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Abstract

This study investigates application cases of facility management system model for enhancing facility
productivity of industry filed around medium and small facility processing companies and finds the
inefficiency of the existing management model. Following items are researched to seek out methods and
measures to maximize facility productivity through empirical analysis by exploring and establishing a
new management model.

First, the empirical analysis, it is found that the overall equipment efficiency index used for facility
productivity management in the companies has a difficulty being used as the index for it in actual
medium—small processing companies.

Second, a new facility management system model applying standard cycle time is suggested among
facility management index system to measure facility productivity.

Third, the empirical analysis is used to verify that developed facility management system model is a
useful method to manage the facility productivity by applying the model to actual medium—small
processing companies. Finally, it 1s necessary to implement comparison analysis on whether actual
productivity enhancement induces a distinctly different result by using a new facility management index
system model to be inhibited in this study.
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<Table 1> Operating index of overall equipment
effectiveness

Indicator
name

-Ratic of value uptime versus total load
Overall time

equipment  -Evaluation of facility efficiency Mx 100
effectiveness  -Evaluation index of facility productivity Load ime
measurement result
Tim:_ -Flexible time evaluation excluding Value uptime -
DP':;:E'D" planned stoppage from operating hours. Dperating Tme ™
Performance  patio of net operation time to operation  Net uptime
utilization time Srering Frea Y 100
rate perating time
sformi Value uptime o
to ratfgﬂlt]" -Net operating time versus value uptime  Net operting me "
Flanned o . Planned stop time
stop time -Facility stop time ST % 100

<Table 2> Calculation & definition of facility loss

Cuoae | v |

Fallurestop  Functional degradation trouble caused by Fallure stap loss time

lossrate  trouble Load fme
Stop Loss

Ready ‘

replacement  Hem replacement, tool change time W
loss rate Load e

Percentage of oss that the line was shut
Mamentary  down within Sminitues due to the Momentary stap loss time
stop lossrate  deterioration of the ing, the equipment in Operating fime
Performance the progess, the warker, etc.
Loss Thereticdl CT x

Percentage of losses incurred due to
failure to operate according to theoredical
performance

Speed loss
rate

Number of finished guductsx -
Operating time

Percentage of oss intotalfinished
quantity due to nonconformity

Good quantty
Total numberat finished products

Defect Logg Defectrate ¥ 100

Overall equipment effectiveness=Time operation rate x Performance utilization rate
% Good product rate

Calendar time (365days x 24hours)

o o Closed

— Operating time days
Planned stop rate - |
———— lLoad time oo

Time operating rate -
i Uptime

Performance utlzaten rate .
Net uptime

Compliance rate

[Figure 1] Calculation system of overall
equipment effectiveness
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[Figure 2] Classification & management system

of facility loss
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<Table 3> Indicator system of equipment
productivity management (Type— A)

April 2013 production comprehenaive plan performance (base on statemant)
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<Table 5> Operating index of overall equipment
effectiveness

Indicator
name

-Ratio of value uptime versus total load
Overall time

equipment  -Evaluation of facility efficiency el upltimex 100
effectivensss  -Evaluation index of facility productivity Load fime
measurement result
o Tei:a.l’:im -Flexible time evaluation excluding value uptime -
prate planned stoppage from operating hours  operating time
Indicator that evaluates whether
i standard performance of equipment is ;
Metuptime  maintained operation time eI TR
rate Uptime
Indicators of good production relative to
total output
load rate  Indicator to judge idle rate of facility ﬂ%x 100
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