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Abstract

The main thrust of this study was to acquire a bank of information on construction
activity for the United States for 1992-93. It includes a statistical evaluation of
construction costs for new hotel properties, properties who have made addition, and
properties who have made renovations in 1992-93, with a breakdown of specific regions
of the US. The literature review contains many articles on this topic, as well as many
related subjects.

This study also attempts to identify some agencies who are currently
providing grant funding to individual developers.

The study used Descriptive Statistics to obtain a consensus from a list of
General Managers and Owners of hotel properties.
This research study evolved out of a partnership agreement between American Hotel &
Motel Association, Smith Travel Research Co., and Rochester Institute of Technology.
The results of this study will be made available to the hospitality industry, as a reference

to future hotel development.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

John, carefully goes over the figures for the third time tonight. He can't believe the

numbers he's getting. The operation he envisioned is costing much more than he ever
anticipated.
When he first ventured into this hotel deal his researchers swore it was the perfect time.
They said, construction costs were down, at least in most areas of the country, people were
spending more for travel, even businesses were increasing their travel budgets. "I read the
feasibility reports myself", John shouted. So why are construction figures so high?

This scenario is not foreign to many developers, who have found themselves stuck

in projects that were not as successful as they originally predicted, primarily because of
misguided research which led them near bankruptcy.
One would think that the information age of the 90s would have a cure for this, but currently
in the lodging industry there are no data banks documenting annual data on hotel
construction costs. There is no system to determine areas of growth, failure, or even a
system to compare different regions throughout the United States.

The 1980s was a time of over development in the United States. Many companies
were going through national expansion, making decisions based on information provided by
industry leaders, unaware that their predictions were not based on statistical facts, but on
feasibility studies that did not explore all areas of possibility or conflict. Unfortunately, that
problem still exists in the lodging industry today.

This study aims to combat this problem by analyzing the level of hotel construction
for 1992 and 1993. It intends to encourage greater interest in the need for collection of

construction costs data on an annual basis.



Problem Statement

There have been many assumptions made about the growth condition of hotel
construction in the lodging industry. Articles are produced daily making predictions toward
the future progress of new/refurbished hotels throughout the United States. The problem is,
authors are not supporting these predictions with statistical information. This is primarily
because there are no data bases available, that have traced the growth level of hotel
development. There is no information on basic construction costs of building hotels or on
the success rate of past building investments. Many small properties and even franchises
don't have the resources to obtain what limited information available to the lodging industry,
consequently finding themselves closing their doors in bankruptcy after just a few years.
This study will attempt to present statistical data on the amount of construction activity in
1992 & 1993, and provide a construction/refurbishment cost analysis of particular

participating properties.

Background

Trade journals and magazines have proposed many assumptions on the problems of
building hotels in the US. They have declared 1992 to be the all-time low for hotel
construction in the last 10-15 years. They have made these predictions on the large amount
of hotels in financial debt due to the current recession the US is facing. According to
Economist magazine(1992), this recession has decreased the amount of business and leisure
travel. Many companies are decreasing their travel budgets (Aurichio 1991) to decrease
production costs, and families are foregoing their annual travel plans to make ends meet, but
is the recession the cause of the stagnate growth of new hotels? Some authors have stated
that they anticipated the current problems of the lodging industry. The 1980's brought a
dramatic increase in hotel building. All suite hotels were being built more and more during
the 1980's, resulting in an increase in the average room size, to accommodate the business

traveler. The industry's growth began to move faster than the economy, making it



impossible to support such a large number of investments. Now, because of current
economic conditions, developers are discontinuing plans to build these full-service hotels.
A lot of companies who were trying to break new ground with different property designs
for convenience, are realizing that the lack of financing and high per-suite costs do not allow
for such expansion (Koss 1992).

The boom of the 80s ended in great disaster for many companies. The absence of
documented information led developers into the hands of misguided industry leaders and
into a time of serious over building in the United States.

The presents of statistical data could have prevented some of the hotels from being built.
Developers may have asked more questions before deciding to continue construction,
questions that could have saved them from an era of limited profits and limited growth. The
idea of history repeating itself could have been the case. But how is one to know, if data is
not available to help make such predictions. Researchers could have been able to anticipate
a great increase of construction in some areas, or may have been able to identify other
lucrative areas for developers to explore.

Hopefully these economic times can trigger a need for historical data in the lodging industry.
Some analysts have predicted future growth in the hospitality field, particularly lodging,
maybe past experiences will force investors to take a deeper look into their industry,

demanding more historical data to support future business ventures.

Purpose
The purpose of this study is to attempt to acquire a bank of information which will

provide the hospitality industry with a statistical evaluation of construction costs of
building/refurbishing hotels throughout the different regions of the United States and even

identify agencies who provide grant funding to individual developers.



Significance

As hotel companies continue their plight to set their establishments above the rest,
through changing structural designs and continuous expansion, some identification of
growth areas will be needed for future success. This study will provide as a pioneering tool
to develop a data base of information to grow parallel to that of the lodging industry. As
time progresses, there will be a need for a collection of historical statistic evaluation of
construction costs for entrepreneurial companies entering or already existing in the US
markets. This study may serve as a starting point for such a data base, one that will provide
annual documentation of development activity throughout the US. It will make it possible to
thoroughly answer questions in reference to the past that would not be able to be correctly
answered with limited documented information.
Hypotheses

I believe this study will show a great variance in construction activity in different
areas of the United States; a considerable decrease in construction activity in the Pacific and
New England regions, while an increase in the North and South Central regions. I believe

the percentage of new build to refurbished properties will be very low throughout the United

States.

Definition of Terms
1. New hotels: any hotel property that was built within the last two (2) years.

2. Refurbish: to renovate or make changes in design of hotel.
3. Level of Service: in this study level of service is represented by rack rate; Luxury ($130
and up), First Class ($80 - $129), Moderate ($50 - $79), and Luxury/Budget ($49 or
below).
4. Financial Grants: any money given toward construction costs, that will not have to

be refunded at any future date.

5. Front of the house: all areas of the hotel accessible to guests of the hotel.



6. Back of the house: all areas of the hotel accessible to staff of the hotel.
7. Feasibility Study: a report usually produced by a nationally recognized accounting firm
identifying market opportunities and accounting pro forma predictions of profitability based

on their expert research.

Procedural Assumptions

Most people are not in the habit of filling out questionnaires, especially if the
information asked is believed to be "too personal.” Unfortunately, not a lot of surveys have
been done questioning construction costs of properties, therefore problems may arise with
general managers being unwilling to divulge the information needed for the study. I believe
the return rate of questionnaires will be low, requiring that a large number of questionnaires
be sent out.

Scope and Limitations

The present economic condition of the United States has had a great affect on the
lodging industry. The affects of the recession has decreased the amount of spending from
business and leisure travelers forcing a considerable halt on construction during 1992-93.
Although the economy is slowly moving out of this recession, results of this study will not
represent that of a normal fiscal year.

This studies limitations will be affected by the random selection of participants, and
from the range of hotel responses to be received. There is no way to guarantee a desired
response, making results relevant to each region of the US and each type of hotel property.
Long Range Consequences

Should the findings of this study prove valuable to its purpose, further development
should be undertaken to modify the contents of the questionnaire till it directly correlates to
that of the lodging industry. This study should entice further development of a data base of
information dealing specifically with construction costs of US hotels. It will provide great

value to the lodging industry for years to come serving as a resource of information for



existing and future hoteliers. Individuals would not continue to be forced to rely on
secondary assumptions made by those believed to be industry leaders, who use no statistical

facts to support their claims.



CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The text and journal reading reviewed for this study all attribute the current hotel
construction to the overabundance of hotel construction that came out the 1980s. During the
1980s the growing economy, drastic change in tax laws, the abundant availability of debt
and equity funding, softening of regional and local economies, and other growth-oriented
economic factors caused the US lodging industry to expand at a tremendous rate (Cahill &
Mitroka 1992). Many of these factors, although existing outside the control of the hotel
development industry, had a major impact on real estate in general and on the hotel business
in particular.

The two major federal tax acts passed during the eighties were the Economic

Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA) and the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA’86).
ERTA cut corporate, individual and capital gains taxes in order to stimulate investment
activity. It also reconstructed depreciation methodology to accelerate the writing off of both
personal and real property used for business purposes. The shorter investment recovery
period, increased write-offs, and lower tax rates made substantial contributions to the real
estate boom of the mid-1980s.

TRA’86 further reduced corporate and individual income tax rates but it also
included a number of changes to make the act “revenue neutral.”

It lengthened depreciation schedules; changed at-risk rules, allowing the tax payer to claim
losses only from real estate activities in which the tax payer is at risk; and abolished the
investment tax credit. By decreasing the tax benefits available to investors in real property,
the government successfully counteracted the effects of the 1981 Recovery Act, which many
legislators believed over stimulated the real estate market (Flannery & Flannery 1990). Tax
benefits of real estate activity were eliminated, making it evident that over building had

occurred in all sectors of the real estate industry.



The thrift industry had also been revamped in the 1980s, by the passage of two
important acts during the “decade of excess”: the Depository Institutions Deregulation and
Monetary Control Act of 1980 and the Garn-St Germain Depository Institutions Act of
1982.

These two pieces of legislation allowed savings and loan associations (S & L) to branch out
into commercial and non-residential real estate loans. Unfortunately, the expansion was
accomplished by a “legal” and systematic looting of many S & Ls.

Many S & Ls entered the bull market for development of real estate. As they
competed to place loans, they began to fund marginal projects. The underwriting standards
of some of the more venturesome S & Ls; making loans to the hotel industry became less
stringent, and loans were made that had insufficient regard for the substantial risks involved
in hotel development (Flannery & Flannery 1990).

The repercussions from these poor lending practices and the instability in the thrift
industry today have resulted in toughened criteria for hotel financing. The thrift industry,
which once funded smaller and midsize hotel projects, has become increasingly shy about
lending to the hospitality industry. Hotel owners who seek financing from thrifts are
encountering lower loan-to-value ratios, higher debt coverage ratios, and a tendency of the

lenders to demand either guarantees or full recourse loans. Most savings and loans just say

(13 ”»

no.

The outlook for the lodging industry for the 1980s was all too positive for lenders
and developers. Projects that could not be financed in conventional markets found that the S
& Ls were willing to participate. Although developers had always depended on lenders for
funding, under the reversed scenario of the late 1980s lenders had to depend on developers
to provide projects that could be financed. Without a product, the S & Ls had no market for
their high-priced capital and many would have faced collapse. With increase momentum,

more projects had to be built to satisfy the constantly increasing investment needs of

financial markets.



Project feasibility and mortgage loan underwriting were supported by feasibility
studies projecting future positive growth for the local hospitality industry during the 80s. It
was based on demand that was quantifiable both historically, and at the time of the
scheduling opening. These studies indicated that within three years of opening, net demand
would exceed net supply by an amount sufficient to support the project. Based on
conditions at the time, many projects were built and funded, not taking into account other
developers and projects that would realistically emerge out of the same projections.
Although demand was present when feasibility studies were undertaken, projections for
future growth in occupancy were not adjusted to account for external market supply factors,
particularly new additions to inventory. Nationally as lodging markets stabilized at more
than 70% occupancy, additional development was planned. A basic understanding of hotel
development cycles and the laws of supply and demand would have warned of the
eventuality of new competition (Egan & Haynes 1992). Consequently, contributing a lot of
the reason for today’s over development problems on institutions producing these feasibility
studies and on the scope for which these studies were done.

Although technology has advanced at a rapid pace in the late twentieth century,
individuals remain fallible. The use of quantitative (computerized) models to forecast future
cash flows and to project values led many to the misconception that investment analysis is
an exact science. Computers made it possible for analysts to project numerous scenarios on
the project decision model. This “sensitivity analysis”, or the ability to play “what if”
games, should have improved investment judgments; instead it led to the acceptance of
pseudo-scientific certainties.

Computer modules rarely focused on downside assumptions. Many analysts
“massaged the numbers”, adjusting inflation, strengthening occupancies, pushing rates
slightly, shaving expenses, or diminishing the cap rate a few basis points. When projects
did not yield the desired results, their advocates worked and reworked the numbers until the

models provided the desired returns.



All models start with various underlying assumptions. Problems of validating the
underlying assumptions have proved insurmountable. The textbooks all state that the
assumptions used to develop the model must be stated clearly, must be well documented,
and must reflect the project’s potential as realistically as possible. The failures of projects to
adhere to the assumptions in the models demonstrate that the complex mathematical
manipulation of the analysis have merely juggled shaky new data (Flannery & Flannery
1990, Egan & Haynes 1992).

Consultants, accountants, brokers, and others who provide ancillary services to the
hotel industry also contributed to the productions of inaccurate industry information
problems. Accounting-consulting firms followed the unusual practice of allowing their
newest, most inexperienced analysts to perform the fieldwork on feasibility and market
studies. Interviews with general managers in local industry were often conducted by the
consulting firm’s least experienced hand. Senior consultants, whose responsibility it was to
supervise associates who prepared final reports, were hampered by the fact that they had not
recently visited the site or the market. In essence, supporting the idea that feasibility and
appraisal processes are more art than science. Consequently, the quality of any study is
based on the quality of the individual conducting the fieldwork.

There has been a number of leaves produced from the branch of over development in
the 1980s, that have contributed to the low percentage of new constructed properties. One
factor has been the Recession & the Gulf War, and their affect on travel in the United States.
Since the latter part of the eighties to the present struggle that is slowly pulling the US out of
recessionary times, domestic and business travel in the US has just began to increase since
1991, when it was reported to slightly be on the rise. Although it is expected that during
this time travel would tend to approach a stand still, that was not completely the case. With
the over development of the eighties, there were a lot of properties who desperately needed
to increase occupancy to pay back large amounts of debt, and one way they found was by

offering price incentives. For business travelers, this was extremely helpful, especially for

10



companies whose livelihood depended on the travel activities of their employees. They had
great leverage to bargain with when it came to booking room rates. Many properties were
forced to offer extreme low prices to keep up occupancy. Not all businesses could afford to
keep up travel activities but the one’s who did found that they either had to travel less or
travel cheaper (Aurichio 1991).

For leisure travelers, travel activity also came to a great decline during this period.
Vacationers were forced to become more value-oriented in their plans, they had to find
places that would appeal to the entire family’s enjoyment agd in most cases the length of
travel was decreased considerably.

Although hotels were maintaining some level of occupancy the supply was still
much greater than the demand. At this time, hotel chains began to produce properties that
would appeal to the mass of economy and business travelers, each being the bulk of their
business, resulting in the development of All-Suite hotels and budget economy hotels.
All-Suite hotels recent development in the hotel industry, was developed to find a
comfortable balance between a “home away from home’ and an ‘office away from the
office.” Guests enjoy a warm, homey atmosphere, with business services: fax machines,
computers, beepers, and voice mail provided at the drop of a hat. And since each hotel is
relatively small, usually under 400 rooms, the service is much more personal. In 1990 the
American Hotel and Motel Association reported that the number of all-suite had risen from
3.5% in 1989 to 5% in 1990 with 3,100,000 available rooms. Unfortunately today, with
all-suite hotels still representing such a small percentage of rooms available in the entire US;
not receiving the recognition needed could be detrimental to their survival. Since a lot of
these properties were developed in the 1980s with large amounts of debt, the large supply
with low demand had forced many properties to close.

Budget hotels are also a new development in the hotel industry, producing rooms between
300-600 square feet which come equipped with efficiency accommodations and limited

offering of amenities for consumers at a very low price; $30-50 a night. These properties,
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which are produced for small amounts of money, and are strategically located near a number
of restaurant properties, appear to be a godsend to today’s travelers. They are being built all
over the US primarily because their occupancy rate has remained over 60%. This not being
the best percentage of occupancy desired, fortunately is efficient enough to support the
continuous building of the properties. With vacation and business travelers “trading down”
their desired accommodations; these budget hotels have continued to be on the rise since late
1990 (Bard 1991).

All these factors have contributed to the small amount of hotel development in the
US today. Properties are fighting daily to stay out of bankruptcy court by offering
accommodations that will attract consumers to their properties. At one end you have the
first class and luxury properties that offer high levels of comfort and large amounts of
amenities to attract consumers, while at the same time, compromising rack rates by
providing benefit packages to customers who, because of the recession, can’t afford the
normal rate. At the other end there are the budget hotels which comfortably offer limited
space and limited amenities for a very low price. In today’s economy and with development
funds literally impossible to come by, hotel construction will continue to remain at a low
growth rate until the US pulls out of this recessionary period.

