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Abstract

[tem Mission Essentiality Codes (IMECs) were developed based on Militarv
Essentiality Codes (MECs) and Mission Criticality Codes (MCCs). The IMEC
represents the importance of an item to the mission assignment of the militarvy
unit in which the item is installed. Most items were assigned more than one
IMEC value because each application of an item received an IMEC. The study
focused on selecting a unique essentiality value for a National Item
Identification Number (NIIN) by considering the various IMECs assigned to the
item. The analysis was performed on 7G and 7H cognizance symbol (cog) material

managed by the Navy Ships Parts Control Center {(SPC().
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Executive Summary

1. Background. Current Uniform Tnventory Control Program (UICP) wherlesale
levels computations include item essentiality, but differentiation does not
exist because all items are considered with identical essentiality. The Itenm

Mission Essentiality Code (IMEC), ranging from 1 to 4 in this analysis,

represents the importance of an item to the mission assignment of the militarv
unit in which the item is installed. Most items are assigned more than cne

IMEC value due to multiple applications.

S N

2. Objective. To analyze various methods of assigning a unique itenm }
essentiality value when the item has multiple applications with different i
IMECs . ;

3. Technical Approach., To determine the Ttem Essentiality value for an item,

seven different methods were analyzed with three rounding techniques applied
to four of the methods. Some of the methods included: the highest IMEC, the
most frequent IMEC, an application weighted average, a population weighted
average and IMEC weighted averages. Many applications were not assigned IMECs
because of insufficient data. These applications were assigned values of ls
and 4s to illustrate the extreme outcome possibilities when the information
becomes available. Most of the input data was obtained from the Weapons System
File (WSF).

4, Results, Distributions were produced bv the various ltem Essentiality
determining methods to show the percent of items for which each Item
Essentiality value was assigned. The methods shown in TABLE 1 rounded
fractions up. (That 1is, all fractions were rounded to the next larger

integer; e.g., 2.1 = 3,)
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I. INTRODUCTION

Current Uniform Inventory Control Program (UICP) levels computations

include an item essentiality factor. However, differentiation in item
essentiality does not exist because all Navy Ships Parts Control Center
(SPCC)-managed items are assigned a value of .5 and all Navy Aviation Supply
Office (ASO)-managed items are assigned a value nf ,0l1. Therefore, Naval
Supply Systems Command (COMNAVSUPSYSCOM) tasked Navy Fleet Materiai Support
Office (FMSO) by reference (1), Appendix A, tc conduct an Operations Analvsis
study as defined in reference (2), Appendix A, tc develop Item Essentialitywy
values for SPCC-managed repairable items based upon Item Mission Essentialitw
Codes (IMECs). IMECs were previously developed based on Military Fssentialitvy
Codes (MECs) and Mission Criticality Codes (MCCs).

An MEC represents the importance of an item to a component, an M(C relates
the importance of a component to a military assignment and an IMEC indicates
the importance of an item to the mission assignment of the militarv unit in
which the item is installed. An IMEC waes assigned for everv application of an
item. Only 6% of the items included in this study were assigned a unique IMEC
as a result of the item having only one application or because each
application of the item was assigned the same IMEC value. Since 947 of the
items were assigned at least two different IMEC values due to multiple 1
applications, the study focused on developing a methodologv for determining a
unique IMEC for items which have multiple applications with different IMFCs.
This unique IMEC for each item was identified as an Item Essentiality value.
Therefore, essentiality for a particular application of an item is identified
as an IMEC, and essentiality of the item (as defined bv an individual Naticnal

Ttem Identification Number (NTIN)) to the Navv is identified as Item

Essentiality.




The MEC is assigned values | or 3, with | signifving that the item is
vital and 3 indicating the item is nonessential to the component on which the

item is installed. The MCC values ranrge from 1 through 5 and 4 through F,

with values 1 through 5 being synonemeus with A through E; e.g., 1 equals A
and 2 equals B. An MCC of ! signifies the component is least essential

and an MCC of 5 implies the component is vital. The IMEC and Item
Essentialitv are assigned values 1 through 5, with 1 indicating the item is
least essential and S5 signifving the item is vital to the mission assignment
of the militarv unit in which the item is installed. Since less than 1% of

the IMECs and MCCs were 5s, which represent life support equipment; e.g., iife

rafts, this material was treated as 4s in the study.

