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ABSTRACT

This paper focuses on a lot merging/splitting problem in a
semiconductor wafer fabrication facility. In the fab, two or
more lots can be merged into a single lot if routes and all
the processing conditions of the lots are the same for a
number of subsequent operations, and the merged lot is
split into the original lots at the point where the routes or
processing conditions become different. We suggest lot
merging/splitting algorithms to reduce the total tardiness of
orders and the cycle times of the lots. The suggested algo-
rithms are evaluated through a series of simulation experi-
ments and the result shows that the algorithms work better
than a method used in a real fab.

1 INTRODUCTION

To survive in a competitive market environment in the
semiconductor manufacturing industry, companies should
operate their manufacturing facilities at the maximum ef-
fectiveness and efficiency. Innovation on production man-
agement is also needed for meeting customers’ demands,
in terms of quantity and due date, and getting shorter lead
time so that the companies can maintain or increase their
market share. Especially, optimizing the operations of a
system producing non-memory type products, such as sys-
tem LSI (large-scale integrated-circuits) and application-
specific integrated circuit (ASIC) products, is regarded to
be harder than those producing memory-type products due
to low-volume and high-variety characteristics. In this pa-
per, we consider a production scheduling and control prob-
lem in a semiconductor wafer fabrication facility (fab) pro-
ducing multiple product types. We focus on a lot
merging/splitting problem and present lot merging/splitting
algorithms for the objective of minimizing total tardiness
of orders and the cycle times of wafer lots.
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In the fab considered in this study, two or more lots
can be merged into a single lot if routes and all the
processing conditions of the lots, such as temperature and
gas types, are the same for a number of subsequent opera-
tions. This merged lot needs to be split into the original lots
at the point where the routes or processing conditions be-
come different. There is another condition for lot merging,
the capacity constraint of a lot. That is, the number of wa-
fers to be included in a merged lot cannot exceed the ca-
pacity of a lot. Usually, in semiconductor fabs, wafers are
processed in a lot of 25 wafers or less, which means the
capacity of a lot is 25. In the fab considered in this study,
30% to 50% of lots are composed of less than 25 wafers.
Throughout the paper, we call lots containing 25 wafers
full lots, and lots containing 24 or less wafers partial lots.
Since partial lots contain smaller numbers of wafers, the
processing time of a partial lot is shorter than that of a full
lot on serial processing machines, such as metal implanta-
tion and photolithography, even for the same product type.
However, the processing time of the two lots may be the
same on batch-processing machines such as those for
chemical etching and cleaning.

There have been a number of research articles on pro-
duction scheduling and control problems in semiconductor
manufacturing systems, such as problems of lot release
control, lot scheduling in serial-processing workstations,
and batch scheduling in batch-processing workstations.
Various lot release rules have been developed in many stu-
dies including those of Wein (1988), Glassey and Resende
(1988) and Kim et al. (1998a). In these rules, information
on the workload at a bottleneck workstation is used for lot
release. In most previous studies on lot scheduling prob-
lems in wafer fabs, researchers focus on bottleneck
workstations of the fabs, such as the photolithography
workstation (Graves et al. 1983, Lou and Kager 1989, Lee
et al. 1995, Min and Yih 2003, Yoon and Lee 2004, and
Lin et al. 2005). Batch scheduling problems have been
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dealt with in a few studies as well. For example, Glassey
and Weng (1991) give a method for scheduling jobs of a
single job family on a single batch-processing machine,
and Fowler et al. (1992), Robinson et al. (1995) and Fow-
ler et al. (2000) deal with multi-product and multi-server
cases.

Most of previous studies on production scheduling in
semiconductor manufacturing systems have focused on ob-
jectives related to throughput, cycle time or equipment uti-
lization, but due-date related performance measures have
not been considered very often in those studies except for a
few as surveyed in Fowler et al. (2002). Kim ef al. (1998b,
2001) suggest dispatching-rule-based algorithms for lot re-
lease control and lot scheduling, and Kim et al. (2003) de-
velop a real-time scheduling method in a wafer fab, for the
objective of minimizing tardiness of orders. Also, Jain et
al. (2003) develop a generalized stochastic Petri net model
for wafer fabrication and suggest a scheduling strategy
based on the simulated annealing method, and Mason et al.
(2004) propose strategies for rescheduling jobs in complex
job shops. Recently, Kim et al. (2008) develop a method
for lot-order re-assignment under the soft pegging strategy,
in which lot-order assignment can be changed during the
manufacturing process.

