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ABSTRACT.

Problem definition: The classic newsvendor model yields an optimal decision for a “newsvendor”
selecting a quantity of inventory, under the assumption that the demand is drawn from a known
distribution. Motivated by applications such as cloud provisioning and staffing, we consider a setting
in which newsvendor-type decisions must be made sequentially, in the face of demand drawn from
a stochastic process that is both unknown and nonstationary. All prior work on this problem
either (a) assumes that the level of nonstationarity is known, or (b) imposes additional statistical
assumptions that enable accurate predictions of the unknown demand. Our research tackles the
Nonstationary Newsvendor without these assumptions, both with and without predictions.
Methodology/results: We first, in the setting without predictions, design a policy which we prove
(via matching upper and lower bounds) achieves order-optimal regret — ours is the first policy to
accomplish this without being given the level of nonstationarity of the underlying demand. We then,
for the first time, introduce a model for generic (i.e. with no statistical assumptions) predictions
with arbitrary accuracy, and propose a policy that incorporates these predictions without being
given their accuracy. We upper bound the regret of this policy, and show that it matches the best
achievable regret had the accuracy of the predictions been known.

Managerial implications: Our findings provide valuable insights on inventory management.
Managers can make more informed and effective decisions in dynamic environments, reducing costs
and enhancing service levels despite uncertain demand patterns. This study advances understand-
ing of sequential decision-making under uncertainty, offering robust methodologies for practical
applications with nonstationary demand. We empirically validate our new policy with experiments
based on three real-world datasets containing thousands of time-series, showing that it succeeds in
closing approximately 74% of the gap between the best approaches based on nonstationarity and

predictions alone.
This paper is published at https://pubsonline.informs.org/doi/10.1287/msom.2024.1168.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The newsvendor problem is a century-old model ([16]) that remains fundamental to the practice

of operations management. In its original instantiation, a “newsvendor” is tasked with selecting
1



2

a quantity of inventory before observing the demand for that inventory, with the demand itself
randomly drawn from a known distribution. The newsvendor incurs a per-unit underage cost for
unmet demand, and a per-unit overage cost for unsold inventory. The objective is to minimize the
total expected cost, and the classic result is that the optimal inventory level is a certain problem-
specific quantile (depending only on the underage and overage costs) of the demand distribution.
This paper is concerned with a modern instantiation of the same model, consisting of a se-
quence of newsvendor problems over time, each with unknown demand distributions that vary over
time. While this version of the problem is arguably ubiquitous in practice today, it may be worth

highlighting a few motivating examples:

e Cloud Provisioning: Consider a website which provisions computational resources from
a commercial cloud provider to serve its web requests. Such provisioning is typically done
dynamically, say on an hourly basis, with the aim of satisfying incoming requests at a
sufficiently high service level. Thus, the website faces a single newsvendor problem every
hour, with an hourly “demand” that can (and does) vary drastically over time.

e Staffing: A more traditional example is staffing, say for a brick-and-mortar retailer, a call
center, or an emergency room. Each day (or even each shift) requires a separate newsvendor

problem to be solved, with demand that is highly nonstationary.

Despite its ubiquity, this problem is far from resolved, precisely because the demand (or sequence
of demand distributions) is both nonstationary and unknown — indeed, the repeated newsvendor
with stationary, but unknown demand was solved by [33], and the same setting with known, but
nonstationary demand can be treated simply as a sequence of completely separate newsvendor

problems. At present, there are by and large two existing approaches to this problem:

(1) Limited Nonstationarity: One approach is to design policies which “succeed” under
limited nonstationarity, i.e. the cost incurred by the policy should be parameterized by
some carefully-chosen measure of nonstationarity (e.g. quadratic variation), and nothing
else. This approach has proved fruitful across a diverse set of problems ranging from
dynamic pricing ([28]) to multi-armed bandit problems ([9]) to stochastic optimization
([10]). Most relevant here, the recent work of [27] applies this lens to the newsvendor
setting (we will discuss this work in detail momentarily). This approach yields policies with
theoretical guarantees that are quite robust — no assumption on the demand (beyond the
limited nonstationarity) is required. However, this is far removed from practice, where the

next approach is more common.
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(2) Predictions: The second approach is to utilize some sort of predictions of the unknown de-
mand. These predictions can be generated from simple forecasting algorithms for univariate
time-series, all the way to state-of-the-art machine learning models that leverage multiple
time-series and additional feature information. Therefore these predictions may contain
much more information than past demand data points, such as various features/contexts,
or even black-box type information that is non-identifiable. In addition to being the de
facto approach in practice, the use of predictions in newsvendor-type problems is well-
studied, and in fact provable guarantees exist for many specific prediction-based approaches
(I8, 201, 45, [55]). All such guarantees rely on (at the very least) the demand and potential
features being generated from a known family of stochastic models, so that the framework
and tools of statistical learning theory can be applied. Absent these statistical assump-
tions, it is unclear a priori whether the resulting predictions will be sufficiently accurate to
outperform robust policies such as those generated in the previous approach. As a concrete
example of this, see Fig. [, which demonstrates on a real set of retail data that prediction
accuracy may vary drastically and unexpectedly, even when those predictions are generated

according to the same procedure and applied during the same time period.
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FIGURE 1. Daily number of customers (in blue), from September 2014 to January
2015, at two different stores in the Rossmann drug store chain. Predictions (in red),
starting November 2014, are generated using Exponential Smoothing with the same
fitting process. The store in the upper sub-figure has substantially more accurate

predictions (R? = 0.88) than that of the lower sub-figure (R? = 0.11).



To summarize, the repeated newsvendor with unknown, nonstationary demand (which from here
on we refer to as the Nonstationary Newsvendor) admits policies with nontrivial guarantees, which
can be made significantly better or worse by following predictions. This suggests the opportunity
to design a policy that uses predictions optimally, in the sense that the predictions are utilized
when accurate, and ignored when inaccurate. Ideally, such a policy would run without knowledge
of (a) the accuracy of the predictions and (b) the method with which they are generated. This is

precisely what we accomplish in this paper.

1.1. The Nonstationary Newsvendor, with and without Predictions. The primary purpose
of this paper is to develop a policy that optimally incorporates predictions (defined in the most
generic sense possible) into the Nonstationary Newsvendor problem. Naturally, a prerequisite to
this is a fully-solved model of the Nonstationary Newsvendor without predictions. At present
this prerequisite is only partially satisfied (via the work of [27]), so a nontrivial portion of our
contributions will be to fully solve this problem.

Without predictions, the Nonstationary Newsvendor consists of a sequence of newsvendor prob-
lems indexed by periods ¢t € 1,...,T, each with unknown demand distribution D;. The level of
nonstationarity is characterized via a variation parameterv € [0, 1], where v = 0 essentially amounts
to stationary demand, and v = 1 is effectively arbitrary (in a little more detail: a deterministic ana-
logue of quadratic variation is applied to the sequence of means {E[D1],...,E[Dr]}, and v € [0, 1]
is the exponent such that this quantity equals 7). Finally, we measure the performance of any
policy using regret, which is the expected difference in the total cost incurred by the policy versus
that of an optimal policy that “knows” the demand distributions. At minimum we aim to design
a policy that achieves sub-linear (i.e. o(T")) regret, as such a policy would incur a per-period cost
that is on average no worse than the optimal, as T' grows. We will in fact design policies which
achieve order-optimal regret with respect to the variation parameter v.

To this base problem, we introduce the notion of predictions. In each period we receive a
prediction a; of the mean demand p; = E[D;] before selecting the order quantity. Our predictions
are generic: no assumption is made on how they are generated. We measure the accuracy of the
predictions through an accuracy parameter a € [0, 1], defined such that - | |a; — pe| = T%. Notice
that when a = 0 the predictions are almost perfect, and when a = 1 the predictions are effectively
useless. We will characterize a precise threshold on a (which depends on v) that determines when
the predictions should be utilized. Our primary challenge will be to design a policy that makes use

of the predictions only when they are sufficiently accurate, and without having access to a. As to
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the variation parameter v, we will separately consider policies which do and do not have access to

v — this distinction will turn out to be the critical factor in classifying what is and is not achievable.

1.2. Our Contributions. Our primary contributions can be summarized as follows.
1. Nonstationary Newsvendor (without predictions): We completely solve the Nonstationary
Newsvendor problem. This consists of first constructing a policy and proving an upper bound on

its regret:

Theorem 1 (Informal). There exists a policy which achieves O(T3+v)/4) regre without knowing

.
We then show that this regret is minimax optimal up to logarithmic factors:

Proposition 1 (Informal). No policy can achieve regret better than O(TG+Y)/4) even if v is

known.

As alluded to earlier, [27] previously initiated the study of the Nonstationary Newsvendor. Our
results are distinct in terms of both modeling and theoretical contributions. We will expound these

distinctions more carefully later on.

e Modeling: The most crucial difference in our model is that we allow both the demand
and the set of possible ordering quantities to be discrete. This is certainly of practical
concern (e.g. physical inventory, employees, and virtual machines are all indivisible units
of demand), but moreover we will show that the results of [27] require both the demand
and set of feasible ordering quantities to be continuous. Thus, there is no overlap in our
theoretical results.

e Results: [27] succeed in designing a policy that achieves order-optimal regret, but cru-
cially, their policy requires that the variation parameter v be known. In addition to being
concerning from a practical standpoint, this leaves open the theoretical question of what
exactly is achievable in settings for which v is unknown. Our results show that the same

regret can be achieved without knowing v.

2. Nonstationary Newsvendor with Predictions: We construct a policy that optimally leverages
predictions, i.e. it is robust to unknown prediction accuracy. To be precise, the previous contribution
offers a policy that achieves O(T(3+”)/ 4) regret, and predictions yield a simple policy that achieves
O(T*) regret, so we would expect that the best possible regret is the minimum of these two

quantities. We show this formally:

IThe O(-) notation hides logarithmic factors.
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Proposition 2 (Informal). No policy can achieve regret better than O(T™{(3+v)/4e}) " even if v

and a are known.

Our main algorithmic contribution is a policy which achieves this lower bound (up to log factors)

without knowing the prediction accuracy:

Theorem 2 (Informal). There exists a policy which achieves regret O(T™{(3+v)/4a}) knowing v,

and without knowing a.

Finally, since our policy relies on knowledge of the variation parameter v, the remaining question
is whether the same regret is achievable if both v and a are unknown. We show that in fact

predictions cannot be incorporated in any meaningful way in this case:

Proposition 3 (Informal). If v and a are unknown, then no policy can achieve regret better than

O(Tmax{(3+v)/4va}) for all v,a € [Oa 1]

Our theoretical results are summarized in the Table [I] Each entry has a corresponding policy that

achieves the stated regret, along with a matching lower bound.

Without predictions With predictions of unknown accuracy
Known variation O(T(3+“) 4 O(Tmin{(3+v) 441})
Unknown variation O(T(3+”)/4) O(Tmax{(3+v)/4,a})

TABLE 1. Summary of main theoretical results. Each entry has a corresponding

policy that achieves the stated regret, along with a matching lower bound.

3. Empirical Results: Finally, we demonstrate the practical value of our model (namely the Non-
stationary Newsvendor with Predictions) and our policy via empirical results on three real-world
datasets that span our motivating applications above: daily web traffic for Wikipedia.com (of var-
ious languages), daily foot traffic across the Rossmann store chain, and daily visitors at a certain
Japanese restaurant. These datasets together contain over one thousand individual time-series
on which we generate predictions of varying quality, using four different popular forecasting and
machine learning algorithms. We apply our policy, and compare its performance against the two
most-natural baseline policies: our optimal policy without predictions, and the simple policy which
always utilizes the predictions (these correspond to the two “existing approaches” described previ-
ously). A snapshot of our results, for the Rossmann stores depicted in Fig. [1} is given in Table
More generally, on any given experimental instance (i.e. a time-series and a set of predictions),

the minimum (maximum) of the costs incurred by these two baselines can be viewed as the best



No Prediction Prediction Owur Policy

Upper store $28,303 $14,454 $14,454
Lower store $23,460 $35,600 $23,899

TABLE 2. Continuation of Fig. |1} costs incurred by an optimal policy which makes

no use of predictions, a policy which relies entirely on predictions, and our policy.

(worst) we can hope for. Thus we measure performance in terms of the proportion of the gap
between these two costs incurred by our policy, so if this “optimality gap” is close to 0, our policy
performs almost as good as the better one of the two baselines. Note that randomly selecting
between the two baseline policies yields an (expected) optimality gap of 0.5. We find that in the
Rossmann dataset, the average optimality gap is 0.26 when the predictions are accurate, and 0.28
when the predictions are inaccurate. In the Wikipedia dataset, the average optimality gap is 0.40
when the predictions are accurate, and 0.07 when the predictions are inaccurate. In the Restaurant
dataset, the average optimality gap is 0.10 when the predictions are accurate, and 0.39 when the
predictions are inaccurate. This demonstrates that our policy performs well, irrespective of the

quality of the predictions.

