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Abstract

In this paper, we present long-awaited algorithmic advances toward the efficient con-
struction of near-optimal replenishment policies for a true inventory management classic,
the economic warehouse lot scheduling problem. While this paradigm has accumulated a
massive body of surrounding literature since its inception in the late '50s, we are still very
much in the dark as far as basic computational questions are concerned, perhaps due to
the evasive nature of dynamic policies in this context. The latter feature forced earlier
attempts to either study highly-structured classes of policies or to forgo provably-good per-
formance guarantees altogether; to this day, rigorously analyzable results have been few and
far between.

The current paper develops novel analytical foundations for directly competing against
dynamic policies. Combined with further algorithmic progress and newly-gained insights,
these ideas culminate to a polynomial-time approximation scheme for constantly-many
commodities as well as to a proof-of-concept (2 — % + ¢)-approximation for general
problem instances. In this regard, the efficient design of e-optimal dynamic policies ap-
peared to have been out of reach, since beyond algorithmic challenges by themselves, even
the polynomial-space representation of such policies has been a fundamental open ques-
tion. On the other front, our sub-2-approximation constitutes the first improvement over
the performance guarantees achievable via “stationary order sizes and stationary inter-
vals” (SOSI) policies, which have been state-of-the-art since the mid-'90s (Anily, 1991;
Gallego, Queyranne, and Simchi-Levi, 1996).
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1 Introduction

The primary intent of this paper is to present long-awaited algorithmic advances toward the
efficient construction of near-optimal replenishment policies for a true inventory management
classic, the economic warehouse lot scheduling problem. Appearing since the late ’50s under a
wide range of nicknames, decades-long investigations of this fundamental paradigm have lead
to a massive body of surrounding literature. However, we are still very much in the dark as far
as basic computational questions are concerned, perhaps due to the evasive nature of dynamic
replenishment policies in this context, forcing earlier attempts to either study highly-structured
classes of policies or to forgo provably-good performance guarantees altogether. To this day,
rigorously analyzable results have been few and far between, to say the least. The current
paper develops novel analytical foundations for directly competing against dynamic policies;
combined with further algorithmic progress and newly-gained insights, these ideas culminate
to a polynomial-time approximation scheme for constantly-many commodities as well as to a
proof-of-concept sub-2-approximation for general problem instances. As explained later on, the
efficient design of e-optimal dynamic policies appeared to have been out of reach, since beyond
algorithmic challenges by themselves, even the polynomial-space representation of such policies
has been a major open question. On the other front, our sub-2-approximation constitutes the
first improvement over the performance guarantees achievable via “stationary order sizes and
stationary intervals” (SOSI) policies, which have been state-of-the-art since the mid-'90s

Given the extensive body of work that has accumulated around the economic warehouse
lot scheduling problem, including heuristic approaches, experimental studies, and concrete ap-
plications, there is no way we can do justice and present an in-depth overview of this lit-
erature. For a broader perspective on these topics, readers are referred to excellent book
chapters (Hadley and Whitin, 1963; Johnson and Montgomery, 1974; Hax and Candea, 1984;
Zipkin, 2000; Simchi-Levi et al., 2014; Nahmias and Olsen, 2015), as well as to the references
therein, noting that it may be especially interesting to revisit pioneering papers such as those of
Holt (1958), Homer (1966), Page and Paul (1976), and Zoller (1977). From a bird’s-eye view,
our problem of interest and most of its nearby relatives are all inherently concerned with lot-
sizing and scheduling decisions for multiple commodities over a given planning horizon, where
we wish to minimize long-run average operating costs. However, on top of marginal ordering
and inventory holding costs, a particularly problematic feature of this model is the interaction
between different commodities, incurred due to sharing a common resource; the latter will be
referred to as “warehouse space”, just to align ourselves with classic terminology. In this regard,
capacity-feasible replenishment policies should ensure that, at any point in time, the momen-
tary inventory levels of all commodities can be jointly packed within our warehouse’s capacity,
with each commodity contributing toward this space requirement at an individual rate. Unfor-
tunately, this seemingly-innocent constraint generally forces optimal policies to violate many
fundamental properties that have been explored and exploited for single-commodity models.
Consequently, we have very sparse theoretical grounds to rely on, leading to long-standing algo-
rithmic questions about how provably-good capacity-feasible policies can be efficiently identified,
as well as to a deep analytical void regarding their structural characterization.

Moving forward, to delve into the finer details of these questions, Section 1.1 provides



a complete mathematical description of the economic warehouse lot scheduling problem in
its broadest form. Subsequently, Section 1.2 sheds light on cornerstone theoretical advances,
including the well-known SOSI-driven approach, whose approximation guarantees have been
state-of-the-art to this day. Concurrently, we will elaborate on the primary open questions that
motivated our work. Finally, Section 1.3 discusses the main contributions of this paper, leaving
their structural characterization, algorithmic ideas, and analytical arguments to be presented

in subsequent sections.

1.1 Model formulation

The economic order quantity model. To describe the inner-workings of our model in an
accessible way, we start off by introducing its basic building block, the economic order quantity
(EOQ) model. At a high level, our supposed objective is to identify an optimal dynamic
replenishment policy for a single commodity, aiming to minimize its long-run average cost over
the continuous planning horizon [0, 00). Without loss of generality, this commodity is assumed
to be characterized by a stationary demand rate of 1, to be completely met upon occurrence,
meaning that lost sales or back orders are not permitted. In this context, the notion of a

“dynamic” policy P will be captured by two ingredients:

e An sequence of ordering points 0 = 79 < 71 < T < --- covering the entire planning

horizon [0, 00), in the sense that limy_,. 7% = 00.
e The respective real-valued ordering quantities qg, q1, g2, . . . at these points.

For ease of notation, I(P,t) will stands for the inventory level we end up with at time ¢, when
operating under the replenishment policy P. One straightforward way to express this function
is via the relation I(P,t) = Zkzo:mgt g — t. To parse this expression, note that ZkZO:TkSt qr
represents the total ordering quantity up to and including time ¢; this term consists of finitely-
many summands, since limy_,., 7 = oco. In addition, the second term, ¢, is precisely the
cumulative consumption up until this time, due to having a unit demand rate. As such, we
are indeed meeting our demand at any point in time via previously-placed orders if and only if
I(P,t) >0 for all t € [0,00). Any policy satisfying this condition is said to be feasible, and we
designate the collection of such policies by F.

We proceed by explaining how the long-run average cost of any policy P € F is structured.
For this purpose, each of the ordering points 79,71, 72,... incurs a fixed set-up cost of K,
regardless of its quantity. In other words, letting N(P,[0,t)) = [{k € Ny : 7, < t}| be
the number of orders placed along [0,t), this interval is associated with a total ordering cost
of K(P,[0,t)) = K- N(P,[0,t)). At least intuitively, these costs by themselves motivate us
to place infrequent orders. On the other hand, we are concurrently facing a linear holding
cost of 2H, incurred per time unit for each inventory unit in stock. Technically speaking,
H(P,[0,t)) will denote our total holding cost across the interval [0,t), given by H(P,[0,t)) =
2H - f[07 n I(P,7)dr. These costs by themselves are pulling us in the opposite direction, as we
generally wish to avoid high inventory levels via frequent orders. Putting both ingredients into

a single objective, the combined cost of a feasible policy P along [0,¢) will be designated by



C(P,[0,t)) = K(P,[0,t)) + H(P,[0,t)). In turn, the long-run average cost of this policy can be
specified by
C(P) = limsup C?.[0.1) :

t—o0 t

(1)

C(P,[0,t))

n does

As a side note, one can easily come up with feasible policies P for which lim;_.
not exist, meaning that lim sup above is indeed required.

Based on the preceding description, in the economic order quantity problem, our goal is to
identify a feasible replenishment policy P whose long-run average cost is minimized, in the sense
that C(P) = ming,_, C(P). By consulting relevant textbooks, such as those of Zipkin (2000,
Sec. 3), Muckstadt and Sapra (2010, Sec. 2), or Simchi-Levi et al. (2014, Sec. 7.1), unfamiliar
readers will quickly find out that the latter minimum is indeed attained, via the extremely
simple class of stationary order sizes and stationary intervals (SOSI) policies. These policies are
characterized by a single parameter, T', standing for the uniform time interval between successive
orders. Having fixed this parameter, orders will be placed at the time points 0,7,27, 3T, ...,
each consisting of exactly T' units, meaning that zero-inventory levels are reached at each of
these points. As such, since the long-run average cost of a SOSI policy T can be written
as C(T) = % + HT, the economic order quantity problem admits an elegant closed-form
solution. The next claim summarizes several well-known properties exhibited by this function,

all following from elementary calculus arguments.

Cram 1.1. The cost function C(T) = % + HT satisfies the next few properties:
1. C is strictly convew.
2. The unique minimizer of C is T* = \/K/H.

3. For every a >0 and T > 0,

ClaT) < max{a,é}-C(T) and  C(aT) + C(T/a) — .o(T) .

The economic warehouse lot scheduling problem. Given the optimality of SOSI policies
for the economic order quantity model, one can retrospectively wonder whether placing dynamic
policies at the heart of our exposition makes any sense. Circling back to this issue in the sequel,
we proceed by explaining how these foundations allow for a smooth transition to the economic
warehouse lot scheduling problem, whose essence can be encapsulated into the next high-level

question:

How should we coordinate multiple economic order quantity models, when different

commodities are tied together by sharing a common resource?

Specifically, we wish to synchronize the lot sizing of n distinct commodities, where each com-
modity i € [n] is coupled with its own EOQ model, parameterized by ordering and holding costs
K; and 2H,, respectively. As explained above, deciding to replenish this commodity via the
dynamic policy P; € F would lead to a marginal long-run average cost of C(P;), prescribed by

equation (1). However, the complicating caveat is that we are concurrently facing a “warehouse



space” constraint, stating that the momentary inventory levels of all commodities can be jointly
packed within our warehouse’s capacity, with each commodity contributing toward this space
requirement at an individual rate.

To formalize this notion, for every commodity ¢ € [n], each inventory unit requires 7; amount
of space to be stocked in a common warehouse, whose overall capacity will be denoted by V.
Consequently, for any dynamic replenishment policy P = (Py,...,P,) € F", by recalling that
{I(Pi,t)}igjn) designate the underlying inventory levels at time ¢ € [0, 00), it follows that the
ien) Vi L(Pi;t). In turn,
the maximal space ever occupied by this policy can be written as Vipax(P) = supse(g o) V(Ps 1),

warehouse space occupied at that point in time is given by V(P,t) = >

and we say that P is capacity-feasible when Vi (P) < V. Clearly, this condition is much
stronger than merely asking each of the marginal policies P, ..., P, to be feasible by itself.
Putting everything together, in the economic warehouse lot scheduling problem, our goal is
to determine a capacity-feasible replenishment policy P = (P4, ..., P,) whose long-run average
cost C(P) = 3 ;¢ C(Ps) is minimized. Moving forward, it will be convenient to succinctly

formulate this model as
min  C(P)
PeFn (1)
s.t. Vinax(P) <V

It is worth pointing out that the above-mentioned minimum is indeed attained by some capacity-

feasible policy. The proof of this claim is rather straightforward, and we leave its details to be

rediscovered by avid readers.

1.2 Known results and open questions

In what follows, we survey cornerstone results regarding the economic warehouse lot scheduling
problem, with a particular emphasis on those that are directly related to our basic research
questions. For this purpose, we will be going in two complementary directions, one centered
around rigorous algorithmic methods for efficiently identifying provably-good replenishment
policies, and the other briefly discussing known intractability results; as previously mentioned,
such findings have been extremely rare events. In regard to tangential research directions,
given the extensive literature in this context, we are not seeing a reasonable way to present
an all-inclusive overview. Further background on historical developments, heuristic approaches,
and experimental studies can be attained by consulting numerous book chapters dedicated
to these topics (Hadley and Whitin, 1963; Johnson and Montgomery, 1974; Hax and Candea,
1984; Zipkin, 2000; Simchi-Levi et al., 2014; Nahmias and Olsen, 2015).

Hardness results. While our work is algorithmically driven for the most part, to thoroughly
understand the boundaries of provably-good performance guarantees, it is worth briefly mention-
ing known intractability results. Along these lines, unlike many deterministic inventory models
whose computational status is very much unclear, Gallego, Shaw, and Simchi-Levi (1992) were
successful in rigorously examining the plausibility of computing optimal replenishment policies
in an efficient way. Their main finding in this context consists of a polynomial-time reduc-
tion from the infamous 3-partition problem (Garey and Johnson, 1975, 1979), showing that

economic warehouse lot scheduling is strongly NP-hard in its decision problem setup. As an



immediate byproduct, we know that optimal replenishment policies cannot be computed in
polynomial time unless P = NP; moreover, this setting does not admit a fully polynomial-time

approximation scheme under the same complexity assumption (Vazirani, 2001, Sec. 8.3).

Representation issues. On top of complexity-related findings in terms of computation time,
a seemingly unsurpassable obstacle on the road to efficiently identifying truly near-optimal

policies can be captured by the next two questions:

e [s there any way we can represent optimal or e-optimal dynamic policies in

polynomially-bounded memory space?

e FEven more basically, can we address this challenge for O(1) commodities?

In other words, suppose we are not worried about running times to the slightest degree, and
instead, we are only wondering about the feasibility of efficiently describing near-optimal dy-
namic policies. One could attempt to tackle this fundamental issue, for example, by proving
that there exists a polynomially-representable pattern behind the sequence of ordering points
Toi, 74 7i ... and quantities qé, q%, 5, . .. associated with each commodity i € [n]. Alternatively,
one may wish to argue about the existence of a short-duration cyclic policy, where we will be
seeing only a polynomial number of ordering points. To our knowledge, these questions have

been wide open for decades, even for the most basic setting of only two commodities!

Constant-factor approximations via SOSI policies. Prior to diving into state-of-the-art
approximation guarantees, it is worth pointing out that, by superficially browsing through the
abstracts of many early papers, we could mistakenly get the impression that economic warehouse
lot scheduling is well-understood, at least in stylized settings with two or three commodities.
However, the intrinsic caveat is that provably-good and efficient algorithmic results along these
lines are focusing on very specific classes of policies rather than considering arbitrarily-structured
dynamic replenishments, .

The first breach in this wall should be attributed to the seminal work of Anily (1991).
While her objective was to optimize over the class of SOSI policies, she has been able to rig-
orously establish a bridge between economic warehouse lot scheduling and the SOSI-restricted
economic order quantity model, where the underlying commodities are interacting via a ware-
house space constraint on their peak inventory levels. As a byproduct of these ideas, Anily
devised a polynomial-time construction of a SOSI policy whose long-run average cost is within
factor 2 of the minimum-possible within this class. Subsequently, the ingenious work of
Gallego, Queyranne, and Simchi-Levi (1996) fused Anily’s approach with further insights, pre-
scribing a lower bound on the long-run average cost of any capacity-feasible dynamic policy
via an elegant convex relaxation. As a direct consequence, the authors have been successful at
approximating the economic warehouse lot scheduling problem in its utmost generality, propos-
ing a polynomial-time algorithm for identifying a SOSI policy whose cost is within factor 2 of
optimal; this time, “optimal” is referring to the best-possible dynamic policy! In Section 2, we
will revisit these two papers in greater detail, due to their important role in addressing several

easy-to-handle regimes within our overall approach.



Main open questions. Quite surprisingly, while we have witnessed a continuous stream
of literature on this topic across the last three decades, mostly revolving around stylized set-
tings, heuristic approaches, and experimental studies, the algorithmic ideas of Anily (1991) and
Gallego et al. (1996) along with their lower-bounding mechanism still represent the best-known
approximation guarantees for computing dynamic replenishment policies. Moreover, at present
time, there is absolutely no distinction between a constant number and an arbitrary number of
commodities in terms of deriving improved guarantees. Given this state of affairs, the funda-
mental questions that lie at the heart of our work, as stated in many papers, books, and course

materials, can be succinctly summarized as follows:

e Can we outperform these long-standing results, in any shape or form?

Which algorithmic techniques and analytical ideas could be useful for this pur-

pose?

In spite of basic representation issues, can we leverage the flexibility of dynamic

policies to derive a sub-2-approximation for general problem instances?

Can we take advantage of settings with O(1) commodities for computing truly

near-optimal policies?

1.3 Main contributions

The first and foremost contribution of this paper resides in developing long-awaited algorithmic
advances — some being completely novel and some repurposing seemingly-unrelated inven-
tory management techniques — for resolving all open questions listed in Section 1.2. For each
of these questions, our work constitutes the first improvement over existing SOSI-driven ap-
proaches to economic warehouse lot scheduling, whose approximation guarantees have been
unbeatable since the mid-90’s. Beyond this quantitative progress, we establish new-fashioned
analytical foundations for directly competing against dynamic policies, which may be of even
greater importance and applicability. In what follows, we provide a concise description of our
main findings, leaving their structural characterization, algorithmic techniques, and analytical

arguments to be presented in subsequent sections.

Polynomial-time approximation scheme for O(1) commodities. In Section 3, we devise
an exponential-in-n /e dynamic programming approach for computing a near-optimal capacity-
feasible replenishment policy. Specifically, as stated in Theorem 1.2 below, our O(|I|O(") .
20(n°/ 65))—time algorithm constructs an efficiently-representable cyclic policy whose long-run
average cost is within factor 1 + € of optimal. While this outcome applies to all problem
instances, it identifies with the notion of a polynomial-time approximation scheme (PTAS) for

constantly-many commodities, i.e., when n = O(1).

