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In this study, an inexact fuzzy-stochastic constraint-softened programming method is developed for
municipal solid waste (MSW) management under uncertainty. The developed method can deal with mul-
tiple uncertainties presented in terms of fuzzy sets, interval values and random variables. Moreover, a
number of violation levels for the system constraints are allowed. This is realized through introduction
of violation variables to soften system constraints, such that the model’s decision space can be expanded
under demanding conditions. This can help generate a range of decision alternatives under various con-
ditions, allowing in-depth analyses of tradeoffs among economic objective, satisfaction degree, and con-
straint-violation risk. The developed method is applied to a case study of planning a MSW management
system. The uncertain and dynamic information can be incorporated within a multi-layer scenario tree;
revised decisions are permitted in each time period based on the realized values of uncertain events.
Solutions associated with different satisfaction degree levels have been generated, corresponding to dif-
ferent constraint-violation risks. They are useful for supporting decisions of waste flow allocation and
system-capacity expansion within a multistage context.

© 2008 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

In municipal solid waste (MSW) management, uncertainties ex-
ist in related costs, impact factors and objectives, and are pre-
sented as fuzzy, probability and/or interval formats. Such
uncertainties can affect the related optimization processes and
the generated decision schemes (Huang et al., 1993; Yeomans
et al., 2003). Consequently, various methods dealing with uncer-
tainties have been developed for the planning of MSW manage-
ment systems (Gottinger, 1986; Kirca and Erkip, 1988; Baetz,
1990; Zhu and Revelle, 1993; Jaung et al., 1995; Chanas and Zielin-
ski, 2000; Wilson and Baetz, 2001a,b; Huang et al., 2002; Solano
et al., 2002a,b; Yeomans and Huang, 2003; Zeng and Trauth,
2005; Chang et al., 2005; Garcia et al., 2005; Li and Huang, 2006,
2007; Chang and Davila, 2007, 2008). Most of them can be grouped
into fuzzy, stochastic and interval mathematical programming
methods (abbreviated as FMP, SMP and IMP).

IMP can tackle uncertainties expressed as intervals that exist in
the model’s left- and/or right-hand sides as well as the objective
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function; however, it is incapable of dealing with uncertainties ex-
pressed as possibilistic and probabilistic distributions (Huang et al.,
1993). FMP considers uncertainties as fuzzy sets, and is effective in
reflecting ambiguity and vagueness in resource availabilities.
Combining advantages of FMP and IMP, interval-fuzzy mathemati-
cal programming (IFMP) methods were developed for tackling
uncertainties presented as interval values and fuzzy sets (Huang
etal., 1993, 1995; Chang et al., 1997). However, IFMP could become
infeasible when the constraints were strict under demanding con-
ditions. Recently, Huang et al. (2002) introduced a regret analysis
approach to relax the constraints of IFMP (Burn and Barbara,
1992; Ellis and Bowman, 1994), such that the IFMP model’s decision
space could be expanded through introducing a number of violation
variables for the constraints. However, the constraint-relaxed IFMP
had difficulty in dealing with uncertainties expressed as random
variables; furthermore, it was lack of linkage to economic conse-
quences of violated policies as pre-regulated by authorities since
recourse actions were not considered to correct any infeasibilities.

Stochastic programming with recourse was effective for prob-
lems where an analysis of policy scenarios is desired and coeffi-
cients are random with known probability distributions. In this
method, decision variables were divided into two subsets: those
that had to be determined before the random uncertainties are dis-
closed and those (recourse variables) that could be determined
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after the uncertainties were disclosed. Multistage stochastic pro-
gramming with recourse (MSP) was developed as an extension of
dynamic stochastic optimization approaches (Birge, 1985; Pereira
and Pinto, 1991; Ruszczynski, 1993; Dupacova et al., 2000; Watkins
et al., 2000; Kouwenberg, 2001; Ahmed et al., 2003; Li et al., 2006,
2008). MSP can reflect the dynamic variations of system conditions,
particularly for large-scale problems with sequential structures.
However, MSP requires probabilistic specifications for uncertain
parameters while, in many practical problems, the quality of infor-
mation that can be obtained is mostly not satisfactory enough to be
presented as probabilities (Li et al., 2006). In fact, even if the prob-
ability distributions are available, it can be difficult to reflect many
random parameters in the MSP model. Moreover, few of the previ-
ous studies focused on using MSP methods for addressing uncer-
tainties and dynamics in waste management systems.

Therefore, as an extension to the existing MSP approaches, an
inexact fuzzy-stochastic constraint-softened programming method
will be developed to address the above deficiencies. The developed
method will be able to deal with uncertainties presented in terms
of fuzzy sets, interval values, and random variables. Moreover, a
number of violation levels for the constraints are allowed, such
that the model’s decision space can be expanded. This will help
generate a range of decision alternatives under various conditions,
allowing in-depth analyses of tradeoffs among economic objective,
satisfaction degree, and constraint-violation risk. Then, the devel-
oped method will be applied to the planning of MSW management
in the City of Regina, Canada. It can facilitate dynamic analysis for
decisions of waste flow allocation and capacity expansion planning
within a multistage context under multiple uncertainties.

2. Methodology

Firstly, consider an interval parameter fuzzy linear program-
ming (IFLP) problem (Huang et al., 1993):

Min fE=CExE (1a)
subject to A*X* < B* (1b)
X >0 (1¢)

WhereAi c {Ri}mxani c {Ri}mxl‘ Ci c {Ri}lxnvxi c {Ri}nxl‘ {Ri}
denote a set of interval numbers, and m and n are real numbers
(m>1 and n > 1; X represents a set of decision variables; the
‘~" and ‘+’ superscripts represent the lower and upper bounds of
parameters/variables, respectively; and symbols = and < repre-
sent fuzzy equality and inequality. In fact, a decision in a fuzzy envi-
ronment can be defined as the intersection of membership
functions corresponding to fuzzy objective and constraints (Huang
et al., 1995; Chang et al., 1997). Given a fuzzy goal (G) and a fuzzy
constraint (E) in a space of decision alternatives (X*), a fuzzy deci-
sion set (D) can then be formed in the intersection of G and E. In a
symbolic form, we have D = GNE, and correspondingly:

Hp = Min{gig, p} (2)

where pup, U and p; denote membership functions of fuzzy decision
D, fuzzy goal G, and fuzzy constraint E, respectively (Zimmermann,
1985). Let i, (X*) be membership functions of constraints E; (i = 1,
2,...,m), and .Uc,( *) be those of goals G; (j=1,2, ..., n). A decision
can then be defined by the following membership function (Huang
et al.,, 2001):

Hp(X%) = 1 (X7 5 g (X°) (3a)
:uD(Xi) :Min{ui(xi)|i:]727 7"'7m+1} (3b)

w,n

where “x” denotes an appropriate and possibly context-dependent
“aggregator”; 1;(X*) can be interpreted as the degree to which X*

satisfies fuzzy inequality in the objective and constraints. A desired
decision is thus the one with the highest u,(X*) value:

Maxp,(X*) = Max Min[g;(X*)], X* =0 (4)

where p;(X*) should be zero if the objective and constraints are vio-
lated, and 1 if they are totally satisfied. Consequently, the IFIP prob-
lem can be converted into an ordinary linear programming model
by introducing a new variable of 2 = u,(X*), which corresponds
to the membership function of the fuzzy decision (Zimmermann,
1985; Chang et al., 1997; Huang et al., 2001). Specifically, the flex-
ibility in the constraints and fuzziness in the objective (which are
represented by fuzzy sets and denoted as “fuzzy constraints” and
“fuzzy goal”, respectively) can be expressed as membership grades
(4) corresponding to the degrees of overall satisfaction for the con-
straints and objective. Thus, model (1) can be converted into:

Max 2 (53)
subject to  C*X* < f* — *(f* —f") (5b)
ATX* < BT —J*(B" - B") (5¢)
X =0 (5d)
0<1 <1 (5e)

where f~ and f* are the lower and upper bounds of the objective’s
aspiration level, respectively; /* is the control variable correspond-
ing to the degree (membership grade) of satisfaction for the fuzzy
decision. An interactive algorithm is developed to solve the above
problem through analyzing the detailed interrelationships between
the parameters and the variables and between the objective func-
tion and the constraints (Huang et al., 1995).

