A Novel Approach for the Process Planning and Scheduling
Problem Using the Concept of Maximum Weighted Independent
Set

Kai Sun*

Abstract

Process Planning and Scheduling (PPS) is an essential and practical topic but a very intractable problem in
manufacturing systems. Many research use iterative methods to solve such problems; however, they cannot
achieve satisfactory results in both quality and computational speed. Other studies formulate scheduling problems
as a graph coloring problem (GCP) or its extensions, but these formulations are limited to certain types of
scheduling problems. In this paper, we propose a novel approach to formulate a general type of the PPS problem
with resource allocation and process planning integrated towards a typical objective, minimizing the makespan.
The PPS problem is formulated into an undirected weighted conflicting graph, where nodes represent operations
and their resources; edges represent constraints, and weight factors are guidelines for the node selection at each
time slot. Then, the Maximum Weighted Independent Set (MWIS) problem can be solved to find the best set of
operations with their desired resources for each discrete time slot. This proposed approach solves the PPS problem
directly with minimum iterations. We establish that the proposed approach always returns a feasible optimum or
near-optimum solution to the PPS problem. The different weight configurations of the proposed approach for
solving the PPS problem are tested on a real-world PPS example and further designated test instances to evaluate
the scalability, accuracy, and robustness.

1 Introduction

Process Planning and Scheduling (PPS) is to process a set of prismatic parts into completed products effectively and
economically in a manufacturing system. A prismatic part to be produced is generally described by features. For each
feature, one or more corresponding operations are determined according to its feature geometry and available
machining resources. Each operation requires a selection of critical resources; some examples of these vital resources
include machines, tools, fixtures, or specially qualified technicians. The resource constraints are that one critical
resource cannot be occupied by more than one operation at the same time. There are precedence relationship
constraints among operations, according to the geometrical and technological considerations. Process planning in PPS
is the determination of an optimum process plan, i.e., operations and their sequences, within the precedence
relationship constraints and resource constraints. The scheduling is the allocation of the resources in the machine shop
over time to manufacture the various parts (Zhang et al., 2003). One of the common objectives is to find the feasible
schedule with the earliest finishing time of all parts, or formally, minimizing the makespan.
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PPS as one of the main functions of Computer-Aided Process Planning (CAPP) system, it becomes more critical for
the effective allocation and utilization of resources in modern flexible manufacturing systems. The challenges are,
firstly, a closer integration of process planning and scheduling is required. More specifically, the determination of the
operation processing order in a machine shop and the allocation of resources for each operation need to be considered
interactively. Secondly, non-iteration or light-iteration methodologies with satisfactory accuracy are desired for the
PPS problem. More specifically, the PPS problem is usually solved in a trial and error fashion using methods such as
generic algorithms and metaheuristics. However, such methodologies do not guarantee an optimal solution is ever
found, and they usually do not scale well with complexity. Also, these methods operating on dynamic data sets is
difficult, as genomes begin to converge early on towards solutions which may no longer be valid for later data.

In this paper, we propose a novel approach for formulating and solving the resource-constrained PPS optimization
problem. The two procedures, the resource selection and process scheduling, are integrated and formulated into an
undirected weighted conflicting graph due to the nature of sequencing and resource constraints. A node in the
conflicting graph represents one operation with one possible combination of its required resources during one time
slot, and an edge indicates that there is a conflict between the two nodes at both ends of the edge. Each node in the
graph is assigned with a weight factor as the guidance for the node selection process to fulfill the optimization
objective. The node with a higher possibility leading to the objective, is given a larger weight, so that they are more
likely to be selected when generating the schedule. We utilize algorithms proposed in our work (Sun et al., preprint) to
solve the Maximum Weighted Independent Set (MWIS) problem to realize this node selection process to get the
optimum or a near-optimum solution. Note that this is a preprint of the paper that is scheduled to submit to Applied
Discrete Mathematics.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides a comprehensive literature review on the PPS
problem. Section 3 provides the mathematical modeling and implements the Integer Programming (IP) model.
Section 4 discusses how the conflicting graph is generated for the resource-constrained PPS problem. Section 5
explains how we configure the weight factors in the conflicting graph with the proposed MWIS algorithms (Sun et
al., preprint) to achieve the optimization objective. In Section 6, a simplified PPS example problem from the literature
(Zhang et al., 2014) is employed to illustrate the proposed approach. Section 7 describes our approach with a real-
world problem (Zhang et al., 2014; Chu & Gadh, 1996; Zhang et al., 2003; Li et al., 2005; Li & McMahon, 2007) to
verify the practicability. Section 8 discusses and analyzes the results of test instances. Finally, a few concluding
remarks are given in Section 9.

2 Literature Review

Process planning and scheduling are usually complementary procedures. The former, process planning, can be used
to plan manufacturing resources and operations for a part to ensure the application of good manufacturing practice
and maintain the consistency of the desired functional specifications of the part during its production processes.
Process planning activities include interpretation of design data, selection and sequencing of operations to
manufacture the part, selection of machines and cutting tools, determination of cutting parameters, choice of jigs and
fixtures, allocation of other resources required by the processes, and calculation of machining times and costs. To



clarify process planning, parts are represented by manufacturing features. Figure 1 shows a part composed of m
features in which each feature can be manufactured by one or more machining operations (n operations in total for
the part). Each operation can be executed by several alternative plans if different machines, cutting tools, or set-up
plans are chosen for this operation (Case & Harun Wan, 2000; Maropoulos & Baker, 2000). The latter, scheduling,
specifies the schedule of manufacturing resources on each operation of the parts according to the importance of parts
(jobs), availability of resources and time constraints, and in the meantime, achieves the optimization objectives

(Zhang et al., 2003).
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Figure 1. Representation of the Process Plan (adapted from Salehi & Bahreininejad, 2011)

PPS problems vary in complexity. However, seeking an optimum solution rapidly and effectively from all of the
permutations, combinations of all of the tasks, manufacturing resources according to specified criteria is very difficult
for decision-makers. Lenstra et al. (Lenstra et al., 1977) show that while some classical machine scheduling problems
are efficiently solvable, others are NP-hard.

Due to its importance, practicality, and difficulty, in the past decade, many research studies have addressed the PPS
problem. Traditionally, such a problem is usually solved in a trial and error fashion adopting methods such as generic
algorithms and metaheuristics (Alander, 2014; Milosevic et al., 2016). These approaches include simulated annealing
algorithm (Zhang et al., 2003; Tiwari et al., 2006; Li & McMahon, 2007; Chan et al., 2009), tabu search algorithm
(Yanetal., 2003), agent-based approach (Shen et al., 2006; Wong et al., 2006), particle swarm optimization algorithm
(Guo et al., 2006) and genetic algorithm (Zhang et al., 1997; Morad & Zalzala, 1999; Jia et al., 2002, 2003, 2007;
Kim et al., 2003; Chan et al., 2005, 2006, 2008; Moon & Seo, 2005; Li et al., 2005; Zhang & Yan, 2005; Chan et al.,
2006; Zhang & Gen, 2010; Salehi & Bahreininejad, 2011; Chaube et al., 2012; Qiao & Lv, 2012; Zhang et al., 2014).
Researchers also solved the PPS problem partially as an operation sequencing problem with individual parts (Salehi
& Bahreininejad, 2011; Su et al., 2018).

According to the discussions above, the integration and interactions of PPS are through an iterative and empirical
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fashion. The process planning system first generates a reasonable process plan for each part. Crucial processes in the
system include determining suitable manufacturing resources (such as machines and tools), selecting set-up plans, and
sequencing machining operations of the part. The scheduling system then specifies the schedule of manufacturing
resources on each operation (task) of the parts according to the importance of operations, availability of resources, and
time constraints. It is usually difficult to produce a satisfactory result in a single iteration of the execution of the two
systems. For the process planning system, the decision of selecting machines and tools is usually made based on
objectives to achieve the minimal manufacturing cost and ensure the good manufacturability of a part. Not all the
generated process plans for a group of parts could be schedulable according to the time and resource feasibility in a
job shop. To overcome this issue, it is necessary iteratively to re-invoke the process planning system to produce
alternative plans for further trials until an acceptable scheduling solution is obtained. However, the above iterative
process brings forth two severe problems in practical applications. First, it is quite tedious and time-consuming to
search for a feasible solution to meet the requirements of process planning and scheduling simultaneously, and an
overall optimized target is even more difficult to achieve. Meanwhile, the value of a process plan can be severely
discounted since the assumption that all resources are available during the process planning stage might not be
entirely valid in the scheduling stage. For instance, the generated process plans sometimes cause some machines to be
overloaded, further, to create bottlenecks and restrict the capabilities of machines. Second, the PPS problem has vast
solution spaces due to its combinatorial nature. Each time period can schedule one of the feasible operation sets, a
feasible operation set can be any non-empty combination of feasible operations, and each operation can be one
instance among all the feasible combinations of the available resources. The iteration-based approach needs to be
carried out again and again in this vast discrete solution space. Furthermore, the outputs of such methodologies are
easily trapped at local optimum, and the local optimum is hard to detect due to the combinatorial nature of such a
problem.

Modeling a PPS problem as a Graph Coloring Problem (GCP) is particularly relevant in the presence of incompatible
jobs. Extensions of the GCP have been proposed to cope with these scheduling environments (Epstein et al., 2009;
Fukunaga et al., 2007; De Werra et al., 2005; Giaro et al., 2009; Hallddrsson et al., 2004; Meuwly et al., 2010;
Thevenin et al., 2018). As we identify in the previous section, the structural nature of some scheduling problems
makes graph coloring an attractive formulation. Gamache et al. (Gamache et al., 2007) use graph coloring methods to
determine a feasible schedule for crew scheduling problems within the airline industry. Moreover, they propose a new
methodology to determine the existence of a feasible solution based on a graph coloring model and a tabu search
algorithm. However, these methodologies often require a specific application environment. For example, Blochliger
and Zufferey (Blochliger & Zufferey, 2013), Thevenin et al. (Thevenin et al., 2018) formulate the PPS problem as a
graph multi-coloring problem. They require that the production system uses continuous flow production, and each job
is leading to the end product with no resource change. And still, unlike the particular case of the scheduling problem
they are attempting, a typical PPS problem often requires multiple operations to be performed with different resource
selections for each job following sequencing constraints. For those reasons, the graph multi-coloring formulations of
the PPS problem could be limited in terms of universality.

As a consequence of the review, the requirements are, firstly, a closer integration of process planning and scheduling
is required. More specifically, determining the operation processing order in a machine shop and allocation of
resources for each operation needs to be considered interactively. Secondly, a direct method or a method with fewer
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iterations is desired to solve the PPS problem.

Starting with the nature of the PPS problem, we proposed a novel approach to formulate a general type of the PPS
problem with resource allocation and process planning integrated towards a typical objective, minimizing the
makespan. The PPS problem is formulated into an undirected weighted conflicting graph. In this conflicting graph,
nodes stand for operations and their resources; edges stand for constraints; weight factors are the guidelines for the
node selection at each time slot. A variation of GCP, the MWIS problem, can be solved to find the best set of
operations with their desired resources for each discrete time slot. This proposed approach can solve the problem
directly, or it can be applied with few iterations for improving the quality of results.

The performance of the proposed approach depends on the accuracy and computational speed of the MWIS
algorithms. We utilize algorithms reported in our work (Sun et al., preprint) to solve the MWIS problem to realize this
node selection process to get the optimum or a near-optimum solution.

3 Process Planning and Scheduling Problem

3.1  Problem Description

As an example of the PPS problem in a manufacturing system, there are four parts to be processed by four machines
with a number of tools. Each part requires several operations (four parts have 4, 3, 3, and 4 operations, respectively),
and each operation can be performed on at least one available machine with different processing times. Table 1 shows
the operation information of the four parts. Each column describes the part ID, operation 1D, successors, operation
name, machine candidates, tool candidates, and machining time, respectively. The illustration of one feasible solution
to this example problem is shown in Figure 2.

Table 1. Operation Information of Part 1-4

Part-ID Op-ID  Successor Operations Machine Candidates  Tool Candidates = Machining time

(time unit)

Part 1 01,1 01,2, 01,3 Milling Mz, M3, Mgy Te, T, 40, 40, 30

01,2 01,4 Milling Mz, M3, Mgy Te, T, 40, 40, 30

01,3 01,4 Milling Mz, M3, Mgy Te, T, 20, 20, 15

01,4 - DriIIing Ml, Mz, Ms, My T, 12, 10, 10, 75
Part 2 02,1 02,2, 02,3 DriIIing Ml, Mz, Ms, My T 12, 10, 10, 75

02,2 - Milling Mz, M3, Mgy T 20, 20, 15

02,3 - Milling Mz, M3, Mgy Te, T7, T 18, 18, 13.5
Part 3 03,1 03,2 Milling Mz, M3, Mgy T7, Ts 20, 20, 15

03,2 - Milling Mz, M3, M4 T7, Tg 20, 20, 15

03,3 03,2 Milling Mz, M3, M4 T7, Tg 15, 15, 11.25
Part 4 04,1 04,3 Milling Mz, M3 Te, Tg 12, 15

Oa, Os4 Milling M2, M3 To, T1o 21,18

04,3 - Milling Mz, M3 T3 18, 25

04,4 - Milling Mz, M3 T1, T3 27, 25

The PPS problem herein is to determine a process plan and schedule (Gantt chart is shown in the lower part of Figure
2), which provides the information for decision-makers on how, when, and in which sequence to allocate these
operations of parts to suitable manufacturing resources effectively. When determining the process plan, the best




practice operation sequence should be decided first. Then, manufacturing resources such as a machine and one tool
should be assigned to every operation. All the manufacturing resources are assumed available in this phase. The
determination of schedule is to decide the most appropriate moment to execute each operation with competitive
resources like machines, tools, and other possible critical resources. Precedence constraints and resource constraints
should be satisfied while determining the process plan and schedule. Moreover, this process plan and schedule should
also satisfy the optimization objectives (in this case, minimizing the makespan) concurrently while maintaining the
feasibility.

The problem can be defined as follows:

0) Part scheduling: determining how and when to allocate the manufacturing resources to the parts and
satisfying the best practice operation sequencing for all the parts.

(i) Machine and tool selecting: determining the resource selection according to the feature geometry and
available machining resources.

The PPS problem subjects to the following assumptions:

AL Each resource set (a set of resources needed for processing an operation) can only handle one operation at each
time;

A2. Each operation is completed before another operation is loaded;

A3. The sequence of the operations of each part complies with manufacturing constraints;

Ad. All parts, machines, tools and other possible resources are available at time zero simultaneously;

Ab. Each operation is performed on a single resource set, and each resource can only be occupied by one operation at
atime;

AB. The time for setup change is considered as part of the operation. The time for a machine change or a tool change
follows the same assumption;

A7. Machines are continuously available for production.

