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Abstract

We consider a variant of the set covering problem with uncertain parameters, which
we refer to as the chance-constrained set multicover problem (CC-SMCP). In this problem,
we assume that there is uncertainty regarding whether a selected set can cover an item,
and the objective is to determine a minimum-cost combination of sets that covers each
item i at least ki times with a prescribed probability. To tackle CC-SMCP, we employ
techniques of enumerative combinatorics, discrete probability distributions, and combinatorial
optimization to derive exact equivalent deterministic reformulations that feature a hierarchy
of bounds, and develop the corresponding outer-approximation (OA) algorithm. Additionally,
we consider reducing the number of chance constraints via vector dominance relations and
reformulate two special cases of CC-SMCP using the “log-transformation” method and
binomial distribution properties. Theoretical results on sampling-based methods, i.e., the
sample average approximation (SAA) method and the importance sampling (IS) method,
are also studied to approximate the true optimal value of CC-SMCP under a finite discrete
probability space. Our numerical experiments demonstrate the effectiveness of the proposed
OA method, particularly in scenarios with sparse probability matrices, outperforming sampling-
based approaches in most cases and validating the practical applicability of our solution
approaches.

Keywords: Set Multicover Problem, Chance-Constrained Optimization, Integer Linear Programming

1 Introduction

We consider the following chance-constrained set multicover problem (CC-SMCP):

[CC-SMCP] min
x

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj (1a)

s.t. P

∑
j∈[n]

ãijxj ⩾ ki

 ⩾ 1− ϵi, ∀i ∈ [m], (1b)

x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n (1c)
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where there are m items, indexed by the set [m] := {1, . . . ,m}, and n subsets of these m items, indexed
by the set [n] := {1, . . . , n}. Here c ∈ Rn is the vector of weights, or costs of the subsets in [n], ki ∈ Z+,
ãij ∈ {0, 1} is a Bernoulli random variable indicating whether item i ∈ [m] belongs to set j ∈ [n] or
not, and ϵi ∈ (0, 1) is a prespecified allowed failure probability for item i. The set B represents some
other deterministic side constraints on the decision variables x. For instance, in the facility location
problem, B can represent constraints requiring that demands at several points must be serviced by the
established facilities, or it can be the budget restriction on the number of facilities to be located such as
{x ∈ {0, 1}n :

∑
j∈[n] xj ≤ U} where at most U facilities can be located.

This problem aims to determine a subset S ⊆ [n] that covers each element i ∈ [m] at least ki times
with high probability while minimizing the total cost/weight of covering. Note that when ki = 1 for all
i ∈ [m], the problem becomes probabilistic set covering (PSC) problem.

Our problem constitutes a variant of the set covering problem (SCP), a well-known combinatorial
optimization problem which serves as a model to a variety of real-world applications (Hall and Hochbaum
1992), including marketing (Özener et al. 2013), security (Lessin et al. 2018), telecommunications (Grötschel
et al. 1992), scheduling (Smith and Wren 1988), production planning (Vasko et al. 1989), facility location
(Gunawardane 1982, Huang et al. 2010), and vehicle routing (Bramel and Simchi-Levi 1997, 2002), etc.
Although many of these applications can be modeled as SCPs, for reliability/backup purposes they are
often treated as set multicover problems. As an example of set multicover problems, consider the problem
of determining the locations of emergency service facilities, where we aim to estabilish fire stations across
n specific locations to cover m target regions (Hall and Hochbaum 1992). A higher level of service is
provided when there are multiple fire stations within a short distance of a building at risk, as opposed to
having only one nearby. The objective is to identify optimal locations for fire stations to guarantee that
all target regions can receive the necessary level of service, while simultaneously minimizing overall costs.
In this context, the connection parameter aij indicates whether the service provided by candidate location
j can cover target i and it may depend on their distances, e.g., aij = 1 if target i is near location j and
aij = 0 otherwise.

In practical emergency scenarios (e.g., natural disasters), it is often the case that the connection
between target i and open facility j may be randomly disrupted. In that case, it is natural to model
aij as a Bernoulli random variable, denoted by ãij . The probability P [ãij = 1] := pij can be interpreted
as the likelihood of successfully reaching target i from the location j within a limited amount of time
in an emergency. Therefore, intuitively, the goal is to identify optimal locations for fire stations to
achieve the required level of service of all targets with a high probability. From the perspective of
stochastic optimization, this problem can be formulated as a chance-constrained programming model
when we incorporate uncertainty as previously described. In addition to the aforementioned application
of CC-SMCP, Beraldi and Ruszczyński (2002) considered a game to select arcs on a graph to cover
adversaries’ path with a high probability. Ahmed and Papageorgiou (2013) presented an example to
cover m targets by placing sensors at n potential sensor sites. Shen and Jiang (2022) proposed another
emergency facility location example of chance-constrained SCP. These chance-constrained SCP models
can be easily generalized to incorporate backup coverage, i.e., define a parameter ki to reflect the coverage
level of target i.

As a powerful paradigm to model optimization problems with uncertainty, chance-constrained pro-
gramming arises in a wide variety of applications such as finance (Lemus Rodriguez 1999), healthcare
(Tanner and Ntaimo 2010), power systems (Van Ackooij et al. 2011), transportation (Dinh et al. 2018),
network design (Wang 2007) and wireless communications (Soltani et al. 2013), etc. From the com-
putational perspective, chance-constrained programs are very challenging to solve primarily for two
reasons (Küçükyavuz and Jiang 2022). First, given a candidate solution x, it can be computationally
demanding to check whether x is feasible or not (Ahmed and Papageorgiou 2013); and, second, the
feasible region characterized by chance constraints is nonconvex and even disconnected in general (Ahmed
and Papageorgiou 2013, Nemirovski and Shapiro 2007). There are two main approximation techniques
to mitigate the aforementioned challenges: convex conservative approximation (Ben-Tal et al. 2009,
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Nemirovski and Shapiro 2007) and sample average approximation (SAA) (Calafiore and Campi 2005,
Kleywegt et al. 2002, Luedtke and Ahmed 2008), both of which can efficiently identify feasible solutions
with a guarantee of performance. The strategy of the former is to formulate a convex optimization problem
and produce a feasible solution with a high probability. One drawback of this approach is that it becomes
challenging when decision variables are discrete. The latter is to solve an approximation problem based
on an independent Monte Carlo sample of random data (Kleywegt et al. 2002). This approach may not
require knowledge of the distribution of the random parameters, however, it may need drawing a large
number samples from the true distribution to obtain feasible solutions with a guarantee. For other specific
relaxations and approximations for chance-constrained problems (such as finite scenario approximation,
CVaR approximation, Bonferroni approximation, etc), we refer the reader to (Ahmed and Xie 2018,
Lejeune and Prékopa 2018).

In many problems of interest, the decision vector x is binary (as is the case in the present paper) and
this special structure can be exploited to derive stronger formulations and specialized algorithms. We refer
to such chance-constrained problems with purely binary variables as chance-constrained combinatorial
optimization problems (Küçükyavuz and Jiang 2022). Luedtke (2014) proposed a branch-and-cut decom-
position algorithm for finding exact solutions of chance-constrained problems having discrete distributions
with finite support. For chance-constrained bin packing problems, Song et al. (2014) proposed an efficient
coefficient strengthening method and lifted probabilistic cover inequalities for chance-constrained bin
packing problems. Later, Wang et al. (2021) studied bilinear formulation of chance-constrained multiple
bin packing problem and used the lifting techniques to identify cover, clique, and projection inequalities to
strengthen the bilinear formulation. Recently, Zhang et al. (2020) proposed Dantzig–Wolfe formulations
suited to a branch-and-price (B&P) algorithm to solve two versions of the chance-constrained stochastic
bin packing (CCSBP) problem. For chance-constrained assignment problems, Wang et al. (2022) con-
sidered a chance-constrained assignment problem to develop valid inequalities and derived lifted cover
inequalities based on a bilinear reformulation of this problem. For chance-constrained dominating set
problems, Sun and Fan (2019) investigated the reliable connected power dominating set problem that
met two requirements including the connectivity of the phasor measurement unit (PMU) subgraph and
the reliability of its connectivity. For chance-constrained traveling salesman problems (TSPs), Padberg
and Rinaldi (1989) proposed a branch-and-cut approach to a TSP with side constraints, and Campbell
and Thomas (2008) presented two recourse models and a chance-constrained model for probabilistic
TSP with deadlines. For chance-constrained knapsack problems, Yoda and Prékopa (2016) determined
sufficient conditions for the convexity of the formulation under different discrete distributions, and several
approximate but more tractable formulations that could provide near-optimal solutions were derived
in (De 2017, Han et al. 2016, Klopfenstein and Nace 2008). For more references on chance-constrained
combinatorial problems and approaches, we refer the reader to Section 2 of survey (Küçükyavuz and Jiang
2022).

In the context of chance-constrained SCP models, prior studies have examined two types of uncertainty:
right-hand-side (RHS) uncertainty and left-hand-side (LHS) uncertainty. For RHS uncertainty, Beraldi
and Ruszczyński (2002) developed a specialized branch-and-bound algorithm based on the enumeration of
p-efficient points. Later, Saxena et al. (2010) derived the polarity cuts to obtain a stronger formulation
and improve the computational performance of this enumeration approach. For LHS uncertainty (as in
this paper), Fischetti and Monaci (2012) developed cutting plane approaches to the individual chance-
constrained problem where all components of the Bernoulli random vector are independent. Further, Wu
and Küçükyavuz (2019) proposed an exact approach to the probabilistic partial SCP where there existed
an efficient probability oracle to retrieve the probability of any events under the true distribution. For
distributionally robust chance-constrained SCPs, Ahmed and Papageorgiou (2013) studied individual
chance constraints under moment-based ambiguity sets, and recently, Shen and Jiang (2022) explored
joint chance constraints with Wasserstein ambiguity.

As we can see, while there are several works in the literature related to chance-constrained SCPs, it
appears that prior studies have paid less attention to chance-constrained set multicover problems, which
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represent a natural extension of SCPs.
In this paper, we focus on individual chance constraints with LHS uncertainty in set multicover

problems, where both decision and random variables are purely binary. Our contributions may be
summarized as follows:

1. Using techniques of enumerative combinatorics, discrete probability distributions, and combinatorial
optimization, we derive exact deterministic reformulations of CC-SCMP that are based on hierarchies
of bounds, which are in turn utilized in construction of an outer-approximation (OA) algorithm for
CC-SMCP.

2. We investigate reducing the number of chance constraints by considering vector dominance relations
defined in an appropriate partially ordered set, which is a part of the presolving method.

3. We consider reformulations for two special cases of CC-SMCP by employing the “log-transformation”
method and utilizing properties of the binomial distribution, respectively.

4. We present some theoretical results on SAA method to approximate the true optimal value of
CC-SMCP under a finite discrete probability space. We also studied the importance sampling (IS)
method and obtained a sufficient condition for selecting the optimal IS estimator.

5. We conduct several numerical experiments to validate the effectiveness of our OA method compared
to the sampling-based approaches. The numerical results illustrate that our OA method can solve
CC-SMCP effectively with a sparse probability matrix.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 develops an exact deterministic reformulation
for CC-SMCP and proposes an outer-approximation algorithm to address CC-SMCP. Some presolving
methods such as reducing the number of chance constraints are introduced as well. Reformulations for two
special cases of CC-SMCP are investigated in Section 3. Section 4 studies two sampling-based methods
to approximate the optimal value of CC-SMCP. Section 5 presents some computational experiments to
evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed model and solution approaches. Finally, Section 6 concludes the
paper.

2 Deterministic Reformulations and Solution Approaches

2.1 Equivalent reformulation

In this section, we consider a deterministic reformulation of CC-SMCP using some combinatorial methods.

For ease of exposition, we call the probability P
[∑n

j=1 ãijxj ≥ ki

]
the cover probability of the item i. Let

Xi be the set of all x that satisfy the corresponding cover constraint for the ith item, i.e.,

Xi =

x ∈ {0, 1}n : P

 n∑
j=1

ãijxj ≥ ki

 ≥ 1− ϵi

 ,

and thus the problem (1) can be expressed as

min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj : x ∈ Xi, i = 1, . . . ,m; x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n
 . (2)

We call the set Xi the probabilistic covering set of the item i. We use i to index the item and j to index
the set throughout the paper. In what follows, for the sake of simplicity, we ignore the index i and study
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the reformulation of Xi (simplified as X) so that an equivalent deterministic reformulation of the form (2)
can be obtained for CC-SMCP.

We assume that ãj ’s are independent random variables throughout the paper (note that aj ’s are
not necessarily identically distributed). Let S be a subset of [n], and Sc := [n]\S, and define the
events Aj(x) := {ãjxj = 1} and Ac

j(x) := {ãjxj = 0}. We also define AS(x) := ∩j∈SAj(x) and

Ac
S(x) := [∩j∈SAj(x)]

c. A closed-form expression for the cover probability P
[∑n

j=1 ãjxj ≥ k
]
can be

developed using the inclusion-exclusion principle, stated as the following lemma:

Lemma 1 Let ãj be independent Bernoulli random variables with P(ãj = 1) = pj for each j ∈ [n], xj be
binary variables, and k ∈ Z+. Then

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≥ k

 =
n∑

ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

ℓ− k

)
hℓ(x), (3)

where hℓ(x) =
∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

P [AS(x)] =
∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S xjpj , ℓ = k, . . . , n.

