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Abstract In this paper we study the continuous-time Markov decision processes with
a denumerable state space, a Borel action space, and unbounded transition and cost
rates. The optimality criterion to be considered is the finite-horizon expected total cost
criterion. Under the suitable conditions, we propose a finite approximation for the
approximate computations of an optimal policy and the value function, and obtain the
corresponding error estimations. Furthermore, our main results are illustrated with a
controlled birth and death system.
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1 Introduction

Continuous-time Markov decision processes (CTMDPs) have wide applications to
many areas, such as queueing systems, epidemiology, and telecommunication; see,
for instance, Puterman (1994), Kitaev and Rykov (1995) and Guo and Hernandez-
Lerma (2009). Since the time interval in the real-world applications is always finite,
it is meaningful to study the CTMDPs under the finite-horizon expected criterion. As
is well known, a common approach to prove the existence of optimal policies for the
finite-horizon expected total cost criterion is via the optimality equation which has been
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established under the different optimality conditions. More precisely, Miller (1968)
dealt with the case of finite states and finite actions. Yushkevich (1977) and Bauerle
and Rieder (2011) discussed the case of a denumerable state space and bounded
transition rates. Pliska (1975) and Gihman and Skohorod (1979) considered the case
of a Borel state space and bounded transition rates. van Dijk (1988) and Guo et al.
(2015) investigated the case of a denumerable state space and unbounded transition
rates. Wei and Chen (2014) studied the case of a Borel state space and unbounded
transition rates. All the aforementioned works discussed the finite-horizon expected
total cost criterion in the class of all Markov policies except Yushkevich (1977) and
Guo et al. (2015) which deal with the finite-horizon CTMDPs in the more general
class of all history-dependent policies. They focus on showing that the value function
is a unique solution to the optimality equation and that there exists an optimal Markov
policy. Moreover, Guo et al. (2015) gave an example in which the precise forms of
an optimal policy and the value function were obtained for some special cases, and
solved an open problem proposed in Yushkevich (1977). However, the solution to the
optimality equation cannot be solved explicitly in most cases. Hence, it is desirable to
study the numerical methods for the approximate computations of an optimal policy
and the value function. van Dijk (1988, 1989) used a method of time discretization
to develop an approximation for the approximate computations of an optimal policy
and the value function for the case of the denumerable state and action spaces and
unbounded transition and cost rates, and obtained the orders of the accuracy of the
approximation. From the theoretical viewpoint, the approximation in van Dijk (1988,
1989) can be computed by the recursive discrete-time dynamic programming. From
the computational viewpoint, how to realize the approximation for the case of the
denumerable state and action spaces is not involved in van Dijk (1988, 1989). In view
of applications, it is of great importance to investigate the tractable numerical methods
for the case of a denumerable state space and an uncountable action space.

In this paper we further study the issue of the approximate computations of an
optimal policy and the value function for the finite-horizon expected total cost criterion
basing on the existence results in Guo et al. (2015). The state space is a denumerable
set and the action space is a Borel space. The transition and cost rates are allowed
to be unbounded. Under the suitable conditions, we propose a finite approximation
for the approximate computations of the value function and an optimal policy. To be
more specific, this approximation can be divided into the following two steps. (I) The
first step is to construct a sequence of the control models {M,,,n > 1} satisfying
that the state space and the set of all admissible actions are finite sets, and that the
corresponding value functions converge to the value function of the original control
model M. To this end, we define the state space and transition rates of the control
model M, by employing the finite truncation of the corresponding elements of the
original control model M, and choose the set of all admissible actions of the control
model M, satisfying a certain condition. (II) The second step is to construct a suitable
value iteration for approximating the value function of the control model M,,. Since
there are uncountable points in the finite time interval, it is infeasible to compute the
value function directly from the computational viewpoint. Hence, we divide the time
interval into several equal parts, and present a value iteration using a technique of
time discretization and the optimality equation [see (4.11)]. Moreover, we can obtain
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an approximate optimal policy of the control model M as in the form of (4.12) from
executing the iteration procedure. It should be mentioned that the method of time
discretization in this paper is different from that in van Dijk (1988, 1989). More
specifically, van Dijk (1988, 1989) employed the technique of time discretization to
construct a discrete-time MDP with a fixed step size in the time parameter and then
gave an approximation for the approximate computations of an optimal policy and the
value function by solving the finite-horizon optimality equation of the discrete-time
MDP. We use the approach of time discretization to obtain a partition of the time
interval and directly provide a finite approximation for the approximate computations
of an optimal policy and the value function without introducing an auxiliary discrete-
time MDP as in van Dijk (1988, 1989).

