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PREFACE

This thesis models a two-stage supply chain where the upstream stage (stage 2)
always meets demand from the downstream stage (stage 1). We assume that demand
is stochastic, and hence shortages will occasionally occur at stage 2. Stage 2 must
fill these shortages by expediting, using overtime production and/or shipping parts
quickly by air, which we refer to as premium freight shipments. We derive optimal
inventory control policies for this supply chain under decentralized, centralized, and
coordinated control and perform numerical analysis to compare the results.

In Chapter 11, we study the supply chain under decentralized control, where each
stage independently minimizes its own costs. Stage 1 ignores stage 2 and follows
a simple base-stock policy. Stage 2 also follows a simple base-stock policy, under
the assumption that there is no setup cost for regular production at stage 2. When
we include a setup cost for regular production at stage 2, two decisions must be
made: how much to produce during regular production, and how much to produce
during overtime production. We show that the optimal regular production policy is
an (s,S) policy and that the optimal overtime production policy depends on the cost
parameters.

In Chapter 111, we study the supply chain under centralized control, where the two
stages work together to minimize system costs. By substituting system variables for
stage 2 variables and relaxing some constraints, we show that the optimal inventory

control policy at stage 1 has two (or three) order-up-to levels and depends on the
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available system inventory. We also show that the optimal inventory control policy
for the system is a base-stock policy; hence, the optimal inventory control policy for
stage 2 is to ensure the system base-stock level is achieved.

We attempt to coordinate the two stages in Chapter IV, by developing two con-
tracts that achieve system optimal (or near-optimal) results. Both contracts de-
pend on a two-tiered (or three-tiered) wholesale cost and a linear transfer payment.
Contract A achieves system optimality, but requires the two stages to share cost
information. Contract B achieves near-optimality for the system without sharing
cost information, and achieves optimality for the average cost case. Under both
contracts, an appropriate transfer payment may be negotiated so that both stages
improve upon their respective decentralized costs.

In Chapter V, we perform a numerical analysis to compare the supply chain un-
der different forms of control. We show that centralized control can affect significant
savings over decentralized control, particularly if the demand variation is high, hold-
ing costs are high, or if the fixed cost of expediting is large. We also show that
Contract B yields near-optimal results for the system, particularly if the discount

factor is close to one.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In 1999, a helicopter crashed near Ann Arbor, Michigan. The helicopter was being
used to ship automobile parts across the state. Fortunately, no one was seriously
injured, but this accident begs the following question: Does it ever make sense to
ship automobile parts by helicopter? Clearly, shipping parts by air is more expensive
than shipping by ground transportation, but on the other hand, the shipment will
arrive at its destination very quickly. Finding an answer to this question was the
original motivation for the research that follows. In this thesis, we study a two-stage
supply chain where the upstream facility always meets demand from the downstream
facility. We assume that demand is stochastic, and hence, shortages will occasionally
occur at the upstream facility. In order to fill these shortages, the upstream facility
must employ either overtime production or air shipments, which we refer to ‘premium
freight.” We study this supply chain under decentralized control, where the two
facilities operate independently; under centralized control, where a single controller
makes all decisions for both facilities; and, under coordinated control, where two

independent facilities follow a contract which leads to system optimal performance.



1.1 Overview

In traditional supply chain situations, downstream facilities make decisions about
their order quantities without regard to the actual inventory available upstream. If
the upstream facilities do not have enough inventory on hand to fill the orders, it is of-
ten assumed that the downstream facility will take what it can get and backorder the
rest. In order to avoid these shortages, the upstream facilities have traditionally set
their inventory levels high enough so that the likelihood of not meeting downstream
demand is low. However, the shift towards lean inventory has caused a reduction
in inventories, possibly increasing the likelihood of these shortages. Moreover, the
cost of backorders (already high, though hard to estimate) is certainly not decreas-
ing in today’s competitive markets. Therefore, many facilities use various forms of
expediting to meet supply requests when shortages occur.

We consider a problem with stochastic demand where the downstream facility’s
supply requests are always met by the upstream facility, and the upstream facility
has at least one of two methods of expediting available: overtime production and pre-
mium freight. Overtime production occurs at the end of a period (typically a day)
after demand has been realized. The parts produced during overtime production
cost more to build, but do not incur additional shipping expenses. Premium freight
consists of building parts at the beginning of the same period they are required down-
stream and shipping them in an expedited fashion (e.g., by airplane or helicopter).
We assume that these parts arrive downstream in time to be used during the same

period in which they are shipped. Parts shipped by premium freight cost more to



ship, but do not incur additional production costs. In our work, both methods of
expediting may be expensive, incurring fixed and per unit costs. The two methods
of expediting are mathematically equivalent, and our analysis will often consider the
case where just one method is available; however, we extend all of our results to the
case where both overtime production and premium freight may be used.

We have modelled our problem after the actual supply chain issues faced by the
Ford Motor Corporation and Visteon Automotive Systems, specifically the Visteon
plant in Ypsilanti, Michigan. Visteon produces mostly engine parts used in vehicle
assembly at Ford. Inventory levels are relatively low, about “half a day’s worth”
according to our contacts at the Ypsilanti plant, and the company is trying to “be
lean.” According to Vasilash [60], at Visteon “there is a codified set of ‘Lean Design
Rules’, there are ‘Lean Assessment Tools’ for benchmarking, and all manufacturing
engineers have been trained in lean methods.” However, they follow a policy of
meeting all supply requests, frequently using overtime production and/or premium
freight when shortages occur. Backordering is not considered an option because the
parts they send downstream are essential in keeping the assembly lines moving, and
the cost of shutting down the assembly lines at Ford is extremely high. We have
heard a wide range of estimates for this cost, but all have been in tens of thousands
of dollars per hour! Therefore, overtime production and premium freight shipments
are commonly used in order keep the assembly lines moving. Again, according to
[60], “Expediting ...is commonly created as a result of a schedule change made by

the customer ...and it necessitates such things as overtime and having to pay for



faster shipping.”

In our three models, we have attempted to capture the essence of the interaction
between Visteon and Ford. Originally, Visteon was a wholly owned subsidiary of
Ford. The decisions made and the costs incurred at Visteon were simply a part of
the larger process at Ford. This situation is represented by our centralized model in
Chapter III. In the past few years, Visteon has begun the process of breaking off
from Ford and becoming an independent firm. This situation is represented by our
decentralized model in Chapter II. Lastly, as Visteon becomes an independent firm,
it may be worthwhile to consider possible contracts that will benefit both firms. This
situation is represented by the coordinated models in Chapter IV.

We feel that our model and results may apply elsewhere in the automobile in-
dustry and in other industries, and that our results show that supply requests can
always be met, but at a cost. For example, shipping automobile parts by air is not
uncommon. According to an article in The Detroit News [53], Willow Run Airport
outside of Detroit has recently become the nation’s third largest cargo airport due to
shipment of automobile parts. The article states that “hardly a car or truck is made
anywhere in the United States that doesn’t include parts that have traveled through
Willow Run Airport” and that “increasingly, Detroit’s automakers are flying parts
from city to city and from continent to continent.” We feel that our model may apply
to the computer and electronics industries as well, where many manufacturers have
reduced or even eliminated their requirements for warehousing and receive parts in

just-in-time fashion. Finally, we feel that our results yield new insight into a common



assumption made in the inventory literature. In most single location inventory mod-
els, it is assumed that supply requests upstream are always met, without considering
how and at what cost. Our results show that supply requests can always be met
upstream using some form of expediting, but that it may be much less expensive for
the system if the downstream facility is sensitive to the inventory situation upstream
and adjusts supply requests accordingly.

The rest of this chapter consists of a literature review and a description of our
basic model and assumptions. The literature review in Section 1.2 covers three major
areas that correspond to our three supply chain models. The first part reviews single
location inventory problems, since our decentralized model in Chapter II breaks down
into two, separate, single location problems. First we discuss the seminal papers in
the field and then we discuss papers that consider either expediting or fixed costs for
shortages, which relate specifically to our decentralized model. The second part of
our literature review covers centrally controlled supply chain models, corresponding
to our centralized model in Chapter III. Again, we discuss the seminal work in the
field and then discuss papers that are closely related to our model. This discussion
has significant overlap with the third part of the literature review, which focuses on
supply chain coordination issues, as we do in Chapter IV. Finally, we conclude the
literature review with a brief discussion on logconcavity, an assumption we impose
on our demand distribution.

In Section 1.3, we outline the two-stage supply chain model that we use through-

out this thesis. We define the various inventory and decision variables for both stages



and the associated costs. We list the assumptions that will hold throughout the the-
sis, although additional assumptions are made in later sections. We describe a time
line that indicates when shipments occur, when decisions are made, when costs are
charged, etc. We also discuss some general notation about one period costs and total
objective function costs that will be standard throughout this document. Finally,
our model as defined in this section contains options for both overtime production
and premium freight; however, throughout this thesis, our initial analysis in each
chapter will consider overtime production as the only method of expediting. (Simi-
larly, we could have chosen only premium freight, as both methods of expediting are
mathematically equivalent.) This assumption clarifies the exposition for the reader.
At the end of each chapter, we consider the original problem with both methods of
expediting, and show that similar, although more complicated, results hold.

In Chapter II, we consider the situation where the two stages in the supply chain
are completely independent firms and seek to minimize their own respective costs.
The decisions made at each firm depend only on the costs and information available
at that particular firm. In Section 2.1, we show that the optimal inventory control
policy at stage 1 is a simple base-stock policy. Importantly, we also show that stage
1 passes the exact demand it experiences back to stage 2. In Section 2.2, we show
that the optimal inventory control policy at stage 2 is also a base-stock policy. This
proof requires additional work to show that the expected one period costs at stage 2
are quasiconvex, under the assumption that our demand distribution is logconcave.

In Section 2.3, we again consider stage 2, but we include the premium freight option



and we include a setup cost for regular production at stage 2. Under these conditions,
we show that the optimal overtime production policy depends on the problem data,
and that the optimal regular production policy is an (s, .S) policy. The proof involves
first defining a relationship between overtime and regular production, then deriving
the overtime results, and lastly deriving the regular production results.

In Chapter III, we consider the situation where the two stages are actually part
of a single firm and are controlled by a single manager. That manager has complete
information from both stages, makes all decisions, and attempts to minimize the
total system costs. In Section 3.1, we develop the relaxed version of the centralized
problem. In Section 3.2, we show that under relaxed conditions, the optimal inven-
tory control policy at stage 1 is an interesting, three-tiered policy that depends on
the system inventory. The proof involves relaxing two constraints and substituting
system inventory variables for stage 2 variables. In Section 3.3, again under relaxed
conditions, we show that the optimal inventory control policy for the entire system
is a base-stock policy, and hence the optimal policy for stage 2 depends on the base-
stock level for the system and the inventory position chosen for stage 1. In Section
3.4, we prove that the optimal policies found for the relaxed problem are also optimal
for the original, fully constrained problem. At the end of the chapter, we show that
similar results hold when we include the premium freight option. In this case, the
stage 1 policy becomes four-tiered and the system policy remains base-stock, but the
proof requires additional steps concerning when to employ overtime production and

when to employ premium freight.



In Chapter IV, we consider the situation where the two stages are independent
firms, but are willing to work together under contract to achieve system optimal per-
formance, assuming both firms benefit from the contract. We consider two different
contracts. In Section 4.1, we describe the wholesale cost and linear transfer payment
that we use in both contracts. In Section 4.2, we show that Contract A achieves
system optimality, but requires the firms to share cost and inventory information in
order to be implemented. In Section 4.3, we show that under Contract B, stage 1
follows the optimal centralized policy, a base-stock policy is optimal for the system,
but that the base-stock level may be too high. However, numerical analysis provided
in the next chapter shows that Contract B performs near-optimally from a system
perspective, and under Contract B the two firms do not have to share cost infor-
mation. In Section 4.4, we discuss appropriate values of the linear transfer payment
and in Section 4.5, we consider the average cost case of some of our previous models
and show that under the average cost criterion, Contract B performs optimally. In
Section 4.6, we reconsider the wholesale cost when both methods of expediting are
available.

In Chapter V, we compare costs and determine managerial insights using nu-
merical analyses. In Section 5.1, we compare the costs and inventories under the
centralized and decentralized models. We show that the centralized model can affect
significant savings, particularly when the demand variance is high, holding costs are
high, or the setup cost for overtime production is large. In Section 5.2, we compare

the system costs under Contract B to those under centralized control. We show that



in general, Contract B will produce near-optimal system performance. Lastly, in
Section 5.3, we study two example problems to gain insight as to how centralized
control saves costs over decentralized control.

We conclude the thesis in Chapter VI. We discuss our main results from each
preceding chapter and comment on the techniques used to prove them. We also

discuss extensions to our problem worthy of further study.

1.2 Literature Review

In this thesis, we study an inventory control problem with expediting between
two firms. The literature in the area of inventory control/supply chain management
is vast, beginning with articles in the late 1950’s and continuing to flourish through
today. It is a very safe bet that the current copy of Management Science has at
least one article on some supply chain issue, and it is likely that the copy of Manage-
ment Science ten years from now will also contain some article discussing inventory
control /supply chain management, although the inventory related catch-phrase may
have changed by then. The year 1958 may be considered the inception of stochastic
inventory control, with the publication of Studies in the Mathematical Theory of
Inventory and Production [5]. Nearly all current articles in the field can trace their
ideas back to this excellent text. A more current update on the status of stochastic
inventory theory by Porteus [49] may be found in Chapter 12 of the text edited by

Heyman and Sobel [29].
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Single Location Inventory Control

The seminal journal articles in the field of optimal control of single location
inventory problems are due to Scarf [52] and Veinott [62]. Scarf proved that in
general, (s, 5) policies are optimal for inventory control problems with setup costs for
production. Scarf assumes that the expected costs per period are convex and proves
his results using the notion of “K-convexity.” Under the more general assumption
that the expected costs per period are quasiconvex, Veinott proved the same result.
Both authors considered inventory problems over a finite horizon. In this thesis, we
consider problems over an infinite horizon, and thus we rely heavily on the results
from Zheng [66]. In Zheng’s paper, he generalizes the results of Scarf and Veinott
over the infinite horizon in a novel way. He shows that, given that the expected one
period costs are quasiconvex, (s,.S) policies are optimal for both the discounted and
average cost cases. One area where our assumptions differ from Zheng’s are that he
assumes that backorders are allowed; we have to modify this assumption in Section
2.3.

In Chapter II, we study single location problems with expediting. In Section 2.1,
we study stage 1 of the supply chain as a single location problem. In this case, stage 1
benefits from expediting, but does not pay for it, and the analysis is straightforward.
In Section 2.2, we study stage 2 of the supply chain as a single location problem under
the assumption that only one method of expediting is available. We assume that the
expedited shipment has lead time 0, and again, the analysis is straightforward. In

Section 2.3, we include both methods of expediting and a setup cost for regular
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production at stage 2, and the analysis gets interesting. In this section, we basically
cover the material presented in our first paper [30]. In that paper, we study a single
location inventory control problem where demand must always be met, two methods
of expediting are available (both with 0 lead time), and both methods of expediting
incur fixed plus linear costs.

The literature on single location problems with expediting began with studies by
Daniel [19] and Fukuda [24]. Daniel derives optimal policies where there are two
supply modes, expedited and regular, with lead times of 0 or 1 periods, respectively.
Fukuda extends these results to the case where the lead times are k or k4 1 periods.
Whittmore and Saunders [64] discuss conditions where only one supply mode is
optimal when the difference in lead times is more than one period. A more recent
study where lead times differ by one period over an infinite horizon may be found
in Zhang [65]. When the lead times differ by more than one period, the analysis
of the problem becomes complicated, if not intractable. Authors have tried various
approaches to handle this complexity.

In two different papers ([16] and [17]), Chiang and Gutierrez consider a situation
where the supply lead times are shorter than the review periods. In the first paper,
they include a fixed cost for emergency orders and assume a base-stock policy is
optimal; they then show that for a particular base-stock level, either only regular
shipments are used or there exists an inventory threshold under which expedited
shipments are used. In the second paper, they do not include fixed costs for emer-

gency orders and they derive how to calculate the optimal base-stock level. In three
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recent papers by Tagaras and Vlachos [55], Vlachos and Tagaras [63], and Teunter
and Vlachos [57], an inventory system with regular and emergency shipments is con-
sidered. Due to the complexity of the analysis, all three papers consider approximate
cost functions and near-optimal policies for both kinds of shipments are discussed.
The first paper discusses at heuristic that quickly calculates near-optimal policies.
The second paper takes capacity restriction into account. The third paper considers
two sets of approximate optimality conditions, one which has a complicated form
but is quite accurate, another which has a simple form but may be far from optimal.

Another approach to this problem is under the continuous review setting. Moin-
zadeh has been prolific in this area. In two papers with Nahmias ([45] and [46]),
the authors first consider (@, R) policies for both regular and expedited orders; they
discuss procedures for calculating these parameters and use simulation to check their
results. In the second paper, the authors consider a fixed contract with emergency de-
livery adjustments; they prove that finding the optimal policy is intractable, but dis-
cuss procedures for finding approximate solutions. In [43], Moinzadeh and Schmidt
assume a “one-for-one” (S —1,5) inventory policy and consider an expediting policy
that depends on the age of the inventory. Mohebbi and Posner [41] consider a con-
tinuous review system with emergency orders and lost sales. Arslan et al. [4] study
a make-to-order system under both continuous review and periodic review. They as-
sign a fixed and linear cost for expediting, and show that expediting should be used
when the number of backorders surpasses a threshold. Duenyas et al. [20] consider

a supplier that faces a quota where overtime production may be employed to meet



13

the quota if necessary, incurring both fixed and linear costs. Under the assump-
tion that the supplier uses an order-up-to policy for regular production, they show
that the overtime production policy will be an (s,.S) policy. Other recent papers
related to inventory control with some form of expediting are Hill [27], Johansen and
Thorstenson [35], and Lovejoy and Sethuraman [40].

Other papers that relate to our model in Chapter II are those where either back-
orders are not allowed or where shortages incur fixed costs. Smith [54] considers
an (S — 1,5) system without backorders where a per unit penalty L is assessed for
each unit of unmet demand. The results of this paper basically mirror the results
of an inventory problem with lost sales. Moinzadeh considers an (S — 1,.5) inven-
tory system with partial backorders in his 1989 paper [42] and describes how the
system operates under steady state. In the model of Centinkaya and Parlar [10],
backorders are allowed which incur fixed and per unit costs, but there is no setup
cost for production. The authors show that a myopic base-stock policy is optimal
over the infinite horizon under certain conditions. Aneja and Noori [3] consider a
problem where unmet demand is met by “some external arrangement” with both
per unit and fixed costs. They assume that if a shortage occurs, the inventory level
will be brought up to 0 and they show that (s, .S) policies are optimal over the finite
horizon. Ishigaki and Sawaki [34] give a condition based on the problem parameters
for (s,5) policies to be optimal for a finite horizon model with both fixed and per

unit holding and lost sales costs.
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Centralized Supply Chain Management

The seminal paper in the area of optimal control of multi-echelon inventory mod-
els is by Clark and Scarf in 1960 [18]. In this paper, the authors show that the
multi-echelon problem can be decomposed into separate, single location problems.
Here, setup costs are not allowed except at the location furthest upstream, and
base-stock policies are shown to be optimal at all echelons except the location fur-
thest upstream, where an (s,.S) policy is optimal. Except for the location furthest
downstream, all locations face an induced penalty for potentially causing shortages
downstream which effectively increases their inventories. In Federgruen and Zipkin
[21], the authors extend the results from Clark and Scarf to the infinite horizon, for
both the discounted and average cost cases. They also show that calculating the
various order-up-to levels is much easier in the infinite horizon case. In Chapter III,
we study our problem over the infinite horizon and compare our results with those
of Federgruen and Zipkin.

We cover the material from our second paper [31] in our chapter on the centralized
model. In the first three sections, we assume that only one method of expediting
is available. We show that the optimal policies at both stage 1 and stage 2 depend
on the system inventory and the optimal policy for the entire system is a base-stock
policy. We repeat the analysis in the fourth section, including both methods of
expediting. In our analysis, we assume that the costs of expediting (both fixed and
linear) are shared by the two stages, as the costs charged depend on the inventory

available at both stages. This assumption prevents us from decomposing the problem
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into two separate, single location problems as is frequently done in the literature.
However, by a novel substitution of system variables for stage 2 variables, we are
able to solve for the optimal policies. Our solution shows that since stage 1 shares
the expediting costs with stage 2, it is often optimal for stage 1 to order everything
that stage 2 has available, but no more, in order to avoid excessive expediting costs.

The literature on centralized supply chains (and the comparison to decentralized
and coordinated supply chains) is extensive. A recent, thorough overview of this
literature may be found in the text edited by Tayur, Ganeshan and Magazine [56].
Of particular interest to us are papers that model two-stage supply chains where
either the demand from stage 1 is always met by stage 2, or some form of expediting
is used. The papers by Gavirneni et al. [26] and Lee et al. [37] are examples of
the former, and the paper by Lawson and Porteus [36] is an example of the latter.
In Gavirneni et al., the authors study a capacitated two-stage supply chain under
different levels of information and show that order-up-to policies are optimal, then
discuss the value of the information to the supplier (stage 2). In their model, they
assume that if the supplier faces a shortage, the retailer (stage 1) “acquires the
missing part of the order elsewhere.” In Lee et al., the authors attempt to quantify
the value of information in a two-stage supply chain with correlated demand. They
assume that when the manufacturer (stage 2) faces a shortage, the manufacturer
“obtains units from an alternative source” which they resupply later. Although the
manufacturer always meets demand from the retailer (stage 1), they effectively pay

a backorder penalty. In both models, stage 1 does not suffer the consequences of
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expediting, unlike in our centralized model. In fact, in a footnote to [37], the authors

point out that:

In the current paper, we make the assumption that the expedite cost is
borne solely by the manufacturer so as to isolate the benefits of infor-
mation sharing to the manufacturer. A similar assumption was made by
most other researchers .. .If this assumption is relaxed, then information
sharing could bring benefits to both the manufacturer and the retailer,
but this requires much more complex modeling of the contractual rela-

tionship between the manufacturer and the retailer.

We model the shared costs in Chapter I1I and discuss the contractual relationship in
Chapter IV. Examples of other papers that discuss the value of information in the
supply chain are Bourland et al. [8], Chen [11] and [12], and Cachon and Fisher [9].

The literature on multi-echelon inventory problems that directly addresses expe-
diting is limited, with the paper by Lawson and Porteus being one notable exception.
In this paper, the authors model an m + 1-stage supply chain without setup costs
where at each stage the option exists to ship by regular means, expedite, or hold
inventory. The authors show that a “top-down base stock” policy is optimal, where
the modified order-up-to decisions are made, in order, from the upstream stage to the
downstream stage, and the regular shipment decisions are made before the expedited
shipment decisions at each stage. Again, the expediting costs at each stage are not
shared with other stages, and the authors use decomposition to solve the problem.

Other papers that address a multi-echelon setting with expediting are due to Aggar-
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wal and Moinzadeh [1], [44]. In both papers, the authors consider continuous review
systems with a warehouse that follows an (S — 1,5) policy and several retailers.
In the first paper, they describe methods for approximating the optimal ordering
policies for the system; in the second paper, they discuss more accurate method for
approximating the optimal ordering policies that depend on the inventory levels and
the remaining lead times of outstanding orders.

