gaps Optimal solutions
Group Scenarios Instances ILP (6) TULIP ILP (6) TULIP ILP (6) TULIP ILP (6) TULIP

Small

25 60 6 7 0.00% 0.00% 60 60 60 60
50 60 15 16 0.00% 0.00% 60 60 60 60
100 60 117 60 0.00% 0.00% 60 60 60 60
250 60 588 572 0.00% 0.00% 60 60 45 60

Medium

25 56 1470 1437 6.14% 4.91% 54 53 45 45
50 58 2059 1707 0.00% 0.00% 45 45 45 45
100 53 2961 1760 0.05% 0.15% 45 45 38 43
250 49 4715 4110 4.60% 6.67% 30 45 25 30

Large

25 83 3911 2748 0.04% 0.05% 77 81 76 56
50 65 7200+ 5845 2.90% 0.47% 19 52 0 37
100 42 7200+ 7200+ 1.73% 2.32% 10 11 0 0
250 5 7200+ 7200+ NAN NAN 0 4 0 0

Table 3: Comparison of TULIP and ILP (6) for different α-values.

Time (sec) Gap (%)
α ILP (6) TULIP ILP (6) TULIP

0.05 2527 2060 0.83% 0.48%
0.25 2860 2322 1.36% 1.34%
0.75 2740 2342 0.96% 1.06%

T k...K
r represents the set of some terminal sets without the

corresponding root vertex rk: T k...K
r = T k...K \ {rk}. For

W ⊂ V , let δ+(W ) := {(u, v) ∈ A : u ∈ W, v ∈ V \W} be
the outgoing arc set. For some s ∈ {0} ∪ S, k ∈ K(s) and
l ∈ K(s), we say that a cut-set H ⊆ V is relevant for rk

and T
(s)
l if rk ∈ H and some terminal t ∈ T

(s)
l is not in H.

The set of all cut-sets that are relevant for rk and T
(s)
l is

written by H
(s)
kl .

5.2. Illustrative example

To explain the 2S-SSFP, we include a small illustrative
example. We consider a graph whose first-stage edge costs
for connection type 1 are shown in Figure 4a and second-
stage costs are twice as high as the first-stage costs. In the
first stage, our terminal set consists of vertices A and D.
This set changes with probability p(2) into {A,B} in the
second stage and remains the same with probability p(1),
where p(1) + p(2) = 1. Hence, we consider two scenarios
whose indices are captured in S = {1, 2}. We consider two
connection types M = {1, 2}, of which we can use all for
the first scenario (M (0) = M (1) = {1, 2}) and one for the
second scenario (M (2) = {2}). For simplicity, we assume
that the second connection type is twice as expensive as
the first connection type. All edges are admissible and
can be used to connect vertices. As shown in Figure 4, the
deterministic solution suggests installing connection type
1 on the edge connecting A and D, ensuring only a first-
stage connection, whereas the stochastic solution installs

A

CB D

1
1.5

1 1

(a) Graph with the first stage
edge costs.

A

CB D

(b) DO solution.

A

CB D

(c) SP solution for p(2) = 0.4.

Figure 4: Small example that illustrates the 2S-SSFP, based on [50,
Figure 2]. Red and blue denote connection types 1 and 2, respec-
tively. Solid and dotted lines correspond to the first and second
stages, respectively.

two connections in the first stage and one in the second,
which yields the lowest expected costs in case p(2) = 0.4.

5.3. Model formulation

We compare our method with two similar benchmark
methods, a flow- and cut-based ILP. To that end, we first
describe the DO cut-based ILP for the 2S-SSFP, which
is similar to the flow-based ILP as proposed by [18] and
provided in Appendix A. After that, we provide the SP
formulation.

The ILP for the 2S-SSFP contains four types of de-
cision variables, denoted by a (s) ∈ {0} ∪ S superscript,
which clarifies if it entails a first- (s = 0) or second-stage
(s ≥ 1) decision variable. The binary decision variable

x
(s)
muv equals 1 if we install a connection type m ∈ M on

edge (u, v) ∈ E . Binary decision variable z
(s)
kl is 1 when the

root of the terminal group k sends flow to all terminals of
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the terminal group l, and 0 else. When z
(s)
kl = 1, binary

decision variable y
(s)
kmuv equals 1 when flow from the root

of terminal group k is sent over arc (u, v) through connec-
tion type m, and 0 else. Lastly, binary decision variable

y
(s)
muv equals 1 when connection type m at arc (u, v) is used

to send flow over by any of the created arborescences (a
directed tree), and 0 else. As we describe the DO ILP for
the 2S-SSFP, we only consider the first stage and therefore
only use (0) superscripts for the decision variables and sets
in the model’s description.

