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ABSTRACT

The increasing availability of operational data and the growing uncertainty of
modern business environments are transforming how organizations plan and
make decisions. Traditional deterministic or experience-based approaches
often struggle to capture nonlinear patterns or respond effectively to
volatile demand, disruptions, and resource constraints. This study presents
an integrated decision intelligence framework that combines artificial
intelligence (AI), data analytics, and optimization under uncertainty to
support intelligent operational decision-making. The framework consists of
three complementary components: (i) predictive analytics, which applies
machine learning models to forecast key variables such as demand, lead
times, and disruption risks using historical and contextual data; (ii)
prescriptive optimization, which incorporates these forecasts into stochastic
or robust optimization models to generate cost-efficient and service-driven
decisions under uncertainty; and (iii) data-driven process improvement,
which uses continuous monitoring and feedback mechanisms to refine
predictive models and operational policies over time. A representative
operational scenario with uncertain, time-varying demand is used to evaluate
the framework against conventional deterministic and heuristic methods.
Results demonstrate that the integrated approach improves service levels,
reduces total operational cost, and enhances robustness to variability.
The proposed framework offers a generalizable foundation for embedding
Al-driven analytics into operations research models, supporting adaptive,

transparent, and evidence-based decision-making in data-rich environments.

1. Introduction

under stringent cost and service-level targets. At the
same time, advances in information systems and sensing

Modern industrial and service organizations operate in
environments that are increasingly volatile, complex,
and data-rich. Demand patterns fluctuate across
products and regions, supply disruptions occur with
little warning, and capacity constraints must be managed

technologies have enabled the continuous collection of
large volumes of operational data from enterprise resource
planning (ERP) systems, manufacturing execution sys-
tems, logistics platforms, and customer-facing channels.
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These developments have created both an opportunity
and a challenge: while abundant data can, in principle,
support more informed and proactive decision-making,
many organizations still rely on deterministic planning
tools, spreadsheet-based analyses, or experience-driven
heuristics that are poorly suited to highly uncertain and
dynamic environments.

Artificial Intelligence (AI) and data analytics offer power-
ful mechanisms for extracting value from operational data.
Predictive models based on machine learning can uncover
nonlinear relationships between explanatory factors and
key performance indicators such as demand, lead times,
failure probabilities, or service times. These models
enable organizations to anticipate future conditions more
accurately than traditional time-series or judgmental
forecasting alone. In parallel, the field of operations
research has developed a rich body of methods for
optimization under uncertainty, including stochastic
programming, robust optimization, and reinforcement
learning. These methods support the design of decision
policies that explicitly account for risk and variability in
the underlying system. However, in practice, predictive
analytics and optimization models are often developed
and deployed in isolation. Forecasting systems generate
outputs that are not tightly coupled to downstream
decision models, while optimization tools frequently rely
on simplified or static assumptions that ignore the full
information content of available data.

This misalignment leads to several limitations. First,
prediction models are typically evaluated with statistical
metrics (e.g., mean absolute percentage error) that may
not reflect their impact on operational performance,
such as cost or service level. Second, optimization
models may treat uncertain parameters as fixed point
estimates or use ad-hoc safety factors, which can result in
solutions that are fragile when confronted with real-world
variability. Third, operational decision processes rarely
incorporate systematic feedback mechanisms: once a
plan is generated and executed, discrepancies between
predicted and realized outcomes are not formally used to
update either the predictive models or the decision rules.
As a consequence, organizations struggle to close the loop
between data, models, and decisions, and the potential
of AT and analytics to improve operations remains only
partially realized.

In response to these challenges, the concept of decision
intelligence has emerged as a unifying paradigm that
integrates data engineering, analytics, and decision
science into coherent architectures. Decision intelli-
gence emphasizes the design of end-to-end pipelines in
which data collection, model development, optimization,
and human oversight are treated as interconnected
components of a single decision-making system rather
than isolated technical artifacts. Despite growing
interest in this concept, there is still a lack of concrete
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methodological frameworks that show how to embed
Al-driven analytics into operational decision models in
a way that is both technically rigorous and practically
deployable.

Innovation and research objective. This paper
introduces an integrated decision intelligence framework
that combines artificial intelligence, data analytics, and
optimization under uncertainty to support intelligent
operational decision-making. The innovation of the pro-
posed framework lies in three key aspects. First, it adopts
a predict—optimize—improve architecture that explicitly
links predictive analytics to prescriptive optimization and
embeds them within a data-driven process improvement
loop. Rather than treating prediction and optimization
as sequential but independent tasks, the framework uses
predictive models to generate distributional scenarios
and risk measures that directly inform decision variables
and constraints. Second, the framework is designed to
be adaptive: model parameters and decision policies
are updated over time using streaming data and
performance feedback, allowing the system to learn
from realized outcomes and structural changes in the
environment. Third, the framework is transparent and
modular, providing clearly defined interfaces between
data, models, and decisions. This design facilitates
implementation within existing information systems
and supports managerial interpretation of the resulting
policies.