The IFLP can directly handle uncertainties presented as interval
numbers and/or fuzzy sets. However, it has difficulties in tackling
uncertainties expressed as random variables in a non-fuzzy decision
space and in providing a linkage between the pre-regulated policies
and the associated implications. In many real-world problems,
uncertainties may be expressed as random variables, and the related
study systems are of dynamic feature. Thus the relevant decisions
must be made at each time stage under varying probability levels.
Such a problem can be formulated as a scenario-based multistage
stochastic programming (MSP) model with recourse as follows:

T T K¢
Min f= Z CXe + Z /Z PuDuYu (6a)
t= t=1 k=1
subject to AxX: <By, r=1,2,....m;; t=1,2,....T (6b)
AiXe + A Yoo < Wi, 1=1,2,...,my;
t=1,2,....T; k=1,2,...,K; (6¢)
¢ =20, xceXe, j=1,2,...,ny;
t=1,2,...,T (6d)
Yie 20, YiweYu, j=1,2,...,n;
t=1,2,....,T; k=1,2,....K (6e)

where p,, is the probability of occurrence for scenario k in period t,
with p,, < 0 and 5, p, = 1; and K, is the number of scenarios in
period t, with the total number of scenarios being K = 3/, K;. In
model (6), the decision variables are divided into two subsets: the
first-stage decision variables (x;) that must be determined before
the random variables are disclosed, and recourse variables (y;) that
can be determined after the random variables are disclosed. Obvi-
ously, model (6) can address uncertainties in the right-hand sides
of the constraints to be presented as random variables. Therefore,
one potential approach that can deal with multiple uncertainties
presented in terms of fuzzy sets, interval values, and random vari-
ables is to couple MSP and IFLP into a general framework; this leads
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to an interval-fuzzy multistage linear programming (IFMP) model
as follows:

Max Ve (7a)

T T K
subject to > "X+ > puDpYp <fr -2 (fr—f7)  (7b)
t=1 t=1 k=1
AZXS <Bj,—J)*B};—B,), r=12,... m;
t=1,2,...,T (7¢)
AeX? + (Alg) Y < Wiy, — 25 Awy,
i=1,2,...,my; t=12...T; k=12,...K (7d)
Xp =0, xpeXy, j=12,...n;
t=1,2,...,T (7e)
y]i[k>0 yji[keyrik: j:]vz"”’nZ;
t=1,2,....,T; k=1,2,... K, (7f)
0< <1 (7g)

In model (7), a 2* level close to 1 would correspond to a high pos-
sibility of satisfying the constraints/objective under advantageous
conditions; conversely, a /= value near 0 would be related to a solu-
tion that has a low possibility of satisfying the constraints/objective
under demanding conditions. Model (7) can then be solved through
a two-step method. The submodel for A* corresponding to f~ can be
formulated in the first step when the system objective is to be min-
imized; the other submodel for 2~ can then be formulated based on
the solution of the first submodel. However, the second submodel
may often become infeasible due to its strict constraints under
demanding conditions; moreover, the decision makers may desire
more tradeoff information between system satisfaction degree
and constraint-violation risk under uncertainty. One potential alter-
native for dealing with such issues is to reconfigure the model’s
decision space through introduction of a number of violation vari-
ables (i.e., establishing tolerable levels for the constraints under
demanding conditions) into the second submodel (for 47) to soften
its constraints. This leads to a constraint-softened IFMP model. The
detailed solution method for the IFMP and the modeling formula-
tion of the constraint-softened IFMP are presented in Appendix 1
to this paper.

3. Case study
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ment of regulated waste diversion targets and relevant regulations
is currently a growing trend (but not mandatory). Typically, such
regulations focus on mandating recovery of specific materials
(e.g., dry recyclables and yard wastes), and supporting decisions
of appropriate collection systems (e.g., depot, curbside or deposit).
To realize the CCME'’s diversion goal, the city is making efforts to
develop an integrated solid waste management (ISWM) strategy
for its waste collection, minimization, diversion and disposal.
Therefore, this study will focus on increasing waste diversion rate
and thus reducing waste flows to the landfill with a minimized sys-
tem cost.

The study time horizon is 15 years, consisting of three, 5-year
periods. Table 1 presents the waste-generation rates and the asso-
ciated probabilities of occurrence in the planning periods. Many
impact factors and their interactions such as population growth
rate, economic development, people living habit, and waste man-
agement policy could lead to uncertain waste-generation rate
(e.g., results of waste characterization study for the city indicate
that the residential sector generates waste at a rate of 1.00-
1.17 kg/cap/day; the city’s population growth rate is in the range
of 0.5-0.7% per year). Consequently, in this study, the waste-gener-
ation rates are presented in interval-random variables and varied
in different periods. There are four levels of waste-generation in
period 1 (i.e., low, low-medium, medium and high), and three lev-
els of waste-generation in periods 2 and 3 (i.e., low, medium and
high). Since the waste-generation amounts are uncertain, a pro-
jected waste flow level is pre-regulated based on the city’s waste
management policy. If this level is not exceeded, it will result in
a regular (normal) cost to the system. However, if it is exceeded,
the surplus waste flow will be disposed of at a premium, resulting
in an excess cost (penalty) to the system (i.e., excess flow = gener-
ated waste - assigned quota). Tables 2 and 3 provide collection and
transportation costs for pre-regulated and excess waste flows from
the city to the three facilities, operating costs of the three facilities,
penalties for surplus flows, and revenues from the composting and
recycling facilities. Costs for waste collection and transportation

Table 2
Costs and revenues for pre-regulated waste flows.

