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Worst-Case Analysis of Decoupled Policies for

Multi-Location Inventory Control Problems

Yohan John*, Vade Shah*, James A. Preiss, Mahnoosh Alizadeh, and Jason R. Marden

Abstract—The difference in performance between centralized
and decentralized control strategies crucially informs design
choices in real-world control systems. Although computing and
executing centralized control algorithms is often more costly than
decentralized methods, their performance enhancements may
far outweigh these costs. In this work, we study the value of
centralization within the context of the well-known inventory
control problem, where a planner seeks to identify optimal
inventory levels that meet stochastic demand while minimizing
ordering costs, holding costs, and shortage costs. We consider
multilocation systems in which the inventories are coupled
through a single ordering channel and the associated ordering
cost function belongs to one of two classes of nonlinear cost
functions that often arise in practical settings. For each of these
classes, we derive constant-factor competitive ratios between the
optimal coupled and decoupled policies and show they are almost
tight. We then demonstrate that online algorithms also achieve
tight competitive ratios for this problem. We conclude with
numerical simulations that validate these results.

Index Terms—

I. INTRODUCTION

Inventory control is a cornerstone problem in operations

research and optimal control. In its classic formulation, a

planner manages the inventory of a single item that is depleted

by a random demand process over time. The objective is to

balance the competing costs of holding excess inventory, plac-

ing orders, and incurring stockouts or backlogs when demand

exceeds available supply. Decades of research on the problem

have focused on characterizing optimal policies—rules for

placing orders that minimize expected costs—under vari-

ous assumptions on the demand process and cost functions.

Perhaps surprisingly, for typical problem settings, extremely

simple policies are known to achieve optimal or near-optimal

performance [1], [14].

The multilocation inventory problem [2], [7], [16] general-

izes this setting by considering multiple locations, each with its

own demand process and associated costs. When the systems

are decoupled, i.e., when the demands and costs for each

system are independent, the problem reduces to a collection

of independent single-location problems, allowing optimal or

near-optimal performance through decoupled policies [1], [16].

However, in coupled systems where the cost and/or demand

in one location is dependent on another, the problem is
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no longer decomposable. Several works have characterized

optimal [2], [5], [6], [12], [16] or near-optimal [7], [8] policies

for various kinds of coupled multilocation systems. Even in

simple settings, however, this coupling can induce significant

complexity in the resulting policy.

This work focuses specifically on multilocation systems that

are coupled through their ordering cost, wherein one central

order is placed for inventory across all locations. Motivated

by ideas of ’economies of scale’ between inventories [3], [13],

we focus especially on the setting where these ordering cost

functions are nonlinear. A salient motivation for the questions

studied in this work is a problem of industrial refrigeration.

In cold storage facilities, multiple rooms must be kept below

critical temperature thresholds to preserve perishable goods.

These facilities can be thought of as multilocation inventory

systems where the ‘inventory level’ corresponds to the tem-

perature in each room and ‘demands’ arise from random heat

loads due to ambient conditions, removal/addition of goods,

and door openings. When the temperature surpasses a certain

threshold, ‘holding costs’ arise due to the decreased efficiency

of the thermodynamic cycle, ‘backlog costs’ are incurred due

to potential spoilage, while ‘ordering costs’ arise from cooling

the room to maintain a safe temperature. Importantly, cooling

multiple rooms simultaneously is more energy-efficient be-

cause compressors, the primary cooling devices, operate most

efficiently at maximum capacity. This introduces economies of

scale, coupling the rooms through the energy costs associated

with cooling. However, despite the potential advantages of

coordination, cold storage facilities are still largely controlled

by traditional, simple, decoupled policies, and it is unclear

to what extent these policies exploit (or fail to exploit) these

economies of scale.

In this work, we study how well simple, decoupled policies

perform in coupled multilocation inventory systems like the

refrigeration example above. In particular, we focus on systems

where demand and holding/backlog costs are independent

across locations, but ordering costs are a (possibly nonlinear)

function of the cumulative order quantity across all locations

in each period. Our first set of contributions establish that

simple decoupled policies achieve tight constant-factor

approximations of optimal coupled policies for broad

classes of nonlinear ordering cost functions. Then, we

go a step further and ask whether there exist even simpler

methods that achieve constant-factor approximations. Using

known results from the literature [10], [11], our second set of

results demonstrates that easily computable online algorithms

achieve constant-factor approximations of optimal policies
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for multilocation systems with nonlinear ordering costs. We

conclude by validating these results in numerical simulations,

demonstrating that while the simple decoupled policies and

online algorithms significantly outperform the derived worst-

case bounds in practice, they are still far from optimal.