1.3. Literature Review. The earliest works on the newsvendor model assume that the demand
distribution is fully known [3, [49]. This assumption has then been relaxed, and we can divide the
approaches in which the demand distribution is unknown into parametric and nonparametric ones.
One of the most popular parametric approaches is the Bayesian approach, where there is a prior
belief in parameters of the demand distribution, and such belief is updated based on observations
that are collected over time. [48] first applied the Bayesian approach to inventory models, and later
this is studied in many works [24], 22| [6, [36]. [35] introduced another parametric approach called
operational statistics which, unlike the Bayesian approach, does not assume any prior knowledge
on the parameter values. Instead it uses past demand observations to directly estimate the optimal
ordering quantity.

Nonparametric approaches have been developed in recent years. The first example of a non-
parametric approach is the SAA method, first proposed by [29] and [50]. [34] applied SAA to the
newsvendor problem by using samples to approximate the optimal ordering quantity, and [33] im-
prove significantly upon the bounds of [34] for the same problem. Other non-parametric approaches
include stochastic gradient descent algorithms [12] B0, 21] and the concave adaptive value estima-

tion (CAVE) method [I7, [46]. With the development of machine learning, [§] and [45] propose
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machine learning/deep learning algorithms using demand features and historical data to solve the
newsvendor problem.

All the previous studies consider the newsvendor in a static environment where the demand dis-
tribution is the same over time. However, in reality the demand distribution is often nonstationary.
There are two common practices to resolve this issue. The first is to model the nonstationarity
and utilize past demand observations according to the model. One common way is to model the
nonstationarity as a Markov chain. For example, [52] applied this idea to inventory management
and [5] and [I3] applied this idea to revenue management. Another approach is to bound the non-
stationarity via a variation budget, which has been applied to stochastic optimization [10], dynamic
pricing [2§], multi-armed bandit [9], newsvendor problem [27], among others. Some of these works
are applicable in the sense that our problem can be mapped to their settings (e.g. multi-armed
bandit such as [10, 25 B7, [14]), but these connections do not appear to be fruitful. In particu-
lar, the multi-armed bandit papers cited above typically consider a limited-feedback setting rather
than the full-feedback setting explored in this work. Related to feedback, while our study pro-
vides a complete characterization of the regret behavior for the nonstationary newsvendor problem
with uncensored demand, practical applications often involve censored demand. The nonstationary
newsvendor problem under censored demand is an interesting direction for future research.

Beyond the bandit literature, it is worth mentioning recent work on online convex optimization
(OCO) with limited nonstationarity. When the level of nonstationarity is known, the standard first-
order OCO algorithms can be modified with carefully chosen restarts and updating rules ([10],[59],
[57]). There are also recent works that concern unknown nonstationarity, such as [60], [56], [61], and
[58]. Finally, as mentioned before, [27] is particularly relevant, so we delay a careful comparison to
Sections [2 and [Bl

The second common practice is to use predictions on the demand distribution of each time period.
Predictions can often be obtained e.g. via machine learning, and a recent line of work looks to help
decision-making by incorporating predictions. This framework has been applied to many online
optimization problems such as revenue optimization [44] [7], caching [39] [47], online scheduling [32],
and the secretary problem [15]. In this paper we will combine the nonstationarity framework and
the prediction framework on the newsvendor problem.

Finally, most previous works involving algorithms with predictions analyzed algorithms’ perfor-
mances using competitive analysis (e.g. [40} 2] [7, 23]) and obtained optimal consistency-robustness

trade-offs, where consistency is an algorithm’s competitive ratio when the prediction is accurate,
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and robustness is the competitive ratio regardless of the prediction’s accuracy. However, competi-
tive ratio transfers to a regret bound that is linear in T'. In contrast, we do regret analysis under
this framework and design an algorithm that has near-optimal worst-case regret without knowing
the prediction quality. Other papers with regret analyses under the prediction model include [44]
(revenue optimization in auctions), [I8] (Thompson sampling), [19] (constrained online two-stage

stochastic optimization), and [I] (online resource allocation).

2. MODEL: THE NONSTATIONARY NEWSVENDOR (WITHOUT PREDICTIONS)

We begin this section with a formal description of the Nonstationary Newsvendor, along
with a comparison to the problem of the same name from [27]. Consider a sequence of newsvendor
problems over T time periods labeled t = 1,...,7T. At the beginning of each time period t, the
decision-maker selects a quantity ¢; € @, where @Q is a fixed subset of R* bounded above by a
quantity we denote as Qmaxﬂ Then the period’s demand d; is drawn from an (unknown) demand
distribution Dy, which depends on the time period ¢t. These demand distributions are independent
over time. Finally a cost is incurred — specifically, there is a (known) per-unit underage cost

b € [0, bmax] and a (known) per-unit overage cost hy € [0, hmax], SO that the total cost is equal to
be(de — i)™ 4 he(qr — dy) ™,

where = max{0,z}. The decision-maker observes the realized demand dtﬁ and thus the cost.
Note that requiring ¢ € @ does not impose any restriction on modeling, since () could simply
be selected to be R (as in much of the literature). In fact, introducing @ allows for modeling
important practical concerns such as batched inventory or even simply the integrality of physical
items. As we will discuss momentarily, this is a non-trivial concern insofar as theoretical guarantees
are concerned.

To complete our description of the Nonstationary Newsvendor, we will need to (a) impose a
few assumptions on the demand distributions, and then (b) describe how “nonstationarity” is

quantified. These are, respectively, the subjects of the following two subsections.

2.1. Demand Distributions. We will assume that the demand distributions come from a known,

parameterized family of distributions D:

Assumption 1. Every demand distribution D; comes from a family of distributions D satisfying

the following:

2All of our results carry through if @ is allowed to depend on t.
3The demand is not censored here, as is the case in all of the motivating examples in the introduction. The censored
version of our problem is an interesting, but separate subject.
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(a) D={Dy : ft € [lmin, lmax]}, that is D is parameterized by a scalar p taking values in some
bounded interval.

(b) Each distribution D, € D is sub—Gaussianﬁ

Assumption (1 is fairly minimal. Parsing it in reverse: the sub-Gaussianity in part (b) allows
for many commonly-used variables, such as the Gaussian distribution and any bounded random
variable, while letting us eventually apply Hoeffding-type concentration bounds. Part (a) is partic-
ularly minimal at the moment, as u represents an arbitrary parameterization of D, but will become
meaningful when combined with Assumption [2| The choice of the symbol “u” might suggest that
p represents the mean of D, and indeed this is what we will assume from here on. But it should
be emphasized that our taking p = E[D,] is strictly for notational convenience (because we will
frequently need to refer to the means of these distributions): if u were any other parameterization
of D, we could simply define a mapping from y to the mean values.

Now define C(u, b, h, q) to be the expected newsvendor cost when selecting quantity ¢ € @, given

underage/overage costs b and h, and demand distribution D,,:
C (1, b, h,q) = Eap, [b(d — )" + (g — d)"].

The critical assumption, with respect to the parameterization in Assumption (a), is that the

expected cost is well-behaved as a function of u:

Assumption 2. For every b € [0,bmax], B € [0, hmax], and ¢ € Q, the function C(-,b,h,q) is
Lipschitz on its domain [fmin, ftmax], i-€. there exists £ € RT such that for every p1, 2 € [fmin, fmax),

we have
|C(:U’17b,h7Q) - C(:U’va’hvc.I” < €|,Ll,1 - ”2‘

Note that in the above description, the Lipschitz constant ¢ may depend on b, h, and g, but by
continuity, there exists a single £ so that the above holds for all b, h, ¢ simultaneously.

Some useful examples of families D satisfying Assumptions |1] and [2| are the followingﬁ

2

(1) D, ~ N(u,0?), the family of normal distributions with fixed variance o. In this case,

¢ = O(0(bmax + hmax))- A relaxation is that the variances may vary (continuously) with p.

(2) D, = p+ €, where € is any mean-zero, sub-Gaussian variable.

4A random variable X is sub-Gaussian with sub-Gaussian norm || X ||y, if P(|X| > ) < 2exp (—=2?/(1X]|7,) for all
x > 0. For sub-Gaussian variables, we have E[| X|] < 3|| X||,-

5Unf0rtunately, Assumption [2| is not guaranteed to hold. For example, for the family of distributions
Dol HE [0,1]
"\ u+ Bernoulli(0.5) — 0.5, pe (1,2]
the function C'(p, 1,1, 1) is discontinuous (and thus not Lipschitz) at p = 1.
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(3) The Poisson distribution is frequently used to model demand (since arrivals are often mod-
eled as a Poisson process). While the Poisson distribution is not sub-Gaussian, any rea-
sonable truncation satisfies our assumptions. For example, D,, ~ min{Poisson(yu), K i}, for
some constant K. Here, K can be taken to be large enough so that the truncation happens

with small probability (in fact, this probability is O(e=¥#)).

To understand the reasoning behind Assumption [2] consider the problem faced at some time ¢.

The optimal choice for the decision-maker here is

(21) q;fk S argmianQCt(:uh q)7

where ji; is the mean of Dy (i.e. Dy ~ Dy, ), and C¢(,q) = C (4, bt, ht, @) to simplify the notationﬁ
Since Dy is unknown, it is likely that some ¢; # ¢ will ultimately be selected, and we could measure
the sub-optimality of this decision (i.e. regret, to be defined soon): Cy(ut, q:) — Ce(pit, g ). It would
be natural then to try to characterize this suboptimality as a function of |¢; — ¢;|, but in fact

“work” by making an estimate fi; of us, and then selecting

all of the algorithms we will consider
G+ € argmingeqCt(fir, q). So motivated, the purpose of Assumption [2|is to allow us to “translate”
error in our estimate of p; to (excess) costs. The following structural lemma makes this precise,

and will be used throughout the paper.

Lemma 1. Fix any b and h (we will suppress them from the notation). For any D,,,, D,,, € D, let

qi € argmin, coC(p1,q) and g3 € argmin coC(u2,q). Then we have

Cp,q3) — Cpa, qf) < 20|pq — pal.

Lemma [I] states that estimation error of the mean pu; translates linearly to excess cost. The proof
of Lemma [I] appears in Appendix [A]

Aside: Comparison to [27]: The final component in describing the Nonstationary Newsvendor
is defining a proper quantification of nonstationarity. Before doing so, we delineate the model-
ing differences between our Nonstationary Newsvendor and that of [27]. There are two primary

differencesm

(1) The demand distributions D; in [27] are assumed to be of the form D; = p; + €;, where

p¢ is the mean of D, that drifts across time and ¢; is the noise distribution that is i.i.d.,
continuous, and bounded. Effectively, the demand distribution fall into a non-parametric

6As a sanity check, the classical result for the newsvendor problem ([3, [49]) states that if @ = R, then ¢; is the

bi /(b + he)-th quantile of D;.
7Other minor differences: [27] require the demand distribution to be bounded, and this assumption is easily relaxed.
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family of distributions with the same “shape”. In contrast, our demand distributions fall
into a parametric family of distributions, though not necessarily of the same “shape”.

(2) Our set of allowed order quantities @) is bounded, but otherwise arbitrary. In particular, it
need not contain the optimal unconstrained order quantity argmin g C(u, q) for each p (or

any u, for that matter). [27] assume @ = R*ﬁ

Besides the practical reasons why discrete quantities arise in practice (non-divisible items, batched
inventory, etc.), the primary consequence of either of the two differences above is that they preclude
a critical lemma used in [27] (and in fact by [34]) which states that C'(u1, ¢5) —C(p1,q7) (as defined
in our Lemmall)) scales as (¢} —¢3)2. This scaling does not necessarily hold when either the demand
distribution or @) is discrete. These relaxations in assumptions yield different lower bounds in the

worst-case regret from [27], which we will discuss in detail later.

2.2. Demand Variation. Just as in [27] (and [28] before that), we measure the level of nonsta-
tionarity via a deterministic analogue of quadratic variation for the sequence of means p1, ..., ur.

Specifically, define a partition of the time horizon {1,...,7} to be any subset of time periods

{to,...,tx} where 1 <ty < --- <txg <T. Here the subset can have any size between 1 and T, i.e.
0 < K <T —1. Then for any sequence of means p = {p1,...,ur}, its demand variation is

K
(2.2) V= og?%¥_1 {to,??;c}ep {; }utk = Pty ’2} )

where P is the set of all partitions.

