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Abstract

In recent years, remanufacturing of End-of-Life (EOL) products has been adopted by
manufacturing sectors as a competent practice to enhance their sustainability, resiliency, and
market share. Due to the mass customization of products and high volatility of market,
processing of new products and remanufacturing of EOLs in a same shared facility, namely
Hybrid Manufacturing-Remanufacturing System (HMRS), is a mean to keep such production
efficient. Accordingly, customized production capabilities are required to increase flexibility,
which can be suitably provided under the Reconfigurable Manufacturing System (RMS)
paradigm. Despite the advantages of utilizing RMS technologies in HMRSs, production
management of such systems suffers excessive complexity. Hence, this study concentrates on
the production scheduling of an HMRS consisting of non-identical parallel reconfigurable
machines where the orders can be grouped into batches. In this regard, Mixed-Integer Linear
Programming (MILP) and Constraint Programming (CP) models are devised to formulate the
problem. Furthermore, an efficient solution method is developed based on a Logic-based
Benders Decomposition (LBBD) approach. The warm start technique is also implemented by

providing a decent initial solution to the MILP model. Computational experiments attest to the
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LBBD method's superiority over the MILP, CP, and warm started MILP models by obtaining an

average gap of about 2%, besides it provides valuable managerial insights.

Keywords: Remanufacturing; Batch processing; Scheduling; Reconfigurable manufacturing

system; Logic-based Benders decomposition.

1. Introduction

In recent decades, the staggering global population growth, globalization, and digitalization
have led to a tremendous demand surge in manufactured products. If the current
consumption rate under the conventional linear manufacturing paradigm (i.e., produce,
consume, dispose) is maintained, 2.3 times of the earth's resources are required by 2050 to
meet the demand [1]. As a result, policymakers, manufacturers, and academia have strictly
pursued closing material loops under the concept of circular economy [2, 3].
Remanufacturing has been recognized as an effective approach in the circular economy to
achieve sustainability [4] and enhance resiliency against unprecedented disruptions in the
supply chain like the COVID-19 pandemic [5]. It is defined as comprehensive processes by
which an end-of-life (EOL) product is brought to the like-new state with quality and
performance equal to or better than a new product [6, 7].

In comparison with new products manufacturing, remanufacturing enjoys cost savings
(up to 50%), material savings (up to 70%), energy savings (up to 60%), CO2 emission
reduction (up to 87%), and lower prices (up to 40%) with a decent profit margin (around
20%) [8, 9]. Nevertheless, remanufacturing is an emerging market far from reaching its full

potential. Based on a study performed by the European Remanufacturing Network (ERN),



the annual value of remanufactured products in Europe was estimated at €30 billion in 2016,
possible to reach €100 billion in 2030 [10]. Accordingly, different manufacturing sectors like
aerospace, automotive, electrical, medical device, machinery, and furniture have adopted
remanufacturing to enhance their market share and environmentally friendly image [11, 12].

Manufacturers have practiced two approaches regarding the implementation of
remanufacturing: 1) performing manufacturing of new products from raw materials and
remanufacturing of EOL products in separated dedicated facilities; or 2) performing the both
utilizing the same shared facility, namely the hybrid manufacturing-remanufacturing system
(HMRS) [13]. The former approach is effective if a large quantity of EOL products is ensured.
However, when the quantity of EOL products is limited or their return timing is unknown
(e.g., as in make-to-order environments), it leads to drastic underutilization. In these
situations, HMRSs provide the most promising alternative [13, 14]. Processing both raw
materials and EOL parts in an HMRS may necessitate different production capabilities. In this
regard, Reconfigurable Manufacturing Systems (RMSs) best fit HMRSs [15-17] since RMSs
can quickly and cost-effectively adjust their structure, hardware, and software components
to provide customized production capabilities [18, 19]. In RMSs, various configurations with
different production capabilities can be attained by adding, removing, or modifying the
modules of machines. For instance, Fig. 1(a) shows a robotic additive-subtractive machine
located at Czech Technical University in Prague [20] that its arm's head (Fig. 1(b)) can be
changed automatically. As a result, different additive and subtractive capabilities can be
implemented.

Despite the advantages of utilizing RMS technologies in HMRSs, production management

of such systems encounters higher complexity than conventional systems due to the



additional reconfiguration decisions. In this regard, this study concentrates on the
production scheduling of an HMRS consisting of non-identical parallel reconfigurable
machines (stations or production cells). Moreover, manufacturing and/or remanufacturing
orders can be grouped into capacitated batches to save machine setup times. Hence, the
serial-batch processing of orders is incorporated, where the processing time of a batch is the
total processing time of its assigned orders. Accordingly, the decisions regarding (i) the
assignment of the orders to the eligible machine-configurations based on the manufacturing
and remanufacturing requirements, (ii) batching the assigned orders to each machine, and
(iii) the scheduling of the batches on the machines should be simultaneously made to
minimize the makespan. First, the problem is formulated as a Mixed-Integer Linear
Programming (MILP) model and its Constraint Programming (CP) counterpart.
Furthermore, an efficient solution method is developed based on a Logic-based Benders
Decomposition (LBBD) approach. Additionally, to enhance the performance of the MILP
model, the warm start technique is implemented by providing an initial solution using a two-
step procedure consisting of mathematical models. Finally, through computational
experiments, the performance of the developed MILP, CP, LBBD, and warm started MILP
(WMLIP) are compared, and key managerial insights are extracted as well.

The rest of this paper is presented as follows. Section 2 briefly reviews studies regarding
production scheduling in HMRSs and RMSs, and highlights the contributions of this research.
In Section 3, the investigated scheduling problem in an HMRS is elaborated. Section 4
provides the MILP model and its equivalent CP model. The WMILP and the LBBD approach
are expressed in Section 5. Section 6 focuses on evaluating the proposed solution methods,

in addition to performing relevant sensitivity analysis on the impactful parameters of the



problem. Finally, Section 7 summarizes the study and proposes some directions for further

research on this topic.
2. Literature review

In this section, the related scheduling problems in two areas, including HMRSs and RMSs, are

briefly reviewed, and at the end, the contributions of this study are accentuated.

Fig. 1(a). Robot arm Fig. 1(b). Different heads

Fig. 1. A hybrid robotic additive-subtractive machine.

2.1. Scheduling in hybrid manufacturing-remanufacturing systems
The literature regarding the scheduling in dedicated remanufacturing systems is well-
established. Some studies have only focused on the disassembly stage (e.g., Ehm [21]) or just

processing of EOL products (e.g., Shi et al. [22]), while others considered scheduling



decisions related to disassembly, reprocessing, and assembly in an integrated manner (e.g.,
Wang et al. [23]; Guo et al. [24]). On the contrary, there is a few research regarding
scheduling in hybrid manufacturing-remanufacturing systems.

