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Abstract— We study the scenario approach for solving
chance-constrained optimization in time-coupled dynamic envi-
ronments. Scenario generation methods approximate the true
feasible region from scenarios generated independently and
identically from the actual distribution. In this paper, we
consider this problem in a dynamic environment, where the
scenarios are assumed to be drawn in a sequential fashion
from an unknown and time-varying distribution. Such dynamic
environments are driven by changing environmental conditions
that could be found in many real-world applications such
as energy systems. We couple the time-varying distributions
using the Wasserstein metric between the sequence of scenario-
generating distributions and the actual chance-constrained
distribution. Our main results are bounds on the number
of samples essential for ensuring the ex-post risk in chance-
constrained optimization problems when the underlying feasible
set is convex or non-convex. Finally, our results are illustrated
on multiple numerical experiments for both types of feasible
sets.

I. INTRODUCTION

Chance-constrained optimization (CCO) is a general
framework for decision-making in uncertain environments
when the goal is to explicitly model the risk of constraint sat-
isfaction. Initial applications focused on production schedul-
ing while making distributional assumptions on the family of
distributions, such as multivariate Gaussian distribution [1],
[2].

Over the past decade, due to the rapid deployment of
sensing, communication, and computational capabilities in
extremely reliable and cost-effective manners, many novel
data-driven methods were proposed to solve CCO, which
can be briefly classified into three categories in [3]: (1) safe
approximation [4], [5]; (2) sample average approximation
(SAA) [6], [7]; and (3) the scenario approach [8], [9],
[10]. The key difference between the safe approximation
method and robust optimization is that the solution by safe
approximation is guaranteed to meet the risk level [11].
In SAA, the true distribution of the uncertain variables is
approximated by the empirical distribution from collected
samples. The sample average approximation allows the vi-
olation of constraints under some sampled scenarios. This
violation program can be formulated as a mixed-integer
program [7]. An alternative popular approach for CCO is
the scenario approach, which doesn’t make assumptions on
the underlying distribution and seeks the optimal solutions
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that are feasible for all the extracted scenarios.
The above three methods assume that the scenarios are

sampled independently from identical distributions. In prac-
tical settings, this assumption does not necessarily hold true.
Over a large time horizon, the scenario-generating distri-
butions change. For example, due to the high penetration
of renewable energy, there is an increase in uncertainty
during economic dispatch decisions in a power system [12].
Improved forecast techniques reduce this uncertainty [13],
but the forecast uncertainty rises significantly as the forecast
horizon increases, implying a changing distribution of un-
certain generation. Similar examples can be found in many
other fields, such as adversarial machine learning [14], [15].

Recent work has focused on a robust SAA scheme for
solving CCO in dynamic environments [16]. This scheme
inherits disadvantages from traditional SAA, including non-
convex feasible regions which may be difficult to solve [6].
This shortage arises because sampled constraints are to be
violated, and need to add more assumptions to gain the exact
feasible region. Different from SAA, the scenario approach
only proves the property of the optimal solution, not a region,
which can easily be solved in convex problems. After first
proposed in 2006 [8], fruitful breakthroughs were witnessed
in scenario approach these years, including exact feasibility
[9], scenario theory for nonconvex optimization [10], and
computation algorithm for essential sets [3], but the problem
with time-varying distributions is still unexplored as pointed
out in [17].

A. Summary of Contributions

In this paper, we analyze the generation of scenarios from
time-varying distributions. Our suggested contribution is
establishing bounds on the violation probability of an optimal
solution of the robust scenario problem for guaranteeing pre-
scribed risk levels in chance-constrained optimization when
the scenarios are generated with underlying time-varying dis-
tributions for both convex and non-convex feasible regions.
The results for convex and non-convex optimization are of a
fundamentally different nature compared to the convex case.
Our guarantees are tight in the sense that we are able to
recover classical bounds for these problems when scenarios
are sampled from a fixed distribution as in [10] and [16].
In this paper, we consider a model for generating scenarios
drawn from distributions centered around a central distribu-
tion and coupled across time using a suitable Wasserstein
ball with different radii. We build on their work to further
consider the case when the data-generating distributions
changes with time. Results are further elaborated on multiple
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numerical experiments in convex and non-convex problems.
These experiments demonstrate the tightness of our results
by perfectly interpolating between static [10] and dynamic
environments. We show that our theoretical guarantees match
the best-known results for a static environment and scale
gracefully with parameters measuring the non-stationarity of
the scenario-generating distribution.

