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ABSTRACT

This paper studies the optimal inventory levels of Korea Assault Amphibious Vehicle(KAAV)’s assemblies in
order to assure the required operational availability. The simulation model is built and implemented for the impact

of the inventory levels on operational availability. Using regression analysis and integer programming, the optimal
inventory levels of essential assemblies are suggested and analyzed. Finally, sensitivity analysis is conducted with

recycling maintenance delay time.
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Table 2. Ranks about the usage of KAAV assembly

on aggregate(field + depot) maintenance
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Fig. 1. Organization of simulation model
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Table 8. Results of simulation
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Table 12. Changes of Recycling maintenance time

probability  distribution according to
maintenance delay time decreased
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Table 13. The result of multiple regression analysis
with 6 variables
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Table 14. The result of integer programming according
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