To demonstrate the applicability and benefits of the
proposed approach, we instantiate the framework in
a representative operational context characterized by
multiple products, uncertain and time-varying demand,
and finite production or procurement capacity. In
this setting, machine learning models are used to
generate probabilistic demand forecasts that capture
both point predictions and uncertainty measures. These
forecasts are then embedded in a stochastic or robust
optimization model that determines production or
replenishment quantities with the objective of minimizing
total cost while satisfying service-level requirements.
A feedback mechanism compares planned and realized
performance, updating both the forecasting models and
selected decision parameters. This case study allows
us to quantify the performance gains of the integrated
framework relative to conventional deterministic planning
and simple heuristic rules.

Contributions. The main contributions of this paper
are fourfold:

1. We propose a generalizable Al-enabled decision in-
telligence framework for operational decision-making
under uncertainty that tightly couples predictive
analytics, prescriptive optimization, and data-driven
process improvement.

2. We develop a concrete predict—optimize—improve
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pipeline in which machine learning-based predictive
models produce probabilistic inputs that are directly
incorporated into stochastic and robust optimization
models, ensuring consistency between forecasting
assumptions and decision structures.

3. We introduce a feedback-based learning mechanism
that uses realized operational outcomes to iteratively
update both the predictive models and key decision
parameters, thereby enhancing adaptability and
robustness over time.

4. Through a detailed numerical case study, we provide
an empirical evaluation that compares the proposed
framework with traditional deterministic and heuristic
approaches, demonstrating improvements in total
cost, service level attainment, and resilience to
variability, and offering managerial insights for
practical implementation.

Organization of the paper. The remainder of this
paper is structured as follows. Section 2. reviews
existing literature on predictive analytics in opera-
tions, optimization under uncertainty, and integrated
analytics—optimization frameworks. Section 3. presents
the proposed decision intelligence framework, detailing
the predictive modeling, optimization formulation, and
feedback mechanisms. Section 77 describes the case study
design, data generation and preprocessing, experimental
scenarios, and performance metrics, and reports the
numerical results. Section 6. discusses the implications of
the findings for researchers and practitioners, including
design guidelines and implementation considerations.
Finally, Section ?? concludes the paper and outlines
promising directions for future research.

2. Related Work

The integration of artificial intelligence, data analytics,
and optimization into operational decision-making has
attracted significant research attention in recent years.
The rapid growth of computational power, cloud-native
platforms, and industry-scale data availability has
enabled new methodologies that go far beyond traditional
operations research paradigms. This section reviews the
most relevant contributions from 2020 to 2025 across
three main research streams: (i) predictive analytics
in operations; (ii) optimization under uncertainty with
Al-generated insights; and (iii) integrated decision
intelligence and closed-loop analytics—optimization frame-
works.

2.1. Predictive Analytics for Operational
Decision-Making
Recent advancements in machine learning have improved

the accuracy and robustness of demand forecasting,
lead-time prediction, failure prediction, and process
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monitoring. Studies such as [1-4] demonstrate how
deep learning architectures—LSTM variants, temporal
convolutional networks, attention-based models, and
probabilistic neural networks—can capture nonlinearities
and complex temporal patterns typical in supply chain
and production systems. More recent work emphasizes
uncertainty quantification and probabilistic forecasting
using Bayesian neural networks, deep ensembles, and
other uncertainty-aware deep learning methods [5, 6].
These models generate full predictive distributions rather
than point forecasts, allowing more informed decision-
making under uncertainty.

Machine learning has also been used to predict disruption
risks (e.g., supplier failure, transportation delays) using
multimodal data—including text, sensor streams, and
satellite imagery—as demonstrated in [7, 8]. In parallel,
domain-specific studies in industrial and infrastructure
systems illustrate Al-enabled forecasting and perfor-
mance improvement in supply chains and marketing, for
example through intelligent demand prediction, resource
allocation, and campaign optimization [25, 27, 28]. Such
approaches underscore the increasing role of contextual
and external data sources in operational forecasting
beyond traditional ERP records.

2.2. Optimization Under Uncertainty
with Al-driven Inputs

Classical stochastic programming and robust optimiza-
tion remain foundational tools in operations research,
but recent work has focused on integrating data-driven
uncertainty models learned by AI systems. The
“predict—then—optimize” paradigm, surveyed in [9, 10], has
evolved to include end-to-end differentiable optimization
frameworks that directly tie predictive model training
to downstream decision performance [11, 12]. This shift
enables models to internalize their impact on cost, risk,
and service-level objectives, overcoming limitations of
purely error-based training metrics.

Additionally, several studies propose hybrid
ML-optimization pipelines for inventory control,
scheduling, energy systems, and transportation

planning [13-15]. These methods use Al-based scenario
generation, distributional forecasting, or residual
modeling to enhance the performance of stochastic
optimization models under real-world uncertainty.
Reinforcement learning (RL) has gained traction as a
means of learning adaptive control policies in dynamic
environments, as evidenced by the work in [19, 20], while
data-driven multi-criteria decision-making techniques
have been applied to infrastructure planning problems
such as electric vehicle deployment and renewable energy
integration [30]. However, RL and complex MCDM
models often struggle with interpretability and stability,
motivating research into hybrid RL-OR architectures
and explainable optimization.
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Methodological contributions from industrial engineering
further explore how optimization and analytics can be
tightly coupled for process design and quality control,
providing templates for integrating analytical models
into operational workflows [29].

