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Between 1986 and 1987, the total revenue of private
foundations dropped an estimated 14.5 percent, from
$20.0 billion to $17.1 billion, while the fair market value of
their total assets grew just short of 1 percent, from $113.2
billion to $114.3 billion [1,2,3]. In real terms, total revenue
decreased by 17.2 percent and real asset values actually
declined by 2.1 percent [4]. In comparison, between
1985 and 1986, revenue and assets grew by nominal rates
of 22.0 percent and 16.6 percent, respectively [5].

CHANGES IN FOUNDATION REVENUE,
ASSETS, AND GRANTS, 1986-1987

The decrease in total revenue from 1986 to 1987,
coupled with a 9.6-percent increase in total expenses,
resulted in a decline in "excess of revenue over expenseso
of nearly 32 percent [6]. In fact, the amount of the excess
of revenue over expenses was less for 1987 than it had
been for each of the 2 preceding years. Figure A shows
both real and nominal percentage changes in selected
asset, revenue, and expense items, from 1985to 1986 and
from 1986 to 1987.

Figure A. -Percentage Changes In Selected
Financial Items, 1986 to 1987
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The decline in total revenue between 1986 and 1987
can be attributed to a 20.4-percent decrease in net gain
(less loss) from sales of assets (primarily securities) and
a 26.1 -percent drop in contributions, gifts and grants
received [7]. These factors contributed to the decline in
the real value of foundation assets for 1987. This is in
sharp contrast to the 36.4-percent increase in net gain
(less loss) from sales of assets and the 31.0-percent
increase in contributions, gifts and grants received from
1985 to 1986.

Despite the lower asset and revenue growth rates for
private foundations for 1987, grant payments rose by 9.1
percent to $6.8 billion. For 1986, grant payments totalled
$6.2 billion, an increase of 18.3 percent from 1985. The
increase for 1987 can be explained, in part, by a 7.2
percent increase in net investment assets and, therefore,
in the minimum amount (5 percent of net investment
assets, plus or minus certain adjustments) that founda-
tions were required to pay out for 1987. Net investment
assets are calculated by averaging the monthly holdings
of noncharitable-use assets over the foundation's annual
accounting period, whereas total assets are the
foundation's holdings at the end of the accounting period.
The stock market crash in October 1987 explains the
discrepancy between the growth in net investment assets
and the growth in total assets for 1987.

Another explanation for the higher rate of increase in
grants paid, compared to the rates of increase in revenue
and assets, is that large foundations (which account for a
large portion of grants paid) typically do not make grants
solely on the basis of the current year's earnings or
investment performance. They usually plan their
grantmaking budgets prior to the fiscal year during which
the grants are made.

In addition, corporations often set up foundations to
help stabilize their annual grantmaking. While corporate
contributions to a 'company-sponsored" foundation are
usually related to the profits of the corporation, i.e., more
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corporate giving occurs in Ogood' years than in Obad,O the
foundation has the ability to maintain and control its
endowment so that a steady flow of grants is provided,
even when corporate profits are down. (For a further
discussion of foundation giving, seethe Assets, Distribu-
tions, and Decision-Making~ section.)

OVERVIEW AND EXPLANATION OF PRIVATE
FOUNDATIONS

A private foundation is a nonprofit, tax-exempt corpora-
tion, association or trust which is narrowly supported and
controlled, usually by an individual, family, or corporation,
as opposed to an organization receiving broad support
from a large number of sources within the general public.
It is this narrow base of support and control which differen-
tiates a private foundation from a publicly supported tax-
exempt organization, although both receive tax exemption
under Internal Revenue Code section 501 (c) (3) [8]. Be-
cause of the centralized support and control, private foun-
dations are more strictly regulated than other section

amount each year for their direct involvement in tax-ex-
empt charitable activities (as opposed to the payout of
grants in support of such activities). They also have to
meet one of three tests based on assets, endowment, or
sources of support, to continue to qualify as operating
foundations [10]. Although operating foundations are not
subject to the annual payout requirement, many choose
to make grants in addition to carrying on charitable
programs of their own.

Of the 35,907 organizations filing private foundation
information returns for 1987, 91 percent were nonoperat-
ing foundations and the remaining 9 percent were oper-
ating foundations, virtually the same as for 1986.
Approximately 30,000 were grantmaking foundations.
About 87 percent of the nonoperating foundations and 46,
percent of the operating foundations made grants for
1987. For 1986, the percentages of nonoperating and
operating foundations making grants were 81 percent
and 44 percent, respectively.

For 1987, about 30 percent of the nearly 6,000 non-
grantmakingfoundations-were operatingioundations,_
which are not required to make grants. Another 25 per-
cent were nonoperating foundations that had no "dis-

501_(9)_(3)_qr anizations.

most private foundations must pay an excise tax on
investment income. Some Roperating foundations' are
exempt from this tax. (For example, 24 percent of the
operating foundations, or 2 percent of all foundations,
claimed an exemption from this excise tax on their 1987
returns.) - All private foundations are subject to additional
excise taxes if they engage in certain prohibited activities
(deemed not to be in the public interest); e.g., failure to
distribute the required minimum payout afterthe one-year
grace period to do so,- or attempts to influence legislation,
such as lobbying or participating in the campaign of a
candidate for public office. And, individual income tax
deductions for contributions to 'nonoperating founda-
tionsO are generally more restrictive than deductions for
contributions made to operating foundations or other
section 501 (c) (3) organizations.

The two types of private foundations, Goperatingo and
"nonoperating,O are distinguished by the form of
charitable support they provide. Nonoperating founda-
tions generally provide indirect charitable support by
making grants to other section 501 (c) (3) organizations
that actually conduct charitable programs [9]. Non-
operating foundations are required each year to dis-
tribute, by the end of the following year, a minimum
amount for charitable purposes,"based on the value of
their net investment assets. Operating foundations pro-
vide direct support by actively conducting charitable
programs or activities, and are not subject to a payout
requirement. However, they have to expend a minimum

tributable amounto and, therefore, were not required to
make a minimum distribution. Some of the remaining
nongrantmaking foundations were 'failed public charities,
that had been reclassified as nonoperating foundations.
Many failed public charities continued to operate direct
charitable programs rather than make grants to other
tax-exempt organizations [111. Nonoperating founda-
tions that did not fully make the required distribution for
1987 had, by law, until the end of their 1988 accounting
periods to do so without any tax penalty.

From 1982 to 1987, the number of foundations in-
creased by 26 percent. This compares to a 6-percent
increase from 1974 to 1982. This difference may result
from a variety of factors such as the recognition of social
needs in light of domestic budget cuts during the 1980's,
changes in the tax-deductibility of donations, and the
effects of the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA).

The wealthiest foundations--those with assets whose
fair market value was$100 million or more--numbered less
than 0.5 percent of all foundations for 1987, but held
slightly more than half of all foundation assets. Only 3.6
percent of all private foundations had assets worth $10
million or more, but they accounted for nearly 80 percent
of all assets. The group of foundations considered to be
small in size--with less than $1 million in assets--ac-
counted for 80 percent of all foundations, but only 4.8
percent of aggregate total assets.
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Half of the top ten private foundations, ranked by asset
size (Figure B), saw a decrease in the 1987 end-of-year
value of their assets and six realized less revenue for 1987
than for 1986. While they form only a small fraction of the
universe of private foundations, these foundations held
approximately 20.7 percent of all assets and accounted
for 11.7 percent of total revenue for 1987.

IMPACT OF STOCK MARKET CONDITIONS
AND 1986 TAX REFORM ACT

The October 1987 stock market plunge and the reac-
tions of individual and corporate donors to the tax law

Figure B
Top Ten Domestic Foundations Ranked by Size of Fair Market Value of Total Assets, 1986
and 19871
[Money amounts are in millions of dollars]

changes legislated under the Tax Reform Act of 1986
(TRA) may have affected foundation revenue and assets
for 1987. Combined, it appears that they had a negative
impact on net gain (less loss) from sales of assets, con-
tributions received, and the real market value of invest-
ments in securities for 1987.

Decreases in aggregate net gain (less loss) from sales
of assets and in contributions received were jointly
responsible for the drop in total revenue, while a decline
in the real market value of foundation securities, which
made up 76.4 percent of total foundation assets for 1987,
was largely responsible for the overall decline in asset

Total Total Total Total
Name Location assets assets revenue revenue

1987 1986 1987 1986

Ford Foundation New York $5,087 $5,543 $339 $692

J. Paul Getty Trust2 California

W. K Kellogg Foundation

3,982 4,141 295 420

Trust3 New York 2,812 3,471 112 151

John D. and Catherine T.
MacArthur Foundation Illinois

Robert Wood Johnson

2,436 2,426 202 217

Foundation New Jersey 1,910 1,804 194 178

Lilly Endowment, Incorporated Indiana 1,792 1,730 72 54

Rockefeller Foundation New York 1,667 1,606 291 379

Andrew W. Mellon
Foundation

Pew Memorial Trust

New York 1,522 1,521 181 140

Pennsylvania 1,437 1,477 178 167

Kresge Foundation Michigan U04a 1,047 141 M2
Total $23,692 $24,765 $2,005 $2,727

'A foundation Is considered 'domestic" if it is organized in the United States; however, this does not necessarily imply that all of
its activities or grant recipients are domestic.

2J. Paul Getty Trust is an operating foundation. All other foundations listed are nonoperating foundations.
3'rhe WX Kellogg Foundation Trust has a "pass-through' relationship with the WX Kellogg Foundation, located in Michigan.

Typically, the entire amount of the annual oqualifying distributions' of the WX Kellogg Foundation Trust are made In the form of a
grant to the WX Kellogg Foundation, which redistributes the grant for charitable purposes (and does not count the redistribution
as a qualifying distribution of Its own). Together, the two organizations had combined total assets of $3.6 billion for 1986 and $2.9
billion for 1987.
NOTE: Detail may not add to total because of rounding.
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growth. Mainly due to the drastic drop in the market value
of various stock holdings which occurred during October
1987, the end-of-year aggregate value of investments in
securities for 1987 increased by only 0.4 percent, from
$87.0 billion to $87.4 billion. After adjusting for inflation,
the aggregate fair market value of securities held by
foundations at the end of their 1987 tax periods was
actually 2.7 percent lower than the year before.

The relatively low post-October 1987 market value of
certain stocks probably influenced foundations to defer
selling them until a later date when their value might,
increase. In addition to the negative effectthat postponed
sales of capital assets had on foundation revenue for
1987, it appears that foundations also sustained heavier

losses from those assets that they did sell. The net gain,
a-lone, from sales of assets decreased from $7.0 billion to
$5.7 billion, while net losses nearly tripled, from $49.8
million to $147.9 million. Furthermore, the number of
foundations reporting a net gain for 1987 decreased
slightly, and those reporting a net loss increased by
almost two-thirds.

. The severity of the declines in the real fair market value
of securities may also have deterred both individuals and
corporations from forming new foundations or from
making large gifts of stock to foundations at the end of
their 1987 tax periods. The devalued stock would not
have provided as sizable a charitable contribution or tax
deduction, and donations may have been postponed to
a future date when market conditions would improve.
Gifts of stock actually made to foundations during 1987,
whose value was less than those made for 1986, also may
account for some of the decrease in the amount of total
contributions received between the 2 years.

Changes in marginal corporate and individual tax rates
which became effective under TRA may also have had a
strong impact on individual and corporate charitable
giving during 1986 and 1987. (However, there were of-
fsetting factors which made more individual and cor-.
porate income taxable starting with 1987 [12].) With
lowered individual and corporate tax rates, the actual tax
benefit from making a charitable contribution became
comparatively less for 1987 than for 1986 [13]. Given this
situation, many contributors may have taken advantage
of the higher 1986 tax rates by accelerating theircontribu-
tions into 1 986, and.contributing less or not at all to private
foundations in 1987. The 26-percent decrease in the total.
contributions received by foundations from 1986 to 19

*
87,

when compared to the 31 -percent increase from 1985 to
1986, is consistent with this proposition.

,
Donors als

-
o may have been encouraged to make gifts

Of stock to foundations' before 1987, because of the TRA
provision relating to contributions of appreciated proper-
ty. Because donations of appreciated stock to nonoperat-
ing foundations were allowed to be deducted at fair
market value, the excess of this value over its ncostu could
be subject to the revised nafternative minimum tw (as a
otax preferenceo Rem) starting with 1987.