Hotels have to continue to put a lot of care into decisions made of a daily basis,
particularly with decisions geared towards increasing occupancy and profits. Construction
is a primary concern for many hotels today. With limited funds available and occupancy
rates relatively low, it has become less frequent that companies are able to build new, make
additions, renovate, or due replacements.

For some hotels, their physical appearance is what has continued to keep them competitive
in today’s market, so staying abreast of industry trends, particularly in design, is extremely
important to hotel companies. They need to make wise choices in whatever construction

activity they choose. Construction costs is a primary factor in their decision to make
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property changes. Consequently, increasing the demand for construction cost data
(Aurichio 1991).

This leads to the reason for the study: To initiate the collection and distribution of a
data bank of information available to the hospitality industry, for documentation of

construction costs and activity throughout the United States.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

The methodology used in this study consisted of: (1) identification of sample, (2)
explanation of the research method used, (3) instrumentation: construction of the initial
questionnaire, (4) method of analysis.

The challenge of the survey was to obtain as much detailed construction cost
information that would make it possible to develop a comparison of development costs and
activity between different regions of the US and different types of hotels. It also attempted
to predict growth of internal/external areas of hotel properties and provide a list of agencies

available to provide financial support to individual developers.

The Sg;nnlg '

The membership of the Smith Travel Research Co. was the population from which
the sample was taken. The population was taken from a data base of 10,000 hotel and motel
properties to produce a sample size of 500 properties. The sample represented a series of
hotel properties that make a conscious effort to stay apart of, and keep abreast of the
activities that transpire throughout the hospitality industry, particularly with hotel
management. It was also geared to represent, seven (7) regions of the United States:
Pacific, Mountain, North Central, South Central, New England, Middle Atlantic, and South
Atlantic; four (4) different types of hotel operations: Hotel, Motor Hotel, Economy (no
food and beverage), and All-Suite Hotels; five (5) different local geographic locations:
Downtown, Suburban, Highway, Airport, and Resort locations; and four (4) different
levels of service: Luxury, First Class, Moderate, and Budget. The general manager for
each hotel property was partitioned for participation in the survey, on the assumption that

they could produce the information needed to complete the questionnaire.
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The Research Approach

Descriptive Statistics a form of Social Statistics was chosen as the research approach. The
essential feature of Descriptive Statistics is that it presents quantitative descriptions in a
manageable form. Some times you want to describe single variables, and some times you
want to describe the associations that connect one variable with another. This method
allows for each description to be carried out in two ways, through Data Reduction and
Measures of Association. Data Reduction; involves the collection of large masses of data,
the stagnation of the data, and a reduction of the data from unmanageable details to
manageable summaries. Measures of Association; involves representing two variables by a
data matrix produced by the joint frequency distributions of the two variables. It provides
all the information needed to determine the nature and extent of the relationship between the
two variables.

Due to the large sample used in this study and the large number of variables examined, Data

Reduction was used.

The Research Instrument

The questionnaire used for this study (Appendix A) was developed from a reference
questionnaire designed by Touche Ross (Greene Belfield-Smith Division) and the
Richmond Design Group (Appendix B). Further input was available from Smith Travel
Research Company, representing hotel companies who have voiced the need for this study,
and Mr. Dave Crumb, former General Manger of hotel properties, whose input assisted in
the development of the question used in this questionnaire.

The questionnaire was designed in five sections:

Section A: General information about the property.

Questions in section A covered the region of the US in which the property was located, type
of operation, area location of property, level of service, number of rooms on the property,

and the type of construction, if any, done on the property.
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Section B: New-Construction Properties Opened in 1992/93.
Questions in section B covered the length of time of “new” construction activity, cost and
origin of funding for development, problems occurred during construction, total area of
construction site (internal/external), and floor area of specified areas of the hotel.(ex. lobby,
restaurant, rooms, etc.).
Section C: Additions to Hotel Property.
Questions in section C covered length of time for additions to property, cost and origin of
funding for additions, problems occurred with additions, percentage of change in each area
of additions, and floor area of specified areas of the hotel property.
Section D: Major Renovations to Hotel Property.
Questions in section D covered the date of the last major renovation, length of time of
renovation, areas of the hotel that received the renovations, description of any characteristics
of the renovation, percentage of front of the house to the back of the house, and floor area
for specified areas of the hotel property.
Section E: Cost Information for Work Described in Sections B, C, & D.
Questions in section E covered the contract information for each prior section answered,
dollar break down for construction activity (including specific general costs incurred), total
development costs, and hotel per room costs.

The five sections developed were designed to obtain as much information as

possible about the construction activity for each property participation. It was also designed

so that each general manager would complete only the sections that pertained to their

property.

Each questionnaire was accompanied by an introduction letter (Appendix ) from
Warren Sackler, the Research Chair for the American Hotel & Motel Association (AH &
MA). Its purpose was to further encourage participation in this study. Since most General

Managers are familiar with AH & MA, the letter was believed to have some baring on the

response rate for the questionnaire.
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Analysis

The results for the questionnaire was analyzed through XSPSS Statistical Program,
which examined and sorted each numerical response for cross tabulation and comparison.
The results are used to show an evaluation of costs for construction activity for 1992/93,

particularly for different regions of the US.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND FINDINGS

The Sampie

The sample for this study was arrived through the membership list of the Smith
Travel Research Co. Care was taken to devise a list of 10,000 hotels that existed within the
realm of this study. There was response of seven hundred and thirty four participants,

which was 30% more than expected. The make up of the respondents is shown in (figures

1-4).
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Figure 1 shows 18.3% of the respondents belong to the Pacific region of the US, 11%
belongs to the Mountain region, 22.3% belongs to the North Central region, 15.1% belongs
to the South Central region, 8.2% belongs to the New England region, and 12.4% belongs
to the Middle Atlantic region, and 12.7% belongs to the South Atlantc region. Figure 2
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shows 37.2% of the respondents are Hotel properties, 31.3% are Motor Hotels, 26.2% are

Economy, and 5.3% are All-Suite properties.
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Figure 3 shows 20% of the respondents are Downtown properties, 25.3% are suburban,
30.7% are Highway, 6.5% are Airport, and 17.4% are Resort properties. Figure 4 shows

5.6% of the respondents are Luxury propérties, 20% are First Class, 37.2% are Moderate,

and 37.2% are Budget properties.

Responses from the questionnaire

The questionnaire was mailed on April 15, 1993 and the last group returned on May
30, 1993. The respondents consisted of (734) properties, who were asked to complete as
much of the questionnaire as possible, particularly those areas that pertained to their hotel.

Most of the respondents completed the same three sections of the questionnaire, sections A,
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D, & E. A complete breakdown of the response is located in Appendix C. The focus of
this chapter will be the variables that are conclusive to construction activity for 1992-93,
.particularly relating to different regions of the US and general topics of concern for today’s
developers.

The main emphasis of this study was to collect as much information as possible
dealing with construction activity throughout the US for 1992-93. The questionnaire used
in this study focused specifically on hotel properties that were either new, recently added to,
or properties that recently made renovations.

Regional Breakdown for Each Type of Construction Activity

Location New Additions | Renovated | Total/ %
Pacific 5 5 34 | 44/177%
Mountain S 2 25 32/12.9%
North Central 10 7 31 48/19.4%
South Central 3 4 38 45/18.1%
New England 1 4 18 23/9.3%
Middle Atlantic 0 3 15 18/7.3%
South Atlantic 5 3 30 38/15.3%
Column Total 29/11.7% 28/113% 19V77.0% 248/100.0%
Figure 5

As shown in figure 3, the total number of respondents who had some construction done
was (248) properties, of those respondents, (29) were considered new properties. These
properties represented (6) regions of the [fS; (5) of the properties came from the Pacific
region, (5) represented the Mountain region, (10) represented the North Central region, (3)
represented the North Central region, (1) represented the New England region, and (5)
represented the South Atlantic region. There were no new properties from the Middle
Atlantic region represented in the responses.

The total number of respondents that made additions to their properties in 1992-93
represented all seven region surveyed. With (28) properties represented, (5) of the

properties represented the Pacific region, (2) represented the Mountain region, (7)
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represented the North Central region, (4) represented the South Central region, (4)
represented the New England region, (3) represented the Middle Atlantic region, and (3)
represented the South Atlantic region.

The total number of respondents who made renovations to their properties in 1992-
93, also represented all (7) regions surveyed with (191) properties renovated; (34) of the
properties represented the Pacific region, (25) represented the Mountain region, (31)
represented the North Central region, (38) represented the South Central region, (18)
represented the New England region, (15) represented the Middle Atlantic region, and (30)
represented the South Atlantic region.

The North Central region of the United States represented the largest percentage of
construction activity with 19.4% of the (248) total properties who were either new, made
additions, or made renovations. The South Central followed with 18.1% of activity, the
Pacific region with 17.7%, South Atlantic region with 15.3%, Mountain region with
12.9%, New England with 9.3%, and Middle Atlanti;: bring up the rear with 7.3% of

construction activity.

An examination of the total costs for each of the three types of construction activity

was also of focus for this study. The results are shown in figure 6.
Cost Breakdown for Each Type of Construction Activity

$ Amount New Additions | Renovated Total %

0-500,000 2 8 46 56 58.4%
500,001-1,000,000 1 1 10 12 125%
1,000,001-1,500,000 4 1 2 7 73%
1,500,001-2,000,000 3 1 2 6 63%
2,000,001-2,500,000 0 0 1 1 1.04%
2,500,001-3,000,000 1 2 0 1 1.04%
3,000,001-3,500,000 1 0 2 3 31%
3,500,001-4,000,000 1 0 0 1 1.04%
4,000,001- + 0 1 8 9 9.4%
Total 13/13.5% 12/125% 71/74% T% ~100.0%

Figure 6
21



Figure 6 shows (9) ranges of total costs for the (3) types of construction activity;
renovations appear to be the leading type of construction activity done among the
respondents, receiving 74% of the population, new construction follows with 13.5%, and
then additions with 12.5% of the population. The ranges of total cost shown include:

$0-500,000 which received 58.4% of the response, $500,001-1,000,000 which received
12.5%, $1,000,001-1,500,000 which received 7.3%, $1,500,001-2,000,000 which
received 6.3%, $2,000,001-2,500,000 which received 1,04%, $2,500,001-3,000,000
which received 1.04%, $3,000,001-3,500,000 which received 3.1%, $3,500,001-
4,000,000 which received 1.04%, and $4,000,001+ which received 9.4% of the total

population of total costs.

The responses collected also consisted of an analysis of the length of time it took to

complete each construction activity. The results are shown in figure 7 below:

Length of Time for Construction

Days New Additions | Renovations Total %
0-250 19 12 109 140 71.4%
251-500 3 2 30 35 17.9%
501-1000 2 1 18 21 7.7%
Total 24 15 157 196 100.0%
Figure 7

Figure 7 shows (3) ranges of time spans, equal to hours, that represent the amount of time
each construction activity was done. The majority of the responses represented 0-250 hrs.
of time, receiving 71.4% of the responses, 251-500 hrs. of time received 17.9%, and 501-
1000 hrs. of time received 10.7% of the response.
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Site selection is of great concern for developers when considering to build or
reconstruct hotel properties. Consequently, this study focused on the site costs incurred for

each respondent. The results are shown in figures 8 & 9.

Regional Breakdown of Cost for New Hotels

Region $0-5500,000 $1,000,001-51,500,000 | $2.500,001-53,000,000 {$5,000,001-56,000,000 | Total/%
Pacific 3 1 471.1%
Mountain 3 5/263%
North Central 4 1 1 6/31.6%
South Central 2 2/10.5%
South Atlantic 1 1 2105%
Total/% 1578.9% 21105% 1/53% 1/53% 15/100.0%
Figure 8

Figure 8 represents the site cost for those properties that were considered new hotels in
1992-93, and the US regions in which they are located. The results consists of (4) ranges
of costs: $0-500,000 which represents 78.9% of the respondents whose properties were
new, $1,000,001-1,500,000 represents 10.5%, $2,500,001-3,000,000 represents 5.3%,
and $5,000,001-6,000,000+ represents 5.3%. The North Central region supplied 31.6%
of the total respondents whose properties were considered new , the Mountain region
supplied 26.3%, the Pacific region supplied 21.1%, the South Central region supplied

10.5%, and the South Atlantic region supplied 10.5%.
Regional Breakdown of Cost for Addition Properties

Region 50-5500,000 5500,001-51,000,000 | $1,500,001-52,000,000 Total/%
Pacific 2 1 3/375%
North Central 2 2/25.0%
South Central 1 1/12.5%
New England 1 1/12.5%
South Atlantic 1 1/12.5%
Total/% §/75.0% 1125% 112.5% 8/100.0%
Figure 9
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Figure 9 represents the site costs for those respondents that made additions to their property
in 1992-93, and the US region in which they are located. The results consists of (3) ranges
of costs: $0-500,000 which represents 75% of the respondents, $500,001-1,000,000 which
represents 12.5%, and $1,500,001-2,000,000 which represents 12.5%.

The Pacific region supplied 37.5% of the respondents who made additions to their property,
the North Central region supplied 25%, the South Central region supplied 12.5%, the New
England region supplied 12.5%, and the South Atlantic region supplied 12.5%.

Another topic which was found to be of great concern to many developers is the
average per room costs for hotels, particularly for different types of hotel properties. The
results shown below in figure 10 provides a summary of the responses generated in this
study, producing (3) ranges of hotel per room costs and (4) different types of hotel
properties. The (3) ranges of costs included $0-15,000 which represents 59.5% of the
response, $15,001-30,000 which represents 22.6%, and $30,001-180,000 which
represents 17.9% of the response.

The (4) types of hotel operations includes Hotel (w/ f & B) representing 46.4% of the
response, Motor Hotel which represents 26.2%, Economy which represents 2.4% of the

hotel operations.

Cost Breakdown for Pef Room Cost of Hotels

Type of Operation 50-515,000 515,001-330,000 $30,001-5180,000 Total/%
Hotel 27 4 8 39/46.4%
Motor Hotel 11 7 4 22/26.2%
Economy 12 8 1 21/25.0%
All Suite 2 2/2.4%
Total/% 30/59.5% 19/22.6% 18/17.9% 84/100.0%
Figure 10
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When a developer has decided where he wants to build his property and the type of
operation to be built, the next major concem is what contractor to use. If blueprints have
not been drawn to design the property, concem will also have to be focused on the type of

contract will be used (ex. build only, design and build, etc.).

This study examined (3) types of contractors used when construction takes place,

and (3) types of contracts available to developers. The results are shown in figures 11 &

12.
Main Contractor
Mean = 1.742
International
( 50/ ) National
D /0
Local
10.0%
21.1% Other
68.0%
Figure 11

Figure 11 shows that 68.4% of the contractors used by the respondents represent Local
contracting companies, 10% represents National contractors, .5% represents International
contractors, and 21.1% represents other, or another form of contracting agent. The results
of this study showed that “other’ represented properties that did their own construction in-

house.
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Type of Contract
Mean = 1.896

Management

(8.5%)

Build Only

Design & Build

Figure 12

Figure 12 shows that 51.8% of the contracts used were for Building only, 23.2% represents
Design and Build contracts, 8.5% represents Management contracts, and 16% represents

some other form of contract agreement.

One of the primary reasons for the iack of hotel construction taking place in the US
has been due to the lack of funding available for development. Some authors believe that
there is funding available for hotel construction, developers just have to know where to
look. This study attempted to locate some of the agencies who have been funding hotel

construction. The results are shown in figure 13.
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Funding Agencies for Construction

Funding Agencies | #of Respondents %
In House 21 41.1%
Bank 24 47.1%
Federal Gov't 4 7.8%

Grant 1 1.97%

Other 1 1.97%

Total/% 51 100.0%
Mean =1.765

Figure 13

Figure 13 shows that 47.1% of the respondents received funding from a bank, 41.1% of the
respondents funded their construction in-house, 7.8% of the respondents received funding
from the federal government, 1.97% received some sort of grant, and 1.97% received
funding from some other funding agency. Unfortunately, none of the respondents listed an
agency name or a contact person for the agency that provided them funding. On the same

note, only two of the respondents provided a dollar amount for the funding they did receive.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions

As stated earlier in this study, there is significant concern with the lack of
information available on construction activity in the United States. The purpose of this
study was to collect as much information as possible, dealing with hotel construction that
has taken place during 1992-93, provide a statistical analysis of the data, particularly for
different regions of the US, and make it available to the hospitality industry.

