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Abstract

Operations and maintenance (O&M) scheduling is a critical problem in leased man-
ufacturing systems, with significant implications for operational efficiency, cost op-
timization, and machine reliability. Solving this problem involves navigating com-
plex trade-offs between machine-level degradation risks, production throughput, and
maintenance team logistics across multi-site manufacturing networks. Conventional
approaches rely on large-scale Mixed Integer Programming (MIP) models, which,
while capable of yielding optimal solutions, suffer from prolonged computational
times and scalability limitations. To overcome these challenges, we propose Atten-
Mfg, a novel decision-making framework that leverages multi-head attention (MHA),
tailored for complex optimization problems. The proposed framework incorporates
several key innovations, including constraint-aware masking procedures and novel re-
ward functions that explicitly embed mathematical programming formulations into
the MHA structure. The resulting attention-based model (i) reduces solution times
from hours to seconds, (ii) ensures feasibility of the generated schedules under op-
erational and logistical constraints, (iii) achieves solution quality on par with exact
MIP formulations, and (iv) demonstrates strong generalizability across diverse prob-
lem settings. These results highlight the potential of attention-based learning to
revolutionize O&M scheduling in leased manufacturing systems.

Keywords: Leased Machines, Prescriptive Analytics, Operations and Maintenance,
Multi-head Attention Model, AI-Driven Decision Model
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1. Introduction

Leased manufacturing systems are production environments where equipment and
machinery are rented rather than owned by the manufacturing company [25]. This
approach allows manufacturers to minimize upfront capital costs and transfer some
maintenance responsibilities to the lessors [23]. According to McKinsey & Company,
incorporating leasing into manufacturing operations enables 12% to 18% reduction
in logistics costs, 20% to 24% decrease in quality-related expenses, and 30% drop
in maintenance costs [10]. Nonetheless, the success of this approach hinges on ef-
ficient asset management and maintenance scheduling, which is typically handled
by the lessor. Scheduling maintenance by the lessor is a complex task due to nu-
merous factors that must be taken into consideration, such as resource availability,
operational constraints, and cost-effectiveness of different companies that operate
the leased machines. To this end, sensor-driven maintenance approaches can offer
significant visibility into condition of the machines and potential failure risks, and
enable proactive management of downtime, operations and logistics [9].

Despite its advantages, the adoption of sensor-driven maintenance in leased man-
ufacturing systems remains limited due to three key challenges. First, existing sensor-
driven maintenance methods predominantly focus on single assets or multiple assets
with only limited and static interactions [30, 34]. In reality, these interactions are
highly complex and dynamic, influenced by time-varying demand and asset availabil-
ity. To unlock the benefits of sensor data, we need integrated models that can faith-
fully represent the implications of different asset-level failure predictions onto their
system-level consequences. Second, a lack of model adaptivity hinders implementa-
tion in evolving operational environments. Traditional approaches require specialized
expertise to develop and update models in response to changing conditions, making
adaptation both costly and resource-intensive. This challenge is particularly limiting
for small and medium-sized manufacturers that often lack the necessary skilled labor
and capital [9]. Finally, managing maintenance across multiple locations introduces
logistical complexities. Variations in service standards, scheduling constraints, costs,
and reliability across different sites make it difficult to implement a standardized and
efficient maintenance strategy. Addressing these challenges is essential for unlocking
the full potential of sensor-driven maintenance in leased manufacturing systems [33].

In this study, we propose an attention-based operations and maintenance frame-
work to address these three fundamental challenges in leased manufacturing systems.
The proposed model, AttenMfg: Attention-Based Operation & Maintenance Model
for Manufacturing Systems, leverages attention mechanisms to enhance decision-
making by capturing complex asset interactions, improving model adaptivity, and
optimizing maintenance strategies across dynamic operational environments. Our
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approach integrates key aspects of operations and maintenance planning, including
(i) optimization of sensor-driven maintenance schedules for leased machines based
on their real-time degradation states, (ii) efficient routing and coordination of main-
tenance crews across multiple manufacturing sites, and (iii) minimization of costs
associated with machine unavailability and disruptions to planned production levels.
The model dynamically incorporates these factors through attention mechanisms, en-
abling it to handle the complexity of large-scale systems and account for operational
constraints. The proposed model also explicitly embeds feasibility within the model’s
structure by employing constraint-aware masking procedures, which ensures practi-
cal applicability and robustness. The attention mechanism enhances the model’s
ability to interpret and prioritize critical data, leading to improved decision-making,
computational efficiency, and solution quality. This novel approach underscores the
potential of machine learning in advancing operations research methodologies for
maintenance and scheduling challenges in manufacturing.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 contains the lit-
erature review of maintenance in leased manufacturing systems and its solution ap-
proaches. Section 3 provides a detailed problem description, elucidating the specific
characteristics and mathematical formulation of the maintenance scheduling problem
in leased manufacturing systems. Section 4 provides a mathematical formulation to
solve operation and maintenance scheduling in leased manufacturing systems. Sec-
tion 5 presents the transformation of the maintenance scheduling problem into a
learning problem, where we define the key inputs, outputs, and features necessary
for training the model. In section 6, we introduce the attention model, along with its
architecture, the role of multi-head attention, and how it effectively captures tempo-
ral and non-temporal features relevant to machine maintenance and logistics. Finally,
section 7 discusses the experiments conducted to evaluate the proposed model’s per-
formance.

2. Literature Review

We provide a foundation for our proposed study by reviewing two key areas. First,
we review the literature on modeling maintenance scheduling in leased manufacturing
systems, covering traditional methods, opportunistic strategies, models that consider
inter-machine dependencies, economic considerations, and the role of sensor-enabled
predictive maintenance. Second, we examine algorithms and approaches to solve
these problems, surveying operations research (OR), heuristics, and machine learning
(ML) techniques.

Operations and maintenance scheduling in manufacturing systems has a long-
standing history, initially focusing on single-machine models ([6, 7, 30, 42, 23]).
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Although these studies offer foundational insights, they may not always represent
modern production environments that have a wide range of operational interde-
pendencies. Opportunistic maintenance strategies emerged to address system-wide
interdependencies by repairing additional machinery when significant degradation
or failure occurs ([4, 11, 34, 39, 45]), but they often overlook the broader impact
of failures on factory output. Some models incorporate economic dependencies
([20, 38, 40, 41, 46, 24, 31, 27, 28, 29]), yet complexity rises further for equipment
lessors who must manage throughput and availability across multiple sites. This
literature primarily schedules maintenance based on general failure statistics rather
than real-time machine data. As a result, decisions rely on historical averages rather
than asset-specific conditions, limiting precision and potentially increasing downtime
and operational disruptions.

