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Abstract

Recently, new types of layouts have been proposed in the literature in order to handle a large number of products. Among
these are the fractal layout, aiming at minimization of routing distances. There are already researchers focusing on the de-
sign; however, we have noticed that the current approach usually executes several times the allocations of fractal cells on the
shop floor up to find the best allocations, which may present a significant disadvantage when applied to a large number of
fractal cells owing to combinatorial features. This paper aims to propose a criterion, based on similarity among fractal cells,
developed and implemented in a Tabu search heuristics, in order to allocate it on the shop floor in a feasible computational
time. Once our proposed procedure is modeled, operations of each workpiece are separated in n subsets and submitted to
simulation. The results (traveling distance and makespan) are compared to distributed layout and to functional layout. The
results show, in general, a trade-off behavior, that is, when the total routing distance decreases, the makespan increases.
Based on our proposed method, depending on the value of segregated fractal cell similarity, it is possible to reduce both
performance parameters. Finally, we conclude the proposed procedure shows to be quite promising because allocations
of fractal cells demand reduced central processing unit time.
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1. INTRODUCTION In this research paper, we propose to allocate similar fractal
cells as far as possible to obtain a reduced intercellular travel-
ing distance, in a feasible computational time. A fractal cell
similarity-based methodology is proposed to design fractal
layouts by allocating cells on the shop floor. The concept
of similarity between fractal cells was firstly cited by Mon-
treuil et al. (1999). According to them, although all cells
aim to process all products, each cellular layout has been spe-
cialized for different ratios of the product mix. Two cells are
considered independent if no intercellular travel occurs be-
tween them. Two cells are considered similar if they are ex-
pected to process more or less the same products in the
same quantities. Nevertheless, researchers have not proposed
a procedure to solve this issue in fractal layout. We also ex-
plore the possibility of virtual cells formation in a fractal
cell aiming to minimize the intracellular traveling distance.
Thus, some issues must be analyzed: the allocation of fractal
cells and machines, the division of operations of each work-
piece in k parts in order to simulate intercellular traveling dis-
tance, the definition of virtual cells in each fractal cell, and the
definition of criteria for choosing fractal cells for manufactur-

A fractal layout is defined as a factory within a factory, where
several fractal cells are formed by different types of machines
(Ozcelik & Islier, 2003). The main goal is to execute the dif-
ferent types of operations in the fractal cell that had been pre-
viously chosen, eliminating any long travels on the shop
floor. Basically, in this type of layout, the traveling distance
is composed of intercellular trip and intracellular trip dis-
tances. The first case occurs when a requested machine is
allocated on the other fractal cell, and then workpieces are
left from one fractal cell to reach the other. The second case
occurs when the requested machine is allocated in the same
fractal cell but it is located in a different position. Thus, the
way machines are allocated on the shop floor and the order
of how fractal cells are selected and positioned have a signif-
icant importance in traveling distance minimization.
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ing workpieces (we adopted the selection based on the closest
distance and on the highest similarity).
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This paper is organized as follows: in Section 2, we report
some of important procedures proposed in the literature for
the fractal layout design, showing the differences among
them, commenting on the results obtained and the conclu-
sions. In Section 3, the adopted mathematical model is pre-
sented aiming to minimize intertravel and intratravel dis-
tances. Next, we present our procedures to separate
machines among fractal cells (in a balanced or unbalanced
way), to identify the similarity of fractal cells and to allocate
it on the shop floor, for which we develop a Tabu search
based heuristics. In addition, a Tabu search based heuristics
is used to identify the best sets of machines in the selected
fractal cell for a specific set of workpieces. In Section 4, a
case study is presented to test our proposed procedures, where
workpieces and layouts are generated and submitted to simu-
lation. Following, we compare the performances among func-
tional, distributed, and fractal layouts. Finally, the conclu-
sions are described in Section 5.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

This section aims to present some techniques for designing a
fractal layout, discussing how each one works. The first
methodology for the designing of fractal layout may be
seen in the work of Venkatadri et al. (1997). Their methods
consisted in three phases. The first phase aimed to estimate
the number of fractal cells. This was obtained by dividing
the total number of machines by the types of machines. Based
on their approach, basically, fractals cells were randomly se-
lected. After this, the second phase of the methodology con-
sisted in choosing and allocating machines to form each se-
lected fractal cell. Although these authors did not explain
exactly how machines were selected and allocated on the
shop floor for each fractal cell, we assume this procedure
was randomly executed, that is, machines were randomly se-
lected and allocated from top—bottom and from left-right of
the shop floor. Finally, the third step consisted in flow assign-
ment, where workpiece sequence was analyzed and traveling
distance was calculated. In order to improve the performance,
these authors proposed two pairwise exchange-based heuris-
tics to improve the initial layout. First, two machines’ posi-
tions were changed and traveling distance calculated. If the
recent traveling distance calculated was lower, the previous
traveling distance calculated was then updated by this recent
one. Second, these authors also considered the manner of how
fractal cells were allocated among them, because it affects in-
tercellular traveling distance. It occurs when requested ma-
chines belong to other fractal cells. The calculation of inter-
cellular traveling distance can be obtained based on the
centroid of each fractal cell. These authors presented seven
cases studies, comparing the performances of fractal cells to
function, cellular, and holographic layouts, which these
were considered two performance parameters (number of ma-
chines and total traveling distance). The makespan calcula-
tion was omitted. In each case study, for each layout type,
they adopted a different number of machines for comparison.
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For instance, for Case 1, they adopted 29 machines for func-
tional layout, 46 for cellular layout, 29 for distributed layout,
and 32 machines for fractal layout. They concluded that their
proposed method for the design of fractal layouts is computa-
tionally feasible in terms of computational time and that their
iterative heuristics methods for flow assignments works well
in order to improve the initial generated fractal layout.

Saad and Lassila (2004) also proposed a methodology to
design fractal layouts to reduce intercellular traveling dis-
tance. Their proposed methodology aimed to analyze the
similarity between workpiece operation and cell capability.
The main idea was, because most operations of a certain
workpiece would be manufactured in the chosen fractal
cell, the result of intercellular traveling distance naturally
would be reduced. Hence, the cell with the highest capability
was then chosen for manufacturing workpieces. One of the
research studies that did not consider this issue was Venkata-
dri et al. (1997). In their research, the selected fractal cell
could not pursue the requested machine, which has resulted
in an increment of intercellular traveling distance. Saad and
Lassila (2004) proposed a Tabu search based heuristics to re-
allocate machines in each fractal cell by changing theirs posi-
tions in order to minimize intracellular traveling distance. In
addition, fractal cells positions were changed and evaluated.
The fractal cell positions that yielded the lowest total traveling
distance remained. They concluded that the total traveling
distance (intertraveling distance plus intratraveling distance)
could be minimized by applying their methodology and
also increasing the total number of machines.

Montreuil et al. (1999) proposed a few steps in order to a
fractal design. Their approach can be described as including
the following:

1. a “capacity planning” step, where basically the number
of different types of machines was estimated according
to the demand of parts. Thus, using the information
about the processing time and the availability work shift
of each type of machine, the number of replicas can be
estimated;

2. a‘“cell creation” step, which was used to define the type
of machine that should belong to which fractal cell;

3. a “flow assignments” step, which analyzed possible
routings of each part to machines;

4. astep “cell” for each fractal cell aimed to change ma-
chines’ positions to others located in the same fractal
cell in order to search the lowest routings; and

5. aglobal layout aimed to reallocate fractal cells to search
for the lowest intercellular traveling distance.

Sitorus et al. (2006) conducted a research paper in which
layouts were generated and compared. In general, it could
be said that the designing approach used for layout generation
was similar to what Venkatadri et al. (1997) had proposed.
For the evaluation of functional layout, these authors adopted
the methodology proposed by Apple (1993), which consisted
of three steps: capacity planning (where the number of each
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type of machine was estimated by dividing the operation time
requested by workpieces of that requested machine per total
available time per shift), determination of the flow matrix
(where number of travels of workpieces between machines
was registered), and department exchange (where depart-
ments positions were changed in order to obtain any perfor-
mance improvement). According to the same authors, the
procedure for the cellular layout was similar to the one used
in the functional layout, except in the cellular layout forma-
tion phase, when a machine’s clustering procedure for cell
creation must be followed. Some clustering measure used
by these authors can be seen in Singh and Rajamani
(1996). For the fractal layout, the number of fractal cells
was estimated, although these authors did not explain how
it was done. Next, the machines were allocated to each fractal
cell. The machines were probably randomly chosen. Based on
this information, the calculation of total flow was done. The
flow was computed as follows: for each workpiece, alterna-
tives flows of workpieces were analyzed and the shortest dis-
tance remained. They repeated the procedure for all submitted
workpieces. Based on the developed Tabu Search heuristics,
fractal cells’ positions were simply changed and the total dis-
tance recalculated. Finally, for holonic layout, the capacity
planning step was used as previously described. Next, in or-
der to allocate machines on the shop floor, an invisible curve
based on the similarity coefficient (also called the Hilbert
curve) was generated. Machines were then randomly selected,
and they were allocated by following the obtained curve.
First, to obtain the flow material, operations that require the
allocated machine are ordered from highest processing time
to the lowest. Second, it consisted in identifying the lowest
demanded machine. Hence, highest processing time opera-
tion was allocated in the lowest demanded machine. The per-
formance parameters adopted to conduct the comparison
were number of machines, the flow score, and the mean
flow time. These authors presented seven cases studies, in
which layouts composed of a different quantity of machines
were evaluated (the lowest quantity of machines was 14 and
the highest was 60). They concluded that, in general, the frac-
tal layout and the holonic layout offered better performance in
comparison to traditional layouts (functional layouts and cel-
lular layouts), because both always gave the lowest flow scores.

Askin et al. (1999) conducted a research performance com-
parison between distributed layout and fractal layout. They
proposed two algorithms for the generation of distributed lay-
outs. The first algorithm, called holonic random, consisted in
generating some curves on the shop floor. These curves were
also called space filling curves (SFC). Next, machines were
randomly selected and allocated by following the generated
curves. The second algorithm, called holonic similarity coef-
ficient, was based on the probability of occurrence between
processes. That is, machines responsible for consecutive op-
erations were allocated as close as possible. The allocation of
machines also followed SFC. For empirical analysis, they
evaluated a total of 30 and 60 machines, and each part de-
manded from 5 up to 15 operations. They concluded that
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the performance of distributed layout was between the fractal
layouts and the functional layouts. Since then, there have
been few research projects about fractal layout.

1. In Venkatadri et al. (1997), fractal cells were randomly
allocated. For each allocated fractal cell, the procedure
of flow assignments was randomly repeated several
times for each workpiece to find the best workpiece
routing. Using the same idea, the procedure was also
used in the algorithm proposed by Montreuil et al.
(1999). We can raise some issues: the assignment effec-
tiveness could be improved, especially when handling
with large number of fractal cells; the chosen fractal
cell might not pursue the requested machine, increasing
consequently the intercellular traveling distance; and
basically one performance parameter was considered
(traveling distance), omitting makespan, for instance.