The first conclusion of the study exhibits the results of the survey that shows a
comparison of the predictions made in the hypothesis to that of the actual survey. The
hypothesis for this study was developed from the article and journal readings used for the
research.

Figure 14 Hypothesis vs. Survey Results

HYPOTHESI SURVEY
1. Variance in construction activity for 1. large variance in construction activity for
different regions. different regions.
2. Very little activity in Pacific and New 2. Very little activity in the New England
England regions. region, but moderate activity in the Pacific.
3. A lot of activity in the North and 3.A lot of activity in the North and South
South Central regions. regions.
4. % of new build to refurbished properties 4. % of new build to refurbished properties
will be very low. extremely low.

Points one, three, and four of the hypothesis match those of the survey, there was a slight

difference in point two.

The results showed that the North Central region of the US had the largest amount of
construction activity. This includes the three type of activities, new construction, additions,
and renovations. The South Central and Pacific regions followed closely behind. The
Middle Atlantic region resulted as being the region with the least amount of construction

activity. This conclusion directly correlates to the amount of respondents received from
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each region, the total respondents for the North Central, South Central, and Pacific regions
was drastically larger than that of the remaining four regions.
The results also show that the percentage of new builds and additions are drastically lower
than that of renovations. These results support my statement in chapter 3, that more
companies are renovating properties in order to compete for business because they cannot
afford to build new properties.

The second conclusion is that, although there is some construction occurring in the
US, there is not a large amount of money being spent. The results show that 58.4% of the
construction done by the respondents were less than five hundred thousand dollars in costs.
The majority of the responses collected, did not come near five hundred thousand dollars.
Consequently, supporting the fact that renovations are more prevalent in the US today, over
any other form of construction. Since money is not available to fund hotel construction at
any level, and profits are not allowing companies to put large amounts of money away for
future construction, the depreciation of a hotel’s decor has forced many to make small
renovations to stay competitive.
Another factor that could also have resulted in these small amounts of renovations, is
displayed in the results shown in figure 13; Funding Agencies for Construction. This chart
shows that the majority of the funds for construction in 1992-93 were provided in-house
and from banks. Since many banks and S & L agencies are still struggling to get note
payables paid on these properties to improve their occupancy rates through renovations, as
well as other methods, in order to increase profits and payments to their institutions. In
some cases they maybe supplying some funds for the completion of renovations.

The third conclusion is that properties are not spending a lot of time engaging in
hotel construction. This is probably due to the fact that most hotels cannot afford to have
construction activity affect their daily business. Construction in progress, can detour

customers to other properties for many reasons. It can also have an affect on how well a
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hotel can satisfy the needs of their customers. Besides that, most properties cannot afford to
pay contractors for long periods of time, it can be extremely expensive.

The fourth conclusion is that most developers hire local contracting companies to
complete their construction work, and the majority of the contracts used in these agreements
are build only contracts. Most chain companies already have a general layout available for
all of their properties, so they would not need a contractor to design the property. It is also
much more convenient for a hotel to use a local contracting company to complete their
construction activity, and significantly cheaper, unless the work is completed in-house.
In-house contracting was found to be the second highest response from the survey.

The fifth conclusion is that, for all of the different types of properties surveyed, the
average per room cost for each is less than fifteen thousand dollars. The results showed that
more than 50% of the respondents spent between $0-15,000 per room. After analyzing the
results more closely, it was also concluded that most of there respondents only spent

between the range of fifteen hundred dollars and three thousand dollars per room.
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Recommendations

The survey did not generate a comprehensive list of hotel properties who
participated, primarily due to the fact that most of the properties who did respond did not
choose to complete the identification section at the end of the questionnaire. Speculation can
be made as to why they were hesitant to complete the questionnaire, (i.e. confidentiality,
high management turnover, etc.). Since this can cause some problems for future surveys, it
is believed that prior warning, along with some general information about the subject and its
importance, can be helpful. A copy of the results for this study may also be helpful in
convincing its importance.

For future research, it maybe wise to provide some incentive along with the
questionnaire to encourage respondents and non respondents of this study to participate.
Whether it is a one hundred dollar check or a discount pass for lodging and a free meal; you
can get a greater response rate when your participants feel they are getting something worth
while out of it.

The properties that did complete the identification portion of the survey, can probably be
helpful in “passing the word” for future research that is done.

Descriptive Statistics worked very well for this type of research, by providing a
benchmark for future studies. However, for future study, a focus group for brainstorming
changes in the questions for the questionnaire might identify more specific questions of
interest. Due to the fact that this type of research is not common to the industry, although it
should be, general managers should have more warning upon receiving the questionnaire, if
not to reemphasize the importance of the study.

Additional information can be utilized through Smith Travel Research Co., making it
possible for future researchers to evaluate other hypotheses. Future research needs to be

more specific in its study.
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1. The affects of the recession on hotel construction.

The results shown in chapter IV validated a lot of the information found in the
articles and journals used in this study. This is shown in the economic recession that most
authors predicted for 1992-93, and the decrease in hotel construction activity, particularly
with new hotels. This study can be used as a basis for many areas of research.

2. Funding agencies for hotel construction.

Research can be done on S & Ls, Banks, and other funding institutions to further
examine why they are reluctant to provide funding to hotel construction. This can lead to a
more in-depth look on their past experiences with funding hotel construction, particularly in
the late 1980s.

Further research can also been dome on the agencies that are funding hotel construction.
Some authors do believe that there is funding available, companies just need to take a more
detailed look into the resources available to them.

3. Research methods: Fact or Fiction.

In chapter III, there was a discussion about the quality of research that has come out
of the 1980s. Many consulting agencies utilized optimistic figures in order to provide
results that presented the future in a positive light, even if it gave a false conclusion. Future
research could go into examining consultant agencies and the methods they use to make their
predictions. An examination can also be done on how valid these methods are, by
comparing their past predictions to the actual occurrences.

4. Rise of the budget hotel.

Research showed that the demand for budget hotels are on the rise in the United
States, and the results of this study validated that fact. Future research can be done on the
consumers demand for these low priced properties, and the rate at which construction of
these properties are slowly increasing and making them more visible in today’s lodging

industry.
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5. Recent trends in hotel renovation.

Renovations were overwhelmingly represented in the results of this study as being
over 75% of the construction activity that occurred in the US in 1992-93. Future research
can explore the different trends in the design of hotels that are currently happening today.
The results in Appendix C provides a breakdown provides a breakdown of changes in room
size for different areas of the hotels surveyed. This can serve a resource for examining
changes made in structural design of hotels in the US.

6. The affect of hotel construction on hotel employees.

Although this study did not examine the affects the economy and low the hotel
construction activity has had on hotel employees, future research can examine how these
factors have affected employee progress within a company.

Research can also examine the affect employees can have on decisions to do construction,
particularly in situations where unions are visible.
7. Regional study of hotels.

Focusing on only one area of the United States and the particular concerns of that
region can serve as a basis of study.

A study should also be done on the separate lodging market segments(i.e. luxury, full-
service, mid-priced, convention, resorts, and suites) for each individual region.

Since one of the main purposes of the study was to collect as much information as

possible, some of the questions used may need to be re-examined for importance, in future

research.
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A American

l*l Hotel & Motel
Association

Dear General Manager:

As the Chairperson of the Research Committee of the American
Hotel & Motel Association, I would personally like to solicit
your participation in an extremely important research project.

The topic of research is renovation and construction cost
activity and its purpose is to provide the lodging industry with
the current information within the different regions of the
United States. It will provide statistical data on specific
costs incurred during construction and renovation, as well as
providing a resource of information for companies evaluating
their future plans.

This type of information continues to be in great demand in the
lodging industry and with this in mind, I strongly urge your
participation in completing the questionnaire accompanying this
letter.

This project is being conducted by Rochester Institute of
Technology (RIT), School of Food, Hotel, and Travel Management
(Graduate Studies). The results will be analyzed by RIT with the
assistance and expertise of Smith Travel Research, Inc. and the
American Hotel & Motel Association.

Thank you in advance for your participation.

Sincerely,

mO&SLQN\ SCLC,KQ_QJ\_/

Warren Sackler
Research Chair, AH&MA

School of Food,

Hotel, and Travel

SMITH TRAVEL HESEARCH Managemen[

PO. Box 659
Gallatin, TN 37066



RIT

School of Food,

SMITH TRAVEL RESEARC

Hoel and Tvel  CONSTRUCTION/RENOVATION COST SURVEY  osos

Management

Gallatn, TN 37066

Please complete and return by May 17, 1993 in the enclosed postage-paid envelope.

SECTION A
{Information About Your Property)

1. In what region of the U.S. is the
property located?

___Pacific ____New England
___Mountain ___Middle Atlantic
North Central __South Atlantic

___South Central

2. What type of operation is the hotel?
___Hotel
___Motor Hotel
___Economy (no F&B)
___All-Suites

3. What is the location of your hotel?

___Downtown ___Airport
___Suburban ___Resort
___Highway

4. What level of service does your hotel provide?
__Luxury ($130 and up)
___First Class ($80-$129)
___Moderate ($50-$79)
____Budget ($49 or below)

5. How many rooms does the property have and what is
the average size? #Rooms/Size (sq. feet)

Singles /
Doubles /
Twins /
Suites /
Other /

6. Is this property newly constructed and opened since
January 1, 19927
___Yes (Please complete Sections B and E)
No

7. Did you during 1992 or do you plan during 1993 to
build an addition to expand your property?
___Yes (Please complete Sections C and E)
No

B. Did you during 1992 or do you plan during 1993
major renovation of your property?
___Yes (Please complete Sections D and E)
No

If you answered NO to questions 5, 6, and 7

las a results of not having any construction or major
renovation costs in 1992 or 1993) please ignore the
remainder of the questionnaire and return this in the
enclosed postage-paid envelope.

SECTION B
(For New-Construction Properties Opened in
1992 or 1993)

9. When did the construction work
begin 7end ?

10. a. What was the cost of the original

land/site?

b. Where did you receive the funding for
construction?
___InHouse ___Grant
___Bank ___Other, please specify
___Federal Govt

«. If grant, who was the funding agency?

d. How much grant aid was given?

11. a. Were any special problems encountered with
developing the site?
__Yes ___No
b. If yes, please explain:

c. Did the problem(s) increase the budgeted cost?
___Yes Please indicate % increase
No

12. What is the total area of the site?
Square Feet
Acres

13. What proportion of the total area is used for external
grounds and leisure facilities? %

14. What is the approximate ratio of front-of-the-house
areas (accessible to guests) to back-of-the-house
areas?

Front % Back %

15. Please approximate the floor area of each of
the facilities in the hotel, excluding those areas in
external grounds (in square feet).

Lobby Ballroom(s)
Restaurant(s) Reception
Bar(s) Conference
Swimming Pool Health Club
Shops Parking
Other

Please skip to Section E

SECTION C
{For Additions to Your Property)

16. When did the construction work for the
addition:
begin ? end ?

17. Did you have to increase the size of the site?
a.__No (expansion on existing property)
b.___Yes; added more square feet
c.Cost of additional land $

18.a. What was the cost of the original

land/site?

b. Where did you receive the funding for
construction?
___InHouse __ Grant
___Bank ___Other, please specify
___Federal Govt

c. If grant, who was the funding agency?

d. How much grant aid was given?



SECTION C (continued)
{For Additions to Your Property)

19.a. Were any special problems encountered with

developing the site?
__Yes __ No

b. If yes, please explain:

c. Did the problem(s) increase the budgeted cost?

Yes Please indicate % increase

21. What is the approximate ratio of front-of-the-
house areas to back-of-the-house areas?
(Pre Construction) Front %Back %
{Post Construction)Front % Back %

22. After expansion, please approximate the floor
area of each of the facilities in the hotel, excluding
those areas in external grounds {in square feet).

__No Lobby Ballroom(s)
Restaurant(s) Reception
Bar(s) Conference
20. What proportion of the total area is used for Swimming Pool Health Club
external grounds and leisure facilities? Shops Parking
Pre-Expansion % Other
Post-Expansion %
Please skip to Section E
SECTION D

(For Major Renovations to Your Property)

23. Prior to 1992, what was the date of the last major

renovation?

24. When did the current major renovation

26. Please describe any special characteristics of the
major renovation:

27. What is the approximate ratio of front-of-the-house
areas |accessible to guests) to back-of-the-house

start ? end? areas?
Front % Back %
25. Please indicate which areas of the property received 28. Please approximate the floor area of each of the

major renovation:

facilities in the hotel, excluding those areas in

Lobby Ballroom(s) external grounds {in square feet).
Restaurant(s) Reception Lobby Ballroom(s)
Bar(s) Conference Restaurant(s) Reception
Swimming Pool Health Club Bar(s) Conference
Shops Parking Swimming Pool Health Club
Other Shops Parking
Other
Please continue to Section E
SECTION E

{Cost Information for Work Described in
Sections B, C, or D)

29. The main contractor was:
__Local construction company
__ National
___International
__Other, please specify

30. What type of contract did you have with the
contractor?
___Build Only
___Design and Build
___Management
__ Other, please specify

To the extent of information available, please complete as many as possible of the categories.

Use either dollar amounts or percent of total costs.

Preliminaries

{does not include architectural fees)
Furniture

Computers

Fixtures

Telecommunications
Professional Fees

Equipment

{all equipment bought over $250)
Security Systems

Other

31.What is the hotel's per room cost?

THANK YOU

External Work

{all landscaping & site work)
Superstructure

{including framework, walls
and building materials)
Air-conditioning

Gas & Plumbing
Elevators

Sewage

Total Development Costs
(all categories together,
dollars only)

Pre-opening expenses

If you would like to receive a copy of the results please provide the following:

Hotel Name

City, State, Zip

Your Name

Position
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EUROPEAN HO'. _L
CONSTRUCTION COST SURVEY

This survey is the first comprehensive survey on the
construction, conversion and refurbishment costs of
hotei ceveiopments undertaken throughout Europe.
Since no survey of this type has ever been undertaken
on an internationai scaie, the hotei industry suffers irom
a serious shortage of quanutative and comiparative
information of this tvpe,

We therefore invite You to assist us in this survey by
completing this questionnaire, Please focus upon new
hotel developments/refurbishments compieted in
Europe* by your company over the last two years. Use
one questionnaire for each development. Whiist many
of the questions ask for detailed information on facilities
and costings, we stress that should the information prove
difficult to obtain, your best approximations would be
appreciated.

All responzes will be treated in the strictzst confidence

[Soe-

and used oniv to provide us with the summarv resuits of
the survev.

A copv of the resulis wili be forwardec 10 vou on
compietion of the survey.

* Eurcpe inciudes:
EEC countries
Nor~av, Sweden, Finiand, iceland

|

|

B Switcerlard. Austnia
B Turkew. Cvprus, Malta
n

tastern Bloc, including Seviet Union,

Teiephone

Name ¢f Hetel Devaloped

Address of Haiel

1. What __sle of operation is the hotel?
(Please tick the appropriate box

T Seaside/Resort — Motei

G City Centre (business) C Budget/Economy

O City Centre (tourist) T All Suite

T Country House Hotel C Aparthotei

& Conference/Convention  [J Sporting Hotel
Hotel C Limited Service

C Other. please specifv

2. What grade/standard is the hotel?
(Please tick the appropriate box!

o Luxury (5 star) G Budget (2 star;

= Up-market (4 star) = Economy/Basic (1 stari
_ Middle Market (3 star)

3. How many bedrooms (“kevs”) does the hotei have,

and what is the average bedroom size of each type’
(net internal size, including bathroom. exciuding corridor)

No. Av Size
Singles 22
Doubles m’
Tins mr
Suites o
Total

4. What type of development took piace and how
many storeys does the hotei have?

(Please tick the appropriate box!

—* New Build

NO. of Storevs

— Conversion

i Major Refurbishment

B. General construction data

5. What type of contract did you have with the
contractor? {Please tick the anprepriate box)
Build Only

— Design & Build

i1

Management Contract

a ol

Other, piease specify




(Please tick the appropriate box)
e} Local construction comp
J International construction company

3 National construction company

O Other, please specifv

7. a} Were any special problems encountered with
developing the site?

Z Yes 0 No (zo to Q.8

b) If yes, please explain

Health/Leis re Centre m
Shops/Concessions e’
Parking ?

