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Abstract

In this paper, we consider a distributionally robust resource planning model inspired

by a real-world service industry problem in which there is a mixture of known demand and

uncertain future demand. Prior to having full knowledge of the demand, we must decide upon

how many jobs we will complete on each day of the plan. Any jobs that are not completed

by the end of their due date incur a cost and become due the following day. We present a

distributionally robust optimisation (DRO) model where we treat the number of uncertain

jobs due on each day as a binomial random variable with unknown parameters. We make use

of theoretical properties of the binomial distribution to present a simple and fast algorithm

for the two-day model. We present theoretical results regarding the near-optimality of this

algorithm, namely that it finds the worst-case distribution for a subset of the solution space.

For the multi-day model, we extend this algorithm and present two others, one based on

the cutting surface algorithm commonly seen in the DRO literature, and one based on a

probability-based reduction of the uncertainty set for the uncertain parameters. We test

these algorithms on a number of different problem instances to establish their performance.

Keywords: Uncertainty modelling, distributionally robust optimisation, heuristics, resource planning.

1 Introduction

In this paper, we consider a resource planning problem motivated by a real-world service com-

pany. This real problem consists of optimising the use of a large workforce of service engineers,

in the face of a mixture of known and uncertain jobs.
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1.1 Problem Setting

The planning process for a service company is subject to three stages, named the three stages

of planning. Each serves a different purpose, covers a different time horizon, and creates results

that feed into the next. The three stages are strategic, tactical, and operational planning, and

the way that they interact is shown in Figure 1.

Strategic Tactical Operational

Figure 1: The three stages of planning

Strategic planning covers a period of multiple years, and concerns long term decisions such as

how many employees to be hired and in which skills they should be trained. Tactical planning

concerns a period of weeks or months, and involves aggregate decisions such as deciding upon

the capacity needed in each period, or how many jobs can and cannot be completed in each

period. Operational planning concerns short-term decisions such as scheduling the day-to-day

activities of the workforce at the individual level. We focus on the tactical planning stage in this

paper. The decisions that we make are at the aggregate level, i.e. we do not plan the specific

activities of every worker but we instead aggregate their availability into a daily capacity value.

Since it is typically not possible to move capacity between days, planners manipulate demand

to make the best use of what they have.

The aggregate capacity gives the number of jobs that our workforce can complete, for each day

in a period of length L. At the time of making the plan, each day also has a number of jobs that

are due on said day and are known about in advance. As well as this, there are an uncertain

number of jobs that will arrive in the future to be due on each day, referred to as intake jobs. By

default, we use all available capacity on each day to complete jobs on that day. Jobs that are in

the system at the time of planning can be completed before their due date, and this is referred

to as pulling forward. If any are still incomplete by the end of their due date then they will not

leave the system but incur a cost, and become due on the following day. This is referred to as

rollover. Pulling forward is employed in order to complete jobs that would otherwise roll over.

With pulling forward as our decision variable, our baseline model minimises the total rollover

cost over all days in the plan. The output of the model gives the day on which the jobs should

be completed in order to achieve the minimal rollover cost.

More formally, the problem can be defined as follows. Given a planning horizon of L days, on

each day τ ∈ [L] = {1, . . . , L}, there are Dτ jobs due on τ that are known about in advance,

and there is an overall processing capacity of cτ . The set of known jobs is referred to as the

workstack. Apart from the known jobs, on each day an unknown number of intake jobs arrive in

the system. The number of intake jobs that will be due on day τ is Iτ . Any job not completed

by its due date, say τ , will roll over to the next day and incur a cost of aτ . Any job can incur

multiple rollover costs. All jobs are assumed to require one unit of capacity to complete. The

task is to efficiently manage the overall capacity to avoid unnecessary rollover cost by pulling
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some jobs forward to complete them before their due date. Since intake jobs are not known

about a priori, we assume that only workstack jobs can be pulled forward. In the deterministic,

full-information case, that is, when Iτ is known a priori, the problem reduces to simple MIP

that can be solved easily using off-the-shelf solvers.

The most important quality of our models is that they account for the uncertainty in the intakes,

that is, we treat Iτ , τ ∈ [L], as unknown. In practice, the number of additional jobs is predicted

using a forecasting model, and this value is often taken as the truth. In this paper, we treat

the intakes as random variables and directly model the uncertainty in both their values and

their distributions. More specifically, we model intakes as binomial random variables where Iτ

is parameterised by the number of trials, imax
τ , and success probability pτ . Furthermore, we

assume that the intake random variables for any two days in the plan are independent of one

another. In many practical applications, the forecasting model used will give a range of potential

values for Iτ alongside a point estimate that falls somewhere in this range. This means that

we are given imax
τ prior to building the model. Therefore, pτ is the only unknown parameter

for each τ . Our decision to use the binomial distribution can be justified by the following three

reasons:

1. The number of intake jobs due on each day is a discrete quantity and any two jobs arriving

on the same day arrive independently of one another.

2. There is a fixed and finite set of values that each intake random variable can take. Other

discrete distributions such as the Poisson distribution are unbounded, and hence not fitting

for these random variables.

3. Apart from naturality, it gives a concise way of modelling the uncertainty. We can represent

each distribution uniquely by one choice of p, which is a vector of length L. Using a non-

parametric approach would mean having to analyse the entire distribution, which is a

larger vector that has one entry for every realisation of intake.

We emphasize that the binomial assumption is in contrast with much of the DRO literature, in

which assumptions are often non-parametric. The reason for this is that parametric distributions,

such as the binomial, often lead to intractability. However, in the context of our problem we

show that it is possible to derive algorithms which are both tractable and close to optimal.

Similar problems have been studied in the literature, although these papers either do not treat

demand as uncertain or do not treat the distribution of demand as uncertain. Ainslie et al. (2015)

presented a linear programming model that considers a multi-skilled workforce, and allocates the

available capacity to the different skills in order to maximise completions. In this paper, demand

was considered deterministic. Ross (2016) used two-stage stochastic programming models for

a similar problem, for which time series models and copulas were used to generate demand

scenarios. In stochastic programming, however, the distribution of the uncertain parameters is

assumed known, and this is very unlikely to be the case in reality. These models also do not

account for due dates, and instead model demand as the number of jobs that exist on a given

day. Modelling the due dates of jobs not only allows for an understanding of which jobs can be
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completed on which days but also a better representation of which jobs will roll over.

The framework that we use to model our problem is Distributionally Robust Optimisation

(DRO). This framework combines elements from robust optimisation and stochastic program-

ming, and avoids most of their pitfalls. It is similar to robust optimisation in that we seek a

worst-case solution, but we do not assume that the worst-case realisation always occurs. Hence,

DRO is less conservative than robust optimisation. It is also similar to stochastic programming

due to its minimisation of expected costs, but we do not assume that the distribution of un-

known parameters is known. This leads to a much more realistic modelling framework, that

can incorporate the outputs of multiple experts or forecasting models via a set of distributions.

Solutions to DRO models are therefore more robust than stochastic programming solutions and

also less conservative than robust optimisation solutions.

1.2 Modelling Framework

DRO is a field concerning optimisation under uncertainty, in the values of some of the model’s

parameters and also in the probability distribution of said parameters. In order to introduce

DRO, it is key to understand robust optimisation (RO) first. In RO, we have a model where some

of the parameters, say i = (i1, . . . , iL), are unknown but it is known or assumed to be known

that they must lie in some uncertainty set I. If the vector of decision variables is denoted y,

then an RO model is one that aims to minimise the worst-case cost, over all possible realisations

of the uncertain parameters. A general RO model is shown in expression (1).

min
y∈Y

max
i∈I

h(y, i) (1)

As described by Gorissen et al. (2015), RO models can easily be reformulated to linear programs,

although the robustness results a model with significantly more constraints than its determin-

istic counterpart. RO models are known to be over-conservative, since the worst-case values of

the parameters are extremely unlikely to occur. Hence, in DRO, instead of treating the un-

known parameters as constant but unknown, we consider them as random variables that behave

according to some probability distribution. We do not know the distribution of said parameters,

but we assume it is contained in some ambiguity set U . Hence, let us represent the uncertain

parameters as a vector I = (I1, . . . , IL) of random variables, which has realisations i ∈ I. The

objective is now to find the minimal worst-case expected cost:

min
y∈Y

max
q∈U

Eq[h(y, I)]. (2)

The ambiguity set U can be defined in a number of ways, although the most common is to use

all distributions that can be considered close to some nominal distribution using some measure

such as a φ-divergence (Bayraksan and Love, 2015). This allows for the requirement q ∈ U to be

represented as a constraint of the inner problem where the distribution is treated as a decision

variable, and this inner problem can then be dualised and solved. This method applies when

the set U is continuous, and is not so easily used when it is discrete.

In this paper, we consider the random parameters to be binomial random variables and the set

of distributions to be defined by a discrete set of binomial success probabilities. We derive a
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number of algorithms for approximately solving the resulting DRO model and illustrate their

performance by comparing to optimal solutions.

1.3 Our Contributions

We consider a DRO model for a resource planning problem with an unknown number of intake

jobs on each day. Using the problem structure, we model intakes as binomial random variables

and study the resulting DRO model. Due to the uncertainty in the number of intake jobs, the

problem is considerably harder from a computational point of view. Our contributions in the

paper include the following:

1. An almost-optimal algorithm, Squash and Search (S&S), to solve the two-day problem.

The algorithm uses properties of the problem itself and of the binomial distribution to

efficiently search within the feasible space of the uni-dimensional pull-forward decision

range in this case, and also to find the worst-case distribution for each pull-forward solution.

See Section 3.5 for more details.

2. A non-trivial extension of S&S, to the multi-day problem, detailed in Section 4.3.

3. Two solver-based algorithms: a Cutting Surface (CS) algorithm and an Approximate Ob-

jective (AO) algorithm (see Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2). Our CS algorithm, while not exact,

considerably simplifies the main bottleneck step of other CS algorithms: the distribution

separation problem. This makes it much more scalable.

4. Extensive computational experiments on a variety of constructed instances which show

the efficacy of our methods. See Section 6 for these results.

2 Literature Review

In this section we review relevant literature relating to our problem and problems of a similar

nature. In Section 2.1, we review the workforce planning literature and highlight the method-

ologies used there. In Section 2.2, we summarise the recent DRO literature and discuss how our

research differs from it.

2.1 Workforce Planning

This research is motivated by a workforce planning problem, a service industry one in particular.

Mathematical and stochastic programming have been very common in workforce planning since

very early in operational research’s history. One such application of mathematical programming

in workforce scheduling comes from Holt et al. (1955), who formulated a model that decided

upon the optimal staffing of a workforce and their production rate over a number of periods.

This model is a non-linear program (NLP) that minimises expected cost of staffing, layoff and

overtime subject to inventory constraints. At the time, however, most practical applications

used cost functions that were assumed linear. Hence, this model was subsequently extended

by Hanssmann and Hess (1960), who formulated the same problem as a linear program (LP).
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This was one of the first general models for workforce planning that can be found in the literature,

and laid the foundation for later extensions. For example, Fetter (1961) extended the model

of Hanssmann and Hess (1960) by including probabilistic demand and studying such uncertain

changes to the model as those in ownership of the company, in cost of work hours, etc. Since

these papers, it has generally been the case that LP has been appropriate for planning problems

concerning minimising cost as a single objective.

Uncertain elements have also been considered, with the most common way to represent uncer-

tainty being through stochastic programming models. Early examples used two- and three-stage

stochastic programs to account for demand uncertainty. For example, J. Abernathy et al. (1973)

studied a three-stage stochastic model that both plans and schedules a workforce, motivated by

the nurse-scheduling problem. Most models making use of stochastic programming are, how-

ever, two-stage models, since strategic planning is normally not formulated as an optimisation

problem but tactical and operational planning are. An early two-stage model came from Martel

and Price (1978), who studied a model for recruiting and promoting a military organisation.

Through showing that their model could be reformulated as an LP, these authors showed that

modelling uncertainty can be computationally efficient as well as realistic.

With increased computing power and algorithmic developments, more recent research has aimed

at representing demand uncertainty in planning models. Zhu and Sherali (2009) consider a 2-

stage workforce planning model under both uncertain and fluctuating demand, where in the first

stage workforce allocation is carried out and then in the second stage the demand is smoothed

among the workers. They use a Bender’s decomposition algorithm to solve their model. Bastian

et al. (2020) use both stochastic programming and robust optimisation for planning the cyber

branch of the US army. Ross (2016) used a two-stage workforce planning model that incorporated

multi-skilled workers and how they are cross-trained. Demand uncertainties were modelled using

bivariate copula sampling. More generally, robust optimisation is less common in workforce

planning, due to its conservative nature, but it is more commonly used in planning for disasters.

Sun et al. (2021) use a robust model in allocating geographical resource in disaster response

planning. The authors acknowledged that they were making a trade-off between robustness and

optimality.

Modelling the uncertainty in demand can make models incredibly difficult to solve, especially

when they are based on workforces as large as those used in the service industry. A common

approach in workforce planning is to use a forecast of demand and assume some level of trust

in the forecast, then treat the plan as more of a prediction of what will happen. Ainslie et al.

(2015) consider the problem of planning the activity of a multi-skilled workforce by matching skill

hours to demand hours. Combinatorially this model is already very large, making the modelling

of uncertainty difficult. Ainslie et al. (2018) use a bi-level optimisation model under assumed

demand in order to set capacity levels and pull “planning levers” such as overtime and contractor

hours to meet more demand. The bi-level model was solved using a genetic algorithm due to the

size of the problem. One recent workforce planning paper that does consider uncertain demands

was given by Angalakudati et al. (2014). In their work, they consider planning the activities of
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the workforce of a gas utility company, who complete a mixture of known and unknown jobs.

The unknown jobs are emergency jobs that are only known about when they arrive, and must be

dealt with immediately. These jobs are treated as random, as in our paper, but in this problem

the workforce do not control when jobs are completed but instead manipulate capacity to reduce

the overtime required to complete all jobs.

