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PREFACE

The research described in this report was conducted in The Rand
Corporation’s Defense Manpower Research Center, sponsored by the
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense (Force Management and
Personnel). The purpose of the project, “Manpower Impacts on Readi-
nees,” was to examine important methodological problems that must be
solved to help defense policymakers make tradeoffs more effectively
among manpower and other kinds of resources.

The authors are concerned with the consequences of accountmg for
uncertain wartime demands for resources. The report shows that the
existence of these uncertainties increases the importance of modeling a
richer mix of manpower than is currently modeled in capability assess-
ment models. More generally, the report illustrates the importance of
modeling the flexibility of support resources in capability assessment
models when, in fact, real systems do have flexible resources. It should
be of interest to those who must evaluate the wartime implications of
alternative experience and skill mixes of maintenance personnel, as
well as to those involved in broader questions of resource tradeoffs.




SUMMARY

NG
'\ . d

This report describes and simulates a simple queuing model relating

R i the mix of maintenance personnel in a repair station to weapon system

\' availability in dynamic, wartime scenarios. The mixes of manpower

o ' considered in the model are described by the number of personnel in
oy sach occupation, their skill levels, and their cross-traxm’n’g,/ The model

o v simulate @ specific unit nor is it exercised using real data. o
i : developed*"ﬁ) demonstrate the feasibility and importance
‘% of modeling a richer mix of manpower while explicitly considering the '

7 " uncertainties about the true wartime demands for skills.

K The most important model output is the expected number of weapon

ik systems (aircraft in our applications) non-available (NA) due to miss-

R ‘ing reparable parts by day of the war. The model provides a frame-

g work for illustrating the effects of changes in the types and numbers of

o4 repairmen, spare parts, and job assignment rules on this output. Other

; S " outputs include the standard deviation of NA aircraft by day of the war

e and average time to repair broken parts.

R Three mixes of manpower are analyzed, each under a base case .
s scenario and two minor variations on that scenario. The first mix con-
;.' tains only one skill level per occupation and no substitutability among

;’;‘ .individuals in different occupations. The second mix assumes cross-

::}I training among personnel; individuals in different occupations are
) imperfectly substitutable for one another. The third mix introduces an

e additional skill level per occupation. <&———-

(X ‘i The base case scenario is what we assume to be the most likely

ﬁ ) scenario, and the first mix of manpower—no substitutability—was

';bt:' ‘ designed to do well in it. Introducing cross-training yields only a small
L0 improvement in NA aircraft. The second scenario presents a higher

o than expected failure rate of one type of part and a slower than |
;Ejf: expected repair rate for that part. The flexibility afforded by the
; cross-training reduces NA aircraft markedly compared with the no- *j
K3 substitutability case. The value of cross-trained personnel increases -
: = when the inventory of primary skills does not match up with the

o demands for those skills.

- The third scenario introduces spare parts to offset the higher failure

b , rate and slower repair rate presented by the second scenario. These

s spare parts bring the repair resources back into rough balance with

I resource demands and diminish the improverflent yielded by cross-

'3* . teaining. Since the higher failure rate was, by assumption, unexpected,

:,o" '?
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an alternative way of viewing the results is that the marginal value of
the spare parts is lower in the presence of cross-trained personnel.

The simulations demonstrate the importance of focusing on mea-
sures directly related to generating wartime sorties. The transition
from scenario 2 to scenario 3 results in fewer aircraft not flying due to
maintenance and supply—a preferred outcome. However, because
more aircraft are flying, more parts are subject to failure, and average
time to repair increases as a result of queuing at the repair station.
Thus, focusing on average time to repair as a performance measure can
lead to inappropriate conclusions. '

The simulations also demonstrate that uncertainty about the true
wartime demands for resources makes it important to evaluate the con-
tributions of each resource mix in a range of possible scenarios. Even
the minor variations in failure rates and repair times examined in this
study indicate how one’s view of the relative importance of resources
can change. Specifically, uncertainty about the scenario puts a pre-
mium on flexible assets. Because people can be more flexible than
hardware or spares, inattention to scenario uncertainty means that
people will be undervalued relative to these other assets. Formally
cross-trained and retrained personnel are more flexible than single-skill
specialists and, hence, will be relatively undervalued in requirements

determinations unless their value in an uncertain environment is con-
sidered.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Manpower is ultimately important to the military services because it
contributes to readiness and sustainability. But the quantitative rela-
tionship between different manpower configurations and readiness or
sustainability is not well understood. Data on manpower productivities
by experience level and other characteristics are not routinely gathered.
And of the models that relate spare parts, POL, and other support
resources to weapon system availability in dynamic, wartime scenarios,
few capture the richness and complexity of the contributions ‘of peaple
to this availability. Thus, the lack of data and shortage of tools pre-
clude evaluating manpower’s effects on the readiness and sustainability
of units and examining manning alternatives.

Computer models that relate support resources to wartime weapon
system availability are common in the Department of Defense. The
models are used in two ways: to determine the weapon system availa-
bility associated with alternative mixes of support resources and to cal-
culate the resources required to support specific weapon system availa-
bility. The Air Force’s LCOM and the Rand-developed TSAR, and its
derivative AURA, are Monte Carlo simulation models that include
most of the resources required to generate tactical aircraft sorties
(1.COM and TSAR) and combined arms unit maneuvers (AURA).
Included are organizational and intermediate levels of maintenance and
quite detailed rules by which maintenance and repeir are accomplished.

Although the tasks to be performed may be described in great detail,
the personnel performing these tasks are not. Manpower is usually
modeled as having only one skill level for each occupation. Substituta-
bility among personnel in different occupations is either perfect or
abesent. That is, an individual cross-trained! in tasks regularly per-
formed by those in another occupation is assumed to do those tasks
just as well and just as fast as those primarily trained for the tasks.

The probabilities of combat-essential equipment and parts failing or
being damaged are key inputs to these models. Generally, require-
ments computations using these models treat these probabilitics as
known; the models estimate the resources required to satisfy demand
for repair at a given confidence level. There are very great

"Throughout this report we will use the term cross-training to denote either formal or
training in other than the primary specialty that dees not lead to changing the
's primary specialty. We will use the term retraining for training into a new

primary specialty.
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o) uncertainties about true failure probabilities, however, and treating
them as if they are known can lead to setting requirements for overly
. specialized resources, i.e., resources that are inflexible in the face of
N unexpected demands.
¥ This report demonstrates the feasibility of modeling wartime weapon
Y system availability under alternative maintenance manpower mixes and
the important policy implications of doing so. We describe and simu-
N late a simple queuing model relating the mix of maintenance personnel
e in a repair station to weapon system availability in dynamic scenarios.
. The manpower considered in the model is described by the number of
' personnel in each occupation, their skill levels, and their cross-training.
- In the following sections, we describe the model’s inputs and outputs
}C; in nontechnical terms and simulate a small number of manpower mixes
A% in three slightly different environments—different in terms of failure
- rates, repair rates, and numbers of spare parts. The manpower mixes
consist of three increasingly complex mixes of personnel. The first mix
D has only one skill level per occupation and no cross-trained personnel.

The second mix introduces personnel who are cross-trained, at a lower
skill level, in another occupation. The third mix introduces a second
akill level per occupation while retaining cross-training for personnel
who have a high skill level in their primary occupation.

We examine the performance of the manpower mixes under different
-3 job assignment rules. A repairman qualified to repair more than one
3 type of part presents a special problem: it must be decided which part
b he should repair next. We examine the consequences of using two dif-
ferent job assignment rules, both derived from objectives of maximizing
the number of available weapon systems. One of the rules derives from
a very short-term availability objective; the other accounts for the

future consequences of the current job assignment decision.
The model does not simulate a specific unit nor is it exercised using
; real data. Rather, we developed it to demonstrate the feasibility and

Y
o importance of modeling a richer mix of manpower while explicitly con-
P sidering the uncertainties about the true wartime demands for skills. e s
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II. MODELING MAINTENANCE MANNING

The model described in this section illustrates the feasibility of
relating the skill levels and cross-training characteristics of mainte-
nance personnel to an output-oriented measure of performance. The
model simulates the number of weapon systems (e.g., aircraft) non-
available because of limited repair capabilities. It does this by simulat-
ing arrivals of broken parts at a repair station and their repair by
repairmen. The model keeps track of how many broken parts of each
type are awaiting repair and how many are in repair by each type of
repairman. When a broken part arrives at the repair station, it ‘is
assigned either to a qualified repairman if one is free, or to the await-
ing repair queue. When a repairman completes a job, he is assigned
another part to fix. The part he is assigned depends on his skills, the
number of each type of part waiting to be fixed, and the job assignment
rule specified by the user. Using this framework, we can simulate the
effects of changes in the types and numbers of repairmen, spare parts,
and job assignment rules on the number of weapon systernis unavailable
due to missing parts in a dynamic, wartime environment.

