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Bill Myers 
Ray Hall 

SUBJECT: Annual SAR Review 

Tbe December 1991 Selected Acquisition Reports (SARs) were 
submitted to the Congress in March, 1992, in support of the fiscal year 1993 
budget request. At the request of Congressional staff, we have examined 
these reports in detail. Our examination reveals that the Department of 
Defense (DoD) projects total program costs about 1 percent below levels of 
a year ago (adjusted for inflation and quantity changes), but cost projections 
for individual systems vary widely and the results of our analysis should be 
interpreted with caution. 

This memorandum presents these results, highlighting aggregate cost 
changes and individual weapons system program changes. All costs are in 
current budget authority, unless otherwise noted. 

AGGREGATE COST CHANGES 

The total program costs provided in the SARs include research and 
development, procurement, military construction, and operation and 
maintenance appropriations. Total program costs reflect actual and projected 
costs of selected weapon systems from the development phase through the 
final buy. This year, the SARs cover 111 systems including 6 reports that are 
being submitted for the first time and over 2,500 pages of information. The 
systems' costs represent nearly 40 percent of the Administration's 1993 request 
for weapons procurement. Excluding systems that were first included in the 
SARs in the past year, ow analysis shows that DoD projections of total 
program costs have increased by about 2 percent ($163 billion) over the past 
year, unadjusted for inflation and quantity changes. 



The Defense Department reports projected cost changes in seven basic 
categories. The categories and their contribution to this year's cost changes 
are as follows: 

o Economic channg are cost changes resulting from a difference 
between actual and previously projected price growth, and from 
differences between past and current economic projections. 
These two differences combine to decrease projected costs in the 
SARs by about $183 billion 

o tv ch- refer to changes in the quantity of weapons to 
be procured. The SARs show that the planned quantity changes 
increase costs by $40.7 billion. 

o Schedule c h a n ~ e ~  are changes in procurement delivery schedules, 
production completion date, or intermediate development or 
production milestones. These changes combine to increase costs 
by nearly $0.7 billion 

o En~ineer in~  c h a n g ~  are changes in the physical or functional 
characteristics of the system, which this year decrease costs by $9 
billion. 

o Estimating chan _e@ are changes in total program cost due to a 
correction of error in preparing the original estimate, refinement 
of a previous estimate, or a change in program or cost-estimating 
assumptions and techniques not provided for in the other cost- 
change categories. For these reasons, DoD has increased its 
previous cost estimates by $4.2 billion. 

o S m s  are cost changes associated with training and 
training equipment, peculiar support equipment, activation of an 
operational site, and initial spares and repair parts. These 
changes increase.costs by almost $0.6 billion. 

o Other chanm are changes in program cost not provided for in 
the other cost variance categories. These changes decrease costs 
by $2.5 billion. 



Setting aside cost changes due to updated inflation assumptions and 
procurement quantities, total program cost projections are down about 1 
percent ($6.1 billion) since December 1990 (See the top panel of Table 1) 
compared with a nearly 5 percent increase ($39.4 billion) a year ago. 
However, this analysis should be cautiously interpreted with three points in 
mind. 

First, the results of any cost growth study depend on what systems are 
included in the analysis. Changes in the world situation and the acquisition 
environment have caused many programs to be terminated or restructured, 
and the overall decrease this year is primarily caused by these programs. The 
top panel of Table 2 shows that of 19 weapons with cost decreases, 18 systems 
were either terminated or restructured. Excluding these programs results in 
a 3 percent or $18.7 billion increase as against a 1 percent or $6.1 billion 
decrease (See the middle and top panels of Table 1). On the other hand the 
bottom panel of Table 2 shows 13 systems with cost increases of 10 percent 
or more. Excluding all weapons with cost increases or decreases of at least 
10 percent results in an overall cost increase of 1 percent or $8.4 billion (See 
the bottom panel of Table 1). 

Second, cost growth in individual systems varies widely from a 100 
percent decrease for the Army's future infantry fighting vehicle to a 170 
percent increase for the Army's future armored resupply vehicle (both systems 
are part of the armored system modernization program). Cost growth 
percentages are only one measure of how well a weapons program is 
progressing; the dollar value of the change is important also. For example, 
a 10 percent increase in last year's estimate for the Army's multiple launch 
rocket system terminal guidance warhead would cost $26 million, while a 4 
percent increase in the C-17 aircraft estimate would cost nearly $1.3 billion. 
Furthermore, the analyst should review the reasons for cost change. For 
example, the 46 percent increase in the Army's Stinger RMP missile resulted 
horn "corrections to last year's report," while a 11 percent increase in the 
Navy's AOE-6 fast combat support ship resulted from price increases (See 
Table 2). Congressional staff can refer to Summary Tables provided in the 
appendix to review cost growth percents, dollar amounts and the major 
reasons cited for cost changes for all of the systems included in this analysis 
(Army, Navy, and Air Force data are highlighted in separate tables). 



