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Abstract: Incorporating renewable energy sources (RESs) into manufacturing systems has been
an active research area in order to address many challenges originating from the unpredictable
nature of RESs such as photovoltaics. In the energy-aware scheduling for manufacturing systems,
the traditional off-line scheduling techniques cannot always work well due to their lack of
robustness with respect to uncertainties coming from imprecise models or unexpected situations.
On the other hand, on-line scheduling or rescheduling, which can improve the robustness by using
the model and the latest measurements simultaneously, suffer from a high computational cost.
This work proposes a hybrid scheduling framework, which combines the advantages of both
off-line scheduling and on-line scheduling, to provide a balanced solution between robustness
and computational cost. A novel concept of partially-dispatchable state is introduced. It can be
treated as a constant in scheduling when the model works well. When the model does not work
well, it is triggered as the variable to tune to improve the performance. Such an event-triggered
structure can reduce the number of rescheduling and computational costs while achieving a
reasonable performance and enhancing system robustness. Moreover, the choice of partially-
dispatchable state also provides an extra design freedom in achieving green manufacturing.
Simulation examples on a manufacturing system, of which consists a 100-kW solar photovoltaic
system, a 10-machine flow shop production line, a 50-kWh energy storage system, a 100-kW
gas turbine, and the grid for power supply, demonstrating the validity and applicability of this
event-triggered hybrid scheduling (ETHS) framework.

Keywords: Production planning and control, Energy-aware scheduling, Event-triggered hybrid
scheduling

1. INTRODUCTION

Due to the global energy crisis and 2050 net zero emission
target set in Paris Agreement, renewable energy sources
(RESs) such as solar energy, and energy storage systems
(ESSs) such as batteries are gradually adopted by the man-
ufacturing industry. However, as pointed out in Impram
et al. (2020), RESs are hardly predictable, which makes
the energy-aware scheduling in manufacturing systems ex-
tremely challenging to guarantee the production efficiency
while improving the efficiency of RESs.

Many techniques have been developed to improve the ef-
ficiency and optimality of energy-aware scheduling. These
techniques can be classified into two major categories: off-
line optimisation (scheduling) and on-line scheduling.

Off-line scheduling provides an optimal planning for the
production lines and energy management for a given cost
function based the predicted performance using the vari-
ous models of the production lines and RESs without using
real-time observed data. In off-line scheduling, the choice
of the cost function is one of the major considerations.
For example, Dong and Ye (2022) highlighted the need of
reducing the emission in the cost function along with the
guarantee of the production throughput, leading to less
utilisation rate of RESs. Pamparana et al. (2017) utilised

a cost function that can balance or coordinate production
schedule and energy management so that the battery man-
agement and production schedule are optimised simulta-
neously. Similarly, Karimi and Kwon (2021) simulated a
3-machine job shop and optimise with a multi-objective
function that the balance between makespan 1 and cost
related to the energy management. Different types of RESs
have been also considered. For example, a diesel generator
was considered in Thornton et al. (2017). As the off-line
scheduling only runs once for the energy-aware schedul-
ing, the computational cost is not an issue. Thus it can
handle a very complex system with many constraints and
tuning parameters for a long-term prediction. In the off-
line scheduling, the prediction is based on the model of
the production line, and RESs, the modeling uncertainties
coming from the unpredictable nature of RESs or the
unexpected machine failures of the production line are
inevitable. In general, off-line scheduling is not robust with
respect to these modeling uncertainties.

Compared with the model-based off-line scheduling, on-
line scheduling also utilises the real-time data measured
from various sensors equipped in green manufacturing
systems. It consists of two different types of strategies. One

1 The makespan is the time difference between the start and finish
of a sequence of jobs or tasks.
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is on-line adjustment to minimize the mismatch between
the off-line scheduling and the measured current status in
terms of the green manufacturing systems. For example,
Beier et al. (2017) compensated the mismatch between
real-time RES supply and production demand from the
off-line scheduling while Pierri et al. (2021) dealt with the
mismatch in order to improve utilisation rate for RES.
The other one is on-line rescheduling, in which the current
measurements are used to predict the future performance
based on the models of the production lines and RESs. On-
line rescheduling depends on the the cost function and the
re-scheduling rate. For example, in Zhai et al. (2017), a
rescheduling happened hourly. The production cost and
tardiness were considered in the selection of the cost
function in Nayak et al. (2019). As on-line measurements,
which reflect the current status of the green manufacturing
system, are used in the prediction along with the models,
the on-line schedule is more robustness to modeling uncer-
tainties compared with the off-line scheduling. However,
both on-line adjustment and on-line rescheduling require
an extra computational power to solve some scheduling
problem. In particular, for a complex system with many
tuning parameters and constraints and a longer prediction
horizon, the computational cost becomes expensive.