2. The methodology proposed by Saad and Lassila (2004)
aimed to analyze the similarity between workpieces op-
eration and cell capabilities. This issue was omitted by
Venkatadri et al. (1997) and Montreuil et al. (1999).
Nevertheless, fractal cell positions were also changed
and evaluated several times. There are several disadvan-
tages of their procedure. When the number of fractal
cells increases, the time spent by the CPU may increase
significantly owing to the global searching. In other
words, the manner in which fractal cells were allocated
did not follow any criteria, which means the given frac-
tal cell could be allocated in undesirable places on the
shop floor several times. Unfortunately, these authors
did not compute the time taken by the CPU. It shows
promise if a procedure could be elaborated to allocate
large number of fractal cells in a short period of CPU
time. They evaluated the performance of the production
system (total traveling distance) by varying the total
number of machines. Therefore, we can also affirm
they considered one performance parameter.

3. Finally, Sitorus et al. (2006) developed specifically a
Tabu Search heuristics, where fractal cell positions
were simply randomly changed and the total distance
recalculated. Nevertheless, the methodology did not con-
sider the similarity issue between fractal cells, which
means that there are unnecessary intercellular travel-
ings, and the proposed method also realized global
searching several times.

As we can see, there are already researchers focusing on the
design of fractal layout. The current approach usually exe-
cutes several times the allocations of fractal cells on the
shop floor and the flow assignment to find the best one. Be-
cause of combinatorial features, a fractal layout with a large
number of fractal cells may present a significant disadvantage
for efficient allocations. Thus, this paper aims to propose a
criterion, based on similarity among fractal cells, developed
and implemented in a Tabu search heuristics to obtain the
best fractal layout in a feasible computational time.


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0890060413000474

4

3. MATHEMATICAL MODEL

In this research work, we aim to solve all previously cited dis-
advantages. To conduct this research paper, we formulate the
following mathematical model in Eq. (1), where the main
goal is to minimize the total traveling distance. Note that
the adopted objective function z is composed of intracellular
and intercellular traveling distances, respectively.

P K, Oy i k i
= Zl Z min Z ‘XQA,, - p |+ ‘YqA,, 7yq/\p |
p=

Ak p—1
kp=1 Gkp =

K,
1
+kzl m1n(|xk - xkk”_'1| + ka‘;) - ;::_1 |)> (1)
subject to
x, y integers; 2
x,y>0; (3
{x,y} € {1..X, 1..Y}, respectively; “4)
1<i<ng ()
Oy
i, lk » iy i) s
qZ . X!, — k’ S+ |qu';, qul =0 if O, =1,
kp
K, .
> =+ kap — W =0 ifk, =1, 6)
P=
ik, # i 41- @)

The constraint Eq. (2) ensures the use of integer numbers
just to simplify the calculation by Hamming distance for-
mula. This approach is the same as used in the quadratic as-
signment problem (QAP), in which machines are considered
as square format of the same sizes and positioned in horizon-
tal and vertical on the shop floor. In addition to this, subse-
quent machines are separated in one unit of distance (as
adopted by Rosenblatt & Golany, 1992; Benjaafar, 1995; Ji
et al., 2006; Pitombeira Neto et al., 2007; Chin, 2013). The
calculated distance is given in units of distance. Next, the con-
straint Eq. (3) is adopted simply to use positive coordinates X
and Y. Variables x and y, which represent position of machine
allocated on the shop floor, must receive values lower than
layout settings X and Y [see the constraint in Eq. (4)]. Variable
i represents the chosen fractal cell for manufacturing the qj(hp
step of the kI’f’ set [see Eq. (5)].

The constraint in Eq. (6) is composed by two parts. The
first means that if Oy = 1, no intercellular traveling distance
occurs because all operations are carried out in the same cho-
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sen fractal cell i. The second means if kK demands only one op-
eration in each chosen fractal cell i, no intracellular traveling
distance is computed.

After receiving operations (correspondent to subset k) in
the chosen fractal cell i, the workpiece is conducted to the
next chosen fractal cell i, to receive the operations for the
subset k, + 1. Therefore, the constraint [Eq. (7)] means no
backtracking, which ensures that a certain workpiece must
leave one fractal cell and reach another for processing next
ky, that is, k, + 1.

Next, we present steps adopted in this research paper to de-
sign fractal layouts in order to accomplish the objective func-
tion [Eq. (1)]:

Step 1. Order types of machines according to number of
replicas (from higher to lower).

Step 2. Estimate the number of fractal cells, through n, =
T/n, as proposed by Venkatadri et al. (1997). Because it may
result in a rational number, we will always truncate n. and
then plus one.

Step 3. Quantify the number of machines in the ith fractal
cell. We considered two possibilities, in both of which, there
is at least one fractal cell pursuing all types of machines. This
condition was implemented in order to avoid any deadlocks
in the computational model, that is, because the chosen ith
fractal cell is based on the similarity, then at least one must
pursue all types of machines.

Step 3.1. For an unbalanced number of machines: select
a machine (obeying the order established in Step 1) and al-
locate beginning from the first fractal cell up to n,. If the
number of replicas of the chosen machine becomes zero
before reaching n., the next type of machine is chosen
and the allocation begins from the first fractal cell; if the
number of replicas of the chosen machine is different
from zero, the allocation continues up to n., and continues
beginning from the first fractal cell.

Step 3.2. For a balanced number of machines: the first
fractal cell receives one replica of each type of machine.
No more machines are allocated in this first fractal cell. For
each remaining fractal cell (i.e., from the second up to n.),
select a random machine. If the replica is different from
zero, then the machine is allocated. If the replica is zero, an-
other machine is chosen. Once the n,. is reached, if there are
machines with replicas different from zero, the allocation
begins from the second fractal cell up to n., and so forth.

SteP 4. The main idea is that similar fractal cells should be
allocated as far as possible. For doing this, we propose to cal-
culate similarity between fractal cells i in relation to fractal
cell i’ through the use of the expression for the calculation
of the Jaccard coefficient, such as shown in Eq. (8). The vari-
able i’ represents the fractal cell that is composed by all types
of machines (thus S;;; = 1):

Nii
[ E— 8
" Ny 4+ Nig — Ny ®
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wherei €{1,...,n.} excepti’; Ny; is the number of machines
in common between i’ and i; N,/ is the number of machines in
common between i’ and i’; and Nj; is the number of machines
in common between i and i;

Step 5. We intend to calculate the distribution degree,
such as proposed by Benjaafar and Sheikhzadeh (2000),
when the formula was applied to obtain the maximally
distributed layout. Using the same idea, in order to calculate
it, we develop a Tabu Search algorithm. Thus, this step aims
to adapt the fractal layout to permit the calculation. It is neces-
sary to define movable intervals G,,,, and G,,;, to evaluate
how similar a fractal cell i is in relation to i’. These intervals
are obtained by establishing a value for the maximum differ-
ence (max_diff) of similarities. The total number of intervals
(represented by number_intervals) is estimated by (1/max_
diff) + 1, because the highest value of similarity is 1. If the
result of the division is an integer number, then for the first
interval, G, <1, and G, = G0 — max_diff. The second
movable interval is obtained through G, < G and Gy
«— Gyax — max_diff, and so on up to G, = 0. Otherwise, if
the division is a rational number, the estimated number of in-
tervals is the truncate of number_intervals and the movable
intervals (except the last one) are also defined through G4y
— 1 and G,i;n= Gpux — max_diff, and so on. Only for the
last interval, G,,ux — Gpin = 1 — (number_intervals * max_
diff). Once intervals are defined, compare each value of cal-
culated similarity of fractal cell i to the interval. If the similar-
ity is located in the first interval (i.e., Gux < Sii < Gyin), then
all machines of that fractal cell i will be renamed to G =1, and
if it is in the second interval, then G = 2, and so forth.

Step 6. Select ¢ € {1..G}, where g has not been pre-
viously selected, and allocate all replicas of g on the shop
floor, according to X and Y (the format of the fractal layout,
where machines are allocated in X horizontal and Y vertical)
and obeying the SFC procedure. In this research paper, we
adopted the simplest one, where machines are allocated from
top to down and from left to right. Repeat Step 6 for all G.

Step 7. In order to attend the objective function minmax
(proposed by Francis & White, 1974; and adapted by Benjaa-
far & Sheikhzadeh, 2000), also called distribution degree, the
computational model is initially designated to search posi-
tions for replicas of g.

Step 8. Calculate the distance among different fractal cells
from the centroid. It can be done by identifying the position of
each replica g and then calculating the mean distance between
each g of different fractal cells. Repeat it for other g. Keep the
layout that yields the lowest distribution degree aiming at al-
locating that each g belongs to a different fractal cell as far as
possible.

Step 9. Repeat Steps 6, 7, and 8 Tabu_allocation_cells times.

Step 10. Reidentify the machines (i.e., convert each g),
such as defined by the Step 3.

Step 11. Separate operations of each workpiece p into K
subsets, in which each k is composed by subsequent operations.
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SteP 12. Intertravel calculation: choose the best fractal cell
for each subset k, where k varies from 1 to K. In this research
paper, we considered two approaches:

Step 12.1. In order to reduce idleness of machines, one
alternative is to compare requested machines, which are re-
sponsible for processing operations of each subset k of a cer-
tain workpiece p (then k), to machines of available fractal
cells i. The similarity among subset k,, and all available fractal
cells 7 is calculated by adapting Eq. (8), resulting in Eq. (9).

Ny,i
0 Ny + Na — Moy ©
ok, + Nii — N, i

where k, is subset k composed by subsequent machines of
workpiece p; i is a fractal that pursues all machines to man-
ufacture k,; i € {1,...,n.}; Ny, is the number of machines
in common between k;, and i; Ny, is the number of re-
quested machines of k,; and N;; is the number of machines
of fractal cell i. Make Inter_travel < 0. For each k,,, Sk,,i is
calculated for all available fractal cells i that pursues all ma-
chines to manufacture k,. The fractal cell with the highest
similarity in comparison to k, is then chosen. Keep it by
using a variable last_fractal < i. Repeat the same calcula-
tion for the next k up to K, and the subsequent chosen frac-
tal i” cell must be different to last_fractal. Update last_
fractal — i". Based on the information of Step 9 about
the distance between fractal cells i and i”, compute Inter_
travel < D ;» + Inter_travel. Repeat the procedure up to K
and for all workpieces P.

Step 12.2. In order to reduce the intertravel distance,
make Inter_travel < (. There are two possibilities for
choosing the closest fractal cell:

12.2.1. When k, = 1, then the variable inter_travel
remain unchangeable.

12.2.2. When k, > 1, then for k, = 1 verify if all re-
quested machines belong to available fractal cells. Calcu-
late the similarity S ; and keep the fractal cell that yields
the highest value of similarity by using a variable last_frac-
tal — i. For the next k,, analyze if all requested machines
belong to fractal cells. Then based on information provided
by Step 9, compare the distance between last_fractal and
each available fractal cell i. The fractal cell with the lowest
distance, i”, is then chosen. Compute Inter_travel < D; ;:
+ Inter_travel. Update the variable last_fractal — i".
Repeat the procedure up to K. Repeat for all P.