To the best of the authors’ knowledge, these constant-factor

suboptimality bounds for simple policies are the first of their

kind.

II. MULTILOCATION INVENTORY PROBLEM

In this section, we describe our model of the multilocation

inventory problem and present some illustrative examples for

simple systems. In the multilocation inventory problem, one

seeks to meet stochastic demand while balancing ordering

costs, holding costs, and backlog costs across multiple loca-

tions. Consider the M -dimensional linear dynamics

xk+1 = xk + uk − wk, (1)

where xk ∈ R
M is the level of inventory at each location at

stage k, uk ∈ R
M
≥0 is the control input (ordering), and wk is

a M -dimensional random variable that represents stochastic

demand. We assume that each wi
k is finite-mean, independent,

and has bounded support, where we use the superscript i ∈
{1, . . . ,M} to index the relevant quantity for the ith location.

At each stage, we face two competing costs: the cost

of ordering, which we represent as c(z), and the cost of

holding inventory or experiencing backlogged demand which

we represent as r(z). We assume that the ordering cost is a

function of the total order quantity across all the individual

systems, i.e., c(z) is a shorthand notation for c(
∑M

i=1 z
i), and

that c is lower semicontinuous and nonnegative1. Additionally,

we assume that the holding costs are additively separable, i.e.,

r(z) =
∑M

k=1 r
i(zi), where ri is convex and ri(zi) → ∞ as

|zi| → ∞ for all i ∈ {1, . . . ,M}. The average costs over an

N -period horizon are given by

E

[

1

N

N−1
∑

k=0

(c(uk) + r(xk + uk − wk))

]

. (2)

For the infinite-horizon problem, we average costs by taking

the limit as N → ∞. We adopt the shorthand notation

P = (c, r,W ) to completely describe a multilocation inven-

tory system, where the dimension of W , an M -by-N random

variable whose (i, k)-th element is wi
k−1, indicates the number

of inventories and the length of the horizon.

We define a policy π = {µk}k≥ 0 as a sequence of functions

µk : RM → R
M
≥0 that map a state xk to a feasible control

1We require lower semicontinuity to guarantee the existence of optimal
policies [4], [15]. We assume that the ordering cost is an unweighted sum of
the order amount at each location, but all of our results extend to the setting

where the ordering cost is c(
∑

M

i=1
αizi) for some α > 0.

uk ≥ 0. The expected cost for a given policy π and initial

condition x0 is given by

Jπ(x0 |P ) = E

[

1

N

N−1
∑

k=0

(

c(µk(xk))

+ r(xk + µk(xk)− wk)
)

] (3)

with appropriate modifications for the infinite-horizon setting.

The goal of this work is to compare the expected costs of

optimal and decoupled policies in the multilocation inventory

problem (3). Formally, an optimal policy π∗ for a given system

P is one which incurs expected cost less than or equal to all

other policies for all initial conditions, i.e.,

π∗ ∈ argmin
π∈Π

Jπ(x0 |P ), ∀ x0 ∈ R
M

where Π is the set of all policies. A policy π is said to be

decoupled if µk is component-wise separable for all k, i.e.,

µk(zk) = {µ1
k(z

1
k), . . . , µ

M
k (zM )}; otherwise, it is coupled.

Importantly, the optimal policy may be coupled, meaning that

the control decisions for one location may be a function of

the state of another.

A. Motivating Example

In this section we present some numerical examples to

illustrate the structure of optimal policies under linear and

nonlinear ordering cost functions. In all examples we con-

sider M = 2 inventories, integer-valued parameters, a finite

horizon N = 2, holding/backlog cost r(z) = max{0, z} +
10max{0,−z}, and stochastic demand wk that takes values

zero or one with equal probability. We define linear ordering

costs as functions of the form c(z) = mz where m ≥ 0. We

choose m = 2 for these examples.

We begin with two remarks that explain notable features of

the optimal policy under linear ordering costs. First, because

Eq. (2) is coupled only through the ordering cost function, for

linear ordering costs the problem decouples into M indepen-

dent single-location problems. As a result, the optimal policy

in this case is also decoupled as can be seen in Fig. 1. Second,

it is well-known in the inventory control literature that single-

location problems with linear ordering costs lead to so-called

base-stock policies being optimal [1]. Base-stock policies are

characterized by a single scalar, the order-up-to level Sk, at

each stage k. The policy consists entirely of ordering up to

Sk in states xk ≤ Sk and ordering nothing in the remaining

states. Fig. 1 shows that the optimal policy for each location

is a base-stock policy where S0 = 1.

