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Abstract

We study optimal data pooling for shared learning in two common maintenance operations: condition-based main-
tenance and spare parts management. We consider a set of systems subject to Poisson input — the degradation or
demand process — that are coupled through an a-priori unknown rate. Decision problems involving these systems are
high-dimensional Markov decision processes (MDPs) and hence notoriously difficult to solve. We present a decom-
position result that reduces such an MDP to two-dimensional MDPs, enabling structural analyses and computations.
Leveraging this decomposition, we (i) demonstrate that pooling data can lead to significant cost reductions compared
to not pooling, and (ii) show that the optimal policy for the condition-based maintenance problem is a control limit
policy, while for the spare parts management problem, it is an order-up-to level policy, both dependent on the pooled
data.
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1. Introduction

Unplanned downtime of advanced technical systems such as aircraft, lithography systems, or rolling stock, is ex-
tremely costly for companies that rely on these systems in their primary processes. As such, these companies typically
have agreements with maintenance service providers — external or internal — to ensure sufficiently high availability of
their systems. Recent advancements in information technology along with continuous reductions in costs of sensors
have led to ample opportunities for service providers to improve their maintenance operations [21]. Indeed, modern
systems are now increasingly equipped with sensors that relay degradation data of critical components in real-time to
maintenance decision-makers. This data is useful for inference of system degradation behavior; however, the amount
of data that each such system generates to predict failures of a particular component is scarce, especially for newly
introduced systems.

Maintenance service providers typically maintain several systems of the same type (e.g. similar systems for the
same customer at different locations, or similar systems for different customers). At the beginning of the life-cycle

of a newly introduced system, the maintenance service provider thus faces a setting where (i) multiple systems of the
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same type generate a steady stream of degradation data, but at the same time, (ii) each such system alone has not yet
generated sufficient amounts of data. A prime example of this can be found in the semiconductor industry, where the
original equipment manufacturer itself is often also responsible for maintaining its lithography systems after they are
sold. Upon the introduction of a new generation of lithography system in the field, many critical components in this
system are also used for the first time, and hence no historical degradation data is available [[11].

For the settings described above, it is evident that pooling degradation data from multiple systems can lead to
cost reductions in maintenance operations. However, it remains unclear how we can precisely quantify these cost
reductions, especially when we are interested in optimal decisions and the state space of the corresponding Markov
decision process (MDP) thus becomes large. In this paper we address this question. More specifically, we consider
a maintenance service provider that is responsible for maintaining multiple systems of the same type at different
locations or customers. These systems are equipped with sensory technology that relay degradation data in real-time
to the service provider. As these systems are used for the first time, there is only limited information available per
system at the start of their life-cycle.

We consider a single component that is present in the configuration of all systems. These components deteriorate
according to a Poisson process with the same but unknown rate. As the components are critical, the systems fail when-
ever the component’s degradation reaches a certain failure threshold. Such failures can be prevented by performing
preventive maintenance, which is cheaper than replacement upon failure, which generally leads to costly unplanned
downtime. The maintenance service provider must periodically decide — based on the state of all systems and ac-
cumulated data — for each system to perform preventive maintenance or not, thereby trading off costly premature
interventions with costly tardy replacements. Systems are homogeneous with respect to the unknown deterioration
rate, but are otherwise heterogeneous (i.e. costs and failure thresholds). We endow the unknown rate with a prior
distribution and propose a Bayesian procedure that is able to pool all data and learn this rate jointly on-the-fly as data
becomes available. We model this decision problem as a Bayesian MDP for which the optimal policy — in theory —
can be computed through standard methods. However, because both the action and state space grow exponentially
in the number of systems, this MDP will quickly suffer from the curse of dimensionality, making it impossible to
assess the value of optimal data pooling. As a remedy, we establish a novel decomposition result that reduces this
high-dimensional MDP to multiple two-dimensional MDPs that permit structural analyses and computations.

When components have constant failure rates, maintenance service providers typically replace these components
with new spares only correctively upon failure, i.e. they apply repair-by-replacement. The underlying spare parts in-
ventory system responsible for supplying these spares then largely determines the availability of the technical systems.
As an extension, we will show that our decomposition result also applies to such a spare parts inventory system con-
sisting of multiple local warehouses that keep spares for the same critical component whose failure rate is unknown.

Sequential Bayesian learning based on sensory data stemming from systems has been used extensively in the
maintenance literature to study optimal maintenance decision-making when relevant parameters are a-priori unknown
[e.g. 120 I8 9], but only exclusively for single-component systems in isolation (we refer to [6] for a comprehensive
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overview of the area). This makes sense when the unknown parameter is unique to the specific system in use. How-
ever, as we argued above, in practice parameters may be the same for multiple systems of the same type. When a
maintenance service provider maintains several systems of the same type, as we consider in this paper, it is natural to
pool data stemming from all these systems to jointly learn the common parameter.

The benefit of pooling has been extensively studied in many application domains, yet almost exclusively related

to pooling of physical resources. Notable examples include inventory pooling in inventory networks [see, e.g., [13]]
and pooling of server capacity in queuing networks [see, e.g.,20]. Recently, researchers have started to investigate
the benefits of pooling data, mainly driven by the benefits of pooling physical resources [see, e.g., 2, [15]. Within
the maintenance literature, only two works exist on data pooling for learning parameters [7, [L1]]. [7]] investigates the
benefits of combining data from a set of heterogeneous machines in the context of time-based preventive maintenance.
The authors propose a method in which limited data stemming from multiple systems can be aggregated such that it
can be utilized for selecting a periodic interval at which preventive maintenance is performed for each individual
system. [L1]] exploits the use of data pooling to determine whether a set of systems is stemming from a so-called weak
or strong population, where the former has lifetimes that are stochastically smaller than the latter. Unlike [7]], who
proposes a static estimation procedure based on historical pooled data, [[11] builds a partially observable MDP that
sequentially learns as more data becomes available. They numerically show — only for small instances due to the curse
of dimensionality — that data pooling can lead to savings of up to 14% compared to not pooling data. We also learn
from pooled data in a dynamic, sequential way, but circumvent the resulting curse of dimensionality by leveraging our
new decomposition result. Both [7]] and [[11] pool data to learn a time-to-failure model in a time-based maintenance
setting, while we focus on learning a degradation model in a condition-based maintenance setting.

The main contributions of this paper are as follows:

1. We formulate the problem of optimally maintaining N systems with a common, unknown deterioration rate
over a finite lifespan T as a finite horizon Bayesian MDP in which data is pooled for shared learning. This
formulation suffers from the well-known curse of dimensionality: The cardinality of both the action and state
space grow exponentially in N. As a remedy, we provide a new decomposition result that establishes the
equivalence between the original MDP and N two-state MDPs with a binary action space, each focused on an
individual system.

2. Using the decomposition, we are able to show that the structure of the optimal policy of each individual system
has a control limit structure, where the control limit depends on the pooled data obtained from all systems.
Perhaps counterintuitively, we show that this optimal control limit is not monotone in general. Although the
control limit typically decreases first, it always increases and converges to the failure level when the pooled data
grows very large, implying that preventive maintenance is never optimal in that asymptotic regime.

3. We investigate numerically the savings that can be attained by pooling data to learn the a-priori unknown
deterioration rate, while optimally maintaining the systems. We find that the savings can be significant, even
for small values of N, and that the exact magnitude of these savings largely depends on the magnitude of
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the uncertainty in the parameter (measured by the variation of the initial prior distribution). When there is
high uncertainty, huge savings of close to 57% can be realized on average, while these savings become almost
negligible when the uncertainty is low.