THEOREM 1.2. For any € > 0, we can compute a capacity-feasible policy P whose long-run
average cost is C(P) < (1 +€) - OPT(II). The running time of our algorithm is O(|Z|°™) .
20("6/65)), where |Z| stands for the input length in its binary specification.

Put differently, for O(1) commodities, this result allows us to approach the best-possible cost

achievable by dynamic policies within any degree of accuracy; at the same time, we are still able



to represent our near-optimal policy in polynomial space. On a different note, it is important to
emphasize that we have not attempted to optimize any of the running time exponents, shooting
for the most accessible presentation rather than concentrating on technical minutiae. By diving
into the nuts-and-bolts of Section 3 and Appendix A, expert readers will discover that such

enhancements are doable, yet come at the cost of requiring tedious analysis.

Sub-2-approximation for general instances. In Sections 4 and 5, we develop a novel en-
semble of analytical ideas and algorithmic advances, culminating to a proof-of-concept improve-
ment on the long-standing performance guarantees of Anily (1991) and Gallego et al. (1996).
Specifically, as outlined in Theorem 1.3 below, our main finding for general instances of the eco-
nomic warehouse lot scheduling problem consists in devising a polynomial-time construction of
a random capacity-feasible policy whose expected long-run average cost is within factor 2 — %

of optimal.

THEOREM 1.3. For any € € (0, 15), we can compute in O(|I|é(1/€5) . 26(1/635)) time a random

replenishment policy P satisfying the next two properties:
1. Feasibility: P is almost surely capacity-feasible.
2. Expected cost: E[C(P)] < (2 — 25 + €) - OPT(II).

Once again, it is important to point out that these developments are by no means gen-
uine attempts to arrive at either the best-possible approximation ratio or the most efficient
implementation. Rather, our presentation aims to offer a balanced tradeoff between attain-
ing long-awaited improvements over classic approximation guarantees on the one hand, and

introducing novel technical ideas in their simplest form on the other hand.

2 Background: Basics of Known 2-Approximations

In this section, we revisit the work of Anily (1991) and Gallego et al. (1996) on computing a
capacity-feasible replenishment policy whose long-run average cost is within factor 2 of optimal.
Even though the upcoming analysis and its related notation are slightly different, the intrinsic
ideas should be fully attributed to these authors. We are bringing the reader up to speed
on their approach since, once we peel away the initial layers of complexity toward our sub-2-
approximation, it will play an important role in addressing several easy-to-handle parametric

regimes.

2.1 The average-space bound and its induced relaxation

The average-space bound. In what follows, we elaborate on the well-known average-space
bound, tying between the overall capacity )V and the average inventory levels of the underlying
commodities with respect to any capacity-feasible cyclic policy P. Such policies can be viewed
as those repeating precisely the same actions across a bounded-length cycle, say [0, Teycle)-

To arrive at the desired bound, suppose we sample a uniformly distributed random variable



© ~ UJ0, Teycle). Then, over the randomness in ©, the expected space occupied by P can be

written as
1
Eo[V(P,0) = - / VP, t)dt
Tcycle [Ochycle)
1
= "D i / I(P;,t)dt
TCyde ic [n} [OvTcycle)
= > v I(P), (2)
i€[n]

with the convention that I(P;) = I(P;,t)dt stands for the expected inventory

1
Teycle ’ ‘/‘[OvTcycle)
level of commodity ¢ across a single cycle. Now, since P is capacity-feasible, V(P,0) < V

almost surely, implying in conjunction with representation (2) that

> i IP) < V. (3)

i€[n]

The resulting relaxation. Now, suppose we wish to compute a cyclic replenishment policy
P of minimum long-run average cost, when the capacity constraint Viyax(P) <V is replaced by

inequality (3). In other words, we consider the next formulation:

inf  C(P)
P cyclic ~
s.t. Z v L(P) <V (eyete)
i€[n]

Based on the preceding discussion, it follows that any capacity-feasible cyclic policy for our
original problem is a feasible solution to (f[cycle). Moreover, it is not difficult to verify that the
non-necessarily-cyclic optimum, OPT(II), can be approximated by a cyclic policy within any
degree of accuracy. In other words, for any € > 0, there exists a capacity-feasible cyclic policy P¢
with a long-run average cost of C'(P€) < (1+¢) - OPT(II). The latter claim can be ascertained
by jumping ahead to Section 3, where Theorem 3.1 actually proves a much stronger result, with
specific limits on the cycle length and number of orders per commodity. Consequently, it follows

that (IL.ycle) forms a relaxation of (II).

COROLLARY 2.1. OPT(IT¢yq.) < OPT(I).

Simplifying (Il.ycc). Next, let us temporarily restrict relaxation (Il.ylc) to stationary order

sizes and stationary intervals (SOSI) policies. As explained in Section 1.1, any such policy is

fully specified by a given set of ordering intervals, T1,...,7T},. In turn, for each commodity
i € [n], its long-run average inventory level is precisely I(P;) = %; similarly, its long-run

average cost is Ci(T;) = % + H;T;. Consequently, when specializing formulation (f[cyde) to



SOSI policies, our resulting problem can be written as:

mjin Z Ci(Ty)

il (fsos1)

Here, one can easily show that the optimum value is indeed attained via basic convexity ar-
guments. Interestingly, as shown in Lemma 2.2 below, by limiting attention to this class of
policies, we are not compromising on optimality in any way. The proof of this result appears in
Section 2.3; as previously mentioned, these details will be important for arguing about several

parametric regimes in Section 4.

LEMMA 2.2. Problem (Ilcycle) admits a SOSI optimal replenishment policy, obtained by solv-
ing (sosr)-

Optimal solution to (IIsog)? One approach to solving this relaxation in polynomial time
is straightforward, since it is a convex optimization problem. Alternatively, it is not difficult
to verify that we can compute a (1 + €)-approximate policy for (fISOSI) in O("TS) time by
means of dynamic programming. In essence, by observing that commodities are only linked
together by the additive constraint Zz‘e[n} vy < 2V, we can discretize the basic units of this
budget to integer multiples of = -V. As such, a knapsack-like dynamic program will process
one commodity after the other, solving in each step a single-variable subproblem of the form
“minimize C;(T;) subject to an upper bound on 7;”, which admits a closed-form solution (see,

for example, Section 4.4).

2.2 The approximate policy

Let T* = (T}, ..., T¥) be an optimal solution to (ITsosr), noting that this policy is generally not
capacity-feasible, since its maximal space requirement is Viyax(T7) = Zie[n] i1, which could

be greater than V. To correct this issue, consider the scaled-down SOSI policy T = (Tl, . ,Tn),
T

defined by setting T, = = for every commodity i € [n]. As such, T is capacity-feasible, since
. N 1
Viax(T) = Y ol = 53wl <V, (4)
i€[n] i€[n]

where the last inequality holds since T™ is in particular a feasible solution to (ﬁSOSI), implying
that > _,c,) %I < 2V. In terms of cost,

ct) = ¥ (5 nt)

i€[n] v
= > <—2K+—HT>
. T* 2
i€[n] ¢

2- Z Ci(T7)

i€[n]

IN



= 2-OPT(1:[SOSI) (5)
= 2. OPT(Ieyere) (6)
< 2.0PT(II) . (7)

Here, inequality (5) holds since 7™ is an optimal solution to (ITsogr). Inequality (6) is obtained
by recalling that formulations (ﬁcyde) and (1:[5051) are equivalent, as explained in Section 2.1.
Finally, inequality (7) follows by noting that (IT.ye.) is a relaxation of (IT), as shown in Corol-
lary 2.1.

2.3 Proof of Lemma 2.2

To establish the desired claim, let P be a feasible policy with respect to formulation (f[cycle),
noting once again that this problem is restricted to considering cyclic policies. Our proof will
show that P can be iteratively converted to a SOSI policy, feasible with respect to (ﬁSOSI),
without increasing its long-run average cost. To this end, we examine how P operates along
a single cycle, [0, Teycle). Clearly, one can easily verify that, for any commodity ¢ € [n], we may
assume without loss of generality that P; ¥ele is a zero-inventory ordering (ZIO) policy, ending
with zero inventory at time 7cycle. As such, let us separately consider each commodity i € [n].
Suppose that P; vele blaces m orders along [0, Teyele ), with between-order times of Ay, ..., A,.

Then, we will convert 73; yele

into a SOSI policy P; for commodity ¢ such that, by defining

AN cycle cycle 5 cycle cycle
P — (Pl ""’P’i—l 9 PZ ’PZ+1 ,...,Pn ),
unchanged new unchanged

we obtain a feasible solution to (Ieyele ), with C(P) < C(PY). For this purpose, P; will simply

Tcycle 2Tcycle

be the policy where we place our m orders at 0, ===, == .

; namely, their between-order

. . . . N A T
times are identical, with A = ... = A,,, = ~%¢,

Feasibility. We first show that Zje[n] V5 - f(ﬁj) < V. To this end, it suffices to argue that

I(P;) < I[(P™°), which is indeed the case since

1

f ngcle _ . 2 : A2
( ’ ) 2Tcycle K
pe[m]
1 _ _ _
> - mi E A2 g A, = AeRT
R " p = Tevdles -

pe[m] pe[m]

1 Tevele \ 2
_ m- < cyc e)
27'cycle m

1 A 2
- 97 ' Z A“
cycle pelm]
= I(Py). (8)

Objective value. In terms of ordering costs, since P; and Picyde place the same num-

ber of orders across [0, 7cycle), this ingredient remains unchanged, i.e., K(P;, [0, Teyele)) =
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KPP o, Teycle))- In terms of holding costs,

1

7_[(75@? [0, Tcycle)) = 2HiTCyc1e : f(ﬁz) < 2Hi7—cycle . j(P‘CYCIG) = /H(’P'Cyde, [0, Tcycle)) s

K3 7

where the inequality above holds since I(P;) < I(Pf ¥l®) "as shown in (8).

3 PTAS for O(1) Commodities

In this section, we devise a dynamic programming approach for computing a near-optimal
capacity-feasible policy. Specifically, as stated in Theorem 1.2, given any e > 0, our O(|Z|9™ .
20(n°/ 65))—time algorithm constructs an efficiently-representable cyclic policy whose long-run
average cost is within factor 1 4 € of optimal. Moving forward, Sections 3.1 and 3.2 will
be dedicated to proving the existence of highly-structured near-optimal cyclic policies and to
examining some of their properties in regard to a hierarchical timeline partition, culminating to
the Alignment Theorem. Subsequently, Sections 3.3-3.6 will present the algorithmic implications
of this theorem, by unveiling its optimal substructure and exploiting it within an approximate

dynamic programming framework to compute an efficiently-representable near-optimal policy.

3.1 Existence of low-cost short-cycle policies

For the purpose of limiting our solution space to cyclic policies, we begin by investigating the
next question: How good could cyclic policies be, when we place certain bounds on their cycle
length and number of orders per commodity? As formally stated in Theorem 3.1 below, we prove
that such policies are capable of nearly matching the long-run average cost of optimal fully-
dynamic polices, with useful bounds on their cycle length and number of orders per commodity.
It is worth mentioning that the existence of a near-optimal cyclic policy by itself is a rather
trivial question. The crux of our approach will be to concurrently attain specific bounds on its
cycle length and ordering pattern, which will be useful for algorithmic purposes later on. Due
to its very technical nature, we provide the proof of this result in Appendix A.1. In addition, to

avoid cumbersome expressions in items 2 and 3 below, we make use of the shorthand notation

M= Zie[n](% + H;TY), where T} = min{\/m’ V/7i}.

THEOREM 3.1. There exists a capacity-feasible cyclic policy P satisfying the following properties:

1. Near-optimality: C(P) < (1 + 3¢) - OPT(II).

Kmax 2nM ] .

2. Cycle length: P has a cycle length of Teycle € [5.258, Fh—

3. Orders per cycle: N(P;, [0, Teyele)) € [ AP ME 1 for every commodity i € [n]. Addi-

E’ 52KminHmin
tionally, N(P;, [0, Teycle)) = L for at least one commodity i € [n].

€

3.2 Frequency classes and the Alignment Theorem

Frequency classes. It is important to emphasize that Theorem 3.1 provides a proof of ex-
istence and nothing more; the near-optimal cyclic policy P is obviously unknown from an

algorithmic perspective. Toward arriving at a constructive result, let us focus on a single cycle
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[0, Teyele) of this policy. By Theorem 3.1(3), this segment has at most U = AnPM” 1 ders of

KminHmin
each commodity, and we can therefore partition the set of commodities into frequency classes

Fi,... ,]:"Q as follows:
e The class F; consists of commodities with N (P, [0, Teyale)) € [1, (2)3] orders.
e The class F is comprised of those with N(7;, [0, Teyele)) € ((2)3,(2)0] orders.

e So on and so forth, up to .7:"Q, consisting of commodities with N (ﬁi,[O,Tcycle)) €
((%)3@_1), (2)3Q]. Here, we set Q = [10g (/e U], thereby ensuring that the union of

Fi,... ,.7:"Q contains all commodities.

Subdivisions and the Alignment Theorem. For every ¢ € [Q], suppose we subdivide the
segment [0, Teyele) into (%)3‘”1 equal-length subintervals; the collection of breakpoints here will
be denoted by B; . Concurrently, we define an additional subdivision of [0, T¢ycle), partitioning
this segment into (%)3‘1*4 equal-length subintervals. Here, B, will designate the set of resulting
breakpoints, noting that B, C B; . With respect to these subdivisions, we will be limiting
our attention to a structured family of policies, referred to as being B-aligned. To this end,
we say that a zero-inventory ordering policy P for the segment [0, 7¢ycle) is B-aligned when, for
every frequency class ¢ € [Q)] and commodity i € .7:"q, the next two properties are simultaneously
satisfied:

1. Zero inventory at B, -points: I(P;,b~) = limyy, [(P;,t) = 0, for every b € B, .
2. Orders only at B; -points: P; places orders only at points in B(j' .

Our main structural result in this context, called the Alignment Theorem, proves the existences
of B-aligned policies that are near-feasible and near-optimal at the same time. The specifics of
this finding are summarized in Theorem 3.2, whose proof is deferred to Appendix A.3 due to
being rather lengthy. While the nuts-and-bolts of our proof are subtle, in the grand scheme of
things, property 1 will be attained by placing suitable orders at B, -points, whereas property 2
will require stretching and possibly discarding certain orders. Combined with Theorem 3.1, we

will argue that these alterations have minor consequences in terms of space and cost.

THEOREM 3.2 (ALIGNMENT). There ezists a B-aligned policy P satisfying the next two prop-

erties:
1. Space: Viax(P) < (1+€) - V.

2. Cost: C(P, [0, Teyete)) < (14 €) - C(P, [0, Teyele))-

3.3 Main result, optimal substructure, and approximate statistics

Intent. In what follows, we exploit the Alignment Theorem for the purpose of computing
a capacity-feasible replenishment policy whose long-run average cost is within factor 1 + O(e)
of OPT(II). Toward this objective, letting P and P be the policies whose existence has been

respectively established in Theorems 3.1 and 3.2, we know that
C(P) < (1+¢-C(P) < (1+7e)-OPT(I).

12



Therefore, in terms of space requirement and cost, it suffices to obtain a (1 + O(e))-feasible

policy P for the interval [0, Teycle) With C(P, [0, Teyee)) = (1 4+ O(€)) - C(P, [0, Teyele))- Scaling
such a policy by a factor of 1+ O(e), we end up with a capacity-feasible policy whose long-run
average cost is within factor 1 + O(e) of optimal. In terms of efficiency, we will show that our
algorithm can be implemented in O(|Z|°™ . 20(°/€")) time.

Notation. For the remainder of this section, let PP* be an optimal B-aligned (1 + ¢)-feasible
policy for the segment [0, Teyele), noting that C(PP*,[0, Teyate)) < (1 + €) - C(P, [0, Teyete)) by
Theorem 3.2. We remind the reader that, for any ¢ € [@Q], the segment [0, Teycle) Was subdivided
into (%)3‘1*4 equal-length subintervals, thereby creating the set of breakpoints B, . By prop-

erty 1 of B-aligned policies, we know that for every commodity i € ]:'q, the policy PP* reaches

zero inventory at all B, -points. Moreover, since By C --- C Bé, this policy actually reaches
zero inventory at B, -points for every commodity belonging to one of the classes fq, . ,]:"Q.
We use .7:"2(1 to designate the union of these classes, with .7:"§q_1 being the union of Fi, ... ,.7:",1_1.

Optimal substructure. To unveil the optimal substructure that stands behind our dynamic

program, consider the following question:

For any q € [Q], what is the dependency between the actions taken by PB* for

F>q-commodities and its actions for F<q_1-commodities?