To motivate the use of partitions in the definition of V), it is worth contrasting with a measure
that may feel more natural, namely the sum of squared differences (SSD) between consecutive
terms, Z?:z (e — ,ut,l)2, which corresponds to taking the densest possible partition {1,2,...,T}.
The maximum in the definition of V,, is not necessarily achieved by selecting the densest possible
partition, but rather by setting tg,...,tx to be the periods when the sequence 1, ..., ur changes
direction. Thus, the demand variation penalizes trends, or consecutive increases/decreases, more
so than the SSD. For example, the mean sequences p; = {1,2,3,4,5} and pe = {1,0,1,0,1},
respective variations Vy,, = (5 —1)2 = 16 and V,,, = 12 + 12 + 12 + 12 + 12 = 5, despite having
identical SSDs.

All of our theoretical guarantees (upper and lower bounds) will be parameterized by V),. This
quantity of course depends on T, and so it is natural to allow V), to grow T'. It will turn out that

the most natural parameterization of this growth is via what we will simply call the variation

8While not stated explicitly, the results in [27] only require @ to contain points arbitrarily close to every optimal
unconstrained order quantity.
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parameter v € [0, 1], such that V,, = BT", where B is some constant (which we take to be equal
to one from here on). We denote the set of demand distribution sequences {Dj,... Dy} whose

means @ = {fu1,. .., pr} satisfy V,, < T as
D(v) ={{D1,...Dr}: Dy eDforallt and V,, <T"}.

In the next section, we will show via a minimax lower bound that non-trivial guarantees are only
achievable when v < 1, and provide an algorithm which achieves the same bound.

Aside: Time-Series Modeling: At this point, we have fully described our model for the Nonsta-
tionary Newsvendor. All that remains is to define our performance metric, which we will do in
the next subsection. We conclude this subsection with an important practical consideration with
respect to time-series models and our variation parameter.

Consider, as an example, the following class of time-series models:

Here, R(t) represents a deterministic (and usually simple, e.g. linear) function representing some
notion of “trend,” and S(t) represents a deterministic, periodic function representing some notion
of “seasonality.” Finally, all stochastic behavior is captured by the random variables €;, which are
assumed to be independent and mean-zero. This time-series model is classic, and yet drives fore-
casting algorithms (e.g. exponential smoothing) which are still competitive in modern forecasting
competitions ([41]).

The above model raises an important practical issue: if there exists any (non-trivial) trend R(-)
or seasonality S(-), then the demand variation of the sequence of means pu = R(t) + S(t) would
scale at least as T, meaning v = 1 and no meaningful guarantee will be achievable. Our main
observation is that time-series effects like trend and seasonality are easily detected and estimated,
so that in any practical setting, estimates R() and S (+) should be available, and used to “de-trend”
and “de-seasonalize” the data. Concretely, the Nonstationary Newsvendor would take place on the

sequence

~ N

dy = d(t) — R(t) — S(t) = (R(t) — R(t)) + (S(t) — S(t)) + €.

The resulting sequence of means u; = (R(t) — R(t)) + (S(t) — S(t)) does not stem from the trend
and seasonality, but rather the error in estimating the trend and seasonality. It is this error that is

assumed to be nonstationary, but with reasonable variation parameter.

2.3. Performance Metric: Regret. We conclude this section by formally defining our perfor-

mance metric for any policy. A policy is simply a sequence of mappings m = {m,..., 77}, where
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each 7, is a mapping from di,...,d;—; to an order quantity ¢; € @ at time ¢t (by convention, 7 is
a constant function)ﬂ We measure the performance of a policy by its regret. Fix a sequence of
demand distributions D = {D,..., Dr}. Following the earlier notation from Eq. ({2.1)), the regret

incurred by a policy which selects order quantities q1,...,qr is

T
E% Z(Ct(ﬂt,%)*ct(#taqg)) ;
t=1

where the expectation is with respect to the randomness of the realized demands. Recall that the
demand distributions are independent, so ¢; as defined in Eq. depends only on D;. In words,
the regret measures the difference between the (expected) total cost incurred by the policy and
that of a clairvoyant that knows the underlying demand distributions D = {Dy, ..., DT}H

We will be concerned with the worst-case regret of a policy across families of instances (i.e. se-
quences of demand distributions) controlled by the variation parameter v:

T

RY(T)= sup EH | > (Cilps,ar) — Colp, @F))
DeD(v) =1

Note that if the worst-case regret R™(T") of some policy is sublinear in 7', then that policy is
essentially cost-optimal on average as 1" goes to infinity. In the next section, we will prove a lower
bound on the achievable across all policies, and describe an algorithm which achieves this lower

bound.
3. SOLUTION TO THE NONSTATIONARY NEWSVENDOR (WITHOUT PREDICTIONS)
This section contains a complete solution (i.e. matching lower and upper bounds on regret) to

the Nonstationary Newsvendor. We begin with the lower bound:

Proposition 1 (Lower Bound: Nonstationary Newsvendor). For any variation parameter v € [0, 1],

and any policy 7 (which may depend on the knowledge of v), we have
RK(T) > CT(3+U)/4,
where ¢ > 0 is a universal constant.

Proposition [1]is a corollary of a more general lower bound (Proposition [2in the next section) —

it will turn out the Nonstationary Newsvendor is a special case of the Nonstationary Newsvendor

INote that we are not considering randomized policies here, but all of our theoretical results (the lower bounds, in
particular) hold even when randomization is allowed.

10Note that this is different from a clairvoyant that knows the realized demands di, ..., dr. Such a clairvoyant would
incur zero cost.
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with Predictions — so the proof is omitted. Proposition [I] states that the regret of any policy is at

least Q(T(+v)/4), Tt is useful to contrast this with two existing results:

(1)

Stationary Newsvendor: In the special case of i.i.d. demand, it is known that the optimal
achievable regret is ©(T"/?) — Example 1 of [I1] demonstrates the lower bound, and the SAA
method of [34] B3] achieves the upper bound. This point might appear to be incompatible
with our result, which states a lower bound of Q(73/%) when v = 0, but in fact the case of
v = 0 is more general than i.i.d. demand since it allows O(T°) = O(1) demand variation,
while i.i.d. demand amounts to zero demand variation. Indeed, our proof of Proposition
for the special case of v = 0, utilizes instances for which the demand distribution is allowed

to change T/ times (by an amount of 7—1/4

, resulting in O(1) variation).

As an aside, this discussion raises a natural question: is the disconnect here between
stationary (i.i.d.) demand and variation parameter v = 0 a consequence of our use quadratic
variation, and would the same disconnect arise for other measures of demand variation? In
Appendix [E], we answer both questions in the affirmative by showing that if the exponent
2 in the demand variation (Eq. ) is instead some 6 > 0, then Proposition [1| generalizes
to a lower bound of Q(T(M0+v)/2+0))  Thus, for any 6 > 0, the case of variation parameter
v = 0 is meaningfully more general than stationary demand.

Continuous Newsvendor: A similar “story” plays out in the setting of [27], which recall
(among other key differences with our model, as described in Section requires the addi-
tional assumption that both the demand distributions and the possible order quantities be
continuous. [27] show an optimal achievable regret of @(T(17%)/2)  which can be contrasted

with the stationary (i.i.d.) setting for which an Q(logT) lower bound exists ([11]). The

following table summarizes these lower bounds:

Continuous General

Stationary (i.i.d.) log T’ /2

Nonstationary T(1+v)/2 T(34v)/4

In the next two subsections, we will first analyze a simple algorithm which achieves the lower

bound of Proposition [1| when the variation parameter v is known, and then use this as a building

block for an algorithm which achieves the same bound when v is unknown.

3.1. Upper Bound with Known Variation Parameter v. If we assume that v is known, then

designing a policy which achieves regret matching Proposition [I] is fairly straightforward. In fact,
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a simple policy based on averaging a fixed number of past demand observations does the job ([27]
use the same policy). That policy, which we call the Fixed-Time-Window Policy is defined in
Algorithm

Algorithm 1: Fixed-Time-Window Policy
Inputs: variation parameter v € [0, 1] and scaling constant £ > 0

Initialization: n < MT(P”)/QW

fort=1,...,ndo
| select ¢; € @ arbitrarily;

fort=n+1,...,7 do
it %Zi;_n ds (if fix & [fmin,s fmax), TOund fi; to the nearest value in [tmin, hmax));

q¢ < argming e Cy(fit, q)-

The Fixed-Time-Window Policy uses a carefully-selected “window” size n that is on the order of
T(1=v)/2 " At each time period ¢, it constructs an estimate i1; of the mean by averaging the observed
demands from the previous n periods, and then selects the optimal order quantity corresponding
to fiz. Note that Algorithm [I] also includes a “scaling constant” x — this should be thought of as
a practical tuning parameter, but for the coming theoretical result, it can be chosen arbitrarily
(e.g. k = 1 suffices).

The following result bounds the worst-case regret of the Fixed-Time-Window Policy:

Lemma 2 (Upper Bound: Nonstationary Newsvendor with Known v). Fix any variation parameter

v € [0,1]. The Fixed-Time-Window Policy 7*¢¢ achieves worst-case regret

fixed

R™(T) < T/,

where C' < 3 max{bmax, fmax } (0 + Qmax) + £(2v/K + «/%%), and 0 = supp, cp Dyl -

As promised, Lemma [2| shows that the Fixed-Time-Window Policy achieves regret that matches
the lower bound in Proposition [I} Its proof can be found in Appendix |[B| and amounts to bounding
the estimation error incurred by demand noise (which is worse for smaller time windows) and
demand mean variation (which is worse for larger time windows). The exact time window used in

the policy comes from balancing these two sources of error.

3.2. Upper Bound with Unknown Variation Parameter v. The lower bound in Proposition|[I]
holds for policies that “know” v. Naturally, it also holds for policies that do not know v, but an

unanswered question at the moment is whether (a) the lower bound should be even larger when v
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is unknown, or (b) there exists a policy that matches Proposition 1] without knowing v. We show
here that case (b) holds by constructing such a policyE Our policy, which we call the Shrinking-
Time-Window Policy (Algorithm , at a high level uses the Fixed-Time-Window Policy with

the smallest variation parameter that is consistent with the demand observed so far. In more detail:

(1) It begins with a discrete set of candidate variation parameters V = {vy,...,vg}:
1V
3.1 =11 =1,...,k
3.1) K < +logT) log T’ =

where k is chosen so that vp_1 < 1 < vg. V is defined specifically so that the variation
parameters are increasing (vj—1 < v;), and so that it discretizes the interval [0,1] at a
sufficiently fine granularity.

(2) At any time period ¢, there is a “current” candidate parameter v; (initialized to be vy at
t = 1) that is assumed to be the true variation v, and so the corresponding Fixed-Time-

Window Policy is applied: a time window of
(3.2) n; = [KT(l_vi)/2-|

is used, and an estimate of u; is made:

t—1
- 1
(3.3) fiy = — Z ds, rounded to the nearest value in [fimin, fmax)-
v s=t—n;

(3) The index i of the “current” candidate parameter v; is incremented at any period in which
the policy gathers sufficient evidence that v; < v. This is possible due to the following
observation: if v; &~ v, then by Lemma@we have that for any v; > v;, the regret incurred by
the Fixed-Time-Window Policy corresponding to v; is O(T (3+05)/4) "and thus the cumulative
difference between the estimated mean demands (]3¢ — fi/|) cannot exceed O(T(+i)/4),

Thus if this is observed for some v; > v;, we can conclude that v; < v, and 7 is incremented.

This policy’s regret matches (up to log factors) the lower bound in Proposition

Theorem 1 (Upper Bound: Nonstationary Newsvendor with Unknown v). For any variation

parameter v € [0, 1], the Shrinking-Time-Window Policy 7s"""king achieves worst-case regret

7.l_shrinkimg

R (T) < CTB+)/ 4 10g%2 T,

where C' < 3 max{bmax, Pmax } (0 + Qmax) + 12e1/4¢ (v+ k) + A0 emma g, and ClLemmap is the

constant in Lemma 2l

HAs a final comparison to [27], they do not consider the unknown v setting.
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Algorithm 2: Shrinking-Time-Window Policy

Inputs: scaling constants k > 0, and v sufficiently large (Eq. |C.2/in Appendix

Initialization: Set V = {v1,...,vx} and {ni,...,n;} according to Equations

fort=1,...,7%* do
| select q; € @ arbitrarily;

Initialize i < 1 and t;p < T3/* + 1;

for t=T3/*+1,...,T do

if Zi:tif i — il > 2 (vW1og T + /k) TG+vi)/* for some j > i then
141+ 1;

tir < t;

B gt < argmianQCt(ﬂév Q);

The proof of Theorem [I] can be found in Appendix [C| but at a high level works as follows:

Proof Sketch of Theorem [l First note that the total regret incurred during the first T3/* time
periods is at most O(T?’/ 4). After that, the total regret incurred during the time periods in which
the if condition in Algorithm [2] is triggered is at most O(k), where k is the number of candidate
variation parameters defined in Eq. , and k ~ log? T. Thus, it suffices to bound the total regret
incurred between successive triggerings of the if condition. As a final reduction before proceeding,
consider the smallest candidate variation parameter that is at least v, i.e. define £ to be the smallest
index such that v < v,. Because vy = (1 + @) vp_1, we have that T is a constant multiple
away from T%. Thus, it will suffice to bound the total regret by O(T(3+ve)/4 log®/? T).