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In
Section II, we formalize the CCO in a dynamic environment.
Section III establishes guarantees for CCO in dynamic envi-
ronments and numerical results are presented in Section IV.
The notations in this article are standard. Given a real number
x ∈ R, we denote (x)+ := max{0, x}. The cardinality of a
set N is |N |. Removal of subset I from set I is represented
by {I \ I}. The essential supremum is ess sup.

II. CHANCE CONSTRAINED OPTIMIZATION WITH
OBSERVATION ROBUSTNESS

A. Chance-Constrained Optimization (CCO)

A typical formulation of Chance-Constrained Optimiza-
tion (CCO) is (1)

min
x

cTx

s.t. Pξ(f(x, ξ) ≤ 0) ≥ 1− ϵ

g(x) ≤ 0

where ξ ∈ ∆ is a random vector defined in uncertainty set
∆. We could write (1) more compactly by defining Xξ :=
{x ∈ Rn : f(x, ξ) ≤ 0} and χ := {x ∈ Rn : g(x) ≤ 0} as:

min
x∈χ

c⊤x

s.t. Pξ (x ∈ Xξ) ≥ 1− ϵ
(2)

The scenario approach randomly extracts N indepen-
dent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) scenarios S :=
{ξ1, ξ2, · · · , ξN} to approximate the chance-constrained pro-
gram (1) with the following scenario problem:

SP(S) :min
x

c⊤x

s.t. f (x, ξi) ≤ 0 i = 1, 2, 3, ..., N

g(x) ≤ 0

(3)

The scenario problem SP (S) can be written by defining
Xξi := {x ∈ Rn : f(x, ξi) ≤ 0}.

SP(S) :min
x∈χ

c⊤x

s.t. x ∈ ∩N
i=1Xξi

(4)

When scenarios are generated i.i.d., the measurement
errors are affected by the inherent uncertainty due to noise
by using techniques such as state estimation [18], Kalman
Filtering [19], etc. and it is important for the scenario
solution to be robust to the underlying observation error or
equivalently to the observed scenarios. Formally,

we can obtain a robust scenario solution as the solution to
the following min-max robust optimization problem called

robust scenario problem, RSP(S).

RSP(S) : min
x

c⊤x

s.t. max
ξi

f (x, ξi) ≤ 0

∥ξi − ηi∥ ≤ ri, i = 1, 2, 3, ..., N

g(x) ≤ 0

(5)

Optimization problem (5) can be equivalently
reformulated by defining a compact set: X ri

ηi
:=

{x ∈ Rn : maxξi f (x, ξi) ≤ 0, ∥ξi − ηi∥ ≤ ri}, as follows:

RSP(S) :min
x∈χ

c⊤x

s.t. x ∈ ∩N
i=1X ri

ηi

(6)

The robust scenario approach can be regarded as a two-
stage optimization problem. The first stage consists of N
independent robust optimization problems with the objective
function f (x, ξi) and decision variable ξi respectively. This
stage can be efficiently solved by parallelization. The optimal
solution from the first stage programs will construct the con-
straints of the second stage optimization, i.e., the traditional
scenario approach scheme (3). Since Xξi ⊆ X ri

ηi
, we have

that:
PN (V (x∗

RS) > ϵ) ≤ PN (V (x∗
N ) > ϵ) (7)

In RSP, every scenario may have different measure Qi.
Closely related Ambiguous CCO problem assumes that the
scenarios are sampled from a fixed but unknown measure Q
[20], [21].

We recollect some crucial definitions based on [9], [22]
that will be of importance in the results to follow. Let x∗

N
and x∗

RS stand for the optimal solution to scenario problems
SP(S) and robust scenario problems RSP(S).

