
AD-AI69 041 DYNAMIC MODELS OF DETAILED AND AGGREGATE PRODUCTION 1.02
NETMORKS(U) CALIFORNIA UNIV BERKELEY OPERATIONS
RESEARCH CENTER M MIZRACN SEP 85 ORC-85-19

UNLSSIFIED N99914-7 -C-104 F/O 5/1 NL

EhEEEson 6 hhmm hhEEl
EhEmhshEEohhEE
mhhhhhmhmmuo

EhmhEEmhhhhhEE
sofflfflffllfllfllfllf
EEEEEEmhmhhmhE



1111 1.) m ~d L2.2

1.25 "A4 11.6

MIC ROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NAT'IONAL SUMEAU OF STANDOAOS - 193- A

.~q--. 'S
% 4*~~ V~%



1v4

441,

DYNAMIC MODELS OF DETAILED AND

AGGREGATE PRODUCTION NETWORKS

by

Michael Mizrach

U Wvr4

ORC 85-10 _ _ _ September 1985

RSTY OF CALIFOANIAA

i4,

q ~BER.

.~ .4 . ......4



DYNAMIC MODELS OF DETAILED AND

AGGREGATE PRODUCTION NETWORKS

by

Michael Mizrach

ORC 85-10 September 1985

DTEC
SELF

A

Operations Research Center, University of California, Berkeley,
California.

This research was supported by the Office of Naval Research under
Contract N00014-76-C-0134 with the University of California. Repro-
duction in whole or in part is permitted for any purpose of the
United States Government.

: di~stribution is uniitd



Unclassified
SECURITY CLASSIPICATION OP THIS PAGE ("90rn Dole Enteredj

PAGE READ INSTRUCTIONS
REP DOMAERTATIO PAGEBEFORE COMPLETING FORM

1. REPORT NUMBER | GOVT ACCESSION NO: I. RECIPIENT*S CATALOG NUMBERORC 85-10 ql
4. TITLE (and Subutile) S. TYPE OF REPORT A PERIOD COVERED

DYNAMIC MODELS OF DETAILED AND AGGREGATE Technical Report
PRODUCTION NETWORKS a. PERPORMING OG. REPORT NUMBER

I. AUTNORd) - I. CONTRACT ON GRANT NUMBER(#)

Michael Mizrach N00014- 76-C-0134

S. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADORESS 10. PROGRAM ELEMENT. PROJECT, TASK
AREA 6 WORK UNIT NUMBERSOperations Research Center

University of California NR 337 015
Berkeley, CA 94720

It. CONTROLLING OPFICE NAME AND ADDRESS It. REPORT DATE
Office of Naval Research Septenber 1985
Department of the Navy 12. NUMB8R OF PAGES
Arlington, Virginia 22217 99

14. MONITORING AGENCY NAid9 E ADDRESS(I differnt frow cotrollnd Office) Is. SECURITY CLASS. (of tIle eport)

Unclassified

1a. DECL ASSI FICATON'/DOWNGRADING
SCOEOU LE

16. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of sle ..pe ..

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited.

17. ISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of Me'abstract mfeim In Bloc ".9. 1I Offerem Aome Ropeor)

IS. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

lB. KEY WORDS (Contlve on reve" ae "f "oooewp m Ev. ltfr I Aleek niumb.)

Production Model Detailed Networks
Processing Time Aggregate Networks
Dynamic Activity Analysis Production Planning
Scheduling Heuristics

20. ABSTRACT (Contine on ewm.ee oldo Of neeo¢w ed i t or by Weeh intrl)

(See Abstract)

DO I P"o 1473 RDITION @P I 16V Ges OBSOLETC

SECURITY CLASMIPICATION OP THIS PAGE (WAe be(* AnIWed)

A6



Dynamic Models of Detailed and Aggregate Production Networks.

by

Michael Mizrach

Ph.D Industrial Engineering
& Operations Resear h

Sponsor.Office of Naval Research 1 . j "  _,.4-.

Robert C. Leachman
Chairman of Committee

ABSTRACT

" A decision support system for the management of a production organization must include an

explicit model or models of the production system. When the organization faces a dynamic

environment, dynamic models are most appropriate.

This 4huis" presents dynamic models of production at two levels of details. First, .we extend-

existing activity analysis models for detailed networks to include the common situation of

significant, finite processing times at each activity. This extension shows that dynamic activity

analysis models require different indexing functions for the application of labor and machine

services and for the application of raw materials and intermediate products. It is demonstrated

that the improved accuracy of this model is very significant when the typical processing time

in the system exceeds the planning timelpid intervals. The importance of w development is

in the identification of the underlying assumptions and range of appropriateness of the exist-

ing models and in the e tension of these models to non-instantaneous production proce ses _

Many managerial decisions do not require a detailed description of the system. In the the

second part of the thesis, we utilize the "parallel agegation" approach developed by Lea -

--,_ . i.-lyseiin, to reduce the representation of the network from the level of many (e.g.

several thousands) detailed activities to a much smaller number of aggregates. We then use
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the structure of first model (which includes the effects of the processing time) to model the

transfer relationships between the aggregates. (The parallel aggregation groups activities which

belong to the same process).

The aggregate model that we propose is appropriate for both Project and Manufacturing Net-

works. To validate the models we compare results of simulations for the same networks as

represented by a detailed model and an aggregate one. The results show that the aggregate

model can be very useful to support managerial decisions in the evaluation of Due-Date

Feasibility and Capacity Planning.
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1. Introduction.

The modern era of the industrial society has brought an increasing importance to the area of

Production Planning and Control .Many industries require high-technology processes which

involve scarce and expensive equipment. In order to maintain profitability, the utilization of

these resources must be planned and monitored. In other industries, the relatively cheap ini-

tial investment creates a very competitive market, so that efficient use of resources is a must

for the survival of the firms . Today's complex production systems require sophisticated

managerial decision-making techniques supported by computerized aids . Moreover, the

decision-making process requires some explicit or implicit model of the production system.

Following Holt et al 1960] , we shall distinguish between three levels of managerial decisions

a. Strategic decisions , such as selecting the line of products, selecting the size and loca-

tion of plants and distribution centers , etc. We shall be interested in the question of

project (or tasks) selection.

b. Tactical decisions . We shall be interested in two aspects at this level:

b.1 Determining capacity requirements, given the set of projects to be performed and

their due-dates.

b.2 Capacity allocation among the various projects.

c. Operational decisions, such as detailed scheduling and dispatching.

The first part of our research (chapter 2 ) deals with the modeling of detailed production and

project networks. We show that the Dynamic Linear Activity Analysis model (DLAAM). due

to Shephard et al [1977] and Leachman [1982,1983] needs to be extended to include the

aspect of processing time. As we show, this aspect can be very significant for accurate model-

..................
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ins of production. Our extended model will be denoted by the acronym DLAAMP. We

further show that DLAAMP reduces to DLAAM only under some specific conditions concern-

ing processing time.

Modeling of practical networks, especially for large projects or complex production systems, is

cumbersome and very often results in scheduling formulations which exceed the capacity of

today's computers. Even if we consider a Linear Program , which is the most efficient among

the applicable procedures of mathematical programming, both the number of variables as well

as the number of constraints are roughly proportional to N.T , where N represents the

number of "operations' that need to be done and T is the time-horizon. If we consider, for

example, a time horizon of 50 periods ( T-50 ) , N is practically limited to a few hundreds.

Other techniques such as Dynamic Programming or Implicit Enumeration techniques are

even more limited and solvable problems might be limited to a few tens of activities . (see

Cooper [1976), Davis [1973], Pritsker et al. [1969], Talbot and Patterson [1978] and more).

This computational problem does not affect operadomal decision-making very oftev. The

relevant time horizon for this level is usually short and often the detailed allocation of the

resources, given the capacity levels which were decided at a higher hierarchical level, may be

determined through the use of heuristical simulation programs. For example, we would like

to draw the attention of the interested reader to a novel simulation algorithm for project

scheduling with varying intensities which was developed recently by Dincerler [1984].

On the other hand, the strategc and tacdcal decisions usually involve long-term time hor-

izons, requiring different modeling and solution techniques . The reader should note that

these levels of management are rarely interested in detailed production schedules per se.

Instead, they are interested in aggregate measures such as the interaction between allocation

of the capacities and completion dates of the various production tasks (i.e., projects) , or the

capacities required to complete a set of projects with given due-dates. Furthermore, manage-
%

%
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ment is very often interested in performing several iterations ("what if ? * analysis ) in order

to consider several scenarios. Typically, the proposed solution to the needs of higher manage-

ment levels is to represent the "oversized* detailed schedule by a network of aggregate activi-

ties with a much smaller number of representing activities.

We discuss the general concepts of aggregation and survey several aggregation approaches in

chapter 3. In this chapter we explain why we prefer the approach of paralfel aggregation as the

appropriate one for general modeling purposes . The principles of sructural aggregation are

introduced in chapter 4. Chapter 5 is devoted to a detailed discussion of models of parallel

aggregation of detailed networks. The validation of our aggregate model is discussed in

chapter 6.

The contribution of this thesis is primarily in the following areas:

I. Extending Dynamic Linear Activity Analysis models for detailed networks to include

the important efiect of processing time.

2. Proposing a framework for parallel aggregation of production networks. We shall con-

sider several types of production networks. We shall primarily deal with Project and Pro-

cessing networks. Additional types such as Assembly-networks will be presented as exten-

sions of the 'pure* Project and Processing networks. (For a comprehensive discussion

concerning the properties of these networks see section 2.1).

S-
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2. Modeling of Detailed Networks

2.1 Problem Definition

In this chapter we shall develop several models which attempt to represent dynamic pro-

duction networks. These models will vary according to their view of the production sys-

tern, radually evolving to 'catch' more realistic properties of actual production net-

works.

Production networks:

Our investigation will focus on multi-stage production systems which will be described by

networks, where the nodes represent the activities and the arcs represent the transfer of

intermediate products between these activities.

The exogenous inputs to the system are raw materials, labor of various types, energy, etc.

The output of the system is a desired set of products. A processing-unit or output-unit of

an activity will be referred to as a transfer unit.

Activities :

The basic elements of the network are the activities. The activities can be viewed as fixed

technological processes applied to the materials entering the activity, converting it into

.output', while consuming exogenous resources. This definition is natural for 'process-

ing" activities. In project-type activities we shall reinterpret the event of completion in

terms of physical transfer units, as discussed below. We shall be interested in the

managerial aspects of the transformation (use of materials, resources, etc). Our scope will

exclude the pure technological aspects such as temperatures, pressures, cutting speed. etc.

Through our discussion we shall distinguish between two types of activities which

correspond to the two types of networks discussed in chapter I.

Project Activity - A distinct intermediate product is produced for each follow-on

-.

