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CHAPTER 1

PROBLEM

Introduction

Planning and scheduling problems arise in almost 4
every area of human endeavor, These problems may range from
proper phasing of activities and funding in the acquisition
of a multi-billion dollar weapons system toO preparation of
a multi-course dinner. Exact algorithms or procedures do
not exist for developing highly efficient schedules that
will work for every given situation. Seemingly logical

methods of scheduling may work well in one situation and

poorly in another (7:124).

Scheduling has been defined "as a problem of
sequencing {7:124]." This definition has been further
refined by other authors to distinguish between the terms.
Sequencing is defined as the determination of the order in
which tasks wait at a work center to be performed.
Scheduling is the specification of a clock time for the
beginning and ending of the task (3:205). These definitions
for scheduling and sequencing will be used throughout this
research effort and the two terms will be considered as
separate functions.,

Planning will be considered as the process of

determining in advance specifically what should be done
1




in order to accomplish a particular task, how it should
be done, where it should be done, and who should do
it (1:99).

The need for planning and scheduling becomes exceed-
ingly more important as funding and manning become
increasingly scarce. The requirement for advanced
planning and scheduling continues to receive increased
emphasis as commanders at all levels stress the necessity
to do more with less (2:63). Certainly the Base Civil
Engineering (BCE) organization, by virtue of the nature
of the work it does and its dependence upon manpower,

material, and equipment, must avail itself of the most P

current scheduling techniques in order to continue to
accomplish its mission. Major General Robert C. Thompson

(Ret.), former Director of Engineering and Services,

Headquarters USAF, acknowledged the requirement for
innovation when he described "a good boss." He stated,
"They sought new and better ways to do the job--and they

encouraged those who worked for them to do the same

thing [11:1]."

Background

Role of Base Civil Engineering. The primary mission of

Air Force Civil Engineering activities is to "acquire,
construct, maintain, and operate real property facilities,

j and provide related management, engineering, and other




support work and services [13:p.2]." All of the activities
of BCE are in support of the base's assigned mission. 1In
actualitytﬁggBCE organization is strictly a service
organization Qith a strong commitment to provide its
customers the best possible support.

The primary means émployed by BCE in providing
work and services are through the use of in-service forces E

or contracted forces (13:p.4). This research effort is

concerned only with the scheduling system for the in-service

work forces. The entire in-service work force falls

within the purview of the Operations Branch of the
organization and the planning, scheduling, sequencing,
and performing of in-service work is their primary function.

Figure 1 depicts the organizational structure for a typical

BCE organization (13:p.19).
Planning and scheduling of work is a major effort
in any BCE .organization. The In-Service Work Plan (IWP)
é is the mechanism used by the BCE organization to schedule
work orders. As a support organization, every BCE

squadron has the goal of satisfactory and timely accom-

- plishment of work requirements. In order to realize this
goal, BCE must use the resources at its disposal in the

most efficient and effective manner possible. If the

work force does the most important work first and does it
right, it is successfully supporting the base's mission,

| It should be noted that the objectives associated with
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mission accomplishment are universal to Air Force 'Civil H
B ~

Engineers throughout the world (10:34). "\

Flow of work requirements. The BCE organization N

primarily supports the other base organizations by N,
accomplishing work on real property facilities. The S
flow of work redquests through the Operations Branch 1is a N
straightforward process which begins with a verbal or \
written request for accomplishing some specific work. \\
Figure 2 is a diagram of the work order flow through \\
the Operations Branch. The first action is for the

Production Control Unit to determine if the work is a

BCE responsibility. If the work is accepted, the next

action is to establish the priority and classification

of the work. The priority ranges from one to four

with one being the highest priority (12:p.4-2). The

work is then classified either as maintenance, repair,

or construction. This determination is based on the i

definitions provided in AFM 86-1, Programming Civil

Engineer Resources (1l4:pp.2-1 to 2-3). The next action

is to decide whether the work is appropriate for

=

in-service or contract accomplishment. This decision
is made by the Chief of the Resources and Requirements
Section. If the work request is to be accomplished by

in-service work forces, the work must be authorized by

K
H
§
!
¢
i
!
!

either a job order or a work order. 1In AFR 85-1,

i Resources and Work Force Management, a work order is

5




REQUEST

’ RECEIVED
(Written
or Verbal)

< BCE )
RESPONS IBLE }—2
?

YES

IN-SERVICE
?

YES

RETURN
TO
REQUESTOR

FORWARD TO
ENGINEERING
& ENVIRON-
MENTAL PLNG

SCHEDULE
DIRECTLY
TO SHOPS

AUTHORIZE
\\\ BY AUTHORIZE |
WORK ORDER BY JOB
\\\ ORDER
\, } Yes
. SEND TO
| PLANNING
FUNDS NO HOLL UNTIL
AVAILABLE 2 FUNDS
OR MAT'L AVAILABLE
YES
Y
ACQUIRE SCHEDULE
SES— FOR
MATERIALS SHOPS

PERFORM
WORK

| Fig. 2 Work Order Flow Through -he
Operations Branch
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described as:

A way to control large or complex jobs. The
decision to use a work order is based on the need for
detailed planning, capitalization of real property
records, collecting reimbursements, and gathering
data for review and analysis [12:p.8-1].

All other types of in-service work are authorized by job
order, which is a "fast way to authorize work that does not
require detailed planning (12:p.6-1)."

Since this research effort is concerned only with
the scheduling system for work orders, the processing of
work orders will be examined in more detail. Once the
work request has been autﬁorized for accomplishment by
work order, a control number is assigned by Production
Contrel to the work request. Next the work order control
number and other descriptive information about the work
order are entered into the work control subsystem of the
Base Engineer Automated Management System (BEAMS).

BEAMS is primarily an automated performance
reporting system. There are eight subsystems of BEAMS,
of which the work control subsystem is used in
conjunction with work orders. The work control
subsystem merely tracks the progress of the work order.
Once the work actually begins, BEAMS accumulates the
expended manhours and material costs and can provide

performance information based on the original estimate

of manhours and material costs. BEAMS has been described

as the most comprehensive performance reporting system




i -

in use in the Air Force (6:70). Even so, prior to actually

beginning the work, the work control subsystem of BEAMS is
strictly passive in that it only records and stores
information about the work order. The use of BEAMS in
the scheduling of work orders is limited to generating
lists of work orders by priority, class of work, request-
ing organization, date of request, or by any other common
characteristic. BEAMS is unable to perform any of the
scheduling function of determining the combination of
work orders that will utilize all of the available
manhours and also assure the.higher priority work
is accomplished first.

fter it has keen input into BEAMS, the work
order is then forwarded to the Planning Unit for
preparation of the sequenced work plan, material require-
ments list, and estimate of the manhours required to
accomplish the work. When the Planning Unit is finished,
the work order is returned to Production Control and
BEAMS 1is agalin updated.

