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Abstract

We consider the problem of determining the optimal investment level that a firm
should maintain in the presence of random price and/or demand fluctuations. We
model market uncertainty by means of a geometric Brownian motion, and we consider
general running payoff functions. Our model allows for capacity expansion as well as
for capacity reduction, with each of these actions being associated with proportional
costs. The resulting optimisation problem takes the form of a singular stochastic control
problem that we solve explicitly. We illustrate our results by means of the so-called
Cobb-Douglas production function. The problem that we study presents a model, the
associated Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation of which admits a classical solution that
conforms with the underlying economic intuition but does not necessarily identify with
the corresponding value function, which may be identically equal to co. Thus, our
model provides a situation that highlights the need for rigorous mathematical analysis
when addressing stochastic optimisation applications in finance and economics, as well
as in other fields.

1 Introduction

We consider the problem of determining in a dynamical way the optimal capacity level of a
given investment project operating within a random economic environment. In particular,
we consider an investment project that yields payoff at a rate that is dependent on its
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installed capacity level and on an underlying economic indicator such as the price of or
the demand for the project’s unique output commodity, which we model by a geometric
Brownian motion. The project’s capacity level can be increased or decreased at any time
and at given proportional costs. The objective is to determine the project’s capacity level
that maximises the associated expected, discounted payoft flow.

Irreversible capacity expansion models have attracted considerable interest in the liter-
ature, e.g., see Davis, Dempster, Sethi and Vermes [DDSV87| (see also Davis [D93]), Ko-
bila [K93], Oksendal [D00], Wang [W03], Chiarolla and Haussmann [CHO05], Bank [B05], and
references therein. Recently, Bentolila and Bertola [BB90], and Abel and Eberly [AE96] con-
sidered models involving both expansion and reduction of a project’s capacity level. These
authors assume that the rate at which the project yields payoff is modelled by a constant elas-
ticity Cobb-Douglas production function. Our model considers much more general running
payoff functions that include the whole family of the Cobb-Douglas production functions as
special cases, and allow for the situation where a running cost proportional to the project’s
installed capacity (reflecting, e.g., labour costs) is also included (see Examples 1 and 2).
Also, Guo and Pham [GPO05] consider a related partially reversible investment model with
entry decisions and a general running payoff function. The model that these authors consider
is fundamentally different from the ones considered by Bentolila and Bertola [BB90], and
Abel and Eberly [AE96], or the one that we study here because, e.g., it is one-dimensional
instead of two-dimensional.

Our analysis, which leads to results of an explicit analytic nature, involves the derivation
of tight conditions for the project’s value function to be finite. The fact that simple choices
for the project’s running payoff function lead to unique solutions to the associated free-
boundary problem that conform with standard economic intuition but are associated with
value functions that are identically equal to infinity presents a most interesting feature of
our analysis (see Remark 3; also, note that this pathological situation does not arise in
the context of the special cases studied by Bentolila and Bertola [BB90], and by Abel and
Eberly [AE96]). Indeed, this possibility stresses the fact that treating optimisation models
related to investment decision making in a “formal” way, which is often the case in the
economics literature, can lead to erroneous conclusions and can suggest the adoption of
potentially disastrous policies.

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 is concerned with a rigorous formulation
of the investment decision model that we study. In Section 3, we derive tight sufficient
conditions, which conform with economic intuition, for the associated optimisation problem
to possess a finite value function. Assumptions 1 and 2 summarise all of the assumptions
that we make about the problem data in the paper. We also establish a number of estimates
that we use in our subsequent analysis. Section 4 is concerned with the proof of a verification
theorem that provides sufficient conditions for the value function of our control problem to
be identified with a solution to the associated dynamic programming or Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellman equation. In Section 5, we solve the optimisation problem considered. Finally, we
illustrate our results by a number of examples in Section 6.



2 Problem formulation

We fix a probability space (2, F, P) equipped with a filtration (F;) satisfying the usual
conditions of right continuity and augmentation by P-negligible sets, and carrying a stan-
dard, one-dimensional (F;)-Brownian motion W. We denote by A the family of all caglad,
(Fi)-adapted, increasing processes £ such that &, = 0.

We consider an investment project that produces a given commodity, and we assume that
the project’s capacity, namely its rate of output, can be controlled at any given time. We
denote by Y; the project’s capacity at time ¢, and we model cumulative capacity increases
(resp., decreases) by a process £ € A (resp., & € A). In particular, given any times
0<s<t & —& and &, — & are the total capacity increase and decrease, respectively,
incurred by the project management’s decisions during the time interval [s, ¢]. The project’s
capacity process Y is therefore given by

Vi=y+& —&, Yo=y>0, (1)

where y > 0 is the project’s initial capacity. Note that project’s capacity process Y is a
finite variation process because it is the difference of two increasing processes. Also, the
assumptions that the processes ¢+ are caglad and §(jf = 0 imply that Yy = y. We make
the assumption that the project’s management controls only the project’s capacity level.
Accordingly, we denote by II, the set of all admissible decision strategies, which is defined
by

I, ={("¢): €& eA and Y, >0, forallt >0} .

We assume that all randomness associated with the project’s operation can be captured
by a state process X that satisfies the SDE

dX, = bX,dt + V20X, dW,, Xo=2z>0, (2)

for some constants b and o. In practice, X; can be the price of one unit of the output
commodity or an economic indicator reflecting, e.g., the output commodity’s demand, at
time ¢.

To simplify the notation, we define

S:{(x,y)ERQ: x>0,y20},

so that S is the set of all possible initial conditions.
With each decision policy (£,£7) € I, we associate the performance criterion

Joy(§5,67)=E [/OO e "' h(X,,Yy) dt — K*/ e "dgS — K- e dé}] ;o (3)
0 [0,00]

[0,00]



where h : S — R is a given function, and » > 0 and K+, K~ are constants. Here, h models
the running payoff resulting from the project’s operation, and KT (resp., K~) models the
costs associated with increasing (resp., decreasing) the project’s capacity level.

As it stands in (3), the performance index J,, is not necessarily well-defined because
the random variable inside the expectation may not be integrable or even well-defined. To
address this issue, we define

T
Ur = / e ""h(X,,Y;) dt — K+/ e "dg — K- e "t d¢;, for T > 0. (4)
0 [0,T] [0,7]

In the next section (see Lemma 4, in particular), we are going to impose assumptions on h
such that Ur is well-defined, for all T" > 0, and either

Us = lim Uy exists in R, P-a.s., and U, € L'(Q,F,P), (5)

=1
T—o0o
in which case, we naturally define

Jx,y(§+a g_) =F [UOO] ) (6)
as in (3), or there exists an (F;)-adapted process Z such that

Ur < Zp, foral T >0, and limsup E[Z7] = —o0, (7)

T—o00

in which case, we define

Joy(§T,67) = —00. (8)

The objective is to maximise the performance index J, , thus defined over all admissible
decision strategies (§7,£7) € II,. The value function of the resulting optimisation problem
is defined by

v(z,y) = S Toy(§7,67). (9)

3 Assumptions and preliminary estimates

The purpose of this section is to establish conditions on the problem data under which our
control problem is well-posed and its value function is finite, and to prove certain estimates
that we will need. Before we address these issues, we first discuss an ODE that will play an
instrumental role in the solution of our control problem.

Every solution of the homogeneous ODE

o*r*u (z) + bau' (z) — rw(z) =0
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is given by
u(z) = Az" + Ba™,

for some A, B € R. Here, the constants m < 0 < n are the solutions of the quadratic
equation

N+ (b—o )\ —1 =0, (10)

given by

—(b—0?) £ /(b—02)+ 4027“.

202

(11)

m,n =

Now, let k£ :]0,00[— R be any measurable function such that

E UOOO e~ k()| dt

< oo, forallz>0. (12)

This integrability condition is equivalent to
/ s " Hk(s)| ds +/ s " Hk(s)|ds < oo, forall z >0,
0 T

and the function RI* :]0, co[ — R defined by

RM(z) = ﬁ {xm /0 xs_m_lk(s) ds + z" / h s k(s) ds] (13)

o2(n —
is a special solution to the non-homogeneous ODE
o (z) + bau' (z) — rw(z) + k(x) = 0, (14)

and satisfies

RK(z)=FE { /O h e "k(X,) dt] : (15)

Furthermore,
if k is increasing, then Rl is increasing, (16)
and
if k& is increasing, then 111%1 @ >0 & 1:;{51 R¥(z) > 0. (17)
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All of these results are proved in Knudsen, Meister and Zervos [KMZ98]. For future reference,
we also note that, given any A € R,

E |:/C>C> efrtXt)\ dt:| _ SL’A /OO 6[02)\2+(b—02)>\—r]tE |:e*0'2>\2t+\/§(7>\wti| dt
0 0

if A\<mor\>n,

:{ MoPN 4 (b= o)A —7], if A €]m,n]. (18)

We are going to need the following estimate that is related with the definitions above.

Lemma 1 Given any X\ €10, n[, there exist constants 1,9 > 0 such that

212
o\ €
}S + Qx)‘,
E2

212
TN+ &y _
L Epreert

Ele X} <
€2

and FE {sup e X))

>0
where X; = sup,; X;.

Proof. Since n is the positive solution of the quadratic equation (10), it follows that there
exist €1,e9 > 0 such that

r—e; >0 and o2\ + (b— 02))\ —(r—e1) = —éo.
Given such parameters, we define

V = su |:_O'2)\2+82
L V2l

t>0

ow)

we calculate

e X} =2t e ) sup exp ((r — e1)s — (0°A? + £2)s + V20 AW)

s<t
= e =t sup [exp(—(r —e1)(t—s)) exp (—(02)\2 +e9)s + ﬁaAWs)}
s<t

< x)\efelte\/ﬂop\v’

and we observe that

sup e_”)_(t)‘ < V2oV
t>0

Since V is exponentially distributed with parameter 2 (0?A? + &5) / (v/2|0|)) (see Karatzas
and Shreve [KS88, Exercise 3.5.9]), the two bounds follow by a simple integration. O

The following assumptions on the data of the control problem formulated in Section 2
will ensure that the associated free-boundary problem has a unique solution that conforms
with economical intuition.