Furthermore, we analyze the accuracy of the finite approximation. For the first step,
we obtain an error estimation between the value function of the control model M,,
and that of the original control model M by suitably choosing the set of all admis-
sible actions of the control model M,, (see Theorem 4.1). For the second step, we
give an error estimation between the values obtained from the iteration and the value
function of the control model M,, at the discrete time points, and an error estima-
tion of an approximate optimal policy of the control model M (see Theorem 4.2).
Finally, we use a controlled birth and death system to illustrate the application of the
finite approximation.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Sect. 2, we introduce the control
model and optimality criterion. In Sect. 3, we give the optimality conditions for the
existence of optimal policies and preliminary results. In Sect. 4, we state and prove
our main results. In Sect. 5, we illustrate our main results with a controlled birth and
death system.

2 The control model

In this paper we consider the following model
M:={S, A, (A®),i € 9),q(jli,a), c(i,a)},

where the state space S is assumed to be the set of all nonnegative integers endowed
with the discrete topology and the action space A is assumed to be a Borel space with
the Borel o-algebra B(A). A(i) € B(A) represents the set of all admissible actions
when the state of the systemisi € S.Let K := {(i,a)|i € S,a € A(i)} be the set of
all the feasible state-action pairs. The transition rate ¢ (j|i, a) is supposed to satisfy
the following properties:

For each fixed i, j € S, ¢(jli, @) is measurable ina € A(i);
q(jli,a) = Oforall (i,a) € K and j # i;

Zjesq(jh',a) =0 forall (i,a) € K;

q* (i) = sup,ea(i) 1q(ili, a)| < ooforalli € S.

Finally, the real-valued cost rate function c(7, a) is measurable in a € A(7) for each
ies.
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A continuous-time Markov decision process evolves as follows. A decision-maker
observes continuously the state of the system. If the system occupies state i, he/she
chooses an action a € A(i) according to some decision rule. As a consequence of
this, the following happens: (i) a cost takes place at the rate c(i, a); (ii) the system
remains in the state i for a random time following the exponential distribution with
the tail function given by e?>4)? and then jumps to a new state j with the probability
- Z(({ ‘ll';’)) (we make a convention that 2 := 0).

To define the optimality criterion, we need to introduce the definition of a policy.
From Theorem 4.1 in Guo et al. (2015), we have that there exists an optimal Markov
policy over the class of all randomized history-dependent policies for the finite-horizon
expected total cost criterion. Thus, without loss of generality, we restrict the discussions
to the class of all randomized Markov policies throughout the paper.

Definition 2.1 A randomized Markov policy is afamily & := {m,, t > 0} of stochastic
kernels that satisfy

(1) for each r > 0, m; is a stochastic kernel on A given S such that 7;(A(@{)]i) = 1
foralli € §;
(ii) foreachi € S and D € B(A), m;(D]i) is Borel measurable in ¢ € [0, 00).

A policy 7 is called deterministic Markov if there exists a measurable function f on
S x [0, o0) with f(i, 1) € A(i), such that 7r;(-|7) is the Dirac measure concentrated at
f(i,t) € A@) forall (i, 1) € § x [0, 00).

We denote by TIT the set of all randomized Markov policies and by IT” the set of
all deterministic Markov policies.

For any w € TII and any initial state i € S, by Theorem 4.27 in Kitaev and
Rykov (1995), there exist a unique probability measure P;* on some measurable space
(2, B(2)) and a state process {&,t > 0}. Let E Z’T be the corresponding expectation
operator with respect to P".

Fix an arbitrary constant 7 > 0 denoting the horizon of the CTMDPs. For any
i,j € Sand w € I1, we define the finite-horizon expected total cost from time # to the
terminal time 7 as follows:

T
V(i) = ET |:/ /AC(E‘Y, a)ms(dal&s)ds
t

£ = i] . 2.1)

Since for each 7w € I1, {&, t > 0} is a Markov jump process, the definition of V7 (¢, i)
is independent of the state j € S. The corresponding value function is defined by

V¥, i) = inf VT (r.0) forall (1,i) € [0.T] x . (2.2)
Te

Definition 2.2 A policy 7* € IT is said to be optimal if V7 *(0,i) = V*(0, i) for all
ies.
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3 Preliminaries

In this section, we give some basic assumptions and preliminary results.

The following conditions are used to avoid the explosion of the process {&;, t > 0}
and guarantee the finiteness of the finite-horizon expected total cost criterion V7 (-)
and the value function V*(-); see, for instance, Guo and Hernandez-Lerma (2009) and
Guo and Zhang (2014).