.5.
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activity. That is, project activities have vector output. These outputs are simultane-

ously produced in proportion. Transfers of the various distinct products of an

activity are simultaneous and must be unitary. All intermediate products are required

before an activity can start. Each intermediate product has a unique source. A net-

work consisting entirely of project activities is called a Project Network

Procesing Activity - The activity produces scalar output which may be allocated to

various, alternative, follow-on activities. Transfer may or may not be integral

depending on the nature of the product. The activity has at most one type of inter-

mediate input (which may have alternative sources). A network consisting entirely of

processing activities is called Processing Network.

Since each activity performs a fixed technological process we shall attempt to define expli-

cit production functions to relate the inputs and the outputs of each activity.

Production Functions:

The equations which describe the input-output relationships of each activity are called

*production functions'. This term was first used in the field of Economics to determine

the sets of eficimnt vectors of output which can be produced, given the allocation of

resources. For further discussion see Koopmans [1951], Leontief [1951], and Morgenstern

[1954].

The original definition of the production function fits instantaneous processes. When the

process is evolutionary, we shall use an extended definition for the production function

and assume efficient" utilization of resources. For modeling purposes we shall focus on

the rate of applied input as described by the function y(t) and the corresponding output

of the activity. In most cases we shall be interested in the cumulative production function

#(Y), where Y(t) ty(s).ds and O(Y) is the time function of cumulative outputs. For a
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detailed axiomatic discussion of the properties of Dynamic Production Functions see

Hackman [1 983].

Intermediate Transfers:

The outputs of the activities may serve as final or intermediate products or both. It will

be useful to distinguish between two types of transfer policies:

Continuous transfers : Transfers are assumed to be completely divisible. Examples

for this type of output are many Chemical processes. This transfer 'policy' frequently

serves as an approximation for discrete transfer systems.

Discrete transfers : Transfer occur only upon completion of a predetermined integral

number of units. For a Project activity, the cumulative output of each product of the

activity is defined as *1* upon completion of the task of the activity. For a Process-

ing activity, one unit of output corresponds to a transfer batch consisting of a

predetermined number of physical units of the intermediate product and output is

transferred only in integral multiples of this unit.

.9.

_S,,
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22 Dosan of Models:

Our discussion hereafter will be restricted to linear models. This domain of models

implies the foilowing simplifications :

a. Linear constraints : The constraints are represented by linear functions of the

decision variables . In some models the variables will be treated as continuous,

while others might include integer variables.

b. Proportional production functions : The resources (types of labor) are applied

with ixed coefficients which relate consumption of resources to the 'intensity' of

the activity. Models evolving from the traditional 'Dynamic Linear Activity

Analysis model" will assume that consumption of materials and output are also

proportional to the rate of the process . For the models assuming finite duration

of processing we shall show that although the consumption rates of service-type

resources are proportional among themselves and the consumption rates of raw

materials (including intermediate products) are also proportional among them-

selves, the two vectors are not necessarily proportional to each other. Moreover,

we shall show that, in general, otput may be proportional to only one of the two

rates at a particular point of time. We shall refer to this type of relationship as

"semi-proportional production function".

The assumption of proportional or semi-proportional production functions has a res-

tricting effect. Nonlinear effects such as set-ups, economies of scale and learning

curves are not represented correctly and might require readjustment of the

coefficients for different sizes of production batches, for an appropriate linear approx-

imation

: "'.':,:':,:- '.', . .. " ..... .. " ". ... -"" -". .. "" "**" "* **" "", " " "'""." " """" ""N'""
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2.3 Dynamic Linear Activity Analysis Models

The models introduced in this section were first introduced by Shepard, AI-Ayat and

Lechman (1977] and further developed by Leachman [1982,1983]. However,

simplifed versions of these models are found in most linear programming formula-

tions of production planning problems. We shall use the acronym DLAAM to refer

to these models.

These models assume (explicitly) the following.

a. Linear objective functions, linear constraints and proportional production func-

tions.

b. Directed production network

c. Time is divided into fixed intervals, called periods. Period t denotes the interval

(t - lj]. Our conventions will be that applications of resources are constant during

the intervals, and that intermediate products which are applied as inputs in period i

must have been produced before this period.

For the sake of clarity we shall add the following assumptions which will enable us to

concentrate on the essentials of the models:

d. Resources are completely divisible (allocation of resources matches the actual

application).

e. Transfer time of intermediate products between activities is negligible. (Obviates

the need for *book keeping" of fixed lags). As a logical consequence we shall apply

the simplifying assumption that no intermediate-products are kept in front' of the

activities.
.1o

::!
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f. Scalar outputs : Each activity produces one type of output. These outputs can be

either intermediate products or inal outputs. Final outputs are regarded as inter-

mediate products delivered to "sink* activities.

s. Scalar inputs : Each activity uses one type (or alternative types) of intermediate

product input. This input can come from various sources within the system. (A

slightly different formulation can be used to model networks with complementary

inputs, e.g. assembly).

The models are developed below for activities whose transfers are of the 'processing"

type. The *project" type systems can be regarded as a simpler case and are treated

easily by the discrete version of the DLAAM . As mentioned above, our attention

will be focused on the transfer relationships among the activities.

°o

,I
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Notation:

a. Variables:

ZJ(t Ointensity* of activity ,defined in this case as the number of

transfer units produced by activity i during interval i

Z(t) cumulative intensity of activity i, defined as the cumulative

number of transfer units produced by activity i till the end of

period t.

V (t) cumulative number of units, transferred from activity i to its fol-

lowerj up through time t.

IJ ()inventory of transfer units produced by activity i and not allocated

to the followers at time t.

zr(t) the cumulative number of intermediate products consumed by

time t, also referred to as the cumulative 'starts" of activity i.

b. Parameters:

ah amount of resource k required by activity i per unit intensity.

number of units produced by i , required per unit intensity of j.

x (t) capacity of resource k at time t (work-hours per hour).

A visual description of the system is illustrated in figure 2.3-1

: S*222****'*~* *'** * ~ .*., * * ,
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2.3.1 DLAAM with Continuous (Completely Divisible) Transfers.

Under DLAAM, the technological transformation carried out by an activity is described by a

proportional production function, characterized by the technological coefficients (ak,) and

(10i,).

The intermediate products variables, Vq(t) are non-negative and completely divisible , The

resulting model is:

1) Inventory balance for the predecessor:

Z j v~(t) z,(t) + Ji(o)
J

2) Inventory balance for the follower:

d' Zj (t) .5 Vj(t -I1 )

The displacement of one time unit is due to the convention that there are no transfers within

a time-interval.

3) Capacity balance:

'* N

I}: ,aj z,(t) _, xk(t)

4) Upper bound on the intensity of the activity:

z,(t) M,

z, nm can result from two reasons:

a. A resource which is not modeled explicitly in the production function but imposes an

upper bound on the rate of the activity such as working space, electric power, budget
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constraints ,etc.

b. Technological bound on the rate of the process maximal RPM for metal machining.,

processing time in film developing ,etc.

5) Non-negativity:

zi(t) 0, h~(t) a 0, V'( a 0

An important observation is that we can relate the maximal cumulative intensity of the fol-

lower to the actual cumulative intensity of the predecessor by merging the first two constraints

2J z '( )+1 0

.............................................................. L.... .
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2.3.2 DLAAM with Discrete Transfers:

Few production systems are characterized by continuous transfers. Continuous transfers are

often used to approximate production systems with discrete transfers. A DLAAM model of a

discrete transfer system is very similar to the continuous transfers model and differs only in

the domain restrictions of the transfer related variables V, (t) which are restricted to be non-

negative integers.

4
"-

.
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2.4 Models Assuming *Finite Processing Time".

So far we have regarded the technological process of the activity only through the technologi-

cal coefficients which relate outputs to inputs. Another dimension which was overlooked in

previous models is the duration of the process . When we observe most technological

processes, continuous or discrete, we find that there is a minimal duration required to process

a transfer unit . The importance of this phenomena will be demonstrated by the following

simple example:

Let's assume the following values for the state variables of a continuous transfers system

which consists of two activities, a predecessor i and a follower j

I (O) - 0 ; Z,(5) - 4

According to the DLAAM model, at period 6, activity j can start working on 4 units

which could be delivered from i . Now, let's add the information that it takes at least 6

periods to process a unit in activity i The immediate conclusion is that though the

amount of work invested at activity i by period 5 is equivalent to the amount required to

finish 4 units, this work-content must have been applied to more than 4 units since no

unit is ready at the end of period 5.

2.4.1 Ilustradve Model.

In this section we shall introduce an approximate model which illustrates the effect of

processing-time. This model gives us an interesting insight about the functional relationship

between the cumulative intensities of activities i and j . We shall observe that the introduc-

tion of processing-time makes a significant change in this relation, compared with the previ-

ous models . This insight will lead to the development of an appropriate detailed planning

model in the next section. The illustrative model requires two additional assumptions:

...................- . . *o..
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a. Each activity i has a predetermined task, to produce Q, transfer units which are

delivered to its followers. This assumption is required only for the sake of this illustrative

model and will not apply to the detailed models.

b. The processing of each transfer unit cannot be interrupted by another unit (each

.server* will finish the unit it is processing before starting another one ). The term

.server* will be used as a generalization to any combination of labor and machine ser-

vices required to perform the technological process. A transfer unit is a group of (identi-

cal or different) items which is processed simultaneously by a server. In most cases the

transfer unit is a single item. The implication of this assumption is that we would rather

complete one unit and deliver it "upstream' in the system, than produces two Lalves of

two units. This assumption is quite reasonable in most production environments.

In order to relate the pair of activities i and j, we shall use normalized notations where the

intensity z,(t) will be defined as the fraction consumed during interval t of the total amount

of resources required by activity i to complete Q, units. Based on this definition of: , we

shall further assume that resources can be applied in the production of a transfer unit at a

maximal rate of D where Di is the minimal processing time of a transfer unit through

activityi.

Let's observe a typical activity which has a minimal processing time Di for each transfer unit.

For the sake of clarity we illustrate the properties of this activity assuming a constant rate of

"starts" (the time at which a server starts processing a transfer unit). Furthermore, we shall

assume that each server operates at its maximal rate, such that each unit stays D, time units

. in process. In the 'earliest" case the *starts* correspond with the rate of the inflow. The

description of the intensity in this model is only an approximation and will be replaced by a

more accurate formulation in the next section.

CompuLtatonal comment: In order to avoid some "ede" effects which diston the linear eleationships that
we show, we shalt assume that Q is larp enoush such that the system can be approximated by continuous
mmaases

V..V
*I3L
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We would like to draw the attention of the reader to the following observations:

a. No output was released till time Di, though the activity accomplished approximately

65% of its processing task at that time. (Measured by the cumulative use of resources

Z().

b. The rate at which resources are applied is distinct from the rate of "starts". Different

combinations of cumulative "starts" and/or different cumulative intensity ,will result in

different curves of output.

c. The fastest (earliest) curve of the normalized output is the curve of the normalized

input, delayed by Di time units.

