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Abstract : We consider the problem of routing incoming airplanes to two runways of an airport.
Due to air turbulence, the necessary separation time between two successive landing operations
depends on the types of the airplanes. When viewed as a queueing problem, this means that we
have dependent service times. The aim is to minimise waiting times of aircrafts.

We consider here a model where arrivals form a stochastic process and where the decision maker
does not know anything about future arrivals. We formulate this as a problem of stochastic
dynamic programming and investigate monotonicity of optimal routing strategies with respect
e.g. to the workload of the runways.

We show that an optimal strategy is monotone (i.e. of switching type) only in a restricted case
where decisions depend on the state of the runways only and not on the type of the arriving
aircraft. Surprisingly, in the more realistic case where this type is also known to the decision
maker, monotonicity need not hold.
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1 Introduction

In modern air traffic the efficient use of the available runway capacity is of growing importance
at least at major airports. Airplanes are often queued when waiting for a free runway to land on.
While queueing and during the landing operations, the airplanes have to keep a large enough
distance between each other to avoid air turbulence from aircrafts flying ahead. These separation
times depend on the weight (more generally: types) of the airplanes involved. Typically, the
necessary separation between a light aircraft trailing a heavy one will be larger than between the
same types if the light one is flying in front. Hence, one can expect to increase the throughput
of the runways by an efficient routing of arriving airplanes to runways.

The general problem is quite involved as a lot of side constraints and airport specific rules have
to be considered. We restrict ourselves to a particular scenario, which may be viewed as a step
towards more realistic models that we cannot analyse completely at present.

First, we assume that the arrival times of the aircrafts form a stochastic renewal process. This
is in accordance with e.g. [4] and [8]. There it is assumed that the scheduled arrival times
are highly disturbed (e.g. by varying flight conditions, delays on connecting flights or technical
problems) such that in practise the arrival times may well be approximated by a Poisson process.

We further assume that the routing decision has to be made at the arrival instance of the airplane
at the airport (or at a certain threshold). The decision maker may use information on the state
of the runways and the type of the presently arriving aircraft but does not know anything about
future arrivals. Once an aircraft has been assigned to a runway it must stay in the queue of that
runway. The queues are served on a first come first served basis. The aim is to find a rule that
assigns an incoming aircraft to a runway given the state of the system and the type of arriving
aircraft such that the long term expected waiting times are minimised.

We formulate a stochastic dynamic programming model for this problem with the total expected
discounted waiting time of the aircrafts as target function. We investigate monotonicity prop-
erties of optimal routing strategies (policies) in this model. Monotonicity here means e.g. that
when the observed workload u on runway I increases while everything else is kept fixed then
an assignment of an arriving plane to runway I will only be made for v up to a certain level [.
For w > [ the aircraft will then be assign to runway I1. Such policies are also called ’switching
policies’ as they are completely determined by switching levels [. This will be made more precise
by defining a partial order on the state space of the dynamic programming model and by proving
monotonicity of optimal routing policies with respect to this ordering.

Here are our main findings: optimal policies are monotone only if we restrict ourselves to
decisions that depend solely on the state of the runway and not on the type of the presently
arriving aircraft. This result also yields conditions under which a simple Join-the-Least-Load
strategy (JLL) is optimal. We give a rough bound on the error that is made when using JLL in
the general case where it is not optimal. Surprisingly, monotonicity with respect to workloads
need not hold in the more realistic model where decisions may depend on the state of the runways
as well as on the type of the arriving airplane. We show by a counter example based on realistic
data that in this case it may be optimal to route to runway I for a small workload u on runway
I and to route to runway I for a larger workload u'. This somewhat unexpected result may be
explained from the fact that in the first restricted case we use a cost function (see definition
(3.5)) where the dependency of waiting times from the next arriving aircraft is ’averaged out’
whereas in the second case we use as cost function the actual waiting time (see (6.2)) leading to
a more sensitive criterion.

The proof of the main monotonicity result is based on the approach in [1]. Nevertheless, our
model does not fit into the framework of [1]. We had to change the conditions at a minute



but decisive point and to prove that the main assertions of [1] still hold under the modified
assumptions.

Optimal routing of airplanes has been treated e.g. in [3] where also a survey over different
approaches is given. Deterministic models as in [3] often assume that a set of airplanes to
be scheduled and routed is given. This allows to take into account more than one arrival
and optimal schedules for a single set of aircrafts are obtained by mixed linear optimisation.
The stochastic queueing models in [4] and [8] do not take into account the dependency of the
separation times from the two types involved. In [2] M/SM/1 queueing models are used to deal
with this dependency. In a somewhat complementary way to the present paper, strategies that
use only the type of the arriving aircrafts are considered. There, it is also shown that neglecting
the dependencies may lead to a strongly biased estimation of waiting times under heavy traffic.
The general literature on the routing of parallel queues (see e.g. [13]) seems to be restricted to
the case of independent service times only. Queues with dependent service times are treated e.g.
n [10], but without any reference to routing.

The paper is organised as follows. In Section 2, we collect a few results from stochastic dynamic
programming, in particular about the optimality equations and value iteration. In Section 3
we use the dynamic programming framework to formalise the restricted model, where decisions
depend on the state of the runways alone. Here, we also define the load of a runway and the
ordering of the state space and give the main monotonicity results. We start with this restricted
model as it takes most of the paper to prove these results. The rather technical proof is given in
Section 7. A number of Corollaries about Join-the-Least-Load policies are collected in Section 5.
The model of Section 3 is then enlarged in Section 6 to include the type of arriving airplane and
a counter-example shows that the monotonicity property does no longer hold. In the Conclusion
we address the potential benefit of our results for the practical solution of the problem and
topics of our future research.

2 A Dynamic Programming Model

We shall first collect a few definitions and results from Markovian dynamic programming (see
e.g. [5], [11] or [12] for a general discussion of dynamic programming). Here, we present only
a simple type of dynamic programming model which is sufficient to cover the aircraft routing
problem formulated in the next Section.

The model describes a system that is observed at discrete points of time (stages) n = 1,2,....
At each stage the system is observed to be in a state s € S. Then an action a € A is taken and
the system moves to a new state s’ = g(s,a,z) € S to be observed at the next stage. Here,
z € Z is an external event (disturbance) and g : S x A x Z — S is the state transition function.
The state-action pair (s, a) causes costs ¢(s,a), where ¢: S x A — IR4 is the cost function. Let
(Zn)n>1 be an ii.d. sequence of external random variables with values in Z and with a known
distribution.

We shall leave aside questions of measurability and assume in particular that the action space
A is finite.