2.3. Integrated Decision Intelligence and
Closed-Loop Frameworks

A growing research frontier focuses on closing the
loop between prediction, optimization, and continuous
improvement—aligning with the emerging concept of
decision intelligence. Several studies highlight the need
for integrated systems that can process streaming data,
update predictive models, and refine operational decisions
dynamically [21-23]. Digital twins have been especially
influential, serving as real-time simulation engines that
evaluate alternative policies under evolving conditions
and enable experimentation with “what-if” scenarios
before implementation.

Despite progress, many existing systems lack modularity,
transparent data-to-decision pipelines, and adaptive
self-correction. The literature repeatedly notes that
prediction and optimization components are often
implemented separately, creating inconsistencies between
forecast assumptions and decision models. As summa-
rized in [24], the absence of unified architectures remains
a barrier to full adoption of data-driven decision-making
in industry.

2.4. Research Gap

Although significant advances have been made, several
important limitations persist:

e Predictive models are often evaluated independently
of their impact on operational performance.

e Optimization models frequently rely on simplified
uncertainty assumptions that do not leverage the
richness of Al-generated predictive distributions.

e Few studies offer truly modular, end-to-end pipelines
that integrate prediction, optimization, monitoring,
and iterative improvement.

e Existing frameworks rarely incorporate continuous
feedback loops capable of adjusting forecasts and
decisions as new data arrives.

This gap motivates the integrated predict—optimize—
improve framework proposed in this paper, which unifies
Al-driven predictive analytics, stochastic and robust
optimization, and data-driven performance refinement
into a coherent decision intelligence pipeline.
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3. Methodology

This section presents the proposed predict—optimize—
improve decision intelligence framework. The method-
ology is designed to integrate machine learning-based
predictive analytics with stochastic and robust op-
timization, and a continuous feedback mechanism
that refines both forecasting accuracy and operational
performance. The framework consists of three inter-
connected stages: (i) data engineering and predictive
modeling, (ii) prescriptive optimization under uncertainty
using Al-derived distributions, and (iii) a closed-loop
performance improvement layer.

3.1. Stage 1: Data Engineering and
Predictive Modeling

The pipeline begins with the construction of a unified
operational data environment. Historical demand,
lead times, supplier disruptions, production capacity,
and contextual features (e.g., weather, promotions,
macroeconomic indicators) are consolidated into a
structured data warehouse.

We employ a set of modern machine learning architec-
tures suited for temporal and contextual forecasting,
including:

e Long Short-Term Memory (LSTM) and temporal
convolutional networks (TCN),

e Transformer-based sequence models for long-range
dependencies,

e Deep ensembles and Bayesian neural networks for
uncertainty quantification,

e Diffusion-based generative models for scenario
generation (2023-2025 advancements).

The predictive module outputs full predictive distribu-
tions rather than point forecasts. These distributions
provide quantiles, variance measures, and sample
paths that directly inform downstream decision models.
Model selection follows a hyperparameter search and
cross-validation strategy optimized for decision relevance
rather than solely statistical accuracy.

3.2. Stage 2: Optimization Under Al-
Derived Uncertainty

The second component embeds predictive distributions
into a prescriptive optimization model. Let D, denote
the Al-generated demand distribution at time ¢, and let
x¢ represent the operational decision (e.g., replenishment,
production quantity). We formulate the decision problem
as:

min Ep[C(z, D)] + A& (z, D),
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where C(-) represents operational cost (production,
inventory, shortage), and ®(-) captures risk measures
such as CVaR or service-level penalties.

Two optimization strategies are supported:

Stochastic Optimization. Al-generated samples
from ﬁt are used to generate scenario sets for a
scenario-based stochastic program. Decision variables
include production/replenishment levels, safety-stock
settings, and capacity allocations.

Robust Optimization. Predictive intervals form
uncertainty sets U, resulting in:

min max C(z,d).
r deu

This formulation yields decisions that remain feasible and
cost-efficient under worst-case realizations of uncertainty.

Both approaches ensure consistency between forecasting
assumptions and operational decisions, which is a major
improvement over traditional deterministic planning.

3.3. Stage 3: Closed-Loop Feedback and
Continuous Improvement

The final stage implements an adaptive feedback system
that monitors discrepancies between predicted and
realized outcomes. Let ¢, = Dactual _ ppredicted qop 46
forecast error. The system performs three updates:

1. Predictive Model Update: Model parameters
are fine-tuned periodically using recent data, with
greater weighting on periods where ¢; was large.

2. Decision Policy Update: Sensitivity analysis is
used to adjust optimization parameters (e.g., risk
aversion \, service-level constraints).

