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The Maximal Covering Location Problem with Cost Restrictions

Sung Hak Hong - Young Hoon Lee

Department of Computer Science and Industrial Systems Engineering, Y onsei University, Seoul, 120-749

This paper studied a maximal covering location problem with cost restrictions, to maximize level of service
within predetermined cost. It is assumed that all demand have to be met. If the demand node is located within a
given range, then its demand is assumed to be covered, but if it is not, then its demand is assumed to be
uncovered. An uncovered demand is received a service but at an unsatisfactory level. The objective function is to
maximize the sum of covered demand. Two heuristics based on the Lagrangean relaxation of allocation and
decoupling are presented and tested. Upper bounds are found through a subgradient optimization and lower
bounds are by a cutting algorithm suggested in this paper. The cutting algorithm enables the Lagrangean
relaxation to be proceeded continually by allowing infeasible solution temporarily when the feasible solution is
not easy to find through iterations. The performances are evaluated through computational experiments. It is
shown that both heuristics are able to find the optimal solution in a relatively short computational time for the
most instances, and that decoupling relaxation outperformed allocation relaxation.
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Table 1. Computational results for case 1-1

R Coverage Upper Lower Gap . .
N S Relaxation Cost Steps Time (sec)  Facility numbers
(%) Bound Bound (%)
100 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 19,169 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 19,169 1 0.00 3
90 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 19,169 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 19,169 1 0.00 3
%0 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 19,169 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 19,169 1 0.00 3
70 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 47,836 645 1.79 3,14,15,35
Decoupling 97.93 242.00 237 2.07 19,169 1 0.00 3
60 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 46,460 658 1.69 9,13,17,39
50 Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 45,562 3 0.00 1,2,3,5
50 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 45,529 57,159 13293 17,42,43,45
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 35,535 39 0.15 16,31,42
40 Allocation 98.35 242.00 238 1.65 45,177 24,231 59.16 4,19,29,49
Decoupling 98.35 242.00 238 1.65 45,611 59 022 6,19,48,49
10 Allocation 90.50 22742 219 3.70 44,443 262,437 647.80 2,19,20,44
Decoupling 90.50 228.05 219 3.97 44,443 5,853 20.51 2,19,20,44
20 Allocation 64.88 173.70 157 9.61 45,133 648,567 1200.00 3,4,10,49
Decoupling 64.88 173.76 157 9.65 45,133 427,474 1200.00 3,4,10,49
10 Allocation 32.64 84.61 79 6.62 46,185 684,585 1200.00 5,23,38,43
Decoupling 32.64 84.70 79 6.73 46,203 462,375 1200.00 5,23,38,43
100 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 23,640 1 001 3
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 23,640 1 0.00 3
90 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 23,640 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 23,640 1 0.00 3
30 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 23,640 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 23,640 1 0.00 3
70 Allocation 98.64 368.00 363 1.36 23,640 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 98.64 368.00 363 1.36 23,640 1 0.00 3
60 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 49,944 688 5.16 60,62,67,71
75 Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 48,540 3 001 1,2,3,5
50 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 47,845 6,665 29.39 2,20,42,57
Decoupling 98.64 368.00 363 1.36 49,939 148 1.64 17,28,41,46
40 Allocation 98.91 368.00 364 1.09 48,276 8,666 29.44 6,34,49,55
Decoupling 97.83 368.00 360 2.17 47,879 162 1.86 19,23,29,48
10 Allocation 91.30 34635 336 2.99 47,122 39,250 95.94 6,25,34,75
Decoupling 91.58 347.40 337 2.99 46,828 3,069 31.23 2,19,34,53
20 Allocation 64.95 250.07 239 4.43 46,825 350,000 1163.39 5,6,24,38
