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relax dual feasibility in the first set of constraints. This process is equivalent
to solving the subproblems

minimize gy’
subject to Wy' =& —Tgl, (13.8)
¥ 20,

for all 7 as in the L-shaped method. We note again that the computations
involved in a single iteration are the same in both methods except that we do
not update the prices in the first set of constraints for the factorization method.
We note also that solutions of (13.8) may be found quickly by finding all ¢ for
which a given basis is optimal.

After solving these problems, we obtain either an unbounded condition or
all ¢ > 0. In the former case, some subproblem (13.8) is infeasible. We then
look at the column in (13.3) which gave the unboundedness condition. For
y;- <0, y; = (ﬁ/\,-)_l(j,-) - (¢ = Tz') and the column —[((V\.)(J,) Wit <o.
We let 7 = —(ﬁ’\;)(j, -) and obtain

(€ —Te') >0, (13.9)

and
W; <0. (13.10)

(13.9) and (13.10) are the infeasibility conditions for (13.8) that we would
find in the L-shaped method. In the dual method, we would choose a pivot
from the first set of constraints so that we would force 7r(£'. —T2) <0. We
introduce a new column in the main problem,

[p"(t“"w")Tp]

(pITTﬂ.l-) p
where p > 0. The main problem is then

maximize %o +p'(€'7)Tp
subject to ATo + (p'.TT7r")p < ET,
p20,

where T includes ¢T and other fixed columns of 7. This is equivalent to adding
a constraint . _
(»'T)z < '€,

as in the L-shaped algorithm. We next solve the main problem again and
repeat.

If after solving the subproblems all 3 > 0, then either the problem is
optimal or one of the first set of constraints in (13.3) has been violated. In this
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case, if we let § = ,N:l 7' ((€)T = (Tz,)T)x"!, where 7! is the initial solution

of (13.3), then we have

N
1< ni(€)7 ~ (T20) )

where 7%2 is the optimal subproblem i solution. We observe that either 7*:! or
72 or linear combinations of these solutions may be used as solutions for the

subproblems. We use this to obtain a substitute first period problem:

N N
maximize bTo + ), (pr(fr’)TWt‘,l) + f\z(ZPi(f’.)TW"’Q)

=1 i=1
N . . . N . . .
subject to ATo + X, (38 (€)72%) + M ()_p'(€)T2"?) <7 (13.11)
i=1 =1
/\1 + /\2 = 1
AyAg 20,

We solve problem (13.11) and repeat by adding a column for feasibility of the
subproblems or by adding a column for choices of subproblem solutions as in
(13.11). We note that these are the same steps as in the L-shaped decomp osition

method where § < Ef‘;l 7' ((¢)T = (Tz()T)7" and a constraint on 0,

N N
( w"T) e+6>) (€))7, (13.12)

=1

1s added. The two methods with these specifications follow the same procedures
for each iteration. We note also that these methods follow the same steps as
Dantzig-Wolfe decomposition applied to the dual problem (13.3), (Dantzig-
Mandansky [1], Van Slyke and Wets [4]).
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13.8 Conclusion

We have shown that on each iteration of the L-shaped method, the number of
steps is equivalent to that of the basis factorization method and that the L-
shaped method may be viewed as a variant of the basis factorization approach.
In general, however, the two methods will not follow the same path to optimal-
ity. By maintaining dual feasibility, the basis factorization restricts the path to
optimality and requires more effort in checking for feasibility within the first
set, of constraints.

The decomp osition variant of basis factorization also avoids two other prob-
lems inherent in the full factorization approach. For X = B~'Y in (13.4), the
factorization approach uses the inverse of (LX — Z) in performing simplex op-
erations. X is composed of columns of B! since Y is composed of identity
columns. The columns of B! need not be sparse and may be very dense,
causing {LX — Z) to be dense as well. The storage requirement for the nonzero
elements of this n; X n; matrix may be large.

Another difficulty in applying this factorization without decomp osition is
that, whenever an identity column in I; in (13.5) is replaced, then WT must be
changed and {LX — Z) changes. This pivot alters the prices (x) for all other
blocks 7 # 7. Therefore, a pivot step is required for each new block into which
this 1dent1t,y column enters. By fixing z in the decomposition, whenever a new
matrix WT is introduced, all values &/ such that y/ = (WT)“I((;’J -Tz) 20
can be found without performing separate pivot operations. For very large IV,
the standard factorization scheme may be forced through a long sequence of
pivots, whereas the decomposition approach may change these bases quickly.
For problems with large N, then, the decomposition variant above is probably
the only tractable basis factorization method.
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CHAPTER 14

DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION OF A STOCHASTIC
PROGRAMMING OPTIMIZER WITH RECOURSE AND
TENDERS

L. Nazareth

Abstract

This paper serves two purposes, to which we give equal emphasis. First, it
describes an optimization system for solving large-scale stochastic linear pro-
grams with simple (i.e. decision-free in the second stage) recourse and stochastic
right-hand-side elements. Second, it is a study of the means whereby large-scale
Mathematical Programming Systems may be readily extended to handle certain
forms of uncertainty, through post-optimal options akin to sensitivity or para-
metric analysis, which we term “recourse analysis”. This latter theme (implicit
throughout the paper) is explored in a proselytizing manner, in the concluding
section.

14.1 Introduction

This paper is a sequel to Nazareth and Wets [21] and serves two purposes, to
which we give equal emphasis. First, it describes an optimization system for
solving a restricted but important class of large-scale stochastic linear programs
with recourse. Second, it is a study and detailed illustration of the means
whereby any large-scale Mathematical Programming System (MPS) designed
for solving deterministic linear programs, could be readily extended to handle
some forms of uncertainty, in particular, via post-optimal analysis options. This
latter theme (implicit throughout the paper) is explored, in a proselytizing
manner, in the concluding section.

The class of practical stochastic linear programs with which we are con-
cerned (termed C1 problems in [21]) arise as a natural extension of the linear
programming model as follows: given a linear program with matrix A, it is often
the case that some of the components of the right-hand-side (exogenous) vector
of resource availability or resource demand, are known only in probability and
have been replaced (in the deterministic LP formulation) by some expected
value. We seek to extend this linear program, using the recourse formulation.
Rows of A corresponding to the stochastic right-hand-side are used to define
the technology matrix T (we follow the notation and terminology of [21]) and
the remaining rows of A are used to define the constraint matrix A, both A
and T being typically large, sparse matrices. The recourse is assumed to be
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simple (i.e. decision-free in the second-stage problem) and specified in terms of
costs (or penalties) on shortage and surplus. Furthermore, we restrict attention
to the case where each component of the stochastic right-hand-side has a given
discrete probability distribution. There are many applications for such a model,
see Ziemba [27], and more complex stochastic linear programs with recourse
can sometimes be solved by an iterative discretization or sampling procedure
involving definition and solution of a sequence of C1 problems.

The above considerations are very much in the background of our imple-
mentation design, our choice of algorithms and of the more general issues which
we wish to discuss regarding the extension of conventional Mathematical Pro-
gramming Systems, so as to be able to handle at least some forms of uncertainty.
Our optimization system is based primarily upon a version of Wolfe’s general-
ized programming algorithm (see Dantzig [4]) given in Nazareth and Wets [21]
Section 3.2.1 and, in more detail, in Nazareth [18]. It also includes a version
of an algorithm based upon bounded variables (see Wets [25]) given in [21]
Section 2.1 and, again in more detail, in [30]. Two simpler options, namely
to solve an initial linear program and to permit some of its constraints to be
“elastic” are also included to help get a recourse problem “off the ground”. In
our implementation (see Nazareth [19] for an overview of our overall approach)
we have utilized current mathematical programming technology for specifying
the problem (using standard MPS conventions [14] for the LP portion and a
suitable extension to provide the added stochastic information), to represent
the data internally (in packed data structures, space for which is dynamically
allocated within a work storage array) and to implement our solution strate-
gies (using an efficient and numerically stable implementation of the simplex
method, namely the MINOS System of Murtagh and Saunders [15], [16]).

Fimally, we want our design to mesh as naturally as possible with current
Mathematical Programming Systems. In particular, we argue in the concluding
section of our paper, that “recourse analysis” (simple recourse to start off with,
but also more general forms of recourse) could be provided as a post-optimal
analysis option in any large-scale MPS, to augment the options for parametric
and sensitivity analysis that are now usually available.
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14.3 Overview of the SPORT System

14.3.1 Problem

SPORT (pronounced SupPORT) is an acronym for Stochastic Programming
Optimizer with Recourse and Tenders. The current version solves large-scale
stochastic programs with simple (decision-free in the second stage) recourse and
discrete distribution of right-hand-side elements (termed C1 problems). The
formal statement of such problems may be found in [31] (see (1.1) through (1.3)
where W = [I,—I] and where the right-hand-side A(w) is the only stochastic
quantity, with a known discrete distribution) and we shall not repeat here.
Instead, we shall state the problem from the perspective emphasized in this
paper, namely that of a given linear program in which inherent uncertainty in
some of the right-hand-side (exogenous) elements is to be more fully taken into
account. Consider therefore the linear program

minimize cz
subject to Az =4d (14.1)
z2>20

where A is an m X n matrix (which is generally large and sparse), d is a given m-
vector and c is a given n-vector. Some of the elements of d which correspond to
demands (or available resources) may be, in reality, only known in probability
and defined in (14.1) by taking some expected value. For simplicity, let us
suppose that the corresponding “technology” constraints of (14.1) are the last
mq constraints and let us denote them by Tz = h, where T is an mg X n matrix.
Let t};e remaining m; constraints be Az = b where A is an m; X n matrix and
d={3)-

h

A useful extension to the LP model (14.1) is to permit the constraints
Tz = h to be “elastic” (Tomlin [34]) by imposing a penalty g on shortage
in the ¢-th techmology constraint when demand (correspondin_g to the right-
hand-side element %;) exceeds the supply (Tz);, so that y; =k, — (T'z); > 0.
Similarly let g~ be the penalty imposed on surplus (when the reverse of the
earlier conditions holds) so that y; = (T'z); — h; > 0. (The choice of notation
g for shortage and g; for surplus is a little unfortunate, but is now standard.)
Thus associated with the decision z for the “first-stage” or decision variables,
we have a penalty of

T Y(hi — (T2);) when (h; — (T2);) 20
R hi) = 9 ( ‘ ( z.l') w ! Y=
Qi(z,hi) {q,-_((Tz),' —hi) when (h; — (Tz):) <0.
To minimize first stage costs and all penalty costs we can formulate the exten-
sion of (14.1) as a problem with “elastic” constraints as follows:
minimize cz+qtyt +¢ y”
subject to Az =4
Te+yt~y =h
220,57 20,5” >0

(14.2)
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where gt and ¢~ are ms-vectors with components ¢, and ¢ respectively.

Unfortunately (14.2) does not address the uncertainty in the right-hand
stde vector, which so far has been replaced by A. One way to address uncertainty
is to compute the penalty cost associated with each realization of the random
vector h(w). Let us also define the “tender” or “bill of goods™ associated with
a decision z by x = T'z. Thus we have

Ty A F(hi(w) — x;) when (h;i(w)~—x,) >0
Q (ny hi) = ¢|'(X|‘,h|' (“’)) = {Z:— fxl,(_)h'.(if); when fh‘. fw; - ;:; <0

Let ¥ (x) £ E, (2,7 %i(2i,hi () = T2 Bu(ilxi,hi (@) £ T2 ilx:)-

We seek to minimize the cost of the decision cz and the expected value of the
penalty costs. Thus we can formulate this extension of (14.1) as

mg
minimize c.’c+E ¥, (xi)
=1

subject to Az =4 (14.3)
Tz—x=0
x>0

For C1 problems it can be readily demonstrated (see, for example [25], [20])
that

i) = g, e+
where s;; and e;¢ are defined from the probability distribution of h;(-). Let
this be given by values A;1,hiz,..., ki, With hie < hiiy1, with associated
probabilities p;1,pi2,. .., pik;. Then, for £=0,..., k&

(2
sie = (E h.-c) a%—-q
i=1
_ (2
Cie = Q?. hi—gq; (E hitpl't)
t=1

where, by convention, E?:l =0,q = (¢ +¢7) > 0 and &; is the expected
value of k;(w). Finally, using a theorem in [18], it is possible to state (14.3) in
an egutvalent form and in so doing also unify with (14.2) as follows:

(14.4)

m3
minimize cz+ gty +q7 v+, ¥i(x:)
=1
subject to Az =1 (14.5)
Te+y" -y —x=0
¢>0,y7 20,97 >0
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For x £ % we obtain (14.2) since ¥ (%) is then a constant term. (14.5) is a
plecewise-linear separable convex programming problem with which we shall
be concerned henceforth. It makes possible both convenient implementation of
the algorithms which we employ and the various options that we provide, as
discussed in the next section.

14.2.2 Algorithms

The system is based primarily upon the Wolfe generalized programming ap-
proach as discussed in [21], Section 3.2.1. The particular algorithm imple-
mented here termed ILSRDD (Inner Linearization—Simple Recourse— Dis-
crete Distribution) is described, in detail, in [18]. The generalized prograrn-
ming approach was chosen because it proved effective in earlier experimental
versions (see [18]) and because of its potential applicability to a wide class
of stochastic programs (inclnding problems with complete recourse and prob-
lems with probabilistic constraints, see [18]). We also include an alternative to
ILSRDD. This is algorithm based upon problem redefinition and the introduc-
tion of bounded variables given by Wets [25] and implemented in the simpler
form given in Nazareth and Wets [20]. The algorithm is termed BVSRDD
(Bounded Variables-Simple Recourse-Discrete Distribution). This approach is
much more limited in its range of possible application as we have discussed in
[21], but we include it for the following reasons: (a) it is very convenient to
have a second algorithm that works on basically the same input as ILSRDD,
for purposes of comparisons of answers and validation of implementation. Two
identical answers on a particular problem from two different algorithms are
rather comforting in this world of uncertainty and although this is no guaran-
tee of correctness, it provides some indication that an error (if any) is in the
input data or its conversion into internal representations. (b) A fair amount of
experience has been accumulated with an early implementation of this method
for dense problems (see Kallberg & Kusy [11]) and a more advanced implemen-
tation (which handles sparsity) should be available. (When there are relatively
few points in each distribution of 4;(-) then this may even be a quite efficient
way to solve C1 problems. (c) The algorithm BVSRDD makes possible a sim-
pler and more direct extension of a deterministic MPS when the aim is only to
handle simple recourse.

Two further options are provided in order to be able to solve (14.5) with
X = h (ELASTIC option) and in order to solve an initial linear program,
equivalent to (14.5) with x = h, ¢ = ¢ = co (MINOS option). Here, h
denotes an arbitrary right-hand-side vector. Both of these options are useful as
preliminaries to the recourse formulation.
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14.2.3 Implementation

From a practical standpoint, the linear programs which we want to solve and
extend are of the more general form:
) b (14.8)
u

<
where (E indicates that constraints take one of three possible forms and u

minimize cz

subject to I-\a:(
(L2

IA
A IV IIA

>

and ¢ are vectors of upper and lower bounds. Furthermore, we cannot usually
expect the partition A = (’;,) with technology rows 7' coming last in the matrix
A. In general, rows of A and rows of T will be interleaved in A. In addition,
it is worthwhile to explicitly include a scale factor p to permit a weighting of
the second-stage objective relative to the first (see [18]). Thus the practical
problems which we seek to solve, are derived from (14.5) and (14.8) and take
the form
)
minimize cz+q¢ Tyt +¢ vy + pZ ¥ (xi)
=1
subject to A z(<=>)b;, a; EA (14.7)
Rig+y —y; —xi=0, neT
{<z<u,yt,y” >0.

where A%, a; € A defines the rows of A, A", 7; ET defines the rows of T', and
A and T are index sets with [A| = my, || = my (|A| denotes the number of
indices in A).

Our system for solving recourse problems of the form (14.7) has three main
phases:

Phase 1: Problem Setup and Generation

Phase 2: Specialized Setup and Solution

Phase 3: Output

This is summarized in Figure 14.1. A design goal was that all algorithms
work on essentially the same input and each ignore input data that is only
required by the others, e.g. the limit on the number of cycles, which is only
required by ILSRDD. The input is specified in the form of three files of infor-
mation which are described in more detail in the next section. All that is often
necessary to switch options is to change the algorithm card in the “control”
file and check that enough work space has been provided for various items.
The Problem Setup and Generation Phase results in the creation of two files
required by MINOS—the SPECS file and the MPS file. The next main phase
consists of reading in these files by MINOS, inserting additional columns into
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its packed data structures and finding the solution of the problem. Finally the
Output Phase augments the solution output by MINOS with some additional
information about the solution of the stochastic program with recourse.

The next three sections go into this in more detail.

14.3 Problem Setup and Generation

To be specific, we discuss this within the context of a very simple example.
Consider the following product-mix example (due to J. Ho [10]). The problem
has two products and three ingredients. We seek to minimize cost of produc-
tion while maintaining the levels of fat and protein at acceptable levels, and
not exceeding availability of ingredients. The demand for each product is a
random variable with discrete distribution but in an LP formulation this must
be replaced by some expected value. The problem is summarized as follows,
where z;, yi, z; denote the amount of each ingredient in product ¢ (z = 1,2).

minimize Ty + 2'_(]1 + 321 +zq +2y2 + 322 (OB J)
subject to

Fa.t,/Protein

Content of

Product 1: 0.3z; +0.4y; +0.2z >33 (A3
Fat/Protein

Content of

Product 2: 0.5y +0.629 <4.0 (A4)

Amount of
Ingredient 1: &, +24 <150 (A1)

Amount of
Ingredient 2: o +ya <12.0 (A?2)
Amount of

Product 1: 1 + un + 2

Amount of
Product 2: 29 +ya + zg

Il
Gal

(T1)

I
Call
[+]

(T2)

Ti, Uiy 2 2 03"- =1,2

The penalties for under and over production are 2.0 and 1.0 units, respec-
tively, for each product, and the probability distribution on demand 4(-) is as
follows:

Product 1 Product 2
height2pt
height2pt
Level 8.0 10.0 12.0 15.0 18.0 20.0

Probability 0.25 0.5 0.25 0.2 04 04
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%1 = 10.0 and hy = 18.2. The recourse function ¥(x) is defined in the usual
way with gt = (2.0,2.0) and ¢~ = (1.0,1.0).

This simplified example will be quite adequate for purposes of illustration,
and it can obviously be scaled up to a more realistic problem involving several
products and ingredients.

14.3.1 Corefile

The input. data corresponding to the decision variables z of the problem fortns
the “corefile”. This specifies

- the names and types of each row of the problem

- the objective ¢

- the coefficients of A and T

- the deterministic right-hand-side elements

- the bounds on variables and ranges on rows

The “corefile” is specified in standard MPS format, see [14] and will often
originate in a prior LP formulation. A and T can have interleaved rows and
rows corresponding to 7' should normally be equality rows. However if these
correspond to > or < rows i.e if there is no penalty on surplus or shortage,
respectively, then provision is made in the system to change these to equality
rows and a warning message is printed to that effect. This means that q‘-+ or
g; must be chosen appropriately at value zero. Note also that if there were
non-zero elements in the right-hand-side vector corresponding to rows in the
technology matrix they will be ignored by ILSRDD or BVSRDD and a message
printed to this effect.
For our example, the corefile is given in Figure 14.2. (Slack variables were

introduced explicitly in this case, but this is not necessary and could have been
avoided by appropriate definition of row types.)

14.3.2 Stochastics File
The “stochastics” file specifies the information pertaining to the recourse prob-
lem. It gives:

- the row names identifying the technology matrix

- the probability distribution for each stochastic right-hand side

- the penalties gt and ¢~ on shortage and surplus

- the set of initial tenders for ILSRDD or the base tender for BVSRDD

An MPS-like format was designed for each of these items of information

and is explained in the rest of this subsection. (An extension of this format is

given in Edwards et al. [7].)

NAME This is a header card. The user may enter any characters in columns
15 to 72.

TECHNOLOGY The data consists of a list of names, one for each row in

the technology matrix. These must be a subset of the list of rownames in the



282 Stochastic Optimization Problems

NAME LP
ROWS
N 08J
£ a1
E a2
E A3
E A4
ET1
E T2
coLLMNs
oM o8J 1.0 Al 1.0
M a3 0.3 T1 1.0
cLMz2 o8J 2.0 A2 1.0
(a4 a3 0.4 T1 1.0
M3 o8l 3.0 A3 0.2
M3 T 1.0
CLM& A3 -1.0
cms o8J 1.0 Al 1.0
cms T2 1.0
CLMs o8J 2.0 A2 1.0
CLMs ab 0.5 T2 1.0
CLM? o8J 3.0 AL 0.6
CLM? T2 1.0
M8 Ab -1.0
cmM? Al 1.0
cuMiD A2 1.0
HS
RTH Al 15.0 A2 12.0
RT™ A3 3.3 Al 4.0
RTH T1 10.0 T2 18.2
BOUNDS
ENDATA

Figure 14.3 The corefile

“corefile”. The submatrix corresponding to this set of rows in the COLUMNS
gection of the “corefile” defines the technology matrix. One name appears per
line in columns 5 through 12.

DISTRIBUTION The data consists of sets of entries of the form “rowname
value probability”. There is one such set for each of the rows named in the
TECHNOLOGY section. “rowname” specifies the row associated with the en-
try (colurmns 5 through 12). “value” and “probability” specify the point and
its associated probability. They occupy the first and second numeric fields
(columns 25 through 38 and 50 through 61) respectively and must be spec-
ified as real numbers. The “rowname” repeats itself for each possible value
associated with the row and the probabilities for this “rowname” must sum to
unity.

OBIECTIVE The data consists of entries of the form “name value value”
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where name is a rowname of T and the first value gives the value of q,-+
and the second the value of g; i.e the penalties on shortage and surplus
respectively. The name occupies the first field (columns 5 through 12)
and the values the first and second numeric fields (columns 25 through 36
and 50 through 61) respectively. They must be specified as real numbers.

TENDERS The data consists of entries of the form “name rowname value”

where name is the name associated with tender, “rowname” specifies the
row associated with the entry and “value” is the level of the tender for
this row. “name” repeats itself over all entries associated with the tender
and there is one such “name” for each tender specified. “name” and
“rowname” occupy the first two name fields (columns 5 through 12} and
(15 through 22) respectively and “value” the first numeric field (columns
25 through 36). (If a set of these are provided for ILSRDD then the first
one is used by BVRDD as its base tender, see Sec. 2.1 of [21].)

ENDATA This card must be specified and flags the end of the “stochastics”

file.

For our example the “stochastics” file is given in Figure 14.3.

NAME TEST
TECHNOLOGY
T1
T2
DISTRIBUTION
T 8.0 0.25
T1 10.0 0.5
T1 12.0 0.25
T2 15.0 0.2
T2 18.0 0.4
T2 20.0 0.4
OBJECTIVE
T1 2.0 1.0
T2 2.0 1.0
TENDERS
TEND1 T 8.0
TEND1 T2 15.0
ENDATA

Figure 14.8 The stochastics file
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14.3.8 Control File

The “control” file provides the information needed to guide the solution process.
It gives:
- algorithm selected (generalized linear programming, bounded variable al-
gorithm, elastic constraints or linear programming)

- input/output units for the files used by the system

- dimensioning information for various arrays within the system
- names of objective and right-hand-side vectors

- additional control parameters e.g. output level, cycle limit, etc.
- specification cards for MINOS

Our design here is similar to the MINOS SPECS file, but our format spec-
ification is more rigid and is based upon fields of four characters. Each main
section is identified by a principal keyword which begins in column 1. Within
each of these further options are identified by a second keyword which begins
in column 5. Each of these options may have further suboptions and these are
in turn identified by keywords beginning in column 9. The numerical strings or
integers which provide the information that goes with a keyword are specified
in a data field given by columns 23 through 30. Integers must of course be right
justified. Only the first four characters (including blanks) of any keyword are
significant.

The principal keywords, i.e. the keywords beginning in column 1, must be
specified even when all defaults are selected.

The keywords are as follows:

BEGIN This is a delimiter identifying the beginning of the control file

ALGORITHM This identifies the selected algorithm. Options are ILSRDD,
BVSRDD, ELASTIC or MINOS.

UNIT NUMBERS The unit numbers are specified as follows:

CORE unit number of “corefile”. Default = 5

STOCHASTICS unit number of “stochastics” file. Default = 7

SPECS unit number of the MINOS SPECS file. Default = 8

MPS unit numbers of the MINOS file specifying the matrix. Default = 9
DEBUG unit number for debugging information. Default = 0 (no output)
LOG unit number of the log file. Default = 0 (no output)

DIMENSIONS This specifies information for setting up the work array

ELEMENTS an upper bound on the number of elements in the matrix
(including space for input and generated tenders). Default = 1500

ROWS an upper bound on the number of rows (including technology).
Default = 100

TECHNOLOGY an upper bound on the number of technology rows. De-
fault = 20

COLUMNS an upper bound on the number of columns in the matrix
(including tenders). Default = 300
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PROBABILITIES an upper bound on the number of discrete levels as-
sociated with each stochastic right-hand side. Default = 30

TENDERS This provides information on tenders as follows:

INPUT an upper bound on the number specified in the “stochastics”
file. Default = 1

GENERATED an upper bound on the number of tenders saved. Used
in the round robin strategy. Default = 20

ELEMENTS an upper bound on the total number of tender elements.
Default = 2000

Note: One must be careful about specifying these quantities.
SELECTORS
OBIECTIVE name of the objective row—up to 8 characters {must be
provided)
RHS name of the right-hand-side vector—up to 8 characters {must be
provided)
BOUNDS name of the bounds vector—up to 8 characters
RANGES name of the ranges vector—up to 8 characters
CONTROL OPTIONS
OUTPUT output level. Options are 1, 2 or 3, which provide increasingly
verbose output. Default = 2
CYCLE limit on number of tenders generated. Default = 1
SCALE scale factor (see (14.1)), expressed as a percentage
(¢ = SCALE/100). Default = 100.

MINOS SPECIFICATIONS Here one specifies any MINOS options which are
then echoed into the MINOS SPECS file.
END Delimiter indicating the end of the control section

In our example the “control” file is given in Figure 14.4.

14.83.4 Implementation of Problem Setup

This is done using some modules from LPKIT (see Nazareth [17]) suitably
modified to suit our purposes. Additional routines have been written to set up
information specified in the “stochastics” file into packed data structures and
to generate the MINOS SPECS and MPS files.

14.4. Specialized Setup and Solution

This part of the implementation is built around MINOS Version 5.0 whose
outermost routines MINOS1 and MINOS2 were modified for our purposes. In
particular, the PHANTOM COLUMNS option of MINOS (simply a device to
provide some “elbow-room” in the data structures holding the problem) is ex-
tensively used in order to complete the setup of the recourse problem in the
packed data structures used by the MINOS system.
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BEGIN
ALGORITHM ILSRDD
UNIT NUMBERS
CORE FILE 10
STOCHASTICS FILE 11
SPECS FILE 12
MPS FILE 13
DEBLG FILE 14
LOG FILE 14
DIMENSIONS
ELEMENTS 700
ROWS 10
CoLLMNS 40
PROBABILITIES 20
INPUT 1
GENERATED 10
ELEMENTS 99
SELECTORS
CBJECTIVE o8l
RHS RTH
CONTROL OPTIONS
QUTPUT Z
CYCLE LIMIT 8
SCALE FACTOR 10C
END

Figure 14.4. The control file

14.4.1 ILSRDD

The master program is defined by expression (3.7) in [31] with W £ [I, 1] and
the obvious extension to match expression (14.7) in this paper. MINOS 5.0 sets
up the A and T matrices in packed data structures from the MPS file which
was generated in the previous phase. Then our modifications to subroutine MI-
NOS2 pack in the additional columns corresponding to tenders. Other routines
developed by us, which are called within the subroutine MINOS2, implement
the generalized linear programming algorithm in coordination with the solution
of each master program by MINOS 5.0. The detailed algorithm is given in [18].
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14.4.2 BVSRDD

This is an implementation of the bounded variable method of Wets [25] in the
form given in [21], Section 2.1. Further details of the algorithm may be found
in [20]. There is a danger of performing a large number of pivot operations
when the probability distribution of each right-hand-side element has many
points (the so-called epsilon-to-death problem) but the associated computa-
tional effort is alleviated by the way in which MINOS updates its basis matrix
representation. It is possible to improve the implementation (a} by using some
of the acceleration techniques discussed in Wets [35] which, in effect, carry out
several basis changes at the same time, (b) by specifying a good starting basis
from the special structure in (14.7).

In contrast to ILSRDD, implementation is much more straightforward be-
cause only an initial linear program must be set up.

14.4.3 ELASTIC

This option implements the linear program (14.2) (see Section 14.2.1 of this
paper), thereby permitting the “technology rows” to be elastic. The row names
defining the technology rows and the penalties g© and g~ are defined by the
stochastics file. Other data in this file is ignored.

14.4.4 MINOS

This simply provides the preliminary option of solving an initial linear program.
The data in the stochastics file is not required here.

14.5 Output Phase
The output consists of two parts:

(a) MINOS output in standard MPS format. For a description of this see
Murtagh & Saunders [16].

(b) SPORT output. This gives the first-stage and second-stage costs the op-
timal tender, the dual multipliers (prices) associated with the technology
rows in the optimal solution and the probability levels of the equivalent
chance-constrained program.

For the earlier example the output is given in Figure 14.5.
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14.6 Testing

The program has been exercised on several test problems as follows:

(a) The product-mix example of Section 14.3 due to J. Ho. This is a “toy”
problem with 5 rows of which 2 are technology rows and 6 first-stage deci-
sion variables.

(b) The test problem given by Kallberg & Kusy [11]. This too is a “toy” prob-
lem with 3 rows of which 2 are technology rows and 6 first-stage decision
variables. (Documented in King [12].)

{(c) The test problem given by Cleef [3]. This has 9 rows of which 6 are
technology rows and 18 first-stage decision variables. (Documented in King
[12].)

(d) The problem of allocating aircraft to routes given in Dantzig [4]. This has
9 rows of which 5 are technology rows and 29 first-stage decision variables.
(Documented in King [13].)

(¢) A discretized version of the stochastic transportation problem given by
Qi [23] formulated as a standard stochastic linear program with simple
recourse. This has 78 rows of which 44 are technology rows and 1496
first-stage decision variables.

The bank asset and liability model given by Kusy & Ziemba [138] and a
full-scale version of problem (d} above both provide good illustrations of the
practical applications for which our program is designed.

14.7 Sportsmanship

The current system can be applied to a wider range of problems than would
appear at first sight. For example when the stochastic linear program has sto-
chastic technology matrices with a few discrete probability levels (which are
independent of the right-hand-side distribution) say, T1,...,T; with probabili-

ties p{,...,p}, then we can express this as an equivalent problem
minimize cx+piatyl +plaTyr +- +oiaty toed wr
subject to Az = b
+
y
Tiz+ I, —I](yl_) = h(w)
! (14.8)
. . y? »
Ta ot/ L) = )
t
2,y y; 20

Let us treat T defined by
T

T:
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as a technology matrix in the usual way. Then we can set up the problem
so that it can be solved by the system, as described earlier, with appropriate
definition of penalties and distribution determined by (14.8).

In some situations the underlying probability distribution of A(-) is only
known implicitly through a simulation model involving the random elements w.
Nazareth [18] discusses how the system can be extended to this case (see, in
particular, Section 3.2 of [18] for some numerical experiments).

When the probability distribution of 4(-) is not discrete, SPORT 2.0 can
be used in conjunction with some iterative discretization procedure and com-
putation of error bounds (see, for example, [26]).

When a more complex penalty structure is imposed on the second stage,
program modifications would be required. This could, in many cases, be done
fairly easily.

14.8 Availability

The Fortran implementation described here, SPORT 2.0 (pronounced Sup-
PORT Version 2.0) was developed for use at IIASA on the VAX 11/780 (under
the UNIX operating system). It uses MINOS 5.0 (the latest documented ver-
sion), which is available in-house. Using the terminology in Nazareth [19], the
current version of our system is a level-2 implementation, designed for algo-
rithmic experimentation and for problem solving by an experienced user (one
expected to be familiar both with his problem and with the implemented algo-
rithm).

To use SPORT 2.0 at another site, it would be necessary to obtain MINOS
5.0 independently from Stanford University and to subsistute our set of Fortran
routines for the two MINOS 5.0 files MIOOMAIN and MI10MACH. (Note that
SPORT 2.0 will not run with versions of MINOS below 5.0.)

An earlier version of our system, designed for MINOS 4.9, SPORT 1.1,
is available on the SDS/ADO tape, which is a collection of a number of rou-
tines for stochastic programming. This version provides readable Fortran and
a manual (see Edwards [6]) to document our implementation. Note that it is
not executable, since MINOS 4.9 is not included with it.

In order to obtain a copy of SPORT 2.0, please contact the author of
this article at either of the following addresses: IIASA, System and Decision
Sciences, A-2361, Laxenburg, Austria or CDSS, P.O. Box 4908, Berkeley, Cali-
fornia 94704, USA.
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14.9 Stochastic Programming with Recourse as a Form of Post-
optimal Analysis in a Mathematical Programming System

Many large-scale Mathematical Programming Systems (e.g., MPSX/370 [1])
provide options for performing parametric and sensitivsty analysis in the optimal
solution of a linear program and for repeated (and efficient) reoptimization
through a dual simplex procedure, when the right-hand-side is changed. (For
MINQOS, post-optimal analysis routines have been developed by Dobrowski, et
al [5].)

A common approach for handling uncertainty in the right-hand-side is to
use scenario analysis, which is indeed greatly facilitated by the above post-
optimal options. Ermoliev and Wets [8] characterize this approach to dealing
with uncertainty as being “seriously flawed“ and explain why as follows: “Al-
though it (scenario analysis) can identify ‘optimal’ solutions for each scenario
(that specifies some values for the unknown parameters), it does not provide any
clue as to how these ‘optimal’ solutions should be combined to produce a merely
reasonable decision.” Another approach that has been utilized by mathematical
programmers as discussed in Section 14.2.1 is to introduce elastic consiraints
by defining penalties on shortage and surplus for a given right-hand-side. This,
as we have noted, is in the spirit of the recourse model, but it does not yet
address the stochastic aspect of the right-hand-side elements.

One aim of our paper has been to demonstrate (hopefully convincingly)
that recourse analysis could be introduced in a very natural way as a post-
optimal analysis option in an MPS and that its implementation is not substan-
tially more difficult than that of other post-optimal analysis options currently
provided within them. It could be argued, of course, since problem (14.7) can
be directly expressed as a linear program, that it could be left up to the user
to set up this linear program, create the appropriate MPS file and solve it in
the conventional way. This is to impose upon him or her a laborious and er-
ror prone task. To do so would be as unreasonable as requiring that the user
implement his own post-optimal parametric and sensitivity analysis. Another
approach is to use an extended LP system based upon piecewise-linear (separa-
ble) programming (see Fourer [9]) to solve (14.5) or (14.7). Unfortunately such
systems are not available as general purpose software. Thus it is necessary to
fall back upon the more conventional mathematical programming systems.

The particular implementation described in earlier sections of this paper
was developed for MINOS (specifically Version 5.0) in its linear programming
mode, but an implementation for another large-scale linear programming sys-
tem (MPS) could be patterned along rather similar lines (see, in particular,
Figure 14.1). This would require the following:

(a) Firstly, augmentation of the standard MPS description of a linear program
{(which may be formulated and solved as a first step) by some standardized
description of the stochastic information. A format along similar lines to
Section 14.3.2 would be quite appropriate. Note that this does not conflict
with the trend toward high-level modeling systems for defining mathe-
matical programming problems (see, for example, the GAMS System of
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(b)

(c)
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Brooke, et al. [2]). MPS format (and its extension to stochastic problems)
primarily serves the purpose of formalizing the interface to optimization
codes and indeed MPS format continues to play this role in systems like
GAMS. (With regard to the third “control” file of Figure 14.1, note that
this is specific to the MINOS implementation and would obviously vary
with different MPS systems.)

Secondly, set up of one or more linear programming problems correspond-
ing to (14.7) by augmenting internal data structures. The more straightfor-
ward implementation (because it involves only one augmentation) is to use
some version of the bounded variable method of Wets [25] as in BVSRDD
(see Section 14.4.2.). Assuming that a deterministic version of the problem
has already been solved, the additional columns could be inserted directly
into the packed data representation used by the MPS from the stochastic
information supplied as described in (a) above, and the problem reopti-
mized. (It would be wasteful to generate a fresh MPS file for (14.7).) In
MPSX /370, the augmentation and reoptimization could be done through
the Extended Control Language (see [1]). The difficulty with the bounded
variable approach arises when the distribution has many points, for ex-
ample, when it is obtained by discretizing a continuous distribution. See
the discussion in Section 14.4.2. Also it does not generalize to nonsimple
recourse. The alternative is to implement the generalized linear program-
ming approach, again directly inserting the added columns into internal
data structures and solving a sequence of linear programs, each starting
off where the previous one left off (as in ILSRDD, Section 14.4.1). As
we have geen, implementation required modification only of the outermost
level of MINOS and we believe this would be true for other MPS systems
as well. The ILSRDD algorithm is very efficient in this context and as we
may note, the approach applies to more general forms of recourse.

Thirdly, the output of the solution in an appropriate way, again done most
conveniently through access to the internal data structure.

To summarize, the mathematical programming field is ripe for incorporat-

ing some forms of stochastic programming with recourse into current large-scale
MPS systems. We have provided a detailed illustration of how it can be done
for one currently available MPS and how it could (possibly even should) be
done for other systems.
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CHAPTER 15

AN IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LAGRANGIAN
FINITE-GENERATION METHOD

A.J. King

15.1 Introduction

An experimental code of the Lagrangian finite generation technique has been
developed at IIASA for solving stochastic quadratic programs with simple re-
course [1]:

find z € R" to magsmze:

n n (4
D= ) dia} —E(Yeible g e vi)}
Jj=1 J=1 =1

subject to —r7 L2; <t ;i=1,...,n
5 =1 =" ) !
(SQP) n
Za,'jszb,' 1=1,...,m
Jj=1

n
vl_=2tl.jzj—h'- 1:=1,..-,£
=1

where 8 is a piecewise linear-quadratic function given by:

_q“r—%-(q_)2 ifT<—q—
b(g ,q"s7) =  sup [o7 - 0% =1 37 if —g” <7<q”
O B

—

the quantities t,;h, are square summable random variables and the other coef-
ficients are fixed (nonstochastic) with d; > 0 and ¢ > 0.

The algorithm generates a sequence of points {Z#, u = 1,...} that converge
at a linear rate to the optimal solution, by solving at each step a modified version
(SQP,) of the original problem obtained by adding to the objective of (SQP)
a proximal term [3]. More precisely we modify (SQP) by changing the linear
and quadratic coefficients as follows
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which has the effect of adding the proximal term %9;1 |z—2*||2 to the objective.
To solve (SQP,) we proceed by way of the dual [1], [3]:

find z € L?(Q,F,P: R,y € R™ to minimize :
m 3 ¢
Eyibi +EE{zlhl} + %‘EE{CIZ?}
=1 i=1 =l

+ ) di0(r;,rtiwfdY)
(DQP”) J:EI 7 IR IRt K

subject to -4 SzJ'SqJ'-" as, 1=1,...,¢
0Ly, 1=1,...,m

m (4
w; = cg - Ey,-a,-j - ZE{Z,-t,-J-} Ji=1..,n
i=1 i=1

The properties of this problem: the appearance of the integrals in the objective
constraints, and the simple nature of the boundary constraints on %, permit us
to solve this dual problem by a finite generation technique whereby we replace
minimization over Z = II;[—¢7,¢; | with minimization over the convex set

generated by a certain collection of elements Z* = {¢',... ,fNy}, which turns
out to be ordinary quadratic-programming. We then use the information gained
by solving DQP,, over co Z” to generate a new collection Z¥*1, and in this way
obtain a sequence {x¥ =1,...} (the dual variables to DQP‘,) which converge
at a linear rate to the optimal solution of SQP, [1].

The Lagrangian finite generation method requires that the random quan-
tities (h,t) have finite discrete support. Of course it is not a restriction in the
sense that some sort of discrete approximation scheme is needed to carry out
the integrations. Discretization of measures for the solution of stochastic op-
timization problems is currently a very active research area. We will describe
some of the work in this direction below in Section (15.6.2).
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Figure 15.1 Graph of ¢;8(g; ,¢"; e,-_l'v;)

15.2 Discussion of SQP as a Model for Recourse Problems

The most important feature of SQP is the recourse penalty term for the first
stage variables which takes the following form:

This can be viewed as a linear recourse penalty with a quadratic transition
and is a generalization of the function e;¢;f(e; ') in [8]. The role of the
piecewise linear quadratic penalty in the problem SQP is identical to that of
the piecewise linear penalty in the stochastic linear program with recourse.

The usual statement of the stochastic linear program with simple recourse
is as follows [4]:

choose z € R™ to mazimaze :

n 4
Y eizi— ) E{gt,vi +avi}
=1

=1

subject to —-r; Sa:er}' i=1,...,n
SLP < :
( ) Za,-ja:jsb; t=1,...,m
j=1

n
V?'—V; =Zt,'_,'z_,'—h,' 1=1,...,¢
ij=1
vi20,v7 20as.  i=1,...,¢

With this formulation it is easy to see that if we take d; = 0 and write down
the limiting version of SQP as ¢; — 0, then we obtain SLP.

The reader should note that it is possible to solve SLP with the present
algorithm—but in general the rate of convergence will not be linear. It is also
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possible to specify any value whatsoever to q,-_,q‘-Jr providing of course that
—g; < g; . An important special case is the setting ¢, = 0,97 > 0 giving a
linear quadratic penalty of the form:

1,

+
i

slope q

Tt . - —

0 q

Figure 15.2 Graph of c.-0(0,q,~+;c,~_11),-)

This type of penalty finds application in a variety of problems in resource man-
agement problems where the concern is to achieve E{v;} < 0 and simmltane-
ously to reduce the variance of the v; above 0. The flexibility of the linear-
quadratic penalty allows the decision maker to find, through the process of ad-
justing the various parameters, decision vectors Z giving second stage outcomes
v; with certain desirable combinations of expectation and variance. An appli-
cation of this model to the Lake Balaton eutrophication problem is discussed
elsewhere in this volume, [9]. A second important case is where one or both of
q; ,q,~+ are infinite. This would give a purely quadratic recourse penalty in the
appropriate direction. i.e., a one or two sided least-squares problem. Of course
the same conments apply to r;,r;f. We treat the case where g, = q,-+ >0
separately in the next section as an important potential application of these to

a numerical optimization problem in statistics.
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15.3 Application of SQP to Robust Statistical Estimation

An important problem in applied statistics is to estimate the parameters z of
a linear model y = T'z, there T is a given (possibly stochastic) matrix, from
observations {ys,k = 1,...,N} which may be distorted by a noise term of
unknown distribution. One formmlation of this problem is the least squares
model as originally proposed by Gauss:

choose = to minimize:

(Ls) 1 &
ﬁ E |Yk - TEP.
k=1

Robust estimation in general is concerned with techniques of assessing and
reducing the influence of the given set of observations upon the estimation of
the parameter z [cf. [6]). One such technique is to modify the LS problem,
reducing the influence of outliers in the sample by the use of the function:

_ =3l iflr|21
,)(1-)_{%1'2 if|1'|<1

giving the model (robust least squares):

choose (2,0) to minimze:

N
(RLS) %gp[a_l()’k—Tz)]

Except for the appearance of the o as one of the variables involved in the
minimization, the problem RLS can easily be seen as a particular interpretation
of the model SQP, where ¢ corresponds to the ¢;, we take g; = q,TF =1, and
set ¢; = d;j = 0. (In practice, o—which is called the “nuisance parameter” for
obvious reasons!— is usually held fixed in the solution of RLS.)

Thus we can derive in an analogous fashion to section 1 a sequence of
problems RLS, whose dual:
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v

choose z € RY to minimize:

N N n

1 1 _

N E zkyk+%ﬁ E oz} + E d;fﬁ('rj ,r}';wj/d;‘.)
k=1 k=1 J=t1

subject to — 1<z <1 k=1,...,N

N
1 .
wJ-=c$f—NkE zT; j=1,...,n
=1

can be solved by the finite generation technique. In this formulation we have
introduced primal constraints of the form —r; < z; < r}', but this is not a
serious problem since z; can always be taken to be bounded in practice. As an
additional feature, of course, we can include linear inequality constraints into

the model RLS if it is required.

15.4 The Lagrangian Finite Generation Technique

In the paper [1], the authors develop a technique for solving a class of stochastic
quadratic programs of which SQP, is a special example. The key idea is to
approximate the dual problem DQP, by a sequence of quadratic subproblems
which correspond to maximizing the dual objective over the convex hull of
finitely many dual feasible solutions. The technique can be summarized in the
following way:

1. find (x¥*,2") saddlepoint of L¥(x, =) over X X co Z¥
2. find ¥ € argmax L* (X", 3)
x€Z

3. determine Z**! = {£1,...,€yp+1} D {3, 2}, return to step | with v =
v+1
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where L# is the augmented Lagrangian associated with the primal-dual pair

{sQpP,,DQP,}.
The saddlepoint in step 1 is found by solving DQP,, over the convex poly-

tope co Z¥:

choose A € R&*™ z € R™ to mazimize :

e NY ¢ NY NY
Zy,b +ZZ/\khezp, + = ZZ E /\k/\" qea:p,’?k’
i=1 k=1 =1 k=1/=1
E[r w} +rfw} + §df (w))?]
=1

subject to /\,’-'20 i=1,...,4 k=1,...,N¥

Nll
YoMt i=1,...,¢
k=1

(EQ) :
w20 e=1,...,m
¢ NY
w +w - wy —z:y,a,J EZ/\ktezp,J i=1,...,n
i=1 k=1

wj 20,wjfree,wj 20 5=1,...,n
wherehea:pf=E{h,-f,’-'} i=1,...,4 k=1,...,N*
tea:p,’-"j=E{fft,-} t1=1,...,4 k=1,...,N*
r r .
qezpt* =E{e,'ffff} t=1,...,£ k=1,...,N"
¥=1,...,N

This is ordinary quadratic programming which can be solved by any one of
a number of reliable codes, for example MINOS [6]. The dual multipliers for
the n equality constraints give the primal decision vector ¥*, and the element
V= Z’i"fk gives the dual half of the saddlepoint for step 1.
k
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The maximization of the second step {over the whole space Z) can be
obtained in closed form:

n
l:-' =¢ q,.—,q".“';e,-_1 Zt,'j)?;-' —h;
FRbt

where ' is the derivation of the piecewise linear-quadratic function 8,

-1- fr<—-3
(g ,a" ) =91 if-1"<r<q".
gt ifr2q"

There are a number of ways to generate the set Z“*! in step 3 [1, section
3]. In the implementation at IIASA we set

gv+l = g0 U{fz\u,zu"“’zu—F—l}’

where T is a predetermined maximum number of finite elements and Z° is
some initial fixed set. The finite generation method can be interpreted as a
cutting plane technique, so although we are only required in theory to set
Z¥*! = {3 ,%"} one expects and in fact one obtains better results if more
“cuts” are included.

Following this intuitive line of reasoning, we note also that it would be
advantageous to include the element z* obtained by solving the preceding aug-
mented Lagrangian L¥ ! whose saddlepoint is denoted by (z#,7#). The effect
of including the element 7* in the initial set Z° for at least the first few iter-
ations of the finite generation method is quite dramatic as can be seen in the
following example. This is a product mix problem in the form:

4 2
maximize Z cjzj — ZE{e;ﬁ(O,qq;cflv;)}
J=1 =1

subject to 0< z; <r; j=1,...,4

The t matrix entries are all independent uniform and the h vector entries are
independent normal. (For details see the Product Mix Problem [10]. In this
example the algorithm halts when the relative duality gap, the normalized dif-
ference between the dual and primal, is less than 1073,
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Example 1: Product mix problems

number of inner loop

outer loop step iterations {QP’s)  duality gap
p=1 4 0.8x10° T
p=2 (a) with 7 2 0.7 x 10~2
(b) without 7* 2 0.5%x 1072
u=3 (a) with #* 2 0.5 %1073
(b) without 2 0.5 x 102
u=4 (a) with - —

(b) without Z¥ 0.5x 102

(3

15.5 Implementation

In this section we describe the details which transform the theory of the previous
section into a practicable numerical method. The computer implementation of
the finite generation method at IIASA is presently in an experimental and
developmental stage. We shall keep the discussion focussed on the algorithm
itself and the important nurnerical details which must be considered in any
implementation.

Here is a rough outline of the complete algorithm. Details are described in
the discussion which follows.

LAGRANGIAN FINITE GENERATION ALGORITHM
0. Inmitialization

Read in data Ab,e,d,e, g ¢, ¢ v Tin,m, €
Choose 7,5
Set u=1
1. Outer Loop (Augmented Lagrangian cycle)
Set 8y =08y—1
Set # =d4e, ¥ =cte,'T
Determine ' ={&,....6y1} and z* € Z!
Set v=1
7 =7
3. Inner Loop (Finite generation method)
n ~
(a) Calculate z; =¢ (q_,q‘*;e'-_l > b8~ h,i‘)
Jj=1
i=1,...,¢
Pug z¥ € 1Y

For each element fk eZ2’, k=1,...,NY calculate:

heep(i, k) = E{h;€"} i=1,....¢ k=1,...,N¥

teap(i,5,k) = E{t;;€} i=1,....,¢
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gezp(t, k, ki) = E{e§; Ek' t=1,....,0i=1,...,n

(b) Solve {QP) using MINOS; obtain solutions: P

Ny ~
Set f\kfk
k
3. Stopping Criteria
(a) test X“:
If inner loop not converged
Determine Y ARRIEE NN AaR
Set Y

Return to 2. withv=v +1

If inner loop converged
Set g¢t = g#

=p+1
I‘+ X

(b) test z# 11
If outer loop not converged, return to step 1 with u = u+1
If outer loop converged, then stop.

Step 0. The initial gness ' serves merely to provide a starting point for

the augmented Lagrangian procedure One could just as well set z! = 0. In
the current implementation, Z' is the solution of the deterministic quadratic
program obtained when the random variables (h,t) are replaced by their ex-
pected values in the problem (SP). The initial “guess” ' is included only for
reasons of symmetry; the current implementation ignores it. However 7' will
become important when the algorithm utilizes the full primal-dual augmented
Lagrangian, as discussed below under “future developments”.

Step 1. The primary purpose of this step is to update the augmented
Lagrangian:

L#(s,5) = L* (2,8) - 2—::":1: _z|?

The factor o used to update s, is usually set between 1 and 2; for theoretical
reasons we need s > 1.

Step 3. This is the finite generation method. The method consists of two
optimization problems

(1.) find saddlepoint (X*,2") of L*(z,%) over X x Z*
(2.) find 2 € argmin L* (X", ).
scq

We have apparently inverted the order of the optimizations. In fact the
present arrangement just serves to calculate the initial finite element =! from
## without unnecessary duplication of codes. The second minimization (2) is
achieved in closed form, just as it appears in part {a) of this step.
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The calculation of the integrals hezp,tezp, gezp in preparation for solving
(QP) is dependent on the particular representation of the random variables
(h,t) to be discussed in Section 15.6.2.

The saddlepoint problem of the finite generation method, in the form of the
dual quadratic program (QP) (see above, Section 4), is solved by MINOS. The
proper files and subroutines for utilizing the MINOS software are automatically
generated by the computer codes; and the relevant solutions ,\" and the dual
multipliers ¥ X% (for the w; equatlons) are passed from MINOS d1rectly back to
the a.lgorlthm The pair (¥“,2") is the saddlepoint for the first optimization
problem (1) in the finite generation method.

Step 3. There are two sequences being generated {X*} in the “inner loop”
and {Z"} in the “outer loop”, and we must specify stopping criteria for both.
Of course in each case we specify a certain number of maximum iterations,
typically 10 is the maximmm for both, and once this maxirmm is reached we
stop and make do with what we have. In the case of the inner loop we pass the
last obtained (suboptimal) X* on as the next proximal point 7**! and hope for
a better result on the next outer loop iteration, in the case of the outer loop we
stop with a warning that the final Z# is not optimal.

In each case we test the relative norm of the difference of the successive
iterates )

[ —=z*'||/][z*| < chieps
157 = x“HI/1x" || < chieps

The threshold “chieps” is a parameter chosen by the user. We have found that
chiepe = 1075 gives good results.

Finally there are two criteria based on the duality gaps for the respective
problems. In the case of the inner loop it is possible to derive a criterion which
ensures that the estimates **! = ¥, while if not precisely the saddlepoint of
L*, represents a good step in the sequence {Z*}, i.e. it gives a linear rate of
convergence. From [2] we know that to obtain the linear rate it is sufficient to
choose Z**! 50 that

52
2" — My ()| < ﬁllf"+1 -z

where M, (z*) is the primal half of the true saddlepoint for L#, and {6,} is a
nonnegative sequence satisfying ) 6, < oo. From [1, theorem 3] it is easy to
derive an inequality forcing this criterion which in our case turns out to be

2
10 g g
3

[4
<) 5 Ztu?‘“ 1@ )%}

=1

n
# B at [a i [Tt -
Jj=1

i=1
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These quantities are all available to the algorithm once a candidate (z#**,7# 1)
= (X¥,2") has been selected from step 2. This criterion turns out to be quite a
convenient one, in practice often being satisfied before {X* } satisfies the relative
norm test.

For both sequences {¥*} and {Z*} we formulate in a straightforward man-
ner a stopping criterion based on the duality gap between the primals and their
respective duals. We calculate

dual gap (1) = (value of SQP at # ') — value of DQP at z**!)
dual gap (2) = (value of SQP, at §“) — (value of DQP, at 7*).

Then if dual gap (2) is small enough, typically we specify a tolerance of 1075,
we say that {{*} has converged and set * 1! = ¥¥. If dual gap (1) is small
enough (usually we set the tolerance at 1073) then we say that Z#*1 “solves”
SQP and stop.

15.6 Further Development

To this date the program has been tested on several problems, and performs
quite satisfactorily on even a fairly complex problem such as the Lake Balaton
eutrophication model where literally hundreds of variations have been success-
fully solved. The Balaton problem was modelled in the form DQP by Somlyddy
and Wets [8], with ¢; = d; = 0, consisting of 35 deterministic constraints,
56 decision variables, 4 stochastic constraints developed from 15 independent
random variables with a mixture of normal, log-normal and three-parameter-
gamma distributions. This problem is now solved routinely by our codes. Sim-
ilar experiences with other (smaller) problems verify that the method is quite
reliable.

Typical formulations of the Balaton problem will require the solution of
between 5 and 20 of the quadratic programs (QP). The amount of work per-
formed depends on several factors; among these the principal ones appear to
be the setting of the quadratic parameters s,,d;,e¢;.

The level and type of refinement of the discrete approximations to the
measures 1s also an important feature. The current development program for
the algorithmis centered on testing various approaches to improve the algorithm
by modifying the quadratic parameters, as well as on various discretization
schemes for improving the approximations to the probability measures.
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15.6.1 Full implementation of proximal point algorithm

The theory of the finite generation technique does not require that the problem
SQP be strongly quadratic in order to obtain convergence of the sequence {§*},
but if strong quadraticity is present in both primal and dual variables then we
obtain linear convergence [1]. In problems where d; = 0, the proximal term
provides the quadratic behavior in the primal variables. In exactly the same
way we can introduce a dual proximal term to give quadratic behavior in the
dual variables when e; = 0; this is achieved by setting

1

e =e + ¢, toreplace ¢,

h¥ =h™# /s, to replace h;,

where we recall that (z*,%") is the approximate saddlepoint of L#~!. This has
the effect of adding the term }s, 1 E{|lz — 2*||?} to the objective of the dual of
SQP,. Thus we can have a primal, a dual, or a primal-dual implementation of
the proximal point method. The saine theory holds in all cases {3]. However it
is conceivable that one would like to omit the proximal point algorithm in one
or both sets of variables. The next stage of the algorithm will include facilities
for making these kinds of choices.

Thus it will be possible to solve even the completely linear problem, SLP,
either directly (without proximal terms) or sequentially (with proximal terms).
Ideally one should introduce the proximal terms only in cases where the finite
generation method converges poorly, or is unstable. And of course one would
like to predict the consequences of introducing these terms; for example, one
would like to know the optimal setting of 8, for a given problem SQP. The
basic result is that there is a tradeoff: the higher s, the faster {Z*} converges,
the lower s, the better {Z"} converges {1, theorem 5]. This effect is mediated
through the quadratic form in SQP. The influence of these forms, and hence
also the setting of 8#, is quite dramatic as can be seen from the following runs
of the (modified) Lake Balaton problem where the ¢; varied between 0.5 and
50.
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Example 2. Lake Balaton Problem

e =50 e=5.0 e=0.5

Outer inner Inner inner
Loop inner loop  duality  inner loop duality inner loop duality
Step steps gap steps gap steps gap
p= 2 0.8 x 107! 2 0.6 x 102 3 0.3 %102
= 1 0.3 x 107! 4 0.3 %1072 3 0.3 x 1073
p= 1 0.7 %1072 2 1.0 x 103 (converged

= 1 1.3 x 1072 2 0.6 x 108
p=>5 1 0.8 1072 2 0.3 %1073
p==9 1 0.6 x 1072 (converged)
p=7 1 0.5 %1072
p=3=8 2 0.3x10°2
u="9 1 0.3x10°2
u=10 7 0.3 %1072
p=11 2 0.3 %1072

(does not converge)

15.6.2 Discretization schemes for the probability measures

The augmented Lagrangian techniques coupled with the finite generation
method constitute an effective algorithm for solving the problem SQP if the
probability measure is discrete. As originally constituted the implementation
of the algorithm at IIASA used Monte Carlo techniques to generate a sample
of the random variables (h,t) and employed the sample as a discrete “empir-
ical measure®. In this way by increasing the size of the sample we generated
a sequence of discrete measures p™# which converge in distribution to the true
measure P. Then by epi-convergence arguments, see [7], the solutions zNe to
the corresponding problems (SQPy,) converge to an optimal solution of SQP.