Production Control now determines the start date
of the work based on the priority of the work, the
manhours availability, the completion date the customer
requested, and the material lead time (12:p.8-2). The
customer is also noti€ied of the estimated start date,

Next the Chief of the Resocurces and Requirements

Section must decide whether or not to authorize the




ordering of materials for the work order. This decision
is predicated on the availability of funds. If funds are
not available the work order is held until funds become
available. When funds are available, the work order is
sent to Material Control for the acquisition of materials.
When all the required materials are received, the
work order is returned to Production Control, where the
estimated start date is reviewed for attainability. If
necessary the date is revised, the customer is notified,
and BEAMS is updated. The work order now awaits scheduling
to the specific shops for wWork accomplishment. The IWP
Scheduler is responsible for selecting the specific
work orders that will comprise the current and first

future month of the In-service Work Plan.

The In-Service Work Plan. The overall procedure for

processing approved work orders is called the In-Service

Work Plan (IWP). AFR 853-1, Resources and Work Force

Management, describes the IWP as follows:

The IWP is the management tool used to match work
requirements with available shop resources. It is
used to make commitments to customers and time phase
work to keep the shops productive [12:p.11-1].

The IWP consists of a written portion, an automated
portion, and visual charts.

The written portion of the IWP consists of work
sheets (AF Forms 919, BCE In-Service Work Plan Work Sheet)

for the current and first future month showing how




e

manhours are allocated for the work to be done. Also

the projected available manhours for the second and third
future months are shown on the same type of work sheet
(12:p.13-1). Consequently, the actual planning horizon
for the firm work order schedule is two menths with the
pro jected manhours known for two additional months.

The BEAMS work order backlog report (PCN:SF100-360)
is the automated portion of the IWP. If work orders are
entered in discrete groups, corresponding to the projected
month of accomplishment, BEAMS can be used to show how the
work orders will flow into the work order schedule
(12:p.13-1).

The visual charts show the status of every work
order currently in the system. Every work order 1is in one
of the following categories:

Scheduled for the current or f£irst future month.
In Jop Stoppage status.

Materlal;y complete.

In Material Control.

Awaiting Funds.
In Planning.

G UL D W

These charts give the BCE management a visual display of
the information it needs to make decisions on the in-service

work force (12:p.13-1).

The IWP Scheduling Process

The scheduling of work orders in a BCE organization is
the purpose of the IWP. Materially supported work orders

are grouped together kased on the month that the actual

10




physical work is expected to be started. The decision
as to when to schedule a specific work order is made by
the IWP scheduler based on many factors. The flow of
work orders from materially supported to completion is
the functional responsibility of the IWP scheduler.
Figure 3 is a representation of how work orders flow
through the scheduling process and the inputs the IWP
scheduler normally considers are indicated. Essentially
whzt the IWP scheduler is tasked to do is determine the
best combination of the available work orders to be
scheduled against the available IWP manhours.

It is clear from Figure 3 that work orders that
are scheduled in the current month IWP can be removed and
placed in job stoppage status. Typically, this occurs
when projected manhours are not available, additional
required material is unavailable, some unforseen site
condition necessitates additional planning, required
special equipment is not available, or the weather prevents
the work from continuing. The only other ways a work
order can leave the current month IWP are to be completed
or carried over into the next month's IWP,

Work orders coming out of job stoppage status or
being carried over into the next month are ¢iven first
preference by the scheduler for the available IWP
manhours. For example, a work order that is carried over

from the previocus month would be continued and completed

11
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rather than scheduling new work orders that would use
up all of the available manhours.,

Figure 3 also indicates that the only inputs that
compete for the remainder of the IWP manhours after job
stoppage and carried over work orders have been scheduled
are special and backlogged work orders. The special work
orders are considered before any of the backlogged work
orders. Special work orders comprise the entire spectrum
of "hot" projects that must be injected into the schedule.

The normal or routine £low of work orders through
the IWP scheduling process is indicated by the double lines
in Figure 3. Consequently, the IWP scheduler must decide
what backlogged work orders are to be scheduled once
the carry over, job stoppage, and special work orders have
been scheduled. Scheduling the backlogged work orders is
the real essence of the IWP scheduler's task in developing
the IWP. Knowing that all available manhours must be
assigned, the scheduler must determine what combination of
backlogged work orders to schedule. In deciding which one
to schedule, consideration must be given tc numerous
factors. Which factors to consider and how much emphasis
is given to each factor is not easy to determine. It is
contended that these factors can be quantified and combined
into a payoff matrix which will eliminate much of the
subjectivity from the work order evaluation process. The
payoff matrix concept is discussed in more detail in the

following section.
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Pavoff Matrix Concept

In order to determine which work order to consider
scheduling first, some method must be established for
determining how much completing any one work order is worth.
One problem with the existing scheduling system is that
often no rationale can be shown for the inclusion of
specific work orders into the IWP. If a payoff matrix
is used to quantify the various factors considered in the
decision process, then an objective evaluation of the
worth of a work order can be derived and the payoff matrix
provides a basis for the decision.

An example of a péyoff matrix using three factors
is shown in Figure 4. The three factors considered are the
priority of the work order, whether or not the work
order is of commander interest, and the work classification.
The priority of a work order is based on the definitions

provided in AFR 85-1, Resources and Work Force Management,

and must be determined for every work order (12:p.4-2).

The numerical values chosen to represent the priorities

are arbitrary with the higher numbers corresponding to

the higher priorities., For example, priority one equals

40 and priority two equals 13 in this instance. The
commander's interest in a work order is typically a simple
yes or no. In this example, four equals yes and one equals
no. The last factor considers the work classification of
the work order. A convincing argument can be made for

the BCE organization preferring to do repair work first,
14
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maintenance work next, and construction work last (5:28).
In this example repair equals three, maintenance equals
two, and construction equals one.

The numerical values for the factors are multiplied
together, in this example, to yield the payoff values.,
For instance, a priority three, commander interest, main-
tenance work order is worth 32, while a priority two,
non-commander interest, repair work order is worth 39, In
a similar fashion every possible combination of the three
factors can be assigned a value using the matrix concept.
The numerical values or weights, that are assigned to each
factor can be determined by each BCE organization. Also,
which factors to include in the payoff matrix and how to
combine the factors to yield the payoff value, can also
be determined locally. For instance, one BCE organization
might decide that if a project is of commander interest,
then the priority of the work order is effectively
increased by one, Using this rule, a priority three,
construction work order with commander interest would
have a value of 13 instead of the value of 4 which would
have been assigned to this same work ordar without
commander interest, Also, the factors might be additive
instead of multiplicative. For instance, for every month a
work order has been in the BCE organization its payoff
value could be increased by two units.,

The payoff matrix concept is a visable, systematic

approach to deciding the value of a work order. The concept
16




is very adaptable in that the factors, the weights of the
factors, and the rule for combining the factors can be

tailored to a specific BCE organization's requirements.