Research on lot merging/splitting in semiconductor
manufacturing systems is very rare. Liao et al. (1996) in-
clude a lot merging/splitting scheme in the formulation for
scheduling problem in a semiconductor fabrication facility.
However, they do not consider lot merging and splitting
decisions for the development of a solution method. In this
paper, we propose lot merging/splitting algorithms for the
objective of minimizing the total tardiness of orders and
cycle times of lots in a wafer fabrication facility that pro-
duces multiple product types.

2 LOT MERGING/SPLITTING ALGORITHM

Even though the product types of lots are different, lots can
be merged into a single lot if the routes and the processing
conditions of the lots are the same for a number of subse-
quent operations. Here, processing conditions denote those
required for processing the operation, such as mask type,
gas type, and processing temperature. We denote the wafer
lots that can be merged together, i.e., those with the same
processing conditions and the same next workstation to
visit as a wafer group. (Therefore, merging can be done for
the lots within the same wafer group.) If the routes or
processing conditions become different in a later operation,
the merged lot should be split into the original lots. Ma-
chines called sorters are used for merging or splitting those
lots. The time required for merging or splitting is less than
5 minutes, which can be considered negligibly short com-
pared to the processing time of operations, and hence it is
not considered in this study.
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Merging of lots can be done before processing of lots
relevant to the merging decision is started. Therefore, a
merging decision is made when one of the machines in a
workstation becomes available and there are multiple par-
tial lots of the same wafer group that can be processed on
the machine. The merging decision is followed by a sche-
duling decision for determining a next lot to be processed
on the machine. On the other hand, one does not have to
consider splitting decisions, since merged lots are
processed as a single lot until routes or processing condi-
tions of the wafers included in the merged lots become dif-
ferent. That is, the splitting decision for a merged lot can
be made automatically from the information on the routes
or processing conditions for the wafers included in the
merged lots.

In this study, we present several methods for determin-
ing whether partial lots waiting for a machine should be
merged or not and how they should be merged. Before pre-
senting these methods, we first describe scheduling me-
thods to be used along with them. Basic concepts of these
scheduling methods are also used in the methods for lot
merging. In this study, it is assumed that the list scheduling
method is used for scheduling in the fab as it is used prac-
tically in many fabs. In the list scheduling method, when a
machine becomes available for processing a lot, a lot with
the highest priority is selected among the lots that are
available at the time and scheduled on the machine. One
can reduce the cycle time or total tardiness by using good
scheduling rules. We used scheduling rules given in Kim et
al. (2001), ES/RW?2 for lot scheduling at serial-processing
workstations and MDBH for making batching and schedul-
ing decisions, which showed good performance in terms of
due-date related performance measures.

In ES/RW2, priorities of the lots are determined by es-
timated slack time per remaining work, and the operation
due date is given to each operation considering its remain-
ing work, not to each lot or order that includes the opera-
tion. In MDBH, when a (batch-processing) machine be-
comes available, wafer lots of a product family with the
least average slack are selected for batching. If the number
of the lots in the queue is greater than or equal to the batch
capacity of a machine, a full batch is formed with the lots
that have smaller slack values. Otherwise, two batching al-
ternatives are considered: forming a batch with lots cur-
rently waiting in the queue and forming a batch with those
lots and an additional lot that is expected to arrive first. Be-
tween two batching alternatives, the alternative with the
least total weighted waiting time is selected and scheduled.
See Kim et al. (2001) for more details of these rules.

In this study, we try to improve the productivity of a
fab by reducing the number of lots that need to be
processed through lot merging/splitting, since the total
processing time is affected by the number of lots, especial-
ly on batch-processing machines, and generally it is easier
to deal with a smaller number of processing units. We de-
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velop four algorithms for merging partial lots that are wait-
ing in a queue for being processed on a workstation.