Figure 2.4.1-2 illustrates the transfer relationships between activities i and j . When the fol-

lower j operates at its earliest mode, the curve of its *starts" is identical with the curve of out-

put of the predecessor i.

It is easy to see from figure 2.4.1-2 that there is a time-lag At between the cumulative normal-

ized intensities of the pair. When activity i operates at its maximal intensity the time-lag is a

linear function of the level of the cumulative intensity Z:

W(Z) - ( -Z)Di*Z.Di

This time lag can be used to calculate an upper bound of the cumulative intensity Z, (t) ,given

the "iistory" of Z (t):

Z,(t) Zt).(D-D, ))]

This nonlinear bound will not be used in future models.

In the next section we develop more rigorously the relationship between input and output of

an activity with processing time.

d.
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2.4.2 Detailed Transfer Relationships:

The previous model illustrated several effects related with the 'processing time' phenomena.

As we shall show in the current model, the derivative of the cumulative intensity curve is not

necessarily constant even when the derivative of the input curve is. The next model will cure

this inaccuracy and provide a framework for practical modeling of Dynamic Production Net-

works.

Assumptions:

a) General assumptions and conventions:

1) The system is represented by a directed and acyclic network.

2) The usage of service type resources is proportional and can be indexed by a scalar

intensity function.

3) If production by any activity requires a mix of intermediate products, this mix is fixed.

We shall index the cumulative application of intermediate products by the cumulative

starts function ZP(t).

4) Constraints and Objective Function are linear.

5) Intermediate products which are applied at period t must have been completed in pre-

vious periods.

b) Assumptions specific to the model:

6) Transfers are processed by the FIFO discipline.

7) It takes exactly Di time units to process a transfer unit through activity i , for each i.

(D can assume any positive number).4

8) Each unit is processed by only one server. This server will process the unit with a uni-

form rate of - units from start to finish. Though this assumption seems to be quite
iDi

restrictive, it is acceptable in most production environments. The reader should consider

the similarity to the assumptions of CPM networks.

Additional discussion of assumptions 6,7 and 8 accompanied by examples can be found in
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appendix B.

2.4.2.1 Starts occur only at the beginning of a period:

We shall develop the formulation for discrete transfers. The first model will assume that new

starts occur only at the beginning of a period. This assumption will be relaxed later at the cost

of a more complicated model.

Notation

As shown before, the amount of work which was invested in transfer units is not identical

with the actual output of an activity with a finite processing time. For this type of activity we

shall have to adjust our definitions to distinguish between the work and the output :

z, (t) The rate of application of service type resources, measured in processing units.

(Each unit equals the amount of "work' which has to be invested in a single

transfer unit).

Z, () The cumulative application of service type resources, denoted by cumulative

intensity.

U1 ( the cumulative actual output of activity i by time t.

Formulation:

1. Bounds on the intensity of activity j at time t:

1.1 Available intermediate products:

*The number of processable units at period t is the difference between the number of units

started by activity j by the end of period t, and the number of units which were com-

pleted by time t- I . During an interval, each unit is processed with a maximal rate of

I for at most min( lD,) time units. Thus the (dynamic) maximal rate is:

min (lD)

C.. Ds
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1.2 Application upper limit:

At any time, activity j can not use, simultaneously, more than the maximum number of

servers, denoted by nj.

q~j(t):, 
n *.min0l,D,)

Zi Dj

Comment : nj is not necessarily integer. (e.g. the volume of a tank in a chemical process

1.3 Remaining work:

The difference between the total work to be performed on the units which were started by

the end of period t, and the amount of work which was done so far, is the maximal

additional work which can be done during period t

zj(t) 5 ZI(t) - zj(t-1)

2. Production function : (maximal output, given the application of inputs.)

A unit started at the beginning of a period would be available for transfer, rD, I - I time

periods afterwards. (Under assumption 8), thus:

U-(I) - Z:l - rD,1)

3. Cumulative starts at activity j by the end of period t:

Under assumption 8 and the assumption that new starts occur only at the beginning of a

period, the number of new starts can be determined as follows:

The number of units which remain from starts in previous periods is Zf(t - I) - Uj (t - I). The

amount of work which was invested during period r equals -(t). Since each new unit occu-

pies the server for the maximum of its *duration* and a time unit, the number of new starts is

,r

I'

* ..
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ZJ'(t)-max fz,(0)max(l,Dj)1 + U(- )

I Z-(t-l)

To understand this result, it might be helpful to subtract Z(z - 1) from both sides. The upper

equation gives the difference between the number of units on which work was performed dur-

ing period t, and the number of "old' unfinished starts.

A close examination of the last equation reveals that constraint 1. 1 is included in this equa-

tion and thus can be removed. We can summarize the resulting model as follows:

1) Intensity

min(lDj)" Di
z(t) 5 Zf(1) - Zj(t-l)

2) Actual output:

UV(t) Zj(tl+l - ID1 )

3) Number of starts :

f [ zj(t).max(l,Dj) 1 Uj(t -1)
Zf(t )-max ZP(i-l)

4. 1) Upper bound on starts for complementary inputs:

jZ() W-1min[ s(t-l)/ljj : FiJ0O

4.2) Upper bound on starts for additive inputs:

5) Capacity:-iI
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,a,, ..,(t) <-, xk (r)

6) Sum of transfers:

j

7) Non-negativity

A description of the model is illustrated in fig 2.4.2 for two cases:

a) The rate of input is larger then

b) The rate of input is smaller then -L

4Di

.5

-S--



'7 %1.~.*-*.. 73 7 3--.- 
--.

25

1.0D
.9

.8 Vj(t) rjInput rate lu/h

.7. Qj Zj(t Dj a.10 hours

.64 Qj - 5 units Qi

.42

.3.1

.2 4 6 9 1b rl 1-2 1 (hours)

a) rate of input is not boundinq

.9 IInput rate - /2 U/h

.8 Dj - I hour

.7.I Qj = 5units

.6 __

.5. V(01 Vjt

.4o J'-' Qj

.3, 0

j (t)'

2 4 6 8 1 12 t(hours)

b) rate of inout bounds the rate of orocessina

Fig~ure 2.4.2: Detailed (uncapacitated) inout-outDut relationshin
of DLAAMP

................................



.W~;V. -~ -" V 7 --r -~r.- - - -. It - .- . '

26

Adaptation of the model for continuous transfers:

The models for continuous transfers and for discrete transfers are similar except for the remo-

val of some domain restrictions, i.e., the *rounding" functions in constraints 3 and 4 are

removed.

2.4.2.2 The case of Intra-Period Starts

The previous assumption that new starts occur only at the beginning of a period is appropri-

ate when D >> I. If we want the contribution of this assumption to the idle time at activity i

to be less then, say, k %, we should choose the length of the period such that:

.rD, I - lO5 O
[D11 100

In some cases this restrirtion will cause a very fine grid which makes the formulation imprac-

tical. We shall now propose an algorithm to relax this restriction by estimating the number of

new starts in a period, when the starting of a new unit is not restricted to the beginning of the

period.

Let us assume, for the moment, that the amount of work which was invested by activity i

during period t, in new starts, equals w,(t). (This amount is measured in units of equivalent

transfers.)

The actual number of starts which used wi (t) depends on the arrangement of the starts in pre-

vious periods on the various servers. We shall propose a conservative estimate which is a

lower bound on the number of new starts:

Under assumption 8, the rate at which a unit is processed at activity i is

Let l, denote the length of time at which (new start) unit k was processed during period t

then, by definition:

.°.. . . ......... ... .........." . 'i . ' . . " - ' . - . - . ' - . ' '; ' . -. ' -. ' -. : - " , . - - . , ,
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w3(t ) ---. ,

Ak

It is also clear that 1,k  in (1,D,) for each k. If we replace ik by min (1,D,) , for each k , we

get a lower bound on the number of new starts, denoted by k(t):

k(t) - wI(t)'Dimin (1 ,Dj)

The reader should note that if all servers are empty at the beginning of the period, then

zidt) - w.Wt)

We can compute the number of remaining transfers which is Zf(t -1) - U, (I - 1), but we

don't know how long each unit occupies a server. If the remaining work on each unit can be

performed within the period, then w, (t) - Z, (1) - Z(t -1). (This is obviously the case for

instantaneous processes). On the other hand, the work which can be done on an "old" transfer

min(1l,Di)
unit during period t is bounded by D so that the amount of work which can be

invested in all the "old" transfers is bounded by:

I min ( 1,D, )

Thus:

min (l,D,)•i ,(t) Z ,(t) - [Z (t - 1) - Ui U 1.

By combining the two constraints and the requirement for non-negativity we get a conserva-

d-e estimate for w, ():

W" ra ) U1 )min(1.D,)z,(t) - [Zf(t-l)- U,(t) D,

w,(t) - max Z,(t) - Zf(t-1)

0



The complete model of the transfer relationships between activities which are characterized

by finite, uninterrupted and fixed processing time and intra-period starting times is as follows

1) Intensity:

nj

zj (I) ZfO') - Zj(t-l)

Vip') Uj0 -01min (1,D,)

2) Actual output:

Just as in our computation of w, the cumulative information is not sufficient to determine the

exact number of releasable transfers by time t. We can set the following bounds on U, (t):

ZPt- fD, ) _5 U,( ZP( +1I - [D, 1)

Hereafter we shall use the following conservative estimate:

6 3) Number of starts:

Zj()- IZ( -l1) - Uj (t -I) m~Dj
w,(t) -max Zj()- ZfP(t-l1)

0

w 10-

ZjP(t) ki(U
U-0
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4. 1) Upper bound on starts for complementary inputs:

SZ j(t) -. m inltj(t-1)/l ,jJ : jj O

4.2) Upper bound on starts for additive inputs:

."ZjP(t ) S L , Vj (t -l)/ad] 5 ,j 0

5) Capacity:

."k aazi (1) :5 xk (t)

6) Sum of transfers:

.V j(t)" U, (I)

7) Non-negativity
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2.5 The Relationships Between DLAAM and DLAAMP.

DLAAMP is an extension of DLAAM and evolv,!d from the recognition that DLAAM as is,

might be inaccurate if D, > 1 and there are multiple servers. The derivation of DLAAMP

gave us the opportunity to examine the implicit assumptions which underly DLAAM.

If we assume the coupling between a transfer unit and a server as assumed in DLAAMP, then

the formulation of the production function of DLAAM might be inaccurate for non-

instantaneous production processes. (If the activity requires some finite processing time we

need an additional. function to index the number of units which are available for transfer).

It is easy to show that DLAAMP with intra-period" starts reduces to DLAAM in the limiting

case of instantaneous production process:

ir U (I) = Zf(t)
D-O

Since : Uj(t)< - Zj(t) < Zr(t), we get that for instantaneous production processes

U (t) = Z(t) -z(

As explained above, the amount of work invested in *new' starts at period t , denoted by

Swj(t), simplifies when D -. 0, to : ws(t) - Zj(t) - ZP(t-l) and the number of new starts,

.k(), is the smallest integer larger or equal to this expression. By replacing Zs(t) by Zf([),

this constraint is becoming merely a definition of the incremental starts and can be removed.

