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SUBJECT: Annual SAR Review

The Selected Acquisition Reports (SARs) were submitted to the Congress
on April 2, 1990 in support of the fiscal year 1991 budget request. As part of our
continued efforts to assist the Congressional staff, we have examined these reports
in detail. Our examination indicates that the Defartment of Defense (DoD)
projects total program costs about 1 percent above Jevels of a year ago, but cost
projections for individual systems vary widely. However, this result is not conclusive
because, for the most part, the SAR estimates do not reflect the Administration’s
decisions that are necessary to lower the costs to meet the President’s targeted
funding levels, These decisions will be made during the upcoming program and
budget review in support of next year’s 1992/1993 budget submission.

This memorandum presents the results of our analysis, 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 99
p that have been reported previously and four additional reports being
submitted for the first time, for 2 total of 103 systems. The systems’ costs represent
nearly 53 percent of the Administration’s 1991 request for weapons procurement.
Excluding systems that were first included in the SARs in the past year, our analysis
shows that DoD projections of total program costs have increased by about 1
mt (37.9 billion) over the past year, unadjusted for inflation and quantity
ges.

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 changes 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
gm combine to increase projected costs in the SARs by about

J on.

o  Quantity changes refer to changes in the quantity of weapoas to be
procured. The SARs show that the planned quantity changes decrease
costs by $14.8 billion.

o Schedule changes are changes in procurement delivery schedules,
production completion date, or intermediate development or
production milestones. These changes combine to increase costs by

nearly $0.2 billion.
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o  [Estimating changes are changes in total program cost due to a
correction of error in preparing the ongmal estimate, refinement of a
previous estimate, of a change in program of 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 $8.6 billion. )

0 S_unm_chanm are cost changea associated with training and training
equipment, peculiar support equipment, activation of an operational
site, and initial spares and repair parts. These changes decrease costs
by $8.8 billion.

o Qther changes are changes in program cost not provided .for in the
other cost variance categories. These changes increase costs by $1.9
billion.

Setting aside cost changes due to updated inflation assumptions and
procurement quantities, total program cost projections are almost unchanged--down
about 0.2 percent ($1.3 billion) compared with a 3 percent ($20.0 billion) increase
a year ago. Army systems would grow about 2 percent or $2.5 billion, Navy systems
would decrease 1.4 percent or $5.4 billion, and Air Force systems would increase
less than 1 percent or $1.6 billion. The analysis should be interpreted with three
points in mind. First, DoD adjusted last year’s estimates only for inflation and
consistency with the 1991 budget request. Decisions on the quantities and funding
levels to request for the years beyond 1991 have not been made yet. Second,
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. Third, because the SAR data cover a limited part of
the Department’s spending for weapons acquisition, there may be increases or
offsetting cost reductions in other programs.



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 especm.lly useful
in helping them cope with the volumes of data contained in the SARs. These data
are highlighted in the summary tables provided in this memorandum. The Army,

Nz:ﬂvyEi and Air Force data are presented in Tables 1 through 3, respectively, and
include:

0  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,

o expected contract overruns and underruns, and

o  excluded costs.
Unit Cost Growth .
The SARs reveal that five systems violate the thresholds enacted into law to help
Congress cope with its cost growth concerns. Current law requu'es that Congress
be notified when pro;eﬂxons of either total program acquisition unit costs or current
fiscal year procurement unit costs are more than 15 percent higher than the baseline
for a particular program. (The projected costs in the December SAR of the
preceding fiscal year or in the first SAR submitted on the program is the baseline).
The Army’s Tactical Missile System (ATACMS) costs exceed the procurement
threshold by 46 percent. This is due solely to an Army decision to have a second
year of low rate initial production. Four other systems exceed the total program
threshold--the Army’s Family of Medium Tactical Vehicles (FMTV) program (87
percent), the Navy’s AMRAAM missile (35 percent) and the Air Force’s AMRAAM
missile (26 percent), and the Air Force’s Sensor Fused Weapon (21 percent). The
services have indicated that they are aggressively pursuing opportunities to reduce
AMRAAM’s costs. The FMTV breach is due partly because of a change in the mix
of vehicles to buy, resulting in the procurement of more expensive trucks. Several
systems came very close to breaking the threshold, including five Army
the data dlsm’butlon system (12 percent), ADATS air defense system (13 percent),
AHIP helicopter (13 percent), which would be terminated, SINCGARS radio (12
percent), and UH-GOA/L hehoo ter (13 percent); two Navy systems--the AOE-6 fast
combat support ship (12 peroent) and SSN-21 Seawolf submarine (13 percent); and
one Air Force system--the C-17A aircraft (12 percent). Three other Navy systems
came very near to breaching the threshol -the SH-60F helicopter, E-2C aircraft,

and T4S training aircraft--but because of security classifications, specific percentages
can not be provided.