Regarding a stable demand pattern over the long term, Tang and Teunter [25] studied a
multi-product economic lot scheduling problem in which, for each product, there is one lot
for manufacturing and one lot for remanufacturing. Considering a common cycle policy, they
provided an MILP-based algorithm to determine the optimal lot size and their sequence,
minimizing the sum of the inventory holding cost and sequence-independent setup cost. Due
to the impracticality of this algorithm in large-sized problems, Teunter, Tang and Kaparis
[26] later developed a heuristic method capable of finding near-optimal solutions. Zanoni et
al. [27] further extended this problem by relaxing the common cycle restriction and the
presence of only one lot for (re)manufacturing, and presented a basic period policy to solve
it. Aminipour, Bahroun and Hariga [28] delved into a cyclic scheduling problem with a cyclic
pattern in each product demand. The demand can be fulfilled by both manufactured and
remanufactured products. The cycle is discretized into multiple periods in which only the
manufacturing or remanufacturing of one product can be performed. They proposed an
MILP model for the problem to minimize the sum of manufacturing and remanufacturing
setup cost, and holding cost for the EOL items, manufactured and remanufactured products.

Concerning a variable demand pattern over short- or mid-term, an integrated lot-sizing
and scheduling problem (ILSP) was explored by Giglio et al. [29] in a job shop environment
with compressible processing times. They assumed that manufactured and remanufactured
products are the same in satisfying the demand. Moreover, the processing routes for

manufacturing and remanufacturing products are the same, with different nominal



processing times. They proposed a Mixed-Integer programming (MIP) model and a relax-
and-fix heuristic for the problem considering the total cost of energy, back-logging, setup,
production, and EOL and serviceable products inventory. Later, Roshani et al. [30]
considered similar settings for an ILSP problem on a single machine problem besides the
incorporation of sequence-dependent setup times and costs for both manufacturing and
remanufacturing of products. They presented an MILP model, a relax-and-fix heuristic, and
a grey wolf optimization algorithm to tackle the complexity of the problem. Torkaman et al.
[31] studied an ILSP in a flow shop environment with sequence-dependent setup time/cost
between two different types of products. Moreover, different quality levels for EOL products
influence the processing times for remanufacturing. In addition, no setup was considered
between the manufacturing and remanufacturing a specific product. They developed an MIP,
a rolling horizon heuristic, and a hybrid metaheuristic to solve the problem, optimizing the
total cost of inventory (EOL product, work in progress, and final products), setup,

manufacturing, and remanufacturing.

2.2, Scheduling in reconfigurable manufacturing systems
The Reconfigurable Manufacturing System as a novel manufacturing paradigm has
demonstrated a significant performance in confronting current manufacturing challenges
[32, 33]. It has a customized flexibility that enables it to adjust to production requirements
efficiently [18, 19]. So far, different problems arising from the management of RMSs, like
system design, process planning, production planning, and production scheduling have been
investigated [19, 33]. Nevertheless, research related to RMS scheduling is in its early stages.
In RMS scheduling, besides scheduling jobs on machines, decisions regarding the

reconfigurations of the system and machines during the planning horizon are necessary.



Accordingly, system-level reconfiguration (i.e., adding, removing, or rearranging machines
and equipment) has been discovered in cellular manufacturing [34], flow line [35], flexible
transfer line [36], and assembly line [37]. In addition, machine-level reconfiguration (i.e.,
adding, removing, or modifying modules of machines) has been incorporated in the
scheduling of single machine [38], parallel machine [39], flow shop [40, 41], job shop [42,
43], flexible job shop [44, 45] environments. Other production decisions have also been
integrated into RMS scheduling, including process planning [46, 47], workforce planning [39,
42], lot-sizing [48, 49], outsourcing [40], and machine module allocation [50].

Due to the inclusion of the above-mentioned decisions in RMS scheduling problems, they
bear higher complexity than conventional production scheduling problems. As a result, in
addition to mathematical models, different solution approaches have been developed to
confront these complexities, including CP [42], metaheuristic (e.g., memetic algorithm [38],
multi-objective particle swarm optimization algorithm [35], differential evolution algorithm
[44], equilibrium optimizer [51], Non-dominated Sorting Genetic Algorithm III [46], genetic
algorithm [50], and multi-start evolutionary local search [43]), heuristic [47], machine
learning (e.g., deep reinforced learning [52]) and hybrid methods (e.g.,, a combination of

MILP and CP models [39], and a combination of genetic algorithm and MILP model [49]).

2.3. Contributions of this study

Although Aljuneidi and Bulgak [16] and Aljuneidi and Bulgak [17] investigated the system-
level reconfigurations in HMRSs at tactical production decision-making (i.e., production
planning), no research has studied the machine-level reconfigurations in operational
decision-making (i.e., production scheduling) of HMRSs. Moreover, despite the benefit of

batch processing in many practical situations, like additive manufacturing in reducing



unnecessary setups [53], it has been explored in neither HMRS scheduling nor RMS

scheduling problems. To fill these gaps, this study provides the following contributions to

the literature:

1).

2).

3).

4).

5).

6).

Focusing on the scheduling of an HMRS benefiting from RMS concepts to facilitate the
inclusion of manufacturing and remanufacturing in a shared production system. In
this regard, the machines (stations or cells) can be reconfigured to provide the

required production capabilities when needed.

Considering the possibility of processing manufacturing or remanufacturing orders
in separate batches, or combining them in a same batch, for scheduling in a

reconfigurable HMRS.

Developing novel MILP and CP models to formally formulate the investigated

problem.

Devising an efficient LBBD method to confront the complexity of the problem.
Accordingly, the master problem deals with assigning orders to machine-
configuration combinations, and sub-problems involve batching and scheduling

orders for each machine.

Employing the warm start technique to boost the performance of the developed MILP
model (namely WMILP) using a two-step procedure consisting of mathematical
models.

Performing comprehensive computational experiments to assess the performance of
the proposed MILP model, CP model, LBBD method, and WMILP, as well as providing

relevant managerial insights.



3. Problem description

This section elaborates on the scheduling problem regarding a hybrid manufacturing-
remanufacturing system comprising parallel non-identical reconfigurable machines
(stations or production cells). Two types of orders are received in the system. Manufacturing
orders that are produced by raw materials, and remanufacturing orders that require the
processing of EOL products. As a result, different production capabilities are necessary to
meet the demands of this shared system provided by the reconfigurable machines. Each
configuration of a machine may satisfy the requirements of a number of manufacturing
and/or remanufacturing orders, which is called the eligible configuration for an order. On
the other hand, at least one eligible machine-configuration combination is capable of
processing an order. In order to save setup times, it is possible to group parts into batches
under specific machine configurations. In this case, the setup time is shared by the orders of
a batch. However, each machine has a limited processing area capacity and height that
constrain the inclusion of orders in a batch. The other assumptions of this problem are listed

as follows.

e The orders and their requirements are known and available at the beginning of the
planning horizon.

e The processing time of an order is deterministic and dependent on the assigned
machine-configuration.

e Based on the requirements of orders, a batch on a specific configuration of a machine
can include only manufacturing orders, only remanufacturing orders, or both

manufacturing and remanufacturing orders.



e Each order height, and the total area occupied by the orders of a batch cannot surpass
the processing height and area limits of its related machine.

e The processing time of a batch is the total processing times of its assigned orders
following the definition of serial-batch processing.

e Each batch is performed by a configuration of its corresponding machine, and its
setup time depends on the assigned configuration.

e At any moment, at most, one batch can be processed on a machine.

e During the processing of a batch, it cannot be interrupted, and any order cannot be
added or removed from it.

o If the selected configurations of two adjacent batches on a machine are different, a
reconfiguration time is required depending on the former and latter configurations.
Moreover, the reconfiguration times follow the triangle inequality.

e During a reconfiguration, no batch can be processed on the corresponding machine.

