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Case Study on the Efficient Facility layout for the
Installation of Automatic Adhesive Applicator

Seungmin Ohl, Giboem Kiml, Jonghwan Lee?*
IStudent, School of Industrial Engineering, Kumoh National Institute of Technology
Zprofessor, School of Industrial Engineering, Kumoh National Institute of Technology

2 % A= AFEY 28 NS fd AN Fa% 84 F v AAe B8 s
Hagleta, FHE HAOid 8T F Qv B AFolAN = A 1R BE JF =X JAdd duye A
H]Ql AE F2A =x7]e) AR AE AAQs] 8 d IASEY A E gotsta, Av)e] oS
Hagleks Aol 288 Fo e AujuA e} APAE FHE 7 v AAE kel shed 21E E
Aujaj A& Aotsich F Anjujx|E wwstr] 98] Adw] o] FoEE Jelyr] Yl SLP(Systematic
Layout Planning)E &3l A4 22 AFA 849 IFHolAwt =802 Yed &+ gle B84
Al gl tE 71ES Aot A2 yEhdlo] HlalshE Scoring WHS AEith 1 An AALE
THE AT AAE o] skl 28-S F AuX Y HEUF 16% ¥ $Aske] ol & Al et

INRE : FXAHAS A EF AR, AZFA, SLP(Systematic Layout Planning)

Abstract Facility placement is one of the important factors in the process for the efficient production
of products. It is possible to minimize unnecessary transport of materials and make the most of the
space. In order to select the installation location of the automatic adhesive applicator, which is a
facility for automotive rubber parts adhesive application companies, the current process flow and
facility arrangement were identified, and facility arrangement was proposed. To compare the two
facility arrangements, we proposed a Scoring method that compares quantitative factors such as
production performance and qualitative factors that are essential but not numerically represented
through SLP. As a result, the score of facility placement focused on close proximity to facilities where
workers could be shared was 16% more dominant, and this was adopted.
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Table 1. performance by process

production
No| process performance
(EA/Month)
1 | shot machine 3,800,000
2 | Coating equipment 18,000,000
3 | PH adhesive 6,000,000
4 | Auto underlay 530,000
5 | Adhesive auto outer ring 430,000
6 | Adhesive water iron 300,000
Adhesive non—shape
7 . 1,720,000
adhesive
8 | Automatic spray 170,000
9 | Dipping adhesive 500,000
10| Adhesive dumbbell contact 2,080,000
11| 202AB adhesive 730,000
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Table 2. Performance Score Criteria

Score Production performance range
A 1,000,000~ Table 4. Scores between facility groups
E 700,000 p S
I 400,000™ facility Score
0 IOOyOOON Dipping adhesive facility group X
U 0 : Adhesive dumbbell contact facility group | X
Dipping adhesive - Adhesive dumbbell <
contact
Table 3. Score between entrance and facility Adhesive auto Out.e.r facility_group I
Auto underlay facility group I
production 202AB adhesive - AP washing machine | 1
facility performance | Score
(EA/Month) .
Adhesive auto outer ring | 430,000 I Table 5. Score by entrance and machine
Adhesive water iron 300,000 O Score by entrance and machine
A}lto. underlay. ?30’000 I Adhesive water iron 4| 202AB adhesive 16
?ﬁgﬁ}:ﬁ;ﬁg&u 500,000 I Dipping adhesive No.l | 4 | Auto underlay No.l | 4
tact 2,080,000 A Dipping adhesive No.2 | 4 | Auto underlay No.2
z;?odc(et 170,000 0 Adhesive dumbbell 3 Adhesive auto outer
AP washing machine 0 U contact No.1 ring No.1
202AB adhesive 730,000 E Adhesive dumbbell 8 A.dhesive auto outer
contact No.2 ring No.2
Adhesive dumbbell 8 AP washing
4, oipzZdq contact No.3 machine
Adhesive dumbbell . .
Nod 8 | Automatic Adhesive 4
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