Justification of the Research Effort

Political, economic, strategic, and command
requirements constantly change the priorities and availa-
bility of the resources which the BCE organization must
utilize. Civil Engineering operations are of such a
dynamic nature that planners must react to changes on a
continuing basis (5:14-15). The key to success in the 4
scheduling activities of this organization is flexibility |
(10:35).,

The need for flexibility makes the use of the
computers attractive for BCE scheduling. The computer's
ability to rapidly and accurately perform repetitive
operations and manipulate large volumes of data far
exceeds that of man. The need for this ability was 3
highlighted in a recent Inspector General Report of a BCE
organization in which it was revealed that 814 work orders,
involving more than 140,000 manhours and $422,000 of
material expenditures, were backlogged (15:C-1). Proper
consideration of such a large number of work orders is
Cclearly beyond the capabilities of current manual methods

to easily accomplish, but are well within the abilities

of the computer. i




Flexibility is a characteristic lacking in the ;3
current manual system of scheduling the IWP, The lack of IV
V flexibility is illustrated by a situation which frequently

| occurs when an unexpected project must be injected into the
IWP in the "eleventh hour." The injection of this new

work order results in the rejection of one or more previously
scheduled work orders potentially freeing manhours in some
shops. The time available to the IWP scheduler, with

the manual system, typically limits him to the consideration

of only manhours in an effort to shuffle the schedule

to allow for the new work order and insure no shop manhours
go unscheduled. Very little consideration can be given to

other factors such as the customer commitments, classes of

work, dollar amount of materials being stored for other
work orders, and how long the work order has been in the
IWP., The assimilation and correlation of such varied and
voluminous information is clearly a job better suited for
a computer than a human.

In their research effort, R. G. Bush and R. E.

Richardson discovered little research being done toward

improving either IWP development or weekly scheduling
within Air Force Civil Engineering. Instead, most articles
dealt with the overall IWP and its importance to BCE

operations (5:16). A literature review indicates that

F

this situation has rot changed. However, the review

i revealed numerous articles dealing with solutions to

18
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planning and scheduling problems in the civilian
industrial sector. These articles indicated that in
recent years extensive use of the computer has been made
in the area of work schedulinag.

Of the large number of mathematical models
discussed in the literature, some form of linear
programming seems to be the most common technique in use.
The linear programming technique is characterized as
dealing with the problem of allocating limited resources
among competing activities in the best possible way (8:15).
Scheduling problems have similar characteristics in that
they deal with the distribution of limited production
manhours among various alternatives to accomplish some
goal. This similarity between linear programming and
scheduling explains the popularity of this technique ob-
served in the literature review.

The characteristics common to linear programming
and scheduling problems are inherent in the construction
of the IWP for the BCE organization. The IWP involves the
allocation of limited funds and available shop manhours
among many competing work orders. The ultimate work
schedule for the IWP would be the optimal combination
of work orders based on:
the priority of the work order.
the manhour availability.
the requested completion date,

utilizing all avallable shop manhours.
commitments made to the customer.

ub WwWwN -
s s s
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classification of the work order.
the material costs.
. Weather or equipment limitations.,

[« IR N )]

In their research effort, Bush and Richardson
developed a schedule using (0,1) integer linear programming
which was at least as good as manually derived solutions
(5:87). It should be noted that (0,1) integer linear
programming 1s a special type of linear programming that
only permits the decision variables to take on a value of
either 0 or 1, whereas linear programming allows the decision
variables to take on any non-negative value (8:553). Bush
and Richardson's solution, however, did not achieve the
efficiency or the effectiveness desired., For example, a
small-scale problem involving 15 work orders tock two hours
£0 manually schedule. This same problem toock their model
22.5 minutes of computer operating time to achieve an
equivalent solution. The inefficiency of the model became
even more apparent in a large-scale problem for which
seven hours of computer operating time were used in achieving
a workable solution without achieving optimality (5:87).
The model was ineffective in that it did not schedule all
of the available shop manhours which is a basic goal of
the IWP scheduling process.

The IWP is a highly structured, formal method of
tracking and scheduling work orders. Even though BEAMS
is a useful automated means of tracking work orders, the

actual scheduling decisions are made by humans. These

20
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schedules are typically developed "heuristically with

primary consideration given to commitment of all available
manhours against work requirements [5:11]." Heuristic
procedures are intuitively designed, trial and error in
nature, and do not guarantee an optimal solution (8:17).
It is the intent of this research effort to develop a

more efficient scheduling system and demonstrate that the
computer can be used as an effective tool in the

construction and modification of the IWP,

Problem Statement

The need exists for a computer based scheduling
system for use in the construction and modification of the
In-Service Work Plan for base level Civil Engineering
Squadrons. The present manual scheduling system lacks the
flexibility for rapid and effective modification of the

In-Service Work Plan as revisions are required.

Objectives

The primary objective is to develop a computer
based scheduling system that is capable of effectively
constructing the In-Service Work Plan and rapidly
incorporating revisions into the work plan.

A secondary objective is to refine the scheduling

system for practical application at base level.

Research Questions

1. Can a computer based scheduling system be

21
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developed that will construct the In-Service Work Plan as
effectively as existing manual methods?

2. Is the computer based scheduling system able
to effectively and rapidly incorporate revisions into the
work plan?

3. Is the computer based scheduling system

feasible for use at base level Civil Engineering Squadrons?




CHAPTER II

~T

METHODOLOGY

Overview

This chapter consists of a discussion of how the
research effort was carried out. Included are discussions
of the breadth of the study, the data collection plan, how
the computer based scheduling system was assessed, and the
plan for answering the research questions which in turn
determined the success of the research effort. Summary
lists of assumptions and limitations pertaining to the

computer based scheduling systems are also included.

Breadth of Study

Universe, The universe under study consisted of all U.S.
Air Force BCE organizations, With the exception of
possible wartime missions, the basic objective of the BCE
organization differs very little from base to pase. The
BCE activity in the engagement of wartime missions is
considered to ke atypical and as such was not addressed
in this research effort. Although the size of BCE
organizations varies greatly and the environmental

circumstances under which they operate may be vastly

23
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different, their kasic objective is the same: to complete

work requests received from base organizations.

Population. The population under study was limited to BCE
organizations that utilize the IWP schedule. Althouch the
basic objective remains the same for all BCE organiza-
tions, it must be recognized that there are circumstances
which will affect the manner in which the BCE activity goes
about accomplishing the objective. Such things as the
Major Air Command {(MAJCOM) to which the organization is
assigned, the desires of the local commander, the economic
environment, and location of the community in which the btase
is situated will all have an impact. The MAJCOM and the
local commander will determine the policies under which the
organization must operate and these policies may differ
between commands. The economic environment and location of
the base will determine the availability of required
resources. These considerations may also impact whether
contract or in-service work forces are used to accomplish
work requests and thereby affect the nature of a base's

IWP schedule.