As for the constraints, there are precedence constraints among the operations of each part. These precedence
relationships must not be violated in the manufacturing process. For example, a best practice operation sequence of 14
operations from example PPS problem is shown as in the top part of Figure 2. According to this operation sequence,
the manufacturing resources can be specified (machines, tools, and other possible critical resources), and then, the
schedule can be determined.
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Figure 2. lllustration of the PPS Example Problem

3.2 Mathematical Formulation of the PPS Problem

Many important and frequently-used objectives in both literature and real-life are applied in the PPS problem. To
name a few, there are minimizing the makespan, variation of workload for each machine, minimizing cost,
maximizing capacity utilization, delivery dates, or profit optimizations. In this work, we are focusing on minimizing
the makespan as the main objective for our solution to the PPS problem. Minimizing the makespan means that the



manufacturing system can get high production in a limited period. Or, in other words, the earliest time for finishing all
the planned parts. The mathematical model of the problem is expressed in the following notations:

Indices

i, k:indicesof part, (i, k = 1,2,...,1).

J, h: indices of operation for part i, (j,h = 1,2,...,]; ).
m: index of machine, (m = 1, 2,..., M).

l:indexoftool, (I =1,2,...,L).

Parameters

I: number of parts.

Ji- number of operations for part i.

M number of machines.

L: number of tools.

0, set of operations for part i, 0; = {o;; | j = 1,2,...,];}.
0; ;- the jth operation of part i.

m,,: the mth machine.

t;: the [th tool.

M; ;: aset of machines that can process o; ;.

L; ;- aset of tools that can process o; ;.

A, aset of operations that can be processed on machine m.
Ay aset of operations that can be processed with tool [.

13,j,n- Precedence constraints. if o; ; is predecessor of o; , 7; j , = 1; otherwise, 0.

P .
tm.i.j'

change time are integrated with ¢, ; ;.

processing time of o; ; by machine m. All the process related time such as setup time, tool and machine

th: ;- completion time of o; ; by machine m, it should satisfy the inequality tfn,rir( -y T thi i< th: ; that means
for every operation, its direct predecessor’s completion time plus its processing time might be shorter than its

completion time.

Decision variables



Mo = {1, if 0, is performed by machine m, 0
mwh 0, otherwise
- {1, if 0, is performed by tool |, o
bl 0, otherwise
_ {1, if 0;; is performed on the same machine right before oy p, o
Yk = 0, otherwise
(L ifX#Y,
Q) = {0, otherwise @)

The mathematical model for minimization of makespan can be formulated as the following the mixed-integer
programming model:

minty = Irlr}_%.({trcn,i, i} ©)
R (A trc;l,i,j) * X i * Xmucn * Yijion = 0,V (0, ), (k, h),m (6)
St (tmin = tijen — twij) * XLij * Xen * Yijin = 0,Y(0, ), (k, h), 1 )
Tijh * Vinij = 0,V(,j), h ®
Yijij=0,Y(/) ©

m—1Xmi;j = 1,V(,)) (10)
Yia le,i,j =1,v(@)) (11)
Xmij = 0,V(i,j) € Ay, Vm (12)
X = 0,V(i,j) & A, Vi (13)
Yijkn € {0,131V, )), (k, h) (14)
Xmi; € {0,1},vm, (i, ) (15)
xt;; € {0,134, V1, (i, j) (16)
teij = 0,Ym, (i) (17)
thii = 0,vYm, (i, )) (18)

Firstly, the objective function for the PPS problem. Equation (5) illustrates the objective function, which is the
minimization of makespan t,,. Makespan t,, is the last operation’s finishing time, i.e., the maximization of
completion time among all the operations. Secondly, the sequencing constraints. Equations (6) and (7) imposes that
any machine or tool cannot be selected for one operation until the predecessor is completed. The precedence
constraint is defined as Equation (8). Equation (9) ensures the feasible operation sequence. Thirdly, the incompatible
resource constraints. The feasible resource selection is defined by Equations (10) and (11). Equation (10) ensures that
one operation is only performed on a single machine, and Equation (11) ensures that one operation requires only one
tool. Equation (12) and (13) denotes that the assignment of machine and tool for each operation should be selected



from the available machine candidates and tool candidates. Lastly, Equations (14), (15), (16), (17) and (18) impose
nonnegative condition.

3.3 Implementation of Integer Programming (IP) Model

In order to get the optimum solution to the PPS problem, the IP model is implemented and tested based on the
mathematical modeling discussed in Section 3.2. The IP model is implemented with python package “pyomo” in
Python 3.7.5. The solver utilized in this implementation is “glpk (GNU Linear Programming Kit).”

Part #1: T1,1[(R1,R2,R3)2] 5 T12[(R1,R2,R3)2] 5 T1,3[(R1,R2,R3)1] 5 T14[(R4)1]
2 1 2 1

Part #2: T3,1[(R1,R2,R3)1] N T, 2[(R1)1and(Ry,R3)4] N T,3[(R4)1]
1 2 1
T32al(R1R2)2]\ *
. T3,1[(R1,R2)4] 1 T33[(R3,R4)1]
Part#3: T\ reala | 7T 3
2

Part #4- T4,1[(R1,R2,R3)3] 5 T42[(R1,R2,R3)2] 5 T43[(R1,R2,R3)3] 5 Ty 4[(R1,R2,R3)3] 5 Ty 5[(R4)1]
1 2 1 1 1

T1,1[(R1,R2,.R3);]

Where, Ry, Ry, R3, R, are the four different resources. For , it means that the first

operation (task T; 1) of Part #1 requires any combination of two resources among (R4, R,, R3) and the

T324[(R1,R2)>] 1
1
T32p[(R3)1]
2

duration is 2 time slots. means that the task T3, can be processed with two task

options T3 54 and T3 2p.

Figure 3. Parts Information with Simplified Duration Information
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[rrit1.07847],1]
1
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Figure 4. Input of Part #1 Operations

Assume that the best practice sequence of operations of four parts is given in Figure 3. Note that, we generalize the

10



machines, tools and all other possible resources as r number of resources, (R4, R, ..., R;-). The input format, taking
Part #1 operations as an example, is shown in Figure 4.

The inputs are then transformed into the dictionary shown in Figure 5 to fulfill the solver’s requirements. Each job is
broken down into task-resource pairs associated with its duration and sequencing information. For tasks that require
more than one resource, each required resource is generated as one task-resource pair instance.

Results Transformed = {
('T11', 'R1'): {'dur': 2},
('T11', 'R2'): {'dur': 2},
(*T22', 'R1"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T11', 'R2')},
(*T22', 'R2"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T11', 'R2')},
(*T23', 'R1"): {'dur': 2, 'prec': ('T12', 'R2')},
('T24', 'R4"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T13', 'R1')},
('T21', 'R1'): {'dur': 1},
('T22', 'R1'): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T21', 'R1')},
('T22', 'R2"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T21', 'R1')},
('123"', 'R4"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T22', 'R2')},
('T31', 'R1'): {'dur': 1},
('T31', 'R2'): {'dur': 1},
(*T32a', 'R1'): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T31', 'R2")},
(*T33"', 'R3"): {'dur': 3, 'prec': ('T32a‘', 'R1")},
('T41', 'R1'): {'dur': 1},
('T41', 'R2'): {'dur': 1},
('T41', 'R3'): {'dur': 1},
('T42', 'R1"): {'dur': 2, 'prec': ('T41', 'R3')},
('T42', 'R2"): {'dur': 2, 'prec': ('T41', 'R3')},
('T43', 'R1"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T42', 'R2')},
('T43", 'R2"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T42', 'R2')},
('T43', 'R3"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T42', 'R2')},
(‘Ta4', 'R1"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T43', 'R3')},
(‘T44', 'R2"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T43', 'R3')},
('T45', 'R4"): {'dur': 1, 'prec': ('T44', 'R2')}
}

Figure 5. Inputs Dictionary Format for Package “pyomo” in Python

The mathematical modeling of PPS problem from Section 3.2 is transformed into the format for the python package
“pyomo” as well as the solver “glpk”. The new formulation is as below:

(1) The variables
e model.start = pyo.Var(PARTS, RESOURCES, domain = pyo.NonNegativeReals)
e model.makespan = pyo.Var(domain=pyo.NonNegativeReals)
e model.y = pyo.Var(PARTS,PARTS,RESOURCES, domain = pyo.Boolean)
(2) The objective
¢ model.Obj = pyo.Objective(expr = model.makespan, sense = pyo.minimize)
(3) The constraints
For the instances of the same tasks but different resources, these instances must have the same start time.

o model.cons.add(model.start[j,r] <= model.start[m,n])
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o model.cons.add(model.start[m,n] <= model.start[j,r])
The makespan is the finishing time for all tasks.
¢ model.cons.add(model.start[j,m] + TASKS[(j,m)]['dur] <= model.makespan)
For a task which requires a predecessor, it can only be scheduled after the predecessor is finished.
o model.cons.add(model.start[j,m] >= model.start[k,n] + TASKS[(k,n)]['dur])
For the tasks who shares resources, they cannot be scheduled in the same time.
o model.cons.add(model.start[j,m] + TASKS][(j,m)]['dur] <= model.start[k,m]
or

model.cons.add(model.start[k,m] + TASKS[(k,m)]['dur] <= model.start[j,m]
3.4 Numerical Results of IP Model

We introduce the Input Complexity Index (ICI) to measure the complexity of inputs. It is essentially a reference value
describing the relative size of the possible number of combinations of results of the PPS problem. The PPS problem
can be understood as a conflicting graph so that we can utilize some parameters of this graph to calculate the ICI. The
ICI can be defined as,

IT1_
1™

Icr = |pj *|N| * 10| * |D|

Where, | P| is the number of parts; | T| is the number of tasks; |O| is the total number of the options of the tasks. |D|
is the density of the conflicting graph, and | N| is the number of nodes of the conflicting graph.

The graph density is defined as follows (Diestel, 2006),

_ 2[E|
~INI(IN = 1)

Where, | E| is the number of edges in the conflicting graph.

IP is NP-complete on discrete problems, which means that its computation time should increase exponentially with
the size of the inputs. To verify this hypothesis, we simulated 10 PPS problems considering a different number of
parts and operations, as well as diverse information for operations. The results are shown in Table 2. In Table 2, each
column describes the test 1D, number of parts, number of tasks, number of edges, number of nods, graph density,
number of options, ICI, 3-run average clock time in seconds, minimum makespan, respectively. Note that all
computational experiments in this work are performed on a virtual server at Syracuse University. The CPU is Intel
Xeon E5-2699 with a fixed maximum speed at 2.3 GHz, and the memory is 32 GB. All the implementations
mentioned in this paper are in single threading.
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Table 2. Integer Programming Model Numerical Results

Test #of # of # of # of Graph # of Input Complexity  Clock Minimum
-ID Parts Tasks Edges Nodes Density  options  Index Time (s) Makespan

1 2 7 111 24 0.40 1 218.40 6.59 7

2 3 10 227 35 0.38 2 3119.84 68.67 8

3 3 11 307 37 0.46 1 2873.64 26.97 16

4 4 12 315 41 0.38 2 8064 118.94 11

5 4 12 390 41 0.48 2 9984 150.77 10

6 5 13 316 40 0.41 2 10640.80 643.77 7

7 5 14 396 41 0.48 2 17938.30 5794.50 10

8 5 14 504 45 0.51 2 20755.05  12196.93 10

9 4 14 375 41 0.46 1 9600 213.92 18

10 4 14 1074 63 0.55 1 17738.32 2959.31 18

The computation time follows an exponential trendline with increasing input ICI in Figure 6, and the logarithmic
computation time follows a straight trendline with increasing input ICI in Figure 7. It can be seen that the IP model
follows an exponential complexity of the PPS problem. Although the solution of the IP model can provide the
optimum solution to the PPS prablem, the computational speed is unacceptable. But we can manipulate inputs based
on the outputs of our approach, so that the outputs of our approach can be verified in terms of accuracy.

3.5 Discussions on Formulating and Solving the PPS Problem via Conflicting Graph

The PPS problem considered in this work, mainly have two types of constraints, the sequencing constraints and the
incompatible recourse constraints. The former ensures the best practice operation sequence for each part, and the latter
ensures no resource conflict for operations scheduled in parallel. Since the operation sequence of the parts is usually
predefined, the PPS problem can be considered as selecting the best set of feasible operations that can be processed in
parallel during every discrete time period (a time slot). The feasible operations refer to operations that can be
scheduled for the current time period without resource and precedence conflicts. Usually, there is more than one set of
feasible operations can be selected for the current time period. The best set of feasible operations is that by scheduling
the set of feasible operations for the current time period, the global optimization objective, minimizing the makespan,
is most likely to be achieved. If we consider each operation-resource pair (the operation along with one combination
of the required resources during a unit discrete time period) as a node, and apply the edges to represent the constraints,
a conflicting graph can be generated for the PPS problem. Furthermore, with a weight factor assigned to each
operation-resource node as the guidance for selecting the best set of feasible operations, solving the PPS problem
becomes solving the MWIS problem for each unit discrete time period. The output of the PPS problem is a
combination of the best sets of feasible operations of each unit discrete time period. In the following Sections 4, 5, and
6, we discuss how the conflicting graph is generated, how the weight factor is calculated and assigned, and how we
get the optimal or near-optimal solution. The discussions are based on the example problem, as shown in Figure 2 and
Table 1.

4 Generating the Conflicting Graph
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Based on previous discussions, the PPS problem can be naturally represented as a conflicting graph. Then, the
optimization is to find and schedule the best qualified Maximal Independent Set (MIS) for each time period, so that
an optimal processing schedule can be constructed. In this section, we discuss how to construct the conflicting graph.
There are two steps to construct the conflicting graph, Step 1, Operation Data Preparation, and Step 2, Generating the
Conflicting Graph.

Step 1. Operation Data Preparation

Before we start to generate the conflicting graph, let us reformulate all operations of the parts that need to be
produced. In this step, we need three types of information on the operations of the parts, they are (1) the best practice
operation sequence, (2) the resource options of each operation, and (3) the processing time of each operation with
each of its resource combinations. The top part of Figure 2 illustrates the best practice operation sequence of each part.
And from Table 1, we understand machine candidates, tool candidates, and machining time associated with the
machines, respectively. With this information, we can reformulate the operation information of the parts as Figure 8.

As described in Figure 8, it can be interpreted as the four operations for Part #1 need to be processed in the sequence
of 0, — 0,, — 0,3 — 0, 4. Each operation of each part is corresponding to a detailed task unit. For instance, the

Ty,1a[(M, M3); and (Tg,T7)4] 1
40
T1,1b[(My) and (Te,T7)4]
30

operation O ; can be processed with one of the two task options, T; 1, and T} 1. The Ty 1, and Ty 4, here indicate

first operation O ;is corresponding to the detailed task unit, , which means that

that we can choose one of the options “a” or “b” for the operation O; ; as the first operation (task) to produce part #1.

T1,1a[(M2, M3); and (T,T7)4]
40

it requires one of the machines among (M,, M3) and one of the tools among (T, T). And the duration of task
option Ty 14 is 40 time units.

The task T; 14 has its detail resource information,

. It means that for the task option T 1,

Each operation with its resource selection needs a certain period of time to process; we can simplify the problem by
fitting the processing time of an operation into a discrete number of time slots. For example, if an operation o, ,,
requires 35 time units to finish, and we define each time slot (1TS) stands for 10 time units. Therefore, the operation
Om n Needs 4 time slots (4TS) to process. Based on this assumption, we can translate Figure 9 to Figure 10 with the
simplified processing time (duration) information.