Thus, based on Lemma 1, the probabilistic covering set X can be reformulated into the following
deterministic 0-1 nonlinear set

X =

x ∈ {0, 1}n :

n∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

ℓ− k

) ∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S

xjpj ≥ 1− ϵ

 . (4)

Remark 1 (Relationship to the Poisson binomial distribution) If we define Z :=
∑n

j=1 ãjxj, then
Z is a random variable that follows Poisson binomial distribution with a collection of n independent yes/no
experiments with different success probabilities x1p1, x2p2, . . . , xnpn. Actually, from the proof of Lemma 1,
we can obtain an explicit expression for its probability mass function.

Remark 2 (The probability of the complement of the covering event) From the proof of Lemma
1, we can also obtain the probability

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 =
k−1∑
d=0

n∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

)
hℓ(x).

In Section 2.2, we will explore some lower and upper bounds for this probability and present a outer-
approximation algorithm that utilizes these findings.

For more references about the inclusion–exclusion principle and combinatorial identities, we refer the
reader to Section A.1 of the appendix and (Prudnikov et al. 1998, Stanley 2011).

Now we consider the linearization of a general polynomial term:

y =
∏

j∈S xj , (5)

where S ⊆ [n] and xj ∈ {0, 1}, j ∈ S. Since xj are binary variables, y is also a binary variable. Typically,
there are two commonly used approaches to linearize the cross product (5). The first approach establishes
the equivalence of the nonlinear equation (5) to two linear inequalities.

Lemma 2 (Glover and Woolsey (1974)) Let s = |S|. Equality (5) holds if and only if∑
j∈S

xj − y ≤ s− 1, −
∑
j∈S

xj + sy ≤ 0, xj ∈ {0, 1}, j ∈ S, y ∈ {0, 1}. (6)
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If we allow the use of more constraints in exchange for relaxing the binary variable y in (6), then we
obtain the so-called standard linearization (Glover and Woolsey 1974):

y =
∏
j∈S

xj ⇔

∑
j∈S

xj − y ≤ s− 1, y ≤ xj ∀j ∈ S, xj ∈ {0, 1} ∀j ∈ S, y ≥ 0

 . (7)

Indeed, from the experimental results reported below in Section 5, it can be suggested that (7) may be
preferable to (6) in spite of the increased number of constraints.

To obtain a linearization of X given by (4), let Tℓ be a set of ℓ indices (out of n indices),
([n]

ℓ

)
be a

collection of all sets of ℓ indices such that
∣∣∣([n]ℓ )∣∣∣ = (nℓ), and let

yTℓ
=
∏
j∈Tℓ

xj , Tℓ ∈
(
[n]

ℓ

)
, ℓ = k, . . . , n. (8)

Taking the first linearization approach as an example (combining Lemma 1 and 2), i.e., substituting (8)
into equation (3) and adding constraints as defined in system (6), we obtain the following result:

Theorem 1 The chance-constrained set

X =

x ∈ {0, 1}n : P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≥ k

 ≥ 1− ϵ


admits the following linearized deterministic reformulation:

n∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

ℓ− k

) ∑
Tℓ∈([n]

ℓ )

∏
j∈Tℓ

pj

 yTℓ
≥ 1− ϵ (9a)

∑
j∈Tℓ

xj − yTℓ
≤ ℓ− 1, ∀Tℓ ∈

(
[n]

ℓ

)
, ℓ = k, . . . , n (9b)

−
∑
j∈Tℓ

xj + ℓyTℓ
≤ 0, ∀Tℓ ∈

(
[n]

ℓ

)
, ℓ = k, . . . , n (9c)

xj ∈ {0, 1}, ∀j ∈ [n]; yTℓ
∈ {0, 1} ∀Tℓ ∈

(
[n]

ℓ

)
, ℓ = k, . . . , n (9d)

For small values of n or when k is very close to n, the original CC-SMCP problem (2) can be
directly solved using the aforementioned linearization techniques (an equivalent BIP). However, the
above reformulation (9) has some significant drawbacks. First, the number of variables and constraints
included in this reformulation may have exponential growth as the number of sets increases, making
it very time-consuming to compute feasible solutions even for moderately sized problems. Second, the
product of probabilities can be very small, and the summation of these products may lead to a substantial
cumulative rounding error (also known as accumulation of roundoff error). Third, an optimal solution
often assigns a value of one to numerous decision variables, making the traditional column generation
or branch-and-price approach unsuitable for this reformulation. Next, we will discuss several ways to
alleviate these computational challenges. We first propose an outer-approximation algorithm in Section
2.2, and discuss how to reduce the number of chance-constraints by using vector domination relations in
Section 2.3. Then we investigate two special cases of CC-SMCP in Section 3, which allow for additional
simplifications.
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2.2 Outer approximations

In this section, we propose an outer-approximation (OA) algorithm for CC-SMCP with small k. We first
notice that the probabilistic covering set X is equivalent to

X =

x ∈ {0, 1}n : P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 ≤ ϵ

 ,

which can be further reformulated into the following 0-1 nonlinear set (as mentioned in Remark 2)

X =

{
x ∈ {0, 1}n :

k−1∑
d=0

n∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

) ∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S

xjpj ≤ ϵ

}
.

Next we derive some lower and upper bounds for the probability P
[∑n

j=1 ãjxj ≤ k − 1
]
.

Theorem 2 Let ãj be independent random variables with P(ãj = 1) = pj for each j ∈ [n], xj’s be binary
variables, and k ∈ Z+. Then

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 =

{
gn(x) ≤ gt(x), if t is even

gn(x) ≥ gt(x), if t is odd
(10)

where

gt(x) :=

k−1∑
d=0

t+d∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

) ∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S

xjpj , t = 0, . . . , n.

Moreover, if for any fixed S ⊆ [n] with |S| = d ≤ ℓ < n, we have∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

P [AT (x)] ≥
∑

S⊆T ′⊆[n]
|S|=d,|T ′|=ℓ+1

P [AT ′(x)] , (11)

then the following hierarchy of inequalities holds:

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 = gn(x) ≤ · · · ≤ g4(x) ≤ g2(x) ≤ g0(x), (12)

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 = gn(x) ≥ · · · ≥ g5(x) ≥ g3(x) ≥ g1(x). (13)

Figure 1 illustrates how upper and lower bounds converge to the probability P[
∑n

j=1 ãj ≤ k] as t
increases. In these experiments, we set n = 20, k = 3 and let xj = 1 for each j ∈ [n]. Specifically, in Figure
1(a), we assume that random variables ãj are i.i.d. with Bernoulli distribution with P(ãj = 1) = 0.15, for
each j ∈ [n]. In Figure 1(b), we assume that random variables follow different Bernoulli distributions, such
that P(ãj = 1) = 0.1, j ∈ {1, . . . , 7}, P(ãj = 1) = 0.2, j ∈ {8, . . . , 13}, P(ãj = 1) = 0.3, j ∈ {14, . . . , 17}
and P(ãj = 1) = 0.5, j ∈ {18, . . . , 20}. As can be seen in these two figures, the upper and lower bounds
converge rapidly to the final probability, within about 4− 5 iterations.

Note that condition (11) that guarantees monotonicity of bounds for all values of t is rather strong; as
seen in Figure 1, the sequence gt(x) does not exhibit monotonic behavior for smaller values of t. However,
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(a) n = 20, k = 3,P(ãj = 1) = 0.15, ∀j ∈ [n]. (b) n = 20, k = 3,P(ãj = 1) ∈ {.1, .2, .3, .5}

Figure 1: Convergence of bounds for the cover probability P
[∑n

j=1 ãj ≤ k
]
.

it can be demonstrated that, after a sufficient number of iterations, the sequence gt(x) will eventually
become monotone increasing or decreasing for odd and even t, respectively.

We need additional notations in the following. Let gt(x) =
k−1∑
d=0

gt,d(x), and gt,d(x) =
t+d∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d
(
ℓ
d

) ∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S xjpj .

From the proof of Theorem 2, for any 0 ≤ d ≤ k − 1, we have

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj = d

 =

{
gn,d(x) ≤ gt,d(x), if t is even

gn,d(x) ≥ gt,d(x), if t is odd
(14)

Lemma 3 Given d where 0 ≤ d ≤ k−1, if for some odd t, gt,d(x) ≤ gt+2,d(x), then gτ,d(x) ≤ gτ+2,d(x), for
all odd τ such that t ≤ τ ≤ n−2; Similarly, if for some even t, gt,d(x) ≥ gt+2,d(x), then gτ,d(x) ≥ gτ+2,d(x),
for all even τ such that t ≤ τ ≤ n− 2.

Theorem 3 Let toddmin := min{t | t is odd, 1 ≤ t ≤ n − 2, gt,d(x) ≤ gt+2,d(x), 0 ≤ d ≤ k − 1}. Then
gτ (x) ≤ gτ+2(x) for all odd τ such that toddmin ≤ τ ≤ n− 2; Similarly, let tevenmin := min{t | t is even, 0 ≤ t ≤
n−2, gt,d(x) ≥ gt+2,d(x), 0 ≤ d ≤ k−1}. Then gτ (x) ≥ gτ+2(x), for all even τ such that tevenmin ≤ τ ≤ n−2.

One of the popular methods of global optimization consists in approximating the given problem by a
sequence of easier problems, such that the solutions of the approximating problems converge to an optimal
solution of the given problem. If the feasible sets of the approximating problems contain the feasible set
of the original problem, this method is known as outer approximation. According to the above theorem,
we can propose an outer-approximation algorithm by using the lower bounds to solve CC-SMCP to the
optimality.

Let g
(i)
ti
(x) :=

∑k−1
d=0

∑ti+d
ℓ=d (−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ
d

)∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S xijpij and initialize ti := 1 for each i ∈ [m]. We

start by solving the following relaxed problem:

ν := min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj : g
(i)
ti
(x) ≤ ϵi, ∀i ∈ [m], x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n

 . (15)

Clearly, ν provides a lower bound for the optimal value of problem (2) by Theorem 2. Let x̄ be an optimal
solution to problem (15), and check whether x̄ ∈ Xi for every i ∈ [m] by using Lemma 1. If x̄ ∈ Xi for
each i ∈ [m], then x̄ is also an optimal solution to the chance-constrained problem (2). Otherwise, we

have x̄ /∈ Xi for some i ∈ [m], replace ti by ti + 2 in g
(i)
ti
(x) and solve an updated relaxed problem (15),
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obtaining an updated solution x̄. The process is repeated until x̄ ∈ Xi for each i ∈ [m]. Algorithm 1
summarizes this outer-approximation method for solving CC-SMCP.

Algorithm 1: Outer Approximation Algorithm

1 Initialize ti := 1 for each i ∈ [m];
2 Solve the relaxed problem (15) to obtain a solution x̄ and a lower bound ν for the original problem

(2);
3 if x̄ ∈ Xi for each i ∈ [m] then
4 return the optimal solution x̄ and the optimal value ν
5 else if x̄ /∈ Xi for some i ∈ [m] then
6 set ti := ti + 2
7 end
8 Go to line 2 and repeat this process until x̄ ∈ Xi for every i ∈ [m].

It is noteworthy that in each iteration, new constraints as well as decision variables are added to the
relaxed problem (15). That is, both column and constraint generation procedures are included in our

algorithm. Since g
(i)
ti
(x) approaches the probability P

[∑
j∈[n] ãijxj ≤ ki − 1

]
as the parameter ti increases,

the sequence of solutions of these relaxed problems will eventually converge to an optimal solution of the
given problem within a finite number of iterations.

2.3 Reducing the number of chance constraints

In this section, we propose an approach to reducing the number of constraints in the chance-constrained
problem (2), using vector dominance relations defined in a partially ordered set (also called poset). We
first consider problem (2) under the assumption that for any fixed set j ∈ [n], P (ãij = 1) = pj ∀i ∈ [m],
i.e., the set j covers each item i ∈ [m] with equal probability pj . Then, the following lemma provides an
approach to reduce the number of chance constraints in (2).

Lemma 4 If for any fixed set j ∈ [n], P(ãij = 1) = pj , ∀i ∈ [m] and i1, i2 ∈ [m] are two rows with
ki1 ≥ ki2 and ϵi1 ≤ ϵi2 , then Xi1 ∩Xi2 = Xi1 , where the probabilistic covering sets Xi1 and Xi2 correspond
to the i1-th and i2-th items, respectively.

For a more general setting, we define a partially ordered set by considering the relation between the
coefficients of the constraints in the chance-constrained problem.

Let P (ãij = 1) =: pij for each i ∈ [m] and j ∈ [n]. Given two vectors vi1 := (pi11, pi12, . . . , pi1n,−ki1 , ϵi1)
and vi2 := (pi21, pi22, . . . , pi2n,−ki2 , ϵi2) of length n+2 corresponding to the i th

1 and i th
2 row of the chance

constraints (1b), the relation vi1 ≤ vi2 means that vi1t ≤ vi2t for every t = 1, . . . , n + 2, whereas the
relation vi1 ≰ vi2 means that there exists at least one index t such that vi1t > vi2t . The relations “≥”
and “≱” can also be defined similarly. We say vi1 and vi2 are comparable if vi1 ≤ vi2 or vi2 ≤ vi1 .
Otherwise they are incomparable. Let C := {v1, v2, . . . , vm} be the set of all vectors corresponding to the
associated chance-constraints. Clearly, the relation “≤” is a partial order on the set C , as it is reflexive,
antisymmetric, and transitive. Then the following result generalizes Lemma 4:

Lemma 5 If there exist two items i1, i2 ∈ [m] such that vi1 ≤ vi2, then Xi1 ∩ Xi2 = Xi1, where the
probabilistic covering sets Xi1 and Xi2 correspond to the i1-th and i2-th items, respectively.

