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Abstract
Revenue management is important for carriers (e.g., airlines and railroads). In this paper, we focus on cargo capacity management which
has received less attention in the literature than its passenger counterpart. More precisely, we focus on the problem of controlling booking accept/reject decisions: Given a limited capacity, accept a booking request
or reject it to reserve capacity for future bookings with potentially higher
revenue. We formulate the problem as a finite-horizon stochastic dynamic
program. The cost of fulfilling the accepted bookings, incurred at the end
of the horizon, depends on the packing and routing of the cargo. This
is a computationally challenging aspect as the latter are solutions to an
operational decision-making problem, in our application a vehicle routing
problem (VRP). Seeking a balance between online and offline computation, we propose to train a predictor of the solution costs to the VRPs
using supervised learning. In turn, we use the predictions online in approximate dynamic programming and reinforcement learning algorithms
to solve the booking control problem. We compare the results to an existing approach in the literature and show that we are able to obtain control
policies that provide increased profit at a reduced evaluation time. This
is achieved thanks to accurate approximation of the operational costs and
negligible computing time in comparison to solving the VRPs.
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Introduction

Revenue management (RM) is of importance in many commercial applications
such as airline cargo, hotels, and attended home delivery (see, e.g., the survey
[10]). In general, RM focuses on the decisions regarding the distribution of
products or services with the goal of maximizing the total profit or revenue.
The focus of this work is on quantity decisions in the context of a booking control problem, where a set of requests are observed across a time horizon. Each
request can either be accepted or rejected. At the end of the booking period the
set of accepted requests needs to be fulfilled, this corresponds to an operational
decision-making problem. The booking control problem can be formulated as a
Markov Decision Process (MDP), which describes the relationship between the
revenue from accepting a request, the decrease in capacity for future requests,
and the cost associated with the fulfillment of the accepted requests. Although
the MDP captures the problem structure, solving it is often intractable due to
the curse of dimensionality. As such, approximate methods have been widely
adopted for a range of RM problems. Bid-price and booking-limit control policies as described in [22] are among the most used methods for capacity control
problems.
Outside of the context of RM, reinforcement learning (RL), has seen success
in a variety of challenging control problems, such as Atari games [16] and Go
[20]. For a detailed overview of RL we refer the reader to [4, 21]. Despite the success of RL in applications with intractable state spaces, the applications within
RM have mainly been limited to airline seat allocation problems [5, 8, 12]. A
major limitation for the direct application of RL to capacity control problems is
in the time required for simulating the system. Indeed, the computational cost
associated with solving the end-of-horizon operational decision-making problem
is non-negligible, which leads to a prohibitively expensive computational cost
for a simulation-based approach. This limitation can be observed in applications such as the vector packing in airline cargo management [3, 13, 14] or the
vehicle routing (VRP) in distribution logistics [7]. To overcome this, we propose an approximation to the operational cost via supervised learning. We then
leverage the resulting prediction function within approximate dynamic programming (DP) and RL algorithms and evaluate our approach on an application in
distribution logistics.
In this paper, we make the following contributions: (1) We propose a methodology that (i) formulates an approximate MDP by replacing the formulation of
the operational decision-making problem with a prediction function defined by
offline supervised learning and (ii) uses approximate DP and RL techniques to
obtain approximate control policies. (2) We apply the proposed methodology
to a distribution logistics problem from the literature [7] and we show computationally that our policies provide increased profit at a reduced evaluation
time.
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce
our methodology. In Section 3, we introduce an application to distribution
logistics as well as the considerations made in order to formulate the supervised
2

learning task. In Section 4, we provide results of various control policies and
compare to baselines. Finally, Section 5 concludes.

2

Methodology

In this section, we first introduce a general MDP formulation of our booking
control problem by following closely the notation in the literature, e.g., [22].
Second, we describe a formulation based on an approximation of the operational
costs.