The implementation of this “simulation” scheme is quite straightforward.
One simply stores, for each sample point w € {1,...,N,} values for the Monte
Carlo simulations of the random variables h, t, i.e.,

h; — hi(w)w € {1,...,N,s}
tij o tij(w)w € {1,...,N,}.

The finite elements €,k =1,..., N, are also represented in this way, viz
€ o e w)wefl,... N}

We calculate the integrals as follows:

L
E{bigl} = 5 2 hilw)€f (), ete.
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Originally we believed that by beginning with a small sample, say N;, and
solving SQP y _,, then this solution would be a good starting point for a larger
sample N; > N;. thus we envisioned a sequence of problems {SQPy,} each
one using the last solution as a starting point. But in fact no advantage seems
to be gained over using the initial point given by the deterministic problem
with random quantities replaced by expectations.

A more promising approach to discretizing the probability measure is to
take advantage of the convexity present in the problem and devise a discretiza-
tion scheme based on conditional expectations, obtaining a discrete probability
measure P.. By solving the resulting problem SQP, we obtain a solution z°
giving an optimal value which is a valid upper bound for the true value of (SQP)
at Z° and hence also an upper bound for the true maximum of SQP [7, section
4].

The implementation of this “conditional expectations” representation is
slightly more involved. Here we present the case where g is fixed (deterministic),
and t;;,h;, are all independent. For each random variable we have constructed
a partition of its support (a subset of the real line) and then we have calculated
the conditional expectations tcezp,;(k) and hcezp;(k)k = 1,...,npart. We
represent t,;,h; by the collection of discrete random variables which take values
tcexp;;(k), heexp, ;(k) with probabilities tprob;; (k) and hprob; (k). Now let

T'={y=(v071,--,7n) e € {1,...,npart}}

i.e. T is the set of all (n + 1)-permutations of npart letters. We represent the
finite elements £*,k =1,...,N, in the following way

fk‘—’fk('Y)v'Ter-

Thus, for example,
n
& =0'(a; a7 5e7 (D tijak — i)
J=1
1s calculated as
n
Ef(‘T) = 0’(ql-_,q,-+;e,-_1 (Etcezp,-j('yj)a:f — heezp; (70)))s
=1
and the integrals are calculated as

E{€} =) heeap; (v0)€&f (1) hprob; (1) fI tprob;; (7;)

~El Jj=1
E{t;€F} =) teeap;;(v0) €F (v)hwrob; (1)) ] | torobi;(+))
~€T j=1

Bl ) = Y it ()€ (1)horob(r0) [ torobis ()

~El j=1
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(We need only use (n + 1)-permutations as opposed to £(n + 1J-permutations
because the problem is separable in the z = 1,...,£ stochastic second stage
constraints.)

There are some minor advantages to this implementation. Note that we
do not have to keep in memory values of tcezp;, hcezp; for each ¥ € I' but only
for each k¥ = 1,...,npart. Since || can be quite large there is a considerable
saving of memory allocation and access time over the Monte Carlo simmulation
implementation, where typically we would take N, ~ |I'| (in a small problem].
Furthermore, the resulting problem for the conditional expectations scheme can
be stated in the standard input format [11].

The major advantage is, of course, that we have a valid upper bound. It is
possible to combine this discretization with a lower bounding approach which
utilizes the fact that the function

n
(b,t) — —eif(g g s (D tije; —hi)
J=1
is concave for fixed z, and then develops a measure on the extreme points of the
partitions of the supports of the random variables assuming they are compact.
One then develops a sequence of partitions, narrowing the gap between upper
and lower bounds until a suitable tolerance is attained. For the case where t
is fixed (deterministic), there is an optimal partitioning scheme [7]. However
in the case where t is stochastic it is not yet clear what is the correct way to
proceed.
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CHAPTER 16

STOCHASTIC QUASIGRADIENT METHODS
AND THEIR IMPLEMENTATION

A. Galvoronski

16.1 Introduction

This paper discusses various stochastic quasigradient methods (see {1}, [2]) and
considers their computer implementation. It is based on experience gained both
at the V. Glushkov Institute of Cybernetics in Kiev and at IIASA.

We are concerned here mainly with questions of implementation, such as
the best way to choose step directions and step sizes, and therefore little atten-
tion will be paid to theoretical aspects such as convergence theorems and their
proofs. Readers interested in the theoretical side are referred to [1],[2].

The paper is divided into five sections. After introducing the main problem
in Section 16.1, we discuss the various ways of choosing the step size and step
direction in Sections 16.2 and 16.3. A detailed description of an interactive
stochastic optimization package (STO) currently available at 1IASA is given
in Section 16.4. This package represents one possible implementation of the
methods described in the previous sections. Finally, Section 16.5 deals with
the solution of some test problems using this package. These problems were
brought to our attention by other IIASA projects and collaborating institutions
and include a facility location problem, a water resources management problem,
and the problem of choosing the parameters in a closed loop control law for a
stochastic dynamical system with delay.

We are mainly concerned with the problem

min{F(z):z € X},F(z) =E, f(2,0), (16.1)

where z represents the variables to be chosen optimally, X is a set of constraints,
and w is a random variable belonging to some probabilistic space (2, B, P).
Here B is a Borel field and P is a probabilistic measure.

There are currently two main approaches to this problem. In the first, we
take the mathematical expectation in (16.1), which leads to multidimensional
integration and involves the use of various approximation schemes [3-6]. This
reduces problem (16.1} to a special kind of nonlinear programming problem
which allows the application of deterministic optimization techniques. In this
paper we concentrate on the second approach, in which we consider a very
limited number of observations of random function f(z,w) at each iteration
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in order to determine the direction of the next step. The resulting errors are

smoothed out until the optimization process terminates (which happens when

the step size becomes sufficiently small). This approach was pioneered in [7],[8].

We assume that set X is defined in such a way that the projection oper-

ation £ — 7x(2) is comparatively inexpensive from a computational point of

view, where 7x(z) = argr;ﬁn |z — 2||. For instance, if X is defined by linear
z€

constraints, then projection is reduced to a gquadratic programming problem
which, although challenging if large scale, can nevertheless be solved in a fi-
nite number of iterations. In this case it is possible to implement a stochastic
quasigradient algorithm of the following type:

2t =71y (2 — psv®). (16.2)

Here z° 1s the current approximation of the optimal solution, p, is the step
size, and v° is a random step direction. This step direction may, for instance,
be a statistical estimate of the gradient (or subgradient in the nondifferentiable
case) of function F(z): then v® = £ such that

E(f’lzl,a:z,...,z’) = F;{(z°) +a°, (16.3)

where a® decreases as the number of iterations increases, and the vector #° is
called a stochastic quasigradient of function ¥ (z). Usually p, — 0 as 8 — oo and
therefore ||z°T! — z*|| — 0 from (16.2). This suggests that we should take 2* as
the initial point for the solution of the projection problem at iteration number
& + 1, thus reducing considerably the computational effort needed to solve the
quadratic programming problem at each step 8 = 1,2,.... Algorithm (16.2)-
(18.3) can also cope with problems with more general constraints formulated
in terms of mathematical expectations

E,f (z,w) > 0,s=T,m

by making use of penalty functions or the Lagrangian (for details see [1],[3]).

The principal peculiarity of such methods is their nonmonotonicity, which
may sometimes show itself in highly oscillatory behavior. In this case it is
difficult to judge whether the algorithm has already approached a neighborhood
of the optimal point or not, since exact values of the objective function are not
available. The best way of dealing with such difficulties seems to be to use an
interactive procedure to choose the step sizes and step directions, especially if
it does not take much time to make one observation. More reasons for adopting
an interactive approach and details of the implementation are given in the
following sections.

Another characteristic of the algorithms described here is their pattern of
convergence. Because of the probabilistic nature of the problem, their asymp-
totic rate of convergence is extremely slow and may be represented by

. C
|z* - 2*]| ~ =—=. (16.4)

N7
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Here z* 1s the optimal point to which sequence z® converges and & is the number
of observations of random parameters w, which in many cases is proportional to
the number of iterations. In deterministic optimization a superlinear asymptotic
convergence rate is generally expected; a rate such as (16.4) would be considered
as nonconvergence. But no algorithm can do asymptotically any better than
this for stochastic problem (16.1) in the presence of nondegenerate random
disturbances, and therefore the aim is to reach some neighborhood of the solution
rather than to find the precise value of the solution itself. Algorithm (16.2)-
(18.3) is quite good enough for this purp ose.

16.2 Choice of Step Direction

In this section we shall discuss different ways of choosing the step direction
in algorithm (18.2) and some closely related algorithms. We shall first discuss
methods wlich are based on observations made at the current point z* or in
its immediate vicinity. More general ways are then presented which take into
account observations made at previous points.

16.2.1 Gradients of random function f(z,w)

The simplest case arises when it is possible to obtain gradients (or subgradients
in the nondifferentiable case) of function f(z,w) at fixed values of z and w. In
this case we can simply take

£ = f2(2%,w%), (16.5)

where w?® is an observation of random parameter w made at step number s.
If both the observation of random parameters and the evaluation of gradients
are computationally inexpensive then it is possible to take the average of some
gpecified number N of gradient observations:

1o :
£ = ]—V—gf,(z‘,w',s). (16.8)

These observations can be selected in two ways. The first is to choose the
W, 8 according to their probability distribution. If we do not know the form of
the distribution function (as, for example, in Monte-Carlo simulation models)
this is the only option. However, in this case the influence of low-probability
high-cost events may not be properly taken into account. In addition, the
asymptotic error of the gradient estimate £° is approximately proportional to
1/\/17 The second approach may be used when we know the distribution of
the random parameters w. In this case many other estimates can be derived;
the use of pseudo-random numbers* in particular may lead to an asymptotic
error approximately proportional to log(N)/N, which is considerably less than

* A concept which arose from the use of quasi-Monte-Carlo techniques in
multidimensional integration [9].



316 Stochastic Optimization Problems

in the purely random case. However, more theoretical research and more com-
putational experience are necessary before we can assess the true value of this
approach. The main question here is whether the increase in the speed of
convergence is sufficient to compensate for the additional computational effort
required for more exact estimations of the Fx(z°).

Unfortunately, our theoretical knowledge concerning the asymptotic be-
havior of processes of type (16.2) tells us little about the optimal number of
samples, even for relatively well-studied cases. For instance, what would be
the optimal number N of observations for the case in which function F(z) is
differentiable and there are no constraints? In this case we can establish both
asymptotic normality and the value of the asymptotic variance. If, additionally,
ps C/s then the total number of observations required to obtain a given asymp-
totic variance is the same for all N < 5. If 8p, — oo then the wait-and-see
approach is asymptotically superior as long as N < s.

However, there is strong evidence that in constrained and/or nendifferen-
tiable cages the value of V should be chosen adaptively. A very simple example
provides some insight into the problem. Suppose that z € R!, X = [a,00),
F(z) = =, f2(2*,w®) = 1 + w°, where the w®, s = 1,2,..., are independent
random variables with zero mean. The obvious solution of this problem is
z = a. Suppose for simplicity that p, = p. This will not alter our argument
greatly because p, usually changes very slowly for large 8. In this case method
(18.2),(16.5) will be of the form:

za+1 =z — p(1+wa) +Ta,

7e =max{0,a — 2* + p(1 +w°)}.

Method (16.2),(16.6) requires us to choose a step size N times greater than
p; otherwise its performance would be inferior to that of method (16.2),(16.5)
(unless the initial point is in the immediate vicinity of the minimum). Method
(16.2),(16.8) then becomes

N
1 R
s+1 _ s _ No(1 iy8 o
z z o( +N_.~§:1w )+46

N
1 .
0, =max{0,a — z° + Np(1 + NZW',B)}.
i=1
In order to compare the two methods we shall let # in the last equation denote

the number of obsgrvat.ions rather than the number of iterations and renumber
the observations w', 8. The process

k-1 k—1
=y =) 1+ + D xi (16.7)
=0 =0
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L  ifi#ENfor £=1,2,... ora<y — p(l +w')
Xi e~y +p(l1+w') otherwise

has the property that ¥y = 2° and therefore it is sufficient to compare y* with
z* for k = IN, where

k-1 k-
=20 - pZ(l + w'-) + Ti. (16.8)
0

—

=0 )

il

Suppose that 2° = y° # a. Then if t} = min{k : 2¥ = a} represents the time at
which process z* first encounters the optimal point and ¢! = min{¢ : y™ = a}
represents the time of the corresponding encounter of process z* with the opti-
mal point, it is clear that ¢} <t! because from (16.7) and (16.8) we have that
y* = zF for k < t1. This means that algorithm (16.2),(16.5) will get from some
remote initial point to the vicinity of the optimal point faster then algorithm
(16.2),{16.6) with N > 1. Now let us take z° = y° = @. Then (186.7) and (16.8)
imply that xi = 0 for ¥ < N while 7 may differ from zero. Therefore in this
case z¥ > y¥ = 2! and the performance of algorithm (16.2),(18.6) with NV > 1
becomes superior to that of algorithm (16.2),(18.5) after reaching the vicinity of
the optimal point. This simple example demonstrates several important prop-
erties of constrained stochastic optimization problems, although more work is
necessary before we can make any firm theoretical recommendations concerning
the choice of the number of samples N. Above all, an appropriate definition of
the rate of convergence is needed: recent results by Kushner [10] may be useful
in this regard.

A rather general adaptive way of changing the number N would be to begin
with a small value of NV for the first few iterations (N = 1, for example), and
increase N if additional tests show that the current point is in the vicinity of
the optimum. The following averaging procedure has been shown to be useful
in tests of this type:

vt = (1 - O‘a)'va + a,f’,o Lo,<1, (16'9)

where £ is defined by (16.5) or (16.6). It can be shown (see [1], [23]) that
[[v* — Fx(z®){| — O under rather general conditions, which include p,/a, — 0.
The decision as to whether to change N may then be based on the value of
rs = ||2° — mx(2® — v®)||. One possibility is to estimate £* and its empirical
variance at the same time:

8 1 al & 0,8 812
”N_Nz[fx(z g )—fl

=1

and choose N such that o4 < #r,, where the value of 7 is set before beginning
the iterations. In practice it is sufficient to consider a constant o, = a ~ 0.01—
—0.05, where the greater the randormness, the smaller the value of o. Our empir-
ical recommendation for the initial value of N is o} ~ 0.1max,, +,ex [|21—22]-
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This method can be used to increase the number of samples per iteration
automatically. Another possibility is to alter the value of N interactively; this
is one of the options implemented in the interactive package STO, which has
recently been developed at IIASA. Numerical experiments conducted with this
package show that in problems where f.(z,w) has a high variance, choosing
a value of NV greater than one can bring about considerable improvements in
performance.

The method described above uses increasingly precise estimates of the gra-
dient, and therefore shares some of the features of the approximation techniques
developed in [3-8] for solving stochastic programming problems. All of the re-
marks made here concerning sampling are also valid for the other methods of
choosing £° described below.

However, it i1s not always possible to use observations of the gradient
fz(2,w) of the random function to compute a stochastic quasigradient. In
many cases the analytic expression of f;(z,w) is not known, and even if it is, it
may be difficult to create a subroutine to evaluate it, especially for large-scale
problems. In this case it is necessary to use a method which relies only on
observations of f(z,w).

16.2.2 Finite-difference approximations

If function F(z) is differentiable, one possibility is to use forward finite differ-
ences:

s = S(2 bty 0l ) — fl2®wfy)
€=y 5, eis (16.10)
=1
or central finite differences:
n
" f(-"s + 6aeia“"z ) - f(za - 605{7“"? )
e=y L T3 2 e (16.11)

i=1

where the ¢; are unit basis vectors from R". The most important question
here is the value of §,;. In order to ensure convergence with probability one it is
sufficient to take any sequence §, such that Z:’il p? /62 < co. If it is possible to
take w?,y = Wiy then any 8, — 0 will do. However, the method may reach the
vicinity of the optimal point much faster if §, is chosen adaptively. On the first
few iterations §, should be large, decreasing as the current point approaches the
optimal point. The main reason for this is that taking a large step §, when the
current point is far from the solution may smooth out the randomness to some
extent, and may also overcome some of the problems (such as curved valleys)
caused by the erratic behavior of the deterministic function F'(z). One possible
way of implementing such a strategy in an unconstrained case is given below.

(i) Take a large initial value of é,, such as é, ~ 0.1 max,, ,,ex |21 — 22

(ii) Proceed with iterations (16.2), where £ is determined using (16.10) or
(16.11). While doing this, compute an estimate of the gradient »* from
(16.9).
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(iii) Take
s _[8 24,
8117 1 8,8, otherwise

where the values of #; and #; should be chosen before beginning the iter-
ative process.

It can be shown that this process converges when w!, = w7 ,, although it will
also produce a good approximation to the solution even if this requirement
is not met. Estimate (16.9) is not the only possibility—in fact, any of the
estimates of algorithm performance given in Section 16.3 would do.

Another strategy 1is to relate changes in the finite-difference approximation
step to changes in the step size. This is especially advisable if the step size is
also chosen adaptively (see Section 3). In the simplest case one may fix #; > 0
before starting and choose 6§, = ) g5, which, although contrary to theoretical
recommendations, will nevertheless bring the current point reasonably close to
the optimal point. To obtain a more precise solution it is necessary to reduce
B, during the course of the iterations. This may be done either automatically
or interactively; both of these options are currently available in the stochastic
optimization package STO.

Finite-difference algorithrms (16.10) and (16.11) have one major disadvan-
tage, and this is that the stochastic quasigradient variance increases as 8, de-
creases. This means that finite-difference algorithms converge more slowly than
algorithms which use gradients (16.5). There are two ways of overcoming this
problem. Firstly, if it is possible to make observations of function f(z,w) for
various values of z and fixed w, it is a good idea to take the same values of
w for the differences (i.e., w?, = w,-’,g) when 4, is small because this reduces
the variance of the estimates quite considerably. Another way of avoiding this
increase in the variance is to increase the number of samples used to obtain £°
when approaching the optimal point, i.e., to use finite-difference analogues of
(16.6). If there exists a ¥ > 0 such that N,82 > 4, where N, is the number of
samples taken at step number s, then the variance of £° remains bounded.

It is sometimes useful to normalize the £°, especially when the variance is
large.

Another disadvantage of the finite-difference approach is that it requires
n + 1 evaluations of the objective function for forward differences and 2n for
central differences, where n is the dimension of vector z. This may not be
acceptable in large-scale problems and in cases where function evaluation is
computationally expensive. In this situation a stochastic quasigradient can be
computed using some analogue of random search techniques.
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16.2.8 Analogues of random search methods

When it is not feasible to compute n+1 values of the objective function at each
iteration, the following approach (which has some things in common with the
random search techniques developed for deterministic optimization problems)
may be used:

o S Bt = ()

= h. .
3, i (16.12)

i=1
Here the h; are vectors distributed uniformly on the unit sphere, A, is the
number of random points and §, is the step taken in the random search. The
choice of M, is determined by the computational facilities available, although
it is advisable to increase M, as 8, decreases. This method of choosing £° has
much in common with finite-difference schemes, and the statements made above
about the choice of 4, in the finite-difference case also hold for (16.12).

16.2.4 Smoothing the objective function

Methods of choosing €% which rely on finite-difference or random search tech-
niques are only appropriate when the objective function F(z) is differentiable.
The use of similar procedures in the nondifferentiable case would require some
smoothing of the objective function. Suppose that the function F(z) is not
differentiable but satisfies the Lipschitz condition, and consider the function

F(z,r) =]F(z +y)dH (y,7), (16.13)

where H(y,r) is a probability measure with support in a ball of radius r cen-
tered at zero. We shall assume for simplicity that H (y,r) has nonzero density
inside this ball. The function F(z,r) is differentiable and F(z,r) — F(z) uni-
formly over every compact set as r — 0. It is now possible to minimize the
nonsmooth function F'(z) by computing stochastic quasigradients for smooth
functions F(z,7) and find the optimal solution of the initial problem by letting
r — 0. This idea was proposed in [11] and studied further in [12]. It is not ac-
tually necessary to calculate the integral in (16.13)—it is sufficient to compute
€° using equations (16.10)-(16.12), but at point z® + y° rather than point z*,
where y° is a random variable distributed according to H(y,rs). In this case
(16.10) becomes:

s = f $8+ya+5aehwf —f -Ta+y8’w? )
¢ =Z ( ,1) ( ,2

5 &. (16.14)

=1

The most commonly used distribution H(y,r) is uniform distribution on an
n-dimensional cube of side ». If we want to have convergence with probability
one we should choose r, such that 6,/r, — 0 and (rs — re11)/ps — 0. In
practical computations it is also advisable to choose the smoothing parameter
7, in a similar way to 8,, using one of the adaptive procedures discussed above.
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Smoothing also has beneficial side effects in that it improves the behavior of
the deterministic function F(z). In the case where F(z) may be written as
the sum of two functions, one with a distinct global minimum and the other
with highly oscillatory behavior, smoothing may help to overcome the influence
of the oscillations, which may otherwise lead the process to local minima far
from the global one. Thus it can sometimes be useful to smooth the objective
function even if we can obtain a gradient f;(z,w). In this case we should
take a large value for the smoothing parameter ¢, on the first few iterations,
decreasing it as we approach the optimal point. The points at which r, should
be decreased may be determined using the values of additional estimates, such
as those described below in Section 16.3 or given by (16.9). Everything said
about the choice of the finite-difference parameter &, is also valid for the choice
of the smoothing parameter, including the connection between the step size
and the smoothing parameter and the possibility of interactive control of r,.
The only difference is that a decrease in r, does not lead to an increase in the
variance of £° and that it is preferable to have 8, < r,. This is also reflected in
the stochastic optimization software developed at IIASA.

All of the methods discussed so far use only the information available at
the current point or in its immediate vicinity. We shall now discuss some
more general ways of choosing the step direction which take into account the
information obtained at previous points.

16.2.5 Averaging over preceding iterations

The definition of a stochastic quasigradient given in (16.3) allows us to use
information obtained at previous points as the iterations proceed; this informa-
tion may sometimes lead to faster convergence to the vicinity of the optimal
point. One possible way of using such information is to average the stochastic
quasigradients obtained in preceding iterations via a procedure such as (16.9).
The v obtained in this way may then be used in method (16.2). This is an-
other way of smoothing out randomness and neutralizing such characteristics
of deterministic behavior as curved valleys and oscillations. Methods of this
type may be viewed as stochastic analogues of conjugate gradient methods and
were first proposed in [18]. We can choose £° according to any of (16.5), (16.6),
(16.10), (16.11}, (16.12), or (16.14]. Since v* — F,(2*) under rather general
conditions (see [1], [2]), method (16.9) can be considered as an alternative to
method (16.6) for deriving precise estimates of gradient Fy(z). This method
has an advantage over (16.6) in that it provides a natural way of using rough
estimates of F;(z®) on the first few iterations and then gradually increasing the
accuracy as the current point approaches the optimal point. In this case (16.9)
can be incorporated in the adaptive procedures used to choose the smoothing
parameter and the step in the finite-difference approximation.

However, it is not necessary to always take o, — 0, because we have
convergence for any 0 < o, < 1. Sometimes it is even advantageous to take
as = & = constant, because in this case more emphasis is placed on informa-
tion obtained in recent iterations. In general, the greater the randomness, the
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smaller the value of o that should be taken. Another averaging technique is
given by

1 ]
= — ) g (16.15)
where M, is the size of the memory, which may be fixed.

16.2.86 Using second-order information

There is strong evidence that in some cases setting
v?=A,¢E° (16.18)

may bring about considerable improvements in performance. Here £ can be
chosen in any of the ways discussed above. Matrix A, should be positive defi-
nite and take into account both the second-order behavior of function F(z) and
the structure of the random part of the problem. One possible way of obtain-
ing second-order information is to use analogues of quasi-Newton methods to
update matrix A,. To implement this approach, which was proposed by Wets
in [8], it is necessary to have [|£* — F(2*)| — 0.

16.8. Choice of Step Size

The simplest way of choosing the step-size sequence in (16.2) is to do it before
starting the iterative process. Convergence theory suggests that any series with
the properties:

oo co
Ps > O,Z ps = oo,z: 2 < oo. (16.17)
=1 =1

can be uscd as a sequence of step sizes. In addition, it may be necessary to take
into account relations between the step size and such things as the smoothing
parameter or the step in a finite-difference approximation. Relations of this
type have been briefly described in the preceding sections. In most cases the
choice p, ~ C/s, which obviously satisfies (16.17), provides the best possible
asymptotic rate of convergence. However, since we are mainly concerned with
reaching the vicinity of the solution, rule (16.17) is of limited use because a
wide variety of sequences can be modified to satisfy it. The other disadvantage
of choosing the step-size sequence in advance is that this approach does not
make any use of the valuable information which accumulates during solution.
These “programmed” methods thus perform relatively badly in the majority of
cases.

The best strategy therefore seems to be to choose the step size using an
interactive method. It is assumed that the user can monitor the progress of
the optimization process and can intervene to change the value of the step size
or other parameters. This decision should be based on the behavior of the
estimates F (z*) of the current value of the objective function. The estimates
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may be very rough and are generally calculated using only one observation per
iteration, as in the following example:

Fe= %Zf(z",w"). (16.18)

=1

It appears that although the observations f(z°,w®) may vary greatly, the Fe
display much more regular behavior. Monitoring the behavior of some com-
ponents of the vector z° in addition to the F4 also seems to be useful. One
possible implementation of the interactive approach may proceed along the fol-
lowing lines:

(1) The user first chooses the value of the step size and keeps it constant for a
number of iterations {usually 10-20). During this period the values of the
estimate F* and some of the components of the vector z® are displayed,
possibly with some additional information.

(ii) The user decides on a new value for the step size using the available infor-
mation. Three different cases may occur:

~ The current step size is too large. In this case both the values of the
estimate F'® and the values of the monitored components of z° exhibit
random jumps. It is necessary to decrease the step size.

—~ The current step size is just right. In this case the estimates decrease
steadily and some of the monitored components of the current vector
#*® also exhibit regular behavior (steadily decrease or increase). This
means that the user may keep the step size constant until oscillations
occur in the estimate F° and/or in the components of the current
vector z°. .

~ The current step size is too small. In this case the estimate F* will
begin to change slowly, or simply fluctuate, after the first few itera-
tions, while the change in 2 is negligible. It is necessary to increase
the step size.

(iii) Continue with the iterations, periodically performing step (ii), until changes
in the step size no longer result in any distinct trend in either the function
estimate or the current vector 2%, which will oscillate around some point.
This will indicate that the current point is close to the solution.

This method of choosing the step size requires an experienced user, but we
have found that the necessary skills are quickly developed by trial and error.
The main reasons for adopting an interactive approach may be summarized as
follows:

— Interactive methods make the best use of the information which accumu-
lates during the optimization process.

— Because the precise value of the objective function is not available, it is
impossible to use the rules for changing the step size developed in deter-
ministic optimization (e.g., line searches}.
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- Stochastic effects make it extremely difficult to define formally when the
step size is “too big” or “too small”; theoretical research has not thrown
any light on this problem.

The main disadvantage of the interactive approach is that much of the
user’s time is wasted if it takes the computer a long time to make one observation
f{z%,w®). For this reason a great effort has been made to develop automatic
adaptive ways of choosing the step size, in which the value of the step size
is chosen on the basis of information obtained at all or some of the previous
points z', 4 = 1, 5. Methods of this type are considered in [14-20]. The approach
described in the following sections involves the estimate of some measures of
algorithm performance which we denote by &*(zbar®, u®), where Z* represents
the whole sequence {z!,2%,...,2°} and u® the set of parameters used in the
estimate. In general, algorithm performance measures are attempts to formalize
the notions of “oscillatory behavior” and “regular behavior” used in interactive
step-size regulation, and possess one or more of the following properties:

— the algorithm performance measure is quite large when the algorithm ex-
hibits distinct regular behavior, i.e., when the estimates of the function
value decrease or the components of the current vector z® show a distinct
trend;

- the algorithm performance measure becomes small and even changes its
sign if the estimates of the current function value stop improving or if the
current point starts to oscillate chaotically;

~ the algorithm performance measure is large far from the solution and small
in the immediate vicinity of the optimal point.

Automatic adaptive methods for choosing the step size begin with some rea-
sonably large value of the step size, which is kept constant as long as the value
of the algorithm performance measure remains high, and then decreases when
the performance measure becomes less than some prescribed value. The be-
havior of the algorithm usually becomes regular again after a decrease in the
step size, and the value of the performnance measure increases; after a num-
ber of iterations oscillations set in and the value of the performance measure
once again decreases. This is a sign that it is time to decrease the step size.
A rather general convergence result concerning such adaptive piecewise-linear
methods of changing the step size is given in [18]. However, in many cases it
is difficult to determine how close the current point is to the optimal point us-
ing only one such measure-—a more reliable decision can be made using several
of the measures described below. Unfortunately, it is not possible to come to
any general conclusions as to which performance measure is the “best” for all
stochastic optimization problems. Moreover, both the values of the parameters
used to estimate the performance measure and the value of the performance
measure at which the step size should be decreased are different for different
problems. Therefore if we fix these parameters once and for all we may achieve
the same poor performance as if we had chosen the whole sequence of step sizes
prior to the optimization process. Thus, it is necessary to tune the parame-
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ters of automatic adaptive methods to different classes of problems, and the
interactive approach can be very useful here. An experienced user would have
little difficulty in using the values of the performai.ce measures to determine
the correct points at which to change the step size, and in learning what type
of perforrnance measure behavior requires an increase or a decrease in the step
size. The interactive approach is of particular use if one iteration is not very
time-consuming and there are a number of similar problems to be solved. In
this case the user can identify the most valuable measures of performance in the
first few runs, fix their parameters and incorporate this knowledge in automatic
adaptive step-size selection methods for the remaining problems.

Although interactive methods usually provide the quickest means of reach-
ing the solution, they cannot always be implemented, and in this case automatic
adaptive methods prove to be very useful. The stochastic optimization pack-
age STO developed at IIASA and the Kiev stochastic and nondifferentiable
optimization package NDO both give the user the choice between automatic
adaptive methods and interactive methods of determining the step size. Below
we describe some particular measures of algorithm performance and methods
of choosing the step size.

The main indicators used to evaluate the performance of an algorithm are
estimates of such things as the value of the objective function and its gradient.
The averaging procedure {16.9) may be used to estimate the value of the gra-
dient, as described earlier in this paper. The main advantage of this procedure
is that it allows us to obtain estimates of the mean values of the random vari-
ables without extensive sampling at each iteration, since a very limited number
of observations (usually only one) is made at each iteration. This estimate,
although poor at the beginning, becomes more and more accurate as the iter-
ations proceed. One example of such an estimate is (16.18), which is a special
case of the more general formula

Fotl = (1 = 7)F® + 7, f (2°, w®). (16.19)
Any observation u® with the property
E(p®lz!,2%,...,2°) = F(2°) + d, (16.20)

can be used instead of f(2®,w®) in (18.19), where d;, — 0. For example, (16.6)
would do. In order to get lim, .o, |F* — F(2®)] = 0 it is necessary to have
ps/7s — 0. However, estimate (16.18) assigns all observations of function values
the same weight. This sometimes leads to considerable bias in the estimate for
all the iterations the user can afford to run. Therefore for practical purposes it
is sometimes more useful to adopt procedures of the type described in Section
2 for the estimation of gradients. These include estimate (16.19) with fixed
4s = 4, where v ~ 0.01 — —0.05, and the method in which the average is taken
over the preceding M, iterations:

pol Z e o). (16.21)

M,
8 i=s-Ms+1



326 Stochastic Optimizalion Problems

Although these estimates do not converge asymptotically to F(z*), they place
more emphasis on observations made at recent points. All of the estimates Fe
may also be used in an interactive mode to determine the step size, as described
above. In addition, the values of the parameters used to determine the step size
may also be chosen interactively. For example, the values of parameters b; and
bg in
b
by +s

Ps =

can be made to depend on the behavior of Fe.

We shall now describe some automatic adaptive rules for choosing the step
size. The important point as regards implementation is how to choose the initial
value of the step size py. We suggest that the value of a stochastic quasigradient
€% should first be computed at the initial point, and that the initial value of
the step size should then be chosen such that

wlll€] ~ D

where £ ~ 10——20 and D is a rough estimate of the size of the domain in which
we believe the optimal solution to be located. This means that it is possible to
reach the vicinity of each point in this domain within the first 20 iterations or
so.

16.3.1 Ratio of function estimate to the path length

Before beginning the iterations we choose the initial step size po, two positive
constants o; and @3, a sequence M, and an integer M After every M iterations
we revise the value of the step size in the following way:

(i) Compute the quantity

ﬁa—Mg _ fva

@1 (?’ua) = q(a,M,)

(16.22)
Here the u* are the avera.gmg parameters used in the estimation of both

F* and M,, while Z° is again the whole sequence of points preceding z*.

The quantity
s—1

g(s,M,) = Z la" = 2| (16.23)

i=8—Mg
is the length of the path taken by the algorithm during the preceding M,
iterations. The function ®!(Z*, «°) is another example of a measure which

can be used to assess algorithm performance.
(ii) Take a new value of the step size:

arps if ®1(Z°,u’) < g 1
= ? R 6.2
Potl { Ps otherwise ( 1)
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In this method the step size is changed at most once every M iterations.
This is essential because function ®' changes slowly, and if its value is
less than g at iteration number s it is li\kely that the same will be true
at iteration number s 4+ 1. Therefore M should lie in the range 5-20.
This procedure can be modified in various ways, such as continuing for
M iterations with a fixed step size, then starting to compare values until
inequality (16.24) is satisfied whereupon the step size is reduced. We then
wait another M iterations and repeat the procedure. Recommended values
of o) and a3 lie within the ranges 0.5-0.9 and 0.005-0.1, respectively. The
number M, may be chosen to be constant and equal to M. If we have a
number of similar problems it is very useful to make the first run in a semi-
automatic mode, i.e., to intervene in the optimization process to improve
the values of parameters o, a9, M — the new values can then be used in a
fully automatic mode to solve the remaining problems.

This algorithm is by no means convergent in the traditional sense, but it
outperformed traditional choices like C/g in numerical experiments because it
normally reaches the vicinity of the optimal point more quickly. However, it is
possible to safeguard convergence by considering a second sequence C/s, where
C is small, and switching to this sequence if the step size recommended by
(18.24) falls below a certain value. This step size regulation was introduced in
[15].

16.3.2 Use of gradient estimates

Take &2 = G* instead of ' (Z°,u®) in (16.24), where G* is one of the gradi-
ent estimates discussed above, and the u® represent all the parameters used,
including averaging parameters and the frequency of changes in the step size.

16.3.8 Ratio of progress and path

The quantity {#*~™ — 2°| represents the progress made by the algorithm
between iteration number & — M, and iteration number s. If we keep the step
size constant, the algorithm begans to oscillate chaotically after reaching some
neighborhood of the optimal point. The smaller the value of the step size, the
smaller the neighborhood at which this occurs, and thus the total path between
iterations s and & — M, begins to grow compared with the distance between
points «*~Ms and 2¢. This means that the function

oM — o]

DV Eattd|

3 (2%, u®) = (16.25)

can be used as a performance measure in equation (16.24).
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16.3.4 Analogues of line search techniques

The decision as to whether (and how) to change the step size may be based
on the values of the scalar product of adjacent step directions. If we have
(€271,€°) > 0, then this may be a sign that regular behavior prevails over
stochastic behavior, the function is decreasing in the step direction and the
step size should be increased. Due to stochastic effects the function will very
often increase rather than decrease, but in the long run the number of bad
choices will be less than the number of correct decisions. Analogously, if this
inequality does not hold then the step size should be decreased. The rule for
changing the step size is thus basically as follows:

ps i —ap < (€071,€%) <y
Par1 = § azps if (€271,€°) > oy , (16.26)
azps i (§271,6°) < —

where the values of @y, a2, a3 (recommended values @y ~0.4——0.8,1 < a3 <
1.3 and 0.7 < a3 < 1) should be chosen before starting the iterations. It is also
advisable to have upper and lower bounds on the step size to avoid divergence.
Sometimes it is convenient to normalize the vectors of step directions, i.e.,
€] = 1. The lower bound may decrease as the iterations proceed. This
method may also be applied to the choice of a vector step size, treating some (or
all) variables or groups of variables separately. A number of different methods
based on the use of scalar products of adjacent step directions to control the
step size have been developed by Uriasiev [19], Pflug [16], and Ruszczynski and
Syski [20].

16.4 ITASA Implementation

The interactive stochastic optimization package implemented at IIASA (STO)
is based on the same ideas as the package for stochastic and nondifferentiable
optimization developed in Kiev (NDO). It allows the user to choose between
interactive and automatic modes and makes available the stochastic quasigradi-
ent methods described in Sections 2 and 3. In the interactive mode the program
offers the user the opportunity to change the step parameters and the methods
by which the step size and step direction are chosen during the course of the it-
erattons. The user can also stop the iterative process and obtaln a more precise
estimate of the value of the objective function before continuing. The package
is written in FORTRAN-77.
Before initiating the optimization process the user has to:

(i) Provide a subroutine UF which calculates the value of function f(z,w)
for fixed z and w and, optionally, a subroutine UG which computes the
gradient f.(z,w) of this function; the function evaluation subroutine should

FUNCTION UF(N,X)
DIMENSION X (N)
Calculation of f(z,w)
RETURN
be of the form; END Here N is the dimension of
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the vector of variables X. (Note that the implementation on the IIASA
VAX actually requires the subroutine to be entered in lower-case letters
rather than capitals.) A description of a subroutine which calculates a
quasigradient is given later in this paper.
(ii) Compile these subroutines with the source code to obtain an executable
module.
{iii) Provide at least one of the following additional data files:
- algorithm control file (used only in the noninteractive option)
- parameter file {used only in the interactive option)
— initial data file (should always be present)

All of these files are described in some detail later in the paper.

The optimization process can then begin. The program first asks the user
a series of questions regarding the required mode (interactive or automatic),
method of step size regulation, choice of step direction, etc. These questions
appear on the monitor and should be answered from the keyboard or by refer-
ence to a data file. We shall represent the dialogue as follows:

Question? Answer
The first question is
interactive mode? reply yes or no  yes/no

To choose the interactive option the user should type in yes (or y); to select the
automatic option he should answer no (or n). In the latter case the program
would ask no further questions, but would read all the necessary information
from the algorithm control file (which is usually numbered 2—under UNIX con-
ventions its name is fort.2). The iterative process would then begin, terminating
after 10,000 iterations if no other stopping criterion is fulfilled. The algorithm
control file must contain answers to all of the following questions except those
concerned either with dialogue during the iterations or with the parameter file
(such questions are marked with an asterisk * below). This file is given a name
only for ease of reference—- the important thing for the user is its number.

Assume now that the user has chosen the interactive option by answering
yes to the first question. The program then asks

parameter file? (number) -

The user should respond either with the number of the file of default parameters
or with the number of the file in which the current values of the algorithm
parameters are stored. The file of default parameters is provided with the
program and has the name fort.12 (under UNIX conventions); thus, to refer
the program to the default file the user should answer 12. The purpose of this
file is to help the user to set the values of algorithm parameters in the ensuing
dialogue and also to store such improved values as may be discovered by the
user through trial and error. If the user assigns the algorithm parameters any
values other than those in the default file, the new values become the default
values in subsequent runs of the program. This file is optional.
The program then asks
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read parameter file? reply yes or no  yes/no *

The answer yes implies that the file specified in the previous question
exists, and that default parameter values are stored in this file. In this case,
when asking the user about parameter values, the program will read the default
option in the parameter file and reproduce it on the screen together with the
question. If the user accepts this default value he should respond with 0 (zero);
otherwise he should enter his own value, which will become the new default
value.

The answer no means that no default values are available at the moment.
In this case the program will form a new default file (labeled with the number
given as an answer to the previous question); its contents will be based on the
user’s answers to future questions. This new default file, once formed, can be
used in subsequent runs.

The next question is

number of variables? (number)

to which the user should respond with the dimension of the vector of variables
z. He is then asked

initial data file? (number)

and should reply with the number of the initial data file. This file should contain
the following elements (in exactly this order):

— The initial point, which should be a sequence of numbers separated by
commas or other delimiters.

— Any additional data required by subroutines UF or UG if such data exists
and the user chooses to put it in the initial data file (optional).

— Information about the constraints (described in more detail below)

The program then asks
step size regulation? s
Here is is a positive integer from the set {1,2,3,4,6,7}, where the different

values of is correspond to different ways of choosing the step size. (The integer
5 is reserved for an option currently under development.)

15 Definition

1 Adaptive automatic step size regulation (16.24) based on algorithm per-
formance function (16.22) and function estimate (16.18).

2 Manual step size regulation based on algorithm performance function (16.22)
and function estimate (16.18).

3 Adaptive automatic step size regulation (16.24) using algorithm perfor-
mance measure (16.22) and a function estimate based on a finite number
of previous observations (16.21).

4 Manual step size regulation based on the same estimates of algorithin per-
formance as for 28 = 3.

6 Automatic step size regulation using algorithm performance measure (16.24)
and function estimate (16.19) with fixed ,.
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7 Manual step size regulation based on the same estimates of algorithm per-
formance as for ¢ = 6.

The difference between adaptive automatic and manual step size regulation
(see 78 = 1,2) is that in the first case the step size is chosen automatically,
although the user may terminate the iterations at specified points and continue
with another step size regulation, while in the second case the user changes the
value of the step size himself. Both step size regulations are based on the same
estimates of function value and algorithm performance.
The next question is
step direction? (5 figures) 1d1 ¢d2 id3 idf id5

The user has to respond with five figures which specify various ways of choosing
the step direction, e.g., 11111, We shall refer to these figures as id1, :d2, 1d3,
id{ and ¢d5. The subroutine which estimates the step direction makes some
number of initial observations ?,a at each step; these are then averaged in
some way to obtain the vector £°, and the final step direction v* is calculated
using both £° and values of v’ for ¢ < .

The value of id! specifies the nature of the initial observations €, s.
1dl Definition

1 A direct observation of a stochastic qnasigradient is available for ? ,8 and
the user has to specify a subroutine UG to calculate it:
SUBROUTINE UG(N,X,G)
DIMENSION X(N},G(N)
Calculation of a stochastic quasigradient
RETURN
END
where G(N) is an observation of a stochastic quasigradient.
2 Central finite-difference approximation of the gradient as in (16.11).

3 The ?, s are calculated using random search techniques (16.12).

4 Forward finite-difference approximation of the initial observations € ,sas
in (16.10).

5 Central finite-difference approximation of the gradient as in (16.11). All

. . . . pred .
observations of the function used in one observation of ¢ , ¢ are made with
the same values of random parameters w.

6 The ?.,8 are calculated using random search techniques (16.12). All ob-

. . . . =t .
servations of the function used in one observation of £ ,s are made with
the same values of random parameters w.

7 Forward finite-difference approximation of the initial observations g, & as
in (16.10). All observations of the function used in one observation of €,s

are made with the same values of random parameters w.
Note that for :d1= 5,6, 7 all observations of the function used in one observation

of ?, 8 are made with the same values of random parameters w. In this case
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the user should write a function UF which supports this feature as follows:

FUNCTION UF(N,X)
DIMENSION X(N)
COMMON /OMEG /LOMO

If LO=1 and MO=1 then obtain new values

of random factors w and set MO=0. Make

an observation of the function at point z.
RETURN
END

The second figure #d2 determines the point at which observations are made:
+d2 Definition
1 The initial direction is calculated at the current point z°

2 The initial direction is calculated at a point chosen randomly from among
those in the neighborhood of the current point z*

The value of i3 defines the way in which the step in a finite-difference or
random search approximation of ? , 8 is chosen:
1d3 Definition

1 The approximation step is fixed. The observations of the objective function
at point z° originally used to obtain gradient observations € , s are not used
to update the estimate of the function employed for step size regulation.

2 The ratio 8,/p, of the step in the finite-difference approximation to the
step size of the algorithm is fixed (see (16.10)-(16.12)). The observations
of the objective function at point z° originally used to obtain gradient
observations zibas*, s are not used to update the estimate of the function
employed for step size regulation.

3 The approximation step is fixed. The observations described for ¢d%= 1,2
above are used to update the current estimate of the objective function.

4 The ratio 8,/p, of the step in the finite difference approximation to the
step size of the algorithm is fixed (see (16.10)-(16.12)). The observations
described for ¢d3= 1,2 above are used to update the current estimate of
the objective function.

The fourth figure id{ defines the type of averaging used to obtain £* from
observations ¢ , .
td{ Definition
1 No averaging, z:° =?., g, 1=1.
2 Number of samples > 1.
The value of ¢d5 specifies the way in which the final step direction v® is obtained

from previous values of v* and from z¢°.
td5 Definition

1 No previous information is used. The final vector v° is simply set equal to

29,
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2 (16.9) is used.

3 A positive number ng is provided by the user. Set k(s) = max{k : kns +
1 < 8}. Then the final direction v* is computed from (16.15), where
M, =8— k(s)nz +1.

4 No previous information is used. The final vector v? is set equal to £° and
is normalized.

5 {16.9) is used. The final vector v* is normalized.

6 A positive number ng is provided by the user. Let k() = max{k : kns +
1 < #}. Then the final direction v* is computed from (16.15), where
M,=8~— k(s)na + 1. The final vector v* is normalized.

The program then asks about the type of constraints present in the problem:
constraints? [number)

The answer (in the present implementation) must be 1,2,3 or 4. These values
define the type of constraints present and correspond to the following options:

1 There are no constraints at all.

2 There are upper and lower bounds on the variables. The values of these
bounds should be given at the end of the initial data file in the form of
strings of numbers separated by commas or other delimiters. The string
containing the upper bounds should come first.

3 There is one constraint Y /-, a;z; < b. The coefficients a; should be given
at the end of the initial data file. The string containing the coefficients of
linear form comes first and then, on a separate line, the right-hand side.

4 There are general linear constraints ; < Az < b,. In this case the program
computes a projection on these constraints at each iteration, using the
quadratic programming package SOL/QPSOL [31]. The previous point
2°7! is used as the initial approximation to the solution at iteration number
8. The precision of projection also varies, being rough during the first few
iterations and improving as the process proceeds. All of these facilities are
intended to reduce the amount of computation required at each iteration.
The following information should appear at the end of the initial data file
(in exactly this order):

¢ upper bounds on variables
e lower bounds on variables z
e upper bounds &, on general linear constraints

lower bounds 5 on general linear constraints

number of nonzero elements in matrix A

numbers of nonzero elements in the columns of matrix A

nonzero elements of matrix A in increasing order of column number

row numbers of nonzero elements, in the same order as the elements

themselves

The next question is

termination condition? (number)
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There is currently only one possible answer, which is 1. This means that the it-
erations terminate when the step size becomes smaller than some value specified
by the user. Additional options are under development.

The program then asks the user whether the interactive mode is required
during the iterations:

interactive mode during iterations? reply yes or no  yes/no*

Note that the answer to this question should not be included in the algorithm
control file for the completely noninteractive option (as indicated by the aster-
isk). If the user replies yes (or y), the program will allow the user to change the
parameters of the algorithm and even the algorithm itself during the course of
the iterations. If the answer is no (or n) the program will not communicate with
the user during the iterations but will instead ask the following two questions:

number of iterations? (number)

This is the number of iterations that should be performed before the process
terminates (if it has not already been terminated by some other condition). It
is necessary to put an answer to this question in the algorithm control file for
the completely non-interactive option.
extra output? reply yes or no yes/no

This is the program’s way of asking the user whether information about the
iterations should be saved. Note that these two questions do not appear if
the user has chosen to run the program in the interactive mode during the
iterations.

Now comes a group of questions about step direction parameters. These
questions depend on the values of id1, id2, 3, ¢d4 and id5 given previously
(see the discussion of answers to the question step direction?).

If id1= 4,5 then the question

number of random directions? (number)

appears. The required answer is M, from {18.12).
If ¥d2= 2 the user is asked

relation between step size and neighborhood? (number)
The answer is the ratio of the step size to the size of the neighborhood (of the
current point) from which the observation point is chosen (i.e., rs/p, in the
discussion of {16.13)).

If sd3=1,3 and td1! = 1 the program asks

step in finite difference approximation? (number)
The required answer is the value of step §, in the finite-difference or random
search approximation (16.10)—(16.12) of the gradient observation. In this case
85 is fixed. However, if 7d3= 2, 4 the question

relation between step in finite difference

approximation and step size? (number)
appears. The answer is the ratio 6,/p, of the finite-difference approximation
step to the algorithm step size.
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If id4{= 2 the program asks
number of samples? (number)
This is the number of samples taken at one point to obtain the averaged estimate
(see, for instance, N in (16.6)).
The question
discount rate? (number)
appears if id5= 2,5. The required answer is the (fixed) value of o, from (186.9).
However, if 1d5= 3,6 the program asks
number of averaging steps? [number)
The user should respond with the value of ng (see earlier discussion of id5
options).

We now have a group of questions concerning the values of step size pa-
rameters. Which questions appear depends on the way in which the step size
is being chosen (see earlier discussion of the question step size regulation?).

If the user has chosen automatic step size regulation (¢¢ = 1,3,6) he will
be asked the following four questions:

initial step size? (number)
This is pg.
multiplier? (number)
The required answer is a; from (16.24).
frequency of step size changes? (number)

The user should give the value of M (see discussion of (16.24)).
lower bound on function decrease? (number)
This is a3 from (16.24).
However, if the user has chosen to regulate the step size interactively (18 =
2,4,7) he will only be asked

value of step size? (number)

The following questions appear only if there are general linear constraints, i.e.,
if the answer to the question constraints? is 4:

number of general linear constraints? (number)

correspondence between step size and

accuracy of projection? (number)
The answer to the first question is obvious but the second requires some expla-
nation. In order to keep the amount of computation to a minimum, the accuracy
75 of projection is linked to the value of the step size: 75, = ep,. This leads to
only rough projection during the first few iterations (when the step size is large)
and more precise projection as the current point approaches the optimal point.
The required answer to the last question is the value of &; recornmended values
lie in the range 0-1.

Another group of questions is concerned with the estimates of the objective

function and also affects the choice of step size:
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size of memory? (number)

The answer is M, from (16.22), which in this implementation is fixed. If the
step size regulation is defined by 78 = 6,7 the program asks

multiplier for function averaging? (number)

The user should give the value of 5, in (16.19), which is fixed.

With the answers to these questions the algorithm control file for the non-
interactive option is complete. The rest of this section describes the ways in
which the algorithm parameters and the algorithm itself may be modified dur-
ing the course of the iterations. This may be done only if the answer to the
question “interactive mode during iterations? reply yes or no” was yes. In this
case the program will now perform the first iteration and produce a string of
information something like this:

1 0. 7505.826 7505.826 0. 1.000 100.458 109.575

Here the first number is the number of the current iteration, the second is the
value of some algorithm performance measure (see (16.22), (16.25) for exam-
ples of such functions), the third is the estimate of the value of the objective
function at the current point {see (16.18), (16.19), (16.21) for examples of such
estimates), the fourth is an observation of f(z?,w*), the fifth currently has no
meaning and always contains 0, the sixth is the step size, and the rest are values
of variables z? (the default is that only the values of the first two such variables
are displayed). After this string the following question will appear:

continue? reply “space” ,step,dir,var,estim,go,yes or no .

This gives the user the opportunity to continue without any change, to alter the
frequency of communication, to change the step size or step direction parame-
ters, to display variables other than the first two, to stop at the current point
and obtain a precise estimate of the value of the objective function, to switch
from interactive to automatic mode, or to terminate the iterations and continue
the solution with another algorithm. We shall now describe all of these options
in some detail.

“space” If the user hits the space bar nothing will change and the program
will perform another 10 iterations. The information about the process is
displayed after each iteration; after the 10-th iteration the user is once again
given the opportunity to make changes (the question “continue? reply
“space” step...” appears).

step This means that the user wants to change the step size parameters
(but not the step size regulation itself) and all the related questions will
be repeated. Default or previous values of the step parameters will appear
on the screen together with the questions.

dir This means that the user wants to change the step direction parameters
(but not the way in which the step direction is chosen) and the questions
concerned with this will be repeated. Default or previous values of the
direction parameters will app ear on the screen together with the questions.
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var In this case the quantity and/or the selection of variables displayed on
the screen may be changed. The following questions will appear:

number of printed variables? (number) *

i.e., if the user wants to print out the values of four variables rather than
the default two, he answers 4.

printed variables? (number, number,....) *

Here the user specifies which particular variables he wants displayed by
giving the numbers of the chosen variables separated by commas. Ques-
tions concerning the frequency of communication will also appear here (see
description of response yes below).

estim In this case the program will stop at the current point and estimate

the value of the objective function. The following questions will appear:

number of observations? (number) *

i.e., the number of observations to he made, and

message frequency? (number) *

i.e., the number of observations after which the current estimate is dis-
played. The user is also asked for the point at which the estimate should

be made:

what point? reply current, new or exit current/new/ezit *

If the answer is new the program asks the question:
where to find new point? reply screen or file screen/file *

If the user wants to enter the new point from the keyboard he should
reply screen (or 8). He should then type the desired point on a new line,
separating the components by commas. If, however, the new point is stored

in some file the response should be file (or f) and the user is then asked

file number? (number) »

The answer is obviously the number of the file containing the new point.
This new point is taken as the starting point for future iterations if the
user answers yes to the following question:

replace current point by new? reply yes or no yes/no *

which appears when the estimation of the objective function at the new
point has been completed. This facility makes it possible to exchange
the current point for an arbitrary point chosen by the user and also to
make precise estimations at arbitrary points. Finally, if the answer to the
question “what point? reply current, new or exit” is ezi! the estimation
procedure will end and the iterations will continue. go This means that the
user does not want to continue in the interactive mode; he wants the process
to proceed automatically. This is useful once the algorithm parameters
have been established and also in the case when one iteration is very time-
consuming. The user is then asked

number of iterations? (number) *
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i.e., the total number of iterations before termination. After this the pro-
gram has no more communication with the user and terminates after the
specified number of iterations. yes In this case the frequency of communi-
cation can be changed. The following questions appear:

output frequency? (number) -

This is the number of iterations after which information about the process
is displayed on the screen (the default value is 1, i.e., a string of information
is printed after every iteration).

dialogue frequency? (number) .

This is the number of process information strings (see above) printed before
the user is asked the question “continue? reply space,step,dir,var,estim,yes
or no”. The default is 10, i.e., the user is given ten strings of informa-
tion about the process before he is asked whether he wishes to make any
changes. no This means that the user wishes either to terminate the iter-

ations or change the method. The program asks:

continue? reply “space”,yes or no “space”/yes/no e

Here hitting the space bar means that the user wishes to proceed with
the iterations using the same method, maybe returning to the initial point
(see below); yes means he wishes to change the way in which the step size
and/or step direction are chosen (the program will ask further questions
about this—see below); no means that he wishes to terminate the iterations
completely (some self-explanatory questions will then appear). If the user
answers “space” or yes the program will ask

return to initial values? reply yes or no yes/no .

and the user should give the appropriate response.

The very first appearance of the question “continue? reply space,step,dir,
var,estim,yes or no” is followed by the question

least value of step size? (number) *

The answer is the least permissible value of the step size. If the current step
size is less than this value then the iterations will terminate. In other cases
the process terminates after 10,000 iterations with a question about whether to
continue or not.

Everything that appears on the screen during the interactive dialogue au-
tomatically also goes to file number 15 (fort.15 in UNIX). This makes it possible
to study the process after it has terminated.