Others (eg casinos, nightclub, business centre)
please specify

3,

3.

¢ Did the problem(s) increase the budgeted
development cost!

—

— No i~ Yes, please indicate the

percentage increase %

8. What was the cost of the land/site? {local currency)

9. a What s the total area of the site?

n, or

acres, or

hectares

b) What proportion of the total area is used for external
grounds eg. gardens. lawns, beach, goif courses, outdoor
leisure facilities. &€ — o %

70. Piease indicate the approximate ratio of iront of
house fafl areas accessibte to hotel guests) to back of
house tstaff, agrmunistration and service areas..

Crent o Back )

11. If possible. please indicate the approximate floor
area of cach of the following facilities in the hote;,
excluding those areas specified in 9(b} — external grounds
- above.v{Leave blank those which are not applicable

to the develcomentl.

Restaurants m
Bars mt
Lobby:Lounge m
Recention m
Rallroom m

Conference Rooms mr

12. What is the gross floor area of the notel?

13. How was the hotel designed?
(Please tick the appropriate box.)

2 In-House D External arcritect/designer

14, a) Was grant aid available for the construction
of the hotel?

O Yes = No (go to Q.16

b) If yes: who was (were) the funding agencyiies/?

¢} How much grant aid was given?

Currency ot

% of total development cost

C. Specific contract information

15. Please indicate the type of tender used.
(Please tick the appropriate box
C Competitive Fixed Price T Cost Plus
Negotiated

=
T Other piease specify

76. How many tenders were received?

17. What was the duration of the construction period?

Starting Date:

Completion Date:




18. Please complete below t.  cost breakdown of the
total development. If exact costings are unknown, your
best approximations would be appreciated either in
monetary values or 1n percentage terms of the total
project cost.

local  or % of

Cost breakdown currency total cost

Preliminaries

External works

* site works & crainage

* minor building work

¢ jandscaping

Substructure

Superstructure

® frame & o0

* upper fiocrs & starrs

® externai walls & claddings

= internal walis

Mechanical. electrical & plumbing

¢ electric. gas & plumbing

® pjevators

*  samitary frungs

¢ cecurity evstemns

* wWater L wasies

Sub Tosf

Loose fittings, furnishings & equipment

¢ icose joiner

¢ carpets & curtzins

®* ipose furniture & bedroom
case gooas

®  speciaiist infures & ntings

¢ electricai friungs

Ly

otai —_——— _—

ud

Sub Total

Special installations
{eg computers and telecommunications.;

Sub Total

Professional fees
Sub Total

Interest during construction
Sub Totai

Others (eg tax, piease specify)
Sub Total

Total development cost

if possible, please give an indication of further costs
involved :n completion of the totai project.

local  2r %% of

Further costs currency total cost

Working capital

Pre-opening expenses
{marketing etc.)

Hotel direct supply
[crockery, glassware,
uniforms, stationery etc.)

19. if you have any other comments reiating {0 the
deveiopment cost of the hotel, please give them beiow
or enclose them on a separate piece of pager.

We wouid like to thank you for compieting the
guestionnaire. Please return 1t to Touche Ross,

Creene Belfield-Smith Division. Victoria House,
Vernon Place, London WC1B 4DB, UK, by 19 Arpit 190.

We emphasise that any information given wiil be treated
in the strictest confidence and used only to provide us
with the summary results of the survey.
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Ll -Ruy 93 HUILEL CUNGTRUCTIUN 1993 Page 14

10:03:08  GPUL VRX/UMS Site on VRXA:: UMS VUS. 5
VRIYL US REGIUN

Valad Cum
Value Label Value Frequency PRercent Percent Percent
PALLI- LU 1 134 18. 3 18.3 18.3
MOUNTRIN 2 81 11.0 11.0 29.3
NORTH CLENTRAL 3 164 22. 3 22.3 51.6
SUUTH CENTRAL 4 111 is5.1 15.1 66.8
NLEW ENMGLAND 5 64 8.2 8.2 74.9
MIDDLLE RILANITIC & 91 i2. 4 12. 4 87.3
SUUTHRTLANTIL / 93 1e.7 12.7 100. @

l'otal /34 iva, @ 100. @

Mean S. /718 Ltd err W73 Median 3. 000
Mod 3. by Std dev l.988 Variance 3.952
Kurtosis -1. 12@ S L Kurt . 180 Skewness . 233
5 1. Bkew .30 Range 6.0VV Minimum 1.0
Maximum /. QaY Sum 2/29.uvv
Valid cases /34 Missing cases
VRV HUTEL YRk

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
HU =L 1 273 37.2 37.2 37.2
MO TOUR HUTEL 2 c3u 31.3 31.3 68.5
LLEUNUMY 3 iv2 26.2 e6.e 94,7
ALL SUL e 4 39 5.3 5.3 100. @

l'otal 734 100. 2 100. @

Mean 1.996 Ltd err . B34 Median 2. 00
Mode 1. v0Y Std dev . 92 Variance . 847
Kurtousis --914 5 L Kurt . 180 Skewness . 419
DL LKew i 17 Range 3. BBY Minimum i.000
Maximum 4, BVY HSum 1465, YUYV
Valid cases /34 Missing cases



11--RAug- 93 HUIEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 1993 Page 15

1Lb:038: 04 SPYYS VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VAROB S HUTEL LUCAT1IUN

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
DUWN FUWN 1 14/ 2v. o 20. 0 20.0
HBURBURBAN = 186 25. 3 25. 3 45. 4
HIUGHWAY 3 229 38.7 3a.7 76. @
BIRPURY 4 48 6.3 6.5 8e2.6
RELURY S 128 17. 4 17. 4 10a. @

fotal 734 100. 02 10a. @

Mean 2. /b std err . 849 Median 3. 000
Mode 3. By Std dev 1. 428 Variance 1.762
Kurtosis - 3833 Y E Kurt . 188 Skewness . 38@
U L Lkew i 10 Range 4. BV Minimum 1. 00
Maximum S. BB Sum 226 . bib
Valid cases /34 Missing cases %/
VRARB4 LEVLEL UF SERVICE

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Ftrequency Percent Percent Percent
LUXURY 1 41 5.6 9.6 5.6
FIRGE CLRLO 2 14/ 2v. 3 20.0 25.6
MUDLERRA VL 3 2/3 3/7.2 37.2 62.8
BULLL Y 4 273 37.2 37.2 123. @

fotal /34 140. 0 10G. 2

aean 3. 868 s5td err .833 Median 3. 000
Mode 3. By 5td dev . 891 Variance .793
Kurtosis . 326 5k Kurt . 188 Skewness -.3594
Do BSkew 717 Range 3. B Minimum 1. 200
Maximun 4., QLY Sum 2246 . VOB

Valid cases /34 Missing cases ;]



11-Auy- 95 HUTEL CUNSITRUCTIUN 1993

ivihds gy

VARGLAX

Value Label

B -100
101 -3v8
381 -1860

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
Lol bkew
Maximum

Valid cases

VARBGBX

Value Label

0 -208
2ol -LYY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
L L Ukew
Maxi1mumn

Valid cases

LRLS VAX/UMS Site

on VAXA::

Value Frequency
1. 00 393
2. Y 21
S. VY 3
. 317
fotal 734
1.863 5td err 013
1.6V std dev .2/4
2. 188 5 E Kurt .248
<128 Range 2. BBy
3. vYY Lum 444, BYY
41/ Missing cases 31/
Value Ftreguency
1,06 361
2. Y 2
. 371
lfotat 734
1. 0V6 s5td err . VB4
1. 060V Std dev .B74
1/8.9/78 S E Kurt . 255
. 138 Range 7, 17 17;]
2. BBY Sum 365. BWVY
363 Missing cases 371

Page
Ums Vs. 5
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
53.5 94.2 94.2
2.9 5.9 99. 3
<4 .7 120. @
43.2 Missing
109. 2 100. @
Median 1.000
Variance . Q73
Skewness 4,553
Minimum 1. 000
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
49.2 99. 4 99. 4
.3 .6 1020. @
58.5 Missing
100. 92 100.9
Median 1. 000
Variance . 905
Skewness 13.416
Minimum 1. 200

16



11--Auy~-93 HUTEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 1993

1L:03:04

VARBOLX

Value Label

0 -160
101 208
28l 30Y

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
U L Skew
Maxi1mum

Valid cases

VARBGODX

Value Label

0 -106
141 200
2Bl -308

Mean
iMod
Kurtostis
1. Skew
Maximum

Valid cases

1.0059
1.006
31.0633
<291
3. By

68

1.03/7
1.000
37- /92
131
3. By

349

LSS VAX/UMS Sate

fotal

Std err
S5td dev
5 & Kurt
Range
sSum

Missing cases

Value

1.06
2. 00
3. 06

fotal

5td err
std dev
5k Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

. 036
-.293
.0/4
2. By
/2. 0BVY

Frequency

337

011

. 284
.260

2. Ve
d62. VWYY

666

385

Page
UMS VS. 5
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
8.9 95. 6 95.6
.3 2.9 98.5
.1 1.5 iga. @
Q3.7 Missing
1. @ 103. @
Median 1. 000
Variance . 286
Skewness S. 465
Minimum 1. 000
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
435.9 96.6 96.6
1.5 3.2 99.7
.1 .3 1.2
2. 3 Missing
1v@. ¥ 1os. &
Median 1.0
Variance . @42
Skewness S5.889%
Minimum 1. 00

17



11- Aug- 95 HUTEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 1993

ivihid: 4

VARBOE X

Value Label

0 -1o0
1ol -3
Sl -bvd

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
U L Skew
Maximum

Valid cases

Vidiaol- X

Value Label

0 -0y
ol -1VY
1481 'HRU HI

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
U L bkew
Maximum

Valid cases

Skshs VAX/UMYy

1.836
1. 000
48. 40
- 1389
3. 800

165

1.1405
1.0
/. 636
. 2089
3. BB

3]

Site

lotal

Std err
Std dew
S k£ Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

Value

1. 08
. B
3. 0

fotal

Std err
Std dew
5 E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
16Q 21.8 97.0@
4 .3 2. 4
1 .1 .6
369 77-3 Missing
734 1va. 2 1090. @
017 Median
.cl8 Variance
. 376 Skewness
c. b Minimum
171,008
569

Frequency

.47
-394
.372
2. 080
/9. 808

663

Valaid

Percent Percent

a.2 8a7.2

1.1 11.6

.1 1.4

949. 6 Missing

100. @ 100. 2

Median

Variance
Skewness

Minimum

Page

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

97.0
99. 4
100.0

1. 200
. 247
6.654
1. 002

Cum
Percent

a87.2
98.6
100. 2

18
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1h:Ld: 00

VAROLLEX

Value Label

@ LYY
VYl -1VBVY
1841 THRU HI

Mean
iMotde
Kurtosis
5 L bkew
Maximum

Valid cases

VARVBOHX

Value Label

U -400
401 QBY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
5 L Skew
Maximum

Valid cases

SPSEY

VAX/ VMY

1. 364
1. 006
.22/
« 322

3. VYL

o0

1. 208
1. 000
1. 4806
.64/
2. 008

16

Site

Value

1.00
2. 486
3. 00

ifotal

bstd err
std dev
U L Kurt
Hange
Sum

Missing cases

fotal

Lstd err
Std dev
S E Kurt
Hange
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
39 5.3 7@.9
ie 1.6 1.8
4 .S 7.3
679 92.5 Missing
/734 1vv. v 10a. 0
. 084 Median
. 620 Variance
634 Skewness
2. Y Minimum
/'S3. VYWY
679
Valad
Frequency Percent Percent
8 1.1 8G. @
2 -3 cG. @
/24 98.6 Missing
734 1vd. & 100. @
133 Median
<422 Variance
1. 334 Skewness
1. 08V Minimum
12. vV
24

Page

UMs V5.5

Cum
Percent

7.9
%e2.7
1066. @

1. 000
- 384
1.515
1. 006

Cum
Percent

8.0
106. @

1. 000
.178
1.779
1. 0600

19



11-Buy- 94 HUTEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 1993

ih:rod:0n

VARGLIL1X

Value Label

0 -HvY
281 -16VY
106t VYHRU H{

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
U L Ukew
Maximum

Valid cases

VARVBLIX

Vailue Label

0 -0
vt -10VY
1001 tHRU H1i

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
U L bkew
Maximum

Valid cases

LPYS VAX/VMS

2. 222
<. 880
—- 449

- 302
3. 00

63

2. 0V
1.0V
-1.80/

. 4006
3. 000

26

ite

Value

1.00
2.0
3. 00

fotatl

Std err
S5td dev
S E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

Value

1.06
2. 00
3. 00

fotal

Std err
Std dev
S E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

6

N

. 648
995

2. 80
144. VLV

Freqgquency

.175
-894
. 887
2. 0B
S52. WS

671

768

Page
UMms V5.5
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
.8 9.5 9.5
5.0 38.7 68. 3
2.7 31.7 100. 0
S1. 4 Missing
132. 9 100.9
Median 2. 000
Variance . 369
Skewness —-. 1435
Minimum 1.0200
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
1.4 38.5 38.5
.8 23.1 61.5
1.4 38.5 100.0
96.35 Missing
100. & 100.9
Median 2. 200
Variance . 800
Skewness . 200
Minimum 1. 000

20



11 Ruy- 95 HUTEL CONSTRUCTIUN 1993
10:035:00 UPYY VAX/UMS Site

VAHRO9 X

on VAXA::

Value bLabel Value Frequency
b -2a 1.08 =
251 -3y 2. o
LVl -1vvY 3. vV 3
. /45
lfotal /34
Mean 1.379 s5td err . 126
Mode 1.4 Ltd dev 677
Kurtosis 1,263 5 E Kurt . 845
H oL Skaew - 434 Hange 2.8y
Maximum 3. v Sum 44, VYOS
Valid cvases ] Missing cases 785
VA6 NEW CONSTRUCTIUN IN 1992 & 1993
Value Label Value Frequency
Y=l 1 29
NU 2 705
fotal 734
Mean 1.964 std err LBa7
Mode <. 00 std dev . 195
Kurtosis 2. 491 5 L Kurt .18@
5oLk BSkew . 4924 Hange 1. B0
Maximum 2. B Lum 1449, LY
Valid cvases /34 Missing cases U]

Page
UMs VS. 5
valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
2.9 72. 4 72. 4
.7 17.2 89.7
- 4 19.3 100. 0
06. 0 Missing
100. @ 100. @
Median 1. 000
Variance . 458
Skewness 1.586
Minimum 1. 000
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
4, @ 4, @ 4, @
96.0 96.0 10G. @
109. @ 100. @
Median 2. 00a
Variance .238
Skewness -4,737
Minimum 1. 00

21



11- Auy- 938 HUTEL CONSTRUCTIUN 1993

iz 06

VARO/

Value Label

Y.
NUO

iMan
Mode
Kurtusis
L Lkew
Maximum

Valid cases

vRaiIiag

Value Label

Yills
N

Muean
iMod.
Kurtusis
Lol LKew
Maximum

Valid cases

SHOUS VAX/VMS

ALD 11 1UNY

1.962
2. BB
2l. 408
.0
2. B8

/34

1. 740
2. B8
803
. 0908
<. 00

/34

Hite

IN 1992 & 1993

Value

1
2

fotal

Ltd err
Std dewv
5 E Kurt
Hange
Sum

Missing cases

Value

1
2

lflotal

Ltd err
Ltd dev
S £ Kurt
Range
Sum

RENOVATIUNS I[N 1992 & 19938

on VAXA::
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
c8 3.8 3.8
/46 96. 2 96.2
/34 10,8 106. @
. D7 Median
. 192 Variance
. 180 Skewness
1. 000 Minimum
144, 8D
Valid
Fregquency Percent Percent
191 6. @ 26. @
o943 4. @ 74.@
/34 100. @ 106. @
816 Median
« 439 Variance
. 180 Skewness
1. 008 Minimum
127/. 80

