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Abstract

A simulation method is developed, to find an optimal policy for the expected average
reward of a Markovian Decision Process. It is shown that the method is consistent, in
the sense that it produces solutions arbitrarily close to the optimal. Various types of
estimation errors are examined, and bounds are developed.

1. Introduction. Consider the problem of finding optimal policies for a finite state/action
space Markovian Decision Process, when the criterion is the expected average reward. Var-
ious computational methods have been proposed for this problem, such as value iteration,
policy improvement, linear programming etc..

In this paper we develop a simulation algorithm. The algorithm substitutes the value
determination phase of the Policy Improvement method (i.e. the solution of typically large
scale systems of linear equations) with simulation, and it is readily implementable in an
environment of parallel processing. It is shown that it produces policies with expected
average reward arbitrarily close to the optimal.

Specifically, the method is based on simulating independent cycles of the underlying Markov
process for a policy under consideration. We develop estimates of the average and differential
rewards, as well as of the test quantities that are used in the policy improvement step.
However, since only estimates of these quantities are available, the estimation errors may
affect the outcomes of the optimality testing and the improvement step. We solve this
problem by obtaining bounds for the test quantities and using these instead of the estimates.
These bounds are simultaneous, hold with probability one and converge to the true values
as the number of samples increases.

In section 2 we describe the problem and outline the policy improvement method and
the optimality equations. In section 3 we develop an iterative simulation algorithm which
converges almost surely to at least an € — optimal policy in finite number of steps. The
convergence of the algorithm is assured given the existence of an estimation procedure which
can be used in place of the policy evaluation phase to produce a set of bounds for the test
quantities that satisfy almost sure convergence conditions. In section 4 we describe such



an estimation procedure which as we prove satisfies the necessary conditions for the correct
behavior of the algorithm.

The derivation of probability one bounds is based on the following important observation.
The estimation errors of the average and differential rewards associated with the policy
under consideration satisfy the policy evaluation equations of a problem with the same
transition mechanism and suitably modified reward structure. Therefore they are them-
selves expected average and differential rewards for the modified problem.

The simulation and estimation mechanism is based on the regenerative simulation method
proposed in ? and 7 for a problem without decisions. Bounds for the optimal expected
average reward as well as the finite horizon and discounted rewards, when the transition
matrix is subject to small perturbations are derived in 7. ? report computational compar-
isons among various methods using bound approximations and action elimination in the
value iteration for the discounted problem. 7 develop an adaptive estimation mechanism
for the problem of unknown transition and/or reward structure. For additional information
on the related topic of adaptive control of Markov Processes the reader is referred to 7, 7,
? and references therein.

2. The Model-Background. Consider a Markovian Decision Process described by
{S,A(z),x € S, P, R}, where S is the state space, A(x) is the action set in state xz, = € S,
P = (pzy(a))syes,aca(z) 18 the transition mechanism, and R = (r(z,a)) yesaca(z) 15 the
reward structure.

A policy 7 is generally defined as a random mechanism
P[A; = ay] = me(ag|xo, ag, - - . Tp—1, at—1, Tt)-

A policy 7 is deterministic if there exists a sequence of functions {f; : S = U,cq A(x),t =
0,1,...,}, such that fi(x) € A(z),Vz,t and

ﬂ_t(at’xﬁv aQ, - - - Lt—1, Gt—-1, [Bt) =1lor0
according to whether a; = fi(x;) or not. A policy is stationary if m, f; do not depend on ¢.
Let D denote the set of all policies and D the set of all deterministic stationary policies.

The expected long term average reward associated with policy m and initial state Xy = z is
defined as g(z,7) = limsup_, ﬁ SN E(r(Xy, Az, 7).

A policy mg is optimal with respect to the expected average reward criterion if g(x,m) >
g(z,m),Yr € S,m € D.

For each policy f € D and initial state Xg = x¢ € 5, the resulting stochastic process
{X:,t=0,1,...} is Markov with state space S, transition matrix P(f) = (pzy(f(2)))zyes,
and reward function r(f) = (r(x, f(z))) zes-

Let pz(a),p.(f) denote the probability row vectors (pry(a))yes, (Pey(f(x)))yes, respec-
tively. Also for any function h(x) defined on S, let h denote the column vector (h(z)) zes,

and p(a) h the inner product Y-, g pay(a) h(y).

Assumption 2.1 We assume the following.