3. Process Improvement: Operational KPIs (e.g.,
stockouts, utilization, backorder rates) feed into
root-cause analysis to refine upstream data collection
or feature engineering.

To support real-time adaptability, the framework enables
incremental learning and rolling-horizon optimization.
As new data arrive, the forecasting and optimization
modules update dynamically, ensuring decisions remain
aligned with current operating conditions.

3.4.

Figure 1 summarizes the full architecture of the pipeline.
The system is modular, interpretable, and deployable in
both on-premise and cloud-native environments. Each
stage exposes configurable hyperparameters, enabling
organizations to balance accuracy, computational cost,
and responsiveness.

System Architecture Summary
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3.5. Reproducibility and Implementa-

tion Details

All experiments are executed using Python-based ma-
chine learning libraries (TensorFlow / PyTorch), com-
bined with standard optimization solvers (Gurobi,
CPLEX, or Pyomo). The predictive models are
trained using an 80/10/10 historical data split, with
rolling-window validation.  Optimization runs are
performed on a rolling horizon of 4-8 periods depending
on the scenario.

We release code templates, data generators, and solver
configurations as supplementary materials to ensure full
reproducibility.

4. Case Study and Problem For-
mulation

To demonstrate the applicability of the proposed decision
intelligence framework, we consider a multi-product
production—inventory system operating under uncertain,
time-varying demand. The case study is generic enough
to represent a wide range of manufacturing or supply
chain settings (e.g., a plant supplying multiple retailers or
an assembly facility producing several product families),
yet structured to highlight the benefits of integrating
Al-driven predictive analytics with optimization under
uncertainty.

4.1. Operational Setting

We consider a finite planning horizon T' = {1,...,H}
divided into discrete periods (e.g., weeks), and a set
of products I = {1,...,N}. In each period t € T,
stochastic customer demand Dit is realized for each
product ¢ € I. The firm decides on production or
replenishment quantities x;; subject to capacity and
resource constraints. Unsatisfied demand is either
backordered or lost, and inventory is carried over between
periods.

The decision-maker observes historical data for each
product, including past demand, lead times, and relevant
contextual features. As described in Section 3., these
data feed the predictive modeling stage, which produces
probabilistic forecasts for future demand. These forecasts
are then embedded in a stochastic or robust optimization
model used to determine the production/replenishment
plan.

4.2. Notation and Decision Variables

We summarize the main notation used in the formulation.
e [ : set of products, indexed by i.
e T : set of periods, indexed by ¢.
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Operational Data
(ERP, MES, IoT, Orders)

l
Predictive Analytics
(ML / Statistical Models)

Scenario Generation
(Sampling / Generative Models)

!

[Stochastic / Robust Optimization}

!

[ Operational Decisions }

(Production / Inventory)

!

Closed-Loop Feedback
(KPIs, Error Tracking)

Figure 1: Overview of the integrated predict—optimize—improve decision intelligence framework linking operational data,
Al-based prediction, scenario generation, optimization, and closed-loop feedback.

e D, : random demand for product i in period t.

e D}, : demand realization for product ¢ in period ¢
under scenario s.

e S : set of demand scenarios generated from the
Al-based predictive distributions.

e p° : probability of scenario s € .S, with Zsesps =1.

Decision variables:

e z;; : production or order quantity of product ¢ in
period t.

e [? : inventory level of product i at the end of period
t in scenario s.

e B : backorder level of product ¢ at the end of
period t in scenario s.

Parameters:

e ¢; : unit production (or procurement) cost for
product <.

e h; : unit inventory holding cost per period for
product 1.

e b; : unit backorder (or penalty) cost per period for
product <.

e (; : total production capacity available in period ¢.

e a; : capacity consumption per unit of product i (e.g.,
processing time).

e [;y : initial inventory of product i at the start of the
horizon.

4.3. Scenario-Based Stochastic Program-
ming Model

The Al-based predictive models described in Section 3.
generate empirical demand distributions for each product
and period. From these distributions, we construct
a finite set of demand scenarios S using sampling or
generative techniques. For each scenario s € S, we obtain
a trajectory {D3,};+ that reflects both point forecasts
and uncertainty patterns.

The stochastic =~ program seeks a  produc-
tion/replenishment plan {z;;} that minimizes the
expected total cost across scenarios while satisfying
material balance and capacity constraints.

4.3..1 Objective Function

The expected total cost over the planning horizon is given
by:

Lpin 2= > D cmit) p’ (Z D (il + biBist)> :

teT iel seS teT i€l
(1)

The first term captures production/procurement cost
(deterministic across scenarios), while the second term
represents the expected inventory and backorder costs
under stochastic demand.

