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Abstract

This work deals with a class of problems under interval datzeutainty, nameljnterval robust-
hard problems, composed of interval data min-max regret geizatains of classical NP-hard
combinatorial problems modeled as 0-1 integer linear @nogning problems. These problems
are more challenging than other interval data min-max tggablems, as solely computing the
cost of any feasible solution requires solving an instarfi@nd\P-hard problem. The state-of-
the-art exact algorithms in the literature are based on émeiation of a possibly exponential
number of cuts. As each cut separation involves the resolati an NP-hard classical optimiza-
tion problem, the size of the instances that can be solffeziently is relatively small. To smooth
this issue, we present a modeling technique for intervalsthard problems in the context of a
heuristic framework. The heuristic obtains feasible sohg by exploring dual information of a
linearly relaxed model associated with the classical ogttion problem counterpart. Computa-
tional experiments for interval data min-max regret varsiof the restricted shortest path prob-
lem and the set covering problem show that our heuristiclis @bfind optimal or near-optimal
solutions and also improves the primal bounds obtained tgta-sf-the-art exact algorithm and
a 2-approximation procedure for interval data min-maxeegroblems.
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1. Introduction

Robust optimizatiorul] is an alternative to stochasticgpaonming BZ] in which the variabil-
ity of the data is represented by deterministic values incihretext ofscenarios A scenario
corresponds to a parameters assignment, i.e., a valuedsdixeach parameter subject to uncer-
tainty. The two main approaches adopted to model robushagtion problems are thdiscrete
scenarios modednd theinterval data modelin the former, a discrete set of possible scenarios
is considered. In the latter, the uncertainty referred tammmeter is represented by a continu-
ous interval of possible values. figrently from the discrete scenarios model, the infinite many
possible scenarios that arise in the interval data modeiatrexplicitly given. Nevertheless, in
both models, a classical (i.e., parameters known in adyayténization problem takes place
whenever a scenario is established.

With respect to robust optimization criteria, th@n-max regretalso known asobust devi-
ation criterion) is one of the most used in the literature (see, M L6]). Theregretof a
solution in a given scenario is defined as the coffeténce between such solution and an op-
timal one in this scenario. In turn, the robustness cost aflation is defined as its maximum
regret over all scenarios. Min-max regret problems aim alirfig a solution with the minimum
robustness cost, which is referred to amhbust solution We refer to Iﬂl] for details on other
robust optimization criteria.

Robust optimization versions of several combinatoriairojztation problems have been stud-
ied in the literature, addressing, for example, uncerigsndver costs. Handling uncertain costs
brings an extra level of éiculty, such that even polynomially solvable problems beedf-
hard in their corresponding robust versiolasﬂé[l tﬁg

tigate robust optimization problems whose classical cenpatrts are already NP-hard. We refer

8, 9tedent trend in this field is to inves-

to these problems asbust-hardproblems. The interval data min-max regret restrictedtsisor
path problem, introduced in this study, belongs to thisscti#gproblems, along with interval data
min-max regret versions of the traveling salesman probli)ml[le 0-1 knapsack problem_|10]
and the set covering problem [11].

This work addressdaterval min-max regreproblems, which consist of min-max regret ver-
sions of combinatorial problems with interval costs. Psely, we consider interval data min-max
regret generalizations of classical combinatorial protdenodeled by means of 0-1 Integer Lin-

ear Programming (ILP). Notice that a large variety of corabanial problems are modeled as 0-1
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ILP problems, including (i) polynomially solvable problepsuch as the shortest path problem,
the minimum spanning tree problem and the assignment prptded (i) NP-hard problems,
such as the 0-1 knapsack problem, the set covering probtentraveling salesman problem and
the restricted shortest path probI [B, 13]. In this study are particularly interested in a
subclass of interval min-max regret problems, nannatigrval robust-hard problem&omposed
of interval data min-max regret versions of classical NRdl@mbinatorial problems as those

aforementioned in (ii).

Aissi at al. Ejl] (also se@S]) showed that, for any intéraan-max regret problem (including
interval robust-hard problems), the robustness cost ofwign can be computed by solving a
single instance of the classical optimization problem ¢erpart in a particular scenario. There-
fore, one does not have to consider all the infinite many ptesscenarios during the search for
a robust solution, but only a subset of them, one for eaclilfieasolution. Notice, however, that,
in the case of interval robust-hard problems, computingtis of a solution still involves solv-
ing an NP-hard problem. Thus, these problems are more olgétig than other interval min-max

regret problems.

The state-of-the-art exact algorithms used to solve thest@gms are based on the generation
of a possibly exponential number of cuts (see, elllzls,.lﬂﬂl)ce each cut separation implies
solving an instance of an NP-hard problem (which correspomthe classical counterpart of the
robust optimization problem considered), the size of tis¢ainces #iciently solvable is consid-
erably smaller than that of the instances solved for theesponding classical counterparts. In
fact, to the best of our knowledge, no work in the literatur@vides a compact ILP formulation

(with a polynomial number of variables and constraints)dioy interval robust-hard problem.

Although we do not close the aforementioned issues in thi&kywee smooth them by present-
ing an alternative way to handle interval robust-hard pgoblWe propose a Linear Programming
(LP) based heuristic framework inspired by the modelingtégue introduced iluJL__lG] and for-
malized by Kasperskng]. The heuristic framework is suigatio tackle interval min-max regret
problems in general and consists in solving a Mixed Integee&r Programming (MILP) model
based on the dual of a linearly relaxed formulation for tlassical optimization problem coun-
terpart. An optimal solution for the model solved by our histic is not necessarily optimal for
the original robust optimization problem. However, congtianal experiments for interval data

min-max regret versions of the restricted shortest pathlpro and the set covering probleEI[ll]
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showed that the heuristic is able to find optimal or nearroatisolutions, and that it improves
the upper bounds obtained by both a state-of-the-art elgmtidam and a 2-approximation pro-
cedure for interval min-max regret problems.

The theoretical quality of the solutions obtained by thertstic in general is beyond the scope
of this work, as it may rely on specific problem dependentdie;tsuch as the strength of the
formulation adopted to model the classical counterpatblera within the heuristic framework.
In fact, as we will discuss in the sequel, the study of appnative procedures for interval min-
max regret problems is a relatively unexplored field, andhmath is known.

The remainder of this work is organized as follows. Relatedks on robust-hard problems are
discussed in Sectidd 2. In Sectidn 3, we present a standadéling technique for interval min-
max regret problems and a state-of-the-art logic-based&shframework for solving problems
in this class. In this study, the solutions obtained by thimceéapproach are used to evaluate the
quality of the solutions found by the proposed LP based bgaframework, which is presented
in Sectior[ 4. In Sectiof] 5, we formally describe the interedlust-hard problems used as case
studies for the heuristic framework. In this same sectioa,imtroduce the interval data min-
max regret restricted shortest path problem, along withief bmotivation and related works.
Computational experiments are showed in Sedflon 6, whiteloaling remarks and future work

directions are discussed in the last section.

2. Related works

As far as we know, Montemanni et al[l [5] (also SQ [17]) were fibst to address an in-
terval robust-hard problem. The authors introduced theriad data min-max regret traveling
salesman problem, along with a mathematical formulatiomaioing an exponential number
of constraints. Moreover, three exact algorithms wereertesl and computationally compared
at solving the proposed formulation:baanch-and-bounda branch-and-cuand a logic-based
Benders’ decompositio[{_llS] algorithm. The latter aldarithas been widely used to solve ro-
bust optimization problems whose classical counterpagsalynomially solvable (see, e.g.,

,16,[8]). Computational experiments showed that the kbgised Benders’ algorithm outper-
forms the other exact algorithms for the interval data migxmegret traveling salesman problem.

Later on, Pereira and Averbalmn] introduced the intedeth min-max regret set covering

problem. The authors proposed a mathematical formulatiothie problem that is similar to
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the one proposed bu [5] for the interval data min-max regesteling salesman problem. As in
], the formulation has an exponential number of constsailhey also adapted the logic-based
Benders’ algorithm OHAUQ 8] to this problem and preseteéxtension of the method that aims
at generating multiple Benders’ cuts per iteration of tigoathm. Moreover, the work presents
an exact approach that uses Benders’ cuts in the contextvi@reh-and-cuframework. Com-
putational experiments showed that such approach, as svtlkeextended logic-based Benders’
algorithm, outperforms the standard logic-based Benddgs'rithm at solving the instances con-
sidered. This robust version of the set covering problemaiss addressed il:[h9], where the

authors propose scenario-based heuristics with pathkieg.

A few works also deal with robust optimization versions of 1 knapsack problem. For
instance, the studieg [1] arBZO] address a version of tbklgm where the uncertainty over
each item profit is represented by a discrete set of possibles. In these works, the absolute
robustness criterion is considered. |In|[20], the authovedahat this version of the problem is
strongly NP-hard when the number of possible scenariosisumded and pseudo-polynomially
solvable for a bounded number of scenarios. Kouvelis eEljalalEo studied a min-max regret
version of the problem that considers a discrete set of siwesnaf item profits. They provided a
pseudo-polynomial algorithm for solving the problem whiea humber of possible scenarios is
bounded. When the number os scenarios is unbounded, thieprblecomes strongly NP-hard

and there is no approximation scheme for it [21].

More recently, Feizollahi and Averba22] introduced thim-max regret quadratic assign-
ment problem with interval flows, which is a generalizatidthe classical quadratic assignment
problem in which material flows between facilities are utaierand vary in given intervals.
Although quadratic, the problem presents a structure thaelly similar to the robust versions
of combinatorial problems we address in this work. The atlwoposed two mathematical
formulations and adapted the logic-based Benders’ alyorif Dﬁ@] to solve them through
the linearization of the corresponding master problem®yTdiso developed a hybrid approach

which combines Benders’ decomposition with heuristics.

Regarding heuristics for interval robust-hard problemsingple and icient scenario-based
procedure to tackle interval min-max regret problems inegehwas proposed irElB] and suc-
cessfully applied in several works (see, elg.) ,.2)E procedure, called Algorithm Mean

Upper (AMU), consists in solving the corresponding claslsaptimization problem in two spe-
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cific scenarios: the so calledorst-case scenarjavhere the cost referred to each binary variable
is set to its upper bound, and th&d-point scenaripwhere the cost of the binary variables are
set to the mean values referred to the bounds of the respectst intervals. With this heuristic,
one can obtain a feasible solution for any interval min-megeet optimization problem (includ-
ing interval robust-hard problems) with the same worsteas/mptotic complexity of solving
an instance of the classical optimization problem courmtrploreover, it is proven ilm4] that
this algorithm is 2-approximative for any interval min-m@gret optimization problem. Notice

that AMU does not run in polynomial time for interval robusdsd problems, unlessPNP.

