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COMPI-ROLLER GENERAL Oi- THE UNlTER =A?-ES 

WASHlNGTOS. D.C. 205w 

01 
To the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Kepresentatives 

/ 
This is our first semiannual report to the Congress on the 

financial status of selected major weapon systems being acquired 
1 by the Department of Defense (DOD). Previously, we reported the 5 
/ status of major systems annually as of June 30. 

This report details the financial status of the 45 systems on 
the Selected Acquisition Keports (SAR) at December 31, 1972. Thl's 
is the only data available quarterly or semiannually, and it shows 
that tfte estimated costs for these 45 systems increased $585.7 million 
between June 30, 1972, and December 31, 1972. 

The tracking and analyzing of major weapon systems are extremely 
important not only to learn from the experiences of the past but also 
to maintain a constant surveillance over current events. Since weapon 
systems are dynamic and the universe is small (45 systems), a sub- 
stantial change in the cost of one system can distort total costs. 
Thus total cost comparisons are not necessarily compatible and real- 
istic analyses should be made on an individual system basis. For ex- 
ample, th.:t costs shown on the A-10 SAi? before December 31, 1972, were 
$84.5 million to cover the competitive prototype phase only by agree- 
ment bett:ecn DOD and the Department of the Air Force; The December 31, 
1972, SAR cost estimate was revised and increased by $2,405.2 million 
to reflect the total program cost of the A-10. As a result, the es- 
timated costs of 45 s)rstems on SAR showed a net cost increase of 
$585.7 million between June 30, 1972, and December 31, 1972. However, 
if the added cost for the A-10 system is eliminated from the totals, 
the remaining 44 systems show a net decrease of $1,819.5 million. 

For comparison purposes, we have included data showing that: 

--At June 30, 1972, DOD reported it was acquiring 116 major sys- 
tems with estimated costs totaling $153 billion. Of that 
amount, the Congress had already approved $64 billion. The 
estimated $89 billion required to complete those systems was 
understated because the procurement costs for many systems in 
the early phases of the acquisition process were not included, 
as in the case of the A-10 mentioned Above. 
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--The estimated costs for 6 7 of these systems that we analyzed 
had increased by $31 billion ;rom the time the initial estimates 
were made through June 30, 1372. From June 30, 1971, to 
June 30, 1972, the estimated costs for the 67 systems had in- 

/ 

/ 
1 
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creased about $5.4 billion. The increases were due to a number : 
of causes, including revised estimates, quantity clianges, engi- 
neering changes, schedule revisions, and provisions for in- 
creased costs due to inflation. 

I 

Me made our review pursuant to the Budget and Accounting Act, 1921 
(31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Auditing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67). 

We are sending copies of this report to the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget; the Secretary of Defense; and the Secretaries of 
the Army, Wavy, and Air Force. 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

_ . . . . . ,.._ . ---_ 
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Reginning in 19G9 the Congress asked GAO to report 
periodically on the progress and status of various acquisi- 
tion systems and to provide its committees and ncnbers with 
rel inblc inrormation on r:;hicll to base j udg?lcnts concerning 
issues involving its legislative functions. 

This i s our fourth report on the status of nnjor,weapon -s%zz-; I‘_r. ,.<y. . . 
systems bei ng acqtlired by the Department of Defense (DOD) and 
0 u rrnt”- ‘; 

. . . . 
cmiarlnual report- as of December 31 .- ‘Our reviews 

each year arc directed toward those systems on the Selected 
Acquisition Reports (.S:iIi) and selected other major aco,uisition 
systems wllich are in the early ph?ses of the acquisition proc- 
ess or in i:hich there has been congressional kterest. 

Status at December 31, 137-7 

The only data available on other than a fiscal-year basis 
is for those systems on SAR. At December 31, 1972, 45 systems 
were reported on S:1R and r.;e have analyzed the changes in the _ 
cost estimates ‘for tl~ose s)‘stems for the 6 months ended Decem- 
ber 31, 19i2. 

Appendixes I through IV provide details on the changes 
that occurred between June 30 and September 30, 1972, and 
betrieen September 30 and December 31, 1972. For the 6 months 
there was a net increase of $585.7 million, as follows: 

Cost dccrcase 6-30 to g-30-72 (app. I) s-379 .o 
Cost increase 9-30 to 12-31-72 (app. III) 964.7 

Net increase 6-30 to 12-31-72 $ 535.7 

Status at June 30, 1972 

For comparison purposes, we haLre incllzded data in this 
report on the financial status of selected systems as of. 
June 30, 1972, and some analyses of the changes that occurred 
during fiscal year 1972. At our request DOD prepared an in- 
ventory of 116 major acquisitions it was acquiring at Jur,e 30, 
197’. This is smaller than the number on the inventory pre- 
qared at June 30, 1971 (141 systems), primarily because of 
a reduction in reported Navy systems from 90 to 60. The rea- 
sons for this decrease were (1) systems lierc not reported 
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where total program funds xere more th;tn 90 percent obligated j 
and (2) s?stt’mS-xcre ‘not reported vjhen they did not meet the 
criteria of ~1 r!3jor acquisition, i.e., $50 million for re- 
search, cle\-elo]nr,cnt, test, and evaluation (%DT&E) and/or 
$200 million for procurement. 

I 

The f 01 loi; ins s uIRma r! shows the cost estilnates for the 
116 major acquisitions DOD approved and the amount of funds 
the Congress appropriated and will be required to appropri-. 
ate for these systems reported in DOD’s inventor?’ at June 30, 
1972. 

Service --- 

Total 

Additior.al funds 
Estimtcs Prograned ftinds rcotii red ~~__ _------ 

for F’arcent- rei-ccnt- 
6-30-T? .Anount w . Amount ___ -- s 

(millions) (~illiOils) 

$ 23 ,296.j 510,710.7 46 51’,585.6 54 
:8,065.2 28,110.S 30 49,954.: 61 
51,961.S 25,075.9 49 26,335.g 51 - 

Sate: ?crirntagcs 9rc’ computed 01~ the basis of the cstirutcs fol 
6-SO-71. 

The estimate of $S9 billion in future appropriations ma) 
be understated because it does not include any amount for 
production qu:tntities of numerous systern~ in the early phases 
of the acquisition cycle, such as the ileavy Lift ffelicopter, 
Aegis ..IJ1-anced Surface !lissile System, and the A-S Close Air 
Support :\ircraft. I~urther, changes in technology and the 
r?ilitar)- threat may require the initiation and funding of 
additiccnl neti systems and/or the cancellation or cutback in 
currentl>- approved systems. 