This section provides some idea of the capabilities of the package of sto-
chastic optimization subroutines STO available at [IASA. The implementation
described here is the first version, and development of the second continues.
This revised version will include methods for solving certain special problems,
in particular problems with recourse, and new methods for step size regulation
will be introduced.
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16.5 Some Numerical Experiments

18.5.1 Facility location problem

We first consider a simple model of facility location in a stochastic environment.
Suppose that we have to determine the amounts z; of materials, facilities, etc.,
required at points ¢ = T,n in order to meet a demand w;. The demand is
random, and all we know is its distribution function P{w; < &y,...,ws <
@n} = H(w). The actual value w = (wy,...,wn) of the demand is not known
when the decision concerning the z = (z;,...,z,) has to be made. Assume that
we have made a decision z about the distribution of facilities and then found
that the actual demand is w. We have to pay for both oversupply and shortfalls,
i.e., the penalty charged at the i-th location is ¢} (wi — @) if wi > z; and
P4 (2 —wi) if wi < i, where the functions ¢} (y) and ¥} (y) are nondecreasing.
In the simplest case these functions are linear and the total penalty for fixed =
and w is Y./, max{a;(w; — &), b;(2; — w;)}, where a; > 0,5; >0,i=1,n. In
most cases it is reasonable to select z in such a way that the average penalty is
at a minimum, i.e., to minimize the following function:

F(z) - wa(z,w) =Fe imax{a"(w" - ‘ti)abi(a’l' - Wl’)} =

fi:max{a,-(w,- — ;)b (zi — w;) }dH (w). (16.27)

This approach can easily be generalized to deal with more complex facility
location models (see {1],[15],[22]). The numerical experiment presented here
1s basically an application of the facility location model described above to the
problem of high school location in Turin, Italy (see [15],(23]). In this example
n is the number of districts in the city (16.23 in this case), w; is the number
of students who want to attend schools in district 7, and ; is the capacity of
schools in district ¢. It is assumed that a student living in district 2 will choose
a school in district 7 with probability p;;, where
e-—,\cl-j
E_;'l::l e—AcU

and ¢;; is proportional to the distance between districts ¢ and 5. The values
of ¢;; are taken from [15), as are the values of the parameters (A = 0.15 and
a; = b; = 1.0 for all §). The demand w; is assessed by assigning individual
students to a school in a particular district on the basis of probabilities p;;,
thus simulating the student’s choice of school. In order to reduce the amount of
computation the number of students was scaled. Table 16.1 gives the resulting
solution (the number of places that should be provided), together with the total
number of students actually attending schools in each district.

Di; =
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Table 168.1 The solution of the problem of high school location in Turin,
Italy [15],[22]

District | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Number of | 14.0 13.0 15.0 11.0 14.0 14.0 11.0 12.0
students |

Solution | 17.9 13.0 189 19.0 16.0 139 10.8 10.2
District | 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

Number of | 12.0 23.0 26.0 23.0 22.0 18.0 14.0 15.0
students |

Solution ! 13.0 198 26,0 20.0 16.6 15.7 14.0 13.0
District | 17 18 19 20 21 22 23

Number of | 14.0 14.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 8.0 21.0
students |

Solution | 13.0 15.7 10.0 10.1 5.0 10.3 17.0

All real data was divided by a scaling factor of 100. We also have the constraint
Y, i =M, where M is the total number of students in the city divided by
100 (339 in this case). Once w has been obtained it is quite easy to calculate
a stochastic quasigradient. We can use vector §* = (&7, €5,...,£2) in method
(16.2), where

€ = —a; ifwf 2z
b fwf<af’

Here w? is the demand in district ¢ (calculated by simulating the students’ be-
havior) at iteration number 8, and z? is the :-th component of the solution at
this iteration. The initial point was obtained by assuming that each student
goes to school in his native district. After extensive averaging, the value of the
objective function at this point was found to be 74.2—the optimal value is 55.9.
We shall first present results obtained using the interactive option for chang-
ing the step size, i.e., results obtained by giving the answer 2 to the question
“step size regulation?” The step direction was specified as 11111, i.e, a direct
observation of a stochastic quasigradient is available, this observation is made
at the current point, the approximation step is fixed, there is no averaging, and
no previous information is used. The size of the memory available for calculat-
ing the performance measure (16.22) was set at 10. Table 16.2 reproduces the
information displayed on the monitor during the first 30 iterations.
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Table 16.2 Information displayed during the first 30 iterations (facility lo-
cation problem, interactive step size regulation)

Iter. Performance| Estimate Observation| Step
no. | measure [F*® of F(z°)of f(2°,w®)| size Z4 293
2 -0.335 73.696 75.304 1.000 | 13.435 | 19.435
3 -0.172 73.739 73.826 1.000 | 14.565 | 18.565
4 -0.029 72.500 68.783 1.000 | 15.783 | 17.783
5 0.200 68.243 51.217 1.000 | 16.826 | 16.826
6 0.201 67.275 62.435 1.000 | 17.522 | 17.522
7 0.196 66.435 61.391 1.000 | 18.391 | 16.391
8 0.172 66.326 65.565 1.000 | 19.435 | 15.435
9 0.108 67.952 80.957 1.000 | 18.391 | 16.391
10 0.082 68.539 73.826 1.000 | 17.609 | 17.609
12 0.119 68.609 84.609 1.000 | 19.522 | 19.522
14 0.017 67.491 55.304 1.000 | 19.696 | 17.696
16 0.010 66.011 59.565 1.000 | 19.435 | 19.435
18 0.064 65.174 52.348 1.000 | 19.348 | 19.348
20 0.066 64.287 064.435 1.000 | 19.522 | 17.522
22 0.097 64.221 56.174 1.000 | 19.609 | 15.609
24 0.076 63.181 51.043 1.000 | 17.609 | 15.609
26 0.062 63.271 60.870 1.000 | 19.870 | 15.870
28 0.025 63.221 64.696 1.000 | 19.696 | 17.696
30 0.036 63.032 42.522 1.000 | 17.696 | 17.696

The observations of f(z°,w*) given in Table 16.1 do not provide any clues
as to whether the algorithm is improving the values of the objective function
F(z®) or not. At first sight these observations appear to oscillate randomly
between 40 and 80. By contrast, the estimates F* of the function F (z°) display
much more stable behavior, generally decreasing during the first 22 iterations
from 73 to 64 and then stabilizing around the values 6364 with some small
oscillations. Looking at the behavior of the two selected variables, we see that
their values show a steady increase or decrease until iteration number 8 for
z4 and iteration number 5 for z35. In later iterations both variables exhibit
oscillatory behavior. The value of the perforrnance measure during the first
4 iterations is negative, due to the instability of the initial estimates. It then
begins to increase and reaches approximately 0.2, reflecting the regular behavior
of the estimate F;. After this it decreases in an oscillatory fashion to the range
0.03-0.06. All of this indicates that it is time to decrease the step size.
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Table 16.8 Information displayed during iterations 31-59 (facility location
problem, interactive step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance| Estimate Observation| Step

no. measure [F*° of F(2°)|of f(2®,w®)| size T4 293
31 0.045 62.379 42.783 0.500 18.087 17.087
33 0.025 62.295 62.783 0.500 18.261 16.261
35 0.052 61.652 52.609 0.500 19.391 16.391
37 0.063 61.565 46.957 0.500 19.348 16.348
39 0.079 61.318 52.261 0.500 19.261 17.261
41 0.050 61.211 68.174 0.500 19.174 16.174
43 0.051 60.815 51.304 0.500 18.261 16.261
45 0.070 60.452 57.913 0.500 17.304 16.304
47 0.059 60.279 45.662 0.500 17.348 15.348
49 0.035 60.277 64.957 0.500 18.391 15.391
51 0.043 60.104 61.739 0.500 18.652 14.652
53 0.017 60.133 64.696 0.500 18.565 14.565
55 0.017 60.240 67.043 0.500 18.652 14.652
57 -0.030 60.819 65.565 0.500 18.565 15.565
59 -0.052 61.189 85.391 0.500 18.609 16.609

After changing the step size, the estimates of F(zf) decreased steadily
during iterations 31-51, and then started to increase during iterations 52-59
(see Table 16.3). The performance measure first increased, reaching a level of
0.05-0.07 between iterations 35 and 47 before dropping back to negative values.
It is necessary to decrease the step size once again.

Table 16.4 Information displayed during iterations 62-80 (facility location
problem, interactive step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance AEstimate Observation| Step

no. measure [F¢ of F(z°)|of f(2*,w®)| size Z4 T3
62 -0.098 61.971 92.557 0.200 17.652 17.052
66 -0.067 61.684 46.713 0.200 18.104 17.504
70 0.013 61.353 61.026 0.200 18.226 16.826
74 0.087 61.167 55.739 0.200 17.861 16.461
78 0.061 60.832 58.104 0.200 18.296 16.896
80 0.020 61.001 78.587 0.200 18.348 17.348

We decided to stop after iteration number 80 {see Table 16.4) and estimate
the value of the objective function at the current point. The average after the
first 500 observations was 56.53, which shows that we are fairly close to the
optimal solution. Note that this estimate is considerably lower than the value
of F* (61.0) given in the table. This is due to the fact that the estimate Fe
is calculated from (16.18) including only one additional observation f(z*,w?)
per iteration, and it therefore includes observations made at early points which
are clearly far from the optimum. Nevertheless, this estimate is still useful in
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determining the value of the step size because it reflects the general behavior
of the algorithm. Subsequent iterations improved the value of the objective
function only marginally (see Table 16.5).

Table 16.5 Information displayed during iterations 90-3070 (facility location
problem, interactive step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance| Estimate [Observation| Step
no. measure ¢ of F(z®)|of f(2%,w®)| size T4 93
90 0.063 60.601 54.087 0.200 17.930 | 17.730
100 0.143 59.876 45.739 0.100 18.287 | 17.687
120 0.022 59.679 57.870 0.100 18.330 | 17.530
140 0.081 58.890 45.374 0.100 18.626 | 17.826
160 ~0.011 59.161 56.278 0.100 19.226 | 17.626
180 0.319 58.761 44.744 0.020 19.379 | 17.299
200 0.008 58.608 49.144 0.020 19.237 | 17.277
300 0.317 57.847 43.322 0.020 18.946 | 17.14¢6
400 ~0.368 57.627 81.986 0.005 18.909 | 17.129
500 0.270 57.584 63.554 0.005 18.869 | 17.099
800 -0.830 57.012 58.455 0.001 18.967 | 17.017
1100 3.773 57.071 66.512 0.0003 | 18.980 | 17.000
1570 1.621 56.858 79.613 0.0001 | 18.983 | 16.998
2070 0.916 56.629 46.567 0.0001 | 18.975 | 16.998
2570 -0.874 56.603 71.741 0.0001 | 18.978 | 17.001
3070 0.118 56.426 55.729 0.0001 | 18.982 | 17.000

Our final estimate of the objective function was 56.0, which is close to the
optimal solution.

The same results can be obtained by automatic regulation of the step size.
In this case we give the answer 1 to the question “step size regulation?”, i.e.,
adaptive automatic step size regulation (16.24) using function estimate (16.18).
We also set

Initial step size 1.0
multiplier 0.7
frequency of step size change 15
lower bound on function decrease 0.02
size of memory 15

(see the description of the step size parameters in Section 16.4). The results
are presented in Table 16.6.
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Table 16.6. Information displayed during iterations 2-1200 (facility location
problem, adaptive automatic step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance| Estimate Observation| Step

no. measure |F'® of F'(z®)|of f(z°,w®)| size Z4 Z23
2 3.663 77.826 60.261 1.000 10.739 20.739
4 1.590 72.522 57.739 1.000 12.739 18.739
6 1.091 69.232 54.522 1.000 14.826 20.826
8 0.892 65.457 48.174 1.000 14.826 18.826
10 0.736 63.609 56.087 1.000 16.913 18.913
15 0.453 64.980 65.652 1.000 18.130 18.130
20 0.071 64.435 58.522 1.000 17.522 19.522
30 0.023 64.304 49.652 1.000 19.783 15.783
50 0.007 61.951 49.391 1.000 17.609 15.609
70 0.017 61.563 68.696 0.700 15.104 15.104
100 0.017 ©60.593 90.195 0.490 18.665 18.245
150 0.017 60.246 65.349 0.240 20.166 16.855
200 0.054 59.526 48.282 0.082 19.657 17.223
300 0.036 59.277 50.012 0.028 19.131 17.248
400 -0.035 58.495 58.695 0.020 19.074 16.999
500 -0.100 58.440 63.486 0.010 18.903 16.986
600 0.143 57.936 36.450 0.007 18.913 16.984
700 0.4486 57.683 47.760 0.003 18.955 16.998
800 -0.024 57.387 43.263 0.003 18.945 16.995
900 0.412 57.116 50.088 0.002 18.975 16.958
1000 0.430 57.006 43.503 0.001 18.947 16.969
1100 -0.063 56.726 76.801 0.001 18.969 16.997
1200 0.165 56.623 65.457 0.001 18.989 16.994

The value of the objective function at the final point (average of 4000
observations) is 56.2, which is close to the optimal value. The behavior of the
algorithm was virtually the same as in the interactive case: quite a reasonable
approximation of the optimal solution was obtained after 100-150 iterations,
with little improvement being observed thereafter.
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16.5.2 Control of water resources

This example is taken from work by A. Prékopa and T. Szantai. An extended
description of the problem together with a solution obtained by reduction to a
special type of nonlinear programming problem is given in [23]. Here we shall
show how the problem can be solved using stochastic quasigradient methods.
The basic aim is to control the level of water in Lake Balaton (a large, shallow
lake in western Hungary). A certain volume of water w,; flows into the lake
from rivers, rainfall, etc., in time period 7. This inflow varies randomly from
one period to another, but it is possible to derive its probabilistic distribution
from previous observations. The control parameter is the amount z; of water
released from the lake into the River Danube in each time period; the objective
is to maximize the probability of the water level lying within specified bounds.
It turns out that a reasonable control policy can be determined by considering
only two consecutive periods of time, which in this example are measured in
months. After appropriate transformations we arrive at the following problem
{for details see [23]):
max P{Z(El y 2:2)}

x1,%2

059:1 S.R
0<z <R,

where the set Z(2;,23) is defined as follows:
Z(z1,22) = {(w1,w2) 161 Sw1 — 21 < b1ya3 Swy —2; — 23 < by}

Here a;, b; are respectively the lower and upper bounds on the “generalized”
water level: in this particular example we took a; = ay = —205, b; = by = 95,
R =200. The random water inputs w; and w; have a joint normal distribution
H(w;,w3) with expectations E{w;) = —28.07, E(w;) = —59.43 and covariance
matrix

3636.12 4660.51
4660.51 10121.36 ) °

Let x(2;,%3,w;,ws) denote the indicator function of the set Z(z;,z3), i.e.,

1 i
x(zl,xz,wl,wg) = {0 :ft](::ll-"v?:e) € Z(Tla'-’:B) .

The problem then becomes

may [ (a1, 22,01, 00)dH (o1, 02)
zEX

and can be solved using stochastic quasigradient methods. We took (95,95) as
the initial p oint; the value of the objective function at this point was 0.32. Ac-
cording to [28], the optimal solution is (2,0), with an objective function value
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of 0.857. We decided to solve the problem using a finite-difference approxima-
tion of a stochastic quasigradient. Below we demonstrate how our interactive
software package STO may be used to solve this problem, specifying interactive
step size regulation (option 2) and step direction 21124, (i.e., taking a central
finite-difference approximation of the gradient, calculating the step direction at
the current point, with a fixed approximation step, a number of samples greater
than 1, no previous information, and such that the step direction vector has
unit norm).

The parameters were set at the following values:

step in finite difference approximation 10.0
number of samples 5
value of step size 10.0
size of memory 20

The results are given in Table 16.7.

Table 16.7 Information displayed during iterations 1-110 (water manage-
ment problem, interactive step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance| Estimate Observation| Step
no. | measure |F® of F(a®)|of f(z®,w?)| size 24 293
1 0. 0. 0. 10.000 102.071 | 102.071
2 1.000 0. 0. 10.000 102.071 | 102.071
4 0.025 0.250 1.000 | 10.000 | 106.543 93.127
6 0.011 0.333 0. 10.000 113.614 | 110.198
8 0.007 0.375 0. 10.000 106.543 | 113.127
10 0.006 0.400 0. 10.000 | 106.543 93.127
15 0.003 0.333 0. 10.000 83.944 | 101.254
20 0.002 0.350 0. 10.000 68.397 90.630
30 0.001 0.467 0. 10.000 18.240 93.229
40 0.000 0.475 1.000 | 10.000 48.678 63.727
50 0.000 0.500 1.000 | 10.000 41.277 29.097
60 0.000 0.567 1.000 | 10.000 0. 43.004
70 0.000 0.571 1.000 | 10.000 1.056 30.405
80 0.000 0.588 1.000 | 10.000 1.386 14.142
90 0.000 0.600 1.000 | 10.000 0. 24.142
100 0.000 0.610 1.000 | 10.000 7.071 20.000
110 0.000 0.609 1.000 | 10.000 10.000 0.

After iteration 110 we stopped and estimated the value of the function at
the current point on the basis of 4000 observations—we obtained a value of
0.843, which is close to the optimal value. Subsequent iterations improved the
value of the objective function only marginally (see Table 16.8).
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Table 16.8 Information displayed during iterations 120-8090 {water man-
agement problem, interactive step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance| Estimate [Observation| Step

no. | measure B¢ of F(zf)|of f{2®,w®)] size 24 Tog
120 0.000 0.625 1.000 | 10.000 | 102.071 | 102.071
150 0.000 0.673 1.000 1.000 0.106 1.707
200 0.001 0.720 0. 1.000 2.707 6.309
390 0.005 0.792 1.000 0.100 3.071 7.835
590 -0.001 0.797 0. 0.100 1.787 8.110
1090 0.000 0.829 1.000 0.100 3.463 6.392
2090 0.000 0.845 1.000 0.100 0.383 5.638
3090 -0.005 0.852 0. 0.010 0.161 4.895
4090 -0.004 0.854 1.000 0.005 0.071 5.049
5090 0.004 0.856 1.000 0.005 0.064 4,955
6090 -0.002 0.855 1.000 0.005 0.106 4,980
7090 0.007 0.856 1.000 0.001 0.016 4.970
8090 0.005 0.855 1.000 0.001 0.020 4,985

After iteration 200 we changed the step in the finite-difference approxima-
tion to 1.0. The value of the objective function at the final point was 0.85, i.e.,
we had reached the optimal value, However, the values of the controls were far
from the solution due to the flatness of the function around the optimum,

16.56.8 Determining the parameters in a closed loop control law for
stochastic dynamical systems with delay

We have so far considered only static optimization problems. However, all of the
techniques described above can also be applied to many classes of dynamical
stochastic optimization problems. The example that we shall consider was
suggested by A. Wierzbicki and is the problem of finding the optimal control
parameters in a closed loop control law for a linear dynamical system disturbed
by random noise. The state equations include response delay and may be
written as follows:

Z41 =apz + 'Uft—k.+ wi’_t 0,T (16.28)

2=1u_;=0,1=0k,
wliere ¢ is a discrete time, 2 is the state of the dynamical system at time £, u;
is the value of the control at time t, and w; is the random noise ai time ¢{. In
this particular example the w; were taken to be distributed uniformly over the
interval [—b,b] and such that w; and w; are uncorrelated for ¢ # j. However,
neither this particular type of distribution nor these correlation properties are
prerequisites for the use of the methods described in the preceding sections.
The controls u¢ were chosen according to the following closed loop control law:

t
w=a(~2—2 ) 2), (16.29)
=0
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where the decision parameters are z; > 0 and z; > 0.

The objective is to minimize the deviation of the state of the system from
zero. We may therefore state the problem as follows: minimize the objective
function

T
F(z1,2) =E, ) 2 (16.30)
t=1

with respect to the control law parameters z; and 25, subject to constraints
(16.28) and (16.29) and nonnegativity constraints on z),2z;. We solved the
problem with the following parameter values: time horizon T' = 100, delay
k = 5, state equation coefficient a = 0.9, bounds for random noise b = 0.1.
With these values the optimal control parameters are z; = 0.1, 23 = 0; the
value of the objective function obtained after 10,000 observations was 4.52. It
was discovered during preliminary runs that for , > 0.3, z; > 0.1 the system
becomes unstable and therefore these values were taken as upper bounds for
the variables.

We set the initial point equal to the upper bounds 2z = 0.3, 23 = 0.1; the
value of the objective function at this point (based on 3000 observations) was
422.58. We chose automatic step size regulation (option 1), i.e., the step size
changes are based upon performance function (16.22). The step direction was
specified as 71114, i.e., taking a forward finite-difference approximation of the
gradient of the random objective function f(z,w) with all observations of the
function needed for one gradient evaluation made at the same value of the noise;
with a fixed finite difference step and the finite-difference evaluation performed
at the current point; without averaging; using no previous information and
normalizing the resulting step direction. The parameters of the algorithm were
as follows:

step in finite difference approximation 0.0001

initial step size 0.1
multiplier 0.85
(for diminishing the step size)

frequency of step size change 15

(actually the frequency with which

the step size is reviewed)

lower bound on function decrease 0.09
(the lowest value of performance

function (16.22) which does not lead

to a decrease in the step size)

size of memory 15
(for evaluating (16.22))
least value of step size 0.000001

(stopping criterion)

The results of the calculations are given in Table 16.9.
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Table 16.9 Information displayed during iterations 1-120 (control law prob-
lem, automatic step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance] Estimate Observation|Step size z4 Zog
no. | measure |F° of F(z*) of f(z*,w®)
1 0. 8.141 8.141 0.100 0.232 0.027
2 18.570 6.284 4.427 0.100 0.149 0.
3 12.231 5.695 4.517 0.100 0.054 0.
4 7.093 6.013 6.968 0.100 0.097 0.
5 6.727 5.450 3.199 0.100 0.075 0.
10 3.428 5.05¢ 4.084 0.100 0.073 0.
15 2.416 4.759 4.254 0.100 0.103 0.099
20 0.421 4.733 4.214 0.100 0.029 0.
30 0.119 4.651 5.326 0.100 0.052 0.
40 0.058 4.615 4.856 0.100 0.050 0.
50 -0.012 4.631 5.143 0.085 0.071 0.
70 0.001 4.668 5.131 0.072 0.112 0.
90 0.005 4.665 4.943 0.061 0.076 0.059
100 0.042 4.621 3.481 0.052 0.076 0.
120 0.033 4.601 4.872 0.044 0.094 0.

Table 16.10. Information displayed during iterations 150-1500 (control law
problem, automatic step size regulation)

Iter. [Performance| Estimate (Observation|Step size ER Tog
no. measure |F* of F(2°)|of /f(2°,w®)
150 0.044 4.517 3.776 0.032 0.102 0.000
170 0.084 4.485 4.234 0.023 0.101 0.
200 -0.015 4.473 5.224 0.017 0.101 0.
240 0.087 4.473 4.413 0.012 0.087 0.009
300 ~0.155 4.503 4.478 0.006 0.095 0.
340 0.036 4.491 4.958 0.005 0.090 0.
400 0.089 4.501 4.973 0.002 0.093 0.000
440 -0.299 4.512 4.544 0.001 0.092 0.003
500 -0.131 4.512 3.571 0.001 0.098 0.
540 ~-0.416 4.502 4.437 0.001 0.101 0.
600 0.225 4.515 4.789 0.001 0.102 0.
640 0.710 4.508 3.704 0.001 0.101 0.
700 0.046 4.501 4.120 0.001 0.101 0.
800 0.079 4.517 4.633 0.000 0.100 0.000
900 -1.183 4.533 5.070 0.000 0.099 0.000
1000 2.700 4.634 4.860 0.000 0.099 0.000
1500 29.344 4.504 4.621 0.000 0.099 0.000
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We stopped after iteration 120 to estimate the value of the objective function,
which was calculated to be 4.54 after 3000 observations and is fairly close to
the optimal value. Subsequent iterations improved the solution only marginally
(see Table 16.10).

This example once again demonstrates the characteristic behavior of sto-
chastic optimization algorithms: the neighborhood of the optimal solution is
reached reasonably rapidly; oscillations then occur in this neighborhood and
the current approximation to the optimal solution improves slowly.

The nature of stochastic quasigradient algorithms allows easy extension of
model (16.28)--(16.30) to multivariable and nonlinear systems.
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CHAPTER 17

STEPSIZE RULES, STOPPING TIMES AND THEIR
IMPLEMENTATION IN STOCHASTIC QUASIGRADIENT
ALGORITHMS

G.Ch. Pflug

1. Introduction

We consider the constrained optimization problem
J(z) = Ep(q(s,")) = min! z€S (17.1)

where S is a closed, convex set of constraints S C R*. The symbol Ep or
briefly E denotes the expectation with respect to the probability measure P
which is defined on some measurable space ({2, 4)

Ep(q(2,€)) = / q(2,€)dP(€). (17.2)

There are, in principle, two different ways of attacking the problem (17.1):

(a) Reduction to deterministic optimization

The easiest situation arises if the integral (17.2) may be calculated analytically.
In that case the problem (17.1) reduces to a deterministic constrained optimiza-
tion problem. But even if there is no closed-form analytical representation of
(17.2) the integral may be approximated with arbitrary accuracy. This may be
done by approximating the probability measure P by a sequence P, such that
P, —P (in an appropriate sense) to guarantee that

[ a014pu9) ~ [ atag)ap

and the first integrals are easy to calculate. Very often discrete measures are
used for P,. Another possibility is to calculate Ep(g(z,€)), directly by Monte
Carlo or quasi Monte Carlo methods.
(b) Stochastic quasigradient method

For this group of methods it is not necessary to get good approximations of
Ep(q(z,-))-stochastic estimates suffice. If § is a random variable (random
number or random vector) with distribution P then

Q: = ‘I(x’f)
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is a random variable with expectation E(Q;) = f(z). A statistical approxi-
mation of the gradient Vf(z) of the objective function f may be obtained by
considering a difference approximation

(¥L); = glale+ hei, ) — ale - hei, €)]

where (Y); denotes the :-th component of the vector Y and e, are the i-th unit
vectors. Then, if f(z) is twice differentiable

Ep(Y:) = V/f(z) + 0(h?).

Such a random vector Y, is called a stochastic quasigradient, giving the method
its name. Only the stochastic quasigradient (SQG) approach will be considered
in this paper.

Sometimes there are even unbiased estimates of V f(z) available. This is
e.g. the case if

z— q(z,§)

is differentiable in the L'(P)-sense. This means that there is a vector of L!-
functions Vg(z,£) such that

[ late1,6) = ale2,6) = (&1 = 22) Vale, dP(€) = olllar = zsl). (173

In that case evidently
E(Vq(z,€)) =V /(2).

It is important to notice that the following chain of implications holds

[g(2, €) differentiable for every ¢ and L;-dominated] =>
[g(z,") differentiable in the L,-sense] =—>
[f(z) differentiable]

The converse implications are not true as can be seen from the following exam-
ples.

Example (a).

Let -6 if ¢
alz — if 2 >

2l=:¢) = {b(e—z) ifz<¢

Such a specification is often encountered in economic applications where a de-
notes the surplus costs and b the shortage -osts of a random demand &, z being
the offer. z — g(z, £) is not a differentiable function. However, if ¢ is integrable

then .
Vel = {7, o3¢

is the L!-derivative of g(-,-) as one can see immediately.
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Example (b).
Let

_Jo ifz+£€A
"(””f)‘{1 ifo+¢gA

where A is some predetermined region in R*. Such problems arise in optimal
control, if the probability that the control z plus noise £ lies in the set A
should be maximized. This function g¢(z, £} is not L!-differentiable although
the function

Ep(q(2,))

is differentiable if P has a density w.r.t. Lebesgue measure.
A similar notion holds for subdifferentiable functions: A R*-valued random
variable Y, is called stochastic subgradient if

EP(Y_,) € 3f(.’t)

This is again a weaker statement than the pointwise sub differentiability of z —
q(=,€).
What concerns the smoothness properties of our problem (17.1) we may
distinguish two cases:
(a) the functions g(z,-) are L'-(sub)differentiable
(b) the functions g(z,:) are not L!-(sub)differentiable but the expectations
f(2) are.

The stochastic quasigradient method uses a recursively defined stochastic se-
quence X, to approximate the solution of (17.1):

Xn+1 =HS(Xn_pnYXn) (17.4)

where in case (a)
Y: =Vq(z,§,) (17.4a)

and in case (b)

= (I(-"" +hm6n) _(I(-T - hmen)

Ys 2hn

. (17.4b)

Here {€,} is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables with distribution P and Ilg
denotes the projection onto the closed convex set S. The nonnegative constants
pn Tepresent the stepsizes.

The use of algorithms of the form (17.4a) goes back to a pioneering paper
by Robbins and Monro [17]. Kiefer and Wolfowitz studied for the first time
stochastic minimization problems with difference approximations for the gra-
dients. It is however important to notice that the iterative process (17.4a) is
not a Kiefer-Wolfowitz process. This is so because we have used the same ran-
dom element &, two times in the definition of Y,. Consequently, under some
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mild assumptions the variance of Y; satisfies Var(Y;) = 0(k;!). The original
approach of Kiefer and Wolfowitz uses the quantities

(D) _ (g — b €D
y, = 42t hnds )2h 22 = hny &) (17.4¢)

with €!) independent of €. In that case Var(Y;) = 0(h,2) only. If the
randomness comes from generated random numbers then the use of (17.4b)
guarantees a certain variance reduction which is impossible in the case when the
randomness stems from measurement errors which was the situation considered
by Kiefer and Wolfowitz.

In the following we shall restrict ourselves to consider the case (17.4a).
The reason for doing so is that the behavior of (17.4b) depends much on the
smoothness properties of g(-,-). If this function is L?-differentiable, then the
variance of Y; is bounded as in the case of (17.43). Otherwise the variance of Y
given by (17.4b) may increase with decreasing h,. But although the convergence
theorems for the case (b) procedure require that i, — 0 with increasing n it is
reasonable to keep h, away from zero in practical implementations. Otherwise
numerical difficulties are encountered by forming the quotient in (17.4b). Thus
for practical applications we may assume that the variance of Y, is bounded
anyway.

The convergence properties of the iterative sequence X, given by (17.4)
were studied by many authors. These properties include almost sure con-
vergence of X, to z* the solution of (17.1). (Dvoretzky [3], Kushner and
Clark [18], Ermoliev [4], Hiriart-Urruty [9] among others) rates of convergence
(Schmetterer [20]), asymptotic laws (Blum [1], Fabian [7]) laws of iterated
logarithms, etc.

We shall give here a simple but illustrative a.s. convergence result for
random step sizes. Randomness does not mean here that a random line search
is made but the stepsize p, may depend on the information obtained up to the
n-th step (i.e. an adaptive stepsize rule). Denote by z* the solution of the
problem (17.1) which is assumed to be unique. The ¢-algebra generated by
€,,€5,...,€,_ is denoted by F,. Moreover we shall assume that

() (V) (e)y2— %) 2 alle— o*|
(ii) |V/(2)l| €A+ Bz —2*|?
(iii) Var(Yz) <C
(iv) pn 2 0,pn is Fn» — measurable

Theorem.
(i) Under the above conditions

Ep,,:oo a.s. Zp?,<ooa.s.

implies that X,, — z* a.s.
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(i) If f(z) is convex and S is bounded then p, — 0 as. and Y pn = co
implies that X, — z* a.s. where X ,, is the weighted mean of the process

Y E?:l p'.X'.

" E?:l pl.

Mirozahmedov and Uryasev [14].
Outline of the proof. According to the assumptions
E(IXn+1 = 2*[*170) < 1Xn = 2*|)? = 20a(V/(Xn), Xa - 2*)
+ 02 (A+ B|| X, — 2*|®) + p2C
={Xn—2*[2(1 4 8n) ~ 7 + 8 (s2y)

with fns%n, tn 2 0 and the series 3 8, and Y p, converge a.s. By a theorem
due to Robbins and Sigmund [18] this implies

[ Xn — 2*[|? converges a.s. and

an (Vf(Xn))Xn—2") <0 aus. (17.5)
Part (i) of the theorem follows, since (17.5) implies that
az pall Xn =2 <o as.
which together with ¥~ p, = co and the a.s. convergence of | X, — 2*||? gives

1 Xn—~ a:'”:'J —0 as.

In order to prove part (i) of the theorem we introduce the notation Y, := Yx,
and Z, :=Y, — E(Yy).
By iterating the recursion we find that

n
0< |Xn - 2" [P < X0 — 2|2 — 2 ai{V/(Xi), X — )

=0
' n n
— 22 P;‘(Zi, T — 3.) + Z P? ”Y'l”2
=0 =0
Because of the convexity

Zp. (VI(Xi), Xi ~ 2*) >Zp. (X1) = f(z*))
>(f Z:Pl
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Hence

0 J(X) - /() S 5 (E ,,,.) ["Xo — o' -2Y (2, Xi - 2

=1 =0
n
+3
i=0
(17.8)

It can easily be deduced from the assumptions that the right hand side of (17.8)
converges to zero a.s. implying thus

Xn—z'as. O

The just proven theorem gives conditions for the stepsizes p, which are so
general that they cover a variety of cases. On the other hand, it does not tell us
which stepsize rule is good, or even the best. All choices fulfilling ¥ o2 < oo,
3 pn = oo lead to a.s. convergence. A detailed study of such rules follows in
the next section.

17.2 Stepsize rules and stopping times

Almost sure convergence results are only of limited importance for practical
purposes. It is much more important to design a procedure which stops after
a finite number of steps within a nesghborhood of the solution z* which has
predetermined size. To put it more formally let || - | p be a certain norm in R*
and o resp. € two constants representing the desired confidence level and the
size of a confidence region. An approximation procedure X, is of practical use
only in connection with a stopping time r = 7{x,¢) such that X, the process
stopped at r, satisfies

Pr{ll X —2*lpSe} 21~ Vao (17.7)

where P, denotes the law of the process {X,} started at Xo = z¢. Formula
{(17.7) is nothing else than the definition of a fixed width confidence region of
level .

Unfortunately exact level o confidence regions are difficult to obtain, even
in the much simpler case of the sequential estimation of a mean value (see e.g.
Chow and Robbins [2]). It is much easier to get asymptotic level o confidence
regions. This is a family of stopping times {r¢} such that

Jim Po{l|Xre—2*|p<e}21-a  Vao (17.8)

It may happen that the speed of convergence depends heavily on the starting
value zp. In that case the actual significance level of a confidence region may
be arbitrarily low if the starting value was poorly chosen.
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It is therefore useful to consider a uniform version of (17.8). In particular
we call {r.} a family of uniform asymptotic level o confidence regions if

lim inf Py {|| X7, —2*|p <€} 21 -0 (17.9)

e—0 xg

A stopping time fulfilling (17.9) is considered to be robust against bad influences
of the starting value. In order to get error estimates some knowledge about the
speed of convergence in (17.9) is of great help but usually difficult to obtain.
It is important to stress that stopping times must be seen in connection
with stepsize rules. Typically a certain rule for determining the stepsizes leads
to a certain asymptotic behavior of the process X, which in turn is the basis
for the definition of a stopping rule 7. On the other hand one may also define
stepsizes on the basis of a sequence of increasing stopping times by changing
the stepsizes (say by multiplication with 1/2) exactly at these times. Thus the
interrelations between stepsizes and stopping times are rather close.
We shall now define some common stepsize rules and the pertaining stop-
ping times. Recall that
() pnFn-measurable (17.10)
(i) X pn=00 as.
(i) > p2 <oco  aus.
are the minimal conditions to guarantee convergence.
(a) Deterministic stepsize rules (DSR)
The simplest rule consists in taking {g,} as a sequence of nonrandom constants

fulfilling (17.10), e.g.

1
<ﬂ$10rp,,=p0gn.
n

B | -

=2
Pn nP
The quickest rate of convergence is achieved by taking

(17.11)

Pn =

3o

which is by far the most popular choice.
Many asymptotic results are known if the stepsizes are chosen according
to (17.11): If the solution z* is an interior point of S then
Va(Xn—2*) = N(0,T) (17.12)

where ¥ is the solution of the matrix equation
1 ' I 2
(pA — 27)2 +Z(pA’ - 5) =p°C (17.13)

with C being the covariance matrix of ¢(z*,§)

C = Cov(q(z*,€)) (17.14)
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and A is the hessian of f at z*
Vi{z) = Az —2*) +0(||z — =*|?). (17.15)

Here — denotes the convergence in distribution. Equation (17.13) may be made
explicit for T either by writing

T =/ foo th-o) gouh-ra) gy
0

or by introducing the vec operation ( which transforms a matrix into a vector
by putting the columns one above the other)

vecL = (I® (pA- é) + (pA' = ;) ®I) vecC.

It is important to notice that the asymptotic distribution (17.12) isindependent
of the starting value zy. There is even a much stronger result known. Consider
the random function

Zn(t) = [::—t]X(,.” 0<t<1 (17.18)

([z] denotes the integer part of z). The random process Z, () contain the whole
information of the approximating sequence X, X3,..., X, up to time n. It may
be shown that

Z,(t) = o U2 W eA=1) gy (su) (17.17)

Where W is a Gaussian process with statilonary independent increments in R*
processing the covariance matrix Cov(W (1)) = C (see Walk [232]). Functional
limit theorems of type (17.17)—sometimes called “invariance principles”—help
very much to get a deeper insight into the pathwise behavior of the approximat-
ing process {X,}. In particular large deviation results or laws of the iterated
logarithm may be based on result (17.17).

Moreover a stopping time leading to asymptotic level o confidence regions
may be derived from the asymptotic distribution (17.17). If A and C are known
and the norm || - ||p is defined by ||z||p = v/z' Dz for a positive definite matrix
D then Ka

Te=— (17.18)

is a family of stopping times satisfying (17.8), i.e.
lim P{llX; —2*|p<e}>1-0.
«—

Here ko denotes the upper a-quantile of the distribution of

R =Z'DZ where Z ~ N(0,X) (17.19)
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Unfortunately this distribution is tedious to calculate. There is however a good
approximation by a I'-distribution

t?(D5) 2tr((D>:)2))

2u((DD)?)’ (DY) (17.20)

R ~ approximately I’ (

where I'(, ) has the density

z* Yexp(—z/p)
AT (a)

z>0.

Approximation (17.20) is based on the comparison of the first two cumulants of
the distributions (see Kendall and Stuart [10]). Notice that the I'-distribution
degenerates to a x?(tr(DX)) distribution if DX is idempotent.

If A and C are not known, they have to be estimated during the procedure.
(A possible method of estimation is indicated in the last section.) Suppose that
2,., Tesp. 6'" are consistent estimates of A resp. C. Then f),. given by

(pAn - E)En + En(PA’,. - E) = PQCn

consistently estimates X.
Let £4,n be the upper o-quantile of the I'-distribution (17.20) where X is

replaced by $n. Then we may define the
(a') deterministic stepsize stopping time (DST):

Ko

e = inf{n|

1L < K
=t < e (17.21)

By using the functional limit law (17.17) one may prove that 7, leads to an
asymptotically unbiased confidence region, hence satisfies (17.8).

A quite similar result holds if the point of solution z* lies on the boundary.
Denote by K* the tangent cone to S at the point z* and suppose that H is
the largest linear subspace contained in K*. It may then be proved that the
limit law of \/n(X, — 2*) is again a normal distribution but concentrated on
H (see Pflug [16]). Thus the constrained situation may be reduced to the
unconstrained by considering only the projection of the Hessian matrix A and
the covariance matrix C onto the subspace H. The situation is however different
if dim H = 0. In that case S is pointed at z* and the asymptotics are different.
This is however a rather unlikely case.

The big disadvantage of the rules (a) and (a’) lies in the fact that the
pertaining confidence regions are not at all uniform in the sense of definition
(17.9). This is clear since everything was based on asymptotic formulas which
do not reflect the influence of the starting value zo. This is in fact the most
important reason for making these rules such less competitive in practice.
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The idea behind more elaborated stepsize rules is clear: Some information
concerning the progress of the procedure should be gathered during the approx-
imation process and should influence the actual stepsizes. Some possible ways
of doing so are listed below.

(b) The adaptive stepsize rule (ASR)

This rule was formulated for the first time in Mirozahmedov and Uriasev [14].
Let Y,, denote the n-th stochastic gradient, i.e. Y, = Yx,,. The rule is to adapt
pn according to the inner product (Yn,Yn_1), i.e.

Pn+1 = pnexplapn{Yni1,Yn) — 8pn) (17.22)

where a and § are some fixed constants. The motivation for this choice comes
from deterministic optimization since there a rule of the form

increase p, if {Yat1,Yn) >0

decrease p,, if (Yni1,Ys) <0
leads to an optimal speed of convergence.

The term —8p, in the exponent of (17.22) is added to guarantee the con-

vergence of p,, to zero. Mirozahmedov and Uriasev show that the assumptions
of the convergence theorem part (ii) are fulfilled and hence

X, — 2" as.

The same rule but with § = 0 was studied by Rusczynski and Syski [19]. Some
comments on this rule can be found in Section 17.3.
The stopping criterion pertaining to this rule is

(b") The adaptive stopping time (AST)

r=inf{n|pn < p*} (17.23)

This time does not lead to a confidence region with fixed size.

(c) The decrease of objective function rule (DOSR)

This rule is based on a recursive estimate J», of the objective function E,(q(z,€))
namely

Jo = ¢(Xo, o)
fn—}—l = (1 - ﬂn)fn +ﬂnQ(Xn+1v£n+l)'

The constants 3, determine the degree of smoothing, e.g. 8, = & (exponential
smoothing ) or 8, = (n+ 1)7! (arithmetic mean). The stopping rule itself
employs
N N
if n-n <
Pnt+1 = T1bn :I:n—Mn-f“l ”X"_X‘._IH =7
Pn otherwise
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Here 11 < 1 and 43 > 0 are fixed constants and {M,} is an (increasing)
sequence of nonnegative integers. Thus p, stays either constant or decreases
by a factor. The pertaining stopping time is

(c") The decrease of objective function stopping time (DOST).

n = inf{n|pn < p*}

Unfortunately there are no general properties known of this rule.
(d) The ratio of progress stepsize rule (RPSR)
This rule is similar to the above but measures the progress in the argument.

Xn-Xp_
| Xn n Mn” <a2

o if <
Pn+1 = { 1on E?:n—Mn-}-l 12Xy = Xyl
Pn otherwise .

Again the stopping time is
(d') The ratio of progress stopping time (RPST)

Tn =i-nf{n|pn < p‘}

Both preceding rules suffer from the defect that the last M, steps (with M,
increasing) have to be kept in memory. They are described in Ermoliev and
Gaivoronski [5].

(e} The oscillation test stepsize rule {OTSR)

This rule keeps the stepsize constant as long as some statistical test indicates
that the behavior of the path is pure oscillation and no progress in the objective
function is made. Then the step size is decreased by some factor.

Consider the procedure (17.4) with fixed stepsize

X1 =s(Xn — p¥x,) (17.24)
This is by construction a time-homogeneous Markov process. Under some weak
regularity conditions this process is ergodic, i.e. it converges in law to the

unique stationary measure of (17.24). Let X,’; be a stationary sequence of this
Markovian process. It may be shown that if z* lies in the interior of S then

p (X2 - 2*) > N(0,) (17.25)
as p — 0 where T is a solution of

AT +T4’' =0 (17.26)
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with A resp. C given by (17.14) resp. (17.15). The similarity of (17.26) to
(17.13) is interesting to notice. Again £ may be calculated from A and C as

z =/ exp(uA) - C - exp(uA')du
0

or
vecE=(IQA+A ®I) ! vecC.

Thus for small but constant p the process X, converges in law to a normal
distribution with mean z* and covariance matrix pX. This corresponds to
the well known fact that for fixed stepsize g the process approaches first some
neighborhood of the solution and begins to oscillate around it afterwards. The
OTSR makes a decision for decreasing the stepsize by testing whether this
oscillatory behavior is already reached. As a test statistic we may use the
inner product of subsequent gradients V, = (Yn,Yn_1). If the sequence X, is
stationary and has the limiting distribution (17.25) then

E(Va) = ptr(A’A(I - pA)T) — ptr(AQ).

I A is symmetric and p <€ 1 this expression may be approximated by
1
E(V,) = —Eptr(AC).

If X, is not yet oscillating E{Y,,,Y,,_,) is typically much larger The unknown

matrices A and C may be estimated conswtently by A,. resp. C By equation
(17.26) this leads also to an estimate $n of T.

The OTSR is defined by a sequence of stopping times {v,} which are
defined recursively by

Vo = 0
i {¥i,Yio1) < (17.27)

f=vn+1
< pn tr(;{'n;{n(l - pngn)zzn) =~ fn t'r(;{nan) + 71}

1

- Vp

Vntl1 = inf{n|

The stepsizes p, are defined as
fn = po- 75;, forv; <n<vy+1 (17.28)

Thus p, is decreased by the factor y3 < 1 exactly at the times »;.

(¢) The oscillation test stopping time (OTST)

A pertaining stopping time is also based on (17.25) employing the same ideas as
were used in (17.20). Thus let ©4,n be the upper a-quantile of the I'-distribution

(17.20) with I replaced by £, then the stopping times 7, are

re = inf{n|'°"T’" <¢} (17.29)



Stepsize Rules, Stopping Times 365

This family of stopping times leads to exact level o confidence regions. Moreover
under mild assumptions these regions are uniform in the starting value and thus
satisfy (17.9).

If the solution point z* lies on the boundary then the result should be
modified as in the DSR-case (a). Again the largest hyperplane H contained
in K*, the tangent cone to S at 2* carries the whole mass of the asymptotic
distribution. By projecting everything onto the space H this case may be
reduced to the unconstrained case. Details of the algorithm are presented in
Section 17.4.

{(f) The inner product stepsize rule (IPSR)

It has been pointed out in section (e) that the expectation of the inner product
Vi = {Yn,Ya_1) of two subsequent gradients is negative, if the process is oscil-
lating. This fact can be used for the definition of a very simple stepsize rule.
Instead of comparing E(V,) with the asymptotically correct, but complicated
expression given in formula (17.27) only the sign of E(V,) is considered.

More precisely the IPSR is defined by a sequence of stopping times {v,}

) 1 =
vn+1=mf{nln_V > (Y.-,Y.-_l)so}
n i=vn+l

The stepsizes are—as in the OTSR~defined as
pn=po- 7 for y; n <y

It is evident that the IPSR decreases the stepsizes at an earlier stage than
the OTSR. This is sometimes desirable since the more complicated estimations
which are needed for the oscillation test rule are only valid for small p. Thus a
good compromise 1s to begin with the simple inner-product rule which provides
a fast convergence to a neighborhood of the solution. If the stepsizes p, are
small enough then the rule should be switched to OTSR. By such a procedure
one avoids the very quick decrease of p, in a later stage of the approximation
process.

(g) A review of other stepsize rules and stopping times

There are many other rules known, some of which are restricted to the univariate
case. Kesten [11] proposed for instance to choose

n=1

_ ] #n ifsgnYp_1 =sgnY,
P+l m:-1 ifsgnYn_y #sgnY, and p, = 1;

and showed a.s. convergence of this procedure.
Farell [8] considers also the univariate case and defines a stopping time of
the following kind. Suppose it is known that the solution z* lies in some interval
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a:gl) <z < zgz). Then one may start two independent procedures Xg,l) and
X® with initial points

XM = g

X® = @

and stop if for the first time
X3 - 2P| <e

This procedure leads to asymptotic confidence regions of variable size.

Fabian [6] accelerates the approximation procedure by doing a kind of Line
search. He takes additional observations of the objective function at X, + l;Y,.,
Xn+ 2Y,,... etc. and chooses

J . : i
pn== where ; = max{z|q(X, + ;Yn,fn) < ¢(Xn,6,)}
He shows convergence but was unable to prove that this procedure is better
than the DSR.

17.8 A comparison of different rules
It is rather impossible to give general statements about the superiority of one
rule over another because detailed analysis of the performances of many rules
has not been done. Therefore we restrict ourselves to compare them only for a
very simple but basic stochastic approximation problem.

We assume that S = R*, i.e. an unconstrained problem and f(2) = ;o' Ae,
a quadratic form with positive definite matrix A. The stochastic gradients are

Vy(z, ) =Az+Z
where the errors Z ~ N(0,C). Thus the procedure is
Xn+1=Xn — pnAXn — pnZn (17.30)

with {Z,} being a sequence of i.i.d. N(0,C) random variables. Clearly the
solution 2 equals zero in this example.
If Xy = 2g is the starting value then X, may alternatively be represented
s n—1 n—1 n—1
Xn=[]U-pA)2 =) o [TU - r;A)Z
=0 =0 J>i
n-1
= H(I — piA)zg — Up (say)

(=0
The first summand represents the influence of the starting value and U, is the
“error” term. Consider first the DSR-situation, i.e. p, = £. Then

n-1 n-1

Y ETu- ?A)Z,-

i=0 J>i



Stepsize Rules, Stopping Times 367
has a normal distribution with expectation zero and covariance matrix

n—1 0 n—1 P n—1 0

Za= 3 (P [T -4ac T[ - 2)

=0 1>1 J 1> J

which converges in accordance with (17.13) to a solution of
1 1

(pA - 5)2 + E(pA, - 5‘) = p2C.

On the other hand if g, is kept constant p, = p (like in the DOSR, RPSR and

OTSR situation) then the error term

n—1

U= oI - pA)" 12

=0

converges in law to the autoregressive AR(1) process
o .
Un=0p) (I pA)Zni
i=0

Thus the approximation process with constant stepsize may be represented as
a sum of a component converging to zero and a stationary process. This is in
accordance with (17.25). 3

The covariance matrix of U, satisfies

[e o}
Cov(Ua) = 0 D (I — pA)'C(I - pA") = p= +0(p)
=0
as p — 0 where T is given by (17.26).
In a similar manner the gradient process Y, = AX, + 7, may be rewritten

as
n—-1

Yo =A(I— pA)" — pAd (I —pA)" "' Z + Z,
i=0
=A(I - pA)" — W, (say)

where W,, converges in law to an autoregressive moving average process W,
-~ &0 .
Wa=pAD (I-pA) "' Zny - Z,
=0
Thus the expectation of Y, Y,_; is approximately
E(Y Yn_1) mzoA(l - pA)" (I - pA')" A'zy

+tr (c (,;"’A2 i(] - pA) T — pA))

=0
~ 2o A(I — pA)"(I — pA' )" A'zy + ptr(A’AT) — ptr(AC)



368 Stochastic Optimization Problems

(see (17.27)). Thus testing Y, ¥,_; with the oscillation test (OTSR) is equiv-
alent with testing whether the term zp A(I — pA)"(I — pA')" A’z is already
negligible. Since this criterion takes the influence of the starting value into ac-
count the resulting procedure leads to uniform asymptotic confidence regions.
This is the main advantage of this method.

The DOSR compares progress in the objective function with progress in
the argument. The objective function is estimated in our example by

~ 1 —
fn= o Y (XIAX; + Z]AZ;)
=1
Thus the expectation of this estimate is
~ 1
E(fn) = E(tr(pAE) + tr(AC)).

On the other hand the expression | X; — X;_1]|? has expectation
E(|X: = Xi-1]]?) = tr(pAX) + tr(C)
so that for very small p
E(|X; - Xi_1]}) = 0(tx(C)'/?).
Hence for very small g
Jn L _tr(40)
Yo X = Xeall " mtr(C)1/2

irrespectively of p. We see that the DOSR will take approximately the same
number of steps between two consecutive stepsize reductions.

What concerns the ASR, it was shown by Ruszynski and Syski that for the
sequence given by (17.22)

npn — 1/6  as.

Thus this rule leads back to the DSR. case, at least in an asymptotic sense.
Let us turn now to the case § =0. If C =0, L.e. the error term Z is zero,
then the rule (17.22) reduces to

log Pn+1 = log pn + (XnAQXn - annASXn)-
Since X, A2X, —p, X, A?X, > 0if p, < =— where A, denotes the maximal

- - . Amax .
eigenvalue of A one can see that in this case p, does not converge to zero. This
results in an exponential speed of convergence of X,. The weighted means X,
converge then with the rate 1/n.

If the error terms are present, i.e. C # 0 it may be shown that

Pn
—— converges a.s.
NG
Thus the assumption £ 2% < oo is not fulfilled. Hence the procedure X, is not

convergent itself and the weighted means X, converge with a speed E(Yi) =
0(l8n),
n
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17.4 The implementation of the oscillation test

The oscillation test routines were implemented by the author at IIASA. Some
details of the implemented algorithms are given here.

Recall that the method consists in keeping the stepsize constant as long as
the test rejects the hypothesis that the behavior of the path is already oscilla-
tion. If this hypothesis is strongly rejected then even an increase of the stepsize
is advisable,

The method needs estimates for A, the hessian of the objective function at
z* and C, the covariance matrix of the errors.

An estimate for C is easily found. At each step we take two independent
observations of the stochastic gradient

v = Vg(XnEV)
'Si) = V‘I(XmES?))
and calculate . a
Yo = $(¥iV+¥)
Z, = v -v®)

The variance of Y, is half of the variance of Y,.(i). This random variable is
taken for determining X,.;. The error variable Z,, is used for the estimation
of C. As we know from the general considerations the asymptotic distribution
is concentrated on the largest linear subspace contained in the tangent cone of
S at z*. Let K, be the tangent cone of S at X,,. (If X, is in the interior of S
then K = R"). Let H, be the largest subspace contained in K, and let Z, be
the projection of Z, onto K,. Then

n
Cn = %ZEZ (17.31)
i=1

is used as an estimate of C.

Next define AX, =X,—X,_1,AY, =Y,—-Y,_;. As E(AY,.) = AAX,+
0(]| Xn — 2*]|2 + |AXn||?) we may construct an estimate of the relevant part
of A as ,f\ollows: Project AY, and AX, onto H, to give AY, and AX,. The
matrix A, should satisfy

AY, ~ AAX, (17.32)

Thus we may adjust A, recursively to satisfy (17.32) by setting

AX,
1AX ]2

Ant1 = A, - —(A.AX, - AY,) (17.33)

S| -

It remains to solve th equation
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for the determination of the covariance matrix of X, (see (17.28)). To use
the indicated explicit formulas is however too time consuming. We use instead
again a recursive way of solving (17.26), namely

A A -~

Sni1 = n — =[A,En + £o4, = G (17.34)

S| =

It may be shown that if A — A (positive definite) and Cn — C (positive defi-
nite) then X, converges to a solution of (17.28). The oscillation test compares

1

n—vn

E (?;,ﬂ,-_,_l) with pn(tr(g',,g,,f}n) - tr(ﬁ,,(?*,.)).

f=yn+1

If the difference is smaller than v, the hypothesis of oscillation is accepted and
the stepsize is decreased (by a factor y; — usually 43 = ;—)

If however the inner products are much larger than their asympiotic ex-
pectations, the stepsize is increased (by a factor 43 > 1).

The asymptotic confidence region can be found by looking at the distribu-
tion of the quadratic form

(Xn—2")D(Xn—2")
which is approximately

r( o2 (DS1) m((min)“))

2tr((DEa)2)" " tr(DE,)

(see (17.20)). If the upper o percentile of this distribution is smaller than ¢
then the whole procedure can be stopped and we know that

P{lX;-2"|p<:i 31 -a
if ¢ is small enough.

Sometimes it is not required to know 1 — o confidence regions but the
knowledge of the expectation of (Xn — 2*)'D(X, — z*) suffices. Since

E((Xn —2')'D(X, —2')) ~ ptr(DZ,)
this value can easily be calculated. If this value is smaller than some prede-

termined constant the whole procedure stops. Due to the careful testing and
estimation the final value obtained is a very reliable one.
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CHAPTER 18
ADAPTIVE STOCHASTIC QUASIGRADIENT PROCEDURES*

S. Urasiev

18.1 Introduction

In this chapter we deal with iterative algorithms for solving stochastic opti-

mization problem
min Ef (z,w) (18.1)

subject to constraints
ze X CR"

where z are variables to be chosen which take values in Euclidean space and w
are random parameters which belong to some probability space. Our main con-
cern is the improvement, of p erformance features of the stochastic quasigradient
(SQG) method

2t =1 x(2° — pst?) (18.2)

where nx is the projection operator on the set X, z*-current approximation
to solution, p, is the stepsize and £# is step direction, which roughly speaking,
in average points to the direction of gradient of the function Ef(z,w). Reader
can find survey of such methods and further references in Chapter 6 (see also
[1]). One of the main challenges which arise before implementor of SQG meth-
ods is appropriate selection of the stepsize p,. Theory gives only very general

guidelines:
oo o0
Ps — O,Zpd7 =oo,Zp3 < o0.
s=0 s=0

In papers written earlier on stochastic approximation [3], stepsize was cho-
sen in advance to satisfy these conditions. For instance, ps = c/s. In what
follows, such choices which depend only on iteration number will be called pro-
grammed or off-lined rules. Unfortunately they lead to very slow convergence,
although they assure in some sense optimal asymptotic rate. However, in prac-
tical computations SQG methods can be used to reach reasonable neighborhood
of solution, not exact value of solution. For such purposes, asymptotic results
are not relevant as well as programmed rules of choosing stepsize. In this chap-
ter, adaptive or on-line rules for computing p, are studied which exhibit much

* This chapter is based on the report presented at the International
Conference on Stochastic Optimization, Kiev, 1084.
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more satisfactory behavior. Such methods utilize information gathered during
optimization process to make decision about current value of stepsize p,. More
specifically, p, may depend on observations of random function f(2*, u*) or sto-
chastic quasigradient £* in some or all preceding iterations k < s. Some on-line
rules were proposed in [8]-[7]. This chapter is based on [6]-{7] and describes
one particular adaptive SQG method in which stepsize increases or decreases
depending on whether subsequent quasigradients point to the same or to the
opposite directions.