4. We finally demonstrate the general applicability of our decomposition result by applying it to a spare parts
inventory system consisting of multiple local warehouses where a common, but unknown failure rate needs to
be learned. For this setting, we establish the optimality of monotone order-up-to policies, where the optimal
order-up-to levels are non-decreasing in the data obtained from all local warehouses.

The remainder is organized as follows. We provide a model description in Section[2] In Section 3] we formulate
the problem as a Bayesian MDP and we show that it can be decomposed into N alternative MDPs. We present some
structural properties of both the expected cost and the optimal policy of the alternative MDP in Section[d] In Section
[l we report on an extensive numerical study that highlights the benefit of pooling data. In Section [6] we apply our

decomposition result to a set of spare parts inventory systems. Finally, Section[7] provides concluding remarks.

2. Model description

We consider a set of N > 1 systems subject to damage accumulation due to random shocks that arrive over
time. Random shock degradation is a common assumption in the maintenance literature [see, e.g., |17, [19] that has
been validated by practice-based research [9]. We remark that although data pooling has only value when N > 1,
the analysis in this paper also holds for N = 1. The set of all systems is denoted by N, i.e. N = {1,...,N}. We
assume that each system has a critical component such that the system breaks down whenever this component fails.
The deterioration processes of these components are modeled as independent Poisson processes with the same rate A,
denoted with {X;(?), t > 0}, with X;(0) = 0, for i € N. A component of system i € N deteriorates until its deterioration
level reaches or crosses a finite deterministic failure threshold, denoted with & € N,, where N, £ {1,2,...}, after
which the component has failed. This failure threshold &; is essentially the maximum physical capacity of a component
to withstand the accumulated damage and under which system i € N still adequately performs its function. In most
practical situations, components of the same type will have the same failure threshold &;. However, to allow for the
setting in which components have different capacities to withstand deterioration — which is reasonable when some
components are of better quality than others — we let the failure threshold &; depend on system i € V. Observe that
the same failure threshold for each component is of course a special case of this general set-up.

The deterioration levels are monitored at equally spaced decision epochs, though failure moments can happen at
any point in time (i.e. not only at decision epochs). Replacing only at decision epochs is a reasonable assumption given
that critical components in these systems typically have mean lifetimes ranging from 1 to 10 years, while maintenance
decisions are made much more frequently, often on a daily to weekly basis [22| [18]. For convenience, we rescale
time such that the time between two decision epochs equals 1. If at a decision epoch a component of system i € N is

failed, it needs to be replaced correctively at costs ¢!, > 0. Such a failure can be prevented by performing a preventive
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replacement, which costs > 0, with ¢ < cﬁl for all i € N. Corrective maintenance is more expensive because

P P
it includes costs caused by a component failure in addition to the costs related to the replacement (e.g. unplanned
downtime costs). Both replacements involve a new component that starts deteriorating again from level 0 according
to a Poisson process with rate A, that is, {X;(r),r > 0} is reset to X;(0) = 0. We assume that replacement times are
negligible. This is a reasonable assumption given the efficiency of replacing old components with new ones, which
usually takes only a few minutes to an hour — significantly shorter than the time between consecutive decision epochs.
The systems have a common, finite lifespan, with length 7' € N, time units. This lifespan represents the time from
their introduction until they are taken out of service, with typical durations ranging from 10 to 30 years [22]]. We let
this lifespan consist of T discrete time steps corresponding to the intervals between consecutive decision epochs.
The maintenance service provider, responsible for maintaining the set of N systems, seeks to minimize the total
expected maintenance costs — due to both corrective and preventive replacements of components — over the systems’
lifespan. In dealing with this optimization problem, the maintenance service provider faces another layer of uncer-
tainty in addition to the random shock arrivals. That is, the components used for all replacements always have the
same rate but this rate is a-priori unknown and needs to be inferred based on the observations of the deterioration
processes throughout their lifespan. Since all components have the same rate, the maintenance service provider can
pool and utilize all accumulated data together in real-time when inferring this unknown rate. To this end, we adopt
a Bayesian approach and treat the unknown rate A as a random variable denoted with A. Upon the start of operating
all systems, at r = 0, A is modeled by a Gamma distribution with shape parameter @, and rate parameter . The
subscript notation reflects that this corresponds to # = 0; we adopt this notation in the remainder of this paper. Thus,

at ¢ = 0, the density function of A is equal to

20~1 p=Bol o0
NG @, fo) = ————— Tford>0, @B >0,
I'(ao)

where I'(-) denotes the Gamma function. Estimation procedures are available in the literature for obtaining the pa-
rameters of this initial belief based on expert knowledge or historical data [see, e.g., 1} 19]. Suppose that at decision
epoch r € N,, we observed a cumulative amount of k deterioration increments from all installed components. As
degradation is modeled by a Poisson process, which is a non-decreasing, integer-valued process, we know that the
degradation increments are non-negative and integer-valued as well. Hence, we know that the cumulative sum of all
deterioration increments from all installed components, k, will always be a non-negative integer. Our choice for the
Gamma distribution is not only empirically grounded [e.g. (1, O], but also mathematically convenient and therefore
quite customary in the literature. Indeed, it is well-known that the Gamma distribution is a conjugate prior for the

Poisson distribution, which implies that the new posterior distribution describing our belief of A is again a Gamma

distribution but with updated parameters [see, e.g.,[14, Chapter 2]:
o, =ap+k and Bi=pBo+ N -t (1)

Observe that from the updating scheme in Equation (T)), it is immediately clear that the data stemming from all N
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systems is pooled for learning the unknown rate A that the systems have in common. In Bayesian terminology, k is
the sufficient statistic (which is thus linear in the observations) and N - ¢ is the total amount of observations at decision
epoch 7. At each decision epoch, based on her current belief of A, the maintenance service provider wishes to predict
the future evolution of the deterioration of each component so that she can decide upon potential replacements. This
prediction is encoded in the posterior predictive distribution. For this Gamma-Poisson model, it is well-known that
the posterior predictive distribution is a Negative Binomial distribution [see, e.g., [14]. Specifically, given parameters
a; and f3;, the deterioration increment (i.e. X;(¢ + 1) — x;(#) with x;(¢) the current deterioration at decision epoch ¢) of a
component at system i at the next decision epoch, denoted with Z;, is Negative Binomially distributed with parameters

B
B +1

r=a and p=

@)

where r is the number of successes and p is the success probability, so that Z; can be interpreted as the number
of failures until the " success. In the remainder we use the notation Z ~ NB(r, p) to denote that Z is a Negative
Binomially distributed random variable with parameters » and p.

Equation (Z) together with the updating scheme in (I)) can be used to construct an updated posterior predictive
distribution at each decision epoch of the next deterioration increments in real-time based on the observed data. Since
the posterior predictive distributions of the deterioration increments of each system are fully described by only the
current decision epoch ¢ and cumulative amount of deterioration increments k, it is a Markov process. This allows us
to formulate the optimization problem as a finite horizon (with length 7") MDP equipped with the state variable k for
Bayesian inference of the unknown rate. Before doing so, we end this section with an important result that establishes
a stochastic ordering property of the posterior predictive distribution Z (for brevity we drop the dependence on k, N

and ¢) in the cumulative amount of deterioration increments k when everything else is fixed.