4.3..2 Inventory Balance Constraints

For each product i, period ¢, and scenario s, the inventory
balance is:
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Data Sources
ERP, MES, IoT Sensors, Orders, Market Signals

v

Predictive Analytics
LSTM, Transformers, Bayesian Models, Diffusion Forecasting
Produces full predictive distributions

AN

h

Scenario Engine
Quantile Sampling, Generative Models, Ensemble Simulation
Scenario Set S = {D?*,ps}

v

Optimization Layer
Stochastic Programming, Robust Optimization
Provides optimal plan: {x},}

~

Decision Execution
Production Scheduling, Inventory Control, Procurement

h

Feedback Loop
Error Tracking, Model Retraining, Stress Testing

Figure 2: Layered system architecture of the Al-driven decision-intelligence framework, illustrating how data ingestion,
predictive analytics, scenario generation, optimization, and feedback loops interact in a unified operational planning environment.

I}=B} =1}y =B} _1+zu—Dj,
(2)

with initial conditions:
Viel, se s, (3)
Viel, seS. (4)

S
i0 — IiOv

s __
iO_O’

Nonnegativity constraints enforce:

I;; >0, Bj,>0, Viel, teT, seb. (5)

4.3..3 Capacity Constraints

Production in each period is constrained by available
capacity:

Viel, teT, ses,

Y amy <Cy, VteT. (6)

icl
We also impose nonnegativity on production quantities:

x>0, Viel teT. (7)

4.4. Robust Optimization Variant

While the stochastic program relies on explicit demand
scenarios, some decision-makers prefer solutions that
remain feasible and cost-effective across a range of
plausible demand realizations. Let U;; denote an
uncertainty set for demand of product ¢ in period t,
derived from the predictive distributions (e.g., confidence
intervals or quantile bands).

A simple robust counterpart can be written as:
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Al-based
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Uncertainty
sets U;;

Robust

Figure 3: Circular representation of the robust optimization decision pipeline, showing how Al-based predictive models,
uncertainty sets, robust optimization, robust plans, and stress-testing feedback form a closed decision loop.

min
xr

max
{dis €U }

{tET el teT i€l
(8)

subject to inventory balance and capacity constraints
defined as in (2) and (6), but now for all d;; € U;¢. In
practice, tractable robust formulations (e.g., budgeted
or polyhedral uncertainty sets) are used, ensuring linear
or mixed-integer programming structure.

4.5.

To assess the value added by the proposed Al-driven deci-
sion intelligence framework, we compare its performance
against several benchmark policies commonly used in
practice:

Baseline Policies for Comparison

e Deterministic planning with point forecasts:
demand is set to the mean forecast, and a
deterministic linear program is solved ignoring
uncertainty.

Safety stock heuristic: production is based on
mean forecasts plus fixed safety factors determined
by historical variability, without explicit optimiza-
tion under uncertainty.

Myopic policy: each period’s production is deter-
mined solely by current-period demand forecasts and
inventory levels, without considering future periods.

These baselines represent typical approaches used in
many organizations and provide a meaningful reference

2

for evaluating the performance benefits of the integrated
predict-optimize—improve framework.

5. Results

This section presents the experimental evaluation of
the proposed predict—optimize—improve framework. We
assess its performance relative to commonly used
baseline policies across stochastic, volatile operational
conditions. All experiments use the multi-product
production—inventory case study described in Section 4..

5.1.
5.1..1

Experimental Setup
Computational Environment

All experiments were executed on a workstation
equipped with an Intel Xeon 3.2GHz CPU, 64 GB
RAM, and Python-based machine learning libraries
(TensorFlow/PyTorch) for predictive  modeling.
Optimization problems were solved using Gurobi 11.0
with parallelism disabled to ensure reproducibility.

5.1..2 Data and Scenario Construction

We simulate a rolling-horizon planning environment
with N = 5 products, H = 20 planning periods, and
time-varying demand distributions. Historical demand
patterns are generated using a mixture of:

e seasonal components,

e random shocks,
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[ Albased | [

predictive models J

Predictive
L distributions

Uncertainty sets
U;
& stress-test scenarios

Performance feedback R
(KPI monitoring, error analysis)

obust production / Robust
inventory plan optimization model

Figure 4: Horizontal workflow for robust optimization using Al-based predictive distributions and uncertainty modeling.

e level shifts representing disruptions.

The predictive models (LSTM, Transformer, and
Bayesian deep models) produce full predictive
distributions for each product-period pair. From these
distributions, we generate a scenario set S using:

1. Deep generative sampling (100 scenarios),
2. Stratified quantile sampling (20 scenarios),
3. Hybrid ensemble sampling (50 scenarios).

Unless stated otherwise, the stochastic program uses
|S| = 50 scenarios with calibrated probabilities.

5.1..3 Baseline Methods

We compare the proposed method against three classical
operational decision policies:

e Deterministic planning: point forecasts + linear
programming.

e Safety stock heuristic: mean demand + factor-
based buffers.

e Myopic planning: period-by-period replenish-
ment.

These baselines represent the planning approaches still
commonly used in practice.

5.1..4 Evaluation Metrics

Performance is evaluated along four dimensions:

1. Total operational cost: production + holding +
backorder.

2. Service level: proportion of demand satisfied on
time.

3. Inventory dynamics: average inventory, stockouts,
and variability.

4. Robustness: performance degradation under
unanticipated demand shocks.

= 1
T 1 & .
X
=
g 0.87
3
e 0.82
~ 08| =
8
]
= 0.68
<
he]
5 ]
0 6 | I N I I é‘
i 5 Ch e°
<O o o¥ Qo
» e’&d& ?&o
AY)

Figure 5: Normalized total cost across decision policies
(lower is better).