The MCC development concept was based on Casualty Reports (CASKEPs) and
was documented in reference (3), Appendix A. The four steps shown here
explain the process for developing MCCs:

MCC 4 was assigned if the ratio of C3 plus C4 CASREPs to C.2 CASREPs
was at least one to five and the ratio of C4 to C3 CASREPs was at
C3+C4 1 ¢4 .1

o ~Zsand Gz zg .

. MCC 3 was assigned if the ratio of C3 plus C4 CASREPs to C2 CASREPs

least one to three; i.e.,

was at least one to five, but the ratio of C4 to C3 CASREPs was less ;

. C3+C4 1 [ ‘>
than one to three; i.e., =23 and 3 < 3 !
. MCC 2 was assigned if the ratio of C3 plus C4 CASREPs to C2 CASREPs
C3+C4 1

was less than one to five; 1i.e., o < 5
MCC | was assigned if there were no historical CASREPs.
TABLE T shows the IMEC value which is assigned for each of the possible
combinations of MEC and MCC values. When the MEC is 1, the IMEC is assigned
the same value as the MCC, and when the MEC is 3, the IMEC is assigned a value

of 1. Ninetv~eight percent of the MEC values are 1.

A
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. ,




TABLE 1
IMEC Determination
MEC MCC TMEC
ltem to Component Component to Mission item to Mission i
(DEN COO8E) (DEN C003Y) (Proposed DFN C008C)
—
1 5 or E A
1 4 orD 4
! 3 orC 3
1 2 or B 2
1 1 or A 1 J
3 Any of Above i j

‘ NOTE: DEN is an abbreviacion for Data Flement Number

II. TECHNICAL APPROACH

A. ITEM ESSENTIALITY DETERMINATION. Fifteen methods were analyzed for

determining an Ttem Essentiality value for each NIIN regardless of the number
of applications for the item. Input items which were assigned cne IMEC value
as a result of having only one application eor having the same IMEC value
assigned for all applications were also processed by each method. Alticugh
the Item Essentiality for these particular items was the same for everv
method, the items were included in the results to show the Ttem LEssentiality

distribution for all active SPCC-managed repairnbles for which sufficiert data

was available. Many input records did not contain IMECs because of
insufficient data and were prcocessed in three manners:

Excluded from processing

Assigned IMEC values of 1
Assigned IMEC values of 4
Assigning values of | and 4 to undefined IMFECs allows one to observe the

extreme values possible in each method.

- o y




The 15 methods of determining Item Essentiality values are listed below:

Highest

Mode

Ratios

APL/ETIC/UIC Weighted Average (fractions rounded down)

APL/EIC/UIC Weighted Average (fractions rounded off)

APL/EIC/UIC Weighted Average (fractions rounded up)

Population Weighted Average (fractions rounded down)

Population Weighted Average (fractions rounded off)

Population Weighted Average (fractions rounded up)

APL/EIC/UIC Weighted TMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded down)
APL/FIC/UIC Weighted IMFC Weighted Average (fractions rounded off)
APL/EIC/UIC Weighted IMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded up)

. Population Weighted IMFC Weighted Average (fractions rounded down)
Population Weighted TMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded off)
Population Weighted TMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded up)

There are basically seven methods with three rounding techniques applied to
four of the methods. FEach of the methods are described below, and examples
using the data from TABLFE 11 are presented to explain the computations. The
data represents TMEC values and correspeonding populations of feur different

applications of the same item (NTIN).

