MEMORANDUM FOR RONALD POUSSARD
DIRECTOR
DEFENSE ACQUISITION REGULATIONS COUNCIL

FROM: RODNEY P. LANTIER
DIRECTOR
REGULATORY SECRETARIAT AND FEDERAL ASSISTANCE
PUBLICATIONS DIVISION

SUBJECT: FAR Case 2002-011, Procurement of Prihting and Duplicating
Through the Government Printing Office

Attached are comments received on the subject FAR case published at 67 FR 68914;
November 13, 2002. The comment closing date is December 13, 2992.

Response Date Comment Commenter
Number Received Date

2002-011-1 11/06/02 11/06/02 Judy Kelly
2002-011-2 11/14/02 11/14/02 Becky Byrum
2002-011-3 11/14/02 11/14/02 Eric Johnson
2002-011-4 11/14/02 11/14/02 Susan Lyons
2002-011-5 11/14/02 11/14/02 Ruth McNaught
2002-011-6 11/14/02 ° 11/14/02 Dierdre Freamon
2002-011-7 11/13/02 11/13/02 Diane VanderPol
2002-011-8 11/13/02 11/13/02 Sharon Partridge
2002-011-9 11/13/02 11/13/02 Nicole Merriman

2002-011-10 11/13/02 11/13/02 Vicki Tate



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-11 11/08/02 11/08/02 Gayle Locke
2002-011-12 11/07/02 11/07/02 Carol Kira
2002-011-13 11/08/02 11/08/02 Michael Guy
2002-011-14 11/18/02 11/18/02 Louise Treff-Gangler
2002-011-15 11/18/02 11/18/02 Paul A. Arrigo
2002-011-16 11/18/02 11/18/02 Chuck Malone
2002-011-17 11/18/02 11/18/02 Mark Newcastle
2002-011-18 11/20/02 11/20/02 Jack Ferrell
2002-011-19 11/20/02 11/20/02 Lori Smith
2002-011-20 11/21/02 11/21/02 Bill Sleeman
2002-011-21 11/21/02 11/21/02 Catherine Johnson
2002-011-22 11/21/02 11/21/02 Astrock
2002-011-23 11/22/02 11/22/02 John L. Howard, Jr.
2002-011-24 11/23/02 11/23/02 Robert C. Williford
2002-011-25 11/25/02 11/25/02 Doug Ernest
2002-011-26 11/25/02 11/25/02 Stafford C. Lang

2002-011-27 11/25/02 11/25/02 Bert Chapman



Response
Number

2002-011-28
2002-011-29
2002-011-30
2002-011-31
2002-011-32
2002-011-33
2002-011-34
2002-011-35
2002-011-36
2002-011-37
2002-011-38
2001-011-39
2002-011-40
2002-011-41
2002-011-42
2002-011-43
2002-011-44
2002-011-45
2002-011-46
2002-011-47

2002-011-48

Date
Received

11/26/02
11/26/02
11/27/02
11/28/02
111/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/26/02
11/26/02
11/27/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Commenter

Carl R. Culham
Eric Dahlen
Steve Marquardt
Anton Weck
David Berry

Mike Carlson
Dennis Wendorf
Chris Adams
Paul Schreiber
Douglas Welch
Adam Stewart
Andrew Patton
Jay Joslin

Adrian P. Sinnott
Chris Stehlik
Richard Satterfield
Aslak Evang

llan rabinovitch
John Osgood
Florian Hines

Pedro Ruvera-Torres



Response
Number

2002-011-49
2002-011-50
2002-011-51
2002-011-52
2002-011-53
2002-011-54
2002-011-55
2002-011-56
2002-011-57
2002-011-58
2002-011-59
2002-011-60
2002-011-61
2002-011-62
2002-011-63
2002-011-64
2002-011-65
2002-011-66
2002-011-67

2002-011-68

Date
Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/62
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Commenter

Jonah Petri

Max Rible

Charles Williams
Tom Mitchell

Max Jurach

Jim Glen

Billy Smith

Donna Jean Marsula
Ron Lauzon

Mike Rodak

Tague Giriffith

Tom Ballingall
Travis Shulka
Michael Fischer
Thomas Tordel, Jr.
Julio Mandojana
Michael Andrzejewski
Kevin Owen

James Higgs

James Grimaldi



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-69 11/28/02 11/28/02 David Solomon
2002-011-70 11/28/02 11/28/02 Randy Wieck
2002-011-71 11/28/02 11/28/02 Gernot Krobath
2002-011-72 11/28/02 11/28/02 John Lynch
2002-011-73 11/28/02 11/28/02 Michael Miller
2002-011-74 11/28/02 11/28/02 Jay Anderson
2002-011-75 11/28/02 11/28/02 Andrew Cripps
2002-011-76 11/28/02 11/28/02 Devon Bowen
2002-011-77 11/28/02 11/28/02 Jack Paxton
2002-011-78 11/28/02 11/28/02 James Willeke
2002-011-79 11/28/02 11/28/02 -~ John Apa
2002-011-80 11/28/02 11/28/02 Michael McDermott
2002-011-81 11/28/02 11/28/02 Steve Talbot
2002-011-82 11/28/02 11/28/02 Chris Stone
2002-011-83 11/28/02 11/28/02 Nathan Tuck
2002-011-84 11/28/02 11/28/02 Sam Morgan
2002-011-85 11/28/02 11/28/02 Ross Pincus
2002-011-86 11/28/02 11/28/02 Lloyd Tolbert
2002-011-87 11/28/02 11/28/02 Michael Semones

2002-011-88 11/28/02 11/28/02 Steve Pelletier



Response
Number

2002-011-89
2002-011-90
2002-011-91
2002-011-92
2002-011-93
2002-011-94
2002-011-95
2002-011-96
2002-011-97
2002-011-98
2002-011-99
2002-011-100
2002-011-101
2002-011-102
2002-011-103
2002-011-104
2002-011-105
2002-011-103

2002-011-104

Date
Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Commenter

Lisa Cheney
Brian Schuitema
John Sadler
John Nerad
George Robinson
M. Magee
Wayne Eaker
Scott Quigley
Jeffey a. Utay
Paul I'Neill
Winston King
Daniell Barnett
Eric Brake
Gregory Caruso
Thomas Tubbs
Erik Martin
Jeffrey Bodenstein
Andre Coy

David Troesch



Response
Number

2002-011-105
2002-011-106
2002-011-107
2002-011-108
2002-011-109
2002-011-110
2002-011-111
2002-011-112
2002-011-113
2002-011-114
2002-011-115
2002-011-116
2002-011-117
2002-011-118
2002-011-119
2002-011-120
2002-011-121
2002-011-122
2002-011-123

2002-011-124

Date
Received
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Commenter

Aaron Swartz
Jesse Bradley
David Hamilton
George DeDiovanni
Thomas O’Grady
Michael Passer
Thomas Tubbs

Erik Martin

Jeffrey Bodenstein
Patrick O’ Donoghue
Dylan Battard

Keith Johnson
Jeffrey Dubinsky
Keith Mohill
Jospeh Lane

Eric Bass

Roger Lemay

Ken Hovater

Brian Hasenstab

Elizxabeth Spatz



Response
Number

2002-011-125
2002-011-126
2002-011-127
2002-011-128
2002-011-129
2002-011-130
2002-011-131
2002-011-132
2002-011-133
2002-011-134
2002-011-135
2002-011-136
2002-011-137
2002-011-138
2002-011-139
2002-011-140
2002-011-141
2002-011-142
2002-011-143

2002-011-144

Date
Received
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Commenter

Theron Schultz
Donald Lett
Charoes Thompson
Ernest Keet
Anthony Engel
Matt Brown

Kevin McAllister
Matthew Gregory
Gerald Dalton
Kristen Loper
Michael Jones
David Solimano
Paul Rodriguez
Nick Tsourakis
Tim Goral
Michael Liepshutz
Jeffrey Patterson
Michael Narnard
Mike Wells

Donald Sanders



Response
Number

2002-011-145
2002-011-146
2002-011-147
2002-011-148
2002-011-149
2002-011-150
2002-011-151
2002-011-152
2002-011-153
2002-011-154
2002-011-155
2002-011-156
2002-011-157
2002-011-158
2002-011-159
2002-011-160
2002-011-161
2002-011-162
2002-011-163
2002-011-164

2002-011-165

Date
Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Commenter

Sean Barrett
Richard Maxson
Charles Darby
Robert Anderson
Johathan Markowitz
Sara Skinner
Christopher Moore
GarY Poland
Angus Scott-Fleming
Joseph Blaylock
Graham Andrews
Joel Braverman
Peter de Jesus
Andrew Lewman
Damian Rickard
Johnny Davis, Jr.
Allen Campbell
Karen Groffel

Eric Anderson

Mike Irwin

John Clark



Response
Number

2002-011-166
2002-011-167
2002-011-168
2002-011-169
2002-011-170
2002-011-171
2002-011-172
2002-011-173
2002-011-174
2002-011-175
2002-011-176
2002-011-177
2002-011-178
2002-011-179
2002-011-180
2002-011-181
2002-011-182
2002-011-183
2002-011-184
2002-011-185

2002-011-186

Date
Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

10

Commenter

Joseph Pawlak
Jonathan Silver
Mark Durkin

C H Groffel
Robert Warner
Toby Woller
Thomas Poe
James D. Bailey
Galen Rubel
Ross Vandergrift
Erica Hulstrom
Jonathan Peterson
Gene Mance
Duane Daniel
Aaron Mayzes
Jay Rapaport
Charles Robinson
Travis Brookins
Patrick Lombardo
David Ludwig

Kapil Sachdev



Response
Number

2002-011-187
2002-011-188
2002-011-189
2002-011-190
2002-011-191
2002-011-192
2002-011-193
2002-011-194
2002-011-195
2002-011-196
2002-011-197
2002-011-198
2002-011-199
2002-011-200
2002-011-201
2002-011-202
2002-011-203
2002-011-204
2002-011-205
2002-011-206
2002-011-207

Date
Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

11

Commenter

Lance Heller
David Hayes
Beverlee Couillard
Richard Smith
Kevin Lampe

Eric Blomstrom
Jay Kloosterman
Frank Simmons
Michael Bolch
Scott Sexton
Krister Burhwel
Thomas W. Smith
Scott Emmett
Geo Pearson
Brian Fliege
Daniel Thorman
Harvey Fishman
Jay McGavren
Larisa Miller
Matthew Andrew

Chris Taylor



Response
Number

2002-011-208
2002-011-209
2002-011-210
2002-011-211
2002-011-212
2002-011-213
2002-011-214
2002-011-215
2002-011-216
2002-011-217
2002-011-218
2002-011-219
2002-011-220
2002-011-221
2002-011-222
2002-011-223
2002-011-224
2002-011-225
2002-011-226
2002-011-227

2002-011-228

Date
Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

12

Commenter

Edward Melendez
Joseph Bury
Timothy Talbert
John Ziriax

Keith McFall
Mark LaGattuta
Meredith Tupper
Michael Rolenz
Marc Yaxley
Franklin Bynum
Aram Mirzadeh
Eugene Fali

Joe Battin
Robert Amble, Jr.
Daniel Webster
Laurie Forti
Anne Ewen
Aaron Thompson
Theo Tanalski
Joshua Johnson

Tracy Poff



Resnonse Date Comment Commienter

Number Received Date

2002-011-229 11/28/02 11/28/02 Chester Luckett
2002-011-230 11/28/02 11/28/02 Michael Blake
2002-011-231 11/28/02 11/28/02 Aaron Hafer
2002-011-232 11/28/02 11/28/02 Tramond French
2002-011-233 11/28/02 11/28/02 Brent Miller
2002-011-234 11/28/02 11/28/02 David Lentini
2002-011-235 11/28/02 11/28/02 Logan Lindquist
2002-011-236 11/28/02 11/28/02 Tony Tovar
2002-011-237 11/28/02 11/28/02 Rob Hornick
2002-011-236 11/28/02 11/28/02 Peter Dubuque
2002-011-239 11/28/02 11/28/02 Nicholas Schoeb
2002-011-240 11/28/02 11/28/02 Michael Gulinski
2002-011-241 11/28/02 11/28/02 William Graham
2002-011-242 11/28/02 11/28/02 Jenny Banker
2002-011-243 11/28/02 11/28/02 Richard Hume
2002-011-244 11/28/02 11/28/02 Edward D’Ovidio
2002-011-245 11/28/02 11/28/02 Robert Raisch
2002-011-246 11/28/02 11/28/02 Robert Haener IV
2002-011-247 11/28/02 11/28/02 Benjamin Benigno
2002-011-248 11/28/02 11/28/02 Christian Wehba
2002-011-249 11/28/02 11/28/02 Gary Doll

13



Response
Number

2002-011-250
2002-011-251
2002-011-252
2002-011-253
2002-011-254
2002-011-255
2002-011-256
2002-011-257
2002-011-258
2002-011-259
2002-011-260
2002-011-261
2002-011-262
2002-011-263
2002-011-264
2002-011-265
2002-011-266
2002-011-267
2002-011-268
2002-011-269