To an unknown extent, these changes under TRA may
have contributed to the decline for 1987 in both the total
number of individuals and corporations reporting a
deduction for charitable contributions and in the amounts
they claimed. The number of individual income tax
returns With charitable deductions declined by 12.2 per-
dent, while the amount of the deduction dropped by 7.8
percent [1 4,1 5]. In the case of corporations, the number
of returns with charitable deductions declined by 5.6
percent, while the deduction itself dropped by 3.8 percent
[16,17].

The decline in the charitable deductions reported by
individuals for 1987 can also be attributed, in part, to the
introduction of more liberalized standard deductions in-
troduced under TRA and the repeal of the charitable
contributions deduction for individuals who used the
standard deduction rather than itemized deductions.
However, these two changes probably had little effect on
the donations made to private foundations.

COMPONENTS OF REVENUE

By far, the largest sources of total foundation revenue
for 1987 were interest and dividends (from securities,
savings, and temporary cash investments), net gain (less
loss) from sales of assets, and contributions received.
Together, these items accounted for 96 percent of total
revenue for 1987 (individually, each comprised around a
third). This was typical, based on preceding years. As
discussed earlier, total contributions received by founda-
tions and aggregate net gain (less -loss) realized on sales
of assets both decreased between 1986 and 1987. This
held true for each of the asset-size groups illustrated in
Figure C. This chart shows the percentage change in
each major component of revenue, from 1986 to 1987, for
all foundations and for each category of foundation
grouped by asset-size. Interest and dividends were the
only revenue sources that increased across all size clas-
ses. Revenue from sources other than the three major
components was relatively small and. the percentage
changes in this "othern category varied greatly among the
different size groups
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As can be seen from Figure D, the portions of revenue
comprised of both 'contributions receivedl and 'invest-
ment incomeo vary as the asset size increases [18]. Con-
tributions received was a more significant part of the
revenue of smaller foundations, while the opposite was
true for larger foundations.

The smaller the size ofthe foundation, the more it relies
on contributions received for its giving programs. As
foundation size increases, contributions received play a
lesser role in giving, and investment income becomes a
more important revenue source. Figure D emphasizes
this point, showing that the total grants of the largest
foundations (assets of $100 million or more) were over
three times larger than the total contributions they
received, but less than half of their investment income,
suggesting that the amount they gave outwas not strong-
ly related to the amount of contributions received. In
contrast, the total grants of the smallest foundations (as-
sets of less than $1 million) were 177 percent of their

27

investment income, but only 88 percent of contributions
received, suggesting that this asset-size group's giving is
not highly dependent upon its investment income.

COMPONENTS OF ASSETS AND INVESTMENTS

For both 1986 and 1987, foundation investments in
securities, primarily corporate stocks and bonds, and
government obligations, represented over three quarters
of the fair market value of total assets, equaling $87.4
billion for 1987 and $87.0 billion for 1986. Total year-end
investment assets (defined below) comprised over 92
percent of total assets in both years and equaled $105.8
billion and $104.4 billion, for 1987 and 1986, respectively.
Total foundation assets equaled $114.3 billion for 1987,
and $113.2 billion for 1986. In real terms, total invest-
ments in securities declined between 1986 and 1987 by
2.7 percent, total investments by 1.8 percent, and total
assets by 2.1 percent. The decreases resulted largely
from the stock market crash in October 1987. These
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changes compare dramatically with the large real gains
,from 1985 to 1986. Between these 2 years, total invest-
ments in securities increased by 13.0 percent, total invest-
ments by 13.5 percent, and total assets by 13.6 percent.

Total investment assets include savings and temporary
cash investments; securities; land, buildings, and equip-
ment; mortgage loans; and 'otherO investments, such as
bank certificates, cash values of life insurance, and art.
These investment assets represent end-of-year values
and are to be distinguished from the average of non-
charitable-use (net investment) assets on which the re-
quired charitable payout amount is based. Investments
in securities represented 83 percent of total investment
assets for.both 1986 and 1987, and savings and tem-
porary cash investments, 10 percent. Figure E depicts
the composition of investment assets for 1987 for each of
the different asset size groups. The proportions were
similar for 1986.

Regardless of whether a foundation was operating or
nonoperating, trends'in asset composition varied with
differences in the size of the foundation. The larger a
foundation, the greater the amount and percentage of
investments in securities and the smaller the percentage
of savings and temporary cash investments. Although
this particularly applies to nonoperating foundations, it
applies to operating foundations as well. For 1987, total
investment securities as a percentage of total investment
assets varied from 65 percent forthe smallest foundations
(under $1 million in assets) to 87 percent for the'largest
foundations ($100 million or more in assets). Likewise,
holdings of savings and temporary cash investments as
a percentage of total investment assets for 1987 varied
from 26 percent for the smallest foundations to 7 percent
for the largest.

Different asset composition for the small and large
foundations helps to explain the different growth rates in
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the fair market value of total assets for both groups. For

instance, from 1982 to 1987, the smallest foundations

realized a 27.3-percent real increase in assets, while the

largest foundations realized an 80.9-percent increase,

almost three times as large. A greater proportion of as-

sets held as securities by the larger foundations, along
with different investment and distribution goals, to be
discussed later, led to this result. However, due to the
decline in the stock market and a greater dependence by
larger foundations on investments in securities, the
largest foundations experienced a 2.6-percent real loss in
the fair market value of total assets from 1986 to 1987,
whilethe smallest ones actually realized a4.3-percent real
gain.

Nonoperating foundations and operating foundations
each tend to hold a slightly different mix of investment
assets. Nonoperating foundations held 84 percent of
their investment assets as securities in 1986, and 83
percentin1987. Operating foundations held fewer invest-
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ment assets as securities, 78 percent for 1986, and 74
percent for 1987. This difference lies primarily in holdings
of savings and temporary cash investments and in
charitable-use land, buildings, and equipment.

During 1987 operating foundations realized greater
losses than did nonoperating foundations. Their total
assets declined by 11 percent in real terms, as compared
to a 1 percent decline in nonoperating foundation assets.
Likewise, real investments in securities for these groups
declined by 12 percent and 2 percent, respectively. This
may result from less emphasis placed on investment
portfolio management by operating foundations.

While nonoperating foundations held 10 percent of
investment assets as savings and temporary cash invest-
ments in both years, operating foundations held 13 per-
cent in 1986, and 17 percent in 1987. In terms of
charitable-use (rather than investment-use) land, build-
ings, and equipment, operating foundations held a rela-
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tively large proportion for use in the execution of their own
charitable programs. For 1986, these foundations held
over 16 percent of total assets as charitable-use land,
buildings, and equipment; and for 1987, over 12 percent.
Nonoperating foundations, conversely, held only I per-
cent in both years. Operating foundations reported sig-
nificant decreases in the' value of land, buildings, and
equipment between 1986 and. 1987. Investment and
charitable-use land, buildings, and equipment decreased
by 44 and 32 percent, respectively. Nonoperating foun-
dations reported little or no decrease in their holdings of
land, buildings, and equipment.

THE PAYOUT REOUIREMENT

Under the Tax Reform Act of 1969 (rRA69), nonoperat-
ing foundations were required for the first time to pay out
an annual minimum amount for charitable purposes. The
charitable amount could, and still can, be distributed by
the end of the tax return year following the year in which
it.mas required to be paid. The payout requirement was
established in order to prevent the ac

'
cumulation of tax-

exempt assets without a corresponding distribution for
charitable purposes. TRA69 required that nonoperating
foundations calculate the required charitable payout, the
mdistributable amount,8 by basing it on the greater ofeither
current madjusted net income' or a fixed percentage Of the
average value of noncharitable-use (net investment) as-
sets, the uminimum investment returno [19]. Later, the
Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA) changed the
way that these foundations calculated the distributable
amount by eliminating the adjusted net income criterion.
ERTA required that foundations use 5 percent of non-
charitable-use assets to compute the amount, without
regard to the adjusted net income.

In effect, for the years immediately following the enact-
ment of ERTA, the distributable amount declined for many
foundations after using the new method. In 1982 and
1983, respectively, 75 and 71 percent of foundations had
lower distributable amounts than would have been the
case under the law prior to ERTA. Of these foundations,
in 1982 and 1983, respectively, 46 and 45 percent, espe-
cially the larger foundations, reacted to lower distributable
amounts by paying out less than would have been re-
quired under the law prior to ERTA. Through the changes
enacted under ERTA, policymakers hoped to allow foun-
dations a greater opportunity to maintain (and even to
increase) the value of their endowments. An increase in
the value ofthe endowments would, in effect, increase the
long-run giving power of foundations, thus increasing
long-run charitable distributions. Over the 1982-1987
period charitable distributions increased by a real rate of

38 percent, a large increase in comparison to the 5 per-
cent real change from 1974-1982.

The changes implemented under ERTA allowed foun-
dations more investment flexibility in terms of factors such
as type of assets and risk. Since the measurement based
on assets, rather than on current income, encompasses
both realized income and unrealized appreciation or
depreciation in the value of the assets, it better measures
the entire endowment. Previously, the calculation based
on current adjusted net income measured only realized
changes to the endowment. Prior to ERTA, those foun-
dations earning high adjusted net income in relation to the
minimum investment return on, assets had higher dis-
tributable amounts than if the unrealized changes in their
endowment had also been used in the final computation
of the required distributable amount.

This was particularly Arue for the years immediately
preceding ERTA, when inflation rates were relatively high.
During this inflationary period, many foundations that
based their distributable amount on their adjusted net
income, rather than on minimum investment return, ex-
perienced an erosion of their endowment over time.
Therefore, ERTA seemed to lead to a more favorable
investment environment, particularly for the smaller foun-
dations, which'tend to hold a greater proportion of fixed
income yield investments that earn proportionatety'high
realized (adjusted net) income [20]. These investments
resulted in relatively high distributable amounts for the
smaller foundations prior to ERTA. However, the data
indicate, that the larger foundations, rather than the
smaller, tended to take advantage of the change in the
payout requirement enacted under ERTA. The larger
foundations distributed proportionately less after ERTA,
and then reinvested more. The smaller foundations did
not tend to significantly readjust their investment and
distribution patterns. As illustrated earlier in Figure D, the
amount of charitable distributions made by the small
foundations tends to be based more upon the amount of
contributions received than the amount of investment
income.

ERTA has helped foundations to increase the
.
value of

their assets, thereby increasing their ability to give
charitably. The largest foundations, accordingly, have
realized the largest percentage and absolute increases in
both assets and distributions since ERTA. Despite the
decline in the real value of foundation assets from 1986-
1987, the total fair market value of Asset

'
s of nonoperating

foundations increased by 56 percent in real terms from
1982-1987. This represents a large increase in com-
parison to the 22-percent real increase in the Gross Na-
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tional Product (GNP). The increase in foundation assets
from 1982-1987also compares dramatically tothe erosion
of aggregate real asset value sustained by foundations in
the decade leading up to ERTA, a 31.0-percent decline
from 1972-1981 [21]. Since ERTA, the significant in-
crease in assets has enabled the foundation sector to
maintain or increase endowment size for future giving.
Although ERTA led to decreased distributions in the years
immediately following 1981, by 1987 foundations had
increased real qualifying distributions considerably, by 38
percent.

Since only nonoperating foundations are required to
fulfill the charitable payout requirement, the data that
follow, including the payout rates, rates of total return,
income yields, and percentage changes in assets and
distributions, unless otherwise indicated, represent only
nonoperating foundations. Theseorganizations comprise
over 90 percent of foundations in both number and total
assets. Also, it should be noted that oftentimes, a
foundation's performance isn't measured until after the
end of its current fiscal year. In these cases, the founda-
tion can take advantage of the 1-year grace period for
meeting the payout requirement by making their cor-
responding charitable distributions by the end of the
following fiscal year. The rates of total return, income
yields, and percentage changes and dollar amounts all
have been adjusted for inflation.

THE PAYOUT RATE

To examine the charitable distribution trends of private
(nonoperating) foundations, rates of payout performance
were calculated. To calculate the payout rate the amount

of (adjusted) qualifying distributions was divided by the
amount of the monthly average of (noncharitable-use) net
investment assets [22]. Payout trends for selected years
from 1974-1987 show that the payout percentage
declines as the size of the foundation increases (Figure
F). Smaller foundations tend to give out a larger percent-
age oftheir asset base, sometimesto an extent exceeding
their return on investments. Larger foundations tend to
reinvest proportionately more of their earnings, conse-
quently distributing a smaller proportion for charitable
purposes in any given year. The median payout rates for
all sizes of foundations either equal or exceed the 5-per-
cent charitable payout requirement.