TABLE IT1
Example Data
IMEC Population
1 10
2 5
2 3
4 4




1. Highest - the highest; i.e., the most vital, IMEC assigned to an

application of an item is assigned as the Ttem Essentiality value for the
item. An Item Essentiality value of 4 is assigned to the example item.
2. Mode - the IMEC which is assigned most frequently to applications

the item is assigned as the Item Essentiality for the item. In himodel

situations; i.e., two or more modes occur, the more vital (higher) TMEC is

selected. The example item is assigned an ltem Essentialityv of 2 for this

method.

o1

3. Ratios - this method is similar to the MCC development concept with

the exception that IMECs for the various applications of the same NIIN are

used instead of CASREPs.

Item Essentiality 4 is assigned if the ratio of the sum or IMEC 3

o

4s to IMEC 2s is at least one to five, and the ratic of IMEC 4s tc

is at least one to three.

s + 4g
25—

Y

is

[ e
ane 3

e

. Item Essentiality 3 is assigned if the ratio of the sum of IMFC 3=

4s to TMEC 2s is at least one to five, but the ratio of IMFC 45 to

is less than one to three,

3s £ 4s 1 gds 01
25 ~ 5 4 ag T 3

. Item Essentiality 2 is assigned if the ratio of the sum of IMEC 3s
4s to IMEC 2s is less than one to five, but not equal to zerc. 17
are no IMEC 3s or 4s, IMEC 2 is assigned only if the ratio of IMEC

to ls is greater than or equal to one to three.

ﬁ;;—l'—si ~ % , except if 3s + 4s = 0 and

—
2]
o

|l\)

. Item Essentiality | is assigned if there are no IMEC 3s or 4s, and

ratio of IMEC 2s to ls is less than one to three.

35 + 45 = 0 and 2s < 1
1s 3

and

3s

and

and

there

-

the




For the example item, the ratic ot the sum of IMEC 3s and 4s to IMEC 2s is cne

to two. GSince this is greater than one to five, the ratio of IMEC 4s to 3s
must be computed. The ratio of 4s te 3s is greater than one to three.
Therefore, the example item is assigred an Item Essentialitv of 4.

4, APL/EIC/UIC Weighted Average (fractions rounded down) - the Item

Essentiality is assigned by using an application weighted average. The
equation below illustrates the computations involved with this method, which

the same as applving an arithmetic mean to the input file. All fractions in

this method are rounded down to the next lower integer; e.g., 2.9 = 2,
4
- 3,
. f\l 1
i=1
i=1
where

i = IMEC value

Ri = applications (records) for the item for IMEC i
o (x1) + (2x2) + (0v3) + (Ix4) _ 9/4 = 2. 95
Example: IRy e 9/ 2.25

The numerator and denominator of the equation above are explained as
follows: one application had an IMEC 1, two applications had IMEC 2, zero
applications had IMEC 3 and one application had an IMEC 4, With fractions
rounded down, the item is assigned an essentiality of 2.

5. APL/EIC/UIC Weighted Average (fractions rounded off) - Item

Essentiality is assigned in a similar manner as Method 4 with the exception
that fractions are rounded off., That is, fractions of .5 and greater are

rounded up to the next higher integer, and fractions less than .5 are rounded




down to the next lower integer; e..g, 2.4 = 2 and 2.5 = 3. With fractiens

rounded off, the 2.25 computed above is rounded to 2.

6. APL/EIC/UIC Weighted Average (fractions rounded up) - lItem

Essentiality is assigned in a similar manner as Methcc 4 with the exceprion

‘_,
|

that fractions are alwavs rounded up to the next higher integer; e.g.,
3. With fractions rounded up, the 2.25 computed above is rounded to 3.