Recent proposals announced by Secretary Cheney, indicate that the Air
Force’s B-2 bomber and C-17A airlift aircraft will exceed the total program
threshold as a result of reductions in quantities. According to Administration
estimates, dropping quantities for the B-2 from a plan of 132 to 75, could increase
unit costs by 42 percent but save $14.3 billion, while reducing the C-17 from a plan
of 210 to 120 could increase unit costs by 25 percent but save $11.9 billion. These
examples illustrate a problem in reducing the budget deficit by decreasing

tities. The proposals save money but drive up unit costs because of at least two
factors--1) fixed costs such as tooling, research and development, and military
construction, are spread over a smaller number of units; and 2) "learning curve”
effects—-earlier planes in a production run are more expensive than the later planes.

Schedule Performance

Unit cost increases might be anticipated in systems that are behind in completing
key program milestones. The status of major milestones, such as completion of
testing, production deliveries, and contract award dates, are indicators of overall
rogram execution, and, specifically acquisition costs. For example, a delay caused
technical, material, or manpower problems may require additional funds to
resolve, but other delays such as a three month delay in initial flight testing may not
involve additional costs. Tables 1 through 3 show that about 60 percent of all SAR
systems are behind in at least one milestone and that only a few are ahead.

Another 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 25 percent behind
schedule--most notably the Army’s Stinger Reprogrammable Microprocessor (RMP)
and the Navy’s Trident I! missile program. The Trident 11 missile initial operating
fc:ﬂpability date was delayed because of scheduled corrective action for prior missile
. failures. g
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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 resuit in reallocating dollars to
fewer systems. When production rates are stepped-up, savings generally occur
because the use of fa(:ilE'ties comes closer to their capacities and the work force
becomes more efficient. For this reason, DoD’s management initiatives include
economic production rates. The SARs show that costs have been reduced by about
$2.5 billion due to production rate changes for 17 systems, most notably the Navy’s
C/MH-53 helicopter (3450.3 million), the Navy's F-14D aircraft ($429.9 million), and
the Navy’s Tomahawk missile (3543.0 million). In contrast, the SARs also provide
evidence that the production rates for 32 programs have been slowed, raising costs
by about $6.7 billion, most notably the Army’s medium tactical vehicle program
(51,4802 million), the Navy’s F/A-18 aircraft ($437.4 million) and the MK-48
torpedo ($397.7 million) and the Air Force’s C-17A aircraft (31,526.2 million).



Coutract Cost Performance

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 five times as many contract cost
overruns as underruns (108 versus 20). The unclassified estimates that are published
in the SARs show that expected overruns would cost about $5.8 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 Peacekeeper missile or the Navy’s Trident submarine. In these cases, the
reporting requirement effectively limits the inclusion of cost performance of several
large contracts,

Costs Excluded

The SARs are most useful when they accurately describe the total costs of individual
systems. Failure to report certain costs clouds measurement of unit costs,
comparisons of total costs between periods, and cost growth calculations. Tables 1
through 3 provide the excluded costs we were able to find by comparing the SARs
with the Congressional Data Sheets and other budget justification materials.
However, we caution the reader that these costs may not be realized because of
fiscal constraints and recent developments in Europe. For example, the Army’s
Patriot missile costs were understated by $670.4 million. The SAR excludes the
costs of missiles procured with NATO air base defense funds~$185 million--and the
costs of radar and fire control units purchased on behalf of Italy in exchange for
other considerations—$485 million. Several Navy ship programs excluded advance
procurement in the current plan for ships to be procured beyond 1994, as well as the
procurement costs for those ships. Since the budget justification materials did not
identify the procurement costs, we estimated these costs based on historical data.
Based on these estimates, for example, the SSN-21 submarine program excluded the
procurement costs for 6 ships in 1995, totaling about $8.7 billion, the Trident
submarine program excluded the procurement cost for the 22nd and 23cd ships,
totaling $3.3 billion, the LHD-1 Amphibious assauit ship program exciuded the
procurement cost for a ship in 1995, totaling $1.1 billion, and the LSD-41 cargo
variant landing ship program exciuded the costs for 1 ship each in 1995-1998,
totaling $1.4 billion. The Air Force excluded all MX costs prior to April 1983, or
nearly $4.6 billion.

