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SUMMARY

In this thesis, we study a series of closely related multi-stage stochastic programming
models in production planning, from both a modelling and an algorithmic point of view.
We first consider a very simple multi-stage stochastic lot-sizing problem, involving a single
item with no fixed charge and capacity constraint. Although a multi-stage stochastic integer
program, this problem can be shown to have a totally unimodular constraint matrix. We
develop primal and dual algorithms by exploiting the problem structure. Both algorithms
are strongly polynomial, and therefore much more efficient than the Simplex method. Next,
motivated by applications in semiconductor tool planning, we develop a general capacity
planning problem under uncertainty. Using a scenario tree to model the evolution of the
uncertainties, we present a multi-stage stochastic integer programming formulation for the
problem. In contrast to earlier two-stage approaches, the multi-stage model allows for
revision of the capacity expansion plan as more information regarding the uncertainties is
revealed. We provide analytical bounds for the value of multi-stage stochastic programming
over the two-stage approach. By exploiting the special simple stochastic lot-sizing substruc-
ture inherent in the problem, we design an efficient approximation scheme and show that
the proposed scheme is asymptotically optimal. We conduct a computational study with
respect to a semiconductor-tool-planning problem. Numerical results indicate that even an
approximate solution to the multi-stage model is far superior to any optimal solution to the
two-stage model. These results show that the value of multi-stage stochastic programming
for this class of problem is extremely high. Next, we extend the simple stochastic lot-sizing
model to an infinite horizon problem to study the planning horizon of this problem. We
show that an optimal solution of the infinite horizon problem can be approximated by opti-
mal solutions of a series of finite horizon problems, which implies the existence of a planning

horizon. We also provide a useful upper bound for the planning horizon.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background and motivation

Production planning is a key area of operations management. An important methodology
for production planning is mathematical programming. Traditional mathematical program-
ming models for production planning are deterministic, and cannot provide robust produc-
tion plans in the presence of uncertainty. As such, deterministic planning models may yield
unsatisfactory decisions. To motivate our research, consider the following capacity and
production planning problem arising in the semiconductor industry. In a semiconductor
wafer fab, one must determine the number of machine tools required for manufacturing the
appropriate product mix. However, the tools are highly customized and expensive, and the
lead time for tool manufacturing can be up to 18 months. Moreover, the demand for the
products is highly volatile. In this application, there is a clear need for explicitly addressing
uncertainty, and optimization models dealing with uncertainty are greatly needed.
Stochastic programming [14, 31, 49], an active branch of mathematical programming
dealing with optimization problems involving uncertain data, has seen several successful
applications in production planning [10, 22, 23, 55]. Unlike alternative approaches to deci-
sion making under uncertainty, such as Markov decision processes, stochastic programming
requires few assumptions on the underlying stochastic processes and allows for modelling
of complicated decision structures. On the other hand, stochastic programming assumes
a finite number of stages and exogenous uncertainties. With recent increase in compu-
tational power and algorithmic developments, the limitations of stochastic programming
arising from computational difficulties have been relieved to a large extent. In recent years,
a variety of algorithms for various classes of stochastic programs have been developed and
used for solving realistic problems [49]. In multi-period production planning, most existing

stochastic programming models adopt a two-stage approach. For the semiconductor tool



planning example discussed above, a number of such two-stage stochastic programming
models have been proposed [5, 22, 28, 55, 45]. In a two-stage approach, the plan for the
entire multi-period planning horizon is determined before the uncertainty is realized, and
only a limited number of recourse actions can be taken afterwards. In contrast, a multi-
stage approach allows revision of the planning decisions as more information regarding the
uncertainties is revealed. Consequently, the multi-stage model is a better characterization
of the dynamic planning process, and provides more flexibility than does the two-stage
model. However, very few multi-stage stochastic programming models have been developed
and actually solved in applications [2, 3, 32, 35, 44, 57]. Two reasons can be identified.
First, multi-stage models are much more difficult to solve than two-stage models. This is
particularly true when integer variables are involved [47, 58]. Second, even though multi-
stage models allow for superior solutions, the actual improvement in quality may be small
and may not justify the added computational difficulties. Unfortunately, no quantitative
analysis of solution quality of multi-stage models has been reported in the literature.

The goal of this thesis is to study multi-stage stochastic programming models in pro-
duction planning applications with a view to exploit special structures and develop efficient
solution algorithms. A related goal is to understand the value of multi-stage models over
two-stage models in certain applications. Finally, we investigate the approximation of a cer-
tain class of infinite-horizon stochastic production planning problems using finite-horizon

problems.

1.2 Owutline of the thesis

The lot-sizing problem is a basic component of many production planning models. As in
the deterministic case, to study production planning problems under uncertainty, we first
study a simple stochastic lot-sizing problem. In Chapter II, we study a stochastic lot-
sizing problem involving a single item, linear cost structures, and finite distributions for
the stochastic cost and demand parameters. We represent the stochastic data as a scenario
tree. In a scenario tree, each node n represents a possible state of the world, associated with

a set of data (stochastic demand, stochastic cost, probability, etc.). The root node of the



tree represents the current state of the world. Node a(n) is the direct ancestor of node n.
The direct descendants of node n are called the children of node n. The subtree with root
node n is denoted by 7 (n). Since the root node is usually indexed as node 1, the whole
scenario tree can be denoted as 7 (1). A path from the root node to a node n describes one
realization of the stochastic process from the present to the period where node n appears.
The set of all the nodes on this path is denoted as P(n). A full evolvement of the stochastic
process over the entire planning horizon, i.e., the path from the root node to a leaf node,
is called a scenario. Note the cardinality of P(n) represents the time period when node n
appears, which is denoted by t(n); and the set of all the nodes in a period t is represented

by &;. An illustration of the scenario tree model is provided in Figure 1:

~(n) .
(O
Q/Q

St(n) \Q s=2S5
t=1 - t=t(n) t=T

Figure 1: The scenario tree model

The scenario tree model provides an explicit description of the stochastic data. It has few
assumptions on the underlying stochastic process. However, it does simplify the stochastic
process by assuming a finite number of possible states in each period. On the other hand,
if each non-leaf node has a fixed number of children, or a fixed number of branches, then

the scale of scenario tree increases exponentially with increasing time horizon, which is a



disadvantage. With the scenario tree model, we formulate a multi-stage stochastic linear
program of the simple stochastic lot-sizing problem. We develop primal and dual algorithms
for the problem. We prove that the complexity of the primal algorithm is O(N?), while
the complexity of the dual algorithm is O(N log N log (log N)), where N is the number of
nodes in the scenario tree used to model the stochastic parameters. Numerical experiences
further show the computational superiority of the two algorithms.

In Chapter III, we study a general class of capacity planning problems under uncertainty,
where the simple stochastic lot-sizing problem is an inherent substructure. The model
proposed is a multi-stage stochastic integer program. To evaluate the advantage of this
model over two-stage models, the concept of value of multi-stage stochastic programming
over the two-stage approach is introduced in [1]. For the general model, we provide useful
analytical bounds for the value of multi-stage stochastic programming. Furthermore, by
exploiting the simple stochastic lot-sizing substructure, we design an efficient approximation
scheme, which is proven to produce asymptotically optimal solutions.

Chapter IV describes a computational study of a semiconductor tool planning problem
with industrial-size data. We test the value of multi-stage stochastic programming and
heuristic solution quality, with respect to an increasing number of stages and an increasing
number of branches in the scenario tree. The results show that the value of multi-stage
stochastic programming increases with increasing variability in stochastic data, while the
heuristic solution quality increases with an increasing number of stages. An exciting ob-
servation is that, in cases where the value of multi-stage stochastic programming is higher,
the performance of the approximation scheme is better.

We study an extension of the simple stochastic lot-sizing problem to an infinite horizon
in Chapter V. In the context of Markov decision processes, much research has focused on
using a finite-horizon problem to approximate the infinite-horizon problem. However, in the
field of stochastic programming, to the best of our knowledge, there is no such study. For
the infinite-horizon stochastic lot-sizing problem, we analyze finite-horizon approximation

problems. We show that one can find a length of planning horizon such that an optimal



first-stage solution to the finite-horizon approximation is the same as that of the infinite-
horizon problem. This length is called the planning horizon. We develop a useful formula
for calculating the planning horizon.

We summarize the major contributions of the thesis in Chapter VI, along with a dis-

cussion of possible future research directions.



CHAPTER II

A SIMPLE STOCHASTIC LOT-SIZING PROBLEM

2.1 Introduction
This chapter considers a stochastic extension of the finite horizon, single item, uncapaci-
tated, dynamic lot-sizing problem with linear costs:

T
min Z(ana:n + Bnln)

n=1

st. Ini14+ap=I+6, n=1,...,T

Ty, In € 24 n=1...,T,

where T is number of planning periods, x,, and I,, denote the production and ending inven-
tory decisions for period n, respectively, and «,, 8, and J, denote the per-unit production
cost, holding cost and demand for the period n. Note Iy is the initial inventory at the
beginning of the time horizon. We usually assume Iy = 0. It is well known that (1) can be
easily solved using simple greedy schemes (cf. [30, 60]).

Beginning with the seminal work of Arrow et al. [4], stochastic inventory problems have
been studied extensively (cf. [60]). Much of this work is based on specific assumptions
on the underlying stochastic processes, to allow for elegant analytical solutions. Here we
consider general, albeit finite, distributions for the stochastic parameters. In this situation,
by using a scenario tree to model the evolution of the stochastic parameters, a stochastic
extension of (1) can be formulated as a multi-stage stochastic program [14]. Such a stochas-
tic programming formulation has been considered in [21], where the author shows that the
problem can be transformed to a network flow problem by introducing additional variables.
In this chapter, we consider a slightly different version of the stochastic inventory problem
considered in [21], and develop a primal and a dual algorithm for the problem. We show
that the complexity of the proposed algorithms is O(N?), where N is the number of nodes

in the scenario tree used to model the stochastic parameters.



2.2 Stochastic programming formulation

To extend (1) to a stochastic setting, we use a scenario tree with 7' stages to describe
the evolution of the uncertain data over the planning horizon. In this tree, the nodes in
stage (or level) ¢ of the tree constitute the states of the world that can be distinguished
by information available up to time stage t. The probability associated with the state of
the world represented by node n is p,, and the time period corresponding to node n is t,.
Each node n has a unique direct ancestor a(n) except the root node. Each non-leaf node
n is the root of a non-trivial subtree denoted by 7 (n). We use 7 = {1,..., N} to denote
the whole tree, where N is the total number of nodes in the tree. For node n, we define
P(n) as the set of all nodes on the path from the root of 7 to node n (including node n
and the root), and P(n) = P(n)\{n}. The stochastic problem parameters are then given
by the sequence {au,, B, O fner. With an objective of minimizing the ezpected total costs,

a multi-stage stochastic programming extension of (1) is as follows:

min an(anxn + ﬂn-[n)

neTl
s.t. Ia(n) +x, =1, + 0p VneT (2)

We can reformulate (2) by introducing cumulative demand d,, = > )5m and elimi-

meP(n
nating the variables I,, using the identity I, = Zmep(n) T — d,, (we assume the initial

inventory Iy = 0). The resulting formulation is:

min E Cn®p — C

nel

s.t. Z T >dyp, YneT (3)
meP(n)
Tn € Ly VneT,

where ¢, = pp(ay, + W) and ¢ = 3 7 PnBnd,. Note that ¢, is actually the
expected total cost of producing one unit at node n and carry it as inventory until the end
of time horizon. For each n, note that ¢, = p,(a, + 5n) + ZmET:a(m):n(Cm — PmQm). So

the computation of ¢, is O(BN) where B is the maximum number of branches of non-

leaf nodes. Since B < N (in fact B << N), the complexity of the reformulation step is



within O(N?). The remainder of the chapter will be concerned with formulation (3). In
the following developments we drop the constant term ¢ from the objective function, and

assume ¢, >0 and d,, > 0 for all n € 7

min E CnTn

nel

s.t. Z Ty >d, VneT (4)
meP(n)
Ty € Ly VneT.

The first observation is that even though (4) is a multi-stage stochastic integer program,

the following advantageous property holds.

THEOREM 1 With integer demand parameters {d,}ner, the LP relaxation of (4) yields

integral solutions.

PROOF. Note that the constraint matrix of (4) is a N x N 0-1 matrix. Let us denote
this matrix as U = [u;;], where u;; = 1 if j € P(i) in the scenario tree 7, and u;; = 0
otherwise. Let J be any subset of the columns of U, i.e., a subset of the nodes in 7. Let
{t1,...,tx} be the indices of time stages corresponding to the nodes in 7, and suppose that
t1 <ty <---<tg. Let S; = S;NJ, i.e., the set of nodes in time stage ¢ included in 7. We

can then create a partitioning of the nodes (columns) in J as follows J; = Ufi 1 i s 0ddSt;

Sy,. It is immediately verified that

|Zuij—ZuiﬂglVi:l,...,NT.

JjeET JjET2

and Jp, = UK

i=1, ¢ is even

Thus for any subset of the columns in U, we can create a bi-partition such that the differ-
ence in the sum of coefficients of each partition along every row of U is at most 1. It then

follows (cf. [40]) that U is totally unimodular, and the claim holds. O

According to Theorem 1, we can rewrite (4) as follows when the d,,’s are integers:

min E CnTn

neT

s.t. Z Tm>dy, VneT (5)
meP(n)
xn € Ry VneT.



Although (4) is quite a simple problem, it often arises as the key substructure in more
complicated planning problems, such as the capacity planning problem considered in Chap-
ter III. This structure also arises in stochastic extensions of some classes of joint pricing-
inventory problems (cf. [16]), whose deterministic versions involve the classical lot-sizing
structure (1). The algorithms proposed next can be very effective within decomposition

based methods for the problems mentioned above.

2.3 Algorithms

In this section, we propose a primal and a dual algorithm for the stochastic lot-sizing prob-
lem (5). Our exposition relies on two different indexing systems for the nodes in the scenario

tree 7.

Indexing scheme 1. The nodes in 7 are indexed 1,2,..., N in increasing order of their time
stage, i.e., t1 <ty < --- <tn. No particular ordering is imposed on the indices of the nodes

in the same time stage. Thus the root node has an index of 1.

Indexing scheme 2. The nodes in 7 are indexed 1,2,..., N in decreasing order of the cor-

responding cumulative demand, i.e., dy > do > --- > dy. If d,, = d,,, then m < nift,, <t,.

The two indexing schemes corresponding to an example scenario tree are illustrated in

Figure 2.
2.3.1 The primal algorithm

We assume that the nodes are labelled according to indexing scheme 1. Note that we can

construct a solution 2% = (29,29, ..., 2%;) for (5) by setting

0

z, = max{0,d,, — max dp}

meP(n)

foralln=1,...,N. It is easily verified that

Z x?n: max dp, > dy,
meP(n) meP(n)
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Index System 1 Index System 2

Figure 2: Indexing schemes (the numbers in parenthesis indicate (d,, c;,))

and therefore x¥

is a feasible solution to (5). The key idea of our primal algorithm is to start
from node production levels given by the solution x°, and then to shift some production
from a group of nodes to their common ancestor, whenever the sum of the unit costs of
this node group is larger than that of the common ancestor. This operation will be called
“shifting-up.” In each shifting-up operation, we will shift as much as possible to make at
least one variable (node production level) change from positive to zero. With respect to a

certain solution x = (z1,z2,...,zn), we shall need the following notations to describe the

algorithm:

An) = meTm)\{n}:2, >0, 2, =0 YkecPm)\P(n)},

Sn = E Cims and

A, = min x,.