(DO-2a)

min
∑

((u,v),m)∈(E×M)

(

x(0)
muv · c

(0)
muv

)

(7a)

s.t.
∑

m∈M

∑

(u,v)∈δ+(H)

y
(0)
kmuv ≥ z

(0)
kl

{

∀k ∈ K(0), ∀l ∈ {k, . . . ,K(0)},

∀H ∈ H
(0)
kl

(7b)

∑

k∈K

y
(0)
kmuv ≤ y(0)muv ∀m ∈ M (0), ∀(u, v) ∈ A(0) (7c)

y(0)muv + y(0)mvu ≤ x(0)
muv ∀m ∈ M (0), ∀(u, v) ∈ E(0) (7d)

k
∑

l=1

z
(0)
lk = 1 ∀k ∈ K(0) (7e)

z
(0)
kk ≥ z

(0)
kl

{

∀k ∈ K(0) \ {1,K(0)}
∀l ∈ K(0) if l ≥ k + 1

(7f)

∑

m∈M(0)

∑

u:(u,v)∈A(0)

y(0)muv ≤ 1 ∀v ∈ V (7g)

∑

m∈M(0)

∑

u:(u,t)∈A(0)

y
(0)
kmuv = 0 ∀k ∈ K(0) \ {1}, ∀t ∈ T 1...k−1 (7h)

∑

m∈M(0)

∑

u:(u,v)∈A(0)

y(0)muv ≤
∑

m∈M(0)

∑

u:(v,u)∈A(0)

y(0)muv ∀v ∈ Q(0) (7i)

∑

m∈M(0)

∑

u:(u,v)∈A(0)

y
(0)
kmuv ≤

∑

m∈M(0)

∑

u:(v,u)∈A(0)

y
(0)
kmuv ∀k ∈ K(0), ∀v ∈ V \ T k...K(0)

r (7j)

∑

u:(u,rl)∈A(0)

y
(0)

kmurl
≤ z

(0)
kl







∀k ∈ K(0) \K(0)

∀l ∈ K(0) if l ≥ k + 1
∀m ∈ M (0)

(7k)

x(0)
muv ∈ B ∀m ∈ M, ∀(u, v) ∈ E (7l)

y(0)muv ∈ B ∀m ∈ M (0), ∀(u, v) ∈ A(0) (7m)

y
(0)
kmuv ∈ B

{

∀k ∈ K(0), ∀m ∈ M (0)

∀(u, v) ∈ A(0) (7n)

z
(0)
kl ∈ B ∀k ∈ K(0), ∀l ∈ {k . . .K(0)} (7o)

With constraint (7b), we ensure connectivity between

the terminals. For example, if z
(0)
kl = 1, the model must

connect the terminals from T
(0)
l to root rk. If z

(0)
kl = 0,

the constraint is automatically satisfied. In (7c), we en-
sure that each arc is assigned to only one arborescence. If
multiple arborescences share the same arc, they are forced
to merge into a single arborescence. Constraint (7d) limits
flow direction to a single direction for each edge. In (7e),
we enforce that each terminal group has exactly one root,
whereas (7f) requires a single root per arborescence.

Constraints (7g)-(7k) are not strictly required for (DO-
2a) to generate feasible solutions. Instead, they are intro-
duced to improve the model’s LP-relaxation, as described
in [48]. In (7g), we require that each vertex receives flow
through at most one connection. Since zkl defines that
the root rk is responsible for terminal groups l ≥ k, con-
straint (7h) prevents any connection between root rk and
terminals from groups T 1...k−1. Flow-balance constraints
are given in (7i) and (7j), similar to those in [35, Sec-
tion 2.2] for the SSTP. These constraints enforce that the
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in-degree of a Steiner vertex cannot exceed its out-degree:
(7i) applies this to the complete solution, while (7j) focuses
on each terminal group. We ensure that the arborescence
rooted at rk can only use root rl if zkl = 1 in (7k). Lastly,
integrality constraints are imposed in (7l)-(7o).