TABLE 1. COST GROWTH EXCLUDING ECONOMIC AND QUANTITY CHANGES 
SINCE DECEMBER 1990 (In mlllion8 of current dollars and percents) 

Se rvlce with Program Management Responslblllty Percent Dollers 

Total Cost Change8 

Army 
Navy 
Alr Force 
DoD 
Grand Total 

Totals Less Systems with Cost Decreases of 10 Percent or More 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
DoD 
Grand Total 

Totals Less Systems with Cost lncreeser or Decreasor of 10 Percent or More 

Army 
Navy 
Air Force 
Do0 
Grand Total 

Note: Excludes systems that haw classtfied estimales or were firsl included in the SARs 
In the past year. 

a. Less than one-half of one percent. 
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Finally, CBO and other defense analysts' have pointed out many 
weaknesses in using the SAR data. For example, because the costs reported 
in the SARs include DoD's projections of future costs, the accuracy of these 
projections will not be known until all of the weapons have been produced 
and delivered. 

Nevertheless, the information contained in the SARs is very valuable. 
The SARs are useful for monitoring cost changes and other developments in 
weapons acquisition programs, and for providing rough indicators of overall 
cost growth in procurement programs. 

COST CHANGES FOR INDIVIDUAL WEAPONS 

Congressional staff have found certain data from past reviews to be especially 
useful in helping them cope with the volumes of data contained in the SARs. 
These data are presented in the summary tables provided in the appendix 
(Army, Navy, and Air Force data are highlighted in separate tables) and 
include: 

o unit cost changes based on procurement and total program 
funding, 

o program status relative to established milestones and weapons 
deliveries, 

o effects of production rate changes, and 

o expected contract overruns and undermns. 

Unit Cost Growth 

Current law requires that Congress be notified when projections of program 
acquisition unit costs are more than 15 percent higher than a specified 
baseline for a particular program. The baseline is either the first 
comprehensive SAR, the SAR from the previous December, or another SAR 
in cases where a previous breach had occurred. 

I. See Paul G. Hough, Pitfalls in C a l c u s  I . . .  Growth born Se ected Acaulsltlon 
JewrtS, RAM), N-3U6-A.F, 1992. 



Table 3 shows that based on a December 1990 to December 1991 
comparison, three SAR systems would violate the 15 percent threshold if 
acquisition would continue as planned by the Administration-the Air Force's 
space shuttle rocket booster (23 percent) because of a reduction of two 2 
booster buys, the Air Force's sensor fused weapon (37 percent) because of a 
reduction of about 6,000 weapons, and the Air Force's Titan IV missile (24 
percent) due primarily to a schedule slippage of about four years. 
Additionally, five other systems would experience unit cost growth of over 15 
percent, although the Administration plans to terminate or cancel production 
of all five of these systems. The five systems are the Army's ADA'IS air 
defense system planned for deployment with heavy divisions, the Navy's fixed 
distribution system planned for use on ships to detect enemy submarines, the 
Navy's supersonic low-altitude target system, the Navy's SSN-21 Seawolf attack 
submarine, and the Air Force's advanced cruise missile program. 

In addition, CBO has identified several systems which have violated the 
threshold during the previous twelve months. These systems include three 
Army programs-the Avenger missile (32 percent) because of growth in missile 
costs, the family of medium tactical vehicles (35 percent) because of growth 
in hardware costs, and the Javelin advanced anti-tank weapon system (25 
percent) due to schedule slippage, and five Navy programs-the AOE-6 fast 
combat support ship (30 percent) because of production inefficiencies at 
National Steel and Shipbuilding Company, the lead manufacturer, the DDG- 
51 Arleigh Burke destroyer (18 percent) because of reduced annual buys, the 
EA-6B aircraft (30 percent) and the F-14D remanufactured aircraft (23 
percent) because of a decreased business base for Grumman Aerospace 
Company, and the MWO torpedo (23 percent) because of production 
deferrals. The Administration would continue production of all of these 
systems except the F-14D aircraft. 