We adapted our model from the Dyna-Sim model developed at Rand
for Project AIR FORCE.! Dyna-Sim simulates the effects of alternative
priority-of-repair rules on various performance measures when there is
a small number of identical machines that are used to repair a variety
of types of incoming reparables. The arrival rate of incoming repara-
bles changes over time—hence the “Dyna” in Dyna-Sim—but the
arrival pattern of these reparables is assumed to be independent of past
maintenance.

Our most significant revisions to Dyna-Sim were changing “identical
machines” to “personnel with different skills” and causing the arrival
rates of reparables to depend on previous maintenance decisions. That
is, the number of aircraft parts at risk of failure depends on the
number of available aircraft, which, in turn, depends on past mainte-
nance decisions. In addition, we expanded the priority-of-repair rules
to account not only for the number of each type of part needing repair,
but also for who is free to begin a new repair job. We maintained the
dynamic, discrete event Monte Carlo simulation structure of the model

'See Miller, Stanton, and Crawford (1984) for a discussidh of the simulation method-
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and the essential model logic. Thus, our revised model emphasxzes
skill mixes of maintenance personnel in a dynamic environment.?

The model is a simple mathematical simulation of queuing and
repair at a repair station, e.g., an intermediate maintenance facility.
Because Dyna-Sim was developed for the analysis of aircraft com-
ponent repair, it is convenient to refer to aircraft when discussing
weapon systems. There is nothing that precludes using the model for
components of other weapon systems. We also believe the model could
be adapted to on-equipment or organizational maintenance, although
we have not yet done so.

Because the model is a Monte Carlo simulation, miiltiple trials must
be run and statistics averaged over the trials. The most useful statis-
tics are the daily averages, standard deviations, and histograms of the
numbers of back-ordered parts® and numbers of aircraft not available
due to missing parts. Summary statistics on the mean time to repair
for each type of part and the standard deviation around the mean are
also produced.

INPUTS

The important inputs to the model describe people and how long
they take to repair parts; parts, how often they break, and how many
spares are in the system; and the initial number of aircraft and how
rapidly they are lost in combat. Excluded from the model are POL,
munitions, transportation assets, and other support resources that
potentially influence weepon system availability or capability.

The model allows us to specify a total number of repairmen and to
divide these repairmen into groups according to skill (occupation), skill
level, secondary skills, and skill level in each secondary skill. In this
model, skills are identified with broken parts—if the individual can
repair part type I, then he holds skill I. His skill level in I is deter-
mined by how long, on the average, it takes him to repair a broken I
A specialist at repairing part I may be cross-trained to repair part /1.
Any pattern of cross-training may be assumed. For example, personnel
treined to repair I may be cross-trained to repair II, but personnel
trained to repair /I may not be trained to repair I. Alternatively, spe-
cialists highly skilled at repairing part I may be cross-trained into
another skill, but low-skill-level personnel may not be. Because we do

-

*Appendix A explains the technical assumptions we mad® about repair times and part
arrival rates when we revised Dyna-Sim.

*The number of back-ordered parts is equal to the number of parts in repair plus the

. smmaber awaiting repair less the number of spare parts.
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not model repair jobs that call for teams of repairmen, we do not allow

B for task-assist-qualified training.

A s In the simulations below there are only two types of parts: I and II.
?&: To be mission-capable, an aircraft has to have one of each type of part.
B, ; " These parts fail randomly, depending on the user-supplied failure
ey parameters and on the number of mission-capable aircraft. That is, we
» assume that parts only fail when flying. Thus, if maintenance policy
N or the provision of spare parts increases the number of mission-capable
A aircraft, then the expected number of failures will also increase. On
: t‘ the other hand, higher-than-expected failures early in the day imply
lower-than-expected failures later in the day because the number of
. aircraft flying has decreased.

‘-f:::I We assume that parts are freely cannibalized, i.e., failures are con-
;::Z;Zt solidated to create the largest number of mission-capable aircraft.* For
;-:Ii example, if two aircraft have broken part I's and one aircraft has a bro-

ken part II, these failures may be consolidated to create a mission-
capable aircraft.

The number of iission-capable aircraft at any moment is equal to
the beginning aircraft inventory less combat losses and the number
missing one or both mission-essential parts. Aircraft are completely
lost at a user-specified rate per day—we term these attrition losses. In
the simulations presented below, we begin with a 72 aircraft inventory
and a daily attrition rate of 6 percent. For simplicity, we assume that
the percentage of aircraft lost in combat each day is fixed and not a
random variable.’

We will focus on the number of aircraft missing at least one part
and will denote these aircraft non-available (NA) because this is what
maintenance and spare parts influence in our model. The number of
NA aircraft at any given time is equal to the maximum of the number
of missing part I's and part II’s, following our assumption that failures
are consolidated into the least number of NA aircraft.® The number of
missing part /’s is equal to the number of I’s being repaired plus the

4Assuming that cannibalization is not freely done would add realism to the model but A Jf
would not change the conclusions of this study. When constructing a manning table for
2 unit, such realism might be necessary.

SWe include combat attrition for the sake of realism, but do not simulate the interac-
tioms between friendly and enemy forces. Thus, we have no way of estimating how the
combat attrition rate should change as the number of mission-capable aircraft changes.
Sinoce our principal interest is in comtructmg a simple model of maintenance manning,

NO%. ‘ - the pumptxon that combat attrition is independent of marginal changes in maintenance
‘ polioy or manning should not affect our conclusions. P
f : ,"l'hn model does not represent individual airplanes. The assumption of full cannibal-
e : ' imgtion is the only way to connect parts with available airplanes as the model is struc-
0 tored. See Miller, Stanton, and Crawford.
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},'9;::: ¥ number awaiting repair less the number of spare I's. This quantity is
| @5 ~ commonly called the back-order quantity, (BOQ); the larger of the
;s X .- BOQ for part I and the BOQ for part II is termed the maximum back-
',: % order quantity, to which we will occasionally refer.
e
b\ ‘ JOB ASSIGNMENT RULES
Qf When a repairman qualified to repair both I's and II’s is ready to
30 ) begin a new task and both parts are queued up waiting to be repaired, o
3::_ . which should be assigned to the repairman? Application of simple g |
rules like “first in/first to repair” is inappropriate because such rules 4
P are not related to what we care about—available aircraft. We examine
‘;;.&::3; two discretionary rules in this study, each derived from an objective of
‘:;ﬁ}_ﬁi minimizing the number of NA aircraft.
The first r:le we examine derives from the objective of maximizing
‘ the expected number of available aircraft in the next moment of time.
K3 This objective is equivalent to minimizing the expected maximum
{ *:'-'ﬁ‘» back-order quantity in the next moment of time, given our assumptions
relating back-order quantities to non-available aircraft. The rule is to
assign to the repairman whichever part is in greatest back-order if the
e repairman has been trained to fix that part. We will refer to this rule
e as the MB (minimize back-orders) ruie.
e The second rule derives from the objective of minimizing the
33}. g number of NA aircraft from now until resupply,’ a dynamic optimiza-
7y tion. The dynamic optimization determines, for each possible state of ‘
AN 3 the system, which part a free repairman should repair next. The state
¢ of the system is described by the numbers of each type part awaiting
Z:::f;: repair, in repair by a specialist at repairing that part, and in repair by
e & nonspecialist.
{_!-L Job assignments follow critical value rules under this objective.
Z;:::f;'- That is, there is a critical number for each type of part, denoted below
o y! as Q., against which back-orders are compared. The result of the
! comparison determines which part is assigned to a free repairman. Ly 1\
el The job assignment rules derived from the optimization have the fol- '
L lowing form. Assume that it is part I that is in greatest back-order. 4
Jogs
:{?.j;: e If the free repairman is a specialist at repairing I, then assign
.,:E.‘;: him a I.
] ——
Lt ﬂ 7Appendn B presents the objective functions from whic#bmh rules are derived.
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| ?;: e If the free repairman is a specialist at repairing II and if the
y o number of back-ordered II's is greater than Q.., then assign
| him a II.

o o If the free repairman is a specialist at repairing I and if the
i number of back-ordered II's is less than Q.,;, then assign him a
I

Rt

-
L3

Qcri¢ is the smallest number of waiting II’s such that a cross-trained
I specialist would work on a II rather than a /. When part I/ is in
greatest back-order, there is a Q.;; that is the smallest number of wait- IR
ing I's such that a cross-trained I specialist would work on a I rather e s
than a II. Thus, Q. is a critical value that is determined by the opti- )
mization; its value depends on the state of the system, the part arrival
probabilities, repair times, and time to resupply. In the simulations
below we assume that resupply of spare parts takes place during the
fifteenth day of the war and maintenance no longer constrains avail-
sble aircraft. A dynamic program was used to derive the Q. values 1
and we will refer to the derived job assignment rules collectively as the
DP rule.?