Step 13. Intratravel calculation: we developed a Tabu
search heuristics in order to identify the positions of the ma-
chines that result in the lowest routing distance for workpiece
p during the manufacturing of each k,. The heuristics works
in the following way:

Step 13.1. For designated fractal cell i for manufactur-
ing k,, choose randomly requested machines, which are re-
sponsible for manufacturing each gy, and identify its coor-
dinates (x and y).
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SteP 13.2. Make intra_travel < 0.

Step 13.3. If g, = 1, then the variable intra_travel re-
mains unchangeable.

Step 13.4. If g, > 1, then from g, = 2 up to k,, calcu-
late the distance Intra_travel < d + Intra_travel.

Step 13.5. Repeat several times, variable iferation,
Steps 13.1 up to 13.4, in order to find the lowest distance
in each fractal cell i. In summary, Steps 13.4 and 13.5
may be expressed as shown in Eq. (10):

Qp . . . .

d= min{ 2 P, =gt il o+ bval, = } (10)
iy =

subject to x, y € integer; x €{1..X}; y €{1..Y}; i is the

chosen fractal cell, defined by Step 12, to manufacture sub-

sequent operations k of workpiece p.

Step 13.6. Repeat Steps 13.1 up to 13.5 for K and then
extend it for all workpieces P.

Step 14. Calculate and keep the value of total distance, by

using a variable called Total_distance < Intra_travel + In-
ter_travel.

Step 15. Calculate the makespan.

Step 15.1. Calculate the makespan for each workpiece p
(see Table 1). The variable diyyacerular 1S the distance of ma-
chines responsible for subsequent operations obtained
from Step 13.5 and dingercenutar 18 the distance between the
current fractal cell i and the selected fractal cell i, obtained
from Step 12. Both variables are used to compute the tra-
veling time. Other times, such as setup time, cleaning
time, traveling time from the entrance to machines, and
from machines to exit, are omitted. To interpret the infor-
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mation of Table 1, we will analyze only when all machines
are unallocated, because the idea for busy machines are
quite similar, by using remaining expressions. An unallo-
cated machine means the task had never been allocated
to a machine of the best virtual cell of the selected fractal
cells. Consider the first workpiece, demanding five opera-
tions and separated in two subsets. The first subset (k, = 1)
is composed of three operations and the second, k, = 2, of
two operations (so Oy, = Q1 = 3 and Oy, = 0> = 2), re-
spectively. To calculate the makespan for this workpiece,
because Q; >1, use the expression a for the first operation
of O (thatis g; = 1) and then the expression b for ¢; = 2,
q1 = 3. For the next k,, thatis k, = 2 (which is k, > 1), use
initially the expression e for the first operation of the sec-
ond subset (¢g» = 1), and then f for g, = 2 (which is ¢
> 1), and so forth. Repeat it for all P.

Step 15.2. Compare the makespan of all machines and
keep the highest value of makespan (because the manufactur-
ing is concluded only after the last operation has finished).

Step 16. By using a variable named changing_positions,
reorder the positions of the machines that belong to each frac-
tal cell, changing_positions times from Step 11 up to Step
15.2. For each iteration of the variable changing_positions,
compare the calculated Total_distance and keep the lowest
distance and its respective makespan.

4. CASE STUDY

4.1. Layout and workpieces features

This section presents layout and workpiece features, which
both are submitted to simulation. It is important to remember
that according to Venkatadri et al. (1997), the number of frac-

Table 1. Calculation of the makespan for each workpiece p submitted to selected fractal cells

k, =1 qr,= 1 Ry, = 0 unalloc. mach.
k, =1 qr,> 1 Ry, = 0 unalloc. mach.
k, =1 qr,= 1 Ry, = 1 unalloc. mach.
k, =1 qr,> 1 Ry, = 1 unalloc. mach.
k, >1 qr,= 1 qu” = 0 unalloc. mach.
k, > 1 qr,> 1 Ry, = 0 unalloc. mach.
ky, > 1 qr,=1 Ry, = 1 alloc. mach.

k, >1 qr,> 1 qu,_ = 1 alloc. mach.

Mk(Ry, ) = 0 + timey,

dinsacellutar
MK(Ry,) = time,,, +MK(R,,, ;) + —"eti
Mk(R,, ) = time,, + MK(R,, ) )
If MK(R,, ) > MK(Ry,, 1) then MK(R,, ) = Mk(R,, ) + time,, | + %ﬂl

d:
If Mk(R,, ) < Mk(Ry, 1) then Mk(R,, ) = MK(R,, 1)+ time,,  + uﬂ%eﬂular

dinlercellular

MK(Ry,,) = Mk(Rg,, 1) + timeq,, + ="

dintracellular
MkR,,,) = MK(R,, 1) + timeg, , + “‘%”“'“

d.
if MK(R,,,) > Mk(Rg,, 1) then Mk(R,, ) = Mk(R,, ) + time,, + 7‘"‘“:5“"‘“

if

d; cellu
Mk(qu,,) < Mk(RQkp_l) then Mk(qup) = Mk(RQkp—l) + ﬁmeqk,, + ml%elllar
intacettutar

if Mk(Ry,,) > M(R,,, 1) then MK(Ry, ) = Mk(Ry, ) + time,,, + ="

din rac ar
if MK(R,,,) < MK(R,,, 1) then MK(R,, ) = Mk(Ry, _1) + time,, + “‘%"“‘“

Note: Adapted from Chin (2013).
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tal cells can be estimated by dividing the total number of ma-
chines by the types of machines. This result also defines the
number of possibilities about how each fractal cell can be al-
located on the shop floor. Taking this information to account
(number of fractal cells), for the simulation, we have chosen
three sizes (small, medium, and large sizes) of layouts in or-
der to increment, in a purpose way, the number of fractal cells.

First, there are 5 types of machines, resulting in a total of 16
machines, such as used in Benjaafar and Sheikhzadeh (2000).
Thus, there are (16/5) ~ 4! possibilities for allocating fractal
cells. All these machines form X = 4 and Y = 4. Each type
of operation process and their respective replicas are the
following:

operation process 1: 1 replica of a machine
operation process 2: 2 replicas
operation process 3: 3 replicas
operation process 4: 5 replicas
operation process 5: 5 replicas

Second, in order to increment the number of fractal cells, in
this research we remained with 5 types of machines forming a
layout size 30, which means 30 machines (with configuration
X =5 and Y = 6). Thus, for this case, there are 30/5 ~ 7! pos-
sibilities. Replicas of each type of machine are the following:

operation process 1: 1 replica of a machine
operation process 2: 4 replicas

operation process 3: 7 replicas

operation process 4: 8 replicas

operation process 5: 10 replicas

A reference to consider a layout as large size can be seen in
Narayanan (2007), when it was considered 100 machines. In
our research paper, we adopted a total of 120 machines with
configuration X = 10 and Y = 12, composed by 8 types of
machines (resulting in 120/8 = 16! possibilities). Replicas
of each type of machine are shown below:

operation process 1: 4 replicas of a machine
operation process 2: 8 replicas

operation process 3: 10 replicas

operation process 4: 14 replicas

operation process 5: 17 replicas

operation process 6: 19 replicas

operation process 7: 22 replicas

operation process 8: 25 replicas

We generated 100 different workpieces, but only 40 of
them are randomly selected (workpieces may be repeated).
Each one demands from n(7) = 1 up to n(i) = five operations,
and requested machines by subsequent operations are differ-
ent. Because the type of requested machines is proportionate
to the number of replicas of machines, we adapt and imple-
ment the Monte Carlo simulation based procedure proposed
by Chin (2013) for generation of workpieces.
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The time taken by each operation varies from 30 to 150
units of time.

We modeled and simulated all of the previously cited fea-
tures in the following hardware settings: 2-GHz Pentium(R)
Dual-Core CPU, 4 MB DDR2 RAM, and platform Pascal
programming.

4.2. Definition of input parameter for simulating
fractal layouts

In order to obtain simulation results of fractal layouts (travel-
ing distance and makespan), some parameters must be de-
fined, such as max_diff, Tabu_allocation_cells, k, iteration,
changing_positions, and v. In the following, the meaning
and the adopted value for each variable will be described.

In this research paper, the order of how fractal cells are cho-
sen and allocated is considered. The allocation is based on the
difference of similarity (max_diff), which means segregation
and allocation of fractal cells is based on similarities. For in-
stance, let us consider a value 0.5 for the variable. If the cal-
culated similarity of a certain fractal cell is located between 1
and 0.5, then it is grouped with others fractal cells located in
this same interval and allocated as far as possible to each
other. Considering a value closer to 1, then all machines
tend to form one only fractal cell, and in this case, intertravels
tend to be eliminated and only intratravels occur. In summary,
a fractal layout tends to perform similarly to a distributed lay-
out when max_diff is closer to 1. For the evaluation of influ-
ence of interval on the performance, we choose values located
between 1 and 0. Thus, we established four different values,
which are 0.1, 0.3, 0.5, and 0.7.

For the variable Tabu_allocation_cells, we adopt a large
enough value (10,000; see Appendix A). The computational
model developed, then, calculates the distribution degree for
each allocation. Repeat the allocation of cells Tabu_alloca-
tion_cells times (i.e., 10,000), which means the distribution
degree calculation is also repeated 10,000 times. The alloca-
tion of the fractal cell that yielded the lowest value of the dis-
tribution degree is then retained. The result is similar for frac-
tal cells as far as possible.

Once each fractal is allocated, now we need to define how
workpieces are submitted to fractal cells. The decision of how
workpieces will be submitted to fractal cells depends directly
on the replica of each type of machine. That is, because of in-
equality of replicas of each type of machine, some fractal cell
may pursue a specific type of machine, making necessarily a
certain workpiece to travel between fractal cells. Thus, in or-
der to simulate intertravel, in this research paper we adopt the
division of operations to subsequent operations, represented
by the variable k. For instance, if possible values of k are be-
tween 2 and 5, this means that operations of each workpiece
can be separated into two to five parts, and each k is totally
processed in the chosen fractal cell. Because we considered
(as data input) up to n(i) = 5 operations for each workpiece,
the maximum value to be attributed to k is 5, that is, 5 sets
where each set is composed of one operation. Therefore,
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when k = 2 or k = 3, this does not mean that operations of all
workpieces will be necessarily separated into two or three sets
of workpieces, because the separation depends on the number
of operations.

In order to process the first k of each workpiece, the fractal
cell must be chosen. The paper is based on the comparison of
the similarity between requested machines of each k and ma-
chines of each fractal cell. The fractal cell that pursues the
highest similarity is chosen. Once k of a certain workpiece
is processed in the chosen fractal cell, we need to define
how to process k,.;. Thus, here we considered two ap-
proaches: based on the similarity and based on the closest dis-
tance. This proposed method analyzes all possible available
fractal cells (by comparing requested machines of k, + 1 to
machines of each fractal cell i'), compares the distances of
each one, and selects the closest one (now called i") in relation
to i. After this, the processed workpiece leaves a fractal cell i
and reaches i".

