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ABSTRACT
Poultry plants have to operate under challenging deadlines due to recent developments in the industry.
They have expressed the need for improved control over their batching process to deal with these changes.
In particular, they wish to achieve a target throughput to ensure deadlines are made, while minimizing the
giveaway. This paper proposes an algorithm that is capable of controlling such a poultry product batcher,
and aims to achieve a target throughput and minimize the giveaway. Using a simulation study we find that
both objectives can be achieved under a wide range of settings using the proposed algorithm.
1

INTRODUCTION

The poultry industry comprises the supply chain that manages the growth, processing and sales of poultry
products. Farmers grow broilers and deliver them to poultry processing plants where they are processed into
a variety of final products (e.g. fillets, legs, or wings). Poultry processing plants use specialized equipment
supplied by equipment manufacturers to divide broilers into parts and package them. A processing plant
using high-end equipment is typically capable of processing over 200.000 broilers daily over a 16 hour
period. End-products are subsequently delivered to customers of the plant, such as fast-food chains and
supermarkets. In this paper we consider the perspective of such a poultry processing plant that faces demand
from a supermarket chain. Due to increasingly stringent production requirements and smaller profit margins,
poultry processing plants have expressed the need for improved control over their production process to
remain profitable.
The poultry industry has undergone a number of transformations as outlined in Manning and Baines
(2004). Globalization has led to the consolidation of food retailers and food service companies also known
as business clusters. Business clusters engage in the practice of contract farming, where they agree to
purchase much of the output of a processing plant as long as it is produced according to their requirements.
In particular, these contracts dictate: 1) a daily distribution center delivery window during which the order
must be delivered, and 2) that plants are paid a fixed price per produced batch under the condition that it
contains a given target weight at minimum. For example, one may find packages of fillets, also referred
to as batches, in the supermarket containing at least 600g worth of weight. Additional weight in a batch,
or giveaway, is not paid for. Furthermore, missing a deadline could mean that a business cluster will seek
their business elsewhere, resulting in a massive loss of revenue. While orders from the open market may
not impose deadlines or batch target weights, they are also worth less per batch. As a result, it is of critical
importance for poultry processing plants to supply to business clusters and obey their contract obligations
through control of their production process.
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Batchers are machines used to produce batches of products for retail customers. Oftentimes, a machine
called a grader is used for this purpose, which is shown in Figure 1. Knowing the size of an order and its
delivery window, plants specify a due date at which the order must be completed. Such information can be
directly translated to a required throughput in products per time unit at a grader. In this paper we consider
the following setting. A grader produces batches for a business cluster with a strict deadline and a given
target weight. Products are supplied via a conveyor belt and the machine is allowed to pass or reject items
to a downstream process that produces orders for the open market in order to reduce giveaway, as long
as the deadline is met. That is, rejected items are batched or processed into products for other customers.
However, the downstream process is outside of the scope of this paper. A schematic overview of the grader
is shown in Figure 2. Unfortunately, the objectives of minimizing giveaway and meeting a deadline can
be contradicting. If we reject items in a clever way it may be possible to reduce giveaway, but it comes
at the cost of throughput. Due to decreasing profit margins, minimizing the giveaway has become of vital
importance.
Bins
Weighing

Conveyor

Product

Figure 2: Schematic overview of a grader.

Figure 1: Grader.

There are algorithms capable of controlling a batcher in such a setting. However, these algorithms are
only capable of controlling the fraction of items allocated to a grader in combination with minimizing the
giveaway. Depending on the items allocated by such an algorithm, the throughput may deviate from the
target throughput and often requires adjustments during a production run. The objective of this paper is to
investigate whether it is possible to design a grader algorithm that minimizes the giveaway and achieves a
target throughput. To this end we propose an algorithm that aims to achieve both objectives simultaneously.
This leads us to our main research question: does the proposed algorithm for controlling the grader both
yield low giveaway by rejecting products and achieve the target throughput? This question will be answered
by means of an extensive simulation study. In particular, we study the convergence of the throughput, and
sensitivity of the performance of the algorithm for different target weights and target throughputs.
The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, literature relevant to this problem and the proposed
algorithm is discussed. Next, Section 3 introduces the model describing the grader, item weights, and
performance measures. Section 4 discusses algorithms that are typically used in a grader, and the proposed
extension to setting a target throughput. Simulation experiments are presented in Section 5, and our
conclusions and recommendations for future work are summarized in Section 6.
2