Decoupling 64.95 249.79 239 4.32 46,825 236,344 1200.00 5,6,24,38
10 Allocation 34.51 133.92 127 5.17 47,164 350,000 989.67 5,6,20,38
Decoupling 3451 133.84 127 5.11 47,164 244,565 1200.00 5,20,38,56
100 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 29,080 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 29,080 1 001 3
90 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 29,080 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 29,080 1 001 3
30 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 29,080 1 0.00 3
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 29,080 1 001 3
70 Allocation 98.59 496.00 489 1.41 37,420 2,097 30.36 3,15
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 44,138 3 0.03 1,2,3
60 Allocation 98.99 496.00 491 1.01 44210 285 6.14 3,62,71
100 Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 35,292 118 295 7,62
50 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 41,506 142,384 1200.00 24,42,45
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 41,060 35 091 5,24,85
40 Allocation 98.59 496.00 489 1.41 49,635 14,397 83.93 49,53,88,97
Decoupling 98.99 496.00 491 1.01 49,593 153 377 6,29,32,42
10 Allocation 93.35 467.73 463 1.01 49,062 11,248 75.41 19,53,58,76
Decoupling 93.55 473.47 464 2.00 49,333 5,296 109.77 19,58,76,83
20 Allocation 67.34 340.80 334 1.99 48,963 1,208 1538 6,10,42,81
Decoupling 67.34 340.82 334 2.00 48,963 3,469 7292 6,10,42,81
10 Allocation 27.62 137.13 137 0.10 49,977 70,735 621.22 5,6,20,38
Decoupling 27.62 139.58 137 1.85 49,901 250 6.11 5,6,20,64
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N \Y% Relaxation Coverage Upper  Lower  Gap Cost Steps Time Facility numbers
(%) Bound Bound (%) (sec)
70.000 Allocation  94.21 241.51 228 5.59 63,946 743,895 1200.00 6,21,25,31,39,50
’ Decoupling ~ 97.52 242.00 236  2.48 63,804 327 1.27 2,17,21, 40, 44, 45
60.000 Allocation ~ 95.45 239.27 231 345 53826 90,822 167.00 2,21, 32,44, 50
Decoupling  95.45 239.45 231 3.53 53,826 594 2.20 2,21,32,44,50
50 50,000 Allocation ~ 90.50 227.42 219 3.70 44,443 262,437 647.80 2,19, 20, 44
Decoupling  90.50 228.05 219 397 44,443 5,853 20.51 2,19, 20, 44
40,000 Allocation ~ 79.75 206.23 193 6.42 35400 500,000 967.66 2,7,34
? Decoupling ~ 79.75 206.36 193 6.47 35450 792,384 1200.00 6,7,34
30,000 Allocation  64.05 169.26 155  8.42 26919 500,000 767.55 7,34
’ Decoupling  64.05 168.82 155 8.19 26919 772,362 1200.00 7,34
70,000 Allocation ~ 99.46 368.00 366 0.54 66,050 29,247  126.03 2,17,21,25,44,45
Decoupling  99.46 368.00 366 0.54 66,286 965 10.30 2,19, 23,25,44, 63
60,000 Allocation ~ 97.01 364.03 357 193 56,250 19,571 56.52 2,19, 20,25, 44
Decoupling ~ 97.01 363.38 357  1.76 56,250 870 9.83 2,19, 20,25, 44
75 50.000 Allocation ~ 91.30 346.35 336 299 47,122 39,250 95.94 6,25,34,75
’ Decoupling ~ 91.58 347.40 337 299 46,828 3,069 32.86 2,19,34,53
40,000 Allocation ~ 83.97 318.44 309 296 38,163 33,060 150.36 2,34,75
Decoupling ~ 83.97 318.45 309 297 38,163 691 7.72 2,34,75
10,000 Allocation ~ 40.76 154.56 150 2.95 24,828 33,033 12991 38
? Decoupling  40.76 153.83 150 2.49 24,828 538 6.42 38
70.000 Allocation ~ 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 67,651 79,222 370.03 21,58,61,83,88,90
’ Decoupling ~ 98.19 496.00 487 1.81 67,926 163 4.50 19,42, 44,76, 83,100
60.000 Allocation ~ 98.39 489.53 488 031 58,546 27,469 192.45 21, 58,76, 83,90
Decoupling  98.39 495.27 488 1.47 58,743 940 22.42 21, 58, 63, 83, 85
100 50,000 Allocation  93.55 467.73 463 1.01 49,062 11,248 75.41 19, 53, 58, 76
Decoupling ~ 93.55 473.47 464  2.00 49,333 5,296 116.19 19, 58, 76, 83
40.000 Allocation  64.72 324.05 321  0.94 34,668 16,663 118.05 34,75
? Decoupling ~ 62.70 317.15 311 1.94 39,903 1,068 26.48 29,75
30,000 Allocation ~ 35.69 177.00 177 0.00 29,879 1,537 25.82 20
’ Decoupling ~ 35.69 177.21 177 0.12 29,879 564 14.80 20
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Figure 3. Coverage with case 1-1 with different S (left: allocation, right: decoupling).
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Table 3. Computational results for case 1-2

The Maximal Covering Location Problem with Cost Restrictions

. Coverage Upper Lower Gap . Number of
N N Relaxation Cost Steps Time (sec) .
(%) Bound Bound (%) Facilities