Algorithm 1. First fit decreasing algorithm (FFD):
This algorithm is adopted from the one used for bin-
packing problems, the problems of packing a given set of
items of different sizes into bins for a certain objective.
Here, partial lots are regarded as items and merged lots are
regarded as bins with the capacity of 25 wafers. In this al-
gorithm, partial lots in a group are sorted in a non-
increasing order of the sizes of the lots, and then according
to this order, partial lots are included one by one in the
lowest indexed bin (merged lot) with enough remaining
capacity.

Algorithm 2. MDBH-FFD: This algorithm employs
the basic concept used in MDBH (described above) of Kim
et al. (2001). When a machine becomes available, wafer
lots of a product family with the least average slack are se-
lected for merging. If the number of wafers of the lots in
the queue is greater than or equal to the capacity of a lot,
those lots are merged into a new lot with algorithm FFD.
Otherwise, two alternatives for lot merging are considered:
merging lots currently waiting in the queue and merging
those lots and an additional lot that is expected to arrive
first. Between the two alternatives, the alternative that re-
sults in the least total weighted waiting time is selected for
merging.

Algorithm 3. Knapsack-problem-based algorithm 1 (KS-1):
Lots to be merged are selected by solving the following
knapsack problem with the objective of minimizing the
sum of waiting times of the lots. Only partial lots waiting
in the queue are included in the knapsack problem.

m

Maximize >, w;X;
i=1

m
subjectto X a;x; <b
1
x; € {0, 1} foralli
Here, m is number of lots waiting in the queue, w; is the
waiting time of lot i, i.e., the interval between the time
when lot 7 arrived at the workstation and the time when the
merging decision is made, a; is the size of (the number of
wafers included in) lot i, b is the capacity of a lot, and x; is
the decision variable, which is equal to 1 if lot i is selected
to be merged, and 0 otherwise.

Algorithm 4. Knapsack-problem-based algorithm 2
(KS-2): This algorithm is identical to KS-1 except for the
objective function of the knapsack problem. In this algo-
rithm, the objective function to be maximized is set to

" x;/s; , where s; is the ES/RW2 value of lot i, which

i=1"i
is the value of the priority function used in the ES/RW2
rule for scheduling at the serial-processing workstation
(Kim et al. 2003). The lot selected by ES/RW2 rule has
less slack time and larger remaining work. That is, the
ES/RW?2 values can be considered to represent the urgen-
cies of the lots, and hence in this algorithm, more urgent
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lots are merged together at earlier time.

After lots are merged into a single lot using the algo-
rithms, the due date of the merged lot is set to the earliest
due date of the lots included in the merged lot. As stated
earlier, when a machine becomes available for processing,
partial lots waiting for the machine are considered for
possible merging and then a lot is selected for processing
among full lots and merged lots as well as partial lots (that
have not been merged) using the scheduling rules. Also,
for scheduling decisions at serial-processing workstations,
the ES/RW2 value of the merged lots is calculated as the
minimum value of ES/RW2 of the lots included in the
merged lot. Note that only when the merged lot is selected
for being processed in the scheduling algorithm, the partial
lots are actually merged and processed.

The overall procedure for lot merging and scheduling
suggested in this study can be summarized as follows. This
procedure is executed when a machine becomes available.

Procedure 1. (Lot merging and scheduling)

Step 1: Select a set of partial lots to be merged to a single

lot by using one of the above four algorithms for

each wafer group that can be processed on the ma-
chine. The lots selected to be included in merged
lots are not actually merged yet at this point. If the
machine is a serial-processing machine, go to step

2. Otherwise, (if the machine is a batch-processing

machine) go to step 3.

(for serial-processing machine) Select a lot with the

minimum ES/RW2 value among all available full,

merged or partial lots. Go to step 4.

Step 3: (for batch-processing machine) Apply the MDBH
algorithm to all available full, merged or partial lots
to make a batching and scheduling decision.

Step 4: If a merged lot is selected for processing in step 2
or if merged lots are included in the batch in step 3,
perform merging the partial lots which are selected
for merging in step 1, and process the merged lot in
the machine. Otherwise, process the selected full
lot or the selected partial lot, and the merging deci-
sion in step 1 is ignored. (No lots are merged in this
case.)