Of the 1iG systems, xe analyzed the status of 68 systems 
reported on the DUD inventory as of June 30, 1972. One of the 
sys tens, S.-i FL:.GU,l!~D, is not included in the detailed cQst analy- 
sis in- this report becaubc the Army rias reei-aluating the pro- 
gram 3s 8 result of the S.qLT agrcernents and a cost estimate of 
t;!e Drogr-am at June 30, 1972, i:as not available. The estimated 
costs of the remaining 67 s)*stcns have increased $14.8 billion 
irOE the cost anticipated in the dCVclO~~mcnt estimate to CUT- 
rent estimate through completion. 
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ilxitts for these .67 sys terns 
is sho~cn in the table belo!: and in detail in appendix V. 

Estimates 
IkelOp- for 6-30-72 

N~wiher Flanning merit Cost changes through Tota?. 
of estimates estimates Quantlry Other pr0grUd costs 

(n.lte a) systens (note a) (note b) (note b) completion (note c) - -- 

(millions) 

Army 15 s 10.556.9 s 21.802.2 
t&V)- 

$ -9M.3 5 1,506.3 $ 12,368.2 $ 12.456.6 
37 53,i42.5 62.290.1 721.0 7,423.s 70,434.g 72,478.4 

Air Force 14 36,026.S 42.510.9 -3,767.l 9.848.5 48.591.7 50.682.5 
Defense Com- 

municatiofis 
Agency (DCA) _1 d251.8 261.0 15.4 276.4 278.3 ~ __I 

Total 6: $100,677.7 $116.@64.2 -S3,987.0 $18:794.0 $131.671.2 $1!5,&95.6 - 

aFor those programs with only a development o’r a planning estimate, we hzve made bcth 
estimates the same to prevent distortion betueen the totals of these columns. 

bThe cost changes shown represent the difference between the development estimates and th& 
reported costs through program completion. 

CIncludes additional procurement costs defined as modification and component improvement 
costs. 

dThe original development concept paper (DCP) estimate dated July 26, 1968, was $259 mil- 
lion and included costs for 30 ne tcrmlnals. This estimate is based on a May 1970 re- 
assessment of the program, which eliminated the 30 new terminals. Thjs estimate does not 
include costs for interim shIpborne terminals which are included in the development esti- 
mate of S2Gl million. 

Our rovi eb: as of June 30, 1971, covered 77 major acquisi- 
tions. At June 30, 1972, we deleted 14 systems on the basis 
that they had substantially completed the acquisition prdcess 
and transitioned to the operational forces and 1 system 
(SAFEGUARD) was deleted (see p. 2) 9 leaving 62 systems. 
These 62 systems show net cost changes (increases} of about 
$5.4 billion in fiscal year 1972. In addition, we included 
fitfc Xa\‘y systems in our review for the first tine and no 
cost changes are shoxn for these new programs, 

Tile tracking and analyzing of major weapon systems are 
extremely* important not only to learn from the experiences , 
of the past but also tb maintain a constant surveillance over 
current events. floxevcr, the systems are dynamic with new 
s>-5 terns starting each year and some systems completing the 
acquisition process each )-car. Therefore annual totals are 
not ReCeSSarily compatible. 

An analysis of the cost changes in the 67 major heapon 
systems between June 30, 1971, and June 30, 1972; is shown 
belet;. 

3 3 
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An.tlysis of Cost Changes in 

Fiscal Year 1972 (note a) 

S:~sttcns on S;lR (47) : 
Total qunnt i t\ 

inil-case- -net $ 350.2 $1,229.6 $ 61.2 $ - 
Other c!lnr?~;~s : 

Cn~i necring 395.8 341.? isc.5 9.5 
Support 52.4 271.6 33.2 .3 
SCi:CdUlC 117.5 172.1 66.6 - 
tIccnor:is 1,439.j 1,@01.3 33.3 
Estti;natlr.g -425.9 -333.7 3cl.2 5. 1 
Sul:dr! 4.6 b-590.9 137.8 I.9 ___- - 

Tntnl 1,633.: S22.1 591.2 16.8 ___ - 

Total 1,985.9 2,051.7 652.4 IS.8 -- 

System not on S.AR (15): 
Other changes 115.4 535.3 35.2 - 

NW sy;tcris (5) 

Tot31 change in 
fiscal yc.ir 197? (67) s2.099.3 $2.587.0 S68i.6 slc,,s -- 

Nunb er -f s)‘stens 15 37 14 1 

“.Ar.alysis LS ba:ed on comparison of current estimates as of 
June 30, 1971, and June 30, 1972. 

Sl,G31.0 

1,036.j 
?S,.j 
356.2 

2,521.S 
-7b4.i 
-456.6 

.3,063.Y 

4,703.B 

685.9 

ss.390.7 -_I_ 

67 

b included in tile ?;LIV~ net decrease of $590.9 million is a dccrta5c of 
C-j’ ; -.. L. ni!llon related to the Sparz-ou E progran. This dccrrnse is’ 
due to deleting the Air Force portion of the Sparrow E program from 
S.l.2 in September 1971. 

As siioxn above OUT analysis of major system on SAR and 
for rqhich deta-iled cost variance data b:as available indicated 
that 47 s)-stems had increased costs about $4.7 billion in 
fiscal )-ear 1972. In addirion, 15 systems, which \:erc not on 
s.4 f , increased about SO..7 billion. Ke did not identify the 
specific reasons for the cost variances on these 15 system; 
ho::ex-e r , most of this cost increase--about $0.5 billion--is 
related to the Navy’s L.MIPS progran. This incrclse in LAiPS 
ref1ects.a refinement of the preliminary cost estimate of 
June 30, 1971, to more clearly define t.‘le modification and 

4 
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neli development segments of the program and 3n increase in 2 
j 1 3 
f the quantity of ZfARK III aircraft. The remaining five sys- i 
1 tens in our review were nevi this ye:: and thus no cost : 
f changes were shown for fiscal year ~972. t These systems had 5 
i current estimates of about $18 biflior;, or 11.7 percent of j 
$ the current estimated cost of the 116 major acquisitions in- ? 
e cludcd in I)OD's inventory as of June 30, 1972. 
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APPKKDIX I 

. ESTIMATED COST DATA COMPARISON FROM 6 

JIJ?;E 30, 1972, TO SEPTEHBER 30, 1972 

Cost charlge I 
Number of Planning Developnent -7jGKity CUTrC?nt 
.systems estiaate estimate &crease (-) Other estimate L 

1 
(millions) / 

ItRlly (10) $13.528.9 %14,590.8 X -962.9 $ 3,380.S 3 17,008.4 ! 