5.2. Main Quantitative Results

5.2..1 Total Cost Comparison

Table 1 reports total expected cost across the four
methods.  The integrated stochastic optimization
approach achieves the lowest cost due to its ability to
proactively hedge against uncertainty.

The proposed framework reduces total cost by:
e 32% vs. myopic,
e 22% vs. safety stock,

e 17% vs. deterministic optimization.

5.2..2 Service Level and Responsiveness

Table 2 shows service performance. The integrated
method maintains high service levels even under demand
volatility.

Higher service levels are achieved without overstocking
due to more accurate uncertainty modeling and dynamic
adjustment.
5.2..3 Inventory and Backorder Dynamics
Compared to baselines, the proposed method:

e reduces average inventory by 14-20%,

e reduces backorder frequency by 30-50%,
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Table 1: Total expected cost (normalized units) over 30 Monte Carlo replications.

Method E[Cost] Std. Dev.
Myopic policy 1.00 0.06
Safety stock heuristic 0.87 0.05
Deterministic planning 0.82 0.04
Proposed predict—optimize—improve 0.68 0.03
Table 2: Service-level performance under uncertainty. =
= |
wn e 3
Method Service Level (%) S 40 38.6 .
=
Myopic 87.4 s 97.4
Safety stock 92.1 —?é’ 29.1
Deterministic 93.5 = 20 N
Proposed 97.8 % 11.8
(9}
100 ‘ g H
918 37 O [ [ [ [
— Q A0 o X Jpsey
NN | | @) ‘ o §e® G Rl
= 9 92.1 - o = & oF
g) (4
f N 87.4 |
E : Figure 7: Robustness to unanticipated demand and capacity
5 85| R shocks.
n
0 : : : : e demand distributional shift (mean and variance
X o “C O i
@i o %@&é& ) R ‘\;\6‘\ < (oQobe dI' lft ) .
o Table 4 shows cost degradation relative to nominal
conditions.
f;f;i:ing; Service-level performance under demand The proposed framework shows the lowest degradation,

e stabilizes inventory variance through scenario-driven
hedging.

These improvements demonstrate the effectiveness of
integrating predictive distributions with optimization.

Detailed Inventory and Backorder Statistics

Table 3 reports normalized inventory and backorder
statistics averaged over all products, periods, and Monte
Carlo replications. Average inventory is normalized so
that the myopic policy equals 1.00.

These results show that the proposed framework
maintains substantially lower average inventory while
also cutting the fraction of periods with stockouts by
roughly 35-50% relative to the baselines.

5.3. Robustness Analysis

To evaluate robustness, we introduce unanticipated
shocks:

e 30% demand spike for selected products,

e temporary capacity reduction,

illustrating superior adaptability.

5.4. Ablation Study: Contribution of
Each Component

We evaluate each component of the framework indepen-
dently:

e using only prediction 4+ deterministic opti-
mization,

e using only stochastic optimization with naive
distributions,

e full predict—optimize—improve pipeline.

Each stage contributes measurable value; the full

integration yields the largest gains.

5.5. Managerial Insights
Several practical insights emerge:

1. Uncertainty-aware planning outperforms
point forecasts. Even modest improvements in
uncertainty modeling significantly reduce costs.

2. Scenario diversity matters. Generating a rich
scenario set (via deep generative models) improves
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Table 3: Average inventory and backorder frequency (normalized units).

Method Avg. Inventory Backorder Frequency (% of periods)
Myopic policy 1.00 16.8
Safety stock heuristic 0.98 13.2
Deterministic planning 0.95 11.9
Proposed predict—optimize-improve 0.82 7.8
Table 4: Performance degradation under shocks (% increase - ‘1
in cost). é 10 8
2 0.87
Method Cost Increase (%) 2 : 0.89
Myopic 38.6 T o8| .
Safety stock 27.4 =
Deterministic 22.1 é 0.68
Proposed 11.8 Zo
0.6 .XC‘ ‘\)\J‘ 'C‘ e}d\
Table 5: Impact of pipeline components. v&‘]o? S‘aﬁe 'ﬁ\-\sﬂ 0@05
De'&eﬁ“ ¥
Configuration Total Cost
— — — Figure 8: Comparison of normalized total cost across
Prediction 4 deterministic optimization 0.79 planning policies.
Naive stochastic optimization 0.75
Full framework 0.68 100 :
97.8
robustness. = 95| 99.1 93.5 .
= .
3. Closed-loop feedback is essential. Incorporat- § 90 I |
ing recent discrepancies accelerates adaptation to S 87.4
volatility. % 85| |
4. Balanced inventory is a byproduct of better e
forecasting, not higher buffers. Organizations 80 < e o 3
can increase service level and reduce inventory Wyov gaie Y&\({\‘?’“ ?@90'56
simultaneously. DeLe
5.6. Summary Figure 9: Service-level comparison under demand
uncertainty.