In light of ERTA, the aggregate median payout rate
changed in a not unexpected pattern from 1974-1986.
From 1974-1982 it increased from 8.4 percent for 1974 to
9.7 percent for 1982 [23]. From 1982-1983 the rate
declined to 8.2 percent and then, for 1986, further
declined to 6.9 percent. The downward trend after 1982
indicates that after ERTA foundations may have adjusted
to the new law by paying out a smaller percentage of their
assets. The total median rate then increased slightly to
7.0 percent for 1987. This occurred despite the stock
market's sharp decline in October 1987.

Poor stock market conditions contributed to founda-
tions earning much lower rates of return on their invest-
ments in 1987. The low returns, discussed later, coupled
with the payout rates, led to a 1-percent decline in 1987
in the real fair market value of foundation assets. The
end-of-year market value of assets for many foundations
declined while total qualifying charitable distributions in-
creased, although at a slower rate than in the past. The

Figure F. -Nonoperating Foundation Payout Rates, Selected Years, 1974-1987

Size of fair market value of
total assets

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Small foundations
$1 under $1,000,000, total . . . . . . . . . . . .

$1 under $100,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
$100,000 under $1,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Medium foundations
$1,000,000 under $50,000,000, total . . . . . . .

$1,000,000 under $10,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . .
$10,000,000 under $50,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . .

Large foundations
$50,000,000 or more, total . . . . . . . . . . . .

$50,000.000 under $100,000,000 . . . . . . . . . .
100 0_00 000 or more ................

1974

(1)
8.39%

8.72
10.94
7.25

6.43
6.50
5.84

5.91
n.a.
n.a.

1982

t2)

9.69%

9.98
10.67
9.03

8.19
8.37
7.23

6.62
6.68
6.45

Median payout rates
1983

(3)

8.23%

8.66
9.76
8.03

1985
t4)

7."%

8.03
8.30
7.61

6.69
6.79
6.05

5.34
5.67
5.00

6.05
6.23
5.51

5.32
5.64
5.10

1986

(5)

6.87%

7.42
10.23
6.49

5.62
5.63
5.39

5.00
5.11
5.00

1987

(6)

7.03%

7.52
9.63
6.66

5.70
5.74
5.40

5.08
5.17
5.02

n.a. - not available

NOTE: Data Were available only for the yam 1974, 1 8112, 1983, 1985, 1 9W, and 1987. Data for both the $50,000,000 under $100,000,000 and the $100,000,000 or more categories vare not
available for 1974.



32- Private Foundation Returns, 1986 and 1981,

average value of noncharitable-use (net investment) as-
sets, on which the payout requirement is based, also
increased at a slower rate than in previous years. Since
distributions increased at afasterratethan assets, aslight
increase in the payout rate resulted in 1987 [24]. Due, in
part, to Prior grantmaking commitments and high returns
realized in 1986, foundations did not tend to readjust their
payout rates downward in 1987.

For 1987,71 percent of all foundations distributed more
for charitable purposes than required by the payout law.
The smaller foundations, in particular, are more likely to
exceed the payout requirement by a greater percent.
Those foundations with less than $1 million in assets
'represent the only group with a payout rate greater than
the total median rate for all of the years shown. This
occurred, in pan, since the amount of noncharitable-use
assets held by small foundations tends to represent a.
smaller proportion of total assets than for the larger foun-
dations. Also, small foundations receive a relatively large
amount of charitable contributions and then often act as
a conduit by redistributing them within a year. In this
manne , the amount of contributions-raGeived-b.y-founda~-
tions each year affects the amount of grants that they
distribute. For instance, the decline in the median payout
rate from 1986 to 1987 for those foundations with under
$100,000 in assets, may have resulted, in large part, from
the drop in contributions received. Due to different dis-
;ribution patterns and goals, the smaller foundations most
often realize higher payout rates.

Comparing the amount of charitable distributions ac-
tually given with the required amount, for 1987,35 percent
of foundations distributed more than double the required
payout amount while 13 percent distributed over ten times
that amount. As expected, a majority of these foundations
were in the smaller asset size categories. Distributions
exceeded the required amount by 291 percent in the case
of foundations with under $1 million in assets. This com-
pares with 46 percent for all foundations. These charac-
teristics are representative of foundation behavior after
the enactment of ERTA.

INVESTING BEHAVIOR

percent plus the rate of inflation. Sound investment
management will often enable a foundation to support a
stable or growing endowment which will secure a per-
manent existence for the foundation as a charitable or-
ganization. For this reason, foundations do have the
incentive to maximize their return on investments. Al-
though they do not distribute dividends or income to
shareholders, and thus, are not accountable in this man-
ner, they are indirectly accountable to a strong donor
desire to perpetuate the endowment of the foundation.

A comparison of the payout rate to the rate of total
return helps to explain changes in the relative growth dr
decline of foundation assets from year to year. The rate.
of-total return formula measures the change in the value
of the entire asset base with consideration for inflows and:
outflows of money. It accounts for the realized income
from the assets (investment and otherwise) as well as the
unrealized capital appreciation of the endowment [25].
(The net investment income yield , or "NII9 yield, examined
later, shows only the realized gain or loss from investment
assets.)

The rates of total return for~ - 1983-1987 (Figure G) indi-
cate that the median rate of return tends to differ from the
median payout.rate. Although larger foundations dis-'
tribute proportionately less than smaller foundations, the
rate of return tends to increase as the size of

*
thefounda-

tion increases. The larger foundations hold a greater
proportion of their assets as investment securities and
seem to invest more with the goals of capital appreciation
and long-term giving. These foundations also possess'-
the necessary resources to seek the assistance of sophis-
ticated investment consultants. These organizations
tend to maintain a greater proportion of lower-income
yield, higher-risk, and higher-growth common stock [26],.
Since these types of holdings appreciate faster, higher
rates of total return for the larger foundations result. The
smaller foundations seem to invest with the intention- of
distributing relatively large charitable contributions cur-
rently. This group tends to hold lower risk and higher,
fixed-income yield assets that do not appreciate nearly as
rapidly [27]. This results in lower relative returns forthese
foundations.

Rate of Total Return '

In order to fund charitable activity, most often in the
form of grantmaking, a foundation invests its endowment
to realize a return on assets that fulfills the 5-percent
charitable payout requirement. To fulfill the payout re-
quirement without an erosion of the endowment, a foun-
dation must engage in skillful investment and risk
management in order to realize a rate of return equal to 5

Foundations realized high rates of total return from
1983 to 1986 (Figure G). Market conditions during these.,
years proved very favorable to investors. For 1983, the
largest foundations (those with $100 million or more in,
assets) earned a real rate of 11.7 percent and for 1.086,*
13.9 percent. After accounting for the relatively low'infla-
tionfrom 1983through 1986, all of thesesize grou

.
ps'show

a rate of return on assets well above the 5-percent payout
requirement. The 1987 data, however, show different
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investment results. After inflation, foundations earned
well under the minimum desired 5 percent rate of return.
For instance, the largest foundations earned only 1.4
percent. This resulted, in large part, from the sharp stock
market decline in October 1987.

During the years 1983-1986, foundations, as an ag-
gregate, realized substantially higher returns than payout
rates. This contributed to the growth of aggregate foun-
dation assets. However, for 1987, foundations with $1
million or more in assets, as a group, paid out more for
charitable purposes than what they earned as total
returns on assets. This led to the decline in the value of
aggregate foundation assets from 1986 to 1987. It will
prove interesting to evaluate 1988 data to ascertain
whether or notfoundations adjusted their payout percent-
ages downward in response to the unusually low 1987
returns.

Income Yield

While the rate of total return measures the change in
the value of the entire endowment, the income yield
measures only the realized investment income earned by
a foundation. The net investment income yield, or Nil
yield, is calculated by dividing net investment income by
the end-of-year fair market value of investment assets.
Investment assets include savings and temporary cash
investments; securities; land, buildings and equipment;
mortgage loans; and OotherO investments. Nil yields for
the different size groups of foundations vary for selected
years from 1974 to 1987 (Figure H).

The larger foundations tend to earn higher Nil yields
than the smaller foundations. The Nil yields of the larger
foundations exceeded those of the smaller ones for all of
the years shown with the exception of 1982. The Nil yield
includes net (long-term) capital gains from the sale of
assets. This relatively large source of income accounts
for a greater proportion of the Nil of the larger foundations
than of the smaller foundations; and, therefore, helps to

explain part of the disparity in the Nil yields between the
small and large foundations. The increases in Nil yields
after 1982 may indicate that foundations, especially the
medium- and large-sized groups, began to adjust their
investment styles following the enactment of ERTA. Prior
to ERTA, high income-producing investments, other than
long-term capital gains, may have caused higher required
distributable amounts.

A comparison of the Nil yields with the rates of total
return on assets shows that the Nil yields tended to be
less than the total rates of return for 1983 through 1986.
The difference in the total returns and the Nil yields indi-
cates unrealized growth in assets between these years,
since the Nil yield does not account for the unrealized
appreciation or depreciation of assets. However, for
1987, the year of the stock market decline and resultant
low rates of total return, the Nil yields, although they did
dropfrom 1986, actually exceeded the total ratesof return
for that year. This showsthe unrealized loss that occurred
for 1987. The difference between the two measures may
have occurred, in part, due to foundations that sold
securities and realized large gainsfrom January 1987 until
the October stock market decline that led to decreased
end-of-year asset values.

ASSETS, DISTRIBUTIONS AND DECISION-
MAKING

In the very favorable market environment during most
of the mid-1 980's, which was accompanied by low infla-
tion and interest rates, foundations realized rates of total
return that easily allowed them to both meet the payout
requirement and increase the value of their endowments.
Total nonoperating foundation assets and charitable dis-
tributions increased in real terms by 56 and 38 percent,
respectively, over the 1982-1987 period. The amount of
the real increases equaled $31.7 billion in assets and $1.7
billion in distributions. After the enactment of ERTA, from
1982 to 1986, nonoperating foundation assets grew con-
siderably, by 58.1 percent. However, from 1986 to 1987

Figure G. -Nonoperating Foundation Rates of Total Return on Assets, 1983-1987

Size of fair market value of
total assets

$1 under $1,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
$1,000,000 under $10,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
$10,000,000 under $25,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
$25,000,000 under $50,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
$50,000,000 under $100,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1 ob,000,000 or more .....................

1983

-0)
n.a.
6.39%
9.21
9.47
9.95

11.69

Median rates of return'
1984-85

(2-year span)

(2)

n.a.
25.30%
31.17
34.27
38.58
29.56

1986

L3)

n.a.
9.02%

11.21
11.39
11.75
13.94

1987

t4)

n.a.
1.29%

-0.08
2.33
1.11
1.36

n.a. - not avaflable
1 The GNP Implicit price deflator was used to adjust for Inflation.
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Figure H. -Nonoperating Foundation Net Investment Income (Nil) Yields, Selected Years, 1974-1987

Size of fair market value of
total assets

Total ..........................

Small foundations
$1 under $1,000,000, total . . . . . . . . . . . . .

$1 under $100,000 . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . .
$100,000 under $1,000,000 . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1.9742

ti)
-3.37%

-3.45
-3.74
-3.05

Median net Investment Income yields'

1982

L2)

2.31%

2.31
2.27
2.43

1983

(3)

4.47%

4.34
3.90
4.38

1985

(4)

4.78%

4.61
4.50
4.95

1986

t5)

4.74%

4.19
3.59
5.07

1987

(6)

3.89%

3.61
3.05
4.06

Medium foundations
. $1,000,000 under. $50,000,000, total -2.74 2.49 5.04 5.71 6.29 4.89I $1;000=6nder$10,000,000 ............ * . -2.78 2.66 5.00 5.71 5.95 4.74

$10,000,000 under $50,000,000 . . .. . . . . . . . . .. -2.27 1.52 5.48 6.00 8.25 5.99

. Large fou ,ndations
. .$50,000,000 or more, total . . . .. -2.46 1:67 5.53 6.84 7.70 5.63
$50,000,000 under $100,000,000 n.a. 2.54 5.63 7.01 8.37 5.65
$100,000,000 or more . . . . . . n.a. 0.58 5.06 6.56 7.08 5.53

n.a. - Not available
.'The

'

GNP implicit price deflator was used to adjust for Inflation.