Part #1: 01720122 0,53200,

Ty 4a[(My); and (T;),]
}’Tl 1a[ (Mg, M3); and (T61T7)1]>1 (Tl,Za[(Mz- Mj); and (T51T7)1J)1 (Tl,:ia[(M:a: Ms), and (T51T7)1J)1 12

\ _ | Tuan[(Mz, Ms); and (T3)4]
Ty, 1p[(M4)y gnd (Tg, T2,
PN

20
Ty 3p[(My); and (Tg, T)4]
15

40
Ty 25[(M4); and (Tg, T7),]
30

10
Ty 4c[(My); and (T,)4]

7.5
Option T 14 requires 40 Option Ty 14 requires The first operation Part#1 has four operations to be
time units to finish one machine among 0, , of Part#1 processed in the best practice
(M, M3) and one needs to choose sequence as shown.
tool among (T, T7) one of two options

Ti1qand Ty qp

Figure 8. Interpretation for Operation Data Preparation
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Ty1al(Mg, M3)g and (Te, T,)11\ " /Ti2a[(Mz, Mg); and (Te, T\ ' /Ty3al(My, M3); and (Te, T,); 1\ *

40 5 40 N 20
T1,1b[(M4)1 and (Te:T7)1] T1,2b[(M4)1 and (T, T7)1] T1,3b[(M4)1 and (T, T7)1]
30 30 15

T1,4a[(M1)1 and (T;)4] !
it mac)
5 T1,4b[(M2'M3)1 and (T,),]
10
T1,4c[(M4)1 and (T;),]
7.5

Part #2: 0,1 = 03, = 0,3

T3,1a[(M1)1 and (T1)4]

12 Tz,za[(M2: M3), and (T;2)4] 1 T2,3a[(M2r M3), and (Ts,Tg,T11)4] 1
Ty,1p[(M3,M3)1 and (T1)4] N 20 N 18
10 T,2p[(My) and (Tq3)4] T,30[(My)1 and (T5,Tg,T14)4]
T,1c[(My)1 and (Tq)4] 15 13.5
7.5

Part #3: 03,3 d 03,1 d 03,2

T31a[(M2, M3); and (T, Tg),]\ * Ts2al(My, M3); and (T;,Tg)1]\ 1 T3 3a[(My, M3); and (T,,Tg)]\ 1
15 N 20 N 20
T3,1p[(My)1 and (T, Tg)4] T3,2p[(My)4 and (T, Tg)4] T3,3p[(My); and (T;,Tg)4]
11.25 15 15

Part #4: 045 = Oy 4 > 041 = Oy 3

Ty 1a[(Mz); and (To,T10)4]\ 1 T42a[(Mz); and (T;,T5),]\ 1 T43al(Mp)1 and (Te,To)4]
21 - 27 N 12 N
T416[(M3) and (To,T10)1] T426[(M3); and (T4,T3)4] Ta,3b[(M3)1 and (Te,To)4]
18 25 15
Ta4al(Mp); and (T5)]\ 1
18
T4,4b[(M3)1 and (T3),4]
25

Figure 9. Reformatted Parts Information

Since we want to use the node in the conflicting graph to represent a task with its resource instance, while choosing
the best qualified MIS of nodes, tasks with different durations may cause unbalanced conflicting constraints. Because
a long duration task only causes one conflicting count with another conflicting task. In order to capture all the possible
constraints, as well as simplify the weight factor calculation and fulfill different weights factor assignment strategies,
we want to ensure every node in the conflicting graph stands for one task with one combination instance of its
required resources for one time slot. Based on the task information in Figure 10, we break down all tasks into single

time slots. We name a task that is broken down in such a way as a Unit Task. For example,

T1,1a-1[(M3, M3)4 and (Tg,T7)4]
1TS

option “a” in part #1 operations. According to the details of T 1,1, it requires one of the machines among

is a Unit Task, it can be marked as T; 1,1, which means that it is the first Unit Task of
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(M,, M3) and one of the tools among (T, T-;). Based on the information from Figure 10, the transformed tasks
information in Unit Tasks is shown in Figure 11. The information in Figure 11 can be formulated into a dictionary for
the implementation of the proposed approach. The format is shown in Figure 12; there are 47 Unit Tasks after
breaking up. In the next step, we discuss how we can generate the nodes and edges for generating the conflicting
graph for the PPS problem.

Tl,la[(MZ' M3); and (T, T;)4] ! Ty 2a[(My, M3), and (T, T)4] !

4TS 5 4TS
T1,1b[(M4)1 and (T, T;)4] T1,2b[(M4)1 and (T, T;)4]
3TS 3TS
. Tisal(Mp); and (T,),] "
5 <T1,3a[(M2: M;, M,); and (T6'T7)1]) 5 2TS
2TS Tyap[(Mz, M3, M,); and (T,),]
1TS
Tp1p[(Mp); and (T)i]  \* .
2TS 5 <T2,2a[(M2' M3, M,); and (T12)1])
TZ,Ia[(M2: M3, M,); and (Ty),] 2TS
1TS
5 T2,3a[(M2! M3, My); and (T, T, Ty1)4] !
2TS

T3,1a[(M2, M3, M,); and (T, Tg),] ! R T3,2a[(M2' M3, My); and (T, Tg)4] !
2TS 2TS

 (Tozal(Mz, M3, My); and (Ty, Ty), '
2TS

T4,1a[(M2)1 and (Ty, Ty)4] !

3TS N (T4,2a[(Mz,M3)1 and (Tl,T3)1]>1 . (T4,3a[(M2, M), and (TG,Tg)l])l
T4 16[(M3)4 and (To, Tyo)4] 3TS 2TS
2TS
T4-,4a[(M2)1 and (T;),] !
N 2TS
T4,4b[(M3)1 and (T;)]
3TS

Figure 10. Tasks Information with Simplified Duration Information
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Part#1: 031 > 0y, > 013 > 014

T1,1a—1[(M2; M3)1 and (T5VT7)1] 5 Tl,la—Z[(M2r M3)1 and (Tel T7)1] 5 T1,1a—3[(M2. M3)1 and (Ts.T7)1] 5 T1,1a—4[(Mz. M3)1 and (Te.T7)1] !

1Ts 178 1Ts 1Ts
Ty,1p-1[(M4)1 and (Tg, T;)4] N Ty,1p-2[(My); and (Tg, T;)4] N Ty,10-3[(My); and (Te, T7)4]
1T$s 1Ts 1T$s
Ty, 2a-1[(Mz, M3); and (Tg, T,)4] N Ty 2a-2[(My, M3); and (Tg, T7)4] N Ty 2a-3[(Ma, M3); and (T,, T7)4] 5 Ty 2a-4[(Ma, M3); and (Tg, T7)4]
N 1Ts 1T$s 1TS 1TS
T1,zb—1[(M4)1 and (T61T7)1] 5 T1,2b—2[(M4)1 and (Ts‘ T7)1] 5 T1,2b—3[(M4)1 and (Te.T7)1]
1Ts 1Ts 1Ts
+ /Musasa My and (T2)1] _ Tysa-al(Ma)s and () ]\ *
R Ty 32-1[(Mp, M3, M), and (Ty, T;)4] R T1,3a—2[(M2r M3, M,); and (T, T;)4] 5 1TS 1Ts
1Ts 1Ts Ty,45[(Ma, M3, M,); and (T;),]
1Ts
Part #2: 0,1 = 03, = 033
Tz,1b—1[(M1)1 and (T1)1] 5 T2,1h—2[(M1)1 and (T1)1] ! 1
1Ts 1TS 5 Ty ,2a-1[(M2, M3, My); and (Ty,)4] N Tp,2a-2[(M3, M3, M), and (Ty,)4]
Tz,1a[(M2, M3, My); and (Ty)4] 1TS 1TS
1TS$
5 T2,3a—1[(Mz. M3, M4)1 and (Ts.Ts. T11)1] 5 T2,3a—2[(M2: M3, M4)1 and (TG!T7: T11)1] !
1Ts 1Ts
Part #3: 033 = 03, = 03,
T3,1a—1[(MZr M;, M4)1 and (T7. Ts)1] 5 T3,1a—2[(M2. M;, M4)1 and (T7:T8)1] !
1Ts 1TSS
5 T3,2a—1[(Mz. M3, M,); and (T7.Tg)1] 5 T3,23—2[(M2: M3, M,); and (T7.T8)1] !
1TSS 1Ts
, (Toza-a[(Mz, Mg, M)y and (T7, To)s] _ Taga-o[(Mz, Ma, M)y and (T, Ty ]\
178 1Ts
Part #4: 045 > 044 = 041 — Oy
Ty1a-1[(M2); and (To, Tyo)4] N Ty 1a-2[(M3); and (Ty, Tyo)4] N Ty1a-3[(M3); and (T, Tyo)4] !
1T$ 178 1T7s
T4,1b—1[(M3)1 and (Tg.T10)1] 5 Ta,1b-2 [(M3); and (Tg.T1o)1]
1Ts 1Ts
N Ty2a-1[(M3, M3); and (Ty, T3)4] N Ty 2a-2[(My, M3); and (Ty, T3)4] 5 Ty 2a-3[(M2, M3); and (Ty, T3)4] !
1Ts 1T7s 178
5 T4,3a—1[(M2: M3),; and (TsvT9)1] 5 T4,3a—2[(M2‘ M3); and (T, T9)1] !
1TS 1TSs
T4,4a—1[(M2)1 and (T3)4] 5 Ta4a — 2[(M2)1 and (T3)1] !
1TS 1Ts
Ty,ap-1[(M3)1 and (T;),] N Ty 4b-2[(M3); and (Ts)4] N Ty,4p-3[(M3); and (T;)4]
178 1Ts 178

Figure 11. Transformed Tasks Information in Unit Tasks
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'all':
'alla":
'all3':
'all4r:
'2a0l":
"2a0l2":
"2a013":

'al2":
'al22":
'al23":
'al24":
'2a02":
"2a022':
"2a023":

'al3':
'al32":

'al4r:
'al42":
'2a04":

"BO1":
"2b0l":
"2b0l2":

"RO2":
"RO227:

"RO3":
"RO32":

'cOl':
'eOl2":

"cO2':
'ch22":

"c03':
'e032":

'dolt:
'dolat:
'dol3t:
'2dolt:
'2dolat:

'do2r:
'doz22":
'do23t:

'do3t:
'dozar:

'dodr:
'dodzt:
'do4at:
'2d04":
'2do4zt:
I

ey, rr 1111, t'1' 1, trati1. 1'a"1,
reetaxty, rr11r 11, r'2t1, tratil. 1'a'1,
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ety [r11t 11, 1741, t'at11,. 1'a"1,
[N SR PR S P S P O = P =
[N AR P S P =R P O =i P = A
[N AR P S P - P O =l P = A

[reetalry, rriat I, 'l tratll . 1'a"1,
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[rertalr g, rriat]l, "4, ['atll . '2"1,
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[ S PR 3= P =R P O = P = A
[ SR P S = P S e P B = P =

et g, r*13t 11, 0'1' 1, t'at11, ['171,
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ey, [r14 11, 0'1'1, t'a'11, '2"1,
[ree'aity, [r14v 11, '2'1, ('a'11, '2"1,
et 1, r'14m 1L, (', ' 11, 07271,

rreetaary, ' 2111, "1, t'atil. 1'a"1,
[ = P =2 S P S S P O = P =
[N = P =2 S P =R P O = P =

[reeraar g, rraat ]I, (', trafll, ['1'1,
[reerazar g, rraar]l, r'atl, t'afll, ['1'1,

[reeraar g, rrast ]I, (', t'atll, ['1'1,
[rerrazar g, rrastyl. r'atl, t'atll, ['1'1,

[eeerasty, rs1ti1, 'ty t'atll, "1,
[reetaaty, ('3l 11, r'2'1, t'at11, ['1'1,

[reetaaty, rr32' 11, 1'1'1, 1'a'1l,
[reetaaty, rra2' 11, 1'2'1, ('a'11,

Oty [*a3t 11, 1'1'1, 1'a'1l,
LIty [ra3t 11, 1'2'1, 'a'1l,

[OOC' 47T, ["41" 11, "1 ], ["at 1], ["2"],

[OOC" T4 T, ("4l ]I, 02 ], ['at 1], 2" ],
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OO I4 ], ("4l L, "2, "R 11 0727 ],

OO e T, (42t ]I, ("L, ['at 1, ["1" ],
OO et T, (42t 1, "2, ["ar 11, ["1"],
OO e T, (42t ]I, "3, ["ar ]l ["1" ],

OO a4 ], (43 ]I, "L T, [Pat ]l "1 ],
[Oreraary, [r43ti1, r'2'1, 'a'11, ['1"1,

[OOC'T4"], ["44" 1], ["1'], ['R"I1, ["27],

[OOC"T4"], ["44" 1], ['2"], ['R"I1, ["2"],

[OOC" 47T, ["44" 1], ['3"], ['R'I1, ["27],
LLCC" a4t 1, 744711, ("1, ["a'11. ['2"],
[LCC"J4'1, (744711, ['2"], ["a"11.['2"],

['1'1,

['1'1,
['1'1,

['1'1,
['1'1,

rerLty, ['Mar, "Ma'q1, [['1'1, ['Te', 'T7'11, 211,
rerLty, ['Mar, "Ma'q1, [['1'1, ['Te', 'T7'11, 211,
rerLty, ['Mar, "Ma'q1, [['1'1, ['Te', 'T7'11, 211,
rerLty, ['Mar, "Ma'q1, [['1'1, ['Te', 'T7'11, 211,
retifl r'ear 1. Ly, ('Te’, "I7' 11, 211,
retifl r'ear 1. Ly, ('Te’, "I7' 11, 211,
retifl r'ear 1. Ly, ('Te’, "I7' 11, 211,

ot Ltr, (M2t "Mar 1, 'Lty [('Te', "I7' 11, 211,
ot Ltr, (M2t "Mar 1, 'Lty [('Te', "I7' 11, 211,
ot Ltr, (M2t "Mar 1, 'Lty [('Te', "I7' 11, 211,
ot Ltr, (M2t "Mar 1, 'Lty [('Te', "I7' 11, 211,
retifl r'ear 1. Ly, ('Te’, "I7' 11, 211,
retifl r'ear 1. Ly, ('Te’, "I7' 11, 211,
reerty . r'Mar gy, 1y, ['TeY, "I 11, 211,

Cer'Ltl, M2y, "M3*, "Ma'11, [["1'], ["'T6", '"T7"]11,.211,
Cer'Ltl, M2y, "M3*, "Ma'11, [["1'], ["'T6", '"T7"]11,.211,

[ S P - U P O S e P e =R N -3 B
[ S P - U P O S e P e =R N -3 B
[refity, M2t "Mat, 'Ma' 1, [['1'1, ['T2"11. 211,