Navy (note a) (231 29.146.4 37,459.7 875.2 b,S23.3 44,858.2 

i 
Air Force (121 34,597.7 41,482.l - 3,bbQ.l 3.864.2 4?,,677.2 

To:al at 9-30-72 (45) 577.673.0 $93.532.6 &Jfllk $19.768.0 SW 
! 

Total at b-30-72 (45) $7b.?PO.O $92.559.6 m $15.210.3 $109,G22.S 

Difference s 973.0 0 973.c -.$1,909.7 s 557.7 S, -379.0 -- 

aThe Xavy estimates do not include any costs for the TRIDENT because they have been 
classified. 

,., 

Note: 
The amounts indicated above for current estimate show a net decrease of $379 nil&ion 
compared to the current estinate as of June 30. 1972. This net decrease is rhe- result 
of an increase in development estimate basellne of $973 nillion due to adding the 
CVAK-70 to the existing CVAh’-68/69 SAR. a net quantity decrease of Sl.909.7 million, and 
an increase for other changes of $557.7 million. The net change of $379 million consists 
of a decrease of 51.966.9 million for the Amy, an increase of S1,442.4 million for t:le 
Navy. and an increase of SZ4S.S million for the Air Force. 

ARMY P!IIT DECREASE OF $1,966.9 IIILLION: 

DRAGON : 

Increase of $99.8 million: 

Primarily due to a quantity increase in equip- 
ment, future escalation, and an unresolved dif- 
ference between tile current estimate and ttle 

Sept. 21, 1972, Program Decision Memorandum. 

TON: 

Increase of $195 million: 

Due to a quantity increase in equipment, future. 
escalation, engineering services, and an unre- 
solved difference between the current estimate . 
and the Sept. 21, 1972, Program Decision 
Memorandum. / 

I 
i 
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LANCE: 

Increase of $151.1 million: 

Result of a quantity increase for equipment 
l;hich was offset by deleting nonnuclear effort 
and a fiscal year 1971-73 adjustment to actuals. 

Decrease of $5.4 milljon: 

Primarily the result of deleting certain Govern- 
ment support eyuipment which was attributable to 
the Basic Hartk Program, applying new inflation 
indexes, and increasing spares for IiOntZiCtic~ll 

use. 

Decrease of $1.2 million: 

Due to a reduction in the current estimate for 
initial spares. The original Government esti- 
mate xas higher than the current contractor's 
estimate. 

IILH: 

Decrease of $0.1 million: 

Due to a prior-year funding realinenent for 
training. 

TXCFIRE: 

Increase of $18.9 million: 

Primarily due to quantity increases for equip- 
ment and additional engineering and support 
costs - 



. . 

SAFEGUARD: 

Decrease of $2,425 million: 

The June 30, 1272, SAR for the SAFEGUARD program 
did not include estimated program costs because 
the Army was reevaluating the program as a rc- 
suit of the SALT agreements. The above decrease 
of $2,425 million is the reduction in costs be- 
tween the Mar. 31, 1972, and Sept. 30, 1972, 
SARs. This decrease reflects the reduction from 
four sites to CIA: site in accordance with the 
Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile 
Systems ratified by the Senate on Oct. 3, 1972. 

t 
NAVY NET IKCREASE OF $1,442.4 ~IILLION: c 

5 

DLGII-38. . 

Increase of $15.8 million: 

Adjustment in escalation costs to reflect actual 
experience through fiscal year 1972 and the pro- 
jections in the Xavy fiscal year 1974 budget 
submission to Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD) . 

SSN-688: 4 

Increase of $32.3 million: 

Adjustment in escalation costs to reflect actual 
experience through fiscal year 1972 and the pro- 
jections in the Navy fiscal year 1974 budget 
submission to OSD. 

CVAK-68 class: 
- .. 

Increase of $995.3 miilion: 
, 

Primarily the result of adding the CVAK-70 to 
the WAN-68/69 SAR for reporting purposes 
($973 million) and adjusting escalation costs of 

9 



APPEXDIX I 

the C\‘XN-68/69 to reflect actual experience 
through fiscal year 1972 and the pro.jections in 
the Kavy fiscal year 1974 budget submission to 
OSD ($22. 3 million). 

DD-963: 

Increase of $44.4 million: 

Result of an adjustment in escalation costs to 
reflect actual experience through fiscal year 
1972 and the projections in the Savy fiscal year 
1974 budget submission to OSD. 

Increase of $194.8 million: 

Primarily the result of revised estimates tc 
reflect the difference between initial target 
price and ceiling price and to reflect the re- 
vised escalation forecast on the basis of new 
Bureau of Labor statistics indexes. 

F-14: ’ 

Increase of $30.9 million: 

Result of a slippage in the advanced engineering 
program and development fund changes due to 
development cost increases for F4@1/FlOO engines, 
installation engineering, and procurement of 
additional test engines. 

A-7E: 

Increase of $10.1 million: 

Due to the addition to the-program of nonrecur- 
ring and peculiar ground support equipment for 
the target recognition attack multisensors (TRAM) 



.  

and an increase in cnginc costs caused by a 
reduction of engine leadtine. 

HARR I E II : 

Decrease of $4.6 million: 

Due primarily to an exchange-rate ad 
the British pound. 

E-2C: 

Increase of $5.1 million: 

ustmcnt of 

I 

Result of an engineering change to the radar and 
an increase in AGiation Supply Office estimates 
of maintenance requirements. 

P-3c: 

Increase of $21.1 million: 

Attributed to engineering improvements, contract 
adjustments, support requirements to date, spare 
part adjustments, and revised planning data for 
investment spares requirements. 

EA-GB: 

Increase of $104.8 million: 

Result of an increase in quantity of aircraft 
and their related support costs offset by de- 
creases for estimating and engineering changes. 

MARK-48: 

Increase of $4.8 million: 

Result of additional funding required to com- 
plete development of increased telemetry system 
with improvements to torpedo acoustic system and 
refined estimates for procurement. 

I! 
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APPEXDIS I 

CONDOR: 

Increase of $1 million: 

Result of additions to the contract for 
bombardier/navigator training course, plant 
manuals, technical services, and other changes. 

Hi1RPOOS: 

Increase of $6.7 million: 

Result of a cost of living increase, development 
of a canister-launcher system for the PIGi ships, 
and fleet support equipment. 

POSEIDON: 

Increase of $57.5 million: 

Result of procuring additional missiles and 
other related equipment, offsetting a reduction 
associated with the closing of prior contracts, 
and decreasing shipbuilding and conversion fund- 
ing due to recent cost experience. 