LITERATURE

In literature, the challenge of allocating products to bins in order to minimize the giveaway is known as
the online K-bounded bin-covering problem. Online refers to the items that arrive one-by-one and have to
be allocated as they arrive, and K refers to the fixed number of available bins. The bin-covering problem
is characterized by items that have to be allocated to bins, where each bin has a fixed capacity and the
goal is to minimize the giveaway. In our case rejection of items is also considered.
Packing problems such as bin covering have received ample attention in literature. Bin covering is
often considered in a stylized setting with uniformly distributed item weights, where the goal is to minimize
the giveaway while all items are known and can be re-ordered (offline), and an unlimited number of bins
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can be used (unbounded). The focus of these studies are often bounds on algorithm performance relative
to the optimal packing strategy (e.g Assmann et al. (1984)). Our problem has the following additional
properties: 1) items arrive online, 2) the number of available bins is bounded, 3) items can be rejected,
and 4) there is a throughput constraint. Csirik et al. (2001) introduce the Sum-of-Squares (SS) algorithm
for bin covering that is online and bounded. Asgeirsson and Stein (2006) and Asgeirsson and Stein (2009)
use Markov chains to predict giveaway and use it for controlling the online bounded problem in their
Min-Bin-State-Cost algorithm. Similarly, Ásgeirsson (2014) introduces a prospect function to predict the
cost for full bins and use it in their Prospect Algorithm to control the online and bounded problem. He
also briefly discusses a modification of the prospect algorithm to allow for the rejection of items. Peeters
et al. (2017) introduce an index policy for allocating items to multiple batchers. The policy is shown to
have a similar structure as the prospect algorithm, as they both predict the expected loss at a given bin
level (index) and use it to allocate products.
The bin-covering problem with rejection is studied in a number of papers. They consider the case
where each item has a given rejection value, and each bin filled has a fixed value. That is, for each bin filled
and each item rejected a reward is acquired and the goal is to maximize the total reward. However, these
papers place no constraint on the throughput and often partition the item weights and use some arbitrarily
large bound on the number of bins to achieve good performance (e.g. Dósa and He (2006), Correa and
Epstein (2008)). Instead, we continue the line of work of Asgeirsson and Stein (2006), Asgeirsson and
Stein (2009), Ásgeirsson (2014), and Peeters et al. (2017), which all use a type of index function to predict
the costs of full bins in a comparable realistic setting. They permit the use of arbitrary weight distributions,
use a fixed bound on the number of bins, and study the performance of different algorithms in simulation
studies. However, none of these papers consider a target throughput.
In our study, we will use index policies as a basis for allocating and rejecting items. The scientific
contribution of this paper will be the introduction of an algorithm for the online K-bounded bin-covering
problem with throughput constraint, capable of performing under any given number of bins and item
weight distribution. An extensive simulation study is performed to illustrate the behavior, and evaluate the
performance of this algorithm. In Section 3 the model for the grader with rejection is introduced, which
is used in Section 4 to introduce the heuristic developed for this problem.
3