Typically, flow-based formulations are computationally
slower than cut-based formulations. We introduce the
flow-based equivalent of (7), which we refer to as (DO-2b),
in Appendix A.

Using the introduced notation, we can formulate the
ILP for the 2S-SSFP, which is given below:

(SP-2)

min
∑

((u,v),m)∈(E×M)

(

x(0)
muv · c

(0)
muv+

∑

s∈S

p(s) · (x(s)
muv − x(0)

muv) · c
(s)
muv

) (8a)

s.t. x(0), f (0), y(0), z(0) ∈ X(DO-2a) (8b)

x(s), f (s), y(s), z(s) ∈ Y
(DO-2a)

(s,x(0))
∀s ∈ S (8c)

x(s)
muv ≥ x(0)

muv

{

∀s ∈ S, ∀m ∈ M,

∀(u, v) ∈ E
. (8d)

We will elaborate on the types of cuts we make in our
ILP (7), which is mainly based on [48, Section 4.1]. For
each s ∈ {0} ∪ S, k ∈ K(s) and l ∈ K(s) with l ≥ k, we
compute a maximum rk-t-flow in the support graph of yk
for each t ∈ T l. If the flow value is strictly less than zkl,
the corresponding minimum rk-t-cut induces an inequality
of type (7b). To prevent generating equivalent cuts for
different root-terminal pairs, we do not include cuts added
by the previous root-terminal pair(s). Additionally, we use
creep flows and back cuts, which increase the likelihood of
generating tight cuts.

5.4. Experimental setup

We now explain how we generate benchmark instances
for the 2S-SSFP and how we set up our experiments. We
build upon instances used in [35], which are taken from
[51], a benchmark set provided during the 11th DIMACS
challenge on Steiner trees. These instances - called K100,
P100, LIN01-10, and WRP - have been generated from
STP instances in the SteinLib dataset. Each dataset con-
tains up to 1000 scenarios; an instance with, e.g., 50 sce-
narios is a subset of the original instance with 1000 scenar-
ios. In total, we have S ∈ {5, 10, 20, 50, 75, 100, 150, 200,
250, 300, 400, 500, 750, 1000}. We limited the experiments
to instances of up to 200 scenarios as initial experiments
showed optimality gaps of infinity for many instances with
more scenarios.

We adjust these SSTP instances, see Table 4 for their
properties, to 2S-SSFP as follows. First, we require the
model to solve scenario s = 1 in the first stage as well.
Second, we add two more terminal sets with five termi-
nals each to each scenario. These numbers are chosen to

mimic a realistic ship pipe routing setting in which rela-
tively few rooms need to be connected to each other. In
[18], the authors studied the algorithmic behavior for dif-
ferent numbers of terminal sets and terminals per scenario,
hence we do not vary the number of terminals and termi-
nal sets in this study. Third, we add a connection type set
M := {1, 2} to the dataset where the costs of m = 2 are
twice as high as m = 1. Again, this parameter was cho-
sen to mimic a realistic ship pipe routing setting where,
for example, double-walled pipes are more expensive than
single-walled pipes. With equal probability, we assign ei-
ther M (s) ∈ {{1}, {2}, {1, 2}} to a scenario s ∈ S. We
set the second-stage costs twice as high as the first-stage
costs to incentivize installing connections in the first stage.
For simplicity, we assume that all edges can be used, i.e.,
E(s) = E ∀s ∈ {0} ∪ S. For more detail, we refer to [18].

To quantify the distance between two scenarios i ∈ S
and j ∈ S, we introduce three distance metrics based on
edge costs, terminal positions, and connection types. We
start with the distance metric between scenarios i ∈ S and
j ∈ S based on edge costs:

L1(ij) =

√

√

√

√

∑

(u,v)∈E

∑

m∈M

(

c
(i)
muv − c

(j)
muv

)2

. (9)

Here, we take the L2-norm of the edge costs between two
scenarios because it is an intuitive metric to quantify the
distance between two points in a two-dimensional plane.