Since : U(t- 1) - Zj (z - 1) , for instantaneous processes, the intensity constraint can be writ-

ten in the following DLAAM form:

ZJ(t), {ZrP - Zj( -1)

and the output is the familiar expression:

,o%
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Uj(t) : Zj(t)

Equations 4.1, 4.2, 5, 6, and 7 of DLAAMP, which are identical to the corresponding equa-

tions of DLAAM (see 2.3.1), remain unchanged.

The assumption of coupling is appropriate in environments where changing the server is

impossible or requires a significant set-up. On the other hand, some environments allow

(unrestricted) change of the servers and it is easy to show that if D, < 1, the units can be

sequenced such that the output in each period equals (Z, (t)J. Under this discipline DLAAM is

accurate for the whole range 0 < Di < 1.

It is also interesting to note that the assumption of coupling between a server and a transfer-

unit is relevant only in a multi-server environment. When an activity consists of a single

I
server the DLAAMP model reduces to DLAAM where z,"'(t) < -

The merits of DLAAMP are both theoretical and practical. Through this model we show that

in general, dynamic modeling of production systems requires separate indexing functions for

the application of service type resources and the application of intermediate products. An

interesting observation is that Dynamic Models introduced in the classic text-books of pro-

duction such as Johnson & Montgomery [19741, Silver & Peterson [1985], Hax & Candea

[1984] and others assume implicitly instantaneous production processes. The practical contri-

bution is in identifying and extending the range for which we can develop reasonably accurate

activity analysis models. In figure 2.5 we compare the behavior of a system consisting of two

ordered activities under the existing model (DLAAM) and the proposed one (DLAAMP).

Z ZS. . . .. . . .. . .
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3. Aggregation Approaches.

3.1 General approach:

The purpose of the aggregation is to provide aggregate information to support managerial

decisions. A good aggregate model should provide management with information which is

relevant to its level of interest, with sufficient accuracy and require much less effort than the

detailed model. In this chapter we shall introduce several approaches for aggregation of pro-

duction networks. Though these approaches vary in their scheme of aggregation as well as in

their applications, the process of aggregation has the same general structure as illustrated at

figure 3.1 : The basic stages involved are the following:

a. An 'aggregation scheme* is applied to the original network, converting it into a smaller

aggregate network.

b. The aggregate network is simulated or optimized using some model of production.

Most of the models used by the approaches that we shall introduce, are models which

were developed for detailed networki and view the aggregate network as if it were a

detailed network. Most of the models assume the same structure and properties for the

detailed and the aggregate networks. The models which belong to the class of parallel

aggregation (Leachman & Boysen, and ours ) are aggregating detailed activities of the

"project' type, into aggregates which are treated as activities of the 'processing* type.

c. Aggregate results: The result of the previous two stages is an 'answer' to the problem

which was investigated. An inherent result of the process of aggregation is the 'loss of

identity* of detailed activities which are grouped together. This loss might be tolerable for

managerial decisions of the tactical level where management is interested in aggregate

measures, but not for operational decisions. The user must be very careful in examining

to what extent this "loss of identity' effects the quality of the results for specific decisions.

Y.
a.".' -. .. "Y ."P "..',." -. '.''-'. .'".''''.'' e, - ," 
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We introduce several schemes of aggregations, each of which has its typical applications.

We shall emphasize the properties of each of these aggregation schemes and the kind of

decisions supported by it.

Detailed Aggregate Aggregate
Newr -representation Res ults

Aggregaio transfers for

Operator

Flow of data

fig. 3.1: The aggregation of detailed networks .
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3.2 Aggration by product:

The most obvious aggregation scheme is the "aggregation by product". In this scheme we

attempt to reduce the size of the network by representing several batches of similar products,

as a single aggregate batch of the *generalized" product. We can learn a great deal about the

requirements of "similarity" by investigating the aggregation of a general linear program of

production.

Suppose, we want to find the mix of products which gives the highest revenue under a given

set of capacities. Let x denote the vector of quantities which are produced and sold of the

products I to n, and r denotes the vector of revenues from each unit of product.

(akj is the matrix of the technological coefficients of production, where ak, is the amount of

resource k required for the production of a unit of the j'th product. (The matrix will be

denoted by A ) The capacity of the resources will be denoted by the vector b.

The system is modeled by the following linear program:

MAX : rT.x

Subject to:

A'x b

xi k di, where d denotes the demand of product j

x, kO for eachj

Now, let's aggregate columns k and I by an aggregate m such that each unit of the aggregate

is "equivalent" to aj units of product j where je(k,J). Each aggregate unit is assigned awe-

gate technological coefficients and revenue per unit.

The aggregate presentation of the system will be:

L.
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MAX: F. z

subject to :

I.z s b

dk d,
ak at

z, > 0 for each j

where F , z and A are the aggregate revenues, products and technological coefficients accord-

ingly.

The conditions for an optimal aggregate solution are:

1) Primal feasibility

2) Dual feasibility (y is the vector of 'shadow prices)

3) Complementary slackness:

r[AT.y - l 0

yTJI.z - b] - 0

The conditions for an optimal disaggregated solution, givn the optimal aggregate solution are

as follows:

choose xk,x a 0 such that the disaggregate revenue is maximized:

MAX : rkxk + rtx1

Subject to:

aikx~k + axi I,, , for each i .
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* a'

Algebraic analysis of the requirements for disaggregation yields the following observations:

For any pair of tight constraints, the following ratio must hold:

a,, arkxk + atlx
as, askxk . ax*

It is easy to show that this relation is simultaneously maintained in all the pairs of con-

straints for which aik - - a~ and My = Bail, where -( and 6 are constants.

b) The proportional mix is required only for resources which are tight. As a conclusion,

we can exclude from the model resources which are certainly non-bounding without risk-

ing our ability of disaggregation.

For a rigorous discussion of the bounds on errors, due to aggregation of columns and rows see

Zipkin [1980 ], Mendelssohn [ 1980].
"4

Another practical requirement, resulting from the batching procedure is that detailed batches

which are grouped together should have close due dates. (otherwise we accumulate products

of different production periods and cause non-necessary production peaks).

The reader should be aware that the previous discussion did not take into account sequencing

constraints. Thus, it is most appropriate for a single echelon production system.

This aggregation model is very useful in several industries, but as we shall show later, the

aggregation by product can be extended to a multi-echelon aggregation using the approach of

'parallel aggregation".

° a a a. ,. *.* *** . . . . .
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3.3 Aggregation by iodules.

One of the most widely used aggregation techniques is aggregation by modules In this

approach, a subnetwork, usually related to a certain assembly or major operation, is collapsed

into a single representing activity. (For a comprehensive discussion see Kasper [1983]).

The main advantage of this approach is that grouping detailed tasks into a meaningful aggre-

gate has a natural organizational appeal. However, in order to represent the subnetwork by

the single aggregate we must assume some underlying schedule of the inner activities. This

predetermined schedule imposes two major drawbacks for dynamic modeling:

a. The underlying schedule is not necessarily optimal or even feasible under given capaci-

ties of scarce resources.

b. The mix of resources that are consumed by the aggregate is varying with time accord-

ing to the requirements of the internal activities, thus the production function of the sys-

tem can not be expressed in terms of a convenient index for the rate of the utilization of

resources.

This type of aggregation preserves the precedence relationships of the network. Under the

assumption of sufficient resources (which should be verified), this approach provides a con-

venient way for estimating lead-times and due-dates.

-A

* - . * * . . . .
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34 Parallel aggregation.

The idea of parallel aggregation was first introduced by Leachman & Boysen [1982]. In this

approach activities which use a similar mix of resources and conform to certain structural res-

trictions are represented by an aggregate activity for the purpose of aggregate planning. The

investigation of the required properties for aggregation of several products (3.2) can be

extended to aggregation of activities, for which the same conclusions hold:

a. Activities which are grouped together use the same mix of resources. (proportionality

of technological coefficients).

b. The requirement of similar mix applies only to scarce resources. We assume that other

resources will not cause a problem at the stage of disaggregation.

This scheme of aggregation enables us to model the aggregate network by using proportional

or semi-proportional production functions. The models which utilize this approach attempt to

preserve the precedence structure of the network and provide good estimates for the rates of

the usage of resources.

An example for parallel aggregation is illustrated in figure 3.4 , where we assume that the mix

of resource required for each type of activity is identical. (this example was taken from Leach-

man & Boysen [1982]).

.p
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4. Parallel Structural Reduction.

4.1 Structural Requirements.

In chapter 3.1 we introduced the general process of obtaining information for managerial

decisions, by replacing the detailed network, with an aggregate one. We also introduced

several approaches for aggregation. In this chapter we shall focus on the 'structural reduction'

of parallel aggregation.

The requirements for the structural reduction are derived from the properties of the models

which we intend to apply to the aggregate network. The aggregate network must require the

following characteristics:

a. Directed and acyclic network.

b. Activities will have proportional or semi-proportional production functions. This

requirement implies that the underlying detailed activities which are grouped together,

will have the same mix of resources. (By mix we mean both types of resources, and pro-

portions of technological coefficients.)

For practical purposes we might relax the similarity of the mix for non-scarce resources.

(See 3.2)

The basic 'structural relationships" were first introduced by Leachman & Boysen. We extend

their model which was designed for Project Networks to include also Processing Networks

and introduce the need for distinction between Project Networks and Processing Networks.

%5,.
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4.2 Structural Relationships

4.2.1 One to One:

Let activities of type A (a certain mix of resources) transfer their intermediate products only

to activities of type B (another mix of resources), as demonstrated in figure 4.2.1-a . The

aggregate representation of this grouping is illustrated in figure 4.2.1-b . The aggregation

scheme of this type of relationship is suitable for both processing and project networks.

AlB
-L I

I

A2 B2
I * i I I.! I : ' , .

II L I

4.2.1. a - Detailed transfer 4.2.1. b - Aggregate
relationship representation

fig 4.2.1: Detailed and Aggregate "one to one" relationship.

It is clear from this illustration that activities Al ,A2 and A3. as represented by their aggregate

A, have lost their unique properties . The more "identical" these activities are (similar total

requirements of resources and similar rates of operation) they can be better represented by

their aggregate A

[ .",.- 
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4.2.2 Multiple Successors:

Let activities of type A transfer their intermediate products to both activities of types B and

C. We shall distinguish between two cases:

a. Distinct outputs: The aggregate A consists of activities which release outputs simultaneously

to activities of types B and C . A typical situation is when activities of type A in a 'Project

Network* precede activities of both types B and C . The detailed sub network is illustrated in

figure 4.2.2-a while the corresponding aggregate sub-network is illustrated in figure 4.2.2-b.