2The calculation for 1974 divides not investment Income by book value of investment assets. For all other years net investment income is divided by the fair market value of Investment assets.
The use offair market values, unavailable for 1974, would have lowered the rates from those calculated and most likely affected the differences between the small and large foundations.
:...NOTE: Data were available only for the years 1974,1982,1983,1985,1986, and 1987. Data for both the $50,000,000 under $100~000,ODO and the $100,000,000 or m

.
ore categories were not

av~llable for 1674.

assets-decli~ed-by-l-percen t-.-Likewise,-distributions
grew, with an uncharacteristic decline in the rate of growth
only from 1986'to 1987. Relatively high foundation growth
as compared to growth in the Gross National Product, the
effects of the change in the payout requirement, and
differences in the growth rates of different sizes of foun-
dations, all may indicate that the 1981 Economic
Recovery Tax Act has had an effect on the increased rate
of growth of foundation. assets and distributions.

Asthe size of afoundation increases, asset valuestend
to increase at. faster rates.. Since the larger foundations
tend to earnrelatively high rates of total return and pay
out relatively low percentages, of assets, the larger foun-
dations increased their assets at a faster rate than did the
smaller ones. duringthe 1982-1987 period. The smallest
group, during this period, is the only one that paid out
qualifying distributions at a rate faster than the growth in
their assets. This group, in fact, experienced larger per-
centage inc

i
reases in charitable distributions for 1982-

i 987 than all of
'
the other groups, with the exception of the

largest. - Due to their large increases in assets and an
ability to better withstand market swings, since ERTA, the
largest foundations not only have increased assets at the
greatest rate, but also distributions. (For a description of'
changes in assets and distributions for operating founda-
tions, see the Notes and References section [28].)

Foundations assume somewhat different roles and be-
have accordingly, depending upon their size. The dis-
parity between 1987 and the earlier years may shed light

on-the-nature-of-the-decisi-o,nzmaking-processes-of -non-
operating foundations. The question arises: does the rate
oftotal return (and possibly the Nil yield) in one year affect
the payout rate of the next year? In other words, do
certain foundations respond to low rates of return with low
payout rates. or to high returns with high payout rates?
And, do these patterns differ with the size of the founda-
tion?

I It appears that the investment returns of,smaller foun-
dations may affect, at least in part,, the amount of
charitable dollars distributed in the following year. For
instance, among other reasons, the smallest foundations
may have responded to relatively low Nil yields for 1982
by paying out distributions at lower

'
rates in 1983 than in

11 982. However, the smaller foundations also.tend to rely,
in large part, on the amount of contributions received in
order to help fund their charitable grantmaking. For in-
stance, decreases inthe amount ofcontributions received
for 1987 may have led to the slower rate of increase in
charitable distributions for that same year. The smaller
foundations tend to distribute proportionately large
amounts in the present, based on contributions received,
investment returns, and income yields.

Conversely, the goal of a more.predetermined payout
policy appears to drive the operations and investment
policies of the larger foundations. They better manage
tl~eir investments and distribute dollars in such a way as
to promote long-run growth of the endowment. A growing
endowment will fund charitable grants at the same or at
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an increased value in the future. These foundations tend
to distribute charitable dollars at relatively consistent
payout rates irrespective of changing rates of return. For
example, the larger foundations continued to pay out
charitable dollars at a consistent rate in 1987 despite low
rates of total return and declining assets in that year.
These foundations tend to operate with a more planned
and structured payout policy. A future examination of
payout practices in 1988 after the unusually low invest-
ment returns of 1987 will provide more definitive insights
into the investment and distribution goals and behavior of
the different sizes of foundations.

SUMMARY

Total private foundation revenue fell by 17.2 percent in
1986 dollars, or $3.4 billion, from 1986 to 1987. Both
contributions received and net gain (less loss) from sales
of assets declined significantly in real terms, by 28.4
percent and 22.8 percent, respectively, when comparing
1986 to 1987. Interest and dividends, two significant
components of total revenue, did increase, although by
relatively small percentages. These losses for 1987 oc-
curred after foundations realized large real increases be-
tween 1985 and 1986 in revenue, net gains from sales of

assets, and contributions received, 18.9, 32.9, and 27.6
percent, respectively.

The poor market returns in 1987, following the October
stock market decline, most likely affected the net gain
(less loss) from sales of assets; net losses nearly tripled
while net gains decreased by almost 20 percent. The
stock market decline and the changes implemented
under the 1986 Tax Reform Act may also have reduced
contributions to foundations. The general decline in the
market value of securities that occurred in the last quarter
of 1987 reduced the value of the tax benefit of donating
securities to foundations. And, the changes implemented
under the 1986 Tax Reform Act, by lowering marginal tax
rates, decreased the value of the tax deduction for
charitable contributions. The decreases in these com-
ponents of foundation revenue contributed to the real
decline in the fair market value of total assets.

Along with decreases in revenue, the effect of the 1987
stock market decline largely contributed to the 2.1-
percent real decline in end-of-year total foundation as-
sets, or the drop from $113.2 billion for 1986 to $110.8
billion for 1987. Likewise, investments in securities
declined by 2.7 percent in real terms, from $87.0 billion to
$84.7 billion. The significant drop in the rates of total
return between 1986 and 1987 confirms the effect of these
losses. For nonoperating foundations with $100 million
or more in assets, the median rate of total return dropped

35

from 13.9 percent to 1.4 percent. Although the largest
foundations realized the greatest rates of return and in-
creases in assets since the Economic Recovery Tax Act
of 1981, from 1986 to 1987 these foundations realized a
decline in assets. The assets of the smallest foundations,
however, actually increased from 1986 to 1987.

Despite the decreases in assets and investments, the
amount of constant-dollar grants paid by all foundations
increased by 5.8 percent from 1986 to 1987, although at
a slower rate of increase than the prior year. Real qualify-
ing charitable distributions (by nonoperating foundations)
increased by 5.3 percent, as opposed to the 15.0-percent
increase realized from 1985 to 1986. From 1986 to 1987,
the largest foundations increased distributions at a rate
over twice that of the 5.3-percent total rate, while the
smallest foundations increased distributions at a rate 4
percentage points below the total. Also, the total payout
rate did increase slightly, from 6.9 percent for 1986 to 7.0
percent for 1987. The payout rates help to explain the
total decline in the value of foundation assets for 1987, as
foundations tended to pay out charitable dollars at a rate
greaterthan their rate of total return on assets. The results
from 1986 to 1987 differ significantly from those between
1983-1986, when foundations realized high rates of total
return and significant increases in assets, revenues, and
distributions. In order to fund charitable distributions at
an increased rate in both the present and the future,
foundations rely heavily on the growth of their endow-
ments.

DATA SOURCES AND LIMITATIONS

The statistics in this article are based on samples ofTax
Year 1986 and 1987 private foundation returns, Forms
990-PF, filed with the Internal Revenue Service (IRS). The
1987 Form 990-PF was required to be filed by organiza-
tionswhich had accounting periods beginning in that year
(and therefore ending, in general, December 1987
through November 1988). A corresponding filing require-
ment applied to the 1986 Forms 990-PF. Some pan-year
returns were included in the samples for organizations
that changed their accounting periods, or filed initial or
final returns. Figure I shows the distribution of the 12
accounting periods covered by the 1987 statistics. Ap-
proximately 61 percent of the foundations' accounting
periods cover either Calendar Year 1987 or any pan-year
periods ending December 1987. The remaining 11 non-
calendar year accounting periods, when grouped
together, spread over a period of time that ranges from
February of 1987 to November of 1988 (and may also
include some part-year periods). While the majority of the
1987 data are for Calendar Year 1987, 39 percent of the
data were reported for noncalendar periods that go
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beyond the end of Calendar Year 1987. In total, however,
most of the financial activity is associated with 1987.

Returns filed by nonexempt charitable trusts and cer-
tain taxable foundations were excluded from the statistics
for both 1986 and 1987. The two samples were stratified
based on size of book value of total assets. The 1987
samplewas selected at ratesthat ranged from 7.4 percent
(for the more numerous but very small asset-size returns)
to 100 percent (for the relatively few returns with large
amounts of assets). Selection rates for the 1986 sample
ranged from 5.0 percent to 100 percent. The 4,785
returns in the 1987 sample were drawn frorn an estimated
population of 35,907. For 1986, a sample of 2,934 returns
was drawn from an estimated population of 35,172.

The 1986 and 1987 samples were designed to provide
the most reliable estimates of total assets and total

revenue based on'a small number of returns. The
methodology employed was to include in the samples all
returns with assets (book value) of $10 million or more,
since these were the returns that dollar-wise accounted
for most foundation activity. For example, the 1,155
sample returns for 1987 in this group accounted for ap-
proximately 24 percent of all the returns in the sample and
77 percent of the book value of the estimated total assets
of all foundations. The remaining 3,630 returns in the
1987 sample wererandomly selected at various rates,
depending on the asset size. A similar sample selection
procedure was followed for 1986 returns.

The population from which the 1986 and 1987 samples
were drawn consisted of private foundation records
posted to the IRS Business Master File between 1987 and
1989. Some of the records designated were for organiza-
tions that were deemed -inactive or terminated. Inactive

NOTE: Calendar and noncalendar periods may include returns f iled for only part
of a year because of initial and final filings and changes of accounting period.
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andterminated private foundations are not reflected in the
estimates. For the small number of large private founda-
tions for which a desired study-year return had not yet
beenfiled orwas otherwise unavailable for inclusion in the
study, either prior-year returns were substituted or data
were estimated using other returns having similar charac-
teristics.

The data presented were obtained from returns as
originally filed. In most cases, changes made to the
original return as a result of an IRS examination or a
taxpayer amendment were not incorporated into the data
base. Because the data presented are estimates based
on a sample, they are subject to sampling and nonsam-
piing error. To use the statistical data properly, the mag-
nitude of the sampling errorshould be known. Coefficients
of variation (CV's) are used to measure that magnitude.

Figure J presents, for Tax Years 1986 and 1987, ap-
proximate coefficients of variation for frequency estimates
of private foundation returns with less than $10 million in
assets. Returns with assets of $10 million or more were
selected at a prescribed rate of 100 percent; therefore,
this category is not subject to sampling error. The ap-
proximate CV's shown here are intended only as a general
indication of the reliability of the data. For a number other
than those shown, the corresponding CV's can be es-
timated by interpolation.

Figure J.-Coefficient of Variation for Frequency
Estimates, Tax Years 1986 and 1987

Estimated number of returns
by size of book value of total assets

Under$100,
000

or not
reported

$100,000
under

$1,000,000

$1,000,000
under

$10,000,000

(1)

15,400
10,800
5,200
2,800
1,700

800
300

14,700
9,200
3,900
2,000
1,200

600
200

(2) (3)

Return year 1986

12,400
9,100
4,700
2,600
1,600

800
300

5,000
4,200
2,600
1,600
1,000

500
200

Return year 1987

12,100
7,400
3,100
1,600

900
400
200

4,800
2,700
1,100

500
300
100
100

Approximate
coefficient
of variation

(4)

.010

.025

.050

.075

.100
.150
.250

.010

.025

.050

.075

.100

.150

.250

NOTE: Because returns with total assets $10 million or more were
prescribed for selection at the 1 OD-percent rate, coefficients of
variation for them were not computed.
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A discussion of the reliability of estimates based on
samples and the use of coefficients of variationforevaluat-
ing the precision of sample estimates can be found in the
general Appendix to this publication.

EXPLANATION OF SELECTED TERMS

The following explanations describe terms as they ap-
plied to private foundations for 1986 and 1987.

Adjusted Net Income. --In general, this was the amount
by which a private foundation's gross income exceeded
the expenses associated with earning the income. In-
cluded were all amounts derived from, or connected with,
property held by the foundation, such as net short-term
capital gain (on sales of assets held 12 months or less),
ordinary investment income (dividends and interest, rents
and royalties)i income from amounts set aside for future
charitable use, income from all charitable functions, or
unrelated trade or business activity income. Excluded
were contributions received and long-term capital gains
(or losses). This item was reported on Form 990-PF, Part
1, line 27c, column (c).

Assets Zero or Unreported. --included in this asset size
category were: (1) final returns of liquidating or dissolving
foundations which had disposed of all assets, and (2)
returns of foundations not reponing end-of-year assets
that had apparently distributed all assets and income
received during the year.

Disbursements for Charitable Purposes. --These
deductions represented grants paid and other expen-
ditures for activities that were directly related to the tax-
exempt purposes of the foundation. Included were
necessary and reasonable administrative expenses paid
for charitable, scientific, educational, or other similar pur-
poses. These amounts were determined solely on the
cash receipts and disbursements method of accounting,
as required by law and regulations. This item was
reported on Form 990-PF, Pan 1, line 26, column (d).