The problem seeks simultaneous decision-making concerning (i) the assignment of each
order to an eligible machine-configuration respecting the height and area limits, (ii) batching
the orders assigned to each machine-configuration respecting the area limit, and (iii) the
scheduling of the batches on the machines to minimize the makespan. Fig. 2 illustrates the
problem by a simple example. As shown in the figure, there are 2 reconfigurable machines
in the system, each with 3 configurations. The assignment of orders to machine-
configurations, batching of orders on machines, and their scheduling are also presented. For
instance, remanufacturing order Oi1 and manufacturing order O2 are assigned to

Configuration: and Configurationz of Machinei, respectively. Manufacturing orders Oz, Os,



and Osare included in Batch: of Machine1, and remanufacturing orders 01 and Os on Batchz
Machinei. A reconfiguration is required between the processing of Batchi and Batchz of
Machine: from Configurationz to Configuration: (C2-C1). Moreover, due to the similar
processing requirements of manufacturing order O7 and remanufacturing order Os, it is

possible to process them within Batch: of Machinex.

4., Problem formulation

In this section, first, two properties of an optimal solution to the reconfigurable HMRS
scheduling problem are introduced. Afterward, the notation of the reconfigurable HMRS

scheduling problem is presented. Subsequently, the MILP and CP models are extended.
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Fig. 2. A simple illustrative example of the reconfigurable HMRS scheduling problem.



4.1. Properties of an optimal solution to the problem

Prior to presenting the MILP model, we first introduce two properties of an optimal solution
to the reconfigurable HMRS scheduling problem. Employing them in the modeling leads to a
reduction in the solution space and enhances its performance accordingly. These properties
are a modification of the ones provided by Vahedi-Nouri et al. [39] for workforce planning

and scheduling in a parallel machine environment consisting of reconfigurable machines.

Property L. In the case of the reconfigurable HMRS scheduling problem, there is always an
optimal solution where, on every machine, all the batches with an identical configuration are

processed successively.

Proof. Two following cases are needed to be explored in this regard:

1) For machine m in an optimal solution in which the completion time of its last batch
is equal to Cp,q,: following the proof by contraction method, assume S}, represents the
optimal schedule on machine m in which Property I is not held. Thus, at least one
batch can be found processed apart from other batches with the same configuration

on machine m. Fig. 3(a) demonstrates S}, in which RTyy denotes the reconfiguration

time, B, the batch on the rt"position of %, and each color signifies a configuration

of machine m. The makespan of S}, (Cﬁ1 ) is determined by Equations (1) and (2),

ax

where c[y; is the first employed configuration in S, and bpty,, is the processing time

of a batch including its setup time.



Com, = Ry + Z bpt, -+ RTpy + € + RTjq + bpt (1)

B[S],m
bE{B[l]'---'B[T]}
bptym = BTy, + Z OPTymey, * Xovmepy b € (B, s By} (2)
0€0

Considering the fact that no precedence relationship exists between orders, a feasible

solution can be reached by inserting B just after Bj,; without any needs of

reconfiguration. This solution, namely §2, is depicted in Fig. 3(b). Hence, C,ffgx can be

calculated by Equation (3):

Sh (3)
Cmax = RT[l] + bptbm + bpt + RT[Z] + ¢

bE{B[l],...,B[r]}

B[S],m

1 2
Comparing the makespan of the two schedules, it is evident that C;j{gx — Cg[gx =
RTpq > 0. Hence, the makespan of S2 is lower than of 8§}, which is in contradiction to
the assumption. In the same way, if more than one batch does not observe Property |,

this difference can be even enlarged.

2) For machine m in an optimal solution in which the completion time of its last batch

is less than Cp,q,: assume that Fig. 3(a) indicates this case. Thus, by processing By just

after By (as shown in Fig. 3(b)), Co™

max 1S decreased. Hence, it does not deteriorate

Cinax- As aresult, Property I is held, and the proof is completed. [

Property II. Considering an optimal solution to the reconfigurable HMRS scheduling problem
complied with Property I, various sequences of batches processed with an identical

configuration result in an equal Cyy, ;-



Proof. Since no reconfiguration is required between processing successive batches of a
machine with an identical configuration, altering their positions in the sequence does not
impact Cp,4,. For instance, assume Fig. 3(b) expresses an optimal schedule $2. Swapping B

with By), leads to schedule S2 (Fig. 3(c)) with the same makespan. [

By employing these properties, instead of scheduling batches individually, we just need
to schedule utilized configurations on each machine. For instance, if 10 batches are assigned
to be processed by 3 configurations of a machine, instead of having 10! possibilities for the
sequencing, the model just explores 3! possibilities. As a result, the performance of the

models is drastically improved.

(a) Schedule S, < length= ¢ >
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Fig. 3. Three schedules of a machine demonstrating properties of an optimal solution

4.2. Notation

Sets:

MO Set of manufacturing orders
RO  Set of remanufacturing orders
0 Set of orders, O = MO U RO

B Set of batches



M Setof machines
Cn  Setof configurations belongs to machine m

B Set of batches in each machine

Indices:

0,0’ Index of order
b Index of batch
m Index of machine

c Index of configuration; ¢ = 0 represents the initial configuration

Parameters:

0A, Order area: the area occupied by order o in a batch
OH, Order height: the height of order o
MPA,, Machine processing area: the maximum area provided by machine m for batch processing

MPH,, Machine processing height: the maximum acceptable height of an order to be processed

by machine m

OPT,,,. Order processing time: the time required to process order o by configuration ¢ of machine

m
BST,,. Batch setup time on machine m with configuration c

BL,,. Batching limit: 1 if at most one order can be placed within a batch on machine m with

configuration c; 0, otherwise
Eome  1if configuration ¢ of machine m is eligible to process order o
Twee'  The time needed to reconfigure machine m from configuration c to ¢’

G Alarge positive number



Variables:

Xopme 1 if order o is assigned to batch b of machine m being processed with configuration c; 0,
otherwise

Veme 1 if batch b of machine m is formed and being processed with configuration c; 0, otherwise

z 1 if batches with configuration ¢’ are processed after those with configuration c; 0,

mcc’

otherwise
Wne 1if configuration ¢ of machine m is utilized; 0, otherwise

cd,. Configuration duration: the time required to process batches with configuration ¢ on

machine m including their setup times

cctye Configuration completion time: the completion time of batches with configuration ¢ on

machine m

Cmax The maximum completion time of all configurations or batches (i.e., makespan)

4.3. MILP model
Minimize Cyp gy (4)

Subject to:

2 Z Z Xopme = 1, YO €O )

bEB MEM cECp|Eome=1

Xopme <1, Vb € B,m € M,Vc € Cpp|BLye = 1 (6)