Definition 1 (Violation Probability): The violation proba-
bility of a candidate solution x∗ is defined as the probability
that x∗ is infeasible, i.e., V(x∗) := Pξ(x

∗ /∈ Xξ)
Definition 2 (Support Scenario): Scenario ξi is a support

scenario for the scenario problem SP(S) if its removal
changes the optimal solution of SP(S).

Definition 3 (Helly’s dimension): Helly’s dimension of
the scenario problem SP(S) is the smallest integer h that
h ≥ess supS⊆∆N |S(S)| holds for any finite N ≥ 1, where
|S(S)| is the number of support scenarios.
The above definitions are used to quantify the number of
samples that are needed to guarantee a risk level ϵ in CCO.
Next, we make the following structural assumptions neces-
sary to rule out the pathological cases of the optimization
problem.

Assumption 1 (Non-empty interior): For all sampled sce-
narios S, the scenario problem SP(S) and robust scenario
problems RSP(S) are feasible, and the feasibility region
has a non-empty interior. Further, each such problem has
a unique solution.
Assumption 1 is applicable only for the cases when the
problems considered are convex. Our assumptions are well-
established in literature [9] and ensure that the underlying
optimization problems are well-behaved. Proposition 1 is a



folklore result in scenario approach in a static environment
with a convex feasible set and was first proven by [8].

Proposition 1 (Violation Probability [8]): Under
Assumption 1, the optimal solution to the scenario
problem SP(S) satisfies:

PN (V (x∗
N ) > ϵ) ≤

(
N
h

)
(1− ϵ)N−h .

= β

where, the probability PN is taken with respect to Nth

scenario, and h is the Helly’s dimension of SP(S).
Proposition 2: The number of support scenarios for

SP(S) is at most n where n is the dimension of x and h
is Helly’s dimension.

The rest of the paper will focus on robust scenario prob-
lems. The Helly’s dimension for the robust scenario problem
RSP(S) when the underlying constraint set is convex is upper
bounded by d (Theorem 3 in [8]).

III. SCENARIO APPROACH IN DYNAMIC ENVIRONMENTS

We consider the Robust Scenario Approach (5) wherein
each scenario is sampled from a different and unknown
measure. With this in mind, given a set of scenarios S :=

{ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξN}, ξi
iid∼ Pi, we are interested in obtaining the

sample complexity of ex-post violation probability under the
measure of the (N+1)-th scenario. To this end, we first extend
Definition 1 to a dynamic environment when the scenarios
are generated from time-varying distributions.

Definition 4 (Violation in dynamic environments): The
violation probability of a candidate solution x∗ under
uncertainty set with probability measure Pi is defined as the
probability that x∗ is infeasible, i.e., Vi(x

∗) := Pi(x
∗ /∈ Xξ)

In the rest of this paper, we focus on the relationship between
the number of scenarios N and the maximum value of
violation probability under a new scenario ξN+1 ∼ PN+1,
i.e., VN+1(x

∗
RS) ≤ ϵ. where, xRS∗ is the solution to

the robust scenario problem from scenarios ξi ∼ Pi. Our
first step is to quantify the relationship between measures
Pi,Pi+1. To this end, we will use the Wasserstein metric to
couple the scenario-generating distributions.

Definition 5 (Wasserstein metric [23]): The 1-
Wasserstein distance between two probability measures P
and P′ defined on Ξ is given by:

dW (P,P′) := inf
π∈Π(P,P′)

∫
Ξ×Ξ

∥ξ − ξ′∥π (dξ, dξ′)

= inf
π∈Π(P,P′)

E
(ξ,ξ′)∼π

(∥x− y∥)
(8)

where, ∥ · ∥ is a norm on Ξ, and Π(P,P′) denotes the set of
all joint probability distributions of ξ and ξ′ with marginal
distributions P and P′, respectively.
In the rest of the paper, the p-Wasserstein distance denotes
the Wasserstein distance under the norm ∥ · ∥p. Based on
the Wasserstein metric we propose a model for coupling
different scenario-generating distributions. Our goal with
such a model is to relate the scenario-generating probability
measures across time.

Definition 6 (Model A): We assume that the scenario-
generating measures are constrained as follows:

dW (Pi,Pj) ≤ ρ (9)

for all pair of indices (i, j), i ≥ 1, j ≥ 1.
A related but much more granular scenario-generating model
is Model B.