Disqualified Persons.-Mith respect to engaging in
prohibited transactions, such as 'self-dealing,' with a
private foundation, the following were considered dis-
qualified persons: (1) all substantial contributors to the
foundation (generally, those who contributed an amount
over $5,000 which was more than 2 percent of total
contributions received by the foundation); (2) foundation
officers, directors, trustees, or managers; (3) an owner of
more than a 20 percent interest (voting power, profits
interest, or beneficial interest) in an organization which
was a substantial contributor to the foundation; (4) a
member of the family of any individual described in (1),
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(2), or (3), Above (including spouse, ancestors, children,
grandchildren, great-graindchildren, and spouses of
children, grandchildren and great-grandchildren, but not
brothers or sisters); (5) organizations in which persons
described in (1) through (4), above, held more than a
35-percent interest; (6)'*another private foundation, for
purposes of the tax on excess business holdings, which
wa's effectively controlled by a person or persons in con-
trol of. the foundation in question; and (7) a government
official, for purposes of the tax on 'seff-dealing.'

Distributable Amount.--This was the minimum payout
amount which was. required to be distributed by the end
of.the year following the year for which the return was filed
in order to avoid the excise tax for failure to distribute
income currently. The distributable amount was com-
puted as 5 perc

'
ent of net investment assets, called the

~minimum investment return,O minus taxes on net invest-
ment income and 'unrelated business income,5 plus or
minds otheradjustments, either allowed or required. (See
'.Net Adjustments to Distributable Amount.') This Rem
was reported on Form 990-PF, Part X, line 7.

Excess Distributions Carryover.--The excess amount
distributed, after fulfilling the charitable payout require-
ment, that equaled, the excess of qualifying distributions
over the distributable amo

I
unt. This amount could be

-carried forward to the following year from both the current
year and the 4 prior years in order to be applied to the
distributable amount in future years. This Rem was
reported on Form 990-PF, Part XIV, line 9.

Excess Grant Administrative Expenses.--This was the
amount of grantmaking administrative expenses incurred
by.a foundation, in the charitable grantmaking process,
that exceeded the amount which could be applied to
either the' charitable payout requirement (imposed on
.nonoperating foundations) or the income test (imposed
,on operating foundations). The 1984 Deficit Reduction
.Act. required that only the portion of grant administrative
expenses incurred by a foundation that did not exceed
0.65 percent of athree-year average of noncharitable-use
.assets could be treated as qualifying distributions. Any
grant administrative expenses in excess of the 0.65 per-
cent calculation could not be treated as qualifying dis-
tr ibutions. This temporary limitation on grantmaking
expenses expired on December 31,1990. Beginningwith
the 1991.tax year, foundations no longer will be subject to
this requirement. This Rem was reported on Form 990-PF,
Part XIII, line 5.

Inventories.'--The'value of materials, goods, and sup-

plies purchased ormanufactured by the organization and

held to be sold or used in some future period. This Rem
was reported on Form 990-PF, Part 11, line 8, columns. (a)
(beginning-of-year book value), (b) (end-of-year book
value), and (c) (end-of-year fair market value).

Land, Buildings, and Equipment, Charitable-use.--The
book value or fair market value (less accumulated de-
preciation) of all land, buildings and equipment not held
for investment purposes. Included were any property,
plant or equipment owned and used by the organization
in conducting its charitable activities. This Rem was
reported on Form 990-PF, Part 11, line 14, columns (a)
(beginning-of-year book value), (b) (end-of-year book
value), and (c) (end-of-year fair market value).

Land, Buildings, and Equipment, Investment-use.-The
book value or fair market value (less accumulated de-
preciation) of all land, buildings and equipment held for
investment purposes, such as rental properties. Thisitem
was reported on Form 990-PF, Part 11, line 11, columns (a)
(begin ning-of-year book value), (b) (end-of-year book
value), and (c) (end-of-year fair market value).

-Minimum-Investment-Return.--T-his-was-the-aggregate
fair market value of assets not used for charitable pur-
poses, less both indebtedness incurred to acquire those
assets and cash held for charitable activities, multiplied
by 5 percent. The minimum investment return was used
as the base for calculating the Odistributable amount.'
This Rem was reported on Form 990-PF, Part IX, line 6.

Net Adjustments to~ Distributable Amount. --Adjust-
ments that increased the "distributable amountm con-
sisted of increases attributable to the income portion
(as distinct from the principal portion) of distributions
from split-interest trusts on amounts placed in trust after
May26,1969. (A split-interest trust was a trust which was
not exempt from tax; not all*of whose interests were
devoted to charitable, religious, educational, and like pur-
poses; but which had amounts in trust for which a
charitable contribution deduction was allowed.)
Recoveries of amounts previously treated as qualifying
distributions also had to be added back to the dis~
tributable amount.

Adjustments that decreased the distributable amount
were the result of income required to be accumulated as
part of an organization's governing instrument. These
adjustments were allowed only to foundations organized
before May 27, 1969, whose governing instrument con-
tinued to require the accumulation, since State Courts
would not allow the organization to change its governing
instrument. These items were reported on Form 990-PF,
Part X, lines 4a, 4b, and 6.
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Net Gain (or Loss) from Sale of Assets.--included was
profit or loss from sales of items such as securities, land,
buildings, or equipment. Gain or loss reflected the
amount shown on the books of the foundation and in-
cluded any amount from the sale of property used for both
investment and tax-exempt purposes. Most of the gain or
loss was from sales of stocks and bonds. Profit or loss
from the sale of inventory items was included in gross
profit (loss) from business activities. This item was
reported on Form 990-PF, Pan 1, line 6, column (a).

Net Investment Income.--This was theamount by which
the sum of gross investment income plus capital gain net
income exceeded allowable deductions. Included in in-
vestment income were interest, dividends, rents, pay-
ments with respect to securities loans, and royalties.
Excluded were tax-exempt interest on governmental
obligations and any investment income derived from un-
related trade or business activities, subject to the unre-
lated business income tax reported on Form 990-T. This
item was reported on Form 990-PF, Pan 1, line 27b, column
(b).

Noncharitable-use Assets (NetInvestmentAssets).--For
purposes of calculating mminimum investment return,m
only the average, rather than end-of-year, fair market
value of assets that were not used or held for use for
tax-exempt purposes entered into the computation. An
asset was not used directly in carrying out the foundation's
exempt purpose if it was not used in carrying on a
charitable, educational, or other similar function which
gave rise to the exempt status of the foundation. Ex-
amples would be the fair market value of securities and
rental property owned by the foundation for investment
purposes. This item was reported on Form 990-PF, Pan
IX, line 5.

Nonoperating Foundations. --These were organizations
that generally carried on their charitable activities in an
indirect manner by making grants to other organizations
that were directly engaged in charitable activities, in con-
trast to those (operating foundations) engaged in
charitable activities themselves. However, some non-
operating foundations were actively involved in charitable
programs, in addition to making grants. Nonoperating
foundations were subject to an excise tax (and possible
additional penalties) for failure to distribute an annual
minimum amount for charitable purposes within a re-
quired time period.

an operating foundation for a particular taxable year, a
private foundation had to spend at least 85 percent of the
lesser of its adjusted net income or minimum investment
return on the direct, active conduct of exempt-purpose
activities (the mincome test') and satisfy one of three other
tests termed the 'assets test,' the 'endowment test,' and
the usupport test.' Operating foundations were excepted
from the income distribution requirement, and its related
excise taxes, applicable to nonoperating foundations.

Distributions made by a private nonoperating founda-
tion to an operating foundation qualified toward meeting
the nonoperating foundation's distribution requirement.
(Distributions made by one nonoperating foundation to
another were subject to a number of conditions and
restrictions requiring a "pass-through' of the distribution,
whereby the donor foundation received credit for a
qualifying distribution but the donee foundation did not.)
Additionally, contributions to operating foundationsWere
deductible on individuals' income tax returns, limited to
50 percent of their adjusted gross income (as opposed to
30 percent for contributions to nonoperating founda-
tions).

OtherAssets. --Assets reported as "Other' included: (1)
those assets not allocable to a specific asset item on
the Form 990-PF balance sheet or not included else-
where on the return, and (2) certain amounts given
special treatment in the course of statistical processing.
The first category included such items as: construction
reserve land, deferred income, dividends receivable,
escrow deposits, income tax refunds, interest dis-
counts, interest-free loans, overdraft protection, and
program-related investments. The second category in-
cluded amounts reported by the return filer as negative
liabilities. This item was reported on Form 990-PF, Part 11,
line 15, columns (a) (beginning-of-year book value), (b)
(end-of-year book value), and (c) (end-of-year fair market
value).

Other Investments. --investments reported as "Othern
included such items as: advances; bank certificates; cash
values of life insurance; certificates of investment; invest-
ments in an, coins, gold, gems, and paintings; miscel-
laneous loan income; and patronage dividends. This item
was reported on Form 990-PF, Part 11, line 13, column

'
s (a)

(beginning-of-year book value), (b) (end-of-year book
value), and (c) (end-of-year fair market value).

Operating Foundations. --These foundations generally
expended their income for direct, active involvement in a
tax-exempt activity, such as operating a library or
museum, or conducting scientific research. To qualify as

Private Foundation.--A nonprofit corporation, associa-
tion, ortrust with a narrow source of fundswhich operated
or supponed social, educational, scientific, charitable,
religious, and other programs dedicated to improving the
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general welfare of society. By law, a private foundation

was an organization which qualified fortax-exempt status
under Internal Revenue Code section 501 (c)(3) and was

not a church; school; hospital; medical research or-

ganization; an organization with broad public support in

the form of contributions. or income from tax-exempt
activities; an organization which was operated by, or in
connection with, any of the above described organiza-

tions; or an organization which tested for public safety.

The primary difference between a private foundation and

a public charity lay in the sources of each organization's
funding. A foundation usually received its funds from an

individual, a family, or a corporation, while, as the name
implies, a public charity received its funds mainly from a
large number of sources within the general public.

payout requirement, that equaled the excess of the dis-
tributable amount over the sum oftotal qualifying distribu-
tions and any excess distributions carryover from prior
years applied to the distributable amount. Sanctions
were imposed in the form of penalty taxes on private
foundations that did not pay out an amount equal to the
distributable amount by the end. of the following tax year.
This Rem was reported on Form 990-PF, Part XIV, line 6f,
column (d).

NOTES AND REFERENCES

[1] All references to assets are
I
stated at their fair market

value unless book value is specifically noted. .

[2] For 1987, the aggregate total revenue of private
foundations consi ed of intere and dividends

Qualifying Distributions. Ancluded were grants, direct from securities, savings,
I
and temporary cash invest-

expenditures to accomplish charitable purposes, ments (32.6 percent), net gain (less loss) from sale
.
s

charitable-purpose operating and administrative expen- of assets (32.5 percent), contributions, gifts and
ses, amounts paid to acquire assets used directly to grants received (30.9 percent), and other miscel-
accomplish tax-exempt functions, charitable program- laneous types of income (4.0 percent). OTotal
related

'
investments, and amounts set aside for future revenue* and other terms, as they apply to private

charitable pr9jects. Qualifying distributions were foundationsi-are-described-and-cross-referenced-in~
creditable against the foundation's obligation to pay out the 'Explanation of Selected Terrnsw section.
its 'distributable amount.0 ihisgemwasreporteuonror

990-PF, Part XIII, line 6.

Total Assets. --This was the sum of all assets reported
in the foundation's end-of-year balance sheet, shown at
both book value and fair market value. This item was
reported on Form 990-PF, Part 11, line 16, columns (a)
(beginning-of-year book value), (b) (end-of-year book
value), and (c) (end-of-year fair market value).

Total Expenses.--This was the sum of contributions,
gifts, and grants paid plus various operating and ad-
ministrative expenses related to both investment and
charitable-purpose activities. This item was reported on
Form 990-PF, Part 1, line 26, column (a).

TotalRevenue.-This was the sum of gross contributions,

gifts and grants received; interest and dividends from

securities, savings, and temporary cash investments; net

.gain (less loss) from sales of assets (mostly investment

assets, but could include charitable-use assets); gross rents
and royalties; gross profit (or loss) from business activities;

and other miscellaneous income. Total revenue items were
reported as shown on the books and records of the founda-

tion and were based on either the cash receipts or accrual

method of accounting. This item was reported on Form

990-PF, Part 1, line 12, column (a).

[3] For a description of the time periods covered by the
1986 and 1987 statistics, see the IData Sources and
Limitationso section of this article.

[4] All inflation-adjusted 'constant dollarn or oreall
figures cited in this article were derived using.the
Implicit Price Deflators for Gross National Product
contained in Council of Economic Advisors,
Economic Report of the President, February 1990,
Table C-3. Unless otherwise noted, figures referred
to as 'current dollars" or unominall are not adjusted
for inflation.