MODEL

In this section we introduce the model that is used to describe the batching process in a grader. Section
3.1 outlines the production process and provides a detailed description of the grader. Next, Section 3.2
introduces a formal model of this batcher, characterizes the arriving products and introduces relevant
performance measures.
3.1 Production Process
Before products reach a grader a number of production steps are performed. Flocks of broilers are delivered
to a processing plant in trucks after which a flock is placed in the primary process. Firstly, the broilers
are stunned and slaughtered. Secondly, the broilers are hanged in shackles by their feet, defeathered,
eviscerated and cooled. After cooling down, broilers are moved to the secondary process. In this process,
chickens are cut up into different parts and processed to end-products. In the secondary process broilers
pass a number of production steps. First, they are divided in a cut-up line before moving to processing
lines. Within the processing lines, products such as chicken legs, wings, and fillets are produced. These
products are then transported to different batchers using conveyor belts. Lastly, batches of products are
packaged and stored before being transported to the customer. A detailed description of the production
process can be found in Peeters et al. (2017).
The product batcher considered in this paper is a grader. A schematic overview of this batcher can be
found in Figure 2. Some time before arriving to the grader, broilers are placed in the cooling process that
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takes up to two hours. Since the broilers are weighed before they are placed in the cooling process and
it takes long for them to reach the grader, we assume their weight distribution is known and stationary.
Due to the nature of intermediate processing steps, the order of arrival of products to the grader can be
mixed up. Products are weighed on the fly on a conveyor belt, and weighed accurately to the nearest gram.
Furthermore, the distance from the weighing scale to the grader is small. Therefore the only information
known to the grader is the weight of the next item, the weight distribution, and the contents of its bins. Based
on this information an algorithm then allocates products to one of the bins. When an allocated product
passes its designated bin, a flap is opened to guide the product into the holder. Bins are instantaneously
emptied as soon as the batch it holds has reached or surpassed its target weight. Next, the information of
this section is more formally defined in Section 3.2.
3.2 Grader Model
In this section a formal model of the grader is introduced. Items arrive online: they are weighed and
processed one-by-one. The probability that the next arriving item weighs w is p(w). Since we are dealing
with real products, there is some positive lower and upper bound on the weights observed, wmin and wmax
respectively. The set of observed item weights is denoted by W = {wmin , wmin + 1, . . . , wmax }. The grader
has a fixed number of bins K, which are emptied as soon as a the bin contains at least the target weight B
worth of weight. Bins are labeled 1 through K. The corresponding set of bins is given as K = {1, 2, . . . , K}.
The weight levels that a bin can contain is denoted by V = {0, 1, . . . , B − 1}. The weight in bin k is written
as vk ∈ V for all bins k ∈ K . The giveaway function g(x) in Equation (1) is used to calculate the giveaway.
The function is only positive if its argument exceeds the target weight B, and is 0 otherwise.
(
0,
x ≤ B,
g(x) =
(1)
x − B, x > B.
Items can be allocated to a bin or rejected. The grader is allowed to reject items under the condition that
a long-term average target throughput is met. Following the paper of Peeters et al. (2017), we use the
realistic assumption that weights are Normally distributed N (µ, σ ) with mean µ and standard deviation
σ . The average inter-arrival time between products is denoted by t. Recall that plants will set a target
throughput based on a contractual delivery window. Suppose an order of Q batches with target weight B
has to be finished in T units of time, and that it is the only order that will be processed on a given grader.
µ
The average target throughput in weight batched per time is Q·B
T , and an average of t weight per time unit
will be processed. This translates into a target throughput of q = Q·B·t
T ·µ weight per gram. The goal is now
to pack or reject items such that the long-term average giveaway is minimized, under the condition that
the long-term average throughput is equal to the target throughput q.
Next, we introduce the (fraction of) long-term average throughput weight, giveaway and rejected weight.
Together they serve as performance indicators of a grader algorithm. An item is called processed when
it has been rejected or allocated to a bin. Rejected weight is the weight that has been rejected by the
grader. Allocated weight is weight that has been allocated to a grader. Within allocated weight we make a
distinction between throughput weight and giveaway. Throughput weight is weight that has contributed to
the batch, and giveaway is the weight by which batches have been overfilled. Together, batched weight,
giveaway, and rejected weight sum to the processed weight.
Suppose that we are processing items on a grader using a given allocation policy and have processed
a total of N items. After N items, the total throughput weight is denoted as wbN , the total giveaway is
denoted as wgN and the total rejected weight is denoted as wrN . Now we observe item number N + 1 with
weight w ∈ W . If the item is rejected, the total rejected weight becomes wrN+1 = wrN + w, the total batched
weight becomes wbN+1 = wbN , and the total giveaway becomes wgN+1 = wgN . On the other hand, if the item is
allocated to a bin k ∈ K : the total rejected weight becomes wrN+1 = wrN , the total batched weight becomes
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wbN+1 = wbN + (w − g(vk + w)), and the total giveaway becomes wgN+1 = wgN + g(vk + w). Hence:
(
(
(
g
b + (w − g(v + w)),
w
+
g(v
+
w),
wrN ,
if accepted
w
k
k
g
N
r
N
=
w
=
(2)
wbN+1 =
w
N+1
g
N+1
r
b
wN ,
wN + w, if rejected.
wN ,
Let wN denote the total weight of the first N items. Then we have
wN = wbN + wgN + wrN .