The identification of a virtual cell in a fractal cell to process
a certain k is searched iteration times (through the use of the
developed Tabu search algorithm procedure). For the variable
iteration, we adopt 500 (see Appendix A). That is, the devel-
oped computational software is designated to search 500
times the set of machines (remaining the lowest distance)
for each k workpiece.

We also need to define a value for the variable changing_
positions (see Appendix A). This determines the number of
changing positions of machines in order to form new virtual
cells in each fractal cell. For instance, if changing_positions
receives a value 10, this means the procedure of randomly se-
lection and reallocation of machines is repeated 10 times for
each ith fractal cell, resulting in new virtual cells. Although
variables iteration and changing_position are associated
with intracellular traveling distance calculation, there is an
objective function of minimization only for the first one.
Thus, for the second, we simply adopt a value higher than
30 (here we adopt variable changing_positions equal to
10,000) just because of statistics issues.

Table 2. Layout with 16 machines (4 x 4)

Y.C. Shih and E.V. Gongalves Filho

Finally, for the variable v (which represents the workpiece
routing velocity), we could test high and low velocities. For
the first situation, the traveling time becomes insignificant
in comparison to the makespan. Thus, it might be omitted.
To avoid it, we decide to adopt a reduced velocity (a constant
value of 0.5 units of distance per units of time).

The computational results are organized as follows: by lay-
outsize 16 (X=4and Y=4),30 (X=5and Y = 6), and 120
(X = 10 and Y = 12) of machines; by variable called max_
diff; by balanced or unbalanced quantity of machines between
fractal cells; and by k. We adoptedonly k=1, k=2, and k= 3;
and choose next fractal cell i” to process the next k based on the
highest similarity and the closest distance.

For each layout size, 30 samples of input (each one com-
posed of 40 workpieces) are generated. For each submitted
sample, there is one best layout because machines of each
fractal cell are allowed to change the position (affecting there-
fore the virtual cell formation). After submitting these 30
samples to the computational model (hence, there are 30
best layouts), two performance parameters (the means and
standard deviation of the total distance and of the makespan)
are calculated, which are given in units of distance and units
of time, respectively. Independent of the layout size, by sub-
mitting 30 samples to the computational model, the CPU
takes around 5 min 8 s to obtain these two performance pa-
rameters, and the CPU time for segregating and allocating
fractal cells on the shop floor demands lower than 1 s.

Because intercell traveling is undesirable, we consider k = 1,
meaning that all operations of each workpiece are totally
manufactured by machines located in the chosen fractal
cell. Table 2 presents results, in total traveling distance and
the makespan of the layout composed of 16 machines. Results
are shown in Table 3 for layout composed of 30 machines. Fi-
nally, the performance of the layout size 120 machines can be
seen in Table 4. Thus, these three tables demanded 4 h 6 min
36 s of CPU time.

Table 2 shows that when k = 1, segregating and allocating
as far as possible similar fractal cells (represented by the vari-

Max_diff 0.1 Max_diff 0.3 Max_diff 0.5 Max_diff 0.7
Unbalanced  Balanced  Unbalanced  Balanced  Unbalanced  Balanced  Unbalanced  Balanced
Highest similarity ~ Traveling distance
Mean 104.70 110.13 99.00 118.63 99.47 117..37 96.20 118.93
SD 13.20 19.59 11.03 17.79 11.29 14.83 11.35 17.61
Makespan
Mean 3106.17 3777.27 3173.70 4023.00 3028.30 4008.23 3117.23 4183.07
SD 648.49 893.58 452.38 746.50 476.52 842.32 470.08 838.25
Closest distance Traveling distance
Mean 104.70 110.13 99.00 118.63 99.47 117.37 96.20 118.93
SD 13.20 19.59 11.03 17.79 11.29 14.83 11.35 17.61
Makespan
Mean 3106.17 3777.27 3173.70 4023.00 3028.30 4008.23 3117.23 4183.07
SD 648.49 893.58 452.38 746.50 476.52 842.32 470.08 838.25
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Table 3. Layout with 30 machines (5 x 6)

Max_diff .1 Max_diff 0.3 Max_diff 0.5 Max_diff 0.7
Unbalanced  Balanced  Unbalanced  Balanced  Unbalanced Balanced  Unbalanced  Balanced
Highest similarity ~ Traveling distance
Mean 106.83 112.40 105.00 105.30 102.70 100.70 102.70 104.73
SD 10.77 14.81 11.24 16.81 9.78 12.02 9.78 15.56
Makespan
Mean 3808.00 2889.10 3723.60 2976.00 3754.60 3070.87 3754.60 2914.03
SD 630.17 550.00 657.68 631.21 554.05 536.11 554.05 721.97
Closest distance Traveling distance
Mean 106.83 112.40 105.00 105.30 102.70 100.70 102.70 104.73
SD 10.77 14.81 11.24 16.81 9.78 12.02 9.78 15.56
Makespan
Mean 3808.00 2889.10 3723.60 2976.00 3754.60 3070.87 3754.60 2914.03
SD 630.17 550.00 657.68 631.21 554.05 536.11 554.05 721.97

able max_diff) and choosing the next fractal cell based on any
adopted criteria (represented by the highest similarity and the
closest distance) for manufacturing the next k do not affect the
performance. Only the balanced and unbalanced quantity of
machines forming each fractal cell affects the performance.
In addition, based on our results, the unbalanced quantity
of machines performs better in comparison to balanced quan-
tity of machines, because both parameters are concomitantly
reduced (balanced: around 115.00 of traveling distance, in
units of distance, and around 4000.00 of makespan, in units
of time; unbalanced: around 99.00 of total traveling distance,
in units of distance, and 3100.00 of makespan, in units of
time). In short, there are reductions of 13.91% in total travel-
ing distance and 22.50% in makespan.

Increasing the total number of machines, from 16 to 30, the
performance parameters still are affected only by the bal-
anced and unbalanced quantity of machines. Note that, this
time, the performance yielded (in total traveling distance),
by applying balanced quantity of machines, became similar
to the unbalanced quantity of machines (see Table 3). It is sur-

Table 4. Layout with 120 machines (10 x 12)

prising that the makespan becomes lower (unbalanced: around
3700.00; balanced: 2900.00), with a reduction of 21.62%.

In the layout size composed of 120 machines, the perfor-
mance parameters of fractal cells, composed of a similar
quantity of machines (balanced quantity of machines), re-
sulted in a reduction of the total traveling distance and make-
span (around 10% and 38.26%, respectively) in comparison
to the unbalanced quantity of machines (see Table 4).

4.3. Performance comparison among fractal layout,
distributed layout, and functional layout

This section introduces the performance among the fractal
layout, the distributed layout, and the functional layout. There
are three well-known types of distributed layout: randomly
distributed layout, where types of machines are randomly se-
lected and allocated on the shop floor; partially distributed
layout, where groups of the same type of machine are formed
and allocated, and maximally distributed layout. For partially
distributed layout, disaggregation is considered. For instance,

Max_diff .1 Max_diff 0.3 Max_diff 0.5 Max_diff 0.7
Unbalanced  Balanced  Unbalanced  Balanced  Unbalanced Balanced  Unbalanced  Balanced
Highest similarity ~ Traveling distance
Mean 142.10 127.13 138.07 126.57 137.77 125.73 143.23 125.73
SD 18.21 17.11 18.61 15.75 22.46 15.20 17.42 15.20
Makespan
Mean 2295.83 1495.53 2355.07 1406.63 2322.70 1414.23 2284.47 1414.23
SD 441.08 368.49 426.65 386.32 582.57 343.97 397.06 343.97
Closest distance Traveling distance
Mean 142.10 127.13 138.07 126.57 137.77 125.73 143.23 125.73
SD 18.21 17.11 18.61 15.75 22.46 15.20 17.42 15.20
Makespan
Mean 2295.83 1495.53 2355.07 1406.63 2322.70 1414.23 2284.47 1414.23
SD 441.08 368.49 426.65 386.32 582.57 343.97 397.06 343.97

https://doi.org/10.1017/50890060413000474 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0890060413000474

10

if there is one level of disaggregation, it means there are two
groups of the same type of the machine allocated on the shop
floor. Initially proposed by Francis and White (1974), a mea-
sure (distribution degree) is used that aims to maximize the
allocation position of the same type of machine on the shop
floor. The layout that pursues the lowest distribution degree
is maintained and then the maximally distributed layout is fi-
nally obtained.

Thus, beyond the fractal layout model, we construct the
computational models in order to generate distributed lay-
outs, functional layouts, and also another model to simulate
the performance, by submitting the same workpiece’s features.

The adopted procedure to generate each type of distributed
layout did not take into account flow material but only repli-
cas of each type of machine, such as used by Benjaafar and
Sheikhzadeh (2000). For partially distributed layout, we
adopt two levels of disaggregation.

The procedure for generating functional layout consisted in
defining the SFC (in this research paper, we adopt the sim-
plest one; see Sagan, 1991)). Next, a machine is randomly se-
lected and allocated on the shop floor. The allocation contin-
ues until the replica becomes zero. When it occurs, the next
type of machine is selected, and so forth, until all types of ma-
chines are allocated.

For these two types of layouts, there are 30 samples of each
one. Hence, in functional layout, for 16 machines, there are 30
samples of layouts. In functional layout, for 30 machines,
there are others 30 samples of layout,s and so forth. For
each sample, we submitted 30 samples of parts (each one
composed of 40 workpieces). The average of the mean of
the traveling distance can be seen in Table 5.

In Table 5, notice that in relation to total traveling distance,
the performances of distributed layouts and fractal layout for
small to medium size are similar. These performances were
expected because in fractal layout only intracellular traveling
distance will be computed (when k = 1). In short, a fractal lay-
out tends to perform similarly to a distributed layout. For our
large layout size, randomly distributed layout presents better
performance in traveling distance in comparison to fractal
layout. It was expected that the functional layout presents
the worst performance in comparison to distributed layouts
because of interdepartmental trips. Due to the worst perfor-
mance of the functional layout, its makespan will not be com-
puted.

Next, we compare the best of the functional layout, the best
of distributed layout (maximally distributed layout), and the
best of the fractal layout (when k = 1).

It is important to remember that, in fractal layout, there are
not 30 samples of fractal layouts. That is, there is 1 best for
each submitted sample of workpieces. Thus, in order to con-
duct the same comparison, we need to work with only 1 sam-
ple of layout and 30 samples of workpieces (which is com-
posed of 40 workpieces).

In the functional layout, after submitting 40 workpieces,
the computational model exchanges the position of each de-
partment and keeps the lowest total traveling distance. For
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Table 5. Average of the mean of the total traveling distance
(units of distance)

Funct.  Randomly  Partial. Distrib. Best Fractal
Layout Size  Layout Distrib. Layout Layout (k = 1)
16 machines ~ 234.46 100.67 101.17 96.20
30 machines ~ 324.84 96.20 99.20 100.70
120 machines ~ 639.62 87.53 97.30 125.73

the exchange step, we need to adopt a higher enough value
(we adopted also 10,000). Submit other samples (up to 30)
and repeat the exchange procedure. The results (mean of
the lowest traveling distance) are provided in Table 6. Note
the performance of thefunctional layout has improved. Never-
theless, it is still the worst.