Recent advances in sensors, data processing, and storage have enabled new meth-
ods that utilize real-time data, such as vibration and temperature to enhance asset
condition monitoring and failure prediction [17]. However, integrating these sensor-
driven insights into operations and maintenance scheduling remains a significant
challenge. Existing literature largely assumes static and limited asset interactions
[32, 15], restricting the ability to model complex and time-varying interdependen-
cies. While some studies incorporate maintenance dependencies ([4, 5]), they do not
integrate both economic and maintenance interdependencies, which is essential for
leased systems. The work in [18] addresses this gap by developing a sensor-driven
model that optimizes failure rate predictions, maintenance team routing, and pro-
duction flow across sites. Despite outperforming traditional time-based methods,
these frameworks still face challenges in adaptation to diverse operating conditions
and in overcoming the computational bottlenecks of mixed integer programming.

After formulating operations and maintenance models, the next challenge is de-
termining how to solve them efficiently. The maintenance scheduling problem is a
well-known NP-hard combinatorial optimization challenge [13], typically with addi-
tional complexities introduced by stochastic variables, dynamic costs, and production
constraints. The literature addresses these challenges through three main approaches:
mixed-integer linear programming (MILP), heuristic/metaheuristic techniques, and
machine learning (ML)-based strategies, each with distinct strengths and limitations.

Mixed integer programming (MIP) models, typically solved with commercial
tools, can potentially provide optimal solutions; but remain computationally expen-
sive and challenging for large-scale problem settings [8, 2, 18]. Heuristic methods,
such as Genetic Algorithms (GA) [26], Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO) [2], and
Simulated Annealing (SA) [26], offer faster, near-optimal solutions but often violate
problem constraints, result in unpredictable solution quality, and reduce reliability.
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In recent years, machine learning techniques have been explored to enhance op-
timization by approximating lower bounds [3], improving branching strategies [1],
or directly generating decisions for structured problems like the Traveling Salesman
Problem (TSP) using pointer networks [36] and reinforcement learning [21]. How-
ever, these methods typically struggle with feasibility, scalability, and generalization
in complex maintenance scheduling problems. To address these problems, Attention-
based models have gained traction in optimization tasks [35], including UAV [37]
and crane scheduling [16] which employed multi-head attention without accounting
for the dynamic costs associated with scheduling. MHA transformers excel in se-
quential decision-making for routing problems [21, 22]. [19] applied MHA to wind
energy maintenance, integrating operations research models into a learning-based
framework. Their approach improves computational efficiency, feasibility under con-
straints, and transferability, outperforming traditional MIP methods.

Our contributions are as follows:

1. We develop a novel multi-head attention model, AttenMfg, designed to opti-
mize sensor-driven operations and maintenance (O&M) scheduling for leased
manufacturing systems. The proposed model effectively integrates (i) real-time
sensor-based predictions of machine degradation with (ii) optimal scheduling
decisions, enhancing the ability to process high-dimensional, dynamic data and
improving scheduling quality.

2. The feasibility and optimality of the proposed framework are achieved by gen-
eralizing the mappings from the mathematical programming formulation’s ob-
jective and constraints into the architecture of the multi-head attention model.
Key innovations include:

• (i) Constraint-aware masking procedures that ensure a one-to-one map-
ping between problem-specific operational constraints (e.g., maintenance
limits, team routing) and their corresponding masked representations dur-
ing training and inference.

• (ii) Novel reward functions that incorporate maintenance costs, produc-
tion penalties, and team relocation expenses, enabling the model to holisti-
cally evaluate O&M decisions across large-scale, multi-site manufacturing
networks.

3. We present a comprehensive end-to-end framework that seamlessly integrates
attention-based learning and optimization techniques to generate feasible, cost-
effective maintenance schedules for leased systems.

4. We evaluate the generalizability of our proposed model across varying opera-
tional scenarios, including both fixed-site and random-site configurations. Our
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experiments reveal two notable findings:

• (i) The model achieves superior results when evaluated on datasets with
the same site structure as the training datasets.

• (ii) Training on larger and more complex datasets enables robust perfor-
mance when tested on a diverse set of smaller-scale problems, demonstrat-
ing strong generalization and transfer learning capabilities.

3. Problem Description

We study the fundamental problem of O&M scheduling in leased manufacturing
systems, where the focus is to maximize operational efficiency and profitability while
addressing constraints related to production (e.g., maintaining throughput capacity
to meet demand) and maintenance (e.g., routing maintenance teams effectively). In
this context, we use real-time sensor data to determine optimal schedules for the
routing of maintenance teams and the maintenance of machines across the manufac-
turing network.

The model incorporates two types of maintenance actions: corrective maintenance
(CM) and preventive maintenance (PM). Corrective maintenance is performed to re-
store machines that have already failed, with the machines remaining non-operational
until repairs are completed. Preventive maintenance, on the other hand, is a proac-
tive maintenance taken before failures occur, causing downtime only during the main-
tenance activity itself. The model ensures that these maintenance actions are bal-
anced to minimize disruptions to production while optimizing machine reliability.

A critical aspect of the problem is maintaining sufficient throughput capacity to
meet production requirements for a single product. Shutting down a subset of ma-
chines, depending on their manufacturing facility’s layout, can significantly affect the
production capacity of product. To address this, the model integrates machine avail-
ability with production demands, ensuring that maintenance actions have minimal
adverse effects on throughput.

The dependency between machine maintenance and the routing of maintenance
teams is another key consideration. Maintenance teams must be present at a facility
before any machines at that location can undergo maintenance. Moreover, the num-
ber of machines a team can maintain is limited to a certain number and also we have
the cost associated with moving teams and by adjusting the costs of team visits, the
model adaptively determines the extent of opportunistic maintenance actions.