Assumption 3.1 There exist a nondecreasing function w > 1 on S with lim; _, oo w (i)
= 00, and constants p; € R := (—00, +00),d; >0, Q > 0and M > 0 such that

@) zjesw(j)q(jh',a) < piw(i) +d;j forall (i,a) € K;
(i) ¢*(i) < Qw(i) foralli € S;
(iii) |c(i,a)] < Mw(i) forall (i, a) € K.

In addition to Assumption 3.1, we also need the following conditions.

Assumption 3.2 (i) There exist constants p» € R and d» > 0 such that

> wl(j)q(jli.a) < pyw?(i) + dy forall (i,a) € K,
jes

where w is as in Assumption 3.1.
(i1) Foreachi € §, the set A(i) is compact.
(iii) Forany i, j € S there exist constants L; > 0 and L;; > 0 such that

lc(i,a) —c(i, b)| < Lida(a,b) and |q(jli,a) —q(jli,b)| < Lijda(a,b)

for all a, b € A(i), where d4 denotes the metric of the space A.
(iv) Foreachi € §, the function ZjeS w(j)g(jli, a) is continuous in a € A(i).

Remark 3.1 Assumption 3.2(i) is used to obtain the Ito—Dynkin formula; see Theorem
3.1 in Guo et al. (2015). Assumption 3.2(ii) and (iv), the standard continuity and
compactness conditions, together with Assumption 3.2(iii), are used to ensure the
existence of optimal policies; see, for instance, Guo and Herndndez-Lerma (2009),
Guo and Zhang (2014), Wei and Chen (2014) and Guo et al. (2015). Assumption
3.2(iii), the so-called Lipschitz continuity condition, is also used to give the error
estimations of the finite approximation.

Then we have the following results.

Lemma 3.1 Suppose that Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2 are satisfied. Then the following
statements hold.
() ET[w! Gl = il < Pl (@) + L™ — 1) forall i, j € S, 7w €T,
t>s>0andl = 1,2 (if p = 0, the righthand term is w' (i) + d;(t — 5)).
@) |V, i) < Guw(i) for all (t,i) € [0,T] x S and © € T1, where G| =
MG + 0T =D = QLT (if pr =0, Gy = M(T + 31 T?))
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(iii) The function V* on [0, T] x S satisfies the following equation:

*

at

(i) = inf {el.a)+ > Ve pqli.a) (3.1)
jes

forall (¢,i) € [0, T] x S, where % denotes the derivative of V* with respect
to the variable t. Moreover, there exists f* € TIP with £*(i,t) € A(i) attaining
the infimum in (3.1) and the policy f* is optimal.

(v) [V*(t1, i) = V*(t2, )| < [M + Gi(p1lip >0y + di +20)| w?(i)|ty — 12| for all
ieSandty,tn €0, T], where Ip denotes the indicator function of a set D.

Proof (i) Part (i) follows from Lemma 6.3 in Guo and Hernandez-Lerma (2009).
(i) Fix any i, j € S,t € [0, T] and & € II. Then using (2.1), Assumption 3.1(iii)
and part (i), we have

T
Vel =M [ Efuole = ilds
t

T
< Mw(i) / [em@—” + D epis=n _ 1)] ds
t P1

1 d d
=M | —(TD 1)+ (T 1) = (T —1) | w()
p1 p? p1

1 d d
< M| —(E"T -+ 5T 1) - =T |wi)
Pl o Pl

for p1 # 0, which implies the desired assertion.

(iii) Part (iii) follows from the same techniques of Theorem 4.1 in Guo et al. (2015)
and Theorem 4.1 in Wei and Chen (2014).

(iv) By (2.2) and (3.1), we have

acA(i)

T
Vi) = /t inf {e(i.a) + > V(s DaGjli.a)  ds

jes

for all (¢,7) € [0, T] x S. Thus, direct calculations give

V(1 i) — V(2. )]

%)
/ inf c(i,a)+ZV*(s,j)q(j|i,a) ds
4

acA(i) ies

[M + Gi(p11p=0) +di +20) | w? ()|t — 1o

IA

for all i € S and t1,% € [0, T], where the inequality follows from part (ii) and
Assumption 3.1. This completes the proof of the lemma. O
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4 Finite approximation

In this section, we present a finite approximation for the approximate computations of
an optimal policy and the value function. To do so, we need to introduce the following
notation.

For each integer n > 1, we define the control model

My =18y, A, (A(i), i € Sp), qn(jli,a), c(i, a)}

with the following elements.

e The state spaceis S, := {0, 1, ..., j,}, where the sequence {j,, n > 1} is increas-
ing and lim,,_, o, j, = 0.

