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Let’s look at a typical day in the life of an average maintenance department performing preventive maintenance on equipment.  At the beginning of his shift, the maintenance supervisor receives a stack of PM’s that are due.  After determining the current equipment status, he determines how many (if any) maintenance techs can be assigned to the PM’s.  If manpower is available, PM’s will be assigned as “fill-in” jobs to the lower-skilled techs who aren’t ready and/or capable of efficiently performing breakdown work.  After the techs are assigned the work, they grudgingly perform the same mundane tasks they have performed countless times in the past, knowing that most of them will be a waste of time.  Since no one seems to be interested in the quality or completeness of their work, little effort is made in finding problems and morale suffers. 

Watching from a distance, the production supervisor shakes his head as he sees equipment down for maintenance.  In his view, an opportunity to achieve good production numbers is wasted by the mandate to perform these trivial tasks.  In an office, the maintenance manager produces the monthly charts that show a strong percentage of planned maintenance, but little improvement in equipment uptime.  Finally, the plant manager finishes up yet another conference call to explain why he would allow equipment to be scheduled down when production was needed to satisfy customer demand.


If this situation sounds familiar, don’t be alarmed.  It is very common for a maintenance organization that has achieved a moderate degree of success through proactive maintenance to be over-dependent on a PM program that may only be marginally effective.  Typically, the preventive maintenance instructions are created from educated guesses, centered on the recommendations of the OEM.  Additions are generally made as a reaction (or overreaction) to a costly failure and often result in a new task being scheduled more frequently than necessary.  Since instructions are rarely removed, the PM program becomes less efficient as unnecessary tasks are performed too frequently and important tasks remain undefined.  Eventually, management will lose confidence in the PM effort and the operation will revert to the run-to-failure strategy.

In order to avoid these consequences, measures should be taken to ensure that the PM tasks are viable when created.  At creation, the task instructions should be created with the best possible knowledge available.  This includes performance data from other users and similar equipment, as well as the recommendations from the manufacturer.  Additions or modifications to the program should be based on the findings of a Failure Mode and Effects Analysis or Root Cause Analysis, as opposed to a knee-jerk response to a catastrophic failure.  Lastly, regular reviews should be conducted to keep the program from stagnating.  Although this may sound like a huge undertaking, the potential savings in wasted PM resources will be well worth the effort.  Regular PM reviews should incorporate the following items:

Commitment to regular reviews – An annual review of critical equipment PM’s may seem unrealistic, but consider the wasted resources that would otherwise be sent doing unnecessary tasks and the downtime incurred by failing to perform an undefined task.  Prioritize the effort to ensure that the programs that involve the most resources and most critical processes are reviewed first.

Inclusion of all affected parties – Of course, the maintenance supervisors and craftspeople will need to be involved, but inviting a production operator and/or a supervisor could offer another valuable source of information.  Additionally, the participation of production in the PM review will increase the likelihood of future cooperation with the program.  The presence of management will validate the effort and reassure the boss that the planned maintenance effort is being addressed properly.
Focus all changes on maximizing resources – The goal of the efforts should be to perform all necessary tasks at the proper frequency.  This means to perform it often enough to prevent failures without wasting resources by over-checking.  Good data will be more helpful than memory in making sound decisions.  Avoid making significant changes without solid evidence for doing so.
Keep the OEM in the loop – Even after the warranty period has expired, communication back to the manufacturer will allow poor designs and weak components to be improved on future builds.  This could be a way to improve relationships with your OEM’s and provide leverage for future parts orders and training classes.

Even the best-developed preventive maintenance program will need to be flexible enough to adapt to the wear and tear generated from a specific process.  By planning for these dynamics, PM programs can be an efficient core of a planned maintenance effort.


