The study of approximative procedures for interval min-megret problems in general is a
relatively unexplored field, and not much is known. Cor@ [@@ved that AMU gives a 2-
approximation for an even broader class of min-max regtlpms. Precisely, while the works
of Kasperski et allﬂﬁ4 only address combinatorial (§igind discrete) min-max regret opti-
mization models, CondE[LS] extends the 2-approximatisaltéor models with compact con-
straint sets in general, including continuous ones. Récesaime research has been conducted to
refine the constant factor of the aforementioned approximaEor example, irBG], the author
attempts to tighten this factor of 2 through the resolutiba cobust optimization problem over
a reduced uncertainty cost set. Moreoverm [27], the astimroduced a new bound that gives
an instance dependent performance guarantee afiidpoint scenarigolution for interval data
min-max regret versions of combinatorial problems. Theywsithat the new performance ra-

tio is at most 2, and the bound is successfully applied toesthie interval data min-max regret

shortest path problerEI[l] withinlaranch-and-bounéramework.

Kasperski and ZielihskBS] also developed a Fully Polyrial Time Approximation Scheme
(FPTAS) for interval min-max regret problems. HoweverstRPTAS relies on two very restric-
tive conditions: (i) the problem tackled must present a gepolynomial algorithm, and (ii) the
corresponding classical counterpart has to be polynoyrsallvable. Condition (ii) comes from
the fact that the aforementioned FPTAS uses AMU within iggrfework. Notice that, from (ii),
this FPTAS does not naturally hold for interval robust-haroblems.

The existence offeicient approximative algorithms is closely related to asotmost un-
explored aspect of interval robust-hard problems, whighés computational complexity. Al-
though NP-hard by definition, whether these problems aressecily strongly NP-hard or not is

still an open issue.



3. Modeling and solving interval min-max regret problems

In this section, we discuss a standard modeling technigtreititerature of interval min-max
regret problems, as well as a state-of-the-art exact dhgorio solve problems in this class. To

this end, consideg, a generic 0-1 ILP combinatorial problem defined as follows.

() min ¢y 1)
st.  Ay>b )
ye{0.4" 3)

The binary variables are represented bynatimensional column vector, whereas their cor-
responding cost values are given by mudimensional row vectoc. Moreover,b is anm-
dimensional column vector, andl is anm x n matrix. The feasible region aF is given by
Q={y: Ay>b,ye{0,1}"}.

LetR be an interval data min-max regret robust optimizationieersef G, where a continuous
cost interval [, ui], with I,y € Z, andl; < u;, is associated with each binary varialyle

i =1,...,n. The following definitions describg formally.

Definition 1. Ascenarics is an assignment of costs to the binary variables, i.e.sa@€ce [l;, uj]

is fixed forall y,i=1,...,n.

Let S be the set of all possible cost scenarios, which consistseotartesian product of the

continuous intervald, ui], i = 1,...,n. The cost of a solutiog € Q in a scenaris € Sis given
n

by ¢y = 2. CYi-
1=

Definition 2. A solution opfs) € Q is said to beoptimal for a scenario se S if it has the

smallest cost in s among all the solutionglni.e., op{s) = arg m(i)ncsy.
ye

Definition 3. Theregret (robust deviatior)f a solution ye Q in a scenario s S, denoted by

ry, is the dfference between the cost of y in s and the cost dfsppt s, i.e., { = c%y — c’opt(s).

Definition 4. Therobustness cosif a solution ye Q, denoted by R is the maximum regret of y

among all possible scenarios, i.ey, R maxr,.
seS Y

Definition 5. A solution y € Q is said to berobustif it has the smallest robustness cost among

all the solutions i, i.e., y = arg m(iany.
ye



Definition 6. Theinterval data min-max regret problefconsists in finding a robust solution.

For each scenaris€ S, let G(s) denote the corresponding 0-1 ILP problghunder the cost
vectorc® € R referred tos. Also consider am-dimensional column vectorof binary variables.

Then,R can be generically modeled as follows.

G(s)
(R) min max(c% — minc®x) 4)
seS XeQ
st. yeQ. (5)

Theorem 1 (Aissi et al. ]) The robust deviation (regret) of any feasible solutioa Q is
maximum in the scenaridyg induced byy, defined as follows:
u, ifyi=1,
forall ie(L....n, c®=) & "
li, ify=0.
Theoren{d, which is also stated BlS], reduces the numbecefarios to be considered
during the search for a robust solution. Accordingtycan be rewritten taking into account only
the scenario induced by the solution that yhariables define. This scenario, referred ts@s3,

is represented by the cost vects®) = (Il + (U= l)ys, ..., Ih+ (Un — In)yn). Then,R can be

rewritten as

G(s(y)
- /—/R
(R) min (cs(y)y - min cs(y)x) (6)
XeQ
st. yeQ. (7

In order to obtain an MILP formulation fok, we reformulateR according tol_[]d]. Precisely,
we add a free variablg and linear constraints that explicitly boupdwith respect to all the

feasible solutions that can represent. The resulting MILP formulation is providemhf (8) to

@Dn.

#) min O uyi-p) (8)
i=1
st. p < Y (i + (Ui = hy)x VYxeQ, (9)
i=1
yeQ, (20)
p free (12)



Constraints[{9) ensure thatloes not exceed the value related to the inner minimizatig@)i
Note that, in[(®) X is a constant vector, one for each solutiodn These constraints are tight
wheneverx'is optimal for the classical counterpart problgmn the scenarig(y). Constraints
(10) define the feasible region referred to yheariables, and constraihi{11) gives the domain of
the variablep.

The number of constraintg](9) corresponds to the numberasilfte solutions ). As the
size of this region may grow exponentially with the numbepiofry variables, this fomulation is
particularly suitable to be handled by decomposition méshsuch as the logic-based Benders’

decompositiorm8] algorithm detailed below.

3.1. Alogic-based Benders’ decomposition algorithm

Benders’ decomposition method was originally propose@) (also seelEO]) to tackle MILP
problems by exploring duality theory properties. Severathmdologies were later studied to
improve the convergence speed of the method (see, &]). More recently, Hooker and
Ottosson] introduced the idea ofagic-based Benders’ decompositjavhich is a Benders-
like decomposition approach suitable for a broader clasgralblems. This specific method
is intended to address any optimization problem by devisalgl cuts solely based on logic
inference.

The logic-based Benders’ algorithm presented below is @-sfathe-art exact method for
interval min-max regret problemEI [Q B IE 11]. The altori solves formulatior¥, given
by (8)-(11), by assuming that, since several of constra@tsnight be inactive at optimality,
they can be generated on demand whenever they are violatesl procedure is described in
Algorithm[d. LetQ¥ ¢ Q be the set of solutions € Q (Benders’ cuts) available at an iteration

W. Also let7Y be a relaxed version of in which constraintd{9) are replaced by

p< Z (i + (U = l)y)X  VXeQ, (12)
i=1

Thus, the relaxed probleffi?, calledmaster problemis defined by[(8) [{10)[{11) and{12).

Let ub? keep the best upper bound found (until an iteratigron the solution ofF. Notice
that, at the beginning of Algorithid 2! contains the initial Benders’ cuts available, whereas
ub! keeps the initial upper bound on the solutionof In this caseQ! = 0 andub! := +co. At

each iterationy, the algorithm obtains a solution by solving a correspogdiaster problerF?
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and seeks a constraiiif (9) that is most violated by this issiutinitially, no constraint[(112) is
considered, sinc@! = . An initialization step is then necessary to add at leastsmhetion to
Q1, thus avoiding unbounded solutions during the first resmhuf the master problem. To this
end, it is computed an optimal solution for the worst-cagmados,, in whichc® = u (Step |,
Algorithm[T).

Algorithm 1: Logic-based Benders’ algorithm.
Input: Cost intervalslf, u;] referred toy;, i = 1,...,n.

Output: A robust solution forF, and its corresponding robustness cost.
z,b(—l;ub1<—+c>o;§21<—®;

Step I. (Initialization)

Find an optimal solutiox! = opt(s,) for the worst-case scenarsg;

O — Qtu(xly;

Step Il. (Master problem)

Solve the relaxed problef?, obtaining a solutiony?’, p¥);

Step llIl. (Slave problem)

Find an optimal solution’ = opt(s(y*)) for the scenari®(y?) induced byy” and use it to
computeRy, the robustness cost pf;

Step IV. (Stopping condition)

b « wy? - p¥;

if Ib¥ > Ry then
| Return ¢*, RY);

end

else
ub*! — ub’ — minful’, Ry };

QU — QY U (XY

Yy —y+1

Go to Step II;
end

After the initialization step, at each iteratian the corresponding relaxed probleft is
solved (Step Il, Algorithrill), obtaining a solutioyf (o). Then, the algorithm checks i, p%)

violates any constrainf9) of the original problefm For this purpose, it is solved slave
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problemthat computesRy (the actual robustness cost yf) by finding an optimal solution
X = opt(s(y*)) for the scenaric(y?) induced byy” (see Step Ill, Algorithnil). Notice that
each slave problem involves solving the classical optitiopaproblemg, given by [1)4(8), in
the scenaris(y?).

Letlb” = uy” —p” be the value of the objective function [d (8) related to thetson (¥, o¥) of
the current master probles#¥. According to EL],Ib‘” andRy give, respectively, a lower (dual)
and an upper (primal) bounds on the solutioriaf If Ib¥ does not reaciRy, ub’ andub/*?
are both set to the best upper bound found by the algorithihthetiterationy. In addition,

a new constrain{{12) is generated frothand added tor¥*! by settingQ¥*! « Q¥ U {x}.
Otherwise, iflb” equalsRyz, the algorithm stops (see Step IV of Algoritith 1). As proved i
[@], this stopping condition is always satisfied in a finitewber of iterations.

The algorithm detailed above is applied to obtain optimaltsans for the interval robust-hard
problems considered in this work, and their correspondiugbls are used to evaluate the quality
of the solutions produced by the heuristic proposed in the sextion. We highlight that other
exact algorithms can be adapted and used for this purpadeasuthéoranch-and-cualgorithm
proposed by Pereira and Averbam[ll] for the interval datemmax regret set covering problem.
In this work, we chose the logic-based Benders’ algorithenif das already been successfully

applied to solve a wide range of interval min-max regret fgots Dlj}l} 1].