Planning period

t=1 t=2 t=3
The developed method will be applied to the long-term plan- Operation costs of waste management facilities (CANS/t)

. ¢ icipal solid X t in the Citv of Reei Landfill [9, 17] [6.9, 13.02] [5.83, 11.02]
ning of municipal sofid waste management in the Lity oI Regina, Composting facility [21, 26] [16.09, 19.92] [13.61, 16.85]
Canada. Consistent with many communities in western Canada; Recycling facility [61.0, 67.8] [46.74, 51.95] [39.54, 43.95]
the city relles' mostly on a sanitary landfill for disposing of its ol i i s ()

MSW. Approximately 70,000 tonnes per year of MSW generated to Landfill [32,37] [24.52, 28.35] [20.74, 23.98]
from the residential sector are buried at the landfill. Besides, the to Composting facility [68.0, 78.2] [52.09, 59.90] [44.06, 50.67]
city is operating recycling and composting (backyard) programs to Recycling facility [93.0,108.5] [71.24, 83.11] [60.26, 70.31]
to encourage residents to reduce the amounts of waste that ends Revenues from waste management facilities (CAN$/t)
up at the landfill. However, the amount of residential waste di-  Composting facility [5.0, 10.0] [3.83, 7.66] [3.24, 6:48]
verted from landfill is relatively low (i.e., approximately 12% of  Recyeling facility 45.0,55.0] [34.48, 42.14] 2917, 35.65]
the total waste generated by households). In 2000, the Canadian  Residue transportation costs (CANS/t)
Council of the Ministers of Environment (CCME) adopted a policy Ezggﬁit;r}icﬁ?f;'w H'ig‘ f'éé] Hf% }‘223} {;'ggg' 1'32;]
guidance for MSW diversion and recycling. Therefore, establish- - R o
Table 1
Waste-generation rates and the associated probabilities.
Level of waste-generation t=1 t=2 t=3

Probability Waste flow (t/wk) Probability Waste flow (t/wk) Probability Waste flow (t/wk)
Low (L) 0.125 (1373, 1433] 0.193 [1418, 1510] 0.185 [1465, 1555]
Low-medium (Lm) 0.280 [1434, 1494] - - - -
Medium (M) 0.404 [1495, 1577] 0.575 [1511, 1605] 0.605 [1556, 1648]
High (H) 0.191 [1578, 1648] 0.232 [1606, 1702] 0.210 [1649, 1759]
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are estimated based on the existing conditions in the collection
areas: the average container size, collection frequency, collection
mode (automatic and manual), and collection time (per load).
The penalty costs for excess waste flows are expressed in terms
of raised collection, transportation, and operation costs, signifi-
cantly higher than the regular ones.

Table 4 shows the relevant waste diversion goals, as well as the
minimum and maximum pre-regulated waste flows (to the three
facilities). As required by the authorities, 50% diversion of residen-
tial waste landfilled would be achievable within the planning hori-
zon. From a long-term planning point of view, waste-generation
rates in the city will keep increasing due to the population increase
and economic development. The waste management facilities will
face problems of insufficiency in their capacities to meet the city’s
overall waste-disposal demand and waste diversion requirement
in the future (e.g., the city plans to develop a centralized compost-
ing facility to reduce waste flows to the landfill). Table 5 presents
the discounted fixed and variable costs for capacity expansion/
development of the three facilities. These cost and revenue data
are expressed in present values.

Complexities exist in such a study system, including the collec-
tion techniques to be used, the service levels to be offered, and the
facilities to be adopted; many related processes and/or factors are
complex with multi-period, multi-layer and multi-uncertainty fea-
tures. Information for many components in waste management
systems is not known with certainty. The study problem can thus
be formulated as an interval multistage stochastic integer pro-
gramming (IMSIP) model. In IMSIP, integer programming tech-
nique will be used for planning capacity expansion/development
of waste management facilities, and fixed-charge cost functions
will be employed for reflecting the economies of scale in the
expansion/development cost. Thus, we have:

Table 3
Costs and revenues for excess waste flows.

Planning period

t=1 t=2 t=3

Operation costs of waste management facilities (CAN$/t)

Landfill [18, 34] [13.79, 26.05] [11.67, 22.04]
Composting facility [34, 42] [26.05, 32.18] [22.04, 27.23]
Recycling facility [104.0, 115.3] [79.69, 88.34] [67.41, 74.74]
Collection and transportation costs (CANS$/t)
to Landfill [48.0, 55.5] [36.77, 42.52] [31.11, 35.98]
to Composting facility [102.5, 118.0] [78.52, 90.39] [66.42, 76.46]
to Recycling facility [141.0, 162.5] [108.01, 124.48] [91.37, 105.3]
Revenues from waste management facilities (CAN$/t)
Composting facility [5.0, 10.0] [3.83, 7.66] [3.24, 6.48]
Recycling facility [45.0, 55.0] [34.48, 42.14] [29.17, 35.65]
Residue transportation costs (CAN$/t)
Composting facility [2.52, 3.15] [1.93, 2.41] [1.63, 2.04]
Recycling facility [2.21, 2.52] [1.69, 1.93] [1.43, 1.63]
Table 4
Pre-regulated waste flow levels and diversion rates.

Planning period

t=1 t=2 t=3
Waste diversion rate
to Landfill (%) 75 63 50
Minimum pre-regulated waste flow (t/wk)
to Landfill 700 600 500
to Composting facility 100 250 300
to Recycling facility 200 300 350
Maximum pre-regulated waste flow (t/wk)
to Landfill 950 850 750
to Composting facility 200 300 400

to Recycling facility 300 400 450

Objective function:

T
Min f* =" LT:(TR;, + OP;,)
t=1
3 T
+3 > LT[TR; + OP; + FE; (FT;; + OPy,) — RE;]
i=2 t=1
T K
+ Z Z tptletk (DRlit + DPlit)
t=1 k=1
3 T K¢
+3 > > LbyMiy [DR;; + DP;;
i—2 =1 k=1
+ FEf (DTi + DPlﬁ) - RMIﬂ
T K¢
+ Z Zptk (FLClitYm( + VLCiXm()
t=1 k=1
3 T K
+ +
+ Z Z ptk FTClt yxtk + VTCank) (88)
i=2 t=1 k=1
Constraints:
t 3
ZLI (T“ + Mlitk) + ZFEi (T'[ + Mltk) <LC + letlﬁ
t=1 i=2 t=1
t=1,2,....T; k=1,2,...,K; (8b)
Ty + M3, < TG + letk t=1,2,....T;
i=2,3;, k=1,2,...,K; (8¢c)
3
> (Tie+Mig) = WGy, V¥t k=1,2,... K (8d)
i=1
Ty + M, <DGIWG,, VYt k=1,2,... K, (8e)
Titmin X T TltmaXs Vl,t (Sf)
0< My, <Ty, Vit; k=1,2,....K (8g)

ve =1, if capacity expansion is undertaken
™1 =0, if otherwise ’

Vi, k=1,2,....K (8h)
0 <Xz < NiaViy, Vit; k=1,2,... K (8i)
ZYW t=1,2,....T; k=1.2,....K (8j)

The detailed nomenclatures for the variables and parameters are
provided in Appendix 2. The objective is to minimize the system
cost with desired plans for facility expansion/development and
waste flow allocation over the entire planning horizon, which cov-
ers (i) expense for handling pre-regulated and probabilistic excess

Table 5
Costs for capacity expansion of waste management facilities.