[5]

[6]

[7]

For 1985 private foundation data, see Riley, Mar-
garet, nPrivate Foundation Returns, 1985,8 Statistics
of Income Bulletin, Summer 1989, pp. 27-43.

Over three-quarters of total expenses for 1987 were
contributions paid out and the remainder, operating
and administrative expenses.

Theterm Inet gain (less loss)! refers tothe aggregate
total of all individual net gains reported minus all
individual net losses reported.

[8] For an in-depth discussion of organizations, other

Undistributed Income.--The required amount remain- than private foundations, which are tax-exempt

ing undistributed, after application of the charitable under Internal Revenue Code section 501 (c) (3), see
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Hilgert, Cecelia, and Mahler, Susan J., "Nonprofit
Charitable Organizations, 1985,0Statistics of Income
Bulletin, Fall 1989, Volume 9, Number 2, pp. 53-65.

191 Programs termed 'charitablen refer to any tax-exempt
activities which are charitable, education;A scientific,
social, literary, or religious in nature.

[10] Generally, the assets test was met if 65 percent or
more of the foundation's assets were used directly
for the active conduct of charitable activities. The
endowment test was met if the foundation normally
made distributions for the active conduct of
charitable activities in an amount not less than two-
thirds of its minimum investment return. The sup-
port test was met if substantially all of its support
(other than gross investment income) was normally
received from the public or five or more qualifying
exempt organizations; no more than 25 percent of
its support (other than gross investment income)
was normally received from any one such qualifying
exempt organization; and no more than half of its
support was normally received from gross invest-
ment income.

[11] Some of the foundations classified as Ononoperat-
ingo for 1986 and 1987 were ofailed public charities,,
organizations that were originally classified as
public charities but that could no longer qualify for
that favored status because they failed to maintain
the required minimum of support from public sour-
ces. Most often, the reclassified nonoperating foun-
dations continued to operate like public charities,
conducting programs or providing direct services,
as opposed to making grants to accomplish a
charitable purpose. Perhaps many of these or-
ganizations could have qualified as operating foun-
dations, but had not requested such status from the
Internal Revenue Service.

[12] For a discussion of how tax law changes made
under the Tax Reform Act of 1986 affected in-
dividuals for 1987, see Hostetter, Susan and Bates,
Jeffrey, mindividual Income Tax Returns, Preliminary
Data, 1987,0 Statistics of Income Bulletin, Spring
1989, Volume 3, Number 4, pp. 5-26.

[13] For example, a fully deductible $100 donation made
for 1986 by an individual whose income was taxed
at a rate of 50 percent would actually cost only $50
after the donation was claimed as a deduction from
income on the individual's tax return ($50 in tax was
saved by reducing taxable income by $100). The

same $100 donation made by the individual for
1987, with a newly reduced income tax rate of 38.5
percent, would actually cost $61.50 (only $38.50 in
tax would be saved on $100 deducted from taxable
income).

[14] Statistics of Income-1986, Individual Income Tax

Returns, U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal

Revenue Service, 1989.

[15] Sfafistfcs of Income-1987, Individual Income Tax
Returns, U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal
Revenue Service, 1990.

[16] Statistics of Income-4986, Corporation Source
Book, U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal
Revenue Service, 1989.

[1 71 Statistics of Income- 1987, Corporatfon Income Tax
Returns, U.S. Department of the Treasury, Internal
Revenue Service, 1990.

[18] The amounts of -contributions receivedo and ototal
revenuem used to calculate the ratios in Figure D
were reported in Part 1, lines 1 and 12, respectively,
column (a) of the Form 990-PF. "investment income'
was reported in Part 1, line 12, column (b) and is the
gross amount, before deductions for related expen-
ses. 'Grants paidw was reported in Part 1, line 25,
column (d).

[19] This represents the method used after the 1969 Act
and up until 1982, when ERTA became effective.

[20] Salamon, Lester M. and Voytek, Kenneth P., Manag-
ing Foundation Assets: An Analysis of Foundation
Investment and Payout Procedures and Perfor-
mance, The Council on Foundations, 1989.

[21 ] The Foundation Directofy, 1 1 th edition, Loren Renz,
editor, The Foundation Center, New York, 1987, p.
xx.

[22] To calculate the payout rate, the amount of (ad-
justed) qualifying distributions was divided by the
amount of the monthly average of net investment (or
noncharitable-use) assets. This payout formula ad-
justs qualifying distributions with slight additions
and subtractions that are made to the required 'dis-
tributable amount" on the Form 990-PF, Return of
Private Foundation. The formula also adjusts for
excess distributions made in the past and applied to
the requirement of the current filing year.
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[23] Data were available onlyfor the years 1974, 1982,
1983,1985,1986, and 1987.

[241 The volatilestock market no doubt affectedthe asset
value of a foundation differently depending on its

accounting period. For instance, since the payout

rate depends on a monthly average of assets, those
foundations using a calendar year accounting
period for 1987 realized 9 relatively solid months
prior to the October decline. The payout rate cal-
culation, then, would account for both the positive
and negative months.

[251 The rate of total return formula is the same as that
used by Salamon and Voytek in a study on founda-
tion assets for the years 1979-1983. See: Salamon

and Voytek, Ibid., p. 32. The formula is as follows:

RATE OF TOTAL RETURN =

((Ending Fair Market Value of Assets
- Beginning Fair Market Value of Assets*)

- (Contributions Received by the Foundation)
-+-(Grants-Paid-by-the Foundation--

• Operating and Administrative Expenses
• Excise Tax Paid on Net Investment

Income))
DIVIDED BY

(Beginning Fair Market Value of Assets
+ (Contributions Received / 2))

.*The beginning fair market value of assets for
any given year equals the ending fair market
value reported on the prior year's return.
Thus, in order to provide a consistent form of
measurement by which to compare rates of
return among different years, the ending fair
market value of assets amounts (reported for
both the year subject to the computation and
the prior year) were used to compute the total
rate of return.

To calculate the rate of total return shown in
Figure G, private foundation information returns in
data samples for consecutive years were matched
in order to analyze both the beginning- and end-of-
year fair market value data. The returns in the
samples were matched by the employer identifica-
tion number (EIN). Due to the lower sampling rates
for the smaller foundations, the rate of matching the
information returns for consecutive years was not
high enough to ensure a proper level of statistical
confidence. Therefore, the rate of return was only
calculated for the medium- and large-sized founda-
tions, those holding $1 million or more in assets.
And, since 1984 returns were not sampled, calculat-
ing ratesfor 1984 and 1985 was not possible. How-
ever, by matching the 1983 and 1985 data files,
median figuresforthe2-year period were calculated.

[261 Salamon and Voytek, Ibid.

[27] Salamon and Voytek, Ibid.

Operating foundations, although they realized
smaller increases in assets an i trib_uti6_n_stffa_n
nonoperating foundations between 1982 and 1987,
performed similarly during the same period. These
organizations increased their real assets and di,s-
tributions from 1982-1987 by 42 and 13 percent,
respectively. Between 1986 and 1987, however,
operating foundation assets declined 11 percent in
1986 dollars, a larger percentage than the 1 -percent
decline in total nonoperating foundation assets.
And, unlike nonoperating foundations, operating
foundations decreased their charitable distributions
from 1986 to 1987, by 14 percent. Since operating
foundations are not-held accountable to a payout
requirement, it is not surprising that their charitable
distributions declined by a considerable amount for
1987. These foundations, then, did not increase
assets by as much from 1982 to 1987, and did feel
the effects of the 1987 decline more strongly.



P
rivate

F
o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

e
tu

rn
s,

1986
a
n
d

1987

E '3
5
t
e
-
-
-
m
m

q
g
7
m
g
-
1
1

A
f
e
m
u
m
v

.
I
u
g
g
a
m

-
-

-
-

0
-RE

S
u
m

k
?
F

9
1
1
6
0
M

V
.

0
e
f
f
g
g
m

-
-

C
4
-

&
f
F

P
Z

d
-
e

C
6

M
CY

c
r

E
0

n
0

1
F

ft
i
m

wi
R

M
U
M
?

A
?

I0
I
E=

E
cc

ddC
6

I-
In

coC-2
P.

tddC
6

z

I
m
g
.
-
g
w

r
z
8
v
i
n
g

V
o
e

w
?
n
a

0
-9

0
"
M

U
gor":

11:
-

e
a
g

:::~:V
9
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
§
E

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

?
-
-

ci
ID

c
i

c
i

4
cm

r0
m

m
a
m

I
8

1
,

'-
:::

U
M

I
I

O
w

o
a

z
E3

K
!

Co::.D
E

Y
=Z

E
E

t.:
F

Gcl.
I

M
U

M
I

9
M

O
U

I
9
9
9
E

E
9
9
1

0
§

c!D?Z'
I

r=
'2':112

C~
.-R

U
M

V
r~CD

n
CY

iCY
a

ci
O

r
Cj

E
pt

M
-

E
E

Z
f

.6
cooln

z

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

az
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-

0
-.0

lg
!p

p,:s
91

-3
cay

g
!g

C.
CIT

cy
-.Z

i
d
-7

-rli

cl
rm,1E

cgy
fj!~:

q
09 9

190CVYRw PWA
cm

6
E

Ez

-
1

-E3
c

G"n
in

F
M

U
M

a
r
P

T
IM

m

WI

a
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

10 "
8

0E
l

O
U

R
l

F
V

pr
k

a
-

pr
0
0
9

M
I

prr-
-~

W9
9

w
q
p
t

F

x

.
C%l

-.n
cy-7---V

ci.:
'716

C
C
H
,

E
E3

Y?

iV
V

ID
V

V
ID

d
e
d
d
i

LU
z

'E
2)

-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

.
.
.
.
.
.

-
-
-
-

-
30

-
-

s4p:q
c"0

5
2
9
1

V28
V

0
01R.

d
6-9;ff9'.z'O:
-

,C';2H
,1

2-W
-

R8V-jj
C'T-pyp.28

12
40

CY
F.

Ir
ci

cm
t~

cm
x

I
M
O
O
G
-

10;9
1
2

U)co
I
Ea

E

;f
-rcrcrw

f
cicrw

i
E'§
I

I
z

p
I
m
u
m

0i
f
g
2
m
m

u
A

g
u

r
n

M
P

O
U

IR
CY0

1
"2

M
A

R
30E

t
.
.
.
.
.
.

if
-
:

-M
0
2
9

g
i

9

0
4
9
6
9
K

I
9c

0

S
E

I
M

m
C11

co
V

c
i-

.
1:

at
C

"

P.
l7

V
iz

z
lW

B
9

1
1

?Z-2!E
F

a
g

-
H

IM
,

P
i

1
V

U
H

R
"

M
A

W
R

I
I'a,

~-.lncmVy
M

E
E

'r
e
-VO

-
c6cr,

z

f4
V

0
o

0
o

0
)

C.)

E
V

id
id

a
c
ie

g
a
-
r
'd

OD
C

rld

E

0.

F

no
-8

-8H
!0

L
go

OE
O

'a
r

r
0

to
E

c
c
c
o

0
I

16E
-
O

D
r

r
C

c
c

0
0
'c

'O
'O

-0

E
-00

-
r-

r-
r0

E
8-0r~m

m
IN

,H
in

k
I

r
3
m

i
,

8,113
r

5
.

0
-

-0
C

3
~

:
)
§

E
mc

C;;
c

3
3
:
3
,

-
U

H
.
1
0
,
5
§
5

IM;
m
a
i
i
k

I
:

0
2

-8
230

-

k
&

k
C

U
M

-
§

0
5
1

3

9
"
N

5
'

0
'

I
No

5
6

j~
2

M
m

-rcrM
-

A.,I
-?rclg

g
2
:1

9
g

ir.
~:
--- 8

0
-
-

43



44
P

riva
te

F
o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

e
tu

rn
s,

1986
a
n
d

1987

r:0cacaL
L

Z0L
L

06pt6LL.
.0

1
0

Z
t;

!!0

r100.0

E ro-
r0LL.

0E

>
c

=
E

C
L0

0

00E=z

U
lm

s
-;-~Rqmg

M
P

H
a

'H
U

M
I

'M
R

19
z

M
U

M

a
'F

RVREG
k

"O
H

IVIV
I

O
U

R
"

F
F ~:-:I-

E
cmcmc

cc
dcr

3z

"E
H

M
O

F
K

U
M

1
9
0
y
'?

l
f

l
K

l
i
m

;-j
k
n

u
m

0
i
m

m
l

&
I

-
-
-
-

C'L

l
-

sw
;w

...
E

E
.8

~
EI

a
-
-
-

V
O
W

z

M
U

M

-

F
O

R
M

z

I
IR

R
IM

E

6
5
9
0
6
9

1
O

g
g

4
9
~

;';l;!lw
-U

4
a

H

E
d

coc
m

2E3z

'E3
V

E

ED

0

0c
.
.
.