7. Population Weighted Average (fractions rounded down) - the item

Essentiality is assigned using a population weighted average. The equation

below illustrates the computation of this method. All fractions & ¢ rounded

down,
v Py
i=1 .
R
i=1
where
i = IMEC value
P. = population of the item for IMEC i

1

(0x1) + (8x2) + (OxY) + (4x4)
100+ 8+ 0+ 4

Example:

The numerator and denominator of the equation above are explained as
follows: a population of 10 corresponds tc the application with an IMEC 1, a
population of 8 cecrresponds to the applications with IMEC 2, zerc TMEC 3s are
observed and a population of 4 corresponds to the application with an IMEC 4.
With fractions rounded down, the item is ossigned an essentialitv of 1,

8. Population Weighted Average (fractions rcunded o1f) - Item

Essentiality is assigned in a similar manner as Method 7 with the exceptioen
that fractions are rounded at .5. With fractione rounded off, the example

item is assigned an essentiality of 2.

SISO PN ¥ ORI
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G. Population Weighted Average (fraciions rounded up) - ltem Essentialityv

is assigned in a similar manner as Method 7 with the exception that fractions
are alwavs roanded up.  With tractions rounded up, the example 1tem is
| assigned an essentialityv of 2.

10.  APL/EIC/UIC Weighted IMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded down) -

ltem Fesentialitv is assigned in 2 s¢imilar manner s Methed & with the
! addition that the more vital IMECs were given more weight i this methed. The

equation below illustrates the computation of this method. All fracticens are

reunded down.

S P
=t
iRy
i=1
where
i = IMEC value
R, = applications for the item tor IMEC 1
Vi = parameter value which varied according to i 1s shown below:
1 W
] 1
2 10
3 S0
4 100

These particular weighting factors are derived from reference (4), Appendix A.

C Oxlxl) # (10x2x2) + O0x0x3) + (100xdxd) w41 0
Example: (1x1) + (1n=2) + (30xN) + (100x1) e
This example is identical to the equation in the example of Method 4 except

for the addition of the weighting factors. With tractions rounded down, the

example item is assigned an essentiality of 3.




11. APL/EIC/UIC Weighted TMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded nt:d -

Item Essentiality is assigned in a manner similar to Method 10 wit: the

exception that fractions are rounded off. With fractions rounded oft, the
example item is assigned an essentialitv of 4,

12. APL/EIC/UIC weighted IMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded upi -

Ttem Essentiality is assigned in a manner similar to Method 10 with the
exception that fractions are alwavs rounded up. Wwith fractions rounded up,
the example item is assigned an essentiality of 4,

13. Population Weighted IMEC Weighted Average ({ractions rounded down) -

Item Essentiality is assigned in a manner similar to Methoed 7 with the
addition that the more vital TMECs are given more weight in this method. The
below algorithm illustrates the computation of this method. All fractions are

rounded down.

where

i = IMEC value

Pi = population of the item for IMEC {i
wi = parameter value which varies according tc i as shown below:
i W
1 ]
2 10
3 50
4 100
Fxample: UXIOX1) + (10x8x2) + (50x0x3) + (100x4x4) _ 1770
~Xample: (]X]O) ¥ (10)(“) + (Snxn) + (]r)()x,’.) A00 [OLA
Q




This equation is identical to the cquation for the example «f Method except
tor the addition of the weighting racters. With fractions rounded down, the

iter is assigned an essentiality ~f 3,

14. Population Weighted IMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded ofr) -

item Essentialitv i¢ assigned in a similar manner to Methed 13 with the
exception that fractions are rounded oftf, With fractions rounded off, the
item {s assigned an essentialitv of 4,

15. Population Weighted IMEC Weighted Average (fractions rounded up) -

Item Essentialitv is assigned in a similar manner to Method 13 with the
exception that fractions are alwavs rounded up. With fractions rounded up,
the item was assigned an essentiality of 4.

B. INPUT DEVELOPMENT. The Master Data File (MDF) was the scource rem which

NTIN/APL relationships were obtained for active 7G and 7H cognizance symbol
(cog) items. (In general, an item 1is considered active if any of the current
demand, repair or leadtime observations are greater than zero. Appendix B
contains the active item criteria.) The APL/UIC relationships were acquired
from Level 25 of the WSF, and EICs and MCCs were obtaincd from Level 17 of the
WSF. However, a large majority of the MCCs were not available from the WSF
and were extvacted from the MCC worktape which was developed during reference
(3), Appendix A. Separate input records were created for each different
application of an item; i.e., NIIN/APL/EIC/UIC combination. Therefore, items
were assigned more than one IMEC value unless the item had only one
application or each application of the item was assigned thc same IMEC value.
Sixty-one percent of the input records did net contain EICs and were not
assigned an IMEC because (as reference (3), Appendix A, explains) EICs were
necessary to develop MCCs which in turn were required to develop IMECs. A

more detailed description of the input development is contained in Appendix C.