If we observe the system for a finite number N of stages (finite horizon case), actions are chosen
according to a policy d = (fn,..., f1), where f,, : S — A is the decision rule for the N —n+1—th
stage. The reverse numbering of the decision rules simplifies the description of the induction
below. Given a starting state X1 = s from S and a policy 6, the sequence of states Xo,..., Xx
is then defined recursively by

Xn+1 = g(Xnva—n-‘rl(Xn)?Zn)a 1<n<N-1. (21)



With A, := fy_n+1(X,), we obtain for a measurable set B C S the simple Markovian depen-
dency
PX,11€B| X1,..., X, =s,A1,..., A, =a] = P(g(s,a,Z;) € B). (2.2)

The total expected discounted costs for policy 6 = (fn,..., f1) and starting state s € S are
given by

N
VN,(;(S) = E[Zﬂkilc(Xk,Ak) ’ Xi=s (2.3)
k=1

where 3 € (0,1] is a given discount factor. As our cost function is non-negative and the action
space is finite, it is well known (see e.g.[12]) that an optimal policy exists, i.e. a policy 0%, with

Vn(s) = Vng=(s) = méinVNyg(s) for all s € S. (2.4)

In fact the min may be taken over a much larger class of policies than defined above. For
(measurable) functions w : S — IR; we define the one-stage cost operator L by

Low(s) :=c(s,a) + 0 E [w(X2) | X1 =s,A1 = a]

=c(s,a)+ 8 Ew(g(s,a, Z7)). (25)

Problem (2.4) can be solved recursively with the help of the so-called optimality equation for
dynamic programs which in the finite horizon case reads

Vo(s) = miIIL}LaVn_l(s) forall s € S,1 <n < N. (2.6)

ac

We assume throughout that Vo = 0. A policy ¢* = (f%,..., f;) is optimal iff f(s) selects a
minimising action in (2.6) for s € S,1 <n < N (see e.g. [12], Cor. 6.2).

In the infinite horizon case we only consider stationary policies 6 = (fn)n>1 with f, = f,n >1
and we write 6 = f for short. With Ay = f(X%),k > 1 we define the total expected discounted
costs by

Va(s) i = B[4 le(Xp, A) | X1 =] (2.7)
k=1

Again, 0* is called optimal if
V(s) == Vs«(s) = méin Vs(s), seSs. (2.8)

It is shown in [12] that there exists an optimal stationary policy which can be obtained from
the infinite horizon optimality equation

V(s) = minL,V(s), se€S. (2.9)
acA

f* forms an optimal stationary policy iff f*(-) is a minimiser of (2.9). Moreover, value iteration
holds, i.e.

lim Vy(s) = V(s), se€S. (2.10)

— 00

Below, we use (2.6) to derive properties for the finite horizon case with arbitrary horizon N
using inductive arguments. These properties then carry over to the infinite horizon case using
(2.10).



3 Optimal Aircraft Routing as Dynamic Programming Problem

We shall now specify the elements of the dynamic programming model such that the problem
of optimal aircraft routing can be dealt with.

We start with the external events Z,. Let S,,,n > 1, denote the arrival times of airplanes at the
airport. We assume that the interarrival times T}, := S, — 5,,_1 > 0 for n > 1, with Sy := 0
are i.i.d. , i.e. the arrivals form a renewal process with some distribution F. Let J be the finite
set of possible types of airplanes and denote by .J,, the type of the n—th arriving plane. We
assume that the J,,n > 1, are i.i.d. and independent of the arrival process with

pi = P(J,=1), i€l

Then
Zn = (Jn,Thy1), n>1 (3.1)

taking on values in Z := J x IRy, describes the type of the n-th arriving aircraft and the
following interarrival time. (Z,),>1 is an i.i.d. sequence, it is the external source of randomness
in our model.

We assume that if an aircraft of type j is to land immediately behind an aircraft of type ¢ on the
same runway, then there must be a safety distance given as separation time b(i,j) > 0,i,5 € J.
This means that the beginning of the two landing operations (touch-downs) must be b(i, j) time
units apart.

In our model, routing decisions have to be made at the arrival instances S,, of airplanes which
define our decision epochs. Let A := {I,II} where action a = I (a = II) means to route the
present airplane to runway I (/7). Once an airplane has been routed to a queue it has to wait
there for its service. The queues work on a first-come-first-served basis.

To define the ’state’ of our system we first consider a single runway, say runway 1. Of course,
things are completely analogous on runway I1.

Let ¢! denote the type of airplane that is at the tail of the queue of runway I immediately before
the n—th arrival takes place. If the queue [ is empty at that time then Q{L is the type of the last
airplane that landed on I. With ¢{ :=ig (an arbitrary type), the formal definition of ¢! is

CI . { Jn lf Zn = (Jn7Tn+1) a‘nd An = I n Z 1 (32)

ntl T it A, =11 ’

For n > 2, ¢! is the type of plane that the n—th plane will see as its predecessor if it is routed
to runway I. Note that the index n counts arrivals to the airport, not to the particular runway.

Let U! denote the workload on runway I immediately before the arrival of the n—th airplane.
Ul is the time that the last plane at the tail of the queue has to wait until the beginning of its
landing operation. If the queue is empty at that time then U! < 0 denotes the time that has
passed since the last plane began its landing on runway I .

Let b* := max; je b(4, j). With U{ := —b* the formal definition of the workload is given by

gl L UG I = Towr if Zy = (Jo, Tug) and Ay, =1
e Ul — Ty if Zy = (Jn,Toyr) and A, = IT

n

n>1 (3.3)
Note that
U+ b(Ghs Tn)] T

is the waiting time of the n—th plane if it is routed to I. Here, b(¢!, .J,,) can be regarded as the
service time of this plane. The definition of ¢! and U{ guarantees that the first aircrafts on each



runway have waiting time 0. In Fig. 3.1 the load on runway a is shown at the arrival instance
of the n—th aircraft of type j4 when two aircrafts of types js, j3 are already waiting. The black
triangles indicate the time at which the landing operation of the aircraft begins. Type j; has
already landed, but jo still has to wait.

waiting in the air

b(]l ) ]2)
> on the ground
Sy i
Figure 3.1: The load on runway a when aircrafts of types ji,...,j4 are present

The state of runway I at the arrival instance of the n—th plane is the pair (¢f,U]) taking on
values in J x IR. Note that it is possible to bound the workload from below, as we need not keep
track of negative loads that are larger than b* = max; jc s b(4, ).

The state of the second runway is defined in a completely analogous way and the state of the
system at the n—th arrival instance is then defined as

X, = (¢, Ul ¢t ulh

taking on values in the state space S :=J x IR x J x IR.

Note that in this model the presently arriving type .J, is not part of the state but part of
the external event Z,, = (Jy,Tp+1) that drives the system. This follows from our particular
restriction that the type J,, is not known to the decision maker. Below, in the case where J,, is
known we shall use (Jp4+1,Tn+1) as the external event driving the system (see Section 6).