2002-011-270

Date
Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

14

Commenter

Marc Moore

Kent State University
Library of Michigan
Carol Wahrer

Derk Gates

Rick Potthoff

Abtin Shakouri
Jeffrry Friedt

David Diamond
Curtis Sahakian
Ryan Maxwell
Klaus Schreyack
Alessandro Abate
Jeremiah Cornelius
Anthony Cavanaugh
BC Petery

Brent Garber

Shel Cerensie
Jason Duell

D.J. Capelis

Gabriella Turek



Response
Number

2002-011-271
2002-011-272
2002-011-273
2002-011-274
2002-011-275
2002-011-276
2002-011-277
2002-011-278
2002-011-279
2002-011-280
2002-011-281
2002-011-282
2002-011-283
2002-011-284
2002-011-285
2002-011-286
2002-011-287
2002-011-288
2002-011-289

2002-011-290

Date

Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/02/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02

11/18/02

15

Commenter

Charles Webb
Tim Kubista
Greg Trouw
Lyen Huang
Michael Edwards
Ali Saidi

John Elder
Jason Solderbeck
Albert Basseetti
Kenna Feeney
James Reaume
David Magnuson
John Nichols
Robert Gregg
Jonathan Blaine
Robert Cox
James Caruso
Thomas Russell
David Taylor

Carrie Smith



Response
Number

2002-011-291
2002-011-292
2002-011-293
2002-011-294
2002-011-295
2002-011-296
2002-011-297
2002-011-298
2002-011-299
2002-011-300
2002-011-301
2002-011-302
2002-011-303
2002-011-304
2002-011-305
2002-011-306
2002-011-307
2002-011-308
2002-011-309
2002-011-310

2002-011-311

Date

Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

16

Commenter

Jim Wang

Clark Tenney

Dale Hill

Mark Woon

Jared Ford
Jacqueline Fralley
Suzzanne Glass
Nick Lavely
Patrick Hoban
Benjamin Anderson
Terrance Comella
Curtis Hawthorne
Caleb Ciampaglia
Joe Rowlands
Larry Mayer

David Rogers

Cliff Williamson
Matthias Johnson
Paul Impola

Ross Alexander

Allison Becker



Response
Number

2002-011-312
2002-011-313
2002-011-314
2002-011-315
2002-011-316
2002-011-317
2002-011-318
2002-011-319
2002-011-320
2002-011-321
2002-011-322
2002-011-323
2002-011-324
2002-011-325
2002-011-326

2002-011-327

2002-011-328

2002-011-329

2002-011-330

Date

Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

11/28/02

11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment

Date
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/18/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

11/18/02

11/28/02

17

Commenter

Anthony O’Neill
Charles Wiese

S. Steriti

Jeff Burton

James Macy

Brent Johnson
Debra Pruett
Michael Keller
Kyle Stratis

John T. Powers , Jr.
Grady Joslin

Steve Kirkbride
Jimmy Teegarden
Kyle Marshall
Christopher Kohan

Francis Bunker
Parker

Keith Wissing

Nathan Wardrip-
Fruin

Garth Payne



Response
Number

2002-011-331
2002-011-332
2002-011-333
2002-011-334
2002-011-335
2002-011-336
2002-011-337
2002-011-338
2002-011-339
2002-011-340
2002-011-341
2002-011-342
2002-011-343
2002-011-344
2002-011-345
2002-011-346
2002-011-347
2002-011-348

2002-011-349

Date

Received

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

11/28/02

11/28/02

11/28/02

11/28/02

Comment
Date
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/2918/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02
11/28/02

11/28/02

18

Commenter

Thomas Ditmars
Jim Clark Clark
Portia Mottola
James Dolliver
Robert Stephenson
Menachem Green
Joseph Hill
Gerald Stafford
Henry Ketter
Carlos Averett
Derek Cheney
David Freyberger
Jorge Escala
William Bailey
Kyle Ritchie
Roger Hackett
Scott Walters
Jason Reich

Andrew Casper



Response
Number

2002-011-350

2002-011-351
2002-011-352
2002-011-353
2002-011-354
2002-011-355
2002-011-356
2002-011-357
2002-011-358
2002-011-359
2002-011-360
2002-011-361
2002-011-362
2002-011-363
2002-011-364
2002-011-365
2002-011-366
2002-011-367
2002-011-368

2002-011-369

Date
Received

11/28/02

11/28/02
11/28/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

Comment
Date

11/28/02

11/28/02
11/29/02
11/28/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

19

Commenter

Andrew G.
Katsnaevas

Edward Robins
David Huseth
Gary Ray

Gary Ward

Max Hunger
Devin Tolcou
John Christgau
Mike Simmons
David Stephenson
William Lewis
Eugene Vasserman
Geoffrey Peck
Kevin Mess

David Bennoch
Michael Cox
Debbie Zwaan
Joseph Wise

Al Zoda

David W. Hines



Response
Number

2002-011-370
2002-011-371
2002-011-372
2002-011-373
2002-011-374
2002-011-375
2002-011-376
2002-011-377
2002-011-378
2002-011-379
2002-011-380
2002-011-381
2002-011-382
2002-011-383
2002-011-384
2002-011-385
2002-011-386
2002-011-387
2002-011-388
2002-011-389

2002-011-390

Date
Received

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

Comment
Date

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

20

Commenter

Greg Whorley
Joshua Smelster
Michael Murphy
Jeffrey White
Steven Kohler

Mike Long

Paul David

Michael Spadea
Jusrin Alfaro

Hesky Fisher

Baba Kofi Weusijana
Stephen Drozdick
Douglas Buchanan
Jared Kaufman
Peter Suber
Burwood McFarland
Mark Weindling
Lyle Tagawa

Paul Warwick
Joseph St. Pierre

Daniel Schell



Response
Number

2002-011-391
2002-011-392
2002-011-393
2002-011-394
2002-011-395
2002-011-396
2002-011-397
2002-011-398
2002-011-399
2002-011-400
2002-011-401
2002-011-402
2002-011-403
2002-011-404
2002-011-405
2002-011-406
2002-011-407
2002-011-408
2002-011-409

2002-011-410

Date
Received

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

Comment
Date

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

21

Commenter

Victor Allen

John Sitnik

Keith Hannah
Ellen Podolsky
Randen Pederson
Jared Dufour
David Platt

Chris Christianson
Walter Szewelanczyk
Andrew Frankel
Joseph Pate
Jonathan Sailor
John Oakley
Kevin Jarnot
Joseph Calistro
Michael Attili

Amy Kearns

Joe Medina
Valdemar Johnson

Jesse Emry



Response
Number

2002-011-411

2002-011-412
2002-011-413
2002-011-414
2002-011-415
2002-011-416
2002-011-417
2002-011-418
2002-011-419
2002-011-420
2002-011-421

2002-011-422
2002-011-423
2002-011-424
2002-011-426
2002-011-426
2002-011-427
2002-011-428
2002-011-429
2002-011-430

2002-022-431

Date
Received

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/28/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

Comment
Date

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/29/02

22

Commenter

Nelson Abramson
Casey Muratori
George Maslyar
Benjamin Johnson
Elizabeth Moreno
Lancia Speed
William Campbell
Mark A. Adams, Jr.
Dave Lundgren
John Vaughn
John Klopp

D. Simon

Steven Usdansky
Peter Weyman
K. Skelding

K. Danowski

Ben Munat

Brent Hayton

Christopher Kelly

Borne Goodman-Mace

Timur Tabi



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-432 11/29/02 11/29/02 Bryan Dunnington
2002-011-433 11/29/02 11/29/02 Robert Van Cleef
2002-011-434 11/29/02 11/29/02 Allen McDow
2002-011-435 11/29/02 11/29/02 Eric Wollesen
2002-011-436 11/29/02 11/29/02 Barry Weikle
2002-011-437 11/29/02 11/29/02 Albin Jones
2002-011-438 11/29/02 11/29/02 Brendan Howes
2002-011-439 11/29/02 11/29/02 James Sims
2002-011-440 11/29/02 11/29/02 George Nimmer
2002-011-441 11/29/02 11/29/02 John Boyd
2002-011-442 11/29/02 11/29/02 William Blair
2002-011-443 11/29/02 11/29/02 Steve Dale
2002-011-444 11/29/02 11/29/02 Tom Perez
2002-011-445 11/29/02 11/29/02 Shawn Kinzel
2002-011-446 11/29/02 11/29/02 HJ Brandon
2002-011-447 11/29/02 11/29/02 Nate Monroe
2002-011-448 11/29/02 11/29/02 Clifton Hyatt
2002-011-449 11/29/02 11/29/02 Carrie Barclay
2002-011-450 11/29/02 11/29/02 Matthew Mcatyre
2002-011-451 11/29/02 11/29/02 Kenneth Kleinfelter
2002-011-452 11/29/02 11/29/02 Jeffrey Mangers

23



Response
Number

2002-011-453
2002-011-454
2002-011-455
2002-011-456
2002-011-457
2002-011-458
2002-011-459
2002-011-460
2002-011-461
2002-011-462
2002-011-463
2002-011-464
2002-011-465
2002-011-466
2002-011-467
2002-011-468
2002-011-469
2002-011-470
2002-011-471
2002-011-472

2002-011-473

Date
Received

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02

11/30/02

Comment
Date

11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02
11/29/02

11/30/02

24

Commenter

David Streip
Claudius Stute
Allan Snider

Beth Senturia
Kerry Carskadon
Theresa Irwin
Michael Woodson
Jeff Annis

John Amaral

Jeff Hinrichs
Greg Filak
Elizabeth Asquini
Thomas DeRoy
Aravind Mikkilineni
Mark DeHaven
Edward Childress
Alfred Blitzer
Paul Staszko
David Menke
Keith Barber

Daryl Straszheim



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-474 11/30/02 11/29/02 Jared Lueck
2002-011-475 11/30/02 11/29/02 Ryan Carrico
2002-011-476 11/30/02 11/30/02 Niels Schaumann
2002-011-477 11/30/02 11/30/02 Shane Hartman
2002-011-478 11/30/02 11/30/02 Reid Bell
2002-011-479 11/30/02 11/30/02 Timothy Slocum
2002-011-480 11/30/02 11/30/02 Raymond Edwards
2002-011-481 11/30/02 11/30/02 David Ballenger
2002-011-482 11/30/02 11/30/02 Dan Erbele
2002-011-483 11/30/02 11/30/02 George Fischer
2002-011-484 11/30/03 11/30/02 Alan Field
2002-011-485 11/30/02 11/30/02 Michael O’Sullivan
2002-011-486 11/30/02 11/30/02 Don Hoover
2002-011-487 11/30/02 11/30/02 Lyn Cox
2002-011-488 11/30/02 11/30/02 Erich Friesen
2002-011-489 11/30/02 11/30/02 C.M. Finuf, Jr.
2002-011-490 11/30/02 11/30/02 Paula Van De Werken
2002-011-491 11/30/02 11/30/02 Elizabeth Campbell
2002-011-492 11/30/02 11/30/02 Marc Perkel
2002-011-493 11/30/02 11/30/02 Jonathan Auer
2002-011-494 11/30/02 11/30/02 Dennis Dively

25



Response
Number

2002-011-495
2002-011-496
2002-011-497
2002-011-498
2002-011-499
2002-011-500
2002-011-501
2002-011-502
2002-011-503
2002-011-504
2002-011-505
2002-011-506
2002-011-507
2002-011-508
2002-011-509
2002-011-510
2002-011-511
2002-011-512
2002-011-513
2002-011-514

2002-011-515

Date
Received

11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02

11/30/02

Comment
Date

11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02

26

Commenter

Aloysius Wild

Mark Molstad
Theodore Summers
Elizabeth Edwards
Code Rank

John Milton Hendricks
Robert Kane

Marx Rivera

Paul A. Arrigo
Kevin Middleton
James Cardwell

R. Randall Rathbun
Marvin Sirbu

Lan Campbell
David Truog

Eric Brown

Clyde Peel

Eliot Freidson

John Jowers
Jennifer Leone

Daniel Martinez



Response
Number

2002-011-516
2002-011-517
2002-011/518

2002-011-519
2002-011-520
2002-011-521

2002-011-522
2002-011-523
2002-011-524
2002-011-525
2002-011-526
2002-011-527
2002-0110528
2002-011-529
2002-011-530
2002-011-531

2002-011-532

2002-011-533
2002-011-534

2002-011-535

2002-011-536

Date

Received

11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02

11/30/02

Comment
Date

11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02

11/30/02

27

Commenter

Jane Marks
Kendra Kuykendall
Robert Desmond
Kathleen McCook
Paul Spoerry
Thomas Gideon
Paul Dupuy

Roger Keyes

Saul Grand
Amanda Schehr
Michael Manners
Graham Andrews
Morgan Herman
Bill Rickords
Zachary VerGow
David Vanthournout
Harold Burstyn
Greg Williams
Mary Cassell
Elisa Carlson