Assumption 1 r > 0, and the function i is C® and satisfies

/ s_m_1|h(s,y)| ds +/ s_"_1|h(s,y)| ds < o0,
0 T

for all (z,y) € S. If we define

H(z,y) = hy(z,y), foraz,y>0, (19)

then, given any y > 0,
H,(x,y) >0, forallz >0, and lim H(z,y)= oo, (20)

and, given any x > 0,
Hy(z,y) <0, forally>0. (21)

Also, Kt 4+ K~ > 0, and

/ s H (s, y)] + [Hy(s,y)]) ds +/ sTHH (s )|+ [Hy (s, )] ds < oo,
0 xr
for all x,y > 0. -

It is worth observing that (20) and (21) in this assumption have a natural economic inter-
pretation. Indeed, we can think of H(x,y)Ay as the additional running payoff that we are
faced with if we increase the project’s capacity level from y to y + Ay, for small Ay, and the
underlying state process X assumes the value z. In view of this observation, (20) reflects
the idea that, given y, a small amount of extra capacity should be associated with increasing
values of additional running payoff as the value of x, which, e.g., models the price of or the
demand for the project’s output commodity, is increasing. Similarly, (21) reflects the fact
that, for a given value x of the underlying state process, the extra running payoff resulting
from a small amount of additional capacity is decreasing as the level of the already installed
capacity y increases. Also, the assumption that KT + K~ > 0, which is an indispensable
one, is a most realistic one. Indeed, the inequality K+ + K~ < 0 gives rise to the unrealistic
scenario where the project’s management can realise arbitrarily high profits by just sequen-
tially increasing and then decreasing the project’s capacity by the same amount sufficiently
fast.

At this point, we should also observe that (20) and (21) in Assumption 1 exclude the
special case that arises when the running payoff function i does not depend on the capacity
level y, i.e., when h(z,y) = iz(x), for some function h. In this case, it is plainly optimal to
never change the project’s capacity level. However, the qualitative nature of this strategy
is fundamentally different from any of the forms that our analysis allows for the optimal
strategy to have, which is reflected in our assumptions.
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The following additional assumptions will ensure that the value function of the control
problem considered is finite and identifies with the solution of the associated Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman equation. Apart from (26), which can be justified by straightforward eco-
nomics considerations such as the ones discussed above, the conditions in the assumption
are of a technical nature.

Assumption 2 K > 0, and there exist constants
a>0,3€]0,1, 9€]0,K* AN(KT+ K )An[and C >0, (22)

where n > 0 is as in (11), such that

(67

5 <mn, (23)
—C(1+y) < hlz,y) CO+2"" +2%°) +r(KT —9)y, forall (z,y) €S, (24)
—C < H(z,y) = hy(z,y) < 8C2% ) 4 r(K+ —9), forall z,y > 0. (25)
Also,
hy(xz,y) >0, forall (x,y) €S. (26)
U

Remark 1 Note that we could have replaced the upper bound in (25) by

C (1 + xay*(lfﬁ)) , forall z > 0 and y < yy,

H(zy) < {ﬁCmay_(l_ﬁ) + (Kt —4), forallz>0andy >y,

for some constant y; > 0. Depending on the problem data, such a significant relaxation could
result in optimal policies such as the one depicted by Figure 5 that would enrich qualitatively
the class of optimal capacity control strategies (see also Example 3 in Section 6). However,
we decided against such a relaxation because this would complicate both the presentation
and the analysis of our results. O

Example 1 A choice for the running payoff function h that has been widely considered in
the literature is the so-called Cobb-Douglas production function given by

h(z,y) = 2*y”, for some constants o > 0 and 3 €]0, 1]. (27)

It is straightforward to verify that this function satisfy all of our assumptions if and only if
the parameters o and [ satisfy the inequality (23). O



Example 2 A choice for the running payoff function h that is a variation of the Cobb-
Douglas function and incorporates a running cost proportional to the project’s installed
capacity is given by

h(z,y) = (x +n)*(y + )’ — Ky, for some constants «, 3,1,(, K > 0. (28)

This choice satisfies our assumptions if and only if

a, 3 €10,1], m<n and B¢ 0P <« K +rK™. (29)

To see this claim, fix any ¥ > 0 such that
a<n—19 and pn¢ P < K 4r(KT —9),
and observe that there exist constants I';,I'5, '3 > 1 such that
(x4+n)*<Ti(1+2%), (y+P<Ty(1+y”) and Ty’ <Ts+r(KT -9y,
because «, 5 €0, 1[. In view of these inequalities, we can see that

h(z,y) < Ty (1 + 2% + xo‘yﬁ) + I Tyy?
<40l (14 2% 4+ 2%9°) + (KT = 9)y,

and check that Assumption 1, and (23), (24) and (26) in Assumption 2 all hold true. To
verify (25) in Assumption 2, we note that, given a constant C' > 1,

— [H(z,y) — pCz"y "] <0

() (5
T+n y ’

which is true for all z,y > 0. It follows that (25) is satisfied if it is true for z = 0, i.e., if

is equivalent to

By +¢)" A < K4 (KT —9), forally >0,

which is true when the associated parameters satisfy (29).

To see that, if the last inequality in (29) is not true, then the upper bound in (25) does
not hold, we argue by contradiction. Indeed, if there are constants C,9 > 0 such that (25)
is satisfied, then we can pass to the limit as = | 0 to obtain

Bn*(y +¢)” 15)<K+T(K — 1), forall y > 0.

However, this inequality cannot be true for all y > 0 if the last inequality in (29) above does
not hold. (]



It is a straightforward exercise to show that the bounds in (24)-(25) imply the following
estimates.

Lemma 2 With reference to the notation in (13), the bounds provided by (24) and (25) in
Assumption 2 imply that there exists a constant Cy > 0 such that

—Cy(1+y) < RIMDI(2) < Oy (I4+y+2""+ xo‘yﬁ) . forall (z,y) €S,
—C, < REI(2) < ¢y (1+ xo‘y’(l’ﬁ)) , forall (z,y) € S.

As we have remarked above, bounds such as the ones appearing in Assumption 2 are
essential for the value function to be finite. Indeed, we can prove the following result.

Lemma 3 Consider the control problem formulated in Section 2 that arises if the running
payoff function h is defined by (27) in Example 1, and suppose that ﬁ >n > «. Then,

under any well-posed definition of the performance index J,, that is consistent with (3),
v(z,y) = 00, for every initial condition (z,y) € S.

Proof. Consider the strategy defined by
=X and & =0, forallt>0, (30)

where X; = sup,<; Xs. With regard to (18), we can see that this strategy is associated with

E [/ e_”Xf‘f/f dt} > [ {/ e "X dt} = 0. (31)
0 0

Now, let us assume that ﬁ >n > «a. If we define \ = % > 0, then such an assumption
implies A < n. In view of this observation, we can use the first estimate in Lemma 1, the
monotone convergence theorem and the integration by parts formula to see that the strategy
given by (30) satisfies

T
E [ / et d{j] = lim E [r / et jdt+e’"T£$+]

T
= lim <T/ Ele "X} dt+E [eTTX%}>
0

T—o0

—X
€1&2

< Q.

<r
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However, this calculation, (30) and (31) imply that

E[ / e XY dt — / e dEF — / e”dét]
0 [0,00] [0,00]

is well-defined and equal to oo, which proves the result. 0

We can now prove that our assumptions are sufficient for the optimisation problem con-
sidered to be well-posed and for its value function to be finite.

Lemma 4 Suppose that the running payoff function h satisfies (24) in Assumption 2 and
that K+, K™+ K~ > 0. Given any initial condition (x,y) € S, (5)-(8) provide a well-posed
definition of the performance criterion J,,, and the following statements hold true:

(a) Given any admissible strategy (§7,67) € I, J,,(§7,£7) € R if and only if

E [/ e Y, dt + K*/ e e + K| e "t d§t} < 0. (32)
0 [0,00]

[0,00]
(b) Condition (32) implies

liminfe ™ E [Yr,] = 0. (33)

(c) v(z,y) € R.