The action space A is the same as in the model M.

A, (i), the set of all admissible actions in the state i € Sy, is an arbitrary finite set.
Let K, :={(i,a)|i € Sy,a € A, (i)}.

For each (i, a) € K, and j € S, the transition rate g, (j|i, a) is given by

Lo [aGlia), it # n
qn(jli,a) = [zkzjn q(kli,a), if j = jn.

We still denote by c the restriction of the cost rate function ¢ in the model M to
K.

We denote by T1,, the set of all randomized Markov policies and by TT2 the set of all
deterministic Markov policies for the control model M,,. Moreover, for any 7 € IT,,
and any initial state i € S,,, employing Theorem 4.27 in Kitaev and Rykov (1995), there
exists a probability measure P, on some measurable space ($2,, B(R2,)). Denote by
E;” the corresponding expectation operator with respect to P, . Asin (2.1) and (2.2),
we can also define the functions V7 and V, on [0, T] x S, with Ef,’” and I, in lieu
of ET and I1, respectively.

Let C be the set of all closed subsets of A. The Hausdorff metric on C is defined as

dy(B1, By) ;= max ’ sup inf ds(a,b), sup inf da(a, b)]

aeB, beBa beB, 4€BI
for all By, B, € C.

In order to obtain the error estimations of the finite approximation, we also need to
impose the following condition.

Assumption 4.1 There exist constants § > 2, ps € R and ds > 0 such that

D w'(Dq(jli.a) < psw’ (@) +ds forall (i,a) € K,
Jjes

where w comes from Assumption 3.1.
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Below we state our first main result on the error estimation between the value
function of the control model M, and that of the original control model M.

Theorem 4.1 Suppose that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1 hold. Let G be as in
Lemma 3.1. If there exists a constant M > 0 such that for eachn > 1 and i € S, the
set A, (i) satisfies

Mwd (i)

A (AG), An(D)) = —
w2 L +2G1w () S0 L |

“.1)

then we have

01wl (i)

Vi, i) = Vi) < =———
[V3(t, 1) W ( l)|_w5—2(jn)

forallt € [0, T, where Q1 = [M +2G(|ps| +ds + Q)] x [(pL(S + Z_%)(epaT _
v 5
_ %T] (if ps =0, Q1 = [M +2G(ds + Q)| (T + 3dsT?)).

Proof Fixanyn > l andi € S,. Let f* € 12 be as in Lemma 3.1(iii). Then we
have

BV*
—(5,0) = cli, 7,9+ 2 Vs, DaCili, £, 5)
jes
jn_l
= (i, [*(,))+ D (V¥(s, J) = V*s, ja)a i, £7, 5)
Jj=0
+ D (VE(s, j) = Vs, i) lis £ 5)) (4.2)

j>jll

for all s € [0, T']. Moreover, direct calculations give

D Vs, ) = Vs, ja)alis £ 5))

J>Jn
> —2G1 D w(ig(jli, f*, )
J>n
2G
- z(ljn > w (g lis f4G.5)
J>Jn
2G
‘waT(ljn) > w T (DgGli 2, s) —w' TN Dg i, f*$))
jes
Sy
> —2G1(1psl +ds + Q)wg)T((l]).) 43)
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Finite approximation for finite-horizon CTMDPs 75

for all s € [0, T], where the first inequality follows from Lemma 3.1(ii), the second
one is due to the monotonicity of w, and thg last one follows from Assumptions 3.1(ii)
and 4.1. For each s € [0, T'], there exists f (i, s) € A, (i) satisfying
da(f*G,s), fi,5) = g}‘ifz.)dA(f*(L s),a) <du(AG), Ay(i)),
acA,(i

which together with Lemma 3.1(ii) and Assumption 3.2(iii) yields

c(i, f*(i,8)) = ¢, f(i,9)) = —Lida(f*G, 5), fi,s)
=

—Lidp (AG), An(i)) (4.4)
and
n=1 B
DV, )= Vs, j) [qGlis 5, $) = q(ilis Fi,9)]
Jj=0
jn_l _
> =2G1w(n) D |q(lis £, ) = q(li, FG, )|
j=0
jrt_l .
> —2G1w(ja) D, Lijda(f*(,s), f(i,s)
j=0
jn_l
> —2G1w(jn)du (), An(D)) D Lij. (4.5)
j=0
Hence, by (4.2)—(4.5) we obtain
av* . jn*l _
= (D) Z el f )+ 2 (Vs )= Vi gl F,s)
K =
Jn—1
— | Li +2G1w(jn) D Lij | du(AG). An(i))
j=0
w® (i)
—2G1(Ips| +ds + Q)w‘ST(jn)
_ _ Muwd i
> i, Fli )+ VG, Dan(li, T, 5)) — a2 @
jes, w ()
w’ (i)
—2G1(|ps| +ds + Q)w‘ST(jn)
~ ~ O 8 i
= cli, )+ V6 Dl Flioo) = S5 40