We consider minimal and maximal elements of the partially ordered set (C ,≤). An element v ∈ C is
a minimal element if there is no element u ∈ C and u ̸= v such that u ≤ v. An element v ∈ C is a
maximal element if there is no element u ∈ C and u ̸= v such that v ≤ u. Based on Lemma 5, the
chance-constrained problem (2) can be further simplified by only focusing on the chance-constraints whose
rows correspond to the minimal elements of C .

9



Theorem 4 Let C ′ ⊆ C be the set of all minimal elements of C , and I ⊆ [m] be the rows corresponding
to the set C ′. Then the chance-constrained problem (2) is equivalent to the following problem

min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj : x ∈ Xi,∀i ∈ I, x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n


It can be readily seen that the worst-case complexity of finding all minimal elements of the poset
(C ,≤) is O(m2n), since if no elements are comparable, then we need to compare every element to every
other element in order to determine that they are all minimal elements. In this case, the number of
comparisons between elements is O(m2), and comparing every two elements takes O(n+ 2) = O(n).

Remark 3 Note that no two distinct elements in C ′ are comparable, and for any vector v ∈ C \C ′, v is
comparable to at least one element in C ′. Thus, C ′ is a maximal antichain of the poset (C ,≤), where
an antichain is a subset of a partially ordered set such that any two distinct elements in the subset are
incomparable and a maximal antichain is an antichain that is not a proper subset of any other antichain.

2.4 Presolving method

Based on the analyses conducted in the previous and following sections, we can propose a presolving
method to simplify chance-constrained problem and improve the efficiency of our algorithm. At the first
step, we use vector dominance relations to reduce the problem’s complexity by identifying and eliminating
redundant chance-constraints in the problem (2) (see details in Section 2.3). Denote the collection of
remaining items by I. If ki = 1 for some item i ∈ I, then use the “log-transformation” technique to
reformulate the probabilistic covering set Xi (see details in Section 3.1). And if the item i is covered by
each set j ∈ [n] with equal probability pi for some i ∈ I, then reformulate the probabilistic covering set
Xi using the method mentioned in Theorem 5 (see details in Section 3.2). Finally, we solve the simplified
problem using the outer-approximation algorithm (see details in Section 2.2).

To sum up, we first attempt to reduce the number of chance-constraints by only considering the
set of all minimal vectors corresponding to the associated chance-constraints. Further, we employ two
distinct reformulation techniques (as stated in Section 3) to handle two specific cases. These reformulation
techniques will be more efficient in the implementation process, as they involve significantly less variables
and constraints compared to those in Theorem 1. Additionally, it is worth mentioning that at the final
step, in the process of checking feasibility of our solution, we can utilize the discrete Fourier transform
(DFT) method to compute the PMF and CDF of Poisson binomial distribution instead of using Lemma 1
directly. The DFT method provides us with an effective way to mitigate the cumulative rounding error.
For more information about the DFT method, please refer to Hong (2013).

3 Reformulation for Two Special Cases of CC-SMCP

3.1 Reformulation for probabilistic set covering problem

Suppose ki = 1 for i = 1, . . . ,m. As mentioned before, when ki = 1 for each i ∈ [m], the problem (1)
becomes the probabilistic set covering (PSC) problem, which has already been well studied by Haight
et al. (2000), Fischetti and Monaci (2012), and Ahmed and Papageorgiou (2013). In the independent case,
the probabilistic covering set X can be further simplified using “log-transformation”. We include it here
for the sake of completeness.
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Proposition 1 (Ahmed and Papageorgiou (2013), Fischetti and Monaci (2012), Haight et al. (2000))
Let ãj be independent random variable with P(ãj = 1) = pj for each j ∈ [n], xj’s be binary variables, and
k = 1 in the probabilistic covering set X. Then

X =

x ∈ {0, 1}n :
∑
j∈[n]

log(1− pj)xj ≤ log ϵ

 . (16)

It follows that, when ki = 1 for each i ∈ [m], CC-SMCP is equivalent to the following deterministic
binary linear program (BIP):

min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj :
∑
j∈[n]

log(1− pij)xj ≤ log ϵi, ∀i ∈ [m], x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n
 .

3.2 Case when cover probabilities of each item are equal

Assume that for any fixed item i ∈ [m], we have P(ãij = 1) = pi, ∀j ∈ [n]. That is, the item i is covered
by each set j ∈ [n] with equal probability pi. We first notice that in this case, the value of the probability

P
[∑n

j=1 ãijxj ≥ ki

]
is only related to the number of selected sets in the solution. In this case, given a

candidate solution x̄ ∈ {0, 1}n, the following lemma provides an efficient way to compute the probability

P
[∑n

j=1 ãj x̄j ≥ k
]
rather than using Lemma 1 directly:

Lemma 6 Let ãj be independent random variable with P(ãj = 1) = p for each j ∈ [n], x̄ ∈ {0, 1}n with∑
j∈[n] x̄j = d, and k ∈ Z+. Then

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k

 =

d∑
ℓ=k

(
d

ℓ

)
pℓ(1− p)d−ℓ. (17)

The above result provides an efficient way to compute the cover probability P
[∑n

j=1 ãj x̄j ≥ k
]
without

knowing the exact value of x̄j , and it only depends on the value of the summation
∑

j∈[n] x̄j . However, it
has a severe drawback: due to the computer’s inability to represent some numbers exactly, the calculation
may result in the large cumulative rounding error that cannot be ignored, especially when d is a large
number. Indeed, the calculation (17) including a series of summation operations of very small numbers
can lead the cumulative error to be especially problematic. Even if the rounding error from a single
operation (addition, product) is small, the cumulative error from many operations may be significant.
Taking the above considerations into account, we develop an alternative equivalent explicit formula to
compute the cover probability. This formula can be readily implemented in practice, as numerous software
packages offer efficient methods for calculating the values of certain special functions. Specifically, we
utilize the beta function B(a, b) and the incomplete beta function B(q; a, b):

B(a, b) =
∫ 1
0 ta−1 (1− t)b−1 dt and B(q; a, b) =

∫ q
0 ta−1 (1− t)b−1 dt.

Then, the next lemma provides another computational method that reduces the cumulative rounding
error to obtain the cover probability:

Lemma 7 Let ãj be independent random variables with P(ãj = 1) = p for each j ∈ [n], x̄ ∈ {0, 1}n with∑
j∈[n] x̄j = d, and k ∈ Z+. Then

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k

 = k

(
d

k

) d∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
d− k

ℓ− k

)
pℓ

ℓ
= k

(
d

k

)∫ p

0
uk−1(1− u)d−kdu, (18)
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or equivalently,

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k

 =

(
d

k

)
pk2F1(k − d, k; k + 1; p) = Ip(k, d− k + 1), (19)

where 2F1(a, b; c; z) =
∑∞

n=0
a(n)b(n)

c(n)
zn

n! = 1 + ab
c

z
1! +

a(a+1)b(b+1)
c(c+1)

z2

2! + · · · , |z| < 1, is the hypergeometric

function and Iq(a, b) =
B(q; a,b)
B(a,b) is the regularized incomplete beta function.

Next we derive an equivalent reformulation for the probabilistic covering set X based on the above
results. Considering CC-SMCP with a single chance-constraint:

min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj : x ∈ X, x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n
 , (20)

we explore properties of a solution to problem (20) when P (ãj = 1) = p, for each j ∈ [n]:
Lemma 8 Let ãj be independent random variables with P(ãj = 1) = p for each j ∈ [n]. If x̄ is a feasible

solution to the problem (20) with
∑n

j=1 x̄j = d, then for any x̂ ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n with
∑n

j=1 x̂j = d̂ ≥ d, x̂ is
also a feasible solution to the problem (20).

Lemmas 7 and 8 imply the following result:
Theorem 5 Let ãj be independent random variables with P(ãj = 1) = p for each j ∈ [n]. Then x is
a feasible solution to problem (20) if and only if x is a feasible solution to the following deterministic
covering problem:

min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj :
∑
j∈[n]

xj ≥ d̄, x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n
 ,

where
d̄ := min {d ∈ Z+ : Ip(k, d− k + 1) ≥ 1− ϵ, k ≤ d ≤ n} . (21)

That is, the probabilistic covering set X admits the deterministic equivalent reformulation

X =

x ∈ {0, 1}n :
∑
j∈[n]

xj ≥ d̄

 .

Proof. The necessity follows directly from Lemma 7, and the sufficiency from Lemma 8. ■
For any feasible solution x̄ to problem (20), a simple (but potentially weak) lower bound for the sum∑

j∈[n] x̄j can be obtained using Markov’s inequality.
Proposition 2 Let ãj be independent random variables with P(ãj = 1) = p for each j ∈ [n], and x̄ be a
feasible solution to the chance-constrained problem (20) with

∑n
j=1 x̄j = d, then

d :=
∑
j∈[n]

x̄j ≥ max

{
k,

⌈
k(1− ϵ)

p

⌉}
.

Actually, from Lemma 7 and 8, we can notice that for any fixed k and p, the function Ip(k, d− k + 1) is
monotone non-decreasing with respect to d. Thus, the tightest lower bound for d :=

∑
j∈[n] x̄j (i.e., the

optimal value of problem (21)) can be obtained by the binary search. Based on the above analysis, we
can provide the following algorithm to solve CC-SMCP when cover probabilities of each item are equal:
we first use binary search algorithm to obtain d̄i for each item i ∈ [m] where

d̄i := min {di ∈ Z+ : Ipi(ki, di − ki + 1) ≥ 1− ϵi, ki ≤ di ≤ n} ,
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and choose the maximum di to satisfy all the chance constraints, i.e., let d̄ := max{d̄i, i ∈ [m]}. Finally,
we solve the following deterministic covering problem to the optimality:

min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj :
∑
j∈[n]

xj ≥ d̄, x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n
 .

Remark 4 Note that if B = {0, 1}n, then we can obtain an explicit formula for the optimal value of the
chance-constrained problem (2) when cover probabilities of each item are equal to each other. Suppose
that the sequence c′1, . . . , c

′
n is an order of c1, . . . , cn satisfying c′1 ≤ c′2 ≤ · · · ≤ c′n. Based on the above

algorithm, the optimal value of the chance-constrained problem (2) can be written as
∑d̄

j=1 c
′
j .

4 Sampling-Based Approaches

In the following sections, we discuss two sampling-based methods, sample average approximation and
importance sampling, to solve CC-SMCP on a finite discrete probability space.

4.1 Sample average approximation

In this section, we consider CC-SMCP on a finite discrete probability space (Ω, 2Ω,PN ) where Ω =
{ω1, . . . , ωN} and p(ωi) = PN (ω = ωi). The sample average approximation (SAA) method approximates
the true distribution via a finite empirical distribution, PN . We assume that the samples are independent
and identically distributed (i.i.d.) with p(ω) = 1/N, ω ∈ Ω. The SAA formulation of CC-SMCP is

min cTx (22a)

s.t. Ãi(ω)x+Mi(ω)(1− zi(ω)) ≥ ki, ∀ω ∈ Ω,∀i ∈ [m] (22b)

1
N

∑
ω∈Ω

zi(ω) ≥ 1− αi, ∀i ∈ [m] (22c)

zi ∈ {0, 1}N , ∀i ∈ [m] (22d)

x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n (22e)

where Ãi(ω) is the i-th row of the coefficient matrix Ã in scenario ω, Mi(ω) is the big-M coefficient that
guarantees feasibility whenever any element in zi(ω) is equal to zero, and αi ∈ [0, 1) is the risk level that
may be different from ϵi in CC-SMCP.
Remark 5 Generally, SAA is a sampling-based method commonly employed to approximate the func-
tion/distribution f(x, ξ) that cannot be observed or computed directly. Here we choose to use the term
“SAA” since the idea of our method is the same as SAA.

Often, the linear programming (LP) relaxation of the SAA reformulation (22) is very weak because
of the big-M coefficients that are introduced to model the chance constraints. Fortunately, note that in
CC-SMCP problem, we have Ã ∈ {0, 1}m×n, x ∈ {0, 1}n and ki ∈ Z+. In this case, we can set big-M
coefficient Mi(ω) := ki for each ω ∈ Ω to obtain a big-M-free SAA reformulation:

[SAA] min
{
cTx : Ãi(ω)x ≥ kizi(ω), ∀ω ∈ Ω, ∀i ∈ [m], (22c)− (22e)

}
. (23)

For ease of analysis, we rewrite the SAA reformulation as follows:

νNα := min
{
cTx : x ∈ XN

α

}
, (24)

where
XN

α :=
{
x ∈ B : 1

N

∑
ω∈Ω I

(
Ãi(ω)x ≥ ki

)
≥ 1− αi, ∀i ∈ [m]

}
,
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where I(·) is the indicator function. Motivated by theoretical results in Luedtke and Ahmed (2008)
regarding SAA for chance-constrained problems with joint probabilistic constraints, that, we study
approximations of chance-constrained combinatorial optimization problems with individual probabilistic
constraints in this paper. And our goal is to establish statistical relationships between CC-SMCP and
its SAA reformulation (24) for αi ≥ 0,∀i ∈ [m]. We assume that CC-SMCP has an optimal solution x∗

and a finite optimal value ν∗ϵ . And for each i ∈ [m], we use qi(x
∗) to denote the probability of the event

{Ãi(ω)x
∗ ≤ ki − 1}. By Lemma 1, we have qi(x

∗) =
∑ki−1

d=0

∑n
ℓ=d(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ
d

)
hℓ(x

∗) and qi(x
∗) ≤ ϵi since

x∗ ∈ Xi is a solution to CC-SMCP. We now establish a bound on the probability that νNα yields a lower
bound for ν∗ϵ .