Proof. Fix any initial condition (z,y) € S and any admissible strategy ({,¢7) € II,. Since
£T, € are increasing caglad processes with £ = &, = 0, we can use the integration by parts
formula to calculate

~K* / ertdet — K- | etdgs
[0,7] [0,7]

T
= /0 e [KTGE+ K& dt —e T [KEE + K&, ] (34)

With regard to (1) and the inequality K™ + K~ > 0, we can see that
KT K <-KT(§-¢&)=-K"Y,+ K"y, (35)

which, combined with (34), implies

T
-K* /[ } e "hdEr — K e "td¢; < —rKT / e Y, dt — e TK Yy + KTy, (36)
0,7 0

[0,7]
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However, this inequality and (24) in Assumption 2 imply that the random variables Ur
defined by (4) satisfy

T
Ur < Kty + / e (X, V) — rK1Y;] dt
0

T
<K'y+ C/ e (1+ X)) - Zr, (37)
0
where
R T
Ty = / et [m?Yt - Cxta}ﬂ dt, for T >0.
0
With reference to (18), we note that

L(z):=FE [C /O T (1+X77) dt}

C Oz
:7_02(n—1§‘)2+(b—02)(n—1§‘)—r €10, ool (38)

Now, suppose that the strategy strategy (£7,£7) € II, is associated with

E [/OO e Y, dt} = 00. (39)
0
With regard to (23) in Assumption 2 and (18), we observe that
L(z)=E { / h et x AP dt] < 0. (40)
0
Therefore, given any constant p > 0,

E {/ efrt}/;el{n<uxa/(l—ﬁ)} dt} < uly(z) < o0. (41)
0 t

It follows that (39) is true if and only if

E [/ e_rtnl{yt>ﬂxa/(1—5)} dt} = 0. (42)
0 ZHAy

Now, let any z > 0 such that r9 — Cu~=# > 0, where the constants 9, C' > 0 and 3 €]0, 1]
are as in Assumption 2, and note that

T
E|Z| > - cp'E [ / e X )1{Yt<uxa/(lﬁ>}dt]
0 t

T
+ (7“29 - C,u_(l_ﬁ)) E |:/ e_rt}/t]_{y,t>ﬂxa/(1—ﬁ)} dt} .
0 ZHXy
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In view of (41)—(42) and the monotone convergence theorem, the right hand side of this
inequality tends to co as T" — oo, which implies that limp_ . E [ZT] = 00. However, this
conclusion, (37) and (38) imply that there exists a process Z such that (7) is satisfied and,
therefore, J, ,(§7,£7) = —oc.

To proceed further, let us assume that

E [/ e Y, dt} < 00, (43)
0

which is necessary for condition (32) to be satisfied. Since Y is a finite variation process, its
sample paths can have at most countable discontinuities. Using Fubini’s theorem, we can
see that this observation and (43) imply

/ e ""E[Y, ]dt =E {/ e Y, dt} =F {/ e Y, dt} < 00,
0 0 0

which proves that (32) implies (33), and establishes part (b) of the lemma.
Now, using Holder’s inequality, we calculate

oo o B
E [ / e XeYS dt] < I, %(z) <E { / ey, dtD < 00, (44)
0 0

where I5(z) is given by (40). This inequality, (38), (43) and the bounds in (24) in Assump-
tion 2 imply

E [/ e h(X, V)| dt] <E [/ et [C (1 T G Xf‘Yf) +{r(Kt —9)vC) Yt] dt]
0 0
< 00,

which, combined with the dominated convergence theorem, implies

lim E [ /0 : e (X, Y)) dt} —F [ /O (X, V) dt} eR. (45)

T—o00

This observation gives rise to two possibilities. The first one is associated with the inequality

E [/ e "t dg; —i—/ e "t dét} < 0.
[0,00] [0,00]

In this case, limy_, Ur exists, P-a.s., and belongs to L'(Q, F, P), so J,,((¢7,€7) is finite
and is given by (6). The second possibility is associated with

E [/ e "t d&;t +/ e "t d{t_] = 00,
[0,00( [0,00(
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which, combined with (43) and (33), implies

FE tdgr| = FE e | = oo, 46
{/[O,Oo[e 6t:| {/{0700[6 6t:| o0 (46)

If K~ <0, then we can use (1) and the integration by parts formula to calculate

K~ e "tdé; = K e "tde + | K| e "t dY;
0,7] [0,7] 0,7]

T
K~ / e tder +r| K| / e Y dt + |[K e Y, — |K |y
(0,77 0

v

K- / el — Ky,
(0,17

which implies

E{K+/ e "de + K e‘”d{{] >(KT+ K )E {/ e‘”d{j] — | K™ |y.
[0,T7] [0,T7]

[0,T]
This inequality, the assumption that K™ + K~ > 0, (46) and the monotone convergence
theorem imply

lim E [K*/ e "dg + K
[0,7]

T—o00

e " dft} =00 (47)
[0,7]
On the other hand, if K~ > 0, then (46) plainly implies (47). However, (45) and (47) imply
that limy_,. E[Ur] = —o0, so (7) is satisfied for Z = U and J, ,(¢1,£7) = —o0.

The analysis above establishes the well-posedness of the definition of J, , given by (5)—(8)
as well as parts (a) and (b) of the lemma. To prove part (c) of the lemma, we first note that
the first bound in Lemma 2 and (18) imply

R[h('vy)](x) - F {/ e h(Xy,y) dt} e R.
0

However, this shows that our performance criterion is finite for the strategy that involves no
capacity changes at any time, which proves that v(x,y) > —oo. To show that v(z,y) < oo,
consider any admissible decision strategy (£, &™) € II,, such that J, ,(£7,£7) > —oo. With
reference to (43) and (44),

E { / et [th - CXfYﬂ dt}
0

(o] o 6
> rJE { / ey, dt} - CL " (x) (E { / e~ Y, dtD
0 0

1/(1-p)
> —% (%) Iy(z), forall T >0, (48)
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the second inequality following because, given any constants x, A > 0 and 5 €]0, 1],

KQ — AQ° > _M <@
B 6

R

1/(1-p)
) , forall Q >0,

in particular, for Q@ = E [ [;* e™""Y, dt]. However, (37), (38) and (48) imply

_ 1/(1-8)
Lal6n ) < i)+ 1ty + B (B )

which proves that v(z,y) < oo because the right hand side of this inequality is finite and
independent of £t and £ O

4 The Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation

The problem described in the previous section has the structure of a singular stochastic
control problem. With regard to standard theory of singular control, we expect that its
value function can be identified with a solution w : & — R to the HJB quasi-variational
inequalities

max{ 0w w,, (,y) + brw, (z, y)—rw(z, y) + h(z,y),
wy(xay)_K+7 —wy(x,y)—K_} :07 x7y>07 (49)
max{chwam(x, 0) + brw,(x,0)—rw(x,0) + h(z,0), wy(z,0) — K+} =0, >0, (50)
where wy(x,0) := limy o wy(z,y).
To obtain some qualitative understanding of the origins of this equation, we observe that,
at time 0, the project’s management has to choose between three options. The first one is to

wait for a short time At, and then continue optimally. With respect to Bellman’s principle
of optimality, this option is associated with the inequality

At
v(r,y) > F [/ e " (X, y) dt 4+ e (X g y)
0

Applying Ito’s formula to the second term in the expectation, and dividing by At before
letting At | 0, we obtain

022?05 (2, y) + brvg(2,y) — rv(z,y) + bz, y) < 0. (51)

The second option is to increase capacity immediately by € > 0, and then continue
optimally. This action is associated with the inequality

v(z,y) > v(xr,y+e)— K'e.

15



Rearranging terms and letting £ | 0, we obtain
vy(z,y) — Kt <0. (52)

Assuming that y > 0, the final option is to decrease capacity immediately by € > 0, and
then continue optimally. This option yields the inequality

U(x‘, y) > U(l’, Y- E) - K_f—:,
which, in the limit as € | 0, implies
—vy(z,y) — K~ <0. (53)

Since these three are the only options available, we expect that one of them should be
optimal, so that one of the inequalities (51)—(53) should hold with equality if y > 0, while,
one of the inequalities (51)—(52) should hold with equality if y = 0. However, this observation
combined with (51)—(53) implies that the value function v should identify with a solution w
to (49)(50).

The following result is concerned with sufficient conditions under which the value function
v of the control problem considered identifies with a solution to (49)—(50). We impose some
of these conditions, (58)—(59) in particular, which are not standard in similar “verification”
theorems, with a hindsight relative to our analysis in the next section.

Theorem 5 Suppose that the running payoff function h satisfies (24) in Assumption 2 and
that K*, Kt + K~ > 0. Also, assume that the HJB equation (49)-(50) has a C* solution
w:8S — R such that

—Cy (1 +y+ 20 <w(z,y), forall (z,y) €S, (54)
for some constant Cy > 0. The following statements hold true:
(a) v(z,y) < w(z,y), for all initial conditions (z,y) € S.
(b) Given any initial condition (z,y) € S, suppose that there exists a decision strategy
ot €°7) e I, such that, if Y° is the associated capacity process, then
(€ y Y
(X0, YP) € {(2,y) € S+ 0P wy(2,y) + bowy(z,y) — rw(z,y) + h(z,y) =0}, (55)
Lebesgue-a.e., P-a.s.,

[ e (XY < K dg2t =0, for allT 20, P-as, (56)
[0,7]

/ e [wy(X0, Vi) + K7] & =0, for all T >0, P-a.s, (57)
(0,71
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and

YO+ X2V + &1 < Cy(y) (L+X77%),  forallt >0, P-as., (58)
w(X:, YY) < Cs(y) (1+ X)), forallt >0, P-as., (59)

where X, = sup,<; Xs, €3 €]0,9[ is a constant, and Cs(y) > 0 is a constant depending on
the initial condition y only. Then v(x,y) = w(x,y) and (£°1,£°7) is the optimal strategy.

Proof. (a) Fix any initial condition (z,y) and any admissible strategy (£1,&7) € II, such
that J,,(£7,&7) > —oo, so that J, ,(§1,£7) = E[Ux)] (see (5)-(6)). Using It6’s formula and
the fact that X has continuous sample paths, we obtain

T
eTw(Xp, Yry) = w(z,y) +/ e 0P X wee (X, Yy) 4 bXyw, (Xe, Yy) — rw(Xy, Yy)] dt
0

+ / e [y (X0, Vi) dej — w,y (X0, Yy) dé; ] + My
[0,1]

+ Y e w(Xe, Vi) — w(Xe, Vi) — wy (X, V) AY]

0<t<T

where
T
My = \/50/ e_”thx(Xt, Yy)dW,, T >0. (60)
0

Recalling the definition of Ur in (4), this implies
UT + G_TT’UJ(XT, YT+)

T
= w(% y) + / e "t [O'QXtQ'wJ:J:(Xta }/t) + bthJ:(Xta }/t) - ’rw(Xtv Y;f) + h(Xta }/t)} dt
0
T / e [wy (X0, V) = K] d (67); + / e [Py (X Yy — KT (€),
[0,T) [0.7]
+ M7 + Z e [w(Xy, Yiy) — w(X,, Yi) = KTAY] Lavisoy
+ Y T [wlXe Yir) - w(Xe, Yo + KTAY] Layico).

