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Abstract

In recent years, recycling and disposal of end-of-life (EOL) electronic products has attracted considerable
attention in response to concerns over resource recovery and environmental impacts of electronic waste
(e-waste). In many countries, legislation to make manufacturers responsible for taking e-waste at the end
of their useful lives either has been adopted or is being considered. In this paper, by capturing different
stages in the life-cycle of EOL electronic products (or, e-waste) generated from private or small-entity
users, we develop two different formulations of a reverse logistics network, i.e. system-optimum model and
user-optimum model, to estimate both economic and environmental effects of take-back legislation. In this
system, e-waste is collected through user drop-off at designated collection sites. While we study the whole
reverse logistics network associated with recycling and remanufacturing of e-waste in the system-optimum
model and obtain an optimum solution from the policy maker’s perspective, we split the logistics network
into two distinct parts in the user-optimum model in order to derive an optimum solution from the users’
standpoint. Implementing the proposed models on an illustrative example shows how they are capable of
estimating the economic and environmental impacts of take-back legislation in various stages of e-waste’s
life-cycle.
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1. Introduction

Sending products to the landfill continues to be the predominant disposal route for many products at

the end of their useful life. A number of environmental challenges arise in this context: a) landfill capacity
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is limited, b) disposition to landfill and incineration can produce unwanted environmental emissions, and
¢) sending whole products to landfill means the residual value in the materials and components that make
up the product are lost. Recently, companies are pushed by legislators to consider the environmental and
social impacts of their supply chain networks. Jaunich et al. (2020) presented a holistic framework for
analyzing electronic waste management systems and their supply chain network under two scenarios of
re-selling and recycling based on energy cost, employee wage, and facility development costs.

Take-back legislation has been introduced as a policy tool to divert used products from landfills. The
legislation holds manufacturers responsible for collecting and properly disposing of their products at the
end of usage periods. In this paper, we develop two generic reverse supply chain models to explore
both the economical and environmental impacts of take-back legislation. Across the world, there exist
examples of such legislation enacted for different types of products, e.g., Waste Electric and Electronic
Equipment (WEEE) Directive in the European Union, the Japanese Specified Home Appliances Recycling
Law (SHARL), and the Japanese PC Recycling System (Boks et al., 1998). Although the US is the second
largest producer of e-waste (6.9 million tons in 2019) in the world (noa), there is no federal law in the
United States mandating the take-back or recycling of e-waste to the date (Schumacher and Agbemabiese,
2021). Despite the fact that state-level initiatives are crucial for the management of e-waste, the reality
that only 25 states have rules in place and they are all different makes recycling in the US extremely
difficult (Schumacher and Agbemabiese, 2019, 2021). The COVID-19 pandemic and sever chip shortage
has revealed the importance of recycling the electronic devices at the same time (** needs reference **).

The majority of take-back legislation establishes a collection target, such that a manufacturer is
(financially and/or physically) responsible to collect a minimum fraction of the products it’s sold in the
previous period. In addition, manufacturers must ensure that the collected end-of-use items are treated
in an environmentally sound way, and most manufacturers meet this requirement by ensuring products
are properly recycled by facilities with the appropriate certification (e.g., R2, e-Stewards). Another
alternative used is the reuse of components or whole products. While diverting potentially dangerous
substances from landfills is an environmental benefit, the true economical and environmental impacts of
take-back legislation are studied in few studies. The belief held by policymakers and environmentalists
alike is that take-back legislation is universally beneficial for environment, such as enhancements to
the cascade separation and purification process’s chemical use efficiency and clean energy use efficiency
in lithium batteries (Zhang et al., 2021), or saving time, money, reducing waste, and polluting less in
recycling construction wastes (Cyril, 2021). However, Esenduran et al. (2016) raises concerns about the
validity of these beliefs by suggesting that actions taken by companies in response to legislation may

increase the total environmental impact of a product. In addition, measurement systems for establishing



the relative benefits and costs of take-back legislation are lacking. The majority of the work on take-back
legislation in the operations management literature (Atasu et al., 2009; Esenduran et al., 2016) involves
high-level economic modeling, which fails to capture the different stages in the life-cycle of the product
in detail. In computing the total environmental impact, researchers (Moazzeni et al., 2022; Reddy et al.,
2020) use data from existing life-cycle analysis studies, but some key information, such as the energy
requirements of the remanufacturing stage, is missing from the model, and ad hoc estimates are used
instead. Furthermore, the life-cycle analysis studies that these papers refer to were not conducted for
understanding the environmental impact of legislation, and hence, do not fully capture key aspects of
take-back such as reverse logistics or remanufacturing operations. Therefore, a fresh approach is required
to establish a methodology for the estimation of life-cycle costs associated with take-back legislation
decisions in order to frame government legislation and manufacturers’ product disposition policies alike.

By developing two different mathematical programming models, we propose a framework that can
be used to estimate the environmental and economic impacts of take-back legislation as applied to the
representative e-waste management system. The framework is based on life-cycle process models that
estimate cost and emissions parameters per unit of e-waste managed at each node. These parameters are
used by the optimization model to identify the optimal paths for the set of devices to meet the objective in
consideration of the system constraints. Rather than using disparate data coming from different sources
as was done in earlier research, this model was developed alongside a data set that is focused on a set of
products most commonly covered by legislation in the United States.

Our research will try to answer questions that are important for both manufacturers facing legislation

as well as policymakers, including:

1. If take-back legislation can indeed increase environmental impact as suggested by earlier research,
which stage (or stages) of the life-cycle make the greatest contribution?

2. Can the environmental impact of legislation be (further) reduced through supply chain optimiza-
tion (e.g., optimally locating collection points, optimizing transportation routes, or increasing the
efficiency of recycling facilities)?

3. Can a cost model be developed and applied to identify the environmentally optimal treatment option
for different types of products covered under the legislation?

4. From an environmental regulatory policy perspective, is the cost of implementing legislation justified

by the reduction in environmental impact for all products covered under the legislation?



2. Literature Review

Our paper is related to the literatures on reverse logistics design, waste management, and waste
management policy (i.e., take-back legislation). In this section, we provide an overview of the work most

relevant to ours.

2.1. Reverse Logistics (RL)

Due to the increasing environmental concerns, resource reduction, and depleting landfill capacities
in many countries, optimizing reverse logistics operations for returned and end-of-life products receive
growing attention in the last decades (Rocha and Penteado, 2021). Effective implementation requires the
establishment of suitable logistical systems for product flow from consumers to producers (Fleischmann
et al., 2000). The design of product recovery networks is one of the important and challenging issues in
RL. In a RL network, used products originate from multiple sources and are transported to various types
of recovery facilities. Typically, these networks are represented as mixed integer programs and the models
are solved either to optimality using commercial solvers or through heuristic approaches. Examples of
papers following this approach include (Fleischmann et al., 2000; Shih, 2001; Jayaraman et al., 2003; Min
et al., 2006). The physical location of facilities and transportation links need to be chosen to convey used
products from their former users to a producer and to future markets again (Fleischmann et al., 2000).
developed a model for optimizing the collection and recycling processes of end-of-life (EOL) computers and
home appliances in Taiwan. Hu et al. (2002) proposed a cost-minimization model for a multi-time-step,
multi-type hazardous-waste RL system. They presented application cases to demonstrate the feasibility
of their proposed approach. Kusake et al. (2019) presented a stochastic programming-based approach by
which a deterministic location model for product recovery network design may be extended to account
explicitly for uncertainties. They applied it to a representative real case study on recycling hazardous
products, reusing products, and full recycling in Turkey. Min et al. (2006) determined the number and
location of centralized return centers using a nonlinear mixed-integer programming model and a genetic
algorithm that solved the RL problem involving product returns. Li et al. (2022) developed a location-
allocation model to determine the number and locations of the waste disposal plants in the region of
Guangzhou (China) while Bautista and Pereira (2006) focused on selecting the locations of municipal
waste collection points in Barcelona.Kannan et al. (2010) presented a development of genetic algorithm
(GA) model for recycling spent batteries.Gharibi and Abdollahzadeh (2021) developed a mixed-integer
linear programming (MILP) model to maximize the profit of a reverse logistics network and presented a
case of mobile phones and digital camera remanufacturing. Sasikumar et al. (2010) developed a mixed

integer nonlinear programming (MINLP) model to maximize the profit of reverse logistics network and



presented a case of truck tire remanufacturing. Zhao et al. (2016) developed a multi-objectives MILP
model for network design for regional hazardous waste classified by certain properties, including treatment
technology, industrial distribution, and hazardous characteristics. Mutha and Pokharel (2009) proposed
a mathematical model for the design of a reverse logistics network that consisted of retailers, warehouses,
reprocessing centers, remanufacturing factories, distribution and recycling centers, spare markets, disposal
sites, and suppliers. They considered modular product structures with different disposal and recycling
fractions for each module of each product in the model. Santana et al. (2021) analyzed the feasibility
of a sustainable RL adopted by phone manufacturing industries, their results show that the refurbishing
process stops waste disposal of 4.5 tons of Electrical and electronic waste (EEW) in Brazil. Yu et al. (2020)
proposed a multi-period multi-objective MILP for a medical waste reverse logistics network to responsively
address the rapid growth of medical waste within the planning window during the COVID-19 in keeping
with reducing the risk of epidemic spread.

In addition to the studies provided in this section, readers are referred to Prajapati et al. (2019) for

a comprehensive survey on reverse logistics network design models.

2.2. Waste management system (WMS)

Antunes (1999) studied the solid WMS of Central Portugal and develops a MIP model, combining
elements of a p-median model and of a capacitated facility location model with transshipment, in which
a maximum distance between sources and transfer stations, and between transfer stations and landfills is
imposed. Mitropoulos et al. (2009) studied a three-echelon network design problem with central treatment
facilities, transfer stations and landfills, where the goal is to minimize the total cost of the solid WMS.
Ghiani et al. (2012) studied the problem of minimizing the total number of collection sites to be located
in a SWM system, chosen among a set of candidate locations. Such an objective ensured not only the
reduction of the impact due to the presence of the collection bins close to the residential sites, but also
the reduction of the overall cost related to the collection phase. Levis et al. (2013) proposed a life-
cycle optimization framework for municipal solid waste management. Their developed framework was
built on a mixed-integer programming problem of the waste management supply chain and was capable
of identifying the optimal waste management infrastructure under a variety of objective functions and
constraints. Santibanez-Aguilar et al. (2017) illustrated a three-stage MINLP-based approach helping
companies in Mexico to locate plant capacities and material flows. Anwar et al. (2018) evaluated the
location planning of a centralized WMS in rural areas of developing countries to optimize material and
energy recovery costs. The configuration in this study includes technologies such as reuse (or recycling),
landfilling, refuse-derived fuel, and composting. Tong et al. (2021) presented a system dynamics model

for municipal solid WMS in Vietnam by proposing a model aiming at analyzing the contribution and



activities of the informal sector, focusing on its roles and impacts. Salehi-Amiri et al. (2022) presented
a novel real-time WMS in smart cities based on the Internet of things aiming at minimizing pollution,
and optimization of value recovery with considering the uncertainty of waste flow in separation centers.
Shaban et al. (2022) presented a model for municipal solid WMS in Fayoum Governorate (Egypt) by
proposing a MILP model aiming at minimizing the net daily cost, determining the best location for

collection sites among a given set of candidate locations, and optimal flow of waste of the system.