1. The state and action spaces S, A(x), = € S are finite sets.

2. P(f) is irreducible for all f € D.
Under assumption 2.1 the expected average rewards associated with a policy do not depend
on the initial state. For this case it is well known (e.g. 7, 7) that there exists an optimal

deterministic stationary policy f, if and only if there exist bounded solutions to the following
system of functional equations

g+ h(x) = arenﬂﬁ){r(x, a) + pz(a)h}, xze€S. (2.1)

Optimal policies are defined by the maximizing actions in the above equations.

The Policy Improvement method starts with an arbitrary policy fo € D at iteration 0.
Iteration n proceeds as follows.

1. At the policy evaluation phase compute gy, ,h¢, (), © € S as the unique solution to
the following system of linear equations,

gp, + by () = r(z, ful@)) + pe(fou) hy, ,x € S. (2.2)

where, we use the normalization hy, (0) = 0, for a fixed but arbitrarily chosen state 0

in S.
2. At the policy improvement phase compute the test quantities ¢y, (z,a), x € S,a € A(x)

of.(x,a) = gp, +hy, (@) = (r(z,a) + pa(a) hy,)
(@, fa(z)) = r(z,a) + (p2(fn) — pz(a))hy,. (2.3)
3. The current policy f, is optimal iff

¢f,(x,a) >0, Vel aec Az). (2.4)

4. If (2.4) is violated at some states, a new policy f,,+1 , not necessarily uniquely defined,
for iteration n + 1 is constructed by

fra(x) = arg min 6, (@.0) (2.5)

3. The Simulation Algorithm. Recall that termination — computation of improved
policies at every step of the Policy Improvement procedure is determined by the optimality
conditions (2.4) : ¢f(x,a) >0,V x € S,a € A(x).

Instead of solving (2.2), we perform simulation to obtain estimates gy, ﬁf(:r), $f(x, a) of
g5, hy(x),¢5(x,a) , and use them for the optimality testing in (2.4). The estimation errors
however may cause an incorrect conclusion of an optimality testing of the form qZ; #(z,a) >0,
and of the corresponding improvement step. This problem can be overcome if we modify



the optimality /improvement steps, using suitably defined bounds for ¢¢(x, a) instead of the
estimates ¢¢(x,a).

In this section we postulate the existence of an estimation procedure which, for any policy
f € D, computes estimates gs, h¢(x),dp(x,a) of gr,h¢(x),¢f(x,a), and random variables
Lf’f (z,a), Ufj’f (z,a) with the following properties

(P1) LY (z,a) < df(x,a) < U (2,0), Vo e S,ac Alx),
(P2) Lf’f(x,a),Ufs’f(m,a) — ¢¢(x,a) with probability 1 as ¢ — oo, where ¢ denotes the

number of simulation transitions.

An estimation procedure that satisfies Py, Py is presented in the next section.

We show that, under this assumption, there exists an ¢ — optimal simulation algorithm, i.e.
for any € > 0 there exists a simulation algorithm A(e) which after an almost surely finite
number of transitions produces a policy f such that gy — gy < €, where f* is an optimal

policy.
Let
M,(f,t) = min U/ x,a), 3.1
(5. = min U (.a) (3.
M(f,t) = min L&Y x,a). 3.2
(1) = min L) (32)

For any € > 0, algorithm A(e) is defined as follows.

Iteration 0 At iteration n = 0 select an arbitrary policy fy € D.
Iteration n At iteration n, with policy f, € D,

1. Apply the simulation procedure for the minimum number ¢ of transitions re-
quired, so that one of the following conditions is satisfied.
(C-a) My(fn,t) <0,
(C-b) M;(fn,t) >0, or
(C-¢c) Mi(fn,t) > —e.
2. If condition C-a is satisfied, then
Construct policy fn+1 as follows

Fosi(z) = { arg minge 4(y) Uj”f” (x,a) , if min'aeA(x) thb’f" (r,a) <0
fn(x) , otherwise.
(3.3)
Return to Iteration n + 1 with policy fp41.
If condition C-b is satisfied, stop and return f,, as the unique optimal policy.
If condition C-c is satisfied, stop and return f, as an e-optimal policy.



Let f1,f2 €D, d9 = 9f2 = 9f1s and dh(x> = hf2($) - h‘fl(x)a r€S.

