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In Build-to-Order manufacturing systems, products are usually manufactured by a pull system. The manufac-
turers order only what they need when it is needed. The suppliers are expected to deliver parts as much as 
needed. When the part demand fluctuates significantly, this places lots of challenges on the suppliers. In this 
letter, we explore the decision issues regarding part supplies for Build-to-Order manufacturing systems, 
especially in the auto industry, and suggest how to address them in order to make the manufacturing systems 
work more efficiently.
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1. Introduction

Inspired by the success of Dell Computers, Build-to-Order 
(BTO) has become a powerful and growing trend in the elec-
tronics industry. One competitive advantage from BTO is 
speed. Quickly converting customer orders into delivered pro-
ducts helps win and satisfy customers. It also reduces work- 
in-process inventories with their demands on capital and space, 
which in turn reduces the risks of obsolescence, and helps 
speed new products to market. Finally, reduced inventories 
and shortened order to delivery cycles reduce the cash-to- 
cash cycle improving return on invested capital and helping 
to sustain profits even when margins shrink. A second com-
petitive advantage from BTO is product variety-being able to 
offer each customer his own personalized product. The goal 

of BTO is to achieve personalization at mass-production pri-
ces by eliminating finished goods inventory. But the challenge 
is formidable. Personalization means unpredictable variability 
in demand spread over a product mix as diverse as the mar-
ket itself. The challenge of BTO is to manage that variability 
without the traditional cushion of finished goods inventory. 
In this letter, we study what challenges the part suppliers 
have faced in BTO manufacturing systems. We also identify 
issues and problems in the supply chain, which are closely 
related to part supply in BTO manufacturing systems.

2. Challenges to Part Suppliers

The industry has pursued several strategies in its quest for 
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BTO. Flexible manufacturing techniques, for example, reduce 
setup time, enhance cross-training and employ more versatile 
tooling. Information technology offers hope in the form of 
collaborative forecasting and sharing of production schedules. 
These efforts have helped, but the industry still struggles 
with variability and the bullwhip effect (Cachon, 1999; Chen 
et al., 2000; Lee et al., 1997) still lashes suppliers.

Since it is not possible to schedule far in advance, BTO re-
quires that production be organized according to a pull sys-
tem in which the flow of material is triggered first by cus-
tomer orders and thereafter by downstream consumption. 
Lean manufacturing, pioneered by Toyota Motor Company 
in Japan during the 1950s, has become the standard pull pro-
duction system in the automotive industry. Along with other 
philosophical principles of manufacturing practice, lean man-
ufacturing promotes just-in-time principles that call for or-
dering only what is needed when it is needed. To support this 
practice, each supplier must deliver the anticipated usage of 
each part on a regular schedule, in some cases as often as 
several times per day.

Significant variation in scheduled deliveries poses another 
challenge for transportation, as it is difficult to plan efficient 
loads and routes when the volumes to be moved change dra-
matically from day to day. When volumes are unusually large, 
the excess is often sent via premium freight. When volumes 
are down, vehicles travel half-empty. Since a major manu-
facturer has roughly tons of freight in transit at any given 
time, small inefficiencies in transportation have a significant 
financial impact.

Several factors conspire to increase day-to-day variations 
in part usage. First, manufacturers are increasingly producing 
more than one model on a single assembly line. Although 
daily production at an assembly plant may be relatively con-
stant, the mix of products changes from one day to the next. 
Second, as manufacturers are moving toward BTO, they are 
driving down order-to-delivery cycles and reducing the banks 
of sequenced orders released to plants from weeks to days.

Combined, these factors produce variations in day-to-day 
part usage and add several percentage points to the cost of 
parts and a lot of freight cost. Further, these large swings in 
demand force suppliers to carry significant finished goods in-
ventory, finance excess production capacity or risk shutting 
down the manufacturer’s lines during periods of peak demand.

3. Order Quantity

Following the principles of lean manufacturing, manufactu-
rers tend to make daily or even more frequent orders for ex-

actly the parts that are needed for scheduled production until 
the next order. The trends in the industry discussed in the 
previous section have caused the order quantities, or the num-
ber of parts requested with each order release, to vary dra-
matically from day to day. The more consistently a manu-
facturer makes its orders, the more it can reduce freight costs. 
Further, with more consistent orders, suppliers should realize 
savings in their operations, which they should pass on in the 
form of lower part prices. 

In fact, by damping the variations in order quantities to its 
first tier suppliers, a manufacturer should benefit from reduc-
tions in the bullwhip effect all the way up its supply chain. It 
is conceivable that if each tier adopts this operating philoso-
phy and protects its suppliers from residual variability in its 
own demands, the bullwhip can be eliminated.