There are some attempts trying to combine off-line
scheduling and on-line scheduling to balance the robust-
ness with the modeling uncertainties and the computa-
tional cost. For example, Beier (2017) suggested using
the off-line scheduling as a reference for production while
managing batteries in real-time to deal with the variance
to the prediction. In Biel et al. (2018), production schedule
was decided in off-line scheduling, while on-line adjustment
focuses on dealing with difference between wind power
prediction and observation. Similarly in Fazli Khalaf and
Wang (2018), grid procurement was considered as a tun-
ing parameter in the on-line scheduling when using the
reference coming from the off-line scheduling reference.
These attempts are highly heuristic and case-dependent.
A systematic way of combining off-line scheduling and on-
line scheduling is still lacking.

This paper focuses on providing a systematic design frame-
work for energy-aware scheduling in manufacturing sys-
tems based on the available imprecise models (off-line
scheduling) and measurement data (on-line schedule). A
so-called event-triggered hybrid scheduling (ETHS) is pro-
posed based on a novel concept of partially dispatchable
state, which can be served as an extra design freedom to
balance the computational cost and the performance when
the unexpected situations happen. When the observed
performance is satisfying, no rescheduling is triggered to
reduce the computational cost. When the observed perfor-
mance is not satisfying, this partially dispatchable state
can be triggered as a part of rescheduling to improve
the performance. Such a systematic design is based on
a rigorous mathematical problem formulation for off-line
scheduling and on-line scheduling, to which are applicable
to a large class of green manufacturing systems.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates
both off-line scheduling and on-line scheduling, followed by
the detailed design steps in the proposed ETHS in Section
3. A simulation example is presented in Section 4. Section
5 concludes this work.

2. OFF-LINE SCHEDULING AND ON-LINE
SCHEDULING IN A MANUFACTURING SYSTEM

This paper focuses on a class of manufacturing systems, of
which consist a set of interconnected heterogeneous sub-
systems: a sequences of production lines, represented as P ,
some renewable energy systems (RESs), and some energy
storage systems (ESSs). Each subsystem is characterized
by a family of states and parameters. Usually, the state is
characterized by a time-series sequence, which can be rep-
resented as x[k] ∈ R, k ∈ N at the kth sampling instant,
whereR is the set containing all real numbers andN is the
set containing all positive integers. For example, the state
of charge (SOC) of the battery at [k + 1]th time instant
is related to SOC at kth time instant, power of charge
and power of discharge at the kth time instant. Another
example is the working condition of the production line P
at each sampling time instant in terms of (on, off) of each
machine is also a time series, it consists of on/off status of
each machine at k ∈ [0, N − 1].

It is expected that for each state x[k] ∈ R, k ∈ N , we have
either a dynamic model or static model to characterize
its behaviour over time. We care the performance of this
manufacturing system within a finite time, i.e., k ∈ [0, N−
1]. More precisely, it has

x[k + 1] = f(x[k + 1], x[k],θ1), x[0] ∈ R, (1)

for some nonlinear mapping f : R × R × Rnθ is a
known mapping with some parameters θ1 ∈ Rnθ . When
f(x[k + 1], x[k],θ) = x[k + 1] + f1(x[k],θ1) for some
nonlinear mapping f(·, ·), it becomes a static mapping.
When f(x[k + 1], x[k],θ) = f1(x[k],θ1) holds, it becomes
a dynamic system. It is noted that the nonlinear mapping
f(·, ·, ·) can also represent the Boolean logic such as the
machine is on (1) or off (0).

Next, we categorize the state into two categories.

1 Non-dispatchable state xnND[k] ∈ RnND for any
k ∈ [0, N − 1] represents all the time-series in the
manufacturing system, whose information can be
observed but cannot be manipulated. For example,
in a RES subsystem, which has a solar panel, the
temperature and radiation at each sampling instant
k belong to non-dispatchable states.

2 Dispatchable state xD[k] ∈ RnD for any k ∈ [0, N−1]
represents all the time-series in the manufacturing
system, whose information can be both observed and
manipulated. For example, the charging and discharg-
ing sequence of a battery of an ESS subsystem are
dispatchable states.