Daniel Orr



Response
Number

2002-011-537
2002-011-538
2002-011-539
2002-011-540
2002-011-541
22002-011-542
2002-011-543
2002-011-544
2002-011-545
2002-011-546
2002-011-547
2002-011-548
2002-011-549
2002-011-550
2002-011-551
2002-011-552
2002-011-553
2002-011-554
2002-011-555
2002-011-556

2002-011-557

Date

Received

11/30/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02

Comment
Date

11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/20/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
11/30/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02

12/01/02

12/011/02

12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02

28

Commenter

Victor DeAngelo
Jeremiah Blatz
George Tipsword
Eileen Shannahan
Michael Barnes
Dennis Ingram
Jesse Card
Jonathan Schiff
Noah Glass

Nell Sandow
EG

John Kramer
Desiree Coulter
Felipe Alberato
Mark Lutz
Richard Edwards
Gary Moraco
Erika hatcher
Daniel Duff
Raymond Dunn

George Willis



Response
Number

2002-011-558

2002-011-559
2002-011-560
2002-011-561
2002-011-562
2002-011-563
2002-011-564
2002-011-565
2002-011-566
2002-011-567
2002-011-568
2002-011-569
2002-011-570
2002-011-571
2002-011-572
2002-011-573
2002-011-754
2002-011-575
2002-011-576

2002-011-577

Date
Received

12/01/02

12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/011/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/011/02

12/01/02

Comment
Date

12/01/02

12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/011/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02

12/01/02

29

Commenter

Christopher
Wenneman

Jeffrey Gschwend
Jean Andrews
John Redmon

Bill Mitchom

Beth macknik
Robert Couchman
Andrew Williams
Mark Schwebke
Lesley Pease

Marl McCarthy
Jacqueline Lasahn
Dan barkley
William Wertenbaker
John Oakley
Gregory Catalone
Mariam Wynn
Michael Cole

Tim Bloom

Albert Sweigart



Response
Number

2002-011-578
2002-011-579
2002-011-580
2002-011-581
2002-011-582
2002-011-583
2002-011-584
2002-011-585
2002-011-586
2002-011-587
2002-011-588
2002-011-589
2002-011-590
2002-011-591
2002-011-592
2002-011-593
2002-011-594
2002-011-595
2002-011-596
2002-011-597

2002-011-598

Date
Received

12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/011/02
12/01/02
12/011/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/011/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02

12/01/02

Comment
Date

12/01/02
12/011/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/011/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/611/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02

12/01/02

30

Commenter

C. Scott Ananian

Robert owens

Christopher Pedersen

Jonathan Sailor
Ron Giesman
Kevin Rolfes
Joe Venzon
Linda Sullivan
Eric Dynamic
Jason Ellison
Brian Raker
Patrick O’'Hara
William McKee
Allen Small
Nelson Pavlosky
Ethan Frantz
Kathleen Jones
Brian Bradley
Charles Plater
Thomas Reynolds

Shawn Auberzinski



Response
Number

2002-011-599
2002-011-600
2002-011-601
2002-011-602
2002-011-603
2002-011-604
2002-011-605
2002-011-606
2002-011-607
2002-011-608
2002-011-609
2002-011-610
2002-011-611
2002-011-612
2002-011-613
2002-011-614
2002-011-615
2002-011-616
2002-011-617
2002-011-618

2002-011-619

Date
Received

12/01/02
12/02/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/011/02
12/021/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/G2
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02

12/01/02

12/011/02

12/01/02

12/01/02

12/011/02

12/01/02

12/011/02

12/011/02

31

Commenter

CJ Hillman
Carl Campbell
Roderic Collins
Jason Greene

Robert Jagger

Joshua McConaha

Carter St. Clair

Christopher Frankonis

Lynette Bellini
Ryan Joy
Javier Jones
Sarah Maximiek
B.J. Herbison
Joan Taub
Judith robinson
Nora Dimmock
Sandra Groleau
Joseph Ritter
Cynthia Mckane
Luke Giriffin

Bradford Malone



Response
Number

2002-011-620
2002-011-621
2002-011-622
2002-011-623
2002-011-624
2002-011-625
2002-011-626
2002-011-627
2002-011-628
2002-011-629
2002-011-630
2002-011-631
2002-011-632
2002-011-633
2002-011-634
2002-011-635
2002-011-636
2002-011-637
2002-011-638
2002-011-639

2002-011-640

Date

Received

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/01/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

32

Commenter

Everien Malone
Karen Chopra
Jeff Cogshall
Tido Ciaravino
Mark Ayers

J. Paul Davidson
Randall Reiss
Mary Ann E. Archer
Margalit Post
Yaron Goland
Fernando Frausto
Christoph Weber
Cindy Rosser
Karen Heil

Judy Helms
Gloria Black
Francis X. Norton
Elizabeth Rogers
Seanan Murphy
Daniel rodriguez

Bruce Birch



Response
Number

2002-011-641
2002-011-642
2002-011-643
2002-011-644
2002-011-645
2002-011-646
2002-011-647
2002-011-648
2002-011-649
2002-011-650
2002-011-651
2002-011-652
2002-011-653
2002-011-654
2002-011-655
2002-011-656
2002-011-657
2002-011-658
2002-011-659
2002-011-660

2002-011-661

Date

Received

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

33

Commenter

Kimberly Stone
James Jacobs
Patrick Ryan
Margie Hawkins
Dick Breen

Jane Platt-Brown
Jeffrey mandel
Brad Myers

Ruth Gervais
Richard J. Powell
Loretta Mershon
Craig {psmantur
Tom Nolan
Michael Gustine
Erik Burton

Ann Dedek
Monica Smith
Diane Downing
Nathan Bussey
Darrin Hyrup

Erik Hanson



Response
Number

2002-011-662
2002-011-663

2002-011-664

2002-011-665
2002-011-666
2002-011-667
2002-011-668
2002-011-669
2002-011-670
2002-011-671
2002-011-672
2002-011-673
2002-011-674
2002-011-675
2002-011-676
2002-011-677
2002-011-678
2002-011-679
2002-011-680
2002-011-681

Date

Received

12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
1°2/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

34

Commenter

Paul Hutchinson
Arlo Clauser

Jodie & Ned
Delamatre

Georgia Baugh
Allison Henry
Jeffrey Melton
Eric Smith
Frank Wiles
Whitney Davis
David Smeeton
Tonia Burton
Jeremy Mays
Mia Giglio

Karl Palutke
Carol tobin
Deena Lipomi
Mark Bbay
Diane Kinney
Pat Magierski

Randall fidler



Response
Number

2002-011-682
2002-011-683
2002-011-684
2002-011-685
2002-011-686
2002-011-687
2002-011-688
2002-011-689
2002-011-690
2002-011-691
2002-011-692
2002-011-693
2002-011-694
2002-011-695
2002-011-696
2002-011-697
2002-011-698
2002-011-699

2002-011-700

Date

Received

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

35

Commenter

Collin Lynch
Michael Esler
John Montre
Michelle Arnold
Willliam Boarman
Judie Smith
Patricia Conley
Erin Kinney
William Fitzpatrick
Jeffrey Bragg
Shari Salisbury
Morgan Jones
Ryan Wuerth
Sandra Downing
Chris Dan Bento
Matthew Gallagher
Sharon Warne
Kim Rasmussen

Ken Davenport



Response
Number

2002-011-701
2002-011-702

2002-011-703

2002-011-704
2002-011-705
2002-011-706
2002-011-707
2002-011-708
2002-011-709
2002-011-710
2002-011-711
2002-011-712
2002-011-713
2002-011-714
2002-011-715
2002-011-716
2002-011-717
2002-011-718
2002-011-719

2002-011-720

Date
Received

12/01/01
12/01/02

12/02/02

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/01/02
12/01/02

11/22/02

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

36

Commenter

John Coggeshall
Kevin Hawkins
Office of the Federal
Environment
Executive
Yvonne Maute
Rochelle Cheifetz
David Bigwood
Brian Marick
Michael LeRoy
Tracy Paradis
Edward Herman
Stephen Barbour
Andrzej Imiolek
Nicholas Taranko
Laurence Baden
Sara E. Kelley
Seth Grossman
Brian Hoort
Jeanne Lauber
Alex Tsalolokhin

Marcia Daumen



Response
Number

2002-011-721
2002-011-722
2002-011-723
2002-011-724
2002-011-725
2002-011-726
2002-011-727
2002-011-728
2002-011-729
2002-011-730
2002-011-731
2002-011-732
2002-011-733
2002-011-734
2002-011-735
2002-011-736
2002-011-737
2002-011-738
2002-011-739
2002-011-740

2002-011-741

Date
Received

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/G2
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02

12/03/02

Comment
Date

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/04/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02

12/03/02

37

Commenter

L. Moyer

Daisy Waters
Catherine Collins
Francis Kaylwa
Brooke Heaton
Stacy Brown
Jane Allen
Richard Coleman
Laura Raccagni
Jeffrey Bruce
Benjamin Snyder
Jay Greenfield
Randy Gilleland
Earl G. Bley, Jr.
Steve Wendt
Kirk Sefchik
andrea Burke
David Lepore
Stephen Dulaney
Rusty Tab, Jr.

Sue Aschim



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-742 12/03/02 12/03/02 David Rice
2002-011-743 12/03/02 12/03/02 Justin Gosling
2002-011-744 12/03/02 12/03/02 Darren Kosinski
2002-011-745 12/03/02 12/03/02 Remy Fiorentino
2002-011-746 12/03/02 12/02/02 Brian Mueller
2002-011-747 12/03/02 12/02/02 Noah Gauthier
2002-011-748 12/02/02 12/02/02 Christian Prine
2002-011-749 12/02/02 12/02/02 Craig Myers
2002-011-750 12/02/02 12/02/02 Khatun Hollenberg
2002-011-751 12/02/02 12/02/02 Blake Hutchinson
2002-011-752 12/02/02 12/02/02 Tom Stave
2002-011-753 12/02/02 12/02/02 Bryant Johnson
2002-011-754 12/02/02 12/02/02 Richard Rodrigues
2002-011-755 12/02/02 12/02/02 Buch Sherman
2002-011-756 12/02/02 12/02/02 Jonathan Bonebrake
2002-011-757 12/02/02 12/02/02 John Martinez
2002-022-758 12/02/02 12/02/02 Deane Roppe
2002-011-759 12/02/02 12/02/02 Brian Putnam
2002-011-760 12/02/02 12/02/02 Ernarosa Tominich
2002-011-761 12/02/02 12/02/02 Nydia Gutowski

38



Response
Number

2002-011-762
2002-011-763
2002-011-764
2002-011-765
2002-011-766
2002-011-767
2002-011-768
2002-011-769
2002-011-770
2002-011-771
2002-011-772
2002-011-773
2002-011-774
2002-011-775
2002-011-776
2002-011-777
2002-011-778
2002-011-779
2002-011-780

2002-011-781

Date
Received

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

39

Commenter

Dan Hoal

Bruno Melninkaitis
Kelly Mullaney
Andrew David

Mark Chase

John Ellery

Daryll Strauss
Michael Boyle
Frank Landrum
Susan Maclean
Troy Gladhill
Lawrence Wiseman
Jaime Schulte
Robert Sorensen
Joe Carmihcael
Maryalice Kilbourne
Susan Lewis Somers
Carl Marshall
Charles Schmidt

Anne Grady



Response
Number

2002-011-782
2002-011-783
2002-011-784
2002-011-785
2002-011-786
2002-011-787
2002-011-788
2002-011-789
2002-011-790
2002-011-791
2002-011-792
2002-011-793
2002-011-794
2002-011-795
2002-011-796
2002-011-797
2002-011-798
2002-011-799
2002-011-800
2002-011-801

2002-011-802

Date
Received

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12//02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

Comment
Date

12/02/02
2/02/02

2/02/02

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02

12/02/02

40

Commenter

Wendy Mann
Apgood Rick
Gail Fithian
David Hollender
Kristi Dickey
Robert Curtis
Marx Rivera
David Rhoten
Alex Pasternak
Howard Davidson
John Homer
Cushing Whitney
Joan Thomas
Craig Wheeler
Richard West
Karel Baloun
Gordon Fischer
William Bennett
Jeffrey VanGundy
Kevin Tuohey

Matthew Zavislak



Response
Number

2002-011-803
2002-011-804
2002-011-805
2002-011-806
2002-011-807
2002-011-808
2002-011-809
2002-011-810
2002-011-811
2002-011-812
2002-011-813
2002-011-814
2002-011-815
2002-011-816
2002-011-817
2002-011-818
2002-011-819
2002-011-820
2002-011-821
2002-011-822

2002-011-823

Date
Received

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02

Comment
Date

12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/02/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02

41

Commenter

James O’'Shea
Sarah Dentan
Robert Doiel
Clarissa Smith
Pat Court
Robert Epp
Nancy Moore
Ryan Redding
Knud Jensen
Marijah Sroczynski
Frances O’Dell
Barbara Glover
Cindy Konovitz
Allen Corben
Liberte Reinke
Rebecca Malin
Joan Bueter
Patrick McKee
Nancie McBride
Mark Holman