In the maximally distributed layout, there is no exchange
because machines are already in the best positions. Thus, after
submitting 30 samples of workpieces, the results (mean of the
traveling distance) can be seen in Table 6. Comparing the
maximally distributed layout to the fractal layout, in general,
the first presents higher performance (better). The fractal lay-
out outperforms the maximally distributed layout only in
terms of makespan for the small size of the layout
(-=17.97%; see Table 7). For the large size (120 machines),
the total traveling distance and the corresponding makespan
of the fractal layout (+61.25%, see Table 6; —1.53%, see Ta-
ble 7) are in comparison to the maximally distributed layout.

Based on our results, the maximally distributed layout
seems to satisfy concomitantly the two adopted performance
parameters (total traveling distance and makespan), except for
the small layout size. However, as pointed out by Benjaafar
and Sheikhzadeh (2000) and Askin et al. (1999), in order to
implement a suitably distributed layout, an efficient control
system is required for identifying available machines to
form efficient virtual cells, which naturally implies a high
cost for the implementation. An alternative to minimize the
cost of implementation is to segregate machines to form groups
of it, where technology can be shared between machines.

As shown in previous sections, in the fractal layout, there
are two possibilities: when k = 1, for which the workpieces
are totally manufactured in a fractal cell; and k > 1, when in-
tercellular travel occurs. Because of different replicas of each
type of machine, we simulate intertravels by adopting k > 1 (k
= 2 and k = 3), as shown in next section.

Table 6. Mean of the total traveling distance (units of distance)

1 2 3
Funct. Maximal. Distrib. Best Fractal Difference
Layout Size ~ Layout Layout Layout (k= 1) 3-2)
16 machines ~ 202.29 87.00 96.20 +10.57%
30 machines  299.61 83.70 100.70 +20.31%
120 machines 596.84 77.97 125.73 +61.25%
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Table 7. Mean of the correspondent makespan (units of time)

Maximal. Distrib. Fractal Difference
Layout Size Layout Layout
16 machines 3800.10 3117.23 —17.97%
30 machines 2858.93 3070.87 +7.41%
120 machines 1436.23 1414.23 —1.53%

4.4. Simulation of intercellular travels in fractal
layouts for k£ > 1

This section aims to analyze results of intertravels (when
k >1) in fractal layouts obtained from the developed compu-
tational simulation model. We show the total traveling dis-
tance and its respective makespan to three adopted layout
sizes (i.e., 16, 30, and 120 machines; see Tables 8—10).

We notice that once intercellular traveling distance in-
creases, the total traveling distance increases significantly.
The mathematical proof is in Appendix B, and it proves our
constructed computational model is valid. Moreover, it shows
any tentative prediction for the minimization of intercellular
traveling distance is appreciated. In order to discriminate
the intercellular traveling distance from total traveling dis-
tance, we constructed Figures 1— 5. Figure 1 presents the per-
formance of the intertraveling distance of submitted work-
pieces to the layout composed by 16 machines, and Figure 2
show the corresponding makespan.

It is already expected that the intercellular traveling dis-
tance becomes zero when k = 1 because the operations are to-
tally executed in the fractal cell previously selected. Due to
different replicas of each type of machine, the intertravel oc-
curs, so we need to simulate it by adopting different short val-
ues for k (k > 1). We adopted k = 2 and k = 3, which means
operations of a certain workpiece p can be separated up to two
or three sets.

We will start the analysis when a fractal cell is chosen
based on the highest similarity criteria selected. Comparing
results, when k = 2, the intercellular traveling distance may
be reduced by adopting and unbalanced quantity of machines
and adopting a value of max_diff equal to 0.3. For this input
parameter, we obtained an intercellular traveling distance of
approximately 80 units of distance and a makespan of 4100
units of time. When k = 3, we obtained an intercellular travel-
ling distance of 140 units of distance and a makespan of 4500
units of time. In addition, observe that minimization of inter-
cellular trips does not imply in makespan minimization (see
Figure 2).

The best result is reached when we adopt: unbalanced
quantity of machine, the closest fractal cell chosen, and max_
diffequal to 0.1. Although there are cases with a trade-off be-
havior, it is possible to minimize both parameters (intercellu-
lar travelling distance and makespan).

It may be generally concluded that, at this layout size,
choosing a fractal cell based on the closest distance criteria
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Table 8. Layout with 16 machines (4 x 4)

Max_diff 0.7

Max_diff 0.5

Max_diff 0.3

Max_diff 0.1

Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced Balanced Unbalanced Balanced

Unbalanced

Traveling distance

Highest

207.40  157.61 200.28 137.16 17221  160.79  197.82  138.87 177.64 161.55 209.06 157.61  219.00 159.20 201.42

156.39

Mean

similarity

16.88 21.87 13.07 16.89 20.08 25.03

14.52

12.71

25.83

15.52 20.42 21.01 26.14 14.03 17.32 18.62

SD
Makespan

4165.23

3617.50

4088.27 4572.03 3676.93 3938.50 4110.80 4487.97 3648.77 4162.97 4065.60 4470.80 3901.67 4374.67 4060.63 4475.47

674.58

Mean
SD

Traveling distance

652.76  769.67  679.14  659.12 56221 77031 61548 617.69 75434 63573  752.66  800.55 560.51 589.77

664.25

Closest

Mean 139.07 159.78 152771 167.26  136.71 16823  149.77  170.38 14399 182.60  150.08 16520 137.68 172.94 151.00 169.14

SD
Makespan

distance

13.58 15.51 15.87 18.27 17.32 17.17 11.32 14.12 16.47 14.42 10.44 20.08 12.22 14.76

18.13

15.63

3558.53

3704.73

3106.00 3247.03

3370.03 3624.03 3893.93 4017.47 3736.10 4039.10 3660.90 3673.20 3241.77 3663.00 3834.60 4242.43

595.17

Mean
SD

67496 57550 564.09 746.23 79325 62249 63434 531.89 630.08 678.12 577.13 61736  485.79 540.53

625.47

11
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Table 9. Layout with 30 machines (5 X 6)

Max_diff 0.1

Max_diff 0.3

Max_diff 0.5

Max_diff 0.7

Unbalanced Balanced

Unbalanced Balanced

Unbalanced Balanced

Unbalanced Balanced

Highest
similarity

Closest
distance

Traveling distance
Mean
SD
Makespan
Mean
SD
Traveling distance
Mean
SD
Maksepan
Mean
SD

247.28 366.94  202.30 29243
19.01 28.58 18.75 31.60

3862.57 5220.70 3421.37 4164.20
70849 75630  758.12  609.70

176.90  208.39 164.37 203.07
19.99 22.31 14.46 20.28

2675.07 3099.60 2308.07 2219.40
370.60 61431 382.58 371.73

162.47 190.10 164.08 200.15
15.53 23.53 18.93 21.78

3907.37 4986.20 322097 4176.17
71624 94587  507.04  694.11

139.07 171.37 152.45 188.46
9.98 21.49 17.19 20.70

2372.73  3826.37 2714.00 2892.50
342.11 942.45 581.01 577.84

170.04  231.03 184.90 27291
14.89 22.75 14.14 23.00

3779.27 512997 344370 4391.17
555.21 71742 439.14  449.22

147.93 179.95 150.65 184.93
14.49 19.70 13.56 17.48

392350 406593 2337.33  2616.50
881.53 722.51 406.39  496.73

170.04  231.03 170.98  226.38
14.89 22.75 21.46 28.93

3779.27 512997 3213.07 4115.07
555.21 71742 45959  690.58

147.93 179.95 166.40  202.93
14.49 19.70 20.29 17.47

392350 406593 2588.30 3250.47
881.53 722.51 362.41 552.50

Table 10. Layout with 120 machines (10 x 12)

Max_diff 0.1

Max_diff 0.3

Max_diff 0.5

Max_diff 0.7

Unbalanced Balanced

Unbalanced Balanced

Unbalanced Balanced

Unbalanced Balanced

Highest
similarity

Closest
distance

Traveling distance
Mean
SD
Makespan
Mean
SD
Traveling distance
Mean
SD
Makespan
Mean
SD

301.85  450.03 28526  421.73
31.80 44.19 28.83 37.79

2971.20 4065.83 2181.97 3034.73
587.01 71545  440.45 598.25

199.91 217.68 22222  289.81
26.94 24.05 20.46 29.44

1849.23 241730 1314.57 1520.03
363.27  466.63 231.97 245.17

339.85 471.79 334.84 49591
35.25 60.20 27.92 43.34

3208.60 4183.23 2130.37 2938.23
730.30  838.69  521.69  558.76

206.66  261.18  211.61 273.37
15.87 27.17 19.63 20.34

154470  1986.90 1444.07 1744.57
281.43 394.83 239.78 325.71

280.56 391.67 378.73 606.76
29.35 39.43 27.01 48.69

2933.77 3899.20 2201.33  3187.50
489.74  755.16  507.23 669.90

229.07 300.34  209.16  281.71
26.37 24.92 26.30 36.10

1743.37 195350 129493 1713.87
364.49 323.58 24124  349.16

346.17 49136  378.73 606.76
36.79 49.68 27.01 48.69

3013.70 4040.43 2201.33 3187.50
617.26 70291 507.23 669.90

195.14  241.12  209.16  281.71
23.69 26.10 26.30 36.10

1666.83  1647.40 129493 1713.87
321.37  265.65 241.24  349.16
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Inter cellular travelling distance
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—s— Unbalanced (The highest
similarity)
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similarity)
Unbalanced (The closest
distance)

—— Balanced (The closest
distance)

Fig. 1. The layout with 16 machines (4 x 4).

Makespan
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Max_diff 0.1~ Max_dif0.3 ~ Max_diff0.5

—a—Unbaianced (The highest simiariy)

—4— Balanced (The highest simarity)
Unbalanced (The closest distance)

—3—Balanced (The closest distance)

Max_diff 0.7

Fig. 2. The layout with 16 machines (4 x 4).
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0.1 0.3 0.5
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Fig. 3. The layout with 30 machines (5 x 6).

yields a lower mean of the intercellular traveling distance in
comparison to the highest similarity criteria. In addition to
this fractal cell choice circumstance, when an unbalanced
quantity of machines is adopted to form each fractal cell, it
yields the lowest mean of the makespans. Figure 3 shows

https://doi.org/10.1017/50890060413000474 Published online by Cambridge University Press

the performance of the intercellular traveling distance for
the layout composed of 30 machines.