SPXRROK E: 

Decrease of $0.8 million: 

Result of reducing fleet support funds. 

SPARRON F: 

Decrease of $88.9 million: 

Result of decreasing the quantity of Air Force 
m'issiles and related support costs and offsetting 
an increase in engineering costs for the develop- 
ment of a monopulse seeker and active radio 
frequency fuse for increased performance and re- 
duced fabrication costs. 

12 

i 

i - - .- __ -_._. --- --.-._ -- ..-- -. - . -.. -- - 



VAST: 

Increase of $2.1 million: 

Result of adding an unfunded RDTGE requirement 
and filling related support and spare requirements. 

AIR FORCE NET IKCREASE OF $145.5 BIILLION: 

B-l: 

Increase of $164 million: 

Attributed to a change in the production deci- 
sion date to incorporate the allob:ance for early 
flight test of -the avionics subsystem in the B-l 
air vehicle before the production decision, 

F-111: 

Decrease of $1.5 million: 

Reduction in the fiscal year 1973 RDTgE program. 

A-7D: 

Increase of $80.3 million: 

Attributed to th.e procurement of 24 additional 
aircraft ($84.1 million), offset by reducing the 
estimate to current funding requirements in air- 
frame and in initial spares ($3.8 million). 

F-5E: 

Decrease of $2.2 million: 

Attributed to additional foreign military sales 
increasing total fiscal year 1973 procurement to 
145 aircraft Khile the military assistance serv- 
ice funded program remained unchanged. This de- 
crease is offset, in part, due to an added 
aircraft structural integrity program, reprogram- __ . 
ing of initial spares, refined estimates primar- 
ily for data acquisition, and AGE provisioning 
and documentation. 
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Increase oi $96.7 millioll: 

Primarily attribrrtcd to an increase in t?le q~[nn- 

tit)- of missiles and related spares an3 support 
ecpipxcnt . 

SR.Ar.! : 

Decrease of $128.4 million: 

Primarily the result of reducing the quantity of 
missiles to be produced and to reducing spares 
and other related support costs. 

Decrease of $58.1 million: 

kttributed primarily to deleting the dust and 
debris program, reducing initial spares and 
training, adjusting prior-)-ear funds, and off- 
setting increases in the force modernization 
program. 

Decrease of $5.3 million: 

Result of ref inwent of estimates, program ad- 
jlIstnents and reassessments, and vendor requali- 
f icat ion. 

14 
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APPENDIX II 

SCHEDULE OF PROGRW COST DATA APPEARIN'G Ofl 
SEPTEMBER 38, 1932, SAR 

System 

Cost change 
Planning Development Quantity Curkent 
estimate estimate decrease (-) Other estimate ___ - -- 

(millionj) 

Army (10): 
SAFEGUARi, (note a, b) $ 4,185.O 
DRAGON 382.2 
SAM- D 4.916.8 
TOW 410.4 
LANCt 506.7 
IMPROVED HAirK 335.5 
M60A2 162.1 
HLH (note b) 119.3 
UTTAS (note b) 2,307.j 
TACFIRt 123.6 

$ 4,185.0 
404.2 

5,240.S 
727.3 
652.9 
58a.2 
205.6 
119.3 

2.307.3 
160.5 

Total $13.528.9 $16.590.8 

Nzvy (23): 
DLGN-38 (note c) $ 769.2 
SW-688 1,658.0 
cvk'i-66 class (note d) 1,919-s 
DE-963 1.784.4 
LHA (note b) 1,380.3 
TRIDEXT (note e) CLASSIFIED 
F-14 (note b) 6.166.0 
A-7E (note b) 1.465.6 
HARRIER (note b) 503.6 
E-2C (note b) 586.2 
P-3C (note b) 1.294.2 
S-3A 1.763.8 
EA-6B 689.7 
!&vu-48 720.5 
PHOEAIX 370.8 
COKDOR 356.3 
HARPOOS (note b) 1,071.Q 
POSclDON (note b) 4,568.7. 
SPAGROH E 687.2 
SPARROW F (note f) 151.5 
AEGIS 388.0 
YkST 241.1 
BQQ-S (note b) 610.4 

S 820.4 0 - $ 15.8 $ 836.2 
5.747.5 1.986.5 404.4 8,138.4 
2.036.2 275.3 2.311.5 
2.581.2 213.5 2,?94.? 
1.380.3 -480.6 265.1 1.164.8 

6,166-O 
1,465.6 

503.6 
586.2 

1.294.2 
2,891-l 

817.7 
1,753,s 

536.4 
441.0 

1,0?1.4 
4.568.7 

740.7 
707.7 
427.6 
312.0 
610.4 

-1,116.5 253.0 5,302.s 
240.7 1.079.8 2.786.1 

520.9 

1.028.4 
- 

678.9 
2.508.1 

166.4 
-20.8 

15.3 
-146.6 

-134.2 

17.3 
292.7 
185.5 
260.7 
696.3 
229.7 
562.0 
231.4 

22.6 
374.0 

3;151.g 
1.680.4 
1,962.7 
1,113.7 

525.8 
1.094.0 
4.608.5 

-527.6 125.6 -338.7 
- 74.9 555.2 1.168.0 

-186.9 
126.0 

56.5 ~484.1 
312.4 437.5 

94.5 830.9 

Total $29.146.4 $57.459.7 5 875.2 $6.523.3 rm 

Air Force (12): 
B-l 
F-15 
C-5A 
F-111 
A-?D (note b) 
F-5E (note g) 
A-X [note h) 
AIiACS 
MAVERICK 
SRhbf 

$ 8,954.S $11,218.8 
6.039.1 ?,355.2 
3,423.0 3,413.2 
4,686-b 5,SQS.S 
1,379.l 1,379-l 

698.6 315.5 
1,02s.s 84.5 
2.656.7 2,651.6 

257.9 383.4 
167.1 236.6 

3.014.1 4,254.9 
2,695-S 4,6?3.0 

5 -33.8 

-710.3 
-2,628-Q 

-237.3 
-5.2 

s 91.6 
446.8 

1,823.S 
4.115.6 

263.3 
-15.1 

$11,276..6 
7.802.0 
4.526.4 
6,993-l 
1.405.1 

295.2, 
84.5 

96.8 
4.0 

-155.3 

-0.3 
98.6 

864.1 
589.4 

1,586.? 

2,661.3 
482.0 

1.197.5 
4,848.3 
6,105,2 

Total s34.997:7 

. 