Monica Irlbacher



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-824 12/03/02 12/03/02 Christine Gladish -
2002-011-825 12/03/02 12/03/02 Florence Dollard
2002-011-826 12/03/02 12/03/02 Adam Key
2002-011-827 12/03/02 12/03/02 Joshua Lubarr
2002-011-828 12/03/02 12/03/02 Don Fessenden Il
2002-011-829 12/03/02 12/03/02 Joseph Hernandez
2002-011-830 12/03/02 12/03/02 Sheila Sullivan
2002-011-831 12/03/02 12/03/02 Rita Moss
2002-011-832 12/03/02 12/03/02 Oliver Dickerson
2002-011-833 12/03/02 12/03/02 Judy Reynolds
2002-011-834 12/03/02 12/03/02 David Lee
2002-011-835 12/03/02 12/03/02 Laura Bowser
2002-011-836 12/03/02 12/03/02 Susan Kendall
2002-011-837 12/03/02 12/03/02 Donna Hodge
2002-011-838 12/03/02 12/03/02 Kenneth Aydiott
2002-011-839 12/03/02 12/03/02 Jessica Hensley
2002-011-840 12/03/02 12/03/02 Randy Deninno
2002-011-841 12/03/02 12/03/02 Stephen Galla
2002-011-842 12/03/02 12/03/02 Michelle Zafron
2002-011-843 12/03/02 12/03/02 Henry Gozdz

42



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-844 12/03/02 12/03/02 Jeff Clark
2002-011-845 12/04/02 12/04/02 Robert Mykoff
2002-011-846 12/04/02 12/04/02 Daniel Copeland
2002-011-847 12/04/02 12/03/02 Matthew Klein
2002-011-848 12/04/02 12/03/02 Yannick Rendu
2002-011-849 12/03/02 12/03/02 John Davenport
2002-011-850 12/03/02 12/03/02 Daniel McCarley
2002-011-851 12/03/02 12/03/02 Black Hawk
2002-011-852 12/03/02 12/03/02 Harry Hickey
2002-011-853 12/03/02 12/03/02 Abigail Plumb
2002-011-854 12/03/02 12/03/02 Sam Seeley
2002-011-855 12/03/02 12/03/02 K. Martin Stevenson
2002-011-856 12/03/02 12/03/02 George Gilsinah
2002-011-857 12/03/02 12/03/02 Calvin Smith
2002-011-858 12/03/062 12/03/02 Marylaine Block
2002-011-859 12/03/02 12/03/02 Cheryl Nabati
2002-011-860 12/03/02 12/03/02 Robert Dale
2002-011-861 12/03/02 12/03/02 Brian Haynes
2002-011-862 12/03/02 12/03/02 Robert Smith
2002-011-863 12/03/02 12/03/02 Gene McNay

43



Response
Number

2002-011-864
2002-011-865
2002-011-866
2002-011-867
2002-011-868
2002-011-869
2002-011-870
2002-011-871
2002-011-872
2002-011-873
2002-011-874
2002-011-875
2002-011-876
2002-011-877
2002-011-878
2002-011-879
2002-011-880
2002-011-881
2002-011-882
2002-011-883

2002-011-884

Date
Received

12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/G2
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02

Comment
Date

12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/03/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02

44

Commenter

George Klopf
Rachel Bode
Jeffrey Palmer
Jacqueline Paynter
Nicholas Minton

Audrey Koscielniak

Paul-Alexander Crystal

Kathryn C. Young
Norman Karlow
Jeffrey Stults
Carol Greenholz
Mark Shvets
Charles Barber
John Bekas, Jr.
Robert Altenburg
Sheryl Soborowski
Matthew Starzewski
Rob Halford
Debra Wooldridge
Leslie Foster

Glen Zorn



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-885 12/04/02 12/04/02 David Miller
2002-011-886 12/04/02 12/04/02 Ellen Knight
2002-011-887 12/04/02 12/04/02 Eric Klucas
2002-011-888 12/04/02 12/04/02 Charles Hall
2002-011-889 12/04/02 12/04/01 Atifa Rawan
2002-011-890 12/04/02 12/04/02 David Besch
2002-011-891 12/04/02 12/04/02 Mark Rowe
2002-011-892 12/04/02 12/04/02 Thomas Haviland
2002-011-893 12/04/02 12/04/02 Marcia Baker
2002-011-894 12/04/02 12/04/02 Jean Hessenauer
2002-011-895 12/04/02 12/04/02 Luis Arauz
2002-011-896 12/04/02 12/04/06 Jan Goldsmith
2002-011-897 12/04/02 12/04/02 Dyrnda Johnson
2002-011-898 12/04/02 12/04/02 Adam Tilghman
2002-011-899 12/04/02 12/04/02 Sarah Mercure
2002-011-900 12/05/02 12/05/02 Bob Claitor
2002-011-901 12/04/02 12/04/02 Joseph Titus
2002-011-902 12/04/02 12/04/02 Anthony Giannini
2002-011-903 12/04/02 12/04/02 Chris Christopherson
2002-011-902 12/04/02 12/04/02 Lawrence Chang
2002-011-905 12/04/02 12/04/02 ronald Colman

45



Response
Number

2002-011-906
2002-011-907
2002-011-908
2002-011-909
2002-011-910
2002-011-911
2002-011-912
2002-011-913
2002-011-914
2002-011-915
2002-011-916
2002-011-917
2002-011-918
2002-011-919
2002-011-920
2002-011-921
2002-011-922
2002-011-923
2002-011-924
2002-011-925

2002-011-926

Date
Received

12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04./02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02

12/05/02

Comment
Date

12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/04/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02

12/05/02

46

Commenter

Derek Baker
Laura Conover
David paul

Eric Wayte
Dierdre Freamon
Galen Davis
James Roach
Cassandra Willis
Marcia Siebesma
Bryan Lynch
Morgan Evans
Doyle Myers
Larry Korbein
Greg Ballinger
Ralph Jones
Dorothy Hampton
Eilhu Gerson
Michael Beck
Michael Stickel
Betty Boyd

Anne Birkam



Response
Number

2002-011-927
2002-011-928
2002-011-929
2002-011-930
2002-011-931
2002-011-932
2002-011-933
2002-011-934
2002-011-935
2002-011-936
2002-011-937
2002-011-938
2002-011-939
2002-011-940
2002-011-941
2002-011-942
2002-011-943
2002-011-944
2002-011-945
2002-011-946

2002-011-947

Date
Received

12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02

12/05/02

Comment
Date

12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02

12/05/02

47

Commenter

John Curtis

Jeff Appelhans
Denise Garofalo
Beth Clausen
Kim tomblin
Catherine Morse
Dave Shannon
William Bradshaw
Carol Pijacki
Judy Meadows
Chuck Malone
Lowe Leland
Stephen Jordan
Mary Cahn
Gregory Peters
Shawn Powell
Sarah Peters
Christopher Hall
Steve Marquardt
Sofia Tangalos

Louis Davis



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-948 12/05/02 12/05/02 Christopher Hoover
2002-011-949 12/05/02 12/05/02 Jane Whiteside
2002-011-950 12/05/02 12/05/02 John Jack
2002-011-951 12/05/02 12/05/02 Matthew Shaw
2002-011-952 12/05/02 12/05/02 Janet Wamsley
2002-011-953 12/05/02 12/05/02 Joseph Horgan
2002-011-954 12/05/02 12/05/02 Ken brown
2002-011-955 12/05/02 12/05/02 S. thompson
2002-011-956 12/05/02 12/05/02 Chris Ryan
2002-011-957 12/05/02 12/05/02 John Rinderle
2002-011-958 12/05/02 12/05/02 Keith Jefffrey
2002-011-959 12/05/02 12/05/02 Monica Kirby
2002-011-960 12/05/02 12/05/02 Julie Blankenburg
2002-011-961 12/05/02 12/05/02 Ben Embree
2002-011-962 12/05/02 12/05/02 Jonathan Boutelle
2002-011-963 12/05/02 12/05/02 Susan Nevelow mart
2002-011-964 12/05/02 12/05/02 Carol Specto‘r
2002-011-965 12/05/02 12/05/02 Thomas Mawson
2002-011-966 12/05/02 12/05/02 Samuel Smith
2002-011-967 12/05/02 12/05/02 Nathaniel West
2002-011-968 12/05/02 12/05/02 Hussein Kanji

48



2002-011-969
2002-011-970
2002-011-971
2002-011-972
2002-011-973
2002-011-974
2002-011-975
2002-011-976
2002-011-977
2002-011-978
2002-011-979
2002-011-980
2002-011-981
2002-011-982
2002-011-983
2002-011-984
2002-011-985
2002-011-986
2002-011-987
2002-011-988
2002-011-989

2002-011-990

12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/06/02
12/05/02
12/05/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

49

Sandra Ewen
Richard Tietjen
Eugene Dean
Leo Ahumanda
Andrew Hrubik
Walter Susong
Jonathan beckel
Darrell Maronde
Kevin Keeney
Lawrence Leventhal
Andrew Rysavy
Nicole Cuadra
Joelson Deguzman
Stephen Brannen
Paul T. Jackson
Justin Graham
Todd Lovette
Robert Fagg
Jason Pullara
Alfred Frisch
William Evans

Neil Hodge



Response
Number

2002-011-991
2002-011-992
2002-011-993
2002-011-994
2002-011-995
2002-011-996
2002-011-997
2002-011-998
2002-011-999
2002-011-1000
2002-011-1001
2002-011-1002
2002-011-1003
2002-011-1004
2002-011-1005
2002-011-1006
2002-011-1007
2002-011-1008
2002-011-1009
2002-011-1110

2002-011-1011

Date
Received

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
2/06/02

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

Comment
Date

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

50

Commenter

laura Sare

Eric Windisch
Audrey Hall
Nathan Labadie
Michael Cooper
Jonathan Sellers
David Vedder
Edward Simmonds
Javier Jones

Ken Lubar

Mark Budzyn
Dustin C. Owen
Scott Vickers
Annice Butler
David Killion
Michael Briggs
Alex Mauer
Donald Zillotto
Mark Trynor
Christopher Cowan

John Giotta



Response
Number

2002-011-1012
2002-011-1013
2002-011-1014
2002-011-1015
2002-011-1016
2002-011-1017
2002-011-1018
2002-011-1019
2002-011-1020
2002-011-1021
2002-011-1022
2002-011-1023
2002-011-1024
2002-011-1025
2002-011-1026
2002-011-1027
2002-011-1028
2002-011-1029
2002-011-1030
2002-011-1031

2002-011-1032

Date
Received

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

Comment
Date

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

51

Commenter

Mark Notarus
Douglas Lewis
Palmen Miltenoff
Connie Salyers
Alinia Asmundson
Jum Hines

Ryan Sharpe

Lila Faulkner

Gia Maddry

Marc Daniel
James Walsh
Andrew Lansford
John Drabik

Brian Dunnette
George Hairington
Josah Sisk

Mark Sebree

Amy Madigan

Neil Bowers
Anthony Schwickerath

Jeff Sloand



Response
Number

2002-011-1033
2002-011-1034
2002-011-1035
2002-011-1036
2002-011-1037
2002-011-1038
2002-011-1039
2002-011-1040
2002-011-1041
2002-011-1042
2002-011-1043
2002-011-1044
2002-011-1045
2002-011-1046
2002-011-1047
2002-011-1048
2002-011-1049
2002-011-1050
2002-011-1051
2002-011-1052

2002-011-1053

Date
Received

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
2/06/02

2/06/02

2/06/02

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

Comment
Date

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02

12/06/02

52

Commenter

Carmen Hoffman
Michael Smith
David Gabler
Marcus Sellers
Michael Schuyler
Tom Wekell

David Anders
Daniel Feinstein
James Karaganis
David Clark
Robert Stenber
Amy Salo

Joseph Hernandez
Darrell Black
Andrew Romeril
Steve White
Catherine Jefferson
Robert Lyle
William Arneson
David Huseth

David Dahl



Response
Number

2002-011-1054
2002-011-1055
2002-011-1056
2002-011-1057
2002-011-1058
2002-011-1059
2002-011-1060
2002-011-1061
2002-011-1062
2002-011-1063
2002-011-1064
2002-011-1065
2002-011-1066
2002-011-1067
2002-011-1068
2002-011-1069
2002-011-1070
2002-011-1071
2002-011-1072
2002-011-1073

2002-011-1074

Date
Received

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/10/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02

12/07/02

Comment
Date

12/06/02
12/06/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/10/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02

12/07/02

53

Commenter

Joseph Heck
Arthur hayden
Briaanugh
Christopher French
Brett Sayles
Robert Fisher

Brad Oaks
Darlene Wyndon
Chris Demisch
William Ellsworth
Cliff DeWitt

Erik Carlseen
Theodore Stevko
Robert Brunson
Jason Heyd
Heather Undewood
Norman Council
Michael Kilcullen
John Kohler