In Chapter III, we show that the optimal policy at stage 1 has two distinct order-
up-to levels, as well as a range of values where stage 1 uses up the available system
inventory, but no more. Two-tiered policies have appeared in previous literature.
Federgruen and Zipkin [22] study a capacitated inventory model which results in the
following policy: order up to a base-stock level if capacity is sufficient, otherwise
use up all the capacity. Here, the two order-up-to levels are the base-stock level
and the production capacity. Henig et al. [28] model a supply and transportation
contract and obtain an optimal policy where if the inventory is low, the order-up-
to level is high; if the inventory is high, the order-up-to level is low; otherwise, it is
optimal to order the amount specified in the contract. Hwang and Singh [32] model a
production flow system with uncertain capacity. They derive a policy where below a
low threshold, it is optimal not to produce, and above the low threshold, it is optimal
to produce as much as possible up to a high threshold. Lastly, Fry et al. [23] study a
vendor managed inventory system where the supplier can only produce once every T
periods. They show that a “replenish-up-to” policy is optimal, where the replenish

levels are constant at the beginning of the production cycle, but the replenish levels
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decrease as the end of the production cycle approaches and outsourcing is required.

As noted before, the literature on centralized supply chain management is vast
and growing. Some researchers are interested in very general results whereas oth-
ers investigate the traditional multi-echelon inventory problem under more specific
conditions. An example of the former is Gallego and Zipkin [25]. In this paper, the
authors address common questions to most supply chains, such as how do different
holding costs at different stages affect inventory, and they define the “fundamental
equation of supply chain theory,” which is the recursion used to determine optimal
base-stock policies. An example of a more specific paper is by Chen [14]. He consid-
ers the traditional multi-echelon inventory control problem, but with batch ordering,
and shows that an (R, nQ) policy is optimal.
Coordinated Supply Chain Management

Research on coordinating supply chains is currently very popular. An excellent
review of supply chain contract coordination may be found in Tsay et al. [58]. This
review, published in 1998, lists eighty-eight different references to articles in the
field. This area of research is important because it enables decentralized stages of the
supply chain to work together to achieve the cost savings of the centrally controlled
supply chain. In Chapter IV, we discuss two contracts that attempt to coordinate
our decentralized model. The first contract does achieve system optimality, but may
only be practical if the two stages are in the same firm. The second contract achieves
near-optimal results for the system, but is more realistic for two, independent firms.

Tsay et al. list eight different types of contract clauses; our contracts in Chapter
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IV contain two of these types: specification of decision rights and pricing. In our
contracts, stage 1 is given some control over the inventory decisions at stage 2, but
shares the cost of expediting with stage 2 through a two-tiered wholesale cost plus a
linear transfer payment. In other supply chain models, various other contracts have
been shown to induce system optimality, such as quantity flexibility contracts and
buyback policies (e. g., see [59] and [47]).

In our coordinated model, we try to follow the “good” contract properties of Lee
and Whang [38], with partial success. We discuss these properties in Chapter IV. In
our model, we assume that stage 2 has a 100% fill rate, and so stage 1 always receives
its supply requests. In traditional coordinated supply chains, upstream stages face
an induced penalty that increases their inventory levels, which in turn increases
their fill rate. Recent articles have discusses novel ways to achieve this induced
penalty function. Chen and Zheng [15] study a supply chain with fixed costs at
each stage. They establish lower bounds on system costs by using a “cost-allocation
scheme” where they assign echelon costs at each stage and then consider each stage
individually. Porteus [50] uses “responsibility tokens”, where if an upstream stage can
not meet downstream demand, they pass responsibility tokens downstream instead
of actual parts and the shortage is accounted for using these tokens. Under this
framework, each stage can be “brilliantly self-serving” while together the stages
achieve system optimality.

Logconcavity

Finally, in all our models we assume that the demand distribution is logconcave,
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which we define in the next section. For a discussion of the mathematical properties
of logconcave functions, see Ibragrimov [33]. Porteus [48] uses the assumption of
logconcavity (which he refers to as Polya Frequency 2) to show the optimality of
(s,S) policies for inventory problems with concave costs. Rosling [51] provides a
broad overview of logconcavity which he discusses in the context of quasiconvex
cost functions. The paper by An [2] covers logconcavity for discrete probability

distributions.

1.3 Supply Chain Model

We consider a periodic review, two-stage supply chain where an upstream sup-
plier (stage 2) must meet supply requests from the downstream assembler (stage 1).
Assume for convenience that each period is a day. During the current day, stage 1
and stage 2 each produce up to chosen inventory levels. At the end of the day, stage
1 experiences exogenous demand and then a decision is made about how much to
produce at stage 1 for the next day; stage 2 experiences demand from stage 1 which is
equal to the desired production quantity at stage 1 for the next day. If stage 2 cannot
meet this demand from its current inventory, then there exists a shortage which must
be filled using either overtime production or premium freight. Overtime production
occurs at the end of the current day, is shipped overnight by regular shipment, and is
available at stage 1 at the beginning of the next day. Products shipped by premium
freight are actually built at stage 2 early the day they are required downstream and

shipped very quickly, arriving in time for same day production at stage 1. Define the
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following variables:

D; = the exogenous demand during period ¢

x1, = the stage 1 inventory position at the start of period ¢

21+ = the stage 1 production quantity during period ¢

Y1+ = the stage 1 inventory level after production during period ¢

x9; = the stage 2 inventory position at the start of period ¢

29+ = the stage 2 regular production quantity during period ¢

Y21 = the stage 2 inventory level after regular production during period ¢
T, = the stage 2 inventory position at the start of overtime,

after receiving demand from stage 1 during period ¢

Z94 = the stage 2 overtime production quantity during period ¢

2+ = the stage 2 inventory level after overtime production during period ¢

During the production processes at each stage, various costs are incurred. At
stage 1, linear costs are assessed for production (¢ ), holding (h;) and backordering
(b1). Note that we allow backordering at stage 1, but not at stage 2. At stage 2, linear
costs are assessed for production (c¢z) and holding (hs), overtime production incurs
linear (c,) plus fixed (K,) costs, and premium freight shipments incur linear (c,) plus
fixed (K,) costs as well. These costs are assumed to be discounted every period by a
factor of a, with 0 < o < 1, although we consider a = 1 in Section 4.5. Throughout
this thesis, we utilize the following notation: zt = x if z > 0, and 0 otherwise;
x~ = |z| if z < 0, and 0 otherwise; and, é(x) = 1 if x > 0, and 0 otherwise. To

better understand the sequence of actions at both stages (and the associated costs
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in parentheses), consider the time line in Table 1.1. Note that, in the time line,
the decisions are made separately by the two stages, as in our decentralized and
coordinated models. Under the assumptions of the centralized model, all decisions
about yy 441, Y2 and ya,11 are made at the same time, where stage 1 makes its
decision in the time line.

In all three of our models, we make the following assumptions. First, as men-
tioned above, we assume a discount factor «, with 0 < a < 1. Second, we assume
that demand is discrete, non-negative, stationary, and from a logconcave probability
distribution. We define p, as the probability that demand equals d and F(d) as the
probability that demand is less than or equal to d, and we assume that the expected
value of demand, u, is positive and finite. Third, we assume that the per unit cost of
overtime production at stage 2 is greater than the per unit cost of regular production
at stage 2. Fourth, we assume that the cost of backordering at stage 1 is not so small
that it is cheaper to always backorder than to produce. All of these assumptions are
fairly standard, except for the assumption of logconcavity (also referred to as Polya
Frequency 2 or strongly unimodal), which merits some discussion.

A function F(z) is said to be logconcave in z if log(F(x)) is concave in z. This
assumption means that we require our demand distribution to have a smooth shape
with at most one mode; however, the assumption is not as restrictive as it may
sound, as most commonly used distribution are in fact logconcave. The Exponential,
Normal, Uniform, Beta and Gamma distributions are all continuous logconcave dis-

tributions; the Poisson, Discrete Uniform, and Binomial distributions are all discrete
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Stage 1 Timing

Stage 2 Timing

Starts period with inventory xy ;.

Receives supply request from stage 2.
Produces up to y1+ = x1,+ + 21¢-
(c1(yre — z1,t))
Experiences demand Dy.
Inventory next period: 141 = y1,+ — Dy
Pays holding and backorder costs.
(hi(y1t — D)t +b1(y1e — Dy)™)
Decides y1,1+1 = T1,041 + 21,441

Places order of z1 ;41 to stage 2.

Starts period with inventory xg ;.
If 29, < 0, produce |z2| units,
and ship by premium freight.

(Kpd(xQ_,t) + (ep + CQ)xQ_,t)

Produces up to y2 ¢ = x2 + 22¢.

(ca(yas — 23,))

Experiences demand 21 411 from stage 1.
Overtime inventory is To ¢ = Y2t — 21,141-
Decides w2441 = 9ot = Tot + Zo4-
Produces Z; with overtime production.
<K05(2~27t) + Cogg,t)
Ships min{z1 t4+1, Y2+ + Z2+} units
to stage 1.

Pays holding costs. (hggi +)

Decides y2 411 = 2441 + 22,441 > 0

Table 1.1: Decision Time Line for Both Stages
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logconcave distributions. For the discrete distributions that we consider, we use two

F(z+1)—F(x)

nice properties of logconcave functions: the fraction o)

is nonincreasing in x
and the convolution of a quasiconvex function with a logconcave demand distribution
remains quasiconvex. For later reference, we label our assumptions as follows:

(A) 0 < a < 1.

(A2) Demand is discrete, stationary, non-negative, and logconcave.

(A3) Forall ¢, 0 < pu < o0.

(A4) c2 < c,.

(A5) by > (1 — a)cy.

Finally, throughout this thesis, we assume that the ultimate goal is to minimize
expected, total, discounted costs over an infinite horizon, except in Section 4.5 where
we consider the average cost case. We originally considered our problem under a finite
horizon, but found that due to end-of-horizon effects, finite horizon results were more
difficult to prove. For all of our models, we follow the notational conventions of
Bertsekas [7]; here is a brief review. For each minimization problem, we start with
a cost per period g(period “k” variables), which consists of all the costs incurred
during period “k”. Note that the period “£” may not start and end at the same
points in time as listed in the time line and that some of the variables and costs may
occur in different time periods. We then may make changes to the cost per period,
moving terms and possibly relaxing constraints. To represent the expected cost per
period, we use the notation G(period “k” variables) = Ep[g(period “k” variables)].

For a given policy 7, the expected total discounted cost over the infinite horizon is
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fr(z0), where z; is the initial inventory information:

N-1
— 1 k : «“p :
fa(zo) = ]\}1_1(){1)0 E ; a”g(period “k” variables)

We are interested in finding the optimal policy 7 out of all possible admissible policies
IT and hence the optimal expected total discounted cost over the infinite horizon,
f*(x). This function will exist according to Proposition 1.1 on page 137 of Bertsekas
[7] if g(period “k” variables)> 0. We seek to solve the optimal cost function f*(zq) =

min, ey fr(2o) in order to determine the optimal inventory control policies.



CHAPTER I1

DECENTRALIZED MODEL

In this chapter, we study the decentralized model. We assume that the two stages
of the supply chain are independent firms that each seek to minimize their own costs.
In Section 2.1, we prove the optimal inventory control policy for stage 1 is a base-
stock policy. In Section 2.2, we justify that the optimal inventory control policy for
stage 2 is a base-stock policy under the assumption that overtime production is the
only method of expediting available. The stage 2 proof is slightly more complicated
than the stage 1 proof because we must show that the stage 2 expected one period
costs are quasiconvex. In Section 2.3, we again consider stage 2 but include premium
freight as an option and we include an additional setup cost for regular production at
stage 2. We proceed to show that the optimal inventory control policy for overtime
production depends on stage 2 costs and we show that the optimal inventory control
policy for regular production is an (s,.5) policy.

Note that in Section 2.1, we are not proving anything new. (Actually, most of
Section 2.1 is a homework problem in [7] taken from [29]!) However, we derive the

optimal policy for stage 1 step-by-step for two reasons. First, the more complicated

26
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derivations later in the thesis tend to follow the same steps, and we feel that the
proof in Section 2.1 is a good introduction to this methodology. Second, one of the
steps we will frequently use is to “move” a term back to the previous period; we
justify this step rigorously in Section 2.1 and then refer to it later in the thesis when

necessary.

2.1 Stage 1 Optimal Policy Under Decentralized Control

Under decentralized control, stage 1 is an independent firm. The manager at
stage 1 makes decisions based on the initial inventory available, x1, and the potential
costs incurred including the production cost ¢;, and the holding and backordering
costs, hy and by, respectively. The manager’s decision is particularly straightforward
because stage 2 always meets its supply requests, ensuring that stage 1 can reach its
production goals. All the variables discussed in this section occur during the same
period t, so we drop the subscript ¢ for notational convenience. The one period costs

experienced by stage 1 are

G1.dec(T1,91, D) = c1(y1 — x1) + ha(yr — D)" + by (yy — D)~

with y; > z;. Clearly, g14e(-) > 0 and hence by [7], the optimal cost function

i dec(1) satisfies

fl*,dec(x1> = min ED[gl,dec(xlyyla D) + afik,dec(yl — D)]

y12x1
The argument that minimizes this equation is the optimal inventory control policy

which we seek. In order to determine this policy, we now move the —c;x; term back
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to the previous period as —aci(y; — D) (using a technique similar to Veinott [61]

which we justify below) and define our moved one period costs as

Grdec;m (1,91, D) = cyr + ha(y — D)+ +bi(y1 — D)” —aci(yy — D)

= (1 — @)clyl + OéClD + hl(yl — D)+ + bl(yl - D)i

with y; > zy.

Lemma 1 The optimal policy which solves f{ ;..(710) also solves f{ 4.0 (T10) and

flaec(T10) = =110 + f1 gecm(T10)-
Proof:
fl*,dec(xLO)
= Iglelyll fl,dec,ﬂ(xl,O)
rN—1
= 1;1611111 J\}lilgo Ep " g1 dee(T1.1, Y1.1> D)
| k=0
rN—1
= 5{21%1 ]\}1_{20 Ep oF(er(yrr — 21x) + hi(yrr — Di) T+ b1(yar — D))
| k=0
= —CTipo+
ayie+hi(yie — Di)t +b1(yir — Di)”
o sy of +
min Lim Ep —aci(yix — Di)
N ey yo1+h(yinv-1 — Dn-1)t +bi(yin—1 — Dn_-1)7)
- .-
limy_o Ep [ZQZ_OQ " (g1 decn (T1 1, Y1,y Di)) | +
= —C1r10 + min N ey v + ha(yiv—1 — Dy-1)"
FEH . ) )
limy_o Ep
| +b1(y1n—1 — Dn-1)7) )
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N—-1
. . k
= —ci1r10+ min lim Ep E " (91,dec;m (T1.5, Y16, Di)) | +0
7€ll N—oo 0

= =210 + [T deem(T1,0)

The first, second, third, and seventh equalities are by definition. The fourth equality
holds since 1 is constant and y;, — Dy = 21441 for & = 0... N — 2. The fifth
equality holds since the last term is positive and the sixth equality holds since the
last term is finite. a

Now consider the optimal cost function f7 4., (z1):

ff,dec,m(xl) = yrln>i£11 Ep [gl,decm’b(l'l? Y1, D) + afik,dec,m(yl - D)]
= y1’1n>i£11 {Gl,dﬂ%m (yl) +akp [fik,dec,m (yl - D)]}

where G geem(Y1) = Eplgi.deem(®1,y1, D)]. Clearly, G1gec.m(y1) is convex and so
—G1 dec,m(y1) 1s unimodal. To apply the results from Zheng’s paper [66], we need
that —G1 gecm(¥1) 1s unimodal and that Gy gecm(y1) — 00 as |yi| — oo. For y; < 0,
the slope (in the discrete sense) of G gee.m(y1) is —b1 + (1 — a)e; < 0 by assumption
(A5); thus, as g1 — —00, Gy geem(y1) — 00. As y1 — +00, the slope of G geem(y1)
becomes (1 — a)e; + hy > 0, and thus Gy gee.m(y1) — 00. Hence, we have from [66]
that the optimal inventory control policy at stage 1 is a base-stock policy. Define the
optimal base-stock level as S7 ;... Under the assumption that the initial inventory is

not more than this value, z; < ST .., we can calculate f; ,..(21).

fidec(ml)
= —ar+ fik,dec,m(xl)

= —Car+ yIIl>iIl {Gl,dec,m(yl) +akp [fl*,dec,m(yl - D)]}
1271
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= —r + Gl,d€C,m(Sidec) +akp [fik,dec,m( idec - D)]
= —Cx;+ Gl,dec,m(‘sidec) + aGl,deC,m(SideJ + QQED [ff,dec,m( idec - D)]

= —c121 + G1geem( idec)(l +a+a+..)
Gl,dec,m (Sik,dec)

11—«

= —C1x +

We will use this relationship to compare costs in Chapter IV.

Hence, under decentralized control, the optimal policy at stage 1 is to order up
to S} 4. every period. It is important to note for the next section that, due to the
base-stock policy, stage 1 will pass the exact demand it experiences back to stage 2.

So, stage 2 will face the same, logconcave demand that stage 1 faces.

2.2 Stage 2 Optimal Policy Under Decentralized Control

Under decentralized control, stage 2 is also an independent firm. The manager at
stage 2 makes decisions based on the initial inventory available, x5, and the potential
costs incurred including the production cost ¢y, holding cost ho, and the overtime
production costs ¢, and K. Stage 2 faces the same demand distribution as stage
1. In this section, we assume that overtime production is the only method of filling
shortages. Thus, the overtime decision is straightforward: if there is a shortage, run
overtime production to fill it. Since the per unit cost of overtime production is more
than that of regular production, it will never be cost-effective to produce more than
the shortage with overtime production.

Mathematically, during period ¢, stage 1 will order 2,41 = D, from stage 2.

At the beginning of overtime, the overtime inventory level is Zo; = yo; — D;. If
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this quantity is negative, overtime production must be employed. The overtime
production quantity is (ya; — D¢)”. Again, all the variables that follow in this
section occur during the same time period ¢, so we drop the subscript. Given that
stage 2 starts with initial inventory x5, the one period costs experienced by stage 2

are

G2,dec(T2, Y2, D) = ca(y2 — $;) + Ko6((y2 — D)7) + co(y2 — D)™ + hao(y2 — D)+

with yo > z3. Clearly, ga4ec(-) > 0 and hence by [7], the optimal cost function

5 dec(2) satisfies

f;,dec(xQ) = mlIL ED [92,dec(x27 Y2, D) + af;,dec(yZ - D)]

Y221,
The argument that minimizes this equation is the optimal inventory control policy
which we seek. In order to determine this policy, we now move the —c,x3 term back
to the previous period as —acz(ys — D)T as we did in the previous section. Define

our moved one period costs as

G2.deem (T2, Y2, D) = coya + K,0((y2 — D)) + colya — D)™ + (hg — acy)(ya — D)*

with y, > x3. Note that the optimal policy which solves f; 4..(z2) also solves

f2*,dec,m (1'2) and

f;,dec(xQ) = _623:; + f;,dec,m (‘%2)

Consider the optimal cost function f3 ;.. ..(71):

fQ*,dec,m<x1) = H;HEF ED [g2,dec,m(x27 Y2, D) + af;,dec,m(yQ - D)]
Y22y
= min {G27decym(y2) +akp [f;,dec,m<y2 - D)]}

+
Y22>Ty
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where G2 gee.m(Y2) = Eplg2.dec,m(T2, Y2, D)]. To apply the result from Zheng [66] as
we did before, we need to show G gec.m(Y2) — 00 as |y2| — oo and that —Ga gec.m(y2)
is unimodal or that G gec.m(y2) is quasiconvex. For yo < 0, the slope of Gg gec.m(y2) is
¢2— ¢, < 0 by assumption (A4); thus, as y» — —00, Gadecm(Y2) — 00. As ya — +00,
the slope of G2 gec.m(y2) becomes hy + (1 — a)ca > 0, and thus G gec.m(y2) — 00. We
now show that G2 gec.m(y2) is quasiconvex in the following lemma. In fact, we prove
the lemma two different ways: the first proof is brief, using results from Porteus
([49]) and An ([2]) and the assumption that demand is logconcave; the second proof
is longer, but more instructive, showing exactly where the logconcavity assumption

is required.

Lemma 2 The expected one period cost G gec.m(Y2) is quasiconver.

Proof 1: Consider the one period cost function

92.dee;m(T2,Y2,d) = cayo + Ko0((y2 — d)7) + co(y2 — d)™ + (ho — acy) (o — d) ™
K, — (co = 2)y + cod if yo < d
(ha + (1 — a)ca)ya — (hg — acy)d if yp > d
for a given value of d. This function is quasiconvex in y,. To the left of d, it decreases
with slope ¢3 — ¢, < 0 by (A4). From point d to the right, it increases with slope
(he + (1 — a)ea) > 0. Now, Goaeem(y2) = Eplgadecm(T2: Y2, D) 50 Godecm(y2)
is the convolution of a quasiconvex function and a logconcave demand distribution.
According to Porteus ([49], page 619) and An ([2], Proposition 10), the convolution of
a quasiconvex function with a logconcave demand distribution remains quasiconvex;

therefore, G gec.m(y2) is also quasiconvex.
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Proof 2: We calculate the differential of Gg gecm(y2) and show that it goes from

negative to positive, changing signs exactly once. Define

AG2deem(y2) = Gogeem (Y2 + 1) — Gogecm(Y2)

= cp+1)+ K, Z Pd + Co Z (d—(y2+1))pa +
d=y2+2 d=y2+2
y2+1 0o
(hQ — O[CQ) Z((yz + 1) - d)pd — ClY2 — K, Z Pd
d=0 d=y2+1
o] Y2
—Co Z (d — y2)pa — (ha — aca) Z(?H — d)pa
d=yo+1 d=0

= o — Kopy,41 — (1 = F(y2)) + (he — acs) F(y2)

= ¢y — Co— Kopy,1 + (ho + co — aco) F(yo)

1 Dya+1
— K, 4 (hy 4+ ¢, — ac }
(y2) F(yz) ( ’ 2)

— P (e )

for F(yy) > 0. Assume dy > 0 is the smallest d such that p; > 0. For ys < dy — 1,
AGogeem(y2) = c2a —co < 0. At yo = dy — 1, AG2gecm(y2) = 2 — o — Kopa, < 0.
So, the differential is negative from the left up to dy. From dy to the right, the
differential is the product of F(ys), a positive, nondecreasing function, and the term
in the brackets. The terms in the brackets are also nondecreasing, which we will
explain below, and hence the product of the two terms can change signs at most
once. And, as y2 — +00, AG2 gec.m(y2) — ha + (1 — a)cy > 0. Thus, the differential
changes from negative to positive exactly once, and hence G gec,m (y2) is quasiconvex.
To understand why the terms in the brackets nondecreasing, note that the first
term is the product of a negative value and a nonincreasing function, and is hence

nondecreasing. The third term is constant, and hence nondecreasing. The second



34

Pyg+1
Fy2) "

term is the product of a negative value and According to Rosling [51], discrete

Pd+1

logconcave distributions have the property that the fraction 20

is nonincreasing.
Hence, the second term in nondecreasing and so the sum of all three terms is non-
decreasing. Without this property, it is possible that the second term could vary
enough to cause more than one minimum for Ga gecm(y2) and a base-stock policy
may not be optimal for stage 2. a

Using the result from [66], we have that the optimal inventory control policy at
stage 2 is a base-stock policy. Define the optimal base-stock level as S3 ;... Under

the assumption that the initial inventory is not more than this value, ry < 53 .., we

dec)

can further calculate f5 . .(72).

fQ*,dec(‘rQ)
_ + x
= —CTy + f2,dec,m (l’g)

= —cry + min {Gageem(y2) + OED[f3 geem (Y2 — D)1}

Y22y

= _CQx; + G27d607m(S;,dec) +akEp [fZ*,dec,m( ;,dec - D)]
= _CQ‘I; + GQ,deam(S;,dec) + aGQ,d@C,m(S;,deJ + QQED [f;,dec,m( ;,dec - D)]

= —Ty + Gogecm( 5 dec) (1 4+ + o 4.

