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This paper studies optimal switching on arfilaf the entire service capacity of &h/M/co queue with holding, running
and switching costs where the running costs depend only eth&hthe system is running or not. The goal is to minimize
average costs per unit time. The main result is that an agesptimal policy either always runs the system or is an
(M, N)-policy defined by two thresholdsl and N, such that the system is switched on upon an arrival epocim wiee
system size accumulatesiiand is switched  upon a departure epoch when the system size decreaskedttis shown

that this optimization problem can be reduced to a probleth wifinite number of states and actions, and an average-
optimal policy can be computed via linear programming. Aaregle, in which the optimalN\], N)-policy outperforms

the best (ON)-policy, is provided. Thus, unlike the case of single-semueues studied in the literature, K)-policies

may not be average-optimal.

Key words Parallel Queue, Optimal Policilarkov Decision Process

1. INTRODUCTION

This paper studies optimal control of a parallelNMJc queue with Poisson arrivals and an unlim-
ited number of independent identical servers with expaakytistributed service times. The cost
to switch the system on is; and the cost to switch the systerff & 5. The other costs include
the linear holding cos for eachunit of time thata customer spends itine system, the running
costc, per unit time when the system is on and the idling @ggier unit time when the system is
off. It is assumed thady, s; > 0, 55+ S > 0, h> 0, andc; > ¢o. Denotec = ¢; — ¢o. Without loss of

generality, lety = 0 andc, = ¢ > 0. The goal is taninimizeaverage costs per unit time.
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The main result of this paper is that either the policy thaiak keeps the system on is average-
optimal or, for some integendl andN, whereN > M > 0, the so-calledNI, N)-policy is average-
optimal. The M, N)-policy switches the running systenff hen the number of customers in the
system is not greater thavi and it switches the idling system on when the number of custem
in the queue reaches or exceddislt is shown in this paper that this optimization problem can b
reduced to a problem with finite number of states and actiodsaa average-optimal policy can
be computed via linear programming. An example when the (@bl)-policy is not optimal is
provided.

Studies on control problems for queues started around #&ys/ago, and one of the first papers
on this topic, Yadin & Naor [41], dealt with switching on anff a server of a single-server queue.
Heyman [17] showed the optimality @f (0, N)-policy, which is usually called ai-policy, for
M/G/1 queues. The early results on switching servers in sirgyiees queues led to two relevant
research directions:

(i) optimality of (0, N)-policies or their ramifications under very general asstiong such as
batch arrivals, start-up and shut-down times and costdingam holding costs, known workload,
and so on; see Lee & Srinivasan [29], Federgruen & So [9], A& Nain [1], Denardo et al. []
andFeinberg & Kella [12];

(i) decomposition results for queues with vacations; selerfmann & Cooper [13], Hofri [18],
Shanthikumar [38], Kella [23], and Kella & Whitt [24]. SobE9] studied M, N)-policies for
Gl/G/1 queues.

As for general multi-server parallel queues, switching od af individual servers for a parallel
gueue is a more flicult problem. Even for at/M/n queue, there’s no known description of an
optimal switching policy for individual servers when- 2; see Bell [3, 4], Rhee & Sivazlian [36],

and lgaki [21]. Studies of stationary distributions andfpenance evaluations for parallel queues
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with vacations (Levy & Yechiali [30], Huang et al. [19], Kao Barayanan [22], Browne & Kella
[5], Chao & Zhao [6] and Li & Alfa [31]) usually assume that \&ions begin when the system
is empty. Observe that, if vacations start when the systezorbes empty and end simultaneously
for all the servers, the model describes a particular caseibthing the entire service capacity of
the system on andflb Browne & Kella [5] studiedM/G/ queues with vacations and described
how to compute the best,(R)-policy for switching on and f the entire service capacity.

This research is motivated by two observations: (i) the l@mlof switching on andfdthe entire
service capacity of the facility has an explicit solutiorsciébed in this paper while there is no
known explicit solution for problems with servers that casiwitched on andfbindividually, and
(ii) with the development of internet and high performanoenputing, many applications behave
in the way described in this paper. For example, considereawce provider that uses cloud com-
puting and pays for the time the cloud is used. When there arg/rservice requests, it is worth
paying for using the cloud, and when there is a small numbeeofice requests, it may be too
expensive to use the cloud. This paper analyzes such aisitgatd finds an optimal solution. In
fact, the performance analysis literature treats cloudpding as a parallel queue with thousands
of servers (see IBM SmartCloud Provisioning [20]), and tbheber of servers in the models will
increase with the development of technologies. Many pagaatisesearch works on cloud comput-
ing model cloud computing facilities as multi-server quesee Mazzucco et al. [32] and Khazaei
et al. [25]. Mazzucco et al. [32] studies the revenue manageproblem from the perspective of
a cloud computing provider and investigates the resoutoeatlon via dynamically powering the
servers on or f. However, there can be a huge number of servers in a cloudwomgenter,
typically of the order of hundreds or thousands; see Gragndteal. [14], Windows Azure [40],
and Amazon EC2 [2]. Given that the number of servers is largetands to increase over time

with the development of new technologies, it is natural tadeia@ontrolling of the facility as an
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M/M/oo queue rather than a/M/n queue if this leads to analytical advantages. Here we study
a model based on an/M/~ queue and find a solution.

In addition to cloud computing, another example comes froemdpplication to IT software
maintenance. Kulkarni et al. [28] studied the software rneiance problem as a control problem
for a queue formed by software maintenance requests geddrgisoftware bugs experienced by
customers. Once a customer is served and the appropriate tixed in the new software release
or patch, it also provides solutions to some other custonmetie queue and these customers
are served simultaneously. In Kulkarni et al. [28], it waswuased that the number of customers
leaving the queue at a service completion time has a binodisalibution. This problem was
modeled in Kulkarni et al. [28] as an optimal switching pl for anM/G/1 queue in which
a binomially distributed number of customers dependinghenqueue size are served each time,
and the best policy was found among the policies that switehsystem i when it is empty
and switch it on when there alé or more customers in the system. Here we observe that after
an appropriate scaling, the software maintenance problgmexponential service times and the
optimal switching problem for aM/M/co queue have the same fluid approximations. So, the result
on average-optimality ofNl, N)-policies described here provides certain insights tosthfevare
maintenance problem studied in Kulkarni et al. [28].

As a conclusion to the introduction, we describe the stmeobddéithe paper and some of the main
ideas. There are two main obstacles in the analysis of {#fMyM switching problem compared to a
single-server one. First, the service intensities are untded, and therefore the standard reduction
of continuous-time problems to discrete time via uniforati@an can not be applied. Second, there
are significantly more known decomposition and performaatalysis results for single-server
gueues than for parallel queues and, in particular, we ar@ware of such results for /oo

gueues with vacations that can start when the queue is ndyeme first obstacle is resolved by
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reducing the discounted version of the problem to negatyweanchic programming instead of to
discounted dynamic programming. The second obstacleadvezsby solving a discounted prob-
lem for the system that cannot be switchéfl ®his problem is solved by using optimal stopping,
where the stopping decision corresponds to starting theesserand its solution is used to derive
useful inequalities and to reduce the problem for the oalgi/M/co queue to a control problem
of a semi-Markov process with finite state and action setesgmting the system being always on
when the number of customers exceeds a certain level.