0€0|Epmce=1

Z Yome <1, VbEBMEM (7

CcECH



Xobme < 10| - Ybme» Vb €EB,m € M,Vc € Cp, (8)
0€0|Epme=1

Z Z Xobme - OHy < MPH,,, Vo€O,meM 9)

bEB ceCyy

Xopme - OAy < MPA,,, YbEB,meEM (10)
0€0 c€ECpl€ome=1
Cdpe = Z Z Xopme - OPTome + BSTye - Z Yome, VM E M,Vc € Cpy (11)
0€0|Egmc=1bEB beB
Z Vome < 1Bl - Wmer  YM € M, V¢ € Cpy (12)
beB
cCtme = e + Tnoe — G - (1 — wype), VYm € M,Vc € Cp, (13)
CCtyet = CCtpe + et + T’ — G - (3 = Zee! = Wine — Wine'), (14)
vm € M,Vc,c' € Cplc # ¢’
Zmee' T Zme'c = Wine + Wiper — 1, vm € M,Vc,c' € Cpylc # ¢’ (15)
Zmee! t Zme'e < 3= Wine — Wl vm € M,Vc,c' € Cplc # ¢’ (16)
Cnax = CCte, vm e M,Vc € C, (17)
Xobmer Ybmer Zmc’ o0 Wme € {0:1}; Cmax' CCtime, Cdmc € R+' (18)

Yo € 0,Vb € B,m € M,Vc,c' € Cp,

Expression (4) indicates the objective function, i.e.,, makespan. Constraint (5) is related to
assigning each order to a batch-machine-configuration combination respecting the
configuration eligibility. Constraint (6) restricts the number of orders in a batch of a machine

with a specific configuration to at most one item if its related batch processing limit equals



1. Constraint (7) concerns the formation of a batch on a machine and determines its
configuration. Constraint (8) explains that an order can be assigned to a batch-machine-
configuration combination if the related batch is formed. Machine processing height and area
limits are respected in Constraints (9) and (10), respectively. Constraint (11) calculates the
duration of each configuration on a machine based on the orders assigned to the relevant
batches and required batch setup times. Constraint (12) relates that a batch on a machine
with a specific configuration is formed if the corresponding configuration of the machine is
utilized. Constraints (13) and (14) impose the required reconfiguration times from the initial
configuration, and between utilized configurations on each machine, respectively. Moreover,
they determine the completion times of configurations. The sequence of utilized
configurations on each machine is specified in Constraints (15) and (16). Constraint (17)

concerns the makespan. Constraint (18) defines the domains of the introduced variables.

4.4. CP model

In recent years, Constraint Programming has demonstrated itself as a competitive solution
approach to tackle combinatorial optimization problems, specifically scheduling problems
(e.g., [54-56]). It enjoys specific variables and functions with which a vast scope of problems
can be effectively formulated.

In this paper, we adopt IBM ILOG CP Optimizer (CPO) to formulate the CP model. One of
the main features of CP is the interval variable representing an activity. In CPO, the start, end,
and duration of an interval can be recalled by startOf (), endOf (), and sizeOf () functions.
Moreover, if an interval is defined as optional, it can be present or absent in the schedule,

which can be recalled by presenceOf function. In order to be familiarized with the basic



information regarding the variables and functions in the CPO, you can refer to Laborie,
Rogerie [57]. In the following, first, the relevant CP variables of the problem are defined,

then, the CP model is formulated.

Variables

OAsn,pme Anoptional interval variable signifying the assignment of order o to batch b of machine

m being processed with configuration ¢

Bchyme An optional interval variable signifying batch b of machine m being processed by

configuration ¢
Cnfme An optional interval variable signifying configuration c of machine m

Sqm A sequence variable representing the sequence of configurations on machine m in
which index c is tracked by types option for imposing reconfiguration times (i.e.,

Sqm (Cnfpe types c, Ve € Cp))

Minimize Cppy = meg\n&)écm endOf (Cnfy.) (19)
Subject to:

z Z Z presenceOf (0Asn,pme) =1, VYo €0 (20)

bEB MEM cECp|€omc=1
presenceOf (OAsnopme) <1, Vb E€B,m € M,Vc € Cpy|BLyec =1 (21)

0€0|Eomce=1
(22)
presenceOf (Bchyyc) <1, VbEBMEM

cECm



presenceOf (0OAsn,pme) < |0| - presenceOf (Bchyme), (23)

0€0|Epme=1
Vb € B,Ym €€ M,Vc € C,
Z Z presenceOf (0Asnypme) - OH, < MH,,, Yo €O,meM (24)
bEB cECy
Z Z presenceOf(0Asnypme) - 04, < MA,,, VYVbEBmMEM (25)

0€0 cECp|€ome=1

sizeOf (Bchpme) = Z presenceOf (0Asn,pme) * OPTome + (26)

0€0|Epme=1

BST,,. - presenceOf (Bchymc), Vb € B,Ym € M,Vc € C,

noOverlap([Bchymelvpes), vm € M,Vc € Cp, (27)
span(Cnfpe, [Bchpmelvpes), vm € M,Vc € Cp, (28)

startOf (Cnfpe) = Tmoc - presenceO0f (Cnfpye), vYm e M,Vc € C, (29)
noOverlap(Sqm, Rm), vmeM (30)

Equation (19) is the objective function of the CP model minimizing the makespan. Order
assignment is observed by Constraint (20) considering the machine-configuration eligibility.
Constraint (21) respects the batching limit restriction. Configuration of a batch of a machine
is specified by Constraint (22). Constraint (23) indicates that the assignment of an order to
a batch-machine combination depends on the presence of the relevant batch interval.
Constraints (24) and (25) observe the machine processing height and area limits,
respectively. Constraint (26) determines the size of each batch interval (Bchy,,.) based on

its assigned orders and the required setup time. Applying noOverlap() function, Constraint



(27) ensures that there is no overlap among batch intervals with a same configuration.
Constraint (28) expresses that a present configuration of a machine starts and ends with the
first and last batches of the machine with this configuration, respectively. Constraint (29)
imposes the reconfiguration time from the initial configuration of a machine if it is required.
Constraint (30) applies noOverlap() function on sequence Sq,, that guarantees that there is
no overlap among its present intervals (Cnf,,.) on the machine. In addition, it respects
reconfiguration times between the consecutive configurations of each machine specified in

transition matrix R,y,.

5. Solution Methods

In the following subsections, the developed LBBD method and WMILP are illustrated.

5.1. Logic-based Benders decomposition

LBBD is a known exact solution method for tackling complex combinatorial optimization
problems [58]. Similar to Benders decomposition (BD), LBBD decomposes the original
model into one master problem (MP) and one or multiple subproblems (SPs). However,
LBBD rectifies BD's shortcomings in handling non-linear, integer, and mixed-integer SPs
[59]. LBBD iterates between MP and SP(s). In minimization problems, at each iteration, the
MP solution represents a lower bound (LB) for the original model, and it is used to generate
SP(s). Besides, SP(s) contribute to the best upper bound (UB) and feasibility and optimality
cuts that are added to the MP to remove previously reached solutions. LBBD terminates
when MP and SP(s) reach a same objective, or a predefined termination condition is achieved

(e.g., reaching a specific gap, or computational time or iteration limit) [59, 60]. Unlike BD,



LBBD does not employ a conventional procedure to generate cuts. Instead, the cuts must be
developed based on the structure of an investigating problem|[61].