To do this, we first show that (with high probability) throughout the algorithm, the running

index ¢ never exceeds £. To see this, consider the following steps:

(1) For every j > ¢, because v < vj, by Lemmathe Fixed-Time-Window Policy corresponding
to the window size n; has worst-case regret O(TG+vi)/4). In addition, we can show with high
probability (via Hoeffding’s inequality) that Zstnj 41 i — ps| < (vW1og T + /&) T (3+v;)/4

for every j > £. We may assume this event occurs from now on.
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(2) For the sake of contradiction, suppose i exceeds ¢ at some period ¢, or equivalently, there is

a period t in which ¢ > ¢, and the if condition is triggered with some j > i. Then we have

t t t
Ny . (@) N v
SOl =l < >k — sl + Y 1] — ol

s=tif s=lif s=tif
T T
(b) y
< > - psl D i — sl
s=n;+1 s=n;+1

(<i) (7, Nlog T + \/E) L BHvi)/4 (71 Nlog T + \/E) LT (34v;)/4
(i) 2 <’y\/logT + \/E> LT BH)/4

where (a) is the triangle inequality and (b) holds because tiz > T3/* and n;,n; < &TY/?;
since j > i > {, by our assumption in the previous step we get (c); (d) follows since v; > v;.
But this directly contradicts our assumption that the if condition is triggered at period t.

Therefore 7 never exceeds /.

Now suppose two consecutive if conditions occur at times ¢’ and t”. Between these periods, we
may apply the negation of the if condition for any j > ¢, and since ¢ never exceeds ¢, we specifically

can take j = £. This yields Zg:t'lﬂ a8 — pf] < 2 (vW1ogT + /) TG+v0/4. Then we have

t//_l ( ) t”—l t//_l

. a .
Sk =l < >0 b=l + > Ak — ]
s=t/+1 s=t'+1 s=t'+1

(b) T t”*l )
< D -l D I — A
s=n;+1 s=t'+1

© <’y\/logT + \/E) L pBFu/4 4 9 (7\/@ + \/E)  T(B+ue)/4
-3 (7, /log T + \/g) L T3+u) /4,

where (a) is the triangle inequality and (b) holds because ¢ > T3/* and n; < kT"/?; the first part
of (¢) follows by our high-probability assumption, and the second part of (¢) follows since the if
condition is not triggered between time ¢’ and time ¢’ — 1; Therefore between two consecutive if
conditions, the worst-case regret incurred is O(T\/logT). Because the if condition can happen
at most k =~ log?T times, the total worst-case regret of the Shrinking-Time-Window Policy is

O(T" 10g®? T) = O(T" 10g*/? T). O

This concludes our discussion of the Nonstationary Newsvendor. In the next section, we turn to

the second subject of this paper, which is the same problem with predictions.
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4. THE NONSTATIONARY NEWSVENDOR WITH PREDICTIONS

As described in the introduction, it is likely that when the Nonstationary Newsvendor is faced
practice, some notion of a “prediction” of future demand will be made. Such predictions can come
from a diverse set of sources ranging from simple human judgement, to forecasting algorithms built
on previous demand data, to more-sophisticated machine learning algorithms trained on feature
information. The process of sourcing or constructing such predictions is orthogonal to our work.
Instead, we treat these predictions as given to us endogenously (and in particular, we make no

assumption on the accuracy of these predictions), and attempt to use these predictions optimally.

4.1. Model. The Nonstationary Newsvendor with Predictions problem assumes all of the
setup, assumptions, and notation of the previous Nonstationary Newsvendor problem. In addition,
at each time period t, we assume that the decision-maker receives a prediction a; before selecting
an order quantity q; € QFE] This prediction is meant to be an estimate of y;, and so we measure
the prediction error of a sequence a = {aq,...,ar} with respect to a sequence of means simply

as
T

2 |at - ,Ut|-
t=1

Note that unlike demand variation, we have not used partitions here (and in fact, introducing par-
titions would not have any effect since we are measuring absolute rather than squared differences).
Intuitively, we do not want to require the sequence of errors to be meaningful time-series: the
predictions are generic, and their accuracy is allowed to change rapidly. Just as for the demand
variation, the prediction error is expected to grow with the time horizon 7', and the proper pa-
rameterization of this growth is via an exponent: we call the accuracy parameter the smallest
a € [0,1] such that the prediction error is at most 7*. We will always assume that a is unknown

to the decision-maker.

Algorithm 3: Prediction Policy
fort=1,...,7 do

fg < ay (if fig € [fmin, fmax], round fi; to the nearest value in [fimin, fmax]);

q¢ < argmin e Cy(fit, q);

Naturally, the notion of a policy 7 expands to include the predictions: © = {my,..., 77}, where

each m; is a mapping from di,...,d;—1 and a1,...,a; to an order quantity ¢; € (). The simplest

12We are taking the predictions to be entirely deterministic, so for example, a: is not allowed to depend on the
previously-observed demands di,...,d:—1. Our results hold if we extend to the setting in which the predictions are
stochastic (and adapted to the demand filtration).
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policy, which “should” be used if the prediction error is known to be sufficiently small, is to simply
behave as if the predictions were perfect. We call this the Prediction Policy (Algorithm . The
following observation collects a few (likely unsurprising) facts about the performance of this policy,
with respect to worst-case regret (generalized in the “obvious” manner to incorporate prediction

accuracy via the accuracy parameter a):

Observation 1 (Upper and Lower Bounds: Prediction Policy). Fix any variation parameter

v € [0, 1] and any accuracy parameter a € [0, 1].
a) The Prediction Policy wPrediction achieves worst-case regret

71.predlctlon

R (T) < 17,

where C' < 2/4.
b) For any policy 7 (which may depend on the knowledge of a) that is solely a function of the

predictions (i.e. does not depend on the observed demands), we have
R™(T) > T,
where ¢ > 0 is a universal constant.

Observation ) states that the Prediction Policy translates prediction error directly to regret (inci-
dentally, it does this without “knowing” a). There are of course other ways in which the predictions
could be used, but Observation ) essentially states that there is nothing to be gained by doing
so (even if a is known). The proof of Observation ) appears in Appendix [Al Observation ) is

a direct corollary of Proposition [2, which is given in the next subsection.

4.2. Extreme Cases. What exactly is achievable for the Nonstationary Newsvendor with Predic-
tions depends heavily on whether or not v and a are known to the policy. To see this, it is worth
first considering the two extremes.

Case 1: Known v and a: A simple policy is available when v and a are both known. Compare the
quantities (3+wv)/4 and a. If the former quantity is smaller, apply the Fixed-Time-Window Policy.
If the latter is smaller, apply the Prediction Policy. Lemma [2| and Observation [1| together imply
that this achieves a worst-case regret of O(Tmin{(3+”)/ 4’“}). This is optimal, as demonstrated by

the following result:

Proposition 2 (Lower Bound: Known v and a). Fix any variation parameter v € [0,1] and any

accuracy parameter a € [0, 1]. For any policy 7 (which may depend on the knowledge of v and a),
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we have

Rﬂ'(T> > chmin{(3+v)/4,a}7

where ¢ > 0 is a universal constant.

The proof of this result can be found in Appendix [D] and relies on an explicit construction of
a family of problem instances. Our construction breaks the total time horizon into cycles wherein
the demand distribution is i.i.d.. We tune the length of each cycle to be small enough so that it
is (provably) hard to detect the change in demand distributions and the predictions are essentially
useless for most time periods in the cycle, and large enough so that the demand variation is within
TV and the prediction error is within 7.
Case 2: Unknown v and a: At the opposite extreme, if v and a are both unknown, is it still possible

to achieve O(T™M{(3+v)/4a}) worst-case regret? The answer is no:

Proposition 3 (Lower Bound: Unknown v and a). For any policy that does not depend on the
knowledge of v or a, there exists a problem instance such that a # (3 + v)/4, and the policy incurs

regret at least ¢7™a{(3+v)/%4a} op the instance, where ¢ > 0 is a universal constant.

Proposition [3| states that the best we can hope for, when v and a are unknown, is a worst-
case regret of at least Q(Tmax{(3+”)/ 4’“}). Indeed, it implies that no algorithm can achieve regret
O(T7) for a function f : [0,1] x [0,1] — [0, 1] satisfying f(v,a) < max{(3 + v)/4,a} for all
vya € [0,1] and f(v,a) < max{(3 + v)/4,a} for some v,a € [0,1]. Note that Proposition [3| shows
there exists a pair of v and a, and a corresponding problem instance, such that this lower bound
holds. This is in contrast to a result showing that for any pair of v and a, there exists a problem
instance such that the lower bound holds, as is common in the literature (e.g. Theorem 1 of [2§]).
This lower bound is easily achieved, for example by applying the Shrinking-Time-Window Policy
or the Prediction Policy (or any blind randomization of the two). The proof of Proposition (3] is
in Appendix [F] In contrast to Case 1, the lower bound construction here relies heavily on the fact

that we do not know which one of (3 4 v)/4 and a is smaller.

4.3. Final Solution. We have finally reached the problem which motivates this entire paper:
designing an optimal policy for the Nonstationary Newsvendor with Predictions when the prediction
error a is unknown. We will assume that v is known, since when v is unknown, Proposition
rules out the possibility of using the predictions to improve on what is already achievable without
predictions. On the other hand, by Proposition [2| the absolute best we could hope for is a policy

which achieves a worst-case regret of O(T™™{(3+v)/4a}) " In words, we would like a policy which,
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without knowing a, achieves the same regret had a been known. Our main result is the design of
such a policy.

Our policy is called the Prediction-Error-Robust Policy (PERP), and is given in Algorithm
PERP utilizes the Fixed-Time-Window policy w*¢d in Section as an estimate of the true mean

to track the quality of the predictions over time.

Algorithm 4: Prediction-Error-Robust Policy (PERP)
Inputs: variation parameter v € [0, 1] and scaling constants x > 0, v sufficiently large

(Eq. (G.1)) in Appendix

Initialization: n « [/@T(l_v)/z];

fort=1,...,ndo

T — T

fort=n+1,...,7T do

ﬂ?xed . %:Ezt—l d.:

s=t—n @s>
[ < ag;
if S0 a2 — ] > (y/Iog T + /& + 1) - T3+9)/4 then
Ty — Wflxed;
L break
else
T — T(

Theorem 2 (Upper Bound: Known v and Unknown a). For any variation parameter v € [0, 1] and

PERP

any accuracy parameter a € [0, 1], the Prediction-Error-Robust Policy = achieves worst-case

regret,
7I_PERP

R (T) < min{3Cremma gy/log T - TG/ 20 7},

where ClLemma B is the constant in Lemma [2] (and 2¢ matches the constant in Observation [1j).

The intuition behind PERP is to follow the predictions until a time that is late enough to have
evidence that the prediction quality is bad (compared to the Fixed-Time-Window Policy), while
early enough to not incur much regret caused by the poor quality of the predictions. Because we do

not observe the true past mean p; after time period ¢, we naturally use ﬂ?xed from the Fixed-Time-

fixed

Window policy 7 as an estimation of u:, and in turn keep tracking the cumulative difference the

PERP

prediction quality |a; — p¢|. We carefully choose the parameters in 7 so that this estimation is

not accurate only with a small probability, and we can identify the prediction quality is bad if this
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cumulative difference is too large. By Proposition [2 any policy can only achieve worst-case regret
on the order of Tmin{(3+v)/4.a} 5o PERP is order-optimal.

Aside: Unknown v and Known a: There are four possible scenarios depending on the knowledge
of v and a: known/unknown v and known/unknown a. So far we have discussed three of them:
known v and a (Proposition , unknown v and a (Proposition , and known v and unknown a
(Theorem . For the sake of completeness, we discuss the remaining case of unknown v and known
a in Appendix [H| where we give a policy that achieves worst-case regret O(Tmin{(3+”)/ 4,0} ). This

is order-optimal by Theorem

5. EXPERIMENTS ON REAL DATA

Finally, we describe a set of experiments we performed to evaluate our policy (PERP) for the
Nonstationary Newsvendor with Predictions. In all of our experiments, we compared PERP against
the Shrinking-Time-Window Policy (NO-PRED) and the Prediction Policy (PURE-PRED). The main

takeaways are:

(1) PERP’s performance is robust with respect to the quality of the predictions, without knowing
the prediction quality beforehand. Specifically, the (newsvendor) cost it incurs is consis-
tently “close” to the lower of the costs incurred by NO-PRED and PURE-PRED.

(2) PERP performs especially well when the absolute difference between the costs of NO-PRED
and PURE-PRED is large, i.e. when the “stakes” are highest.