We estimate that $20.3 billion in costs are excluded from the program costs
for 14 systems. Tables 1 through 3 identify the amount and the percent increase
that would result if these costs were included in the current program.
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TABLE 3, ODECEMBER 1989 SELECTED aCOUSSITION REPORT (SAR) REVIEN SUMMARY, ARMY 24-Nay-90
DIFFERENCES IN
NUNN-NeCURDY AMENDNENT SCHEDULE PERFDRMANCE ACTHUAL DELIVERIES EFFECIS OF PRODUCTION EXPECTED CONYRACT GVERRUNS  EXPECTED CONWTRACT UNDERRUNS  CDSTS EXCLUDED
URIT COST CHAMBES BETMEEN SARS AND RATE CHANGES FROM SARS
(PERCENT) NUMBER OF DELIVERY 199 CONGRESSIONAL TOTAL YOT4L
* WILESTONES STATUS OATA SHEETS PERCENT OF T OVER ANOUNT OF T UNDER ANDUNT OF PERCENT OF
19%0 TOTAL COSTS SAVIMGS DET 6B MUMBER OF TARGEY OVERRUM WUMBER DF TARGET UNDERRUM  AMDUNT  CURRENT
SYSTEM NANE PROCUREMENT  PROGRAM  AHEAD BEHIND X AHEAD § BEWIND UNITS  PERCENT ISHE  ($M)  ESTIMATE  CONTRACTS PRICES (M) COMTRACTS PRICES  (3M) #1)  ESTIWATE
fdvanced Antitank Meapons Systea - ARNSW if 1 w—— e — - -— --- - 59 0.2 1 2.1 4,0 - — -— 13.7 0.3
ArlI Data Distribution Systes {ADDS) il 11.46% -~ 18 al al 4] - 1283 -~ 511 -— -—— -— -_— -— ——— -— —
fti-44 Heliropter - 2n -—— - - L} -1 -1.3 -—— == - - —e- w—— —— - -— - —
811 Source hnalysis Systea (ASAS) Y b/ - 1 LI 1] o/ - s e e - - == - --- - --- -
firay Tactical Missile Systes (ATACHS) W20 5.5 e ¥ e - -—- 3.8 - 21 2 8.41 26.3 —~—— - -— -— -
Bradley Fighting Vehicle Systea (BFVS) --- 0.3 3 4 - 1.1 -— -— - 122 . &1l - - e .- - - -—- ---
CH-47D Heltcngter - -1.02 § 2 Sl X ) | c/ - a—— e - — e -— — - -— - -
forward Area Air Defense Systeas (FARDSYH:
£oanand, Control, and Intelligence Y al -~ 30 al al c/ --- ——— em- --- [ 14.21 8.2 - oo - ——- -
Air Defense System Heavy (LOS-F-H) - 13.41 -= 15 —— ee- - —— ——— ees —— — —— — — — _— —— ——
Pedestal Mounted Stinger {LOS-R) —— K] w—- 7 5.0 - 9 22.51 B - .21 --- — -— - - —— 4.7 0.4
Fiher Dptic Guided Missile INLOS) af g{ 8 2 e o/ -— - - - i .0 0.4 — - —— —— -
Palletized Load Systes (PLE/FHTV) af 3, - 13 - ¢/ === wme s - B/ h{ L h h/ N/ -~ -
Fasily of Medius lactical Vehicles (FMTV) al Bb. 7L == 1} == === ! - 1480,2 -~ 17,41 -- -— - - - = === -—
dellftre Bodular Nissile Systes [HANNS) - .5 2 ] 12.08 - — - -= 1510 6,81 1 .01 1.9 - -_- - 0.4 rR ;!
Light Helicnﬂtu Progran (LWY) g/ y/ - 1 H al c/ -— -—— = -— e - — — ——— - - -—
Langhow (AANNS) 9/ -l - - YT c/ — ——— e - t 50 H.4 - — —— ——- -
Kt Tank - =7.61 -— 4 050 - pi) 091 — 4.9 o — -— —-— -— --- -—- 8,7 o.11
Multiple Launch Rocket Systea {WLRS) e F X - 3 &9 - 44352 12.81 0.3 - .01 === --- - - --- -— 4.5 0.11
WLRS Terainal Guidance Marhead 116N} g/ !l -—- & al al o/ - - e -=- —— - we- - —— -— - -—
Mobile Subscriber Equipsent (MSE) --- -3 - 3 al al 4] -—- - = -— -— -— -— — -— —— -—- -
ARIP Helicopter (DH-58 - 12.91 --- 2 .9 - ol --- —— e - -— - ——— - . w— --- —
Patriot Missile - o2 1 .- ome ee- a2 2.8 = = --- | .4 0.2 i 0.0 -—- b10.4 5.41
Sense and Destroy Arsor (SADARR) - 13 - e o - - 2.4 --- 1.9 y) 0.8 4.7 - - - - -—-
MRS Rocket Y 9.5%  above above above above above  above above above  above above above above ahove above adove above ahpve
155es Projectile al  -54,8L  above abave dbave above above  above above abave  above above above ahove abave above abave above above
SINCBARS Radio “e 1191 b ] -~~~ 281 el -—- 165,06 --- 3. -— —— -— —- -— -— — -—
Stinger AAP Nissile - -0,11 i b - L2 c/ ——- 550 -~ 2.0t | 1.3 3.1 i 1.a1 1.5 -—- ———
TON 2 Hissile --- 2.01 - 8 - 1.8 4384 LN — e -— i 30.00 1N} — e -— e -
UH-60A Welicopter - 12.92 4 2 = e -— - ——— me= — -— e -— —— - -—- 18.8 0.1
JSTARS Radar af -4.0  included under Air Force JSTARS,
NOTES:
al WMot applicable.
b/ Classified data. 6