Why the two types of rules? Consider the following possible state of
the system. There are no spares of either type of reparable and part I o J.
- is in greatest back-order. A specialist at repairing part I, who is o
cross-trained at a low skill level to repair part I, has become free.
Assigning him a I to repair will yield the quickest expected reduction in
the number of NA aircraft. However, a specialist in repairing a I may
become free soon and assigning the part I specialist a I means a
r higher probability that part II will become the constraining resource,
i.e., the short-term reduction in NA aircraft may come at the expense
: of a longer term increase. Hence, there is a tradeoff between the speed
" with which the number of NA aircraft is reduced and the longer term
s levels of NA aircratft.

" What determines the acceptability of a short-term loss in available
E'. aircraft in exchange for a longer run gain? It clearly depends on the
-.;
.4:

ARG

ENIL LI

NSNS

sizes of the gains and losses. It also depends on the relative impor- A
tance of being able to mass forces earlier rather than later. If the value
of immediately adding an available aircraft is infinitely greater than
o the value of adding an aircraft at any later time, then no short-term
';_- loss is acceptable. Alternatively, if the value of an added aircraft is the

N same regardless of when it is added, then some short-term losses are
! ‘ acceptable. The importance of making aircraft available on one day
. ' versus the next can be expressed as a daily discofint rate. For example,
) sl
5 o The functional equation for the dynamic program is presented in App. B.
.
o
9
1
3 i ‘
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: if the value of adding an available aircraft the first morning of the war | s
> is twice the value of adding an available aircraft on the second day, ]
L then the discount rate for the first day is 100 percent. Camm (forth- ]
- coming) discusses this issue in more depth. His analysis using nonsto-

- chastic Lanchester equations indicates that the daily discount rate for

available aircraft is probably best taken to be equal to the daily combat
3 attrition rate.
2 In fact, the MB and DP rules are derived from objective functions
that differ only in the assumed discount rates. The objective function
is the sum of discounted NA aircraft or, equivalently, the sum of the
discounted maximum back-order quantities. Setting the discount rate
to zero yields the DP rule used in this study. Setting the discount rate

P
5

3 to infinity yields the MB rule.® Although we could have examined
:‘s discount rates intermediate to zero and infinity, the job assignment
¢ rules that we examine in this study indicate the sensitivity of our
' results to assumptions about the daily discount rate.

:

- %See App. B.
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III. BASE CASE

The utility of modeling cross-training and skill levels among mainte-
nance personnel is most easily illustrated through a series of cases.
This section develops a base case in which there are only two types of

" E’ parts to repair. Each part type has an associated occupation dedicated
L to repairing it, with one skill level per occupation and no cross-
N . training. We examine the pattern of non-available (NA) aircraft in
B what we assume to be the most likely scenario—where scenario refers
to the parts failure rates, repair times, and stockage levels.!. The daily
R pattern of NA aircraft in this base case/most likely scenario is then
.'f, compared with the outcomes under two alternative scenarios. Since
o personnel in one occupation cannot substitute for personnel in another
occupation and there are no skill level substitutions, we term this the
) no substitution (NS) rule. In Sec. IV we compare the NS rule out-
. comes in the three scenarios with cases in which personnel are cross-
g train.d, and in Sec. V low-skill-level specialists are introduced and the
: results .>mpared with the preceding cases. All of the results shown in
"y the text are simple graphs; the numerical results are in App. C.
al Before developing the base case, it is useful to develop a system for
> labeling cases. Each case we simulate is characterized by a manpower
31 structure, a scenario, and a job assignment rule. We examine man-
'f power structures with and without more than one skill level per occu- ]
g pation; these are labeled A and B, respectively. The scenarios are :
d labeled 1, 2, and 3, with the most likely scenario labeled 1.2 As
3 described earlier, the job assignment rules are labeled NS for no substi-
) tution, MB for minimize the number of expected NA aircraft in the
- immediate future, and DP for minimize the number of expected NA
< aircraft from now until day 15 of the war. Our base case is labeled
. A/1/NS for manpower structure A (one skill level), scenario 1 (most
"l likely scenario), and no substitutability between occupations. A
4 . To keep things simple and easy to track, the manpower structures in a

) both occupations are the same. Thus,

e Manpower Structure A: There are two type I repairmen and

7 _
s two type II repairmen.
"c‘ S ——————
o ¥T'he scenarios in this report were constructed for the purpose of illustration. They
« . &eenot drawn from any specific plans or data.
o # ' 34 ix C contains the parameters (i.e., failure rates&pares, etc.) for all the cases
> SO wd in the report.
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Scenario 1 has been constructed to be perfectly symmetric in
‘%' " all dimensions so the effects of deviations from the scenario are o
y =% peadily apparent. | {
+ e Scenario 1: _4
‘\ 8 e A type [ repairman takes 0.8 days, on the average, to repair ‘
: : a part, and a type I repairman takes the same time to repair i
his part. :
L ¢ The daily probability that a part I fails on a mission-capable
N aircraft is 0.042 and the same is true for a part /1.2 L
) ¢ There are no spares of either type part. o b

Because there is no substitutability among types of repairmen in our
base case, as soon as a repairman completes a job he immediately
begins on another of the part he specializes in repairing if one is
awaiting repair. ,
P The average number of NA aircraft, counted at the end of each day, )
& is illustrated in Fig. 1. The graph is the result of 100 Monte Carlo tri-

2 als using the input parameters above. The vertical axis measures the
.’.

number of NA aircraft and the day of the war is measured on the hori-

zontal axis.! The number of NA aircraft first rises and then falls : 1
because initially the expected arrival rate of broken parts exceeds the IR *“
Y expected rate of repair. Aircraft are being lost in combat, however, and
24 the arrival rate of broken parts is ultimately exceeded by the repair
i{ rate. That is, the number of NA aircraft does not include aircraft lost
M in combat and, eventually, the rate of arrival of broken parts is less
than the rate of repair. The number of NA aircraft is still positive
in this latter period because there are queues of broken parts that must
be repaired.

Now, it is impossible to perfectly forecast wartime skill demands.
Even peacetime failure and repair rates vary in unexplained ways
among locations and over time at each location. It seems unreasonable
to assume that we are more certain about wartime failure rates than
peacetime rates. Thus, it is useful to analyze the performance of units P .m,;;*

P 5 gt vy
eI T e

whose manning and other resources were determined by balancing
resources with demands in a specific scenario when it is some other
scenario that actually occurs.

In scenario 2 we assume that the part / failure rate is 25 percent
highr and the part [ average repair time 33 percent longer than in

e e
W« et e Wttt

o o
'.n‘l [ S S

-

5The daily per-aircraft probability is constant for the duration of the scenario. See
App. A for how these probabilities are used to generate 8roken parts arriving at the
repair station.
. .. ‘Appendix D presents the daily averages, standard deviations. and maxima in tabular
v foem for this and all other cases.
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scenario 1. The scenario 1 failure rate and repair time for part I are

“" sssumed to hold in scenario 2.

Scenario 2:

e A type I repairman takes 1.067 days, on the average, tc repair a
part, and a type II repairman takes 0.8 days to repair his part.

e The daily probability that a part I fails on a mission-capable
aircraft is 0.052 and 0.042 for a part /1.

e There are no spares of either type part.