The optimal switching problem for an Ml/co queue is modeled in Section 2 as a Continuous-
Time Markov Decision Process (CTMDP) with unbounded trémisrates. Such a CTMDP cannot
be reduced to discrete time via uniformization; see, e.ignd¥skiy & Zhang [34]. The avail-
able results for average costs require that any statiordigypdefines an ergodic continuous-time
Markov chain; see Guo & Zhu [16] and Guo & Hernandez-Lernmg fissumptions 7.4. 7.5 on p.
107]. These assumptions do not hold for the problem we censigcause the policy that always
keeps the systentiodefines a transient Markov chain. Therefore, in this papepreeide a direct
analysis of the problem.

Section 3 studies expected total discounted costs. SuchMDETcan be reduced to a discrete-
time problem with the expected total costs; see Feinberf Riinovskiy & Zhang [34]. Since
transition rates are unbounded, expected total costs éodigtrete-time problem cannot be pre-
sented as expected total discounted costs with the diséactor smaller than 1. However, since
all the costs are nonnegative, the resulting discreteiroblem belongs to the class of negative
MDPs that deal with minimizing expected total nonnegatvgts, which is equivalent to maximiz-
ing expected total nonpositive rewards. For this negati@Mve derive the optimality equation,
show that the value function is finite, and establish theterie of stationary discount-optimal

policies; see Theorem 1.
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Subsection 3.2 investigates the discounted total-coftigmo limited to the policies that never
switch the running systenmfio Such policies are called full-service policies. By usihg fact that
the number of customers in an/@c queue at each time has a Poisson distribution (see Ross
[37, p. 70]), we compute value functions for full-servicdipies and then compute the discount-
optimal full-service policy in Theorem 3. This is done by Béng the optimality equation for an
optimal stopping problem when stopping, in-fact, corregjsoto the decision to start the system.
The optimal full-service policy is defined by a numlimgrsuch that the system should be switched
on as soon as the number of customers is greater than or equaivtherea > 0 is the discount
rate. The important feature of the functiop is that it is increasing ir and therefore bounded
whena € (0, a*] for any a* € (0, ). In Section 3.3, the problem with the expected discounteal tot
costs is reduced to a problem with finite state and actiontsetshowing in Lemma 7 that the
system should always be on, if the number of customers isegreaequal than,. In Section 4, by
using the vanishing discount rate arguments, we prove tiséeexce of stationary average-optimal
policies and describe théA, N)-policy in Theorem 5. A linear program (LP) for their comatibn
is provided in Section 5. An example in which the bestNPBpolicy is not average-optimal is given
in Section 6.

2. PROBLEM FORMULATION

We model the above described control problem folgiM/c queue as a CTMDP with a count-
able state space and a finite number of actions; see Kitaevi@\R26] and Guo & Hernandez-
Lerma [15]. In general, such a CTMDP is defined by the tyglé\, A(2), g, c}, whereZ is a count-
able state spacd is a finite action setA(z) are sets of actions available in states Z, andq
andc are transition and cost rates, respectively. A generatpatn be time-dependent, history-
dependent, and at a jump epoch the action that controls tieegs is the action selected at the

previous state; see Kitaev & Rykov [26, p. 138]. An initiaht&tz € Z and a policyr define a
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stochastic processand the expectations for this stochastic process are dehgte. Let C(t) be
the cumulative costs incurred during the time interval][0~ora > 0, the expected total discounted

costis

Vi@ =g [ evdcw, o)

and the average cost per unit time is

V'(2) = lim supt*EZC(0). )

Let
Va(2) = inf VI, 3)
vV(2) =infv'(2). (4)

A policy r is called discount-optimal ¥7(2) = V,(2) for all initial statesze Z. A policy  is called
average-optimal it"(2) = v(2) for all initial statesze Z.

For our problem, the states of the system change only abaemnd departure epochs, which we
call jump epochs. The state of the system at tiree0 is z = (X, 6;), wherex; is the number of
customers in the system at tihendd, is the status of the servers that an arrival or departure saw
at the last jump epoch. & = 0, the severs at the last jump epoch during the interva] yeere df,
and, if6; = 1, they were on. In particular, if the last jump epoch was depe, 5; = 1. If the last
jump epoch was an arrival, thép= 1, if the servers were on at that epoch, apé 0 otherwise.
The initial statezy = (Xg, do) is given.

The state space 8= N x {0,1}, whereN = {0, 1,...}, and the action set i& = {0, 1}, with O
means that the system should fEamd 1 meaning that the system should be on. If at tithe state
is z = (X, dy), this means that; is the number of customers in the system at tiprendsé; € {0, 1}

is the control used at the last jump epoch during the intgBya). The action seté\(z) = A for all
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ze Z. A stationary policy chooses actions deterministicallyuanp epochs and follows them until
the next jump. In addition, the choice of an action dependisamthe state of the systens (X, §),
wherex is the number of customers in the system amd0, 1} is the status of the system prior to
the last jump.

The transition rate from a stare= (i, 6) with an actiona € A to a statez = (j,a), wherej #1, is

a(zlz a) = q(jli,a), with
A, if j=i+1,

q(jli.a@) =iy, ifi>0,a=1, j=i-1, ()

0, otherwise

whereA is the intensity of the arrival process ams the service rate of individual servers. At state

z=(i,0), defineq(z &) = q(i, a) = Z q(jli, &) ando(zz &) = q(ili, a) = —q(i, a).

The costs include the linear J;N(;I“d}ing ctsfior a unit time that a customer spends in the system,
the running cost per unit time when the system is on, the start-up epsand the shut-down cost
S, Whereh,c> 0, 5,5, > 0, andsy + s, > 0. At statez = (i, 9), if action 1 is taken, the cost rate is
hi+c; if action O is taken, the cost ratehs At statez= (i, 6), if action 1 is taken, the instantaneous
cost (1- 6)s; is incurred; if action 0 is taken, the instantaneous éests incurred. The presence
of instantaneous switching cosdsand s, complicates the situation, because standard models of
CTMDPs deal only with cost rates. To resolve this complaatobserve that, singg+ s, > 0, the
number of times the system’s status (on ) changes up to any timi(t), whent < oo, should
be finite with probability 1 for a policyr and an initial state. Otherwise VZ(2) = v*(2) = oo for
alla>0.Let0<t; <t;<...be the times when the system is switched onftrleet a(t) be the

action 0 or 1, selected at time t. If this function has a finuenber of jumps on each finite interval,

we consider the functioa being left continuous. This is consistent with the defimitad a general
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policy as a predictable function; see Kitaev & Rykov [26, B8]L For an initial state and a policy

nr, if the value ofN(t) is finite with probability 1 for all finitet, we define
t N(t)
o) = [ (x+cayats D, Sacsfall) -t
and consider the expected total discounted c@¥t® and the expected average costs per unit time
V'(2) defined in (1) and (2), respectively. For someco, if N(t) = co with positive probability, we
setV7(2) = V'(2) = co.