_ —C2$2++ G2,dec,m( ;,dec)

1 -«
Again, we will use this relationship to compare costs in Chapter IV. Under decen-

tralized control with overtime production as the only expediting option, the optimal

policy at stage 2 is to order up to S; ;.. every period.
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2.3 Stage 2 Optimal Policy with Premium Freight and a

Setup Cost for Regular Production

In this section, we reconsider stage 2 under decentralized control. First, we in-
clude premium freight as an option for expediting. Now, the manager has a choice
of how to fill shortages, either using overtime production, premium freight, or some
combination of the two. Unlike the previous section, the overtime production quan-
tity is now a more challenging decision. Second, we include an additional setup cost,
K, for regular production. This inclusion adds realism to the problem, but also adds
additional mathematical challenges. In this section only, we have three distinct fixed
costs: for regular production at stage 2, for overtime production at stage 2, and for
premium freight shipments. We originally tried to include a setup cost K at stage
1 as well, but this assumption caused stage 2 to experience non-logconcave demand
by creating a bullwhip effect (see [39]), and the problem became intractable. For a
discussion of a two-stage supply chain with setup costs at both stages, see the paper
by Chen [13].

Our goal in this section is to determine the optimal overtime production strategy
and the optimal regular production strategy. In that order, we first show that the
overtime production policy depends on the problem data. For example, if overtime
production costs are relatively inexpensive and premium freight shipments are costly,
it will be always be optimal to fill shortages with overtime production. However, if the
two expediting costs are similar, whether or not to use overtime production depends

on the actual shortage. Second, we show that the optimal regular production policy
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is an (s, 5) policy, which is a typical result for a single location inventory problems
with a setup cost for production.

To prove our results in this section, we require two additional assumptions about
the costs involved. First, we assume that the setup cost for regular production is not
more than the setup cost for overtime production, Ky < K,. Second, we assume that
the per unit cost of regular production is less than the discounted per unit cost of
premium freight and regular production, ¢; < a(cy 4 ¢,). This assumption is similar
to the assumption that ¢ < ¢,. We label these assumptions as follows:

(A6) Ky < K,

(A7) co < alca + ¢)

2.3.1 Relationship Between Overtime and Regular Production

In this section, we will consider two types of time periods which we refer to as
the regular-period and the overtime-period. We consider these two periods so that
we may analyze various costs starting at different instances in the production cycle.
Referring to the time line in Table 1.1, the regular-period begins where stage 2 decides
its regular production quantity for the upcoming period. During a regular-period, all
actions and costs occur during the same time period t. The overtime-period begins
where stage 2 decides its overtime production quantity for the current period. During
an overtime-period, some actions and costs occur during the current time period ¢,
while others actually occur during the following time period ¢ + 1. To keep track of
what is happening when, we do not drop the time subscripts at the beginning of this

section as we did in the previous two sections. However, to prevent subscripts from
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overwhelming us, we point out here that all discussion for the rest of this section
focuses on the stage 2, decentralized problem; hence, we drop the subscript 5 and
the subscript 4. from our functions and variables. For both regular- and overtime-
periods, this problem has functions representing the cost per stage, the expected,
total, discounted cost, and the optimal, expected, total, discounted cost, using the
same notation as before. For the regular-period, we will let g represent the cost per
period, f. represent the total cost, and f* represent the optimal cost. We distinguish
the overtime-period functions with a tﬁa/e; we will let g represent the one period cost,
fx represent the total cost, and f* represent the optimal cost of an overtime-period.

We now formally define these functions.

The one period costs experienced during regular production are

9@, Y, T, Jr) = Kpd(zy ) + cpry + Kad(ye — x4) + caye — 74)
+K,0(G: — Tt) + oGt — @) + hayy”
with 1, > 27 and ¢, > Z,. The first two costs are for premium freight, the next two
costs are for regular production, the next two costs are for overtime production, and
the last cost is the holding cost. Note that three of these costs, K,0(z; ), c,z; , and

—coxy are predetermined from overtime decision of the previous period. We move

these three costs back to the previous regular-period and define:
I (Tt Y, Te, Ge) = K20 (ye — 24) + caye + Kod(Jr — )
+Co(Ge = 1) + hafi + [Kpd(5; ) + cpf; — cati]

with 3, > 2" and 4, > 7,. Note that Z, = y, — D,. Ideally, we would like to show

that g, (x¢, ys, T¢, 9:) > 0 in order to apply the result from Bertsekas [7] as before,
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but it may be negative when 0 < Z; < y;; however, we will show this case is never
optimal in the overtime section.

We now define our overtime-period cost per stage as
90 0o ye1) = Ko — To) 4 co(fe — Te) + hoy
+alKpd (Y, ) + ey + K20 (Y — Ge) + c2(Yer — Ge)]
with 9; > 7; and y;.; > ¢; . Note that ¢, = x,41 and

(T, Uy Yr1) = ColUr — T4) + hz@j + acyy; — acl + acalyii
> —acl + acoYir1 = aca (Y1 — Gr) = 2 (Yer1 — Te1)

> 0

where the first inequality is true because all setup costs are non-negative, the second
inequality is true because the three terms dropped are non-negative, and the third
inequality is true because 1411 > Tpy1.

Before defining our total cost functions, consider that 7 is an admissible policy
if y; > x and §; > &, for all ¢+ and both y; and §; are chosen in a non-anticipatory
fashion. In other words, y, may only depend on z, and (x;, y;, D;, Z;, §;) where i < t;
gy may only depend on Z; and (Z;_1, Ji—1, T4, Yi, D;) where i < t. Let II be the set of

all such policies. For the regular-period, let

Jmx(xo) = limsup Ep,
N—o0

N—-1
> atgm(:vt,yt,ift,z)t)] (2.1)

t=0

where Dy = {Dy, D1, Ds,...}. Note that f(zo) = K,0(zy)+ cpry — 2o+ frnx(To)-

For the overtime-period, let

=

fx(Zo) = lim Ep,

N—oo

o' §(Zs, G, yt—i—l)] (2.2)

t

Il
o
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where Dy = {D1, Do, D3, ...}. Note that the limit is known to exist in this case since

9(Zt, Ui, yr+1) = 0. There is a strong relationship between these two functions.

[N—1

fm,ﬂ(x()) = h]I;l sup EDO Oé gm xt7yt7jt7gt)
—oe L t=0

= limsup EDO KQ(S( Yo — $0 + CcoYo +

N-1
Z Oé ita Yt, yt+1)]]

N—oo
N—
= Ky0(yo — x0) + cayo + h]IVIl sup Lp, o' §(Z4, e, yt—i—l)]
—oo t=0
N1
= Ky0(yo — x0) + cayo + ]\}linw Ep, o fl(a?t, Yz, yt+1)]
| =0

= Kgé(yo — ZE()) + C2Yo + ]\ll—{noo EDO Epl

=

&' G(Z, Gty Yer) ‘ Dy

i

=z

= K20(yo — xo) + 290 + Ep, | lim Ep, &' G(Z4, Ge, Yer1) ‘ Dy

N—oo

~
I
o

= K(yo — xo) + c2yo + Ep, fw(i'o)}

= Ky0(yo — 20) + cayo + Epy | fx(yo — Do)}

where yo > x§. The first equality is true by definition of f,, ., the second equality is
true by the definitions of g,, and g, the fourth equality is true since g > 0, the sixth
equality is true by the Monotone Convergence Theorem since § > 0, and the seventh
equality is true by the definition of fﬂ and because the system is Markovian. Thus,

under the restriction that yy >z, we have

Jmax(x0) = K20(yo — x0) + 290 + Ep, [ﬁr(yo — Do)} . (2.3)

Recall that in equation (2.1), we used limsup to define f,, »(zo) rather than the
limit. Now, by equations (2.2) and (2.3) and since yo > xd, we see that the limit for

fmx(20) exists. Similarly, we can write f in terms of f,, and under the restriction
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that gy > 7o, we have
fr(@) = K,0(Go—T0)+Co(Jo—T0) +hoty +a[ K0 (U5 )+l —C2fo)+fimx(Yo). (2.4)

Finally, we define the optimal expected, total, discounted cost functions starting in

regular time and overtime, respectively, as

f(@) = min frn ()

mell

and

f7(2) = min fr(z)
where x € 7, & € Z, and 7 is the set of all integers. From equations (2.3) and (2.4)

we can write our optimal cost functions as combinations of each other and we get

fila) = min { Kad(y — ) + oy + Eplf*(y — D)]} (25)

y>zt

and

f1(@) = min {Ko0(5 = &) + co(§ = &) + hoif " + lK0(57) + 6~ — eaf] + af(3)}
(2.6)

Given the definitions above, the following lemma shows that the optimal cost func-

tions are finite.
Lemma 3 The optimal cost functions f*(&) and fr(x) are finite for all T,x € T.

Proof: Observe that f,r(:z?) and f,, r(z) are non-negative for all policies = € II
and for all Z,z € Z. (Note: fx is non-negative since it is the sum of non-negative

g’s and f,, » is non-negative by equation (2.3)). It suffices to show that there exists
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a policy v such that fv(f) < oo and fp,,(x) < oo for all ,x € Z. Let this v be
such that whenever the inventory level is negative produce up to 0; otherwise, do
nothing. Note that this policy applies to both overtime and regular production and
that this policy is stationary. Consider the cost per stage during an overtime-period

under this policy:

hoT ifx >0

Iy (E,0,y) = Kob(§ — ) + co(§ — T) + haff" = N
K, —c, if#<0

since g = Z*. Thus, since 7 is stationary and g,(z,y,y) > 0, by Corollary 1.1.1 of

Bertsekas ([7], page 139) we have that

. hoii + aEp|f, (& — D)) if & >0
fv(j) =
K, — ¢ + aFEp[f,(0 — D)] if Z <0.
Now note that
ED[]?W(O - D)] = Z (Ko + Cod + OfED[fV(O - D)]) Pd — KopO

d=0
= K,(1—po) + cop + aEp[f,(0 — D)]

which implies that Ep[f,(0 — D)] = KC’(1_+02+C"“ < oo by assumption (A3). Thus,

i hoii + aEp[fy (& — D)]  if&>0

f'y(m) =

Ko(l_p )+COM
11—«

Ky, —cot + o itz <0

and fw(f) < oo for —oo <z < 0. Now, when = > 0, the inventory level will remain
non-negative for some time 7 and will then eventually become negative at time
T + 1. Note, T' < oo almost surely (a.s.) since p > 0 by assumption (A3). While

the inventory level is non-negative, there will be a holding cost of at most hz for T
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discounted periods. When the inventory goes negative, to some value N say, there

will be an a’*! discounted cost of K, — c¢,N + aK"(l_+2+C°“ where —o0o < N < 0

a.s. and —FEp[N]| < p. So, for £ > 0,

; ; Ko(1 —po) — Coft
F@ < Bp | Y a'hd + o™ (KO_CONM o =po) >]
hoX K,(1— y
A Pl R T
1—@ 1_Oé

Thus f, (&) < oo for 0 < & < co. So, f*(%) < f,(&) < oo for all Z € Z. Now,

fr (z) is also finite since

Ky + Ep[f,(0—D)] ifz <0
fmn(z) = ) < 0.
Ep[f,(z — D)] ifex>0
Thus, f(x) < fm~(x) < oo forall z € Z. The optimal cost functions are both finite.
O
To review what we have covered in this subsection, we have shown that optimal,
expected, total, discounted costs exist and are finite for both regular- and overtime-
periods. The argument that minimizes f (z) is the optimal inventory control policy
which we seek, and it is the same solution as that of f*(z). Also, the solution to
f*(#) is nearly the same inventory control policy as the solution to f*(z), but the

optimal inventory control policy for the overtime-period is simply lacking the first

decision .

2.3.2 Optimal Overtime Production Policies

In this subsection, we characterize the structure of the optimal overtime policies.

At the beginning of overtime, the inventory level is known and we must choose how
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much to produce during overtime, or in effect, what the inventory level will be at the
start of regular time during the next regular-period. We show that if the inventory
level is non-negative during overtime, it is best not to run overtime production. If
the inventory is negative, we show that there are three choices: (a) produce and
ship the entire shortage as premium freight at the beginning of the next period, (b)
produce enough during overtime to fill the shortage (bringing the inventory level up
to 0), or (c¢) produce more than enough to fill the shortage during overtime (bringing
the inventory level up to some positive quantity), in order to avoid the fixed cost for
regular production. Next, we show that four different optimal policies are possible,
depending on the problem parameters when the overtime inventory level is negative.
These policies are to do premium freight when the shortage is small and overtime
when the shortage is large, to only do overtime, to only use premium freight, and do
overtime when the shortage is small and premium freight when the shortage is large.
The first three policies are (8, 5*) policies for overtime production, but the fourth is
not. (The tildes indicate we are considering overtime production.)

At this point, we drop the time subscripts for notational convenience, keeping in
mind that some of the overtime-period variables actually occur during the next time

period. Consider the cost per stage for an overtime-period
9(Z.9,y) = Kod(§— %) +co(§ = T) + hay " +a[Kp0(57) +p§~ + Kad(y — ) +ca(y— )]

where § > & and y > ¢*. Since §(Z,7,y) > 0, we refer to [7] and the optimal cost

function f* satisfies

f@) = min Ep|3(3.5.9)+af (y=D)| . (2.7)

g=>zy>gt
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Note that f*(&) is finite for all # € Z by Lemma 3. Now, §(Z, 7, y) is piecewise linear
in g and §(z,g,y) — o0 as || — oo. So, the minimum over § occurs at either § = 7,

=0, or y = y. We now consider what happens for different values of Z. When

N}

SL

> 0, then, as we show below, we do not run overtime production, the optimal

=z, and

<

9(2,2,y) = (ha — ac2)T + ak>0(y — &) + acay.
The intuition behind this result is that it is cheaper to produce next period with
regular production than to produce now with overtime production. Overtime pro-

duction has higher setup and per unit costs plus a holding cost, while the costs next

period are discounted by «. Mathematically, (since ¢(Z,0,y) is inadmissable),

9z, 2,y) — 9(T,y,y) = (ha —ac)T + aKyd(y — ) + acyy

— (Ko0(y — Z) + (ha + co)y — ¢oT)

IN

(he — ace)T + acay — ((ha + ¢o)y — o)

= (ha+c, — ac)(T —y)

since y > Z. Thus, for £ > 0, equation (2.7) becomes

F(@) = minBp[§(z.2,y) +af (y = D)]

y>T

= min Bp [(h2 — acy)i + aKd(y — F) + acyy + af*(y - D)]
y-x

= (hy — ac)T + ryn;grzl {ongé(y — )+ acy + ozED[f*(y — D)]}

= (hy — acy))7 + aKsd(yh — &) + acay; + aEplf* (v — D) (2.8)
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where
Y = arg ryn>1£1 {ozKQ(S(y) + acoy + OCED[f*<y - D)]} :

Note that y; exists because we consider only integer values of y, the linear term goes
to infinity as y goes to infinity, and the expectation term is non-negative.

Now when Z < 0, we must decide whether to utilize overtime production and/or
premium freight. Given the three options above (§ = Z, § = 0, or § = y), we get the
following costs per stage where the first case is the premium freight case, the second
case is where we produce up to 0 in overtime, and the third case is where we produce

up to a positive quantity in overtime:

(

aK, —a(c, + )T+ aKs+acy fy=12

9(7,79,y) = < K, — ¢, + aK30(y) + acsy ifg=0

\Ko—i—co(y—i“)—i-hgy if gy =1y.

F@) = min  Ep{§(35,9)+af"(y- D)}

y>0,9=2,0,y
( \

minyzo ED {g(x, .f', y) + «

iy - D)}
= min minyZOED{g(j,O,y)+af*(y—D)} (
Fly— D)}

ming>o Ep {g(a?,y, y) + )
( 3\

aK, —a(c, + c2)T + aKs + min,>g {a@y + aEp[f*(y — D)]}

= ming K, — ¢, + minysg {ozKQ(S(y) +acy + aBplf*(y - D)]}

K, — ¢, + min,>g {(co + ho)y + ozED[f*(y — D)]}
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( 3

aKp - Oé<Cp + 62)*% + aks + aCQy; +akp [f* (y; B D)]

= ming K, —c, 7+ aKyd(yy) + acayl + aEp[f*(yi — D)] (2:9)

| Ko—col + (Co + ha)¥s + aEp[f*(i% — D)

where

y, = arg min {aCQy +aBp[f(y — D)}} 7
Yo = arg m>151 {aKgé(y) + acy + aEp[f*(y — D)]} , and
Yy=

Yy = arg min {(Co + ha)y + aEp[f*(y — D)]} :

As before, y5, y5, and g7 exist because we consider only integer values of y, the linear
term goes to infinity as y goes to infinity, and the expectation term is non-negative.

So, when the overtime inventory is negative (Z < 0), we have three choices. The
first choice is to produce nothing during overtime (y = Z), fill the shortage with
regular production next period and ship by premium freight, and continue regular
production up to y; > 0. The second choice is to produce up to 0 with overtime
production (g = 0) and then produce up to y; > 0 next period during regular
production. Note that when y5 > 0, y; = yg; when yg5 = 0, the two values may
be different. Finally, the third choice is to produce up to g} > 0 during overtime
(7 = 9) and to do no regular production next period (y = 7% ).

Now, for < 0, we can rewrite
f*(%) = min {Chp — alcy + )T, Cy — %, Ch — ¢, }
where

pr = ol +aky + acy, + aED[f*(y; — D),
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C; = Ko+ aKa6(yy) + acayy + aEp[f*(y; — D), and

C* = K,+ (co+h)¥: +aEp[f (5% — D).

At this point it should be noted that the three constants above are, in fact, just
constants. The y* terms are numbers found by minimization and the Ep| f *(y*—D)]
are just numbers found by taking the expectation over D. Also note that for all

values of 7, either overtime up to 0 or overtime up to g7 is better depending on the

values of C§ and C%. Define Cf, = min{Cj, C% }, define

0 ifCy<Cy

U
Il

gy otherwise

and if ¢, # a(c, + ¢2), define

VAN

:{ Cor — Chp J
e —alep )]

Here, we have that for & < 0, f*(&) = min {Chp — a(c, + ¢2)Z, Clhyy — ¢, } and
we must determine when the premium freight option is better than the overtime
option. Premium freight is cheaper than overtime when Cpp — a(c, + c2)& < Chp —
o, or when (¢, —a(c,+¢2))T < Cfp—Chp . This inequality depends on the relative
values of Cf; and C)p and the relative values of ¢, and a(c, + ¢z). For example,
if Cop > Crpp and ¢, < a(c, + ¢2), premium freight is better for § < # < 0 and
overtime is better for & < 5. If Cfp > Chp and ¢, > a(c, + ¢2), premium freight is
better for all z < 0 and overtime is never used. The results are listed in Table 2.1

Now we have four interesting cases to study. Let case 1 be where premium freight

is better for § < # < 0 and overtime is better for < 5. Let case 2 be where overtime
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Cor > Cpr Cor = Cpr Cor < Cpr

o <afcy+c) | PFfor5<2<0|OTforallz <0| OT forall Z <0

OT forz <3

co=0a(cy+ ) | PFforallz <0 Any OT for all Z <0

co>acp+ )| PFforallz <0 | PFforallz <0 | OT fors<z <0

PF for 2 < 3

Table 2.1: Premium Freight Versus Overtime

is always better than premium freight and case 3 where premium freight is always
better than overtime when # < 0. Finally, let case 4 be where overtime is better
for s < ¥ < 0 and premium freight is better for £ < s. We discuss case 1 here in
detail; the analyses for the other three cases are very similar, and are included in the

appendix at the end of this thesis.

Case 1

In this case, we have the following stationary policy g, which happens to be an

(5,5) policy for overtime production:

;

S}
vV
(@)
<
Il
=
<
Il
<
SRS

[VaR]
VAN
=N
AN
o
<
Il
=
<
Il

M1 =

g if S =gt

=
A\
e
!
<
Il
\.O)I
NS
Il
—_—
&
=y
(@)}
Il
(e}



49

From equations (2.8) and (2.9), we have also that f*(z) =

/

(hy — acy)i 4+ aKyd(yi — &) + acoyt + aEp[f*(yi — D)] ifz>0
ak), — ac, + )T + aKy + acyy; + aED[f*(y; — D)] ifs<z<0
K, — ¢t + aKad(y) + acoys + aEp[f*(y; — D)) if S =0
ifz<s
\ Ko_coi’"’"(Co+h2)gi+aED[f*(gi_D)] ifg:gi
(2.10)
Also, plugging 1 into equation (2.6) we get:
(
(he — aco)T + af*(7) ifz>0
F (@) =3 ak, - alc, + )7 + af*(7) if5<7<0 (2.11)
K, — ¢+ (¢co + ho — ac)g + af*(g) if 7 < 3.
(

It turns out that in any case, we have:

Theorem 1 An optimal, stationary overtime production policy exists and has struc-

ture as in Table 2.1.

Proof: Since g(Z,y,y) > 0, then according to Proposition 1.3 of Bertsekas ([7],

page 143), a stationary policy p is optimal if and only if

min  Ep [g(:z, J,y) +af*(y — D)} = Ep [Ex(in s Yu) + af*(yu — D)

§>Zy>gt
where 7, and y, are overtime inventory position and regular inventory position,
respectively, under policy pu. This is exactly what we have just shown for case 1

using policy p in equation (2.10). The same result holds for cases 2, 3, and 4 (as

can be found in the appendix) and the proof is complete. O
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2.3.3 Optimal Regular Production Policy

In this section, we will show that the optimal regular production policy at stage
2is an (s, S) policy. To do so, we will show that for each case from the previous the-
orem, fr(z) =min,s+ {K20(y — x) + G(y) + aEp[f(y — D)]} has an appropriate
G(y) function that fits the model (or a slight modification thereof) from Zheng [66].
Before we begin the proof, we first prove several lemmas. In Lemma 4, we derive
logconcavity results required in our proof of quasiconvexity. In Lemma 5, we derive
relationships for the regular- and overtime-period optimal cost functions. In Lemma
6, we calculate the total cost of doing overtime production. In Lemma 7, we derive
results required since our problem is discrete and in Lemma 8, we show that our
problem generally meets the requirements of Zheng. We also modify Lemma 1 from

Zheng by eliminating the possibility of backorders.

Lemma 4 Given F(x) is logconcave, m > 0 and n > 0,

(i) % is a non-increasing function that tends down to 0 as v — oo and

(ZZ ) F(z+m)

o) 18 a non-increasing function that tends down to 1 as v — oo.