This structure of outputs is typical to Project-Networks.

Modeling Issues:

Since we assume distinct products which are produced by A simultaneously and transferred in

parallel to activities B and C, the *mass conservation" assumed by the transfer relationships

of our models (regardless which one) should not "double count" the transfers to B and C.

(See figure 4.2.2-a)

b. Shared outputs : The aggregate A consists of activities which transfer their outputs to

ac-dvities of type B, type C , or to both. The detailed and aggregate presentation of this case

are illustrated in figures 4.2.2 c and d respectively. When the assumption of "shared outputs"

is appropriate, the output of aggregate A equals its inventory plus the the sum of the transfers

to B and C. This is the structure of output assumed in Processing-Networks.

So far, we have used examples with a single predecessor and two followers. It is obvious that

the definitions hold for as many successors as applicable for the particular network.

-. . . ... . . . . . . ... . .
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AC

BB

I

a) Detailed, distinct output b) Aggregate, distinct" Output

-1 B

c) Detailed, shared output d) Aggregate, shared output

Figure 4.2.2: Detailed and Agpreqate multi-successor structure.
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4.2.3 Multiple Predecessors:

The relationship of multiple predecessors is very similar to the previous one. Here we have

to distinguish between distinct inputs (figure 4.2.3 a and b) and pooled inputs. The detailed

network and the corresponding pooled input aggregate are illustrated in figure 4.2.3 c and d.

The relative weight of sub-aggregates:

Let's consider the common case where aggregate A supports only a part of B, denoted by BA.

We shall define the weight of the relative part of B supported by A as W&, where:

MaluI i eBA

ii

In the transformation from detailed into aggregate transfer relationships, we shall use the

approximation that from each input unit which arrives to aggregate B, WBA of the input sup-

ports BA

Accurate modeling of Project Networks requires further partition of the aggregates. Let an

inbound sub-aggregate be the group of detailed activities within the aggregate, which posess

the same set of aggregate predecessors, and the outbound sub-aggrepte the group which

posess the same set of aggregate followers. The level at which any "inbound' sub-aggregate can

operate is determined by the predecessor which provides the lowest level of support". In

order to avoid double counting of distinct outputs, it is also necessary to identify the "out-

bound" sub-aggregates. These additional details decrease the attractiveness of the aggregation.

2 In order to overcome this deficiency, we shall propose an approximation which uses the sub-

aggregates merely for the computation of "compensation" factors. These factors enable us to

approximate a Project Network by an *equivalent" corrected Processing Network, where the

relationships are at the aggregate level. This approximation is described in sections 5.2.2 and

appendix A.
4
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a) Detailed, distinct b) Aggregate, distinct
(complementary) inputs (complementary) inputs

A

c) Detailed, pooled (additive) d) Aggregate, pooled
inputs (additive) inouts

Figure 4.2.3: Detailed and Aggregate multi-predecessor structure.
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5. Models of Dynamic Aggregate Networks.

5.1 Modeling transfers by the *relative progress.

The model that we shall introduce in this section is the first one to propose 'parallel aggregate

networks* and solve dynamic aggregate problems by a Linear Program formulation. The

model is due to Leachman & Boysen [1982]. (See also Boysen (19821 ).

The "Leachman-Boysen" model was developed for modeling of the overhaul of ship in a ship-

yard. The underlying detailed network is of "project' type activities which are called 'Key-

Ops'. The aggregation scheme of the Key-Ops is as presented in the previous chapter, sections

4.1-4.4 . The model is applied to the aggregate representation of the overhaul-network.

The model is a modification of the DLAAM, motivated by the previously discussed observa-

tion that the cumulative intensity does not represent correctly the output of an activity.

Leachman & Boysen introduced an experimental function, the relative progress, to represent

the transfer relationships between the activities. In the next paragraphs we shall show the

derivation and rationale of this function. We shall use the following concepts:

Mode of Operation : The 'history" of the work performed by an activity, represented by the

cumulative intensity Z, (t).

Window of Operation : Each activity can operate only within a bounded range of *modes".

The fastest mode of operation is achieved when the whole network operates in the early mode

(Early Start and highest intensity) without capacity constraints. This mode is denoted by

Z,E(t).

The *late mode" where each activity operates as late as possible without affecting the due dates

of the network will be denoted by Z, L ().

Any activity is bound to operate between these two curves.

ZL(t) < Z,(t) : ZE(t) . The "area" between the two bounding curves is referred to as

- b ". . .' %
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* the "window of operation'.

It is easy to show (Boysen [1982] ,Hackman (1983] )that the intensity of an aggregate is the

weighted sum of the intensities of the included detailed activities, which enables us to obtain

the bounding modes of operation for the aggregates as well. The 'window of operation' is

illustrated in figure 5.1-1

Cumulative

z L
(E.S) (L. F) Time

fig 5. 1-1 Window of Operation

Relative Progress :Leachman & Boysen defined a new function which attempts to represent a

relationship between the output of the predecessor and the possible outputs of its followers.

The relative progress is defined as follows:

0 Z,,)-Z~l) < ES,

t > LF,

Slack of Operation Leacbman & Boysen defined the 'slack of operation* as the area between

U%



49

the curves of the normalized Early and Late modes. This definition is a generalization of the

usual definition of slack in CPM networks (the difference between Late Start and Early Start).

Note that the new definition relates two curves while the traditional one relates two points of

time. A partial slack will be defined as:

t [ZZE(U)-ZL(U 
) '.dU

,f[Z, u) - Le(u).du

Leachman & Boysen proposed the following relative transfer relationship between an activity i

and its follower j:

pAPs) a 5p.s)

where ps, and psj are two points of time which correspond to equal partial slack for the

predecessor and the follower accordingly. This transfer relationship is intuitively justified if

we note that in both extremes, when the predecessor operates in either Early mode or in its

Late mode, the follower's earliest mode is the same as the mode of the predecessor. The

space' between these extremes is assumed to be interpolatable For more detailed

justification see Hackman 11983].

Computational Simplification:

A usual dynamic formulation such as the models which were introduced in chapter 2 requires

setting the values of the control variables at each point on the time grid. This kind of formu-

lation results in a very large number of variables and constraints and might cause many prac-

tical "problems' to fall outside of present capabilities of today's computers . The following

observations enabled the authors to reduce the number of 'samplings* and thus the size of the

formulations:
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a. Each activity (or aggregate) has an predetermined window of operation. The same holds

for the partial slack. This property leads to the next observation:

b. Each activity (or aggregate) has a certain relevant time frame, between the early-start

and the late-finish, in which it can operate . The values of the variables which correspond

to a certain activity are fixed during the periods which are external to the window of

operation . This property enables us to reduce the number of variables and the

corresponding constraints by a significant amount.

c. The operation of practical activities can be usually divided into three phases:

1. Phasing in (increasing rate)

2. Production" (constant rate)

3. Phasing out (decreasing rate)

Modeling:

The model assumes the following additional simplifications:

a. The relative progress during the first and the third phase are constant (not necessarily

equal)

b. The intensity during the second phase is constant.

Since the condition of relative progress is maintained at points of time which correspond to

equal partial slack, the authors divided each activity into three intervals where the partition is

done at fixed points of partial slack . The balance of the relative slack is maintained at the

finishing points of each phase .The resulting model is as follows:

Let m denote phase number and F, the time which corresponds to the finish of phase m.

We shall also use [m] for phase m.

..-.-,:. ... ,-...... -.. ;- ..... ;, -'--,:.; .: ;,-.-.-. .-.. ,., .. . . . -. . , ".'.' - .. : .,.. . .. - - . .-.-.-.-.-.- .
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intensity bound:

0-Sz,[2]<Zi"z foreachi

relative progress bound:

0 p [m] I m 12,3 ,for each i

relative progress balance:

ZjJpj(Fj") < jWj,'p(F.') m-1,2,3

intensity continuity

p [l]'q,(F, 1 ) + (F 2 - F, I)'z,[2) - p,[3]" ,(F, 2). ZUL(F2) _ ZL(F, 1)

capacity:

2;iai, Z,(t) -5XW (te(

Advantages of the model:

The Leachman-Boysen model has a very significant "pioneering" contribution to parallel

aggregation and to the modeling of Dyamic Aggregate Networks. Considering the results of

the validation tests, it also seems to be practical as a design tool for the environment of the

shipyard. Its specific contributions are as follows:

1. First one to propose and model parallel aggregation.

2. First to recognize the need for distinction between the amount of work which was

.* invested in an activity (or aggregate) and the output of the activity.

3. First to propose the "three phases" scheme for the reduction of the size of the Linear

Program formulation . (A similar idea was introduced as a basic concept of "discrete

events simulation" where "dead" time-periods are skipped.)
6,*

*. . .. %...*',*..

* a a * :"
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Limitations of the model:

• The main limitation of the model is that it was "tailored" to the specific characteristics of the

shipyard . Though the tests done by the authors seem to give satisfactory results , we might

expect the following shortcomings in a more general framework :

1. The transfer relationship is not based explicitly on the output of the activities or the

aggregates . Though true in both extremes of Early and Late modes, it was not proved

that the relative progress relationship always can be accurately interpolated in between.

(The Early and Late modes correspond to certain schedules in both (or the multiple)

aggregates. Intermediate modes might be obtained from various internal schedules in

each aggregate. Furthermore, the Early and Late modes are obtained from the analysis

of uncapacitated networks and might be unattainable in practical, resource-constrained

situations.)

2. The model of the 'three phases" is a very good approximation for detailed activities.

When we model aggregate activities, each of which represents many detailed activities,

the "shape" of Z () is no longer predictable. However, one can expect "trapezoidal"

behavior if any of the following circumstances occur:

a) A resource which is occupied mainly by a certain aggregate operates at its upper

capacity.

b) Each aggregate has various sources of inputs (from its predecessors) such that w,

can assume a large flow of independent inputs. In this case one can expect that the

aggregate operates, in average, at a constant rate, except for some "phasing" in and

out periods.

3. A practical application of the model requires the preliminary effort to generate the two

extreme modes of operation, the Early and the Late modes.
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S.2 Aggregate Model Based on DLAAMP.

5.2.1 Conceptual Introduction

The DLAAMP model for detailed networks of the "processing" type was introduced in section

2.4 . In this section we shall introduce the application of this model for aggregate networks of

the 'processing' type.

Conceptual foundation:

The application of the DLAAMP to aggregate networks is based on the parallel aggregation

scheme. Let the detailed network consist of activities of the "project' type (fits Project Net-

works and certain Processing Networks. The relaxation of this assumption will be discussed

later ). If we aggregate activities which are similar in mix, duration and resource require-

ments we can regard the included activities as transfers produced by the aggregate. Under the

assumption of similarity all we need to know is that a detailed activity of type A, when com-

pleted, releases an activity of type B . This behavior is analogous to the model of the detailed

DLAAMP where a transfer completed by activity i can be processed by activity j . Figure 5.2

illustrates the concept of *aggregate DLAAMP" . (We consider the event of completion of a

detailed activity as equivalent to the physical transfers, discussed in chapter 2.)