Sample. Two data producing sample BCE organizations were
used in the development of the computer based scheduling
system. The 416th Civil Engineering Squadron (CES),
Griffiss AFB, New York, and the 6330th CEIS, Patrick AFB,

Florida, were selected as the sample BCE organizations.
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The selection of the 416th CES at Griffiss AFB,
New York, represented . sample of convenience. There
were two primary reasons for the selection of the 416th
CES. The researchers had some familiarity with the base
and with the personnel who construct and use the IWP
schedule. The 416th CES is a medium-sized BCE organization
and does not process as large a number of work orders as
the Patrick BCE organization processes. It is also under
a different MAJCOM and consequently was operating under
somewhat different policies. The initial planning for
this research effort called for the 416th CES to serve
as large-scale test of the computer based scheduling
system., However, budgetary limitations imposed upon the
416th CES resulted in insufficient materially supported
work orders to provide an adequate test. Therefore, it
became necessary to £ind another BCE organization which
was willing to provide the data and analysis needed for
a test of the computer based scheduling system.

The Chief of Resources and Requirements in the
6550th CES, Patrick AFB, Florida, agreed to provide
the assistance needed to evaluate the computer based
scheduling system. Therefore, the selection of the
Patrick BCE organization also represented the selection
of a sample of convenience. The 6550th CES is as large
as most BCE organizations. As such, the organization

plans, schedules, and completes about the same number of
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work orders as most BCE organizations. Therefore, if the
computer based scheduling system works in scheduling

the number of work orders required at Patrick AFB, the
system will also work in the BCE organizations that
schedule a similar number of work orders. Consequently,
the 6550th CES provided the data for a large-scale £est

of the computer based scheduling system.,

Data Collection Plan

There are two basic sources of the data that were
collected. First, the BEAMS work control subsystem was
used to gather data on work orders to be considered in
developing the schedule for the first future month. The
specific report used was the BCE Work Order Backlog
Report (PCN:SF100-360).

The second source of data was the AF Form 919,

BCE In-Service Work Plan Work Sheet. These forms
provided the projected manhours for each shop for the
first, second, and third future months,

The first data collected were from the 416th CES.
Data on a group of 23 work orders, limited to five shops,
were collected and used in development and testing of the
computer based scheduling system.

The second data collected were from the 6550th CES,
Data were collected on all the materially supported work
orders available for consideration for scheduling among
all the shops in the Operations Branch in the first future

26




month of April 1980. These data were used for a large-
scale test of the computer based scheduling system.

For the large-scale test an IWP schedule was
constructed using the computer based scheduling system and
the results were compared to the IWP schedule manually
constructed by the personnel in the 6550th CES.

The specific data collected were similar in both
cases. Data collected on each work order to be considered
for scheduling using the BEAMS (PCN:SF100-360) report
consisted of the work order number, priority, class of
work, manhours required for each shop, and in the case
of the 6550th CEé, the date the work was materially
supported. The AF Form 919, lines 10 and 11, provided
data on the total estimated IWP manhours available for

each shop.

Assessment of the Computer Based Scheduling System

The assessment of the computer based scheduling
system was accomplished through two tests using data
collected from the Griffiss and Patrick organizations.
These tests were classified as a small-scale test and a
large-scale test.

The small-scale test was accomplished in the
initial development of the computer based scheduling
system., As previously stated, this test was accomplished

using data gathered on a group of 25 work orders from the

Griffiss BCE crganization. A computer generated IWP
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schedule was compared with an IWP schedule generated
manually using a set of heuristic rules. Both schedules
were generated by the researchers from the same data. The
basis of comparison, explained in detail in the next
section, was the number of work orders scheduled, the
priority of the work orders, and the available shop

manhours used. The small-scale test provided an initial
assessment of the computer based scheduling system in
developing an IWP and at the same time allowed for debugging
of the program.

The second test was a large-scale test and was
accomplished in the same manner as the smali—scale test
with two exceptions. The first exception was that in
this test all the materially supported work orders available
for scheduling, in the first future month, by the Patrick
BCE organization were included. The number of work orders
considered for scheduling in this test was as large as
the number which would be considered in most BCE organi-
zations.

The second exception was that the computer
generated schedule was ccmpared to an actual IWP., The
computer based scheduling system was used to construct
an IWP schedule using data collected on the work orders
that the 6550th CES was currentlyv processing. The
computer generated schedule was then compared to the IWP

schedule manually constructed from the same data by 6550th
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CES personnel. The basis of comparison, explained in

detail in the next section, was the number of work orders
scheduled, the priority of the work orders, and the
available shop manhours used. Finally, differences
between the two schedules were examined and explained.
Limited time allowed this procedure to be repeated
for only one month with the 6550th CES. However, sufficient
data were accumulated upon which to base a conclusion as to
the adaptability and useability of the computer based

scheduling system.,

Testing the Research Questions

The initial test of the computer based scheduling
system, once it has been developed, will be a comparison
of schedules produced manually using a set of heuristic
decision rules and the computer based scheduling system
for the small-scale test. This test will consist of 25
work orders scheduled into five shops.

The following criteria have been established for
answering research question 1.

1. The computer based scheduling system will be
ad judged as constructing the IWP as effectively as existing
manual methods if:

a. it can schedule at least an equivalent
number of work orders for the first future month, and

b. it can schedule the high priority work

first, and




———

c. it schedules at least 95 percent of the
projected available manhours.

If the answers to tne first research question are
in the affirmative, based on the small-scale test, then
two new work orders will be inserted into the initial
schedules. Both the computer based scheduling system and
the manual system will then be tasked to establish revised
schedules.

To answer the second research question, the
following criteria have been established:

2. The computer based scheduling system will be
ad judged as being able to effectively and rapidly
incorporate revisions into the IWP 1if:

a. the revised computer based schedule contains
at least an equivalent number of work orders as the revised
heuristic schedule, and

b. it schedules the high priority work
first, and

c. 1t schedules at least 95 percent of the
projected available manhours, and

d. the computer based scheduling system can
be revised in 15 minutes or less.

If the answers to the first two research questions
are in the affirmative, then the computer based scheduling
system will be used to develop the IWP for a large-scale

problem using the Patrick BCE data. Then a comparison
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will be made between the computer based schedule and the
manually generated schedule constructed by the personnel
in the 6550th CES. This procedure will be accomplished
for one month using data from the 6550th CES. After
completion of this test, research question 1 will égain
be evaluated by the same criteria used for the small-
scale test., If any work orders are inserted into the
actual schedule at the 6550th CES, then the computer
based scheduling system will be tasked to insert the
same work orders and research question 2 will be
evaluated by the criteria used in the previous tests,

If the answers to research question 1 and 2, if A
applicable, are in the affirmative for this large-scale
test, the primary research objectives will be considered
achieved.