Thus, even when k = 1, it is expected that the intertravel
distance becomes zero. For k > 1, a different performance
of intercellular traveling distance can be obtained by varying
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5500 )
5000 | |—s— Unbalanced (The highest
| similarity)

4500 .
= | | —e—Balanced (The highest
%4000 ' similarity)
% 3500 Unbalanced (The closest

dist
= 3000 ! istance)
| |——Balanced (The closest
2500 distance)
2000 '
k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1
Max_diff 0.1 = Max_diff 0.3  Max_dif 0.5  Max_diff 0.7
Fig. 4. The layout with 30 machines (5 x 6).

2 600
= 550 .
< 500 —s—Unbalanced (The highest
S 450 similarity)
g’ 400 —+—Balanced (The highest
S 30 similarity)
= 300
= 250 Unbalanced (The closest
= 200 distance)
% lgg —— Balanced (The closest
g 50 distance)
- 0

Max_dif 0.1  Max_dif 0.3

Max_iff 0.5

k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1

Max_diff 0.7

Fig. 5. The layout with 120 machines (10 x 12).

values of the variable max_diff (represented by similarity 0.1,
0.3, 0.5, and 0.7). It is noticed that the lowest mean value of
the intercellular traveling distance is reached when we adopt a
value of 0.3 to max_diff variable and an unbalanced quantity
of machines to form each fractal cell, and choose the closest
fractal cell to manufacture the next k. These parameters yield
areduced mean of the intercellular traveling distance (around
75 units of distance; see Figure 3) and a corresponding make-
span value (~2300 units of time; see Figure 4). Analyzing
Figure 4, there is another makespan value closer to 2300
(for k = 2, max_diff = 0.1, balanced quantity of machines,
and closest fractal cell), but the mean of the intercellular
traveling distance receives an increment to around 35 units
of distance. For k = 3, the lowest average traveling distance
is obtained for max_diff equal to 0.3, unbalanced quantity
of machines, and the closest fractal cell. Nevertheless, there
are other reduced values of makespans, such as by adopting
max_diff equal to 0.1, unbalanced quantity of machines,
and the closest fractal cell.

Finally, the results of 120 machines can be seen in Figure 5
and Figure 6. In short, for k = 2, the closest distance criteria
outperforms in comparison to the highest similarity criteria. It

https://doi.org/10.1017/50890060413000474 Published online by Cambridge University Press

can be confirmed in Figure 5, in which for any value of the
variable max_diff, there are reduced average values of inter-
cellular traveling distances (around 135 units of distance).
Moreover, for k = 2, even max_diff equal to 0.1 or equal to
0.7 might be used (in addition to the closest distance criteria
and unbalanced quantity of machines) because both yields
have reduced the intercellular traveling distance (~125 units
of distance). Nevertheless, regarding makespan, max_diff
equal to 0.1 yields higher makespan than max_diff equal to
0.7. When k = 3, max_diff equal to 0.1 yields the lowest aver-
age intercellular traveling distance (when the closest distance
and unbalanced quantity of machines are adopted). However,
the makespan becomes higher than other max_diff values.

4.5. Comparison between the literature (no similarity)
and the best result of our proposed method

Tables 11, 12, 13, and 14 show the performance in intercellu-
lar traveling distance and makespan to three adopted sizes of
layout. Concerning the relevant proposed method, only the
best results are shown. Note that best results are obtained
when the unbalanced and the closest distance strategies are
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4500
| | —s— Unbalanced (The highest
3500 | similarity)
= : \ . | —=—Balanced (The highest
g 2090 ; similarity)
% 2500 : Unbalanced (The closest
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2000 | | —«— Balanced (The closest
distance)
1500
1000

k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 k=2 k=1 k=3 | k=2 k=1

Max_diff 0.1 Max_diff 0.3

Max_diff 0.5

Max_diff 0.7

Fig. 6. The layout with 120 machines (10 x 12).

adopted. Aiming to simulate the performance of fractal layout
without considering segregated fractal cells based on their
similarities, we adopted a reduced value of max_diff, particu-
larly equal to 0.05, which means reduced segregated fractal
cells (or no similarity). To keep the same comparison base,
we use the same parameters to simulate the performance
(unbalanced and the closest distance strategies). For more de-
tails, see Appendix C.

For k= 2, the best result yielded by adopting with no simi-
larity, considering 16 machines, was 80.99 units of intercellu-
lar traveling distance, and for this proposed method, 75.20,

which means a reduction of 7.15%. Considering 30 ma-
chines, the reduction becomes 18.85%, and for 120 ma-
chines, the reduction becomes 10.94%. Thus, when &k = 3
is adopted, our proposed method yields a reduction of
11.07% for 16 machines, a reduction of 29.09% for 30 ma-
chines, and a reduction of 10.28% for 120 machines.

We notice in Tables 11 and 13 after 5 min 8 s, the simulated
traditional fractal layout still could not find the best alloca-
tions for fractal cells. In contrast, for the same consumed
CPU time, based on our proposed criterion (represented by
max_diff), better results are obtained. Specifically, in less

Table 11. Mean of the intercellular traveling distance (for k = 2)

Proposed Method (Best Results)

No Similarity

max_diff 0.1, max_diff 0.3,
Unbalanced, Unbalanced, Unbalanced,
No. of Machines Closest Distance Closest Distance Closest Distance max_diff 0.5 max_diff 0.7
16 80.99 75.20% — — —
30 96.13 — 78.01%* — —
120 125.65 111.91%* — — —
Table 12. Mean of the correspondent makespan (for k = 2)
Proposed Method®
No Similarity
_— max_diff 0.1, max_diff 0.3,
Unbalanced, Unbalanced, Unbalanced,
No. of Machines Closest Distance Closest Distance Closest Distance max_diff 0.5 max_diff 0.7
16 3356.80 3370.03 — — —
30 2654.07 — 2372.73 — —
120 2020.43 1849.23 — — —

“Correspondent makespan associated with Table 11.
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Table 13. Mean of the intertraveling distance (for k = 3)

Y.C. Shih and E.V. Gongalves Filho

Proposed Method (Best Results)

No Similarity

max_diff 0.1, max_diff 0.3,
Unbalanced, Unbalanced, Unbalanced,
No. of Machines Closest Distance Closest Distance Closest Distance max_diff 0.5 max_diff 0.7
16 144.92 128.88* — — —
30 165.15 — 139.47%* — —
120 201.30 180.61%* — — —
Table 14. Mean of the correspondent makespan (for k = 3)
Proposed Method*
No Similarity
—_— max_diff 0.1, max_diff 0.3,
Unbalanced, Unbalanced, Unbalanced,
No. of Machines Closest Distance Closest Distance Closest Distance max_diff 0.5 max_diff 0.7
16 3533.97 3624.03 — — —
30 2694.63 — 3826.37 — —
120 1921.00 2417.30 — — —

“Correspondent makespan associated with Table 13.

than 1 s of the total consumed CPU time (5 min 8 s), the com-
puter could reach the “quasi” optimal allocation.

Based on all presented results, we may affirm an unbal-
anced quantity of machines strategy produces better results
than a balanced quantity of machines. Likewise, in around
66.67% of our cases studies (see Tables 11 and 13) decreased
values for the variable max_diff are desired (specifically, 0.1).

Although it may be possible to reach better results by execut-
ing several times the procedures for the allocations of the fractal
cells and the flow assignments (as proposed in the literature and
represented in our research work by “no similarity”), it is ex-
pected at higher consumed CPU time. Figure 7 shows the rela-
tion between mean of the intercellular traveling distance and

iteration (number of changing positions of fractal cells based
on the literature procedure). When the iteration is 5 means,
the fractal cells changing positions are executed 5 times for
each submitted sample of workpieces, retaining the lowest in-
tercellular traveling distance, and repeating for all others 29
samples of workpieces. Thus, the presented intracellular travel-
ing distance is, actually, the mean of these 30 samples. Because
the allocation of fractal cells is randomly executed, it does not
mean necessarily the minimization of the mean of the intercel-
lular traveling distance, so it helps to explain why in a few cases
high/low values are observed of intercellular traveling distance
as iteration increases. Note that with increasing the number of
iterations, the CPU times increase significantly.

—&— 16 machines

8 210 —&— 30 machines
é 190 +— s 120 machines
T 170
=) =3
£ 150 i
g n
& 130 _L:—\:é', » oy
E 110 +4——————
3
= 90 oy k=2
Q -~y T—u —y Y
g TO T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1 Iteration
= l':/ 5 1§ 15 20\25 30 35 40&45 50 55 60 65 70 75/80

23mind4s 46min27s 1h35min50s 3h7min21s 6h20min24s

Fig. 7. The relation between the mean of the intercellular traveling distance x the iteration.
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We also note the increasing of the number of iterations; the
result of “no similarity” becomes similar to our proposed
method (compare to Tables 11 and 13). Nevertheless, in
some cases, there is no need to execute several times the allo-
cation of fractal cells because the results are quite similar to
our proposed method. For instance, when k = 2, reduced val-
ues of iterations are required. When k = 3, the proposed pro-
cedure tends to increase the effectiveness of allocations of
fractal cells.

5. CONCLUDING REMARKS

This section provides conclusions about the results obtained
from the constructed computational simulation model.

Based on the reviewed articles, proposed procedures are
used several times to execute the allocations of the fractal
cells and the flow assignment, both concomitantly, in order
to find the best one. As pointed out by Montreuil et al.
(1999), depending on the number of estimated fractal cells,
the number of possibilities for allocating it on the floor may
increase significantly, which may demand huge computa-
tional time. Thus, it is important to define a procedure spread-
ing fractal cells on the shop floor efficiently. In this research
paper, we propose a fractal cells similarity-based criterion,
which consists in segregating similar fractal cells according
to the movable intervals. Only after the definition of best al-
location of the fractal cells, the flow assignment occurs. The
procedure appears to be quite promising because it demanded
reduced computational effort (<1 s).

Naturally, the best strategy is k = 1 in which no intercells trip
occurs. For this case, it is suggested that maximally distributed
layout be implemented, especially for large size of layout, in
which makespan and total traveling distance are minimized.
Owing to unequal replicas of machines and other issues,
such as sharing technologies for an efficient production con-
trolling system, intercellular trips happen inevitably.

It is assumed that adopting the strategy by choosing fractal
cell to manufacture next k based on highest similarity, the
makespan might be reduced compared to the strategy by choos-
ing the closest fractal cell criterion. However it does not happen.

In general, it may be concluded that adopting the closest
fractal cell criterion to manufacture the next & results in lower
average of the intercellular traveling distance than the highest
similarity criterion. Although the minimization of intercellu-
lar traveling distance has been explored in the literature, it
does not mean the minimization of makespan. In many cases,
based on our experiments, there is a trade-off behavior, that is,
when the average of the intercellular traveling distance is re-
duced, the average of the makespan is increased, or vice
versa. Thus, it is important, if possible, to minimize concomi-
tantly makespan and intercellular traveling distance by iden-
tifying the best settings, such as for 30 machines: unbalanced
quantity of machine, k = 2, choosing the closest fractal cell,
and similarity equal to 0.3.

Based on our research, we notice that the quantity of ma-
chines to form each fractal cell is an important parameter to
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be considered, because it affects directly the performance
of the production systems. Besides, it shows that in most
cases low value to variable max_diff is required.