Step 2:

3 SIMULATION EXPERIMENT

The performance of the lot merging/splitting algorithms
suggested in this study is evaluated through simulation ex-
periments. For the experiments, we generated problem in-
stances based on data of a real fab in a semiconductor
manufacturing company in Korea. The following summar-
ize information of the real fab as well as wafers and orders
used in the simulation model.

1. Eight workstations were included in the model: chemi-
cal/mechanical polishing, chemical vapor decomposi-
tion, diffusion, dry etching, implantation, photolithogra-
phy, sputter, and cleaning, each with multiple parallel
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machines. There are 501 machines, and 196 machines
of them are batch processing machines.

2. There are 1100 different product types.

3. The size of (the number of wafers for) an order ranges
from 25 to 300 wafers.

4. The processing time for a product (wafer) on a machine
ranges from 5 to 240 minutes.

5. The number of operations required for a product ranges
from 121 to 266.

6. Each product is composed of 10 to 15 layers of circuits,
and hence, each wafer lot should visit workstations up
to 10 to 15 times.

7. About 30% of the lots are partial lots.

In the simulation model, it is assumed that orders for
approximately 3000 wafers arrive in each day, as in the
real fab. The due date of order £, d;, was given as

dy=a;+ P, -TN(2.184, 0.74% 1.1, o0),

where a; is the time when order & arrives, P; is the sum of

processing times of all operations for the order and

TN(m,v;l,u) is a random number generated from a trun-

cated normal distribution with mean m, variance v, lower

limit /, and upper limit u. The lot sizes of the partial lots
were randomly generated from the discrete uniform distri-

bution with range, [1, 24].

As the method for releasing lots into the fab, a rule
suggested in Kim et al. (2001), named the order slack rule
(OS), was used for selection of a lot to be released, and the
uniform release rule (UNIF), as given in Glassey and Re-
sende (1988), was used for determining the time when the
selected lot is to be released. In OS, a lot with the highest
priority is released into the fab first. The priority of lot j is
computed as

dy =0t~ W~ BN,

where d’; is the due date of lot j, O, is the sum of processing

times of all operations for lot j, W; is an estimated total

waiting time of lot j at the bottleneck station, N; is the

number of lots required for the order associated with lot j,

and £ is a parameter used in the release rule. In the simula-

tion, £ was set to 10 (after tests on several candidate val-
ues). Also, in UNIF, a selected lot is released into the fab
in a constant rate (up to 3000 wafers a day) regardless of
the current systems states. (Note that a rule with the same
basic concept as that of UNIF is used in the fab considered
in this study.) In the simulation experiments, we used
scheduling rules given in Kim et al. (2001), ES/RW2 for
lot scheduling at serial-processing workstations, and

MDBH for scheduling at batch-processing workstations,

since they showed good performance in terms of due-date

related performance measures.

To evaluate the performance of the merging/splitting
algorithms suggested in this research, we obtained bench-
mark solutions using the merging/splitting method used in
the semiconductor wafer fab considered in this research. In
the fab, the scheduling decision is made prior to the lot-
merging decision. That is, when a machine becomes avail-

able, a lot is selected first with a scheduling rule. If the se-
lected lot is a partial lot, another lot of the same wafer
group as that of the selected lot is selected for merging in
such a way that the size of the resulting merged lot be-
comes closest to 25 after merging. This algorithm will be
denoted as REAL in this paper. To compare the perfor-
mance of the merging methods only (not the scheduling
rules), we use the same scheduling rule for all the merging
algorithms/method. Therefore, ES/RW2 is used in REAL
as well in the tests.

The tests include five merging algorithms/method,
FFD, MDBH-FFD, KS-1, KS-2 and REAL. The simulation
model was coded with Factor/AIM, a simulation software
package developed by Pritsker Corporation, with addition-
al user codes written in the C programming language. The
simulation experiments were performed on a personal
computer with a Pentium IV processor operating at
3.2GHz clock speed. In each simulation run, the period of
6 months was simulated and results of the last 5 months
were used for comparison. We considered two scenarios
corresponding to the ratio of partial lots to all lots. In the

Table 1: Results of tests on scenario 1

% reductiont

Mergin
Algofi thl(r;n cycle time Tgtal number of
tardiness scheduled lots

REAL 4.3 0.8 0.5
FFD 8.1 2.9 3.5
MDBH-FFD 8.0 10.7 35
KS-1 9.5 24.9 34
KS-2 9.1 31.6 34

Table 2: Results of tests on scenario 2

% reductiont

Merging Total number of
Algorithm  cycle time . scheduled
tardiness
lots
REAL 6.1 0.8 0.6
FFD 10.1 0.5 4.3
MDBH-FFD 10.1 11.5 4.3
KS-1 11.5 26.3 4.1
KS-2 10.9 33.8 4.2

first scenario, which represents the current states of the fab,
30% of the lots are partial lots, while 40% of the lots are
partial lots in the second scenario.