3. DISCOUNTED COST CRITERION

In this section we study the expected total discounted ctstion. We first reduce the CTMDP to
the discrete time MDP and then study the so called full-serpolicies, which are used to reduce

the original problem to an equivalent problem with a fini@estspace.

3.1. REDUCTION TO DISCRETE TIME AND EXISTENCE OF STATIONARY

DISCOUNT-OPTIMAL POLICIES

In this subsection, we formulate the optimality equationl @nove the existence of stationary
discount-optimal policy. This is done by reducing the pesblto discrete time.

When the system is on and there are i customers, the timalhatiext jump has an exponential
distribution with intensityg(i,1) = A + iy — oo asi — oo. Since the jump rates are unbounded, it
is impossible to present the problem as a discounted MDPskretie-time with a discount factor
smaller than 1. Thus, we shall present our problem as miaitoiz of the expected total costs. If
the decisions are chosen only at jump times, the expectatdiscounted sojourn time until the
next jump epoch is,(z a)= ["( fot esd9g(z a)e Wdt= [~ e e 1@t = ﬁ, and the

one-step cost i€, (z a) = |a— d|s, + (hi + ad)t,(z a) with z= (i,s). Fora = 0, we denotery(z a)

andCy(z a) ast(z a) andC(z a) respectively.
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By Feinberg [11, Theorem 5.6], there exists a stationamgadist-optimal policy, the value func-

tion V,(2) satisfies the discount-optimality equation,

V(2 = QAig){Ca(Z a) + Z q(Z|z a)

————V,(Z)}, Z, 6
D oo @ e ©)

and a stationary policy is discount-optimal if and only if

Vo(@=Co(z6(2)+ Y %
ZeZ

Vo(2), zeZ (7)
Formulae (6) and (7) imply that the discounted version ofgtablem is equivalent to finding a
policy that minimizes the expected total costs for the d@itetime MDP{Z, A, A(2), p,, C.} with
sub-stochastic transition probabilitigg(Z|z a) = q(Z|z a)/ (@ + g(z a)) and with one-step cost
C.(z @), wherea > 0.

As mentioned above, classic CTMDPs do not deal with insteedas costs described in the
previous section. However, if we replace the instantaneosstss,, a € {0, 1}, with the cost rates
S(z,a) = s)la— (e + 9(z a)), wherez = (i, 6), then the expected total discounted cost until the next
jump does not change for policies that change actions onplyngt epochs. For an arbitrary policy,
the expected total discounted cost until the next jump ctreedecrease or remain unchanged,
if instantaneous costs are replaced with the describedatest. This follows from Feinberg [10,
Theorem 1], which implies that the defined cost raf@sa) correspond to the situation when only
the first nonzero switching cost after the last jump is chduayed the remaining switchings are free
(in particular, ifsy, 5, > 0, only the first switching is charged). Thus, a discounirogt policy for
the problem with the switching cost rats, a) is also discount-optimal for the original problem
with instantaneous switching costs, and the optimalityagiga (6) is also the optimality equation
for the original problem with the goal to minimize the expttotal discounted costs.

The following lemma computes the value function under tHepohat always runs the system.

This lemma produces an upper bound for the value fundtjoand, in addition, it shows that the

value function takes finite values.
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Lemma 1. Letg be a policy that always runs the system. For a0, 1, .. .,

hi ha c
S 8= (1 — d
Vo(i,0) = (1 5)sl+ﬂ+a+a +a)+a<oo. (8)

Proof. \/(i,0)=s, +VZ(i,1), or equivalentlyV?(i,s) = (1 - 8)s, + V2(i, 1). Observe that

ha
a(u+a)

V9(0,1)= E [ fo " et (hXo(t) + ) dt| = hE fo " et (0t + g - ; 2 )

whereXy(t) is the number of busy servers at titriéat time 0 the system is empty. The last equality
in (9) holds because, according to Page 70 in Ross P&[i) has a Poisson distribution with the

meanA fot e+idt= A (1-e*). Thus,
u

* —at _ * —at& _ aut _ /l
E[fo e Xo(t)dt]_f0 e M(l e )dt_a(,u+a)'

Also observe that

V4(i, 1) = Gy(i) + V4(0,1) = iG, (1) + V4(0, 1),

whereG, (i) is the expected total discounted holding cost to secustomers that are in the system
attime 0. Since the service times are exponer@g|l) = E [fj e“’thdt] = ,uTha’ where¢ ~ expu).
In addition,VZ(i, 0) = s, + V2(i, 1). O
We follow the conventions that,(-1,6) =0, Z =0, andl_[ = 1. The following theorem is the
(0] (0]

main result of this subsection.

Tueorem 1. For anya > 0O the following statements hold:

(i) foralli =0,1,...,

. hi h
Vali.0) < (1-0)s1+ - ' 1 LC

+oz+oz(,u+oz)+a; (10)

(i) foralli =0,1,...and foralls =0, 1, the value function )i, §) satisfies the discount-optimality

equation

q(i +1Ji,a)

q(i — 1ji,a), , ..
— V(i —1,a)+m

V“(i’5):ai'?&rl'}{c“((i’d)’a“ arqia) °

V(i +1, a)}
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. hi+c A . 7 .
= 1- . —V,(1+1,1)+ ——V,(1-1,1),
mln{( 6)Sl+a+/l+|,u+a+/l+|,u i+ )+a+/l+|,u ( )
hi A : ]
05+ m + mvao +1,0)}, (11)

(i) there exists a stationary discount-optimal policydha stationary policy is discount-optimal

ifand only if foralli=0,1,...and forall6 =0, 1,

C oo . . . q(i — 1li,a) . .
Vi.0)= min {C.(0.0.00.0) + XTI, - 1.06.6)
q(i + 1li,a)

Proof. (i) Consider the policy that always runs the system. The(,s) < VZ(i, ), and (10)
follows from Lemma 1.