To address this question, let us examine an interval [bentry,bexit] that stretches between two
successive points in B, . Since PP* is B-aligned, it follows that I(PP*, b, ) = I(PP* b 4) = 0

» Yentry ’ Vexit
for every commodity i € F>,. Thus, we can assume without loss of generality that the actions
taken by PP* for fzq—commodities across [bentry, Dexit] only depend on two types of statistics,

summarizing its actions for F<,_1-commodities:

) ~q,1—inventory levels: By property 2 of B-aligned policies, it follows that PP* places

€

|B;71| = (%)3(‘1_1)“, we know that [bentry, bexit] has exactly (2)? B;Zl—points where i-

orders can be placed. Once the inventory levels of commodity ¢ at these points (including

orders for every commodity i € F,_; only at B;'_l—points. Since |B;| = (2)** and

bentry and beyit) are known, they uniquely determine its inventory level across the entire

interval [bentry, Dexit]-

° fgq,g—entry—mventory levels: By the same argument, for every commodity ¢ € fgqu, any
i-order of PB* resides in B;_ . Since B;_Q C B, it follows that the interval [Bentry » Dexit]
does not have any i-order in its interior. As a result, for such commodities, the optimal
policy PB* only has to account for the inventory level I(P5*, b;;try) = limyp,,,.,, I(PP*,1)

immediately after entering this interval.

In fact, once we know the above-mentioned statistics, the interval [bentry, bexit] becomes super-
fluous, in the sense that PP* would act in an identical way between any pair of successive

B, -points with these statistics.
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Exact representation for ]j'q_l—inventory levels. In terms of their representation within
our dynamic program, fq_l—inventory levels will be relatively easy to keep track of. As men-
tioned above, for any commodity 7 € ]:'q,l, there are (%)2 B;Zl—points where i-orders can be
placed along [bentry, bexit]. In addition, it is not difficult to verify that the latest i-order to the
left of bentry is restricted to being one of (2)5 BJr ;-points. Indeed, by property 1 of B-aligned
policies, we know that this commodity reaches zero inventory at B,_;-points. Therefore, there
must be at least one i-order between the latest qul—pomt to the left of bentry and bentry itself.

| Byl
1Byl
be placed, by property 2. Precisely the same claim applies to the earliest ¢-order to the right

This interval has at most = (%)5 B(;il—points, which are the only ones where i-orders can
of bexit- Once we determine whether there is an order at each of these points, for which there
are (2(%/ o . (2)10)n = 20(n*/e%) options over all F,—1-commodities, they uniquely determine

F4—1-inventory levels.

Proxy representation for ]?Sq_rentry—inventory levels. In contrast, regarding the
number of possible configurations that can be taken by fgq_g—entry—inventory levels
{I(PB*, entry)}ie]i‘gq,y we are not seeing how this quantity can be upper-bounded to meet the
intended running time of Theorem 1.2. For this reason, we propose a simple one-dimensional
statistic that will serve as a sufficiently-good alternative. To understand where this statistic is
coming from, note that since the interval [bentry, bexit] does not have ]}Sq,g—orders in its interior,
the inventory level of each commodity ¢ € Jz"gq_Q linearly drops by exactly bexit — bentry units.
As such, the total space requirement of the fgq,Q—commoditieS just before exiting [bentry, Dexit]

is related to the analogous quantity immediately after entering this interval through

Z (,PB*’ b;(lt) = Z ( (PB*7 entry) (bexit - bentry))

i€ﬁ§q72 Z'Gj:—<q,2
Bx 14+ _ Tcycle
= E I(P7*,b E . 9
Yi - ’ entry) n/e 3q 4 Vi ( )
ZE.FS(I_Q 26.7:<q 2

Given this observation, rather than accurately keeping track of {I (PiB*,b:ntry)}ig Fegopr OUL
proxy statistic will be a lower bound on the total space requirement of these commodities at
any point in [bentry, bexit). This statistic, termed “fgq_g—space bound”, is given by Fegos Vi

I(PB* b_..), which is exactly the left-hand-side of inequality (9). Interestingly, our dynamic
program will falsely assume that the space requirement of these commodities remains unchanged
at this statistic across [bentry, bexit). While this false assumption may lead to a capacity violation,

we will prove that the maximum possible violation is negligible.

3.4 The dynamic program: Guessing and state space

Guessing. Having laid the theoretical foundations of our algorithmic approach, we move on
to describe its concrete implementation. As a preliminary step, we begin by guessing two

ingredients related to the policies that were discussed up until now:

e Cycle length Teycle. We first obtain an over-estimate 7.ycle for the cycle length 7eyce within

a factor of 1 + ¢, meaning that Teycle € [Teycles (1 4 €) - Teyele]. Given Theorem 3.1(2),
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ﬁﬁj@, %], meaning that the number of values to be tested as

4 2M2
EKI:]Lamein ))

make direct use of 7¢ycle; the negligible implications of this simplification will be discussed

we know that Teyce € |

possible estimates is O(log; ( = O((@)O(l)). For ease of presentation, we

as part of our analysis.

o Frequency classes Fi,... ,.7:"Q. Second, for each commodity ¢ € [n], we guess the frequency
class to which it belongs, leading to Q" values to be enumerated over. As mentioned in
Section 3.2, we have @ = [log, /s U] and U = %, implying that Q" = O((‘_f‘)n)

State space. Each state (¢,Z,—1,LB<4—2) of our dynamic program consists of the next three

parameters:

1. Class index q: This index corresponds to the frequency class ]:'q for which we are currently
placing orders, across an interval stretching between two successive B -points. We em-
phasize that this interval is not explicitly specified within our state description. Rather,
in conjunction with Z,_; and LB<,_», we will apply the exact same policy for any interval
between two successive B, -points; for clarity, we symbolically denote such an interval by
[bentry; bexit]. It is important to point out that only non-empty classes are ever consid-
ered by our dynamic program, meaning that ¢ will be taking O(n) possible values out of

1,...,Q, even though @Q itself could be much larger.

2. Fy—1-inventory levels Z,_1: Let x1,...,zr be the sequence of (%)2 B;Zl—points where
B-aligned policies are allowed to place fq_l—orders along [bentry, bexit). That is,

bexit - bentr
_ _ y _
xry = bentrya T2 = bentry + (n/6)2 > cory TR = bexit -

Then, the (|, | - R)-dimensional vector Z, ; will represent the already-decided inven-
tory level of each commodity i € .7:"q_1 at each of the point z1,...,zr. As explained in

Section 3.3, this vector can take 20(n*/€%) Jifferent values.

3. ]-zq,g—space bound LB<,_2: This parameter serves as a lower bound on the already-
decided total space requirement of fgq_g—commodities at any point in [bentry, bexit). As
explained in Section 3.5, we will restrict LB<, 2 to integer multiples of = -V within

[0, (1 +¢€) - V], meaning that this parameter only takes O(%) values.

In light of this description, the overall number of states is O(n - 20(*/<*) . %) = 0(20(n*/€),

3.5 The dynamic program: Recursive equations

In what follows, we describe how our dynamic program operates at each state (¢,Z;—1,LB<4—2).
Broadly speaking, this procedure will compute a B-aligned policy for all fzq—commodities over
an interval [bentry, bexit) that stretches between two successive B, -points, assuming that our
actions regarding fgq_l—commodities resulted in fq_l—inventory levels Z,_1 and fgq_g—space
bound LB<,_ for this interval. We make use of C(q,Z,—1,LB<,_2) to denote the total cost of

this policy across [bentry, bexit)-
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Step 1: Action space for .7-'q. Let us begin by observing that, given property 2 of B-
aligned policies, for every commodity ¢ € Jz"q, such policies are allowed to place i-orders only at

B; -points. Since successive B; -points are positioned within distance TCBL‘;IT of each other, and
q

since [bentry, Dexit] is of length %, it follows that the number of B;r—points in this interval is
q
+
% = (%)5 For future reference, we use 1, ..., ys to denote these points in left-to-right order.
q

Consequently, jointly over all commodities in .7:"q, there are only 9lFal:S = 90(n°/e?) possible
B-aligned policies to be considered. For any such policy P?, we go through steps 2 and 3 below,
where P? will either be extended to a B-aligned policy P=4 for all fzq—commodities or tagged as
being “unextendable”. In the event where all policies tested are unextendable, our algorithm will
report this fact by returning C(q,Z;—1,LB<4—2) = L. In the opposite scenario, we return the
extendable policy P29 whose cost C(P29, [bentry» Dexit)) is minimal, setting C(q,Zy—1,LB<¢—2)

to this value.

Step 2: Verifying acceptability. Due to limiting our attention to B-aligned policies, once
the vector Z,_1 of ]:"q,l—inventory levels is fixed, it determines a unique replenishment policy
P11 for the fq_l—commodities across [bentry, bexit). In turn, we say that the policy P? is

acceptable when, for every point ¢ € [bentry, Dexit), We have

> % I(PLE) + > 7 I(PFLt)+  LB<y o < (L+e)-V. (10)
— = ~——
ZGJ'—q 16.7-',1_1 lower bound on

~ ) space due to F<y o

exact space due to ﬁq exact space due to ]:'q,1

It is important to point out that this definition is weaker than (1 + €)-feasibility, since LB<,_2
is only a lower bound on the space requirement of fgq_g—commodities. Another important
observation is that, even though condition (10) is written for all points ¢ € [bentry, bexit), We can
verify whether P? is acceptable in polynomial time. Specifically, it suffices to examine whether
this condition holds for the B(j' -points in this interval, y1,...,¥ys, since the inventory level of
any commodity in ]:"q U fq_l is decreasing between any pair of successive points, ys and ys1.
We proceed to step 3 only when P? is acceptable; otherwise, this policy is eliminated from being

further considered, and we tag it as unextendable.

Step 3A: Recursive policy for j:ZtH-l’ when ]E'q+1 # 0. Recalling that | Bq‘+1\ =
(%)3(‘“‘1)_4 and |B; | = (£)%74, it follows that [Dentry, bexit) is subdivided by B, ,,-points into

(2)3 equal-length intervals, say I1,..., Iy in left-to-right order. In this step, we consider the

case where .7-1q+1 # (), while step 3B will discuss the one where .7-1q+1 = 0.

m

Let us focus on a single interval I, = [biheys

bk ), obviously belonging to the next level
of our recursion, ¢ 4+ 1, which indeed exists since ]—1q+1 # () by the hypothesis of step 3A. The
important observation is that, since we have already fixed the policy P4, it uniquely determines
the vector Z" of ]:"q—inventory levels associated with this interval. In addition, since the policy

P4~ has been fixed as well (see step 2), a straightforward lower bound LBZ,_; on the total
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space requirement of ]:"Sq,l—commodities at any point in [, = [bg}ltry, b, is given by

LBZ, | = LBega+ | Y 7 I(PI1075) . (11)
i€.7:—q_1 eV/n

Here, |-]ey )y, is an operator that rounds its argument down to the nearest integer multiple of
~ V. As such, for every interval I, we examine the actions taken by our dynamic program
at state (¢ +1,Z;",LBZ, ;). When C(q + 1,Z;",LBZ,_;) = L for some m € [M], we report
that P? is unextendable. In the opposite case, for every m € [M], we obtain a B-aligned policy
P41 for all Fs,y1-commodities over I,,,, with cost C(P29+1™ I,.) = C(q+ L' LBZ, ).
Finally, we create a B-aligned policy P=¢ for all qu—commodities by gluing P? together with

the concatenation of PZ4+L1  P2atLM in this order.

Step 3B: Recursive policy for ﬁ2q+1’ when ]E'q_H = (. Again, let us focus on a single
interval I, = [bg}ltry, blki)- As opposed to step 3A, we cannot employ recursive calls to level
g+ 1, since (¢ + 1,-,-) are not states of our dynamic program when F 4, = @), which is exactly
the hypothesis of step 3B. Toward circumventing this issue, let guext be the minimum index of
a non-empty frequency class out of fq+2, ... ,JEQ. Rather than descending to the non-existing
level ¢ + 1, we will jump right to level guext. Technically speaking, we fill I,,, by gluing identical
copies of the policy PZext:™m  obtained by employing the actions our dynamic program takes

at the single state (qnext,Z,"

m m m s .
e 1> LBZg o), where " | and LBZ,  _, are determined as

follows:

e Since ]:'q+1 = () by the case hypothesis, we know that ]:'q _1 = () as well. Consequently,

next

m

our vector Zp" _; of fqnext_l—inventory levels does not even exist (equivalently, it is the

ne

zero vector), which will be indicated by Z}* | = 0.

gnext—

e Along the lines of step 3A, our lower bound LBZ,  _, on the total space requirement of

fgqnext,Q—commodities at any point will be

LBZ, 2 = LBgga+ | D - I(PLOL)+ D v 1P b05) - (12)
i€Fq i€Fq—1 V/n

Of course, when C(gnext,Z.

e —10 LBZg o) = L, we report that P? is unextendable. It is

. . . . . |Bg,
important to notice that, in order to fill I,,,, the number of PZ%ext:™_copies needed is PBapes |

1Byl
(%)3(‘1“9“_‘1“). This quantity can be as large as (%)Q(Q), which is precisely the type of running
time dependency we wish to avoid. However, since we make use of identical copies, only one
needs to be computed and represented. Finally, as in step 3A, we create a B-aligned policy P24
for all qu—commodities by gluing P9 together with the concatenation of the above-mentioned

policies for I,..., 1.

Top level. To describe the overall policy we return for the entire cycle [0, Teycle), it is conve-

nient to assume that F; # (. This assumption is without loss of generality, since we can add
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a dummy commodity, indexed 0, with Hy = Ky = 7o = 0, which is ordered by the policy P so
that 0 € Fy. As such, our overall policy is the one computed at state (1, 0, 0).

3.6 Analysis

In what follows, we begin by addressing the most basic question: Regardless of capacity-
feasibility and cost, will our dynamic program even compute a replenishment policy for the
entire cycle? As explained below, this naive question is a-priori unclear. Subsequently, letting
PPP be the resulting policy, we will show that it indeed meets the performance guarantees
stated in the opening paragraph of Section 3.3. In other words, we will prove that PPY is
(1+ O(€))-feasible and that its cost is C(PPF [0, Teyete)) = (14 O(€)) - C(P, [0, Teyele)). We will

also discuss the running time of our particular implementation.

Extendability and cost. Clearly, our dynamic program computes a replenishment policy
for the entire cycle if and only if C (1,6, 0) # L. The crucial observation is that, by going
through each and every algorithmic step of Section 3.5, it is easy to verify that the optimal
B-aligned (1 + €)-feasible policy PP* for the segment [0, 7cyele) is a feasible solution to our
recursion. In other words, at level ¢ = 1, one of the policies examined in step 1 as part of the
action space for Fj is that of duplicating the orders made by {PiB “tie #,» which obviously passes
our acceptability check in step 2, since this condition is weaker than (1 + €)-feasibility. Once
we descend to the second level (say ¢ = 2) of the recursion with this policy, one of the actions

examined is that of duplicating {P2*} so on and so forth. Consequently, we are guaranteed

i€F2)
to have C(1, 0, 0) # L, implying that our dynamic program indeed computes a replenishment
policy PPP for the entire cycle. Moreover, in terms of cost, these observations supposedly imply
that C(PPF, 0, Teyele)) < C(PPB*, 0, Teyele)). However, due to making a direct use of 7eycle in

place of its estimate Toycle € [Teyeles (1 4 €) - Teyele], We actually have
C(PDP, [0, Tcycle)) < (1 + 6) : C(PB*a [Oa Tcycle)) < (1 + E) : 0(75, [0, 7—Cycle)) >

where the second inequality holds since, by Theorem 3.2, we know that Pisa B-aligned (1+¢)-

feasible policy for the segment |0, Teyele), and since PB* is a minimum-cost such policy.

Space requirement. The next question we address is regarding the maximal space require-
ment of PPP | noting that our dynamic program does not explicitly enforce capacity-feasibility.
The next claim shows that PPY is (1 + 2¢)-feasible.

LEMMA 3.3. Vipax(PPF) < (14 2¢) - V.

PROOF. To bound the space requirement of PP¥ at any point in [0, Teycle), suppose that through-
out our dynamic program, we would have augmented each state (¢,Z;—1, LB<4—2) with a fourth
parameter, UB<,_o. Operating in the opposite direction of LB<,_2, this parameter would have
served as an upper bound on the already-decided total space requirement of fgq_g—commodities

at any point in [bentry, bexit). T recursively update this parameter, one can mimic equations (11)
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and (12), such that:

UB<g2+ 2 iez, , i I(P{™ by, if Foy1 # 0

UBZ, ., =
1 -
UBSQ*2 + Z@'e]}q Yi - I(Pq’ bg;:;y) + Zigﬁq_l Yi - I(qu ,bgﬂ}y) if ]:qul =0

Now, by combining this definition with equation (9), we conclude that UBZ, 5 — LBZ, 5 <

Tcycle
(n/e)3a—4

D ic Fegs Vit %, for every class index ¢ > 3 with F, # (). As such, the maximum-
possible space violation of PPF across the cycle [0, Teyele) s at most

__Tcycle
Z (UBZ, , —LBZ, ,) < Z (n/e)pa—1 D vi+ev
q>3:F¢#0 q>3:F¢#0 i€F<q2
- y

< Z | F<g—2|- /e +eV (13)
q>3:F A0
2

< —V+eV
n

< 2eV.

