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Summary

Shipping companies aim to reach the climate goals by following the rules from the International Maritime
Oranization (IMO), which includes reducing Scope 3 emissions. Maintenance is a great contributor to
the Scope 3 emissions of a shipping company, especially the transport of spare parts. The current
state-of-the-art supply chain optimisation for the logistics of spare parts is based on costs and risks.
This study aims to find the potential influence of including Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions in the
decision-making process for the procurement of spare parts.

The element of the supply chain that makes it possible to plan when a spare part is needed is the
maintenance policy. Planning in advance when a part is needed is possible for Preventive Maintenance
(PM), which is therefore used throughout this research. However, integrating spare part management,
which follows from this PM, with supply chain management has not yet been researched much. Similar
findings have been made even when analysing spare part management in other industries; spare part
management is not integrated much yet within the supply chain. This calls for an alternative approach to
look at the spare part demand approach, as normally, this is addressed from the supplier’s point of view.
Analysing it from the shipping company’s point of view means less data is available, especially when
looking at a single spare part level. Therefore, this research uses the available data within a shipping
company’s Planned Maintenance System (PMS). The statistical first possible job date is determined
by performing a statistical analysis on how much time a job date deviates from the PMS window.

This approach allows for the model to disregard the risks in the optimisation. This makes it possible
to create a model that optimises between the freight cost, the cost of GHG emissions and the cost of
capital. The model calculates each alternative’s total costs and emissions using a brute-force approach.
Alternatives consist of different delivery locations and different delivery dates. After calculating the total
costs for each alternative, the model picks the most cost-efficient option.

The model is applied to a case study of a chemical tanker from Stolt Tankers B.V., using available data
on its job history and historical location data. From the case study follows that including GHG emissions
in the decision-making adds an additional 0.07% to 4.8% of savings in GHG emissions depending on
the delivery strategy. When the delivery strategy is changed to delivery before the job, an improvement
in GHG emissions can be achieved of 19.77% (at $0 per kg GHG ). However, at the current price for
GHG emissions, changing the delivery strategy reduces the possible savings in the total costs. When
considering the change in delivery strategy, first, the strategy will be changed to delivery before with
stock to analyse its performance. This has a significant cost impact with respect to the current delivery
strategy. This is still the trade-off that should be made by the decision maker.
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Introduction

Up to now, the Paris Agreement is the most significant agreement on climate change. “lts goal is to
limit global warming to well below 2°C, preferably 1.5°C, compared to pre-industrial levels” (

). Governments must reduce Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
emissions to reach this goal. The shipping sector, however, is an international sector, meaning it is
necessary to have only one party that determines the rules and regulations instead of separate national
regulations. The separate nations are allowed to be more strict about these regulations. Therefore,
the International Maritime Organization (IMO) strives to reach the goals set in the Paris Agreement by
making rules that support this. The goals set by the IMO ( )
are clear, compared to 2008:

1. Reduce CO, emissions by at least 40% per vessel by 2030;
2. Pursue efforts to reduce CO, emissions by 70% per vessel by 2050;
3. Reduce the total annual GHG emissions of the complete fleet by 50% in 2050

Greenhouse gases emitted by companies or individuals can be divided into three categories (

), also called scopes. A schematic overview of the different scopes is given in
Figure 1.1. Scope 1 consists of all direct GHG emissions from sources owned or controlled by a com-
pany. Scope 2 includes the indirect GHG emissions from the generation of purchased electricity or
heating energy. Scope 3 consists of all indirect GHG emissions other than those covered in scope
2. Scope 3 emissions are a consequence of the companies’ activity, but the company cannot directly
control them.

According to Hertwich and Wood ( ) and Schmidt et al. ( ), on average more than 50% of the
emissions from companies come from their supply chain (scope 3). Therefore, making it the most rel-
evant part of the reduction of GHG emissions. Even though in the economic sector of transportation,
the scope three emissions are ‘only’ 45%, the impact that can be made by reducing scope three emis-
sions is significant. Many companies in the transportation sector are now primarily focusing on direct
emissions, which is most significant for them. However, looking at the indirect emissions could make
a fair additional impact on reducing greenhouse gases.

To assess the environmental hotspots of a ship during its operational lifetime, Kjeer et al. ( ) per-
formed a Life Cycle Costing (LCC) based on a Life Cycle Assesment (LCA) using an Environmental
Input-Output Model (EIO). The most significant contributor to GHG emissions is fuel combustion (scope
1), which takes 88.9% of all GHG emissions, which can also be seen in Figure 1.2. Even though the
other categories (scopes 2 and 3) take on the rest of the 11.1% of the emissions, an impact can still be
made by reducing these emissions. Currently, the IMO and the EU mainly target fuel and port emis-
sions. However, most port emissions consist of the emissions necessary to enter a port or pass through
a canal and thus cannot be changed significantly under the influence of a shipping company. Likewise,
"Other operational expenses” consist of many components relevant to the vessel’s crew, such as pro-
visions and crew transportation. A category not usually addressed by the IMO or EU, but that has one
of the highest kgCO,/$ (see Figure 1.3) is maintenance. This category does not entail more than one
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Figure 1.1: Classification of a company’s emissions into three scopes ( )

activity that results in the emissions and thus will be considered the most influential component in the
emission of CO, (other than fuel) during the operational lifetime of a ship.
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Figure 1.2: Relative share of CO, emissions and costs ( )
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Figure 1.3: Kg CO,-equivalent per USD for each category, based on Kjeer et al. ( )

Stolt Tankers B.V. (Stolt), one of the leading companies in chemical tankers and parcel tankers, owns
164 ships with 70 deep-sea ships ( ). By operating this fleet, Stolt has to keep in
mind all the aspects of the company. One is to ensure that all ships are populated with a crew and that
the machinery keeps working. The latter is achieved by regularly maintaining all systems on board for
which spare parts are needed.
Stolt recognises the potential savings that can be achieved by looking at the indirect emissions from
the transportation of spare parts. As spare parts are critical to the reliability of a ship’s operation
( ), many spare parts are transported worldwide to the always-moving ships.
To reach their goal to reduce emissions by 50% in 2030 and be completely carbon-neutral in 2050 (

), Stolt Tankers is also keen on improving on emissions that are made indirectly (scope
3). This focus on scope 3 is also stimulated by governments and the EU by using carbon taxes to
stimulate companies to reduce their GHG emissions ( )- Whilst this is not
implemented specifically for scope 3 emissions, the prices for scope 3 activities are likely to increase
with this taxation.
This, together with the fact that maintenance covers a significant part of the total operating expenses of
a shipping company ( ), creates a good incentive for a company to look at all possibilities
to reduce carbon emissions, even when they are indirect emissions. For shipping companies, the cur-
rent procurement strategy is mainly cost- and risk-based. However, focusing on GHG emissions will
also become more important for shipping companies, for environmental reasons, but also for costs.

1.1. Research goal

This thesis aims to find a way to include the GHG emissions in a shipping company’s strategy and
determine the influence of doing so by using the following research question:

"What is the potential reduction of Greenhouse Gas emissions that is yearly achievable
by including indirect emissions into a shipping company’s strategy for the procurement
of spare parts?”

To guide the process of answering this question, the following sub-questions are defined:
1. What does a shipping company’s current state-of-the-art supply chain optimisation entail?

2. Which modelling approach can be adapted to include Greenhouse Gas emissions in the procure-
ment decision?

3. When are the spare parts required on-board the vessel based on historical- and preventive main-
tenance data?

4. How can the chosen modelling approach be applied to sustainable supply chain optimisation in
the maritime industry?
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5. What is the influence of the decision parameters on the final decision of the model?

6. What is the difference between the Greenhouse Gas emissions that have been emitted in the
case year and the emissions as analysed by the model in the same year?

1.2. Report structure

The report is structured according to these sub-questions. Chapter 2 will elaborate on the current state-
of-the-art supply chain within the maritime industry and the problem that is found here. This is combined
with the available data from within the company, which highlights this problem. Next, in Chapter 3, it is
explained which modelling approach can be adapted to include the GHG emissions in the procurement
decision to make this sustainable. This also involves looking at when the spare parts are needed on
board the vessel. Furthermore, Chapter 3 introduces aspects important to the decision-making process.
These aspects are included in the chosen modelling approach, elaborated in Chapter 4, where the final
model is explained and verified. To find the answer to the last two subquestions, the model is applied
in a case study described in Chapter 5. The report will be critically reviewed in Chapter 6. Lastly, the
answers to the sub-questions and the main research question will be presented in Chapter 7, together
with the concluding remarks and recommendations.



Supply chain of the maritime industry

In this chapter, the supply chain of the maritime industry will be elaborated on, explaining the elements
that influence the decision-making process. Hereafter, the available data within the case company,
Stolt Tankers, is presented, as this presents parts of the problem. This chapter will also shed light on
the different maintenance policies and how these influence the final decision.

2.1. Elements of the maritime supply chain

Vessels owned by maritime companies usually operate away from their home base and are continu-
ously on the move. The availability of spare parts is essential to ensure the availability of the vessel
( ; ). The fact that the voyage is often only planned shortly before the ship
leaves a port complicates the procurement and ordering of spare parts. Mouschoutzi and Ponis ( )
adds that “efficiently handling the supply chain and logistics of spare parts, from sourcing of the re-
quested items to their delivery on board the vessel, is a major component of a successful maintenance
strategy”. This section will elaborate on the different elements of the maritime supply chain.

To understand a logistical system of a company or a part of it, Huiskonen ( ) made an overview
(given in Figure 2.1) to show the constituting elements of a logistics system. The different parts are
described as follows:

Strategy/policies/processes: Make sure spare parts are available and of proper quality. This

(from a customer’s point of view)  includes comparing different suppliers and deciding on the
supply strategy.

The network structure: Defines the number of inventory echelons and locations used in
the system.

Management of relationships:  Managing cooperation, distribution of responsibility and risk
sharing between the involved parties.

Coordination and control: Decisions about inventory control, performance measuring
(including incentive systems), and information systems to
implement control procedures.

Huiskonen ( ) explained the most relevant control characteristics, which are displayed in Figure 2.2.
Combined, these four characteristics also define the inventory management system (

). All four control characteristics have their influence on the elements of the logistics system
elements. Therefore, each spare part’s logistics system will differ based on its characteristics.
The first is criticality, which is related to the consequences of when the spare part is not readily avail-
able. A practical way to determine the criticality can be expressing it in time in which the failure of a
component needs to be corrected. This is important not only for a supplier but also for the inventory
management system because ship owners would prefer to have a critical component in their inventory
on board ( ).
A control characteristic specific to maintenance spare parts is specificity, which relates to the difference

5
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between standard- and equipment-specific parts. Most often, equipment-specific parts are more chal-
lenging to acquire than standardised parts because the manufacturers often stock standardised parts.
Another relevant control characteristic is value of a part. The higher the price of a specific part, the
less interesting it will become to keep it in stock. Next, administrative costs of cheaper parts will be
relatively high compared to the item price. Therefore, buying multiple of the same parts will be more
cost-efficient.

The availability of stock from the supplier will also increase when there is a clear demand pattern, es-
pecially when there is a high demand for a large volume of parts. The demand for spare parts comes
from the number of maintenance operations performed, which again is influenced by the maintenance
policy ( ). Section 2.4 elaborates on this.

Contrel characteristics of parts Logistics system elements
1 Criticality Newwork structure 1
| Specificity |:> Materials positioning J
MNetwork n
S“pp}:"' l.‘.hﬂ-i | Demand patterm Control responsibility |
structure relationships
| Value of pants Control principles |
Figure 2.1: The constituting elements of the supply chain Figure 2.2: Relevant control characteristics and logistics
( ) systems ( )

With this information, an overview is created of the regular supply chain elements of a shipping com-
pany. This information is needed to know which information should be used from within a company
to tackle the problem as stated in Section 1.1. In summary, all control characteristics displayed in
Figure 2.2 are needed as well as the maintenance strategies that are applied to the specific spare
parts.

2.2. Available data

To effectively utilise the available data within Stolt Tankers, it is necessary to preprocess the data related
to the procurement of spare parts. This involves combining multiple datasets to determine when spare
parts have been used, which is performed using Python. The used datasets, as shown in Table 2.1, are
as follows: "Material Consumption”, which provides details about the quantity of each spare part used
for specific jobs; "All Spare Parts”, which serves as a reference list to ensure that all materials used in
the combined dataset are categorised as spare parts, it also contains information about the parts; "Job
History”, which contains records of job execution along with unique job codes in the format "yyWO-
xxxx” (yy representing the year number and "xxxx” representing the job number); "Global Purchase
History”, which contains information about the purchase of the material including delivery ports, dates
and prices; "Counter Values”, which contains historical information on the running hours of different
equipment; and "Supplier Locations” which contains the locations of all suppliers, also expressed in
coordinates. These datasets combined provide all available data as needed accroding to Section 2.1.
How all datasets are connected is depicted in Figure 2.3 and explained throughout this section.

Connecting the "All Spare Parts” dataset and leaving out the datapoints from the "Material Consump-
tion” list where no corresponding spare part is found ensures that materials that do not classify as spare
parts are excluded from the dataset. An example of such parts can be consumables intended to be
used during regular operations and therefore replenished more regularly.

As said, the "Material Consumption” dataset contains information about the number of spare parts that
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Figure 2.3: Overview of how the available data is utilized to form the final dataset (full size in Appendix B)

are used for a specific job. However, when going through this dataset, a significant amount of zero-
quantities have been found: 72%. After conferring with people working with the software from which
the data is retrieved, it appears that this is mainly a reporting issue. Hence, for most cases, assuming
that at least one material has been used for the job when it is indeed linked to it will be valid. Therefore,
this is implemented in the dataset "Material Consumption”. Later is explained how this is verified using
the "Global Purchase History” dataset.

The ”Job History” dataset contains, as said, all records of performed maintenance jobs, including those
related to corrective maintenance. Consequently, the entries associated with corrective maintenance
jobs must be removed from the dataset.

The data reporting issue prompts the need to analyse the data quality before picking a ship to analyse
for the case. Therefore, the combination of the three datasets is conducted on a randomly selected
group of 33 from the total 103 vessels within Stolt Tankers. The reason for not analysing all ships is due
to the amount of manual labour required to export all data. Next to that, in the end, only one ship will be
used as a case for this report. The randomly picked ships come from different ship classes and trading
areas. Upon comparing the final usage list with the "Global Purchase History” dataset (see Table 2.1), a
disparity is indeed observed between the number of ordered spare parts and the number used. A similar
pattern emerges regarding the count of unique spare parts used and the requested unique spare parts.
This disparity is mostly caused by the difference in reporting behaviour onboard the ships. The top 5
performers regarding total usage compared to the total number ordered are displayed in Table 2.2, and
a complete overview is given in Appendix A. In all overviews, the real ship names have been replaced
with a vessel number that is known within Stolt Tankers. Based on this comparison, T0126 has been
picked to be analysed throughout this report because it has the most available data compared to what
is actually ordered. T0126 presented a usage of 86.51% of the ordered parts during its lifetime. The
dataset is then consolidated based on unique spare part names. To ensure an adequate sample size
for each spare part, spare parts with fewer than five data points were excluded from this research.

To be able to say something about a ship operating worldwide and receiving spare parts from suppliers
located globally, the ship’s operational profile is analysed. In Figure 2.4, the operational profile for
T0126 is depicted. As can be seen, the ship has traded worldwide over the past years (for which the
data is available). When the operational pattern is analysed for each individual year during this time

Final
dataset



2.2. Available data 8

Table 2.1: Available datasets on the procurement of spare parts within Stolt Tankers (connection shown in Figure 2.3)

Dataset Explanation

Material Consumption Contains information about which and how much spare parts are used
for which job

All Spare Parts Contains all spare parts present onboard the vessel, including infor-

mation about the maker/supplier or the criticality

Job History Contains information about all jobs performed on the vessel over the
years. This dataset also contains information about the preventive
maintenance times and when the jobs have been executed

Global Purchase History | Contains all information about the spare parts that have been bought
for a vessel and where and when it is delivered

Counter Values Contains the historical counter values for all equipment

Supplier Locations Contains the locations of all suppliers within Stolt Tankers

Table 2.2: Top five vessels with regards to the reporting quality, full table in Appendix A

Vessel Number | Percentage of total ordered | Percentage of total unique
parts used ordered parts used

T0431 87.18% 39.84%

T0126 86.51% 55.02%

T0127 65.72% 38.20%

T0172 60.27% 131.53%

T0429 60.03% 26.05%

frame, there is one year in which the vessel only sailed between Europe and the United States.

Then, the delivery port is added to the corresponding spare parts from the "Global Purchase History”
dataset. Within Stolt Tankers, no information exists on when the used part was ordered or arrived
onboard the vessel. So the connection between the "Global Purchase History” and the "Job History”
has to be made on the basis of the closest delivery date to the job date. Usually, spare parts are
used whereafter they will be ordered for restocking. This is also valid for critical spare parts, which, in
practice, will be restocked as soon as possible after usage. Based on company experience, it is found
that in specific cases, the spare parts are delivered prior to the due date for two main reasons. Firstly,
this occurs when the spare parts are typically not stocked onboard. Secondly, some suppliers have
prescribed ordering the parts before the due date (L. Teerling, personal communication, June 2023).
Therefore, the exceptions made on a dataset differ depending on the equipment that is used onboard
the vessel and on the data that is analysed.

In some cases, there is no purchase order before or after the date on which the job was performed.
Then, the closest date (to the job) is taken as the delivery date with a corresponding delivery location. If
there is no delivery date available at all, the spare part is not registered in the "Global Purchase History”
and thus has no delivery location. Hence, this part is then disregarded from the dataset.

The literature review explains that the spare parts chosen for the analysis should differ in supplier, sup-
plier country, weight, criticality and replacement time. Information missing in the Stolt Tankers database
is the weight of the spare parts and the location of the suppliers. The weight has to be added manually.
The remaining dataset is consolidated based on the description of a spare part and the manufacturer,
simplifying for easier navigation when adding the weight manually. This list is then appended with the
weight of each item. As this information is unavailable within the Stolt Tankers databases, two experts
are consulted to assess the weight category of the items. The experts consulted are Lennert Teerling
(Reliability & Performance Manager at Stolt Tankers) and Evgeny Sviridov (Superintendent of, amongst
others, T0126 at Stolt Tankers) (personal communication, May 2023). The interviews are held individu-
ally, so the two experts are not influenced by the other’s answers. For all remaining items in the dataset,
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Locations T0126 2018-now

Figure 2.4: The operational profile for T0126 between April 2018 and July 2023

the experts provided the weight with a difference of more than 1kg for 30 items. A threshold of 1kg is
used, as this is suspected to be influential compared to the deviation already coming from estimating
the weights. The items with an estimation differing more than the threshold are either verified by letting
the two experts discuss them or by using an external source. For example, where one expert mentions
the weight for just a filter, the other says it is the whole part, including housing. When looking again,
they agreed that this part is the filter only.

The counter values have to be added to this list of spare parts. This is done by looking at how a
prediction was made within the Planned Maintenance System (PMS). The PMS estimates the next due
date from a counter based on the average running hours over a period. The new average is calculated
according to Equation (2.1) and can be converted to a predicted number of preventive maintenance
days using Equation (2.2). This value is what the PMS used at that moment to forecast when the next
job was due. By looking at the job date from the dataset, the predicted date (as in the PMS) is added
to the final dataset by taking the previous date added with the result from Equation (2.2).

New average value =
New counter reading — Previous counter reading + 30.5 - Previous average

21
Newreading date — Previous reading date + 30.5 1)

PMdays = AVG RH - RHpy, (2.2)

The last data set to add is "Supplier Locations”, which contains the name of the supplier connected to
their location. This location is expressed as an address but also as coordinates. Based on the supplier
name, it can be connected to the supplier, adding the location to the dataset. This results in a dataset
with varying characteristics, which are displayed in Section 2.2.1.

2.2.1. Dataset characteristics

This section displays the dataset’s characteristics for the data that is retrieved for the purpose of this
study. As mentioned before, the dataset consists only of a subset of the total available data. The
dataset has a variation in makers of the spare parts, meaning there are different supplier locations
available in the dataset. In Figure 2.5, the variation in supplier locations is shown. It can be seen
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that a significant amount of the spare parts (~63%) are supplied from Rotterdam in the Netherlands.
Next to that, for the other suppliers, the Rotterdam Port would also be the closest delivery option.
Furthermore, Rotterdam is the main storage hub for Stolt Tankers. Therefore, it would be logical if
most spare parts were delivered to the Port of Rotterdam. However, in Figure 2.6, it can be seen that
also a significant amount of spare parts is delivered to the Port of Singapore (SGSIN), from which,
according to Figure 2.5, almost no parts were supplied.
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Figure 2.5: Occurances of the different supplier locations . -
parts being delivered at a port

According to Section 2.1, the criticality of the spare parts is one of the control characteristics of the
supply chain. Therefore, this is included in the dataset. As seen in Figure 2.7, most spare parts are
non-critical. Next to non-critical and critical spare parts, there are also redundancy-reliant spare parts.

These spare parts become critical when the last one in stock is used, then the spare part should be
delivered to the ship as soon as possible.