This recent work is among the growing evidence that the focus of workforce planning papers

has shifted from simple LPs to large, complex and often stochastic models that aim to utilise a

large, multi-skilled workforce under uncertain demand. Typically the larger and more complex

models will not encompass demand uncertainty, due to the longer solve times and lack of well-

known solution methods. Our algorithms are designed to be used on complex workforce planning

models but to also be scalable so that problem size does not have an effect on them.

2.2 Distributionally Robust Optimisation

DRO is a combination of ideas from stochastic programming and robust optimisation, nicely

summarised in a recent review by Rahimian and Mehrotra (2019). Typically, DRO models

lead to semi-infinite formulations due to variables that encode probability distributions. The

algorithmic research on dealing with such formulations is still in its infancy. One recently

proposed method is the cutting surface (CS) algorithm (Mehrotra and Papp, 2014). Using

similar ideas we propose a version of CS to solve our problem. The CS algorithm has some

similarities with the L-shaped decomposition algorithm for stochastic programs (Laporte and

Louveaux, 1993). The L-shaped algorithm is a branch and cut algorithm that iteratively adds

scenarios to the set in a two-stage program by solving an optimisation model to choose which

to add. The CS algorithm behaves similarly, but it adds a distribution to the ambiguity set at

each iteration. The CS algorithm was presented for general semi-infinite convex optimization

problems (SCP), not necessarily DRO models, by Kortanek and No (1993) and Hettich and

Kortanek (1993).

The SCP algorithm was adapted for a DRO model relating to portfolio selection by Pflug and

Wozabal (2007), who used it as a heuristic without claiming optimality. The algorithm was again

used in DRO by Mehrotra and Papp (2014), this time rebranded as the CS algorithm, who drew

insights about the algorithm’s relation to risk aversion and stochastic programming. They also

showed that if it converges, then it converges to an ε-optimal solution. Luo and Mehrotra

(2019) later used it for a class of DRO problems where the set of distributions is defined using

a Wasserstein distance. For these problems, the algorithm was shown to be ε-optimal. CS was

also used for identifying scenarios in DRO models by Rahimian et al. (2019). Bansal et al. (2018)

compares CS with a new version of the L-shaped decomposition algorithm for DRO models and

found that, more than optimality, computing times were the cause of difficulty. CS can face run-

time issues because of its need to solve a distribution separation problem at every iteration, an

issue we avoid in this paper by applying a heuristic procedure instead of solving the distribution

separation problem to optimality.

The CS algorithm does not make any assumptions about the method used to define the ambiguity
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set and does not make use of dualisation of the inner problem. More commonly in the literature,

the models are solved using the so-called Dual method. This method consists of dualising

the inner model and optimising this, which can lead to optimal primal solutions under some

conditions. See, for example, Delage and Ye (2010) for a model under moment uncertainty as

well as distributional uncertainty, or Ben-Tal et al. (2013) for cases where ambiguity sets are

defined using φ-divergences. Using φ-divergences, the choice of distribution can be represented

by decision variables with constraints defined by the divergence. The inner model can often then

be dualised and made easier to solve.

Iterative methods using dualisation and φ-divergences are also common, due to the difficulty

of solving the dual directly. For example, Liu et al. (2017) studied DRO models solved using

discretisation and they used a so-called Primal Dual Hybrid Gradient method. Other iterative

methods include that of Lam and Ghosh (2013), who worked with the problem of estimating

the value of a performance metric. Their algorithm is designed for DRO models where the

set of distributions is defined by a χ2-divergence in particular. Ghosh et al. (2020) also apply

a gradient descent to the outer problem and use sample average approximation for the inner

problem. They work with a general φ-divergence, and use duality results for the inner problem.

A tutorial on using φ-divergences for DRO has been written by Bayraksan and Love (2015),

who link the various types of divergence to different attitudes to risk and discuss ways to select

a divergence measure.

Our methodology consists of two differing conditions when compared with most papers in the

DRO literature. The first and most important one is that we make an additional assumption

about the family of distributions in which our uncertain distribution lies. This allows us to

incorporate some prior knowledge about the behaviour of the uncertain parameters and also

gives us some theoretical properties that can be used to develop algorithms. It also allows us

to restrict our search from a space with the same dimension as the number of realisations of

the uncertain parameters to a much smaller one, with the same dimension as the vector of

parameters of our multivariate distribution. It does, however, mean that our ambiguity set

cannot easily be defined by constraints. The second is that we consider a discretisation of the

set of distributions, which adds another level of computational complexity to the models.

3 A Two-day Planning Model

In this section, we detail a two-day DRO model for resource planning under uncertain demand.

This model forms the basis for the remainder of the paper and gives the justification for the

algorithms we create for the full model. We first detail the notation in Section 3.1 and the

model in Section 3.2. Following this, we detail our reformulation of the model and the ambiguity

sets used. We then present our near-optimal solution algorithm, Squash and Search (S&S), in

Section 3.5.
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3.1 Notation

Basic notation for capacity, intakes and workstacks was defined in Section 1.1. We further

assume that the intakes I1 and I2 are independent of one another. Each Iτ can be considered

as a random variable, with realisations iτ ∈ Iτ , where Iτ = {0, 1, . . . , imax
τ }. The number of

jobs to pull forward from day 2 to day 1 is denoted y, and we can only pull forward jobs that

are known in the system and due on day 2. The rollover on day τ is the number of jobs due

on τ that will be incomplete at the end of τ , is denoted by Rτ , and is a random variable. The

vector R = (R1, R2) has realisations Ri = (Ri1, R
i
2), corresponding to intake realisation i for

each i ∈ I. We define the realisations in this way (i.e. both values indexed by i) because Ri2

depends on both i1 and i2, and so it cannot be defined based only on i2. The day 1 rollover can

be defined based only on i1, but for consistency and interpretability we keep our notation the

same for both days. The cost of leaving one job incomplete at the end of day τ that was due

on τ is aτ . Given this, a deterministic version of our problem is to choose the pulling forward

variable y so as to minimise the total rollover cost. When considering a stochastic problem, we

will use the acronym PMF to mean probability mass function (for discrete random variables),

PDF to mean probability density function (for continuous random variables) and CDF to mean

cumulative distribution functions.

3.2 Distributionally Robust Model

The model we describe here is distributionally robust (DR). We assume that there is a discrete

set U of bivariate distributions q over the set of possible intakes I = I1×I2. By independence of

the intakes, each distribution can be written as q(i) = q1(i1)×q2(i2) for all i ∈ I. To characterise

the worst-case distribution, we define it to be the one with the worst-case expected rollover cost.

Hence, our DR model is given by:

min
y,R

max
q∈U

2∑
τ=1

aτEq(Rτ ) (3)

s.t.

Ri1 ≥ i1 − (c1 −D1 − y) ∀ i ∈ I, (4)

Ri2 ≥ Ri1 + i2 − (c2 −D2 + y) ∀ i ∈ I, (5)

y ≤ min{c1 −D1, D2}, (6)

y ∈ N, (7)

Ri1, R
i
2 ≥ 0 ∀ i ∈ I. (8)

Constraint (4) calculates the day 1 rollover by subtracting from the intake i1 the remaining

capacity after completing the workstack, D1, and all jobs pulled forward to day 1, y. Con-

straint (5) defines the day 2 rollover by taking the day 2 intake i2 and adding Ri1 to get the

number of additional jobs requiring completion, and subtracting the remaining capacity after

completing the workstack D2 after reducing its size by y.
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3.3 Tractable Reformulation

Due to the non-linearity of most PMFs and PDFs with respect to the distribution’s parameters,

we cannot solve this model treating them as decision variables. Hence, we instead consider the

following (equivalent) model when solving to optimality. The model is the same as the above

one, but with objective:

min
y,R,t

t (9)

and an additional constraint:

t ≥
2∑

τ=1

aτEq(Rτ ) ∀ q ∈ U . (10)

At optimality, t = maxq∈U
∑2

τ=1 aτEq(Rτ ) is guaranteed and we can extract the optimal distri-

bution from this.

3.4 Binomial Intakes

The intakes are two independent and discrete random variables. Jobs arrive independently of

one another. There is a fixed, bounded set of intake jobs that can arrive. Hence, we treat the

intakes as binomial random variables, where we think of imax
τ as the number of trials. In other

words, we assume that:

Iτ ∼ Bin(imax
τ , pτ ).

Since the number of trials imax
τ is fixed and equal to max(Iτ ), finding the worst-case distribu-

tion reduces to finding the worst-case success probabilities p = (p1, p2). Let Up be a discrete

set of probability vectors p, where each p uniquely defines a bivariate binomial distribution.

Specifically, we consider ambiguity sets of the form:

Upα = {p ∈ Up : P(I1 + I2 > (c1 −D1) + (c2 −D2); p) ≤ α} . (11)

In our analysis, we aim to ensure that I1+I2 ≤ (c1−D1)+(c2−D2) because if this is not true then

some jobs will always roll over, regardless of the decision that we make. However, since α = 0

would theoretically leave no distributions if imax
1 + imax

2 ≥ (c1−D1) + (c2−D2), we take α ≈ 0.

In fact, we take α to be so small that any distribution in Upα gives a probability of total intake

exceeding total residual capacity that is treated as zero by any modern software environment

such as Python. This allows some distributions to be left in the set, whilst still ensuring that any

such distribution will not allow the intake to go above the remaining capacity. In a slight abuse

of notation, we refer to this set as Up0 and treat P(I1 + I2 > (c1−D1) + (c2−D2); p) as 0 for all

p in the set. This is reasonable because, in any computations done on these distributions, this

probability will be treated as zero. Equation (11) ensures that overly conservative possibilities

such as p = (1, 1) are excluded, hence leads to a more realistic setting where there is a trade-off

between allocating probability to day 1 and to day 2.

3.5 S&S: A Fast Solution Algorithm

We now propose an algorithm for solving the DR model with an uncertainty set of the form

given in (11). The algorithm is based on the following principles:
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1. We will not pull forward less than the minimum spare capacity on day 1. Pulling forward

less than this would always result in more unused capacity on day 1, and can never reduce

the total rollover. Hence, there is no reason to do so.

2. We will not pull forward more than the maximum spare capacity on day 1, as any jobs on

top of this will roll over into day 2.

3. We will not pull forward more than the maximum potential rollover on day 2, as doing so

would mean that we are pulling forward jobs do not need to be pulled forward.

4. Given the uncertainty set in (11), the expected rollover cost can be maximised for a fixed

y using the following steps. Firstly, allocate maximal probability to one of the two days.

Then, allocate the other day the maximal probability that it can be given, conditional on

the probability already allocated.

Furthermore, we consider cases where D2 > max{c1−D1−imax
1 , 0} and max{c1−D1−imax

1 , 0} <
max{imax

2 − (c2 − D2), 0}. This is because if either of these are not true, then the model has

a trivial optimal solution. In fact, if the first inequality does not hold then all D2 jobs can be

moved to day 1 without causing day 1 rollover. Since no more can be pulled forward and any

less would not decrease day 2 rollover, this is always optimal. If the second inequality does not

hold, then all incomplete jobs on day 2 can be moved to day 1 without causing day 1 rollover.

Again, this is always optimal. See Appendix A for a formal presentation of these results.

The algorithm will be referred to as Squash and Search (S&S), because it simply reduces the

search space for y and p by eliminating values that will not be chosen, then searches what

remains. The algorithm is given below.

1. Find the two sets:

cspare = {max{c1 −D1 − i1, 0} ∀ i1 ∈ I1} (12)

dinc = {max{i2 − (c2 −D2), 0} ∀ i2 ∈ I2} . (13)

Here, cspare is the set of possible realisations of residual capacity on day 1 and dinc is that

of the number of incomplete jobs on day 2, both before pulling forward is done.

2. Find the range Y for y:

ymin = min(cspare), (14)

ymax = min{max(cspare),max(dinc)}, (15)

Y = {ymin, . . . , ymax}. (16)

3. Find pmax
τ = maxp∈U pτ for each τ and find

Pmax = {p ∈ Up : pτ = pmax
τ for some τ ∈ {1, 2}} ,

Upmax = Pmax ∩ argmax
p

{
2∑

τ=1

pτ

}
.
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4. For y ∈ Y = {ymin, . . . , ymax}:

(a) For p ∈ Upmax calculate Cp =
∑2

τ=1 aτEp(Rτ ).

(b) Choose py such that Cpy = maxp∈Upmax
(Cp).

5. Choose y∗ to minimise maximum cost:

y∗ = argmin
y∈Y

Cpy . (17)

To clarify step 3, we are first finding the set of success probabilities where at least one day

is given the largest probability it can be given, Pmax. In order to extract the most extreme

distributions from this set, we look at those distributions among those in the set where the

second probability is highest. This is represented here by taking the sum over the two days.

Note that Up is used here because the algorithm will work with any ambiguity set for p.

3.6 Theoretical Results on the Near-optimality of S&S

To recap, the reasoning behind the y choices in S&S is that an optimal y must lie in the range Y,

otherwise we are cannot be reducing rollover. The reasoning behind the set Upmax is that a higher

success probability should lead to higher expected rollover. In this section, we present some

formal statements of these principles and we give the proofs for them in Appendix B. Lemma 1

formally establishes that the optimal y must lie in the set Y searched by S&S. Lemma 2 is a

theoretical statement of our justification for using Upmax, which states that the expected rollover

is increasing in the success probabilities. Despite our belief that this holds for all y ∈ Y, we have

proven the statement for a subset of Y. We also have Theorem 1, which establishes optimality

of S&S when selecting p for each fixed y in a subset of Y.

Lemma 1. The optimal y decision for the two-day DRO model falls in the set:

Y = {min(cspare), . . . ,min{max(cspare),max(dinc)}}. (18)

Lemma 2. 1. Ep(R1) is increasing in p1 for any integer y solution such that:

y ≥ (c1 −D1)−

(
imax
1 −

√
imax
1

2

)

2. For any fixed p1, Ep(R2) is increasing in p2 for any integer y solution such that:

y ≤ (D2 − c2) +

(
imax
2 −

√
imax
2

2

)
.