Fig. 2 shows that the optimal policy for a nonlinear ordering

cost, in this case

c(z) =

{

mz, z ∈ {0, 1}

2mz, z ∈ {2, 3, 4},
(4)

can be coupled and have quite general structure. Note that in

the x1
0 = x2

0 = 0 state it is optimal to order 1 unit in either lo-

cation (but not both) so the two locations are indistinguishable,

i.e., there is symmetry about the anti-diagonal.



Fig. 1. Optimal policy at time step k = 0 for linear ordering cost.

Fig. 2. Optimal policy π∗ at time step k = 0 for nonlinear ordering cost.

In this paper we will characterize the sub-optimality of

decoupled policies under nonlinear ordering cost functions.

Fig. 3 shows the policy that results from neglecting the

coupling in Eq. (2) and solving the single-location problems

separately under the same nonlinear ordering cost function in

Eq. (4). Fig. 4 shows the cost-to-go from each state when

using the optimal policy from Fig. 2 and the decoupled policy

from Fig. 3. Our main results will be to provide tight bounds

on the worst-case cost increase of using decoupled policies

under several classes of nonlinear ordering cost functions.

III. POLICY COMPARISON

In this section, we compare the performance of optimal and

decoupled policies in the multilocation inventory problem (2)

for various kinds of ordering cost functions. All of our results

apply to both the finite- and infinite-horizon settings unless

stated otherwise.

Fig. 3. Decoupled policy πd at time step k = 0 for nonlinear ordering cost.

Fig. 4. Cost-to-go of optimal and decoupled policies at each initial state for
nonlinear ordering cost.

A. Sector-bounded ordering cost

Our first set of results concerns multilocation inventory

problems whose ordering cost belongs to the class of sector-

bounded functions. A function c is sector-bounded if

lz ≤ c(z) ≤ hz

for all z and for some 0 < l ≤ h.

Let ΠB ⊂ Π denote the set of all base-stock policies. Our

first result, Theorem 1, establishes a bound between optimal

and base-stock policies for systems with sector-bounded or-

dering cost functions:

Theorem 1. For any M -location inventory problem P =
(c, r,W ) where c is sector bounded for some h ≥ l > 0,

the optimal base-stock policy π ∈ ΠB satisfies

Jπ(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤
h

l
, ∀ x0 ∈ R

M (5)

Furthermore, this bound is ε-tight in the sense that there exists

some problem P ′ and initial condition x′
0 such that

Jπ(x
′
0 |P

′)

Jπ∗
(x′

0 |P
′)

≥
h

l + ε
.

Proof. We proceed constructively. Taking cl(z) = lz, let πl

denote the optimal (decoupled) policy for the multilocation

system Pl = (cl, r,W ). We have that

Jπl
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤
Jπl

(x0 |P )

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

≤
Jπl

(x0 |Ph)

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

(a)

≤
h

l

where Ph = (ch, r,W ) with ch(z) = hz. Here, (a) follows

from the fact that since the same policy πl is enacted on

both Pl and Ph, the only differences in their overall costs

must result from differences in their ordering costs which are

bounded by the sector.

To establish the tightness of this result, we provide an

example of a generic multilocation inventory problem in the

Appendix such that for any ε > 0, the expected cost of any

base-stock policy is at least h
l+ε

greater than the expected cost

of the optimal policy for some initial condition. Furthermore,

we show that if this problem has an infinite horizon, then this

bound holds for every initial condition.



Theorem 1 eestablishes a bound on the performance of

decoupled policies for systems with sector-bounded cost func-

tions by demonstrating that a specific decoupled policy πl

achieves this bound. Importantly, πl is a base-stock policy,

meaning that solving for this policy requires solving only M
single-location problems with identical linear ordering costs.

Furthermore, the second part of the Theorem shows that in the

worst case, no base-stock policy achieves a strictly smaller

ratio than h
l
, implying that πl is not only reasonable to

implement but also optimal among base-stock policies.