Missing cases

Page
UMS VUS.5

Cum
Percent

3.8
100.0

2. 008
. 337
-4.832
1. 008

Cum
Percent

26.@
160. @

2. 080
. 193
-1.@55
1.000

22
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1L:LETVE LRSS VAX/UMYS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VAROY B LENGITH OF CONSTRUCTIUN
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
126 1 -1 3.4 3.4
180 8 1.1 27.6 31.0
cle 6 .8 20.7 51.7
240 6 .8 cB. 7 72. 4
e/ 2 -3 6.9 79.3
{71 1 -1 3.4 82.8
360 1 -1 3.4 86.¢2
399 1 -1 3.4 89.7
630 1 -1 3. 4 93.1
/3¢ 1 -1 3.4 96.6
999 1 -1 3. 4 160. 0
. /85 v6.8 Missing
fotal /34 168. 0 160. 0
Mean 203, bLU6 bBtd err 35. 281 Median 2168. oG
Mode 186. VBY bBtd dev 189.99/ Variance 36@98.680
Kurtosis /. 4083 8 L Kurt . 8405 Skewness 2.789
5L Lkew - 434 Range 8/9. 08w Minimum 126. s
Maximum 999. VY sSum 8ce4. vvY

Valid cases <Y Mi1ssing cases 745
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1L:048:06 YPYS VAX/VUMS Site on VAXA:: VMS V3.5
VAR10A B CUST UOF URIGINAL S1t
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
g -HYY, VVY 1 1o 2.0 78.9 78.9
1,080,001 -1, 586, 8L 3 2 .3 18.5 89.5
iZy DAY, VYL -3, VIV, VLY 6 1 .1 5.3 Q4.7
134 BVY, BBL -G, BVY, BBV 9 1 -1 5.3 106. 0
. /15 97.4 Missing
fotal 734 10V. 2 100. 06
Mean 1.895 Ltd err . 489 Median 1. 600
Mode 1. 000 btd dev 2. 132 Variance 4,544
Kurtosis /o123 5 E Kurt 1.614 Skewness 2.691
U L Skew . o224 Range 8. vVY Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 9. BYBY Sum 36. BVG
Valid cases 19 Missing cases 715
Vi1 b 3 FUNDING RLECEIVED
Valid Cum
Value Label Value I requency Percent Percent Percent
IN HUUHSE: 1 16 1.4 38.5 38.5
BRNK 2 13 1.8 58.0 88.5
LD LUV 3 3 -4 11.5 106. 0
. /48 96.5 Missing
fotal /34 1. ¥ 106.0
Mean 1.731 std err - 131 Median 2. 600
Mod:: 2. BV Std dev .667 Variance - 443
Kurtosis . 642 5 E Kurt . 887 Skewness - 363
5 L Skew . 496 Range 2. Y Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 3. BBY Sum 45, VVG

Valid cvases 26 Missing cases 748
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IL:Lid: e SPSS VAX/UMYS Site
VAK1®0DL B AMUOUNY UOF A1D
Value Label Value
/68, 081 -8B, BBY 8
1,688,001+ 11
fotal
Mean Y. VY Std err
Mode . vy Std dev
ange 3. B8 Minimum
Sumn 19. VYL
Valid cases e Missing
VARL1 1A B PRUBLEMS WI1TH S1ik
Value Label Value
Yizt 1
NU o4
fotal
Mean 1.8l S5td err
Mode e ;17 1} std dev
Kurtosis l.234 U B Kurt
5 L Skew <441 Hange
Maximum 2. BBy Sum
Valid vases 28 Missing

on VAXA::

Frequency

1.5048
2. 121
8. v¥Y

cases

Frequency

<B4
. 398
. 858
1. 06VU
Sl.vve

cases

706

Page
UMS VS. 5
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
.1 S53. @ S0.0
.1 S58.0 106. @
99.7 Missing
1vo. @ 106. @
Median 9. 500
Variance 4,500
Maximum 11. 200
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
.7 17.9 17.9
3.1 82.1 1006. 0
96.¢2 Missing
1v4. @ 1v6. 0
Median 2. 000
Variance . 152
Skewness -1.775
Minimum 1.000

25
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1L:LS:B7 LRSS VAX/UMS Site

VARIIC b INCREASE BUDLGED

Value Label Value Fregquency
Vit 1 /
NU 2 9
. /18
lfotal /34
Moean 1.563 5td err .128
Modu 2. VY 5td dev .ol2
Kurtosis SELY ) 5 L Kurt 1.u91
5 12 bkew « 004 Range 1. vvY
Maximum 1117 Sum 25. BVd
Valid cases 16 Missing cases 718
VARLLID B AMUUNT % [NURERASE
Value Label Value Frequency
& 1
1v 1
18 1
39 1
Sy 1
. /29
fotal /34
Mezan 23, BBY Std err 8.683
Mod 2. VY Ltd dewv 19. 416
Kurtuosis -t.1/7/ 5 E Kurt 2. BBy
5 L Skew 913 Range 48. BLVY
Maximum oy, VLYY Sum 115. 4V
Valid cvases ] Missing cases /29

on VAXA::

Valid
Percent Percent
1.9 43.8
1.2 56. 3
9/.8 Missing
1.2 100. 9
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum
Valid
Percent Percent
.1 cB. 0
.1 co. @
.1 8.0
.1 28. @
.1 8.0
99. 3 Missing
1v4. B 120.Q
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

43.8
106.0

2. 62

.263
-.279
1. 006

Cum
Percent

28. 8
43.0
63.0
8.0
120. 08

18. 620
377.2800
. 559

2. 62
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ibshgs 6y

VARIZA

Value Label

¥ -108, BBV

LRSS VAX/UMS

B HAREAR Uk

6B, BBL - 708, BBV

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
S5 L Skew
Maximum

Valid cases

VAL oRX

Value Label

b -LYY

wul -l
luvl -3
Sl -1 10608

Mean
Mode
Kurtostis
L L okew
Maximumn

Valid cases

1.8%9/7
1. 88406
/. BB
. /4
/. 8Be

2. 2ad
;17 1]
~. 811

. 036
4. LYY

14

ite

sS4 FERT

Value

1
/

fjotal

5td err
Std dev
5 E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

Value

1. 06
2. 4u
3. 0¥
4. 00

fotal

Std err
Std dev
5 E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::
Valid
tFregquency Percent Percent
6 .8 85.7
1 .1 14.3
27 99.0 Missing
734 100, 2 106. 0
. 857 Median
2.268 Variance
1.587 Skewness
6. WY Minimum
13. BB
727

Frequency

. 250
1. 668
1.638
3. vuYG

44. LY

Valid

Percent Percent

.7 27.8

1.2 38.9

- 4 16.7

- 4 16.7

97-95 Missing

1v3. 0 1v4. 2
Median

716

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

yMs V5.5

Cum
Percent

85.7
103.0

1. 620
5.143
2.646
1. 620

Cum
Percent

27.8
66.7
83.3
126. 8
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1L:0L5:07  LPSS YRX/UMS Site on YAXA:: UMs US. S5
VAR1ILDX
Yalid Cum

Value Label Yalue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 -150V 1.00 S .7 38.5 38.5
1oVl -3VVY 2.8 6 .8 46. 2 84.6
SVt -1 300V 3.0V 2 .3 15. 4 1.8

. /el 38.¢2 Missing

fotal 734 108. 0 106. @
Mean 1./769 Btd err .21 Median 2. 000
Mode 2. VY s5td dev . 725 Yariance . 526
Kurtosis - /30D 5 I Kurt 1.1921 Skewness . 395
5oLl Lkew 6106 Range 2. VY Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 3. 0VY Sum c3. VY
Valid cvases 13 Missing cases 721
VARLLIX
Yalid Cum

Value Label Yalue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 -LVY 1.0V 3 -4 27.3 27.3
VUL -1LBVY 2.V =] .7 45.5 72. 7
1yul sVVY 3.0V 2 -3 i8.2 9@.9
SUUtL -19VVY 4,00 1 -1 9.1 106. 06

. /23 98.5 Missing

fotal /34 104. 0 1.6

Mean 2. 091 5td err . 285 Median 2. 000
Mod:e 2. VY 5td dev . 944 Yariance .891
Kurtosis - 199 5 L Kurt 1.279 Skewness .663
S5 1. Ykew . 661 Range 3. 00V Minimum 1. 006
Maximum 4. 00V Sum 23. 0B
Yalid cvases 11 Missing cases /23
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lhehid:y

VARILIX

Value Label

U -1y
1881 -LBvY
QBB -3vVY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosas
UL UKew
Maximum

Valid cases

VAILOKX

Value Label

U -1y
lvvyl -cBwBvY
cvuvl -3VYYY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosas
U L Skew
Maximum

Valid cases

l.66/
1.888
R11%]
<840
3. B8

2. 1en
2. VY
. /41
. /o2
3. B8

LSS VAX/UMS Sate

on VAXA::

Value Freguency
1.6 3
2. 00 2
3. BV 1
. 728
lotal 734
Std err . 333
btd dev .816
5 E Kurt 1.741
Range c. BB
Sum 1. 8602
Missing cases 728
Value Frequency
1.6 1
2. 00 o
3. 88 2
. /26
lotal 734
Std err .227
5td dev .641
5 E Kurt 1.481
Range 2. b
Sum 17,060

Missing cases 726

Valid

Percent Percent

4 50.0

.3 33.3

.1 16.7

99.2 Missing

1vv. @ 120. 90

Median

Variance
Skewness

Minimum

Valid

Percent Percent

.1 12. 35

. 7 62.5

.3 23. 9

98.9 Missing

10v. 2 100. 0
Median

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

Page

ymMs V5.5

Cum
Percent

50. 0
83.3
100. @

Cum
Percent

12.5
75.0
100.0

29



1i- Aug- 938 HUTEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 1993

1LurLhs: 08

VAR16X

Value Label

v 200
20l -LVvY
oY1 -10vY

Mean
iMode
Kurtosis
ol Skew
fMaximum

Valid cases

VRILL /7R e

Value Label

Yo
NU

Maean
flode
Kurtosis
5oL Okew
Flaximum

Valid cases

1.263
1.4V9
4.2048

. 024
3. VWYY

19

INURLERGED GIl/ZE UF SITE

1.4348
2. VBY
2. 061

. 464
2. 88

LPUS VAX/UMS Site

Value

1.00
2. ¥
3. 09

lotal

S5td err
Ltd dev
U L Kurt
Range
LSum

Missinyg cases

Value

1
2

lotal

Ltd err
Std dev
5 £ Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

- 129
. 062
1.014
2. VVY
24. 00V

Frequency

.47’s
-.374
. 982
1. 00V
46. VYV

/15

/49

Valad
Percent Percent
2.9 78.9
. 4 15.8
.1 5.3
97.4 Missing
10V. 0 1va. @
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum
Valid
Percent Percent
.S 16. @
2.9 84.0
96.6 Missing
100. & 120. @
Median

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

Page

UMsS V5.5

Cum
Percent

78.9
94,7
100. 0

1. 002

. 316
2.158
1. 002

Cum
Percent

16.@
120. @

30
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1b:bs: 8 PSS VAX/UMS Site on VAXA::
VAR1/B C AbDLED SU FEET
Valid
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent
Q,08!L -16, 8BV 16 1 -1 33.3
tB,001 11 2 -3 66.7
. /31 99.6 Missing
fotal /34 10B. 6 196. @
Mean 18.66/7 5td err - 333 Median
Mode 1i.uvve Std dev .977 Variance
LRewness -1. 732 5 L Skew 1.225 Range
Minimum 14. BBY Maximum 11,008 Sum
Valid cases 3 Missing cases 7’31
vart 7 € COLY UOF ADDIFIUNAL LAND
Valid
Value Label Value Freguency Percent Percent
106, BV -2V, BVY 2 1 .1 1006. 0
. /33 99.9 Missing
fotal /34 18V, 126.0
Mean <. VB Median 2. v Mode
Range . BbBY Minimum 2. BB Maximum
Gum 2. v
Valid cases 1 Missing cases 733

Page

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

33.3
100. 0

32. 000

Cum
Percent

126. 6

2. 000
2. 000

31
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19:53:08  LSPSS VAX/UMS Site on VRXA:: UMS V5.5
VARLOA C LOUST U URIGINAL SITE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
U -QvY, BYBY 1 6 .8 75.0 75.2
S, BB -1, BBV, VVY 2 1 .1 12.5 87-35
1,088, BV]L -2, BBYG, VYV 4 1 . 1 12.5 100.0
. /26 98.9 Missing
fotal /34 1va. 0 100. 2
Mean 1. b8 btd err . 378 Median 1. 000
Mode 1.0686 Ltd dev 1.869 Variance 1.143
Kurtosis 3. 464 5 E Kurt 1.481 Skewness 2. 339
5 L Skew . /o2 Range 3. BBY Minimum 1.000
Maximum 4., BBY Sum 12. BBV
Valid cases L] Missing cases /26
VARLB. C IFUNDING RECELIVED
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
IN HUUSE 1 11 1.5 44, @ 44, @
BRANK 2 11 1.5 44,0 88. 2
FED Luvr 3 1 -1 4.0 92.0
URANT 4 1 -1 4.0 96.0
U rHLER b’ 1 -1 4.0 100. 0
. 7609 96.6 Missing
fotal /34 100.0 102. 0
Mean 1. 888 Std err . 20 Median 2. 000
Mode 1.0y Std dew 1. vva Variance 1. 000
Kurtosis 3. 8B4 5 E Kurt . 92 Skewness 1.793
5 L Lkew . 464 Range 4. 80 Minimum 1.000
Maximum 5. VYWY Lum 45, BB

Valid cases 20 Missing cases /89
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15:04:88  LPYY VAX/UMY Site on VAXA:: UMS V3.5
VAR18D C AMUOUNT OF GRANT A1D
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
. /34 1064.0 Missing
fotal /34 180. 0 100.9
Valid wcases i} Missing cases /34
VailoA C PRUBLEMS WITH SIFE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
YLG 1 2 .3 5.1 9.1
NU 2 20 2.7 99@.9 120. 2
. 712 97.4 Missing
fotal /34 100.0 190.0
Mean 1.2 5td err 063 Median 2. 202
Mode . D08 L5td dev .294 Variance .087
Kurtostis 8.885 U L Kurt . 983 Skewness -3.0859
G 1L Bkew 491 Range 1. 0BG Minimum 1. 20292
Maximum 2. BVY Sum 42. 0V

o
re

Yalid cases

Missing cases

712

33
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bbby

VAR 2AX

Value Label

U -0V

wdl -1BBY

1681 3886
368l - /v

Me.an
Mode
Kurtosis
ol Lkew
Maximum

Valid cases

valaeepX

Value Label

U -2
2881 -4880
4801 - /008

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
O L Lkew
Maximum

Valid cases

LRSS VAX /UMy

2. 88Y
1. vV
—-. 394

I
4. 40

14

2. 186
3. VYL
-l. /734

.68/
3. Bws

14

Site

Value

1. 06
2. 8u
3. 0Y
4. 00

lfotal

Ltd err
S5td dev
L E Kurt
Range
Lum

Missing cases

Value

1.6
2. 8uY
3. Y

fotal

Std err
S5td dev
S5 & Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

.2357
.961
1. 154
3. BB
28. vve

Frequency

.277
.876
1. 334
2. b6
cl.Bws

26

Valid
Percent Percent
.7 33.7
.7 35.7
- 4 cl. 4
.1 7.1
va. 1 Missing
1090. 2 120. @
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum

Valid

Percent Percent

- 4 30.0

- 4 30. 9@

.S 40. @

v8.6 Missing

1ub. @ 1920. @
Median

/24

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

UMS V3.5

Cum
Percent

35.7
71. 4
92.9
100. 2

c. 009
.923
. 607

1. 200

Cum
Percent

30.02
60.02
1020. @
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1L:LY 08

VAR 2CX

Value Label

U -10VV
1oVl -2VVY
2Pdl -4000

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
L L Ukew
Maximum

Valid cvases

VRRZ2DX

Value Label

v -25VY

2ol -LYVVY
SVUYL -1LYVBYY
1vVV1l -4VBYY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
5oL YKkew
Maximum

Valid cases

1.485/7
2. VY
- 336
- /4
3. VYV

2,091
1.0VV
-1.a2/9
6061
4.00VV

1l

5PSS VAX/uMS Site

Value

1.0V
2. v
3. 00

l'otal

5td err
Ltd dev
43 E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

Value

1.0V
2. v
3. 00
4. 00

fotal

HStd err
Std dev
5 L Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
e .3 28.6
4 = 57.1
1 -1 14.3
2/ 99.0Q Missing
/34 10V. 2 100.92
.261 Median
. 690 Variance
1.087 Skewness
2. v Minimum
13. VYV
727
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
5 .7 45.5
2 -3 i8.2
2 -3 18.2
2 -3 i8.2
/23 948. 5 Missing
734 10V. 0V 100.92
. 3648 Median
1.221 Variance
1.2/79 Skewness
3. 209 Minimum
23. vbVY