3. Ep(R1) is independent of p2 and Ep(R2) is independent of p1.

Theorem 1. For any y solution such that:

y ∈ Ỹ =

{
(c1 −D1)− imax

1 +

√
imax
1

2
, . . . , (D2 − c2) + imax

2 −
√
imax
2

2

}
,

S&S finds the worst-case distribution and hence the worst-case expected cost.
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Since the set Ỹ given in Theorem 1 is entirely contained in Y, S&S finds the worst-case distri-

bution for each y in the interval. Therefore, if the optimal solution lies in this interval then we

have proven that S&S finds the minimum worst-case expected cost, but not necessarily that it

correctly identifies this solution as optimal. This would follow if both of the expected rollovers

were increasing for y ∈ Y \ Ỹ. The result in Lemma 2 proves that, for any y ∈ Y \ Ỹ, at least

one of the expected rollovers are increasing, but not that both are. This guarantees that the

optimal p is in Pmax but not that it is in Upmax. Note that the range of y that is not included

Lemma 1 is indeed very narrow, even more so when imax
τ are large.

In order to test S&S, we ran it on 23,000 problem instances based on different input parameters.

We used a variety of workstacks, capacities and rollover costs. The uncertainty set was always

Upα where α ≈ 0, so that the total intake does not exceed the total remaining capacity. The

DRO model was solved using the CPLEX Python API and the S&S algorithm, and the results

compared. We found that in every single case, S&S reached an optimal solution in an average

time of 0.15 seconds. CPLEX took 1.74 seconds on average to find an optimal solution. In fact,

the optimality gap tolerance for CPLEX had to be lowered in order for CPLEX to arrive at

solutions of the same quality as S&S found. These results suggest that this algorithm is not

only optimal but also efficient.

4 An L-day Planning Model

In this section, we detail our extension of the two-day planning model to the general L-day case.

This adds complexity to the pulling forward decisions, since there are more pairs of days between

which pulling forward is possible, and also to the rollover, as a result of the more complex pulling

forward decisions. Specifically, we assume that a job can be pulled forward a maximum of K

days, where K is some positive integer. We make this assumption because, in practice, jobs

cannot be pulled forward more than a few days due to such things as inconvenience to the

customer and disruption to the resources’ schedules.

4.1 Distributionally Robust Model

We now consider the L-day DRO model, which is a direct extension of the model from Section 3.2.

We assume that we have a discrete set U of L-dimensional distributions q over the set of intakes

I = I1 × I2 × . . . × IL, where Iτ = {0, 1, . . . , imax
τ } as before. We continue to assume that

the intake random variables for different days are independent. We now have a set of decision

variables for pulling forward, due to the larger number of days between which pulling forward

is possible. We define yτ1,τ2 as the number of jobs due on day τ1 ∈ {2, . . . , L} to complete on

τ2 ∈ {τ1 − K, . . . , τ1 − 1}. Tables of notation for this section are shown in Appendix F. Our

objective is, again, to minimise the worst-case expected rollover cost, but now the sum is taken

over L days. Our constraints need to be changed to account for the new length of the plan. The

model is given by:

min
y,R

max
q∈U

L∑
τ=1

aτEq(Rτ ). (19)
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s.t.

τ1−1∑
τ2=max{τ1−K,1}

yτ1,τ2 ≤ max{Dτ1 − cτ1 , 0} ∀ τ1 = 2, . . . , L, (20)

min{τ2+K,L}∑
τ1=τ2+1

yτ1,τ2 ≤ max{cτ2 −Dτ2 , 0} ∀ τ2 = 1, . . . , L− 1, (21)

Ri1 ≥ i1 +

min{1+K,L}∑
τ1=2

yτ1,1 − (c1 −D1) ∀ i ∈ I. (22)

Riτ ≥ Riτ−1 + iτ +

min{τ+K,L}∑
τ1=τ+1

yτ1,τ −

cτ −Dτ +
τ−1∑

τ2=max{τ−K,1}

yτ,τ2


∀ τ = 2, . . . , L− 1 ∀ i ∈ I, (23)

RiL ≥ RiL−1 + iL −

cL −DL +
L−1∑

τ2=max{L−K,1}

yτ,τ2

 ∀ i ∈ I, (24)

yτ1,τ2 ∈N0 ∀ τ1, τ2, (25)

Riτ ≥ 0 ∀ τ = 1, . . . , L ∀ i ∈ I. (26)

The general idea in calculating rollover in the L-day model is as follows. For a given day τ , we

first compute the number of jobs to be done on day τ . To do this, we take the rollover from

day τ − 1 and day τ ’s intake as a baseline number of jobs, and then we add the number of

jobs pulled forward to day τ , i.e.
∑min{τ+K,L}

τ1=τ+1 yτ1,τ . We secondly compute the capacity that

can be used to complete these jobs. This is done by taking the capacity cτ and subtracting the

capacity required to complete those workstack jobs that are not pulled forward from day τ , i.e.

Dτ −
∑τ−1

τ2=max{τ−K,1} yτ,τ2 .

Constraints (20) and (21) provide upper bounds on the pulling forward totals, ensuring no jobs

are pulled forward if they cannot be completed on the day to which they are moved, or if they

could be completed on the day that they are being moved from. Constraint (22) reflects that

jobs cannot be pulled forward from day 1 and hence we only subtract those jobs pulled forward

to day 1 from its remaining capacity and do not reduce rollover by pulling forward from it.

Similarly, constraint (24) says that jobs cannot be pulled forward to the final day of the plan

and hence we only pull forward from this day and not to it. For every other day, constraint (23)

captures that we can pull forward to and from said day and hence add and subtract jobs from

its capacity to calculate the rollover.

To solve this model, we can reformulate it in the same way as we did the two-day model in Sec-

tion 3.3, i.e. by defining a dummy decision variable t, adding a constraint t ≥
∑L

τ=1 aτEq(Rτ ) ∀ q ∈
U , and minimising t. This is the formulation that we use when solving using a solver.

4.2 Binomial Intakes and Ambiguity Sets

Now let us, again, assume that Iτ ∼ Bin(imax
τ , pτ ), where imax

τ = max(Iτ ). Suppose that we

have a discrete uncertainty set U of binomial distributions q, from which we can extract a set
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Up of success probability vectors p. As before, in the model (19)-(26), we replace q ∈ U with

p ∈ Up. In the L-day model, we consider ambiguity sets based on the normalised `2 distance

from a forecasted or nominal one, pf . We start by discretising [0, 1]L using the formula in (27),

where nprobs is chosen by the planner, and details the fineness of the discretisation.

Upbase =

{
j

nprobs

∣∣∣∣∣ j = 0, . . . , nprobs

}L
(27)

Secondly, we assume that we have some given point forecast, if , of the intake, alongside the

range I. From this, we obtain a forecasted probability vector pf = if/imax which results from

assuming that if is the mean of the forecasted distribution. Given the forecast pf , we consider

only p ∈ Upbase that can be considered close to pf . In these experiments, we use an ambiguity

set of the form:

Up =

{
p ∈ Upbase

∣∣∣∣∣ ‖pf − p‖2‖pf‖2
≤ γ

}
. (28)

This set contains all p with an `2 distance from pf that is no more than 100γ% of the `2 norm

of pf . Using a normalised distance like this allows us to use the same formulation for different

L without needing to adjust the parameters, and γ represents our trust in the forecast.

Another common way of constructing Up is to consider a set of joint distributions within a

prescribed distance from a nominal joint distribution constructed from forecasts, i.e. apply the

distance measure to the distributions and not their parameters. For example, constructing a

set using the χ2 distance between joint distributions ensures a probabilistic guarantee by the

way of the χ2 goodness of fit hypothesis test, according to the schema proposed in Bertsimas

et al. (2018). However, due to the univariate distributions being binomial with only one un-

known parameter each, the same can be achieved by our construction in (28) with much less

computational burden.

4.3 An Extension of S&S via Basic Heuristics

Here we detail the extension of S&S based on using a set of policies to squash the search space

for y. In the two-day model, we used knowledge of the problem mechanics to construct a set Y
in which we were sure the optimal solution would lie. We did this by using the fact that pulling

forward too much caused rollover and not pulling forward enough was wasteful of resources.

Each value in this set acted as a candidate solution, for which we had to find the worst-case

distribution in order to determine whether it was optimal.

The brute-force approach used in constructing the range for y is no longer possible, since our

decision variable is too large in dimension for it to be computationally feasible. Hence, we

instead generate candidate solutions using a selection of common-sense heuristics that emulate

how a planner may pull forward. We employ the same logic as before when constructing each

candidate solution, e.g. not pulling forward jobs if they will cause rollover. However, our set of

candidate solutions will now be smaller in cardinality due to the computational effort involved

in computing its elements. We are no longer certain that the set of candidate solutions will

contain the optimal y, and we hence label the extended S&S as a heuristic.
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4.3.1 Top Down and Bottom Up

The first heuristic, Top Down (TD), is based on a greedy approach where we start from day 1

and pull forward as much as we can from the following days, prioritising the earliest, and then

move to day 2 and do the same, etc. Note that TD uses an adjusted upper bound on pulling

forward that accounts for the forecasted jobs. This is to ensure it doesn’t pull forward too much

and cause rollover. The algorithm works as follows:

1. Initialise yτ1,τ2 = 0 for all τ1, τ2.

2. Set τ = 1.

3. Define ymax
τ =

⌊
max

{
cτ −Dτ − ifτ , 0

}⌋
and set k = 1.

4. While ymax
τ > 0 and k ≤ K and τ + k ≤ L:

(a) Set yτ+k,τ = min
{

max{Dτ+k − cτ+k, 0} −
∑τ+k−1

l=max{τ+k−K,1} yτ+k,l, y
max
τ

}
.

(b) ymax
τ = ymax

τ − yτ+k,τ .

(c) k = k + 1.

5. If τ < L set τ = τ + 1 and go to 3.

6. Return y.

When choosing the value of yτ+k,τ , we calculate the number of incomplete jobs that have not

been moved and compare it with the maximal amount of jobs that can be moved to τ . The

minimum of these two numbers is what we pull forward, to ensure none of the jobs are rolled

over or did not need to be pulled forward. Bottom Up (BU) is the same as TD apart from that

we start at the final day and work backwards, pulling forward from as far in the future as we

can, i.e. prioritising later days. BU is shown in Appendix C.

4.3.2 Pull Half Forward

This is an algorithm that attempts to distribute the workload more evenly across the plan than

the previous two heuristics. We first perform a load balancing step to smooth demand, where

we split the days into pairs and attempt to pull forward jobs to make it so that each pair has

approximately the same number of incomplete jobs. After doing this, we pull forward half of

the incomplete jobs on day 2 of the pair to day 1 of the pair.

1. Initialise yτ1,τ2 = 0 for all pairs of days.

2. Split the days 1, . . . , L into L
2 pairs LP = {(1, 2), . . . , (L− 1, L)} if L is even. Else create

a set of the form LP = {(1, 2), . . . , (L− 2, L− 1)} and do not consider L.

3. Perform load balancing:

(a) Calculate incomplete jobs for each day τ as rτ = max{Dτ − cτ , 0}.

(b) Calculate total incomplete jobs for each pair as r(τ1,τ2) = rτ1 + rτ2 .
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(c) Calculate (rounded) average incomplete jobs per pair as r̄P =
⌊

1
|LP |

∑
(τ1,τ2)∈LP r(τ1,τ2)

⌋
.

(d) For (τ1, τ2) ∈ LP such that r(τ1,τ2) < r̄P :

i. Set ymax = max{cτ2 −Dτ2 −
∑K

k=1 yτ2+k,τ2 , 0}.

ii. If r(τ2+1,τ2+2) > r̄P and rτ2+1 > 0, pull forward:

yτ2+1,τ2 = min{rτ2+1, r̄P − r(τ1,τ2), ymax}.

iii. Update r via

rτ2 = max{Dτ2 + yτ2+1,τ2 − cτ2 , 0},

rτ2+1 = max{Dτ2+1 − yτ2+1,τ2 − cτ2+1, 0},

and redefine r(τ1,τ2) and r(τ2+1,τ2+2).

iv. If we still have r(τ1,τ2) < r̄P and r(τ2+1,τ2+2) > r̄P and rτ2+2 > 0, pull forward:

yτ2+2,τ2 = min{rτ2+2, r̄P − r(τ1,τ2), ymax − yτ2+1,τ2}.

v. Do update steps as in iii.

4. For each pair (τ1, τ2) ∈ LP , set

yτ2,τ1 = min

{⌈
1

2

(
max{Dτ2 − cτ2 , 0} −

K∑
k=1

yτ2,τ2−k

)⌉
,

(
max{cτ1 −Dτ1 , 0}+

K∑
k=1

yτ1,τ1−k

)}
.

The load balancing step in 3. moves from pairs with a number of incomplete jobs above the

average per pair, r̄P , to pairs below the average. The maximum it can pull forward to the pair

that is below average is the amount of spare capacity it has on the second day in the pair after

the pulling forward that has already been done. This ensures the jobs stay in that pair and do

not roll over into the next pair.

4.3.3 Extended S&S Algorithm

We now detail the extension of S&S using these basic heuristics. The idea behind S&S is

to construct a set Y of potential y solutions, and a set P of potential p solutions, and then

test every combination of the two sets. In order to keep the algorithm fast, these sets cannot

grow large. In the case of y, the number of potential choices is very large, although the time

in computing the solutions is not. For p, however, if we were to test every distribution then

the computational effort involved would be very large. To see this, consider an example with

|Up|= 3883 distributions and |I|= 20000 potential intakes. Then for each of 3883 distributions

we will need to compute a product of L binomial PMF values, for each of 20000 intakes. This

means computing L× 3883× 20000 = L× (77.66× 106) PMF values.