To answer research question 3, the following
criteria have been established.

3. The computer based scheduling system will be
ad judged as feasible for use at base level Civil
Engineering Squadrons if:

a, 1t can interface with the BEAMS work
control subsystem for input data, and

b. unigque revisions to the input data can be
made directly in the computer based scheduling system

without updating BEAMS, and
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c. the output format is identical to the format
of the visual charts presently used for displaying IWP

information.

Summarv List of Assumptions

1. The Base Civil Engineering organization is

operating in accordance with AFR 85-1, Resources and Work

Force Management. This results in the following specific

assumptions that are relative to the scheduling process:

a. Material expenditures are made separately
from the scheduling process of the work orders; therefore,
material costs do not constrain the IWP scheduling
process (12:p.8-2).

b. The decision of when to schedule a work
order is based on the priority of the work, projected shop
manhour availability, the requested completion date, and
commitments made to the requestor (12:p.8-2),

c. The IWP scheduler will insure the shops are

kept productive in that available shop manhours are

scheduled (12:p.13-1).

2. Inter-shop loans of personnel are already
incorporated in the projected available manhours.

3. The craftsmen in the shop constitute a
homogeneous group when considering productivity and
skill level. This same assumption is the basis of the
estimates of required shop manhours that the Planning Unit

develops utilizing the Engineered Performance Standards

(12:p.11-1). 32




4. All work orders being considered for
scheduling in the first future month can actually ke
started during that month., For instance, exterior
painting would not be considered for the January IWP

!

schedule.

Summary Limitation

The computer based scheduling system will be
developed and tested using the CREATE computer system
to access the Honeywell Series 600 Linear Programming
System (LP600). CREATE is an acronym for Computational
Resources for Engineering and Simulation, Training and
Education. The scheduling system, as developed, will
not be "directly" useable at a BCE organization without
access to an LP600 program via a CREATE system. This
limitation applies only to the development and initial
test of the computer based scheduling system as it is
conceivable, that once developed, the scheduling system
can be adapted for use on any computer system capable
of solving linear programming problems. However, the
adaptation of the scheduling system for use on another
computer system is not possible within the limited time

and resources available to the researchers.
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CHAPTER III

MODEL DEVELOPMENT

Introduction

The In-Service Work Plan is the means by which work
order labor requirements are matched to the available shop
manhours projected for the first future month. Therefore,
the main thrust of the scheduling process is to allocate, g
in the best possible manner, the limited available shop
manhours among the wdrk orders available for scheduling.
When considered in this perspective, the IWP scheduling
process seems like a classic setting for a linear
programming model.

This chapter includes the development of the basic
linear programming model used in the computer based
scheduling system. Also, after the entire model is

developed, an illustrative example involving two work

orders and two shops is solved graphically to demonstrate

how the model works.

Obijective Function

The objective function is truly the key to the
entire model and it is the most difficult to quantify.
The payoff matrix concept, explained in Chapter I, is

used for determining how much accomplishing any one work
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order is worth. This worth will be referred to as the

"payoff'" of the work order and the larger the payoff, the
greater the worth. It is reasonable to expect the IWP
to schedule as many of the higher payoff work orders as
is possible to accomplish. This can be mathematically

expressed as:

n
Maximize Z = T C.X. (1)
i=yp + 1

Where: X, a decision variable that represents

work order 1i,
C. = the payoff value for work order i.

i =1,2,3,...,n. Where n is the total
number of work orders.

This equation will maximize the sum of the product
of the payoff times the decision variable for each of
the work orders available for scheduling. However, the
utilization of all available manhours is also a primary
consideration in the development of the IWP, One method
of minimizing the unscheduled shop manhours is to include
them as a penalty in the objective function. This can
be mathematically expressed as: ) i

Maximize Z =
i

m
C,X;- Z Pjs (2)

1 j=1

nMs

b

Where: S, = a decision variable that represents
the unscheduled manhours for shop j.




P. = a constant value that represents the penalty

J for not scheduling all available manhours for
shop 3.
j =1,2,3,...,m. Where m is the total number

of shops.

Ci» Xi are as previously defined.

Now the objective function, in essence, attempts
to maximize the sum of the payoffs and minimize, because
of the negative sign, the unscheduled shop manhours. These
two goals, which sometimes conflict, are complicated by
the fact that the available shop manhours are normally
fewer than the manhour requirements of the work orders

that are available.

Constraints

Mt o s 4

The major constraint that affects the IWP schedulincg
process is the obvious limitation in the manhours available
for each shop. Since the available manhours are projected
for the first future month and the required hours to accom-
plish the work are alsoc estimated for each shop involved

in the work, these constraints can be written as:

m n
T (= A X)) +s.] =B, (3)
j=1 i=1 3 J J
Where: A, = the estimated manhours in shop j for
J work order 1,
Bj = the projected available IWP manhours

for shop j.

Sj’ X; are as previously defined.
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Since the decision variable Sj’ from the objective function,
has also been incorporated into the manhour constraint
equations, these constraints can be expressed as equalities
instead of the inequality, less-than-or-equal-to form.

The IWP, and this model of the IWP, schedules at
the monthly, aggregate level and the dally sequencing . ;
problems are not considered. However, the ability to |
carry a work order over from one month to the next tends
to lessen the impact of the sequencing problem. For
example, if 400 manhours are projected available for the

carpenter shop and the current schedule shows five work

orders requiring carpenter shop hours totaling 525 hours,
clearly some 125 hours of work cannot be performed until
the following month. These extra hours provide some
flexibilityv for the day to day sequencing problems.

With the inclusion of the aforementioned assumptions
the model is nearly complete except for restricting the
value of X in the objective function and the constraints

as follows:

0 <X, £ 1.0 (4)

This constraint assures that a work order is either
scheduled in its entirety (Xi= 1), or for partial

completion and to carry over into the next month

(0 < Xi< 1), or the work order is not scheduled (Xi= 0).
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Since linear programming does not permit negative
decision variables, the last constraint of the model

t} is for non-negativity:

S;» X; are both > 0. (5)

It should ke noted that kudgetary limitations are
considered prior to the ordering of any materials and
only materially supported work orders are considered for
scheduling. As such, the scheduling process is not
constrained by dollars or materials. Also items such as
seasonal work, transportation problems, and special eguipment
requirements are assumed to be evaluated by the IWP scheduler
before consideration is given to scheduling the work order.
This is essential since the model considers only the payoff,
the penalty for unscheduled manhours, available manhours,

and required manhours. The IWP scheduler must assure that

the work orders considered for scheduling can actually be
accomplished during the month, otherwise the model will

produce an inappropriate schedule,

Assumptions of Linear Programming

All linear programming models have four underlying
assumptions that must be satisfied if the model is
appropriate for the situation being modeled., The four
assumptions of the model are that it is: deterministic,

proportional, additive, and divisable (8:22).
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The deterministic assumption requires that each
coefficient is fixed and known with certainty. In this
application the coefficients are the payoff, the penalty,
the required manhours, and the available manhours. Both !
of the manhour coefficients are estimates, but they are
presently used to manually develop the IWP. Also,
sensitivity analysis, or post optimal analysis, can be
used to evaluate the effects of changes in these coeffi-
clents. As for the payoff value, it is determined from
the payoff matrix. Lastly, the penalty value is arbitrarily
determined. As such, the deterministic assumption is

adequately fulifilled.