Results of the simulation experiments are given in
Tables 1 and 2, which show the percentage reduction of
(average) cycle times of the lots and tardiness of the orders
from the result of the case in which lot merging/spitting has not
been done. It took about 2 hours for one simulation run. The
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cycle time of a lot is estimated by the difference from the
release time to the completion time of the lot regardless of
lot merging/splitting during the processes. In addition, the
tables also show the percentage reduction of the number of
the lots, merged and original ones, that have been consi-
dered for scheduling from that should have been consi-
dered for scheduling without lot merging/spitting. Results
for the two scenarios were almost the same. All the pro-
posed algorithms showed better performance than REAL.
This may be because more than two partial lots can be
merged into one lot in the proposed algorithms, while no
more than two partial lots can be merged into one in
REAL.

Results on the cycle times of the lots were not much
different for all the suggested merging algorithms, and nei-
ther were the numbers of the lots considered for schedul-
ing. However, among the proposed algorithm, KS-1
showed a better performance than others in the measure of
the cycle time of the lots. This may be because waiting
times of lots in a queue are used in the objective function
of the knap-sack problem, and hence lots that have waited
for longer time in the queue tend to be merged together and
processed earlier. On the other hand, the differences in the
total tardiness of the orders among the proposed merging
algorithms are more apparent. KS-2 worked best, followed
by KS-1. Note that in KS-2 the slack time over remaining
work is used in the objective function and hence more ur-
gent lots, those with smaller value for this ratio, tend to be
merged and processed earlier.

By applying the merging/splitting operations when
needed or when possible, one can obtain better results. Al-
so, the tables show that the merging algorithms suggested
in this study outperformed the method currently used in the
real fab in both performance measures, total tardiness and
flow time (cycle time). In addition, comparison of the re-
sults of the two scenarios showed that when there are more
partial lots, the outperformance of the suggested lot merg-
ing algorithms over the method currently used in the fab
became clearer as can be seen from Figure 1. This may be
because there are more lots that can be considered for
merging and in such circumstances, effects of merging me-
thods become more significant. However, the results for
throughput were not much different for all the suggested
merging algorithms and for the two scenarios. This may be
because the fab produces wafer lots under the make-to-
order policy, that is, wafer lots are produced up to the order
quantities only even though more wafers can be produced
in the fab.
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Figure 1: Performance of the merging algorithms for dif-
ferent scenarios

4 CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we suggested lot merging algorithms to re-
duce the total tardiness of orders and the cycle times of lots
in a semiconductor manufacturing fab facility. Results of
comparison with a method currently used in real fab
showed that a knapsack-problem-based algorithm showed
the best performance among the algorithms for the measure
of tardiness of orders, and another knapsack-problem-
based algorithm worked best for the measure of cycle
times of the lots. The results also show that by merging the
lots with the same route and the same processing condi-
tions, we can reduce not only the number of lots that need
to be processed but also the cycle time of lots and total tar-
diness of orders can be reduced. As the effect of merging
becomes more significant when there are more partial lots,
the suggested merging algorithms may be more effective in
cases in which there are more orders to be processed and/or
there are more product types to be processed in a fab.



Bang, Kang, Kim, and Kim

REFERENCES

Fowler, J., G. L. Hogg, and S. J. Mason. 2002. Workload
control in the semiconductor industry. Production
Planning and Control 13: 568-578.

Fowler, J., G. L. Hogg, and D. T. Phillips.1992. Control of
multiporduct  bulk  service diffusion/oxidation
processes. IIE Transactions 24: 84-96.