We have already discussed the use of heuristics to construct Y, but it may be beneficial to

explain further the choice of P. The model needs to find the p-vector which leads to the highest
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total expected rollover cost for any fixed y solution. Since each pτ is a success probability

corresponding to the distribution of intake, higher pτ leads to increased expected intake on day

τ . Since capacity is fixed on day τ , higher Iτ leads to higher (or the same) rollover. Following

this logic it is clear that the distributions with the highest expected rollover will be those with

the highest values for pτ for at least one τ . If this is not the case, more expected rollover could

be caused on some day τ by simply increasing pτ . Furthermore, the expected rollovers for the

days other than τ should also be increasing in their success probabilities if pτ is fixed, and so

they should be the highest that they can be, given that this is pτ has been maximised. This

leads to our set Pext described in step 2 of S&S.

Let us define the vector S = (c,D, a, L,K) to be the inputs to the L-day model. Then, we

describe our extension of S&S as follows.

1. Construct a set X of algorithms x that take input S = (c,D, a, L,K) to create a solution

y to our L-day model. We write the solution given by algorithm x ∈ X as x(S).

2. Find pmax
τ = maxp∈Up pτ for each τ = 1, . . . , L and find

Pmax
τ = {p ∈ Up : pτ = pmax

τ } for τ = 1, . . . , L,

Pext
τ = argmax

p∈Pmax
τ

{
L∑
k=1

pk

}
, Pext =

L⋃
τ=1

Pext
τ .

3. Construct the set of candidate solutions for y given by applying all algorithms:

Y = {x(S) : x ∈ X}.

4. For y ∈ Y:

(a) For p ∈ Pext calculate Cp =
∑L

τ=1 aτEp(Rτ ) given y.

(b) Choose py such that Cpy = maxp∈Pext(Cp).

5. Choose y∗ such that

y∗ = argmin
y∈Y

Cpy . (29)

6. Return values y∗, x∗, p∗.

The set Pext is designed to contain only the most extreme probability vectors. The set Pmax
τ

contains all probability vectors p such that at pτ is at its maximum. Among these vectors, the

other values are not important. Hence, Pmax
1 might contain, for L = 2, the vectors (0.9, 0.1),

(0.9, 0.2) and (0.9, 0.3). We are suggesting here that the most extreme vector will be the worst,

and so given that p1 = 0.9 we want to extract the most extreme, i.e. the one where the other

probabilities are highest. In this case, we would select (0.9, 0.3). These vectors will have the

highest sum, meaning we take those elements of Pmax
1 with the largest sum. Then Pext is the

union of the extreme sets for each day. Note that typically Pext will contain distributions where

only one probability is at its highest.
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4.4 Solver-based Heuristics

From initial experiments, S&S performs well in selecting p but not so well in selecting y. Hence,

we now detail two algorithms that make use of a solver to choose y. This will improve our

ability to optimise the pulling forward decisions without sacrificing our ability to identify the

worst-case distribution for a fixed y.

4.4.1 Cutting Surface Algorithm

In this section, we describe our adaptation of the cutting surface (CS) algorithm as detailed in

the literature review, which has been commonly used in the DRO literature. The algorithm has

a number of different forms, but the one that we base our adaptation on is that of the review

paper by Rahimian and Mehrotra (2019). The general idea of the algorithm is as follows. In

order to deal with the large number of constraints implied by the ambiguity set, the algorithm

uses the following steps. We start with a singleton set containing one distribution, and solve

the outer problem with this small ambiguity set. Then, for the generated solution, we find

the worst-case distribution. We add this distribution to the ambiguity set and then repeat the

above. These steps are repeated until optimality criteria are met.

In more detail, suppose we have some initial subset U0 of our set of distributions U and we solve

the full model but only considering distributions in U0, and get an optimal decision y1. Then,

we find the worst-case distribution, p1 ∈ U , for the fixed solution y1, and add it to our set to

create a new subset U1 = U0 ∪ {p1}. We then solve the full model with subset U1, and repeat.

We stop iterating when we have reached ε-optimality, i.e. if the solution from the full problem

at iteration k, yk, gives an expected cost of within ε/2 of the worst-case expected cost for yk

over all distributions. The algorithm returns an ε-optimal solution to the DRO model in a finite

number of iterations.

The issue with CS is that, even if y is fixed at yk, finding the worst-case distribution pk can

be a very difficult task. To find this distribution, we would need to first compute the values of

every PMF in the set U and then solve a large LP to maximise the expected rollover cost over

all distributions in this set. Since computing the PMF values is computationally intensive in

itself, this would take almost as long as solving the full model without y being fixed. As well as

this, if we were to treat our inner model as an LP with p as a decision variable, then we would

have a model of the form:

max
p∈Up

L∑
τ=1

aτ
∑
i∈I

Riτ

[
L∏
l=1

(
imax
l

il

)
pill (1− pl)i

max
l −ir

]
(30)

which is highly non-linear in pl for each l, and also non-concave in general. Instead of following

either of these approaches, we use a hybrid S&S-CS algorithm where we solve the distribution

separation problem using the p-squash step of S&S. By this, we mean that we apply Step 4. of

the S&S algorithm from Section 4.3.3 and only consider distributions in the set Pext as defined

in Step 2. of this algorithm. This allows us to heuristically generate a distribution to add to our

set in significantly less time than if we were to solve to optimality. The use of the p-squash step
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from S&S is motivated by the strong performance of S&S in finding the worst case p for a given

y. The algorithm, which we will refer to from now on simply as CS, is given below.

1. Initialise Up,0 = {p0}, where p0 = pf for example.

2. For k = 0, . . . , kmax:

(a) Solve the full model to optimality using the set Up,k to generate solution (yk, tk)

where tk is worst-case expected cost of yk over the set Up,k passed to the model.

(b) Solve distribution separation problem maxp∈Up
∑L

τ=1 aτEp(Rτ | y = yk) to get solu-

tion pk (via p-squash of S&S):

i. Calculate Pext as in S&S step 2.

ii. For p ∈ Pext calculate Cp =
∑L

τ=1 aτEp(Rτ | y = yk).

iii. Choose pk such that Cpk = maxp∈Pext(Cp).

(c) If Cpk ≤ tk + ε
2 or pk ∈ Up,k then stop and return solution (yk, pk).

(d) Else, Up,k+1 = Up,k ∪ {pk} and k = k + 1.

Note that we use Up,k instead of Uk as we apply the algorithm to the set of p-vectors, not

the set of distributions. The logic behind 2(c), where we check if pk ∈ Up,k, is that calculation

differences might cause tk and Cpk to slightly differ even if pk really is the worst case distribution

for yk. Solvers use some simplifications in their calculations that the function used in 2(b) will

not use. If this is the case and we add pk to the set and run the model again, then the set of

distributions will be unchanged and so we will simply be running the same model again. Then

the same pk will be generated and nothing will change. By adding this extra stopping criterion

we catch these cases. The new criterion cannot cause early stopping, since the only time it is

triggered is when the other stopping criteria should also have been triggered.

We could also take the outputs yk and p from the outer problem and calculate tk using our own

function for the objective value. However, this will simply cause more computations than are

necessary, and has been verified to give the same solutions in the same number of iterations.

4.4.2 Approximate-objective Algorithm

The final algorithm we describe is the Approximate-objective algorithm (AO). When solving

the model to optimality, we are required to compute the distributions q ∈ U based on our

probabilities p. For each intake i we can easily compute:

qmax(i) = max
q∈U

q(i) = max
p∈Up

P(I = i | p), (31)

and then we can consider a new set of intakes in the model defined by:

Ĩ = {i ∈ I : qmax(i) > β} (32)

where β is our minimum accepted probability. By tuning β, we are removing intakes from

our set that are very unlikely. When solving the model, we are approximating the expected
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value by removing some small terms, but since the intakes removed have low probability, this

approximation should be strong. For this paper, we use β = 10−3 as our initial testing showed

that this value led to good improvements in computation times.

5 Design of Computational Experiments

This section details our experiments evaluating the performance of the algorithms described in

Sections 4.3 and 4.4. In this section, we discuss how the parameters for the experiments will be

chosen to ensure that they are representative of typical real-life scenarios.

To discuss experimental design, we need to define which parameters of the model will be varied

and the values that they will take. The vector of inputs to the model for a fixed set I of intakes

and U of distributions is S = (c,D, a, L,K), where c is the capacity, D the workstack, a the

rollover cost, L the length of the plan in days and K the maximum number of days a job can

be pulled forward.

5.1 Parameter Hierarchy

It is helpful to consider a hierarchy of parameter choices, which is defined by the following

ordering:

1. (L,K) defines the difficulty of the problem in terms of the MIP itself.

2. c and D define the set of solutions that are possible for a given model with fixed L and K,

and need to be constructed for each combination of these parameters to ensure we have a

varied range of instances when it comes to pulling forward opportunities:

(a) Pulling forward is not possible. In this case, the optimal solution should be somewhat

easy to find, and we would expect all algorithms to be optimal.

(b) Pulling forward opportunities are small. In this case, we might only have a couple of

y variables that can be non-zero, and all algorithms might be expected to find these

pairs and choose them optimally.

(c) Pulling forward opportunities in abundance. This is where we will expect large de-

vations between heuristic and optimal solutions, since it is less likely our heuristics

will find the optimal y.

The conditions under which these possibilities occur are defined in Section 5.2.

3. I and U define how the uncertainty is encoded in the model, depending on the planner’s

attitude to risk. If |I| or |U| are large, solving to optimality will be very slow, and we

would like to use a heuristic that is not significantly affected. |I| is defined by imax and

|U| is defined by two parameters. The initial discretisation of the interval [0, 1] in which

each pτ lies is defined by nprobs. The maximum distance from the forecasted distribution

that p ∈ Up can be is defined by the second parameter γ. A larger value of γ indicates a

more risk-averse planner.
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4. a will be left as the ones vector for these experiments as it has not been seen to have an

effect on solutions.

We choose L = 5 due to it being the number of days in a typical working week. We take the

maximum pulling forward window length to be K = 2, since pulling forward is not enacted

until the operational planning phase, where the planning horizon is very short. These choices

are partly motivated by usual practices, and also partly by the fact that we aim to test our

heuristics against optimal solutions, and for larger L or K the model becomes very difficult to

solve to optimality.

Note that the optimality tolerance for CS, ε, will be set as 0.01 and it will be ran for a maximum of

kmax = 10 iterations. From initial testing, 10 iterations was easily enough to reach ε-optimality,

and even with ε = 0.01, CS returned optimal solutions. In fact, it takes CS typically only 1 or

2 iterations to return a solution.

5.2 Capacity and Workstacks

The factors affecting the potential solutions of a model the most are c and D, due to the fact that

they define rollover and pulling forward opportunity. In this section, we detail the capacities

c and workstacks D used in our experiments, which are constructed with the aim of ensuring

that 2(a)-(c) from Section 5.1 are all represented by at least one (c,D) pair. We assume for

this section that the previous parameters in the hierarchy, i.e. L,K are given. We define the

situations 2(a)-(c) mathematically below.

Our choices for c and D are based on differing opportunities for pulling forward. We define the

set of pairs of days under consideration for pulling forward as:

F = {(τ1, τ2) | τ1 ∈ {2, . . . , L}, τ2 ∈ {τ1 −K, . . . , τ1 − 1}} (33)

and the set of pairs such that the corresponding y can feasibly be positive given c and D as:

F+(c,D) = {(τ1, τ2) ∈ F | cτ1 < Dτ1 , cτ2 > Dτ2} . (34)

This is the set of all pairs of days such that the second is within pulling forward range of the

first, the second has spare capacity and the first has incomplete jobs. Case 2(a) corresponds to

the cases where F+(c,D) = ∅. This can easily be constructed by ensuring, for example, that

cτ > Dτ ∀ τ ∈ [L]. In our experiments, for each (L,K) we will have c and D such that that

the set of combinations of the two has (c,D) such that |F+(c,D)| = m for every possible m.

This ensures we will have a good variety of potential solutions to our model. We ensure this by

creating one value for c and then constructing multiple D vectors for that c. We can ensure that

|F+(c,D)| = 1 by, for example, setting D1 = c1 − 1, D2 = c2 + 1, then Dτ < cτ for all τ > 2.

This can be done for m ≥ 2 in a similar way.

The main effect that c and D has on decision making is defining the constraints on y, meaning

their only significant quality is how much pulling forward they do or do not allow. Using this

set of values for c and D we will be able to see how well our algorithms detect and make use of

opportunities for pulling forward.
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5.3 Uncertainty/Ambiguity Sets

As a reminder, the term “uncertainty set” refers to I and “ambiguity set” refers to Up. We now

detail the parameters used to construct these sets in our instances.

5.3.1 Uncertainty Set

We noted in Section 1.1 that, in practice, as a result of most forecasting models giving upper

and lower confidence bounds, we would be given a set I and would then extract imax from

this set. However, in these experiments it is more convenient to define imax and then use

this to construct I. Since there is a one-to-one mapping between the two, the two methods

achieve the same result. In the two-day model, we considered distributions that constrained

the probability that the total intake exceeded the total residual capacity. This was to establish

realism through not allowing high intakes to occur on all days simultaneously. However, this

calculation is very computationally intensive in the L-day problem, since it is the sum of a large

number of individual multivariate PMF values, which are products of univariate PMF values.

For this reason, we do not require the aforementioned constraint any more, but we do enable

a similar restriction on intakes using constraints on imax. Specifically, we will consider imax

satisfying:
L∑
τ=1

imax
τ ≤

L∑
τ=1

max(cτ −Dτ , 0). (35)

This is a relaxed version of constraint (11), where we required the intakes not to exceed the total

remaining capacity. This is reasonable because if the total number of jobs arriving in the system

exceeds the RHS of (35) then some intake jobs will always remain incomplete at the end of day

L, regardless of our pulling forward decision. Furthermore, we can consider varying numbers of

high-intake days, through the number n(imax) as defined below:

n(imax) = |{τ ∈ [L] : imax
τ > cτ −Dτ}|, (36)

which corresponds to the number of days with potential spikes in demand. Depending on c

and D, it can range between 0 and L − 1, but for these experiments we consider n(imax) ∈{
1,
⌊
L
2

⌋
, L− 1

}
for sufficient coverage of cases. The case of 1 day with high intake corresponds

to a one-day spike caused by an event such as a major weather event. The case of
⌊
L
2

⌋
days

with high intake could correspond to an extended spike lasting for multiple consecutive days,

for example, a network problem causing lots of service devices to break. The final case of L− 1

will have L− 1 small spikes in intake, marking a period of consistently high intake.