10




The item and record counts of the universe input for this study are siown

below in TABLE III.

TABLE 111
Universe
Cog [tems Records
7H 18,786 1,053,547
7G 5,906 474,055
The input item and record counts shown below are fur items which were acsigred
one

IMEC either because the item had only one apnlication or c¢ach applicaticn

was assigned the same IMEC.

TABLE 1V
Unique !MECs

Cog Items Records
7H 1,483 7,921
TG 2 1513

The item and record counts below indicate the items ir which everv recerd

(application) for the item contained ar IMEC value.

(The informatior in TARLF
IV is a subset of the data in TABLE V.)
TABLE V
Complete Tnformation
Cog Items Records
7H 3,294 23,6020

; 289 1,522

TABLE VI shows the IMEC distribution of all input records feor which there

were appropriate data to develop IMECs.
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TARLE VI11
Item Essentiality Discribrion
Percentages of 7C and 7H Cog Items

s S
Item Fssentiality Values

- = """"1r‘__-“’~“ A A |
Method 1 2 3 4

- [V U A
Highest 18 - 21 48 13

Mode 32 25 18 ! ‘
Ratios 20 23 48 9
APL/EIC/UIC (down) 46 37 15 2
APL/EIC/UIC (off) 27 36 34 3
APL/EIC/UIC (up) 18 36 41 s
Pop (down) 45 38 15 z
Pop (off) 26 37 34 3
Pop (up) 18 36 41 5
APL/EIC/UIC/IMEC (down) 32 44 22 2
APL/EIC/UIC/IMEC (off) 18 25 50 7
APL/EIC/UIC/IMEC (up) 18 2l 49 12
Pop/IMEC (down) 2 44 22 2
Pop/IMEC (off) 18 25 50 7
Pop/IMEC (up) 18 2 49 12

e ———
Desired Dist. 15 40 i 40 5

When comparing the results of the various methods to the desired
distribution, the Highest and Ratios methods assigned approximately 607 i the
items with Item Essentialityv values of 3 or 4. The Mode generated 327 Item
Essentiality values of 1 versus the desired 15%. When the same rounding
technique was applied, the APL/EIC/UIC (Application) weighted average and
Population (Pop) weighted average produced nearly identical results. Hence,
the Application/IMEC weighted average and the Pop/IMLC weighted average also
show identical results to each other since the two techniques were weighted
the same. Rounding fractions off and down for the Application and Population
weighted averages produced two and three times as manv Ttem Essentiality
values of 1 than the desired distribution. The large percentage of Is
resulted in too few 3s and 4s. The Application and Pop weighted averages
produced results very similar to the desired distribution when fractions were

rounded up. Rounding fractions down using the Application/IMEC weighted and

13
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Pop/IMEC weighted averages assigned twice as many items with values of | and

hotf as manv items with values of 3 ard 4 when compared to the desired
distributien. Rounding fractions off and up for the Application/IMEC and
Pop/IMEC weighted averages produced about 607 [tem Essentialitv values of 3
and 4, and teoo tew values of 2,

As previously stated, the input was processed in three different manners
to assess the variabilitv of each method. TABLE IX expresses the results from
the three processing techniques with the use of bar graphs. The results from
rounding fractions down and off were excluded from the table for simplicitv.
Since the purpose of the table is to show the variability in each method,
including only the results of rounding fractions up reflects the variability
in the computation for all rounding procedures. There are three bars
representing the three processing techniques for all seven methods of
comparison. The first bar shown above each method, expresses the results for
that method when the value of 1| was substituted tor the IMECs of records which
were not assigned IMEC values due to a lack of information. The middle bar
represents the results from TABLE VIIT in which records without IMECs were
excluded from processing. The bar on the right of the set, illustrates the

results of substituting a value of 4 for IMECs of records which were not

assigned IMEC values.