LBBD has been successfully applied in a variety of problems, including maximal covering
location problem [62], railway scheduling [63], electric vehicle routing problem [64],
integrated process configuration and production planning [65], shelf space allocation [66],
integrated parallel machine scheduling and location problem [67], integrated lot-sizing and
scheduling problem [56, 68], operating room scheduling [69], to name a few. In the following,
the decomposition scheme of the reconfigurable HMRS scheduling problem, the relevant MP,

SPs, optimality cut, and LBBD improvement are elaborated.

LBBD Optimality Cuts

Using MP solution as

a starting point
No
- MP SPs
Start . Asislllgnrr(lzentfloford.ers to e Batching of orders and UB=LB or

Machine-Configurations Scheduling of configurations Is time limit met?
¢ LB determination e UB determination

Yes

End

Fig. 4. The overall procedure of the developed LBBD.

5.1.1. Problem decomposition

The overall procedure of the developed LBBD is presented in Fig. 4. As can be seen, the MP
is responsible for determining the assignment of each order to an eligible machine-

configuration combination. On the other hand, each SPs is involved in batching the assigned



orders and scheduling the batches on their relevant machines. As a result, there are one MP
and | M| independent SPs. It should be noted that the SPs are always feasible since there is
no limit on the number of assigned orders to a machine or the completion time of a machine.
If the maximum makespan of all SPs is equal to the MP's objective, then the solution is
optimal, and the algorithm is terminated. Otherwise, it is sub-optimal. In this case, if the
termination condition (e.g., computational time limit) is not met, for each SP with the
makespan equal to the maximum makespan, an optimality cut is extended and added to the
MP, and the algorithm proceeds. Each part of the LBBD procedure is detailed in the next sub-

sections.

5.1.2. Master problem

The MP assigns orders to machine-configurations, leaving orders batching and
configurations scheduling on each machine to the SPs. Accordingly, the MP is a relaxation of
the original model in which x,,,. is transformed to x,,,.. Moreover, z,,../ (related to the
sequencing of configurations), Vyyme ¢dme and ccty,. are removed. The additional

parameter and variables of the MP are as follows.

MRT,,. The minimum reconfiguration time to configuration ¢ of machine m from its other

configurations including initial configuration.
Xome 1iforder o is assigned to machine m being processed with configuration c; 0, otherwise.

Ctim, Completion time of machine m.

Minimize Obj (31)



Subject to:

Xome =1, Vo€O (32)
MEM cECm|Eomc=1
Xome < 0] - Wypey mEM,Vc€EC, (33)
0€0|Egmc=1
Z Xyme - OH, < MPH,, Vo€ O,m €M (34)
cECm
z Xgme - OA, < MPA,,, Yo €0,meM (35)
CECm
Cty = Z 2 Xome - OPTyme + Z MRTpc - Wine + (36)
0€0 cECp|€ome=1 CECH
Z 0|Eome= X -0A
BSTmC . (( 0€0|Epme=1*omc o) MPAm +
CECm|BLync=0
BST,,, - z Xome, VMEM
CEC|BLmc=1 0€0|Epmc=1
0bj = ctyy, vmeM (37)
Benders optimality cuts (38)
Xome» Umee'» Wme € {0,1}; Obj, ct,, € RY, (39)

Yo € 0,Vvm € M,Vc,c' € Cp,

Expression (31) presents the objective function, which is an approximation of the makespan.
Constraint (32) limits the assignment of each order to an eligible machine-configuration.
Constraint (33) indicates that an order can be assigned to a machine-configuration

combination if the related configuration is utilized. Machine processing height and are limits



are respected in Constraints (34) and (35), respectively. Since the batching and scheduling
are not considered in the MP, the true value of the makespan cannot be determined.
Incorporating a relaxation of SPs in the MP through a lower bound of SPs' makespan can
expedite the LBBD convergence [70]. Accordingly, the completion time of each machine is
estimated in Constraint (36), including the processing times of the assigned orders,
minimum possible reconfiguration times, and an approximation of batch setup times.
Consequently, Constraint (37) concerns the lower bound of the makespan. Constraint (38)
indicates the Benders optimality cuts added to the MP during the LBBD iterations. Constraint

(39) defines the domains of the variables.

5.1.3. Subproblems

Following solving the MP in iteration h, an optimal solution with {x . w?.} is achieved,

determining the assignment of each order to a machine-configuration. In this regard, there
are | M| independent subproblems each representing a single machine scheduling problem
determining the optimal batching of assigned orders (i.e., for machine m, only orders where
xM» . = 1) and scheduling of utilized configuration (i.e., w/t. = 1) to minimize the makespan.
The SP model for machine m and the relevant variables are as follows.

h

X&m 1iforder o is assigned to batch b of machine m in iteration h; 0, otherwise

chm  The makespan of machine m in iteration h

Minimize CI™, (40)

Subject to:



z xt.. =1, Vo€O| Z xhb =1 (41)

beB CECm

Z yh <1, VbEB (42)

CECp W =1

> xhm <101 Ymer Vb € B,V € Cplwit = 1,BLye = 0 (43)

0€0|x, =1

Z xh <yl Vb eBVCEC W =1,BLy, =1 (44)

0€0|x, =1

Z xh - 0A, < MPA,, VbE€EB (45)

hx  _
0€0| Yceem Xome=1

46
CdT@lC = Z z ngm *OPTome + BSTc - Z yl’)lmc' VceC |Wmc =1 (46)
060|xg;‘n(:=1 beB beEB

ccth . > cdle + Toer  VCEC,|WH. =1 (47)
ceth v = ccthe+cd 4 T — G- (1—2" ), (48)

vm € M,Vc,c’ € Cp|Wi = W.ri::;;l =1,c#c
::wcl+zmcc—1, Ve, c! EC’m|WmC—wmc =1c#c (49)
Chm. > ccth,  VceECywr. =1 (50)

h
xt})lbm' yl}}m(:' Zm(;c’ € {0'1}' Cfrllrcrllx' CCtT’?I"LC' Cd#lc € IR‘F’ (51)
Vo € 0| Z xM . =1,vb € B,Vc,c' € Gy, |WmC—WmC =1,c+c

cECy

Expression (40) represents the makespan of mth subproblem (i.e., related to machine m) in

iteration h. Constraints (41)-(44) seek the batching of the assigned orders considering batch



processing limit and accordingly determine the configuration of each formed batch. The
machine processing area is respected in Constraints (45). Constraint (46) calculates the
duration of each utilized configuration on the machine based on the assigned orders to the
relevant batches and required batch setup times. Constraints (47)-(49) are related to the
scheduling of the configurations incorporating reconfiguration times. Constraint (50)

concerns the makespan. Constraint (51) defines the domains of the variables.