Additionally, we have the operational and production impacts of maintenance
through specific variables that impose penalties for machine downtime and produc-
tion interruptions. This penalties enables the lessor, acting as the maintenance
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scheduler, to dynamically balance maintenance decisions, machine failure risks, op-
erational impacts, and time-varying production demands. The scheduling problem
thus considers not only the routing of maintenance teams but also the broader oper-
ational outcomes for manufacturers within the network. The optimized maintenance
schedules derived from this model are subsequently implemented to support the
manufacturing facilities efficiently.

Figure 1: Comparison of the mixed integer optimization model approach and the MHA-based
method for operation and maintenance scheduling in leased manufacturing system. The benchmark
model struggles with adaptability and scalability, while the MHA approach leverages real-time data
for robust, scalable, and efficient maintenance scheduling across diverse scenarios.

As shown in figure 1, one of the conventional approaches to solve this problem
is the Mixed-Integer Programming (MIP) model, which requires an engineer to con-
struct the model and solve it manually. However, this approach comes with several
disadvantages, including the need for specialized expertise, slow response times, and
limited scalability, particularly when handling large datasets or adapting to changing
maintenance needs.

In this paper, we propose the MHA transformation algorithm to address these
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challenges. The advantages of this approach include robustness in ensuring consistent
and satisfactory performance across different scenarios, quick response times to adapt
to dynamic maintenance requirements, high generalizability to perform effectively
across diverse industrial settings, and scalability to handle increasing complexity
and larger datasets without performance loss.

4. Lease manufacturing Maintenance Scheduling Problem as a Mathe-
matical Formulation

The conventional approach to addressing the problem described in section 3 is to
formulate the model as a Mixed-Integer Programming (MIP) model. In this section,
we develop an MIP model, including the relevant decision variables, parameters,
objective function and constraints to serve as a benchmark for our proposed method.
This formulation will also help with explaining how the proposed model compares
to this benchmark from a modeling perspective.

4.1. Decision Variables

• zm,t:= 1, if maintenance scheduled for machine m at period t; otherwise 0.

• ϕl,t:= 1, if maintenance team is in manufacturing facility l at period t; otherwise
0.

• δt:= 1, if the location of maintenance team changes its location at period t;
otherwise 0. This variable will be used to incur a cost for crew transportation.

• dum,t: Expectation for the amount of unsatisfied demand at machine m at period
t.

• γu,s
m,t: Amount of unsatisfied demand at machine m at period t in scenario s.

• λs
m,t:= Production level for machine m in period t in scenario s due to failure

or during the maintenance period.

4.2. Parameters

• L:= Set of manufacturing facilities.

• M := Set of machines.

• Mn:= Set of machines in manufacturing facility n.

• J := maximum number of maintenance per period.
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• T := Time periods.

• S:= Set of scenarios representing possible failure times for the machines.

• P f := Penalty cost per unit time if a machine stays idle.

• P d:= Penalty cost per unit time per unit product if a machine in manufacturing
facility not be able to satisfy the demand.

• ∆:= The cost of changing location for maintenance team.

• Cm,t:= Estimated maintenance cost for machine m in period t.

• Cpf
m := Penalty cost that lessor should pay due to the failure of machine m

(Unexpected failure cost).

• P s
m,t:= Maximum production rate of machine m at period t under scenario s.

• F s
m:= Failure time of machine m under scenario s.

• Dm,t:= Demand of product at machine m at period t.
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4.3. Objective Function

Minimize
1

|S|

[ S∑
s=1

M∑
m=1

F s
m−1∑
t=1

(Cm,t · zm,t)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Preventive machine maintenance cost

+
S∑

s=1

M∑
m=1

T∑
t=F s

m

(
Cf

m · zm,t

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Corrective machine maintenance cost

+
S∑

s=1

M∑
m=1

F s
m−1∑
t=1

P f · zm,t +
T∑

t=F s
m

(t− F s
m + 1) · P f · zm,t


︸ ︷︷ ︸

Penalty cost due to machine idle time

]

+
M∑

m=1

T∑
t=1

(
P d · dum,t

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Penalty cost due to unsatisfied demand

+
T∑
t=1

δt · ∆︸ ︷︷ ︸
Travel cost of the maintenance crew

(1)

The objective function (1) minimizes the total cost of operations and maintenance
(O&M) in leased manufacturing systems. It includes preventive and corrective main-
tenance costs, penalty costs associated with idle machine time and unmet demand,
and travel costs of the maintenance crew. For preventive maintenance costs, we use
the dynamic maintenance cost defined in [18]. In this paper, the dynamic mainte-
nance cost is defined as follows:

Cm,t =
Cp

mP (Rm
to > t) + Cf

mP (Rm
to ≤ t)∫∞

0
P (Rm

to > z)dz + to
(2)

where Cm,t is the sensor-driven estimate for conducting preventive maintenance at
time t for machine m, and Rm

to is the remaining life of machine m at observation time
to. The probabilities P (Rm

to > t and Rm
to ≤ t) are driven by the predictions made

using real-time sensor information. Here, Cp
m represents the planned (preventive)

maintenance cost for the machine m, and Cf
m denotes the failure replacement (cor-

rective maintenance) cost for the machine m, both of which are used to calculate the
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dynamic maintenance cost. For more details, one can refer to [43]. In addition, we
consider scenarios for machine failures. As a function of the failure time, we consider
two cases. If the time is before failure, we use the dynamic maintenance cost func-
tion in (2), as it balances the tradeoff between early and late maintenance decisions.
However, for times after a failure, we impose a corrective cost (usually much larger
than the preventive maintenance cost). These two cases correspond to the first and
second lines of the objective function expression, respectively. We also have a penalty
cost due to unsatisfied demands, idle machine costs reflect unproductive periods, and
location change costs capture the expense of reallocating maintenance teams.

