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Abstract

In this paper we address the problem of learning and backtesting inventory control

policies in the presence of general arrival dynamics – which we term as a quantity-

over-time arrivals model (QOT). We also allow for order quantities to be modified as a

post-processing step to meet vendor constraints such as order minimum and batch size

constraints – a common practice in real supply chains. To the best of our knowledge this

is the first work to handle either arbitrary arrival dynamics or an arbitrary downstream

post-processing of order quantities. Building upon recent work [41] we similarly formulate

the periodic review inventory control problem as an exogenous decision process, where

most of the state is outside the control of the agent. Madeka et al. [41] show how to

construct a simulator that replays historic data to solve this class of problem. In our

case, we incorporate a deep generative model for the arrivals process as part of the

history replay. By formulating the problem as an exogenous decision process, we can

apply results from Madeka et al. [41] to obtain a reduction to supervised learning. Via

simulation studies we show that this approach yields statistically significant improvements

in profitability over production baselines. Using data from a real-world A/B test, we

show that Gen-QOT generalizes well to off-policy data and that the resulting buying

policy outperforms traditional inventory management systems in real world settings.

1 Introduction

The periodic review inventory control problem is that of determining how much inventory to hold

in order to maximize revenue. This problem has been studied extensively in the operations research

literature, and is often formulated as a Markov decision process [50]. Some complexities involved

include stochastic demands with unknown seasonality, lost sales, stochastic vendor lead times,

multiple shipments per order, unreliable replenishment, and order quantity restrictions. Classical

approaches are typically able to handle only a subset of these complexities due to the curse of
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dimensionality and the fact that closed form solutions are not available as the problem setting

increases in complexity. In fact, base stock policies (which are optimal for simplified settings and

often used in practice) have been shown to perform worse than constant order policies in the presence

of lost sales and stochastic demand [78].

Madeka et al. [41] recently introduced the first Deep Reinforcement Learning periodic review

inventory system which was able to handle many of the aforementioned challenges. By formulating

inventory control as an exogenous decision process [57], Madeka et al. [41] demonstrate a reduction

in complexity of the learning problem to that of supervised learning. They also show how censored

(unobserved) historic data can be used for policy learning and backtesting by constructing a simulator

that replays historic data rather than assuming a parametric form in order to simulate the future.

One of the assumptions Madeka et al. [41] does maintain from the classical inventory control

literature, however is the structure of inventory arrivals given an order quantity provided to the

vendor. The authors handle the case of stochastic lead times (with unknown distribution), but in

real-world settings there are several additional complexities that can arise. First, a single order

placed to a vendor may arrive in multiple shipments at different future periods1. Figure 1 shows

distributions of number of shipments and inter-arrival times from a set of purchase orders made by

a large e-retailer.
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Figure 1: Orders often arrive in multiple shipments, and spread out over multiple time periods.

Second, the supply may be unreliable and vendors may only partially fill orders that they receive

– for example an order for 100 units of an item may result in only 75 units being supplied. This

may occur for multiple reasons, including that the vendor itself is out of stock. In the literature the

proportion of the original order quantity retailer ultimately receives is referred to as the yield or fill

rate. Figure 2a shows the distribution of yields at a large e-retailer.

Finally, the order quantity dictated by the policy may not meet the requirements of the vendor

and may need to be rounded before a purchase order is sent: for example minimum order quantities or

batch size restrictions2 are quite common [77]. The impact of such restrictions is difficult to analyze,

1To the best of our knowledge, no existing work considers this setting.
2For example, order quantities may need to be a multiple of case sizes or other unit of packaging
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Figure 2: Example of yields – multiplicative proportion of order quantity that is received – for

purchase orders at a large e-retailer, both before and after any post-processor is applied to the order

quantity.

is not well understood, and heuristic rules are typically employed [52, 77, 75]. In real-world settings,

this may be performed as a secondary post-processing step after the optimal order quantity has been

determined – for example by rounding up to the minimum order quantity [34, 76]. Figure 2b shows

the distribution of “end-to-end” yields – including both supply uncertainty and any post-processing

steps to meet batch ordering or minimum order quantity constraints applied by ordering systems –

for replenishment decisions at a large e-retailer. Note how in many cases, the “end-to-end” yield

can be greater than the original order quantity due to the presence of a post-processing step.

Our Contributions and Organization

In this paper we address the problem of learning and backtesting inventory control policies in the

presence of general arrival dynamics (which we term as a quantity-over-time model or QOT). We

also allow for order quantities to be modified as a post-processing step to meet vendor constraints

such as order minimum and batch size constraints. To the best of our knowledge this is the first

work to handle either arbitrary arrival dynamics or an arbitrary downstream post-processing of

order quantities – a common practice in real supply chains. Figure 3 illustrates the difference in

cumulative arrivals over time under the different types of arrival dynamics.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows: in Section 3 we formulate our problem as an

exogenous interactive decision process and leverage results from Madeka et al. [41] to demonstrate a

reduction to supervised learning. We also describe our approach to modeling the arrival dynamics

for use as part of a simulator that replays historic data [41]. Next, in Section 4.1 we evaluate the

performance of the learned dynamics model on “on-policy” data – that is, data generated by the

same policy that generated the data used to fit the model. Then, Section 4.2 we demonstrate via

backtests the impact a realistic arrivals model has on policy performance. Finally, in Section 4.3,

results from a large real-world A/B test in the supply chain of a large e-retailer show that (1) the RL
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Figure 3: Cumulative arrivals over time for a single purchase order under differing dynamics.

policy learned using our methodology outperforms classic approaches to periodic review inventory

control, and (2) our learned dynamics model generalizes well to “off-policy” data which validates

our assumption that we have an accurate forecast of transitions under the learned policy.

2 Related Work

2.1 Forecasting and Generative Modeling

All work which considers stochastic vendor lead times implicitly requires a forecast of lead times

(even if the lead time distribution is assumed to be stationary). We have not found much study

of forecasting lead times specifically, but approaches from the probabilistic time series forecasting

community can be used to forecast lead times. There is an extensive body of work which has

successfully applied deep learning to time series forecasting, including in the supply chain for

forecasting demand [48, 72, 22, 46, 70, 53, 69, 17, 40].

Deep Generative Modeling

A number of deep generative techniques have been developed to estimate the likelihood of observations

in training data and generate new samples from the underlying data distribution. These include

generative adversarial networks [26], variational auto-encoders [35, 36], and autoregressive models.

Autoregressive models have been used successfully in image generation [67], NLP [8, 14], and time-

series forecasting [40, 17, 32, 70, 53, 38]. Our work employs autoregressive modeling by decomposing

the full problem of estimating the joint distribution of arrivals into the simpler problem of merely

predicting the next arrival in a sequence given the previously realized shipments.
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2.2 Reinforcement Learning and Exogenous Sequential Decision Problems

Reinforcement learning has been applied to many sequential decision-making problems including

games and simulated physics models where many simulations are possible [56, 62, 44, 61, 54, 43].

In general, one can require exponentially many samples (in the horizon of the problem) to learn a

control policy.

Recently, Madeka et al. [41] and Sinclair et al. [57] considered a class of problems called

exogenous interactive decision processes wherein the state consists of a stochastic exogenous process

(independent of the control) and an endogenous component that is governed by a known transition

function f of both the previous endogenous state and the exogenous process. In these cases, Madeka

et al. [41], Sinclair et al. [57] prove a reduction in sample complexity to that of supervised learning –

an exponential improvement over the general RL setting.

2.3 Periodic Review Inventory Systems

Inventory control systems have been studied extensively in the literature under a variety of conditions

(see Porteus [50] for a comprehensive overview). The simplest form is the newsvendor, which solves

a myopic problem [3]. Many extensions exist [47, 3], and the optimal policy in many variants takes

the form of a base stock policy which, informally, consists of an optimal inventory level and then

orders up to that level. However, outside the restrictive conditions under which optimal policies

can be derived, Zipkin [78] showed that even constant order policies can be better than base stock

policies.

RL for Inventory Control

More recently, several authors have applied reinforcement learning to solve multi-period inventory

control problems [24, 12, 5, 41]. We adopt the modeling approach of Madeka et al. [41], and similarly

treat the periodic review inventory control problem under general arrival dynamics as an exogenous

decision process. Also following Madeka et al. [41], we build a differentiable simulator [59, 30, 31, 10]

using historical supply chain data, and successfully train and backtest an RL agent to achieve

improved real world performance over traditional methods.