5.1.4.LBBD cut

In each iteration of the LBBD algorithm, if the maximum makespan obtained by solving each
SP equals the objective of the MP, the optimal solution to the original model is found, and the
algorithm terminates. Otherwise, if the termination condition is not met, an optimality cut is
added to the MP based on the SPs with the makespan equal to the maximum makespan of all
SPs. It should be noted that no feasibility cut is required since any assignment of orders to
machine-configuration in the MP leads to feasible solutions to the SPs.

Accordingly, the cut is defined as Constraint (52). Where C™* is the makespan found by
solving the SP related to machine m in iteration h.

Obj = chme .1 — Z Z (1 = Xome)

CECm|WI.=1 0€0|x =1

(52)

Theorem 1. Cut (52) is a valid optimality cut.
Proof. In the sub-sequent iterations, the two following cases can happen:
Case 1. the same assignments are made to machine m, then the makespan will be

bounded to C¥%:.



Case 2. At least one of x,,,. that x%;. = 1 takes 0, then the right side of the cut will
take a negative value, and it will be non-binding.
As a result, this cut will not eliminate any new feasible solution in the subsequent

iterations, and in the case of a same assignment, it will limit the makespan to C/¥7.

5.1.5. LBBD improvement

Based on several preliminary experiments on large-sized problems, it was found that the
developed LBBD algorithm can be time-consuming, mostly due to the complexity of the MP
and its large solution space. In this regard, an optimality gap of €% can be set in the MP for
its early termination. In this case, the optimality gap (between the best upper bound and
lower bound) of the original model will be equal to or less than €% [71]. Moreover, if the
ratio of the number of orders to machines is large (e.g., greater than 40), setting a time limit
can lead to a faster termination of SPs and more iterations in a limited computational time
for the LBBD. However, it may hurt to reach an optimal solution by generating less accurate
optimality cuts that remove some optimal solutions. Nevertheless, these improvement
strategies are very effective in finding near-optimal solutions for large-sized instances in a
limited computational time.

Presenting a suitable starting point through the warm start technique to MILP models can
significantly enhance their performance by helping the solver to shrink the problem, and
pruning some parts of the search tree. This starting point can be a complete or partial
solution. As a result, a better solution may be obtained within a shorter computational time.
This initial solution can be generated by another MILP model, a heuristic, a metaheuristic, or

a hybrid method. In this paper, in each iteration, the solution obtained by the MP in the last



iteration is used (assignment of orders to machine-configuration and batching of orders) as

a starting point for the MP.

5.2. Warm started MILP

This paper applies a two-step procedure to generate a partial initial solution to warm start
the MILP. In the first step, the MP model presented in section 5.1.2 with a modification is
solved to specify the assignment of orders to machine-configurations (x,,,.), and utilized
configurations (w,,.). This modification is about a better approximation of reconfiguration
times in each machine. In the MP, the minimum reconfiguration time to a utilized
configuration is calculated considering all configurations of the corresponding machine.
While in Constraints (53)-(56), it is calculated according to utilized configurations on the
machine. This leads to a tighter lower bound. Constraints (50)-(53) are not utilized in the MP
due to the presence of big-M constraints that deteriorate the speed of solving procedure, and
the MP needs to be solved several times. On the contrary, for warm starting the MILP model,

it is solved just once. As a result, a tighter lower is useful to achieve a better initial solution.

Upmee' 1 if T’ is the minimum reconfiguration time to configuration ¢’among the utilized

configuration on machine m; 0, otherwise.

Mrt et 2 Teer — G- (1= Uppeer), vm € M,Vc,c' € Cplc # ¢’ (53)

Mrty,er = Toe’ — G - (1 — Upoe!) vm € M,Vc' € Gy, (54)



umcc’ = Wmc'! vm E M, VC’ E Cm (55)

CECpU O|c#c!

Umee! = [Cn| - Wine) vYm e M,Vc € Cp, (56)

c'eCpy|c#c!
Constraints (53)-(56) calculate the minimum possible reconfiguration time to a utilized
configuration (mrt,,./) based on the relevant utilized and initial configurations of the
corresponding machine. In these constraints, u,,..r is a binary variable equals to 1 if ;... is
the minimum reconfiguration time to configuration c¢’among the utilized configuration on
machine m; 0, otherwise.

In the second step, for each machine the following MILP model is solved to determine the
batching of the assigned orders on each machine (x,;,,) with the objective of minimizing the
number of batches (Equation (57)). Eventually, the assignment of orders to batch-machine-
configuration combinations can be achieved (x,,mn.).- This partial solution is utilized as

starting point to the MILP model.

Minimize Z Z Ybme (57)

bEB cECy|Winc=1

Subject to:

Z Xopm =1, Vo € 0| 2 Xome = 1 (58)

beB CcECm

Vome <1, Vb EB (59)

CECH |Wmce=1

Xobm < 10| * Yome,» Vb € B,Yc € Cy|Wie = 1,BLype =0 (60)

0€0|xomc=1



Xopm < Vome, Vb € B,YC € Cpy|Wye = 1,BL, = 1 (61)

0€0|xomc=1

Xopm - OA, < MPA,,, Vb€EB (62)

0€0| Y cecy, Xome=1

Xobms Ybmer Zmee' € {0'1}' (63)

Vo € 0| z Xome = 1,Vb € B,Vc, ¢’ € Cpy|Wine =W, r = 1,c # ¢’
CECH

The descriptions of Constraints (58)-(62) are as the same as Constraints (41)-(45).

Constraint (63) specifies the variables of the model.

6. Computational experiments

This section concentrates on providing comprehensive computational experiments. In this
regard, the way of generating random instances is illustrated first. Afterward, the
performance of the LBBD method in solving the random instances is contrasted with that of
MILP, CP, and WMILP models. Finally, the sensitivity of results to the variation in the key
parameters' values is assessed, which can provide valuable insights.

To run the developed solution methods in each experiment, the IBM CPLEX Optimization
Studio 20.1.0 solver is employed, and its related DOcplex.MP and DOcplex.CP libraries are
imported into the Python 3.8 programming language. All the related scripts are executed on

a computer with an Intel (R) Core (TM) i5-7300HQ processor and 12 GB of RAM.

6.1. Instance generation

In order to evaluate and compare the performance of the developed solution methods, 20

instances are generated randomly inspired from data presented in [42, 72]. These instances



include different numbers of orders {50, 100, 200, 300, 400}, configurations per machine {5,
10}, and machines {5, 10, 20}. Accordingly, the instances are signified with |O|-|C|-|M|. For
example, the instance 50-5-5 indicates an instance with 50 orders, 5 configurations, and 5

machines. The manner of the instance generation is described in Table 1.