Definition 7 (Model B): We assume

dW (Pi,Pj) ≤ ρ(i, j) (10)

for all indices (i, j), i ≥ 1, j ≥ 1, where ρ : R2
+ → R+ is a

known function satisfying ρ(i, i) = 0.
Model B allows for a broader range of temporal shifts in
the scenario-generating process, including gradual drifts over
time, large but infrequent changes, or a combination thereof.
All our results will be proven for scenario generation under
Model A or B.

A. Convex Scenario Problems

We focus on the case when the underlying feasible set of
the chance-constrained optimization is convex. To this end,
we make the following assumptions.

Assumption 2 (Convexity): The deterministic constraint
g(x) ≤ 0 is convex, and the random constraint f(x, ξ) is
convex in x for every scenario of ξ.

Our first result is a coupling-based inequality that relates
to the probability that solutions remain feasible under con-
secutive scenarios.

Lemma 1: Let x ∈ χ. For all i ∈ [N], for data generated
under Model A, we have:

Pi(x
∗
RS ∈ Xξ) ≤ PN+1(x

∗
RS ∈ Xξ) +

ρ

ri
(11)

Proof: The proof of this lemma is based on [16]. Let
{ν1, ν2, · · · , νN} be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables
such that: they are drawn independently from PN+1(·). and
each pair of random variables (ξi, νi) are coupled to attain
1-Wasserstein distance. Such a coupling exists by [24].

Pi(x
∗
RS ∈ Xξ)

(a)
= Pi(x

∗
RS ∈ Xξ)× ( Pr(∥ηi − νi∥ ≤ ri)

+Pr(∥ηi − νi∥ > ri))

≤ Pi(x
∗
RS ∈ Xξ)× Pr(∥ηi − νi∥ ≤ ri)

+Pr(∥ηi − νi∥ > ri)
(b)

≤ PN+1(x
∗
RS ∈ Xξ) +

E(∥ηi−νi∥)
ri

≤ PN+1(x
∗
RS ∈ Xξ) +

ρ
ri

where, (a) follows by definition of probability measure and
(b) follows since Markov’s inequality.
When the scenario generating model is B, Corollary 1 can
be established using Lemma 1.

Corollary 1: Let x ∈ χ. For all i ∈ [N], supposing data
generated under Model B, it holds that

Pi(x
∗
RS ∈ Xξ) ≤ PN+1(x

∗
RS ∈ Xξ) +

ρ(i,N + 1)

ri
(12)

Armed with Lemma 1, we are now ready to prove the
violation risk when the scenarios are generated in a dynamic
environment and the underlying problem is convex.



Theorem 1: Under Assumption 1 and 2, let x∗
RS be the

optimal solution to the robust scenario approach RSP(S),
supposing data generated under Model A. Then:

Π
i=1,...,N

Pi(VN+1(x
∗
RS) > ϵ) <

(
N

d

)
exp

(ρ(N + 1− d)

rmin
− ϵ

)
Proof: From Lemma 1, we have that:

Vi(x
∗
RS) = 1− Pi(x

∗
RS ∈ Xξ)

≥ 1− PN+1(x
∗
RS ∈ Xξ)−

ρ

ri

> (ϵ− ρ

ri
)+

(13)

Note that VN+1(x
∗
RS) is a random variable since the

solution x∗
RS of RSP(S) is, due to the fact that it de-

pends on the random observation results η1, η2, · · · , ηN .
Thus, VN+1(x

∗
RS) ≤ ϵ may hold for certain extractions

η1, η2, · · · , ηN , while VN+1(x
∗
RS) > ϵ may be true for

others. The following proof aims to quantify the probability
of ”bad” extractions. Given N scenarios η1, η2, · · · , ηN from
observation, select a subset I = {i1, ..., id} of d indices
from {1, ..., N} and let x∗

RSI
be the optimal solution of the

program
RSP(S) :min

x∈χ
c⊤x

s.t. x ∈ ∩h
j=1X

rij
ηij

(14)