2.1

Booking Control Problem Formulation

Let N denote a set of requests with cardinality |N | = n. The decision-making
problem is defined over T periods indexed by t ∈ {1, 2, . . . , T }. The probability
that request j ∈ N is made at time t is given by λtj and the probability that
no request occurs at period t is given by λt0 . The time intervals are defined to
be small enough such that at most one request is received in each period. The
revenue associated with accepting a request j is pj .
To formulate this as an MDP, we let wjt denote the number of requests j
accepted before time t and wt ∈ Rn , t = 1, . . . , T + 1, denote the state vector
where the j-th index is given by wjt . The decision variables are denoted by
utj ∈ {0, 1}, where utj = 1 if an offer for request j is accepted at time t. The
deterministic transition is given by wt+1 = wt + ej utj , with ej ∈ Rn with a j-th
component equal to 1 and every other equal to 0.
An operational decision-making problem occurs at the end of the booking
period and is related to the fulfilment of the accepted requests. This problem
only depends on the state at the end of the time horizon, wT +1 . We denote
operational cost by Γ : Rn → R− .
With the above definitions, we now define the dynamic program that represents the maximal expected profit from period t on-ward. The value function is
denoted by Vt : Rn → R and is given by
X
Vt (wt ) = λt0 Vt+1 (wt ) +
λtj tmax {pj utj + Vt+1 (wt + utj ej )}, t = 1, . . . , T,
j∈N

uj ∈{0,1}

VT +1 (wT +1 ) = Γ(wT +1 )

(1)
(2)

with w1 = 0.

2.2

Approximation

Solving the MDP (1)–(2) can be intractable even for small instances. For this
reason, approximate DP or RL appears to be a natural choice. However, these
algorithms typically rely on some form of policy evaluation that consists in
simulating trajectories of the system under a given policy. In our context, such
policy evaluation is computationally costly due to (2). To overcome this, we
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propose the use of an approximation of Γ. We first introduce a mapping from
the state at the end of the time horizon to an m dimensional representation
with the function g : Rn → Rm . Then, we define an approximation of Γ as
φ : Rm → R− and an approximate MDP formulation is then given by
Ṽt (wt ) = λt0 Ṽt+1 (wt ) +

X
j∈N

λtj tmax {pj utj + Ṽt+1 (wt + utj ej )}, t = 1, . . . , T,
uj ∈{0,1}

(3)
ṼT +1 (wT +1 ) = φ(g(wT +1 )).

2.3

(4)

Supervised Learning

The approximation φ(·) in (4) can be defined in various ways, such as a problem
specific heuristic, a mixed integer program (MIP) solved to a time limit or
optimality gap or predicted by machine learning (ML). Here, we focus on ML
in combination with a heuristic. Specifically, we propose to train a supervised
learning model offline to separate the problem of accurately predicting Γ from
solving (3)–(4).
To train a supervised learning model, we require a feature mapping from the
state to the input to the model and a set of labeled states at the end of the time
horizon. The feature mapping is dependant on the application, but in general
is viewed as the function g(·) in (4). In Section 3 we describe the specific set of
features we use for the application in distribution logistics.
To obtain labeled data we simulate trajectories in the system using a stationary random policy which accepts a request with given probability p. At the
end of the time horizon we obtain a state wT +1 and compute Γ(wt ). We then
repeat this process for different values of p. The idea is to have a representation
of feasible final states in the data (optimal and sub-optimal ones). We denote
the set of N labeled data as D = {(wT1 +1 , Γ(wT1 +1 )), . . . , (wTN+1 , , Γ(wTN+1 ))}.