In order to analyze the convergence of algorithm A(e) we need the following lemma.
Lemma 3.1

1. For any two policies fi, fo € D the quantities d9,d"(x), ¢f, (z, f2(2)), © € S satisfy
the following relations

&+ d"(z) = ¢y, (z, fo(2)) + pu(fo) d", x € S. (3.4)

2. If for some policy f € D there exists ¢ > 0, such that ¢¢(x,a) > —(,Va € S,a € A(x),
then

g — 9 < ¢ (3.5)
Proof. To prove part 1, consider the policy evaluation equations for policy fo

9f, T hpy(2) = r(w, f2(2)) + p2(f2) gy, @ € S. (3.6)

Using the definitions of @9, d"(x), the above relation can be rearranged as follows
& +d" @) = (g5 + hp (@) = r(2, f2(2) = pa(f2) hp) + pa(fo)d". (3.7)

The quantity inside the parentheses on the right hand side of (3.7) is equal to ¢y, (z, fa(x))
by definition. Thus (3.4) follows.

We next prove part 2. A direct consequence of part 1 is that the difference d9 is equal to
the expected average reward of a Markov Reward Process with transition matrix P(f2) and
rewards are equal to the opposite of the test quantities ¢y, (z, fa(x)). Therefore

d9 = — Z 7Tf2<l')¢fl($,f2($)) )

€S

where 7y, is the steady state probability vector of P(f2). Thus if ¢¢ (x,a) > —(, x € S,a €
A(z), then d9 < (. (3.5) follows letting f1 = f, fo = f*. O

Theorem 3.2 For any € > 0, under the assumption of existence of an estimation scheme
satisfying properties Py and Ps, algorithm A(e) stops with probability one after a finite total
number of transitions, with a policy f such that gy« — gy < €, where f* is an optimal policy.

Proof. Since the total number of deterministic stationary policies is finite, it suffices to
show that , for any n, iteration n of algorithm A(e) will stop with probability one after
a finite number of simulation transitions and either it will correctly conclude that f,, is
€ — optimal, i.e. g;‘c — gy, <€, or it will produce a new policy fp41, to be used in iteration
n + 1, such that gf, ., — g7, > 0.



In order to prove this claim, consider iteration n and distinguish the following cases.

Case 1. Assume that at iteration n policy f, satisfies min yegqca() @1, (¥,a) > 0, ie it is
optimal.

Since U,fb’f" > ¢y, (x,a), the algorithm will always find U,fb’f" (x,a) >0, Yz € S,a € A(z),
therefore iteration n will not stop under condition C-a.

In addition, since Lf’f"(ac,a) — ¢f,.(x,a) > 0 wp. 1, as t — oo, it follows that for
all = € S,a € A(x),a # fn(zr) there exists, w.p. 1, a finite number #(x,a) such that
Lf’f"(x,a) > —e, Vit > t(x,a). Thus My(fn,t) > —e Vt > to, where tyg = maxt(z,a).

The last inequality means that there exists, w.p. 1, a finite number tg, such that after at
most g transitions within iteration n, one of the conditions C-b and C-c¢ will be satisfied,
and iteration n will terminate either with the conclusion that f, is optimal, or that it is
€ — optimal, both of which conclusions are correct.

Case 2. Assume that at iteration n policy f, satisfies —e < min ,cgqeca(z) @s,(7,a) <0,
i.e., from Lemma 3.1, f, is € — optimal.

In this case the algorithm will always find that Lf’f" (z,a) < 0 for at least one pair (z,a),
thus iteration n will not stop under condition C-b.

Because Lf”f”x, a, Ut¢’f" (z,a) = ¢y, (x,a) w.p. 1, it follows with the same reasoning as in
case 1, that, w.p. 1, after a finite number of transitions within iteration n, either condition
C-a or condition C-c¢ will be satisfied and the iteration will stop. If it stops under condition
C-c, the correct claim that f, is €e —optimal will be made. If it stops under C-a, then a new
policy fns+1 will be derived. By definition of f,.1 we have that U™ (z, fui1(z)) < 0, Va

such that fy41(x) # fn(x), thus,

Of, (2, fas1(z)) <0, Vo € S,
with strict inequality for at least one state x. Therefore from Lemma (3.1) it follows that
Gfnir — 9fa > 0.

Case 3. Assume that at iteration n policy f, satisfies min ,cgqca(z) @1, (7,0) < —e.