4. An LP based heuristic framework for interval min-max regret problems

In this section, we present an LP based heuristic framewariferval robust-hard problems
which is applicable to interval min-max regret problems @ngral. Consider an interval min-
max regret probleng, as defined by({6) andl(7) in Sectibh 3. For a giyea Q, the inner
minimization in [8) is a 0-1 ILP problem, named}(s(y)). Particularly, it corresponds to problem
G, defined by[{(l){B), under the cost vectd?), wheres(y) is the scenario induced tyy ~

Relaxing the integrality on thevariables ofG(s(y)), we obtain the LP problem

9y =min  c¢Wx (13)
st. AXx > b, (24)

Ix<1, (15)

x>0, (16)

11



whose corresponding dual problem is given by

(DF) 9@ =max  ©'1+17y) (17)
st. ATA+1Tu < (¢, (18)

1>0, (19)

u<0. (20)

Here,| is the identidy matrix, and the dual variablesindu are associated, respectively, with
constraints[(14) and_(15) of the primal problem. Notice thaboth LP problemsy(y) corre-
sponds to an optimal solution cost and gives a lower (dualptdon the optimal value @(s(Y)).

Precisely,
G(sy)

—
() < mich@x VyeQ. (21)
X€E!

Replacingg(s(y)) by D(y) in (6), we obtain

min (cs(y)y —max ®' 1+ 1Tp)) (22)
st. Constraints[([7) [(19) an@ (R0)
ATA+ 1Ty < (T, (23)
Recall thats¥) = (Il + (U —1l)y1, ..o ln+ (Un = In)yn) is the cost vector referred to the scenario

s(y) induced by they variables. Notice that the nested maximization operatoriEomitted,

giving the following formulation.
R min  (cVy-bTa-1Ty) (24)
st Constraints[{[7) [{119)[{20) and (23)

Proposition 1. The cost value referred to an optimal solution f@rgives an upper bound on
the optimal solution value #®, and this bound is tight (optimal) if (i) the restriction mixtA is

totally unimodular, and (ii) the column vector b is integral

Proof. Let (¥, %) and §, 1, 2) be optimal solutions foR andR, respectively. The value of the
objective function in[(B) referred ty,(X) is given by ¢y - ¢S %), whereas that of(24) referred
to (9, A, 2) is (99 — (b"A + 17[2)). Since ¢ %) is optimal forR, we have thatdVy — cs9g) <
(cWy — min cWx) for all y € Q. In particular, ay € Q, it holds that

Xe!
12



As (Y, 1, ) is optimal forR, it follows, from (I3)-[22), that
cOy - min cOx < ¢y - 9(§) = Oy (b'a+177). (26)
Then, from[[25) and(26), we obtain that
Oy - g < cO9— (bT1 +177). (27)

Now, also suppose that (i) the matuixis totally unimodular, and (ii) the column vectbris
integral. As ; A, 2) is optimal forR, it follows, from (I3)-[2D), that

Y- (b1 +17a) = cg - 9(F) < cVy—-(y) VyeQ. (28)

Particularly, ay € Q,
VY — (6™ +177) < g — (). (29)

Additionally, from assumption (i), it follows that the restion matrix (A, 1) referred to[(1l7)-
(20) is also totally unimodular. Thus, from assumption (iipquation[(211) is tight, i.e.,

9(y) = min %  vyeQ. (30)
Xe!

As (¥, %) is optimal forR, we obtain, from[(29) and(30),

05(9)9 _ (bT;l +170) < CS(Y/)y —9() = CS(Y/)y _ mig?CS(V)X - CS(V)y —cg (31)
Xe
which, along with[217), impliesd®®§ — (b™ 1 + 17/1)) = (¢W§ — ¢ x). O

For a given problenR, defined by[(¥) and{5), the heuristic framework consistd)isdlving
the corresponding formulatioR, obtaining a solutiony 2, /1), and (I1) computing the robustness
cost (maximum regret) referred yp considering Theorefd 1. One may note that the heuristic is
applicable not only to interval robust-hard problems, lauahy interval min-max regret prob-
lem of the general form oR. From Propositiofll, whenever the classical optimizatiabfem
counterpart can be modeled as a 0-1 ILP of the forg ofvith a totally unimodular restriction
matrix andb integral, there is a guarantee of optimality at solviign fact, applying the frame-
work detailed above to the interval data min-max regretigessof the polynomially solvable
shortest path and assignment problems presented, resghgdti [16] and[23], leads to the same

compact MILP formulations proposed and computationabyee in these works.
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Notice that, wheneveg is compact, the resulting formulatioR is also compact. We also
highlight that, although the heuristic framework was dethby the assumption @ being a
minimization problem, the results also hold for maximieatproblems, with minor modifica-
tions. In addition, we conjecture that the heuristic framnealso provides valid bounds for the
wider class of interval data min-max regret problems witmpact constraint sets addressed in
E,@]. We believe that Theordm 1 can be extended to this@aproblems through the def-
inition of a specific scenario similar to the one induced bylatoon. However, a more careful
study needs to be conducted to close this issue.

In this work, we do not present any theoretical guaranteeiafity for the solutions obtained
by the heuristic, as it may rely on specific problem depenthaiobrs, such as the strength of
the formulation adopted to model the classical countegatilemG. Nevertheless, in the next
section, we present two very successful applications ohthgistic in solving interval robust-

hard problems.

5. Case studies in solving interval robust-hard problems

In this section, we define the interval robust-hard problesed as case studies for the pro-
posed heuristic framework. For each problem, we give a madiieal formulation according to
the modeling technique presented in Sedifibn 3 and deviseotinesponding MILP formulation
tackled by the heuristic. For the interval data min-max eegestricted shortest path problem,
which is introduced in this work, we give a more detailed digsion, along with a brief motiva-
tion and some related works. For simplicity, iebuststand forinterval data min-max regreh

the designation of each problem.

5.1. The Restricted Robust Shortest Path problem (R-RSP)

The Restricted Robust Shortest Path problem (R-RSP) istarval data min-max regret ver-
sion of the Restricted Shortest Path problem (R-SP), amsily studied NP-hard problem
[BBEH;IGBHS] Consider a digra@h= (V, A), whereV is the set of vertices, andl
is the set of arcs. With each aricj) € A, we associate a resource consumptigne Z, and
a continuous cost intervalif,u;;], wherel;; € Z. is the lower bound, and; € Z. is the upper
bound on this interval of cost, witly < u;;. An origin vertexo € V and a destination ortes V

are also given, as well as a valge Z, parameter used to limit the resource consumed along a
14



path fromotot in G, as discussed in the sequel. An example of an R-RSP instaigbeeh in
Figure[1.

2 21{1}

gy
é//@

Figure 1: Example of an R-RSP instance, with origie 0 and destinatioh = 3. The notation
[lij, wi;]{dij} means, respectively, the cost interviy,Lij] and the resource consumptiod;}

associated with each arc ) € A.

Here, a scenarig is an assignment of arc costs, where a mﬁs’e [lij, uij] is fixed for all
(i, J) € A. Let® be the set of all paths fromto t andA[p] be the set of the arcs that compose
a pathp € . Also letS be the set of all possible scenarios@f The cost of a patlp € £ in

a scenaris € Sis given byCy = 3 ” Similarly, the resource consumption referred to a
(i.)eAlp]
pathp € Pis given byD, = », d;. Also considetP(8) = {p € £ | D, < B}, the subset of
(i.))eAlp]

paths in® whose resource consumptions are smaller than or eggal to

Definition 7. A path g(s,B) € P(B) is said to be g-restricted shortest path a scenario &£ S
if it has the smallest cost in s among all pathi(g), i.e., p(s B) = arg r%; Cp-
pe

Definition 8. Theregret (robust deviatiorgf a path pe P(8) in a scenario s= S, denoted by
rff’ﬁ), is the dfference between the cosf ©f p in s and the cost of arestricted shortest path

5 ; H sp) _
p*(s,B8) € P(B)in s, i.e., th = C; (58"

Definition 9. Theg-restricted robustness caxfta path pe £(5), denoted byﬁ is the maximum

regret of p among all possible scenarios, i.€;, Rmaxr(s’ﬁ)

Definition 10. A path g € P(B) is said to be g3-restricted robust patti it has the smallest

B-restricted robustness cost among all path$is), i.e., g = arg r% Rf,
pe

Definition 11. R-RSPconsists in finding @-restricted robust path pe £(8).
15



R-RSP has applications in determining paths in urban and@ese travel distances are known
in advance, but travel times may vary according to unpratlettrdfic jams, bad weather condi-
tions, etc. Here, uncertainties are represented by vatuesntinuous intervals, which estimate
the minimum and the maximum traveling times to traverse gathway. For instance, R-RSP
can model situations involving electrical vehicles witlinaited battery (energy) autonomy, when
one wants to find the fastest robust path with a length (digaronstraint. A similar application
arises in telecommunications networks, when one wantsterme a path toféciently send
a data packet from an origin node to a destination one in aarktwDue to the varying tiffic
load, transmission links are subject to uncertain delayseldver, each link is associated with a
packet loss rate. In order to guarantee Quality of Serviaﬁo&,@], a limit is imposed on
the total packet loss rates of the path used.

The classical R-SP is a particular case of R-RSP in whjck u;j V (i, j) € A. AS R-SP is
known to be NP-harMEIB] even for acyclic gradﬂ [38],g¢me holds for R-RSP. The main
exact algorithms to solve R-SP can be subdivided into twaiggoLagrangian relaxatiorand
dynamic programmingrocedures. The former procedures use Lagrangian retax@atihandle
ILP formulations for the problem (see, e.@[@, 36]). Inldidn, preprocessing techniques have
been presented iElBS] and refinedm [36]. These techniglsdify arcs and vertices that cannot
compose an optimal solution for R-SP through the analystb@feduced costs related to the
resolution of dual Lagrangian relaxations. More recer[@] proposed a path ranking approach
that linearly combines the arc costs and the resource cqutgnmvalues to generate a descent
direction of search. In turn, dynamic programming proceddor R-SP consist of label-setting
and label-correcting algorithms, such as the one propms[@] and further improved ilm&] by
the addition of preprocessing strategies. Recently, Zdweithelm ] developed a three-stage

label-setting algorithm that runs in pseudo-polynomialktiand ﬁjres among the state-of-the-

] and @]. We refer t@M]

Although NP-hard, R-SP can be solvati@ently by some of the aforementioned procedures

(particularly, the ones proposed ELB B 43]). Moreowetimization softwares, as CPLHX

art methods to solve R-SP, along with the algorithms presknt

for a survey on exact methods to solve R-SP.

are also competitive in handling reasonably-sized ingar{eith up to 3000 vertices) of the
problem ].