4.4. Constraints

λs
m,t ≤ P s

m,t · (1 − zm,t) ∀m ∈ M, t ≤ F s
m − 1, s ∈ S (3)

λs
m,t ≤ (P s

m,t ·
t−1∑
l=1

zm,l) ∀m ∈ M, t ≥ F s
m, s ∈ S (4)

γu,s
m,t ≥ Dm,t − λs

m,t ∀m ∈ M, t ∈ T, s ∈ S (5)

dum,t =
1

|S|
∑
s∈S

γu,s
m,t (6)

M∑
m=1

zm,t ≤ J ∀t ∈ T (7)

T∑
t=1

zm,t = 1 ∀m ∈ M (8)

zm,t ≤ ϕl,t ∀m ∈ Mn, l ∈ L, t ∈ T (9)

ϕl,t−1 ≤ ϕl,t + δt ∀t ∈ {2, . . . , T}, l ∈ L (10)

ϕl,t ∈ {0, 1} ∀l ∈ L, t ∈ T (11)

zm,t ∈ {0, 1} ∀m ∈ M, t ∈ T (12)

δt ∈ {0, 1} ∀t ∈ T (13)

11



dum,t ≥ 0 ∀t ∈ T, m ∈ M (14)

γu,s
m,t ≥ 0 ∀t ∈ T,m ∈ M, s ∈ S (15)

λs
m,t ≥ 0 ∀t ∈ T, s ∈ S, m ∈ M (16)

Constraints (3) to (6) calculates the unsatisfied demand resulting from machine
unavailability due to the failures or during maintenance period in the given sce-
nario. We consider a first stage maintenance schedule that may either become a
preventive or a corrective maintenance as a function of the failure time. If asset
fails prior to maintenance, it becomes unavailable from the time of failure to the
time of maintenance. Evidently, for any time periods after the failure time within
a scenario, we check to see if a maintenance is scheduled prior to the time period.
If not, it means that an asset has failed but was not yet fixed, thus we set the pro-
duction to zero. Constraint (7) ensures that no more than J maintenance activities
are scheduled within a single period. Constraint (8) ensures conducting exactly one
maintenance for each machine during planning horizon. Constraint (9) enforces that
the maintenance team must be present at the location before maintenance begins.
Constraint (10) calculates whether the maintenance team changes location from one
period to the next. Finally, constraints (11) to (16) define the domains for the de-
cision variables, ensuring that all binary and continuous variables adhere to their
respective feasibility regions.

5. MHA framework for operations and maintenance of leased manufac-
turing assets

This section presents a multi-head attention transformation approach to tackle
the operation and maintenance scheduling problem in leased manufacturing systems.
In alignment with the MIP formulation, the proposed MHA transformation approach
can also address the maintenance scheduling problem for leased manufacturing sys-
tems involving a set of M machines distributed across a set of N manufacturing sites,
considered over a planning horizon of T time steps. Each machine is characterized
by a combination of temporal and non-temporal features as we described in section 3
and 4.

To solve this problem using the MHA approach, we first need to embed the
features discussed in Sections 3 and 4 into a representation compatible with the
MHA methodology. Using this embedding, a reward function must then be defined
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Figure 2: Framework for utilizing the proposed AttenMfg approach for operation and maintenance
scheduling in leased manufacturing system. Input data, including dynamic maintenance costs,
demands, penalties, and machine locations, is processed through multi-step embedding and encoded
with multi-head spatial and temporal attention. The AttenMfg framework employs reinforcement
learning for training and masking procedures to handle constraints, producing adaptive and efficient
maintenance schedules.

to align with the objective function outlined in equation (1). Furthermore, a masking
procedure is required to incorporate problem-specific constraints into the learning
process, ensuring that the solutions generated are feasible. In the next subsection, we
present a discussion of our embedding process that enables the MHA based learning.

5.1. Multi-Step embedding for leased manufacturing maintenance problem

To effectively solve the MIP problem in Section 4 using the MHA framework,
it is essential to generate MHA-compatible embeddings for each of the maintenance
and operation input features. The initial step in adopting an MHA based solution
framework is to generate MHA-compatible embeddings for each of the maintenance
and operation input features. For this purpose, we adopt the multi-step embedding
approach proposed in [19], as the concepts align closely with our requirements.
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5.1.1. Maintenance cost embedding

We incorporate preventive maintenance costs, failure costs, and failure scenarios
as key input features for maintenance scheduling, which are used to generate em-
beddings compatible with MHA. Specifically, for machine m in period t, the mainte-
nance cost and associated penalties due to the unavailability are expressed as follows.
When maintenance is performed before a failure occurs, the total cost includes the
estimated maintenance cost and penalties caused by downtime during the mainte-
nance period. In contrast, if a failure occurs before maintenance is performed, the
total cost includes unexpected failure costs and penalty costs from the time of failure
until maintenance is completed. Thus, the total maintenance scheduling cost, xm,t,
for m ∈ M and t ∈ T , can be formulated using equation (17):

xm,t =
1

|S|
∑
s∈S

I(t < F s
m)
(
Cm,t + pf

)
+ I(t ≥ F s

m)

Cpf
m +

t∑
l=F s

m

pf

 (17)

The maintenance cost embeddings derived from this formulation are critical for
guiding the AttenMfg model in scheduling maintenance for a fleet of machines dis-
tributed in manufacturing sites under a defined set of scenarios.

5.1.2. Throughput embedding

In our MIP model, we incorporate a term for unsatisfied demand in the objective
function as:

∑M
m=1

∑T
t=1

(
pd · dum,t

)
. To model this, we use Algorithm 1, which out-

lines the process of determining the production limits for each machine (m) under
different failure time scenarios (s) and maintenance schedules. First, we determine
the failure time for each machine in a given scenario (F s

m). Based on this failure
time, we define the production limits of machine m under scenario s at time period
l when we conduct maintenance at time period t, (Λs,l

m,t), are set either to pre-failure
limits and post-failure limits as algorithm 1. In equation (18), based on the average
production level for each machine at each time, we determine the unsatisfied demand
penalties.

ym,t =

(
pd · 1

|S|
∑
s∈S

∑
l∈T

{
max

(
Dm,l − Λs,l

m,t, 0
)})

, (18)

By embedding ym,t, we represent the penalty cost as part of the throughput
embedding in the input feature.
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Algorithm 1 Finding Machine throughput (Λs,l
m,t)

1: for all m ∈ M , s ∈ S do
2: Find F s

m

3: for all t ∈ T do
4: if t ≤ F s

m − 1 then
5: Λs,l

m,t = P s
m,t(∀l ̸= t)

6: Λs,t
m,t = 0

7: else if t ≥ F s
m then

8: Λs,l
m,t = 0 (∀F s

m ≤ l ≤ t)