Cor'1'r, ['Mar’, "Ma*, "Ma'1], [['17], ['T1']11.211,
AN PRS- S DIPR N  S PE R S B ) B
AN PRS- S DIPR N  S PE R S B ) B

[O0"L'D, [Mar, "Mat, "Mat ], [['L'], ['T12 ] ].2]],
[O0"L'D, [Mar, "Mat, "Mat ], [['L'], ['T12 ] ].2]],

[OC'L'l, ['Mar, "Mat, "Ma ], [["L'], [ T8, "T7", "TLL ] ], 2] ],
[OC'L'l, ['Mar, "Mat, "Ma ], [["L'], [ T8, "T7", "TLL ] ], 2] ],

[erriry, [rM2r, "Msv, "Mar]], [["17], ['T7', 'Te 1], 2]],
Cor'Lty, ['Ma*, "M3*, "Ma*11, [["1°], ["T7", "'Ta 11,211,

Cor'Lty, ['Ma*, "M3*, "Ma*11, [["1°], ["T7", "'Ta 11,211,
Cor'Lty, ['Ma*, "M3*, "Ma*11, [["1°], ["T7", "'Ta 11,211,

Cor'Lty, ['Ma*, "M3*, "Ma*11, [["1°], ["T7", "'Ta 11,211,
Cor'Lty, ['Ma*, "M3*, "Ma*11, [["1°], ["T7", "'Ta 11,211,

ey, r'Mar g, 1ty [T, 'T10 11, 211,
IS S P A =R P O S S P e - SR D =) B
e, rrear g, ety 'Iet, "Ti0t 1, 211,
RSN PERS-<h DIPRN B S PN R R SR D=3 B
RSN PERS-<h DIPRN B S PN R R SR D=3 B

oLl [ear, "Mar 1, 'Lty ("I, "I3' 11, 211,
oLl [ear, "Mar 1, 'Lty ("I, "I3' 11, 211,
oLl [ear, "Mar 1, 'Lty ("I, "I3' 11, 211,

oLl [ear, "Mar 1, 'Lty ['Te', 'I8' 11, 211,
reerLry, M2y "M3r gy, [rr1ty, ['Te, "I98 11,211,

o' L1, ["M3'11, [0, ['T3'11. 211,
o' L1, ["M3'11, [0, ['T3'11. 211,
o' L1, ["M3'11, [0, ['T3'11. 211,
rreritl, oMzt g1, " 11, ['T3'11. 211,
rrerif1, r'M2t g1, " 11, ['T3'11. 211,

Figure 12. Scheduling Problem Input Format
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Step 2. Generating Nodes and Edges of the Conflicting Graph

A conflicting graph consists of two essentials, the nodes and edges. A node is representing one possible resource
combination instance of a Unit Task. And the edges are representing the resource constraints of the instances of the
Unit Tasks.

Step 2.1 Generating the Nodes

In order to explain how to generate nodes for the conflicting graph, let us take a Unit Task example from Figure 11,
T;,1p—1, Which is the first Unit Task in option “b” of the first operation in part #2 production processes. Based on the

T2,1b-1[(M1)1 and (T1)4]
1TS

resource instance, machine M, and tool T; . On the same idea, all the nodes stand for all the possible resource instance
of all the Unit Tasks can be generated for the conflicting graph. The node details of the example problem are shown
in the first two columns in Figure 15.

details,

, of this Unit Task, it can be represented by one node, because it only has one possible

Step 2.2 Generating the Edges
We developed the following four rules for generating edges in the conflicting graph.

(1) For any two nodes from the same Unit Task, they are connected by an edge. It implies the constraint that for
each Unit Task, it can only be scheduled once.

(2) For any two nodes from the same operation, if they belong to different task options, they are connected by an
edge. It implies the constraint that for each operation, we can only schedule it with only one task option.

(3) For any two nodes from the same operation and the same task option, but different Unit Task, if their
resources are not the same, they are connected by an edge. It implies the constraint that once an operation is
started, the resources have been selected cannot be changed until it is finished.

(4) For the nodes from different parts, if any of their resources is the same, they are connected by an edge. It
implies the resource constraints that one resource can be occupied by only one operation during the same
time period.

Besides the rules mentioned above, note that there are no edges between the nodes of two different operations for the

same part because they cannot be scheduled in the same time slot, and the selection has no effect on each other. This
situation is ensured by the weight assignment strategies, which are discussed in detail in the following sections.

To better illustrate the rules for generating the edges of the conflicting graph, let us take the two operations 0, ; —
0, (Ty1 — T ;) of Part #2 from the example problem plus a given operation 0; ; (T; 1) of Part #i, tasks details are
shown as below:

T2,1a[(M2; M3, M,); and (Ty),] !

1TS

-

1
5 Tz,za—l[(MZ: M3, M,), and (Ty3)4] 5 T2,2a—2[(M2: M3, My); and (Ty3)4]
1TS 1TS
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And

Ty 1a-1[(Ms)1 and (Tg),]\"
1TS

A conflict graph can be constructed, as shown in Figure 13. The colors differentiate the Unit Tasks, and the numbers
on edges indicate the rule used while generating the edges.

Taapa[(Ms, Ta)o] Taan2[(Mi, Ta)o] T22a1[(M2, T12)] T22a2[(M2, T12)]

(2)
)
2
2
T

T21a1[(Mg, T1)2] & (1) 2 Tr101[(M3, T1)] 2 T22a1[(M3, T12)2] Tz,m-z[('“@ E
\/J/ \«,\/ =
T21a1[(Ma, T1)2] T22a1[(My, T12)2] T22a2[(Ma, T12)2]

\/7/ \m\/ {v)

Ti1a1[(Ma, Tg)2]

Figure 13. The Conflict Graph of operations 0, ; — 0, , of Part #2 and the operation 0; ; (T; ;) of Part #i

With the same idea, a conflicting graph for all four parts in the example problem is constructed as Figure 14. The
graph has 161 nodes and 4718 edges. The node labels and the connection details of the conflicting graph are shown in
Figure 15. For example, the node ‘0’ represents T; 1,1 (M3, Tg), Which is one of the resource selections of the Unit

Task T1,1a-1[(M3, M3); and (T, T7)4]
! 1TS

operations. With the conflicting graph ready, in the next section, we explain how we generate weights for Unit Tasks
and how we assign weight factors to nodes so that the MWIS algorithms can be configured to schedule the nodes to
achieve the objective of minimizing the makespan for the PPS problem.

. Note that the color clusters in Figure 15 are for differentiating different
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Figure 14. Conflict Graph for the Example Problem
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 910 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 25 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 a4 45 46 47 48 45 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 55 59 60 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 75 80 81 82 83 84 85 8 87 8 8 90 o1 92 93 94 95 9 97 95 99 100 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108 109 110 111 112 113 114 115 116 117 118 119 120 121 122 123 124 125 126 127 128 129 130 131 132 133 134 135 136 137 138 139 140 141 142 143 144 145 146 147 148 149 150 151 152 153 154 155 156 157 158 159 160
Ti1a-1(M2, Té) L 11 1 11 1 1.1 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 11 1 11 1 1
TiaAM2,T7) | 1 111 111 111 1110111 11 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111111 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
)| 2 111 111 111 110101 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1101 1 1 1111 11 1 1 11 11 11 11011 11 1 111 111 1101 1 1
)| 3 111 111 111 11011 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 1111 1
Ti1a2M2,T6) | 4 111 111 111111 1 1 1 1 1 1 11011 1 11011 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 110101 11 1 1 11 11 111 111 11
T11a-2(M2, 17 5 11 1 11 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 1.1 1 1 1.1 1 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
(3,76 | 6 111 111 11011 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11011 1 1111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 111 111 1101 11
Tia2M3,T7) | 7 111 111 11011 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1111 11 11 11 11 11112
Tita3(M2,T6) | 8 111 111111 1 11 1 1 1 11011 1 11011 1 11 1 11 11 11 11 11011 1 1 1 1 11 11 111 111 11
Tia3M2,T7) | 9 111 110101 11 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11011 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T11a-3(M3, T6) 10 11 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 1.1 1 1 11 11 1.1 1 11 1 1.1 1 1 1
Ti1a3(M3,77) | 11 111 1111 11 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1111 11 11 11 11 1101 11
Tila4(M2,76) | 12 111111 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 1010111 1 1 1 11 11 11 1 101 1 11
Tia4M2,T7) | 13 110101 11 11 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 110101 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
Ti1a4(M3,T6) | 14 11011 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11011 1 11011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 111 111 11011 1
T11a-4(M3, T7 15 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 1.1 1 1 1.1 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 1.1 1 1.1 1 1 11 11 11 11 1.1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 11 1 11011 1 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 1111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11
1 1 1 1 11 1 11011 1 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 11011 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11
1 1 1 11 1 11011 1 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 11011 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11
111 111 111 1101111 1 1 21 1 1 1 11011 1 1101 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 110101 11 1 1 11 11 111 111 11
111 111 111 11111 1 11 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
111 111 111 110111 1 1 1 1 1 1 11011 1 11011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 111 111 1111 1
111 111 111 11011 11 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1111 11 11 11 11 110111
111 111 111111 1 11 1 1 1 11011 1 11011 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 110101 11 11 11 11 111 111 11
111 1110111111111 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 110101 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
111 111 1101011 1 1 1 1 1 1 11011 1 11011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 111 111 11011 1
111 111 11011 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 110111
111 111111 1 11 1 1 1 11011 1 1111 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 11010111 11 11 11 111 111 11
111 111111 11 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 1111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
111 110111 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 11011 11 11 1 11 11 11 11011 11 1 111 111 11011 1
111 11011 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 1 11 11 11 11011 1
1101111 1 11 1 1 1 1111 1 11011 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 1111 11 1 1 11 11 111 111 11
11111 1 11 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11101 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
110111 1 1 1 1 1 1 11011 1 1111 11 1 1 11 11 11 11011 11 11 111 111 1101 1 1
(v3,77) | 37 1101011 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 1111 1
T12b-1(Va,T6) | 38 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 11011 1 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
T12b-1(M4,T7) | 39 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 1101 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11
T12b-2(M4, Te 40 1 1 1 1 11 1 11 1 1 1 1.1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
T12b-2(Ma,T7) | 41 1 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 1101 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11
T12b-3(Va, T6) | 42 1 1 1 11 1 1111 1 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
T12b-3(Ma,T7) | 43 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 11011 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11
T13a-1(M2, T6) 44 11 1 1 1 1 1.1 1 1 1 1 1.1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 1 1.1 1 11
T13a-1(M2, T7) a5 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 1.1 1 1 1 11 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 1.1 1 1 1.1 1 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T132-1(M3,T6) | 46 111 1 1 11 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 11 11 11 1 11 1 1101 1 1
a7 1101 11 11 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 1111 1
s 1101 11 1 1 1 11 1 1111 1 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
T13a-1(M4, T7 49 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 11 1 1 1.1 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11
T13a2(M2,76) | 50 1101 11 1 1 1 1111 1 11011 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 11010111 11 11 11 111 111 11
T13a2M2,77) | 51 1111 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 110111 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T13a2(M3,T6) | 52 111 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 1 1101 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 11 11 11 1 111 1101 1 1
T13a2(M3,77) | 53 11 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 11011 1
T13a-2(M4, T6) 54 1 1 1 11 1 1.1 1 1 1 1.1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
T13a2(Ma,T7) | 55 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 11011 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11
T14a-1(M1, T2) 56 11 1 11
Ti8a2(M1,T2) | 57 111 11
T1ab-1( 8 111 1 1 111 111 11 11 11 11 11 1 110101 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
1ab-1 59 1 1 1 1 111 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 1111 11 11 11 11 1101 11
T1ab1 ) 1 1 1 111 111 11 11 11 11 11 11
o121 61 111 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 111111 1 1 1 111 111 11 11 11
T21a1( & 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 1 111 111 11 11 11011 1
T21a1( ) 11 11 11 1 11 11 11 1 1 1 1 1 1
211 6 1 1 1 1 1 1
212 6 1 1 1 1 1
T2201(M2,T12) | 65 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 110101 11 1 1 11 11 1 11 11
T2201(M3,T12) | 67 11 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 11 11 110111
T22a-1(M4,T12) | 68 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
m2,T12) | 69 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 111111 11 11 11 11 11 11
i) 1 11 11 1 11 11 11 11011 11 11 11 11 1101 11
7 11 11 11 11 11 11
T3a1M2,T6) | 72 110111 1 11 1101011111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 1 1 11 11 111 111 11
T23a-1(M2, T7) 73 111 1 1 1 1 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 1.1 1 1 111 1 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T23a-1(M2,T11) | 74 111111 11 1110111 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
3 7 110111 1 11 11011 1 11 1 1 1 11 11 11011 11 1 111 111 1101 1 1
6 111111 11 1101 11 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 1111 1
7 110101 1 1 11 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 11 11 11011 1
7 1111 11 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
7 111111 11 11 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 11
T232-1(M4, T11) | 50 111111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
T23a2(M2,T6) | 81 110101111 1 11 11 11 11 11 11 11010111 1 1 11 11 111 111 11
T23a2M2,T7) | 82 111111 11 11 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 110101 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T23a2M2,T11) | 83 111111 1 1 11 11 11 11 11 1111 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T23a.2(M3,T6) | 84 1101011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 111 111 1101 11
T23a2(M3,77) | 85 1101 1 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 11112
T2322(M3,T11) | 86 111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11011 11 11 11 11 11011 1
T23a2(M4,T6) | 87 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 1 1 1 1
T23a-2(M4, 88 11 1 11 1 1 1.1 1 1 1.1 1 1 11 1 1 11 1 1 11
T23a-2(ma,T11) | 89 11 11 11 11 11 11
T1a1M2,17) | 90 11011 1 1 111 11101 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T31a1(M2,78) | 91 1101 1 1 1101 1 1101 1 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T31a1M3,T7) | 92 1101 11 111 11011 11 11 11 11 11011 1
T31a1(M3,78) | 93 1101 11 11 11011 11 11 11 11 1101 11
% 1101 11 1
) 1101 11
% 1111 1 110111 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
o7 11011 110101 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
% 111 11011 11 11 11 11 1101 11
9 11 11011 11 11 11 11 1101 11
100 1
101
102 11011 1 1111 1 110101 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
103 11011 1 1111 111111 11 11 11 11 11 11
104 1101 1 1 111 11011 11 11 11 11 1101 11
105 1101 1 1 11 11011 11 11 11 11 1111 1
106 1101 11 1
107 1101 11
108 1101 11
109 1111 1111 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
110 111 11011 11 11 11 11 11011 1
m 11 11011 11 11 11 11 11011 1
12 1
13
14 1101 11 1101 11 11011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
) |11 1111 1 1 11 11011 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
T33a1(M3,T7) | 116 11011 1 11011 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 11011 1
T33a-1(M3, T8) | 117 1.1 1 1 1 111 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 1.1 1 1 1
T33a-1(M4, T7) | 118 1.1 1 1 1 1
T330-1(Ma, T8) | 119 1101 1 1
T33a2(M2,T7) | 120 110111 1101111 11 11 11 11 11 11
T33a.2(M2,78) | 121 1111 11011 11 1 1 11 11 11 11 11
T33a-2(M3, T7) | 122 111 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 1.1 1 1 1
T33a-2(M3, T8) | 123 1.1 1 1 1 1 11 11 11 11 1.1 1 1 1
T330.2(M4,T7) | 124 1
33224, 78) | 125
Ta1b-1(V3,T9) | 126 1 110111 1 1
T41b-1(M3, T10) | 127 1 11 1 1 1 1
T41b-2(M3, T9) | 128 11 1 1 1 1 1
Ta1b-2(V3, T10) | 129 11011 11
Ta1a-1(m2,79) | 130 1 1 1
Tata-1(M2, T10) | 131 1 1
T41a-2(M2, T9) | 132 1 1
T41a-2(M2, T10) | 133 1
m2,79) | 134 1
Ta1a3(M2, T10) | 135
Ta2a1(m2,71) | 136 111 111 111
Ta2a1(M2,73) | 137 111 111 11
M3, 71 111 111 1
2,73 111 111
v2,71 111 111
v2,73 111 11
M3, 71 111 1
w: 111
v2,71 111
v2,73 11
V3,71 1
M3, 73
M2, 75 111 111
2,79 111 11
V3,6 111 1
V3,79 111
111
11
1
11
11
11
Taaa-1(m2,73) | 159
Taaa2(M2,T3) | 160

Figure 15. Graph Connection Details for the Example Problem
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5 Weight Factors Calculation and the Configurations of MWIS Algorithms

With the problem formulated as a conflicting graph, our goal is to find the nodes to schedule for each time slot
towards the objective of minimizing the total number of required time slots to finish all the operations. The weight
factors assigned to nodes in the conflicting graph are used as the guidance for task and resource selections towards the
optimal solution of the PPS problem.