Schedule Performance 

One measure of schedule performance is the degree to which contractors are 
meeting the planned delivery schedules. According to the SARs, most of the 
systems remain on or ahead of delivery plans, with about 10 percent behind 
schedule-most notably the Navy's Mk50 torpedo and the Air Force's 
advanced cruise missile, two programs which have experienced significant cost 
growth over the past year. The status of major milestones, such as completion 
of testing production deliveries, and contract award dates, are other indicators 
of overall program execution, and, specifically acquisition costs. For example, 
a delay caused by technical, material, or manpower problems may requite 



TABLE 3. NWJN-MCCURDY PROORAM ACQUISITION WST COST BREACHES 

system Name 

Percent Changes tom BaseUne - 
UnltCost Ouentlty 

RogremwtthReducedaOefenedRodrctlon 

Stma Fused Weapon (Ak Face) 37 

Thn N M l ~ ~ l l e  (A& Face) 24 

IUS Space Booder (Ar Face) 23 

Rogmms Pbmed f a  Roductlon Cancelbtion a Termhation 

ADATS A& Defense W e m  0 786 

SLAT Mlsslle (Navy) 437 

SSN-21 s e a ~ o r  ~ m h e  wavy) 1 68 

F k d  DlsMbUltlon System (Navy) 104 

Advanced Cnrlse MssUe (Air Face) 10 

- - - 

Souce: Cangessbnal Budget Oface 

a. Less lhan one-hal of are percent 



additional funds to resolve, but other delays such as a three month delay in 
initial flight testing may not involve additional costs. According to the SARs, 
60 percent of all systems have been behind in at least one milestone. 

Effects of Production Rates on Costs 

Unit costs are also affected by changes to the production rates which can 
occur for many reasons, including material or labor shortages, production line 
changes, changes in technology, or budgetary ceilings that result in 
reallocating dollars to fewer systems. When production rates are stepped-up, 
savings generally occur because the use of facilities comes closer to their 
capacities and the work force becomes more efficient. For this reason, DoD's 
management initiatives during the last decade included economic production 
rates. 

As shown in Table 4, SAR system costs have been reduced by about 
$1.8 billion due to production rate changes for about 6 systems, most notably 
the Navy's MWO torpedo ($700 million), the Navy's standard missile ($410 
million), and the Air Force's B-1B aircraft modifications ($360 million). In 
contrast, the SARs also provide evidence that the production rates for 16 
programs have been slowed, raising costs by about $3 billion, most notably the 
Air Force's Titan IV missile ($980 million), the Army's hellfire missile ($310 
million), the Air Force's C-17 aircraft ($300 million), the Air Force's 
AMRAAM missile ($290 million), the Army's medium tactical vehicle 
program ($260 million), and the Air Force's sensor fused weapon ($260 
million). 

Under current law, DoD must report contractor cost information for the six 
largest (in dollar value) contracts in each program. Of the contracts affected 
by this reporting requirement, program managers estimate eight times as 
many contract cost overruns as underruns (107 versus 14). The unclassified 
estimates that are published in the SARs show that expected overruns would 
cost about $9 billion compared to $300 million in savings from expected 
underruns. 

However, this picture of contractor cost performance is incomplete 
because limiting the report to six contracts may exclude other large contracts. 
While six contracts may include a major portion of the contract effort of a 
small program like the Army's TOW-2 missile, this is not the case with large 
programs like the Air Force's C-17 aircraft or the Navy's Trident submarine. 
In these cases, the reporting .requirement effectively limits the inclusion of 
cost performance of several large contracts. 



TABLE 4. EFFECTS OF PRODUCTION RATE CHANGES (doYPn h m) 
- 

Changes from Basel he 
- - 

System Nerne DoW8 Percent --- 
Roductlar, Rate C-s Resulting h Rooram S a t h ~ ~  

W - 6 0  Tapedo QJavy) 
Standard Mlsslle (Navy) 
8-1 8 Atcraft (At Force) 
DDG-61 Destroyer (Navy) 
Army Data Dlsbibcrtbn System 
WQQ-8!3 Combat System (Navy) 

Roductlm Rate Changes Resuhg h haeased Rogram Costs 

lltan N Mlsslle (At Face) 
Laser Hellfte Missile Wmy) 
C- 17A Alrcrali (At Face) 
AMRAAM MssUe W Face) 
Medm Tectlcal Vehlcles VhTlYj 
Sensa Fuzed Weapon (Air Face) 
Jayelin Msslle (Amy) 
Trldent 11 MlssUe (Navy) 
WUW Msslle (Navy) 
NAVSTAR User Equipment (Abr Force) 
FAAD c.1 NCTR @my) 
Maruever Control System Wmy) 
IUS Rocket Booster W Face) 
Avenger Missile (Army) 
FAAD C21 Gromd-based Radar (Army) 
SVJCGARS Radb (Amy) 