Similarly, we also classify the parameters involved in the
manufacturing system into two categories.

1 Non-tunable parameters. The notation of θNT ∈
Rnθ,NT represents a family of parameters in the
manufacturing system that cannot be tuned. For
example, the number of machine in the production
line P is a non-tunable parameter.

2 Tunable parameters. The notation of θT ∈ Rnθ,T rep-
resents a family of parameters in the manufacturing
system that can be participant into the scheduling as
a part of scheduling parameters.



Letting ns = nND + nD and np = nθ,NT + nθ,T , it follows
that

−→x [k] =
[
xTND[k] xTFD[k]

]T ∈ Rns , (2)

and

−→
θ =

[
θTNT θTT

]T ∈ Rnp , (3)

the model to characterize −→x [k] can be re-written as

ΣM : −→x [k + 1] =
−→
f
(−→x [k + 1],−→x [k],

−→
θ
)
, −→x [0] ∈ Rns(4)

where the nonlinear mapping
−→
f : Rns×Rns×Rnp → Rns

is known.

We also denote that the prediction using the model (4) at
the sth sampling instant from the measurements at the kth

sampling instant as
−→
x̂ [s|k] for any s > k and k ∈ [0, N−1].

This leads to two different types of scheduling problems
in literature: off-line scheduling/scheduling and on-line
scheduling/scheduling.

With the notations introduced, next will provide a rigor
mathematical formulation of off-line scheduling and on-
line scheduling.

2.1 Off-line scheduling

There are many algorithms in literature, which can be
formulated as an off-line scheduling. Denoting

−→
ξ̂ [N − 1|0] =

[−→
x̂ T
D[1|0] · · ·

−→
x̂ T
D[N − 1|0]

]T
,

which is a vector in Rnoff where noff = nD × (N − 1),
the off-line scheduling problems can be formulated as

min−→
ˆξ [N−1|0]∈Rnoff ,θT∈Rnθ,T

N∑
k=1

l1,k

(−→
x̂ [k|0],

−→
θ
)

(5)

s.t.


−→x [k + 1] =

−→
f
(−→x [k + 1],−→x [k],

−→
θ
)
,−→x [0] ∈ Rns

g
(−→
x̂ [k|0],

−→
θ
)

= 0p1

h
(−→
x̂ [k|0],

−→
θ
)
≥ 0p2 ,∀k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1.

,(6)

where l1,k(·, ·) is the time-varying cost function with an
appropriate dimension. The optimal solution of the off-line
scheduling at the kth instant is denoted as J∗off−line[k],
which is the computed optimal value of l1,k when the
dispatchable state takes the optimal value.

It is highlighted that many existing algorithms in man-
ufacturing systems with renewable resource management
can be re-formulated as (6). For example, in Xiong et al.
(2013), machines of production lines, batteries, combined
heat and power (CHP) plants were used to improve en-
ergy efficiency while keeping the production lines running
properly by minimizing the makespan of a manufacturing
system. The solutions of off-line scheduling can be found
by using existing scheduling techniques such as discrete
whale optimisation by Tang et al. (2016a) and particle
swarm optimisation by Jiang et al. (2019).

Remark 1. Due to the complexity of the manufacturing
system in the presence of RESs and ESSs, the off-line
scheduling with the cost (5) and constraints (6) usually is
quite complicated with hundreds of variables to tune and
dozens of constraints. This is one of the major reasons that
off-line scheduling is preferred as it can ignore the compu-
tational cost. The performance of the off-line scheduling is
highly dependent on the accuracy of the model used, i.e.,−→
f (·, ·, ·). If the model is not precise, the solutions obtained
from the off-line scheduling is not optimal. Moreover, the
modeling errors can be propagated over time, leading to
undesirable performance. ◦

In order to address the robustness of the off-line scheduling
with respect to unmodelled uncertainties, Xiong et al.
(2013) utilised the probability distribution of the machine
breakdown, resulting in the stochastic cost function. The
scheduling was thus performed by exploiting the statistic
properties of this stochastic cost function such as its
mean and variance. Although some of robust algorithms
with respect to modeling uncertainties and unexpected
running situation have been proposed, in general, the off-
line scheduling lacks of robustness.