Next, we propose a distance metric based on the ter-
minal positions:

L2(ij) =
∑

k1∈K(i)

min
k2∈K(j)

∣

∣

∣

(

T
(i)
k1

\ T
(j)
k2

)

∪

(

T
(j)
k2

\ T
(i)
k1

)∣

∣

∣ .

(10)

For each terminal group in scenario i, we find the most
similar terminal group in scenario j, and compute the dif-
ference between those two. We repeat this process for all
terminal groups in scenario i.

Finally, we introduce a distance metric based on the
connection types:

L3(ij) =
∣

∣

∣

(

M (i) \M (j)
)

∪
(

M (j) \M (i)
)∣

∣

∣ . (11)

Here, we check the difference between the used connec-
tions in scenario i and j. Let d(i, j) = β1L1(ij)+β2L2(ij)+
β3L3(ij), where d(i, j) represents the distance between sce-
nario i and scenario j, βi ∈ (0, 1) is a weight with i ∈

{1, 2, 3} and
∑3

i=1 βi = 1. Unless explicitly stated other-
wise, we set β1 = 1 in our experiments.

We use 40 instances from [51] (K100, P100, LIN01-10,
and WRP), adjusted to the 2S-SSFP, with eight different
scenarios each (S ∈ {5, 10, 20, 50, 75, 100, 150, 200}). We
do not include more scenarios as it typically leads to out-
of-memory issues in preliminary experiments. For three
methods, this yields 960 runs. To counter out-of-memory
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Table 4: Properties of the SSTP benchmark instances, similar to [35, Table 1].

Dataset
|V| |E| |S|

Instances [#]
min avg max min avg max min max

K100 154 22 31 45 64 115 191 5 1000
P100 70 66 77 91 163 194 237 5 1000
LIN01-10 140 53 190 321 80 318 540 5 1000
WRP 196 10 194 311 149 363 613 5 1000

issues and improve the run time for larger instances (those
100 scenarios or more), we used “nodefiles” in Gurobi to
store branch-and-bound nodes on disk instead of in mem-
ory, which is particularly useful for handling large MILP
problems. Yet, all the other code and settings remain the
same.

We run the experiments, single-threaded, on the same
cluster, yet with 2GB RAM per run. Due to out-of-memory
issues, some of the 960 runs did not finish. For a fair
comparison, we only include the runs that finish for all
three methods (flow-based ILP (A.1), cut-based ILP (7),
and TULIP) up to 100 scenarios. As ILP (A.1) runs out-
of-memory for each instance after 100 scenarios, we only
include runs that finished for both ILP (7) and TULIP.
This leads to 314 runs in total on which we conduct an
analysis. The code and benchmark instances are available
on GitHub after publication.

5.5. Results

Figure 5 shows the cumulative number of instances
solved optimally over time for two benchmark methods,
the flow-based ILP (A.1) and the cut-based ILP (7), and
TULIP. The figure indicates that our method outperforms
the benchmark methods as it solves more instances opti-
mally in the same amount of time. As expected, ILP (A.1)
solves the least instances optimally, especially when the
number of scenarios grows. The ILP (7) and TULIP have
a comparable performance up to 1000 seconds, after which
TULIP outperforms this benchmark method.

Table 5 shows more elaborate data from the same ex-
periment. To keep the table concise, we aggregate based on
the number of scenarios: an instance belongs to the small
group if it contains fewer than 100 scenarios, and large
otherwise. We see no significant advantage of TULIP over
the benchmark methods for the first group. However, for
the second group, we find a considerable gain in run times
for TULIP in instances from K100, LIN01-10, and P100.
Additionally, we see that TULIP finds more optimal so-
lutions than the benchmark methods, indicating that this
method becomes more suitable when the instance difficulty
in terms of scenarios increases.

5.5.1. Robustness of TULIP

Next, we want to study how small the subset of sce-
narios can be while staying close to the solution of the
original problem. To that end, we pick an instance with
50 scenarios from each dataset in Table 4 and select the
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Figure 5: Cumulative number of 2S-SSFP instances solved optimally
progressively over time by the ILPs (7) and (A.1) and TULIP.