3

Application in Distribution Logistics

We consider the distribution logistics booking control problem described in [7].
In this context booking requests correspond to pickup activities and the operational decision-making problem to a VRP. Each pickup request has an associated
location and revenue. The cost incurred at the end of the booking period is the
cost of the VRP solution and hence depends on all the accepted requests.
The problem can be formulated as (1)–(2). We now detail how we solve
the VRP to obtain solutions that are comparable to those in [7]. We assume
that there are a fixed number K0 of vehicles, each with capacity Q ∈ R+ . We
also assume that the depot is at location 0. The set of all nodes V is given by
N ∪ {0}, i.e., the union of the location requests and the depot. The set of arcs
is given by V × V and denoted as E. The cost of an arc is given by cij ∈ R+ , for
(i, j) ∈ E. The optimal objective value is denoted by z ∗ (w, K). If more than
4

K0 vehicles are required, then we allow for additional outsourcing vehicles to
be used at an additional fixed cost C ∈ R+ .
We choose C large enough such that the cost for adding an additional vehicle
is larger than any potential revenue from the requests it can fulfill. Finally, the
operational cost is given by
Γ(w) = −

max

{z ∗ (w, K) + C(K − K0 )}.

K≥K0 ,K∈Z

(5)

The VRP formulation is provided in Appendix A.1.
Sets of Instances. We generate 4 sets of instances with 4, 10, 15, and 50
locations. The locations were determined uniformly at random. The locations
are split into groups, where the revenue in each group differs. The request
probabilities are defined such that locations with a higher revenue have a greater
probability of occurring later in the booking period. For a detailed description
of the parameters that describe each set of instances, see Appendix A.2.
Features. The features are computed from the state at the end of the time
horizon, g(wT +1 ). For the sake of simplicity, we consider a fixed-size input
structure for the ML model. The number of locations can vary depending on
the set of accepted requests. We therefore derive features from capacity, depot
location, total number of accepted requests per location and aggregate statistics
of the locations. For the latter, we use the distance between locations and the
depot, and relative distances between locations. For each of these, we compute
the min, max, mean, median, standard deviation, and 1st/3rd quartiles.
Prediction task. We seek an accurate approximation of (5) that is fast to
compute. For this purpose we use ML to predict z ∗ (wT +1 , K) (in this work train
random forest models [6]) and we compute the outsourcing cost, C(K − K0 ),
with a bin-packing solver (MTP, [15]).
Data for Supervised Learning. We generate one data set for each of the
four sets of instances (4, 10, 15 and 50 locations) using the algorithm described
in Section 2.3, with p ∈ {0.10, 0.25, 0.50, 0.60, 0.70, 0.80, 0.90, 0.95, 0.99, 1.0}.
To compute a label z ∗ (wT +1 , K) for each instance in a reasonable time we use
FILO [1], a heuristic solver for VRPs. To ensure the VRP solutions make use
of a minimal number of vehicles, we offset the depot location. We note that the
data generation is fast. It takes less than five minutes for the 4-locations data
set and 40 minutes for the 50-locations data set.

4

Results for the Distribution Logistics Application

In this section, we start by presenting supervised learning performance metrics
followed by the experimental setup and results on the booking control problem.
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Experiments were run on an Intel Core i7-10700 2.90GHz with 32GB RAM.

4.1

Supervised Learning Results

We partition each of the data sets into training/validation DTV and test DT
sets. It takes between 0.19 and 1.88 seconds to train the random forest models.
We assess the prediction performance using two performance metrics: mean
squared error (MSE) and mean absolute error (MAE). The results reported in
Table 1 show that we achieve relatively good performance but it deteriorates
with the size of the instances. In particular, we note that the MSE (this metric
penalizes large errors more severely than MAE) is quite large for the 50-location
test data. Although labels are of larger magnitude when the number of locations
increase so an increase in both MSE and MAE is expected, these results can
potentially be improved by generating larger data sets and using more flexible
ML models.
Table 1: Supervised Learning Performance Metrics
Locations
4
10
15
50

4.2

|DTV |
1,000
2,000
2,000
2,000

|DT |
250
500
500
500

Training MSE
1.82
3.12
1.45
23.22

Test MSE
5.30
13.80
11.17
139.41

Training MAE
0.70
1.26
0.90
3.68

Test MAE
1.24
2.79
2.53
9.24

Baselines

We benchmark our results with respect to three baseline policies. The booking
limit policy (BLP) and booking limit policy with reoptimization (BLPR) as
described in [7] and implemented using SCIP [2] as the MIP solver, without row
generation. As a third baseline we use the stationary random policy (rand-p)
with acceptance probability p giving the highest mean profit (we use the same
values for p as for the data generation).
It is possible to solve the smallest instances with exact DP. So in this case
we report results for using the exact algorithm combined with solving each
operational problem with FILO (DP-Exact) and with the predicted costs (DPML). For the problems with more than 10 locations our implementation in
SCIP did not find incumbent solutions within a reasonable time, so the BLP
and BLPR baselines are omitted for the 15 and 50 location instances.