--------me----- ----------- 
Sara?: ~ ~ I B u d g e t O l l l c e  

a. Less IhM one-hal d one percent 



Appendix Tables 
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TARE A-2. COST GR~WTH UCLUMNG ECONMC AND auANnw CHANGES SINCE DECEMEER 1880 FOR SELECTED IUW SYSTEMS 
(In mllllonr af curant  ddlnra and pscanb) 

system ~ m s  Pscecrt DolRrs M a p  Reason(s) fw Cost C h a m s  i t  

ANBSY-1 Submarine Combat System a 5 Very smal changss h estlmatlng and w p m  mtegutas. 
m lsaa -eg  swace S ~ ~ A S W  CO-t system a 5 Many changes that net lo a s m l  Inussse. 
AN/sav-1 S u S w e s h l p A S W C a n b a ~  -67% -1.153 Piopmtermhatsd 
AOE-8 W Canbat Sup(3act Ylip 11% 238 R s p i d n O h r d o n c ~ U ~ U m t v u e c r ~ h ~ l s e l 8 A R  
AttKnne Sdl- potedbn Jamner (ASP4 -8% 
AV-8E Mmt 

-46 ~ 4 - t o m - p h ~ p r o d u d k n p c a u s m s n t ~  
3% 238 Rsdv upgade krlsgatlon. 

UMH-QE Hsllw@m 1% 31 M n y  changss mat rmtto a s m l  Irwawe. 
CG 47 AEGIS Crulfm 1% 142 lncrsased estlmtes mr an shp systsmsandadfgtmam to Ea*actreqtamatr.  
SH-&lF Hs(lcopta (CV Hob) -4% -170 Dsamssd astlmates that a s  pstlel)r o(lsst by angklsshgand WppoR hamses. 
(NN muen canlss: 

(NN -72173 Csrlarr a -14 Oecrmsed conbad o m n  and refWcUons In olrMUlng and p8t dslvsy. 
(NN-7- c s r l s s  4% 201 lrlhllon ofbat and husase tor change uda upQ1m8. 

O W  51 oamoyar 2% 807 Incnamd M D  and fmmmmmt dmhm 
E-2C a f t  1% 48 lncnaseddmteattmtamprrthllydfabyqnmdky-nh#dmnpa 
E 4 A  a f t  5% 04  Ssmsmen(dadj~eddalma 
EA-66 Atmalt 8% 738 Rsvlssd tushess base  used by mncsAtbn of ma F-14 dRM by $ u r n  derrsasm. 
F-14DAtmt  21% 1.057 OuanMy-relatsdcostsrep~rtsdIn oms mtsgcrbs, mdconhcthrmhnllon coats. 
FIA-18 CID Mmft -22% -12.201 Rogam rea&udured (see I w m m  2). 
~ ~ x w ~ ~ t s t b c * s d  system FDS) -23% -1.281 Roductlonpogumtumklated 
HAW WsMa -1% -80 Rogamtamlmtud. 
nsrpoon ~ s s r  m 2 k n y E h a ~ m a t m t t o a s n m ~ I r w a w a .  
~ ~ ~ s ~ < ~ l s y s t e r n  -1% -112 Owsasad estlmdes fw me BhMmwk hdeapts and lowr 8lppDlt m@mmmtn. 
Landng CnR A t  Cushbn CCAC) I 4 I r lhmn 6Tsst and cmedxbns to prior rep- net to a aman Immoa 
LHO 1 knpMbbu hmdt SMp 7% 373 ~ ~ c w 4  t a s a r e d ~ ~ o n b l d p b . . r r d ~ ( b p b r 8 A R  
~ ~ 0 4 1  mrgovutant) ~ ~ d r ~ . n d r p 8 h l p  8% 78 l n R e t b n d l s d ~ l a d d i l b r , d U l M ' ~ d a m d b n r b p b r ~  
MCM 1 M b  -ship - 1% -14 M- 
M< 48 M CAP TupedJ -7% a Rop~blon lmpcnsmora p r p m  rmhdued 
Ma, T o r p ~ &  6% 482 Savmw tom mua dkbtt scheduls 6 low mUnata~ m Pll(hvafbot by 8- Imam# 
Phalanx U W S  S w m  a 2 QusnMyrcMW costsroprtadln o thsmtsgorh ~ R y m s s t b y l a r a R l k D  mitlmta. 
~ h ~ a m  M s s k  a 2 Rsv(sed astlmate to r d h t a c b n l  wds. 
SU~L~SOIWC LOW Allhrds T6W (SUTJ - 1 5  -208 Rogamhrmhntud. 
SSN21S-UVl3SY-2 -10% -3.487 Rogamhrmhntsd. 
SSN 888 Slbmalm 1% 251 lrrrsased estlrmte to r M  wmad ~ k o ,  cham a d a s  and ow't-hmlm rqrpmrct 
sI.ndard u r n  (SM-2 M m  tO% 1.119 l 3 e v i w d ~ . n d ~ e d J ~ t ~ h - o c *  
T-A0 M7 Fbd O h  7% 207 lncsll.ebbuOd3.hlps~RhdwbbW Mal&,dh&.ndadRlhg.ndpdbkaym 
T45TS Tmhhg Mcmft 2% 151 Fordm a d n n g s  mfa 114usmmnta and aqpM inuenaa 
Tomhs*lkMlsslls a U l n a s a s ~  estlrmtes s a  psrthlly ofbet byreductlons h 8blacUa andslppat sbgtrb. 
T T M  ll MssNs a 80 I m s e s  tom srhsQlle atetch-out and hllallon onwt l t h  bwa astlmtsd p b ~ .  
TTM 11 Submslm 278 Infatton 6Tsmtandrsvlsedestlrntes. 
UHF ~dm- m ~ o m m v l l c a ~ m   dm 29b 1% 14 Infatton a a n d m r  m * n s ~  OpmaW F u n d r w p t o m ~  
V-22 Atam 18% 550 Congwsloml a ~ o f x h l l o n s  and rqrogumfmnpa 