Theorem 6 Assume that ν∗ϵ and νNα are the optimal values to CC-SMCP and the SAA reformulation
(24), respectively. Then

P
[
νNα ≤ ν∗ϵ

]
≥ 1−

m∑
i=1

Iϵi(⌊αiN⌋+ 1, N − ⌊αiN⌋), (25)

where Ix(a, b) is the regularized incomplete beta function. Moreover, if ϵi ≤ αi for each i ∈ [m], then

P
[
νNα ≤ ν∗ϵ

]
≥ 1−m exp (−κ1N) , (26)

where κ1 := mini∈[m]

{
(αi − ϵi)

2/(αi + ϵi)
}
.

Theorem 6 states that, when the risk parameter αi > ϵi for each i ∈ [m], the SAA method yields a
lower bound to the true optimal value of CC-SMCP with probability approaching one exponentially fast
as N increases. Further, given a confidence 1− δ, where 0 < δ < 1, Theorem 6 ensures that νNα ≤ ν∗ϵ with
probability of at least 1− δ, if we choose ϵi < αi for any i ∈ [m] and the sample size

N ≥ 1
κ1

ln m
δ .

In fact, with this choice of αi and N , we have

P
[
νNα ≤ ν∗ϵ

]
≥ 1−m exp (−κ1N) ≥ 1− δ.

Next we investigate conditions under which an optimal solution of SAA problem (24) is a feasible
solution to CC-SMCP. Let Xϵ := ∩i∈[m]Xϵ,i where Xϵ,i := {x ∈ B : P[Ãix ≥ ki] ≥ 1− ϵi}. We assume that
αi < ϵi for each i ∈ [m]. The idea is that if the risk level αi is less than ϵi for each i ∈ [m], then, given a
sufficiently large sample size N , the feasible region XN

α will be a subset of Xϵ. Consequently, any optimal
solution to the SAA reformulation (24) must be feasible for CC-SMCP. We have the following theorem:

Theorem 7 Assume that αi < ϵi for each i = 1, . . . ,m, and let κ2 := 2mini∈[m](ϵi − αi)
2. Then

P
[
XN

α ⊆ Xϵ

]
≥ 1−m|B\Xϵ| exp {−κ2N} .

The above theorem also provides us a way to estimate the sample size N such that the feasible
solutions of SAA reformulation (24) are feasible to CC-SMCP with a high probability (confidence) 1− δ,
if αi < ϵi for each i ∈ [m] and we choose the sample size

N ≥ κ−1
2 ln m|B\Xϵ|

δ .

Moreover, note that B ⊆ {0, 1}n in CC-SMCP, we can take

N ≥ 1
κ2

ln m
δ + n

κ2
ln(2)

to attain the required confidence.
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We are interested in determining the conditions under which the optimal value νNα of the SAA problem
will converge to the true optimal value ν∗ϵ of CC-SMCP with probability one as N approaches infinity
for α = ϵ. Notice that Theorem 6 provides a trivial lower bound for the probability P

[
νNϵ ≤ ν∗ϵ

]
when

αi = ϵi for any i ∈ [m]. In the following, we will delve further by combining Theorem 6 and Theorem
7 to establish a lower bound for the probability P

[
νNϵ = ν∗ϵ

]
. Let X∗

ϵ be the set of optimal solutions to
CC-SMCP, and define

αi := max
{
P
[
Ãix ≤ ki − 1

]
: x ∈ X∗

ϵ

}
, ∀i ∈ [m],

and α := (α1, . . . , αm). By definition, we have αi ≤ ϵi for any i ∈ [m] and ν∗α = ν∗ϵ . Let X
N
α = ∩i∈[m]X

N
α,i,

where XN
α,i :=

{
x ∈ B : 1

N

∑
ω∈Ω I

(
Ãi(ω)x ≥ ki

)
≥ 1− αi

}
, as well as

αi := min
{
P
[
Ãix ≤ ki − 1

]
: x ∈ B\Xϵ,i

}
, ∀i ∈ [m],

and α := (α1, . . . , αm). Without loss of generality, we assume that B\Xϵ,i ̸= ∅. Otherwise, since
B\Xϵ,i = ∅ implies B ⊆ Xϵ,i, we can remove the ith chance-constraint in CC-SMCP. By definition, we
have αi > ϵi for any i ∈ [m]. Then we have the following theorem:

Theorem 8 Assume that αi < ϵi for each i ∈ [m], ν∗ϵ and νNα are the optimal values to CC-SMCP and
the SAA reformulation (24), respectively. Then

P
[
νNϵ = ν∗ϵ

]
≥ 1−m (|B\Xϵ|+ 1) exp{−κ3N},

where κ3 := min
{
mini∈[m]

{
(αi − ϵi)

2/(αi + ϵi)
}
, 2mini∈[m]{(αi − ϵi)

2}
}
.

Note that the assumption that αi < ϵi for each i ∈ [m] is mild, because B ⊆ {0, 1}n is finite and
there are only a finite number of values of ϵi such that αi = ϵi. This fact inspires us to add a random
perturbation uniformly distributed in [−γi, γi] to ϵi when αi = ϵi, where γi can be arbitrarily small, then
the assumption will hold with probability one.

Theorem 8 proves that solving a sample approximation with α = ϵ will yield an exact optimal solution
with probability approaching one exponentially fast with N . However, the sample size N required to
ensure a reasonably high probability of obtaining the optimal solution will be at least proportional to κ−1

3

and therefore may be very large. Hence, Theorem 8, which reflects the qualitative behavior of the sample
approximation with α = ϵ, may not be suitable for estimating the required sample size. In Section 5, we
will observe that SAA exhibits good performance even with a small sample size N .

4.2 Importance sampling

Importance sampling (IS) is probably the most popular approach to reduce the variance of an estimator.
In the case of rare event estimation, this also means increasing the occurrence of rare events. Here we
briefly review the basic ideas of IS based on CC-SMCP as an example. For more details about IS methods
and applications, we refer the interested reader to (Barrera et al. 2016, Rubino et al. 2009).

Let
qi(x) := P[Ãix < k] = Eã[I(Ãix < ki)], ∀i ∈ [m], (27)

where Ãi := (ãi1, . . . , ãin) is a row random vector. In the following we will assume m = 1, and drop the
row subscript i like what we have done in Section 2. We want to estimate q(x) for all x ∈ X. For a given
sample ã(ω1), . . . , ã(ωN ) of size N from the distribution of ã, a natural approximation of q(x) in (27) is
the SAA estimator:

q̂SAA(x) := 1
N

∑N
ℓ=1 I (ã(ωℓ)x < k) . (28)
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Note that q̂SAA(x) is an unbiased estimator of q(x), since

Eã

[
q̂SAA(x)

]
= 1

N

∑N
ℓ=1 Eã [I (ã(ωℓ)x < k)] = q(x).

Now let us consider â a new random vector and let â(ω1), . . . , â(ωN ) be i.i.d. copies of â. Define

q̂IS(x) := 1
N

∑N
ℓ=1 I (â(ωℓ)x < k)L(â(ωℓ)), (29)

where L(·) is the likelihood ratio L(â) =
∏n

j=1(
pj
p̂j
)âj (

1−pj
1−p̂j

)1−âj with pj = P (ãj = 1) and p̂j = P (âj = 1)

for each j ∈ [n]. In this case, L is the ratio between the respective probabilities mass functions, since both
ã and â have discrete support. Notice that for any function f(·) : Rn 7→ R, we have

Eã[f(ã)] = Eâ[f(â)L(â)]. (30)

Based on the above observation, we obtain q̂IS(x) is also an unbiased estimator of q(x), since

Eâ

[
q̂IS(x)

]
= 1

N

∑N
ℓ=1 Eâ [I (â(ωℓ)x < k)L(â(ωℓ))]

and
Eâ [I (âx < k)L(â)] = Eã [I(ãx < k)] = q(x).

Further, the variance of the SAA estimator q̂SAA(x) in (28) is

Var
[
q̂SAA(x)

]
= 1

N

(
q(x)− q(x)2

)
= 1

NEã [I(ãx < k)]− 1
N q(x)2

whereas the variance of the IS estimator q̂IS(x) in (29) is given by

Var
[
q̂IS(x)

]
= 1

NEâ

[
I(âx < k)2L(â)2

]
− 1

N q(x)2 = 1
NEã [I(ãx < k)L(ã)]− 1

N q(x)2, (31)

where the second equality follows from (30). Note that if we choose a “good” IS distribution in such a
way that the event I(ãx < k) becomes more likely under that distribution provided that L(ã) ≤ 1, the
variance of the IS estimator will be smaller than that of the standard SAA estimator.

To use the IS estimator q̂IS(x) in the formulation of CC-SMCP, we only need to replace the chance-
constraint (1b) by

Âi(ω)x ≥ kizi(ω), ∀ω ∈ Ω, ∀i ∈ [m] (32a)∑
ω∈Ω

L(Âi(ω)) (1− zi(ω)) ≤ Nϵi,∀i ∈ [m] (32b)

zi(ω) ∈ {0, 1},∀ω ∈ Ω (32c)

where the definitions of Âi(ω) and zi(ω) are similar as those in the SAA reformulation (23). Note that if
we choose L(Âi(ω)) ≡ 1 for each i ∈ [m], then the obtained reformulation will exactly match the SAA
reformulation as indicated in equation (23).

The remaining problem becomes finding a “good” IS estimator by minimizing the the variance of
q̂IS(x). Suppose all components of ã and â are independent, from the expression (31), we consider
minimizing the term

Eã [I(ãx < k)L(ã)] = Eã

I
 n∑

j=1

ãjxj < k

 n∏
j=1

(
pj
p̂j

)âj (1− pj
1− p̂j

)1−âj


= Eã

I
 n∑

j=1

ãjxj < k

 n∏
j=1

(
pj(1− p̂j)

p̂j(1− pj)

)âj n∏
j=1

(
1− pj
1− p̂j

) (33)
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For each j ∈ [n], let

λj := log
(
pj(1−p̂j)
p̂j(1−pj)

)
= log

(
1/p̂j−1
1/pj−1

)
Note that λj ≥ 0 when p̂j ≤ pj which is the case that IS distribution works by reducing the cover
probability of each set j such that the event

∑n
j=1 ãjxj < k happens more often. By plugging λj into

equation (33), it follows that

Eã [I(ãx < k)L(ã)] = Eã

I
 n∑

j=1

ãjxj < k

 exp

 n∑
j=1

λj ãj

 n∏
j=1

(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

) , (34)

where the equation follows from
1−pj
1−p̂j

= e−λjpj + (1 − pj). The task of minimizing Eã [I(ãx < k)L(ã)]

requires solving a multidimensional stochastic nonlinear problem, which is quite challenging. Alternatively,
our approach focuses on minimizing the largest term within the expectation, that is

Bx(λ) := max
ã:
∑n

j=1 ãjxj<k

ã∈{0,1}n

exp

 n∑
j=1

λj ãj

 n∏
j=1

(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

)
. (35)

Note that Bx(λ) ≥ 0. We consider minimizing Bx(λ) over λ ≥ 0. Then we have the following theorem
that reduces the minimization problem to a one-dimensional problem, which can be efficiently solved by
using some numerical methods.
Theorem 9 Suppose that 0 < pj < 1 for all j = 1, . . . , n. Let x be the solution that satisfies

∑n
j=1 xj = u

and n− u+ k − 1 <
∑n

j=1 pjxj. Then the function Bx(λ) is convex and there exists λ∗
x ∈ R+ such that

the vector λ defined as λj = λ∗
x for each j = 1, . . . , n minimizes Bx(λ). Moreover, λ∗

x and p̂j(λ
∗
x) satisfy

n∑
j=1

p̂j(λ
∗
x) = n− u+ k − 1 and p̂j(λ

∗
x) =

e−λ∗
xpj

e−λ∗
xpj + (1− pj)

. (36)

Remark 6 Note that if
∑n

j=1 xj < k, then all components of vector ã in Bx(λ) should be one, which
implies the optimal solutions to minimizing Bx(λ) should be λ1 = λ2 = · · · = λn = 0, since ∇ logBx(λ) ≥ 0
for all λ ≥ 0. In this case, due to the definition of λj, we have p̂j = pj for each j ∈ [n].

Theorem 9 provides a method for selecting good IS parameters for a given solution x ∈ X. To
choose the importance sampling estimator for the whole set X, based on the conditions in Theorem 9,
we notice that a reasonable lower bound for the sum

∑n
j=1 xij can be ⌈(n+ ki − 1)/2⌉. This is because

n − u + ki − 1 <
∑n

j=1 pijxij ≤
∑n

j=1 xij = u. In the following numerical experiments, we will use
⌈(n + ki − 1)/2⌉ as a an estimator for the sum

∑n
j=1 xij , and then calculate the value for p̂ij using

equations (36). However, as we do not know the exact value of the sum
∑

j xij , this choice can sometimes
be too radical to obtain a feasible solution to the CC-SMCP, as observed in the experimental section.

