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Business Problem Framing

In a rapidly shifting global economy, optimizing Develop a robust clustering Design and implement a multi- - Below Formulation is used for analysis :
supply chain networks is critical. Supply Chain model utilizing Weighted K- scenario optimization Internal W= External
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O Data pre-processing O Parameter Analysis
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illustrated by example of a global manufacturer i Logistic Centre.
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d Data Integration via Pandas
Used data manipulation, merging disparate datasets into a single
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: . Demand (Lbs) assigned to each LC
Our client confronts the challenge of scaling

Respectively.
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@® LC location for Service optimized scenario

o new distribution network optimized for
< cost and service.

EDA and Insights
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@® LC location for both the scenario

Regional Demand and Shipping Cost Analysis
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