2.2 On-line scheduling

On-line scheduling means that at each time instant, new
measurements −→x [k] ∈ Rns is added and used in schedul-
ing. For the simplicity of the presentation, we define Ns as
the prediction horizon and the control horizon. In a more
general setting, the prediction horizon and the control
horizon can be different. For example, a 48-hour predic-
tion horizon for electricity generation and 1-hour control
horizon for energy management system was used in Palma-
Behnke et al. (2013). Denoting

−→
ξ̂ s =

−→
ξ̂ s[k +Ns − 1|k]

=
[−→
x̂ T
D[k + 1|k] · · ·

−→
x̂ T
D[k +Ns|k]

]T
,

which is a vector in Rnk,Ns where nk,Ns = nD × (Ns− 1).
The on-line scheduling can be formulated as

min−→
ˆξ s∈Rnk,Ns ,θT∈Rnθ,T

Ns∑
s=0

l2,s

(−→
x̂ [k + s|k],

−→
θ
)

(7)

s.t.


−→x [k + 1] =

−→
f
(−→x [k + 1],−→x [k],

−→
θ
)
,−→x [k] ∈ Rns

g
(−→
x̂ [k + s|k],

−→
θ
)

= 0p1

h
(−→
x̂ [k + s|k],

−→
θ
)
≥ 0p2 ,∀s = 0, . . . , Ns.

(8)

where l2,s(·, ·) in (7) can be also time-varying. It might be
different from l1(·, ·) in (5).

The mathematical description of on-line scheduling con-
sisting of (7) and the constraints (8) is very general. It
contains both on-line adjustment without using prediction
models and on-line rescheduling. When Ns = 0, the on-line
scheduling problem becomes an on-line adjustment. More
precisely, by using the current measurements −→x [k] ∈ Rns ,
it is possible to re-tune the dispatchable state

−→
ξ̂ 0 to reach

the optimal solution of the cost function l2,0(·, ·).



When Ns ≥ 1, this problem becomes on-line rescheduling
based on the predicted future behaviours using the model
and the current measurements −→x [k]. In particular, when
Ns ≥ 2, the optimal solution has the predicted future Ns

solution, i.e.,
−→
ξ̂ ∗s =

−→
ξ̂ ∗s[k + Ns − 1|k], Ns ≥ 2. Under

such a situation, the concept of receding horizon design
and model predictive control (MPC) Shan et al. (2018);
Wenzelburger and Allgöwer (2021), in which only the first
step of the predicted optimal solution, is used.

There are many existing algorithms proposed for optimiz-
ing the production line performance in the presence of
RESs. For example, in Nouiri et al. (2018), rescheduling
was allowed in the flexible job scheduling by using the
latest measurements, providing robustness and flexibility.
In Shan et al. (2018), MPC was used to optimize the
performance of renewable energy components such as bat-
teries in microgrids.

Remark 2. Different from off-line scheduling, on-line schedul-
ing includes on-line rescheduling, which utilizes the latest
measurement −→x [k] and the model to predict the future
behaviour within a finite prediction horizon Ns. On one
hand, such a setting leads to more robust optimal per-
formance with respect to the modelling uncertainties by
using the latest measurements. On the other hand, this
receding horizon requires a rescheduling at each time step
and greatly increases computational cost. ◦

Both off-line scheduling and on-line scheduling techniques
have their advantages and disadvantages in terms of com-
putational cost and robustness with respect to modelling
uncertainties. This work aims to balance the robustness,
optimality, computational cost, and flexibility by providing
a novel design framework, which introduces a new design
freedom using the partially-dispatchable state, and inte-
grating the off-line scheduling with an event-trigger on-
line scheduling. This novel framework is called an event-
triggered hybrid scheduling (ETHS).

3. EVENT-TRIGGERED HYBRID SCHEDULING

For simplicity, in this section, we remove the design of the
optimal tunable parameter θT in the cost functions (5)
and (7). In order to increase the flexibility of the proposed
ETHS, we further decompose of the dispatchable state
into two sub-classes. One is called fully-dispatchable state
xFD ∈ RnFD and the other is called partially-dispatchable
state xPD ∈ RnPD . We use the fully-dispatchable state
in both off-line and on-line scheduling. The partially-
dispatchable state will be used in off-line scheduling at
the beginning. At the kth time instant, if the predicted
performance is good enough, xPD[k] will be treated as
the non-dispatchable state, and will not be involved in
on-line scheduling. If the predicted performance is not
satisfying, xPD[k] will be triggered as a fully-dispatchable
state, participating into on-line rescheduling.