.
.
.

I
Rem

o,
co

':!:!
.
.
.

8
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.-

E8
LL

E3
E

.
.
.

-
Z

-

E
M

H
z

W
.1

-
-
-
-

A-
H

IF
IM

F
a

S
I
M

,
tq

-
-
-
-
-

M
ll

A.
t;;4

S
&

r-
-

V
F

C04&
0

s
fg

d

5

3
M

.
H

V
I

b
E

r-O
v

L
z

ZIA
I-DI-M

to;,
I

M
U

M
9

U
n

~
H

lg
9

s
N

0
Pe

k
I

z'
I

§
-
0
9
9
1
1
H

40 F~

0
i

E

tFr
E~

z
g

2
t:1

1
~

0
9
-:'

-
-
-
-
-

V
M
N

-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

P:
-11::E9

0
6
9
-2

7
-~f

CY
2

1;
2

-C
d

96

o
It

l
u

m
f

?
-

6
4

2
0)

cli
coItco

E
zI

~
I

l
'~V

v)
-V

cg

Z
IH

O
U

I
5
S
U
N
U
M

9
REM

E
R

U
9
6
0
2
3

E
30

9
-9

f746
C

i.Z

Ir
:4

9
9
6
0

c
iz

'rce
k

Z
V

IU
M.rgi

.0
(6

CD

C
~

E

O
H

IM
?
!

E
41's

U
~

6
0
3

r-c
9
-

IF
E

R
F

?
I

pw~VzI
VOI

IF
?

1
Q8
9
1
"-0

0
0

E3
Sz

E3
~

.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.

0
*

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.

§

..
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

..
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
§

-
:

-
-

0.30
LP

r
-8

0
5
k
e

8
:
F

IN
L.,

--8
lis

k
g

.8
P

a
k

-SjZ`~t.'t
-e

I

0

I
.

.3
ii.T

I;1
5
~

E
c
o

9

O
U
E

w
a
p
l

a

o
U

E
j§

;;Z
~

ttE

r
8

0
-0

.3
3
3

-
8

c
c

H
i

a
w

§
g§§§

0
0

H
P

H
-

-
-

M
0

g
g

0
C

U
8

Z
IH

8
, 1

1
.8

-c;
-8

Z
U
l
l
h

.
8

---
8

A

2
;;z

E
M

494040
E

N
"

4
A

'



P
rivate

F
o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

eturns,
1986

a
n
d

1987

I
r:

1
9
1
2
1
0
2

M
U

M
I

M
IM

I
a

N
P

O
U

R
a

1
,

0901M
V

I
W

O
M

c0
3

.6
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

&H
U

R
N

,
-
-
-

C
ESU

R
02

HH9%-(VD'2

cocoM
D

V
2

z

E
PS

I
M
I
M
I

I
R
R
I
V
-
p
s
t

a
I
M
P
6

:
I
I
M
M
I

CM
VO-

ci~

m
n
m

I
-
p
u
k
A
.
-

a
m
m
s

N
E
E
m
a

I
-
N
m
r
.

e
m

1
1
.

LU

-

EO
r

7E
3

..r-r
of

a
,

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

CIL
-
-
-
-
-

-
0

CD
-
1

M
C

A
,

1
C-2:;;

16
W

);;
`~

V
I

V
.

Ir
O

f
O

r
P

:
Ir

CIT
Ir

d

-6
§
O
H
W
~

9
r

6
M

O
N

"
!

U
M

P
A

Ir

E
~

51
~

V
ln

cr-
e

CIF
C)

:1z

'E
'E

I
W
W
I
I

0
M

e
r
g

OF
W

ck;
ci

m
A

CW16
z

*
r:z

I
w

9
H

IC
H

9
9

M
U
M

1
1
1
H
I
R

-
1

'
A
R

E
0E

Iw
CY

E
c;

-0
ci

Of

E3E
E

4
W
E

1
0
?

'E
.8

3
E-M
3

-rd
e

crcie
c
i

cdc
re

CO
O

M

z

c
m

iu
m

F
m
a
n

m
a
n
s

R
u
m
m

a
-
I
R
N
E
I
R
;

Hc')
I

A
N

H
U

I
C44

coF~06
In

e
c
irz

e
':g

r
r

CO
-

Er!
3

-
O

06c
e

z

E
7

=E
OR

V
t
-
-
-
-
-

Ik
I

R
U

M
6CZ,H?

i
F CVY

Zi4
plfi

cm
l

cmVccGO!S
.

:
oi

r0
E

E
w

9
1
9
-

V
I
E
W

CY
H

U
M

0
*
p
H

-IE3
w

w
'i

.E
z

.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.

.

w6
n

o
-

g
g

g

0

--8
V

a
l'!

Ot
Lp

--8
-

p
--8

I
M

S
a

N
e

&
V

1
4
2

-4
0

--8
-

.
.

.
.

.
.8

1
5
4
H

ra

8
-1

?
'!

c§
§
§
§
8

1z
h
q
t
f
l

Ir!-
r

'W
3

0
r98

r
r

-
8

I
N
S
3

.

-
"
§
§
§

1
8q-8

..
.

0
LD

C
101

.
9
,1

,
C

I
B
M

3
H

3
2

-
e

2
8
4
a

A
;
iZ

z
r
o
m

VIg
is

2
c;

-
m

s
r
m

3
-0

3
-j!

M
1
. -,

A
A

~
8

-
9

g
2:180
=

2
5
9
1
2
1

45



46
P

rivate
F

o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

e
tu

rn
s,

1986
a
n
d

1987

H
O

M
E

CL
FZ-maRi

n
m

p
a

I
Im

p
m

A
0

EV?IM
.&.9

H
IR

F
§

.19
0

F
.-~

-
Rsg

ft-79999
0

.r

E
x

E
.

a

V:,5
&

-
;
M
U
M

r
I

IE
=

I'E

!~Z
.

-
X

:e
cet.-M

In
r~03

c.)
1~

46cc

z

a
§

9
9
W

.4
1
1

M
I
M

I
9

Ir
S

W
§
0
9
0

I

A
C

R
E

H
IR

I
W

E
9

1
0
M

0
:

:
i

0
-
4
1
.
W

W
(

St
c
i,6

9
CY

-
~

CY V)
r.

P.Cl
Or

c
i

or
cli

0
CY

I
m

u
m

,
E

I
n

u
u

.
?

W
C

Y
--

R
mty

P
.0

C
b::.n

-5c
id

.
d

~:W
f

z

'E
H

E
IR

.1
1
,

I
I

F
q

0
i

FyiI
I

i
I

K
9

i
I

I
M

I
Z

:
6
r

d
M

:
W

E
9

-
U

9
9
9
-
i
m

(D
40C

IA
I

_
r

O
r

P
Z

C
-1

c
i

c
i

E
CL

VC
J
J
A
A

m
g
4

P
-q

-

m
$I

z
2
o

a
e
v
e

L
14

ES
i

z

'E
rz

Cow)
U

M
D

cr
30E

2
H

9
-
3

co
Y

2
8CY

d
elf

of
co

Z
CO

d
cl;

6H
cm

0
0
.0

0
0

c
lp

v
N

CO
0

IV
C.)

C13C.)
6
0
6
d

II-.
S

U
R

F
r-

r-
H

Ii
0

m
V

H
-

-
V

R
IM

I
M

U
M

q
~

N
w

6

S
f
p

0E
P~

W
g

k
q

t

X

V6

!

9aENVRp
::&

1~3!
CILkMI

k
M

IS
R

"
Z

R
U

M
!

0
cy.0

r-
-CDCY--

E
-g

VV
z

w
z
k

a
a
m

o
n

1
~,!V?

V
Z

2
k
q

k
A

Act;:
0

Ei
Q

J
S

O
§
8
0
~

;
P

.6
-

I
W

f
-Rgps-N

--
-

-Lt
!w

g
v11

Ci
N

S
-6

229 A
::8

CO
Ci

of
C

of
x-a

k
-L

(D
CIJ

E
O

fIn
-c

iw
f

ci
'r

.
c
rc

rf
-

z

Fo
k

RLR
Ik

S
ck

M
I
M

I
N

F
c
u

!
.tg

I
j

-
-

M
U

M
-

1
§
1
9
9

-0b
0

a

'4
V

O
.:

g
--riff
0

C6
Kf

P,
-
n
u
m

v
~3

A
k

A
rJ;121B

F
D

CY-
-
-

0
'

$
P,

f
f
s
i
"
N

"
Z

:S
Em

E

-
O

fe
W

f
C

ro
w

a
z
e

z

c0
Em

I
M

U
C

H
1

20
U

C
L
I

R
F

C
Y

In
r

0
z

C
L

Z
.

.
.

.
.

.

ZO

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

Z.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

N
O

l
l
)

p

8
.

-
H

!

L
?

*

;0
E

8
..8

O.

i
U

l
b

IF
r
.
.

R
I

0
1
.
2
-
5
3
5
-
0

rLD
.r

I
g
u
l
p
h
k

-
-

-
-

g
§
§
§

j
b
i

§
-

8
58

I?3g
g

-
7
2
5

~
A

-
6
,5

4
0

4
1
4



P
riva

te
F

o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

e
tu

rn
s,

1986
a
n
d

1987

'E
a

.
m

r
=

9
,V
I

A
A:-!A

~.:
I

.

1:
j

4
w

i
v
0

K
O

M
w

dcra;cb
9
9
1
0
9
:

3

16
c
k

R
IS

C

cq
4

M
U

M
!

cya
rd

w
id

99
N
O
W
0
0

c
y
-

9
U

N
Sci

of
3

m
u

n
n

4
cmV

:!
A

n
M
V
E
A
H

I
,M

R
0
0
0

W
01W

z

1

m
u

n
g

i
I

i
V

I
n

a
p

a
l

U
p

:
-

1
H

I
M

I
w

a
v

m
a
l

co
w

f
m

g
F

A
D

H
I

H
U

M
?

.;
!
H

m
m

m
"

f
i
g
m
?

q
V

p
l
u
n
n

q

E3
'e

c
6
e

c
id

.6
d

to
it

O
V

O

z

:3

0r

M
W

q

E
.Ta0

.8
§

E
'E

3
.E

z
0E

-
-

to
c
m
-
-
-

0

Z
"

M
O
N
O
O
N

E
R
U
M
F

H
IN

D
-IM

E
E

E
3

16
e
v
e
,

6
d
m

n

z

g
H
I
M

P:
-
-
-
-
-

I
CY

g
i
r
-
6
-
H
a
l

9
r-

-S
u
n
la

-
c
i

R
IC

V
L

k
f?

g
g

-
-
-
-

p
-P

H
O

U
!

A
S

K
'!

'

C-2
~F

j
-4

0
V

a
co

to

0
E

I
M
R
8

Ok
-
~
R
p
q
v
-

a
M
U
M

W
6

iO
r

1-~
9

?
V

C
6

.
2
2
S
R
.
.
.

'iz
E

I
3

I

N
O

-W
cIr

CITIOC6
C%

C
I

z

m
g

m
.

m
u
m

M
U
M

M
U
M

H
U
M

1
0

:;w
W

-
n.

E8
*E

i
A

-
c
id-9

I
a
lic

D

'E
In

0

E
m

c
m

-:2
1
P

H
E

E
H

H
"
"

U
U
M

F
N

01
H

9
P

?
-Z

-;:
.2

§
2
S=

I
T

!

d
c
6
k
d

c
l

cd
c%

Fw
f

z
z

Z
-

R
F

6A
S

:
a0

.
.

.
0

O

L
-

0
R

'S
jZ

;~
t
N

E
c

0
lq

j

:1

55-3~
-

.
.