Fowler, J., G. L. Hogg, and D. T. Phillips. 2000. Control of
multiproduct bulk server diffusion/oxidation processes.
Part 2: Multiple severs. IIE Transactions 32: 167-176.

Glassey, C. R., and M. G. C. Resende. 1988. A scheduling
rule for job release in semiconductor fabrication.
Operations Research Letters T: 213-217.

Glassey, C. R., and W. W. Weng. 1991. Dynamic batching
heuristic ~ for simultaneous processing. [EEE
Transactions on Semiconductor Manufacturing 4: 77-
82.

Graves, S. C., H. C. Meal, D. Stefek, and A. H. Zeghmi.
1983. Scheduling of re-entrant flow shops. Journal of
Operations Management 3: 197-207.

Jain, V., R. Swarnkar, and M. K. Tiwari. 2003. Modelling
and analysis of wafer fabrication scheduling via
generalized stochastic Petri net and simulated
annealing. International Journal of Production
Research 41: 3501-3527.

Kim, Y.-D., J.-Y. Bang, K.-Y. An, and S.-K. Lim. 2008. A
due-date based algorithm for lot-order assignment in a
semiconductor wafer fabrication facility. [EEE
Transactions on Semiconductor Manufacturing 21:
209-216.

Kim, Y.-D., J.-U. Kim, S.-K. Lim, and H.-B. Jun. 1998a.
Due-date based scheduling and control policies in a
multiproduct semiconductor wafer fabrication facility.
IEEE Transactions on Semiconductor Manufacturing
11: 155-164.

Kim,Y.-D., J.-G, Kim, B. Choi, and H.-U. Kim. 2001.
Production scheduling in a semiconductor wafer
fabrication facility producing multiple product types
with distinct due dates. [EEE Transactions on
Robotics and Automation 17: 589-598.

Kim, Y.-D., D.-H. Lee, J.-U. Kim, and H.-K. Roh. 1998b.
A simulation study on lot release control, mask
scheduling, and batch scheduling in semiconductor
wafer fabrication facilities. Journal of Manufacturing
Systems 17: 107-117.

Kim,Y.-D., S.-O. Shim, B. Choi, and H. Hwang. 2003.
Simplification methods for accelerating simulation-
based real-time scheduling in a semiconductor wafer
fabrication  facility. IEEE  Transactions  on
Semiconductor Manufacturing 16: 290-298.

Lee, K.-H., Y. Hong, and S.-Y. Kim. 1995. Production
scheduling in semiconductor wafer fabrication process.
Journal of the Korean Institute of Industrial Engineers
21:357-369.

2214

Lin, J. T., F. K. Wang, and P. C. Kuo. 2005. A
parameterized-dispatching rule for a logic IC sort in a
wafer fabrication. Production Planning and Control
16: 426-436.

Liao, D.-Y., S.-C. Chang, K.-W. Pei, and C.-M. Chang.
1996. Daily scheduling for R&D semiconductor
fabrication. [EEE Transactions on Semiconductor
Manufacturing 9: 550-561.

Lou, S. X. C., and P. W. Karger. 1989. A robust production
control policy for VLSI wafer fabrication. /EEE
Transactions on Semiconductor Manufacturing 2:
159-164.

Mason, S.J., S. Jin, and C. M. Wessels. 2004.
Rescheduling strategies for minimizing total weighted
tardiness in complex job shops. International Journal
of Production Research 42: 613-628.

Min, H. S., and Y. Yih. 2003. Selection of dispatching
rules on multiple dispatching decision points in real-
time scheduling of a semiconductor wafer fabrication
system. International Journal of Production Research
41:3921-3941.

Robinson, J. K., J. Fowler, and J. F. Bard. 1995. Use of
upstream and downstream information in scheduling
semiconductor batch operations. International Journal
of Production Research 33: 1849-1869.

Wein, L. M.. 1998. Scheduling semiconductor wafer
fabrication. IEEE Transactions on Semiconductor
Manufacturing 1: 115-130.

Yoon, H. J, and D. Y. Lee. 2004. Deadlock-free
scheduling of photolithography equipment in
semiconductor fabrication. /EEE Transactions on
Semiconductor Manufacturing 17: 42-54.