Lemma 1. The posterior predictive random variable Z is stochastically increasing in k in the usual stochastic order.

Proof. See|Appendix A.1 O

Lemma |1| implies that if the sum of observed deterioration increments increases, and all else is fixed, then the
next random deterioration increments are more likely to take on higher values. This is also intuitive since the mean

increment () increases in k, see Equation ().
t

3. Markov decision process formulation

We will now formulate the problem described in the previous section as an MDP. The state space of the MDP
is represented by the set S = N{)V *I where Ny £ N, U {0} represents the set of non-negative integers. For a given
state (x,k) € S, x = (x1,x2,...,xy) represents the vector of all deterioration levels, and k denotes the sum of all
deterioration increments. Recall that as we are dealing with Poisson degradation, both the deterioration levels and
the sum of deterioration increments are non-negative integer-valued. For a given state (x, k) € S, let A(x) denote the
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action space. For any action @ = (aj,as,...,ay) € A(x), a; represents the action per system, with a; € {0, 1} when
x; < & and a; = 1 otherwise. Here, a; = 0 corresponds to taking no action and a; = 1 corresponds to performing
maintenance on the component of system i, respectively. This implies that if the critical component of system i is
failed (i.e. x; > &;), then the maintenance service provider must (correctively) replace it. For all components that have
not failed, the maintenance service provider can choose to either preventively replace it, or do nothing and continue
to the next decision epoch.

Given the state (x,k) € S and an action @ = (aj,ay,...,ay) € A(x), the maintenance service provider incurs a
direct cost, denoted by C(x, a), equal to

Cx,a) 2 ) (a1 - Tx)e, +Ti(x)c,), 3)
ieN

where [;(x) is an indicator function that indicates whether the component of system i has failed in the deterioration
vector x; that is, I;(x) = 0 if x; < & and I;(x) = 1 otherwise.

Let VtN (x, k) denote the optimal expected total cost over decision epochs #,¢ + 1,..., T, starting from state (x, k) €
S, and let the terminal cost, V’TV (x,k), be equal to the function C(x) £ DlieN ]I,-(x)c{, for all k. This terminal cost
function essentially assigns a corrective maintenance cost to failed components, while no costs are incurred for non-

failed components. Then, by the principle of optimality, V¥ (x, k) satisfies the following recursive Bellman optimality

equations
N _ . N ’ .

Vi'(x. k)= min {C(x, a)+ Ez[V,+1(x +Z.k+ ;/Z)]} “4)
where Z = (Z1,2,,...,Zy) is an N-dimensional random vector with Z; ~ N B(ao +k, %) (all Z;’s are independent
and identically distributed), I[E; denotes that the expectation is taken with respect to Z, and x’ = (x’1 N AR x;\,) with

, Xi if a; = 0,
X = (%)
0 ifag =1.

We also refer to V(x, k) as the value function of the original MDP. The first part between the brackets is the direct
costs while the second part is the expected future costs of taking action a in state (x, k). Specifically, each component’s
deterioration accumulates further according to the posterior predictive distribution that corresponds to state (x, k), and
k increases with the sum of all those increments. Systems that are maintained start with an as-good-as-new component,
which is governed by the auxiliary vector x” which ensures that x; = 0 when a; = 1 (see Equation (3))). The formulation
in (@) shows that the learning process about the unknown rate A is pooled through the evolution of the common state
variable k, while the future evolution of all individual deterioration processes depends on all pooled information and
the parameter N. The existence of an optimal policy in this setting is guaranteed, see e.g., Proposition 3.4 of [3]].
Observe that the minimum total expected cost for N systems over the complete lifespan of length T is given by
V{)V (0, 0) (0 denotes the N-dimensional zero vector) which can be found by solving Equation @) via backward induc-
tion. Itis however clear from the formulation in (@), that as the number of systems grows, the problem will increasingly
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suffer from the curse of dimensionality: The cardinality of both the action and state space grow exponentially in N.
Instead of solving (@) (referred to as the original MDP) directly, we will therefore construct an alternative MDP and
show that the original MDP can be decomposed into N of these alternative MDPs: One for each system i € N. This
decomposition is imperative as it allows us to (i) analyze the benefits of pooling of learning when N is relatively large
without suffering from the curse of dimensionality, and (ii) establish structural properties of the optimal policy.

To this end, let ‘7,N ’i(x, k) denote the optimal expected total cost for system i € N, over decision epochs ¢, +
1,...,T, starting from state (x, k) € N2, and let the terminal cost, V]TV ’i(x, k), be equal to the function C;(x) 2 Hi(x)cL
for all k. Then, VZN “(x, k) satisfies the following recursive Bellman optimality equations

VNG = min {Ci(x, a)+ IE(Z,K)[V’X’{ (x-U-w)+Zk+Z+ K)]} )
ae

(x !

where Z ~ NB(a/o + k, ﬁf Svl\iil ) K ~ NB((N -1 (@ + k), %), E(z k) denotes that the expection is taken with

respect to Z and K, and
Ci(x,a) £ a(l = Ti(x)c), + L(x)c),. (7)

The indicator functions and actions (spaces) are as defined before. It is noteworthy to mention that the formulation in
(6) in fact resembles a single component optimization problem in isolation, where the transition probabilities depend
on both parameter N and the state variable k. The evolution of the state variable k depends on the random deterioration
increment of the component (Z) but it also accounts for the evolution of the other components through the random
variable K. Below we present the decomposition result, which establishes that the value function of the original MDP

is the sum of all N value functions of the alternative MDPs.

Theorem 1. Foreachte {0,1,...,T}, we have
VV(x, k) = Z VN k), forall (x,k) € S.
ieN
Proof. We prove the statement using induction on ¢. Note that the terminal values can be decomposed:
VI (x, k) = ) = > T, = D Tl = Y Ve, k),
ieN ieN ieN

so that the statement trivially holds for the base case 7. Assume that the statement holds forsome t+ 1,0 <¢t+1 < T,



we will show that the statement then also holds for z. We have, by Equation (@),

VN(x k) = n}(ln {C(x a)+EZ[ t+1(x'+Z,k+ZZj)]}

JEN
@ .
= argr}%g){ZC(X,,a)+Ez[ ,H(x +Z, k+§/z ]}
Nl
arer%gc){ZC(x,,a)+IEz[Z V() + Zik + sz)]}
ieN JEN
arer%&){ZC(x,, ,)+ZIE‘,Z[V;Z{ X+ Zik+Z + Z Zj)]}
ieN JEN\{i}

(d)

Za,g}%& {C (x,,a ) + E(Z [()[ H_1<)C,(1 a,-) +Z,',k + Zi + K)]}
= > WM, b,

ieN

where (a) is because the direct costs can be decomposed (see (3) and (7)), (b) is due to the induction hypothesis, (c)

is because of the linearity of an expectation and extracting Z; from the summation, (d) is because the sum of N — 1

Po+N-t

independent Negative Binomially distributed random variables with r = ap + k and p = BorNorT

is again Negative
Binomially distributed with the same p but with r = (N — 1) - (ao + k) [see, e.g., 5, Chapter 6], and the last equality

follows from using Equation (6)). O

The decomposition in Theorem [I|reduces the computational burden of solving @) significantly. It collapses the
original, high-dimensional MDP into N 2-dimensional MDPs with a binary action space, each with their own cost
structure and failure threshold, while still taking into account pooled learning across the N systems. Next to reducing
this computational burden, the decomposition result also eases the process of establishing structural properties on a
system level, which is the topic of the next section.