(3)

Similarly, we can define the fraction of throughput w̄bN = wbN /wN , giveaway w̄gN = wgN /wN , and weight
rejected w̄rN = wrN /wN after N items. Combining these definitions with Equation (3) yields Equation (4).
1=

g
wbN wN wrN
+
+
= w̄bN + w̄gN + w̄rN .
wN wN wN

(4)

Furthermore, the long-term fraction of throughput weight is defined as w̄b = limN→∞ wbN /wN , fraction of
giveaway as w̄g = limN→∞ wgN /wN , and fraction of rejected weight as w̄r = limN→∞ wrN /wN , assuming that
the limits exist. This results in Equation (5).
1 = w̄b + w̄g + w̄r

(5)

The goal is to minimize the long-term fraction of giveaway w̄g , under the condition that the long-term
fraction of throughput weight w̄b is equal to the target q. In order to treat this problem, Section 4 first
introduces policies that minimize the giveaway using a grader, and then presents an extension that attempts
to also achieve target q by rejecting items. The performance of the algorithm in terms of giveaway w̄g and
throughput w̄b is later analyzed in a numerical study in Section 5.
4

INDEX POLICIES WITH REJECTION

Index policies have been successfully used in bin-covering problems in a practical setting (e.g. Ásgeirsson
(2014) and Peeters et al. (2017)). In this section we will formally describe such index policies and motivate
their use in our specific setting. Lastly, an extension to index policies that makes it possible to reject items
in a desirable way will be discussed.
4.1 Index Policies
Index policies are algorithms that calculate an index value for all of its available options, and choose the
option with the highest index. For some problems an index policy is even provably optimal (e.g. Weitzman
(1979)). For the bin-covering problem an index `(v) can be defined that denotes the expected loss at some
bin level v ∈ V and given target weight B. The procedure for finding these indexes is to first define a loss
function f (v) for full bin levels (v ≥ B), and then recursively calculate index values for non-full bin levels
(v < B) using properties of the weight distribution. This procedure is expressed by Equation (6).
(
f (v),
v ≥ B,
`(v) =
(6)
v = B − 1, B − 2, . . . , 1.
∑w∈W p(w)`(v + w),
An example of a loss function f (v) is using the giveaway of a bin. The motivation for using this type of
index is that once a bin is filled we know its loss exactly, but this loss has to be estimated for non-full bin
levels. The expected loss for non-full bin levels is calculated under the assumption that each level sees the
full weight distribution. That is, we assume p(w) does not depend on the bin level v. Note that the expected
loss is exact when the grader comprises a single bin. Otherwise, the weight distribution observed per bin
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level will depend on the policy used and other bin levels. An index policy can now be defined, which uses
the indexes to determine to which bin an item should be allocated. Since each index indicates the expected
loss at a bin level, the goal will be to find a policy that maximizes the reduction of the expected loss in
some way. In this paper we consider a policy that allocates each item to the bin with the largest reduction of
expected loss k∗ (v1 , . . . , vK , w), as presented in Equation (7). For convenience we also introduce the value
of the largest reduction of expected loss `∗ (v1 , . . . , vK , w) in Equation (8), which is later used to determine
whether an item should be rejected or not.
k∗ (v1 , . . . , vK , w) = arg max{`(vk ) − `(vk + w)},