Based on x∗
RSI

we next introduce a subset ∆N
I of the set

∆N defined as

∆N
I

.
= {(η1, ..., ηN ) : x∗

RSI
= x∗

RS} (15)

Let now I range over the collection I of all possible
choices of d indexes from {1, ..., N}, implying I contains:(

N
d

)
sets, and we have

∆N =
⋃
I∈I

∆N
I (16)

Next, let B .
= {(η1, ..., ηN ) : VN+1(x

∗
RS) > ϵ} and BI

.
=

{(η1, ..., ηN ) : VN+1(x
∗
RSI

) > ϵ}. We have

B = B ∩∆N

= B ∩
(
∪I∈I∆

N
I

)
= ∪I∈I

(
B ∩∆N

I

)
= ∪I∈I

(
BI ∩∆N

I

) (17)

A bound for PNPN−1...P2P1(B) is now obtained by bound-
ing Pr(BI ∩ ∆N

I ) and then summing over I ∈ I. Fix any
I , e.g., I0 = {1, ..., d}. The set BI0 = B{1,...,d} is in fact
a cylinder with base in the Cartesian product of the first d
constraint domains, i.e. the condition VN+1(x

∗
RS) > ϵ only

involves the first d constraints. And constraints brought by
ηd+1, ..., ηN must be satisfied by x∗

RSI
, otherwise, we would

not have x∗
RSI

= x∗
RS . Thus, by the fact that the extractions

are independent, we have:

Π
i∈I\I0

Pj{(ηh+1,...,ηN ):(η1,...,ηh,ηh+1,...,ηN )∈BI0
∩∆N

I0
}

< Π
i∈I\I0

(1− Vi(x
∗
RS))

(18)

where (η1, ..., ηd) ∈ base of the cylinder. Integrating over
the base of the cylinder BI0 , we then obtain

Π
i∈I\I0

Pi{BI0 ∩∆N
I0} < Π

i∈I\I0
(1− Vi(x

∗
RS))

× Π
k∈I0

Pk(base of BI0)

≤ Π
i∈I\I0

(1− Vi(x
∗
RS))

< Π
i∈I\I0

(1− (ϵ− ρ

ri
)+)

(19)

From (17), we finally arrive to the desired bound for
Π

j=1,...,N
Pi(B)

Π
i=1,...,N

Pi(B) < Σ
I∈I

{ Π
i∈I\I

(1− (ϵ− ρ

ri
)+)}

<

(
N

d

)(
1− ϵ+

ρ

rmin

)N+1−d

≤
(
N

d

)
exp

((ρ(N + 1− d)

rmin
− ϵ

)) (20)

Identical violation probability can be established for scenar-
ios generated from Model B (Corollary 2).

Corollary 2: Under Assumption 1 and 2, let x∗
RS be the

optimal solution to the robust scenario approach RSP(N ),
supposing data generated under Model B, it holds that:

Π
i=1,...,N

Pi(VN+1(x
∗
RS)>ϵ)< Σ

I∈I
{ Π
i∈I\I

(1−(ϵ− ρ(i,N+1)
ri

)+)}

B. Non-convex Scenario Problems
In this section, we focus on the sample complexity of

guaranteeing a risk level when the underlying scenario
problems are non-convex. Establishing such guarantees is
fundamentally different since the convexity of the feasible
set ensures that the cardinality of support constraints can be
determined apriori to sample scenarios. As indicated before,
the cardinality of the robust scenario problem when the
underlying set is convex is at most d. However, this is not
the case when the underlying constraint set is non-convex.
Therefore, techniques that were used to establish Theorem 1
are not applicable to non-convex problems. Approaches
based on VC-dimension [25] are very conservative and those
using the convex-hull of the non-convex feasible region [26]
are applicable to a very small class of problems. [27], [28]
consider the case of mixed-integer optimization and show
that the number of support constraints can be determined
for mixed-integer problems. In lieu of support constraints
when the feasible set is convex, we define an invariant set
which is the minimal set of support constraints determined
a posteriori, after solving the scenario problem (6) based on
the work of [10]. Our contribution over the work of [10] lies
in extending their proof when the scenarios are generated
using time-varying distributions using coupling arguments
outlined in Lemma 1. We use the cardinality of this invariant
set as a measure of problem complexity for the robust
scenario problem when the constraint set is non-convex.