This chapter consists of 5 sections. In Section 18.2 the adaptive SQG
method is described, its convergence is analyzed in Section 18.3. Implementa-
tion details are discussed in Section 18.4, and the chapter ends in Section 18.5
with a description of some particular problems solved by algorithm together
with results of numerical experiments.

18.2 Algorithm Description

In what follows we shall consider algorithm of type (18.2) for problem (18.1). It
will be assumed that the process takes place in probability space (2, A, P) where
A is o-field and P- probability measure. Vector £* from (18.2) is stochastic
quasigradient, i.e.

E(¢°/B°) = Fp(2°) + b°

where F;(2?) is gradient of the function F(z) = E, f(z,w), conditions on 5° will
be imposed later and B* is o-field defined by the process history, i.e., random
variables {z°,...,2°}. We shall keep in mind that z* depends on random
parameters from 2, but will not specify this dependence explicitly.

We shall explain at first the idea of adaptive stepsize control informally.
Here, for simplicity we shall assume that function F(z) is smooth and X = R".
It is quite naturally to choose step p, to minimize F(z) along direction £?, i.e.,
such that function p,(p) has minimum over p, where

pa(0) = E[F (2° — p€*) [2°].

This is analogue of stepsize rules used extensively in deterministic optimization.
It is easy to see that

2-0aDln = E[5-F (2" = 06°)p0 ']
= —E[{VF(2* - p:€°),€°)/2"]
= ~E[(VF(2*11),£%)/2°]
=_E[(Eo+l’£a>/za]’ s=0,1...

Thus, —(£°11,£°) is stochastic quasigradient of function p,(p) in point p, on
iteration ¢ 4+ 1. To modify step p,, let us use the following gradient procedure:

Pot1 = ps + M€, €N, > 0,6 =0,1... (18.3)
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The value of (€511, £) gives some information whether current value p* exceeds
minimum of function p,(p) over p on the iteration s. If (¢!, £%) > 0 then
it is probable that minimum of ,(p) is greater than p, and it is necessary to
increase stepsize and decrease it when sign is negative. This information is used
to modify step p,.

Naturally, decision based on this arguments will be subject to error due to
stochastic phenomena. However, this errors will be smoothed out in the course
of iterations. It is convenient to rewrite relation (18.3) in the following from

Pet1 = p,a,(é”“,f"),aa >0, ¢=0,1,..., (18.4)

(18.3) is the special case of (18.4) since for each ),, such that p,;; > 0,a,
can be selected respectively so that g, + 1 computed by formulas (18.3), (18.4)
coincide. In order to guarantee fulfillment of the convergence condition for SQG
algorithms ) ;- p, = oo (see Chapter 8), the value a is calculated by formula

a,=a’%,a>1, 8=0,1,...,

Convergence of the algorithm (18.2) with the stepsize rule (18.4) can be estab-
lished 7] in deterministic case, when ¢° = F,(2°) and F(z) is a strongly convex
function. For stochastic case, let us modify formula (18.4) as follows

Pass = paafolE T HE =00

18.5)
1,8 8+l (
=p,a<€a 8-z %e 5§50, 8=0,1,...
Introduction of the term &p, guarantees fulfillment of one more convergence
condition

ps — 0 a8, 8 — o0.

18.3 Convergence Analysis

Besides convergence of sequence z° to the solution of problem (18.1), we are
also interested in convergence of some convex combinations of this sequence.
With sequence z° generated by algorithm (18.2), (18.5), it will be associated

the sequence
-] 8
=) pzt]d e (18.6)
£=0 =0

and the convergence of Z° to the solution will be studied. If such convergence
does occur the initial sequence z° will be called Cesaro convergent. The advan-
tages of dealing with such convergence are the following:

— the sequence Z° displays much more regular behavior than original sequence
zﬂ

- T° can be computed with almost no additional effort in iterative way using
the sequence Z°.
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— some convergence conditions can be relaxed for Cesaro convergence and in
some cases z° does not converge to the solution in ordinary sense, but is
Cesaro convergent.

This type of convergence was used in [8],[9]. The following theorem from
[7] gives conditions for Cesaro convergence of the method (18.2). We shall nse
the abbreviation a.s. for the words “almost sure”.

Theorem 1. Let F(z) be a convex function defined on convex closed bounded
set X C R™,

max ||z -y =i, (18.7)
B¢ - F. (&) - ¥ < O (18.9)
T liLs T
T |l <5, (18.9)
ps >0as., s=0,1,..., (18.10)
Epi <o, 8=0,1,..., (18.11)
ps — 0 a.s. with 8 — o0, (18.12)
o0
Z ps = OO a.5., (18.13)
0

and at least one of the two following conditions is satisfied:

(1) Step ps depends only on (2°,...,2°,€°,...,€° 1) (it is measurable with
respect to g-algebra B, induced by (2°,...,2°,€°,...,6°1));

(2) pap,}, — 1 a.5., ps depends only on (2°,...,2%,€°,...,€%) (it is measur-
able with respect to o-algebra induced by (z°,...,2°,€°,...,€°%)).

Then _
lim F(z°) — F(z*) < 5C, a.s.

§—+00

where

2t e X* ={z*:F(z") =£.‘1é1)1}F(.’E)}

and Z° is defined by (18.6).

Corollary. Ifb° — 0 a.s. then all accumulating points of the sequence T* are
the solutions of problem (18.1).

The main difference between conditions for Cesaro convergence and conver-
gence in usual sense for SQG methods it that condition )2, p? < oo, which
is needed for normal convergence a.s., is not needed for Cesaro convergence.
This makes verifying convergence conditions for adaptive SQG methods much
easier.

Now we are prepared to give convergence results for adaptive SQG method
(18.2), (18.5).
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Theorem 2. Let f(z) be a convex (possibly nonsmooth) function defined on
some vicinity of convex compact subset X C R". If the following conditions
are satisfied

max ||z — y|| = C, (18.14)
sup |€°|| < C; a.s. (18.15)
Lim, . ||5°] <5, (18.18)
6> Cilim, .o heai}i(lxa) 1€ - k] a.s. (18.17)

where 3F (z) is the set of subgradients of F(z) at point x. Then

Bim, o (F(2°) — néJ%F(z)) < b0 as.
Le. if lim,_,,, b° = 0 then
F(2®) —minz € XF(z) — 0 a.s.

and all accumulating points of the sequence F° are solutions of the problem
(18.1) a.s.

Proof. Condition (18.10}) of Theorem 1 follows directly from (18.5) since py > 0
and a« > 0. Here we shall give only an outline of the proof, which consists of
checking conditions of theorem 1. We shall check here conditions (18.12)-(18.13)
of the theorem 1 and assume 4° = 0 (for more details see [5]-[7]).

1. Let us show that condition (18.13) of Theorem 1 is satisfied, i.e. Y ;2 ps =
00 a.5.. Assume the opposite, i.e. exists such constant K that probability
of the event

is positive. From projection properties and (18.15), we get the estimate
||:l:"+l — 2| < |ps€°]| € psCn acs. (18.18)
Stepsize rule (18.5) together with (18.18) yields:

+1 +1y_ PR O NS I
pos1 = paal€Th =" 800 5 ) o-l1E e -2 |- 505

> pea—(CSH)pa = pya~Care
where C3 = (C% + §). Therefore for w € A the following relation holds
par1 2 paa~ 038 > poa~T8E0A > poq~ sk

which implies Z:(_i_o ps = oo for w € A contradicting initial assumption.
Therefore condition (18.13) is satisfied.
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2. Consider now condition (18.12) and let us prove that p, — 0 as s — 0
a.s. Denoting
ll¢° — &l

heaF( x9)

we obtain the following estimate:

(£a+1’za _ z"H) —8ps < (f‘,(z”l),z’ _ z’+1)
+ (€ — o (2°4Y),2° — 2°1) — 6p,
< F(z°) — F(2*1)
+ "£a+1 _ﬁx(xa+1)”"za - za+1" —6p,
< F(2°) - F(=*1")
+Capa]l €t = Fp (1) - 694 a5

Since Fy(2°%!) in the last relation is an arbitrary vector belonging to set
3F(z°*!), we obtain

(€741,0° = 2*4) —bpy SF(e°) = F(@**) + Cro, _int | (1€ =l = 06

=F(2°) — F(2°") 4 (C2Cs — 6) ps a.s.
By substituting this estimate into (18.5), we obtain

por1 < poat BV FETTHH(C2Co—8)0

Yoo P -FEE 1))+ 30 (CaCs—b)rg

F0)-F* 430 (CaCs-8)pg

< poa
= ppa

Taking into consideration ) .-, p, = a.s. and relations (18.14), (18.17), we see
that the expression in the exponent in the last relation tends to —co:

L
alitgo[f(zo) - f(=*)) + Z(CQC, — 8)pe) — —o© as.
=0
Since a > 1, this implies p, — 0 a.s.
Now, we have to show that condition (18.2) of Theorem 1 is satisfied. The
following relation is satisfied:
Potl _ gt x0Ty 5p,

Ps

Since ps — 0 a.s., then

(et 2® — 2°T1) — §p, — 0 a.s. and

Ps+1
— — 0 as.

Ps
after all conditions of Theorem 1 are tested, the statement of this theorem

follows from it.
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18.4 Implementation Strategies

In this paragraph problems which arise during the implementation of stochastic
quasigradient algorithm (18.2), {18.5) are discussed. Its implementation in-
cludes some heuristical elements. The implemented method can be used for
the fast finding of good initial approximation in the vicinity of solution. The
implemented algorithm described below performed essentially better than the
method with programmed rule for step size selection. First, we shall present
the algorithm and then discuss some of its features.

Algorithm. Set # = 0 at the beginning of the computation.

Step 1. Computation of stochastic quasigradient £%.

Step 3. Averaging of the stochastic quasigradient norm |£°|
Go =Go-1+ (lI€° - Go-1) - D-

At the beginning of the computation G, = 0.
Step 8. The computation of the average current point drift

Qs = Gops

Step 4. Check the stopping criterion: if @, < @, or # > 8&,, finish the
computation, otherwise go to the next step.

Step 8. The computation of scalar production T:
T, = (£%,2°7 1 — 2°).
Step 6. Averaging of the 7, absolute value:
Zy =251+ (|Te| — Zo-1) - D.

At the beginning of the computation Z_, = 0.
Step 7. Rule for the step size p, selection:

- I 1 ift,>0
po=rps-1R% X\ e <o,

Step 8. Reducing the step size change.
3pe—1 if papa_~11 >3,

o= "t i paply <47,
Ps otherwise.

Step 9. Finding the next approximation

841

T =2 - peg
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Step 10. Projection on the feasible region X

a+1

z =-7rx(z°+l)

Step 11. Take ¢ = ¢+ 1 and go to Step 1.

Two stopping criteria are implemented in the method. The first one is
by the number of iterations. The second stopping criterion is by the value of
the mean point trend which is equal to the product of the mean norm of the
quasigradient £° by the step size p,. When the value of the shift becomes less
than the threshold value Q., the method stops (steps 3,4). The step size control
differs from theoretical one (18.5) in several aspects (step 7). For one thing,
value T, is divided by the averaged absolute value of T,. Additional reduction
of the step size by means of factor U, 0 < U <1 is introduced. The additional
reduction takes place only if

T, = (¢! -2°) <.

Since T,/Z, is some random value, step size p, can increase or decrease, some-
times by too large a factor (step 7). In order that the next step does not
differ too strongly from the preceding one p,_;, some bounding coefficients are
provided for increase or decrease of the step size (step 8).

Recommendations on the chotce of the algorithm parameters. The following
recommendations are obtained as a result of numerical experiments.

— The value of the mean change of step size R(1 < R < 3) is usually set to
R=2.

—~ The value of the initial step size has no essential effect on the method
convergence rate. However, if additional information is available, the initial
value of the step size factor py can be set approximately

I=2° = =* I (B ),

where 2°- initial approximation, z*- estimated location of extremum point;

- Parameter k defines averaging factor D = % in the averaging formulas
(Steps 2 and 6). Usually k is selected within the range 4 < k < 6

— Parameter U (additional coefficient of step size reduction) is selected within
the range 0.8 < U < 1. With k£ > 1 coefficient I/ can be equal to 1 since
step size decreases fast without additional decrease.

~ The value of mean shift Q. in stopping criterion is to be set approximately
to the required solution accuracy for components of z.
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18.5 Results of Numerical Experiments

Let us note firstly that it is advisable to average the values of variables and of
the objective function during fixed number of the last iterations and take these
quantities as the final approximation to the solution. The averaged value of
coordinates z° will now be designated as z and the averaged value f(2°,w°) as
f(2).

Problem 1. The following problem is an example of multi-commodity
facility location problem [7]. It is necessary to minimize

F(z) = E'Zmax{a,-(z,- —8,);5;(6; — =)},

=1

under constralnts

zy + 22 + 2z3 + 3z4 + 2z = 200
Zy S 50
2 < 7
r3 < 7
T4 < 80
s < 25

z; 2 Oai = m-

Here 6; are random values uniformly distributed on intervals [4,,B;], 1
1,...,5. Vectors a = (ay,...,a5), b = (by,...,b5), A = [A},...,44), B
(B1y-..,Bs) are defined as follows:

A (0,0,0,0,0); B
a = (1a0’3a1a2); b

(60,15,17,90,40);
(3,4,1,2,3).

This problem allows analytical solution, which makes it possible to compare
solution obtained by algorithm with exact one. The analytical form of the
objective function is the following:

J(2) = 321 + fad + Fred + grol + food
— 3z, — 429 — 23 — 224 — 325 + 278.5.

Stochastic quasigradient is computed by formula

EB = (ei‘a”'!fg)’

. fa, ifz?>0r
= \<by, ifa? <82, i=1,...,5

The following exact solution was obtained using quadratic programming meth-

ods:
z* = (41.88057;7.00000;2.48092;41.27456;22.33456),

f(2*) = 98.100089.
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Algorithm parameters are
R=15;k=4U =0.9;p0 =1.0.

Initial point is
2° = (0,0,0,0,0); f(2°) = 278.5.

Step size on the 91st iteration po; = 0.1532.
The results for averaged values of the coordinates and of the function for

91st to 100th iteration are as follows
1 100
7= > ati =T1,5;7) = 40.5485;Z; = 6.9981;
=01
F; = 2.4381;F4 = 42.2561;F5 = 20.3561;
100
Y f{z°,6°) = 97.4185.

=91

T = 35

For comparison, below are given results of the solution of the same problem
using the method with programmed control of step size. Initial approximation
was the same. In asymptotically optimal [11] off-line step size rule p, = 1/¢(s+
a), parameter £ must be equal to the least eigenvalue of the objective function
Hessian, i.e., £ = 1/30. In this case we selected a = 10 and got approximately
the same perforrnance. However, our choice was based on exact information on
objective function. If such information is not available, the off-line decision rule
works in a much worse way.

Problem 3. A random locational equilibrium problem (Weber problem)
[13]. The classical statement of Weber problem is as follows: given n points
Wiyt = 1,n in two-dimensional Euclidean space R?, find a point z € R? which
minimizes the sum of distances |jw;—z||. In generalized statement of the problem
[13] each point w;,5 = 1,n is considered to be a random variable represented
by some probability measure 8;{w) over R?. The problem now is to find the
location of a point € R? which minimizes the weighted sum of expectations
of distances between point z and points w;,i = I, %, i.e.

F(a) =Xn:ﬂ.-//R2 ll2 — w8 (dw) — min,

=1

where g; > 0,7 = 1,n. The stochastic quasigradient at point z* can be chosen

as follows: n
66 = Z Bivi
=1

where

r—w?
7“ = x— Ldl.
0 otherwise
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and w! is distributed according to 8;(w).

In this particular example, the number of destination points was chosen
as n = 30, and 0;,¢ = 1,n were taken as bivariate normal density functions
whose means and standard deviations were generated randomly in the range
0-20. The weights f; were also generated randomly in the range 0-10.

Exact value of the extremum is z* = (8,36;9.36) initial approximation

= (41,87). The results for averaged values of the variables z* for 50-th to
60-th iteration are as follows

60
1
7= 4:_: = (9.1,10.2),

and for 190-th to 200-th are

200

T= 10 > 2 =(8.9,9.0).

8=101

If the initial approximation is z° = (54,30). The results for averaged values of
the variables 2¢ for 20-th to 30-th iteration are as follows

30
1
== — 1
7= 15 E: (8.0,10.1),

and for 190-th to 200-th are

The following table contains detailed description of the problem.

x) 3.02 6.07 9.77 16.26 6.12 1480 7.24 7.52 15.91 13.57
means 2.08 12.70 0.16 15.78 3.95 11.89 4.68 6.11 9.19 11.56
12.43 19.98 15.33 18,20 7.84 1,16 4.54 17.48 10.78 1.45

L 7.63 6.62 15.40 10.83 4.85 17.14 2.20 9.30 17.30 14.60
means 5.68 4.77 19.10 17.17 0.80 10.82 11.48 18.99 0.36 2.52
10.00 1.93 11.39 16.41 16.21 2.09 16.69 8.70 12.04 2.93

) 18.65 18.95 0.45 13.50 17.55 1.12 18.42 1.59 15.65 9.49
devs.  19.13 18.19 19.56 19.14 11,93 7.26 1.72 11.37 7.09 16.05
15.62 431 1544 140 5.82 856 16.72 5.29 10.36 12.49

z 3.77 15,79 8.68 6.29 797 923 5.81 3.17 1791 7.02
devs. 16,27 15.08 5.12 6.11 1.55 19.25 8.24 17.78 13.48 9.80
5.49 15.13 7.07 16.83 15.86 9.90 19.44 16.35 0.37 15.31

weights 850 9.48 6.03 816 9.05 1.80 8.17 757 3.43 9.62
2.87 3.77 434 488 06.11 213 775 164 575 6.12

4.57 445 2.95 0.17 753 9.39 7.38 1.15 2.09 7.20
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CHAPTER 19

A NOTE ABOUT PROJECTIONS IN THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF STOCHASTIC
QUASIGRADIENT METHODS

R.T. Rockafellar and R.J-B Wets*

Given a stochastic optimization problem find z € X ¢ R" that minimizes
F(z) = E{f(2,€)} where f : R"2E — R is a real-valued function, the quasi-
gradient algorithm generates a sequence {z!,2?,...} of points of X (converging
to the optimal solution with probability 1) through the recursion:

zvt

Vi=prj(s” — p,2")

X
where prjx denotes the projection on X, {p,,v =1,...} is a sequence of positive
scalars that tend to 0, and 2¥ is a stochastic quasi-gradient of F' at z¥; see
Chapter 5.

Unless X is a simple convex set, e.g. a rectangle or a ball, the projection
operation may be too onerous to allow for a straightforward implementation of
the iterative step; one would have to find at each step

2"t = argmin|dist® (¥ — p,2",2)|z € X,

which means solving a mathematical program with quadratic objective func-
tion. Therefore the implementations of the stochastic quasi-gradient method
rely usually on various schemes to bypass this projection operation, through
penalization or primal-dual methods, for example. There are however a few
cases when it is possible to design a very effective subroutine to perform the
projection operation.

We describe a simple method for projecting a point ¥ € R} on a convex set
X, assumed to be nonempty, that is the intersection of a rectangle C C R" and
a set determined by a single linear or more generally by a separable nonlinear
constraint of the type:

n

2 aile) <4, (19.1)

=1

where the a; are convex differentiable functions such that for every j =1,...,n,
the derivative a; of a a; () is positive and bounded away from zero on C where

C:= {a:eR"]ZijjSuj, j=1,...,n} (19.2)

* Supported in part by grants of the National Science Foundation.
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with £; = —or and u; = 40 if 2; is not bounded below or above. We had to
deal with sucli a case in connection with the model described in Chapter 22.
(For related work, cf. [2]-[6].) Since the derivative of a convex function is a
monotone nondecreasing function, the preceding condition on the derivative is
satisfied if (and only if)

a;(l;) > 0 if ¢; is finite (19.8)

orif {; = —o0
rliglm ay(r) = aj(¢) > 0.
Set, a;-(uj) = rll’rgo a}(r) if u; = +oo. In the special case when a;(-) is linear, in

which case we write
a;(2;) = a;2;, (19.4)

this condition boils down to having a; > 0.
The projection prjy 7 of § on X is the optimal solution of the (convex)
nonlinear program

find zeCCR™
such that Zaj(zj) <b

= (19.5)

1 o .
and z= Edjstz(@,z) is minimized.

Here “dist” is the Euclidean distance, i.e. the objective is the quadratic form

n

n n
dist?(5,2) =) _ 22 —2) Gz + ) G2 (19.6)
i=1 1=1

i=1

Since the feasible region
X =0Cn{z|) aj(z;) < b} (19.7)
=

is a closed convex set, and the objective is an inf-compact (closed and bounded
level sets) strictly convex function, the projection problem (19.5) is always solv-
able and it has a untgue solution which is prj y 7.

Of course, it would be very easy to find the optimal solution of such a prob-
lem if there were no additional constraints besides z € C. Our purpose is to
show that with a single additional constraint it is possible to devise an algorith-
mic procedure for solving (19.5) that requires only marginally more work. This
is achieved by constructing a (partial) dual to (19.5) whose solution gives us the
(optimal) Lagrange multiplier \* to associate to the constraint X;a,(z) < b.
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When this multiplier A* is known, then the theory of convex optimization allows
us to replace (19.5) by the following separable convex optimization problem:
find zeCCR"
n
such that Z[%(z, -~ @‘j)g + /\'aj(zj)] is minimized. (19.8)
=1
The solution to such a problem yields z* = prj x ¥, with
& (& —5) + A (L) 20,
uy if (uj - @\J) + ,\"a;(uj) <0, (19.9)
z; where z; + A*a’(z;) =7, otherwise.

In particular if a;(-) is linear (19.4), then (19.9) becomes

¢ if (¢; — ;) + A*aj 20,
7 =14 uj if (u; — %) +X%a; 0, (19.10)
¥j— Aa; otherwise.

Thus all that is needed is an efficient procedure for finding A*. To do so let us
consider the following convex optimization problem:

find ) € R+
. - (19.11)
such that g()) is maximized,
where
.1 ~
g()) = min E(Zj —7)* + Aaj(z5)] - Ab. (19.12)
J=1

In fact this problem is dual to our original problem (19.8). This claim can be
substantiated by appealing to the general duality theory for convex optimization
problems, cf. [7]; the Lagrangian generating (19.5) and (19.11) as a dual pair
of problems is the function:

E;-':l[%(zj—ﬁj)2+/\aj(zj)]—,\b ifzeC,y20,
L{z)) = { o @A 0,
—o0 if A <o0.

We can also argue directly as follows: define

(n) =sup[nr +g(A)[A € Ry ].
Note that (0) is then the optimal value of (19.11). From (19.12) it follows
that

DL et

w(n) =sup A [Z aj(zj) - b+] +gg %distQ(z,_i])
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and in particular for = 0, since X = ON {2} 3], aj(z;) < b} is nonempty,
we obtain

S TP
#(0) = min - [dist? (2, 9)] if _Elaj(zj) <b
J:

which is the optimal value of the projection problem (19.5). The equality of
the optimal values implies in turn that if z° solves (19.5) and A° solves (19.11)
then from definition (19.12), we have

A° (Zn: aj(z}) — b) =0 (19.13)

i=1

Thus the multiplier A* that we seek, to substitute in (19.9), is the optimal
solution of (19.11), the 1-dimensional optimization problem (on R). For any
X € Ry, we can find an explicit expression, that yields the argmin of (19.11),
similar to (19.9), namely

& ‘IA)WJ = (3 - J)/a"(e ),

zj(A) = Uj if A < 7’] (yJ u])/a (u ) (19.14)
zj ifn; <A< nJ
where z; + Ad'; (.'1:1) = ;.

Note that we have used the facts that a;- is nonnegative and nondecreasing, so
that a;(¢;) < a};(u;) and hence ; < n] for all j. With

I~ ={r<n;},

7H0) = (71A 2 03}, (16.15)

and
J(A)={sln; <A<},

we have that
1 ~
g = > (55 = 35)* + Aaj(u;)]
JEIT(N)
1 ~
+ ) leftlo (6 = 55) + has(8)] (19.16)
J'EJ+('\)

+ ) [ (25(X) = )" + Aaz(2;(A)] - Ab.

JEJ('\)

The function g is concave: expression (19.12) gives us g as the sum of a linear
function (—b)A and a min-function (of a collection of linear functions in ). Thus
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the derivative, if it exists, is a monotone nonincreasing function of A. Finding

the maxirmm of g on Ry corresponds to finding A* such that g’(A*) = 0, unless
¢(0) < 0 in which case A* = 0. Here, unless a}; is pathological, we have that

FN= 2 e+ Y ai(t)-b

jel=(x) jelt(x)
+ 2 (=500 =925 0) +ai(2;(3) + Al (25(3) 5 (V)]
JEI(N)

and using the definition of z;(A) when j € J(}) this simplifies to

FN= 3 e+ X e+ ) aile(N) -6 (19.7)

JeJ~(A) jeIt() JEI(X)

In the linear case, this becomes

g'(/\) = E ajuj-i- Z aJ£J+ Z [a,@—agl\] —b. (19.18)

€I~ () j€It() JE€I(N)

To find \* € argmax[g(,\)|/\ € R.], we propose the following procedure:

Step 0. Order {7;] , ..y}, say as (f1,...,02n), recording for each
f#; the corresponding la.l;el (_1, or (7,+). (Ties correspond to an entry in the
6-vector repeated the appropriate number of times.)

Set = = 0,0 =0, with p = min(j]6; > 0.)

Construct J~ (8~ = 0),J*(0), J(0).

Compute

FO)= 3 alw)+ D a(&)+ D as(@) -t

jel—(0) jeIt(0) JEI(0)

If #(0) <0, stop. Set \* =0 and exit.
If #(0) > 0, continue.

Step 1. Compute g'(f*) using (19.17) or (19.18).
If #(67) <0, then find A* € [#—,0%] such that g'(1*) =0, exit.
If /(6%) > 0, continue.

Step 3. Set p:=p+1,0” :=6%,6%:=9,
Adjust J=(97),J1(67),J(67)
Return to Step 1.

The algorithm clearly converges since it is a systematic search of a mono-
tone nonincreasing function that eventually must reach the interval [e,, 2pii)
in which g’ takes on the value 0; the problem is known to have a solution, see
the preceding comments about duality.
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In the linear case, all operations prescribed by the algorithm are simple
and straightforward. The derivative ¢’(}) is given by (19.18). In Step 1, when
g’ (1) £0,)* is given by the expression

At =By
where
g= E aju; + E aj2j+zaj§)j—b,
jeJ~ jeJt jelt
and
4 =Ea§.
jeJ

When the a;(-) are nonlinear, the evaluation of #'()) requires first the
evaluation of z;(A) for all j € J()). Also in Step 1 there may be difficulties in
finding A* when g’'(§%) < 0. To begin with, let us consider the equations

zi+ /\a;-(xj) = f,l\j. (19.19)

Usually, there are many situations when it is easy to find a closed form expres-
sion for z; as a function of A. For example, if a;(z) = 02? + 2+ v witha > 0
(recall that a;(-) is convex), then

2;(A) = (35— A8)/ (1 + 201).

In general, however, even when an explicit expression for the derivative is avail-
able, we may have to resort to a numerical procedure for finding z;(1). But
here we are greatly aided by the following observation. For A € [J_,n;"] the
function

z (24 Aaf(2) — 3j)
is monotone nondecreasing between £; and «; with

(& = §5) + Aa3(g;) < 0
and

(#; — §5) + Aaj(u;) 20,

as follows from the definition of #; and n;, see (19.14). Thus a secant method
[1], that we used in our implementation, is a very efficient procedure to find

z;(A).
We now turn to finding A* with g'(A*) = 0, knowing that
g(67)>0and /(67) <0,
where g’ is given by (19.17). The sets J ~ (1), J7(}) and J(}) remain fixed on
this interval. Let
A=b—3 a;(u)= ) o),

jeJ— jeJt
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and

1N =) ajle;(A).

JeI(X)

Note that from the definition of 8~ and % it follows that
n; <7< 6t Snj, forall y € J.
Moreover, A — 7(}) is a decreasing function with
7(67) > B and y(61) < 8.

We need to find A\* such that 4(A*) = . Unless we have some expression for
aj(z;{})) that can be handled easily, we again need to rely on a numerical
procedure, and in this case too the secant method suggests itself [1]. That is
what we have used in our own implementation of the procedure.

This projection method is extremely efficient in the linear case but also
produces very good results in the nonlinear case, in which case its efficiency is
that of the secant method used in finding A* and z;(1).

If there is more than one constraint, in addition to the upper and lower
bounds, it may still be possible to use the procedure outlined here. For example
it is possible to keep track of the active constraints, and when only one (or no)
extra constraint is violated then we could use this procedure to obtain the
projection, provided the projected point does not violate some other constraint.
We should thus be able to cope with two or three extra constraints, resorting
only once in a while to a general optimization procedure for solving (19.5).

Acknowledgment: We very much appreciate the comments of Dr. Richard
Cottle {Stanford University) as well as his help on bibliographical questions.
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CHAPTER 20
DESCENT STOCHASTIC QUASIGRADIENT METHODS
K. Marti

20.1 Introduction

The FORTRAN-code “SEMI STOCHASTIC APPROXIMATION” can be ap-
plied in solving stochastic optimization problems of the following type

minimize f(z)

] (20.1)
subject to z € D,

where D is a closed convex subset of R" and F = F(z) is the convex mean
value function defined by

F(z) = Eu(A(w)z — b(w)), z€R". (20.1.1)

Here (A(w),b(w)) is an m x (n+1) random matrix and u is a convex loss function
on R™ such that the mean value F(z) in (20.1.1) is real for every z € R". We
suppose that the set D* of optimal solutions z* of (20.1) is nonempty.

Problems of the form (20.1) arise in many different connections, as e.g.
— Stochastic linear programming with recourse 7], [22]
— Portfolio optimization [9], 23]
— Error minimization and optimal design {2], [20]
— Statistical prediction [1]
- Optimal decision functions [5], [10].

Since the gradient (or subgradient) 3F of F exists under weak assumptions
and is given then by the formula

3F (z) = EA(w)'du(A(w)e — b(w)), (20.2)

where A’ is the transpose of a matrix A and du denotes the subgradient of
u, our basic problem (20.1) could be attacked in principle by a gradient (or
quasigradient) procedure of the type

2r+1 = Pplee — pegr), k=1,2,..., (20.3)

where pi > 0 is a step size, gx € F (zx) and Pp denotes the projection of R
onto D.
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However, in practice the computation of the gradient (subgradient ) §F(zx)
causes in general the following difficulties:
e Either formula (20.2) can not be evaluated at all because only a stochastic
estimate Y of an element g € OF (zx) is available [8], [21]. Hence, in this
case we only have

Yr = gx + noise with some gx € IF(zx); (20.4.1)

o Or, though the integrand A'du(Az — b) and the probability distribution
Pacy,n()) of A(w),b(w) in (20.2) is known, the numerical evaluation of this
formula (20.2)—involving a multiple integral—is impossible in practice,
since it takes too much computing time. In this case 9F(z;) may be
approximated by

Y. € A(wk)'au(A(wk)zk - b(wk)), (20.4.2)

where (A(wk),b(wk)) is a realization of the random matrix (A(w),b(w))
generated independently of zx by means of a pseudo random generator
[11].

Consequently, in both cases (20.4.1) and (20.4.2) the gradient procedure can

not be applied in practice.
It is therefore often replaced by the stochastic quasigradient method [3],
(6]

X1 = Pp(Xg — pxYr),k=1,2,..., (20.5)

where the random direction is defined now as described by (20.4.1) or (20.4.2).
Selecting a priors a sequence of step sizes p1, pa,... such that

oo o0
PE > O,Z Pk = +°°,Z:P?} < oo,
k=1 k=1

e.g. pxr = ;ip for some constants ¢ > 0 and ¢ € INU {0}, it is well known
[19], [21] that the sequence of random iterates Xy, Xy,... generated by (20.5)
converges with probability one to the set D* of optimal solutions z* of (20.1),
provided that the approximates Yy of dF (zx) fulfill a certain uniform second
order integrability condition and D* is a bounded set.

Unfortunately, due to their probabilistic nature, stochastic approximation
procedures only have a very slow asymptotic rate of convergence of the type

E|X, - 2" = 0(k7?),

where ) is a constant such that 0 < A £ 1.

Moreover, the main disadvantage of stochastic quasigradient procedures
(20.5) is their nonmonotonicity which sometimes may be displayed in a highly
oscillatory behavior [4]. Hence, in many cases one does not know whether the
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algorithm has reached already a certain neighborhood of an optimal solution
z* or not.

For improving the convergence behavior of (20.5), several methods were
suggested, e.g. based on the adaptive selection of the step sizes px, see [8], or
based on the use of second order information about F', see [18].

A further method—having a partial monotonicity property— is presented
in the following.

20.2 Semi-Stochastic approximation

As was shown in several papers [10], [12], [14], [15]. [17], for several classes
U of convex loss functions u and several classes I of distributions P(a(.)s(.))
of the random matrix (A(w),b5(w)), our minimization problem (20.1) has the
following important

Property: (20.6)

At certain “nonefficient” or “nonstationary” points # € D there exists a de-
terministic (feasible) descent direction h = h(2) of F which can be computed
with less computing expenses than an element g, of dF(2;). Moreover, h(z) is
stable with respect to variations of the loss of function v € U.

Consequently, if at a certain iteration point Xj this property (20.6) holds,
then clearly one will replace the stochastic direction —Yj, which is a descent
direction only in the mean, by the descent direction hx = h(Xx) of F available
then at X; with low computing expenses.

Hence, we obtain—as already described in [11], [18]—the following

Descent Stochastic Quasigradient Method
X _ PD(XI, + pkhk), if (20.6) holds at z;
k+1 7 Pp(Xk — prYr), else.

In many important applications this hybrid procedure has the important feature
that property (20.6) is fulfilled, e.g. at every second iteration point X;. Hence,
in this case (20.9.1) has the more convenient form

(20.7.1)

PD(X]‘- + Plchk)v fke IN]

Xk+l B {PD(XL' - kak)a ifke Ith (207.2)

where IN;,IN; is a known decomposition of the set of integers IN, e.g. IN; =
{1,3,5...}, N, = {2,4,6,...}. As was shown in [18], if the step sizes p1, p3,...
are chosen such that

o0
>0, Y ok <+00, ) g} < +oo,
kelNg k=1

then the semi-stochastic approximation procedure (20.7) converges with prob-
ability one to the set D* of optimal solutions z* of (20.1).
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As expected, several numerical examples [11] show that the descent sto-
chastic quasigradient method (20.7) has a much better convergence behavior
than the pure stochastic quasigradient method. Especially, the highly oscil-
latory behavior of the random iterates Xi,k = 1,2,..., observed in (20.5) is
damped very much by using also deterministic descent directions kg in (20.7);
moreover, the set D* of optimal solutions is reached more exactly. In a recent
paper [16] the rate of convergence of (20.7) could be estimated as follows.

Theorem 2.1. Denote by by = E|| X —z*||? and b} = E||X¢ —2*)|? the mean
square error of the descent stochastic quasigradient, pure stochastic quasigra-
dient method, respectively.

(a) If a fixed rate of stochastic and deterministic steps are taken in (20.7), then
there are constants Q;,Q; with 0 < @, <1,Q; < @3 such that

Q168 <bp <Qa-b} as k— > oo. (20.8)

Furthermore, Q,,@Q3 are given by known formulas and @; < 1 holds if % <
~, where N, M is the number of stochastic, deterministic steps, respectively,
in one complete turn of iterations and gamma is a certain ratio depending
on the parameters of the problem (20.1).

(b) If the stochastic steps in (20.7) are taken at a decreasing rate, then the
speed of convergence is increased from b = 0(%) in the pure stochastic
case to by = 0(k~*) with a constant 1 < X < 2 in the semi-stochastic case.

20.8 Construction of deterministic descent direction

Up to now deterministic feasible descent directions may be constructed if the
distributions P(4.)3(.)) are

e stable [132]
e invariant [15]
o discrete [14].

The following implementation is based on the assumption that (A(w),b(w)) has
a m(n + 1)-dimensional

normal distribution with (20.9)
mean (4,5 and (20.9.1)

Qu Qu - Q@im
Qi Qa2 - Gam

covariance matrix Q = , (20.9.2)

Qmi Qmz - Qmm

where the (n + 1) x (n + 1) matrix Q;; denotes the covariance matrix of the
i-th and j-th row (4;(w),bi(w)),(A;(w),b;(w)), resp., of the random matrix

(A(w), b(w)).

Besides (20.9) we still suppose:
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The objective function F' of (20.1) is not constant (20.10)
on arbitrary line segments Zg of R" .
From assumption (20.9) follows that the random m-vector A(w)z —b(w) has a
normal distribution with mean Az — b and covariance matrix

TQuET TQuZ - TQmE
~ ~
TQnZ Q7 - TQimd
Q.r = . . .
E’leé\ ng2£ e ?Qmma

where 2 = (%))
The key for the construction of descent directions is now this

Theorem 8.1. Suppose that assumptions (20.9) and (20.10) are fulfilled. If
n-vectors z,y # = are related according to the relations
Az =4y (20.11.1)
Q:x — Qy is positive semidefinite, (20.11.2)
then F(y) < F(z) and h =y — z is a descent direction of F' at z. Moreover, if
z € D and in addition to (20.11.1) and (20.11.2) we still have
y€ D, (20.11.3)

then h =y — z is a feasible descent direction of F' at z.

Note For given z (20.11.1) is a system of m linear equations for y. Relation
(20.11.2) means that the smallest eigenvalue of Q, — Q, is nonnegative. In
the important special case m = 1, (20.11.2) is reduced to the single quadratic
constraint
FOuz27Qui. (20.11.2a)
If (A(w),b(w)) has stochastically independent rows, then (20.11.2) is equivalent
to
Qi 27 Qiiy foralli=1,2,...,m. (20.11.2b)
In this case solutions y of (20.11) may be obtained by solving for given vector
z the convex program
minimize gl Ql‘o ig 5}
subject to 7 Qu¥ <FQu%, 1=1,2,...,m

e (20.12)
Ay = Az
y€eD,
where 1 < 39 < m is a fixed integer.
In the general case one has to consider the program
minimize A(Q, — Q)
subject to Ay — Az (20.13)

yED,
where A(Q. — Qy) denotes the smallest eigenvalue of Q, — Q.
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20.4 Implementation

20.4.1 Representation of the random matrix (A(w),8(w})
(A(w),b(w)) is defined by

(A(w), b(w)) = (4°,8°) +iwf(,41,bi). (20.14)

where (A7,b), 7 =0,1,...,r, are m X (n + 1) matrices to be selected by the
user and w!,w?,...,w" are independent normal random variables with mean
zero and variance one. A realization (A(wg),b(wi)) of (A(w),b(w)) is then
represented by

(A o) b)) = (4°,89) + (47,8,

where wx = (w},w},...,wf), k= 0,1,...,is a sequence of stochastically inde-

endent realizations of the random r-vector w = (w!,w?,...,w") generated by
P

means of a pseudo random generator (converting uniformly distributed pseudo
random numbers into normal distributed ones based on the central limit theo-
rem ).

20.4.2 Computation of the search directions

We suppose that _
rank A = rank A =m < n.

The matrix A = (@1,3@2y-+-1@m), Gk = k-th column of A, must be partitioned
by the user into a regular m x m matrix

B = (@r; ,Thyy -2 Tk )
and an m X (n — m) rest matrix
E = (x;,8ngye-er8xp_ )
The user has then to define the index set
INDXAO0 = {kl, kg,..-,km,ﬁl,ﬁg,...,fcn_m}.

Given the last iteration point zx, in the subroutine FUNCT a solution yi of
the relations (20.11.1) - (20.11.3) is computed.

At present only the case D = IR" is implemented. For sake of generality the

system of relations (20.11) is solved by means of the program (20.13}. However,
having a more special situation, the user only has to replace the procedure
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(20.13) implemented presently in FUNCT by his own procedure for solving

{20.11).
If yx # 2k, then hy = yx — 24 is a feasible descent direction (see Theorem

3.1) and the next iteration point zx; is defined by
Try1 = 2k + pr(ye — k),
where p; > 0 is a step size..
If yx = 21, then FUNCT fails to find a descent direction. Hence, the next
iteration point is defined by
Tpt+1 = Tk — Pk Yk,
where

Yi € A(we)' 8u(A(wr)zr — b(wi)).

20.4.8 Step size
At present the step sizes pg, k =0,1,..., are defined by

L
=TT

For a deterministic step the user may also take py =1 or px = 0.5.

20.4.4 Loss function «
The following classes of loss functions are implemented:

(a) Quadratic loss functions
ulz)=c+¢z+2Wz2e R™,
where ¢ is a fixed number, ¢ denotes an m-vector and W is a positive

semidefinite m X m matrix.
(b) Polynomial loss function

m
w(z) =3 22z = (1,0 2m) €R™,
J=1

where g is a fixed integer.
(c) Sublinear loss function

_ ’ m
u(z) = 112?%(,’[;74,2 eR"™,

where fi,fa,...,/, are fixed m-vectors.
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20.4.5 Stopping criterion

The user has to select a (small) positive number EPS> 0, an integer ITMAX and
a number TMAX. The procedure runs until the first of the following conditions
is fulfilled:

llze+1 — 2] < EPS,

k < ITMAX (= maximal number of iterations),

T £ TMAX (= maximal computing time),
where || ¢ || denotes the Euclidean norm.

Acknowledgment: The FORTRAN code was written by A. Bohme.
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CHAPTER 21

STOCHASTIC INTEGER PROGRAMMING BY
DYNAMIC PROGRAMMING

B.J. Lageweg, J.K. Lenstra, A.R. Kan and L. Stougie

Abstract

Stochastic integer programming is a suitable tool for modeling hierarchical de-
cision situations with combinatorial features. In continuation of our work on
the design and analysis of heuristics for such problems, we now try to find op-
timal solutions. Dynamic programming techniques can be used to exploit the
structure of two-stage scheduling, bin packing and multiknapsack problems.
Numerical results for small instances of these problems are presented.

21.1 Introduction

Stochastic integer programming problems appear to be among the hardest prob-
lems in the area of mathematical programming. Most research on these prob-
lems has so far concentrated on the design and analysis of approzimation algo-
rithms. A survey of recent work in this direction, illustrated on the probabilistic
analysis of a two-stage scheduling heuristic, can be found elsewhere in this vol-
ume [9]

In this chapter, we are interested in optimsization algorithms for stochastic
integer programming. The development of a reasonably efficient general pro-
cedure for this purpose seems a tremendous research challenge. Our objective
is more modest. We will consider stochastic integer programs of a very special
structure. The stochastic parameters will have a discrete distribution with a
finite number of points with positive density. Moreover, each realization will
lead to a combinatorial optimization problem that is solvable by a dynamic
programming routine. The overall stochastic optimization problem will then
be solved by a single giant recursion that combines the separate dynamic pro-
gramming computations for all the individual realizations. This can be done
only for problem instances of a relatively small size. Still, our numerical re-
sults give valuable insight into the shape of value functions of stochastic integer
programming problems.

The following three sections illustrate our approach on two-stage schedul-
tng, bin packing, and multtknapsack problems. In each section, we first formulate
the problem in question, then present the dynamic programming algorithm, and
finally discuss our numerical results. We note that the computational experi-
ence was obtained by improved implementations of the basic recursions, the
technical details of which can be found in an extended version of this paper [7].
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21.2 Scheduling

21.2.1 Problem Formulation

The two-stage scheduling problem studied in this section was first formulated
in [2]. At the aggregate level, one has to decide on the number X of identical
parallel machines that are to be acquired, while knowing the cost ¢ of a single
machine, the number n of jobs that are to be processed, and the probability dis-
tribution of the vector w = (wy,...,wn) of their processing times. It is assumed
that the w; are independent and identically distributed random variables with
expectation u. At the detailed level, after X has been determined, a realization
w € ) of w becomes known, where {2 denotes the set of all realizations, and
one has to decide on a schedule in which each machine processes at most one
job at a time, job 7 is processed during an uninterrupted time period of length
wj (f=1,...,n) and no job is processed prior to time 0, so as to achieve a
minimum value Y*(X,w) of the maximum job completion time. The total cost
of the acquisition decision X and the optimal scheduling decision is denoted by
V*(X,w) =cX +Y*(X,w).

In the two-stage decision model, the objective is to determine a value X* €
IN such that the expected total cost is minimized:

EV*(X*,w) = mm{EV (X,w)}.

In the distribution model, the objective is to determine a function X° : 0 —» IN
such that for each w € {1 the actual total cost is minimized:

V(X (w),w) = mm{V‘(X w)}y VYwel

Previous work on this problem concerned the design and analysis of a two-
stage heuristic [3] This heuristic sets the number of machines equal to the value
of X that minimizes the lower bound VEB(X) = cX +np/X on EV*(X,w) and
assigns the jobs to the machines by a list scheduling rule. (In our computational
experiments, we used the longest processing time rule, which puts the jobs on a
list in order of nonincreasing processing times and successively assigns the next
job on the list to the earliest available machine; this rule has a better worst
case performance than arbitrary list scheduling [5].) The relative error of the
heuristic tends to 0 as n tends to infinity for various measures of stochastic
convergence [8].
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21.2.2 Dynamic programming

The second stage scheduling problem of determining ¥Y*(X,w) for given X and
w is NP-hard [4]. We will consider the situation in which the processing times
can assume only & distinct values ay,...,a, for a fixed value of k. Let us
denote by w =|[ny,...,ng] the vector of processing times in which the value a;
occurs n; times, for y =1,..., k.

One can obtain an optimal schedule on X machines by assigning a certain
subset of jobs optimally to X — 1 machines and putting the remaining jobs on
another machine. This observation leads to the following recurrence relations:

Y*(X,[n1,...,nk]) = min{max{Y*(X — 1,[n; — &,...,nx — &]),
Y*(1,[6,..., %))}
IOSZJ < nj(j=1,...,k)}(X> 1),

k
Y*(L,[n1y.. . nk]) = z nja;.
Jj=1

Computation of ¥ *(X,w) by a dynamic programming algorithm based on this
recursion requires O(X Hle n;) time, which is exponential in & but polynomial
for fixed k.

In the more general context of the two-stage scheduling problem, we assume
that the processing times have a discrete distribution with & integral values
G1y...,0k in its support. The independence of the processing times implies
that w = [n,,...,n,] has a multinomial distribution. The idea is now to go
through the entire recursion once in order to compute ¥ *(X,w) for all values
X € {1,...,n} and for all realizations w € {2, where {0 is given by

Q={[r1,...,ne]l0<n; <n(j=1,...,k),n1 + -+ np = n}.

The distribution model is then solved by the selection, for each w € (1, of a value
of X that minimizes V*(X,w) = cX +Y*(X,w). The two-stage decision model
is solved by the determination of a value of X that minimizes EV*(X,w) =
eX + X e Priw =w}Y* (X, w).

A straightforward application of the above dynamic programming algo-
rithm requires O(n*) comparisons for each of the O(rn**!) pairs (X,w), and
hence O(n?**1) time altogether; the multinomial probabilities are easily com-
puted within this time bound. A more efficient implementation reduces the
overall running time to O(n?k) [7].
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21.2.8 Computational results

The dynamic programming algorithm was coded in PASCAL and run on a CD
Cyber 170-750 to solve several instances of the two-stage scheduling problem.
The solution of instances with 100 jobs and two possible processing time values
or with 50 jobs and three processing time values required about 30 seconds. The
values of & considered are admittedly small, but the values of n are realistic
and the running times are such that our brute force approach should not be
dismissed on grounds of manifest inefficiency.

We illustrate the numerical results on a set of representative instances given
by

c=1,
n=1,...,100,
k=20, =18,a9 = 14,Pr{w; = a1} =Pr{w; = a3} = {{y =1,...,n).

Figure 21.1 shows four functions of the number of jobs:

- the minimal lower bound minx {VLB{X)} mentioned in Section 21.2.1;

— the minimal expected total cost EV*(X*,w) (the optimum for the two-
stage decision model);

— the expected minimal total cost EV*{X°(w),w) (the optimum for the dis-
tribution model, averaged over all realizations);

— the expected approximate total cost obtained by the heuristic mentioned
in Section 21.2.1.

Note that the last three functions are defined only for integral n; Linear inter-
polation has been applied to improve the presentation. The distribution model
yields slightly better results than the two-stage decision model on average, as
expected. A comparison between the optima and the lower and upper bounds
confirms that the absolute differences are significant while the relative differ-
ences disappear with increasing problem size.

For the case that n = 100, Figure 21.2 shows three functions of the first
stage decision variable, the number X of machines:

- the lower bound VX2(X);

— the expected total cost EV*{X,w) in case of an optimal second stage de-

cision;

— the expected total cost in case of an approximate second stage decision.
Note that we have interpreted X as a continuous variable: acquisition of a
fractional machine costs a fraction of ¢ but yields no benefit at the second
stage; the vertical line segments correspond to discontinuities. In spite of the
smoothing effect due to averaging over all realizations, both the optimal and
the approximate cost functions are highly nonconvex and multimodal. The
functions consist of a first stage component, which is linear and increasing, and
a second stage component, which is nonconvex and nonincreasing. Addition of
the two components can turn the nonconvexities into local minima, and small
values of ¢ appear to be most effective in this respect.
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21.83 Bin Packing

21.8.1 Problem formulation

The two-stage bin packing problem is formulated as follows. At the aggregate
level, one has to decide on the capacity Y of bins, while knowing the cost d
of one unit of capacity, the number n of ¢tems that are to be packed into the
bins, and the probability distribution of the vector w = {w;,...,w,) of the
item wesghts. It is again assumed that the w; are independent and identically
distributed random variables with expectation u. At the detailed level, after
Y has been determined, a realization w € {2 of w becomes known, and one has
to decide on a packing in which each item is assigned to a bin and the total
weight of the items assigned to the same bin does not exceed its capacity Y,
$0 as to achieve a minimum number X*(Y,w) of bins needed. The total cost of
the first stage decision Y and the optimal second stage decision is denoted by
W*(Y,w) =dY + X*(Y,w).

In the two-stage decision model, the objective is to determine a value Y* €
R such that

EW*(Y*,w) = Yrg{iﬂﬁ{EW'(Y,N)}.

In the distribution model, the objective is to determine a function Y? :w — R,
such that
W* (Y (w),w) = Yréul'}{1+{W'(Y,w)}, Vw € Q1.

This problem is the symmetric counterpart of the two-stage scheduling
problem from the previous section. One can view items as jobs, weights as
processing times, bins as machines and their capacity as a job completion dead-
line, but now the order of the decisions is reversed. In fact, the above cost
structure is quite natural in this context. First, a delivery date for the jobs is
negotiated, whereby the cost of extending this date by one unit is independent
of the number of machines that will turn out to be needed later on.

In analogy to the two-stage scheduling heuristic given at the end of Section
21.2.1, one can consider the following two-stage bin packing heuristic. The
bin capacity is set equal to the value of ¥ that minimizes the lower bound
WLB(Y) =dY+np/Y on EW*(Y,w), and the items are packed into bins by the
first fit decreasingrule, i.e., the items are taken in order of nonincreasing weights
and each next item is assigned to the first bin that has enough capacity to
accommodate it. This heuristic can be shown to have several strong properties
of asymptotic optimality [10].
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21.3.2 Dynamic programming

The second stage bin packing problem of determining X*(Y,w) for given X and
w is NP-hard [4]. We will again consider the situation in which the stochastic
parameters can assume only k values ay,...,a, for a fixed k, and write w =
[n1,-..,nk] to denote the vector in which the value a; occurs n; times, for
i=1,...,k.

The following dynamic programming algorithm given in to [6]. Let C(Y,w)
be the total amount of capacity needed to pack items with weights specified by
w into bins of capacity Y. It is assumed that C(Y,w) includes the slack capacity
of each bin (which is equal to ¥ minus the total weight of the items assigned to
that bin) except for the slack capacity of the last bin. Thus, if C{Y,w) = XY -T
with X € Z; and 0 <T <Y, then an optimal packing requires X bins and the
last bin has a slack capacity of I'. Let A(Y,w,a) be the extra capacity needed
when an item with weight a is added to this packing:

a T >a
AYw,a) = {I‘+a ifT < ai
It is not hard to see that
C(Y,[n1,..oyni]) = min  {C(Y,[n1,...,nj_1,n5 — L,njty,... ,n])

lsjsk:nj>0

+AY,[r1ye ey njo1,ny = L0, 0], a5) }
(-n1+...+nk >0),

cly,lo,...,0)) =0.

We finally have that X*(Y,w) = [C(Y,w)/Y].

For the two-stage bin packing problem, we make the same assumptions con-
cerning the distribution of the stochastic parameters as in Section 21.2.2 and
apply the same strategy to obtain solutions to both stochastic optimization
models. Since the values ay,...,a, are integral, there is no loss of generality in
considering only integral capacities Y. Let ap.x = max{a;,...,ar} and note
that 1 €Y < namax. The algorithm requires a fixed number of comparisons
for each of the O(n**lapy,y) pairs (Y,w), and hence O(n*lamay) time alto-
gether. A more efficient implementation reduces the overall running time to
O(n*+ (/D arfld= /) [1].

Due to the relation between the two-stage scheduling and bin packing prob-
lems that was observed above, the Y *(X,w) values from Section 21.2.2 could be
used to derive the X*(Y, w) values needed here and vice versa, as long as the set
{a1,-..,ax} is the same in both cases. The former recursion has the advantage
of requiring strictly polynomial time; the latter one is pseudop olynomial but
much faster for small values a,..., ag.
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21.3.8 Computational results
For the typical problem instance given by

d=1,
n = 100,
k=2,a; =18,a3 = 14,Pr{w; = a1} =Pr{w; =as} = ;(/ =1,...,n),

Figure 21.3 shows three functions of the first stage decision variable, the capac-
ity Y:

— the lower bound WI‘B(Y);

— the expected total cost EW*(Y,w) in case of an optimal second stage de-

cision;

— the expected total cost in case of an approximate second stage decision.
An Investigation of these and other results leads to the same conclusions con-
cerning running time, quality of lower and upper bounds, and the occurrence
of multiple local minima as in Section 21.2.3.

21.4 Multiknapsack

21.4.1 Problem formulation

The two-stage multiknapsack problem that we will consider here can be viewed
as a capttal budgeting problem. At the aggregate level, one has to decide on the
sizes X1,...,Xm of m budgets that are to be reserved for financing a number
of projects, while knowing the cost ¢; of reserving one unit of budget ¢ (¢ =
1,...,m), the requirement r;; of project j out of budget 7 (¢ =1,....,m,j =
1,...,n), and the probability distribution of the vector w = (wy,...,w,) of
revenues that the projects will yield. 1t is assumed that all ¢;, #;; and w; are
nonnegative and that the r;; are integral. At the detailed level, after X =
(X15+..,Xm) has been determined, a realization w € {2 of w becomes known,
and one has to decide on a selection S of the projects that maximizes the total
revenue ¥ *(X,w) within the budget constraints:

Y*(X,w)= max"}{ijIZT.'jSX; (f=1,...,m)}.

sci1,..
Loy JES JES

The total profit of the budgeting decision X and the optimal selection decision
is denoted by Z*(X,w) = -2 2, ;X +Y* (X, w).
In the two-stage decision model, the objective is to determine a vector
X* € R such that
EzZ*(X*,w) = EZ* (X .
(X*,w) Xrg%xr{ (X,w)}
In the distribution model, the objective is to determine a function X° : 2 — R’

such that
* 0 — *
Z (X (w),w) —;xelﬂa{%{z (X,w)}, Yw € Q.
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21.4.2 The distribution model

The knapsack problem, i.e., the second stage problem with m = 1, is already
NP-hard [4]. Surprisingly, the distribution model is easily solved to optimality.
For each w € (2, the selection S(w) of profitable projects is given by S(w) =
{slw;j=22, cirij > 0}. The minimum budgets needed to finance these projects
are equal to X?(w) = E]‘ES(w) rij{¢ =1,...,m), and the corresponding total
profit is

Z*(X°(w),w) = E (wj —Ec,-r,-j), Vw e Q.

JjES (W) =1

In the situation that each revenue w; can assume only k distinct values, the
determination of X° requires O(mn) computations for each of £ realizations
w.

21.4.3 Dynamic programming

The second stage multiknapsack problem is solvable by a classical dynamic
programming algorithm from [1]. Let F;(X,w) be the maximum revenue if
only the first 7 projects can be selected, for given budgets X = (X;,...,Xn)
and revenues w = (wy,...,ws). An optimal selection is either restricted to the
first 7 — 1 projects or includes project j:

Fi((X1y-oy Xm)yw) =max{F;j_1((X1,...,Xm),w),
Fioi((X1=r1jsee s Xm — *mj)yw) +wi} (F=1,...,n),

0 HXj==Xpn=0
FO((XI"”’X"')’w)={—~oo othelrwise. " ’

Since the requirements #;; are integral, also the budgets X, can be assumed to
be integral. Computation of ¥ *(X,w) = F,(X,w) requires a single comparisén
for each of H,";l X; vectors X! € X at each of n successive stages, and hence
O(nJIX, X;) time altogether.