Table 1. The manner of the random instance generation

Parameters Values

04, Discrete uniform distribution (75,200)
MPA,, Ceil (normal distribution (500,150))

OPTymc Discrete uniform distribution (20,100) X @,
Ome machine — configuration speed coef ficient,

Uniform distribution (0.8,1.2)

BST,,. Discrete uniform distribution (6,8)
BL. On each machine — configuration, probability (BL,. = 1) = 0.1
Eome For each order, first selecting a random number of machine,

then the probability (E,pme = 1) = 0.75

Tonee’ Discrete uniform distribution (15,30)

6.2. Performance evaluation of the developed solution methods

All the 20 medium- and large-sized instances are solved by the developed MILP, CP, and
WMILP models, as well as the LBBD method, under 10-minute and 60-minute computational
time limits. It should be noted that a gap of 1% in solving the master problem and a time limit
of 1 minute in solving SPs were incorporated into the LBBD method. The results are

presented in Table 2 and Table 3, including the best lower bound (Best_LB) and best



objective (Best_Obj) found by the methods, Gap with the Best_LB, and Related Percentage
Deviation (RPD) with the Best_Obj. Calculating the Gap and RPD is presented in Equations
(64) and (65), respectively. Accordingly, the superiority of the LBBD over other methods is
evident in both 10-minute and 60-minute time limits, excepting 100-5-5 in the 10-minute

limit and 50-5-10 and 100-5-5 in the 60-minute limit.

Objective — Best lower bound
Gap = Objective x 100 (64)

Objective — Best Objecti
RPD — jective e.s : jective % 100 (65)
Best Objective

To better contrast the performance of the developed methods, the average Gap and RPD
obtained by each method in the 10-minute and 60-minute time limits are depicted in Fig. 5
and Fig. 6, respectively. The LBBD, as the best method, managed to obtain solutions with a
remarkable average Gap of 2.12 (in the 10-minute limit) and 1.93 (in the 60-minute limit). It
can be inferred that the LBBD can reach near-optimal solutions in the early stages of its
executions, and no major improvement occurs later. This is mostly due to the quality of SPs'
makespan approximation in the MP model. In addition, the WMILP model also exhibits a
decent performance by obtaining an 8.49% Gap (in 10 mins) and a 5.68% Gap (in 60 mins).
Moreover, The MILP and CP models do not demonstrate a promising performance regarding
the Gap. Furthermore, with respect to the average RPD shown in Fig. 6, the supremacy of the
LBBD method is also distinct from the other methods. Furthermore, it is observed that the
average RPD of the MILP, CP, and WMILP are improved during their execution.

Based on the results, it can be concluded that the developed LBBD is an efficient solution

method for the problem under consideration since it can provide near-optimal solutions for



medium- and large-sized problems within a reasonably short computational time. This
capability is very practical in the current volatile market that requires fast production

rescheduling due to internal or external factors.

Table 2. Comparing the performance of the developed MILP, CP, WMILP, and LBBD in the 10-minute

time limit.
MILP cp WMILP LBBD
No. |0|-|€C|-| M| Best_ LB Best_Obj
Gap RPD Gap RPD Gap RPD Gap RPD
1 50-5-5 598.61  603.59 2.27%  1.48% 14.38% 15.83% 1.26% 0.44% 0.83% 0.00%
2 50-10-5 584.04  600.34 9.05%  6.96% 11.59% 10.04% 5.92% 3.41% 2.72%  0.00%
3 50-5-10 285.17  302.12 9.86%  4.71% 13.78%  9.47% 719% 1.70% 5.61% 0.00%
4  50-10-10 31285  326.54 10.68%  7.26% 20.27% 20.17% 7.49% 3.56% 4.19% 0.00%
5 100-5-5 1079.36  1093.57 3.75%  2.55% 9.85%  9.48% 1.30% 0.00% 1.46%  0.16%

6 100-10-5 1128.77 1142.74 13.28% 13.90% 20.44% 24.16% 3.18% 2.02% 1.22% 0.00%

7 100-5-10 591.04  609.55 7.65%  4.99% 18.22% 18.57% 8.64% 6.13% 3.04% 0.00%
8 100-10-10 601.27  616.75 6.99%  4.81% 26.59% 32.80% 9.43% 7.64% 2.51% 0.00%
9 200-5-5 2330.59 2357.83 11.03% 11.10% 12.83% 13.39% 1.23% 0.08% 1.16% 0.00%

10 200-10-5 2155.50 2177.08 11.55% 11.94% 26.49% 34.69% 4.03% 3.17% 0.99% 0.00%
11 200-5-10 1172.70 1197.93 14.10% 13.96% 20.51% 23.15% 5.84% 3.97% 2.11% 0.00%
12 200-10-10 115498 1173.57 22.24% 26.56% 3291% 46.70% 12.51% 12.49% 1.58%  0.00%
13 300-5-10 1745.34 1772.20 12.52% 12.57% 18.43% 20.73% 5.14% 3.82% 1.52% 0.00%

14 300-10-10 1643.81 1662.91 14.59% 15.74% 35.12% 52.36% 17.31% 19.54% 1.15% 0.00%

15 300-5-20 866.80  883.50 19.64% 22.09% 29.03% 38.23% 15.36% 15.91% 1.89% 0.00%
16 300-10-20 868.70  897.72 34.33% 47.36% 45.23% 76.69% 17.39% 17.14% 3.23% 0.00%
17  400-5-10 2266.69 2297.63 34.77% 51.25% 28.85% 38.66% 1.64% 0.30% 1.35% 0.00%

18 400-10-10 2209.48 2241.26 25.11% 31.63% 33.86% 49.05% 11.68% 11.62% 1.42% 0.00%

19 400-5-20 1166.54 1188.48 21.42% 24.91% 3421% 49.19% 15.64% 16.36% 1.85% 0.00%

20 400-10-20 1107.72 1136.86 25.79% 31.30% 49.22% 91.88% 17.68% 18.36% 2.56% 0.00%

Average 15.53% 17.35% 25.09% 33.76% 8.49% 7.38% 2.12% 0.01%




Table 3. Comparing the performance of the developed MILP, CP, WMILP, and LBBD in the 60-minute

time limit.
MILP CP WMILP LBBD
No. |0|-|C|-| M| Best_ LB Best_Obj
Gap RPD Gap RPD Gap RPD Gap RPD
1 50-5-5 598.61  603.59 220% 1.40% 12.18% 12.93% 1.26% 0.44% 0.83% 0.00%
2 50-10-5 584.04 598.14 593% 3.80% 1092% 9.61% 5.77% 3.62% 2.36% 0.00%
3 50-5-10 285.17  298.08 9.40%  5.59% 10.30% 6.65% 4.33% 0.00% 545% 1.19%
4 50-10-10 312.78  322.55 12.47% 10.79% 19.45% 20.39% 6.50% 3.72% 3.03% 0.00%
5 100-5-5 1076.04 1090.92 2.75%  1.43% 713%  6.20% 1.36% 0.00% 1.59%  0.23%
6 100-10-5 1128.77 1142.74 7.30%  6.55% 14.06% 14.94% 2.86% 1.69% 1.22% 0.00%
7  100-5-10 591.05  609.55 7.36%  4.67% 11.39% 9.43% 516% 2.24% 3.04% 0.00%
8 100-10-10 601.28  615.37 7.88%  6.07% 21.62% 24.67% 7.04% 5.11% 2.29% 0.00%
9  200-5-5 2333.21 2357.26 3.44%  2.51% 8.62%  8.31% 1.12% 0.10% 1.02% 0.00%
10 200-10-5 2155.50 2174.75 11.52% 12.02% 14.92% 16.49% 2.26% 1.41% 0.89% 0.00%
11 200-5-10 1172.20 1193.26 426%  2.60% 15.34% 16.03% 4.02% 2.35% 1.76% 0.00%
12 200-10-10 1154.99 1171.89 24.82% 31.10% 25.35% 32.02% 9.73% 9.18% 1.44% 0.00%
13 300-5-10 1742.77 1769.27 11.89% 11.80% 17.01% 18.70% 4.67% 3.32% 1.50% 0.00%
14 300-10-10 1643.81 1661.94 16.25% 18.10% 28.02% 37.41% 839% 7.97% 1.09% 0.00%
15 300-5-20 866.76  883.40 22.13% 26.01% 25.13% 31.05% 9.44% 8.34% 1.88% 0.00%
16 300-10-20 869.56  894.18 21.17% 23.36% 33.13% 45.43% 13.07% 11.86% 2.75% 0.00%
17  400-5-10 2260.20 2286.49 9.97%  9.7%% 18.29% 20.97% 1.68% 0.54% 1.15% 0.00%