1004 98.6%

801

60 -

40 A

Percentage of occurences

20 -

0.9% 0.5%

Non critical
Critica

Redundancy reliant

Criticality
Figure 2.7: Occurrences of criticality classification in the dataset

The weight of the items in the dataset varies between 0.1kg and 25kg and consists of 19 different
weights that can be analysed. In Figure 2.8, it is shown that items of 0.1kg have been delivered the
most to the vessel.
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Figure 2.8: Occurrences of different weight within the dataset

The preventive maintenance jobs in the dataset are required for different components onboard the ship.
They have intervals based on either running hours or on a fixed date. Within the dataset, there is also
a variation present in the specified interval; there are 23 different intervals attached to the jobs. This
can be seen in Figure 2.9 and the fact that there are time- and counter-based intervals.
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Figure 2.9: Occurences of the Preventive Maintenance intervals

As will be explained in Section 2.3, it is essential to know the demand pattern corresponding to the
dataset. In Figure 2.10, an example of a demand pattern of a subset of the data is shown. Due to
confidentiality, the other plots of the dataset are not shown in this report. What can be concluded from
the demand pattern plots is that for most spare parts, there is only a small amount of data available,
and the data is intermittent, meaning there are a lot of pauses between the occurrences. The length of
these pauses also has a variance in them. When looking at all spare parts for this vessel, the demand
pattern tends to be a little bit more in the direction of erratic demand. That also comes from the fact
that there is a major storing moment approximately every three months, which happens in one of the
main ports. This can also be recognised from the graph in Figure 2.11. Mind that this graph does not
show the months without deliveries.
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Figure 2.10: Demand pattern of a subset of the data of T0126, based on usage of spare parts

2.3. Spare part demand

In Section 2.1, it is explained that one of the control characteristics is the demand pattern, which fol-
lows from the usage of spare parts. As mentioned in the introduction, within Stolt, there are two ways
of implementing preventive maintenance: based on supplier specification or historical data. From the
aviation industry, it is found that historical data can be used to improve the preventive maintenance
window as given by the supplier ( )- To be able to perform the maintenance, the spare
part should be available onboard the vessel. According to ligin and Tunali ( ), the influence of main-
tenance policies on the spare part provisioning policy cannot be ignored. The demand characteristics
of spare parts are also what makes forecasting complicated. These characteristics are, according to
Babaveisi et al. ( ):

1. Type of demand (visualised in Figure 2.12):

- Intermittent  (irreqular demand with low demand quantity variations)

o Lumpy (irregular demand with high demand quantity variations)
« Erratic (regular demand with high demand quantity variations)
« Smooth (regular demand with low demand quantity variations)

2. Dependence on descriptive factors (factors related to maintenance and repair, and working con-
dition that affects the failure rate, i.e. the demand)

Feng et al. ( ) also mentions these four characteristics and adds that solving realistic questions
with an increasing demand pattern is hard.

Literature on spare parts demand forecasting can be divided into three major categories: time-series
forecasting, contextual forecasting and comparative studies ( ), as can be seen in
Figure 2.13. Mouschoutzi and Ponis ( ) also denotes the same two ways of demand forecasting
methods but describes them as time-series and reliability-based forecasting. Time-series forecasting
methods mainly rely on historical data and therefore do not need contextual information, such as expert
judgement or product characteristics. From the comparative studies, Pinge et al. ( ) concludes that
there is no best forecasting algorithm. However, during the literature review, is found that historical
data is useful for improving maintenance forecasting.

Within time-series forecasting, nonparametric approaches generally outperform the parametric meth-
ods ( ). Nonparametric approaches consist of bootstrapping, empirical methods, and
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Figure 2.12: Different types of demand as described by Babaveisi et al. ( ) (own figure)

neural networks. A review written by Hasni et al. ( ) points out that nonparametric approaches
are being applied more often, as a distribution-free approach would not lead to misleading information
(when the wrong distribution would have been picked). Within the nonparametric approaches, boot-
strapping has drawn a lot of attention in recent decades ( ).

According to Babaveisi et al. ( ): "Parametric approaches consider the demand over the lead-time
as a predefined parameter with a known probability distribution (e.g. normal, Poisson), while non-
parametric approaches extract the distribution from the data”. Pinge et al. ( ) also notes that a
non-parametric method includes (historical) data to derive the demand distribution in contrast to para-
metric approaches. This makes the nonparametric approaches better suited to determine the future
spare part demand, as Feng et al. ( ) suggested to include the historical data in the preventive
maintenance window.

Mouschoutzi and Ponis ( ) states that parts for which known maintenance or inspection windows
are termed x%-parts. This is because only x% of the preventive jobs will really require spare parts. For
corrective maintenance, demand timing and quantities are unknown in advance, so then the demand
is stochastic. It is also mentioned that using advanced demand information, such as a schedule of
planned inspections, can increase demand forecasting accuracy. Also, the failure rates (1), Mean Time
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Figure 2.13: Literature on different spare parts forecasting approaches, adapted from Pince et al. ( )

Between Failures (MTBF), and Probability of Failure (PoF), can assist in forming better maintenance
planning and thus spare part planning. Often, the preventive jobs are scheduled such that a part
is replaced before the MTBF. Mouschoutzi and Ponis ( ) notes that different spare parts have
different underlying demand patterns and thus require other forecasting techniques. First, a demand
classification should be performed to find the appropriate forecasting approach. Two factors that are
most often used in demand classification are the Average Demand Interval (ADI) and the Coefficient of
Variation (CV?). Because there are many different spare parts to be analysed, these can not be looked
at as a group but should be considered individually. However, for the methods described before, such
as those from Feng et al. ( ) or the bootstrapping method, there is a need for enough data (more
than 50 data points ( )). Based on the dataset characteristics found in Section 2.2.1,
there is not enough data available to apply these methods in order to make a proper prediction. This
asks for an alternative approach to determine when a spare part is needed.

2.4. Maintenance Policies

Before finding an alternative approach to determining the demand, another element of the supply chain
that should be clear is the (maintenance) policy. This section displays maintenance policies to create an
overview of the different policies. The applied maintenance policy influences the predictability of when
a spare part is needed, next to the replacement time and classification of the spare part. Furthermore,
the malntenance policy greatly affects the availability of the vessels owned by a shipping company
( ), hence knowing which maintenance policies there are is essential for
the remainder of this report.

[ Maintenance Policies ]

Reactive w Aggressive
Preventrve (PM) Opportunrstrc

Y
Corrective (CM) Detective Predictive (PdM) Condition- Based (CBM) Time-Based (TBM) Improvement (IM)
[ ) | )| ) | J ) )

Figure 2.14: Overview of the maintenance policies, adapted from Tinga ( )

In Figure 2.14, a schematic overview is given on how Tinga ( ) classifies the different maintenance
policies. As can be seen, the maintenance policies can be divided mto three categorles Reactive,
Proactive and Aggressive. In other literature ( ),
three types of maintenance are pointed out as common: Improvement Maintenance (IM) Corrective
Maintenance (CM), and Preventive Maintenance (PM).

Aggressive maintenance or IM is performed to try to eliminate failures. This can already be done
during the vessel’s building or during its operational lifetime by replacing something with an improved
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version. Gandhare and Akarte ( ) and Tinga ( ) refer to a well-known example of IM as Total
Productive Maintenance (TPM), which makes the method of IM more specific by continuous improve-
ment of the system which leads to less maintenance.

Reactive maintenance is characterised as repairing or replacing a part after it is broken. This policy

is mostly recognised as Corrective Maintenance (CM) ( ). Detective
maintenance only applies to hidden or unrevealed failures which come to I|ght after a periodic test of
this part. Cassady et al. ( ) describes CM as: "to perform a minimal repair on a failed component”.

Proactive maintenance is performed before the element is expected to fail. In addition to CM Cas-
sady et al. ( ) also gives two other maintenance policies that are available to the decision maker,
which is: "to repair- or to replace a working component”. This is often referred to as Preventive Mainte-
nance (PM) in literature. PM intends to keep the equipment in good operating condition and changes
a component when there is an indication that it is about to fail ( )- If the owner does PM on
its assets, possibly expensive maintenance can be prevented compared to CM ( ).
Gandhare and Akarte ( ), Tinga ( ), and Yang ( ) point out that two approaches are often
used for PM, which are Time Based Maintenance (TBM) and Condition Based Maintenance (CBM).
TBM is scheduled in advance based on either running hours or calendar time to prevent failure. If there
is no failure in between, the component is replaced after a certain time. ligin and Tunali ( ) also
mentions that this type of Preventive Maintenance (PM) is scheduled maintenance. Therefore, it will be
relatively easy to determine when which parts will be needed. Contrary to TBM, CBM is a type of PM
where the condition of a component is measured or inspected to see whether it needs replacement.
This can be performed in real-time (using sensors) or periodically (physical inspection) after a set time.
The latter should not be confused with TBM. According to Pahl ( ), these physical inspection tech-
niques include, for example, vibration analysis, acoustic emissions, ultrasonic testing implementations,
oil analysis, strain measurement, electrical effects, shock pulse method, radio-graphic inspection, and
thermo-graphic monitoring technology.

Arena et al. ( ), Lazakis et al. ( ), and March and Scudder ( ) mention Predictive Main-
tenance (PdM) as a way to dynamically manage PM, by using real-time data analytics. With the in-
creasing use of Big Data and upcoming technologies such as Internet of Things (loT) supporting this,
PdM is currently one of the most prominent approaches for data-driven monitoring of industrial systems
to maximise reliability and efficiency. PdM implements both TBM and CBM to find the right timing to
perform maintenance to a specific part.

The other component of proactive maintenance is Opportunistic maintenance. Here tasks on a specific
(sub)system are triggered by other tasks performed in a neighbour (sub)system ( )- Even
though the other subsystem might not require maintenance, this approach has some advantages, such
as reduced transportation and labour costs.

Another way to look at maintenance is explained by Pahl ( ) and Stopford ( ), who divide main-
tenance actions into routine and periodic maintenance. This, however, is not a policy but a separation
between the different kinds of maintenance work that can be carried out. Both routine maintenance
and periodic maintenance can be regarded as planned maintenance.

Routine Maintenance consist of the routine maintenance which can be carried out while the ship is at
sea. This includes tasks such as painting the superstructure or carrying out steel renewals. Routine
maintenance also includes repairs after a breakdown of equipment and the replacement of parts by
spare parts when needed. Routine maintenance is performed when the ship is still in use.

Periodic Maintenance covers the part of the planned maintenance performed when the ship needs to
go into a dry dock, meaning the ship will temporarily be unavailable. This includes major machinery
replacement or repairs and maintenance to the vessel’s hull.

2.4.1. Influence of the maintenance policy

The influence of maintenance policies on the spare parts provisioning policy cannot be ignored accord-
ing to ligin and Tunali ( ). The next part will show the impact of the different policies mentioned
throughout this section.

When a repair-by-replacement strategy is used, the spare part must be on board the vessel to allow
the replacement. The spare part should either be delivered to the vessel or already be on board (as
mentioned in Section 2.4). It can be delivered using an aircraft, helicopter, boat, truck or other dedicated
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vehicles. This can be rather expensive. However, as explained in Section 2.4, holding it on board
the vessel can also be costly based on several factors, including the spare part’s value, the risk of
obsolescence and the limited space available in the vessel’s store ( ; ). Spare
parts critical to maintaining the ship’s (safe) operation will always be on board.

When performing Condition Based Maintenance (CBM), which is increasingly common in the maritime
industry ( ), failure warnings are given when a part is expected to fail based
on its condition and the monitored degradation rate (see Section 2.4). This makes it possible to optimise
the supply chain by integrating the condition of parts into the supply chain decisions (
; ; ).

Preventive Maintenance (PM) could have a disadvantage because it presents a "lumpy demand” sce-
nario, in which a significant amount of slow-moving units are required at a specific time. Even if preven-
tive maintenance is performed, the needed amount of spare parts is stochastic. However, if previous
inspections are performed, a better prediction of the required spare parts can be made compared to
Corrective Maintenance (CM). In both cases (PM and CM), safety stock is needed onboard to prevent
downtime, while relatively late orders cause this lumpy demand scenario (

). The reason for needing safety stock is that additional factors, such as human error,
can cause CM to be required to keep the ship operational ( ). There will be a balance
between PM and CM, which will consider both risks and costs for the company ( )
However, when PM is assumed to be scheduled entirely, the demand for spare parts can be predicted

( )-

Yet there has not been much research on integrating spare part management into supply chaln man-
agement, even though it is considered an essential part of the supply chain (

). The issue around spare parts is rather complex due to the ship’s operational enwronment and
the expected reliability and safety required onboard a ship.

Maintenance Policies

Reactive Proactive Aggressive

Routine Periodic
Preventive (PM) Opportunistic
Y Y Y
[ corrective (CM) | Detective | ( Predictive (PaM) | | Condition-Based (CBM) | | Time-Based (TBM) Improvement (IM)
Figure 2.15: Extended overview of the maintenance policies as given in Figure 2.14, adapted Tinga ( )

In conclusion, knowing how often and when to replace a particular part with a spare part depends on
the applied maintenance policy. This also affects the predictability of when a spare part is needed. The
applied delivery policy influences the total cost of replacement. On the one hand, keeping stock of a
part costs money, but making a delivery away from a port also brings additional costs. This tradeoff
should be made while considering the criticality of a spare part. To be able to know when a spare part
is needed onboard the vessel, and based on the available data within the case company, this research
focuses on the predictable Preventive Maintenance (PM). This is also highlighted in the overview of
maintenance policies given in Figure 2.15.

2.5. Current state-of-the art

A more in-depth review has been performed to understand better the supply chain and how the re-
quirements can be determined. It is also found that an integrated approach, where all elements of the
supply chain are regarded, yields better results in the optimisation of the supply chain. Therefore, the
supply chain elements are also explained in this chapter. One of the elements of the supply chain is
the demand pattern, which is influenced by the applied maintenance policy. The optimal maintenance
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policy is gathered by considering cost and risk. Lastly, how and when the spare parts are bought,
also called procurement, mainly depends on the applied maintenance policy. Hence, the maintenance
strategy is important for this research.

To know when a spare part is needed onboard the vessel, maintenance planning is important. As
explained in this chapter, the available data on the usage of spare parts on the user side of the supply
chain is not sufficient to make a prediction. Therefore, the next chapter presents an adapted approach
to the current supply chain, where the Planned Maintenance System (PMS) is used to predict the
spare part usage. Still, the decision maker should make the trade-off between cost and risk. Risk is
often considered a function of time and the cost associated with the vessel’s downtime. According
to Moussault and Pruyn ( ), including risk in maintenance optimisation requires a lot of operation
data, which substantially complicates the matter. Therefore, the decision-making process for this thesis
should be able to deliver the spare part on time such that the risk is (almost) eliminated. Almost,
because it will be hard to eliminate the risk of a breakdown completely. Doing so requires the model to
know when to deliver the spare part well in time. This is highly dependent on the maintenance policy
and the vessel’s location. The latter determines the transportation time to the vessel and, thus, the
supply chain planning. This is all explained in the next chapter.



Sustainable decision making

Chapter 2 discusses the requirements to make a supply chain decision while taking into account the
elements of the supply chain. A trade-off between different options will be made based on costs and
risk. Next to the current criteria of the supply chain, as were discussed in Chapter 2, this study aims
to include Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions into the decision-making process. To be able to deter-
mine a suitable modelling approach to include GHG emissions in the decision-making this model first
elaborates on the decision-making process. Next, as required from Chapter 2, a different approach
to determine the earliest delivery date is explained. After having picked a modelling approach, this
chapter will introduce the remaining information needed to use the model. This includes determining
how risk can be covered in the model, determining the cost elements of the supply chain, determining
where the emissions come from and lastly, what is the location of the vessel.

3.1. Decision making

As explained throughout this report, the decision for a supplier currently is dependent only on cost and
risk. However, the research following from this literature review should also include GHG emissions
in the decision-making process. To be able to do so, a decision-making tool should help to make the
trade-off between the different options based on pre-set parameters that determine the importance of
these criteria. The criteria are (as defined in Chapter 2):

» Costs

* GHG emissions

* Risks
The decision-making tool should be able to incorporate these criteria and optimise them simultane-
ously because there is an interaction between them. However, as explained before, it is hard to im-
plement the risks into the decision-making tool that focuses on implementing GHG emissions. It is
already a challenge to properly implement the risk into the maintenance decision (

). However, part of these risks is mitigated by looking at how far upfront the scheduled job can

be completed according to historical data; the delivery of the part should be made before that moment.
Therefore, the risks are indirectly accounted for, as explained in Section 3.2.

The decision-making tool should be able to incorporate different supply chain aspects. These aspects
entail spare part characteristics (criticality, replacement rate, weight), supplier characteristics (supplier
location, manufacturer location), transport requirements (volume, transport mode), delivery require-
ments (when, where), and operational requirements as set by the decision-maker.

Numerous decision-making techniques to solve this multl criteria problem are found in the literature.
Multi-Criteria Decision-Making (MCDM) ( ; ; ), Mixed
Integer Linear Programming (MILP) ( ; ; ),
or Mult| -Objective Evolutionary Algorithms (MOEA) ( ; ;

) are pointed out as suitable algorithms to solve this problem. However such
algorlthms are applied to complex solutions with a large solution space. In the case of this thesis, the

18
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model only has to consider a reasonable number of solutions, making it possible to find the optimum
by calculating each option individually. Based on the data, the model of this thesis will calculate the
optimal solution for each spare part separately. But each spare part has only as many options as the
decisionmaker would like to consider. As the supplier of the part is fixed and the delivery location is
dependent on where the ship has been historically, there is not an infinite solution space.

Atechmque used a lot in solving multi-criteria problems is Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) (
)- AHP can be used as a tool for helping managers structure their problem (of
suppller selection) by taking into account all different aspects of the problem ( ;
). They also state the real strength of AHP is treating the decision as a
system. Even when the problem is new, the structure achieved with an AHP is precious. The AHP is not
a substitute for clear human thinking but supports the decision. To create a AHP-model, the decision-
maker must still determine the criteria and their respective importance in the decision. Handfield et al.
( ) show how to assess the importance of each criterion by referring to different decision-makers
and asking them to rank each criterion compared to another. This outcome weighs all criteria in the
eventual AHP-model. On the other hand, Shahroodi and Kambiz ( ) states that the criteria often
require data based on knowledge and judgement, which are subjective for the decisionmaker and thus
rely on the decision-maker’s knowledge of the matter. Another disadvantage, according to Shahroodi

and Kambiz ( ) and Tahriri et al. (n.c.), is that AHP does not consider risks and uncertainties in
the supplier’s performance. This is because AHP considers only the relative performance between
alternatives ( ). An Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) can be achieved in the model

by adding relative weight to one of the criteria or reducing the weight of another. This also makes it
fairly easy to implement.

3.2. Alternative spare part demand approach

As explained throughout Sections 2.2 and 2.3, there is not enough data to find correlations or find a
standard deviation to the preventive/planned maintenance time when looking at individual jobs. How-
ever, within Stolt Tankers, the Planned Maintenance System (PMS) is already adjusted to optimise
parts for use as long as possible, so the Mean Time Between Failures (MTBF) is utilised. This means
using the available PMS data in combination with the historical data, as suggested by Feng et al. ( ),
will already provide a good insight into when the spare parts will be needed. This is done by analysing
the available data about the preventive maintenance window of the job and the actual time between
the job and the foregoing job.

Based on experience within the case company, it is found that, in practice, on board the vessels, there is
a different treatment between the different types of maintenance (L. Teerling, personal communication,
May 2023). As discussed before, the two types of maintenance are counter-based and time-based.
At the start of the month, the chief engineer looks at the PMS and determines which jobs need to
be completed in this month. Therefore, time-based jobs are usually completed before or shortly after
(within the same month) the job’s due date. This means that it is needed to determine the deviation to
the PMS window separately for the two different interval types. This deviation can then be applied to
the planning from the PMS, to determine the earliest delivery date to be in time for the job to be carried
out.

To perform the analysis of the deviation to the PMS based on historical data, a boxplot on the deviation is
created, presenting the distribution of the deviation to the PMS. This deviation is given as a percentage
number of the original PMS window, to make it possible to compare the deviations of the different time
intervals. When the deviation to the PMS is calculated, it will be possible to have both negative and
positive numbers. The negative numbers are when a job is performed before the planned job date,
and when the deviation is a positive number, the job is performed after the originally planned date. A
boxplot can be used to point out where is the main part of the data and where are the outliers. To be
able to say something about the earliest date possible, we have to consider only the lower parts of the
boxplot: the lower whisker and the first quartile. When the percentage deviation of the lower whisker is
taken into account for planning the earliest delivery date, all deviations (except the outliers) are taken
into account. Nonetheless, there are cost benefits associated with using a spare part as close to the
planned date as possible, primarily due to the reduced overall spare part consumption during a ship’s
lifetime. To ensure that the spare part is not kept onboard excessively early, the first quartile of the
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boxplot is considered as the minimum expected usage date. This covers 75% of the data but also
prevents additional costs to the shipping company if this method is implemented.

The only thing to consider is the difference between the different maintenance intervals between jobs.
As was seen in Section 2.2.1, the maintenance intervals vary between two months and sixty months
or between 300 hours and 36000 hours. When a percentage of these intervals is taken the deviation
is way larger in the case of a longer time interval. As the deviation in practice mainly stays within
reasonable limits, dependent on the availability of the crew, there is a limit to the percentage deviation.
This limit is retrieved by creating a boxplot for the deviation given in days and again taking the first
quartile for both interval types.

By applying this new approach, the risks are minimised for the ship, because the delivery is always
sufficiently before the estimated job date. Eliminating the risk ensures that the model presented in this
research does not have to account for the risks, too.

3.3. Cost of transportation

As said, the decision-making is done based on the costs (Section 3.1). Therefore, this section will es-
tablish which costs should be included in the analysis. This means first looking at the costs of procuring
a spare part. Secondly, looking at which of these costs can be influenced by the decisionmaker and
thus have a variable value to consider for this research.

In the realm of shipment planning, Sahoo et al. ( ) presented a sequence of activities that can be
used as a guide to determine the cost of shipping by looking at the price of each step. The sequence
as explained by Sahoo et al. ( ) is:

Packing —Warehousing —Trucking —Air transport —Trucking —Warehousing.

An important note is that this sequence is considered for a freight forwarder between the supplier and
the receiving party. The whole chain should be considered for this research, which means adding extra
layers to the sequence. This is done according to the supply chain layout of the case company, Stolt
Tankers.

Supplier Rotterdam hub Delivery hub
==
(a) Spare part transportation sequence, with vendor close to or in Rotterdam
I
Supplier Rotterdam hub Delivery hub - V)

Receiving hub

(b) Spare part transportation sequence, with vendor further away from Rotterdam

Figure 3.1: Current spare part transportation sequence options Stolt Tankers, with the consolidation of all parts in Rotterdam

According to the author’s best knowledge, there has not been much research into optimising spare
parts delivery to ships. However, the paper by Vukic et al. ( ) has developed a mathematical model
to select the optimal shipment method based on total shipping costs, distance, and delivery time. The
three different transportation modes considered by Vukic¢ et al. ( ) are regular, express and mixed
variants with air transport. The total cost consists of the sum of the following ( ):
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* Freight rate of the parcel * Logistics operator charge (warehousing)
» Customs clearance fee » Brokerage fee
+ Airport handling fee » Additional charges

The freight rate of the parcel is used to determine the total cost of transport for a parcel. The freight
rate in $/kg/km or €/kg/km can be transferred to the cost as seen in Equation (3.1). The freight rate
depends on the route, mode of transport and agreements set with the transport company. The customs
clearance fee is paid for each delivery, so when a shipment is consolidated, this cost is made only once.
Therefore, it is not considered in the single spare part optimisation considered in this research. The
same is valid for the airport handling fee, brokerage fee and possible additional charges (

). The logistics operator is often a company that has their agreements with a company too,
therefore it is also really hard to link the costs to one spare part, as it is with the other fees. Hence, the
only variable that has a significant impact on the total cost is here the freight rate of a parcel.