For the two-stage multiknapsack problem, we again consider the situation
in which each revenue w; can assume only & distinct values, for a fixed &. Let
R; = Z;":l vij and note that 0 < X; < R;(1=1,...,m). At stage j, only the
k? different realizations of (w1,...,w;) need to be distinguished (5 =1,...,n).
The algorithm therefore has to consider O(k? [I™, R;) pairs (X,w) at stage j.
Summation over all  yields an O(k" H'";I R;) time bound for the computation
of all Y*(X,w) and also for the determination of a budget vector X* that is
optimal in expectation.
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21.4.4 Computational results

The dynamic programming algorithm was coded in PASCAL and run on a CD
Cyber 170-750 to solve several instances of the two-stage knapsack problem.
We set m = 1 at the outset and did not attempt to solve proper multiknapsack
problems, for which m > 2. We assumed independence of the revenues w; and
tried to make the second stage knapsack problem nontrivial by specifying a
high correlation between the expected revenue Ew; of project j and its budget
requirement r; ;. The solution of instances with twelve projects and two possible
revenue values for each of them required about ten seconds.
For the problem instance given by

m=1,e=1,
n = 12,Pr{wj = alj} = Pr{wj =a2j} = -;j (J'= 1,...,n),

with the values of ry;, a1;, ag,;(; = 1,...,n) given in Table 21.1, Figure 21.4
shows the expected total profit EZ*((X,),w) as a function of the budget size
X1. Note that the profit is shown ounly for integral X; the line segments that
start from the points shown with a slope —¢; and that indicate the profit for
fractional X, have heen deleted. Even if we restrict our attention to integral
values of X, the profit function has many local maxima.

Table 21.1 Knapsack: numerical data

j 1 2 3 4 o 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
r1; 5 2 9 13 10 8 4 7 10 6 4 9
ar; 7 4 12 17 15 12 5 9 14 9 6 11
agj 3 1 6 11 8 7 1 4 7 7 2 8
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CHAPTER 22
FACILITY LOCATION PROBLEM

Yu. Ermoliev

22.1 Introduction

The public provision of urban facilities and services often takes the form of a
few central supply points serving a large number of spatially dispersed demand
points. These facilities include hospitals, schools, libraries, and emergency pro-
visions such as fire and police services. One of the fundamental features of
these systems is the spatial interaction between suppliers and consumers. The
need to introduce behavioral patterns more realistic than simply assuming that
customers use the nearest facility has been recognized by many authors, among
them Coelho and Wilson [4], Hodgson [7], Beaumont [1], and Leonardi [8],[9].
Since the proposed spatial interaction {“gravity”) models can be justified both
theoretically and empirically, their use in location modeling seems promising.

However, the classical spatial interaction models solve only part of the
problem. Although they are based on stochastic assumptions [14],[11],[3] they
use only the expected values of the underlying stochastic processes. A natural
further step is therefore to introduce the stochastic behavior explicitly, thus
allowing for uncertainty in both customer choice and demand knowledge. This
was the approach in papers [56],/6]. The aim of this paper is to describe some of
the problems arising when such stochastic features are introduced and to dis-
cuss the computational feasibility of stochastic quasigradient (SQG) methods.
Practical results obtained in [6] are presented for a stochastic problem which
deals with the optimal size of school facilities. Real data from Turin, Italy,
have been used in the tests and the results are compared to those obtained by
other methods. Some results reported on involve objective functions that are
not even continuous. The contents of this chapter follows papers [5),[6].
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22.2 Statement of the Problem

The simplest formulation of the deterministic facility location problem is as
follows: minimize the performance function

2 _lzijIn(zi) +eiszis] (22.1)

subject to the constraints

n

Z Zi; =ai,t= 1,7, (22.2)

=1
#; >0, Vij, (22.3)

where 2,; is an (unknown) expected flow of users from demand location ¢ to
facility location j(¢ = T,7,5 = 1,n) per unit time; g; is the total demand (m
terms of customers to be served per unit of time) at each demand location s;
¢i;j are the costs of travel between each pair of locations (3, 7).

The objective function (22.1) was first introduced into transport planning
evaluation by Bregman [2] and Neuburger [18] and extended to location analysis
Coelho and Wilson [4]. These authors gave this function an economic inter-
pretation, namely the consumer surplus measure associated with the pattern of
consumer trips {z;;}.

Due to the simple form of the problem (22.1)—(22.3), the closed-form opti-
mal solution is not hard to find:

zij = a;Pij,z; = Ezu, (22.4)

where
exp(—cij)

P =
N zfexp(—c.'j)

and z; is the size of the facility at j. Note that the quantities P;; satisfy the
following conditions:

Y P20,i=Trj=1n (22.5)

Equations {22.4) and (22.5) imply that trips from demand locations to facilities
are made according to a very simple interaction rule. The quantity P;; can be
interpreted as the probability that a customer living at location ¢ will choose the
facility at location j. Then z;; is the expected number of customers traveling
between ¢ and j.

It is worth noting that the interpretation of the quantities P;; as proba-
bilities is connected with the theory of probabilistic choice behavior [12]. It
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has also been shown by Bertuglia and Leonardi [$] that these quantities can be
considered as a steady-state distribution of a suitably defined Markov process.

It is now possible to use equation (22.4) as the basis from which to make
some generalizations concerning stochasticity. The simplest of these are as
follows:

(1) The demand a, at demand location ¢ is not known in advance; it is a
random variable. This assumption is reasonable in many long-term plan.
ning applications. For instance, in a high-school location problem the total
number of students living in each demand location may change over time
and so cannot be known in advance.

(2) Customers living in district ¢ choose their destinations ; independently of
each other with probability P;.

These assumptions are embodied in the following model, which assumes
that the choices made by the customers are stochastic. Let &;; be the actual
(random) numbers of customers traveling from ¢ to 7 and define r;, the total
number of customers attracted to 7, as follows:

.
T = E €ij»3 =1,n.
=1

Note also that

S eij=ani=T,r. (22.6)
=1

Let H;(y) denote the distribution function of r;:
Hj(y) = P{r; < y}.

The distribution function H;(y) cannot easily be given in closed form, but
random draws of 7; can be computed using a simple simulation model based
on equation (22.6). If z; is the planned size of the facility at 7, then the actual
number of 7; of customers attracted to ;7 may not be equal to z;. Suppose that
a cost

of (25 —15)

has to be paid when z; > r; and a cost
aj (rj — zj)
has to be paid when z; < rj. We therefore have the cost function

ozj(a:j —15), fz;>rj,

%)

fi(=5,75) ={

(Tj —a:j), if zj < T1j,
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The resulting stochastic programming problem is then as follows: determine
the sizes z; of the facilities j = I, n that minimize the expected cost

F(zl ...a:,.) =Z":Efj(zj77j)

=1

= Zi: ["f j;xj(wj - v)dH,(y) (22.7)
+a; [ - a)a;(0)]

subject to constraints

z; 20,5 =1,n. (22.8)

Note that the objective function contains no spatial interaction embedding term
since the behavior of the customer is included in the structure of the probabil-
ities P;;.

Practical problems that lead to the minimization of a function such as
equation (22.7) are common in operations research. For example, we could
consider a facility allocation problem or a storage inventory control problem
where some capacities have to meet random demand and both surpluses and
deficits incur penalty costs.

In the special case where F'(z) has continuous derivatives, minimization
of F(z) by analytical means would lead to the consideration of the partial
derivatives

8 I _[®
a—%F(z)—ajA dHJ(y)—aj j;j dH;(y)

The solution would then require the determination of z = (z; ...2n) such that

Hj(z;) = '—J_T, Jj=1,n.

In general it may not be possible to solve this equation analytically (for instance,
if H;(y) is unknown, as in problem (22.7)-(22.8)).
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22.8 The Stochastic Quasigradient Method

The problem (22.7)-(22.8) contains two typical difficulties of stochastic pro-
grams (see Chapter 1). First, it is difficult or impossible to compute the exact
values of the integrals appearing in (22.7), except for special and well-behaved
forms of the distribution functions H;(y). Actually the functions H; are defined
only by means of a rule for generating random draws by Monte-Carlo-type simu-
lating procedures. Thus, to solve such problems it is necessary to use procedures
which do not calculate the exact values of the objective functions. Second, the
objective function (22.7) is generally nonsmooth.

This becomes clear after reformulating problem (22.7)-(22.8) as a sto-
chastic minimax problem. It is easy to see that

fileiy 1) = max{a] (¢; — 15), 05 (r; — 2;)}-

The objective function (7) is therefore

F(z) = ZEmax{a}(zJ' - 1i)se; (7 — 25)} (22.9)

Function (22.9) is convex, but in general nonsmooth, since the maximiza-

tion operator is present under the mathematical expectation sign. The sto-
chastic quasigradient method for this particular stochastic minimax problem
works as follows.
Let z° = (2%...2%) be an arbitrary initial approximation and z* =
(z§...2%) be the approximation computed after the s-th iteration. A random
observation r® = (r{...7) of the vector r = (r;...7,) is obtained by simmla-
tion. A new approximation is determined by the rule:

a:;-'H =max{0,2; — p,{;}, j=1,n, 8=0,1... (22.10)

where p, is a step multiplier, such that

[, o] oo
Pa > 0,)  pa=00,) Epl < oo, (22.11)
=0 s=0

+ [ 8
fa—{aj’ 1fa:j21'j,
J

F T Y AT a8 5
oy, a7<r1,

In principle, the convergence of {z*} will be obtained if the step multipliers
ps are chosen so as to satisfy the step conditions (22.11). For the practical
construction of the step-size control, these requirements are only of general
importance.
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Figure 22.1 The behavior of the sequences {Fi} and {Ex} as a function of
the iteration number.

22.4 Practical Computations

The methods of controlling the step size in stochastic minimization are usually
based on keeping the step multipler constant during a number of iterations and
then reducing it according to certain rules. In the course of the iterations a
succession of function values F, = X;f;(2%,7?) are observed. Usually these

J
values vary over a wide range. However, the sequence

k 1 k n
Be= Y F= 1303 filehrd) (22.12)
s=0

6=0j5=1

shows a smoother behavior as can be seen in Figure 22.1. Indeed, E} could be
expected to approach a stationary value. One rule of controlling the step size
uses on this fact. The method can be summmarized as follows:

(1) Choose the initial value p° for the step multiplier

(2) Using £° for the step multiplier calculate the value of Ex according to
equation (22.12)

(3) When a stationary sequence {Ej} is observed, reduce the step multiplier
by one half

(4) Go back to step (2) with the new value of step multiplier until no improve-
ment in the test function Fy 1s observed.
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There are some unanswered questions in the procedure outlined above.
First, how should the initial step multiplier be chosen? If it is too large, both
the sequence {Ey} and the iterates z® will oscillat heavily and no decrease
in the objective function will be observed. If the initial step muliiplier is too
small, the rate of decrease will be very small and perhaps hardly noticeable.
From the computational peint of view the latter situation is more harmful and
should be avoided, while the situation arising from too large a step multiplier
is rapidly recognized and hence can be corrected. As a rule of thumb the initial
step should be chosen to satisfy

p; = uz; (22.13)

where 4 € (0,1) and z; is the estimated value for the j-th component of the
solution.

The use of step p, also needs further explanations. The ideal way of con-
trolling the procedure would be on-line, where the program continuously plots
the values of the sequence {E;} on the screen and where the iterations could
be manually interrupted to cut down the step multiplier. This is not always
possible and the iterations must be performed in small batches, whereafter the
values of F; are plotted and possible adjustments of the step multipler can
take place. A definite way to find the stationary phase of the sequence is to
rescale the coordinate axes before plotting the values of a new batch. In this
case the stationary phase is in fact recognized as smooth oscillations around a
fixed value.

Figure 22.2 shows an example of the behavior of £, as a function of a

+ -

iteration number k. The values for coefficients are af =a; = 1.00,7 =

1,...,23,p° = 1.00, and the components of the initial estimate and the solution
are known to differ by at most five units. Note that the rate of decrease of the
sequence {Ey} is fast during the first iteration batches but becomes slower as
the step size decreases. Hence a crude estimate of the result is obtained after
a rather small number of iterations, but for greater accuracies the number of
iterations needed grows rapidly.

If rigorously followed, the basic procedure for the step-size control may
lead to a slow perfortnance of the algorithm. First, the manual step-size control
with many I/O operations requires considerable effort from the person who
does the calculations and usually this affects the response time. This happens
especially in a time-sharing computer environment where the number of users is
large and the average response time is already quite long. Second, the number
of iterations needed can be often be significantly reduced.

To overcome the need for numerous manual I/O operations, a simple au-
tomatic version of the manual step-size control can be designed. Given three
parameters the procedure simulates the behavior of the controlling person and
reduces the step multiplier as soon as it observes a stationary or an oscillatory
sequence {Ej}. Let the three input parameters be NB, DIFI, and DIF2. The
first parameter NB fixes the batch size, i.e., the iterations will be performed
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Figure 22.2 The convergence behavior of {E} in the manual control and
simulated manual control cases.

in batches of NB iterations. Let the step mmltiplier used during the iteration
batch be equal to p. A test indicator is defined as:

_Em-1)-NB—E, NB

d,, = m=1,... 22.14
» T e #TET e (B4)
The procedure then checks the two conditions
dm < DIF1 (22.154)
and > AYE
ocM ~ % > DIF2 22.15b
max,ep B, —mingepy B, ( )
where
A*E, =max(0,E, - E,_,) (22.18a)
M={s{m—1)- NB <s<m- NB} (22.180)

In the case when either of these conditions holds the step multiplier is reduced
by one half. The first condition (22.15a) tests if the decrease of the sequence
in proportion to the step-size used is less that the given limit. The second
condition (22.15b) then checks if the sequence is oscillatory. This is done by
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considering the ratio of the sum of the positive jumps of the sequence {Ej}
to the maximum change in the sequence that takes place during the iteration
batch.

With DIF1 = 0.01 and DIF2 = 0.30 the procedure simulates the manual
control very closely (Figure 22.2). Depending on the starting values used for
2% and p° sometimes a few more iterations were performed than the manual
control would have required, but the total computing time still usually remained
smaller than in the case of manual control.

With the aforementioned values for DIF1 and DIF2 the automatic step-size
control normally guarantees that the solution is eventually reached, indepen-
dent of the initial values for z° and p°. Often the algorithm can be made faster
by using a greater value for DIF1. 1f for example, DIF1 = 1.00, the use of
the control would reduce the step multiplier as soon as the total decrease of
the objective function during a batch is less than the total change of the com-
ponents in that batch. If the solution can initially only be roughly estimated,
the number of iterations can be kept of moderate size. This can be done by
choosing an initial value for p that will reach the solution region in a few iter-
ations and by cutting down the step size as soon as the rate of decrease of the
objective function slows down. Using the test indicator d,, of equation (22.14)
the program checks if

dm < DIF1 (22.17a)

or
dm <dpm—1 (22.178)

Instead of E,,, an average of a few neighboring values of E,, can be used to
calculate the indicator dp,. If any of conditions (22.17) holds, the step multiplier
is cut down by a factor r, which is given as an input.

The effect of the accelerated procedure is seen in Figure 22.3 where the
curves correspond to the accelerated step-size control. The reduction coefficient
r is 0.5 in both cases, but in the first case, the batch size is 10, in the latter case,
5. DIF1 has now been set to 1.0. It is seen that some decrease in the number
of iterations has been obtained in both cases as compared to the situation in
Figure 22.2, but the difference is quite small. However, in this example a good
estimate of the solution is known in advance and the number of iterations is
rather small with any kind of step-size control. Note that if the initial estimate
for z is far from the actual solution and a small initial value is used for p, then
the accelerated procedure may reduce the step too rapidly, and an excessive
number of iterations is needed to obtain the solution. As noted earlier, this
danger can be normally eliminated by selecting an initial p° estimate that is
too big rather than too small.
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Figure 22.8 The convergence behavior of {E;} in the accelerated step-size
control case.

22.5 A Case Study

An example of a resource allocation problem (see [6]) that minimizes costs
to meet uncertain demand will be discussed in this section. The problem is
a high school location problem in Turin, Italy. The physical setting and the
data for this problem are described in Leonardi and Bertuglia [10]. For the
purposes of this analysis, Turin is divided into 23 districts, each district being
both a demand source and a possible high school facility location. Customers
are assumed to behave according to a gravity-type model. For simplicity, travel
time is assumed as the only explanatory variable for the choice behavior (some
theoretical underpinnings for such models are described in Leonardi [9]).

However, unlike in the standard models, the gravity model will be given
here a stochastic interpretation, as suggested in Section 22.2. That is, the rela-
tive distribution of students among facilities is a discrete multinomial Bernoulli
distribution, rather than as a set of deterministic fractions. in mathematical
terms this takes the following form.

Leta;,s=1,...,7, be the total number of students at point 2. The problem
is to determine the size z; of the facilities at points j,7 = 1,...,n, when it is
known that the students at point ¢ choose the facility at point 5 with probability

e )

=1

Py =
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where X is a constant and ¢;; are empirical coefficients that depend on the
distance between ¢ and j (in this example: travel times in minutes). The use of
(22.18) for the probabilities has theoretical and empirical justifications. Model
(22.18) is a simplified form of the logit model discussed in McFadden [11], [12],
for example. If the flow of students between ¢ and 5 is denoted ¢;;, the stochastic
demand at point j is then

,
=i (22.19)
i=1

while the number of students at point 7 can be written as
n
ai =) sij (22.20)
=1

The numbers a; are now deterministic and given as input. If the unit cost of
capacity surplus is o and that of deficit is # and no other costs are considered,
then our cost minimization problem is of the type (22.7) with oz;' =ao,0; =
B9 =1,...,n.

The ability to generate random realizations, TJS, of the demand vector is
essential for applying the quasigradient method. The direct determination of
the distribution of 7; is practically quite difficult in this case. Instead, ran-
dom vectors can be generated by simulating individual choices of the students
according to the probabilities p;, in (22.18).

Table 22.1 shows the solutions obtained for « = # = 1.0. In this case
the solution z; = Zja; - p;; of a deterministic problem that is based on an
entropy approach. The first column in Table 22.1 contains the labels of each
district, numbered from 1-23. The second columnn of Table 22.1 gives the vector
a = (ag,...,823) of total demands in each district; a was also used as the
initial estimate for the iteration. Here the original data from Turin have been
multiplied by 1/100. The next three columns show the results originating from
the use of different starting values for the iteration. The last column shows
the solution based on the deterministic model. In general, a good agreement
exists between all the solutions; they are usually within two digits of each
other. There are, however, some significant discrepancies. These can be partly
explained by the stochastic nature of the convergence and by the flatness of the
objective function near the solution. They associate somewhat with the slow
convergence of the algorithm as the number of iterations increases.

The discrepancies between the solutions in Table 22.1 can be associated
with the shape of the probability densities underlying the probabilities of (22.18).
The values that are used for the coefficients ¢;; are listed in Table 22.6, the
value of the constant A is 0.15. Probability densities can be numerically ap-
proximated from this data. Densities for several of the components are drawn
in Figure 22.4. The densities are mostly symmetric and strongly peaked. In
these cases the stochastic minimization solution, which corresponds to the me-
dian of this distribution, and the deterministic solution, which corresponds to
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Table 22.1 Optimal location of turin high schools. Solutions obtained for
penalty costs o = 8 = 1.0.

Determin-
Number of | p® =1.00 | p°=1.00 | p° =1.00 istic
District students NB=20 | NB=10 NB=5 solution

1 14.0 15.6 17.0 17.8 17.5
2 13.0 12.8 12.8 13.6 13.0
3 15.0 18.6 17.9 17.1 18.7
4 11.0 18.0 18.3 18.9 18.9
5 14.0 17.0 16.4 15.3 16.4
6 14.0 13.0 13.8 14.0 13.7
7 11.0 11.2 10.1 10.0 11.0
8 12.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.5
9 12.0 12.9 12.9 13.5 13.2
10 23.0 19.2 19.6 20.1 19.3
11 26.0 25.4 26.7 26.9 26.2
12 23.0 19.9 20.0 19.1 20.3
13 22.0 16.2 16.0 15.5 16.1
14 18.0 15.0 15.6 15.0 15.3
15 14.0 13.9 14.0 14.0 14.3
16 15.0 13.4 13.6 13.8 13.2
17 14.0 13.0 13.0 13.1 12.9
18 14.0 15.0 16.1 15.7 15.8
19 10.0 9.8 10.0 10.2 9.8
20 10.0 10.0 10.9 10.1 10.5
21 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.1
22 8.0 10.8 11.7 10.8 10.6
23 21.0 16.5 16.1 16.0 16.9

the expected value, should be close to each other. This is in fact demonstrated,
for instance, by the facility sizes in districts 8 and 9, where the discrepancies
are small. However, for district 1 the density is flat and skew, and the median
and expected values are not equal. On the other hand, in the solutions for
2, the discrepancies are large. The flatness of the densities also explains the
large discrepancies between the different solutions obtained from the stochastic
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minimization procedure.

pglwg)

pg((‘)g)

Probability Density, pl(w),

P, (0)1)

Random Variable, w;

Figure 23.4 The probability densities for random demand r; at location
J =1.8,0r9.

In Table 22.2 solutions are presented for cases where o and 7 differ from
each other. As one could expect, the increase in the relative cost of deficit
compared to the cost of surplus leads to larger values in the solution vector. If
however, the probability density of the corresponding component of 7; is very
peaked, as in the case of 751, the change in the relative costs does not have any
significant influence on the solution.
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Table 23.2 Optimal location of Turin high schools. Solutions obtained for
different values of penalty costs o and 4.

pistrict | =188 | 324 | #2180 | F=HB8
1 16.9 20.7 12.9 10.9
2 13.9 15.0 11.5 10.8
3 19.7 21.1 17.0 16.0
4 19.6 20.7 17.1 16.0
5 17.5 18.0 15.2 14.7
6 14.6 15.0 13.0 12.0
7 11.2 12.0 10.0 9.4
8 11.1 11.9 9.8 9.1
9 13.6 14.2 12.0 11.0
10 20.4 21.4 18.4 17.6
11 274 28.4 25.0 23.2
12 21.9 22.6 19.1 17.2
13 16.7 18.0 14.3 13.9
14 18.0 16.6 14.1 13.4
15 15.0 15.0 14.0 12.5
18 13.8 14.8 12.3 12.0
17 13.2 14.0 12.2 12.0
18 16.7 16.8 14.8 13.9
19 9.9 10.9 9.6 8.8
20 10.0 12.0 9.0 9.0
21 5.0 5.0 5.0 8.0
22 10.9 12.9 8.9 8.5
23 17.4 18.1 15.4 14.3

32.6 A Nonconvex Objective Function

The problem discussed so far lacks some of the main features that are usually
considered typical for optimal location problems. For instance, economies of
scale, which make location problems nontrivial, are absent in our earlier for-
mulation. In deterministic models, economies of scale are usually introduced
by means of fixed charges, to be paid when a facility is established, no matter
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what the number of attracted customers. This formulation is typical of the well
known plant-location problems of operations research. Related ways to intro-
duce scale effects are by means of suitable constraints, as on the total number
of facilities or on the minimum feasible size for facilities.

Here the first formulation will be explored. Let a fixed cost 4 be defined,
to be paid when a facility is established. For simplicity, let us assume that the
same value of 4 applies to all districts. Then the minimization of the expected
cost calls for finding the minimum of the function.

Gle) = Yo 16(es) + E{Ymarfale; = ). A = 2)l} (2220

where §(z) is the unit step function at zero. It is easy to see that with non-
negative z;,G(z) is not convex and usually has several local minima. The
problems of this fortn are normally treated with mixed integer programming
methods. Here we attempt to apply the general idea of stochastic quasigra-
dients to finding the global minimum. Approximating the step function by a
logarithmic function, the estimate

g ="

{a ifz¢ <18
)
Zj+€

Z8 ifah> (22.22)
with ¢ a small positive constant used in computing the generalized gradient at
z = z®. Otherwise the procedure follows the gradient calculated by equation
(22.10).

In general, the procedure rapidly find a minimum which is at least local.
After that, however, some difficulties arise with the control of the iteration
process. In principle, the approximation

n k n
Gilz) =1 Z:&(zj) + ilc-z Zmax[a(.’t} — 15}, (75 — 27)] (22.23)

8=0 Jj=1

can be used again to follow the progress of the iterative scheme. Now, however,
after a number of iterations the function G}{z*) may achieve a minimum. On
the other hand, some components of the estimation for the generalized gradient
as calculated from equation {22.22) may still show a trend toward the origin,
where another (at least) local minimum would be found. Note that with a small
€ the origin becomes a fixed point for the iteration : if %0 = 0 for one 8y, then
2% = 0 for all 8 > 8yp. To overcome these difficulties, the initial value z° should
be large enough and the initial step multiplier p should be chosen such that the
step size is a small fraction of z;. In this way a fallacious convergence towards
zero during the first iterations can be avoided. To assess the behavior of the
function G(z) at the various minima, a test function

n 2k k n
GUH) =Y+ 7 marla(el — ) At — )] (2224

1=0 a:J 6=0j=1
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could be used. In this case m is a small integer, the choice of which slightly
depends on the relative magnitude of «, 7, and v.

Figure 22.5 shows the behavior of the functions G} (z*) and Gi(z*) with
increasing k for @ = # = 0.5,9 = 5.0,m = 6. It is seen that G2 (z*) is mono-
tonically decreasing toward the global minimum while G}(z*) has two local
maxima. Table 22.3 shows the vector z* at & = 180, which corresponds to one
local minimum of G}(z*), and at the end of the iteration (k = 280). It cannot
be proved that the solution obtained is the exact solution of the optimization
problem. On the other hand, the computational effort that is needed for an
estimation by the stochastic quasigradient method is also relatively small when
compared to some integer programming methods, for instance.

Gl‘((x")

250 1 —~—=— GZ(x¥)

200 +

1501

Obijective Function, G} (x*), G2 (x*)

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260

Number of Iterations, k

Figure 22.5 The behavior of G}(2*) and G3(z*) as a function of &.

The solutions obtained depend mostly on the relative magnitudes of , 5, v.
With increasing fixed costs, v, more facilities are likely to remain closed. When
the A are increased the deficits are more penalized and thus more facilities
remain open. Table 22.4 shows results from a sensitivity analysis on the values
of ¢ and A. The aim of the analysis is to find which values of o and £ will
cause the smallest facility (district 21) to disappear from the solution. This
will happen almost certainly when # is less than 1.5. However, for a large
range of values for 231, between zero and five, the objective function remains
almost constant. Hence, with these parameter values, opening or closing that
facility does not have great influence on the value of the objective function.
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Table 22.8 Optimal location of Turin high schools. Solutions obtained after
180 and 280 iterations with penalty costs « = # = 0.5 and fixed charge v = 5.0.

District k=180 k=280
1 _ _
9 _ _
3 4.4 —
4 8.7 —
5 8.3 —
8 _ _
7 _ _
8 _ _
9 _ _

10 16.7 16.1
11 23.2 22.5
12 14.0 13.0
13 7.3 —
14 19.1 —
15 — —
16 — —
17 2.7 —
18 8.7 —
19 — —
20 — —
21 — —
22 — —
23 11.5 10.1

Table 22.5 shows the results of a sensitivity analysis on fixed charge y. The aim
of this analysis is to find the least value of ¥ leading to a solution with a single
facility open.

The fixed charge is fixed and equal to v = 5.0.

A few comments are appropriate here on the comparison between the de-
terministic solutions, as determined in Leonardi and Bertuglia [lO}, and the
solutions obtained with the stochastic quasigradient method. Some general
tendencies are shared in common among all solutions, such as the low ranking
of district 21 and the high ranking of district 11. The general clusters of open
locations show also some similarity. A cluster of central districts (between 1-
6), one of the first-ring districts (between 9-18) and a few peripheral districts
(usually district 23 only) appear in deterministic solutions as well. However,
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Table 22.4 Optimal location of Turin high schools. Results of a sensitivity
analysis for changing values of penalty costs @ and 8. The fixed charge is fixed
and equal to v = 5.0.

District | 5} =10 | §}=15 | 5} =175] 3} =20
1 9.2 11.2 11.4 12.9
2 9.8 11.0 11.4 11.4
3 16.0 16.5 17.1 17.7
4 16.4 17.1 17.5 17.3
5 14.0 15.0 15.1 15.2
6 11.1 12.0 12.0 12.1
7 8.1 9.3 10.0 9.7
8 8.3 9.0 9.0 9.0
9 10.0 11.9 11.9 12.0

10 17.0 18.3 18.5 18.7
11 24.7 24.9 24.9 24.9
12 18.0 18.1 18.5 19.0
13 13.8 14.3 14.4 14.5
14 13.8 14.0 14.0 14.0
15 12.4 13.0 13.0 13.0
16 11.6 12.0 12.3 12.4
17 11.7 12.0 12.0 12.0
18 13.9 14.1 14.6 14.9
19 8.4 8.8 9.0 9.0
20 7.0 8.7 9.0 9.2
21 — — — 5.0
22 6.4 8.0 8.1 9.0
23 14.7 15.1 15.7 15.8

when one looks at the detailed composition of these clusters, no two of them
are the same. Sometimes very striking differences are found, such as the closing
or opening of district 1 (the downtown district), which would be difficult to
justify to a public authority. The main cause for such a lack of robustness of
stochastic methods is the existence of many local minima and many near opti-
mal solutions, with values of the objective function lying within a very narrow
range. Of course a deterministic algorithm of an ennumerative nature can still
detect small differences, even though it may take a long time. In a stochastic
formulation, random fluctuations might well be of the same order of magnitude
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Table 22.5 Optimal location of Turin high schools. Results of a sensitivity
analysis for changing values of fixed change 4. The penalty costs are fixed and
equal to y = 8 = 1.5.

District ~ =10.0 v =15.0 v = 20.0
1 _ _ _
9 _ _ _
3 13.9 — —
4 14.7 12.3 —
5 12.5 — —
6 9.9 — —
7 _ _ _
8 _ _ _
9 8.7 — —

10 16.2 14.4 —
11 24.5 23.7 19.1
12 18.6 16.0 —
13 14.3 11.2 —
14 13.9 — —
15 11.8 — —
16 11.8 — —
17 11.5 — —
18 13.1 — —
19 — — —
20 — — —
21 — — —
22 — — —
23 14.1 5.7 —

of the range of the objective function values. This seems to be the case in our
examples.
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22.7 Concluding Remarks

The purpose of this study has been to consider the stochastic quasigradient
method for solving a resource allocation problem. The main advantages of the
method are undoubtedly its computational simplicity and the small amount of
information required—explicit probability distributions are not needed, random
ohservations from a Monte Carlo simulation process will do.

The computational procedure for the basic recursion equation can be writ-
ten down by using only a few program statements and the storage requirements
of the method are minimal. The generation of the random observations, how-
ever, may be time-consuming and hence the need for an algorithm made as
effluent as possible. The standard step-size control is based on the interactive
use of the computer and this normally guarantees that the solution is found after
a moderate number of iterations. In this chapter some methods are presented
that do not necessarily require continuous control from the person running the
program and that often reduce the computation time.

Test are also made for a case where the objective function is nonconvex.
In the deterministic formulation, problems of this type lead to integer pro-
gramming methods that are often slow, unless some special assumptions (like
linearity) concerning the objective function and constraints are satisfied. Here
the solution is based on the same iteration algorithm as in the convex case. The
existence of several local minima may cause some difficulties with the control of
the iteration process, but the experience shows that with regard to its simplicity
and speed the method can be efficiently applied to obtain good estimates for
the solutions of these difficult problems.

The practical results of determining the size of school facilities in Turin
were generally seen to be in agreement with the solutions derived by other
means although differences in details were found. It is true that, given the
special probability structure of equation (22.18), some deterministic algorithms
could be used. However, these algorithms do not apply to more general cases,
where the stochastic procedure might be advantageous.
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CHAPTER 23

LAKE EUTROPHICATION MANAGEMENT: THE LAKE
BALATON PROJECT

A.J. King, R.T. Rockafellar,
L. Somlyddy, R.J-B Wets

Abstract

This is a brief overview of a collaborative effort of the Environment and Natu-
ral Resources, and the Adaptation and Optimization task forces at IIASA, to
design stochastic optimization models for the management of lake eutrophica-
tion, and its use in a major case study (Lake Balaton). For further details,
consult: Somlyédy [5],[6]; Somlyédy and van Straten [8]; Somlyédy and Wets
[9]; Rockafellar and Wets [2]; and King [1].

Lake Balaton (Figure 23.1), one of the largest shallow lakes of the world,
which is also the center of the most important recreational area in Hungary,
has recently exhibited the unfavorable signs of artificial eutrophication. An
impression of the major features of the lake-region system (including phosphorus
sources and control alternatives) can be gained from Figure 23.1 (for details, see
Somlyédy et al [7]; and Somlyddy and van Straten [8]). Four basins of different
water quality can be distinguished in the lake (Figure 23.1) determined by the
increasing volumetric nutrient Ioad from east to west (the biologically available
phosphorus load, BAP, is about ten times higher in Basin I than in Basin IV).
The latter is associated to the asymmetric geometry of the system, namely the
smallest western basin drains half of the total watershed, while only 5% of the
catchment area belongs to the larger basin.

Based on observations for the period 1971-1982 the average deterioration
of water quality of the entire lake is about 10% (in terms of Chlorophyll-a {Chl-
a)). According to the OECD classification, the western part of the lake is in
a (most advanced) hypertrophic state (which is the result of the large nutrient
load), while the eastern portion of it is in an eutrophic stage.

The modeling approach to eutrophication and its management involved 4

major phases (Somlyédy [5]).

1. The description of the dynamics of the lake eutrophication process by a
simulation model (LEM) which has two sets of inputs: controllable inputs
(mainly artificial nutrient loads) and noncontrollable inputs (meteorologi-
cal factors, such as temperature, solar radiation, wind, precipitation). The
output of the model is the concentrations vector ¥ of a number of water
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quality components as a function of time (on a daily basis) ¢, and space
r : y(t,7). LEM is calibrated and validated by relying on historical data.

2. Derivation of stochastic inputs and the usage of LEM in a Monte Carlo
fashion under systematically changed load conditions resulting in water
quality as a stochastic variable: §(t,r). Selection of the indicator for water
quality management: for Lake Balaton the annual peak value of (Chl-a)
was found to be appropriate. The use of (Chl-ajmax.as the indicator allows
to eliminate time from the analysis on the level of management.

3. Derivation of the aggregated, stochastic load response model (LEMP) serv-
ing the indicator as a function of the load (for Lake Balaton a linear re-
lationship was obtained). Design of a planning type nutrient load model
(NLMP) and the incorporation of LEMP and NLMP in a management,
optimization model (EMOM).

4. Validation. In the course of this procedure various simplifications and
aggregations are made without a quantitative knowledge of the associated
errors. Accordingly, the last step in the analysis is validation. That is,
the LEM should be run with the “optimal” load scenario (found in the
previous step), and the “accurate” and “approximate” solutions generated
by the aggregated and nonaggregated versions of LEM can be compared.

The lakes’ total P is in an average 315¢/yr (the BAP load is 170t /yr); but
depending on the hydrologic regime it can reach 550¢/yr. 53% of the load L is
carried by tributaries (30% of which is of sewage origin—indirect load, see e.g.,
the largest city of the region, Zalaegerszeg in Figure 23.1), 17% is associated
to direct sewage discharges (the recipient is the lake). Atmospheric pollution
is responsible for 8% of the lake’s load and the rest comes from direct runoff
(urban and agricultural). Tributary load increases from east to west, while the
change in the direct sewage load goes in the opposite direction. The sewage
contribution (direct and indirect loads) is 30% to P, while it is about 52% to the
total biological available load (the load of agricultural origin can be estimated
as 47% and 33%, respectively) suggesting the importance of sewage load from
the viewpoint of the short term eutrophication control. Figure 23.1 indicates
also the loads of sewage discharges and tributaries which were involved in the
management optimization model. These cover about 85% of the nutrient load
which we consider controllable on the short term (e.g. atmospheric pollution
and direct runoff are excluded).

Control alternatives are sewage treatment (upgrading of the biological stage
and introduction of P precipitation) and the establishment of prereservoirs as
indicated in Figure 23.1 (see e.g. the Kis-Balaton reservoir system planned for
a surface area of about 75 km®).

The nutrient load model for Lake Balaton incorporates control variables
associated with control options mentioned. Sewage load was considered deter-
ministic, while tributary load was modeled by the simple relationship.

L=(Lo+a1Q+Ly)(§ +§)
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where Ly is the base load (mainly of sewage origin), Q is the stream flow rate,
L, is the residual, and the variable £ accounts for the influence of infrequent
sampling (€~ is the lower bound). The most detailed data set including 25
years of continuous records for @ and 5 years of daily observations for the loads
was available for the Zala River (Figure 23.1) draining half of the watershed
and representing practically the total load of Basin 1. For the Zala River L, was
found to have a normal distribution, while Q was approached by a lognormal
distribution. Tributary load can be controlled by choosing the size of reservoirs
(they generally consist of two parts, having separated impacts on dissolved and
particulate loads, see Figure 23.1), while the Ly component can be influenced by
sewage treatment. As can be judged from the above equation, sewage treatment
affects the expectation of the load, only, while reservoirs affects both expectation
and variance (for details see Somlyédy [6]).

The planning type nutrient load model (NLMP) outlined briefly and the
linear load response model (LEMP) lead to the affine relation (Somlyédy and
Wets [9])

¥(z,w) = T(w)z — h{w)

where y = (y1,...,y4) are the water quality indicators in Basins 1,...,4, the
random vector h incorporates all noncontrollable factors, the z-variables are
the control variables and the linear transformation T'(w)z gives the effect on
water quality of the measures taken to control the loads L.

In the formulation of the eutrophication management optimization model
(EMOM) the objective must be chosen so as to measure in the most realistic
fashion possible the deviations of the indicators from the water quality goals.
This led us to a stochastic program with recourse model with associated solution
procedure developed by Rockafellar and Wets [3] and implemented by King [1].
We also used a linear programming model, see Somlyédy [6] and Somlyédy and
Wets [9] (Section 6) that is based on expectation-variance considerations (for
the water quality indicators). In the Lake Balaton case study the results for
both this expectation-variance model and the stochastic programming model
(6.11) lead to remarkably similar investment decisions. Subsequently, objective
functions and results of the two models are briefly discussed.

1. The recourse formulation starts from the following considerations. The
model should distinguish between situations that barely violate the desired
water quality levels (y;, ¢ =1,...,N) and those that deviate substantially
from these norms. This suggests a formulation of our objective in terms of a
penalization that would take into account the observed values of (y;(z,w) —7,)
fors=1,...,4.

We found that the following class of functions provided a flexible tool for
the analysis of these factors. Let § : R — R, be defined by

0 fr<o0
f(r):=1¢ 3r° H0<r<1
r—% ifr>1
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This is a piecewise linear-quadratic-linear function. The penalty functions
(¥;, i=1,...,N) are defined through:

Ui(z) = qieible] %) for =1,...,N,

where ¢; and e; are positive quantities that allow us to scale each function
¥; in terms of slopes and the range of its quadratic component. By varying
the parameters ¢; and g; we are able to model a wide range of preference
relationships and study the stability of the solution under perturbation of these
scaling parameters.

The objective is thus to find a program that in the average minimizes the
penalties associated with exceeding the desired concentration levels. This leads
to the following formulation of the water quality management problem:

find z & R" such that
0<a; <rj, ij=1,...,n

n
E a;jz; < by, 1=1,...,m

n
Zt;j(w)a:j —vi{w)=hi{w) i=1,...,my
=1
- dj
and z = Z (chJ + —a: ) +E{Z gieid (e; (u/))} is minimized
=1 i=1

to which one refers as a quadratic stochastic program with simple recourse; here
by is the available budget that we handle as a parameter. For problems of
this type, in fact with this application in mind, an algorithm is developed in
Rockafellar and Wets [2], and Rockafellar and Wets 8], which relies on the
properties of an associated dual problem. In particular it is shown that the
following problem:

find y€ RT and z(:) : @ — R™? measurable such that

0 < z(w) <q,-, i=1,...,mq
uj = ¢; — Za,ly, E{Zz, w)iij{w i=1,...,n
i=1 i=1
and Zy‘b —ZE{h (w)z( w)+—Lz2(uz)}
i=1 =1

- Z rjdjﬁ(d;luj) is maximized ,
Jj=1
is dual to the original problem, provided that for ¢ = 1,...,m2, the ¢; and ¢;

are positive (and that is the case here) and for j = 1,...,n, the d; > 0, which
is taken care of by a natural perturbation of the objective.
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An experimental version of this algorithm that relies on MINOS was im-
plemented at IIASA by A. King (and is available through IIASA as part of a
collection of codes for solving stochastic programs), see King [1]. It starts the
procedure by solving the deterministic problem with expected values for the
coefficients in & and 7.

3. As a starting point for the construction of the expectation-variance
model, we consider the following objective function:

N
> aE{yi(z,) — )%}

=1

where, as earlier, y;(z,w) is the water quality indicator characterized by the
selected indicator in basin 7 given the investment program z and the environ-
mental conditions w, v; the goal set for basin ¢ and g; a weighting factor. The
objective being quadratic in the area of interest, and the distribution functions
Gi{z,-) of the yi{z,-) not being too far from normal, one should be able to
recapture the essence of the effect of this objective function on the decision
process by considering just expectations and variances of the y,(z,-). This ob-
servation, and the “soft” character of the management problem, suggest that
we could substitute for the original objective

N

Zq{ (E{yi(z’ ) - 3701'} + 60’(3/-' (.’c, ) - 370[))

i=1

where 6 is a positive scalar (usually between 1 and 2.5), §,; = E{y,;} is the
expected nominal state of basin 2, and ¢ denotes standard deviation,

o (wi(2,) — 5oi) = B{ (vi(2") — E{wi(z,)})*} 2.

Since for each ¢ =1,...,N, the y,; are affine (linear plus a constant term) with
respect to z, the expression for

Efyi(z,) = 9o} = D iy + wio
Jj=1

as a function of z is easy to obtain from the load equations. The g;; are
the expectations of the coefficients of the z; and the y;, the expectation of the
constant term. Unfortunately the same does not hold for the standard deviation
o(yi{z,) = Foi). The nutrient-load model suggest that

1

o(vile,) = o)) ~ (3 ofez?)?
¢

where o;¢ is the part of the standard deviation that can be influenced by the
decision variable z¢; for example, the standard deviation of the tributary load.
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Cross terms are for all practical purposes irrelevant in this situations since the
total load in basin ¢ is essentially the sum of the loads generated by various
sources that are independently controlled. This justifies using

1
7

Zq' Z“U"‘J +0 Z”u: ]

=1

as an objective for the optimization problem. This function is convex and
differentiable on R} except at z = 0, and conceivably one could use a nonlinear
programming package to solve the optimization problem:

find =z & R™ such that

- ) + -_
TJ‘ S-TJSTJ- ]—1,...,72
n

Za.-ja:_,-s_b; 1=1,...,m
F=1

andz—Zq, Zu,_,a:_,+6 Zaa 12 ] is minimized.
=1
One can go one step further in mmphfymg the problem to be solved, namely
by replacing the term.

Z”u Zj

in the objective, by the linear (inner) approximation

n
E 0','_,'3:_,'.
j=1

On each axis of R}, no error is introduced by relying on this linear approx-
imation; otherwise we are over-estimating the effect a certain combination of
the 2.8 will have on the variance of the concentration levels. Thus, at a given
budget level we shall have a tendency to start projects that affect more strongly
the variance if we use the linear approximation, and this is actually what we
observed in practice. Assuming the cost functions ¢; are piecewise linear, we
have to solve the linear program:

find =z € R" such that
9‘j— 52:_,'57'}-, j=11"'!n

n

E ai;e; < by, 1=1,...,m
J=1
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N n
and ¢t = Eq; Z(u,-j +00i;)z; is minimized.

=1 j=1

We refer to this problem as the (linearized) ezpectation-variance model.

We have given only a heuristic “justification” for the use of the expectation-
variance model as a management tool. In Section 6 of Somlyédy and Wets (9],
this model is also derived from a basic formulation of the management problem
that integrates reliability and penalty considerations.

3. Figures 23.2 and 23.3 give a comparison of the results for the recourse
and the expectation-variance models when we vary £ (the budget level). Statis-
tical parameters (expectation, standard deviation and extremes) of the water
quality indicators gained from Monte Carlo procedure are illustrated in Figure
23.2 for the Keszthely basin as a function of the available budget 5.

In Figure 23.3, we record the changes in the two major control variables
{zsn1 and zp1) associated to the treatment plant of Zalaegerszeg and the (sec-
ond) reed lake segment of the Kis-Balaton system (see Figure 23.1). There is a
significant trade-off between these two variables. For decision making purposes,
it is important to observe that there are four ranges of possible values of 4, in
which the solution has different characteristics.

v s Expectation variance model
~1 3 X Stochastic model with recourse
(mg/m”) y,= (48,28,24,18), i=(1....,4)
e =50 q =100, i=(1,..,4)
150 ! !
Basin |
100
)
! max {Y,}
50 e ., 95% confidence level
e kY]
- min {Y,}
Pr———¢ ¢ 3 ~ o alY. T
1 o T~ —x "~ »
Ll
10 20

8= TAC [107 ft/yr]

Figure 23.2. Water quality indicator (Chl — a),,x as a function of the total
annual cost.
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——— Expectation variance mode!
XT — Stochastic model with recourse
Basin | -——— ei=5.0, qi=1.0, i=(1,....4)

o < A .
N 7% \ v =(48,28,24,18),i=(1,..., 4)

05 (35, 28, 24, 181 & N

L >
! t 10 ! 20 ~ 7
. > TAC 107 ft/yr]
Typical i
domains @ @ @ @

Figure 23.3. Change of major decision variables.

As seen from Figures 23.2-23.3, the two models produce practically the same
results in terms of the water quality indicators (including also their distribu-
tion). With respect to details there are minor deviations. According to Figure
23.3, the expectation-variance model gives more emphasis to fluctuations in
water quality and consequently to reservoir projects, than the stochastic re-
course model (see the basic case, B, with the parameters specified), and this is
in accordance with the fact that the role of the variance is overstressed in the
expectation-variance model.

From this quick comparison of the performances of the two models, we
may conclude that the more precise stochastic model validates the use of the
expectation-variance model in the case of Lake Balaton.

A more detailed analysis, and further discussion on the role of parameters
¥¢s¢; and g;, and comparison between deterministic models and the stochastic
models is given in Section 8 of Somlyédy and Wets [9].
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CHAPTER 24

OPTIMAL INVESTMENTS FOR ELECTRICITY
GENERATION: A STOCHASTIC MODEL AND
A TEST-PROBLEM

F. V. Louveaux and Y. Smeers

Introduction

In this chapter, we study the problem of optimal investments for electricity
generation. We discuss the reasons which justify the use of a multistage sto-
chastic model and present a formulation for such a model. We then propose a
two-stage test-problem derived from this model.

24.1 The Problem

Among the various problems related to electricity generation, we consider here
the investment problem which consists in finding optimal levels of investment in
various types of power plants so as to meet future demands, see Anderson [1].
Three properties of a given power plant ¢ can be singled out in a static analy-
sis: the investment cost ¢;, the operating cost ¢; and the availability factor a;
which indicates the percent of time the power plant can effectively be operated.
Demand for electricity can be considered to be a single product, but the level
of demand varies over time. The electricity producers usually represent the
demand in terms of a so-called “load-curve” which describes the demand over
time in decreasing order of demand level (Figure 24.1). Since we ar2 concerned
here with investments over the long run, the load curve we consider is taken
over a year.

The load curve can be approximated by a piecewise constant curve (Figure
24.2) with k segments. Let d; = D;,d; = D; — D;_;, j=2,...,k represent
the additional power demanded in the so-called “mode ;7 for a duration Tj.
Note that in order to obtain a good approximation of the load curve, it is
necessary to consider large values of k. In the static situation, the problem
consists in finding the optimal investment for each mode 5, i.e. that one which
minimizes the total cost of effectively producing 1 MW of electricity during the
time 7.

() = argmjn{-———-c' + ?’TJ } (24.1)

i=1,n @

where n is the number of available technologies.
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The above static model captures one essential feature of the problem namely'
that base load demand (associated with large values of T}, i.e. small indices j)
is covered by equipment with low operating costs (scaled by availability factor)
while peak-load demand (associated with small values of 7}, i.e. large indices
J) is covered by equipment with low investment costs (also scaled by their avail-
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ability factor). For the sake of completeness, note that peak-load equipment
should also offer enough flexibility in operations.

24.2 A multistage model

At least four elements justify considering a dynamic or multistage model for
the electricity generation investment problem:

- the long-term evolution of equipment costs

- the long-term evolution of the load curve

- the appearance of new technologies

- the obsolescence of presently available equipment.

The equipment costs are influenced by technological progress but also (and for
some drastically) by the evolution of fuel costs.

Of significant importance in the evolution of demand is the total energy
demanded (the area under the load curve) but also the peak-level Dy which
determines the total capacity that should be available to cover demand. The
evolution of the load curve is commanded by several factors including the level
of activity in industry, energy savings in general as well as electricity producers
tariff policy.

The appearance of new technologies depends on the technical and com-
mercial success of research and development while obsolescence of available
equipment depends on past decisions and technical life time of equipment.

All these elements together induce that it is no longer optimal to invest
only in view of the short-term ordering of equipment given by (24.1) but that
a long-term optimal policy should be found.

The following multistage model can be proposed. Let

n = number of technologies available

#! = new capacity made available for technology 7 at time ¢
¢ = total capacity of ¢ available at time ¢

a; = availability factor of ¢

L; = life-time of ¢
g; = existing capacity of ¢ at time ¢, decided before t =1
d'. = maximal power demanded in mode j at time ¢

T} = duration of mode 7 at time ¢
yiJt = capacity of ¢ effectively used at time ¢ in mode j
¢! = unit investment cost for ¢ at time ¢ (on a yearly equivalent basis)

¢¢ = unit production cost for ¢ at time ¢

The electricity generation N-stage problem is

N n n k
minz Zcf-sf—+22q,‘-1§--y,~j‘ (24.2)
=1

Z,Y,8
i i=1 i=1j=1
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subject to

t—L
;

n
Siwi=d =tk t=1,..,N  (244)
=1

sf=35_1+zf—z d t=1,...,n, t=1,...,N (24.3)

k
Sovh<ailgt+d)  i=1,...,n, t=1,...,N (24.5)
=1

z,y,820

Decisions in each period t involve new capacities z! made available in each
technology and capacities yfj operated in each mode for each technology.

Newly decided capacities increase the total capacity s¢ made available, as
given by (24.3) where account is also taken of equipments becoming obsolete
after their lifetime. We assume z] = 0 if 7 < 0, so equation (24.3) only involves
newly decided capacities.

By (24.4), the optimal operation of equipments must be chosen in such a
way as to meet demand in all modes, using available capacities which by (24.5)
depend on capacities g¢ decided before t = 1, newly decided capacities &' and
the availability factor.

The objective function (24.2) is the sum of the investment plus mainte-
nance costs and operating costs. Compared to (24.1), availability factors are
taken care of in constraints (24.5) and do not need to appear any more in (24.2),
the operating costs are exactly the same and are based on operating decisions
yfj, while the investment annuities and maintenance costs ¢! apply on the cu-
mulative capacity s!. Placing annuities on the cumulative capacity, instead of
charging the full investment cost to the decision z}, simplifies the treatment
of end effects and is currently used in many power generation models. It is a
special case of the salvage value approach, see e.g. Grinold [3].

24.8 A stochastic model

The same reasons that pleaded for the use of a multistage model can be advo-
cated to motivate resorting to a stochastic model. The evolution of equipment
costs, in particular fuel costs, the evolution of total demand, the date of ap-
pearance of new technologies, even the lifetime of existing equipments can all
be considered truly random. We first present a basic model taking the uncer-
tainty about demand and costs into account leaving the other two aspects for
the discussion.

The main difference between the stochastic model and its deterministic case
is in the definition of the variables a:f» and s¢. In particular, ! now represents
the new capacity of 7 decided at time ¢, which becomes available at time z:+A"
where A; is the construction delay for equipment 2. In other words, to have
extra capacity available at time ¢, it is necessary to decide at t — A;, when less
information is available on the evolution of demand and equipment costs. This
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is especially important since it would be preferable to be able to wait till the
last moment to take decisions that would have immediate impact.

Another consequence of delay factors and uncertainty is the fact that the
mode] loses its relatively complete recourse property. This means any choice
of investment decisions does not yield a feasible operations policy. To restore
the relatively complete recourse property, it is necessary to assume that there
exists a technology with high operating costs and zero construction delay. For
any period ¢ and any realisation £ of the random event, an investment is made
in that technology, which for simplicity is always supposed to be technology
n, if the level of capacity investments in the previous periods is insufficient to
cover present demand.

Let
zt = new capacity decided at time ¢ for equipment ¢, 7=1,...,n
#¢ = total capacity of 7 available plus in order at time ¢
n = a technology such that A, =0

& = represents the random variable at time ¢

and the other variables be as before. Then the stochastic model is
N n n &k
winB 3" [ Sebt + 303zt 1)
t=1 \si=1 =1 j=1

=" gl (24.7)

Zn:yfj = dj (24.8)

=1

k
t— A
Y vl <ailg +s ) (24.9)
j=1
n—1 (A
an (g4 + o7+ 2h) 2 Db = 3 i (gf 451 ) (24.10)
=1
8,2,y 20

The elements forming & are essentially the demands (d!,...,d") and the costs
(¢',¢*). The decision vectors (zf,s',4") are conditional on the realizations
(&1y...&). The above model has fixed recourse since W and 7 are fixed and
relatively complete recourse thanks to inequality (24.10). In most cases, when
periods represent several years, typically five, and IV is small enough, equation
(24.7) can be simplified into

t_ t-1 t
8, =8, +gz.
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If one wants to consider the date of appearance of a new technology ¢ to
be a random event, the easiest way is to add constraints of the form

zf < nf U

where u; is a fixed upperbound on the investment in any period ¢, 7, =
(1]'-1,.. .,nfv) is a stochastic vector, whose components are zero and one, and
such that ,,'?“ >pf,i=1,...,N — 1. This permits to maintain to the model
a fixed recourse structure.

On the other hand, if the availability factors or the life-time are randorm,
then the model no longer possesses the fixed recourse property.

24.4 Techniques of Solution

Techniques of solution used in Louveaux [4] and Louveaux and Smeers [5] to
solve (24.6)—(24.10) are based on two observations. First, an accurate approxi-
mation of the load curve by a piecewise constant curve, as was done in Section
1, requires the use of many different modes ( k = 20 to 40, typically). This
in fact induces that the size of the model becomes very large. The alternative
procedure proposed in [B] is to use a piecewise linear approximation such that
a limited number of pieces suffice to adequately describe the load curve. Then,
the objective function in (24.6) becomes quadratic in the yfj’s.

The second observation is that the above model possesses the block-separa-
bility property, discussed in [4]. This means that decisions on the operations
variables yfj, for a given &, can be taken independently of investment decisions
¢ of the same period for the same £, and moreover that the operations variables
yfj do not influence in any way the choice of subsequent variables 27 for r > ¢+1.
The details of how to handle the special case of the technology n with zero
construction delay for which the decision 2!, can influence y‘"j for the same
period are explained in [4]. Using these techniques, problems running over 5
periods and having up to 32 final random realisations have been solved, see [5].

24.5 Test Problem

In this section, we present a two-stage linear version of (24.6)—(24.10) with
stochastic right-hand side only, and we discuss the reasons which make this test
problem interesting.
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24.5.1 The example

The example is a two-stage linear version of (24.6)-(24.10), with 3 operating
modes, 4 technologies, one period construction delay for all technologies, and
no equipment available, so g = (0,0,0,0). We also assume d3 = 2,d; =3 and
d, = €, where £ can take the value 3, 5 or 7 with probability .3, .4 and .3
respectively. Moreover Ty = .67 and T3 = .1T},; we assume T} = 10. Since
N = 2 and all equipments have a one period construction lead time, (24.7)
reduces to s = zf, so the variables &' are suppressed from the formulation
and the index t can be omitted. The constraint (24.10) takes the simple form
:-1:1 2; 2 12 where 12 = max¢ € +dy + ds.

An upper bound is placed on the budget spent on the first period. The
investment costs for the four equipments are (10, 7, 16, 6) respectively. Assum-
ing T} = 10, the operating costs in mode 1 are (40, 45, 32, 55). Then, if T; = 6
and T3 = 1, one obtains the following model.

z=min10z; + 72 + 1623 + 624 + E¢ min(40y,; + 45ya; + 32y3; + 55y4;
+24y12 + 27?/92 + 19.2y3g + 33y42
+4y13 + 4.5ya3 + 3.2y33 + 5.5y43)

subject to

Ttz +r3+24212 yr1+y2t+ya L
102y + 723 + 1623 + 624 <120 y31 +yaz +yas < 23
20 ys1 +ys2+yss < s
Y41 +ya3 +ya3 < 24
yir+ya +yar +ya 2§
Y12 +ya22 +y33 + Y223
13 +y23 +y33 +ya3 22
y20

where € can take the value 3, 5 or 7 with probability 0.3, 0.4 and 0.3 respectively.