Lead Times and Supply Reliability

There has been extensive work in the literature on how to handle stochastic lead times in periodic

review inventory systems [50, 58, 42, 47, 33]. In addition, unreliable supply has been studied in a

variety of settings. One form this often takes is a stochastic yield [39, 37, 29, 23, 42, 7], for example

via some portion of the supply being defective. A common heuristic is to simply adjust the order

quantity for the mean yield [7]. The second standard formulation is to have the fill rate level be

determined by the number of units the vendor has available, where vendors fill up to the amount

of units they have available [11]. The first setting is more common as it is more tractable to find

analytic solutions. We are unaware of any work that considers the impact of a varying number of

shipments per order placed with the supplier.
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In this work, we take the following approach: we assume that the vendor fills orders up to their

capacity (which is exogenous to the retailer’s replenishment decisions), but we add an arrival shares

process which encodes how the filled amount arrives over future time periods.

Minimum Order Quantities, Maximum Order Quantities and Batch Ordering

A minimum order quantity or maximum order quantity constraint means that the supplier will reject

all orders under or over that amount, respectively. For minimum order quantity constraints, we only

consider the setting where the retailer can also choose to order 0 (i.e. not to order) as otherwise

the minimum quantity constraint is unimportant. Similarly, a batch ordering requirement means

that the supplier only accepts order quantities that are an integer multiple of some specified batch

quantity. Maximum constraints have been studied extensively in the literature and typically affect

the policy a in benign way [9, 18]. On the other hand, minimum order quantities [19, 75, 74, 55] and

batch requirements [68, 77] – although widely adopted by suppliers in practice [76] – are relatively

unstudied in the literature as they present significant difficulties in deriving the optimal order

quantity. For minimum order quantities, even in highly simplified settings, optimal policies are only

partially characterized and are too complicated to implement in practice [74]. Instead, retailers use

base stock policies with a heuristic rounding before placing the order [75, 34].

3 Mathematical Formulation and Methodology

In this section, we follow the Interactive Decision Process (IDP) formulation of Madeka et al. [41],

borrowing most of the conventions and notation, except we define and treat the “lead time” process

differently. At a high level, a central planner is trying to determine how many units of inventory to

order at every time step t = 1, 2, ..., T , in order to satisfy demands Dt. The goal is to maximize

profits by balancing having enough inventory on hand to satisfy demand (we assume a lost sales

customer model), with the cost of holding too much inventory.

The dynamics we are most concerned with is how order quantities selected by the policy evolve

into future arrivals at the retailer’s warehouse. The standard formulation in the literature is the

vendor lead time (VLT) arrivals model, whereupon placing an inventory order decision at at time t,

a single quantity vt is drawn from an exogenous lead time distribution, and the entire order arrives

vt time steps later at time t+ vt. In the case of stochastic yields, there are two approaches in the

literature: either the yield is a random multiplicative factor multiplied times the order quantity, or

the vendor has a stochastic supply and fills up to the amount of their supply. Where we depart

from Madeka et al. [41] is that our formulation allows that

1. inventory can arrive in multiple shipments for a single order,

2. yields can be stochastic, and

3. there can be a downstream system that applies a heuristic order quantity rounding to satisfy

batch, minimum and maximum quantity constraints.

We propose a novel quantity over time (QOT) arrivals model, which generalizes all the settings

described above. In the QOT arrivals model, we assume that orders can arrive in multiple shipments
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over time, and the total arriving quantity may not necessarily sum up to the order quantity placed.

At every time t, the vendor has allocated a supply Ut that denotes the maximum number of units it

can send (regardless the amount we order), which will arrive over from the current week up to L

weeks in the future according to an exogenous arrival shares vector (ρt,0, ..., ρt,L) where
∑

l ρt,l = 1.

That is, the arrivals at lead time j from order at is equal to min(Ut, at)ρt,j . We denote the arrival

quantity as ot,j := min(Ut, at)ρt,j . Here, we implicitly assume that orders necessarily arrive after L

time steps.

We also allow for the existence of an order quantity post-processor fp that is arbitrary (but

known) that modifies order quantities before they are sent to the supplier – e.g. to ensure they meet

any vendor constraints.

3.1 Mathematical notation

Denote by R, R≥0, Z, and Z≥0 the set of reals, non-negative reals, integers, and non-negative

integers, respectively. We let (·)+ refer to the classical positive part operator i.e. (·)+ = max(·, 0).
Let [ · ] refer to the set of positive integers up to the argument, i.e. [ · ] = {x ∈ Z | 1 ≤ x ≤ · }.
The inventory management problem seeks to find the optimal inventory level for each product i in

the set of retailer’s products, which we denote by A. We assume our exogenous random variables

are defined on a canonical probability space (Ω,F ,P), and policies are parameterized by θ in some

parameter set Θ. We use EP to denote an expectation operator of a random variable with respect

to some probability measure P. Let ||X,Y ||TV denote the total variation distance between two

probability measures X and Y .

3.2 IDP Construction

Our IDP is governed by external (exogenous) processes, a control process, inventory evolution

dynamics, and a reward function. To succinctly describe our process, we focus on just one product

i ∈ A, though we note that decisions can be made jointly for every product.

External Processes At every time step t, for product i, we assume that there is a random

demand process Di
t ∈ [0,∞) that corresponds to customer demand during time t for product i.

We also assume that the random variables pit ∈ [0,∞) and cit ∈ [0,∞) are the random variables

corresponding to selling price and purchase cost. We also assume any constraints the vendor

imposes on the retailer’s orders M i
t ∈ Rdv – such as minimum order quantities and batch sizes

– are exogenous to the ordering decisions. The supply U i
t ∈ [0,∞) corresponds to the maximum

amount of inventory the vendor is able to send. Finally, the arrival shares process ρi
t := {ρit,j}Lj=0

describes the arrivals over the next L time steps from an order placed at the current time t – note

that
∑L

j=0 ρ
i
t,j = 1 and ρit,j > 0 for all i, t, and j. Our exogenous state vector for product i at time

t is all of this information:

sit = (Di
t, p

i
t, c

i
t, U

i
t ,M

i
t ,ρ

i
t).

To allow for the most general formulation possible, we consider policies that can leverage the history

of all products. In our implementation, however, we learn a policy that only uses the history of that

product and for our learnability results in Section 3.3 we will assume independence of the processes
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between products. Therefore, we will define the history

Ht := {(si1, ..., sit−1)}
|A|
i=1

as the joint history vector of the external processes for all the products up to time t.

Control Processes Our control process will involve picking actions for each product jointly from

a set of all possible actions A := R|A|
≥0 . For product i, the action taken is denoted by ait ∈ R≥0, the

order quantity for product i. For a class of policies parameterized by θ, we can define the actions as

ait = πi
θ,t(Ht).

We characterize the set of these policies as Π = {πi
θ,t|θ ∈ Θ, i ∈ A, t ∈ [0, T ]}.

Order Quantity Constraints We allow for the existence of an order quantity post-processer

fp : R≥0 × Rdv → R≥0 that may modify the order quantity – for example to satisfy the constraints

given by M i
t . The final order quantity requested from the vendor is denoted as ãit := fp(a

i
t,M

i
t ).

Note that we do not impose a requirement that any constraints encoded in M i
t be satisfied, merely

that we permit the endogenous portion of the state’s evolution to depend on such a function as

they appear so often in real supply chains.

Inventory Evolution Dynamics We assume that the implicit endogenous inventory state follows

standard inventory dynamics and conventions. Inventory arrives at the beginning of the time period,

so the inventory state transition function is equal to the order arrivals at the beginning of the week

minus the demand fulfilled over the course of the week. Both demand and arrivals may be censored

due to having lower inventory on-hand or vendor having low supply, respectively. The amount

arriving, according to our model of arrivals is:

Iit− = Iit−1 +

L∑
j=0

min(U i
t−j , ã

i
t−j)ρ

i
t−j,j , (3.1)

where Iit is the inventory at the end of time t, and Iit− is the inventory at the beginning of time t,

after arrivals but before demand is fulfilled. Then, at the end of time t, the inventory position is:

Iit = min(Iit− −Di
t, 0).

Reward Function The reward at time t for product i is defined as the selling price times the

total fulfilled demand, less the total cost associated with any newly ordered inventory (that will be

charged by the vendor upon delivery):

Ri
t = pitmin(Di

t, I
i
t−)− citmin(U i

t , ã
i
t). (3.2)

Note that the cost charged is the realized order quantity, which is the standard practice in the

literature.

We will write Rt(Ht, θ) to emphasize that the reward is a function only of the exogenous Ht

and the policy parameters θ. Recall that selling price and buying cost are determined exogenously.