$ -739.0 $2,104.0 $ 5,550.o 
-57.3 237.6 584.5 

5,240-S 
-174.6 293.9 846.6 

144.6 130.2 927.7 
-120.8 285.5 752.9 

-45.3 241.3 401.6 
3.7 123.0 

-0.7 37.9 2.344.5 
30.2 46.4 237.1 - - ~ 

$ -962.9 $3,380-S S1?,0@8.4 

$41.487.1 S-3.669.1 $9.864.2 $4?.b:?.2 



APPE%DIX I I 

‘The original planning estimate of S4,lSS million xas for two sites. 
5ubsequently the program \ias increased to a four-site program rti th 
a current estimate at Mar. 31, 1972, of $7,975 million. SAK at 
Junz 30, 19” ‘-, did not include any estimate of L~ro~ram costs he- 
cause the Army has reevaluating the program as a result of the S4LT 
agreements. The current estimate of $5,5SO million at Sept. 30, 

] 
; 
I 
t 

1972, covers one site in accordance \;ith the Treaty on the Limita- 
tion of krti-Yallistic Missile Systems ratified by the Senate on 
Oct. 3, 1972. 

b 
For programs rihere SAR shoxs only a development or a planning cs- 
t 11713 t t' , ht’ ha\-e made both estimates the same to prevent distortion 
betxeen the totals of these columns. 

cBcfore issuing the present contract, the iXavy long- range program 
included 73 ships of this class for a planning estimate of 
$3,9SO million in fiscal year 1970 dollars. In May 1971 DOD sus- 
pended the program for ships of this class beyond the first three. 
The present contract is for three ships with options for two more. 

d 
Beginning Sept. 30, 1972, the CVAN-68/69 SXR became the CYAN-69 
class S.-\R and noi> covers three carriers, CYAN-6S, 69, and 70. The 
plailrling estimate, development estimate, and current estimate as of 
Sept. 30, 1972, xere increased by $973 million (the program cost 
estimate for CYAN- 70). 

‘Sal-y estimates do not include any TRIl)I;NT costs because they are 
classified. 

f Cost estimates include Air Force estimates for the Air Force por- 
tion of the Sparrov F program. 

gThe j3S3.1 million decrease in the development estimate compared to 
tile pl3riliIlg estimate is the result of erroneously including mili- 
tary assistance program aircraft in the St\R planning estimate. 

h I 
oAK for the -4-S reflects costs of SS4.5 million to cover the com- I 
petitire prototyL)e pirase only by asrtemcnt between DOD and the De- 
partment of the .&ir Force. The X-X planning estimate of 
51,025.S million represents the total program cost estimate as 
cited in DCP. This planning estimate is stated in constant year 
1950 dollars, based on a 600 aircraft program, and considered a 
turboprop configuration. 



APPENDIX III 

tST I?IATTD COST IIXTA CO:IPXl:I 50.‘. I-RW 

SEPTE?IBtR 30. 19-2, TO IICCC!lBLR 31, 1972 

Planning Development 
Cyst change 

$nnt 1 ty &Ii-rent 
axlber of sptems estinate estimate decrease(-) Other estlp*.lfe --- ___ ---___ - -- 

- --[rrlllions)----- 

Army (10) 513,599.s $14.661.4 ‘-$1.378.4 S 2,S74.8 S 16,157.S 

Savy (note a) (23) 29,146.4 37,459.7 205.0 6,751.l 44,415.B 

Air Force (12) 34.997.7 4X,887.3 -3,569.7 9,61’.3 49,934.g 

Tots1 at 12-31-72 (45) 517,743,h $96AO08.4 24.743.1 Su43.2 S110.508.5 , - 

TotaI at 9-30-72 (IS) $77.673.0 $93> 53.2.6 I__- -53.756.8 SW@d $109, Sfi? __- 

Difference a 70.6 S-2.475.8 m SWLu jp b9Ga 

aICavy estimates do not include any THICENT costs because they are classified. 

bTota1 coqt corr,parisons are not necessarily compatible. For example, the estimated 
costs shoun on the X-10 SAR before December 31, 1972, here 5s4.5 n1i111011 to cover 
the competltivc prototype phase only. The DeienFier 31, 1972, SAR cost estimate was 
revise.! arld incrr..ised by cZ.305.2 nlillion to reflect the total program cost of tae 
A- I!). If tile in<ren_se in the estimated cost of t!le A-10 system is ellrlnateil from 
t::c totals , the rcnainlng 44 system; shok a net decrease of $1,4.?3.5 million. 

Note: 
The amounts indicated above for current estimate show a net increase of 
$964.7 million compared to the current estinate as of Sepr. 30, 1972. The 
plnrtning estiaate increase of $70.h nillion is due to adding a prototype and an 
engine deuelopncnt effort to the Army’s HLH program. The net increase of 
sYb4.7 mlllion 1x1 the current estimate is the result of (1) a net increase In 
the develop;T.ent estimate bsselinc of $2,475.8 million due to increasing the Air 
Force’s A-10 estlwte by $2,405.2 nillion to reflect total program costs op- 
posed to the estimated cost of the competitive prototype phase shoun -on prior 
SXR and an increase of $70.6 million due to adding a prototype and an engine 
de\elopmpnt effort to the Army’s HLIf program, (2) a net quantity decrease of 
5986.3 mullion, and (3) a net decrease for other change of I524.S million. The 
net change of S964.i million consists of a decrease of SSS0.6 million for the 
Army, a decrease of $442.4 million for the Navy, and an increase of 
C?.757.7 million for the Air Force. 

ARM' NET DECREASE .OF $850.6 MILLION: 

DRAGON: 

Decrease Gf $15.4 million: 

Due to a decrease in escalation and to the re- 
finement of hardware cost to procure quantities 
reflected ia the Sept. 21, 1972, Program Deci- 
sion Memorandum. 



_ -  ---.. -.- 

MPESDIX I I I 

TO\: : 

Decrease of S22.2 million: 

Primaril>- due to a refinement of the hard- 
icare cost reflected in the Sept. 21, 1’372, Pro- 
gram Decision blcmorandum. 

Decrease of $3 million: 

Due to decreasing cost estimates for the pro- 
curement of ground suppart equipment because 
a break in production was prevented which was 
partially offset by an increase for nonnuclear 
development continuation. 

Improved HAWK: 

Increase of $19.6 million: 

Primarily the result of program strctchout 
and an increase in approved estimates for ini- 
tial spares. 

LiLti : 

Increase of $66.9 million: 

Primarily the result of providing a proto- 
type with engines during ad\-ante development. 

SAY- D : 

Decrease of $863.4 million: 

Primarily the result 0% a quantity decrease 
and other related changes due to reducing fire 
control groups, reducing missiles, deleting 
adaption kit requirements, and substituting 
high’ explosive warheads for those missiles 
previously programed to be armed r;ith nuclear 
warheads. 

