Journal of KOSSE. (2019. 6) Vol. 15, No. 1 pp. 25-33 ISSN (print) : 1738-480X
DOI: https://doi.org/10.14248/JKOSSE.2019.15.1.025 ISSN (online) : 2288-3592
www.kosse.or.kr

SHLAl OARRFO| BE T

A Study on Decision-making of Equipment Procurement for
Plant Operations & Maintenance (O&M)
- Focused on Technology Strategy perspective -
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Abstract : In the plant industry, the share of equipment accounts for 45 ~ 75%, which is very high. It is a
traditional plant centered on processes and reactions like petroleum and chemical plants. Renewable energy
generation plants such as wind power generation and solar power generation are equipment—centric plants.
Equipment—centric plants are very important not only in the EPC phase but also in the operation and
management phase. The procurement of equipment for plant operation and management can be divided into
make and buy. Make is a method of producing equipment itself, and buy is a method of procuring equipment
from the outside. The procurement method of the equipment directly affects the plant operation and
management cost. In this study, the decision making of equipment procurement method for plant operation and

management is defined as 4 phase. Each phase is selection of procurement decision—making objects,
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technology strategy perspective, finance perspective, and production

A ABAXILOT =X MH153 1X. 2019. 6

perspective. In detail, we defined

selection process of procurement decision—making objects and technology strategy perspective process. We

will contribute to the enhancement of the competitiveness of the plant operation and management area by

carrying out researches on the process and application examples of financial and production perspectives in

the future.

Key Words : Plant Operation & Maintenance, Equipment Procurement, Decision—making, QFD, Make, Buy
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EPC (Engineering, Procurement, Construction)
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[Figure 1] Make/Buy classification from the flexibility
perspective

{Table 1> Decision—making considerations from a
financial perspective
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{Table 2> Decision—making considerations from a
integrated perspective
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[Figure 6] A decision making framework for equipment
procurement in the plant O&M
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[Figure 8] A cumulative cost graph
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