Planning period

t=1 t=2 t=3
Cost for landfill expansion
Fixed cost (CAN$10°) [4.04, 4.85] [3.66, 4.39] [3.09, 3.72]
Variable cost (CAN$/t) [2.47, 3.20] [2.24, 2.90] [1.89, 2.45]

Cost for composting facility development/expansion

Fixed cost (CAN$10°) [2.10, 2.52] [1.90, 2.28] [1.61, 1.93]
Variable cost (CAN$/t) [2.00, 2.58] [1.81, 2.33] [1.53, 1.98]
Cost for recycling facility expansion

Fixed cost (CAN$10°) [2.78, 30.8] [2.52, 2.79] [2.13, 2.36]
Variable cost (CAN$/t) [6.35, 7.69] [5.75, 6.96] [4.86, 5.89]
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flows, (ii) revenue from composting and recycling facilities, and (iii)
probabilistic expansion/development cost for the three facilities.
The constraints define the interrelationships among the decision
variables and the waste-generation/management conditions.
Among them, constraints (8b) and (8c) denote that the total waste
flows to the landfill, composting and recycling facilities must not
exceed their existing and expanded capacities; constraint (8d) de-
notes that, under each scenario, the waste flows handled by the
waste management facilities should equal the total waste-genera-
tion amount, and this is based on an assumption that there would
no mass loss in transportation processes; constraint (8e) denotes
that the waste flows disposed of by the landfill should meet the
waste diversion goal as pre-regulated by the city’s authority; con-
straint (8f) regulates that each pre-regulated waste flow must be-
tween the minimum and maximum pre-regulated levels;
constraint (8g) denotes that the excess waste flow to each facility
should not exceed the pre-regulated flow level; constraint (8h) de-
fines whether a facility expansion action needs to be undertaken in
period t under scenario k; constraint (8i) identifies the amount
developed and/or expanded for waste management facilities; and
constraint (8j) denotes that the landfill can only be expanded once
within the entire planning horizon.

Obviously, the IMSIP model can deal with uncertainties ex-
pressed as probability distributions and interval values, and can re-
flect dynamics in terms of decisions for waste flow allocation and
facility capacity expansion, through transactions at discrete points
of a complete scenario set over a multistage context. Moreover, it
can reflect the effects of economies of scale in expansion costs
through introduction of the fixed-charge cost functions. However,
the main limitation of the IMSIP model remains in its over-simpli-
fication of fuzzy membership information into intervals, resulting
in the deficiency of more in-depth analyses for system cost and sat-
isfaction degree.

Therefore, to reflect uncertainties under fuzzy goal and con-
straints, based on the formulation provided in model (7), the above
problem can be reformulated as an interval-fuzzy multistage sto-
chastic integer linear programming (IFMIP) model as follows:

Max Vs (9a)

T 3 T
subject to > LTy (TRy, + OPy,) + Y > LT [TR;; + OP;

t=1 =2 t=1

+FE{ (FT;, + OPy,) — RE;

T K
+ Z Zprtletk (DR;; + DPy,)

k=1

K¢
prtkMttk DR; + DPlit
k=1

(DT;, + DPy,)

Mw T
M- T

+

Il
N

t

Il
-

+ FE;

=

~ RM;] (9b)

+
M-
M D

Dk (F Lclitylitk + VLClitxlitk>

3 K¢

+> Puc(FTC;tYig + VTG Xiy)
i—2 =1 k=1

< flt)pt - ;“i (flt)pt - fl_opt)

’

Zt 1Lt

(Tye + Miy) + ZFE* (Ti +M,fk)]

i=2

v
JELCT —LC) + Y Xigeo

t=1

k=1,2,....K (9¢)

<LCH -

t=1,2,....T;

T; + M, < TC; — )*(TC; - TC;) +Zxﬁk (9d)
t=1

t=1,2,...T; i=23; k=1,2,....K
3
> (T + M) = WG, — 4% (WG, — WGy),
i=1

vt; k=1,2,....K; (9e)
Ti, + Miy < DGy [WGy — 2% (WG — WGy )],

vt; k=1,2,....K, (9f)
0<i <1 (9g)
OgMﬁkgTita Vi7t7 k:1727-"7Kf (gh)

The constraints for facility capacity expansion are the same as those
in model (8) [i.e., constraints (8h) to (8j)]. The fi,,, and fy,, are the
lower and upper bounds of objective function value obtained from
model (8). Obviously, IFMIP can deal with multiple uncertainties
presented in terms of probability distributions, interval numbers,
and fuzzy sets. More importantly, it can produce solutions for not
only the decision variables and the objective function but also the
satisfaction degree for system objective and constraints under
uncertainty. Higher 2* levels correspond to less strict system con-
straints, which represent a higher satisfaction degree for the objec-
tive/constraints under advantageous conditions; meanwhile, a
higher 2* level is associated with a lower system cost. Conversely,
a lower /* level (a lower satisfaction degree) corresponds to more
strict constraints under demanding conditions, resulting in a higher
system cost. Therefore, a number of violation variables (under fuzzy
goal and constraints) can be introduced into model (9) for obtaining
alternatives under various risk levels of constraint-violation. A con-
straint-softened IFMIP model can then be formulated as follows:

Max A (10a)
T 3T
subject to Y LT, (TR}, +OP},) + > > LT, [TR; + OP;
=1 i—2 =1
+FE] (FT; 4+ OP;,) — RE;]
T K
+ > LpuMiy(DRy, + DP},)
=1 k=1
3. T K
+ Z Z LipyMiy [DR;; + DP;;
i=2 =1 k=1
+FE{ (DT;; + DP,) — RM;] (10Db)
T Ke
+ Z P (FLCY, Y1y + VLCy X1y )
=1 k=1
3. T Ke
+ Z Z D (FTC:;YHI( + VTC;Xuk) V
i=2 =1 k=1
gf;rpt - (flt)pt 7f170pt)
v
ZL (Tlt + Mltk + ZFE+ Trt + Mztk):|
t=1 i=2
—Vie <ICT =2 (LCY = LCT) + an,(,
=1
t=1,2,....,T; k=1,2,...,K; (10c)
Tlt + Mztk VTC:‘ < TCer - (TC:r - TC:)
+ letk
—1,2,...,T; i=23;, k=1,2,....K; (10d)
3
Z (Tlt + Mztk) + VWGrk
i=1
= WG}, — 1~ (WG, — WG),

vt k=1,2,... K (10e)
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T11+M1+tk Ve <
vt; k=1,2,...

DGy WG}, — i~ (WG, — WGy)],
K (10f)

2Vf + L& 2Vic
(flzpt+fﬁ,pt) £ L2 (LC + LCY)

Yy Tcz‘fc}m (10g)
i=2 t=1 k=1
T & 2V
22 e, +W\(;vct,()
L& 2V
2o 24 DGy, (WG + WGyp)
STy < Ty Vit (10h)

=1,
Yltk :07

Vi, k=1,2,....K (10i)

if capacity expansion is undertaken

)

if otherwise

Waste flow (t/wk)

t=12,...T, k=12,... K (10

Z Ynk

Xi < NwYi, Vit k=12 K (10k)
0<i <1 (101)
Migope < Ml <Tie, Vict; k=1,2,....K (10m)
X = Xgops Viti k=1,2,... K (10n)
Yie = Yoo Vit k=1,2,...K, (100)

The detailed nomenclatures for the variables and parameters are
provided in Appendix 2. For example, WG, and WG}, denote the
lower and upper bounds of waste-generation rate (G;,) in period t
under scenario k (tonne/week), respectively. The Moy, Xigope and
Yikope @€ solutions for waste flow allocation and capacity expansion
from the submodel [of model (9)] corresponding to 1" . TV denotes
the total violation level. When TV = 0, the goal and constraints will
not be violated. However, when TV >0, the corresponding con-
straint is allowed to be relaxed, associated with a given risk level
of constraint-violation. Thus, the solutions from model (10) can

(a) Waste to landfill

1 Waste-generation scenario 52

— allowable waste —O—lower excess waste 4@ upper excess waste

550 - (b) Waste to composting

Waste flow (t/wk)

R

tr ettty

1 Waste-generation scenario 52
— allowable waste —O—lower excess waste —4— upper excess waste

400 - (c) Waste to recycling
=

350 4 P B8 B4
2
g 300 4
[=3
L
w
@ 250 -
=

200

1 Waste-generation scenario 52

C— allowable waste —O—lower excess waste @ upper excess waste

Fig. 1. Solution for waste flow allocation from the IMSIP model.
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Fig. 2. Waste flow allocation pattern from the IFMIP model.

help quantify relationships among the system cost, satisfaction de-
gree, and constraint-violation risk under various conditions. This is
meaningful for supporting further in-depth analyses of tradeoffs be-
tween environmental and economic objectives as well as those be-
tween system optimality and reliability.