4.3

Algorithms

We consider a standard set of RL and approximate DP algorithms to obtain
approximate control policies: SARSA [19] as well as Monte-Carlo tree search
(MCTS) with Upper Confidence Bounds Applied to Trees (UCT) [11]. These
algorithms all rely on a set of simulated trajectories to evaluate the expected
profit Ṽt+1 (·) in (3). Specifically, we consider SARSA with neural state approximation. We define two different variants of the MCTS algorithm distinguished
6

by their base policy: one uses a random policy (MCTS-rand-X) and the other
SARSA (MCTS-SARSA-X). Here, “X” denotes the number of iterations each
algorithm uses for simulation and in our experiments we use 30 and 100 simulations per state. Each of the above algorithms uses our approximation of (5)
when computing a policy (i.e., the sum of the predicted operational cost and
the outsourcing cost computed with MTP). However, we use FILO in the last
step to compute the final operational cost.

4.4

Control Problem Results

To compare performance, we evaluate each method over the same 50 realizations
of requests for each of the sets of instances. We start by analyzing solution
quality followed by computing times.
In Figure 1, we provide box plots to show the distribution of the percentage gaps to the best known solution (i.e., the highest profit solution for each
instance) for each algorithm. Figure 1a shows that, as expected, DP-Exact has
the lowest gaps with a median at zero. The same algorithm but with approximate operational costs (DP-ML) results in gaps close to those of DP-Exact,
demonstrating the effectiveness of predicting the operational cost. Comparing
our approaches to the baselines BLP and BLPR in Figures 1a and 1b, we can
see that the policies obtained via any of the proposed control algorithms achieve
smaller gaps than those of BLP, BLPR, and rand-p baselines. Moreover, the
BLP and BLPR policies report larger gaps than those of rand-p for 10 locations.
For all sets of instances, the MCTS algorithms consistently achieve the smallest
gaps, with some variations depending on the number of simulations and the
base policy. As expected, larger number of simulations lead to smaller variance.
We now turn our attention to the analysis of computing times (reported
in details in Appendix A.3). For this purpose, we distinguish between offline
and online computing time and we focus the analysis on the latter. For DPExact, DP-ML, SARSA and MCTS-SARSA-X, we compute an exact or approximate value function offline. Similarly, the initial booking limit policy (BLP and
BLRP) is computed offline, while any reoptimization of the booking limits and
the solution of the VRP at the end of the time horizon contribute to the online computing time. For MCTS-rand-X and rand-p, the policies are computed
entirely online. The time associated with generating data and training the ML
models adds to the offline computing time of the corresponding algorithms.
As expected, the online computing times are the shortest for SARSA and
rand-p with an average of less than 2 seconds for all sets of instances. On the
10-location instances, the bid price policies (BLP and BLPR) have an average
online computing time comparable to MCTS-rand-30 and MCTS-SARSA-30
(10.93 and 12.63 seconds compared to 9.06 and 11.81 seconds, respectively).
The computing time of the MCTS algorithms depend on the instance size. On
average, they approximately double for 15-locations compared to 10-locations
and the 50-location instances are on average 8 times more time consuming to
solve than the 10-location ones in the case of MCTS-rand-X (11 times in the case
of MCTS-SARSA-X). This leads to average online computing times between 1.2
7