JESn
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foralls € [0, T], where Q = ]l71~|—2G1(|,05| +ds + Q). Note that under Assumptions
3.1(1), (i), 3.2(i) and 4.1, we have

4, (@) == sup l|gu(ili,a)| <¢*(i) < Qw(i) and  (4.7)

acA, (i)
> w(gailia) = D w'(DgGilia) +w' (o) D q(ilis a)
jGSn jESn ]¢S'l
< D w'(aili,a) < pw' () +di (4.8)
jes

for all a € A, (i), which together with Lemma 6.3 in Guo and Herndndez-Lerma
(2009) imply

'7T _ d _
E} " w! ()1E = i1 < e 9wl (i) + L (P9 — 1) (4.9)
Pl

forall j € Sy, m € I1,,t > s >0and !/ = 1, 2,6 (if p; = 0, the righthand term of
(4.9) is w! (i) + d;(r — s)). Direct calculations give

E,’{’”[/T 0
t

. T
X EJ™ [/ w?(&)ds|& = ii| < [M+Gi(pilip=0y + di +20)]
t

1 . d d
x [(— + —i)(epﬂ -1 - —2T:| w?(i) < 00
02 102 02

(if p2 = 0, the last term is [M + G1(p1[{p,>0) + di +2Q)] (T + 1d>2T*Hw?(i)) for
all j € S, 7 € I1,, and r € [0, T], where the first inequality follows from Lemma 3.1
and Assumption 3.1, and the second one is due to (4.9). Moreover, by (4.6) we

obtain
7T ave
—E}7 [ / (s, &)ds & =,}
t

as

V*
as

(s, &) |ds

& = ii| < [M + Gi(p11p=0) +di +20)]

T ~
/ c(&s, f (&5, 8))ds

t

$,=i}zE£‘f[

| ogT _
+E)T / D VHs. NanilEs. fE $))ds|E = i
bjes
—LE“?[/T w’ (&)ds |£ =i:| (4.10)
w2(i " L N '
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forall j € S, and ¢ € [0, T]. Employing Theorem 3.1 in Guo et al. (2015) we have

o _
| [V antie, Fe ods|e =i
bojes
e j,f[/T V™ }
=_V (t’l)_En (Svgs)ds sT:l
; 0s

forall j € S, and t € [0, T]. Hence, the last equality, (4.9) and (4.10) imply
7 0 . il["
w°==(jn) t
~(1 4 d 8
v -0 (= + 8 e - Ly | LD
ps ;s ps | w=(n)

(if ps = 0, the last term is V*(r,i) — O(T + %dﬂ%uﬁ%ﬁ;)) forall j € S, and
t € [0, T]. On the other hand, using the similar arguments, we have

S/s
V(i) < Vi(ti) + 0 [(i + d—‘;)(epﬂ —1) - ﬁr} W@
Ps P

5 12) w2 (jn)

forall ¢+ € [0, T']. Therefore, we obtain the desired assertion. O

For each integer m > 1, a partition of the interval [0, T'] is as follows:
T=1tg>t >->1t,:=0,

where 17 1=ty — %l forall/ =0,1,...,m. Foreachn > 1, we define the following
iteration

Wi, i) == Wy (tj—1,i) + — min_jc(i,a)+ E Wi (t1—1, ))gn(jli, @)
m A Q)

acA(l .
JESn
with Wy, (tg,i) =0 4.11)
foralli € S,andl =1,...,m.Foreachn > 1,i € §,and!l € {1, ..., m},letD, ;(i)

be the set of all the minimizers attaining the minimum in (4.11). For each n > 1 and
m > 1, denote by O, , the set of all the policies with the following form:

gn,m(i)a if[ € [07 [m—l]a
Som(,t) =1 gni(@), fte(,nqld=1,...,m—1), (4.12)
a*, ift > T,

for all i € S,,, where g, (i) belongs to D, ;(i) and a* € A, (i) is arbitrarily fixed.
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Next, we give our second main result on the error estimations of the approximate
computations of the value function and an optimal policy for the control model M
using the above iteration defined by (4.11).