(From (3.2) and (3.3) we now see how the state transition function g : S x A x Z — S must be
defined. For s = (i,u,j,v) € S,a € A and z = (I,t) € Z let

Lu+b(, 0t —t jyo—t) ifa=1I

g((i,u,7,v),a,(l,t)) = 3.4
( b () iu—t, L[v+b(j,)]"—t) ifa=II. (34)

As one-stage cost function c¢: S x A — IR} we define for s = (i,u,j,v) € S

o Seespy b ifa=1
(6,0 = {Zj'erj"[Uer(j,j’)]* ifa=IT. (35)

If we denote by
Wi = (U7 +b(G Jn)] T

the waiting time of the n—th airplane, then we have
c(s,a) = E[W, | X, =s,4, =a].

Note that ¢((i,u,j,v),a) depends only on the state of runway a, e.g. on (i,u) for a = I. The
total discounted expected costs now read

N N
Vivsls) = E| D B e(Xp, Ap) | Xa = s| = B[ D 8 UM b(Gi, T T | Ko = 5| (3.6)
k=1 k=1



and similar for the infinite horizon. Starting in an empty system means to have X; = sg :=
(i9, —b*,i0, —b*). As we have only two actions, the optimality equations (2.6) and (2.9) have a
particularly simple structure:

Vo(s) = min{L;V,_1(s), Lii1Vh-1(s)} and V(s) =min{L;V (s), LV (s)}. (3.7)
Also, (2.5) becomes
Liw(s) = c(s,I) + PEw(y(s, I, Z1))
= Sl b+ 8 [l b D)~ o - O)F(a)
leJ

where I is the distribution of the interarrival times.

4 Monotonicity Properties of Optimal Policies

In this Section we show that optimal routing policies are monotone with respect to a particular
(partial) ordering of the state space. As usual, ’increasing’ and ’'decreasing’ are used in the
non-strict sense.

Let us first define a partial ordering on the set of types J. For i, € J define
i<y57 <= b(i,k) <b(j,k) forall k € J. (4.1)

In the aircraft setting, ¢ <y j could indicate that j is a heavier plane that requires more
separation than i. We do not make any assumptions on the ordering of the separation times,
hence, in the extreme case, it may happen, that ¢ <; j only holds for i = j.

Now let s = (i,u, j,v),5 = (i,4,3,0) € S, then we define
§<=5 1= i=ji,u<uU jrs7, 0> (4.2)

If s < s holds, then in state s the load on runway [ is at least as high as in state s and at its
tail there is an aircraft that requires at least as much separation time as in s. For runway I the
opposite relation holds. Hence, the balance of the two queues is more favourable for I in state
s than it is in s.
A function f: S — M, where (M, <) is a (partially) ordered set, is called s-increasing if s < §
implies f(s) < f(38). For f, : S — A, we define the order © <" on A by I < II. Note that
f 9 — IR is s-increasing if and only if

u,i — f(i,u,j,v) are increasing for fixed j,v and

4.3
v, 7+ f(i,u,j,v) are decreasing for fixed i, u. (43)

Here, monotonicity in 7 and j is defined w.r.t. the ordering (4.1) whereas monotonicity in u and
v w.r.t. the usual ordering on IR.

The following Theorem is the main result of this Section. It shows that optimal policies are
monotone w.r.t. to the ordering (4.2) of the state space. Some implications are described below.

4.1 Theorem

a) (finite horizon case)
For any horizon N there is an optimal policy 6 = (fn, ..., f1) such that s — f,(s) is
s-increasing forn =1,..., N.



b) (infinite horizon case)
There is an optimal stationary policy § = f such that s — f(s) is s-increasing.

In fact any optimal policy is monotone in this sense if we agree to choose the smaller action [
in cases where both actions are minimising the optimality equations. Theorem 4.1 states that
if it is optimal to route the next airplane to runway II in a state s = (i, u, j,v), then we should
do the same in all states s with s < s.

Note that f, is s-increasing if and only if there exists a ‘level’ function I, : J? x IR — IR with
i+ 1, (i, 7,v) decreasing and j,v + [, (1, j,v) increasing such that for s = (i,u, j,v) € S

I ifu < I,(i,7,v)

ﬂ*@‘_{_n' if u > 1,(4,4,v) (4.4)

(for the ’only-if’-part put 1, (i, j,v) := inf{u | f,(i,u, j,v) = I[1}). In this sense, an s—increasing
policy is a ’switching policy’.

The proof of Theorem 4.1 is quite lengthy and only its main steps are given below, the remainder
is split into several technical Lemmata given in Section 7 below.

Proof : (of Theorem 4.1)

a) For the finite horizon case, define
An(s) == Ly Vi(s) — Lir Vo(s), n>1.
From the optimality equation (2.6) it follows that (fn, fn—1,..., f1) with

I, if An_l(s) S 0

EQ%:{IL if Ap_1(s) >0 1<n< N,

forms an optimal policy for the N-stage problem. In Lemma 7.3 below it is shown that s — A, (s)
is s-increasing, hence it follows that s +— f,(s) is s-increasing as well.

b) For the infinite horizon, we conclude from the value iteration (2.10) that if s — A,(s) is
s-increasing for all n > 1 then

A(s) == Ly V(s)— L V(s) = lim Ay(s)

n—o0

is an s-increasing function, too. Here, lim, .o L;V,, = L;V is shown in [12], 4.4.1. Now b)
follows as in a). |

5 When is Join-the-Least-Load (JLL) optimal?

A natural simple policy would be to route the next arriving airplane to the runway with the
least load, i.e. for s = (i, u, j,v) to decide according to 6 = (fn,..., f1) where

_ I ifu < w

R R 5.1

However, due to the structure of the service times b(i,j) one cannot expect this policy to be
optimal in general. We now examine some special cases where JLL is optimal. First, we state a
simple consequence of the symmetry of the two runways.

5.1 Lemma



Let s := (i,u,j,v) € S and s := (j,v,4,u), then we have
Vo(s) = Vo(5) foralln>1 and V(s) = V(s).

For finite and infinite horizon it holds that action I is optimal in state s iff action I is
optimal in state s

Proof : From (3.5) and (3.4) we see that c(s,I) = (s, II). Starting with V5 = 0 we obtain
inductively
LiVi-1(s) =c(s, 1)+ BE V,_1(g(s, I, Z1))
= 6(57 II) + ﬂE anl(g(ga IIa Zl)) = LIIanl(g)

hence
Vn(s) = max{L[Vn_l(s),LHVn_l(s)} = max{LHVn_l(E), L[Vn_l(g)} = Vn(g)
and
LiVa_1(s) < LifVa-1(s) <= LiVn-1(5) < LiV,_1(5).
The corresponding results for the infinite horizon follow from (2.10) and (2.9). H

The following Theorem is a direct consequence of Theorem 4.1 and the symmetry of the runways.
It shows in particular that it is optimal to use JLL in states where both runways have identical
types waiting at their tails. Note that we use the ordering defined by (4.1) on the set J of types.