Cost of Transport = Freight rate x weight x distance (3.1)

As can be seen, this only optimises the cost of the delivery, which needs to be extended in this re-
search. Eruguz et al. ( ) and Pahl ( ) mention that the reason for just-in-time deliveries is
valid economic reasons not to have stock on board the vessel. Therefore, early deliveries should be
added to the cost equation as the cost of capital. This is calculated according to Equation (3.2), where
the cost of capital is given per day. As can be seen, the cost of capital is taken over the full spare part
price, so including the cost of transportation. This also includes the price that should be paid for GHG
emissions. Multiplying the total cost with the Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC), which is a
percentage per year, divided by 365.25 (days in a year) gives the cost of capital per day.

Cost of Capital = (Pricespare part + Freight Cost + GHG cost) x WACC/365.25 [euro/day] (3.2)

As the main focus of this research lies in reducing Scope 3 GHG emissions per individual spare part, it
will be assumed that all fees will be similar across different airports/trade routes. However, it should be
remembered that sending individual packages towards the ships will call for all these additional fees.
Also, the emissions will be expressed as a cost to make a decision. This will be elaborated in the next
section; Section 3.4

3.4. Emissions

As explained in the introduction of this chapter, for this study, it is necessary to include the GHG emis-
sions in the decision-making process. However, this has not been applied in current literature in the
maritime industry. For this research, the emissions considered are limited to those from transporting
spare parts, thus not further down the supply chain. Different transport modes can be used to get
the spare part from the supplier to the ship, namely aircraft, train, road and ship or a combination of
these. For each mode, the amount of GHG emissions produced for a trip over a specific distance is
needed. This will be explained in Section 3.4.1. Lastly, to make the trade-off between costs, risks and
emissions, the emissions should be converted to a cost, similarly to the risks. This will be described in
Section 3.4.2.

3.4.1. Emission factors

To find representative values for GHG emissions, for all transport modes, that can express this for
each spare part over each possible distance, Kleijn et al. ( ) published the so-called "Study on
Transport Emissions for All Modes” (STREAM). This study provides a comprehensive review of the
emissions factors of all freight transport modes, expressed in emissions per ton kilometre, based on
2018 data. The first version of the STREAM report was published in 2016. The latest update was
performed in 2020: STREAM 2020, which presents the key emission factors relevant for climate and
air-quality policy-makers. GHG emissions that are included in the report are carbon dioxide (CO,),
methane (CH,4) and nitrous oxide (N,O). These emissions are expressed as CO,-equivalent. Next to
the greenhouse gasses, also the following pollutants are included in the report: mono-nitrogen oxides
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(NOy), particulate matter (PM4g) and sulphur dioxide (SO,). These air pollutants do not have a direct
influence on global warming, and neither do they show a direct effect on the populations in the area of
pollution. However, it causes a cumulative effect on air quality problems, such as acid rain (

).

The aim of STREAM 2020 is to provide a comprehensive overview of the emission factor for each tonne-
kilometre transported by whichever transport mode. This also includes emissions related to the unladen
movement of vehicles to move between different transportation jobs; see Figure 3.2 for an explanation
and example of a calculation. Kleijn et al. ( ) provides an insight into both exhaust gas emissions
(also known as Tank-to-wheel (road & rail) or Tank-to-wake (shipping & aviation) (TTW) emissions)
and emissions associated with fuel extraction, production and transport and electricity production and
transmission (also known as Well-to-tank (WTT) emissions). Combined, these two calculations give
the Well-to-wheel (road & rail) or Well-to-wake (shipping & aviation) (WTW) emissions.

Next load

10 km, empty, 6 kgCO,

20 km, 20 tonne, 20kg CO,

Calculation of CO, emission factor per tonne-km (tkm):

e Physical tkm: 20km * 20 tonne + 10km * 0 tonne = 400 tkm;
o CO, emissions: 20 kg + 6 kg =26 kgCO,;
« Emission factor: 26000/400 = 65 gCO,/tkm

Figure 3.2: An example of how the emission factor can be calculated for transportation between point A and B, based on Kleijn
etal. ( )

Based on this calculation method, Kleijn et al. ( ) found emission factors for all types of transport.
An important note to the values found is that it is based on data retrieved from vehicles or vessels that
travelled within, from or to The Netherlands. Examples of representative values are given in Tables 3.1
and 3.2. These values can be used to calculate the pollution of CO,-equivalents and air pollutants
based on the weight of the cargo and the distance travelled. The distance travelled should be consid-
ered the route taken, not "as the crow flies”. In addition, the STREAM 2020 report gives values other
than those shown in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 and conversion tables to determine the emission factors when
alternative fuels are used.

Table 3.1: Examples of representative emission factors per mode, bulk/packaged cargo transport ( )
| Mode | Vehicle/Vessel | Type of freight | CO,-eq (g/tkm) (WTW) | PMc (g/tkm) (TTW)* | NOX (gitkm) (TTW)*
Van, empty weight 2,000-2,500 kg Light 1,326 0.078 4.35
Road Truck, medium-size Med.-weight 256 0.015 1.4
Tractor-semitrailer, light Med.-weight 178 0.002 0.53
Tractor-semitrailer, heavy Med.-weight 88 0.002 0.22
Rail Medium-length train (electric 73%: diesel 27%) | Heavy 12 0.001 0.05
. Rhine-Herne canal (RHC) vessel Heavy 38 0.014 0.4
Inland shipping -
Large Rhine vessel Heavy 24 0.01 0.26
" . Short-sea: General Cargo 10-20 dwkt Heavy 22 0.009 0.4
Maritime shipping -
Deep-sea: Bulk carrier 35-60 dwkt Heavy 6.6 0.003 0.13
Aviation Long-haul (average) Light 544 0.015 1.98

* The emission factors for air pollutants provide no indication of the potential health damage associated with the various
modes, which depends on where the emissions occur.

To check whether the values given by Kleijn et al. ( ) are representative values for the sector, the
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Table 3.2: Examples of representative emission factors per mode, container transport ( )

Mode ‘ Vehicle/Vessel ‘ Type of freight ‘ CO,-eq (g/tkm) (WTW) ‘ PMc (g/tkm) (TTW)* | NOx (g/tkm) (TTW)*
Road Tractor-semitrailer, heavy (2 TEU) Med.-weight 121 0.003 0.3
Rail Long train (electric 73%: diesel 27%) Med.-weight 18 0.0018 0.08
. Rhine-Herne canal (RHC) vessel (96 TEU) Med.-weight 52 0.019 0.55
Inland shipping - -
Large Rhine vessel (208 TEU) Med.-weight 32 0.013 0.34
. . Short-sea: 1,000-1,999 TEU container ship | Med.-weight 32 0.013 0.57
Maritime shipping - - -
Deep-sea: 8,000-11,999 TEU container ship | Med.-weight 12 0.005 0.23

* The emission factors for air pollutants do not indicate the potential health damage associated with the various modes,
which depends on where the emissions occur.

values are compared to values from other sources. United Nations Framework Convention on Climate
( ) has presented a calculation tool including emission factors for different transport modes. These
values are based on data gathered within the United Kindom or used by the UK Government. The
values from the transport modes within the tool are similar to those from the values from Kileijn et al.
( ). As this covers the same transport modes as addressed in the report by Kleijn et al. ( ), it
can be assumed these values are accurate.

The case company’s spare part transportation company base their analysis on the same report. This
will make for an easy comparison between a base year and the results of this study, as then the values
used for the calculations are the same.

These emission factors can predict the number of emissions produced during a specific trip, with a
known weight of goods, see Equation (3.3). This can then be used to compare different trips to each
other or to determine the amount of tax that should be paid. The latter is explained in Section 3.4.2.

GHG emissions = Emission factoriansport mode X distanCeyransport mode X Weight (3.3)

3.4.2. Carbon taxing and emission trading
Literature shows that taxing carbon positively influences companies to reduce their GHG emissions (

). The European Commission is

the first to set up a Em|SS|on Trading Scheme (ETS) to regulate CO, emissions. The EU ETS works
on the ’cap and trade’ principle. With a cap, the maximum amount of GHG that can be emitted by
the installations covered in a system is limited. This cap can be reduced over time so that the total
emissions fall ( ).
At the end of the year, a stocktake will be performed to see how much allowances should be surren-
dered by an installation to cover its emissions fully. If not enough allowances are paid, heavy fines will
be imposed. Suppose an installation has reduced its emissions more than the reduction in available
allowances. In that case, it can keep the allowances as spare for the next year or sell them to another
installation that is short of allowances ( ).

The European ETS operates in trading phases, which are there to ensure the set climate goals are
achieved. Currently, we are in phase 4 (2021-2030), which strengthens the EU ETS to accomplish
the goals set in the Paris Agreement. Annually, the overall decline in the total number of emission
allowances is accelerated to a rate of 2.2% (compared to 1.74% before 2021) (

). The EU ETS initially covers the following sectors and gasses ( ):

» Carbon dioxide CO, from

— electricity and heat generation,

— energy-intensive industries,

— commercial aviation within the European Economic Area
* Nitrous oxide N,O from the production of nitric, adipic and glyoxylic acids and glyoxal
* Perfluorocarbons (PFCs) from the production of aluminium.

For these sectors, participation in the EU ETS is mandatory with some exceptions given by European
Commission ( )-
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Next, from 2023 onwards, the maritime sector will also be included in the EU ETS. Therefore, mar-
itime companies will also have to pay for their emissions, which will be capped (

). The price used within the EU ETS can be used to determine the emissions’ associated
costs. Aviation has already been included in the EU ETS since 2012 ( ).
Therefore, the combination of the emissions factors and the price of emissions will make it possible to
determine the additional expense for emissions on a specific route. This will make it easier to make
a business-relevant decision. The formula to determine the cost is given in Equation (3.4). Here, the
price of GHG is given in €/kgC0,-eq

GHG cost = Price of GHG x Emission factor iansport mode X distance yansport mode X Weight — (3.4)

3.5. Determine location
The delivery location will influence two significant aspects of the decision-making process: 1. The de-

livery time, closely related to the risk of downtime ( ; ); and 2. The distance
between the supplier and the ship, which influences the amount of greenhouse gasses that are emit-
ted ( ). Hence, knowing where a ship will be located to deliver something onboard

is essential. Chemical tankers are considered to have a relatively short planning horizon (

; ). This is because chemical tankers are often controlled by so-called tramp
operators. There are three types of operation modes for ships according to Jetlund and Karimi ( )
and Ronen ( ). Tramp ships follow the available cargoes and often engage in contracts of affreight-
ments. This makes it hard to make mid-term and long-term plans. Next to that are liner operators, who
often control container and general cargo vessels. Liner vessels follow a pre-determined schedule,
and thus their planning horizon is relatively long. Lastly, industrial operators own the cargo and reduce
transportation costs by transporting in bulk volumes ( ; )-

Papers that look into improving the efficiency of a tramp shipping company (environmental or opera-
tional improvements) often address the freight rate as the most critical driver for determining where the
ship will be in the near future ( ; ). Even when the planning is deter-
mined, the lead time of a port can complicate the delivery and delay the ship’s next trip ( )-
A conclusion drawn from this is that it remains hard to make a proper planning for tramp ships. This
is also because their routes are fixed at the very last moment, which means that deliveries (such as
spare parts) may be requested at any of the about 3000 different ports ( ).

This conclusion is also drawn in the literature review performed by Pache et al. ( ). Here is men-
tioned that a precise classification on the planning horizon of tramp shipping cannot be made. One
reason for this is an overlap between the multiple categories of horizons. These classifications and
their estimated horizons are listed in Table 3.3. Some operational decisions will result in changes that
also affect the tactical decisions and the other way around. Therefore it is indeed hard to quantify the
actual planning horizon of a tramp shipping company.

Table 3.3: Classifications of planning horizons for a tramp shipping company, based on ( )
Classification | Planning horizon Tramp Shipping
Strategic Several years
Tactical Multiple months to a year
Operational Days to a few weeks

As it will be hard to predict where tramp vessels will be in the future, this report will focus on what
could have been saved, looking into historical data. Based on the findings gathered from this research,
a value can be given to the possible savings which will lead to alternative prediction methods. Also,
in-house information of a company can be used to provide supply chain planners with the necessary
information. Also looking at the structure of the supply chain can already narrow down the possible
delivery locations. Companies operating worldwide often make use of a distribution hub system. Next
to that, it will be easier to deliver to certain ports in the world, due to the company’s connections and
regulations that apply to that port. These ports are so-called "ports of convenience” (T. Smolenaars,
personal communication, August 2023).



Modelling methodology

In Chapters 2 and 3, is explained that for this thesis, a model should be created that can determine the
cost and GHG emissions for the procurement of a spare part. This means the model can determine,
based on the available data, the distance the spare part has travelled, what the costs were for this
transportation and how many GHG emissions were produced. Correspondingly, based on the days
between the delivery and the job date, the loss of capital cost should be determined. Then the model
should be able to pick alternative delivery locations and check what would be the best option out of all
alternatives considered. Because there is a limited amount of solutions, Chapter 3 suggested that the
model should perform the calculations for all alternatives instead of creating an algorithm to search the
solution space.

This chapter first introduces the model layout by explaining all the steps. Then, a verification is per-
formed on the model to check whether the model performs as expected.

4.1. Model layout

The model created for this research is structured as depicted in Figure 4.1. The dataset as described
in Section 2.2 is imported into the model together with the historical location data of the vessel, the
location of all hubs that can be used for receiving spare parts and the location at which regular storings
to vessels can be performed. The model is created using Python as a coding language. This is used
because the open-source software handles data from Excel files well, which is useful with data from
different sources within the company. The Python package "pandas” is used to perform column-wise
calculations (similar to Excel) ( ).

After importing all data, the model can perform the calculations for each spare part. This is depicted in
Figure 4.1 as the yellow arrow indicating all steps performed for the spare part. Also, the indentations
and use of new lines help clarify the steps included in each loop. First, the model determines which of
the hubs is the closest to the supplier and what distance this has. Then, the deviation to the Planned
Maintenance System (PMS) is calculated for each spare part. This is analysed for the complete dataset
of spare parts, whereafter, the value can be used to determine the delivery time. Then, for each delivery
situation, each WACC and each GHG price, the total costs and emissions are calculated for the original
situation and all alternative situations. The decisionmaker also sets the number of alternative situations
that are considered. From these options, the option with the lowest cost is considered optimal and will
be used in the results. The optimal value is compared to the original situation, which results in the
amount of improvement of both cost and emissions.

Throughout this section, the steps of the model are discussed in more depth. Each step is labelled
with a number throughout the section corresponding to the number in Figure 4.1. The Python code
corresponding to the model is given in Appendix C.

25



4.1. Model layout 26
each spare
Import Data part in data
® 2 €
ind closest hub Determine the Determine the
to the supplier deviation to PMSJ delivery time
Change delivery

each deliver
scenario

each WACC
and GHG-price,

accordingly

Calculate the
original situation

each
alternative

Calculate the
alternative
situation

ind the optimal
between all
alternatives

Calculate the
improvement

.e

Save the
improvement
results

Export the data

Figure 4.1: Main steps of the designed model

1. Find closest hub to the supplier

In Section 3.5 is explained that when a part is ordered, it will be firstly delivered to a 'receiving hub’,
which is a hub that the receiving company controls. First, the straight line distance across the earth is
calculated between each hub in the list and the supplier of the part. The haversine formula is used for
this, as this defines the distance between two points on a sphere. The haversine formula is given in
Equation (4.1) ( ). Here, ris the radius of the earth,
equal to 6371km and ¢ and y are the latitude and longitude respectively.

After determining the distance for each hub using the haversine formula, the hub with the closest
proximity is taken for further analysis.

The next step in the process is calculating the trucking distance, which follows the road between the
supplier and the closest hub. The model does so by using the Python package 'requests’, which can
retrieve data from HTTP protocols. Using an API key from Bing ( ), for
each trip that should be completed over the road is retrieved using the following HTTP link: https:
/[dev.virtualearth.net/REST/V1/Routes/Driving?wayPoint.1={lat_from},{lon_from}&wayPoint.2={lat_
to},{lon_to}&key={api_keys} ( ). In this link, the ’lat_from’, ’lon_from’, ’lat_to’
and ’'lat_to’ will be filled in for the supplier (from) and the closest hub (to). The 'api_key’ corresponds
to an account registered with Bing.


https://dev.virtualearth.net/REST/V1/Routes/Driving?wayPoint.1={lat_from},{lon_from}&wayPoint.2={lat_to},{lon_to}&key={api_key}
https://dev.virtualearth.net/REST/V1/Routes/Driving?wayPoint.1={lat_from},{lon_from}&wayPoint.2={lat_to},{lon_to}&key={api_key}
https://dev.virtualearth.net/REST/V1/Routes/Driving?wayPoint.1={lat_from},{lon_from}&wayPoint.2={lat_to},{lon_to}&key={api_key}
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Figure 4.2: Step one in the model: Find closest hub to the supplier

The result of step 1 is the distance between the supplier of the spare part and the receiving hub over
the road. This will be used later to determine the trucking cost and the emissions the trip produces.

2. Determine the deviation to PMS

Countor based—» PMS valuegouner / avg RH > Plﬁgrence to actual First quartile of boxplot
¢ job in percentage = Q1counter-based
ounter based
Determine the Convert PMS interval _, ~Interval Counter based, min[PMS valueggunter / avg RH, _y.Interval
deviation to PMS to days type time restricted PMS valueyj, *365.25/ 12] type
Time based ) . "
Time based—» PMS valueyme *365.25/ 12 > !Z)lffgrence to actual First quartile of boxplot
job in percentage = Q1time-based

Figure 4.3: Step two in the model: Determine the deviation to PMS

In Section 3.2, it is explained that the deviation to the PMS is calculated and analysed based on his-
torical data to determine the required delivery moment. This step is about performing this analysis and
creating the results.

The first step in analysing this data is extracting the PMS interval from the data. There are two types of
PMS intervals: 1. Counter-based, which tells the number of running hours before a job should be done,
and 2. Time-based, which specifies the exact time between two jobs. Some jobs are counter-based
and time-restricted, which means that the job should be done after a specific amount of running hours
unless a specific time has passed.

Next, the PMS interval time is converted to days to have the same time format for all interval types:
time in days. For counter-based jobs, this is done using the average running hours as specified in
Section 2.2, Equations (2.1) and (2.2). After calculating the PM time in actual days, this is compared to
the time difference between the current and previous job. This results in a number of days difference
between the PM time and how long there was between the jobs, which is converted to a percentage of
the PMS window.

Lastly, the first quartile of a boxplot is used to determine a representative value for the PMS deviation
without considering the outliers in the dataset. The difference is given both in percentage and in days.
As the date difference can be negative (the job is performed earlier than PMS) and positive, taking the
first quartile of the boxplot will give a proper insight into the earliest jobs will be performed. This value
will then be used in the model’s next step to determine the latest delivery time to ensure the spare part
is on board before the job starts.

3. Determine the delivery time

AN ,b—: Delivery time = previous job date + max[(1-Q1counter-based) * PMS interval, PMS interval - Q1 gays]
nterval - Counter-base

type Time-based

e Before job —>» Delivery time = previous job date + max[(1-Q1time-based) * PMS interval, PMS interval - Q1;, days]
Determine the Delivery _I
delivery time tYPe " After job
— Delivery time = job date + max[(1-Q1¢ounter-based) * PMS interval, PMS interval - Q1j gaysl

Interval . Counter-based

type Time-based - - - - -
> Delivery time = job date + max[(1-Q1time-based) * PMS interval, PMS interval - Q1j, gays]

Figure 4.4: Step three in the model: Determine the delivery time
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The model’s third step is determining the spare part’s delivery time. In step 2, the actual PMS window
and the deviation to it are given and will be used in this step.

In Section 2.2 is explained that there are two delivery types for jobs. Most jobs order a part after the job,
and thus, the delivery is done after the job (and before the next job). This means a stock level should
be on board the vessel to perform the job. There are also parts of which there is no stock. These parts
should be delivered before the job.

In Figure 4.4, it is shown that a different calculation method is used to determine the maximum delivery
date depending on the delivery type and the interval type. For ‘before jobs’, the previous job is used as
a starting point to determine the delivery date. For ’after jobs’ the starting point is the current job date.
Then, the delivery time is equal to this starting point, added with the PMS interval times one minus the
first quartile of the boxplot. The latter makes sure that the spare part would really have been on time for
the job. Also, when the PMS times the first quartile is greater than the value given by the first quartile in
days, the delivery time is equal to the starting point added with the PMS interval minus the first quartile
set in days.

4. Change the delivery time accordingly

o ‘Regular——» Keep delivery description for all jobs
Change Qellvery Scenario ‘Before, no stock—» Replace delivery description for 'After-jobs’
accordingly
‘Before, with stock—» Replace delivery description for 'After-jobs’

Figure 4.5: Step four in the model: Change the delivery time accordingly to scenario

In Figure 4.5 can be seen that the model can be run for different scenarios. As explained in step 3
of the model (and Section 2.2) in the 'Regular’ delivery scenario most spare parts are delivered after
the job, with some exceptions; these are delivered before the job. However, from the case company’s
experience follows that for parts that are delivered after the job, often this delivery is performed as
soon as possible, resulting in possible longer transport distances. This raises the idea that delivering
the part before the job might be a good decision. This, however, causes the spare part already in stock
to remain there and thus there will be an additional capital loss. If this option will improve either GHG
emissions, costs, or both should be researched. This scenario is called: 'Before with stock’. To see
if the stock has a high influence, there is an additional scenario called: 'Before without stock’. In this
scenario, the assumption is made that if the spare part is delivered on time before the job, which should
hold using the PMS deviation as described before, no stock is needed.