In this case the algorithm will always find that Lf)’f "(x,a) < —e Vt, for at least one pair
(x,a), thus iteration n will not stop under conditions C-b or C-c.

Since Ufs’f” (z,a) = ¢5,(x,a) < —e w.p. 1, for at least one pair (z,a), it follows the same
way as in case 1, that after a finite number of transitions a new policy f,y1 will be produced,
which is strictly improved with respect to fi,.

Therefore the claim has been proved for all cases, and the proof of the theorem is complete.
O

4. The Estimation Procedure. In this section we develop an estimation procedure
which satisfies properties P; and Py described in section 3, and therefore assures the correct
behavior of algorithm A(e). The procedure works as follows.



Select a fixed state 0 which from now on will be used as the state of reference. A cycle is
defined as the number of transitions between two successive returns to state 0. At iteration
n of the algorithm A(e), with policy f, under consideration, the Markov Reward Process
with transition matrix P(f,) and reward vector r(f,) = r(z, fn(z)), x € S is simulated
for a number of cycles. During the simulation estimates of gy, , h¢, (2) are calculated, using
an estimation scheme which will be described in detail. Using these estimates and based
on a number of intermediate results, we show the existence of lower and upper bounds
L& (2,a), UP" (2, a) for the test quantities o5, (x,a), that satisfy Py, Pa.

We first define a set of random variables which will be used in the development of the
estimation method.

Let f = f, be the policy used in iteration n of the algorithm. Index t denotes the step
number (simulation transition) within any iteration n. Index j denotes the ;" cycle within
any iteration n. A cycle is considered as a sample of our estimation scheme, therefore j
also represents the j* sample within a single iteration. Both j and t are reset to zero at
the beginning of each iteration n.

Let P/, Ef denote the probability distribution and the expectation respectively, with re-
spect to transition matrix P(f) and initial state x.

Let ,6’(]; =0, and
Bl =min{t >l +1,X, =0,X; #0,i =4/, +1,....t =1}, j=12... (41)

denote the successive return epochs to state 0, when policy f € D is used.

Also let
Al@)=min{t: g/ <t < gl —1,X, =z}, (4.2)

represent the epoch of first visit to state z between the j* and the (j + 1)* recurrence to
state 0, under policy f, assuming that min () = +oco.

Define

1 , if state z is visited during the j** cycle

ij(x) - 1{A;(x) <oof= { 0 , otherwise ’ (4.3)

T/ (x) = I} (2)(8],, — 4] (2)), (4.4)

f
Bj+1_1

wi(z) = 1] () Zf (X, £(X2)). (4.5)
t=A; (z)

The random variables ij (x), Vij () represent the number of transitions and the reward
obtained in the time interval between the first visit to state x and the next recurrence to
state 0, during the j* cycle. If z is not visited in the j** cycle, they are set equal to 0 *.

Tt is easy to see that If(O) = LA;(O) = 6£7ij(0) = ﬂfH — ij.



Remark 4.1 As a direct consequence of the fact that every state of a positive recurrent
Markov chain is a regeneration point of the process, we observe that the random vectors

V; = {8/, I](2), Al (2), T (2), W] (2),} z€8,j=1,2,...

are independent and identically distributed. This property will be used to prove the con-
sistency of our estimation procedure.

Lemma 4.2 The quantities g¢, hy(x), v € S are given by

_ B/ o) Lo
95 = Ef[T]f(O)} (4.6)

and frod ot
ey = B @)= gy BT ()] wn

fron —
PII (z) = 1]
Proof. From ?,p.66 (see also ?,p.126) ) we obtain the following interpretation of g, hy(x),
as conditional expectations given a policy f and an initial state x

B (X £(X0)

: 4.8
. E{[8]] 4
and
f-1
hy(z) = E;{[ Z (r(Xt, f(Xe)) — g5)]
t=0
8] -1
= BIY r(Xe, (X)) — grELB]). (4.9)
t=0
From the definition of ij (z) we see that V z € S
B Wl ()] = EEW] (2)/1(2)]
= Pl (x) = 1 B/ [W] (2)/1] () = 1. (4.10)
But
BN W @)/ (x) =1] = B W (2)/1] (2) = 1]
f1
= EI[> r(Xe f(X0))), (4.11)
t=0

where the first equality follows from Remark (4.1) and the second from the Markov property.