2.8. Take-back legislation

In this category, Atasu et al. (2009) holistically identified efficiency conditions for extended producer
responsibility types of legislation and discusses the economic and environmental impacts while characteriz-
ing the right policy for take-back. Walther et al. (2008) develop a decentralized coordination mechanism
for allocation of WEEE and choice of disassembly levels to independent WEEE recycling companies.
Grunow and Gobbi (2009) developed an approach providing an efficient assignment for all involved actors
in WEEE program (e.g. the producers, the municipalities, and the collective schemes) by presenting an
optimization-based decision support tool for the coordinating government institution in Denmark. Ding
et al. (2020) formulated an optimization model for optimal production and carbon emission reduction
(CER) rate decisions. They analyzed how carbon taxes and take-back legislation affect firms’ production
and CER decisions. Li et al. (2021) presented a single-period stylized model for manufacturers to maxi-
mize their profit, considering mandated collection and recycling target rates for production, and recycling
strategies. Their study shows that strict mandated collection legislation may not always have a nega-
tive impact on profits. However, more stringent mandated legislation may bring undesirable outcomes,
because the recycling rate is not affected by extreme recycling benefits. Nagurney and Toyasaki (2005) de-
veloped a multitier e-cycling network model with a variational inequality formulation in a Cournot game.
The formulation provides endogenous equilibrium prices and material flows between tiers. Hammond and
Beullens (2007) extended the work of Nagurney and Toyasaki (2005) and proposed a closed-loop supply
chain model for WEEE in a Cournot pricing game with perfect information. They numerically found
that minimum recovery targets stimulate manufacturers’ reverse chain activities, which contradicts later
findings by Li et al. (2021), regarding disincentivization of manufacturers to implement green product

design whose maximum recycling benefits are either too low or too high.

3. System description

The reverse logistics network of a typical waste management system comprises sources of returned
products, drop-off sites, primary processors to dismantle the returned products and separate into reusable

components, constituent materials and residual waste, and secondary processors to remanufacture the



recovered materials or dispose of residual, which are configured as illustrated in Figure 1. The decisions
to be made in the associated reverse logistics network include the number, location and capacity of the
facilities involved, aggregate quantities and material flows of e-waste product through the network.

In a representative waste management system, individuals and organizations bring or arrange for
waste products to be taken to designated drop-off sites, where devices are sorted and resold if functional,
or stored until they are shipped to a primary processing facility. Among all available collection options,
fixed drop-off locations are used as the collection points in this paper because such systems have been the
most extensively used and found to be the most cost-effective (Renckens, 2015; Fan et al., 2018). An ap-
propriate collection site can be selected by taking into consideration the geographic location, the ease and
convenience to consumers, and the population distribution (Moheb-Alizadeh et al., 2021). Transporta-
tion is also an important issue to address in a waste management system. With permanent collection
sites, residents are responsible for the transportation to the collection site, while the transportation of
collected waste products to the primary processing facilities is the responsibility of the processors (Kang
and Schoenung, 2005; Patil and Ramakrishna, 2020).

Once transported to the primary processing facility, the e-waste might be divided into two categories:
reusable or recyclable. The equipment and parts that can be reused are sorted for resale purposes
and everything else is recycled through either a manual dismantling process, or one with some level of
automation. The extent to which dismantling is automated is dependent on the technology and business
model of each primary processing facility. This study models manual, semi-automated, and automated
facilities.

After sorting recoverable constituent materials of e-waste products at a primary processor, each in-
dividual recovered material stream is sent to the appropriate secondary processing or remanufacturing
facility. Reprocessed items including metals, plastics, glass, etc. are output from the system to be sold as
commodities. The rate of material recovery at a given processor will depend on various parameters such
as the size of the facility and the product under consideration (Kang and Schoenung, 2005; Ding et al.,
2019). These materials offset the production of approximately equivalent virgin materials with respect to
energy use and environmental emissions, as appropriate. Residual waste (e.g., cardboard, non-recyclable

wood) may be sent to a landfill or incinerator.

4. Problem Definition and Model Formulation

In order to estimate the impact of take-back legislation on the performance of the reverse supply chain
network depicted in Figure 7?7, we develop two models called system-optimum versus user-optimum. The

system optimum model is developed from the policy makers’ perspective; it optimizes the supply chain



performance over the whole network in a centralized fashion (curb to grave). On the other hand, from
the end user standpoint, the user-optimum model consists of two models to separately optimize distinct
parts of the network (namely, the drop-off network and the recycling network) in a decentralized manner.

The associated indices, parameters and decision variables used to build the proposed models are

presented in Appendix.

4.1. System-Optimum Model

Policy makers aim to design public systems that operate cost-effectively to perform a necessary func-
tion. This translates to a perspective in which optimizing the entire system with respect to some criteria
defined over all components of the system is a logical goal, if a reasonable representation of the system
under investigation could be modeled. In other words, the policy makers prefer to have a system with
all components operating optimally. To meet such a requirement, we develop a mixed integer linear
programming (MILP) model that optimizes the total cost incurred and total emission generated through
the e-waste reverse logistics network illustrated in Figure 6. Under the system-optimum model, all the
components in the network are committed to execute the optimal decision determined by the policy
maker. Recall that, in this system, residents drop off e-waste items at one of the open drop-off sites using
their personal vehicles. E-waste items are then transported from the respective drop-off sites to one of
the available primary processors. Afterward, recovered materials and waste streams are sent from each
primary processor to the appropriate secondary processing facilities or recovered material re-processing

facilities.

4.1.1. Objective Functions

Cost objective function: The total cost incurred in the logistics network associated with a waste
management system includes four main components: transportation cost, processing cost, fixed cost
and revenue from sale of recovered materials. In other words, the total cost equals the summation of
transportation, processing and fixed costs minus reselling revenue.

The transportation cost through the logistics network is derived as equation (1), where ty is the
average number of trips per participating household per year to return e-waste products to any drop-off
sites, and df. is a parameter to indicate the fraction of each trip to drop-off site c at city ¢ in county u that
is dedicated to that purpose (default value is one). Furthermore, ppy/hs gives the number of households
inhabiting in residence area h. Multiplying this number by the participation rate, the average number of

trips per participating household and dedicated fraction yields to the total number of trips by households



in area h to drop-off site ¢ at city ¢ in county u.

I H C
TrCo = Z Z Z % pt -ty - df. - teoltST drpdres P RT Dy A+ (1)
i=1 h=1 c=1
I J P S
S S kDT, + 3OSt prs,,
i=1 c=1 p=1 7j=1p=1s=1
Moreover, equations (2) and (3) characterize the processing and fixed costs, respectively:
I H C I C P
PrCo = Z Z Z frp nhpcod PRTD;p. + Z Z Z Tef” pcop”DTP,Cp—i— (2)
i=1 h=1c=1 i=1 c=1 p=1
J P S
>33 - TS,
j=1p=1s=1
C P S
FiCo=> feceXc+ Y  feppYp+ Y fessRy (3)
c=1 p=1 s=1

On the hand, the total revenue gained by selling resalable products in all kinds of facilities is derived

in equation (4):

I H C I
SeRe => "> "> "rel"riperi’ RT Dipe — Z Z e per? DT Pigy— (4)
i=1 h=1c=1 i=1 c=1 p=1
J P S
Z e peric PT Sjps
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Hence, the objective function minimizing the total cost incurred is defined as follows:

Min  TCsystem = TrCo+ PrCo+ FiCo — SeRe (5)

Emission objective function: In the same way, the objective function minimizing total emission gen-
erated in the logistics network is characterized as follows: Hence, the objective function minimizing the

total cost incurred is defined as follows:

Min  EMgysem = TrEm + PrEm — SeEm (6)

where TrEm, PrEm and SeEm denote transportation emission, processing emission and reselling emis-



sion offset, respectively, derived as (7), (8), and (9):

I H C
TrEm = Z Z Z % pt-ty - dfe-envis drpdreS P RT Dyt (7)
i=1 h=1c=1
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i=1 c=1 p=1 7j=1p=1s=1
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4.1.2. Constraints

The constraints included in the system optimum model are categorized into six types: flow balance
constraints, capacity constraints, minimum shipment constraints, constraints on number of opened facil-
ities, legislation constraints and decision variables constraints.

Flow balance constraints: Constraint (10) implies that the summation of all fractions of wasted items
shipped from each residence area to all drop-off sites should be naturally equal to one. It implies that no
e-waste product is remained in residence areas. Moreover, after reselling the resalable products, the rest
of wastes are transported from each drop-off site to primary processors. Hence, given a drop-off site ¢ in
city t at county u, constraint (11) requires that the summation of all remained e-waste products coming
from all residence areas must be equal to the sum of all wastes sent from that drop-off site to primary
processors. Such a requirement needs also to be met for primary processors, i.e. after processing remained

products, all output materials in each primary processor should be transported to secondary processors,

10



denoted by constraint (12).

C
Y RTDip.=1; Vi,h (10)
c=1

P H
> DTPicp - rinRTDipe(1 —ref™) = 0; Vi, c (11)
p—l h=1
Z PTSjps — Z Z gjief meTPwp( —rel™)=0; Vj,p (12)

i=1 c=1

Capacity constraints: Once a drop-off site is opened on a candidate location, the total amount of
incoming e-waste products from residence areas should be less than or equal to its corresponding capacity.
Moreover, once a drop-off site is not going to be located on a potential location, no wastes should be
transported to it. Constraint (13) implies the later two conditions. In addition, the same requirements
are satisfied by constraints (14) and (15) for primary processors and secondary processors, respectively,
i.e. they require that all processors should operate under their corresponding capacities and any idle

processors are required to be closed.

H

> rinRTDipe < Xccaplh?;  Vi,c (13)
h=1

C .