The proportional assumption requires that the

objective function and the constraints expand or contract

proportionally to the level of each activity (4:112).

Conditions such as, start up costs and "economies of scale"”

are examples of non-proportional situations. In the IWP
3 scheduling application, all of the tradeoffs are propor-

tional, as they are only a function of the decision

variable, X

The additive assumption requires that there are

no joint or interactions between the constraints or the

objective function; hence, the total contribution of

each activity must be identical to the sum of the

contribution for each activity individually (4:113).

Since the work is separated into discrete work packages,




calied work orders, with its own unique payoff and labor

requirements, there are no joint effects or interactions
in the model.

Lastly, the model must be divisible, which
indicates that fractional levels for the decision
variables must be possible. 1In this formulation of the
scheduling system a fractional level of the decision
variable simply indicates the work order will be partly
completed this month and carried over into the next month.
As such, the divisibility requirement is also satisfied

by the scheduling model formulation.

Model Summarization

For convenience, the model formulation is again

presented:
o n m
Maximize: 2 =iEl C; Xy _jzl Pj S (2)
m n
Sub ject to:jEl [(iEl Aini) + sj] = BJ. (3)
0 <X, <1.0 (4)
S;» X; are both > 0. (5)
Where:
Aij = the estimated manhours in shop j
for work order 1i.
B: = the projected available IWP manhours
J for shop j.
C. = the payoff value for work order 1i.
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a constant value that represents the
penalty for not scheduling all available
manhours for shop j.

S. = a decision variable that represents the
unscheduled manhours for shop j.

X. = a decision variable that represents
work order i.

i = 1,2,.4+,n. Where n is the total number of
work orders.

3j = 1,2,...,m., Where m is the total number of
shops.

Graphically Solved Example

In order to demonstrate how the model works,
a very simple example involving two work orders and two
shops will be solved graphically. The data used for this

example is from Table 1.

HOURS REQUIRED
WORK ORDER NUMBER PAYOFF::F CARPENTER SHOP ‘ PAINT SHOP
1 15 25 10
2 20 15 10
PROJECTED
AVAILABLE 25 10
MANHOURS
Table 1. DATA for GRAPHICALLY SOLVABLE
EXAMPLE

Certainly, a scheduling system is not needed to

solve this simple problem. However, the ability to
graphically display the solution in only two dimensions

necessitated limiting the example to two work orders,
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Using equations (1), (3), (4), and (5) this

problem can be formulated as:

Maximize: 2Z = 15Xl + 20X2 {6)

Subject to the Following Constraints:

25X, + 13X, < 25 (7)
10X, + 10X, < 10 (8)
0<Xx, =1 (9)
0<X, <1 (10)

Note that equation (6) is an objective function
without a penalty for unscheduled manhours. The four
inequalities, labeled (7) through (10), are the constraints
on the problem. In the carpenter shop, for instance, the
manhours required by the work orders cannot exceed the
available manhours; this relationship 1is expressed by
inequality (7). Similarly, inequality (8) expresses the
paint shop's manhour constraint. Inequalities (9) and
(10) constrain the values of the decision variables,

X1 and Xz, to be greater-than-or-equal-to zero and less-
than-or-equal-to one, as explained in the previous section
of the Chapter.

In order to graphically solve this problem the
linear inequalities, (7) through (10), must be graphed.
This is accomplished by replacing the inequality symbol
by an "equals to" sign and then graphing the resulting

equation, or straight line. This line represents the
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border of the original "half space" that was defined by

the inequality. Then by determining which side of the
border the half-space occupies, the graph is completed.

Figure 5 shows all six of the resulting lines that the

inequalities produce. Further, by combining the associated

SiX half-spaces, the shaded "feasible region," is
determined, as shown in Figure 5.

This feasible region is significant because if
there are any solutions to the problem, they will be
located in this region.

To determine the solution to the problem, the
objective function is simply graphed, or superimposed on
the feasible region. Because the objective function is
linear, its graph is actually a family of parallel lines

(8:19). 1In the case of equation (6), the slope of each

member of the objective family is -3/4. Since the objective

is to be maximized, selecting the objective family member
that is farthest from the origin; yet contains at least
one point in the feasible region, reveals the solution

to the problem. The two "dashed" lines, labeled Zl’ in
Figure 6 is the graph of two family members of equation
(6). Note that the corner of the feasible region that is
indicated as "solution 1" is the solution to the

problem., This solution chose to perform work order 2

only and has an objective function value of 20 and no

consideration is given to unscheduled manhours.
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X.= 1

X2=l

"FEASIBLE REGION"
OXl+ 10X2= 10

25Xl+ 10X2= 25

Fig. 5 Graph of Example Problem
Constraint Equations
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e ———— Solution 1: (xl,x2)=(o,1); Z=20.

FIGURE 6

Y
X. - AXIS
N 1.5 1
N N\ z. = 15K, 20K,; Z=20.

1

Xz— AXIS Zl= 15Xl* 20X2; Z=10.

FIGURE 7

Solution 2: (Xl,X2)=(l,O); Z2=15,

' X~ AXIS

Z = 15Xl+ lOXz; Z2=15,

22= 15Xl+ 10X2; Z=7.5.

Fig. 6 & 7 Graphs of Example Problem
Solutions with Different
Objective Function.
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A penalty for unscheduled manhours can be
incorporated by using equation (2) as the objective
function. A penalty of "one"” for every unscheduled
manhour was arbitrarily chosen. This penalty indicated
that the value of now scheduling 15 manhours is equal in
magnitude to the payoff derived from accomplishing work

order 1, This objective function can be expressed as:
Maximize: Z = 15Xl-+20X2-—OXl-1OX2=> 15Xl'+10X2. (11)

The two "dashed" lines, labeled 25 in Figure 7 is the
graph of two family members of equation (11). The
corner of the feasible region labeled "solution 2" is
the solution for the objective function that penalizes
unscheduled manhours. This solution picked work order 1
only and has an objective function value of 15. Observe
that the model, when taking unscheduled manhours into
consideration, chose the work order with the lower payoff
value, rather than accept the penalty associated with
the unscheduled manhours. This is exactly the desired
result that equation (2) was developed to produce:
maximize the work order payoff value while minimizing the
unscheduled manhours.