Another advantage of delivering before the job is that there might be additional delivery options. This is
because delivery should be made before the next job on ’after jobs’, but the delivery can be earlier than
the previous job for the 'before jobs’. This opens the possibility of delivering the part to more different
ports, which might improve the reduction of GHG emissions.

5. Calculate the original situation

e Calculate the
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Trucklng cO§t = closest hub |—> and emission-factor | emissions cost + G *G cost] CC/
distance * weight * cost factor | 365.25 * Days not used

Trucking GHG emissions =
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emission factor

GHG cost = GHG
emissions * GHG-price

Figure 4.6: Step five in the model: Calculate the original situation

The fifth step in the model is calculating the original situation; see Figure 4.6. The original situation is
a representation of the actual delivery within the model. This means the delivery has been made using
the Rotterdam hub as an in-between hub to consolidate all orders to the ship. The original situation
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is calculated using Equations (3.1) to (3.4), which are equations from Chapter 3 repeated below, and
Equation (4.2)

First, the trucking cost is calculated using Equation (3.1) taking the weight of the spare part, the freight
rate and the distance between the supplier and the closest hub. Using the emissions factor for trucking,
the GHG emissions can be calculated according to Equation (3.3). The distance between the supplier
and the closest hub is calculated (and explained above) in step 1 of the model.

Then, the flight distance between the hub closest to the supplier and the original delivery port going via
the Rotterdam hub is calculated. This is done using the Haversine formula as depicted in Equation (4.1)
twice: from the receiving hub to Rotterdam and from Rotterdam to the delivery port. Based on the
distance the flight will be classified as short-haul, medium-haul or long-haul according to the following
requirements:

 Long-haul flight: > 6000km
« Medium-haul flight: 1500-6000km
« Long-haul flight: < 1500km

For each of the classifications, a different cost- and emission factor should be used to calculate the
cost of transport and the GHG emissions for the flight. Using Equations (3.1) and (3.3), the cost and
GHG emissions can be calculated for the total flight.

Adding this to the values for the trucking transport gives the total freight cost and total GHG emissions
for the spare part. Multiplying the amount of GHG emissions with the cost for GHG per tonne gives the
GHG cost.

Cost of Transport = Freight rate x weight x distance (3.1)

GHG emissions = Emission factoriansport mode X distanCeyransport mode X Weight (3.3)

GHG cost = Price of GHG x Emission factoriansport mode X distanCeyransport mode X Weight (3.4)

As can be seen in Figure 4.6, only one step remains to find the total original cost for the spare part:
calculating the cost of capital that is lost by having the spare part onboard earlier than needed, using
Equation (3.2). The model assumes that the spare part is needed at the latest delivery time, calculated
in step 3 of the model. Then, the price of the spare part is defined by the price of the spare parts itself,
the freight cost and the GHG cost. This is multiplied by the number of days the spare part was delivered
before the latest delivery date, times the Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) divided by 365.25.
The total cost is then calculated by adding all elements together (Equation (4.2)).

Cost of Capital = Costgpare part X WACC/365.25 [$/day] (3.2)

Total costs = Spare part price + Cost of Transport + GHG emissions + Cost of Capital (4.2)

6. Calculate the alternative situation

In Figure 4.7, the sixth step of the model is found. This step is performed for each alternative solution.
The number of alternative solutions is given as input to the model and is a number telling how many
alternative ports should be considered. Based on the historical location data of the ship, the model
searches for previous occurrences of the possible delivery ports. For 'Before jobs’ it looks at the maxi-
mum delivery date and then takes the port calls before that date which are in the list of possible delivery
ports. From this list, it takes as many alternatives as defined as input for the model and the model will
calculate each of these alternatives.

As can be seen in the Figure 4.7, the calculations are very similar to the calculations for the original
situation. There are a few differences that are listed below.
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Figure 4.7: Step six in the model: Calculate the alternative situation

1. The distance from the closest hub to the supplier does not go past the Rotterdam hub anymore.

2. Depending on the scenario there is an additional cost of capital loss. This is for the scenario:
‘Before with stock’.

In the scenario 'Before with stock’ there will be an additional cost of capital loss due to the stock onboard.
Figure 4.8 will be used to assist in explaining how the additional cost is calculated. As can also be seen
in the picture, for the cost of capital loss, the model considers the time between the delivery and the
maximum delivery time. Although the ‘Before jobs’ look very similar to the ’After jobs’, there is a slight
difference in the fact that for the 'Before jobs’ the delivery is compared to the maximum date before
the current job. For 'After jobs’ it is compared to the projected maximum delivery date before the next
job. As the area between the delivery and the actual job is not predictable and variable, this period is
not considered for the cost of capital. To make a fair comparison between the different scenarios, this
should also not be considered for the additional cost of capital. Therefore, the additional cost of capital
depends on the days between the previous job and the maximum delivery. This is called the ’stock
days’in fig. 4.7.

7. Find the optimal between all alternatives

After calculating the total cost for each alternative delivery option, the optimal option should be deter-
mined. This is done as shown in Figure 4.9. The model loops through each alternative and saves the
option with the lowest cost. It also adds additional columns to the ‘pandas’ dataframe with the specifics
of this option. If there is no alternative available, the original situation is used here, resulting in no
improvement later on in the model. It could be that the alternative delivery is the same or very similar
to the original situation. In this case, the original situation was already optimal. However, the exact
delivery date will most likely always differ from the original as the delivery date in the historical data is
not often equal to the arrival date of the vessel in that port. This is only a few days, so the impact is
considered negligible.

8. Calculate the improvement

For each attribute listed below, the model will calculate the improvement by subtracting the best alter-
native from the original situation. If the best option was the original situation, this will return zero. It
could be that the most optimal option has a negative improvement in one of the attributes. Then still
the overall costs are lower in the alternative, but one (or more) of the attributes performs worse.

Attributes to calculate in step 8:

* Reduction in distance * Reduction in cost of capital

» Reduction in tonne-kilometre » Reduction in additional cost of capital
* Reduction in freight cost * Reduction in total cost of capital

* Reduction in GHG emissions * Reduction in total cost

* Reduction in GHG cost
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Figure 4.8: lllustrative explanation of the additional cost of capital loss in the 'Before with stock’ scenario for an analysed job

9. Save the improvement results

For each of the for loops, meaning for each delivery scenario, each WACC and each cost of GHG
emissions, the results are saved as a total of the improvement for each attribute. This means that
the reductions as listed above are exported along with the original value, the optimal value and the
percentual value with respect to the original situation.

10. Export the data

The last step in the model is to export all the improvement results to Excel. This is done to preserve
the data and the results. First, a file (if it does not exist yet) is created using the openpyxl package.
Next, using the pandas package, the results are written to the file. Lastly, using the openpyxl package
again, filters are added to the headers so the sheet can be easily sorted. Then, the file is saved.

ind the optimal
between all
alternatives

each Lower cost OPTIMAL
alternative than optimal? DELIVERY

YES -> Update optimal
Optimal =[]

(infinite cost)

Figure 4.9: Step seven in the model: Find the optimal between all alternatives
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Figure 4.10: Step eight in the model: Calculate the improvement

4.2. Model verification and validation

A model verification is performed to check whether the created model performs the calculations as
expected. According to Carson ( ): "Verification occurs when the model developer exercises an
apparently correct model for the specific purpose of finding and fixing modelling errors. It refers to the
processes and techniques that the model developer uses to assure that his or her model is correct and
matches any agreed-upon specifications and assumptions”. To distinct verification and validation, it
can be added that validation is the process of comparing the result of the model to the actual system.
Carson ( ) suggests a simple framework for the verification and validation of the model, consisting
of the following steps:

1. Test the model for face validity (verification).

2. Test the model over a range of input parameters (verification).

3. Where applicable, compare model predictions to past performance of the actual system or to
a baseline model representing an existing system. When designing a new system, compare
implemented model behaviour to assumptions and specifications (validation).

Testing for face validity

Testing the model’s face validity means that the model is examined for a given scenario and that the
model’s outputs are checked for reasonability. The way this model is structured provides a great op-
portunity to do so for most of the calculation steps in the model. This is because the model performs
column-wise operations and creates a column for most steps. Not all data in the dataset is analysed
for reasonability, this is only done for a subset selected randomly. Tests performed for the face validity
are listed in Table 4.1 and were all successful.

Table 4.1: Face validity tests performed on the model for each step as explained in Section 4.1

Step | Test description

Is the selected closest hub indeed the closest?
Is the distance between the supplier and the hub reasonable?

1

Is the PMS interval correctly converted based on type?
Is the date difference calculated correctly?

3 Is the delivery time calculated correctly, checked manually by following the steps?
Are the parts that were labelled 'After’ indeed changed to the new delivery method?

Is the distance to the (alternative) port calculated correctly?

5&6 | Are the cost and GHG calculations making sense and are they in the expected range?
Are the costs corresponding to the manual calculations?

Is the additional cost of capital added correctly?

Is the optimal alternative indeed the one with the lowest cost?

Is this equal to the manual calculations?

Testing for a range of input parameters

Next to the fact that part of the model will already be run for a range of variables, the model has also
been tested on this during the verification tests. In the early stages of the model, the different input
parameters were changed to verify if the model was still able to provide results and if the results were
as expected. For example, if the WACC is set to zero, will the model only optimise for the cost of
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transport and the cost of GHG emissions? What was found is that, indeed, if the GHG cost was not
zero, the improvement in GHG emissions will reach a fixed value, the highest between all lines with
varying WACC values. For other WACC values, the improvement in GHG emissions will grow as the
cost for these emissions increases. This means there will be a trade-off for the decision maker whether
he or she accepts the loss of capital due to earlier storing or chooses the loss of GHG emissions for a
later storing. This also covers the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) part of the model.

Test model behaviour

Carson ( ) mentions that performing a scientific validation is only (theoretically) possible when there
is a possibility to match the model to an existing system. This is not the case for this model, as no precise
data on the GHG emissions and costs are available. Therefore, it is suggested to look at and validate
the model at the micro-level to assess the causes and effects of changes in the model’s outcome. This
has already been performed quite well during the tests for face validity and testing the range of input
parameters. In addition to the previous test, a sample set of the cost results has been presented to an
expert in this field within the company (T. Smolenaars, personal communication, August 2023).

Next to the actions described above, validating the model further with the available data will be hard.

4.3. Model usability

The model is created to analyse the historical data available within a shipping company. As is described
throughout this chapter, there is quite some data needed to make the analysis. However, the major
part of the data is standard data when purchasing spare parts, or when analysing operations of a ship.
With regard to retrieving the data, the only challenge that emerged during this thesis was finding the
weight of the spare parts. This means that if any company possesses similar data, or at least the parts
needed for the model, it will be possible to perform the analysis for any company.

In Section 3.5, for a tramp shipper, it will be hard to make a prediction on the location of the vessel.
This is the main reason why the model is not able to be used upfront of the delivery and only looks
in hindsight. However, the model can be changed with some minor adjustments such that instead of
looking at the historical arrivals in ports of convenience, the decision-maker will be able to fill in multiple
options of delivery ports and expected delivery dates to see which would be the best options for all
spare parts. For liner vessels, the alternative port arrivals are often set a long time in advance, making
a prediction more accurate.

After filling in this information, the model can be run using a fixed value for WACC, GHG cost and
delivery scenario according to the decision-makers preference and the company’s actuals. Running the
model for fixed values and a limited number of alternatives makes the model rather quick, which makes
it easy to implement in the daily decision-making of a company. However, next to having information
about the future location of the vessel, it also requires proper use of the Planned Maintenance System
(PMS), which, therefore, should be up to date.



Case study

In this chapter, the model introduced in Chapter 4 is applied to conduct a case study, shedding light on
its practical capabilities and accomplishments. The data for this case study is provided by Stolt Tankers.
Stolt Tankers is a chemical parcel tanker shipping company, owning 164 ships with 70 deep-sea ships
( ). The Stolt Tankers vessel selected for the case study is known internally as
"T0126”. The vessel has proven to have a consistent reporting quality and a global operational footprint,
making it a good subject for this case study (see Section 2.2 for a detailed description).

The chapter commences by introducing the essential parameters employed to initialise the model,
specifically for the "T0126” at Stolt Tankers. Subsequently, it will be shown when spare parts must
be strategically procured to be on board on time for usage. This is needed because of the difference
between the scheduled date of the job and the actual done date, which, in many cases, is before the
scheduled date. This outcome serves as a critical component for the model, guiding it for optimal
timing for spare part deliveries. Lastly, the results of the model analysis will be elaborated on, providing
comprehensive insights into the possible savings of both GHG emissions and money.

5.1. Parameter initialisation
To make the model work, it is initialised by setting parameters as required. This section will briefly
introduce the values of these parameters.

Analysed time frame

In Section 4.1, itis explained that the model considers multiple alternative delivery locations correspond-
ing to the historical location data of the vessel. The number of alternatives that should be considered
by the model can be specified by the decision maker. Next to the number of alternatives, also a fixed
timeframe can be given, in months, to limit the model by time instead of options.

Adhering to current procedures at Stolt Tankers, the model is initiated to analyse for a specific time-
frame. This is because spare parts are now still only ordered three to six months in advance. Therefore,
the model is executed with a maximum time frame of 6 months, covering all options that could have
been considered at the time of decision. To analyse the influence of the situation where a spare part is
ordered only three months in advance, which is late when looking at the current approach within Stolt
Tankers, the model is also initiated with a maximum time frame of 3 months. When looking at the
planning capabilities for a tramp shipping company, three months is already far on the total planning
horizon and therefore, this option also reflects on the outcome when a company has a relatively short
planning horizon. With this short planning horizon, it is harder to determine where the ship will be in
the future.

Costs
The costs for flight and truck transport are based on internal data within the case company. Based on
historical data, the average price over a certain flight route is known and converted to a price per tonne-

34
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kilometre, or for the purpose of this study, to a price per kilogram-kilometre. The price for each transport
mode is given in Table 5.1 as a factor of the price for trucking transport, denoted with x. The value of
x will not be disclosed in this report due to the confidentiality of the number. Different proportions may
apply to other cases or companies.

Table 5.1: Cost factors applied in the case study (T. Smolenaars, personal communication, July 2023), where x is a confidential

number
Average price for: | Value | Unit
Plane short-haul 8 x | [$/kg/km]
Plane medium-haul | 1.5 x | [$/kg/km]
Plane long-haul X | [$/kg/km]
Truck, medium size X | [$/kg/km]

WACC

The Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) calculates the cost of capital due to storing the spare
part on board the vessel earlier than needed. The WACC depends on the company’s financial situation
and the sector it operates in. Therefore, the influence of the WACC on the outcome of the model should
be analysed too. Multiple values in the range of the case company’s WACC have been analysed to
see what it would do to the outcome. Also, a WACC of zero is calculated to show the optimal delivery
situation if the cost of capital does not influence the decision. In this case, the delivery time does not
influence the outcome, and the result is only optimised for the freight cost and the GHG costs. Values
for the Weighted Average Cost of Capital that are used for the case are:

* 0.0% * 8.0%
* 7.0% * 9.0%

Emissions factors

In Section 3.4 is explained that emission factors are needed to calculate the GHG emissions as a CO,-
equivalent. The emission factor for aviation as given in Section 3.4 is valid for the average between
cargo flights and belly flights on long-distance flights. The Well-to-wheel (road & rail) or Well-to-wake
(shipping & aviation) (WTW) C0O, — eq for all different flights is given in Table 5.2. This table also
describes the weighted average between belly-freight and full-freight aircraft. According to Kleijn et al.
( ) the weighted average of full-freight (59%) and belly-freight (41%) is representative of air freight
transport. Because the exact flight mode is not known, the weighted average will be taken for this case
study.

The emissions factors used for this case study are listed in Table 5.3. As the model knows the weight
of the spare part in kilograms, the emission factor from Kileijn et al. is divided by 1000 to go from kg
CO,-eq per tonne-kilometer to kg CO,-eq per kilogram-kilometer. As can also be seen in the table,
but also follows from the model, there are three emission factors for flight transport (based on flight
distance) and one for truck transport.

GHG costs

To convert the GHG emissions to a cost, the price of GHG is needed. At the time this report is written,
the price for EU carbon permits, which is a measure for the GHG price, is equal €92.14 per tonne C0,-eq
(date: 15/08/2023) ( ). On the same day, the euro and dollar conversion rate is
1.09 ( ). In dollars, the carbon permits have a price of $100.72 per tonne.

To be able to say something about the future but also the influence of the carbon price on the outcome of
the decision, multiple values are used for this parameter. This is also a way of implementing the Analytic
Hierarchy Process (AHP) into the decision-making. If a result with higher carbon prices saves more
GHG emissions, but the price is higher, the decision-maker can now make a well-informed decision on
what it is worth to save these emissions.

To do so, the model is initialised with the following values for the GHG price, given in $ per tonne
CO,-€eq:
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Table 5.2: Weighted average Well-to-wheel (road & rail) or Well-to-wake (shipping & aviation) (WTW) emissions for different
flight modes [CO, — eq] ( )

Aircraft category | Distance range | WTW emissions [CO, — eq]
Belly-freight aircraft

Short-haul <1500 km 910
Medium-haul 1500-6000 km 617
Long-haul >6000 km 572
Full-freight aircraft

Short-haul <1500 km 1399
Medium-haul 1500-6000 km 556
Long-haul >6000 km 525
Weighted average

Short-haul <1500 km 1155
Medium-haul 1500-6000 km 587
Long-haul >6000 km 549

Table 5.3: Emission factors applied in the case study ( )

Emission factor for: | Value Unit
Plane short-haul 1155/1000 | [grCO,-eq/kg/km]
Plane medium-haul 587/1000 | [grCO,-eq/kg/km]
Plane long-haul 549/1000 | [grCO,-eq/kg/km]
Truck, medium size 256/1000 | [grCO,-eq/kg/km]
0 + 100 + 200 » 400 * 600 + 800 » 1000
+ 25 * 125 « 250 * 450 * 650 + 850
* 50 * 150 + 300 * 500 » 700 * 900
* 75 * 175 + 350 * 550 * 750 * 950

As the model calculates the GHG emissions in kilograms, these values should still be divided by 1000
to be used in the model in the right unit.

Location

As explained in Section 3.5 companies such as the case company Stolt Tankers, operate using dis-
tribution hubs. These hubs will function as receiving hubs for the spare parts when they leave the
supplier. Some receiving hubs can also function as storage hubs where the ship will eventually receive
the spare parts. These hubs are situated near or at the ports of convenience, which for Stolt Tankers
are the following:

1. Rotterdam, The Netherlands (NLRTM)
2. Houston, Texas, United States (USHOU)
3. Singapore, Singapore (SGSIN)

4. Antwerp, Belgium (BEANR)

5. Ulsan, South-Korea (KRUSN)

6. Fujairah, United Arab Emirates (AEFJR)
7. Algeciras, Spain (ESALG)

8. Durban, South Africa (ZADUR)

5.2. Deviation to the PM window

The final parameter yet to be explored is the deviation from the Preventive Maintenance (PM) window.
This aspect is an integral part of the model, and this section aims to provide insights into the results
regarding the deviation of the Planned Maintenance System (PMS).

In Figure 5.1 the boxplot data is shown for the PMS deviation as a percentage to the original PM window.
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As predicted by the knowledge within Stolt Tankers, a difference can indeed be found between time-
based and counter-based jobs. For time-based jobs, predicting when a job will be performed is often
more accurate than counter-based jobs. This also follows logical reasoning where counter-based jobs
depend on the component’s running hours and, therefore, are subject to more variation in when the end
time is reached. This reasoning is also seen in Figure 5.1c, where the edges of the boxplot (Q1 and
Q3) are quite far apart. Correspondingly, the whiskers of the boxplot are quite far out for counter-based
jobs, which means that not many points are considered outliers when looking at percentual deviation.
For the PMS deviation given in days, see Figure 5.2c¢, this is different. There are a lot more outliers,
which is possibly due to the high amount of jobs with a relatively shorter time period. Even if there is a
high percentual deviation, there is still a low deviation in days.

For time-based jobs, in both cases, the percentual deviation (in Figure 5.1b) and the deviation in days
(in Figure 5.2b), the boxplots show a larger amount of outliers. This suggests that time-based jobs are
often performed near their projected due date, so it is already considered an outlier if that is not the
case.

This also proves the necessity that there is a distinction between time-based and counter-based jobs
when stating the deviation to the interval as specified in the PMS.
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Figure 5.1: Comparison of PMS deviation for different job types as a percentage of the original PM window

To present a quantitive summary of the results, Table 5.4 is given. It shows the limits that should be
implemented in the model for this case study. These findings provide valuable guidance for optimising
spare part delivery, ensuring that they are available on board prior to the PM job, and ultimately making
sure the risk of not having the part available is reduced to a very minimum.

Table 5.4: Percentage of the Planned Maintenance System window requiring the spare part to be available on board prior to
the Preventive Maintenance job

Interval type | Deviation to PMS window | Maximum deviation days
Month -14.0 % -50
Counter -41.8 % -124
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Figure 5.2: Comparison of PMS deviation for different job types in days

5.3. Case results

The case study is performed using the parameters as set in Section 5.1, which corresponds to the vessel
T0126 within Stolt Tankers. Also, it uses the case results from the analysis of the original delivery time
relative to when the part is used, as explained in Section 5.2. This section shows the results of the case
study. First, the maximal achievable savings are shown, looking at a time frame of 6 months, which is
common within Stolt Tankers. After that, the influence of a lack of information is shown, displaying the
results of a 3-month time frame. Next, to see the influence of the Weighted Average Cost of Capital
(WACC), it is analysed how changing this value influences the model’s behaviour. Now, a fixed value
of WACC is used, which is representative of Stolt Tankers, to analyse what the outcome would be if
the delivery strategy is changed. The section provides a comprehensive overview of the results, aiding
decision-makers in making an informed choice.

The model is run for the dataset as presented earlier. The dataset contains a subset of the spare parts
ordered and used within the period of September 21, 2016 to April 27 2023. This is equal to 6.6 years.