> DTPiy < Ypcaph)'; Vi,p (14)
c=1

P

ZPTSjps < Rscapiss; Vi, s (15)
p=1

Minimum shipment constraints: This kind of constraints implies that a minimum amount of e-waste
products/materials should be transported to a facility in order for it to operate in practice. Moreover,
they prevent an opened facility to be idle. In this regard, constraints (16)-(18) satisfy minimum shipment

requirements for drop-off sites, primary processors and secondary processors, respectively.

H

> rinRTDjpe > X JAimiTP: Vi e (16)
h=1

C .

> DTPy, > Yyliml's  Vi,p (17)
c=1

P

> PTSjps > Rlimis; Vi, s (18)

Constraints on number of opened facilities: Using this type of constraints, we set a lower bound on the

11



number of opened facilities of each type. Constraints (19)-(21) imply that the number of opened drop-off
sites, primary processors and secondary processors should be greater than or equal to their corresponding

minimum required numbers, respectively.

C
> Xe = nof"” (19)
c=1

P .
D Y, > nofr (20)
p=1

S
> R, > nof (21)
s=1

Decision variables constraints: Constraint (22) requires the fraction of e-waste shipped from residence
areas to drop-off sites lies between zero and one. That all physical flows are positive continuous quantities

is satisfied by constraint (23). Moreover, constraint (24) defines X, Y, Z,, Ts and R, as binary decision

variables.

RTDjp. €10,1] Vi, h,c (22)
DT P, PTSjps >0 Vi, j,c,p,s (23)
XC7}/;J7RS € {071} vc7p73 (24)

4.2. User-Optimum Level

The system optimum model developed in the previous section provides optimal device and material
throughputs for each node in the network for the defined system in terms of the selected objective (i.e.,
least cost, least emissions). The least environmental impact solution may be optimal from the policy
maker standpoint, whereas from the perspective of manufacturers paying for an EPR program, the least
cost solution is likely to be the preferred solution.

Regardless of the objective function used, in order to minimize total cost or emission of the network
in the system optimum model, the residents of an area are assigned to a drop-off site to deliver e-waste
products. However, there is no guarantee that the residents necessarily follow what the policy-maker
enforces in practice. A resident may decide to go to the closest drop-off site in reality regardless how
much the total cost and emission of the reverse logistics network are impacted by such a decision. However,
the drop-off sites that are the closest to residence areas may not be assigned by the model when minimizing
total cost and emission through the entire logistics network. In order to address this situation, a user-
optimum model is designed in this section, which consists of the following two separate programming

models:

12



e Model (User, I) — In this model, the residence areas are assigned to the closest drop-off sites to

deliver their e-waste products.

e Model (User, II) — The collected e-waste products in drop-off sites from Model I are transported to

the primary and secondary facilities for further processing.

Clearly, the optimal solutions obtained from these two separate models together form a sub-optimal

solution to the system optimum model.

4.2.1. Model (User, 1)
Objective function
Cost objective function: The cost objective function of Model I consists of transportation cost from

residence areas to drop-off sites as follows:

I H C

Min IOl =3 323 G2 pt - e ted i P R D (25)
=1 h=1c=1

Emission objective function: The objective function minimizing emission in Model I is defined as

Min  Emyser,ry = TTEmyser,r) where Tr Emyqer ) denotes the transportation emission derived as:

H C
Min  TrEmserr) = Z Z pp; -pt -ty - dfe - env:}fs_drdeis_drpRTDihC (26)
i=1 h=

,_.

Q
Il

—

Constraints:

The constraints of Model I are also categorized into flow balance constraints, capacity constraints,
minimum shipment constraints, Constraints on number of opened facilities, legislation constraints and
decision variables constraints.

Flow balance constraints: All products in residence areas should be transported to drop-off sites.
Hence, the sole flow balance constraint in Model I is defined as constraint (10) in system optimum model.

Capacity constraints: The amount of wasted items shipped to a drop-off site should be less than or
equal to its respective capacity. Therefore, the capacity constraint of Model I is the same as constraint
(13) in system optimum model.

Minimum shipment constraints: The minimum shipment constraint of Model I is characterized as
constraint (16) in system optimum model.

Constraints on number of opened facilities: This type of constraints in Model I is the same as constraint

(19) in system optimum model.
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Policy/Legislation constraints: Any policy/legislation constraint associated with transporting prod-
ucts from residence areas to drop-off sites are enforced here.
Decision variables constraints: Two decision variables of Model I include RT D;pep,, and Xy, Their

feasible ranges are determined by constraints (22)-(24) in baseline scenario, respectively.

4.2.2. Model (User, II)

As mentioned before, the collected e-waste in drop-off sites are then transported to primary and
secondary processors. Hence, excluding the cost and emission components associated with transferring
e-waste to drop-off sites leads to objective functions and constraints of Model II.

Objective functions

Cost objective function: The total cost incurred in Model II includes four principal components:
transportation cost, processing cost, fixed cost and reselling revenue. These components are respectively

defined as follows:

I J P S
TrCo(yser,1) Z Z Z tcofng’ pmddrp p”DTPwp + Z Z Z tco%i, secdp” SCPTSjps (27)
i=1 c=1 p=1 j=1p=1s=1
I . J P S
PrCo(yser.11) Z Z Z ref” cohy DT Picp + Z Z Z edecy )pcojs  PT Sy (28)
i=1 c=1 p=1 j=1p=1s=1
P
FZCO (user,II) Z prpY + Z fCSS s (29)
=1
I J P S
SeRe(yser,11) Z Z Z ! per? DT Pigy + Z Z Z re; “perist PT Sjps (30)
i=1 c=1 p=1 j=1p=1 s=1

Hence, the cost-minimizing objective function of Model II is defined as

Min TC(user,II) = TTCO(user,II) + PrCO(user,II) + FiCO(user,II) - SeRe(user,II) (31)

Emission objective function: Likewise the components of total cost minimizing objective function
derived above, the objective function minimizing total emission in Model I corresponds transportation

emission, processing emission and reselling emission offset. These components are characterized as follows:
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I J
TrEmyser, 11 Z Z Z envfg pmddrp P DT Piep + Z Z envf;; see p” SPTSjps (32)
i=1 c=1 p=1 7j=1p=1s=1
I J P S
PrEm(yser.11) Z Z Z f” envp”DTPwp + Z Z edec) Jenvic PTSjpys (33)
i=1 c=1 p=1 j=1p=1s=1
I J P S
SeEm(yser,i1) Z Z Z re? " ecr? DT Py, + Z Z Z rei“ecrie  PT S ps (34)
i=1 c=1 p=1 j=1p=1s=1
In this case, the total emission is derived as:
Min Em(user,]l) = TTEm(user,I[) + PTEm(user,II) - SeEm(user,II) (35)

In is worth mentioning that the total cost and emission through the whole of the reverse supply chain

under user optimum model are derived as:

TCuyser :mzn{TC (user,I) } + min{TC(user II)}+ (36)
I H C
Z fece X+ Z Z Z Z- rzhpcod PRTD;p. — Z Z Z refrpnhpcrfngTDihc
i=1 h=1c=1 i=1 h=1 c=1
Emyser :min{Em(userl } + min{Em(useT,II)}—i_ (37)
I H
Z Z Z i P)ripenvy, P RT Dipe — Z Z Z re?rprihecrgngTDihc
i=1 h=1c=1 i=1 h=1c=1
Constraints

In Model II, there are also six types of constraints including flow balance constraints, capacity con-
straints, minimum shipment constraints, constraints on number of opened facilities, legislation constraints
and decision variables constraints.

Flow balance constraints: Recall that the e-waste collected in each drop-off site in Model I should now
be transported to the rest parts of the logistics network. On the other hand, all wastes in residence areas
should be transported to drop-off sites. Hence, the flow balance constraints for drop-off sites are derived

as follows:
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P
> DTPp— (1—re{)rgic =0; Vi,c (38)
p=1

The flow balance constraint associated with primary processors is the same as constraints (12) in
system optimum model.

Capacity constraints: All capacity constraints in Model II are related to primary and secondary
processors and are the exactly same as constraints (14) and (15) in system optimum model.

Minimum shipment constraints: This type of constraints in Model II is characterized constraints (17)
and (18) in system optimum model.

Constraints on number of opened facilities: All constraints associated with minimum number of opened
facilities in Model II are the same as constraints (20) and (21) in system optimum model.

Policy/Legislation constraints: Any policy/legislation constraint associated with transporting prod-
ucts from residence areas to drop-off sites are enforced here.

Decision variables constraints: Excluding the decision variable RT D;pet, and X, that is related to
model I, constraints (23) and (24) in system optimum model determine the feasible ranges of all decision

variables in Model II.

5. Solution Method

The following steps outline the solution procedure for the model described in the previous section.
First, the multiple objective functions are combined into a single objective function using the e-constraint
method. Secondly, the resulting single objective programming model is solved using robust optimization,

a technique that addresses uncertainty in the problem parameters and their solutions.

5.1. Epsilon Constraint

The multi-objective problem programming model presented in section 4.2 aims to find a balance
between economic, environmental, and social sustainability. To address this multi-objective problem, the
e-constraint method is chosen for its simplicity and wide use in similar problems. This method has been
successfully applied in various multi-objective scenarios in the past (Fakhrzad and Lotfi, 2018; Guillén-
Gosalbez and Grossmann, 2010; Moheb-Alizadeh and Handfield, 2019).

The proposed user model aims to minimize both total cost and C'Os emissions and can be summarized
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as follows:

Min {TCuseT s Emuser}

st. x€S (39)

The proposed user model involves minimizing user total cost (T'Cyser) and COgy emissions (Emyser),
represented by the decision variables in the vector x, within the feasible solution space (S). Using the
e-constraint method, the multi-objective problem is transformed into a single objective programming
model by selecting one of the objective functions as the primary objective and expressing the remaining
objectives as constraints with defined bounds (Miettinen, 2012). If the total user cost objective (36) is
chosen as the primary objective, the resulting single objective programming model includes the total C'O4

emission objectives as the constraint.