This statement, however, applies only to worst-case in-

stances. For typical problems with nonlinear ordering costs,

it is natural to ask whether there is a significant difference

in expected costs between single-location optimal base-stock

policies and base-stock policies jointly optimized for the

entire system. For finite horizon problems and non-stationary

base-stock policies, making precise quantitative comparisons

between coupled and decoupled approaches is difficult. How-

ever, in the infinite horizon setting with stationary base-stock

policies, the analysis becomes tractable. Let ΠSB ⊂ ΠB

denote the set of all stationary base-stock policies, i.e., base-

stock policies where µk(z) = µ(z) for all k. For any problem

P , we seek to compare the optimal stationary base-stock policy

π⋆ ∈ argmin
π∈ΠSB

Jπ(x0 |P )

for the system P against πsb, the collection of single-location

optimal stationary base-stock policies π1, . . . πM , i.e.,

πi ∈ argmin
π∈ΠSB

Jπ(x0 |P
i),

where P i = (c, ri,W i). The next Theorem establishes the

equivalence of these policies in the infinite horizon setting:

Theorem 2. For any infinite-horizon M -location inventory

system P = (c, r,W ) where the support of the demand wi
k is

nonnegative for all k and i, Jπ⋆
(x0 |P ) = Jπsb

(x0 |P ) for all

x0.

Proof. The proof is given in the Appendix.

Theorem 2 highlights a key property of stationary base-

stock policies in infinite horizon problems: when demand is

nonnegative (as is typically the case), solving for base-stock

policies individually for each system performs as well as

jointly optimizing them across all systems. This eliminates

the need to solve a coupled problem for M base-stock levels,

which may be computationally intractable via dynamic pro-

gramming. Note that while Theorem 1 makes a similar claim

regarding the worst-case performance of base-stock policies,

the statement in Theorem 2 is stronger, as it holds for every

problem instance. Moreover, although we present this result

within the context of sector-bounded ordering cost functions,

it holds for any nonnegative ordering cost function, including

those discussed in the following sections.

B. Affine ordering cost

In this section we consider affine ordering cost functions of

the form

c(z) = K1(z) +mz (6)

where K > 0,m ≥ 0, and 1(z) = 1 if z > 0 and 0 otherwise.

Affine cost functions represent the situation where there is

some fixed cost K associated with ordering any amount of

inventory along with the standard per-unit cost m. It is well-

known in the literature that the optimal policy for a single-

location system with an affine ordering cost is a so-called

(s, S) policy, where

µk(xk) =

{

Sk − xk xk ≤ sk

0 xk > sk

with sk ≤ Sk. A base-stock policy corresponds to the special

case where sk = Sk for all k. Thus, we define the set of

all (s, S) policies as ΠS ⊂ Π, where ΠB ⊂ ΠS . Theorem 3

establishes a bound between optimal and decoupled policies

for systems with affine cost functions:

Theorem 3. For any M -location inventory system P =
(c, r,W ) with an affine ordering cost function c, there exists

a decoupled policy π ∈ ΠS such that

Jπ(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤ M ∀ x0 ∈ R
M . (7)

Furthermore, this bound is ε-tight.

Proof. Let πs denote the decoupled policy that applies the

single-location optimal (s, S) policy for each location sep-

arately. Let j ∈ argmaxi∈{1,...,M} Jπi(x0 |P
i) denote the

single location that incurs the maximum expected cost under

πs for the initial condition x0. Then, we have that

Jπs
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤
Jπs

(x0 |P )

Jπj (x0 |P j)
≤

MJπj(x0 |P
j)

Jπj (x0 |P j)
= M.

To establish the tightness of this bound for the policy πs,

consider a multilocation control system P with demand

wi
k =

{

1, k = i− 1

0, otherwise,

holding/backlog cost ri(zik) = δmax{0, zik}+pmax{0,−zik},

and ordering cost c(z) = K1(z), where p ≫ K and δ =
2Kε

M(M−1) . It is readily verified that the optimal single-location

policy for location i places an order for exactly 1 unit of

inventory in period i−1 and orders nothing in all other periods.

On the other hand, the optimal coupled policy places an order

for 1 unit of inventory for each system at time k = 0 and

orders nothing in all other periods. This yields the ratio

Jπs
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

=
MK

K +
∑M

i=1(i− 1)δ
=

M

1 + ε

for the initial condition x0 = 0. Note that this example holds

for both the finite and infinite-horizon problems, since N is

not part of the analysis.



Here, we take a moment to recount our results so far.

For linear ordering cost functions, the decoupled and optimal

policies are identical, and for sector-bounded functions, the

suboptimality of the decoupled base-stock policy is bounded

by the parameters of the sector. However, in the affine setting,

the worst-case bound, which is achieved by a simple (s, S)
policy, is precisely M . Importantly, once the cost function

is no longer continuous through the origin, the worst-case

performance of a decoupled policy scales with the number

of inventories. In the following section, we observe that

the effects of startup costs persist when we consider affine-

bounded cost functions.