The next chapter will describe a small-scale
test, in which the computer based model will be used to
develop a schedule for 25 work orders among five shops.

The computer based schedule will then be compared to a
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heuristically developed schedule to demonstrate the
appropriateness of the linear programming model for

scheduling work orders.
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’ CHAPTER IV
SMALL-SCALE TEST

Introduction

This chapter describes the Honeywell Series 600
Linear Programming System (LP600) which was used to
develop the IWP schedule from the model described in
Chapter III. The heuristic rules used to manually
develop the IWP schedule are also included. Then a
small-scale test 1s presented and solved both manually

and by the computer based model. A comparison of the

two schedules is then discussed in answer to Research
Question 1, "Can a computer based scheduling system be
developed that will construct the In-Service Work Plan
as effectively as existing manual methods?"

Finally, two additional work orders were inserted

IR acahati S

into the schedule and both the computer based system
and the manual system were tasked to establish revised
schedules. A comparison of these two schedules is then
presented in answer to Research Question 2, "Is the
computer based scheduling system able to effectively

and rapidly incorporate revisions into the work plan?"
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The Honevwell Series 600 Linear Programming
System (LP600)

The LP600 svstem has the capacity to solve linear
programming problems of up to 4,095 rows and 262,000 columns
(9:1-2)., 1In the model presented in Chapter III, each row
represents a shop and each column represents a work order.
Consequently, the LP600 system has more than adeqguate capa-
Ccity to accomodate any realistic IWP scheduling problem.

The LP600 system uses an English-like agenda control macro-
language which is straightforward and easy to use. The
majority of the LP600 inputs are the coefficients for the
constraint equations., Each nonzero coefficient must be
identified by the row and by the column of its location.

The LP600 system also has the capability to restrict the
range of values that a variable can assume. Thus, restrict-
ing the values of the work order decision variable

X; from 0 < X, < 1, ig readily accomplished at the same

time the objective function is defined. Also, the LP600
system has post-optimal operations (sensitivity analysis)
that can be obtained by adding only one line to the agenda
control segment of the program. The "automatic" sensitivity
analysis feature negates the need to perform manual
calculations for post-optimal analysis. Finally, additional
information on the LP600 system and its capabilities may

be found in the Honeywell "Series 600/6000" manuals.

Several of these manuals are listed in the Bibliography

under "Related Sources."
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Heuristic Rules

A set of heuristic scheduling rules was used to
manually develop an IWP schedule for comparison with the
computer based schedule., The heuristic rules used were:

(1) Scan all work orders and select that work
order, not previously considered, with the highest
payoff value. If ties exist, select the work order
involving the most shops. If ties still exist, select
the work order with the fewest total required manhours.
If no more work orders remain, go to (3); otherwise,
go to (2).

(2) Compare each shop's manhour requirement for
the work order with the projected available manhours
for each shop. If all manhour reguirements are less
than or equal to the projected available manhours,
schedule the work order and reduce the proiected
available manhours by the amount required for the work
order; go to (1). If manhour requirements are greater
then the projected available manhours, the work order
can not be scheduled; return to (1) to identify the
next work order to be considered.

(3) Select the shop with the most projected
available manhours remaining to be scheduled. Scan all
unscheduled work orders to identify any work orders
that require only the one shop just selected. Partially
schedule the work order that v1e1ds the greatest
"actual payoff", where:

unscheduled manhours

- = <
ACTUAL PAYOFF payofs required work order manhours

If no suitable work order exists go to (4).

(4) Return to (3) until all shops with unscheduled
avalilable manhours have been considered; then stop.

These heuristic rules attempt to schedule the
higher payoff, multi-shop work orders first. The reason
for breaking ties with the work order having the fewest

total required manhours is that possibly two or more
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equal pavoff work orders might be scheduled. Whereas, by
choosing the work order with the largest total required
manhours for scheduling first might result in fewer work
orders being scheduled. This heuristic rule is in agree-
ment with the objective of maximizing the sum of the
work order payoffs.

The partial scheduling portion of the heuristic,
rules (3) and (4), is aimed at reducing the unscheduled
available manhours to the minimum amount possikle. This
is in agreement with the computer based schedule's
objective that imposes a penality for unscheduled manhours.
Thus, these heuristic rules are designed to do the same
thing as the IWP programmer does. That 1is, schedule the
most important work first and also schedule all projected
available manhours.

Initial Comparison of the Small-Scale
Test Schedules

The model developed in Chapter III and the
heuristic rules were both used in a small-scale test
consisting of 23 work orders to be scheduled into five
different shops. The specific information used for the
required manhours per work order, the payofi values,
and the available manhours per shop is shown in Table 2.
These data are from actual work orders found in the PCN:
SF100-360 report (as of 19 Dec 1979) for the 416th CES,

Griffiss AFB, New York. The availakle manhours per shocp
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are the total of lines 10 and 11 from AF Form 919, for
January 1980, for the 416th CES.

The payoff values used for this small-scale test are
a function of the work order priority, work classification,
commander interest, and other interests. The payoff matrix
used to arrive at these values is shown in Figure 8.

The schedules developed using both methods are
shown in Table 3. Both methods scheduled all of the
available manhours, as desired. The computer based
schedule did end up with a higher total payoff wvalue of
356, as compared to 330 for the heuristic based schedule.
The main reason for the difference in the two schedules
is work order 50850 with a payoff value of 40, Since this
is the work order with the second highest payoff value, the
heuristic scheduled it fully because enough manhours were
available. However, work order 50850 used up 87 percent of
the available plumbing shop manhours. The computer bkased
schedule was able to fully schedule work orders
40100 and 50110, by only partially scheduling 50850, The
result of this tradeoff was an increase in the total
payoff value of over 20 points for the computer based
schedule since 2 1/2 work orders were scheduled instead
of only one.