Min TCyser

sit. Emyser < Emien + 0vAepm

€S (40)

Where v =0,1,...,V and Aegyn = w
To determine the minimum values for the total C'Oy emission and objective function, the following

steps are followed:

1. Find the optimal solution for each objective function in S. Then, create a set containing the optimal
solutions for the T'Clyser, and Emyqer objective functions, represented as Xr1.~, and X7, = respectively,
we call the solution space ® = { X7, X5, }-

2. Find the values of objective function T'Cser for X7, , and Emyse, for X1 ..

3. Find the minimum and maximum value of Emyse, as Em™% = min{Emyser(x),z € R} and

user
Em" — maz{Emyser(x),z € R}

This paper employs the modification suggested by Mavrotas (2009) to ensure that the optimal solution
of equation (40) is also a Pareto optimal solution for the original multi-objective problem outlined in
equation (39). This is achieved by converting the constraints associated with the added objective functions
into equalities by introducing slack variable (S) and then incorporating them as penalties in the single

objective function. As a result, equation (40) is transformed into the following model:
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Min TC’I/,LSGT = min{TC(user,I)} + min{TC(user,II) }+

c I H C
Z feeeXe + Z Z Z(l — refm)mhpcofngTDihc—
=1 i=1 h=1 c=1
I H
Z Z re?rprihpcrfngTDihc +6S (41)
i=1 h=1 c=1

st (10)-(24)

min{Em(user,I)} + min{Em(user,II) }+

Mo

d d
(1 —re;"P)ripenvi,’ RT D;pe—

c=1

re?rprihecrgcrpRTDihc + 8 = Em™" 4 vAepn, (42)

user

M= T

M~ 1M~
M

1h

X. €{0,1}, RT D;p, S > 0; Vi, h,c

Il
—
Il
—

C

(43)

The value of 6 is set to a sufficiently small number (typically between 1073 and 107%) that does
not impact the objective function. By solving the current single-objective programming model with a
particular value of v, a Pareto optimal solution for the original multi-objective problem (39) is obtained.

This process is repeated for multiple values of v, resulting in a set of v + 1 Pareto optimal solutions that

defines the Pareto front.

5.2. An overview on robust optimization

In this section, an overview of the robust optimization approach proposed by Bertsimas and Sim

(2004) is presented. To do so, the following linear programming model is considered:
Min Z cjxj
J
s.t. Z&ijl‘j S bi; Vi
J

T 5 > O; Vj

(44)

where the technological coefficients a;; are assumed to be uncertain. In other words, each coefficient
a;j is regarded as an independent, symmetric and bounded parameter, which can take values in [a;; —

dij, a5 + dij]a i.e. &ij € [CLZ‘]‘ - dija aij + ELZ]] In this definition, aij and dij denote the nominal value and
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the maximum deviation from the nominal value, respectively. Associated with each row 7 in problem (1)

is J;, which is defined as the set of all coefficients in row i that are subject to uncertainty. Furthermore, a
a. P

—___Y that represents

A~

scaled deviation n;; € [—1,1] is defined for each uncertain coefficient a;; as n;; =
CLZ‘j

the scaled perturbation of a;; from its nominal value a;;.

Bertsimas and Sim (2004) also introduced a parameter I'; € [0, |J;|] as the budget of uncertainty for
each constraint i, where |.J;| denotes the number of elements of set J;. In fact, I'; is the maximum number
of parameters that can really deviate from their nominal values for each constraint 7. The parameter I';
that bounds the total scaled deviation of uncertain parameters as ;. [7;;| < I'; adjusts the robustness
of the proposed method against the level of solution conservatism. In particular, I'; = 0 represents the
nominal or deterministic formulation, whereas I'; = |n;;| relates to the worst-case formulation in which
all uncertain parameters are fixed at their worst-case values from the uncertainty set. However, decision
maker can make a trade-off between the protection level of constraint i and the degree of conservatism
of the solution if T'; € (0,|J;]). Therefore, the budget of uncertainty I'; that is an input to the robust
optimization model can specify how risk averse the decision-maker is.

Bertsimas and Sim (2004) proposed a nonlinear programming model as follows, which is equivalent to

the the uncertain model (1):

Min chxj
J
s.t. Zaij:cj + mgx{z ai;Tj + (T — LFzJ)&ztﬂ:J} < by; Vi
J JES:
xj >0, V) (45)

where Q = {S; U {t;}|S; C J;,S; = |I'i],t; € J; \ Si} is defined as the uncertainty set. For a given
optimal solution z* of problem (2), Bertsimas and Sim (2004) demonstrated that the protection function
for constraint ¢ against uncertainty, which is 3;(z*,T;) = mgm{zje s, @iy + (Ui — [L'i])ai; z;} can be

formulated as the following linear programming problem:

Bi(a*,Ty) = Max > aylas|ng

Jj€J;
s.t. Z Nij < Fi; Vi
JE€J;
0<my <1; Vi, j (46)

According to the theory of strong duality, since problem (3) is always feasible and bounded for all T'; €
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[0, |J;]], its dual problem is feasible and bounded as well. Therefore, replacing the dual problem of problem
(3) into (2), Bertsimas and Sim (2004) derived the robust formulation of the uncertain linear programming

problem (1) as follows:

Min chxj
J
s.t. Zaij:nj + N0+ Z ij < by Vi
J Je€J;

i+ pij = iy Vi g€ J;
iz > 05 Vi, j € J;
A > 0; \4)

z;>0; V) (47)

where \; and p;; are dual variables associated with the first and second constraints in programming
problem (3), respectively.

if the number of uncertain coefficients in constraint ¢ that perturb from their respective nominal values
is less that or equal to I';, then the optimal solution from robust problem (4) will remain always feasible.
However, if more than I'; coefficients deviate from their nominal values, then the probability of violating

constraint ¢ for an optimal solution x;‘ is calculated as follows:

Pr(Y g <) <1 - oL (48)

r Vi

where ¢(.) is the cumulative distribution function of a standard normal random variable.

6. Numerical examples

In this section, we present an illustrative example to delineate how the proposed approach is used in
practice. We assume there are two residence areas: h = 1,2, 3; two drop-off sites: ¢ = 1,2; three primary
processors: p = 1,2,3; and one secondary processor: s = 1; in this example to process two e-waste
products: ¢ = 1,2. Three materials are recovered at primary processors: j = 1,2, 3; which are sent to a
secondary processor to be remanufactured into new recycled materials.

Figure 1 depicts the structure of the logistics network associated with the illustrative example. In
order to study different aspects of the underlined problem and to signify the capability of the proposed
approach to deal with them, we define several scenarios with different modifications on the configuration

of the logistics network and input data, as follows:
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Residence Drop-off Primary Secondary
areas sites processors processors

Figure 1: Illustration of the underlined logistics network.

i. Base case scenario (BCS): In this scenario, we characterize the same product mix and quantity
generated in each residence area and the same distances from drop-off sites 1 and 2 to all primary
processors. Moreover, no capacity limits are forced to involved facilities and all input data related to
the same types of facilities are assumed to be the same.

ii. Total capacity scenario (TCS): All input data for this scenario is the same as that for base case
scenario. However, we put a binding total capacity limit on one of the primary processors, which
is most utilized in the optimal solution of base case scenario, and reduce this capacity in several
steps (80% and 40%) of throughput in base caseto illustrate how mass flows shifts and the network
configuration changes.

iii. Product mix scenario (PMS): In this scenario, we change the products mix generated in each residence
area. Specifically, we generate two instances of the data as follows: in instance 1, residence area 1
produces less e-waste than residence area 2. In instance 2, residence area 1 generates more of e-
wastedevice 1 than residence area 2, while residence area 2 produces more of e-e-waste device 2

rather than residence area 1. All other parameters remain the same as those in base case scenario.

We implement the three scenarios on both system optimum and user optimum models and compare
their obtained results. In addition, we assume 1050 kg of product 1 and 600 kg of product 2 are available
in both residential areas. This product mix is used for the base case, total capacity, and distance vs.
processing efficiency scenarios. However, for the different instances of product mix scenarios, we define

the following product mix as given in Table 1.

Table 1: Different product mix for instances of PMS

Instance 1 Instance 2

Res. Area 1 Res. Area 2 Res. Area 1l Res. Area 2
Product 1 600 1050 1050 600
Product 2 600 1050 600 1050

We assume the products are taken from residential areas to drop-off sites by personal cars of residents
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and between any two connected facilities in the remaining network by truck with appropriate capacity.
It is recognized that not all user trips to drop off e-waste are made only for that purpose. We assume
that the average fraction of trips that are dedicated (df) to e-waste is 0.5 for both residence areas. In
addition, the average number of trips per participating household per year to return e-waste products
to any drop-off sites is assumed to be 500 for both residence areas. The values of other parameters are
given in Appendix B. The system optimum and user optimum models for the aforementioned scenarios
are coded and solved in Python, utilizing a commercial Gurobi solver on a dual-core 2.5 GHz computer
with 8 GB RAM. In solving these different scenarios, we are particularly interested in investigating how
system optimum model on different scenarios differ from the user optimum model on the corresponding
scenarios in terms of cost and environmental impacts. While many potential environmental impacts
could be computed, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, or global warming potential, were selected since
GHG emissions and offsets occur at each step in the network, and because transportation emissions are

significant.

6.1. Results analysis

6.1.1. Transportation cost and emission

Two indicators in analyzing the results are the transportation cost and emissions between two con-
nected facilities in the logistics network. As presented in Figures 2, 3, the transportation cost (emission)
between residential areas to drop-off sites in system optimum solutions is greater than or equal to that in
optimum user solutions. This observation is because the residential areas are assigned to drop-off sites in
system optimum solutions in such a way that the total cost (emission) through the network is minimized,
whereas this transportation cost (emission) is solely minimized by allotting residence areas to the closest
drop-off sites in Model I of user optimum models. In addition, the residents are assumed to use their own
personal vehicles to take the e-waste products to drop-off sites, rather than massively shipping the e-waste
products and materials through the remaining parts of the network by trucks. Therefore, Figure 2 (Figure
3) shows that the transportation cost (emission) from residential areas to drop-off sites in all scenarios
forms the major part of the total transportation cost (emission). Another observation that is common
in all scenarios is that the transportation cost and emission from drop-off sites to primary processors in
user optimum models are greater than or equal to those in system optimum models. This observation
follows because, in user optimum models, the e-waste products are transported to drop-off sites that are

only close to residential areas, but not necessarily to primary processors.
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System User System User System User System User System User
BCS TCS-%80 TCS-%40 PMS-1 PMS-2
®Res-Drp | 34,800.00 31,320.00 32,960.57 31,320.00 31,320.00 | 31,320.00 | 34,800.00 31,320.00 | 34,800.00 31,320.00
®uDrp-Pri | 16,026.93 20,835.00 17,950.16 20,835.00 23,719.85 23,719.85 16,026.93 20,835.00 16,026.93 20.835.00
B Pri-Sec 7,729.41 7,729.41 7,729.41 7,729.41 7,729.41 7,729.41 11,219.61 11,219.61 9,474.51 9,474.51
= Total 58,556.34 59,884.41 58,640.14 59,884.41 62,769.26 62,769.26 62,046.54 63,374.61 60,301.44 | 61,629.51

Figure 2:

Transportation cost between connected facilities in the network.