The optimal solution is given by z; = 8/3;2, = 4;23 = 10/3;24 = 2 with
objective value z = 381.853. 1t was obtained by using Birge’s NDST3 program,
see [2].
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24.5.2 Use of the example

One great quality of the above example is that optimal second-stage decisions
are easy to derive. This is an interesting feature for the design and verification
of a new algorithm or computer code. The same property can also be used to
illustrate the advantages of block-separability in multistage programs, see [4].

We now indicate how the second-stage decisions can be used to obtain one
cut of the L-shaped method, see Van Slyke and Wets [6] and Birge [2] for a
multistage version.

In the above example, the optimal second-stage decisions, conditional to
some realization of £, can be obtained by a simple rule, called the “order of
merit rule”, which states that it is optimal to operate the equipments in the
order of increasing operating costs.

To illustrate this, take the example where § = 5 and z, = 8/3;z; = 4;23 =
10/3; 2, = 2. Following the order of merit rule, the cheapest equipment, namely
equipment No. 3, should be used first, i.e. in mode 1, up to the available
capacity; since z3 = 10/3 < dj, it follows that y3; = z3 (this is valid as long as
23 < 5).

The second cheapest equipment in terms of operating costs is equipment
No. 1, hence y;; =5—23 and y12 =2, — (6 —23) =2, + 23 — 5.

In mode 2, in addition to equipment 1, it is necessary to operate No. 2 as
follows: y33 =3 — (21 + 23 — 5) = 8 — 2; — z3 and finally y33 = 2. From this,
we derive the value of the second stage for £ = 5.

Q(=, € =5) = 3223 + 40(5 — z3) + 24({z, + 23 — 5) +27(8 — 21 — 23)
+4.5.2 =305 — 3z; — 11z

Similarly, for € = 3, one obtains the second-stage optimal solution
Y31 =3,y33 =23 — 3,413 = 21, ¥23 = 6 — 2, — 73, and y33 = 2,
hence the optimal value of the second-stage
Q(z,€ = 3) = 209.4 — 32, — 7.82,.
Finally, for £ = 7, one optimal solution 1is
Y31 = Z3,Y11 = Z1,¥21 =7 — Z1 — Z3,¥323 = 3,
ya3 =21 + o + 23 — 10 and y43 = 12—z, — 23 — 23, s0
Q(z, € =7) =417 — 6z; — z3 — 4623.

Given the probabilities associated to € = 3, 5, and 7, one obtains

Q(z) = E:Q(21, €) = 309.92 — 3.97; — 335 — 20.54z;.

Hence, the related cut in the L-shaped method of Van Slyke and Wets [6] would
be
8 > 309.92 — 3.9z; — 0.3z, — 20.5423.
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CHAPTER 25

SOME APPLICATIONS OF STOCHASTIC OPTIMIZATION
METHODS TO THE ELECTRIC POWER SYSTEM

C. Nedeva

25.1 Introduction

The electricity generation, distribution and consumption network is a complex
system involving a large number of power sources and consumers, electricity
transmission lines, transformers, and so on. The technical and economic char-
acteristics of its components depend on a number of factors: the amount of
electricity consumed depends on the introduction of new consumers, on the use
of new techniques, on the time of day, the season, etc; the volume of production
and the price of electricity depend on the local hydrometeorological conditions,
and on the quantities and prices of the available resources etc.

Various types of problems arise in this system: forecasting problems, prob-
lems of engineering design, exploitation problems, etc. Most of the resulting
mathematical problems are problems of optimization under uncertainty, since
it is usually impossible to predict precisely what will happen in the future. A
typical design problem is described in the next section.

25.2 Determination of the Optimal Parameters of a Super Conduct-
ing Power Cable Line (S.C.P.C.L.)

The aim is to minimize the total cost of the construction, exploitation and sup-
port of an S.C.P.C.L. We consider an S.C.P.C.L. of fixed construction with a
coaxial disposition of the current-carrying and shielding superconductive ele-
ments. This type of construction allows us to express the total cost by means of
the following parameters: the dimension z, the nominal tension ¥ and the num-
ber z of cables in one line. The cost also depends on a number of factors whose
values are determined theoretically or experimentally and not known precisely.
The exploitation costs of an S.C.P.C.L. depend on the transmitted power, the
non-uniformity and amplitude of the graph of the load, the number of switch-
offs, the temperature of the surroundings; and parameters whose values may
vary during the operation of the S.C.P.C.L. The construction costs depend on
the prices of the materials and the labor costs, which are not known precisely
at, the time of design—optimistic, pessimistic and most probable values are
provided by expert economists.
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The parameters whose values are not known will be denoted by (wy,...,we)
= w (in our problem £ ~ 30), and we shall assume that w is a random vector
with distribution function H. Thus the total cost of the S.C.P.C.L. may be
expressed by a very complicated function [1], indeed, so complicated that it is
not feasible to discuss it here. We shall denote this function by f(z,y,2,w) and
record only its essential properties: f is measurable on w, differentiable and
strictly convex on z for every y,z,w. The variables y and z are discrete and
may take a certain (not too large) number of values. The sets of feasible values
of y and z will be denoted by ¥ and Z, respectively.

For given y € Y and z € Z, the S.C.P.C.L. should possess a steady-state
stability margin, which is expressed by the condition

wipz < cyzz,

where ¢ is a known constant and w;, is the component of w corresponding to
the transmitted power.

Since the parameters z,y,z should be determined and fixed before the
construction and exploitation of the S.C.P.C.L., a reasonable optimization cri-
terion is the “minimization of the mean total cost” with the requirement that
the steady-state stability condition is satisfied with sufficiently large probability

Po-
We thus arrive at the following mathematical model: minimize the function

Fy(z,y,2) =Ef(2,y,2,w) =[f(a:,y,z,t)dH(t) (25.1)

subject to
P(w e < cy?2) > po, (25.2)
a<z<bhyeY,ze€Z. (25.3)

Let us assume that the distribution function H is known.

We therefore have to solve a partially-discrete stochastic programming
problem. The number of feasible combinations of parameters y and z does
not exceed 15, and for fixed y € Y and z € Z, the minimization problem of
the function (25.1) with respect to z subject to (25.2), (25.3) is easily solved by
means of a method described below. Enumeration on the discrete parameters
y and z is fully acceptable and we shall describe a method for the minimiza-
tion with respect to z of the function (25.1) subject to (25.2), (25.3), for fixed
¥ = y0,2 = 29. We note first that conditions (25.2) and (25.3) together are
equivalent to the condition

z€X'={z|la<z <"} (25.4)
where o® = max o such that a < o < b and

P(cydz0/wiy < @) <1 - po.
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The distribution function of the random variable w;, is known and the problem
of finding the right bound «* is easily solved, for instance, by the golden section
method.

The problem (25.1) and (25.4) may be solved by means of stochastic quasi-
gradient (SQG) methods. We choose an initial point 2 € X°. Suppose we have
arrived at a point z¥ after & iterations. Then we choose the point w* in accor-
dance with the distribution function H and consiruct the point

1
k . k k
27! = max{a,min{a*,2* — y(f(c* + ;,yo,zo,wk) ~ f(z5,4% 2% w*))}]
where 4 > 0 is a constant (in our computations a reasonable choice for v turns
out to be y =1075).

As a stopping rule we use the inequality

1 k47 k+3r
;—[Z f(a:’,yo,zo,w’) - Z f(m’,yo,zo,w’)] < 0.001.
s=k s=k+r1

Optimal parameters were determined for many different sets of input data. The
average number of iterations was 510. Table 25.1 gives the main parameters for
one particular set of input data.

Table 25.1 The value and type of the main parameters for one set of input
data

Parameter Value(s) /distribution Type
Length of the S.C.P.C.L. 30 (km) Fixed
Feasible set for the number

of cables in one line {Z) {2,3,4} Fixed
Feasible set for the nominal {10, 20, 40, 60,

tension (V) 90, 110} (kv) Fixed
Transmitted power (w;,) sharply normal in [400,600] Random

Ewi, = 500 (MVA)
Required probability for
the steady-state
stability condition (pq) 0.95 Fixed

The optimal solution for the example given above was obtained as follows:

- dimensional parameter z* = 0.146
- number of cables in one line z* =2
- nominal tension y* = 60 (kv)

The mathematical expectation of the total cost is (approximately): F = 628.8
(Lvs/m). The results obtained by this method were compared with some known
optimal solutions, and matched them quite closely.
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When formulating the mathematical model we assumed that the distribu-
tion functions of the random variables are known. However, an analysis of the
available information showed that these distributions can be determined only
within given classes of distribution functions characterized by some moments
or intervals for these moments. Thus, after the unknown parameters have been
determined and the values z*,y*, z* have been found, we have to consider how
the value of the objective function Fy (2*,y*,2*) changes when the partially
known distribution is varied within the given class of distribution functions.
This is, to some extent, a problem of sensitivity analysis with respect to those
parts of the distribution functions which are only partially known.

In the problem under consideration, certain random variables, such as the
transmitted power, the temperature, etc., possess well-defined distribution func-
tions. Other random variables, such as material costs , the nonuniformity and
graph of the load, etc., have distribution functions that are only partially known.
Thus, the basic problem is to determine the bounds of the objective function as
the distribution functions vary between pessimistic and optimistic estimates.

Such problems can be described in formal terms as follows. Let us denote by
7 € {1 the group of random variables whose distribution functions are partially
known and by g%(#) the value of the objective function as a function of % for
fixed optimal parameters. The distribution function H of # belongs to class K,
defined in the following way:

fg"(t)dH(t)Sa.-, (=1r

fndH(t)=

with given constants ¢,z = 1,...,r. In order to determine the range of possible
values of G? (H) as the distribution H varies in K, we have to solve the extremal
problems

min G°(H) (25.5)
HeK
max G (H), (25.6)

where
G°(H) = /ngo(t)dH(t).

Numerical methods for solving such problems are given in [8]. Since the
extremal distributions are not of importance, we can use the so-called dual
approach, when under rather general assumptions

r

}{nEa}éG (H)=u1§1]1;{;a uk+maxg (v) Zukg (v)]

where
t={ueR"u 20, i=1,...,7}.
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An analogous proposition holds for problem (25.5). We can then use the sto-
chastic procedure described below (see [5]).

We start by choosing points «® € U™, v® € , and suppose that after s
iterations we have arrived at (uz®,v®). Then we generate a point 7 in accordance
with the uniform measure on 2, and determine

o+l = {v’, if g°(v°) = poy weg*(0°) < 9°(3°) = T2, urg® (9°)

v  otherwise
we then compute

u?! = max{0,u? — 1 (ai — g (+* 7))},

- 1=1,...,7
8

When implementing this method we used the inequality
1 k+7 r )
72 Lt —o o)l <001
=k i=

as a stopping criterion. The computational results obtained by this method
showed a great variation in the degree to which the value of the objective
function depends on the distribution functions. This is demonstrated in Table

25.2 and Table 25.3.

Table 25.2 Some experimentally determined parameters.

Random variable Class

K of distribution function

Critical density of the flow at
temperature 3 — 4.2romanK (w;)
Relation of the expansion coefficient
to the solidity coefficient

(for the strengthening) (ws)
Relation of the expansion coefficient
to the solidity coefficient (for the
system of shielding flow tubes) (w3)

w; € [4%10'9,8 x 10'7]
Ew; € [4.95 x 10'°,5.05 x 10'°]

wg € [0.90,1.40]
Ew, € [1.095,1.105]

w3 € [1.05,1.25]
Ew; € [1.195,1.205]

Table 25.8 The main economic parameters.

Meaning of the random variables

Class GW of distribution functions

Coefficient of the price of material
{for the cold zone) (was)

Coefficient of the price of installation
(for the cold zone) {wae)

Coefficient of the price of material
(for the cryogenic-covering) (wsv)
Coefflicient of the price of installation
(for the cryogenic-covering) (w3s)
Price of the refrigerator stations
(wao)

w34 € [0.3375,0.5625]
Ewas € [0.40,0.50]
wae € [0.135,0.165]
Ewag € [0.145,0.155]
w7 € [0.3375,0.5625]
Ew,7 € [0.40,0.50]
wag € [0.135,0.165]
Ewgg € [0.145,0.155]
wag € [9, 11](mln.lv.)
Ewsg €[9.7,10.3]
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We divided the set of the partially known distributions into two subsets K;
and K3. The minimal (maximal) value of the objective function with respect to
distributions of class K; was F™i» = 27, (FmaX = 642.7), and the result was
obtained after 1243 (1406) iterations. This result shows that the value of the
objective function does not depend strongly on the choice of distributions for
these experimentally determined parameters. Therefore their following specifi-
cation is not important.

The minimal value of the objective function with respect to distributions
of class Ky is F™i» = 623.9 (obtained after 2432 iterations), while the maximal
value is F™3* = 5967.8. This result, which shows that the value of the objective
function depends strongly on the “pessimistic” bounds, calls for additional input
from experts.

25.83 Optimization of the Electricity Generating Stations

A specific feature of the above problem is the abundance of inexact input data.
We shall make use of this characteristic in stochastic programming methods
which we shall use to solve some exploitation problems in electricity generation.

The problem can be briefly formulated as follows: determine the active
and the reactive powers of the electricity generating stations (the power is
usually expressed as a complex number # = 2’ + Iz" and #’ and z” are called
“active” and “reactive” power, respectively) so that the price of the electric
power produced is minimized subject to the following conditions:

- total production is equal to total consumption,
- the resulting power flow is technically feasible.

Let us denote the active power of consumer ¢, by S; , its reactive power by
S!', %+ =1,...,p, and suppose that they are random variables with known
distribution functions. For the stations we shall use } and 2] to denote the
active and the reactive powers, respectively, which must be in the intervals
[}, 81, [, B8], 1=1,...,q. The cost of one unit of electrical power produced
at the station ¢ is ¢;,s = 1,...,g. For every node j (power station or consumer)
an interval [u;,%;], J=1,...,n,n=p+q for the voltage modulation is given.
We shall take the active and reactive powers of the stations as control variables.
Other control variables could include the transformation coefficients for some
lines, the reactive powers of certain consumers, etc.—these do not influence the
basic structure of the problem, but make its description more complicated.
We use the following mathematical model to determine the vector &’ =
(2},--.,2,) : minimize
q
L(z') = Z cixh
=1
subject to
q P

>ozi=) 5,

=1 =1
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o) <z} < betal, 1=1,...,q.

This simple linear programming problem possesses an explicit solution T’ =
#'(0'), where ¢’ = 3"7_, S!. Even when a quadratic objective function is used
(instead of a linear one), the solution may be simply expressed by the values of
the random variable o’.

The values of the reactive powers—vector 2" = (zf,... ,z;’)—have to be
determined so that a technically feasible power flow exists. Let us explain this
condition. If the values of the active and the reactive powers of all nodes are
appropriately assigned, in the nodes of the system definite voltages u;, j =
1,...,n, arise. Mathematically this is expressed by the fact that a nonlinear
complex system called system of nonlinear equations of the power flow possesses
a solution v = (uj,...,u,)

n
S!+ IS! .
Za,-juj=#+bia r=1,...,p

J=1

Uy

(o) + Iz )
Zap+,-jup+j=L+bp+;, i=1,...,q.

=1 Upti

Here {a;5},7=1,...,n,7 = 1,...,n—the admittance matrices which include
also complex constants. By I, the imaginary unit, and by 4,, the conjugate
number of u; are denoted. This system consisting of 2n equations for 2n un-
known we shall denote by

W(e",y,w) =0, j=1,...,2n, (25.7)

where w is a random vector including the consumers powers and also the vector
z'(0') andy = (y1,..+,Yny¥n+1,.- ., yan) is the vector composed by components
of the voltages of the nodes.

For fixed values of the components of the vector w a vector =" has to be
found such that the following condition to be satisfied

yEY ={y€RQ"|gj <y; <TG, 7=1,...,n,0< ypy; <2m,y=1,...,n}.

Since this problem must be solved in real time, it is convenient to apply a
parametrization of the solution: the solution will be searched as a prior: given
vector-function z”(w) = 2”(v,w), which depend on the random vector w and
on the unknown vector v € R™ that has to be determined. For convenience let
us denote _ _

B (2 1(v,w),y,w) =g (v,y,0), i=1,...,2n,

flv,y,0) = max lg'.(v,y,w)l.

We state the following problem for the vector v: minimize the function

F(v) = E;Ig{,lf(v’y’w)
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subject to
veV ={veR"P(a] <a"(v,w) <F} =1, i=1,...,q9}.

Usually functions 2" (v, w) are chosen as linear functions, for example 2 (v,w) =
vo", i=1,...,q, where 0" =3P | S”. In this case the set V is a parallelo-
gram.

V ={v € R*|y; = of fmaxo” < v; < §/minos” =7, i=1,...,q}.
W w

Now we shall describe a numerical method for solving the problem with such
parametrization. The method is of the stochastic e-quasigradient type methods
(see [6]).

Let v € V be an initial point and let after s iterations, we have arrived
at v®. Then we choose the observations S!(s),S”(8),: =1,...,p, in accordance
with their distribution, compute the vector z'(o,) as a solution of the linear
programming problem described above for o/ = o} = 3.7_, S/(s), and also
compute of =3 " 5”(s). Thus we have determined the vector w?®, composed
by S!(8),S!(e),7=1,...,p, and &’ (o).

Then we determine a vector y* = y°(v®,w?) such that

f(va’ya’ wa) < ;Iéiir}f(v",y,w’) +&5,65 >0,

and define _
1* = argmax |g' (v*,¥*,w°)|,
;

§, = sign gia (v%,9°%,w").
We compute the point

v,"Hl = maX{'ViaHIin[Fis'via - p56sg‘t::(va’yavwﬁ)]}a v = 1?" e

where p, > 0 is the stepsize and g:a('vs,y‘,ws) is the gradient of gia(v,y,w).
The determination of a vector y® = y*(v®,w®) when v°,w® are given, is a
well-known problem in the electroenergetics, the so-called ‘problem of the power
flow’. For its approximate solution, numerous methods of nondifferentiable
optimization can be used. As a termination criteria, the following unequality

has been applied
k+r

1Zf(11”,y5,w") <0.5.
r a=k

Example: This example illustrates the computational results for a network
with 6 nodes, 3 power station, and 3 consumers (p = 3,g = 3,n = 6}. The active
and reactive powers of the consumers are supposed to be normal distributed
and may take values which are not more than 20% less or greater than their
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mathematical expectations. As input data for the powers of the consumer we
give only the values of the expectations. The active and the reactive powers
of the power stations have to be determined (as we have described above) and
intervals for their volumes are given. At the end, for every node an interval for
the nominal tension of the voltage is given.

Input data for the nodes.

No. Type Active power Reactive power Nominal Tension
1 consumer 300 (MW) £20% 150 (MVAR) £20% [210, 230] (KV)
2 consumer 130 (MW) +20% 100 (MVAR) +20% [205, 230] (KV)
3  consumer 150 (MW) +20% 50 (MVAR) +20% [210, 230] (KV)
4  station [0, 300] (MW) [0, 200] (MVAR) [390, 410] (KV)
5  station  [100, 500] (MW) [0, 300] (MVAR) [205, 230] (KV)
6  station  [100, 500] (MW) [0, 300] (MVAR) [390, 410] (KV)

The input data for the electro-transmission line consists of the admittance ma-
trices of the lines. We shall not describe all these complex numbers and only
note that 8 branches (lines) are assumed.

The computational results was obtained after 109 iterations ( 18 sec.,
when the computer ES-1040 is used). The parameters v;,v3, vz, of the linear
parametrization
(2 =vid", i=1,2,8, o"=5/+857+55

i
were determined as follows
v; = 0.38,v9 = 0.89,v3 = 0.53.
The value of the objective function is
F(v) = 0.4805.
This result shows the average value of the maximal “nonbalance” in the system
of the power flow (25.7), when the reactive powers of the stations are chosen

in accordance to the parameterization low described above. Such result is fully
satisfactory from the technical point of view.
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CHAPTER 26

POWER GENERATION PLANNING WITH
UNCERTAIN DEMAND

O. Janssens de Bisthoven, P. Schuchewytsch and Y. Smeers

Abstract

We consider a multistage stochastic version of the power generation planning
problem and present a solution technique for tackling it. The model can in-
clude uncertainties in the cost and demand parameters as well as in the technol-
ogy matrix; it embeds the classical LOLP reliability constraints. The solution
method is a mixture of decomposition and cutting plane techniques. Because
of the complexity of this type of problem compared to the more classical LP
formulation, we provide a discussion of its practical relevance on the basis of a
case study.

26.). Introduction

Power generation planning consists of finding the mix of new production capac-
ities that will satisfy the future electric demand at minimal investment and op-
erations cost. The problem has given rise to many mathematical programming
formulations that would be too long to recall here (see [1] for some references).
In its most usual form (see the classical paper by Anderson [2]) the model is
formulated as the following linear program

T
minimize E(K,.yr +crzr) (26.1)

F=1

T
subject to EA,,.y,- 4+ Bz =a¢, t=1,...,T
r=1

Cray =bt, t=1,...,T

T
ZDtryrsdf’ t=1,...,T (26’2)

r=1

that we interpret as follows. ¥ and z are respectively the vectors of investment
and operations variables. The objective function evaluates the present value
of the capacity expansion and exploitation costs over the horizon. The first
constraint provides a linkage between the operations and investment variables,
it expresses the fact that the exploitation is limited by the existing capacities.
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The second constraint summarizes technical restrictions on the operations of
the plants (e.g. lack of flexibility of the nuclear plants) and the satisfaction
of the demand. Special attention must be given to inequalities (26.2) which
are introduced as surrogates of a reliability criterion. In their most common
form they express that the total installed capacity must be larger than the peak
demand plus some margin.

While models of the type (26.1)—(26.2) are usually sufficient for long term
scenario studies, some authors ([1], [3]) have introduced more refined tools
where the linear inequalities (26.2) are replaced by a true reliability criterion.

Fi(yiy.-p) S de (26.2)

which, in one of its common forms, expresses that the probability of not being
able to satisfy the peak demand cannot be larger than some amount d; . This
criterion, usually referred to as the loss of load probability (LOLP) makes the
new model (26.1)~(26.2') considerably more difficult to solve than its linearized
counterpart (26.1)-(26.2). Other versions of the problem which use slightly
different reliability criteria (loss of energy probability (LOEP)) are equally dif-
ficult. Bender’s decomposition has been proposed as a natural way to tackle
these more complex problems.

We consider in this paper the treatment of a stochastic version of (26.1)-
(26.2) where uncertainties can appear in the cost coefficients, the demand pa-
rameters and the technology matrix. Problems of this type are of immediate
interest these days where parameters such as investment and fuel costs, demand
or availabilities of certain plants are typically uncertain.

This extended version of (26.1)-(26.2') can be stated as a multistage sto-
chastic program with recourse (see [4], [5]). In order to stick to the solution
procedure adopted in this paper we shall immediately define the extensive form
of the deterministic equivalent of the problem.

Let ET designate an event tree of depth T,II; is the probability of node
¢ and A(7) the set of its ancestors (including ¢ itself) in ET. We consider the
following multistage linear program

minimize E I (Kiyi + cizi) (26.3)
I€ET
subject to E Ai;yi+ Bizi =a;, t€ET
JEA(T)
Ciz; =by, 1€ ET
Fi(yj, 7€ A(4)Ld;, (€ET (26.4)

The model (26.3)—(26.4) will usually be quite large and hence difficult to
solve; it is handled in this paper by a mixture of decomposition and cutting
plane techniques which is discussed in Section 26.2. The current implementation
of the method is presented in Section 26.3. The last part of the paper discusses
the relevance of the approach compared to the more classical deterministic
models. This is done in the context of a study of the commissioning of new
nuclear capacities in Belgium in 1984.
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26.2 Methodological Aspects

This section is devoted to an intuitive discussion of the method adopted for
solving the problem (26.3)-(26.4). Our aim here is more to motivate the general
approach than to provide a rigorous treatment of it (see [6] for an exposition
and a convergence proof of the mixed decomp osition/cutting plane algorithm
used). Throughout the paper, the discussion will be illustrated with the help
of the event tree given in Figure 26.1.

5

Figure 36.1 Illustrative event tree

Consider the linear programming problem consisting of the set of relations
(26.3) only. It has a lower triangular block structure which in the case of our
example is represented on Figure 26.2.

Various algorithms exist for taking advantage of this property of the matrix.
We shall in this paper rely on the extension of decomposition [7] and nested
decomposition [8] proposed by Kallio and Porteus [9] for arborescent linear
programs. By definition the program

N
Min Z eeTe
=1

N
ZBkN:Z:fk, k=1,...,N
=1



468 Stochastic Optimization Problems
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Y7, 70

Figure 26.2 Block structure of the matrix

is arborescent if there exists an arborescence having nodes 1 to N and such
that By # 0 implies the existence of a directed path from k& to £. As we
shall see both the primal and the dual of problem (26.3) can be looked at
as arborescent programs. The implementation of the method is described in
[10], the following summary of the principle of the approach will suffice for
our purpose in this paper. We consider an arborescent matrix as illustrated in
Figure 26.3. Decomposition proceeds by breaking the original model into a set
of nested masters and subproblems according to the structure of the matrix.
Referring to Figure 26.3 the original problem, noted 7 consisted of a coupling
block and two linked blocks noted 3 and 6; each of these latters has the same
structure as the original model, namely a coupling constraint set and two linked
matrices.

In the decomp osition algorithm (see Figure 26.4) the global problem 7 will
be replaced by a master problem (noted 7} that will receive proposals from its
subproblems 3 and 6 and to which it will transfer prices. Because of the nested
block structure each of the subproblems can itself be replaced by a master
problem (also noted 3 and 6 respectively) which receives proposals from its
own subproblems (subproblems 1, 2 for the master 3 and subproblems 4, 5 for
the master 6) and returns price signals.

Particular cases of this general decomp osition method arise when the ma-
trix reduces to a single block angular structure ([7]) or, when each master only
has a single subproblem ([8]).

Arborescent linear programming can be applied in different ways to model
(28.3). Working directly on the primal problem, an exploitable structure is the
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Note: We have assumed that the tree describing the matrix is identical to the
event tree of Figure 26.1. This is by no means necessary but will help in later
discussions.

Figure 26.8 Nested block angular structure

one indicated in Figure 26.5. It is easy to see that this corresponds to taking
advantage of the sole multitemporal aspect of the problem. From the point
of vie of the data structure, this implies that the size of the subproblem in a
given time period is determined by the number of nodes in that period. This is
admittedly embarrassing in a stochastic program where the number of terminal
nodes can quickly become large.

In contrast, working on the dual permits a much higher degree of decom-
position. The structure of the dual matrix is given in Figure 26.6 which also
shows its nested block angular structure. The size of the subproblem is then
entirely determined by the size of each block in the matrix. This is a much
more favorable situation and it is this structure that we shall exploit here.

We now turn to the handling of the reliability constraint. It is most com-
mon in power generation planning to characterize a plant by its rated power
U and its availability factor p (see [2]). Leaving aside, for the time being, the
fact that we are dealing with continuous capacity variables and not multiples
of the rated power, the loss of load probability in a node ¢ of the event tree
can be defined as follows. Let &; be the demand of electricity in node ¢, & is a
random variable whose distribution is entirely determined by the load duration
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Figure 26.4 Transfer of information between subproblems

(6,5, 4)
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proposals | —
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4 5
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Figure 26.5 Nested block structure obtained by working on the primal prob-
lem

curve. Let S; be the set of plants existing in node 7 and {y;,7 € A(7)} the
vector of installed capacities (that we take as integer variables in the course of
this discussion), we can define for each plant s, the random variable 7,; equal
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Figure 26.86 Matrix structure of the dual problem

to the available capacity of plant type 8 in node 7. The reliability criterion in
node ¢ can then be written as

Pr [Z Nei < EiIUsa (yjaj € A(Z))] < d; (26.5)
LISEH

which is a chance constraint. Besides very special cases, it is impossible to write
a deterministic equivalent of (26.5) which is, in any case, already difficult to
evaluate numerically (see [11], [12], [18]) for examples of numerical methods).
The inclusion of reliability constraints in planning models has mainly been done
through Benders’ decomposition ([2], [3]); we shall follow a similar approach
but reason instead in terms of cutting planes.

Let (A;,z € ET) be the vector of (exogenously determined) capacities to
be scrapped. Starting with the solution (y;,s € ET) of problem (26.3), that is
without reliability constraints, one can define the available capacity z; at node

% as
zi = Z ¥ — Z Aj.
JEA() JEA(D)
Strictly speaking, the loss of load probability is only defined for values of 2
that are multiples of the rated capacities; let [z;] be the vector derived from z;
by rounding down the capacities to multiples of the commercial powers and §;

be defined as

_ Fillz]) — Fil[zi] +e.Us)

= U, ,
where ¢, is the s-th unit vector. §;; can be seen as the decrease of the loss of
load probability resulting from a unitary investment in plant 8. If the reliability
criterion is not satisfied at [z;] we add the constraint

Fila)) + Y Sialzia —[20a]) < dic (26.6)
6ES;

bis 8 €S;
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This amounts to replacing the initial reliability constraint by some inner lin-
earization.

Because the storage of a linear program and its manipulation by the revised
simplex method are essentially column oriented, the addition of a cut is not a
natural operation in most commercial codes. This is a fortiori so if the solution
technique is based on column generation such as in decomposition or nested
decomposition. In contrast, the addition of a cut in the primal becomes the
addition of a column when working in the dual and can thus be nicely inserted
in the decomposition algorithm. The implementation of the combination of
these techniques is discussed in the following section.

26.3 Implementation

Stochastic optimization although introduced at the very beginning of mathe-
matical programming does not seem to be in widespread use. This may be due
not only to the lack of specialized codes capable of dealing with these problems
but also to the fact that stochastic models seemn, at least in our experience, more
difficult to formulate (event trees are more complex to arrive at than scenarios)
and to generate (commercial matrix generators such as OMNI [14] do not per-
mit easy manipulation of trees). It thus seems essential in order to implement
the approach discussed in the preceding section to leave the maximal possible
freedom to the user and in particular to refrain from imposing him constraints
originating from the solution procedure. The following approach has thus been
adopted. In a first state the user writes the extensive form of his model in the
MPS format using standard matrix generation techniques. A program trans-
forms this version of the primal model into an MPS representation of the dual.
A third program rearranges the input of the dual in a form suitable for the de-
composition code. The fourth stage is the optimization itself; the last one, the
report writer, is essentially missing in the current implementation but should
be developed in the future. We briefly review these different stages.

26.3.1 Problem generation

While standards exist for defining two stage stochastic programs [15], the case
of multistage models remains largely untouched. We have assumed in this work
that the modeler directly constructs the extensive form of the deterministic
equivalent of his problem in MPS format using a commercial matrix generator.
We allow him the most general formulation of a linear programming problem,
namely
Min ¢fz

r<Az<s (26.7)

{<z<u
which contains ranges on the constraints and bounds on the variables. In order

to allow for subsequent treatment, it is required that row and column names
corresponding to a given node have as their two last characters the identificator
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of the node; the current implementation supposes that the nodes of the tree are
numbered in postorder; this constraint can however be relaxed easily.

26.3.2 Construction of the dual problem
The dual of (26.7) is written as

minimize — gty —¢tz —ulv — Cw

subject to Aly+A'z+vtw=c (26.8)
y,v <0
2,w 20

and is constructed automatically from the MPS input file of the primal problem
(MAGENOUT file in the OMNI system). The formulation is rather unusual
to the extent that it involves nonpositive variables (¥ and z) as well as the
more common nonnegative variables (z and w) . It can be justified as follows:
numerical elements in MPS format files are represented in twelve character
fields, one character being used for specifying the sign of the number. Our
version of the dual problem can be defined through an MPS file which contains
the same numerical elements as those of the primal problem and hence does not
require any change of sign (no change of sign is required in the constraints and
the minus signs of the objective function can be generated using the facilities
of the MPS software), this permits keeping the s,7,u and ¢ with their original
sign in the dual MPS file. Besides the time gained by not having to change
sign, this construction leads to a dual which is numerically fully equivalent to
the original problem.

26.8.3 Rearrangement of the MPS input file

This rearrangement is specific to the decomposition code used. It is discussed
in detail in [10].

26.3.4 Optimization

The main features of the decomposition code are discussed in [10] and will not
be recalled here. The interaction between this code and the reliability criterion
is represented on Figure 26.7. This part of the implementation is currently far
from optimal; the following discussion will help clarify the issue.

The decomposition code is fed with the reorganized MPS file of the dual
problem (see section above). Because decomp osition methods provide feasible
dual solution every time a cycle with a bounded subproblem is completed, it is
possible to extract the dual solution when convergence has almost been reached
and to evaluate the corresponding capacities in each node of the event tree. The
reliability criterion is then evaluated everywhere or for a subset of the nodes
where the user feels that the LOLP is most likely to be violated; additional cuts
are generated when necessary.

The approach, although simple in principle present several challenging fea-
tures that have not been handled most satisfactory now. We briefly report on
these in the following.
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dual problem
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no

primal output

Figure 26.7 Interaction between the decomposition code and the reliability
criterion

Computation of the reliability criterion

The evaluation of the loss of load probability is a costly operation and it is out of
question to restart it from scratch at each evaluation of the reliability criterion.
The cumulant method introduced in [12] and [18] provides an elegant solution
to this problem. The cumulants (see [16] for the definition of this notion) of the
different plants and of the load duration curves at each node z can be computed
once for all at the outset of the study; the evaluation of the reliability criterion
is then drastically reduced afterwards.
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Insertion of reliability cuts

As mentioned above, a cut becomes a column in the dual and can be added
relatively easily in the input of the dual, Some elementary restart procedures
have been included in the current decomp osition code which allow one not to go
through the whole optimization from scratch. Although these cuts could ideally
be directly added to the internal representation of the different subproblems as
new columns, this approach has however not yet been explored and the cuts

are now included through the MPS file.

Report generation

The question of the connection of the decomposition code with a commercial
report writer has not been explored yet. At this stage the dual variables of
the subproblems (the primal variables of the original problem) are directly
extracted from the internal representation of the solution of the subproblems
and constitute the output. This implies that the report writer must be written
in a general purpose high level language (such as PL/1 with MPSX/370).

26.4 A Case Study

This machinery is rather complex, at least compared to the direct use of a
commercial linear programming code. It is thus important, before resorting to
the stochastic programming approach, to evaluate the additional insight that
it can bring into the decision process. The following discussion is taken from
a study of the commissioning of new nuclear plants in Belgium in early 1984.
The general decision context is discussed in [17]; we focus here more on the
numerical results. Consider the event tree of Figure 26.8 where the probabilities
of the different scenarios are indicated at the right of the corresponding terminal
nodes.

low energy price and high demand O
growth rate (2.7%) 3

high energy price and moderate demand {)

rowth rate (2.3%)

83 84 g5 \ 2 ( 4
collapse of the steel industry and {)
stagnant electricity demand (0%) 3

Figure 26.8 Event tree relative to the commissioning of new nuclear plants
in Belgium in 1984

The tree has been constructed by a governmental agency and taken as such. It
models a process where investment decisions must be taken in 1984 and 1985
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without knowing the future demand. This latter is supposed to be revealed
in 1985 and later decisions taken with perfect foresight from that period on.
Relevant to the use of stochastic programming is the existence of two relatively
similar scenarios (2.7 and 2.3%) together with a more contrasted one (0%).
Dropping the last scenario would probably make the stochastic model useless;
having more contrast in the two first evolutions would increase its interest.

The discussion will focus on the size of the model and the impact of both the
uncertain demand growth rate and the reliability criterion. We shall conclude
by some quantitative evaluation of the stochastic programming approach and
comments on its implications for policy analysis.

Size of the model

A first criticism against the use of the preceding machinery arises from the
present capabilities of commercial codes. It can indeed be claimed that, given
the existing possibilities of these codes, it is simply not reasonable to set up
models that require more computational resources. In order to assess this argu-
ment, consider Table 26.1 which reports the capacities of nuclear plants coming
on line in 1994 and 1995 with deterministic models where the horizon is limited
to 1995 and 2000 respectively.

Table 26.1 1993 and 1994 nuclear capacities with deterministic models of
different horizons (capacities coming ou lines (in MW))

1993 1994

horizon 1995 horizon 2000 horizon 1995 horizon 2000
2.7% 508 1972 575 442
2.3% 1065 1681 405 412

Both versions of the model deal with end effects by assuming that the salvage
values of the plants at the end of the horizon is equal to the discounted sum
over the rest of the technical life of the annual values of the investment cost.
The difference of the results clearly points to the importance of recurring to the
longer term horizon model. A stochastic version of the problem limited to a
1996 horizon has about 9000 constraints. It certainly challenges the possibilities
of commercial codes such as MPSX/370 but can be handled by them. The
2000 horizon model has about 20,000 constraints and cannot be handled by
MPSX/370. The longer term horizon model appears necessary, but commercial
software would have difficulties (or find it impossible) to solve its stochastic
version.
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Uncertain demand growth rate and reliability constraint

The handling of the reliability criterion certainly adds to the complexity of the
methodology. Because LOLP constraints are rarely treated explicitly in long
term power planning models, one may question their usefulness in this more
complex set up. Table 26.2 reports the results of a pure scenario analysis and
of the stochastic model when the horizon is limited to 96 (the shortened version
has been selected to reduce computer costs) with and without accounting for
the LOLP constraints. Perfect foresight induces the immediate commissioning
of new nuclear plants in the scenario approach, which results in the satisfaction
of the LOLP criterion (except in the 2.7% case where gas turbines are required
for reliability purposes). In contrast, the uncertainty about the growth rate
first postpones investment decisions which however remain of nuclear type.
The obtained generation system, however, violates the reliability constraints in
1994 and 1995. The role of the LOLP constraint appears in the last three rows
of Table 26.2. While gas turbines are again coming on line as soon as 1990 in
the 2.7% scenario, coal fired plants are introduced for reliability purposes in
1994 and 1995. This new effect justifies considering the LOLP constraint in
stochastic model.

Table 26.2. Comparison of the scenario and stochastic approaches under
different LOLP constraints (capacities coming on lines (in MW})

1990 1993 1994 1995 Remarks

2.7% - 508 575 - All investments are
nuclear. Gas turbines
Scenario  2.3% - 1065 405 - are introduced
in 1990 with the
0% - - - - 2.7 scenario
Stochastic 2.7% - . - 856 All investments
without 2.3% . - - 1170 are nuclear
LOLP 0% - - . - plants
- 117 330 938 coal
2.7%
155 - - - gas turbine
Stochastic
with - - - 1042 nuclear
LOLP  2.3%
- 735 171 - coal

0% - . -
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Valuation of the stochastic programming approach

We now consider the 2001 horizon model and evaluate two criteria usually found
in the literature in relation to stochastic models. The value of information [18]
compares the expected cost obtained in the deterministic scenario studies and
the objective function value of the stochastic model. It corresponds to the value
of perfect forecast. The value of the stochastic solution [18] evaluates the gain
brought about by acting according to the solution of the stochastic program.
Supposing a certain behaviour of the decision maker (for instance selecting a
mean value approach in the first periods) it compares the cost resulting from
that behaviour to the one associated with the solution of the stochastic program.
Taking the value of information first, one finds that the average cost of the
scenario models amounts to 7 856 10° $ (of year 1982) while the cost of the
stochastic programming model is 7 714 10% $. Although this may look like a
negligible difference in percentage, it is certainly important when considered in
marginal terms. Because the generation system remains basically unchanged
until 1994 (we can neglect the additional gas turbine capacities of 2.7% scenario
which are only introduced for reliability purpose and are not exploited) the cost
differences must be related to the eight years of the period 1994-2001 which,
after proper discounting operations, amounts to 25.6 10° §/year.

The situation is more striking for the value of the stochastic solution. Tak-
ing the average of the deterministic solution as the initial decision we end up
with an infeasible stochastic programming approach. This corresponds to an
infinite value of the stochastic solution. This result can be explained as follows;
two policy constraints are implemented in the zero growth scenario which have
to do with particular features of the Belgium situation; one requires an addi-
tional consumption of national coal in case of the collapse of the steel industry;
the other one imposes a minimum level of operations to the new nuclear plants.
Admittedly these constraints have little economic sense; they have however a
lot of political relevance and formalize concerns often expressed in the public
opinion. Together they render the operations of the power sector in 90 infeasible
in the 0% growth with the investments resulting from the mean value approach.
This is admittedly an extreme case (which does not appear in the 96 horizon
model) it however shows the utility of the stochastic programming approach
with respect to the more classical scenario approach.

Policy smplication

The commissioning of new nuclear plants in Belgium has been delayed frora
1981 to 1984 when a small participation to a French station (~ 450 MW} was
decided. The discussions during those three years have mainly concentrated
on demand forecasts and on whether, because of the current uncertainties, one
should not defer any immediate decision. The scenario approach, with its first
stage decision depending drastically on the assumptions, has been relatively
difficult to use in that context. In contrast, the stochastic programming ap-
proach, because it immediately deals with the whole set of scenario answers the
question of whether it is better to wait until additional information is available.
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26.8 Conclusion

The present uncertainties that prevade the economic environment of the utilities
make the sole use of classical deterministic power generation planning models
difficult to justify. In particular the scenario approach, whatever its usefulness
for exploring the impact of uncertainties on present decisions, can prove use-
less when the solutions are too much different for equally plausible scenarios.
Stochastic programming has long been proposed as a natural way to tackle the
problem. We present an implementation of the approach and show that it is
both computationally feasible and practically relevant.
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CHAPTER 27

EXHAUSTIBLE RESOURCE MODELS WITH UNCERTAIN
RETURNS FROM EXPLORATION INVESTMENT

J.R. Birge

Abstract

Exhaustible resource models that do not consider exploration investment have
typically low values of perfect information and sometimes even optimal myopic
policies. In this paper, we add exploration and capacity investment and allow
the returns from exploration to be stochastic. We show that, in this model, the
stochastic program solution may be quite valuable and that myopic policies are
far from optimal.

27.1 Introduction

Exhaustible resource models have been studied by a number of authors. Hotel-
ling |8] initially formulated a model that demonstrated that the market price
of an exhaustible resource grows exponentially as it is depleted. Nordhaus
[7] introduced the idea of a “backstop” technology to this model. The result
is the Hotelling-Nordhaus model in which a finite resource is used until its
production cost exceeds that of the inexhaustible backstop technology. The
backstop technology is then introduced and the two technologies are never used
simultaneously.

Manne [5] and Manne and Richels [6] use the Hotelling-Nordhaus model
in their analysis of the effect of the uncertainty of the introduction date of the
fast breeder reactor. They formulate a stochastic linear program and solve it
to find the expected value of perfect information (EVPI). Their results indicate
that the expected value of perfect information in this model is low and that,
therefore, deterministic problem solutions provide close approximations to the
solution of the stochastic problem.

Chao [2] presents an analytical justification for the observations of Manne
and Richels. He formulates a mathematical program for the Hotelling-Nordhaus
model. Under certain assumptions that include a demand that is independent
of price, Chao shows that a myopic policy of using the most inexpensive avail-
able technology first is optimal. He also introduces a price responsive demand
function to his model and again shows that the EVPI is low,

In this paper, we expand upon Chao’s model by allowing exploration in-
vestment that could yield additional resource supplies. The amount of increase
in the supply per unit of investment is however uncertain. We show that the



482 Stochastic Optimszation Problems

EVPI and the value of the stochastic solution (VSS) (Birge [1]) can be large
when this type of uncertainty is included. We give examples illustrating these
observations.

27.2 The Basic Model

Our results concern two measures of the effect of uncertainty in stochastic pro-
grams, the expected value of perfect information and the value of the stochastic
solution. We present these measures in the context of two-stage stochastic pro-
grams with recourse. We first formulate the deterministic program

minimize p(z,€) = cz + min[gy|Wy = § + Tz,y 2 0] (@7.1

subject to Az =b,z20 1

where the vectors ¢ € R®, g € R", and 6 € R™ are known, the my-vector £ is

a random vector defined on the probability space (&,7,F), and A, W, and T

are correspondingly dimensioned known real-valued matrices. A decision vector

Z(£) obtained in Program 27.1 represents an optimal first period decision given
a realization E of the random vector.

If an optimal first period decision is taken for all possible realizations of

the random vector, then we obtain in expected value the “wait-and-see“ (WS)
solution value (Madansky [4]), where

WS = E; [mxm io(z, €))].

The stochastic program with recourse (Wets [8]) involves optimizing after tak-
ing the expected value. We write the value of this program as

RP = min Eglp (&, )]

For E(§) = €, we obtain a third value that is the expectation of the expected

value (EEV) solution Z(€) that is optimal in (27.1) for ¢ = €. This quantity is

EEV = E¢[p(Z(£). €)].

The effects of uncertainty are measured by differences among WS, RP, and
EEV. The expected value of perfect information represents the amount one is
willing to spend in gaining information about the stochastic variables. It is
calculated as

EVPI= WS —RP.

The value of the stochastic solution, on the other hand, measures the ad-
ditional value of solving the stochastic program over solving the deterministic
expected value problem. We define

VSS =EEV —RP.
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In the discussion below, we describe VSS and EVPI in the context of an ex-
haustible resource model originally due to Chao.

Chao’s basic model is a linear program to determine an optimal dynamic
production schedule to minimize the present value of the cost of satisfying an
increasing sequence of demand requirements over time. The demand may be
satisfied by any of m — 1 substitutable technologies, each using one distinct
finite resource, and by one backstop technology with no resource limit. The
resulting linear program is

m oo m T
minimize Y > Boivie+y Y Hhizie

i=1t=1 i=1¢t=0
oo

subject to Zy,-g <R;,, i=1,...,m;
t=0

m (27.2)
Zy5t=Dh t=1"--yT;
t=1

o0
Yit+1 =yit+2(60_6a—1)3i,t—u t=0,1,...,
=0

yit 2 02i 20; t=0,1,...;e=1,...,m;

where y,¢ is the amount of period ¢ demand, Dy, satisfied by resource ¢ at time
t, ;¢ 1s the amount of resource + committed at ¢ to be extracted later, ¢; is
the current cost of technology ¢, k; is the capital cost of ¢, # is the discount
factor, §; is the extraction rate, and R; is the initial availability of the resource
used by technology ¢. It is assumed that y;, and z;+ are known for ¢ =1,...,n
and for ¢ = 0,—1,..., and that y;p = Ef;o §_¢zi¢. 1t is also assumed that
Dy £D;<...£Dyp_ <Dr.

Chao defines v as the capital recovery factor for the standard time profile
where v =1/(3°:2, #%8,) and lets d; be the demand for new resource commit-
ments where Dy = sum® (8,di—,. The result it that (27.1) can be rewritten
as

m T
minimize Zz(k.-+c,-/7)ﬁta:“

i=1¢=0

T -0 ~—®
subject to Za:,-t <R, - Z ( Z 8s)zit, 1=1,...,m; (27.3)

t=0 t=—1 s=-¢t
m

Ez;g =d;y, t=0,...,T;
=1

zi¢ 20, i=1,...,m; and all ¢.

Chao uses Program 27.3 to derive his results on myopic solutions. He shows
that the corresponding transportation problem can be solved optimally by the
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Northwest Corner Rule if the resource costs ; +¢; /v are arranged in increasing
cost order within each period.

The result leads to an expected value of perfect information of zero because
the WS solution is the same as the RP solution. It also yields a VSS of zero
because the EEV value is the same as RP when myopic solutions are optimal,

Chao introduces price-responsive demands to the basic model in (27.3) and
obtains a nonlinear programming model that does not have myopic optimal
decisions. He computes an upper bound on the EVPI and shows that distant
future uncertainties and low price elasticities lead to a small EVPI. In the next
section, we introduce investment uncertainty into the basic model and show
that this may lead to a significant EVPI and VSS.

27.8 A Model with Uncertain Exploration Returns

We assume that R; in Program 27.3 represents the amount of resource ¢ that is
known to be available at time 0. This amount can be increased by exploration
investment, but the amount of the increase is uncertain. We also assurne that
there is a capacity limit L; on the amount of a resource which may be committed
at time 0. This amount may also be increased by investment in new capacity
and that return is assumed known with certainty. The stochastic linear program
derived from (27.3) is then

m m m
minimize Z(kl +ei /7)o + Z diugo + Zg;w,-0+ (27.4.0)
i=1 =1 i=1
T m K ] ) ) )
Z ZZF{H{U" +ei/v)l + divy +givly}
t=14=1;=1
-1
subject to ), < R; + Zaam a(4) Z a:a(J) (27.4.1)
8=0

i=1,...,m;t—0,...,T,j =1,...,K;
t—1
e SLi+ Yy i), (27.4.2)
i1=1,...,mt=0,...,T;57=1,...,Ky;

m

Zr{t =dy; t=0,...,T;75=1,...,Ky;

=

g, 20, i=1,...,m;t=0,...,T;7=1,...,Ky; (27.4.4)
where d; is the cost of one unit of exploration for resource z, u{t is the amount of
exploration, g; is the cost of capital investment in resource ¢, v}, is the amount
of that investment, p] is the probability of scenario ; at time t, K; is the number
of scenarios at time ¢, and «; is the return per unit of exploration for resource 3
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under scenario ;. Each scenario ; is preceded by ancestor scenarios in previous
periods which are designated by a(y).

The stochastic nature of Program 27.4 is contained only in the return on
exploration investment, o,. In general, these values may vary continuously, but
the discrete forrulation in (27.4) is used for simplicity. This program involves
a stochastic technolsgy matrix, but it may be formulated with stochastic right-
hand sides by defining new variables w%, £ > 0, such that

u? = Etoc‘ (27.5)

and

aa(tj)l +Zaltwlt :’(tj—)l’ (27’6)

where R“(j)1 is the availability of resource 7 in period t —1, there are E‘ different

values of o, -1, and w,t < 0 for all £ except for £ = £/ such that o .t = ala(t]_zl

The upper bound on wf{ is sufficiently large to allow any investment level.
The stochastic right-hand side problem is then formed by substituting (27.5),
(27.6), and a constraint where R}, is set equal to the right-hand side of (27.6),
for Constraint, 27.4.1 in Program 27 4.

In the deterministic version of (27.4), the investment decisions may skip
from investment in one resource to another according to the values of or‘?'t . Thisis
due to the basic property of the linear program in which extreme point values
correspond to investments in single resources. The solution of {27.4) allows
for many more combinations of alternative investment decisions and, hence,
provides for hedging against other possibilities. This hedging characteristic
yields a positive VSS for many cases and the value of knowing the investment
return yields a positive EVPI. An example of these occurrences appear in the
next section.
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27.4 Example

We consider a two period problem to demonstrate the potential effect of in-
vestment uncertainty. In this example, we consider three technologies. The
first technology uses a resource in which investment return is highly variable.
The second technology corresponds to a resource in which investment in addi-
tional capacity results in certain returns. The third technology is an infinitely
available backstop. The data for the model are in Table 27.1.

Table 27.1 Model Input Data

Resources Current CostInitial Availability

Res 1 5.0 25.0

Res 2 10.0 10.0

Backstop 16.7 400

Investment Cost, Return

Res 1 - Good Luck 1.0 1.0
Bad Luck 1.0 0.1

Res 2 1.0 1.0

Periods Demand

First 15.0

Second 25.0

Scenarios Probability

Good Luck 0.5

Bad Luck 0.5

Discount Factor g =08

The only uncertainty in this model is in the return for Resource 1 explo-
ration investment. Resource 2 investment can be interpreted as building addi-
tional capacity. This model can be formulated as a stochastic linear program
with recourse and with uncertainty in the right-hand side by using constraints as
in (27.5) and (27.6). In this case, we obtain the following two-stage stochastic
linear program in which z represents first period decisions and y represents
second period decisions.
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minimize z = 5z; + 1025 + 16.723 + 24 + 25 + E¢[3y5 + 6ye + 10y7]
subject to x; <25

z9 <10

z1+2a+23 215

—21+y1+.1yatys=0

T4 —yYs —ys =0

—23+2+ya=0

ya <€

y1+ys <25

y2+y6 <10

ys + ye +y7 2 25,

TlyeeyT5 2 Osyla"'ay7 2 0’

(27.7)
where P{¢ =0} = 0.5 and P{¢ = 10} = 0.5. In this program, z;, z3, and z3
represent commitments of the resources, #4 and 25 are investment variables, y;
and y;, represent the net changes in resource availabilities, y3 and y4 represent
the amount of new Resource 1 availability obtained through investment, and
¥s, Yo, and y7 represent commitments in the second period.

The alternatives to Program 27.7 are to solve deterministic models that
assume good luck, bad luck, a mean value with § = € = 5, or a single myopic
solution. For each of these solutions, we obtain the expectation of the two
period costs after using the first period solution obtained by these deterministic
problems (as in finding the EEV). These values are

Scenario Deterministic Value | Expectation Value
Good Luck 175.0 196.5
Bad Luck 200.0 200.0
Mean 185.0 200.75
Myopic 215.0 215.0

These values can be compared to the value of the stochastic program (27.7),
which is 192.5.

We can then obtain the information values, EVPI and VSS. The expected
value of perfect information is

EVPI=RP — WS =192.5—187.5 = 5.0.
The value of the stochastic solution is
VSS =EEV —RP = 200.75 — 192.5 = 8.5.

The value of the stochastic solution relative to the myopic, or no investment,
solution is also of interest. It is 215.0 — 192.5 = 22.5.
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The difference between the EVPI and VSS values demonstrates how these
quantities reflect different values of uncertainty. The EVPI is lower than the
VSS because the RP solution can fairly adequately hedge against either of the
future outcomes. In the RP solution, there is investment in both Resource 1
and Resource 2 capacity (z4 = 10 and z5 = 4) so that no backstop usage is
necessary in either scenario. The mean value solution, however, only involves
investment in Resource 1 so that the backstop must be used in the bad luck
scenario. This leads to a higher VSS than EVPI and shows the merit of using
the stochastic program solution.

Investment in two resources is unique to the stochastic program solution.
Any deterministic scenario only involves investment in one resource. This again
shows the utility of the stochastic program. It is able to blend the determin-
istic solutions so that the decision maker does not have to decide between two
completely different solutions.

We also note that the addition of investment has a significant effect on
the value relative to the myopic solution. If no investment is allowed then the
myopic solution would be optimal, and the backstop would necessarily be used
to satisfy five units of demand in the second period. An exhaustible resource
model with investment therefore clearly must consider future scenarios, and the
solution of an equivalent stochastic program can have significant advantages
over the solution of a deterministic expected value problem.
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CHAPTER 28

A TWO-STAGE STOCHASTIC FACILITY-LOCATION
PROBLEM WITH TIME-DEPENDENT SUPPLY

S.W. Wallace

Abstract

A stochastic facility-location problem with recourse is solved by the L-shaped
decomposition method. The purpose is to find which plants, from a set of
potential plants, should be opened. The supply is random and varying over
time,

To each potential plant is attached a fixed cost. The decomp osition results
in a stochastic transportation problem and an N P-hard problem with quasi-
concave objection function and linear constraints.

28.1 Introduction

We are concerned with the following problem: A set of supply ponts is given,
each point having a supply that varies over the year. The supply points in
general have their supply peaks at different times. The supply is random.

A set of potential demand points is also given. We want to establish which
of them should be kept/built and which should be closed/not built. For the
existing ones we also consider the possibility of increasing their capacities. To
each potential demand point is attached a fixed cost depending on the capacity
of the demand point, which also is to be determined.

Due to the variation of supply over time, we will divide the year into T'
time periods. Clearly we cannot expect the capacity at the demand points to
be fully utilized in all time periods. Still the fixed cost will be the same in all
periods, namely the one given by the amount received in the most intensive
period.

The problem is motivated by a problem from the Norwegian fish meal and
fish oil industry. The supply points represent fishing grounds for which the
quotas are stochastic and variable throughout the year. The demand points are
potential plants (see Section 28.7 for further details). References [15] and [16]
also give background information.

Transportation costs are given between all pairs of supply /potential de-
mand points. If handling costs differ among the plants, they must be included
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in the transportation costs, and not in the fixed costs of the plants. The for-
mulation is as follows:

M2-1

min E,{min} "> eiss;}+ 3 hile) (28.1)
i 5 J=1
M2
subject to Y _yhi=S(w) t=1,..., Ti=2,...,M1 (28.2)
=1

M1
=>4, 2-2; t=1,..,T, j=1,...,M2-1(28.3)
=2

0<2z; <d; ;=1,...,M2-1 (28.4)
yl; 20 (28.5)
where
yf-j equals the number of loads from supply point ¢ to demand point 5 in
time period ¢. (We relax the natural integrality requirement.)
¢is equals the cost per load sent from supply point ¢ to demand point ;.

z; equals the capacity in loads per time period for demand point ;.

sz(zj) equals the fixed cost attached to demand point j as a function
of z;.

Sf(w) equals the uncertain amount supplied at supply point ¢ in time
period ¢.

Note that demand point M2 has infinite capacity, i.e. it represents a
recourse action such as sending to a second rate market or dumping. Therefore
we will assume that ¢;ar9 > ¢;j for j = 1,...,M2 — 1. Clearly the problem is
always feasible.