Thttpy/www-01.ibm.confsoftwargcommercgoptimizatioricplex-optimizef
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R-RSP is also a jﬁeralization of the interval data min-negrat Robust Shortest Path prob-

iem (rsP) i 54

destination one) considering the min-max regret critenith no additional resource consump-

6]. RSP consists in finding a robust piatdm(the origin vertex to the

tion restriction on the solution path. Therefore, RSP camdoleiced to R-RSP by considering
B=0andd; =0V(i,]j) €A

Preprocessing techniques able to identify arcs that cacorapose an optimal solution for
RSP have been proposed [16] and later improveEL [47]. dpact MILP formulation for
the problem, based on the dual of an LP formulation for thesital shortest path problem, was
presented in [16]. Exact algorithms have been proposed$#, Buch as thieranch-and-bound
algorithm of [48] and the logic-based Benders'’ al orithn&fwhich is able to solve instances
with up to 4000 vertices. Moreover, the FPTAS [ofl[28] for imt@ min-max regret problems
is applicable to RSP when the problem is considered in spdeallel graphs. However, as
pointed out by the end of Sectibh 2, this FPTAS does not niiegtend to interval robust-hard
problems, such as R-RSP.

5.1.1. Mathematical formulation

The mathematical formulation here presented makes useadr&éhil, which can be stated

for the specific case of R-RSP as follows.

Proposition 2. Given a valugs € Z and a path pe #(B), the regret of p is maximum in the
scenario $p) induced by p, where the costs of all the arcs of p are in theiresponding upper

bounds and the costs of all the other arcs are in their lowarrms.

Figure 2: Scenarigs induced by the patip = {0, 1, 2, 3} in the digraph presented in Figure 1.
S(p)
i

S(P) and its resource consumptigah; }.

For each arci( j) € A, the notatiorc"{d;j} means, respectively, the arc co#f’) in the scenario

17



Consider the digraph presented in Figlte 1 and the sces@ijdnduced by the patip =
{0, 1, 2, 3} (as showed in Figuig 2). Also let the resource limipbe 3. According to Proposition
[2, thep-restricted robustness cost pfis given byR‘f3 = r%s(f’)’ﬁ) = C;(f’) - CZS?)S(ﬁ),ﬁ) =2+
2+5)—-(3+5) = 1. Propositio R reduces R-RSP to finding a ppthe P(8) such that

p*(s(p). B)
restricted robustness cost of any feasible solufidor R-RSP still implies finding #-restricted

p* = arg minrff(p)’ﬁ), i.e., p* = arg min{CE(p) —cXP 3 Nevertheless, computing th
peP peP(B)

shortest pattp*(s(p), B) in the scenaris(p) induced byp, and this problem is NP-hard.
Now, let us consider the following result, which helps désing an optimal solution path for
R-RSP.

Property 1. Given two arbitrary sets Zand %, it holds that 4 = (Z; N Z3) U (Z1\2Z).

Theorem 2. Given a valugs € Z and a non-elementary pathep®P(5), for any elementary path
p € P(5) such that AB] c A[p], it holds that £ < rXP4).

Proof. Consider a valug € Z and a non-elementary paghe P(8). By definition, p contains at
least one cycle. L&s[ p] be the subgraph @ induced by the arcs iA[ p] and j be an elementary
path fromoto tin G[p]. Clearly, A[p] c Alp] and, thereforep € £(B). By definition,

S _ ~SB) _ ~S(P)
s =C5" = Cotsmp- (32)

Consider the seA = A[p]\A[ ] of the arcs inp which do not belong tg."As p is supposed to
contain at least one cycle, thénz 0. SinceA[p] c Alp], the difference between scenarigp)

ands(p) consists of the cost values assumed by the arés More precisely,

cisj(ﬁ) = cisj(p) V(i ) € A\A (33)
P =1y V(i, j) € A. (35)

It follows that

C;(p) = Z Uij = Z Uij — Z Uij =C;(p)— Z Uij. (36)
(i.)eAlp] (i.)eAlp] (i.))AlPINALP] EN
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Applying Property 1L to the setd] p*(s(p), 3)] and A p]:
(a1)
AP (s(P). B)] = (ALP*(s(P). B)] N ALp]) U(ALP"(S(P). B)I\ALP])- (37)

SinceA[p] c Alp] andA = A[pPI\A[ ], it follows that

Alp] = A[p] U (A[p]\ALR]) = A[p] U A. (38)
Therefore, expressiom) of (37) can be rewritten as
(ALp*(S(P). B)] N Alp]) = (ALp"(S(P). B)] N (AL U A)) =
(ALP"(S(P). ) N ALP]) U (ALP"(S(P). B)] N A). (39)

: s(p) S .
Applying (37) and[(3B) t€ ). ANAC ) ) We Obtain:

cso) 3 S S P

P (S(B)B) _
(i.i)eAlp* (S(B)BINALP] (i.i)eAlp* (S(B)BINA
oY, (40)
(i.j)eAlp* (S()A\Alp]
s(p) _ s(p) s(p)
Coemn = 2 Gt > S
(i.i)eAlp' (S(B)BINALP] (i.i)eAlp' (S(B)BINA
+ Z cisj(p). (41)

(i.)eAlp" (sS(R).ANALP]

Considering[(33)E(35)[(40) anf_(41), we deduce that tifieidince between the cost of path
p*(s(P), B) in s(p) and its cost ins(p) is given by the arcs which are simultaneoushimnd in
Alp*(s(P), B)]- Thus, expressions (¥0) arid{41) can be reformulated as

Cs(ﬁ) Z Uij + Z |ij

P (s(p)B) ~
(. DeAlp (SB)AINALR] (. DeAlp (S(BAINA

+ Z i, (42)
(i, eALp (s(P).AI\ALP]
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s(p) _ - -
Comn = Uij + > Uij
(i.DeALp* (s(B)AINALP] (i.)eALp* (s(B)-BINA
+ Z |ij .
(i.))eALp* (S(B)BINALP]
Subtracting[(4B) fron{42),

B _~sD o )
Cosmn ~ Crema = Z i Z i
(DA EBBINA  ()eAlp (SPBINA

Therefore,

M _eo L
Cosmn = Cosma D, (=
(. )eAlP (S(B) A

Applying (38) and[(4b) in[(32):

(SPB) _ ~SP) (e TN
s =Cp Z,”‘J (Cp*(dﬁ),ﬁ) Z (i 1)) =
(i, )eA (i, )eAlp (S(P)BINA
s(p) s(p) . - .
Co” —Copm * Z (= Tig) = Z_“‘J‘
(i, )AL (S()BNA (i )eA

One may note that

(U=l - > uj=< Z_(Uij —l) - ) u< Z_(_lij)-

(.))eAlp* (S(B).AINA (i.j)eA @i.j)eA (i.j)eA (i.j)eA

SinceA c A, andl;; > O forall (i, j) € A, it follows that Y, (-l;;) <0 and, thus,

(i.))eA
D =)= D <o
(i.i)eAp(S(P).AINA (i.))eA
From [46) and[(48),
(s(p).5) s(p) _ sp)
s <Cp” =~ Choispp
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As p*(s(p),p) is a path with the smallest cost 8ip) among all the paths i?(8), including

(ol B ; s(p) s(p)
p*(s(P),B), it holds thale*(s(ﬁ)’ﬁ) > Cp*(s(p)ﬁ). Thus,
(s(P)-B) s(p) s(p) s(p) s(p)
o <G~ Cotapn <G~ Coap- (50)
it (s(PB) _ (P _ ~s(P) (s(P)-B) (s(P)-B)
By definition,rp, =Cp Cp*(s(p)m. ThereforerF~J <Trp . O

Now, we can devise a mathematical formulation for R-RSP fiteergeneric modeR, defined
by (@) and[[¥). Consider the decision variabjesn the choice of arcs belonging or not t@-a
restricted robust patly;; = 1 if the arc {, j) € A belongs to the solution patit; = 0, otherwise.
Likewise, let the binary variablesidentify ag-restricted shortest path in the scenario induced
by the path defined by, such thatx; = 1 if the arc {, j) € A belongs to thig-restricted shortest
path, andk; = 0, otherwise. A nonlinear compact formulation for R-RSPiNeg by

VQQJQ)(@;AUHW ~ min, (%;A(hj + (Ui = li)yij)%ij | (51)

As discussed in Sectidd 3, we can derive an MILP formulatiomf (51) by adding a free

variablep and linear constraints that explicitly boupdvith respect to all the feasible paths that

x can represent. The resulting formulation is provided frb@) ¢o [59).

min - > Uy - p (52)
(. DeA
st Z Yio = Z Yok = -1, (53)
j:(j.o)eA k:(0.k)eA
Yii — Z yk =0 VieV\{ot}, (54)
j:(j.eA k:(i,k)eA
Z Yit — Z Yik = 1, (55)
ji(i.HeA k:(t,k)eA
Z dijyij <5, (56)
(" DeA
p 3 U+ (g =% ¥ XePE) (57)
(. DeA
yij €{0,1} V(i,]) e A (58)
p free (59)

The flow conservation constrainfs {58)4(55), along with doenain constraint§ (58), ensure

that they variables define a path from the origin to the destinatiotie®s. In fact, as pointed out
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in [@], these constraints do not prevent the existence ditiadal cycles of cost zero disjoint

from the solution path. Notice, however, that every arg)(of these cycles necessarily has
lij = u; = 0 and, thus, they do not modify the optimal solution valuentte these cycles are

not taken into account hereafter.

Constraint[[Bb) limits the resource consumption of the mhifined byy to be at mosp,
whereas constraints (57) guarantee fhaibes not exceed the value related to the inner mini-
mization in [51). Note that, ii (37X is a constant vector, one for each patl¥ifs). Moreover,
these constraints are tight whenewedentifies as-restricted shortest path in the scenario in-
duced by the path thatdefines. Constrainf(59) gives the domain of the variable

Notice that, in the definition of R-RSP, we do notimpose thagréex in the solution path must
be traversed at most once. However, if that is the case, Eh€Brindicates that the formulation
presented above can also be used to determine an elemenitaigrspath for R-RSP by simply
discarding some edges from the cycles that may appear iokhtios. In fact, Propositiof]2 and
TheorenTP imply that, for ang € Z, if P(B) # 0, then there is an elementary pagihe ()
which is aB-restricted robust path.

In this study, we use the logic-based Benders’ algorithroudised in the Sectidn 3.1 to solve

the formulation detailed above.

5.1.2. An LP based heuristic for R-RSP

In this section, we apply to R-RSP the heuristic frameworspnted in Sectidd 4. To this
end, consider the following R-SP ILP formulation used to pate as-restricted shortest path
p*(s.B) € P(B) in a scenaric € S. The binary variables definep’(s, 8), such that; = 1 if the
arc (, j) € Abelongs toA[ p*(s B)], andx;; = 0, otherwise.