5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we study the computational performance of our proposed methods for solving the CC-SMCP.
We compare the outer-approximation (OA) algorithm with two different linearization techniques to the
sampling-based algorithms, i.e., the SAA and IS approaches, in terms of both time and effectiveness. The
detailed experimental settings are listed at the beginning of the following subsections.

All experiments are conducted using Python 3.9 with the optimization solver Gurobi 10.0.2 on a Linux
server running CentOS 7 with one AMD EPYC 7642 48-core processor (2.4GHz) and 192 RAM. For
all experiments, we use a time limit of 3,600 seconds and report the running time in CPU seconds. All
other control parameters remain at their default settings within the branch-and-cut framework of Gurobi.
Overall, in our experiments, we compare the performance of the following four solution approaches:
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• OA-I: outer approximation approach with the first linearization technique (Lemma 2) and presolving
process applied (i.e., presolving + OA + linearlization-I)

• OA-II: outer approximation approach with the second linearization technique (standard linearization
(7)) and presolving process applied (i.e., presolving + OA + linearlization-II)

• SAA: sample average approximation approach (with reformulation (23))

• IS: importance sampling approach (with reformulation (32))

5.1 Computational performance of methods for CC-SMCP

To evaluate the performance of solution methods, we randomly generate sparse probability matrix
P = (pij)m×n: we assume that the ith row can only be covered by at most 12 columns when ki ≥ 2. That
is, for each row i where ki ≥ 2, we randomly choose n′ ≤ 12 columns and sample the probability of success
pij = P [ãij = 1] uniformly from the interval [0.9, 1]. For the other n − n′ columns in the row i, we set
pij = 0. Each covering number ki is randomly selected from {1, 2, 3}, and costs cij in the objective function
are all set to 1. Further, we set the deterministic set B = {0, 1}n, and the risk parameter ϵi = 0.05 and
0.1 for each i ∈ [m] in these experiments, reflecting the natural assumption that we want to cover the
item i with high probability. We implement the presolving process before we apply the OA method to
solve each instance. For the SAA method, we let the risk parameter αi := ϵi in problem (23) for each
i ∈ [m], and generate each scenario ω ∈ Ω independently according to the probability matrix P . For the
IS approach, we set p̂ij := 0 for any column j where pij = 0. For columns j ∈ [n] where pij ̸= 0, we choose
u = ⌈(n′ + ki − 1)/2⌉ and compute the IS estimator p̂ij using equations (36).

Table 1 lists some comparison results between four different methods: OA-I, OA-II, SAA and IS. We
use “Val” to denote the best achievable value obtained among four different methods within one hour
for the corresponding instance. For OA methods, if an instance has been solved within one hour, then
the “Val” of OA methods should be the optimal value of the instance. The symbol ‘-’ in ‘Time’ columns
indicates that the method did not obtain an optimal solution within the time limit of 3,600 seconds.
Similarly, if ‘-’ appears in the ’Val’ columns, it denotes that the method was unable to obtain a feasible
solution during the last iteration. The gaps (Gap) reported are the percent by which the output value of
SAA or IS is below/above the optimal value generated by the OA methods, defined as Gap = (Val −
opt)/opt, where opt denotes the optimal value of an instance and “Val” represents the objective value
obtained from the SAA or IS approach. Specifically, a negative (positive) gap indicates the output value
of SAA or IS is below (above) the optimal value. Since the output of SAA or IS depends on sampling
results, an “INF” is placed in the column “Gap (%)” if the corresponding SAA or IS problem is infeasible.

As can be seen in Table 1, the OA approaches perform well on these instances with a sparse probability
matrix, and the OA-II method outperforms the OA-I method in all 38 cases. Sampling-based methods
(SAA and IS) provide good approximations for CC-SMCP on these instances, with output values close to
the optimal ones. The solution time for SAA and IS may be less than that of OA methods when n or m
increases. Note that most gaps in SAA and all gaps in IS are negative, indicating that sampling-based
methods often struggle to find feasible solutions. Hence, developing methods and techniques for faster
identification of feasible solutions in sampling-based approaches remains an area of interest.

Note that even the presence of a zero gap in the SAA/IS results of Table 1 does not guarantee
that the SAA/IS has generated a feasible solution for CC-SMCP. To explore deeply on the sampling-
based methods, we conduct some extra experiments. We test the sampling-based approaches on
two instances with n = 50,m = 30 and n = 100,m = 50 generated in the aforementioned way.
For the experiments, we consider ϵi = ϵ ∈ {0.05, 0.1} and take independent samples of size N ∈
{30, 50, 100, 150, 200, 250, 300, 350, 400, 450, 500, 550, 600}, and for each sample size we take 50 different
replications. We study how the risk parameter ϵ and the sample size N affect the performance of SAA/IS.
To better evaluate the performance of the sampling-based approaches, we define two performance measures:
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Table 1: Comparison between OA and sampling-based methods (pij ∈ [0.9, 1], N = 200)

Parameters OA-I OA-II SAA IS
n m ϵ Time Iterations Val Time Iterations Val Time Val Gap(%) Time Val Gap(%)

30 10 0.05 3.86 3 7 0.52 2 7 0.15 7 0.00 0.26 7 0.00
30 10 0.1 1.39 2 7 0.58 2 7 0.42 7 0.00 0.21 7 0.00
30 20 0.05 3.55 2 11 1.24 2 11 0.44 11 0.00 0.63 11 0.00
30 20 0.1 7.92 4 9 1.16 2 9 1.33 9 0.00 0.51 8 -11.11
30 30 0.05 5.90 2 13 4.05 2 13 8.37 13 0.00 2.82 13 0.00
30 30 0.1 2.62 2 11 1.13 2 11 12.12 11 0.00 1.16 11 0.00
30 50 0.05 17.79 3 13 2.28 2 13 2.30 13 0.00 2.22 13 0.00
30 50 0.1 13.70 3 13 2.24 2 13 3.67 13 0.00 4.19 13 0.00
30 100 0.05 19.71 2 19 3.29 3 19 4.26 19 0.00 3.86 19 0.00
30 100 0.1 21.63 3 18 5.52 2 18 6.36 18 0.00 3.42 17 -5.56
30 150 0.05 25.69 2 20 5.80 3 20 6.20 20 0.00 7.22 20 0.00
30 150 0.1 16.82 3 19 9.42 3 19 8.09 18 -5.26 9.65 19 0.00
50 30 0.05 21.94 2 14 7.44 2 14 3.21 14 0.00 1.59 13 -7.14
50 30 0.1 32.04 4 12 6.63 3 12 10.37 13 8.33 2.54 11 -8.33
50 50 0.05 50.87 3 17 14.39 3 17 2.78 17 0.00 1.97 16 -5.88
50 50 0.1 195.57 4 14 50.22 4 14 6.42 14 0.00 2.00 12 -14.29
50 100 0.05 83.83 3 24 16.98 2 24 8.13 24 0.00 6.19 24 0.00
50 100 0.1 26.59 2 23 22.74 3 23 12.66 22 -4.35 6.92 22 -4.35
50 150 0.05 26.93 2 33 20.35 3 33 9.76 33 0.00 10.99 33 0.00
50 150 0.1 21.88 3 29 13.02 3 29 11.31 29 0.00 12.08 29 0.00
100 50 0.05 - 3 28 148.56 2 28 15.74 27 -3.57 4.64 27 -3.57
100 50 0.1 2019.72 4 23 42.88 2 23 147.91 25 8.70 9.56 24 4.35
100 100 0.05 592.19 2 40 122.96 2 40 15.64 40 0.00 9.80 39 -2.50
100 100 0.1 1310.52 3 35 108.59 3 35 30.20 35 0.00 49.53 36 2.86
100 150 0.05 439.65 3 46 183.10 4 46 0.19 INF INF 18.07 46 0.00
100 150 0.1 1660.78 5 44 200.79 3 44 49.03 42 -4.55 65.74 43 -2.27
300 50 0.05 198.26 3 43 71.47 2 43 28.08 43 0.00 29.08 41 -4.65
300 50 0.1 248.80 4 38 93.53 3 38 31.69 35 -7.89 37.32 34 -10.53
300 100 0.05 - 2 61 1437.51 4 61 102.19 61 0.00 72.79 57 -6.56
300 100 0.1 - 2 54 796.72 3 54 89.33 52 -3.70 92.51 52 -3.70
300 150 0.05 - 1 - - 3 78 192.23 78 0.00 135.22 76 -2.56
300 150 0.1 - 2 - 720.15 2 70 366.51 67 -4.29 145.31 69 -1.43
300 200 0.05 - 2 88 1349.81 3 88 212.94 86 -2.27 180.20 87 -1.14
300 200 0.1 - 2 - 1210.56 3 77 685.08 73 -5.19 276.36 74 -3.90
300 250 0.05 2650.57 3 114 787.82 3 114 283.98 113 -0.88 262.12 112 -1.75
300 250 0.1 - 2 - 1249.90 3 102 843.70 101 -0.98 474.56 100 -1.96
300 300 0.05 3434.26 3 121 1358.17 4 121 453.30 120 -0.83 336.46 120 -0.83
300 300 0.1 - 4 112 1989.73 6 112 717.31 108 -3.57 561.76 110 -1.79
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(a) n = 50,m = 30 and ϵ = 0.05 (b) n = 50,m = 30 and ϵ = 0.1

(c) n = 100,m = 50 and ϵ = 0.05 (d) n = 100,m = 50 and ϵ = 0.1

Figure 2: Feasibility-ratio and optimality-ratio curves of SAA and IS as functions of sample size N

feasibility ratio and optimality ratio, and consider these two measures as functions of the sample size N .
Specifically, for each N , the feasibility ratio consists on the number of replications that output feasible
solutions divided by the number of total replications, and the optimality ratio consists on the number
of replications that generate optimal solutions divided by the number of total replications. We can
use Lemma 1 to verify the feasibility of the solution provided by SAA/IS, and check the optimality
by comparing the objective value generated by SAA/IS with the optimal value produced by the OA
approaches. Figure 2 illustrates feasibility-ratio and optimality-ratio curves of SAA/IS as functions of N .

Notice that the feasibility ratio and optimality ratio of SAA increase as the sample size N becomes
larger. This makes sense as the larger the sample size N , the more likely SAA is to approximate the true
distribution. Consequently, it becomes more likely for SAA to generate a feasible or optimal solution for
CC-SMCP. This observation aligns with the theoretical findings previously presented in Theorem 7 and 8.
However, practical experiments show that a smaller N can also yield a feasible or optimal solution.

For IS curves, the feasibility ratio and optimality ratio also increase with larger sample sizes N , but this
effect is less pronounced compared to SAA curves. Moreover, it is important to note that the performance
of IS is generally worse than that of SAA in almost all cases. This may be because IS is more sensitive to
the choice of the importance sampling estimator p̂ij , which is crucial for the performance of IS.

Furthermore, we compute the average solution time of SAA and IS as well as their 95% confidence
intervals, as illustrated in Figure 3. As we observe from Figure 3, the solution time for the IS at beginning
iterations is similar to the solution time for SAA, but when the sample size N becomes large, IS becomes
significantly faster than SAA. This may be because the IS method is more efficient in generating feasible
solutions satisfying constraints (32b) rather than constraints (22c) in the SAA reformulation.

5.2 Additional Experiments

In addition to the above experiments, we also conduct several experiments on investigating the effect of
risk parameter ϵ and the performance of methods for checking infeasibility and special cases, please find
more details in Section C of the appendix to this paper.
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(a) n = 50 and m = 30 (b) n = 100 and m = 50

Figure 3: The average solution time of the SAA and IS methods as a function of N , where the
95% confidence intervals are indicated as the shaded area

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we have investigated CC-SMCP with individual chance constraints under LHS uncertainty,
where both decision and random variables are purely binary. We derived exact deterministic reformulations
and proposed an outer-approximation (OA) algorithm for CC-SMCP using some combinatorial methods.
This OA method has significantly alleviated computational challenges and reduced cumulative rounding
errors. Additionally, we established statistical relationships between CC-SMCP and its sample average
approximation (SAA) reformulation and theoretically demonstrated the effectiveness of the SAA method
in generating optimality bounds and feasible solutions for CC-SMCP. We also studied the importance
sampling (IS) method and obtained a sufficient condition for selecting the optimal IS estimator. Finally,
several computational experiments were conducted to validate the effectiveness of OA method (with two
different linearization techniques) and sampling-based approaches (SAA and IS).
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Appendices

A Preliminaries

A.1 Inclusion–exclusion principle

Lemma A.1.1 (Combinatorial version) For finite sets A1, . . . , An, one has the identity∣∣∣∣∣
n⋃

i=1

Ai

∣∣∣∣∣ = ∑
∅≠S⊆[n]

(−1)|S|+1

∣∣∣∣∣∣
⋂
j∈S

Aj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (1)

Lemma A.1.2 (Probabilistic version) For events A1, . . . , An in a probability space (Ω,F ,P), one has
the identity

P

(
n⋃

i=1

Ai

)
=

n∑
k=1

(−1)k−1
∑
I⊆[n]
|I|=k

P

(⋂
i∈I

Ai

) (2)

A.2 Bonferroni inequalities

For events A1, . . . , An in a probability space (Ω,F ,P), we define

S1 :=
n∑

i=1

P(Ai), S2 :=
∑

1≤i1<i2≤n

P(Ai1 ∩Ai2), . . . , Sk :=
∑

1≤i1<···<ik≤n

P(Ai1 ∩ · · · ∩Aik)

for all integers k in {1, ..., n}. Then we have the following inequalities:

Lemma A.2.1 For odd k ∈ {1, . . . , n},

k∑
j=1

(−1)j−1Sj ≥ P

(
n⋃

i=1

Ai

)
=

n∑
j=1

(−1)j−1Sj (3)

Lemma A.2.2 For even k ∈ {2, . . . , n},

k∑
j=1

(−1)j−1Sj ≤ P

(
n⋃

i=1

Ai

)
=

n∑
j=1

(−1)j−1Sj (4)

A.3 Multiplicative Chernoff bound

Lemma A.3.1 (Mitzenmacher and Upfal (2005)) Let Y ∼ Binomial(n; p) and µ = E[Y ]. For any
δ ≥ 0,

P [Y ≥ (1 + δ)µ] ≤
(

eδ

(1 + δ)1+δ

)µ

≤ exp

(
−δ2µ

2 + δ

)
.