Our new case is labeled A/2/NS and is shown in Fig. 2, with case

~ A/1/NS for comparison. It is not surprising that the expected number

of NA aircraft is uniformly greater under scenario 2 than under
scenario 1. Total aircraft days lost over the first 13 days of the war are
almost twice as high under scenario 2 as under scenario 1: 97 days
versus 54.5 However, in the following section we show that the negative
effects of the increases in the failure rate and repair time for part I are
reduced by the presence of cross-trained personnel in the unit.

If we knew in advance that the scenario 2 failure rates and repair
times are the true parameters, the negative effects could be offset by
the provision of spare type I parts to the unit. This gives rise to
scenario 3, which differs from scenario 2 only in that the unit has been
provided with five spare type I parts.

Scerario 3:

e A type I repairman takes 1.067 days, on the average, to repair a
part, and a type II repairman takes 0.8 days to repair his part.

e The daily probability that a part I fails on a mission-capable
aircraft is 0.052 and 0.042 for a part I1.

e There are five spare type I parts and no spare type II parts.

The new case is labeled A/3/NS and is shown in Fig. 3 along with the
graphs from the two preceding cases. A principal reason for examining
A/3/NS is to illustrate the effect of accounting for the contribution to
sustainability of an additional resource. That providing five spare part
Ps yislds en unambiguous improvement in the number of NA aircraft
over case A/2/NS is no surprise. In fact, the number of NA aircraft in
case A/3/NS is smaller early in the war than in the base case A/1/NS.
However, the NA aircraft in A/3/NS exceeds those in A/1/NS later in
the war.

There are performance measures in addition to available aircraft.

" For example, our model calculates a variant @f repair cycle time, a
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commonly used logistics performance measure. Since we do not
include transportation assets or times, we calculate average time to
repair from arrival of broken parts at the repair station to when their
repair is completed. Therefore, the average time to repair is the sum
of awaiting repair time and actual repair time. Table 1 presents the
average time to repair for each of the two part types in the three
cases above.

The reader will note that the average times to repair parts I and I
are different under case A/1/NS although they could be expected to be
the same. The difference is just sampling error; we also ran a 1000
trial case and the two averages were 1.50 for part I and 1.54 for part II
The standard deviations are roughly 1.30.

Recall that the differences between scenario 1 and scenario 2 are
that part [ failure rates are higher and average repair times are slower.
Hence, the average time to repair increases for part I as we move from
scenario 1 to scenario 2.

Scenario 2 and scenario 3 differ only in that we have added five
spare part I's to offset the high failure and slow repair rates of part I.
Yet the average time to repair part I increases by one half day. This
increase is not attributable to sampling error. The five spares allowed
more aircraft to fly, thereby generating more failures. Since the part’s
repair rates do not change, the higher arriva! rate of the part in
scenario 3 causes longer times awaiting repair and, hence, longer times
to repair.

The pattern of changes in the average times to repair clearly indi-
cates that such an intermediate measure can be misleading when
evaluating the potential performance of the maintenance system in a
wartime setting.

Table 1

AVERAGE TIME TO REPAIR
(Waiting + repair)

Pert A/I/NS A/2/Ns A/3/NS

I 1.60 3.83 4.32
i 1.42 1.37 1.44
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IV. CROSS-TRAINING

We next examine the change in aircraft availability associated with
having cross-trained personnel in the unit. We assume that every indi-
vidual in the unit is able to repair both types of parts but not at the
same pace. The type I repairman takes longer, on the average, to
repair a type II part than does a type II repairman, and the same rela-
tionship is true for a type II repairing a type I part. In fact, we have
introduced a second, lower skill level for each skill and trained the spe-
cialist in the other skill to that level. In Sec. V we introduce personnel
who hold only the lower skill level for one or the other skill and are not
cross-trained.

The consequences of having cross-trained personnel are presented
below by first evaluating the outcome in each of our three scenarios
and then comparing the results, scenario by scenario, with the no sub-
stitution (NS) case.

The number of repairmen by primary skill is the same as in the base
case and we will refer to a repairman according to his primary skill.
Thus, we remain with

e Manpower Structure A: There are two type I repairmen and
two type I/ repairmen.

We must augment our description of scenario 1 to account for the
croes-trained personnel. The scenario is unchanged other than for the
cross-training.

Scenario 1.

® A type I repairman averages 0.8 days to repair a part I and 1.2
days to repair a part I1I.
: r A type II repairman averages 0.8 days to repair a part II and
-'[v; ' 1.2 days to repair a part I.
Ol 0 The daily probability that a part I fails on a mission-capable
' aircraft is 0.042 and the same is true for a part I1.
e There are no spares of either type part.

’Nob that there is substitutability among tvpes of repairmen we
miimt adopt a rule for assigning broken parts to repairmen as repairmen
bgcome free. We will begin b assigning the repairman the type part
¢ ? currently constraining aircraft from ﬂylr‘lg, i.e., that part that is
greatest back-order. This short-term decision rule was termed the
)mle (for minimize maximum back-orders). Thus, the first cross-
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training case we examine is labeled A/1/MB for manpower structure A,
scenario 1, and the minimize maximum back-orders rule. Figure 4 is a
N graph of the number of NA aircraft, by day, for this case.

. In scenarios 2 and 3 we assume that the part I failure rate is 25 per-
‘f" cent higher than in scenario 1. We also assume that the part I average 1
L | repair time is 33 percent longer for the type I repairman. We assume i
- that there is no change in the average length of time spent by a type I/ '
2 repairman repairing type I parts. We do not change this latter repair
1 time because we want to isolate the effects of changing the comparative
N advantages of type I and II repairmen. Scenarios 2 and 3 differ in that o 4
scenario 2 has no spare parts, whereas scenario 3 has five spare part " o7
I's. The descriptions of scenarios 2 and 3 are: :
Scenarins 2 and 3:

e A type I repairman averages 1.067 days to repair a part I and
1.2 days to repair a part I1I.

e A type II repairman averages 0.8 days to repair a part II and
1.2 days to repair a part 1.

)

> e The daily probability that a part I fails on a mission-capable

> aircraft is 0.052 and 0.042 for a part II. .
" Scenario 2: There are no spares of either type part. o

N e Scenario 3: There are five spare type I parts and no spare type S "*
s II parts.

g

7 Our two new cases are labeled A/2/MB and A/3/MB and are

graphed in Fig. 5 along with case A/1/MB. Because the principal
interest in these cases is in the comparison with the NS and DP
cases, discussion of the graphs is deferred until after the DP case
is presented.

The DP rule derives from the longer term objective of minimizing
“. the total number of NA aircraft-days from “now” until day 15 of the
war. The three scenarios we examine using this rule are exactly those
n we used above for the short-term decision rule. The three cases are

by labeled A/1/DP, A/2/DP, and A/3/DP, and are shown in Fig. 6.

o5 We now turn to comparison of the no substitution case, the MB
cross-training case, and the DP cross-training case. Recall that
scenario 1 was constructed to be perfectly symmetric in failure rates
and repair rates and that there are two repairmen per type of part.
o Thus, the demands for repair are proportional to repair capability even 4
in the no substitution case, and cross-training of personnel would not
1 x ‘; . esem to confer significant benefits. Indeed, we see in Fig. 7 that

v s-trained personnel do not augment the performance of the unit by
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= The differences in numbers of NA aircraft among the three cases are
%% “pemall, but in the expected directions. The no substitution case
5. (NS) has a greater number of NA aircraft-days over the thirteen day 0

f . period (54) than do the short-term (MB) decision case (52) and the
u i long-term (DP) case (47). Both MB and DP rules yielded fewer NA
L aircraft early in the war, an improvement over the NS rule. Thus, i
e cross-training unambiguously improved the unit’s performance in terms

of wartime NA aircraft. In addition, the DP rule yielded fewer NA air-
craft than the MB rule. That should be no surprise; the DP rule was §

-
-

s

W explicitly designed to minimize the total number of NA aircraft. On L
! the other hand, the MB rule has fewer NA aircraft in the first five e
days of the war.

When one accounts for the cost of cross-training personnel, scenario
1 seems to indicate little, if any, gain to cross-training. Alternatively,
from the requirements modeling viewpoint, there is little benefit from
accounting for cross-trained personnel even if such personnel are com-
monly found in the force. Scenario 2, a modest deviation from
scenario 1, alters these conclusions.