(]1) min Z Cﬁ Xij (60)
(. DeA
st D Xem D Y=l (61)
j:(j,0)eA k:(0,k)eA
Z Xji ~ Z Xk =0 VieV\{ot), (62)
j:(jieA k:(i,k)eA
Z Xt = Z Xk = 1, (63)
j:(j.HeA k:(t,k)eA
2, dix; <. (64)
(. DeA
xij €{0,1} V(i,j)eA (65)
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The objective function in((80) represents the cost, in tlenados, of the path defined by,
while constraints[(81)-(65) ensure thaidentifies a path iP(3). Relaxing the integrality om,

we obtain the following LP formulation:

(£1) 6P = min Z Cii Xij (66)
()eA
st. Constraints[(61)E(84),
X;j =0 VY(i,j)eA (67)

The domain constraintg; < 1 for all (i, j) € A were omitted from£, since they are redun-
dant. Lets>#) be the optimal value for problerf; in a scenarics. Observe tha#(>#) provides
a lower bound on the solution d@f; in the scenaris. For the sake of clarity, let us define a new

metric to evaluate the quality of a pathf{g).

Definition 12. TheB-heuristic robustness casta path pe £(8), denoted by Igl is the djiference

between the costiﬁ’) of p in the scenario(p) induced by p and the relaxed c@$tP-#) in §(p),
L., H = C3P _ g(sp.p),

Definition 13. A path p* € P(B) is said to be g3-heuristic robust patlf it has the smallest

B-heuristic robustness cost among all the path®(g), i.e.,p* = arg n;}[r;) Hﬁ.
pe

In the case of R-RSP, the proposed heuristic aims at find#geuristic robust path and relies
on the hypothesis that such a path is a near-optimal soltdgioR-RSP. The problem of finding
af-heuristic robust path can be modeled by adapting formarig®d). To this end, the binary
variablesy now represent g-heuristic robust path i¥?(3). Furthermore, considering the scenario
s(y) induced by the path defined lyythe nested minimization ifi.(51) is replacedds§*-#). We
obtain:

min ((i%;AUiiYij - G(S(y)’ﬁ))- (68)

Given a scenaris € S, the optimal value assumed B§# can be represented by the dual of

L1, as follows:

(L) 6 =max @ -2-Bp) (69)
st. A <A+ +diju V(Q,])eA (70)

©=>0, (71)

Acfree VkeV. (72)
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The dual variablegly : k € V} andu are associated, respectively, with constraints (61)-(63)
and with constrainf{84) in the primal problefy. Since/; is a maximization problem, its
objective function, along witl (70)-(¥2), can be used tdaeg the relaxed cogt*¥# in (&8),

thus deriving the following formulation:

From [€9)
mn (3w -G | 73)
iiYij — — Ao —
yre) (.DeA
st. Aj < A+ lij + (uj = Ly +dije V(0L ) € A (74)
u >0, (75)
A free VkeV. (76)

Notice that constraintg (¥4) consider the cost of eachiajt € Ain the scenaris(y) induced
by the path identified by thevariables, i.e., the cost of each arcjf € Ais given by (j; + (uj; —
li})yi}). The domain constraints{I75) aid]76) related’oremain the same. Now, we give an

MILP formulation for the problem of finding g-heuristic robust path.

(Hiy) min ( Z UijYij — At + Ao +ﬂﬂ) (77)
(. )eA
st Z Yio = Z Yok = -1, (78)
j:(j,.0)eA k:(0,k)eA
Yi— ), k=0 YieV\(jot, (79)
j:(jeA k:(i,k)eA
DUvi- D ow=1, (80)
j:(j.HeA k:(t,k)eA
Z dijij <. (81)
(. )eA
Constraints[(7}4)E(76)
yij €{0,1} V(,j))eA (82)

The objective function in[{47) represents fBneuristic robustness cost of the path defined
by they variables. Constraint§ (7g)-(81) arid(82) ensure yhiaglongs toP(5). Constraints
(74)-(78) are the remaining restrictions relatedo

The heuristic consists in solving the corresponding probité; in order to find g3-heuristic
robust pathp®™ € P(B). Note thatp™ is also a feasible solution path for R-RSP, and, according to
Propositior 1L, itg-heuristic robustness cost provides an upper bound on thémsoof R-RSP.

Such bound can be improved by the evaluation of the agtuestricted robustness costof. ~
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5.2. The Robust Set Covering problem (RSC)

The Robust Set Covering problem (RSC), introduced by Pesaid Averbakfﬂ6], is an in-
terval data min-max regret generalization of the Set Coggproblem (SC). The classical SC is
known to be strongly NP-harEhZ], and, thus, the same hadREC.

Let O = (g;j) be ani x j binary matrix, such that = {1,...,i} andJ = {1,..., ]} are its
corresponding rows and columns sets, respectively. Welsdyatcolumnj € J coversa row
i € I'if gj = 1. In this sense, aoveringis a subseK < J of columns such that every row in
| is covered by at least one column frdtn Hereafter, we denote b the set of all possible
coverings.

In the case of RSC, we associate with each colynenJ a continuous cost interval;[u],
with I, uj € Z, andl; < uj. Accordingly, a scenarigis an assignment of column costs, where
a costcf € [l;, u] is fixed for all j € J. The set of all these possible cost scenarios is denoted by

S, and the cost of a covering € A in a scenaris € S'is given byC? = 3, cjs.
jeK

Definition 14. A covering K(s) € A is said to beoptimalin a scenario se S if it has the

smallest cost in s among all coveringsAni.e., K (s) = argr(’nj\nCﬁ.
€

Definition 15. Theregret (robust deviatiordf a covering Ke A in a scenario € S, denoted by
rg. is the dfference between the cosf ©f K in s and the cost of an optimal covering () € A

ins,ie, g =Cg-Cg.q
Definition 16. Therobustness cosif a covering Ke A, denoted by R, is the maximum regret

of K among all possible scenarios, i.ex R m%xrﬁ.
Se

Definition 17. A covering K € A is said to be aobust coveringf it has the smallest robustness

cost among all coverings in, i.e., K* = arg IEn/i\nRK.
€
Definition 18. RSCconsists in finding a robust covering k A.

As far as we are aware, RSC was only addressegi in [6Q1d [Tefh©other hand, the classi-
cal SC has been widely studied in the literature, espedialiause it can be used as a basic model
for applications in several fields, including productioamhing Eb] and crew managemelgl[SO].
We refer to IBL] for an annotated bibliography on the mainligptions and the state-of-the-art of
SC. We highlight that, as well as for the classical counteiqfeR-RSP, directly solving compact
ILP formulations for RSC via CPLEX'®ranch-and-bounds competitive with the best exact

algorithms for the problenE'lﬁZ].
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5.2.1. Mathematical formulation

The mathematical formulation presented below was proplbg&ereira and AverbakEI [6]. As
the one for R-RSP presented in Secfion3.1.1, this fornaridgibased on the modeling technique
for interval min-max regret problems in general discusse8dctior B. For the specific case of

RSC, Theorermll can be stated as follows.

Proposition 3. Given a covering X% A, the regret of K is maximum in the scenario induced by
K, where the costs of all the columns of K are in their corregting upper bounds and the costs

of all the other columns are in their lower bounds.

Now, consider the decision variablg®n the choice of columns belonging or not to a robust
covering, such thag; = 1 if the columnj € J belongs to the solutiory; = 0, otherwise. Also
let p be a continuous variable. The MILP formulation of [6] is pided from [83) to[(8F7).

min ) uyj-p (83)
jed

st. Zoijijl Yiel, (84)
jed
p< Z (I + (U =17ypX; YXeA, (85)

jed

yj€{0,1} YjeJ (86)
p free (87)

The objective function if{83) considers Proposifibn 3 aveégthe robustness cost of a robust
covering. Constraint§ (84) and_{86) ensure thatythvariables represent a covering, whereas
constraints[(85) guarantee thatloes not exceed the cost of an optimal covering in the sagnari
induced by the covering defined lyy In (88), X is a constant vector, one for each possible
covering. Constrainf(87) gives the domain of the varighle

As for R-RSP, we use the logic-based Benders’ algorithmudised in the Sectidn 3.1 to solve

the formulation described above.

5.2.2. An LP based heuristic for RSC

Consider the following ILP formulation used to model thessiaal SC in a given cost scenario

se S. Here, the binary variablesdefine an optimal coverinig*(s) € A in s, such thai; = 1 if
26



the columnj € J belongs taK*(s), andx; = 0, otherwise.

() min S (88)
jed

st Yopx21 Viel, (89)
jed

Xje{0,1} Vjeld (90)

The objective function in{88) gives the cost, in the scemgriof the covering defined by,
while constraints(89) an@ (P0) ensure tlatentifies a covering il.. Relaxing the integrality
on x, we obtain:

(L) min > e (91)

jed
st. Constraint[(8P),

x>0 Vjed (92)

Notice that we omitted the domain constrairfs< 1 for all j € J, since they are redundant
in this case. Considering formulatiodis, £, and the generic modd, given by [T), [IP),[(20),
(23) and[(Z4), we can devise a heuristic formulation for RSGw, they variables represent a
heuristic solution covering, and the variablgs: i € 1} are the ones of the dual problem related

to Lz.

(H) min (Zu,—y;—zm) (93)

jed iel
st. Zoijyj >1 Viel, (94)
jed
Zoij/li <li+(ui-l)y; Vijed (95)
iel
>0 Viel, (96)
yje{0,1} Vjeld (97)

According to Propositiof]1, the objective function[in(98)es an upper bound on the robust-
ness cost of a robust solution for RSC. Constralnfs (94)@ignsure that defines a covering
in A, while constraintg (95) are the ones related to the dual,0fNotice that constraint§ (95)
consider the cost of each colunjre J in the scenario induced by the covering identified by the

y variables. Restriction§(96) give the domain of the dualadesA.
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In the case of RSC, the LP based heuristic consists in sofamgulationH, and, then,

computing the robustness cost of the solution obtained.

6. Computational experiments

In this section, we evaluate, out of computational expenitsiehe &ectiveness and the time
efficiency of the proposed heuristic at solving the two interealust-hard problems considered
in this study. For short, the Logic-Based Benders’ decortiposalgorithm is referred to as
LB-Benders’, whereas the LP based Heuristic is referredsttRH. LB-Benders’, LPH and
the 2-approximation heuristic for interval min-max regpedblems, namely AMUIEB], were
implemented in @+, along with the optimization solver ILOG CPLEX 12.5. The qumational
experiments were performed on a 64 bits IBteXeor® E5405 machine with 2.0 GHz and 7.0
GB of RAM, under Linux operating system. LB-Benders’ wastsaun for up to 3600 seconds

of wall-clock time.