The requirements (28.4) might be dropped, depending on the situation in
which the method is used.

The function ﬁj(zj) i1s assumed to be quasi-concave; in practice we will
assume the following form

> _Jo ifz; =0
hj(zj) - {Hj-l-hjzj i.fa:j >0,H; >0

Although we are concerned about several time periods, our problem does
not belong to “dynamic facility location™ problems or “multiperiod capacity
expansion” problems. An important reason for this is that although both prob-
lems (usually) operate with T time periods (T finite), our problem does not end
here, but rather starts in period 1 again. In dynamic location problems (see
e.g. [8], [9]), however, time 7" marks the end of the time horizon. Therefore,
the time of investment is important due to present value considerations. In our
case, Investments are done at the start of period one and capacity kept at that
level throughout time.
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Our problem will therefore, to a certain extent, belong to the one-period
facility location problem, although that period is divided into T' subperiods.
The complications here are naturally due to the stochastic supply, but also:

1. The size of the plants are variables, thereby spoiling the network structure
of the constraints.

2. The discontinuous {quasi-concave) objective function.

3. The variable part of the fixed cost of a plant cannot be included in the
transportation costs because we have more than one time period.

Problem 1 will be attacked through decomposition, problem 2 through
enumeration of extreme points or a series of linear programs.

Problem 3 complicates the decomp osition since the master problem of the
decomp osition must determine not only which plants to open, but also their
sizes.

We will use the L-shaped decomposition of the problem, outlined in [13]
and [18]. This amounts to writing the problem in the following form:

M2-1 .
minimize Y h;(z;) +0

i=1

subject to Q(z) <4
0<2;<d; s=1,...,M2-1

where Q(z) is defined as Q(2) = F,,Q(z,w) and Q(z,w) is given by
Q(z,w) =inf{} )" ; cijyt; Ny (:) ¥,y >0} (28.6)
i g -
where N' is the coefficient matrix for the y’s in (2) and (3) and
b= (S_(:)) is appropriately sorted to fit N'.

The L-shaped algorithm is a “tight” cutting plane algorithm that in general
allows for both feasibility and optimality cuts. Since our subproblem (i.e. to
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find Q(z) for = given) is always feasible, we will only need optimality cuts.

A method very similar to the L-shaped is an outer approximation using
nonstochastic tenders, see [12]. We will see later that due to somne separability
properties in our problem, these two methods are equivalent.

The L-shaped algorithm can be viewed as a version of Benders’ decompo-
sition [1], as applied to L-shaped structured problems.

Note that the solution to our problem is a set of variables z;, j = 1,...,
M2 ~ 1, and not a set of variables z; and y,;. The problem is a so-called
two-stage stochastic optimization problem or stochastic program with recourse.
This means that first the decision-maker must determine the 2;’s on the basis of
only the distribution of the supply. Then after the realization of the supply, the
short run (second stage) recourse variables y;; are determined. When solving
(28.8), we therefore (in general) will get different y’s for the different realizations
of w, while e.g. [6] get a solution consisting of both y,; and 2;. So even though
these problems (i.e. ours and [6]) may look similar, their nature is significantly

different.

28.2 Determination of Q(z), the Subproblem

Q(z) = E,Q(z,w) where

Qz,w) = inf{ZZEc,-jymﬂ'y(;) b,y >0} and (28.6)

b = (S(w)) appropriately sorted to fit N'.
—z

If we write this in more detail we get Q(z,w) =

minimize Y Y Y cijvl; (28.7)
i g ¢t
M2
subject to Eyf]-=5f(w) t=1,...,T,e=2,...,M1 (28.8)
j=1

M1
=Y w2 -e;  t=1,...,T,j=1,...,M2-1 (289)
=2

yi; 20
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For z fixed (28.7), {28.8) and (28.9) is separable in T’ subproblems, so

Qz,w) = E Q*(2,w) where
t

Q' (z,) =inf{ZZc,-jy,-,-|N_y (:)b‘,y > 0} (28.10)

where NV and & are the coefficient matrix and right hand side of the systern

M2

Yowi=58lw) i=2,...,m1 (28.11)
J=1

M1
Y w2 e i=1,...,M2-1 (28.12)
-

The constraints of the subproblem, namely (28.11) and (28.12) are not
written in standard transportation format. We therefore introduce a duramy
supply point, supply point 1, and let ¢;; = 0 for all 7.

Furthermore we change the inequality signs in (28.12) to equalities and let

M2-1 ml
St (w) = max { 0, Z zj—ZSf(w)
=1 =32
M1 M2-1
4 7o (w) = max O,ZSf(w)— Z z;
=2 j=1

Thereby we get (leaving out the indices w and t)
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M1 M2

minimize Z Z Cis¥is

=2 j=1

M2
subject to ) yij =8 i=2,...,M1 (28.11)
j=1

M1

Yowii=-z; j=1,...,M2 (28.12))
=2

Yiy 20

Since the constraints of a transportation network are linearly dependent, we

have omitted the equation for supply point 1.
The dual of this is

M1 M2
maximize Z 5«'”(3:') - Z “’j’r(“’j)
=2 Jj=1

subject to (&) —7(z;) <y 1=2,...,Ml,j=1,...,M2
—7(z;) €c1;=0 j=1,...,M2
7(8i),7(z;) unrestricted in sign.
But these constraints can be rewritten as

7(8i) — 7(z;) < cij z'.= 2,...,M1,7=1,...,M2 (28.13)
7r(zj) >0 ;=1,...,M2
7(8;) unrestricted in sign.
If we take the dual once more we get:

M1 M2

minz Zc,-jy;j

=2 j=1

M2
duij=S8 i=2,...,Ml (28.11")
s=1

M1
=Y w2z j=1,...,M2 (28.12")
=2
Yiy 0

Except for the constraint for ; = M2 this is equal to (28.11) and (28.12)
but since ¢;ps2 > ¢j for j = 1,...,M2 — 1, we know that leaving out the
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inequality for j = M2 in (28.12") will not alter the solution. Therefore solving
problem (28.11') and (28.12') instead of (28.11) and (28.12) give the correct
dual variables.

Alternatively we can say that since relaxing constraint M2 in (28.12") to

(zar2 + €) will not make any difference (no flow will be moved from any of
the other demand nodes), 7 (za2) = 0. By putting 7{zas2) = 0 into (28.13)
and then taking the dual, we will get (28.11) and (28.12). The conclusion is
therefore:
Remark: By introducing a dummy supply node into {28.11) and (28.12), mak-
ing sure that supply equals demand and letting all inequalities be equalities, we
get a transportation problem for which the dual variables coincide with those
of (28.11) and (28.12).

From now on, we will use formulation (28.11') and (28.12’). We will call
the coefficient matrix N and the right hand side b although the number of rows
have increased by one.

Assuming that w has a finite number K of possible outcomes, with pi the
probability of outcome &, @(z) becomes

K a
Q@) =D re Y Q(zrw)
k=1 t=1

where Q' (z,wi) now is
inf ¢ Y " erjuiilNy = b,y 2 0 (28.10')
[

The dual of (28.10’) is given by
P! (2,wy) = sup{rb'|7N < ¢} (28.14)

Let yo be the optimal solution to (28.10') and 7o the optimal solution to (28.14).
Then 7o' = cyo, i.e. Pt(z,w) = Q' (z,w).
So therefore

K T
Qz) =) _p Y P'(z,wi) (28.15)
k=1 t=1

If N, is the optimal basis, we now that 7y = ¢y N ', i.e. it is not a function of
the right hand side b*. Therefore if b} and #%, both have the same optimal basis,
they have equal dual variables, which can be utilized in (28.15) by bunching all
possible right hand sides of (28.15) which have the same optimal basis. (There is
atotal of 7- K right hand sides). How this can efficiently be done is explained in
[1 7]. Let ch(s,-) be the optimal value of the variable in (28.14) that corresponds
to supply point ¢ and 7} (z;) the same for the demand point ;.
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Following formula (2.20) of [18], we get the following optimality cut if a

given z is not optimal.
Vz+82v

where
K T
V= E Dk Z 7 (2)
k=1 i=1
and

T
pkzw (8) S (w)

1 t=1

i
M=

»
1l

If pp = %, which often will be quite reasonable, then

53

k=1

ll

'R‘I'-‘

(]~
=
iy

'l
o)

|l
Me

|

at s)S‘ (wk)

-
I
-

in which case (28.16) can be written as
Viz4+ K6 > 0

with all coefficients integer provided ¢;; is integer.

(28.18)

(28.17)

(28.1¢")

(28.17')

We have already shown that #(z;) > 0 for all j. It is also easy to demon-
strate that 7(s;) is greater or equal to zero. Note that since ¢;; > 0 for all ¢
and j and since we are minimizing, (28.11) and (28.12) can be rewritten as

2
Zy.jZSf(w) 1=2,...,M1

—E'y;j 2-z; j=1,...,M2-1

This is clearly true since we always will try to send as little as possible, forcing

equality in the supply constraints.

The dual of this is (using the objective function (28.7)):

M1 M3
maximize Z S (w) ' (s) — Z z;m(2;)
= -
subject to (s t (z5) < cij

) -
7' (8:)
t(“’])
)

7t (8,

v v

0
0
0
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From this it follows that all elements in ¥ are nonnegative and v is positive in
(28.16). Furthermore Q(z) =v — V.

A disadvantage of this method is that even if the number of used demand
points is low, we solve a transportation problem of full size. Other approaches,
such as [6] avoid this, but if we were to follow these methods we would loose
other advantages, such as the efficiency of the dual decomposition outlined in
[17].

We then turn to:

28.8 The Equivalent Deterministic Program

If w has a finite number of outcomes, Q(z), the subproblem, will be polyhedral
in z, [18]. Thereby (28.1)-(28.5) can be written equivalently as

minimize Y _ hj(e;) +90 (28.19)
subject to V,z+6>v, 8=1,...,R (28.20)
0<z<d

We call (28.19)-(28.20) the equivalent deterministic program. It has the same
solution as {28.1)—(28.5). The constraints V,z + 6 > v, are of the form (28.16)
generated by the subproblem.

We will next define the relaxed deterministic problem as

minimize Y hj(z;) +6 (28.19)
;
subject to Vyz+02>v, s=1,...,r (28.21)
0<z<d

The relaxed deterministic program is a part of an iteration in order to ap-
proximate the equivalent deterministic program. The iteration can be stated
as follows: Pick an arbitrary (reasonable) z°. Solve the subproblem, i.e. find
Q(z°). Determine an optimality cut of the type (28.16), and solve (28.19),
(_28.21) setting r =1 and ¢ = 1.

Let 2/, * be the optimal solution fo (28.19), (28.21). Then find Q(z").
If Q') < 6 stop, otherwise construct a new optimality cut of type (28.16),
increase » and ¢ by one and resolve.

The program can also be started by a number of (intelligent) guesses z',
i =1,...,r if such are available. This fits the idea of nonstochastic tenders in
12|,
3) Since (28.19) is assumed to be quasi-concave, we know that the solution to
the relaxed deterministic problem can be found in one of the extreme points of
(28.21). We will therefore use an idea presented in [10], although the algorithm
as such can be found in [4] and [14]. This is an exact method. In the next
section we will present a heuristic approach.

The algorithm is based on the following propositions:
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Proposition 1. The k-th best extreme point in the set of feasible solutions to
an LP will always be the neighbor of one of the (k — 1) best.

Proposition 3. Given the graph G with one node for each extreme point and
one arc for each pair of neighbor extreme points. Then there is a path from
any node in the graph to the root node (representing the optimal solution) on
which the objective function is nonincreasing.

If the purpose (as in [14]) is to find the k best extreme points in the
set of feasible solutions, the algorithm goes as follows, based on Proposition
1. (Assuming here that degeneracy does not occur, this only to make the
presentation simpler.)

(1) Find the optimal solution. Let ¢ =1.
(ii) Find the (¢ +1)-st best extreme point as the neighbor of one of the ¢ best.
(ii1) Increase t by one. If t = k, stop. Otherwise go to (ii).

In order to sove step (i), one will usually store some information about
all the neighbors of the ¢ best extreme points. Otherwise the amount of work
will be too large. Therefore in step (iii), before returning to step (ii) one must
calculate the appropriate information about those neighbors of extreme point ¢
that have not already been found.

If the algorithm proceeds as explained above, it easily follows from Propo-
sition 1 and 2.

Proposition 8. The value of the objective function for all nodes created in
step (iii) will be at least as high as for node t.

We now show how by relying on the above proposition and the preced-
ing algorithm, we can solve our problem which has a quasi-concave objective
function.

Assume as before that

~ _Jo ife; =0
hj(zj) - {Hj +hjz; ifz; > 0.

Then as first step of the algorithm solve:

minimize Y _ hjz;
subject to V,z+02v, s=1,...,r (28.22)
0<z<d

An optimal solution to this is easy to find, and it is called extreme point 1. The
variables z; and w;, defined below are associated with this solution

z = E hjﬂ:lj
J



Two-Stage Facility Location Problem 499

and

wy =2Hj
By

where B; is the set of all posstive basic variables for extreme point 1.

A variable WMIN is given as a lower bound on w. If no a priori informa-
tion exist, WMIN = 0 can always be used.

Let FOPT = z; + w;, OPTEX = 1. Find all the neighbors of node
one for which z; < FOPT — WMIN . Put them into a list D sorted after
increasing values of z;.

In a systematic way we now examine the rest of the extreme points of
(28.22). Assume at some step that we have found the k best extreme points,
(i-e. according to the objective function of (28.22)). Assume

z+we= min {z; +w;}
J=14k
such that FOPT =z + w; and OPTEX =+¢.

Next pick the first node in the list 2. If D is empty, OPTEX is the optimal
extreme point. Otherwise this node represents extreme point (k + 1). Check if
#k+1 + wery < FOPT . If that is true, let OPTEX = k+ 1 and FOPT =
#k+1+Wk+1, and delete from the list D all nodes with z; > FOPT — WMIN .

Increase k by one and repeat.

Clearly, a good approximation of WMIN is crucial for the speed of conver-
gence.

With linear objective functions, one would always expect that the last cut
generated will be binding in the next iteration. With functions like ours, this
will in general not be the case. The following way of rewriting the relaxed
deterministic problem is therefore not valid.

minimize Eﬂj(zj)+0

subject to V,z+802v, e=1,...,r—1
Vie+60 20,
0<z2<d

The main disadvantage of this method so far is that we will expect z to
change little from one step to the next. Therefore the optimal z from the
previous step is likely to be a good guess. The problem is, however, that by
using this z as a starting point (using a few dual simplex steps) we have no
stopping criterion, although the optimal solution might be just a few pivots
away. We therefore suggest the following approach.

Take the z from the previous step. It will represent a primal infeasible but
dual feasible solution. Use a dual method to find a primal feasible solution.
The number of steps will probably be rather low. Denote this extreme point
by 0 (zero). Find wo, 20 and let FOPT = 29+ wo and OPTEX = 0. Then
start the main procedure.
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The advantage is now that provided extreme point 0 is a good guess (which
most likely is not the case for extreme point 1) the number of nodes needed to
find the optimal solution will decrease since the check for whether or not nodes
in the list D can be deleted is likely to be more powerful. This idea has been
tried, and the results are outlined in Section 28.8.

It is possible for the number of cuts of the type (28.10) to become very
large. But due to a result by Murty [11] we only need to keep a maximum of
M1 + M2 ~ 1 (the number of rows in the node-arc incidence matrix). Theo-
retically we can, therefore, in each step drop all nonbinding constraints. Our
experience, however, is that such an approach is extremely difficult, due to the
unstructured behavior of the quasi-concave objective function. Even dropping
only one hyperplane is difficult, since the hyperplane with the largest slack in
one iteration, easily becomes binding in the next. We return to this in Section
28.8.

As an alternative to the extreme point enumeration we present another
method which must be viewed as heuristic.

28.4 A Heuristic Approach to Solve the Relaxed Program

As we will outline further in a later section, the method described in the previous
section for solving the relaxed deterministic problem is not very efficient for this
specific problem.

In this section we therefore present a heuristic approach based on cardi-
nality constraints, [8]. Very loosely, the idea can be expressed as follows:

Idea. The relaxed deterministic problem (28.19), (28.21) will for reasonable
values of h; and H; be unimodal in &, the number of plants.

We will return to the problem of determining when unimodality is present,
but assume so far that this is actually the case.

The advantage of this approach is that we can solve a relaxed deterministic
problem using the cost function ) A ;z; instead of the much more complicated
2 hj(=)-

The algorithm which is based on a series of LP’s can take on two different
forms depending on which of the following questions we ask:

- What is the best structure given that we use exactly & plants?
— What is the best structure given that we use no more than & plants?

The first of these questions can be answered by checking all possibilities
of & plants, but always using an extra cut such that the LP-code only finds a
feasible solution if the current combination of & plants is the best so far (since
it is faster to find infeasibility than optimality of a feasible problem). The extra
cut is made from the coefficients of the objective function.

The second question above can, provided H; = H, be solved using a car-
dinality constrained LP, see [8]. Both methods are exponential.
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Provided we solve a series of LP’s, these are basically two approaches:

~ Solve the problem sequentially until we find a k such that 3" k;(zk41,;) >
> ﬁj(zkj) where 2;; is the size of the ;-th potential plant given that we
have k plants.

— Use a golden section search on %.

If the cardinality constrained LP is used, we can solve sequentially with the

extra constraint:
N(z) < k (28.23)

where N (z) is the number of open plants, until (28.23) is not binding. Then
the solution found in the previous step is optimal. Or we can do a bisection on
k. A bisection on k will need a maximum of log, (M2 — 1) steps.

28.5 Complexity of the Relaxed Equivalent Problem

In this section we show that the equivalent deterministic problem (28.19),
(28.21) is NP-hard. For a detailed treatment of NP-problems, see [7]. Problem
(28.19), (28.21) is clearly equivalent to the following mixed zero-one integer
programming (IP) problem. Given h, H, V, b and D as nonnegative rational
matrices and vectors, find

minimize hz+ Hy + 0
subject to Vz +102>5

z < Dy
ye{o, M-t x
z € Qf?'—l
heQ
The recognition version of the above mixed zero-one IP called (MIP)

is
“Does hz + Hy + 6 < M and (z,y,6) € X have a solution?”
We will show the following theorem.

Theorem. (MIP) is NP-complete.

Proof: First we show that (MIP) is in the class NP. Any feasible solution to
(MIP) will have y € {0,1}™2~!. The remaining components are determined by
an LP in the original coefficients. Since LP is in the class P which is a subset
of NP the result follows.

We complete the proof by showing that there exists an NP-complete prob-
lem that transforms polynomially into (MIP).

The zero-one IP
“Given A and b, does Ay > b, y € {0,1}M2~1 have a solution?”

is NP-complete even if A and & are restricted to nonnegative entries. Let an
arbitrary instance of zero-one IP be given by A and . We show how to construct
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in polynomial time an instance / of (IMP) such that the zero-one IP has a
solution if and only if 7 has a solution.

Let h=H =0,V =A,D=1and M =0. It is immediate that if the
zero-one IP has the solution y* then I has the solution & = § = y* and § = 0.
Conversely, if I has a solution £, §, § then A§ > A% > b—16 > b. Hence y* = §
is a solution to the zero-one IP. Q.E.D.

This result justifies the use of exponential algorithms to solve the relaxed
deterministic problem.

28.6 An Alternative Approach

In the previous section we outlined a heuristic method for solving the relaxed
deterministic problem. Based on the idea of unimodality another heuristic
approach is reasonable to try. The idea is:

Idea: The two-stage stochastic facility-location problem (28.1)-(28.5) is uni-
modal in &, the number of plants.
As for the relaxed deterministic problem we can again either perform:

— bisection by adding (28.23)
— linear search by adding (28.23)

— golden search by adding
N(z)=k (28.24)

— linear search by adding (28.24)

In each of these cases we will decompose (28.1)-(28.5) and (28.23) or
(28.24) as explained in the previous sections into a relaxed deterministic prob-
lem and a stochastic transportation problem. But now the relaxed deterministic
problem only has to be solved for one value of k.

Note that also here H; = H is necessary if the cardinality-constrained LP
1s to be used.

By this method we have moved the iteration on k from an inner loop to an
outer loop. It is not clear to us which approach is best. The approach in this
section, however, has the advantage that for each & not found to be optimal we
get information about the optimal structure for that specific value of k. (With
(28.23) this is only true for k smaller than the optimal value.)

We then turn to the problem of determining when the problem (28.1)-
(28.5) is unimodal in k, the number of plants.

If unimodality with respect to minimization is not present, we must have
a situation like Figure 28.1.

In the following we will assume that H; = H and hj = k; i.e. all potential
plants have the same cost structure. Let z; be the optimal plant structure with
k plants and d; the total expected transportation costs associated with it.

Mathematically lack of unimodality means that

kf[-}-ﬁz:tkj-}-dk > (k—l)f_[-}-ﬁsz_l’j-}-dk_l

7 7
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Total ‘
cost

o
»

k-1 k k+1 # plants

Figure 28.1 A situation violating unimodality with respect to minimization.

kH+RY zkj+de 2 (k+1)H +hY 21+ din

J 7

We add to get

1
h E e+ de 2 5[5 E (1,7 + zht1,5) + de—1 + dit1] (28.25)
7 7

Following (2, p. 204}, inequality (28.25) is the exact definition of concavity over
integers. Let [, = ﬁzj #kj + dg. We then get

Proposition 8. The problem (28.1)-{28.5) is unimodal in k, the number of
plants, provided [y is strictly convex over the integers [1,M2 — 1].

The above proposition is clearly not necessary. There are certain concavity
situations which are acceptable. We will not go into details here, just note the
following:
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— If sequential search on % is performed, we only need to require that the
global minimum is the left-most local minimum.

— With bisection or golden search concavity in fi can be acceptable, but
(28.1)—(28.5) must be unimodal.

28.7 Example
The purpose of this example is to investigate the following question:

“If the Norwegian fish meal and fish oil industry were to be estab-
lished today, what would the plant structure in southern Norway be,
provided we assume there are enough vessels available?”

The reason for asking such a question is the structure of today’s industry.
All the plants we have today are both small and old. Compared to e.g. Den-
mark, even our largest plant is small, and the largest Norwegian plant (which
is in northern Norway) is almost twice as large as the second largest plant.

Since many of the existing plants are very old, the action of building a
new plant (of the size suggested in this report) will not be very different from
rebuilding one of the old plants.

What is wrong with this approach, however, is that in the short run the
fixed cost of an existing plant is lower than assumed here since the alternative
value of it is most often close to zero. But in the long run, one will not reinvest
the amount needed to maintain the plant unless the profit is as good as else-
where. Therefore the approach can be considered appropriate at least in the
long run.
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Fishing grounds

We have assumed 5 different fisheries, taking place at 14 fishing grounds. Po-
sition, quotas and fishing seasons are based on the situation over the last few
years. The 5 fisheries are given in the table below.

Table 28.1 [Expected values and standard deviation for quotas, fishing sea-
sons and_positions for the 5 fisheries used in this article. Quotas are measured
in hectoliters.

[ Expected | Standard Starts |Duration | Position

Fishery Quota |Dev. Quota|in Weeks |in Weeks| (+=East)

| Mackerel 250.000 10.000 29 2 | 63.6 - 0.5
(Scomber
scombrus)

Blue whiting 410.000 75.000 11 21 69.4 -18.0

(Gladus 820.000 150.000 13 4 | 59.4 -10.2

poutassou) 410.000 75.000 17 2§ 60.0 - 4.0

410.000 75.000 19 2]615-1.0

Sprat 170.000 75.000 1 1.5 | 83.7 3.5

(Clupea 400.000 100.000 45 5 [ 65.0 1.0
Sprattus)

Sand-eel 75.000 15.000 12 14 | 60.0 3.0

225.000 45.000 12 14 | 87.56 5.0

75.000 15.000 12 14 | 56.0 4.0

125.000 25.000 12 14 | 54.3 1.5

Norway 80.000 15.000 1 50 | 60.6 0.5

pout 1200.000 200.000 1 50 | 59.5 3.6

320.000 45.000 1 50 | 57.8 5.6
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Fish meal plants

We have assumed 11 potential plants along the coast of western Norway. The
table below shows their positions.

Table 28.2 Region and position for 11 potential plants of southern Norway.

Position

Position Latitude (°N) | (°E)
Sunnmgre 62.5 5.5
Nordfjord 62.0 5.0
Sunnfjord 61.5 5.2
Ytre-Sogn 61.1 5.0
Nordhordaland 60.8 5.0
Bergen 60.3 5.3
Sunnhordland 59.8 5.1
Nordrogaland 59.4 5.3
Stavanger 59.0 5.7
Flekkef] ord/Egersund 58.4 6.3
Lindesnes 58.0 7.5

Fized costs for the plants
The fixed costs for a plant consist in general of two parts:

(1) The cost related to maintenance in order to keep the plant as new. This
should include what is needed to update the equipment technologically.
(2) Alternative cost for the capital bound in the plant.

(2) will be different depending on whether we consider an old plant or will
build a new one. If there is no alternative use of an old plant, the alternative
cost will be zero.

In this report we only consider building new plants, i.e. we consider the
problem: What would we do if we were to establish the Norwegian fish-meal
industry today. Based on data presented in [15] we have found the following
linear approximation of the sum of {1) and (2) above.

FIX =1.84+40.18z

where 2 is the capacity measured in number of loads (each 5000 hl) per month.
The cost is measured in millions of NOK.
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Transportation costs

The transportation costs per load are calculated between each pair of fishing
grounds and plants. The vessels’ use of fuel is found according to formulas
presented in [3] on the basis of a chosen speed and vessel size.

The cost of bringing one load to the demand point representing the recourse
action of going to Denmark is calculated as follows:

1. As pure transportation cost, use the most expensive within the country,
i.e. maxc;;.

J
2. Add a fixed cost per hl. This cost is meant to reflect the loss due to the
fact that Denmark gets the profit from processing and selling the fish.

We have used data from a simulation reported in {16], but we have raised
the world market prices for fish meal and fish oil to NOK 3.30/kg and NOK
2.71/kg, respectively. Furthermore, we have set the alternative value of labor
to zero, to reflect that the alternative jobs do not exist in rural Norway. This
gives us a loss of NOK 32 per hl when the fish is sent to Denmark.

Caleulating the gquotas

The quota for a certain fishery at a given position is found as follows.

First a total quota is found from a normal distribution with expectation
and variance as given in Table 28.1. If the quota is smaller than u — 20, it is
set equal to this value. If the quota is larger than u + 20, it 1s set equal to that
value,

The quota is in the input distributed over a set of time period. a;; = 0.5
means that 50 percent of the quota of fishery 7 will be caught in time period ¢,
i.e. we expect to catch y;a;;. The amount allocated to fishery ¢ in time period
t is then drawn for a normal distribution with expectation y;a;; and variance
bispia;t, again avoiding outliers as above. Note that this value is independent
of the actual quota found above. b;; gives the standard deviation as a fraction
of ajepi.

In this way we might experience both fisheries that finish before planned
and fisheries that run out of time.

This process is repeated a number of times to obtain several right hand
sides.
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Results

With the data given, the solution turns out to be that only one plant should
be constructed. The formal solution is to have one plant in the Stavanger area.
Clearly this solution, being robust toward changes in quotas, might be nonro-
bust toward changed positions of the fisheries. We should therefore conclude as
follows.

One plant with a capacity of 46.500 hl/day should be built somewhere
between Haugesund and Egersund.

A plant of this size will be almost 3 times as large as the largest existing
plant in Norway.

We would again like to point out that this is a long-run result. In the short
run the alternative value of an existing plant is much lower than the 7 percent of
the “new value” we have used, so in the short run many of the existing plants
should be kept. In the long run, however, one will not reinvest in these old
plants (since there are better alternatives). The result above, given the input,
is therefore the long run goal, which is stable toward changes in quotas.

It must be admitted that this result is rather surprising. Below we stress
some shortcomings of the model, and show in which direction they would move
the solution.

(a) Aspects strengthening the one-plant solution
— We have not assumed any economy of scale in the variable part of the
fixed cost. Hence if we let

Ei (zl') =H;+ hi(zi)

where h;(z;) is concave, the tendency towards one plant would be
strengthened.

— We have not been able to model the fact that continuous production
is advantageous (as reported in [15]), and that a low number of plants
means a high level of continuity.

~ Changes in positions of fishing ground could be such that the spread
decreases, strengthening the one-plant solution.

(b) Aspects weakening the one-plant solution.

~ The fishing grounds could be more spread than assumed.

— The alternative value of labor could differ between the potential sites
of the plants, making it cheap to establish several plants at low cost
sites. (But still we easily get a one-plant solution at a low cost site.)

— The H;’s can be overestimated.
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28.8 Computational Experiences

We shall start by reporting our experience with the method used to solve the
subproblem, 1.e. the stochastic transportation model. The method used is as
mentioned outlined in [17], where we reported good computational experiences.
The idea is to decompose the requirement space of the transportation problem
into a set of polyhedral cones. These cones represent all possible optimal bases
(whichever right hand side is used) and they are all dual feasible. Going from
one cone to its neighbor is equivalent to taking a dual step of the simplex
algorithm.

As long as the problem at hand is relatively small, all the cones can be
generated, and the method is extremely efficient. If, however, the problem
is large (as ours with 15 supply points and 12 demand points) the number
of cones is so huge that one can only create some of them. With unimodal
distributions, our clear advice in [17] was to create cones in “circles” around
the one containing the expected values of the uncertain right hand sides, since
these cones in some sense are large. The example treated in this report, however,
does not subsume this unimodality condition. Therefore, although we created
4000 cones, only a few percent of the right hand sides fell into these cones (with
an optimal solution with a larger number of plants, the number could probably
have been better, since “the expected value of the right hand side” was assumed
to be “all plants open”).

Each of the 996 transportation problems solved in the subproblem took
approximately 0.4 second CPU time, which is reasonable for a 15 x 12 system.
This was despite the fact that for almost all the right hand sides the dual method
used to find the optimal solution if none of the 4000 cones were optimal, had
to be called. Most of the time was used in this subroutine.

Note that this does not mean that we could as well have dropped the dual
decomposition. The cones still represent a set of very efficient dual steps.

There are two important questions when solving the relaxed deterministic
problem. One is which method to use once the problem is established. The
other one, which to us seems to be extremely important and difficult, is which
hyperplanes to drop. Despite the result of Murty [11], dropping all nonbinding
hyperplanes is not practical at all. On the other hand, one must limit the
number of hyperplanes to keep a manageable problem. The reason for the
problem is the unstructured behavior of the objective function. The example
below shows how the extreme points can be ordered for a very simple example.

If we solve this problem, we find the optimal solution z; = 10, z = 0. A
cut is therefore created, forcing (10,0) out of the feasible region. If a hyperplane
is to be dropped on the basis of the largest slack, we will drop the plane going
through (0,8) and (1,4). The next optimization will then bring us to (0,5). We
therefore see that the hyperplane we dropped was the only one that would make
the objective function decrease instead of increase. The hyperplane through
(0,8}, will again be added, and we must drop another hyperplane. With the
given rule, the newly created hyperplane that removed (10,0) from the feasible
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| | L | | | | l | (10, 0)
T T —1 T T T t T — —p X1
1 2 3 4 5\ 6 7 8 9 10

Figure 38.3. Ordering of extreme points when H, =10, H, =8, h; =1 and

h2=2.

region will be dropped. We have entered a situation where we alternate between
(0,5) and (10,0).

Measures can be taken to avoid this lack of convergence, e.g., redoing the
dropping if the objective function does not increase. The example, however,
very well illustrates the problems inherent in this kind of objective function.

Very closely related to the problem of dropping hyperplanes is which method
to use to solve the relaxed deterministic problem. The reason is that the two
methods we have outlined {extreme point enumeration and solving a series of
LP’s) react differently with respect to increases in the number of constraints.

Instead of giving a general description of these methods, we will only outline
our experience as a result of the example in the previous section, where the
optimal number of plants was low.
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The problem had 13 variables and 13 slacks. When employing the extreme
point enumeration technique we tried to drop hyperplanes when the number of
them exceeded 13. 1t turned out that with these 26 variables and 13 constraints
it took literally hours to solve one iteration. This is not mainly due to the
complexity of extreme point enumeration, but because all hyperplanes were
almost parallel as the example in Figure 28.3 shows.

N >~

Figure 28.3. Example showing how the hyperplanes tend to become almost
parallel as the iteration proceeds.

Therefore the costs ) h;z;, on which the enumeration is based, are almost
the same in the vast majority of extreme points. Thus the procedure that
deletes extreme points from the list of extreme points to be examined is almost
without any power, 1.e. we tend to examine almost all extreme points in the
polyhedron.
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Note that the problems outlined above do not exclude extreme point enu-
meration methods when the polyhedron has a more normal form, because then
the deletion of extreme points from the list is likely to be much more powerful.

It is reasonable to believe that the enumeration would have worked better
if the optimal number of plants had been higher, since that would have tended
to obtain fewer parallel hyperplanes.

The method improved a little when we started by defining a node 0 in
order to strengthen the deletion procedure, but not very much, although we
put some effort into getting a good node 0.

We also tested the method based on unimodality. Since the number of
plants in the solution was low, this method was very efficient. It converged
very fast even when we let the number of constraints increase to 26. With
26 constraints the main iteration converged, so we did not have to drop any
hyperplanes.

If the optimal number of plants had been around Mi_l this method would
clearly not be very efficient since an exponential number of LP’s would have
had to be solved in each main iteration.

We have not tested Holn’s cardinality constrained method [8], but it should
be tried since it is likely to be quite efficient here even though it is also an
exponential method.

We have also not yet examined the possibility of using an outer iteration
scheme on k, the number of plants.
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CHAPTER 29

SOME TEST PROBLEMS FOR STOCHASTIC
NONLINEAR MULTISTAGE PROGRAMS

X. de Groote, M.C. Noél and Y. Smeers

29.1 Imntroduction

Few algorithms exist for handling multistage nonlinear programming problems
with recourse. It is thus reasonable to provide, at this stage, test problems
that can be handled without sophisticated implementations but still offer a
sufficiently broad range of complexity.

We propose in this paper different economic growth models that can be
uged for testing algorithms for nonlinear multistage programming models. All
problems are variations of the nonlinear part of Manne’s energy economy model
ETA-MACRO ({2], [3]).

This set of test problems offers the following advantages:

(i) The models are quite simple in terms of rows and variables in each period
and for each event. They have been benchmarked for the case of the
European Community and thus, provide in some sense a set of (very much
related) realistic problems.

(i) The models are ranked in order of increasing complexity. This is to be
meant not only in terms of the number of rows and equations, number of
periods or number of events, but also with respect to the nonlinearities
that they contain and the modeling of the recourse that they imply.

(iii} The data required by the models are reduced to a minimum. We provide
in this paper all details necessary for setting up the problems.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the deterministic ver-
sions of the models. Section 3 provides the required data, analyzes the numerical
behavior of the different deterministic modes and introduces the construction
of the stochastic versions of the problems. Section 4 is more specific to our
implementation in the sense that it gives the dual of the different models; this
could be relevant for other algorithms that use primal and dual information.
Finally, the numerical results are discussed in the last section.
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29.2 The Test Problems: Deterministic Forms

The problems considered in this paper have been constructed from the energy-
economy model ETA-MACRO developed by Manne and his coauthors since
1977 ([1]; see [3] and 3] for more recent developments). ETA-MACRO assumes
a two sector representation of the economy. The energy sector is described by
process analysis while the rest of the economy is represented by a production
fanction. We consider two simplified versions of ETA-MACRO; in the first
one, noted B, (basic), the representation of the energy sector is reduced to the
production of electric and nonelectric energy, each of them by a single activity.
The second simplified version of the model, noted E (electricity), recognizes
both a capital and operations variable for the production of electricity (the
production of nonelectric energy being still represented by a single operations
variable). Besides the fact that they lead to models with different number of
constraints and variables, these problems also present variations of formulation
that are interesting from the point of view of stochastic programming. In
particular, the long construction time assumed for the stock of capital in power
generation reduces the recourse possibilities of the energy sectors.

ETA-MACRO is formulated as a putty-clay model; perfect malleability is
assumed for the new capital stock while the production structure of the old
capital stock is fixed. An alternative approach, which is less realistic, is to
suppose perfect malleability of the whole capital stock. The distinction, which
is quite important from the point of view of economic modeling is also relevant
in the context of stochastic programming where the putty-clay model offers less
recourse than the putty-putty one. Each of the two models B and E will be
considered a putty-clay (PC) and putty-putty (PP) version. We thus present
a total of four models, which all deal with the same system but correspond to
different degrees of realism, number of constraints and variables, and numerical
difficulties.

We now describe these models in more details.
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Model A (Basic Putty-Clay)
The output of the economy in period ¢, Y;, is decomposed into a contribution
due to the existing capital stock and an additional Y N; due to the capacity
becoming available in ¢. Following ETA-MACRO the contribution Y V¢ is con-
structed as
; B N T
YN, = [a (ENeNN2) 4 (RNELNIE) ] (4.1)

where EN;, NN; and LN; are the inputs in electric energy, nonelectric energy
and labor consumed by the new capital stock K N;.

The total output of the economy and its consumption of capital, labor,
electric and nonelectric energy are then given by the relations:

Y — Ay —Y Ny =0 (A.2)
Ki— M-y —KN; =0 (A.3)
Ef—\E_1 —EN; =0 (A.4)
Ne= ANy = NNy =0 (A.5)

where ) is the decay rate of the existing capital stock over one period (usually
several years).
These equations are written for all ¢ from 2 to the end of the horizon T'.
In order to link K N; to the investments, we introduce the additional rela-
tions for t = 2,...,T,

Kt - AKt_l - C!It - ,HIt—-l =90 (A.ﬁ)

where I; and I;_; are the investments in the current and preceding period; o
and £ are their respective contribution to the capital stock of period .

Asin ETA-MACRO the global output of the economy 1is allocated to private
consumption, investments and the input of electric and nonelectric energy; this
is expressed as:

Ce+ It + pec By + pryNe =Y, =0 (A.7)

where pe; and pn¢ are respectively the unitary input of electric and nonelectric
energy in period t.

In contrast with ETA-MACRO, we do not disaggregate the expressions
pet By and png N into their components as in an energy model. Needless to say
this could be done later in order to investigate the behavior of larger stochastic
models; such an extension would however go beyond the scope of this paper.

We conclude the description of this first model by giving the objective
function and the terminal condition. As in ETA-MACRO, it is assumed that
the system is geared by a multitemporal utility function:

T-1
Z ¢t logCy +

t=1

o7
— logCp (A.8)

1-p
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where the first 7 — 1 terms deal with private consumption during the beginning
of the horizon; the last term accounts for end effects as discussed below.

End effects are dealt with by assuming that the economy is growing at a
rate g after the horizon; investments in period 7" must be sufficient to guarantee
this growth of the stock of capital after accounting for equipment decay. This
is expressed by the relation:

—IT+(1+g—/\A)KT=0. (A.Q)

where A# is the annual decay rate.

The model is operated on a horizon decomp osed in five year periods. Data
for the European Community have been adapted from Rogner et al. ([5]) and
are given in the next section with a discussion of the initial conditions.

The second model (B - PP) supposes a putty-putty description of the
economy; the capital stock is homogeneous and perfectly malleable in each
period. This eliminates the need for distinguishing between new and old capital
stock. The model is then written as follows: the global output of the economy
Y; is given as

Y: = [a (EfN,l"E)ﬁ = b (KfL} "5)';]% . (B.1)

Because the capital stock is completely malleable, we only need to describe its
accumulation through time; this is done in the constraint:

Kt - /\Kg_l - O'It - ﬂlt—-l = (B.?)

The total output of the economy is similarly allocated between private con-
sumption, investments and input for energy; this leads to an equation identical
to {A.7) that we note (B.3); the objective function (A.8) and terminal condi-
tion (A.9) are similarly unchanged and become the objective function {B.4) and
terminal condition {B.5) of the new model. This is summarized below:

Ci+Ii+pe By +pne Ny — Yy =0 (B.3)
T-1 pT
o log Gy + logCr (B.4)
t=1 1- P
—Ir+(14+g-M)Kr =0. (B.5)

As will be discussed later, it is interesting to consider a version of the model
where the power generation plants are represented with their construction lead
time. We accordingly introduce a new capital stock for power generation and
disaggregate the input of electric energy its the fuel and investment comp onents.
Taking up the putty-clay model first (E - PC), we maintain equation (A.1) that
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gives the contribution of the new capital stock K'V; to the gross output of the
economy:

-~k
’

YN = [a (EN,ﬁNN}_E)F +6 (KNFLN} —&)"] (c.1)

The total output of the economy and its consumption of capital, labor, electric
and nonelectric energy are given as in model A:

Y =AY,  — YN, =0 (C.2)

Ki —\Ki_1 —KN; =0 (C.3)

Et —ME_, —EN, =0 (C.4)

Ny —ANi-; —NN; =0 (C.5)

K- \K(_ —al; — BI,_, =0.i (C.6)

New relations are introduced however to describe the evolution of the power
generation system and the production of electricity:

KE — AgKEy | —aplE; — BplEy_,=0=2,...,T (0.7)
Ei —dgKE; <0t-2,...,T. (C.8)

The first relation describes the accumulation of the capital stock in the power
generation sector (using a particular decay factor Az over the period) while
(C.8) relates the production of electric energy to the installed capacity through
a utilization rate dg.

The allocation of the gross output of the economy is somewhat modified
in order to account for the new representation of the power sector:

Ce+ 1 +cee IEy + pe By + prelNe — Yy =0 (C.9)

where ce; is the input in monetary units of the reference year of a unitary
investment in the power generation sector; T¢, is the average fuel cost of the
power generation sector.

The objective function and the terminal condition for the nonelectric cap-
ital stock are identical to those of model A:

T-1 pT

E ot log C; + logCr (C.10)
t=1 1- p

—Ir+(14+g-\)Kr=0. (C.11)

We introduce the last terminal condition for the capital stock of the electricity
sector:

—IEr +(14+g-)\)KEr =0 C.12
E

where A% is the annual decay factor of the power sector.
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MODEL D (E-PP)

The last model is the putty-putty version of model C. The assumptions under-
lying its construction have already been discussed in the context of model B.

We only list its relations.
The global output of the economy is given by relation (B.1) and the evo-
lution of the nonelectricity part of the capital stock by the expression (B.2)

Y = [a (EfN,l"E)ﬁ +b (Kf‘L}‘&)ﬁ] g (D.1)

Kg—/\Kg_l —aIg—ﬂIt_l. (D.2)

The accumulation of the power generation capacity and the relation between
the existing capacity and the production of electric energy are given by:

KE —\gKE;_, ~aglE — fplE, =0t=1,...,T (D.3)
E —dpKE <0t=2,...,T. (D.4)

The rest of the model consists of the allocation of the gross output of the
economy, the objective function and the end-effect conditions. Those are the
same as in model C:

Co+ L +eelBy+pe By +pneNe — Y =0 (D.5)
T-1 T
Z Flog Cr + £ logCr (D.6)
t=1 1—p
~Ir+(1+g-23)Kp=0 (D.7)
—IEr 4+ (14g—-))KEr=0 (D.8)

In order to ease the manipulation of these models, the different relations are
listed in Table 29.1 with an indication of the model where they appear.
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Table 29.1
Use In the
Equations different models
- 1
3 3\ P ~ \FP

YN, = [a (EN["NN}_’Q) +b (KN;’LN}""‘) ]" A1l Qi1

Yg _f\Yt—l —YNt =0 A2 C.2
Ki—)MKi_; —KN; =0 A3 C.3

Ef —MEi(_ —EN; =0 AAd C4

Ng —AN‘»_I —NNg = A.5 0.5

Kt - /\Kg_l - aIg —ﬂIt_l =0 A6 B.2 Cé D.2
Ce+ L+ pec By +preNe =Y =0 A7 B3
~Ir+(14+g-X)Kr=0 A9 B C.a1 D7
KE; —  \gKF¢_ —aplkE — BglE;_1 =0 C.7 D3
E—dg+KF: <0 C8 D4
Cg + It + CCtIEt +ﬁtEt + pntNt - Y't =0 C.9 D.5
—IEr+(14g-)3)KEr =0 C.12 D.8

- '
5 5 - <\ P
Y, = [a (Efzv;‘ﬂ)" +b (k;*L}‘“) ]" B.1 D.1
T
Objective: EtT:_II Plog Cr + {;—plogOT A8 B4 C.10 D.6
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29.8 The Test Problems

Different stochastic programs can be constructed on the basis of the models
of section 2. Our test problems arise from considering the following economic
situation. In the present oil glut, it is expected that energy prices will remain
weak for some time, with the possible consequence that exploration activity may
decrease in the near future; this could lead to a renewed dependence on OPEC
with possibly a new tightening of the market in the mid-nineties. Our test
problems are attempts to formalize the question of whether the economy should
adapt right now to possible price increases in the future or should wait until they
occur. In order to model that problem we shall assume that the evolution of the
oil prices over the horizon is random and that it can be represented in extensive
form by a binary tree. The two branches originating from a node respectively
correspond to high and low price increases during the period. The tree is
rooted in year 1980 and extends over 5, 7 or 9 five-year periods, depending on
the problem. The price growths are 0 and 4occurring with an even probability.
This corresponds to a median growth rate of 2IEW ([7]). This evolution is the
only random element of the model; all other factors are supposed to be perfectly
known; they can be described as follows.

The initial values of the capital stock (electric K £y and nonelectric K; )
are given as well as the consumption of electric (E;) and nonelectric Ny energy
and the gross output of the economy (Y;) in the first period. Also known are
the initial investments I; and IE;. All these are given in Table 29.2 with the
price and cost assumptions.

The values of the other coefficients result from plain assumptions or from
equilibrium conditions. The evolution of labor (L and LN) is exogenous in each
period; its growth rate is given in Table 29.3 with various parameters appearing
in the production function and the constraints. The values have been selected
from ([4]}, ([8]) and ([6]). The remaining coefficients in the model are obtained
from a benchmark at some equilibrium year. Consider the putty-putty model
first.

The first order condition,

g_jl\/f = yl—ﬁEEﬁNﬁ(l—ﬁ)—l(l - ﬁ)a =pn,

allows one to compute the coefficient a if all other values are known. b can then
be derived by difference from:

YP—a (EEN“E)E
b= 5

These calculations were done for the year 78 and the results summarized
in Table 29.4. The coefficients derived for a putty-putty production function
remain valid under a putty-clay assumption, if we assume that the consumption
of the different factors is increasing at the same rate throughout.
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No other numerical information is needed to specify the problems.

Table 29.2 Initial values: base year 1980
Variable Notation] Value Unit

Capital stock K 5982. 10° $75
Electric Energy Ey 1.059 1012 KWH
Nonelectric Energy N; 21.28 quads
Gross output Y] 1658. 10° $ 75
Price of electric pey 25. 10° $75/1012 KWH
energy
Price of non- pny 3.5 10° $ 75/quad
electric energy
Labor I 1.07743 See table 4
Fuel cost of power pe, 9.7945 10° $75/10'2 KWH
generation sector
Cost of unitary cey .630853 10° $75/10 KW
investment in power
generation sector
Investment in power I1E, 25.596 10° KW
generation sector
Capital stock in power KE, 25.596 10° KW
generation sector

Table 29.8 Main coefficients of the model

Electricity value share: g =.39

Capital value share: a=.33

Elasticity of substitution: o =.388

Derived value of p: p= ‘%1 =—1.58

Annual decay rate of the capital stock: A% = .98

Annual decay rate in the power sector: A5 = .967

Coefficients describing the accumulation

of capital: a=3=2

Coeflicients describing the accumulation

of capital in the power sector: ag=0;8g =5

Social discount rate: 6 =.06

Derived value of p:

Capacity utilization in the power sector: dg =.0052 (in GWH/KW)
5 6 7 8 and others

period 1

2 3 4

5
p= (1%) =.747

annual growth rate 3.4 3 3 2.7 2.7 25 25 2
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Table 20.4 Evaluation of the coefficients ¢ and &

Data for the reference equilibrium year 1978.

Y =155310° $75
E=1.0210"? KWH

K = 5668 10° $75

N = 21.63 quads

L =1.0 (by definition)
pn = 1.5310° $75/quads

Values of a and b

=.63 107°
b=.80 107°
Value of Lgg
_ P 1/5 1/(1-&
N .
L Yo o (Ef(, Mo ﬂ) 1 1.07743
80 — —& =1. .
b Kg

29.4 The Dual Problems

The test problems introduced in the preceding sections have all been handled
by applying nested decomposition on their dual. The methodological approach
has been presented at length in ([8]) and ([9]) and we shall not return to it
here. This section will state the extensive form of the deterministic equivalents
of the test problems, present their duals and discuss some of their features.

Extensive forms are conveniently presented by referring to event trees. Let
TR be this tree and ¢ be one of its nodes. S(7) is the set of successors of ¢ and
P(7) its predecessor in TR. D(1) is the depth of node s and #; its probability;
the root of the tree is noted { and the set of the terminal nodes L.

The writing of the dual problems involves a profit function Y* defined as:

Y* (g, Mg, y) =max—Tlx K — PIgE ~TIyN +Y (K, E,N)

where Pl Il and Il 5 are positive scalars; Y is the production function where
the value of L has been fixed. Because Y is differentiable, the profit function
can be computed by finding the solution vectors:

k* = K(Ilg, Mg, Iy)

E*' =E(llg, g, 0y)
N*=N(Ilg,Ig,y)
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of the inverted demand system

a3y
3K K
Y
oK e
Yy
aN — v

and substituting through.

Although K*, E* and N* can be computed analytically, the derivation of
an explicit expression of the profit function appears cumbersome. We shall thus
always evaluate Y*(Ilx, 11,1y ) by numerical substitution and will note it as:

Y'(HK,HE,HN) = —-PIxK* —TIgE* —TIyN* +Y(K',E',N')

in the rest of the paper.
Because of the conjugacy condition, we also have:

ay* .
My —K
ay* .
Mg -E
y* .
My -N

which gives the gradient of the profit function. We can now proceed to state
the problems.

Basic Putty-Clay Model

Primal Problem

minimize Z 7ipP ) log C; +Z7r. logC
I'EETLR ieL
]

subject to Ci;+ILi+pe;+E;+pn; N, ~Y; < Uy 1€TR
Yi = MWpi) —YN; <0 wu; 1€TR,i#1
KN; —K;+)Kp;) <0 u;3 1€TR, s #1
EN;—E;+MEp;y <0 wuis 1€TR,i#1
NN; —N;+ANp; S0 w5 ¢€TR, i#1
K; = Kpj) —ali = BIpiy £0 uie t€TR,1#1
—L+(14+g-2)K; <0 wyr i€l
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Dual Probl

minimize

subject to

Stochastic Optimization Problems

em
Y 2 () p [1 1 _ﬂl_]

14 g + log T
.'EXT:R mipP0)
€L

D) g, 1—
E—p 7 [1+log—D'0,u,-1 — [ +per By +pryNy =Yy ]uny
£ 1- 7 pP ()
i¢L
+ (ﬂll +/\K1) E Uig - AN Z Uis

ies(1) i€s(1)

- AN Z uig | — AK) Z iz | +AY; E Uig
i€s(1) i€S(1) ies(1)

+ Y [uisY N —uisKN? — uis EN} ~ uiSNN;]

i€TR
i£1
uit —ouig—f Y uje 20 {€TR,i#1,i¢L
jes(i)
PEU[] — Uig X E uja 20 1€TRi#1,i¢L
J€s(i)
PRiU — U5 A E ujs 20 1€TRi#1,i¢L
jes(i)
wil —wizd Y up 20 (€TRi#1,igL
Jes(i)
Uig A Z uje—u,~3+,\ Z ujz >0 1€eTR,i#1,i¢L
Jes(i) JES(7)

U] —auig —ui7 >0 1€L

peiui1 —uig 20 €L

pniui, —uis >0 1€L

—uip —uig 20 t€L

Ui — i3 +(1+g—,\A)u,-7 >0 tel

u,;
u,

where KN}, EN?, and NN/ are computed using the prices E':-g-, it apd b
1

respectively.

i2 Y2
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Basic Putty-Putty Model
Primal Problem

minimize Z 102V log C; + Z Ty logC
|E¢TLR ieL

subject to C;+I; +pe; Ei +pn;N; - Y, <0 w3y 1€TR
k; - /\KP(,-) —al; — ﬂIP(,') <0 wui eTR,2#£1
—Ii+{1+g-)A)K; <0 w3 1€l

Dual Problem

maximize Z 702, [1 +log D( )]

(€TR
¢L

p 1-p
)

~[[1 + pir By + prulNy = Yi]us + 615 + MK, ( Z uia

i€S(1)

+ Y ua [Y, - —d—K‘ —pei B} —zm.-N,-‘]

{€TR
r£1
subject to w;; — Quija — f Z uj3 20 1€TR,1#1,i¢ L
JES ()
di—uin+X ) ujp=0 {€TRi#1,i¢L
JES ()

U] — Qg —Uujg 2 0 ieL
d,'—'u,'g—(1+g—-,\A)u,~3 =0 te L

. . d;
where K, E' and N are computed using the prices u—“l—, pe; and pn;.
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Electricity Putty-Clay Model
Primal Problem

D(i)

maximize E 70 log C; + E w,-f— log C;
TR er - F
)

subject to Oy + I; + cdi I E; + P, E; + pryN; = Y; <0 ujy t1€TR
Yi = AYpy—YN; <0 u;g 1€TR,1#1
KN; —K,'+/\Kp(,-) <0 uis 1E€ETR,i#1
EN; —E; + AEp;) <0 uig 1€TR,I#1
NN; =N; +ANp;) <0 us t€TR,t#1
K; —AKp(yy —al; = Blpi) <0 uie 1€TR,1#1
E;—dpgKE;: <0 w7 1€TR,#1
KE; — ApKEp(;y — aglE; — fglEp;) <0 g 1€TR,1#1
—I,-+(l+g—,\A)K.-50 w9 t€L
~IE;+(14+g—A)KE; <0 wy i€l
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Dual Problem

minimize Z —pP) 5 [1 + log D(-)]
i€TR
i¢L

D(i) . _
g 1—p
t2 - 1—p [IHOg(?r.-pD(")u'l)]

€L

i€s(1)

— AN ( Z uis) - \E, ( Z 'ui4) - AK,; ( Z U.‘a)
ces(1) i€s(1) ies)
+ A1, ( Z u.‘z) + (BelE, + AgKE,) ( E ﬂis)

—[I1 + ce1 IE, + D€ Ey + pniNy = Y1]ur1 + (L + K1) ( Z ufs)

€S (1) i€5(1)
+ Y [wis¥Y Ni — uiaKN} — uis EN} — uis NN}]
i€TR
1I#1
subject to cd;ui — aeuis — 4 Z ujg >0 teTRi# 1,1 gL
JES)
uis —dpuir —Ap »_ us20 (€TR,i#1,i¢L
JES ()
u,'l—au,'e—ﬁz uje = 0 te€eTR,i#1,i¢ L
JES()
PEuin —wia+A ) uutus <0  (€TRi#1LigL
FES(H

privis — w5+ A ) J€S(Hujs 20  {€TRi#1L,igL
—witua—X D u320 {€TRI£1Li¢L
JES()

wst+) Y uptue—A ) w20 (€TRi#1,i¢L
JES(Y) JES(1)

ceiuil — apuig — %10 = 0 1€ L

uig —dpuir + (149 —Ag)uiro 20 i€l

U —aue—up 20 1€L

pe;ui; —ujq +ui7r 20 teL

prt; — g =0 1€ L

ui1+uig 20 (€L

—uigtug+ (1+9 - )ug 20 i€l
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where KN!, EN? and NN} are computed using the prices %‘}g-, E‘}‘; and 51};-,
t ! ]
respectively.

Electricity Putty-putty Model
Primal Problem

D
maximize i;ﬂ 7ipP O log C; + g T f _( ; log C;
i¢L
subject to C; +1; +ce;JE; +pe, E; +pn,N; —=Y; £0 u;; i€TR
K; — /\K-I-P(z') —al; —ﬂ[p(,') <0 wuip 1€TR,7#1
E;—dgKE; <0 w3 t€TR,i#1
KE; — /\EKEP(,-) —aplE; — ﬂEIE'p(,') <0 wy t€TR,i#1
—L+(14+g9-2)K; <0 u5 i€l
—IE;+(1+g—M)KE; <0 wuis i€l
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Dual Problem
e e 1€TR D(i Uil
minimize E -9 ()7r,~ [l+]og (W;’P_D(")u“)]

x-¥
D). 1=
[4 Ll [
+erL 1-p [1+log(7r.-p’3(")u'l)]

[I1 4 cerIE, + 7€, Ey 4+ pny Ny — Y1 ]ug,

+ (8L + AK)) ( E 'uj2)

JES(1)
+(BelEr+ MeKE) | Y uj
JES(1)
dl. - — ul‘3 - -
+ Z ui1 |y — —.K; - |pe; + — E; — pniN;
i€TR Uil il
i#1
subject to u;; — cu;e — f Z uj2 >0 teTR,1#1,i¢ L
JES ()
di—un+d D, u2=0 J€TRi#1,i¢L
JES(Y)
—dpus+uis—dg Y un20 i€TRI#1,i¢L
JES(H)
ce;iuil — apUuiaAE Z uj4 20 1€ETR,i#1,i¢L
JES(i)

u;] — atip — U5 = 0 iel
di—uia—(1+g-M)us =0 el
—dpuiz tua+(1+g—2g)ue 20 i€l
ed;u;) — apuiy —ug >0 ielL

where K, E! and N} are computed using the prices u—d'_"l—, (56; + %ﬁ-) and pn;,

respectively.
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29.5 Numerical Experiments

This section presents some of the results obtained by applying nested decom-
position on the test problems. Recall here that we deal with four models that
we run on horizons of 5, 7 and 9 periods. The size of the resulting problems
given in Table 29.5.