5.2 Theorem

a) Let s = (i,u,j,v) € S. If u < v and ¢ < j then it is optimal to use action I, and if
u > v and ¢ > j then it is optimal to use action I[.

b) For any state s = (i,u,i,v) € S it is optimal to choose a = I if and only if u < v.
c) For any state s = (i,u, j,u) € S it is optimal to choose a = I if i <; j and a = IT if
J =<7yt

These statements hold for the finite as well as for the infinite horizon problem.

Proof : a) Let 5:= (j,v,4,u), then using Lemma 5.1 we have
An(s) = L[Vn(s) — L[[Vn(s) = L[]Vn(g) — L[Vn(g) = —An(g). (5.2)

The assumptions v < v,i < j imply s < 5 and from Lemma 7.3 we obtain A, (s) < A,(5) =
—Ay(s). Hence A, (s) <0, i.e. action I is optimal. An analogous argument holds for the infinite
horizon case. The assertion concerning action /1 follows from symmetry.

b) and ¢) follow from a). |

A degenerate special case is obtained if the separation times do not depend on the leading
aircraft, i.e. b(i, j) = d(j) for all 4, j € J. In this situation it is unnecessary to keep track of the
type of the last airplanes on the runways and the state space of the problem could be reduced to
the load (u,v) on the two runways. Theorem 4.1 then implies that the JLL policy 0 is optimal.

5.3 Corollary



If b(i,7) = d(j) for all 4,j € J, then it is always optimal to route the next airplane to the
runway with least load (for finite as well as infinite horizon).

Proof : We have for all i,5 € J
i<y = Vhed bik)=d(k) <b(j,k) = d(k)

hence all types in J are equal with respect to the ordering given by (4.1). But then the assertion
follows from Theorem 5.2 b). |

Finally, we give a crude error bound on how much the waiting times under policy JLL can
deviate from the optimum in the general model. With 0* = max; jesb(i,j) as before and
by 1= min, je s b(i,7) let

B:=b"—1b,

be the span of separation times.

5.4 Theorem
Let 6 be the JLL policy as defined in (5.1). For all s € S it holds that

N-1
0 < Vys(s)—Vn(s) < BY % (5.3)
k=1
and for the infinite horizon and 3 < 1

0 < V5(s)—Vi(s) < B(l—iﬁ)?'

For the proof we have to consider auxiliary systems with the only difference being modified
separation times 5(2, j). Note that in these systems we not only have a different cost function
¢(s,a) (related to the separation times as given by (3.5)), but also a different transition function
g and a different state process

Xn = (571;7 UrIw Aéla UTILI)
The value functions for the modified system are denoted by Vn(s) etc.

5.5 Lemma

a) Let b(i,j) < b(i,5) for all 4,5 € J, then for any s € S we have

Vn(s) < Vn(s), N>1 and V(s) < V(s).

b) Let B(i,j) := b*, then we have for the JLL policy 6 with 3 < 1

N—-1

0< Vys(s) — Vys(s) < BY 8%, N=>1 and
k=1

0< Vi(s) — Vi(s) < Bﬁ.

10



Proof : a) The proof is done by induction on N. For N = 0 the statement is trivially true.
Now suppose it holds for n € IN, i.e. V,(s) < V,,(s) is valid for all s € S. We know that

Vig1(s) = min{L;V,(s), L11Vn(s)}

and similar for V. From our assumptions and the induction hypothesis we obtain (note that
s+ Vp(s) is obviously increaing in u and v which can formally also been shown by induction)

LiVi(s) = é(s,1)+ BE[Vu(4(s, I, Z1))]
c(s, 1) + BE[Vi(g(s, I, Z1))]

(s, 1) + BE[V.(g(s, I, Z1))] = L1Va(s)

IN A

and similarly L; IVn(s) < L1V, (s) which implies the result.

b) Let Ay and Ak be the k—th action ungler the JLL policy in the original model and in the
hat-model. Note that we may have A # Aj and that

U,?’“ = min{U}, U} and U,f’“ = min{U{, U},
We first prove
min{U/, U} < min{U], 0"} and max{U], UM} < max{U],U}"}. (5.5)
Again for k = 1 nothing has to be shown. Now assume that (5.5) holds for some k, we have
min{Uj 1, Uity (5.6)
= min { [min{Uf, U"} + b(G, I = T, max{UL U{"} = Tho |
< min {[min{f]é, UMY + 0% = Thyr, max{U{, U} — Tk+1}
= min{ﬁé+1’ Uk{il}

We see that (5.6) also holds if the outer min is replaced by max, hence, (5.5) is proven. From
this we obtain for all k

o(Xp, Ar) =Y pilmin{UL, UM} +b(¢*, T

- I FrIl - A (5.7)
< > pmin{0L O} + 07+ = e(Xi, Ay)
jedJ
which in turn implies R
Vis(s) < Vis(s). (5.8)
To complete the proof of b) we have to show that
. ~ N—-1
Vys(s) < Vys(s)+ B> B (5.9)
k=1
Similar to (5.6) we first show that
min{U}, U1} < min{U}, U} + (k—1)B and (5.10)
max{U}, U"} < max{U],Ul"} + (k—1)B '
which as in (5.7) implies o )
é(Xk,Ak) < C(Xk,Ak) + (k— 1)B (5.11)
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and hence (5.9) follows. To prove (5.10) we first observe that for £ = 1 nothing has to be shown.
Now assume (5.10) holds for some k, then

min{ﬁé+1? Ulgrl
= min { [min{ 07, U1} + 6] = T, max{OF, O} = T }
< min {[mm{U,g, UMY + (k —1)B + 0" — Ty, max{U}, U} + (k—1)B — TM}
= min { [minf UL, UL+ b(GH, Je) + (= 1)B + 6% = b, J)]T = T,

max{U}, UMY + (k- 1)B — Tk+1}

IN

min {[min{U,g, Uity + b((;:’“, Ji) + kB]T — Thy 1, max{UL, U} + kB — Tk+1}
< min {[min{Ué U+ b(GE, TN = Ty, max{U{, UL} — Tkﬂ} +kB
= min{U.,, UL} +kB.

Again the same inequalities hold when the outer min is replaced by max. Hence, (5.10) holds
and the proof of the Lemma is complete for finite horizons. The infinite horizon case again
follows from (2.10). H

For the proof of Theorem 5.4 we consider first an auxiliary system with B(z, Jj) = b =
min; jeyb(7,7) whose value function will be denoted by ,Vn(s). Similarly, the system with

b(i,j) = b* has value function *Vy(s). From Corollary 5.3 we know that JLL is optimal in
these systems, hence, from Lemma 5.5 a)and b) we see

Vns(s) = «Vn(s) < Viv(s) < Vis(s) < "Vis(s). (5.12)

Now we apply Lemma 5.5 b) to the two value functions .Vy; and *Vy; with fixed separation
times. We obtain

N—-1
Vis(s) — Vgls) < By kp* (5.13)
k=1
which together with (5.12) implies the assertion of Theorem 5.4 for the finite horizon, the infinite

horizon case again follows fom (2.10).