6.1. The Restricted Robust Shortest Path problem (R-RSP)

In all of the algorithms implemented, whenever a classic@Rinstance had to be solved,
we used CPLEX to handle the ILP formulatidn, defined by[(6D)E@5), directly. We also used

CPLEX to solve each master problem in LB-Benders’ and theisgziformulation?;, defined

by (77)-(82)

6.1.1. Benchmarks description

Due to the lack of R-RSP instances in the literature, we ggaditwo benchmarks of instances
inspired by the applications described in Secfiod 5.1. &Hs=nchmarks were adapted from
two sets of RSP instance&aragan[@] andCoco B] instances, which model, respectively,
telecommunications and urban transportation networks.

Karasan instances have been largely used in experimemégiocung RSPI]EE&ELSEM].
They consist of Iayere&S] and acyclh%] digraphs. lagh digraphs, each of thkdayers
has the same numberof vertices. There is an arc from every vertex in a ldyer{1, ..., x— 1}
to every vertex in the adjacent layler 1. Moreover, there is an arc from the origirio every
vertex in the first layer, and an arc from every vertex in theeta to the destination vertei

These instances are namedA®nayd-w, Wherev is the number of vertices (aside froorand
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t), ®max iS an integer constant, and<0s < 1 is a continuous value. The arc cost intervals were
generated as follows. For each aig) € A, a random integer valu®;; was uniformly chosen

in the range [1®may. Afterwards, random integer valugs andu;; were uniformly selected,
respectively, in the ranges [[16) - @ij, (1 + 6) - @j;] and [lij, (1 + 6) - ®;;]. Note thatd plays

the role of a base-case scenario, arttbtermines the degree of uncertainty. Figdre 3 shows an

example of an acyclic digraph with 3 layers of width 2.

Figure 3: An acyclic digraph with 3 layers of width 2. Heces 0 andt = 7.

Coco instances consist of grid digraphs basech enm matrices, whera is the number of
rows andm is the number of columns. Each matrix cell corresponds torexén the digraph,
and there are two bidirectional arcs between each pair ¢itesrwhose respective matrix cells
are adjacent. The originis defined as the upper left vertex, and the destindtierdefined as
the lower right vertex. These instances are namatk@-® a6, With 0 < § < 1, where® a4
is an integer value. Give®n,x andé values, the cost intervals are generated as in the Karasan

instances. Figurlg 4 gives an example of a grid digraph.

L

Figure 4: A 2x 4 grid digraph, witho = 0 andt = 7.

For all instances, the resource consumption associatédeaith arc is given by a random
integer value uniformly selected in the interval 10]. The small interval amplitude allows
the generation of instances in which most of the arcs areidatelto appear in an optimal
solution, increasing the number of feasible solutions. §ymametry with respect to arc resource
consumptions was preserved, i.e., we considdied d; for any pair of adjacent verticesand
j such thati; j) € Aand (,i) € A.

The resource consumption limit of a given instance was computed as follows. Consider
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the set® of all the paths frono to t, and letp € # be a shortest path in terms of resource
consumption, i.ep = arg ngi)nDp. We sep = 1.1-Dg, which means that is given a 10% tolerance
with respect to the minimum resource consumpign This way, the resource consumption limit
is tighter.

We generated Karasan and Coco instances of 1000 and 2a@@sewithdm,x € {20, 200},
6 € {0.5,0.9} andw € {5, 10,25}. Considering these values, a group of 10 instances was gen-
erated for each possible parameters configuration. In suym#80 instances were used in the

experiments.

6.1.2. Results

Computational experiments were carried out in order touatal if the proposed heuristic
efficiently finds optimal or near-optimal solutions for the twenicshmarks of instances described
above. Results for Karasan and Coco instances are reporfatled 1 anfll2, respectively. The
first column displays the name of each group of 10 instancé® skcond and third columns
show, respectively, the number of instances solved at @fityrby LB-Benders’ within 3600
seconds, and the average wall-clock processing time (onsk spent in solving these instances.
If no instance in the group was solved at optimality, thiseistfilled with a dash. The fourth and
fifth columns show, respectively, the average and the stdrafviation (over the 10 instances)
of the relative optimality gaps given by 10@*56’Tt3b. Here,LBy, andU By, are, respectively, the
best lower and upper bounds obtained by LB-Benders’ for argimstance. The sixth column
displays the average wall-clock processing time (in sespoidAMU. The seventh column shows
the average (over the 10 instances) of the relative gaps diyel 00 %;LUB", whereU Bamy
is the best upper bound obtained by AMU for a given instande Standard deviation of these
gaps is given in the eighth column. Likewise, the ninth catushows the average wall-clock
processing time of LPH, and the last two columns give theageiand the standard deviation
(over the 10 instances) of the gaps given by léﬁ%ta’. Here, UBy, is the s-restricted
robustness cost of the solution obtained by LPH for a givstaimce.

Notice that the gaps referred to the solutions obtained byJAdnd LPH consider the best
lower bounds obtained by LB-Benders’ (within 3600 secondexecution), which might not
correspond to the cost of optimal solutions. Thus, the afiergioned gaps may overestimate the

actual gaps between the cost of the solutions obtained @xb#t of optimal ones.
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Table 1: Computational results for the layered and acydatjcaghh instances.

LB-Benders’ AMU LPH

Test set #opt Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%) Time (s) AvgGAP (%$tDev (%) Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%)
K-1000-20-0.5-5 8 1515.25 0.11 0.24 3.13 4.21 3.59 10.33 101 0.24
K-1000-20-0.9-5 2 2108.61 7.47 5.29 3.12 10.06 4.21 28.84 79 5. 3.75
K-1000-200-0.5-5 10  1165.08 0.00 0.00 3.13 3.68 2.18 8.52 16 0. 0.28
K-1000-200-0.9-5 1 1919.16 4.85 3.30 3.07 9.77 1.83 21.36 80 3. 2.57
K-1000-20-0.5-10 10 83.30 0.00 0.00 4.15 3.06 2.70 11.23 70.0 0.22
K-1000-20-0.9-10 10 218.69 0.00 0.00 4.17 4.52 3.20 17.75 00 0. 0.00
K-1000-200-0.5-10 10 42.54 0.00 0.00 3.96 1.57 1.84 10.45 310. 0.97
K-1000-200-0.9-10 10 413.43 0.00 0.00 3.94 4.50 2.98 24.44 .050 0.15
K-1000-20-0.5-25 10 17.61 0.00 0.00 7.35 3.12 4.52 21.55 00.0 0.00
K-1000-20-0.9-25 10 32.22 0.00 0.00 7.51 2.35 3.69 26.97 402 0.76
K-1000-200-0.5-25 10 18.17 0.00 0.00 7.25 1.27 271 23.67 00 0. 0.00
K-1000-200-0.9-25 10 41.04 0.00 0.00 7.33 1.13 1.89 30.92 00 0. 0.00
K-2000-20-0.5-5 0 0.00 14.47 5.89 10.61 14.30 4.06 64.61 4310. 3.87
K-2000-20-0.9-5 0 0.00 25.01 2.69 10.68 21.35 2.17 241.13 9417 2.38
K-2000-200-0.5-5 0 0.00 14.45 3.10 10.38 14.15 2.87 69.62 .70L0 221
K-2000-200-0.9-5 0 0.00 25.77 3.39 10.43 22.13 3.17 45479 8.18 2.79
K-2000-20-0.5-10 8 1297.89 0.91 2.23 13.01 4.37 3.69 92.04 .89 0 1.99
K-2000-20-0.9-10 0 0.00 7.34 4.06 12.75 9.46 4.30 252.91 159 3.45
K-2000-200-0.5-10 4 846.44 1.37 2.30 12.34 4.12 2.94 112.94 1.04 1.66
K-2000-200-0.9-10 0 0.00 5.99 2.44 12.39 8.78 3.54 211.80 77 4. 2.31
K-2000-20-0.5-25 10 155.30 0.00 0.00 21.72 5.98 7.21 122.22  0.00 0.00
K-2000-20-0.9-25 10 408.79 0.00 0.00 21.60 1.46 1.54 222.00 0.07 0.22
K-2000-200-0.5-25 10 138.88 0.00 0.00 21.88 1.53 211 >?1.8 0.04 0.13
K-2000-200-0.9-25 10 572.74 0.00 0.00 21.18 2.70 2.76 5.2 0.02 0.05
Average 4.49 1.46 6.65 3.15 3.35 1.25
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Table 2: Computational results for the grid digraph insésnc

LB-Benders’ AMU LPH
Test set #opt  Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%) Time (s) AvgGAP (%$tDev (%) Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%)
G-32x32-20-0.5 10 7.31 0.00 0.00 3.21 4.16 9.20 3.80 0.22 00.7
G-32x32-20-0.9 10 8.63 0.00 0.00 3.43 5.38 7.49 5.01 0.69 716
G-32x32-200-0.5 10 6.83 0.00 0.00 3.35 1.56 2.72 3.88 3.11 72 4.
G-32x32-200-0.9 10 9.79 0.00 0.00 3.22 3.90 5.89 5.33 0.00 00 0.
G-20x50-20-0.5 10 6.66 0.00 0.00 2.86 2.71 5.94 3.96 0.42 413
G-20x50-20-0.9 10 9.14 0.00 0.00 3.00 1.80 2.93 4.76 0.76 01.1
G-20x50-200-0.5 10 6.23 0.00 0.00 3.24 2.54 5.09 4.47 0.78 45 2.
G-20x50-200-0.9 10 13.43 0.00 0.00 3.15 2.33 4.43 5.43 0.58 74 0
G-5x200-20-0.5 10 397.06 0.00 0.00 2.92 5.29 4.89 10.97 0.10 0.31
G-5x200-20-0.9 9 670.84 0.28 0.89 2.91 4.64 1.69 19.83 0.36 .87 0
G-5x200-200-0.5 10 153.69 0.00 0.00 297 4.82 3.57 8.75 0.29  0.66
G-5x200-200-0.9 8  1059.09 0.20 0.50 3.01 8.00 3.73 22.34 203 0.57
G-44x44-20-0.5 10 23.52 0.00 0.00 10.36 0.97 1.92 13.15 0.81 1.42
G-44x44-20-0.9 10 29.43 0.00 0.00 10.32 3.92 8.06 15.50 0.55 1.04
G-44x44-200-0.5 10 23.00 0.00 0.00 9.77 5.05 4.02 14.58 0.00 0.00
G-44x44-200-0.9 10 38.13 0.00 0.00 9.53 2.70 3.23 19.98 0.13 0.22
G-20x100-20-0.5 10 34.77 0.00 0.00 10.90 2.81 5.26 20.38 0 0.0 0.00
G-20x100-20-0.9 10 90.28 0.00 0.00 10.76 5.41 4.98 29.39 10.6 1.13
G-20x100-200-0.5 10 47.27 0.00 0.00 11.39 1.64 1.97 20.17 25 0. 0.66
G-20x100-200-0.9 10 59.16 0.00 0.00 10.53 3.37 3.27 26.32 21 0. 0.37
G-5x400-20-0.5 1 344471 2.57 1.98 10.26 6.82 3.90 62.50 421 1.62
G-5x400-20-0.9 0 0.00 7.76 3.95 10.20 10.83 3.16 150.45 5.67 2.89
G-5x400-200-0.5 1 271917 5.24 4.32 10.27 8.67 3.59 79.37 94 3. 3.17
G-5x400-200-0.9 0 0.00 11.50 3.45 9.93 13.27 3.75 249.81 981 2.24
Average 1.15 0.63 4.69 4.36 1.26 1.24