Tcycle

(n/e)3(a=2)
i € F<g—2. To this end, by definition of Fi, ..., Fy_2, we know that with respect to the policy

P, this commodity has N (P, [0, Teyele)) < (%)3(‘1_2) orders across the entire cycle. Therefore,

at least one these orders consists of at least

Here, inequality (13) is obtained by arguing that ~; - < V for every commodity

Tcycle Tcycle
/e (/e

of space by themselves. As shown in Theorem 3.1, the policy P is capacity-feasible, implying

units, which require ~; - amount

in particular that ~; - " /Tc)ydqe 5y < V. [ ]
Running time. As far as efficiency is concerned, as explained in Section 3.4, our preliminary
guessing step involves enumerating over O((m) ) possible configuration of the cycle length
estimate 7T¢ycle and the frequency classes Fi,... ,]:Q. Given these guesses, our dynamic program
consists of O(20"*/€")) states. Following the discussion in Section 3.5, at each of these states,
there are only 20(n°/e?) possible B-aligned policies to be examined. Any such policy can be
tested for acceptability in polynomial time, and subsequently extended via (%)3 recursive calls.
Putting these pieces together, a straightforward implementation requires O(|Z|° - 20(n°/ 55))
time overall.

4 Polynomial Time (2 — + €)-Approximation

5000

In what follows, we provide an in-depth description of our approach for devising an O(|Z |O(1/ €).
2001/ 635))—time construction of a random capacity-feasible policy whose expected long-run av-
erage cost is within factor 2 — 5000 + € of optimal, as formally stated in Theorem 1.3. For
this purpose, Section 4.1 is intended to present a high-level outline of these developments. On
the one hand, as explained in Section 4.2, we will isolate relatively easy parametric regimes
that can be handled by fusing the algorithmic ideas of Sections 2 and 3. On the other hand,
we will expose the truly difficult regime, whose finer details will be discussed in Sections 4.3-

4.6. The latter analysis will heavily rely on an essential structural finding, referred to as the
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Po2-Synchronization Theorem, whose proof will be outsourced to Section 5.

4.1 Algorithmic outline

Moving forward, rather than directly comparing ourselves to an optimal replenishment policy,
which could be convolutedly structured, it will be convenient to have a cyclic policy as an
intermediate benchmark. To this end, as explained in Sections 2.1 and 3.1, we know that
for any € > 0, there exists a capacity-feasible cyclic policy P with a long-run average cost of
C(P) < (1+4¢€)-OPT(II). From this point on, P¢ will stands for one such policy.

Volume classes. By writing the average space bound (3) in terms of P¢, we infer that its
average occupied space must be upper-bounded by our overall capacity, i.e., Zz‘e[n} ~vi-l (P5) < V.
Here, the average inventory levels {I(7Pf)};c[, across a single cycle are well-defined, which would
not have been the case had we been focusing on non-cyclic policies. Motivated by this bound, for
purposes of analysis, let us partition the underlying set of commodities into O(% log %) volume
classes V5, ..., VS, VS based on their average occupied space {v; - [ (Ps)}ieln)- This partition is

defined as follows:

e The class V{ consists of commodities with v; - I(P§) € (LL WV, V).

e The class VS consists of those with 7; - I(Pf) € (-5 -V, %—ke V.

(146)?
e So on and so forth, up to V§, containing commodities with ;- I(Pf) € ((1+15)L -V, (1+51)L,1 .
V]. Here, we set L = [log;,.(%)], meaning that (H_%)L < .

e In addition, the remaining class VS, is comprised of commodities with ;- I(Pf) < @ +1€) V.

Sparsity and density. For every ¢ € [L]o, we say that class Vj is sparse when [Vj| <
%4(1/6); otherwise, this class is called dense. We make use of S and D to denote the index
sets of sparse and dense classes. Now, suppose that S = {{1,..., ¢}, with the convention that

indices are listed by increasing order. We proceed by decomposing this set into

G, 0y a5 fmidr -, fa
Spreﬁx Ssufﬁx
. . . . o 1251n(1/¢)
Here, fiiq is the unique index up to which A = [log;, (=%*=)] of the sparse classes
Vis---» Vi, are not empty; when there are fewer than A such classes, {niqg = {ar-

Guessing. As our first algorithmic step, we guess the next few ingredients, related to the

unknown e-optimal policy P¢:

o Types of classes: For every ¢ € [L]s, we guess whether class Vj is prefix-sparse, suffix-

O(1/e)

sparse, or dense by enumerating over all 3¥+! = n options. From this point on, the

sets Sprefix, Ssuffix, and D will be assumed to be known.

o Commodities within prefiz-sparse classes: For every £ € Sprefix, We guess the precise iden-

tity of V;. Noting that Sprenx consists of at most A = O(% log %) non-empty classes, and
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commodities, the total number of guesses

that any such class contains at most %4(1/6)

. A 5
across all prefix-sparse classes is n?1/€").

o Size of suffiz-sparse classes: For every £ € Squmx, we guess the cardinality V| of this
class. Here, there are at most (%4(1/6) +1)ISsusixl = O(n9(1/€)) options to be considered.

The easy scenario: High volume of sparse classes. For simplicity of notation, let V§ =
Y oves Zievg Yi - 1(Pf) and VS =3 ep Zz‘evg ;- I(Pf) be the total average space occupied by
the commodities in sparse and dense classes, both with respect to the e-optimal policy P¢. In
Section 4.2, we consider the retrospectively easy scenario, where the average space V§ of sparse
commodities forms a sufficiently large fraction of the capacity bound V), specifically meaning
that V& > (% +9) - V; here, 6 € (0, %) is an absolute constant whose value will be determined
later on. As formally stated below, by judiciously combining the algorithmic ideas of Sections 2
and 3, this scenario will allow us to approach the optimal long-run average cost within a factor
of essentially 2(1 — 9).

LEMMA 4.1. Suppose that V§ > (3 + 8) - V. Then, we can compute in O(]I]é(1/66) : 26(1/641))
time a deterministic capacity-feasible policy P with C(P) < (2 — 20 + 8¢) - C(P°).

The difficult scenario: Low volume of sparse classes. In Section 4.3, we will operate
in the complementary scenario, where V§ < (% +0) - V. Along the way, we will discover that
this regime captures the essence of why sub-2-approximations do not seem plausible via existing
methods. Since our approach in this context involves quite a few moving parts, its specifics will
be discussed in Sections 4.4-4.6 as well as in Section 5. Technically speaking, up to e-dependent
terms, these ideas will culminate to a polynomial-time approximation for the optimal long-run
average cost within factor max{2(1 — §),1.9932 + 34}.

LEMMA 4.2. Suppose that V§ < (% +9)-V. Then, we can compute in O(né(1/€2)) time a random
capacity-feasible policy P with an expected cost of

E[C(P) < max{2—20+4¢1.9932+ 25 + 3¢} - C(P°) .

Choosing 6. Needless to say, we have no control over whether any given instance falls within
the easy scenario or the difficult one. Thus, for the purpose of minimizing the worst-case

performance guarantee over these two scenarios, we pick our yet-unspecified threshold parameter

17
10000 *

become 2 — % + 8¢ and 2 — % + 4e, thereby concluding the proof of Theorem 1.3.

as 0 = As such, the approximation ratios stated in Lemmas 4.1 and 4.2 respectively

4.2 The easy scenario: V§ > (% +4)-V

Policy for prefix-sparse classes. Following the guessing procedure of Section 4.1, we already
know the index set Sprefix Of prefix-sparse classes, as well as the set of commodities that belong
to each of these classes. We begin by recalling that, while Sp,enx may be comprised of Q(% log %)
classes, at most A = O(% log %) of these classes are non-empty. Since each such class contains
1001n(1/c) V5| = O(% log?(1)). Therefore, according to

up to a commodities, we have ), ¢

prefix
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Theorem 1.2, by employing the approximation scheme proposed in Section 3, we can compute
a (1 + e)-approximate capacity-feasible policy Pprex for these commodities in O(|Z|°(/ ).
2001/ E35)) time. In terms of cost, since restricting the policy P¢ to these commodities forms a

feasible solution in this context, we have

C(Ppreﬁx) < (1 +6) ’ Z Z CZ(,PZG) : (14)

LESprefix (IS%;

Policy for suffix+dense classes. Moving forward, it is important to emphasize that our
guessing procedure does not inform us about how the set of commodities outside of prefix-
sparse classes are partitioned between suffix-sparse classes and dense classes. To go around this
obstacle, we first argue that the total average space occupied by the commodities in Sguix iS

rather negligible. The proof of this result is given in Appendix B.1.

LEMMA 4.3. Yyes o iy vi - 1(Py) < eV

Motivated by this observation, for the collection of commodities within the union of suffix-
sparse classes and dense classes, we design a joint policy by adapting the algorithmic approach

of Section 2 as follows:

e Recalling that Vi = > ,cp Zz‘evg i - I(Pf), we begin by guessing an overestimate Vp
for this quantity, such that Vp € V5, (1 +€) - V5 + €V)]. For this purpose, it suffices to
enumerate over eV, (1 +¢€) - €V, (14 ¢€)? - €V, ..., meaning that there are only O(1log?1)

values to be tested.

e In light of Lemma 4.3, it follows that by restricting P¢ to commodities in suffix-sparse

classes and dense classes, we obtain a feasible solution to the next formulation:

H%Din Z Z C(P:)

LESsumxUD i€VE (ﬁsufﬁerdense)

s.t. Z Z%-f(Pi) <Vp+eV

zessufﬁxU'D Z'EVZE

Consequently, OPT(ITsuffix+densey < D €8sy UD Zz‘evg C(P5).

e By duplicating the proof of Lemma 2.2 to the letter, one can verify that prob-

lem (ﬁSUfﬁXerense) admits a SOSI optimal replenishment policy, meaning that
OPT ([suffixtdensey — OPT(fISS‘é)f%’f+dense), where the latter formulation is given by
mTin Z Z Ci(Ty)
LESsumxUD i€VE ~ (ﬁsufﬁerdense)
st Y. Y <2 (Vo+e) o
€S utmxUD i€EVE

e Finally, by computing an optimal solution to this relaxation (see Section 2.1), we obtain

a policy Psuffix+dense Whose maximal space requirement is
VmaX(Psuﬂix+dense) < 2. (V’D + GV) < 2(1 + 6) : V’B +4eV . (15)
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At the same time, the long-run average cost of this policy is

C(Psuﬂix+dense) = OPT(ﬁSSUOﬂ;)I(+dense)

— OPT (ﬁsuﬂix+dense)

Y. > oP). (16)

LES umxUD iEVZ

IN

The combined policy. To obtain a single policy Peombined for all commodities, we first glue
Pporefix and Psufiixtdense together. Since Pprefix is capacity-feasible by itself, in conjunction with

inequality (15), we infer that the maximal space requirement of Peombined 1S
Vinax(Peombined) < V+2(1+¢€)-VH+4eV < (2—25+5¢) -V,

where the last inequality holds since V5 < V — VSE < (% — ) -V, due to operating in the
scenario where V& > (3 4+ 6) - V. In terms of cost, by inequalities (14) and (16), we have
C(Peombined) < (1+¢€) - C(P€). Therefore, scaling down Peompined by a factor of 2 — 26 + 5e, we

obtain a capacity-feasible policy Peombined With

C(Pcombined) < (2 — 26+ 56) : C(Pcombined)
< (2-2450)-(1+¢) - C(PY)
< (2—25+86)-C(P6).

4.3 The difficult scenario: V§ < (3 +6) -V

Lower bound on ‘75 Let us first put aside an easily-addressable case, where V5 < (%—26)-1),
implying that V§+ V5 < (346)-V+ (3 —25)-V = (1-0)- V. In this case, similarly to how the
policy Psufix+dense Was constructed in Section 4.2, we can apply precisely the same arguments
for the entire collection of commodities, ending up with a policy Peombined Whose maximal space

requirement is
Vmax(Pcombined) < 2(1 + 6) : (V.SE' + VB) + 2V < (2 —20+ 46) -V )

and whose long-run average cost is C'(Peombined) < C(P€). Subsequently, scaling down Peompined
by a factor of 2 — 28 + 4e, we obtain a capacity-feasible policy Peombinea With C (ﬁcombined) <
(2 =20 4 4¢) - C(P). The latter expression is precisely the first term mentioned in Lemma 4.2.

In the remainder of this section, we consider the regime where V5 > (% —26) - V.

Policy for prefix-sparse classes. The treatment of these commodities will be identical to
our actions in the suffix+dense case of Section 4.2. By running through this construction,
with “suffix+dense” and Sgumx U D replaced by “prefix-sparse” and Spreix, We can compute in

polynomial time a policy Ppreix Whose maximal space requirement and long-run average cost
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are

Viax (Porefix) < 2(14€)-VE+2V  and  C(Ppei) < > »_C(P). (17)
LES prefix 1€V

Policy for suffix+dense classes. We have just landed at the most challenging part of our
algorithmic approach. Since handling these classes is particularly involved, we provide the finer
details of our construction in Sections 4.4-4.6 as well as in Section 5, where the next result is
established.

LEMMA 4.4. We can compute in O(né(l/EQ)) time a random policy Psuffixtdense Salisfying the

next two properties:

/4
V21n?2

1. Space requirement: Viax(Psuffix+dense) < (1 + 8¢) - V5 + 10€V almost surely.

2. Expected cost: E[C(Psuftixtdense)] < (1+ %) - 325/{212 Y tesmeun ievs CiPf)-

The combined policy. To obtain a single policy Peombined for all commodities, we first glue
Porefix and Psuffixt+dense together. By inequality (17) and Lemma 4.4(2), we infer that the

expected long-run average cost of this policy is

E[C(Pcombined)] - C(Ppreﬁx) +E[C(Psuﬂix+dense)]
2 32/31
< > Y o)+ <1+§> : \/ Y Y P
(€S presix 1€V 2In2 o D ievs

IN

2
<1 + g) -1.0531 - C(P°) .

At the same time, the maximal space requirement of Peombined 1S almost surely

Vmax (Pcombined ) < Vmax (Ppreﬁx) + Vmax (Psuﬂix—f—dense)
_ 7/4 _

< 2(1+4¢€)-VE+2eV+ (1+ 8e) - - V5 + 10eV 18
< 210 T+ 260+ (1480 0 T+ 10c (18)
= (1+86)-<2-(V6+V5)—<2— 7/4 >-V5>+126V

S D \/51112 D
< (1+8¢) <2V—<2—£> V€>+126V (19)
o V21n 2 P

7/8 5
< (1+8¢)- {1+ + —+12¢ |-V . 20
< (s (14 fri) (20)

Here, inequality (18) follows from inequality (17) and Lemma 4.4(1). Inequality (19) is obtained
by recalling that the e-optimal policy P€ is in particular capacity-feasible, implying that VSE +
V5 <V due to the average-space bound (see Section 2.1). Finally, inequality (20) holds since
Vs > (3 —20) V.

Based on these observations, when scaling down Peompined by @ factor of (148¢)-(1+ 7/8

Vinz *
R n2
g + 12¢), we obtain a capacity-feasible policy Pcombined With an expected long-run average cost
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of

B [CPumtiea)] £ @480 (14 22 4 84 126) - BC(Promtins)

V2In2 2

-E
7/8 ) 2¢

1+9¢) 1+ +—-+4+12¢) - {1+ — ] -1.0531 - C(P°

( 6)< Vamz ' 2 6) ( 5) 7

< (1.9932 4 26 + 3¢) - C(PF) .

IN

4.4 The suffix+dense classes algorithm: Computing a mimicking partition

As previously mentioned, the next few sections are dedicated to establishing Lemma 4.4. To
this end, let us recall that, subsequently to our guessing procedure (see Section 4.1), the index
sets Squmx and D as well as the combined set of commodities UZe SenfinUD V; that reside within
these classes are already known. However, we have no idea about how these commodities are

partitioned between the underlying classes.

Additional guessing step. To simplify several future arguments, for every class index ¢ €
D\ {oo}, let V¢ = Zz‘evg 7; - I(P§) be the total average space occupied by Vg—commOEiities with
respect to the policy P¢. As our final guessing step, we obtain an over-estimate V for this
quantity, satisfying V; < f/[ < V[ + |TE\ -V. By observing that »,.p V; = V5 <V, elementary

balls-and-bins counting arguments show that there are only 20UPlI/€) = nO/e) options to be
1+’

jointly considered for {‘7;}@6@. Furthermore, letting Ny = v ‘7;, we argue that this term
provides an upper bound on the cardinality of Vj. Indeed,
(7€ (/€ T (DE € V
Ve > VE o= Y 1P > |Vz|'m :
ieVg
where the last inequality holds since ~; - I (Ps) € ((1 J:E)Z -V, a +€1)[,1 - V] for every commodity

¢ € V;. Multiplying both sides of the above inequality by %, we immediately get Ny > \Zik

The mimicking partition. In what follows, we devise a matching-based method to efficiently
up and to identify SOSI
replenishment policies {Ti}ieU for these commodities, such that the next three properties are
satisfied:

partition the commodities in U = e . p Vi into subsets Vibees.um.

1. Class size: |Vy| = |[Vg], for every £ € Squfix, and [Vy| € [%4(1/6),]\74] for every ¢ € D.
2. Total cost: Y,y Ci(Ty) < Yicu Ci(Ps).