5.3.1. Original situation

As explained in Section 4.1, the original costs are calculated the same way as for the alternative situa-
tions to ensure a fair comparison between the original situation and the situation chosen by the model.
However, the spare part will pass through the Rotterdam hub instead of going from the supplier to the
closest hub and then to the hub close to or in the delivery port. In the original situation, the total emis-
sions over the full duration of the time within the dataset is equal to 13.49 tonnes, which equals 2.044
tonnes per year on average (for 6.6 years). All analysed scenarios will be compared to this original
situation. The original costs are again marked confidential and are, therefore, not presented in this
report. However, there will be an increase/decrease presented as a percentage of the original costs.
Important to note is that the original cost of capital and, herewith, the total cost change with the change
of the Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC). Therefore, for each value of the WACC the original
values of these also change and the new situation is compared to this number.

5.3.2. Maximal GHG savings

To assess the maximal savings in GHG emissions, in Section 5.1, it is explained that the model is
run using a Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) that is equal to 0%. This ensures the model
optimises for the freight cost and the cost of emissions. As these almost linearly follow each other,
minimising them together is possible. It should be noted that short-haul flights are more expensive to
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perform and also produce more GHG emissions per tonne-kilometer. This is why, for a low cost of GHG
emissions, the model is expected not yet to reach its maximal potential in reducing GHG emissions.

The result of this test, with a maximum analysed time frame for the alternatives of half a year (6 months),
is shown in Figure 5.3. The total maximum saving is equal to 5.85 tonnes (43.4%), which in the graph
is shown as 56.6%, for the alternative delivery strategies. The maximal saving is already reached at a
GHG cost of 0.5 dollars per kg. However, if the current delivery strategy is used (order after jobs), the
maximum saving would be equal to 3.08 tonnes, which is equal to 22.9% savings. When optimising
for freight costs only (WACC = 0% and GHG costs = $0.00), it can be concluded that there are fewer
savings in GHG emissions (only 21.02% savings), which is in line with not optimising for it. However,
a transition point is found after a GHG cost equal to 0.025 $ per kg. After this point, the weight of the
GHG cost is considered high enough to influence the outcome of the model so that it will optimise for
GHG emissions.

The difference between not taking GHG emissions into account and reaching its maximum potential
in all delivery situations equals 1.85%. This means that including the GHG emissions in the decision-
making adds a 1.85% saving, compared to not considering it. In Figure 5.4, it can be seen that if there is
an increase in the savings of emissions, there is also a slight increase in the internal costs (equal to the
sum of the cost of capital and the freight costs) which is equal to 0.03%. Meaning the decision-maker
should consider this trade-off. However, this is for a WACC equal to 0%, which has a small influence
on the internal cost. In the scenario with internal cost, this influence is expected to be different.
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Figure 5.3: Percentual amount of GHG emissions compared to the original situation, leaving out the cost of capital (WACC=0%)
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Figure 5.4: Trade-off between the internal cost (freight cost and cost of capital) and the GHG emissions savings for WACC =
0% (more GHG savings, mean higher internal costs)

In Figures 5.3 and 5.4, the lines for 'Delivery before with stock’ and ’Delivery before without stock’
precisely coincide. This is because when the WACC is set equal to zero, the price of having stock on
board is equal to zero. Subsequently, the two scenarios are exactly the same in this case. The same
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is also valid for the total costs, see Figure 5.5. Here, the total cost consists of the freight cost and the
cost of GHG emissions. Each increase in the cost of GHG also decreases the savings in total cost for
all delivery strategies. For the strategies where the delivery is performed before the job, this decrease
is more per increase in GHG cost than for the current delivery strategy. This is because these two
strategies have more savings in GHG emissions compared to the current strategy. If the GHG cost
goes up, this becomes a larger part of the total cost, both in the original and in the new situation, and
therefore, the percentage savings of the total cost is decreased more in the two alternative strategies.
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Figure 5.5: Influcence of the GHG cost on the savings in total costs for the three delivery strategies compared to the original
situation, leaving out the cost of capital (WACC=0%)

In Figure 5.6, this situation is compared to the original situation based on the delivery locations. This
shows that the gross amount of deliveries is done in Rotterdam, The Netherlands, which corresponds
to the great number of parts being supplied from The Netherlands (for reference, see Figure 2.5 in Sec-
tion 2.2.1). In the graph, the port of New Orleans in the United States (USMSY) has zero occurrences
in the optimal situation as this is not a port of convenience and thus will not be considered by the model.
The port of Durban in South Africa (ZADUR) also has zero occurrences in the optimal situation. This
is possibly because there are no suppliers in the neighbourhood of Durban, so the model has chosen
another delivery port.
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Figure 5.6: Delivery ports in the optimal situation compared to the original situation for maximum GHG savings

5.3.3. Shortening the maximum time frame

In Section 5.1, it is explained that the case company, Stolt Tankers, order their spare parts between
three to six months in advance. Therefore, the analysis is also performed for a maximum time frame
of 3 months to see the influence of having a more limited planning horizon.
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What can be seen in Figure 5.7 is that a similar trend is shown for the results with a large planning
horizon of 6 months, but the difference lies with the values. In the results for a planning horizon of 3
months, the percentage of Greenhouse Gas emissions with respect to the original situation is above
100%. In other words, the original deliveries were made emitting less GHG than the analysed situation.
Still, this scenario shows the positive effect of including GHG emissions in the decision-making as there
is again shown an increase in performance when the GHG cost is increased. However, this increased
effect is now reduced to 1.42% for the current delivery strategy and to 1.16% for the other two delivery
situations.
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Figure 5.7: Percentual amount of GHG emissions compared to the original situation, leaving out the cost of capital
(WACC=0%) for a 3 months time frame

The results of this analysis show the potential for planning ahead for deliveries. By knowing where and
when the spare part is needed, there can be more savings in GHG emissions, but also in costs.

5.3.4. Influence of the WACC

Now that the maximum performance of the model is analysed, without considering the cost of capital,
the next step is looking at the influence of the Weighted Average Cost of Capital (WACC) on the outcome
of the model. It is expected that when the cost of capital increases (a higher WACC), there will be
less savings in emissions but higher savings on the cost of capital. This expectation is also found in
Figure 5.8 and Figure 5.9, which are almost inverted versions of the other. What can be seen is that
when there are more GHG emissions saved (Figure 5.8), the cost of capital increases (Figure 5.9).
This also explains the sudden increase in the cost of captial if the savings in GHG emissions increase.
At this point in the graph, so at a specific cost of GHG , the cost of emissions is higher than the added
cost of capital if the delivery location is changed.

5.3.5. Influence of the delivery strategy

Now that is shown what the influence is of the value for WACC, a reasonable value for the WACC, 8%,
within Stolt Tankers is taken to analyse the influence of the applied delivery strategy. As explained,
currently most deliveries are made after the job and before the next one (with some exceptions; see
Section 2.2). In the other two delivery strategies, the delivery is made before the job, with the idea that
this creates more alternative delivery options to be considered. It is already shown in Figure 5.3 that
this hypothesis is indeed true. The next step is analysing how this holds when considering the cost of
capital.

In Figure 5.10, it can be seen that the current delivery strategy has the lowest percentage in savings
of GHG emissions. Both the strategies, where the part is ordered before the job, have the same
performance with regards to the GHG emissions. However, because there is a difference in the cost of
capital between the two due to the added stock, there is a difference in the cost savings with respect
to the original deliveries. This is shown in Figure 5.11, where the savings of total cost is shown as a
percentage of the original total cost.

In conclusion, the applied delivery strategy is of influence for the final outcome as such that when one
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Figure 5.8: Percentual amount of GHG emissions compared to the original situation for the current delivery strategy and
varying values of WACC
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Figure 5.9: Percentual amount of the original cost of capital for the current delivery strategy and varying values of WACC

of the two new strategies is applied, there are more GHG emissions saved. However, up to 0.5 dollars
per kilogram of GHG costs, the current delivery strategy outperforms the others based on total cost. In
the next subsection, this is more extensively analysed.

5.3.6. Extensive overview of the results

The results presented above are for the specific case of the T0126 from Stolt Tankers. In Section 5.3.2,
it is shown that when optimising only for freight cost and GHG cost, already a maximum saving of
22.87% can be achieved when using the current delivery strategy. If the strategy is changed to delivery
upfront of the job, the maximum savings increase to 43.38%. However, the Weighted Average Cost
of Capital (WACC) should also be included in the decision-making to represent the daily business of
any company. The results of this are shown in Sections 5.3.4 and 5.3.5. Regardless, to make the final
decision, this section provides additional insight into the decision.

To add to the results as shown in Figure 5.10, it can be seen that the amount of GHG emitted decreases
when the cost of GHG emissions becomes higher. When the GHG cost is not considered, which
is how Stolt Tankers would currently optimise, the savings in emissions are 35.9% for the delivery
strategies where the spare part is delivered before the job. When the current price of GHG is applied,
this increases to 36.1%. However, what can be seen in the graph is that when the decision maker adds
twice the weight (or the price of GHG will be twice as high), the savings in GHG emissions will rise to
38.4%. This then shows an increase of 2.5% in GHG savings. If the GHG price is increased to $1.0
per kg, the savings in GHG emissions are 40.8%, an increase of 4.8%. When looking at the current
delivery strategy, a maximum increase (between a GHG cost of $0 and $1 per kg) equals 4.6%.
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Figure 5.10: Percentual amount of the original GHG emissions for the three delivery strategies when the WACC is 8%
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Figure 5.11: Percentual amount of the original total cost for the three delivery strategies when the WACC is 8%

In Figure 5.12, three graphs are shown, providing the breakdown of the specific cost parts with respect
to the amount of costs that are saved. Mind that Figure 5.11 is showing a percentage of the original
costs and that the graphs in Figure 5.12 are showing the savings. In all graphs in Figure 5.12, there is
a high saving in the cost of capital. This means a major part of the total cost savings achieved by the
model come from optimising the delivery time with respect to the original situation. It can also be noted
from the graphs that in the current delivery strategy (Figure 5.12c), the savings in freight cost and GHG
costs are less, which results in a higher saving in the cost of capital. This means there is a trade-off to
be made between saving for GHG costs and freight costs or saving in the cost of capital.

The reason for achieving fewer savings with the current delivery strategy is due to the limited delivery
options available when deliveries are scheduled between jobs. This limitation potentially leads to re-
duced savings in both freight costs and GHG emissions. However, it also results in higher savings in
the cost of capital. This is primarily because there is less time available between two jobs compared
to looking before a job.

As said, the decision-maker’s trade-off will be between the increase in costs and the saving in GHG
emissions for that price. This is depicted in Figure 5.13, where the savings in GHG emissions are
plotted against the internal costs. These costs consist of the freight costs and the cost of capital. In the
plots, it can be seen that a saving in GHG emissions will cost additional internal costs. When looking
into Figure 5.14, which shows a more close-up analysis of the strategies with delivery before the job, it
can be noted that a 4.77% additional GHG savings cost 0.14% in internal costs. This 0.14% is equal to
roughly $650, which equals about $100 on a yearly average. Itis up to the decision-maker to maximise
both the reduction in internal cost and the reduction in GHG emissions, keeping the company’s goals
in mind.



5.3. Case results 44

Total costs reduction for Delivery before without stock and WACC 8% Total costs reduction for Delivery before with stock and WACC 8%

16 16

o 141 o 141
3 3
o o

T 12 5121
< <
£ £

= 101 = 101
= o
© ©

3 81 ERFE
e e
[ [}

g ° g °
g g

5 44 5 4

2 2

0 0
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
GHG cost [$ per kg] GHG cost [$ per kgl
(a) The cost savings breakdown for the delivery before the job without (b) The cost savings breakdown for the delivery before the job with
stock strategy stock strategy

Total costs reduction for Current delivery strategy and WACC 8%

16 1

-
I

-
N

Legend
—— Current delivery strategy and WACC 8%
B Freight Cost
. GHG cost
B Cost of Capital

=
o

Percentage reduction in Total Cost

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
GHG cost [$ per kg]

(c) The cost savings breakdown for the current delivery strategy

Figure 5.12: Breakdown of the percentage savings in total cost for each of the three delivery strategies, taking a WACC of 8%
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savings for WACC = 8%
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savings for WACC = 8%, for the two before strategies



Discussion

This chapter entails the discussion points of this research. Throughout this chapter, the limitations and
uncertainties will be discussed. First, the results of the case study are reflected. Next the limitations of
the model are pointed out.

6.1. Uncertainties from the data
The data retrieved for the case study relies on some assumptions listed below.

As explained in Section 2.2, the weight of all items within the dataset are added manually based on
expert knowledge. Even though this is the highest accuracy available to achieve during the research,
this is something to consider. The calculation of the best alternative is based on the trade-off between
the cost of capital and the freight cost together with the GHG costs. The latter two are dependent on the
weight of the spare part, which is then multiplied by a cost/emission factor and the distance. However,
when looking into Figure 6.1, which shows a breakdown of the total cost in the original situation, the
freight cost and GHG costs are small compared to the other costs. Therefore, the influence of the
weight estimation is expected to be rather small. However, further research should be done to confirm
this.
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Figure 6.1: Breakdown of the total costs in the original situation

In Section 2.2, it is explained which suppliers are present in the dataset. There is not much variation
in the supplier locations, as most of the suppliers are located in The Netherlands. This strengthens
the original situation (with respect to GHG savings), where all deliveries are made passing through
Rotterdam. However, the intention of this research is to show the potential of changing this delivery
strategy and delivering right from the hub that is closest to the supplier. Now, still, most deliveries are
made in Rotterdam, which is not showing the effect. The change in outcome is expected to be minimal

46
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because the operational profile of the "T0126” is such that it passes most ports of convenience on a
regular basis.

Next to the low variation in suppliers, the data within Stolt Tankers also could not provide alternative
supplier locations. A lot of the suppliers get their products from the same factory, only deliver them in a
different location. Implementing alternative supplier locations into the model has two possible advan-
tages. The first is that the model can choose different supplier locations based on the vessel location.
This makes it possible to minimise both the cost of captial and the freight cost + GHG emissions. The
second, more ambiguous, advantage is that this makes it also possible to increase the indirect emis-
sions one step further down the supply chain. However, this also calls for a cultural change on the
supplier’s side of the supply chain, which might change the cost aspect for the supplier.

6.2. Model limitations

There are also limitations to the model, mainly parts that were not considered of interest for this thesis.
These limitations can be used for further research.

The model does not include the distance between the delivery hub and the ship. In this research, only
the distance from the supplier to the first hub and then from this hub to the delivery hub is considered.
This is done as the distance between the delivery hub depends highly on the ship’s location. If the ship
is at the anchorage, the delivery will be made first using a truck, which bridges the distance between
the hub and the barge that performs the delivery. If the ship is at the quay, only a truck will suffice. In
both cases, the exact distance is hard to determine. Next to the distance not taken into account, the
fees for the arrival port are also not considered. However, there is a difference between all the ports.
All this is not included, as the model analyses on a single spare part level, which would increase the
model’s complexity. Including this would change the outcome of the model as such that a port further
away might be a better choice if the port fees and distance travelled within the port are higher than
the difference in total cost between the two ports. This is, therefore, expected only to have a minor
influence on the result with respect to the GHG emissions

Next to that, the model now only uses a plane for transportation between the different hubs. This is
because the freight forwarder sends almost everything using a plane. However, the trade-off between
different transport modes could also influence the performance of the model in a positive way.

As explained in Section 3.1, implementing the risks of not having the spare part delivered on time is
rather complicated. The cost of risk consists of multiple attributes, dependent on even more operational
characteristics. This is why risks are not taken into account in the model. However, this calls for two
limitations. The first is that as an alternative for implementing the risks, the delivery time is adjusted to
a deviation from the Planned Maintenance System (PMS). This means that the spare part is possibly
delivered earlier to the vessel than really is necessary, and an additional cost of capital might be needed
to reflect on the real situation. Nevertheless, this is not taken into account in the model as this part
cannot be influenced by the decision as it is defined right now. The second limitation of not including
risks is that it is impossible to have a late delivery, according to the model. By including the risks,
performing a delivery after the set delivery date implements the cost of risks, resulting in the chance to
reflect on this option compared to the others.

Another assumption is that the model considers that all the GHG costs end up at the company that
is analysed. However, since the application of carbon taxing is new, the additional costs are not yet
determined. In all cases, the model can still be used to assist in decision-making.

6.3. General remarks

The model is applied to the case of a chemical tanker, which operates mainly on the tramp market.
As is explained in Section 3.5, a tramp shipper has a short planning horizon. In the results of the
case study (see Section 5.3), it has become clear that for a short planning horizon, the amount of
GHG savings becomes negative. Meaning that with respect to the original situation, the performance
is worse. Furthermore, when the model is run for a larger timeframe than six months, the maximum
savings increases even more. However, this is not applicable to the case company and, therefore, is
not further addressed in this research. This, however, does mean that the model would even be more
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applicable for a liner shipper.
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Conclusion

This last chapter will present the conclusions of this thesis. It will also provide recommendations for
further research.

7.1. Conclusion

In this research, a case study is performed to see the influence of taking GHG emissions into consid-
eration for the procurement of spare parts. To find this, the main research question answered in this
thesis is:

"What is the potential reduction of Greenhouse Gas emissions that is yearly achievable
by including indirect emissions into a shipping company’s strategy for the logistics of
spare parts?”

To structurally answer the main research question, the six subquestions defined in the introduction
(Chapter 1) are answered in consecutive order. The answers to these questions have been presented
throughout the report and will be summarised in this chapter to come to a final conclusion for the main
research question.

1. What does a shipping company’s current state-of-the-art supply chain optimisation entail?

The supply chain consists of 4 elements as described in Section 2.1: Strategies, the network struc-
ture, relationships and coordination. As all elements influence each other, the applied maintenance
policy also influences the other parts of the supply chain. The most applied maintenance strategy
within the maritime industry is Preventive Maintenance (PM). Preventive maintenance is planned
maintenance, which makes it possible to analyse fairly easily when a spare part is needed. This
makes it possible to use PM for scheduling demand and, therefore, improving the planning. This is
why this type of maintenance is analysed in this thesis.

The current supply chain optimisation takes into account the cost and risks. Risk is often considered a
function of time and the cost associated with the vessel’'s downtime. However, because implementing
the risk into the thesis complicates the process as it requires a lot of data, the risks for the delivery
are minimised throughout this report. Resulting in that this is not taken into account.

2. Which modelling approach can be adapted to include Greenhouse Gas emissions in the procurement
decision?

Based on the available data and the application of it, a modelling approach can be chosen. From the
available data in Section 2.2, it follows that there is not enough data available to use an algorithm
to find the solution to the problem. However, this means that it becomes possible to calculate each
solution manually. Criteria for which the decision is made are for the cost and the GHG emissions.
From Section 3.1 it follows that the decision making should be done based on the total costs and the
GHG emissions. The risks are excluded from the analysis by limiting the risk, as will be explained in
the next subquestion.

49



7.1. Conclusion 50

By adding relative weight between the different criteria (freight cost, cost of capital and GHG costs),
an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) can be applied. This means that the decision-maker can in-
fluence the outcome of the model. The emissions are included by taking them into account as an
additional cost. This cost is determined by the current price for carbon credits and a weight factor
that can be applied using the AHP.

3. When are the spare parts required on-board the vessel based on historical- and preventive mainte-
nance data?

Currently, within the case company Stolt Tankers and other companies, a Planned Maintenance
System (PMS) is used to analyse when maintenance jobs are scheduled in the case of preventive
maintenance. However, from experience follows that the jobs are not often performed on the planned
date, but somewhere around it. Therefore, this is analysed in the report. Based on the available data,
there is not enough available data to apply an algorithm on the deviation to the maintenance window
specified by the PMS. Therefore, a statistical analysis is performed using a boxplot. The deviation is
given in both a percentage and the actual days. When the value is negative, this shows the number
of days the job performed before the actual job date. To provide the model with input about when
the spare part is needed, the earliest, the first quartile of the boxplot is taken. This covers 75% of
the data point (without outliers) and simultaneously limits the time the job can be performed before
the actual job date. This limits the risk of not having the part before the job, and there is still enough
time to perform the job before the job date such that it fits the crew’s schedule.

4. How can the chosen modelling approach be applied to sustainable supply chain optimisation in the
maritime industry?

The model has taken shape by including all the elements described above. By including a maximal
delivery time for a spare part which is based on the deviation to the PMS, and applying a maximum
time frame based on the case company, the model can determine the alternative delivery ports.
These alternatives come from historical port calls at ports of convenience. Based on the set pa-
rameters and weights (for the Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP)), the model will determine for all
alternatives: the cost of transport, the cost of GHG emissions (and the amount of emissions), the
cost of capital and the total cost (which is the sum of the beforementioned and the spare part price).
Based on the total costs, the model picks the most cost-efficient option, resulting in an optimised
delivery location. The difference between the optimal solution (from the available alternatives) and
the original situation is calculated to provide insights about the improvement. This way the model
can be used to provide the answer to the main research question.

5. What is the influence of the decision parameters on the final decision of the model?

This question has two purposes: to perform the model validation and also to see where the decision
maker can have an influence on the outcome of the model. As explained in Section 4.2, next to
some verification tests, the different input parameters have been changed to see if the model would
behave as expected. Tests have been performed, such as varying the Weighted Average Cost of
Capital (WACC) and varying the cost of GHG emissions. This indeed showed the expected behaviour
of the model. Furthermore, an analysis is performed on changing the different decision parameters.
It is shown that when the timeframe is limited to 3 months instead of 6, the model suggests deliveries
that result in a worse performance regarding the GHG emissions with respect to the original situation.
Meaning that the set time frame matters for the final outcome of the analysis. Next, the delivery strat-
egy also influences the model results. When looking at the delivery strategies where the spare part
is delivered before the job, the model suggests deliveries with less GHG emissions. Both strategies
with deliveries before the job perform the same concerning the savings in GHG emissions, however,
when looking at the total cost, the delivery without stock outperforms the before delivery with stock.
This is because of the reduction in the cost of capital that comes from not having stock onboard the
vessel. Still, the current delivery strategy, where almost all parts are ordered (and thus delivered)
after the job, outperforms both other strategies up to a GHG cost of $500 per tonne ($0.5 per kg).
It is up to the decision maker to decide if the difference in cost savings is worth saving on the GHG
emissions and, therefore, choosing another delivery strategy to be applied within the company.