18 
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FtPPESDIX III 

SAFEGUARD: 

Decrease of $34 million: 

Primarily due to eliminating system-test effort, 
adjusting repair parts requirements and quantity 
adjustments, and revising estimates resulting 
from terminating work caused by the Treaty on the 
Limitations of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems. 

UTTAS: 

Increase of $3.9 millian: 

Primarily the result of revising prototype 
support estimates to include engine and avionics 
representatives 

NAVY NET DECREASE OF $442.4 

DLGN-38: 

at-airframe contractor sites. 

klILLION: 

Decrease of $1.8 mi llion: 

Decrease in escalation 

SSM-688: 

Increase of $160.3 million 

estimate. 

Result of an economic cost adjustment to reflect 
actual experience through fiscal year 1372 and 
fiscal year 1974 budget decisions and the estab- 
lishment of SSN-688 class PIILCO?! requirements at 
SUBASE, NW London, channel dredging and pier 
construction. 

WAN-68 Class: 

Decrease of $1.7 million: 

Decreases in estimated escalation costs for 
the three ships. 

19 
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XPPESDJX III 

DD-963: 

Increase of $10.4 million: 

Result of an adjustment in escalation costs to 
reflect actual experience through fiscal year 
19 72 and the projections OSD approved in a 
budget decision. 

LILA: 

Decrease of $2.8 million: 

Result of an adjustment in escalatiun costs to 
reflect agreement with indexes from budget 
decisions. 

. 

A-7E: 

Increase of $9.5 million: 

Primarily the result of adding 12 aircraft for 
fiscal year 1974, offset by transferring con- 
tractor engineering technical services costs 
from the procurement to the operations and 
maintenance appropriation, and making other minor 
pricing adjustments throughout the total program. 

I~ARRIER: 

Decrease of $1.1 million: 

Result of an increase for cost of stencel ojec- 
tion seat, offset by cost decreases in aircraft 
repricing, spares repricing, and the exchange 
rate. 

E- 2c: 

Decrease of $6.8 million: ! 

Due to redu,cing the estimated cost of a radar 
change, transferring contractor engineering 

20 

i.. 



tecirnical services costs from tire procurement to 
the operations and maintenance appropriation, 
and reducing fiscal year 1974 initial spares. 

P-3c: 

, 

. 

. . - 

Increase of $43.1 million: 

Result of program stretchout; reestimation of 
cscalnt ion, support and spares requirements due 
to program stretchout; cost savings in spares; 
and transferring contractor engineering tecilnical 
service requirements to the operations and main- 
tenance appropriation. 

s-3*1: 

Increase of $142.6 million: 

Primarily the result of program stretc:iout and 
outfitting seven additional carrier sites in 
support of the CV program. These increases are 
offset by cost savings resulting from the recon- 
figuration and redelivery of five RDTEE aircraft 
instead of new aircraft procurement and trans- 
ferring contractor engineering technical service 
costs from the procurement to the operations and 
maintenance appropriation. 

EA- 6B : 

Decrease of $lG3 million 

Primarily the result 
schedule of aircraft 
production. 

MARK- 48: 

I 

of revising the procurement 
which eliminated a break in 

Decrease of $460 million: 

Primarily the result of reducing the quantity of 
torpedoes to be procured. 

. 
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FIIOEXIX: 

Decrease of SO.3 million: 

Frimarily the result of revising requirements 
computations for spare missile sections and 
transferring contr3ctor technical engineering 
services costs to the operations and maintenance 
appropriation, offset by a schedule change asso- 
ciated \iith the reduction of missiles in fiscal 
years 1973-74 and rescileduling procurement for 
later years. 

COXDOR : 

Decrease of $2.4 million: 

Result of transferring contractor technical 
engineering services costs from the procurement 
to the operations and maintenance appropriation 
and reducing initial spares costs b)- a fiscal 
year 1974 budget decision. 

FOSEIDOS: 

Decrease of Sol.8 million: 

Result of transferring estimates for engineering 
operational support for fiscal yesr 1974 and 
fiscal year 1975 from the procurement to the 
operations and maintenance appropriation by OSD 
direction and also reducing prior years' funding 
made available for recoupment. 

SPARRO1S E: 

Decrease of $5.8 million: 

Primarily tile result of congressional action 
deleting the procurement of missiles in fiscal 
year 1973 and related support and initial spare 
requirements. 



SP,1RROII F: 

Decrease of 596.7 million: 

Primarily the result..of reducing missiles for the 
total program and their related support and spares 
costs. 

Decrease of $22.3 million: 

Primarily reflects the program budget decisioir 
to reduce Vr\ST procurement. 

EQQ- 5 : 

Increase of $18.2 million: 

Result of applying escalation costs through 
fiscal year 1980. 

AIR FORCE UT INCREASE OF $2,257.7 million: 

A-10: 

Increase of $2,405-Z million: 

The A-10 was formerly known as the A-X aircraft. 
SAR before Dec. 31, 1972, reflected costs of 
$83.5 million to cover the competitive prototype 
phase only by agreement between DOD and the 
Department of t!re Air Force. Beginning with the 
Dec. 31, 1972, SAR, the program was redesignated 
the A-10 and the- SAR estimates were revised and 
increased by $2,405-Z million to reflect the 
total program cost estimate for the A-10 pro- 
gram. 

F-15: 

Increase of $33.2 million: 

Transferring a portion of fiscal year 1974 com- 
ponent i,,,provement program from additional prb- 
curement costs to the development program. 

23 
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c- 5A : 

Decrease of $17.5 million: 

Represents a decrease in initi .1 spares funds as 
a result of the cost estimating team.analysis 
initiated in July 19 72. 

F-Ill: 

Decrease of $55.2 million: . 

Result of refined estimates for contracts.ap- 
proac:ring completion an3 negotiation reductions s 
for refined engine estimates, for refined peculiar 
support estimates, and for reduction in initial 
spares. 

A- 7D: 

Increase of $8.2 million: 

Due to an increase in spare engines and other 
support costs and a decrease due to a refinement 
of estimate. 

F- 5E: 

Increase of $121.6 million: 

Primarily the result of increased procurement 
cost due to the addition of 71 military assistance 
service funded aircraft to tile program and related 
engineering, support, schedule, and estimating 
changes. 