9: Λs,l
m,t = P s

m,t (∀l > t)

10: Λs,l
m,t = P s

m,t (∀l < F s
m)

11: end if
12: end for
13: end for

5.1.3. Idle period embedding

In the multi-head attention-based model, at each timestep, a machine must be
selected for maintenance, ensuring no idle periods; however, constraint (7) in our
MIP allows for the possibility of idle periods, where no maintenance is performed.
We model idle periods by modeling a visit to an idle machine, which corresponds to a
no maintenance period. More specifically, we define a set of idle machines (M ′) with
constraints such that xm,t = 0, ym,t = 0 ∀m ∈ M ′,∀t. These constraints ensure
that machines in the set M ′ incur no maintenance cost while stationed at the depot
or base. These equations imply that the crew’s location coincides with the depot
whenever maintenance for idle machines is scheduled. As a result, the set of idle
machines helps MHA model relax the requirement of exactly J decisions per period.

5.1.4. Crew logistics embedding

As mentioned earlier in the context of idle period embedding, the MHA model
selects only one machine for maintenance at each timestep. However, with con-
straint (7), our MIP allows up to J opportunistic maintenance operations per period.
To accommodate this, we duplicate the input features, xm,t and ym,t representing
the maintenance scheduling cost for machine i and penalties due to unsatisfied de-
mands at period t, based on the number of allowable maintenance operations per
period. As a result, we obtain transformations that ensure that x ∈ R(M × T ) −→
χ ∈ R(M × T × J) and y ∈ R(M × T ) −→ Y ∈ R(M × T × J).
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5.1.5. Dimension alignment embedding

This step ensures that the dimensional consistency of manufacturing site location
data aligns with the features used for maintenance decision costs and throughputs.
Initially, the manufacturing site location data N for each machine is represented in
R(M +M ′), while χ and Y exists in R(M +M ′)×T ×J . To harmonize these dimen-
sions, the location vector M + M ′ is repeated T × J times, results in N ′ aligning it
with the dimensionality of χ and Y . This alignment integrates location information
with other input features, maintaining uniformity across the dataset. We therefore
enable a transform wherein N ∈ R(M + M ′) −→ N ′ ∈ R(M + M ′) × T × J .

5.1.6. Input Embedding

The Input Embedding layer maps the inputs (χ, Y,N ′) into a unified D-dimensional
space. This transformation uncovers patterns and dependencies, enabling more ef-
fective maintenance scheduling and improving the model’s overall performance.

Eχ,Y,N ′ = MHA Embedding(χ, Y,N ′) (19)

5.2. Cost Function

Our attention-based model uses a cost function that corresponds directly to the
objective function outlined in the MIP model (1). This correspondence allows our
deep learning model to optimize the same cost parameters, effectively bridging the
gap between traditional optimization frameworks and advanced machine learning
approaches in maintenance planning. The cost of performing maintenance on ma-
chine v at time t, following maintenance on machine u, is defined by the function
fc : (χu,t−1 + Yu,t−1) × (χv,t + Yv,t) → R. The objective is to identify a sequence π
of machines with length ∈ (0, T × J ] that meets constraints (7) and (8), as verified
by C(π). Here, T × J accounts for extended time periods resulting from repeated
maintenance actions within each period (5.1.4). The optimization problem aims to
minimize:

Pobj[π | (M + M ′)] =
T×J∑
t=1

fc(χ(t− 1, u) + Y (t− 1, u), χ(t, v) + Y (t, v)) (20)

where u, v ∈ I represent machines chosen from the set M + M ′ at time t. The
constraint-checking function C ensures that sequence π satisfies the required condi-
tions.

The maintenance cost function fc(χ(t − 1, u) + Y (t − 1, u), χ(t, v) + Y (t, v)) is
defined as:

fc(χ(t− 1, u) + Y (t− 1, u), χ(t, v) + Y (t, v)) = χ(t, v) + Y (t, v) + I(δt = 1) · ∆ (21)
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where I(δt = 1) is an indicator function that activates when δt = 1, applying an
additional cost ∆ if the location of maintenance team change in t.

6. Attention Model

The objective of the leased manufacturing machine maintenance scheduling prob-
lem is to determine a policy Π that generates a sequence π, minimizing the objec-
tive Pobj while satisfying the constraint C(π) for a given problem instance s. The
proposed framework, AttenMfg, leverages a MHA mechanism and is illustrated in
figure 2. It consists of an encoder-decoder structure that defines a stochastic policy
p(Π|s), parameterized by θ, as shown in equation 22:

pθ(π|s) =
T×J∏
t=1

pθ(πt|s, π1:t−1). (22)

6.1. Encoder

The encoder employs a Graph Temporal Attention (GTA) network inspired by
[14, 19], built upon the transformer architecture from [35]. It processes inputs
through parallel spatial and temporal attention layers, combining their outputs
(H

(1)
S , H

(1)
T ) to produce a comprehensive sequence embedding. Additional layers re-

fine these embeddings, where the hidden state of machine m at time t in layer l is
denoted as h

(l)
m,t.

6.1.1. Spatial Attention Layer

The spatial attention layer models inter-machine dependencies at a given time
step. For a given time t, the sequence of machine features is represented as H

(l)
S,t =

{h(l)
1,t, h

(l)
2,t, . . . , h

(l)
I,t} ∈ R(M+M ′)×Dh

. Using self-attention [35], the query, key, and value
projections are computed:

q
S(l)
t = wS(l)

q H
(l)
S,t, k

S(l)
t = w

S(l)
k H

(l)
S,t, v

S(l)
t = wS(l)

v H
(l)
S,t. (23)

The attention weights are calculated as:

αt = softmax

(
q
S(l)
t (k

S(l)
t )T√
Dh

)
, (24)

and the spatial attention output is:

H
(l+1)
S,t = αtv

S(l)
t . (25)
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6.1.2. Temporal Attention Layer

The temporal attention layer captures dependencies between machine features
across different time steps. For input H

(l)
T , the query, key, and value projections are:

qT (l)
m = wT (l)

q H
(l)
T,m, kT (l)

m = w
T (l)
k H

(l)
T,m, vT (l)

m = wT (l)
v H

(l)
T,m. (26)

The attention weights and output are computed as:

βm = softmax

(
q
T (l)
m (k

T (l)
m )T√
Dh

)
, (27)

H
(l+1)
T,m = βtv

S(l)
m . (28)

6.1.3. Integration Layer

Spatial and temporal outputs (H
(l+1)
S , H

(l+1)
T ) are concatenated, linearly trans-

formed, and passed through a sigmoid activation:

H(l+1) = σ(wI · (H
(l+1)
S ||H(l+1)

T )). (29)

6.2. Decoder

The decoder uses the encoder output and iteratively constructs the solution se-
quence. At each step, it generates embeddings for unmaintained machines, combines
them with contextual information, and selects the next machine using a masked
multi-head attention layer.