The assumptions of the model as stated so far seem to be very restricting. However , we can

propose several situations where the model applies without further relaxations:

a. Processing environment : Suppose we deal with a situation where we produce multiple

batches of the same products and same batch size, but with different due-dates. The

4 detailed network consists of completely parallel and identical 'strings* of activities, This

network can be represented by a single string of aggregates where the due-dates affect the

requirements for the "final output' of the aggregate string.

b. Construction environment: Suppose similar construction projects are done in several



54

locations and share the same resources. Here again it is easy to see that the parallel

detailed network can be reduced to a single string of activities.

As demonstrated so far, an underlying assumption in applying DLAAMP to model the

transfer relationships between aggregates is the similarity (theoretically, identity ) between

activities of the same type. In order to expand the ability of our model to deal with practical

problems, we shall have to relax this assumption of "complete' similarity, to similarity in mix

of resources and to define "average" activities. Let aggregate s consist of n, detailed activities

(denoted by i). Then the characteristics of the "average" activity are as follows:

*. k'th resource requirement per (average) detailed activity:

Mak

n.

average* duration:

*2 Zakj d,

Maki
.1

Under the assumption of similarity in mix, we can arbitrarily choose the resource which we

use for the computation of the average duration, as long as this resource is used by the aggre-

gate.

;' o

. . . .... . . . . . - . . . , - - . - . .,.- - , -.X



.- T Tv 79 - 71 T 7 - K- 7-7

55

A B

A B

A B

A B

Time
b) Transfer Relationships

c) Aggregate Representation

Figure 5.2: The transformation from detailed network to aggregate representation.
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5.2.2 "DLAAMP" Aggregate Project Networks Model

The model of DLAAMP as presented in section 2.4 dealt with the transfer relationships

between activities of the "processing* type. In this section we shall assume that the aggregates

are of the *processing' type and the detailed activities have distinct (complementary) inputs

and outputs. We shall regard the completion of a detailed activity as equivalent to the com-

pletion of a transfer unit in the detailed model.

Definitions:

1U() The set of aggregates which precede aggregate j.

J(i) The set of aggregates which follow aggregate i.

ni The number of detailed activities included in aggregate j.

noj The number of detailed activities included in aggregate i , which deliver

output to aggregate j.

nji The number of detailed activities included in aggregate j, which receive

input from aggregate i.

Vii The number of *average" detailed activities completed by aggregate i and

allocated to be followed by activities which are included in aggregate j.

(Analogous to "physical' transfers in the model of detailed networks.)

NS, Number of aggregate servers available at activity i.

The situation that we attempt to model is quite complex and should be examined very care-

fully:

a. The aggregate network consists of aggregates with shared inputs and outputs.
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b. The sharing sub-aggregates (each one with a defined set of predecessors ) have distinct

inputs and outputs when we aggregate Project Networks. (We shall discuss Networks in a

later section). The structure of distinct inputs and outputs implies that the level of opera-

tion of each sub-aggregate is determined by the minimal level of 'support' that it gets

from its predecessors. (see fig. 5.2.2)
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activity I are assigned to all the detailed followers (m....m' such that

V., (0 .),...., - V1,W(t).

e. In order to obviate multiple-counting of the parallel (distinct) output of each detailed

activity, we shall define a "compensation factor' which ensures, at least, that the sum of

the final outputs of aggregate i , will equal n,. The outputs sent to the follow-on aggre-

Sates are weighted by these factors. We propose and prove the appropriateness of such

coefficients in appendix A . The coefficient which multiplies the output delivered from

aggregate i to aggregate j will be denoted by dij.

C All the assumptions which were introduced in chapter 2 section 4 apply here, thus the

formulation is essentially similar. Though the term of aggregate servers is quite ambigu-

ous when we model transfer of activities, the same greedy assumptions hold. In this

model a "server" will represent the group of servers, operating simultaneously, to finish the

task of a detailed activity :lei, in D, time units. For the sake of simplicity we shall

assume that Di is an integer number of periods.

Let A, denote the set of aggregate predecessors which support sub-aggregate s of aggregate i.

As explained above, the output of an aggregate is approximated by the weighted sum of the

'deliveries:
i ~ ~~~~~U(t)= . ,'.()+()

ro.l~i)

The contribution to the whole aggregate, from an input of sub-aggregate s is as follows:

Each unit of input which arrives from aggregate i to aggregate j should be multiplied by

the appropriate "explosion factor n, but since it supports only sub-aggregate s , it

should be scaled by the relative weight of sub-aggregate s of aggregate j denoted by .,Jl,

(defined in chapter 4)

.7
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Model formulation:

The intensity of aggregate j is determined by:

NSI,

I Dj
zj,(t):9 max Izj, e(t) - zj,(t- )

zi(t) - zzj,(t)
j

The output of agregate j:

Uj(t) - Zj'(t+I - D )

Where the number of starts is determined by:

njz i, PO ) :9 m in t Vii, 0 - 0 . - - / ]

- zj mm 1 Zj I Uj( 1Z.'(t) - min IZjs,(t 1)

zP(t) - jzj'(t)
I

Allocation of the output:

Output monotony:

V,j(t) a Vj(t - ,for each ij

Capacity constraints:

* .- * ** .. '* ~,s.% ' 2 *, -**z"
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i za,,.zj(t) < Xk(t) k-I .... XK

, Even though approximate, this set of constraints is too complicated for practical purposes. In

the next sections we shall propose a further approximation which will enable us to work at the

level of the aggregates. This further approximation will be based on the following model for

Processing Networks.

.,1r
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5.2.3 Transfer relationships for Processing Networks.

The distinction that we made between Processing Networks and Project Networks was mainly

in the nature of the inputs and outputs at both systems. Our assumption was that Processing

Networks have shared inputs and outputs. This assumption simplifies a great deal the transfer

relationships between the aggregates.

Since both levels , the aggregates and the sub-aggregates have shared inputs and outputs

there is no reason in aggregation of Processing Networks to refer to the level of sub-

aggregates. Transfer relationships are strictly between the aggregates.

Relaxation of the integral domain constraints:

As stated before, accurate modeling requires that activities of the "project' type will be

represented as discrete outputs of the relevant aggregate. The other extreme will be when the

detailed activities are of the *continuous flow" type which obviously implies that the aggre-

gates will also be of the "continuous flow' type . An intermediate case will be when the

detailed activities have "discrete flow" transfers . However, for practical reasons, we recom-

mend that for Processing Networks the integral domain constraints will be relaxed if it

simplifies the computation a great deal

Model Formulation:

We shall present a 'balance" formulation for the "rocessing" Network.

The cumulative output of aggregate i is the sum of transferred output and inventory:

Uidt) - q(t) +1,(t)

Intensity of aggregate j

[NSj
zj(1.9 i Dj
.zj(t) ~ ri ZJP(t) - Z(It-l)

* !C ~~C-
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Output of aggregate j

Uj(t) - Z,t +I - Dj)

Where the number of starts is:

ZIf(. m I f [j(t).Dl + Uj(t-1)

ZJ'(i- 1)

and:

5zJP(t < i ,,(t - I i
N

Output monotony:

Voj(t) k Vj Q- 1) ,for each ij.

Capacity constraints:

-.

-N
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5.2.4 An inclusive model for Processing and Project Networks.

As shown in a previous section the accurate modeling of Aggregate Project Networks requires
the examination of the level of support for each sub-aggregate. This requirement makes the

modeling relatively complicated and decreases the attractiveness of the aggregation . We shall

propose an approximate model , based on the Aggregate Processing model. This approxima-

tion replaces the minimum of distinct inputs of each sub-aggregate, by a weighted sum of the

same inputs.*.

The *requirement' from the summation is that the weighted sum of the final inputs to the

aggregate will equal the number of 'transfers' which should be produced by the aggregate.

This number is obviously the number of detailed activities which are included in the aggre-

gate. The detailed construction of the "compensation* factor .rcj, is described in appendix A.

If we to maintain a balanced feeding" procedure which provides similar level of support by

all the preceding aggregates, we minimize the lost accuracy while we regain single-level rela-

tionships among the aggregates.

Proposed model:

The cumulative output of aggregate i is:

Ui (t) - I Ou vq (t) +I, (t)

Intensity of aggregate j:

NSJ
ID,

zj(t) - min Zf() _ Z,(t-l)

The use of weilbted sums of inputs to sub-arelates also appears in the Leachman-Boysen model. See
Boysen [19321 and Hackman [1983].

%......-............... .. .......... . .......
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Output of aggregate j:

uj (t)- ZPt+I - Dj)

Where the number of starts is:

I rzj(t)'Dj1 + Uj(t-l)

Zi(I) - max ZJ(t- 1)

and:

nj.

(Each unit of input is multiplied by the appropriate 'explosion factor", the weight of the

receiving sub-aggregate and the 'compensation' factor).

Output monotony:

q. ,Vjlt() a V~jl t-l1) ,for each ij.-,.

Capacity constraints:

II

The reader should note that by setting y', and Aq to equal 1, we return to the model which

was derived for Processing Networks. Thus, by a careful usage of this model we can represent

combinations of shared and distinct inputs and outputs.

.d

5"
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Computational Simplifications:

Some of the ideas which were introduced in section 5.1 are valid for any aggregation of activi-

ties :

a. Given the due-date of the project, each aggregate can operate only within a period of time

which is bounded between the Early Start and the Late Finish of the aggregate. These points

of time are invariant with the actual schedule that we select.

b. The intensity and the transfers of the aggregate are constant at times external to this period

These observations enable us to restrict our attention to time points at which the aggregates

can be active and eliminate the constraints for the irrelevant time points . We can further

decrease the size of the problem if we choose to partition the "range of operation" of each

aggregate, into size-dependent intervals at which we shall examine the "balance' of transfers.

.. I%
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6. Model Validation.

6.1 Testing Procedure.

The purpose of the testing is to demonstrate the applicability of the proposed aggregate model

for the development of meaningful aggregate measures for production networks. We shall

demonstrate examples of Processing, as well as Project Networks. Both examples use activities

which release output only upon completion of the task.

The model as described in chapter 5 enables us to use a Linear Program, but due to practical

limitations (such as integer variables) we prefer to obtain our results using heuristic simula-

tions. The "quality* of the model will be evaluated by comparing the aggregate resource utili-

zation as produced by simulations of the aggregate models to the ones obtained directly from

the underlying detailed networks. The detailed and aggregate models attempt to achieve simi-

lar objectives. The loading policy that we shall use for both systems will be 'Earliest Loading'.

The heuristic "looking ahead" procedure that we shall use sets relative priorities based on the

'slack* of the detailed or aggregate activities. Through the following discussion we shall use

.S and LF for late start and finish accordingly.