Julio Orellano

Theodore Borreso



Response Date Comment Commente

Number Received Date

2002-011-1075 12/07/02 12/07/02 Todd Robinson
2002-011-1076 12/07/02 12/07/02 Ann Hatch
2002-011-1077 12/07/02 12/07/02 Robert 79rris
2002-011-1078 12/07/02 12/07/02 Shawn Yeager
2002-011-1079 12/07/02 12/07/02 Jason Jelinek
2002-011-1080 12/07/-02 12/07/02 Dudley Myer
2002-011-1081 12/07/02 12/07/02 William Plantick
2002-011-1082 12/07/02 12/07/02 Cameron Henneke
2002-011-1083 12/07/02 12/07/02 Taz Rempel
2002-011-1084 12/07/02 12/07/02 Sarah Mercure
2002-011-1085 12/07/02 12/07/02 Rob Hemmick
2002-011-1086 12/07/02 12/07/02 John Yost
2002-011-1087 12/07/02 12/07/02 Kevin Sweeney
2002-011-1088 12/07/02 12/07/02 Bernie Case
2002-011-1089 12/07/02 12/G7/02 Chris Bono
2002-011-1090 12/07/02 12/07/02 Regina Hamaker
2002-011-1091 12/07/02 12/07/02 George Moilinski
2002-011-1092 12/07/02 12/07/02 John Vermaes
2002-011-1093 12/07/02 12/07/02 Heather Lewis
2002-011-1094 12/07/02 12/07/02 Noel Shrum
2002-011-1095 12/07/02 12/07/02 Alton Brantley

54



Response
Number

2002-011-1096
2002-011-1097
2002-011-1098
2002-011-1099
2002-011-1100
2002-011-1101
2002-011-1102
2002-011-1103
2002-011-1104
2002-011-1105
2002-011-1106
2002-011-1107
2002-011-1108
2002-011-1109
2002-011-1110
2002-011-1111
2002-011-1112
2002-011-1113
2002-011-1114
2002-011-1115

2002-011-1116

Date
Received

12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/08/02
12/08/02
12/08/02

12/08/02

Comment
Date

12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/07/02
12/08/02
12/07/02
12/08/02
12/08/02

12/08/02

55

Commenter

Patrick Owens
Gary Miller

Carol Wahrer
Benjamin Williamson
Phillip Zampino
Michael Greene
John Welch
Joseph Crowle
Joseph Zapert
Craig Paluszcyk
Jeremy Saperstein
Jason Smetters
Gregory Zapf
David Waggoner
Matthew Strait
Yakov Shafranovic
Steven Sloss
Joshua Lenz
David Marcovsky
Sean McClung

Charles Upson



Response Date - Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-1117 12/11/02 12/11/02 Ansley Barnes
2002-011-1118 12/08/02 12/08/02 Margaret Russell
2002-011-1119 12/08/02 12/08/02 Richelle Siniard
2002-011-1120 12/08/02 12/08/02 Stephen Gilmer
2002-011-1121 12/08/02 12/08/02 Rickey Ramse
2002-011-1122 12/08/02 12/08/02 Laurie Forti
2002-011-1123 12/08/02 12/08/02 Suzanne Colliga
2002-011-1124 12/08/02 12/08/02 James Carey
2002-011-1125 12/08/02 12/08/02 Deb Carver
2002-011-1126 12/08/02 12/08/02 Michael McLain
2002-011-1127 12/08/02 12/08/02 Paul Westervelt
2002-011-1128 12/08/02 12/08/02 Eric Ries
2002-011-1129 12/08/02 12/08/02 Ellen Jamieson
2002-011-1130 12/08/02 12/08/02 Matthew Makowka
2002-011-1131 12/08/02 12/08/02 Chad Russell
2002-011-1132 12/08/02 12/08/02 Zachary Holmes
2002-011-1133 12/08/02 12/08/02 Rob Richards
2002-011-1134 12/08/02 12/08/02 Abraham Pearson
2002-011-1135 12/08/02 12/08/02 Dennis Turner
2002-011-1136 12/09/02 12/09/02 Steve Foxx
2002-011-1137 12/09/02 12/09/02 Nathan Moore

56



Response
Number

2002-011-1138
2002-011-1138
2002-011-1139
2002-011-1140
2002-011-1141
2002-011-1142
2002-011-1143
2002-011-1144
2002-011-1145
2002-011-1146
2002-011-1147
2002-011-1148
2002-011-1149
2002-011-1150
2002-011-1152
2002-011-1153
2002-011-1154
2002-011-1155
2002-011-1156
2002-011-1157

2002-011-1158

Date
Received

12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/11/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02

12/09/02

Comment
Date

12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/11/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02

12/09/02

57

Commenter

Stephen Colson
Keith Moore

Evan Hill-Rise
Averil Jane Townsley
Steve Richardson
Shamim Islam
Gregory Whalin
Brianna Huber
Elizabeth Caulfield
Roger Jacobs

Libby Young

Steve Beleu

Kevin Cramer

Eric Shupps

Sean Middleditch
Connie Reik

David Vanthournout
Abigail Al-Doory
Justin Miller

Chad Bisk

Regina Raboin



58



Response
Number

2002-011-1159
2002-011-1160
2002-011-1161
2002-011-1162
2002-011-1163
2002-011-1164
2002-011-1165
2002-011-1166
2002-011-1167
2002-011-1168
2002-011-1169
2002-011-1170
2002-011-1171
2002-011-1172
2002-011-1173
2002-011-1174
2002-011-1175
2002-011-1176
2002-011-1177
2002-011-1178

2002-011-1179

Date
Received

12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02

12/09/02

Comment
Date

12/09/02
12/06/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/01
12/09/02

12/09/02

59

Commenter

Earlene Kuester
Pageen Bassett
Karen Johnson
Cyrus Yunker
Peter Schroeder
Rebekah Maxwell
Elizabeth LeDoux
Fritz Herrick
David Goldberg
Lucia Orlando
Edward Lemon
Melanie Brazzell
Lautretz Moore
Maria Guye
Joseph Goldberg
Mindy Goldberg
Richard Lotz
Paul Ford

Evan Martin
Barbara Goldberg

Jessie Hirsch



Response
Number

2002-011-1180
2002-011-1181
2002-011-1182
2002-011-1183
2002-011-1184
2002-011-1185
2002-011-1186
2002-011-1187
2002-011-1188
2002-011-1189
2002-011-1190
2002-011-1191
2002-011-1192
2002-011-1193
2002-011-1194
2002-011-1195
2002-011-1196
2002-011-1197
2002-011-1198
2002-011-1199

2002-011-1200

Date
Received

12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02

12/10/02

Comment
Date

12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/09/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02

12/10/02

60

Commenter

Jason Charrier
Patrick McFadden
Jasmine Hopkins
Jeanne Pfander
Erik Hustad

Mike Goldstein
Robin Crawford
Travis Beck
Daniel Dillman
Michael Nelson
Devon DelLapp
Vineet Kumar
Benjamin Benigno
Brian Durham
Neal Fultz

Elaine Hoffman
Tasha Walston
Calvin Thorne
Gail Saunders
Susan Hughes

Barbara Bell



Response
Number

2002-011-1201
2002-011-1202
2002-011-1203
2002-011-1204
2002-011-1205
2002-011-1206
2001-011-1207
2002-011-1208
2002-011-1209
2002-011-1210
2002-011-1211
2002-011-1212
2002-011-1213
2002-011-1214
2002-011-1215
2002-011-1216
2002-011-1217
2002-011-1218
2002-011-1219
2002-011-1220

2002-011-1221

Date
Received

12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/11/02
12/10/02
12/11/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02

12/11/02

Comment
Date

12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/11/02
12/10/02
12/11/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/09/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02
12/10/02

12/11/02

61

Commenter

Mike Jeffries
Elizabeth Al-Doory
Marvin Eads
Caishnah Begg
Sué L. Center
Valerie Glenn
Jeffrey Townshend
Mark Berwind
Scott Morgan
Kent Collins
Margaret Balfour
Adria Olmi

David Cammack
Simon Hill

Alice Kober
Nancy Buckland
Eric Ryan

Carey Camazine
Erik West

Alan Zoellner

Robert Campbell



Response
Number

2002-011-1222
2002-011-1223
2002-011-1224
2002-011-1225
2002-011-1226
2002-011-1227
2002-011-1228
2002-011-1229
2002-011-1230
2002-011-1231
2002-011-1232
2002-011-1233
2002-011-1234
2002-011-1235
2002-011-1236
2002-011-1237
2002-011-1238
2002-011-1239
2002-011-1240
2002-011-1241

2002-011-1242

Date
Received

12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/10/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/06/02
12/11/02
12/11/02

12/11/02

Comment
Date

12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/10/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02

12/11/02

62

Commenter

Nathan Hellmers
Luis Acosta
Thomas Belote
Vernon Leighton
Georgia Chadwick
FTC

Larry Jarvis

Neill Miller

Sulbha Swati Wagh
Heidi Petersen
Kimberly Pinion
Matthew Marsteller
Barbara Lewis
Richard Spisak
Ask Bjoern Hansen

Christopher Kain

- Benjamin Cooper

David Rogers
Nancy Luzer
Krista Rudd

Ceceila Petro



Response
Number

2002-011-1243
2002-011-1244
2002-011-1245
2002-011-1246
2002-011-1247
2002-011-1248
2002-011-1249
2002-011-1250
2002-011-1251
2002-011-1252
2002-011-1253
2002-011-1254
2002-011-1255
2002-011-1256
2002-011-1257
2002-011-1258
2002-011-1259
2002-011-1260
2002-011-1261
2002-011-1262

2002-011-1263

Date
Received

12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02

12/12/02

Comment
Date

12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/11/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02

12/12/02

63

Commenter

Patrick Cannon

Mardi Mahaffy

Rosemary Campagna

Michelle Bagley
Jennifer Smith
Elaine Didier
Eric Dahlen
William Cramer
Diedre Freamon
Timothy Trice
Karrie Peterson
David Mizener
Eric Ewald
Robert Elshire
Penelope Johnson
Saundra Williams
Diana Cleborne
Jocelyn Yeo
Ryan Brown
Justin White

Lloyd W. Pratsch



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date
2002-011-1264 12/12/02 12/12/02 Sarah Haman
2002-011-1265 12/12/02 12/12/02 Harold Kearsley
2002-011-1266 12/12/02 12/12/02 Jonathan Betz-Zall
2002-011-1267 12/12/02 12/12/02 Michele Finerty
2002-011-1268 12/12/02 12/12/02 Geoffrey Davidson
2002-011-1269 12/12/02 12/12/02 Gregory Petersen
2002-011-1270 12/12/02 12/12/02 Daniel Reimann
2002-011-1271 12/12/02 12/12/02 Chadd Horanburg
2002-011-1272 12/12/02 12/12/02 Sean Shappell
2002-011-1273 12/12/02 12/12/02 Chris Ely
2002-011-1274 12/12/02 12/12/02 Richard Frey
2002-011-1275 12/12/02 12/11/02 Jacqueline Fralley
2002-011-1276 12/12/02 12/11/02 Dennis Lott
2002-011-1277 12/11/02 12/11/02 John Crow
2002-011-1278 12/12/02 12/12/02 Paul Hatcher
2002-011-1279 12/12/02 12/12/02 Patricia White
2002-011-1280 12/12/02 12/12/02 Katie Hodge
2002-011-1281 12/13/02 12/13/02 Printing Industries of
America, Inc.
2002-011-1282 12/13/02 12/13/02 Robert A. Walter
2002-011-1283 12/13/02 12/13/02 Alford Thomas
2002-011-1284 12/13/02 12/13/02 Earl Bley

64



Response
Number

2002-011-1285
2002-011-1286
2002-011-1287
2002-011-1288
2002-011-1289
2002-011-1290
2002-011-1291
2002-011-1292
2002-011-1293
2002-011-1294
2002-011-1295
2002-011-1296
2002-011-1297
2002-011-1298
2002-011-1299
2002-011-1300
2002-011-1301
2002-011-1302
2002-011-1303
2002-011-1304

2002-011-1305

Date
Received

12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02

12/12/02

Comment
Date

12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/02/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02

12/12/02

65

Commenter

Joshua collom
Peter Vachuska
Brody Hurst

Bryan Johns

John Rulnick

Jill Vassilakos-Long
David McFadden
Greg Haines
Paula Kaczmarek
Margaret Axtmann
Lynn Reasoner
Catherine Lemann
Michele McKnelly
Christopjer Thiry
Deborah Mongeau
Charles Dyer

Lisa Nickum

Greg Ringer
Ronald Lessard
Le‘onard Heyman

Gabriel Pill-Kah



Response
Number

2002-011-1306
2002-011-1307
2002-011-1308

2002-011-1309

2002-011-1310
2002-011-1311
2002-011-1312
2002-011-1313
2002-011-1314
2002-011-1315
2002-011-1316
2002-011-1317

2002-011-1318

2002-011-1319
2002-011-1320
2002-011-1321

2002-011-1322

2002-011-1323

2002-011-1324

Date
Received

12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02

12/13/02

12/13/02
12/13/03
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/03
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

12/12/02
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

Comment
Date

12/12/02
12/12/02
12/12/02

12/13/02

12/10/02
12/13/03
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

12/12/G2
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

66

Commenter

OMB
Rosanne Cordell

Bruce Jensen

U.S. Chamber of
Commerce

Brenda Barnes
Linda Chia
William Wise
Bennett Prescott
Mark Rosenstein
Nick Kaczmarek
Ann E. Miller
Amy Ferguson