3. Awerage space within class: For every class £ € Sgumix U D and commodity i € Vi,

1 .
. = 'V, flelL

v I(T) < {0 el (21)
-V, if £ =00

Matching-like formulation. Toward this objective, we define an instance Z of the minimum-

weight b-matching problem as follows:
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e Graph: The underlying graph G is bipartite and complete, with the set of commodities in
U on one side, and with the index set Sgumx U D on the other.

e FEdge weights: The weight w; of each edge (i, /) is set as the minimum Cj-cost of a SOSI

policy T satisfying constraint (21). One can easily notice that w;, admits a closed-form
T;
2
upper bound on 7T;. As such, by consulting Claim 1.1, it is not difficult to verify that

expression. Indeed, since I(T;) = we are minimizing C;(7T;) = %’ + H;T; subject to an

1512[ _ mln{\/M5 (1+€)€_1"Yi }; lf E € [L] (22)

min{+/K;/H;, 32; , if { =00

o Degree constraints: Each commodity-vertex ¢ € U should have a degree of exactly 1. On
the opposing side, the degree of each class-vertex £ € D should reside within [%4(1/6) , ,/\75]
Finally, each class-vertex ¢ € Squmx should have a degree of exactly [V|, noting that the

latter quantity is known, given the guessing procedure in Section 4.1.

With respect to this formulation, we compute a minimum-weight set of edges £* C E(G)
satisfying the above-mentioned degree constraints. Any polynomial-time bipartite b-matching
algorithm (see, e.g., (Schrijver, 2003, Chap. 21) or (Korte and Vygen, 2018, Chap. 12)) works
for our purposes, noting that this particular instance is clearly feasible. Indeed, one can easily
notice that algorithmically-unknown set of edges {(i,£) : i € V;} forms a possible solution.
Next, to define the subsets of commodities {f)g}gessufﬁxup, each such set V, will be given by
the £*-neighbors of the class-vertex ¢, i.e., Vo = {i € U : (i,£) € £*}. In addition, for each
commodity i € V, its corresponding SOSI policy 7; = T}y is the one computed via the closed-

form expression (22).

Verifying properties 1-3. We begin by observing that |1~}g| is precisely the degree of each
class-vertex ¢ € Squmx U D with respect to the edge set £%, meaning that property 1 is trivially
guaranteed by our degree constraints. Property 3 is satisfied as well, simply by definition of ;.
The non-trivial argument is regarding the total cost of the policies {Ti}ieU, corresponding to

property 2. The next claim, whose proof is provided in Appendix B.2, establishes this property.
LEMMA 4.5. %, s Cy(Ty) < Yicv Ci(Ps).

4.5 The suffix+dense classes algorithm: High-level outline

Policy for suffix-sparse classes. Let {f/g}gegsufﬁxup be the partition resulting from Sec-
tion 4.4, and let {Ti}ieU be the SOSI policies associated with its underlying set of commodities
U = U SuuinUD Vi = Ure SuninUD Vy, jointly satisfying properties 1-3. Given these ingredients,

our replenishment policy for the commodities in {fig}geg is very simple: For each such com-

suffix
modity ¢, we directly make use of its corresponding SOSI policy, T;. The next claim, whose
proof is provided in Appendix B.3, shows that the maximal space requirement of this policy is
negligible.

LEMMA 4.6. Let Poumx the deterministic policy where Psugmix,i = T for every i € Uﬁessufﬁx V.
Then, Vinax(Psuffix) < 4€V and C(Psufix) = D _yes. o zief}g Ci(Ty).
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Policy for dense classes. In contrast, our policy for the commodities in {134}4619 is signifi-
cantly more involved. In what follows, for every £ € D, we explain how to efficiently construct a
possibly-random replenishment policy P¢ for Vy-commodities that “approximates” the behavior
of the e-optimal policy P¢ with respect to Vj in a very specific sense. To make this objective
more concrete, we say that the policy P! guarantees an (a, B)-ratio when

1 .

Vaus(P) < a-Wil-rger -V and EO(PY] < 8-3 Gi(T)

with the former condition holding almost surely. We proceed by arguing that, up to e-dependent

7/4  32/31
V2In2’ v/21n2
special case of £ = co will be handled via a separate argument.

terms, a ratio of ( ) is attainable for the case where £ € D\ {oco}. Subsequently, the

Light and heavy commodities. Starting with the scenario where ¢ € D\ {occ}, let us

recall that V, consists of at least %4(1/6) commodities, by property 1. Another important
point is that, by property 3, the SOSI policy T; corresponding to each commodity i € V,

satisfies constraint (21). Namely, ; - 1(T;) -V, and as a result, we can decompose

1
Vy into commodities of two possible types: Commodity i € Vy is called light when ~; - I(T;) <
% . W . V’ otherwise, Yi - I_(E) € (% : (1+€1)l71 . Va (1+51)Z—1 ~
called heavy. The collections of light and heavy commodities within V, will be denoted by £,

- V], and this commodity is

and H,, respectively. We proceed to construct a replenishment policy Pt for Vi-commodities,
independently of any other class, by considering two cases, depending on the cardinality of £,

and Hy.

Easy case: |L4| > %. We first consider the straightforward scenario, where at least half

of the commodities in Vy are light. The reason for referring to this case as “straightforward” is

that, due to having a majority of light commodities, the SOSI policies {Ti}ief}g themselves lead

to a (%, 1)-ratio, which is even better than the (\/;/11112, 325/1?112 )-ratio we are shooting for. The

next claim, whose proof is provided in Appendix B.4, formalizes this statement.

LEMMA 4.7. Let Pt = {ﬁf}iefiz be the deterministic policy where P = T; for every i € V.

When |Ly| > %, this policy guarantees a (%,1)-ratio.

Difficult case: |H,¢| > %. As it turns out, handling the opposite scenario where |H,| > %
is significantly more challenging, forcing us to develop a new set of algorithmic tools and ana-
lytical ideas. For ease of exposition, these contents are discussed in Section 5, where we prove

the following result, referred to as the Po2-Synchronization Theorem.

THEOREM 4.8 (PO2-SYNCHRONIZATION). When |H,| > %, we can construct in polynomial

time a random policy P = {ﬁf}ie}[ that guarantees a ((1 + Ge) - \/;/;112, (14 %)- 325/1?112)—7’@1'0.

Constructing P? when £ = co. In this case, it is unclear how to efficiently attain a
( 7/4  32/31
v2In2’ V/21n?2 R ~
know that ~; - I(T;) < -V for every commodity i € Vo, implying that the SOSI policies

)-ratio, or any other useful ratio for that matter. However, by property 3, we
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{T;}, v themselves carry a small additive error in terms of their space requirement, since
% )

D e Vit Ti < Vool - 2 .Y < 2€V. As an immediate consequence, we obtain the next claim.

OBSERVATION 4.9. Let P = {ﬁfo}i@;oo be the deterministic policy where P = T for every
i € Voo. Then, Vmax(ﬁoo) < 2¢€V and 0(7500) = Zz‘el}oo C’Z(TZ)

Defining a combined policy. Having just dealt with all possible cases, it remains to propose

a single policy Psuffixtdense for the entire collection of commodities in {f/g}ges up. To this

suffix
end, we simply glue together Pgumyx and Pgense, where the latter is comprised of the policies
{75@}561) mentioned above. It is worth noting that Pgyense is generally a random policy, since
some of {ﬁg}ge'p are deterministic and some are random, depending on whether £ = oo or not,

and on whether |£,| > M' or |He| > M'

4.6 The suffix+dense classes algorithm: Analysis

We conclude the proof of Lemma 4.4 by deriving the next two claims, with the desired bounds

on the maximal space requirement and the expected long-run average cost of our combined

pOliCy Psufﬁerdense .

< (1+8e) - L VS + 10€V, almost surely.

LEMMA 4.10. Vijax(Psuffixt-dense) < o3

PRrROOF. Based on the preceding discussion, we almost surely have

Vmax(’])suﬂ:ix—i—dense) S Z Vmax ,Pg Z Vmax ,Pg + Vmax(Poo) + Vmax(’])suﬂ:ix)

eD\{oo}: €D\ {oo}:
21> e 1>
7 - 1
<3 X Wil grgeY
4 ZG'D\{O?}: (1 + 6)
PARSL
7/4 . 1
+ (1 + 6e) - : Vil - = -V + 66V (23)
V2In?2 561;09}: (1+e)
71>
7/4 . 1
< (14 6e)- ey e 12
V21In2 (eD\ (o0} (1+e€)
< (1466 /4 “(L+e) - Y Vi+6ey (24)
< €) - € f) €
V2In2 0D\ {00}
7/4
< (14 8¢)- Y (w >+66V (25)
V2In?2 D\ {00} ‘D‘
4 _
< (1480 -2 e 100 (26)

V21n 2

Here, inequality (23) is obtained by combining Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7, Theorem 4.8, and Observa-
tion 4.9. Inequality (24) follows from property 1, stating in particular that Wg\ <N, = HE) VE
for every ¢ € D. Inequality (25) holds since Ve < Vz +W -V, as explained in Section 4.4. Fmally,

we arrive at inequality (26) by recalling that V5 = > tep V. [

28



€ 32/31
LEMMA 4.11. E[C(Psufixtdense)] < (1 + %) - ﬁ/m Y tesamun Sicve Ci(PY).

PROOF. Similarly to the proof of the previous lemma, we have

E [C(Psuﬂierdense)]
= 3 P+ Y E[CP)] +CP®) + C(Pas)

€D\ {00} €D\ {00}
PARRE 171> 2!
. 2\ 32/31 .
< ¥ Sad+(+¥) Hn ¥ Tad
teD\(0): ey, B2 repvioe) ey,
PAERZ irl> B
+ 2 G+ Y, ) G(T) (27)
z‘ef)oo Ze’ssufﬁx ’iE\}e
2¢\  32/31 .
< (1+%) s ¥ Yam
5/ V2In2 (€ SeutixUD i€V
2\ 32/31
< (1+5) 25 ¥ Tam. (28)
5/ V22 €S ugrixUD iEVS

Here, inequality (27) is obtained by combining Lemmas 4.6 and 4.7, Theorem 4.8, and Obser-
vation 4.9. Inequality (28) holds since 3°,.;; Ci(T}) < 3.cyy Ci(P5), by property 2. |

5 Proof of the Po2-Synchronization Theorem

The main objective of this section is to establish Theorem 4.8, stating that when |H,| > %,

we can efficiently construct a random policy P! = {ﬁf}ief}g satisfying

7/4 = 1
V22 g ef T

and  BO(PY)] < (1+§)-j§/li12-zci<m,
i€V,

Vimax(P) < (1 + 6e) - -V

with the former property holding almost surely. To this end, Section 5.1 will flesh out a basic ob-
stacle on the way to improving the approximation guarantees of Anily (1991) and Gallego et al.
(1996), identifying a seemingly stylized setting where the latter barrier can be breached. Sec-
tions 5.2 and 5.3 will describe a probabilistic reduction by which we the make this stylized
setting applicable in proving Theorem 4.8. Finally, Sections 5.4 and 5.5 will explain how our

randomized policy is created, with a detailed analysis of its performance guarantees.

5.1 The synchronization hack

Stuck with a 2-approximation? Circling back to Section 2, let us develop some basic
understanding of why improving on its approximation guarantee seems implausible without
additional advancements. In essence, letting 7% = (T7,...,T)) be the optimal vector of SOSI
policies with respect to formulation (ﬁSOSI), we noticed that these policies are generally not

capacity-feasible, since their maximal space requirement Vi.x(T%) = > n] i1} could be as

i€
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large as 2V. To correct this issue, we scaled-down each SOSI policy by a factor of 2. As
inequalities (4) and (7) show, the resulting policy becomes capacity-feasible, with the downside
of potentially increasing its long-run average cost to 2 - OPT(II).

Along these lines, one may wish to be more sophisticated, in the sense of scaling each policy
T7 by a factor of o; > 0 and including a horizontal shift of 7; € [0, ;7). Such an alteration
scales the peak space utilization of this commodity by «;; however, its cost could blow-up by
max{ay, a%} As a result, since «a; - max{a;, O%} > 1, each commodity by itself appears to be
in worse shape, and it is unclear whether there is a way to pick (ai,n)ie[n] such that we are
creating a capacity-feasible policy whose cost is at most (2 — ) - OPT(II), for some absolute
constant 0 > 0. In light of these observations, formulation (fISOSI) appears to be a dead end in

terms of obtaining a sub-2-approximation.

Additional structure and dynamic policies? That said, the crux of our approach towards
deriving the Po2-Synchronization Theorem resides in identifying a stylized setting where one
could beat the space-cost tradeoff discussed above on a pairwise basis. Specifically, suppose we
are given a pair of commodities, A and B, along with corresponding SOSI policies T4 and Ty,

that miraculously satisfy the next two properties:

1. The peak space utilization of T4 and T are nearly equal, i.e. j/ATA €lxe

2. The ratio between T4 and Tz is an integer power of 2.

In this case, we say that (A,T4) and (B, Tp) jointly form a sub-1 couple. Our main finding for

such couples is summarized in the next claim, whose proof is given in Appendix C.1.

LEMMA 5.1. Let (A,T4) and (B,TB) be a given sub-1 couple. Then, we can construct in

polynomial time dynamic replenishment policies P4 and Pp such that:

1. Joint occupied space: Vinax(Pa,PB) < (1 +¢€) - g (vaTa +vBTB).

2. Cost blow-up: max{ gf:(gj)’ glg(?g)} < 32

To interpret this result, let us first point out the obvious: We take explicit advantage of our
freedom to design dynamic policies, unlike the approach of Section 2, which solely focuses on
SOSI policies. The not-so-obvious feature of this construction is that by item 1, the maximal
space requirement of gluing P4 and Pp together is at most (1 + ¢€) - % times that of (T4, Tp).
At the same time, by item 2, the combined cost C4(Pa) + Cp(Pp) is within factor 22 of
CA(T4) + Cp(Tp). Consequently, while we have no guarantees on the space-cost tradeoff of
commodities A and B by themselves, their pairwise tradeoff is upper-bounded by (1 +¢) - 31,
motivating the “sub-1 couple” terminology.

Why is this setting useful? At the moment, readers can only wonder about basic questions

such as: With respect to our current SOSI policies, {T,} why are we guaranteed to have

’iEf)e’
sufficiently-many sub-1 couples? What is their combined contribution toward the overall space
requirement and long-run average cost? How are we going to handle commodities outside of sub-

1 couples? In what follows, we address these issues by probabilistically messaging the policies
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{Ti}ief/z into having many sub-1 couples, without overly perturbing their space requirement
and cost. Subsequently, combining Lemma 5.1 with additional ideas will allow us to derive the

Po2-Synchronization Theorem.

5.2 Power-of-2 rounding

To explain our method for probabilistically altering {TZ} we remind the reader that Vy was

iEf)g’
partitioned in Section 4.5 into heavy and light commodities, corresponding to H, and Ly. Let
us arbitrarily partition H, into @) = % subsets Hy 1,...,He g, each of size either L”Z?—"lj or
H .
[%L noting that

g

Here, the first inequality holds since |H,| >

\‘|V2|2/2J > {%S/E)J > 622 (29)

Vel
2
second inequality follows by recalling that [V, >

, by the hypothesis of Theorem 4.8, and the
%4(1/5) for every £ € D, according to
property 1.

Now, for each subset H;,, independently of any other subset, we proceed by performing
power-of-2 rounding on its SOSI policies {Ti}iem’q. While there are several different methods
in this context (see, e.g., Roundy (1985, 1986) and Jackson et al. (1985)), for our particular
purposes, we employ the dependent rounding procedure of Teo and Bertsimas (2001) to create
the collection of random policies {ﬂee’q}iem’q. This procedure operates as follows:

e For each commodity i € Hy,4, we first express its corresponding SOSI policy as T =

90 +Bi -Tmimg,q, for some integer «; > 0 and real §; € [0,1), where Tmimg,q = minjey, , 1.
e Next, we generate a uniform random variable O, ~ U [—%, %]

e Finally, for every commodity i € Hy 4, we set

100 _ 20i+6Os,q . Tmin g when Oy, > 3; — %

20 HOtatl . T u s when O, < 8 — 3
We mention in passing that readers who are thoroughly familiar with the work of
Teo and Bertsimas (2001, Sec. 2.2) will notice subtle differences between their procedure and
the one described above. Our point in presenting this slightly modified implementation is that
it may be the simplest possible perspective on power-of-2 rounding. As such, it is easy to verify
a number of structural properties exhibited by {Tiee’q }iGHz,q’ formally summarized in Claim 5.2
below. The credit should be fully given to Teo and Bertsimas; we are merely rephrasing their

approach.

CLAM 5.2. The random policies {Ti@e,q}ieyz’q satisfy the next three properties:

e R
1. Bo, [T, = 515 Ti and Bo, ,[d1 = 15 7
2. Tz‘@e,q € [\%, \/ET@] almost surely.
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. .. .. . (C] S} . .
3. For every pair of commodities 11,12 € Hy 4, the ratio between Til[’q and T, “9 s an integer

power of 2.

It is worth pointing out that, in terms of the random policies {Tiee’q }iGHz,qa every pair
(i1, Ti?z’q) and (iz, TZ-C;)Z’Q) satisfies characterization 2 of sub-1 couples, by property 3 above.

5.3 Near and far pairs

To concurrently instill characterization 1 for a sufficiently large collection of couples, let us
consider a single subset H, ,, whose commodities will be denoted by 1,...,m. Recalling that

the corresponding power-of-2 policies {Ti@[’q}z‘eHM are random, let Il;, : [m] — [m] be the

random permutation of the commodities 1,...,m for which
@g’ ®l,
Vﬂg’q(l) : THqu(l) > 2 Vﬂg’q(m) : THZ’qq(m) ) (30)

where ties are broken by some fixed decision rule, say by minimum index, just to have a concrete
definition of IIy 4.