S ′ ∈ {1, 3, 5, 8, 10, 20, 35, 50} scenarios that yield the best
representation of the original scenario tree using fast for-
ward scenario selection. We fix the resulting first-stage
decision in the original problem, solve it, and store the ob-
jective value. We visualize this by plotting S ′ on the x-axis
and the objective value on the y-axis. We also apply the
same procedure for random scenario selection - executed
25 times to account for randomness - to study the impact
of the chosen scenario selection method. We visualize the
result with the gray shaded area denoting the minimum
and maximum objective values obtained through random
sampling in Figure 6. The objective values converge con-
siderably fast, meaning that a small subset of scenarios
is enough to represent the whole scenario tree. The blue
and orange lines converge approximately simultaneously,
which indicates that fast forward selection and random
sampling, on average, yield comparable results. However,
fast forward selection performs considerably better than
the worst sample.

In the next experiment, we measure the impact of dif-
ferent distance metrics on the performance of fast forward
selection. For illustration purposes, we discuss the result
of one instance with 50 scenarios but remark that we see
the same pattern on other instances as well. We vary the
weights βi such that either distance metric L1(ij), L2(ij),
or L3(ij) is used, and observe that the set of selected sce-
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Table 5: Comparison TULIP and benchmark methods for 2S-SSFP between different instance groups.

Time (sec) Gap (%) Non-infinity gaps Optimal Solutions
Scenarios Instance group Instances ILP (A.1) ILP (7) TULIP ILP (A.1) ILP (7) TULIP ILP (A.1) ILP (7) TULIP ILP (A.1) ILP (7) TULIP

Small

K100 42 68 122 119 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 42 42 42 33 30 33
LIN01-10 19 2603 962 885 0,00% 0,01% 0,00% 14 19 19 12 17 16
P100 9 170 136 184 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 9 9 9 3 6 6
WRP 16 2390 1151 1184 0,00% 0,00% 0,00% 12 16 16 3 7 7

Large

K100 19 3019 2078 0,00% 0,00% 16 18 6 9
LIN01-10 5 7007 3657 0,32% 0,00% 3 5 1 4
P100 3 7111 6183 0,01% 0,00% 1 1 0 1
WRP 1 2215 2216 0,00% 0,00% 1 1 0 0
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Figure 6: Comparison of random and fast forward scenario selection. Gray shaded area denotes the minimum and maximum objective value
found by random sampling.

narios differs considerably between the different distance
metrics. When fixing the first-stage solution of the re-
duced problem in the original problem, we see that the
distance metric does not significantly affect the objective
value (2495, 2501, 2501, respectively.) Hence, fast forward
selection seems to be robust against the different distance
metrics for the 2S-SSFP.

6. Conclusion

To solve large-scale instances of (mixed-)integer two-
stage stochastic programming models with an exponential
number of constraints to optimality, we propose TULIP, a
novel combination of methods consisting of two steps. In
the first step, we drastically reduce the scenario set, rep-
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resenting the original scenario tree as well as possible, and
solve the root node of the corresponding ILP. In the sec-
ond step, the tight cuts from the first step are re-used as
constraints when solving the original problem with an ILP
through branch-and-cut. We show that TULIP is gener-
ically applicable to different kinds of problems by testing
it on two benchmark problems: the Stochastic Capaci-
tated Vehicle Routing Problem (SCVRP) and the Two-
Stage Stochastic Steiner Forest Problem (2S-SSFP).

The results of our experiments clearly indicate that
TULIP outperforms the benchmark methods when the in-
stance difficulty in terms of scenarios and graph size in-
creases. In the first case study with the SCVRP, TULIP
solves more instances optimally and faster than the bench-
mark method. This advantage becomes more pronounced
as the difficulty of problem instances increases, particu-
larly with the growth in the number of vertices or scenar-
ios. However, despite expecting TULIP to perform better
under low variability in stochastic demand, our experi-
ments indicate that TULIP performs well under all levels
of variability in stochastic demand.

A key reason for the efficiency of TULIP lies in its
handling of cuts. Our method saves considerable time in
the second step by only adding cuts that are tight in the
first step as constraints to the ILP in the second step. This
efficiency becomes more crucial as the problem difficulty
increases, explaining why TULIP scales better than the
benchmark method.

In the second case study with the 2S-SSFP, TULIP
again outperforms the benchmark methods confirming that
it is efficient in handling larger and more complex in-
stances. The fast-forward scenario selection approach also
proves to be efficient, as a small subset of scenarios was suf-
ficient to represent the entire scenario tree. Additionally,
fast-forward selection demonstrated robustness against dif-
ferent distance metrics, further supporting its usefulness.