U.S. Government
Printing Office

Frederic G. Antoun, Jr.
Small Agency Council
Donald Dilks

Contract Services of
America

Jason Cluggish

Jared Hudson



Response
Number

2002-011-1325
2002-011-1326
2002-011-1327
2002-011-1328
2002-011-1329
2002-011-1330
2002-011-1331
2002-011-1332
2002-011"-1333
2002-011-1334
2002-011-1335
2002-011-1336
2002-011-1337
2002-011-1338
2002-011-1339

2002-011-1340

2002-011-1341

2002-011-1342

2002-011-1343

Date
Received

12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

Comment
Date

12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

12/13/02

67

Commenter

Arlene Weible

Bruce Buillis

William E. O’Brien
Paul Andrel

Jim cook

Ryan Weiss

John Lange

Marie Bellows

Elliott Shelkrot

Peter Menning

Chris Adams

Leah Sandwell-Weiss
Ben Hengst

Karen Westwood
Greg Goddard
National Archives and
Records
Administration
Interagency Council
on Printing and
Publications Services

Sharman B. Smith

Randall bacon



Response
Number

2002-011-1344
2002-011-1345
2002-011-1346
2002-011-1347
2002-011-1348
2002-011-1349
2002-011-1350
2002-011-1351
2002-011-1352
2002-011-1353
2002-011-1354
2002-011-1355
2002-011-1356
2002-011-1357
2002-011-1358
2002-011-1359
2002-011-1360
2002-011-1361
2002-011-1362
2002-011-1363

2002-011-1364

Date
Received

12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

Comment
Date

12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02
12/13/02

12/13/02

68

Commenter

Anthony Zagami
Jason Hill

Steve Smieschek
Frederic G. Antoun, Jr.
Barbara Norelli
William Beegle
Ann E. Miller
Anthony Hood
Gwendolyn Cowan
Thomas M. Sullivan
Cynthia M. Pennino
James Reffell
Nancy Barrere
Brett Mitchell

SSA

DOJ

Lise Albury
Thomas Moore
Linda Kennedy
Patrice McDermott

Angie Felix



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-1365 12/15/02 12/15/02 Chris Ryan
2002-011-1366 12/15/02 12/15/02 Bob Brown
2002-011-1367 12/13/02 12/13/02 Dee Emmerich
2002-011-1368 12/13/02 12/13/02 Michael Welch
2002-011-1369 12/13/02 12/13/02 Thomas Auentin
2002-011-1370 12/13/02 12/13/02 Bob Willard
2002-011-1371 12/13/02 12/13/02 Justin Darby
2002-011-1372 12/13/02 12/13/02 Krista Ainsworth
2002-011-1373 12/13/02 12/13/02 Nathan Bowman
2002-011-1374 12/13/02 12/13/02 Ann Unger
2002-011-1375 12/13/02 12/13/02 Brian Dunn
2002-011-1376 12/13/02 12/13/02 Joy Relton
2002-011-1377 12/13/02 12/13/02 Tom Zacharoff
2002-011-1378 12/13/02 12/13/02 Kathy Edwards
2002-011-1379 12/13/02 12/13/02 Ronald Morley
2002-011-1380 12/13/02 12/13/02 Russell Pearce
2002-011-1381 12/13/02 12/13/02 Karla Castetter
2002-011-1382 12/13/02 12/13/02 David Heiniluoma
2002-011-1383 12/13/02 12/13/02 Frank Clowes
2002-011-1384 12/13/02 12/13/02 Rex Fujikawa
2002-011-1385 12/13/02 12/13/02 Khan Sovithy

69



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-1386 12/13/02 12/13/02 Matthew Chambers
2002-011-1387 12/13/02 12/13/02 Eric Freemantle
2002-011-1388 12/13/02 12/13/02 Val Trullinger
2002-011-1389 12/13/02 12/13/02 Chandler Morgan
2002-011-1390 12/14/02 12/14/02 Amy Fuelleman
2002-011-1391 12/14/02 12/14/02 Justin Bassett
2002-011-1392 12/14/02 12/14/02 Thomas Colburn, Jr.
2002-011-1393 12/14/02 12/14/02 David Caldwell
2002-011-1394 12/14/02 12/14/02 Jesse Michael
2002-011-1395 12/14/02 12/14/02 John Stanton, I
2002-011-1396 12/14/02 12/14/02 Jean-Philippe Langlois
2002-011-1397 12/14/02 12/14/02 Alok Khanna
2002-011-1398 12/14/02 12/14/02 Allen Waddell
2002-011-1399 12/14/02 12/14/02 Holly Mitchell
2002-011-1400 12/14/02 12/14/02 Michael Hubbard
2002-011-1401 12/13/02 12/13/02 Kelly Smythe
2002-011-1402 12/14/02 12/14/02 Darren Leno
2002-011-1403 12/14/02 12/14/02 Brian West
2002-011-1404 12/14/02 12/14/02 Todd Provancha
2002-011-1405 12/14/02 12/14/02 Ann Egerton
2002-011-1406 12/14/02 12/14/02 David Giriffin

70



Response
Number

2002-011-1407
2002-011-1408
2002-011-1409
2002-011-1410
2002-011-1411
2002-011-1412
2002-011-1413
2002-011-1414
2002-011-1415
2002-011-1416
2002-011-1417
2002-011-1418
2002-011-1419
2002-011-1420
2002-011-1421
2002-011-1422
2002-011-1423
2002-011-1424
2002-011-1425
2002-011-1426

2002-011-1427

Date
Received

12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02

12/15/02

Comment
Date

12/14/02
12/14/02
12/14/02
12/14/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02
12/15/02

12/15/02

71

Commenter

Nicholas Weikel
Ariel France

Larry Blaylock
Patrick Farabaugh
John Oakley
Anthony LaCova
John McMonagle
Brian Greenberg
Dennis Dively
Alessandro Abate
James Smith
Melanie Miller
Alexander Rudyk
Richard Shurgalla
Alik Widge

John DeFabio
William Sparkman
Brody Hurst

Rory Mellinger
Michael Roskin

Stephen McMillan



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-1428 12/15/02 12/15/02 Jenny Berger
2002-011-1429 12/15/02 12/15/02 Zachary Beason
2002-011-1430 12/16/02 12/15/02 Matthew Agen
2002-011-1431 12/16/02 12/16/02 Aaron Kurtz
2002-011-1432 12/16/02 12/16/02 Michael Castleman
2002-011-1433 12/16/02 12/16/02 Anders Hofsten
2002-011-1434 12/13/02 12/13/02 Dan barkley
2002-011-1435 12/13/02 12/13/02 Douglas harbach
2002-011-1436 12/16/02 12/16/02 Cathy N. Hartmen
2002-011-1437 12/13/02 12/13/02 David Westerman
2002-011-1438 12/13/02 12/13/02 Derek Slater
2002-011-1439 12/13/02 12/13/02 Fred Sampson
2002-011-1440 12/13/02 12/13/02 NASA
2002-011-1441 12/16/02 12/06/02 Pegeen Bassett
2002-011-1442 12/16/02 12/16/02 Michael Walker
2002-011-1443 12/16/02 12/06/02 Gwen Sinclair
2002-011-1444 12/16/02 12/16/02 Robert Sheets
22002-011-1445 12/15/02 12/16/02 Catherine Swenson
2002-011"-1446 12/16/02 12/16/02 Jeffri Frontz
2002-011-1447 12/16/02 12/16/02 Christopher Caldwell
2002-011-1448 12/16/02 12/16/02 Keith Menard

72



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

21002-011-1449 12/16/02 12/16/02 Chris Ingram
2002-011-1450 12/16/02 12/16/02 Sean Forbes
2002-011-1451 12/16/02 12/16/02 Chris Vesper
2002-011-1452 12/16/02 12/16/02 Francine Goldberg
2002-011-1453 12/16/02 12/16/02 Gerald Peterson
2002-011-1454 12/16/02 12/16/02 Kenneth Winke
2002-011-1455 12/16/02 12/16/02 David Andrade
2002-011-1456 12/16/02 12/16/02 Trey Harris
2002-011-1457 12/16/02 12/16/02 Michael Barnes
2002-011-1458 12/16/02 12/16/02 Gregory Walson
2002-011-1459 12/16/02 12/16/02 Jonathan Webb
2002-011-1460 12/16/02 12/16/02 David Lisch
2002-011°-1461 12/16/02 12/16/02 Lawrence Peters
2002-011-1462 12/16/02 12/16/02 Eric Lynn
2002-011-1463 12/16/02 12/16/02 Wendy Zapert
2002-011-1464 12/16/02 12/16/02 Sean Jones
2002-011-1465 12/16/02 12/16/02 Chris Aquino
2002-011-1466 12/17/02 12/17/02 Carter brown
2002-011-1467 12/17/02 12/17/02 Beth Milliken
2002-011-1468 12/17/02 12/17/02 Luke Nelson
2002-011-1469 12/17/02 12/17/02 Ben DeGonzague

73



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date

2002-011-1470 12/17/02 12/17/02 Michael Bernstein
2002-011-1471 12/17/02 12/17/02 David Lewis
2002-011-1472 12/17/02 12/17/02 Todd Pinkerton
2002-011-1473 12/17/02 12/17/02 John Hughes
2002-011-1474 12/17/02 12/17/02 AFB
2002-011-1475 12/18/02 12/17/02 Tim Smith
2002-011-1476 12/17/02 12/17/02 Gregory Hard
2002-011-1477 12/17/02 12/17/02 Benjamin Gross
2002-011-1478 12/17/02 12/17/02 David Power
2002-011-1479 12/17/02 12/17/02 Ron Nichols
2002-011-1480 12/17/02 12/17/02 Rohan Singh
2002-011-1481 12/17/02 12/17/02 Avery Roberts
2002-011-1482 12/17/02 12/12/02 HHS
2002-011-1483 12/17/02 12/13/02 Chamberof Commerce
2002-011-1484 12/17/02 12/17/02 NRC
2002-011-1485 12/18/02 12/18/02 Ann Grady
2002-011-1486 12/18/02 12/18/02 Benjamin Nehring
2002-011-1487 12/18/01 12/18/02 Robert Honerkamp
2002-011-1488 12/18/02 12/18/02 Sebastien Cormier
2002-011-1489 12/18/02 12/18/02 Bruce Hancock
2002-011-1490 12/18/02 12/18/02 IRS

74



Response
Number

2002-011-1491
2002-011-1492
2002-011-1493
2002-011-1494
2002-011-1495
2002-011-1496
2002-011-1497
2002-011-1498
2002-011-1499
2002-011-1500
2002-011-1501
2002-011-1502
2002-011-1503
2002-011-1504
2002-011-1505
2002-011-1506
2002-011-1507
2002-011-1508
2002-011-1509

2002-011-1510

Date
Received

12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02

12/19/02

12/19/02

12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02

12/20/02

Comment
Date

12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/18/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
12/19/02
1°2/19/02
12/20/02
12/19/02
12/19/02

12/20/02

75

Commenter

Paul Traue, Jr.
Derek young
Michael Giese
Bruan Armbruster
Patsy Zarilla
Chris Parker

Kris Kedzierski
Nathan Labadie
Brendan Fitzpatrick
Darren Johnson
Gail Hunn

Alex Ford

Lynette Bellini
Ivan Greene
Greg jalbert
Gabriel Gonzalez
Celest Eden
Brandon Carson
David Cole

FSS



Response
Number

2002-011-1511

2002-011-1512

2002-011-1513
2002-011-1514
2002-011-1515
2002-011-1516
2002-011-1517
2002-011-1518
2002-011-1519
2002-011-1520
2002-011-1521
2002-011-1522
2002-011-1523
2002-011-1524
2002-011-1525
2002-011-1526
2002-011-1527
2002-011-1528
2002-011-1529
2002-011-1530

2002-011-1531

Date
Received
12/06/02

12/13/02

12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/02/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02

12/20/02

Comment
Date
12/06/02

12/13/02

12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02
12/20/02

12/20/02

76

Commenter

Benjamin Y. Cooper

Thomas M. Sullivan
Major 1. Clark , 111

E. M. Camden
Curt Meinhold
Orin Blomberg
Michael Schumann
Brian Gallagher
Gerald Hilts
Eugene Piersol
Joel Rothermel
Jeff Knisely
Isaac Venn
Warren Voliz
Brandon A.
Ann Malain
Michael Duh
Gerald Shane
Derrell Piper
Edward Schwarz
Darryl Levingston

Davis Kuykendali



Response
Number

2002-011-1532
2002-011-1533
2002-011-1534
2002-011-1535
2002-011-1536
2002-011-1537
2002-011-1538
2002-011-1539
2002-011-1540
2002-011-1541
2002-011-1542
2002-011-1543
2002-011-1544
2002-011-1545
2002-011-1546
2002-011-1547
2002-011-1548
2002-011-1549
2002-011-1550
2002-011-1551

2002-011-15652

Date
Received

12/21/02
12/21/02
12/27/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/22/02
12/22/02
12/22/02

12/22/02

Comment
Date

12/21/02
12/21/02
12/27/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
12/21/02
-12/21/02
12/21/02
12/22/02
12/22/02
12/22/02
12/22/02

12/22/02

77

Commenter

James Littiebrant
Eric Wolff

Richard Hutchinson
Justin Tack

Gerald Dalton
David Pritchett
Joshua Peper
Douglas Thrift
Charles R. Norris
Paul Pratzner
Michael Thompson
Scott Smith

James Hager
Edward Brouillet
Nolen Scaife
Michael Brewer
Daniel Whaley
John Hickey
Steven Short
Harley Fisher

Thomas Vincent



Response Date Comment Commenter

Number Received Date
2002-011-1553 12/22/02 12/22/02 Tammany Russell
2002-011-1554 12/23/02 12/23/02 Steven Nick
2002-011-1555 12/22/02 12/22/02 Brian Feller
2002-011-1556 12/23/02 12/23/02 Jean Gongaware
2002-011-1557 12/26/02 12/02/02 Epimethian Press &
Distribution
2002-011-1558 12/26/02 12/02/02 Skokie Public Library
2002-011-1559 12/12/02 12/12/02 Department of State

Attachments

78
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'V #
"Kelly, Judy" 12 farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
<jkelly@ncf.edu> Subject: FAR case 2002-011

11/06/2002 01:15 PM

As a private citizen, I am delighted for the government to quit wasting money
by forcing all agencies to use GPO for all of their printing needs.