Far and near pairs. Now, suppose we break H,, into successive pairs {IIy,(1),1I;4(2)},
{11, 4(3),11,4(4)}, so on and so forth, leaving IIy ,(m) out when m is odd. We say that such

O¢.q

. . . . ©
a pair {Ily,(2¢ — 1),11,,4(2¢)} is far when Y, (2i-1) -THZ’;(%_D > (1+e¢) Vg 4 (20) 'THZ,;(Qi)'
Namely, there is a multiplicative gap of at least 1+ € between the (2¢ — 1)-th and 2i-th terms of

. : . O, O,
the sequence (30). In the opposite case, where Vit 4 (2i—1) * 1 ? ) < (I+¢) YLy (20) 'Tne,qq(%)’

Iy, (2i—1
we say that {II; ,(2¢ — 1),11, 4(24)} is near. We use ]__ZH;,q and ./\/ZH;"’ to denote the collection of
far and near pairs in H, 4; these sets are of course random, due to their dependency on Il ,.
The next claim, whose proof appears in Appendix C.2, shows that the number of far pairs is

only O(1).

11, 11
CLam 5.3. |F, | < 15,
Near pairs are sub-1 couples. An immediate consequence of this result is that there are

considerably more near pairs than far ones, since

T B T A 71742 O R O
Mg { 2 Fe'l 2 2 10e — | € 10e )’
where the second inequality follows from inequality (29). The important observation is that
for every near pair, (Il 4(2i — 1) 7%

10, (261

Indeed, by Claim 5.2(3), we already know that the ratio between Tl?;’q(%_l) and Tr?;’q(%) is an
»q »q

)) and (I1,4(21), Tr(?;’q(m)) jointly form a sub-1 couple.
»q

integer power of 2. In addition, by definition of near pairs, v 1q(2i-1) TI?Z;q(zz‘fl) €[l,1+¢€)-

VI 4(21) ° Tl?éf(m)‘ Consequently, by employing Lemma 5.1, we obtain the next result.

COROLLARY 5.4. For every {Il; 4,(2i — 1),1I,,(2i)} € MH;’Q, we can construct in polynomial

time dynamic replenishment policies PI{I@ (2i—1) and 731‘3[[ (20) such that:
s »q
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1. Joint occupied space:

O¢,q

Oy,
) (fYHl,q(2i*1) .THg’qq(2i71) + V11,4 (23) .THg’q(2i))

(el aN|

VmaX(lplliILq(%fl)?,Pllilzyq(%)) < (146
2. Cost blow-up:

e Oy, (2i-1) (fpllilg,q(Qi—l)) Cr1y 4 (20) (lplglg,q(%)) < 32
S ) 5) = :
Criy ,(2i-1) (THZ:}Q(Qi—l) ) Crry 4 (20) (THZ’;(QZ‘) ) 31

5.4 Overall policy construction

Distinction between commodity types. Based on the preceding discussion, it follows that

the commodities in V; = H; U £ can be classified into four types:
1. Those belonging to near pairs across Hy1,...,He Q-
2. Those belonging to far pairs across He1,...,HeQ-

3. Within each of the subsets Hy 1, ..., H¢ g with odd cardinality, there is a single commodity
that does not belong to any pair.

4. The collection of light commodities Ly.

We denote these types by 7‘1(%, TQGZ, 739‘, and 7y, with the superscript ©;, emphasizing the
randomness inherent to the first three types. Here, ©, = (@&q)qe[Q] is the random vector
resulting from our power-of-2 rounding procedure (see Section 5.2), noting that by construction,

its components are mutually independent.

The overall policy. The final policy we return depends on whether an easily-checkable con-
dition is satisfied or not. To formalize this condition, we remind the reader that for every subset
Hy 4, starting with the SOSI policies {jji}iE’Hg,qa our power-of-2 rounding procedure created the
collection of random policies {ﬂee’q}iem’q, independently of other subsets. With respect to

these policies, let A4, be the event where

Y T < (L+e)
i€EHy

\/_l 5 ; T . (31)

Ot,q

Here, for ease of notation, we make use of Tie‘ =T, where ¢ € [Q)] is the index for which

i € Hy 4. Given this definition, our final policy P! depends on whether A, occurs or not:

e When Ay occurs: Our policies for ﬂge—commodities are exactly those obtained via Corol-
lary 5.4. It is important to point out that, for each such commodity ¢ € 7'16[ due to
conditioning on Ay, the object we return is the conditional random policy PH [P€|Az]
For every commodity ¢ € TQZ U 75 its random policy is kept unchanged, meaning that
we return PH [Tef |A¢], again due to conditioning on 4,. Finally, for every commodity
1€ 72(9[ , we return its original SOSI policy, i.e., 775Jr = T;, which is of course deterministic.
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o When Ay does not occurs: In this case, the policy we employ is a scaled version of T.
Specifically, for every commodity i € Vy, we return the policy Pf_ = oT}, where a =
7/8
v2In2"

5.5 Analysis

In the remainder of this section, we conclude the proof of Theorem 4.8 by arguing that our

random replenishment policy P! = {ﬁf}z‘ew guarantees a ((1 + Te) - \/;/é 5, (1+ L. 325/1‘:’112 )-

ratio. In other words, we will prove that the maximal space requirement of this policy is almost

surely

N 7/4 - 1
Vinax(PF) < (1+66)'\/§/1n2'Wz!'m'V7

and that its expected long-run average cost is

Ee, [0(755)} < (1 + %) : 325/1?112 > Ci(T)

1eVy

The likelihood of Ay. To go about deriving these bounds, we first show that the event
Ay occurs with probability 1 — O(e), as stated in Lemma 5.5 below. To understand why this
claim makes general sense, let us observe that by Claim 5.2(1), we know that Eg, [TZ-@‘] =
m Ty for every commodity i € V,. Therefore, by defining A, via inequality (31), this

event essentially states that the random variable ’yiTZQZ does not deviate much from its

i€EHy
expectation, m . Zier ~v;T;. While the rather involved proof of this claim is deferred to
Appendix C.3, it will assist readers in realizing that various choices up until now were meant
to guarantee that appropriate concentration inequalities will be applicable. Among others,
these choices include making use of power-of-2 rounding, independently drawing (@g,q)qe[Q]7

and ensuring that each subset H, , is sufficiently large.

LEMMA 5.5. Pre,[A/] > 1 - .
Space requirement. We are now ready to upper-bound the maximal space requirement of
our random policy P%. Once again, the proof of this result is quite technical, and we therefore

present its finer details in Appendix C.5. At a high level, when A, does not occur, it will
7/8

V21n?2

case, where Ay occurs, is rather challenging to analyze, and our approach consists of separately

bounding each of the commodity types Tlge, 7564, 7595 , and T4. Here, the observation that there

are considerably more near pairs than far ones (see Section 5.3) will play an important role.

turn out that scaling T by a factor of a = indeed does the trick. The complementary

LEMMA 5.6. Vinax(PY) < (1 + 6€) - L V| - ( -V almost surely.

V2In?2 H%)‘*l
Expected cost. The final piece of our puzzle resides in upper-bounding the expected long-
run average cost of P!, as formally stated in Lemma 5.7 below. The complete proof of this
result is provided in Appendix C.6. Toward obtaining the desired bound, we will first observe
that when A, does not occur, the specific policy we pick has negligible effects on the expected
cost, primarily since Prg,[As] = O(€). As before, the difficult case to handle is the one where
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Ay occurs. Here, our approach will provide separate arguments for the four commodity types,
showing that even when conditioning on Ay, the guarantees of Corollary 5.4 remain essentially

unchanged.

LEMMA 5.7. Bo,[C(P)] < (1+%) - ZLL. 5%, Cu(T).

6 Concluding Remarks

In conjunction to resolving long-standing open questions about the economic warehouse lot
scheduling problem, for which rigorously analyzable results have been few and far between,
we believe that our work introduces an even greater number of topics to be investigated in
future research. The next few paragraphs are intended to single out some of these prospective

directions.

The strategic version. As pointed out by Gallego et al. (1992, p. 51), and as one can discover
by browsing through recent literature, the vast majority of academic research around economic
warehouse lot scheduling has been dedicated to its “tactical” version, which is precisely the
one studied in this paper. Yet, a decent amount of attention has concurrently been given to
the so-called “strategic” version (see, e.g., Hodgson and Lowe (1982); Park and Yun (1985);
Hall (1988); Rosenblatt and Rothblum (1990)), where rather than having a warehouse space
constraint, this term appears as part of the objective function; namely, we wish to minimize
C(P) + Vmax(P). It is not difficult to verify that, by guessing the Vi,ax(P*) term of an optimal
policy P* and writing an appropriate constraint, we can show that a tactical a-approximation
can be converted to a strategic (y/a + €)-approximation. Consequently, our work provides a
polynomial-time approximation scheme for constantly-many commodities in this context, as well
as a polynomial-time (/2 — % + €)-approximation for general problem instances. The latter
result improves on the well-known v/2-approximation due to Anily (1991) and Gallego et al.
(1996). It will be particularly interesting to examine whether our algorithmic approach can be
enhanced to attain improved guarantees, given the extra leeway of having Viax(P) within the

objective function rather than within a space constraint.

Efficient implementation? As formally stated in Theorem 1.3, our main algorithmic finding
for general instances consists in devising a O(|Z |O(1/ €).20(1/ *))-time construction of a random
capacity-feasible policy whose expected long-run average cost is within factor 2 — % + € of
optimal. Along these lines, much of the running time exponent can be attributed to avoiding a
highly-optimized implementation of our approximation scheme for constantly-many commodi-
ties. Even though we have not attempted to eliminate such dependencies, we believe that there
might be an alternative way to connect the dots between our main ideas, ending up with a more
efficient implementation. Of course, the potential inaccessibly cost of efforts along these lines

is still unknown.

Derandomization? On a different front, coming up with a deterministic construction of sub-

2-approximate policies is a very interesting question to be tackled as part of future work. To this
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end, in relation to Section 5.2, let us point out a well-known observation regarding the power-of-
2 rounding procedure of Teo and Bertsimas (2001): Up to scaling, the resulting random policies
{Ti@“‘ }ien, , jointly have only O(n) possible realizations. That said, we are currently not seeing
how a given set of realizations can be efficiently scaled while keeping the Po2-Synchronization
Theorem intact. It would be interesting to investigate whether this direction could lead to
derandomizing our approach, or perhaps, whether completely different ideas will do the trick.
With the scarcity of rigorous results around economic warehouse lot scheduling, we expect this

direction to be particularly challenging.
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A Additional Proofs from Section 3

A.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1

Constructing P. For the purpose of deriving this result, let P* be an optimal policy. With

respect to P*, we define the infinite sequence 7 < 7o < --- of time points as follows:

e First, 71 is the minimal ¢ > 0 for which the segment [0,¢] has: (a) At least  + 1 orders of

every commodity i € [n]; and (b) Exactly 2 + 1 orders of some commodity i € [n].

e In turn, 75 is the minimal ¢ > 7y for which the segment [71,¢] meets conditions (a) and (b)

above.
e The remaining sequence 73,7y, . .. is defined in a similar way.

By recalling how dynamic replenishment policies are defined (see Section 1.1), it is easy to verify
the sequence 7, 7o, ... is well-defined and tends to infinity.

Given this sequence, the optimal long-run average cost can be written as
C(P*) = limg oo C(#LO’T’%)), noting that 7, = >, (7 — Tw—1) and C(P*,[0,7:)) =
> <k C(P*,[1s-1,74)). Consequently, for every e > 0,_there exists an index x = r(e) for

which
C(P*, [T Tet1))

Te+1 — Tk

< (146 -C(P). (32)

As such, our cyclic policy P is created by duplicating the actions of P* over the segment
[Tk, T+1) across the entire planning horizon [0,00). To align any pair of successive cycles, we
decrement the last order of each commodity i € [n], thereby making sure that each cycle ends
with zero inventory. In addition, at the beginning of each cycle, we place an extra order of this
commodity, consisting of I(P},7,) units. From this point on, Teycle = 741 — 7% Will denote the

cycle length of this policy.

Feasibility and cost. It is easy to verify that our resulting policy P is capacity-feasible, since

Vmax(lp) S max V(P*,T) S VmaX(P*) S V )
TE[Tk,Tr+1)
where the last inequality holds since the optimal policy P* is in particular capacity-feasible. To
upper bound the long-run average cost of P, let us break this measure into holding and ordering

costs as follows:

e Holding: Along a single cycle, we incur a holding cost of H(P,[0,Tcycte)) <
H(P*, [Tk, Tr+1)), due to having I(75i,7') <I(P}, 7+ ) for all i € [n] and 7 € [0, Teycle)-

e Ordering: Along a single cycle, we have added at most one extra order per commodity in

comparison to P*, implying that

N(Pla [OaTcycle)) < N(’PZ*, [Tn,TnJrl)) +1 < (1 + E) : N(Pz*a [TI{’TliJrl)) s

where the last inequality holds since N (P, [1x, Tt1)) > %, by definition of 7,,11. There-

(2

fore, K(P, [0, Teyete)) < (14 €) - K(P*, [Tw, Trt1))-
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By aggregating these two observations, we have

C(P: [0, Teycle))

0(75) - Teycle
< (1 + 6) . C(P*7 [TH7TN+1))
Te+1 — Tk
< (143¢)-C(PY), (33)

where the last inequality holds since P (1 4 ¢) . C(P*) according to (32).

Tk+1—Tk

Proof of item 2. We first establish an auxiliary claim about how the optimal long-run average
cost C'(P*) is related to M. The proof of this result appears in Appendix A.2.

CLam A.1. C(P*) < nM.

We proceed by explaining why the above claim leads to the desired bounds on the cycle

length 7eyele, specifically showing that Teyele € [2121“7@, EQQZM |:

o Upper bound: By definition of 7441, we know that there exists at least one commodity
i € [n] with N (752, [0, Teyele)) = % orders. At least one of these orders consists of at least

€Tcycle UNits, meaning that the holding cost of these units is at least H, €272 As a result,

cycle*

H;er2 < C(75, 0, Teyete]) < (14 3€) - Teyele - C(P*) < 27cyctenM (34)

cycle =
C 757 07TC cle *
CELIa) < (14 3¢) - C(P), as

shown in (33), and since C(P*) < nM by Claim A.l. By rearranging, we indeed get

2nM 2nM
Teycle < 2 H, < 2H,

where the second and third inequalities hold since

e Lower bound: Again by definition of 7,11, we know that every commodity i € [n] has
N (752, [0, Teyele)) > % orders in each cycle. Therefore, P pays an ordering cost of at least
% in each cycle, implying that

Hmax < C(P) < (1+43¢)-C(P*) < 2nM .

€Tcycle

Here, the second inequality is precisely (33), and the third inequality follows from

. . : Krnax
Claim A.1. Again by rearranging, Tcycle > 5,285

Proof of item 3. As explained above, we know that for every commodity i € [n], the policy

P places N (75,, [0, Teyele)) > % orders across the segment [0, 7eycle), With equality for at least

one commodity. In the opposite direction, we obtain an upper bound on N(P;, [0, Teycle)) by

observing that, since the ordering cost of each commodity i by itself is K; - N(P;, [0, Teyele)), it
follows that

4An2 M?

Ki ' N(,]Sz, [0, Tcycle)) < 0(75’ [0, Tcycle)) < 27_Cyclen-/\/l < 2H
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Here, the second inequality has already been derived in (34), starting from the second term, and

the third inequality holds since 7¢ycle < GQZIZ—M, as shown in item 2. Rearranging this inequality,
~ An2 M2 A2 M
we get N(PZ’ [0’ TCyCIe)) S 6211}i1/}/rlnin S 62er’;xi;/\\l/l{min ’

A.2 Proof of Claim A.1

Focusing on a single commodity i € [n], let us consider the next formulation, where one wishes

to compute a minimum-cost capacity-feasible policy for this commodity by itself:

min C(P;)
Pi (35)
st. Viax(Pi) <V

The important observation is that, by duplicating the arguments employed to prove Lemma 2.2,
it is not difficult to verify that formulation (35) admits a SOSI optimal replenishment policy.

Consequently, this formulation can be equivalently rephrased as:

K
min — + H;T;

T; T (36)
st. T <V

Letting T} be an optimal ordering interval in this context, by consulting Claim 1.1, it is easy
to see that T} = min{\/m, V/7i}, noting that this term matches our definition of 7).
Now, to propose a single capacity-feasible replenishment policy for all commodities, we
simply glue together the optimal capacity-feasible SOSI policies for the individual commodities,
T7,...,T;, and scale down the combined policy by a factor of n to make it capacity-feasible.

This alteration blows up the total cost by a factor of at most n (see, Claim 1.1(3)), and since

C(P*) is the optimal long-run average cost, we have

K; K;
c(P) < n-z<ﬁ+H@-T5> = n-Z(WJrHiTQ’) = nM.

ze[n] 4 Ze[n}
A.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

To establish the existence of a B-aligned policy P which is near-feasible and near-optimal, we
alter P in two steps. As explained below, the first step is meant to attain property 1 of B-aligned

policies, whereas the second step will take care of property 2.