Observing that

AY;
[w(Xta }/;H-) - w(Xta }/;f) - K+AY2] 1{AY,5>0} = 1{AYt>0} / [wy(Xta }/;f + U) - K+] du7
0
[w(Xt, Vi) —w(X, V) + K‘AYt] liavi<0y

|AY?]
_ 1{Ayt<0}/ [—w, (X0, Yi — |AY)| + ) — K] du,
0

17



we can see that, since w satisfies the HJB equation (49)—(50),

Ur + e "w(Xy, Yry) < w(z,y) + Mp. (61)
Now, in view of (36) and the assumption Kt > 0,
—rT —rt je+ |K7| —rt ge—
—e " Yry > —/ e "dg — e "Md¢ —y,
: 07 COET Jon t

which, combined with assumption (54), implies

eTw(Xp, Yry) > —Cy (1 +/ e et +/ e "tde; + e"TX;f/(l_ﬁ)) ,
[0,T] [0,T]

for some constant Co; = Cy;(y) > 0. Combining this inequality with

T T C
/ e (X, Y;) dt > —C/ e Y, dt — — (1 — e_TT) ,
0 0

r

which follows from (24) in Assumption 2, we can see that (61) implies
inf My > —Cs (1 + / e Y, dt + / e " dg + / e " d&; + sup e”TX;/(IB)),
=0 0 [0,00[ [0,00[ >0

where Cyy = Cao(z,y) > 0 is a constant and X, = sup,«; Xs. Recalling the assumption that

125 €]0,n[, we can see that the second bound in Lemma 1 and (32) in Lemma 4 imply

that the random variable on the right hand side of this inequality has finite expectation. It
follows that the stochastic integral M defined by (60) is a supermartingale, and therefore,
E[Mr] <0, for all T'> 0. Taking expectations in (61), we therefore obtain

E[Ur] < w(a,y) + e T E[~w(Xr, Yry)]. (62)

Furthermore, since

Ur > —Cy (1 + / e Y, dt +/ et df;r +/ et dft_), for all T" > 0,
0 [0,00] [0,00(

and the random variable on the right hand side of this inequality has finite expectation,
Fatou’s lemma implies

Joy(§7,€7) < liminf E[Ur], (63)
while (54) implies
lim: iorgfe”’TE [~w(Xr, Yr)] < Jim e TCy + Oy lim- ior.}fe*”TE [Yri]
10, TIE{}O TR [X;/(lfﬁ)}
=0, (64)
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the equality being true thanks to the first bound in Lemma 1 and (33). However, (62)—(64)
imply that J, ,(§7,£7) < w(z,y), which establishes part (a) of the theorem.

(b) If (£°7,£°7) is as in the statement of the theorem, then we can see that the mono-
tone convergence theorem, the integration by parts formula, (58) and the first estimate in
Lemma 1 imply

E{ / YO dt + / e—”d§§+]
0 [0,00]

T T
= lim E [ / e Y dt 1 / e e dt + erTﬁ%i}
0 0

T—o0

T—o00

< (1+7)Cs(y) (% + /OOO e "B [ X7 dt) + lim e E [X}]
< 00,
which, combined with (1), implies that (32) in Lemma 4 is satisfied, and, therefore,
Jey(€7,€7) = E | lim U] € R, (65)
where U° is defined as in (4). Furthermore, we can verify that (61) holds with equality, i.e.,
Up + e w(Xr, Y2, ) = wlz,y) + Mg, (66)

where the stochastic integral M° is defined as in (60). In view of (24) in Assumption 2 and
(58), there exist constants C3; > 0 and C3y = C35(y) > 0 such that

T 0o
sup /0 e "h(X,, Y?) dt < O <1+ /0 e X+ XP(Y) YY) dt)

>0
< O (1 1 / e "X dt) : (67)
0

With reference to (1), the assumption K+ + K~ > 0, the integration by parts formula and
(58), we can see that there exists a constant Cs3 = Cs3(y) > 0 such that

sup (—K+ / e At — K- e "t dEs )
T>0 [0,7] [0,7]

<sup K~ (/ e hdeyt — / e "t dét)
T>0 [0,7] [0,7]

ey [ nar
T>0J[0,T]

< |K |supe Y2, + 7| K| / e YL dt
T>0 0

< |K |supe TV, + Cy3 (1 + / e X dt) . (68)
>0 0
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Moreover, (58)—(59) imply

supe "TYR, +supeTw(Xr, Y2 ) < 2C5(y) (1 + sup e_TT)_(;_%) . (69)

T>0 T>0 T>0

Now, (18) implies

E {/ e X dt} < 00, (70)
0
while the second estimate in Lemma 1 implies

E {sup e_rT)_(;f_E?’] < 00. (71)
>0
However, (66) and the estimates (67)—(71) imply that E [sup;- M2] < oo, which proves

that the stochastic integral M° is a submartingale. Taking expectations in (66), we therefore
obtain

B[U2) > w(z,y) + " E[~w(Xr, Y] (72)

Furthermore, the estimates (67)—(71) imply that the random variables U2, indexed by T' > 0,
are all bounded from above by a random variable with finite expectation. This observation,
(65) and Fatou’s lemma imply

Joy(§97,€°7) > limsup E [Ug] . (73)

T—o00

Finally, (59) and the first estimate in Lemma 1 imply

limsup e B [—w(Xp, ¥{)] 2 = lim Cyly) (7 + B [ X57])

T—o0

=0,

which, combined with (72) and (73), implies J, ,(£°%,£°7) > w(z, y). However, this inequal-
ity and part (a) of this theorem complete the proof. O

5 The solution of the control problem

We can now derive an explicit solution to the control problem formulated in Section 2 by
constructing an appropriate solution w to the HJB equation (49)—(50). With respect to
the heuristic arguments in Section 4 that led to the derivation of this equation, we start
by conjecturing that the optimal strategy is characterised by three disjoint open subsets of
10,00[ xR : the “wait” region W where (51) holds with equality, the “investment” region
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7 where (52) holds with equality, and the “disinvestment” region D where (53) holds with
equality. Also, we conjecture that each of the regions W, 7, D is connected. In particular,
we expect that, depending on the problem data, the optimal strategy can take any of the
forms depicted by Figures 1-4. Note that one can envisage other possibilities such as the
one depicted by Figure 5. However, our assumptions do not allow for the optimality of such
other cases under any admissible choice of the problem data (see also Remark 1 in Section 3
and Example 3 in Section 6).

With regard to Figures 1-4, we denote by I and G the boundaries separating the regions
D, W and W, Z, respectively, so that

F=DNW and G=WnNTI,

where W, 7 and D are the closures of W, Z and D in R, respectively. Furthermore, we
define

y* =inf {y > 0: there exists z > 0 such that (z,y) € F}, (74)
with the usual convention that inf ) = co. We will prove that

there exists an increasing function G : [0, 00[ — [0, 0o such that

G={(Cly)y): y=>0}. (75)

and, if y* < oo, then

there exists an increasing function F': [y*, co[ — [0, oo[ such that
FN @R\ {0})* = {(F(y).9): y >y}

Given such a characterisation of F and G,

W= {(z,y) €RL: y <y and z € [0,G(y)]}
U{(z,y) eRY: y >y and z € [F(y),G(y)]},
7= {(:E,y)GRi: G(y)gx},

while, if y* < 0o, then

D= {(z,y) eRY: y>y andz € [0,F(y)]}.

In view of this structure, it is worth noting that, if y* = 0 and 0 < F(0) < G(0) (see
Figure 3), then {(z,0) : = < G(0)} C W, so that the segment |0, F/(0)] is part of the “wait”
region W.

Inside the region W, w satisfies the differential equation

21 Wee (2, y) + brw, (7, y) — rw(z, y) + h(z,y) = 0. (77)
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In view of the discussion regarding the solvability of (14) in Section 3, every solution to this
equation is given by

w(z,y) = Aly)" + B(y)a™ + R(z, y), (78)
for some functions A and B. Here, the constants m < 0 < n are given by (11), while the

function R = RIM¥) is given by

R(z,y) = ! - {xm /096 s " h(s,y)ds + 2" /:O s " h(s,y)ds| . (79)

o2(n —

For y € [0,y*] N R, we must have B(y) = 0. This choice is supported by the heuristic
observation that, for fixed capacity level y > 0, the problem’s value function should remain
bounded as the value z of the underlying state process tends to 0. Also, it eventually turns
out that (58)—(59) in the verification Theorem 5 cannot be satisfied if B(y) # 0. To determine
A(y) and G(y) when y € [0,y*] N R, we postulate that w(-,y) is C? at the free-boundary
point G(y). In particular, we postulate that

lim wy(z,y) = lim w,(z, and lim wy.(z,y) = lim w,.(z,y). 30
z1G(y) y( y) z]G(y) y( y) 21G(y) y( y) 21G(y) y( y) ( )

Since w satisfies

wy(z,y) = K*, for (z,y) €T, (81)
which implies

Wyy(z,y) =0, for (z,y) € Z, (82)
this requirement yields the system of equations

Ay)G"(y) = K7 = Ry(G(y), ), (83)

AW)C (W) =~ C) Ry (G0), ). (34)

Equating the right-hand sides of these equations and using the definition of R in (79), we
obtain

G(y)
Gm(y)/ s H(s,y)ds — o’nK T =0, (85)
0

where H is the function defined by (19). Using the identity o?mn = —r, which follows from
the definition of the constants m, n in (11), we can see that G(y) should satisfy

a(G(y),y) =0, (86)



where

q(z,y) = /Ol“ g Ml [H(s,y) — TKJF} ds, (z,y)€S. (87)

Furthermore, adding (83) and (84) side by side and using (79) and (85), we obtain

A(3) = 367(0) [ K = R(G)0) = 2GRy (G).0)

S /OO s [H(s,y) — rK ] ds. (88)

o?(n —m) Gly)

The following result, whose proof is developed in the Appendix, is concerned with the
solvability of equation (86).