4. Result analysis

Fig. 1 provides the solutions for waste flow allocation patterns
obtained from the IMSIP model [i.e., model (8)]; they include
pre-regulated and excess flows from the city to the landfilling,
composting and recycling facilities over the planning horizon. A
multi-layer scenario tree was constructed for reflecting uncertain-
ties, resulting in a total of 52 scenarios. Scenario 1 denotes a low
waste-generation rate in period 1 with a probability of 12.5%; sce-
nario 52 corresponds to high waste-generation rates in the three
periods with a joint probability of 0.93%. The waste flow-allocation
patterns would vary under different scenarios, due to the temporal

and spatial variations of waste-generation and management condi-
tions. For example, when waste-generation rates are medium in all
of the three periods (with a joint probability of 14.1%), waste flows
allocated to the landfill would be [1095, 1177], [943.0, 1016.9] and
[813.2, 824.0] t/wk in periods 1, 2 and 3, respectively; waste flows

— upper IMSIP —— upper IFMIP —¢— lower IMSIP —O—lower IFMIP

Ao
30N
o o

w
~
o

Capacity (10°tonne)
S
N
o

1 Scenario 12

Fig. 3. Expansion schemes for the landfill.
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— lower IFMIP ——= upper IFMIP

Capacity (twk)

A lower IMSIP —O— upper IMSIP

Scenario 40

Fig. 4. Expansion schemes for the composting facility.

to the composting facility would be 200 [268.0, 288.1], and [392.8,
474.0] t/wk in periods 1, 2 and 3, respectively; and waste flows to
the recycling facility would be 200, 300 and 350 t/wk in periods 1,
2 and 3, respectively. The waste flows to the landfill would be
decreasing along with time, while those to the composting and
recycling facilities would keep increasing, to satisfy the required
diversion goal. Fig. 2 presents the solutions of IFMIP [i.e., model
(9)] regarding waste flow allocation; they are different from those
obtained from the IMSIP model. For example, when waste-genera-
tion rates are medium in all of the three periods, waste flows allo-
cated to the landfill would be [1034.5, 1069.7], [943.0, 1034.2] and
[813.9, 827.9] t/wk in periods 1, 2 and 3, respectively.

Fig. 3 shows the solutions for landfill-capacity expansion
schemes through IMSIP and IFMIP models. The results (from both
IMSIP and IFMIP) indicate that the landfill would be expanded at
the start of period 2, and no expansion would be undertaken in
periods 1 and 3. However, the expanded capacities (from IMSIP
and IFMIP) are different from each other. For example, when
waste-generation rates are low over the planning horizon, the ex-
panded capacity would be [340.7, 432.4] x 10° tonne (from IMSIP)
and [381.7, 391.5] x 10° tonne (from IFMIP). Moreover, varying
waste-generation rates would lead to different incremental
requirements for the landfill expansion. For instance, when
waste-generation rates are high in all of the three periods, the ex-
panded capacities would be [414.6, 508.8] x 10° tonne (from IM-
SIP) and [455.6, 467.7] x 10> tonne (from IFMIP).

The results of IMSIP and IFMIP regarding the expansion
schemes for the composting facility are shown in Fig. 4. The com-
posting facility would be expanded under most of the scenarios
over the planning horizon. The expansion plans from IMSIP and IF-
MIP would also be different from each other. For example, when
waste-generation rates are medium in period 1 and high in periods

0.4 1

0.3 4

0.2 4

Total violation level

0.1 4

O T T T T I
0.05 0.15 0.25 0.35 0.45 0.55

» level

Fig. 5. Relationship between total violation and /.~ levels.

2 and 3, the results of IMSIP indicate that the composting facility
would be developed with a capacity of 250 t/wk in period 1 fol-
lowed with two expansions of [0, 29.0] t/wk in period 2 and
[144.5, 205.5] t/wk in period 3; this facility would thus be devel-
oped once and expended twice and the total increment of capacity
would be [394.5, 484.5] t/wk. In comparison, the results of IFMIP
indicate that, under this waste-generation scenario, the compost-
ing facility would be developed once (in period 1) and expanded
once (in period 3), and the total increment of capacity would be
[398.6, 479.4] t/wk. The results of IMSIP and IFMIP indicate that
there would be one expansion option for the recycling facility over
the planning horizon; this facility would be expanded at the start
of period 1 with increments of [168, 189] t/wk under IMSIP and
188.8 t/wk under IFMIP.

The expected system cost obtained from the IMSIP model would
be f;, = CAN$[69.96, 96.89] x 10%; the system cost from IFMIP
would be CAN$[70.20, 96.33] million associated with a satisfaction
degree (/*) of [0.02, 0.99]. In comparison, IFMIP can lead to a nar-
rower interval for system cost than IMSIP. Besides, IFMIP can more
effectively specify the variety of uncertainties through provision of
additional /* information. The A* level represents the possibility of
satisfying the objective and constraints. It corresponds to the deci-
sion makers’ preference regarding environmental and economic
tradeoffs. In detail, 2~ corresponds to a higher system cost (f *) un-
der demanding conditions (i.e., with a higher waste-generation
rate and a lower facility capacity); A" is related to f~ under advan-
tageous conditions associated with a lower waste-generation rate.
Consequently, planning with a higher system cost would guarantee
that the waste management requirements and environmental reg-
ulations be met. However, the lower bound of 2* (i.e., A~ corre-
sponding to f°) is merely 0.02, indicating a relatively low
possibility of satisfying the objective and constraints.

0.5 -

0.4

0.3

AN level

0.2

0.1 1

0 & T T T T
0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4
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Fig. 6. Relationship between A/~ and ATV.
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Fig. 7. Relationship between system cost and total violation level.

Reduced system cost (CAN$10°)
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Fig. 8. Relationship between reduced system cost and ATV.

In model (10), a number of violation variables were introduced
to soften the system constraints under demanding conditions. A to-
tal of 26 conditions corresponding to different violation levels were
analyzed to obtain insight into the variations of system cost (f *)
and satisfaction degree (4~) under different risk levels of violating
constraints. Violation analyses could help investigate the risks of
violating the system constraints and generate a range of decision
alternatives. Through solving the constraint-softened IFMIP model
under various levels of allowable violations for system constraints,
relationships between /2~ and constraint-violation levels can be ob-
tained, as shown in Fig. 5. An increased total violation level would
lead to a raised A~ level. When TV =0.38, the 1~ level would in-
crease to 0.61; however, this increase also corresponds to a raised
constraint-violation risk. Fig. 6 presents the relationship between
the increment of A~ value (A/™) and variation of total violation le-
vel (ATV), where condition 1 (A~ = 0.06 and TV = 0.01) is used as the
reference one. The results indicate that, when ATV is greater than
0.37, 2~ value would not increase (i.e., AA~ = 0). This implies that
the system would achieve its highest satisfaction degree
(A~ =0.61) when TV =0.38.