It is important to find the right balance between inventory 
and order variability. The manufacturer has part inventory 
fed by a stream of shipments from the supplier. When the in-
ventory grows too large, the manufacturer may temporarily 
interrupt or reduce the order quantity. When it falls too low, 
the manufacturer may increase or expedite shipments. Manu-
facturers manage their parts supplies by holding a small in-
ventory and meet varying demands by changing the order 
quantities frequently. To ensure that the part does not run 
out, the manufacturer specifies a minimum inventory level 
for the part and strives to maintain at least that amount on 
site. Since customer demand is random, the inventory level at 
the manufacturer’s site will on rare occasions drop below the 
minimum level. These rare events may be brought on by 
temporary disruptions in the supplier’s production or in tran-
sportation. The manufacturer and supplier may agree on a 
fixed delivery or order frequency. The manufacturer’s chal-
lenge in this issue is to minimize the costs associated with 
holding the inventory and the operational costs involved in 
adjusting the shipment sizes or order quantities.

4. Minimum Inventory Level

In a BTO environment, the manufacturer needs to fulfill cus-
tomer orders quickly. An important performance measure for 
the manufacturer is the so called fill rate, the percentage of 
orders fulfilled on time. Achieving a high fill rate requires 
ample production capacity and high availability of parts. The 
manufacturer should set a high minimum inventory level to 
prevent part shortages, and thus to improve on-time delivery 
of customer orders. On the other hand, setting the minimum 
level too high incurs the costs and space requirements of ex-
cess inventory and robs the supplier of flexibility. To reduce 
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supply chain costs, it makes sense to keep the minimum in-
ventory level as small as possible while protecting the manu-
facturer’s service level. 

Occasionally the inventory level of a part will drop below 
the minimum level. These exceptions, hopefully rare, do 
occur. There are many factors, some controllable and some 
not, that cause them. For example, they may be due to a sud-
den surge of customer orders, transportation delays, shipment 
errors or production problems at the supplier. A paper by 
Choi et al. (2004) revealed that, in a capacitated production 
environment, the fill rate depends on which of these excep-
tions occurs. For example, maintaining an inventory above 
the minimum level most of the time does not guarantee a 
high fill rate if the supplier’s production is not reliable. 
Suppose, for example, that a supplier cannot ship for k con-
secutive periods. This might arise because of extreme weath-
er, quality problems, etc. The manufacturer’s maximum pro-
duction in a period is limited by its capacity, c-the number of 
units the manufacturer can produce in a period when all the 
necessary parts are available. This implies that c is the mini-
mum inventory necessary for the production process to oper-
ate without interruption due to part shortages in a single 
period. Thus, keeping the inventory level above ck allows the 
manufacturer to operate normally even during an interval of 
k consecutive periods without shipments. Setting the mini-
mum inventory this way, however, simply costs too much. 
Manufacturer needs more cost effective methods for setting 
minimum levels that adequately guarantee his target fill rate. 

5. Delivery Route

In the auto industry, parts are generally large and relatively 
inexpensive, say in comparison to the electronics industry. 
In-bound freight represents a significant cost and the oppor-
tunities for consolidation and coordination are significant. As 
a consequence auto manufacturers take a more active role in 
in-bound transportation and recruit Lead Logistics Providers 
(LLP’s) to help coordinate shipments. 

 An LLP helps a manufacturer coordinate shipments from 
the three-to-four thousand suppliers who serve it, by identify-
ing and exploiting opportunities for consolidation and coor-
dination of flows. Typically, an LLP relies on tools forged in 
the build-to-stock era to provide that support. Those tools fo-
cus on managing the average flows, not on managing the 
variability. To buffer against the fluctuations, analysts either 
inflate the volumes or reduce the capacities of the trans-
portation assets or both. These can, however, at best poorly 
reflect the complex influences of variability. In the end, us-

ing them guarantees that poor average capacity utilization 
and excess expedited shipments will simultaneously plague 
the network. 

An analysis is required which incorporate explicitly the 
variability inherent in BTO. For example, in building regu-
larly scheduled routes that pick up parts from several suppli-
ers, traditional models ensure that the sum of the average 
volumes from the suppliers on the route does not exceed the 
capacity of the vehicle. By considering the variances and co-
variances in these volumes it may be possible to build routes 
with higher capacity utilization, lower variance in the overall 
volumes and better control of the probability that the vol-
umes on the routes exceed the capacity of the vehicle. 
Natural approaches to explore include explicitly modeling 
the variance in the volume on each lane of the planned 
in-bound network and using it to incorporate appropriate 
penalties representing the expected costs of expediting. Such 
models would naturally be large, possibly non-linear, mixed 
integer programs and one obvious challenge would be to de-
vise effective heuristics.