As a documents librarian, I am glad there are also provisions to insure
depositories still recevie departmental publications.

Judy Kelly
Head of Technical Services
New College of Florida
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) To: f 2002-011@gsa.
o "Becky Byrum" C(();: arcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
& <:ecky.Byrum@va|po, Subject: Far case 2002-80T

> edu>

11/14/2002 02:46 PM
Please respond to
Becky.Byrum

With regard to the following point:

"Improving the depository library system by taking concrete
steps to ensure that all Government publications are in
fact provided to the GPO's Superintendent of Documents for
distribution to the Federal Depository Library Program
(FDLP) . "

My question is this: since the reason that FDLP libraries
do not get all the documents published by agencies is that
the agencies publish documents WITHOUT TELLING OR PROVIDING
THE DOCUMENTS TO GPO, then how will taking the mandatory
publishing away from GPO "ensure that all Government
publications are in fact provided to the GPO's
Superintendent of Documents for distribution to the Federal
Depository Library Program"?

A more likely senario is that the FDLP libraries will get
far fewer documents than ever before because the agencies
have no mechanism for knowing how many of each title to
produce (FDLP libraries choose what we want to receive) to
provide to GPO for distribution and they will

just conveniently forget to provide for FDLP libraries -
which is what they often do now. Sort of like the OMB has
conveniently forgotten that ONLY THE SUPREME COURT can
declare a law (in this case Title 44) unconstitutional.

With regard to saving taxpayers money by allowing the
agencies to get bids for printing:

Since GPO outsources much of its printing and has
tremendous buying power due to the sheer volume of printing
jobs, how can individual agencies, without the buying
power, save that much money? Also, if GPO has to bid for
each job, their prices will necessarily have to

increase just to cover the cost of the bidding process.
And, GPO currently uses many small printers. Without the
GPO, how will they be able to compete for printing jobs
with large printing companies?

Thank you.
Becky Byrum

Becky Byrum

Email: Becky.Byrum@valpo.edu
Government Information Librarian
Moellering Library

Valparaiso University
Valparaiso, IN 46383

(219) 464-5771

A life lived in fear is a life half lived.
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To: fa .2002-011 .
"Eric Johnson" c?:: rease @gsa.gov

<ejohnson@selu.edu>  gybject: GPO competition
11/14/2002 11:51 AM

To whom it may concern:

I'd like to go on record as opposing the plan to use alternative printing
sources in lieu of the Government Printing Office. First, since the CPO is
already in place, why not address concerns and make necessary reforms to
this operation instead of using other printing services to somehow force
the GPO to reform itself? Secondly, I have major concerns, despite the
promise of improvements that would result in the federal depository system,
that agencies using outside services would somehow bypass or forget the
system, and documents that would normally be distributed to depository
libraries might fall through the cracks.

Thank you.

Eric Johnson

LR AR AR AR RS E X E R R R E R Y R X
Eric W. Johnson

Interim Library Director

Sims Memorial Library

Southeastern Louisiana University
SLU 10896

Hammond, LA 70402

(985) 549-3860
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To: f .2002-011¢ .
"Susan Lyons" c(c);: arcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

<govdocs@andromeda  gyhject: Comment on proposed FAR reg - 11/13/02 Fed. Reg
.rutgers.edu>

11/14/2002 11:39 AM

The proposed amendment to the Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) does
not accomplish the goals stated in the summary. Bypassing the
Government Printing Office will cost taxpayers additional money,
decrease distribution of government information to small businesses and
consumers and gravely affect the operation of the Federal Depository
Library Program. I urge that this proposal not be adopted.

The Government Printing Office (GPO) achieves economies of scale that
will be lost if executive agencies handle printing through a
decentralized system. The GPO already contracts out many printing jobs
through competitive bidding to private contractors throughout the
nation. The GPO, through its many years of experience with the printing

industry, achieves the highest quality for the lowest cost. It will
take much time and additional staffing for executive agencies to
replicate the expertise of the GPO.

An essential role played by the GPO is the cataloguing of all government

publications it distributes, electronically or in print. Fugitive
documents result when agencies fail to distribute documents through the
GPO. The proposed amendment will make this situation much worse.
Information that is not catalogued will not be found by those citizens
for whom it was created. It would be prohibitively expensive for
executive agencies to duplicate the staff of talented librarians and
database experts at GPO that now track and catalog government
publications. It would also be a waste of taxpayers money.

Finally the GPO has established a cost effective method of distributing
government documents to the 1300 depository libraries, and the citizens
and businesses that they serve. To duplicate this distribution network
would again be an unnecessary burden to the taxpayers. The Federal
Depository Library Program is one of the best bargains in government
today. The depository libraries bear the greatest expense of the
program by providing professional librarians to organize the material
and

assist citizens in locating the documents. They also house the
documents

in appropriate shelving or cabinets at considerable expense. The
government pays only for the printing and distribution. The taxpayers
win on both ends of the equation. They gain access to government
information at minimal cost.

The Government Printing Office has provided efficient and cost effective

service to this Nation for over 140 years. This proposed amendment

jeopardizes the efficiency and cost effectiveness of government
printing.

Susan Lyons

Chair

Government Documents Special Interest Section
American Association of Law Libraries

Documents/Reference Librarian
Rutgers Law Library
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To: f .2002-011 .
"Ruth McNaught" ng arcase @gsa.gov

<rmcnaugh@mc3.edu> Sybject: FAR case 2002-011
11/14/2002 10:02 AM

To whom it may concern:

I strongly object to OMB proposing to remove restrictions in Far 8.8
that

"mandate exclusive use of GPO for printing and related supplies." As a

depository librarian for 16 years, I have witnessed the efforts and
frustrations of GPO to get agencies to include their documents in the
Federal Library Depository Program. Agencies apply for waivers, and
thus

many of their documents never enter the program and the public is
denied

access to the information in these documents.

The proposal claims that the new rules will improve the depository
system.

I fail to see how this will make any improvements. If one printing
source

cannot keep a rein on all the agencies now, what will happen when many
sources of printing are in play? The result, I fear, will be the
complete

bypassing of the depository system. Private printers have no vested
interest in providing documents to the people. Many agency heads do
not

have any interest either. Only GPO has the public's interest as their
goal. The public will have less access to information.

I am also quite concerned about the statement that "concrete steps"
will be

taken "to ensure that all government publications are in fact provided
to the

GPO's Superintendent of Documents for distribution." What are these
"concrete steps"? Since they are not spelled out, I think that when it
comes

to implementation of this proposal all specific steps will not be
spelled out.

Thus the agencies and private printers will have free reign to ignore
GPO

and the depository system.

Thank you for allowing me to comment.
Ruth McNaught

Ruth McNaught

Government Documents Librarian
rmcnaugh@mc3 . edu

Montgomery County Community College
340 DeKalb Pike

Blue Bell. PA. 19422

215-641-6595
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
cc:

11/14/2002 09:23 AM Subject: GPO

freamodi@shu.edu

To: Whom it may concern,

As a Government Documents Assistant, It is expedient for me to
receive the documents from a central location. Receiving information from a
variety of sources would greatly impair my ablity to track documents and
enter them into our system. I hope you would reconsider absolving the GPO
from printing all government documents.

Sincerely,

Dierdre M. Freamon

Dierdre M. Freamon

Government Documents Assistant
Seton Hall University Law Library
(973) 642-8754

freamodi@shu.edu

o o t o ot ot ot ot Pt s s s et ot s b ot ot ot s ot ot ot o ot
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To: f .2002-011 .
4 "Diane VanderPol" c?:: arcase.200 @gsa.gov

<Dvpo@calvin.edu> Subject: Comments on non-GPO printing
11/13/2002 09:17 PM

I am a government documents librarian in a selective depository library for
federal documents. Our library selects about 33% of what is available. Here
are my comments on the Information Distribution section of the proposed rule
as

published in the November 13, 2002, issue of the Federal Register.

1. I think the 50% estimate for fugitive documents in the current system is
high. But the fact that there are fugitive documents at all when printing is
supposedly centralized would, to me, indicate absolute chaos if printing is
decentralized. Who is going to enforce the requirement that agencies provide
copies for the depository library program? I'm afraid this requirement will
be

ignored, and the number of fugitive documents will increase, if they are ever
even discovered.

2. How is it saving the taxpayers money if the Superintendent of Documents
receives only ONE copy of a document and then must reprint it, or worse yet,
actually purchase copies for libraries? The current system of adding the
number :

of copies to be distributed to libraries into the initial printing run is much
more cost effective. And this number is not constant since each depository
library selects the categories of documents they will receive, and that
number

varies from library to library.

Even though the FDLP currently distributes about 60% of its documents online,
there still must be a call for printed documents or these other agencies would
not be taking their printing orders elsewhere. The GPO and libraries bring
some

order and organization to the abundance of information that is available
today,

and it would be a terrible loss to the citizens of this country if this system
is diminished.

Diane Vander Pol

Documents Librarian - 0281B

The Hekman Library

Calvin College and Calvin Theological Seminary
3207 Burton SE

Grand Rapids, MI 49546

Phone: 616-957-7072

Fax: 616-957-6470

E-mail: dvpo@calvin.edu
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“Sharon Partridge" To: "farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

. . cc:
<sharonp@jefferson.li  gypject: FAR case 2002-011
b.co.us>

11/13/2002 08:52 PM

The OMB does not have the power to supercede a law passed by Congress.
According to 44 USC 501

"All printing, binding, and blank-book work for Congress, the Executive
Office, the Judiciary, other than the Supreme Court of the United States,
and every executive department, independent office and establishment of the
Government, shall be done at the Government Printing Office, except-- (1)
classes of work the Joint Committee on Printing considers to be urgent or
necessary to have done elsewhere; and (2) printing in field printing plants
operated by an executive department, independent office or establishment,
and the procurement of printing by an executive department, independent
office or establishment from allotments for contract field printing, if
approved by the Joint Committee on Printing."

Clearly, changing FAR to agree with the OMB is against the law. Because I
am one of the links between government information and the taxpayer, I am
also concerned that such outside printing never gets sent to the depository
libraries where the citizens can use it.

Sharon M. Partridge sharonp@jefferson.lib.co.us
Documents Librarian 10200 W. 20th Ave.

Jefferson County Public Library Lakewood, CO 80215

Lakewood Library (303) 232-9507

Find us on the Web: http://jefferson.lib.co.us
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“Nicole Merriman® To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

r cc:
<nicole_merriman@ho  gypject: Comments for FAR case 2002-011
tmail.com>

11/13/2002 01:52 PM

To: General Services Administration,
FAR Secretariat (MVA), 1800 F Street, NW., Room 4035,
ATTN: Laurie Duarte, Washington, DC 20405

From: Nicole Merriman
3379 Paxton Court
Hilliard, OH 43026

I would like to comment on Section 3 - "Information Distribution",
specifically the following statement - "Each publication would be
transmittec using electronic means unless such means are unavailable." I
work in a cdepository library in Ohio. I would like to see the following
language added to this statement: "Each publisher will guarantee that each
publication transmitted in electronic format will be accessible for at least
200 years." If this can't be guaranteed (and at this point, it probably
can't), then the publishers should be required to submit the publications in
paper format until electronic formats ARE guaranteed to be around for at
least a couple of hundred years.

I'm glad to see that section 3 discusses fugitive documents. I hope that
there will be genuine follow-through on the "mandatory steps" that will be
required of Executive Branch documents in distributing fugutive documents to
the depository libraries.