The slack of a detailed activity is defined as : Si(t) - LS - t

An underlying assumption is that the duration of each detailed activity is predetermined and

is not a decision variable of the simulation. It is important to note that the only decision that

we ought to take concerns the starting time of the activity. Systems with flexible intensity

(and thus duration) were shown to be useful in the disaggregation phase (see Dincerler [1984]

) but for planning purposes we prefer the traditional CPM approach which uses predeter-

mined estimates for the duration of activities.

*" The definition of the slack in the aggregate system is much more complicated. We attempt to

define a measure which is equivalent to the detailed slack and utilizes the aggregate network

parameters:

*-fQ *: -' -
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Let A denote an aggregate while i denotes a detailed activity, then by definition:

LS. - min {LS(i) IieAI

ma I LF(i)IieAl

The remaining working time on aggregate A , assuming an uncapacitated network, can be

estimated by:

(LFA-LSA ]IAZA(1)nA

Where nA is the number of units that should be produced by A ( which is the number of

included detailed activities), and ZA (t) is the amount of work invested in A by time t meas-

ured in units of processed transfers.

The aggregate slack will be defined as:

n.4 -Z.d t)
SA(t) - LF -[LFA -LSA I ( t (6.1)

n4

The conversion to aggregate networks introduces an additional difficulty which is the change

of structure when we transform the detailed network into the aggregate one. An additional

decision is required, regarding the allocation of the output of each aggregate among its fol-

lowers. In the detailed Project Networks, this additional decision did not exist due to the

assumption of *distinct outputs*. In Processing Networks the decision is transferred from the

level of detailed activities to the level of aggregates.

6.1.1 Output Allocation for Production Networks.

In the allocation of the outputs , we shall use the following decision rule which attempts to

equalize the lateness of the followers by supporting the followers which are behind, as
Ks

.. ..-I- . .%" -' " . .,'" .' - . -, . , = ,% ' ' - - ' " - " " " " " " -" . ." " ' ' " - " -" ' "" .. • " " ". -- t ,., - . '. e . ke . ."" '' - "" 
'

' " 
"

- " . ' " 
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measured by the slack:

The computation of the target allocation AVAB, which is the incremental transfer from aggre-

gate A to aggregate B, will be based on the definition of the Potential Slack which is the slack

realized if all the inputs at time t , denoted by INB (t), were processed. IN, (t) is a short nota-

tion for the weighted sum of inputs of aggregate B by time t and this expression is derived

for both Project and Processing networks in chapter 5 as an upper bound on the *starts'.

Under this definition the Potential Slack of aggregate B can be written as

PSa(t) - LFB - (LFS-LSO) t

Or after simplification:

PSO(t) - LS + (LF-LS) (t

nE

For notational convenience, we define S(t) = PS,(t) + t. Let us attempt to equalize the

Potential Slacks of the followers at t+1, i.e., S(t+ 1) = S for each B which follows A.

We can write S in the following form:

(LFB -LS.) ____-_____

LSD + ((IN,(t) + AINa) a SB(t) + 4IN, " LFa-BSnB no

The incremental contribution of aggregate A to aggregate B can be written as:

AINO - S-S n (6.2)
L'a -LSs

We consider two alternative policies to relate the input increment AZNA to the incremental

output which is delivered to B from A:

a) Equalizing the slacks of the followers of A at t+ I considering only the contribution of

aggregate A

K v: • <vvv\-~..q . ~ :.-:.-.:-.:-,.-.--:..-: .. . . . ... .. ...
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Under this approach, AJN AB - 4LV.'Y WB.-L- (See appendix A).
nAB

b) Equalizing the slacks of the followers of A at t+ 1, assuming similar 'support' from the

rest of the predecessors of each B . Each aggregate B may have several predecessors

where A is one of them. By similar "support" we mean that the inputs arrive with a con-

stant mix, proportional to for each source of input.'V4a Wim

Under this approach AINAJ - - -
n  where an output unit of the predecessor is

converted into an input unit by the appropriate *explosion factor'

For reasons discussed earlier (model approximation) the second approach is more desirable

and the derivation hereafter will use this approach.

If we define INVA as the number of transfers available at A, then the weighted sum of the

allocations to the followers must not exceed this inventory. Our policy is to allocate the

whole inventory, thus:

AB
INV - ,VAB - Z/N " n-_1_ .OB (6.3)

B B nB

After substituting equation 6.2 into 6.3 and some algebraic manipulations we can determine

what S should be:

IN. ]AB'OAB
BNVA+ ( (LF8-LS)

(LFa -LSB)

Using this result and the result for I VAB we get the target allocation:

o•"-- , )
"""AD IF -LSD nAB subject to: VA, < n.A4

.b -. . - . * . .
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6.1.2 Structural Constraints:

Processing networks have "additive" inputs. In these networks we restrict our attention to the

cumulative contributions of the inputs, regardless of their origin.

The situation in 'project networks" is more complicated. Besides the conservation of

transfers, we ought to consider the special (logical) 'AND" nature of the inputs of the detailed

activities. An immediate consequence of the "Early Schedule" policy is a "push" material-flow

system. Since the aggregates have an additive input structure, we have to provide a mechan-

ism to secure the "CPM" structure.

A careful analysis of our treatment of Project Networks (see 5.2.3) reveals that we transform

the network into an "equivalent" Processing network by using several weighting factors. Due

to this conversion we are unable to monitor the "distinct' inputs and outputs directly. We

attempt to maintain "balanced" inputs by restricting the weighted sum of inputs which may

be 'pulled" by an aggregate, to its expected value as described below.

We shall regard the arrival of inputs to each aggregate as a Renewal Process. If the amount of

transfers is large enough we can expect, based on the "strong law of large numbers of Renewal

Processes', that the expected number of arrivals will be proportional to the portion of the

"input window" which has elapsed. The earliest "input window" starts at ES and ends at

EF-D, where D is the average duration of the included activities. We shall enforce the fol.

lowing bound on the input of aggregate B at time t:

I -ESB
IN(t) < NO9 + (EF,-Ds) - ES, (ns-NOB)

Where NO, is the number of unpreceded detailed activities in B.

The reader should note that this result is valid whether we deal with capacitated or with

uncapacitated networks.
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6.2 Simulation Techniques:

The detailed Project Network is most efficiently simulated using the "Discrete Events" tech-

nique. (Moving in time from one event to the next one. For detailed discussion see Law &

Kelton (1982]). We can take advantage of the efficiency of this method due to the fact that no

events are generated by an activity between its start and its end.

The aggregate network will be simulated using a discrete time grid. The *balance" of transfers

and resource availability is done at each grid point. The previous method is not efficient here

because the aggregate equivalent of the detailed network is composed of aggregates of the

processing" type and transfers are no longer easily defined as discrete events.

6.3 Cases Studied:

We constructed two basic networks for the testing of the models, a "Project Network* and a

'Processing Network".

6.3.1 Project Network.

We selected a synthetic detailed network with the following characteristics:

a) 999 detailed activities which belong to 19 aggregates.

b) The flow of the network is always *upstream" (increasing indices of the aggregates).

c) Random selection of the followers. The selection is done in two stages:

1) The following aggregate is selected randomly. Let the current

aggregate be indexed i and the highest ordered aggregate i + k. Then

, .2(k -1)
the probability to select aggregate i +1 is set to s'. : 1,..... k.

k(k + 1)
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and 1- t is the probability to have a null arc. We made 10 random

'tosses" for each node and set r to be -L. Thus in average we have 6

arcs leaving each node. We selected 6 as 1.5 which we believe is

representative of many practical networks.

2) In each aggregate, the specific detailed follower was selected ran-

domly with equal probability to each detailed activity.

d) The number of detailed activities in each aggregate was selected such

that there are fewer activities in the first and last aggregates and more

toward the central ones. This structure was motivated by the following

observation:

If we consider the aggregates as representing ordered production

processes, we can expect that there are few activities which start

from raw-materials, produce many types of intermediate products

and converge again to a smaller number of activities (assembly)

which deal with final products. As a consequence of this analysis

we generated a Project Network of the following structure:
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number of detailed
activities

81

27 " -

- I

________I__I__a-_ index of
aggregate.. . . .. . 10 . . . . . . 19

fig 6.3.1: Number of activities in the processes (Project Network).

i:
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63.2 Processing Networks.

In the construction of the Processing Network we have used the same 19 aggregates

(processes) as described for the Project Network.

The network consisted of 100 completely parallel "strings", each of which consisted of an

ordered subset of the 19 processes. We partitioned the network into an *active' set of nodes

and the set of nodes which were omitted. The active subset in each string was selected ran-

domly in the following way:

Starting from process 1:

for current process i, and some aggregate i + the probability of con-

nection is :

P(i+1) - densiY 2(k-l)•k(k + 1)~ l...

If the connection is null (The selected "node" is beyond i+k), we

proceed as follows:

• Remove activity i from the *active' set.

*i = i+l

* Go to I

Else : (connection to i +l)

"Remove activities between process i and process i +1

Si i+1

* Go to I

The resulting network had 100 strings, 399 activities and 299 arcs. (We chose density -

.75 ). The number of activities within the aggregates ranged from 8 to 80 (In aggregate 1).

I-

L"
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6.4 Model Evaluation

Before we evaluate the the results of the tests that we made, we would like to restate the ob-

* jectives of our tests.

Our model proposes a correction and generalization for the DLAAM. We use this model as an

approximation to the transfer relationships between aggregates which consist of activities

which require the same process. Our research was motivated by practical problems in which

the traditional policy was of Early Schedule. In order to complete the formulation of the

model for aggregate networks we had to add three rules concerning the following:

a) The assignment of the 'inventory" of each aggregate to its followers. (We denote this

as the 'push* rule).

b) Limiting the inputs of each aggregate at any time. This rule attempts to prevent irrever-

sible excessive "pulling* of inputs by a certain aggregate on the account of another and

thus 'twist' the structure of the network. We term the integrated effect of these rules as

the 'Push-Pull' rules.

c) Allocation of resources, as well as inputs, is based on the "aggregate slack", which by it-

self is based on a linear approximation of the progress of the aggregates.

6.4.1 Evaluation of the Results for Project Networks.

Investigation of the Project Network which was introduced in section 6.3.1 shows that in spite

of all the additional assumptions that we made, the model is appropriate for the representa-

tion of uncapacitated networks of this type. Figures 6.4. 1-a and 6.4. 1-b demonstrate the use-

fulness of the model for aggregate study of a network. Some of the resource-usage comparis-

ons were not that good. It was clearly related to aggregation in which the number of included

.................................... "
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activities was too small to justify the *averaging* behavior of the aggregate model. The early

peak shown in these figures is due to the "early start' loading policy. When we tried to model

capacitated loading of the same network we got less satisfactory results. Though the comple-

tion of the project could be estimated with sufficient accuracy (the aggregate model gave esti-

mates within -10% of the detailed one), the utilization of resources was represented correctly

only for capacitated resources. If the 'straight forward" approach does not satisfy the needed

accuracy, one can use the model to generate a library of aggregate capacitated profiles of Pro-

ject Networks where the start and finish parameters are taken from capacitated detailed net-

works. This 'library" can serve as a tool in a multiple scenario analysis of multi-project deci-

sions. Another idea which might solve the practical problem of capacitated Project Networks

is to update dynamically the target dates for the aggregates in the *remaining network*.
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6.42 Applicability to Processing Networks.