5.3.2 Ambiguity Set

The choice of ambiguity set depends on the choice of discretisation of [0, 1]L and also the way

we in which we then reduce its size. The choice of discretisation is defined by the parameter

nprobs, and increasing this value increases the size of the ambiguity set. For these experiments,

we consider nprobs ∈ {5, 10, 15}. In our preliminary testing we found that any value larger

than 15 can lead to intractability when solving to optimality. In these experiments, we assume
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if = (0.75imax
1 , . . . , 0.75imax

L ). Hence, we will obtain pf = (0.75, . . . , 0.75), which corresponds to

a safe forecast, in that we are preparing for high intakes.

The value of the forecast is not particularly relevant in itself, since our trust in the forecast

is what really defines the size and properties of the ambiguity set. When defining γ, we take

values in {0.05, 0.10, 0.15}. These values are not based on any statistical confidence, but are

designed to represent high, medium and low confidence in the forecast. The largest ambiguity

set we obtain from these parameters is of size 3883, and occurs when γ = 0.15 and nprobs = 15.

In our experiments, this choice led to multiple problems that did not solve to optimality within

the maximum run-time of 4 hours. However, CS and S&S are still viable for this set, and our

results suggest that they would be viable for even larger ambiguity sets as well.

6 Results

We now detail the results of our experiments that test the algorithms on problem instances in

which L = 5 and K = 2. The total number of instances run is 186 for this (L,K) pair. For

each algorithm, the maximum time allowed for model building and solving was 4 hours. If the

total time taken reached a value above this at any point then the algorithm returned the best

solution found so far. In this section, we report the results for instances where all algorithms

finished running. This was the case in 150 of 168 instances. We report the results for the 18

instances where opt timed out in Appendix E.

These experiments were run in parallel on a computing cluster (STORM) which has almost 500

CPU cores. We used 40 of the cores to perform the experiments, and the solver used in all cases

was the Gurobi Python package, gurobipy. The version of gurobipy used was 9.0.1. The node

used on STORM was the Dantzig node, which runs the Linux Ubuntu 16.04.6 operating system,

Python version 2.7.12, and 48 AMD Opteron 638 CPUs.

6.1 Summary of Instances and Their Sizes

In Table 1, we summarise the sizes of the sets I and Up, that form the basis for constraints

and variables in the model. A summary of the sizes of I is given in Table 1a. The table shows

7 of the 31 imax values considered and the size of the resulting set I. The other imax values

considered were permutations of the values shown in the table, and hence led to |I| values that

are already listed in the table.

We can see here that our choices of imax gave instances with as many distinct intakes (and

rollover vectors) as 20000, and as few as 392. The sizes of the ambiguity sets (of distributions)

is given in Table 1b. We found that this had a much more significant effect on solution times

than imax, and hence these sets are not as large.

In the following subsections we detail the results for those instances where all algorithms finished

running in the allocated time of 4 hours. Of the 18 instances where the solver algorithm (opt)

timed out, there were 5 in which AO also timed out. As mentioned earlier, the results for these
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imax |I|

(1, 6, 6, 1, 1) 392

(1, 3, 3, 3, 3) 512

(2, 2, 2, 6, 2) 567

(2, 2, 8, 8, 2) 2187

(5, 5, 1, 5, 5) 2592

(1, 7, 7, 7, 7) 8192

(9, 9, 1, 9, 9) 20000

(a) Example imax values and sizes of the asso-

ciated uncertainty sets I considered.

nprobs γ |Up|

5 0.15 16

10 0.10 32

10 0.15 512

15 0.05 16

15 0.10 562

15 0.15 3883

(b) Parameters defining ambiguity sets and size

of corresponding sets.

Table 1: Summary of input parameters and corresponding set sizes

instances are given in Appendix E.

6.2 Optimality and Time Taken

Comparing results for DRO problems is not as simple as comparing final objective values. Our

optimal objective value can be written as:

z∗ = min
y

max
p
f(y, p),

where f(y, p) =
∑L

τ=1 aτEp(Rτ | y) is the total expected rollover cost. Suppose we have an

instance where yCS = yopt but pCS 6= popt. Then, if CS gives a lower objective value than

opt, it may appear to have given a better solution to the minimisation problem. However, this

means that CS did not successfully choose the worst-case p for its chosen y. This leads to a

lower objective but a suboptimal solution overall. Similarly, we can say that CS is suboptimal

if popt = pCS but yCS 6= yopt and CS gave a higher objective value. Hence, both a higher and a

lower objective value can suggest suboptimality for a DRO model.

Given this, we summarise the results using a number of counts. An algorithm x is said to

be:

1. y-optimal if maxp∈Up f(yx, p) = z∗.

2. p-optimal for a given yx if f(yx, px) = maxp∈Up f(yx, p).

3. Optimal if f(yx, px) = z∗. Note that this is met is the algorithm is both y-optimal and

p-optimal.

We display the number of times each algorithm was optimal, p-optimal and y-optimal in Table 2.

Table 2 shows that both CS and AO were optimal in more than 93% of instances, and y-optimal

in more than 98% of instances. S&S has weaker performance in selecting the optimal y, but
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Alg. No. (%) Optimal Sol No. (%) p-Optimal Sol No. (%) y-Optimal Sol

CS 161 (95.83%) 162 (96.43%) 166 (98.81%)

S&S 59 (35.12%) 162 (96.43%) 59 (35.12%)

AO 157 (93.45%) 160 (95.24%) 165 (98.21%)

Table 2: Summary of optimality of heuristics

performs very well (just as well as CS) in selecting the worst-case p for its chosen y. Closeness

to optimality of the algorithms is discussed in Section 6.3.

A summary of the computation times of each algorithm is given in Table 3. S&S takes around

1 minute on average and CS takes aorund 1 minute 51 seconds. To find the optimal solution,

it took approximately 28 minutes on average, which is quite a significant difference. AO is

somewhere in the middle, taking around 9 minutes on average.

Algorithm Min t.t. Avg. t.t. Max t.t.

opt 0:00:05.25 0:28:59.01 3:41:37.82

S&S 0:00:00.34 0:00:54.59 0:09:11.77

CS 0:00:02.11 0:01:51.11 0:12:09.45

AO 0:00:02.76 0:08:40.86 1:07:21.78

Table 3: Summary of times taken

Based on the optimality counts and time taken, CS is the strongest performing heuristic. These

results only give the number of instances in which each algorithm was optimal. Closeness to

optimality is discussed in detail in the following section.

6.3 Algorithm Performance in Detail

To illustrate further how well the algorithms performed, we define the following two metrics.

Note that a positive value for either of these metrics suggests suboptimality.

1. Quality of p choices. For a solution yx that was selected by an algorithm x ∈ {CS, S&S,AO},
we calculate the worst-case expected cost over all distributions in Up using brute force.

We can then compare this cost with the expected cost obtained by the algorithm, i.e. from

px, the p that the algorithm selected. This allows us to establish how close to worst-case

the choices in p were. We refer to this difference as the p-gap, and it is defined as:

gp(y
x, px) = max

p∈Up
f(yx, p)− f(yx, px).

2. Quality of y choices. For a given solution yx from algorithm x, we compute the worst-

case expected cost using brute force, as we did when finding gp(y
x, px). We can then

26



compare this worst-case cost with that of the optimal y, to assess how good yx is. This is

referred to as the y-gap, and is defined as:

gy(y
x) = max

p∈Up
f(yx, p)− z∗.

In Table 4 we summarise the average p-gaps and y-gaps of the three heuristics, along with the

average absolute percentage gaps (APGs). The p-APG is obtained by taking the p-gap as an

absolute percentage of the worst-case expected cost for the chosen solution yx. The y-APG is

obtained by taking the y-gap as an absolute percentage of the optimal solution value.

Alg. Avg. p-gap Avg. p-APG Avg. y-gap Avg. y-APG

CS 0.0065 0.0061% 0.0004 0.0003%

S&S 0.0057 0.0053% 0.8309 0.9227%

AO 0.0015 0.0079% 0.0002 0.0002%

Table 4: Summary of gaps and APGs of the heuristics

This suggests that all algorithms perform very well at choosing the worst-case p for a fixed yx,

and all have an average p-APG of less than 0.008%. AO arguably performs the best at selecting

p, if we use p-gap as our metric rather than p-APG. This is due to the fact that it’s the only

heuristic which chooses p from the entire set of distributions. CS and AO are very good at

selecting the optimal y, since they both use the solver to select it, and on average they both

have a y-APG of less than 0.0004%. The y solution they chose had, on average, a worst-case

expected cost that was less than 0.0005 away from the optimal objective value. S&S does not

perform as well at selecting y, although it still has an average y-APG of less than 1%.

We can also study the results broken down by the size of the set of distributions. We present

these results in Table 6, which is in Appendix D.1 due to space considerations. In summary, the

table suggests that S&S and CS do not encounter many problems in finding the worst-case p for

their chosen yx until the set reaches its largest size, i.e. 3883. This is because the set they are

using will only contain a small fraction of the total number of distributions in these cases. These

two algorithms are consistent in their selection of the optimal y across all values of |Up|. AO

performs consistently with respect to p and y across all sizes, with the highest average p-APG

and y-APG occurring when |Up| = 16.

The algorithms that use Gurobi on the full set of distributions, i.e. opt and AO, do not scale

well with |Up|. For AO, solve times average approximately 1 hour when |Up| = 3883. The

optimal algorithm reaches an average solution time of nearly 1 hour when |Up| = 512. We can

therefore conclude that AO scales better with |Up| than opt. S&S and CS’s solutions times are

not significantly affected by |Up|, taking less than 3 minutes.

Finally, we can look at the performance of algorithms by the size of the set of intakes I. These

results are shown in Table 8, which is given in Appendix D.3. The computation times of each

heuristic algorithm are not strongly impacted by the number of intakes. They typically increase
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with this number, but only by a few minutes. AO in particular is less affected by |I| due to

its removal of low-probability intakes. The p-APGs are also not significantly affected, and for

AO and CS neither are the y-APGs. The main thing we notice here is that the performance

of S&S in terms of y-APG does seem to vary with the number of intakes, although it is not a

strictly increasing relationship. S&S performs best for those instances where |I|= 20000 and

2592, with poorer performance occurring for the smaller sets of intakes. The optimal algorithm,

as expected, takes the longest for |I|= 20000.

We see from Tables 6 and 8 that the longest solution times from opt occurred when |Up| = 562

and when |I| = 20000 and 567. This is due to the fact that the instances where |Up| = 3883

and |I| > 2000 timed out and are hence not shown in these tables.

6.4 The Effect of Workstacks on Solutions

In our experiments, we used only one value of the capacity c but varied the workstacks D to give

a variety of possibilities for pulling forward. This was based on the number of pairs between

which pulling forward was possible, i.e. |F+(c,D)| from Section 5.2. We summarise the values

of c−D and |F+(c,D)| in Table 5.

c−D |F+(c,D)|

(8, -15, -15, 8, -15) 3

(8, -15, -15, 8, 8) 2

(8, -15, 8, 8, 8) 1

(8, 8, 8, 8, 8) 0

Table 5: Summary of c−D values and corresponding number of pairs

Any more pairs than 3 is not possible for L = 5 and K = 2. We did not obtain any solutions

that pulled forward between more than 1 pair of days. This could be explained by the way that

rollover passes through the plan, incurring a cost multiple times if it rolls over on multiple days.

Days 1 and 2 are typically prioritised for rollover reduction via pulling forward, since jobs due

on these days have the potential to roll over the most times. There was one instance in which

we found yopt5,4 > 0, and all the rest had only yopt2,1 > 0. Even in this case, yopt2,1 > 0 was returned

by the other algorithms and was also optimal.

For reference, the results broken down by |F+(c,D)| are shown in Table 7, in Appendix D.2.

Firstly, we note that all algorithms were always y-optimal when there were no feasible pairs

(since y = 0 is the only feasible solution). Other than this there is no clear effect of |F+(c,D)|
on y-optimality. We also note that S&S and CS perform the worst in terms of p-gap when

the number of feasible pairs is largest. Outside of this there is no clear relationship between

|F+(c,D)| and p-optimality. The invariance in y-APGs is likely due to the fact that making

use of any more pairs than 1 is was suboptimal in all cases, and no algorithm ever did this.

The number of feasible pairs does not affect the p choices, explaining the invariance in this
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regard. We see that average solution times generally decrease as |F+(c,D)| increases. This effect

(and the number of instances for each number of pairs) can be explained by the corresponding

imax values. Differences in c − D lead to differences in the possible values for imax. This is

caused by constraint (35), which leads to the effect that more days with incomplete jobs, i.e.

max(cτ−Dτ , 0) = 0, leads to a lower total maximum intake. More days with max(cτ−Dτ , 0) = 0

also leads to more days from which jobs can be pulled forward. Hence, instances with more

feasible pairs will have a lower total maximum intake, as is reflected in Table 7. This suggests

that we are experiencing the effect of |I|, i.e. large |F+(c,D)| leads to lower |I| and hence faster

solution times.

6.5 Analysis of Suboptimal Solutions

There were 5 instances, out of the 168 where opt finished solving, in which CS chose the optimal

y but a suboptimal p for that y. We now study the p’s given by CS and those given by opt for

the same instances. Recall that CS uses the p-squash step from S&S, i.e. it uses step 4. from

S&S to search for the worst-case distribution over the set defined in step 2. of S&S. The nature

of this method is that it results in p solutions with one pτ being large and the others being

smaller. In the instances where CS and S&S were suboptimal, it was in fact optimal to spread

the probability more evenly across the days. For example, in one of these instances, CS returned

pCS = (0.933, 0.867, 0.8, 0.8, 0.8), where day 1 has high probability. It was optimal, however, to

choose popt = (0.867, 0.867, 0.867, 0.867, 0.8), where 4 days have equal probability. This is the

same pattern that we found for S&S, but not for AO. In the cases where AO was p-suboptimal,

it gave p solutions which had the same spread of probability. However, it gave solutions that

were permutations of the ones that opt gave. This is due to the fact that it removes some intakes

from the set I, thereby approximating the objective function.