5.1. Experiments on Synthetic Data. The objective of our first batch of experiments was to fix
one of the two theoretical parameters (v or a) and test PERP’s performance as the other parameters
changes. To generate demand sequences, we used the parametric time-series model that corresponds
to triple exponential smoothing (Holt Winters), a classic model for time-series data in the family of
Eq. . We give the exact formulas, and our choices of parameters, in Appendix [I[} for more on
triple exponential smoothing, see [54]. In our experiment, each demand sequence consisted of the
demands for the next 365 time periods, with the realized demands generated as Poisson variables

with the corresponding means. We ran two sets of experiments:

e Fixed v: We fixed a single set of parameters for the demand sequence and generated
1,000 different predictions of this demand sequence, each from a set of “predicted” param-
eters with different accuracy. Thus the variation parameter v was fixed, and the accuracy

parameter a varied across instances.
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e Fixed a: We generated 1,000 demand sequences by selecting the parameters randomly.
We then generated predictions by changing each parameter 10% and using the correspond-
ing sequence. Thus the variation parameter v varied across instances, but the accuracy

parameter a was (roughly) fixed.

200 200
+  NO-PRED +  NO-PRED
*  PURE-PRED *  PURE-PRED +
150 . ppgp , 1501 . pere /
= = OPT = = OPT /
3100 8100 e
50 : ammetat: | 50
” w & *
E‘w " e 5 "
0 0
0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1 0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
Accuracy Parameter: a Variation Parameter: v
(A) Fixed v (B) Fixed a

FIGURE 2. The costs of NO-PRED, PURE-PRED, PERP, and OPT when (a) the
variation parameter v is fixed, and (b) the accuracy parameter a is fixed. Each dot

represents the cost of the corresponding policy on a given instance.

For each demand sequence and corresponding prediction, we ran NO-PRED, PURE-PRED, and PERP
with equal overage and underage costs, and scaling constants kK = v = 1. Because the experiment
was synthetic, the true underlying demand distribution was known at each time period. Therefore
we also ran OPT as a benchmark, which simply ordered the optimal quantile at each time period.
The variation parameter v in PERP was calculated using the past demands of the pre-fixed 30 time
periods by the definition in Section 2.2. We calculated the parameters v and a by their definitions
(given in Section 2.2 and Section 4.1, respectively), scaled appropriately to make them lie in [0, 1].
The resulted scatter plots are shown in Fig. [2| In (a), v is fixed, so the cost of NO-PRED (blue dots)
is approximately the same for all instances. The cost of PURE-PRED (orange dots) is approximately
exponential in a, which follows by Observation [Ih). In (b), a is fixed, so the cost of PURE-PRED is
approximately the same for all instances. The cost of NO-PRED is approximately exponential in v,
which follows by Theorem [1} Note that in both (a) and (b), the cost of PERP (green dots) is close to
the minimal cost of NO-PRED and PURE-PRED across all instances, showing that PERP’s performance

is robust in both v and a.
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5.2. Experiments on Real Data. We used real-world datasets to represent the “demand” se-
quences in our experiments. Fig. [3| depicts example time series from each of these datasets. All

datasets include multiple daily time series and are publicly available:

) Rossmann:ﬁ Daily number of customers that visited each of 1,115 stores in the Rossmann
drug store chain during a 781-day period in 2013-2015.

° Wikipedia:lﬂ Daily web traffic across Wikipedia.com pages of 9 different languages for an
803-day period from 2015 to 2017.

. Restaurantﬁ Daily number of visitors and online reservations across 185 restaurants in
Japan, during a 478-day period in 2016-2017. We treated the number of visitors as the

“demand,” and the reservations as a predictive feature.
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FIGURE 3. An example of a single time series from each dataset. In (c), the red

dashed line represents an additional fetaure: daily online reservations.

Each instance of our experiment represented a single Nonstationary Newsvendor with Predictions
problem, with the realized demands taken from a single time series in our data (a single Rossmann
store, a single language on Wikipedia, or a single restaurant). The overage and underage costs were
constant within each instance, and without loss of generality the two costs for an instance can be
characterized by the corresponding critical quantile (specifically the ratio of the underage cost to
the sum). The time horizon for each instance was a set number of days taken from the end of the
time series, with the preceding days used to train one of four prediction methods. These predictions
were also updated over the course of the instance at a set frequency. For the Wikipedia dataset,
this yielded a total of 2,880 possible instances, all of which were tested. The Rossmann dataset has
multiple orders of magnitude more instances, so we randomly sampled 1,000 from this set. For the

Restaurant dataset, we used a single prediction method to generate two sets of predictions for each

13 Available at https://www.kaggle.com/competitions/rossmann-store-sales/data
1 Available at https://www.kaggle.com/competitions/web-traffic-time-series-forecasting/data
15 Available at https://www.kaggle.com/competitions/recruit-restaurant-visitor-forecasting/
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https://www.kaggle.com/competitions/web-traffic-time-series-forecasting/data
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restaurant: one only utilized the number of past visitors and the other incorporated the number of

reservations as a feature, which gave 740 instances. Table [3| describes all of the instances used.

Rossmann Wikipedia Restaurant
Number of time series 1,115 9 185
Critical quantiles (%) 30,40,50,60,70 95,98,99,99.9 50
Experimental period (days) 300,400,500,600  300,400,500,600,700 100
Prediction update frequency (days) 2,4,10,20 2,4,10,20 5,10
Total number of instances 1,000 (sampled) 2,880 (exhaustive) 740 (exhaustive)

TABLE 3. Description of experimental instances.

For each instance, we applied NO-PRED, PURE-PRED, and PERP with scaling constants k =y = 1,
and the variation parameter v in PERP was calculated using the past demands of the training data
by the definition in Section 2.2. To generate predictions, we used four popular forecasting method

ranging from classic to the state-of-the art:

¢ Exponential Smoothing (Holt Winters): A classic algorithm based on a (linear) trend
and seasonality decomposition as in Eq. , known for its simplicity and robust perfor-
mance. It is frequently used as a benchmark in forecasting competitions ([41]). Tuning
parameters: seasonality of length 50.

e ARIMA: Another classic algorithm that is rich enough to model a wide class of nonsta-
tionary time-series. Tuning parameters: (p,q,7) = (3,2,5).

e Prophet: A recent algorithm developed by Facebook ([51]) based on a (piecewise-linear)
trend and seasonality decomposition as in Eq. , known to work well in practice with
minimal tuning. Tuning parameters: software default.

e Light GBM: A recent algorithm developed by Microsoft ([26]) based on tree algorithms.
LightGBM formed the core of most of the top entries in the recent $100,000 M5 Forecasting

Challenge ([42]). Tuning parameters: software default.

For the Restaurant dataset, we used Prophet as the forecasting method, with and without the
reservations as an additive linear feature. We treated the outputs of these methods as predictions
of the mean demand. To estimate the demand distribution around this mean, we used the empirical
distribution of the residuals of the same predictions on the training period@] In practice, even if

the prediction quality is good, the predictions of the first few days might incur large costs due

16That is, if the training data consists of Tirain periods, which without loss we index as {t = —Tirain + 1, Ttrain +
2,...,—1,0}, then the demand distribution at any time ¢ was estimated to be

/)/t + Uniform ({ds - ﬂs LS = _ﬂrain + 17Ttrain + 27 ey _17 0}) .
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to noise/instability of the predictions, which may cause PERP to misidentify the prediction quality.
Therefore we restricted PERP to following the predictions for the first 20 days, only allowing switches
afterward.

Results: Each instance yields three total costs: one incurred by PERP, and two incurred by the
benchmark algorithms (NO-PRED and PURE-PRED). The primary performance metric we report is a
form of optimality gap. For an instance I, let cost? VRE=PRED(T) he the cost of PURE-PRED, and
similarly define costNO—PRED (1) costPERP(T). Then the optimality gap (GAP) of PERP is defined

as
costPPRP (1) — min{costP?URE-PRED (1) costNO—PRED (I)}
|COStPURE7PRED (I) — costNO—PRED ) ‘

GAP(I) =

If we think of PERP as trying to achieve the minimum of the costs incurred by the two benchmark
policies, then GAP measures the excess cost that PERP incurs on top of this minimum, normalized
so that GAP = 0 implies that the minimum has been achieved, and GAP = 1 implies that the

maximum of the two costs was incurredm
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FIGURE 4. Histograms of GAPs across (a) 1,000 randomly-sampled instances on
the Rossmann dataset, (b) 2,880 instances on the Wikipedia dataset, and (c) 740

instances on the Restaurant dataset.

Experiments on the datasets yielded the histograms in Fig. @l For each instance I, the value on
the horizonal axis is log(costP VRE=PRED (1) /costNO—PRED (1)) "\yhich is greater than 0 if NO-PRED
has a lower cost, and less than 0 if PURE-PRED has a lower cost. In the 1,000 Rossman instances
NO-PRED had a lower cost 82.7% of the time, in the 2,880 Wikipedia instances NO-PRED had a lower
cost 81.9% of the time, and in the 740 Restaurant instances NO-PRED had a lower cost 64.3% of
the time. The values on the vertical axis are the GAPs. Note that most GAPs are small when

the absolute values of the log difference are large. This shows PERP performs very well when the

17GAP may technically be outside of [0, 1].
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difference of costs between NO-PRED and PURE-PRED is large. On the other hand, there are instances
where PERP has large GAPs, in particular there are instances with GAPs equal to 1 when the log
difference of costs is close to 0. This happens because when the log difference of costs is close to 0,
the cost of NO-PRED and the cost of PURE-PRED are close, so PERP may misidentify the prediction
quality. Still, since the max cost and the min cost of the other two policies are close, even the

GAPs are large in these instances, PERP does not perform badly.

Rossmann Wikipedia Restaurant

0.26 0.40 0.10
0.28 0.07 0.39

Average GAP with good predictions
Average GAP with bad predictions

TABLE 4. Summary of experimental results.

We further divide the instances according to which of NO-PRED and PURE-PRED had lower cost in

Table[d and Fig.[f] For comparison, if we did not know the prediction quality beforehand, uniformly

0.00  0.25 0.50  0.75 1.00 1.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 125 0.00 0.25 050  0.75 1.00 1.25
GAP GAP GAP

(A) GAP with high prediction accuracy. Left to right: Rossmann, Wikipedia, Restaurant.
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(B) GAP with low prediction accuracy. Left to right: Rossmann, Wikipedia, Restaurant.

FIGURE 5. Histograms of the GAPs for (a) 173 Rossmann instances (left), 522
Wikipedia instances (middle), 476 Restaurant instances (right) for which PURE-PRED
has lower cost, and (b) 827 Rossmann instances (left), 2358 Wikipedia instances
(middle), 264 Restaurant instances (right) for which NO-PRED has lower cost.
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random choosing between NO-PRED and PURE-PRED has an expected GAP of 0.5. Therefore PERP

outperforms this natural benchmark in all cases of all datasets.

6. CONCLUSION

We proposed a new model incorporating predictions into the nonstationary newsvendor problem.

We first gave a complete analysis of the Nonstationary Newsvendor (without predictions) by proving

a lower regret bound and developing the Shrinking-Time-Window Policy, which was the first policy

that achieves the lower bound up to log factors without knowing the variation parameter. We then

considered the Nonstationary Newsvendor with Predictions and proposed the Prediction-Error-

Robust Policy, which does not need to know the prediction quality beforehand, and achieves nearly

optimal minimax worst-cast regret.
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APPENDIX A. PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS AND PROOFS

Proof of Lemma(ll By Assumption [2| we have

C(p1,q3) — Cp1,47) C(p1,q3) — Cp2,q1) + Cu2,q1) — C(p1, 47)

—~
S
N

< C(u1,q3) — Clp2, q7) + €y — pef
®)

< C(p1,q5) — COpz, q3) + £|p1 — pof
©)

< 2p — pol

Here (a) and (c) follow from C(u, q) being ¢-Lipchitz in p, and (b) uses the definition of g;. O

Proof of Observation a). By Lemma

Ci(pes i) — Celpe, ap) < 20 fp — puel,
where ¢ is the Lipschitz constant of C(-,q). Therefore,

T
T rediction S rediction *
RT(T) = sup ER {Z (Celpe, ar) — Ct(ut,qt))}

DeD(v) —1

rediction N
< 20- sup ERTT {Z!ut—ut}-

DeD(v) —1

Finally, by the construction of fi,

T T
Z e — | < Z |ag — pe| < T
t=1 t=1
Taking C' = 2¢ gives the desired result. 0
For any time periods a,b, let R™(T)[a,b] = suppep() ED {Zi’:a (Ce(pey qr) — Ct(,ut,q;k))} be

the regret incurred by the policy m from time a to time b. We make the following two useful

observations:
Observation 2. For any policy m, R™(T')[a, b] < C(b—a+1) for some universal constant C' € (0, 00).