We assume all rewards Ri
t ∈ [Rmin, Rmax], and assume a multiplicative discount factor of γ ∈ [0, 1]

8



representing the opportunity cost of reward to the business. Again, we make the dependence on

the policy explicit by writing Ri
t(θ). The objective is to select the best policy (i.e., best θ ∈ Θ) to

maximize the total discounted reward across all products, expressed as the following optimization

problem:

max
θ

EP

[∑
i∈A

∑
t∈[0,T ]

γtRi
t(θ)

]
(3.3)

subject to:

Ii0 = ki

ait = πi
θ,t(Ht)

ãit = f i
p(a

i
t, Ht)

Iit− = Iit−1 +

L∑
j=0

min(U i
t−j , ã

i
t−j)ρ

i
t−j,j , (3.4)

Iit = min(Iit− −Di
t, 0).

Here, P denotes the joint distribution over the exogenous processes. The inventory Ii0 is initialized

at ki, a known quantity a priori.

3.3 Learnability

Learning Objective

For the policy to be efficiently learnable, we need to restrict the policy for product i at time t to

be a function only of the history of item i, H i
t := {(si1, ..., sit−1)}, and the learnable parameter θ is

shared by all item’s policies. The reward is therefore now a function Rt(H
i
t , θ) of only the history of

item i and the parameter θ. The learning objective then becomes

JT (θ) := E

[∑
i∈A

∑
t∈[0,T ]

γtRi
t(θ)

]
,

which we estimate via simulation with the objective

ĴT (θ) :=
∑
i∈A

∑
t∈[0,T ]

γtRi
t(θ).

This is clearly an unbiased estimate of JT as the historical data HT is exogenous to the choice of

policy.

Learnability

Our problem formulation fits under the framework described in [41], with additional exogenous

variables Ut, ρt, and Mt as part of the external state process. Hence, assuming full observability

of these processes, we can accurately simulate the value of any policy. This follows immediately
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from Theorem 23 of Madeka et al. [41] as we assume that the supply, arrival shares, and vendor

constraint processes are exogenous.

In reality, one does not fully observe the supply of the vendors (U i
t ) or the arrival shares (ρi

t).

The supply of the vendor U i
t is only observed historically at times when the vendor did not fully

fill the order – in which case, U i
t =

∑L
j=0 o

j
t . The arrival shares ρi

t are fully observed historically

whenever an order is placed and the vendor sends at least one unit.

To proceed we require a way to obtain these missing values. First, for the supply U i
t , the

retailer could collect this data by asking vendors to share how many units they are able to supply4.

Another approach is to treat this as a missing data problem, and then use additional exogenous

observed context xit ∈ RD that is available at time t for product i, to forecast these unobserved

components. The observed context history is denoted as Xi
T := (xi1, . . . , x

i
T ). The latter is similar

to the uncensoring of demand in Madeka et al. [41].

Assumption 3.1 (Accurate Forecast of Supply and Arrival Shares). LetH i
T,F := (U i

1,ρ
i
1, . . . , U

i
T ,ρ

i
T )

denote the history of the unobserved exogenous supply and arrival shares processes through time

T . Likewise, denote the observed components of the exogenous history H i
T as H i

T,O. Now, we can

consider the distributions Pi
F := P(H i

T,F |H i
T,O, X

i
T ) and P̂i

F := P̂(H i
T,F |H i

T,O, X
i
T ). If

1

|A|
∑
i∈A

||P̂i
F ,Pi

F ||TV ≤ ϵF ,

we call P̂i
F an accurate forecast of Pi

F .

Under Assumption 3.1, it follows from Theorem 32 of Madeka et al. [41] that the inventory

control problem with general arrivals is efficiently learnable in the case where we do not observe the

supply and arrival shares processes. In practice, we may choose to forecast arrivals instead of the

supply and arrival shares processes – see Remark 3.2 below.

Remark 3.2 (Forecasting Arrivals). Note that the dynamics (3.4) and reward function (3.2) depend

only on the arrivals oit,j := min(U i
t , fp(a

i
t,M

i
t ))ρ

i
t,j , so we forecast arrivals conditional on the action

ait rather than the supply and arrival share processes for the purposes of constructing our simulator

from historic data.

3.4 Modeling arrivals with Gen-QOT

Having established that our problem of interest is efficiently learnable, we proceed with describing

the QOT model and then evaluating the model. Per remark 3.2, we forecast the arrival sequence

directly rather than the supply and arrival processes. Formally, we forecast the distribution

p(oit,0, . . . , o
i
t,L|H i

t,O, X
i
t).

The model is trained to minimize log-likelihood of the forecasted distribution. See Appendix D for

a complete description of the model and training objective. It is worth emphasizing that modeling

3The addition of the post-processor fp does not impact the result.
4This problem is little studied in the literature, but in some scenarios it is known that the supplier is always at

least as well off if they share capacity information [6]
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arrivals directly allows us to treat fp as part of the forecast of the arrivals process, which will be

advantageous in Section 3.5 when we describe how to make the simulator differentiable.

Figure 4 shows a set of sample paths generated from our Gen-QOT model alongside a set of

real order-quantity normalized inventory arrivals. A natural question then arises: how should one
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Figure 4: A set of 256 real and simulated sample paths of order-quantity normalized inventory

arrivals.

measure the quality of the generated sample paths? The simplest thing would be to compare

against other methods for forecasting vendor lead times (this will be referred to as Criterion 1).

In addition, we might want to check that the generated paths satisfy several desirable properties

that we anticipate may be relevant to the inventory control problem:

1. Criterion 2 – Does Gen-QOT predict the right amount of cumulative inventory l weeks after

an order is placed?

2. Criterion 3 – Does Gen-QOT predict receiving zero inventory for the correct orders?

3. Criterion 4 – Does Gen-QOT predict correctly whether there is an arrival in the first week

after an order is placed?

4. Criterion 5 – Does Gen-QOT predict correctly the time by which the order fully arrives?

Accordingly, we propose five methods for evaluating the quality of the dynamics model:

1. Criterion 1 – Obtain the empirical distribution predicted by Gen-QOT and evaluate against

with standard accuracy metrics such as CRPS and quantile loss.

2. Criterion 2 – Regress the actual cumulative inventory received on the mean predicted

cumulative inventory received for each week.
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3. Criterion 3 and 4 – Generate sequences and use as a classifier, then construct a classifier

calibration plots for generated sequences.

4. Criterion 5 – Generate sequences and use them to generate probabilistic forecasts of the

arrival time of the full order, then compute the calibration.

In Section 4.1 we fit the Gen-QOT model to historic data and perform evaluations against the five

criterion listed above.

3.5 Simulator Construction

Our simulator is constructed similarly to Madeka et al. [41] aside from the change to the inventory

transition dynamics. To handle the general arrival dynamics, the first approach is to estimate the

partially observed H i
t,F and directly implement (3.4) since fp is known. Alternatively, following

Remark 3.2, we could forecast arrivals and simply sample that distribution at each step. The

issue with both these approaches are that the simulator is no longer path-wise differentiable and if

possible, we would prefer to leverage the fact that most of our dynamics are differentiable and thus

the exact gradient can be computed analytically.

The approach we take in our empirical work is the following: first, given the action at and the

exogenous H i
t,O, X

i
t , sample the estimated forward model

ôit,0, . . . , ô
i
t,L ∼ p̂(·|H i

t,O, X
i
t , at). (3.5)

The sampled arrivals can then be converted into a sampled sequence of partial fills ᾱi
t,l =

ôit,l
ait

by

rescaling by the action ait. The inventory update in (3.4) becomes

Iit− = Iit−1 +
L∑

j=0

ᾱi
t−j,ja

i
t−j , (3.6)

This is similar in spirit to the approach in Clavera et al. [10], except they use the re-parametrization

trick and then differentiate through the forward model, passing a noise process as input.

4 Empirical Results

In this section we present some empirical results. First, in Section 4.1 we evaluate the performance

of the fitted Gen-QOT under the four criterion discussed in Section 3.4. Then in Section 4.2 we

demonstrate through backtests against historical data in a simulator based on the Gen-QOT model

the difference in performance between baseline policies, an RL trained in a simulator with Gen-QOT

dynamics and an RL under dynamics dictated by a classical vendor lead-time model. Finally, in

Section 4.3 we show recent results from a real-world A/B test of the RL policy in the US store of a

large e-retailer.
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4.1 Evaluating the Gen-QOT Model

First, we evaluate our proposed Gen-QOT model as we require an accurate forecast in order for the

policy backtest to be valid. The Gen-QOT model architecture and training objective can be found

in Appendix D.

Training and Evaluation Data

We train Gen-QOT on purchase orders from 250K products from the US store of a large e-retailer from

2017-05-13 to 2019-02-01 and holdout 100K actions from 2019-02-01 to 2020-02-01 to evaluate model

performance. This time period allows us to judge both in-time and out-of-time time generalization.

The features used in our model can be found in Appendix C.