Figure 8 is graphic evidence of the importance of looking across 1
scenarios. There is a distinct difference in the pattern of NA aircraft
between the NS case and the two cross-training cases under scenario 2.
The flexibility afforded by the cross-training reduces the number of NA
aircraft both early and late and allows the number of NA aircraft to
start declining earlier in the war. Thus, the value of cross-trained per-
¢ sonnel increases when the inventory of primary skills does not match
up with the demands for those skills. Since it is impossible to perfectly
forecast wartime skill demands, it is probable that the inventory of pri-
mary skills will never match skill demands.

Cross-trained repairmen fill in for the unexpectedly overloaded type
I repairmen under scenario 2. Had the overload been predicted, spare
parts could fill in for repairmen. In scenario 3, five spare part I's are
added to the unit to offset the increased failure rate and reduced repair
N rate of part I's. Figure 9 summarizes the scenario 3 results for all deci- P 1
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- sion rules. The spare parts bring the repair resources back into a
rough balance with the demands and the marginal value of the cross-
training is much iess than under scenariv 2. Alternatively, the margi-
nal value of the five spare type I parts is much lower in the presence of
cross-trained personnel than in the NS case.

The choice of job assignment rule, short-term versus long-term, does
not appear to matter very much when contrasged with the choice of

b modeling or not modeling cross-training. This is a gratifying result.

Tho MB rule is very easy to calculate and does not require predictions

“ﬁ ﬁhne rates; hence, it is easy to envision a unit using the rule.
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The DP rule is more difficult to calculate and uses the predicted failure
rates and repair rates in calculating job assignments. The MB rule
depends only on the current state of the system—the number of each
type part in repair and awaiting repair—and not on predicted rates.
We have not yet examined the sensitivity of the DP rule to inaccurate
predictions. We also do not know how much the two rules would
diverge in a model with a richer description of the resources available
to the unit and the demands facing it.

The outcomes associated with the two rules do not appear to di'er
significantly partly because both job assignment rules are output
oriented and the end of the planning period—resupply on the fifteenth
day —is not far off. Thus, the job assignments derived from the two
rules differ only scme of the time. If we had adopted a rule derived
from minimizing average time to repair, the choice of rule might have
been shown ‘» be more important than is the case here. However, our
results in Sec. Il indicated that focusing on average time to repair can
lead to inappropriate conclusions. And it is unlikely that a unit would
focus on such a measure during a war.

A second reason the choice of job assignment rule does not seem to
matter very much is that the flexibility afforded by cross-training is
limited by having only two skills and two people in each skill who are
cross-trained. If the unit were larger and had a more varied workload,
we might see a greater difference in the outcomes under the two
decision rules.
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V. MULTIPLE SKILL LEVELS

a9
; The remaining dimension of manpower that we examine in this
J study is skill level. Each occupation’s inventory is composed of person-
.,* nel having many skill levels. The exact mix of skill levels within occu-
pations is determined by personnel and compensation policies and J
e external forces. Because the actual skill composition of units must 4
" reflect the skill composition of occupations, the ability to relate '
- changes in unit capabilities to changes in available personnel is both
. EZ: usefu! and important.
o The measure of skill level that we use is task time. Hence, the
a2 R . . ) . .
.»: repairmen cross-trained into the “other” occupation in Sec. IV have a
Y low skill level in that other occupation; in this section we add repair-
men who have only low skill level in their own occupations and are not
. cross-trained.
X We recognize that there are more dimensions of skill level in an
'_-i', occupation than task time. Low-skill-level personnel cannot do some , »
' tasks as well as higher skill personnel. There are other tasks that B |
) low-gkill-level personnel do not know how to do at all. The latter '
i problem is easily modeled by a finer partition of the repair work flow-
i ing into the repair station and specification of the skill levels com-
T petent for each type of repair. The quality of repair problem can be
;) modeled in a variety of ways. For example, one could specify that the
;ci:f* probability that a repaired part will fail at first use depends on the skill
> level of the person repairing it. Getting data on these probabilities
;.\:j would call for extraordinary data collection measures and experiments
o and still would be problematic. Obtaining failure rates for parts dis-
tinguished by symptom and task time estimates by skill level is a much
N smaller deviation from current data collection.
e In the simulations below, we add low-skill personnel and have fewer 4
oy high-skill personnel compared with manpower structure A. As before, T
-l we will refer to a high-skill, cross-trained repairman according to his
primary skill. The manpower structure is:
.,_l ¢ Manpower Structure B: There are one high-skill and two low-
\ T skill type I repairmen and one high-skill and two low-skill type
:-;, 1I repairmen. .
::215 i Our description of scenario 1 must be augmented to account for
;};}' e th repair times of the lower skill repairmen. The part failure
TN i
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ratee and number of spare parts are unchanged from earlier scenario
1 definitions.
Scenario 1:

e A high-skill type I repairman averages (0.8 days to repair a part
I and 1.2 days to repair a part /1.

e A high-skill type II repairman averages 0.8 days to repair a part
II and 1.2 days to repair a part 1.

e A low-skill type I repairman averages 1.2 days to repair a part [
and a low-skill type II repairman averages 1.2 days to repair a
part 11

o The daily probability that a part [ fails on a mission- capable
aircraft is 0.042 and the same is true for a part /1.

e There are no spares of either type part.

Scenario 1 has cross-trained, high-skill personnel. Section IV con-
trasted the outcomes associated with cross-trained and perfectly spe-
cialized personnel in sufficient detail that we do not simulate the no
substitution (NS) case in this section.

The scenario 1 average number of non-available (NA) aircraft,
counted at the end of each day, is shown in Fig. 10. The job assign-
ment rule is the short-term (MB) rule. Figure 11 graphs the NA air-
craft under both the short-term and the long-term (DP) rules.

The numbers of NA aircraft are very close under the MB and DP
rules, because there are not as many choices to make under manpower
structure B as there are in structure A. In manpower structure A with
cross-training, whenever a repairman becomes free he can be assigned
either a type I or type II part to repair. In manpower structure B that
choice exists for only two of the six repairmen. The other four can
repair only one type of part. Thus, decision rules that differ in their
job assignments for cross-trained personnel will yield smaller differ-
ences in NA aircraft when there are fewer cross-trained personnel.

The similarity in NA aircraft under the DP and MB rules carries
through scenarios 2 and 3. Hence, we present no graphs of the DP rule
in these scenarios. Appendix B contains the average NA aircraft for
cases B/2/DP and B/3/DP. however.

In scenarios 2 and 3 we again assume that the part I failure rate is
25 percent higher than in scenario 1. We increase the average repair
time for high-skill type / repairmen but do not change average repair
times for low-skill and cross-trained repairmen.

Srenarios 2 and 3. -

e A high-skill type I repairman averages 1.067 days to repair a
part I and 1.2 days to repair a part II.
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e A high-skill type II repairman averages 0.8 days to repair a part
II and 1.2 days to repair a part 1. S

o A low-skill type I repairman averages 1.2 days to repair a part [ R
and a low-skill type II repairman averages 1.2 days to repair a
part 11,

e The daily probability that a part [ fails on a mission-capable
aircraft is 0.052 and 0.042 for a part I1.

e Scenario 2: There are no spares of either type part.

: e Scenario 3: There are five spare type I parts and no spares of 1

g type II parts. RN ;

The two new cases are labeled B/2/MB and B/3/MB and are shown
in Fig. 12 along with case B/1/MB. The story told by Fig. 12 is quali-
tatively the same as the other comparisons of outcomes under the three
; scenarios. Increasing the failure rate of part I's and reducing the
'y repair rate (scenario 2) unambiguously makes the number of NA air-
craft increase. Augmenting unit capability by adding five spare type I
parts to offset the higher failure rate reduces NA aircraft.