Statements (ii) and (iii) are corollaries from Feinberg,[ITheorem 5.6]. O

By Theorem 1(iii), we consider only stationary policiestie remaining part of the paper. Define

V1(i,s) andVY(i,o) as

hi+c A
Vii,6)=(1-6 —V,(i+1,1
L(1,0)=(1-06)s + (i+ )+a+ﬂ+

_ M vi-11),
a+Ad+ly a+A+1u I

hi 1
VO(i,8) = —+—V,(i+1,0). 12
2(1,9) 6SO+a+/l+oz+/l .(1+1,0) (12)

3.2. FULL-SERVICE POLICIES

The class of policies that never switch the running systéns ¢he class of all policies for the case
when all the action set&(i, 1) are reduced to the sgt} . This is a sub-model of our original model
defined by (3) with the action se#gi, 1) reduced tdq1} foralli=0,1,.... LetU,(i,6),i=0,1,...,

be the optimal expected total discounted cost under theipslthat never switch the systerfi.o

Tueorem 2. For anya > 0 the following statements hold:

(i) foralli =0,1,...,
hi h ¢

Ua,‘,lz ]
(.1) /1+a/+a(,u+a/)+a
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(i) foralli =0,1,..., the value function LXi, 0) satisfies the optimality equation

U,(0)=minds+ —HC L A Gien1)e—E U i-11)
a+A+lpy a+A+lu a+A+1u
hi pl .
m + mUa(l +1, 0)} . (13)

Proof. (i) For a policy¢ that never switches the running systeff) b, (i, 1) = VZ(i, 1), and the
rest follows from Lemma 1.
(i) SinceU,(i, 0) is the optimal discounted cost for the sub-model of thgional MDP, it satis-

fies the discount-optimality equation. Thus, (13) followah (11). m|

Deriniion 1. For an integen > 0, a policy is called an-full-service policy if it never switches the
running system b and switches the inactive system on if and only if therenawemore customers
in the system. In particular, the O-full-service policy &hies the system on at time O, if it i$fp
and always keeps it on. A policy is called a full-service pplif and only if it is ann-full-service

policy for somen > 0.

The following theorem implies that amfull-service policy is discount-optimal within the class

of policies that never switch the running systeff o

Tueorem 3. A policy¢ is discount-optimal within the class of the policies thatereswitch g the

running system if and only if for all+ 0, 1,. .. .,

1, ifi>A),
¢(i,0)=
0, ifi <A(a),
where
Ale) = (,u+04)(C+04$1)' (14)
hy

Before proving Theorem 3, we introduce the definition of pasgolicies and some lemmas. In

particular, the passive policy never changes the statusedayistem.



14 E. Feinberg and X. Zhang

Dermnition 2. The policyy, with ¢(i,6) = foralli =0,1,... and for all6 = 0, 1, is called passive.

Lemma 2. For anya > O, the passive policy is not discount-optimal within the class of policies

that never switch githe running system. Furthermoref{¥,0) > U,(i,0)foralli =0,1,....

Proof. For the passive policy,

vii.o- ) (o R

+a/ A+a a a2
For the policyg that always runs the system,

hi ha Cc

? (i - =
Ve(i, 0) Sl+u+a+a(,u+a)+a' (15)
Thus
| _ hi ha hi M ¢\ hi hiu c
(4 —_\? B 1= -G — —
Vi(1.0)=Ve(1.0) (a+a2) (Sl+,u+a+a(,u+a)+a a(,u+a)+a2(,u+a) . a>0’

wheni is large enough. Lett' be the smallest natural integer such that the last ineguatikds
with i = i*. Let the initial state bei(0) with i < i*. Consider a policyr that keeps the systentto
in states {,0), j <i*, and switches to a discount-optimal policy, when the numlbeustomers in
the system reaches ThenV{(i,0) > V*(i,0) > U, (i, 0), where the first inequality holds because,
before the process hits the state (), the policiesp andn coincide, and, after the process hits
the statei(, 0), the policyr, which starting from that event coincides with incurs lower total

discounting costs than the passive policy m|

Lemma 3. Lety be the policy that switches the system on at tthaed keeps it on forever, and
be the policy that waits for one arrival and then switches siistem on and keeps it on forever.

Then
V7(i,0) > V;”(i,O), ifi >A(a),

VZ(i,0) < VZ(i, 0), if i < A(a),

VA(i,0)= VY(i,0), if i = A(),

where Aa) is as in(14).
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Proof.
VZ(i,0) - V¥(i,0) = l+L( + U (i+1,2)|—(s1+U,(i,1))
a\'’ a \"’ - /l+a /1+a/ s.l. [0 > s.l. a\"»
3 hi+ A +h(i+1)+ ha +E s hi+ ha +E
| A+a A+a u+ta alu+a) « 3L u+a alu+a) «a
_hiu a C\ _ hu .
CAtau+a /1+oz(sl+oz)_(/l+a)(,u+a)(l Al))
where the second equality holds in view of Theorem 2(i) aeddist is straightforward. |

Proof of Theorem 3. Let ¢ be a stationary discount-optimal policy within the classhaf poli-
cies that never switchfbthe running system. Let be the policy that switches the system on at
time 0 and keeps it on forever, ande the policy that waits for one arrival and then switches the

system on and keeps it on forever. By (13),

hi P
¢ . — . . o - .
V2(i, 0) mln{sl+Ua(|,1), /1+a+/1+au"(l+1’o)}' (16)

We show that ifi > A(@), theng(i,0) = 1. Assumey(i,0) = 0 for somei > A(a). By Lemma 2,
¢(],0) =1 for somej > i. Thus, there exists an > i such thatp(i*,0) = 0 and¢(i* + 1,0) = 1.
This implies thatv?(i*, 0) > V*(i*,0), wherei* > A(e). By Lemma 3, this is a contradiction. Thus
#(i,0)=1 for alli > A(«).

If i < A(e), then Lemma 3 implie¥” (i, 0) < V£ (i, 0). Thusg(i, 0) = 0 for alli < A(a).

Let A(e) be an integer anid= A(e). In this case, Lemma 3 implia&, (i, 0) = V*(i, 0). From (13),
Ve/(i.0) = VA(i, 0) = U, (i, 0) = min{Vy/ (i, 0), VA(i, 1)}. Thusg(i,0)= 1 or ¢(i,0) = 0. O
CoroLLARY 1. Let

N, =[A(@)], (17)

where Aa) is as in(14). Then the following statements hold:
(i) if A(a) is not an integer then the,Aull service policy is the unique stationary discount-

optimal policy within the class of policies that never swithe running systeny®
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(ii) if A() is an integer then there are exactly two stationary disceaptimal policies within the
class of policies that never switch the running systginamd these policies are,nand (n, + 1)-
full-service policies;

(i)

ne—i—1

K (i Ng—i
(/1/1 ) h/(1|+k)+(/1/l ) (S_I. hn, N (ﬂh/l )+E), ifi <n,.
U,(i.0)=1 i +a +a +a u+a au+a) « (18)

N hi N ha +C
u+a aw+a) o

S ifi >n,.
Proof. Statements (i) and (ii) follow directly from Theorem 3 andfidgion 1. Statements
(i) and (i) imply thatV? = U,, where¢ is then,-full service policy. The first line of (18) is the

discounted cost to move from statgd) to statef,, 0), when the system isfio plus the discounted

costU,(n,,0). The second line of (18) follows from (15). |

c . . o
CoRrOLLARY 2. Let n= Lﬁ + 1]. Then there existe* > 0 such that the n-full-service policy is
discount-optimal within the class of the policies that meswitch the running systemyjdor all

discount ratesr € (0, a*].