The concept of partially-dispatchable state is introduced.
More precisely, the partially-dispatchable state xPD[k] can
be represented as:

xPD[k] = [ xPD,1[k] . . . xPD,nPD [k] ]
T ∈ RnPD , (9)

for any k ∈ [0, N − 1]. The idea of using this novel par-
tially dispatchable state is to balance the robustness with

respect to modelling uncertainties and the computational
cost. Moreover, choosing this partially dispatchable state
becomes an extra design freedom in ETHS, providing more
flexibility. This partially dispatchable state can be a non-
dispatchable state in some sub-intervals of [0, N −1] while
in other sub-intervals of [0, N − 1], it becomes a fully-
dispatchable state. For the convenience of the notation,
it is denoted that Ωs,i is union of time intervals within the
interval [s,N − 1] in which the ith partially-dispatchable
state xPD,1 can be fully manipulated.

Consequently, the dispatchable state xD can be re-written
as

xD[k] =

[
xTFD[k]
xTPD[k]

]T
∈ RnD . (10)

The proposed ETHS consists of four steps (S1–S4) as
shown in Figure 1.

Fig. 1. The diagram of the event-triggered hybrid schedul-
ing

S1 : Off-line scheduling defined by the cost (5) and
constraints (6) to find an off-line optimal state

−→
ξ̂ ∗[N − 1|0] =


(−→
ξ̂ ∗FD[N − 1|0]

)T
(−→
ξ̂ ∗PD[N − 1|0]

)T

T

, (11)

S2 : On-line adjustment for fully-dispatchable state
xTFD[k]. More precisely, at the each step, solve the on-
line scheduling problem (7) and the constraints (8)
with the scheduling parameter of fully-dispatchable
state xFD[k] with Ns = 0 while the partially-
dispatchable state is a constant vector coming from−→
ξ̂ ∗PD[N − 1|0] in (11). The solution of the on-line
adjustment is x∗FD[k].

S3 : Evaluating the predicted future performance using
the current measurements of xND[k] and optimal
fully-dispatchable state x∗FD[k] while the partially-

dispatchable state
−→
ξ̂ ∗PD[N − 1|0] is treated as a

constant. For the convenience of notation, we denote

−→z [k] =

[
xTFD[k]
xTND[k]

]T
, (12)

and the parameter α =
−→
ξ̂ ∗PD[N − 1|0] coming from

S2. Moreover, we denote

−→̄
z [k] =

[
(x∗FD[k])

T

xTND[k]

]T
, (13)



consequently, the future performance in terms of the
following cost function is evaluated:

J[k] =

N−k+1∑
s=1

l3,s

(−→̄
z [k + s|k],

−→
θ ,α

)
(14)

s.t.
−→̄
z [k + 1] =

−→
f z

(−→̄
z [k + 1],

−→̄
z [k],θ

)
,

with the initial condition at
−→̄
z [k]. Here

−→̄
z [k] is

defined in (13) and
−→
f z is some parts of

−→
f (·, ·, ·)

defined in (6) or (8). Here the nonlinear mapping
l3,k(·, ·, ·) can be different from l1 in (5) or l2 (7).
It is assumed that J[k] ∈ RnJ .

S4 : Trigger on-line re-scheduling if needed. Precisely, if
the performance J[k] is not satisfying, i.e., if

` (J[k]) ≥ ε, (15)

where `(·) : RnJ → R≥0 and ε is a pre-defined
positive constant, then on-line rescheduling will be
triggered, hence it will solve the on-line scheduling
problem (7) and the constraints (8) with the schedul-
ing parameter of the dispatchable state xD[k] with
Ns ≥ 1.

It is noted that both off-line scheduling (in S1) and
on-line scheduling (in S2 and S4 when the rescheduling
is triggered) are performed. The performance of on-line
adjustment is evaluated using the model to decide whether
a rescheduling is needed. Different from the existing off-
line scheduling and on-line scheduling, the number of
manipulated variables changes at different stage due to
the introduction of the partial dispatchable state.

4. A SIMULATION EXAMPLE

This section shows how to use the proposed event-triggered
hybrid scheduling framework to design a flow shop manu-
facturing system integrated with PV so as to reduce energy
costs and guarantee production throughput. This section
starts from a brief description of the system, followed
by a few scenarios to address the following questions in
designing an ETHS:

(1) How to select partially-dispatchable state?
(2) How to implement on-line adjustment?
(3) How to select the evaluating function J[k] in (14)?
(4) How to select event-trigger function `(·) and the

threshold ε in (15)?