Note that A(n) is the set of closest descendants of n with positive production levels. This
is the set of nodes from which production may be shifted up to node n. The primal scheme
is detailed in Algorithm 1.

The algorithm first initializes the solution to z°. Then, starting from a non-leaf node
k with the largest index, the algorithm first compares the total production cost s of the
nodes in A(k) with the production cost ¢i of node k; then, if s; > ¢, the algorithm shifts
the minimum production Ay amongst the nodes in A(k) to node k. Figure 3 illustrates

the primal algorithm for the example scenario tree in Figure 2. The first scenario tree in

10



Algorithm 1 The primal algorithm

Lo set aj, = max{0,dn — 3, cp(n) T} foralln=1,... N
2: set k =max{n € 7T : T (n)\{n} # 0}.
3: while £ > 1 do
4:  compute A(k), si and Ag.
5: if ¢, < s, then
6: update the solution corresponding to the nodes in A(k) U {k} as follows:
. g+ Ay iftm=k
Tm = { z* — Ay for all m € A(k)
7. else
8: set k=Fk—1
9: end if

10: end while
11: return z*

Figure 3 illustrates the initial solution. The next tree illustrates the iteration corresponding
to node k = 3 (the non-leaf node with the largest index). Here A(3) = {7}, s3 =6, c3 =4,
and A3 = 1. Thus 1 unit of production is shifted up from node 7 to node 3. The next
iteration considers node k = 2. Here A(2) = {4,5}, s2 =5, ca = 3, and Ay = 3. Thus 3
units of production are shifted from node 4 and node 5 to node 2. The remaining iterations

are similar.

(74,3) 9 9,1,5) o (6,2,0) 9 (8,6,1) 0

Initial Primal Solution Operations at Node 2

Operations at Node 1 Optimal Primal Solution

Figure 3: The primal algorithm (the numbers in parenthesis indicate (d,, ¢,, xy))

11



2.3.2 The dual algorithm

Consider the dual of (5):

max g dpTn

nel

s.t. Z Tm<c, VneT (6)
meT (n)
T € RT VneT.

Here we propose an algorithm for solving (6). The algorithm is based on the following

observation.
LEMMA 1 A solution m = (71,72, ..., ™) is feasible to (6) if and only if:
0<m < min {¢, — Z Tt VneT. (7)

- mePm) keT (m)\{n}

Furthermore, the second inequality is tight when m is optimal.

PROOF. Note that for every m € P(n), the corresponding row in (6) is >y 7(n) Tk < Cm,
ie., m + ZkeT(m)\{n} TE < Cm. So we require that m, < ¢, — ZkeT(m)\{n} m, for all
m € P(n). If we have a strict inequality for some n such that m, < min,,cpm){cm —
ZkET(m)\ {n} 7k}, then all the constraints in which m, appears are not tight and we can

increase 7, to get a new feasible solution with greater objective value. O

The dual algorithm is a greedy scheme, where we sort the dual variables according to
decreasing objective function coefficients {d, }ne7, i.e., indexing scheme 2, and then set
their values sequentially to make (7) tight. The scheme is detailed in Algorithm 2.

Figure 4 illustrates the dual algorithm for the example in Figure 2. Note that the nodes
are indexed according to scheme 2. The first tree illustrates the initial dual solution. The
next tree illustrates the first iteration, where £ = 1, and we set 7] = 1. The costs on the
nodes on P(1) = {6,7} are reduced to c¢f = —nf =3—-1=2andcl = —7f =5-1=4.

The remaining iterations proceed similarly.

12



Algorithm 2 The dual algorithm

1: label the nodes of 7 according to the indexing scheme 2
2: set mp =0foralln=1,...,N
3 set ) =¢, foralln=1,...,N
4: for k=1,...,N do
5. set m = ng;)i&){ck 1
6: set
ok ch=l — 7 for all n € P(k)
nT kit otherwise
7: end for

8: return 7*

2

(7,4,0) 9 9,1,0) o (6,2,0) o (8,6,0) O

Initial Dual Solution Operations at Node 2

Operations at Node 4 Optimal Dual Solution

Figure 4: The dual algorithm (the numbers in parenthesis indicate (dy,, ¢y, 7))

.4 Validity and complexity

2.4.1 Proof of validity

The following results establish the correctness of the proposed algorithms. We assume that

the nodes are indexed according to scheme 2.

LEMMA 2 At any iteration k € {1,..., N} of the dual algorithm, the dual solution m*

satisfies
Z m, <c, VYmneT, and (8)
meTk(n)
Z T, = Z T, =C, YnE argminmep(k){cﬁl_l}, (9)
meTk(n) meT (n)

where T*(n) = T(n) N {1,2,...,k}.

13



PROOF. By induction on k, it is easy to see that c& = ¢, — Zme’fk(n) m, for all n. Also,
since n € P(k) if and only if k € T(n), we have 75 < cF=! for all n € P(k). Therefore,
cf > 0 for any n € 7, and (8) follows. Furthermore, by construction, the algorithm en-
SUTeS ), crk(y) T = Cn for all n € argminmep(k){cfjl_l}. Since the feasibility constraints

demand }_,,c7(,) T < cn, equation (9) then follows. O

In the following result we shall make use of the following notation. At any iteration k
of the dual algorithm, let
my € argminmep(k){cﬁfl}
such that

s Ly e P(R)\P(my).

n mg

That is, my, is the closest node to k (on P(k)) that minimizes c&;!. Correspondingly, (9)

holds for the node n = my.

THEOREM 2 The solution x* = (x7, 253, ...xy) returned by the primal algorithm and the
solution ™ = (w7}, 75, ..., mx) returned by the dual algorithm are optimal for (5) and (6),

respectively.

PROOF. First note that z* is a feasible solution to (5). This is because the initial solution
20 is feasible, and by construction, each shifting-up operation preserves feasibility by only
shifting Ag = min,,c ox) 5, units. Lemma 2 guarantees the feasibility of the dual solution
7 (let k= N in (8)). It remains to show that x* and 7* satisfy complementary slackness,

ie,forallneT:

>0 = meP(n) Tm = dn
ZmET(n) W:n <c¢p = x;kz =0
We shall show that the above conditions hold by induction. We assume that the nodes are

indexed according to scheme 2.

The base case: Consider node 1. We show that (10) holds for all nodes n € T (my).

By the definition of m;, we have that m] = ¢,,,. The dual constraint corresponding to
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node my in (6) requires Y, c7(y,) T < Cm;. Therefore, for all n € T(m1)\{1}, we

m
have m; = 0 and m,, = m;. Also, by our assumption of index system, we have d; > d,
for all n € P(1) (otherwise n will be indexed 1). So in z° we must have z{ > 0 and
2 mep(1) 29 = dy. Furthermore, for all n € 7(1)\{1}, 2% = 0 since d,, < dy. According to

primal algorithm, we have Zmep(l) 0

™= Zmep(l) xy, since we only shift quantity along

the tree towards the root. If m; # 1 (notice m; € P(1)), observe that ¢, > ¢, for all
n € P(1)\P(m1). So in the primal algorithm, when we process node my, all the productions
of nodes n € P(1)\P(m1) will be shifted up, i.e., we must deplete any positive quantity
along the path from 1 to my (not including the latter). After we finish processing my, we
have z,, = 0 for all n € P(1)\P(m1). Also, in the following iterations, the values of primal
variables in 7 (m1)\{m1} can not increase anymore (which are all zeroes). Therefore in

final solution we have:

2omeP(my) T = 2mep(1) T = d1
xf, =0 YmeT(mp)\{mi}
The second equality comes from the first and the fact that d,,, < d; for all m € 7 (m1)\{1}.

Now we can check condition (10). Note that the only positive dual variable in 7 (mq) is 7}

and we have shown that >, cp) @5, = 2 ep(my) T = d1. Since 3, () Tn = Cmy, We

claim that {n € T(m1) : }_,,c7(n) Tm < cn} € 7 (m1)\{m1}. The conclusion holds because

xf =0 for all n € T (mq1)\{m1}.

The induction step: Assume that (10) holds for all nodes in 7 (m1) U7 (mg)U---UT (my).
First, we define H(k) = {1,2,....k}, R(k) = {m, : n € H(k)} and F(k) = U{T (my) : n €
H(k)}. If k41 € T (my) for some n € H(k), then there is no need to check k + 1 since the
corresponding conditions are already satisfied. If this is not the case, i.e., k+ 1 ¢ F(k), we
examine conditions (10) for nodes in 7 (my4+1)\F (k).

Note for any 7 (m) and 7 (n) (m # n), there are only three exclusive cases: 7 (m) C
T(n), or T(m) C T(n), or T(m)N7T(n) = 0. In the third case, 7(m) and 7 (n) form
an independent pair. Without loss of generality, we can assume the trees 7 (my), 7 (ms2),

...y T(my,) are pairwise independent. Notice for all m € P(k+ 1) and n € H(k), either
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T(mp)NT(m) =0 or T(m) D T(my) exclusively. Also, according to (8) and (9): ¢, >
D meTr(n) Tm for alln € P(k+ 1), and 3, c k() T = D et (n) T = Cn for all n € R(k).
So:

Yoomh= > mh= Y, m<cn VnePk+1) (11)

meTk(n) meT (n)NF(k) meT (n)NR(k)

On the other hand, according to index system 2, we have dy; > d, for all n € P(k + 1).
Therefore, z,; > 0 and 2 omeP (k1) 20 = dy,1. Furthermore, note for all n € H(k)
such that m, € 7(k+1), we have k+1 € P(n), so d, > diy1 (otherwise k+ 1 will
be checked before n). For all m € T (k+ 1)\F(k)\{k + 1}, 28, = 0 since d,, < dpi1.
Therefore, according to the primal algorithm, we also have ZmeP(k +1) xy, = dg+q. If
mi+1 7 k + 1 (note my1 € P(k + 1)), then according to the definition of my 1, for all n €

Pk + D\P(mk41) we have Ty = Cmyyy = 2 meT (mps)0R(K) Cm < Cn = DomeT ()R (k) Cm-

Therefore:
Crmygypy < Z Cm + Cn (12)
me(T (mi+1)\T (n))R(K)
Combining (11) and (12), by the same reasoning as in the base case, we conclude that
when we are processing node myg1 in the primal algorithm, we must deplete any positive
quantity along the path P(k + 1)\P(my1). That is, after we finish processing node mj1,

we have x,,, = 0 for all m € P(k + 1)\P(my+1). In the final solution x*, we have:

ZmeP(IH—I) Ty = Zmep(mkH) Ty = dit1
ay, = 0 Vm € T(mp)\F(k)\{mps1}
The second equality comes from the first and the fact that dx+1 > d,, for all node n in the
set T(mp)\F (k)\{1mp41}-
Note that 7 (mg1)\F(k) is the collection of all nodes in 7 (my1) for which we need
to check complementary slackness (all other nodes in it have been checked before). To
verify condition (10), note that the only possible positive dual variable in this set is 7 41

and we have shown that >, cpi1)Th = di1. Also note 3o cri,, ) Th = Cmyyys SO

{n € T(mp)\F (k) : X eq(n) Tm < en} © T (my1)\F (k)\{mr+1}. The conclusion then
holds since z} = 0 for all n € 7 (mp41)\F(k)\{mi41}. O
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2.4.2 Complexity

To compute the complexity of the proposed algorithms, we assume that the scenario tree is

complete with T levels and B branches per non-leaf node.
THEOREM 3 The complezity of the dual algorithm is O(N log N log (log N)).

PROOF. First, we sort the demands of N nodes, whose complexity is N log N. Second,
we have at most N minimization procedures. Each minimization will concern at most T
numbers, whose complexity is T'logT. The updating will cost us at most 7T' operations.
Therefore, the total number of operations will be no more than Nlog N + N(T'logT +
T). Notice the total number of nodes in the tree is N = ZtT:_Ol B! = %. So T ~
O(log N) and O(Nlog N) < O(NTlogT). The complexity of the algorithm is no greater
than O(NT'logT), or O(N log N log (log N)). O

Before we can compute the complexity of the primal algorithm , we need to describe
in detail how to compute and update A, s and A. Given any solution x* at a particular

iteration, let

S'(n) = {meT:a(m)=n,z;, =0}
St(n) = {meT:alm)=n,zi >0}

For the first time a node k is considered, A(k), si and Ay can be computed as follows:

Ak) = (Unesou)Alm)) U ST (k)

Sk = Zmes+(k) Cm+2m680(k) Sm

Ay = min{min{z,, : m € ST(k)}, min {A,, : m € S°(k)}}
Each time after we update the solution in node k, for each n in A(k) such that z,, decreases

to 0, A(k), sx and A, for all [ € (P(n)\P(k)) U {k} can be updated as follows:

A(k) = (AR)\{n}) U A(n)
Sk = S —Cp+ Sp,

A; = min{min{x, :m e ST()}, min{A,, :m e S ()}}.

Note that A; is updated according to the order of decreasing index:

THEOREM 4 The complexity of the primal algorithm is O(N?).
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PROOF. First, to compute z°, we need to consider N nodes, each of which needs at most
T operations. So the complexity is O(NT'). Second, in each iteration, the production in at
least one node will be depleted, so the algorithm will end in N iterations. Third, for each
iteration, if we compute A(k), s and Ay for the first time, the complexities are O(N), O(B)
and O(Blog B), respectively. To update A(k) and si, we need O(N) and O(B) operations.
To update the current solution, we need O(|.A(k)|) operations, which has an upper bound of
O(N). Finally, we consider the effort in updating A. For each depleted node n in A(k), we
need to update all A; along the path from n to k, which has an upper bound of O(T'BlogB).
In each iteration, there can be several nodes in A(k) that are depleted, however, then the
number of iterations will also decrease correspondingly. Therefore, the dominant operation
is constructing and updating A(k), whose total complexity is O(N?). O

Therefore, the complexity of both algorithms is within O(NN?). Since (2) can be trans-
formed to (3) in O(N?) operations. So we can also solve (2) in O(N?) operations (when we

have integer demands).

2.5 Computational results

Finally, we present some computational results using the primal and the dual algorithms.
We consider a total of 18 scenario trees with the number of stages (T') varying from 5 to
13, and the number of branches (B) for each non-leaf node varying from 2 to 9. We use
uniform distributions to generate the parameters (5, an, Bn, pn) for (2) corresponding to
each node of the tree. Then we transform these parameters to the parameters (d,, ¢,) for
(3). We generate 10 data sets corresponding to each of the 18 scenario trees. We compare
the running times of the proposed Primal and dual algorithms with that of the Simplex
solver in CPLEX 8.1. All numerical experiments are conducted on an IBM PC with 1024
MB RAM and a PENTIUM4 1.6GHz processor.

