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Simulation-based Optimal Design Method for the Train Overhaul
Maintenance Facility

YA - BEE - 25U . oz’
in-Sup Um - Soo-Dong Jeong - Jung-Hun Oh - Hong-Chul Lee

Abstract. This paper presents the optimal design and analysis method of the train ovethaul ‘mainténance facility
based on the simulation. Because the train is composed of a coach or more, we design the simulation model after
analyzing the operation of train into train, coach, coach‘s body parts and wheel parts and so on. In simulation analysis,
we consider the critical (dependent) factors and design (independent) parameters for the selection of alternatives and
optimal design. Therefore, Multi Criteria Decision Making (MCDM) is proposed for the selection of alternatives and
optimal method in order to find the optimal design factors. The case study for the above approach is used for the
electronic locomotive overhaul maintenance facility. This paper provides a comprehensive framework for the train
overhaul maintenance facility design using the simulation, MCDM and optimal methods. Therefore, the method
developed for this research can be adopted for other enhancements in different but comparable sitiation.

Keywords : Train Overhaul Maintenance Facility, Multi-Criteria Decision Making, Simulation Optimization
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Fig. 1. Simulation Design and Analysis for the Train Overhaul
Maintenance Facility
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Table 1. Maintenance Capacity for the Electric Locomotive Over-
haul Maintenance Facility
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Fig. 2. Operational Process for the Electric Locomotive Overhaul
Maintenance Facility
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Fig. 4. Simulation Design for Alternative 2 of the Electric Locomo-
tive Overhaul Maintenance Facility
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