6. Other Issues

A typical automotive assembly plant receives about 3,000 
different parts and has limited space and budget to allocate 
among them. Thus, the manufacturer needs to find the opti-
mal allocation of scarce resources among the competing 
parts. One of the principles of lean manufacturing is the no-
tion of footprinting or clearly identifying the floor space allo-
cated to each part or function. One consequence of this phi-
losophy is that floor space is dedicated to a single use. Manu-
facturers must not only allocate limited floor space, but also 
a limited budget among competing parts.

While there are numerous extensions and generalizations 
(Baita et al., 1998; Bertazzi and Speranza, 1999; Blumenfeld 
et al., 1987, Ernst and Pyke, 1993; Hahm and Yano, 1992; 
Jackson et al., 1988; Speranza and Ukovich, 1994) all mod-
els for determining the optimal order frequency are essen-
tially based on some elaboration of the simple EOQ relation-
ship. But order frequency can also impact the stochastic com-
ponent of inventory at the manufacturer’s site. One key fac-
tor influencing the choice of order frequency is the distance 
between the supplier and the manufacturer. For high com-
plexity parts that come in a variety of colors or with a choice 
of features, distance also influences the accuracy of the man-
ufacturer’s forecasted usage. The manufacturer freezes the 
production sequence for an amount of fixed horizon. Beyond 
that, it can only forecast usage and must rely on alternative 
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mechanisms for getting the parts in the right sequence. Hence 
distance plays a more significant role in deciding frequency 
and that role involves both the deterministic and the stochas-
tic elements. In deciding order frequency it is necessary to 
consider the distance.

7. Summary

In this letter, we review the operation-level decision issues 
for managing part supply inherent in the BTO manufacturing 
systems. These issues are closely related to the variance in 
demand for a part, the resources allocated to managing the 
part and the total cost of supplying it. In order to accomplish 
the efficiency which the BTO intends originally, the supply 
chain including the part supplier should be well designed and 
managed with careful attentions to the operational decisions 
such as part order quantity, minimum inventory level, and 
delivery route.

References

Baita, F., Ukovich, W., Pesenti, R., and Favaretto, D. (1998), Dynamic 

Routing-and-Inventory Problems : A Review, Transportation Rese-
arch-A, 32, 585-598.

Bertazzi, L. and Speranza, M. G. (1999), Minimizing Logistics Costs in 
Multistage Supply Chains, Naval Research Logistics, 46, 399-417.

Blumenfeld, D. E., Burns, L. D., Daganzo, C. F., Frick, M. C., and Hall, 
R. W. (1987), Reducing Logistics Costs at General Motors, Inter-
faces, 17, 26-47.

Cachon, G. P. (1999), Managing Supply Chain Demand Variability with 
Scheduled Ordering Policies, Management Science, 45, 843-856.

Chen, F., Drezner, Z., Ryan, J. K., and Simchi-Levi, D. (2000), Quantify-
ing the Bullwhip Effect in a Simple Supply Chain : The Impact of 
Forecasting, Lead Times, and Information, Management Science, 46, 
436-444. 

Choi, K.-S., Dai, J. G., and Song, J. S. (2004), On Measuring Supplier 
Performance under Vendor-Managed-Inventory Programs, Manufac-
turing and Service Operations Management, 6, 53-72.

Ernst, R. and Pyke, D. F. (1993), Optimal Base Stock Policies and Truck 
Capacity in a Two-Echelon System, Naval Research Logistics, 40, 
879-903.

Hahm, J. and Yano, C. A. (1992), The Economic Lot and Delivery 
Scheduling Problem : The Single Item Case, International Journal of 
Production Economics, 28, 235-252.

Jackson, P. L., Maxwell, W. L., and Muckstadt, J. A. (1988), Determining 
Optimal Reorder Intervals in Capacitated Production-Distribution 
Systems, Management Science, 34, 938-958.

Lee, H. L., Padmanabhan, V., and Whang, S. (1997), The Paralyzing 
Curse of the Bullwhip Effect in a Supply Chain, Sloan Management 
Review, 38, 93-102.

Speranza, M. G. and Ukovich, W. (1994), Minimizing Transportation and 
Inventory Costs for Several Products on a Single Link, Operations 
Research, 42, 879-894.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /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 false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /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 ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. 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 Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