Table 1 presents the results. The columns in the table are arranged according to the
number of stages (7'), the number of branches (B), total number of nodes (N), the actual
running time of Simplex, the actual running time of the primal algorithm, the running

time of the primal algorithm as a % of the running time of Simplex, the actual running
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time of the dual algorithm, the running time of the dual algorithm as a % of the running
time of Simplex, respectively. The running times for a particular scenario tree are averages
over 10 instances, and are in units of 1073 CPU seconds. We can observe that the dual
algorithm is the fastest algorithm, and the primal algorithm is the second. Both algorithms
are much faster than the Simplex. In the worst case, the running times of Primal and dual
algorithms are 18.8 % and 1.8 % of that of the Simplex algorithm, respectively. On average,
the running times of primal and dual algorithms are 10.8% and 0.4 % percent, respectively,
of that of the simplex algorithm.

Table 1: Comparison of CPU times (in seconds)
No. T B N Simplex Primal % Dual %

1 8 2 255 17.1 1.6 9.36 0 0
2 9 2 511 35.9 6.1 16.99 0 0
3 10 2 1023 114 14.1 12.37 0 0
4 11 2 2047 4204 577 1373 48 1.14
5 12 2 4095 12125 228.2 18.82 10.8 0.89
6 13 2 8191 8499.9 790.8 930 284 0.33
7 6 3 364 28 3.2 11.43 0 0
8 7 3 1093 186 20.1 10.81 1.6 0.86
9 8 3 3280 1161 1545 1331 6.3 0.54
10 &5 4 341 26.5 0 0 0 0
11 6 4 1365  336.1 26.4 7.85 0 0
127 4 5461  5290.5 479.8  9.07 123 0.23
13 5 &5 781 89 12.5 14.04 16 1.80
14 6 5 3906 3395.5 2436 v17v 7.8 0.23
15 5 6 1555  318.8 35.8  11.23 1.6 0.50
16 5 7 2801 1173.2 117.4 10.01 4.7 040
17 5 8 4681 3159.2 368.8 11.67 11  0.35
18 5 9 7381 13000.1 925 712 23.6 0.18

2.6 Summary

In this chapter, we study a simple stochastic lot-sizing problem involving a single item, linear
cost structures, and finite distributions for the stochastic cost and demand parameters.
We develop a primal and a dual algorithm for a multi-stage stochastic linear programming
formulation of the problem, both of which are much more efficient than the simplex method.

This simple stochastic lot-sizing problem is a key substructure inherent in more general

19



production planning problems dealing with uncertainty. Thus, the proposed algorithms can
be used within solution approaches for such general problems. The next chapter explores

this approach for a general capacity planning problem.
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CHAPTER III

THE VALUE OF MULTI-STAGE STOCHASTIC
PROGRAMMING IN CAPACITY PLANNING UNDER
UNCERTAINTY

3.1 Introduction

Capacity planning, i.e., deciding the optimal timing and level of capacity acquisition and
allocation, plays a crucial role in strategic level planning in a wide array of applications. This
activity involves substantial commitment of capital resources and is marred by uncertainties
in the long range forecasts, thereby making the associated decision problems very complex.
For example, the initial investment in building a cutting edge semiconductor wafer fab of
IBM is more than two and half billion dollars (cf. [42]), and every year the procurement
of new tools to accommodate the high volatility in demand, product mix and technology
could cost several million dollars (cf. [5, 28, 55, 56]).

Owing to the inherent complexities, quantitative models for economic capacity planning
under uncertainty have been the subject of intense research since the early 1960s (cf. [36]).
Early approaches for solving stochastic capacity expansion problems are restricted to a sin-
gle resource and based on simplifying assumptions on the underlying stochastic processes to
render analytical tractability (cf. [6, 19, 24, 37, 38]). More general stochastic programming
based approaches that use scenarios to model the uncertain parameters within large-scale
mathematical programs for multi-resource multi-item capacity planning have since been pro-
posed (cf. [10, 22, 23]). Most of these stochastic programming approaches are based on the
two-stage paradigm, wherein the capacity acquisition schedule for the entire (multi-period)

” and capacity allocations are made on a period-

planning horizon is decided “here-and-now,’
by-period basis based on realized uncertainties and acquired capacities. In the context of

semiconductor tool planning, such two-stage models are investigated in [5, 28, 33, 55, 56].
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Multi-stage stochastic programming models extend the two-stage paradigm by allowing re-
vised decisions in each time stage based upon the uncertainty realized so far (cf. [14, 49]).
A multi-stage stochastic capacity planning model involving continuous capacity allocation
decisions and fixed charge expansion costs is considered in [3]. The authors developed a
LP-relaxation based heuristic for this problem and proved, via a probabilistic analysis, that
the heuristic is asymptotically optimal in the number of planning stages.

Motivated by applications in semiconductor tool planning, we address a general multi-
stage stochastic capacity planning model involving discrete capacity acquisition decisions.
Our model generalizes earlier two-stage approaches considered in [5, 28, 55, 56], by allowing
for revision of the capacity expansion plan as more information regarding the uncertainties is
revealed. We provide analytical bounds for the value of multi-stage stochastic programming
afforded over two-stage approaches. By exploiting a special lot-sizing substructure inherent
in the problem, we develop an efficient approximation scheme for the multi-stage problem
and prove that the proposed scheme is asymptotically optimal. Our asymptotic analysis is
significantly different from that of [3], since we consider discrete capacity acquisition levels
and do not make any assumptions regarding the distributions of the underlying stochastic

parameters.

3.2 Model development

In this section we present a mathematical formulation for the stochastic capacity planning
problem under consideration. We first describe a specific deterministic capacity planning
formulation related to semiconductor tool planning, and then discuss deterministic and

stochastic generalizations of this model.

3.2.1 A deterministic model for semiconductor tool planning

Consider a wafer fab consisting of M tool types, that can process N types of wafers. Each
product (wafer type) goes through a subset of K processing steps, each of which can be
performed on one or more tool types. Let h;j, denote the time (in hours) required by
processing step k (1,..., K) on wafer type j (1,...,N) on tool type i (1,...,M). We set

hijr = 0 if step k is not needed for wafer type j, and h;;, = oo if step k is required for
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wafer type j but cannot be performed on tool type i. Consider now a planning horizon of
T periods. Let us use variables x;, ujt, vijie, and wjs, to denote the number of tools of
type i purchased in period t (1,...,T), the shortage (in units of wafer starts) of wafer type
j in period t, the allocation of processing step k of wafer type j to tool type ¢ in period t,
and the production of wafer type j in period ¢, respectively. In addition to A, let us also
consider the problem parameters a;, bji, ¢;, and dj; corresponding to the (discounted) cost
of tool type 7 in period ¢, the penalty cost of unit shortage in wafer type j in period ¢, the
per-period capacity (in hours) of one tool of type i, and the per-period demand (in wafer
starts) of wafer type j in period t, respectively.

With the above notation, an optimization model for multi-period (deterministic) schedul-
ing of tool purchases and the allocation of tool capacity to production so as to minimize

total tool purchase costs and shortage penalties can be stated as follows:

min Zthl Zf‘il QitTit + Z;Vﬂ bjtujt}

N K t .
s.t. Zj:l Zk:1 hz‘jkvz’jkt <g¢ ( ZT:l CEZ'T) Vi, t

M .
i—1 Vijkt = Wit Vi, kot
Z’L 17y J ? (13)
wjt + wjt > dj Vi, t
Ujt, Vijkt, Wit € Ry Vi, j, k, t
Tt € Z+ Vi, t.

For any period t, the first constraint in model (13) assures that the total processing require-
ment (in hrs) allocated to tool i cannot exceed the installed capacity. The second constraint
enforces that the actual production of wafer type j is equal to the number of wafers that
has completed all of the required K processing steps. The third constraint enforces that the
production and shortage together should exceed the demand. The fourth constraint enforces
non-negativity of the production-allocation-shortage variables. The fifth constraint enforces
the integrality of the tool purchase decisions. Model (13) is a multi-period extension of the

tool planning model described by [55, 56].
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3.2.2 A generic capacity planning model

The semiconductor tool planning model (13) is a special case of the following generic ca-

pacity acquisition and allocation model:

min Zthl [Oétiﬂt + Btyt}
st Ay < Zizl T, vVt
By > o4 Yt

yweR], x,€eZ Vit

In (14), the vector of decision variables z; represents the capacity acquisition decisions for
a set of I resources, and the vector of decision variables y; represents the operational level
allocation of capacity to a set of J tasks, in period ¢t. The vectors oy, B; and J; represent
acquisition costs, allocation costs, and demands, respectively. The matrices A; and By
represent resource-task utilization coefficients.

To see the connection between models (13) and (14), note that x; and y; correspond to
the tool purchase and production-allocation-shortage decision vectors for period ¢, respec-
tively; oy, B¢, and &; correspond to the tool cost, shortage penalty, and demand vectors
for period t, respectively; the matrix A; corresponds to the coefficients of the first set of
constraint in (13), and the matrix B; corresponds to the coefficients of the second and third

set of constraint in (13).
3.2.3 Stochastic programming extensions

Let us now extend the deterministic capacity planning model (14) to a stochastic setting.
We assume that the uncertain problem parameters (o, G, 6¢, A¢, By) evolve as discrete time
stochastic processes with a finite probability space. This information structure can be
interpreted as a scenario tree where the nodes in stage (or level) ¢ of the tree constitute the
states of the world that can be distinguished by information available up to time stage t¢.
There are a total T stages in the tree. Each node n of the scenario tree, except the root
(n = 1), has a unique parent a(n), and each non-terminal node n is the root of a sub-tree
7 (n). The probability associated with the state of the world in node n is p,. The set S;

denotes the nodes corresponding to time stage ¢, and ¢, is the time stage corresponding
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to node n. The path from the root node to a node n will be denoted by P(n). If n is a
terminal (leaf) node, i.e., n € Sy, then P(n) corresponds to a scenario, and represents a joint
realization of the problem parameters over all periods. There are S leaf nodes corresponding
to S scenarios, i.e., S = |Sy|. We denote the whole tree 7(1) by 7. The number of nodes
in the whole tree is Np. In this chapter, we use the notation Ny to emphasize the fact
that Np is a function of T. Usually Np increases exponentially with increasing T'. The
stochastic problem parameters are given by the sequence {ay,, Bn, On, Apn, Bntner-

Let us first consider a two-stage model where the first-stage involves deciding the capac-
ity acquisition plan for all periods, regardless of the state of the world, and the second-stage
consists of deciding on the capacity allocation plan subject to available capacity and the re-
alized state. Thus the capacity acquisition variables are only indexed by time periods (since
these do not change with the realized state) while the allocation decisions are indexed by
the nodes of the scenario tree. With an objective of minimizing the expected total costs, a

two-stage stochastic programming extension of (14) is as follows:

min Zzzl aixy + Zne’]' pnﬁnyn

st Agy, < @, VneT
Brnyn > on VneT (15)
yn € R VneT
xtEZfr Y t,

where oy = ), s, Pnin, 1.e., the average capacity acquisition cost in period ¢. The stochas-
tic programming model considered in [55, 56] is a special case of the model (15) when the
number of periods T" = 2. The model presented in [5, 28] is similar to (15), however, there
the uncertain parameters are defined over scenarios (paths in the scenario tree) rather than
nodes of the scenario tree. Note that (15) is a two-stage stochastic program with integer
variables in the first stage.

As mentioned earlier, the two-stage model (15) does not allow any flexibility in the
capacity acquisition plan with respect to the realized state of the world. To formulate

a multi-stage stochastic programming model, we need to have the capacity acquisition
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decisions to be dependent on the realized state, and hence the resulting model is as follows:

min ZnET Pn |QnTy + ﬁnyn]

st. Apyn < Zmep(n) T VneT

yn €R] VneT
anZi VneT.

This is a multi-stage stochastic integer program.

3.2.4 Stochastic lot-sizing substructure

The multi-stage capacity planning problem (16) can be restated as follows:

min Zne’f pnﬂnyn + Zz‘lzl Ql (y)
s.t.  Bnpyn > on VneT
Yn € Ri{_ VneT,

where

Qz(y) = min Zne'f PnCinTin

Tin € Ly VneT.

(16)

(18)

The above reformulation decomposes the problem into two separate problems, one (17)

involving the capacity allocation decisions, and the other (18) involving the capacity ac-

quisition decisions. Note that we have used y to collectively denote the capacity allocation

sequence {yp ner, and (Apyn)i to denote the i-th component of the I dimensional vector

Anyn .

Observe that for a fixed sequence of capacity allocation decisions, the optimal capacity

acquisition decisions can be obtained via solving (18) independently for each resource i.

Key to the further developments in this chapter is the study of (18). Clearly, (18) belongs

to the type of simple stochastic lot-sizing problem we study in Chapter II. According to

Theorem 1, we have the following equation:

Qi(y) = min ) 7 PnQinTin

Tin € Ry VneT.
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3.3 Value of multi-stage stochastic programming

Let the v7° and v™* denote the optimal objective function values of the two-stage (15)
and multi-stage (16) models, respectively. For a given set of problem parameters, it is
easily verified that any solution to (15) is feasible to (16), and the objective function values

corresponding to this solution are equal in both problems, thus

oS > M5

That is, the overall cost of the multi-stage solution is smaller than that of the two-stage so-
lution. This should come as no surprise, since, the multi-stage solution offers more flexibility
in the capacity acquisition decisions with respect to the uncertain states of the world. We
refer to the difference between the optimal objective values of the two-stage and multi-stage

formulations as the value of multi-stage stochastic programming (VMS):
VMS = o5 — M5,

Unfortunately, the value of multi-stage stochastic programming comes at the expense of
solving a much larger and difficult optimization model. Both (15) and (16) are stochastic
integer programs, and in general, can be extremely difficult to solve. For our particular
case, both models have the property that by fixing the capacity acquisition decisions (the z
variables), we can break the problem down to independent capacity allocation problems (in
the y variables) corresponding to each node of the scenario tree. Owing to this structure,
Benders decomposition (cf. [9]) is particularly attractive for these problems. In case of (15)
and (16), this would require us to solve master problems involving the integer variables x.
While the two-stage model (15) involves I x T" integer variables, the multi-stage model (16)
involves I x Ny integer variables (recall that Ny = |7|), and for any non-trivial scenario
tree Ny >> T. Consequently the computational difficulty of (16) is significantly more than
that of (15). If the VMS is small, then this additional computational effort may not be
worthwhile. However, we need a priori estimates of VMS to analyze this tradeoff. Next,
we first describe simple bounds on VMS for the stochastic lot-sizing problem (19) and then

use these to get bounds on the VMS for the capacity planning problem (16).
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3.3.1 VMS for the stochastic lot-sizing problem

Consider the linear relaxation of the multi-stage stochastic lot-sizing problem (18) and let

vM denote its optimal objective function value, i.e.,

oM = min Y neT PnQnTn
Ty € Ry VneT.