As a suggestion for future studies, other values of k£ and
other values for the variable max_diff might be tested in order
to complement what we have presented in this research paper.
Chin (2013) and Gorgulho Junior and Gongalves Filho
(2007) have pointed out the importance in evaluating the per-
formance of production systems when workpieces may be ob-
tained in many ways (i.e., it does not follow only one opera-
tion sequence).

In addition, other values for variables Tabu_allocation_cells,
iteration, and changing_positions could be tested. It is expected
the that performance of fractal layouts would be improved.

In this paper, we implemented a simple SFC. Based on the
results, we may affirm the intracellular traveling distance does
not really affect the performance of the total traveling dis-
tance. Nevertheless, other SFCs could be tested (see Sagan,
1991).

6. LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

d distance between machines responsible for
processing subsequent operations of each k

D distance between two fractal cells computed from
the centroid of each one

g gth fractal cell G

G fractal cells grouped in the same movable interval G

i ith fractal cell

i ith fractal cell

i’ next chosen fractal cell

J Jjth operation of workpiece p

k kth subset of operations of a certain workpiece

K total number of subsets of operations of a certain
workpiece p

minmax minimize the maximum distance of different types
of machines

Mk(R,;,) makespan of machine responsible for processing
the gxth operation

ne number of fractal cells

p pth workpiece

P total number of parts

qk qxth operation of kth subset

Ok total number of operations of kth subset

Ry, replica of machine responsible for processing gxth
operation

timeq, ~ time of g th operation of k, subset

x;kk horizontal coordinate of the machine, belongs to
the ith fractal cell, which is responsible for the g
operation

xﬁlkk vertical coordinate of machine, belongs to the ith
fractal cell, which is responsible for the g

A operation
xf horizontal coordinate of the centroid of fractal cell

i, which is chosen for processing subset k
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y}} vertical coordinate of the centroid of fractal cell i,
which is chosen for processing subset k

X, Y horizontal and vertical coordinates of the layout
v workpiece routing velocity
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APPENDIX A

A.1. Analysis of suitability of adopted values for the
variables associated with loops

According to the order of the article, there are three types of loops.
The first is associated with the allocation of fractal cells on the shop
floor (Tabu_allocated_cells), which affects directly the intercellular
traveling distance, see Proof 1. The second is associated with the
identification of virtual cells (iteration), and the last one is associated
with changing positions of machines (changing_positions) in a frac-
tal cell. These last two affect the intracellular traveling distance, so
both will be analyzed in Proof 2.

Proof 1: Analyzing the variable used for the calculation of intercel-
lular traveling distance. After the segregation procedure, we have a
typical problem of permutation with repetition. Depending on the
number of groups formed by the movable interval, it still may result
in a high number of allocation possibilities. We need an alternative
for efficient allocation of these groups. |

We propose here to use the adapted version of the distribution de-
gree [Eq. (A.1)] first proposed by Benjaafar and Sheikhzadeh (2000):

N N; Sn
d = i Al
jz::l n=1 NN] ( )
8y = p s (A.2)
=y

where d,’lj.k is the distance between the nth machine of type j and the
closest machine type k, n; is the nth machine of type j, N; is the number
of machines of type j, and N is the types of machines (departments).

The strategy proposed by the calculation of the distribution degree
is to identify replicas of the same type of machine and then allocate
them as far as possible. As the distribution degree (given in units of
distance) decreases, the best is the spread of the same type of machine.

The calculation of the distribution degree initially ignores the
flow assignment. It is concerned with minimizing the average dis-
tance among different types of machines. Thus, it is expected to ob-
tain the reduction of the total traveling distance, which occurs only
after obtained lowest distribution degree and next calculation of tra-
veling distance through the flow assignment. It helps to explain why
a reduced CPU time is observed.
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Fig. A.1. The relationship between iterations and the calculated distribution degree for a single machine. Features: format 2 x4, eight types

of machines, one replica of each one.

It is also important to observe, when the calculation of distribu-
tion degree is done for single replica of different types of machines,
independent of how the allocation of machines is realized, the distri-
bution degree is the same as the iteration increases (see an example
shown in Figure A.1). This property is valid for any layout size and
any types of machines.

When replicas of each type of machine increase, the distribution
degree tends to decrease, which means the average distance of differ-
ent types of machines becomes lower. Thus, it is expected reduction of
traveling distance among different types of machines (see Fig. A.2).

For the example shown in Figures A.1 and A.2, we notice if the
adopted number of iterations is 2000 for the calculation of distribu-
tion degree, no reduction of it is observed.

Our calculation of the distribution degree was applied for the
distributed layout. The previous representation of a machine in the
distributed layout is now represented by a fractal cell in the fractal
layout, and replicas of machines are a set of fractal cells that belong
to the same movable interval.

For fractal layouts, even with the same distribution degree, as
iterations increase (especially for single replica of machine, which
means one movable interval composed by only one fractal cell), it
is possible to reduce total traveling distance through flow assign-
ment, because each different fractal cell may be composed of similar
machines. In contrast, if fractal cells execute different operations, no
reduction of total traveling distance is expected.

There are several simulation conditions in this research work. To
simplify, we will show for the worst case when there is a high num-
ber of fractal cells. That is, because once the adopted number of itera-
tions (Tabu_allocated_cells = 10,000) is attended for the worst case,
the fractal layout with a small number of fractal cells will be also sat-
isfied. Based on Figure A.3, there are a total of 16 fractal cells. Based
on our proposed procedure for the definition of number of intervals,
the variable number_intervals is determined, which is equal to 11
((1/0.1) + 1). In Figure A4, the first column repeats the information
of Figure A.3. The second column shows the calculation of the simi-
larity between the fractal cell and the fractal that pursues all types of
machines i’. The third column shows the received G by comparing
the calculated S;/; to the formed movable interval.

After renaming all machines of each fractal cell by the respective
G, the procedure for the calculation of distribution degree starts. The
relation between iterations and the distribution degree is shown in
Figure A.5. Note that no reduction of distribution degree is observed
from the iteration 1500. Consequently, the adopted number of itera-
tions equal to 10,000 is adequate.

From Figure A.3, we obtained a total number of 16 fractal cells.
Thus, by the traditional method, there are 16! possibilities. As shown
in Figure 7, after only 80 iterations (of a total of 16!), which is sig-
nificant lower in comparison to 10,000 adopted for our proposed
method, the CPU already consumed 6 h 20 min 24 s. It shows clearly
how disadvantage is by the traditional method.

13,5

12,5 L‘

-
w

Distribution Degree
Y]
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s
w

-
_—y

0 2000 4000

6000 8000 10000

Iterations

Fig. A.2. The relationship between iterations and the calculated distribution degree for replicas of machines. Features: format 3 x4, 8 types
of machines, 1 1 1 12 2 2 2 (which means 1 replica for machine type 1, 1 replica for machine type 2, etc., totaling 12 machines).
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Fig. A.3. There are a total of 16 fractal cells.
Fractal Cell 1 | §;,=1 G=1 | Fractal Cell 9 | §;4=0.75 G=3
Fractal Cell 2 | S;=1 G=1 | Fractal Cell 10 | §;-,4=0.75 | G=3
Fractal Cell 3 | §;5=1 G=1 | Fractal Cell 11 | §;,,=0.75 =3
Fractal Cell 4 | §;.=1 G=1 | Fractal Cell 12 | §;-,>=0.625 | G=4
Fractal Cell 5 | S;=0.875 | G=2 | Fractal Cell 13 | §;,;=0.625 | G=4
Fractal Cell 6 | S;s=0.875 | G=2 | Fractal Cell 14 | 5;-,=0.625 | G=4
Fractal Cell 7 | S;~=0.875 | G=2 ] Fractal Cell 15 | §;;5=0.5 G=5
Fractal Cell 8 | §,4=0.875 | G=2 | Fractal Cell 16 | §;-/s=0.5 G=5

Fig. A.4. The results after the segregation.

Proof 2: Analyzing the variables used for the calculation of intracel-
lular traveling distance. In the chosen fractal cell i”, where a certain
Oy will be processed, the identification of a virtual cell (set of ma-
chines) is realized. The number of replicas of each type of requested
machine constitutes a routing tree, where the number of possibilities

Y.C. Shih and E.V. Gongalves Filho

(possibilities for virtual cell formation) is given by Eq. (A.3):

Ok
possibilities = | | R,. (A3) ®
=1

In the presented case studies, the worst case is when there are two
replicas of the requested machines. Because the highest value of Oy is
5, itresults in 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 x 2 = 32 possibilities for the routing tree.
The computational model then calculates, for each one of 32, the dis-
tance formed by the machines. The lowest distance is then chosen as
virtual cell.

This means that the CPU will need to execute the variable itera-
tion at least 32 times to select the cited virtual cell. Here we adopted
500 (which is oversized), assuming the CPU is capable of selecting
all 32 possibilities at least one time.

Figure A.6 shows the evolution of virtual cell formation of 30
samples (each sample composed by 40 workpieces) by the Tabu
search heuristics, which is designated to searching the best set of ma-
chines. Note that, in most cases, the significant reduction of intra-
traveling distance occurs up to 500.

From Eq. (A.3), there are two alternatives to increase the number
of possibilities (number of operations and replicas of requested ma-
chines), which, in theory, would demand more than 500 loops. By
keeping other simulation features (inputs) adopted in this research
work and increasing the iteration from 500 to 10,000, the consumed
CPU time is now 1 h 48 min. Although the CPU time becomes
higher (i.e., worsened), the CPU time consumed (traditional method)
with this new input is now 149 h 57 min, instead of the previous 6 h
20 min 24 s.

As reported, the variable changing_positions is used to establish
the number of times for changing machines’ positions, which occurs
in a certain fractal cell.

Because the intracellular traveling distance becomes lower in
comparison to intercellular traveling distance, see Appendix B, we
much concerned with proposing a procedure for fractal cell alloca-
tion, instead of proposing a procedure for allocation of machines
in each fractal cell. We could also calculate the distribution degree
in order to obtain the best spread of the same types of machines as
for intercellular traveling distance, but no benefits would bring to
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Fig. A.5. The relation between the iteration and distribution degree.
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Fig. A.6. The performance of Tabu search heuristics for searching the best virtual cell for the worst case.
reduction of intracellular travelling distance. This is because, using and after reaching i”, which on average is obtained by Eq. (B.3):
the adopted procedures for separating machines (balanced and
unbalanci:d), itis qu1t.e common for each fractal cell to pursue a sin- ) B 22{;2 i — Xii1| + i — Vi1
gle machine (not replicated), and as we already proved, the distribu- Qintracellular traveling distance = N; =
> . . 2350 (N; — ii)
tion degree tends to be the same. We simply adopt a value higher
than 30 just because of statistical issues (changing_positions = n Z%”,{;z |xjmin — Xgrin—q | 4 |Yimin — Yirir—1| (B.3)

10000).