With respect to Karasan instances (TdQle 1), the average @dierred to the solutions pro-
vided by LB-Benders’, AMU and LPH are up to, respectively} 76, 10.06% and 5.79% for
the instances with 1000 vertices (see K-1000-20-0.9-5).ti® instances with 2000 vertices,
the average gaps referred to the solutions provided by LBdBes’, AMU and LPH are up to,
respectively, 25.77%, 22.13% and 18.15% (see K-2000-29)D Notice that the average gaps
of AMU over all Karasan instances is 6.65%, while that of LRHnly 3.35%. In fact, the
average gaps of the solutions provided by LPH are smaller tinase of AMU for all the sets
of instances considered. It can also be observed that thikesttine value ofw is, the larger the
average gaps achieved by the three algorithms are. Furthesfior the hardest instances (with
w = 5), the average gaps of the solutions provided by LPH arelenthhn or equal to those of
LB-Benders’ (except for K-1000-200-0.5-5).

Regarding Coco instances (Table 2), it can be seen that #rage optimality gaps referred
to the solutions provided by LB-Benders’, AMU and LPH are aist) respectively, 11.50%,
13.27% and 8.19% (see G-5x400-200-0.9). Also in this caseaverage gaps of the solutions
provided by LPH are smaller than those of AMU for all the sdtsngtances (except for G-
32x32-200-0.5). The average optimality gap of LB-Bendergr all Coco instances is very
small (1.15%), while that of LPH is very close to this value2@%). It can also be observed
that the instances based on 5x400 grids are much harden® thain the other grid instances.
Moreover, the average relative gaps referred to the solsifioovided by LPH is always smaller

than those of LB-Benders’ for the hardest grid instances.

For both benchmarks, LPH clearly outperforms AMU in termshef quality of the solutions
obtained. In fact, the heuristic is even able to achieveebeipper bounds than LB-Benders’ at
solving some instance sets, especially the hardest ongbeFmore, LPH required significantly
smaller computationalfeort than LB-Benders’. Therefore, LPH arises as firaive and time
efficient heuristic to solve Karasan and Coco instances. Onyenota that, although the bounds
provided by AMU are not as good as those given by LPH, the Zeepmation procedure per-
forms within tiny average computational times when comgaxéh LB-Benders’, especially
for the hardest instances. Thus, the results suggest that siuld be considered in the cases

where time #iciency is preferable to the quality of the solutions.

Our computational results also suggest that, for both bmacks, instances generated with a

higher degree of uncertainty (in particular= 0.9) tend to become morefticult to be handled
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by LB-Benders’ and LPH. As pointed out in related WO [lﬂ],highé values can increase
the occurrence of overlapping cost intervals and, thusiedese the number of dominated arcs.
As a consequence, the task of finding a robust path becomesdifiicult. Such behaviour does
not apply to AMU, as it simply solves R-SP instances in spesifienarios that do not rely on
the amplitude of the cost intervals.

In Tabled3h and_3b, we detail the improvement of LPH over AMUerms of the bounds
achieved for Karasan and Coco instances, respectivelg.fil$t column displays the name of
each instance set, and the second one shows the number ef(tonteof 10) that LPH gives
better bounds than AMU. The third and fourth columns shospeetively, the minimum and the
maximum percentage improvements given by 15%, while the last two columns give
the average and the standard deviation (over the 10 ing@meach set) of these values. Notice
that the percentage improvement assumes a negative vatreewdr AMU gives a better bound
than LPH.

Regarding Karasan instances (Tableé 3a), the percentggevement is up to 21.47% (see
K-2000-20-0.5-25). In fact, AMU only overcomes LPH on twatances from the whole bench-
mark, one from K-1000-20-0.9-25 and other from K-2000-208-25. For the grid digraph
instances (Table_3b), the percentage improvement is up.8128(see G-32x32-20-0.5). More-
over, AMU gives better bounds than LPH only on 13 out of the 2#flances tested. We could
not identify a precise pattern on these instances that nmglitate why AMU performs better.
However, most of them belong to instance sets based on stikeugrids (such as 32x32 and
44x44). Thus, we conjecture that the balance between thédauaof lines and columns in the

corresponding grids plays a role in such behaviour.
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Table 3: Details on the improvement of LPH over AMU for the thenchmarks of R-RSP instances.

(a) Layered and acyclic digraph instances.

(b) Grid digraph instances.

LPH Improvement

LPH Improvement

Test set #Better Min (%) Max (%) Avg (%) StDev (%) Testset #Better Min (%) Max (%) Avg (%) StDev (%)
K-1000-20-0.5-5 10 0.00 9.79 4.10 3.59 G-32x32-20-0.5 10 0.00 29.31 3.94 9.17
K-1000-20-0.9-5 10 0.60 9.62 451 3.22 G-32x32-20-0.9 9 549 20.17 4.69 7.95
K-1000-200-0.5-5 10 0.68 8.15 3.52 2.26 G-32x32-200-0.5 7 -11.21 0.00 -1.73 3.71
K-1000-200-0.9-5 10 2.06 12.49 6.14 3.28 G-32x32-200-0.9 10 0.00 18.21 3.90 5.89
K-1000-20-0.5-10 10 0.00 7.79 2.99 2.56 G-20x50-20-0.5 10 0.00 18.89 2.29 5.97
K-1000-20-0.9-10 10 0.00 12.10 4.52 3.20 G-20x50-20-0.9 9 -240 8.89 1.03 3.14
K-1000-200-0.5-10 10 0.00 4.18 1.27 151 G-20x50-200-0.5 9 -841 15.57 1.70 6.14
K-1000-200-0.9-10 10 1.33 12.16 4.45 2.97 G-20x50-200-0.9 9 -1.04 12.78 1.77 4.13
K-1000-20-0.5-25 10 0.00 11.90 3.12 4.52 G-5x200-20-0.5 10 0.00 14.34 5.20 4.89
K-1000-20-0.9-25 9 -247 10.39 2.10 3.94 G-5x200-20-0.9 10 2.58 8.01 4.29 1.75
K-1000-200-0.5-25 10 0.00 7.27 1.27 2.71 G-5x200-200-0.5 10 0.00 11.14 4.54 3.51
K-1000-200-0.9-25 10 0.00 5.68 1.13 1.89 G-5x200-200-0.9 10 1.22 12.15 7.70 3.82
K-2000-20-0.5-5 10 0.41 9.88 4.29 3.20 G-44x44-20-0.5 8 -3.95 5.77 0.15 2.40
K-2000-20-0.9-5 10 1.34 8.01 4.13 2.09 G-44x44-20-0.9 9 -3.29 23.26 3.40 7.95
K-2000-200-0.5-5 10 0.39 7.15 3.86 2.21 G-44x44-200-0.5 10 0.00 11.05 5.05 4.02
K-2000-200-0.9-5 10 1.61 8.25 4.86 2.22 G-44x44-200-0.9 9 -047 7.45 2.56 3.32
K-2000-20-0.5-10 10 0.00 9.80 3.52 2.81 G-20x100-20-0.5 10 0.00 14.09 2.81 5.26
K-2000-20-0.9-10 10 1.48 6.72 3.80 1.79 G-20x100-20-0.9 10 0.00 11.06 4.85 4.25
K-2000-200-0.5-10 10 0.00 5.66 3.12 1.95 G-20x100-200-0.5 10 0.00 5.80 1.40 1.80
K-2000-200-0.9-10 10 1.04 8.19 4.23 2.31 G-20x100-200-0.9 8 -0.66 7.65 3.17 3.38
K-2000-20-0.5-25 10 0.00 21.57 5.98 7.21 G-5x400-20-0.5 10 1.27 10.58 4.80 2.87
K-2000-20-0.9-25 10 0.00 3.91 1.39 1.60 G-5x400-20-0.9 10 1.59 13.90 5.42 3.65
K-2000-200-0.5-25 10 0.00 6.46 1.49 2.14 G-5x400-200-0.5 10 0.16 10.92 4.88 3.63
K-2000-200-0.9-25 9 -014 7.20 2.68 2.78 G-5x400-200-0.9 10 1.72 11.72 5.53 3.26




6.2. The Robust Set Covering problem (RSC)

In all of the algorithms regarding RSC, we used CPLEX to hardé ILP formulation?,,
defined by[(8B)E90), whenever a classical SC instance hhd tmlved. We also used CPLEX
to solve each master problem in LB-Benders’ and the heafistmulation,, defined by[(9B)-

@2).

6.2.1. Benchmarks description

In our experiments, we considered three benchmarks ofrioetafrom the literature of RSC,
namelyBeasley Montemanniand Kasperski-ZieIihskbenchmarksJ]G]. The three of them are
based on classical SC instances from the OR-Lib [57wéder, the way the column cost
intervals are generatedftiirs from benchmark to benchmark.

Regarding Beasley instances, et represent the cost of a colunjre J in the original SC
instance, and let & § < 1 be a continuous value used to control the level of unceytagferred
to an RSC instance. For eaghe J, the corresponding cost intervdj,[u;] is generated by
uniformly selecting random integer valugsindu; in the ranges [(+ 6) - @;, @;] and [@}, (1 +
) - @j], respectively. These instances are named3&inst-§, where<SCinst stands for the
name of the original SC instance set considered. For eaghmatinstance of the classical SC,
we considered three RSC instances, one for each vadug0.1, 0.3, 0.5}. In total, 75 instances
from Beasley benchmark were used in our experiments.

In Montemanni instances, the column costs of the originair&tances are discarded, and,
for each columnj € J, the corresponding cost interval,[u;] is generated as follows. First, a
random integer valug; is uniformly chosen in the range,[0000], and, then, a random integer
valuel; is uniformly selected in the range,[@]. These instances are named<d8Cinst-1000,
where<SCinst is the name of the original SC instance set used. Each ofi§i@anstance
considered gives the backbone to generate three RSC irstaartd a total of 75 instances from
Montemanni benchmark were used in our experiments.