6.2.1. Temporal Pointer

The temporal pointer dynamically computes attention weights at each decoding
step. Slicing the encoder embedding at time t, it focuses on the most relevant
information. The operations are defined as in [14].

6.2.2. Context Embedding

The context embedding, HC , incorporates problem-specific information, including
the last maintained machine and aggregated features of all machines at time t:

HC,t = {h(L)
πt

∥HG,t}; HG,t =
M+M ′∑
m=0

h
(L)
m,t. (30)
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6.2.3. Masked Multi-head Attention and Log-Probability Layer

The masked MHA layer integrates the context-specific embedding HC,t with the
current problem representation HD,t to compute probabilities for selecting the next
machine. This is achieved by projecting the query, key, and value weights as follows:

qCt = wCqHC,t, kCt = wCk
HD,t, vCt = wCvHD,t. (31)

The attention weights are computed using the scaled dot-product mechanism:

αt = softmax

(
qCtkC

T
t√

Dh

)
, (32)

and the resulting embedding H
(F )
D,t is:

H
(F )
D,t = αtvCt. (33)

To compute the log-probabilities for each machine, a tanh activation function and
a weight vector wP are applied:

γt = tanh
(
H

(F )
D,t · (wP ·HD,t)

T
)
. (34)

Finally, the log probabilities for selecting the next machine are calculated through
a softmax layer:

Pt = softmax(γt). (35)

Masking Procedure:. To ensure compliance with constraints, a masking mechanism is
applied to Pt. Machines that have already been maintained or whose selection would
violate constraints are assigned a large negative value in their probability score. This
is achieved by updating the mask M at each time step. The masked probabilities
are computed as:

Pt = softmax(γt + M), (36)

where M is initialized as a zero vector and updated based on maintenance con-
straints. If a machine selection violates a constraint, M [i] = −∞ is applied to exclude
it from the next selection.

This mechanism ensures that the selection of machines adheres to all constraints
while dynamically adjusting probabilities based on the current state of the solution.
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Constraint handling:. Unlike traditional MIP models, where adding such constraints
can significantly increase complexity—making the problem harder to solve or even
unsolvable—our approach maintains efficiency and scalability. Our attention-based
maintenance scheduling model seamlessly incorporates various operational constraints,
ensuring both feasibility and efficiency. These constraints include limits on preventive
maintenance actions per period, total allowable maintenance tasks, crew availability,
and logistical restrictions. This is achieved through a dynamic masking process in
the decoder, a feature that enables the model to exclude actions violating constraints
by setting their attention weights to zero.

6.3. Reinforcement Learning-driven AttenMfg

Our model leverages a reinforcement learning approach for training, where the
probability distribution pθ(π|s) defines a solution π for a given instance s. The
loss function, L(θ|s), represents the expected cost, combining maintenance expenses,
unsatisfied demand penalties and team relocation costs. Using gradient descent,
the reinforcement learning gradient estimator is employed to optimize the model
parameters, as shown below:

∇θL(θ|s) = Epθ(π|s) [(L(π) − b(s))∇θ log pθ(π|s)] (37)

To stabilize training and reduce gradient variance, a baseline function b(s) is
introduced. This reference point aids in accelerating learning by providing a cost
comparison. We use a rollout-based baseline, where the average cost is calculated
by simulating the policy multiple times. For each state s, b(s) approximates the
expected cost of following the current policy by averaging costs across these rollouts.
This reinforcement learning-driven approach ensures efficient training and robust
policy optimization.

6.3.1. Training dataset types

To evaluate the performance AttenMfg for solving operations and maintenance
in leased manufacturing systems, we developed a set of diverse training model types.
These model types incorporate critical factors such as dynamic maintenance costs,
failure costs, and failure time scenariosdrawing on methodologies outlined in [12, 44].
These parameters are derived from real-world data collected from a rotary machine,
ensuring that the training dataset reflects a realistic operational environment to
enhance its practical relevance and applicability.

Additionally, the demands were generated using a random process. For each
instance, the demands Dm, t were sampled from a normal distribution, Dm, t ∼
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N (µ, 0.1×max production limit), where the mean µ was set equal to the maximum
production limit.
Machine Location Assignment: The allocation of machines to manufacturing sites in
our datasets was addressed using two distinct types:

• Type 1-Fixed Number of Sites: In this type, a fixed number of manufacturing
sites was predefined. Each machine was then randomly assigned to one of these
sites. This approach maintained a consistent number of sites across all dataset
instances, allowing for controlled evaluation of the model’s performance.

• Type 2-Variable Number of Sites: In this type, the number of manufacturing
sites was dynamically determined for each dataset instance. Specifically, the
number of sites was randomly selected between 1 and 10. Once the number of
sites was established, machines were randomly assigned to these sites, ensuring
variability in their distribution. This method introduced diversity into the
datasets, simulating a wide range of operational scenarios and enhancing the
model’s adaptability to different real-world conditions.

7. Experiments

In this study, we propose an attention-based transformation model to address the
operations and maintenance (O&M) scheduling problem in leased manufacturing
systems. The experimental analysis is structured into three parts to evaluate the
model’s performance comprehensively.