(7)

`∗ (v1 , . . . , vK , w) = max{`(vk ) − `(vk + w)}.

(8)

k∈K

k∈K

Papers have used different loss functions and policies. Ásgeirsson (2014) indicates that loss functions
that discount higher levels of giveaway achieve comparatively good results. In our paper we use the loss
function f (v) for full bins (v ≥ B) as presented in Equation (9).
f (v) = (v − B)α

(9)

Here, α is a nonnegative constant to be chosen such that the policy achieves a minimal long-term average
giveaway. The motivation for this form of the loss function is that it encompasses: the trivial Next-Fit
algorithm (α = 0) that allocates all items to a single bin, the Index Policy (α = 1) that was presented in
Peeters et al. (2017) and did not discount the giveaway, and can discount giveaway (0 < α < 1). The index
policy with the loss function in Equation (9) that allocates items to bins using Equation (7) will be referred
to as an Index Policy with Power function (IPP). Application of the IPP is outlined in Algorithm 1.
Algorithm 1 The Index Policy with Power function (IPP) for the K-bounded on-line bin-covering problem
consists of the following steps. Input an α for the loss function in Equation (9). Recursively calculate the
indexes `(v) for all bin levels v ∈ V using Equation (6), given the target weight B.
While items arrive do:
1. When an item with weight w ∈ W arrives, determine the policy-optimal bin k∗ (v1 , . . . , vK , w) using
Equation (7). Go to step 2.
2. Allocate the item to bin k∗ (v1 , . . . , vK , w). Empty the bin if vk∗ (v1 ,...,vK ,w) ≥ B. Return to step 1.
Studying the IPP in simulation experiments we have empirically observed that: 1) the optimal value of
α lies between 0 and 1, and 2) the giveaway is convex in α between α = 0 and α = 1. Assuming 1) and
2), we propose a bisection method for finding a suitable α. Initialize α at 0.5 and estimate the giveaway
w̄g through simulation. Step 1) is to consider α ± ∆1 with ∆1 = 2−2 . If either value yields lower giveaway,
update α. Step 2) is to consider α ± ∆2 with ∆2 = 2−3 , and update α ∗ if it improves upon the giveaway.
The procedure is repeated until the step size ∆A = 2−(A+1) in step A is sufficiently small. Algorithm 1 in
combination with this bisection method to determine the optimal α can now be used to find an index policy
that yields low giveaway. Next, in Section 4.2 an extension to this approach is introduced that allows the
rejection of items in order to the reduce the giveaway, while guaranteeing a target throughput.
4.2 Rejection Threshold
Index policies use the expected loss for a given bin level to control a grader. While it is only an estimation
of the true loss, it still serves as an indication of the quality of an allocation and allows a direct comparison
between the quality of different allocations. For convenience, we use the shorthand notation k∗ to denote
the policy-optimal bin from Equation (7), and `∗ from Equation (8) to denote the policy-optimal value for
given bin levels and item weight in the following.
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Ásgeirsson (2014) introduced an extension to index policies that considers the rejection of items. If
the largest reduction of the expected loss `∗ is above a threshold value R, the item is accepted, and rejected
otherwise. In a simulation study he shows that by changing the threshold value, the rate of acceptance and
giveaway change as well. Unfortunately, his approach would require extensive tuning to find a combination
of loss function and rejection threshold that achieves the desired throughput, if it even exists. We expand
this idea to a dynamic threshold to improve the level of controllability. The proposed method updates the
value of the threshold after each processed item, which is described in the remainder of this section.
Since the threshold R is no longer constant, we let RN denote the value of the threshold after N items
have been processed. This means that item N + 1 is rejected if `∗ < RN , or allocated to bin k∗ otherwise. A
method for updating the threshold is now proposed in Equation (10). The idea is to increase the threshold
proportional to the throughput weight, and decrease the threshold proportional to the giveaway and rejected
weight. The former is scaled with a constant C that is yet to be determined. We conjecture that by deriving
C by considering the throughput requirement, the threshold is self-stabilizing. That is, if we are below
the target throughput the threshold is decreased and becomes less strict, and if we are above the target
throughput the threshold is increased and becomes more strict.
(
RN − w,
if rejected,
RN+1 =
(10)
RN − g(vk∗ + w) +C · (w − g(vk∗ + w)), if accepted.
Given the value of the threshold for the first item R0 , its evolution can be described as follows. If the first
item with weight w1 is rejected: R1 = R0 − w1 . If the item is accepted: R1 = R0 − ·g(vk∗ + w) +C · (w1 −
g(vk∗ + w1 )). Similarly, if the second item with weight w2 ∈ W is accepted: R2 = R1 − g(vk∗ + w2 ) +C ·
(w2 − g(vk∗ + w2 )), and R2 = R1 − w2 if it is rejected. It follows from Equations (2) and (10) that after N
items, the threshold has been increased by a total of C · wbN , and decreased by wgN + wrN . Hence, the value
of RN can be expressed as follows.
RN = R0 − (wgN + wrN ) +C · wbN .
Using Equation (3), this relation can be rewritten to Equation (11).
RN = R0 − (wN − wbN ) +C · wbN .