C. Affine-bounded ordering cost

In this section we bound the sub-optimality of decoupled

single-location control policies for affine-bounded ordering

cost functions, i.e.,

Kl1(z) + lz ≤ c(z) ≤ Kh1(z) + hz

where we assume2 Kh ≥ Kl > 0 and h ≥ l > 0. The

analogous result to Theorem 1 is the following:

Theorem 4. For any M -location inventory system P =
(c, r,W ) with affine-bounded ordering cost c, there exists a

decoupled policy π ∈ ΠS such that

Jπ(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤ M max

{

Kh

Kl

,
h

l

}

, ∀ x0 ∈ R
M . (8)

Furthermore, this bound is ε-tight.

Proof. Define cl(z) = Kl1(z)+ lz and ch(z) = Kh1(z)+hz.

Let πs denote the decoupled policy that applies the optimal

single-location (s, S) policy for the system P i = (ch, r
i,W i)

to each location i, and let πl, π∗, and πh denote the optimal

policies for the systems Pl = (cl, r,W ), P , and Ph =
(ch, r,W ), respectively.

First, we apply some trivial bounds on the ratio of the

expected costs between πs and π∗:

Jπs
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤
Jπs

(x0 |P )

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

≤
Jπs

(x0 |Ph)

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

.

We further bound the last expression by

Jπs
(x0 |Ph)

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

(b)

≤
MJπh

(x0 |Ph)

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

(c)

≤
MJπl

(x0 |Ph)

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

where (b) follows from Theorem 3 and (c) follows from the

fact that πl is suboptimal for Ph. All that remains is to bound

the difference in costs between the systems Ph and Pl when

πl is applied. Consider performing the cost transformation

described in the Appendix on the systems Pl and Ph. We

can use Eq. (14) to write

Jπl
(x0 |Ph)

Jπl
(x0 |Pl)

=
Jπl

(x0 | P̂h) + hγ

Jπl
(x0 | P̂l) + lγ

=
α+Khβ + hγ

α+Klβ + lγ

2Note that for the case of h = l = 0, the upper bound is MKh/Kl by
the same argument.

where α ≥ 0 represents expected holding/backlog costs, β =
∑N−1

k=0 1(
∑M

i=1 u
i
k) ≥ 0, and γ = E

[

∑N−1
k=0

∑M

i=1 w
i
k

]

≥ 0.

We proceed by considering two cases:

1) Klh ≤ Khl: It can be shown that this implies

α+Khβ + hγ

α+Klβ + lγ
≤

Kh

Kl

.

2) Klh > Khl: It can be shown that this implies

α+Khβ + hγ

α+Klβ + lγ
<

h

l
.

Therefore, in either case the ratio is less than

max {Kh/Kl, h/l}.

To establish the tightness of this result, it is straightforward

to extend the example in Theorem 3 to the affine-bounded

setting. Suppose the cost function were instead c(z) = Kh1(z)
if z 6= M and Kl otherwise. Then, for x0 = 0, we have
Jπs(x0 |P )
Jπ∗

(x0 |P ) = M Kh

Kl+ε
. One can also construct an example for

which
Jπs (x0 |P )
Jπ∗

(x0 |P ) = M h
l+ε

, but for brevity, we do not include

it here.

Theorem 4 establishes a bound on the performance of

decoupled policies for systems with affine-bounded cost func-

tions by demonstrating that a specific decoupled policy πs, a

collection of (s, S) policies, can always achieve this bound.

IV. ONLINE ALGORITHMS

Identifying an optimal policy for an inventory control prob-

lem, even in the single-location setting, can be computationally

demanding. However, for finite-horizon single-location prob-

lems with linear holding/backlog costs and linear or affine or-

dering costs, there exist efficient online algorithms that achieve

constant-factor competitive ratios relative to the optimal policy.

In this section, we extend these results to multilocation systems

with the nonlinear ordering costs considered above. Notably,

these algorithms maintain constant-factor competitive ratios

even in the absence of the usual assumption that the demand

sequences {wi}k≥0 are independent over time.