Next to the trivial conditions that the action space and cost function should be decomposable and that actions
should not influence the future evolution of the deterioration processes, there are two essential conditions required for
our decomposition result to hold. As our proof relies crucially on these two general conditions, we believe they can

guide future research on pooled learning in MDPs. Therefore, we discuss these conditions in the remark below.

Remark 1. The decomposition result can be applied to other high-dimensional Bayesian MDPs in which data is
pooled to learn a common but unknown parameter. Specifically, the decomposition result necessitates two conditions
related to the underlying conjugate pair of the MDP. First, the sufficient statistic in the conjugate pair for learning
the parameter should be linear in the observations. This condition enables step (c) in the proof where we extract Z;
from the summation. Secondly, the resulting posterior predictive distribution should be closed under convolutions.
This enables step (d) in the proof where we use the fact that the convolution of N — 1 Negative Binomially distributed
random variables is again Negative Binomially distributed. One other conjugate pair — next to the Gamma - Poisson
pair used in this paper — that, for instance, satisfies these conditions and which is used very often in the OM literature
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is the Normal - Normal pair. This pair is generally adopted when the mean of a Normal distribution with known

variance is unknown and needs to be learned.

4. Structural properties

In this section we establish structural properties of the alternative MDP, which then carry over to the original MDP
through our decomposition result. We first derive monotonicity properties of the value function, and then use these
properties to establish the optimality of a control limit policy. We finally show that the control limit approaches the
failure level as the pooled data increases. To that end, we first rewrite @ into the conventional formulation for single

component optimization problems:
V(e k) =
C; +E(Z,K)[Vﬁ’{(2,k+Z+K)], if x > &,

(3)
min {Clp + E(Z,K)[Vl]_\,]_); (Z, k+Z+ K)], ]E(Z,K)

VN’i(x+Z,k+Z+K)]}, if x < &

t+1

The first case in Equation () is because failed components must be replaced correctively at cost ¢/, If the compo-
nent’s deterioration level is less than &;, we can either perform a preventive replacement, which costs cf;,, or leave the
component in operation until the next decision epoch at no cost. The terminal costs are as introduced before. The next

result establishes the monotonicity of the value function V,N ’i(x, k) in x and k.

Proposition 1. For eacht € {0,1,...,T}andi € N, the value function VtN ’i(x, k) is:
(i) non-decreasing in x, and

(ii) non-decreasing in k.

Proof. See[Appendix A 0

Proposition [I] implies that (i) if a component is more deteriorated or (ii) when the total amount of deterioration
increments is higher, we expect to incur higher costs. This is intuitive: A higher level of deterioration increases the
probability of a costly failure and/or the need for preventive replacement, while a higher total amount of deterioration
increments implies that all components are deteriorating relatively fast (i.e. A is larger).

By Proposition |1} we also conclude that the value function V¥ (x, k) of the original MDP is non-decreasing in the
standard component-wise order in x, and non-decreasing in k. The former means that for any deterioration vectors x
and x’ such that x; < x] for all i € N, we have that VN(x,k) < VN(x’, k). The intuition behind this is similar to the
intuition behind Proposition [T}

The next result establishes the optimality of a control limit policy for the alternative MDP that depends on the

state variable k.

Proposition 2. Foreacht € {0,1,...,T — 1}, k € Ny, and i € N, there exists a control limit 65’“’), 0< 651(”) < &, such
that the optimal action is to carry out a replacement if and only if x > 65k’t).
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Proof. See[Appendix AJ) =

Propositionshows that the control limit at each time of each component, 65.]"[), depends in real-time on the shared
learning process across all components through pooling data via the state variable k. The optimality of a control limit
policy itself is not only intuitive and convenient for the implementation of this optimal policy in practice, it can also
be exploited to further decrease the computational burden of solving the original MDP. That is, existing algorithms
that rely on these structural properties such as the modified policy iteration algorithm [see (23] Section 6.5] can be used
to efficiently solve the alternative MDP, and hence the original MDP.

Conceivably, one would expect that as we learn from the pooled data that A is larger (through a higher k) and
everything else is fixed, we would impose a lower control limit per component, i.e. 6§k”) is non-increasing in k. The
intuition behind this is that because it is more likely that deterioration increments will take on higher values (see
Lemma , we should replace a component earlier. Although such a non-increasing 65’“') would indeed be intuitive,
we found numerically that this is in general not true. Specifically, we found that the control limit usually decreases in
k first, as expected, but that it always increases eventually to &; as k grows large, in which case it is never optimal to
do preventive maintenance. See Figure ] for an excellent illustration of this behavior. In this figure, we use, N = 2,
T =50, ap = 4, and By = 4, and use the same values for the parameters of both components: ¢, = 1, ¢, = 10, and

¢ = 10, and plot the optimal control limit at three decision epochs (10, 25, and 40) as a function of k.
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Figure 1: The optimal control limit (value on y-axis) as a function of & at three different decision epochs. The optimal control limit first decreases

in k, but then increases to & as k grows large.

This limiting behavior, which breaks the monotonic behavior of 651‘”) in k, is formalized in the proposition below.
Proposition 3. For eacht € {0,1,...,T — 1} and i € N, we have lim 6" = &,

Proof. See [Sppendix A} =
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While Proposition [3] may initially appear counterintuitive, it can be heuristically explained as follows. When
k grows very large and everything else is kept fixed, the random deterioration per period grows so large that any
component will fail with certainty solely due to the one-period deterioration. In this case, if a component is still
working at a certain decision epoch and has deterioration level x (< &;), performing preventive maintenance will
induce an extra cost of c; because in the next period, the component will fail anyway, regardless of the value of x. To
make this argument more explicit, consider a component with deterioration level x < &; at decision epoch 7 — 1. As
we only have the terminal cost at time 7', we can readily obtain an expression for the optimality equation from the

recursive Bellman equations in (8):

VM (xk) = min{cj, +P[Z2&] -, +(1-P[Z2&]) ¢, P[Z2&—x]- ¢, +(1-P[Z2 & - x])- cj,}. )

preventive maintenance leave in operation

It is clear that preventive maintenance in this state is not optimal if and only if the following holds:
A +PZ2&] -+ (1 -P[Z2&]) -, >P[Z>&-x]- ¢, +(1-P[Z> & - x])- ¢, (10)

Since the random variable Z is increasing in k (see Lemma , one can show that P[Z > &] —» 1and P[Z > &—x] — 1
for each x < & as k — co. This implies, using (9), that at decision epoch T — 1 as k — oo, leaving the component in
operation costs ¢}, while performing preventive maintenance costs cf, + ¢}, (an extra cost of ¢},). Since ¢!, > 0, Equation

(I0) will always hold for any x < &; at decision epoch T — 1 as k — co. In the proof of Proposition [3]in[Appendix A.4]

we formalize this heuristic argument and do so for each decision epoch r € {0, 1,...,T — 1}.

5. Numerical study

This section reports the results of a comprehensive numerical study in which we assess the benefits of pooling data
to learn an a-priori unknown parameter, while optimally maintaining N systems over a finite lifespan 7. Although
the results in the previous sections hold for asymmetric — in terms of costs and failure thresholds — systems, we shall
focus on symmetric systems in this numerical study. By doing so, the value function \7(1)\’ (0, 0) (we drop the index i as
we consider symmetric systems) gives us the cost per system over its lifespan when the data of N systems is pooled.