Note that we have dropped the constant term C' from the objective. A two-stage model for
the stochastic lot-sizing problem would require that the production decisions for each time

period be the same irrespective of the state realized, i.e.,

v’ = min Y neT PnQnTn
s.t. ZmG'P(n) Ty >dp, VYneT 21)
Ty € Ry VneT
Ty = Ty Vm,nedS, Vi
THEOREM 5 Let

Q* = maXpe7 Qo

Q. = MinyeT Qp

di = maxpes,(Max,,cp(n) dm)

dr = 3 uesy Pr(MaXpep(n) dm),

then

ady — o dy < VMS = oT — oM < o*df — audy.
PROOF. Note that any feasible solution z for (20) has to satisfy

Zmep(n) Ty 2 MAXyep(n) dm V1 € St
= ZTLGST DPn ( ZmeP(n) mm) > ZneST Pn(MaXyep(n) din)
g Z?:l Y ones, (Zme&pﬂ’]’(n) pm>$n > dr
& D neT PnTn > dr,

where the last step follows from the fact that

Z Pm=pDn VMET.
meSrNT (n)
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Then if 2* is an optimal solution for (20), we have

UM = ananx;; > 0 an$: > (X*ET. (22)
neTl neTl

Next, consider a feasible solution 7 to (20), such that Z,, = max,,cp(n) dm —MaXpcp(a(n)) dm
for all n € 7, and max,,cp(4(1)) dm = 0. Then

oM

IN

2 neT Pnlnn

IN

o Z?:l Znest Pn (maxmep(n) dm — maxmep(a(n)) dm)

O Y sy Pr(Max,ep () dim)
= Oé*ET,

where the third step follows the fact that

Z Pm =pn VI, nES;.
m€5t+1ﬁT(n)

In the two-stage model (21), since the production decision is identical for all nodes in
any stage, it has to satisfy the largest possible cumulative demand in that stage, i.e., d,
can be replaced with d,, = maX;es,, dm in (21). Then, by applying the same analysis used

for problem (20) to problem (21) with d,, replacing d,, it can be shown that
ady <ol < ardh. (24)

Combining (22), (23), and (24), the claim follows. O

In Theorem 5, o™ is maximum cost in the whole scenario tree; ., is the minimum cost
in the whole scenario tree; dj. is in fact the maximum demand in the whole scenario tree;
and dr is the expected value of maximum demands in all the scenarios. Suppose that the

cost parameters «,, are nearly constant, i.e., a* &~ a4 = «, then by Theorem 5
VMS = afd}y — dr),

i.e., the value of the multi-stage model depends only on the difference between df. and
dp. Thus, if there is little variability in the demand data, then the multi-stage model
has little value. On the other hand, if there is large variability in the demand data, then
the multi-stage model has a high value, and the two-stage model may provide bad quality

decisions.
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3.3.2 VMS for the capacity planning problem

We shall now describe a lower bound on the VMS for the multi-stage capacity planning
model (16) based on the analysis in the previous section and an optimal solution to the LP
relaxation of the two-stage model (15). Since this LP relaxation can be solved fairly quickly,
we can use this lower bound estimate to justify additional computational effort required to

solve the difficult multi-stage model (16).

THEOREM 6 Let {yl "} ,c1 be the capacity allocation decisions in an optimal solution
to the linear relaxation of the two-stage model (15). Then for each resource i = 1,...,1,
let din = (Apyp )i, dip = maxnes, (Maxpepm) dim), dir = Y, s, Pn(MaXmep(n) dim),

O = MaAXpeT i, and Oy = MilyeT 4y, we have

1 I
VMS > Z (ai*d;T - afEiT> — Z ;1.
=1 1=1

PROOF. Note that

TS TLP T
v > Z pnﬂnyn + v;
neT =1

where

vi = min ) 7 PnQinTin
s.t. Zme'P(n) Tim > din, YVneT
Tin € Ry VneT
Tim = Tin Vm,nedS, Vit
Since {yl*"}, 1 is a feasible capacity allocation for the multi-stage problem (16), we have

I

'UMS < Z pnﬁnygLP + Z Oiw

neTl i=1
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where

01];\/[ = min Zne']'pnainxin
s.t. Zme'P(n) Tim > Ain VneT
Tin € Ly VneT

= min ) 7 PnQinTin
s.t. ZmG'P(n) Tim > [din] VneT
Tin € Ry YneT
= max ) rldin + ([din] — din)lmin
s.t. ZmeT(n) Tim < PnQlin VneT
Tin € R4 VneT,
in which the second equality comes from Theorem 1 and the third equality comes from

linear program duality. We can further define:

M _ s
vl = M D eq PQinTin

s.t. Zmep(n) Tim > din, YneT
Tin € Ry VneT
= max ) .7 dinTin
s.t. ZmeT(n) Tim < PnQin VN €T
min € Ry VneT,
Therefore,
oM < oM + max Y, 7 ([din] — din)Tin
s.t. ZmeT(n) Tim < PnCin VneT
min € R4 YneT
< oM + max Y rmin

s.t. ZmeT(n) Tim < PnQin VYV neT

mTin € Ry VneT

= UZTM + min ) 7 PnQinTin
s.t. Zmep(n) Tim > 1 YneT
Tin € R4 VneT
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where the second inequality comes from [d;,| — di < 1, the third equality comes from
duality, the fourth equality comes from the fact that p; = 1 and an optimal solution to a
stochastic lot-sizing problem with a cumulative demand of 1 unit in every node is to produce

1 unit in the root node. Therefore, we have:

I
VMS > Z (vZT — UZM - Oéil),
i=1
and the result follows the bounds (23) and (24) derived in the proof of Theorem 5. O

3.4 An approxrimation algorithm

In this section we develop an approximation algorithm for the multi-stage capacity planning
problem (16). To appreciate the computational complexity of this problem, it can be shown
that any instance of the NP-hard integer knapsack problem (cf. [25]) with I items can be
polynomially transformed to a single period instance of the deterministic capacity planning
problem (14). Since (14) is just a single scenario instance of the stochastic models (15) and

(16), we have the following result.

THEOREM 7 The deterministic capacity planning problem (14) and its stochastic coun-

terparts (15) and (16) are NP-hard.

PROOF. Consider (14). Let T = 1 and drop the subscript t. Let J =1 > 1, ¢ be a
real number, § = 0, A be identity matrix, and the ith entry of B be ~; in (14), we get the

following problem:

min oz

s.t. Zi[:l ~yix; >0

I
er+

which is the NP-hard integer knapsack problem. O

Motivated by this intractability, we propose the approximation scheme outlined in Al-
gorithm 3 for problem (16). The algorithm exploits the decomposable structure revealed

by the reformulation (17)-(18) of the problem.
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Algorithm 3 An approximation algorithm for (16)

1: Solve the LP relaxation of (16). Let {(zL¥, yE¥)},.e7 be an optimal solution and vif
be the optimal value. If zZ is integral for all n, stop and return {(zZ” yE)},c7.
2: For each resource i = 1,2,...,I, solve independent capacity acquisition (or stochastic

lot-sizing) problems:

min = ) 7 PninTin
s.t. Zmep(n) Tim > [(AnyiP)i] YneT

and let xffl denote the corresponding solutions. Note that the integrality of the decision
variables allows for the rounding up of (A4,y~");.
3: For each n € T, solve independent capacity allocation problems:

min - Byyn

st Apyn < X nepm) x
Byyn > 6nayn € Ri,

and let ¥ denote the corresponding optimal solution.
4: Return {(zZ, y)} et

Step 1 of Algorithm 3 requires the solution of the LP relaxation of (16). This problem
is a multi-stage stochastic linear program which can, in general, be solved by the Nested
L-Shaped Decomposition algorithm (cf. [14, 49]). Step 2 requires the solution of I stochastic
lot-sizing problems (19) which are multi-stage stochastic linear programs. In Chapter II,
we have developed very efficient algorithms for this type of problems. In the following
part, we present an efficient algorithm which is a refinement of the dual algorithm proposed
in Chapter II. Finally, Step 3 requires the solution of independent simple linear capacity

allocation problems for each node in the tree.
3.4.1 An efficient algorithm for the stochastic lot-sizing problem (19)

By virtue of Theorem 1 and the fact that the right-hand-sides of the stochastic lot-sizing
problems solved in Step 2 of Algorithm 3 are integral, we only need to find an efficient

scheme for the linear program

min ) o7 cny

Ty € Ry VneT,
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where we have used ¢, to succinctly denote ppa,. The dual of (25) is

Recall that we have developed very efficient primal and dual algorithms in Chapter II
for this type of stochastic lot-sizing problems. Our proposed algorithm in this chapter is
based on a refinement of the greedy dual algorithm for the dual problem (26) presented in
Chapter II. The scheme takes advantage of complementary slackness conditions to recover
primal optimal solutions. Algorithm 4 summarizes the proposed strategy. Here, we assume
that the parameters ¢, and d,, are strictly positive for all n. As in Chapter II, we use two

different indexing schemes for the nodes in the tree 7:

Indexing scheme 1. The nodes in 7 are indexed 1,2,..., Ny in increasing order of their
time stage, i.e., t; <t < --- < tpn,. No particular ordering is imposed on the indices of

the nodes in the same time stage. Thus the root node has an index of 1.

Indexing scheme 2. The nodes in 7 are indexed 1,2,..., Nr in decreasing order of the
corresponding cumulative demand, i.e., dy > do > --- > dn,. If d,, = dy,, then m < n if
tm < tn.

The illustration of the two indexing schemes are shown in Figure 2 (Chapter II, page
10).

The greedy dual step first assigns the largest dual value (as permitted by the constraints)
to the node with the largest demand, and then considers the node with the next largest
demand, and so on. The marker my, is assigned the index of the node (closest on the path
P(k)) to k whose corresponding dual constraint becomes tight when the dual value for node
k is set. Note that once k has a positive dual value, no other nodes in 7 (my,) will be further
considered (any other node in 7 (my) will satisfy the condition in line 4 of the dual step).

Thus all nodes in [ € 7 (my,) except for the ones with m; > 0, will have 7" = 0. The marker
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Algorithm 4 An algorithm for stochastic lot-sizing primal-dual pair (25)-(26).

The dual step:

1: label the nodes in 7 according to indexing scheme 2

2: initialize 7 = 0, ¢ = ¢, and m,, =0 for all n € T

3: fork=1,...,Nr do

4:  if there exists n € P(k) such that n = m; for some [ € 7 (n) then

5 break

6: else
7: set m; = minnep(k){cﬁ_l}
8 set my = argminnep(k){cﬁ_l} such that ¢}~ > it for all I € P(k) \ P(my,)
9

set ck = ch=l — 7% if n € P(k) and cf = ¢! otherwise

10: end if
11: end for

The primal step:
1: transform the node indices as well as m,, to indexing scheme 1
2: initialize z;, = 0 for all n € T
3: forn=1,...,Nr do
4:  if there exists [ € 7 (n) such that n = m; then
5 set 27, = di — Y pep(n)\(n} T
6: end if
7: end for

my is used in the primal step to set the primal variables such that complementary slackness
conditions are satisfied. Note that according to the algorithm, only a node k with my > 0
could have a positive dual value, and a node n could have a positive primal value only if
n = my for some node [ € 7 (n).

The following results establish the validity of Algorithm 4. For the remainder of this

section we use indexing scheme 2 for the node labels.

LEMMA 1 In each iteration k € {1,...,Nr} of the dual step of Algorithm /4, the dual

solution ™ satisfies

Z T, < ¢, foralneT, (27)
meTk(n)

where TH(n) = T(n) N {1,2,...,k}.

PROOF. By induction on k, it can be seen that & = ¢, — 2 meTh(n) Tim- Also, n € P(k)

if and only if k € 7(n) and 7} < c£=1 for all n € P(k). Therefore, we always have cf > 0
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forany n € 7. O

Lemma 1 guarantees the feasibility of the dual solution 7* (let & = Np in (27)). Further-
more, we also have 37k, 7/ = ¢y for all n € argminmep(k){cﬁfl}. Since dual feasibility
of 7* implies ZlGT(n) 7 < ¢ and 7, > 0, we also have:
Z Tl = Z T =c¢, VneE argminmep(k){cﬁl_l}. (28)
1€T*(n) 1€T (n)

That is, for any [ € 7 (n) such that [ ¢ {1,...,k}, 7=0.

LEMMA 2 The primal solution x* = (m’{,x§,...,x}‘VT) produced by the primal step of

Algorithm 4 is feasible.

PROOF. By construction, if a node n is such that m,, > 0, then the following equalities
hold:
Z x), = Z xy, = dp. (29)
meP(n) meP(mn)

Now consider a node n such that m,, = 0. Let [ € P(n) be such that [ = my, for some
node k € T (my,). Note that such a node [ must always exists, since the root node is one such
node. Suppose [ be the closest (on the path P(n)) such node to n. Note that n,k € 7(I)
while m, = 0 and my > 0, thus in the dual step node k& must have been considered before
node n, i.e., di > dn. According to (29), 3=, cp(m) Tm = 2meP(my) T = 2ameP(k) Tm =

dy > dy, (the first equality holds since x};, = 0 for m € P(n)\P(my)). O

THEOREM 8 The solutions x* and 7 returned by Algorithm 4 are optimal solutions of

(25) and (26), respectively.

PROOF. Lemmas 1 and 2 have proven the feasibility of 7* and z*. Here we show that

7 and x* satisfies the complementary slackness conditions:

>0 = Y ah,=dy (30)
meP(n)
Z T <cp = 1w, =0. (31)

meT (n)
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We prove by induction on the nodes indexed according to scheme 2.

The base case: Consider node 1. Note that 77 = ¢, > 0, then (30) follows from (29).
For all other nodes n € 7(my), m; = 0. On the other hand, >, c7(y,) T = Cm,, thus
{n € T(m): > ermT™n < cnt © 7T (mi)\{mi}. Then (31) holds, since z7, = 0 for all

n € T (m1)\{m1}. Note that we have verified the complementary slackness conditions for

all nodes in 7 (my), and not just node 1.

The induction step: Assume that we have checked nodes 1, ..., k, and now consider node k+1.
If mp41 = 0, then this node has already been checked since then k£ + 1 € 7(m;) for some
Jj < k-+1. So we assume that myy; > 0. Denote {1,2,....k} by H(k) and {m1,ma,...,my}
by R(k). Also define F(k) = U{7T (my) : n € H(k),my, > 0}. We now examine the nodes
in 7 (mg4+1)\F (k). Notice for all nodes n in 7 (mg41)\F(k)\{k + 1}, 7} = 0 since m,, = 0.
Amongst the nodes in 7 (my4+1)\F(k), only node k + 1 could have a positive dual value.
For node k + 1, (30) then holds from (29). On the other hand, >, c7(n,..) T = Cmpps
from (28), 50 {1 € T(mp\F(k) : Sery T < ab € Tonps \FR\fmpar}. The

conclusion then holds since z}, = 0 for all m € T (my1)\F(k)\{mg4+1}. O

It is easy to see that Algorithm 4 is just a refined procedure of Algorithm 2. Therefore,

Algorithm 4 has the same complexity O(Nplog Ny loglog Nr) as Algorithm 2.