A. Sector-bounded ordering cost

In [10], the authors propose a marginal cost accounting

scheme as an alternative to dynamic programming. They

present the “dual-balancing policy” πdb which is an online

algorithm for single-location control with linear ordering costs

and holding/backlog costs of the form r(x) = a(max{0, x})+
b(max{0,−x}) where a, b ≥ 0. Under this policy, at each

time step, one orders a quantity that balances the expected

holding costs over the entire remaining time horizon with

the expected one-step backlog costs. The intuition behind this

balancing is that ordering too little can always be remedied

in the subsequent time step, but ordering too much cannot be

corrected. In [10], they prove the following competitive ratio

for the dual-balancing policy:

Theorem 5 (2-approximation [10]). For any single-location

control system P i = (c, ri,W i) with linear ordering cost



c, we have the following sub-optimality bound for the dual-

balancing policy:

Jπdb
(x0 |P

i)

Jπ∗
(x0 |P i)

≤ 2, ∀ x0 ∈ R
M . (9)

Ordering costs are handled via the cost transformation

described in the Appendix. Therefore, the policy πdb is not a

function of the particular linear ordering cost, and Theorem 5

holds for any linear ordering cost with m ≥ 0. As a result,

we have the following for the multilocation control setting

where the multilocation dual-balancing policy πdb refers to

independently applying πdb to each of the M inventories:

Corollary 6. For any M -location inventory system P =
(c, r,W ) with sector-bounded ordering cost c, we have the

following sub-optimality bound for the (decoupled) multiloca-

tion dual-balancing policy πdb:

Jπdb
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤
2h

l
, ∀ x0 ∈ R

M . (10)

Proof. The proof is handled in two stages. First,

1
2Jπdb

(x0 |P
h)

Jπl
(x0 |P l)

≤
Jπl

(x0 |P
h)

Jπl
(x0 |P l)

≤
h

l

where we use Theorem 5 for the first inequality. The second

stage is trivial:

1
2Jπdb

(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤
1
2Jπdb

(x0 |P )

Jπl
(x0 |P l)

≤
1
2Jπdb

(x0 |P
h)

Jπl
(x0 |P l)

.

B. Affine ordering cost

In [11], the authors propose the “randomized cost-balancing

policy” πrb which is an online algorithm for single-location

inventory control with affine ordering cost as in Eq. (6) and

holding/backlog costs as in the previous section. Under this

policy, at each time step, one follows a probabilistic ordering

rule so as to balance the expected holding costs over the

remaining horizon, the one-step expected backlog cost, and

the fixed cost K . See [11] for the details. They are able to

prove the following competitive ratio for the randomized cost-

balancing policy:

Theorem 7 (3-approximation [11]). For a single-location

control system P i = (c, ri,W i) with affine ordering cost c, we

have the following sub-optimality bound for the randomized

cost-balancing policy:

Jπrb
(x0 |P

i)

Jπ∗
(x0 |P i)

≤ 3, ∀ x0 ∈ R
M . (11)

We have the expected result when applying πrb indepen-

dently for each location in a multilocation setting:

Corollary 8. For an M -location inventory system P =
(c, r,W ) with an affine ordering cost function c, we have the

following sub-optimality bound for the multilocation random-

ized cost-balancing policy πrb:

Jπrb
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤ 3M, ∀ x0 ∈ R
M . (12)

Proof. The proof is straightforward using Theorem 3 and

Theorem 7:

1
3Jπrb

(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤
Jπs

(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤ M.

C. Affine-bounded ordering cost

Combining the result of the previous section with our prior

result for decoupled policies under affine-bounded ordering

cost functions yields the expected result:

Corollary 9. For an M -location inventory system P =
(c, r,W ) with an affine-bounded ordering cost function c, we

have the following sub-optimality bound for a randomized

cost-balancing policy:

Jπrb
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≤ 3M max

{

Kh

Kl

,
h

l

}

, ∀ x0 ∈ R
M . (13)

Proof. The proof is similar to that of Corollary 6 so we only

show the first stage:

1
3M Jπrb

(x0 |P
h)

Jπl
(x0 |P l)

≤
Jπl

(x0 |P
h)

Jπl
(x0 |P l)

≤ max

{

Kh

Kl

,
h

l

}

where we use Corollary 8 for the first inequality.

V. SIMULATIONS

In this section we evaluate the sub-optimality of the pro-

posed decoupled policies and online algorithms via numerical

simulation. We use the sector-bounded ordering cost function

c(z) =

{

hz, z ≤ z′

lz + z′(h− l), z > z′

and the affine-bounded ordering cost function

c(z) =

{

K1(z) + hz, z ≤ z′

K1(z) + lz + z′(h− l), z > z′.