Theorem 4.2 Suppose that the conditions in Theorem 4.1 are satisfied. Let Q1 be as
in Theorem 4.1. Then the following statements hold: for eachm > 1 andn > 1,

M Tw?(j,
anwmn—WWMS—%%¥3

0,1,....m, where My = [M + Gi(p11{p,>0) + di +20)] (021 {py>0) + d2 +

2Q). 5 2
Qb)) M TwR ()
(11) |V (09 l) Wm (07 l)| S w5_2(].n) 2Qm

(iii) Any policy fu.m € On.m satisfies

(ezQTw(j") - 1) foralli € S, andl =

(eQ,QTlU(jn) — l)foralll € Sn

01wl(i)  MiTw?(jy) (eZQTw(jn) — 1)

k . _ f",m .
VA0 = Vi 0.0 = 55 s om

foralli € S,.
Proof (i) Fixanyn > 1,i € S§;,,m > land!/ € {1, ..., m}. By (4.7), (4.8) and the
description of the control model M,,, we see that Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1 also

hold for the transition rate g, (j|i, a). Then it follows from Lemma 3.1 that

IV
ot

(t,i) = ag\inn(i) |C(i, a) +j§ Vi, pDan(jli, a) (4.13)

and
Vi (s, i) = Vi (1, D) < [M + Gi(pi]ip, >0y + di +20)] wr (@)t —s| (4.14)
for all s, ¢ € [0, T]. Thus, direct calculations give

|V (1, 1) — Wi (17, )]
t—1

V:(’lfl,i)-i-/ min {c(i,a>+ > v,;*(r,j)qn(ju,a)}dr
7 acA, (i) jes

T . R
— W (—1,1) — — min e, a)+ D Winlt—1, )gn(ili, a)
m aeA, (i) jes,

-1

< Vi (t—1.0) = Wi (1., i)|+/ ag}‘a%)
1 n

DV D= Wi ti—1, )agn(ili, @)| dt

JESn

f—1

s|V,;"(tz_1,i>—Wm<tz_1,i>|+/ max [ > (VA )=V, (-1, ) an i, @)
€S,

1 acAy(i) | !
i nl) |

dt
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Z(v -1, ) = Wi (11, Nan(jli, @)| dt

-1
+ / max
acA, (i)

= WV -1, ) = Wi (-1, DI+ | le (@)

— max Z|( Ht-1. ) = W1 )an(ili. @)

maeA ()

. . . T\* 5. 20T . .
<V, (1,0 — Win(t—1, )| + P le(l)+7jﬁé%XIVn(tl—1vJ)

= Win(t—1, Hlw(@)

where M| equals [M + Gi(p1lip >0 +di + 2Q)] (021(p,>0y + d2 +20Q), the first
equality is due to (4.11) and (4.13), and the third inequality follows from (4.7), (4.8)
and (4.14). Hence, employing the last inequality, we have

max |V, (t1, j) — Wi (11, j)I
JjESH

20T T 5.
(1+7w(1n))maXIV =1, j) — Wi (ti-1, J)|+( ) Miw’ (jn)

20T M Tw?(j,
= (1 + iw(jn)) [max V(1. ) = W1, )] + L(”}
m JESH 20m
_ MiTw?(jy)
20m

which implies
MiTw?(jn)
20m

2wr , L M Tw )
< m w(j") V* 17— —W 1 — .
=e [?é%?:' n(l 19.]) m(l 11])|+ sz

max |V,"(t7, j) — Wn (11, )| +
JESH

Thus, it follows from the induction and the last inequality that

M Tw?(jn) (285w 1)
20m

2 .
< MU (omwiin _y).

max |V (1, j) — Wi (11, j)| <
JESn

Therefore, part (i) follows from the last inequality.
(if) Using the inequality |V *(0, i) — W, (0, 1)| < [V*(0,i)—V, (0, ))|+|V, (0, i) —
Wi (0, 1)|, we see that part (ii) follows directly from Theorem 4.1 and part (i).
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(i) Fixanyn > 1,i,i’ € Sy, m > 1,1 € {1,...,m} and f, ,u € Oy . Then we
have

! f
|2 v 6 Daal St snds
t

JESn

T T i
=/ Z/ 2 ek, fume, v) Py (0 = Kl = j)dv
t

jesn § kES”
qn(jli, fn,m(i’ s))ds

T v .
= / > ek, fumk, v)) / ST B = kg = )

! kesS, 1 jes,
qn(Gli, fum(, s))dsdv

T y T
= / > ek, fumk.v) Py " 6y = Kl = i)dv— / c(i. fum (i, v))dv
t

I kes,

T
— v/ i) —/ (i, fom (i, v))dv (4.15)
t

forallt € [0, T], where the first and fourth equalities are due to the definition of an s
and the second and third ones follow from the Fubini theorem and the Kolmogorov
backward equation in Guo and Herndndez-Lerma (2009, p. 211), respectively. Thus,
using (4.15) and following the similar arguments of part (i), we have

M Tw?(j .
|ann,m 0, i) — Wy, (0, l)| < 1w (Jn) (ezQTw(./n) — 1) . (4.16)
20m
Hence, the desired assertion follows from (4.16) and part (ii). O

Remark 4.1 (a) For the original control model M, Theorem 4.2 indicates that we can
compute numerically the value function by the iteration constructed as in (4.11) and
obtain an approximate optimal policy as in the form of (4.12).