A.4 Hoeffding’s inequality

Lemma A.4.1 (Hoeffding (1994)) Let Y1, . . . , YN be independent random variables such that ai ≤
Yi ≤ bi almost surely. Then for all t > 0,

P

[
N∑
i=1

(Y − E [Yi]) ≥ t

]
≤ exp

{
− 2t2∑N

i=1(bi − ai)2

}
.
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B Proofs

B.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Note that P[Aj(x)] = P[ãjxj = 1] = xjpj because xj ∈ {0, 1}. We first derive a closed-form expression for

the probability P
[∑n

j=1 ãjxj = k
]
, which can be regarded as the probability of exactly k out of n events

A1(x), . . . , An(x) occurring. We have

P[
n∑

j=1

ãjxj = k] =
∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=k

P[AS(x)
⋂
j∈Sc

Ac
j(x)] =

∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=k

P [AS(x)] (1− P[
⋃
j∈Sc

Aj(x)])

=
∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=k

P [AS(x)]− P[
⋃
j∈Sc

AS∪{j}(x)]

 ,

where the last two equalities follow from independence. Moreover, by the inclusion-exclusion principle,
the probability of finite unions of events

P[
⋃
j∈Sc

AS∪{j}(x)] =
∑
j1∈Sc

P
[
AS∪{j1}(x)

]
−

∑
j1<j2

j1,j2∈Sc

P
[
AS∪{j1,j2}(x)

]
+ · · ·+ (−1)n−|S|−1P

[
A[n](x)

]
=

∑
S⊊T⊆[n]

(−1)|T |−|S|−1P [AT (x)] .

Therefore,

P[
n∑

j=1

ãjxj = k] =
∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=k

P[AS(x)]−
∑

S⊊T⊆[n]

(−1)|T |−|S|−1P [AT (x)]

 =
∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=k

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)]

=
n∑

ℓ=k

∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=k

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]
|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] =
n∑

ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ

k

)
hℓ(x), (5)

where hℓ(x) =
∑

T⊆[n]
|T |=ℓ

P [AT (x)] =
∑

T⊆[n]
|T |=ℓ

∏
j∈T xjpj , for all ℓ = k, . . . , n. And the last equality holds

because for each ℓ, hℓ(x) is counted
(
ℓ
k

)
times. Then we derive the closed-form expression for the probability

P
[∑n

j=1 ãjxj ≥ k
]
, that is, the probability of at least k out of n events A1(x), . . . , An(x) occurring:

P[
n∑

j=1

ãjxj ≥ k] =
n∑

d=k

P[
n∑

j=1

ãjxj = d] =
n∑

d=k

n∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

)
hℓ(x) =

n∑
ℓ=k

ℓ∑
d=k

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

)
hℓ(x)

=

n∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k
ℓ∑

d=k

(−1)d−k

(
ℓ

d

)
hℓ(x) =

n∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

ℓ− k

)
hℓ(x),

where the last equality follows from the combinatorial identity (−1)k−1
(
ℓ−1
k−1

)
=
∑k−1

d=0(−1)d
(
ℓ
d

)
=

−
∑ℓ

d=k(−1)d
(
ℓ
d

)
.
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B.2 Proof of Lemma 4

Xi1 ⊆ Xi2 follows from

P

∑
j∈[n]

ãi2jxj ≥ ki2

 = P

∑
j∈[n]

ãi1jxj ≥ ki2

 ≥ P

∑
j∈[n]

ãi1jxj ≥ ki1

 ≥ 1− ϵi1 ≥ 1− ϵi2 ,

for any x ∈ Xi1 .

B.3 Proof of Lemma 5

Similar to the proof of Lemma 4, we have

P

∑
j∈[n]

ãi2jxj ≥ ki2

 ≥ P

∑
j∈[n]

ãi1jxj ≥ ki2

 ≥ P

∑
j∈[n]

ãi1jxj ≥ ki1

 ≥ 1− ϵi1 ≥ 1− ϵi2 ,

for any x ∈ Xi1 . Thus, Xi1 ⊆ Xi2 .

B.4 Proof of Theorem 2

From the proof of Lemma 1, for any fixed S ⊆ [n] with |S| = d, we have

P[AS(x)
⋂
j∈Sc

Ac
j(x)] = P [AS(x)]− P[

⋃
j∈Sc

AS∪{j}(x)] =
∑

S⊆T⊆[n]

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] .

Applying Bonferroni inequalities to the probability P
[⋃

j∈Sc AS∪{j}(x)
]
yields

P[AS(x)
⋂
j∈Sc

Ac
j(x)] =

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] =

d+n∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)]

≤
d+t∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] , t is even

and

P[AS(x)
⋂
j∈Sc

Ac
j(x)] =

d+n∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] ≥
d+t∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] , t is odd

Moreover, if the inequality ∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

P [AT (x)] ≥
∑

S⊆T⊆[n]
|S|=d,|T |=ℓ+1

P [AT (x)] ,

holds for any fixed S ⊆ [n] with |S| = d ≤ ℓ < n, then we have

P[AS(x)
⋂
j∈Sc

Ac
j(x)] =

d+n∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] ≤ · · · ≤
d+2∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] (6a)

26



≤
d∑

ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] (6b)

and

P[AS(x)
⋂
j∈Sc

Ac
j(x)] =

d+n∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] ≥ · · · ≥
d+3∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)]

≥
d+1∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]

|S|=d,|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)]

Taking the summations on both sides of inequalities (6), we obtain

P[
n∑

j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1] =

k−1∑
d=0

P[
n∑

j=1

ãjxj = d] =

k−1∑
d=0

∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=d

P[AS(x)
⋂

j∈Sc

Ac
j(x)]

=

k−1∑
d=0

∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=d

d+n∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]
|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)] ≤ · · · ≤
k−1∑
d=0

∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=d

d+2∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]
|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)]

≤
k−1∑
d=0

∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=d

d∑
ℓ=d

∑
S⊆T⊆[n]
|T |=ℓ

(−1)|T |−|S|P [AT (x)]

After some algebra (similar as proof in eq. (5) of Lemma 1), we conclude that

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 =
k−1∑
d=0

d+n∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

)
hℓ(x) ≤ · · · ≤

k−1∑
d=0

d+2∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

)
hℓ(x)

≤
k−1∑
d=0

d∑
ℓ=d

(−1)ℓ−d

(
ℓ

d

)
hℓ(x)

which is equivalent to

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 = gn(x) ≤ · · · ≤ g4(x) ≤ g2(x) ≤ g0(x),

and the sequence of inequalities

P

 n∑
j=1

ãjxj ≤ k − 1

 = gn(x) ≥ · · · ≥ g5(x) ≥ g3(x) ≥ g1(x)

holds similarly.
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B.5 Proof of Lemma 3

For any fixed d such that 0 ≤ d ≤ k − 1, we consider the difference between gt+2,d(x) and gt,d(x). Since
gt+2,d(x)− gt,d(x) ≥ 0 for some odd t, we have

gt+2,d(x)− gt,d(x) =

(
d+ t+ 1

d

) ∑
S⊆[n]

|S|=d+t+1

∏
j∈S

xjpj

− d+ t+ 2

t+ 2

(
d+ t+ 1

d

) ∑
S⊆[n]

|S|=d+t+2

∏
j∈S

xjpj

=

(
d+ t+ 1

d

) ∑
S⊆[n]

|S|=d+t+1

∏
j∈S

xjpj


1− d+ t+ 2

t+ 2

 ∑
q∈[n]\S

|S|=d+t+1

xqpq


 ≥ 0.

It follows that 1− d+t+2
t+2

(∑
q∈[n]\S

|S|=d+t+1

xqpq

)
≥ 0. Hence, for any odd τ such that t ≤ τ ≤ n− 2, we have

gτ+2,d(x)− gτ,d(x) =

(
d+ τ + 1

d

) ∑
S⊆[n]

|S|=d+τ+1

∏
j∈S

xjpj


1− d+ τ + 2

τ + 2

 ∑
q∈[n]\S

|S|=d+τ+1

xqpq




≥
(
d+ τ + 1

d

) ∑
S⊆[n]

|S|=d+τ+1

∏
j∈S

xjpj


1− d+ t+ 2

t+ 2

 ∑
q∈[n]\S

|S|=d+t+1

xqpq


 ≥ 0.

For even τ , the statement holds similarly.

B.6 Proof of Theorem 3

From Lemma 3, it follows that such toddmin and tevenmin exist. Therefore, for any odd τ such that toddmin ≤ τ ≤ n−2,

we have gτ+2(x)− gτ (x) =
∑k−1

d=0 (gτ+2,d(x)− gτ,d(x)) ≥ 0. For even τ , the statement holds similarly.

B.7 Proof of Lemma 6

We denote the indices of sets in the corresponding candidate solution x̄ by D := {j : x̄j = 1, j ∈ [n]}.
Then

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k

 = P

∑
j∈D

ãj ≥ k

 .

Note that the random variable
∑

j∈D ãj ∼ Binomial(d, p) since aj ’s are independent Bernoulli random
variables with the same success probability p. Thus,

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k

 =

d∑
ℓ=k

P

∑
j∈D

ãj = ℓ

 =

d∑
ℓ=k

(
d

ℓ

)
pℓ(1− p)d−ℓ.
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B.8 Proof of Lemma 7

We consider the extended binomial coefficients by allowing α to be an arbitrary number (negative, rational,
real), expressed as (

α

k

)
:= α(α−1)(α−2)···(α−k+1)

k(k−1)(k−2)···1 for k ∈ N and α ∈ R.

With this definition one has a generalization of the binomial formula

(x+ y)α =
+∞∑
ℓ=0

(
α

ℓ

)
xℓyα−ℓ, for any x, y ∈ (0, 1) and α ∈ R.

We still use D := {j : x̄j = 1, j ∈ [n]} to denote the indices of sets in the corresponding candidate solution
x̄, and use the rising Pochhammer symbol q(n) =

(
q+n−1

n

)
n! in the proof. By Lemma 1, we have

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k

 =

n∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

ℓ− k

) ∑
S⊆[n]
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S

x̄jpj =

d∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

ℓ− k

) ∑
S⊆D
|S|=ℓ

∏
j∈S

x̄jpj (10)

=
d∑

ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

ℓ− k

)(
d

ℓ

)
pℓ =

d∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
ℓ− 1

k − 1

)(
d

ℓ− 1

)
d− ℓ+ 1

ℓ
pℓ (11)

=
d∑

ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
d

k − 1

)(
d− k + 1

d− ℓ+ 1

)
d− ℓ+ 1

ℓ
pℓ (12)

= k

(
d

k

) d∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
d− k

ℓ− k

)
pℓ

ℓ
= k

(
d

k

) d+k∑
t=0

(−1)t
(
d− k

t

)
pk+t

k + t
(*)

=

(
d

k

)
pk

+∞∑
t=0

(
t+ k − d− 1

t

)
kpt

k + t
=

(
d

k

)
pk

+∞∑
t=0

(k − d)(t) · k

k + t
· p

t

t!
(13)

=

(
d

k

)
pk

+∞∑
t=0

(k − d)(t) · k(t)

(k + 1)(t)
· p

t

t!
=

(
d

k

)
pk2F1(k − d, k; k + 1; p) (**)

= Ip(k, d− k + 1) (***)

where the equation (10) follows from the definition of D, the equation (11) follows from the combinatorial
identity

(
n
k

)
= n

k

(
n−1
k−1

)
, the equation (12) follows from

(
n
h

)(
n−h
k

)
=
(
n
k

)(
n−k
h

)
, the equation (13) follows from

(−1)k
(
n
k

)
=
(
k−n−1

k

)
and the definition of the rising Pochhammer symbol q(n), the equation (***) follows

from the fact Ix(a, b) = xa2F1(a, 1− b; a+ 1, x)/(aB(a, b)) and the equations (*), (**) and (***) indicate
the conclusion.

Moreover, letting

h(u) := k

(
d

k

) d∑
ℓ=k

(−1)ℓ−k

(
d− k

ℓ− k

)
uℓ

ℓ
= k

(
d

k

) +∞∑
t=0

(−1)t
(
d− k

t

)
uk+t

k + t
,

we have h(0) = 0 and note that

dh

du
= k

(
d

k

)
uk−1

+∞∑
t=0

(−1)t
(
d− k

t

)
ut = k

(
d

k

)
uk−1(1− u)d−k.