We can also study the suboptimal pulling forward (y) decisions. Since S&S was the only algo-

rithm that gave a large number of suboptimal y solutions, we now investigate the reasons behind

this behaviour. In the 108 instances where S&S was y-suboptimal, both S&S and opt pulled

forward between the same single pair of days (day 2 to day 1). The only difference was in the

number of jobs pulled forward, y2,1. In Figure 2 we plot the values of yopt2,1 against yS&S
2,1 . Since

the extended S&S is an ensemble heuristic, we add the algorithm that returned each solution as

shown by the colour of the dots.

The plot does not highlight any specific pattern in the points overall, but it does suggest the

following three points. Firstly, TD typically pulls forward too little. This is due to the upper

bound that TD uses for
∑τ−1

l=max(τ−K,1) yτ,l. This upper bound is shown in step 3. of Top Down

(Section 4.3.1) as:

ymax
τ =

⌊
max

{
cτ −Dτ − ifτ , 0

}⌋
, (37)

which is lower than the upper bound given in constraint (21). This corresponds to reserving

capacity for intake jobs, and hence reducing the potential for pulling forward. Secondly, PH

typically pulls forward too much. As described in step 3(d)i. of PH in Section 4.3.2, the upper

bound PH uses for pulling forward to τ2 is max{cτ2 − Dτ2 , 0}. This upper bound does not
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Figure 2: Correct vs. Incorrect y2,1 values, colour coded by the algorithm that gave them

account for intake at all, and the greedy nature of PH means it will always reach this upper

bound if possible. Finally, BU was not responsible for any of the solutions in Figure 2. Our

results show that BU was never the algorithm responsible for S&S’s solution. BU typically chose

to pull forward between day 3 and 1 instead of 2 and 1 when this was possible, and this was

never optimal in the instances that we considered.

Figure 3 shows the difference between the expected rollover cost found by S&S and the worst-

case expected rollover cost, for each day. Positive values suggests S&S’s expected rollover was

higher. Each line in the plot corresponds to the solution for a different instance. Figure 3a

shows that pulling forward too little results in less rollover on day 1, due to there being more

spare capacity, but more on every subsequent day. Figure 3b shows that pulling forward leads

to much higher rollover on day 1, followed by less on the subsequent days.

(a) Cases where S&S pulled forward too little (b) Cases where S&S pulled forward too much

Figure 3: Worst-case expected rollover difference when S&S chose the right pair of days

7 Conclusions and Further Research

The general conclusions that we can make from our results for instances where all algorithms

finished running are as follows. S&S is the fastest heuristic (54 sec average) but its speed comes
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with a reduction in performance compared to the other algorithms. It is not very strong when

selecting y (35% optimal), but it performs very well in selecting the worst-case p (96% optimal).

CS, on the other hand, offers a substantial increase in performance over S&S when choosing y

(98% optimal) and the same performance when choosing p (96% optimal again), with only a

slight increase in time taken (1 minute 51 seconds on average). AO performs the same as CS

in choosing y, and slightly worse in choosing p (95% optimal), but it takes quite a bit longer

(8 min average). We can also draw some conclusions from the results for the cases where opt

timed out. Since AO can also time out for the largest of problems, CS is the best algorithm for

practical use. It performs very well and takes a small amount of time to generate a solution, i.e.

12 minutes at most. It has been verified that, in every instance, CS finished in 1-2 iterations

of the inner loop. It always stopped when it had reached the optimal p within the set it was

given. These two facts along with further testing suggest that increasing kmax or reducing the

optimality tolerance for CS will not improve solutions, and that the only way this can be done is

by improving the set of distributions passed to it. However, this would result in larger ambiguity

sets which may cause CS to lose some time efficiency.

The conclusions regarding S&S can be summarised as follows. Typically, when S&S chose the

wrong y, TD and PH were capable of choosing the correct pair of days between which pulling

forward could be carried out. They were not accurate in selecting the value of this variable,

however, with TD typically being too low and PH typically being too high. This was due to the

upper bounds given to the two algorithms for the pulling forward variable, with the bound for

TD being too conservative and the bound for PH not being conservative enough. We conjecture

that constructing the set of extreme distributions before the candidate y solutions might improve

S&S’s performance. If we were to do this, then we could use the expected intake when computing

y to avoid unnecessary rollover and/or missing an opportunity for pulling forward. The bounds

to use for these algorithms is a subject for future research.

It is true that the algorithms in this paper were created for our problem specifically, but their

logic is generalisable to other models. The basic idea of S&S is to reduce the search space for both

the outer and inner problems using some intuition about the problem under consideration. The

outer problem is solved using an ensemble of basic heuristics, and this could be applied to any

DRO problem. The inner model is solved using our observation that the objective is increasing

in the distribution’s parameters in order to construct a set of extreme distributions. Where we

applied this process to the success probabilities, this can be done analogously by considering

extreme PMF values instead. For example, if we were to consider general distributions instead

of binomial ones, this could be done by constructing a set of distributions with the heaviest

upper tails, since these give the highest probabilities to the highest intakes.

The main contribution that we have made to the existing DRO literature is a selection of

algorithms resulting from incorporating information about the family in which the distribution

of the uncertain parameters lies. In the literature, the distributions are usually considered to be

more general and no such assumptions are made. We have shown that this additional information

can be very beneficial in constructing algorithms for the DRO model, since CS and S&S both
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exploit the behaviour of the binomial distribution in order to produce solutions. This has not

only allowed these algorithms to perform very well, but also to produce solutions very quickly

to a model with a very large number of constraints and decision variables. It has been noted in

the literature that CS suffers runtime issues due to the complexity of the distribution separation

problem, and we have presented a version of CS that does not suffer from this problem.

There are a number of natural extensions to our work which would be of further interest from

a practical viewpoint. Firstly, this model considers a simplified version of the planning problem

in which each job requires one unit of capacity to complete. This is not typically the case in real

life, since different jobs will naturally take a different amount of time to complete. Adding more

varied completion times would be a clear next step in improving this model. Secondly, the model

considers the case where there is only one skill, and is equivalent to assuming all engineers can

complete all jobs. In some scenarios this is not the case, and the model could account for this

by considering separate demand values and decision variables for each skill. Finally, we have

treated the capacity as fixed and aimed to optimise its use. In some cases, if not all, however,

capacity can be manipulated in the planning phase using such things as ordering extra units of

existing resources (overtime), hiring outside resources for a cost (contractors), and reducing the

capacity on certain days (reductions). These ways to manipulate capacity will form the basis of

some of our future research.
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Gorissen, B. L., İhsan Yanıkoğlu, and den Hertog, D. (2015). A practical guide to robust

optimization. Omega, 53:124–137.

Hanssmann, F. and Hess, S. W. (1960). A linear programming approach to production and

employment scheduling. Management Technology, 1(1):46–51.

Hettich, R. and Kortanek, K. O. (1993). Semi-infinite programming: Theory, methods, and

applications. SIAM Review, 35(3):380–429.

Holt, C. C., Modigliani, F., and Simon, H. A. (1955). A linear decision rule for production and

employment scheduling. Management Science, 2(1):1–30.

J. Abernathy, W., Baloff, N., Hershey, J., and Wandel, S. (1973). A three-stage manpower

planning and scheduling model – a service-sector example. Operations Research, 21:693–711.

Kortanek, K. O. and No, H. (1993). A central cutting plane algorithm for convex semi-infinite

programming problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 3(4):901–918.

33



Lam, H. and Ghosh, S. (2013). Iterative methods for robust estimation under bivariate distri-

butional uncertainty. In Proceedings of the 2013 Winter Simulation Conference: Simulation:

Making Decisions in a Complex World, WSC ’13, page 193–204. IEEE Press.

Laporte, G. and Louveaux, F. V. (1993). The integer L-shaped method for stochastic integer

programs with complete recourse. Operations Research Letters, 13(3):133–142.

Liu, Y., Yuan, X., Zeng, S., and Zhang, J. (2017). Primal–dual hybrid gradient method for

distributionally robust optimization problems. Operations Research Letters, 45(6):625–630.

Luo, F. and Mehrotra, S. (2019). Decomposition algorithm for distributionally robust optimiza-

tion using Wasserstein metric with an application to a class of regression models. European

Journal of Operational Research, 278(1):20–35.

Martel, A. and Price, W. (1978). A normative model for manpower planning under risk. In

Manpower Planning and Organization Design, pages 291–305. Springer.

Mehrotra, S. and Papp, D. (2014). A cutting surface algorithm for semi-infinite convex program-

ming with an application to moment robust optimization. arXiv preprint. arXiv:1306.3437.

Pflug, G. and Wozabal, D. (2007). Ambiguity in portfolio selection. Quantitative Finance,

7(4):435–442.

Rahimian, H., Bayraksan, G., and Homem-De-Mello, T. (2019). Identifying effective scenarios

in distributionally robust stochastic programs with total variation distance. Mathematical

Programming, 173(1–2):393–430.

Rahimian, H. and Mehrotra, S. (2019). Distributionally robust optimization: A review. arXiv

preprint. arXiv:1908.05659.

Ross, E. (2016). Cross-trained Workforce Planning Models. PhD thesis, University of Lancaster.

Sun, H., Wang, Y., and Xue, Y. (2021). A bi-objective robust optimization model for disaster

response planning under uncertainties. Computers & Industrial Engineering, 155:107213.

Zhu, X. and Sherali, H. D. (2009). Two-stage workforce planning under demand fluctuations

and uncertainty. Journal of the Operational Research Society, 60(1):94–103.

34



Appendices

A Optimal Solutions for Trivial Cases of the Two-day Model

Define the two sets:

cspare = {max{c1 −D1 − i1, 0} ∀ i1 ∈ I1} , (38)

dinc = {max{i2 − (c2 −D2), 0} ∀ i2 ∈ I2} , (39)

as the set of potential values of the spare capacity on day 1 before pulling forward and number

of incomplete jobs on day 2 before pulling forward. We have the following results.

Theorem 2. In the two-day model, if D2 < min(cspare) then y = D2 is an optimal solution.

Proof. Since D2 ≥ 0 this means that min(cspare) > 0 and hence c1 −D1 − imax
1 > 0. Hence:

D2 < min(cspare) = c1 −D1 − imax
1 ≤ c1 −D1. (40)

Therefore, the constraint on y is y ≤ min{D2, c1 −D1} = D2 and thus y = D2 is feasible and

we cannot pull forward more than D2. Recall that, for any i ∈ I:

Ri1 = max{i1 − (c1 −D1 − y), 0} = max{i1 + y − (c1 −D1), 0} (41)

and we have:

i1 + y − (c1 −D1) ≤ imax
1 +D2 − (c1 −D1) (42)

= D2 − (c1 −D1 − imax
1 ) (43)

= D2 −min(cspare) (44)

< 0 ∀ i ∈ I. (45)

Here, (42) is because i1 ≤ imax
1 and y ≤ D2, and (45) is because D2 < min(cspare). This means

that Ri1 = 0 ∀ i ∈ I, and ∀ y ∈ {0, . . . , D2}. Hence, Ep(R1) = 0 ∀ p ∈ Up and ∀ y ∈ {0, . . . , D2}.
This means that the y with the lowest worst-case expected rollover cost on day 2 is optimal.

Since R1 = 0 for any y, we have that:

Ri2 = max{i2 − (c2 −D2)− y, 0}

and clearly Ri2 is decreasing in y for any i ∈ I. Hence, choosing y to be its highest value, i.e.

D2, must lead to the lowest Ri2 for all i ∈ I, and hence the lowest expected day 2 rollover cost

for any distribution p. It follows that y = D2 gives the lowest worst-case expected day 2 rollover

cost and is hence optimal.

Theorem 3. In the two-day model, if min(cspare) > max(dinc) then y = min{max(dinc), D2} is

an optimal solution.
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Proof. If min(cspare) > max(dinc) then, since max(dinc) ≥ 0, we have min(cspare) > 0 and so

min(cspare) = c1 −D1 − imax
1 .

Also let us note that, if y = min{max(dinc), D2} then y ≤ D2. Also, since max(dinc) <

min(cspare) we also have:

y ≤ max(dinc) < min(cspare) = c1 −D1 − imax
1 ≤ c1 −D1.

This means that y ≤ min{c1−D1, D2} and so y is feasible. Now, if max(dinc) = 0 then we have

imax
2 − (c2 −D2) ≤ 0, and hence

i2 − (c2 −D2)− y ≤ imax
2 − (c2 −D2) ≤ 0.

This means Ri2 = 0 for all i ∈ I and all y. If we take y = 0 = min{max(dinc), D2}, then we also

have Ri1 = 0 for all i ∈ I, since min(cspare) > 0. Thus,
∑2

τ=1 Ep(Rτ ) = 0 for all p ∈ Up, and

notably for the worst-case p as well. This means y = min{max(dinc), D2} is optimal, since the

worst-case expected rollover cost cannot be less than zero.

If max(dinc) > 0 then imax
2 − (c2 −D2) > 0. Consider again the choice y = min{max(dinc), D2}.

Then y ≤ max(dinc) < min(cspare), so we have

i1 + y − (c1 −D1) ≤ min(cspare) + imax
1 − (c1 −D1), (46)

= 0, (47)

for all i ∈ I. Hence, Ri1 = 0 ∀ i ∈ I and Ep(R1) = 0 ∀ p ∈ Up. Furthermore, if D2 > max(dinc)

then y = max(dinc) and:

i2 − (c2 −D2)− y ≤ max(dinc)− y = 0 ∀ i ∈ I. (48)

This means that:

Ri2 = max{i2 − (c2 −D2)− y, 0} = 0 ∀ i ∈ I.