Decrease of $276.3 million: 

* 

Results .from a Defense Systems Acquisition Review 
Council decision to change the airplane configura- 
tion from eight TF-34 engines to four TF-33 engines 
and supply all engines and UIIF radios as Government- 
furnished equipment. Initial spares were reduced 
for the restructured program, test schedules were 
extended, and the cost estimates were reduced be- 
‘cause of the reassessment of risk/engineering 
change- order factors on the basis of brassboard 
experience. 
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Decrease of $1.4 million: 

Due to reducing initial spares costs in fiscal 
years 3373 and 1975. 

Decrease of $15.9 million: 

Result of reducing the procurement and initial 
spares estimates and the Government's share of 
the fiscal years 1970-71 and the fiscal year 1972 
production contracts' underruns. 

Increase of $12.1 million: 

Result of 3 force modernization stretchoat, off- 
set by a decrease for initial spares, and a prior- 
year fund adjustment. 

MINUTEMAN III: 

Increase of $43.7 million: 

Primarily the result uf a force modernization 
stretchout and an increase in advanced ICBX 
technology, offset by reducing cost; for the 
improved digital computer unit due to terminating 
development effort and reducing fiscal year 1972 
procurement and refining estimates. 

’ 
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Cost change 
Flannmg 3eve1opment t&mtity Current 
estimate estimate decrease (-) Other estim:Ce - ~ 

(millions) 

A-my (10): 
SAFEGUARD (note a, b) 
DMGc7N 
S.&Y-D 
TOW 
LAKE 

IWPRO\‘ED HAIN 
M60AZ 
HLH (note b. c) 
tiTTAS (note b) 
TACFIRE (note d) 

$ 4.185.0 s 4,185.O 
3s2.2 404.2 

4,916.S 5,240.s 
410.4 727.3 
586.7 652.9 
35s. 5 589.2 
162.1 205.6 
189.9 189.9 

2,307.3 2.307.3 
123.6 160.5 

$ -722.0 $Z,OS3.0 
-37.3 222.2 

-432.5 -430.9 
-173.6 271.7 

144.6 127.2 
-120.8 305.1 

-45.3 241.3 

-0.7 
30.2 

38.8 
46.4 

$ 5.516.0 
569.1 

4,377-l 
824.4 
924.7 
772.5 
401.6 
189.9 

2,345.4 
237.1 

Total $13.599.5 $14, -51.37e.j $1.874.8 S-7.8 

Navy (23): 
DLGN-38 (note e) 
558-588 
cl‘d~x,;” class (note f) 

WA (note b) 
TRIDEST (ncte g) 
F-14 (note b. d) 
A-7F (note b) 
‘iRKfER (note b) 
k-2C (note b) 
P-3c (note b) 
S-3.4 
EA-6B 

MRK-46 
PWENIX 
C’Y&OR 
HAilPOO\ (note b) 
POSEIDOS (note b) 
SPARROii E 
SPAR .Oh’ F (note h) 
AtClS 

VAST 
BQQ-5 (note b) 

s 769.2 
1,658.0 
1,919-s 
1,784.4 
1.380.3 

CLASSIFIED 
6,166-t’ 
1.465.6 

503.6 
586.2 

1,294-z 
1.763.8 

689.7 
720.5 
370.8 
356.3 

1,071.4 
4,568.7 

687.2 
151.5 
386.0 

241.1 
610.4 

0 820.4 
5,75’.5 

2,036.2 
2.581.2 
1.350.3 

s - 
1.986.5 

-480.6 

0 14.0 f 834.4 
564.7 8.298.7 
273.6 2,309.s 
223.9 2.805.1 
262.3 1,162.G 

6.166.0 
1.465.6 

503.6 
586.2 

1,293.2 
2,891.l 

Sli.7 
1.755.8 

536.4 
441.0 

l,G71.4 
4.568.7 

150.7 

707.7 
43i.6 

312.0 
61G.4 

-1,116.5 
270.0 

2.5 

1,028.4 
-38.8 
166.4 

-470.0 

15.3 
-146.6 

-134.2 
-533.1 
-210.7 

-199.6 
126.0 

253.0 5.302.5 
1.06O.G 2.795.6 

13.7 519.8 
285.9 872.1 
228.6 2,551.2 
442.1 3,294.4 
533.3 1,517.4 

218.9 1,502.7 
561.7 1,113.4 
229.0 523.4 

22.6 1.094-o 
312.2 4,746.7 
125.3 332.9 
654.3 1,091.S 

56.5 484.1 

302.8 415.2 
112.7 849.1 

Total $29&l-4*.4 - 537, . 559 7 s 205 0 - $6.751.1 $44.415.8 

A:r Fcrcr (12): 
6-! 
F-i; 
C-54 
F-Ii1 
A-YD (r.ote bj 
F-SE (note i) 
A-IG (ncte j) 
AWXCS 

a .KqCERIC.K 
S P-X!! 
.XI!.‘JTEILU II 
WISUTE.KX’: I I I 

S 8.954.5 f~l,218.8 
6,039-l 7,355.2 
3.4?3.0 3.413.2 

4.685.6 5,535.S 
1.379.1 1.3-9.1 

698.6 315.5 
1,OLS.S 2,489.7 

2,656.7 2.661.6 
257.9 383.4 
167-l 736.6 

3.014.1 4.254.9 
2,695.S 4,673-B 

s -33.8 

-710.3 

-2,628-O 
-237.3 

94.2 

s 91.6 
480.0 

1.806.0 
4.060.4 

271.5 
7.1 

96.8 
4.0 

-155.3 

-276.6 
97.2 

848.2 
601.5 

1.630.4 

511,276.6 
7.635.2 
4,sos.q 
6,937.g 
1,413.3 

416:8 

2.409.7 
2.X5.0 

480.6 
1,181.6 
4.~60.4 
6 148 9 --L--Z- 

Total x34.997.7 543,857.3 -53.569.7 $9.617.3 $49.934.9 

SCHEDULE OF PROCF&f COST DATA APPMRING UN 

DECEMBER 32. 1972, SAR 

26 

_. . 

, 



APPENDIX I5 

aThe orioina1 planning estimate of $4,185 million was for tw sites. 
Suhsequzntly the program was increased to a four-site program kith 
a current estimate at Mar. 31, 1972, of S7,975 million. The cur- 
rent estimate of $5,516 million at Dee. 31, 1972, covers one site 

in accordance with the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic 
slissile Systems ratified by the Senate on Oct. 3, 1972. 

bFor programs \<hrre SAR shows only a development or a planning es- 
timate, we have made both estimates the same to prevent distortion 
betueen the totals of these columns. 

cThr original planning estimate of $119.3 million included costs 
for the advanced technology component (ATC) program only. 
Beginning with the Dec. 31, 1972, SSR, the planning estimate 
uas increased to $189.9 million. This increase of $?0.6 mil- 
lion was for adding a prototype and an engine development 
effort to the program. 

dThe requirement for the December SAR was waived pending the re- 
structuring of the program. Cost data shown reflects Sept. 30, 
19-2, SXR. 

eBefore issuing the present contract, the Kavy’ s long- range program 
included 23 ships of this class for a planning estimate of $3,9SO mil- 
lion in fiscal year 1970 dollars. In May 1971 DOD suspended the pro- 
gram for ships of this class bc)-ond the first three. The present 
contract is for three ships with options for two more. 