e/ No Congressional data sheet,
d/ To be determined data.
e/ No contract has been awarded as of this date.
t/ Less than one-tenth o} cne percent 10.13).
I Total progras costs include only research and developsent effort.
b/ Data was not reported.
i/ Coaparison not possible.
)/ Program was tersinated,
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TABLE 2. DECEMBER 1989 GELECTED ACQUISITION REPDAT (SAR} REVIEN SURRAKY, Nav¥ 02-Nay-90
BIFFERENCES 1N :
NUNN-NCCURDY AHEMDNENT SCHEDULE PERFORNANLCE ACTUAL BELIVERIES EFFECTS OF FRODUCTION EXFECTED CONTRACT DVERRUMS  EXPECTER COMIRACT LWGEKRUNS  CDSIS EICLUDED
UNIT COST CHAMGES BETHEEN SAKS ANB RATE CHANGES FRDW 5ARS
{PERCENT) MINSER OF BEL IVERY 1] I:IMIIESSIM ToIAL 107 et 2
MILESTONES STalUs PERCENT OF 1 OVER  AMOUNE OF T _UNDER ANIUNT OF PERCENT DF
1990 T0iA COSTS SAVIMGS DEC DB NUMDER OF TARGE] OVERAUN  MUMBER OF TARGEY UMDERRUN CURRENT
SYSTEN NANE FROCUREREWNT  PROGAMN  AMEAD DEHIMD T AMEAD I DEMIMR  UNITS  PERCEMT {0} (W0 ESTIMATE  CONIAMCTS PMRICES (8 CONIRACYS PRICES 14 9 ESTIMIE
ANKANS Missile == 1681 iascluded under Rir Force AMRAAN. - - - e --- === -
AM/BEY-1 Subsarine Coakat System al al | L T al al cf === wan mme -— —-— == -— - == = - ==
AN/B5Y-2 Submarine Losbat Systes al a s=— = ¥l al cf === e mas === | 81 .l i .0 4.1 - =
AN/500-8% Surface Skip ASH Cosbat Systes: - === -—— - tl -—— 1 2601 1.3 b Ll 18.7
Basic MH/S00-89 al LI1  above above above above ibtve  above e - 1.6 above above  above  aowe  adave abave - -
ln roved AM/SOG-89 al L1 aove abeve above above dkove  ahove - - i e ve  above  above above above - -
Fast Coabat Sutpor Ship - l!.ﬂ w—— 3 al a of -— L - .01 ] 1241 .8 ne - m— = =-
Iurlmrne Seti-protection Jasser ASPI} o L1 e 2 al al cl - - - --- t 1 M - = e === ===
W-4B hirerait -—— o.s‘ —— wew 51 = —— - -— -—— — —— - —— — -—— ——— — —
C/WR-SIE Helicopter ——— —— w—— - —— ¢} — - §50.3 16.0% —— v ——— - . - - -——
L6 4] AEBIS Cruiser al -2. 11 e e e e .- === === = === 3 it .Y i Lt W == ==
SH-a0F *ll:*{" icy Kela) af ——— - —— e i 5. [H 390 —— .3t e - - [ ——— - —— -
£V Mrcralt Tareiers:
CVR-72/13 Carriers al -0.11 Y S | i == - - == - } L1 21 e == ==z === ===
CUN-14/75 Carrinrs al -1 —— - am= == [T o~ - - == - == - - - = - ===
DDE 54 Destroyer - - - 1 al al al - === 13h1 *51 [} a4 M. -— === - -—- -
E-X Aircraft — M - wn. -—— ——— —— — ™. — in — — — ——— - = ——