723

uMsS V5.5

Cum
Percent

28.6
a85.7
100. 0

2. 202
- 476
174

1.000

Cum
Percent

45.3
63.6
81.8
122. 92

2. 202
1.491
. 599
1. 200
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1LILAI0Y LPSS VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VARZE X
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
U -1Bve 1. 066 3 -4 S56. 6 56. @
1661 -3vVY 2. b 2 -3 33. 3 83.3
vl -1 3888 3. b 1 .1 16.7 106. 0
. 28 99.¢2 Missing
lotal 734 164.0 106. &
Mean 1.66/7 btd err 333 Median 1. 508
Mode 1.6V btd dev .816 Variance .667
Kurtosis —- 3v8 5 L Kurt 1. 741 Skewness . 857
U L Skew . B845 Range 2. Y Minimum 1. 208
Maximum 3. BV Sum 16. BB
Valid cases G Missing cases /28
VAR:S D LASIT MAJUR RENUVAITIUN
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1991 1 15 2.0 14. 3 1.3
1996 vl 26 3.5 17.9 28. 3
19489 3 14 1.9 9.7 37.9
194848 4 19 2.6 13.1 51.0
1947/ pu] 16 2.2 11. @ 62.1
1386 6 15 2.0 19. 3 72. 4
19085 / pa -7 3.4 75.9
19084 8 14 1. 4 6.9 82.8
1983 9 29 3.4 17.2 106. 6
. 589 8.2 Missing
lotal 734 140. @ 106. @
Mean 4. /93 Std err . 226 Median 4. 00
Mode 2. v Std dev 2. /723 Variance 7-415
Kurtosis -1.236 L E Kurt - 46 Skewness .278
L L LGkew .24l Range 8. vuw Minimum 1. 000
Maximum Y. b Lum 695, b

Valid cvases 145 Missing cases b4y9



11- Auy- 938 HUTEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 1993

1L:03:09  YPSS VAX/UMS Sate on VAXA::
VARZ4X
Val:d
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent
0 -2oY 1.0 113 15. 4 69.8
PG F A 17 17 2. 06 31 4.2 19.1
sl -1BBY 3. 0 18 2.5 11.1
. S5/ ’77.9 Missing
fotal /34 100. @ 100. @
Mean l.414 Ltd err . 054 Median
Modew 1.0 Utd dev . 684 Variance
Kurtosis <010 L L Kurt .3/79 Skewness
S L Skew <191 Range 2. 80 Minimum
Maximum 3. 600 Lum 229 . b
Valid cases 12 Missing cases b/2
VARZ2GA D LUBBY RUENUOVATIUN
Valid
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent
YU 1 113 15.4 100. 6
. 621 84.6 Missing
fotal /34 103. 0 1006. 6
Mean 1.0VY utd err . WY Median
Mode R 1717 Std dev . WY Variance
Ranyge . B Minimum 1. 008 Maximum
HLum 113.0608
Valid cases 113 Missing cases 621

Page

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

69.8
a8.9
1006. 08

1. 000
. 468
1. 379
1. 0660

Cum
Percent

106. @

1. 660
. 300
1. 203

37
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10:03:49

VAR2LI

Value Label

YU

Mean
Mode
Ranyge
Luan

Valid cases

VAReoL

Value Label

YL

Mean
Moda:
Hanye
Lum

Valid cases

LBPLLS VAX/UML Site

LD RESFRURANT

1. 800
1. BB

. 4y
/4. 8V

]

1.044
1.804
. 4y
46. VWLV

46

RENUVR I IUN

Value Frequency

1 /Q

. 664

fotal /34
Std err . DAY
Std dev . DAY
Minimum 1. 0VY

D BAR RENUVATIUN

Missing cases 664
Value Frequency

1 46

. 688

fotal /34
S5td err . D
Std dev . A
Minimum 1. v
Missing cases 688

on VAXA::

Page
UMS VUS. 5
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
9.5 12V. @ 100. @
V4.5 Missing
1vv. v 100.0
Median 1.009
Variance . Q00
Maximum 1.009
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
6.3 120.0 1020. 9
V3.7 Missing
1. 100. @
Median 1. 9000
Variance . 900
Maximum 1. 9000

38
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1b:04:1¥  LPSS VAX/UMS Site

VARSLD D GWIM PUUL RENOVAT IUN

Value Label Value
YU 1
lotal
hzan 1. 00 Std err
Mode 1.0V Ltd dev
anye . 009 Minimum
Hum 4. VWYY
Valid cvases 04 Missing
VARZLE D SHOUPYS RENOVAT 10N

Valueg Label Value
YU 1
lotal
Mean 1.0V utd err
Mode 1.0V Ltd dev
Ranyge . 009 Minimum
Lum 14. BV
Valid cvases 1o Missing

on VAXA::

Freguency

. 800
. 008
1.0V

cases 680

Fregquency

. BV
. BB
1. 008

~
ne
H

cases

Valid
Percent Percent
7-4 100. @
92.6 Missing
1va. 2 100. 0
Median
Variance
Maximum
Valid
Percent Percent
1.4 100. 0
98.6 Missing
10a. 2 100. 0
Median
Variance
Maximum

Page

yMS VUS.95

Cum
Percent

160. 2

1. 002
. 620
1. 060

Cum
Percent

160.0

1. 060
. 620
1. 002

35
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15:53: 18 5P55 VAX/UMS Site

VAIRZSI D RUUM RENUVRAT IUN

Value Label Value

Yits 1
fotal

Mean 1. 866 btd err

Mode 1. 060 5td dev

Ranye . bV Minimum

Luwm 8. BYY

Valid cases 98 Missing

VAR LG L BALLROUM RENOVAT 10N

Value Label Value
Yizs i
fotal
Mean 1. Yoy Btd err
Mode 1. bBY itd dev
lanye . BBY Minimum
Sum 4. YOV
Valid cases 40

Missing cases

on VAXA::
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
58 13.4 100. @
636 86.6 Missing
/34 108. 0 100. @
. BiBY Median
. BY Variance
1. 0vY Maximum
cases 636
Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
4 5. 4 188. @
694 V4.6 Missing
/34 16V, 160.0
. BiBY Median
. BiBY Variance
1. 0vvY Maximum

694

Page

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

160. 3

1. 000
. 000
1. 000

Cum
Percent

100.0

1. 000
. 600
1. 000

4@
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153:038: 18 GPSS VAX/UMS Site

VARRZHOH D RECEP INIUN RENUOVA T TUN

Value Label Value
YL 1
fotal
Mean l. vy Std err
Mode l. vy uwtd dev
Range . bLY Minimum
Suin <4, QYA
Valid cases 24

VAR 0 D CUNFERENCE RENOVATIUN

Value Label Value
Yl 1
llotal
Mean l. 0l Std err
Mode l. 0l Std dev
Rlanye . By Minimum
LSum 3. a4
Valid cases 39

Mi1ssing cases

Missaing cases

on VAXRA::

Frequency

. v
. v
1. 480

Frequency

- bBY
. v
1.004

710

6905

Valid
Percent Percent
3.3 100. 0
96.7 Missing
104. 2 100. @
Median
Variance
Maximum
Valid
Percent Percent
5.3 100. @
Y4, 7 Missing
100, @ 1008. @
Median
Variance
Maximum

Page

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

100. @

1. 000
. 200
1. 000

Cum
Percent

100.0

1. 200
. 00
1. 000

41



11-Auy -93 HUPEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 19943

Page

10:03:18 GPBL VARAX/UML Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VRO D HEAL FH CLUB RENUVATIUN
vValaid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
i) 1 26 2.7 1066. @ 106.0
. /14 97.3 Missing
fotai /34 10B. 8 100. @
Mean 1. 666 Ltd err . b Median 1. 006
Mode 1. vvY Ltd dev . by Variance . 0D
lanyge . BBy Minimum 1. 00V Maximum 1. 000
sun 2B, BBy
Valid cases c Missing cases 714
VARZLK D PARKING RENUOVATION
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
YU 1 46 6.3 146. 6 1006. @
. 688 93.7 Missing
fotal /34 108.0 1006. @
Mean 1. 06w std err . b Median 1. 0VG
Mode F ;1717 5td dev . BbBY Variance . 6B
anyge . BYY Minimum 1. 00V Maximum 1. 000
um 46, 000
Valid cases 46 Missing cases 688

42
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10521038218 UIFSS VAX/UMS Gite on VAXA:: UMS V3.5
VR /8 D FRUNT Ui HUUSE
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1 1 -1 .8 .8
o 2 -3 1.5 2.3
14 1 .1 .8 3.1
e 2 .3 1.5 4.6
co 2 .3 1.5 6.1
K{7] 1 .1 .8 6.9
44 3 <4 2.3 9.2
=17} 13 1.8 9.9 19.1
6V 2 .3 1.5 28.6
4] 6 .8 4.6 25.2
/D o .7 3.8 29.@
8¢ 24 3.3 18. 3 47.3
85 14 1.4 7.6 55.0
el 16 2.2 1e.2 67.2
92 1 .1 .8 67.9
9o 13 1.8 9.9 77.9
9/ 1 .1 .8 78.6
98 4 .9 3.1 81.7
99 24 3.3 18. 3 106.0
. 643 82.2 Missing
fotal 734 104. 6 1060.@
Mean /8.4/6 std err 2. B4 Median 85. 026
Mode 8y, vsY S5td dev 23. 345 Variance S44.994
Kurtusis 1. /¢ U E Kurt . 420 Skewness -1.516
Bl Lkew I Range 98. VWYY Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 3. BB Sum 1228, BLY
Valid cases 131 Missing cases 603

Page 43
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1L:L5: 10

VAR /B

Value Label

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
L bBkew
Maximum

Valid cvases

LSPYSS VAX/umMs

D BALK UF HUUSE

2o, L0
Y. BBY
1. 324
212

. VYY

130

Site

fotal

Std err
S5td dev
5 k= Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

19

[

2. 331
26.9/7/6
422

V8. BYY
326 3. vy

6¥4

Page 44

UMS V5.5
Valid Cum
Percent Percent Percent
2.6 14.6 14.6
.S 3.1 17.7
.1 .8 18.5
1.8 12.Q 28.5
.1 .8 29.2
2.2 12. 3 41.5
1.4 7.7 49.2
3.3 18.5 67.7
. 7 3.8 71.5
.8 4.6 76.2
.3 1.5 77.7
1.8 12.Q a87.7
4 2.3 9@.2
.1 .8 9@.8
.3 1.5 92.3
.3 1.5 93.8
.1 .8 94.6
.3 1.5 96.2
.7 3.8 100. @
82. 3 Missing
102, @ 120.Q
Median c0. 200
Variance 706. 292
Skewness 1.457
Minimum 1. 000
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ibindily SPYSYS VAX/UMYS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VARZHAX
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
v oY 1,00 33 4.5 32.7 32.7
oVl -1VvVvY 2. 0V 20 2.7 19.8 52.5
1Bl -2VVY 3.0V 23 3.1 22.8 75.¢2
2VVL -400VY 4,00 11 1.5 13.9 86.1
40V} -GVVY S. 0 10 1.4 9.9 96.0
GUYL -LVVVY 6.0V 4 et 4.0 100. &
. 6433 86.2 Missing

fotal /34 100. 0 100. &
Mean 2.0/74 5td err . 148 Median 2. 000
Mode 1.0vvY Std dev 1. 486 Variance 2. 287
Kurtosais —.a8n 5 L Kurt -4/6 Skewness .637
Lo Bkew . 240 Range 5. VVY Minimum 1.008
Maximum 6. VVY SGum 264, BVY
Valid cases 11} Missing cases 6343
VRAILBB X

Valid Cum
Vailue Label Vaiue Frequency Percent Percent Percent
b -1V 1.0V =] 1.1 11.8 11.8
1vvt 200V 2. v ee 3.9 32. 4 44,1
20Ul -OVVY 3. VY 23 3.1 33.8 77.9
VVBL -1VVYVY 4,00 9 1.2 13.2 91.2
18VVY -L SVVY 5. VY S .7 7.4 98.5
1HLVVY -61VVIVY 6.0V 1 .1 1.5 100. 0
. 666 Q9.7 Missing

fotal 734 108. 0 100. 0
Mean 2. /60 std err - 139 Median 3. 0002
Mode 3. vVY 5td dev 1.148 Variance 1.317
Kurtosis - V606 5 L Kurt 374 Skewness . 941
oln Lbkew 291 Range 5. VvY Minimum 1.006
Maximuw 6. VVY Sum 188. vVY

valid cases 60 Missing cases 666
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1L0usll UPEY VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VARZECX
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 -luvy 1. 06 i6 2.2 33. 3 33.3
1uvl -s0VVY 2. Y 23 S.1 47.9 81.3
Syl -suvy 3. v / 1.0 14.6 95.8
1% U N O W R 1% 1 4, 00 2 .3 4.2 100. @

. 686 943.9 Missing

lotal /34 10v. 0 100. 0
ilean 1,096 Std err . 116 Median c. bod
Mode 2. vy 5td dev . B9 Variance .648
Kurtosis 243 S5 E Kurt .6/4 Skewness . 7@5
oLl Bkew . 343 Range 3. Wiy Minimum 1. o006
Maximum 4., YLY Sum V1. vvY
Valid cases 40 Missing cases 686
VAR2BLX
Valid Cum

Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 -y 1. 00 i6 2.2 23.8 25.8
LBl -2uBY 2. 8u 14 1.9 22. 6 48. 4
cBBl -4 3. WY is 2.0 24. 2 72. 6
40l -BBvs 4, WY 11 1.5 17.7 9@. 3
Byl -1 vy 5. WY 6 .8 9.7 106.@

. 6/2 vi.6 Missing

l'otal /34 1va. 0 100.06

Mz an 2.629 5td err . 166 Median 3. 000
iMode i 1717 Ltd dev 1. 369 Variance 1.713
Hurtosis -l. 834 5 1= Kurt . 0999 Skewness .275
5 10 Skew . 384 Range 4, Yy Minimum 1. 600
Maximum S 1% 1 Sum 163. BBWY

Valid cases 62 Missing cases 672
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Thhd:ll HPUY VAX/UMY Site on VRAXA:: yMS V5.5
VARReHE X
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
¥ -1vVY 1.00 18 2.5 64.3 64.3
1gul LYY 2.09 b .8 21.4 85.7
1717, B QA 1 1V 17 3. 00 3 4 106.7 96. 4
1VVV1 3VVVY 4. 00 1 .1 3.6 106. @
. 706 96.2 Missing
fotal /34 10V0. 0 166.0
Mean 1.036 sStd err . 158 Median 1. 06060
Mode 1.0vvY Std dev .848 Variance . 702
Kurtosis 1.003 5 E Kurt . 858 Skewness 1. 505
5 Lk Skew < h441 Range 3.0V Minimum 1. 060
Maximun 4. 00V Sum 43,000
Valid cases 2y Missing cases 746
ViRl X
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
in -1vYY 1.0V 4 .9 28.6 28.6
183y -HVYVY 2. VY 2 -3 14.3 42.9
DYYL -30BVY 3. 00 3 -4 2l. 4 64.3
3VVVL -GVVVY 4.0 2 .3 14. 3 78.6
GUYYYL -1VVVVYVY 0. VY 3 4 21. 4 126. @
. /29 98.1 Missing
fotal 734 100.0 160. 0
Mean 2. 857 std err <417 Median 3. 066
Mode 1. 0VY S5td dev 1.562 Variance 2. 44Q
Kurtosis -i. 469 5 E Kurt 1.154 Skewness . 133
Lol Bkew 09/ Range 4. 000 Minimum 1.000
Maximun a. VY Sum 4. VVV