(11)

The total change in threshold value after N items is ∆RN = RN − R0 , so
∆RN = RN − R0 = −(wN − wbN ) +C · wbN .

(12)

Next, the threshold displacement per processed gram is defined to be ∆R̄N = ∆RN /wN . Combining Equations
(5) and (12), we then find Equation (13).
∆R̄N =

(wN − wbN )
wb
∆RN
=−
+C N = −(1 − w̄bN ) +C · w̄bN .
wN
wN
wN

(13)

Since we are interested in the long-term average performance of a policy, we also define ∆R̄ = limN→∞ (∆R̄N )
to be the long-term average threshold displacement per processed gram, resulting in Equation (14).
∆R̄ = −(1 − w̄b ) +C · w̄b .

(14)

Furthermore, if we aim to reach a long-term target throughput fraction 0 < q < 1, a necessary condition for
∆R̄ is that it must approach 0 in the limit. Otherwise if ∆R̄ > 0, than RN → ∞. Similarly, if ∆R̄ < 0, than
RN → −∞. As a result, all items would be rejected or accepted respectively. Hence, we impose ∆R̄ = 0
yielding from Equation (14) that


1
C=
−
1
.
(15)
w̄b
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Note that the long-term average throughput weight per gram w̄b follows from the policy used and is not
known beforehand. Instead, w̄b in Equation (15) is replaced by the target throughput q. To satisfy Equation
(15) we take:


1
C=
−1 .
(16)
q
We conjecture that under an index policy with a threshold, updated according to Equation (10), the throughput
converges to the target q. To support this claim consider again Equation (13). By substituting Equation
(16), we obtain:



 b
w̄N
1
∆R̄N = −(1 − w̄bN ) +
− 1 w̄bN =
−1 .
(17)
q
q
Clearly, ∆R̄N > 0 if we have processed N items and w̄bN > q. In this case the threshold increases, and less
items will be accepted. Similarly, ∆R̄N < 0 if w̄bN < q. In this case the threshold decreases, and more items
will be accepted. Algorithm 1 is now easily modified to include the rejection of items and updates of the
threshold to obtain Algorithm 2, which will be referred to as the IPP with Target throughput q (IPPT(q)).
Algorithm 2 The Index Policy with Power function with Target throughput q (IPPT(q)) algorithm for the
K-bounded on-line bin-covering problem with target throughput consists of the following steps. Input α
for the loss function in Equation (9). Recursively calculate the indexes `(v) for all bin levels v ∈ V using
Equation (6), given the target weight B. Input a target throughput q and set C according to Equation (16).
Initialize the threshold value R0 . Set N = 0.
While items arrive do:
1. When an item with weight w ∈ W arrives, determine the policy-optimal value `∗ using Equation
(8). If `∗ ≥ RN go to step 2. Otherwise go to step 3.
2. The item will be accepted. Calculate RN+1 according to Equation (10). Determine the policy-optimal
bin k∗ using Equation (7). Allocate the item to bin k∗ . Empty the bin if vk∗ ≥ B. Set N := N + 1.
Return to step 1.
3. The item will be rejected. Calculate RN+1 according to Equation (10). Set N := N + 1. Return to
step 1.
end.
The performance of this algorithm will be studied in Section 5 in a numerical study.
5

NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section the research questions posed in the introduction will be answered using the simulation
model introduced in Section 1. Does using the IPPT(q) algorithm both yield low giveaway and achieve the
target throughput q? In order to answer this question, the behavior of the IPPT(q) algorithm introduced in
Section 4.2 is illustrated through a simulation study performed in Matlab. In this study we first considered
convergence to a target throughput, and how convergence was affected by the threshold RN . Lastly, the
giveaway for different target throughputs and target weights was simulated, to illustrate the impact of
reducing the target throughput on the giveaway.
5.1 Evolution of the Dynamic Threshold
In this section we study the convergence of the throughput to a target q using the IPPT(q) algorithm. Let
f (x|µ, σ 2 ) denote the probability density of a Normal distribution, which is discretized in the following
max
manner. An item with weight w is seen with probability p(w) = f (w|µ, σ 2 )/ ∑wx=w
f (x|µ, σ 2 ). We used
min
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µ = 100 and σ = 15, and took wmin = 1 and wmax = 199 in the experiment. The grader used K = 8 bins, the
target weight B = 350, and target throughput q = 0.5. These comprise a setting representative of practice.
The initial threshold value R0 = 0. We used Algorithm 2 for allocating products in the grader, and selected
the parameter value of the algorithm in A = 9 steps. That is, a total of 19 parameter values were evaluated
using Algorithm 2 and the one with minimal w̄gN at the end of each simulation run was chosen. The
order size was chosen to be fixed at 10.000 batches, corresponding to a large customer order thus yielding
representative algorithm performance. That is, we generated items until 10.000 batches were completed
for each combination of C and α. Firstly, it was investigated how w̄bN changed per item N. The results for
the first N = 100 items using targets q = 0.25, 0.5, and 0.75 have been plotted in Figure 3.

b
Throughput fraction w̄N

0.5

q = 0.25
q = 0.5
q = 0.75

300
Threshold value RN

q = 0.25
q = 0.5
q = 0.75

0.75

200
100
0
−100

0.25
50
Item number N

100

50
Item number N

100

Figure 4: Value of threshold after N items.

Figure 3: Throughput after N items.