Results

VLT Forecasting Because many inventory control systems rely on simplified optimization models

that assume only random lead-time, we evaluate the Gen-QOT model against one that directly

predicts quantiles of the vendor lead-time distribution. The architecture used is similar to Gen-QOT,

but we replace the recurrent neural-net decoder with a simple multi-layer perceptron.5

To produce a forecast of the vendor lead time from Gen-QOT, samples are generated from

Gen-QOT to obtain an empirical distribution from which quantiles can be determined. Table 1 shows

the backtest results on data from 2019-02-01 to 2020-02-01, showing that Gen-QOT is competitive

with traditional vendor lead time forecasting approaches. See Appendix A for definitions of the

CRPS and Quantile Loss metrics used.

Table 1: Backtest of generative model versus direct quantile forecast (lower values are better); 95%

confidence intervals are on the performance gap between the two models.

Model

Metric Direct Prediction Gen-QOT 95% CI

CRPS 100.00 101.61 [-0.23, 3.46]

P10 QL 100.00 99.92 [-1.91, 1.75]

P30 QL 100.00 101.24 [-0.57, 3.04]

P50 QL 100.00 102.41 [0.38, 4.44]

P70 QL 100.00 103.21 [0.89, 5.54]

P90 QL 100.00 102.22 [0.50, 4.96]

See Appendix B.2 for an ablation study across different candidate architectures for Gen-QOT

comparing their performance under the CRPS and Quantile Loss metrics.

5More precisely, the architecture is MQCNN which achieve SOTA performance on probabilistic forecasting tasks

that use very similar data – see “MQ CNN wave” in Figure 3 of Wen et al. [70].
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Calibration and Classifier Metrics Next we check the calibration of the cumulative receives

forecast and arrival time forecasts that can be inferred from Gen-QOT – see Appendix A.2 for how

we define calibration in general, and Appendix A.3 for arrival time calibration. Table 2 shows the

calibration of Gen-QOT’s forecasted distributions of cumulative arrivals. Most coefficients are close

to one, showing that Gen-QOT predicts the cumulative quantity of inventory received for a specific

order over time reasonably well, although it is not perfectly calibrated (coefficient of 1).

Table 2: Calibration of cumulative inventory received predicted k weeks after submitting an order

and actuals.

In Time Holdout Out of Time Holdout

Weeks After Order Estimate 95% CI Estimate 95% CI

1 1.0577 [1.056, 1.060] 1.0559 [1.055, 1.057]

2 1.1393 [1.138, 1.141] 1.1529 [1.151, 1.154]

3 1.108 [1.107, 1.109] 1.1311 [1.130, 1.132]

4 1.0866 [1.086, 1.087] 1.1147 [1.114, 1.115]

5 1.0789 [1.078, 1.079] 1.1094 [1.109, 1.110]

6 1.0745 [1.074, 1.075] 1.1021 [1.102, 1.103]

7 1.0694 [1.069, 1.070] 1.0995 [1.099, 1.100]

8 1.063 [1.063, 1.063] 1.0953 [1.095, 1.096]

9 1.0538 [1.053, 1.054] 1.0895 [1.089, 1.090]

Figure 5 shows this on samples of actual vs. predicted mean for normalized cumulative inventory

received at the end of the fourth week on the held out orders from the training period and the test

period. The results on the out-of-time hold out set are very similar to those in the training period.

For arrival time calibrations, intuitively, we are measuring: if the forecaster predicts with 25%

chance by a specific date, does it arrive by that date 25% of the time? Table 3 shows that on both

the in-time and out-of-time holdouts, the arrival time forecasts generated by Gen-QOT are well

calibrated. See Appendix B.1 for full arrival time calibration metrics, further broken out by lead

time.
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(a) (b)

Figure 5: Residual calibration plot for cumulative inventory received – residuals are plotted against

predicted values in the main figure, while the original plot is shown in an inner figure.

Table 3: Calibration of arrival time for samples from two holdout sets, by forecasted probability

In Time Holdout Out of Time Holdout

Probability Avg. Pred. Average 95% CI Avg. Pred. Average 95% CI

0.0-0.1 0.04 0.05 [0.05, 0.05] 0.04 0.05 [0.05, 0.05]

0.1-0.2 0.14 0.15 [0.15, 0.15] 0.14 0.14 [0.14, 0.14]

0.2-0.3 0.25 0.24 [0.24, 0.24] 0.25 0.24 [0.24, 0.24]

0.3-0.4 0.35 0.34 [0.34, 0.34] 0.35 0.33 [0.33, 0.33]

0.4-0.5 0.45 0.43 [0.43, 0.43] 0.45 0.43 [0.43, 0.43]

0.5-0.6 0.55 0.54 [0.53, 0.54] 0.55 0.53 [0.53, 0.53]

0.6-0.7 0.65 0.64 [0.64, 0.64] 0.65 0.63 [0.63, 0.63]

0.7-0.8 0.75 0.74 [0.74, 0.74] 0.75 0.74 [0.74, 0.74]

0.8-0.9 0.85 0.84 [0.84, 0.84] 0.85 0.84 [0.84, 0.85]

0.9-1.0 0.99 0.99 [0.99, 0.99] 0.99 0.99 [0.99, 0.99]

The classifier calibration plots are produced by discretizing and binning the predicted probabilities

of the event we are interested in, and then estimating the mean of the actual classifications for each

bin. Ideally, the average actual will be equal to the mean of the predicted probabilities in each bin,

and this point will fall along the 45◦ line. Figure 6 shows the calibration of Gen-QOT at predicting

whether a purchasing action will yield zero inventory for both the in-time holdout (Figure 6a) and

out-of-time holdout (Figure 6b). In both cases, points generally follow the ideal calibration line,

with some slight and expected degradation in the out-of-time holdout.
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Figure 6: Residual calibration plots for Gen-QOT – residuals are plotted against predicted values in

the main figure, while the original plot is shown in an inner figure.

Model Behavior

Figure Figure 7 shows the response of the mean end-to-end yield predicted by the QOT model to

varying order quantities for several randomly selected products. As we can see, for some products

the model predicts nearly a full yield regardless of order quantity, while for others, the yield tapers

off as the order quantity increases.

Order Quantity

To
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l R
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Product 0
Product 1
Product 2
100% Fill
Mean Demand

Figure 7: QOT predicted receive versus orders

4.2 Backtest of Inventory Control Policies

Having demonstrated in Section 4.1 that we have a dynamics model that achieves good accuracy on

our dataset, the next thing we want to do is use our generative model to backtest various policies

and measure their performance.
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Data

We use a similar dataset to that used to fit the Gen-QOT model. The training period is data from

2017-05-13 to 2019-02-01 and the backtest period is 2019-02-01 to 2020-02-01. The features used for

the policy and the simulator can be found in Appendix C.

Policies and Training

Because Madeka et al. [41] performed an exhaustive evaluation of various policies, we consider only

a base stock baseline and two RL policies – one trained on a gym that uses the inventory arrival

dynamics from Madeka et al. [41] and one trained on gym with Gen-QOT arrival dynamics. These

will be referred to as Newsvendor, VLT-DirectBP, and QOT-DirectBP, respectively. The

policy networks consist of a Wavenet encoder [66] and MLP decoder.

Following Madeka et al. [41] we implement a differentiable simulator in PyTorch. All algorithms

are trained using a single p3dn.24xlarge EC2 instance. We use the DirectBackprop algorithm to

train the VLT-DirectBP and QOT-DirectBP agents.

Results

Table 4 summarizes the changes in the sum of discounted reward of both policies relative to

a baseline policy. QOT-DirectBP outperforms VLT-DirectBP when evaluated under the QOT

transition dynamics. While it is unsurprising that the policy trained on the simulator (with Gen-

QOT) used in evaluation performs best, this does underscore the impact of a “Sim2Real” gap – in

this case “reality” is the QOT simulator – as the overall performance gain is 8%. Both policies still

outperform the Newsvendor baseline, which is unsurprising given the results in Madeka et al. [41].

Table 4: Comparison of RL policies in a backtest using Gen-QOT. 95% confidence intervals are on

the difference from baseline.

Policy Discounted Reward 95% CI

Newsvendor Baseline 100.00% –

VLT-DirectBP 109.64% [8.83% , 10.45%]

QOT-DirectBP 117.81% [16.92% , 18.69%]

In addition to cumulative discounted reward, we can also consider the distribution of period-wise

statistics. Figure 8. What is interesting is that QOT-DirectBP selects larger order quantities, which

likely reflects the fact that Gen-QOT captures stochastic yields. We also note that QOT-DirectBP

has higher mean and median reward than other policies. Indeed, Figure 9 shows that for lower

yield products, the mean order placed by QOT-DirectBP is higher than that of VLT-DirectBP. Put

differently – the QOT-DirectBP policy can adjust to variable yield rates at the product level.
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Figure 8: Distribution of per-period statistics for order quantity and rewards in the backtest period

(2019-02 to 2020-02).