3.5 Analysis of the approxrimation algorithm

This section analyzes the optimality gap of the approximate solution produced by Algo-
rithm 3. Given capacity acquisition-allocation solutions (x,y), let us denote the corre-

sponding objective function value as

F(@.y) = 3 pa(n@n + Bugn)-

neT

Recall that (zXFy*") denotes the capacity acquisition-allocation solutions corresponding
to the LP relaxation of (16), and (z,3") denotes the capacity acquisition-allocation solu-

tions returned by Algorithm 3. Let (z*,y*) denote an optimal solution to (16). Then the
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optimality gap of (z,y") is
GAP = f(z" y") — f(a*, ")
THEOREM 9 GAP < 21‘121 ;1, where 1 is the root node of the scenario tree.

Theorem 9 shows the surprising result that the optimality gap of Algorithm 3 is bounded
above by a factor that is independent of the number of time stages, number of branches in
the tree, number of tasks, or any problem data except for the sum of the capacity acquisi-
tion costs of the resources in the first stage. At the first sight, this is against our intuition.
However, through the following proof of Theorem 9, we can see that this is just a natural
result of the approximation algorithm design and the property of simple stochastic lot-sizing
problem. The basic observation is that we can produce a feasible solution of the original
multi-stage integer program from the optimal solution of its linear relaxation. The feasible
solution is just ”slightly different” from the linear relaxation solution, which is determined
by the approximation scheme. Note that in step 2 of Algorithm 3, we obtain zf by solv-
ing simple stochastic lot-sizing problems with rounded up right hand sides compared to
the linear relaxation problem. We can show that, comparing a simple stochastic lot-sizing
problem with fractional right hand side and its variant with rounded up right hand side,
the difference in the optimal objective values can be upper bounded by the cost of adding

just one more unit in the root node.

PROOF. Note that
GAP < f(a" y") - f(@"F y*P)
= f(xH7yH) - f(va yLP) + f(xHa yLP) - f(prvyLP)
< f('rHayLP) - f(wLP7yLP))

where last inequality follows from the fact that f(z,y") < f(z®,y"") (recall that y" is

H

an optimal capacity allocation corresponding to x'*, i.e., an optimal solution to capacity

allocation problem solved in step 3 of Algorithm 3, whereas y’* is just a feasible capacity
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allocation solution). Next

Fatl gty — faEP, yth) Z anam( ZLnP>

i=1neT

corresponding to step 2 of Algorithm 3. Note that

H _
Zne'f PnQinTy, =

and

LP __
ZnET PnQinT;y, -

Thus

H

LP
in

) -

IN

min

s.t.

max

s.t.

min

s.t.

max

s.t.

max

s.t.

max

s.t.

min

s.t.

i1,

> neT PnQinTin
Zme’P(n) Lim 2 [(Anyﬁp)ﬂ VneT
Tin € Ry VneT
S ner [(Anyr D)l min
> meT (n) Tim < Pnltin VneT
Tin € Ry VneT,
> neT PnQinTin
ngp(n) Tim > (ApyEP) VYneT
Tin € Ry VneT
> oner (AP )imin
> meT (n) Tim < Pnltin VneT
Tin € Ry VneT.

et ([(AnyEP)i] = (Anyk?)i )i
> meT (n) Tim < Pnltin

Tin € R4

Zne’f Tin

> meT (n) Tim < Pnltin

Tin € R4

Zne’]’ PnQinTin

Zmep(n) Tim 2> 1

Tin € R+
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VneT
VneT

VneT
VneT

VneT
VneT
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where the first equality follows from (33) and (34), the next inequality follows from the
fact that [(An,yi?)i] — (AnytT); < 1, the next equality follows from duality, and the last
equality follows from the fact that an optimal solution to a stochastic lot-sizing problem
with a cumulative demand of 1 unit in every node is to produce 1 unit in the root node.

The result then follows from incorporating (35) in (32). O

If we consider instances of (16) that have the same first-stage acquisition costs, but differ-
ent topology of the scenario tree, then we have the following asymptotic quality guarantees

for Algorithm 3. The following corollary is immediate.

COROLLARY 1 limy_,, L&) 16" _

Under some very general positivity assumption, the relative gap between objective values
of heuristic solution and the optimal solution will also vanish as the planning horizon goes

to infinity.

COROLLARY 2 In (16), let 6y, be an item in K x 1 vector 6, ; byjn be an item in K x J
matrixz By,. Assume there exists € > 0, €2 > 0 such that for any node n, é, # 0; and for
any positive item gy, > 0, we have o, > €1; and for any nonzero item byj, > 0, we have
% > €y. Then the following limit holds:

i F@ YT = @y

=0.
T—o0 f(x*7y*)

PROOF. We only need to show that f(z*,y*) — oo as n — oo. Since f(z*,y*) >
f(xP =P we only need to show f(z*",y*") — oo as n — oo. For this purpose, we

rewrite the linear relaxation of (16) as follows:

min Zne']‘pn QnTp + ﬁnyn:|
s.t. ZmeP(n) Tm— Anyn >0 VYneT

Bnynzén VneT
yneR_;,J_ VneT
zn € RL VnerT,
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whose dual program is:

max » .. .7 Mnbn

st Y meT(n) Yn < Pnln VneT
~YnAn +MBn <pufn VneT
T € RE VneT

M € RE VneT,

where au,, Bn, Ony Y, Mn are 1 X I, 1 x J, K x 1,1 x I, 1 x K vectors, respectively; and A, B,
are I x J and K x J matrices respectively. Let the objective function of the dual program
be g(Yn,nn). We will try to find a feasible solution (%, 7,) such that g(3,,7,) > Te for
some € > 0. First, we assign ¥,, = 0. Second, note that when dx,, > 0 for some k1, dx,p, is
the demand for some product or task. Then in (16), the corresponding row for this product
or task in constraint By, > 6, will be ijl bi1jnYjn = Okin = €1. So we can find at least
one ji such that by, j,, > 0, otherwise (16) is not feasible (we can always make the problem
feasible by adding a very expensive artificial resource that can satisfy all the demands).

_ pnﬁkln

Now we assign 7, = > ppeg and Mg, = 0 for all k& # ky. For this solution (3, 7, ), it

bkljln
is easy to see that ZnET Nnbn > ZnET prer€s = Te1e9, where the last equality comes from

the fact that Znest pp=1foralll <¢<T. O

Note the assumptions in Corollary 2 are very general. The condition 6, # 0 is to
guarantee that there is always some positive demand (maybe for just one product); the
condition dg, > € > 0 is to guarantee that the positive demand of a product or task is
always no less than a small positive number; the condition % > €2 > 0 is to guarantee that
no matter how to produce the product or how to realize the task by utilizing the resources,

the unit production cost of one product or task will always be no less than a small positive

number. All these conditions are clearly satisfied in any realistic setting.

3.6 Summary

In this chapter, we propose a generic multi-period capacity planning problem under uncer-

tainty involving multiple resources, tasks and products.
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First, we compare two-stage and multi-stage stochastic integer programming approaches
for this problem. The concept of value of multi-stage stochastic programming (VMS) is
discussed and informative analytical bounds are developed.

Second, by identifying and exploiting a key lot-sizing substructure in the problem, we
propose an efficient approximation scheme for the difficult multi-stage model. We show
that the absolute optimality gap of the approximation scheme is bounded above by a factor
that is independent of the number of time stages, number of branches in the scenario tree,
number of tasks, or any problem data except for the sum of the capacity acquisition costs
of the resources in the first stage. This leads to an asymptotic optimality guarantee of the

approximation scheme with respect to the number of planning stages.
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CHAPTER IV

APPLICATION: SEMICONDUCTOR TOOL PLANNING

4.1 Introduction

Most existing computational studies of stochastic programming models in semiconductor
tool planning are based on the two-stage approach (cf. [1, 5, 28, 54, 55, 56]), while few are
based on the multi-stage approach. In [1], a multi-stage stochastic programming model for
a very small exemplary problem is tested. This chapter describes a study of the multi-stage
stochastic programming model proposed in Chapter I1I, with industrial-size data, for a semi-
conductor tool planning problem. The objective is two-fold. First, the performances of the
two-stage and multi-stage approaches are compared; i.e., the value of multi-stage stochas-
tic programming, with respect to different scenario trees and random demand patterns, is
tested. Second, the solution quality of the approximation scheme proposed in Chapter III

with respect to different scenario trees and random demand patterns is tested.

4.2 Semaiconductor tool planning

Modern semiconductor manufacturing is a complex and capital-intensive procedure [26, 41]
in which highly customized machine tools are needed for processing different products.
Machine tools are very expensive; in a typical wafer fab, the cost of machine tools every
year can range from several million dollars to tens of millions. Therefore, machine tool
purchase planning is of great interest to operations research and has been studied intensively.
However, this is a difficult problem due to the characteristics of the semiconductor industry.

The first difficulty derives from the fact that the capacity of semiconductor production
lines highly depends on the product mix. To see this, one needs to understand the com-
position of production lines. Semiconductor manufacturing comprises a large number of
processes, of which the major ones are: oxidation, where an insert layer of silicon dioxide

is formed on the surface of a silicon wafer; photo-lithography, where the circuit image on
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a mask is transferred to the surface of the silicon wafer; etching, where the unwanted sili-
con dioxide layer is removed from the wafer surface; resist stripping, where the unwanted
photoresist layer is removed from the wafer surface; ion implant, where the electrical con-
ductivity of the silicon is selectively modified; and layering, where another layer of silicon
is put on the wafer. Each major process may include a number of sub-processes. Further-
more, there may be multiple layers of circuits on a semiconductor chip, so a component
will undergo these processes one or more times before it is finished. Combining these facts,
one can see that the number of processes is very large. For each process, a set of machine
tools is used. Each type of tool may be used for multiple processes. Therefore, the re-
lationship between products, processes, and machine tools is very complicated; a detailed
description can be found in [5]. Moreover, the capacity requirements of machine tools for
different products can be very different. So it is not realistic to use an aggregate product
to make machine tool purchase plans. One must consider the product mix and incorporate
the complex relationship among products, processes and machine tools in the tool planning
model. In other words, one cannot extract the strategic/tactical level decisions (machine
tool purchase) from the operational level decisions (production arrangement).

The second difficulty derives from the lead time of machine tool manufacturing. Machine
tools are highly customized; the lead time for a tool can be as long as one and half year.
Therefore, to receive the appropriate machines at the time of manufacturing, one must make
the order long before that. As mentioned above, the capacity requirement for machine tools
highly depends on the product mix, which requires a good forecast of the product demand
long before the exact manufacturing time. However, it is well known that semiconductor
product demand is volatile and very hard to forecast. Therefore, a traditional deterministic
planning model does not perform well in this case.

An optimization model is needed which incorporates uncertainty as well as a complex
decision structure to model the relationship among products, processes and machine tools.
For this, stochastic programming is an appropriate methodology. It has been shown that
stochastic programming models can provide robust solutions to hedge against the uncer-

tainty in semiconductor tool planning [1, 5, 28, 54, 55, 56]. In the following, we use the
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model in [5, 28] to test the development proposed in Chapter III.

4.3 Model and data

The original model of our test problem is a multi-period semiconductor tool planning prob-

lem from [5, 28]. The deterministic tool planning model we use is as follows:

min Zp,t U;_t + 13 iepr 2ot Nig + @23 ienp 2ot Nig

st YpiWpe + U;t — U;;t =dpy Vp,t
Zp bjp Wyt = Zie[(j) Ojit Vit
tio+ci St Nis— > jes@) 1igiOige = 0 Vi, t (36)
> imitNiy < By vt
Ul <o Vp,t
W, U, Upy, Oijy € RT Vi, 4, p,t
N, e Z*t Vi, t
The following notation is used to describe the model:
Indices:
i index for semiconductor machine tools
Jj o index for manufacturing operations
[ index for products
[ index for planning periods
Variables:
U; PR unmet demand for product p in period ¢
Uy - excess production for product p in period ¢
Wpe quantity of wafers for product p in period ¢
Ojit - quantity of wafers that pass through operation j, on tool type 7 in period ¢
Nit number of machine tool type 7 in period ¢
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Data:

Vot - expected number of products completed per wafer for product p in period ¢
dpt demand for product p in period ¢
bipt number of passes of operation j on product p in period ¢
Wio initial capacity for tool type i (measured in time)
¢ o additional unit capacity for tool type i (measured in time)
hije - time to process one wafter through operation j on tool type i in period ¢
mie unit cost of tool type ¢ in period ¢
ap upper bound of unmet demand for product p
Gt maximum budget in period ¢
I(j) : collection of tool groups that can perform operation j
J(1) collection of operations that can be performed on tool type @
PT collection of primary tool types
NT collection of non-primary tool types
qQ cost related coefficient of primary tool types
Q2 cost related coefficient of non-primary tool types

In this formulation, the tools are divided into primal and non-primal tools, i.e., I =
PT U NP, where PT is the set of primal tools and NP is the set of non-primal tools.
Primal and non-primal tools have different weights in the objective function. The objec-
tive function is a sum of unmet customer demand U;f , and weighted number of tools. The
first constraint relates the demand d,; to production variable W), ;, unmet demand U; P
and excess demand U, ;. The second constraint relates the production of wafers and the
manufacturing processes. The third constraint requires that the accumulated machine tool
capacity can satisfy the production requirements. The fourth constraint is a budget con-
straint. A more detailed explanation of the objective function and constraints can be found
in [5]. In this chapter, we extend this deterministic multi-period capacity planning model to

two-stage and multi-stage stochastic programming models by introducing stochastic data
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description. The original data from [5, 28] is for a two stage, two period stochastic pro-
gramming model. The data includes four scenarios. The authors in [5, 28] create a base
scenario consisting of two periods. The base scenario is considered as having the highest
probability to happen in the future. Based on this scenario, three other scenarios are devel-
oped corresponding to other possible outcomes of future demand evolvement with smaller
probabilities. In the original data, there are 306 machine tools, 40 wafer types (products)
and 2575 operations. To formulate one scenario, above 10000 variables and 6000 constraints

are needed. For one period, there are above 5000 variables and 3000 constraints.

4.4 Ezxperimental environment

In our numerical experiments, we made two modifications to the original model (36). First,
we drop the budget constraint from the original model since this constraint will destroy the
decomposable structure that is required by our approximation algorithm. Moreover, in the
base scenario, this constraint is not tight. In other scenarios of original data, this constraint
is violated only when the demands are significantly higher than the base case. Second, we
consider discounted cost data, whereas the original data has the same cost for each period.

To generate the scenario tree for our stochastic program, we use the data of the first
period of the base scenario from [5, 28] as the root node. Based on this node, all the nodes
in future stages are generated by introducing random demand and discounted cost to the
root node data. In each node, we have about 5000 variables and 3000 constraints.

