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Markovian Approach of Inspection Policy in a Serial Manufacturing

System
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Abstract

This paper presents a model that considers combinations of rework, repair, replacement and

serapping

Policy-fteration method of inspection is proposed for a serial manufacturing system whose re-

pair cost. rework cost. serap cost and inspection cost. when it fails, can be formulated by Marko-

vian approach

Policy-Iteration stops when new inspection policy is the same as previous inspection policy.

A aumerial example ts also presented.
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Fig. 1 The stage illustration of
ith operation-inspection
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Fig. 2 Transition diagram of a serial manufacturing system
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Table 1 Markov transition matrix for a serial
manufacturing system
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Table 2 Cost matrix for a serial manufacturing
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Table 3 Data for three stage problem

Table 4 Markov transition matrix for three
stage problem
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