The experimental results demonstrate that the pro-
posed integrated framework significantly improves cost
efficiency, service levels, and robustness relative to
traditional methods. The results validate the value of
unifying predictive analytics, stochastic optimization,
and continuous improvement into a coherent decision
intelligence platform.

5.7. Visualization of Comparative Per-
formance

To make the quantitative differences more interpretable
for practitioners, we provide simple bar charts summa-
rizing total cost and service-level performance across the
four methods.

6. Discussion

The results presented in Section 7?7 demonstrate that
integrating predictive analytics, stochastic or robust
optimization, and closed-loop feedback offers a substan-
tial performance advantage over traditional operational
planning methods. This section discusses the broader
implications of these findings, the conditions under
which the proposed framework is most effective, and the
managerial and theoretical contributions to intelligent
operations management.

6.1. Interpreting the Performance Gains

The superior cost efficiency and service-level improve-
ments achieved by the proposed framework highlight
the central role of uncertainty modeling in modern
operational systems. Traditional deterministic ap-
proaches rely on point forecasts that systematically



A. Mohammadsi et al.

underestimate risk, leading to over-reactive or myopic
decisions. In contrast, the predictive models employed
here generate full predictive distributions that capture
nonlinear patterns, structural breaks, and temporal
dependencies. Embedding these distributions into a
stochastic optimization model enables the decision-maker
to proactively hedge against variability, especially when
demand fluctuations or disruption risks are substantial.

The robustness analysis further illustrates that decision
policies informed by probabilistic forecasts degrade more
gracefully under unanticipated shocks, such as abrupt
demand spikes or capacity reductions. By incorporating
scenario-diversity—derived from deep generative models
and stratified sampling techniques—the system maintains
stability even when data-generating processes shift over
time. This resilience underscores the value of uncertainty-
aware optimization as a foundation for operational
decision-making in volatile environments.

6.2. When the Framework Provides the

Largest Benefits

The integrated decision intelligence framework is most
beneficial in settings characterized by one or more of the
following conditions:

e High demand variability: Organizations with
significant temporal fluctuations, seasonality, or
promotion-driven demand exhibit large performance
improvements due to better hedging.

e Frequent disruptions or supply uncertainty:
The framework’s robustness becomes critical when
lead times shift or upstream suppliers become
unreliable.

e Multi-product, capacity-constrained systems:
As resource allocation becomes more complex,
scenario-based planning significantly outperforms
heuristic rules.

e Data-rich environments: Firms with access to
ERP, MES, IoT, or customer transaction data
benefit from advanced forecasting models, which
in turn support more accurate optimization.

Conversely, when uncertainty is minimal or demand
patterns are nearly stationary, the performance gap
between advanced methods and deterministic planning
narrows. However, even in such cases, the closed-loop
learning component ensures adaptability as conditions
evolve.

6.3. Managerial and Organizational Im-
plications

The findings of this study underscore several managerial
insights. First, investing in predictive analytics
yields operational value only when coupled with
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decision-focused optimization. Isolated forecasting
improvements do not automatically translate into better
outcomes unless the predictions are operationalized
through cost-sensitive models.

Second, the results highlight the importance of scenario
diversity. Relying on narrow distributions or simplistic
uncertainty assumptions may produce biased or brittle
decisions. Managers should therefore prioritize scenario
generation approaches—such as deep generative models
or ensemble sampling—that capture a wide spectrum of
plausible futures.

Third, the closed-loop feedback mechanism demonstrates
that decision intelligence is inherently iterative.
Organizations that continuously monitor forecast errors,
operational KPIs, and constraint violations can gradually
align their data-generating, modeling, and optimization
processes to create a self-improving operational system.

Finally, the study provides a practical blueprint for
shifting from experience-driven decisions to data-driven,
evidence-based planning. As firms navigate increas-
ingly volatile supply chains, this transition becomes
essential to maintaining competitiveness, cost efficiency,
and service-level commitments.

6.4. Theoretical Contributions

Beyond its practical significance, the study makes
several theoretical contributions. It unifies three
traditionally independent streams of research— predic-
tive modeling, stochastic optimization, and continuous
improvement—into a coherent methodological pipeline.
This integration provides a generalizable framework for
embedding learning mechanisms into classical operations
research models, bridging the gap between machine
learning and optimization under uncertainty.

Additionally, the use of deep generative models for sce-
nario construction advances the literature on data-driven
stochastic programming, offering an alternative to tradi-
tional bootstrapping or distribution-fitting approaches.
The experimental evidence supports the claim that richer
scenario sets lead to more resilient decision policies.

Taken together, these contributions position decision in-
telligence as a paradigm shift in operations management,
moving beyond reactive, static planning toward adaptive
and self-correcting operational systems.