Proof. Inview of (14), the functiorA(«) is strictly monotone whea > 0. In addition A(a) \
r—i whena \ 0. This implies than, = nfor all a € (0, a*], wherea* can be found by solving the

guadratic inequalityA(e) < n. The rest follows from Corollary 1 (i) and (ii). O

3.3. PROPERTIES OF DISCOUNT-OPTIMAL POLICIES AND REDUCTION TO A

PROBLEM WITH A FINITE STATE SPACE

This subsection introduces the properties of the discoptithal policies formulated in Lemma 4

and Lemma 5, describes the inequalities between the magsttblds in Lemma 7 that lead to the
reduction of the original infinite-state problem to a finitate problem. This reduction essentially
follows from Corollary 4. Certain structural propertiesdi$count-optimal policies are described

in Theorem 4.
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Define

maxi>0:Vo(i,1) <V, 1)), if {i>0:Vo(i,1)< Vi, 1)} #0,
M? = (19)

-1, otherwise
Lemma 4. Let ¢ be a stationary discount-optimal policy. Then(i,1) = 1 for i >

hA + c(u + @) — Spa(u + @)
hu '

Proof. Let¢(i,1)=0. ThenVZ(i,1) > s + hi/a, since the number of customers in the system
is always greater or equal thaand after the first arrival it is greater tharDbserve tha¥?(i, 1) =

V,(i,1) < U,(i,1). From (8),
so+m< hi + h L&
a u+a alu+a) a
hA + c(u + @) — Spa(u + @)
hy
(i, 1) = 1. 0

This inequality impliesi < . Thus, the opposite inequality implies

CoroLLARY 3. Forall >0
2

< 20
«= 0t A (20)
Proof. According to Lemma 4M: < f(a), wheref(e) = P+ cu + ag ~ Sl + a). Fora >0,
17}
the maximum off (@) equals to the expression on the right-hand side of (20). O

Lemma 5. Let¢ be a stationary discount-optimal policy. Then for any irteg> O there exists an
integer i> j such thaty(i,0) = 1.
Proof. If ¢(i,0)=0foralli > j then by Lemma 2y (j, 0) > U,(j, 0) > V,(j, 0). This contradicts
the optimality of¢. O
Define
N =min{i > M : V1(i,0) < V2(i, 0)}. (21)
Lemma 5 implies thal; is well defined andN;; < o for all @ > 0. Before proving the relationship

betweenM* andN;}, we introduce the following lemma.
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Lemma 6. The following properties hold for the function ¥, 6):
(i) if V4(i,0)=V21(i,0), then \E(i, 1) < VO(i, 1);
(i) if V,(i,1)=VO(,1), then \L(i, 0) < V1(i,0);
(i) —s1 <V,(i,1)=V,(i,0) < 0.
Proof. (i) If V,(i,0)=V1(i, 0), thenVi(i,0) < VO(i,0). HenceV,(i, 1) = V,(i,0) — s; < V,(i,0) +
S = VY(i, 1), where the inequality follows from the assumption that- s; > 0. This implies
Vi, 1) < VO, 1).
(i) If V,(i,1)=VO(i,1), thenV(i,1) < Vi(i,1). HenceV,(i,0) = V,(i,1) — s < V,(i,1) + s =
VL(i,0).
(i) V,(i,0) < s + V,(i,1) becauseV,(i,0) = min{sl+v(,(i,1), Vg(i,O)} < 5 + V,(i,1), and
Va(i, 1) < S+ Vi (i, 0) becausd, (i, 1) = min{V(i, 1), s+ Vu(i, 0)} < s+ Vi (i, 0). 0
The next Lemma shows the orders amdvy N; andn,. This leads to the description of the
properties of discount-optimal policies in Corollary 4 tlessentially reduces the problem to a

finite state space problem.
Lemma 7. M2 <N <n, forall & > 0.

Proof. The definition (21) ofN: implies thatM < N;:. Thus, we need only to prove thisf <
Ng-

If M = -1, according to (19), a discount-optimal policy should mewetch the running system
system @ and therefor&/, = U,,. In view of Corollary 1 V9(i,0) < V1(i,0), wheni =0,...,n, — 1,
andV?(n,,0) = Vi(n,,0). Thus, in this case\ = n,.

Let M} > 0. Consider a stationary discount-optimal policyhat switches the system on at state
(Nx,0). Such a policy exists in view of the definition Nf . It follows from the definition ofM
that V1(i, 1) < VO(i, 1) for i>M; . Thus, the discount-optimal poligy always keeps running the

active system at statess 1) wheni>M;. Observe that

VO(N: —1,0)< VY(N: - 1,0). (22)
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If M2 < N; -1, (22) follows from the definition oN:. If M} = N; — 1, (22) follows from
VO(M:,1) < V(M;,1) and from Lemma 6 (ii). Thus, starting from the stalé ¢ 1,0), the
discount-optimal policyy waits until the next arrival, then switches the system on ams it
until the number of customers in queue becorEs<N: — 1. Fori =0,1,..., let F1(i) be the
expected total discounted cost incurred until the first tiiewhen the number of customers in
the system is and the system is running, if at time O the systemffs there ard customers in
gueue, and the system is switched on after the first arrivéliskept on as long as the number
of customers in system is greater thahet 6 = 6(N; — 1). Sincey is the discount-optimal policy,
V(N2 —1,0)=FY(N: — 1)+ [E€ ] V,(N; - 1,1).

Let 7 be a policy that switches the system on in stédg« 1,0) and then follows a discount-
optimal policy. Then, in view of (22), the policyis not discount-optimal at the initial stati(—

1,0). Thus VA(N: — 1,0) > V,(N: — 1,0). SinceV*(N: —1,0) = 5; + V(N — 1, 1),
FLN: = 1)+ [E€™]V,(N: - 1,1) < s+ Vo (N: - 1, 1),
and this is equivalent to
(1-[Ee™])Va(N; - 1.1)> FA(N; - 1) - 51, (23)

Assume than, < N:. Thenn, < N; — 1 and, in view of Theorem 3)(N; — 1,0) =1 for a
stationary discount-optimal poliey within the class of policies that never switches the systéim o
Thus,U,(N: —1,0) = VZ(N: —1,0) = s, + U, (N’ — 1, 1). In addition,U, (N —1,0) < V¥(N: —1,0) =

FI(N: - 1) + [E€ ]V, (N; - 1,1). Thus,
(1-[Ee*DU.(N; - 1,1) < F3(i) - su. (24)

Observe thaf is greater than the time until the first arrival, which hasphbsitive expectation.