System User System User System User System User System User
BCS TCS-%80 TCS-%40 PMS-1 PMS-2
®Res-Drp | 23,000.00 20,700.00 21,784.29 20,700.00 | 20,700.00 | 20,700.00 | 23,000.00 | 20,700.00 | 23,000.00 | 20,700.00
W Drp-Pri | 21,159.44 | 27,507.27 23,698.58 27,507.27 31,315.97 31,315.97 21,159.44 | 27,507.27 21,15944 | 27,507.27
m Pri-Sec 10,298.24 10,298.24 10,298.24 10,298.24 10,298.24 10,298.24 14,948.40 14,948.40 12,623.32 12,623.32
= Total 54,457.68 58,505.51 35,781.11 58,505.51 62,314.21 62,314.21 59,107.84 | 63,155.67 56,782.76 | 60,830.59

Figure 3: Transportation emission between connected facilities in the network.

In the total capacity scenarios (TCS), all parameters remain unchanged except the total capacity of
the primary processors (third tier of the network ) decreases. In the base case scenario (regardless of
the objective function), primary processor 3 is the most used. In fact, all products are transported from
drop-off sites to this primary processor (capacity was high enough to process all e-waste). The total
amount of available products in primary processor 3 is equal to 2.78 Mg. Hence, 80% and 40% of this
quantity are regarded as the total capacity of primary processors in TCS-80% and TCS-40% scenarios,
respectively. Decreasing the total capacity of primary processors requires transporting the extra e-waste
products to farther primary processors based on their distances and processing costs. It leads to increased
transportation costs and emissions from drop-off sites to primary processors in system optimum models
of TCS-80% and TCS-40% rather than BSC. However, since the distance between any primary processor
and the secondary processor is the same, transferring the extra e-waste products from primary processor
3 to other processors does not influence the transportation cost and emission from primary processors to
the secondary processor in TCS-80% and TCS-40%.

The unit costs and emissions for transporting two e-waste products from residence areas to drop-off

sites and from drop-off sites to primary processors are the same. That is why changing the e-waste
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product mix in PMS-1 and PMS-2 does not change the transportation cost and emission from residence
areas to drop-off sites and from drop-off sites to primary processors in comparison with BCS. However,
since the amount of e-waste product 2 in PMS-1 and PMS-2 is greater than that in BCS and since more
materials are recovered from these devices in primary processors, the transportation cost and emission

from primary processors to the secondary processor in PMS-1 and PMS-2 are greater than those in BCS.

6.1.2. Processing cost and emission
Figure 4 presents the total processing cost at different facilities of the logistics network. In this figure,
the processing cost of drop-off sites is the same in all scenarios. It follows because all drop-off sites are

assumed to have the same unit cost to process any type of e-waste.

System User System User System User System User System User
BCS TCS-%80 TCS-%40 PMS-1 PMS-2
= Drp 668.37 668.37 668.37 668.37 668.37 668.37 668.37 668.37 668.37 668.37
mPri 978.88 965.87 974.07 965.87 972.78 972.78 1,180.53 1,168.00 1,079.71 1,067.18
m Sec 45.25 45.25 45.25 45.25 45.25 45.25 58.87 58.87 52.06 52.06
mTotal | 1,692.50 1,679.49 1,687.69 1,679.49 1,686.40 1,686.40 1,907.77 1,895.24 1,800.14 1,787.61

Figure 4: Processing cost for different facilities in the network.

The total processing cost of primary processors in the user optimum model is less than or equal to
that of the respective system optimum model for all scenarios. The reason for this observation is that
the majority of e-waste products are processed by primary processor 3 in system optimum models of all
scenarios because it is closer to drop-off site 1 in which almost all e-waste products are accumulated.
However, in user optimum models, fewer e-waste products are processed by primary processor 3 and the
remaining portion of them are transferred to primary processor 2, which, according to Table B.8, has
smaller processing costs. A larger portion of e-waste products are transported to primary processor 2 in
the latter case is because it is closer to drop-off site 2, to which residence area 2 is assigned in user optimum
models of all scenarios. In addition, to verify why the processing cost of the secondary processor in user
optimum and system optimum models of all scenarios is the same, we notice that, in each scenario, the
amount of e-waste products in primary processors in user optimum model is the same as that in respective
system optimum model. Since the fraction of material in an e-waste product is independent on the type
of primary processors in this illustrative case, the amount of materials generated in all primary processors

of user optimum model is equal to that of the system optimum model. Hence, we conclude the processing
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cost of the secondary processor in user optimum model is equal to that in system optimum model in all
scenarios.

The processing cost of primary processors in TCS-80% and TCS-40% are less than that in BCS. This
observation follows because the extra e-waste products surpassing the total capacity of primary processor
3 are either completely transferred to primary processor 2 (as in TCS-80%) or shipped to both processors
1 and 2 (as in TCS-40%). According to Table B.2, the processing costs of processor 2 are less than those of
processor 3, so it follows that the primary processors’ cost in TCS-80% is less than that in BCS. However,
after depleting the capacity of primary processor 2 in TCS-40%, the extra e-waste products are shipped
to processor 1, which has slightly higher unit processing costs rather than the former two processors.
Nevertheless, since only 557 kg of product 1 is processed by primary processor 1 in TCS-40%, the total
cost at primary processors in TCS-40% is still less than that in BCS.

As previously stated, in analyzing the transportation costs, the amount of e-waste product 2 in PMS-1
and PMS-2 is greater than that in BCS. Since this e-waste product is more expensive to be processed
by primary processors, their total processing cost in PMS-1 and PMS-2 is greater than that in BCS.
Moreover, more materials are recovered from e-waste product 2 at the primary processors, which leads to
a higher total processing cost of the secondary processor in PMS-1 and PMS-2.

Figure 5 shows the processing emission in different facilities through the network.

System User System User System User System User System User
BCS TCS-%80 TCS-%40 PMS-1 PMS-2
® Drp 30.18 30.18 30.18 30.18 30.18 30.18 30.18 30.18 30.18 30.18
W Pri 161.34 161.34 161.34 161.34 129.88 129.88 155.34 155.34 158.34 158.34
u Sec 244.94 244.94 244.94 244.94 244.94 244.94 385.06 385.06 315.00 315.00
W Total 436.46 436.46 436.46 436.46 405.00 405.00 570.58 570.58 503.52 503.52

Figure 5: Processing emission for different facilities in the network.

Since all drop-off sites generate the same amount of emission to process the equivalent mass unit (i.e.,
kg) of any e-waste product (in this illustrative case), the processing emissions of drop-off sites is the same
in both models of all scenarios. Moreover, the processing cost of primary processors in the user optimum
models of all scenarios is the same that in the corresponding system optimum models. This is expected
when product mix and device material composition are constant. To verify this observation, we note that
residence areas 1 and 2 are assigned to drop-off sites 1 and 2, respectively, according to the criterion for

selecting the closest drop-off site in all scenarios of the user optimum models. Once collected at drop-off
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sites, the e-waste products are transported from sites 1 and 2 to primary processors 3 and 2 respectively in
all scenarios except TCS-40%. In the user optimum model of the latter scenario (TCS-80%), all primary
processors need to operate because of their limited total capacity. We now examine the system optimum
models. In system optimum models of BCS, PMS-1, and PMS-2, all e-waste products are transported
to drop-off site 2, i.e. both residence areas are assigned to this drop-off site. Since, drop-off site 2 is
close to primary processor 3, all e-waste products are then shipped to the latter primary processor. As
previously discussed, the processing emission of primary processors in user optimum models of BCS,
PMS-1, and PMS-2 should be the same as that in system optimum models. Furthermore, in system
optimum model of TCS-80%, not all e-waste products can be processed by primary processors 3 due to
its total capacity limit. In this case, the extra amount of e-waste is transported to processor 2. Since,
in both system optimum and user optimum models of TCS-80%, all e-waste products are processed by
primary processors 2 and 3 with the same processing emission, we obtain the same processing emission
in primary processors for both models of TCS-80%. Finally, in system optimum model of TCS-40%, all
primary processors should operate to process all e-waste products. In this case, a primary processor is
assigned to the nearest drop-off site, i.e. primary processors 1 and 2 are assigned to drop-off site 2 and
primary processors 2 and 3 to drop-off site 1. Since primary processors 2 and 3 are closer to drop-off
sites, they are used up till reaching their full capacities. The extra amount of e-waste products that are
related to product 1 from drop-off site 2 is sent to primary processor 1. However, this assignment of
primary processors to drop-off sites and the mass flows among them happen identically in the respective
user optimum model. Therefore, we conclude that the processing emission of primary processors in both
systems optimum and user optimum models of TCS-40% is the same.

The same logic applies to the processing cost in PMS-1 and PMS-2 to verify the processing emission of
the secondary processor in both system optimum and user optimum models of all scenarios is the same. In
the system optimum model of TCS-80%, because of the capacity limit of primary processor 3, some e-waste
products are transported to the primary processor 2. However, since these two primary processors have
the same unit processing emission, the processing emission of the system optimum model of TCS-80% is
the same as that of BCS. Furthermore, after depleting primary processors 2 and 3 in the system optimum
model of TCS-40%, the remaining-waste products should be shipped to primary processor 1 since it has
lower unit processing emissions. Therefore, the processing cost of primary processors in TCS-40% is less
than that in both BCS and TCS-80%.

PMS-1 and PMS-2 have smaller processing emission of primary processors than BCS since the amount
of e-waste product 2 in the former two scenarios are greater than that in the latter scenario. However, the

resale rate of e-waste product 2 in primary processors is greater than the first e-waste product. Hence,
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the total amount of e-waste products processed by primary processors in PMS-1 and PMS-2 is less than
that in BCS. Due to the same processing emission for both e-waste products in primary processor 3, we
conclude the processing emission of primary processors in PMS-1 and PMS-2 should be less than that in
BCS. The processing emission of the secondary processor in PMS-1 and PMS-2 is greater than that in BCS
because, according to the fraction of materials in each e-waste product, more materials are recovered from
the increased amount of e-waste product 2 in the former two scenarios. Hence, the secondary processor

needs to process more materials, which results in higher processing emissions.

6.1.3. Fized cost, revenue/offset, and total cost/emission

Table 2 represents fixed cost, revenue from re-sold devices and materials, and total cost incurred
through the logistics network. Moreover, Table 3 gives emission offset and total emission generated. In
these tables, the total cost and emissions in user optimum models of all scenarios are greater than or equal
to those in the corresponding system optimum models. This observation follows because the user optimum
models for all scenarios provide a sub-optimal solution to the respective system optimum scenarios. The
sub-optimality condition itself is a natural observation because, as mentioned before, the user optimum
model contains two separate models to study two distinct parts of the network, namely, from residential

areas to drop-off sites and from drop-off sites to secondary processors.