We consider M = 2 inventories, state space x ∈ [−2, 8],
discretization ∆x = 0.5, a finite horizon N = 20, and stochas-

tic demand wk ∈ {0, 0.5, 1, 1.5} where wk ∼ Bin(3, 0.5).
We perform 1e4 Monte Carlo simulations with uniformly

randomized initial conditions to compare decoupled dynamic

programming-based policies and online algorithms with the

optimal policy. Fig. 5 shows a violin plot of the cost ratios

Jπl
(x0 |P )/Jπ∗

(x0 |P ), Jπdb
(x0 |P )/Jπ∗

(x0 |P ) where the

decoupled policy is the base-stock policy that is optimal

for the system Pl = (cl, r,W ) with cl(z) = lz, and the

online algorithm is the dual-balancing policy. Note that it is

possible for individual trajectories to incur less cost under

the decoupled and online policies compared to the optimal

policy. For the decoupled policy, the mean ratio is 1.13 and

the max ratio is 1.27. For the online algorithm, the mean ratio

is 1.16 and the max ratio is 1.30. Our worst-case bounds

are h/l = 2 for the decoupled policy and 2h/l = 4 for

the online algorithm. While the empirical performance is far

from the worst-case bounds, we do see substantially increased



Fig. 5. Cost ratios for decoupled and online policies under sector-bounded
ordering cost. We consider holding/backlog cost r(z) = 0.1max{0, z} +
10max{0,−z} and cost function parameters l = 2, h = 4, z′ = 6.

Fig. 6. Cost ratios for decoupled and online policies under affine-bounded
ordering cost. We consider holding/backlog cost r(z) = 0.2max{0, z} +
10max{0,−z} and cost function parameters l = 1, h = 2, z′ = 6.

cost. Interestingly, for this choice of parameters, the online

algorithm performs nearly as well as the decoupled policy.

Fig. 6 shows a violin plot of the cost ratios

Jπs
(x0 |P )/Jπ∗

(x0 |P ), Jπrb
(x0 |P )/Jπ∗

(x0 |P ) where

the decoupled policy is the (s, S) policy that is optimal

for each single-location system P i
h = (ch, r

i,W i) with

ch(z) = Kh1(z) + hz, and the online algorithm is the

randomized cost-balancing policy. For the decoupled policy,

the mean ratio is 1.14 and the max ratio is 1.45. For the online

algorithm, the mean ratio is 1.47 and the max ratio is 2.94.

Our worst-case bounds are M max{Kh/Kl, h/l} = 4 and

3M max{Kh/Kl, h/l} = 12, respectively. Once again the

empirical performance does not attain the worst-case bounds;

however, the sub-optimality of both policies is evident.

VI. CONCLUSION

APPENDIX

A. Cost Transformation

In this section, we briefly recap a useful cost transforma-

tion from the inventory control literature [9], [10]. Consider

rewriting the ordering cost c(uk) as c(xk+1 − xk +wk) using

the dynamics (1). For stationary ordering cost functions c
with a linear term m

∑M

i=1 u
i
k, the transformed cost ĉ that

neglects the linear term, i.e., sets m = 0, can be seen to

neglect a cost of m
∑N−1

k=0

∑M

i=1 w
i
k which is only a function

of the stochastic demand. Therefore, we have the following

relationship between the expected cost of a given policy π
under the original costs P = (c, r,W ) and the transformed

costs P̂ = (ĉ, r,W ):

Jπ(x0 |P ) = Jπ(x0 | P̂ ) +mE

[

N−1
∑

k=0

M
∑

i=1

wi
k

]

. (14)

B. Tightness example for Theorem 1

Proof. Consider a multilocation system P with demand wi
k ∼

Unif(1, 1 + δ) for all i, k and holding/backlog cost ri(zik) =
δmax{0, zik}+pmax{0,−zik}, where δ = ε

2(l+1) and p ≫ h.

The cost function is given by

c(z) =

{

lz z ∈ Q

hz z /∈ Q,
(15)

where Q = {M,M(1 + δ),M(1 + 2δ)}. We assume that

the distribution η over the initial condition is such that

xi
0 ∼ Unif(−δ, 0).
We begin by deriving a lower bound on the expected cost

of some base-stock policy πb. The policy is arbitrary aside

from the assumption that
∑τ

k=0 S
i
k ≥ τ + 1 (equivalently,

∑N−1
k=0 ui

k ≥ N − xi
0) for all i and for all τ ∈ {0, . . . , N −

1}; it is easily verifiable that any policy that does not satisfy

this condition is suboptimal since it incurs backlog costs with

probability 1. We can rewrite the dynamics as

xi
k+1 =

{

Si
k − wi

k xi
k < Si

k

xi
k − wi

k xi
k ≥ Si

k,

from which it is clear that the state xi
k is distributed as the

sum of at most k Unif(0, δ) random variables with a shifted

mean for all k ≥ 0. It follows that

P

[

M
∑

i=1

max{Si
k − xi

k, 0} = M(1 + 2δ)

]

= 0,

so every unit of inventory ordered according to πb incurs an

ordering cost of h with probability 1. Thus, for any initial

condition x0 satisfying −δ < xi
0 < 0 for all i,

Jπb
(x0 |P ) = E

[

N−1
∑

k=0

c(uk) + r(xk + uk − wk)

]

≥ E

[

N−1
∑

k=0

c(uk)

]

=
N−1
∑

k=0

M
∑

i=1

h · ui
k

≥

M
∑

i=1

Nh = MNh.