4.3 Real World A/B Test

Finally, we ran A/B tests comparing RL inventory control policies to the existing production policy

(a base stock policy) at a large e-retailer lasting several months and covering thousands of products.

Table 5 summarizes the treatment effect of all tests on several quantities of interest: reward,

inventory level, order quantity and sales. Trial 1 evaluated the performance of the VLT-DirectBP

policy while Trials 2 and 3 evaluated the QOT-DirectBP policy.

Table 5: Treatment effect estimate (percent change) on reward, inventory level, and order quantity

in real world A/B tests – all results shown are significant at the 95% confidence level.

Quantity Trial 1 Trial 2 Trial 3

Reward ∼ 3.5% 2.7%

Inventory Level -15.2% 11.1% 3.3%

Order Quantity 31.1% -7.2% ∼
Sales ∼ 3.4% 1.8%

Trial 1: VLT-DirectBP

In the first trial, we used the VLT-DirectBP policy described above as the treatment6. Figure 10

shows the treatment effect estimate on inventory level observed in the actual A/B test alongside the

treatment effect estimate from rollouts using the same data in the QOT and VLT based simulators.

6This is the same trial described in Madeka et al. [41]
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Figure 9: Comparison of difference in mean order quantity between the QOT-DirectBP and VLT-

DirectBP agents versus yield; the orange line shows the OLS regression line fit to the data.

We see that the point estimate of the treatment effect in the real supply chain is contained in the

confidence interval. This suggests that – at least as it pertains to inventory level – the QOT based

simulator captures what happens in the actual supply chain.
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Figure 10: Treatment effect on inventory level of VLT-DirectBP: estimated on rollouts in real world,

QOT simulator and VLT simulator.

Trial 2 and Trial 3: QOT-DirectBP

Next, we ran two randomized control trials of the QOT-DirectBP agent in the US store of a large

e-retailer lasting several months and covering thousands of products. The control arm used the

existing production system (a base stock policy). The results of both these tests can be found

in Table 5. In Trial 2, the inventory and reward increase by a statistically significant amount

– demonstrating that RL policies can outperform sophisticated base stock policies in real world

settings. In Trial 3, we deployed a QOT-DirectBP policy that we expected (based on backtests) to

hold a similar amount of inventory to the existing production system.
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Gen-QOT Performance “off-policy”

We use data from the Treatment and Control arms of the third A/B test described above to validate

our assumption on the forecast accuracy of the QOT model. We already know from Section 4.1 that

the QOT model generalizes well out of sample and forward in time. But the question remains: does

it generalize well out-of-sample and off-policy? This is critical because in order for our inventory

control backtest to be accurate, we required Assumption 3.1.

To validate our assumption that QOT does generalize off-policy, we check the forecast errors

on the treatment arm versus the control arm. In Table 6 and Table 7 we see that the difference

in forecast performance on-policy versus off-policy in the actual supply chain is not statistically

significant.

Change (Control - Treatment)

Fcst. Probability Mean 95% CI

0.0-0.1 4.61% [-0.88%, 10.11% ]

0.1-0.2 3.17% [-0.98%, 7.34% ]

0.2-0.3 2.62% [-1.86%, 7.12%]

0.3-0.4 2.43% [-1.18%, 6.05%]

0.4-0.5 3.25% [0.89%, 5.61%]

0.5-0.6 1.43% [-0.25%, 3.13%]

0.6-0.7 0.17% [-1.57%, 1.92%]

0.7-0.8 -0.10% [-1.59%, 1.37%]

0.8-0.9 0.01% [-0.99%, 1.02%]

0.9-1.0 -0.01% [-0.21%, 0.18%]

(a) Calibration of arrival times, by forecast probability

Change (Control - Treatment)

k Mean 95% CI

1 1.45% [-8.41%, 11.33%]

2 -0.88% [-7.87%, 6.09%]

3 -0.87% [-6.25%, 4.51%]

4 -1.96% [-6.81%, 2.88%]

5 -2.19% [-6.87%, 2.48%]

6 -1.09% [-5.23%, 3.04%]

7 -0.08% [-3.94%, 3.78%]

8 0.54% [-2.84%, 3.94%]

9 0.85% [-1.76%, 3.47%]

(b) Calibration of cumulative inventory re-

ceives predicted k weeks after ordering

Table 6: Comparison of calibration metrics on-policy (control arm) versus off-policy (treatment

arm) on data from real world A/B test.
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Change (Control - Treatment)

Quantile Mean 95% CI

P10 -0.17% [-3.06%, 5.49%]

P30 0.45% [-4.25%, 5.29%]

P50 0.47% [-4.53%, 5.86%]

P70 0.30% [-4.80%, 6.88%]

P90 -0.56% [-6.21%, 7.00%]

P98 -6.26% [-7.68%, 9.61%]

Table 7: Comparison of quantile loss of VLT forecasts produced by Gen-QOT metrics on-policy

(control arm) versus off-policy (treatment arm) on data from real world A/B test.

Section 4.3 shows the difference in calibration of arrival times on the treatment and control

arms of the A/B test in the actual supply chain. We see that there is not a statistically significant

difference in calibration between the arms, we conclude that the degradation is not attributable to

the fact that the treatment arm is “off-policy”. For full arrival time calibration results on the A/B

test data, see Appendix B.1.

Figure 11 shows Criterion 2-4 on the off-policy data. We see that the classifier calibration is

still reasonable, although the cumulative receives calibration appears to have degraded from the

out-of-time backtest. We emphasize that this degradation is not due to the off-policy issue as Table 6

showed that the calibration errors were statistically indistinguishable across the two arms of the

A/B test. For comparison we also include the same evaluation on the control arm in Figure 11.

5 Conclusion

We extended existing work on periodic review inventory control systems to the case where inventory

replenishments can arrive in multiple shipments over time. We also allow for learning an inventory

control policy in the case where the retailer uses a post-processor to adjust order quantities suggested

by the control policy before submitting them to the supplier – a common practice used to ensure

order quantities meet minimum order and batch sizing requirements. This is the first work to handle

either of the two aforementioned complexities. We then performed extensive empirical evaluation to

show the viability of the approach. We also validated that our learned dynamic model generalizes

well off-policy by backtesting it on data from a real-world A/B test of our RL agent. Finally, we

showed via A/B tests of the QOT-DirectBackprop agent that data-driven RL inventory control

policies can outperform sophisticated base stock systems in real world settings.

Interesting, and important, directions of future work include further exploration of the minimal

assumptions needed in order for the inventory control problem to be efficiently learnable. It is

also of interest to better understand the precise conditions needed on the forward dynamics model

(Gen-QOT) in order for the theoretical results to hold. This may in turn give insight into what

evaluations practitioners should perform on the models they incorporate into a simulator.
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(a) Cumulative receives calibration on treatment arm
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(b) Classifier calibration for first receive and empty

receive on treatment arm

(c) Cumulative receives calibration on control arm
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(d) Classifier calibration for first receive and empty

receive on control arm

Figure 11: Residual calibration plot for cumulative receives and classifier calibration plots on A/B

test data.
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A Gen-QOT Metrics

In this section we define the metrics used to evaluate Gen-QOT.

A.1 Vendor Lead Time Forecasting Metrics

For the purposes of defining the vendor lead time metric, assume we have a set of historic purchase

orders. Each sample i ∈ S consist of a sequence of arrivals {(κi1, li1), . . . , (κiJ , liJ)} where j denotes

the sequence index with some maximum sequence length J , κij denotes the arrival quantity, and lij
denotes the lead-time of the arrival relative to some forecast creation time, which can be the order

date or any day after.

The quantile loss of a forecast at quantile q is defined as QLq(x, y) = (1− q)(x− y)++ q(y−x)+.

For a fixed quantile q, the quantile loss metric evaluated in this paper is defined as

QLq :=

∑
i∈S

∑J
j=1 κ

i
jQLq(l

i
j , l̂

i,q)∑
i∈S

∑J
j=1 κ

i
j

(A.1)

Next, to compute the CRPS, we assume access to a quantile estimate of the lead-time distri-

bution for each sample, l̂i,q over a set of quantiles Q := {0.01, ..., 0.99}. The CRPS is computed

approximately by averaging over the quantile losses for each quantile in q ∈ Q.