Table 2: Fixed cost, revenue, and total cost through the logistics network.

Scenario Model Fixed cost Revenue Total cost
BOS Syst. Opt. 200 2,471 57,978
Use. Opt. 400 2,471 59,493
Syst. Opt. 400 2,471 58,257
TCS-80% Use. Opt. 400 2,471 59,493
Syst. Opt. 500 2,471 62,485
TCS-40% Use. Opt. 500 2,471 62,485
Syst. Opt. 200 3,115 61,040
PMS-1 Use. Opt. 400 3,115 62,555
Syst. Opt. 200 2,793 59,509
PMS-2 Use. Opt. 400 2,793 61,024
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Table 3: Emission offset and total emission through the logistics network.

Scenario Model Offset Total emission
BOS Syst. Opt. 4,481 50,413

Use. Opt. 4,481 54,461

Syst. Opt. 4,481 51,737
TCS-80% Use. Opt. 4,481 54,461

Syst. Opt. 4,481 58,238
TC8-40% Use. Opt. 4,481 58,238

Syst. Opt. 6,080 53,598
PMS-1 Use. Opt. 6,080 57,646
PMS.9 Syst. Opt. 5,280 52,006

Use. Opt. 5,280 56,054

In addition, total cost and emission in both models of TCS-80% and TCS-40% are greater than or
equal to those in both respective models of BCS because the models in total capacity scenarios are more
constrained than those in BCS. In PMS-1 and PMS-2, we verified in prior sections that their transportation
and processing costs and emissions are greater than the transportation and processing costs and emissions
of BCS. That is why total cost and emission of the two former scenarios are greater than those in the
latter scenario.

Moreover, in Table 2, we observe that the fixed cost in both models of TCS-80% and TCS-40% are
greater than or equal to that in both models of BCS. It follows because more primary processors are
needed to operate if their total capacity of them decreases. However, since only the mix of e-waste
products changes in PMS-1 and PMS-2; the same number of primary processors are required to work in
these two scenarios, which verifies the same fixed cost between the current scenarios and BCS. In each
scenario, it is observed that the fixed cost of the user optimum model is greater than or equal to that
of the corresponding system optimum model. This is because the residents are assigned to the closest
drop-off sites in a user optimum model. In other words, the closeness to drop-off sites is the only criterion
based on which the residents are allotted to drop-off sites and no other cost parameter plays a role in this
allotment. Hence, more drop-off sites are required to cover all residence areas, which results in higher
fixed cost in a user optimum model rather than its respective system optimum model.

Since the unit processing credit (offset) remains the same in drop-off sites and primary processors
and the mix of e-waste products does not change in the first three scenarios, the generated revenue in
these scenarios is the same. However, in PMS-1, residence areas generate more of product 2 than product
1. eDevice 2 is largely decomposed into material 2, which is resold at a higher price in the secondary
processor. Therefore, the revenue generated in PMS-1 is greater than that in BCS. The amount of e-waste
product 2 in PMS-2 is greater (less) than that in BCS (PMS-1). Consequently, the yielded revenue in
PMS-2 is greater (less) than that in BCS (PMS-1). On the other hand, the emission offset of e-waste
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product 2 in primary processors is far higher than that of e-waste product 1. Therefore, the total emission

offset of PMS-1 and PMS-2 is greater than that of BCS.

7. Case Study: Washington State E-waste management system

Various take-back legislations are being implemented across the US (Atasu et al., 2009; Atasu and
Van Wassenhove, 2012). A major concern in evaluating these programs is naturally the availability of
required data.To cope with this issue, we examine implementing the proposed programming models in
the State of Washington (WA), where reliable sources of required data for electronic devices are provided
by the Washington State Department of Ecology’s e-cycling program (WA2).

The Washington State Department of Ecology manages implementing the take-back legislation, whereas
the Washington Materials Management and Funding Authority (WMMFA) is responsible to perform the
program. According to the State’s law, original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) are allowed to create
their own take-back programs in order to meet the requirements set forth in the law. Meanwhile, to date,
no such “Independent Plan” has been approved, and all OEMs in the State operate under the Standard
Plan. Under this standard plan, electronic products that constitute the e-waste stream include desktop
computers, laptop computers, cathode ray tube (CRT) televisions and monitors, and flat-screen televi-
sions and monitors. Although many other products and devices are considered electronic goods, this set

was chosen to be representative of the areas in the US where a take-back program is in place.
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Figure 6: E-waste management system in Washington State.

Figure 6 shows the e-waste management system in Washington State, RL network begins with elec-
tronic devices that are no longer wanted by the current users and are going to be sent to end-of-life
treatment. This includes e-waste generated by individuals, schools, small businesses, or small government
operations (e.g., municipality offices) but excludes large private or public entities. While some devices
may be functional and have a resale value, the system does not include asset management-type take-back
legislation, which is typically a contractual arrangement involving the resale of devices anticipated to be
functional at the end of their current use. Individuals and organizations bring or arrange for e-waste to
be taken to 318 designated drop-off sites, where devices are sorted and re-sold if functional, or stored
until they are shipped to one of 8 primary processing, or recycling, facilities. The primary processor
may sort additional functional devices for resale, but the majority of them are dismantled through one
of 5 available manual and/or an automated primary processors. Typically, batteries, mercury-containing
devices (e.g., lamps), and circuit boards are manually removed. The remainder of the device may be
further disassembled manually or may go through an automated process of size reduction and sorting.

This includes shredding, magnet for ferrous metal recovery, eddy current separator for non-ferrous metal
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recovery, and some kind of optical- or density-based sort for plastic separation. The extent to which
dismantling is automated is dependent on the technology and business model of each primary processing
facility. After separating recoverable materials at the primary processor, each waste stream is sent to one
of 28 appropriate secondary processing or remanufacturing facilities. Reprocessed materials, including
aluminum, steel, plastics, and precious metals are output from the system to be sold as commodities.
These materials offset the production of approximately equivalent virgin materials with respect to energy
use and environmental emissions, as appropriate.

System and user optimum models presented in Section 4 are two general programming problems that
can appropriately be implemented in various cases. However, there may be cases in practice in which we
need to slightly modify these two general models to meet the requirements of the system under study.
Particularly, according to take-back legislation in the Washington State, it is required locating at least one
drop-off site in each county. Furthermore, a drop-off site should be placed at any city having a population
of more than 10,000. As policy/legislation constraints, constraints (49) and (50) are enforced to imply
together these requirements simultaneously, where |k, | is the cardinality of set k,. Particularly, constraint
(49) is to place at least one drop-off site in each county and county (50) denotes at least one drop-off site
should be placed in each city with more than 10,000 populations. Certainly, later constraint is not taken

into account for a county that does not have any such a city.

Z Z Xetw > Max{1, |ky|}; Vu (49)

CECty tECY

Z Xetw > 1, Vu,t € {ku 7& Q} (50)

CECty

However, besides two general programming models presented in Section 4, we examine two more set of
instances of them in the Washington State case study, namely future projection and limited capacity. The
future projection set of instances can be viewed as a sensitivity analysis of product mix and population
growth, while the limited capacity instances can be regarded as a sensitivity analysis of capacities of

primary processors.

7.1. Data acquisition

In this section, we will use various methods and data sources to estimate the values of our model
parameters, including cost components of our system (distance), and gridded residence areas to represent
the spatial distribution of the population within our study region.

Distance data. Measuring the distance between consecutive facilities accurately seems a big chal-

lenge, because of the large number of facilities involved in the present case study. There are various ways
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to do this, depending on the level of accuracy: The most accurate method is using an online application
programming interface (API) mapping services to calculate the distance. These tools use routes and driv-
ing distances, so they provide accurate travel distances. There are a few reasons why calculating distance
using this method takes a long time: 1. Server load: If servers of the API provider are experiencing a high
volume of requests, it could take longer for your request to be processed, 2. Complexity of the request:
calculating the distance between multiple locations or finding the optimal route between them could take
longer for the API to process the request and return a response, and 3. Client-side processing: it could
take longer to process the response and display the results on the user’s device.

However, there is a close mathematical formula for calculating the distances between facilities on the
earth’s surface, called great circle also known as Haversine formula which appears to be an appropriate
measure of distance, and faster due to the large number of facilities examined in this case study (Equation
(51)). The great circle distances correspond to the shortest distance between two points on the surface
(e.g., the earth) along the circle formed by the intersection of the surface and a plane passing through the
center of the sphere. In this method, the elevations of points on the surface are usually ignored (Gade,

2010).

latg — lat1
2

longs — longy

do1 = 2rsin_1(\/sin2( 5

) + cos(laty).cos(laty).sin?(

) (51)

Gridding residence areas. According to the 2020 census data of the Washington State, 7,705,281
persons were residing in this state in 2020. In order to derive the proper supply points for electronic
e-wastes, we group this population based on the Block Groups (BGs), which are statistical divisions of
census tracts generally defined to contain between 600 and 3,000 people and used to present data and
control block numbering. A block group consists of clusters of blocks within the same census tract that
have the same first digit of their four-digit census block number. Grouping the residents of Washington
State based on the Block Groups yields 4,762 blocks across the state, which are delineated by green points
in Figure 7. The average population inhabiting and the average land area of these residential areas are

equal to 1,618 and 12.04 square miles, respectively.
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Figure 7: The illustration of residence areas (green), drop-off sites (blue), and primary processors
(red) across the Washington State(Source of the base map: Census geographic files, office of financial
management, Washington State, year 2020).

7.2. Computational Results

The system and user optimum models in conjunction with their sensitivity analysis-based instances are
compared in this section using appropriate indicators. Particularly, we are interested in investigating how
the system optimum model and its instances differ from the user optimum model and its corresponding
instances. To accomplish this goal, all models and instances are coded and solved in Python, utilizing a
commercial Gurobi solver a dual-core 2.5 GHz computer with 8 GB RAM.

One suitable indicator in analyzing the results is the transportation cost between two connected
facilities in the logistics network. As illustrated in Figure (777), at the first glance, the total transportation
cost in user optimum models in all instances is greater than that in the system optimum models. This
observation follows because the user optimum models in all instances provide a sub-optimal solution to
the system optimum instances. The sub-optimality condition itself is a natural observation because, as
mentioned before, the user optimum model contains two separate models to study two distinct parts of the
network, namely, from residential areas to drop-off sites and from drop-off sites to secondary processors.