Hence, Ep(R2) = 0 ∀ p ∈ Up. Therefore, both expected rollover costs are zero in the worst case

and so our choice of y is optimal. Finally, if D2 < max(dinc) then y = D2. Hence, y cannot be

increased any further, and reducing it could only cause some values of Ri2 to be higher, while all

Ri1 remain at zero. Hence, Ri2 cannot be decreased further for any i ∈ I. Therefore, Ri2 is also

minimised for all i ∈ I, and thus Ep(R2) is minimised for all p ∈ Up. Again, the total expected

rollover cost is minimised for all distributions, and so our choice of y is optimal.
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B Proofs of Results in Section 3.6

B.1 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. This follows from common sense; if we pull forward any less than min(cspare) then one

of two things must happen. Firstly, we could be missing an opportunity to pull forward a job

from day 2 that will be incomplete. Hence, the solution will have more rollover and hence is not

optimal. If this is not the case, then we are missing the opportunity to pull forward a job that

will currently be completed on day 2. Hence, the rollover from this solution is the same as the

one resulting from pulling forward min(cspare). If we pull forward any more than max(cspare),

then we will cause jobs to roll over from day 1. If we pull forward more than max(dinc), then

we will be pulling forward a job that would otherwise not have rolled over. This job will either

roll over on day 1, causing more total rollover than pulling forward max(dinc), or not roll over

on day 1, causing the same rollover as pulling forward max(dinc). Hence, pulling forward y /∈ Y
cannot have a lower rollover cost than pulling forward y ∈ Y, so the optimal y must lie in Y.

B.2 Proof of Lemma 2

We now prove Lemma 2 by taking a normal approximation to the binomial distribution and

taking derivatives of the resulting expected values.

B.2.1 Normal Approximation of Binomial Distribution

Since the binomial PMF is not “nice” to work with in respect to taking derivatives and prov-

ing properties such as monotonicity, we use a normal approximation to the binomial distri-

bution when proving optimality of our algorithm. For large imax
τ we can assume that Iτ ∼

N(imax
τ pτ , i

max
τ pτ (1 − pτ )) approximately. In order to calculate an expression for the expected

rollover, we define the incomplete jobs via equations (49)-(50).

r1 = I1 − (c1 −D1 − y) = I1 − cr1, (49)

r2 = I2 − (c2 −D2 + y) = I2 − cr2, (50)

so that R1 = max{r1, 0} and R2 = max{r2 + R1, 0}. It is then clear that rτ is normal for

τ ∈ {1, 2}. Furthermore, we can write R1 as a mixture of zero with probability P(r1 ≤ 0) and a

zero-truncated normal distribution (i.e. r1|r1 > 0) with probability P(r1 > 0). Defining:

µ1 = imax
1 p1 − cr1, (51)

σ21 = Var(I1), (52)

as the mean and variance of r1, using the formula for the expected value of a left-truncated

normal distribution truncated at zero, we can find that the expected value ofR1 is given by:

Ep(R1) = P(r1 > 0)×
(
µ1 + σ1

φ(α1)

1− Φ(α1)

)
(53)

= (1− Φ(α1))µ1 + φ(α1)σ1 (54)

= Φ(−α1)µ1 + φ(α1)σ1 (55)
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where α1 = −µ1
σ1

, φ is the PDF of the standard normal distribution and Φ is the CDF of said

distribution. By (11), we have that I1+I2 ≤ cr1+cr2 with probability 1, or equivalently r1+r2 ≤ 0

with probability 1. Hence, we obtain:

P(R2 > 0) = P(max(r2 +R1, 0) > 0) (56)

= P(r2 +R1 > 0) (57)

= P(r2 + max(r1, 0) > 0) (58)

= P(r1 > 0 ∩ r2 + r1 > 0) + P(r1 ≤ 0 ∩ r2 > 0) (59)

= P(r1 > 0 ∩ r2 + r1 > 0) + P(r1 ≤ 0)P(r2 > 0) (60)

= P(r1 ≤ 0)P(r2 > 0) (61)

= (1− P(r1 > 0))P(r2 > 0) (62)

= P(r2 > 0)− P(r1 > 0 ∩ r2 > 0) (63)

= P(r2 > 0). (64)

Here, equation (59) uses the law of total probability conditioning on r1 > 0 and r1 ≤ 0 and (61)

uses that r1 + r2 ≤ 0 with probability 1, meaning that the event {r1 > 0 ∩ r1 + r2 > 0} has

probability zero. Therefore, we have:

Ep(R2) = P(R2 > 0)× Ep(R2|R2 > 0) (65)

= P(r2 > 0)×
(
µ2 + σ2

φ(α2)

1− Φ(α2)

)
(66)

= Φ(−α2)µ2 + φ(α2)σ2, (67)

where µ2, σ2, α2 are defined in the same way as for day 1. Note that these expressions show that

Ep(R2) is independent of p1 and Ep(R1) is independent of p2.

B.2.2 Proof for Day 1 Expected Rollover

We now use derivatives to prove that the expected day 1 rollover is increasing in p1. The

derivative of Ep(R1) is given by:

d

dp1
Ep(R1) =

(
Φ(−α1)i

max
1 − µ1

dα1

dp1
φ(−α1)

)
+

(
φ(α1)

imax
1

2σ1
(1− 2p1)− σ1α1

dα1

dp1
φ(α1)

)
(68)

=

(
Φ(−α1)i

max
1 − µ1

dα1

dp1
φ(α1)

)
+

(
φ(α1)

imax
1

2σ1
(1− 2p1) + µ1

dα1

dp1
φ(α1)

)
(69)

= Φ(−α1)i
max
1 + φ(α1)

imax
1

2σ1
(1− 2p1), (70)

where (69) uses the symmetry of the normal distribution, i.e. that φ(−α1) = φ(α1). Clearly,

when p1 ∈
[
0, 12
]

this derivative is non-negative. Hence, consider p1 ∈ (12 , 1]. Since 1− 2p1 ≥ −1

when p1 >
1
2 , we have:

g1(p1) :=
d

dp1
Ep(R1) ≥ imax

1

[
Φ(−α1)−

φ(α1)

2σ1

]
. (71)

We can further split
(
1
2 , 1
]

into two parts based on when α1 > 0 and when α1 ≤ 0. Since α1 =

−µ1
σ1

, α1 > 0 when µ1 < 0 i.e. p1 < pcrit1 :=
cr1
imax
1

. We then have α1 ≤ 0 when p1 ≥ pcrit1 .
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We discuss the case where p1 ≥ pcrit1 first. If p1 ≥ pcrit1 then this must mean that pcrit1 ≤ 1 and

hence imax
1 ≥ cr1. By finding the derivative of −α1 to be:

d

dp1

µ1
σ1

=
imax
1

2σ31
(p1(i

max
1 − 2cr1) + cr1). (72)

we find that it is increasing in p1 when imax ≥ cr1, as this implies that:

p1(i
max
1 − 2cr1) + cr1 ≥ p1(−cr1) + cr1 = cr1(1− p1) > 0. (73)

Since Φ is a CDF, it is increasing in −α1 and hence Φ(−α1) is increasing in p1. Therefore, since

p1 ≥ pcrit1 we have:

Φ(−α1) ≥ Φ
(
−α1|p1 = pcrit1

)
= Φ(0) =

1

2
. (74)

We also have that:

φ(α1)

2σ1
=

1

2
×

[
1√

2πσ21
exp

(
−1

2

(
0− µ1
σ1

)2
)]

=
1

2
fr1(0) ≤ 1

2
, (75)

where fr1 is the PDF of r1 ∼ N(µ1, σ1). Combining (74) and (75), we have g1(p1) ≥ 0 for

p1 ∈ [pcrit1 , 1]. The only remaining part of the proof for day 1 is the region p1 ∈
[
1
2 , p

crit
1

)
.

For this part of the proof we use the Mills ratio, defined in (76). The Mills ratio is a known

function which has proven upper and lower bounds written in terms of its argument z.

M(z) =
1− Φ(z)

φ(z)
, z > 0. (76)

Using this, we have:

g1(p1) = imax
1 φ(α1)

[
M(α1) +

1− 2p1
2σ1

]
, (77)

and hence the proof reduces to showing that M(α1) ≥ −1−2p1
2σ1

for p1 ∈
[
1
2 , p

crit
1

)
. We can prove

this result under one condition. From the paper on bounds on the Mills ratio by From (2020),

we have:

M(z) >
2√

z2 + 4 + z
, x ≥ 0. (78)

Note that, for 1
2 ≤ p1 ≤ pcrit1 , we have µ1 ≤ 0 and hence α1 = −µ1

σ1
≥ 0. Using the above, we

have:

d

dp1
Ep(R1) ≥ imax

1 φ(α1)

[
M(α1)−

1

2σ1

]
(79)

> imax
1 φ(α1)

[
2√

α2
1 + 4 + α1

− 1

2σ1

]
(80)

= imax
1 φ(α1)

 2√(
µ1
σ1

)2
+ 4− µ1

σ1

− 1

2σ1

 (81)

= imax
1 φ(α1)

[
2σ1√

µ21 + 4σ21 − µ1
− 1

2σ1

]
(82)
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= imax
1 φ(α1)

 4σ21 −
√
µ21 + 4σ21 + µ1

2σ1

(√
µ21 + 4σ21 − µ1

)
 (83)

and we can write:

µ21 + 4σ21 = (µ1 − 2σ1)
2 + 4µ1σ1 (84)

< (µ1 − 2σ1)
2 (85)

since µ1 < 0. Hence: √
µ21 + 4σ21 < |µ1 − 2σ1|= 2σ1 − µ1. (86)

Therefore, we get:

d

dp1
Ep(R1) ≥ imax

1 φ(α1)

 4σ21 − (2σ1 − µ1) + µ1

2σ1

(√
µ21 + 4σ21 − µ1

)
 (87)

= imax
1 φ(α1)

 4σ21 − 2σ1 + 2µ1

2σ1

(√
µ21 + 4σ21 − µ1

)
 (88)

Hence, since the denominator is positive, we analyse the function given by:

h1(p1) = 4σ21 − 2σ1 + 2µ1.

In fact, we have:

h1(p1) = 4imax
1 p1(1− p1)− 2σ1 + 2(imax

1 p1 − cr1) (89)

= 4imax
1 p1

(
3

2
− p1

)
− 2σ1 − 2cr1 (90)

> 4imax
1

1

2

(
3

2
− 1

2

)
− 2σ1 − 2cr1 (91)

= 2imax
1 − 2σ1 − 2cr1 (92)

> 2(imax
1 − cr1)−

√
imax
1 . (93)

Here, (90) is due to the fact that p1
(
3
2 − p1

)
is concave for p1 ∈ [12 , p

crit
1 ] and has its minimum

when p1 = 1
2 . Also, (93) is true because σ1 <

√
imax
1 × 1

2 × (1− 1
2) =

√
imax
1

2 . Hence, we have

proved that Ep(R1) is increasing in p1 for p1 ∈
[
1
2 , p

crit
1

)
if:

imax
1 − cr1 ≥

√
imax
1

2
. (94)

Using the definition for cr1, this corresponds to:

y ≥ (c1 −D1)−

(
imax
1 −

√
imax
1

2

)
. (95)
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B.2.3 Proof for Day 2 Expected Rollover

From Appendix B.2.1 we have:

Ep(R2) = Φ(−α2)µ2 + φ(α2)σ2, (96)

and we wish to prove Ep(R2) is increasing in p2 for any fixed p1. Similarly to in Section B.2.2,

we find that:

g2(p2) =
d

dp2
Ep(R2) = Φ(−α2)i

max
2 + φ(α2)

imax
2

2σ2
(1− 2p2) (97)

Again, when p2 ≤ 1
2 it is clear that g2(p2) is increasing in p2, and so we consider p2 >

1
2 . We

have

g2(p2) ≥ Φ(−α2)i
max
2 − φ(α2)

imax
2

2σ2
, (98)

and we define the point at which α2 = −µ2
σ2

= 0 as:

pcrit2 =
cr2
imax
2

, (99)

and from our y range we have that

y ≤ max(dinc) = max {max{i2 − (c2 −D2), 0} | i2 ∈ I2} = max{imax
2 − (c2 −D2), 0}.

If max{imax
2 − (c2 − D2), 0} = 0 then imax

2 < c2 − D2 and hence no day 2 rollover is possible.

This means that R2 = 0 and is hence trivially increasing since it is constant. Hence we consider

the cases where:

0 ≤ y ≤ imax
2 − (c2 −D2)

and therefore imax
2 ≤ cr2 and so pcrit2 ≥ 1. Hence, we always have p2 ≤ pcrit2 and so µ2 ≤ 0. Given

that p2 ≤ pcrit2 , we use the Mills ratio approach from Appendix B.2.2 to get:

g2(p2) ≥ imax
2 φ(α2)

[
M(α2)−

1

2σ2

]
(100)

> imax
2 φ(α2)

[
2√

α2
2 + 4 + α2

− 1

2σ2

]
(101)

= imax
2 φ(α2)

 4σ22 −
√
µ22 + 4σ22 + µ2

2σ2

(√
µ22 + 4σ22 − µ2

)
 (102)

and we have:

µ22 + 4σ22 = (µ2 − 2σ2)
2 + 4µ2σ2 (103)

≤ (µ2 − 2σ2)
2 (104)

since µ2 ≤ 0. Hence: √
µ22 + 4σ22 ≤ |µ2 − 2σ2|= 2σ2 − µ2. (105)

This means we have:

d

dp2
Ep(R2) ≥ imax

2 φ(α2)

 4σ22 − (2σ2 − µ2) + µ2

2σ2

(√
µ22 + 4σ22 − µ2

)
 (106)
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= imax
2 φ(α2)

 4σ22 − 2σ2 + 2µ2

2σ2

(√
µ22 + 4σ22 − µ2

)
 (107)

and again we study the function:

h2(p2) = 4σ22 − 2σ2 + µ2 (108)

= 4imax
2 p2

(
3

2
− p2

)
− 2σ2 − 2cr2 (109)

> 4imax
2

1

2

(
3

2
− 1

2

)
− 2σ2 − 2cr2 (110)

> 2(imax
2 − cr2)−

√
imax
2 (111)

= 2imax
2 −

√
imax
2 − 2(c2 −D2)− 2y (112)

= 2(D2 − c2) + 2imax
2 −

√
imax
2 − 2y. (113)

Thus, g2(p2) is increasing in p2 if:

y ≤ (D2 − c2) +

(
imax
2 − 1

2

√
imax
2

)
. (114)

B.3 Proof of Theorem 1

Proof. For any y ∈ Ỹ, both expected rollovers are increasing in their respective success prob-

abilities by Lemma 2. This means that the maximum total expected rollover cost must occur

when at least one of the two probabilities is at its maximum, i.e. it occurs at some p ∈ Pmax,

otherwise neither is at its maximum and hence the sum of the two cannot be either. Given that

one of p1, p2 is at its max, since the other day’s expected rollover is increasing in its own success

probability and independent of the other, it must be optimal to set the remaining pτ as high as

possible. Hence, the worst-case distribution lies in Upmax and will therefore be found by S&S.
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C Bottom Up Algorithm

The BU algorithm is as follows:

1. Initialise yτ1,τ2 = 0 for all τ1, τ2.

2. Set τ = L− 1.

3. Define ymax
τ =

⌊
max{cτ −Dτ − ifτ , 0}

⌋
and k = min{L− τ,K}.