Fig. 7 presents the results for system cost under various viola-
tion levels. An increased violation level (i.e., softened system con-
straint) would lead to a decreased system cost. The relationship
between the cost reduction and violation-level variation is shown
in Fig. 8. The results indicate that, when ATV is greater than 0.37,
system cost would not decrease (i.e., Af =0). Correspondingly,

96.5
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94.5 4
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System cost (CAN$10°)
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Fig. 9. System costs under different 7~ levels.

Reduced system cost (CAN$106)
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Fig. 10. Reduced system cost under different A~ levels.

the lowest system cost (CAN$91.87 million) would be achieved
when TV =0.38. Therefore, the results indicate that the system
would achieve both the highest satisfaction degree and the lowest
cost under TV = 0.38. Generally, the system cost would decrease
and the satisfaction degree would increase as the violation level
is raised; however, when the total violation level for the con-
straints increases to a limit, the system cost would not decrease
and the satisfaction degree would also not increase.

A number of violation analyses were conducted to obtain in-
sight into the variations of the cost reduction under different i~
levels. Fig. 9 presents the relationship between the system cost
and /.~ level. The relationship between the reduced cost and A/~
level is also depicted in Fig. 10. Generally, the system cost would
decrease as the 4~ level increases; an increased .~ level means
an increased satisfaction degree for the objective and constraints.
Therefore, a decision at a lower 4~ level would lead to a lower sat-
isfaction degree, but with a higher system cost; in comparison,
decisions at higher /.~ levels would result in lower system costs
but, at the same time, higher risk levels of violating the constraints.

Different violation levels correspond to varied 4~ levels. Varied
2~ levels would lead to varying relationships between waste-gen-
eration rates and waste-treatment capacities, and thus result in
different waste flow allocation patterns. Fig. 11 presents the solu-
tions of waste flows (the sum of pre-regulated and excess flows) to
the landfilling and composting facilities under several /.~ levels. For
example, when waste-generation rates are high in all of the three
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Fig. 11. Waste flows to the landfill and composting facility under different .~ levels.

periods, the waste flows allocated to the landfilling and compost-
ing facilities would be (i) 826.7 x 10% and 266.6 x 10> tonnes when
2~ =0.10, (ii) 813.8 x 10> and 262.1 x 10® tonnes when A~ = 0.39,
and (iii) 804.5 x 10*> and 256.2 x 10®> tonnes when /i~ =0.61,
respectively. In comparison, the waste to the recycling facility
would have insignificant variation with 4~ level. This is because

470 - C—i=010 C—33=0.61 —k—1=039

440 -

410 4

Capacity (10° tonne)

380

1 Scenario 12

Fig. 12. Expansion schemes for the landfill under different /.~ levels.

the recycling facility has the highest operating cost for waste flows
and the highest capital cost for capacity expansion, so that the
majority of waste flows would be firstly allocated to the landfill
and/or composting facility.

Figs. 12 and 13 present the expansion plans for the landfill and
composting facility under different .~ levels. The results demon-
strate that a raised A~ level would lead to a reduced capacity
expansion plan. For example, when waste-generation rates are
high over the planning horizon, the expanded capacities for the
landfill would be 467.3 x 10° tonne when A~ =0.10, 465.7 x 10°
tonne when 2~ =0.39, and 464.6 x 10> tonne when 1~ = 0.61; the
total expanded capacities for the composting facility would be
475.3,460.4 and 441.5 t/fwk when /.~ =0.10, 0.39, and 0.61, respec-
tively. An increased /.~ level corresponds to a reduced waste-dis-
posal amount and a raised waste-treatment capacity; lower
waste-disposal amount and higher waste-treatment capacity could
both result in a lower capacity expansion plan and a lower capital
cost for facility expansion. However, an increased 2~ level is also
associated with a raised risk of violating the constraints.
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Fig. 13. Expansion schemes for the composting facility under different 4~ levels.
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5. Conclusions

In this study, an inexact fuzzy-stochastic constraint-softened
programming method has been developed for violation analyses of
solid waste management systems under uncertainty. The developed
method can handle uncertainties presented in terms of fuzzy sets,
random variables, and interval numbers, and can reflect dynamics
of the uncertainties and the relevant decisions within a multistage
context. Moreover, in the modeling formulation, recourse actions
against any infeasibilities arising due to particular realizations of
the uncertainties have been taken into account to minimize the eco-
nomic penalties due to improper policies. Furthermore, a number of
violation variables for the constraints have been introduced; this can
help generate a range of decision alternatives under various condi-
tions, allowing in-depth analyses of tradeoffs among economic
objective, satisfaction degree, and constraint-violation risk.

The developed method has been applied to supporting long-
term planning of a municipal solid waste management system.
Integer programming technique has been introduced into the mod-
eling formulation to facilitate dynamic analysis for decisions of
timing, sizing and siting in planning capacity expansion/develop-
ment for waste management facilities. The results indicate that
potentially useful information has been obtained through the
developed method. They can help to identify desired capacity
expansion/development and waste flow-allocation plans and to
analyze the tradeoffs among the system cost, satisfaction degree,
and constraint-violation risk. Generally, a decision at a lower 4~ le-
vel would lead to an increased system reliability but with a higher
system cost; conversely, decisions at higher /4~ levels would result
in lower system costs but higher risks of violating the constraints.
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Appendix 1. Solution method

A two-step method is proposed for solving the IFMP model. The
submodel for A* corresponding to f~ can be formulated in the first
step when the system objective is to be minimized; the other sub-
model (corresponding to f*) can then be formulated based on the
solution of the first submodel. Thus, the first submodel is formu-
lated (assume that B* > 0 and f* > 0) as follows:

Max pa (11a)
subject to Z (Z itXje Z Cﬁ"ff)
J=h+1
+Z Zptk (Z oY joe + Z tkyﬁ)
t=1 k=1 J=ia+1

<F i) (11b)

Jt

ZlarNSlgn )X, + Z || Sign(ay)x;

=1 J=ih+1

< bl — 7 (b: —by),vr,t (11¢)

Z | alﬁ' Slgn yt jt i T Z |aljt| Slgn( xjt) X

J=h+1

+ Z | @iy | SigN(aiy,)Vin

+ Z ||~ SigN(a)Yjne < Wiy — 27 (Wi — Wige).