Definition 8 (Invariant Constraints): Given a set of sce-
narios S = {ξ1, ξ2, . . . , ξN}, the set of invariant constraints
of cardinality k, I ⊆ S such that RSP(S) = RSP(I).



The cardinality of the invariant set can be determined after
obtaining the set of scenarios S and our results will be based
on the minimal size of such a set.

Theorem 2: Let β ∈ (0, 1), and assume scenario generat-
ing Model A and Assumption 1 and |I| be the cardinality
of set of invariant constraints. The following violation prop-
erties holds:

N∏
i=1

Pi(VN+1(optA(S)) ≤ ϵ(|I|)) ≥ 1− β,

where the function ϵ(|I|) is defined as

ϵ(N) = 1
N−1∑
k=0

{
∑
Ik∈I

{
∏

i∈I\Ik

(1− (ϵ(k)− ρ

ri
)+)}} = β

(21)

where Ik means any subset in I with k dimension.

Proof: Consider a family of functions Am : ∆m → Θ,
indexed by the size m of the sample. Similarly, the invariant
constraints can be found as a function BN : (η1, ..., ηN ) →
{i1, ..., ik}, i1 < ... < ik, where (ηi1 , ..., ηik) is an invariant
set.

Suppose Ik be a selection of k indexes i1, ..., ik, i1 < ... <
ik from 1, ..., N , and let θIk = Ak(ηi1 , ..., ηik). Consider the
subsets from a partition of ∆N defined as follows:

∆N
k = {(η1, ..., ηN ) ∈ ∆N : |BN (η1, ..., ηN )| = k} (22)

We define the set ∆N
k,Ik

⊆ ∆N
k by the following

rule:(η1, ..., ηN ) ∈ ∆N
k,Ik

if and only if |BN (η1, ..., ηN )| =
Ik. Then we have

∆N =

N⋃
k=0

⋃
Ik

∆N
k,Ik

(23)

Let B = {(η1, ..., ηN ) ∈ ∆N : VN+1(θN ) > ϵ(|I|)}, and
BIk = {(η1, ..., ηN ) ∈ ∆N : VN+1(θIk) > ϵ(k)}. It holds
that:

B = ∆N ∩B =

N−1⋃
k=0

⋃
Ik

∆N
k,Ik

∩BIk (24)

The above proof process is following [10], but the vi-
olation probability is different for different scenarios in a
dynamic environment, i.e., Vi(θIk) > ϵ(k)− ρ

ri
. Fixing any

Ik, e.g.Ik = {1, ..., k}, and supposing (η̄1, ..., ηk) is the base

of a cylinder.
N∏

i=k+1

Pi {(ηk+1, . . . , ηN ) : (η̄1, . . . , η̄k, ηk+1, . . . , ηN )

∈ ∆N
k,{1,...,k} ∩B{1,...,k}

}
≤

N∏
i=k+1

Pi

{
N⋂

i=k+1

{
(ηk+1, . . . , ηN ) : θ{1,...,k} ∈ Θηi

}}

=

N∏
i=k+1

Pi

{
ηi : θ{1,...,k} ∈ Θη(i)

}
≤

N∏
i=k+1

(1− (ϵ(k)− ρ

ri
)+)

(25)
Integrating over the base of the cylinder B{1,..,k}

N∏
i=1

Pi{∆N
k,{1,...,k} ∩B{1,...,k}}

≤
k∏

i=1

{base ofB{1,..,k}} × Pi

N∏
i=k+1

(1− (ϵ(k)− ρ

ri
)+)

≤
N∏

i=k+1

(1− (ϵ(k)− ρ

ri
)+)

(26)
Considering that Ik = {1, ..., k} was made for only one fixed
case, for any Ik, we obtain that

N∏
i=1

Pi{VN+1(θN ) > ϵ(|I|)} =

N∏
i=1

Pi{B}

≤
N−1∑
k=0

{
∑
Ik∈I

{
∏

i∈I\Ik

(1− (ϵ(|I|)− ρ

ri
)+)}} = β

(27)

Corollary 3: Under the assumptions in Theorem 2, if the
tolerable observation errors ri is set to a constant value r0,
it is easy to choose ϵ(k) by splitting β evenly among the N
terms in the sum (21) is

ϵ(k) :=


1 if k = N

1 + ρ
r0

−
N−k

√√√√√ β

N

 N

k


otherwise (28)

Remark 2 (Other Choices of ϵ(k)): Notice that (28) is only
one simple choice of ϵ(k) under special case. Other choices
than (28) are possible and accessible by algorithms.