Processing Networks proved to be less sensitive to erroneous allocation of the outputs of an

aggregate to its followers. This result was expected due to the additive nature of the inputs in

the detailed level. As a consequence, the model gives satisfactory results for both capacitated

as well as uncapecitated profiles of resource usage. We demonstrate typical results for the

same resources at three cases:

a) Uncapacitated simulations. (Figures 6.4.2-a and b).

b) Uniform capacity levels were set to 20% of the maximal level required from any

resource in the uncapacitated run. (Figures 6.4.2-c and d).

c) Same. Capacity levels are set to 10%. (Figures 6.4.2-e and f).

In order to study the reasons for the (acceptable) discrepancies between the detailed and

aggregate model we compared the curves of "Detailed activities ended" Vs. time, from the

detailed and the aggregate models. The data for the Detailed model was complete. For the

aurgate model our program provided only cumulative output for each aggregate at intervals

of 10 days. Further investigation shows clearly that the discrepancy resulted mainly from the

"Push-Pull " decision rule which controls the allocation of outputs among the followers of

each aggregate. Typical results are introduced in figures 6.4.2-S and h . (obtained for the 20%

capacity levels).

Another related observation was that in all the comparisons of *activities ended", the aggre-

gate output curve was hardly ever ahead of the detailed finish curve. This result is desirable

since we prefer an approximation which is slightly conservative over an 'optimistic" and

infeasible one. This result is consistent with the assumption that the *quality" of the decisions

of the detailed system is superior to decisions based on aggregate information

*~~~~-. A .* ~ ----
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7. Conclusion

This research proposed a generalization to the Dynamic Linear Activity Analysis Model. The

gneralization involves the effeCts caused by the processing dme of au& &ansfr woit within

the activities. This model is required whenever the production process is not instantaneous.

In this case our model shows that it is necessary to distinguish between the amount of work

which was invested in the activity and its actual output.

Later on we develop an analogy between the transfer relationships among activities of the

Detailed Network and the transfer of dt7id alaivitls among agregates, where the aggrega-

tion is based on similar mix of resources within the aggrepte. The model was validated

through simulations of the Detailed Network and its Aggregate representation. The main

results are presented here:

Aggregte representation of Processing Networks were satisfactory for the prediction of the

load on resources when the resources were either unconstrained or heavily capacitated.

Agregate representation of Project Networks were satisfactory only when the resources were

unconstrained. For the capacitated problems, the estimation of completion-times was

sulciently good but the utilization of the resources which did not operate at their capacity, as

represeted by the aggregate model, was not close to the detailed resource uUlization. This

limitation can be cured by using capacitated Early Start and Finish which can be obtained

from contrained simulation of the Detailed Network. The merit of the last approach is in

anregw ruepreematon of capacated proWut in a Multi-Project environments. (In the

example that we tested, the critical path had no slack. It can be expected that in less con-

strained problems where an initial slack exists the CPM network may remain feasible even

under capacity limitations. Thus the aWegPte representation will be appropriate for capaci-

tated problems as well).

9.
9.
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Fwtbur Research.

There are several main areas at which we hope that further research might improve the accu.

racy and applicability of our models :

l.The transfer relationships which were developed for the aggregate project networks

are merely an approximation which represents the project network by a weighted pro-

cessing network. This approximation has the following two shortcomings:

a) The "correction" factors are constructed such that the sum over the final inputs

or outputs of an aggregate will equal the number of detailed activities which are in-

cluded in the aggregate. This sum is not necessarily correct during the "active'

period of the aggregate.

b) The construction of the correction factors is based on the limiting assumption of

close similarity between the activities which belong to the same aggregate.

We hope that these shortcomings will be resolved by new ideas proposed by future

researchers.

2) We would like to see more parametric study which will investigate the possible relax-

ation of the similarity requirement thus expand the range of practical problems which

can be solved properly by these models. We also recommend the investigation of other

approaches for dealing with non-identical activities which belong to the same process.

One such approach might be to define a typical transfer batch and assign multiple

counts to larger activities.

3) The procesing network that we have tested is typical for manufacturing facilities in

which the process is unique or predetermined. In these production *networks" the

representation of independent strings is appropriate. We have not toted the case where

we consider alternative sources and destinations. Though we do not expect any con-

i "4 . ** ~ ~ ~-** -- -
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ceptual difficulty in using our model for these networks, the simulation tools that we

developed assume a predetermined task for each detailed activity. In our opinion, the

simulation of moregeneral networks will also require different loading policies such as

Latest Loading.

4) Both models, the detailed and the aggregate DLAAMP are based on restrictive as-

sumptions concerning the allocation of 'service" resources to the transfer units which

entered the activity. We hope that the ideas introduced in this thesis will contribute to

the development of similar models for environments which require different sets of as-

sumptions.

5) In our Model Validation we emphasized the testing of the appropriateness of the

model of transfer conservation. The problems that we chose to solve are related to the

*makespan" of a project or a group of similar processing jobs. We hope that this model

will serve as an important building-block in the solution of various practical problems

in the area of Production Planning.

".
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Appendix A

The treatment of aggregate which consist of detailed activities with complementary

inputs, distinct outputs, or both, is quite complicated. In this appendix, we shall pro-

pose an approach which attempts to simplify the relationships among the aggregates in

the cost of some approximation. The notation which we use in this appendixed was

defined in chapter 5.

1. Simplifying the output relatioiships

Our assumption for distinct outputs of an activity is that they are produced simultane-

ously. An example might be, dies of different quality which are "members* of the same

wafer in the production of integrated circuits.

We shall furter assume that these distinct outputs are allocated simultaneously to their

distinct "consumers'. If we assume that the distinct outputs are produced within a

known proportion, we regard a transfer unit of this proportion as our output unit. In

order to obviate multiple-counting of the same output while we model the aggregate

relationships, we would like to weigh the outputs such that the summation over the

outputs at any time will be correct. Unfortunately we consider this approach unrealistic

and *compromise* on the following requirement for aggregate i:

J

In words, the final contributions of the weighted outputs of aggregate i equals its -tar-

ge" output which in our system is the completion of all the included detailed activities.

Pu, is the weighting factor for the output of i which is delivered to j.

Let m, be the number of aggregates which receive output from activity I which belongs

to aggregate i , and let y(Ij) be an indexing function such that:

;' '%.: #.,.\ ;',".* ... ",.,_..' --.-- .".-..,"." " .-... . """-',: " . .'. •** • .•.*, .... ,--'-
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y~j) Iif I-.j
y(Ij) otherwise

We define 6,, as follows:

Rij I MI

The rationale for this expression is that we sum over the *portions* of activities I :li

which -feed- aggregate j .We claim that the construction of Oj conforms with the

previously stated requirement. The proof is as follows:

iVol(T) =nij

By rearranging the summation:

,,I

But I = I by construction and

L. Si'pilft the iupit uladoshl ps.

We use a similar approach to simplify the input relationships. Suppose that we have

some way to *feed* each detailed activity I : hej in a *balanced' manner such that the

mix of its inputs is kept. A unit of this mix should be counted only as a single unit of

input. We approximate this relationship by the weighing of the transfers among the

aggregates. As the reader might recall, The input V, should be multiplied by some
9..

*.* * * - .. '.. : . - .
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additional weighting factors:

1. The 'explosion factor" n
nMu

2. The relative weight of the part of aggregate j which receives input from aggregate i

Under our assumption of *similar activities', W - i, thus the product of the two

weighting factors gives n--PI0

Let ml be the number of aggregates which "feed" activity I in aggregate j , and

I if i--W

Y(i0l) 0 0 otherwise

We define the *summation weighting factor" 'yIj as follows:

" = ni I mi

It is easy to show, using the same technique as in the previous section, that the

weighted sum of the final inputs adds to n. , as it should.

b.
". '. - - % ,% , . .. ,. ,. . . . % ° . o. - t ; ,; , . - .. . . . .,.. .. • .{.. , .. . .
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Appendix B : Additional assumptions required for DLAAMP

This appendix attempts to explain assumtions 6 through 8 as stated in section 2.4.

DLAAMP requires three assumptions in addition to those stated explicitly for DLAAM. All

this assumptions are needed in order to establish a unique production function.

1) Availability of material inputs :

The discipline of application of *service' resources to transfer-units should enable the activity

to operate in a way which satisfies the following requirements :

a) In the case of *complementary' inputs (i.e. assembly), the various types of inputs are

allocated such that transfers are combined as fast as possible.

a) Each combined transfer is immediately available for processing.

FIFO is one of the appropriate disciplines. We selected it due to the simplicity of its applica-

tion.

2) The next two assumptions (numbered as 7 and 8) are strictly related and will be discussed

simultaneously.

In many production systems the time required for the processing of a unit is completely deter-

mined. Examples are most of the Chemical processes and *machine intensive' metal process-

in&. Processes which involve a great deal of manual operation tend to have larger variance in

processing-time, but for the purpose of scheduling we should consider a fixed representative

processing-time per unit. The assumption of continuous processing at a predetermined (uni-

form) rate enables us to use a production function which depends only on the cumulative con-

sumption of resources (materials and services). We shall demonstrate it by the following ex-

ample and counter-example.

-6.
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*' Suppose activity i has more than 2 servers. At the beginning of period I we have one unit

ready for processir3. Another unit arrives at the end of period 5 . The typical processing time

is 10 days.

Under the previous assumptions:

1/10 1:5
z,(t)= 2/10 5<tSlO

1/10 10<t515

Z1 5) - .5 ; Z,(1O) - 1.5 ; Z,(15) - 2

Zi ,) -I; Z(6)- 2

The output is uniquely defined by the production function:

U,(t) - Z(t+l - [D1) such that U,(10)=I and U,(15)-2.

The unique output results from the unique mapping between 'starts' and the applied 'service"

resources.

Now, let's assume that the first unit is processed at the rate of 1/20 units per day. It is easy to

verify that the state variables assume the following values:

Z, (5) - .25 ; Z,(10) - 1.0; Z,(1S) - 1.75

Z(1 ; Z(6) - 2

Even though the cumulative consumption of resources is sufficient to complete a transfer unit

by time 10, evidently, no output is available at that time. As a conclusion, the production

function is not well defined and the cumulative consumption of resources is not sufficient in-

formation to determine output when the previously specified assumptions are violated.

.°. . .- . . .. . . . . -. . . .. . . . , .~ , & * . . . . . . . . .
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