Proof. Because p; and ¢; are both bounded, Cy(1,g:) is also bounded in [Chyin, Ciax] Where

Cmin = inf Cy (Mt: Qt) and Cmax = sup Cy (Mtv Qt)-
Pt € [fminfimax],qt €Q 1t € [fmin ,max],qt €EQ
bt €[0,bmax],ht €[0,hmax] bt €[0,bmax],ht €[0,~Amax]
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Thus,
b
R™(T)[a,b] = sup Ep {Z (Ct(pts gt) — Celpae, q,’f))} < (Crax = Cmin) (b — a + 1).
DeD(v) —a
Thus,
b
R™(T)[a,b] = sup Ep {Z (Ci(t, qr) — Cepa, QZ‘))} < (Crax — Cmin) (b —a + 1).
DeD(v) i—a
Take C' = (Cyax — Cmin) gives the desired result. O

Observation 3. For any policy m such that, from time a to time b, 7 first estimates the mean at
time ¢ to be [iy € [fmin, fbmax] for every a < ¢ < b and then order ¢, € argmincq Ct(fit, q), we have
R™(T)[a,b] < C-suppep) ED {Zi’:a |t — Mt’} for some universal constant C' € (0, c0).

Proof. Let ¢ be the Lipschitz constant of C(-, q), then by Lemma

Co(pes ar) — Celpe, 7)) < 200 i — puel-

Therefore,
b
R™(T)[a,b] = sup Ep {Z (Ci(pts gt) — Celpae, qf))}
DeD(v) —a
< 20- sup Ej e — el ¢ -
DeD(v) b {tz:;
Taking C' = 2/ gives the desired result. O

Observation [3]implies that any policy 7 that estimates the mean accurately at each time achieves
low regret.

Finally, we will make use of standard sub-Gaussian concentration:

Lemma 3 (Hoeffding’s Inequality, e.g. [53]). Let €,...,€, be independent, mean-zero, sub-

Gaussian variables with sub-Gaussian norm at most K:

2

t
P(le;| >t) < 2exp <_K2> for all t > 0.

Then for some universal constant C,

1
P<
n

Moreover, C' is upper bounded by 144e.

n

S

2
=1 CK

t2
>t> §2€Xp<— " ) for all t > 0.
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APPENDIX B. PROOF OF LEMMA

Proof of Lemma [2. Because our bounds are all asymptotic, we ignore the rounding and write
n = kT1=)/2 to simplify the notation.

By Observation |2 l R’Tﬁxed( T)[l,n] < Cin < CTGH)/4 for some universal constant C) =
3 max{bmax, Amax } (0 + @max) € (0, 00).

From now on we consider the time period from ¢t = n+ 1 to t = T. We first upper bound the

total estimation error of the mean E?:n+1 |fte — pt|. Note that

Sl —ml < D= D de—m
t=n-+1 t=n-+1 s=t—n
T, =l
= - (s +€s) —
n
t=1 s=t—n
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SO D ISR o
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where (a) follows because fi; is the projection of + ZS t—n Qs ON [fhmin, fmax]-
We bound these two parts separately through the following two lemmas.
Lemma 4. There exists a universal constant C € (0, 00) such that
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Proof of Lemmal[{} For any n+1 <t <T we have
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where (a) is obtained by partitioning the sum into time windows, (b) is obtained by exchanging the
summations, and (c) follows by the definition of demand variation V,, since {t; = jn+i—1:j =
0,1,...,[T/n]} is a partition of {1,...,T} foralli=1,...,n

By Cauchy—Schwarz inequality,

T T
_ < ). — 2
2, s el S\ @mn) 3 max el
t=n-+1 t=n-+
< \/(T _ ’I’L) . ,{T(1+v)/2
< \/ET(3+U)/4.
Take Cy = \/k gives the desired result. O

Lemma 5. There exists a universal constant C3 € (0, 00) such that
S
= { SEED IS
s=t—n

t=n+1
Proof of Lemma[5 Because each Dy is sub-Gaussian, each €, is sub-Gaussian. Therefore there

-----

nx)? n
> a:} < 2exp <_Z€(1)52> < 2exp (—%ﬁ) ’

s=t—m s

Hence E“ﬁxed {ZtT:nH %Zts;%_n €s } < (T —n) 7”5 mp=/4 < ,/ T (3+v)/4 Take C3 = “52
gives the desired result. Note by Lemma 1/p< 1446 so O3 < 15 D

6/43
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Now we finish the proof of Lemma [2l With Lemma [] and Lemma 5] we conclude that

fixed T . pfixed L 1 = pfixed T 1 =t
Ep E =l p < Ep E - E (1s — )| ¢ +ED E - E €s
t=n-+1 t=n-+1 s=t—n t=n-+1 s=t—n

< (CQ+C3)T(3+U)/4.

Therefore by Observation (3| there exists a universal constant Cy = 2¢ € (0, 00) such that

7rﬁxed fixed fixed

R™UT) = R™“UT)[1,n] + R™ " (T)[n +1,T)
< CL T 4 Oy (Cy + C3)T BT/

< (Cl + 04(02 + Cg))T(3+v)/4.

Take C = (C1 + C4(C + Cy)) we get R™*(T) < CTE+/4, 0

AppPENDIX C. PROOF OF THEOREM [I]

Proof of Theorem [1]. Because our bounds are all asymptotic, we ignore the roundings and write
n; = kTU=v)/2 to simplify the notation.

By Observati01r17?,7T 7)1, T3/4] < C1T3/* for some universal constant C; = 3 max{bmax, Amax } (0+
Qmax) € (0,00).

From now on we consider the time periods after 75/%. Let ¢ be the smallest index such that

shrinking (

vy > v, then vy < (1 + @)v, SO
(C.1) Tve < TFlogTIv — ooy < o,
First, we show that /fL{ is close to u; when j > ¢ via the following lemma:

Lemma 6. For every j > £ with the corresponding window size n; = kT(1=v)/2 there exists a

universal constant v > 0 such that

T
j . 2
P Z ‘ﬂi _,U/t‘ > (7\/@4- \/E) LT BHv;)/4 < T

t=n;+1
Proof of Lemmal[fl Same as in the proof of Lemma , by Hoeffding’s inequality for any n; + 1 <

t <T we have

t—1

1 p(n;z)? pnj o

P |— g €| > x §2exp(—t_1] §2exp(——23:v),
n.] S:t—nj Zs:tfnj 52 6
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where p and ¢ are the same as in the previous proof. Set v > 0 to be large enough so that

pry?

(C.2) 5

>

l\?\Cﬂ

Take z = vy/Iog T - T ~V/* and plug in n; = kT(1=v)/2 yields

t—1

1 2
Pe— Z €s| >y logT-T(”j_l)/4 <2exp< p(s’y logT) Ik
TL] s=t—n;
Then we get
T 1 =l 1 =l
il TG+v)/4 L - > .(vi—1)/4
PA 2 oy 2 e[ 2VIesT TR < PO max |on D es| 29 /logT T
t=n;+1 s=t—n; s=t—mn;
T t—1
¢ pd| L > v log T . T~/
)DIEIIEN SR ER it
t=n;+1 J s=t—n;
2

where (a) follows by union bound. Note that since V,, < T < T%, by Lemma {4 we know
Z?:njﬂ nL Ztil (s — Mt)‘ < /RTGHv)/4 and in the proof of Lemma [2] we have
. J

s=t—n;
T T t—1 T t—1
. 1
DRI D el DR T S S P ZEs
t=n;+1 t=n;+1 ]s:t—n] t:nj+1 s=t—mn;

Therefore

T t—1 T t—1
1
<P{ > nj S (s —m)|+ > nj €s ('WlogTJrf) TE+)/
t=n;+1 s=t—n; t=n;+1 s=t—n;
T =
<P MY " D e = y/log T - TEH
t=n;+1 s=t—n;
< 2
= 73/2

0

For each j > /¢, let E; be the event {ZtT ny+1 ‘/lg - Mt‘ > (v1og T + V/k) -T(3+”J')/4} then

P(E;) < for each j. First we assume that E; does not happen for any j > ¢. We break the

T3/2
proof into three lemmas.
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Lemma 7. Each time an if condition happens, for the current i we have i < £. Therefore i < /¢

throughout the algorithm.

Proof of Lemma[7 Suppose an if condition happens at time ¢ triggered by some index j > 7, then
Zts:tif |t — [Lg\ > 2 ( Vieg T + \f) TG+v)/4 Suppose for the sake of contradiction that i > ¢,
then

t t t
) . (a) . .
ok =l < > — sl D 1A — ]

s=tif s=tif s=tir
< D> b=+ D 18—
s=n;+1 s=n;+1

(<C) (*y\/logT—i— \/E> TG+vd/4 4 <7x/logT+ f) LT Bvy) /4
(i) 2 (fy\/logT + \/E> LT BH)/4

where (a) comes from the triangle inequality and (b) is because tif > T%/* and n;, n; < KT"'/?; since
j>1i>¥, by our assumption neither F£; nor Ej occurs, so we get (c); (d) follows since v; > v;. This
contradicts with S/ _ 1o 105 A (vW1ogT + /) TG+vi)/4. Therefore, we must have i < £.
Because the index ¢ never decreases and can only increase by 1 each time an if condition happens,

1 < £ throughout the algorithm.

Lemma 8. Suppose two consecutive if conditions occur at time ¢’ and t”, then R”ghnnkmg(

1] < CoTB+Y/4 /log T for some universal constant Cy € (0, 00).

T) [t/7 t// _

Proof of Lemmal[8 At time t where #' <t < ¢’ — 1, by Lemma[7]i < £. We have

t//_l ’ (a) t”—l t”—l '
St =l < >0 b=+ > Ak — i)
s=t'+1 s=t'+1 s=t'+1
(b) T t—1 '
N T o T
s=n;+1 s=t'+1

< (1ioaT + Vi) T 3*”4)/4+2(v\/@+f) T+

(d)
< 3el/4 (fy\/logT—i- f) TG+

where (a) comes from the triangle inequality and (b) is because ¢’ > T3/* and n; < kT"/?; the first

part of (¢) follows by our assumption that E; does not occur, and the second part of (¢) follows



41

since the if condition is not triggered between time t' and time t” — 1; (d) follows by Eq. (C.1)).

Then by Observation [3| there exists a universal constant C' = 2¢ € (0, 00) such that

-1
Rﬂ_shrmkmg(T)[t/’t// o 1] < o4 Z ’ — i ‘ < 361/40/ (’7 /lOgT + \F) 3+v
s=t’
Take Cy = 3¢'/4C" (7 + v/k) gives the desired result. O

The above proof also works for R (T)[T3/* 4 1, tgt — 1] if the first if condition happens
at time tgpg, O RN (T) [T3/ 4 4+ 1,77 if the if condition never happens. Note that the index i
never decreases and increases by 1 if and only if the if condition happens. Suppose that the last if

condition happens at time t,¢;, then we have

shrinkin, (a‘)
R (T)T3* 41, tas — 1] < (# of if conditions happened) - CoTG+)/4, /log T

()
< kCoT G/ flog T

(c)
~ Cylogy, 1 (T) - TG4 log T

_ - 108T) o o T

log(1 + béT)

@ CyTB+0)/410g5/2 T

for some universal constant Cs € (0,00). Here (a) follows by Lemmal[g] (b) is because the maximum
index of v; is k, (c) is because vg_1 < 1 < vy, and (d) follows by log(1 + =) ~ = when z is small.

Finally, we analyze the time periods after #j,;.
Lemma 9. R™"" (T)[tast, T] < CsTCG+)/4, [log T for some universal constant Cs € (0, 00).

Proof of Lemma[9 Because the if condition happens at 1.5, by Lemma [7] either ¢ < £ or i = /.

Suppose 7 < £, then similar to Lemma, [8] we have

T
> 1 — el € Z |1 — psl + Z il — i)

S=t)ast S=t)ast S=tlast
) &
< D - us|+§ itk — ]
s=n;+1 S=tlast

2 <’Y\/@+ \/E) L PBF/ 4 g (7@4_ \f) T(B+ve)/

(d)
< 3el/4 ('y\/logT—i- f) TG+
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where (a) comes from the triangle inequality and (b) is because tjst > T 3/4 and n; < KTY2; the
first part of (c¢) follows by our assumption that Ey does not occur, and the second part of (c)
follows since the if condition is never triggered after t),s; (d) follows by Eq. . By Observation
we get R™ (T [tast, T] < 3el/4C (vW1ogT + /&) - TG+¥)/* for some universal constant
C' =20 € (0,00).

On the other hand, suppose i = £. Note V,, < TV < T and after time #j,4 the Shrinking-
Time-Window Policy just performs the Fixed-Time-Window Policy with variation parameter vy,
so by Lemma [2| R™ T)[trast, T] < C"TEHv0/4 < Ol /ATGH)/4 for some universal constant
C” € (0,00), where the last inequality again follows by Eq. (C.I).