The manpower structure B cases are not comparable with structure
A cases because assumptions about task times under all the scenarios
are artificial. We degraded repair rates by a much higher proportion in AR

e -n‘c‘;i,’ﬁ‘.”““;‘
S vt

aadda

% manpower structure A than in structure B under scenarios 2 and 3, for

},‘k example. We could have attempted to achieve the same proportional

. decrease in repair capabilities under the two structures, but that would 1
ol have been equally artificial without motivating the reduction in repair

F) rates. Any conclusions we could draw from such a comparison would

AN depend on specific numerical assumptions about the repair rates of

e cross-trained versus low-skill-level repairmen.
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

The simulations presented in the preceding sections demonstrate the )
feasibility and utility of modeling unit outputs under alternative mixes B

D of maintenance manpower. We describe the mix of manpower by the }
- e ' number of people in each occupation, their skill levels, and their cross- : _,
o training. Skill level, in turn, was described by task time. We did not 3
o attempt to achieve a realistic description of a real unit. Such a L

description would require a more complete inventory of the resources e ‘

available to the unit and the demands on the unit and thus a much

—
£

X more comprehensive model.
ALY A more realistic unit description would also require more detailed
i task time data than are normally available. Data on task times by
skill type are 1. utinely gathered, but not by skill level ar.' not for
cross-trained personnel. Collection of these additional data would sig-
"l nificantly improve our ability to evaluate maintenance manpower’s

effects on readiness and sustainability of units and to evaluate man-
ning alternatives.
The simulations also demonstrate the importance of focusing on N

P
X

.;"”

108 measures directly related to generating wartime sorties. The transition 4
pr from scenario 2 to scenario 3 results in fewer aircraft not flying due to

'* maintenance and supply—a preferred outcome—but longer average

b time to repair. Thus, using average time to repair as a performance

) . measure can lead to inappropriate conclusions if it is available aircraft

:' o that we care about.

:-:i Job assignment rules intended to maximize some measure of output

;—f’ - lead to different conclusions about unit performance than other job

o assignment rules. One job assignment rule is to assign to the free

— repairman whatever he is best at fixing among those parts needing

oo repair. The simulated output resulting from the use of this rule would

3{ be virtually the same as the no substitution (NS) cases because the 4 )
n:l-j rule does not take advantage of the flexibility afforded by cross- N
training. Hence, if units with cross-trained personnel actually use ;
output-oriented rules during a war, performance predictions using other

! 3"_2 rules would underestimate performance. That is, models such as

e LCOM will underpredict the performance of units and, thereby, over-

;- estimate manning requirements on this account.

. Wartime weapon system availability depends on the balance

between the demands for specific resources an8 the number of those
resources available. When comparing alternative resource re-
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quirements, uncertainty about the true wartime demands for resources

makes it important to evaluate the contributions of each resource mix

in a range of possible scenarios. Even the minor variations in failure
rates and repair times examined in this study indicate how one’s view
of the relative importance of resources can change. Specifically, uncer-
tainty about the scenario puts a premium on flexible assets. Because
people can be more flexible than hardware or spares, inattention to
scenario uncertainty means that people may be undervalued relative to
those other assets. Because formally cross-trained and retrained per-
sonnel are more flexible than single-skill specialists, they may be rela-
tively undervalued in requirements determinations unless their value in
an uncertain environment is considered.

Because secondary skills will contribute to the functioning of the
unit in an uncertain wartime environment, they should be accounted
for in readiness measures. Current measures of readiness undervalue
flexibility because they do not account for the mix of secondary skills
actually possessed by unit personnel. Unit readiness is generally
evaluated against a specific set of requirements for primary skills;
readiness measures take no account of the flexibility of resources.
Indeed, these measures are not output-oriented. However, even count-
ing the inventory of secondary skills and using the count to determine
the number of critical jobs that are doubly or triply covered would
improve these measures of personnel and unit readiness.

More completely modeling the richness of the maintenance man-
power structure would yield benefits in addition to evaluating unit
readiness and sustainability. It would become possible to specify the
alternative combinations of skill mixes in units that would result in the
same performance. Personnel planners would then determine the least
costly skill mix satisfying performance requirements rather than
satisfying demands for specific mixes of manpower, and programmers
would have more flexibility in satisfying manpower requirements.!

Explicit modeling of skill mixes and cross-training, such as illus-
trated in this report would also tie training decisions more closely to
output-oriented measures of performance. Simulation of differing
mixes of specialization versus cross-training and, more generally, the
bundling of skills in pecple would indicate the value of different train-
ing and occupational strategies. The feasibility and cost of such stra-
tegies would also need to be determined.

A —— -

See Moore (1981) and Armstrong, Chapel, and Moore (1980) for closely related dis-
Sumions on integrating manpower requirements and personnel management.
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Appendix A

TECHNICAL ASSUMPTIONS

The key technical assumptions made in this analysis relate to rates
of repair and arrivals of reparables at the repair station. We assume
that repair time is exponential once a broken part is in the hands of a
repairman. That is, the probability that a type i part W1ll be repaired
within ¢ time units by a type j repairman is given by

1 — exp[—t /)]

where A(i,j) is the mean repair time. In the simulations below we use
mean repair times ranging from 0.8 to 1.2 days. The standard devia-
tion of repair times around the mean is also equal to A(i,j) for the
exponential probability distribution.! The mean and standard deviation
are for repair time only; there is also a random delay between arrival of
a part at the repair station and commencement of repair on that part.

If a type ¢ part is being repaired by a type i repairman and another
by a type j repairman, the probability that at least one of the parts will
be repaired within ¢ time units is given by

1 - exp[~t /i) — t /A(i,j)]

The arrival probability of a specific type of reparable at the repair
station in a given time interval depends on two factors: the number of
mission-capable aircraft and the rate at which reparables on mission-
capable aircraft fail. Denote this latter factor as y. In the simulations
below, the value of v is either 0.042 or 0.052 failures per available air-
craft per day. As we noted earlier, the number of mission capable air-
craft, denoted MC, is equal to the beginning inventory of aircraft, 72,
less the combat attrition losses and the number missing one or both
mission-essential parts. We treat the combat attrition losses as a
deterministic, continuous process. Thus, MC takes on fractional
values. Also, when calculating the probability ot an arrival in a given
short-time interval, for computational simplicity we assume no addi-

.

'We examined nonrandom repair times in some of our early simulations. In the lim-
ited casee we tried, the results were not very sensitive to the choice of exponential versus
deterministic repair times. We believe that other repair tifle distributions that have dif-
ferent variances and/or different shapes would not change our qualitative conclusions.
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. Conditional on MC, we assume that the arrival rate of each part is
governed by a Poisson process. If the number of mission-capable air-
eraft at time t is MC,, the intensity parameter of the process is
0,(i) = v(i)MC,. The probability that a broken part ; will not arrive in
the time interval t to t + At is

exp| —6,(i)At]

Hence, the probability of an arrival in the period t to At is I ”i
1 — exp[—8;(i)At] ' . g

Now, these probabilities are used with random number generators
to schedule arrivals of broken type i parts. Suppose that it is the
“other” part that is in maximum back-order. If MC changes tecause of
either the repair or the arrival of the “other” part, then a new random
arrival time must be scheduled because the intensity parameter 6,(i)
has changed.
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Appendix B

OBJECTIVE FUNCTION AND

'r n DYNAMIC PROGRAM

:4 ~

Y

1‘:::. i An available aircraft’s value tomorrow relative to today is the source

ol of the difference between the short-term (MB) and long-term (DP) job 3
E.% assignment rules. That is, the objective functions differ only in the IR
K assumed value of the daily discount rate. In this appendix, we present e

an objective function with the daily discount rate as a parameter; we

o show how setting the parameter value to infinity and zero yields the
_;Jﬁ- short-term and long-term objective functions, respectively. We then
E present the dynamic programming functional equation we use to derive
& the long-term job assignment rules.
\}E"-I Objective Function
2 . . . . .
% At any time ¢, the number of aircraft available for flying missions, L ]
MC,, is given by e “1
o
i MC, = 72 - CA, — MAXBOQ, (1)
::. where 72 is the initial number of aircraft, CA, is the cumulative
’ number of combat losses at t, and MAXBOQ, is the number of aircraft
o not mission capable due to missing parts (i.e., the maximum back-order
;"i quantity). We divide the day into 40 equal intervals and the number of
: available aircraft is counted at the end of each interval. The per-
R\ period discount rate is a, where a is related to the daily discount rate d
{’; as follows:
b (1+a)®~(1+d) (2)
h: The per-period discount factor is «, where o j
\"! o = (1/1 + a) (3)
st

The objective function evaluated in the current period, ¢,, is simply
the discounted sum of available aircraft:
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» ¥ = TAT - to) = Seare' "CA — Siaro' “MAXBOQ,  (4)
.y,
bl . T is the number of time intervals over which we count available air-
craft. In the text we assumed 15 days before arrival of a more than
1 ;% adequate resupply of spares, which corresponds to 600 periods.
~ o Maintenance policy cannot influence the first two terms in the
by » . second line of Eq. (4) by our assumptions, viz., MC, = 72 and CA, is
' . ~ deterministic. Thus, maximizing V, is equxvalent to mmlmlzmg B,,
it } ©  the sum of discounted MAXBOQs.
} B, = 3.’ "*MAXBOQ, (5)

A Setting o eyual to one in Eq. (5) is equivalent to setting the daily
e discount rate a to zero and yields the long-term objective function:
:- BLTto = ElztoMAXBOQt (6)
:
' The resupply of spares sets MAXBOQ, to zero for t greater than 600
" periods (15 days).
» The short-term objective function is given by:

)
‘f} BST, = MAXBOQ; (7
- BST, is derived by first observing that there is nothing that mainte-
3 nance policy can do to influence the current value of MAXBOQ;
o actions taken in the current period can only influence MAXBOQ in the

X next and subsequent periods. Thus, the actions that minimize B, are
" the same as the actions that minimize B, — MAXBOQ,. Subtracting
{ . \
- MAXBOQ; from Eq. (5), dividing the result by «, and then taking the
;' limit as a approaches zero yields the short-term objective function.
;C Letting a approach zero is equivalent to letting a approach infinity.

