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ABSTRACT

The current challenge with which most shipyards are forced is to reduce the design time and the
time-to-delivery because of explosive order of shipbuilding. Collaborative design and product data man-
agement have become important 10 reduce the lead time. Furthermore, enterprise infonmation technolo-
gies such as FRP (Enerprisc Resource Planning), SCM (Supply Chain management), and APS
(Advanced Planning System) requires the collaborative environment. Also, manufacturing envirenment
has heen considered as @ topic of strategic interest (o get shorler product lifecycles in shipyards. Most
shipyards have chosen an environment of ETO) (FEngineering To Order) strategy which designs and pro-
duces new products in response to various requirements of customer, rules and regulations. In the ATO
(Assemble To Order) environment, most component parts have been designed to be procured or pro-
duced on the order requirement. The basic distinction between the ETO and ATO is the timing of the
design. Thus in the ATO environment, it is more flexible in reducing the lead time lo meet the speci-
fied requircments of customers. However, the ETO strategy requires new ship design process and ship
product structures that are linked with the implementation of PLM. And, the function and architecture
of curvent PLM solution bus been designed based upon ATO environment properly. This paper prescats
the PLLM architecture which effectively reflects the characteristics of shipbuilding. 4-layer architecture
model is suggested to implement the PLM system. Also. implemented functions of ship PLM is
explained in order to make a practical guidance for ship PLLM implementation.
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Fig. 1. A Web-based framework of PLM system!™.
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Table 2, Difference of collaborative design  between
shipbuilding and ATO industry
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