E
3
3
3

8RZ
3

-8c~Lq 31
N
n
f
l

3

W
i
l
k

0
102

JD
k

.
-

f
e

...8

?
1

1

9
3
8

..
8

.
-
M
l

E
238

4
4
4
4

4
a
4
a

4
0
fi

N
6
9

4a
#A

4
z

N
li;;4

0
4
4

4
4
4
4

4
4
4
9

47



48
P

rivate
F

o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

e
tu

rn
s,

1986
a
n
d

1987

%
19

Vla

B
5

mpensp!
I

M
I
M

I
E

a
d

z

V
O

IS
IM

I
I

W
N

W
P

P
R

O
M

V
v
u
fu

~
p

Flt~
fcz!_2G

F!
I

m
u

m
I

z
IM

IM

1z

I
f

R
-

M
p

s
i

a
'K

Er.
z

3
a
F
9
1

1
1

-
-
-
-
-
-

1
&
M
M
U

P
H
R
U
R

-
-
-

C
H
U
M

I
M
U
M

g
I
M

I
S

H
q

-
VIL

-pt
0

9
r_

R

r
J
U
P
I
P
H

0
4
U

H
-
0
0

r

?~
g

c
v
-

-
"
e
l
f

8
9

C
'
E

F
U

M
A

4
i
m

m
M

U
2
0

0;2
IV,C

M
?Z

8
V

.
I

c
;

c
m

F
.

-
c
i

C
D

E
z
8
s

z
c
v

:
!

1
t

.6
C'r

crci

Z

9
A

CPO: CIY
I
f

-
-
-

I
M
o
w

~
I
F
M
H

S
I
M
M

-L
-
-
-
-
-

I
I
M
I
M

w
w

U
N
-

-
F

V
C

2
F

;2
w

M
-
-

-

-

I
VIC

V
CEF

9
8

1
1

cq
ci

cy
CY

"
M
M

I
l
m
m
l

_
~

W
c
Y

w
_

z
z
z
z

z

E3

e
v
e

-
S

f
o
c
%

r,6
(D

1
0

z

F
a
i
l
-:
!
H
F
9
§

F
I
M
I
F
I
M

11
:
0
9
H
A
F
S

N
O

f
f
l
a

W
R

"
H
S
M
I

E
c
i

~
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
;Z

T
v

CCL

--
-

"
-
I

cmF~
E

CIA
wr

cm
cm

CY

E
'E

3
U
M
?

R
U

M
A

P
1
0
9
3

M
U
M

R
O
M
E

c
li

S
V

30
d
c
i.6

cc
daric

w

M
I
M

I
N

f
W
I
S
M
I
F

-
-
-
-
-
-
-

I
W

IM
O

W
C

i
M
U
M

A
M
"

1
9
1-

-
Ir

cy
a

p
-1

,
e
m

u
g
q

I
t

-
v
c
o

p
r

V
:2

co
r
-

C
D

!q
e
c
6
.
i"

:
':
p
f

f
d

F
R
H
U
H

~
_
E
R
I
I
M

a
M

A
IS

M
:1

0
p

1
1;1;§

a
O

F
crc%

r.6
I

E
r

z

F
w

1
1
,p

]
U

cItn
9
f;!g

8
-v

W
-

at
CIP

w
8

F~RF
A

IR
O

F
::

r~
c
i
-
r
-
-
-
-

cm
-

L
.

C
4
:
:
r
-

ID
f-W

f
O

r

E
F

O
R

Z
10co

to

H
r-

F_S
t

CY

E
S

rm

z

Z

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

Oz
F

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

v
~B

_
:

p
&

__8
8

*

LL.
z

a

'S
O

;~
'!

t
E

.00,02,02,00
w

c
W

'O
E

,
r. c

V-r,
&

00
U

H
q

1
1
0
5

4
0

q
"
'

rr
C

o
V

E

E
U
-
j
u
§

.
z

_8
'0
.

I
§
§
§
§

-
8

'2
3

E
N

S
H

§
8
'

''
'

re=
C

A
n

-
.

re,r--
§
§
§

.
.
P
H

3
zj§

---9
-

2
r'§

---
§1

01
§

bm
-g§

§
§

--
§

tI
'I

,
I~

;
~J

,
3a

§
9

C
,

4
0

U
K

I

e
8
M

1
1
4
9
1
~

cr
2

8
-8

W
4
0

a
e
-
8

---
8

4
0
4
0

PS
'04



P
rivate

F
o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

eturns,
1986

a
n
d

1987

r-
IRENE,

H
U

M
iN

aVNUVO
M

1W
H

O
W

R
IV14-H

E
199H.,H

U
M

4
i

§
0E

9
o

§
a

c
r

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
I
N

~
ia

%
;

1.2
~

0
(;F

S
1
p

;2
p

'-
.f

co
-
8
0

-r
a

C6
d

ar
60

atV
0,

U
P

5%
0:2-

v
ig

p
o

m
a
n

--.C;44
1

m
m

.
-
H

&
R

m
n
a
n
m

p
g
n

IR
E

g
g

in
m

m
g

m
-

tq
t
i

3

.
.

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

.020
V

W
O
W

;
;
V
V
S
1

P6-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-

cm
-

1
1--

E
M

6
8

o
o

§

W

b
1

&
W

I
C

I
O

R
I
g

1
0

0
to

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-

-
n

'
l
-
-
-

r
t"

L
N

9
i
g
"

it
W

112-SC-4
IB

N
-g~

cli
w

T%
C%

',A
CY

P
tee'V-Z

C
S

4
3
:
4
8

----
-

-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-

-
'
V
i

(
Y
-
-

co
CD

.00D
F

:
e

E
i
i
i

V
1
4

1
_

ID

t4
12'-

Ix"
-W

.-
.

1
1
M

1:0
e

e
e
d

1
,

p
!2

F
.*0

C
1
1

V
2
§

"T
C

'F
9
9
"

T
~

C
-
-
-
-
-

--
9
1
r
9

ffi:'
gc~

,
.6

g
:!

'q a;
w

co
~.

co
'Iq

-
;

R
.

CY
-7

Z-7
V

CY
FZQ~

ci
00tm

M
C
9

E
:f

g-r
P

z
c
i

P:
----------

'j
'!j:).dwr-.G

vw.0d
C

:
9

coW
C

Y
CY

A
W

E
p

'
g

m
s
-

;
j
§
9
9

1
0

i
k

H
E

N
U

M
.
,

W
E

W
H

O
!
H

E
M

.
:

9
1

H
&

P.:
d
d
e
lz

(6461
'Z

I:'d
#
g

g
i

'Z
fZ

g
e
*

t-~'
ci

8
In

v
vCD

P:*
-C1W

9
9;

--7
1(

2V.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

7
-

-
,

:
f
g

C
6

S
-

01
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-
-

A
g
m
o
p
v
m
~

K
U
H
H

j
~
R
a
w

a
v

110
i

cy
1,

V
co

(D
V

:ci
p

f-~
Izd

a
6

a
a
;f;i

4D

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

E
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
E

E

E
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.

0
cEL

jg.-r
.

.
.g

a
l

i
E*

c
0
1

i
i

C'
.

:75
:3

8
,,E

E
:m

e
V

50-
i

r

V
5
1
:

.
.

.
E

E
-.0

ls
'

q
E

A
H

0
C

~0-
E

:J
E

&
2
1
1
1

s
!

:
I

:"
I

E.
:
I

:8
0

-
p

-.-j
E.

-0
ID

3
1
i
1
1
1
-3

1
:&

-8
-

1
E*

5
.

-to
:

:5
11

:I
_

H
.;2

5
.

2
*
'

:
:.A

.
a

J
1
1

0
-01

g
n

1
0

S.COEM
IL

x
r

S
E

0
E

A
&

,
r
,
1

'
4

p
E

;il'-
a

3
.0

.

118

V

I
~

r
:

M
a
-
a

-
0"

1
IM

Ic
1

z
0

1
A

a
m

1
%;

1
H

1
0

p

L

6
S

3
1

g
6

2
-K

'1
6
-a

.-
'E

C38
8860!

5-U
11

6
8
-

ZC96
R

U
(Y

-H
A

.1

49



50
P

rivate
F

o
u
n
d
a
tio

n
R

e
tu

rn
s,

1986
a
n
d

1987

95ImV_*6U
_

.20LL

--------
----

---------
-

E
cm

.
R

U
N

F
a

e
c
i
l

;
f

$
'w

4D
c
y

m
f
f
c
i

co
2
4

_
q

c
,

'
L

2

-
-
!
!
2
'

1
9

M
o

ca
4
6

40

L
k

a
R

,
Q

~
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

o
1
0
4

2
p

(
N

~
!.e

f
i
k

I
A

v
q

c
.

12!
1
0
9
0
;
4
!

R
I
M

E
R

R
1
1

1
1

U
M

I
-
M

E
N

U
1
8
o

F
m

3
0

9
§
9
9

9
i

Z
E

g
g

s

2p
R

~;
w

o
8
--gl

v
Vgp

c
N

o
c4

P.-
o

1:

cy

5
-
-
r
-

In
It

iyfp~-
r-

c
lo

Ir-
aL

n
t

,
a

ci
cz

.:c
f

cy

W

I
f

"ol1
S;a

N
R

1
2vF

A
c-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
--

cm
2

c
'

c
y
o

5
N

c
y

cm
z

m
c
m

7
1
g
j
§
1

1
0

co
C
'
_

.
R
O
D

I
I

i
:
z

i
z

-
-

-
--

--
-

-
-

-
-

-
i

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

i
6

z
d
i

:
i

i
o

'
o

d
,

~
8

c
"

"
c

c
c

'
c

'V
c!cm

&
6cD

c
o

v
o

-
.

$
jjg

'
c

v
v

;:V
U

!G
s

r
.

_
c'

f
IcZ

aD
g
ri

cm
.4

6

.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.
.

.
.
.

.
.

-

Lp
ccy

c
i

c
ic

i
f
q

CM

M
M

U
"
W

O
H

?
M

F
i
k
g

n
x
w

u
l

F
P

n
A

u
n

v
u

l
p

m
u

m
n

u
m

n
s

q
U

-
-
-
-
-
-

P
~

c
)

r
,

c
o

H
H

P
A

P
"
i

R
O

m
m

;
V

-
2
1
1

1
W

!
r
i

k
:.f

-
e
f
f
i
f

9
.
V

;
~

~
9

a
f

Z
9

~
'
_

-
c
t

k
v

-
-

-
-

0
8

co
cm

ft
r~

:
c
ia

_
r

e
-:d

.i~
a
~

f
A

T

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.

eE
E

E
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
AL

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.
E

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.

*
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
.

.
E

v
EL

E
:

rfE
:1L

:2
1

E
ja

-5
.2

:g
'E

.

2
f

r
:
'

.
E

a
6

E
:
]
E
j
j

:§
E

r
N

o
s

H

I
a

sz9,IN
8

A
R

IL
-a

IM
1
1

o
a
.frk

p
Q.

a
'6

=
6:p

-c
E

c
'D

V
E

-
a

s

H
r

E
a

'
.

=
N

I
n

c
3

1:2.16
E

.-.
28

J
i

1
A
H

U
,r

2.1
2-a3

- lo
t

2
-

1
is

A
)

8
&

cm
.2

6
8
-0

U
z

,
AE
I

Z

I


	page 1
	page 2
	page 3
	page 4
	page 5
	page 6
	page 7
	page 8
	page 9
	page 10
	page 11
	page 12
	page 13
	page 14
	page 15
	page 16
	page 17
	page 18
	page 19
	page 20
	page 21
	page 22
	page 23
	page 24
	page 25
	page 26
	page 27
	page 28
	page 29
	page 30
	page 31
	page 32
	page 33
	page 34
	page 35
	page 36
	page 37
	page 38
	page 39
	page 40
	page 41
	page 42
	page 43
	page 44
	page 45
	page 46
	page 47
	page 48
	page 49
	page 50
	page 51
	page 52
	page 53
	page 54
	page 55
	page 56
	page 57
	page 58
	page 59
	page 60
	page 61
	page 62
	page 63
	page 64
	page 65
	page 66
	page 67
	page 68
	page 69
	page 70
	page 71
	page 72
	page 73
	page 74
	page 75
	page 76
	page 77
	page 78
	page 79
	page 80
	page 81
	page 82
	page 83
	page 84
	page 85
	page 86
	page 87
	page 88
	page 89
	page 90
	page 91
	page 92
	page 93
	page 94
	page 95
	page 96
	page 97
	page 98
	page 99
	page 100
	page 101
	page 102
	page 103
	page 104
	page 105
	page 106
	page 107
	page 108
	page 109
	page 110
	page 111
	page 112
	page 113
	page 114
	page 115
	page 116
	page 117
	page 118
	page 119
	page 120
	page 121
	page 122
	page 123
	page 124
	page 125
	page 126
	page 127
	page 128
	page 129
	page 130
	page 131
	page 132
	page 133
	page 134
	page 135
	page 136
	page 137
	page 138
	page 139
	page 140
	page 141
	page 142
	page 143
	page 144
	page 145