E-6h Aircratt al 101 - 2 BTN 11 - -— [ — — —— — — - f— nes nnn -
EA-bB hircraft al [ 1 Ll | | - - c/ - m—- =e- o = e —— v e e -~ -
F-14D Mireraft -en b/ '3 - e of - ol - A B R - = - -e - - -es -
F/h-18 Aircradt - b - e -- a5 R 1% S 3 X SRS ¥ - .- - o - e — ---
Fived Bistrisuted Systea (FO§) s 9/ ‘. - v - cf o= ol - - - e - - v - .=
HARN Missiie - 0.8 - 2 R 3! LTI X 6.8 -— 0.8 - — - - - - - ---
Harpoon Wissile - 2.4 Sl | Aandi X 1 n 1.11 WL - i e - - e e - - -
LARPS M 111 Systes o in - - - e . I - == == === e - - e - - -- -
Langing Lraft Rir Cushion ILCAL) -== -3 ~- 1 -~ 0.0 i --- == 40 ) | - Y - == ~e- - - ---
LHD | Paphibicus Assault Ship af 0.21 — 3 o M af - === 1.8 0.3 4 500 LY - - - 1068.7 ir.ék
LSD 41 Bock Laoding Slns“ al -5 - a al - sos e - - - === == - -~ === ==
LSt 4 il:atan Variast} Dock Lulhag Ship —-— .91 4 - 1 al al al —~= IS - 2 1T S ¥ & | -— — o 1H2L5 awn
NCH 1 Rine mnt’-miu-.s ip —— l.n [] —— — -——— E— —— ——— —— —_— —— ,— —— -~ —— -— -
M 4B ADCAP Torped b/ b - - e —_— e 178 B 81 | [ X S ¥ - -e- -— - e
A S0 Torpedo Y - 3 - N . e 7% B R 1 w27 1 L1 %Y o -
T anl:-alr Marfare Systes |||m91 g/ L == a af el - - === -—= == e - -— = e v -—
P-X Aireraft H 041 - - - wn i - e -- al a o a al a - -
P-4 LRARCA Aircradt tY b/ === == -—- = - == et = - - —— ] 2.51 18.7 - -
Phalane Cil5 Sysiea = -0.11 --- 1 -~ .3 2 i === 2.l in | 10X 2.1 } in 5. - ==
Fhoenix Missile = -0 - - 33 il - — - a—- 1 . 16.4 —— — — — —
Sea Lasce ASH Standnii Meapon o ) - - - - o - sem e eae | wn e - --- - - -
Superspaic Low Altitude Target (SLAT) o ¥ - = M o/ === 0.8 - e 1 ) SR -— - - - -
arrow Nissile / 0.7 - - -- na i0.11 - - -~ - e == - --- - o ---
S5M 21 Submarine al 12.81 wus me= al al al - --- ULY 1.3 3 £.01 474 - - - .17 .61
55N 6BB Submarine --- -0.58 --- 1 mes e ==~ === - == -~ ) 12,80 hLo - — - --- ---
Standard Missile (5H-2 WR/ERD - -1.91 sw= me am- e 040 14,52 === 1045 1.2 1 ;! EAN -—- o - -- ---
TSTS Traimiag Aircraft al bf - b w— e ¢ 0.0% 305, === ¥ - et — - - - -== ==
¥-A0 187 Fleet Qiler al L R ol i - B T - - - 1 ot 13 - -
Toaihawk Mssile — 0.0% == mes e e -2 -l -—-- 543, 621 === == == e - - - -
Tradent I1 Missile # St - - --=  ALét 4 455 2 - WM 5 [ ST 1 0.5t 7.4 7.3 1.0t
Trident 11 Subaarise .- (1.4 —e 1 al al al - ——— e - 2 8- SR TN i N S A . 18,01
U Follow-on Cammunication Sateilile i .3 - o al cf - ——— s - - - -— - - -— - --
¥-27 Mircraft al b e men - --- == 2910 - Lo it i it i it it -- -