In the first case, we aim to showcase the performance of our model and archi-
tecture in terms of computational time and solution quality. To achieve this, we
compare our model against a benchmark method, which involves solving the Mixed-
Integer Programming (MIP) formulation of the problem (introduced in Section 4)
using a conventional commercial solver, such as Gurobi. This comparison highlights
the efficiency and effectiveness of our attention-based approach relative to traditional
optimization techniques. The second case focuses on assessing the generalizability
of our model when tested on datasets with a fixed number of sites. Specifically, we
examine whether a model trained on one dataset instance with a predefined number
of manufacturing sites can effectively solve problems from other dataset instances.
The third case investigates the generalizability of our model when the number of
manufacturing sites varies across a dataset instances. In this analysis, we evalu-
ate whether a model trained on datasets with a specific distribution of variable site
numbers can effectively handle problems from other datasets where the site numbers
follow a different distribution or configuration. By incorporating this variability, we
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aim to assess the model’s robustness and adaptability to more diverse and dynamic
real-world scenarios. This analysis highlights the impact of introducing randomness
in the number of manufacturing sites on the model’s generalizability.

To facilitate the experiments, we define distinct problem settings, summarized
in Table 1. The table provides an overview of the problem configurations used
for different cases. These settings are denoted by our model naming convention
LxPxMx, where Lx represents the number of manufacturing sites, Px the number
of planning periods, and Mx the number of machines. For Type 2 models, the
number of sites is denoted by R, indicating that it is randomly determined for each
instance. For example, LRP15M40 refers to a model with a random number of
sites, 15 planning periods, and 40 machines. In all configurations, the total number
of maintenance teams available per period is fixed at 3. In the following, we use
this naming convention not only to refer to the models but also to the datasets
corresponding to each configuration. This dual use ensures clarity when discussing
experimental setups and results.

Table 1: Model Settings

Model Type Model Name # of Sites # of Periods # of Machines

Type 1

L5P10M25 5 10 25

L5P15M40 5 15 40

L5P20M50 5 20 50

L10P10M25 10 10 25

L10P15M40 10 15 40

L10P20M50 10 20 50

Type 2
LRP15M40 R* 15 40

LRP20M50 R* 20 50

R*: Random number between 1 and 10.

The proposed model uses N = 3 encoder layers with a hidden dimension of
Dh = 128, balancing solution quality and computational complexity. Training is
performed over 100 epochs with 12,800 problem instances, using a batch size of 16
and a learning rate of 1×10−4 to ensure stability. The Adam optimizer is applied for
effective convergence. Experiments were conducted on a supercomputer with an Intel
processor and two NVIDIA Quadro RTX 6000 GPUs, providing the computational
resources needed for efficient training and evaluation.
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7.1. Case Study 1: Comparative Performance of Proposed and Benchmark Method

In this case, we solved 20 problem instances from each dataset configuration.
Each problem instance was first solved using the Mixed Integer Programming (MIP)
approach with Gurobi to obtain the exact optimal solution. Subsequently, the same
20 problem instances were solved using our proposed attention-based method, Atten-
Mfg. The performance of AttenMfg was then evaluated by calculating the optimality
gap (%) between the exact solutions obtained from Gurobi and the solutions gen-
erated by AttenMfg. Figure 3 provides a summary of the results, presenting both
the solution gaps and their distributions across the problem instances. This com-
parison highlights the effectiveness and accuracy of our method relative to the exact
benchmark solutions.

Solving these problems using a Mixed-Integer Programming (MIP) approach with
a commercial solver proved highly time-consuming (Table 2). Optimal solutions were
found for cases L5P10M25, L10P10M25 and L5P15M40 within 2 hours. However,
for other cases, including larger and more complex configurations, the solver could
not find optimal solutions within the same time limit. In contrast, our method solved
all problem instances across all settings in less than a second, demonstrating signifi-
cant computational efficiency. In terms of solution quality, our approach achieved a
mean gap of less than 0.2% for the smaller configurations, such as L5P10M25 and
L10P10M25. For larger instances, such as L10P20M50 (Type 1) and LRP20M50
(Type 2), the mean gap remained within 0.4–0.5%, demonstrating the effectiveness
of our model even as the problem complexity increased. Notably, the solution gaps
for Type 2 instances (with a variable number of sites) still maintained a mean gap
below 0.5%, highlighting the robustness of our approach across diverse configura-
tions. The box plot highlights the distribution of gaps, showing tight distributions
in simpler settings and slightly larger variability in more complex ones. These results
demonstrate the effectiveness of our model in both solution time and quality.

7.2. Case Study 2: Generalizability Over Fixed Number of Sites (Type 1)

In this case, we analyze the generalizability of our AttenMfg model by evaluat-
ing its performance when trained on one dataset configuration and tested on other
configurations. Specifically, for each subfigure in figure 4, the model is trained on
the dataset corresponding to the model name shown on the x-axis and evaluated on
a specific target dataset, as indicated in the subfigure titles. The solution quality
is measured using the optimality gap (log scale) between the solutions generated by
our model and the exact solutions.

From Figure 4, several key trends emerge:
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Figure 3: Summary of Solution Gaps for 20 Problems in Each Model.

Table 2: Solution times for MIP model across different cases. Corresponding solution times for
AttenMfg were excluded, as it solves all cases under one second.

Model Name Mean Median Q1 Q3 % Solved

L5P10M25 486.25 495.00 401.25 552.50 100%
L5P15M40 989.80 815.00 609.00 1250.00 100%
L5P20M50 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 0%
L10P10M25 855.10 855.50 658.50 980.25 100%
L10P15M40 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 0%
L10P20M50 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 0%
LRP15M40 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 0%
LRP20M50 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 7200.00 0%

• Accuracy is higher while generalizing for cases with matching site numbers:
As observed in Figure 4, evaluating the model on a dataset with the same
number of manufacturing sites as in the training dataset consistently yields
better results. This indicates that the model performs more accurately when
the training and testing configurations align in terms of the number of sites.

• It is more challenging to generalize to larger cases with different site numbers:
When the model is trained using small cases, evaluating the model on larger
cases with different number of sites results in a significant performance drop,
with a maximum observed gap of 53.09%. This highlights the difficulty of
generalizing effectively when scaling up both the problem size and the number
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(a) Evaluating on L5P10M25 (b) Evaluating on L5P15M40 (c) Evaluating on L5P20M50

(d) Evaluating on L10P10M25 (e) Evaluating on L10P15M40 (f) Evaluating on L10P20M50

Figure 4: Generalizability analysis: solution gaps (log scale) when models trained on different
datasets (x-axis) are evaluated on fixed target datasets (a–f). The results highlight that models
perform best when the number of sites in the training and testing datasets match, while transitioning
to larger configurations with different site numbers results in a significant performance drop, with
a maximum observed gap of 53.09%. Additionally, models trained on larger and more complex
datasets demonstrate strong backward generalizability, improving performance when evaluated on
smaller datasets.
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of sites, underscoring the model’s sensitivity to such changes.