For discounted cost data, according to [5, 28], we assume the length of one planning
period is six months; and set the cost discounting factor for one planning period to 5%. For
random demand data, we use lognormal distribution A(u, o), where u is the expectation and
o is the standard deviation. To describe the demand evolution along the planning horizon,
we consider four demand distributions of combinations of different expectation and standard
deviation (S.D.) trends as follows:

In Table 2, z, is the demand of one single product in node n, and z; is the demand
of the product in the root node. Note s, is the stage number of node n (if n € S, then

sp, = t). So for all the nodes in the same stage, we will have the same demand distribution.
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Table 2: Demand distributions

Demand pattern Characteristic Distribution

1 constant mean, constant S.D. ~ z17(1,0.5)

2 constant mean, increasing S.D. ~ z21A(1,0.5 + 0.1s,)

3 increasing mean, constant S.D. ~ z21A(1 4 0.5s,,0.5)

4 increasing mean, increasing S.D. ~ z21A(1 4 0.58,,0.5 + 0.1s,,)

In the numerical experiments, we consider scenario trees with the number of stages (T")
varying from 2 to 5, and the number of branches (B) for each non-leaf node varying from
2 to 5. We get a total number of 7 scenario trees. The nodes in these trees vary from 3
to 31. The stochastic data is generated by Monte-Carlo sampling. For each data point, we
conduct 5 independent experiments and use the average of 5 runs. Considering the different
demand patterns, scenario trees, and repetitive numerical experiments, we generate a total
number of 140 problems and solve them. All numerical experiments are conducted on an

IBM PC with 1024 MB RAM and a PENTIUM4 1.6GHz processor.

4.5 Computational results

4.5.1 Comparison of two-stage and multi-stage models

To compare two-stage and multi-stage models, we read the original data and generate the
scenario tree and stochastic programming formulations. In the following table, we compare
the number of all variables(No. var.), integer variables (No. int. var.) and constraints (No.
con.) for two-stage and multi-stage formulations. In the table, T is the number of stages
in the scenario tree and N is the total number of nodes. Note the number of branches of
non-leaf nodes is fixed at 2 for all the scenario trees generated in this section. From Table 3,
we can see the number of integer variables of multi-stage problem grows much faster than
the two-stage problem as the number of stages increases:

To compare two-stage and multi-stage model, we define the Relative Value of Multi-stage
Stochastic Programming as:

TS _ ,MS
RVMS =
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Table 3: Comparison of two-stage and multi-stage formulations

T N Two-stage Multi-stage
No. var. No. int. var. No. con. No. var. No. int. var. No. con.
2 3 15315 612 8763 15621 918 8763
3 7 35225 918 20447 36449 2142 20447
4 15 74739 1224 43815 78105 4590 43815
5 31 153461 1530 90551 161417 9486 90551
where vT' vMS are the optimal values of two-stage model and multi-stage model, respec-

tively. However, since it is hard to solve the two-stage and multi-stage models to optimality,

we only use a lower bound in our numerical experiments:

Ts MS

vip — U
LP — YHR
RVMS > -LP__ HE
vLp

where vfg is the optimal value of the linear relaxation of two-stage model; v%}g is the
heuristic solution objective value of the multi-stage model.
In the experiments, we first solve the linear relaxation of the two-stage model and get its

objective value vfﬁ. For the multi-stage formulation, we also solve the linear relaxation and

get the objective value vﬁ/lps . Based on the multi-stage LP relaxation solution, we apply the
approximation scheme and obtain the heuristic solution and its objective value v%ﬁ . Note
all the linear relaxation problems are solved using CPLEX9.0 primal simplex solver except
the simple stochastic lot-sizing subproblem. We test all the four demand patterns. For
each pattern, we draw the curve of RV M S lower bound with respect to the total number
of stages. In these experiments, we fix the number of branches for each non-leaf node to 2.
The results are shown in Figure 5. Notice that each data point is obtained by getting the
average value of 5 independent experiments.

Our first observation of Figure 5 is that for all the four demand patterns, the RV M S
lower bound increases as the number of stages increases. This implies that the value of
multi-stage stochastic programming becomes higher when the planning horizon becomes
longer, which agrees with our theoretical analysis. Recall the results for stochastic lot-

sizing problem. We show that the value of multi-stage stochastic programming increases

as the demand data variability increases under almost constant cost. When the number
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Figure 5: The value of multi-stage stochastic programming with increasing planning horizon

of stages is increasing, there is an increasing number of nodes in the tree. So it is more
likely for a very high demand to appear when we generate random demand data. This very
high demand will cause a large data variability, which leads to higher value of multi-stage
stochastic programming.

The second observation is that the pattern of demand distribution has an influence on
the magnitude of the RV M S lower bounds. For demand pattern 1, the RV M S lower bound
is less than 13% for all the four scenario trees. For demand pattern 2, all the RV M S lower
bounds are larger than 14%; and the RV SM becomes larger than 40% when the number
of stages is larger than 3. For demand pattern 3, the largest RV M S lower bound is less
than 25%. But for demand pattern 4, the RV M .S lower bounds are above 28% when there
are larger than 2 stages; and the lower bounds are above 45% when there are 4 and 5
stages. Also, the growth of RV M S lower bounds with respect to the number of stages for
demand pattern 2 and 4 is faster than that for demand pattern 1 and 3. These differences
are caused by the setting of standard deviation. In demand pattern 2 and 4, the standard
deviation is increasing, while the standard deviation is constant in demand pattern 1 and

3. Since the increasing standard deviation will bring larger variability in the demand data,
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Figure 6: The value of multi-stage stochastic programming with increasing number of
branches

so the value of multi-stage stochastic programming will increase as the standard deviation
increases, which again conforms to our theoretical results.

In all the previous experiments, we fix the number of branches for non-leaf nodes to 2,
and increase the number of stages. In fact, we can also increase the scale of the scenario
tree by increasing the number of branches of non-leaf nodes. We would like to test the
performance of the stochastic programming models with respect to an increasing number of
branches. For this purpose, we fix the number of stages of scenario tree to 3, and increase
the number of branches for all the non-leaf nodes from 2 to 5. For a total number of 4
scenario trees, we run the numerical experiments and draw the curves of RVMS lower
bound against the number of branches. The results are shown in Figure 6.

In Figure 6, we can see that the RV M S lower bound is always increasing as the number
of branches increases, except that it dropped slightly under demand pattern 1 when the
number of branches increases from 4 to 5. This observation can be explained by our analysis
on VM S. When there are more branches, the scale of the scenario tree increases, i.e., there

are more nodes in the tree. This implies there is a higher probability for a very high
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demand to appear. Therefore, on average, the VM S will increase as the number of nodes
increases. Especially, when the standard deviation is larger, the VM S tends to be larger.
This is exactly what we find in Figure 6. We note that the V M .S lower bounds for demand
pattern 2 and 4 are much higher than that for demand pattern 1 and 3. This is caused by
using increasing standard deviation in demand pattern 2 and 4, compared with the constant

standard deviation in demand pattern 1 and 3.
4.5.2 The quality of heuristic solutions

For all the test problems in our experiment, the heuristic solution can be obtained within
90 seconds. So the efficiency of the approximation scheme is satisfactory. To study the
solution quality, we define the relative gap between optimal objectives of heuristic solution

and optimal solution of multi-stage model as:

ol — oS

Since it is difficult to solve the multi-stage model, we use an upper bound for RGAP:

MS MS

VR — Y
HR — YLp
RGAP < S
vLp

where U%DS is the optimal value of the linear relaxation of multi-stage model. We draw
the curves of RGAP upper bounds against the number of stages in the scenario tree. Note
in all these curves we fix the number of branches of non-leaf nodes to 2. The results are
shown in Figure 7.

In Figure 7, we first notice that all the curves are deceasing as the number of stages
increases, except that the RGAP increases slightly in demand patten 1 when the number of
stages increases from 4 to 5. This observation is compatible with our theoretical analysis.
Recall that the gap between the heuristic solution objective value and the optimal objective
value of the multi-stage model is bounded by the summation of all the resource costs in the
first stage (for our numerical experiment, it is the summation of all the tool costs in the
first stage), which is a constant number with respect to the increasing number of stages.

When the number of stages increase 1, we need to satisfy the added demands from the new

stage. So the optimal value of multi-stage model will increase on average. In other words,
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Figure 7: The heuristic solution quality of multi-stage stochastic programming with in-
creasing planning horizon

on an average basis the optimal objective value of the multi-stage model will increase as the
number of stages increases. Therefore, on an average basis the RGAP value will decrease
as the number of stages increases.

The other observation of the curves is that when the mean demand is increasing, the
quality of heuristic solution is better. For demand pattern 1, the heuristic solution quality
is not satisfactory. The lowest RGAP upper bound for all four scenarios trees is larger
than 14%. For demand pattern 2, RGAP lower bound is smaller compared to demand
pattern 1. However, the lowest RGAP value is still above 5%. Note demand pattern 1 and
demand pattern 2 both have distributions with constant mean. For the demand patterns
with increasing mean demand, i.e., demand pattern 3 and 4, the RGAP upper bound is
obviously smaller than that of demand pattern 1 and 2 for all the scenario trees. This
phenomenon is due to the increasing demand expectation, which will lead to faster increase
of the optimal objective value of the multi-stage model. With the same reasoning as in the
first observation, the RGAP will then tend to be smaller.

As in the last subsection, we are also interested in the heuristic solution quality when
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Figure 8: The heuristic solution quality of multi-stage stochastic programming with in-
creasing number of branches

we fix the number of stages and increase the number of branches of non-leaf nodes. For
this purpose, we test 4 scenario trees with the number of stages fixed at 3, and the number
of branches of non-leaf nodes increasing from 2 to 5. We draw the curves of RGAP upper
bound against the number of branches. The results are shown in Figure 8.

In Figure 8, we notice that all the curves are almost level. To explain this, we can use a
similar reasoning as before. Since the number of stages is fixed for all the scenario trees, on
average the optimal value of multi-stage model is almost constant. Therefore, increasing the
number of branches will not affect RGAP very much. However, the influence of different
distributions is still noticeable. The RGAP upper bound for demand pattern 3 and 4 is
much smaller than that of demand pattern 1 and 4. The reason is that demand pattern 3
and 4 use increasing mean while demand pattern 1 and 2 use constant mean.

Finally, compared with the running times of two-stage LP and multi-stage LP, the
heuristic for multi-stage model always consumes the least amount of time. Among all the
instances, the heuristic running time is always less than 2 minutes. As a comparison, we use

the CPLEX9.0 MIP solver to solve an instance with 3 nodes(T" = 2, B = 2) in the scenario
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tree, both the two-stage model and multi-stage model take more than 1 hour to solve. In
another instance with 7 nodes(7T = 3, B = 2) in the scenario tree, both the two-stage model
and multi-stage model cannot be solved after 2 hours. These results show that a good
heuristic is very necessary for this category of stochastic capacity planning problems; and
the heuristic proposed in this paper can provide satisfactory solutions in reasonable amount

of time.

4.6  Summary

In this chapter, we conduct a large-scale computational study, using realistic-scale problem
instances corresponding to semiconductor tool planning. Numerical results indicate that a
lower bound on the relative VMS can be as high as 70%. Recall that this lower bound is
obtained by comparing the cost of an approximate solution to the multi-stage model to that
of a lower bound on the cost of an optimal solution of the two-stage model. Therefore, this
suggests that even an approximate solution to the multi-stage model may be far superior
to any optimal solution to the two-stage model. These results confirm that the VMS for
these problems is quite high. Moreover, the quality and performance of the approximation

scheme is very satisfactory, more so for cases where the VMS is high.
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CHAPTER V

THE PLANNING HORIZON OF AN INFINITE HORIZON
STOCHASTIC LOT-SIZING PROBLEM

5.1 Introduction

A critical consideration in developing a multi-period production planning model is the
length of the planning horizon [20, 43, 60]. On one hand, the planning horizon should
be long enough to avoid myopic solutions; on the other hand, an excessively long horizon
requires an excessively large input data set which may render the problem intractable. In
the case where the planning horizon is very long or indefinite, a practical approach is to use
a finite horizon approximation, also called the rolling horizon approach. In this approach,
a planner solves the finite approximation problem and implements the solution for only the
first few periods, solving a new approximation problem with the same length of horizon when
in the next period. Theoretically, it is important to know the conditions under which the
finite horizon approximation problem generates a good approximate solution with respect
to the optimal solution of the original infinite horizon problem (cf. [11]). Under certain
conditions, one may be able to find a length of the planning horizon such that the finite
horizon approximation problem will have an optimal first-period solution the same as that
of the original infinite horizon problem. This length is called the planning horizon. In
the field of stochastic dynamic programming, there have been extensive studies for the
planning horizon problem. In [50, 51], a class of general infinite horizon discounted-cost
optimization problems is studied. Some sufficient conditions and necessary conditions are
given for the convergence of optimal solutions of finite horizon approximation problems to
the optimal solution of the original infinite horizon problem. In [6, 7, 8, 12], some general
infinite horizon optimization problems are studied and conditions for the existence of a

planning horizon are given. In [53], the authors consider a type of deterministic lot-sizing
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problem with convex production and inventory costs, by using the monotonicity of the
finite horizon approximation problem. It is shown that under mild conditions there exists
a planning horizon. In an extension of this work, the authors in [17] study the stochastic
case and show that the planning horizon still exists under a linear cost structure and other
conditions.

However, all past studies of the planning horizon problem remain within a Markovian
decision analysis context. In other words, only feasible solutions or policies with the Marko-
vian property are considered. There exists very few studies of the planning horizon problem
within the stochastic programming context. In [34], a general approximation framework of
infinite horizon optimization problems based on stochastic programming is developed. The
research discusses approximation techniques for a general class of stationary infinite horizon
problems with discounted costs. In this chapter, a specific infinite horizon stochastic lot-
sizing model under the framework of stochastic programming is established. It is assumed
that the stochastic processes are discrete and can be represented by an infinite scenario tree.
Both cost and demand are random parameters and the underlying stochastic processes are
general. By studying the structure of optimal solutions of the finite horizon approximation
problem, it is shown that the optimal solution of the finite horizon approximation problem
has a non-decreasing property as the planning horizon increases. Moreover, it is shown
that when the demand and cost data are properly bounded, the finite horizon approxima-
tion problem converges to the original infinite horizon problem, both in optimal objective
value and in solution. Therefore, one can show the existence of a planning horizon under
the framework of stochastic programming. This result applies to non-stationary, arbitrary
random demand and cost parameters. One can also develop a useful formula to determine

a lower bound of the planning horizon.