From Figure 10, only the node from the first Unit Task of each option of each part can be scheduled for the current
time slot. We name such a Unit Task as a Unit Task Candidate, and the nodes from Unit Task Candidates as
Candidate Nodes. The simple idea is that we want to schedule as much as possible Unit Task Candidates at each time
slot, and we want to ensure that these scheduled Unit Task Candidates have the most constraints for the rest of Unit
Tasks. Because once a Unit Task is scheduled for the current time slot, it is removed from the graph of the following
procedures. By doing so, we can remove as many as possible Candidate Nodes at each time slot, and if we can ensure
that by removing those nodes, we can remove the most constraints for the remaining Unit Tasks. By discharging the
most constraints at each time slot, we have more freedom to schedule more Unit Task Candidates in the following
time slots. In this sense, we can achieve the optimal or near-optimal result of the PPS problem. In order to execute this
idea, we developed heuristics to generate weights and configure these heuristics with MWIS algorithms proposed in
our work (Sun et al., preprint). We are focusing on the weight calculation and the configurations with MWIS
algorithms for the PPS problem in Section 5.

5.1  The Weights Calculation

From the edges generating rules, Candidate Nodes, which are not compatible due to constraints, are connected. In
other words, they are not independent. By applying the MWIS algorithms, we can find the most weighted set of
independent candidate nodes, which can be scheduled for the current time slot. We assume that the nodes belong to
the same Unit Task should have the same weights. Then, the weight of a Unit Task can be determined based on the
conflicting condition of this Unit Task among all Unit Tasks remaining. We can calculate the weights for all Unit
Tasks remaining and configure the weight factors for Unit Tasks Candidates with different MWIS algorithms.

We define two types of weight to describe the conflicting condition of a Unit Task.
1. The Unit Task connection weight,
Weonnection (Tp,t' Tp',t')
2. The Unit Task length weight,
Wiengtn (Tp,t)
Where the two Unit Tasks, T}, and T .+, belong to two different parts, B, and P,r.p # p', t € [1,t max]. t' €

[1, ' max) P &P € [1, Pmax], Where t, 10y is the last Unit Task (the task with the greatest index) in part P,
and t',, max i the last Unit Task in part By,. pyq. is the index of the last part (the part with the greatest index).
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The Unit Task connection weight, Weonnection(Tp,e» T +), 1S based on the connection rate between two Unit
Tasks Ty, and T .+ from different parts £, and P,,». Being inspired by the graph density definition. Let N (T}, ) be
a set of n(T}, ;) number of nodes from the Unit Task T}, ;, and e(Ty,¢, Ty /) i the number of edges between set
N(T,,) and set N(T, +,). Then, we have the Unit Task connection weights:

e(Tp,er Tyt ")
n(Tp,t) * n(Tpl,tl)

The Unit Task length weight, Wen g¢n (Tp,:), is the length weight coefficient, LW, multiply by the number, r(Tp,t),

Wconnection (Tp,t' Tp',t') =

of remaining time slots needed to finish part P,. Where we have:

Wlength(Tp,t) = LW, * r(TPrt)

Note that the length weight coefficient, LW, is used to describe the level priority given to a Unit Task based on the
number of time slots remaining for finishing the part individually. Based on our testing, we define three levels of
length weight coefficient, median, high and low, as LW, LW and LW, respectively. And they are defined as
follows:

o LetLWM = 1, to keep the length weight coefficient in the same scale as the Unit Task connection weight.
In this case, the resource constraints and sequencing constraints are considered as equal while selecting
nodes.

o Let LW = ppgy + X0 r(T},1), which is the total number of time slots of all the parts, to ensure

the parts need more remaining time slots are given priority.

e LWL =0.01, to keep the length weight coefficient a minimum effect on node selection. In this case, the
resource constraints are more emphasized compare to the sequencing constraints while selecting nodes.

The total weight, Wyorqi (T, ), Of the nodes of a Unit Task, T, is the sum of the Unit Task connection weight
between itself and all other Unit Tasks of different parts, plus the Unit Task length weight. Formally,

’ ’
P =Pmaxt =tp_max

Wtotal(Tp,t) = Wlength (Tp,t) + Z Weonnection (Tp,t' Tp',t’)
p'=1t'=1
Note that the total weight, W;o¢a: (Tp,t), as the initial weight value, its purpose is to describe the conflicts that a Unit
Task can possibly cause in a PPS problem. The final weight factors need to be configured with the MWIS algorithms
for solving the PPS problem. An instance of the weights of the example problem can be calculated as Table 3 below.
Each column describes the part 1D, operation ID, Unit Tasks, nodes, and the value of the initial weights, respectively.
Note that in Table 3, we choose to use the high length weight coefficient, LW = 32.

Table 3. Unit Tasks and Nodes

Part-1D Op-ID Unit Tasks Nodes Initial Weights
Part 1 01'1 Tl,la-l 0, l, 2, 3 157.097

T11a2 4,5,6,7 141.097

T11a3 8,9,10,11 125.097

Tia4 12,13, 14,15 117.097
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Tiib1 16, 17 154.722
Tib2 18, 19 138.722
T1,16-3 20,21 122.722
O1 T12a1 22,23,24,25 101.097
T12a2 26, 27, 28, 29 85.097
T12a3 30, 31, 32, 33 69.097
T12a4 34, 35, 36, 37 61.097
Ti2p1 38, 39 98.722
Tin2 40, 41 82.722
T1203 42, 43 66.722
O13 T13a1 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49 88.611
T13a2 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55 56.611
O14 T14a1 56 8.5
T14a2 57 0.5
T1ap1 58, 59, 60 11.417
Part 2 021 T21a1 61, 62, 63 76.750
Tob1 64 73.25
Toap-2 65 65.25
02, T22a1 66, 67, 68 104.499
T22a-2 69, 70, 71 72.499
023 T23a1 72,73,74,75,76,77,78,79,80 43.389
T23a-2 81, 82, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87,88,89 11.389
Part 3 Os3 Ts1a1 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95 169.722
T31a2 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101 137.722
O31 T32a1 102, 103, 104, 105, 106, 107 105.722
T32a2 108, 109, 110, 111, 112,113 73.722
O3 T33a1 114,115, 116, 117, 118, 119 41.722
T33a-2 120,121, 122, 123, 124, 125 9.722
Part 4 Ous Tato1 126, 127 147.167
Ta10-2 128, 129 131.167
Tata1 130, 131 147.167
Tata2 132, 133 131.167
Ta1a3 134, 135 123.167
Os4 Ta2a1 136, 137, 138, 139 215.0
Ta2a-2 140, 141, 142, 143 183.0
Ta2a3 144, 145, 146, 147 151.0
Ous Tagas 148, 149, 150, 151 120.139
T43a-2 152, 153, 154, 155 88.139
Os3 Taa0-1 156 27.167
Taap-2 157 11.167
Taap-3 158 3.167
Ta4a1 159 27.168
Ta4a2 160 11.167

5.2  Weight Factor Arrangements with MWIS Algorithms

We have calculated the weight factors for the Unit Tasks, and now we explain how to finalize the weight factors with
the MWIS algorithms. We developed three weight factor arrangements for the MWIS-based algorithms and seven
weight factor arrangements for the AMISL-based algorithms. The weight factor arrangements, together with the
MWIS algorithms, make twenty-eight different heuristics configurations for solving the PPS problem.

Before we start to talk about the weight factor arrangements, let us first recall the eight MWIS algorithms from our
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work (Sun et al., preprint). These algorithms are:
e  Algorithm A1 MWIS: the proposed exact MWIS algorithm.
e  Algorithm A2 AMISL. the proposed exact AMISL-based MWIS algorithm.
o Algorithm A3 GWMIN: the GWMIN approximation algorithm from literature.

e  Algorithm A4 MWIS_CS_GWMIN: it is an algorithm composed of Algorithm Al and Algorithm A3. This
algorithm computes Compare Sets based on the whole induced subgraph at each level using Algorithm A3
GWMIN.

e  Algorithm A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN: it is an algorithm composed of Algorithm Al and Algorithm A3.
This algorithm computes Compare Sets based on the induced CSSs, excluding the current removed node,
using Algorithm A3 GWMIN.

e Algorithm A6 GWMIN2: the GWMIN2 approximation algorithm from literature.

e  Algorithm A7 MWIS_CS_GWMINZ2: it is an algorithm composed of Algorithm Al and Algorithm A6.
This algorithm computes Compare Sets based on the whole induced subgraph at each level using Algorithm
A6 GWMIN2.

o  Algorithm A8 MWIS_SubCS_GWMINZ: it is an algorithm composed of Algorithm Al and Algorithm A6.
This algorithm computes Compare Sets based on the induced CSSs, excluding the current removed node,
using Algorithm A6 GWMIN2.

The algorithms list above except Algorithm A2 AMISL are MWIS-based algorithms; they require the weights of all
nodes to be positive (= 0) to make valid comparations in steps so that the final MWIS can be calculated. In this case,
the flexibility of weight arrangements is limited, but this is easy to apply approximation strategies to reduce the
complexity to speed up the computation. However, Algorithm A2 AMISL first look for all the Maximal Independent
Sets (MIS), then get the set with the maximum total weight. In this case, the negative and zero weights are allowed.
But Algorithm A2 AMISL may have an unreasonable complexity when there is a large number of large size MISs.
Algorithm A2 AMISL is also hard to applied approximation strategies. The details of the three weight factor
arrangements for the MWIS based algorithms and the seven weight factor arrangements for the AMISL based MWIS
algorithms are discussed below. The idea is that while searching for the nodes for the current time slot, the Unit Tasks
that can only be scheduled a good number of time slots later may have limited impact. Based on this idea, the wright
factor arrangements are created by only checking different limited numbers of steps ahead and aiming to find the best
set of the nodes for the current time slot to achieve the objective of minimizing the makespan.

(1) The weight factor arrangements for MWIS based algorithms

For the MWIS based algorithms, we assign weight factors to the Candidate Nodes of Unit Task Candidates according
to the three arrangements described below. Then, a small positive value (for instance, 0.0000001) is assigned to the
non-candidate nodes. With the weight factors ready, we can apply one of the seven MWIS-based algorithms to find
the set of Candidate Nodes with the maximum total weight with the maximum number of nodes. For this setup, the
Candidate Nodes associated with the most uncommon resources for the non-candidate nodes are scheduled for the
current time slot. So that there are fewer conflicts for the following time slots if the operations scheduled for the
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current time slot must be continued for more time slots. The Unit Tasks Candidates with the associated resources
represented by the set of nodes are scheduled for the current time slot. The three weight factor arrangements are as
follows:

(11)  MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1
In each time slot, for eachp € [1, Ppax ], ssign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, ng tmin WHICh is the
first Unit Task, T, .., that can be scheduled for part B,. The value of weight factors of the candidate nodes in

TpC, tmin 1S the Weight of T, ., as the equation below,

Wuwis_a1_condidate (ng‘:tmin) = Wtotal(Tp,tmin)
(12 MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2
In each time slot, for each p € [1, piax ], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, TpC, tmin- 1HE Value of

weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Tlﬁtmin is the sum of the weights of T, , . and Ty, (¢ . 1), Where
T, tin+1) 18 the following Unit Task of T, . ., as the equation below,

Wuwis_az_condidate (Trs:,tmin) = Wiotar (Tp,tmin) + Wiotar (Tp,tmin+1)
(1.3) MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3
In each time slot, for each p € [1, pyax ], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, TpC, tmin- 1HE Value of

weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Tp? tmin, 1S the sum of the weights of T, - Ty ¢, . vy ad Ty (¢ 12,
where Ty, (¢, . 42y is the following Unit Task of T, (; . 1), as the equation below,

Wiwis a3_conaiaate(Tp.t,) = Weotat (Tp,tm) + Weotat (Tpt,ym+1) T Weotat (Tp e +2)
(2) The weight factor arrangements for Algorithm A2 AMISL

For the AMISL based algorithms, we assign weight factors to the nodes indicated by the seven different weight factor
arrangements described below. Then, a small negative value (for instance, -0.0000001) is assigned to the unaddressed
nodes. With the weight factors ready, applied Algorithm A2 AMISL to find the set of Candidate Nodes with the
maximum total weight with the minimum number of nodes. For this setup, the Candidate Nodes associated with the
most common resources for the unaddressed nodes are scheduled for the current time slot, so that the most constraints
are removed for the following time slots by scheduling such a set of Candidate Nodes. The Unit Tasks Candidates
with the associated resources represented by the set of nodes are scheduled for the current time slot. The seven weight
factor arrangements are as follows:

(2.1) AMISL Al: AMISL Weights 1
In each time slot, for eachp € [1, piqx ], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, Tﬁtmin. The value of

weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in TpC, tmin 15 the Weight of T, ., as the equation below,

C —
WAMISL_Al_condidate (Tp,tmin) - Wtotal (Tp,tmin)

(2.2) AMISL A2: AMISL Weights 2 Aggregation
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In each time slot, for each p € [1, pnax ], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, ng tmin- 1€ Value of
weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Tpc,tmin is the sum of the weights of T, , . and Ty, (¢ . +1), Where

Ty

(tmin+1) 1S the following Unit Task of T, ; ., as the equation below,
WAMISL_AZ_condidate (Tpc,tmin) = Wtotal(Tp,tmin) + Wtotal(Tp,tmin+1)
(2.3) AMISL A3: AMISL Weights 2 Aggregation + Non-aggregation
In each time slot, for each p € [1, Pnax], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, Tpc:tmin’ and the
following Unit Task, T, (¢, . +1)- The value of weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Ty tmin 1S the sum of the

weightsof T, ;. and Tj (. 11y, asthe equation below,

WamisL_a3_condidate (Tpc,tmin) = Wtatal(Tp,tmin) + Wtotal(Tp,tmin+1)