These scenarios will provide design guidelines for engineer-
ing practitioners and demonstrate the validity, applicabil-
ity and flexibility of the proposed framework.

4.1 Description of the System

This subsection provides a description of the system, in-
cluding the system components, data sources, operational
task, randomness during simulation, and all states and
parameters.

The manufacturing system consists of a 100-kW PV sys-
tem, a 10-machine flow shop production line, a 50-kWh
Energy Storage System (ESS), a 100-kW gas turbine
(GaT), and the grid for power supply and surplus power
feed-in. Solar irradiance data are from the Australian

Bureau of Meteorology, grid electricity price and feed-
in tariff are from SUMO, and flow shop machine power
consumption and operation time are acquired by measur-
ing and scaling up the empirical data from factories. The
example is to operate the introduced system by deciding
each component’s states to finish 25 jobs and reduce energy
cost for 24 hours with a time resolution of 5 minutes,
namely 288 time steps. The energy flow and material flow
can be found in Figure 2.

Fig. 2. Energy Flow and Material Flow of the Manufac-
turing System

In the simulation, the machine breakdown processes some
randomness. The possibility of breakdown and the time
when the breakdown happens are assumed to follow an
exponential distribution, which was proposed by He and
Sun (2013); Tang et al. (2016b). For 10 machine states
defined as x2 (see Table 1 for the definition of states), it
has the form of{

P (x̂2,i[k] = 0|x2,i[k] = 1) = 1− e−θ12Ton

P (x̂2,i[k + 1] = 1|x̂2,i[k] = 0) = 1− e−θ13Tbd
, (16)

where Ton is the accumulated operating time for a machine
since the last observed breakdown x̂2,i[k], Tbd means the
accumulated observed breakdown at the next time step
based on the current breakdown. Here θ12 and θ13 are pa-
rameters used to characterize the probability distribution
(see details in Table 2).

In this simulation, the initial selection of states is listed
in Table 1. For example, x1 is the state variable for PV,
the value of x1[k] means the power of PV generation
at the kth sampling instant. When a vector state such
as x4 ∈ R10 is used, x4,i[k] means its ith element at
the kth sampling instant. The similar method is used for
defining parameters, which are summarized in Table 2. As
discussed in Section 3, all the parameters are non-tunable.

4.2 Off-line Scheduling, On-line Scheduling and ETHS

This subsection will compare the performance among off-
line scheduling, on-line schedule and the proposed ETHS.
Moreover, the tuning freedom in the proposed ETHS will
be discussed.

Off-line scheduling

Off-line scheduling is conducted with the objective func-
tion of minimising total operational cost l1,k in (6), defined
as follows:



Table 1. States Variables for the Simulation

States Description

ND States

x1 ∈ R1 Power of PV generation

PD States

x2 ∈ R10 Machine status on or off for each machine

x3 ∈ R10 Operation status starts or not start on each machine

x4 ∈ R10 Number of operations finished on each machine

x5 ∈ R1 GaT generation power

FD States

x6 ∈ R1 ESS charging power

x7 ∈ R1 ESS discharging power

x8 ∈ R1 ESS state of charge (SOC)

x9 ∈ R1 Grid electricity procurement power

x10 ∈ R1 Grid electricity feed-in power

Table 2. Parameters for the Simulation

Parameters Description Value

θ1 ∈ R10 Machine power for
10 machines (kW)

[50.63,22.4,5.12,5.28,
12.68,35.14,6.58,
5.21,8.4,2.15]

θ2 ∈ R10 Operation time for
10 operations (5 min)

[5,2,8,5,3,8,4,6,6,7]

θ3 ∈ R1 Gas price ($) 1.83

θ4 ∈ R1 ESS charging/discharging
efficiency

0.9

θ5 ∈ R1 ESS fixed operational
cost ($/5 min)

0.003

θ6 ∈ R1 ESS charging/discharging
degradation cost ($/kWh)

0.0006

θ7 ∈ R1 ESS maximum capacity (kWh) 50

θ8 ∈ R1 ESS depth of discharge 80%

θ9 ∈ R1 ESS maximum charging/
discharging power (kW)

50

θ10 ∈ R288 Grid electricity
procurement price ($/kWh)

0.330 from 9am to 9pm
0.187 from 9pm to 9am

θ11 ∈ R1 Grid electricity
feed-in tariff ($/kWh)