(b) The method of time discretization is used to construct a discrete-time MDP
with a fixed step size in the time parameter, from which an approximation for the
approximate computations of an optimal policy and the value function is given in
van Dijk (1988, 1989) for the case of the denumerable state and action spaces and
unbounded transition and cost rates. To solve the finite-horizon optimality equation of
the constructed discrete-time MDP is a crucial step in the approximation in van Dijk
(1988, 1989). We employ the technique of time discretization to obtain a partition
of the time interval and directly provide a finite approximation for the case of a
denumerable state space, a Borel action space and unbounded transition and cost rates
without introducing an auxiliary discrete-time MDP as in van Dijk (1988, 1989).

(c) If the state and action spaces of the model M are both finite sets, there exist
positive constants Q and M such that ¢*(i) < Q and |c(i,a)| < M foralli € S and
a € A(i). For this particular class of the CTMDPs, there is no need to construct a
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sequence of the control models {M,,, n > 1}. Hence, using the similar arguments of
Theorem 4.2, we can obtain

MT(1+20T)(2T — 1)
m

|V*(tl»i) - Wm(tl’i)| =<

and

QMT(1+20T)(*2T — 1)
m

[V*(0,i) — V/m(0,1)] <

foralli € S, m > land! = 0,1, ..., m, where the policy f™ is as in (4.12).
Therefore, for this particular case, the last two inequalities imply that the accuracy of
the approximation given by (4.11) and (4.12) is of order m !,

5 An example

In this section, we use a controlled birth and death system to illustrate the finite
approximation of the finite-horizon expected total cost criterion.

Example 5.1 (A controlled birth and death system) The control model is given as
follows: S := {0, 1,2,...}, A(0) := [0, x] x {0} (x > 0), A(Q) := [0, k] x [¢1, &2]
(& > ¢ > 0)foralli > 1, g(1]0, (a1,0)) = —¢q(0]0, (a1, 0)) := a for all a; €
[0, «], and foreachi > 1, a = (aj, ap) € A(i),

M +aq, if j=i+1,
s )0+ wi—ar—a, ifj=i,
q(.]|l7a) L Ml+a2, ifj:i_l,
0, otherwise,

where the positive constants A and p denote the birth and death rates, respectively.

To ensure the existence of optimal policies, we consider the following conditions.

(C1) There exists a constant M > 0 such that |c(i,a)| < M (i + 1) forall (i, a) € K.

(C2) For each i € S, there exists a constant L; > 0 such that |c(i, a) — c(i, b)|
Lida(a,b) for all a = (ay,az),b = (b1,by) € A(i), where da(a,b) :
lai — b1| + laz — ba.

1A

Proposition 5.1 Under conditions (C1) and (C2), the controlled birth and death sys-
tem satisfies Assumptions 3.1, 3.2 and 4.1.

Proof Let w(i) :=i + 1 forall i € S. Then direct calculations yield
g @) < A+ witk+0 <+ u+ ke +0 =2 — Wtz —r—p=0)w),
Z w(q(jli,a) = (A —w)i+ap —ay < (O — ww(i) +max{0, k +p — A}, (5.1

jes
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> w?()g(ili.a) = 20 — p)i* + 31 — p+ 2a1 — 2a3)i +3ay — a
Jes =200 — Ww?() + Qa; —2as — »+ 3ww(i) + a1 +ar — h — p
<200 — w2 (@) + k=20 — A+ 3w +k+ 0 — A —
< 20— @) + (2 =281 — A+ 3 25y a4 301w ()
+ max{0, 3x +2u + & — A},
> wi(Hqjlica) =3 — )i + 91 =3+ 3a; — 3a2)i? + (Th — p + 9ay — 3an)i
jes +7a1 —ap
=3k — Ww3 () + (61 + 3a; — 3ar)w (i)
+@Bay +3ar =21 —4p)w@)+pu —r+a; —ap
< B —w) + (61 + 3k — 351 L6 p+3c—3¢, >0}
+Gk + 38 — 24 — 4“)1{3K+3§'272)\74/L>0}]w3(i)
+u—A+K =10
< B — )+ (6p + 3k — 381 {643k -3, >0}
+Gx +38 — 20 — 4M)1{3K+3;2—2;\—4M>0}]w3(i)
+ max{0, 7x + 3u — A}

foralli > 1 and a = (ay, a2) € A(i), and

g (0) <kw(0) < [A+pn+ (k+ & —r— ) erer—n—p=0;]w(0),

> w(iqjl0.a) = ar < (A — ww(0) + max{0, k + p — A}, (5.2)
JES
D w(Dg(jl0, @) = 3ar [2(h—w)+ 2k =281 =x + 310) Iz 25, 4301 ]w? (0)
jes 3k — 200 — )

