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Problem Statement _ : > - Potential layout changes were identified,
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The current layout presents several challenges in Suppller — Cusiomacs Figure 2. EOQ vs September Inventory roads.
optimizing the management of stockpiles for raw e b A 25000000 | | o
materials, fuel, and intermediate products. Specific g[)ai.y PPN - $7,000 annual savings due to a reduction in
issues include inefficient material flow, inefficient \/ o ol® equipment usage.
routing of materials to processing lines, and overall Receving 5200,000.00
operational efficiency. Additionally, the plant lacks a ﬁ : - $13,000 annual savings by constructing a
comprehensive system to determine ideal stockpile Sk | v mi L G 150 00000 new road, dependent on the new AB3 pile
sizes, possibly leading to excess or insufficient material AN AN ke e AN - S AN R location
stockpiles which disrupts production, or to excess —— et
holding costs due to unnecessarily large stockpiles. $100,000.00 - Recommendations are limited to three pile
- consolidations and two pile relocations.
Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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Ideal Stockpile Cost $6,F2”:j43 $11,849.94 $5,124.84 $2,577.06 $5,466.50 $75,299.62 $4,978.42 $8,668.31 §7,223.59

B September Stockpile Cost  $6,207.04  $112,038.50 $3,498.60  $10,440.36  $2,826.32  $241,460.10 $18,046.35 $48,560.40 $25,399.50
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Figure 3. Cost per Stockpile
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» N Discussion
4% Benefits:
v - Improved operational efficiency.
2% * Reduced material handling cost.
4% * Reduced raw material holding
costs without risking shortages.

Challenges:

 Limited options for new
stockplile locations

» Accurate data collection for
stockplile size determination.
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Figure 4. Optimized Material Distribution
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