Lemma 6 Suppose that Assumption 1 is true. Given any y > 0, the equation q(z,y) = 0
has a unique solution x = x(y) > 0 if and only if inf,~o H(x,y) < rK*. If we define

g*:inf{yZO: iggH(:c,y)<'rK+}, (89)

then equation (86) defines uniquely a function G :]ij,, c0[— |0, 00| that is CV, strictly in-
creasing, and satisfies

H(G(y),y) —rKT >0, foraly> .. (90)
Furthermore, if (25) in Assumption 2 is also true, then g, = 0 and

_1=8 1.3 ~

C, “yeo <Gy), forally>0 <& é’[’l](:c) < C’Mﬁ, for all x > G(O), (91)

where G(0) := lim,;o G(y), GI-U 2 [G(0), 00 — R, is the inverse function of G, and Cy > 0
15 a constant.

Now, let us consider the case where D # () and the point y* defined by (74) is finite (see
Figures 2-4). For y > y*, w is given by (77) for x such that (x,y) € W, by (81) for = such
that (z,y) € Z, and by

wy(z,y) = —K~, (92)
for z such that (z,y) € D. Plainly, C? continuity of w inside D implies

wi’?y('ra y) = 07 for (.T, y) €D. (9?))

23



To determine A(y), B(y), F(y) and G(y), we postulate that w(-, y) is C? at both of the free-
boundary points F'(y) and G(y). With regard to (78), (81)—(82), (92)-(93), the definition
(79) of R(z,y) and the identity o?mn = —r, this requirement yields

Aly) = —m /F :) s [H(s,y) + 1K) ds, (94)
Aly) = —m /G:) s [H(s,y) — rKT] ds, (95)
B'(y) = —m /OF(y) s~ [H (s, y) + K] ds, (96)
B'(y) = —m /0 v s [H(s,y) —rK*] ds, (97)

where H is defined by (19). These calculations imply that the points F(y) and G(y) should
satisfy the system of equations

where

flxy, z0,y) = /Oxl sV H(s,y)+rK ] ds — /:2 s U [H(s,y)—rK*]ds,  (100)

g(x1,29,y) = /OO s [H(s,y) +rK ] ds — / s [H(s,y) — rK ] ds. (101)

1 2

In the Appendix, we prove the following result that is concerned with the solvability of
the system of equations (98) and (99).

Lemma 7 Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. Given y > 0, the system of equations (98)
and (99) has a unique solution (x1,x2) = (x1(y), z2(y)) such that 0 < xy < x5 if and only if
inf,~o H(z,y) < —rK~. Moreover, if we define

7* = inf {y >0 inf H(z,y) < —TK’} , (102)
x>
with the usual convention that inf () = oo, then, if §* < 0o, the system of equations (98) and

(99) defines uniquely two functions F,G :]y*, 00| — 0, 00| that are C', strictly increasing,
and satisfy F(y) < G(y), for all y > y*,

F(y) = lm F(y) =0, ifg" >0, (103)
yly*
F(0) :=lim F(y) < lim G(y) =: G(0), ify* =0, (104)
yl0 yl0
H(F(y),y) +rK~ <0 and H(G(y),y)—rK" >0, forally>y". (105)
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Furthermore, if (25) in Assumption 2 also holds, then

_1=8 q_

c, TyTﬁ < G’(y), forally > y* < G[_”(:p) < C’4xﬁ, for all x > G(gj*), (106)

where G171 [G(0), 0o[ — Ry is the inverse function of G and the constant Cy > 0 is the
same constant as in Lemma 6.

In light of the results above, and in the presence of (25) in Assumption 2, g, = oo, where
U 1s defined by (89), and the point y* defined by (102) identifies with the point y* in (74).
Also, the functions F : [y*, co[— [0, 00[ and G : [0, 0c0[ — [0, oo[ separating the three possible
regions, as conjectured in (75)—(76), are given by

F=F, ify* < oo, (107)

~ é<y)7 for Yy € [07 y*]7

G=G, ify*=o00, and G(y)= { _ if y* < o0, (108)

G(y), fory>y*,

where G is as in Lemma 6, F', G are as in Lemma 7, and y* = §*, where §* is given by (102).

The results above determine completely the boundaries of the three possible regions. To
specify w inside the “wait” region W, we still have to solve (88) and (94)—(97). To this end,
it is straightforward to see that, if the associated integrals are finite, then the function

— 1 <[ -n—1 +
Aly) = =) /y /G(u) s [H(s,u) —rK*t]dsdu>0, y>0, (109)
satisfies (88) as well as (94) and (95). In this expression, the inequality follows thanks to (90)
or the second inequality in (105), depending on the case, and the assumption that H(-,y) is
increasing. It is worth noting that adding a constant on the right hand side of (109) would
yield a further solution to (88). However, it turns out that (109) gives the only solution of
(88) that renders w compatible with the requirements of the verification theorem that we
proved in Section 4.

If y* < oo, then

1 y [ F(u) N B .
B<y):_m/y*/o s [H(s,u) + 7K |dsdu>0, y>y", (110)

satisfies (96) or (97). Here, the positivity of B follows from the first inequality in (105) and
the assumption that H(-,y) is increasing. As above, we have set a possible additive constant
to zero because for no other choice can the resulting function w be identified with the value
function of the control problem.

With reference to (81), w must satisfy

w(z,y) = w(r, G5(2)) — KT (GFY(2) —y), for (v,y) €T,
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where GI=1 : [G(0), co[ — R, is the inverse function of G. Also, if D # (), then (92) implies
that w should satisfy

w(z,y) = w(z, ®(x)) - K~ (y — ®(z)), for (z,y) €D,

where the function ® :]0, 0co[ — R is defined by

(111)

Fl=1 if x > F(y*
ooy { P, ez Fl),
0, if y*=0and F(0) >z

in which expression, FI=!: [F(y*), 00 — R, is the inverse function of F. Summarising, we
have two possibilities. If the point y* = y* as in (74) or (102) is equal to oo, then

(2,) = {A(y)x" + R(x,y), for (z,y) such that 0 < z < G(y), (112)

w(z, GU(z)) — KH(GHY(2) —y), for (z,y) such that G(y) < z

On the other hand, if y* < oo, then

w(z, ®(z)) = K~ (y — ®(x)), for (z,y) s.t. y > y", = < Fly),
w(z,y) = A(y)z" + R(z,y), for (z,y) s.t. y € [0,y*]| NR, z < G(y),
’ A(y)z" + B(y)z™ + R(z,y), for (z,y) s.t. y > y*, Fly) <z <G(y),
w(z, GU(z)) — KH(GEY(2) —y), for (x,y)s.t. G(y) <z

(113)
It is worth noting that, if y* = 0 and F'(0) > 0, then (78) and (110) imply
w(z,0) = A(0)z" + R(z,0), for 0 <z < G(0),

which is consistent with the associated expression resulting from (113).

The next result, which we prove in the Appendix, is concerned with proving that the
construction above indeed provides a solution to the HJB equation (49)—(50), as well as with
certain estimates that we will need.

Lemma 8 Suppose that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. The function w given by (112)-(113),
where ', G and A, B are as in (107), (108) and (109), (110), respectively, is C? and satisfies
the HIB equation (49)-(50). Also, w satisfies

w(z,y) < Cs (L+y+ G (y) + G*(y)y’ + 2" ), for all (z,y) €S, (114)

for some constants Cs5 > 0 and 4 €0, n|, as well as (54) in the verification Theorem 5.

26



Remark 2 A careful inspection of the proof of this result reveals that, had we perturbed the
expressions on the right hand sides of (109) and (110) by additive constants, we would still
have obtained a further solution to the HJB equation (49)-(50). However, such a solution
would not satisfy an estimate such as the one provided by (114) that plays a fundamental
role in the proof of the verification Theorem 5. O

We can now prove the main result of the paper.

Theorem 9 Consider the capacity control problem formulated in Section 2, and suppose
that Assumptions 1 and 2 hold. The value function v identifies with the function w given
by (112)-(113), where F', G and A, B are as in (107), (108) and (109), (110), respectively.
The optimal capacity process Y° reflects the joint process (X,Y°) along the boundaries G
and F' in the positive and in the negative y-direction, respectively, and can be constructed as
follows.

(a) If y* = o0, then Y° is given by

}/;0 = yl{tSTo} + G[il] (Sup XS) 1{7’0<t}7

s<t

where 7o = inf {t > 0: X, > G(y)} and GI=Y : [G(0), 0o[ — R is the inverse function of G.
(b) If y* < oo, we first define

) ‘ o
g:{(@’ﬁy>f@’ T =inf{t>0: X, >G())}
Y, otherwise,

and
Yt(l) = Yly—oy + 9l{o<t<r}y + G (Slip XS) Lim<t}
s<t

where ® is defined by (111). We then define recursively the (F;)-stopping times T, and the
processes Y by

Tok+1 = inf {t >0: Xt < ﬁ (}/;(2k+1))} s

Yt(2k+2) _ Yt(2k+1)1{t92k+1} + o ( inf Xs) 1{m+1<t}a

Top4+1<8<t

for k=0,1,..., where

~ v 0, ify <y,
F(y), ify >y,
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and by
Tor, = inf {t >0: X;>@G <Y;(2k))} ,

Yt(2k+1) _ Y;(%)l{tg%} + gy ( sup Xs> i<ty

Top <5<t

for k = 1,2,.... The optimal capacity process Y° is given by Y,° = Y;("), fort < 7, and
n>1.