Ensuring property 1: Zero inventory at Bq_-points. For every frequency class ¢ € [Q]
and commodity i € ]:'q, we augment P with an additional i-order at each and every B, -point.
It is easy to verify that we can adjust the ordering quantities of i-orders such that the resulting

policy P! satisfies the next two properties:

e We arrive to B, -points with zero inventory, i.e., I(75Z-1, b~) =0 for every b € B, thereby
instilling property 1.

e The inventory level of this commodity across the entire cycle is upper-bounded by the

analogous level with respect to P, namely, I(P},t) < I(P;, t) for every ¢ € [0, Teyele)-
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As a consequence, Plis capacity-feasible, and its holding cost does not exceed that of P. In
terms of ordering costs, each commodity i € .7:",1 previously had N (P;, [0, Teyele)) > (%)3(‘1*1)

orders, by definition of ]}q, whereas the number of newly-added -orders is at most

_ n\ 3¢—4 € ~
’Bq ‘ = (_> S - N(Pu [07Tcycle)) .

€ n

Therefore, the combined ordering cost of P! across the entire cycle is

’C(ﬁly [0, Tcycle)) = Z Z K;- N(ﬁzla [0, Tcycle))

9€[Qlie F,
< Z Z Ki . (N(’]SZ’ [O,Tcycle)) + |B;|>
9€[Qlic F,
€ ~
< (1 + E) . Z Z KZ . N(,PH [OaTCyCIG))
9€[Qlic F,
< (1 + 6) : ]C(’ﬁ’ [07 Tcycle)) . (37)

Ensuring property 2: Orders only at B(j‘—points. For every frequency class ¢ € [Q] and
commodity ¢ € .7:"(17 the remaining issue with Pl is that this policy may be placing i-orders

in-between points in B; . To eliminate this issue, we modify each i-order as follow:

e Let [t,t+A) be the interval covered by the currently considered i-order. Specifically, since
7%-1 is a zero-inventory ordering policy, it arrives to time ¢ with zero inventory, ordering A

units at that time.

e Right-lengthening: We extend the covered interval further to the right, by setting its
right endpoint as [t + A] By | Here, [-] B{ is an operator that rounds its argument up
to the nearest B;r -point. This step requires increasing our ordering quantity from A to
[t + A] By _ ¢ < A+ (n;?;%, where the last inequality holds since the gap between

. +_ . . Tcycle
successive Bq pOlIltS 1S '(n/e)Sq-H .

e Left-shortening: We now shorten the newly-covered interval, [t, [t + A] By ), by setting its
left endpoint as [¢] By , which requires decreasing our ordering quantity. In the degenerate
event where [t, ¢ + A) shrinks into a single point, i.e., [t] Bf — [t+ A] By | we discard this

order.

It is easy to verify that the resulting policy P2 covers the entire cycle [0, Teyele), places orders
only at B(j' -points, and preserves property 1. We proceed by analyzing this policy in terms of

its occupied space and cost.
CLAIM A.2. P? is (1 + €)-feasible.

PROOF. As explained above, for every frequency class ¢ € [Q] and commodity i € .7-1q, right-
lengthening i-orders may increase the inventory level of this commodity at any point by at most

(n;g%, whereas left-shortening may only decrease this level. Therefore, for every t € [0, Teycle ),

A A Teycle
I(P7,t) < I(Pht)+ (n/eyw : (38)
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Based on this observation, we conclude that the maximal space occupied by P2 is at most
(14¢€)-V, since

Vimax(P?) = max V(P%t)
t€[07Tcycle)
e Y Y e 1(PL)
10 Terete) 101 ie 7,
< : 731, Teycle )
S e 2 2 R e
li q
< VmaX(P)JreV (39)
< Vmax(ﬁ)‘{'ev (40)
< (1+4e)-V. (41)

Tcycle

Here, inequality (39) is obtained by arguing that ~; - (/o) <V for every commodity i € ]:

Indeed, we have N(P;, [0, Teyele)) < (2)34 by definition of F,, implying that our original policy
P has at least one i-order consisting of at least (TC/y °)‘§q units. Since P is capacity-feasible, we
must have ~; - (;7:)'§q < V. Inequality (40) holds since I (7521, t) < I(Pi,t) for every t € [0, Teycle )

as explained when establishing property 1. Finally, inequality (41) follows by recalling that P

is capacity-feasible. [

CrLaM A.3. C(752, [0, Teyele)) < (1 +€) - C(75, [0, Teyele)) -

PRrROOF. First, we can relate the total ordering cost of P? across [0, Tcyde) to the analogous cost

with respect to P by observing that

~

’C(Pz, [0, Tcycle)) < K(ﬁl, [0, Tcycle)) < (I+e)- K(ﬁ’ [0, Tcycle)) .

Here, the first inequality holds since our method for converting P! into P? does not involve
placing additional orders; in fact, some orders may actually be discarded during left-shortening.
The second inequality is precisely (37).

Moving to consider holding costs, let us recall that inequality (38) relates between the
inventory levels of P? and 751~7 stating that I(P?,t) < I(P},t) + (n;‘;y)% for every frequency
class ¢ € [Q], commodity i € F, and time point ¢ € [0, Teycle). As a result,

2
o Tcycle
H(P a[OaTcycle)) < Z Z ( w [0 Tcyde)) +2H; - (n/€)3q+1>

a€[QlicF,

. cycle

= H(P [0, 7eyare)) +2- Z Z H;- (n/e)3att
q€[Ql ic F,

it cycle

< H(P [0 7'Cycle +2 Z Z H n/e 3q+1 (42)
q€lQlicF,

< 7'[(75, [O,Tcycle)) + g . Z Z /H(’]Su [OaTcycle)) (43)
a€[QlicF,

< (1+e)- 7-[(75, [0, Teyele)) -
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Here, inequality (42) holds since, as explained when establishing property 1, the holding cost of
P! is upper-bounded by that of P. Inequality (43) follows from the next auxiliary claim, whose
proof is provided below.

2 ~

Cram Ad. H - 5955 < H(Py, [0, Teyare)-

Proof of Claim A.4. We begin by recalling that, for every ¢ € ]:'q, the policy P places
N(P;, [0, Teyele)) < (2)37 orders for this commodity. Therefore, its holding cost H(P;, [0, Teycle))

can be lower-bounded by that of the holding-cost-wise cheapest policy for commodity i across

the cycle [0, Teyele), subject to placing exactly N (P, [0, Teyele)) orders. In other words, our lower

bound is the optimum value of:

II,’lji.Il /H(P@, [0, Tcycle))

s.t. N(Pu [0, Tcycle)) = N(Pu [0, Tcycle))

Based on the proof of Lemma 2.2, this formulation admits a SOSI optimal replenishment policy.

Tcycle

——FC¢ __— qnits
N(Ipiv[ochycle)) ’

In the latter, exactly N(P;, [0, Teyele)) orders are placed, each consisting of

2
leading to a total holding cost of H; - —_ Teyele Therefore,
N(Piy[ovTcycle))

~ T2 T2
H(P;, [0, 7 > H. e > H . 9
( 7 [ cycle)) 7 N(P@, [O,Tcyde)) ) (n/e)3q

B Additional Proofs from Section 4

B.1 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Our proof is based on a charging argument, comparing the total average space occupied by
the commodities in Sgumx to the analogous quantity with respect to Vg, where / is the smallest
index of a non-empty class in Spreix. For this purpose, in regard to the latter term, we observe
that

_ 1

i I(P;) > ————V, 44

Z;’Y (P) P (44)
4

. TP I 1 . . . € . €
since ; - I(Pf) € ((1+5)Z V, o V] for every commodity i € V5 and since V5 # 0.
On the other hand, to upper-bound the total average space occupied by Sgumx-commodities,

note that

X X i) < X Wil grgerY (45)

gessufﬁx ZEVZ Zessufﬁx

100 1

N

— 5 /-1
€ Zessufﬁx (1 + 6)
100 = 1

< . IV 46

£>lmig+1
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100 1+e€ 1

< . . .
— 65 € (1 + e)zmid
125 1 1
< =. . — .y 47
T (1498 (14! 47)
< Y1) (48)
iEVE
< €V.

Here, inequality (46) holds since Ssufix = {fmid+1, - - -, €}, noting that this sequence of indices
is increasing. Inequality (47) follows by recalling that £;;q is the unique index up to which A of
the classes Vj , .. -, Vi ., are not empty, implying that f;q > (+A—1. Finally, inequality (47)
is obtained by plugging in A = [log; ( 1525 )] and utilizing inequality (44).

B.2 Proof of Lemma 4.5

We first observe that, since every commodity-vertex i € U has a unique adjacent edge (i, ) € £*,
in which case C;(T}) = Cs(Tj) = wip, it follows that the total cost of the policies {T}}icy can
be written as Y.,y Ci(Ti) = > (eer Wie = OPT(Z), where the second equality holds due
to the optimality of £*. Therefore, to establish the desired claim, it suffices to argue that
OPT(Z) < ¥,y ClPY).

For this purpose, consider the set of edges & = {(4,¢) : i € Vj}, matching each commodity-
vertex 7 to the unique class-vertex £ for which ¢ € Vj. This edge set is clearly a feasible solution to
Z, implying that OPT(Z) < Z(M)EE w;e. We conclude the proof by showing that w;, < C;(Pf)
for every edge (i,¢) € £. Indeed, focusing on one such edge, since i € Vj, our definition of the

volume class Vj (see Section 4.1) guarantees that the replenishment policy P satisfies

IP) < !
<.y, if ¢ = oo

The right-hand-side of this inequality is identical to that of the average space constraint (21).

In contrast, the left-hand-side here involves P§, which may not be a SOSI policy, whereas the

i
left-hand-side of constraint (21) is only concerned with SOSI policies. However, by duplicating
the arguments within the proof of Lemma 2.2, it follows that there exists a SOSI policy Tj,
with I(Ty) < I(Pf) and C;(Ty) < Ci(Pf). Consequently, T;, forms a feasible solution to the
problem of minimizing C;(-) subject to constraint (21), for which T} is an optimal solution. As

a result, we indeed get wip = Ci(Tiy) < Ci(Ti) < Ci(PS).

B.3 Proof of Lemma 4.6

To establish the desired claim, we observe that

Vmax (Psuﬂix) = Z Z VZﬂ

geSsufﬁx iE]’}g

Y Z<1+6 V+§-V> (49)

zessufﬁx ZGV[

IN
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. 1
< 200 ) my-m-wrzev (50)
Ze’ssufﬁx

< 4eV . (51)

Here, inequality (49) is an immediate consequence of property 3. Similarly, inequality (49)
follows from property 1, stating in particular that |V,| = |Vi| for every ¢ € Squmx. Finally,
inequality (51) is obtained by recalling that >, [Vl W
are seeing in (45), which has already been upper-bounded by €V within the proof of Lemma 4.3.

-V is precisely the term we

B.4 Proof of Lemma 4.7

In terms of cost, due to setting 7Sf = T; for every commodity i € V,, we immediately get
C(PY) = D oiey, Ci(PY) = D icT, Ci(T;). To derive an upper bound on the maximum space
requirement of P!, by recalling that {Ti}ief}g are SOSI policies, and therefore

Vmax (75[) - Z ’Yzﬁ

iEf)g

= 2 (> v IT)+ D> v I(T)
€Ly 1€H,

< o (3n ) —L— v (52)
= 41"t A) d+eft

7 - 1
< . -
< 1l grae (53)

Here, to obtain inequality (52), we note that ;- I (T) < i (ire )4 1 -V for every light commodity,
whereas ~; - f(TZ) € (% : (1+51)L,_1 -V, (1+51)L;_1 - V] for every heavy commodity, by definition of £,
and Hy. Inequality (53) follows by recalling that |£y| + |#¢| = |V| and that |£,] > \de’ by the

hypothesis of Lemma 4.7.

C Additional Proofs from Section 5

C.1 Proof of Lemma 5.1

For ease of presentation, rather than directly considering the regime where 3/"‘;“ €1=Le we
will assume that y4T4 = vgTB. One can easily run through our proof with 44 = “’BTB , which
obviously satisfies 474 = vgTp. Subsequently, since 74 € (14¢€)-v4, by reverting back to the
original coefficient v4, we increase the joint occupied space by a factor of at most 1 + €. With

this assumption, we will construct dynamic replenishment policies P4 and Pp that satisfy

Vmax(PAa PB) <

=

(ya-I(T)+v5-I(Tp))  and max{CA<7’A) CB“’B)} < 32

Ca(Ta)’ Cp(TB) 31

For convenience, we assume without loss of generality that Tp < T4 = 1. Given that T4 /Tp is
an integer power of 2 our proof considers six different cases: Tg =1, T = %, T = %, T = %

Tp = 16’ and Tg = k for some k > 5.
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Case 1: Tp = 1. We begin by considering the simplest possible scenario, since it is a conve-

nient opportunity to explain our notation and terminology:
e The policy Pa: A-orders will be placed at the integer time points 0,1,2,.. ..

e The policy Pp: B-orders will also have a gap of 1 between successive orders. However,
they will be offset by 0.5, meaning that beyond a single order at time 0, we place B-orders
at 0.5,1.5,2.5,....

o Maximal space requirement: Since P4 and Pp have a joint cycle of length 1, to detect where
their maximal space requirement is located, it suffices to examine a unit-length interval,
say [0.5,1.5). Moreover, since the inventory level of each commodity is decreasing between
successive orders, the joint maximal space requirement of P4 and Pp is attained at either

0.5 or 1. In these two points, we have:
= V(Pa,Pp,05) =5 vaTa+ 8T8 = 5 - (ya- I(Ta) + 75 - I(Ip)).
= V(Pa,Pp.1) =7aTa+ 5815 = 5 (va - I(Ta) + 5 - 1(Ts)).

In both cases, we make use of y4 - I(Ta) = g - [(Tg), or equivalently y4aT4 = v5T5,

which is an important relation to remember throughout this analysis.

e (ost: In terms of cost, since P4 and Pp are identical to T4 and T up to offsets, we have
CA(PA) = CA(TA) and Cp(Pp) = CB(TB).

o Summary: Viax(Pa, Pr) = 3 - (v - I(Ta) + 75 - I(Tp)) and max{ AP CoPaly _

Case 2: Ty = %

e The policy Pa: A-orders will be placed at 0,1,2,....

e The policy Pp: B-orders will be placed at é, 2, 14 15 ... From this point on, we will not

be mentioning the obvious singular order at time 0.

o Mazximal space requirement: Once again, P4 and Pp have a joint cycle of length 1, and
we examine the unit-length interval [%, 1%), where there are three ordering points to be

tested, :15, ,and 1:
-I(Ta) + 5 - 1(TB)).
-I(Ta) + 5 - 1(TB)).

I(Ta) +vB - 1(TB)).

3
D>
’\u

— V(Pa, P, 3) =3 -yaTa+v8T5 =
— V(Pa,PB,2) =%
= V(Pa,Pp.1) =vaTa+ 3 1875 =

YaTs + T =

CAVIU‘ A~ wlut
—~
2
:>
’\u

3
:>
’\u

e Cost: Again, P4 and Pp are identical to T4 and Tp up to offsets, and therefore C'4(P4) =
Ca(Ty) and Cp(Pp) = Cp(Tg).

o Summary: Vimax(Pa,PB) =2 - (ya-I(Ta) +v5 - I(Tp)) and max{ } =1
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Case 3: Ty = i.

e The policy Pa: For the first time, P4 will not be identical to T4, but rather a 3—2—scahng
0.3l 62 93

of this policy. As such, A-orders will be placed at 0, 55, 35, 55 .

e The policy Pp: Here, for the first time we will be employing a non-SOSI policy. Specif-
1cally, the cycle length of Pp will be 2 32, i.e., similar to that of P4, and its offset will be
@. Each such cycle will be filled by four B-orders, the first of length % -Tp = 32, and the

next three of length T = i, noting that these quantities indeed sum up to 3 3—2.

o Mazximal space requirement: Py and Pp have a joint cycle of length g;, and for conve-

nience, we examine the interval [%, %), where there are five ordering points to be tested,

S5 12 20 28 .9 8L,
32> 32 327 32 :

— V(PA,PB,32):%-%-VATA%-VBTB——; (ya - I(Ta) +vB - I(Tg)).
V(Pa,Pp,53) =335 - yaTa+ 78T = 35 - (va- I(Ta) + v5 - 1(TB)).
V(Pa, P, ) =8 3Ly Tu + 45T =52 - (va- I(Ta) +v5 - 1(T5)).
V(Pa,Pp,28) = & - 8 4T +vTp = 8 - (va - I(Ta) +v5 - I(T5)).