14
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The following methods produced a large percentage (approximately 90%) of

Item Essentiality 4= when the value of 4 was substrituted for the IMFCs of
receords without IMEC values: Highest, Ratios, Application/IMEC weighted

average and Pop/IMEC weighted average. The Mode generated about 70% Item

Essentiality values of | when ls were substituted for IMECs without information.

The Application and Pepulation weighted averages were most resistent to
extremes when ls and 4s were used for IMECs of records that did nct contain
IMEC values. Therefore, these methods are least susceptible to change when
information becomes available to assign IMEC values to all applicaticens of
every item. Less information is required to implement and maintain the
Application weighted average than the Population weighted average. The
informaticon required for the Application weighted average is a suvset ¢f the

data required for the Population weighted average.

IV, SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Because of the ineffective essentiality coding scheme currently emploved
in UICP, reference (1), Appendix A, tasked FMSO with an Operations Analvsis
study to develop Item Essentiality based on IMECs. Since most items have
multiple applications for which various IMEC values are assigned, this
analysis compared seven computational methods with three rounding procedures
to determine a unique Item Essentiality value for an item regardless of the
number of applications. Because of insufficient data; i.e., four digit FIC
values, IMEC values were indeterminable for 61% of the input records.
Therefore, variability tests were developed to decide which methods were most
susceptible to change when the FICs were obtained and IMECs were available for
everv application of all items. Distributions were produced for each Item

Essentialitv method to show the percent of items for which each Item

16




Essentiality value was assigned. According to reference (5), Appendix 4,

desired Item Essentiality distribution is shown below in TABILE X. The
Application weighted average rounding fractions up produced results most
closely resembling the desired distribution and is also shown in TABLE X.

TABLE X
Desired vs. Application Weighted Item Essentiality Distributinon

item Essentialitv Values
——q—— ———
1 2 3 4
Desired Distri- 15 40 40 5
bution

Application 18 36 4] 5

Weighted

The recommended method was selected based on the rollowing criteria: (1)

generated Item Essentiality distribution, (2) easc in implementirg and

maintaining and (3) susceptibility to fluctuation.

V. RECOMMENDATION

FMSO recommends the following:

1. Determine Item Essentiality for SPCC-managed repairables using an
APL/EIC/UIC (Application) weighted average rounding fractions up.

2. Develop a UICP program to compute, load and maintain the Ttem

Essentiality codes.

17
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APPENDIX B: ALTIVE ITEM CRITERTA FROM U4ULX

An item is designated as "active" if arv ane of the fo.lowing criterian i« mei.

1. Any of the following Data Element Numbers (DFNs) are ",
AQO4A Svstem Recurring Demand Prequency Observatics o
A005 Current Svstem Recurring Maintenance Demand (rservatisn
A0OSA Current Svstem Recurring Overhaul Demand Checrvatios
A005B Current Svster: Carcass Return Ohservation
A00SC Current System QOthier Service Demand Observation
ADDG Current System Ncnrecurring Demand Observation

2. Any Issue Chservaticr (AGO6U Current Svster Tssue Observation) purpeose

code other than A or W ™ 0.

(S}

Item is MARK 2, 3, or 4 (BO6&7R, C, D).

<

4, Numeric DRIPR Code teor any one of DENs BGO!A, K, O, D, cr .