We can use this cost per system to assess the value of pooling learning as a function of N compared to not pooling.
To this end, we define the performance measure A = 100 [1 - %] , which is the percentage savings per system
over the lifespan when the learning of N systems is pooled compared to not pooling any data for those systems and
learning the unknown rate independently from the other systems.

We first perform an extensive numerical study. Recall that the initial parameter uncertainty is modeled by the ran-
dom variable A which has a Gamma distribution with shape a( and rate 5. By fixing the mean of A and subsequently
varying its coefficient of variation, we can thus increase or decrease the initial parameter uncertainty. We do so by

solving the following set of equations for a( and By:

1
E[A] = 22, and cvpy = ——,
Bo [
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where cv, is the coefficient of variation of A. This allows us to explicitly study the impact of the uncertainty (in terms
of its mean and coefficient of variation) on the pooling effects. Our testbed consists of 2268 instances. These are
obtained by permuting all parameter values in Table[I] with the corrective maintenance cost ¢, held fixed at 10. These
values are representative for the capital goods industry and are in line with the maintenance literature (see, e.g., [25]]
on typical maintenance costs, and [9] on initial parameter uncertainty). For each instance of the test bed we compute

the relative savings %A.

Table 1: Input parameter values for numerical study.

Input parameter No. of choices ~ Values
1 Number of systems, N 7 1,2,4,6,8, 10, 20
2 Failure threshold, & 2 7,10
3 Length of lifespan, T 3 50, 70, 90
4 Preventive maintenance cost, ¢, 3 0.5,1,1.5
5  Mean of A, E[A] 3 0.5,0.75, 1
6  Coefficient of variation of A, cvp 6 0.1,0.25,0.5,1,2,4

The results of the numerical study are summarized in Table[2] In this table, we present the average and maximum
relative savings %A. For each value of N, we first present the average relative savings for subsets of instances with the
same value for a given input parameter of Table|l|(row wise), and then present the average results for all instances with
that fixed value of N (bottom row), where each average value is accompanied with the maximum value in brackets.

Based on the results in Table[2] we can state the following main observations:

1. Pooling of data for learning a common, unknown parameter can lead to significant savings compared to not

pooling data and learning it independently.

2. The magnitude of the savings seems to be inextricably linked with the magnitude of uncertainty in the parameter
A measured by the coeflicient of variation of A. When cv, is high, savings of up to 56.9% on average (over all
instances with cvy = 4 and N = 20) can be achieved, while if cv, is low, savings become almost negligible
(£ 0.2% on average). This can be explained as follows. When there is high uncertainty in the unknown param-
eter, pooling data allows the maintenance service provider to faster learn the unknown parameter compared to
learning it from data generated by a single system. This result implies that pooling data is especially beneficial
for real-life settings where there is high uncertainty in A through limited knowledge, limited historical data,
and/or poor estimation procedures. The opposite is also true. When there is little uncertainty in the unknown
parameter, the benefit of data pooling vanishes; a maintenance service provider already has an accurate belief
of the unknown parameter that needs little updating.

3. When comparing the average savings for increasing values of N, we find that pooling has already a significant

impact for small values of N, and that the marginal savings gradually decrease when N increases.
4. The savings for each value of N tend to decrease as the ratio ¢, /c, decreases (recall that we keep ¢, fixed and

vary c¢,). When this ratio decreases and N is fixed, maintenance decisions have less impact on the resulting
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Table 2: Relative savings (%A) due to pooled learning.

Input N
parameter Value 2 4 6 8 10 20
7 2.7(16.4) 9.8(37.2) 14.8(59.2) 18.0(71.2) 19.7(77.2) 24.5(88.5)
3 10 3.4(19.7) 9936.8) 145(59.4) 17.1(71.8) 19.1(79.7) 22.7(89.2)
50 3.0(19.7)  9.7(363) 145(57.3) 17.4(70.2) 19.3(78.4) 23.6(88.4)
T 70 3.1(19.7) 9.8(36.6) 14.7(58.6) 17.6(71.2) 19.4(79.2) 23.6(88.9)
90 3.1(19.7) 10.0(37.2) 14.8(59.4) 17.6(71.8) 19.5(79.7) 23.6(89.2)
0.5 44(19.7) 12.7(37.2) 183(59.4) 21.6(71.8) 23.7(79.7) 28.0(89.2)
¢p 1 29(127) 9.5(335) 14.2(53.9) 17.1(65.1) 18.9(72.5) 22.9(82.8)
L5 19(8.7) 74(299) 11.5(48.9) 14.0(594) 15.6(65.8) 19.9(77.6)
0.5 3.0(19.7) 83(33.5) 12.1(47.5) 14.6(60.1) 16.2(69.1) 19.6(83.6)
E[A] 0.75 3.0(18.7) 10.0(36.8) 14.9(54.6) 17.8(67.6) 19.7(76.3) 23.8(87.5)
1 3.1(143) 112(37.2) 169(59.4) 203 (71.8) 22.4(79.7) 27.3(89.2)
0.1 0.0 (0.1) 0.0 (0.2) 0.1(0.2) 0.1(0.3) 0.1 (0.3) 0.2 (0.4)
0.25 0.2 (0.5) 0.4 (0.8) 0.5 (1.0) 0.5(1.1) 0.6 (1.2) 0.8 (1.4)
0.5 0.6 (1.3) 1.3 (2.7) 1.8 (3.5) 2.1(4.1) 24(5.3) 3.1(6.4)
eva 1 4.1(12.0) 7.8(22.5) 9.4(263) 104(283) 11.0(31.1) 12.4(35.7)
2 10.3 (19.7) 22.7(36.8) 29.5(44.8) 33.8(51.5) 36.7(57.3) 46.0(73.9)
4 13.0(24.6) 27.2(37.2) 35.3(59.4) 40.8(71.8) 44.9(79.7) 56.9 (89.2)
Total 3.6(246) 98(372) 140(594) 165(71.8) 18.2(79.7) 22.3(89.2)

costs — simply because their cost difference decreases. Consequently, the benefits of utilizing pooled learning

in such maintenance decisions also decrease when ¢, /c, decreases.

5. The savings for each value of N tend to increase as E[A] increases. When E[A] increases and N is fixed, the
expected deterioration increment between two consecutive decision epochs is larger and, as a result, the optimal
control limit will be more conservative. The results suggest that in that regime, the choice of the control limit
has a higher impact on the resulting costs than when E[A] is low and a less conservative control limit is chosen.

By pooled learning, one is able to better choose this control limit, and as a result, the relative savings of pooled

learning also increase when E[A] increases.

Observations 1-3 are also illustrated by Figure[2] In this figure we plot the relative savings (%A) as a function of

N for various values of cva when E[A] = 0.75, & =10, ¢, = 0.5, ¢, = 10, and T = 90.

The plot indeed shows that for a given level of parameter uncertainty, pooling data across a larger number of
systems increases the relative savings. The rate at which the savings increase in N increases significantly in the
coeflicient of variation. This confirms that pooling data can lead to significant cost reductions, especially when the

uncertainty surrounding an unknown parameter is high. We further clearly see that the marginal savings due to adding

an extra system to the pooled systems decreases as N increases.
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Figure 2: Relative savings (%A) as function of N for various values of cva for E[A] = 0.75, ¢ = 10, ¢, = 0.5, ¢, = 10, and T = 90.