Proof. In view of Lemma 8, we only have to show that the process Y satisfies (55)—(59)
in the verification Theorem 5. To this end, we first make the following comments on the
construction of Y°. If y* = oo, then the boundary F does not exist and Y° = Y1) is all
we need because it reflects the Jomt process (X, Y ™) along the boundary G in the positive
y-direction. On the other hand, if y* < 0o, then the boundary F' becomes part of the picture
and we need to define Y in a recursive way. If the initial condition (x,y) is in the interior of
the “disinvestment” region D, then the process Y1) has a jump of size —(y — ®(x)) at time
0, which instantaneously repositions the joint process (X,Y ™) in the closure of the “wait”
region V. Similarly, if the initial condition (z, y) is in the interior of the “investment” region
7, then the process YV has a jump of size GI=U(z) — y at time 0, which instantaneously
repositions (X, Y1) in the closure of the “wait” region. After time 0, the process Y'!) reflects
the joint process (X,Y) along the boundary G in the positive y-direction, and (X,Y ™)
enters the interior of the “disinvestment” region D after time 7, with positive probability.
The process Y® is the same as YN up to time 7'1, YT(I2 = YT(ll) > y* and X, = F(YT(E)).
Beyond time 71, Y reflects the joint process (X, Y ) along the boundary F in the negative
y-direction. As a result, the process (X,Y®) is kept outside the interior of Z U D at all
times up to 7o, after which time, it enters the interior of the “investment” region Z with
positive probability. The process Y®) is the same as Y® up to time 7 and X,, = G(Ys,).
After 75, YO reflects (X Y ®)) along the boundary G in the positive y-direction. It follows
that the process (X,Y ®)) does not enter the interior of Z U D up to time 73. Iterating this
construction, which ensures that Yt(") = Y;("H , forall t € [0,7,41] and n > 1, and observing
that lim, . 7, = 00, we can see that Y;° is defined for all ¢ > 0 and that (55) is satisfied.
Also, if £°F and £° are the increasing processes providing the minimal decomposition of Y°©
into Y° =y + £°F — £°7, then both of (56) and (57) hold.
To proceed further, we note that the construction of Y° implies

VP <ylix<amy + G (XD x50 (115)

where X, = sup,<; Xs. Combining this inequality with the definition (108) of G and the
estimates in (91) and (106), we can see that

Y <ylig,<cw }+C4X 1{Xt>G(y)} (116)
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and
£ < X009 (117)
Now, we can use (116), the observation that
G(YY) < GWlixzowy + Xel(xc)
which follows immediately from (115), to see that, e.g.,
« o o e} o/ (1—
G (Y2) (V) < G*(9)y" 1 (x,<aiy + C1 X, ! 6)1{Xt>(;(y)}
< G(y)y” + CIXY
In view of this and similar calculations involving the other terms, as well as the estimate

(114) and the fact that o < 125 < n (see Assumption 2), we can conclude that (116)—(117)

imply that the estimates (58)—(59) hold true, and the proof is complete. O

6 Examples

We can illustrate our main results by means of the special cases that we now consider.

Corollary 10 Suppose that h is given by (27) in Example 1, and K*, Kt + K~ > 0. If
ﬁ < n, then v < oo, while, if ﬁ >n > a, then v = oo, where n s the positive solution
of (10). In the former case, the following hold true:

(a) If K~ >0, then y* = oo,

rK o —m)]Y G,
S @ 11
Gly) = |- e (11
and the optimal strategy can be depicted by Figure 1.
(b) If K~ <0, then y* =0 and
lim F(y) = lim G(y) = 0. (119)

yl0 yl0

and the optimal strategy can be depicted by Figure 4.

Proof. As we have observed in Example 1, Assumptions 1 and 2 are satisfied and v < oo if
and only if ﬁ < n. Also, if & > n > «, then we have proved in Lemma 3 that v = oc.

The condition distinguishing the two cases follows from a simple inspection of (102),
while showing (118) involves elementary calculations. To see (119), we observe that the
system of equations (100)—(101), which specifies ' and G, is equivalent to

Ly gy - o)) = - L [KGT ) - KE), (120)
Iy 0 [Gon(y) - o)) = D [RAG) + KF ) (121)
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Since m < 0 < a,1 — f and F, G are increasing, the right hand side of (120) remains
bounded as y | 0, and lim,oy~1~ = co. Tt follows that (120) cannot be true unless (119)
is satisfied, and the proof is complete. O

Remark 3 In the context of the special case considered in Corollary 10, it is worth not-
ing that the solution w to the HJB equation (49)-(50) that we have constructed following
intuition based on economical considerations is finite for all & €]0,n[ and 5 €]0,1[. Had
we adopted a formal approach, this observation would have suggested the adoption of the
capacity expansion strategy that keeps the process (X,Y) inside the “wait” region W that
is determined by the functions F' and G provided by the unique solution to the associated
free-boundary problem. However, such a formal approach would have lead us to wrong
conclusions because

w(z,y) < oo =wv(z,y), forall (z,y)eS,
if 125 > n. O

Remark 4 In the special case of Corollary 10 arising when « =1 — 3 and K~ < 0, we can
verify that (120) and (121) are satisfied by the functions

F(y)=ry and G(y)=vy, fory>0,

where k and v are constants satisfying the system of algebraic equations

; :fn [ — kT = —% [K*v™ + K k™|, (122)
1—«a r
—(n—a) _ —(n-a)] _ © +.,—n - -n
n—oz[y K ] n[Ku + K k] (123)

Abel and Eberly [AE96] considered this special case with r > b, which satisfies our assump-
tions thanks to the equivalence r > b < n > 1, and have proved that the system of equations
(122)—(123) has a unique solution such that 0 < k < v. O

The following special case follows from our general results and (29).

Corollary 11 Suppose that K+, —K~, K™ + K~ > 0, consider the running payoff function
h given by (28) in Example 2, and assume that the associated parameters satisfy (29). The
following cases hold true:

(a) If —rK— € } (ﬁnacf(l’ﬁ) — K) VO, rK+ [, theny* =0, 0 < limy o F'(y) < limyo G(y),
and the optimal strategy can be depicted by Figure 3.

(b) If fn°¢~ P > K and —rK~ € }O,ﬁna(’*(l’ﬁ) — K[, then

1
. pn” -8
y_(K—rK— ¢>0,

limy,« F(y) =0, lim, o G(y) > 0, and the optimal strategy can be depicted by Figure 2.
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We conclude with the following example that does not satisfy the requirements imposed
on the problem data by Assumptions 1 and 2.

Example 3 Suppose that the running payoff function A is given by h(x,y) = (z+n)*y?, for
some constants 7 > 0 and «, # €10, 1] such that ﬁ < n. Using the same arguments as the
ones in Example 2, we can check that Assumption 1, and (23), (24) and (26) in Assumption 2
all hold true. However, this payoff function does not satisfy the upper bound required by
(25) in Assumption 2. Furthermore, if we assume that K, —K~ K™ 4+ K~ > 0, then we
can check that the points y, and y* defined as in Lemma 6 and Lemma 7 are given by

1 1
pn® \ 7 pn® \&=P

It follows that, at least formally, this example provides a case in which a strategy such as
the one depicted by Figure 5 is optimal.

Appendix: Proof of selected results

Proof of Lemma 6. Suppose that (20) in Assumption 1 is satisfied. Fix any y > 0, and
suppose that inf,~o H(z,y) — rK+ > 0. In this case, H(z,y) — rK* > 0, for all x > 0,
because H(-,y) is a strictly increasing function. This implies that ¢(z,y) > 0, for all z > 0,
and, therefore, the equation ¢(z,y) = 0 has no solution z > 0.

Now, fix any y > 0, and assume that inf,~o H(z,y) < rK*. Recalling the assumption
that H(-,y) is strictly increasing, we define

af =2l (y):==inf{x >0: H(z,y) —rK* >0} >0,

and we observe that

0 . <0, forallze]0,,
5w y) =2 [H(,y) —rK7] { 10, 7

124
>0, forall x> zf. (124)

Combining the fact that q(-, y) is strictly decreasing in |0, 2'[ and strictly increasing in |z, oo|,
with ¢(0,y) = 0, we can see that ¢(z,y) < 0, for all z < z'. In particular, q¢(z',y) < 0.
Therefore, if ¢(z,y) = 0 has a solution x > 0 then this must satisfy z > xf. Also, given
that it exists, this solution is unique because q(-,y) is strictly increasing in ]z', co[. To prove
that the required solution indeed exists, it suffices to show that lim, .., ¢(x,y) = co. The
assumption that lim, ., H(x,y) = oo implies that, given any constant M > 0, there exists
v > ' such that H(z,y)—rK* > M, for all x > . However, given any such choice of these
constants, we calculate

lim g(z,y) = lim lQ(%?/) + /j s [H (s, y) — K] dS}

{ M M

q(v,y)+ —y " — —x"”] = 0.
m m

> lim

r—00

31



If (21) in Assumption 1 also holds and the point ¢, defined as in (89) is finite, then
inf,~o H(z,y) < rKT, for all y > g,. It follows that equation (86) defines uniquely a contin-
uous function G : 1§, oo[ — |0, co[. Moreover, the arguments above regarding the solvability
of g(z,y) = 0 imply (90).