Nested decomposition proceeds by a sequence of cycles and can be stopped
when the relative error between the current objective function value and the
lower bound generated by the algorithin is sufficiently small or when no propo-
sition is generated at some cycle. Table 29.8 reports the overall convergence
properties of the method.

Although these results certainly appear reasonable if one considers the
size of the problems, one should keep in mind that they do not give a com-
plete overview of the method. This is illustrated by considering the evolution,
through the algorithm, of the objective function and of some of the variables
of the problem BPP with seven periods (see Table 29.7). It can be seen that
while the objective function converges rather quickly (cycle 10), all the cycles
are necessary in order to achieve convergence of the primal variables.

It is clearly impossible to list the complete optimal solution of those differ-
ent problems. In order to provide some references for future numerical experi-
ments, we report in the end of this section the optimal solution of some of the
variables for the four first periods. The numbering of the nodes is as given in
Figure 29.1.

Table 29.5 Size of the Test Problems

Primal Problem Dual Problem

Linear |Nonlinear Linear [Nonlinear

ConstraintsConstraints [Variables [Constraints [Variables [Variables
B-PP-5 47 30 151 60 46 61
B-PP-7 191 126 631 252 190 253
B-PP-9 767 510 2551 1020 766 1021
E-PP-5 123 30 211 120 92 91
E-PP-7 5078 126 883 504 380 379
E-PP-9 2043 510 3571 2040 1532 1531
B-PC-5 167 30 271 150 46 151
B-PC-7 695 126 1135 630 190 631
B-PC-9 2807 510 4591 2550 766 2551
E-PC-5 243 30 331 210 122 151
E-PC-7 1011 126 1387 882 506 631
E-PC-9 4083 510 5611 3570 2042 2551
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Table 29.6 Stopping Condition

| BPP BPC EPP EPC

5 periods 18 12 27 22

deterministic 0.0 451077 46 1077 91077
5 periods 18 12 28 23
stochastic .46 1077 461077 91077 461077
7 periods 21 14 35 32

deterministic .46 1077 451077 | 451077 91077
7 pertods 20 14 40 31
stochastic 91077 451077 91077 0. 107
9 periods 25 16 41 37

deterministic 91077 451077 9107 451077
9 periods 20 13 31 22
stochastic 81075 91077 910°° 2.910°*

N.B. The first number refers to the number of cycles, the second to the
relative error.

Table 29.7 Convergence of some of the Variables. Problem BPP7 Periods.

Objective Investment in Investment in
Function Lower a Node of a Node of
Cycle Value Bound Period 2 Period 4
22. 22.
10 034908 021512 235.7 362.7
11 029445 024762 206.2 387.6
12 027981 024917 185.5 391.3
13 026600 024993 220.0 392.7
14 025326 025033 197.6 389.3
15 0256193 025049 204.1 394.3
16 025113 025071 207.0 393.0
17 025096 025074 203.1 392.6
18 025082 025074 204.4 393.0
19 025078 025075 205.2 393.6
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Table 29.8 Optimal Objective Value

Problems Objective Value
BPP 5 Periods 21.874876
BPP 7 Periods 22.025077
BPP 9 Periods 22.100000
BPC 5 Periods 21.852174
BPC 7 Periods 22.004176
BPC 9 Periods 22.182961
EPP 5 Periods 21.894914
EPP 7 Periods 22.044848
EPP 9 Periods 22.119711
EPC 5 Periods 21.871362
EPC 7 Periods 22.023133
EPC 9 Periods 22.102913

Table 29.9 BPP 5 Periods: Optimal Solution

K Y N E 1 C
Nodes| (10°875) | (10°$75) | (quads) ((10'? KWH)|(10°$75) | (10°$75)
1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 | 1217.0
2 | 6169.1 | 1859.5 | 186.12 1.443 | 203.8 | 1563.1
3 | 6336.6 | 2071.2 | 17.96 1.607 | 299.6 | 1668.6
4 | 6909.3 | 2353.1 | 20.40 1.826 | 381.1 | 1854.9
5 | 6878.3 | 2323.7 | 17.97 1.957 | 370.8 | 1847.4
6 | 6321.9 | 2064.4 | 15.83 1.724 | 294.7 | 1659.2
7 | 6865.1 | 2342.2 | 17.96 1.956 | 373.6 | 1843.2
8 | 6831.4 | 23320 | 15.81 2.095 | 362.4 | 1835.3
9 | 6153.3 | 1853.2 | 14.21 1.547 | 198.6 | 1555.4
10 | 6301.2 | 2062.2 | 15.81 1.722 | 295.6 | 1656.2
11 | 6857.3 | 2341.3 | 17.95 1.955 | 376.1 | 1839.9
12 | 6821.5 | 1330.9 | 15.81 2.094 | 364.2 | 1832.5
13 | 6275.5 | 2053.8 | 13.93 1.845 | 287.0 | 1648.5
14 | 6796.5 | 2328.1 | 15.79 2.092 | 368.5 | 1325.5
15 | 6759.8 | 2317.1 | 13.89 2.240 | 356.3 | 1817.2
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Table 29.10 BPP 7 Periods: Optimal Solution

K Y N E I C
Nodes| {10°$75) | (10°$75) | (quads) [(10'2 KWH)|{10°$75)| (10°$75)
1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 | 1217.0
2 | 61731 | 1859.9 | 16.12 1.443 | 205.2 | 1562.2
3 | 6357.6 | 2073.5 | 17.98 1.609 | 304.6 | 1685.7
4 | 6973.9 | 2360.3 | 20.46 1.832 | 393.6 | 1849.3
5 | 6950.3 | 2351.7 | 18.03 1.964 | 385.8 | 1840.1
6 | 6341.5 | 2066.5 | 15.84 1.726 | 299.2 | 1656.7
7 | 6932.6 | 2349.8 | 18.02 1.962 | 387.8 | 1836.2
8 | 6909.5 | 2340.8 | 15.87 2.103 | 380.1 | 1825.9
9 | 6156.5 | 1853.5 | 14.21 1.548 | 199.6 | 1554.7
10 | 6317.1 | 2063.9 | 15.82 1.723 | 299.3 | 1654.1
11 | 6911.8 | 2347.4 | 18.00 1.960 | 387.5 | 1834.3
12 | 6892.1 | 2338.8 | 15.86 2.101 | 380.9 | 1823.2
13 | 6299.7 | 2056.4 | 13.94 1.847 | 293.5 | 1844.5
14 | 6873.1 | 2336.7 | 15.84 2.099 | 383.1 | 1819.0
15 | 6847.3 | 2326.9 | 13.95 2.249 | 374.6 | 1808.2
Table 29.11 BPP 9 Periods: Optimal Solution
K Y N E I C
Nodes| (10°$75) | (10°$75) | (quads) [(10'? KWH)| (10°$75) | (10°$75)
1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 1217.0
2 | 6151.4 | 1857.7 | 16.1} 1.442 | 198.0 1567.3
3 | 6345.1 | 2072.2 | 17.97 1.608 | 311.2 1657.9
4 699.3 | 2362.5 | 20.48 1.833 | 399.1 1845.9
5 | 6975.4 | 2354.5 | 18.05 1.966 | 393.1 1835.4
6 | 63219 | 20644 | 15.83 1.734 | 303.4 1850.5
7 | 6960.5 | 2352.9 | 18.04 1.965 | 399.6 1827.3
8 | 6912.0 | 2341.0 | 15.87 2.103 | 383.5 1822.8
9 | 6153.9 | 1853.3 | 14.21 1.547 | 198.8 1555.3
10 | 6322.7 | 2064.5 | 15.83 1.724 | 3025 1651.6
11 | 6912.4 | 23475 | 18.00 1.960 | 384.09 187.8
12 | 6919.4 | 2341.9 | 15.88 2.104 | 386.4 1820.6
13 | 6297.7 | 2056.2 | 13.94 1.847 | 294.1 1643.7
14 | 6873.9 | 2336.8 | 15.84 2.099 | 383.5 1818.7
15 | 6844.7 | 2326.6 | 13.95 2.249 | 373.8 1808.6
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Table 29.12 BPC 5 Periods: Optimal Solution

K Y N E I C
Nodes| (10°$75) | (10°$75) | (quads) [(10'? KWH)| (10°$75) | (10°$75)
1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 | 1217.0
2 | 6482.1 | 1895.1 | 21.68 1.307 | 308.2 | 1478.4
3 | 70347 | 2144.4 | 22.51 1.551 | 3877.7 | 1649.2
4 | 7702.2 | 2436.4 | 24.06 1.813 | 403.6 | 1903.3
5 | 7684.6 | 2432.6 | 23.37 1.851 | 397.8 | 1889.0
6 | 70217 | 21413 [ 21.93 1.585 | 373.3 | 1635.9
7 | 7670.0 | 2429.6 | 22.89 1.879 | 399.4 | 1885.8
8 | 6751.1 | 2425.5 | 22.29 1.920 | 393.1 | 1869.9
9 | 6449.8 | 1892.3 | 21.16 1.338 | 304.1 | 1464.7
10 | 7007.8 | 2138.6 | 21.50 1.610 | 374.8 | 1632.0
11 | 7660.5 | 2427.6 | 22.54 1.899 | 399.0 | 1885.2
12 | 7641.6 | 2423.5 | 29.94 1.940 | 392.7 | 1868.7
13 | 6993.5 | 2135.3 | 20.99 1.646 | 370.0 | 1615.4
14 | 7625.6 | 24203 | 21.52 1.969 | 394.4 | 1865.2
15 | 7605.2 | 2415.9 | 20.98 2.013 | 38716 | 1845.7

Table 29.18 BPC 7 Periods: Optimal Solution

K Y N E I C
Nodes| (10°875) | (10°$75) | (quads) [(10'? KWH)| (10°$75) | (10°$75)
1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 | 1217.0
2 | 6491.0 | 1896.1 | 21.66 1.309 | 311.2 | 1476.3
3 | 7036.7 | 2144.3 | 22.41 1.557 | 373.9 | 1653.1
4 | 7755.7 | 2441.7 | 23.79 1.836 | 423.4 | 1889.1
5 | 7740.5 | 2438.2 | 23.13 1.875 | 418.4 1874.4
6 | 7023.4 | 2141.2 | 21.83 1.592 | 369.5 | 1639.0
7 1 77255 | 24352 | 22.66 1.903 | 420.0 | 1871.1
8 | 7708.2 | 2431.2 | 22.07 1.945 | 414.2 | 1854.0
9 | 6479.1 | 1893.3 | 21.14 1.341 | 307.2 | 1462.6
10 | 7009.7 | 2138.5 | 21.41 1.617 | 370.8 | 1636.1
11 | 77149 | 2433.0 | 22.31 1.924 | 419.2 | 1870.0
12 | 7697.8 | 2429.1 | 21.73 1.966 | 413.5 | 1853.8
13 | 6995.2 | 2135.1 | 20.90 1.654 | 366.0 | 1619.5
14 | 7681.0 | 2425.8 | 21.31 1.995 | 415.1 1850.3
15 | 7662.5 | 2421.5 | 20.79 2.040 | 409.0 | 1830.5
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Table 29.14 BPC 9 Periods: Optimal Solution
K Y N E 1 C
Nodes| (10°$75) | (10°$75) | (quads) |(10'2 KWH)|(10°$75) | (10°$75)
1 5982.0 1658.0 21.28 1.059 340.0 1217.0
2 6564.8 1904.0 21.68 1.318 335.7 1459.4
3 7265.4 2169.1 22.49 1.584 413.7 1637.1
4 8282.3 2498.2 24.01 1.896 510.3 1856.5
5 8258.5 2493.8 23.33 1.938 502.3 1843.6
6 7247.6 2165.6 21.91 1.620 407.8 1624.0
7 8237.2 2490.2 22.85 1.966 504.1 1839.6
8 8211.2 2485.4 22.25 2.010 495.4 1824.5
9 6550.2 1901.0 21.16 1.350 330.9 1446.2
10 7230.5 2162.5 21.48 1.645 409.3 1620.6
11 8223.8 2487.7 22.50 1.987 503.2 1839.0
12 8197.9 2483.0 21.90 2.031 494.6 1824.1
13 7210.8 2158.6 20.97 1.683 402.7 1605.2
14 8174.5 2479.0 21.47 2.061 496.5 1819.7
15 8146.0 2473.8 20.94 2.108 487.0 1802.1
Table 20.15 EPP 5 Periods: Optimal Solution
K Y N E 1 C KE 1E
Nodes| (10°875) | (10°$75) | (quads) |(10'? KWH)|(10°$75) | (10°375) |(108 KW)|(10° KW)
1 5982.0 1658.0 21.28 1.059 340.0 1217.0 201.48 25.59
2 6173.6 1861.5 15.73 1.567 205.3 1576.4 298.05 14.84
3 6350.3 2074.0 17.64 1.712 302.0 1682.9 325.76 16.90
4 6918.7 2355.0 20.21 1.889 379.0 1873.8 359.46 20.86
5 6881.6 2343.1 18.16 1.889 366.6 1864.2 359.46 26.04
6 6317.9 2063.9 15.86 1.712 291.1 1674.3 325.76 22.45
7 6857.9 2342.4 17.74 2.035 3747 1858.4 387.20 21.89
8 6815.2 2329.4 15.93 2.035 360.5 1848.8 387.20 27.96
9 6147.6 1852.9 14.15 1.567 196.7 1567.5 298.05 20.85
10 6304.4 2064 .4 15.43 1.870 299.5 1670.7 3565.83 16.25
11 6861.1 2342.4 17.82 2.006 373.9 1858.4 281.58 23.06
12 6818.4 2329.3 16.01 2.0056 359.7 1848.7 281.58 29.09
13 6270.9 2053.7 13.87 1.870 288.3 1661.2 355.83 22.09
14 6798.1 2329.1 15.64 2.159 369.4 1842.5 410.78 23.76
15 6752.1 2315.1 14.04 2.159 354.1 1832.1 410.78 30.50
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Table 29.16 EPP 7 Periods: Optimal Solution

Stochastic Oplimization Problems

K Y N E 1 C KE IE

Nodes| {10°$75) | (10°$75) | (quads) |(10'? KWH)|{10°875} | (10°$75) |(10° KW)|(10° KW)
1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 | 1217.0 | 201.48 | 25.59
2 | 6174.8 | 1861.6 | 15.74 1.567 | 205.7 | 1575.1 | 209.04 | 16.28
3 | 6360.0 | 2076.5 | 17.54 1.750 | 307.6 | 1686.8 | 332.95 | 15.09
4 | 6986.1 | 2360.5 | 20.28 1.892 | 392.6 | 1867.1 | 356.46 | 21.05
5 | 6953.2 | 23511 | 18.23 1.893 | 381.6 | 1856.2 | 356.48 | 27.03
6 | 6339.6 | 20867 | 15.78 1.752 | 297.8 | 1671.3 | 332.95 | 21.09
7 | 69355 | 23519 | 17.83 2.031 | 390.2 | 18528 | 386.51 | 19.91
8 | 6898.8 | 2338.6 | 16.03 2.032 | 378.0 | 1841.0 | 386.51 | 26.52
9 | 6149.0 | 1853.0 | 14.15 1.567 | 197.1 | 1566.9 | 298.04 | 21.26
10 | 6318.3 | 20660 | 15.42 1.882 | 303.4 | 1668.0 | 357.98 | 16.69
11 | 6927.3 | 23500 | 17.84 2.026 | 389.6 | 1851.7 | 385.62 | 20.43
12 | 6893.2 | 2377.9 | 16.03 2.027 | 378.2 | 1839.9 | 385.62 | 26.80
13 | 6287.3 | 2055.8 | 13.86 1.882 | 293.1 | 1657.2 | 357.98 | 23.84
14 | 6876.0 | 2339.5 | 15.60 2.214 | 387.8 | 1835.5 | 421.35 | 20.13
15 | 6834.4 | 2325.0 | 14.01 2.215 | 373.9 | 19235 | 421.35 | 27.61

Table 29.17 EPP 9 Periods: Optimal Solution
K Y N E I C KE IE

Nodes| (10°$75) | (10°875) | (quads) [(10'? KWH)|(10°$75) | (10°$75) |(10° KW)|(10° KW)
1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 | 1217.0 | 201.48 | 25.59
2 | 6159.2 | 1860.0 | 15.73 1.552 | 200.6 | 1574.4 | 298.05 | 23.24
3 | 6376.1 | 2079.3 | 17.04 1.933 | 317.6 | 1679.0 | 387.76 6.57
4 | 6999.4 | 2362.8 | 20.59 1.804 | 388.4 | 1870.2 | 343.23 | 22.90
5 | 6967.2 | 2351.3 | 18.51 1.804 | 377.3 | 1858.8 | 343.23 | 29.08
6 | 6343.9 | 2069.4 | 15.31 1.933 | 306.9 | 1668.9 | 367.76 | 14.94
7 | 6956.0 | 23529 | 17.92 2.008 | 380.8 | 1852.7 | 385.11 | 22.87
8 | 69154 | 23403 | 16.08 2.024 | 3763 | 18427 | 385.11 | 29.06
9 | 6165.2 | 1854.7 | 14.16 1.570 | 202.6 | 1566.0 | 208.05 | 16.54
10 | 6323.7 | 2065.1 | 15.74 1.757 | 297.2 | 1673.2 | 334.26 | 16.54
11 | 6900.5 | 23456 | 18.10 1.918 | 383.3 | 1848.5 | 364.84 | 28.48
12 | 6879.1 | 23348 | 16.28 1.918 | 376.2 | 1838.6 | 364.84 | 26.05
13 | 6297.1 | 20549 | 14.15 1.757 | 288.3 | 1661.2 | 334.26 | 23.55
14 | 6864.6 | 2335.8 | 15.83 2.101 | 384.5 | 1833.2 | 399.90 | 24.60
15 | 6825.3 | 23224 | 14.22 2.102 | 3714 | 1918.3 | 399.90 | 35.76
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Table 29.18 EPC 5 Periods: Optimal Solution
K Y N E I C KE IE
Nodes| (10°$75) | (10°$75) | (quads) [(10'? KWH){(10°$75)| (10°475) |(10® KW)[(10° KW)
1 5982.0 1658.0 21.28 1.059 340.0 1217.0 201.48 25.59
2 6490.3 1897.2 21.43 1.410 310.9 1489.7 298.05 12.36
3 7044.0 2146.6 22.27 1.647 376.7 1663.4 313.38 19.62
4 7709.5 2438.3 23.82 1.906 404.2 1918.4 362.61 21.72
5 7688.8 2433.6 23.23 1.908 397.3 1904.0 362.61 23.45
(] 7027.0 2142.6 21.78 1.647 371.0 1649.4 313.38 21.09
7 7671.5 2430.5 22.73 1.945 399.9 1900.0 369.96 23.47
8 7649.1 2425.5 22.21 1.944 392.5 1883.1 369.96 25.07
9 6477.7 1894.5 20.94 1.448 308.7 1475.0 298.05 14.89
10 7016.6 2140.8 21.29 1.714 373.8 1646.2 326.05 21.26
11 7668.4 2429.8 22.32 2.005 399.9 1900.5 381.53 23.26
12 7645.7 2424.7 21.80 2.004 392.3 1883.8 381.53 25.25
13 6998.0 2136.5 20.85 1.714 367.6 1629.9 326.05 22.57
14 7627.2 2421.3 21.37 2.039 395.4 1879.5 388.08 24.94
15 7602.8 2415.8 20.91 2.040 387.2 1859.8 388.08 26.78
Table 29.19 EPC 7 Periods: Optimal Solution
K Y E 1 C KE IE
Nodes| (10°$75) | (10°$75) | (quads) [(10'? KWH)|(10°$75) | (10°$75) |(10 KW)|(10° KW)
1 5982.0 1658.0 21.28 1.059 340.0 1217.0 201.48 25.59
2 6500.7 1898.4 21.39 1.424 314.4 1487.1 298.05 12.92
3 7047.6 2146.8 22.15 1.662 372.8 1667.7 316.20 19.73
4 7763.0 2443.5 23.58 1.921 423.7 1904.8 365.54 21.76
5 7743.4 2438.9 23.01 1.921 417.1 1890.0 365.54 23.78
[} 7030.1 2142.7 21.66 1.662 366.9 1653.7 316.20 21.55
7 7728.3 2436.2 22.50 1.969 420.8 1885.4 374.64 23.71
8 7706.1 2431.1 22.00 1.969 413.4 1868.4 374.64 25.56
9 6488.5 1895.7 20.90 1.463 310.4 1472.5 298.05 15.13
10 7019.2 2140.8 21.21 1.720 369.3 1650.9 327.24 21.17
11 7720.5 2434.6 22.14 2.008 419.5 1886.2 382.06 23.68
12 7699.3 2429.6 21.64 2.008 412.5 1869.3 382.06 25.46
13 7000.4 2136.4 20.77 1.720 363.1 1634.4 327.24 22.95
14 7682.6 2426.6 21.19 2.055 416.2 1864.4 390.97 25.54
15 7659.2 2421.1 20.75 2.055 408.3 1844.7 390.97 27.29
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Table 29.20 EPC 9 Periods: Optimal Solution

K Y N E I C KE IE
Nodes| (10°$75) | {10°$75) | (quads) (10'? KWH)|(10°$75) | (10°$75) |(10° KW)[(10® KW)

1 | 5982.0 | 1658.0 | 21.28 1.059 | 340.0 | 1217.0 | 201.48 | 25.59
2 | 6488.6 | 1897.1 | 21.37 1.424 | 3104 | 1475.3 | 298.05 | 36.05
3 | 70045 | 2154.1 | 21.73 1.869 | 394.4 | 1665.3 | 431.81 0.00
4 | 7836.4 | 2450.3 | 23.88 1.917 | 421.0 | 19158 | 364.49 | 17.72
5 | 7811.2 | 2448.8 | 23.24 1.916 | 412.6 | 1901.0 | 364.49 | 21.42
6 | 7036.8 | 2145.4 | 21.33 1.823 | 375.2 | 1643.3 | 431.81 28.81
7 | 7788.5 | 2446.1 | 21.93 2.256 | 433.5 | 1895.8 | 508.55 2.09
8 | 7778.4 | 2443.1 | 21.39 2.311 | 430.1 1883.4 | 508.55 | 25.48
9 | 6496.9 | 1896.7 | 20.90 1.469 | 313.1 1471.8 | 298.05 | 13.70
10 | 7028.1 | 2141.0 | 21.31 1.682 | 368.2 | 1653.6 | 320.08 | 19.07
11 | 77345 | 2434.6 | 22.35 1.921 | 422.5 | 1881.3 | 365.52 | 26.68
12 | 7725.6 | 2430.9 | 21.84 1.921 | 419.5 | 1865.9 | 365.52 | 21.36
13 | 70159 | 2137.6 | 20.87 1.684 | 364.1 1629.9 | 320.08 | 30.00
14 | 7759.9 | 2436.6 | 21.01 2.197 | 437.0 | 1855.2 | 420.18 | 22.14
15 | 7715.8 | 2429.1 | 20.57 2.208 | 422.3 | 1833.9 | 420.18 | 34.31
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CHAPTER 30

STOCHASTIC PROGRAMMING PROBLEMS:
EXAMPLES FROM THE LITERATURE

A.J. King

Introduction

This is a small collection of problems which have appeared in the stochastic
programming literature over the past two and a half decades. The intention
guiding the choices was to provide a number of test problems with solutions
for researchers who are developing and testing algorithms. Of course anyone
can jot down a stochastic linear program. This collection seeks to provide the
researcher with a variety of formulations, some classical and some new and as
yet unsolved, as templates from which many test problems can be generated.

The problems range from classical chance-constrained and simple recourse
models to dynamic models with both chance-constrained and general recourse
examples. There are some unfortunate omissions. Chief among these are Kall-
berg, White and Ziemba’s financial planning model, Prékopa’s et al STABIL
model, Somlyody and Wets’ Lake Balaton model, and Kall and Keller’s collec-
tion of general recourse problems. For these we give references together with
a brief description and classification below; these models were excluded for
reasons of lack of published data and/or lack of space for presentation herein.

Finally a disclaimer: None of the solutions has been checked for accuracy.
There have been many opportunities in the process of collecting and publishing
these problems for errors to creep in and replicate. Beware!

We would be grateful for any corrections to these problems, and for any
additions that may be proposed by the readers for future editions of this col-
lection.

In addition some of these problems will be distributed in the special format
for recourse problems (as described in this volume) on a computer tape to be
distributed in early 1985 by the International Institute for Applied Systems
Analysis.



544 Stochastic Optimization Problems

AIRCRAFT ALLOCATION PROBLEM
Reference

G. Dantzig: Linear Programming and Eaztensions, Princeton University
Press, 1963, pp. 572-597.

This is the classic example of a stochastic program with simple recourse.

An airline wishes to allocate airplanes of various types among its routes to
satisfy an uncertain passenger demand, in such a way as to minimize operating
costs plus the lost revenue from passengers turned away.

This problem will be available on the stochastic programming computer
tape distributed by ITIASA.



Stochastic Programming Problems: Ezamples

Stochastic program with simple recourse.

Choose z;(j =1,...,17) to minimize

subject to

TlyeesyLys
TEye ooy Lyt
T10,%11,%12¢
T18y+009%17¢
b;:

qﬁ

dk:

vi:

v

tj!

17 5
E ciTj +E{Z qu;}
j=1 k=1

1 +e+23+24+25 < b
ze+ar+2s+39 Ly

Z10 + 211 + 212 < by

Z13+T14+ @15 + 216 + 217 < by

z;j 20 j=1,...,17

vi>0, vy >0

vi —v] =tz +tizzi3 — b

Vi — vy =ta22 +tem6 +t10210 + t14714 — Dy
Vi — vy =taz3 +tr27 +ti5215 — hg

Vi — v =t4zs + 1375 +111211 + 16716 — hy

v — vy =t525 +toTo +t12213 + {17217 —hs

type 1 aircraft assigned to routes 1,...,5

type 2 aircraft assigned to routes 2,...,5

type 3 aircraft assigned to routes 2, 4, 5

type 4 aircraft assigned to routes 1,...,5
number of aircraft available of type ¢ =1,...,4
cost of operating aircraft/route j =1,...,17

revenue lost per passenger turned away on route k =1,...

empty seats on route &

passengers turned away on route k
passenger capacity on aircraft/route j
passenger demand for route k.

545

i



546 Stochastic Optimszation Problems

Data

c=  [18, 21,18, 16, 10, 15, 16, 14, 9, 10, 9, 6, 17, 16, 17, 15, 10]
g=[13,13,7,7,1]

b= [10, 19, 25, 15]

t= [18, 15, 28, 23, 81, 10, 14, 15, 57,5, 7, 29, 9, 11, 22, 17, 55]

h; are discretely distributed as follows

h; ~  [200, 220, 250, 270, 300] w.p. (0.2, 0.05, 0.35, 0.2, 0.2)
hy ~  [50, 150] w.p. (0.3, 0.7)

hg ~  [140, 160, 180, 200, 220] w.p. (0.1, 0.2, 0.4, 0.2, 0.1}
h, ~ [10, 50, 80, 100, 340] w.p. (0.2, 0.2, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1)

hs = [580, 600, 620] w.p. (0.1, 0.8, 0.1)

Solution:

Calculated to one decimal place accuracy

Aircraft Type 1 2 3
Route
1 z; =10 * *
2 Ty = 0 Te = 12.8 Z10 = 4.3
3 z3 = 0 z7 = 0.9 *
4 T4 = 0 rg = 5.3 r11 = 0
5 Ts5 = 0 Ty = 0 T = 20.7

CLEEF'S TEST PROBLEM

Reference

4
r13 = 7.4
T4 = 0.0
15 = 7.6
T1g = 0
17 = 0

H.J. Cleef, “A solution procedure for the two-stage stochastic program with

simple recourse.” Zestschrift fir O.R., 35 (1981) 1-13.

Stochastic program with simple recourse

choose z;(j =1,...,18) to minimize
16 6
+ot 1 oy
Zcﬂj +E{Z(qk Vi + vy )}
i=1 k=1
subject to:
16
Za;ja:j =b; 1=1,2,3
=1
16
Et,”-zf+v:—v; =h; k=1,...,6

Jj=1
2; 20,v; 20,vy >0
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Data
h is discretely distributed as follows:
h, ~ [3,4,5,6,7,8,10,11, 12, 13, 14, 15] w.p.(.05, .08, .1, .1, .1, .1, .2, .1, .05, .05,
.04, .03)
h, ~ [5,86,6.5,7.0,7.5] w.p.(.08, .12, .4, .2, .2)

h; ~ [0, 1.0, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, 3.25, 3.5, 3.75, 4.0, 4.25, 4.5, 4.75] w.p.(.08, .06, .06, .06,
.06, .06, .2, .18, .08, .08, .08, .08)

hy ~ [-2.,-1.0, 1.0, 2.0] w.p.(.13, .5, .25, .12)
h; ~ [0.0, 1.0, 2.0, 2.5, 3.0, 6.0, 7.0, 10.0, 12.0] w.p.(.08, .12, .1, .1, .2, .1, .1, .12, .08)
hs ~ [8.0,24.0] w.p. (.5, .5)

Solution
2, =0 27 = 0.108757541 213 = 0.955190541
Ty = 0 Ig = 0 Ti14 = 0.301132174
I3 = 0.521568144 Ig = 0 Zi15 = 0
z4 =0 z10 = 0.250267079 216 =10
25 =0 211 = 0.392736833

7o = 0.203628174  z;5 = 0.351412474
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KALL AND KELLER'S COMPLETE RECOURSE PROBLEMS

Reference

E. Keller, “GENSLP: A program for generating input for stochastic linear
programs with complete fixed recourse”. Manuscript, Institiit fir Opera-
tions Research der Universitat Zirich, Zirich, CH-80086.

This is a computer program which generates random general recourse prob-
lems, and is available from computer tape to be distributed by ITASA. The
program was written by E. Keller under the direction of P. Kall at the Institute
for Operations Research, University of Zirich.

The format of the general recourse problem they pose is as follows:
choose z € R" to minimize

¢’z + E{min ¢Ty}
y

subject to
z 20, y20
Az =5b
Tz+Wy=h

where A,b,c,q,W are deterministic matrices or vectors of appropriate di-
mension, and T, h are random of the following form:

T=T"+nT ' +...4+1,T%
h=r"+rh ...+ 1 k"

Here (r1,...,7x) is a random vector and (T°,...,T*)(h?,..., h*) are fixed.

Keller’s computer program generates the data A,b,c,q,W,h°,... A%,
T°,...,T* randomly with appropriate checks for feasibility of A and W (for
complete recourse). P. Kall has conducted a series of tests using the problems
generated by GENSLP, to appear in 1985.
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PROJECT SCHEDULING PROBLEM

Reference

H.J. Cleef, W. Gaul, “Project scheduling via stochastic programming”,
Math. Operationsforsch. Statist., Ser. Optimization 18(1982), 449-468.

We are given a directed-graph representation of a project where arcs rep-
resent activities and nodes represent points at which choices between various
activities must be made. The problem is to choose the length of completion
time for each activity so that the total time consumed is less than some pre-
specified limit and the project cost is minimized. Activity completion times are
subject to lower and upper bounds, and costs increase as completion time is
lowered. In some cases the activity completion times are only estimates, and
there are recourse costs once the true completion time is known: if completion
time is too short there are costs associated with obtaining additional resources;
if completion time is too generous then there are gains associated with resources
freed to work elsewhere. This problem will be available on the [IASA stochastic
programring computer tape.

Stochastic program with simple recourse

Choose z;(; =1,...,25) to mintmsze

25 25
2805.0— Y oja; + E{Y (o] v} +4; v}
j=1 J=1

subject to
15
z; <Y epme  j=1,...,25
k=1
g — 71 <Y
gi+yl-y; =€ s7=1,...,25
b <e;<uj; oyiy 20 7=1,...,25
z;: the scheduled length of time to complete task y = 1,...,25
&k the node-arc incidence matrix
Tt the scheduled time at which decision node k=1,...,151s
reached
7: specified total time for project
¢5t cost of completing scheduled task 7 in one unit less time

£j,u;: lower/upper bounds on time to complete task
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: actual project completion time for task ;7

y;: excess time scheduled over actual time for completion of
task 7

Yt deficit of scheduled time over actual time for task j

q;': per unit value of excess time for task s

g; per unit value of deficit time for task j
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Data

node-arc incidence matrix eji:

Nodes

g
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cocococococoOCOCHrRMNOCOOODOOCOCOOROOO
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.
B - A X N -

o
-
—
k=)
©
oo
—
—
S
o
.
—
—

y -

'33 '5’ la ]
& ]1,1,2,1,0,3,2,3,6,1,53,1,6,3,1,86,2,0,1,2,3,1,2, 3]

ws  [31,31, 31, 31,0, 31, 31, 31, 12, 31, 13, 12, 31, 24, 31, 31, 18, 31, 0, 31,
31, 31, 31, 31, 31]

4: 30
gt: [4, 6, 5,12,0, 12,9, 6,0, 6,0, 0, 14,0, 5,13, 0,7, 0, 12,13, 6, 7, 3, 3]

g : [-3,-5, -4, -11, 0, -10, -7, -5, 0, -2, 0, 0, -4, 0, -3, -10, 0, -5, 0, -10, -12,
-4, -8, -2, -2]

Note: the completion times for arcs 7 = 5,9,11,12,14,17,19 are deterministic,
hence the recourse penalties are 0.
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The random completion times are independent, discretely distributed:

£ value probability
1 3,5,10,13,20 0.2, 03, 0.3, 0.5, 0.05
2 3,5,10,13,20 02, 03, 0.3, 015, 0.05
3 4,6,8,10,12 0.15, 0.25, 0.25, 0.2, 0.15
4 2,35,6,7 0.4, 0.2, 05 01, 0.1
5 deterministic{dummy)
6 6,9,15,20,25 0.175, 0.55, 0.2, 0.025, 0.05
7 6,7,8,12,18 0.15, 0.075, 0.3, 0.3, 0.175
8 6,9,15,20,25 0.175, 0.55, 0.2, 0.025, 0.056
9 deterministic
10 2,3,5,6,7 01, 02, 05 01, 0.1
11 deterministic -
12 deterministic -
13 3,5,10,13,20 0.2, 03, 0.3, 0.15 0.05
14 deterministic -
15 6,9,15.20,25 0.175, 0.55, 0.2, 0.025, 0.05
16 3,5,10,13,20 0.2, 0.3, 0.3, 0.5 0.05
17 deterministic -
18 4,6,8,10,12 0.15, 0.25, 025, 0.2, 0.15
19 deterministic(dummy)
20 2,3,5,6,7 0.1, 02, 0.5, 01, 0.1
21 6,7,8,12,18 0.175, 0.55, 0.2, 0.025, 0.05
22 6,9,15,20,25 0.175, 0.55, 0.2, 0.025, 0.05
23 2,3,5,6,7 0.1, 02, 05 01, 0.1
24 4,6,8,10,12 0.15, 0.25, 025, 0.2, 0.15
25 6,9,1520,25 0175, 0.55, 0.2, 0.025, 0.05
Solution

optimal value: 2208

optumnal solution: 7; =0 7g=12 ;=18

Mg = wy = T2 =29

7r3=3 7|'8=18 7I'13=28
7r4=6 7I'9=19 7I'14=27
7y = 7|'10=18 7|'15=30
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FINANCIAL PLANNING MODEL

Reference

J.G. Kallberg, R.W. White, W.T. Ziemba, “Short term financial planning
under uncertainty”. Management Science 38 6 1982, 670-682.

A multiperiod simple recourse model with discrete probability models.
Many variations solved, however some data is lacking in this article.

The description may be found in the reference; a brief sketch follows.

A firm must adjust its portfolio of short term assets and liabilities to min-
imize the net cost of cash surpluses and deficits over a fixed planning horizon.
Uncertainties arise in the firrn’s need for cash, as well as in certain transaction
costs. (These are modeled as discrete random variables.) The format is as
follows:

choose z¢(s =1,...,14,t = 1,...,4) to minimsze:

4 14 4 3
ZZ CitZyt +E{Z Z(thth + ‘le_,tye_,t)}

t=1;=1 t=1e=1

14

+> (dfv] +d; v}

=1

subject to:

zj¢ 2 0,0] 20,07 20,y7,20,y,, 20

14

Z“u‘,j,t“’j,tsb.',t 1=1,...,7, t=1,...,4

J=1

14 14

Zej,f"’j,t+2fj,t—12j,t—1=gt t=1,...,4

Jj=1 j=1
14

Vv =D teeei—€ £=1,2,3, t=1,..,1
J=1

+ —_ — -
v — v =254 7=1,...,14
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PRODUCT MIX PROBLEM

This problem is a stochastic version of a linear program derived in [1; p. 50]. It
is an example of the use of a random technology matrix. The random version
of this problem is due to R.J-B. Wets.

A furniture shop has 6000 man-hours available in the carpentry shop and
4000 man-hours in the finishing shop per period. All employees are on salary,
however, and the actual man-hours available are assumed to be normally dis-
tributed random variables with deficits resulting from employee absences and
surpluses due to voluntary overtime. There are four classes of products each
consuming a certain number of man-hours in carpentry and finishing; the ac-
tual time consumed is assumed to be a uniformly distributed random variable.
Each product earns a certain profit per item, and the shop has the option to
purchase casual labor from outside. Note that the cost of the salaried labor is
fixed, and thus does not enter the problem.

Stochastic program with simple recourse.
Choose z;(j =1,...,4) to mazimize

4 3
Z cjxy —E{E quz.'}
j=1 k=1

subject to
220 j=1,...,4

vi20, v, 20 k=1,2

4
vi-vi =) tyzj~h k=1,2
j=1

zj:  amount of product j produced

¢5t profit per unit of product 7

vy: hours of casual labor required of type &

Gr: cost per hour for casual labor of type k

tg;:  hours required of type k to produce product ;5
hy:  hours of salaried labor of type k available.

Data:
[12, 20, 18, 40]
g = [5, 10]
h; Normal, mean 6000, st. dev. 100

h, Normal, mean 4000, st. dev. 50
tin~  U[3.5,4.5], t1y ~ U[8, 10], t13 ~ U[8, 8], t14 ~ U[9, 11]
t3; ~ U[0.8,1.2), t33 ~ U[0.8, 1.2], tag ~ U[2.5, 3.5], toy ~ U[38, 44]
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Solution

This problem has been solved using a technique developed in [2] with computer
codes developed at IIASA (see [3]). Here are results for a run where the random
measures we approximated by empirical measures derived from Monte Carlo
sirmlations. The accuracy is to within a duality gap of 0.1%.

Numb er of samples: 1028

Solution: z; = 1384.80
T = 0.0
T3 = 0.0
z4 = 55.5370
Optimal value: 17690.54

Next we solve the problem where the measures are replaced by a discretiza-
tion based on conditional expectations. This is the “lower bounding” scheme
described in [4] and implemented in [3]; of course we obtain an upper bound
here because this problem is a maximization. Here is the actual discretization
of the measures. We divide the range of each random variable £ into 4 intervals,
11,13, 13,14 of equal probability p = } and calculate £ = E{§|I;},k=1,...,4.
Then each random variable § is approximated by the discrete random variable
taking values &), €3, €3, €4 each with probability 41:

h; = [5872.9331, 5967.49, 6032.51, 6127.0669] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

h, = [3936.4666, 3983.7450, 4016.2550, 4063.5334] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)
t11= [3.625, 3.875, 4.125, 4.375] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

t13= [8.25, 8.75, 9.25, 9.75] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

t13=[6.25, 8.75, 7.25, 7.75] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

ti4= [9.25, 9.75, 10.25, 10.75] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

t9;=[0.85, 0.95, 1.05, 1.15] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

9= [0.85, 0.95, 1.05, 1.15] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

3= [2.625, 2.875, 3.125, 3.375] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

4= [37.0, 39.0, 41.0, 43.0] w.p.(0.25, 0.25, 0.25, 0.25)

The solution, again accurate to within 0.1% duality gap, is:

z = 1377.26
Zq = 0.0

3 = 0.0

z3 = §55.8027

Optimal value: 17715.03
This problem will be available on the stochastic programming computer
tape to be distributed by JIASA.
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Reference

1. G. Dantzig: Linear Programming and Eztensions, Princeton University
Press, 1963.

2. R.T. Rockafellar and R.J-B. Wets, “A Lagrangian finite generation tech-
nique for solving linear-quadratic problems in stochastic programming,” in
A. Prékopa and R. J-B. Wets, Stochastic Programmsng 1884 Mathematical
Programming Study, North Holland (1985)

3. A.J. King, “An implementation of the Lagrangian finite generation meth-
od,” this volume.

4. J. Birge and R.J-B. Wets, “Designing approximation schemes for stochastic
optimization problems”, in A. Prékopa and R. J-B. Wets, Stochastic Pro-
gramming 198{ Mathematical Programming Study, North Holland (1985)

LAKE BALATON MODEL

Reference

L. Somlyody and R.J-B. Wets, “Stochastic models for lake eutrophication
management”. Collaborative Paper CP-85- , International Institute for
Applied Systems Analysis, Laxenburg, Austria (1985).

The problem is to choose an optimal level of investments in sewage treat-
ment facilities so that expected deviations of pollutant concentration levels are
minimized. The form of the problem is as follows:

choose z;(7 =1,...,54) to minimize

E{D " eraebley ' (vi — )]}
k=1

subject to 0<z; <1 j=1,...,54
54 f
Zj:l a;;Ty Sb, Z=1,...,35
Vk=hk—2§iltkaj k=1,...,4
where §(:) is a linear-quadratic penalty function

1/277  f0<r<1
B(r) =3 r-1/2 ifr>1
0 ifr<o0.
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This problem has been solved using the Lagrange finite generation technique,
see [1] and [2]. Details of the problem are available from the above authors.

1. R.T. Rockafellar and R.J-B. Wets, “A Lagrangian finite generation tech-
nique for solving linear-quadratic problems in stochastic programming”. In
A. Prékopa and R. J-B. Wets Stochastic Programmaing 1984 Mathematical
Programming Study, North Holland 1985.

2. A.J. King, “An implementation of the Lagrangian finite generation tech-
nique”, this volume.

MULTIPERIOD PRODUCTION PLANNING

Reference

R.J. Peters, K. Boskma, and H.A.E. Kuper, “Stochastic programming in
production planning: a case with non-simple recourse,” Statistica Neer-
landica 31 (1977}, 113-126.

A factory must decide upon a production schedule and plan increases/de-
creages in production activity over several periods in order to meet a randomn
demand for its mix of products. There are costs associated with changes in
activity from one period to the next. The factory may engage in recourse activ-
ities, buying product to cover shortages and storing product to cover surpluses.
A surplus in one period is carried over to the next period thus imparting a
general recourse feature to this problem.
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Multistage general recourse problem
Choose z, u to minimize

4 2 3 3
Z [Z cjz ¢+ Zdiui,t] + Z [e wy +e w ]
t=1 ;=1 =1 t=1
4 2
{mm 8y Z Z [Q}ttyzt + qj_,ty;,t] }
t=1;5=1

subject to:
zje 20 i=12 t=1,...,4
w20 i=1,2,3, t=1,...,4
w,,w, 20 t=1,...,4

Y aiimie —uie <hie  i=1,2,3, t=1,...,4

Jj=1
i < it i=1,2,3, t=1,...,4
2

1z R _
Zagj[asj,tﬂ—z_,,t]—w, — t=1,2,3
=1

Y20, y;,20 j=1,2, t=1,..,4
zii+yh -y, =& i=1,2
zf’t+y;t—1+yxt"‘yj_',t=Ej,t, ;=12 t=23,4

Zj ¢t amount of product j = 1,2 produced in periodt =1,...,4
€ demand for product ; in period ¢

y}tt: amount of deficit product ; purchased in period ¢

Vit amount of surplus product j stored in period ¢

¢yt cost of producing product 5

q}tt’qj—,t: cost of deficit/surplus product j in period ¢

uj g extra capacity of production activity 7 = 1,2,3 used in period ¢
bis: normal capacity of production activity 7 in period ¢

Jie maximum expansion of capacity for activity 7 in period ¢

di: cost of extra capacity of production activity in

w,w;: change in utilization of production activity 3 from period
t=1,2,3toperiodt+1=2,3,4
et,e: cost of change of production activity 3.



Data:
i= 2 3 4
b 5=1 4000 4000 4000 3500
2 3000 3000 2500 3000
3 4500 4500 3750 3600
£Eo5=1 400 400 400 350
2 300 300 250 350
3 450 450 375 350
4 5
a 3 6 c: (100, 150)
3 7
d (15,20,10) et =20, e =15
t = 2 3 4
q” =1 25 25 25 100
2 30 30 30 150
gt: t=1 400 400 400 400
2 450 450 450 450
The demands §;; 7 =1,2 ¢=1,---,4 are independent normal (mean,
standard deviation):
Period Product 1 Product 2
1 (300, 45) (500, 75)
2 (320, 45) (500, 75)
3 (440, 45) (500, 75)
4 (480, 45) (600, 75)
Solution:
t=1 2 3 4
z j=1 341.35 304.56 493.22 401.96
j=2 560.85 576.62 377.91 377.73
U 1=1 170.60 115.80 7.32 27.95
1=2 0. 0. 0. 0.
=3 450.0 450.0 375.0 350.0
wt: 0. 0. 0.
w” 0. 825. 275.

Stochastic Programming Problems: Examples
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MANPOWER PLANNING

Reference

E.P.C. Kao, M. Queyranne: Aggregation in a Two-Stage Stochastic Pro-
gram for Manpower Planning in the Service Sector, Working Paper, Center
for Health Management, University of Houston, 1981.

An employer must decide upon a base level of regular staff at various
skill levels. The recourse actions available are regular staff overtime or outside
temporary help in order to meet unknown demand for services at minimum

cost.

Multistage general recourse problem.

Choose z;(; = 1,2,3) to minimsze

3 12 3
IRZIEDD E{mi“ > lavie+ szj,t]}
Jj=t t=1 ol Jj=t

subject to: ; > 0

Yt 20, Ey¢ >0

=1

3 3
Z[yj’t +Zj,t] > & — o sz t=1,...,12
=1

Vit £0.2 arzy 7=12,3, t=1,...,12
Victfgiot +Yiore+ B 2 Ve +E] 20 7=1,2,3 t=1,...,12

Tyt
¥,
Zj,t:
CJ':
g5

TJ':
&:

[o 7]

V-1t

base level of regular staff at skill level j =1,2,3

amount of overtime help

amount of temporary help

cost of regular staff at skill level y =1,2,3

cost, of overtime

cost of temporary

demand for services

anticipated absentee rate for regular staff at time t =1,...,12

ratio of amount of skill level j per amount of skill level ; — 1 required.
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Data

e= [7.03,4.53, 3.44]
= [9.59, 6.18, 4.69)

r= [11.70, 9.95, 5.78]

o= [.8943,.8917,.8048, .9086, .9032, .8842, .8513, .8798, .8871, .9043, .8606, .8341]

7= 106,0.2]

the demands £, ¢t = 1,...,12 are independent N(%,,5;) where 7} 4 R, -

F=[11975, 11740, 12169, 13132, 13525, 12598, 13503, 14168, 12602, 11807, 11334,
10410]

Solution

The problem is not solved. Instead the author has worked out upper and
lower bounds for the objective function corresponding to various values of ¢
{i.e. changing the varance of the random demand).

£ Upper Bound Lower Bound Difference Relative Gap
UB LB A=UB-LB (A/LB)x100%
0 852,230 846,700 5624 0.65
1 862,997 846,287 6690 0.79
10 855,539 851,458 4081 0.48
30 859,505 854,706 4799 0.56

FLOOD CONTROL PROBLEM

Reference

A. Prékopa, T. Szantai: “Flood control reservoir system design using
stochastic programming.” Mathematical Programming Study 9, North-
Holland, 1978, 128-151.

The object is to choose the optimal size of reservoirs placed at certain
(fixed) locations in order to control flooding due to random stream inputs. The
criterion is to find the lowest cost solution which controls floods a given per-
centage of the time. The probability model for the stream flows is multivariate
normal and gamma.
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Chance constrained problem

Choose z;(;7 =1,...,5) to minimuze:

)
> cizj
=1

subject fo
0<z; <uy 7j=1,...,5
3 5
P[Etijj 2 Etkifnk =1,...,9] 2p
Jj=1 =1
z;: capacity of reservoir 7 =1,...,5
uji upper bound on capacity of reservoir

¢ cost per unit capacity of reservoir
éi: streamflow for tributary 7,7=1,...,5
(The system of conditions T¢ < Tz is equivalent to the condition that the net
flow volume be less than the capacity of the furthest downstream reservoir.)

Data
% = [1.0,1.0,1.0,2.0, 3.0]
¢=1[0.4,0.5,0.8,1.2,1.8]

3

—_ O O -0 OO
Ll = — I — A -]

P et e el ek ek ek e D
T T g Wy

r

~
Il
_O OO OO

For the random variables §; ¢ =1,...,5 we specify:

means st. dev.

'3 0.8 0.2
é, 1.5 0.3
& 1.2 0.6
¢, 0.5 0.4

& 0.7 0.3
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Solution

The problem was solved using three different correlation matrices for the ran-
dom variables §,, ..., §;, (but with the same means and variances given above):

(10 00 0.8 04 00
1.0 0.5 0.3 0.3
Ry=|06 05 1.0 07 06|,
0.4 0.3 07 1.0 0.4
\0.0 0.3 0.6 0.4 1.0

1.0 —05 0.0 03 —0.5
—0.5 1.0 —08 00 02
Ry=| 00 —08 10 00 03],
03 00 00 10 0.0
\-0.5 02 03 00 1.0

R; = E, the identity matrix,

and two probability levels p = 0.8,p = 0.9. The following table gives the
golutions:

Numerical Results

Type of Correlation Probability Objective Computing
distribution  matrix level X1 X2Xz X4 Xg function time*

R, p=0.8 0.807 1 1 1.3561.412 5.591 00:52:657

Multivariate p=0.9 0.751 1 1 1.9761.398 6.289 00:35:688

gamma R, p=0.8 1 1 1 1.5391.193 5.494  00:16:785

p=0.9 1 1 1 1,2681.848 6.348 00:11:343

R, p=0.8 0.796 1 1 1.5911.383 5.816 01:03:444

p=09 0998 1 1 1.8851.524 1.6506 00:25:126

Multivariate R, =0.8 0908 1 1 1.3511.371 5.551 00:58:078

normal p=0.9 0833 1 1 1.2391.830 6.214 00:51:426

R3 p=0.8 1 1 1 1.2261.431 5.547 00:43:461

p=0.9 1 1 1 1.6501.374 5.953 00:57:478

*Time in minutes/seconds/milliseconds.

In the multivariate gamma case for R, we have

é = 5(v1 +va+va),

§2= 51(?/4+?/5+y6 +y7),

€s=F(v1 +va+ys +ys + o +y10 +y11),
€s= 58—(2/2 +ye + ys + Yo + ¥12),

&= -79‘(2/4+2/s+y10 +y13),

where y1,...,¥13 have standard gamma distributions with the following param-
eters:
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9; = 0.576 de = 0.225 910 = 0.050
99 = 0.160 97 = 23.875 911 = 2.055
93 = 15.264 dg = 0.140 912 = 0.7568
94 = 0.315 9y = 0.280 913 = 4.940
95 = 0.585

STABIL

Reference

(1) A. Prékopa, S. Ganczer, I. Deak, K. Patyi, “The STABIL stochastic pro-
gramming model and its experimental application to the electrical energy
sector of the Hungarian economy.”, in M. Dempster, ed., Stochastic Pro-
gramming, Academic Press, 1980, 369-385.

(2) A. Prékopa, S. Ganczer, I. Deak, K. Patyi, “A STABIL sztohasztikus pro-
gramozési modell és annak kisérleti alkadmazisa a Magyar villamosenergia-
iparra,” Alkalmazott Matematikai Lapok 1(1975) 3-22 (in Hungarian)

A large-scale chance constrained model with multi-variate normal and
gamma distributions. A description of the model is in (2), with an edited
version in (1). The format of the problem is as follows:

choose z;(j =1,...,52) to minimize
52
2o
=1
subject to:
z; 20

52
Za,-jzj >b  i=35,...,110
j=1

52
P{Eaijzj > bi+o0i€i, t= 1’23334} 2p.
j=1
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GAS DELIVERY PROBLEM

Reference
J.-M. Guldmann: “Supply, storage, and service reliability decisions by gas
distribution utilities: a chance-constrained approach.” Management Scs-
ence 29(8)(1983), 884-906.

A gas delivery company has two options for gas supply: to purchase from
a pipeline, ¢r to withdraw gas from its own storage field. The demand for gas
consumption is assumed random. The company must make three types of de-
cisions: to decide the maximum monthly contract (which commits the pipeline
company to allocate this capacity to the delivery company), to decide to incre-
ment its storage capacity, and to decide the actual monthly supply request from
the pipeline company on a month to month basis. The contract decision and
the storage capacity increment decision are made once at the beginning of each
year. Any monthly surplus or deficit of pipeline supply vs. gas consumption is
stored or withdrawn respectively from the gas delivery company’s own storage
field. The delivery company’s objective is to meet its consumption demand
at minimum cost, subject to feasibility constraints on the operation of its gas
storage facility.

Chance constrained non-linear version.
Choose z1,...,212, ¥, =z to mintmize

12 12
ISR, S PY) BOR.
t=1 t=1
subject to
2 20 t=1,...,12
Y2 x t=1,...,12

220

(ze — &) — a1 E (za—fa) —agz <b

P —(zt —€t) — a3 E (%—fa)—au <by
E (-"70 - fa) —asz <by

i

E Ty — €) =0

z¢:  gas ordered from pipeline in month t =1,...,12

¥ contract capacity per month

z: gas storage capacity increment

€:  actual gas consumed in month t =1,...,12 (random)

e cost per unit of gas ordered in month t =1,...,12

cg: cost of transferring one unit gas into or out of storage facility

c13:  cost of contract capacity
c14:  cost of storage facility capacity increment
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Data.
€14...,67 =1202.4 €8s+ C12 = 1299.3 cp = 33.23
¢13 = 392.0 c14 =57.0
a; = —0.078 a2 =0.8 b = 118075.2
azg = 0.15 ag = 0.049 by = 72321
as = 0.41 b3 = 60513.5
§& (t=1,...,12) are independent, normal:
& = 14,900 + 36.583y,
where 5; are normal as follows:
mean st. dev. mean st. dew.
m 506.6 90.5 n7 371.6 91.1
73 248.2 88.3 s 712.6 85.6
73 50.5 28.8 19 1071.6 145.8
4 11.0 9.4 Mo 1207.7 129.5
75 18.9 14.1 711 1046.3 115.2

6 120.5 42.1 712 892.5 125.4



Stochastic Programming Problems: Ezamples 567

Solution.

The author did not solve the given problem. The nonlinear term presents
difficulties. To cope with this difficulty he specifies:

Tt 2 Et t=1,..‘,7
2 0.
P{(Et S Et t=8,...,12 —0999

in which case the nonlinear term is approximated by:
7 13
‘o [Z(‘Et — E{&}) +Z(E{E‘} - a:t)] .
t=1 t=8

He then obtains the following results:
Reliability

Month (t) 99% 95% 90% 85%  80%
Monthly Supply z¢ (MMCF)

April (1) 46,680 46,680 46,680 46,680 46,680
May (2) 44,471 36,909 36,909 43,153 42,954
June (3) 40,571 39,016 37,871 36,615 36,017
July (4) 38,695 36,846 35,568 34,260 33,590
August (5) 30,201 33,319 31,499 24,959 24,156
September  (8) 25,472 25,472 25,472 25472 25,472
October (7) 41,820 41,820 41,820 41,820 41,820
November  (8) 28,442 28,442 28,442 28,442 28,442
December  (9) 32,764 32,764 32,764 32,764 32,764
January (1o) 40,132 40,132 40,132 40,132 40,132
February  (11) 36,326 36,326 36,326 36,326 36,326
March (12) 29,197 29,197 29,197 29,197 29,197

Total 434,861 426,923 422,680 419,820 417,550
Minimum Storage Capacity (MMCF)
360,138 324,158 304,927 291,981 281,677
Expected Purchases and Storage Operation Costs ($1000’s)
564,093 554,284 549,042 545,509 542,704

The minimum storage capacity is (in our notation) 7z + 147594. We refer the
reader to the reference for more details of the author’s solution.
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