100 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 34359 635 243 15
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 34,359 38 0.12 15
90 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 34359 541 229 15
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 34,359 62 037 15
30 Allocation 9835 247.63 238 389 34,129 325 138 16
Decoupling 9835 247.63 238 3.89 34,129 121 085 16
70 Allocation 9835 247.02 238 3.65 34,129 532 225 16
Decoupling 97.52 24581 236 399 34,532 419 1.77 17
60 Allocation 95.04 237.63 230 321 34,766 654 275 18
50 Decoupling 9504 237.63 230 321 34,766 98 0.78 18
50 Allocation 9339 231.01 226 2.17 34,364 5,482 23.50 18
Decoupling 9339 231.01 226 2.17 34364 453 408 18
40 Allocation 85.12 208.25 206 1.08 36,421 54,390 23031 18
Decoupling 85.12 208.25 206 1.08 36,421 3234 22.64 18
10 Allocation 7934 198.57 192 331 37,130 67,218 284.60 18
Decoupling 82.64 207.38 200 356 38,712 4,721 4249 18
20 Allocation 64.88 16351 157 398 38,235 34,854 147.51 18
Decoupling 64.88 16351 157 398 38,235 7,621 51.52 18
10 Allocation 5455 139.67 132 549 36,498 325,461 1200.00 18
Decoupling 57.02 14543 138 5.11 39,347 293,192 1200.00 18
100 Allocation 94.02 356.66 346 299 39,876 5878 37.17 17
Decoupling 94.02 356.66 346 299 39,876 234 0.59 17
% Allocation 95.11 358.79 350 245 39,866 5,089 31.73 18
Decoupling 95.11 358.79 350 245 39,234 264 0.74 18
30 Allocation 94.02 356.66 346 299 39,746 4,057 2947 18
Decoupling 94.02 356.66 346 299 39,746 423 1.10 18
70 Allocation 9293 352.54 342 299 39,874 7,812 52.54 18
Decoupling 9293 352.54 342 299 39,874 621 149 18
60 Allocation 9293 349.26 342 208 39,874 9,781 76.11 21
75 Decoupling 9293 349.26 342 208 39,874 847 251 21
50 Allocation 89.67 336.67 330 198 39,756 6,512 4843 21
Decoupling 89.67 336.67 330 198 39,756 1,092 2.68 21
40 Allocation 89.13 334.08 328 1.82 38,728 42,123 102.71 21
Decoupling 89.67 339.54 330 281 37,123 4,321 11.04 21
30 Allocation 83.70 314.70 308 2.13 38,551 37,612 97.67 21
Decoupling 83.70 314.70 308 2.13 38,551 2,531 644 21
20 Allocation 7717 296.95 284 436 39,882 432,133 1200.00 21
Decoupling 7826 300.38 288 4.12 37,821 213,543 1200.00 21
10 Allocation 5761 220.58 212 389 39,985 451,568 1200.00 21
Decoupling 57.07 218.55 210 391 38,712 201,232 1200.00 21
100 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 44,338 1,116 24.55 19
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 44,338 42 1.18 19
% Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 44,338 1,201 2642 19
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 44,338 73 195 19
80 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 44,338 1,027 22.59 19
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 44338 123 2.88 19
70 Allocation 99.19 501.99 492 199 44251 5432 119.50 20
Decoupling 99.19 501.99 492 1.99 44251 244 572 20
60 Allocation 9839 49791 488 1.99 44359 3435 75.57 23
100 Decoupling 9839 49791 488 1.99 44,359 432 10.13 23
50 Allocation 9839 496.69 488 175 44359 2312 50.86 23
Decoupling 9839 496.69 488 175 44,359 753 17.56 23
40 Allocation 93.75 47439 465 198 44333 3,445 75.79 23
Decoupling 93.75 47439 465 198 44333 921 2947 23
30 Allocation 83.06 419.77 412 185 44299 5,468 120.30 23
Decoupling 8347 422.19 414 194 43216 2,012 4426 23
20 Allocation 6935 350.02 344 172 44464 21,321 469.06 23
Decoupling 6935 350.02 344 172 44464 6,543 173.65 23
10 Allocation 6290 31827 312 197 44,891 43,256 951.63 23
Decoupling 6331 318.01 314 1.94 42,139 10,132 246.71 23
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Table 4. Computational results for case 1-3
i Coverage Upper Lower Gap . Number of
N S Relaxation Cost Steps Time (sec) .
(%) Bound Bound (%) Facilities
100 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 3,482 2,013 852 21