• High accuracy is attained during backward generalizability: The model demon-
strates strong backward generalizability, meaning that training on larger and
more complex datasets improves performance when evaluated on smaller datasets.
This trend highlights the benefit of training on datasets with greater complexity
to enhance the model’s robustness across varying problem sizes.

These findings offer significant managerial implications for leased manufacturing
systems: Lessors do not have to train their models for each particular case. Instead, a
good practical approach is to train a single model using a problem setting that reflects
the most complex operational scenario, and use it while solving all the cases.

In conclusion, the ability to generalize across different problem settings highlights
the adaptibility of our AttenMfg model. By strategically selecting training settings,
lessors can effectively solve current and future problems, making this approach a
valuable tool for long-term operational planning.

7.3. Case Study 3: Generalizability with Variable Number of Sites (Type 2)

In this case study, we assess the generalizability of our AttenMfg model when
trained on datasets with a random number of sites (Type 2) and evaluated on all
other configurations, including both fixed (Type 1) and random site settings. The
objective is to investigate whether training on datasets with greater variability in the
number of sites improves the model’s robustness and adaptability to diverse problem
settings.

The results are summarized in Figure 5, which presents the optimality gap per-
centage for each evaluation scenario. The y-axis represents the datasets on which the
model was trained, and the x-axis corresponds to the datasets on which the model
was evaluated. Key findings from the results are as follows:

• Training on random cases yield strong generalization across all problems: Train-
ing on cases with a random number of sites (e.g., LRP15M40 and LRP20M50)
yields strong generalization performance across all problem settings. The mod-
els trained on these random-site datasets achieve low optimality gaps when
evaluated on fixed-site configurations, highlighting the benefit of incorporat-
ing variability in the training datasets to enhance the model’s robustness and
adaptability.

• Larger models trained on random cases improves adaptibility & solution quality:
The larger random model (LRP20M50) demonstrates performance comparable
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to the models that are trained and tested in the same particular case, which
are very computationally expensive as it would require training a new model
for each case. Instead, a single large randomized model can generalize with a
similar solution quality across a diverse set of problem settings, minimizing the
need for customized datasets for each model.

Figure 5: Heatmap of gap percentages: models trained on random-site datasets evaluated across all
configurations. The results highlight the strong generalization performance of random-site models
(LRP15M40 and LRP20M50), achieving low solution gaps across diverse configurations. Notably,
the larger random model (LRP20M50) performs comparably to testing on the same model and
constructing new datasets for specific configurations.

7.4. Managerial Insights

The extensive case studies yield several actionable managerial insights for lessors
to enhance operational efficiency and maintenance decision-making in leased manu-
facturing systems. These insights can be summarized as follows:

Sensor-driven proactive maintenance management is key to the success of leased
manufacturing systems: Integrating sensor-driven insights within an attention-based
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framework enables lessors to dynamically optimize maintenance schedules as a func-
tion of the sensor-driven insights on the condition of the machines. By minimizing
machine downtime, unsatisfied demand penalties, and relocation costs, this approach
not only enhances operational efficiency but also supports sustainability goals by re-
ducing unnecessary maintenance actions and eliminating failure events.

The proposed model inherently addresses the lack of adaptability and high compu-
tation costs in existing models: A significant barrier to adopting advanced mainte-
nance scheduling technologies is their lack of adaptability to diverse configurations
(see Figure 1). Existing methods require constant engineer supervision to adapt to
different problem settings, which proves costly especially for enterprises with limited
access to resources. This study addresses this challenge by developing models that
can automatically generalize to a wide range of cases and problem configurations.
This strong generalizability also significantly reduces the need for retraining when
encountering new configurations. In other words, the proposed model requires a
single training, and provides optimal decisions within a second.

Randomized training of the proposed model significantly improves model adapt-
ability: The results showcase that training on datasets with a random number of
manufacturing sites, such as LRP15M40 and LRP20M50, significantly enhances the
model’s generalizability across diverse configurations. This strategy ensures that the
model performs robustly even in dynamic and uncertain operational environments,
making it a valuable tool for lessors managing complex, multi-site manufacturing
systems.

8. Summary

Leased manufacturing systems bring about significant operational and mainte-
nance challenges due to their dynamic and variable nature. The integration of
sensor-driven maintenance introduces an additional layer of logistical and computa-
tional challenges, as lessors must manage multiple constraints, evolving conditions,
and the overarching goal of minimizing costs while maximizing machine reliability
and operational efficiency. Traditional optimization approaches, such as MIP, strug-
gle to handle these complexities in real-time due to their computational burden and
reliance on expert intervention for problem reformulation.

In this work, we propose an innovative attention-based model, AttenMfg, to ad-
dress these challenges. The model leverages multi-head attention mechanisms to
optimize maintenance and operations scheduling in leased manufacturing systems.
It is highly flexible, generalizable, and capable of incorporating diverse constraints,
such as machine availability, team routing, and operational penalties, ensuring prac-
tical feasibility. Our experiments demonstrate that the proposed model outperforms

28



traditional optimization methods in terms of computational efficiency and solution
quality, solving problems in seconds where MIP-based approaches fail to converge
within hours.

Additionally, the model exhibits strong generalizability, as shown in our exper-
iments where training on larger or more variable datasets improved performance
across different scenarios. This capability allows lessors to simulate complex or fu-
ture settings, train the model only once on these scenarios, and use it to solve a
wide range of potential operational problems efficiently and effectively. By doing so,
the model not only addresses current challenges but also provides a forward-looking
solution for long-term operational planning.

The proposed attention-based model represents a significant advancement in
maintenance and operations scheduling for leased manufacturing systems. It is ro-
bust, adaptable, and efficient, making it a practical tool for lessors to manage the
complexities of modern manufacturing environments. Its ability to adapt to changing
parameters, constraints, and operational settings highlights its potential as a trans-
formative solution for optimizing maintenance and operations in dynamic industrial
systems.
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