0.052

θ12 ∈ R1 Machine breakdown
possibility parameter

0.002

θ13 ∈ R1 Machine breakdown time
parameter

1

θ14 ∈ R1 Number of production task 25

l1,k =x9[k] · θ10,k − x10 · θ11 + θ5+

(x6[k] + x7[k]) · θ4 + x5[k] · θ3
(17)

The constraints used in this simulation include the state
constraints at each sampling instant namely for any k =
1, 2, . . . , 288:

x6[k] ≤ θ9
x7[k] ≤ θ9
x8[k] ≥ θ7 · (1− θ8)/2
x8[k] ≤ θ7 · (1 + θ8)/2
x8[k + 1] = x8[k] + θ4 · x6[k]− 1/θ4 · x7[k]

φ1[k] =

10∑
i=1

x2,i[k] · θ1,i + x10[k] + x7[k]

(18)

where φ1[k] = x1[k] +x9[k] +x7[k] +x5[k]. There are also
terminal constraints at the starting point or the end point
of 288 sampling points:{

x8[0] = θ7 · 0.5
x8[288] = θ7 · 0.5
x4,10[288] ≥ θ14

(19)

Finally are the constraints coming from the flow shop. For
the ith job, i = 1, . . . , 10, it has the following constraints:



x4,i[k] = 0, k = 1, 2, . . . ,θ2,i.

x4,i[k] =

k−θ2,i∑
j=0

x3,i[j], k = θ2,i, . . . , 288

x2,i[k] =

k∑
j=0

x3,i[j], k = 1, 2, . . . ,θ2,i

x2,i[k − 1] =

k∑
j=k−θ2,i

x3,i[j], k = θ2,i, . . . , 288

x3,i[k] · θ2,i ≤
k+θ2,i∑
j=k

x2,i[j], k = 1, 2, . . . , 288− θ2,i

(20)

Moreover, x4 has the dynamics, leading to the following
constraint for i = 1, . . . , 9

x4,i[k] ≥ x4,i+1[k] + x2,i+1[k], k = 1, 2, . . . , 288. (21)

These constraints cover the dynamic characterization for
the state of ESS, flow shop assumptions, and energy
balance equation, whose detailed explanations can be
found in Zhai et al. (2017); Tang et al. (2016a).

On-line scheduling

On-line scheduling follows the objective and constraints
in (7-8). Specifically, we choose l2,s = l1,k, which means
on-line scheduling shares the same objective with off-line
scheduling. The length of time sequence is Ns = 288 − k,
which means the cost compute from the current time
until the end of day. Most of the constraints in on-
line scheduling remain the same as off-line scheduling,
except that we introduce a new design freedom d to
handle machine breakdown. This constraint is a terminal
constraint in (19), which indicates that the finished jobs at
the end of the day should not be less than the production
task. With the consideration that the machine breakdown
might lead to unfinished jobs, in on-line scheduling this
constraint is modified as x4,10(288− k − d) ≥ θ14. Here d
is the buffer to finish the job. It can be time-varying.

In this simulation, we design d according to the accu-
mulated machine breakdown time. The longer breakdown
lasts, the more likely jobs are unfinished. Consequently,
the remaining jobs should be accelerated. This leads to an
earlier deadline 288− k − d.

Event-triggered hybrid scheduling

ETHS follows the 4 steps presented in Section 3.

At S1, an off-line scheduling is conducted as (17-21).

We define a new sequence to remember when the re-
scheduling happens. When the re-scheduling happens at
the kth sampling, it is denoted that τi = k, i = 1, . . . ,. We
define C[τi] = Joff−line[τi]

∗ as the scheduled cost.

At S2, an on-line adjustment is implemented as (7) with
l2,k is defined as

l2,k =x9[k] · θ10,k − x10 · θ11 + θ5+

(x6[k] + x7[k]) · θ4 + x̂5[k] · θ3 − C[k].
(22)

The objective in (22) is to minimize the gap between
the measured cost and the scheduled cost C[k]. The
constraints are selected as



s.t.



x6[k] ≤ θ9
x7[k] ≤ θ9
x8[k] ≥ θ7
x8[k] ≤ θ7

φ2[k] =

10∑
i=1

x̂2,i[k] · θ1,i + x10[k] + x7[k].

, (23)

where φ2[k] = x̂1[k] + x9[k] + x7[k] + x̂5[k]. It can be seen
that all non-dispatchable states and partially-dispatchable
states become observed values, while fully-dispatchable
states are control variables.