Proof: Given F(z) is logconcave, Rosling ([51], page 4) yields that both % and

’1?(; are non-increasing in x. Note that for any n > 0 with p,1,,—1 > 0, prin_2 > 0,

-+ Prtl >Oa

Pzin _ DPatn Prin-1 ~ Pz42 Pzl
F(I) Pzt+n—1 Pz4n—2 Pzt F(x)

This is the product of non-negative, non-increasing functions and hence is non-

increasing. Also, p,+, — 0 as n — oo. Note that if p,, = 0, then p, 1 = 0,
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Patnt2 = 0, ... by logconcavity. Thus, (i) is true. To prove (ii), consider that

F(Jﬁ + m) _ F(;U) Pz+1 . Prim—1 Pzim
Flz)  Fo) " F@) " Fr) | F(2)

is the sum of 1 and m non-negative, non-increasing functions that tend down to 0 as

x — 00. Clearly, this is a non-increasing function which tends to 1 as x — oco. O

Lemma 5 Define f(—) = f!(x) for any x < 0. Then,

(=) = Kyt oy, + ED[JZ*@; — D) (2.12)
fr(0) = Kod(yg) + cayy + Enlf* (v — D) (2.13)
(i) = b+ Ep[f*(i — D) (2.14)

Proof: Recall from equation (2.5) that f(z) = mings,+{K0(y — x) + c2y +
Ep[f*(y — D)]}. To prove the first equation, note that the definition of f*(—) is
consistent as we are minimizing for y > 2% and the only z in the minimization
occurs in the form of §(y — z). Then f% (=) = min,so{ Ky + coy + Ep[f*(y — D)]} =
Kotcys +Epl f* (y5—D)], by definition of . To prove the second equation, consider

£:,(0) = minyso{ K2d(y) + oy + Ep[f*(y — D)} = Ka26(yg) + coi + Ep[f* (w5 — D)),

by definition of y;. Finally, to prove the last equation, consider that when S = vy,
then Cfp = C7 < (. So,
Ct = Ko+ (co+ o) + aEplf* (i, — D)] (2.15)
< Cj
= Ko + OZKQ(S(ZJS) + OKCQQS + OéED[f*(yS — D)]

= Ko+ min{al>0(y) + acoy + aEp[f*(y — D)]}
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< K,+ m>igl{ozK2 +acy + aEp[f*(y — D)]}
y=

< Ko+ min{ak, + acyy + aBp[f(y — D)]}. (2.16)
y>uy

Hence from the first and last equalities above, (¢, + ho)y% + aEp]| f (52 — D)] <

miny>g- {aKs +acy +akp [f*(y — D)]}. Since ¢, < cotha by assumptions (A1) and

(Ad),
sl +Ep (i —D)] < X250 4 (75 —D)] < min { K-+ sy +Ep [ (y=D)]}.
(2.17)
Thus,
F(@y) = min {Kodly — 2) + ey + Ep[f*(y - D))}
Y29
| e+ Eolf*(51 - D))
= min
minys g {Kz + ey + Ep[f*(y — D))}
= &f} + Ep[f*(7}; - D))
O

Before we prove the next lemma, note that we can rewrite Cpp = aK,+af (—),

Cy = K, +af:(0), and C% = K, + (¢, + hy — acy)§® + afi(5%) when S = §*.
Lemma 6 Define K = K, + (co + ha — ac2)S 4+ af* (S) — af (—). Then,
Ka” = CET - O;F + OéKp Z 0

Proof: The proof depends on whether S = 0 or S = gy If S =0, then Cor =

Cy < €. From the definition above, Ko = K, + af;(0) — afy (=) = C5 — Cpp +
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aK, = Chp — Cpp + aK, proving the necessary equality. To prove the necessary

inequality,
Kall = Ko + O‘f;(()) - Oéf;z(_)

= Koo (Kad(yf) + e + BolF* (55— D)]) -

o <K2 + oy, + Ep[f*(y; — D)])

Y

a (min {Kgé(y) + ey + Ep[f*ly — D)]} - I;lzlgl {02?/ + Ep[fly — D)]})

y=>0

v

0

where the first inequality is true since K, > a K5 by assumptions (A1) and (A6) and
the second inequality is true since K»d(y) > 0.

Now, if S = vy, then Cfp = O < Cf. From the definition above, Ko = K, +
(Cotha—aco)Gi+afu(T)—af (=) = Kot (cotha)yi +al fo (07) —catll ) —afm (=) =
Kot (cotha) g +aBplf* (57 —D)l~af, (=) = C1~Chptak, = Cop—Chptal, by

equation (2.12), proving the necessary equality for the lemma. To prove the necessary

inequality,
Ka = Ko+ (cothy — ac)s +afa(i) — afal-)
= Kot (ot hy —aco)ii, + o (o, + EplJ*(3} — D))
—a (K + eayy + Eplf*(y; — D))
> ((co+ ha)ii, + 0B (5 — D)) — a (cay; + Enlf* (s, — D))
= min{(c, + ha)y + aEplf*(y — D)) | — min {acsy + aBp[f*(y - D)] }
> 0
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where the first inequality follows from K, > aK, and the second inequality is true

since ¢, > acs. O

Lemma 7 For cases 1 and /, there exists § with 0 < 3 < 1 such that

Cor — Cpp — (¢o — alcp + 2))5 = Blc, — ale, + ¢2))

Proof: In cases 1 and 4, § is the floor of the following negative fraction so

§+1> Cor = Chr > 3.
Co — acp + ¢2)

For case 1, the denominator of the fraction is negative so we get that

(co—ale,+¢2))(8+1) < Chr — Crp < (¢, — ale, + ¢2))$

which implies that

0> Cop — Cpp — (e — aley +¢2))3 > (¢, — alcy + c2)).

Hence, for case 1,

Cor = Cpr = (co — a6y + )3 = B(co — a6 + &2))

for some 0 < 3 < 1. For case 4, the denominator of the fraction is positive so we get

that

(co—alc,+¢2))(§+1) > Chy — Crp > (co — ale, + ¢2))$

which implies that

0< G — Cpp — (e — aley +¢2))3 < ey — alcy + c2)).
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Hence, for case 4,
Cor — Cpr — (¢o — alep + &2))§ = B(co — alcp + &2))

for some 0 < 3 < 1. O

We now proceed to prove for case 1 that an (s,.S) policy is optimal for regular
production; the proofs for cases 2, 3, and 4 are very similar and are in the appendix.
From Lemma 3, we know that f* and f* are finite. Thus, from equation (2.5) and

then equation (2.11),

filw) = min { Kby — )+ cay + Eplf*(y — D))}

y>at
K(y — x) + coy+
{(hs — acs)(y — D) + afi(y — D) }i(y — D > 0)+
| {aK, - alc, + &)y - D)
=

Ep | +afi(y—D)}(5<y—D < 0)+

{Ko - CO(y - D)+

(Co+ hy — acs)8 + afs(5) F(y — D < 3)

\ L . J

where 1 is the indicator function with 1(true) = 1 and 1(false) = 0. We now have

that
Kyd(y — ) + coy+
{(hs = acs)(y — D)+ afs,(y — D) }i(y — D > 0)+
aKp — a(cp + ¢ —D
P { (6 + )y = D)

>xt
U Ep | tafi(y-D) (5 <y—D<0)+

{Ko — oy — D) + (co + ha — ace)S

| afi(S) —afi(<) +afily - D)}y - D<)
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Ky(y — x) 4+ coy + aEplfy,(y — D)+

(he — ac)(y — D)1(y — D = 0)+
= mmin { {aKp—a(cp+02)(y—D)}1(§<y—D<0)+

y>xt

{Ko — oy — D) + (¢co + ho — OCCQ)S

| +afi(8) —afs ()l - D <3)
= min {Kg (y —x) + Gi(y) + aEp[f,,(y — D)}

y>xt
where
y y—5—1
Gi(y) = e+ (hh—ac)ly—dps+ Y (aK, —ale, + )y — d) pa
d=0 d=y+1
+ Z Kai — co(y — d)) pa
d=y—3§

Lemma 8 Under the conditions of case 1 (c, < acp+ca) and Cép > Cpp), —G1(y)

is unimodal, G1(y) — oo as |y| — oo, and the minimum point y° > 0.

Proof: We may prove this lemma using the results from [49] and [2], but we
choose to actually calculate the differential to again show where the logconcavity
assumption is used. Define AG;(y) = G1(y+ 1) — G1(y). This represents the rate of

change as y increases by 1.

y+1 Y
AGi(y) = ely+1)—cy+Y (h—ae)(y+1—dps— Y (hs—ac)(y —d)p
d=0 d=0
y—3§
+ Z (@K, —ale, +e2)(y+1—d))pa —
d=y+2
y—5—1
Y (ak, = ale + )y — d) pa+
d=y+1

Z (Kall — co(y +1-— pd - Z K — y d))

d=y—5§+1 d=y—3§
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y
= ¢+ (hy — acy) Zpd — (aK, + a(c, + ¢2))py+1
d=0

+(ak), — afep + c2) (3 +1))py-s

y—5—1 00
—a(c, + ¢2) Z P — (Kat — €o8)py—3 — Co Z Pd
d=y+2 d=y—3+1

= co+ (he —ac)F(y) —alc, + ) (Fy —8) — F(y)) — co(1 — F(y — 3))

—aKypy1 + ((co— O‘(Cp +¢2))5 — (Kan — aKp))py—§

By Lemma 6,

AGi(y) = ca—co+ (ha+ acy)F(y) + (co — alcp + ¢2)) Fy — 5) —
(Cor — Cpp — (co — aley + 2))8) py—s — K ppy+1
= ca—Co+ (ha+ac,)F(y)+ (co —ale,+ ) Fly—5—1)+

(1= B)(co — alep + c2))py—5 — AKypy1

by Lemma 7 where 0 < § < 1. At this point, note that as y — —oo, AG:(y) —
c2 — ¢, < 0 by assumption (A4) and as y — 0o, AG1(y) — c2 — o+ (ha+ac,) + (co —
a(e, +¢2)) = ha+ (1 —a)ey > 0. Thus, as y — —o0, G1(y) — oo and as y — o0,

G1(y) — oo. Also note that for y < 0,

AGi(y) = c—co+(co—ale,+e)F(ly—5—1)
+(1 - ﬁ)(co - Oé(Cp + 02))pyf§ - @Kppy+1 <cp—c, <0
and so any minimum point of Gy(y), y°, will be non-negative. Finally, it remains

to show that —G(y) is unimodal. We will do so by showing that AG;(y) changes

sign exactly once. Let dy be the smallest demand such that pg, > 0 (dy exists by
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assumption (A3)); note that for y < do, AG1(y) < 0. For y > dy, rewrite AG,(y) as
AGiy) = c2—co+ Fy)Fi(y)
where

Fi(y) = (ha+ acy) + (¢, — ale, + ¢2))

Py— o
F(y) PF(y)

o
S

<
+
—

+(1 = B)(co — alcy + 2))

F(y—3—1)
F(y)

Observe that F'(y) is increasing up to 1 and by Lemma , (i) is non-increasing

down to 1 and (ii) ’;i’(;i and % are nonincreasing down to 0. Also observe that
Fi(y) is nondecreasing. The first term is a constant, the second term is product of
a negative term (since this is case 1) and a nonincreasing function (by (i)), and the
third and fourth terms are products of negative terms and nonincreasing functions
(by (ii)). Thus, F(y)Fi(y) is the product of two nondecreasing functions. Since
F(y) > 0, the product can only change signs at most once. Since AG1(y) is negative
on the left and eventually positive on the right, the product must change signs exactly
once. Thus, —G;(y) is unimodal. O

Zheng [66] shows that an (s, S) policy is optimal for a “standard discrete-time
inventory model” where the one period cost function G,(y) has the properties we
have just shown exist for our G;(y). So, we see that our constrained optimal cost
functionf) (x) = minys,+ {K20(y — =) + G1(y) + aEp[f;,(y — D)]} matches the un-
constrained optimal cost function f, defined by Zheng on page 807 except that we

are minimizing over y > x*, rather than y > x. Zheng shows that an (s*, S*) policy
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is optimal for his unconstrained problem. So, consider our problem with the relaxed
restriction that y > x rather than y > x%. According to Zheng, an (s*, S*) policy is
optimal for this problem. Now, if s* > —1, it is always better to order during regular
time when inventory is negative and there will be no backorders. In this case, the
(s*,5*) policy defined by Zheng is also optimal for our constrained problem and we
have shown that the optimal regular time policy is an (s, S) policy with —1 < s < S.

Now, if s* < —1, this policy is not admissible for our problem. So, reconsider
Zheng’s Lemma 1 ([66], page 806) with the restriction that the reorder point must
be at least -1. Call this Lemma 17.

Lemma 1%, For given (0 < a < 1), let 4° be a minimum point of G1(y). There
exist sT and ST that satisfy

(I) ¢f = ca(sT,ST) =min_j<so5¢a(s, S);

(IT) s < y? < ST;

(IIT) G1(s*) < ¢

(IV) ¢ < G1(ST).

Proof Part (I) is true by the same argument as Zheng for part (i) with an extra
bound. Part (II) is true by the same argument as Zheng for part (ii), noting that
y® > 0 by Lemma 8 so that s is always feasible. Part (IV) is true by the same
argument for Zheng’s part (iv). Finally, since s* < —1, (iii) from Zheng yields that
Gi(s*) > ¢, > Gi(s*+ 1) > Gi(s") and clearly ¢f > ¢. Combining these two

inequalities gives the inequality of part (III). O

Theorem 2 The optimal regular production policy at stage 2 is an (s, S) policy with
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-1<s<§S.

Proof: It s* > —1, Zheng’s result holds and we are done. If s* < —1, we must

show that s = —1. Using (11) from Zheng (dropping the subscript as for notational

convenience):
S+ . .
o(—1,58%) = Ko 427520 Gi(ST = 5)m(j)
’ o S+ .
> j—om(j)
o - o
= C(—l,S”L):Kﬁzf:0 ;ﬁffj;ﬁm“)+zi;ﬁfykGﬂ3+—ﬁm0)

S  m+ S o m)
= o(—1,5) (ST m) + X em()) = gk GalST — j)m())
= Ko+ 370" T Gi(ST = )m(j)
= =L)X T m) + e m() (e(—1,5%) = Gi(ST — )
= Ko+ 707 TGS = )m).

At this point, notice that the G1(S™ — j) in the second sum ranges from G(0) to

G1(s™). By (III) and the unimodality of G1(y), each of these terms is less than ¢*.

Thus,
St—st—1 St St—st—1
o(=1,8) Y mG)+ Y m@) (e(-1,8%) —c") <Kot D Gi(ST—5)m())
Jj=0 j=8t—st j=0
St_st_1 St—st—1
= c(-1,57) Y m()<Kat Y. Gi(ST —j)m())
j=0 j=0

Ko+ 355 Gu(St — j)m())
Sl T )

= C+.

= ¢(—1,5") <

The second inequality follows from ¢(—1,S5%) > ¢* and the third inequality follows

from the definition of ¢*. Since ¢(—1,5") < ¢*, we can choose to let s* = —1. Now
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we must prove that a (—1,S) policy is optimal. Following the proof from Zheng in
Section 3, we see that (13) on page 807 may not be true. However, it doesn’t matter
because for all ¢ < —1, we must order to avoid backorders. So, we order for every
inventory level less than or equal to s™. The proof of Zheng’s (14) is exactly the
same with a superscript ™ replacing every *. Hence, if s* < —1, an (s,S) policy is
optimal for our constrained problem with —1 = s < §.

Thus, the optimal regular production policy at stage 2 is an (s,S) policy with
—-1<s<S. O

Given the results of Theorems 1 and 2, we can now relate several of our parameters
to each other. We have an (s,S) policy with s > —1. If s > 0, then it is optimal
to order regular production up to S when our inventory level is 0. In this case,
Y, = Yo = S; the first equality holds by the definitions y; and y; and the second
equality holds by the definition of an (s, S) policy. If s = —1, then yy = S >y = 0.
Another relationship between our parameters is that S < S. We know that S = 0
or S = g3 > 0. The first case is trivial since S > 0. In the second case, compare the
definitions of y; and g} in Section 2.3.2. Since acy < ¢, + ha, we have that y; > 7.

Hence, S =y} <y, =S.

2.4 Conclusion and Insights

In this chapter, we have considered our two-stage supply chain under decentral-
ized control. Each stage of the supply chain behaves independently and determines

its optimal inventory control policy based only on its own costs and inventory avail-
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able. In Section 2.1, we showed by a straightforward argument that a base-stock
policy is optimal at stage 1. In Section 2.2, we showed that a base-stock policy is
optimal at stage 2 given that only one method of expediting is available. In Section
2.3, we considered stage 2 under the more interesting scenario that both methods of
expediting are available and there exists a setup cost for regular production. Under
these conditions, we showed that two production decisions must be made: how much
to produce during regular production and how much to produce during overtime
production. We first showed that these two decisions are related and then proved
that the optimal overtime decision depends on the various costs involved. Lastly, we
proved that whatever the optimal overtime policy is, an (s,.S) policy is optimal for
regular production.

We believe that our theoretical results yield important managerial insights for
firms that operate in a decentralized fashion. First, our results from the first section
show that stage 1 clearly ignores the inventory situation at stage 2. Despite the
fact that a large order from stage 1 may force stage 2 to incur possibly high setup
costs for expediting, stage 1 will request large orders whenever the demand is large,
due to the base-stock policy. In the next chapter, we will show that when the two
stages share these setup costs, stage 1 is not so quick to make large orders. Our
results in the second section show that stage 2 basically reacts to the same demand
distribution as stage 1. Because stage 1 does not temper the demand process, stage
2 must account for the cost of overtime production with additional inventory.

Our results from the third section yield several managerial insights. First, al-
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though it may be obvious, the production decision during overtime directly affects
the regular production decision the next day. Clearly, if there is no shortage during
overtime, overtime production is not appropriate since it costs more. If there is a
shortage, the manager must decide how to fill it. We show that it is never optimal to
use both methods of expediting, since such a decision would incur both setup costs.
In fact, there exists a threshold such that for some shortages, overtime production is
optimal, and for other shortages, premium freight is the way to go. This threshold
depends on how much the two methods of expediting cost, and it may turn out that
one method is always better. By comparing relative costs, a manager should be able
to get a sense of whether one option is always better, or whether the shortage will
determine which option is cost-effective.

Another interesting result is that in some situations when a shortage is faced, it
is optimal to run overtime production not only to fill the shortage, but to bring the
inventory level up to a positive quantity and to avoid regular production the next
day. This result may seem counter-intuitive at first since we assume that overtime
production costs are greater than regular production costs. However, assume that
the per unit costs are relatively close and a manager faces a shortage; if the manager
must run overtime production to at least fill the shortage, the overtime setup cost
becomes a sunk cost and it makes sense to continue production beyond filling the
shortage to avoid paying the setup cost for regular production the next day. Whether
or not this policy is practical considering labor relations is not clear, but we feel that

managers should be aware that this policy may be optimal if the per unit cost of



64

overtime production is not too expensive.

Lastly, the best policy for regular production is what most inventory managers
would expect for a production problem with a setup cost. An (s,.S) policy for regular
production is optimal for all four of the possible overtime production policies. One
final observation for managers is that the overtime production level will never be
greater than the regular production level; that is, S < S. This result makes intuitive

sense given the relative costs of the two types of production.



CHAPTER I11

CENTRALIZED MODEL

In this chapter, we study the centralized model. We assume that the two stages
of the supply chain are part of a single firm and are controlled by a manager whose
goal is to minimize system costs. This manager knows the inventory levels at both
stages and makes three different decisions concerning production at stage 1, regular
production at stage 2, and overtime production at stage 2. In the first four sections,
we assume as before that overtime production is the only method of expediting. In
the first section, we develop the relaxed version of our problem. In Section 3.2, we
derive the optimal inventory control policy for stage 1 under the relaxed conditions;
we show that stage 1 will occasionally “underorder” to avoid expediting at stage 2,
but will force expediting at stage 2 if the system inventory is very low. In Section
3.3, again under the relaxed conditions, we show that the optimal inventory control
policy for the entire system is base-stock. We prove that the optimal relaxed policies
are actually the optimal policies for the original, fully-constrained problem in Section
3.4 and we list the optimal policies for both stages and the system. In Section 3.5,

we include premium freight as an expediting option and in a more complicated proof,

65
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show that similar results hold. Finally, in Section 3.6, we conclude the chapter and
discuss managerial insights for the centralized model.

To prove the results of this chapter, we require two further assumptions about
the holding costs at both stages and the backordering cost at stage 1. Basically,
we assume that the holding cost at stage 2 is less than the holding cost at stage
1 and we strengthen (A5) that the backordering cost at stage 1 is not too small.
These assumptions ensure that the stage 1 policy is “reasonable” (discussed more
formally later in the chapter) and are fairly standard. We also require that the initial
inventory at stage 1 is less than or equal to the optimal base-stock level at stage 1
under decentralized control. We feel that this is a reasonable assumption if we are
considering switching from a decentralized system to a centralized system. We list
these assumptions as

(A8) by > (1 —a)er + (% — )

(A9) hy < a(hy + (1 —a)c)

(AlO) x1 < Sidec

3.1 Relaxed Problem

The timing of the centralized problem is somewhat different than that of the
previous chapter. In this problem, the centralized manager makes three decisions
at once about production at the the two stages. The manager first decides the
production level for stage 1 for the next period; this decision directly affects the

overtime decision for the current period at stage 2, and hence affects the regular
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production decision for the next period at stage 2 as well. Referring to the time line
in Table 1.1, all decisions occur where the stage 1 decision occurs on the time line,
after stage 1 experiences demand. Assume we are in the middle of time period t.
The centralized manager currently knows the inventory position for next period at
stage 1, z1 441, and the current stage 2 inventory level, y,,. The manager must now
decide vy 4+1, U2+, and y2,4+1. Note that for the first four sections of this chapter, we
assume overtime production is the only expediting option. Under these conditions,
the overtime decision is straightforward. If stage 1 orders more than stage 2 has
on hand, stage 2 must fill the shortage with overtime production. In other words,
if 21041 = Y1441 — T1441 > Y2, Stage 2 must produce (yl,t+1 — Tig41 — y2,t)+ parts
during overtime.

The decision period we will consider for the centralized model occurs over two
time periods. The overtime production variables and costs and the stage 2 holding
costs occur during one time period, and the rest of the variables and costs occur
during the next time period. For example, during time period ¢, we determine the
overtime production, (y1++1 — 1441 — Y24) T, and potentially pay overtime costs K,
and ¢, or holding costs hy. During time period ¢ 4+ 1, we use the variables y; ;1 and
Y2,4+1, demand Dy yq occurs and all costs incurred are discounted by a. At this point,
we will drop the time subscripts for notational convenience, keeping in mind that the
variables occur in different time periods. This creates one problem in that we have
two terms for the inventory level at stage 2, which were originally y,; and ya11. To

alleviate this problem, we define
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Toy = Yo = the stage 2 inventory level after regular production during period ¢
and after dropping the time subscript, Z, represents the stage 2 inventory level
when the centralized manager makes inventory decisions. So, the one period costs

experienced by the entire system are

gcen(xlvylan,QQ,D) =
K0((y1 — 1) — Z2) + co((y1 — 1) — Z2) " + ho(To — (y1 — 21)) " +

a(er(yr —=1) + ea(y2 — (T2 — (1 — 22))") + ha(ys — D) +bi(y1 — D)7)

with y; > 21 and yo > (T — (y1 —x1))". The first two terms are overtime production
costs, the third term is the holding cost at stage 2, the fourth term is the production
cost at stage 1, the fifth term is the production cost at stage 2, and the last two
terms are holding and backordering costs at stage 1. Note that we assume there is
no fixed cost for regular production at either stage for the remainder of the thesis.

Clearly, geen(-) > 0 and hence by [7], the optimal cost function fX,(x, Z2) satisfies

f:en(xlv-fZ) = m>in ED[gcen(xbylajZay??D)+af:en(y1 _D7y2)]
Y12
y2>(Ta—(y1—x1)) "
The argument that minimizes this equation is the optimal inventory control policy

which we seek. Moving the —acix; back to the previous period as —a201(y1 — D)

(as in the previous chapter) and rearranging terms, we get:

gcen,m(xla Y1, :Z‘Za Y2, D) =
Oé(l — a)clyl + 042C1D + Koé((yl — le) — fz) -+ Co((yl _ 371) _ jj2)+ +

(hy = aco)(Ta — (y1r — 1)) " + acays + a(hi(yr — D)* +bi(yr — D)7)
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under the same restrictions. Note that fr, (71,%2) = —acizy + fi, (21, 72). We

originally tried to solve this problem in terms of stage 1 and stage 2 variables, but
found that the solution lent itself more easily to stage 1 and system variables.
Define the system inventory position as s = 1 + 5 and the system inventory level
as ys = y1 +y2. Note that we may occasionally interchange the inventory information

(x1,%2) and (x1,xs). We substitute these variables and rewrite geenm(+) as

Geen,m (L1, Ts, Y1, Ys, D)

= ol —a)ay + e D + Kod(yr — ) + coyy — )t +
(he — aco) (s —y1)" + aca(ys — y1) + alu(ys — D)" +bi(yr — D)7)

= a(l —a)ay + oD+ alhi(yy — D) +bi(y — D)) +
Kod(y1 — x5) + Co(yn — xs) " + (ho — aco) (s —y1) " +
aca(ys — y1) + aca(ws — y1) — acs(zs — y1)

= a(l —a)ay +a’e;D+alhi(yy — D) +bi(ys — D)) + (3.1)
Ko0(y1 — x) + (co — aca)(yy — ws) T + ho(ws —y1) T + (3.2)
acs(ys — )

with y; > z7 and y, > 31 + (x5 —y1)*. Note that the second restriction is equivalent

to ys > max{y;, s }. Also, we can rewrite geenm(-) as

Geenm (1, Y1, Ts, Ys, D) = L1(y1, D) + La(y1, xs) + aca(ys — xs)

where Ly (y;, D) represents the terms on line (3.1) and Lo (1, ) represents the terms
on line (3.2). Note that Li(y1, D) = ag1 dgecm (-, Y1, D) from Section 2.1. We can now

rewrite the fully constrained optimal cost function which we would like to solve,
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namely,

feenm (@1, 25) = min - Ep [Geen.m (1, Y1, %5, Y, D) + afe (91 — D,ys — D)] .
ys>max{zs,y1}

Again, we originally tried to solve this problem, but could not separate the vari-
ables as in typical two-stage problems (e.g. see [21]). So, in order to solve this
equation, we relax some of the constraints; later we show that these constraints are
always met by the optimal solution to the relaxed problem, and thus solve the orig-
inal, fully constrained problem. First, we drop the constraint that y; > x;. Second,
we drop the constraint that y, > y; in the case when y; > x,. For later reference,
we label the relaxed assumptions:

(R1) y1 > 7 and

(R2) ys > y1 when y; > z,.