6. An application to spare parts inventory systems

In this section we illustrate that our decomposition result can also be applied to spare parts inventory systems.
To make this illustration explicit, we shall redefine some notation introduced in the previous sections. We consider
a maintenance service provider that operates a set of N > 1 local spare parts warehouses, and we denote this set by
N ={1,...,N}. Each local warehouse stocks spare parts of the same critical component to serve an installed base of
(closely located) technical systems. As is common in the spare parts inventory literature [e.g.|10], we assume that that
demand for spare parts at each local warehouse follows an independent Poisson process. The rate of these Poisson
processes A is identical across all local warehouses. This is a reasonable assumption when the installed bases served
by each local warehouse are of similar size.

The maintenance service provider is concerned with stocking decisions over a finite horizon of 7 periods. At
the start of each such period, the maintenance service provider decides how many new spare parts are transported to
each local warehouse i € N. Each unit has a transportation cost c. Since the lead times to the local warehouses are
typically much shorter than the duration of a period, we assume that these new spare parts are instantly delivered, after
which the period commences. When a component in a technical system fails during the period, local warehouse i € N
responsible for this system immediately replaces the failed component with a read-for-new one, if it has one available.
Otherwise, the part is backordered at unit cost c;;, which reflects expensive downtimes or emergency shipments from
a central depot or an external supplier. Spare parts on stock that are carried over to the next period cost cﬁl per unit. We
account for both backorder and holding costs at the end of each period. We assume that each period lasts 1 time unit so
that demand in each period is Poisson distributed with mean A. We employ the Bayesian approach of Section2]to infer
the a-priori unknown rate A based on the observed demands at all local warehouses over the entire planning horizon.
Observe that in the updating scheme of this approach (cf. Equation[I]), k is now defined as the total cumulative demand
at all N local warehouses up to period ¢. Given k and , the posterior predictive Z; now represents the total demands
that arrive at local warehouse i € N during the next decision epoch.

The state space of the Bayesian MDP corresponding to the decision problem described above is given by S £
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ZN x Ny. For a given state (x,k) € S, x = (x1,x,...,xy) represents the vector of net inventory levels of all local
warehouses before order placement at the start of a period, and k denotes the sum of all observed demands until that
period. For a given state (x, k) € S, the action space A(x) contains all possible net inventory levels after orders are
placed and received but before demand is realized, i.e. for any action a = (a;,as, . ..,ay) € AX), a; € {x;, x;+1,...}is

the net inventory level per local warehouse. As before, we let Z = (Z;,2,,...,Zy) denote an N-dimensional random

Po+N-t
> Bo+N-t+1

vector with Z; ~ N B(ozo +k ) As is customary in inventory theory, the direct cost in a given period accounts
for the expected holding and backorder costs of the orders placed in that period. As such, the total transportation,
holding, and backorder costs over all local spare parts warehouses, denoted C(a, x, k), is given by
Cla,x,k) 2 )" (i@ = x) + JE [(a; - Z)"] + B [(Zi - ap)*]),
ieN
with x* £ max(x, 0). While the direct cost now depends on the pooled data through state variable k, we note that it
remains decomposable in N direct costs Cy(a, x, k) £ ci(a; — x;) + ciEl(a; — Z)*] + ¢, E[(Z; — a;)*], each associated
with a local warehouse i € N. Let V,N (x, k) denote the optimal expected total cost over decision epochs ¢, ¢+ 1,...,T,
starting from state (x,k) € S. By the principle of optimality, V" (x, k) satisfies the following recursive Bellman
optimality equations
VY= min {C(a,x, k) + Ez[vﬁl(a ~Zk+ ), z)]}
ieN

with VN (-,-) £ 0.

We now formulate the corresponding alternative MDP in which the original MDP can be decomposed. For each
i €N, we let \7,N ’i(x, k) denote the optimal expected total cost over decision epochs #,7 + 1,..., T, starting from state

(x,k) € Z x Ny. Then, VtN “(x, k) satisfies the following recursive Bellman optimality equations
&N, o &N,
VNV (x, k) = min {C,-(a, x, k) + E(m[v,ﬂ(a ~Zk+Z+ K)]} an

where Z ~ NB(ao + k, ﬁfj'r;’\,l\gl), K ~ NB((N -1 (ag + k), ﬁfj:;’\,liil), and V]TV’i(~, -) £ 0. Observe that the alternative

formulation in (TT)) resembles a single spare parts warehouse problem in isolation, but where the dynamics of the
system depend on the learned information of all warehouses through k.
We are now in the position to present our decomposition result applied to the spare parts inventory system setting.

Its proof is almost verbatim the proof of Theorem|[I]and therefore omitted.

Theorem 2. Foreachte€{0,1,...,T}, we have:
VN(x, k) = Z VNi(xi k), forall (x,k) € S.
ieN
As before, the above decomposition result motivates us to establish structural properties of the alternative 2-
dimensional MDP, which then carry over to the original, high-dimensional MDP. To that end, we first establish con-
vexity of the value function in the inventory level before order placement.
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Proposition 4. For eacht € {0,1,...,T}, k € Ny, and i € N, the value function VtN ’i(x, k) is convex in x.

Proof. See N

The above result also implies that the optimal policy of the decomposed MDP is characterized by an order-up-to
structure, in which we place orders such that the inventory level after ordering reaches a certain target level (if needed).
Our next result formalizes the optimality of order-up-to levels, together with their non-decreasing monotonic behavior

in the state variable k.

Proposition 5. Foreacht € {0,1,...,T — 1}, k € Ny, and i € N, there exists a single target level (551”) € 7 such that

the optimal action is a; = 6f.k’l) ifx< 5f.k’l) and a; = x otherwise. The optimal target level 5f.k’l) is non-decreasing in k.

Proof. See|Appendix A.6 U

Proposition [5] shows that the optimal target levels depend in real-time on the shared learning process across all
local warehouses via the state variable k in a monotonic way. This is intuitive: As we learn from the pooled data that A
is higher (through a higher k) and everything else fixed, the next demand will likely take on higher values. Therefore,
we should increase the target level to which we raise our spare part inventories. This monotonicity result stands in
contrast to the limiting result of the optimal control limits in the condition-based maintenance setting, as described in
Proposition[3] The key difference is that, unlike in the condition-based maintenance setting, there is a cost incentive
that is proportional to demand realizations. This cost incentive remains proportional, even if the demand becomes
very large because of a very large k, so that ordering quantities are monotonically non-decreasing in k. We conclude
by noting that similar monotonicity results for Bayesian inventory systems exist in the literature, but only for single

inventory systems in isolation and without any data pooling considerations [e.g. [16].

7. Conclusion

We have studied the benefits of data pooling when an unknown deterioration rate that multiple systems have in
common needs to be learned over a finite lifespan. We formulated this problem as a finite horizon Bayesian MDP in
which learning is pooled. This formulation suffers from the well-known curse of dimensionality. As a remedy, we
proved a new decomposition result that establishes the equivalence between the original, highly dimensional MDP
and multiple low-dimensional MDPs, enabling both structural analyses and numerical computations.