Taking C3 = 3eM/4max{C’ (v + /&), C"} we get R™" "8 (T)[tiast, T] < C3TGT)/4/Iog T in
both cases. O

shrinking (

Combining everything above, in the case where E; doesn’t happen for any j > ¢, we get

7.rshrinking ( 7rshrinking (

T)=R )L, T3 + R™™ " (T[T 41, thay — 1]

shrinking (

+ Rﬂ— T) [tlasta T]

< ClT3/4 + CQT(3+U)/4 10g5/2T+C3T(3+v)/4 /IOgT.

Now let us consider the case where E; happens for some j > ¢. Because P{E;} < # for each
j > ¢, by union bound

2
P{E; happens for some j > (} < —— - |V| <

2
T3/2 T’

shrinking (

where the last inequality follows by |V| = k ~ log? T. By Observationwe always have R™ T) <
c4T for some universal constant Cy € (0,00). Therefore in summary we have

7.‘.shlrinking

R (T) < P{E; doesn’t happen for any j > ¢} (ClT3/4 + CoTBH) /A 16652 T 4 C’3T(3+”)/4\/loﬁ)
+ P {E; happens for some j > ¢} C4T
< O T34 + OB+ 10gP2 T 4 C5TB+/4, log T + 204,
Therefore, there exists some universal constant C' € (0, 00) such that R (T) < CTG+)/410g%2 T
U
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APPENDIX D. PROOF OF PROPOSITION [I, PROPOSITION [2], AND OBSERVATION [1[B)

Note that Proposition [1|and Observation ) can be easily deduced from Propositionby setting

a =1 and v = 1 respectively, so it suffices to prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition[3. We construct the following worst-case problem instance: divide the
time horizon T into cycles of length 7(1—)/2 (since the analysis below is compatible with scaling,
for simplicity we assume T1=)/2 is an integer), so there are TA+2)/2 cycles. Assume that the
demand distribution within each cycle is a Bernoulli distribution that equals to 1 with probability
p and equals to 0 with probability 1 —p. At the beginning of each cycle, we set the p of the upcoming
cycle to be either % + \/%—OT(”*D/“ or % — \/%—OT(”*UM, each with probability % Set @ = Ry and
by = hy = 1 for all ¢, so the optimal ordering amount is the median of the demand distribution at
each time.

First we show that the demand variation V), is at most 7. Note that since y; = p is fixed within
each cycle, only the times between cycles contribute to the demand variation. Suppose the cycle
changes between time ¢t and ¢ + 1, then (jup1 — pe)* < (\/%T)T(U—l)ﬂ)? = %T(v—l)/? Because there
are TUF9)/2 cycles, V, < TU+)/2. %T(”_l)/z =i7v.

Then we add predictions into the instance. We divide the analysis into two cases.

Case 1: a > ?ﬂ#.

For each t we set a; to be either % + \/%T(”_l)/‘l or % — \/%T(”_l)/‘l, each with probability %
Then because each a; and p; are i.i.d., a; provides no information about p;. Hence the predictions
are useless in this instance. Note that

T
2 1 1
ar — < T . 7T(U71)/4 — 7T(3+U)/4 < 7Ta’
Zﬂ’t el <T- 75 NG =5

so the prediction accuracy is within 7¢.

Then we analyze the amount of regret incurred. For i = 1,...,70=%/2 let P;, Q; be i.i.d. distri-
butions respectively, where P; ~ Bernoulli (3 -+ \/%—OT(”_D/‘L) and Q; ~ Bernoulli (5 — \/%T]T(”_l)/‘l).
Then the Kullback-Leibler divergence of P; from @Q; is

TW-1)/4
)/4 )

T(w-1)/4
)/4> ’

1 1 _

1 1
Z_ = pl-1)/4
+ <2 \/%T ) log (

NI~ N|—
+

!
8-l
o (e}

S

3

T

L

N =] D=
+
B
o o
!
~
T
—
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We show that Dkp, (P; || Qi) < %T(”_l)m. T(w=D/4 then because v € [0,1],

Letac—\ﬁ

[0, \/%] Note that the Dkr, (P; || Q;) = 1322 for z = 0, and we have
d d
— Dk (P || Qi =0=——1322
g Pxu (P Qi) . |
and
d? 1 d?
—Dkr (P || Qi) = —5————5 <26 = — 1322
gz e (Pl Qi) = Cr g5 < 26 = gz 137
for x € [0, —=]. This shows 1322 — Dxy, (P; || Q;) = 0 at = 0, the first derivative is 0 at z = 0,

75
and the second derivative is non-negative for € [0, —+=]. This implies Dk, (P; || Qi) < 1322 =

20
L1/,

Let P = ZT(I v P, and Q = ZT(I v Q; be the two possible demand distributions within a
cycle, then because P;’s are i.i.d. and @Q);’s are i.i.d.,
T(1=v)/2
()2 13012 _ 13
=1

We claim that within each cycle, any attempt to distinguish between P and @) has at least a
constant probability of making a mistake, i.e., one cannot effectively estimate the p value within
each cycle. Let C : {0, 1}T<17v)/2 — {P,Q} be any classifier that takes the demand observations
within a cycle as inputs and determine the true demand distribution of this cycle. Let E = C~!(P)

be the event where C classifies the demand observations as from demand distribution P, then by

PE) - (Bl < | 1D (Pl @) <2,

where P(FE) is the probability of E happening under the condition that the true demand distribution

Pinsker’s inequality,

is P, and the same for Q(FE). Therefore we have

P {C makes a mistake} = P(E)+ Q(E)

> P(EY)+ P(B) /1o
3

= 1—4/—.
10

Hence for any classifier C the probability of making the wrong guess of p in the current cycle is at

least 1 — %.
Note for demand distribution P;, ¢* = 1 and C(up,,0) — C(up,, 1) = 1 + \/%T(”_l)/‘l —(1-

3+ \/%T(”_l)/‘l)) = %T(”_I)M, and similarly for demand distribution @;, ¢* = 0 and C'(ug,,1) —

Clug,,0)=(1-(3 - \/%T(“_l)/‘l)) - (3- ﬁT(”_l)/‘L) = %T(“_l)/‘{ Therefore each wrong guess
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of p incurs a difference between C(u,q:) and C(u,q;) by %T(”_l)/ 4 which incurs a regret of
Clpe,qt) — Cl, q7) = %T(”*l)/‘l. Therefore over T' time periods the expected total regret of any

General Policy 7 satisfies
13) 1
RY(T) > [1—4/= | =170 VM. T
(T) =2 < 40) V5

13 1
— 1— - 7T(3+U)/4

13\ 1 .
= (1o /2] pmin{B+e)/4a)
(-V5) % ’

where the last equality follows from the assumption that a > 3’%". Take ¢ = (1 — V%) % gives
the desired result.
Case 2: a < ?ﬂ#.

For the first 7%~ (143v)/4 time periods of each cycle, we set a; to be either % + \/%T(”_l)/‘l or

1 1 —1)/4 . ito 1 34w i 143 1— .
5= ﬁT(U )/4 each with probability 5- Note that a < =% implies a — = < <57, so time

4 9
periods of length 7%~ (13v)/4 are indeed contained in each cycle, which has length T(1=%)/2, For the
other time periods we set a; = u;. Then, similar as in the case above, the predictions are useless

for the first 70~ (143)/4 time periods of each cycle in this instance. Since there are T()/2 number

of cycles,
T

Z |at . ,U/t| < T(l+’u)/2 . Ta7(1+3v)/4 . LT(U*U/‘l _ LT{Z

so the prediction accuracy is within 7.
Again, the same analysis as the case above shows that for the first 70~ (1+3v)/4 time periods of
each cycle, the probability of making the wrong guess of p in the current cycle is at least 1 — %.

Also, each wrong guess of p incurs a regret of %T(”_l)/ﬂ‘. Because there are T(1%)/2 number of

cycles, over T' time periods the expected total regret of any General Policy 7 satisfies

40 | /5
13 1
=(1—-y/= | =—=T1°

13} 1 ~
—(1=4/= 7Tm1n{(3+v)/4,a}

RW(T) > <1 — 13) LT(v—l)/4 . T(1+U)/2 - 1-231)
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where the last equality follows from the assumption that a < %. Take ¢ = (1 — %) % gives

the desired result. O

APPENDIX E. GENERAL VARIATION

Recall that for any sequence of means g = {u1,...,ur}, we define the demand variation to be

its quadratic variation

K
2
O {to,{??;}ep {; ‘Mt’“ N utk—l} } )

where P is the set of all partitions. The choice of quadratic variation follows from previous literature

[28, 27]. We can also define the demand variation using what we will call #-variation for some

0<6 < o0:
s 0
V,=  max ,— .
# {to,....t Kk }EP {; "utk 'utk71| }
In the special case of # = 1, this is the total variation, which has also been used extensively

in previous literature [10, 25, B7, [14]. We prove the following lower bound, which generalizes

Proposition

Proposition 4 (Lower Bound: Nonstationary Newsvendor with #-variation). Suppose the demand
variation is defined using 6-variation and V,, <T". For any variation parameter v € [0, 1], and any

policy 7 (which may depend on the knowledge of v), we have
RTI’(T) > CT(1+9+U)/(2+9)’
where ¢ > 0 is a universal constant.

Proof of Proposition [{. Similar to the proof of Proposition I} we construct the following worst-

case problem instance: divide the time horizon T into cycles of length 7T(2~2v)/(2+) (since the

2-20)/(2+6)

analysis below is compatible with scaling, for simplicity we assume T is an integer),

so there are T'(0+2v)/(2+6)

cycles. Assume that the demand distribution within each cycle is a
Bernoulli distribution that equals to 1 with probability p and equals to 0 with probability 1 —p. At
the beginning of each cycle, we set the p of the upcoming cycle to be either % + V%—OT(”*I)/(QH) or
% — V%—OT(“*U/(QH), each with probability % Set Q@ = Ry and by = hy = 1 for all ¢, so the optimal
ordering amount is the median of the demand distribution at each time.

First we show that the demand variation V), is at most 7. Note that since y; = p is fixed within

each cycle, only the times between cycles contribute to the demand variation. Suppose the cycle
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changes between time ¢ and ¢+ 1, then (juq1 — )’ < (\/%T(U—l)/(2+9))9 < T9w=1)/(2+0)  Because
there are T0+20)/(2+0) cycles, V,, < T(O+20)/(2+0) . T0(=1)/(2+0) — v,

Then, following the calculations in the proof of Proposition [2, the probability of making the
wrong guess of p in the current cycle is at least 1 — \/% . Also, each wrong guess of p incurs a regret
of %T(“_l)/ (249) at each time period. Therefore over T time periods the expected total regret of

any General Policy 7 satisfies

13 1 13 1
T(TY) > 1— -2 7T(v_1)/(2+0) T=11= - 7T(1+9+’U)/(2+0).
RUT) = ( 40) NG 0] 5

Take ¢ = (1 — W%) %5 gives the desired result. O

ApPENDIX F. PROOF OF PROPOSITION [3

Proof of Proposition[3. Set Q@ = R4 and b, = hy = 1 for all ¢, so the optimal ordering amount
is the median of the demand distribution at each time. We construct the following two problem

instances:

Instance 1: for all ¢, set Dgl) ~ Unif(0,2). Then ugl) = 1. Set agl) = dgl), where dgl) is

the realization of Dgl). Since ,ugl) = 1 for all ¢, the variation parameter v(!) = 0. Because agl)

is a constant away from ,ugl) with probability 1, a¥) = 1. Because the optimal order amount is

o =", o) =B (D = w4+ h(u? - DY =B [IDY - 1] = 4,

Instance 2: for all ¢, set D§2) = M£2) ~ Unif(0,2). ie., D§2) is a one-point distribution. Set

a?) = d£2), where d§2) is the realization of DgQ). Since u?) changes by a constant amount from

,ug)l with probability 1 throughout ¢t = 2,...,T, the variation parameter v(?) = 1. Because

o = 4f?

B [0 — 1) + h — D) =

for every t, a(® = 0. Because the optimal order amount is ql@* = u§2), C(u?), qt(Z)*) =

Note that a General Policy can only observe information on a;’s and d;’s. Because ail) = dgl) and

a?) = d?) have the same distribution for every ¢, no General Policies can distinguish between the
two instances. For any General Policy 7, let ¢; be its output at time . Without loss of generality,
we may assume ¢; € [0, 2] since any other ordering amount is clearly sub-optimal. Then

@+ (2—q)? >

1
Clu",at) = E |bu(DY — a0)* + hela — DIV)F| = B3 2

and

2 _
C(N§2)7Qt) =K [bt(Dp) — )t 4 hulq — DP))JF] = TQt + % =1
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Let R™[I1](T) denote the regret of 7 on instance 1 and R™[I2](7T") denote the regret of 7 on instance

2, then

T T
RL)T) + RTENT) = Y (O™ a) = O™ a™)) + D (0 a0) = Cu . af)

t=1 t=1

Because R™[[1|(T) + R™[I3](T) > T, any General Policy 7 incurs regret at least 0.57 on at least
one of the instances. Since no General Policy can distinguish between the two instances, we can
always choose the worse one of the two instances to feed to the policy. Also, since vV =0, V) =1,
v® =1, a® = 0, in both instances we have a # ?Q#. Therefore for any General Policy 7 there
always exists a problem instance with a # 3t% such that R™(T) > 0.5T = Q(Tma{(+v)/4aby op

the instance. 0

APPENDIX G. PROOF OF THEOREM

Proof of Theorem [2. Because our bounds are all asymptotic, we ignore the rounding and write
n = kT(1=v)/2 to simplify the notation.