NOTES: See Tahles 1 ar 3 for sote descriptions.
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TABLE 3. DECENBER 198% SELECTED ACBULSITION REPORT (SAR) REVIEW SUMMARY, AIR FORCE 21-May-90
. DIFFERENCES M
WUNN-NCCURDY AMENDMENT SCHEDULE PERFORNANCE ACTUAL DELIVERIES EFFECTS OF PRODUCTEON EXPECTED CONTRACT OVERRUMS  EXPECTED CONTRACT UNDERRUNS  COSTS EXCLUDED
UNIT COSY EHAWGES BETMEEN SAKS AND RATE CHANBES FROM SARS
(FERCENT} MUMBER DF DELIVERY 1991 CONGRESSTOMAL TOTAL TOTAL
MILESTONES STATUS OATA SHERTS PERLENY OF 1 OVER  ANDUNT GOF 1 UNDER  AWDUNT OF PERCENT OF
1980 10TAL COSYS SAVINGS DEC B8 NUMBER OF TARGET OVERRUN  NUMEER OF TARGET UMNDERRIN  AMOUNT  CURRENT
SYSTEM MAME PROCUREMENT  PROGRAM  AHEAD BEHIND X AHEAD L BEHIND UNITS  PERCENT ($M)  ($M)  ESTINATE  CONTRACTS PHICES  IsM) CONTRACTS PRICES (M) (M) ESTIMATE
fdvanced Croise Missile (ADM) --- N -—= 3 - 151 -2 -5.01 i == 9 1307 299 - - === 1.2 H
RHRRAN Missile e 2.0 e 3 - e - o 138.4 - L3 1 .23 2.2 wee — -=- e -
ATARS Tactical Air Reconmaissance Systea - o= al al el ety - — === -— - -
Tactical ARS (ThRS) ol q/ above above above ahove above  above - == --- above ahove above above above above - -
Unsanned ARS {UARS) al al above ahove above above above  above = e - above above above above above above - ===
Advanced Tactical Fighter g/ / - | al al c/ - e - -—- - m—e -— -— -—- -— w— -
B-1B hircraft al ! -— 3 —— - cf -—- a7 0.1 3 33T b4b.3 2 2.3 1.2 - e
E-128 Aircraft -0.21 1t.61 === S me- e --- - 1526,2  --- 4.02 2 13.21 )3 e —o - - ===
Ehgxenne Nountain Upgrade (CWJ) Progras gl gl al o al al al c/ e ome ewe 4 LN 41.2 -— - - - -
OHSP Satellite Program - -2.61 1 2 ¥ il £/ --- e =e- --- 2 1.1 1.2 3 L)) 15.2 B -
DSLS 11 Satellite al 111 ! 4 al al ¢/ - =-- e = 2 3.1 3.2 e - ne- === -
Defense Supgnrt Progras - 411 e 2 i/ al cf --- He - on b . 82.1 - - - —=- ]
E-3R Radar rsteu Inprovesent Progran al - aa o al ¢ . s = == - === === - - -— - -
F-15 Aircraf - -1 3 - 013 --- [ 0.11 - e - 2 11.01 92.7 - - - -- -
F-1b Rireraft - -k 4L wem mme - 0.4 =16 -1.01 == em= o 2 1.02 3.1 - —-— e - ==
IR Maverick Missile - 4.8) -—- - === A 193 [1%:1 4 - 30.9 .71 - --- -— -—- - - - -
Inertial Upper Stage (IUSI Rocket Booster al 2.8 == - al al cf — _—— em= e 1 681 9.3 — —— - -— -~
JSTARS Radar al 3.4 [ I - e - --- -mm - - 2 19.81  180.2 v --- - - ---
JTIDS Intgraation Systes @l ~3.41 -— ) - b0 c/ === e e - ——— - -— — new - —— -—-
KC-135A Aircraft Modernization Program - -1.3X - == m—— === el --- -~ 222 .0 --- - - --- - --- e -
LANTIRN Mavigation ¥ Tarqeting Systes === 10.81 === === -~ 1.0 c/ -— 0.2 - 0.6% --- - - - - --- - -
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NOTES: )
a/ Mot apglicable. 8

b/ Classitied data.
¢/ WMo Congressional data sheet.
d/ To be Oeterained data.

e/ Mo contract has been awarded as of this date.
£/ Less thas one-teath of ore percent (0.1]),
{ Total program casts include only research and developaent effori.

{ Data was not reported.
i/ Coaparison not possible.
i/ Prograa vas terminated.