6. What is the difference between the Greenhouse Gas emissions that have been emitted in the case
year and the emissions as analysed by the model in the same year?
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To answer the last subquestion, a case study is conducted on a chemical tanker from Stolt Tankers
with an operational profile that goes around the globe. Based on a Weighted Average Cost of Capital
(WACC) equal to 8%, which is a representative value in this case, the results have been presented in
Section 5.3. Then, dependent on the applied delivery strategy, different amounts of GHG emissions
can be saved. Itis also shown in the results section that the savings also depend highly on the weight
added to the GHG costs. The results for the different delivery strategies are shown in the table below
(Table 7.1). The minimal saving in this table presents the savings in GHG emissions when not taking
GHG into account in the decision-making. This shows that when optimising for the freight cost and
the cost of capital, a significant amount of GHG emissions can already be saved. On a yearly basis,
depending on the delivery scenario, the savings in GHG emissions will be 16.13% to 40.67%.

Table 7.1: Results of the GHG savings, for a WACC of 8%, as analysed by the model

Delivery strategy

Minimum saving
($0 per kg GHG)

Maximum saving
($1 per kg GHG)

Current delivery strategy

16.13%

20.72%
40.67%

Delivery before without stock | 35.90%
Delivery before with stock 35.90% 40.67%

This then provides all the information needed to answer the main research question:

"What is the potential reduction of Greenhouse Gas emissions that is yearly achievable
by including indirect emissions into a shipping company’s strategy for the logistics of
spare parts?”

The answer to this question is found in the case of a chemical tanker from Stolt Tankers. This case
is an example to show the potential of the applied method and model. As explained above, there are
already savings when not optimising for GHG emissions. Therefore, to see the influence of including
GHG emissions in the decision-making process depends on the difference between the savings in the
situation where GHG is not taken into account and the situation where it is. The result is summarised
in Table 7.2.

This shows that changing the delivery strategy only has a 0.2% increase in GHG savings for including
GHG emissions. However, when looking into the total savings, changing the delivery strategy does
have a significant influence on the total GHG savings. However, when the delivery strategy is changed
from the current strategy to a strategy where the delivery is performed before the jobs, this adds an
additional 19.77% of savings in emissions.

Table 7.2: Results of the GHG savings, for a WACC of 8%, compared to not including GHG in the decision making

Delivery strategy

Minimum saving
($0.025 per kg
GHG)

Maximum saving
($1 per kg GHG)

Current delivery strategy 0.07% 4.6%
Delivery before without stock | 0.07% 4.8%
Delivery before with stock 0.07% 4.8%

In conclusion, including GHG emissions into the decision-making process has a maximum influence
of 4.8% compared to when the GHG emissions are not considered. However, this research has also
shown the impact of optimising between freight costs and cost of capital on the total GHG emissions. It
is evident that when saving on the cost of transport, there is automatically a saving in GHG emissions.
This is why including GHG gives only a 4.8% increase in savings. Nevertheless, each percentage point
that can be saved can assist in reaching the climate goals set by the governmental organisations, next
to a company’s own goals.
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7.2. Further research
This section presents the recommendations for further research.

The first recommendation is to perform the analysis for more ships and for more spare parts. This will
create an even better overview of the capabilities of the model. By taking ships with a less worldwide
operational profile or spare parts from different suppliers located more worldwide, the model’s outcome
might be different.

As already pointed out in the discussion (Chapter 6), taking into account alternative suppliers in the
decision will also be interesting because this will make it possible more often to increase both the cost
of capital and the GHG emissions at the same time.

Also, in the discussion, it is pointed out that the last part of the trip has not yet been considered within
the model. To improve the accuracy of the decision, this could be implemented. The same is valid
for the trip definition. Now, only the distance between the supplier and the closest hub is performed
using a truck. This means that if the closest hub is Rotterdam, The Netherlands, and the delivery hub is
Antwerp, Belgium, the spare part is assumed to be transported to Antwerp using a plane. Implementing
this in the model could, for example, be done by setting a threshold for the flight distance.

Lastly, in further research, it could be analysed if the model can be used in the actual procurement
of spare parts. This means that the model is adapted as such that when the model is provided with
the right information about the ship’s expected trips, it can give the best delivery option between the
upcoming port calls. The decision maker will then be assisted in deciding where to deliver the spare
part. If this is deemed valuable and possible, this is something that could be implemented in the Planned
Maintenance System (PMS). This way, decision-makers can enter the different decision parameters,
providing them with the right information to make the final decision. However, this requires not only
additional research into the applicability, but also a culture change within the company.
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Reporting quality comparison

Table A.1: Comparison of the reporting accuracy of the analysed vessels

Vessel Number | Percentage of parts used | Percentage of unique parts used
T0431 87.18% 39.84%
T0126 86.51% 55.02%
T0127 65.72% 38.20%
T0172 60.27% 131.563%
T0429 60.03% 26.05%
T0128 50.45% 34.80%
T0122 50.13% 30.05%
T0123 49.00% 23.98%
TO131 46.60% 36.34%
TO119 46.19% 43.89%
T0130 44.97% 25.55%
T0120 41.18% 35.81%
T0014 39.63% 30.96%
TOO11 38.88% 35.34%
T0129 37.26% 30.58%
TO173 35.51% 41.67%
T0180 35.21% 41.27%
T0152 32.02% 39.67%
T0166 30.93% 35.36%
T0236 30.39% 30.64%
TO121 28.34% 35.35%
T0168 27.27% 46.57%
TO175 26.72% 36.79%
T0241 26.23% 28.34%
T0138 25.87% 31.13%
T0137 19.49% 20.88%
T0125 18.29% 23.89%
TO151 18.23% 33.87%
TO118 17.77% 24.65%
T0167 15.83% 25.93%
T0174 15.65% 30.45%
T0169 10.65% 20.15%
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5

Data overview
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Figure B.1: Overview of how the available data is utilized to form the final dataset



Python code of the model

This appendix shows the Python code used as the model.
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Model_v1.1 - NO GHG piece - For report.ipynb

#%%

# %% Import libraries
import numpy as np
import pandas as pd

import os

import re

import datetime

import shutil

import time

import matplotlib

import math

import matplotlib.pyplot as plt

import matplotlib.dates as mdates

import matplotlib.ticker as ticker

from matplotlib.ticker import (MultipleLocator, AutoMinorLocator)
import openpyxl

#Plotly is also a plotting library for Python
import plotly.express as px

from plotly.subplots import make_subplots
from plotly.offline import plot

import plotly.graph_objs as go

import ipywidgets as widgets

from IPython.display import display

import plotly.io as pio

from geopy.geocoders import Nominatim

from geopy.distance import geodesic

from geopy.extra.rate_limiter import RatelLimiter
import openrouteservice

import requests

pio.renderers.default="browser"
pd.set_option('display.max_rows', None)
pd.options.mode.chained_assignment = None
plt.rc('axes', axisbelow=True)
plt.close('all")

from warnings import simplefilter
simplefilter(action="ignore", category=pd.errors.PerformanceWarning)

def backup_notebook():
notebook_file = 'Model_v1.ipynb' # Replace with your notebook filename
backup_folder = 'Backups' # Replace with your backup folder name
backup_folder_path = os.path.join(os.getcwd(), backup_folder)
if not os.path.exists(backup_folder_path):
os.makedirs(backup_folder_path)

timestamp = datetime.datetime.now().strftime('%Y-%m-%d_%H-%M-%S")
backup_filename = f'{timestamp}_{notebook_file}"

shutil.copy(notebook_file, os.path.join(backup_folder_path, backup_filename))
print(f'Notebook backed up as: {backup_filename}")

#%%

# %% Import all data for ship

path = os.getcwd()

Ship_Name = "Confidential"

# Established dataset

Data_materials = pd.read_excel(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, f'Final_dataset_{Ship_Name}.xlsx'),sheet_name='Final_dataset')
# Data_materials = Data_materials[Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?'].isin(['Before’,

Data_materials = Data_materials.sort_values('Delivery Date', ascending=True)

# Historical vessel schedule

Data_vessel_loc = pd.read_excel(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, f'Vessel schedule all time.x1lsx'))
Data_vessel_loc['Arrival Date GMT'] = pd.to_datetime(Data_vessel_loc['Arrival Date GMT'])

# Data for possible delivery ports

Data_ports_or = pd.read_excel(os.path.join(path, f'Unique port occurrences all ships.xlsx'),usecols='A:B")

Data_ports = Data_ports_or[Data_ports_or['Count of deliveries']>=2000]

# Delivery ports from historical vessel schedule

Hist_port_with_del = Data_vessel_loc[Data_vessel_loc['PortCode’].isin(Data_ports[‘Port’])]

# Unique port data
Port_data = Hist_port_with_del.groupby('PortCode', as_index=False).first()

Port_data = Port_data[['PortCode', 'Port', 'Region', 'Port Country', 'Port Latitude',

# Data of the Hub locations

Data_hubs = pd.read_excel(os.path.join(path, f'Hub locations (from PDF).xlsx'))
%%

# %% Here specific parameters are set

## Number of previous ports considered as alternative:

num_of_prev = 1

5 #This is later limited by the date offset

Scenarios = ['Regular', 'Before without stock', 'Before with stock']
# Scenarios = [ 'Regular']

month_offset = 3
# month_offset = 1200
Date_offset = 365.25/12*month_offset #days of interval used for alternatives

## GHG emissions (divided by 1000 because given in g/tkm)

GHG_plane_sh = 1155 /1000 #grGHG/kg*km based on STEAM2020 C02-eq, short-haul
GHG_plane_mh = 587 /1000 #grGHG/kg*km based on STEAM2020 CO2-eq, medium-haul
GHG_plane_lh = 549 /1000 #grGHG/kg*km based on STEAM2020 C02-eq, long-haul

GHG_truck = 256 /1000 #grGHG/kg*km based on STEAM2020 C02-eq, truck medium size

GHG_van = 1326/1000 #grGHG/kg*km based on STEAM2020 CO2-eq, van empty weight 2000-2500kg

‘Port Longitude']]
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## Costs
WACC_ST_vec = np.array([e, ©.07, 0.08, 0.09])

cost_vecl = np.arange(@, 200, 25)
cost_vec2 = np.arange(200, 1001, 50)
Cost_GHG_perKG_vec = np.concatenate([cost_vecl, cost_vec2])/1000

Cost_flight_sh = Confidential # $/kg/km
Cost_flight_mh = Confidential # $/kg/km
Cost_flight_lh = Confidential # $/kg/km

Cost_flight = Cost_flight_mh

Cost_truck = Confidential # $/kg/km

## API key

#%%
def

api_key = Confidential
parse_interval(interval_str,avg_running_hours):
try:
if "/" in interval_str:
hours_str, months_str = interval_str.split("/")
hours = int(hours_str[:-1])
months = int(months_str[:-1])
return min(datetime.timedelta(hours=hours)*24/(avg_running_hours), datetime.timedelta(days=months*365.24/12)).total_seconds()/(24*60*
elif interval_str.endswith(("H", "h")):
return (datetime.timedelta(hours = int(interval_str[:-1]))*24/(avg_running_hours)).total_seconds()/(24*60*60)#*24/(avg_running_hours)
elif interval_str.endswith(("M", "m")):
return (datetime.timedelta(days = int(interval_str[:-1])%*365.24/12)).total_seconds()/(24*60*60)
else:
raise ValueError(f"Unknown interval format: {interval_str}")
except:

return np.nan

# Define a function for calculating the distance between two coordinates

def

calc_dist_coord(lat_from, lon_from, lat_to, lon_to):
r_earth = 6371

#Haversine formula
dlat = math.radians(lat_to) - math.radians(lat_from)
dlon = math.radians(lon_to) - math.radians(lon_from)

distance = 2 * r_earth * math.asin(math.sqrt(math.sin(dlat/2)**2 + math.cos(math.radians(lat_from)) * math.cos(math.radians(lat_to)) * math.s

return distance

# Define a similar function, but then going from supplier to Rotterdam, Rotterdam to delivery port

def

def

def

def

calc_dist_coord_via_hub(lat_from, lon_from, lat_to, lon_to, hub):
r_earth = 6371

# hub = 'NLRTM'
lat_hub = Port_data[Port_data['PortCode’'] == hub]['Port Latitude']
lon_hub = Port_data[Port_data[ 'PortCode’'] == hub]['Port Longitude']

#Haversine formula Supplier to consolidation hub
dlatl = math.radians(lat_hub) - math.radians(lat_from)
dlonl = math.radians(lon_hub) - math.radians(lon_from)

distancel = 2 * r_earth * math.asin(math.sqrt(math.sin(dlat1/2)**2 + math.cos(math.radians(lat_from)) * math.cos(math.radians(lat_hub)) * mat

#Haversine formula consolidation hub to delivery port
dlat = math.radians(lat_to) - math.radians(lat_hub)
dlon = math.radians(lon_to) - math.radians(lon_hub)

distance2 = 2 * r_earth * math.asin(math.sqrt(math.sin(dlat/2)**2 + math.cos(math.radians(lat_hub)) * math.cos(math.radians(lat_to)) * math.<

distance = distancel + distance2
return distance

truck_dist(lat_from, lon_from, lat_to, lon_to):

url = f"https://dev.virtualearth.net/REST/V1/Routes/Driving?wayPoint.1={1lat_from},{lon_from}&wayPoint.2={lat_to},{lon_to}&key={api_key}"
response = requests.get(url)

data = response.json()

if 'resourceSets' in data and len(data['resourceSets']) > 0:
resource = data[ 'resourceSets'][@][ 'resources'][0]
distance = resource[ 'travelDistance']
return distance

else:
return None

find_closest_hub(row):
min_dist = float('inf'")
closest_hub= None

for _, hub in Data_hubs.iterrows():
distance = calc_dist_coord(row['Vendor loc Latitude'], row['Vendor loc Longitude'], hub['Hub loc Latitude'], hub['Hub loc Longitude'])
if distance < min_dist:
min_dist = distance
closest_hub = hub
return closest_hub

find_optimal(row):
lowest_cost = float('inf') # Initialize with a very high value
optimal_i = None

for i in range(1, num_of_prev + 1):
total_cost = row[f'Total Cost {i}']
alt_port = row[f'Alternative Port {i}']



206 if alt_port != "':

207 if total_cost < lowest_cost:

208 lowest_cost = total_cost

209 optimal_i = i

210

211 if optimal_i is not None:

212 opt_del_date = row[f'Alternative Date {optimal_i}']

213 opt_date_diff = row[f'Date difference to (next) job {optimal_i}']

214 opt_del_port = row[f'Alternative Port {optimal_i}']

215 opt_dist_hub = row[f'Distance Closest Hub to port {optimal_i}']

216 opt_fc = row[f'Transportation Freight Cost {optimal_i}']

217 opt_ghg = row[f'Transportation GHG {optimal_i} (grams)']

218 opt_ghg_cost = row[f'Transportation GHG Cost {optimal_i}']

219 opt_coc = row[f'Cost of Capital loss {optimal_i}']

220 opt_add_coc = row[f'Additional Cost of Capital loss {i} (stock)']

221 opt_coc_noghg = row[f'NO GHG Cost of Capital loss {optimal_i}']

222 opt_add_coc_noghg = row[f'NO GHG Additional Cost of Capital loss {i} (stock)']
223 opt_tc = row[f'Total Cost {optimal_i}']

224 else:

225 optimal_i = 'Original’

226 opt_del_date = row[f'Original Delivery Date']

227 opt_date_diff = row[f'Original Date difference to job']

228 opt_del_port = row[f'Original Delivery Port']

229 opt_dist_hub = row[f'Original Distance Closest Hub to port']

230 opt_fc = row[f'Original Transportation Freight Cost']

231 opt_ghg = row[f'Original Transportation GHG (grams)']

232 opt_ghg_cost = row[f'Original Transportation GHG Cost']

233 opt_coc = row[f'Original Cost of Capital loss']

234 opt_add_coc = @

235 opt_coc_noghg = row[f'NO GHG Original Cost of Capital loss']

236 opt_add_coc_noghg = @

237 opt_tc = row[f'Original Total Cost']

238

239 return [optimal_i, opt_del_date, opt_date_diff, opt_del_port, opt_dist_hub, opt_fc, opt_ghg, opt_ghg cost, opt_coc, opt_add_coc, opt_coc_nogt
240

241 def calc_delivery_pms_from_prev(row, pms_dev_counter, pms_dev_month):

242 if not (pd.isna(row['PMS interval']) or pd.isna(row['Previous Done Since'])):
243 if row['Interval Type'] == 'Counter':

244 delivery_new = row[ 'Previous Done Since'] + pd.DateOffset(days=max((1-pms_dev_counter) * row['PMS interval'],row['PMS interval']-124)
245

246 elif row['Interval Type'] == 'Month':

247 delivery new = row['Previous Done Since'] + pd.DateOffset(days=max((1l-pms_dev_month) * row['PMS interval'], row['PMS interval']-50))
248 else:

249 delivery_new = row[ ‘Done Since']

250 else:

251 # print(row[ 'PMS interval'])

252 # print(row[ 'Previous Done Since'])

253 # print('Gaat minder goed')

254 delivery_new = row[ 'Done Since']

255

256 return delivery new

257

258 def calc_max_del_from_prev(row, pms_dev_counter, pms_dev_month):

259 if not (pd.isna(row['PMS interval']) or pd.isna(row[ 'Done Since'])):

260 if row[ 'Interval Type'] == 'Counter':

261 delivery_new = row[ 'Done Since'] + pd.DateOffset(days=max((1-pms_dev_counter) * row['PMS interval'],row['PMS interval']-124))
262

263 elif row['Interval Type'] == 'Month':

264 delivery_new = row['Done Since'] + pd.DateOffset(days=max((1-pms_dev_month) * row['PMS interval'], row['PMS interval']-50))
265 else:

266 delivery_new = row['Done Since'] + pd.DateOffset(days=3%365.24) # if no max is found, then add 3 years (or more if needed)
267 else:

268 # print(row['PMS interval'])

269 # print(row[ 'Previous Done Since'])

270 # print('Gaat minder goed')

271 delivery new = row['Done Since']

272

273 return delivery_new

274

275

276 def calc_datediff(row):

277 if row[ 'Delivery before or after job?'] in ['Before', '-> After', 'Before without stock', 'Before with stock']:
278 return (pd.to_datetime(row['Suggested latest delivery from previous']) - pd.to_datetime(row['Original Delivery Date'])).days
279 elif row[ 'Delivery before or after job?'] in ['After', '-> Before']

280 return (pd.to_datetime(row['Max delivery for after jobs']) - pd.to_datetime(row['Original Delivery Date'])).days
281 else:

282 return None

283

284 def calc_cost(distance_plane, distance_truck, weight):

285 if distance_plane < 1500:

286 fl_c = Cost_flight_sh * distance_plane

287 elif (distance_plane >= 1500) & (distance_plane <= 6000):

288 fl_c = Cost_flight_mh * distance_plane

289 elif distance_plane > 6000:

290 fl_c = Cost_flight_lh * distance_plane

291 else:

292 flc=0

293

294 tr_c = Cost_truck * distance_truck

295

296

297 return weight * (fl_c + tr_c)

298

299 def calc_ghg(distance_plane, distance_truck, weight):

300 if distance_plane < 1500:

301 ghg_plane = distance_plane * GHG_plane_sh

302 elif (distance_plane >= 1500) & (distance_plane <= 6000):

303 ghg_plane = distance_plane * GHG_plane_mh

304 elif distance_plane > 6000:

305 ghg_plane = distance_plane * GHG_plane_1lh

306 else:

307 ghg plane = 0@

308

309 ghg_truck = distance_truck * GHG_truck
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return weight * (ghg_plane + ghg_truck)

def calculate_percentage(improvement,original):

if original != 0:

return (improvement / original) * 100
else:

return @

#%%

# # %% Add the hub that is closed by the supplier

file_path = os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, "Export after closest hub trucking.xlsx")
sheetname = 'Data_materials’

#### Uncomment to redo it. But now it is loaded using pd.read_excel

# Data_materials[['Closest Hub Name', 'Closest Hub Country Name', 'Closest Hub City Name', 'Closest Hub Latitude', 'Closest Hub Longitude']]= Dat
# Data_materials['Straight line Closest Hub distance'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_dist_coord(row['Vendor loc Latitude'], row['Vendor
#

# Data_materials['Closest Hub distance'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: truck_dist(row['Vendor loc Latitude'], row['Vendor loc Longitude'], r

if os.path.isfile(file_path):
pass
else:
wb = openpyxl.Workbook()
wb.active.title = sheetname
wb.save(file_path)
with pd.ExcelWriter(file_path, mode="a", engine="openpyxl",if_ sheet_exists='replace') as writer:
Data_materials.to_excel(writer, sheet_name=sheetname, index=False)

# Load workbook

wb = openpyxl.load_workbook(file_path)

for ws in wb.worksheets:
ws.auto_filter.ref = ws.dimensions

wb.save(file_path)

HEHFHHFHHHEHEH R

Data_materials = pd.read_excel(file_path)

#%%

if __name__ == '__main__"':
backup_notebook ()

Data_materials['PMS interval'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: parse_interval(row['Specified Interval Original'], row['Average RH per day Bass

# %% Find time interval between jobs
Data_materials = Data_materials.sort_values(['Material ID', 'Component ID', 'Done Since'])
Data_materials['Days since last replacement'] = Data_materials.groupby(['Material ID', 'Component ID'])['Done Since'].diff().dt.days

Data_materials['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS) DAYS'] = (Data_materials['Days since last replacement'] - Data_materials['PMS interve
Data_materials['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)'] = (Data_materials['Days since last replacement'] - Data_materials['PMS interval'])/

plot_data_counter = Data_materials[Data_materials['Interval Type']=='Counter']
box_data_counter = plot_data_counter['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)']
plot_data_month = Data_materials[Data_materials['Interval Type']=='Month']
box_data_month = plot_data_month['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)']

PMS_dev_counter = -box_data_counter.quantile(@.25)/100
PMS_dev_month = -box_data_month.quantile(0.25)/100

#Determine original values

Data_materials['Original Job date'] = Data_materials['Done Since'] ## This one can be used to plot the done date later in the excel file..