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 3,482 432 259 21
90 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 3,482 2,340 991 21
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 3,482 543 326 21
30 Allocation 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 3,482 4,322 18.30 21
Decoupling 100.00 242.00 242 0.00 3,482 874 6.12 21
70 Allocation 98.35 247.02 238 3.65 3412 6,856 29.01 23
Decoupling 98.35 247.89 238 3.99 3412 1,023 7.16 23
60 Allocation 9091 227.81 220 343 3,454 10,345 4351 23
50 Decoupling 91.74 230.15 222 3.54 3,487 2,045 16.36 23
50 Allocation 90.08 226.56 218 3.78 3,382 12,303 52.74 23
Decoupling 90.08 227.06 218 3.99 3,463 2,121 19.09 23
40 Allocation 87.60 216.61 212 2.13 3,348 21,035 89.07 22
Decoupling 89.26 222.54 216 2.94 3421 5,304 37.13 22
30 Allocation 84.30 208.40 204 2.11 3,355 18,373 77.79 23
Decoupling 8430 206.25 204 1.09 3,355 4,612 4151 23
20 Allocation 7727 194.75 187 3.98 3,443 57,464 243.19 23
Decoupling 77.27 194.75 187 3.98 3,443 57454 388.39 23
10 Allocation 72.73 182.52 176 3.57 3,496 73,741 312.08 23
Decoupling 73.55 184.57 178 3.56 3,470 43212 292.11 23
100 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 2,130 19.17 25
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 432 562 25
90 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 2,384 2146 25
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 645 839 25
80 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 5,495 49.46 25
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 412 536 25
70 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 4,023 36.21 25
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 673 8.75 25
60 Allocation 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 4,056 36.50 25
75 Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 837 10.88 25
50 Allocation 98.91 371.35 364 1.98 4,927 8,576 77.18 24
Decoupling 100.00 368.00 368 0.00 4,832 1,756 22.83 25
40 Allocation 94.57 35594 348 223 4,909 20,398 183.58 26
Decoupling 94.57 35832 348 2.88 4,909 3,621 47.07 26
30 Allocation 91.30 344 .83 336 2.56 4,823 38,748 348.73 27
Decoupling 92.39 35048 340 2.99 4,981 4,982 64.77 27
20 Allocation 87.23 328.09 321 2.16 4,706 35212 31691 27
Decoupling 87.23 325.76 321 1.46 4,706 3,029 39.38 27
10 Allocation 83.97 318.13 309 2.87 4,922 40,348 363.13 27
Decoupling 84.78 321.62 312 2.99 4,987 5938 77.19 27
100 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7,428 2,384 5245 31
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 74 207 31
90 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 2,736 60.19 31
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 87 232 31
80 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 2,513 5529 31
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 109 256 31
70 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7,428 2913 64.09 31
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7,428 182 427 31
60 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 3,716 81.75 31
100 Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 254 596 31
50 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 3,928 86.42 31
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 281 6.55 31
40 Allocation 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7428 5,834 128.35 31
Decoupling 100.00 496.00 496 0.00 7,428 587 18.78 31
30 Allocation 97.18 491.44 482 1.92 7,490 5,468 120.30 31
Decoupling 97.18 491.49 482 1.93 7,490 2,012 4426 31
20 Allocation 95.56 483.13 474 1.89 7,321 21,321 469.06 31
Decoupling 94.96 480.37 471 1.95 7498 6,543 173.65 31
10 Allocation 91.94 465.26 456 1.99 7,409 43,256 951.63 32
Decoupling 91.94 318.01 456 1.99 7,409 10,132 246.71 32