6 The Case of Complete Information : A Counter Example

In this Section, we assume that the controller knows the type of the airplane that has to be
routed in addition to the state of the runways. In this case, the control problem is much more
complicated. A simple switching policy as in Section 4 need not be optimal any longer as we
shall show by a counter example.

6.1 The Model

To model the new situation, the type of the newly arrived airplane is now included into the state
space, i.e. we put

X o= (T CLULC UMY and §:=J x (J xR) x (J x R)
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where a state § € S is denoted by § = (k,i,u, j,v). k gives the type of the newly arrived airplane
and i,u, j,v are as before. As in Section 3 we have an external event z = (I,t), but now [ is the
type of the airplane to arrive after the next interarrival time ¢, i.e. Z,, = (Jp41,Tn+1). Using the
notation of Section 3 we may write the transition function g : SxAxZ — Sfor§= (k,i,u,7,v)
and z = (I,t) as

L ky [u+b(i, k)T —t, j,v—t) ifa=1

g(s,a,z) = 6.1
( ) L i, u—t, k, [v+0b(j, k)" —t ifa=1I. 6.1)

As cost function ¢(s, a) we now take the (deterministic) waiting time of the newly arrived airplane
when routed to runway a, i.e.

(6.2)

As in the model of Section 3, the optimality equation of the finite horizon dynamic program is
given by . o o o
Vit1(8) = 1{33141 LoV (8) = min{L;V,,(5), L11V,(3)}

where for § = (k,i,u,j,v) and w: S — IR,
0

leJ

and

Liw(3) == &G0+ 8> p /OO w(z, iyu—t,k, [v+b(j, k)]t — t) F(dt). (6.4)
leJ

6.2 A Counter Example

The following example shows that a monotonicity result similar to that of Theorem 4.1 cannot
hold in the present scenario. More precisely, if routing the airplane to runway [ in state § =
(k,i,u,j,v) is optimal then it need not be optimal to route the airplane to runway I in a state
5 = (k,i,4, j,v), where @ < u. Hence, with respect to any (partial) ordering " <’ of S which has
5 < § for the above states, monotonicity as in Theorem 4.1 needs not hold. As a consequence,
Theorem 5.2, Corollary 5.3 and Theorem 5.4 are no longer valid, though Lemmata 5.1 and 5.5
hold.

The counter example has a very small © < 0, i.e. the last touch-down on runway I was a long
time ago. Then, if the current airplane needs only a small safety distance to the preceding one,
it might be better to save runway [ for a future airplane which needs a larger separation time.

Example:

We assume that there are three types of aircrafts, J = {1,2,3} and that the matrix of separation
times is as given in [4]:

96 120 144
(b(z’,j))”1 L= 2o
BT 272 72
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Let F(t) :=1— et i.e. we assume that the arrivals form a Poisson stream with rate A\ = 1.

For a planning horizon of 2, i.e. N = 2, we obtain from (6.3) and (6.4) for the difference of the
expected cost between routing to I and routing to I in state § = (k,i,u, j,v)

A2(§) = I:[f/l(g) — E]]Vl(g) = [U + b(Z, k‘)]+ — [U + b(], k‘)]+
+ 62171/0 A (min {[fu+ b )] =+ b6, D], o= ¢+ 005, D] } (6.5)

leJ
— min {[u —t+ b0, D], [[v+b(j, k)]F —t + bk, l)]+}>dt'

Now assume that we are in state § = (k,i,u, j,v) := (1,1,—96,2, —72). Then we have &(5,1) =
¢(8,1T) = 0 and from (6.5), singling out type 3,

As(3) = ﬁpg(/o24(—24)etdt — /248(48—t)etdt) + B(1—p3)Cy

4
< Bps(—24)(1 —e ) + B(1—p3)Cy

for a constant C'; not depending on ps. For p3 large enough, we therefore have Ag(é) <0, i.eit
is optimal to route to runway I.

Now let §:= (1,1,—144,2,—72) then u = —144 < —96 = u but

24
Ay(s) = ﬂpg/ﬁ (24 — t)e_tdt + B(1—p3)Cs
= Op3(234+€7) + B(1—p3)Co

again for a constant C> not depending on ps3. This time we have Ag(§) > 0 for p3 large enough,
i.e. in state 5 it is optimal to route to II. Hence, for any ordering < on S where u < u implies

(k,i,u, j,v) < (k,i,u,7,v), Ap(S) need not be s-increasing.

7 The Monotonicity of s — A, (s)

In this Section we complete the proof of Theorem 4.1. We are using the model of Section 3, i.e.
s = (i,u,7,k) and Z,, = (Jn, Tnt1).

Let us first introduce some notation, that allows to describe the behaviour of the system under
fixed sequences of actions and external events. For k > 0 let

g Sx Ak xzk - 8

be defined by

P(s) = s
g'(s,a,2) := g(s,a,2) as defined in (3.4) (7.1)
g (s, (ar, o apg), (21,5 2pg)) = g(Qk(S, (a1;~--7ak);(217~~-72k))7ak+17zk+1>~
Let a = (ay,...,a) € A¥ and z = (z1,...,2:) € Z¥. We denote the components of the state
g"(s,a, z) in the following way
gk(s,a,z) =: (T}“,h'fﬁfb h’;1> (s,a,z) (7.2)
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g"(s,a, z) is the state after k stages, starting in state s € S, applying actions a € A" and given
that the external events z € Z" were observed. Then, e.g. h¥ = h%(s, a,z) denotes the load on
runway [ and T}“I = T}“I(s, a,z) is the type of the airplane at the tail of queue IT at that time.

We make extensive use of ideas from [1]. In [1], a more general state transition mechanism is
considered. There, the transition function g depends on the action a only via an additional
random event y whose distribution g, is controlled by a. Our approach is the special case where
qr,qrr are distinct one-point measures (cp. Lemma 2.3(i) in [1]). In [1] it is shown inductively
that s — A,(s) is increasing with respect to some partial order on S under a number of
conditions. Translated into our context the following conditions are used

C.1 s—c(s,I)—c(s,II) is s-increasing
C.2 s+ g(s,a,z) is s-increasing
C.3 ¢%(s,1,11,2,2") > g*(s,11,1,2,2') for all z,2' € Z

C4 s— [C(S,I) + Be(g(s, I,2),1I) — c(s,II) — Be(g(s, 11, z),])} is s-increasing for all z € Z

C.5 s— [c(gk(QQ(s,I, I1,2,2"),a,2),a) — c(gk(gz(s,II,I,z,z’),a,z),a)} is s-increasing for all
ac Ak zeZF ac Az e Z k>0.

Note that conditions C.3 and C.5 examine the permutation of actions I, I1 in the first two stages
with the rest of the actions and all external events fixed.