5. Svstem Order Quantityv (B021) = 0,

6. Any of the leadtime observations = 0.
BO10G Curulative Production leadtime Observatison
BO11G Cumulative Procurement Leadtime Chservation

7. Any of the Repairable DENS 0.

FOOQ9D Curutative Repair Induction Ounantit-
RO12C Cumuliative Navv Reperting Repalr in Proces . Ti~e o civin:
BO12K Cumulative Navv Nenreporting and Commercia: ~epoaiy 80

Observation

8. Item is in » family (CUOIA = Blank).

9. System Inrternal Due-In, Purpcee Code A and Conditior (e 5 (AOGE -

10. Item has Maintenance Demand Orservatisr bistory Code (BOS2Y cther than

a space.




APPENDIX C: INPUT FILE DEVELOPMENT

The purpose of this appendix is to describe how the data elemiuts neecded
to calculate the IMECs ror 7H and 7G cognizance svmbol (cog) active iter:
were developed. A Computation and Research Evaluation Svstem (CakiS) irpus
file of 7H and 7G active items provided the National Ttrer. ldentificutier
Numbers (NIINs) for this study. Level 17 of the Weapnns Svsten File (WSF),
Level 25 of the WSF and the Master Data File (MDF) were used tco develop the
data. The MDF was used to develop the NIIN to Allewance Parts list (APLD
relationships and Level 25 of the WSF developed the PL reo UIC yo:atinneln.,
Level 7?5 of the WSF was also used tr extract needed data clemente from Love.
17 of WSF. TABLE 1 indicates what data elements were extracted frer cach o

these data files (the DEN for the data element is in parerthesi-;.




TABLE i
Dats Flement. Needed to Caleulate the

Level ~l;?;fﬁﬁ_FSF

UIC -~ Unit Tdentiricating Locde

UIC AINAC - UIC Application/Identification Number

Activiry Code
APL - Allowance Parts ligt
AT ATNAC
RIN = Record identification Numher
RIN POP -~ RIN Pepulatiorn
PiC - Fquipmert ldentification Code
MCC - Missior Criticality Code

Level 25 of the WSF

Urc

U1 AINAC

APL

APL ATINAC

OTY PEE APPL - Quantity per Application
MDF

N1IN - Naticnal Ttem Identification Number

COG - Cognizance

FSC - Federal Suppiv Class

i‘\i'!,

APL AINAC

NTTN to APL POP

PART T0 COMP MEC - Part tao Component Military
Fssentiality Code

DEXs
(DNOR)

(DO29)
(DOO8&)
(D029}
(E221)
D011
{DNOKD)
{CO03Y)

(DOO&"
(D29
(DO0E)
(D029)
(DOl

(D046D)
(C003)
(C04L2)
m0O09)
U29)
o1

{CHOBF)




The data elements from these three files wir. onsolidated resultin, irn
unique data recorde per NIIN/APL/Record Identificatic: Number (F'N1/Unit
ldentification Code (U'IC) combination. Ship Tvpe and Hull Number (STHN) were
extracted from the Visibilitv and Management cf Suppert Cects (VAMOSCS file
and added to the data record. The STHN and Equipment ldentification (nde
(ETICY for each record were converted to a ship class and lead EIC,
respectivelyv.

Mission Criticality Codes (MCCs) were extracted {rom the MO worktape
based on the ship class and lead FIC and added to the data record. ¢ a

record alreadv contained an MCC from lLevel !7 of the WSF, it wasz ~verridden

the MCC from the worktape -ince the MCC worktape contajned more recent Jdat:,

Records with incomplete FICs were coded "Z" in the MCC datn Tield whilc

records with complete EICs but ne match with the MUC worktape were ooded witn
a "1" MCC. The RIN POP was summed across identical NIINJAPL/LIC/TIC vecor?s

resulting in unique dota records per NIUIN/APL/MIC/UIC. An Item Military

o
Modooand

Essentiality Code (IMEC) was determined for each record huszed on the

T
Pl

Military Essentialitv Code (MEC) as shown ir TABILE

TABLE 171
IMEC Determination Based on the MCC and the MEC

Hee MEC IMEC
5 or E 1 4
4 or D 1 4
Jor C ] 3
2 or B 1 2
l or A 1 I
Z Any of Above biank
Anv of Above 3 1
Any of Above 5 4
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