In a similar manner we can show that

BT (2)] = PI(1 (2) = 1] B/ []). (4.12)

Since all states are positive recurrent, P/ [I]f(x) =1]>0, z€S5.

Relations (4.6) and (4.7) follow from (4.8)—(4.12). O

Assume that k samples Vi,..., V; of the random vector V', defined in Remark (4.1), have
been obtained, after simulating the process for k cycles using policy f. Then we form the
following estimates for the expected average and differential rewards and the test quantities
associated with f

W)
ar = wa), (4.13)
T ) — 67
hp(z) = Wil )Ii(i;Tk( ) zes, (4.14)
qgf(x,a) = r(xz, f(z)) —r(x,a) + (p=(f) — pz(a)) iLf, (4.15)

where T,J: = Z;‘?Zl Lix/k, T£ = Z?zl ij(x)/k, Wi Z?Zl ij(ac)/k. If Tﬁ(m) =0, we set
h #(x) arbitrarily. Note that h £(0) = 0, which is consistent with the adopted normalization.
For notational simplicity we do not specifically indicate the dependence of the estimates

gf,hf qbf on the sample size k. This will also be true for all the quantities defined as
functions of the estimates throughout this section.

Lemma 4.3 gy and lAzf(x),gZA)f(a:,a), x € S,a € A(x) are strongly consistent estimates of
g5 and hy(x),¢¢(x,a), x € S,a € A(x) respectively.

Proof. From Remark (4.1) and the strong law of large numbers we get that Wﬁ(x) —
BN W/ ()], T{(z) — B/ 1T/ (2).Ti(2) — E/[Iz] = P/[Ijz = 1], w.p. 1 as n — oo. Note
that all the involved expectations are finite, because of the bounded rewards and the irre-
ducibility assumption. The lemma now follows from lemma (4.2). O

In order to develop bounds Ly(x,a),Us(x,a) for ¢¢(x,a) we need two intermediate results
which are presented in Lemma 4.4 and Lemma 4.5 below. Although the results of Lemma
4.4 are contained in 7, the proof is presented here for completeness.

Let
m () = BI[A]], (4.16)

denote the expected first passage time from state x to state 0 under policy f. The quantities
mf(x), x € S are the unique solution to the following system of equations

HNa) =14 poy(f(z)m!(y), z € 5. (4.17)
y7#0



Also let

=
mf (z) = Ti() T
(2) i) €5, (4.18)
and
™ (@) = (@) = (14 pay(f(2))i? (), (4.19)
y7#0
M = miny™/ (z). (4.20)

zeSs

mf (x) is a strongly consistent estimate of mf(x). n™7(x) represents the difference between
the left and right hand side of (4.17), when the estimates 1/ () are used instead of the
true values m/ (x).

Lemma 4.4 The quantities m/ (), x € S are bounded as follows

m! (z) < U™ (z), (4.21)
where
! @)1 — 4.22
(90) = m (»’U)( —W), (~ )
P! = max{yid ~1} . (4.23)

Proof. Let 6"/ (z) = m/(x) — m/(z) denote the estimation error of 7nf (x). Substituting
mf (x) and m/ (y) into (4.19) we get

5™ (@) = 0™ (@) + Y pay (F(2))0™ (y). (4.24)
y#0

Thus 6™/ (x) represents the expected first passage reward from state x to 0 under reward
structure ™7 (), i.e.
B -1

o™ (@) = BIL Y ™ (X)) (4.25)
t=0

Therefore the following inequality is immediate

g™ () > pid m ().

On the other hand since by definition 7/ (2) > 0, = € S, it follows that

™ (z) > —m ().

Combining the last two inequalities we obtain

57 () fm () > ™. (4.26)
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We now observe that

sl (z) 6™t (2)
mf(z)  mf(x) +6mS(x)
™1 (@) /m ()

= T o (@) fm (2) (4.27)

Since the function f(x) = z/(1+ ) is increasing in x for x > —1, it follows from (4.26) and
(4.27) that

M, f o5 f
m,f > p m (l’)
1) (.CC) = 1+pm’f 5
from which (4.21) is immediate. O
Let
§59f — ar — g5, (4.28)
oM (@) = hy(x) = hy(x), (4.29)

represent the estimation errors of gy, h #(x), and

~

P (@) = gy + hy(x) = (r(z, f(2)) + pa(f) p).- (4.30)

the deviation of the policy evaluation equations (2.2) for policy f, when the estimates for
g, h are used instead of the true values. Also let

9,f

Mt = TN n%f (z),

Mt = m2x 7 (z).