The value of weight factors of nodes in Ty, . . 4 isthe weightof T, , . .1, as the equation below,

WAMISL_AS_following (Tp,tmin+1) = Wtotal(Tp,tmm+1)
(2.4) AMISL A4: AMISL Weights 2 Non-aggregation
In each time slot, for each p € [1, Pnax], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, Tpc,tmin’ and the

following Unit Task, Ty,  ¢,,,,,+1)- The value of weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Tpc_tmm is the weight of
T,

. tmin 8 the equation below,
C —
WAMISL_A4_condidate (Tp,tmin) - Wtotal (Tp,tmin)

The value of weight factors of nodes in T, .. 11 isthe weightof T, ; . .4, as the equation below,

WAMISL_A4-_following (Tp,tmin+1) = Wiotar (Tp,tmin+1)
(2.5) AMISL A5: AMISL Weights 3 Aggregation

In each time slot, for eachp € [1, pyax ], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, Tpc,tmm. The value of
weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Tlﬁ tmin 1S the sum of the weights of T ¢ Ty, (¢, w1y @A Ty (¢, 42),
as the equation below,

WAMISL_AS_condidate (ngj,tmin) = Wtotal (Tp,tmm) + Wtotal(Tp,tmin+1) + Wtotal (Tp,tmm+2)
(2.6) AMISL A6: AMISL Weights 3 Aggregation + Non-aggregation

In each time slot, for eachp € [1, p,max ], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, Tﬁtmin, and the two
following Unit Tasks, Ty, (¢, . +1) @d Ty (¢, . +2). The value of weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Tp? tmin 1S

the sum of the weights of 7, ., T (¢, .. +1) @ Ty (¢ . 12, as the equation below,

WMWIS_A6_condidate (ngtmin) = Wtotal (Tp,tmin) + Wtotal (Tp,tmin+1) + Wtotal(Tp,tmin+2)

The value of weight factors of nodes in Ty, ;. 4 isthe weightof T, . . .1, as the equation below,

WAMISL_Aé_following (Tp,tmin+1) = Wtotal(Tp,tmin+1)
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The value of weight factors of nodes in Ty, . ., isthe weightof T, ;. ..,, as the equation below,

WAMISL_A6_following_two (Tp,tml-n+2) = Wiotar (Tp,tmin+2)
(2.7) AMISL A7: AMISL Weights 3 Non-aggregation
In each time slot, for eachp € [1, pyax ], assign weight factors to the Unit Task Candidates, ng tmin @Nd the two

following Unit Tasks, Ty, (¢, +1) @d Ty ¢, . 12)- The value of weight factors of the Candidate Nodes in Ty tmin 1S
the weights of T, . ., as the equation below,

Wuwis_a7_condidate (ngtmin) = Wtotal(Tp,tmin)

The value of weight factors of nodes in T, 1 isthe weightof T, . . .4, as the equation below,

tmint
WAMISL_A7_following (Tp,tmin+1) = Wtotal(Tp,tmin+1)

The value of weight factors of nodes in Ty, . ., isthe weightof T, , . ..,, as the equation below,

WAMISL_A7_following_two (Tp,tmin+2) = Wtotal(Tp,tmin+2)
5.3 Heuristics Configurations

The eight MWIS algorithms, together with the ten weight arrangements, can be configured into twenty-eight
heuristics configurations for solving the PPS problem. The heuristics configurations are shown in Table 4. Each
column describes the heuristics configuration ID, algorithm 1D, weight arrangement strategies, whether it is an
MWIS-based algorithm and whether it is an approximation algorithm, respectively.

Table 4. Heuristics Configurations

Heuristics-ID  Algorithm-ID Weight arrangement strategies MWIS  Appr?
based?
1 Al MWIS MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 Yes No
2 Al MWIS MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2 Yes No
3 Al MWIS MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3 Yes No
4 A2 AMISL AMISL Al: AMISL Weights 1 No No
5 A2 AMISL AMISL A2: AMISL Weights 2 Agg No No
6 A2 AMISL AMISL A3: AMISL Weights 2 Agg + Nagg No No
7 A2 AMISL AMISL A4: AMISL Weights 2 Nagg No No
8 A2 AMISL AMISL A5: AMISL Weights 3 Agg No No
9 A2 AMISL AMISL A6: AMISL Weights 3 Agg + Nagg No No
10 A2 AMISL AMISL A7: AMISL Weights 3 Nagg No No
11 A3 GWMIN MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 Yes Yes
12 A4 MWIS_CS_GWMIN MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 Yes Yes
13 A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 Yes Yes
14 A3 GWMIN MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2 Yes Yes
15 A4 MWIS_CS_GWMIN MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2 Yes Yes
16 A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2 Yes Yes
17 A3 GWMIN MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3 Yes Yes
18 A4 MWIS_CS_GWMIN MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3 Yes Yes
19 A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3 Yes Yes
20 A6 GWMIN2 MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 Yes Yes
21 A7 MWIS_CS_GWMIN2 MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 Yes Yes
22 A8 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN2  MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 Yes Yes
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23 A6 GWMIN2 MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2 Yes Yes

24 A7 MWIS_CS_GWMIN2 MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2 Yes Yes
25 A8 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN2  MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2 Yes Yes
26 A6 GWMIN2 MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3 Yes Yes
27 A7 MWIS_CS_GWMIN2 MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3 Yes Yes
28 A8 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN2  MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3 Yes Yes

6 Solving the Example Problem via the Proposed Approach

In this section, we summarize the proposed method for solving the PPS problem with the example PPS problem, as
shown in Figure 2 and Table 1. The major steps of the proposed approach are described below:

Step #1: Prepare the input information.

In step one, we reformat the operation information with the best practice operation sequence and simplify the problem
by breaking down the processing time into time slots. The operation information of the four parts in the example
problem is reformatted as Figure 9 based on operation sequencing constraints shown as the top part of Figure 2.
Figure 10 can be transformed based on Figure 9 by breaking down the operations into Unit Tasks. Here, the
processing time for each Unit Task is one time slot, which stands for 10 time units.

Step #2: Generate the conflicting graph for the PPS problem.

In step two, the nodes for the conflict graph is generated based on the different possible resource selections for each
Unit Task. And the edges of the conflicting graph are generated based on the constraints. Figure 14 is the conflicting
graph for the example problem, which has 4718 edges and 161 nodes, and Figure 15 shows the details of the edges.

Step #3: Based on the selected heuristics configuration, arrange weight factors and compute the MWIS.

In step three, we select Heuristics #13, which assigns weight factors as MWIS Al: MWIS Weights 1 and uses
Algorithm A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN to compute the MWIS for the nodes to schedule for the current time slot.
Note that we choose to use the high length weight coefficient, LW , which LW}’ = 32 for the example problem.
The final weight factors at the first time slot for the Unit Task Candidates and Candidate Nodes of the example
problem are shown in Table 5. Each column describes the part ID, operation ID, Unit Tasks, nodes of the Unit Tasks
and the Final weight factors, respectively. The MWIS found by Heuristics #13 is the node set, [0, ‘4, '8, '12', '22', '26',
'30','34','44','50, '139, '143', '147','126', '128', 151", '155', '156', '157', '158, '58', '95', '101", '107", '113, 119, '125', '64,
'657. It means that the Unit Task Candidates with their resources, T;14—1[(M3); and (Tg)4] ,
T2,1b-1[(M1)1 and (Ty)1], T3 1a—1[(M4)1 and (Tg)] and Ty 1p—1[(M3)4 and (Tg)4], are scheduled for the
current time slot.

Step #4: Update the remaining Unit Tasks and the conflicting graph

In step four, remove the Unit Tasks that have been scheduled and remove the Unit Tasks that cannot be scheduled
because of the constraints that no changing resources is allowed before an operation is finished. Then, update the
conflicting graph and the weight factors. Figure 16 is the updated task information for the remaining Unit Tasks. And
the updated remaining conflicting graph, the node labels, and edge connection details for the following time slot are
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shown as Figure 17 and Figure 18, respectively.

Table 5. Final Weight Factors Unit Task Candidates and Candidate Nodes via Heuristics #13 on the Example
Problem

Part-1D Op-ID Unit Tasks Nodes Final Weights
Part1 O11 T11a1 0,1,2,3 157.097
T11a2 4,5,6,7 141.097
T11a3 8,9, 10,11 125.097
T11a4 12,13,14,15 117.097
T110-1 16, 17 154.722
T110-2 18,19 138.722
T1,10-3 20,21 122.722
Part 2 021 T21a1 61, 62, 63 76.750
To1p1 64 73.25
Toap-2 65 65.25
Part 3 Os3 T31a1 90, 91, 92, 93, 94, 95 169.722
T31a2 96, 97, 98, 99, 100, 101 137.722
Part 4 Osz Ta1p1 126, 127 147.167
Ta1b-2 128,129 131.167
Ta1a1 130, 131 147.167
T41a2 132, 133 131.167
T41a3 134, 135 123.167

Step #5: Checking the ending condition

In step five, we need to make a judgment. If there is at least one remaining Unit Task, go to step #3. If there is no
remaining Unit Task, the PPS problem computation is finished, and the output schedule is the combination of Unit
Task Candidates and Candidate Nodes found at each time slot.

The results of the example problem with Heuristics #13 is illustrated in Figure 19. Our approach can get to a near-
optimal solution finishing in 107.5 time unit compare to the optimum solution finishing in 98 time units, which is a
9.69% error. The computation of our approach takes about 20 seconds, which is much faster (seconds versus days)
compare to the optimum solutions using integer programming.

Table 6 shows the performance of our approach in terms of accuracy and computation time. Each column describes
the heuristics 1D, the minimum makespan in a number of time slots, average clock time in 3-run, whether it is an
approximation algorithm, error in a number of time slots, and error rate, respectively. The accuracy is the error rate by
comparing the result of my approach with the optimal solution, and computation time is the clock time taken to finish
the computation. For the example problem, we can get a near-optimal in seconds with a minimum 10% error but
much faster. In the following section, we test our approach on a real-world example from the literature, and further
test cases are designed to exam the accuracy, robustness, and scalability of our approach.
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Job #1: 041 = 013 = 043 = Oy,

1TS 1TSS 1TSs
Ti2a-1[(M2, M3); and (Tg, T;)4] 5 Ti2a—2[(M2, M3); and (Tg, T,)4] 5 Ti2a-3[(M2, M3); and (Ts, T,)4] 5 Ti2a-4[(M2, M3); and (Tg, T,)4] !
1TS 1Ts 1Ts 1TS
Tizb-1[(M4)1 and (Te, T,)4] N Ti2p-2[(My); and (Te, T,)4] N Tizp-3[(My); and (Te, T,)4]
1TSS 1TS 1TS
1 Ti4a-1[(M1); and (T,)4] N Ty4a-2[(M1); and (T,)4] !
N (T13a—1[(MZr M3, M,), and (T, T,)4] N Tiza—2[(Mz, M3, M,); and (TerT7)1]) N 1TS 1TS
1Ts 1T7s Tigp[(Ma, M3, My); and (T,)4]
1Ts

<T11a—2[(M2. M3); and (Te, T;)4] 5 Ti1a-3[(Mz, M3); and (T, T,)4] 5 Ti1a-4[(M3, M3); and (T51T7)1]>1

Job #2: 031 = 035 = 033

1
(T21b—z[(M1)1 and (T1)1])1 5 Toza—1[(Mz, M3, My); and (Tyz)4] 5 Tpza—2[(Ma, M3, M,); and (Ty,)4]
1TS 1TSs 1TS
1
5 (T23a—1[(M2: M;, M,); and (Ts, T, Ty1)4] o Ty3a-2[(Ma, M3, My); and (T, T7.T11)1]>
1TS 1TS

Job #3: 033 = 03, = 03,

Tsta-2[(Mz, Mg, My) and (T, Toh]\' | (Taza-a[(Ma, M3, My)s and (17, To)1] _ Taza-a[(My, M3, My)y and (T, Ty ]\
1Ts 1Ts 1Ts

5 (T33a—1[(M2: M3, M,), and (T, Tg)] 5 Ts3a-2[(M3, M3, M), and (T, T8)1]>1

1TS 1Ts

JOb #4: 045 = 044 = 041 = Oy3

Ty1p—2[(M3); and (T, Tyg),] ! N Tyza-1[(Mz, M3); and (Ty, T)4] 5 Tiza—2[(Mz, M3); and (Ty, T3)4] 5 Tyza-3[(Mz, M3); and (Ty, T3)4] !
1Ts 1TS 1TS 1TS

5 Taza-1[(M2, M3)1 and (T, Tg)4] N Tyza—2[(Mg, M3), and (Tg, To)1]\
1Ts 1Ts

Tasa—1[(M2)1 and (T;),] 5 Taqa — 2[(M3); and (T3),]

1Ts 1TSs
Tyap—1[(M3); and (T3)4] 5 Taap—2[(M3); and (T3)4] 5 Taap—3[(M3); and (T3),]
1T$s 1T$s 1Ts

Figure 16. Updated Remaining Tasks Information for the Following Time Slot
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Figure 17. Updated Remaining Conflicting Graph for the Following Time Slot
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Figure 18. Updated Remaining Edge Connection Details for the Following Time Slot
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Figure 19. Schedule Created with Heuristics #13
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Table 6. Outputs of the Heuristics Configurations on the Example PPS Problem

Methods Minimum makespan Clock time, Is approx? Error Error rate
(in time slots) 3-run average
Heuristics#1 11 11768.55 No 1 10%
Heuristics#2 11 14392.62 No 1 10%
Heuristics#3 11 13370.07 No 1 10%
Heuristics#4 11 13344.73 No 1 10%
Heuristics#5 11 10904.36 No 1 10%
Heuristics#6 11 12042.11 No 1 10%
Heuristics#7 14 11942.88 No 4 40%
Heuristics#8 11 10178.87 No 1 10%
Heuristics#9 11 10496.09 No 1 10%
Heuristics#10 11 10833.84 No 1 10%
Heuristics#11 12 8.75 Yes 2 20%
Heuristics#12 11 38.73 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#13 11 26.02 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#14 11 9.23 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#15 11 39.22 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#16 11 28.09 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#17 11 9.16 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#18 11 37.66 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#19 11 26.74 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#20 14 9.99 Yes 4 40%
Heuristics#21 11 43.34 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#22 11 27.02 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#23 14 9.78 Yes 4 40%
Heuristics#24 11 41.62 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#25 11 27.59 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#26 14 9.91 Yes 4 40%
Heuristics#27 11 40.42 Yes 1 10%
Heuristics#28 11 28.64 Yes 1 10%

=7 A Real-world Example Using the Proposed Approach

four parts are defined in Tables 8 to 11.