7
The Dynamic Program

7]
! 3 The best job assignment decision depends on the current state of the
:’ system, the future changes in the state of the system associated with
» - 'the decision, and the discount rate.

% pmd

.7 The state of the system is described by the nymber of each type part
w: ;. §waiting repair and the number of each type part in repair by each
{fype of repairman. Movements between states are influenced by the
of spare parts of each type, parts arrival rates and repair rates,

e -
EY

el =5

e, o LAl Ty
J.P- Ff s ' -’l& o

-------

¢t 7\_,(4.._.\“.‘.,_‘%

-1&%




N LA WA e 6 T A E A O s T W Vs S aih - e Y ik Y DAV L By B ¥ SR et et e s et bat s AN, §al, el gk Bl B

39

and job assignments. Denote the stocks of spare parts and manpower 1
by
‘.:::E
'.’f::; . S (i) = initial stock of spares for type i parts
b : N(i) = number of type i repairmen
3 T
" : The state variables are defined by:
\3:: |
1 = ' g: (i) = number of type i parts awaiting repair at time ¢
e - n:(i,j) = number of type i parts being repaired by type j .
:‘ﬂ' ' repairmen at time ¢ .. -
R Back-orders for type i parts at time ¢ are defined by:
; BQ.(i) = (i) + 3; me(ij) - S()
5 Although our definition allows back-orders to be negative, the func-
C» , tional equation sets the maximum back-order quantity to the max- 1
,\ ' imum of back-orders of type I parts, back-orders of type II parts, and }
e zero. Thus, negative back-orders do not mean extra aircraft flying. 1
Yy, Repairs, arrivals, and job assignments govern transitions from one 1
B state to another. Job assignments are governed by decision rules; ey
arrivals and repairs are random events. The number of type i parts Bt
being repaired by type j repairmen at time t + 1 is given by:
[ 0 if event is not repair of type i by
repairman type j
Aear(ig) = ne(ig) + An(ij) — < (8)
1 if event is repair of type i by
\ repairman type J
An(i,j) is the job assignment. An(i,j) is 1 if the decision at ¢t + 1 is
to assign a type | part to a type j repairman, and 0 otherwise. The
number of broken type ! parts awaiting repair at time ¢t + 1 is:
: (0 if event is not arrival of type 1
4 I part
Ge+1(i) = ¢ (i) — An(i,1) - An(i,2) + < (9)
1 if event is arrival of type
L { part
S The number of parts assigned to a type j reairman may not exceed
i/, the number of type j repairmen. Thus,
' ) . .' —'—~r—‘ ‘;&Wu';.‘-. - ‘...:._
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n (1) + ne(2) = N(j) all j; all ¢ (10)

A job assignment decision must be made whenever (1) a broken part
arrives at the repair station and there is at least one repairman avail-
L able to begin work on it, or (2) a repairman becomes available for
b ) another job and there are broken parts awaiting repair. If a broken
part arrives and there are no free repairmen, the part joins the await-
ing repair queue. Similarly, if a repairman becomes available but there
' are no parts awaiting repair, he must wait until a broken part arrives.
; In manpower structure A (Sec. III), there are individuals in each of the
two primary occupations, and each person is cross-trained to a low skill
level in the “other” occupation. Thus, one of seven mutually exclusive
events will occur in a period:!

¥

sl i

Event 1: No parts arrive and no repairs are completed.

Event 2: A type I part arrives.

Event 3: A type II part arrives.

Event 4: A type I repairman finishes repairing a type [ part.
Event 5: A type I repairman finishes repairing a type /I part.
Event 6: A type II repairman finishes repairing a type I part.
Event 7: A type Il repairman finishes repairing a type II part.

~ T
~
o ¢ &6 0 ¢ ¢ o

technical assumptions in App. A.

For each possible state of the system and array of event probabili-
ties, the dynamic program selects the job assignment decision that
minimizes the expected present value of maximum back-orders in
3“ expression (6). Denote the minimum expected discounted value of
3 maximum bhack-orders as the optimal return. There is an optimal
f' return associated with each possible state of the system and time
< period. The optimal return at time ¢, given the numbers of parts in
R the awaiting repair queues and in repair, is given by:

D)

g Each of these events has an associated probability derived from the
]

<

;.

» Bt [Qt(l),(h (2),":(1,]),nt(1,2),"1(2,1),”3(2,2)]

'4'.__

K The optimal return is a probability weighted average of seven event

- returns, each associated with the respective event listed above. Each

‘ event return is the sum of the current maximum back-order quantity

- and the discounted optimal return, both associated with the occurrence

. of the event. The discounted optimal return is the minimized expected

mﬁ value of maximum back-order quantities in the next period.
event returns are given by: .

w are short enough that the probability of more than one event occurring ]
e is negligible.

-4
[ GODDFIAN & A 4 YR RN X L DA SR NN AR Ty TR P L N R A L 4% N8N
O ""!’-*iﬁl‘"’a“k'\\'v"': RSSO ‘ Lo S B ‘A'&"\"A‘: ) lc ) nt'-, Nt U&., M b L L n M.’L R AT T o AL AT T



41

\ |

: “.  Event 1 Return = MAX [0,BQ,(1),BQ,(2)]

' + « MIN Bt+l(Qt+l(l)th+1(2)9nt+1(1’1))nt+l(1!2)vnt+l(2’l),nt+1(2»2)]
e An(1,1)

; An(1,2)
\ An(2,1)
$ An(2,2) (11a)
& Event 2 Return = MAX[0,BQ,(1) + 1,BQ,(2)]
+ a MIN Bt+1[Q¢+1(1)»Qt+1(2),nt+1(1,1)’n¢+1(1;2),n;+1(2v1)snt+1(2’2)] -
. An(1,1) N
ks An(1,2)
b An(2,1) k
$ An(2,2) (11b) ]
5 A
\ + a MIN B, +1[Qt+1(1),Qt 1(2),n, 41(1,1),n, +1(1,2),nt+1(2’1)”7”1(2:2)] :‘-’e-"*'w“ff.‘ﬂ
« An(1,1)
. an(1,2)

An(2,1)

An(2,2) (11c)
_.)
: Frent § Return = MAX[0.BQ.(1)  1.BQ,(2)]

+ o MIN B, ,1[q: a6 (200 (L), ((1,2),n, (2,100, 1(2,‘2)]

An(1.1)

An(1,2)
; An(2,1) %
& An(2,2) (11d) ]
5 Event 5 Return - MAX[0,BQ,(1),BQ,(2) - 1]
3 + a MIN B, 1[q.1i1),q; . 1(2),n,,1(1,1)n, 1(1,2),1, . 1(2,1),1,,1(2,2)]
an(1,1) R
3 An(1,2)
) an(2,l)
4 An(2.2) (11e)
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Event 6 Return = MAX[0,BQ,(1) - 1,BQ,(2)]
+ a MIN B, 1[q: +1(1),q: +1(2)ne 11 (L1),n, 1(1.2).0, 1 1(2,1),0,,1(2,2)] . |
An(1,1)
;: an(1,2)
W An(2,1)
= An(2,2) (11f)
p Event 7 Return - MAX[0,B@Q,(1),BQ,(2) - 1]
> + a MIN Bt 11[ge41(1).g.1(2)ne 1(1,1)m 11,2000 102,10 41(2,2)] | %
aAn(1,1) :
& An(1,2) ]
b An(2,1) ‘
L) An(2,2) (11g)
'{'_I
The functional equation for the dynamic program is: :
By [g:(1),q:(2),n (1,1)n(1,2),7,(2,1),1.(2,2) ] = e .{
- Pr{Event 1} Event 1 Return + R
Pr{Euvent 2} Event 2 Return +
Pr{Event 3} Event 3 Return +
Q Pr{FEvent 4} Event 4 Return + (12a)
- Pr{Event 5} Event 5 Return +
,:Z:, Pr Evcnt 6} Event 6 Return +
Pr{Event 7} Event 7 Return t <. 601
"f‘ and
L o
;'3 Banl 1~0 (12b)
For ease of exposition, our notation does not show the dependence of
5 the event probabilities on the state of the system. Our actual calcula-

tions include this dependence.