Kasperski-Zielihski benchmark also consider classiciii&tances without the original col-
umn costs. In these instances, the cost intedyalif] of each columnj € J is generated as
follows. First, a random integer valugis uniformly chosen in the range,[0000], and, then,
a random integer valug; is uniformly selected in the rangg [l; + 1000]. These instances are
named KZ<SCinst-1000, where<SCinst is the name of the original SC instance set used.

Each of the SC instances considered gives the backbone &rajerthree RSC instances, and
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a total of 75 instances from Kasperski-Zielihski benchimaere used in our experiments. In

summary, 225 RSC instances were considered in the expdemen

6.2.2. Results

Table[4 shows the computational results regarding the theeehmarks of RSC instances
considered. The first column displays the name of each iostset, while the second one gives
(i) the number of instances solved at optimality by LB-Bersdeithin 3600 seconds, over (ii)
the cardinality of the corresponding instance set. Theamewall-clock processing time (in
seconds) spent in solving these instances at optimalitgiges in the third column. This entry
is filled with a dash if no instance in the group was solved dinugdity. The fourth and fifth
columns show, respectively, the average and the standaidtide (over all the instances in
each set) of the relative optimality gaps given by 1(§@Lj’B—tB". Recall thatLBy andUB, are,
respectively, the best lower and upper bounds obtained bBé&mders’ for a given instance.
The sixth column displays the average wall-clock processime (in seconds) of AMU. The
seventh column shows the average (over all the instancexmset) of the relative gaps given
by 100- UB%“;“LUB", whereU Bymyis the best upper bound obtained by AMU for a given instance.
The standard deviation of these gaps is given in the eigHtmun Likewise, the ninth column
shows the average wall-clock processing time of LPH, andaisteéwo columns give the average
and the standard deviation (once again, over all the instaimceach set) of the gaps given by

100- UBL'fgl_ptBb. Accordingly,UBjph is the robustness cost of the solution obtained by LPH for a

given instance.

As for R-RSP, the gaps referred to the solutions obtainedM{J/A&nd LPH consider the (not
necessarily optimal) lower bounds obtained by LB-Bendeisiin 3600 seconds of execution.
Thus, these gaps may overestimate the actual gaps betveeewstiof the solutions obtained and
the cost of optimal ones.

From the results, it can be seen that the average gaps of ltiteose provided by LPH are
smaller than those referred to AMU for all the sets of inseantested. Furthermore, for the
hardest instances (Kasperski-Zielihski benchmark) ailerage gaps of the solutions provided
by LPH are even smaller than those of LB-Benders'. As disediss [6], Kasperski-Zielifiski
instances are especially challenging, mostly becauseediitih probability of overlap between

arbitrary cost intervals in these instances.
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Table 4: Computational results for the three benchmarksSf Rstances.

LB-Benders’ AMU LPH
Beasley set #opt  Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%) Time (s) AvgGA®) StDev (%) Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%)
B.scp4-0.1 100 1.03 0.00 0.00 0.23 4.24 4.92 0.21 0.59 1.86
B.scp5-0.1 100 3.32 0.00 0.00 0.34 9.01 8.27 0.42 2.60 3.62
B.scp6-0.1 B 2.23 0.00 0.00 0.88 8.02 7.41 0.64 1.43 3.19
B.scp4-0.3 100 9.82 0.00 0.00 0.24 5.24 3.46 0.44 0.98 1.12
B.scp5-0.3 100 28.23 0.00 0.00 0.34 6.21 2.61 0.92 1.78 2.62
B.scp6-0.3 B 12.18 0.00 0.00 1.08 2.44 2.70 1.05 1.63 151
B.scp4-0.5 100 93.98 0.00 0.00 0.29 3.56 2.12 0.64 1.20 1.49
B.scp5-0.5 100 94.20 0.00 0.00 0.34 5.38 4.33 1.21 0.87 1.00
B.scp6-0.5 [:3) 22.57 0.00 0.00 1.00 4.08 4.21 1.16 1.44 2.23
Average 0.00 0.00 5.35 4.45 1.39 2.07

LB-Benders’ AMU LPH
Montemanni set #opt Time(s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%) Time (s) BA&P (%) StDev (%) Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%)
M.scp4-1000 2/B0  598.94 0.04 0.14 0.23 1.13 0.78 0.61 0.05 0.16
M.scp5-1000 3(B0 481.98 0.00 0.00 0.21 1.00 0.90 0.70 0.01 0.04
M.scp6-1000 185 13.90 0.00 0.00 0.42 0.78 0.94 0.80 0.06 0.14
Average 0.01 0.05 0.97 0.87 0.04 0.11

LB-Benders’ AMU LPH
Kasperski-Zielihskiset ~ #opt  Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%) Time(s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%) Time (s) AvgGAP (%) StDev (%)
K.scp4-1000 B0 0.00 14.25 2.93 3.08 14.27 2.73 124.86 12.90 2.62
K.scp5-1000 B0 0.00 8.63 3.45 2.90 8.63 3.45 44.93 7.99 3.01
K.scp6-1000 A5 1881.73 2.95 3.13 11.96 4.04 2.90 115.31 2.77 2.82
Average 8.61 3.17 8.98 3.03 7.89 2.82




Notice that LPH clearly outperforms AMU in terms of the gtylof the solutions obtained
and requires significantly smaller computation@bg than LB-Benders'. In fact, for most of the
instance sets considered, the average execution timestbat&comparable to those of AMU.
Therefore, LPH arises as afiective and time #icient heuristic in solving the three benchmarks
of RSC instances tested. Nevertheless, we highlight thatUAklould still be considered in the
cases where timefleciency is preferable to the quality of the solutions, esqlcfor the more

challenging instances.

Table 5: Details on the improvement of LPH over AMU for theagbenchmarks of RSC in-

stances.

LPH Improvement

Test set #Better Min (%) Max (%) Avg (%) StDev (%)
B.scp4-0.1 100 0.00 12.50 3.66 5.05
B.scp5-0.1 100 0.00 20.83 6.53 8.33
B.scp6-0.1 B 0.00 15.00 6.69 6.79
B.scp4-0.3 100 0.00 11.76 4.29 3.57
B.scp5-0.3 100 0.00 8.06 4.47 2.98
B.scp6-0.3 S -2.50 6.52 0.80 3.37
B.scp4-0.5 100 0.52 5.36 2.39 1.42
B.scp5-0.5 a0 -1.52 13.64 4.52 5.06
B.scp6-0.5 B 0.00 6.58 2.70 2.94
M.scp4-1000 3(B0 0.17 3.30 1.08 0.79
M.scp5-1000 330 0.00 3.51 0.99 0.88
M.scp6-1000 185 0.00 2.87 0.72 0.94
KZ.scp4-1000 280 -0.04 4.59 1.56 1.33
KZ.scp5-1000 280  -0.08 3.13 0.71 0.80
KZ.scp6-1000 1A5 -0.13 4.25 1.29 1.61

In Table[%, we detail the improvement of LPH over AMU in ternfstte bounds achieved
for the three benchmarks of RSC instances. The first coluspialis the name of each instance
set, and the second one shows (i) the number of times LPH dster bounds than AMU,
over (ii) the cardinality of the corresponding instance Séte third and fourth columns show,
respectively, the minimum and the maximum percentage imgnents given by 105%,

while the last two columns give the average and the standasdtibn (over all the instances in

each set) of these values. These percentage improvements@segative values whenever
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AMU gives better bounds than LPH.

Regarding Beasley instances, the percentage improvesaptto 20.83% (see B.scp5-0.1).
In fact, AMU only overcomes LPH on two instances from the vehbenchmark, one from
B.scp6-0.3 and other from B.scp5-0.5. With respect to Mmateni instances, the percent-
age improvement is up to 3.51% (see M.scp5-1000), and LPHyalgives better bounds than
AMU. Regarding Kasperski-Zielihski instances, the patage improvement is at most 4.59%
(see KZ.scp4-1000), and AMU overcomes LPH on three insiroee from each instance set.

We could not identify any specific pattern on the instancesvfich AMU outperforms LPH.

However, such behaviour is only verified in 5 out of the 22%dnses tested.

7. Concluding remarks

In this study, we proposed a novel heuristic approach toessdihe class of interval robust-
hard problems, which is composed of robust optimizatiosieis of classical NP-hard combina-
torial problems. We applied this new technique to two irg¢rebust-hard problems, namely the
Restricted Robust Shortest Path problem (R-RSP) and thesk8let Covering problem (RSC).
To our knowledge, the former problem was also introducedimgtudy.

In order to evaluate the quality of the solutions obtainedbyheuristic (namely LPH), we
adapted to R-RSP and to RSC a logic-based Benders’ decaiopadgorithm (referred to as
LB-Benders’), which is a state-of-the-art exact methoddlves interval data min-max regret
problems in general. We also compared the results obtaipedebproposed heuristic with a
widely used 2-approximation procedure, namely AMU.

Regarding R-RSP, the computational experiments showdtktingstic’s éfectiveness in solv-
ing the two benchmarks of instances considered. For theddysnd acyclic digraph instances,
the average relative gaps of LB-Benders’ and AMU were, rethagy, 4.49% and 6.65%, while
that of LPH was only 3.35%. For the grid digraph instances,aberage relative gaps of LB-
Benders’, AMU and LPH were, respectively, 1.15%, 4.69% ar26%. Moreover, the average
processing times of LPH were much smaller than those of LBeBes’ for both benchmarks
considered and remain competitive with those referred tdJAivk most of the instances. In ad-
dition, LPH was able to provide better bounds than AMU for 4650f the 480 R-RSP instances
tested.

With respect to RSC, the results show that the average gaps gblutions provided by LPH
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were smaller than those referred to AMU for all the sets ofinses from the three benchmarks
used in the experiments. Moreover, LPH achieved bettergitdounds than LB-Benders’ for the
hardest instances (Kasperski-Zielihski benchmark) aas able to provide better bounds than
AMU for 220 out of the 225 RSC instances tested.

The results point out to the fact that the proposed heufigtrnework may also beficient in
finding optimal or near-optimal solutions for other intdrk@bust-hard problems, which can be
explored in future studies. Other directions of future wknain open. For instance, research
can be conducted to close the conjecture that the heuristioeivork can be applied to the
wider class of interval data min-max regret problems witmpact constraint sets addressed in
@.E&]. Future works can also add to our framework locafdestrategies, such as Local

Branching E}S], to further improve the quality of the sotuts obtained by the heuristic.
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