Results of a comprehensive numerical study indicated that significant savings can be attained by pooling data
to learn the a-priori unknown parameter. We also illustrated how our decomposition result can be applied to other
settings, notably a set of canonical spare parts inventory systems, where an unknown but common demand rate needs
to be learned across this set of inventory systems.

For further research, it would be interesting to investigate the applicability of our decomposition result in other

areas. One methodological area that seems particularly promising is a set of queues subjected to dynamic control; each
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with Poisson arrivals with a common but unknown rate and each queue with their own cost structure and action space.
As many operations management problems (production-inventory systems, service systems, ride-sharing systems, to
name a few) are modeled using (a set of) queues, we expect that, when extending such problems to settings where
there is an unknown but common parameter (e.g., an arrival rate) that needs to be learned by pooling data (e.g., arrival
data) while dynamically controlling the individual systems, our decomposition result might be useful for tractable

analyses.
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Appendix A. Proofs

Appendix A.1. Proof of Lemmall]

Proof. Suppose k* > k= > 0, keep N and ¢ fixed, and let Z(k*) and Z(k™) be the posterior predictive random variable
associated with k* and k™, respectively. We need to show that for any increasing function ¢(-), E[¢ (Z(k))] =
E[¢ (Z(k™))] [cf. 24, Definition 1.A.1]. To this end, let k = k* — k= > 0. Since Z(k*) and Z(k~) are Negative
Binomial random variables with the same success probability (because N and ¢ are kept fixed), we can construct
another Negative Binomial random variable, denoted with Z(k), independent of Z(k™), such that Z(k*) ~ Z(k™) + Z(k).
We have E[¢ (Z(k*))] = E [¢ (Z(k‘) + Z(l_c))] > E [¢ (Z(k7))], where the inequality is because ¢(-) is increasing and

Z(k) is a non-negative random variable. O

Appendix A.2. Proof of Proposition([l]

Proof. We first prove part (i) using induction on ¢. Let i € N, and note that the terminal costs are non-decreasing in x
since VZTV ’i(x, k) = 0 when x < &; and cfl > 0 when x > &;, so that the statement holds for the base case 7. Assume that
the statement holds for some 0 < ¢t + 1 < T, we will show that the statement then also holds for ¢. Consider \7,N ‘i(x, k).
Since all terms, except the action of leaving the component in operation, on the right-hand side of () are constant

with respect to x, we only need to consider Ez K)[Vﬁ’{(x +Z,k+Z+K ) . Let >4 denote the usual stochastic order.

Since the random variable Z does not depend on x, we have x* + Z >y x~ + Z for x* > x~ > 0. Hence, together
with the induction hypothesis, we conclude that the expectation ]E(Z’K)[Vﬁ’;‘ (x +Z,k+Z+ K)] is non-decreasing in
x [cf.24] Theorem 1.A.3. (a)]. Since the other terms are constant with respect to x, we conclude that VtN’i(x, k) is
non-decreasing in x.

We now proceed with the proof of part (ii), again using induction on ¢. Let i € NV, and note that the terminal costs
are non-decreasing in k since VITV ’i(x, k) is constant with respect to k for all x, so that the statement holds for the base

case T. Assume that the statement holds for some O < # + 1 < T, we will show that the statement then also holds

for ¢, i.e. for VtN “(x, k). Since Vﬁ’{(x, k) is non-decreasing in k by the induction hypothesis, and non-decreasing in x
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by Assertion (i), and because the random variables Z and K are stochastically increasing in k by Lemma[I] we can

+] Z k+7Z+ K) and E(z[()[v

t+1

conclude that the expectations Ez, K)[ .

(x +Z,k+7Z+ K)] are non-decreasing in k
as well [cf. 24, Theorem 1.A.3. (b)]. Since all terms on the right of (@) are non-decreasing in k, we conclude that

V¥ (x, k) is non-decreasing in k. O

Appendix A.3. Proof of Proposition

Proof. Preventive maintenance at decision epoch r € {1,2,...,T —1} is optimal for i € N when the following equation

holds:

c +E(ZK)[ H—l Z k+Z+K)] <E(ZK)[V

t+1

(x+Z k+Z+K)] (A.1)

The left-hand side of Inequality (A.T) is constant with respect to x. Since Ez K)[ Sl +Zk+Z+ K)] is non-
decreasing in x (cf. Proposition|[I)), we find that the right-hand side of Inequality (A-T]) is non-decreasing in x. Hence,
if the optimal decision is to carry out preventive maintenance in state (6fk’t), k) at decision epoch ¢ € {1,2,...,T — 1},
then the same decision is optimal for any state (x, k) at decision epoch ¢ with x > 551‘”), which implies the control limit

policy. U

Appendix A.4. Proof of Proposition 3|

Proof. We need to show that preventive maintenance is never optimal when k — oo, for all t € {1,2,...,T — 1} and
i € N. Observe that preventive maintenance at decision epoch ¢ € {1,2,...,T — 1} is not optimal for i € N when the

following equation holds for all x < &;:

C; > E(Z,K) [V

t+1

(v + 2k 4 Z 4 K)| = B VY (Zk + 2+ K) | = B VY (x4 Zk + 2+ K) - T2

t+1

(z k+Z+K)],

where the equality is because both expectations are taken with respect to (Z, K). To make the dependence of the
random variables Z and K on k explicit, we write Z; and Ky, respectively. This notation is different from other proofs
in this paper — where we use the notation Z(k) and K(k) — because here we explicitly study the sequences {Z; };en, and
{Ki}reny When k — oo, in which case the use of subscript is conventional. We will show that for all x < &;

lim (E[\“/j}{ (¥ Zeok+ Zi + Ki) - V(2 + 2 + Kk)]) -0, (A2)

k—o0

which implies the result because ¢!, > 0.

Recall that Z; and K are sums of independent (and identical) Negative Binomial random variables with the same

ﬁ()+N -t

success probability (because N and ¢ are kept fixed). Let ¥ ~ NB(O/O, BosNeT

) we can then write Z; and K as:

k k
7 ~ Y+ZXi, and, Ky ~(N = 1) Y + (N — 1)~ZX,-,
i=1 i=1

Po+N-t )
Po+N-t+1

where X; ~ N B(l ﬁﬁ Svl\iil ) (X; is a Geometric random variable with success probability p =
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Since ]E[X[.z] < oo and E[X;] = 1]_—)" > 0, it is well-known that klim Zle X; 5 oo, where 23 denotes almost sure
convergence. This follows from the Strong Law of Large Numbers: klim % Zle X; 5 E[X;] implies klim Z;‘:l X; g

because E[X;] > 0. From this it follows that both Z; and K S oask — oo, and hence that:

x+7Z 25 oo, for all x < &;,and, (A.3)

k+Zk+Kk'E>'oo, (A.4)
as k — oo. Because Vﬁ; : N(z) — [0, c0) is a (bounded) continuous function on its domain Ng, we can invoke the

Continuous Mapping Theorem [see, e.g., 4, Theorem 25.7] together with the almost sure convergence in (A.3)) and
(A-4) to conclude that:

VN,i(x +Zk+Z + Kk) i ‘N/:X’{(oo, oo), for all x < &;,and,

t+1

a.s.