Hence,

k

(
d

k

)∫ p

0
uk−1(1− u)d−kdu = h(p)− h(0) = h(p),

which completes our proof.
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B.9 Proof of Lemma 8

We first study the monotonicity of the CDF of a binomial distribution. Let F (k;n, p) be the CDF of a
binomial distribution. Then for any fixed k and p, the function F (k;n, p) is monotone nonincreasing with
respect to n, where n ∈ N. In fact, by the law of total probability,

F (k;n+ 1, p) = P

n+1∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k


= P

n+1∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k |
n∑

j=1

ãj ≤ k − 1

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k − 1

+ P

n+1∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k |
n∑

j=1

ãj ≥ k

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj ≥ k


= P

n+1∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k |
n∑

j=1

ãj ≤ k − 1

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k − 1

+ P

n+1∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k |
n∑

j=1

ãj = k

P

 n∑
j=1

ãj = k


= 1 ·

k−1∑
ℓ=0

(
n

ℓ

)
pℓ(1− p)n−ℓ + (1− p) ·

(
n

k

)
pk(1− p)n−k =

k∑
ℓ=0

(
n

ℓ

)
pℓ(1− p)n−ℓ −

(
n

k

)
pk+1(1− p)n−k

= P

 n∑
j=1

ãj ≤ k

−
(
n

k

)
pk+1(1− p)n−k ≤ F (k;n, p).

LetD := {j : x̄j = 1, j ∈ [n]} and D̂ := {j : x̂j = 1, j ∈ [n]}. It is equivalent to prove P
[∑n

j=1 ãj x̂j ≥ k
]
≥

1− ϵ. Note that the cover probability

P[
n∑

j=1

ãj x̂j ≥ k] = P[
∑
j∈D̂

ãj ≥ k] = P[
d̂∑

j=1

ãj ≥ k] (ãj ’s are i.i.d random variables)

≥ P[
d∑

j=1

ãj ≥ k] = P[
∑
j∈D

ãj ≥ k] (by monotone property of F (k;n, p))

= P[
n∑

j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k] ≥ 1− ϵ. (x̄ is a feasible solution)

This completes our proof.

B.10 Proof of Proposition 2

First notice that d ≥ k since we cannot use less than k sets to cover the item at least k times with a
predefined probability. Furthermore, by the Markov’s inequality, we have

1− ϵ ≤ P

 n∑
j=1

ãj x̄j ≥ k

 ≤
E
[∑n

j=1 ãj x̄j

]
k

=

∑n
j=1 x̄jE [ãj ]

k
=

dp

k
.

Therefore, d :=
∑

j∈[n] x̄j ≥ max
{
k,
⌈
k(1−ϵ)

p

⌉}
.

B.11 Proof of Theorem 6

Let x∗ be an optimal solution to CC-SMCP. Then qi(x
∗) := P[Ãi(ω)x

∗ ≤ ki − 1] ≤ ϵi for each i ∈ [m]. By
the definition of XN

α , x∗ ∈ XN
α if and only if no more than ⌊αiN⌋ times the event {Ãi(ω)x

∗ ≤ ki − 1}
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happens in N trials for each i ∈ [m]. That is, for any i ∈ [m],∑
ω∈Ω

I
(
Ãi(ω)x ≥ ki

)
≥ (1− αi)N ⇔

∑
ω∈Ω

I
(
Ãi(ω)x ≤ ki − 1

)
≤ ⌊αiN⌋.

Also, note that if x∗ ∈ XN
α , then νNα ≤ ν∗. Let Ei be the event that {Ãi(ω)x

∗ ≤ ki − 1} happens at most
⌊αiN⌋ times. By Boole’s inequality (union bound), we have

P
[
νNα ≤ ν∗ϵ

]
≥ P

[
x∗ ∈ XN

α

]
= P [∩m

i=1Ei] ≥ 1−
m∑
i=1

(1− P [Ei]).

Moreover, for any i ∈ [m],

P [Ei] =

⌊αiN⌋∑
ℓ=0

(
N

ℓ

)
[qi(x

∗)]ℓ [1− qi(x
∗)]N−ℓ ≥

⌊αiN⌋∑
ℓ=0

(
N

ℓ

)
ϵℓi(1− ϵi)

N−ℓ

where the inequality follows from the fact that the CDF of the binomial distribution, F (k;n, p), is
non-increasing with respect to p. Therefore,

P
[
νNα ≤ ν∗ϵ

]
≥ 1−

m∑
i=1

N∑
ℓ=⌊αiN⌋+1

(
N

ℓ

)
ϵℓi(1− ϵi)

N−ℓ = 1−
m∑
i=1

Iϵi(⌊αiN⌋+ 1, N − ⌊αiN⌋).

Moreover, we define Yi to be a binomial random variable with parameters (N, ϵi). Using the Chernoff
Bound in Theorem A.3.1, we obtain if ϵi ≤ αi for some i ∈ [m], then

P [Yi ≥ αiN ] = P
[
Yi ≥ ϵiN

(
1 +

(
αi

ϵi
− 1

))]
≤ exp

(
−(αi − ϵi)

2N

αi + ϵi

)
≤ exp(−κ1N).

where κ1 := mini∈[m]

{
(αi − ϵi)

2/(αi + ϵi)
}
. Therefore, if ϵi ≤ αi for each i ∈ [m], then

P
[
νNα ≤ ν∗ϵ

]
≥ 1−

m∑
i=1

P [Yi ≥ αiN ] ≥ 1−
m∑
i=1

exp

(
−(αi − ϵi)

2N

αi + ϵi

)
≥ 1−m exp (−κ1N) .

B.12 Proof of Theorem 7

We define the indicator random variable Yi,ω by Yi,ω = 1 if Ãi(ω)x ≥ ki and Yi,ω = 0 otherwise. Recall

that Xϵ := ∩i∈[m]Xϵ,i where Xϵ,i :=
{
x ∈ B : P[Ãix ≥ ki] ≥ 1− ϵi

}
. Then for any x ∈ B\Xϵ,i, we obtain

E[Yi,ω] = P[Ãi(ω)x ≥ ki] < 1− ϵi. Let

XN
α,i :=

{
x ∈ B :

1

N

∑
ω∈Ω

I
(
Ãi(ω)x ≥ ki

)
≥ 1− αi

}
, ∀i ∈ [m].

Note that XN
α = ∩i∈[m]X

N
α,i and x ∈ XN

α,i if and only if (1/N)
∑

ω∈Ω Yi,ω ≥ 1− αi. Hoeffding’s inequality
yields, for any x ∈ B\Xϵ,i,

P[x ∈ XN
α,i] = P

[
1

N

∑
ω∈Ω

Yi,ω ≥ 1− αi

]
≤ P

[∑
ω∈Ω

(Yi,ω − E [Yi,ω]) ≥ N(ϵi − αi)

]
≤ exp

{
−2N(ϵi − αi)

2
}
.

Therefore, we can obtain an upper bound for the probability

P
[
XN

α ⊈ Xϵ

]
= P

[
∃x ∈ XN

α where x ∈ B\Xϵ

]
= P

 ⋃
x∈B\Xϵ

{
x ∈ XN

α

}
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= P

 ⋃
i∈[m]

⋃
x∈B\Xϵ,i

x ∈
⋂

i∈[m]

XN
α,i


 ≤

∑
i∈[m]

∑
x∈B\Xϵ,i

P
[
x ∈ XN

α,i

]
≤
∑
i∈[m]

∑
x∈B\Xϵ,i

exp
{
−2N(ϵi − αi)

2
}
≤ m|B\Xϵ| exp (−κ2N)

where κ2 := 2mini∈[m](ϵi − αi)
2. This completes our proof.

B.13 Proof of Theorem 8

We will use the following lemma in the proof:

Lemma B.13.1 Let Xϵ be the feasible region of CC-SMCP. Then

Xϵ = X ′
α,

where X ′
α := ∩i∈[m]X

′
α,i and X ′

α,i :=
{
x ∈ B : P[Ãix ≤ ki − 1] < αi

}
for each i ∈ [m].

Proof (of Lemma B.13.1). We prove that Xϵ,i = X ′
α,i for each i ∈ [m]. Clearly, Xϵ,i ⊆ X ′

α,i for any

i ∈ [m] since P[Ãix ≤ ki − 1] ≤ ϵi < αi for every x ∈ Xϵ,i. Conversely, if x ∈ X ′
α,i for a fixed i, then by

the definition of αi, we have x ∈ Xϵ,i. ■
Proof (of Theorem 8). By the definition of αi, we have ν∗α = ν∗ϵ . Theorem 6 implies

P
[
νNϵ > ν∗ϵ

]
= P

[
νNϵ > ν∗α

]
≤ m exp

(
− min

i∈[m]

{
(αi − ϵi)

2N

(αi + ϵi)

})
.

Further, observe that the proof of Theorem 7 can be modified to show the slightly stronger result:

P
[
XN

α ⊆ X ′
ϵ

]
≥ 1−m|B\X ′

ϵ| exp
{
−2N min

i∈[m]
(ϵi − αi)

2

}
,

where X ′
ϵ := ∩i∈[m]X

′
ϵ,i and X ′

ϵ,i :=
{
x ∈ B : P[Ãix ≤ ki − 1] < ϵi

}
for each i ∈ [m]. (In the proof, we

consider each x ∈ X\X ′
ϵ and replace Xϵ with X ′

ϵ. The remainder of the proof is identical to the original
proof.) Applying this result yields

P
[
XN

ϵ ⊆ X ′
α

]
≥ 1−m|B\X ′

α| exp
{
−2N min

i∈[m]
(αi − ϵi)

2

}
.

Besides, if XN
ϵ ⊆ Xϵ then we have νNϵ ≥ ν∗ϵ . By Lemma B.13.1, it follows that

P
[
νNϵ < ν∗ϵ

]
≤ P

[
XN

ϵ ⊈ Xϵ

]
= P

[
XN

ϵ ⊈ X ′
α

]
≤ m|B\X ′

α| exp
{
−2N min

i∈[m]
(αi − ϵi)

2

}
.

Therefore,

P
[
νNϵ ̸= ν∗ϵ

]
≤ P

[
νNϵ > ν∗ϵ

]
+ P

[
νNϵ < ν∗ϵ

]
≤ m exp

(
− min

i∈[m]

{
(αi − ϵi)

2N

(αi + ϵi)

})
+m|B\Xϵ| exp

{
−2N min

i∈[m]
(αi − ϵi)

2

}
≤ m (|B\Xϵ|+ 1) exp{−κ3N}.
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B.14 Proof of Theorem 9

To prove the theorem, we need the following lemma:

Lemma B.14.1 For n ≥ 1, let pj , j = 1, . . . , n be numbers such that 1 > p1 ≥ · · · ≥ pn > 0. Given an
integer w with 1 ≤ w ≤ n, consider the following problem:

min
λ∈Rn

+

max
zj∈{0,1}n∑

j zj=w

n∑
j=1

zjλj +

n∑
j=1

log
(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

)
. (14)

Then, there exists an optimal solution to the above problem that satisfies λ1 ≥ · · · ≥ λn ≥ 0.
Proof (of Lemma B.14.1). Suppose that λ := (λ1, . . . , λn) is an optimal solution to the problem and

there exists some j < n such that λj < λj+1. We defined λ̄ as λ̄j := λj+1, λ̄j+1 := λj and λ̄ℓ := λℓ for
ℓ ̸= {j, j + 1}. We will show that λ̄ has no worse function value than λ. First notice that

max
zj∈{0,1}n∑

j zj=w

n∑
j=1

zjλj = max
zj∈{0,1}n∑

j zj=w

n∑
j=1

zj λ̄j ,

which is equal to the sum of the largest w components of the vector λ. Therefore, we only need to compare
the remaining part of the objective function. Define ∆ as the difference in the objection function between
λ and λ̄, i.e.,

∆ =
n∑

j=1

zjλj +
n∑

j=1

log
(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

)
−

 n∑
j=1

zj λ̄j +
n∑

j=1

log
(
e−λ̄jpj + (1− pj)

)
=

n∑
j=1

log
(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

)
−

n∑
j=1

log
(
e−λ̄jpj + (1− pj)

)
= log

(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

)
+ log

(
e−λj+1pj+1 + (1− pj+1)

)
− log

(
e−λ̄jpj + (1− pj)

)
− log

(
e−λ̄j+1pj+1 + (1− pj+1)

)
Since λ̄j = λj+1 and λ̄j+1 = λj , it follows that

∆ = log

(
e−λj pj + (1− pj)

e−λj+1pj + (1− pj)

)
− log

(
e−λj pj+1 + (1− pj+1)

e−λj+1pj+1 + (1− pj+1)

)
= log

 e−λj − e−λj+1

e−λj+1 + 1
pj

− 1
+ 1

− log

 e−λj − e−λj+1

e−λj+1 + 1
pj+1

− 1
+ 1

 .

Note that the term inside the log is positive, since −λj > −λj+1. Further, since pj ≥ pj+1, it follows that
1/pj − 1 ≤ 1/pj+1 − 1. Therefore, we conclude that ∆ ≥ 0. ■

Proof (of Theorem 9). We consider obtaining an optimal solution by minimizing

log(Bx(λ)) = max
ã:
∑n

j=1 ãjxj<k

n∑
j=1

λj ãj +

n∑
j=1

log
(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

)
.