Thus, Ee ] <1 andU,(N; —1,1)> V,(N: — 1,1). (24) contradicts (23). Thus’ <n,. m|
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Lemma 8. For eacha > 0, the inequality Y(i,0) < V2(i, 0) holds when & n,.

Proof. Fix any a > 0. Consider two cases: case (i) the best full-service pasiagiscount-
optimal, and case (ii) the best full-service policy is n&adiunt-optimal.

Case (i). According to Corollary 1, the, -full-service policy is discount-optimal. This implies
thatVi(i,0) < Vo(i.0) for alli > n,.

Case (ii). Let be a stationary discount-optimal policy. Assume that tlegists an integey > n,
such thatp(j,0) = 0. Then, in view of Lemma 5, thereiis | such thatp(i,0) = 0 andg(i + 1,0) = 1.
As shown in Lemma 7n, > M* and thereforep(¢,1) = 1 for all £ > M. Thus,¢(¢,1) = 1 for all

£>i. We have

V4(i,0) = FL(i) + [E€ DIV, (i, 1) < 51 + V,(i,1) = FL(i)) - s, < (1 - [E€“ DV, (1,1), (25)

where the stopping timé(i) and the expected total discounted cBjfi) are defined in the proof

of Lemma 7. On the other hand, sinicen,, undern,-full-service policyr we have

VT(i,0)=5; + U, (i, 1) < F1(i) + [Ee DU, (1,1) = (1 - [E€®O)U,(,1) < Fl(i)-s. (26)

By (25) and (26), we have,(i,1) < V,(i,1). Since the best full-service policy is not discount-

optimal,U,(i, 1) > V,(i, 1). This contradiction implies the correctness of the lemma O

CoroLLARY 4. Leta > 0anda’ € (0, a]. For a stationary discount-optimal polieyfor the discount

rate «’, consider the stationary policy,

8(i,6), ifi <n,,
¢'(i,0) = (27)

1, ifi>n,.

Then the policy’ is also discount-optimal for the discount raté
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Proof. Leta’ = . By the definition (19) ofM;, the inequalityvi(i, 1) < V2(i, 1) holds for all
i > M. By Lemma 8 and by Corollary ¥(i, 0) < Vi, 0) for alli > n,. In view of Lemma 7M <
n.. Thus,V1(i,s)<VY(i,s) for all i > n, and for all§ = 0,1. This implies the discount-optimality
of ¢’ for the discount rate = o’. Now leta’ € (0, ). Sincea > o’ > 0, thenn, <n,, and 1 is an
optimal decision for the discount raté at each statd,(¢) with i > n,. |
Corollary 4 means that the system should be always run, iétheen, or more customers and
the discount rate is not greater thanThis essentially means that, in order to find a discount-
optimal policy for discount rateg’ € (0, «], the decision maker should find such a policy only for
a finite set of states,) withi=0,1,...,n, -1 andd = 0,1. Thus, Lemma 4 reduces the original
problem of optimization of the total discounted costs to @distate problem, and for eveay> 0
this finite state set is the same for all discount factors betwO andr. The following theorem

describes structural properties of a discount-optimatgdor a fixed discount factor.

Tueorem 4. For eacha > 0, either the p-full-service policy is discount-optimal, or there exiats

stationary discount-optimal poliay, with the following properties:

1, ifi>M;ands=1,

1, ifi=N;andé=0,

¢a(1,6) =41, ifi>n, ands=0, (28)
0, ifi=Mands=1,

0, ifM<i<N;ands=0.

Proof. Consider a stationary discount-optimal polizyor the discount rate > 0, and change
it to ¢, according to (28) on the set of states specified on the rightitside of (28). The opti-
mality of the new policy, denoted by,, follows from the definitions oM’ andN;, and from

Corollary 4. O
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4. THE EXISTENCE AND STRUCTURE OF AVERAGE-OPTIMAL POLICIES

In this section we study the average cost criteria, proveeitigtence of average-optimal policies

and describe their properties.

Derinition 3. For two nonnegative integekd andN with N > M, a stationary policy is called an
(M, N)-policy if

1, ifi>Mandé=1,

_ 1, ifi>Nando=0,
#(i,0) =
0, ifi<Mands=1,

0, ifi<Nands=0.

Tueorem 5. There exists a stationary average-optimal policy and, ddpey on the model param-
eters, either the n-full service policy is average-optif@aln =0,1,..., or an (M, N)-policy is

average-optimal for some N M >0 and N< n*, where
c
n" = Lﬁ +1]. (29)

In addition, the optimal average-cost valu@,v) is the same for all initial state§,); that is,

v(i,8) = v.

Proof. We first prove that either the*-full-service policy is average-optimal or aM(N)-
policy is average-optimal for somé > M > 0 andN < n*. For the initial CTMDP, consider a
sequencey | 0 ask — co. Let ¢* be a stationary discount-optimal policy for the discouré ra.
According to Theorem 4, for eadtithis policy can be selected either asrgpfull-service policy
or as ap,, policy satisfying (28). Sinca,, <n,, < (u+a1)(C+a18)/hu+1l<ooforallk=1,2,...,
there exists a subsequenieg,}, { = 1,2,..., of the sequencéu}, k=1,2,... such that all the

policies¢® = ¢, whereg is a stationary policy such that either (i) the poligys ann-full-service
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policy for some integen or (ii) the policy ¢ satisfies the conditions on the right hand side of (28)
with the sameVi’ = M andN’ = N for a = a,.

Observe that the values #f(i,s) do not depend on the initial state ). Indeed, in case (i),
when the policyg is an n*-full-service policy , the stationary policy defines a Markov chain
with a single positive recurrent clag§, 1) Z:i1=0,1,...}, and all the states in its complement
{(i,0)eZ:i=0,1,...} are transient. The same is true for case (ii) with the pasicurrent class
Z'={i,D)eZ:i=M,M+1,..}U{(i,0)eZ:i=M,M+1,...,N} and with the set of transient
statesZ \ Z*. In each case, the Markov chain leaves the set of transiatetssin a finite expected
amount of time incurring a finite expected cost until the tithe chain enters the single positive
recurrent class. Thus, in each caég@, 9) = v’ does not depend onm §).