After relaxing the constraints, our relaxed cost per period has the same costs as

Geen.m () but with only one constraint;

gcen,r(ylam&ysv D) = Ll(yla D) + Lz(?/h xs) + OéCQ(CUs - xs)

with ys; > x,. Now, we show that geen(-) > 0 and then apply the result from [7] to

obtain our relaxed optimal cost function.
Lemma 9 gcen,r<y17 Ts,Ys, D) 2 0

Proof: Every term of geen (Y1, Zs, Ys, D) is non-negative, except possibly the first
term if y; < 0 (which may occur since backorders are allowed at stage 1). When

y1<0a

Geens (Y1, 75,95, D) > a(l — a)eiyy — abiys + abi Ep[D]
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= a((l—-a)e —b)yr +abijp>0

The first inequality holds because we drop non-negative terms from geep, (Y1, Zs, Ys, D)
and the second inequality holds by assumptions (A3) and (AS). O

Because geenr (Y1, s, Ys, D) > 0, Proposition 1.1 of Bertsekas [7] holds and the

relaxed optimal cost function [}, . satisfies
fc*en,r(xs)
= y1rili§x ED [gcen,r (yh Ts; Ys, D) + O‘fc*en,r<ys - D):| (33)

= min {Ep[Li(y1, D)] + La(y1, 7s) + aca(ys — ) + aBp[fon - (ys — D))}

Y1,Ys >Ts

Here it is important to notice that under the relaxed conditions, y; has no effect on

either y, or the costs to go, aEp|fL, . (ys — D)]. Thus,

cen,r

f;en,r(xs)
— in foin (ol (1. D)+ Lalin, ) + acalye = ) + @Bl (3 — D)
= yISn>1£ls {TTL(.TS> + &02<y5 - xS) + OéED{fc*en,r<yS - D)]} (34)

where m(xs) = miny, {Ep[L1(y1, D)] + L2(v1,25)}. Finding the optimal inventory
policy for stage 1 has become a myopic problem which we solve in the next section.
For later reference, we also define the related function m/(z,) = m(x,) — o@cip,
where m/(x) represents all of the system costs that are not due to production. For

convenience we study m(zs) below, but list our final results in terms of m’(xy).
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3.2 Stage 1 Relaxed Optimal Policies

In this section, we determine the optimal inventory policy for stage 1 for the
relaxed problem. We study the function m(z,) and show that the stage 1 policy

depends only on the system inventory level zs. Define Ny (y;) and Np(y1) as
Nu(y1) = (a(l — a)ey — ho)yr + aEplaci D + hi(yr — D)t + by(y1 — D)7
and
Np(y1) = (a(l — a)ey + ¢, — acy)yr + aEplaciD + hy(yr — D)t + by(yy — D).

The function Ny (y;) corresponds to the stage 1 costs when 3; < x4 and the function

Np(y1) corresponds to the stage 1 costs when y; > z,. We now have that

m(%) = H;in {ED[Ll(th)] + Lz(yl,ﬂﬂs)}
(
, Ep[Li(y1, D)] + ho(xs — y1) if y1 < x4
= min
Y1
ED[Ll(yla D)] + Ko + (Co - ac?)(?/l - IL‘S) if Y1 > Ts
¢ (

hoxs + (a(l — a)er — ho)yr+
if Y1 < Ts

aEplaciD + hi(y1 — D)+ bi(yn — D)7
= min >
Y1

K, — (co — acy)rs + (a1 — a)ey + ¢ — o)
if Y1 > Tg

| —FCXED[Oéch + hl(yl — D)Jr + b1<y1 — D)i]

hozs + Ng(y1) if y1 < x4
= min <
Y1

K, — (co — acy)rs + Np(y1) if yn > x4

hoxs 4 minylgxs{NH(yl)}

Ko - (Co - OéCQ)[ES + miny1>$s{NL(y1)}
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Before continuing our study of m(x,), we derive properties for Ny (y1) and Ny (y;)

in the following lemma.

Lemma 10 Define yy = arg min,, {Ny(y1)} and y, = argmin,, { Ny (y1)}.
(1) Np(y1) and Ng(y1) are convex in y,
(2) 0 <yp, <yg < o0, and

(3) Y = Sidec'

Proof: The proof of (1) is straightforward. To prove (2), note that the middle
inequality is satisfied because —hy < 0 < ¢, —acy. To prove the other inequalities, we
define the differential of each function as AN;(y;) = N;(y1+1) — Ni(yy) fori = L, H.
To calculate yr,, we must solve ANy (y;) = 0. If the solution to this equation is not
integer, y;, will be either the ceiling or the floor of the solution to this equation.

Consider

ANL(y1) = No(yr +1) = No(y1)
= (a(l—a)er +co—ac)(yr +1) +
aEplaciD +hy(yy +1—D)" +by(yy +1— D)7 ] —
(a(1 — a)ey + ¢, — acy)yy — aEp[aciD + hy(yy — D) + bi(yy — D) 7]
= (a(l = a)er + o — acs) +
aEplhi(y1 +1— D)t —hy(ys — D) +by(yy +1— D)™ —by(ys — D)7
= (a(l - a)er + o — acs) + ah Fy1) — abi (1 — F(y1))

= a(l —a)ey + ¢, — acy — aby + alhy + b)) F(y1)
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Similarly,

ANH<y1) = a(l — Oé)Cl — h2 — Ckbl + CK(hl + b1>F<y1)

Thus, at each respective minimum, ANy (yy) = a(l — a)e; + ¢, — acy — aby +

alhy +b1)F(yr) ~ 0 and ANy (yy) = a(l — a)ey — hg — aby + a(hy + b1) F(yg) = 0.

Or, yp =~ _1(ab1_(a(;(_}l°1‘)f2300_ac2)) and yy ~ F‘l(%‘wy For y;, and yg to
exist, we require that the first fraction is non-negative and that the second fraction
is less than or equal to one. So, we require that ab; — (a(l — a)e; + ¢, — acy) > 0
and aby + hy — a(1 — a)e; < a(hy + by) which both hold by assumptions (A8) and
(A9). Under these conditions, we have that 0 <y, < ygy < oc.

Finally, to prove (3), consider that yy = argmin,, {Ng(y1)} and S} ;.. =
arg ming, {G1 gec,m(y1)}. There are two differences between Ny (y1) and G1 gee,m(y1)-
The first difference is that most of the costs in Ng(y;) are multiplied by an additional
factor of a. This is due to the decision timing in the centralized model, but does
not affect the value of yg. Dividing Ny(y;) through by «, we see that the second,
important, difference is the coefficient in front of y;, respectively (1 — a)e¢; — % and
(1 —a)cy. Since (1 —a)cy — % <(1—-a)e, yg > ST dee O

Returning to our study of m(z,) and defining N(zs) = Ep[Li(zs, D)], we have

that

hzl’s + minylng{NH(?Jl)}
m(;ys) = min

Ko - (Co - 0402)1’5 + miny1>$s{NL(y1)}
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hors + Ny (ym) if 2, > yu
hoxs + Ny () if o, <ypy
= min <
K, — (co — aco)xs + Np(xs) if zs > yp
K, — (co —acg)rs+ Np(yr) if zs <yr
\
4
hoxs + Ny (yn) if x5 > yu
N(xs) it v, < ypy
= min
K, + N(xs) if xg >y,
K, — (co —aco)rs+ Np(yr) if xs <yp
\
hoxs + Ny (yn) if o, > yy
= min N(z) if vg <ypm
K, —(co —aco)rs + Np(yr) if vy <yp

\

Define t; as the smallest w such that N(w) < K, — (¢, — aea)w + Np(yr). We get
that
hots + Nu(ym) if 23 > yn

m(zs) = N(zy) ift; <z, <yg (3.5)

\ K, — (co —acy)rs + Np(yr) if zs <tr.

So, we have defined m(z,) explicitly and in the process we have determined the
relaxed optimal inventory control policy at stage 1. If the system inventory is large,
s > yH, stage 1 orders up to yy. If the system inventory is medium, t; < x, < yg,

stage 1 uses up the system inventory, z,. Finally, if system inventory is small, x4 <,

stage 1 orders up to yr.

Theorem 3 Let y;,,, be the optimal inventory position at stage 1 for the relaxved
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problem. Then
y;n,l = rs iftp <xs <ym (3.6)

Yr, Zf(L’S <tr.

\

Proof: By definition of m(xy). O

Note that what has happened here, compared to the results of the previous chap-
ter, is that stage 1 has become sensitive to the inventory available in the system
(and hence to the inventory available at stage 2, as x5 = x1 + T2). If there is plenty
of inventory available in the system, stage 1 orders up to a high quantity. If there
is a moderate amount of inventory available in the system, stage 1 basically “un-
derorders” in order to avoid forcing overtime production at stage 2. However if the
inventory available in the system is too low, stage 1 forces overtime production at

stage 2 and orders up to specified quantity.

3.3 System Relaxed Optimal Policy

In this section, we determine the relaxed optimal policy for the system. Given
m(zs), we now have the optimal relaxed cost function in terms of system variables

only. From equation (3.4), we have

f:en,r(xs) = min {TTl(IS) + aCQ(yS - LUS) + aED[fc*en,r(yS - D)]} :

Ys>Ts
We move the m(xs) and —acsxs terms back to the previous period as am(ys — D)

and —a?cy(ys — D), respectively, and get

fc*en,s(xs)
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— min {a(l — a)esy, + aBp[m(y, — D)] + a’cap + aEp|fa (s — D)]J3.7)

Ys>Ts

= min {Gcen,8<y8) + OCZCQIU +akp [fc*en,s (ys - D)]} :

Ys>Ts

where Geens(ys) = a(l — a)cays + aEp[m(ys — D)]. We need to justify two steps

*
cen,r

here. First, we can move the two terms back a period and () will have the same

%
cen,s

optimal policy as () using a similar argument as in Section 2.1. We have that

f:en,r<x8) = m(l‘s) — QCTs + f;en,s(xs)’

*
cen,s

Second, to prove the existence of (), we must show that geens(ys) = a((1 —
a)cays +m(ys — D)) > 0. To prove geens(ys) is non-negative and to later prove that
Gleens(ys) 1s quasiconvex, let us examine the function g*(w) = (1 — a)cow + m(w).
Graphically, the function looks as in Figure 3.1.

Starting from the left, g™ (-) decreases at rate —(c, — ¢2) until point ¢, — 1. (The
big dot on the left is t;, — 1, the big dot in the middle is y;, and yg is the big dot

on the right). From ¢, to yy — 1, it follows (1 — a)cow + N(w), decreasing at first,

then increasing. From yy on, it increases at rate hy + (1 — «)co.

Lemma 11 The function g*(-) has exactly one minimum which occurs between tr,

and yg — 1 and s positive.

Proof: To the left of ¢, the slope of g™ (-) is —(c¢, — ¢2) < 0 and to the right of
yg — 1, the slope of g*(-) is hy + (1 — @)cy > 0. Also note that g*(t;) < g7 (t, — 1)
by definition of £;,. Thus, any minima of the function occur between ¢; and yg — 1.

Between these values, g*(-) follows (1 — a)caw + N(w), a convex function, and thus
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Figure 3.1: Graph of ¢g*(w)
there is exactly one minimum. The minimum value is positive by assumptions (A3)

and (A8), following a similar argument as in Lemma 9. a

Theorem 4 For the relazed problem, the optimal inventory control policy for the

system tnventory is a base-stock policy.

Proof: Consider geen s(ys):

gcen,s(ys) = Oé((l - @)C2ys + m(ys - D))
— (1 - a)(cws —esD + e2D) + m(y, — D))

= a((l1-a)eeD+g*(ys— D)) >0
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where the inequality holds because the g*(-) > 0. Note from Figure 3.1 or Lemma 11

that g*(-) is a quasiconvex function with a minimum point. Now consider G eep s(Ys):

Gcen,s(ys> = OZEID[(l - 04)62315 + m(ys - D)]

= a((1—a)eeEp[D]+ Eplg* (ys — D))).

The first term is a constant, and the second term is a convolution of a quasiconvex
function (¢7(ys — D)) and a logconcave probability distribution by assumption (A2).
Thus, according to [49] and [2], Geens(+) is a quasiconvex function. Also, for ys < tr,
the slope of Geens(ys) is a(ca — ¢,) < 0, 50 as ys — —00, Geens(Ys) — 00. As ys —
+00, the slope of Geep s(ys) becomes a(hs + (1 — a)cz) > 0, and 50 Geep s(ys) — 0.

Hence, the desired result follows from Zheng [66]. O

3.4 Fully Constrained Optimal Policies

In this section, we show that the optimal inventory control policy that solves the
relaxed problem also solves the original, fully constrained problem. From Section

3.1, we have that

f:en<x17 jQ) = —acr + f;en,m(xlv xs)'

From the previous section, we have that

f:en,r<x$) = m(a:s) — QC%s + fc*en,s (.CL'S)

The missing piece of the puzzle is to show that

fc*en,m(xh xS) - fc*en,r<m5)'
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By doing so, we verify that the optimal policies listed in Sections 3.2 and 3.3 are truly
optimal. We must show that the optimal policies for f},  (z,) minimize f7,, (1, 7,)

cen,m

and that both (R1) and (R2) are met.

Theorem 5

fc*en,m(xh xS) = fc*en,r<x5)'

*
cen,r

(xs) minimize the costs for fX . (z1,xs)

cen,m

Proof: 'The optimal policies for
because both relaxed constraints are met and y; does not affect y, or the costs-to-go.
o, <tp,yi =yr >t > x5 > 2. Uity <oy <ty, y;j = x5 > x1. Finally, if
Ts > tg, Y1 = Yu = S gee = T1 by assumption (A10) and (3) of Lemma 10. Thus,
the first relaxation (R1) is satisfied. To show that (R2) is satisfied, define y,, ; to

be the optimal system inventory position, S¥*  to be the optimal system base-stock

cen

level, and y7,,, , to be the optimal inventory position for stage 2. We must show that
Yys > y1 when y; > x5, The only time when y; > x4 is when x; < t;, (otherwise,
Y1 = x5 or Y1 = yg < x,). In this case, yi., | = yr < S, = Yiens- The inequality
holds because 0 < Yl o0 = Yrens = Yoen1 = Oeen — YL- O

For the original, fully constrained problem, we now know the optimal policies for

stage 1, stage 2, and for the system.

/

yg ifxs > yy

y:en,l - Tg if tL S Ts < Yy

yr if g < tp,
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r, ifx,>S*

cen

*
ycen,s

*
SCGTL

if z, < S* , and

cen’

* * *
ycen, 2 ycen,s ~ Yeen ,1

Now, under the assumption that the initial system inventory is less than the

*

system base-stock level, z; < S% | we can further calculate f%, (21, ;).

Jeen (@1, 5)
= —aci®y + fiom(T1,75)
= —acw +m(z,) — acr + fh, (7
= —acxy + m(xs) — acexs +
min {a(l = a)exy, +aBplm(y, — D)] + a’eops +aBplfun (3. = D]}
= —acry + m(zrg) — acsxs +
a(l — a)eySy,,, + aEp[m(S;,, — D) + o’cop + aEp [feen,s(Seen — D))

= —aciry + m(zg) — acsxs +

a((1—a)eSk, + Epm(Sk, — D)+ acop) (1 + a+ a?4 .. )

= —acxy +m(xs) — acsxs + 1 (1 = a)ceSk,, + Ep[m(SL,, — D)] + acap)

—
= —acizy +m(2) + aca(S5, — x) + % (Ep[m/(S%,, — D)] + alcr + c2)p)

We will use this relationship to compare costs in Chapter IV.

3.5 Optimal Policies with Premium Freight

In this section, we study the problem where both overtime production and pre-

mium freight are viable options. We follow the analysis from the previous four
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sections but add additional comments or proofs when necessary. In this problem,
the overtime production decision is a real decision. If a shortage exists, the manager
must choose how much of the shortage to fill with overtime production and how much
to fill with premium freight. We will later show that it is optimal to pick one or the
other expediting options, but never both. The decision timing occurs as described in
Section 3.1, and the manager must decide y; 411, ¥2+, and ya 441 all at the same time.

When both options are viable, we require some additional assumptions. First,
if both overtime production costs are less than the corresponding premium freight
costs (K, < aK, and ¢, < a(c,+c¢3)), we have a situation where overtime production
will always be utilized to fill shortages, and this is the problem we just considered.
Similarly, if the premium freight costs are both less than the overtime costs, we have
a situation where premium freight will always be utilized to fill shortages, and the
analysis from the first four sections of this chapter applies. So, the problem is only
interesting when one overtime cost is greater (e.g. K, > ak,) and one overtime cost
is less (e.g. ¢, < af(c, + ¢2)), or vice-versa. The discussion is the same in either
case, so we will assume the case listed in the previous sentence. Second, we modify
assumption (A8) from the beginning of the chapter.

(A8) by > (1 — a)ey + ¢p.

(Al1l) K, > aK,

(A12) ¢, < afcp + ¢2)

Using the same notation as before, we now develop the various cost equations.

gcen(xb Y1, jQu Yo, 227 D) =
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KO(S(EQ) + Cogg + hg(fg - (yl - l’1> + 22)+
+aK,0((Ta — (Y1 — 21) + 22)7) + acy(To — (g1 — 21) + 22)” +aci(yr — 21) +

tacy(y2 — (T2 — (y1 — 1) + 22)) + a(hi(y1 — D) + bi(yphn — D)7)

with y; > 1, 22 > 0, and yo > (T — (y1 — Ta) + Z2) 7. Clearly, geen(-) > 0 and hence

by [7], the optimal cost function fX (z1,Z2) satisfies

cen

Joen (1, T2) = rn>in Elgeen(1, Y1, T2, Y2, Z2, D) + afl,(y1 — D, y2)].
Yyi=x
212201
y2>(Ta—(y1—z1)) "
The argument that minimizes this equation is the optimal inventory control policy
which we seek. Moving the —acix; back to the previous period as —a201(y1 — D)

(as before) and moving some terms around, we get:

gcen,m(-rla Y1, */E27 Y2, 227 D) =
a(l — @)eryr + e D + Kod(Z2) + oo + ha(Z2 — (1 — 1) + Z2) T
+ak,0((Te — (y1 — 71) + 22)7) + acy(Ta — (y1 — 21) + 22)

tacs(ys — (T2 — (y1 — 21) + Z2)) + a(ha(ys — D)" + bi(yy — D))

under the same restrictions. Substituting system variables, we get:

gcen,m(mla Y1, Ts, Ys, 227 D) =

a(l = a)eyy + alacy D + hy(yy — D)Y +by(yy — D)7) (3.8)
+K,0(%2) + (Co — c2) 2y + ho(zs — y1 + 22) T (3.9)
+aK,0((xs —y1 + 22)7) + acp(rs —y1 + 22)~ (3.10)

+acy(ys — )
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with y; > 21, 2 > 0, and ys > y1 + (x5 — y1 + Z2)T = max{y;, x5 + Z2}. We can

rewrite geenm(-) as

Geen,m (T1, Y1, Ts, Ys, 22, D) = L1(y1, D) + La(y2, s, Z2) + aca(ys — x5)

where L;(y1, D) represents the terms on line (3.8) and Lo(ys, T2, Z2) represents the
terms on lines (3.9) and (3.10).

Again, we relax some constraints. First, we drop the constraint that y; > ;.
Second, we relax the constraint on the system inventory position so that only ys > x;.
For later reference, we label the relaxed assumptions as:

(R1) y1 > 21, and

(R2) ys > max{y1, xs + 22} — ys > 5.

After relaxing the constraints, our cost per period becomes

Geenr (Y1, Ts, Ys, Z2, D) = L1 (y1, D) + La(y1, s, Z2) + cca(ys — x5)

with Z > 0 and ys > x,. The function geen () can be shown to be non-negative by

analysis similar to Lemma 9 and we can thus use the same result from Bertsekas [7]

*
cen,r:*

for the optimal cost function

f;en,r (xS)

= min ED [gcen,r(yh Ts, y87 227 D) + af:en,r<ys - D)} (311>

Ys>Ts,2220,y1

. ED[Ll(y17D>] +L2(y17x87g2)
= min
Ys>Ts,22>0,1

+a02<y8 - xS) + aED[ c*en,r<y8 - D)]

Again, it is important to notice that under the relaxed conditions, y; and Z; have no
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effect on either y, or the cost to go, aEp[f, . (ys — D)]. Thus,

cen,r

fc*en,r(ws)
. min?zZO,yl {ED[L1<y17D)] + L2(y17x8722)}
= 1’1’1>1n
YsZTs
+ac?(y8 - ZES) + aED[f:en,r(yS - D)]
— ;n>1£1 {m(z,) + aco(ys — xs) + aEp[fi, . (ys — D)} (3.12)

where m(zs) = minz,>o 4, {Ep[L1(y1, D)] + L2(y1, x5, Z2)}. Finding the optimal in-
ventory policy for stage 1 has become a myopic problem that now depends on y; and
Zy. Now consider m(z,) under two cases, when stage 1 does not order more than
the system inventory on hand (y; < xs) and when stage 1 does order more than the

system inventory on hand (y; > z). In the first case, we get that

Lo(yr, s, 22) = Ko0(Z2) + (co — o) Zo + ho(xg — 31 + Z2)

= K,0(Z) + (ha + ¢, — aca)Zo + ho(zs — 11)

which is minimized when Z; = 0 and thus La(y1, x5, 22) = ho(zs — Y1) — acozs when
y1 < x,. In other words, if there isn’t a shortage, don’t use overtime production.

In the second case, there are four options.

LQ(yIJ Lg, 52) ==
(
aK, + acy(y1 — ) it 2, =0
K, 4+ aK,+ (¢, —alc, + c2))z + acy(yr —xs) 0 < 2 <y — x4

K, + (co — aco)(y1 — ) if Zo = y1 — .

Ko+(h2+co—a62)22+h2(xs—yl) if 29 > 1Y — Ts.

\

It is easy to show that the third option is less expensive than both the second and

fourth options using assumption (A12). Thus, either the first option or the third
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option are optimal. Either Z, = 0 (use premium freight) with Lo(y1, x5, Z2) = oK), +
acy(y1 — xs), or Zp = y; — x5 (use overtime production up to 0) with Lo(y1, xs, Z2) =
K, + (co — aco)(yg — ).

Before returning to m(z;), define Ny, (y;) as

Ny (y1) = a((1 — a)er + ¢p)yn + aEplacy D + hy(y1 — D) + by (y1 — D) 7).