Table 5. Computational results for case 2-2

The Maximal Covering Location Problem with Cost Restrictions

. Coverage Upper Lower Gap Time .

N v Relaxation %) Bound  Bound (%) Cost Steps (sec) Number of Facilities
50.000 Allocation  100.00 242.00 242 0.00 64,213 124 0.53 23
’ Decoupling  100.00 242.00 242 0.00 64,213 421 3.79 23
47500 Allocation 97.93 24486 237 321 49,212 3212 13.60 20
’ Decoupling  97.93 246.67 237 392 49212 1321 11.89 20
50 45,000 Allocation 79.34 198.57 192 3.31 37,130 67,218 284.60 18
Decoupling  82.64 207.38 200 3.56 38,712 4,721 42.49 18
42500 Allocation 71.07 178.26 172 3.51 41,322 93,483  395.81 15
’ Decowpling  75.21 189.50 182 396 42,312 5437 48.93 14
40.000 Allocation 69.01 180.40 167 7.43 39,454 323,454 1200.00 13
’ Decoupling  69.01 180.19 167 7.32 39,454 283,213 1200.00 13
50.000 Allocation 99.46 37339 366  1.98 49,543 43,283 104.74 30
Decoupling  99.46 37339 366 1.98 49,543 956 2.43 30
45.000 Allocation 97.01 364.03 357  1.93 44,273 19,571 47.36 25
’ Decoupling  97.01 36340 357 176 44,273 870 2.21 25
75 40.000 Allocation 83.70 314.70 308 2.13 38,551 37,612 91.02 21
’ Decoupling  83.70 314.70 308 2.13 38,551 2531 6.44 21
35.000 Allocation 82.61 31337 304 2.99 33,234 39,343 95.21 16
Decoupling  82.61 31324 304 295 33,234 2394 6.09 16
30,000 Allocation 70.65 267.88 260 2.94 29,382 43,934 106.32 12
Decoupling  70.65 26796 260 2.97 29,382 2321 5.90 12
55 000 Allocation  100.00 496.00 496  0.00 54,921 123,943 2726.75 32
’ Decoupling  100.00 496.00 496  0.00 54,921 163 3.59 32
50.000 Allocation 95.97 485.62 476 198 48213 27,469 604.32 28
Decoupling  95.97 483.99 476  1.65 48213 940 20.68 28
100 45,000 Allocation 83.06 419.77 412 1.85 44,299 5468 120.30 23
Decoupling  83.47 422.19 414 1.94 43216 2,012 44.26 23
40.000 Allocation 73.59 370.71 365 1.54 39213 16,663 366.59 18
’ Decoupling ~ 74.19 372.58 368 1.23 39,372 1,068 23.50 18
35.000 Allocation 37.90 190.98 188 1.56 29,879 1,537 33.81 13
’ Decoupling  40.32 204.00 200 1.96 29,123 564 12.41 13

Table 6. Computational results for case 2-3
N \Y% Relaxation Coverage Upper Lower  Gap Cost Steps Time Number of Facilities
(%) Bound  Bound (%) (sec)

4500 Allocation ~ 100.00 250.18 242 327 4423 37,238  157.67 29
Decouwpling  100.00 25143 242 375 4423 4,845 43.61 29
4,000 Allocation 98.35 247.89 238 399 3921 34,875  147.66 26
Decouwpling  98.35 247.89 238 399 3921 5,768 5191 26
50 3,500 Allocation 84.30 208.40 204 2.11 3355 18,373 77.79 23
Decowpling  84.30 206.25 204 1.09 3355 4,612 41.51 23
3.000 Allocation 72.73 182.29 176 3.45 2938 483,456 1200.00 18
Decouwpling  72.73 18126 176 290 2938 48,656  437.90 18
2,500 Allocation 57.02 152.03 138 9.23 2423 484,586 1200.00 13
Decouwpling  57.85 153.36 140  8.71 2477 239,848 1200.00 13
5,500 Allocation 99.46 368.00 366 1.98 5412 59,458  535.12 32
Decoupling  99.46 368.00 366 299 5412 4738 61.59 32
5,000 Allocation 97.01 364.03 357 276 4823 48,486  436.37 28
Decouwpling  97.01 363.38 357  2.65 4823 5898 76.67 28
75 4,500 Allocation 91.30 344 .83 336 2.56 4823 38,748  348.73 27
Decoupling  92.39 35048 340 299 4981 4982 64.77 27
4.000 Allocation 78.26 296.51 288 2.87 3894 39,506  355.55 21
’ Decoupling  78.26 29624 288 278 3894 7867 102.27 21
3.500 Allocation 33.70 127.82 124 299 3754 59,459  535.13 16
Decouwpling  34.24 129.88 126 299 3921 4596 59.75 16
8,500 Allocation ~ 100.00 496.00 496  0.00 8468 39,545  869.99 38
’ Decoupling  100.00 496.00 496 0.00 8468 3954 86.99 38
8,000 Allocation 98.79 49995 490 1.99 7998 7856 172.83 35
Decoupling  98.79 49934 490 1.87 7998 2304 50.69 35
100 7.500 Allocation 97.18 49144 482  1.92 7490 5468 120.30 31
’ Decoupling  97.18 49149 482 193 7490 2012 44.26 31
7,000 Allocation 61.29 30951 304 1.78 6821 7457 164.05 26
Decouwpling  62.90 318.17 312 1.94 6832 3958 87.08 26
6.500 Allocation 29.23 14781 145  1.90 6421 10,239  225.26 20
’ Decoupling  29.23 14794 145 199 6421 6967 153.27 20
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