Valid cases 1 4 Missing cases 720



P33353 0L 555 VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS VS.S

VARRCBLX
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency #Percent Percent Percent
@ -LYvY 1. 00 11 1.5 33. 3 33. 3
DYVl -1BBVY 2. Y 15 2.Q 45.5 78.8
16081 -1588Y 3. 86 4 <3 12.1 2@. 9
10881 -HBBBY 4,06 3 « 4 c.1 166. Q2
. /41 95. 95 Missing
fotal /34 106. 6 100. 0
iMean 1.9/76 sStd err . 160 Median 2. 000
Mo 2. BV 5td dev .918 Variance . 843
Kurtosis < 1los 5 L Kurt . 7/98 Skewness . 836
GO Lkoew « 409 Hange 3. VY Minimum 1.20e
Maximum 4,008 Sum 65. VYL
Valid ocases 33 Missinyg cases /41
VRIR2BHX
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
@ Ll 1.6 6 .8 26.1 26.1
1881 3000 2. 86 12 1.6 32.2 78.3
DByl -1V 3. B8 3 .4 13.@ 91. 3
Lyl 3VBYY 4,06 2 .3 8.7 108.0
. /11 96.9 Missing
fotal /34 106. 6 10a.Q
iMe2an 2. 043 S5td err .183 Median 2. 000
Mode 2. BBY Std dev .8/8 Variance 771
Kurtosis « 4008 5 Lk Kurt <935 Skewness « 794
o Lkoew . 401 Range 3. VY Minimum 1.000
Maximum 4. 0V Sum 4/, 086

Valid cases 23 Missinyg cases /11
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ibhrbssle

VAR X

Value Label

IR 17: 1]

1ul BVY
SBUL LYY
17 17 R NV 17 71,
1801 -2BBBY
cOBdl -4BBBY

Mean
Mod::
Kurtosas
DL Bkew
Maximum

Valid cases

VRG24 X

Value Label

¥ -Hiby

T NS N1 11
1341 -3008
Y71 B R ey 1 1 1]

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
L oL Skew
Maximum

Valid cases

LPSY

VAX /UMY

2. 841
2. By
—- 9/

- 3o/
6. BYY

44

1,17 1V
s 17,1V
= 109

.ol
4. LYY

Site

Value

1.6
2. BY
3. 06
4. 00
O. B
6. VY

fotal

Lstd err
Std dev
S & Kurt
Range
Sum

Mi1ssing cases

Value

1. 44
<.
3. 0U
4. 0B

fotal

std err
std dev
5 E Kurt
Range
Hum

on VAXA::
Valad
Fregquency #Percent Percent
9 1.2 c28.5
13 1.8 292.9
6 .8 13.6
14 1.4 ee. 7
4 .9 9.1
b4 .3 4.5
694 V4.0 Missing
734 1. @ 100. 9
. 228 Median
1. 462 Variance
. e Skewness
0. YL Minimum
125. bwe

64

Valid
Frequency Percent Percent
/ 1.8 35.90
8 1.1 490.0
3 .4 15. 0
e .3 10.0
/14 97.3 Missing
/34 164. 0 100. 1
.218 Median
.973 Variance
. 992 Skewness
3. v Minimum
4@, BBy

Missing cases 714

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

28.5
50.0
63.6
86. 4
95.5
100. @

Cum
Percent

35.0
75.@
99.0
100. 0
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thrhgede

VAR EBK X

Value Label

0 -1vvvY

18881 -5vVvYY
VYVl -1LbBvYY
18VVBL -2VYYvY
VBBl -2488VY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
B 1 Bkoew
Maximum

Valid cases

VARReY

Value Label

LuCAL

NA T LUNRL
INVTERNA VY EUNAL
U rHLER

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
ol LKew
Maximum

Jalid cases

LPLGYL VAX/VUMY

. 024
2. BYY

1.176
- 360
. BV

1. 742
1.0V
- 320
- 1/6
4. 080

194

Hite

fotal

std err
5td dev
5 Lk Kurt
Range
Lum

Missing cases

L MALIN CUNPRACITUR

Value

Lol PN VI

fotal

std err
Std dev
5 E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

15
18

- 169
1.093
/17
4. 008
85. YVY

Frequency

130
19

. 488
1.214

- 351

3. vV
331.000

692

S44

Valid
Percent Percent
2.0 35.7
2.5 42.9
] 9.5
-4 7.1
.3 4.8
94, 3 Missing
1vV.0 100. 2
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum
Valid
Percent Percent
17.7 68. 4
2.6 10.0
.1 .S
S. 4 2l.1
74.1 Missing
108, & 100. 0
Median

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

35.7
78.6
88.1
95.¢2
100.0

2. 000
1.195
1. 246
1. 000

Cum
Percent

68. 4
78. 4
78.9
100. 0

1. 200
1.473
1.225
1. 200
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1L:03r12 SPYY VAX/UMS YSite on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VAR4Y E TYPE OF CONTRACY
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
BULLD OUNLY 1 a5 11.6 51.8 51.8
DU EGN AND BULLD 2 38 5.2 3.2 75.0
MRNRULEMIEN 3 14 1.9 8.9 83.5
U HIZR 4 27 3.7 16.5 100. 0
. oS/8 77.7 Missing
fotal /34 184.0 100. @
Mean 1.896 5td err . 888 Median 1. 000
Modws 1. 00y Std dev 1.122 Variance 1.259
Kurtosis —~. 639 5 E Kurt . 377 Skewness .919
U L Skew . 1DY Range 3. v Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 4,000 Sum 311. 660
Valid cases 164 Missing cases 574
VRR3L1AX
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
l.0vY 12 1.6 50.0 50.0
2. 80 / 1.4 av.2 79.2
3. 00 3 .4 12.5 91.7
4.80 2 .3 8.3 100.0
. /1& 96.7 Missing
fotal /34 188, 8 140.0
Mean 1. /79 btd err . 199 Median 1. 500
Mode 1,008 btd dev .977 Variance . 955
Kurtosis . 281 S E Kurt .218 Skewness 1. 265
U L Lkew L4/ Range 3. BBy Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 4., BVY Sum 43, 0V

Valid cases 24 Missing cases 714
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iLrbasla UPhYs VAX/UMS

VARAIBX

Value Label

9 -50VVY
DUYVYL -1VVVYVY

10VVYBL 3VVVVY
30VVAL - /VVVVY

/88VY1 -116VVBVY
10VVVYL -33VVVVY

Mean
Mod:
Kurtosts
ol Lkew
Maximum

Valid cases

VARSLILX

Value Label

¥ -0VVY

KUYV -150VY
15081 -25VVY
2oVl -118VVY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
Lol Lkew
Max1mum

Valid cases

2. 156
1.00Y
<310
. 204
G.VVY

1)

2. 137
1.00Y
-1. 380

<333
4. 0V

ol

Saite

Value

1.00
2.9
3. 00
4. 00
0. VY
6.09

lotal

s5td err
Std dev
5 B Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

Value

1.00
2.9
3. 00
4. 00

fotal

Htd err
Std dev
5 kE Kurt
Range
LSum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

42
15
21

S

. 146
1..389
=1

5. VWYY
194,000

644

Frequency

22
11

.l168
1.200
.656

3. 0VY
105. VWYY

683

Valid

Percent Percent

5.7 46.7

2.9 16.7

2.9 23.3

.7 3.6

. 4 3.3

.S 4.4

87.7 Missing

10V0. 9 1020. 0

Median

Variance
Skewness

Minimum

Valid
Percent Percent
3.0 43.1
1.5 2l.6
1.0 13.7
1.5 2l.6
93.1 Missing
108. @ 120. 0
Median

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

ums V5.5

Cum
Percent

46.7
63.3
86.7
92.2
95.6
109. 9

2. 000
1.931
1.180
1. 200

Cum
Percent

43.1
64.7
78. 4
190. 0
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VAX/UMS Site

1brbs:ly

VAKRJ1DX

Value Label

i -1vvvY

14881 -LBVYLY
WYYl - 160BYY
LoVl -30vYYY
S$0VBBL -9VVYVYY

Mean
Mode
Kurtosis
L L. VDKkew
Maximum

Valid cases

VARSLEX

Value Label

0 -180VVY

Lyl LYYy
1% 10 N A RV 11711 1 ]
16vVB1l -9VVLBYY

Me.an
Mode
Kurtosis
ol Dkew
Maximum

Valid cases

SPYS

2. Vs
1. 808
.0691
. 349
0. VYY

o7}

1.897
2. by
. 490
-.3/708
4., VVY

3"

fotal

Std err
Ltd dev
L E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

Value

1. 06
2. 4¥
3. b
4.8

fotal

Ltd err
Ltd dev
L L Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

28
19

. 166
1.289

. 648

4. 000
126. VY

Frequency

14
18

- 141
. 882
. /41
3. VY
/4,00

674

695

Valid
Percent Pervcent
3.8 46.7
2.6 31.7
.S 6.7
. 4 5.9
.8 10.92
91.8 Missing
100. & 100. @
Medi1an
Variance
Skewness
Minimum
Valid
Percent Percent
1.9 35.9
2.5 46. 2
.3 19. 3
- 4 7.7
94.7 Missing
180, 2 129. 0
Median

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

UMS V5.5

Cum
Pervcent

46.7
78. 3
85.0
990. 0
1090. 2

2. 202
1.661
1. 327
1. 200

Cum
Percent

35.9
8z.1
%2. 3
100. 9
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[3

ivsvdri s

VARG X

Value Label

U -1vVVY

vl -5vVVVY
QBYLL -10VVVY
Lvvvvt -9VBBVYVY

Mean 1.930
Mode 1. 0vY
Kurtosis —. 8304
L5k Ukew . 361
Maximum 4. 800
Valid vases 43
VARSLILX

Value Label

4 -1vBVY

1Bl -58VVY
VBBYLL -116VBVY
Luovvvl -2VBVYY
CVBBBL 3BBBBYY

Mean 2. 289
Mode ;17,17 ]
Kurtosis ~. 43
5 L Skew . 304
Maximum 0. VYY
Valid cases 40

UHES5 VAX/UMS

ite

fotal

Std err
Std dev
5 E Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

lotal

Std err
Std dev
Y5 L Kurt
Range
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Frequency

. 186
1.183
. /89
3. 6V0
83. vV

Frequency

16
13

. 195

1. 3v8

. 695

4. 80V
183. B6VY

691

689

Valid
Percent Percent
3.1 53.5
1.1 18.6
.9 9.3
1.1 18.6
94.1 Missing
16¥. @ 102. @
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum
Valid
Percent Percent
c.2 35.6
1.8 28.9
1.0 15.6
.7 11.1
.9 8.9
93.9 Missing
10¥. @ 100. 0
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum

UMS V3.5

Cum
Percent

53.5
72.1
81.4
106. @

Cum
Percent

35.6
64. 4
8.0
91.1
100.0
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1L:Ls: i s

VARY1HX

Value Label

U -1vBVY
1vvv1l -5BBVY
LwdvYl -5VVBYY

M2 .an l.o6U
Mods 1. vvy
Kurtosis L6773
Bl bkew 4G4
Maximumn 3. Yy
Valid cases 20
VARSLILX

Value Label

U -l1vvvy

Lyl -oBBVY

SYYyal -1vvBYvy
Lyl -1 ovBuY
Loyl Jvvyvay

iMean Ce GG/
iMoo 1. BBy
Kurtosiss -1.1/7/7
ol bkew 0Bl
Maximum 3. BYY
Valid cases el

SPYSS VAX/VUMS Site

Value trequency

1. 06 16

2. BB 4

3. 06 =]

. /69

fotal /34
Ltd err . 164
Ltd dev . 821
5 Kurt 1
Range 2. BV
Sum 49. vVBLY
Missiny cases 749
Value Frequency

1.60 6

2. Bu 5

S. VY 4

4. 1006 2

5. 086 4

. /13

fotal /34
5td err - 326
5td dev 1.494
5 L Kurt .9/
Range 4. VWY
Sum ob. VYV

Missing cases 713

on VAXA::

Valid
Percent Percent
c.2 64.0
.S 16. 0@
. 7 ca.a
96.6 Missing
1vv. b 100. 0
Median
Variance
Skewness
Minimum

Valid

Percent Percent

.8 28.6

.7 23.8

D 1i95. @

-3 9.5

.S 15.0

97.1 Missing

1v4. @ 100. 0
Median

Variance
Skewness
Minimum

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

64.0
8.0
102. 0

Cum
Percent

28.6
52. 4
71. 4
a8i1.0
100. 02
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1L:0L38518 UPYS VAX/UMY Gate on VAXA:: UMS V5.5
VRARS1JX
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
4 -153800 1.04 38 5.2 55.9 55.9
13041 -3BVVY 2. Y 7 1.0 18. 3 66.2
17, 17 17 e 1V 1V 17 1 3. 14 / 1.4 18. 3 76.5
SUYVL -LvvVvVL 4. 00 / 1.9 140. 3 86.8
1vBvL -2VVBVLVY o ;7] 6 .8 8.8 95.6
cYvvyl -8BBVBVBY 6. 00 3 b 4.4 100. 0
. 666 Qu.7 Missing

fotal 734 1040. 0 1006. 90
Mean 2. 191 5td err . 195 Median 1. 000
Mode 1.00v4 S5td dev 1.605 Variance 2.575
Kurtosis . 285 5 E Kurt .374 Skewness 1. 041
U L bkew . 291 Range 5. VYV Minimum 1. 0208
Maximum 6. VvV Lum 149. VvV
Valid cases 64 Mi1ssing cases 666
VRARJSLKX

Valid Cum
Value Label Value Ftrequency Percent Percent Percent
B -10VVBVY 1. 04 33 4.3 S52. 4 S52. 4
1dvvul -2y 2. Y 11 1.5 17.5 69.8
200VA L -538BVBVY 3. v 8 1.1 12.7 82.5
SBBYAL -1 YBBVBVY 4. 00 6 .8 9.5 %e.1
1yl -sVVVVVY 5. VY S .7 7.9 100. @
. 671 1.4 Missing

fotal 734 100. @ 100. 0
Mean 2. 032 s5td err .168 Median 1. 000
iMod e 1.40v8 Std dev 1. 332 Variance 1.773
Kurtosis -- 19/ S k Kurt . 995 Skewness 1.941
5oL Bkew P {7, Pt Range 4. 00V Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 0. VY Sum 128. VYWV

Valid cases 63 Missing cases 6/71
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ivrbssl s

VARJILX

Value Label

v -1vBVY

lvvyl -3BVBVBY
SvvBl -LBVBY
Ddvuvl -1vVVYBY
lyvvuvl -LBBVBLVY

Mean 2. 204
Mode 1. vvYy
Kurtousis 24/
ol Hkew . 340
Maximum D. BYY
Valid cases 49
VARS3 IMX

Value Label

¥ -20VVY

2oyl -LBYBYVY
VBBl -1BVBYBY
vyl -2BBLVVY
2BvYYl -1 3BVBYY

iMe.an L.9a/
iMode 1. vy
Kurtousis . 330
L GkKew . 369
Maximum V. BBV
Valid cases 41

SRS VAX VMY

Site

on VAXA:: umMs y5.95
Valid Cum
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1.0V 19 2.6 38.8 38.8
2. bW 13 1.8 26.5 65. 3
3. vV 9 1.2 18. 4 83.7
4. 00 4 .5 8.2 91.8
5. VY 4 .5 8.2 10G. @
. 685 93.3 Missing
lotal /34 108. 0 160. 06
Ltd err . 182 Median 2. bo
5td dev 1.274 Variance 1.624
L E Kurt . 668 Skewness . 859
Hange 4,000 Minimum 1. 666
Lum 1u8. BVLY
Missing cases 689
Valid Cum
Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
1.0V 25 3. 4 61.@ 61.0
2. Y 4 .5 9.8 7.7
3.8 4 -3 S.8 8.5
4,00 6 .8 14.6 95.1
0. VY 2 -3 4.9 1006. @
. 693 94. 4 Missing
lotal /34 1060.8 16G. @
std err . 268 Median 1. 600
std dev 1. 3306 Variance 1.77@
5 E Kurt . /24 Skewness 1.@78
Range 4. 00V Minimum 1. 600
Sum /9. bWVY

Missing cases 693
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Page

iLILSI14 YPYY VAX/UMY Site on VAXA:: YMS U5. 5
VAR INX
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
@ -4 1.0V 10 1.4 58. 8 58.8
40V -B3VVVY 2.0V 3 4 17.6 76.5
YWYyl -BYYVVYY 3. 0V 4 .9 23.5 100. 0
. 71/ Q7.7 Missing
fotal 734 108. 0 100. 8
Maean 1.64/ std err . 209 Median 1. 6@
Modew 1. 000 Std dev . 862 Variance . 743
Kurtosis ~1.14/ L E Kurt 1.063 Skewness .811
U L bBkew 1) Range 2. VY Minimum 1.000
Maximum 3. 0V LSum 28. VY
Valid cases 1/ Missing cases 717
Vakid1uXx
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 -1V 1. 00 6 .8 58.0 S5¢. 0
1VVYL 3VBVY 2. 00 4 .0 33.3 83. 3
N 17171 W U 171 3. 00 2 -3 16.7 100. @
. 22 98. 4 Missing
total /34 108. 0 108. 2
2 an l.66/ S5td err . 2295 Median 1. 500
Modwe 1.000 Std dev .778 Variance . 686
Kurtosis -. /92 S E Kurt 1.232 Skewness .719
U L Skew .63/ Range 2. 8 Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 3. 0V Sum 24. VVY
Valid cases le Missing cases 722