It turns out that these assumptions do not hold in our context. Instead, we need slightly modified
conditions C.3 - C.5 which differ from the above only in that we permute the two first actions
as well as the two first external events. We therefore use C.1, C.2 and

C.3* ¢%(s,1,11,2,2') > g*(s,11,1,2',2) for all 2,2/ € Z
C.4* s+ [c(s,])—l—ﬁc(g(s,], z),II)—c(s,II)—Bc(g(s, 11, z’),[)} is s-increasing for all z,2' € Z

C.5*% s — [c(gk(gz(s,f, II,2,2"),a,2),a) — c(g*(g?(s, 11,1, z',z),a,z),a)] is s-increasing for
allac AF z e ZF ac A, 2,2 € Z,k > 0.
We shall refer to the set { C.1, C.2, C.3*,C.4* ,C.5*} of modified conditions as (C*) .We now

have to show (a) that the conditions (C*) hold in our model and (b) that the conclusions of [1],
namely that s — A, (s) is s-increasing, hold under (C*).

7.1 Verifying the Conditions (C*)
We start with a Lemma.

7.1 Lemma
With the preceding notation we have for s = (i,u,7,v) € S and for any a € A* z €
ZF k>0

a) i — 7F(s,a,z) is increasing (with respect to the ordering defined in (4.1)), 7F does
not depend on u, j,v.

b) i,u— h’}(s,a,z) are increasing, h’} does not depend on j,v.
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c) j+ 7F(s,a,z) is increasing (with respect to the ordering defined in (4.1)), 7F, does
not depend on 7, u, v.

d) j,v+ h% (s,a,z) are increasing, h¥, does not depend on i, u.

Note that u — h¥(s,a,z) and v — h¥,(s,a, z) are also convex.

Proof : a) With s = (i,u, j,v) we have 70(s,a,z) =i and for k > 1
sag = { ¢ Ha==a=1
LAm Ly ifm=max{v|]l <v<k,a, =1} and 2z, = (I, tm)

Hence i — T}“ is increasing and independent of u, j, v for fixed a, z.

To prove b) we proceed by induction on k£ > 0. Let k£ = 0. We put

u+bt—t ifa=1
H(U/)b’taa) = { [ ]u—t lfa:II

Then u,b — H(u,b,t,a) are increasing and convex functions and with zx11 = (lg11,tpr1) We
see from (7.1) and (3.4)

h’;Jrl(S’ a, k41,7, Zk-i—l) = H(hllc(sv a, Z)’ b(TIk(Sa a, Z)v lk-l-l)v tk-‘rlv a’k‘+1)

_f WE(s,az) +b(rf(s,a,2), )]t —ti fap =1 (73)
h¥(s,a,2z) —tgp1  if appr = I1.

Assume that a) holds for k. Then u,i — h¥ and u,i — b(7F(s,a,2), ;1) are increasing mappings

that do not depend on j,v. From (7.3) it is then obvious that b) holds for £ + 1.

c¢) and d) follow in the same way. |

Now we can show that the above conditions (C) hold in our model.

7.2 Lemma

a) s+ c(s,I)—c(s,II) is s-increasing

b) s g(s,a,z) is s-increasing

c) ¢%(s,a,d’,z,2") > g*(s,a’,a,2',2) for all a,a’ € A, 2,2/ € Z

d) s — [C(S,I) + Be(g(s, 1,2),IT) — (s, I1) — Be(g(s, I1, z’),I)} is s-increasing for all
2,2 € Z

e) s [c(gk(QZ(S,I, II,2,%"),a,2z),a) — c(g*(g?(s, 11,1, z’,z),a,z),a)} is s-increasing
forallac AF ze ZF ac A, 2,2 € Z, k> 0.

Proof : a) We have u,i — [u+ b(i,j')]T are increasing for all j’ € J, hence from (4.3)
s (s, 1) —e(s, 1)
= Y p (w00 — o+, )]

j'eJ
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is s-increasing.
b) follows from Lemma 7.1.

c¢) To prove c), we look at the components of g?(s,I,II,z,2") and ¢*(s,I1,1,%',z). With z =
(1,t), 2 = (I',t') we have 77 = [ and 77, = I’ in both cases and as [z]" —t < [z — ¢]*, we obtain
hi(s, I, 11,2z,2") = [u+b(i,1)]" —t—1

<fu—t +b(, )] —t

= h3(s,11,1,7,2).
In the same way one shows h?,(s,I,I1,z,2") > h%,(s,11,1,2'2). Hence c), i.e. C.3* follows.
Note that h¥(s,I1,1,z,2") = [u —t+ b(i,I')]T — ¢’ which we cannot relate to h3(s,I,11,z,2")
without serious restrictions on the separation times b(i,-). Hence the original condition C.3 as
used in [1] need not hold in our model.

d) From the definition of the one-stage cost function in (3.5) we have for s = (i,u, j,v),z =
(1,t),2 = (I',t)

c(s, I)—c(s,II) +5(c(g(s,[,z),][) - c(g(s,[I,z’),I))
= 3y [+ B0, 0+ 8GN + Bl — £+ 0 — Blu— ¥+ b

j'ed

=Y o[ (lw+ 0G0 = Blu—t + b ) = (o + 06 = Bl — ¢+ 5G]
=
(7.4)

It is not difficult to see that an expression of the form x — r(x) — [ r(z —t) with r increasing
and convex and 0 < 8 < 1 is increasing in x. As u,i — u + b(4,;j') and v,j — v+ b(j, ;') are
increasing we see from (4.3) that d) holds.

e) Fix s = (i,u,j,v) € S and z = (I,t), 2 = (I';,t') € Z. Define
o1 =g (s, 1,11, 2,2") = (I, [u+ b(i,)] " —t =", I',[o —t + b(5, )]* — /)
(s, 11,1, ,2) = (I, [u—t +b(i, D))" —t, 0, [v+b(,1)]T =t —1).

02
Let us assume that a = I. From Lemma 7.1 b) we see that
Wi(or,a,2) = By (1 [u+b(, D =t =0, [v =t +0(, )T = ¥), a,2)

is increasing in the first two coordinates of o1 and does not depend on the last two, hence it is
increasing in 4,u and does not depend on j,v. Similarly, h%(c2,a,z) is increasing in i, u and is
independent of j,v. Using Lemma 7.1 a) we therefore have

c(gk(g2(s,I,II,z,z'),a,z),I) — C(gk(g2(S,II,],Z/,Z),a,Z),I) (7.5)
= ij' ([h’;(al,a,z) + b(Tﬁ(Ul,a,Z),j/)]—’_ - h];(02a a, Z) + b(TIk(U%av Z)aj,)]+)
j'ed
= Z pjl <[h,]€(l7 [U =+ b(/Lv Z)]+ —t— tlv Yy ) + b(TIk(la R ')7j/)]+
jed

[ o~ o B DY — 1) b (), 5
It is not difficult to show that if r : IR — IR is an increasing function and d € IR, ¢ > 0, then

vzt +d—t) — r(fz —t]" +d)
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is increasing. With = = u + b(4,1) we obtain, that (7.5) is increasing in 4, v and independent
from j, v, hence it is s-increasing. Similarly, for a = I'] we see that

(9" (g (s, 1,11,2,2"),a,2), 1) — c(g"(g*(s,11,1,7,2),a,2),11) (7.6)
- ij'<[h];1(alﬂav Z) + b(TIkI(Ulva7Z)7j/)]+ - h]ICI(U%a?Z) + b(T}CI(U%av Z)aj/)]+>
j'ed
= 3wy (Bl U o = £ B G OIT = ) 4 by (1), 0]
j'ed

By o4 GO — = ) bty e )

is independent of i, u and decreasing in j, v, hence s-increasing. [ |

7.2 Monotonicity of s +— A,(s) under Conditions (C)

We now show that A, (s) is s-increasing under our modified conditions. For the sake of com-
pleteness, we give a streamlined version of the proofs of [1] here .