# Data_materials['Suggested delivery maximum'] = pd.NaT

Data_materials['Suggested latest delivery from previous'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_delivery_pms_from_prev(row, PMS_dev_counter, PV
Data_materials['Max delivery for after jobs'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_max_del_from_prev(row, PMS_dev_counter, PMS_dev_month),axis

Data_materials_SAVE = Data_materials.copy()
Results_DF = pd.DataFrame([])
# Results_V2 = pd.DataFrame(columns=['Scenario', 'GHG cost [$ per kg]', 'WACC', 'Improvement in Distance', 'Improvement in tkm', 'Improvement in

Results_V2 = pd.DataFrame(columns=[
'Scenario’,
'GHG cost [$ per kg]l',
"WACC',
'Reduction in Distance [km]',
'Reduction in tonne-kilometer [tkm]',
'Reduction in Freight Cost [$]',
'Reduction in GHG Emissions [t]',
'Reduction in GHG Cost [$]°',
'Reduction in Cost of Capital [$]',
'Reduction in additional Cost of Capital [$]',
'Reduction in Total Cost of Capital [$]',
'"NO GHG Reduction in Cost of Capital [$]',
'NO GHG Reduction in additional Cost of Capital [$]',
'NO GHG Reduction in Total Cost of Capital [$]',
'Reduction in Total Cost [$]',
'Reduction in Internal Cost [$]',
'Original Freight Cost [$]',
'Original GHG Emissions [t]' ,
'Original GHG Cost [$]' ,
'Original Cost of Capital [$]',
'Original additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]',
'Original Total Cost of Capital [$]',
'NO GHG Original Cost of Capital [$]',
'NO GHG Original additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]',
'NO GHG Original Total Cost of Capital [$]',
'Original Total Cost [$]',
'Original Internal Cost [$]',
'Optimal Freight Cost [$]',
'Optimal GHG Emissions [t]' ,
'Optimal GHG Cost [$]' ,
'Optimal Cost of Capital [$]',
'Optimal additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]',

>

>
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'Optimal Total Cost of Capital [$]',

'NO GHG Optimal Cost of Capital [$]',

'NO GHG Optimal additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]',
'NO GHG Optimal Total Cost of Capital [$]',

'Optimal Total Cost [$]',

'Optimal Internal Cost [$]',

'Percentage reduction in Freight Cost',

'Percentage reduction in GHG Emissions',

'Percentage reduction in GHG Cost',

'Percentage reduction in Cost of Capital’,

'Percentage reduction in additional Cost of Capital’,
'Percentage reduction in Total Cost of Capital’,

'NO GHG Percentage reduction in Cost of Capital’,

'NO GHG Percentage reduction in additional Cost of Capital’,
'NO GHG Percentage reduction in Total Cost of Capital’,
'Percentage reduction in Total Cost',

'Percentage reduction in Internal Cost'

D

= float('-inf")

for scenario in Scenarios:
for wacc in WACC_ST_vec:
WACC_ST = wacc
for costGHG in Cost_GHG_perKG_vec:

Cost_GHG_perKG = costGHG

Data_materials = Data_materials_SAVE.copy()
print(f'Running for Scenario = "{scenario}", WACC = {WACC_ST*100:.2f}% and GHG cost = {Cost_GHG_perKG*1000:.2f}$/tonne")
starttime = time.time()

if scenario == 'Regular':
pass
elif scenario == 'Before without stock':
conditions = (Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?'].isin(['After', '-> Before']))
Data_materials.loc[conditions, 'Delivery before or after job?'] = 'Before without stock’
elif scenario == 'Before with stock':
conditions = (Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?'].isin(['After', '-> Before']))
Data_materials.loc[conditions, 'Delivery before or after job?'] = 'Before with stock'’

# Data_materials[ 'Delivery before or after job?'] = np.where(Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?'].isin(['After', '-> E
else:
print('Scenario error')

First_deliveries = Data_materials['Delivery Date'].dropna().min()

# Determine distance supplier to original delivery

Data_materials['Original Delivery Date'] = Data_materials['Delivery Date']

# Data_materials['Original Date difference to job'] = (Data_materials['Done Since'] - Data_materials['Original Delivery Date']).dt.de
Data_materials['Original Date difference to job'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_datediff(row), axis=1)
Data_materials['Additional stock days'] = (Data_materials['Suggested latest delivery from previous'] - Data_materials['Previous Done
Data_materials['Original Delivery Port'] = Data_materials['Delivery Port']

Data_materials['Additional stock days'].fillna((Data_materials['Suggested latest delivery from previous'] - pd.to_datetime(First_deli
Data_materials['Original Port LAT'] = Data_materials['Original Delivery Port'].map(Port_data.set_index('PortCode"')['Port Latitude'])
Data_materials['Original Port LON'] = Data_materials['Original Delivery Port'].map(Port_data.set_index('PortCode")[ 'Port Longitude'])
Data_materials['Original Distance Closest Hub to port'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_dist_coord_via_hub(row['Closest Hub L
# Data_materials['Original Transportation Freight Cost V1'] = (Cost_flight * Data_materials['Original Distance Closest Hub to port']
Data_materials['Original Transportation Freight Cost'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_cost(row['Original Distance Closest HL
# Data_materials['Original Transportation GHG (grams) V1'] = (GHG_plane_lh * Data_materials['Original Distance Closest Hub to port']
Data_materials['Original Transportation GHG (grams)'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_ghg(row['Original Distance Closest Hub

Data_materials['Original Transportation GHG Cost'] = Data_materials['Original Transportation GHG (grams)']/1000 * Cost_GHG_perKG

Data_materials['Original Cost of Capital loss'] = WACC_ST/365.25 * (Data_materials['Average Price'] + Data_materials['Original Transg
Data_materials['Original Cost of Capital loss'] = Data_materials['Original Cost of Capital loss'].apply(lambda row: max(@,row))
Data_materials[f'Original Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'] = ©

Data_materials['NO GHG Original Cost of Capital loss'] = WACC_ST/365.25 * (Data_materials['Average Price'] + Data_materials['Original

Data_materials['NO GHG Original Cost of Capital loss'] = Data_materials['NO GHG Original Cost of Capital loss'].apply(lambda row: max
Data_materials[f'NO GHG Original Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'] = ©

Data_materials['Original Total Cost'] = Data_materials['Original Transportation Freight Cost'] + Data_materials['Original Transportat

Data_materials['Original total cost without CoC'] = Data_materials['Original Transportation Freight Cost'] + Data_materials['Original
Data_materials['NO GHG Original total cost without CoC'] = Data_materials['Original Transportation Freight Cost'] + Data_materials['2

Avg_spare_price = Data_materials.groupby('Material ID')['Original total cost without CoC'].mean().reset_index()
Avg_spare_price.rename(columns={'Original total cost without CoC': 'Avg spare price incl original transport'}, inplace=True)

Avg_spare_price_NO_GHG = Data_materials.groupby('Material ID')['NO GHG Original total cost without CoC'].mean().reset_index()
Avg_spare_price_NO_GHG.rename(columns={'NO GHG Original total cost without CoC': 'NO GHG Avg spare price incl original transport'}, i

Data_materials = pd.merge(Data_materials, Avg_spare_price, on='Material ID', how='left')
Data_materials = pd.merge(Data_materials, Avg_spare_price_NO_GHG, on='Material ID', how='left')

# Determine foregoing delivery options

for i in range(1,num_of_prev+1l): #Create empty columns
Data_materials[f'Alternative Date {i}'] = "'
Data_materials[f'Date difference to (next) job {i}'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Alternative Port {i}'] = "'
Data_materials[f'Alternative Port LAT {i}'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Alternative Port LON {i}'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Distance Closest Hub to port {i}'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Transportation Freight Cost {i}'] = np.nan
# Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG {i} (grams) V1'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG {i} (grams)'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG Cost {i}'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Cost of Capital loss {i}']= np.nan
Data_materials[f'NO GHG Cost of Capital loss {i}']= np.nan
Data_materials[f'Additional Cost of Capital loss {i} (stock)'] = np.nan
Data_materials[f'Total Cost {i}'] = np.nan
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Hist_port_with_del = Hist_port_with_del.sort_values('Arrival Date GMT', ascending=False)
for index, row in Data_materials.iterrows(): #For each part, fill in the Alternatively defined columns
# del_date = row[ 'Delivery Date']
alternative_rows = []
job_date = row[ 'Done Since']
sug_del_date = row['Suggested latest delivery from previous']
max_del_date = row['Max delivery for after jobs']
if row[ ‘Delivery before or after job?'] in ['Before', '-> After', 'Before without stock', 'Before with stock']: #->After means tt
# alternative_rows = Hist_port_with_del[(Hist_port_with_del['Arrival Date GMT']<= sug_del_date)]
alternative_rows = Hist_port_with_del[(Hist_port_with_del['Arrival Date GMT']<= sug_del_date) & (Hist_port_with_del['Arrival
elif row['Delivery before or after job?'] in ['After', '-> Before']: #->Before means that it was meant to be delivered after but
# alternative_rows = Hist_port_with_del[(Hist_port_with_del['Arrival Date GMT']>= job_date) & (Hist_port_with_del[ 'Arrival Dc
alternative_rows = Hist_port_with_del[(Hist_port_with_del['Arrival Date GMT']>= job_date) & (Hist_port_with_del['Arrival Date
alternative_rows = alternative_rows.sort_values('Arrival Date GMT', ascending=True)
else:
alternative_rows = []
print('Error for finding alternative range')

if len(alternative_rows) > max_num_alts:
max_num_alts = len(alternative_rows)

for i in range(1,num_of_prev+1):
if i<= len(alternative_rows):
# if Alternative_rows.iloc[i-1]['Arrival Date GMT']>= row[ 'Previous Done Since']:
Data_materials.at[index,f'Alternative Date {i}'] = alternative_rows.iloc[i-1]['Arrival Date GMT']
if row[ 'Delivery before or after job?'] in ['Before', '-> After', 'Before without stock', 'Before with stock']:
Data_materials.at[index, f'Date difference to (next) job {i}'] = (row['Suggested latest delivery from previous'] - al
elif row['Delivery before or after job?'] in ['After', '-> Before']:
Data_materials.at[index, f'Date difference to (next) job {i}'] = (row['Max delivery for after jobs'] - alternative_rc
else:
pass
Data_materials.at[index,f'Alternative Port {i}'] = alternative_rows.iloc[i-1]['PortCode"]
Data_materials.at[index,f'Alternative Port LAT {i}'] = alternative_rows.iloc[i-1]['Port Latitude']
Data_materials.at[index,f'Alternative Port LON {i}'] = alternative_rows.iloc[i-1]["'Port Longitude']
Data_materials.at[index,f'Distance Closest Hub to port {i}'] = calc_dist_coord(row[‘Closest Hub Latitude'],row['Closest F
else:
pass

fo
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i in range(1, num_of_prev+l):
# Data_materials[f'Distance Supplier to port {i}'] = pd.to_numeric(Data_materials[f'Distance Supplier to port {i}'], errors='coer
# Data_materials[f'Date difference to (next) job {i}'] = pd.to_numeric(Data_materials[f'Date difference to (next) job {i}'], errc

# Data_materials[f'Transportation Freight Cost {i}'] = (Cost_flight * Data_materials[f'Distance Closest Hub to port {i}'] + Cost_
Data_materials[f'Transportation Freight Cost {i}'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_cost(row[f'Distance Closest Hub to por
# Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG {i} (grams) V1'] = (GHG_plane_lh * Data_materials[f'Distance Closest Hub to port {i}'] + Gt
Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG {i} (grams)'] = Data_materials.apply(lambda row: calc_ghg(row[f'Distance Closest Hub to port
Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG Cost {i}'] = Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG {i} (grams)'] / 1000 * Cost_GHG_perKG
Data_materials[f'Cost of Capital loss {i}'] = WACC_ST/365.25 * (Data_materials['Average Price'] + Data_materials[f'Transportatior
Data_materials[f'Cost of Capital loss {i}'] = Data_materials[f'Cost of Capital loss {i}'].apply(lambda row: max(@,row))

# Data_materials[f'Additional Cost of Capital loss {i} (stock)'] = np.where(Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?'] == 'E
Data_materials[f'Additional Cost of Capital loss {i} (stock)'] = np.where(Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?'] == 'Bef

Data_materials[f'NO GHG Cost of Capital loss {i}'] = WACC_ST/365.25 * (Data_materials['Average Price'] + Data_materials[f'Transpc
Data_materials[f'NO GHG Cost of Capital loss {i}'] = Data_materials[f'NO GHG Cost of Capital loss {i}'].apply(lambda row: max(@,r
# Data_materials[f'Additional Cost of Capital loss {i} (stock)'] = np.where(Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?'] == 'E
Data_materials[f'NO GHG Additional Cost of Capital loss {i} (stock)'] = np.where(Data_materials['Delivery before or after job?']

Data_materials[f'Total Cost {i}'] = Data_materials[f'Transportation Freight Cost {i}'] + Data_materials[f'Transportation GHG Cos

columns = ['Optimal option num', 'Optimal Delivery Date', 'Optimal Date difference to (next) job', 'Optimal Delivery Port', 'Optimal
columns_original = ['Original option num', 'Original Delivery Date', 'Original Date difference to job', 'Original Delivery Port', 'Or

optimal_values = Data_materials.apply(find_optimal, axis=1)
for i, col in enumerate(columns):
Data_materials[col] = [val[i] for val in optimal_values]

#i### Leave this part out, not picking the optimal situation.
# cost_condition = Data_materials['Optimal Total Cost'] >= Data_materials['Original Total Cost']

# Data_materials.loc[cost_condition, 'Optimal option num'] = 'Original’
# for i in range(1,len(columns)): #This is 1,len because then the optimal num is not considered
# Data_materials.loc[cost_condition, columns[i]] = Data_materials.loc[cost_condition, columns_original[i]]

columns_or = ['Original Transportation Freight Cost', 'Original Transportation GHG (grams)', 'Original Transportation GHG Cost', 'Ori
columns_opt = ['Optimal Transportation Freight Cost', 'Optimal Transportation GHG (grams)', 'Optimal Transportation GHG Cost', 'Optin
columns_diff = ['Improvement Transportation Freight Cost', 'Improvement Transportation GHG (grams)', 'Improvement Transportation GHG

for i in range(@,len(columns_diff)):
Data_materials[columns_diff[i]] = Data_materials[columns_or[i]] - Data_materials[columns_opt[i]]

Data_materials['Improvement in tkm'] = Data_materials['Improvement Distance Closest Hub to port'] * Data_materials['Weight']
globals()[f'Data_materials_save_{scenario}_{wacc}_{costGHG}'] = Data_materials.copy()

#print results

globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}'] = pd.DataFrame([])
globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}']['Scenario'] = [scenario, scenario, scenario, scenario, scenario,
globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}']['GHG cost per kg'] = [costGHG, costGHG, costGHG, costGHG, costGHC
globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG: .2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}']['WACC'] = [WACC_ST, WACC_ST, WACC_ST, WACC_ST, WACC_ST, WACC_ST,
globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}']['Improvement in'] = ['Freight Cost', 'GHG Cost', 'Cost of Capital
globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}']['Unit'] = ['$','$"','$"','$"','$", "tonne CO2-eq', 'km', 'tkm']

imp_FC_all = Data_materials['Improvement Transportation Freight Cost'].sum()

imp_GHGC_all = Data_materials['Improvement Transportation GHG Cost'].sum()

imp_COC_all = Data_materials['Improvement Cost of Capital loss'].sum()

imp_ACOC_all = Data_materials['Improvement Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'].sum()

imp_TCOC_all = imp_COC_all+imp_ACOC_all

imp_COC_all NOGHG = Data_materials['NO GHG Improvement Cost of Capital loss'].sum()

imp_ACOC_all_NOGHG = Data_materials['NO GHG Improvement Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'].sum()



622 imp_TCOC_all_NOGHG = imp_COC_all_NOGHG+imp_ACOC_all_NOGHG

623 imp_all_all = Data_materials['Improvement Total Cost'].sum()

624 imp_GHG_all = Data_materials['Improvement Transportation GHG (grams)'].sum()/1000000
625 imp_dist_all = Data_materials['Improvement Distance Closest Hub to port'].sum()
626 imp_tkm_all = Data_materials['Improvement in tkm'].sum()

627 imp_int_cost = imp_FC_all + imp_TCOC_all

628

629 or_FC = Data_materials['Original Transportation Freight Cost'].sum()

630 or_GHG = Data_materials['Original Transportation GHG (grams)'].sum()/1000000

631 or_GHGC = Data_materials['Original Transportation GHG Cost'].sum()

632 or_ACOC = Data_materials['Original Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'].sum()
633 or_COC = Data_materials['Original Cost of Capital loss'].sum()

634 or_TCOC = or_ACOC + or_COC

635 or_ACOC_NOGHG = Data_materials['NO GHG Original Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'].sum()
636 or_COC_NOGHG = Data_materials['NO GHG Original Cost of Capital loss'].sum()

637 or_TCOC_NOGHG = or_ACOC_NOGHG + or_COC_NOGHG

638 or_total_cost = Data_materials['Original Total Cost'].sum()

639 or_int_cost = or_FC + or_TCOC

640

641 opt_FC = Data_materials['Optimal Transportation Freight Cost'].sum()

642 opt_GHG = Data_materials['Optimal Transportation GHG (grams)'].sum()/1000000

643 opt_GHGC = Data_materials['Optimal Transportation GHG Cost'].sum()

644 opt_ACOC = Data_materials['Optimal Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'].sum()
645 opt_COC = Data_materials['Optimal Cost of Capital loss'].sum()

646 opt_TCOC = opt_COC + opt_ACOC

647 opt_ACOC_NOGHG = Data_materials['NO GHG Optimal Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'].sum()
648 opt_COC_NOGHG = Data_materials['NO GHG Optimal Cost of Capital loss'].sum()

649 opt_TCOC_NOGHG = opt_COC_NOGHG + opt_ACOC_NOGHG

650 opt_total_cost = Data_materials['Optimal Total Cost'].sum()

651 opt_int_cost = opt_FC + opt_TCOC

652

653 per_FC = calculate_percentage(imp_FC_all,or_FC)

654 per_GHG = calculate_percentage(imp_GHG_all,or_GHG)

655 per_GHGC = calculate_percentage(imp_GHGC_all,or_GHGC)

656 per_COC = calculate_percentage(imp_COC_all,or_COC)

657 per_ACOC = calculate_percentage(imp_ACOC_all,or_ACOC)

658 per_TCOC = calculate_percentage(imp_TCOC_all,or_TCOC)

659 per_COC_NOGHG = calculate_percentage(imp_COC_all_NOGHG,or_COC_NOGHG)

660 per_ACOC_NOGHG = calculate_percentage(imp_ACOC_all_NOGHG,or_ACOC_NOGHG)

661 per_TCOC_NOGHG = calculate_percentage(imp_TCOC_all_NOGHG,or_TCOC_NOGHG)

662 per_total_cost = calculate_percentage(imp_all_all,or_total_cost)

663 per_int_cost = calculate_percentage(imp_int_cost,or_int_cost)

664

665

666 globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}']['Total'] = [imp_FC_all, imp_GHGC_all, imp_COC_all, imp_ACOC_all,
667

668 # Calculate per year

669 years = sorted(Data_materials['Year'].unique())

670 testcost = 50000.1234

671 # Calculate the maximum length of the labels before the equal signs

672 max_label_length = max(

673 len(f'Improvement in Freight Cost:'),

674 len(f'Improvement in GHG Cost:'),

675 len(f'Improvement in Cost of Capital loss:'),

676 len(f'Improvement in Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock):'),

677 len(f'Improvement in Total Cost:'),

678 len(f"Improvement in GHG emissions:"),

679 len(f"Improvement in distance:"),

680 len(f"Improvement in tkm:")

681 )

682 max_label_length = max_label_length +5

683

684 for year in years:

685 DF_year = Data_materials[Data_materials['Year'] == year]

686 imp_FC = DF_year['Improvement Transportation Freight Cost'].sum()

687 imp_GHGC = DF_year['Improvement Transportation GHG Cost'].sum()

688 imp_COC = DF_year['Improvement Cost of Capital loss'].sum()

689 imp_ACOC = DF_year[ 'Improvement Additional Cost of Capital loss (stock)'].sum()
690 imp_tot = DF_year['Improvement Total Cost'].sum()

691 imp_GHG = DF_year['Improvement Transportation GHG (grams)'].sum()/1000000

692 imp_dist = DF_year['Improvement Distance Closest Hub to port'].sum()

693 imp_tkm = DF_year['Improvement in tkm'].sum()

694

695 globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}'][f'{year}'] = [imp_FC, imp_GHGC, imp_COC, imp_ACOC, imp_tot, i
696 # print(f'Year: {year}")

697 # print(f'{"Improvement in Freight Cost:":<{max_label_length}} ${imp_FC:.2f}")
698 # print(f'{"Improvement in GHG Cost:":<{max_label_length}} ${imp_GHGC:.2f}")
699 # print(f'{"Improvement in Cost of Capital loss:":<{max_label_length}} ${imp_COC:.2f}")
700 # print(f'{"Improvement in Total Cost:":<{max_label_length}} ${imp_tot:.2f}")
701 # print(f'{"Improvement in GHG emissions:":<{max_label_length}} {imp_GHG:.2f}[tonne CO2-eq]"')
702 # print('")

703

704 new_Result_V2 = {

705 'Scenario':scenario,

706 "GHG cost [$ per kg]':costGHG,

707 '"WACC' :wacc,

708 'Reduction in Distance [km]':imp_dist_all,

709 'Reduction in tonne-kilometer [tkm]':imp_tkm_all,

710 'Reduction in Freight Cost [$]':imp_FC_all,

711 'Reduction in GHG Emissions [t]':imp_GHG_all,

712 'Reduction in GHG Cost [$]':imp_GHGC_all,

713 'Reduction in Cost of Capital [$]':imp_COC_all,

714 'Reduction in additional Cost of Capital [$]':imp_ACOC_all,

715 'Reduction in Total Cost of Capital [$]':imp_TCOC_all,

716 'NO GHG Reduction in Cost of Capital [$]':imp_COC_all_NOGHG,

717 '"NO GHG Reduction in additional Cost of Capital [$]':imp_ACOC_all_NOGHG,

718 "NO GHG Reduction in Total Cost of Capital [$]':imp_TCOC_all_NOGHG,

719 'Reduction in Total Cost [$]':imp_all_all,

720 'Reduction in Internal Cost [$]':imp_int_cost,

721 'Original Freight Cost [$]':or_FC,

722 'Original GHG Emissions [t]':or_GHG ,

723 'Original GHG Cost [$]':or_GHGC ,

724 'Original Cost of Capital [$]':or_COC,

725 'Original additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]':or_AcOC,
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'Original Total Cost of Capital [$]':or_TCOC,