— V(Pa, P, 3h) = 8L qaTu+ 2 - vpTp = 3 - (ya - I(Ta) +v5 - I(Tg)).

e (Cost: Since P4 is a §—2—scahng of T4, we have C4(Pa) § CA(TA) In addition, given

the construction of Pp, this policy is a g—scahng of Tp on a ﬁ—fractlon of its cycle, and

it identifies with T5 on the remaining fraction, meaning that

Cp(Pp) < (;1 §+24> Cp(Ts) = o2 Cp(Ty)

o Summary: Vinax(Pa.Ps) = 2 - (14 - I(Ta) + v - I(T)) and max{ A4 CulPaly < 52

Case 4: Ty =

|~

e The policy P4: Similarly to case 3, the policy P4 will be a scahng of Ty, with A-orders

31 62 93
placed at 0, 53,35, 55 -

e The policy Pp: Similarly to case 3, the cycle length of Pp will be % as well, with an offset
of 3 . Each such cycle will be filled in left-to-right direction by eight B-orders of length:
TB, %9 TB, T, T, 1R, 15, % -Tpg, and Tg. Since T = %, these quantities indeed

sum up to 3 3—2.

e Mazimal space requirement: P4 and Pp have a joint cycle of length 3 32, and for conve-

nience, we examine the interval [3%, %) where there are nine ordering points to be tested,

3L AOT 50T T SSTIOAT 15 g 3L
327 2567 12807 1280’ 1280’ 1280’ 1280’ 16?
— V(Pa,PB,355) = 53 - 5 - vaTa+ 35 - v8T5 = 33 - (ya - I(Ta) + 75 - [(Tg)).
51/256 T
- V(PA’PB’256) (1- 31//32) 8 WATA+ BT = %(VAI(TA)_FWBI(TB))

407/1280
— V(Pa, P, 7355) = (1 — 31//32 )55 ¥aTa+78Ts = 1355 - (Ya - 1(Ta) + 75 - 1(T)).
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567/1280 7 7
- V(PAaPBa %) = (1 - 31//32 ) ) % “YATA+vB1TB = % : ('YA : I(TA) +B 'I(TB))-
727/1280 7 7
~ V(Pa, P f55) = (1= B0 - 8 - vaTa+ 7875 = 153 - (va - I(Ta) + 95 - 1(T)).
887/1280 7 7
- V(PAaPBa %) = (1 - 31//32 ) ) % “YATA+vB1TB = % : ('YA : I(TA) +B 'I(TB))-
1047/1280
V(PA,PB, %gg) = (1_3+m)_7 TA+ 160 'YBTB = —87 (714 I(TA)—F’YB I(TB))
— V(Pa, P, 13) = (1 — %) ~55 - 7aTA +’YBTB =2 (ya-I(Ta) + 8- [(Tg)).
V(Pa,Ps, %) =35 -vaTa+ 5 8T =33 - (ya - I(TA) +75 - 1(Tp)).

e (Cost: Since Py is a 3—2—scahng of T4, we have Cy(P4) < g% CA(T4). In addition, given
the construction of Pp, this policy is a 3—2—scahng of Ts on a 231/ /352 -fraction of its cycle.
Along the same lines, Pp is a %—scahng of Tp on a 1391/ /%620 -fraction, so on and so forth.
Therefore,

27/256 32 19/160 20 1/8 153/1280 160
C — -—+5- -C
5(Pp) = (31/32 o7 T 31/32 10 31/32 T 3132 153 5(Th)
32
= — -Cp(Tg) .
31 O5(Ts)

o Summary: Viax(Pa, Pp) = %ggé (ya-I(Ta) +~5-1(TB)) and max{g‘:((?ﬁ), gﬁ ?E))} <

Case 5: T = 11—6.

e The policy Pa: Once again, the policy P4 will be a scahng of Ty, with A-orders placed

t 0 31 62 93
) 32732732 "

e The policy Pp: The cycle length of Pp will be ﬂ as well. Each such cycle, say [0, %), is

partitioned into three segments: [0, 35 ), [, 23), and [33, 31), filled by B-orders as follows:

— In the left segment [0, 33) we place six B-orders, each of length % -T.
— In the middle segment [ 33 3—3), we place seven B-orders, each of length T5.
— In the right segment [3—3 g—) we place three B-orders, each of length % -Tp.

o Mazimal space requirement: P4 and Pg have a joint cycle of length 3 32, and for conve-

nience, we examine [0, 21). While this interval has quite a few ordering points, we observe

» 32
that since the inventory level of commodity A is decreasing across |0, g%) and since we
repeat the same policy for commodity B in each of the segments [0, 392) [%, %), and

2 31
327 32

23
points 0, 2 55, and £35.

), the maximal space requirement of P4 and Pp will be attained at one of the

— V(Pa,PB,0) =yaTa+ 3 - 98T = T (va- I(Ta) +v8 - I(TB)).
— V(Pa,PB,35) = 51 35 - vaTa + 78T = 3¢ - (ya - I(Ta) +v5 - I(TR)).
— V(Pa,P5,33) =51+ 33 7aTa+ 3 78T = 13- (a - I(Ta) + 78 - 1(Tp)).

loo |

—
wlw
D=
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e (Cost: Since P4 is a 32 scahng of Ty, we have Cy(P4) < g% CA(T4). In addition, given the
construction of Ppg, this policy is a Z—scahng of Tp on a 31 -fraction of its cycle, é—scaling

of Tg on a ——fractlon and identifies with T on the remaining 34 fraction. Therefore,

9 3 8 4 14
CB(PB) = —.Cp (Z-TB> —|—ﬁ-CB <§-TB> 31 CB(TB)

8 3 4 3 14
= ﬁ-<CB <Z'TB>+CB <§TB>> -Cp <4 >+ﬁ C(TB)
=(3+3)-Cp(Tg)

50 1 4 14
< (2422102 ouT
< < + 37 3—1-31) Cp(Tp)

o Summary: Vinax(Pa,Ps) = T+ (1 - [(Ta) + 75 - I(Tp)) and max{ AP CulPe)y < 52

Case 6: TB=2ikfork25

e The policy Pa: A-orders will be placed at the integer time points 0,1,2,....

e The policy Pp: The cycle length of Pp will be 1 as well. Each such cycle, say [0,1), i

partitioned into three segments: [0, %), [%, %), and [g, 1), filled by B-orders as follows:

— In the left segment [0, % we place ﬁ orders, each of length 3. Tg.

);
— In the middle segment [% %) we place F orders, each of length T'5.

— In the right segment [% 1), we place ﬁ orders, each of length 2 3 Tp.

It is important to note that, since T = 2% for £ > 5, we ensure that each of the terms

ﬁ, ﬁ, and ﬁ is indeed an integer.

o Mazximal space requirement: As in case 5, since the inventory level of commodity A is
decreasing across [0,1), and since we repeat the same B-policy in each of the segments
[0,2), [2,5), and [2,1), the maximal space requirement of P4 and Pp will be attained at

and %.

one of the points 0, 2 %

— V(Pa,PB,0) =yaTa+ 3 - 98T = T (va- I(Ta) +v8 - I(TB)).
— V(Pa,Ps, 2) 'VATAJrVBTB =2 (7A I(T4) + 7B - I(Tg)).
— V(Pa, P, 2) =2 - vaTa+ 3% 8T =2 - (ya - I(Ta) + v5 - I(Tp)).

oolw  oojot

e Cost: Since P4 identifies with T4, we have C4(Pa) = Ca(T4). In addition, given the
construction of Pp, this policy is a ——scahng of T on a ——fractlon of its cycle, ——scaling

of Tg on a ——fractlon and identifies with T on the remaining ——fractlon Therefore,
4
(o

° Summary: Vmax (PA7 ,PB) =

col w

Cu(PE) = TB>+CB <§-TB>>+%-C(TB) = B o).

4 32

wl

=(3+3)-Cp(TB)

T T C C
(v~ I(Ta) + v - 1(T)) and max{ A7, 2274} < 3

N
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C.2 Proof of Claim 5.3

By Claim 5.2(2), we know that Ti@e’q € [%, \/iﬁ], for every commodity ¢ € H, 4. In addition,
W V. Tt follows
that all elements of the sequence (30) are bounded within the interval [2%/5’ 2v/2] - W -V,
whose endpoints differ by a multiplicative factor of 8/3. Given this bound, we conclude that

Foe| <logpo(§) < L.

since any such commodity is heavy, v1; = 2v; - I(T}) € 2 - [%,1] .

C.3 Proof of Lemma 5.5

Let us consider the collection of random variables Xi,..., Xq, where X, = Ziewq 'yiTl.e“‘
Recalling that A, stands for the event

YT < (146
i€EHy

VT
‘[12;{:

we observe that the left-hand-side of this inequality is exactly > 4€l@] X, In addition,
Xi,...,Xg are mutually independent, since our power-of-2 rounding procedure is employed
for each subset H;, independently of any other subset. For these random variables, we estab-
lish the next auxiliary claim, whose proof is given in Appendix C.4. For readability, we make
use of the shorthand notation n, = zz‘e?—lg,q %Ti, with Nmax and npin being the maximum and

minimum of these quantities over ¢q € [Q)].

Cramv C.1. 1. Eg,[X,] = ﬂﬁfm.
2. X4 < \/577(1.
min 1
3' Zmax Z 2°

Given this claim, we argue that Prg,[A/] < ¢, by noting that

Prg, [A)] = Pre, Z%TG)“ > (14 2¢) -
_ZE’H@

X ]E@
= Prg, Z ! (1+ 2¢) - Z — 4 (54)

) Z %‘Tz'

1€H,

1
V21n2

E
< ool -G Z \ﬁ T (55)
2Q 77m1n
< exp{ 6o nmax} (56)
< exp{—an <%>} (57)

£
10 °
Here, equality (54) is obtained by combining the definitions of X, and 7, along with

Claim C.1(1). To arrive at inequality (55), we make use of a dimension-free Chernoff-Hoeffding
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inequality stated in Dubhashi and Panconesi (2009, Thm. 1.1 and Ex. 1.1). Specifically, letting
Y1,...,Y, be independent [0, 1]-bounded random variables, for every e € (0, 1), we have

Y Yi>(1+eE|> Y, < exp —?E Yy,

i€[n] i€[n] i€[n]

In this context, it is worth mentioning that {%}qe[@ are mutually independent. In addi-
tion, these random variables are [0, 1]-bounded, by Claim C.1(2). Inequality (56) holds since

Ee,[X,] = \/_ln 5 2 \}71“1‘11“ 5» by Claim C.1(1). Finally, inequality (57) follows by noting that

0= 2012(21/6) and that ;’rr;l;z > 1 5, by Claim C.1(3).

C.4 Proof of Claim C.1

By definition of X, we have

o, U
Ee, [X,] = Ee,, Z LV \/_ Z Wl = m’

where the second equality holds since Eg, [Te‘Z 1 = \[1 5 -T; , by Claim 5. 2(1). Similarly,
e A
X = D %I < V2- Y Al = Vo,
1€H ¢ 1€H ¢

where the inequality above holds since Tief’q < 2T}, by Claim 5.2(2).

Now, in regard to the relation between Myax and nmin, we have on the one hand,

N |7'lz|J > 2 [Hel  2(1+€)
max = iy < 1) ——5—-V < . -V
" masy 27 Q Q) arar Q T+t

Here, the first inequality is obtained by noting that each subset Hy, is of size either L%AJ or

[%L as explained in Section 5.2. In addition, v; - I(T}) < W -V for every commodity

1€ Hpq C V,, according to property 3. On the other hand,

. ; IHzIJ 3 [Hel 31 —¢)
min = 11l i > : Vo> : -V,
! 4€(Q)] ie%j { Q | 2(1+¢t! Q 2(1+e)f!

whether the first inequality holds since ~; - T (TZ) > % e )z 1 -V, by definition of H,;. Combining

31-¢) 5 1
g 2 2

these bounds on Nmax and Nmin, it follows that ’7"““ > >

C.5 Proof of Lemma 5.6

Bounding Vmax(’Pe_). Starting with the easy claim, we derive an upper bound on the

maximal space requirement of P*~ by recalling that Pf “=al; = \/;/li 5 T} for every commodity

o1



i € Vy. Therefore,

Vmax(Pe_) = «- Z 'YiTi

iE\}e
~ 1
< 2a- |V Arart
/4 - 1

AV — Y,
V21n?2 Ve (1+e)f1

where the inequality above holds since 7; - T (Tl) < W -V, by property 3.

Bounding Vmax(’Pe"‘). To upper-bound the random maximal space requirement associated
with P, note that

>34 ‘ ‘
Viax(PT) <1 ) > Vinax (P , 211y Py, (20)) | Ae
q€[C] {He’q(Qi—1),1'[[7,1(22‘)}6./\/;;’(1
ty;); 1
| DD TN A+ | DD AT A+ DT (58)
ieTy t i€Ty ! €
tyI;‘rs 2 tyI;‘rs 3 type 4
We proceed by separately bounding each of these terms.
1. Bounding type-1: By Corollary 5.4(1), we have

Vinax (Pf Ph, )| A

Z Z max Tl q(2i—1)> " Il (24) ¢

7€[@] {H57q(2i—1)7H4’q(2i)}6/\/;(f’q

~
type 1

)
< (+92 | Y 2. (i) T
€190 11, , (2i-1),11,, (20) }eN,
e
+ 11, (20) 'TnZ:(zz‘)) Ae
7
< (493 YT A "
1€H,
7/8 :
< (14 3€)- ' il Y
< ( €) V21n 2 Z-GZHZV .
7/4 1
< : T Aot
< (1 + 36) \/§1n2 |H€| (1 + 6)671 (61)
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Here, inequality (59) utilizes the basic observation that the set of commodities residing

q

in the random collection of near pairs AQH;’ is a subset of Hy 4. Inequality (60) follow by

recalling that A, stands for the event where >, ;. %TZQ“ <(1+e- m D i, YTy

Finally, inequality (61) holds since v; - I(T;) < -V, by property 3.

N
(141

2. Bounding type-2: To bound this term, we recall that 7564 stands for the collection of
commodities that belong to far pairs across Hy1,...,Hsg. Therefore, by Claim 5.3, we

almost surely have |T2®‘3| =2-Y o) |]:H£,q

td | < 1;—? Consequently,

Z %’Tl-ef Al < V2. Z viT;| A (62)
€Tyt ieT, !
type 2
22/2Q 1 . (63)
- 5e (1+¢)t1

1
< de- [H,|- A eart v (64)

~ 1

Here, inequality (62) holds since TZ-@‘ < V2T almost surely, by Claim 5.2(2). Inequal-
ity (63) is obtained by recalling that ~; - I (TZ) < W -V, by property 3. Finally,
inequality (64) follows due to having L%J > %, as shown in (29).

3. Bounding type-3: To bound this term, we recall that 736‘3 contains at most one commodity
from each of the subsets Hy 1,...,H¢ g, implying that \75(9[] < @. As a result, based on

argument similar to those of the previous item,

1 -

S 2

S AT A < 2\/562-7(1+6)€_1-V < V2 eV
i€Ty !

type 3

4. Bounding type-4: By definition, we know that ;-1 (T,) < %- L__.V for every commodity

(14€)t-1
1 € Ly. Hence,
Sodi < glbl gV
R S U] ey A
€T 2 (1+¢)
——
type 4

In summary, by plugging the above-mentioned bounds into inequality (58), we conclude that

7/4 1
Vous(P4) < (1430 b ] oy v
~ 1
+4de- Vil - e WV
~ 1
PV Ml g
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3 1
+g Ll (1+e)1 i

74 - 1

< (1 . . . .
< (1+6¢) o2 Vel AT v

C.6 Proof of Lemma 5.7

The cost of P*~. Since P*~ is a determinstic policy, with Pf_ = o7} for every commodity

i €V, we have
_ - 1 . .
C(P") = Z Ci(ady) < max{a, a} D C(T) < 2 ClTy) . (65)
1€V, 1€V, 1€V
where the first inequality follows from Claim 1.1(3), and the second inequality is obtained by

recalling that o = \/;/liQ ~ 0.892.

The expected cost of P¢t. We obtain an upper bound on the expected long-run average
cost of the policy P by initially overlooking the conditioning on A,. With respect to the

latter, we have

Eo, [C(P‘f)}

B Z Z (Cnf’q(zz‘—l)(Pég,q(2i—1)) + Ch, ,(20) (Pﬁe,q(zi))>
q€[Q] {szq(m’f1),Hz,q(2i)}€N€r,Irf’q

~
type 1

+Be, | Y. GIP)|+Y Ty

€T UTY &»—/
types 2 and 3 wped
32 1
< 3_1'E®z Z Z (CHl,q(%*l)(THqu(Qi_l))
9€1Q) {11, (2i-1), 11, (20) }eN, 27
Oy ° A
+Cnlyq(2z')(TH2qq(2i))> + Ee, Z Ci(T;7%) +ZC§‘(Ti) (66)
€Ty tUTy e
< 32 5 O (T® Ci(T;
= 31 o | 2 ClT)| + 2 GilT)
ieH, i€Ly
32/31 S o [
_ : Ci(T3) + Z Ci(T3) "
v21n2 ieH, i€Ly
32/31 7
< . Ci(T;) . ;
T V22 Z o "
1€V

Here, inequalities (66) and (67) respectively follow from Corollary 5.4(2) and Claim 5.2(1).
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Now, to derive an upper bound on the expected cost of the conditional policy P = [P!|A],

we observe that

B ] > P L4d B[P0 a] 2 (1) B P

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 5.5. Therefore,

Ee, [0(P™)] < (1+§)-j§ﬁ2-2@<}» (69)

1€V

Putting everything together. We remind the reader that the policy P! we return is pre-
cisely P* when the event A, occurs; otherwise, it identifies with the deterministic policy P*~.

Therefore,

Eo, [C(PY)] = Pro,[AdEe, [C(P™)] +Pre, [A] - C(P©)

< Eeo, |C(P')] +Pro, [A)] -C(P")
< (1+5) Y a4 Y G (70)
i€V i€V,
2e 32/31 .
< <1+g> : ﬁ/IHQZCZ(TZ),

where inequality (70) is obtained by recalling that Pre,[A] < {5, according to Lemma 5.5, and
by plugging-in (65) and (69).
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