(a) 4 Locations

(b) 10 Locations

(c) 15 Locations

(d) 50 Locations

Figure 1: Box plots of optimality gaps to best known solutions
(MTCS-rand-30) to 7.5 minutes (MCTS-SARSA-100) for the largest instances.
We note that the latter is the algorithm achieving the highest quality solutions.
However, using 100 simulations instead of 30 increases the online computing
time by approximately a factor of 4 for all sets of instances.
The trade-off between solution quality and online computing time becomes
clearly visible for the larger instances (15 and 50 locations). As highlighted
in Figure 1, this trade-off can be partly controlled by the simulation budget.
Noteworthy is the performance of SARSA on the largest instances: On average,
the gap to the best known solution is 4.7% and the online computing time is
only 1.31 seconds. In Appendix A.3, Table 2 reports the data generation and
training times, and Table 3 reports mean profit, offline, and online computing
times.
Finally, we comment on the number of evaluations of the operational costs.
For the sake of illustration, we compare DP-Exact and DP-ML. The former
calls FILO 10,000 times to compute the value functions (offline), while DPML only solves 1,000 VRPs when generating data for supervised learning. The
gain is even more important in the context of SARSA that requires 25,000
cost evaluations during offline training. The MCTS-based algorithms require a
number of cost evaluations (online) proportional to the number of simulations
times T .
8

5

Conclusion

In the context of complex RM problems where the quality of the booking policies
hinges on accurate evaluation of operational costs, we have proposed a methodology that formulates an approximate MDP by replacing the formulation of
the operational decision-making problem with a prediction function defined by
offline supervised learning. We used approximate DP and RL to obtain approximate control policies. We have applied the methodology to the distribution
logistics problem in [7] and we have shown computationally that our policies
provide increased profit at a reduced evaluation time. This is because our algorithm strikes a balance between the online and offline computation. Accurate
predictions from the ML model combined with a bin-packing heuristic were used
to evaluate approximate operational costs online in computing times that are
negligible in comparison to solving the VRPs.
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A

Details on the Experimental Study and Results

In the Appendix, we report detailed information on the experimental study and
the results discussed in Section 4.

A.1

VRP Formulation

In this section, we provide a MIP formulation for the VRP, which is similar to
that in [7], with the exception that the problem is constrained by K.
X X

z ∗ (w, K) = min

k
cij αij

(6)

k∈K (i,j)∈A

s.t.

X

k
αij
= βik

∀i ∈ V, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K}

(7)

k
αji
= βik

∀i ∈ V, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K}

(8)

∀j ∈ N

(9)

(i,j)∈A

X
(i,j)∈A

X

βjk ≤ 1

k∈K

X

β0k ≤ K

(10)

k∈K

X X

k
αij
≥ βhk

∀S ⊂ V : 0 ∈ S, ∀h ∈ V\S, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K}

i∈S j∈V\S

(11)
qjk ≤ QBjk

∀j ∈ N , k ∈ {1, . . . , K}

(12)

X

qjk ≤ Q

∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K}

(13)

qjk = wj

∀j ∈ N

(14)

k
αij
∈ {0, 1}

∀(i, j) ∈ A, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K}

(15)

βik ∈ {0, 1}

∀i ∈ V, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K}

(16)

j∈N

X
k∈K

qjk ≥ 0

∀j ∈ N , ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , K}
k
αij
,

βik ,

qjk :

(17)
k
αij

The decision variables are
and
The binary variable
equals
k
1 if vehicle k uses arc (i, j). The binary variable βi equals 1 if vehicle k visits
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node i. The quantity of accepted requests from vehicle k at location j is given
by the non-negative variable qjk . Objective function (6) minimizes the routing
cost. Constraints (7) and (8) ensure that the each vehicle goes in and out of the
visited nodes. Constraints (9) assert that each vehicle can visit a node at most
once, and (10) limits the number of vehicles to at most K. Constraints (11)
ensure that every tour is connected, and (12) restrict vehicle k from collecting
more than the capacity at location j. Finally, Constraints (13) guarantee that
the capacity is not exceeded, and (14) ensure that the accepted requests at each
location are fulfilled.