To see that G is C' and strictly increasing, we differentiate ¢(G(y),y) = 0 with respect
to y to obtain

. . . 1 G
G'ly) = ~G) [1(Gw)) =] [ s s> 0. (29

for all y > g,. The inequality here follows thanks to (90) and (21) in Assumption 1.
Now, suppose that (25) in Assumption 2 also holds and observe that this implies

inf H(z,y) <rK*, forally>0.

x>0

However, this inequality implies that g, = 0. Finally, with regard to (25) in Assumption 2
and (124) above, we calculate

0
%q(az, y) <ozt [ﬁCazo‘y’(lfﬁ) — 7’19] .

Combining this inequality with ¢(0,y) = 0, we can see that, given any y > 0, G(y) is greater
than or equal to the strictly positive solution of the equation

/ g m1 [ﬁC’say*(lfﬁ) — 7“19] ds =0,
0
which yields

~ rd(a —m)
G(y) = <_W

)a y%, for all y > 0.
However, this implies (91). O

Proof of lemma 7. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds. We develop the proof in a number
of steps.

Step 1. To study the solvability of the system of equations (98) and (99), we first prove
that (98) defines uniquely a mapping L : (R, \ {0})* —]0, co[ such that

flxy, L(z1,y),y) =0 and L(zy,y) > z1. (126)

To this end, fix any x; > 0, y > 0, and observe that
1
[z, 2,y)=——r (KT + K" )z;™ > 0. (127)
m

32



Given M > 0, observe that the assumption that lim, .., H(z,y) = oo, for all y > 0, implies
that there exists a constant v > x; such that H(z,y) —rK*™ > M, for all x > ~. For such a
choice of parameters, since m < 0, we calculate

lim f(z1,x9,y) = lim [— /V s [H(s,y) —rK*]ds

— —
T2—00 T2—00 -

—/ 25’"“1 [H(s,y) —rK*]ds — . (KT + K )zy™
y m

< lim {f(fvl,%y)—M/ S_M_ldS}
.,

To2—00

. M -m M -m
= lim [f(xlavay)_gfy +E"L‘2 :|

To—00
= —00. (128)
Also, it is straightforward to calculate

>0, forall zo €]0, 21|,

129
<0, forall zy > 2f, (129)

0 1
a—i(xl,azz,y) = 23" [H(za,y) — rKY] {

where
a2l =2'(y) :==inf{x >0: H(z,y) —rK* > 0}.

Combining the fact that f(zy,-,y) is strictly increasing in the interval [z, zf[, if 2; < 2T,

and strictly decreasing in the interval |z V x1, 00, with (128) and (127), we can conclude

that the equation f(z1,z2,y) = 0 has a unique solution zy = L(zy,y) which satisfies (126)

as well as

H(L(z1,y),y) —rK" > 0. (130)

For future reference, we also note that differentiation of f(z1, L(z1,v),y) = 0 with respect
to x; yields

0 o™ H (2, y) K

—L(l’l,y): 7m711 [ ( 1y> ] —,

axl L ('rlay) [H(L('rluy)7y)_TK ]

while differentiation of f(z1, L(x1,y),y) = 0 with respect to y gives

(131)

o B L(z1,y)
8—yL(azl,y) = —L"™ N (z1,y) [H(L(z1,y),y) — K] 1/ sT™ ' H,(s,y)ds. (132)
1

Step 2. To prove that the system of equations (98) and (99) has a unique solution

(21, z2) such that 0 < 21 < x5 we have to show that there exists a unique x; > 0 such that
g(x1, L(x1,y),y) = 0. To this end, we first observe that the calculation

L(‘Tlvy) 1 1

g(x1, L(w1,9),y) =/ s H (s y) = K] o (KT 4 K7y

—r
x1 n
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and the assumptions lim, .., H(z,y) = co, KT + K~ > 0 imply that
there exists a constant N > 0 such that g(z1, L(x1,y),y) > 0, for all z; > N.  (133)

Now, with regard to (131), we calculate

o (z1, L(21,y),y) = ;™" [Lm_"(xl, y) — :L”ln_"] [H(xl,y) + TK_] ) (134)

Since L(z1,y) > o1 and m < n, L™ "(z1,y) — 27" " < 0. Therefore, if inf,~q H(z,y) >
—rK~, then ¢(-, L(-,y),y) is decreasing, which, combined with (133), implies that the
equation g(z1, L(z1,y),y) = 0 cannot have a solution z; > 0. Therefore, we must have
inf,~o H(z,y) < —rK~. Assuming that this condition holds, we recall that H(-,y) is strictly
increasing, we define

zt = zt(y) == inf {a: >0: H(x,y)+rK~ > 0},
and we observe that
g(+, L(-,5),y) is strictly increasing in )0, 2*[ and strictly decreasing in |z*, oo[.  (135)

Furthermore, under this condition, there exist € > 0 and ¢ < z* such that H(zy,y) +rK~ <
—e¢, for all z; < 4. For such a choice of parameters, we calculate

liri% s [H(s,y) +rK ] ds
1 -
< lim Eén—ixf"Jr/oos "UH(s,y)+rK | ds
“@lo|n n 5 ’
. (136)

In view of this, (130), and the assumption that H(-,y) is increasing,

lim g(z1, L(z1,y),y)

110
= lim [/OO s [H(s,y) +rK ] ds — /00 s [H(s,y) —rKT] ds]
R L(z1,y)
< illri% :o s [H(s,y) +rK ] ds
= —00. (137)

However, combining (133), (135) and (137), we can see that the equation g(zy, L(x1,y),y) =
0 has a unique solution x; > 0, which also satisfies

H(zi,y)+rK~ <0. (138)
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Step 3. Summarising the analysis above, under the assumption that the point * defined
as in (102) is finite, the system of equations (98) and (99) defines uniquely two continuous

functions F, G :]y*, 00[ —]0, co[ that satisfy F(y) < G(y), for all y > 5*, as well as (105).
Also, (103)—(104) follow from a simple continuity argument combining the definition of y*
and (138).

Step 4. Now, assuming that y* < oo, we consider any point y > y*. Differentiating
the equation g(F(y), L(F(y),y),y) = 0 with respect to y, using (131), and observing that
G(y) = L(F(y),y), we calculate

-1 -1

Flly)= — F™ ' ()G [G ™ (y) — F~™ ()] [H(F(y),y) +rK]

[ e o

the inequality following thanks to assumption (21), the first inequality in (105) and the fact
that m < 0 < n. Also, differentiating the equation f(F(y), L(F(y),y),y) = 0 with respect
to y, and using (132) and (139), we calculate

-1

G'ly) = — F ()G [G () — F-mm(y)] T [H(Gly),y) —rK ]

L () e

the inequality following thanks to (105) and (21). However, these calculations show that
that F' and G both are C' and strictly increasing.

Step 5. Finally, suppose that (25) in Assumption 2 is also true. With reference to the
equation f(F(y),G(y),y) = 0, we calculate

)
0= —/ sV [H(s,y) — rK ] ds (K++K ) F™(y)
P

+ { - Fom(y)y~ U0 — ir (KF+ K- —0)F"(y)] -

o —1m m

Since ¥ < K+ K~ by assumption, the second term on the right hand side of this expression
is strictly positive. Therefore, we must have
rd

C_Gaomyy=0-9 1+ L Gmy) > o,

a—m m

This inequality can be true only if G(y) is strictly greater than the unique strictly positive
solution of the equation

C 9
ﬁ Za—my—(l—ﬁ) + T_Z—m — 0’
m

a—1m
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which yields

Q=

G(y) > (—%) y%, for all y > ¢*.

However, this implies (106). O

Proof of lemma 8. We develop the proof along a series of steps.

Step 1. We first prove (114). Consider (109), and note that the upper bound in (25) in
Assumption 2 implies
pC

0<Al) < o?(n—m)(n —«

)/ u A G~ (y) du. (140)
Yy

o

o5 <n, we fix any g9 > 0 such that

Recalling the inequalities o <

Q
gg<n———<n—a.

1-p
Using the fact that G is increasing and the estimate provided by (91) and (106), we calculate

/ u= =B G=0=9) () duy < G==0(y) / U= =P G=(n=a=<0) (1))
Yy Yy

1-8)(n—a— «

AP o</

S - Bn—c)—a

1 (1=B)(n—gq)
«@

G (y)y ,

which implies

acilfﬁ)(nfafso)/a

/ = 1=8) G==0) (1)) dy, < G=0(y), forall y > 1. (141)

y T (1=-P)(n—-¢g)—«
Also, the fact that G is increasing implies that

IA
Q

1 1
G"(y) / u_(l_ﬁ)G_("_“)(u) du “(y) / w0 dy,
y y

< —=G*(1), forally<1. (142)

@ =

However, (140)—(142) imply
Ay)z" < A(y)G"(y)
B

~o2(n—m)(n— «)

acilf,@)(nfafeo)/a
(1=0)(n—¢e) —
acilf,@)("*a*f?o)/a B 1
+ G" (1) +=G*(1) |1
<(1—ﬁ)(n—60)—a WHFE Lo
= Cx1 (1 + G"_Eo(y)) , forally >0 and z < G(y), (143)

G (y)Ly>1y
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where Cs5; > 0 is a constant.
If y* < oo, then (110), the assumption that K+ + K~ > 0, the lower bound in (25) in
Assumption 2 and the fact that F' is increasing imply that, given any y > y*,

=+ Yy
Bly) < ——C "R / Fm(u) du
Yy

“o?m(n—m) J,
C+rK+
———yF " (y).