'NO GHG Original Cost of Capital [$]':or_COC_NOGHG,

'NO GHG Original additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]':or_ ACOC_NOGHG,
'NO GHG Original Total Cost of Capital [$]':or_TCOC_NOGHG,

'Original Total Cost [$]':or_total_cost,

'Original Internal Cost [$]':or_int_cost,

'Optimal Freight Cost [$]':opt_FC,

'Optimal GHG Emissions [t]':opt_GHG ,

'Optimal GHG Cost [$]':opt_GHGC ,

'Optimal Cost of Capital [$]':opt_coOC,

'Optimal additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]':opt_AcCOC,

'Optimal Total Cost of Capital [$]':opt_TCOC,

'NO GHG Optimal Cost of Capital [$]':opt_COC_NOGHG,

'NO GHG Optimal additional Cost of Capital (stock days) [$]':opt_ACOC_NOGHG,
'NO GHG Optimal Total Cost of Capital [$]':opt_TCOC_NOGHG,

'Optimal Total Cost [$]':opt_total_cost,

'Optimal Internal Cost [$]':opt_int_cost,

'Percentage reduction in Freight Cost':per_FC,

'Percentage reduction in GHG Emissions':per_GHG,

'Percentage reduction in GHG Cost':per_GHGC,

'Percentage reduction in Cost of Capital':per_COC,

'Percentage reduction in additional Cost of Capital':per_ACOC,

'Percentage reduction in Total Cost of Capital':per_TCOC,

'NO GHG Percentage reduction in Cost of Capital':per_COC_NOGHG,

'NO GHG Percentage reduction in additional Cost of Capital':per_ACOC_NOGHG,
'NO GHG Percentage reduction in Total Cost of Capital':per_TCOC_NOGHG,
'Percentage reduction in Total Cost':per_total_cost,

'Percentage reduction in Internal Cost':per_int_cost

}

new_row_df = pd.DataFrame(new_Result_V2, index=[@])

Results_V2 = pd.concat([Results_V2, new_row_df], ignore_index=True)
#Save in pickle each loop

pickle_filename = os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Results_V2.pickle')
Results_V2.to_pickle(pickle_filename)

# print(globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG}$'])
Results_DF = pd.concat([Results_DF,globals()[f'Improvement_df_GHGC={costGHG:.2f}$_WACC={WACC_ST:.2f}']],ignore_index=True)

print(f'Time run = {time.time()-starttime} sec')

# Combine unique values from both columns
all_ports = set(Data_materials["Delivery Port"].unique()) | set(Data_materials["Optimal Delivery Port"].unique())

# Calculate value counts for both columns based on the combined unique values
value_counts_combined = []
value_counts2_combined = []

for port in all_ports:
value_counts_combined.append(Data_materials["Delivery Port"].value_counts().get(port, 0))
value_counts2_combined.append(Data_materials["Optimal Delivery Port"].value_counts().get(port, 0))

# Sort only the value_counts_combined and keep value_counts2_combined in the same order
sorted_indices = np.argsort(value_counts_combined)[::-1]

sorted_ports_combined = [list(all_ports)[i] for i in sorted_indices]
sorted_value_counts_combined = [value_counts_combined[i] for i in sorted_indices]
sorted_value_counts2_combined = [value_counts2_combined[i] for i in sorted_indices]

# %% Create the bar plot

bar_width = 0.5
add_dist = 1.2
x_values = range(len(sorted_ports_combined))

plt.figure()
ax = plt.subplot(1, 1, 1)

ax.bar([x * add_dist for x in x_values], sorted_value_counts_combined, width=bar_width, align='center', label='Delivery Port')
ax.bar([x * add_dist + bar_width for x in x_values], sorted_value_counts2_combined, width=bar_width, align="center', label='Optimal

ax.set_xticks([x * add_dist + bar_width/2 for x in x_values])
ax.set_xticklabels(sorted_ports_combined, rotation=45, ha='right')

for p in ax.patches:
ax.annotate(str(int(p.get_height())), (p.get_x() + p.get_width() / 2., p.get_height()),
ha="center', va='center', xytext=(0, 5), textcoords='offset points')

plt.xlabel('Delivery Port")
plt.ylabel('Number of occurrences')
plt.legend()

plt.tight_layout()

max_label_length = max(len('Scenario'), len('WACC'), len('GHG cost'))

title_template = (
'Delivery port occurrences for:' + '\n'
"{:<{width}} = {:<{value_width}}\n'
‘{:<{width}} = {:<{value_width}}\n’
{:<{width}} = {:<{value_width}}’

)

value_width = max(
len(scenario),
len('{:.2f} %'.format(wacc * 100)),
len('{:.2f} $/tonne'.format(costGHG * 1000))
)+5
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"WACC',

))
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plt.show()

Results_V2[ 'Percentage
Results_V2[ 'Percentage
Results_V2[ 'Percentage
Results_V2[ 'Percentage
Results_V2[ 'Percentage
Results_V2[ 'Percentage
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Results_V2[ 'Percentage

plot_path =
os.makedirs(plot_path, exist_ok=True)
plt.savefig(os.path.join(plot_path, f"Port_occurences_{scenario}_{wacc*100:.2f}_ {costGHG*1000:.2f}.png"), bbox_inches="'tight', dpi=

plt.title(title_template.format(
'Scenario', scenario,

"{:.2f} %'.format(wacc * 100),

'GHG cost', '{:.2f} $/tonne’.format(costGHG * 1000),
width=max_label_length,
value_width=value_width

os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Delivery ports plot', f'Results {num_of_prev}alternatives - limited months')

Freight Cost'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: calculate_percentage(row['Improvement in Freight Cost'], row['Original Fre
GHG emissions'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: calculate_percentage(row['Improvement in GHG emissions'], row['Original ¢
GHG Cost'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: calculate_percentage(row['Improvement in GHG Cost'], row['Original GHG Cost'])
Additional CoC loss'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: calculate_percentage(row['Improvement in Additional CoC loss'], row
CoC loss'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: calculate_percentage(row['Improvement in CoC loss'], row['Original CoC loss'])
Total Cost'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: calculate_percentage(row['Improvement in Total Cost'], row['Original Total C

Results_V2['Total CoC improvement'] = Results_V2['Improvement in Additional CoC loss'] + Results_V2['Improvement in CoC loss']
Results_V2['Original Total CoC improvement'] = Results_V2['Original Additional CoC loss'] + Results_V2['Original CoC loss']

Total CoC loss'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: calculate_percentage(row[ 'Total CoC improvement'], row['Original Total C

Results_V2['Legend'] = Results_V2.apply(lambda row: f"{row['Scenario']} and WACC {int(row['WACC'] * 100)}%", axis=1)
print(f'The maximum number of considered alternatives is: {max_num_alts}')

#%%
# Process results

plt.plot(legend_df[

plt.title('Improvement
plt.show()

plt.plot(legend_df[

plt.title('Improvement
plt.show()
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unique_legend = Results_V2['Legend'].unique()
for legend_value in unique_legend:
legend_df = Results_V2[Results_V2['Legend']==1egend_value]

'GHG cost [$ per kg]'], legend_df['Improvement in GHG emissions'], label = legend_value)

plt.xlabel('GHG cost [$ per kg]')
plt.ylabel('Improvement in GHG emissions [tonne]')
plt.legend(title="Legend', bbox_to_anchor=(1.04,0.5), loc='center left')

in GHG emissions')

for legend_value in unique_legend:
legend_df = Results_V2[Results_V2['Legend']==1legend_value]

'GHG cost [$ per kg]'], legend_df['Improvement in Total Cost'], label = legend_value)

plt.xlabel('GHG cost [$ per kg]l')
plt.ylabel('Improvement in Total Cost [$]')
plt.legend(title="Legend', bbox_to_anchor=(1.04,0.5), loc='center left')

in Total Cost')

Material_col_names = pd.DataFrame(Data_materials.columns.values)

file_path = os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, "Test sheet with model.xlsx")
sheetname = 'Scenario_WACC_GHGcost'

if os.path.isfile(file_path):

pass
else:

wb = openpyxl.Workbook()
wb.active.title = sheetname

wb.save(file_path)

with pd.ExcelWriter(file_path, mode="a", engine="openpyxl",if_sheet_exists='replace') as writer:
Results_DF.to_excel(writer, sheet_name='Results', index=False)
Results_V2.to_excel(writer, sheet_name='Result V2', index=False)
Data_materials.to_excel(writer, sheet_name='Data_materials', index=False)
# for scenario in Scenarios:

# if scenario == 'Regular':

# sc = 'R’

# elif scenario == 'Before with stock':

# sc = 'B-S’

# elif scenario == 'Before without stock':
# sc = 'B-nS’

# else:

# pass

# for wacc in WACC_ST_vec:

# for costGHG in Cost_GHG_perKG_vec:

# globals()[f'Data_materials_save_{scenario}_{wacc}_{costGHG}'].to_excel(writer, sheet_name=f'{sc}_{wacc}_{costGHG}', index=False

Material_col_names.to_excel(writer, sheet_name='Columns', index=False)
Hist_port_with_del.to_excel(writer, sheet_name='Ports with deliveries', index=False)
Port_data.to_excel(writer, sheet_name='Port_data‘, index=False)

# Load workbook

wb = openpyxl.load_workbook(file_path)

for ws in wb.worksheets:
ws.auto_filter.ref =

wb.save(file_path)

#%%

ws.dimensions

for Ship_Name in [Ship_Name]:
plot_data = plot_data_counter

# %% Boxplot



934 fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(5, 8))

935 ax.set_title(f'Deviation to the PMS window T@126 for counter based jobs')

936 plot_data.boxplot(column="Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)', ax=ax)

937 ax.yaxis.set_major_locator(MultipleLocator(25))

938 ax.yaxis.set_major_formatter('{x:.0f}")

939 ax.yaxis.set_minor_locator(MultiplelLocator(5))

940 ax.set_ylim(ymax=230, ymin=-150)

941 plt.ylabel('Deviation to the PMS window [%]"')

942

943

944

945 # Add labels at median, lower whisker, upper whisker, and box edges

946 boxplot_data = plot_data['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)']

947 medians = boxplot_data.median()

948 lower_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(0.25)

949 upper_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(0.75)

950 igr = upper_quartile - lower_quartile

951 upper_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data<=upper_quartile+1.5*igr].max()

952 lower_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data>=lower_quartile-1.5*iqr].min()

953 ax.text(0.9, medians, f'Median: {medians:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center', fontweight='bold")
954 ax.text (0.9, lower_whisker, f'Lower Whisker: {lower_whisker:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center")
955 ax.text(0.9, upper_whisker, f'Upper Whisker: {upper_whisker:.1f}%"', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center")
956 ax.text(1.1, lower_quartile, f'Q1: {lower_quartile:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center')

957 ax.text(1.1, upper_quartile, f'Q3: {upper_quartile:.1f}%"', horizontalalignment="left', verticalalignment='center")

958

959 # Add missing points:

960 # points = boxplot_data[boxplot_data > 200].sort_values().reset_index(drop=True)

961 # for index, value in points.items():

962 # ax.arrow(0.6 + index*@.2, (1.85)*100, 0, 20, color='black', width=0.005, head_width=.02, head_length=5)

963 # ax.text(@®.6 + index*@.2, (1.83)*100, f'Additional \n point \n @{value:.1f}%', ha='center', va="top')

964

965 plt.tight_layout()

966 plt.savefig(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Deviation PMS plots', f"Boxplot_Deviation_PMS_Percentage_Counter_{Ship_Name}.png"), dpi=400)
967 plt.show()

968

969 plot_data = plot_data_month

970 # %% Boxplot

971 fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(5, 8))

972 ax.set_title(f'Deviation to the PMS window T@126 for time based jobs')

973 plot_data.boxplot(column="Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)', ax=ax)

974 ax.yaxis.set_major_locator(MultipleLocator(25))

975 ax.yaxis.set_major_formatter('{x:.0f}"')

976 ax.yaxis.set_minor_locator(MultipleLocator(5))

977 ax.set_ylim(ymax=230, ymin=-150)

978 plt.ylabel('Deviation to the PMS window [%]')

979

980 # Add labels at median, lower whisker, upper whisker, and box edges

981 boxplot_data = plot_data['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)']

982 medians = boxplot_data.median()

983 lower_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(®.25)

984 upper_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(0.75)

985 igr = upper_quartile - lower_quartile

986 upper_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data<=upper_quartile+1.5*iqr].max()

987 lower_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data>=lower_quartile-1.5*igr].min()

988 ax.text (0.9, medians, f'Median: {medians:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center', fontweight='bold")
989 ax.text (0.9, lower_whisker, f'Lower Whisker: {lower_whisker:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center")
990 ax.text (0.9, upper_whisker, f'Upper Whisker: {upper_whisker:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center")
991 ax.text(1.1, lower_quartile, f'Q1l: {lower_quartile:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center')

992 ax.text(1.1, upper_quartile, f'Q3: {upper_quartile:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center')

993

994 # Add missing points:

995 # points = boxplot_data[boxplot_data > 200].sort_values().reset_index(drop=True)

996 # for index, value in points.items():

997 # ax.arrow(0.6 + index*0.2, (1.85)*100, 0, 20, color='black', width=0.005, head_width=.02, head_length=5)

998 # ax.text(@.6 + index*@.2, (1.83)*100, f'Additional \n point \n @{value:.1f}%', ha='center', va="top')

999

1000 plt.tight_layout()

1001 plt.savefig(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Deviation PMS plots', f"Boxplot_Deviation_PMS_Percentage_Month_{Ship_Name}.png"), dpi=400)
1002 plt.show()

1003

1004 plot_data = Data_materials

1005 # %% Boxplot

1006 fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(5, 8))

1007 ax.set_title(f'Deviation to the PMS window T@126 for all jobs')

1008 plot_data.boxplot(column="Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)', ax=ax)

1009 ax.yaxis.set_major_locator(MultiplelLocator(25))

1010 ax.yaxis.set_major_formatter('{x:.0f}")

1011 ax.yaxis.set_minor_locator(MultiplelLocator(5))

1012 ax.set_ylim(ymax=230, ymin=-150)

1013 plt.ylabel('Deviation to the PMS window [%]"')

1014

1015 # Add labels at median, lower whisker, upper whisker, and box edges

1016 boxplot_data = plot_data['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS)']

1017 medians = boxplot_data.median()

1018 lower_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(®.25)

1019 upper_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(0.75)

1020 igr = upper_quartile - lower_quartile

1021 upper_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data<=upper_quartile+1.5*iqr].max()

1022 lower_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data>=lower_quartile-1.5*igr].min()

1023 ax.text(0.9, medians, f'Median: {medians:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center', fontweight="bold")
1024 ax.text(0.9, lower_whisker, f'Lower Whisker: {lower_whisker:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center")
1025 ax.text (0.9, upper_whisker, f'Upper Whisker: {upper_whisker:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center')
1026 ax.text(1.1, lower_quartile, f'Q1: {lower_quartile:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center')

1027 ax.text(1.1, upper_quartile, f'Q3: {upper_quartile:.1f}%', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center')

1028

1029 # Add missing points:

1030 # points = boxplot_data[boxplot_data > 200].sort_values().reset_index(drop=True)

1031 # for index, value in points.items():

1032 # ax.arrow(0.6 + index*0.2, (1.85)*100, 0, 20, color='black', width=0.005, head_width=.02, head_length=5)

1033 # ax.text (0.6 + index*0.2, (1.83)*100, f'Additional \n point \n @{value:.1f}%', ha='center', va="top"')

1034

1035 plt.tight_layout()

1036 plt.savefig(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Deviation PMS plots', f"Boxplot_Deviation_PMS_Percentage_All_{Ship_Name}.png"), dpi=400)

1037 plt.show()
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plot_data = plot_data_counter

# %% Boxplot

fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(5, 8))

ax.set_title(f'Deviation to the PMS window T@126 for counter based jobs')
plot_data.boxplot(column="Interval deviation (negative is before PMS) DAYS', ax=ax)
# ax.yaxis.set_major_locator(MultiplelLocator(25))

# ax.yaxis.set_major_formatter('{x:.0f}")

# ax.yaxis.set_minor_locator(MultiplelLocator(5))

# ax.set_ylim(ymax=230, ymin=-150)

plt.ylabel('Deviation to the PMS window [days]')

# Add labels at median, lower whisker, upper whisker, and box edges

boxplot_data = plot_data['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS) DAYS']

medians = boxplot_data.median()

lower_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(0.25)

upper_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(@.75)

igr = upper_quartile - lower_quartile

upper_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data<=upper_quartile+1.5*iqr].max()

lower_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data>=lower_quartile-1.5*igr].min()

x.text(0.9, medians, f'Median: {medians:.1f}', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center', fontweight='bold"')
x.text (0.9, lower_whisker, f'Lower Whisker: {lower_whisker:.1f}', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment="'center"')
ax.text (0.9, upper_whisker, f'Upper Whisker: {upper_whisker:.1f}', horizontalalignment="right', verticalalignment='center"')
x.text(1.1, lower_quartile, f'Q1l: {lower_quartile:.1f}', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center"')
ax.text(1.1, upper_quartile, f'Q3: {upper_quartile:.1f}', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment="'center')

L W

)

# Add missing points:

# points = boxplot_data[boxplot_data > 200].sort_values().reset_index(drop=True)

# for index, value in points.items():

# ax.arrow(@.6 + index*@.2, (1.85)*100, 0, 20, color='black', width=0.005, head_width=.02, head_length=5)
# ax.text(0.6 + index*@.2, (1.83)*100, f'Additional \n point \n @{value:.1f}%', ha='center', va='top')

plt.tight_layout()
plt.savefig(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Deviation PMS plots', f"Boxplot_Deviation_PMS_Percentage_Counter_{Ship_Name}_DAYS.png"), dpi=400)
plt.show()

plot_data = plot_data_month

# %% Boxplot

fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(5, 8))

ax.set_title(f'Deviation to the PMS window T@126 for time based jobs')
plot_data.boxplot(column="Interval deviation (negative is before PMS) DAYS', ax=ax)
# ax.yaxis.set_major_locator(MultipleLocator(25))

# ax.yaxis.set_major_formatter('{x:.0f}")

# ax.yaxis.set_minor_locator(Multiplelocator(5))

# ax.set_ylim(ymax=230, ymin=-150)

plt.ylabel('Deviation to the PMS window [days]')

# Add labels at median, lower whisker, upper whisker, and box edges

boxplot_data = plot_data['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS) DAYS']

medians = boxplot_data.median()

lower_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(0.25)

upper_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(@.75)

igr = upper_quartile - lower_quartile

upper_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data<=upper_quartile+1.5*igr].max()

lower_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data>=lower_quartile-1.5*iqr].min()

ax.text (0.9, medians, f'Median: {medians:.1f}', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center', fontweight='bold")
x.text (0.9, lower_whisker, f'Lower Whisker: {lower_whisker:.1f}', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment="'center"')
ax.text (0.9, upper_whisker, f'Upper Whisker: {upper_whisker:.1f}', horizontalalignment="right', verticalalignment="'center"')
x.text(1.1, lower_quartile, f'Q1l: {lower_quartile:.1f}', horizontalalignment="left', verticalalignment='center')
ax.text(1.1, upper_quartile, f'Q3: {upper_quartile:.1f}', horizontalalignment="'left', verticalalignment='center"')

)

[}

# Add missing points:

# points = boxplot_data[boxplot_data > 200].sort_values().reset_index(drop=True)

# for index, value in points.items():

# ax.arrow(0.6 + index*@.2, (1.85)*100, 0, 20, color='black', width=0.005, head_width=.02, head_length=5)
# ax.text (0.6 + index*@.2, (1.83)*100, f'Additional \n point \n @{value:.1f}%', ha='center', va='top"')

plt.tight_layout()
plt.savefig(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Deviation PMS plots', f"Boxplot_Deviation_PMS_Percentage_Month_{Ship_Name}_DAYS.png"), dpi=400)
plt.show()

plot_data = Data_materials

# %% Boxplot

fig, ax = plt.subplots(figsize=(5, 8))

ax.set_title(f'Deviation to the PMS window T@126 for all jobs')
plot_data.boxplot(column="Interval deviation (negative is before PMS) DAYS', ax=ax)
# ax.yaxis.set_major_locator(MultipleLocator(25))

# ax.yaxis.set_major_formatter('{x:.0f}")

# ax.yaxis.set_minor_locator(MultipleLocator(5))

# ax.set_ylim(ymax=230, ymin=-150)

plt.ylabel('Deviation to the PMS window [days]')

# Add labels at median, lower whisker, upper whisker, and box edges

boxplot_data = plot_data['Interval deviation (negative is before PMS) DAYS']

medians = boxplot_data.median()

lower_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(0.25)

upper_quartile = boxplot_data.quantile(@.75)

igr = upper_quartile - lower_quartile

upper_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data<=upper_quartile+1.5*iqr].max()

lower_whisker = boxplot_data[boxplot_data>=lower_quartile-1.5*igr].min()

ax.text (0.9, medians, f'Median: {medians:.1f}', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment='center', fontweight="'bold")
x.text (0.9, lower_whisker, f'Lower Whisker: {lower_whisker:.1f}', horizontalalignment="right', verticalalignment="center"')
x.text (0.9, upper_whisker, f'Upper Whisker: {upper_whisker:.1f}', horizontalalignment='right', verticalalignment="'center"')
ax.text(1.1, lower_quartile, f'Ql: {lower_quartile:.1f}', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center')
ax.text(1.1, upper_quartile, f'Q3: {upper_quartile:.1f}', horizontalalignment='left', verticalalignment='center')

L W

# Add missing points:

# points = boxplot_data[boxplot_data > 200].sort_values().reset_index(drop=True)

# for index, value in points.items():

# ax.arrow(0.6 + index*0.2, (1.85)*100, 0, 20, color='black', width=0.005, head_width=.02, head_length=5)
# ax.text(@.6 + index*@.2, (1.83)*100, f'Additional \n point \n @{value:.1f}%', ha='center', va="top')

plt.tight_layout()
plt.savefig(os.path.join(path, Ship_Name, 'Deviation PMS plots', f"Boxplot_Deviation_PMS_Percentage_All_{Ship_Name}_DAYS.png"), dpi=400)



1142 plt.show()
1143 #%%

1144

1145 #%%
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