For all initial statesi(¢6) and for an arbitrary policy, we have

\ﬂ’:tlim t‘lE§?5>C(t)S|i5g aV(i,8) < limsup aV(i,s) <limsup tEf ,,C(t) = V'(i, ),
—00 ’ [0 al0 t—oo ’

where the first equality holds because of the definition ofaye costs per unit time and the
limit exists because both'-full-service policy and {1, N)-policy define regenerative processes,
the second and the last inequalities follow from the Tawretheorem (see, e.g., Korevaar [27]),
and the last equality is the definition of the average costipgtime. Sincer is an arbitrary policy,
the policyg¢ is average-optimal. In addition, éf > O is suficiently close to 0 then, =[c/h] if ¢/h

is not integer, andh, = c/h+ 1, if c/his integer. This explains why* = Lr—: + 1] in Theorem 5. In
conclusiony(i, ) = v, sincev’(i,5) = V. In addition, ifn*-full-service policy¢ is average-optimal,
andy is ann-full-service policy forn=0,1, ..., thenw = . O

5. COMPUTATION OF AN AVERAGE-OPTIMAL POLICY

In this section, we show how an optimal policy can be compuigdlinear Programming. Accord-

ing to Theorem 5, there is an optimal poligywith ¢(i,6) = 1 wheni > n* = LE + 1]. Thus, the
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goal is to find the values a#(i,s) wheni =0,1,...,n"—1 andé = 0, 1. To do this, we truncate
the state spacg to Z’ ={0,1,...,n" — 1} x {0, 1}. If the action 1 is selected at state‘ ¢ 1,1),
the system moves to the staté € 2,1), if the next change of the number of the customers in the
system is a departure and the system remaing’ia (, 1), if an arrival takes place. In the latter
case, the number of customers increases by one at the aimeaand then it moves according to
the random work until it hits the state*(— 1, 1) again. Thus the system can jump from the state
(n*—1,1) to itself and therefore it cannot be described as a CTMDWéver, it can be described
as a Semi-Markov Decision Process (SMDP); see Mine & Os&ki @hapter 5] and Puterman
[35, Chapter 11].

We formulate our problem as an SMDP with the stateZé@ind the action se&(z) = A= {0, 1}.
If an actiona is selected at statec Z’, the system spends an average tirhan this state until it
moves to the next statg € Z’ with the probabilityp(Z|z a). During this time the expected cost
C’(za) is incurred. Forz= (i,6) withi=0,1,...,n* =2 and¢ = 0, 1, these characteristics are the

same as for the original CTMDP and are given by

1, ifa=0,Z=(i+1,0),
A . .
T fa=17Z=(>G0+11),
piZlza)={"*"H (30)
M ifa=1,z=(-11),
A+1u
o, otherwise
— if a=0,
7((i,6),a) = (31)
1 .
1T ifa=1,

andC’((i,6),a) = |a—d|sy + (hi+ac)r’((i, 6), a). The transition probabilities in statas ¢ 1, 5) with

6 = 0,1 are defined by((n* — 2,1)|(n* — 1,6),1) = (n* — L)u/(2 + (n* — D), p((n* — 1, 1)|(n* -
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1,6),1) = /(1 + (n* — L)), and p((n* — 1,1)|(n* — 1,6),0) = 1. In the last case, the number of
customers increases by 11, the system switches on, and eventually the number of cuestm
becomes* - 1.
Let T; be the expected time between an arrival seeingstomers in artM/M/c queue and
the next time when a departure leavesistomers behind,=0,1,... . Applying the memoryless
property of the exponential distributiof, = Bj,; — B;, whereB; is the expected busy period for

M/M/o starting withi customers in the system aBg = 0. By formula (34b) in Browne & Kella

[5],

1 =y
B=-|ee—-1 il

ko
& — ‘?—D, (32)
= I

x© k+1

A 1 Jo,
wherep = —. ThusT,_; =By —Bp_1=— .
u Mo e e /lkzzc;n*(n*+1)...(n*+k)

The expected time'((n*—1,6),1), wheres =0, 1, is the expected time until the next arrival plus

. . . pl 1
Tn_1, if the next event is an arrival. Thus((n* - 1,6),1)= —— | =+ Tp_1|, 6 =0,1. In
A+ =L\

i 1
additiont’((n* - 1,6),0) = ’ +Th_1,6=0,1.
To compute the one-step cdst((n* — 1,1), 1), we definem as the average number of visits to
state {, 1) starting from staten( — 1, 1) and before revisiting state’(- 1,1),i =n*-1,n*,.... And

definem ,; as the expected number of jumps fronij to ( + 1,1),i=n"—-1,n%,..., andm;_;

as the expected number of jumps fronilyto (—1,1),i=n*,n"+1,.... Thenm,; = e m,
. H
i :
My-1= %m andm;,1 = M,4;. Sincem, 1 = 1,
+ip
i—-n* .
A A+ (N + ju .
m = - —, i=n,n"+1,.... (33)
l;! A+ (=14 (" + j)u
Thus,
N o hi+c
C(n"-11),1)= C((i,1),1)= —,
(" -1,2).1)= > mC((i,1).2) Zmﬂw

i=n*-1 i=n*-1
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hi+c

A+iu

the original state space model; see Section 3.1. The opeee&®#C’((n* — 1,0),1)=s, + C'((n* —

whereC((i,1),1) = ,I=n"=1n%...is the cost incurred in staté L) under action 1 for
1,1),1).
Let C,- be the total cost incurred ikl/M/oco until the number of customers becomas< 1) if

at time O there ara* customers in the system and the system is running. Then

h(n*-=1)+c A

Clm-L1)1)= A+ (=1 - A+ (N — 1),uCn*’

and this implies
h(n*-1)+c
—

C. = (1+ ( ;1)“ )C’((n* ~1,1),1)-

+5+Cy, C'((n*-1,0),1)=5+C'((n*-1,1),1), and

We also haveC’((n* — 1,0),0) = h(n /1_ L

C'((n*-1,1),0)=5+C'((n*-1,0),0).
With the definitions of the transition mechanisms, sojounmet, and one-step costs for the
SMDP, now we formulate the LP according to Section 5.5 in Mir@saki [33] or Theorem 11.4.2

and formula 11.4.17 in Puterman [35] as

MinimizeZ Z C'(z a)X;a
zeZ’ acA
S.t. Z XLa_ Z Z p(Z|Z, a)XLa:O, ZE Z,,
acA(2) ZeZ acA(2) (3 4)
Z Z 7(Z2,8)Xza =1,
zeZ’ acA(2)

Xa>0,zeZ', acA
Let x* be the optimal basic solution of (34). According to geneealitts on SMDPs in Denardo
[7, Section Ill], for eactze Z’, there exists at most orges {0, 1} such thatx; , > 0. If X;, > 0, then
for the average-optimal policy, ¢(2) = a, fora=0,1. If X, = x;, =0, theng(2) can be either O
or 1. For our problem, Theorem 6 explains hgw= {x; ,: ze Z’,a€ A} can be used to construct a

stationary average-optimal poligywith the properties stated in Theorem 5.
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Tueorem 6. For an optimal basic solutionof (34), the following statements hold:
(i) if X{g1,1 > 0, then any n-full-service policy is average-optimak 0,1,...;
(i) If X010 > 0, then thg0, N)-policy is average-optimal with

n, if minfi=1,...,n" = 1:X;4,>0=0;
N = (35)

minfi=1,...,n"=1: X4, >0}, ifminfi=1,....n"=1: %5, ,>0}#0;
(iiN) if X710 = X414 = 0, then thgM, N)-policy is average-optimal with M min{i=1,...,n"-1:
(0,1),0 (0,1),1

Xi.10>0}>0and N being the same as (85).