‘Beginning Srpt. JO, 1072, the CVAY-68/69 SAR became the WAY-68 class 
S.4R and now covers three carriers, CV.4N-63, 69, and ?O. 

gNavy estimates do not include any TRIDENT costs because they are classi- 
fied. 

hCost estimates include Air Force estimates for the Air Force portion 
of the Sparroti I‘ program. 

iThc $383.1 million decrease in development estimate compared to planning 
estimate is tile result of erroneous1y includin g nilltary assistance pro- 
gram aircraft in the SAR planning estimate. 

. 
jThc ii-10 was foroerly known as the A-X pircraft. The September SAR 

reflected costs of $54.5 million to cover the competitive prototype 
phase onIy by agreement between DOD and t!le Department of the Air 
Force. The cost estimates on the Dec. 31, 1972, SAR, were revised 
and inirensed to $2,489.7 million to reflect the total program cost 
estimate of the A-10 program. The planning estimate of $1,075.S mi’I- 
lion represents the total program cost estimate as cited in DCP. 
This planning estimate is stated in constant !-ear 1970 dollars, 
haself on a 600 aircraft program, and considered a turboprop con- 
f igurat ion. 
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I 125.9 
2.307.3 

119.3 
6.916.8 

20L.D 
209.4 
139.5 
5i7.L 
123.6 

BIO. 2 84U.l 

427.6 5b. 5 
234.5 47.8 

t.ll25.5 84.5 
b.OJY.l 7,355.: 
a.954.5 11.218.8 
2.65b.7 2,661.b 

90s. 7 906.7 
120.1 120. f 

335.5 5SE.Z 
5Sb.7 652.9 
41o.a 727.3 
382.2 wo.2 
162.1 205.6 

69.1 163.9 

822.6 822.6 
178.5 408.9 

4.5b8.1 C.568.7 
728.5 1,753.8 
157.1 170.5 

1,285.l 1.259.7 
2,511.8 2.515.8 

524.a J2B.5 

5.423.0 3.113.2 
4.6d6.6 5.505.5 

69S.b 315.5 
1.379.1 L.379.2 
3.014.1 4.254.9 
2.695.5 4.673.6 

151.9 3aaJ.3 
167.1 236.6 

261.0 -- 

s 15.4 
-0.7 

-381.1 
24.4 

-1.116.5 
-146.6 

28.0 

-33.8 

-11a.1 
5.9 

-307.4 
-131:Y 

-45.3 
-5.3 

-680.6 

I.9SL.S 

1.028.2 

ZPD.7 
101.6 

-527.6 
15.3 

-186.9 

-243.6 
-2O.B 
-82.1 

-7,p.s 
-1.62S.O 

-5.2 
-282.6 

O.D 
-lss.s 

-BZ.l 
125.6 

---LA 

5 190.3 
31.9 

3.8 

40.1 
49. * 
-3.1 
39.8 
.5x. 3 

2b9.7 
260.7 
212.1 
230.4 
511.2 

446.8 
-72.4 

-0.) 
20.0 
11.2 

286.2 
117.8 
231.7 
21*.4 
241.5 

26.5 

70.3 

51.9 
95.5 

szs.9 
.22t.9 

bP .o 
170.8 
113.3 

-142.8 

1.823.5 
4.117.1 

-12.9 
228.3 
607.5 

I .592.0 
84.0 

963.7 

15.4 

*,S.‘Yi.” 

s 331.6 
1.344.5 

121 1 
5.240.s 

241.9 
245.4 
125.3 
135.6 
218.2 

840.2 

> 
psi.1 
282.5 

B1.S 
7.802.0 

11.112.6 
2.6Cl.3 

928.1 
x31.3 

758.3 
776.6 
651.6 
46.3.) 
402.8 
184.9 

970.0 
B20.4 

2.750.3 
1.316.2 
8.096.1 
l.““b.6 
2,481.O 

515.5 
873.6 

2.776.0 
1 :‘5.6 

‘339.5 
1.113.7 

435.0 

4.52b.C 
6.994.fJ 

191.1 
1.JI1.6 
1.Wb.4 
b..110.5 

JSS.3 
1.325.9 

- 276 4 

483.1 
282.3 

84.5 
8.111.I 

11.362.7 
2.ll*1.0 
L,O18.2 

131.3 

77U.6 
798.2 
652.6 
csa. 7 
902.8 
180.9 

I,d30.5 
2.929.1 

180.1 

4.632.2 
7;506.0 

ML.0 
1.587.2 
5.J97.’ 
L.2BS.b 

J9J.V 
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aThe Cheyenne current estimate represented costs to COl!iI>letC? 

the research and development program as of June 3.0, 1972. 
The program was terminated before completion on Aug. 9, 1972, 
with estimated total costs of $262.9 million, including termi- 
nation charges. 

bFor those programs where there is only a development or a 
planning estimate available, we have made both estimates the 
same to prevent distortion between the totals of the columns. 

'Estimates include Air Force cost for research, development, 
and procurement. 

d SAR for the A-S reflects costs of $84.5 million to cover the 
competitive prototype phase only. The A-X planning estimate 
of $l,OZS.S million represents the total program estimate as 
cited in DCP. The estimate in DCP was stated in 1970 dollars, 
based on a 600 aircraft program, and considered a turboprop 
configuration. 

eBefore issuing the present contract, the Navy's long-range pro- 
gram included 23 ships of this class for a planning estimate of .~ 

A $3,980 million in fiscal year 1970 dollars. In Xay 1971 DOD 
suspended the program for ships of this class beyond the first 
three. The present contract is for three ships with options for 
two more. 

fCost estimates for the Air Force portion of this program were 
deleted from SAR in December 1971. 

SCost changes betxeen development and current estimates were 
not identified as to quantity or other changes. 

'Estimated costs to correct defects are not included. 

iThe $383.1 million decrease in the development estimate com- 
pared to the planning estimate is the result of eliminating 
military assistance program [MAP) cost estimates from SAR. 

jTotals include costs of Trident, AN/DQQS, and Iiarpoon, whose 
individual cost estimates xere classified as of June 30, 1972. 
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