5.2 The stochastic programming formulation

In this study, we consider a single item, uncapacitated, infinite horizon stochastic lot-sizing
problem in which the stochastic data is described by a scenario tree. The notations are as

follows:
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Scenario tree:

TOO

Variables and input:

On,
dn
Iy
Qp
B
Tn,

I,

the set of all nodes in the infinite horizon scenario tree

the set of nodes on the path from node n to the root node in 7°
the direct ancestor node of node n

the stage of node n, i.e., the cardinality of P(n)

the subtree composed of all nodes n with ¢(n) no greater than 7'

the set of all nodes n with ¢(n) = t, which is called the tth stage

the largest number of children of a node in 7°° (note B > 2)

= the demand at node n of the scenario tree (6, € Z)

= the discounting factor at node n(0 < u < 1)

= the inventory at the present time (we usually assume Iy = 0)
= the unit production cost at node n

= the unit inventory holding cost at node n

= production level at node n

= inventory level at node n

With these notations, the infinite horizon stochastic lot-sizing problem and its finite

approximation, denoted by (Q>) and (Q7), respectively, are as follows:

(Q%°): min ZneTOO qnlanty + Bnly)

s.t. Ia(n) +x, =1, +0n neT>® (37)

Ty In € Z4 neT>®
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(QT) : min ZnETT an [@n$n + ﬂnIn]
s.t. Ia(n) +xp, = I, + 0p neTl (38)
Ty In € Z4 neTl

To denote the objective values and solutions of (Q*°), we have the following notations:

X a feasible solution of (Q>)
e the set of all feasible solutions of (Q>)
F(X>) the objective value of solution X*°
D Gl the optimal solution of (Q)
Feer the optimal objective value of (Q>)

Note X, X°* are vectors in (Z%)>. For example, X = {X°},c7 where X° =
(x50, I°) for all n in 7°°. The corresponding notations for finite horizon approximation
problem are X7 TI7, F(XT), XT* and F(XT*), respectively. We treat X7 and X'* as
vectors in (Z%)> such that all the entries corresponding to nodes after the T'th stage are
zeroes, i.e., X1 = (0,0) for all n € T\7TT. We also define II = II*® U (U2, IT*), which
is called the solution space. An arbitrary element in II is denoted as X = {X,, },e7~ and
Xy, = (zp, I,,) for all n € T°°. The corresponding objective value is:

F(X)= > gulanzn + Buly] (39)
ne7T

5.3 Value and optimal solution convergence

5.3.1 Assumptions

Before we discuss the convergence properties of the finite horizon approximation problem,

we adopt the following assumptions:

(A1) The discounting factors of nodes at each stage is uniformly bounded by an exponential
function of the stage number: There exists e > 0 and 0 < p < 1 such that for all

neT>®,

0 < g < eau't™. (40)

99



(A2) The demands of nodes in each stage is uniformly bounded by an exponential function

of the stage number: There exists e3 > 0 and v > 1 such that for all n € 7°°,

0 < 6, < e/, (41)

(A3) The unit production and inventory costs are strictly positive and uniformly bounded.

There exists My > M > 0 such that for all n € 7°°:

M < Olrnﬁn < M. (42)

(A4) We assume

uvB < 1. (43)

Notice that assumption (Al) is easy to satisfy. One sufficient condition is as follows.
Let g, = pnrt™, where p,, is the probability of node n and r is a uniform discounting factor
(0 <7 < 1). If we assume that each node has exactly B children and all the nodes in the
same stage have the same probabilities (in other words, the probability distribution in each
stage is uniform). Then we have p, = %. In this case, it is easy to see that yu = ¢ and
€2 = B. Furthermore, we can also assume that the probability distribution satisfies that
P < %. Assumption (A2) is also not a very strong assumption. It only requires the
increasing demand be bounded by an exponential distribution. Assumption (A3) is easy to
satisfy for costs in real life. The last assumption (A4) is very important for the existence
of optimal solution, which can be seen in the following developments. The intuition behind
assumption (A4) is that the decreasing rate u of discounting factors has to be small enough,
so that it can have a larger influence on the objective value than that of the increasing rate
v of demand and increasing number of nodes (whose rate is controlled by the largest number
of branches B).

From the above assumptions, we can get some very useful properties of the problem

under study. First, note that for any sequence of demands {8, }ner>, X! = (0,,0) for

all n € TT constitutes a feasible solution X7 for (QT), and X° = (8,,0) for all n € T°°
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constitutes a feasible solution X for (Q°°). For this solution, the objective value:

I = Z Qn[anén +ﬁn0] < Z €2Mt(n)M2€3Vt(n)

neT e neTe
oo
< ZEQGgMQB_l(,UJ/B)t
t=1
< o0

Note the second inequality comes from the fact that 7 = U2, Sy, |Si| < B! and
t(n) =t for all n € S;. The last inequality is guaranteed by assumption (A4). Therefore,
without loss of generality, we can define the space II°° as the set of all the feasible solutions
of (Q>) whose total cost is no greater than Fj. Therefore, the objective value is finite for
each solution in II.

Second, it is easy to see that for all the feasible solutions X = {(xy,, I;,) }ne7e in II and
any fixed node n € 7°°, we can find uniform finite upper bounds for x,, and I,,. Otherwise
the maximum objective value of feasible solutions will go to infinity by assumption (A3).
Combining this fact with the integrality of z,, and I,,, we conclude that for each fixed n,
there are only finitely many possible values of x,, and I,, in any feasible solution. In fact,
xn, and I, can be uniformly bounded by an exponential function of ¢(n). Indeed, assume
that there is an unit produced in node n that will satisfy the demand at stage t(n) + K.
Then fix n, according to assumption (A1), we can further assume that el,ut(") < qy for
some 0 < €; < €. Combining this assumption and (A3), the inventory cost is at least
Zi[i_ol Mye '™+ Now consider the alternative to produce this unit at stage t(n) + K
directly so there is no inventory cost. Then the total cost is at most Mayeau™M+E . Clearly,
Zfi_ol M€y it converges to a positive number as K goes to infinity, while Maeapu® goes to
zero. Therefore, we can find a positive integer K such that Zfiﬁl Mieipt > Meyp™ for all
K > K, i.e., we would never produce an unit to satisfy the demand of a node more than

K stages from the current stage. Therefore, at one node n, the maximum number of units
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we would produce is:

K
Z Bleg )+
=0
_ L (B
1— Bv
= 64Vt(n),

— Ki+1 | .- . .
where €4 = 63% is a positive number. We also notice that the maximum number

of units that can be carried as inventory at node n is also bounded by es//(™. Therefore,
we conclude that for any optimal solution we have xz,, I, < e, (™. We can further define

the feasible solutions as X = {(zn, In) }nere such that F(X) < F; and z,, [, < et ),
5.3.2 Existence of optimal solution

To study the existence of optimal solution of the infinite horizon problem, we need to discuss
the topology of the solution space first. By comments of the last section, there are only
finite possible choices of values for any entry in a feasible solution. So we can define a metric

p(-,-) on the solution space such that p(X, X)) =3 7o 27"¢(Xy, X,) where:

0: X,= X;l
¢(X7“‘X7/’L) =

1: ow.

Note ¢(-,) itself corresponds to a metric defined on R2.
THEOREM 10 p is a metric and Il is compact with respect to this metric.

PROOF. The first half of the statement is clear from the definition of metric [15]. Clearly,
p(X,X) =0 for all X € II; p(X,X') = p(X',X) > 0 for all (X,X’) € II x II; and if
p(X,X')=0then X = X' Forall XY, Z € I, we have p(X, Z) = 3, c700 27" (Xp, Zy) <
Yonetoe 27 MO(Xn, Yn) + 0(Ya, Zy)] = p(X,Y) + p(Y, Z). So the triangle inequality also
holds. To prove the compactness of II, we only need to show II is totally bounded and
complete. We first show that II is totally bounded. Note that for any ¢ > 0, we can find
ny such that 27 < e. Consider two solutions X and X'. If X,, = X/, for all n < ny, then

we have p(X, X') <37 127" = 27" < e On the other hand, recall that for a fixed
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n, there are only finitely many possible values of x,, and I,, in any feasible solution. So we
can find a finite set of feasible solutions such that any solution X € II will have the same
values in the first n; entries as one of the solutions in this set. Combining these results, it
is not hard to see that we can construct a finite cover of II consisting of cells of radius e.
Therefore, IT is totally bounded. Now let {X*}2°; be a Cauchy sequence in II. Clearly, for
any fixed n, { X} }5°, is also a Cauchy sequence with respect to the metric implied by ¢(-, ).
Therefore, we can find )/fn such that X! = )A(n when ¢ is large enough by the definition of ¢.
Define X = ()?1, )?2, ...). It is easy to see that lim;_,o Xi=X. We only need to show that
X is feasible, which is guaranteed by the feasibility of {X*}2°; and the fact that X} = )?n

when i is large enough. This proves the completeness of II. O

Next, we show the continuity of F'(X) with respect to X.

THEOREM 11 Let {X*}2°; be a sequence in 11 and lim;_,oo X* = X where X € II. Then
lim; o F(X?) = F(X).

PROOF. From the proof of last theorem, we know that for any fixed T', we can find K(T')

such that for all i > K(T) and 1 <n < |T7T|, X! = X,,. Therefore, for i > K(T):

|F(X) - F(X)]
= | Z nlon(zn — x:z) + Bn(In — I’I’Ll)”
ne7T\TT
< Y e ™lanlza — okl + Balln — L]
ne7Too\TT
< Z deopt™ Myeyt )
neT>\7TT

Note ZnGTm\TT degey Moy ™M) — 0 when T — oo by assumption (A4). O

Finally, we can show the existence of optimal solution of the infinite horizon problem:

COROLLARY 1 An optimal solution of the infinite horizon problem (Q>) exists, i.e.,

IX°* such that F*°* = F(X°*) < c0.
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PROOF. According to Theorem 10 and Theorem 11, IT is compact and F(X) is continu-

ous in X. Therefore, the image of Il under F' is also compact. O

5.3.3 Convergence results

First, we show a certain type of monotonicity of an optimal solution of the finite horizon

problem.

LEMMA 3 Let X7* = {(z1*, I™)} ez (note z1* = I = 0 for alln € T®\TT) be
any optimal solution of (QT) with respect to a vector of demands DT = (8,),eqr. If the
demand at one leaf node of TT increases one unit, then there is a new optimal solution such

that the production in the root node of scenario tree is nondecreasing.
PROOF. According to Chapter II, we can reformulate (Q7) as follows:

(QT): min Y neTT Cnln

ZmETT(n) qmBm )

where dn = 3, cp(n) Om and ¢p = qnlon + o . Let (2})nperr, (7)) perr
be the optimal primal and dual solutions to (44), respectively. Clearly, (z};),c7r is primal

feasible, while (77,),,c7r is dual feasible. The complementary slackness is satisfied:

x:L >0 = ZmETT(n) Tr;kn = Cp, (45)

Assume (d,),c7r is a new vector of demands such that d/, = d,, for all n € T7\{n1}
and d;ll = d,, + 1, where ny is a leaf node of 77 (n; € Sr). Note node 1 is the root node
and TT(n) denotes the subtree in 77 with root n € 7. To prove the result, we need to
show there exists an optimal solution (z),),,crr for (d},),crr such that | > z7.

*

First, if 32, cp(ny) @m = dny + 1, then (27),c7r and (m7),c7r are still feasible and

conform to complementary slackness. So they are still optimal for the demand sequence
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(dn)nerr. Second, if 30, cpiyTh = dny and a3 > 0, then we let 27, = a7, for all
n € T"\{n1} and 2}, = 2}, + 1. Clearly, (z},),c7r is primal feasible. It is also easy
to check (x],),e7r, (7} )perr still satisfy complementary slackness. Therefore, they are
still optimal for the demands (d},),c7r. Third, if 2 omeP(m) Tm = dn, and 23 = 0, we
consider the nearest ancestor node ng of n; which has positive solution in (z}),c7r, ie.,
zy, > 0 and z3, = 0 for all n € P(n1)\P(n2). Then we let 2;, = x;, and m, = 7, for
all n € TT\TT(ny). Now consider the problem with respect to scenario tree 77 (ng) and
((dn = X 0eP(na)\fna} Tm) neTT(ny) (where (-)¥ = max{-,0}). Assume we can find a pair
of primal feasible and dual feasible solutions (z7,),c77(n,)s (T5)ne7 ™ (ny) iN T (ny) such that
x

ny = T, > 0 and the complementary slackness is satisfied, then it is easy to check that

(@], )perr and (7},),crr are optimal. Therefore, without loss of generality, we can assume
that ng = 1, that is, we assume that z > 0, ) = 0 for all n € P(n1)\{1} and z} = d,,.
We only need to show that we could find a pair of optimal solutions (z),),crr, (7)) perr
for (d],),e7r such that 2} > z7 > 0.

To facilitate our proof, we define the following notations:

Ai(n) = {meT (m\{n}: 2}, >0, 27=0 ¥iePm)\{mH\P(n)}

Lin) = {me T m)\{n} a5, > 1, 2} =0 Vie P(m)\{m}\P(n)}
ALi(n) = {me T (n)\{n}:a}, z; =0 Vie P(m)\{m}\P(n)}
AL(n) = AmeTT(n): Yicpm @5 = dm, xf =0 Vie P(m)\P(n)}
AL(n) = {me T (n): Xicpm i > dm, xf =0 YieP(m)\P(n)}

Now let z,, = z, for all n € T7\{n;} and x,, = 1, which constitutes a primal feasible
solution for (d),),crr. Then starting from this solution, we use the shifting up primal
algorithm proposed in Chapter II (page 11). We claim that when the algorithm ends, we
get a solution (z,),c7r which is optimal. The basic idea is to construct a dual feasible

solution (7,),c7r from (7)), c7r that satisfies the complementary slackness with respect

to (x%)nETT g
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Case one: The shifting up algorithm ends at node nq, i.e., we have =/, = z for all
n € TT\{m}, z},, =1 and for all n € P(n)\{m}:

Cn > Cny + Z Cm (47)
meEA*, (n)

In the original dual solution, we have }_, 77, ™, = cn foralln € A% (1) and 77, = 0 for
alln € A% (1) by complementary slackness. Notice 71 = (UmeAi(I)TT(m))UAi(l)U.A*:(l).
We let 7/, = 7 for all n € (UmeA:(l)TT(m)) U AL (1); 7w, = m) — 6, (where 0 < 6, < 7})
for all n € A~ (n)\{n1}; and 7, = ¢,,. We also define 6,,, = ¢,, —7};,. Note 6, is unknown
right now for all n € A% (n)\{n1}, and 6,, is known. We need to show this set of dual
solution (7},),c7r is dual feasible and satisfies complementary slackness with respect to
(@) neTr-

To check dual feasibility, note that for all n # ni, we have 7}, < m. Only 7, > 7 .
Therefore, 3, c77 () . < D omeTT(n) Tm < Cn foralln € TT except perhaps for n € P(ny).
For complementary slackness ( 45) and (46), it is also easy to see that we only need to check
n € P(n1). Note for ny, we have 7], = ¢y, (so the complementary slackness and feasibility

constraint for node n; are satisfied). Combining these observations, we need to check for

n € P(ny)\{ni}:

Cn Z Cnl + ZmeAi (TL) Cm + ZmeA*:(n)\{nl}(w;kn - em)
= On + 70+ D meas () Cm + Xmeas )\ fnn) (T — Om) V1 € P(na)\{ma\{1},
1 = Cpy+ ZmEAi(l) Cm + ZmGA’;(l)\{nﬂ(ﬁ:T - em)

Ony + 75, + ZmeAi(l) Cm + Domear (1 fna} (T — Bm) n=1.