58
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1L:0LA: 14 SPSS VAX/UMY Site on VAXA:: UMS V3.5
VARAIPX
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
0 -1YBBY 1.0 16 2.2 59.3 59.3
LBal -Huwvwe 2. B 6 .8 c2.2 81.5
1% 12 1% N W v 1 U 17 1 3. v e’ .7 18.5 100. @
. 7a7 96. 3 Missing
'otal 734 100. 2 100.06
Mean 1.093 Ltd err . 153 Median 1. 0060
Mode 1. v Htd dev . 797 Variance .635
Kurtosis . /64 5 L Kurt .8/72 Skewness . 904
L Skew - 4448 Range 2. Minimum 1. 000
Maximum 3. BBy Sum 43. 008
Valid cases 2/ Missing cases 7o/
Vi se2 L O VrAL bLVELUP CUusTIrs
Valid Cum
Value Label Value Frequency Percent Percent Percent
U -L5VY, VYL 1 51 6.9 56.7 S56.7
LB, BBl -1, VLY, LYY 2 11 1.5 12.2 68.9
1, 088, V81 -1, S84, YBe 3 8 1.1 8.9 77.8
1, b08, vVl -2, BYVY, BYY 4 6 .8 6.7 84. 4
2, WG, VA1 -2, BBy, VY o 1 .1 1.1 85.6
2, DG, WIBL -3, WYY, VYY 6 1 .1 1.1 86.7
3, BB, BBl -3, LYY, VBVY / 3 -4 3.3 26.0
S, DY, BB -4, BBY, VBY 8 1 -1 1.1 921.1
4, 008, BB+ 9 8 1.1 8.9 1066. 0
644 87.7 Missing
lotal 734 104. 0 160. 2
Mean <. 0849 sStd err . 269 Median 1. 0600
Mode 1. v 5td dev 2. 952 Variance 6.514
Kurtosis 1. 436 S5 I Kurt .03 Skewness 1.631
ol Skoew . 204 Hange 8. vy Minimum 1. 000
Max i1mum 2. WY Sum 233. vy

Valid cases Q4 Missing cases 644
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1L:03:14

VARSSX

Value Label

i -1.3009
1Hdl 300V
S0V -1 BBVYY

Mean
Mod:
Kurtosis
oL Okew
Maximum

Valid cases

1.083
1.8
NA-X4
263
3.0V

84

LRPUS VAX/UMS Site

Value

1.8
2. 0
3. 0

lotal

Std err
Std devy
B E Kurt
Hange
Sum

Missing cases

on VAXA::

Valid
trequency Percent Percent
=17 6.8 59.5
19 2.6 22.6
15 2.@ 17.9
65U 88.6 Missing
/34 108. 0 100. 2
. 485 Median
s 779 Variance
. 028 Skewness
2. v Minimum
133,008
650

Page

UMS V5.5

Cum
Percent

59.5
8z.1
100.0

1. 0v@
. 607
. 889

1. 020

60



11 Auyg -934 HUNEL CUNSTRUCTIUN 19943 Page 62
10:08: 10 UBPLBL VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5

VARBL UL REGIUN by VARYUG  NEW CUNSTRUCTIUN IN 1992 & 1993

VRRUV6 Page 1 of 1
Count |
IYES NOU

| Row

| 1 | 2 I Total
VARG s S o ————— +

1 | o | 129 | 134

PACIFIC | | | 18. 3
e ——— T +

< | o | /6 | 81

PMOUNTAIN | | | 11.0
T S +

X | 10 | 154 | 164

NURITH CENIRAL | | | 22. 3
o e +

4 | 3 | 108 | 111

SOUTH CENITRAL | | | 10,1
o —————— e +

O | 1 | 59 | 60

NEW ENGLAND | | | 8.2
o o ———— +

6 | | 91 | 91

MIDDLE AITLANT1C | | | 12. 4
tm—————— F————— +

/ | o | 88 | 93

SOUUTHAITLANT LU | | | 12.7
o ——— o ——— +

Column 29 10D 134

Total 4.0 96.0 106. 0
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1L:03:17 SPSS VAX/VUMS Sate on VAXA:: UMS V5.5

VARB1 UYS REGIUON by VARGY ADD1TIUNS 1N 1992 & 1993

VARODY Fage 1 of 1
LCount ]
YRS NU

} Row

! 1 ] 2 | Tlotal
VARBL e o o ————— +

1 ] eI 129 ] 134

PACLIEF1C ] ] ] 18. 3
o ———— o ————— +

2 | 2 /9 i 81

MUOUNTALN i ] ] 11.0
o Fm—————— +

I / ] 157 ] 164

NURTH CENTRAL ] ] I 22.3
dom o ——— +

4 ] 4 | 107 i 111

LOUUTH CENTRAL ] i ] 1b.1
o —————— o m +

Lo 4 | b6 ] 60

NEW ENGLAND ] ] ] 8.2
——————— Fmm +

N ] 3 88 | 91

MIDDLE ATLANTLIC | ] ] 12. 4
ettt +

/ ] 3 | %0 | 93

SOUTHRATLANTLIC ] ] ] 12.7
——————— Hmm——— +

Column 28 106 734

Total 3.8 96.2 100. 0
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1hibhds 18 PSS VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5

VHRB1 UYS REGIUN by VARGBE RENUVATIUNS IN 1992 & 1993

VARBSE Hage 1 of 1
Count }
YRS NU

H Row

} 1 } 2 | lotal
VIRl - —————— o +

1 } 34 } 100 } 134

PRCIFLIC } } } 18. 3
o ——————— m——————— +

2 } 25 } b6 } 81

HMOUNTALIN } } } 11.0
m——————— m—————— +

3 } 31 } 133 } 164

NURTH CEN1TRAL } } } 22. 3
o ——— o —————— +

4 } 38 } 73 } 111

LGUUTH CENTRAL } } } 1.1
A o ———— +

o } 18 } 42 } 60

NEW ENGLAND } } } 8.2
o ————— o ————— +

G } 15 } 76 } 91

MIDDLE FILANT IC } } } 12. 4
4 —— +

s } 30 } 63 } 93

GOUTHRILANT IC } } } 12.7
e ————— o —————— +

Column 191 D43 134

lotal 26. 0 4.0 100. 6
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Tosudi2  LPYYS VAX/UMYS YSite on VAXA:: UMsS VUS. 5

VAROG  NEW CUNSTRUCTIUN IN 1992 & 1993 by VAR32 Lt TOTAL DEVELOP COSTS

VARSZ Page 1 of 2
LCount |
1 0-500, b0 SV, VO1- 1,000,000 1,500,000 2,000, 00
lo 1,000,000 1-1,000, 1-2,000, 1-2,500, Row
| 1 } e } 3 } 4 } ) I Total
VAROb Rt e ——_ — e — —————— ———————— +
1 } 2 i 1 | 4 | 3 | } 13
YES } } i i i 14. 4
Fm—m————— ———————— ———————— ———— ——————— +
v } 49 i 10 i 4 } 3 } 1 | 77
NO) } } | } i | 85.6
m——————— —————— ————— ——————— ——————— +
Column ol 11 8 6 1 90

(Continued) lotal b6. 7 le.2 8.9 6.7 1.1 1900. @
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15:03:28  BPLGS VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5

VARYGL  NLEW CUNSTRUCTION IN 1992 & 1993 by VAR32 £ TOTAL DEVELOP COSTS

VARJ32 Page 2 of 2
Count )
12, by, VO 3, VB, VY 3,500,000 4,000, 00
11-3,0800, 1-3,500, 1-4,000, 1+ Row
) ) ) 7 ) a ) 9 I Total
VARV ~ — ———————— m——————— +——————— ——————— o ————— +
1 ) 1 ) 1 ) 1 ) ) 13
YU | ) ) ) ) 14. 4
m———————— ——————— m——————— ——————— +
4 ) ) 2 ) ) a ) 77
NU ) ) ) ) ) 85.6
tm———————— m—————— m——————— o —————— +
Column 1 3 1 a 90

lTotal 1.1 3.3 1.1 8.9 1006.0
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ibhrharel LRSS VAX/VMS YSite

on VAXA::

UMS V5.5

VARG/  ADLDLLITIUNS IN 1992 & 1993 by VAR32 E 1TUTAL DEVELOP COSTS
VARSZ2 Page 1 of 2
Lount }
| 6-b06, BB LBV, VB1- 1,000, 80 1,500, 00 2,000, 00
o 1,000,006 1-1,500, 1-2,000, 1-2,500, Row
i 1 i 2 3 4 S | Total
VARG / e mm— e s +
1 i 8 | 1 1 1 | b =4
YES | i ] 13.3
————— e —— +
2 | 43 | 10 7 o 1 i 78
NU i i I 86.7
tm————— b — +
Column bl 11 a8 6 1 90
(Continued) lotal bb. 7/ 12.2 8.9 6.7 1.1 100. @

Page

79
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1osod:2l

VAaRrRy/

VHiR@G/

YES

NU

UPLUL VAX/UMS Site

on VAXA::

UMS V5.5

ADDITITUNS IN 1992 & 1993 by VRRJSZE E TOTAL DEVELOP COSTS
VARJe Page 2 of &2
Count )
12, DY, B 3, 6BV, VB 3,000,000 4,000,000
11-3, 86006, 1-3,5006, 1-4,0006, 1+ Row
) 6 ) 7 ) 8 ) 5 | Total
e ——— e e o ————— ———————— o —————— +
1 ) ) ) | 1 | 12
) ) ) | | 13.3
4o ———— e —————— —————— +
< ) 1 | 3 ) 1 ) 7 ) 78
) | ) | | 86.7
e e ——— e ————— o ——————— o ——————— +
Column 1 3 1 8 S50
lotal 1.1 3.3 1.1 8.95 1006. 0

Page

80
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1Ly LPYYS VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMs US. 5

VARG  RENUVATIUNYS 1IN 1992 & 19938 by VAR32 E TOTAL DEVELOP COSTS

VAR32 Page 1 of 2
Count }
1e-000, b LYoo, bB1- 1,000,006 1,500,000 2,000,000
R] 1,000,006 1-1,%060, 1-2,06006, 1-2,500, Row
} 1 } 2 } 3 ! 4 } 2 I Total
VAR @ e ——— t————— m——————— +—————— +o—————— +——————— +
1 } 46 } 10 } 2 } 2 } 1 } 71
YES } } } ! } } 78.9
+—————— +———————— +——————— +——————— +——————— +
e } fu } 1 ! 6 } 4 } } i9
NU } } ! ! ! ! 21.1
tom—————— +——————— +———————— +——————— +——————— +
Column L1 11 a8 6 1 950
(Continued) Tolal Le. iz.2 8.9 6.7 1.1 100. 0
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lozbnd:22

VAaRryy

VARbH

YEG

NU

LVPLL VAX/UMS Site

RUENUVATIUNS IN 1992 & 1994 by

Count

Column
lotal

12, LV, VB 3, VOV, BV 3,500,060 4,000, 00

VAR

on VAXA::

VARJS2

UMS V5.5

E TOTAL DEVELOP COSTS

Page 2 of 2

I1-3, 000, 1-3,500, 1-4,000, 1+

&

14

1]

Row
Total

Page

a5
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1hibdiee  SPYY VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5

VAROG  NEW CUNSTRUCTIUN 1IN 1992 & 1993 by VARO9X

VAROY X FPage 1 of 1
Count |
1 0-259 201-500 LHV1-1000
} Row
} 1.001 2. 001 3. 001 Total
VAKOB s s o o +
1 | 19 } 3 } e | 24
YESS } } } I 82.8
tm—————— —————— ——————— +
b4 } 2 | 2 | 1 } =
NU } } } | 17.2
———————— Fm——————— Fm——————— +
Column 21 o 3 29

Total 12. 4 17.2 10. 3 100. 06
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1LsLE 28 UPSYS VAX/umy

VARG /
Count
ViRt e
1
YES
o
NU
Column
total

ADD LT IOUNS 1IN 1992 & 1993 by

Site on VAXA::

VAR16X

VAR16X Page 1 of 1
200 231-208 H01-1006

Row

1. 001 2. 00| 3. 001 Total
———————— it e

1z | 2 | 1 | 15

| | I 78.9
———————— et et &

3 | 1 | | 4

! | I 21.1
———————— it T

1o 3 1 19

/8.9 15.8 5.3 100. 0

UMS V5.5

Page

93
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Th:haidd LSS VAX/VUMS Sate

VARG

ViiRoB

YeS

NU

on VAXA::

RENUVAT TUNS 1IN 1992 & 1993 by VARZ24X

VARZ4X Page 1 of 1
Lount |

16— 251-b686 LHO1-10600

| Row

! 1. 006\ 2. 80| 3. 0061 lotal
B —————— —————— +

1 | 169 | 30 | 18 | 157

| | | | 96.9
——————— —————— e ————— +

2 | 4 1 [ 5

| | | ! 3.1
—————— —————— o ——————— +

Column 113 31 18 162

lotal £9.8 19.1 11.1 1006. 6

UMS V5.5

Page

97
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Ihrhdieh PSS VAX/UMS Site on VAXA:: UMS V5.5

VARG  US REGIUN by VARIVA B CUST OF URIGINAL SI1TE

VAR10A Page 1 of 1
Count I

| 0- LVY, VO 1, VOO, VO 2, 500, VO S, VOO, VO

(N7 1-1,500, 1-3,000, 1-6, 000, Row

I 1 I 3 I 6 | 9 I Total
VARG B L +————— ———————— —_——— +

1 I 3 i | I 1 I 4

PACLFIC I I I } I 21.1
F——————— F———————— Fm———————— —————— +

2 I o I | | I S

MUUNTALN I I | | i 26.3
m——————— F———————— —————— ———— +

3 I 4 I 1 I 1 I I 6

NURTH CENTRAL | | I | I 31.6
o —————— F———————— Fm——————— F———————— +

4 I 2 | I | I 2

LUUTH CENTRAL I I I } i 1.5
————— F———————— ———————— ———————— +

Vs I 1 I 1 I I I 2

HSUUITHATLANI IC I I I I I 1.5
e —————— ———————— ———————— ———————— +

Column 1o 2 1 1 19

Total /8.9 10.5 0.3 0. 3 100. 6
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1usud:et

VARB1 USYS REGIUN by

Lount

VARN1

PACIEFIC

G

NURITH CENITRAL

LOUUITH CENTRAL

NEW ENGLAND

LUUITHATLANT 1L

Column
lotal

UPUS VAX/UMS Site

on VAXA::

VAR1IBA € CLUST UF URIGINAL SITE

VAR18A
|

1 6-000, BV LOL, BO1I- 1,500, 00

Fage 1 of 1

o 1,000,006 1-2,000, Row
l 1 | =4 | 4 I Total
4o e e LT —— A e e e +
| e | [ i | 3
| | | | 37. 5
R A e A e +
| 2 | | 2
| | | | 29. 0
e A e o e +
| 1 [ | | 1
| | | | i2.5
d e e e e o e +
| 1 l | 1 1
| | | | i2.5
o e e o e e +
| | 1 | | 1
H | | | i2.5
o e e e e B T +

UMS V5.5

Page 105
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ih:hidg:2/s  LUPLY VAX/VUMS Sate on VAXA::

VARG  HUITEL 1YPE

LCount

VARGZ -

HUIE L

MUOTUR HUITEL

[

b CONUMY
4
ALL SUlIE
Column
Total

by VAR33X

VARS3X bPage 1 of 1
|
10-15000 15001 -30 30001-18
| a1 10] a1t} Row
| 1. 001 2. 00| 3. 001 Total
e ———— m————— +
| 2/ | 4 | 8 | 39
| | | | 46.4
b ———— m——————— —————— +
| 11 | /| 4 ee
| | | | 26.2
de ——————— o ————— +
| 12 | 8 | 1 | 21
| | | | 2b.0
T ——— +
| | | 2 | 2
| | | | 2.4
e ————— ——————— +
by 19 15 84
b9. b 22.6 17.9 100. 0

UmMs V5.5

Page 109
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