Meanwhile, the transportation cost between residential areas to drop-off sites in system optimum
solutions is greater than that in user optimum solutions, because the residential areas are assigned to
drop-off sites in system optimum solutions in such a way that the total cost through the network is
minimized, whereas this transportation cost is solely minimized by allotting residence areas to drop-off
sites in Model I of user optimum instances. In addition, since the residents use their owned personal
vehicles to take the wasted electronic devices to drop-off sites, rather than massively shipping the wasted

devices and materials through the remaining parts of the network by trucks(!!), it turns out that the
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transportation cost from residential areas to drop-off sites in all instances forms the major part of the
total transportation cost. It is at least 81.27% and at most 94.09% of the total transportation cost
corresponding to the user optimum solution of 50% limited capacity and system optimum solution of
2028 instances, respectively.

Furthermore, as the total number of trips per year increases in 2018 rather than the baseline model,
we observe that the transportation cost in 2018 for both system and user optimal solutions increases by
898,800 and 975,900 respectively. Since it is expected the total trips per year further increase in 2023
and 2028 due to population increase in the future, the transportation costs in these years for both system
and user optimal solutions further increase in comparison with system and user optimum solutions in the

present time.

8. Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed two different programming problems to measure economic and environ-
mental effects of take-back legislation. According to the obtained results in both system optimum and
user optimum models, among all stages of the life-cycle of e-waste products, the transportation phase
between residence areas and drop-off sites has the greater contribution to the total cost and emission
of the associated reverse logistics network. We also presented that how the optimum configuration of
the reverse logistics network and mass flows for policy maker differ from those for the users in practice.
Numerous parameters are involved in the proposed programming problem. Defining the precise values
for them may be of great challenge in practice. Hence, rough estimations and imprecise values for them
may be more applicable in some particular cases. Therefore, developing the proposed programming prob-
lems in this paper such that they are able to work with uncertain data can be a reasonable extension
for future works. Moreover, the proposed mixed binary programming problems are intrinsically NP-hard
problems. Thus, for big set of data, finding an optimum (or even almost optimum) solution for them may
be costly or even impossible for practitioners. To deal with this challenge, one needs to develop efficient
heuristic/metaheuristic algorithms that are able to reach a satisfactory solution in a reasonable amount

of time.
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Appendix A. Model parameters and decision variables

Table A.4: Indexes and sets.

1 : Index of returned products e-waste; i €
{1,...,1}

h : Index of residence areas; h € {1,..., H}

¢ : Index of drop-off sites; ¢ € {1,...,C}

p : Index of primary processors; p € {1,..., P}

s : Index of secondary processors; s € {1,...,S}

j : Index of materials; j € {1,...,J}

[ : Index of facility type; I € {drp, pri, sec}

Table A.5: Decision Variables.

RT Djpe: The fraction of trips for shipping ¢ from
collection site c.

DTP;.,: Amount of product i shipped from col-
lection site ¢ to primary processor p.

PTSjpe: Amount of material j shipped from pri-
mary processor p to secondary processor to s.

X.: Equal to one if collection site ¢ is opened;
otherwise, zero.

Y,: Equal to one if primary processor p is
opened; otherwise, zero.

R, Equal to one if secondary processor s is
opened; otherwise, zero.
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Table A.6: Parameters.

¢ji: The fraction of material j in e-waste product
i.

rin: The total amount of e-waste product i at
residence area h.

ppr: The population of residence area h.

hs: The average household size, persons per
household.

rqic: The total amount of collected e-waste
product ¢ in drop-off site c.

df.: Dedicated fraction.

typ: The average number of trips per participat-
ing household per year to return e-waste prod-
ucts to any drop-off sites.

nof;: Minimum number of facility type [ to be
opened.

2¢¢ Fraction of material j resold at secondary
processor j.

reé»: Fraction of e-waste product i resold at fa-

cility type [ # sec.

re

env;i .P: Unit CO, emission of e-waste product i
at drop-off site c.

envfg *: Unit COy emission of e-waste product 4

at primary processor p.

env;?’gc: Unit CO9 emission of e-waste material

j at secondary processor s.
ecrfl!p : Unit CO, offset of e-waste product i at

drop-off site c.

pri

ecry, Unit C'O9 offset of e-waste product i at

primary processor p.

SecC.

ecr; Unit CO, offset of material j at sec-

ondary processor s.
res—drp . . .
env;, : Unit transportation C'O2 emission
of e-waste product i from residence area h to

drop-off site c.

env?(;p “PT. Unit transportation COy emission
of product ¢ from drop-off site ¢ to primary pro-
Cessor p.

pri—sec . . ..
env;, : Unit transportation C'Os emission

of material j from primary processor p to sec-
ondary processor s.

tcozf;z_drp : Unit transportation cost of e-waste
product ¢ from residence area h to drop-off site
c.

teol ¢ *°: Unit transportation cost of material j
from primary processor p to secondary processor

S.

ef JI-Z ' Separation efficiency of material j at pri-
MAary processor p.
capfg P Maximum capacity of e-waste product i
drop-off site ¢
ca i;i: Maximum capacity of wasted item ¢ at
primary processor p.
capj-gcz Maximum capacity of material j at sec-
ondary processor s.
pcr?;p : Unit processing credit of e-waste product
1 in drop-off site c.
pcrfg *. Unit processing credit of e-waste product
1 at primary processor p.

Sec.

perist: Unit processing credit of e-waste product

J at secondary processor s.

pco?! P. Unit processing cost of wasted item i in
drop-off site c.

pcof;i: Unit processing cost of e-waste product
1 at primary processor p.

peojct: Unit processing cost of material j at sec-
ondary processor s.

fece: Fixed cost of opening the drop-off site c.

fepp: Fixed cost of opening the primary proces-
sor p.

fess: Fixed cost of opening the secondary pro-
Cessor .

dgis*drp : Distance between residence area h and
drop-off site c.

drp—pri. 1 .
dep’ P™: Distance between drop-off site ¢ and
primary processor p.

Ti—Sec . .
dz, : Distance between primary processor p
and secondary processor s.

. d .. .

limg " : Minimum amount of e-waste product i

in drop-off site c.

limf;i: Minimum capacity of e-waste product i
at primary processor p.

lim35¢: Minimum capacity of material j at sec-
ondary processor s.

tco?,:f “PT. Unit transportation cost of e-waste
product ¢ from drop-off site ¢ to primary pro-
cessor p.
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Appendix B. Input data for numerical example

Table B.7: Distance (km), transportation cost ($/km for residence area to drop-off, $/kg — km for
all others) and emission (kg.CO3/km for residence area to drop-off, kg.CO3/kg — km for all others)
between relevant facilities.

Drop 1 Drop 2 Prim. 1 Prim. 2 Prim. 3

Second.1

Res. Area 1
Res. Area 2

Drop 1
Drop 2
Prim 1
Prim 2
Prim 2

100, 0.348, 0.23 150, 0.348, 0.23 - - -
100, 0.348, 0.23 80, 0.348, 0.23 - -

150, 0.115, 0.152 100, 0.115, 0.152 50, 0.115, 0.152

100, 0.115, 0.152 80, 0.115, 0.152 150, 0.115, 0.152

3770, 3E-03, 3.6E-03
3770, 3E-03, 3.6E-03
3770, 3E-03, 3.6E-03

Table B.8: Processing cost , processing revenue/credit ($/kg) of product or material at each facility.

Drop 1 Drop 2 Prim. 1 Prim. 2 Prim. 3 Second. 1
Product 1 0.24, 3.12 0.24, 3.12 0.27, 0.04 0.25, 0.04 0.26, 0.04 -
Product 2 0.24, 4.68 0.24, 4.68 0.62, 1.52 0.60, 1.52 0.61, 1.52 -
Material 1 - - - - - 0.1, 0
Material 2 - - - - - 0.05, 11.5
Material 3 - - - - - 0.03, 2.3

Table B.9: Processing emission, processing offset (kg.C02/kg) of product or material at each facility.

Drop 1 Drop 2 Prim. 1 Prim. 2 Prim. 3 Second. 1
Product 1  0.0108, 4.473 0.0108, 4.473 0.0044, 0.3465 0.062, 0.3465 0.062, 0.3465 -
Product 2 0.0108, 10.85 0.0108, 10.85 0.0029, 6.3723 0.062, 6.3723 0.062, 6.3723 -
Material 1 - - - - - 0.217, 1.639
Material 2 - - - - - 0.403, 0.124
Material 3 - - - - - 0.027, 3E-04

Table B.10: Fraction of e-waste products and materials to resell at different facilities.
Drop1 Drop2 Prim. 1 Prim.2 Prim. 3 Second. 1

Product 1 0.1561 0.1561 0.0194  0.0194 0.0194
Product 2 0.1561 0.1561 0.1468 0.1468 0.1468
Material 1 - - - - -
Material 2 - - - - -
Material 3 - - - - -

0.056
0.056
0.056

Table B.11: Fraction of materials in each e-waste product.

Material 1 Material 2 Material 3

Product 1 0.1038 0 0.0079
Product 2 0.0345 0.62 0.0079

37



References

, . Reducing & recycling waste - washington state, department of ecology. URL: https://ecology.wa.

gov/Waste-Toxics/Reducing-recycling-waste.

, - Staggering e-waste facts & statistics. URL: https://www.tonerbuzz.com/blog/

e-waste-facts-statistics/.
Antunes, A.P., 1999. Location analysis helps manage solid waste in central portugal. Interfaces 29, 32—43.

Anwar, S., Elagroudy, S., Abdel Razik, M., Gaber, A., Bong, C., Ho, W., 2018. Optimization of solid
waste management in rural villages of developing countries. Clean Technologies and Environmental

Policy 20, 489-502.

Atasu, A., Van Wassenhove, L.N., 2012. An operations perspective on product take-back legislation for

e-waste: Theory, practice, and research needs. Production and Operations Management 21, 407—422.

Atasu, A., Van Wassenhove, L.N., Sarvary, M., 2009. Efficient take-back legislation. Production and
Operations Management 18, 243-258.

Bautista, J., Pereira, J., 2006. Modeling the problem of locating collection areas for urban waste man-

agement. an application to the metropolitan area of barcelona. Omega 34, 617-629.

Boks, C., Nilsson, J., Masui, K., Suzuki, K., Rose, C., Lee, B.H., 1998. An international comparison of
product end-of-life scenarios and legislation for consumer electronics, in: Proceedings from the IEEE

Symposium on Electronics and the Environment, p. 24.
Cyril, A., 2021. The potential benefits of recycling construction wastes .

Ding, J., Chen, W., Wang, W., 2020. Production and carbon emission reduction decisions for remanu-
facturing firms under carbon tax and take-back legislation. Computers & Industrial Engineering 143,

106419.

Ding, Y., Zhang, S., Liu, B., Zheng, H., Chang, C.c., Ekberg, C., 2019. Recovery of precious metals from

electronic waste and spent catalysts: A review. Resources, Conservation and Recycling 141, 284—298.