We consider a vector ã := (z1, z2, . . . , zn) ∈ {0, 1}n such that zj = 1 if xj = 0, and
∑n

j=1 zj = n−u+k− 1.
Without loss of generality, we assume the index set {j : zj = 1} corresponds to {1, . . . , n− u+ k − 1}. By
lemma B.14.1, it follows that minimizing log(Bx(λ)) over λ ≥ 0 amounts to solving the following problem:

min
λ∈Rn

+

ϕ(λ) :=

n−u+k−1∑
j=1

λj +

n∑
j=1

log
(
e−λjpj + (1− pj)

)
(15a)
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λj ≥ λj+1 j = 1 . . . n− 1 (15b)

λn ≥ 0 (15c)

Note that the objective function ϕ(λ) is strictly convex in λ. In fact, its second derivatives are

∂2ϕ

∂λ2
j

=
e−λjpj (1− pj)(

e−λjpj + (1− pj)
)2 > 0,

∂2ϕ

∂λj1∂λj2

= 0.

which implies the above problem (15) has a unique optimal solution that can be found by using Karush-
Kuhn-Tucker(KKT) conditions:

1(1≤n−u+k−1) −
pje

−λj

e−λjpj + (1− pj)
− µ1 = 0 (16a)

1(j≤n−u+k−1) −
pje

−λj

e−λjpj + (1− pj)
+ µj−1 − µj = 0, j = 2, . . . , n (16b)

µj(λj+1 − λj) = 0, j = 1, . . . , n− 1 (16c)

µnλn = 0 (16d)

µj ≥ 0, j = 1, . . . , n (16e)

where (µj)j∈[n−1] is the Lagrangian multipliers of constraints (15b) and µn is the Lagrangian multiplier of
constraint (15c).

We consider a particular choice of vectors µ and λ defined as follows:

µn := 0, (17)

µj := min{j, n− u+ k − 1} −
j∑

ℓ=1

e−λ∗

e−λ∗pℓ + (1− pℓ)
, j = 1 . . . , n− 1 (18)

λ1 = · · · = λn := λ∗ (19)

where λ∗ ∈ R+ solves the following equation

η(λ∗) :=
n∑

j=1

e−λ∗
pj

e−λ∗pj + (1− pj)
= n− u+ k − 1. (20)

Note that we can always find such λ∗, since the function η(λ) is continuous and decreasing, and

η(0) =
n∑

j=1

pj ≥
n∑

j=1

pjxj > n− u+ k − 1,

lim
λ→+∞

η(λ) = 0 < n− u+ k − 1.

Then we claim that µ and λ satisfy the KKT conditions (16a) – (16e). First note that equations (18)
imply (16a) and (16b). Equations (16c) follow from (19), Equation (16d) follows from (17). Finally, (20)
implies that

j∑
ℓ=1

e−λ∗
pj

e−λ∗pj + (1− pj)
< n− u+ k − 1, j = 1, . . . , n− 1.

Additionally, since each term on the left-hand side of the above summation is less than 1, we have

j∑
ℓ=1

e−λ∗
pj

e−λ∗pj + (1− pj)
< j, j = 1, . . . , n.

The above two observations yield inequalities (16e).
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C Additional Experiments

C.1 The performance of checking infeasibility

In this section, we investigate computational performance of four approaches for checking infeasibility by
reducing the value of the success probability pij . Similar to the settings in Section 5.1, we select up to
12 columns at random for each row i where ki ≥ 2. However, this time we uniformly sample the success
probability pij = P [ãij = 1] from the range [0.2, 0.6]. For the remaining n− n′ columns in row i, we still
assign a success probability pij of 0. All other settings remain consistent with those in Section 5.1. By
reducing the success probability pij , we can generate infeasible instances with a high probability. If an
infeasible instance cannot be obtained for fixed n,m, and ϵ, then this process should be repeated until an
infeasible instance is found.

Table 2 presents the computational performance of four approaches for detecting infeasibility of
instances. Observe that SAA and IS are efficient in detecting infeasibility, while OA methods perform
well in all cases except for some instances when n = 300. It is worth noting that even if the corresponding
SAA or IS problem is infeasible, this does not necessarily mean that the original CC-SMCP problem is
infeasible, as reflected in Table 1.

C.2 Experiments on special cases

In this section, we conduct a series of experiments on the special cases outlined in Section 3. For the
PSC problem, extensive experiments have already been conducted in the previous literature (Ahmed and
Papageorgiou 2013, Fischetti and Monaci 2012, Haight et al. 2000). Therefore, our main focus is on the
case when cover probabilities of each item are equal, as discussed in Section 3.2.

In the following experiments, the covering parameter ki is randomly selected from {2,3} and all other
experimental settings remain consistent with those in Section 5.1. Given that we are working with a
sparse probability matrix P in our experimental setup, this implies that for a given item i, it can either
be covered with a set with an equal probability pi or not be covered at all by that set. This assumption
extends the case discussed in Section 3.2 and motivates us to avoid computing d̄. Instead, we aim to
address the following problem:

min

∑
j∈[n]

cjxj :
∑
j∈Ji

xj ≥ d̄i,∀i ∈ [m], x ∈ B ⊆ {0, 1}n
 ,

where Ji = {j ∈ [n] : pij ̸= 0}. This problem takes into account the nonzero coefficients of the probability
matrix for each item i and integrates the corresponding subproblems together.

Table 3 presents the computational performance of three methods when applied to special cases. In
this table, “SC” refers to the method described in Section 3.2 that is used to address these special cases.
“BS”, “Solving” and “Total” indicate the time spent on binary search, the time required to solve the
reformulated problem, and the overall time (BS+ Solving) for the SC method, respectively.

From Table 3, we can see that the SC method successfully solves all instances very quickly, indicating
that the reformulation technique introduced in Section 3.2 can significantly reduce solution time compared
to the general case in Section 5.1. Additionally, the SC method outperforms sampling-based methods in
almost all cases. This may imply that sampling-based methods are not very effective for special cases
when n or m increases.

C.3 The effect of risk parameter ϵi

The results from Table 1 indicate that OA approaches can solve the instances to optimality when ϵi := ϵ
is small, which is commonly the case. However, it remains an intriguing question to investigate how well
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Table 2: Computational performance of methods for checking infeasibility (pij ∈ [0.2, 0.6], N = 200)

Parameters OA-I OA-II SAA IS
n m ϵ Time Iterations Time Iterations Time Time

30 10 0.05 0.26 2 0.04 2 0.00 0.00
30 10 0.1 0.13 2 0.05 2 0.00 0.00
30 20 0.05 1.30 2 0.88 2 0.01 0.01
30 20 0.1 0.81 2 0.93 2 0.01 0.01
30 30 0.05 0.37 2 0.18 2 0.01 0.01
30 30 0.1 0.46 2 0.20 2 0.01 0.01
30 50 0.05 2.90 2 1.62 2 0.02 0.02
30 50 0.1 2.66 2 1.24 2 0.02 0.02
30 100 0.05 0.00 1 0.01 1 0.04 0.03
30 100 0.1 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.04 0.03
30 150 0.05 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.05 0.05
30 150 0.1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.05 0.05
50 50 0.05 1.18 2 0.35 2 0.02 0.02
50 50 0.1 0.32 2 0.35 2 0.02 0.02
50 100 0.05 0.00 1 0.01 1 0.05 0.07
50 100 0.1 0.00 1 0.01 1 0.05 0.04
50 150 0.05 1.69 2 1.03 2 0.08 0.07
50 150 0.1 1.60 2 1.09 2 0.07 0.07
50 200 0.05 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.11 0.10
50 200 0.1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.11 0.10
50 250 0.05 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.15 0.13
50 250 0.1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.15 0.13
50 300 0.05 0.01 1 0.02 1 0.18 0.19
50 300 0.1 0.01 1 0.02 1 0.18 0.17
100 50 0.05 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.04 0.03
100 50 0.1 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.04 0.04
100 100 0.05 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.09 0.07
100 100 0.1 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.08 0.08
100 150 0.05 13.27 2 3.17 2 0.14 0.11
100 150 0.1 9.34 2 3.18 2 0.14 0.11
300 50 0.05 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.08 0.07
300 50 0.1 0.00 1 0.00 1 0.08 0.07
300 100 0.05 740.40 2 955.05 2 0.18 0.15
300 100 0.1 747.88 2 162.76 2 0.18 0.15
300 150 0.05 0.01 1 0.01 1 0.27 0.23
300 150 0.1 487.47 2 1406.14 2 0.25 0.25
300 200 0.05 0.01 1 0.02 1 0.36 0.31
300 200 0.1 0.01 1 0.02 1 0.35 0.31
300 250 0.05 0.02 1 0.02 1 0.44 0.45
300 250 0.1 0.02 1 0.02 1 0.45 0.42
300 300 0.05 0.02 1 0.03 1 0.56 0.81
300 300 0.1 0.02 1 0.03 1 0.54 0.47
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Table 3: Computational performance of methods on special cases (pij ∈ [0.9, 1], N = 200)

Parameters SC SAA IS
n m ϵ BS Solving Total Val Time Val Gap(%) Time Val Gap(%)

30 10 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 9 0.41 9 0.00 1.04 9 0.00
30 10 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.00 8 0.29 7 -12.50 0.10 7 -12.50
30 20 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 15 3.28 16 6.67 1.77 15 0.00
30 20 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.00 14 5.41 13 -7.14 3.34 15 7.14
30 30 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 17 1.48 18 5.88 0.71 17 0.00
30 30 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.00 17 25.02 15 -11.76 1.77 17 0.00
30 50 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 21 2.01 21 0.00 1.84 22 4.76
30 50 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.00 20 7.75 19 -5.00 2.34 19 -5.00
30 100 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 24 0.78 25 4.17 1.80 25 4.17
30 100 0.1 0.01 0.00 0.01 24 2.09 24 0.00 2.90 24 0.00
30 150 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.03 25 3.26 26 4.00 1.37 24 -4.00
30 150 0.1 0.01 0.00 0.01 24 2.45 23 -4.17 2.58 24 0.00
50 50 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 27 7.71 27 0.00 2.51 27 0.00
50 50 0.1 0.00 0.00 0.00 25 11.00 25 0.00 3.22 26 4.00
50 100 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 35 0.03 INF INF 0.02 INF INF
50 100 0.1 0.01 0.00 0.01 33 7.11 34 3.03 2.88 33 0.00
50 150 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 39 0.03 INF INF 0.04 INF INF
50 150 0.1 0.01 0.00 0.01 38 14.95 35 -7.89 3.15 38 0.00
50 200 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 39 13.97 37 -5.13 4.10 39 0.00
50 200 0.1 0.01 0.05 0.06 35 152.25 33 -5.71 11.23 35 0.00
50 250 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 INF 0.12 INF 0.00 0.07 INF INF
50 250 0.1 0.01 0.06 0.07 40 30.12 40 0.00 6.87 40 0.00
50 300 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.02 INF 0.20 INF 0.00 0.05 INF INF
50 300 0.1 0.02 0.00 0.02 42 20.48 41 -2.38 6.90 42 0.00
100 50 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 36 49.49 35 -2.78 6.87 35 -2.78
100 50 0.1 0.00 0.09 0.09 33 155.75 31 -6.06 27.11 33 0.00
100 100 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 58 10.91 55 -5.17 4.62 56 -3.45
100 100 0.1 0.01 0.00 0.01 51 56.68 50 -1.96 14.32 50 -1.96
100 150 0.05 0.01 0.05 0.06 59 103.79 58 -1.69 32.99 58 -1.69
100 150 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.01 53 1040.21 53 0.00 198.95 54 1.89
300 50 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 71 836.67 70 -1.41 7.28 67 -5.63
300 50 0.1 0.00 0.06 0.06 66 948.75 64 -3.03 102.95 64 -3.03
300 100 0.05 0.00 0.01 0.01 105 0.03 INF INF 190.44 105 0.00
300 100 0.1 0.01 0.05 0.06 100 - 97 -3.00 - 98 -2.00
300 150 0.05 0.01 0.07 0.08 135 0.06 INF INF 0.02 INF INF
300 150 0.1 0.01 0.03 0.05 126 0.03 INF INF 267.93 123 -2.38
300 200 0.05 0.01 0.01 0.02 148 0.08 INF INF 256.41 147 -0.68
300 200 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.02 138 - 139 0.72 1068.16 139 0.72
300 250 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.01 INF 0.09 INF 0.00 0.05 INF INF
300 250 0.1 0.01 0.10 0.12 135 - 134 -0.74 - 132 -2.22
300 300 0.05 0.01 0.09 0.10 159 0.09 INF INF 0.05 INF INF
300 300 0.1 0.02 0.09 0.11 149 - 146 -2.01 - 147 -1.34
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these approaches work for larger values of ϵ. In this section, we calculate the average solution time for
four approaches as a function of ϵ, considering cases where n = 50,m = 30 and n = 100,m = 50. For
each approach, we conduct five replications at each ϵ to compute the average time. All other settings
remain consistent with those in Section 5.1. Figure 4 illustrates the average solution time of four different
approaches as a function of ϵ on two different instances.

From Figure 4, we observe that OA-I exhibits high variability, with significant spikes around ϵ = 0.1
and ϵ = 0.5. SAA displays a sudden large spike at ϵ = 0.9, but maintains a low solution time in other
cases. This could be attributed to the fact that the LP relaxation of SAA reformulation (24) is too weak
to provide a strong lower bound at ϵ = 0.9. In contrast, the OA-II and IS approaches are more stable,
generally maintaining low and consistent solution times across different values of ϵ. OA-II improves upon
OA-I, possibly by incorporating stronger reformulations that reduce computational time, resulting in more
stable performance across various ϵ values.

(a) n = 50 and m = 30 (b) n = 100 and m = 50

Figure 4: The average solution time of four approaches as a function of ϵ on two instances
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