Next, we upper bound the cost of a policy we call πq which

simply places an order for the minimum value of q ∈ Q such



that q +
∑M

i=1 x
i
k ≥ M(1 + δ). It is clear that πq incurs an

ordering cost of l per unit of inventory, but it also incurs some

additional holding costs. This yields

Jπq
(x0 |P ) = E

[

N−1
∑

k=0

c(uk) + r(xk + uk − wk)

]

≤

N−1
∑

k=0

l ·M(1 + 2δ) +

N−1
∑

k=0

M
∑

i=1

2δ

≤ MN(1 + 2δ)l + 2MNδ.

Since πq is not necessarily the optimal policy, we have that

Jπb
(x0 |P )

Jπ∗
(x0 |P )

≥
Jπb

(x0 |P )

Jπq
(x0 |P )

≥
h

l(1 + 2δ) + 2δ
=

h

l + ε

for all x0 where xi
0 ∈ (−δ, 0).

To extend this result to the infinite horizon and to any distri-

bution with bounded support over initial conditions, we modify

πq to order
∑M

i=1 u
i
k = max{1+δ−xi

k, 0} units of inventory if

any xi
k ∈ (−∞,−δ] ∪ [δ, 1+δ). Thus, in exactly one timestep,

xi
k ≥ 1 + δ for all i. For any location where xi

0 ≥ 1 + δ, it

follows that xi
k ≤ δ in at most k = ⌊xi

0⌋ timesteps. Hence, for

all timesteps k ≥ k′ = maxi⌊x
i
0⌋, the behavior of the system

under πq from any initial condition resembles its behavior for

initial conditions (−δ, 0) as described above. Furthermore, for

all k ≥ k′, the lower bound on the cost of πb remains the

same. The cumulative costs of both πb and πq for k ≤ k′ are

finite, so the ratio of the average costs as N → ∞ is the same

as in the analysis above, yielding
Jπb

(x0 |P )

Jπq (x0 |P ) ≥ h
l+ε

.

C. Proof of Theorem 2

Proof. Without loss of generality, assume xi
0 = 0 and Si ≥ 0

for all i. Given that the support of the demand wi
k is nonneg-

ative, we can write the problem of searching for an optimal

stationary base-stock level as

min
S∈RM

lim
N→∞

1

N
E

[

N
∑

k=0

(

c

(

M
∑

i=1

(Si − xi
k)

)

+

M
∑

i=1

ri(Si − wi
k)

)]

.

From the dynamics and the policy, we have that for all k ≥ 1,

ui
k = Si − xi

k

= Si − (xi
k−1 + ui

k−1 − wi
k−1)

= Si − (xi
k−1 + Si − xi

k−1 − wi
k−1) = wi

k−1.

Thus, we can rewrite the optimization problem as

min
S∈RM

lim
N→∞

1

N

(

E

[

c

(

M
∑

i=1

(Si − xi
0)

)

+

M
∑

i=1

ri(Si − wi
0)

+

N
∑

k=1

(

c

(

M
∑

i=1

(wi
k−1)

)

+

M
∑

i=1

ri(Si − wi
k)

)]

.

The expected ordering cost terms are a fixed constant for all

k ≥ 1, and the total cost incurred in the first period is finite.

Hence, we can equivalently rewrite the problem as

min
S∈RM

lim
N→∞

E

[

1

N

N
∑

k=1

M
∑

i=1

ri(Si − wi
k)

]

.

This problem can be rewritten as M independent single-

location inventory control problems. By applying the same

transformations as above, it is easy to verify that these

independent problems are identical to those that Sd solves.

Since the two problems are identical, their expected costs are

also identical.

To extend the analysis to the case where x0 6= 0, observe

that for any initial condition where xi
0 ≤ 0, a stationary

threshold policy will order up to the base-stock level in

one period, so the finite costs associated with this order

can be eliminated. Similarly, for any initial condition where

xi
0 > 0, the inventory level either reaches 0 in a finite amount

of time with positive probability, in which case the finite

costs associated with these periods can be eliminated, or the

inventory level never reaches 0 with probability 1, in which

case neither policy will consider this system.
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