One can observe in Figure 3 that for all chosen values of q the throughput approached the target rapidly.
In fact, less than 100 items were needed to achieve this behavior. Figure 4 shows how this result was
achieved by updating the threshold values using Equation (10). The threshold was increased in reaction to
accepted weight, and decreased in reaction to rejected weight. Moreover, the average threshold value was
lower for larger values of q, as more weight needed to be accepted on average. Most importantly, these
figures suggest that the IPPT(q) algorithm will indeed approach the target throughput for sufficiently large
N. In the following, all results shown have a maximum deviation of 0.1% from the target throughput q.
Having verified the convergence of the algorithm to the target throughput, we are now ready to analyze its
performance under a wider range of settings.
5.2 Giveaway Performance
In Section 5.1 it was shown that it was, in fact, possible to both minimize the giveaway and achieve a
target throughput. In this section we will illustrate the performance of the dynamic threshold policy in
terms of giveaway for different target throughputs. In particular, we focused on the effect of the throughput
targets on the giveaway. We considered two target weights B = 300 and 350, which are values often seen
in practice. We first determined the throughput for these target weights using IPP. The throughput values
using IPP will be referred to as baseline. Next, q was varied from 10% through 90% of the baseline
throughput, in steps of 10%, and the IPPT(q) was tested with these values. Each experiment was repeated
10 times in order to obtain confidence intervals (CI). The results are shown in Figure 5.
Due to their small size, the CI are not displayed in Figure 5. Specifically, all 95% CI were within 2.5%
of the mean, indicating that a run length of 10.000 filled bins was sufficient to achieve narrow intervals.
The figure shows that the more weight was rejected, the lower the giveaway became. Furthermore, it can
be seen that the giveaway reduction was approximately constant at each q, showing that rejecting more
items reduced the giveaway. However, there was a difference between the target weights. Using the target
weight of B = 350 yielded a higher giveaway at first, but experienced a larger absolute reduction for lower
values of q. In conclusion, it will be harder to achieve low giveaway for some target weights, but that the
absolute difference diminishes if more weight is rejected.
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Figure 5: The giveaway for two target weights using various q.

Giveaway fraction w̄g

Next, the potential giveaway reduction for different target weights is illustrated in Figure 6. Again
the baseline throughput was determined using the standard IPP algorithm, which illustrated the giveaway
using different target weights. In turn, we took 75% and 50% of these values as target throughputs using
the IPP algorithm with rejection, to illustrate how the giveaway was affected.
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Figure 6: The giveaway fraction w̄g for various B and target throughputs.
The giveaway was relatively low for target weights that were a multiple of the mean item weight,
and relatively high for target weights that were in between these values. Similar behavior was previously
documented by Ásgeirsson (2014). Furthermore, it can be observed that the giveaway was lower for higher
target weights. At higher target weights more combinations of items can be made, providing index policies
with more flexibility. By lowering the target throughput, the giveaway can be reduced by rejecting more
items. When the target throughput was lowered to 75% of the baseline, a significant giveaway reduction
was observed. Additional giveaway reduction could be achieved when only 50% of the baseline throughput
was required. The achieved giveaway curves implies that the performance of a grader strongly depends
on the item weight distribution and target weight. Situations where the target weight was approximately
a multiple of the mean item weight yielded relatively low giveaway. The same was observed to hold for
higher target weights. As a result, it would be desirable to reject more weight when the giveaway is high,
and accept more otherwise.
These results illustrate the quality of the algorithm presented, offer companies a method to control
the throughput on graders, and provide insight for practitioners when negotiating throughput targets with
customers.
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CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

In this paper we developed and studied a control algorithm for a grader. The requirements for this algorithm
are to minimize the giveaway, under the condition that some predetermined target throughput is achieved.
To this end, a dynamic threshold-based strategy has been proposed, and tested in a simulation study.
Firstly, the convergence of the throughput to a throughput target q was studied, illustrating that the
algorithm works as intended. Secondly, the threshold was shown to adapt to accepted and rejected weight
in order to achieve the target throughput. Lastly, the effect of lower target throughputs on the giveaway
was studied for different target weights. A reduction in giveaway can be achieved at the price of reduced
throughput. In conclusion, the algorithm developed in this paper is successful in both reducing giveaway
and achieving a target throughput.
Future work will be aimed at comparing different index policies under the proposed rejection threshold
method. Secondly, it will be interesting to see if the performance of the IPPT(q) algorithm can be improved
further. Lastly, it will be interesting to see if our method for rejection can be extended to bin-packing
problems.
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