Table 7. The Resource of a Job Shop — Machines and Tools

Types No.
Machines

Drilling press M1
Three-axis vertical milling machine | M:
Three-axis vertical milling machine 11 M3
CNC three-axis vertical milling machine Ma
Boring machine Ms
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Based on the case study from Zhang et al.’s work (Zhang et al., 2014) and combined with the details from Zhang et
al.’s references (Chu & Gadh, 1996; Zhang et al., 2003; Li et al., 2005; Li & McMahon, 2007), we constructed a real-
world PPS problem to verify our approach. The resources, machines, and cutting tools of a specific job shop are
defined in Table 7. The four parts of the problem are shown in Figure 20. The relevant technical specifications of the




Cutting tools

Drill 1 T:
Drill 2 T,
Drill 3 T3
Drill 4 Ts
Tapping tool Ts
Mill 1 Te
Mill 2 T,
Mill 3 Ts
Reaming tool To
Boring tool Tio
Slot cutter T
Chamfer tool T2

Table 8. The Technical Specifications for Part #1

Figure 20. The description of 4 parts of PPS

Features Operations Machine Candidates Tool Candidates Machining time for each
candidate machine (s)

F1 Milling (Operl) Mz, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 40, 40, 30

F2 Milling (Oper2) Mz, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 40, 40, 30

F3 Milling (Oper3) Mz, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 20, 20, 15

F4 Drilling (Oper4) Mz, Mz, M3, My T 12,10, 10, 7.5
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F5 Milling (Oper5) Mz, M3, M4 Te, T7 35, 35, 26.25

F6 Milling (Oper6) Mz, M3, M4 T7, Ts 15, 15,11.25

F7 Milling (Oper7) Mz, M3, M4 T7, Ts 30, 30,225

F8 Milling (Oper8) Mz, My, M3, My Ty, T3, Ta 21.6,18, 18,135
Reaming (Oper9) M2, M3, M4 To 10, 10, 7.5
Boring (Oper10) M2, M3, My, Ms T1o 10, 10, 7.5, 12

F9 Milling (Oper11) Mz, M3, M4 T7, Ts 15, 15,11.25

F10 Drilling (Oper12) Mz, My, M3, My Ty, T3, Ta 48, 40, 40, 30
Reaming (Oper13) Mz, M3z, M4 T 25, 25, 18.75
Boring (Oper14) M2, M3, My, Ms T1o 25, 25, 18.75, 30

F11 Milling (Oper15) My, Mz, M3, My T 26.4,22,22,16.5
Tapping (Oper16) M2, M3, M4 Ts 20, 20, 15

F12 Milling (Operl7) Mz, M3, M4 T7, Ts 16, 16, 12

F13 Milling (Oper18) Mz, M3, M4 Te, T7 35, 35, 26.25

F14 Reaming (Oper19) M2, M3, M4 To 12,12,9
Boring (Oper20) M,, M3, M4, Ms Tio 12,12,9,14.4

Table 9. The Technical Specifications for Part #2

Features Operations Machine Candidates Tool Candidates Machining time for each
candidate machine (s)

F1 Drilling (Operl) M1, My, M3, My T1 12,10, 10,75

F2 Milling (Oper2) My, M3, M4 T 20, 20, 15

F3 Milling (Oper3) My, M3, M4 Ts, Te, Tu1 18, 18, 13.5

F4 Milling (Oper4) My, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 16, 16, 12

F5 Milling (Oper5) My, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 15, 15,11.25

F6 Drilling (Oper6) Ms, M2, M3, My T 30, 25, 25, 18.75
Reaming (Oper7) Mz, M3, My To 25, 25, 18.75

F7 Drilling (Oper8) M1, My, M3, My T1 14.4,12,12,9

F8 Milling (Oper9) My, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 15, 15,11.25

F9 Drilling (Oper10) M1, My, M3, My T1 9.6,8,8,6

F10 Milling (Operl1) My, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 10,10,7.5

F11 Milling (Oper12) My, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 10,10,7.5

F12 Drilling (Oper13) M1, My, M3, My T1 9.6,8,8,6

F13 Milling (Oper14) My, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 16, 16, 12

F14 Drilling (Operl5) M1, My, M3, My T1 9.6,8,8,6

F15 Milling (Oper16) M1, M2, M3, M4 Ts, T7, Ts 36, 30, 30, 22.5

Table 10. The Technical Specifications for Part #3

Features Operations Machine Candidates Tool Candidates Machining time for each
candidate machine (s)
F1 Milling (Operl) M2, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 20, 15, 20
F2 Milling (Oper2) M2, M3, M4 Te, T7, Ts 20, 15, 20
F3 Milling (Oper3) Mz, Ma, My Te, T2, Ts 15, 15, 11.25
F4 Milling (Oper4) Mi, Mz, M3, My T2 15, 15, 11.25, 18
F5 Milling (Oper5) My, M3, My Te, Tz, Ts 15, 15, 11.25
F6 Milling (Oper6) M2, Ma, My T7, Ts 15, 15, 11.25
F7 MI"Ing (Oper?) Ma, M3, My T7, Ts, T11 15, 15, 11.25
F8 MI"Ing (Oper8) Mz, M3, Mgy TG, T7, Tg, Tu 25, 25, 18.75
F9 Drllllng (Oper9) Ml, Mz, M3, Mgy Tz, T3, Ta 30, 25, 25, 18.75
Reaming (Oper10) Mg, M3, M4 To 20, 20, 15
Boring (Operll) Mz, M3, My, Ms Tio 20, 20, 15, 24
F10 Drilling (Oper12) M1, Mz, M3, M4 T: 9.6,8,8,6
Tapping (Oper13) Mg, M3, M4 Ts 8,8,6
F11 Drilling (Oper14) Mz, My, M3, M4 To 6,5,5, 375
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Table 11. The Technical Specifications for Part #4

Features Operations Machine Candidates Tool Candidates Machining time for each
candidate machine (s)
F1 Milling (Operl) Mz, M4 Ts, To 12
F2 Milling (Oper2) Mz, M4 To, Tao 21
F3 Milling (Oper3) Mz, My Ty 18
F4 Milling (Oper4) Mz, My Ty, To 27
F5 Drilling (Oper5) M1, Mz, M4 T 20
F6 Milling (Oper6) Mz, My Ty, To 18
F7 Drilling (Oper7) M1, Mz, My T 20

We define each time slot representing 15 time units. The top segment of Figure 22 illustrates the best practice
operation sequence of the four parts. All the operations are then transformed into the input format. Figure 21 shows
the transformed operations of Part #1. There are 119 Unit Tasks for all the four parts. We can generate the conflicting
graph, which has 47525 edges and 580 nodes. For a problem in such a size, the heuristics configurations with faster
approximation-based algorithms are preferred.

Using the Heuristics #19, Algorithm A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN and MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3, and using the
median length weight factor, LW = 1. The schedule with the resource allocations generated is shown in Figure 22.
Table 12 shows the outputs of Heuristics #11 to Heuristics #28 on the real-world PPS problem. Among all the
Heuristics tested, the Heuristics #19 achieved the optimum solution with 31 time slots. The results with an error rate
of less than 5% take 7000~11000 seconds of clock time for finishing the computation.

In Zhang et al.’s work (Zhang et al., 2014), they assume that tools are always available without causing any
constraints. This assumption is based on the understanding that the machining tools are mostly available, but the
machines are more critical resources in a flexible job shop. By removing the tools from the constraints, we formulate
a lite version of the real-world PPS problem. The edge number is reduced to 8771, and the node number is reduced to
292 in the conflicting graph. Table 13 shows the outputs of Heuristics #11 to Heuristics #28 on this simplified real-
world PPS problem. Note that the optimum solution for this instance is also 31 time slots; it is calculated by
manipulating the IP model in a trial and error fashion. The results with an error rate of less than 5% take less than 700
seconds clock time for finishing the computation. Although our approach almost doubles the computation time
compare to Zhang et al.’s work, the runtime is still acceptable. We can say that our approach has acceptable
practicability and feasibility on real-world PPS problem. To further justify this conclusion, the following section
discusses the details regarding the scalability and accuracy of the proposed approach.

Table 12. Outputs of Heuristics on Real-world PPS Problem

Methods Length Weight  Minimum makespan  Clock time 3-run Error Error
(in time slots) average (s) rate
Heuristics#11 LW=86 37 2533.453125 6 19.35%
Heuristics#12 LW=86 33 9576.869792 2 6.45%
Heuristics#13 Lw=1 32 7474.770833 1 3.23%
Heuristics#14 LW=86 33 2542.958333 2 6.45%
Heuristics#15 LW=86 32 8680.5 1 3.23%
Heuristics#16 Lw=1 32 7131.817708 1 3.23%
Heuristics#17 Lw=1 33 2498.739583 2 6.45%
Heuristics#18 Lw=1 33 9011.416667 2 6.45%
Heuristics#19 Lw=1 31 6256.010417 0 0.00%
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Heuristics#20

LW=1 53 6122.572917 22

70.97%

Heuristics#21

Lw=1 36 23818.79167 5

16.13%

Heuristics#22

LW=86 32 10684.86458 1

3.23%

Heuristics#23

LW=0.001 52 4757.463542 21

67.74%

Heuristics#24

LwW=1 33 21079.84375 2

6.45%

Heuristics#25

LW=86 35 9119.651042 4

12.90%

Heuristics#26

LW=1 58 4884.520833 27

87.10%

Heuristics#27

LW=0.001 35 19428.39583 4

12.90%

Heuristics#28

LW=86 32 8462.151042 1

3.23%
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Figure 21. Transformed Operations of Part #1
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Table 13. Outputs of Heuristics on Real-world PPS Problem without Tool Constraints

Methods Length Weight  Minimum makespan  Clock time 3-run Error Error
(in time slots) average (s) rate
Heuristics#11 LW=86 37 147.2188 6 19.35%
Heuristics#12 LW=1 35 704.8594 4 12.90%
Heuristics#13 LW=86 33 521.4063 2 6.45%
Heuristics#14 LW=1 33 134.8698 2 6.45%
Heuristics#15 LW=1 32 671.2188 1 3.23%
Heuristics#16 LW=1 35 467.6979 4 12.90%
Heuristics#17 LW=1 34 124.8281 3 9.68%
Heuristics#18 LW=1 32 686.7813 1 3.23%
Heuristics#19 LW=1 34 449.1823 3 9.68%
Heuristics#20 LW=1 43 287.8906 12 38.71%
Heuristics#21 LW=0.001 35 1629.25 4 12.90%
Heuristics#22 LW=86 32 580.8958 1 3.23%
Heuristics#23 LW=1 43 293.9688 12 38.71%
Heuristics#24 LW=0.001 35 1671.74 4 12.90%
Heuristics#25 Lw=1 31 591.6198 0 0.00%
Heuristics#26 LW=1 43 283.3698 12 38.71%
Heuristics#27 LW=1 36 1806.609 5 16.13%
Heuristics#28 LW=1 33 598.1563 2 6.45%

8 Results and Discussions on Test Instances

We create nineteen test instances based on the structure of the real-world PPS example problem with randomized
sequencing constraints and resource combinations. Since our approach returns feasible results on all the test instances
and the real-world example, we assume that our approach has a satisfactory robustness on similar types of the PPS
problem. Then, the discussion is focusing on the scalability and accuracy. The scalability analysis shows how the
proposed approach behaves on different size and variance of the inputs. It can be evaluated based on the computation
time versus the different input sizes, node numbers, and edge numbers of the different conflicting graphs. The
accuracy refers to how likely the proposed approach can get to the optimum solution. It can be measured by the
average and maximum error rate of all the test instances.

8.1  Scalability

The essential understanding of our approach to PPS problems, MWIS algorithms are the determinant of the
computation speed of different heuristics configurations. For those heuristics configurations based on the same
MWIS algorithm, the ones with more complex weight factor calculations are slower. But this difference is minimal.

Figures 23 and 24 show how the computation time is changing with node number and edge number on Heuristics
#1~10, respectively. The Heuristics #1~10, which are based on the two exact MWIS algorithms, Algorithm Al
MWIS and Algorithm A2 AMISL, are much slower than all other heuristics configurations. The computation time
could be hours when there are about 140 nodes and 4000 edges, which could be much smaller than a typical PPS
problem. Although the worst case of the two algorithms can be exponentially slow, the PPS problem considered here
may not always be the worst case. As shown in Figure 23 and Figure 24, the Heuristics #1~10 match higher-order
(order 4 or higher) polynomial trendlines, but they are faster than the exponential trendline.
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Computation Time with Node Number of Heuristics #1~10
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Figure 23. Computation Time with Node Number of Heuristics #1~10

Computation Time with Edge Number of Heuristics #1~10
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Figure 24. Computation Time with Edge Number of Heuristics #1~10
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Computation Time with Node Number of Heuristics #11~28
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Figure 25. Computation Time with Node Number of Heuristics #11~28

For Heuristics #11~28, how the computation time is changing with node number and edge number is represented in
Figure 25 and Figure 26, respectively. The Heuristics #11~28 are based on the approximation MWIS algorithms,
GWMIN, GWMIN2, and their combinations. Heuristics #11, Heuristics #14, Heuristics #17, Heuristics #20,
Heuristics #23, and Heuristics #26, which utilizing the Algorithm A3 GWMIN and Algorithm A6 GWMINZ2 are the
fastest. Heuristics #13, Heuristics #16, Heuristics #19, Heuristics #22, Heuristics #25 and Heuristics #28, which
utilizing Algorithm A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN and Algorithm A8 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN2 are following.
Heuristics #12, Heuristics #15, Heuristics #18, Heuristics #21, Heuristics #24 and Heuristics #27, which utilizing
Algorithm A4 MWIS_CS_GWMIN and Algorithm A7 MWIS_CS_GWMIN?2 are the slowest. The computational
speed of these Heuristics follows the similar trendlines of the approximation MWIS algorithms, as discussed in our
work (Sun et al., preprint). And Heuristics based on approximation MWIS algorithms are much feasible in the sense
of computation time.
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Computation Time With Edge Number of Hueristics #11~28
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Figure 26. Computation Time with Edge Number of Heuristics #11~28

8.2 Accuracy

Figure 27 shows the average and maximum error rate for all heuristics configurations. The detailed information of the
Heuristics configurations is as Table 4. The detailed accuracy summary of all the heuristics configurations on all tests
is in Appendix I.

AsSUME T'S o ¢imaum 1S the minimum number of time slots need for the PPS problem on the test instance, and T'S is
the number of time slots found by our approach. The error rate is calculated using the function below.

TS —TS,p¢i
optimum % 100%

Error Rate =
TSoptimum

Note that the 'S ¢imum IS calculated based on the IP model with manipulating inputs to get the optimum result with
reasonable computation time, and the error rate of each heuristics configuration is calculated based on the best
accuracy among the three different length weight factors.

Let the threshold for heuristics configuration selection be the average error of less than 7% and the maximum error of
less than 20%. For Heuristics #1-10 with the exact MWIS algorithms, from the best to the worst, Heuristics #2,
Heuristics #8, Heuristics #5, Heuristics #3 and Heuristics #4 are satisfactory. For Heuristics #11-28 with the
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approximation MWIS algorithms, from the best to the worst, Heuristics #16, Heuristics #19, Heuristics #28,
Heuristics #25, Heuristics #15, Heuristics #18, Heuristics #14, and Heuristics #17 are satisfactory.