APPENDIX B

B.1. Relation of magnitude between inter- and
intracellular traveling distance

The average distance between fractal cells i and i” (intercellular
traveling distance) can be estimated by Eq. (B.1):

1 Nir N

= NN, M_Z:l ”; [xii = Xpio | + |yis — Yirir

(B.1)

where x;;, x;/;» represents the horizontal coordinate of the machine
that belongs to fractal cells 7 and ", respectively; y;;, y;»» represents
the vertical coordinate of the machine that belongs to fractal cells i
and ", respectively; and N;, N;.;» represents the quantity of machines
allocated in fractal cells i and i”, respectively.

The average distance between machines in the chosen fractal cell
i, machines ii and ii — 1 (intracellular traveling distance) can be es-
timated by Eq. (B.2):

Z?,-]’:z [xii — X1 | + |y — Yii-1]
N (NG — i)

. (B2

dinlracellular traveling distance —

where x;; represents the horizontal coordinate of the iith machine that
belongs to fractal cell i; y; represents the vertical coordinate of the
iith machine that belongs to fractal cell i; and N; represents the quan-
tity of machines allocated in fractal cell i.

Thus, the possible distances between i and i to be computed are the
expression in Eq. (B.1) and the intracellular traveling distances before
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For a given m € {1..n.}, observe the denominator of Egs. (B.1)
and (B.3):

N
> (N — mm) > N,

mm=1

(B.4)

Note that there is a trade-off to be analyzed. Thus, we need to
prove how disadvantaged one is in comparison to the other.
Renaming the numerators of the expression in Eq. (B.3) as A and B

Ni
A=) [xi — Xiim1] + |yie — Yi—1]s (B.5)
i=2
Nyngr
B = Z |xi”i” — xi”i”—l' + |ylwi// — Yirir—1 ‘, (B6)

=2
which results in Eq. (B.7):

p CAXE Ny — ") + BYN (N — i)
intracellular traveling distance 2 Zﬁ/,zl (N; — ii)] x [Zfi’;,zl Ny — i"i")] .
(B.7)

From the numerator of Egs. (B.1) and (B.7), it is valid that

Ny N;
Z |xii — xi”i”| + |y:’i — Yi”i”| > 0.5
i"i"=11ii=1
Ny N;
x [A D Ny —i"i"Y+BY_ (N; —ii)|, (B.8)

i"i"=1 ii=1
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and from (B.4)

Ni
NiNy < > (N; — i)

ii=1 "=

Ny
X [Z (N —i”i”)} (B.9)
1

We conclude D > di/ntracellulartraveling distance -

Considering not subadjacent fractal cells, the difference between
these two distances becomes significant, especially when k > 2.

This confirms the results shown in Table 8 and Figure 1, Table 9 and
Figure 3, and Table 10 and Figure 5, where the intracellular traveling
distance is lower in comparison to the intercellular traveling distance.

APPENDIX C

C.1. Computational model results

This section contains the graphical fractal layouts, which provided
the results in Table 11.

SRSV S TN
s L
(S =4

d= L M
[S, -SRI N

Fig. C.1. How the computational model separates the total of machines in
the number of fractal cells, the number of machines of each fractal cell,
and which type of machine belongs to each fractal cell. There are a total of
four fractal cells, which in the first fractal cell is composed of seven
machines (machine type 1, machine type 2, etc.). Because the unbalanced
option is chosen, each fractal cell pursues different numbers of machines.

Y.C. Shih and E.V. Gongalves Filho

Fig. C.2. The allocation procedure obtained from the Tabu search heuristics.
The allocation begins with fractal cell 2, then fractal cell 3, fractal cell 1, and
finally fractal cell 4. The allocation of the fractal cells follows the Hilbert
curve (in this research work, we adopted the simplest one, following from
top to down and left to right).

‘/E‘racLa'_ cell 2

l:’)/l‘
=

==

:11_ 3 A’ﬁactai cell 1

(o

Fractal cell 3

@
I

+4— Fractal cell 4

Fig. C.4. An example of how to interpret each best fractal layout obtained
from the computational model. Matching Figure C.2 and Figure C.3, this
figure shows the second best obtained fractal layout, which each fractal cell
was allocated by the proposed Tabu search heuristics (segregating similar
fractal cells and allocating it as far as possible).

3234|3524 |84425|4523|4235|23425
5534|2854 3|4453|5435|4345[|4485 3
1 &2 2 51T &|E5EF L2382 1)86 2 8 8214
5454|1455 4|5445([5454|5434|455 3
5243|5324|4253|3524|5423(4253
4534|13453|4453(4354|54523|43514
5135|521 8|&534|1542|2435|5321
4 542]|4544[|5415([5435|4514]4554
3254|2543 |85 2% |8 42545324235
2354|553 X543 E|5235 4354|4453
Al43|41 52|43 2543526214541 2
5445|4534|5441]|5414|4553[(45235
5432|4532|5432|3524(4235|4523
4534145344354 (5453|2435]|43514
L5 @B3 2|28 23 283454l 4|32 14
4545|]4541|5414[5451|54523|452525
g2bd|h 3 2aA|423|34258]3245|5423
5345|5453 |4435|5534|4345|4354
4185841521234 |4324|2531]|525 1
4 52 4145344555455 1|5445([(452314

Fig. C.3. Each best fractal layout was obtained after submitting each sample of workpieces; features: fractal layout 4 x 4, unbalanced
quantity of machines, max_diff 0.1, and k = 2, choosing the closest fractal cell. The result of 75.20 units of distance (see Table 11) is

the mean of the intercell traveling distance of these 30 layouts.
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Fig. C.6. The allocation procedure obtained from the Tabu search heuristics.
The allocation begins with fractal cell 4, then fractal cell 3, fractal cell 5, and

SO on.
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Fig. C.5. There are a total of seven fractal cells.

324545|432535([523445|85423855|324523|4523275

4.3 53 5 2

Fig. C.8. The allocation procedure obtained from the Tabu search heuristics. The allocation begins with fractal cell 5, then fractal cell 2,

max_diff 0.3, and k = 2, choosing the closest fractal cell. The result of 78.01 units of distance (see Table 11) is the mean of the intercell
fractal cell 15, and so on.

Fig. C.7. Each best fractal layout was obtained after submitting each sample of workpieces; features: fractal layout 5 x 6, unbalanced,
traveling distance of these 30 layouts.
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Fig. C.9. Each best fractal layout was obtained after submitting each sample of workpieces; features: fractal layout 10 x 12, unbalanced,

2, choosing the closest fractal cell. The result of 111.91 units of distance (see Table 11) is the mean of the intercell

traveling distance of these 30 layouts.

iff 0.1, and k =

max_di

https://doi.org/10.1017/50890060413000474 Published online by Cambridge University Press


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0890060413000474

25

Fractal layouts formation

OO YAOONO OO NCTOYO OO NN NOE A0SO OMEOTONOWN NS M
M= OO MOTONONONOOCETTMANTO N FMO-0NNOOCW P O0WS WO WO
MNMANMNMWYWODOWMPDIIr O ~NOMUNFYITro-M-H0WOoOnNWESrdN=" 00 WS <SP~ o000 W
nH~ASTCCNON OGO NDWYWNOWONEDNONY OO OO SN0 N0 WY oS 0
O AL A YN TOONOOEALCOTOLFI(-OOVNDEODWOME-Y AOWNOM MM =W o ®
TO—A~rNYOOWOUFMMME~OMONOYFRONMPPOODWYWS OO0 AN0Q0@|~OEE0WoN S 0NN
O OoOMUYOMNMUDCEONOTACO N0 EONOO0NNOMONYE O MU0 A st M WO
OO NYCYWONNWOWEEEONONOEIFOMPEOTOEINOOFOOOI WO O NS ™ O
L NDOLNOULIIFINOCOADMOE L0 OO OO MO OO NN CNY NS SN S
MOUTLY M AT OO0 NFINDOEOEOEDMOINO O NNSTS FIOENOEMND W
WA~ O0OcT NN OWa ONOneo -0 0nNYdsOonoa@un MO0 oMO oM oS W
NOOUFODFOLSONEFOMOTNOWOOYWODWOWOOODWDODMANMOMWOEOOUMWOMWOWMO[MEO WY oo oo oo~
AN N OO AMOTT NN MOEe OO0 WYWOY SO0 S NMMOoO MW OO
NOOMF~EYLOWOFNOYFLYOYWHON~TYNYS~OoONANMEONOYNOWOHEESOS0m
W WOWOUWOACPNDODWNOFOYOYAT-NWOWOEOAWOMIMPDeEMMOS WU NS0 Ww NN s s o
OCWEFFYOLWILS OO TOoONYSOCAA0CNTOFEFOLOORNMOUMST|TOoAOSDNSSWD
N MOOONNCFOUMFWOMOOmOO WM WS NG QWOMEe W W 0o E|WWe N M s
N -MEYNFON T A ANOM PO~ ONNDENONMODOTOMONMN AT W[OS ™0
N OO ONNONTFOCOOrNITCOMENECYOWOWOSTNEEWOMM™ W)W Wn MW
SN ON IO OOM TN O MU0 ENYIO YW 000N SN N W
FOoONUOUOuOQOCOTOONUOIMOUO=L OO IO DODOVO OO NMEO0WS" NN Mo MU U oW
WHHOoOWwWWYwasrANcOMDONOoOOoONOFPOOWNONONEeEROS O C-CYSsS Mmoot oo s oS
M HAOMEONMOONECOoIS~TOOCTMOUDOENONOCOEES(NDONEEOOENEO Moo NW S~ OO~
YU MOLC-NCPOYOYMOOUECErDMOoOn TS M AT S S0 S W0 s 0
LT NOYOUONODOUNDOTITEDTOODOODNOENNDNEME@EWNWYWMHWOWOWOWWOWs NS W0
MO M A~ OO NN A0 0w NS MOrWN 0w MU0~ 00 M
CFNOOMOMUOUNFEDIICFOD AT OO NENCEO TN OYO O A0 <O~ 0w o~ o
AN OOQOUWT MO0 AOO0REO A0 A0S WN0OMNr M S 00 00N WD N
OCHHrHdunWwYwununoorr-~MmMowores CnmoesrrneowmunMm@Por NP NSOl Munun oo
WO LNNDODODOWEPNODANWSLIOONOOETOT AW NNOD NP W MWW e
T OO FONOENOEENEOOEEMEY OO NN O S0 Y MM SO
U WOOL OMUFALTODEONODOONOTO0O0OWL N IOCOMOUMOWWOWRIEMOEODN=T N~ ©
LWMWOUUOC-rONMCEDNONO-OYNOOD <SPI0 00nN OO0 OO0 nmN=OE-WwWen O
YO WERNWEr OO MoOoOoS N~ O~YORFOYNDMEODnNOWNMMO SO NN Yoo MY
NoOoO~roOoOMdYns Mmoo noOoMmMsn NN FINOOOYRY N Ao WS oW
MU FrI oMo MuOOoOILEFNIDOCCNTSTE-TSANDOOQIFNOTOWO>OEWYMWOEST S W oW

Fig. C.9. (continued)
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