J=i 1

Vit k=1,2,....K; (11d)
X 20, Vtj=12,---j (11e)
xﬁ;O, Vt; j=j+1,j; +2,...,m (11f)
Ve =0, ¥Vt j=1,2,.. j k=12,.. K (11g)
thk >0, Vt;j=j,+1,j,+2,....ny; k=1,2,... K,

(11h)
02«1 (111)

where xi (j=1, 2, ..., j;) are the first-stage decision variables with
posmve coefficients in the objective function, and x;; (j=j; +1,
ji1+2, ..., n;) with negative coefficients; yﬁk (k=1, 2,..., K; and
j=1,2,...,]j») are the second-stage decision variables with positive
coefficients in the objective function, and y3, (k=1, 2,..., K; and
j=ja+ 1,2+ 2,..., nz) with negative coefficients. Solutions of
Xior (=1 2oy 1) Xiope G =1+ 1 1+ 20000 A1), Yo (=1,
2,...,j2and k=1, 2,..., Kp), Yitkopt G ]2+1 j2+2,..., np and
k=1,2,...,K;)and )Opt can be obtained from submodel (11). Based
on the above solutions, the second submodel for /.~ (corresponding
to f*) can be formulated as follows:

Max A (12a)
T J1
subject to Z (Z CieXje + Z it 1t>
t=1 \j= Jj=ih+1
Ke
+ Z Zptk (Z iYjo + Z tkyjtk)
t=1 k= J=ja+1
<Fr—a(fF —f) (12b)
Ji m
> lag|Sign(ag)x;; + > lag| Sign(a),)x;
j=1 J=ih+1
< b =i (b —by), Vrt (12¢)

it + Z | age| " Sign(aj,)x;;

J=i+1

i1
Z ‘ alﬁ' Slgn 1]t
j=1

Z
+ Z | @il SigN( A0 )Ytk
=

ny
+ Z | | SigN(A)Vjee < Wi — A~ (Wi, — Wige),

21
Vit k=1,2,....K, (12d)
X > X VG j=1,2,...j; (12e)
0<Xp <Xjoper VEj=Ji+1,Jy +2,...,m  (12f)
Yik = Vo V6 1= 1,2, jos k=1,2,... K, (12g)

0<J/ﬁk gyﬁkoptv Vt;j:j2+l7j2+27'“7n2

k=1,2,...K; (12h)
0<A <1 (12i)
Solutions of X, 1=1,2, ..., j1) Xieope G =J1+ L1+ 2, ..o 1) Viskopt
(G=1,2,...,joand k=1, 2,...,Kt),y];lopt (j=j2+1,j2+2,...,npand

k=1,2,...,K) and 7, can be obtained through solving submodel
(12). Therefore, combining solutions of submodels (11) and (12), we
have solution for the IFMP model as follows:
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Xitopt = [Xﬁom,xjtopt], vj, t (13a)
Viikopt = [y,;kopty;kom} Vit k=1,2,... K (13b)
Jopt = [i;pn iépt} (13¢)
oot = [fowe o (13d)

However, the second submodel may often become infeasible due to
its strict constraints under demanding conditions. One potential
alternative for dealing with such issues is to reconfigure the model’s
decision space through introduction of a number of violation vari-
ables (i.e., establishing tolerable levels for the constraints under
demanding conditions) into the second submodel to soften its con-
straints. This leads to a constraint-softened IFMP model (for A7) as
follows:

Max A (14a)
T J1 m
subject to Y (Y gixi+ Y cixy
=1 \Jj=1 =
T Kt 2 N n "
+ Z Zptk Z i + Z Yk
t=1 k=1 j=1 J=i2+1
“Vi<fr - -F) (14b)
J1 . m e
S Jagl Sign(az)n; + > lagl Sign(aj)x;
=1 =1
—Vu<bl -1 (b, —b,), Vrt (14c)

1 m
> lag|Sign(ag)x; + Y | ag|"Sign(ag,)x;

J=1 J=ii+1

J2 n
+ Z | a;jtkrSign(a;ﬁk)thk + Z ‘ a;jtk|+Sign(a§ﬁk)y itk

j=1 J=iz+1

= Vige S Wiy — 27 (Wi, — W),

Vit k=1,2,... K, (14d)
m T my T K

Vf+zzvrt+zz Vie < TV (146)
=1 =1 im1 =1 k=1

Xp > X VEJ=1.2,.y (146)

0 <Xy <Xpopr, V& j=J1+1,J1+2,....m (14g)

yjtk = y];kopﬂ Vt7 .]: 1727"'7.]‘2; k= 1727"'71<f (14h)
0 gyﬁk <y;;k0pp vt7 J:jZ + 1712 +27"'7n2;
k=12, ...K

0<4 <1

(14i)
(14j)

where Vf is a violation variable for the objective function; V., and
Vi are two sets of violation variables for the constraints; and TV
is the total tolerable violation limit. When TV =0, model (14) is
the second submodel of IFMP, where the goal and constraints will
not be violated. However, when TV >0, the corresponding con-
straint of model (8) is allowed to be relaxed, associated with a given
risk level of constraint-violation. Therefore, the model’s decision
space can be expanded through introduction of a number of viola-
tion variables. With varied violation levels, a variety of solutions
associated with different 2~ values will be generated, corresponding
to different constraint-violation risks. They will be useful for ana-
lyzing tradeoffs among the system cost, satisfaction degree, and
constraint-violation risk.

Appendix 2. Nomenclatures for variables and parameters

it
DR;
DT;
FEf
FT;
FLCE,
FIC;;

Lc*
Mig

Ni
OPﬁ
Dtk

K¢
RE%
RM ﬁ
TCf
TR
Tit
Tijtmin
Tijemax
Vic
Vrca
Vrcs
Ve

Vbe

VLGS,
VTG

WG
Xitk

+
Yitk

expected system cost for waste management (CAN$)
type of waste management facility, with i =1 for landfill,
i =2 for composting facility, and i = 3 for recycling facility
time period, t=1,2,..., T

length of time period t (week)

operating cost of facility i for excess waste flow during per-
iod t (CAN$/tonne)

collection and transportation cost for excess waste flow
from the city to facility i during period t (CAN$/tonne)
transportation cost for excess waste residue from facility i
to the landfill during period t (CAN$/tonne), i =2, 3
residue flow rate from facility i to the landfill (where the
composting and recycling facilities generate residues of
[7,8]% and [8,10]% on their mass bases of the incoming
waste streams, respectively), i=2, 3

transportation cost for residue flow from facility i to the
landfill during period t (CAN$/tonne), i =2, 3

fixed-charge cost for landfill expansion in period t
(CAN$10°)

fixed-charge cost for the development and/or expansion of
composting and recycling facilities in period t (CAN$10°)
existing landfill capacity (tonne)

amount by which the pre-regulated waste flow level (T)
is exceeded when the waste-generation rate is WG, with
probability p, under scenario k (tonne/week) (recourse
decision variables)

variable upper bound for the expanded capacity in period t
under scenario k (m> or tonne/week)

operating cost of facility i for pre-regulated waste flow
during period t (CAN$/tonne)

probability of occurrence for waste-generation in period t
under scenario k

number of waste-generation scenarios in district j in peri-
odt

revenue from composting and recycling facilities during
period t (CAN$/tonne), i=2, 3

revenue from composting and recycling facilities because
of excess flow during period t (CAN$/tonne), i =2, 3
existing capacity of composting and recycling facilities
(tonne/week), i =2, 3

collection and transportation cost for pre-regulated waste
flow from the city to facility i during period t (CAN$/tonne)
pre-regulated waste flow to facility i during period t
(tonne/week) (first-stage decision variables)

minimum pre-regulated waste flow to facility i during per-
iod t (tonne/week)

maximum pre-regulated waste flow to facility i during per-
iod t (tonne/week)

violation level for the constraint of landfill capacity under
different scenarios (%)

violation level for the constraint of composting facility
capacity (%)

violation level for the constraint of recycling facility capac-
ity (%)

violation level for the constraint of waste-disposal demand
under different scenarios (%)

violation level for the constraint of waste diversion
requirement (%)

variable cost for landfill expansion in period t (CAN$/tonne)
variable cost for the development and/or expansion of
composting and recycling facilities in period t (CAN$/tonne)
amount of waste generated in the city in period t under
scenario k (tonne/week)

decision variables for capacity expansion/development of
facility i in period t under scenario k (tonne or tonne/week)
binary variables for identifying whether facility i needs to
be developed and/or expanded in period t under scenario k



Y.P. Li et al./ Waste Management 29 (2009) 2165-2177 2177

References

Ahmed, S., King, A]., Parija, G., 2003. A multi-stage stochastic integer programming
approach for capacity expansion under uncertainty. Journal of Global
Optimization 26, 3-24.