IV. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we provide simulation results for the
sample complexity results established in previous sections
for both convex and non-convex feasible regions.

A. Convex Feasible Region: The Probabilistic Point Cover-
ing Problem

Consider the one-dimensional probabilistic point covering
problem, where the smallest interval is needed to cover the



random variable with high probability. This problem can be
written as a chance-constrained optimization form

minx,γ γ
s.t. Pξ(x− γ ≤ ξ ≤ x+ γ) ≥ 1− ϵ

γ ≥ 0
(29)

where random samples of ξ ∈ R are supposed to be drawn
from a fixed distribution, and the interval [x−γ, x+γ] is what
we seek for covering 1− ϵ of the random variables ξ. The
above problem can be solved by standard scenario approach
(3) [2]. In this section, we consider this point covering
problems under time-varying distribution, and we need to
guarantee our result satisfies the next generated (N+1)th data
only from N history scenarios, which can be formulated as

minx,γ γ
s.t. PN+1(x− γ ≤ ξ ≤ x+ γ) ≥ 1− ϵ

γ ≥ 0
(30)

We first solve the above problem by traditional scenario
approach in [9]. It is clear that the number of support
scenarios is equal to the number of decision variables in
(30), i.e. h = 2. After setting risk level ϵ = 0.1, and
confidence parameter β = 10−4, the number of needed
scenarios N = 309 is given by Theorem 1 in (1). After
setting the tolerable observation errors ri, more robust results
and smaller confidence parameters are generated by our
new method to overcome the uncertainty in a dynamic
environment. Table I compares the change in solution and
the related confidence parameter β calculated under different
constant tolerable observation errors r0 with the same tested
scenarios.

It can be seen from the above results that the larger

TABLE I
THE OPTIMAL SOLUTION GIVEN BY TWO METHODS

Measurement Error (r) r0 = 1.8 r0 = 2 r0 = 2.2 r0 = 2.4
Scenario Approach in [8] γ∗ = 3.25, β = 10−4

Our Method γ∗ = 5.05
β = 0.17

γ∗ = 5.25
β = 0.042

γ∗ = 5.45
β = 0.011

γ∗ = 5.65
β = 0.0028

measurement error term means the more conservative results
with higher confidence parameter β. Fig.1 shows the rela-
tionship between the measurement error term and confidence
parameter.

B. Non-convex Feasible region: Control with Quantized In-
puts

We benchmark our results on a mixed-integer optimal
control problem introduced in [10], where the problem is
the discrete-time control of an uncertain linear system.

x(t+ 1) = Ax(t) +Bu(t), x(0) = x0 (31)

where the state variable is x(t) ∈ R2, with initial state x0 =
[1 1]⊤, B = [0 0.5]⊤ is fixed, and uncertainty variable is
A ∈ R2×2, with independent Gaussian entries with standard
deviation 0.02 each around the means

Ā =

[
0.8 −1
0 −0.9

]
(32)

Fig. 1. The relationship between the measurement error term and
confidence parameter

Considering the actuation constraints, we suppose a finite
input set: u(t) ∈ U := {−5, ...,−1, 0, 1, ...5}, which makes
the control problem non-convex. Similar to [10], the
control objective is to bring the state variable x(t) to origin
at time T = 8 by choosing discrete u(t) from U . Since
x(T ) = ATx0 +

∑T−1
t=0 AT−1−tBu(t), if we set

R =
[
B AB · · · AT−1B

]
and

u =
[
u(T − 1) u(T − 2) · · · u(0)