18 400-10-10 2209.48 2235.31 24.49% 30.91% 28.20% 37.66% 11.27% 11.41% 1.16% 0.00%

19  400-5-20 1163.97 1188.48 20.98% 23.94% 23.40% 27.86% 11.30% 10.42% 2.06% 0.00%

20 400-10-20 1107.85 1131.05 16.27% 16.98% 35.56% 52.01% 240% 0.35% 2.05% 0.00%

Average 12.12% 12.47% 19.00% 22.44% 5.68% 4.20% 1.93% 0.07%




30%

25.09% B 10-minute 60-minute
25%

_20% 19.00%
g 7
[}]
$ 150
ot
5]
z
10% 8.49%
5.68%
5%
’ 2.12% 1.93%
0% 7
CP WMILP LBBD
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Fig. 6. Comparing the developed solution methods regarding the average RPD

The Gantt chart for instance 200-5-10, obtained by the LBBD method within the 60-minute
time limit, is depicted in Fig. 7. In this figure, the batches of a machine with the same
configuration are presented by the same color. In addition, reconfiguration times and setup

times are shown with black and grey colors, respectively.
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Fig. 7. Gantt chart for instance 200-5-10 obtained by the LBBD within 60-minute computational time

6.3. Sensitivity analysis

In this subsection, the impact of parameters' variation on the performance of the LBBD
method and the scheduling outcome of the studied production system are explored. In this
regard, the obtained solution gap of the LBBD method is regarded as its performance
indicator. Furthermore, the achieved makespan is considered as the schedule performance
indicator. To perform the analysis, the instance structure of 50-5-5 is considered. The
analysis involves variations in the number of configurations per machine (3, 5, 7), number
of machines (5, 7, 10), percentage of the eligible machine-configurations (30%, 50%, 70%),
reconfiguration time (-50%, 0, 50%), setup time (-50%, 0, 50%), processing area (-50%, 0,

+50%), and processing time variance (-50%, 0, +50%). For each experiment, 3 instances



with different relevant parameters' values are generated and solved by the LBBD method,

and the average results are reported. The analysis is illustrated in the following subsections.

6.3.1. Impact of the parameters' variations on the Gap

Fig. 8 demonstrates the performance of the LBBD method in terms of the variation of
different parameters. As it can be perceived, increasing the number of configurations,
number of machines, percentage of the eligible machine-configurations, reconfiguration
time, setup time, and processing area, and decreasing the processing time variance result in
higher Gaps. Accordingly, variations in the number of machines (Fig. 8(b)), reconfiguration
time (Fig. 8(d)), and setup time (Fig. 8(e)) have the largest impacts on the obtained solution
Gaps. For instance, increasing the number of machines from 5 to 10 leads to about a 6% surge
in the Gap (Fig. 8(b)). Moreover, the changes in the value of the processing area (Fig. 8(f))
and processing time variance (Fig. 8(g)) have the least effect on the LBBD performance.
Overall, the LBBD method exhibits a rather robust performance against parameters'

variations.
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6.3.2. Impact of the parameter variation on the makespan

Fig. 9 concerns the sensitivity analysis based on the efficiency of schedules. In this regard,
Fig. 9(a) shows that the number of configurations has no major impact on the makespan.
However, based on Fig. 9(c), the increase in the percentage of eligible machine-
configurations from 30% to 70% leads to about a 3% reduction in the makespan. Thus,
employing more versatile machines' modules enhances the flexibility and efficiency of the
HMRSs, which should be pondered considering technical and budget limits.

Changing the number of machines from 5 to 10 reduces the makespan by about 47% (Fig.
9(b)). Accordingly, deciding on the right number of machines is crucial in strategic and
tactical decisions to balance between underutilization and responsiveness.

According to Fig. 9(d) and Fig. 9(e), alternations in the reconfiguration time and setup
time have a meaningful effect on the efficiency of the HMRSs. For instance, a 50% reduction
in reconfiguration time leads to about a 5.6% improvement in the makespan. Thus, providing
appropriate modules for machines that can be easily and effortlessly reconfigured and set
up are among managerial decisions that should be made meticulously based on technical and
budget constraints. Furthermore, providing workers with proper training programs can be
promising in reducing reconfiguration time and setup time, specifically in complex
environments like HMRSs.

Fig. 9(f) reveals that the increase in the machine's processing area can strengthen the
HMRSs' efficiency due to the reduction in the total setup times of machines. For instance,
about 2% improvement can be achieved by a 50% increase in the processing area of

machines. Nevertheless, the decision regarding this subject is related to strategic and tactical



planning, which involves buying proper machines and their modules under technical and

budget limits.
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7. Conclusions and future research

This study investigated a batch production scheduling problem in a hybrid manufacturing-
remanufacturing system comprising parallel reconfigurable machines. Accordingly, novel
MILP and CP models were devised for the problem considering the makespan as the
performance measure. The problem is highly complex due to the simultaneous decisions
regarding assigning orders to machine-configuration combinations, batching orders in
machines, and scheduling orders. In this regard, an efficient logic-based benders
decomposition method was developed. In addition, the presented MILP model was enhanced
by the warm start technique.

The computational experiments revealed the superiority of the LBBD method over the
other developed solution methods by achieving the average Gap and RPD of 1.93% and
0.07%, respectively. Moreover, the results expressed that the variations in the number of
machines, reconfiguration time, and setup time had the largest impacts on the LBBD
method's performance. Furthermore, concerning the sensitivity analysis based on the
makespan, it can be concluded that the number of machines, percentage of eligible machine-
configurations, reconfiguration time, setup time, and processing area were significantly
impactful. Thus, proper decision-making at strategic and tactical levels regarding the
number, specifications, and versatility of machines and their modules respecting the
technical and budget limits, as well as suitable worker training are of great importance in the
HMRSs.

Human well-being and energy consumption are among the most challenging issues
confronting nowadays manufacturing industry. In this line, incorporating human-related

objectives like ergonomics, workload balancing, and worker satisfaction can be explored to



extend this study. In addition, considering different energy consumptions due to different

configurations and the presence of time of use energy cost in the problem are promising

directions for future studies.
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