., The g.; values described in the text are constructed from the

. optissal An(i,j) decisions determined by the dymamic program. Every |
: state of the system that has at least one free repairman will have at !
qn non-zero An(i,j). We will restrict our attention to cases in ‘
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‘f-; which there is exactly one free repairman.? Assume that it is a type 2 _
' i repairman who is free. For all states in which it is part type 2 that is ]
o R in maximum back-order, the repairman is assigned a type 2 part to
e ’ repair. Thus, g8 are calculated only when the part type in maximum
ol back-order differs from the part type that the repairman specializes in
oo repairing. Now, assume that it is part type 1 that is in maximuin
N back-order. For each set of values of q,(1), n,(1,1), n,(1,2) , n(2,1),
e .
o and n,(2,2), we find the value of q,(2), denoted g, below which the
-2 value of An,(1,2) is 1 and above which it is 0, and the value of An,(2,2)
. M . . . P
e is 0 below and 1 above.? The logic is the same when determining the . ‘4
A Qi Values when it is a type 1 repairman who is free and it is part type 3
. 2 that is in maximum back-order. The logic is also the same when
2@ optimizing with manpower structure B, but there are two additional
5 state and job assignment variables corresponding to the low-skill }
"~ repairmen. ‘
.
j-\ 2It can be shown that there will be more than one free repairman only when there are
Yo Do parts in the awaiting repair queue.
D 3The value of a job assignment variable changes once at most as q,(2) increases. If
Qery = O, then the job assignment variable will take on only one value. _
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Appendix C

SCENARIO PARAMETERS

Base Case
{Sec. M) A/l A/2 A/3

Repairmen Number PartI PartII Part] PartIl Partl Partl/

i 2 0.800 — 1.067 — 1.067 —
n 2 - 0.800 - 0.800 - 0.800
Failure rate 0.042 0042 0.052 0.042 0052 0.042

Spares 0 0 0 0 5 0

Crose-Training S
(Sec. 1V)
Repairmen Number A/l A/2 A/3

I 2 0.800 1200 1.067 1200 1.067 1.200
i 2 1.200 0800 1.200 0.800 1.200 0.800
Failure rate 0.042  0.042 0.052 0.042 0.052 0.042
Spares 0 0 0 0 5 0

Multiple Skill Levels
{(Sec. V)

Rzpairmen o Nruml-)erﬂ S B/l‘_ S /2 B/3

High skill / 1 0.300 1.200 1.067
Low skill [ 2 1.200 — 1.200 - 1.200 —
High skill I7 1 1.200 0.800 1.200  0.800 1.200  0.800
Low skill [/ 2 —_ 1.200 - 1.200 -— 1.200
Failure rate 0.042 0042 0.052 0042 0.052 0.042
Spares 0 0 0 0 5 0

1.200  1.067  1.200
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Appendix D

DAILY AVERAGES, MAXIMA, AND

STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF
NA AIRCRAFT
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A/1/NS A/2/NS A/3/NS
Std Std Std
Day Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev
1 1.81 5 123 234 7 158 1.28 6 1.26
2 320 7 167 4.09 10 184 2.29 7 172
3 414 9 198 545 13 231 321 11 2.26
4 455 12 226 6.62 15 290 3.99 13 2.69
S 478 12 258 7.49 17 3.09 4.79 13 2.77
6 498 13 275 8.15 20 361 5.61 15 3.07
7 513 16 3.20 8.71 20 4.16 5.73 14 3.23
8 5.01 15 3.07 9.05 18 4.21 6.03 15 3.54
9 470 14 323 9.11 20 4.25 6.41 16 3.88
10 4.31 15 3.08 947 23 434 6.29 16 382
11 4.24 13 287 9.37 23 432 6.27 19 420
12 392 13 265 9.07 24 443 6.29 18 4.08
13 3.26 12 249 839 22 416 5H90 17 3.80
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Table—continued
A/1/MB A/2/MB A/3/MB

oo Std Std Std ‘
S Day Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev
) 1 167 5 114 218 7 143 118 5 116
o0 2 28 8 148 375 9 194 243 8 1.82

A 3 347 7 145 470 11 205 333 10 209

A 4 403 10 199 597 13 211 353 10 234

5 429 11 221 675 14 234 448 11 241 ]

y 6 470 12 259 709 14 272 48 13 279 1
o 7 474 12 269 748 17 304 510 15 296

o 8 484 12 263 1719 17 321 541 14 3.17

i 9 483 13 260 725 16 327 536 13 3.2

P 10 461 14 244 708 16 342 548 14 3.8
o~ 11 423 15 266 655 16 335 541 13 3.04 ]
e 12 401 15 261 640 15 333 529 11 299

A 13 363 12 255 624 13 323 492 13 302
A/1/DP A/2/DP A/3/DP

S Std Std Std ﬂ
' 'j:;::-.‘ Day Mesn Max Dev Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev *
Roee 1 153 5 113 218 7 147 98 3 .89

o 2 284 9 163 374 8 169 199 6 145 )
- 5 361 9 176 501 i1 201 225 8 194
K- 4 416 10 207 566 12 235 377 9 2.2
G 5 432 12 229 646 13 288 388 il 251

o 6 443 12 230 683 15 270 462 12 273

: - 7429 10 216 684 1Hh 293 533 14 296

Sl 8 432 12 264 689 16 347 552 16 273

g 9 401 10 229 651 14 337 513 12 281

oA 10 376 10 208 649 15 344 480 12 273 ;
3 11 338 10 209 604 16 329 473 12 270 | :
o) 12 328 10 .08 592 16 323 447 12 265

N 13 288 8 191 571 17 321 299 11 264
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'\ Table—continued
2
5 B/1/MB B/2/MB B/3/MB

Std Std Std

Day Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev

1 175 5 116 214 7 129 101 6 1.04
3.06 9 170 3.63 8 171 204 8 1.65 ]
360 9 181 470 11 214 277 9 180
368 9 194 532 11 250 349 14 228
398 9 187 552 12 249 373 13 2338 S
393 10 197 573 13 268 416 15 292,
364 14 202 59 15 3.06 426 13 279

%
W N

F N 3 r
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. 167 9 193 550 17 302 40¢ 14 279
) 351 11 197 506 17 308 38 11 274
- 10 27 8 1.6 441 15 269 332 11 251

(] 11 28 9 164 444 15 281 286 13 224

= 12 276 7 146 410 10 233 274 11 195

- 13 247 7 162 388 12 223 224 9 177

T B/1/DP B/2/DP B/3/DP

Std Std Std e

: Day Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev Mean Max Dev 1
= 1 174 5 121 211 5 130 L16 4 107

'Z; 2 29 8 156 39 10 188 248 8 175 3
-2 361 10 1.85 449 11 206 3.10 8 181 |
; 4 380 9 208 526 11 224 352 10 200
5 399 5 191 545 12 247 348 11 236

5 6 407 10 202 564 15 281 345 11 268

. 7 369 14 199 570 15 277 406 15 308

: 8 358 10 202 540 13 280 386 13 272

9 355 9 LS 478 14 247 3540 32 2750

2 10 311 9 165 448 12 227 346 10 233

'.; 11 292 8 165 403 12 224 327 11 221 A
o 12 271 8 140 362 11 216 257 9 226 !
9 i3 242 7 154 331 9 202 223 10 1.89
- NOTES:

7 Mean: The number of non-mission-capable (NA) aircraft at

the end of each day averaged over 100 trials. Equal to the aver-

age maximum back-order quantity at the end of each day.
Max: The largest number of NA aircraft in the 100 tnals.
Std Dev: The standard deviation of the 100 values of NA
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