In light of this calculation and the fact that m < 0, we can see that

sup  B(y)r" < B(y)F™(y) < Cspy, for all y > y7, (144)
z€[F(y),G(y)]

where Cs2 > 0 is a constant. Since R is increasing in x (see (26) in Assumption 2 and (16)),
the upper bound in Lemma 2 implies

sup R(z,y) < R(G(y),y)
z<G(y)

<Ci(l+y+ G (y) + Go‘(y)yﬁ) , forally >0.
However, combining this estimate with (143) and (144), we can see that w satisfies
w(z,y) < Css (1 + 4 4+ G (y) + Go‘(y)yﬁ) ., for all (z,y) €W, (145)

for some constant Cs3 > 0. With regard to the structure of w provided by (112)—(113), this
inequality and the estimates provided by (91) and (106) imply

w(e,y) < wle, G-0@) + Ky
< O (14 G10() a0 e [G1)]) + K
< Cou (1 4y + 2" 1 2%/08) | for (z,y) € T, (146)
for some constant Cyy > 0. Also, since ®(z) < y, for all (x,y) € D, and G is increasing,
w(z,y) < w(x, ®(x)) + |[K |y

< Cs3 (1+ ®(x) + G N(0(x)) + G*(B(x)) 27 () + | K|y
< Css (L+y+ G (y) + G(y)y°), for (z,y) €D, (147)

where Cs55 > 0 is a constant. However, in view of the assumption ﬁ < n, if we choose any

846j|0,€0/\19/\(71-$)[ and 052053\/054\/055,
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then we can see that (145)—(147) imply (114).
Step 2. To show that w satisfies (54), we first observe that the positivity of A, B and
the lower bound in Lemma 2 imply that

w(z,y) > —C1(1+y), forall (v,y) €W. (148)
This estimate and the definition of w in Z, provided by (112)—(113), imply

—(Cy + KNG (2) — ¢y
—(Cy + KH)Cyz®/O=P — ¢y, for all (z,y) € Z, (149)

w(w,y) >
>

the second inequality following thanks to (91) and (106). Also, if y* < oo, then (148) and
the definition of w in D, given by (113), imply

w(z,y) = —Ci(1+ ®(x)) — [K~ | max{y, &(z)}

>
> —(Cy + |K™|)y — Ch. (150)
However, (148)—(150) establish (54).

Step 3. With reference to the construction of w, we will show that w is C? if we prove
that w,, wy, and w,, are continuous along the free boundaries /' and G. To this end, we
calculate

w,(2,y) = w, (v, (2)) + [w, (z, GFY(z)) — KT] w
= w, (z,G"(x)), for (z,y) € T, (151)
and
1]
W (T, Y) = Wy (g, G- (2)) + way (z, G- (2)) dGTC()
= Wy, (1, G (z)), for (z,y) €T, (152)

the second equalities following thanks to (80) that have been among the requirements leading
to the equations specifying the function G. However, these calculations and the structure of
w provided by (112)—(113) show that w, and w,, are continuous along G.
Now, if y* > 0 and y € [0,y*] N R, we can use (79) and (88) to calculate
i wyy (2, y) = A(Y)G"(y) + Ry (G (), )
G_l y) / + m—+1 ) —m—1
= P m) G'(y) [H(G(y),y) — K] + G (y) o H,(s,y)ds

=0, (153)
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the last equality following thanks to (125). Also, if y* < oo and y > y*, we can use (79),
(95) and (97) to calculate

Jim wyy(z,y) = A"(y)G"(y) + B"(y)G™(y) + Ryy(G(y), y)

= 0. (154)

However, combining (153) and (154) with the fact that wy,(z,y) = 0, for (z,y) € Z, we
conclude that w,, is continuous along G.

Showing that w,, w,, and w,, are continuous along F' involves similar arguments.

Step 4. By construction, we will prove that w satisfies the HJB equation (49)—(50) if
we show that

20w, (2, y) + brw, (v, y) — rw(z,y) + h(z,y) <0, for (z,y) € Z, (155)
wy(z,y)+ K~ >0, for (z,y) e, y>0, (156)
wy(z,y) — KT <0, for (x,y) €W, (157)
wy(z,y) + K~ >0, for (z,y)eW, y>0, (158)

and, if D # 0,
020 Wy, (7, y) + brw, (v, y) — rw(z,y) + h(z,y) <0, for (z,y) € D, (159)
wy(z,y) — KT <0, for (z,y) € D. (160)

It is straightforward to see that either of (156) or (160) is equivalent to K+ + K~ > 0,
which is true by assumption. Recalling that H = h,, we can easily verify that, since
y < GEU(z), for all (z,y) € Z, (151) and (152) imply that (155) is equivalent to

Gl=U(x)
/ [H(z,u) —rK*]du>0, for (z,y) €L
Y

However, this inequality follows immediately from the assumption that H(x,-) is strictly
decreasing, for all x, and (90) together with the second inequality in (105). Similarly, we
can show that, if D # (), then (159) is equivalent to
y
[H(:c,u) + TK’] du <0, for (z,y) € D,
D(x)

where ® is defined by (111). however, we can see that this inequality is true once we combine
the first inequality in (105) with the assumption that H(x,-) is strictly decreasing, for all x,
and the assumption that H(-,0) is strictly increasing.

Now, suppose that y* < oo, and fix any y > y*. Since w,(F(y),y) = —K~ and
wy(G(y),y) = KT, we will prove that both of (157) and (158) are satisfied if we show
that

Wy, (z,y) >0, forall z €|F(y), G(y)[. (161)
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To this end, we consider the transformation of the independent variable z > 0 provided by
z = Inz, and we write w(x,y) = u(lnz,y) for some function u = u(z,y). It follows that
(161) is true if and only if

Uy (z,y) >0, forall z€|lnF(y),InG(y)[. (162)
Now, since w = w(x, y) satisfies (77) for z € |F(y), G(y)[, u, satisfies
Uzuyzz(z, y) + (b — 02) Uy (2,y) — ruy(z,y) + H(e*,y) =0, for z €]|InF(y),InG(y)|.

Recalling that H, is continuous and H,(-,y) > 0 (see Assumption 1), we can differentiate
this equation with respect to z to obtain

UQ(UyZ)ZZ(Zay) + (b - 02) (uyZ)Z(Za y) - TuyZ(Zay) = _esz(ez’ y)a
<0, forze]lnF(y),InG(y)[

This inequality and the maximum principle imply that w,.(-,y) does not have a negative
minimum in the interval | In F'(y),In G(y)][, so

inf Uys(2,Y) > min 0N uy(z,
z€]In F(y),In G(y)[ Y ( y) z=In F(y),In G(y) Y ( y>
= min 0Aw(z,
2=F(y),G(y) we(@,9)
= 0.

However, this calculation implies (162).

To proceed further, fix any y € [0, y*]R. Using the definition of R in (79), the expression
for A'(y) provided by (88) and the fact that G(y) satisfies (86), we can see that, if we define
u(x,y) = wy(z,y) — KT, then

1 G(y)
Up(z,y) = —m:pm_l/ sV [H(s,y) —rK*] ds

o?(n —m)

G(y)
+m~"—1/ s [H(s,y) —rKt]ds|,  for z €]0,G(y)[.

This calculation and the assumption that H(-,y) is strictly increasing imply that @, (z,y) =
wye(z,y) > 0, for all x € [z7(y), G(y)[, where z(y) €]0,G(y)] is the unique point such
that H (27(y),y) — rK = 0 (see Lemma 6). This observation and the boundary condition

wy (G(y),y) = K imply
wy(r,y) — KT <0, forallze[zl(y),Gy). (163)
Furthermore, since

02 Uy (2, y) + batly(z,y) — ru(z,y) = — [H(z,y) —rK"] >0, for z €]0,z'(y)[,
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the maximum principle implies that the function = — u(z,y) = wy(z,y)— K™ has no positive
maximum in the interval 0, z(y)[, so

sup  [wy(z,y) — K] < max 0V [wy(z,y) — Kt] =0, (164)
z€]0,zT (y)[ =0,z (y)

the equality following thanks to (163) and the fact that

H
limwy(z,y) = lig]l Ry(z,y) = lim Hiz.y) e[-K K" (165)

z|0 z|0 r

The second equality here holds true because of (17), while the inclusion follows from the
context (see Lemmas 6 and 7). However, (163) and (164) establish (157). Finally, if we
define u(z,y) = wy(x,y) + K, then (165) and the assumption that H(-,y) is increasing
imply

00U, (1, y) + brug(v,y) — ru(e,y) = — [H(z,y) +rK7] <0, forallz €]0,G(y)[-

This calculation and the maximum principle imply that the function z — w(x,y) = wy(x, y)+
K~ has no negative minimum inside |0, G(y)], so

inf  |w,(z,y)+ K | = min OA |w,(x,y)+ K |,
me}o,cxy)[[ ) ] 2=0.G(y) [eytav) }

which, combined with (165) and the boundary condition w,(G(y),y) + K~ = KT+ K~ >0,
proves (158), and the proof is complete. O
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e

Figure 1: A possible optimal capacity control strategy. In this case, it is never optimal to
decrease the project’s capacity.

X

Figure 2: A possible optimal capacity control strategy. In this case, increasing the project’s
capacity, waiting and decreasing the project’s capacity are all parts of the optimal strategy.
Also, the point y* defined by (74) is strictly positive.
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Figure 3: A possible optimal capacity control strategy. In this case, increasing the project’s
capacity, waiting and decreasing the project’s capacity all belong to the set of optimal tactics.
Also, y* = 0, where y* is defined by (74), F'(0) > 0, and {(z,0) : « < F(0)} is a subset of
the “wait” region W.

X

Figure 4: A possible optimal capacity control strategy. This case arises when the running
payoff function A identifies with the Cobb-Douglas production function and K~ < 0.
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Figure 5: A possible optimal capacity control strategy. This case cannot arise under our
assumptions.
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