At S3, an evaluation function J [k] is selected as

J[k] =

Ns∑
s=0

|x̂1[k + s|k]− x1[k + s|k]|+

10∑
i=1

k∑
j=0

(1− x̂2,i[j]),

(24)

which accumulates the solar prediction error and the
historical machine breakdown time. This cost indicates
that the rescheduling will only be triggered when the solar
prediction is inaccurate enough or the machine breakdown
time is too long.

At S4, we choose ` (J[k]) = J[k], and we select the
threshold as ε = 70 in order to decide whether on-line
rescheduling will be triggered or not.

Simulations results are summarized in Table 3 and Fig-
ure 3. With the possibility that some jobs are not able
to finish, total energy cost becomes unfair to compare
different scheduling techniques. Here the energy cost per
job is selected as one of performance indices to compare
three different scheduling schemes. The simulation results
show that off-line scheduling cannot handle unexpected
events, resulting in unfinished jobs due to random ma-
chine breakdown while the computational cost in terms
of computing time is low as it runs once every 24 hours.
On-line scheduling has the best energy cost performance
and is able to finish all jobs while it results in very large
computational cost due to rescheduling frequently. It is
highlighted that the proposed ETHS provides a good bal-
ance between the performance in terms of the energy cost
per job and the computational cost. It is able to finish all
jobs in the presence of random machine breakdowns with
a reasonable computational cost. Moreover, the flexibility
of fully-dispatchable components is highly utilised to deal
with uncertainties coming from PV generation or random
machine breakdowns.

Table 3. Scheduling Methods Comparison

Finished Jobs Energy Cost Per Job Computingn Time/(s)

Off-line 23.7 7.89 13
On-line 25 6.51 4604

ETHS ε = 70 25 7.10 508

4.3 The Choices of Parameters of ETHS

This subsection demonstrates the flexibility of the pro-
posed ETHS by showing how different choices of param-
eters in four steps will affect its performance as four
questions listed.

Fig. 3. Flow Shop Gantt Charts Comparison

The choice of partial dispatchable state

Firstly, the categorisation of system components should
consider both the physical property and the operational
requirements. Fully-dispatchable components have higher
flexibility than partially-dispatchable components, here we
compare the performances of different categorisations in
Table 4.

Implementation of on-line adjustment

Secondly, to emphasise the importance of S2, we compare
the performances under scenarios with or without S2. On-
line adjustment targets at handling unserious uncertainty
by utilising the high flexibility of fully-dispatchable compo-
nents. Therefore, PV generation and demand energy errors
between prediction and observation can be handled and
the energy cost is reduced by 14.2%, as shown in Table 4.

The selection of the evaluation function

Thirdly, S3 to select J [k] is decides whether it’s necessary
to trigger on-line rescheduling. Without the evaluation,
the rescheduling will be executed at each time instant,
resulting in better energy cost performance but much
higher computing time, as shown in Table 4.

Table 4. Parameter Selection Comparison

Scenario
Finished
Jobs

Energy Cost
Per Job

Computing
Time (s)

PD
Selection

Production, GaT 25 7.10 508
Production 25 6.81 524
None 25 6.51 4604

On-line
Adjustment

With S2 25 6.51 4592
Without S2 25 8.27 4604

Evaluation
Function

With S3 25 7.10 508
Without S3 25 8.27 4604

The choice of the threshold

Finally, the event-trigger threshold influences the fre-
quency of rescheduling, thus resulting in different perfor-
mances and computing time, as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. Threshold Comparison

Threhold Finished Jobs Energy Cost Per Job Computingn Time/(s)
Reschedule
Frequency

ε = 30 25 6.97 556 14
ε = 70 25 7.10 508 5
ε = 100 25 7.77 490 2



5. CONCLUSION

This paper proposed a novel event-triggered hybrid
scheduling (ETHS) to balance the robustness, performance
and computational cost in the energy-aware schedul-
ing for the manufacturing systems. By mathematically
formulating the existing off-line scheduling and on-line
scheduling techniques, the proposed ETHS utilized the
so-called partially-dispatchable state, which can be real-
timely rescheduled when the desired performance is not
satisfied. Compared with traditional off-line and on-line
scheduling method, ETHS identifies the flexibility of het-
erogenous components in the manufacturing system, thus
yielding outstanding performance with an acceptable com-
putational cost. The flexibility of the 4-step ETHS was
also demonstrated by a simulation example. The proposed
ETHS can be extended to more complicated energy-aware
manufacturing system beyond the flow shop.
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