On the other hand, also by feasibility and complimentary slackness, in the original dual

solution (7},),,c77:

D = Cn = Thy = Dimeds (n) Sm = 2omedz (m\fna) Tm Y7 € P(na)\{na ]\{1},
e = Myt Ymear ) fm t Dime Az ()\(mi) T n=1

*
ni

where 0,,, = ¢, — 7 > A, > 0 by dual feasibility. So we require the existence of a

feasible solution to the following linear system:

Dn 2 Ony = 2 mests (m\(my} Om V1 € Plna)\{ni}\{1}

0 = 9711 - ZmE.A*:(l)\{nl} Hm
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where the unknowns are 6,, for all m € AX(1)\{n1} (6,, is known). Note now (47) becomes:

Dn D mear g} Tm = Oy Y€ P(na)\{ni}\{1}

ZmGA*:(l)\{nl}ﬂ—;m > O, n=1

(49)

Note AL(n) C A%(a(n)) for all n € P(n1)\{n1}\{1}. Therefore, according to (49),
(48) is obviously solvable, i.e., there exists a set of 6, for all m € A% (1)\{n1} such that
0 <0, <}, and (48) is satisfied.

Case two: The shifting up algorithm ends at node ng € P(n1)\{n1}. In this case,
z), = x for all n € TI\T T (ng); a,, = a}, + 1; ), =z, — 1 for all n € A% (n3); 2, = =},
for all n € UmeAi(ng)(TT(m)\{m}); and z, = 2 = 0 for all n € {m € T%(n3)\{n3} :
z; =0 Vi e P(m)\P(n3)}. Notice if ng = 1, then z},, > 0; otherwise z};, = 0. Also
note that A% (n3) = A%, (ng) UAL (n3). So z], > 0 for all n € A%, (n3) and z;, = 0 for all
n e A*(n3).

According to our shifting up algorithm, we will have the following two types of inequal-

ities. One type of inequalities comes from the fact that the one unit production is shifted

up from node nq to ns:

Ca(n) < Cn + Dme s (am)\TT(n) Cm V1 € P(n1)\P(n3)

which implies

Cns <cp+ ZmeAi(ng)\TT(n) Cm Vn € P(nl)\P(ng) (50)

To see this, just add the inequalities along the path from n to n3. The other type of
inequalities comes from the fact that this one unit can not be shifted up from ng to one of

its ancestors any more:

Cn, Z Cns + ZmEAj_(n)\TT(ng) Cm Vn € P(ng)\{ng} (51)

Note if ng = 1, then (51) does not exist. In the original dual solution, we have
> omeTT(n) Tm = Cp for all n € A7 (1) and 77 = 0 for all n € A%(1) by complementary
slackness. To construct a new dual solution, first we let 7, = 7% for all n € U,,¢ a7 T(m)

and n € A%(1). Second, let m, = 0 for all n € A*(1) N TT(n3)\{n1} and 7, = 7 — 6,
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(where 0 < 6, < 7)) for all n € A% (1)\T 7 (ng). Third, let 7}, = ¢y, — ZmEA:(TLg) Cm. We
also define 0, = cp,4 _EmeA’;(ns) Cm —7T:;1 - ZmeA*: (n3)\{r1} Ty = Cng — ZmGTT(ng) T BY

dual feasibility, we have 3 .77 (,,) ™, = ZmeAi(ng) Cm T+ Do meAx (ng)\{na} Tm < Cns-

So 6, > 0. Note 6, is known and 6, is unknown for all n € A% (1)\7 7T (n3).
We need to show this set of dual solution (7),),c7r is feasible and satisfies comple-

mentary slackness with respect to (2,),c7r. It is easy to see that for all n ¢ P(n;), we

have -, c77(n) T < 2 omeTT(n) Tm < Cn; and x), > 0 implies 2 omeTT (n) 7, = ¢p; and
Zmep(n) xl, > dy implies 7, = 0. Therefore, we only need to check nodes n € P(n;). For

all nodes in n € P(n1)\P(ns), for dual feasibility we need:

Cn > T Y ome A% (m) Cm

= Cpy — ZmeAi(ng) Cm + ZmeAj(n) Cm

= s~ Lime s (ny\T7 (n) Om>

which is guaranteed by (50) already. For complimentary slackness at node ng (x;,, > 0), we

require that

Cnz = ﬂ-;Ll + ZmeAi (n3) Cm;
which is guaranteed by the definition of 7}, . For dual feasibility at node n € P(n3)\{n3}\{1},
we require:
Cn 2 Cng + D me Ar (mM\TT (n5) m T 2ome Ar (mM\TT (n5) (T = Om),

and for feasibility and complimentary slackness at node 1:

€1 = Cpg + ZmeAgu)\TT(M) Cm + ZmEA*;(l)\TT(n3)(7T;kn — ).

Using the notation 6,,,, the above two conditions become:

Cn 2 9711 + ZmGTT(n3) W;(n T ZméAi (M\T T (n3) cm

+ 2 omeds (T (ns) (T — Om) vn € P(ng)\{ns}\{1},
et = O+ 2 nerT(ng) T T ZmeAj_(l)\TT(n3) Cm
+ 2o meAr AONTT (ng) (T — Om) n =1
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On the other hand, in the original dual solution:

= DBt XmeTT(ng) Tm T Limeds (m\TT (ns) Cm

+ 2 meAr (M\TT (ng) T vn € P(n3)\{ns}\{1},
1= XomeT(ns) Tm + Dme AL (\TT (na) Cm

+ 2 me AL (VT (n3) Tm n=1,

where A, > 0 by dual feasibility. So we require a solution of the following linear system

where the unknowns are 6,, for all m € A* (1)\T % (n3) (0, is known):

Bn 2 On = Dneas m)\TT(ng) Om V1 € P(n3)\{n3}\{1}

(52)
0 = b =2 e ((\TT(ng) I 1= 1.
Notice now (51) becomes:
Dn+ Y omeds m\TT(ng) T = b VR € Png)\{ns}\{1} (53)

2me AL (INTT (ng) Tm > Opy n=1
Therefore, (52) are obviously solvable, i.e., there exists a set of 6, for all m € A (1)\T 7 (n3)

such that 0 < 6, <7}, and linear system (52) is satisfied. O

According to this lemma, we have the following corollary:
COROLLARY 2 zT* is monotonically increasing in T.

PROOF. Consider the T + 1 horizon problem with demand vector DTt = (6,,),,c7r11.
We can obtain the optimal solution of this 7'+ 1 horizon problem by the following way:
Solve the T horizon problem first and set zZ*! = z1* for alln € 77 and 2I+! = 0 for
all n € TTTN\TT. Notice that this solution (z17!), .71 is an optimal solution for the
T + 1 horizon problem with demand vector (d,),cqr+1 such that &, = &, for all n. € 77
and 6, = 0 for all n € TT+HIN\TT. According to Lemma 3, if we increase the demand én by
one unit for some n € 7T TN\T7T ie., bn — 6, 4+ 1, then we can find a new optimal solution

will be nondecreasing. Repeating this procedure

in which the first stage production ximrl

until 6, = 6, for all n. € T7TN\TT then (z1*1),,c7r+1 will be exactly an optimal solution

of the 7'+ 1 horizon problem; and we have x{“ >xl*. O
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Next, we will show that for any fixed n € 7, the solution 2 * is bounded for all T
LEMMA 4 For any fired n € T, there exists &, € Z such that xI* < % for any T.

PROOF. Assume this conclusion is not true for node n, then there exists sequence {17}

(T3

such that — 00 as k — oco. By our assumptions, we have F(T%)*

— 00, which is a

contradiction. O

T*

According to Corollary 2 and Lemma 4, it can be shown that z;,

converges as 1" goes

to infinity by Monotone Convergence Theorem.
COROLLARY 3 For any fized n, there exists ,, such that x1* — %, as T — oc.

PROOF. First, consider set S;. There is only one node 1 in this set and it is the root of
the whole scenario tree. By Corollary 2 and Lemma 4 and monotone convergence theorem,
there exists Z; such that limp_ o xlT* = Z1. Also by integrality of x1, xip* = T1 when T is
large enough. Under such circumstance, we can consider the nodes in So, i.e., the children
of node 1. Now since the values of decision variables of node 1 are already fixed, the original
problem becomes |Ss| independent problems whose roots are exactly the nodes in S;. We can
use the former arguments again to show that there exists z,, such that limp_, :cg* =z, for

all n € 8. Therefore, by induction, our conclusion holds for nodes in Sy N for any T' > 1. O

It is not hard to show the vector (Z,),c7o is a feasible solution for the infinite horizon
problem (note that when (x,)per~ is determined, (I,)nc7e is also determined by the

constraints of Q).
LEMMA 5 (Zy)nere is a feasible solution for (Q°).

PROOF. For any fixed n € 7, we have:

Zmep(n) Tm = Zmep(n) lim7 o $Z* = limy o Zmep(n) ﬂig*

> llmTﬁoo(Zmerp(n) 5m — Io) = ZmeP(n) 5m - [07

where the first inequality comes from the feasibility of (z1*),c7e. O
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Finally, we obtain the following convergence result.

THEOREM 12 (Solution and value convergence property)

lim FT* = F = Fo°*, (54)

T—o0

where F is the objective value corresponding to the solution (Zn)neT-

PROOF. First, let X* be the feasible solution corresponding to (Z,)ner. It is easy to
see that X7* — X> as T' — oo by Corollary 3 and the integrality of decision variables.

Therefore, according to Theorem 11, we have:

lim FT* = F.

T—o00

On the other hand, we have the following inequalities:

The first inequality comes from the fact that we can obtain a feasible solution X7 of (QT)
from any optimal solution X°* of (Q>) by setting X! = X2°* for all n € 77, and the
objective value of this solution is an upper bound of FT*. The second inequality comes

from Lemma 5. Therefore, we have limp_, FT* = = Foo* O

5.4 Determination of the planning horizon

Theorem 12 implies the existence of a planning horizon of (Q*°), i.e., we can find a length
T! of planning horizon such that for all ' > T, the optimal solution x7* at the root node of
the finite approximation problem (Q”) will be equal to x9°* of the infinite horizon problem
(Q*°). In fact, we can develop some useful upper bound for this length of planning horizon.

(T+1)x*

By Lemma 3, > x7*. Consider the case $§T+1)*

> x7* it implies that it will
cost less to increase one more unit production at the root node 1 than to produce this unit
at the T+ 1 stage. Since the production cost and inventory cost are linear, we only need
to consider the following 7'+ 1 stage problem. Let &/, = 0 for all n € T7; and let §/, = 1

for all n € Syy1. Compare two solutions for this set of data. In the first solution, 1 =1
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and x,, = 0 for all other n. In the second solution, 2/, = 0 for all n € 77 and =/, = 1 for all

n € Sr4+1. The objective values of these two solutions are:

F = qoi+Y,crr @bn

F' = ZneST+1 qnCin
If F > F’, then it means we could not decrease the objective value by produce one more
unit at the root node to satisfy the demands T stages away from the first stage. In this
case we can conclude that 7' < T. To find a good upper bound for T, we would like to

find the smallest 7" such that

qro + ZnGTT Qnﬂn > ZnEST+1 gnQin (55)

T+1

holds. For this purpose, let qltﬁlt = minges, ¢nfy for t = 1,--- T and q“T+1a“ =
maXpeSy,, qnCn- We would require:

1 T+1

qron + S d" BYIS = ¢ ot T Sl

If we assume each node in 7 has exactly B children, then |S;| = B* ! fort =1,--- , T+1.

We have:
T) <min{T : gy + Z;le qltﬂltBt_1 > q“T+1a“T+1BT} (56)

Under further assumptions, we can even get closed form representation of T upper bound.

For example, if we use assumptions (A1) and (A3) and assume that

erpt™ < gy (57)

for some €2 > €1 > 0 (note that €; is uniform for all n) , then we have T} < min{T :

qraq + Zthl exp! My B!~ > eouT T My BT}, from which we get

(wB=1)qy oy —pey My

1
T < [exp(— Pty

That is,

B—-1 — M 1
Ty < (i) = | (58)
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5.5 Summary

This chapter describes the study of an infinite horizon stochastic lot-sizing problem. First,
we show that under mild conditions on the stochastic data there exists an optimal solution to
the problem. By using a shifting-up procedure similar to the primal algorithm in Chapter II,
we show a monotonicity property of the optimal solution of the finite approximation problem
of the original infinite problem. Next, we prove the solution and objective value convergence
of the finite horizon approximation problem to the infinite horizon problem, as the planning
horizon goes to infinity. Combining these results with the integrality of decision variables, we
show the existence of a planning horizon for the infinite horizon stochastic lot-sizing problem,
in the context of stochastic programming. Finally, we develop a formula to calculate the

planning horizon.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS

In this thesis, we report on our study of multi-stage stochastic programming models for
production planning problems. We make the following contributions.

We start from a very simple multi-stage stochastic lot-sizing problem with a single item,
with no fixed charge and capacity constraint. We develop primal and dual algorithms by
exploiting the problem structure. Both algorithms are strongly polynomial and much more
efficient than the Simplex method.

We propose a multi-stage stochastic programming model for capacity planning under
uncertainty. First, we compare the two-stage model and multi-stage model. We discuss the
concept of value of multi-stage stochastic programming and develop informative theoretical
bounds. The analysis shows that the value of the multi-stage stochastic programming model
can be very high for certain classes of multi-period capacity planning problems. Second, by
studying the problem structure, we identify the simple stochastic lot-sizing problem studied
previously as a key sub-model that can be solved by an efficient algorithm. Based on
the decomposition structure and the property of the simple stochastic lot-sizing problem,
we design an efficient approximation scheme for the capacity planning model. We show
that the relative gap between the objective values of the approximation solution and the
optimal solution converges to zero asymptotically as the number of stages of the scenario
tree approaches infinity. We conduct numerical experiments for a semiconductor planning
problem using industrial-size data, the results of which conform to our theoretical analysis.

We establish an infinite horizon stochastic lot-sizing problem with linear cost and sin-
gle item. Under mild assumptions, we show that both the optimal solution and objective
value of the finite approximation problem converge to that of the infinite horizon prob-
lem. Therefore, there exists a planning horizon for this infinite horizon stochastic lot-sizing

problem. We develop useful upper bounds for the planning horizon. This study is the first
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for a planning horizon in the context of infinite horizon stochastic programming models.
The infinite horizon stochastic lot-sizing problem here is different from previous stochastic
dynamic programming models in that it is assumed that both the cost and demand data
are random; the stochastic processes are general and all feasible solutions are considered.
The study reported here is a first step leading to a series of open questions in multi-
stage stochastic programming models for production planning. As in the deterministic case,
the stochastic lot-sizing problem is prevalent in many production planning problems under
uncertainty. The study of variants of the simple stochastic lot-sizing problem studied in
Chapter II can be useful in understanding more general production planning problems un-
der uncertainty. For example, one can study the capacitated stochastic lot-sizing problem
with fixed charge and the multi-item stochastic lot-sizing problem with budget constraints.
It would also be interesting to compare stochastic lot-sizing models from the viewpoints
of stochastic dynamic programming and stochastic programming. Chapter III presents a
comparison of two-stage and multi-stage models in a static fashion, i.e., with a fixed finite
time window. However, in practice one always uses a rolling horizon method. Therefore, it
is of interest to study the performance of stochastic programming models under a rolling
horizon approach. It is also of interest and importance to study conditions for the exis-
tence of a planning horizon in the context of general classes of infinite horizon stochastic

programming problems.
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