Because 7y PR = 7 for t from 1 to n, by ObservationR”PERP(

T)[1,n] = R™(T)[1,n] < C|T®
for some universal constant C] € (0,00). Also, by Observation [2| since n = kT (1-0)/2 < T B+v)/4
there exists some universal constant 7 € (0,00) such that R™  (T)[1,n] < CY/TG+)/4 Take
Cy = max{C},C"} we get R™ " (T)[1,n] < C;T™n{G+v)/4a}, /logT.

Now we consider the time periods after time n + 1. First, same as in the proof of Lemma [5], by

Hoeffding’s inequality for any n + 1 <t < T we have

IP’{ Zx} < 2exp (—%) < 2exp (—Z—Z:I:Q)

where p and § are the same as in the previous proof. Set v > 0 to be large enough so that

1 t—1
w2

s=t—n

2
(G.1) p';; > 9.

Take x = vy/Iog T - T=V/4 and plug in n = xT1=Y)/2 yields

{ logT 7= )/4}§2exp< Py logT> <3.

t—1
2«

S=1—n

52

SN
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Then we get
T | il =
P - > ~yy/log T -TGHI/AL < p - > ~vy/log T - TW—1D/4
{ZTL_ZES_7 o8 - ni1ier |n L | = TVIO8
t=n-+1 s=t—n s=t—n
(a) 1 2
< T-Pql— Z €s| > v\/log T - T~ D/4
n
s=t—n

IN

2
Ta

where (a) follows by union bound. Note Lemmasays ZtT:n_H 1 Zi;};_n (s — ,ut)‘ < /RTBH0/A

and in the proof of Lemma [2| we have

T T 1 t—1 T 1 t—1
PR T S D D DI Eo D D DI
t=n-+1 t=n+1 s=t—n t=n+1 s=t—n
Therefore
T
P{ Z /lgixed_lut’ > (,Y /IOgT—F\/E) _T(3+U)/4}
t=n-+1
T 1 t—1 T 1 t—1
il _ it . pB4v)/4
SIP’{ DO (s =)+ D |~ D e Z(vx/logTJr\/E) T }
t=n+1 s=t—n t=n+1 s=t—n

N
.
—
(]~
=1
I
M
vy

Because once the if condition in PERP is triggered we break the for loop, the if condition can
happen at most once thoughout the algorithm. We consider two cases separately depending on
whether the if condition happens or not:

Case 1: the if condition happens at some time s.
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First, suppose 3.1 et |5 — | < (vW/1ogT + /&) - T T(+)/4 then because the if condition

happens at time s,

T
T = Z |at - Mt|
t=1

S
Z | — pel
t=1

Q) : ~ ~ ~fixe

> Z a ﬁxed Z fixed Mt‘
t=1 =1

Qe

)

where a; = fiff gives (a), (b) follows by triangle inequality, and (c¢) follows by the the if condition.

This shows a > %, SO min {%, a} = %. Note that between time n+ 1 and time s — 1 we have:
(a) ~a ~fixed

s—1 s—1 s—1
Mool —ml <D A=A+ Y

t=n+1 t=n+1 t=n+1

(b)
¢ (2yy/1og T + 2y/k + 1) - TEF/4,

~ fixed
i

_Mt‘

where (a) follows by triangle inequality and (b) follows by the if condition (note by the algorithm’s
construction s > n+ 1; for the simplicity of writing we assume s —1 > n+1, and the case s =n+1

follows similarly). Then by Observation |3} let £ be the Lipschitz constant, we have

s—1
PERP Js— )
R (T)[n+175—1] = sup ]E { Z (C(:U’taqt)_c(:u‘tvqt))}
DeD(v) Pt
@) <PERP
< 26- sup R Z | — pul
DeD(v) Pl
< 202v\/log T + 2/k + 1) - TGT)/4.
PERP

PERP (T)[n+1,s — 1] is on the order of

TB+)/4/log T, so there exists some universal constant Cy € (0, 00) such that R™ (T)in+1,s—
1] < CoTG+)/4 /log T. Also, since after time s we have aPERP = gpfixed 1y Temnma, [2] there exists

where (a) is because 7 = 1% before time s. Hence R™

PERP

some universal constant C3 € (0,00) such that

PERP fixed

R™ (T [s, T) = R™“Y(T)[s, T) < R™“(T) < CsTE+/4 /log T.
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pfxed — | < (v\/IogT + k) - T TG+0)/4 ) we have

PERP

In summary, if S.° 1

PERP PERP

RT(T) =RT (D)L, 0]+ RT T (T)[n+1,s— 1]+ R™
< (C1+ Cy+ Cy) T/ flog T
= (C1 + Cy + C) T/} Jlog T,

(T)[s, T}

where the last equality is because min { 8+v a} = Sﬂ.

fixed — | > (v\/log T+ v/k) - T TB+v)/4 By Observatlonlthere exists

PERP ( )

Second, suppose Zt il
some universal constant Cy € (0,00) such that R™ < C4T. Therefore combining the above

two scenarios we get

T
RWPERP (T) S]P){ Z

t=n+1

o3

t=n+1

Aﬁxed_ut‘ < 7\/@+\F (34v)/ }(Cl_’_02_{_03)Tmin{(3+v)/4,a}\/loﬁ

mthJ ww%T+JMJ“%W}@T

<(Cy+Cy+Cs) pin{(G+v)/4.ak logT + % -CyT
= (Cl +Cy + C3) Tmin{(3+v)/4’a}\/ logT + 2C4.

Hence R™

PERP (T)

< o™ {B+v)/4at /log T for some universal constant C' € (0, 00).

Case 2: the if condition does not happen.

In this case 7VERP = 72 50 by Observation ) we immediately have R (T) < Os5T%/logT
for some universal constant Cs € (0,00). Also, following the same analysis as the part of Case

1 where an if condition has not happened, i.e., between time n + 1 and time s — 1, we get
R (T + 1,T] < 202y/Iog T + 2k + 1) - TG/ < CeTB+)/4/logT for some uni-
versal constant Cg € (0,00). Then we have R™ — (T) = R™ " (T)[1,n] + R~ T)[n +
1,T] < (Cy + Cg) TGH/4/logT. Hence take C = max {Cs,C1 + Cg} we have R™ — (T) <

CTmiIl{(3+'U)/4’a} \/m

PERP
(

0

APPENDIX H. UNKNOWN v AND KNOWN ¢«

We design a policy for the case of unknown v and known a. Our policy utilizes the famous Exp3
algorithm (Exponential-weight Algorithm for Exploration and Exploitation) as a subroutine. For
the sake of completeness we state Exp3 in our setting and its regret bound below. One can refer

to [] for a more detailed discussion on Exp3.
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Algorithm 5: Exp3 (with gshrinking g gprediction)
Inputs: 75Minking from Algorithm [2] and wPrediction from Algorithm

Initialization: Cmax = SUD, el pmas] qec@ Ct (Kt Gt ) wshrinking (1) — 4 prediction (1) — 1

and parameter v = min {1, (5712)1%}’

fort=1,...,7 do
pshrinking(t) « (1 wshrinking (4) y

- 7) wshrinking(t)+wprediction(t) + 2 a‘nd

dicti wprediction(t)
ppre reton (t) — (1 - 7) wshrinking(t)+,wprediction(t)
T 4 W?hrmkmg with probability p*P*inking(¢) and m; < 7} rediction with probability

pprediction (t) .

?

+ 2

Obtain dy;
if 7 < N ghen
6t _ (bt(dt . q:hrinking)+ + ht(qihrinking o dt)+)/pshrinking (t)

wshrinking (¢ 4 1) = qpshrinking (4) exp (—~8,/2);

else
5t _ (bt(dt B ql{)rcdiction)+ + ht(qfrcdiction o dt)+)/pprediction (t);
B wprediction (t + 1) — wprediction (t) exp (_'7575/2)

Proposition 5 (Corollary 3.2 in [4]). Exp3 achieves worst-case regret

REP3(T) < min{R™™"(T), R™ (1)} + 20/2(In2) (e — 1) Crme - VT

We refer the readers to [4] for the proof. Note that Exp3 incurs an additive VT regret on top

of Tmin{(3+v)/4a} " which is a lower order term if @ > 1. On the other hand, if a < 1, we have

2 2
Tmin{(3+v)/4at — Ta g5 we can simply apply the Prediction Policy. This idea gives the policy of

unknown v and known a.

Algorithm 6: Divide-Into-Cases Policy

Inputs: accuracy parameter a € [0, 1], pobrinking from Algorithm (2, and sPrediction from
Algorithm
if a < % then

rediction .
L T+ 7P ;

else
| 7« mExp3,
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Observation 4 (Upper Bound: Unknown v and Known a). For any variation parameter v € [0, 1]

and any accuracy parameter a € [0,1], the Divide-Into-Cases Policy 7PVid® achieves worst-case

regret

71.Divide

R (T) < Co™in{(3+v)/4,a} 10g5/2 T

where C' is a universal constant.

Proof of Theorem[]). If a < %, then Tmin{(3+v)/4a} — Ta The result follows from Observation
Ifa> %, then /T = O(T™r{(3+v)/4.a})  The result follows from Proposition [5|and Theorem U

APPENDIX I. EXPERIMENT DETAILS

In the synthetic experiment we used triple exponential smoothing (Holt Winters) to generate the
demand sequences. Triple exponential smoothing takes in the following parameters: data smoothing
factor a € [0, 1], trend smoothing factor 8 € [0, 1], seasonal change smoothing factor v € [0, 1], and
season length L € N. Given historical observations x1,...,z:(t > L), triple exponential smoothing

outputs Tyyn, for m > 1, which is an estimate of x¢y,, according to the following formula:

SO0 = X0

Tt

st =« + (1 —a)(se—1 + bi-1)

Ti—L
by = B(st—si—1) + (1 = B)b—1

x
o = V;t + (1 =e-1
t
Tipm = (s¢+ mbt)ct—L—i-l-l—(m—l)modL?

where s; represent the smoothed value of the constant part for time ¢, b; is the sequence of best
estimates of the linear trend that are superimposed on the seasonal changes, and ¢; is the sequence
of seasonal correction factors.

In our experiment, we first generated a demand sequence for 30 time periods where the demand
at each time period is drawn uniformly between 80 and 120. This was treated as the historical
observations and was fixed throughout the experiment. Then for each set of parameters («a, 3,7, L),
which we will specify later in each case, we used triple exponential smoothing to generate the mean
of demands for 365 time periods, where at each time period we also added a random Gaussian noise
with mean equals to 0 and variance equals to 5. Finally the true demand at each time period was
generated as a Poisson variable with the corresponding mean.

We ran two sets of experiments:
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e Fixed v: We fixed a single set of parameters (a, 8,7, L) = (0.5,0.5,0.5,30) for the demand
sequence, and generated 1,000 different predictions of this demand sequence, each from a set
of “predicted” parameters (&, B Yy f/) where each &, B ,¥ was sampled uniformly at random
from [0.2,0.8] and L from {10,20,30}. Thus the variation parameter v was fixed, and the
accuracy parameter a varied across instances.

e Fixed a: We generated 1,000 demand sequences by selecting the parameters (o, 3,7, L)
uniformly at random where each «, 3, was sampled uniformly at random from [0.2,0.8]
and L from {10,20,30}. We then generated predictions by changing each parameter 10%
(e.g., a becomes either 1.1av or 0.9a) and using the corresponding sequence. Thus the

variation parameter v varied across instances, but the accuracy parameter a was (roughly)

fixed.

APPENDIX J. ADDITIONAL EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

In our experiments on real data, we used four popular forecasting method to generate predictions
for each instance: Exponential Smoothing (Holt Winters), ARIMA, Prophet, and Light GBM.
Experiments on the datasets yielded the histograms in Fig. To show the performance of PERP
is robust to the forecasting method, in Fig. [6] we further divide the three histograms in Fig. [ into

twelve histograms separated by the four forecasting methods.
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F1GURE 6. Histograms of GAPs divided by forecasting methods across the Ross-

mann dataset, the Wikipedia dataset, and the Restaurant dataset.
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