LOSS w a a p m  rrlth darn of a l o  pscm or mua 1% 2117 

Note: E m -  qatams mat haw daoeJfled dmtss or vrae ltst lnchrdsd In Um SAFb h me past ymr. 

iI M)or  r m m  fw wst clnrrpss m slm rn dnctly tom the whnce aa)ysla wctlom h Um SARs or ~ ~ s n t  ow btmpeb~tlon oftI'm s u m  Istsd. 
ZJ A raruadlva a a n w  6eldsd nssrly $10 Mllon d pkr changes Wthout arry euwiarntlon The m g s  was a~prat)y dDm lo repat the FIA-18 E/F vwslm h a wprate 

SAR the SAR ~LT FIA-I~ EF shows a pnningestrmate of ordy $4 bi~~on. 



: x - k ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ a s t g ~ ~ g s  ' Q  I pl 37 I g ; ~ q ~ ~ g ~  I e r *  5 ; 5 5 5  g 8 4 
m = ; l y y s m  I I  I  

$ * $ * $ $ $  g  g g g s  g  $ g $ i S $ f  . t i t f i e E $ %  r N r r  a L i a  a e e g a m r  
1 * a %  

I  I  I I  
I I  I I  



TAB€ A--4. DECEMBER IOOl BBECTED m l g T 1 0 N  REPORT (Em m I E W  (IUYYARTTAEE FOR ELECTED ARW 8VSTEMB A u m  

NUNN-McCLAM 
AMENDMENT 

UNIT COST CWNOEB 
(P=cENT) ----------------- 

1892 TOT& 
AIOCUFEMW WOORAY 

BCHEDILE 
PERFORMANCE ------ 

DaYERT . STATUS --------- 
% M A D  %BEHIND 

EFFECTS OF PROWCTlON 
RATE CHANES 

DBECTED 03NTRACT QVERRUM DBECTED m R A C T  UIID€RMJM ---------------------------. 
ma. m m  

UWER AUOUNTQ UUFCIER AMOCNIff 
NULIBERm T- WE- NULBEAQT- WDERUN 
~ m m c m  -mcm m BnrreA W E  ............................ 