CRPS :=

∑
i∈S

∑J
j=1 κ

i
j

1
|Q|

∑
q∈QQLq(l

i
j , l̂

i,q)∑
i∈S

∑J
j=1 κ

i
j

(A.2)

A.2 Calibration Metrics

A forecast of the probabilities of a sequence of events E1, E2, ... where Et ∈ {0, 1} – is said to be

calibrated if whenever a forecast p of Et = 1 is made, the empirical probabilities are ≈ p. Because

the probability is real valued, the interval [0, 1] is split into bins in order to get empirical probabilities

whenever the forecast was p.

In the case of estimating the mean of a random variable (such as percent of order received after

l weeks), we define calibration as the regression coefficient of a simple linear regression of the actual

value given the predicted value. If a forecast is well calibrated, this coefficient should be 1.

See Foster and Vohra [21], Dawid [13] for a more in-depth discussion of calibrated forecasts.

A.3 Arrival Time Calibration

Here we assess if the forecast probability of receiving all the inventory from an order by a specific

date is well calibrated according to the Gen-QOT model.

We treat this problem as a classification task by assigning a class label of one to all periods

before, and including, the period of the terminal arrival and zero to all periods after. This indicates

whether a final receive for an order occurs by a specific date. Using the samples drawn from

Gen-QOT, we estimate the probability of a final receive by a date, and evaluate the calibration of

the predicted distributions using both the predicted probabilities and actual class labels. Bucketing

receive predictions into deciles, we measure the mean class label and receive probability for each
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bucket. If our model is well calibrated, we expect the mean predicted probability to fall within the

confidence interval for the expected actual label.
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B Additional Numerical Results for Gen-QOT

B.1 Arrival Time Calibration – Full Results

In Table 8, Table 9, Table 10, and Table 11 we present the same arrival time calibration as Section 4.1,

but now split out by lead time. For lead time, probability bin pairs with less than 10 samples we

omit the results.

Table 8: Calibration of probabilistic arrival time forecasts for lead times l = 1 to l = 8 on an

in-of-time holdout set

Probability l = 1 l = 2 l = 3 l = 4

0.0-0.1 0.080 ± 0.003 0.066 ± 0.001 0.068 ± 0.001 0.057 ± 0.000

0.1-0.2 0.126 ± 0.003 0.164 ± 0.002 0.160 ± 0.001 0.151 ± 0.001

0.2-0.3 0.301 ± 0.006 0.252 ± 0.002 0.242 ± 0.001 0.247 ± 0.001

0.3-0.4 0.414 ± 0.007 0.374 ± 0.002 0.358 ± 0.002 0.339 ± 0.002

0.4-0.5 0.540 ± 0.006 0.471 ± 0.002 0.443 ± 0.002 0.419 ± 0.002

0.5-0.6 0.606 ± 0.006 0.564 ± 0.001 0.535 ± 0.002 0.525 ± 0.002

0.6-0.7 0.710 ± 0.004 0.663 ± 0.001 0.631 ± 0.002 0.597 ± 0.003

0.7-0.8 0.790 ± 0.003 0.745 ± 0.001 0.740 ± 0.002 0.691 ± 0.004

0.8-0.9 0.882 ± 0.001 0.840 ± 0.001 0.813 ± 0.002 0.830 ± 0.004

0.9-1.0 0.984 ± 0.000 0.936 ± 0.001 0.923 ± 0.002 0.911 ± 0.003

l = 5 l = 6 l = 7 l = 8

0.0-0.1 0.050 ± 0.000 0.045 ± 0.000 0.041 ± 0.000 0.037 ± 0.000

0.1-0.2 0.147 ± 0.001 0.142 ± 0.001 0.130 ± 0.001 0.140 ± 0.001

0.2-0.3 0.237 ± 0.001 0.212 ± 0.001 0.222 ± 0.002 0.228 ± 0.002

0.3-0.4 0.315 ± 0.002 0.304 ± 0.002 0.302 ± 0.003 0.291 ± 0.003

0.4-0.5 0.392 ± 0.003 0.386 ± 0.003 0.348 ± 0.004 0.346 ± 0.005

0.5-0.6 0.474 ± 0.003 0.438 ± 0.004 0.503 ± 0.005 0.521 ± 0.007

0.6-0.7 0.566 ± 0.004 0.633 ± 0.006 0.514 ± 0.007 0.655 ± 0.018

0.7-0.8 0.744 ± 0.005 0.644 ± 0.006 0.689 ± 0.015 –

0.8-0.9 0.787 ± 0.005 0.802 ± 0.007 0.750 ± 0.045 –

0.9-1.0 0.880 ± 0.005 – – –
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Table 9: Calibration of probabilistic arrival time forecasts for lead times l = 1 to l = 8 on an

out-of-time holdout set

Probability l = 1 l = 2 l = 3 l = 4

0.0-0.1 0.072 ± 0.002 0.059 ± 0.001 0.065 ± 0.000 0.056 ± 0.000

0.1-0.2 0.163 ± 0.003 0.159 ± 0.001 0.154 ± 0.001 0.152 ± 0.001

0.2-0.3 0.285 ± 0.004 0.262 ± 0.001 0.250 ± 0.001 0.245 ± 0.001

0.3-0.4 0.409 ± 0.004 0.357 ± 0.001 0.346 ± 0.001 0.335 ± 0.001

0.4-0.5 0.485 ± 0.004 0.468 ± 0.001 0.438 ± 0.001 0.423 ± 0.001

0.5-0.6 0.612 ± 0.004 0.564 ± 0.001 0.540 ± 0.001 0.498 ± 0.002

0.6-0.7 0.693 ± 0.003 0.645 ± 0.001 0.644 ± 0.001 0.596 ± 0.002

0.7-0.8 0.793 ± 0.002 0.756 ± 0.001 0.723 ± 0.001 0.680 ± 0.003

0.8-0.9 0.887 ± 0.001 0.843 ± 0.001 0.815 ± 0.002 0.809 ± 0.003

0.9-1.0 0.983 ± 0.000 0.932 ± 0.001 0.922 ± 0.001 0.907 ± 0.002

l = 5 l = 6 l = 7 l = 8

0.0-0.1 0.050 ± 0.000 0.046 ± 0.000 0.040 ± 0.000 0.038 ± 0.000

0.1-0.2 0.144 ± 0.001 0.136 ± 0.001 0.126 ± 0.001 0.134 ± 0.001

0.2-0.3 0.230 ± 0.001 0.218 ± 0.001 0.213 ± 0.001 0.203 ± 0.001

0.3-0.4 0.321 ± 0.001 0.302 ± 0.001 0.281 ± 0.002 0.254 ± 0.002

0.4-0.5 0.398 ± 0.002 0.364 ± 0.002 0.344 ± 0.003 0.351 ± 0.003

0.5-0.6 0.461 ± 0.002 0.461 ± 0.003 0.428 ± 0.003 0.516 ± 0.005

0.6-0.7 0.559 ± 0.003 0.550 ± 0.003 0.548 ± 0.005 0.662 ± 0.013

0.7-0.8 0.710 ± 0.003 0.666 ± 0.004 0.612 ± 0.010 0.739 ± 0.023

0.8-0.9 0.781 ± 0.003 0.724 ± 0.005 0.893 ± 0.004 1.000 ± 0.000

0.9-1.0 0.863 ± 0.004 0.963 ± 0.001 1.000 ± 0.000 1.000 ± 0.000
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Table 10: Calibration of probabilistic arrival time forecasts for lead times l = 1 to l = 8 on control

arm of real-world A/B test

Probability l = 1 l = 2 l = 3 l = 4

0.0-0.1 0.175 ± 0.011 0.164 ± 0.006 0.166 ± 0.003 0.155 ± 0.001

0.1-0.2 0.216 ± 0.008 0.303 ± 0.006 0.302 ± 0.002 0.302 ± 0.002

0.2-0.3 0.483 ± 0.013 0.367 ± 0.005 0.417 ± 0.002 0.402 ± 0.002

0.3-0.4 0.548 ± 0.012 0.471 ± 0.004 0.510 ± 0.002 0.492 ± 0.002

0.4-0.5 0.712 ± 0.011 0.601 ± 0.003 0.581 ± 0.002 0.586 ± 0.002

0.5-0.6 0.642 ± 0.010 0.672 ± 0.002 0.669 ± 0.002 0.657 ± 0.002

0.6-0.7 0.733 ± 0.009 0.755 ± 0.002 0.720 ± 0.002 0.711 ± 0.002

0.7-0.8 0.841 ± 0.005 0.815 ± 0.001 0.801 ± 0.002 0.811 ± 0.002

0.8-0.9 0.897 ± 0.002 0.885 ± 0.001 0.870 ± 0.002 0.890 ± 0.002

0.9-1.0 0.988 ± 0.000 0.959 ± 0.000 0.950 ± 0.001 0.953 ± 0.001

l = 5 l = 6 l = 7 l = 8

0.0-0.1 0.138 ± 0.001 0.126 ± 0.001 0.110 ± 0.001 0.088 ± 0.000

0.1-0.2 0.281 ± 0.001 0.279 ± 0.001 0.264 ± 0.001 0.228 ± 0.001

0.2-0.3 0.394 ± 0.002 0.382 ± 0.002 0.377 ± 0.002 0.338 ± 0.002

0.3-0.4 0.498 ± 0.002 0.487 ± 0.003 0.467 ± 0.003 0.397 ± 0.002

0.4-0.5 0.566 ± 0.003 0.572 ± 0.003 0.580 ± 0.003 0.500 ± 0.003

0.5-0.6 0.649 ± 0.003 0.646 ± 0.003 0.637 ± 0.003 0.582 ± 0.004

0.6-0.7 0.716 ± 0.003 0.755 ± 0.003 0.720 ± 0.003 0.589 ± 0.009

0.7-0.8 0.823 ± 0.002 0.802 ± 0.002 0.763 ± 0.004 –

0.8-0.9 0.887 ± 0.002 0.894 ± 0.002 – –

0.9-1.0 0.935 ± 0.001 0.842 ± 0.006 – –
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Table 11: Calibration of probabilistic arrival time forecasts for lead times l = 1 to l = 8 on treatment