4. While ymax
τ > 0 and set k ≥ 1 and τ + k ≤ L:

(a) Set yτ+k,τ = min
{

max{Dτ+k − cτ+k, 0} −
∑K

l=1 yτ+k,τ+k−l, y
max
τ

}
.

(b) ymax
τ = ymax

τ − yτ+k,τ .

(c) k = k − 1.

5. If τ > 1 set τ = τ − 1 and go to 3.

6. Return y.

This algorithm may perform well in cases where there are significant spikes of demand at the

end of the plan, which need to be smoothed as much as possible.
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D Large Results Tables

D.1 Results by |Up|

Avg. p-APG Avg. y-APG Min t.t. Avg. t.t. Max t.t.

|Up| Count Algorithm

16 62 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:05.25 0:01:46.22 0:07:23.93

S&S 0.0% 0.9841% 0:00:00.34 0:00:55.59 0:08:21.85

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:02.29 0:01:53.8 0:11:25.06

AO 0.0211% 0.0002% 0:00:02.76 0:00:19.72 0:01:20.18

32 31 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:10.38 0:03:03.62 0:11:51.53

S&S 0.0% 0.8742% 0:00:00.34 0:00:12.49 0:01:00.22

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:02.11 0:01:24.59 0:06:40.94

AO 0.0% 0.0004% 0:00:05.61 0:00:30.47 0:01:39.89

512 31 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:03:25.97 0:52:51.43 3:17:24.39

S&S 0.0% 0.693% 0:00:02.37 0:01:51.87 0:09:11.77

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:04 0:02:45.95 0:12:09.45

AO 0.0004% 0.0% 0:02:22.88 0:11:39.66 0:32:45.82

562 31 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:03:55.46 0:59:29.46 3:41:37.82

S&S 0.0% 0.8669% 0:00:01.22 0:00:57.77 0:04:40.75

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:02.92 0:02:00.37 0:08:45.78

AO 0.0% 0.0% 0:02:16.57 0:09:47.41 0:25:24.44

3883 13 opt 0.0% 0.0% 1:12:21.91 1:30:54.48 1:47:25.8

S&S 0.0685% 1.4263% 0:00:04.53 0:00:06.04 0:00:07.36

CS 0.0793% 0.0044% 0:00:05.28 0:00:08.73 0:00:12.08

AO 0.0% 0.0% 0:48:02.39 0:58:15.19 1:07:21.78

Table 6: Summary of results and times taken by size of Up

Table 6 is referred to in Section 6.3.
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D.2 Results by |F+(c,D)|

Avg. p-APG Avg. y-APG Avg. t.t.

|F+(c,D)| Count Mean |I| Algorithm

0 25 20000.00 opt 0.0% 0.0% 1:26:56.75

S&S 0.0% 0.0% 0:04:38.47

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:08:43.75

AO 0.038% 0.0% 0:12:12.08

1 25 8192.00 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:37:29.34

S&S 0.0% 1.7741% 0:01:01.83

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:02:42.02

AO 0.0093% 0.0% 0:07:08.66

2 40 2440.12 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:11:05.17

S&S 0.0% 0.3281% 0:00:11.58

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:27.98

AO 0.0% 0.0007% 0:03:22.21

3 78 505.46 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:16:51.48

S&S 0.0114% 1.2504% 0:00:02.57

CS 0.0132% 0.0007% 0:00:05.18

AO 0.0018% 0.0% 0:10:46.12

Table 7: Results by |F+(c,D)|

Table 7 is referred to in Section 6.4.
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D.3 Results by |I|

Avg. p-APG Avg. y-APG Min t.t. Avg. t.t. Max t.t.

|I| Count Algorithm

392 18 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:05.25 0:13:25.58 1:12:43.51

S&S 0.0064% 1.066% 0:00:00.34 0:00:02.04 0:00:05.09

CS 0.0064% 0.0032% 0:00:02.11 0:00:03.9 0:00:08.03

AO 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:02.76 0:09:14.97 0:50:59.18

512 30 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:07.81 0:16:44.74 1:35:58.35

S&S 0.0124% 1.2578% 0:00:00.43 0:00:02.62 0:00:06.94

CS 0.0147% 0.0% 0:00:03.07 0:00:05.27 0:00:12.08

AO 0.0008% 0.0% 0:00:03.26 0:10:22.41 0:59:37.25

567 30 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:07.77 0:19:01.75 1:47:25.8

S&S 0.0135% 1.3536% 0:00:00.49 0:00:02.84 0:00:07.36

CS 0.0158% 0.0% 0:00:03.36 0:00:05.85 0:00:11.93

AO 0.0038% 0.0% 0:00:03.31 0:12:04.52 1:07:21.78

2187 15 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:34.98 0:09:45.96 0:24:39

S&S 0.0% 0.5093% 0:00:02.2 0:00:10.25 0:00:20.01

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:15.83 0:00:22.85 0:00:33.64

AO 0.0% 0.0018% 0:00:07.57 0:03:12.07 0:08:29.45

2592 25 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:43.01 0:11:52.69 0:29:57.85

S&S 0.0% 0.2195% 0:00:02.65 0:00:12.38 0:00:24.58

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:19.11 0:00:31.06 0:00:55.29

AO 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:08.75 0:03:28.29 0:09:50.88

8192 25 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:02:18.52 0:37:29.34 1:34:39.83

S&S 0.0% 1.7741% 0:00:12.73 0:01:01.83 0:02:00.29

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:01:30.43 0:02:42.02 0:04:45.69

AO 0.0093% 0.0% 0:00:22.52 0:07:08.66 0:18:56.39

20000 25 opt 0.0% 0.0% 0:05:33.23 1:26:56.75 3:41:37.82

S&S 0.0% 0.0% 0:00:44.08 0:04:38.47 0:09:11.77

CS 0.0% 0.0% 0:04:59.26 0:08:43.75 0:12:09.45

AO 0.038% 0.0% 0:00:46.7 0:12:12.08 0:32:45.82

Table 8: Summary of results and times taken by size of I

Table 8 is referred to in Section 6.3.
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E Results for Instances Where opt Timed Out

There were 18 instances in which opt timed out, and in 5 of these instances AO also timed

out. CS and S&S never timed out. All of the instances where opt timed out were those with

nprobs = 15 and γ = 0.15, i.e. they had the largest set of distributions. The sets of intakes

were always above 2000 in size in these instances, and the intake set was always of size 20000

when AO timed out. In all of the instances where the algorithms timed out, they timed out

before they even started solving. Hence, no solution is available from these algorithms in these

cases. However, in those instances where the heuristics finished running, we can still brute-force

compute the worst-case distribution for each chosen y. The results for the 13 instances in which

only opt timed out are summarised in Table 9. The results for the 5 where both opt and AO

timed out are summarised in Table 10.

Algorithm Avg. Worst-case Objective Avg. p-APG Min t.t. Avg. t.t. Max t.t.

S&S 84.55 0.002997% 0:00:25.73 0:01:19.87 0:02:40.07

CS 84.33 0.003511% 0:00:28.54 0:02:01.55 0:04:30.47

AO 84.30 0.000218% 1:54:05.16 2:46:11.82 4:04:41.95

Table 9: Summary of instances where only opt timed out.

Algorithm Avg. Worst-case Objective Avg. p-APG Min t.t. Avg. t.t. Max t.t.

S&S 2.0 0.090396% 0:11:36.86 0:11:39.86 0:11:44.75

CS 2.0 0.090396% 0:11:26.1 0:11:31.59 0:11:36.38

Table 10: Summary of instances where AO and opt both timed out.

Table 9 shows that all algorithms found y-decisions with worst-case expected costs that were

quite close to each other on average, and that they were all very close to choosing the worst-

case p on average. AO found the best solutions on average, but in significantly more time.

Table 10 reflects that, in those 5 instances, S&S and CS returned the same solutions. These

tables highlight the potential time savings by using S&S or CS. Just looking at Table 9, we see

that S&S and CS took between 1 and 2 minutes on average, where AO took almost 3 hours.

Table 10 shows that, in cases where AO timed out, the other two heuristics returned a solution

in 12 minutes on average.
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F Tables of Notation

F.1 General Model Notation

Notation Meaning

L Number of days in a plan

K Maximum number of days a job can be pulled for-

ward

τ , τ1, τ2 A day in the plan, value in {1, . . . , L}
yτ1,τ2 Number of jobs to pull forward from day τ1 ∈

{2, . . . , L} to τ2 ∈ {max τ1 −K, 1, . . . , τ1 − 1.

Rτ Number of jobs to roll over from day τ to τ + 1.

aτ Cost of a job rolling over from day τ to τ + 1.

cτ Number of hours of capacity available on day τ .

Dτ Number of jobs currently due on day τ .

N0 Set of non-negative integers.

Iτ Random variable representing number of jobs ar-

riving between the time of planning and day τ

that will be due on day τ (intake).

iτ Realisation of Iτ .

Ri Realisation of R = (R1, . . . , RL) corresponding to

realisation i of I.

Iτ Set of all possible realisations of Iτ .

I Set of all possible realisations of the vector of in-

takes I.

q A discrete probability distribution over the set of

intakes I.

imax
τ The maximum value Iτ can take.

pτ Success probability parameter of the binomial dis-

tribution of intake Iτ .

U Set of all probability distributions q that are bi-

nomial.

Up Set of vectors p obtained from a distribution q in

U .

Upα Set of ps such that the probability under p of total

intake going above total spare capacity is no more

than α.

Table 11: General model notation from Section 4.
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F.2 S&S Notation

Notation Meaning

ymax
τ Maximum number of jobs that can be pulled

forward to τ under S&S algorithm.

k Number of days after τ that we are currently

considering pulling forward jobs to τ from.

LP Partition of {1, . . . , L} into pairs inside the

Pull Half Forward Algorithm.

rτ Number of baseline incomplete jobs on τ be-

fore accounting for intake.

r(τ1,τ2) Total number of baseline incomplete jobs on

τ1 and τ2 before accounting for intake.

r̄P Average number of baseline incomplete jobs

per pair of days.

Pmax
τ Set of probability vectors p such that the

probability pτ for day τ is the highest it can

be while p is inside Up.
Pext
τ Set of (extreme) probability vectors p ∈ Pmax

τ

such that the sum of p is the largest.

Pext Union of Pext
τ over τ = 1, . . . , L, set of prob-

ability vectors p corresponding to the most

extreme probability distributions q.

X Set of algorithms x used in generating a y

solution in the multi-period S&S algorithm.

Y Set of candidate y solutions generated by S&S

algorithm.

Cp Expected rollover cost for the chosen y given

the distribution of intake is given by p.

py Probability vector p that gives the highest

value of Cp for the solution y.

y∗ y solution in Y that gave the lowest maximum

expected cost Cpy in S&S algorithm.

x∗, p∗ Algorithm and success probability that led to

this minimum cost.

Table 12: Notation used in S&S algorithm (Section 4.3)
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F.3 CS/AO Notation

Notation Meaning

k (repeated dummy variable) Index for the iteration of CS algorithm we are

currently carrying out.

kmax Maximum number of iterations of CS algo-

rithm allowed to run.

Up,k Current subset of Up being used at iteration

k of CS.

yk Pulling forward decision generated by solving

outer problem at iteration k of CS.

pk Probability vector generated by solving dis-

tribution separation problem at iteration k of

CS.

ε Optimality tolerance of CS algorithm.

tk Objective value of problem obtained by solv-

ing outer problem at iteration k of CS.

β Minimum probability an intake must have of

occurring in order to be used in the AO algo-

rithm.

Ĩ Set of intakes with probability of occurring

higher than β.

Table 13: Notation used in CS/AO Algorithms (Section 4.4)
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F.4 Input Parameter and Results Notation

Notation Meaning

F Set of pairs of days between which pulling for-

ward is allowed.

F+(c,D) Set of pairs of days between which pulling for-

ward is feasible given c and D.

n(imax) Number of days with maximum intake higher

than remaining capacity given imax, c, and D.

nprobs Number of values each probability in p can

take in our discretised ambiguity set.

if Forecast of intake.

pf Probability vector resulting from if assuming

if = imaxpf .

‖·‖2 `2 norm.

γ Maximum standardised distance from the

forecast pf we allow a vector p ∈ Up to be.

Table 14: Input parameter notation used in Section 5

Notation Meaning

f(y, p) Shorthand for expected rollover cost given

pulling forward decision y and distribution

parameter p.

x An algorithm, namely in {S&S,CS,AO}.
yx, px y, p solution obtained by algorithm x.

gp(y
x, px) p-gap of algorithm x’s solution. The differ-

ence between the worst-case expected cost for

yx and the expected cost obtained by the al-

gorithm.

z∗ Overall optimal objective value.

gp(y
x) y-gap. Difference between worst-case ex-

pected cost for yx over all distributions and

the overall optimal objective value.

Table 15: Results analysis notation from Section 6
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