ERROR RATE FOR ALL HEURISTICS
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Figure 27. The Average and Maximum Error Rate for All Heuristics Configurations
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Based on the computational experiments in our work (Sun et al., preprint), the general accuracy of the MWIS

algorithms can be listed below from the best accuracy to the worst:

e Algorithm A1 MWIS
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e  Algorithm A2 AMISL (same as Algorithm MWIS)
e Algorithm A5 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN

e  Algorithm A8 MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN2

e  Algorithm A4 MWIS_CS GWMIN

e  Algorithm A3 GWMIN

e  Algorithm A7 MWIS_CS _GWMIN2

e  Algorithm A6 GWMIN2

Compare with the results shown in Figure 27, with the same weight factors assignment, a more accurate MWIS
algorithm leads to a better accuracy output of the PPS problem. None of the satisfactory heuristics is using the least
accurate MWIS algorithms, Algorithm A7 MWIS_CS_GWMIN2 and A6 GWMIN2. In other words, while using
the proposed approach for the PPS problem, a relatively accurate MWIS algorithm is required. This is the evidence of
the necessity of the better accuracy MWIS algorithms proposed in our work (Sun et al., preprint).

Job #1: T11[(R1,R2,R3)2] N T12[(R1,R2,R3)2] N T13[(R1,R2,R3)1] 5 T14[(Rg)1]
1 2 3

T21[(R1,R2,R3)1] _)Tzz[(R1)1and(Rz.R3)1] _)T23|(R4)1|
1 2 3

Tazal(R1.R)2]\ *
T31[(R1,R2)1]_) 1 _)T33|(R3'R4)1|

Job #2:

Job #3:

1 T32b[(R3)1] 3
2

Job #4: T41[(R1,2R2,R3)2]
Ts1[(R1,R2,R3)2]
2

Job #5:

Figure 28. Details of Test Instances T24

The above-mentioned heuristics configurations may not able to reach the optimum results on some of the test
instances. These bad instances are T6, T11, T12, T13, T14, T17, T18, T19, T20, and T24. Figure 29 shows the
average and maximum error rate for all heuristics configurations on these bad instances. These instances have
concentrated resource requirements. Let us take the instance T24 (Figure 28) as an example. The jobs in the instances
have a significant difference in the number of time slots for finishing. Also, the beginning Unit Tasks are concentrated
on the resources R4, R, and R5, and the ending Unit Tasks are concentrated on the resources R,. Since the MWIS
algorithm tries to schedule as many nodes as possible, it may cause the ending Unit Tasks all leftover, but they cannot
be processed on parallel machines. We iterate the three levels of length weight coefficient, median, high and low, as
LWM, LW and LW,E, respectively with the proposed heuristics configurations to balance the length of each job and
the concentrated resources requirements. So that the maximum error rate of each satisfactory heuristics configuration
is not exceeding 20%.
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Figure 29. The Average and Maximum Error Rate on Bad Test Instances

Another interesting finding is that the Heuristics #14 and #17, which are using the approximation algorithms
GWMIN, perform well on these bad test instances. The hypothesis is that the GWMIN generates the selection of the
node with the maximum weight. This may avoid the concentrating resources blocking the optimum results.

Based on the discussions on scalability and accuracy, the better heuristics configurations for the PPS problem are
listed as below,
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o Heuristics #16, Algorithm MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN, MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2
o Heuristics #19, Algorithm MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN, MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3
o Heuristics #28, Algorithm MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN2, MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3
o Heuristics #25, Algorithm MWIS_SubCS_GWMIN2, MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2
o Heuristics #15, Algorithm MWIS_CS_GWMIN, MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2

o Heuristics #18, Algorithm MWIS_CS_GWMIN, MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3

o Heuristics #14, Algorithm GWMIN, MWIS A2: MWIS Weights 2

o Heuristics #17, Algorithm GWMIN, MWIS A3: MWIS Weights 3

9 Conclusions

This paper considers a general type of PPS problem, and proposes a novel graph-based approach for formulating and
solving the resource-constrained PPS optimization problem. Unlike the commonly used iteration type of approaches,
such as generic algorithms and metaheuristics, or the mixed-integer programming approaches, our approach provides
a different angle to address the PPS problem by enabling graph theory concepts and tools. It shows advantages over
other approaches, as illustrated in Table 14. The PPS problem is formulated as a conflicting weighted graph, and the
two procedures, the resource selection and process scheduling, of the PPS problem, are integrated. This idea extends
the universality of the formulation of the graph coloring based scheduling. The new approach requires minimum
iteration. And it is guaranteed to return a feasible solution due to the nature of solving the MWIS problem on a
conflicting weighted graph. We develop different weight factor calculation strategies and arrangements as the
guidance for achieving the optimization objective. With carefully defined weight factors and “good-performance”
MWIS algorithms, the new approach has satisfactory accuracy and computational speed. A set of “good-
performance” heuristics configurations are found based on test results. Figure 30 is the summary of the performance
of the heuristics configurations. All these heuristics configurations considered as satisfactory have the average error of
less than 7% and the maximum error of less than 20%.

Table 14. Comparing the New Approach with Other Methods*

Generic Simulated | Tabu Mixed-integer | Partial Graph

Measurements Algorithms | Anneal Search | Programming | Solutions Coloring
Scheduling

Accuracy = = = - NA
Computational speed = = = + = NA
Universality - - = - NA +
Dependence on iterations + + + + + NA
Feasibility + + + = + NA
Separated solutions of each + + + + + NA
time slot

*‘+’: The new approach is better on the measurement to compare with the other method.
‘=": The new approach is similar or potentially better compare with the other method.
¢-”: The new approach is not as good as the other method.
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‘NA’: It is hard to compare the new approach with the other method.
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In the future work, we aim to improve the graph-based PPS problem formulation in the following three aspects: (1)

To speed up the computation, (2) to improve the accuracy, and (3) to improve the universality.

(1) To speed up the computation:

e For the MWIS algorithms, the NHHA framework (Sun et al., preprint) can be transformed into multi-
threading. Each connected subgraph after node removal is independent so that the computation of each

connected subgraph can be assigned to different threads.

o  For the formulation of the PPS problem, Unit Tasks of the operations that are constrained to be processed in
the far future (a good number of time slots later) may have a very limited impact on the scheduling of earlier
time slots. While generating the conflicting graph, we may only consider the most recent several Unit Tasks

of each part so that the size of the conflicting graph can be reduced.

(2) Toimprove the accuracy:

e The current weight calculation and weight factor arrangements can be fine-tuned and closely- integrated
with the MWIS algorithms based on the part and resource information to achieve better node selections. The
examples can be specific heuristics for weight calculation, machine learning methods to optimize the value

of the weight factor.
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©)

Stochastic Optimization (SO) methods are optimization methods that generate and use random variables
(Spall, 2003). This method can be applied to bring in probabilistic in the schedule generation process when
solving the MWIS problem for each time slot. It enables the possibility of iteratively selecting different sets
of nodes for each time slot. By applying this method, the trapping of bad node selections may be avoided.

To improve the universality:

Our approach for the PPS problem can be easily implemented for a dynamic job taking environment by
updating the conflicting graph for each time slot. The traditional approach requires taking consideration of
known operations and iterates to get an optimum schedule for recent periods, which requires searching in a
vast solution space. Unlike iteration-based approaches, the new approach computes the schedule of each
time slot separately, which may only require partial operation information of each job. And for each time
slot, the new approach tries to utilize the resources as much as possible by solving the MWIS problem.

Our approach for the PPS problem can be easily implemented with the flexible operation sequencing
constraints by updating the conflicting graph for each time slot. In this case, all the Unit Tasks that are not
restricted by the sequencing constraints are considered as Unit Task Candidates to be selected by solving the
MWIS problem.

The conflicting weighted graph may be extended to a multi-connected graph, directed graph, weighted edges to
represent more information for the optimization problem modeling. We wish to improve the approach by, such as
enabling the multi-objective optimization, introducing more variables for the details of the PPS problem, introducing
probabilistic variables. And further, we are willing to extend this graph-based formulation technique to real-world
applications such as logistics and transportation, supply-chain management, product design, development and
manufacturing, and analysis and optimization of complex systems.

Appendix I: The PPS Test Results Summary on Accuracy

Test Accuracy Summary (different length weight coefficients)

Heuristics Length Weight Error Sum  Min Error Max Error  Standard Deviation  Average Error

H1 LW median 146.79% 0.00% 30.00% 0.116101709 7.73%
H1 LW high 66.79% 0.00% 14.29% 0.054035859 3.52%
H1 LW low 379.65% 0.00% 50.00% 0.215917236 19.98%
H2 LW median 116.79% 0.00% 20.00% 0.079669269 6.15%
H2 LW high 96.79% 0.00% 20.00% 0.073307066 5.09%
H2 LW low 425.39% 0.00% 60.00% 0.20627864 22.39%
H3 LW median 82.34% 0.00% 14.29% 0.063872671 4.33%
H3 LW high 96.79% 0.00% 20.00% 0.073307066 5.09%
H3 LW low 337.89% 0.00% 50.00% 0.199032284 17.78%
H4 LW median 132.67% 0.00% 30.00% 0.107201134 6.98%
H4 LW high 72.67% 0.00% 14.29% 0.05359337 3.82%
H4 LW low 377.15% 0.00% 60.00% 0.227042888 19.85%
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H5 LW median 132.67% 0.00% 20.00% 0.090325798 6.98%
H5 LW high 92.67% 0.00% 20.00% 0.06424635 4.88%
H5 LW low 467.89% 0.00% 60.00% 0.211785288 24.63%
H6 LW median 239.09% 0.00% 28.57% 0.103530837 12.58%
H6 LW high 157.31% 0.00% 28.57% 0.074081227 8.28%
H6 LW low 503.60% 0.00% 60.00% 0.21305678 26.51%
H7 LW median 274.65% 0.00% 40.00% 0.117823431 14.46%
H7 LW high 264.65% 0.00% 40.00% 0.11744188 13.93%
H7 LW low 423.74% 0.00% 60.00% 0.213851589 22.30%
H8 LW median 72.67% 0.00% 14.29% 0.05359337 3.82%
H8 LW high 92.67% 0.00% 20.00% 0.06424635 4.88%
H8 LW low 266.55% 0.00% 50.00% 0.194635336 14.03%
H9 LW median 168.06% 0.00% 28.57% 0.066280593 8.85%
H9 LW high 157.31% 0.00% 28.57% 0.074081227 8.28%
H9 LW low 453.60% 0.00% 50.00% 0.188410498 23.87%
H10 LW median 238.06% 0.00% 28.57% 0.120058681 12.53%
H10 LW high 177.15% 0.00% 28.57% 0.069662802 9.32%
H10 LW low 487.89% 0.00% 60.00% 0.204165627 25.68%
H11 LW median 275.40% 0.00% 40.00% 0.132007015 14.49%
H11 LW high 201.21% 0.00% 36.36% 0.102077836 10.59%
H11 LW low 371.62% 0.00% 42.86% 0.166448838 19.56%
H12 LW median 219.18% 0.00% 40.00% 0.127558102 11.54%
H12 LW high 144.00% 0.00% 18.18% 0.06672139 7.58%
H12 LW low 393.70% 0.00% 42.86% 0.129630104 20.72%
H13 LW median 194.71% 0.00% 42.86% 0.137130947 10.25%
H13 LW high 89.69% 0.00% 14.29% 0.062333895 4.72%
H13 LW low 325.46% 0.00% 50.00% 0.146692817 17.13%
H14 LW median 209.92% 0.00% 30.00% 0.104197662 11.05%
H14 LW high 151.82% 0.00% 30.00% 0.089640345 7.99%
H14 LW low 319.95% 0.00% 40.00% 0.157068297 16.84%
H15 LW median 205.23% 0.00% 40.00% 0.112344169 10.80%
H15 LW high 114.64% 0.00% 18.18% 0.059177995 6.03%
H15 LW low 418.39% 0.00% 50.00% 0.126877852 22.02%
H16 LW median 146.14% 0.00% 20.00% 0.094973115 7.69%
H16 LW high 106.14% 0.00% 20.00% 0.06475161 5.59%
H16 LW low 423.45% 0.00% 50.00% 0.130585361 22.29%
H17 LW median 192.74% 0.00% 30.00% 0.090580368 10.14%
H17 LW high 147.55% 0.00% 18.18% 0.063333126 1.77%
H17 LW low 233.49% 0.00% 30.00% 0.114784161 12.29%
H18 LW median 161.10% 0.00% 40.00% 0.100517064 8.48%
H18 LW high 132.16% 0.00% 28.57% 0.076243832 6.96%
H18 LW low 340.30% 0.00% 40.00% 0.106109163 17.91%
H19 LW median 104.92% 0.00% 14.29% 0.06548711 5.52%
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H19 LW high 125.82% 0.00% 20.00% 0.071838329 6.62%

H19 LW low 347.65% 0.00%  50.00% 0.18967755 18.30%
H20 LW median 534.04% 5.56% 70.97% 0.193136428 28.11%
H20 LW high 567.68% 5.56% 80.65% 0.214868683 29.88%
H20 LW low 553.39% 5.56% 80.65% 0.21783028 29.13%
H21 LW median 242.68% 0.00% 30.00% 0.11708745 12.77%
H21 LW high 184.85% 0.00% 20.00% 0.077665972 9.73%
H21 LW low 365.80% 0.00% 30.00% 0.092706741 19.25%
H22 LW median 277.62% 0.00% 50.00% 0.191346926 14.61%
H22 LW high 99.69% 0.00% 14.29% 0.062348484 5.25%
H22 LW low 375.14% 0.00% 50.00% 0.166974759 19.74%
H23 LW median 580.58% 556%  87.10% 0.232079338 30.56%
H23 LW high 580.58% 556%  87.10% 0.232079338 30.56%
H23 LW low 518.50% 5.56% 67.74% 0.186594926 27.29%
H24 LW median 201.95% 0.00% 22.58% 0.085814202 10.63%
H24 LW high 159.04% 0.00% 20.00% 0.067677392 8.37%
H24 LW low 353.30% 0.00% 30.00% 0.101758463 18.59%
H25 LW median 162.59% 0.00% 20.00% 0.094948821 8.56%
H25 LW high 142.27% 0.00% 20.00% 0.071557047 7.49%
H25 LW low 408.11% 0.00% 50.00% 0.144216269 21.48%
H26 LW median 580.58% 5.56% 87.10% 0.232079338 30.56%
H26 LW high 580.58% 556%  87.10% 0.232079338 30.56%
H26 LW low 571.49% 556%  87.10% 0.233725333 30.08%
H27 LW median 233.95% 0.00%  30.00% 0.113169757 12.31%
H27 LW high 219.46% 0.00% 28.57% 0.108478598 11.55%
H27 LW low 325.79% 0.00% 30.00% 0.105947041 17.15%
H28 LW median 128.47% 0.00%  14.29% 0.07665969 6.76%
H28 LW high 149.69% 0.00% 20.00% 0.103908679 7.88%
H28 LW low 360.55% 0.00% 50.00% 0.175904418 18.98%
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