arm of real-world A/B test

Probability l = 1 l = 2 l = 3 l = 4

0.0-0.1 0.137 ± 0.005 0.123 ± 0.004 0.147 ± 0.002 0.141 ± 0.001

0.1-0.2 0.388 ± 0.010 0.295 ± 0.006 0.291 ± 0.002 0.277 ± 0.001

0.2-0.3 0.453 ± 0.013 0.344 ± 0.004 0.410 ± 0.002 0.382 ± 0.002

0.3-0.4 0.483 ± 0.013 0.481 ± 0.003 0.485 ± 0.002 0.484 ± 0.002

0.4-0.5 0.687 ± 0.010 0.597 ± 0.002 0.575 ± 0.002 0.562 ± 0.002

0.5-0.6 0.741 ± 0.007 0.668 ± 0.002 0.648 ± 0.002 0.659 ± 0.002

0.6-0.7 0.740 ± 0.007 0.752 ± 0.002 0.729 ± 0.002 0.725 ± 0.002

0.7-0.8 0.826 ± 0.004 0.813 ± 0.001 0.812 ± 0.002 0.801 ± 0.002

0.8-0.9 0.908 ± 0.002 0.887 ± 0.001 0.884 ± 0.001 0.887 ± 0.002

0.9-1.0 0.988 ± 0.000 0.958 ± 0.000 0.951 ± 0.001 0.950 ± 0.001

l = 5 l = 6 l = 7 l = 8

0.0-0.1 0.126 ± 0.001 0.113 ± 0.001 0.097 ± 0.001 0.078 ± 0.000

0.1-0.2 0.260 ± 0.001 0.263 ± 0.001 0.254 ± 0.001 0.229 ± 0.001

0.2-0.3 0.371 ± 0.002 0.377 ± 0.002 0.370 ± 0.002 0.329 ± 0.002

0.3-0.4 0.481 ± 0.002 0.476 ± 0.003 0.442 ± 0.003 0.392 ± 0.002

0.4-0.5 0.564 ± 0.003 0.537 ± 0.003 0.515 ± 0.003 0.474 ± 0.003

0.5-0.6 0.624 ± 0.003 0.617 ± 0.003 0.618 ± 0.003 0.576 ± 0.004

0.6-0.7 0.726 ± 0.003 0.704 ± 0.003 0.684 ± 0.003 0.707 ± 0.008

0.7-0.8 0.796 ± 0.003 0.813 ± 0.002 0.749 ± 0.003 –

0.8-0.9 0.869 ± 0.002 0.863 ± 0.002 0.833 ± 0.017 –

0.9-1.0 0.930 ± 0.001 0.852 ± 0.005 – –

B.2 Neural Architecture Ablation

Given the broad set of neural architectures available for fitting sequence-to-sequence problems, we

test a set of different encoder and decoder neural networks classes. Specifically we tested multi-layer

perceptron vs causal-convolution encoder, and recurrent neural network vs transformer decoder. In

the end, we trained four models on data from sequences of arrivals from 10MM orders from 2017

and 2018 and tested on arrivals from 50K orders from 2019. To assess prediction quality, we rely on

negative-log-likelihood of next token prediction, as well as unit weighted quantile-loss of cumulative

quantity arrivals at 1, 4, and 9 weeks since order was placed.
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Table 12: Results of ablation analysis for multiple metrics.

Model Metric

QL of Cumulative Quantity of Arrivals: Week1

P10 P30 P50 P70 P90

MLP-RNN 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

CNN-RNN 70.15 98.60 89.15 96.67 100.42

CNN-Transformer 68.54 95.79 91.76 98.81 110.10

QL of Cumulative Quantity of Arrivals: Week4

P10 P30 P50 P70 P90

MLP-RNN 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

CNN-RNN 89.43 95.90 97.48 100.00 104.94

CNN-Transformer 29.27 39.85 52.04 66.75 80.86

QL of Cumulative Quantity of Arrivals: Week9

P10 P30 P50 P70 P90

MLP-RNN 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

CNN-RNN 100.79 100.58 100.82 101.70 102.01

CNN-Transformer 90.24 92.24 96.29 99.72 104.03

Negative Log-Likelihood of Next Token Prediction

MLP-RNN 100.00

CNN-RNN 93.76

CNN-Transformer 94.07
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C Featurization

Buying Agent

Below are the features provided to the RL policy – they are the same as Madeka et al. [41].

Specifically, the state at time t for product i contains:

1. The current inventory level Ii(t−1)

2. Previous actions aiu that have been taken for all u < t

3. Demand time series features

(a) Historical availability corrected demand

(b) Distance to public holidays

(c) Historical website glance views data

4. Static product features

(a) Product group

(b) Text-based features from the product description

(c) Brand

5. Economics of the product - (price, cost etc.)

Gen-QOT Model

The exogenous context and other information provided to Gen-QOT at time t for product i contains:

1. Current action ait

2. Previous actions aiu that have been taken for all u < t

3. Time series features

(a) Distance to public holidays

(b) Previous arrivals for all times u < t

(c) Vendor constraints (minimum order quantities, batch sizes, etc.)

4. Static product features

(a) Product group

(b) Brand

(c) Vendor
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D The Gen-QOT Model

In this section, we describe our novel arrivals prediction model. First, denote historical covariates

xit for each product i at each time t that will be used to estimate the distribution of state transition

probabilities. The vector xit can be thought of as the observational historical data that contains at

minimum, information such as the time-series of historical orders and arrivals. Other information

that can be incorporated includes vendor and product attributes, existing geographic inventory

allocation, and the distance to various holidays that may affect the ability for vendors and logistics

providers to reliably fulfill and ship inventory. See Appendix C for the list of features we used. Also

denote the actual arrivals of inventory as {oit,j}Lj=0, where oit,j ∈ R≥0. Recall L is the maximum

possible lead time for an arrival.

The Gen-QOT model solves the problem of predicting the joint distribution of inventory arrivals

for an action ait at time t. To model the distribution of arrival sequences {oit,j}Lj=1, we consider the

distribution over partial fill rates7 instead:

αi
t,j :=


oit,j
ait

ait ̸= 0

0 ait = 0.

Our goal then is to produce a generative model from which we can sample sequences of partial fill

rates {αi
t,j}Lj=1. Note that these partial fill rates do not need to sum to 1 as this is modeling the

“end-to-end” yield (see Figure 2b).

Next, observe that an equivalent formulation is to model a sequence of tuples of partial fill rates

and time since the last non-zero arrival: {(kit,s, α̃i
t,s)}s∈Z≥0

, where α̃i
t,s denotes the proportion of ait

in the sth arrival and kit,s denotes the number of periods since the previous non-zero arrival. By

convention the first arrival is measured as an offset from t− 1.

D.1 Probabilistic Model

At a high-level, the methodology we employ to predict a sequence of arrivals is to construct a grid

over quantity and time that can be used to bin individual arrivals into distinct arrival classes. Our

model then produce a categorical distribution over these classes conditioned on previous arrivals in

the sequence, akin to generative sequence modeling in NLP. Once the sequence of classes has been

sampled, we can map it back to the original quantity of interest using the function V , defined in

Appendix D.1.2.