A.2

Instances

In this section, we detail the parameters that define the 4 sets of instances. In
each of the instances we determine the capacity to be proportional to the inverse
demand of the locations. Specifically, we use a load factor LF , and determine
the capacity by
Q=

j

P

j∈N ∪{0}

PT

K0 · LF

t=1

λtj k
.

(18)

4 Locations: The locations given by N = {1, . . . , 4}, the number of periods
T = 20, the revenue for accepting a request from each location are defined by
p1 = 4, p2 = 8, p3 = 12, p4 = 16. The probability of no request is λt0 = 0.10, for
t ∈ {1, . . . , T }. The initial request probabilities for each location are λ11 = 0.45,
λ12 = 0.40, λ13 = 0.10, λ14 = 0.05. The remainder of the request probabilities
are then given by λt+1
= λtj − 0.01 for j ∈ {1, 2} and λt+1
= λtj + 0.01 for
j
j
j ∈ {3, 4}. The coordinates for each location are sampled uniformly at random
in the interval [0, 10]. The number of vehicles available at no cost is K0 = 2
and the cost for each additional over K0 is C = 100. The capacity is determine
using a load factor LF = 1.1.

10 Locations: The locations given by N = {1, . . . , 10}, the number of periods T = 30, the revenue for accepting a request from each location are defined
by pj = 10 for j ∈ {1, . . . , 4}, pj = 12 for j ∈ {5, . . . , 8}, and pj = 20 for
j ∈ {9, 10}. The probability of no request is λt0 = 0.10, for t ∈ {1, . . . , T }. The
initial request probabilities for each location are λ1j = 0.125 for j ∈ {1, . . . 4},
λ1j = 0.075 for j ∈ {5, . . . , 8}, and λ1j = 0.05 for j ∈ {9, 10}. The remainder of
the request probabilities are then given by λt+1
= λtj − 0.001 for j ∈ {1, . . . 4},
j
λt+1
= λtj for j ∈ {5, . . . , 8}, and λt+1
= λtj + 0.002 for j ∈ {9, 10}. The coordij
j
nates for each location are sampled uniformly at random in the interval [0, 10].
The number of vehicles available at no cost is K0 = 4 and the cost for each
additional over K0 is C = 100. The capacity is determine using a load factor
LF = 1.2.
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Table 2: Data generation and supervised learning times. All times in seconds.
Locations
4
10
15
50

Data Generation Time
285.77
1577.34
2698.57
2379.68

Training Time
0.19
0.76
0.90
1.88

15 Locations: The locations given by N = {1, . . . , 15}, the number of periods T = 50, the revenue for accepting a request from each location are defined
by pj = 10 for j ∈ {1, . . . , 5}, pj = 12 for j ∈ {6, . . . , 10}, and pj = 20 for
j ∈ {11, . . . , 15}. The probability of no request is λt0 = 0.10, for t ∈ {1, . . . , T }.
The initial request probabilities for each location are λ1j = 0.10 for j ∈ {1, . . . , 5},
λ1j = 0.06 for j ∈ {6, . . . , 10}, and λ1j = 0.02 for j ∈ {11, . . . , 15}. The remainder
of the request probabilities are then given by λt+1
= λtj −0.001 for j ∈ {1, . . . , 5},
j
t+1
t+1
t
t
λj = λj for j ∈ {6, . . . , 10}, and λj = λj + 0.001 for j ∈ {11, . . . , 15}. The
coordinates for each location are sampled uniformly at random in the interval
[0, 10]. The number of vehicles available at no cost is K0 = 4 and the cost for
each additional over K0 is C = 250. The capacity is determine using a load
factor LF = 1.2.