7.3 Lemma

Let (C) hold. For any s € S,n >0

s+ Ap(s) is s-increasing.

Proof : We proceed by induction on n > 0. For n = 0 we have with V) =0 and s = (i, u, j, v)
Ao(s) = LiVo(s) — LiVo(s) = c(s,I) —c(s,IT) (7.7)

which is s-increasing by condition C.1. Now assume that s — Apg(s) is s-increasing for all
k <mn — 1. We shall show that the same holds for A, (s). Note that for any a,b € IR we have

min{a,b} = b—[b—a]t = a+[b—a]- (7.8)

where we denote
[a]- := min{0,a}. (7.9)

We now obtain for any s € S,n > 1

An(s) = LiVy(s) — Ly Vu(s) (7.10)
= (s, )+ B E[V,(Xo2) | X1 =541 =1 — c(s,1]) — B E[V,(X2) | X1 =s,A1 =II]

= C(S,I) + ﬁ E [aI:IIIiIIlILaVn_l(XQ) | X1 = S,Al = I]

(

—C S,II) —,6 E [ I_n[iIIlILaVn_l(XQ) ‘ X1 = S,Al = II]
= C(Svl) +ﬁ E {LIIVn—l(XZ) + [LIVn—l(XQ) - LIIVn—l(X2)]— ’ X1 = S,A1 = I}
—e(s,II) — B E [L[Vn,l(XQ) L1V 1(Xa) — LtV (Xo)]* | X1 = 5, A = H}

= o(s,) +BE[Li Vo 1(Xs) | X1 =5,4, =1]+ 3 E [[An_l(Xg)]_ | Xy = s, A1 = I}
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(s, 11) — BE[LiVo1(Xa) | X1 = 5,41 = [[] + B E [[An_l(xg)ﬁ | X; =5, A) = U]
= (s, 1)+ BEL Vo 1(9(s,1,21)) + B E[An_1(9(s, 1, Z1))]-
—c(s,II) = BELiVy_1(9(s, I1,7Z1)) + B E [An—1(g(s, 1, Zl))]+.

From the induction hypotheses and condition C.2 we now infer that s — A, _1(g(s,a,z)) is
s-increasing. As [-|T and [-]_ are monotone functions we obtain that

s— E [An—1<g(37 I, Zl))}— +E [An—l(g(&jlv Zl))]+

is s-increasing. For the proof of the Lemma it is therefore sufficient to show that the remainder
of (7.10) is s-increasing, i.e.

sc(s, 1)+ BELVu1(9(s,1,21)) —c(s,I1) — B EL;V,_1(g(s,I1,Z7))

= E [c(s, 1) + Belg(s, 1, 22), I1) + BV 1 (9%(5. 1, 11, 21, Z2) -
7.11
- C(S¢II) - ﬂc(g(s,[[, 22)71) - 62Vn—1(92(37117[7 227Z1))1|

=E{(s, 21, Z3)

where ¢ is defined in (7.12) below.

Note that in the second equation of (7.11) we have exchanged Z7, Z5, which is possible as they are
i.i.d.. This is a minor change from the derivation in [1] and allows to use conditions C.3* - C.5%.
As Zy, Zy are also independent of the rest, the monotonicity of (7.11) follows if s — &(s, 21, 22)
is s-increasing for all z1, z9 € Z which is shown in the next Lemma.

7.4 Lemma
If s — Ag(s) is s-increasing for all & < n then the following expression is s-increasing for

all 2,2/ € Z:
£(s,2,2') = c(s, 1) + Belg(s, 1, 2), 1T) + 3°Vi(g*(s, 1, 11, 2, 7)) (712)
- C(Sv II) - ﬁc(g(s, II7 Z,)’ I) - ﬁQVn(.gQ(S’ IIv Ia zla Z)) ‘

For the proof of this Lemma we need the following definition let Ryp(s) := 0 and for a =
(a1,...,a) € A¥ and z = (z1,...,2) € ZF let

k—1
Rk(s,a,z) = Z/Bmc(gm($7avz)aam+1)'

m=0

Then Ry (s,a,z) is the discounted cost over k stages when starting in state s and following a
fixed routing policy a, with fixed external events z. Note that ¢’ depends only on part of the
sequences a and z.

Proof : (of Lemma 7.4)
1. We follow the lines of the proof of Lemma 2.2 in [1]. For 0 < k < n and z,2' € Z let

®u(s,a,z) = (s, 1)+ Belg(s, I,2),1I) + B2Ry(¢%(s, 1,11, 2,2, a,2)
+ B2V, k(g8 (6P (s, 1,11,2,7'),a,2))
— (s, 1I) — Be(g(s, I1,2'),I) — B*Ry(g?(s, 11,1, 7', 2),a,2)
— B2V, (g (gP(s,I1,1,7, 2),a,2))

(7.13)
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where a = (a1,...,a;) € A¥,z = (21,...,2,) € ZF are arbitrary fixed sequences. The first half
of @ (-) describes the cost from n+ 2 stages starting in state s, when in the first &+ 2 stages the
fixed policy (I,I1,ay,...,a) is used, the external events (z, 2, 21, ..., zx) occur and an optimal
policy is used for the remaining n — k stages. The second half of ®(-) interchanges the actions
I, 11 and the first two external events z, 2’.

2. The main step of the proof is to show that ®j, is s-increasing for all k =0, ..., n by downward
induction on k =n,...,0. The Lemma then follows as ®¢(s) = £(s).

2.1. For k = n, ®, reduces to the expression (7.21) in Lemma 7.5 below. It is proven there that
this expression is s-increasing for any n > 1.