D.1.1 Model the distribution by binning

We rely on binning to avoid making parametric assumptions about the distributions of arrivals. To

model the proportion of requested inventory in each arrival and number weeks since last arrival,

we can bin these pairs into classes. We define a sequence of N grid points τ (1), . . . , τ (N) over time

7These are the same as the ᾱi
t,j in Section 3.5.
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periods since last arrival and M grid points p(1), . . . , p(M) for the proportions, such that

τ (n) ≤ τ (m) ∀n < m,

p(n) ≤ p(m) ∀n < m,

τ (1) = p(1) = 0,

τ (N) = τmax

p(M) = pmax

where τmax and pmax are both large constants. For each n,m ∈ [N − 1]× [M − 1], define the set

Zn,m := {(k, α) : τ (n) ≤ k < τ (n+1) and p(m) ≤ α < p(m+1)}.

By construction, Z := {Zn,m : (n,m) ∈ [N − 1] × [M − 1] } is a partition of {u ∈ Z | 0 ≤ u <

τmax } × {v ∈ R | 0 ≤ v < pmax }, the space of all possible pairs (kis, α̃
i
t,s).

Next we denote the index pair (n,m) that corresponds to a specific arrival class Zn,m by the

random vector ζ. For example ζ = (1, 2) is a reference to the arrival class Z1,2. Additionally, we

add a special index pair denoting the end of an arrivals sequence, which we can signify with ��ζ. This

��ζ can be thought of as a special arrival that designates that the sequence of arrivals from an action

has terminated. In practice, we can use (0, 0) to represent the value of ��ζ. Given this construction,

we have ζ taking values in Z̃ := {[N − 1]× [M − 1]) ∪ {(0, 0)}}
Our objective is now to estimate the joint probability of a sequence of index pairs ζit,0, ζ

i
t,1 . . .

corresponding to a sequence of arrival classes given some ait. Gen-QOT specifically estimates

P (ζit,0, ζ
i
t,1, ...|xit, ait,0) =

∏
j

P (ζit,j |ζit,j−1, ζ
i
t,j−2, . . . , ζ

i
t,0, x

i
t, a

i
t) (D.1)

and decomposes this joint probability into the product of conditional probabilities.

D.1.2 Generating samples of inventory arrivals: mapping from classes to actual

arrivals

Sampling this joint probability distribution gives a sequence of arrival classes (ζit,0, ζ
i
t,1, . . . ). To

obtain a sample path of inventory arrivals for an action ait, we use the function V : Z̃ → R>0 × Z>0

to map each element ζit,s = (n,m) of the sampled sequences of arrival classes back to a tuple of

partial fill rates and time-since-last-arrival. This function is implemented by mapping each of the

tuples (n,m) to a representative element (k̄n,m, ᾱn,m) in the corresponding Zi,j . Here, k̄n,m and

ᾱn,m denote the mean of the respective quantities observed in the data in each arrival class bin, for

every n,m. However, we note that other quantities can be used, e.g. the center of the bin of each

arrival class ( τ
(n)+τ (n+1)

2 , p
(i)+p(i+1)

2 ).

The sampled sequence of arrival class indexes, (ζit,0, ζ
i
t,1, . . . ), can be transformed back into the

original quantity of interest oit,j by substituting each ζit,s with the tuple (k̄n,m, ᾱn,m) to recover

a sequence of estimated periods since last arrival and proportion of inventory, (kit,s, α̃
i
t,s). By

cumulatively summing the periods, and multiplying each α̃i
t,s by ait, we immediately recover every

oit,j .
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D.1.3 Example of arrival sequence transformation

Inventory arrivals to arrival class sequence: As an example, let ait = 10, and the true arrival

sequence be ⟨0, 3, 5, 0, 4⟩. Additionally, we can construct a series of grid-points τ (l) = l − 1 and

p(m) = 0.2 · (m− 1) for all l ∈ [L] and m ∈ [M ] where L = 4 and M = 6.

Then we can map from the original sequence of arrivals over time {oit,j} to tuples of partial fill

rates and time since last arrival {(kis, α̃i
t,s)} by normalizing by action and computing the time since

last arrival.

⟨0, 3, 5, 0, 4⟩ −→ ⟨(2, 0.3), (1, 0.5), (2, 0.4)⟩

Using the grid-points and (0, 0) as a reference for ��ζ, we can transform the sequence of {(kis, α̃i
t,s)}

into a sequence of ζ’s by binning the tuples of time since last arrival and inventory percentile. For

example the tuple (2, 0.3) is placed in the bin with coordinates (2, 2) because it is 2 time periods

since the start of the sample and 0.3 falls in the second bin that sits between 0.2 and 0.4. The rest

of the sequence is transformed as follows:

⟨(2, 0.3), (1, 0.5), (2, 0.4)⟩ −→ ⟨(2, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3), (0, 0)⟩

Arrival class sequence to inventory arrivals: We can reverse this example by imagining

Gen-QOT generated the sequence ⟨(2, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3), (0, 0)⟩. We can replace each Zn,m with the

representative element corresponding to the middle of the bin (k̄n,m, ᾱn,m) = (l, 0.2 · m − 0.1).

Substituting into the sequence we get

⟨(2, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3), (0, 0)⟩ −→ ⟨(2, 0.3), (1, 0.5), (2, 0.5)⟩

Then we can cumulatively sum the time since last arrival and multiply by the action to recover

sampled sequence of arrivals over time, {oit,j}

⟨(2, 0.3), (1, 0.5), (2, 0.5)⟩ −→ ⟨0, 3, 5, 0, 5⟩

In this example we see two crucial features of the probabilistic model utilized by Gen-QOT.

Firstly, the sum of arrival quantities over actual and sampled arrival quantities do not need to be

equal to the action ait. Secondly, the structure of the grid and choice of representative unit can

induce error in the estimated sample if not carefully chosen.

D.2 Neural Architecture and Loss

Following canonical work in generative modeling for language [60, 28], our work uses recurrent

neural-networks to generate sequences of arrival classes. Additionally, following van den Oord et al.

[66], Wen et al. [70] we rely on stacked and dilated temporal convolutions to learn a useful embedding

of historical time series data. Merging the architectures together, Gen-QOT is implemented using a

encoder-decoder style architecture with a dilated temporal convolution encoder and recurrent decoder.

Full model hyperparameters along with arrival class definitions can be found in Appendix D.3.

Additionally, a richer comparison of various model architectures can be found in Appendix B.2.

The network is optimized to maximize the likelihood of generated samples by being trained to

minimize cross-entropy loss. Allowing y to be a matrix of indicators across all arrival classes Zn,m

39



...

Encoder Decoder

Figure 12: Visualization of Gen-QOT model architecture. The model structure uses a classic encoder

decoder architecture with a dilated causal convolution encoder and standard recurrent decoder.

The diagram above demonstrates how samples are generated the Gen-QOT model during inference,

where < SOO > is a vector of zeros

and ŷ to be the matrix of probabilities for each arrival class, then the loss for a single prediction

can be written as

J(y, ŷ ) = −
N−1∑
n=1

M−1∑
m=1

yn,m log( ŷn,m )

where the sum runs over all arrival classes. Finally, the network is trained using the teacher-forcing

algorithm [71], where during training the model learns to predict the next token in a sequence given

the actual trailing sub-sequence. During inference, strategies like beam-search [27] can be used to

find the highest likelihood sequence of arrival classes. For our work, we implemented a simplified

inference algorithm that samples the predicted distribution of arrival classes to generate a trailing

sub-sequence that is used to predict subsequent token.

D.3 Gen-QOT Training Hyperparameters

Table 13: Training hyperparameters for Gen-QOT

Hyper-parameter Value

Epochs 500

Learning Rate 1× 10−4

Optimizer Adam

Number of Convolution Layers 5

Number of Convolution Channels 32

Number of Recurrent Layers 2

Convolution Dilations [1, 2, 4, 8, 16]

Recurrent Decoder Size 512

Multi-layer Perception Size 512

Activation ReLU

40


	Introduction
	Related Work
	Forecasting and Generative Modeling
	Reinforcement Learning and Exogenous Sequential Decision Problems
	Periodic Review Inventory Systems

	Mathematical Formulation and Methodology
	Mathematical notation
	IDP Construction
	Learnability
	Modeling arrivals with Gen-QOT
	Simulator Construction

	Empirical Results
	Evaluating the Gen-QOT Model
	Backtest of Inventory Control Policies
	Real World A/B Test

	Conclusion
	Gen-QOT Metrics
	Vendor Lead Time Forecasting Metrics
	Calibration Metrics
	Arrival Time Calibration

	Additional Numerical Results for Gen-QOT
	Arrival Time Calibration – Full Results
	Neural Architecture Ablation

	Featurization
	The Gen-QOT Model
	Probabilistic Model
	Model the distribution by binning
	Generating samples of inventory arrivals: mapping from classes to actual arrivals
	Example of arrival sequence transformation

	Neural Architecture and Loss
	Gen-QOT Training Hyperparameters