Similar to the results of Lemma 10, define y), = argmin,, {Ny(v1)}. As before,
Ny (y1) is convex and we have that 0 < yy < yp < yg < 00. [0 < ypy by assumption

(A8), yar <y, by assumption (A12), y, < yy by algebra, and yy < oo as before.]

We have
m(zs) = min {Ep[Li(y1, D)] + Lo(y1, x5, 22) }
2220,
minylﬁrs{]hxs + NH<yl)} if y; < x4
= min ming, -, {ak, — ac,xs + Nar(y1)} if y1 > x,

miny1>zs{Ko - (Co - O{CQ)Z'S + NL(yl)} if Y1 > Zs.

hQiL’s -+ minyl SIS{NH<y1)}

= min aK, — acyr, + miny1>ws{NM(yl)}

Ko - (Co - OéCz).TS + minyl>xs{NL(y1>}
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hors + Ny (ym) if zs > yy
N(z,) if 25 < yir
aK, + N(zy) if x3 >y
= min
aK, — acyrs + Ny (yar) if xg < yum
Ko"f—N(l‘s) lf T > yrL
K, —(co —aco)rs + Np(yr) if oy <yp
)
hows + Nu(ym) if vo > ypy
N(zy) if tyr <as <ym
aK, —acyrs + Ny(ymr) ift; <ag <ty
K, — (¢, —aco)xs+ Np(yn) if xs <tp

\

where ¢, is defined as the smallest w such that N(w) < oK, — ac,w + Ny(ya) and

t;, is redefined as

{ = [Ko + Np(yr) — aKp — NM(?JM)W . (3.13)

- co — a(cy + 2)
We have now defined m(z;) explicitly and again determined the relaxed optimal

inventory control policy at stage 1.

YH if Ts Z YH

T if tM S Ts < YH
y:en,l = (314)
yu it <ag <ty

yr if xy < tr.
\

From equation (3.12), we have that

f;en,r(x8> = min {m(xs) + ac?(ys - xs) + aED[f;en,r(ys - D)]}

Ys>Ts
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As earlier in the chapter, we move the m(xs) and —acyz, terms back to get

fc*en,s(xs) = min {Gcen,S(y8> + O‘QCQU + OKED[f;n,s(ys - D)]}

Ys>Ts

where Geens(ys) = a((1 — a)cays + Ep[m(ys — D)]). We justify this step as before.
The only difference is that now the g™ (-) function has an extra kink on the left.
From the left, g7 () starts out decreasing at rate —(c, — ¢2) up to point ¢;; next, by
assumption (A12), the function decreases at the steeper rate —(a(c,+ca) —c2) up to
the point t,;; after this point, the function behaves as before. Analogous results to
Lemma 11 hold, G, s(-) is a quasiconvex function, and the relaxed optimal system
inventory control policy is a base-stock policy.

We have just shown that the optimal policies for the relaxed problem minimize
the fully constrained problem, assuming the original constraints are met. In other
words, as before, feen(71,72) has the same solution as feenm(z1,2s) and feen(z5)
has the same solution as fen s(zs), and we need to show the relaxed constraints are
met to ink feenm(21, xs) and feen,(xs). The first relaxed constraint (R1) is satisfied
by similar analysis as before. To show that the second relaxed constraint (R2) is
satisfied, note that in the relaxed optimal solution, Z; = 0 or Z, = y; — xs. Thus,
the original constraint ys > max{y;, xs+ Z2} is equivalent to y, > max{y;, x5} under
optimality and similar analysis as before yields that (R2) is satisfied. Thus, we have

solved our original problem when both methods of expediting are available.
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3.6 Conclusion and Insights

In this chapter we have studied the two-stage supply chain under centralized
control. We have shown that the optimal inventory control policies for both stages
depend only on the system inventory, x,, and that the optimal policy for the system
inventory is a base-stock policy. In the first four sections, we assumed that overtime
production was the only method of expediting. In Section 3.1, we defined our relaxed
cost functions. In Section 3.2, we proved the relaxed optimal policy for stage 1 and
in Section 3.3, we proved the relaxed optimal policy for the system. In Section
3.4, we showed that the solution for the relaxed problem also solves the original,
fully constrained problem and in the last section we repeated the analysis when the
premium freight option is included.

The obvious question at this point is how much does centralized control save
over decentralized control? The centralized optimal policies are more complicated
than the two base-stock policies of the decentralized model, and they require that
the two firms share inventory information. In Chapter V, we address this issue with
numerical analysis. We show that the centralized optimal policies do affect significant
savings over the decentralized optimal policies, particularly if demand variation is
high or if the fixed costs of expediting are expensive.

We feel that some of our analyses and results are distinctive when compared to
traditional inventory literature. Traditional two-echelon proofs proceed by separating
variables and then solving two independent problems (e.g., see [21]). We tried this

approach at first, but we were unable to decouple the equations. However, we found
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that by substituting system variables and relaxing some constraints, we could first
solve a myopic problem then solve a straightforward dynamic program. Our optimal
policies also vary from traditional optimal inventory policies. Our stage 1 policy of
ordering up to two (or three) separate inventory levels and occasionally underordering
is quite different from traditional inventory policies. Hence, we feel that our base-
stock result for the system is also interesting.

The main managerial insight gained from this chapter is that to cut costs in this
kind of supply chain, stage 1 must be sensitive to the amount of inventory available
at stage 2. Stage 1 must be willing to occasionally underorder in order to save
significant overtime production costs (or premium freight shipping costs) at stage
2. By the same token, stage 2 must be willing to produce extra units when stage 1
underorders, trusting that stage 1 will want those additional units the next period.
Here it is interesting to compare our centralized results with those of Federgruen
and Zipkin [21]. In their model, stage 1 completely ignores stage 2 and follows a
base-stock model dependent on only stage 1 cost parameters; stage 2 also follows
a base-stock policy, but with a higher base-stock level to reduce the chance of not
filling supply requests from stage 1. In our model, stage 1 is sensitive to the costs
and inventory available at stage 2, and orders accordingly; stage 2 orders more when

stage 1 underorders, bringing the system inventory up to a base-stock level.



CHAPTER IV

COORDINATED MODEL

In this chapter, we study a coordinated system. We consider how to coordinate
the decisions made at both stages so that each stage reduces its own individual costs
and together the two stages achieve system optimal (or near-optimal) results. We
investigate two related, but slightly different contracts which we refer to as Contract
A and Contract B. In Section 4.1, we describe the two contracts and the associated
costs, and we describe the decision timing. In Section 4.2, we show that under
Contract A, both stages follow the centralized optimal policies. In Section 4.3, we
show that under Contract B, stage 1 follows the centralized optimal policy and the
system policy will be base-stock, although the base-stock level may be too high. In
Section 4.4, we discuss appropriate values for the linear transfer payment W. We
consider the average cost case in Section 4.5, and show that Contract B performs
optimally under this criterion. In Section 4.6, we reconsider the problem when both

options of expediting are available and we conclude the chapter in the last section.

91



92

4.1 Contract Descriptions

In both contracts, stage 2 charges a two-tiered wholesale cost to stage 1, but also
offers a negotiable linear transfer payment to stage 1 to sweeten the deal. When
overtime production is the only method of expediting available, the wholesale cost
and transfer payment combined are w(z; — Z3), where z; is the amount ordered by
stage 1 and 75 is the amount stage 2 has on hand before the order:

ho(To — 21) if 21 <7y

K, + (¢, — acy)(z1 — Tg) if 21 > Ty
where W is the side payment from stage 2 to stage 1. We will discuss appropriate
values for W later in the chapter. Note that in terms of previously defined variables,
21 —To = (Y1 —x1) — T2 = y1 — (1 +T2) = y1 — 5. So, we can also write the combined
cost as

ho(zs — 1) if y1 <

w(yy —xs) = —W+
Ko+ (co — acy)(yr — xs) if y1 > x4

The combined cost depends on whether the stage 1 order quantity is greater than
how much is available at stage 2, z; > T, or, in other words, whether the stage 1
order-up-to level is greater than how much is available in the system, y; > x. Under
either contract, stage 1 will receive the side payment every period, but will face
additional production costs that depend on the stage 2 inventory. These costs will
induce stage 1 to make its order quantity close to the stage 2 inventory. However,
stage 1 will now have some control over what that stage 2 inventory will be.

For both contracts, we assume that stage 2 proposes the contract to stage 1 and

the two firms negotiate over a linear transfer payment W. Assuming that the two
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stages are currently under decentralized control, there are two reasons why stage 2
should desire a contract. First, stage 2 pays all the costs of expediting, which may be
quite high, whereas stage 1 ignores these costs and is not affected by them. Second,
in our original problem, stage 2 is a parts supplier for a stage 1, a major automobile
assembler. Stage 1 is the more powerful firm, and an appropriate contract will help
even out the power structure between the two firms, helping stage 2. Stage 1 should
desire a contract if it reduces costs compared to the stage 1 decentralized costs. Also,
in both contracts, stage 1 will have some control over the inventory decisions at stage
2. We assume that both stages will follow the contract in good faith; however, in
reality, either stage may not follow the contract or may misreport their inventory
levels, and the possibility of gaming exists.

In Contract A, stage 1 determines its own inventory policy and stage 2 guarantees
that it will bring the system inventory up to the optimal level yz,, . as determined
in Chapter III. The advantage of this contract, as we will show, is that the system
optimal policies will be followed by both stages. The disadvantage of this contract
is that stage 2 must know the optimal centralized system policy prior to proposing
the contract. In Contract B, stage 1 is allowed to determine its own inventory
policy and the inventory policy for the system (and hence the stage 2 policy). The
advantage of Contract B is that stage 2 only needs to know its own costs to propose
the contract, and all of the inventory control parameters are determined explicitly
using the contract. The disadvantage of Contract B, as we will show, is that stage 1

may tend to overestimate the optimal system base-stock level, yielding non-optimal
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results. However, we show in Section 4.5 that Contract B is optimal for the average
cost case and in Chapter V, we show that for the discounted cost case Contract B
yields near-optimal results.

We have attempted to design contracts that follow the three “good” contract
properties discussed in Lee and Whang [38]: cost conservation, incentive compati-
bility, and informational decentralizability. Both contracts follow the first property:
cost conservation holds when all relevant system costs are paid by the two stages,
without requiring a “headquarters” to disburse payments. Incentive compatibility
holds when each stage is induced to follow the centralized optimal policy. This prop-
erty holds for stage 1 for both contracts, but not for stage 2: under Contact A,
stage 2 follows the optimal centralized policy as a condition of the contract (but not
because it is induced to do so), and under Contract B, stage 2 follows the policy
determined by stage 1, which may not be optimal. Informational decentralizability
holds when each stage makes decisions considering only their own information, i.e,
inventory levels. Neither of our contracts have this property for good reason. The
centralized optimal policies for both stages depend explicitly on the amount of inven-
tory available in the system, z, = x1 + Z2, and thus sharing information is necessary
in order to achieve system optimal results.

When we analyze the contracts in this chapter (and compare costs in Chapter
V), we must be very careful about the timing of the decisions. Recall from Chapter
IT that when stage 1 and stage 2 make their decisions in a decentralized fashion,

their respective inventory information is z;; and xs,. In Chapter III, centralized
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decisions are made with inventory information x4, and y2+ = Z2;. Thus the total
costs faee1(10) and faeco(20) contain additional costs compared to feen (211, Z20),
which we must bear in mind when we compare them. Referring to Table 1.1, the
additional costs at stage 1 consist of all costs during time period 0 which are ¢;(y;,0—
x10) +h1(y1,0 — Do)t +b1(y10— Do)~ . In other words, stage 1 pays for an extra time
period under the decentralized total cost calculation; to account for these costs, we
multiply the stage 1 total costs by a factor of @ when we compare them to the total
costs under contract, which has the same decision timing as the centralized model.
The additional costs at stage 2 consist of the production costs during time period 0
which are ca(y2,0 — x2+ 0); to account for these costs, we simply subtract them from

the stage 2 decentralized costs when we compare contract costs.

4.2 Contract A

Under Contract A, stage 1 pays its original production, holding, and backorder-
ing costs plus the combined cost w(y; — x5) to stage 2. Stage 2 pays its original
production, holding, and overtime costs and receives w(y; — x,) from stage 1; stage
2 also guarantees to bring the system inventory up to the optimal centralized system
inventory level. For a range of appropriate W, we show that under Contract A, both
stage 1 and stage 2 will follow the optimal policies for the centralized model and will
each spend less than under decentralized control.

Having adjusted the original stage 1 costs by «a to equalize the timing, stage 1
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pays the following one period costs:
Grca(xr, s, 1, D) = alcr(yn — x1) + ha(yr — D)+ +b1(ypn — D)) +w(ys — ).

with y1 > 2. Again by [7], the optimal cost function ff - (71, 7) satisfies

floalrr,v5) = min Eplgyca(zy, 25,91, D) + aff calvn — D, Yren s — D))

Yy1>T1

since stage 2 ensures the centralized system inventory. The solution to this equation
is the optimal inventory control policy which we seek. As before, we move the —cyx4

term back and get

gl,CA,m(x17 Ts, Y1, D) =

a((1 —a)ay +aciD + hi(yr — D) 4+ bi(ys — D)7) + w(ys — )
with y; > 1. Note that

floa(m,zs) = —acivy + 1 oa (71, 75).

We now relax the constraint that y; > x; and write our relaxed one period costs and

optimal cost functions:

91,CA,T(9057 Y1, D) =

a((1 —a)eryy + acyD + hi(yy — D) +bi(y1 — D)7) + w(y, — )

and again by [7] we have

fl*,CA,r(IS) = min ED[ gl,CA,r<x87 Y1, D) + Oéff,Cl,r(iy:en,s - D)]

Y1

= I'I;Il ED|: gl,CA,r<xs; Y1, D)] + OKED[ fl*,Cl,r(y:en,s - D)}
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since y; has no effect on the costs to go. We now show that stage 1 follows the

optimal policy of the centralized model.

Lemma 12 Under Contract A, stage 1 follows the optimal policies of the centralized

model.

Proof: The stage 1 relaxed optimal policy under Contract A is the solution to

the myopic problem:

n;in ED [gl,CA,r ('IS) Y1, D)]
1

= min Epfa(l — a)eyyr + aPeiD + ahy(yy — D) +abi(y1 — D)™ +w(y, — )]
Y1
= min{a(l — a)cy; + ED[oz2ch +ahi(y1 — D)t +aby(y1 — D)7] —
Y1
W + hZ(xs - yl>+ + Koé(yl - 375) + (Co - ac?)(?h - x3)+}

= m(xs) — W.

Stage 1 minimizes the same problem, m(xzs), as in the centralized model, and
hence stage 1 will follow the centralized optimal policy for the relaxed problem.
Under the assumption (A10) that x; < S} 4., we can show that the solution to the
relaxed problem will always have y; > 21 by the same argument as in Theorem 5.
Thus we have solved the original, fully constrained problem as well. Stage 1 follows
the optimal policies of the centralized model. O

From the previous lemma and under the assumption that z, < S, we have that

fl*,CA(xlvxs) = —a01$1+ff70147m(x1,x8)

= —acir1 + floa,(s)
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—aciry + min Eplgrcar(@s, y1, D)) + aEplfi car(Sien — D)]
—acizr +m(xs) = W+ aEp|fica, (Seen — D))

—acizy +mlxg) — W+

aEp[m(See, — D) =W + aEp|fi car(Scen — D]

cen

—acyiry + m(xs) + (eEp[m(Sk, — D) — W)

cen

+alaEp[m(SL, — D) — W) + o?*(aEp[m(SE,, — D) — W)+ ...

cen cen

(_W + aED[m(S;ken - D)])

—acyry +m(xs) + T

1
—acyry +m'(zg) + 1—(—W + a(Ep[m/(SL,, — D)] + acip)).

stage 2 under Contract A. We know stage 2 will follow the cen-

tralized optimal policy (it is in the contract), but what will the cost be? Under

decentralized control, stage 2 pays the following costs per period:

G2.dec(T2, Y2, D) = calya — 23) + Ko6((y2 — D) ™) + colya — D)™ + ha(y2 — D)*

with o > 5. As usual we move the —cyxd term back and get

G2.deem(T2,Yy2, D) = coys + Ko0((y2 — D)7) + ¢o(yo — D)™ + (ho — aco)(y2 — D)™

under the same restrictions. Now we replace y with Zo and D with y; — z, then

xr1 + o9 with x, and get:

G2.deem (T2, Ts, Y1) = 2o + Ko0(y1 — s) + co(yn — 25) T + (he — aca)(zs — 1) ™.

The decision under Contract A takes places after Zo has been chosen. We now move

the ¢y back a period as acoys and define our one period cost at stage 2 under
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Contract A as:

92,02(%, U, ?JQ)
= Kod(y1 — ) + oy — 25)" + (ha — aco)(zs — y1)" + acays — w(yr — ;)
= (ha —aca)(zs —y1)" + colyn — 25) " + Kob(ys — ) + acays
W = hazs —y1)" = (co — aca)(y1 — 25) " — Kod(y1 — )
= acyys + acy(y1 —x) + W
= ac(y1 +y2 —xs) + W

= ac (S:en

_x,s>+W

since stage 2 brings the system inventory up to S, every period. We can calculate

cen

fz*,CA(st)-

f;,CA(xS) = a02<5:en - xS) + W+ ED[Z ak(aCQ(S:en - ‘T&k) + W)]

k=1

= acy(Sh, — x) + W+ Ep[y  af(aca(S,, — (Siw — Dimr)) + W)

k=1

= ac(Sh, —xs) + W+ ED[Z o"(acyDyp_y) + W)]

k=1

= ac(Sh, —xs) + W+ Z o (EplacyDy_1] + W)

k=1
= ac(Sh, —xs) + W+ Z oF (o + W)

k=1

1
= OéCQ(S;n — I’S) + E(W + OZ2C2”)‘

Note that we can interchange the expectation and the infinite sum by Fubini’s
Theorem since the terms are all positive. A quick algebraic check shows that
fioal@, ) + fyoalws) = fin(x1,25), so Contract A does achieve system opti-

cen

mality. Lastly, neither stage will bother considering Contract A unless it decreases



100

costs. There is a range of W for which both stages will improve over the decentralized
model. In Section 4.4, we discuss the values of W such that f o4 (z1,75) < aff so.(71)
and f3 o 4(2s) < 3 gee(®2) — €2(S5 4o — 3 ). Note that the values have been adjusted

so equivalent costs are considered, given the different decision timing.

4.3 Contract B

Under Contract B, stage 1 pays its original production, holding, and backordering
costs plus the combined cost w(y; — z5) to stage 2. Stage 1 determines its own
inventory policy, the system inventory policy, and therefore stage 2’s inventory policy.
Stage 2 pays its original costs less w(y; —x;) and follows the inventory control policy
determined by stage 1. We show that under Contract B, stage 1 will follow the
optimal policies for the centralized model, stage 1 will determine that a base-stock
policy is optimal for the system inventory, but that the base-stock level determined

by stage 1, S¢.z, may be greater than the optimal base-stock level S}, . Thus, the

cen’

system performance under Contract B may not be optimal.

Stage 1 pays the same one period costs as under Contract A:

qrop(T1, 25, y1, D) = a(c(yy — 21) + hi(ys — D)t + bi(y1 — D)) + w(ys — x5).

with y; > 2. However, the optimal cost function f} p(71, ;) which satisfies

fl*,cg(ﬂh,xs) = m>in Eplgica(r1, w591, D) + aff,CB(yl — D,y — D)]
Y1221
ys>max{xs,y1}

is different since stage 1 must also choose the system inventory level y,. As before,



101
we move the —cyx; term back and get

gl,CB,m(xlv Tsy Y1, D) =

a((1 — a)erys + actD + ha(ys — D) + bi(yr — D)7) + w(in — )
with y; > 2. Note that

frop(r1,2s) = —acioy + ] op (71, 7).

We now relax the constraints that y; > x; and that y, > y; and write our relaxed

one period costs and optimal cost functions:

gl,CB,r(xsv Y1, D) =

a((1 = a)eryr + acrt D+ hi(yr — D)* + bi(yr — D)7) + w(ys — )
and again by [7] we have

ff,CB,r(l‘s) = ylfiligr ED[ gl,C’B,r(xsvylv D) + afl*,CB,r<ys - D)}

= min { min Bplgs.cn (2.0, D)) + 0Ep|ficn, (s — D)}

Ys 2T
since y; has no effect on the costs to go. Following the argument from Lemma 12,
we get that under the relaxed conditions, min,, Ep[g1 cp.,(%s, y1, D)] = m(xs) — W,

stage 1 follows the centralized optimal policy, and

fiepr(zs) = min {m(xs) W +aEplficp.(ys — D)]} .

Ys>Ts
Now we move the m(zs) term back as am(ys — D), define g1 o r2(ys, D) = am(ys —

D), and get
fik,CB,m(fEs) = min {ED[gl,CBﬂQ(ysv D) =W + aED[fiC’B,r2(yS - D)]}

Ys>Ts

= min {ozED [m(ys — D)] = W + aEp[ff cpro(ys — D)]}

Ys>Ts
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Note that fiop.(7s) = m(xs) + ficp,a(zs) and that fiop o(7,) is similar to a
function we have previously studied. Besides the constant W, the term we are trying
to minimize every period is aFEp[m(ys — D)]; in equation (3.7) from Chapter III
(besides the constant a?cou), the terms we are trying to minimize are aFEp[m(y, —
D)]+ a(1 — a)cays. The minimization problem differs by the term a(1 — a)cays, the

coefficient of which will be relatively small for high values of «.

Lemma 13 Under Contract B, stage 1 determines a base-stock policy for the system

with base stock level Stz > S

cen’

and the optimal policies for the relaxed problem also

solve the original, fully constrained problem.

Proof: The base-stock result follows from the same arguments as Lemma 11
and Theorem 4 from Chapter III. The difference is that the a(l — a)coys term
is missing. We redefine g*(w) = m(w), which is still quasiconvex, although the
slopes have changed slightly (the slope on the left is now —(¢, — acy) < 0, in the
middle the function follows N(w), and the slope on the right is hy > 0). Because
0 < a(l — a)cays, the “slope” under Contract B is less than in the centralized case,

and Sgp > S

cen’

To show that f1cpm(z1,2s) = fropr(zs), we follow the exact
same proof as Theorem 5 and use the fact that Siz > S7,.. O

How different are S¢.z and S}, and how different are the total costs under Con-
tract B and under centralized control? First, since S&p and S}, are discrete, they
may turn out to be the same. Second, as o T 1, the values should converge together.

We show that this is the case for &« = 1 in Section 4.5 and in Chapter V, we show that

the values of S¢.z and S}, and the total costs are very close by numerical analysis.
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Under the assumption that x; <S¢z we have that

fiep(ene) = —acuy +m' (@) + ——(~W + a(Epln'(Sis — D) + acy)

11—«
and
* * 1 2
f2,CB<IS) = ac(Stp — ) + E(W + afcoph).

The total system cost under Contract B is the sum of these two costs. By some

algebra, we get that

flop(x,s) + f5 op(s)
= —acizy +m'(x) + acy(Sgp — v.) + ——— (Bpln (S5 — D)] + aler + e2)p)
> —acim +m(x) + acy(S, — @) + 7 (Ep[m' (S, — D)] +aler + c2)n)
= feen(x1,T5).

It is possible to guarantee that Contract B will yield the centralized optimal
results, by adding the term (1 — a)xs to w(y; — z5). However, now the combined
cost w(y; — xs) depends not only on the difference y; — x5, but also on the actual
value of 5. We feel that this kind of contract is less reasonable than one that simply
depends on the difference. As mentioned earlier, neither stage 1 nor stage 2 will even
consider Contract B unless it saves them money. In the next section, we explore the

appropriate values of the transfer payment W that benefit both stages.

4.4 Transfer Payment W

For either contract, the two stages need to negotiate an appropriate transfer

payment W. Stage 1 will determine a minimum value of the transfer payment and
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strive for the highest possible payment during negotiations. Alternatively, stage 2
will determine a maximum value of the transfer payment and will strive to make it
as low as possible. We will first discuss appropriate values for W, under Contract
A. The analysis for Contract B will be very similar.