Besides these successes, the TULIP method faces some
limitations. Attempts to speed up the method using mul-
tiple warm starts yield no significant performance gains.
However, it could be interesting to explore variations of
this idea further for different problems. Additionally, we
still solve both the SCVRP and the 2S-SSFP without a
decomposition method as the L-shaped method [10], so
there is a limit on the instance difficulty that TULIP can
solve. Hence, studying decomposition methods in combi-
nation with TULIP could be an interesting topic for future
research.

Future research could also test TULIP on other (mixed-
) integer problems from the literature to gain more insight
into its applicability. As TULIP is meant to be a generic
framework, we use a distribution-based scenario genera-
tion method in its first step. However, it could be valuable
to test the influence of problem-based scenario generation
[16] in TULIP for specific problems. Finally, extending
TULIP to multi-stage SP could also be an interesting topic
for future research.
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Italiano, Lúıs Monteiro, Catuscia Palamidessi, and Moti Yung,
editors, Automata, Languages and Programming, volume 3580,
pages 1051–1063. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidel-
berg, 2005. Series Title: Lecture Notes in Computer Science.

[43] Anupam Gupta, R. Ravi, and Amitabh Sinha. LP Round-
ing Approximation Algorithms for Stochastic Network Design.
Mathematics of Operations Research, 32(2):345–364, May 2007.

[44] Anupam Gupta, MohammadTaghi Hajiaghayi, and Amit Ku-
mar. Stochastic Steiner Tree with Non-uniform Inflation. In
Moses Charikar, Klaus Jansen, Omer Reingold, and José D. P.
Rolim, editors, Approximation, Randomization, and Combina-

torial Optimization. Algorithms and Techniques, volume 4627,
pages 134–148. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg,
2007. Series Title: Lecture Notes in Computer Science.

[45] Lisa Fleischer, Jochen Könemann, Stefano Leonardi, and Guido
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Appendix A. Flow-based ILP

We present the flow-based version of ILP (7) in (A.1)
and introduce one new decision variable. The binary deci-

sion variable f
(s)
ktmuv equals 1 if a flow is sent from the root

of terminal group k to terminal t via connection type m

at arc (u, v).

(DO-2b)

min
∑

((u,v),m)∈(E×M)

(

x(0)
muv · c

(0)
muv

)

(A.1a)

s.t.
∑

m∈M(0)





∑

u:(v,u)∈A(0)

f
(0)
ktmvu

−
∑

u:(u,v)∈A(0)

f
(0)
ktmuv



 =











z
(0)
kl if v = rk

−z
(0)
kl if v = t

0 otherwise

{

∀k ∈ K(0), ∀t ∈ T k...K(0)

r

∀v ∈ V with τ(t) = l
(A.1b)

f
(0)
ktmuv ≤ y

(0)
kmuv

{

∀k ∈ K(0), ∀t ∈ T k...K(0)

r

∀m ∈ M (0), ∀(u, v) ∈ A(0) (A.1c)

(7c)− (7o) (A.1d)
∑

m∈M(0)

∑

u:(t,u)∈A(0)

f
(0)
ktmuv = 0 ∀k ∈ K(0), ∀t ∈ T k...,K(0)

r (A.1e)

f
(0)
ktmuv ∈ B

{

∀k ∈ K(0), ∀t ∈ T k...K(0)

r

∀m ∈ M (0), ∀(u, v) ∈ A(0)
(A.1f)

The objective in (A.1a) is similar to (7a). Constraints
in (A.1b) guarantee that each terminal is included in an
arborescence with its root at rk for some k ∈ K. An artifi-
cial flow is distributed from each root rk to all other termi-
nals in the respective arborescence. The decision variables
fktmuv trigger ykmuv in (A.1c) when a flow travels from
the root rk to terminal t using connection type m through
arc (u, v). Constraints (A.1e) ensure that flow does not
leave a terminal, and is meant to improve the model’s

LP-relaxation. As (A.1f), which makes f
(0)
ktmuv a binary

decision variable, already ensures the integrality of ykmuv,
constraints in (7m) and (7n) may be relaxed.
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