Proof. Let¢* be a stationary average-optimal policy defined by the optrasic solutiornx* of
LP (34). Since at most one of the values, ,, ;. X1y} is positive and they both are nonnegative,
cases (i)—(iii) are mutually exclusive and cover all thegdoiities.

() If x:

011> 0, then the state (@) is recurrent under the poligy and¢*(0,1) = 1. Since the

state (Q1) is recurrent and the system should be kept on in this dtaqyolicy¢* always keeps
the running system on. The states corresponding to thewveatstem are transient. Thus, for any
n-full-service policyg, n=0,1,..., we have that*(j,0)=v* (i,0)=vforalli,j=1,2,... . Thus,
any n-full-service policy is average-optimal.

(i) If X010 > 0 then the state (Q) is recurrent under the poliey* and¢*(0, 1) = 0. Since the
state (Q1) is recurrent, the policy* always keeps the running system on as long as the system
is nonempty. By Lemma 6 (ii)*(0,0) = 0. The first constraint in LP (34) implies tha{‘i,m,o +
X101 > 0. Ingeneral, ifc; o+ X 5, >0 forsome =1,...,n" -1, theng™(j,0) = 0 if x; ,,, = 0 for
j=0,...,i=1,and¢"(i,0) = 1 if X 5, , > 0. Otherwise, ifx; 5, + X, =0 foralli=1,....,n" -1,
¢*(i,0) can be arbitrary and we defig&(i,0)=0fori=0,1,...,n" — 1. Thus, formula (35) defines
the minimal numbeN of customers in the system, at which the inactive systemldhmmuswitched

on by the average-optimal poligy. We recall that the SMDP is defined for the LP in the way
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that the system always starts on in state@). Thus, the policy* always keep running the active
system if the system is not empty, switchesfitwhen the system becomes empty, and switches on
the inactive system when the number of customers becdinshere are more thaN customers
when the system is inactive, the corresponding statesarsiént. The defined (N)-policy starts

the system in all these states, and therefore it is averptieal.

(i) If Xio1y0 = X01)1 = O then the state (@) is transient under the poligy . In transient states
the average-optimal policy” can be defined arbitrary. First observe tiat, , > 0 for somei =
1,...,n" =1 and thereforeM is well-defined in the theorem. Indeed Xf,, , = O for all states =
0,...,n" =1, we can sep’(i,1) = 1 for all these values af This means that in the original Markov
chain, where the running system is always kept on when théruof customers in the system is
greater or equal tham, the system is always on. Since the birth-and-death falA/co system
is positive recurrent, we have a contradiction. Since thgegM, 1) is recurrent for the Markov
chain defined by the policy*, this policy always keeps the running system on when the rumb
of the customers in the systemNé or more. Sincex; 5 , = 0 fori <M and for alls,a=0,1, we
can definep*(i, ) arbitrarily wheni < M. Let ¢(i, 5) = 0, wheni < M andé = 0, 1. Similar to case
(i), the policy¢* prescribes to keep inactive systefffi @ long as the number of customers in the
system is less thaN, switches it on when this number becomésand it can be prescribed to
switch the inactive system on when the number of customegseister tharN, because all such
states are transient. Thus, the defingI{)-policy is optimal. |

Similar to (34), the LP can be formulated to find the discontimal policy. However, this
paper focuses on average-optimality criteria, so we dolabbeate the LP for discount-optimality
here.

6. FINDING THE BEST (0, N)-POLICY AND ITS NON-OPTIMALITY

In this section we discuss how to compute the beshjéolicy and show that it may not be

average-optimal. To do the latter, we consider an example.
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Before providing the example, we show how to find the beghjfpolicy. This problem was
studied by Browne & Kella [5] for thevl/G/1 queue without the running cost. Here we extend
their solution to the case with running cost. kgt be a (QN)-policy. The average cost undgy
can be found by formula (26) in Browne & Kella [5] by replacitige set up cost there with the
sum of switching costs and running cos§s s; + cBy, whereBy is as in (32) or formula (34b) in

Browne & Kella [5] . This implies

cB
VN :h|N+m

N//l-l- Bn ’ (36)

wherely is the expected number of customers in the system undilj@licy. By formulae (22),

(23) in Browne & Kella [5],

N-1 N
=Pt 5 NT By 37
The optimalN* for the best (ON)-policy is found by
N* = arg minv/", (38)
N

The following theorem extends Theorem 6 in Browne & Kella {&]non-negative running cost

c>0.

THEOREM 7. Let

S c N(N+1) s+
N_mln{Nzr—]. TR } (39)

then for every N> N we have that4r < v, hence||'\|n1‘lv‘”N = min W,
= 1<N<N

Proof. To avoid notation conflict, leby be ay defined as in formula (29) in Browne & Kella

N-1

[5]. Note that% +Tn =bn_1, N >1andBy +§ = Z bi. By (36) and (37), we have for (§)-policy
i—0

UN that

N-1 N/A ) s+ 51+ ¢(Zo b — N/a)

v‘”N:h( + +
P2 o by o' b
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Thuswn < v+ if hN—c> 0 and

2 A

i o

hN-1) so+s_c| (hN_c) Zi'b
21 N 1

Straightforward calculations show thatNf> N in (39), the left hand side 1 in the above inequal-
ity, and since the right hand side is always greater thandesh, : i > 0} is decreasing, thus the
result follows. O
Theorem 7 implies that an average-optimalNPpolicy can also be found by solving the
LP (34) with the state spac®’ = {(i,6): i=0,1,...,N -1, 6 = 0,1} and with the new action
setA”(-) defined asA”(0,1) = {0}, A”(i,1) = {1} fori = 1,...,N — 1, andA”(i,0) = {0,1} for i =

1,...,N-1.

ExampLE 1. We consider our model with arrival rate= 2, service rate: = 1 for each server,
holding cost ratdn = 1, service cost rate= 100, and switching cos = s; = 100. We implement
. . , c

it in (34) and run the LP with CPLEX in MatLab. We computeasn* = Lﬁ + 1] =101. Thus

={(i,0)}, withi=0,1,...,100 ands = 0, 1. For the found solutions of (34);‘ >0, fori=

i,0).1

38;X 00> 0, fori=4,...,38,x,,, >0, fori=5,...,40;%; ;) ,> 0, fori =4; andx;, = 0 for all
the otherze Z’,ac A’. By Theorem 6, the average-optimal poligys (M, N)-policy with M =4
and N = 39. The average cost of the, 80)-policy isv’ ~ 43.39. The best (ON)-policy can be
found by solving (38). Substituting (32) and (37) in (36), naveN* = 47 and the corresponding

average cost ig/v ~51.03> V. m|
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