2.2 Now assume that ®;(-) is increasing in s for any sequences a € A**! and z € Z**1, We
want to show that the analogous result holds for ®,(-). Let s < s’ and put

0—1 = gk(92(8/7 I? II? z7 Z/)?a? Z) 0-2 = gk(g2(8/7 II7 I? Zl? Z)7a7 Z)
03 = gk(g2(s,I,II,z,z’),a,z) o4 = gk(QQ(s,II,I,z’,z),a,z).
JFrom C.2 and C.3* we obtain that o; < o9 and o3 < 04. Again from C.2 follows o3 < o1 and

04 < 09, hence we have
03 < 01,04 and 01,04 < 09. (7.14)

Then
Op(s' ar,...,ap,21,. ., 2k) — Pr(s,a1,. .., ap, 21,...,21)
— (s, IT) — Be(g(s', 11,2'), 1) — B*Ri(g*(s', I1, 1,7, 2),a,2)

- C(Sv I) - ﬁc(g(s, I7 Z)? II) - 62Rk(92(3, Ia II7 2, Z/), a, Z) (715)
+ C(Sa II) + BC(Q(S, I, Z,)’ I) + B2Rk(g2(5, 11,1, Z,’ Z)’ a, Z)
+ B (Vacr(01) = Vaok(02) = Vawlos) + Vaoi(ow))
2.2.1 We shall now show that
I':=V,_k(o1) = Vi_i(o2) = Vi—i(o3) + Vi—k(04)
7.16
> glgi( La’vnfkfl(a'l) — La’ankfl(UQ) — La/Vn,kfl(O'g) =+ La’vnfk71(0'4)} . ( )
To simplify the notational we put w(s) := V,,_x_1(s) Assume that a € A is optimal in o; and
b € A is optimal in o4. Then
I > Law(al) — L[[w(az) — L[U)(O’3) + wa(a4)
= L['w(O'l) — L[’U)(O’Q) — L[w(0'3) + wa(a4)
— (LI'LU(Ul) — Law(al)) + L[’U}(Ug) — L[[’U)(UQ) — (L[’U)(U4) — wa(0'4)) (7 17)

= L]U)(Jl) — L[’U)(UQ) — L[’w(Ug) + wa(a4)
— Lg=1nAn—k-1(01) + Ap—g—1(02) = 1p—1An—k—1(04)
> Liw(o1) — Liw(og2) — Liw(os) + Liw(oy).

Here, the last inequality follows as it is assumed in this Lemma that s — A;(s) is increasing for
all [ < n, hence we see from (7.14) that

Ap_p-1(02) = Ap_p—1(01) 20 and A,_g_1(02) — Ap_g—1(04) > 0.
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In the same way we obtain

I Z L][’LU(O’l) — L]]U)(O’Q) — L]['U)(Ug) + L[[w(0'4)
+ Ljo=nAn—k-1(01) — An—k-1(03) + Lp—An—k-1(04)
> Lirw(o1) — Lijw(o2) — Lijw(os) + Lijw(oyg).

2.2.2 Inserting the definition of L, into (7.16) we obtain

I' > maxc(oy,a’) — c(o2,d") — c(os,a’) + c(o4,a’)

a’€eA
+ B E (Vn—kz—l(g(ala a', Zyi1)) — Vaer—1(g(02,d', Zi1)) (7.18)
— Vak1(9(03,0', Zisn)) + Vak 1 (9(04,0', Zisa) ).
As @ depends only on the first £ components of a = (ay,...,ax+1) we may choose @’ = agi1

to obtain

Rk+1(92(s7 I)I-lv Z, Z/),a,Z)) == Rk(92(87 I)-[Ia Z, z/),a, Z)) + ﬁkc(gk(92(57 I)I-lv Z, Z/)7a) z)7ak+1)
= Ry(g%(s, 1,11,z 2'),a,2)) + B¥c(o3, ap1)

(7.19)
and similarly for o1, 09 and oy.
2.2.3 Returning to (7.15) we obtain from (7.18) and (7.19)
(s’ a,z) — Pi(s, a,z)
Z 6(8,7 I) + BC(Q(S/’ I? Z)? II) + /62Rk+1(g2(5,7 I’ II? Z? Zl)? a? Z)
—c(s', IT) = Be(g(s', 1T, 2'), 1) — *Ryy1(¢%(s', I, 1,7, 2),a,2)
— (s, 1) — Be(g(s, I, 2),IT) — B*Ry1(g%(s,1,11,2,7'),a,2)
+ (s, 1) + Be(g(s, 11, 2"), 1) + B° Ry (9% (s, 11,1, 7', 2), a, 2)
+ B9 E (Vn—k—1(g(0’1, a1, Zk+1)) = Vak-1(9(02, ag+1, Zk11)) (7.20)
= Va-k-1(9(03, ak11, Zk11)) + Vark-1(9(04, a1, Zk+1))>
= E <¢k+1(8/7 ALy eny ak—i—lu 21y Rk Zk—‘rl)
- (I)k:-i-l(s?alv sy k415,215 - - o5 Ry Zk-‘rl))
>0
where the last step follows from the induction hypotheses. [ |

7.5 Lemma
Let C.4* and C.5* hold. Then for all k > 0,a € A*,z € Z* the following expression is
s-increasing;:
C(s) = (s, 1)+ Belg(s, I, 2), IT) + B* Ry (g% (s, I, 11, 2,7'),a,2)

(7.21)
— (s, I1I) — Be(g(s, I1,2'),I) — B%Ry(¢%(s,I1, 1,7, 2), a, z).
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Proof : We have from the definition of Ry,
Cs) = (els, 1) = els,1D)) + B(elgls, 1, 2), IT) = e(g(s, IT,2'), 1))

k—1
+ B Z g™ (c(gm(QQ(s,I, I1,2,7),a,2),am+1) — clg™(g*(s, I1,1, z/,z),a,z),am+1)>.
m=0
(7.22)

The first part of this expression is s-increasing by condition C.4*, the second is a sum of terms
which are s-increasing by C.5%. |

8 Conclusion

In this paper we have investigated optimal assignment rules in a particular model of aircraft
arrivals. We have shown that optimal policies are of switching type only if we restrict the
information on which decisions are based to the state of the two runways, i.e. to the workload
and the types of aircrafts waiting at the end of the queues.

Determining the optimal assignment policy explicitely is a most difficult task. Classical ap-
proaches as policy iteration or value iteration (see [11]) are of limited use here due to the
complex search space of possible decision rules. Recent approaches to incorporate numerical
approximation techniques are presented e.g. in [6].

Our results narrow the space of possible decision rules. If we restrict the search to monotone
rules, i.e. to switching levels, we are sure to cover policies that are optimal among those that
depend only on the state of the runways.

The authors of the present paper have some experience with the optimisation of assignment
policies using heuristic search methods as genetic algorithms where the expected waiting times
are estimated by discrete event simulation. The results of the present paper justify to a certain
extent the restriction to monotone policies in this search. Monotone policies or rather the
switching levels are easily stored and manipulated on a computer.

Our future research will focus on two topics. First, we shall investigate models that take into
account more than just one arrival. Even in the random environment assumed here, airport
controllers usually know about the next few arrivals and may base their decision on that in-
formation. Secondly, we shall work on approximation techniques as e.g. in [6] making use of
structural properties as proven in the present paper.

Acknowledgement: The authors would like to thank the referee of a former version of this
paper for useful suggestions concerning the monotonicity with respect to the types.
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