For stage 2 to consider proposing the contract, the total cost under contract
must be less expensive for than under decentralized control. Taking into account the

different decision timing, stage 2 will require that f5 o 4(7s) < f3 gee(2) — c2(S5 4o —

LU;), or f;,CA(IS) - (f;,dec(x2) - C2(5';7dec - x;)) <0.

f;,C’A(xS) - (f;,dec(xQ) - CQ(‘SZ,dec - JI;))

1
= aCQ(S:en — JCS) + E(WA + OJQCQ/L) —

+ G2,dec,m<S;,dec)

(—021'2 + 5

- 62( ;,dec — Ty ))

11—«

* * 1 *
= 02<a(Scen - Qfs) + SQ,dec) + E(WA + 052C2M - G27d607m(52,dec>)

Solving for W4, we get that
WA < G27d€C7m(S;,dec) - OéQCQILL - (1 - a)CQ(a(S:en - 'IS) + S;:dec)' (41)

Note that W4 does depend on x,. However, for a good approximation, if we let

a 1 1, we get that stage 2 desires Wy < G2 decm (S5 goe) — C2pt- In other words, the

,dec
transfer payment must be less that stage 2’s per period expected decentralized costs
that are not due to production.

For stage 1 to consider accepting the contract, again taking into account the

different decision timing, stage 1 will require that fca(z1,25) < affg..(1), or
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fl*,C'A(‘,L‘be> - O“/fl*,dec(xl> <0.

fl*,CA(Ilv 1:8) - afl*,dec(xl)

1
= —acz; +m'(xs) + ﬁ(—WA + a(Ep[m/(Sk,, — D)] + acip)

( Gl,dec,m(Sidec))
—a | —cz +

l—«

/ 1 10 Qr* *
= m'(zs) + 7 (=Wa+ a(Ep[m/(Se, — D)) = (Graeem(Sdec) — ac1t)

Solving for W4, we get that

Wa > a(Ep[m/(Sk, — D)l = (Graeem(S gee) — @c1p)) + (1 — )m’(zs).  (4.2)

cen

Note that Wy does depend on x,. Again, for a good approximation, if we let o T 1,
we get that stage 1 desires Wa > Ep[m/(S,, — D)] = (G1.decim (ST goe) — c11). In other
words, the transfer payment must be more than the difference between the per period
expected centralized non-production costs and the per period stage 1 decentralized
non-production costs.

So, under the assumption of risk neutrality, both stage 1 and stage 2 will ac-
cept Contract A for values of W, defined by equations (4.1) and (4.2). However,
as mentioned previously, the inventory control policies under Contract A are more
complicated than the two base-stock policies of the decentralized model. Further,
the contract requires that both stages trust each other and share information. Real-
istically, for both stages to actually endorse this contract, a fairly significant savings

would have to exist for both parties. In the next chapter, we show that these savings

can be significant with numerical analysis.
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Now we consider Contract B. The analysis of Wjp is nearly identical, and here

we list the results. For stage 2 to propose Contract B, we must have f3p(zs) <

f2*,dec<x2) - CZ(S;deC - Jf;), or that
Wi < Gadeemn(95,4e0)) — @Pcapt — (1 — @) ea(a(Sep — ) + S5 gec)-

This condition is nearly the same as before. For stage 1 to accept contract B, we

must have that f}c4(z1,2) < aff g.(71), or that

Wp > a(Ep[m’ (St — D)] = (Greem (ST gee) — ac1pt)) + (1 — a)m’(z5).

4.5 Average Cost Case

In this section, we consider the average cost case of some of our previous models,
under the assumption that overtime production is the only method of expediting. In
the previous sections of this chapter, we showed that differences may exist between
Contract A and Contract B for 0 < a < 1; when a = 1, we will show that the
structure of the optimal policies remains the same for the decentralized, centralized,
and contract coordinated models and that the two contracts induce exactly the same
behavior from both stages. We are now interested in minimizing the average cost

function fr(xo):

N-1
1
frl(z0) = ]\}Enoo NE Z g(period “k” variables)
k=0

We discuss the existence of the limit later in the section. We wish to find the optimal

policy 7 out of all possible admissible policies IT and hence the optimal average cost
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per period over the infinite horizon, f*(xg) = minger fr (7o), where the * indicates
average cost optimality.

We now revisit the results from the first two sections of Chapter II, the first four
sections of Chapter I1I, and the previous sections of the current chapter. The results
from Sections 2.1 and 2.2 continue to hold for the average cost case by Section 4 of
Zheng’s paper [66]. The optimal policy at stage 1 is to produce up to a base-stock
level of ST ;.. and the optimal policy at stage 2 is to produce up to a base-stock level

of 53 4e.- In fact, for any initial inventories z; and z,

fl*,dec(‘rl) - Gl,deQm(Sidec)? and

f;,dec(xQ) = G2,dec,m( S,dec)‘

The analysis of the centralized and coordinated models is not as straightforward.
For this analysis, we restrict our attention to finite demand distributions and finite
inventory state spaces. We feel that these are not restrictive assumptions as in reality,
an upper limit on demand must exist and there are physical limits on inventory
at both stages. For the remainder of this section, we assume that the demand
D € [0, D]. (The assumption that the minimum value of D = 0 is not necessary, but
clarifies the exposition.) Since the demand distribution is logconcave, the random
variable D has a positive probability of taking on all values in |0, 15] We also assume
that the inventory positions for the centralized model, x; and Z,, have finite state
spaces with D <1 <7 and 0 < Ty < Ty, where 7} and T, are large numbers.
The lower bound on x; is —D for ease of exposition; this lower bound could be any

negative number and the analysis would still hold with a slight modification of the
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policy m. The lower bound on Z5 is 0 since backorders are not allowed at stage 2.
We now reconsider the centralized model with @ = 1. Since we have restricted
our attention to finite state spaces, the average cost exists by Proposition 1.1 of

Bertsekas ([7], page 187). We next use Proposition 2.6 from Bertsekas ([7], page 198)

*

. , .
o, satisfies Bellman’s equation

to show that the optimal average cost per period
and then show that similarly structured inventory policies as those from Chapter
IIT minimize the average cost case. Proposition 2.6 of [7] states the following: Let
11,J1 € [—ﬁ,fl] and 14y, jo € [0,Zy]. If for every two inventory positions (i1,is) and

(j1,J2), there exists a stationary policy 7 such that, for some k, P((x1x, Tog) =

(71, J2) (1,0, T2p) = (i1,12), ™) > 0, then fr, has the same value for all initial states,

*

>, =lim, (1 — ) fr, (i1,12), and fr  satisfies Bellman’s equation.

cen cen

Consider the following stationary policy 7:

;

(IL‘l,ng) lf T Z 0
m(z1,%2) = (T1,72—1) ifx; <0and Zy >0
(1/3\1,.%\2) ifx1<0and To =20

The policy works as follows: If the inventory at stage 1 is non-negative, the policy =
keeps both values the same, but then the stage 1 inventory decreases by a random
amount D, and the inventory at the start of the next period is (x1 — D, ). Eventu-
ally, the stage 1 inventory goes negative, at which point stage 1 places a large order
up to I, stage 2 experiences demand 77 — z; from stage 1, then stage 2 reorders up
to its previous inventory level minus 1 unit. The stage 1 inventory quantity rapidly
cycles from its upper bound to its lower bound, while the stage 2 inventory quantity

slowly cycles by 1 unit each time stage 1 completes a cycle.
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The probability that D = 1 for the first (£7 + 1)Zy periods is small, but positive.
Thus, every possible value of T, has a positive probability of being paired up with
every non-negative value of z;, and with z; = —1. There is also a positive probability
that for the next () + 1)Z; periods, D = 1 every period, except when z; = 0, when
D = 2. Thus, every possible value of Ty has a positive probability of being paired
up with ;1 = —2. These small but positive probabilities continue through the case
where when 2y =0, D = D. At this point, after k = (77 + 1)3?213 periods, there is a
positive probability of reaching every possible inventory position. Thus, Proposition
2.6 of [7] holds.

From Proposition 2.6 of [7], we know that f%, satisfies Bellman’s equation. We
now need to show that the structure of the optimal policies for the average cost
case is the same as the structure for the discounted cost case, or in other words,
we need to show that the results from Chapter III do not depend on the fact that
0 < a < 1. Following Section 3.1, we define ge,(-) and f%, (z1,Z2) the same way,
just with a = 1. We can move the —c;x; term back as —¢;(y; — D) by the same

reasoning, and we substitute the same system variables as before. We make the same

relaxations and get that

gcen,r(xmyla Ys, D) = ClD + hl(yl - D)+ + bl(yl - D)_
+Ko0(y1 — x5) + (co — c2)(y1 — 25) T + ho(xs —y1)*

+C2 (ys - xs)

with ys > z,. We define [, (xs) the same way, and note that since x5 = x; + o,

cen,r

Proposition 2.6 of [7] still holds, since we have shown that that we we can reach every
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inventory pair, we can surely reach the sum of every pair. We move the minimization
over y; inside the minimization over y, for the same reason, defining the functions
m(zs) and m/(z) for the average cost case.

In Section 3.2, the definitions of Ny (y1), Nu(y1), and N(zs) do not change (they
actually simplify since & = 1) and our study of m(x) remains the same. Theorem 3
still holds and the structure of the optimal policy for stage 1 is the same. In Section
3.3, we define f7,, () as before and Lemma 11 still holds. Theorem 4 continues to
hold because G.ep s(ys) is only different by the factor of «, and the base-stock result
again holds from Zheng [66], only this time from Section 4 rather than Section 3.
Finally, Theorem 5 in Section 3.4 holds by the same logic, and thus the structure of
the optimal policies for the average cost case is the same as for the discounted cost

case. Using Proposition 2.6 of [7], we get that:

fsen = hm(l_a)f:en(wl?f?)

a—1

= Epm/(Sh, — D)+ (a1 +c2)p

At this point, it is interesting to compare the average cost for the system under
centralized control and under decentralized control. Under centralized control, the

average cost for the system is

fc*en = (cl + CQ)IU + ED[m/(Szen - D)]

= (Cl + CQ),LL +

hi(yr — D)" +bi(y1 — D)™ + K,0(y1 — (Sk,, — D))+
FEpmin
Y1

(co = c2)(y1 — (St = D))" + ha((Se, = D) =)™
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Under decentralized control, the average cost for the system is

ftaee T I3 dee = Graec(ST gec) + G2.dec(55 gec)
= cp+ Ir!ﬁn Ep[hi(yy — D) 4+ bi(yy — D)7] +
Caft + min Ep[Kod((y2 = D)7) + (co — c2)(y2 — D)~ + ha(yo — D)7}
= (q+e)p+
min Ep[ha(y1 — D)™ +bi(yr — D)) +
H;iQn Ep[Kyd((y2 — D)) + (co — 2)(ya — D)~ + ho(ys — D)*].

As one would expect, both systems pay the average production costs at both stages,
plus each system minimizes inventory and overtime production costs. Under decen-
tralized control, stage 1 independently minimizes its own holding and backordering
costs and stage 2 independently minimizes its own holding and overtime production
costs. Under centralized control, stage 1 minimizes all of these costs together, and
hence potential savings exist for the centralized system.

We now reconsider the earlier sections of this chapter for the average cost model.
We first consider Contract A from Section 4.2. We define gy ca(x1, zs,y1, D) and
ficoalr1, ) the same as we did earlier in the chapter. Note that the inventory
state for fio4 is (71, 7,), rather than (x1,7;) as earlier in this section. However,
since xs = x1 + To, the possible inventory positions have a one-to-one correlation
and Proposition 2.6 of [7] still holds. Following the rest of Section 4.2, we define the
moved and relaxed average cost functions as before. Lemma 12 still holds because we
first consider the myopic problem for stage 1 and then solve for the fully constrained

problem exactly as in Chapter III. Thus, under Contract A, stage 1 follows the same
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kind of optimal policy as in the discounted cost case. We define f34(z) as before,
and note that Proposition 2.6 of [7] holds because x5 = x1 + Zo. Stage 2 follows the
centralized policy (because it’s in the contract) and ensures that the system optimal

base-stock level will be met. By Proposition 2.6 of [7],

ff,CA = hm(l—a)fl*,CA(Ih%)

a—1

= —W+ Epm/ (S, — D)+ c1p

cen

Similarly,

f2*,CA = ii_rfll(l_a)f;,CA(IS)

= WHecop

In other words, under Contract A, stage 2 pays only its own production costs and
the transfer payment. Stage 1 pays for every other cost in the system, and thus will
require a significant transfer payment to enter into the contract.

Now consider Contract B. Following Section 4.3, we define f} (71, 7s),
fiopm(®1,75), and fop . (ws) as before. For ffop . (z,), we move the m(z,) term
back as before; however, since a = 1, the coefficient of a(1 — a)eays is 0 and hence
the two minimization problems are the same. Thus, Contract B yields the same
results as Contract A and the centralized model for the average cost case. Under

either contract, the transfer payment W has the following bounds:

ED[TTL,(S*

cen

- D)] - (Gl,dec,m(sidec> - CIN) <W< GQ,dec,m(Sg,deJ — Cold.

The transfer payment is bounded below by the difference between the expected

centralized system non-production costs and the expected decentralized stage 1 non-
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production costs, and is bounded above by the expected decentralized stage 2 non-
production costs. In this section, we have shown that under the average cost criterion,
our previous results hold (assuming only one method of expediting) and that both

contracts achieve system optimality.

4.6 Contracts with Premium Freight

In this section we include premium freight as an expediting option and reconsider
our contracts. We show that a combined cost function similar to the one described
in Section 4.1, with an additional payment choice for stage 1, will achieve system
optimality. We do not specify a particular contract (A or B) because the analysis is
the same for both.

The combined cost consists of the transfer payment W and the wholesale cost
that stage 2 will charge stage 1. For this case, the wholesale cost will be hg(zs — 1)
if y; < x4, as before. However, if stage 1 decides to order more than the system
has available, stage 1 will actually choose from a menu of two different costs, either
aK, + ac,(y1 — x5) or K, + (¢, — aca)(y1 — z5). At first glance, the choice may
seem obvious: pick the minimum of the two, depending on the values of y; and x.
However, this choice may not be optimal. When stage 1 chooses to force expediting
at stage 2, the optimal value of y; will be either y5; or y, (refer to Section 3.5). These
two values depend on the slopes of the functions to be minimized, which depend on
the coefficients of y; in the choices above.

We now show why picking the minimum of the two costs, without considering
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other costs, may not be optimal. Define

(

hao(xs — y1) it y; <
Wi (Y1 —5) = W+ akK, + acy(yn — x5)
min if y1 > x4
Ko+ (co — aca)(yr — )

\

The analysis of the contract turns out to be the same as in Section 4.2 up until

Lemma 12. Now note that we can rewrite
4

ho(zs — y1) it y; <

wm(yl - .I’S) = W+ OéKp + an(y1 - IL’S) if 0 > Y1 — Ts 2 tmin

Ko + (Co - acZ)(yl - xs) lf Y1 — Xs < tmin
\

where t,,;, = —o—akp 7- Following the steps of Lemma 12,

co—a(cptea

H;}H Eplgi.c(s,y1, D)
=min,, Epla((l — a)eryr + acrD + hy(ys — D) +bi(y1 — D)7) + win(y1 — x5)]
=min,, {a(l—a)ay + Ep[a*c;D + ahi(yy — D)* +aby(yy — D)) —
W+ ho(ze — y1) " + (@l + cp(y1 — 2))1(0 > g1 — 24 > topin) +
(Ko + (co — aco)(yr — x5))1(y1 — 5 < tin) }
=min,, {a(l—a)ey + Epla*eiD + ahy(y1 — D) + abi(y; — D)7
ho(xs — 1)t + (@K, + cp(yr — 25))1(0 > yy — x4 > tin) +
(Ko + (co — aca)(y1 — #5))L(yr — @5 < lpmin)} =W

# m(zs) — W.

Referring to Section 3.5, we see that by minimizing too early, we have limited the

options that stage 1 has. Note that the real threshold between premium freight
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and overtime production should be t, as defined in equation (3.13), not ¢, as

defined above. The combined cost w,,(y; — z5) does not induce stage 1 to follow the

centralized optimal policy.

Now redefine the wholesale cost as below, where the “choice” indicates that stage

1 may choose either of the two costs if y; > x,.

p

ho(zs — 1) if y1 <
we(r —x5) = W+ aK, + acy(yn — x5)
choice if y1 > x4
Ko+ (co — acz)(y1 — 5)

\

Note that we could write w.(y; — x5) without the choice, but it would depend on

both the difference y; — x, and the actual value of z,. Again following Lemma 12,

min Eplg1.cr (s, y1, D))

Y1

= min,,

= miny,

= min,,

= min

Epla((1 — a)eryr + acrD + ha(yr — D) + bi(yr — D)) + we(yr — )]
{a(1 — a)eiys + Ep[a?c1D + ahi(y1 — D)™ + abi(y: — D) 7] —

Wt ho(ws — y1) " + {(akp0(yr — @) + acy(yr — 24)7),

(Kob(y1 — 24) + (co — aca)(yn — ) ") }}

{a(1 - a)eyys + Ep[a®e1 D + ahy(y, — D) + aby(yy — D) 7]

tha(zs = y1) " + {0k (g1 — 25) + acy(y1 — ) 7)),

(Kod(yr — 25) + (co — aca)(yr — z5) ")} = W

{(ho; + min {Npz(1n)}).

13Ts

(aK, — ac,xs + min {Ny(v1)}),

Y1>Ts

(Ko = (eo = ac2)a, + min {Ne(yn) )} = W
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= m(zs) — W.

Thus, the combined cost w.(y; — x5) does induce stage 1 to follow the centralized
optimal policy when both premium freight and overtime production exist as expe-
diting options. By giving stage 1 the choice of which payment to make, not only
do we achieve optimality, but we also help convince stage 1 to actually consider the
contract by offering more flexibility in payments. The rest of the analysis for this

case follows exactly as in Sections 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4.

4.7 Conclusion and Insights

In this chapter, we have considered two contracts that will induce system opti-
mality (or near-optimality). In both contracts, stage 1 pays a two-tiered wholesale
cost to stage 2, and stage 2 makes a linear transfer payment to stage 1. Under
Contract A, the two stages achieve system optimality, but Contract A requires that
stage 2 has prior knowledge of the optimal system base-stock level. Under Contract
B, stage 1 achieves centralized optimality, the two stages together follow the right
kind of policy for the system, but the actual system inventory may be too high.
For each stage to be interested in a contract, the transfer payment W will have to
be within certain boundaries; above one threshold for stage 1 and below another
threshold for stage 2. Using the average cost criterion, we showed that the structure
of the optimal policies are the same as for the discounted cost case and then showed
that Contract B will achieve system optimality. Finally, when premium freight is

included, an interesting three-tiered wholesale cost with a choice will induce stage 1
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to behave as in the centralized model.

The main insight from this chapter is that it is possible for the two stages to
achieve system optimal (or near-optimal) performance by working together under
one of the two contracts. Because Contract A requires prior knowledge of optimal
system parameters, it would be more likely to work as a coordinating scheme between
managers at two stages that are both part of the same firm. On the other hand, for
the manager at stage 2 to propose Contract B, that manager must only know the
various costs associated with stage 2 operations. Hence, Contract B is more likely
to work between two independent firms than Contract A. In either contract, the
wholesale cost is pre-determined, but the transfer payment W is negotiable. There
exists a range of W, and we feel that somewhere within this range the two stages can
agree on a value that benefits both stages enough so that it is worthwhile to follow

the contractual policies, rather than the decentralized base-stock policies.



CHAPTER V

NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

In this chapter, we perform a numerical analysis. We first discuss our numerical
experiment and then use the results of the experiment in the following sections. In
Section 5.1, we compare costs under centralized and decentralized control. We show
that the savings of the centralized model are significant, particularly if the demand
variance is high, if the holding costs are high, or if the setup cost for overtime
production K, is large. In Section 5.2, we compare costs under Contract B to the
centralized costs. We show that in general, Contract B results in very near-optimal
system performance. In Section 5.3, we study two example problems to see how the
centralized model saves costs over the decentralized model and to gain insight about
the transfer payment W under both contracts. We conclude the chapter in Section
54.

We performed numerical experiments written in C++4 code, under the assumption
that overtime production is the only method of expediting in order to reduce the
total number of variables. During each experiment, we assign various values for

each parameter except the cost of production at stage 1, which we arbitrarily set to

118
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c1 = 10. For the rest of the parameters, we let:

hy =1,2,4,8,
b, = 10, 20, 40,
c=3,5,7,

hy = 0.5,1,2, 4,
¢, =4,6,10,

K, =0,50,200, and

a =0.90,0.95,0.99.

The holding costs are relatively high in order to represent a lean inventory environ-
ment and we chose the o values as 0.99 or less because for values of a > 0.99, the
numerical results were very similar but took longer to obtain. These variations lead
to a total of 342 = 3888 possible combinations. However, recall that we require that
the per unit cost of overtime production is greater than the per unit cost of regular
production at stage 2, the backordering cost at stage 1 is not too small, and the hold-
ing cost at stage 2 is not more than the holding cost at stage 1. The combinations
that violate assumption (A4), (A8), or (A9) are not included in the experimental
results.

We compare the results for four different demand distributions: Poisson(mean),
Uniform(lower bound, upper bound), Normal(mean, standard deviation), and Expo-
nential(mean). Since we consider discrete demand, we use discrete approximations
for the last three distributions. Also, we truncate each distribution below at zero

and above at forty-nine to fit into our probability array, and adjust the probabilities
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appropriately to ensure the total probability is one. We use a relatively small prob-
ability array in order to decrease computation times, but we feel that the array is
still large enough to reflect realistic outcomes. In reality, each unit in the array may

represent a batch of 10, 100, or even 1000 units.

5.1 Comparison of Centralized and Decentralized Policies

To compare the centralized and decentralized models, we made several calcula-
tions for each combination. Under decentralized control, we calculated the optimal
base-stock levels and the expected total discounted costs. For the centralized case,
we first calculated the optimal inventory control parameters for stage 1: tr, v, and
yp. Using these parameters, we calculated the system base-stock level S¥,, and the
total expected discounted cost for the system. Finally, for each combination we cal-
culated two statistics comparing the centralized case and the decentralized case: the
percentage savings in total costs and the percentage reduction in system inventory.

The percentage savings in total costs is the difference between the sum of the decen-

tralized costs and the centralized cost, divided by the sum of the decentralized costs.

* * *
1,dec+s2,dec_scen

For several
S;lk,dec—’—sék,dcc

The inventory reduction percentage is determined by 5
different distributions, we averaged these savings over all feasible combinations and
we determined the maximum total savings out of all the trials; the results are in
Table 5.1 below.

Note that we ran the experiment for constant demand (Uniform(25,25)) as one

way to check the accuracy of our computer code. Our first observation from the
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Demand Distribution | Average Savings | Maximum Savings | Inv. Reduction
Uniform(25,25) 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Normal(25,1) 0.47% 2.30% 1.74%
Normal(25,5) 1.86% 9.24% 6.31%
Normal(25,10) 2.72% 13.58% 8.56%
Poisson(25) 1.94% 9.60% 6.52%
Uniform(0,49) 2.81% 16.43% 9.92%
Exponential(15) 5.43% 23.25% 13.17%

Table 5.1: Average Savings of the Centralized Optimal Policy

data is that in general, the centralized savings are somewhat attractive, around 2%
or 3% of the total cost. We feel that this is a significant enough value to make
the centralized policy worth considering. A second observation is that as demand
variance increases, so do the total savings. This trend is particularly evident by
looking at the Normal distribution results. Clearly, as demand variance increases,
it becomes more difficult to manage inventory and the centralized policy adds more
flexibility by allowing stage 1 to underorder. A third observation is that in general,
system inventory levels are reduced by more than 5% under the centralized policy.
It turns out that leaner inventory is a pleasant by-product of the centralized policy.