Esenduran, G., Kemahloglu-Ziya, E., Swaminathan, J.M., 2016. Take-back legislation: Consequences for

remanufacturing and environment. Decision Sciences 47, 219-256.

Fakhrzad, M.B., Lotfi, R., 2018. Green vendor managed inventory with backorder in two echelon sup-
ply chain with epsilon-constraint and nsga-ii approach. Journal of industrial engineering research in

production systems 5, 193-209.

38


https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Reducing-recycling-waste
https://ecology.wa.gov/Waste-Toxics/Reducing-recycling-waste
https://www.tonerbuzz.com/blog/e-waste-facts-statistics/
https://www.tonerbuzz.com/blog/e-waste-facts-statistics/

Fan, C., Fan, S.K.S., Wang, C.S., Tsai, W.P., 2018. Modeling computer recycling in taiwan using system

dynamics. Resources, Conservation and Recycling 128, 167-175.

Fleischmann, M., Krikke, H.R., Dekker, R., Flapper, S.D.P., 2000. A characterisation of logistics networks

for product recovery. Omega 28, 653—666.
Gade, K., 2010. A non-singular horizontal position representation. The journal of navigation 63, 395—417.

Gharibi, K., Abdollahzadeh, S., 2021. A mixed-integer linear programming approach for circular economy-
led closed-loop supply chains in green reverse logistics network design under uncertainty. Journal of

Enterprise Information Management .

Ghiani, G., Lagana, D., Manni, E., Triki, C., 2012. Capacitated location of collection sites in an urban

waste management system. Waste management 32, 1291-1296.

Grunow, M., Gobbi, C., 2009. Designing the reverse network for weee in denmark. CIRP annals 58,
391-394.

Guillén-Gosélbez, G., Grossmann, 1., 2010. A global optimization strategy for the environmentally con-
scious design of chemical supply chains under uncertainty in the damage assessment model. Computers

& Chemical Engineering 34, 42-58.

Hammond, D., Beullens, P., 2007. Closed-loop supply chain network equilibrium under legislation. Eu-

ropean journal of operational research 183, 895-908.

Hu, T.L., Sheu, J.B., Huang, K.H., 2002. A reverse logistics cost minimization model for the treatment of

hazardous wastes. Transportation Research Part E: Logistics and Transportation Review 38, 457-473.

Jaunich, M.K., DeCarolis, J., Handfield, R., Kemahlioglu-Ziya, E., Ranjithan, S.R., Moheb-Alizadeh, H.,
2020. Life-cycle modeling framework for electronic waste recovery and recycling processes. Resources,

Conservation and Recycling 161, 104841.

Jayaraman, V., Patterson, R.A., Rolland, E., 2003. The design of reverse distribution networks: models

and solution procedures. European journal of operational research 150, 128-149.

Kang, H.Y., Schoenung, J.M., 2005. Electronic waste recycling: A review of us infrastructure and tech-

nology options. Resources, Conservation and Recycling 45, 368—400.

Kannan, G., Sasikumar, P., Devika, K., 2010. A genetic algorithm approach for solving a closed loop
supply chain model: A case of battery recycling. Applied mathematical modelling 34, 655-670.

39



Kusaker, A.O., Ayvaz, B., Cin, E., Aydin, N., 2019. Optimization of reverse logistics network of end of life
vehicles under fuzzy supply: A case study for istanbul metropolitan area. Journal of cleaner production

215, 1036-1051.

Levis, J.W., Barlaz, M.A., DeCarolis, J.F., Ranjithan, S.R., 2013. A generalized multistage optimization
modeling framework for life cycle assessment-based integrated solid waste management. Environmental

modelling & software 50, 51-65.

Li, B., Wang, Y., Wang, Z., 2021. Managing a closed-loop supply chain with take-back legislation and

consumer preference for green design. Journal of Cleaner Production 282, 124481.

Li, G., Liu, J., Giordano, A., 2022. Robust optimization of construction waste disposal facility location

considering uncertain factors. Journal of Cleaner Production 353, 131455.

Mavrotas, G., 2009. Effective implementation of the e-constraint method in multi-objective mathematical

programming problems. Applied mathematics and computation 213, 455-465.

Miettinen, K., 2012. Nonlinear multiobjective optimization. volume 12. Springer Science & Business

Media.

Min, H., Ko, H.J., Ko, C.S., 2006. A genetic algorithm approach to developing the multi-echelon reverse
logistics network for product returns. Omega 34, 56—69.

Mitropoulos, P., Giannikos, I., Mitropoulos, 1., 2009. Exact and heuristic approaches for the locational

planning of an integrated solid waste management system. Operational Research 9, 329-347.

Moazzeni, S., Tavana, M., Darmian, S.M., 2022. A dynamic location-arc routing optimization model for

electric waste collection vehicles. Journal of Cleaner Production 364, 132571.

Moheb-Alizadeh, H., Handfield, R., 2019. Sustainable supplier selection and order allocation: A novel
multi-objective programming model with a hybrid solution approach. Computers & industrial engi-

neering 129, 192-209.

Moheb-Alizadeh, H., Handfield, R., Warsing, D., 2021. Efficient and sustainable closed-loop supply chain
network design: A two-stage stochastic formulation with a hybrid solution methodology. Journal of

Cleaner Production 308, 127323.

Mutha, A., Pokharel, S., 2009. Strategic network design for reverse logistics and remanufacturing using

new and old product modules. Computers & Industrial Engineering 56, 334-346.

40



Nagurney, A., Toyasaki, F., 2005. Reverse supply chain management and electronic waste recycling: a
multitiered network equilibrium framework for e-cycling. Transportation Research Part E: Logistics

and Transportation Review 41, 1-28.

Patil, R.A., Ramakrishna, S., 2020. A comprehensive analysis of e-waste legislation worldwide. Environ-

mental Science and Pollution Research 27, 14412-14431.

Prajapati, H., Kant, R., Shankar, R., 2019. Bequeath life to death: State-of-art review on reverse logistics.
Journal of cleaner production 211, 503-520.

Reddy, K.N., Kumar, A., Sarkis, J., Tiwari, M.K., 2020. Effect of carbon tax on reverse logistics network

design. Computers & Industrial Engineering 139, 106184.

Renckens, S., 2015. The basel convention, us politics, and the emergence of non-state e-waste recycling

certification. International Environmental Agreements: Politics, Law and Economics 15, 141-158.

Rocha, T.B., Penteado, C.S.G., 2021. Life cycle assessment of a small weee reverse logistics system: Case

study in the campinas area, brazil. Journal of Cleaner Production 314, 128092.

Salehi-Amiri, A., Akbapour, N., Hajiaghaei-Keshteli, M., Gajpal, Y., Jabbarzadeh, A., 2022. Designing an
effective two-stage, sustainable, and iot based waste management system. Renewable and Sustainable

Energy Reviews 157, 112031.

Santana, J.C.C., Guerhardt, F., Franzini, C.E., Ho, L.L., Janior, S.E.R.R., Canovas, G., Yamamura,
C.L.K., Vanalle, R.M., Berssaneti, F.T., 2021. Refurbishing and recycling of cell phones as a sustainable

process of reverse logistics: A case study in brazil. Journal of Cleaner Production 283, 124585.

Santibanez-Aguilar, J.E., Flores-Tlacuahuac, A., Rivera-Toledo, M., Ponce-Ortega, J.M., 2017. Dynamic
optimization for the planning of a waste management system involving multiple cities. Journal of

Cleaner Production 165, 190-203.

Sasikumar, P., Kannan, G., Haq, A.N., 2010. A multi-echelon reverse logistics network design for product
recovery—a case of truck tire remanufacturing. The International Journal of Advanced Manufacturing

Technology 49, 1223-1234.

Schumacher, K.A., Agbemabiese, L., 2019. Towards comprehensive e-waste legislation in the united states:
design considerations based on quantitative and qualitative assessments. Resources, Conservation and

Recycling 149, 605-621.

41



Schumacher, K.A., Agbemabiese, L., 2021. E-waste legislation in the us: An analysis of the disparate
design and resulting influence on collection rates across states. Journal of Environmental Planning and

Management 64, 1067-1088.

Shaban, A., Zaki, F.E., Afefy, I.LH., Di Gravio, G., Falegnami, A., Patriarca, R., 2022. An optimization
model for the design of a sustainable municipal solid waste management system. Sustainability 14,

6345.

Shih, L.H., 2001. Reverse logistics system planning for recycling electrical appliances and computers in

taiwan. Resources, conservation and recycling 32, 55-72.

Tong, Y.D., Huynh, T.D.X., Khong, T.D., 2021. Understanding the role of informal sector for sus-
tainable development of municipal solid waste management system: A case study in vietnam. Waste

Management 124, 118-127.

Walther, G., Schmid, E., Spengler, T.S., 2008. Negotiation-based coordination in product recovery net-

works. International Journal of Production Economics 111, 334-350.

Yu, H., Sun, X., Solvang, W.D., Zhao, X., 2020. Reverse logistics network design for effective management
of medical waste in epidemic outbreaks: Insights from the coronavirus disease 2019 (covid-19) outbreak

in wuhan (china). International journal of environmental research and public health 17, 1770.

Zhang, W., Li, Z., Li, S., Dong, S., Xia, B., Wang, C., 2021. Evaluation of the ecological benefits of
recycling multiple metals from lithium battery saggars based on emergy analysis. Sustainability 13,

10745.

Zhao, J., Huang, L., Lee, D.H., Peng, Q., 2016. Improved approaches to the network design problem in
regional hazardous waste management systems. Transportation research part E: logistics and trans-

portation review 88, 52-75.

42



	1 Introduction
	2 Literature Review
	2.1 Reverse Logistics (RL)
	2.2 Waste management system (WMS)
	2.3 Take-back legislation

	3 System description
	4 Problem Definition and Model Formulation
	4.1 System-Optimum Model
	4.1.1 Objective Functions
	4.1.2 Constraints

	4.2 User-Optimum Level
	4.2.1 Model (User, I)
	4.2.2 Model (User, II)


	5 Solution Method
	5.1 Epsilon Constraint
	5.2 An overview on robust optimization

	6 Numerical examples
	6.1 Results analysis
	6.1.1 Transportation cost and emission
	6.1.2 Processing cost and emission
	6.1.3 Fixed cost, revenue/offset, and total cost/emission


	7 Case Study: Washington State E-waste management system
	7.1 Data acquisition
	7.2 Computational Results

	8 Conclusion
	Appendix  A Model parameters and decision variables
	Appendix  B Input data for numerical example