50 Locations: The locations given by N = {1, . . . , 50}, the number of periods
T = 100, the revenue for accepting a request from each location are defined by
pj = 15 for j ∈ {1, . . . , 30}, pj = 22 for j ∈ {31, . . . , 40}, and pj = 30 for j ∈
{41, . . . , 50}. The probability of no request is λt0 = 0.10, for t ∈ {1, . . . , T }. The
initial request probabilities for each location are λ1j = 0.0166 for j ∈ {1, . . . , 30},
λ1j = 0.03 for j ∈ {31, . . . , 40}, and λ1j = 0.01 for j ∈ {41, . . . , 50}. The
remainder of the request probabilities are then given by λt+1
= λtj − 0.0001 for
j
t+1
t+1
j ∈ {1, . . . , 30}, λj = λtj for j ∈ {31, . . . , 40}, and λj = λtj + 0.0003 for
j ∈ {41, . . . , 50}. The coordinates for each location are sampled uniformly at
random in the interval [0, 50]. The number of vehicles available at no cost is
K0 = 4 and the cost for each additional over K0 is C = 600. The capacity is
determine using a load factor LF = 1.3.

A.3

Mean Profit and Computing Times

Table 2 reports the time required to generate data and train supervised learning
model. These times required for all algorithms but BLP, BLPR, and rand-p.
Tables 3 reports the mean profit obtained by each approach as well as the
offline and online computing times as described in Section 4.
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Table 3: Mean profits and computing times. All times in seconds.
Locations

4

10

15

50

A.4

Method
DP-Exact
DP-ML
SARSA
MCTS-rand-30
MCTS-rand-100
MCTS-SARSA–30
MCTS-SARSA-100
BLP
BLPR
rand-0.6
SARSA
MCTS-rand-30
MCTS-rand-100
MCTS-SARSA–30
MCTS-SARSA-100
BLP
BLPR
rand-0.7
SARSA
MCTS-rand-30
MCTS-rand-100
MCTS-SARSA–30
MCTS-SARSA-100
rand-0.7
SARSA
MCTS-rand-30
MCTS-rand-100
MCTS-SARSA–30
MCTS-SARSA-100
rand-0.7

Mean Profit
113.88
113.13
109.33
109.58
112.23
111.40
111.03
78.35
82.81
71.49
189.25
199.45
201.95
194.54
197.11
118.94
130.01
158.64
400.43
422.19
425.14
423.38
421.59
357.95
1098.78
1095.02
1118.60
1112.45
1153.71
862.52

Online Time
0.28
0.30
0.27
5.47
22.01
6.35
24.46
0.02
0.03
0.32
0.91
9.06
36.04
11.81
43.77
10.93
12.63
0.95
1.72
18.30
74.87
25.32
97.51
1.55
1.31
74.92
296.10
123.47
450.05
1.04

Offline Time
2874.83
29.23
558.18
558.18
558.18
0.01
0.01
1040.38
1040.38
1040.38
2.84
2.84
1640.48
1640.48
1640.48
7045.92
7045.92
7045.92
-

Model Parameters

For supervised learning, we use the implementation of random forests from
scikit-learn [18]. We note that our results were obtained using the default parameters provided in scikit-learn and changing model parameters did not have
a significant impact on results.
For SARSA, we implement exploration by taking a random action with probability  = 0.10. We use Pytorch [17] to implement the neural value function
approximation. For all sets of instances, we use Adam optimizer [9] with MSE
loss. We use a neural network with one hidden layer and learning rate that
vary depending on the problem setting. The parameters for each instance are
reported in Table 4. In each setting, we train SARSA for 25,000 iterations
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Table 4: Neural network hyperparameters
Locations
4
10
15
50

Hidden layer dimension
128
256
256
1024

Learning rate
1e−3
1e−3
1e−3
1e−5

Table 5: MCTS UCT hyperparameter
Locations
4
10
15
50

MCTS-rand-30
1.0
1.0
100.0
10.0

MCTS-rand-100
1.0
1.0
100.0
100.0

MCTS-SARSA-30
1.0
0.001
100.0
10.0

MCTS-SARSA-100
10.0
0.001
1.0
100.0

and evaluate the mean profit over 50 validation instances every 100 episodes.
We then use the SARSA model that obtained the highest mean profit in the
remainder of our experiments.
For MCTS, the UCT hyperparameter for each instance and algorithm is
provided in Table 5. To determine these values, we did a set of experiments
to see what achieved the best quality solutions on a small number of validation
instances.
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