After comparing results for the different parameters, we found that the parame-
ters that had the greatest effect on total cost savings were the overtime production

cost, K,, and the holding costs, h; and hy. For the Poisson(25) distribution, we
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Poisson(25) with: Average Savings | Maximum Savings | Inv. Reduction
K,=0 0.59% 3.54% -0.39%
K, =50 2.00% 6.60% 6.78%
K, =200 3.22% 9.60% 11.42%
hi=1,2;hy =0.5,1 1.39% 3.74% 7.78%
hi =4,8;hy =2,4 3.17% 9.60% 5.35%

Table 5.2: Savings Depend on Overtime Setup Costs and Holding Costs

broke down the various savings by the three different values of overtime production,
and we broke down the costs into the low values of holding and the high values of
holding for both stages. The results are in Table 5.2. Note that for K, = 0, the total
cost savings are only about half a percent, and in fact, the average system inventory
increases under centralized control. These two results indicate that if stage 2 does
not pay a setup cost for overtime production, it is probably not worthwhile consid-
ering a contract that would induce the centralized results. On the other hand, when
K, increases to 50 or 200, the opposite is true. When the overtime production setup
cost is large, then the centralized policies save a significant amount. From the last
two rows of Table 5.2, notice that when the holding costs are high at both stages,
the average savings more than doubles compared to when the holding costs are low.
Higher holding costs force stage 1 to increase the risk of backorders and stage 2 to
increase the risk of overtime production, but these risks can be better managed under

centralized control.
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5.2 Comparison of Contract B and Centralized Policies

In this section, we show that Contract B from Chapter IV nearly achieves system
optimality. As in the previous section, we calculated all the inventory control pa-
rameters and total costs for the centralized and decentralized models. For Contract
B we calculated the system base-stock level Sip and the total costs experienced by
both stages. We calculated three different statistics comparing the total costs of the
centralized, decentralized, and Contract B coordinated models. The first statistic is
the same savings in total costs of the centralized model compared to the decentral-
ized model as before. The second statistic is the savings in total costs of Contract B
compared to the decentralized model. The third statistic is the savings in total cost
of the centralized model compared to Contract B. We performed the experiment for

the same demand distributions as before and the results are in Table 5.3

Demand Centralized vs. | Contract B vs. | Centralized vs.
Distribution Decentralized | Decentralized Contract B
Normal(25,1) 0.47% 0.46% 0.0078%
Normal(25,5) 1.86% 1.82% 0.034%
Normal(25,10) 2.72% 2.66% 0.060%
Poisson(25) 1.94% 1.90% 0.035%
Uniform(0,49) 2.81% 2.73% 0.084%
Exponential(15) 5.43% 5.27% 0.16%

Table 5.3: Comparison of Contract B
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Although Contract B may not be optimal, it is extremely close! The savings of
Contract B over the decentralized model are just as significant as the savings of the
centralized model. The two models differ by less than two tenths of one percent.
Clearly the value of a will affect how close they are. As mentioned in the previous
chapter, as a T 1, the minimization problems for Contract B and the centralized
model approach one another. To investigate the effect of a, we reconsidered the
Poisson(25) distribution and broke it down into results for the three different values
of the discount factor. The total costs do not actually vary by that much, but we
compared the values of S, and S for each a.

When a = 0.90, the average value of S, = 56.07 and the average value of
S¢p = 57.44. Under Contract B, the system base-stock level is 2.4% larger, on

average. Also, S¢p = Sk, in only 12% of the experimental trials. When « increases

to 0.95, the average value of S

cen

= 57.16 and the average value of Sfp; = 57.88.
The system base-stock level under Contract B is 1.3% larger on average and the two
base-stock levels are equal in 37% of the trials. Finally, for o = 0.99, the average

value of S7,,

= 58.12 and the average value of S§z = 58.31. The system base-stock
level under Contract B is only 0.033% larger on average and Sz = Sr.,, in 80% of
the trials. Overall, Contract B sets a system base-stock level that is 1.3% larger, on
average, than the centralized model, but the difference in total costs is much less,

around 0.1%.
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5.3 Two Examples

In this section, we look at two numerical examples to gain insight into central-
ized savings and appropriate values for W. We consider a “typical” example with
Poisson demand that reflects results that are common to most of our experimen-
tal outcomes. We also consider an “atypical” example with Exponential demand
that has uncommon characteristics, compared to the majority of our experimental
outcomes.

As a typical example, consider a problem that has Poisson demand with mean
25. The per unit costs at stage 1 are 10 for production, 2 for holding, and 20 for
backorders. The per unit costs at stage 2 are 5 for production, 1 for holding, and 6
for overtime production; the fixed cost for overtime production is 200. The discount
factor is 0.95. Under decentralized control, the optimal policy at stage 1 is to order
up to a base-stock level of 31 and the optimal policy at stage 2 is to order up to a
base-stock level of 36, for a total system inventory of 67. Under centralized control,
the optimal policy at stage 1 is to order up to 30 if the system inventory is 11 or
less, use up the available system inventory if the system inventory is between 12 and
32, and order up to 33 if the system inventory is 33 or more. The optimal system
base-stock level is 59 and the optimal policy at stage 2 is to order the difference
between the system inventory and the inventory at stage 1.

So, under the centralized policy, the system carries 67 —59 = 8 less units of inven-
tory. This is an inventory reduction of 11.9%, which is one factor that contributes

to cost savings. Another factor that contributes is how often stage 2 is forced to
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run overtime production. In the decentralized case, stage 2 must run overtime when
demand is greater than 36; the probability that D > 36 is 0.015. In the centralized
case, stage 2 must run overtime when the system inventory after demand is less than
the low threshold, or when 59 — D < 12. The probability that stage 2 must run over-
time equals the probability that D > 47, which is 0.000021. So, for this particular
example, stage 2 is over seven hundred times more likely to run overtime production
under decentralized control! These two factors lead to a total cost savings of 2.43%.
These results are typical for the majority of our experimental outcomes.

The two stages can achieve these savings by working together under either Con-
tract A or Contract B. Under Contract A, stage 1 and stage 2 will negotiate the
value of Wy in order to determine how to split up the 2.43% savings on total system
costs. Using equations (4.1) and (4.2) and making a reasonable assumption about
the initial value of the system inventory , we calculate that the range for the transfer
payment is 6.37 < W, < 15.89. Stage 2 will negotiate for a low value of Wy, receiv-
ing savings up to 4.13% as W, approaches the low threshold. Stage 1 will negotiate
for a high value of Wy, receiving savings up to 3.73% as W, approaches the high
threshold. A fair negotiation would likely end up with a W, where both stages each
save around the system savings of 2.43%. Under Contract B, the system base-stock
level is 60, one unit higher than under centralized control, and the savings on total
system costs is 2.42%. Again, the two stages will negotiate a value of Wp, this time
with 6.19 < W < 15.66.

Now we consider an atypical example that has Exponential demand with mean
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15. The per unit costs at stage 1 are 10 for production, 4 for holding, and 20 for
backorders. The per unit costs at stage 2 are 7 for production, 4 for holding, and
10 for overtime production. There is no fixed cost for overtime production and the
discount factor is 0.99. Under decentralized control, the optimal policy at stage 1 is
to order up to a base-stock level of 24 and the optimal policy at stage 2 is to order
up to a base-stock level of 7. Note that the decentralized system carries a total of 31
units. Under centralized control, the optimal policy at stage 1 is to order up to 16
if the system inventory is 16 or less and to use up the available system inventory if
the system inventory is 17 or more. Stage 1 will never order up to it’s high inventory
level of 48, because that value is greater than the optimal base-stock level for the
system inventory, which is 35.

So, under the centralized policy, the system actually carries 35 - 31 = 4 more
units of inventory than under the decentralized policy, or an inventory increase of
12.9%. However, there is still a significant savings in total cost for the centralized
policy, 4.06%), despite the increase in system inventory. The reason for the savings
is that under decentralized control, stage 2 uses overtime production almost 57% of
the time, compared to 24% of the time under centralized control. Even though there
is no fixed cost for overtime production, stage 2 is paying the overtime cost of 10 per
unit very often. In this case, both Contract A and Contract B set a system base-
stock level of 35. Under either contract, the two stages can negotiate the transfer

payment in order to share the 4.06% savings, with 15.44 < W < 28.75.
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5.4 Conclusion

In this chapter, we described various numerical experiments. In Section 5.1, we
showed that in general, the centralized optimal policies result in reasonable savings
over the decentralized optimal policies, somewhere in the neighborhood of 2% or 3%.
The centralized optimal policies also tend to (but do not always) decrease the system
inventory. We discussed three factors that affect these savings: demand variation,
the setup cost for overtime production, and holding costs. As demand variation
increases, so do the savings. Similarly, as the setup cost K, increases, savings are
increased as the centralized model allows for stage 1 to underorder to avoid forcing
overtime production at stage 2. When we assume that the holding costs at both
stages are high, savings are increased under centralized control, as well. In Section
5.2, we showed that in general, Contract B produces results that are very near
optimal. The discount factor a has a strong effect on these results, and as o T 1,
Contract B is more likely to determine the appropriate value for the system base-
stock level. Finally, in the last section, we discussed two numerical examples. The
first example is typical, showing that the savings of the centralized policy come from
lower inventories and decreasing the likelihood of overtime production. The second
example was less typical, where the inventory actually increases under decentralized

control, but a significant savings still exists on the total cost.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, we have studied a two-stage supply chain where the upstream
stage always meets demand from the downstream stage, using two different forms
of expediting when necessary. Our work models the interaction between two stages
of an automotive supply chain, and although our models are simplified versions of
reality, we feel that our theoretical results have practical value. In Chapter II, we
showed that the choice between overtime production and premium freight depends on
the size of the shortage and the relative costs of the two expediting methods, and we
showed that standard inventory control policies are optimal for regular production.
In Chapter III, we showed that under centralized control, the downstream stage needs
to be sensitive to the amount of inventory available upstream and order accordingly,
and the upstream stage must ensure the system inventory level is optimal. In Chapter
IV, we discussed contracts that coordinate the system and allow both stages to share
in the centralized savings. Finally, in Chapter V, we showed that the centralized
system affects reasonable savings over the decentralized system, and hence it may be

worthwhile for the two stages to work together.
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We have analyzed the supply chain under three forms of control: decentralized,
centralized, and coordinated. Under decentralized control, both stages minimize
their own costs and follow base-stock policies (or an (s, S) policy at stage 2 when we
include a production setup cost). Under centralized control, the optimal policies for
both stages depend on the amount of system inventory available, and the optimal
policy for the system is a base-stock policy. Under coordinated control, the two
stages achieve system optimality following a contract with a multi-tiered wholesale
cost and a linear transfer payment. We compared the different forms of control at
the end of the thesis using numerical analysis.

Throughout this thesis, we have used various techniques to prove our results.
In some cases, we simply applied standard techniques from the inventory control
literature. However, in other cases, we had to develop novel ways to prove our results.
In Section 2.3, we faced a problem with two separate inventory control decisions,
one occurring before random demand was realized, and one afterwards. We solved
the problem by defining overtime- and regular-periods, then showing how the two
periods were related. We were then able to optimize the overtime production decision
and the regular production decision, in that order. In Chapter III, we were unable
to decouple our two-stage problem, a standard technique. Instead, we solved the
problem by first substituting system variables for stage 2 variables and then relaxing
two of our constraints on inventory levels, making the stage 1 decision a myopic
problem. Later, we showed that the solution to the relaxed problem also solved the

fully constrained problem. Lastly, due to our multi-tiered inventory control policies
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in the centralized model, in Chapter IV we developed contracts with multi-tiered
wholesale costs that allowed us to coordinate the two stages.

Numerous extensions to our model exist and are worthy of further study. These
include, but are not limited to, positive lead times, capacity constraints, demand
forecasting, the N-stage supply chain, multiple suppliers, multiple assemblers, and
substitutable products. Clearly, our model would be much more robust if we in-
cluded the possibility of positive lead times for either regular or premium freight
shipments. Unfortunately, a review of the literature (see Section 1.2) shows that
analytical results would be difficult, if not impossible, to determine under this as-
sumption. However, we may be able to develop reasonably efficient heuristic policies
based on our current results and to test these policies using simulation. Another
realistic assumption would be to include capacity constraints on either regular pro-
duction, overtime production, or premium freight shipments. It would be interesting
to see how a capacity constraint on just one of the expediting methods affects how
the two different methods are utilized. Note that if both methods of expediting have
capacities, we can not guarantee the 100% fill rate at stage 2. For examples of papers
with capacity constraints, see [22] and [26].

In reality, both stages of the supply chain will probably have demand forecasts
that may or may not be accurate. When we originally spoke to two managers at
Visteon, they explained that they receive demand forecasts from Ford varying in
length from six months to two weeks. However, the forecasts rarely match the

actual demand and hence we include stochastic demand in our model. It would be
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interesting to study how the changing forecasts affect production, and to see how
much better forecasting would save the supply chain. For a recent review of demand
forecasting, see [6]. In this thesis, we have limited our scope to a two-stage supply
chain. We could expand our model to an N-stage supply chain, but we would have
to carefully reconsider our assumptions about overtime production and premium
freight. For example, we assume that products shipped by premium freight are
produced very early in the day and shipped instantaneously, arriving downstream to
be used the same day. Is it realistic to assume these shipments can occur twice or
more in the same day and still be on time?

It may be worthwhile to consider our model with multiple suppliers, multiple
assemblers, or both. Originally, Visteon made nearly all its parts for Ford, but Vis-
teon has since branched out and now sells parts to several different companies. How
multiple assemblers would affect the overtime production decision is an interesting
question. See [1], [9], and [44] for examples of systems with one supplier and mul-
tiple retailers. Finally, the automotive supply chain clearly involves more than one
part, and in fact, many of the parts may be substitutable. A study of our model
with multiple, substitutable parts may yield interesting results concerning when to

substitute and when to expedite.
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APPENDIX

Case 2 from Section 2.3

In this case, we have the following stationary policy us, which happens to be a

(-1, S ) policy for overtime production:
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From equations (2.8) and (2.9), we have also that f*(z) =

p

(hy — aca)® + K8 (yE — &) + acyy’ + aEp[f*(y: — D)] ifz>0

x

(@)}
Il
(e}

K, — o + aKo0(y) 4+ acoyl + aEp[f*(ys — D)] if
if < 0.

K, — ¢ + (co + ha) i + aEp[f*(§5 — D)] if S =g*

\

Also, plugging 9 into equation (2.6) we get:

- (he — aco)T + af) (T) if >0
F(@) = -
K, — coZ + (co + hy — acy)S + af(S) if & <0.

We get Ga(y) = coy + 3 g_g(he — aca)(y — d)pa + 252,11 (Kau — co(y — d)) pa and

following the proof for case 1, we show that Ga(y) — oo as |y| — oo, —Ga(y) is
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unimodal and the minimum point y° > 0.

y+1 Y
AGo(y) = ey+1)—cy+ Y (ha—ae)(y+1—dps— Y (hs—acs)(y —d)pa
d=0 d=0
+ > (Kar—co(y+1=d))pa— Y, (Kau — coly — d)) pa
d=y+2 d=y+1
Y 00
= e+ (ha—aca) Y pa— (Kau + co)pys1 — co >, pa
d=0 d=y+2

= o+ (he —ac)F(y) — co(1 — F(y)) — Kaupy+1
= 2 — Co+ (Co+ hy — ac2) F(y) — Kaupy+1-
At this point, note that as y — —oo, AGy(y) — ¢ — ¢, < 0 and as y — o0,

AGsy(y) — ha + ca(1 —a) > 0. Thus, as y — —o0, Ga(y) — oo and as y — oo,

G2 (y) — oo. Also note that for y < 0,

AGy(y) = ca — ¢ — Kaupy+1 <0

by Lemma 6 and so any minimum point of Gy(y), y°, will be non-negative. Finally,

for y > dy, rewrite AGy(y) as:

py+1
F(y)

AG2(y) = Co — Cy + F(y) (CO + h2 + acp) - Kall

Again, the terms in the brackets are all nondecreasing due to logconcavity. By the
same argument as for case 1, AGs(y) changes signs exactly once and —Gs(y) is

unimodal.
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Case 3 from Section 2.3

In this case, we have the following stationary policy us, which can be considered

an (3, 5) policy for overtime production with § = —oo:
20 — y=1ry=y;
M3 =
<0 — y=2z,y=y,

From equations (2.8) and (2.9), we have also that:

() (he — ae)@ + aF0(y: — &) + acayt + aEp[f*(y: — D)] if >0
xTr) =
aK, — a(c, + ¢2)7 + aKs + acyy + aEp[f*(y; — D)]  if & <.

Also, plugging p3 into equation (2.6) we get:

) (hy — aco)T + af (T) ifz>0
fH (&) =
aK, —alc, + )T +af)(z) ifz<0.
For this case we get G3(y) = cay + D _i_o(ha — aco)(y — d)pa+ > 52,1 (K, — ale, +
¢2)(y—d))pq and following the proof for case 1, we show that G3(y) — oo as |y| — oo,

—G3(y) is unimodal and the minimum point y° > 0.

y+1 Y
AG3(?J) = 02(9 + 1) — CY + Z(h2 - 0602)(9 +1- d)pd - Z(hz - aCz)(y - d)pd
d=0 d=0
+ Y (ak, — ale, + e2)(y+1— d)) pa
d=y+2
- Z (aKp — aley + c2)(y — d)) pa

Yy 0o
=t (h—ae) Y pa— (aF, +ale+ e)p —ale + ) D
d=0 d=y+2

= e+ (ha — ac2)F(y) — alcy + c2)(1 = F(y)) — aKppyi

= co—afc, + )+ (he + acy) F(y) — aKppyt1-
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At this point, note that as y — —oo0, AG3(y) — c2 — a(c, + ¢2) < 0 by assumption
(A7) and as y — 00, AG3(y) — ha + c2(1 — ) > 0. Thus, as y — —o0, G3(y) — o0

and as y — 00, G3(y) — oo. Also note that for y < 0,
AG5(y) = ca — alc, + ¢c2) — akppy 1 <0

and so any minimum point of G3(y), y°, will be non-negative. Finally, for y > do,

rewrite AG3(y) as:

AGs(y) = ¢ — alcy + e2) + F(y) | (he + acy) — oK, ;ﬁyg) .

Again, the terms in the brackets are all nondecreasing since demand is logconcave.

By the same argument as for case 1, AG3(y) changes signs only once and —G3(y) is

unimodal.

Case 4 from Section 2.3

In this case, we have the following stationary policy gy, which is not an (3, 5)

policy for overtime production:

(
>0 — Y=,y =y;
s ye if S=0
=< s<r<0 — y=8Sy=
gy S =yl
r<s — Y=2,y=1y,
\
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From equations (2.8) and (2.9), we have also that f*(z) =

/

(hy — acy)® + aKyd (Y% — &) + acoys + aEp[f*(y: — D) ifz>0
K, — cof 4+ aKy0(y5) + acoyl + aEp[f*(yt — D)] if S =0
ifs<xz<0
Ky — co + (o + ho)¥% + aEp[f*(77. — D)] if S =gt
OéKp_O{(Cp—i_CQ)j—i_OKKQ—’_OCCQy;+OKED[f~*(y; — D)] ifz <s
For this case, we get
y y—s—1
Gily) = o+ (ha—ac)y—dpa+ D (Kai—coly —d))pa+
d=0 d=y+1

2 @kl o= D)

and following the proof for case 1, we show that under the conditions of case 4
(co > alc,+c2) and Chyp < Crpp), Ga(y) — 00 as y| — 0o, —G4(y) is unimodal and

the minimum point 3° > 0.

AGa(y)
y+1 Y
= CQ(y—i—l)—02y+2(h2—a02)(y+1— Z (ha — aco)(y — d)pg +
d=0 d=0
y—3§ y—35—1
> (Kan—coly+1—d)pa— Y (K —coly —d))pa+
d=y+2 d=y+1
Z (aKp —afcp +e2)(y+1—d))pa— Z a(cp + c2)(y — d)) pa
d=y—5+1 d=y—3§

= 2+ (ha — acg) Zpd — (Kau + co)py+1 + (Ko — co(5 + 1))py—s
d=0

y—5—1
—c, Z Pd — (K, — alcp + ¢2)3)py—5 — a(cp + ¢2) Z Dd
d=y+2 d=y—5+1

= 2+ (ha —ac2) F(y) = co(F(y = 8) = F(y)) — alepy + e2) (1 = F(y = 3))

allPy+1 + (Kall - aKp - (Co - Oé(Cp + 02))5) Dy—5-
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Now by Lemma 6,

AGy(y) = ca—ale,+ca) + (co+ hy — aca)F(y) + (a(c, + c2) — co) Fy — 3)
—Kaupyi1 + (Cor — Cpp — (co — alcp + 2))S) py—s

= —alg+a)+ (¢t h—ac)F(y) + (ale, + ) =) Fly —5—1)

—akypyi1 + (1= B)(alep + c2) — co))py—s

by Lemma 7 where 0 < [ < 1. At this point, note that as y — —oo, AG4(y) —
c2 —afcp+ ) < 0 by assumption (A7) and as y — 00, AG4(y) — ha+ca(1—a) > 0.
Thus, as y — —o00, G4(y) — o0 and as y — oo, G4(y) — oo. Also note that for

y <0,

AGy(y) = ca—aley+c2) + (aley+c2) —c)Fy —5—1)
—aKypyi1 + (1= B)(aley + ) — c))pys

< 0

and so any minimum point of G4(y), y°, will be non-negative. Finally, for y > d,

we have that

AG4(y) = ¢ — alcy + ¢2) + F(y) Fi(y)

where
Fly—s§-1)
F(y)

(1—0)(alcy + ¢2) — co)% — aKp%.

Fi(y) = (co+ha—aca)+ (alcy, +c2) — co)

Again, Fy(y) is nondecreasing. By the same argument as for case 1, AG,y) changes

signs exactly once and —G4(y) is unimodal.
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ABSTRACT

SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT WITH

OVERTIME AND PREMIUM FREIGHT

by

Eric Logan Huggins

Chairperson: Tava Maryanne Olsen

This thesis models a two-stage supply chain where the upstream stage (stage 2)
always meets demand from the downstream stage (stage 1). Demand is stochastic;
hence, shortages will occasionally occur at stage 2. Stage 2 must fill these short-
ages by expediting, using overtime production and/or premium freight shipments.
We derive optimal inventory control policies under decentralized, centralized, and
coordinated control and perform numerical analysis to compare the results.

Under decentralized control, stage 1 ignores stage 2 and follows a simple base-
stock policy; stage 2 also follows a simple base-stock policy if there is no setup cost
for regular production. When we include this setup cost at stage 2, two decisions

must be made: how much to produce during regular production and how much to



produce during overtime production. We show that the optimal regular production
policy is an (s, S) policy and that the optimal overtime production policy depends
on the cost parameters.

Under centralized control, the two stages work together to minimize system costs.
By substituting system variables for stage 2 variables and relaxing some constraints,
we show that the optimal policy at stage 1 has two order-up-to levels and depends on
the available system inventory. We also show that the optimal policy for the system
is a base-stock policy and the optimal policy for stage 2 is to ensure the system
base-stock level is achieved.

To coordinate the two stages, we develop two contracts. Both contracts depend
on a two-tiered wholesale cost and a linear transfer payment. Contract A achieves
system optimality, but requires the two stages to share cost information. Without
sharing cost information, Contract B achieves near-optimality for the system (op-
timality for the average cost case). Under both contracts, an appropriate transfer
payment may be negotiated that benefits both stages.

We perform numerical analysis to compare the supply chain under different forms
of control. We show that centralized control may affect significant savings over de-
centralized control, particularly if the demand variation, holding costs, or expediting
costs are high. We also show that Contract B yields nearly optimal results, particu-

larly if the discount factor is close to one.