]⊤
The optimal control problem can then be reformulated as:

min
h∈R,u∈U

h

s.t.
∥∥ATx0 +Ru

∥∥
∞ ≤ h

(33)

where ∥ · ∥∞ is the infinity norm. Because the matrices
A and B both consist of uncertainty entries, the control
design must incorporate some robustness. Under the scenario
approach scheme, we treat these uncertainties by applying
constraints to N randomly extracted scenarios A(i), i =
1, ..., N , namely:

min
h∈R,u∈U

h

s.t.
∥∥∥AT

(i)x0 +R(i)u
∥∥∥
∞

≤ h, for i = 1, ..., N
(34)

We consider Model A for generating the Gaussian entries
in matrix A, where parameter ρ is used to represent the shift
in distribution. The scenario approach for the non-convex
problem is a-posterior feasibility guarantees method, which
means the risk level ϵ(|I|) can only be given by Algorithm
B after the solution under the given number of scenarios. If
N = 1000, and the tolerable observation error ri is set to a
constant value r0, then the relationships between ϵ(k) and k
under different parameter ρ and r0 are given in Fig.2.

Under the same invariant set cardinality k, it can be seen
from Fig.2 that the risk level ϵ(k) declines as the ρ/r reduces,
and when ρ/r goes to 0, our results are identical with [10].
This numerically corroborates that our results extend the
results of [10] to dynamic environments.



Fig. 2. Comparing risk function between different ρ and r0 for mixed-
integer optimal control

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we propose novel sample complexity bounds
on scenario generation in dynamic environments. To the
best, this is the first work to provide bounds on the num-
ber of scenarios necessary to guarantee ex-post risk levels
in chance-constrained optimization when the scenarios are
generated from a dynamic environment. We provide guaran-
tees for both cases when the underlying chance-constrained
problem is convex or non-convex. We believe that this paper
significantly contributes to antecedent literature on scenario
generation and provides a holistic extension opening several
avenues for future work. Of particular interest to us is the
development of novel models for scenario-generating mea-
sures. Another possible avenue is the use of these guarantees
in practical applications.
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APPENDICES

A. The Analytical Expression of 1-Wasserstein Distance Be-
tween Two Normal Distribution

We first introduce a lemma that characterizes the differ-
ence between two independent normal variables.

Lemma 2 ([29]): Let X and Y are two independent
normal variables with means and variances (µx, σx) and
(µy, σy), respectively. Then X − Y will follow a normal
distribution with mean µx − µy and variance (σ2

x, σ
2
y).

Supposing we want to calculate the 1-Wasserstein dis-
tance between one-dimensional normal distribution ξi ∼



Norm(µi, σi) and ξN+1 ∼ Norm(µN+1, σN+1) under the
shifting rules (36). Then we have

dW (Pi,PN+1) = inf
π∈Π(Pi,PN+1)

E
(ξi,ξN+1)∼π

(|x− y|)

= |µi − µN+1|

= 0.2× (1− i− 1

N
)

(35)

Fixed the number of needed scenarios N = 309, and
based on the classic approximation algorithm presented in
[30], the approximation of 1-Wasserstein distance between
Norm(µi, σi) and Norm(µ310, σ310) is shown in Fig.3

Fig. 3. The approximation of 1-Wasserstein distance between Norm(µi, σi)
and Norm(µ310, σ310)

The introduced approximation method above is used to
show the expansibility of our method in distribution-free
circumstances.

B. Simulation Details

For better illustrating our ideas, we suppose the random
variable ξi ∼ Norm(µi, σi) is distributed according to
Normal distribution with both varying mean parameter and
varying standard deviation following the rules below

µi = 0.2× i/N

σi = 1 + 0.2× i/N
(36)

Supposing N = 100, the probability density functions
(PDF) of different ξi are shown as Fig.4.

Fig. 4. The changing distribution of ξi

Before applying the robust scenario approach scheme
proposed in this paper, we first classify that the scenario
generation process shown in Fig.4 belongs to Model B
in (10), whose 1-Wasserstein distance between two one-
dimensional distribution can be calculated by

dW (Pi,Pj) =

∫
R
|Fi(ξ)− Fj(ξ)|dξ (37)

where Fi(·) is the cumulative distribution functions (CDF)
of Normal distribution Norm(µi, σi).
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