VN’i(Zk, k+ 7 + Kk) — V:X’i(oo, 00),

t+1

as k — oo, and hence that (because Vﬁ{ : Ng — [0, 00) is bounded):

VY (x + Ziok + Zic+ Ki) = V1 (Ziok + Zic+ Ki) =5 0, for all x < &,as k — oo, (A.5)

t+1 t+1

As V:X{ (', ) is uniformly bounded by (T - 7) - ¢, from above and by c; from below, we know that |\7:\i; (x + 7, k+
Zi + Kk) — Vﬁ’f(Zk, k+7Z, + Kk)| < (T -1t)- ¢!, for all k. Because Vﬁ’{(x +Zi k+Z; + Kk) - Vﬁi (Zk, k+27Z, + Kk) is
thus dominated for all k, we can apply the Dominated Convergence Theorem [see, e.g.,/4, Theorem 16.4] to exchange
the order of taking the limit and expectation in (A.2)) and use the convergence in to conclude that, for all x < &,

tef{l,2,...,T—1},andi e N:

lim (E[Vﬁ’f (x+ Zi ko + Zi + Ki) = VN1 (Zio ko + Zi + Kk)]) =

k—oo 1+1

i (o k24 )Tk 57 ) <0,

t+1 t+1

U
Appendix A.5. Proof of Proposition
Before we present the proof, we introduce some additional notation. For eachi € N and ¢ € {0,1,...,T — 1}, we
find it convenient to define
GM(a,k) 2 cla+ ciBzl(a — 2)*] + A BL(Z — a)'] + ]E@,K)[Vt’f{ (a-Zk+Z+ K)]
so that we can rewrite the recursive Bellman optimality equations in (6) as
&N, R N,i i
V.5 (k) = arer%&) {G, (a,k) cvx}. (A.6)

Next, we define for each k € Z and i € N the discrete derivatives AGﬁV a, k) & Gﬁv “a+1,k) - Gﬁv “(a, k) and
A2GNi(a, k) 2 AGN(a + 1,k) — AGN(a, k) for each ¢ € {0,1,...,T — 1}. Similarly, for each k € Z and i € N, we
define AV (x, k) £ VN (x+ 1,k)— V™V (x, k) and A2VN(x, k) £ AVN(x+1,k) = AVV(x, k) foreach £ € {0, 1,..., T}.
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Proof. We prove the statement using induction on ¢. Let i € N. Because V’TV “(-,-) = 0, the statement trivially holds for
the base case 7. Assume that the statement holds for some 0 < ¢t + 1 < T, we will show that the statement then also

holds for z. Consider V*(x, k). We find

a+1 a
AGN(a,k) = ci(a+1) - cla+ c-;( Z(a +1-DP(Z=1i)- Z(a - )P(Z = i))

i=0 i=0

AVN’i<a ~Zk+Z+ K)] (A7)

t+1

¥ c;‘)( Z (i-a-1D)PZ=i)—- Z(i —a)P(Z = i)) + Bz

i=a+1 i=a

= Ci + C;,[ - (Llh + C;?) . P(Z > a) + E(Z’K)[AVII_\:’{(CZ - Z,k +7Z+ K)],
and

A2G(a,k) = AGY (@ + 1,k) - AGY (a, k),

=(c+c) - PZ=a+1)+ IE(Z,K)[AZ\“/NJ‘(C, ~Zk+Z+ K)]

t+1

By the induction hypothesis, Vﬁf (a—z,k+z+k) is convex in a for any z and &, and because convexity is preserved under
expectation, Ez, K)[Vﬁ’{(a —Z,k+Z+K)]is convex in a as well. Thus AzGiV’i(a, k) > 0 and hence Giv’i(a, k) is convex in
a € Z. This also implies that the function va’i(a, k) — ¢i x is convex in a and x for any k. Since taking the minimum of
a convex function over a convex set results in a convex function, we conclude that V,N i (x, k) = minaZx{Gﬁv ’i(a, k)— cix}

is a convex function of x. U

Appendix A.6. Proof of Proposition 3]

Proof. We first prove the optimality of order-up-to policies. Let ¢ € {0,1,...,7 — 1} and i € N. Since \7,N (x, k)
is convex in x, it follows from Equation (A.6) that the smallest a for which AGM(a,k) > 0 is the unconstrained
minimizer of VtN 'i(x, k), denoted 651"”. This minimizer is independent of x, except that x serves as lower bound in
VZN ’i(x, k). Hence, we have

GN&* k)~ clx it x < 6,

V=4 "
GMi(x, k) - cix if x > 6%,

which shows that GV

1 (6f.k”), k) remains constant as x < 6§k’l), and increases for x > 651("). Hence, the optimal action in

state (x, k) € S at decision epoch t is a; = 65"") if x < 6Ek’[) and a; = x otherwise.
We next continue with the monotonic behavior of the optimal target levels in k. Our proof shares similarities with
that of [16], but his proof is for continuous demand distributions and without any data pooling considerations. We

prove the statement using induction on ¢, and do so together with two auxiliary results:

Proposition 6. Foreacht e {0,1,...,T —1}andie N,

(i) AGf]’i(a,k) is non-increasing in k, and
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(ii) AVtN’i(x, k) is non-increasing in k.

Letk*,k~ € Ng with k™ > k7, and i € N. Similar to the first part of our derivation in Equation (A.7)), we can write,

using V;v’i(~, =0
AGY! (a,k) = ¢} + ¢l = (c}, + c) - P(Z > a).

Recalling from Lemma |I| that the random variable Z is stochastically increasing in k, we find that AG?’fl(a,k’f) <
AG]}’fl(a, k™) with k" > k. This proves the base case for part (i) of Proposition @ Following a similar reasoning
and noting that 65“71) is the smallest a for which AGY" ’l(a k) > 0 due to convexity of V. 1()c k), we also find that
6§k+’T_1) > 61(.k7’T_1) with k* > k™. This proves the base case for the monotonic behavior of the order-up-to levels in
Proposition[5] Since the optimal policy has an order-up-to structure, we can write

v

AV (x,k) = (A.8)
AGY (e, k) ¢ if x> 6T,

V

—c if x < 6§k’T_1),

which yields the base case AVN"| (x,k*) < AVN (x, k") for part (i) of Proposmon@smce KT > sU.T-1),
Assume that (i) — (ii) of Proposition @ as well as 6f,k D> 65.]‘ ) of Proposition I hold forO0 <7+ 1< T -1, we
will now show that they then also hold for z. We continue from Equation (A.7)) and write Z(k) and K(k) to denote the

dependence of Z and K on k explicitly:

AGN(a, k") = ¢ + ¢l — (¢} +ch) - PZ(kK) > a) + Ezuoy za ))[A Nila - Z(k), b+ Z(k7) + K(k‘))],
>t el —(ch + ) - P(Z(KY) > a) + Eguey za ))[A Nila - Z(k), kK + Z(k) + K(k‘))],
>cl el —(ch+ ) P(Z(KY) > a) + E(Z(k+)z(k+))[A S a Z(kH), kT + Z(kY) + K(kﬂ)]
= AG)(a,k"),

The first inequality follows from the induction hypothesis and the fact that Z is stochastically increasing in k by

Lemma Because of the convexity of V;\i; (x, k) in x and the induction hypothesis we conclude that AVZX{ (a—2z,k)is
a non-increasing function of z and k for any a. Combining this with the fact that Z and K are stochastically increasing
in k by LemmalI] gives the second inequality [cf.24] Theorem 1.A.3. (b)]. Similar to our reasoning in the base case,

this also implies that §*" > 6« and together with Equation (A.8) for 7, yields AV (x, k*) < AVN(x, k"). O
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