Lemma 4.5

1. The error 69 is bounded as follows

il < 698 < gt . (4.31)

2. The error 8™/ (z) is bounded as follows

6" ()| < U™ (2), V€S, (4.32)
where
Uh (@) = (%, — 0l U™ (2), = #0, (4.33)
utlo) = o.

3. UM (z) =0 wp. 1,ask — o0, Vres.

11



Proof. The assertion is immediate for = 0, because hf(0) = ﬁf(O) = 0. Let  # 0. From
(4.28), (4.29), (4.30) we get

(@) = gy +077) 4 (hy(@) + 6" (@) = (r(, f(2) + palf) (hy +6T))
697 + 6™ (@) = pa(f) 0",

hence,
698 - 5" () = 90 (2) + po(f) ST, z € S. (4.34)

Thus the estimation errors satisfy a set of policy evaluation equations, with transition matrix
P(f) and reward at state = € S equal to n9/(x). Let m¢(x), = € S denote the stationary
probability vector of P(f). Then

§9f = Z Wf(.%‘)?’]g’f(.%'), (4.35)
€S
therefore
i, <600 <ngl,. (4.36)

This proves (4.31).

In order to prove part 2 we observe that the quantities 6"/ (z), x € S play the role of the
differential rewards for the modified process, and thus, according to (4.9),

B~

oM (@) = EL[ Y (0" (x) — 6%7)]. (4.37)
t=0

Using (4.37) and (4.31) we derive the following bounds for 6"/ (z).
(i = i) (@) < 67 () < (e — iy ().

Now (4.32) can be shown by applying the results of Lemma 4.4 for m/(z) and observing
that 037, — ng:l, < 0.

ar —
For part 3 we have that ng’f(x) — 0, Vo € S, w.p.1, as the sample size increases, which
follows from Lemma 4.3. Therefore nd;/  — nfn{n — 0, w.p. 1,as k — oo. O

We can now prove the main result of this section.

Let
L9 (w,a) = éf(x,a) = p?! (x,0), (4.38)
U (2,0) = ép(x,a)+p™ (2,a), (4.39)
where
Z |Pay (f — payla )‘Uh’f(y)- (4.40)
yes

12



Theorem 4.6 The quantities LS (x,a), Uf (x,a) defined in (4.38), (4.39) satisfy proper-
ties Py, Po in section 3, i.e.

L9 (z,a) < ¢f(x,a) < U (x,a), VxS, ac Ax), (4.41)

and
L9 (z,a), U (x,a) — df(z,a),w.p. 1, as k — oc. (4.42)

Proof. Let 6%/ (z,a) = gﬁf(a:, a) — ¢¢(x,a) denote the estimation error of gﬁf(x, a). Substi-
tuting ¢¢(z, a), qgf(ac,a) from (2.3) and (4.15) we find

5¢7f(x7 a’) = (pm(f) - pm(a)) 5h7f7 (4'43)

therefore

670 (z,0)] < Y Ipay(f(2) = pay(@)] 18" (y)]
yes

< Z |pry(f(x) - p:cy(a)| Uh’f(y)’a

yes
= " (z,0),

where the second inequality follows from Lemma 4.5.2. This proves (4.41).

In order to prove (4.42), we note that p?/(z,a) — 0 w.p.1 as k — oo, Vz € S,a € A(z),
which follows from Lemma 4.5.3. In addition, hfi(xz,a) — ¢¢(x,a) w.p.1, because ¢y is
strongly consistent. Thus, L7 (z,a), U/ (z,a) — ¢f(x,a), wp.l as k — oo. O

Remark 4.7 With respect to computational implementation of the algorithm, parallel sim-
ulation techniques can be readily applied. Since under any policy f successive cycles are
independent, the estimation procedure can be distributed to different processors of a mas-
sively parallel system. Each one of a group of “simulator” processors performs simulation
of recurrence cycles and computes one sample V; from every cycle. This sample is then sent
to a “data collecting” processor, which is responsible for combining the samples into the
estimates, computing the bounds, testing for optimality and performing the policy improve-
ment step. Each time a new iteration of algorithm A(e) is started, all simulating processors
are restarted with the new policy. Under this parallelization scheme, the simulator pro-
cessors can work asynchronously, and the only synchronization is performed when a policy
changes.
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