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES

JUNE-YOUNG BANG received a B.S. and an M.S. de-
grees in Mechanical Engineering from KAIST. He is a
Ph.D. student in the Department of Industrial Engineering,
KAIST. His research areas include operations scheduling
and production control.

JAE-HUN KANG received a B.S. degree in Chemical
Engineering from SNU. He is a Ph.D. student in the De-
partment of Industrial Engineering, KAIST. His research
areas include operations scheduling and production control
as well as supply chain management.

BONG-KYUN KIM received a B.A. in English from Ko-
rea Military Academy and received a M.B.A from KDI
School of Public Policy and Management. He is a Ph.D.
student in the Department of Industrial Engineering,
KAIST. His research areas include scheduling on military
operations and production control.



Bang, Kang, Kim, and Kim

YEONG-DAE KIM is a professor at the Department of
Industrial Engineering, Korea Advanced Institute of
Science and Technology (KAIST). He received a B.S. de-
gree from Seoul National University, an M.S. degree from
KAIST both in Industrial Engineering, and a Ph.D. degree
from the University of Michigan in Industrial and Opera-
tions Engineering. His research areas include design and
operation of manufacturing systems, operations scheduling
and production planning and inventory management. He is
a senior member of IIE, a member of INFORMS, the Op-
erational Research Society and IEEE.

2215




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.7
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo false
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo true
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /Arial-Black
    /Arial-BoldItalicMT
    /Arial-BoldMT
    /Arial-ItalicMT
    /ArialMT
    /ArialNarrow
    /ArialNarrow-Bold
    /ArialNarrow-BoldItalic
    /ArialNarrow-Italic
    /ArialUnicodeMS
    /BookAntiqua
    /BookAntiqua-Bold
    /BookAntiqua-BoldItalic
    /BookAntiqua-Italic
    /BookmanOldStyle
    /BookmanOldStyle-Bold
    /BookmanOldStyle-BoldItalic
    /BookmanOldStyle-Italic
    /BookshelfSymbolSeven
    /Century
    /CenturyGothic
    /CenturyGothic-Bold
    /CenturyGothic-BoldItalic
    /CenturyGothic-Italic
    /CenturySchoolbook
    /CenturySchoolbook-Bold
    /CenturySchoolbook-BoldItalic
    /CenturySchoolbook-Italic
    /ComicSansMS
    /ComicSansMS-Bold
    /CourierNewPS-BoldItalicMT
    /CourierNewPS-BoldMT
    /CourierNewPS-ItalicMT
    /CourierNewPSMT
    /EstrangeloEdessa
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItalic
    /Garamond
    /Garamond-Bold
    /Garamond-Italic
    /Gautami
    /Georgia
    /Georgia-Bold
    /Georgia-BoldItalic
    /Georgia-Italic
    /Haettenschweiler
    /Impact
    /Kartika
    /Latha
    /LetterGothicMT
    /LetterGothicMT-Bold
    /LetterGothicMT-BoldOblique
    /LetterGothicMT-Oblique
    /LucidaConsole
    /LucidaSans
    /LucidaSans-Demi
    /LucidaSans-DemiItalic
    /LucidaSans-Italic
    /LucidaSansUnicode
    /Mangal-Regular
    /MicrosoftSansSerif
    /MonotypeCorsiva
    /MSReferenceSansSerif
    /MSReferenceSpecialty
    /MVBoli
    /PalatinoLinotype-Bold
    /PalatinoLinotype-BoldItalic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Italic
    /PalatinoLinotype-Roman
    /Raavi
    /Shruti
    /Sylfaen
    /SymbolMT
    /Tahoma
    /Tahoma-Bold
    /TimesNewRomanMT-ExtraBold
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-BoldMT
    /TimesNewRomanPS-ItalicMT
    /TimesNewRomanPSMT
    /Trebuchet-BoldItalic
    /TrebuchetMS
    /TrebuchetMS-Bold
    /TrebuchetMS-Italic
    /Tunga-Regular
    /Verdana
    /Verdana-Bold
    /Verdana-BoldItalic
    /Verdana-Italic
    /Vrinda
    /Webdings
    /Wingdings2
    /Wingdings3
    /Wingdings-Regular
    /ZWAdobeF
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 200
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 200
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 400
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDFs that match the "Required"  settings for PDF Specification 4.01)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