7. Conclusion

This study presented an integrated decision—intelligence
framework that unifies predictive analytics, stochastic
optimization, and continuous process improvement
into a coherent pipeline for intelligent operational
decision—making. Motivated by the increasing volatility
and data intensity of modern supply chains, the
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framework addresses fundamental limitations of tradi-
tional deterministic or heuristic planning approaches,
which struggle to represent nonlinear uncertainty, react
to disruptions, or adapt to shifting data-generating
processes.

Across a multi—product production—inventory environ-
ment characterized by time-varying demand, supply
disruptions, and resource constraints, the proposed
predict—optimize—improve architecture consistently out-
performed classical baselines. Experimental results
demonstrated significant reductions in total operational
cost, higher service levels, improved responsiveness to de-
mand shocks, and greater robustness under distributional
shifts. Ablation studies confirmed that each pipeline
component—probabilistic forecasting, scenario-based
optimization, and closed-loop learning—adds measurable
value, with the full integration providing the strongest
performance.

Beyond empirical gains, the work advances the theory of
intelligent operations management by bridging machine
learning, deep generative uncertainty modeling, and oper-
ations research decision models. The framework provides
a replicable method for embedding learning mechanisms
into optimization workflows, enabling systems that adapt,
recalibrate, and self-correct as conditions evolve.

In practice, the results highlight a clear managerial
message: predictive analytics produce operational
value only when tightly coupled with decision-focused
optimization and iterative feedback mechanisms. Or-
ganizations seeking resilience and competitiveness in
data-rich, uncertain environments can benefit from
transitioning toward evidence-based, uncertainty-aware,
and iteratively improving decision processes.

Future research may extend this work in several
directions, including multi-echelon supply chain settings,
reinforcement learning—based adaptive policies, tighter
integrations between digital-twin environments and
stochastic optimization, and applications to highly
perishable or service-oriented systems. As industrial
systems continue their digital transformation, the
proposed decision—intelligence architecture represents
a robust and scalable foundation for next-generation
operational planning.

8. Limitations and Future
Research

While the proposed predict—optimize-improve framework
demonstrates strong performance and provides a unified
architecture for intelligent operational decision-making,
several limitations warrant discussion and present
valuable opportunities for future research.
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8.1. Modeling and Data Limitations

First, the predictive models rely on the availability
of sufficiently rich historical data, including past
demand, contextual variables, and operational events.
Organizations with limited or highly fragmented data
may experience reduced predictive accuracy, which can
subsequently affect the quality of scenario generation.
Additionally, although probabilistic forecasting models
capture heteroscedasticity and temporal dynamics, they
may still struggle under extreme structural breaks or
rare-event disruptions that fall outside the training
distribution.

Second, the scenario-based stochastic optimization
model depends on the quality and representativeness
of generated scenarios. While deep generative and
ensemble-based sampling methods improve diversity,
guaranteeing full coverage of all plausible uncertainty
realizations remains challenging, especially in high-
dimensional, multivariate settings.

8.2. Computational and Scalability Con-

siderations

The integration of deep learning and stochastic optimiza-
tion introduces nontrivial computational requirements.
Solving large-scale multi-stage stochastic programs may
require substantial computational resources or specialized
solvers, particularly when the number of scenarios
grows. Although progressive hedging and decomposition
methods offer partial relief, scaling the framework to very
large production networks, multi-echelon supply chains,
or real-time decision environments may require further
algorithmic innovations.

8.3. Practical Implementation
Challenges

From an organizational perspective, deploying an end-
to-end decision-intelligence system requires alignment
across data engineering, analytics teams, and operational
managers. Challenges include model governance,
interpretability, integration with ERP/MES systems,
and maintaining reliable feedback loops. Moreover,
human—AI collaboration in operational decision-making
remains an open topic: determining the appropriate
balance between automated policies and managerial
oversight is both context-specific and understudied.

8.4. Future Research Directions

Building on the findings of this work, several avenues for
future investigation are promising:

e Multi-echelon and networked systems: Extend-
ing the framework to multi-echelon supply chains,
logistics networks, and distributed production
systems would enhance its applicability.
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Reinforcement learning integration: Com-
bining stochastic optimization with reinforcement
learning could produce adaptive policies capable of
reacting to continuous feedback without relying on
discrete scenario sets.

Digital twins for real-time decision intelli-
gence: Integrating the framework into a high-
fidelity digital twin environment would enable
real-time simulation, anomaly detection, and robust
policy stress-testing.

Explainable AI for decision-focused models:
Developing transparent, interpretable versions of
probabilistic forecasting models and optimization
outputs would improve managerial trust and adop-
tion.

Robustness to rare events and black swan
disruptions: Enhancing generative scenario mod-
els to better cover tail-risk phenomena—such
as pandemics, geopolitical shocks, or supplier
failures—remains a critical research direction.

Sustainability and environmental metrics:
Incorporating carbon footprint, energy efficiency,
or circular economy metrics into optimization
objectives would expand the framework’s relevance
to sustainability-driven operations.

Overall, while the proposed framework provides a
solid foundation for embedding Al-driven analytics into
operations research models, continued methodological in-
novation and empirical validation will further strengthen
the practical and theoretical contributions of decision
intelligence for next-generation operational planning.
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