Baetz, B.W., 1990. Optimization/simulation modeling for waste management
capacity planning. ASCE - Journal of Urban Planning Development 116, 59-79.

Birge, J.R., 1985. Decomposition and partitioning methods for multi-stage stochastic
linear programs. Operations Research 33, 989-1007.

Burn, H.D., Barbara, J.L., 1992. Comparison of optimization formulations for waste-
load allocations. ASCE - Journal of Environmental Engineering 118, 597-612.

Chanas, S., Zielinski, P., 2000. On the equivalence of two optimization methods for
fuzzy linear programming problems. European Journal of Operational Research
121, 56-63.

Chang, N.B., Chen, Y.L, Wang, S.F,, 1997. A fuzzy interval multiobjective mixed
integer programming approach for the optimal planning of solid waste
management systems. Fuzzy Sets and Systems 89, 35-59.

Chang, N.B., Davila, E., Dyson, B., Brown, R., 2005. Optimal design for sustainable
development of a recycling facility in a fast-growing urban setting. Waste
Management 25, 833-846.

Chang, N.B., Davila, E., 2007. Minimax regret optimization analysis for a regional
solid waste management system. Waste Management 27, 820-832.

Chang, N.B., Davila, E., 2008. Municipal solid waste characterizations and
management strategies for the Lower Rio Grande Valley, Texas. Waste
Management 28, 776-794.

Dupacova, ]., Consigli, G., Wallace, S.W., 2000. Generating scenarios for multi-stage
stochastic programming. Annals of Operation Research 100, 25-53.

Ellis, ].H., Bowman, M.L., 1994. Critical loads and development of acid rain control
options. ASCE - Journal of Environmental Engineering 120, 273-289.

Garcia, AJ., Esteban, M.B., Marquez, M.C., Ramos, P., 2005. Biodegradable municipal
solid waste: characterization and potential use as animal feedstuffs. Waste
Management 25, 780-787.

Gottinger, HW., 1986. A computational model for solid waste management with
applications. Applied Mathematical Modelling 10, 330-338.

Huang, G.H., Baetz, BW.,, Patry, G.G., 1993. A grey fuzzy linear programming
approach for municipal solid waste management planning under uncertainty.
Civil Engineering Systems 10, 123-146.

Huang, G.H., Baetz, BW., Patry, G.G., 1995. Grey fuzzy integer programming: an
application to regional waste management planning under uncertainty. Socio-
Economic Planning Science 29, 17-38.

Huang, G.H., Sae-Lim, N., Liu, L., Chen, Z., 2001. An interval-parameter fuzzy-
stochastic programming approach for municipal solid waste management and
planning. Environmental Modeling and Assessment 6, 271-283.

Huang, Y.F., Baetz, B.W., Huang, G.H., Liu, L., 2002. Violation analysis for solid waste
management systems: an interval fuzzy programming approach. Journal of
Environmental Management 65, 431-446.

Jaung, C.H,, Lee, K., Chen, J.W., 1995. A new approach for siting landfill using fuzzy
sets. Civil Engineering Systems 12, 85-103.

Kirca, J., Erkip, N., 1988. Selecting transfer station locations for large solid waste
systems. European Journal of Operational Research 38, 339-349.

Kouwenberg, R., 2001. Scenario generation and stochastic programming models for
asset liability management. European Journal of Operational Research 134 (2),
279-293.

Li, Y.P., Huang, G.H., 2006. Minimax regret analysis for municipal solid waste
management: An interval-stochastic programming approach. Journal of the Air
and Waste Management Association 56, 931-944.

Li, Y.P,, Huang, G.H., 2007. Fuzzy two-stage quadratic programming for planning
solid waste management under uncertainty. International Journal of Systems
Science 38 (3), 219-233.

Li, Y.P.,, Huang, G.H., Nie, S.L., 2006. An interval-parameter multi-stage stochastic
programming model for water resources management under uncertainty.
Advances in Water Resources 29, 776-789.

Li, Y.P., Huang, G.H., Nie, S.L., Liu, L., 2008. Inexact multi-stage stochastic integer
programming for water resources management under uncertainty. Journal of
Environmental Management 88, 93-107.

Pereira, M.V.F,, Pinto, LM.V.G., 1991. Multi-stage stochastic optimization applied to
energy planning. Mathematical Programming 52, 359-375.

Ruszczynski, A., 1993. Parallel decomposition of multi-stage stochastic
programming problems. Mathematical Programming 58, 201-228.

Solano, E., Ranjithan, R.S., Barlaz, M.A., Brill, D.E., 2002a. Life-cycle-based solid waste
management I: Model development. ASCE - Journal of Environmental
Engineering 128 (10), 981-992.

Solano, E., Ranjithan, R.S., Barlaz, M.A.,, Brill, D.E., 2002b. Life-cycle-based solid
waste management II: [llustrative Applications. ASCE - Journal of
Environmental Engineering 128 (10), 993-1005.

Watkins Jr., D.W., McKinney, D.C., Lasdon, L.S., Nielsen, S.S., Martin, Q.W., 2000. A
scenario-based stochastic programming model for water supplies from the
highland lakes. International Transition in Operation Research 7, 211-230.

Wilson, B.G., Baetz, B.W., 2001a. Modeling municipal solid waste collection systems
using derived probability distributions I: Model development. ASCE - Journal of
Environmental Engineering 127 (11), 1031-1038.

Wilson, B.G., Baetz, B.W., 2001b. Modeling municipal solid waste collection systems
using derived probability distributions II: Extensions and applications. ASCE -
Journal of Environmental Engineering 127 (11), 1039-1047.

Yeomans, ].S., Huang, G.H. 2003. An evolutionary grey, hop, skip, and jump
approach: Generating alternative policies for the expansion of waste
management. Journal of Environmental Informatics 1, 37-51.

Yeomans, ].S., Huang, G.H., Yoogalingam, R., 2003. Combining simulation with
evolutionary algorithms for optimal planning under uncertainty: an application
to municipal solid waste management planning in the Regional Municipality of
Hamilton-Wentworth. Journal of Environmental Informatics 2, 11-30.

Zeng, Y., Trauth, K.M., 2005. Internet-based fuzzy multicriteria decision support
system for planning integrated solid waste management. Journal of
Environmental Informatics 6, 1-15.

Zhu, Z., Revelle, C., 1993. A cost allocation method for facilities siting with fixed-
charge cost functions. Civil Engineering Systems 7, 29-35.

Zimmermann, H-J., 1985. Fuzzy Set Theory and its Applications. Kluwer-Nijhoff
Publishing.



	Inexact fuzzy-stochastic constraint-softened programming – A case study for  waste management
	Introduction
	Methodology
	Case study
	Result analysis
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Solution method
	Nomenclatures for variables and parameters
	References