Of the total number of work orders scheduled, there
were 135 work orders that were picked by koth methods,

There also were four work orders that were not scheduled
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Scheduled By
Work Order Payoff Computer Based Heuristic
Number Value Model

1. 05605 10 1

2. 06316 10 0.03

3. 10766 20 1 1
4, 40070 20 1 1

5. 40100 20 1

6. 40369 20 0.14 1
7. 40649 20

8. 40679 20 1 1 4

9. 40859 20 1 0.33
10. 42029 20 1 0.77
11. 42079 5

12, 42369 20 1 1
13. 42609 5

14, 42719 20 1 1
15. 42789 20 1 1
16. 43219 80 1 1 4
17. 43239 3 0.38 1
18. 50110 20 1

19. 50130 20

20. 30629 10 0.05
21. 50830 10 0.33

22. 50850 40 0.31 1
23. 50859 10 1 1
24, 33519 20 1 1
25, 33769 10 0.77 0.73
Number Fully Scheduled: 14 12
Number Partially Scheduled: 5 5
Total Number Scheduled: 19 17
Total Unscheduled Manhours: 0 0]
Total PayofZ Value: 356 330

Table 3 Initial Comparison of the Small-Scale
Test Computer Based Schedule and
Heuristic Schedule.




by either method. It should be noted that two of the

] four unscheduled work orders had the lowest possible payoff
t} value of 5, Of the six remaining work orders, three

were partially schedulied, 0.03, 0.05, 0.33, respectively,
to use up remaining available manhours and two of the

work orders were previously discussed in conjunction with
the plumbing shop manhour situation. Thus, there was only
one work order that the computer based model scheduled that
cannot be intuitively explained. Considering the facts
that the computer based schedule had a higher total payoff
value and scheduled all available manhours, there is

little reaéon to doubt that the computer kased model

scheduled at least as well as the manual heuristic method.

Research Question 1 Answered

Research Question 1 asked, "Can a computer bkased
scheduling system be developed that will construct the IWP
as effectively as existing manual methods?" The answer to
this question is yes. The computer based scheduling i
system did in fact:

(1) schedule more work orders than the manual
method;

(2) schedule the high priority work first;

(3) schedule 100% of the projected available
manhours.,

In addition, the computer based system developed
the optimal schedule for the work orders considered and had

a total payoff value that was about eight percent higher than
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the manual method.

to reach the optimal solution.

Comparison of the Revised Small-Scale

Test Schedules

To address Research Question 2,

revised schedules.

is as follows:

the 416th CES as the other small-scale test data.

Lastly, the LP600 program required 33

iterations and only 354 seconds of computer operating time

two new work orders
§ were inserted into the schedule and both the manual system
and the computer based system were tasked to establish
The two new work orders were actual

work orders taken from the same PCN:SF100-360 report from

The

specific information used regarding the two new work orders

Work Order | Payoff MANHOURS

Number value Carp,. | Paint | Plumpb, ] Metal | Int. Elec,
26, 42289 20 130 26 40 36
27, 53029 20 410 20 32

by the amount reguired for these two work orders.

commander interest work,

as such,

they were

Both of these new work orders were considered to be

"forced"” into

the IWP by simply reducing the projected available manhours

To

accomplish this change for the LP600 program, only five lines

had to be changed and only required typing some 75 characters

to effect the change.

This is in comparison to the

heuristic method which had to be completely reaccomplished

. in order to effect the change.

-
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The payoff values for the revised small-scale

test were the same as for the initial small-scale test.
The schedules developed using both methods are
shown in Table 4. As in the initial test, both methods
succeeded in scheduling all of the available manhours.
Again, there were a total of 15 work orders that were
scheduled. by both methods, and seven work orders that were

not scheduled by either method. Interestingly, both methods

partially scheduled the same four work orders, yet in the
initial small-scale test there was only one work order i
that was partially scheduled by both methods. As before, i
the computer based schedule.had the highest total payoff

value,

Research Question 2 Answered

Research Question 2 asked, "Is the computer based ]
scheduling system able to effectively and rapidly
incorporate revisions into the work plan?'" The answer
to this question is yes. The‘computer based scheduling
system did in fact:

(1) schedule more work orders than the manual
method;

(2) schedule the high priority work first;
(3) schedule 100% of the available manhours;

(4) was able to be revised to accomodate the new
work orders in about three minutes.

Additionally, the computer based schedule provided

the optimal solution for the data used and the total
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Scheduled By
Work Order Payoff Computer Based Heuristic
Number Value Model
1. 05605 10 1
2, 06516 10
- 3. 10766 20 0.22 0.25
‘ 4. 40070 20 1 1

5. 40100 20 1

6. 40369 20

7. 40649 20 1

8. 40679 20 1 1

9. 40859 20 0.86 .45
10. 42029 20 1 0.62
11. 42079 5

12. 42369 20 1 1
13. 42609 5

14. 42719 20 1 1
15. 42789 20 0.50 1
16.43219 80 1 1
17. 43239 5 1
18. 50110 20 1 1
19. 30130 20

20, 50629 10

21. 50830 10

22. 50850 40 0.12 0.21
23, 56859 10 1 1
24, 33519 20 1

25, 53769 10 0.76 0.74
26. 42289 20 1 1
27. 53029 20 1 1
Number Fully Scheduled : 13 12
Number Partially Scheduled: 5 5
Total Numper Scheduled: 18 17
Total Unscheduled Manhours: 0 0
Total Payoff Value: 345 317

Table 4 Comparison of Revised Small-Scale Test
Computer Based Schedule and Heuristic
Schedule

~ |
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payoff value was about nhine percent higher than the manual
method's schedule., The LP600 program required 33 g
iterations and about 51 seconds of computer operating time |
to reach the optimal solution.

f The small-scale tests have provided a basis to
evaluate Research Question 1 and 2, and the results
indicate that the linear programming computer based 1
scheduling model has definite potential for aiding in
the development of the IWP. The applicability of the
model was further evaluated by developing the April IWP
for Patrick AFB, Florida, and comparing the cgmputer
based schedule's results with the base's actual schedule.

This comparison is the topic of Chapter V.




CHAPTER V

LARGE-SCALE TEST

Introduction

This chapter contains a discussion of the large-
scale test of the computer based scheduling system. This
test consisted of generating the IWP for April using the
model developed in Chapter III and the backlogged work
orders actually used by the 6550th CES scheduler in
generating the same IWP for Patrick AFB, Florida. A
comparison of the computer generated IWP with the actual
Patrick IWP was then made and the results are included.
Research questions 1,2, and 3 are addressed based on the

results of the large-scale test.

Large-Scale Test

ncwae

i
1

The large-scale test consisted of scheduling 147
work orders among 12 shops. The data used was actual
data from the 6550th CES, Patrick AFB, Florida. The
specific data used for the required manhours per work
order and priority are shown in Appendix G. These data
were taken from the PCN:SF100-360 report (as of 28 Feb 80)
for the 6550th CES. Additionally, a Base Level Inquiry
System (BLIS) report PCN:N114007 (as of 3 March 80) was

utilized to determine which work orders were materially

61




complete and waiting to be scheduled. It should be noted
that BLIS is a built-in feature of the BEAMS system that
allows for data to be sorted on the basis of common
attributes. In this case, the work orders were sorted by
being materially complete and also having no manhours
charged against the work order.

Further, the IWP scheduler also provided information
concerning work orders that could not be scheduled in
April. For example, two materially complete work orders
could not be scheduled because they were to f£ollow a contract
construction project that was not completed. Thus, a "pool"
of materially complete work orders that could be scheduled
for April was identified, To determine the available shop
manhours for new work orders, the required manhours, by
shop, from the actual Patrick IWP schedule were 