Ak Dknw W m  H.v COO-F-H) 
Army IZC D b W d o n  &.rn (Am) 
Adv. Fld Tact IZC Syr ( M A W  
A H 4 4  H.Rcopbr 
A I f h r a  h t y m b  W r n  LABAB) 
k m m d  Qmm Yabr t la lon  (AM) 
Army Tactkal M h l b  8yrcrn (ATACMS) 
A w n g r - R b d l  Mombd6thgr COO-@ 
BAT Ad-armor 8ubmunlllon 
8r-y FIgh(ln0 Vehkb m r n  (BFVS) 
CM-470 bl lcop.r  
---Llgn --pmOnm CH) 
Comht anlo 8upportCarW m r n  
Commnd. C m h l ,  and l m l i g n a  
FMDQ 
Wund-hnd k & r  
NCTU 

F b r o p l c a r a 6 U k r L ( K O B )  
Famh dU.dum lhc(lalVehkbr Furv) 
Adh-Adv. A-nk -pan Sye. (MWBU) 
ST- C3cwndB.M ModJl 
m l p  hllcop.r ( 0 ~ 4 8 )  
b r r  hllll, U o b b r  UWLI W r n  

Ip L m p b a A p c k w ~ n ~ )  
P L m p b a  blllC. 

Y l  Tank 
h n u w r b n b d - m  
M u m  bunch k d r t  m r n  (URB) 
U A B T u m k l  Gul&na - d u d  (TGW) 
Moblr eub.crbr Equlpmmnl (US) 
RbldMdb 
R L h d  L a d  W r n  W M V )  
am and Cb- A r m  VRI) 
U A B  R a b t  
lMmm P M d b  

mHC(UAB Rdo 
Blhgr  FIAP Mklb  
SUngly Canht  Pmlrctbn9ysbm 
TOW 2 M h h  
UH4OAA H o h p b r  

NOTER 
.I Notappkbb. 
bJ Cbemlhd am. 
J NoCongl.wloml drh .hrt 
dl Tote 6.rrnkrd 
e l  No c-ct h e  b a n a u b d a r  d hh drb. 
V L o r l h n  o m - h l o f  om p r c m t  (05%). 
01 T-l p q m m  coda krcludr only I.-h and bwbpmnte(lwt 
hi m m s  n d  mporbd 
V Cornprkon not poeabb. 
11 Rogrrn m e  brrnlmbd. 
U Conb.ctand.ch&h drawam pmrldrdatlh. p m m m  bwl. 



I N 1  l l # - - I  l * l  1 1  1  
I 1 1 1 1  I 1  I I I I I  
I 1 1 1 1  I 1  I I I I I  

I I I I ~ I I I I I I I  I I I I  
1 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1  
1 1 1 1  1 l l 1 1 1 1  

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 1 1  
I I I I I I I I  I l l  I I I I I I I  
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  1 1 1  1 1 1 1 1 l l  



TABLE A d .  OLEEYBR -1 SLeCTECJ EaUa)mOW m T  (gA9 R W E V I B U U U M Y  TAaE FOR IEIECTED AR FQICE SWlEUs -------- --- ----------------------------------------- - --- krg* 

NUNN- W W I D Y  SCHEDUE 
WENDMENT P E R F O R W E  

UMTCOBTCHANGES -------------- 
FJE=ENT) OEUVERY ----------------- BTATLB 

1Q92 TOTU --------- 
RY3CU€M3dl RIOUWM %WID % EMH) ----------- --- 10% --- 37% 

OI 4% 1 --- 
.I -1% --- loo% 
.I 2% --- --- 
.I 1 --- --- -- - 1% --- --- 
or --- --- --- OiJ% --- --- 
.I Y --- --- -- - Y --- 1% 
.I -- - .I .I 
.I -1- --- --- 
.I 23% --- --- 
.I -2% --- --- 
.I .I --- 10% --- -18% --- --- 
.I Y 4% --- 

EFFECTB OF P R O W O P I  EWtXEDCOWTRICT OVERRHI) ElBeCTEDCOMRICT UOERRW 
RATECHAMS ------------------. --------- ------- ----- -- -- tOTM TOTM 

R F C E M  OF %OWR AYOUNTff %UMW lllOUYTff 
C0918 BAVNOB DECBO NUMBERffTMQET OIlEFiWN NWBERffTARCET UNnaUN 

(W ESTlWlE CONtlW218PAICE8 *Y) COMRUX8PAICE9 6 W  
,-- ------ --- --- --- --- 5 11% in - -- --- --- 

a --- 2% --- --- --- - -- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 lo% --- --- --- --- JSO 1% a 5% 1m1 2 5% m --- 1% 4 21% lbg --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 5% 8 1 ia% m --- --- --- 8 a% --- --- --- --- --- --- 5 8% U7 1 1% P --- --- --- 2 2% 29 - -- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 
0 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 

11 --- 1% 1 2% a --- --- --- --- --- --- 2 2% 0 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 0 --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- --- 1 11% 55 --- --- - -- 
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