< 200 — ) + 2k =281 — A+ 3 226, 3430, 1w (0)
+ max{0, 3k +2u + & — A},
Z w3 (Ng(jl0, @) = Tay < [3(h — p) + (6 + 3k — 38 L{643¢—3¢,0)
Jes +Brc+30 =20 — 4 I3130,-2—4-0) 1w (0)
Tk —3(A—p)
< B — p) + (6 + 3 — 351) [{6p+3x -3¢, >0)
+Bk + 38 — 21 — 4 I3 13023 — =0y Tw? (0)
+ max{0, 7k + 3u — A}

for all @ = (a1, az) € A(0). Thus, Assumptions 3.1(i), (ii), 3.2(i) and 4.1 hold with
QO =A4+p+K+0—r—wWlto—r—p>0} P1 := A —, di :=max{0, « +u — 1},
P2 =2 =)+ 2k =281 —A+3 ) I 2c—2¢; —2431>0), d2 = max{0, 3k +2u+—A},
8 =3, p5 := 3(h — ) + (6 + 3 — 3¢ l6p+3c—3c1>0) + Bk + 382 — 24 —
Ap) 13430, —20—4p>0) and ds := max{0, 7« + 3 — A}. Moreover, it follows from
the description of the model, condition (C1), (5.1) and (5.2) that Assumptions 3.1(iii),
3.2(ii) and (iv) hold. Finally, for each i, j € S, we have
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lg(jli,a) —q(jli, b)| < lay — bi| + |az — bs|

for all a = (a1, a2),b = (b1, b2) € A(i). Hence, Assumption 3.2(iii) follows from
the last inequality with L;; = 1 and condition (C2). This completes the proof of the
proposition. O

Next, we take c(i, a) = (la; —n1|+|ax —n2])i (n1 > 0,2 > 0) forall (i,a) € K.
Then direct calculations give

le@@, a)| < (max{ny, [n1 — «|} + max{|{1 — n2l, [{2 — 21 + 1) and
lc(i, a) —c(i, b)| < (la1 — b1| + |az — ba2])i

foralli € S and a = (a1, a2), b = (b1, by) € A(i). Hence, conditions (C1) and (C2)

are satisfied with M := max{ny, |n1 — «|} + max{|¢; — 2], [&2 — n2|}and L; = i.
For each n > 1, choose the control model M,, with §,, = {0, 1, ...,n}, A,,(0) =

(S r=0.1,..0) x (0}, Ay() = {1 1=0,1,...n%) x (g + b =

0, 1,...,n3}foralli =1,...,n. Thenforeachn > 1 andi € §,, we have
n—1
w(n) | Li +2G w(n) D Lij | = (n+ D(i +2Gin(n + 1)) < 2(1 +4G)n’,
j=0

which together with the definition of the Hausdorff metric yields

kth -4 _ 20+4G)K +8 — rw? (i)
" wn [Li+2G o) X2 Lij|

du(A(i), Ay (D)) = 3
n

16.6505 T T T T T T T

n=60

3

16.65

16.6495

16.649

2000 3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000 10000

Fig. 1 Value W, (0, 2) of the model M, for n = 60, 80, 100 and m = 2000, ..., 10,000
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Hence, (4.1) holds with M := 2(1 + 4G ) (k + &2 — &1).

For a numerical experimentation of Example 5.1, we choose the following values
of the parameters: 7 = 10, A = 09, u = 1L,k = 1,¢ = 05,8 =1, n = 2,
n2 = 3. Then for n = 60, 80, 100 and m = 2000, ..., 10000, employing the iteration
constructed as in (4.11), we obtain the corresponding value W,,(0, 2) as shown in
Fig. 1. Empirically, the convergence is faster than that given in Theorem 4.2. This is
due to the fact that the bounds used to obtain the error estimations in Theorem 4.2 are
very conservative. Moreover, from Fig. 1, we get the approximate value V*(0, 2) ~
16.6493.
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