Nicole Merriman

Help STOFP SPAM with the new MSN 8 and get £ months FREE*
http://join.msn.com/?page=£features/junkmail
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

"Vicki Tate" cc:
<vtate@jaguari.usouth gypject: FAR case 2002-011
al.edu>

11/13/2002 01:50 PM
Please respond to "Vicki
Tate"

General Services Administration,
FAR Secretariat (MVA)

I opposed the proposed changes in the FAR based on policy set forth in the
OMB Memorandum no. M-02-07.

The contention that this will save taxpayer money by inducing competition is
erroneous. What it will do is provide the Executive Branch with a method to
circumvent their Title 44 Chapter 19 obligations to inform the American
public through the Federal Depository Library Program. By publishing
information outside of the procurement done through the Government Printing
Office, it basically withdrawns publications from distribution. This will
have an enormous impact on the Federal Depository Library Program and the
public's access to tangible government publications.

Despite the requirements for agency dissemination in Title 44, it has been
estimated that fifty percent of the government publications that Executive
Branch agencies print today are "fugitive." This means that the printing or
procurement is done outside of GPO or that agencies produce the publication
on in-house printers. Most importantly, it also means that these
publications are not known by GPO, are not cataloged by GPO and are not
included in the FDLP, with the result that your constituents may be denied
access to this information. Future generations also are denied the
opportunity to benefit from, or even be aware of, this information that the
Federal Government created at taxpayers' expense and that, by law, should be
readily accessible to the public.

The fact of the matter is that when agencies use GPO, as required by law, to
procure or print their publications, the public then has access to that
information through the FDLP. When agencies do not use GPO, the public
suffers because that information usually is lost and inaccessible. A 1998
review of the National Institutes of Health - an agency that has statutory
authority to procure and print its publications - determined that only 22
percent of the NiH titles within tihe scope of the FOLP were actually
provided to GPO for inclusion in the FDLP. This means that only about one
out of every five publications issued by the NIH has been cataloged by GPO
and provided to the public through depository libraries as mandated by law.
The fact is that when agencies procure outside of GPO or print in-house,
there is neither an economic incentive nor an enforcement mechanism in place

today to ensure that they provide depository copies to the Superintendent of
Documents.

GPO provides agencies with an efficient and transparent mechanism to meet
their Title 44 obligations and keep the public informed. The origins of the
FDLP and its partnership with Congress date back to the Act of 1813, when
Congress authorized legislation to provide one copy of the House and Senate
Journals and other Congressional documents to certain universities,
historical societies and state libraries. For more than 100 years, since the
Printing Act of 1895, the link between producing, disseminating and no-fee
public access to government publications, including those from Federal
agencies, through the FDLP has worked effectively. When agencies comply with
the Sec. 501 provisions of Title 44, the GPO procures and manages the
printing contract for the agency's publication. GPO then adds to the
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printing order the additional number of copies required for depository
libraries, and distributes those copies to the libraries, with no effort or
cost on the part of the agency. As part of this process, GPO also catalogs
and classifies each publication and announces its availability in its online
Catalog of government publications.

This efficient link - from GPO, to depository libraries, and to the public
who needs and uses agency publications on a daily basis - is transparent
(indeed, sometimes even unknown) to the issuing agency. This link has proven

to be cost-effective for Government agencies and responsive to the needs of
users.

American people benefit when agency publications are disseminated through
GPO to local Federal depository libraries in each congressional district
across the country, where the public then has equal, efficient and ready
access to that information. By allowing agencies to print their
publications outside of this efficient system, it will ultimately increase

the cost to the taxpayer in the long run and reduce the public's ability to
access information.

In short, I oppose the continual erosion of the people's ability to access
information published by the government of the United States.

VICKI TATE

R b b b b b o o o e R

Vicki L. Tate phone: 251-460-7024
Head, Documents/Serials fax: 251-461-1628
University Library depository: 007-B
University of South Alabama vtate@jaguarl.usouthal.edu

Mobile, AL 36688-0002 (that's jaguar one)

R e e L o o T e e e A e e
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To: ™Farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov™" <Farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Locke, Gayle" ce:

<L:)ckeG@tacom.army. Subject: Regarding proposed FAR change
mil>

11/08/2002 09:06 AM

To ali:

As a publication manager for Department of Defense technical publications it has been increasingly
frustrating to manage technical publication development and delivery when two current agencies (GPO
and USAPA) absolutely refuse to not only provide timely delivery, but to even annotate the dates of data
received and delivered. My frustration is compounded by traditional lack of printing funds that start in July
or August of every year.

I have researched cost per page and have more than one contractor willing to pick up the options that
GPO cannor or will not handle. Additionally, a non-GPO contractor will provide me with the ability to track
delivery to the users of technical publications. When field units of US Army soldiers are waiting for
up-to-date and accurate information it is unacceptable to ask them to wait six months or more for an
"Expedient” delivery from a GPO printer. Current conditions enable the printer to pick up data in
Alexandria, print it in Atlanta, Georgia, pack it and ship it to St. Louis Distribution where it is unpacked and
repacked for delivery to various Army field units and major commands. 1 find the current situation
completly unacceptable, detrimental to our nation’s defense and costly to taxpayers.

I encourage Director Mitch Daniels, OMB in his quest to bring some sanity to thecurrent publication and
delivery process.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Gayle L. Locke

TACOM Bradley Mobility Group
DSN 786-7385

Com 586-574-7385
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.go
Carol_Kira@fimd.usco o re @gsa.gov

urts.gov Subject: Use of GPO as mandatory source
11/07/2002 12:31 PM

Eliminating the mandatory use of GPO for printing would make our procurement process move more
smoothly. We would procure printing under the same rules that are applied to all other purchasing, which
makes sense. It definitely would promote competition, allow small local businesses an opportunity to work
with the government, and ultimately save the government money. We would continue to solicit GPO as a
source for printing also.

Carol Kira

Procurement & Property Specialist

U.S. District Court, Middle District of Florida
Phone: 407-835-4225

Fax: 407-835-4340
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November 8, 2002

General Services Administration
FAR Secretariat (MVA)

1800 F Street NW, Room 4035
Attn: Laurie Duarte
Washington, DC 20405

Re: FAR case 2002-011

Dear Ms. Duarte:

| have been waiting for this proposed change, as we print and distribute for many Fortune 100
firms and are extremely interested in working directly with Executive Branch agencies. However,
I am not certain as to what my comments should contain. | have read everything | could find on
the subject from Memorandum M-02-07 to the comments made by Mitch Daniels, Michael
DiMario, Benjamin Cooper, Julia Wallace and Wiliam Boarman to the Joint Committee on
Printing and statements from members of Congress. This is a relatively simple business issue
into which many are injecting unrelated subjects or easily resolved concerns. Since | do not know
what you will receive relative to the FAR changes, | wanted to include my other thoughts as
additional information.

Proposed FAR changes

The proposal accurately states the history of the issue, what is being proposed and why. It also
addresses some of the concerns that have been expressed. 1 question some of it, as follows.

1. The use of a central posting or an “ebay”’-type function is not what | envisioned. It seems like
you are substituting one central procurement system (GPO) for another (FedBizOpps). It is
unclear what happens after that point. My hope was that the agency personnel responsible
for producing the work would work directly with known local printers. That would put them in
face to face contact, and allow for problems to be quickly resolved. The proposal gives the
agencies a year to find sources. Private sector corporations can assist them, as they have
established suppliers, and have verified their quality and capabilities.

2. Itis unclear what happens after the bids are received. | am assuming that the agency
person needing the work receives the bids and makes a selection based on cost and other
factors that may be important. Clarification of the entire process would be helpful.

3. If you must use a system such as FedBizOpps, there needs to be a filtering system. Printing
capability is a function of equipment and capacity. | would not want to search through a large
volume of opportunities to find those that we do best. | would like to be able create a filter
within FedBizOpps that would allow us to search the opportunities for specific types of work
and estimated dollar value or page volume. Ideally, it would send the results to me each day
by email. If you let the agency personnel handle the bidding themselves, this is avoided.
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They would know who does what and contact the appropriate printers. This is what our
automotive customers do. The Purchasing Departments usually require them to obtain three
estimates, and they go to suppliers that are known to have the proper capability.

4. ldon't have an issue with agencies using existing in-house equipment. If they can do the
work internally at a favorable cost, let them do so. If they need more capacity or additional
production or fulfillment steps, we can provide that. The $2,500 limit may require raising, as
that volume is ideal for in-house facilities.

5. With regard to the Federal Depository Library system, | see no problems with including a
clause. This is really very simple. All we need to know is what to ship, where and to whom.
I see the reasoning for having the GPO purchase its own copies, but | like simplicity. | would
prefer to produce and ship everything and invoice the agency for the full amount. They could
then bill the GPO. We could provide the agency with proof of delivery to the GPO as part of
our invoice. That would eliminate the need for the agency to do anything, but bill the GPO.

Other Information regarding Memorandum M-02-07

The Basic Facts

The debate over M-02-07 represents the expenditure of a great deal of time and energy for no
constructive purpose. All the Memorandum and its anticipated FAR addendum do is allow an
Executive Branch agency to procure printing from the source that can best meet its needs — a
simple business decision. If the GPO is the best source, it will be selected. If it is not, it will learn
why and be in a better position the next time. The Memorandum only seeks an alternative based
on good business judgement, and that should cause no alarm. What is very disturbing is the
concept that laws or policies should preclude a better alternative or protect a government entity
when one is found. That is self-preservation, not good government.

The 1996 Justice Department finding that existing law, when applied to the Executive Branch, is
unconstitutional is very clear. Therefore, the focus should be on repealing or changing the law,
not on referring to it, as if the Justice Departinent did not exist.

The other issues raised are either unaffected by the Memorandum or already exist under current
practices. If they need to be addressed, doing so will be required with or without M-02-07.

The GPO needs a clear business plan focused on what it does best now, not what it did in the
past. The need for centralized printing was clear in 1860 and through much of the 20" century.
But technology changed, as did the need for information. The GPO has addressed this with its
Internet site, and should continue to improve its functionality (needed) and content. This is where
it can provide great value today — rapid access to information, not its procurement.

Agency Procurement of Printing

Some appear to see abolishing in-house agency printing as a solution to a GPO problem. It isn't,
and is ancther subject entirely. The facilities exist, and can certainly be used directly and through
the proposed “cross-servicing” agreements, if that provides the lowest total cost. Sometimes
printing really is as simple as going to a local copy center or an agency’s own facilities. Budco
produces printed material for many Fortune 100 firms. If an agency has work that can be quickly
and cost effectively done in-house, they should do so. If they need higher capacity, extensive
assembly, low cost shipping, etc., we can do a better job.

Bulk Purchasing Power

if the GPO buys blank paper and envelopes and prints them with any required letierhead and
return addresses, this has potential benefit. If the supplier does the printing, it is not really a bulk
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purchase of stock, but of finished goods. When buying paper and envelopes you reach the point
of diminishing returns rather quickly. Many agencies would be at the same cost level without the
GPO’s involvement, and the storage costs of large inventories would be avoided.

Loss of Knowledge of What is Printed

| agree there is a need to provide the public with information. 1 also know that “fugitive
documents” has been a topic of discussion for many years. | don't believe this has any bearing
on the Memorandum, as the issue remains with or without it. This is a matter of requiring
agencies in all branches of the government to add the GPO and/or the Federal Depository Library
system to their distribution lists. The GPO does not need to produce the material, only receive it.

However, there needs to be better control over what is disseminated. | found technical manuals
for weapon systems listed on the GPO site and in most major Federal Deposit Libraries. This
seems questionable. Equally odd is the inclusion of shipping documents for a publication.

Myth of a GPO Monopoly

This is a larger issue than stated. My understanding is that the GPO currently blocks an agency’s
ability to go outside it even if the GPO cannot meet the agency’s needs. Previously, an agency
couid use an exception, but could not pay for the work with appropriated funds. So, the
“monopoly” pertains to both the ability to go outside the GPO and to use the funding. This makes
absolutely no sense, as it is the agencies, not the GPO, that have the printing requirements.
Agencies need the authority to create and manage their own printing budgets, select their
suppliers and process invoices. This places responsibility and authority with the entity initiating
the printing process and most familiar with the end product.

GPO’s Procurement Program: “Government at Its Best”

| reviewed the Booz-Allen & Hamilton report mentioned. It is about 400 pages, and generally not
complimentary. It is a “wake-up call” with many specific recommendations regarding the
elimination of the Regional Printing Offices, major personnel reductions, a complete top-down
reorganization, creation of effective short and long term business plans, etc. The report was
delivered in 1998, and virtually nothing has changed. Like the phrases quoted, only the report’s
acceptable items were used — certainly not the 80% mentioned. Therefore, $1.5 million was
spent for a very comprehensive review by a well-respected firm, and largely ignored. | strongly
suggest that everyone involved read the full report.

The claim of a 98.2% on-time delivery rate is impossible. Funding is often exhausted months
before the fiscal year ends. That fact alone negates any hope of achieving good order fill rates
unless the calculation is made from the time the orders are released, rather than received, or the
orders are not accepted until funding is available. Whatever the methodology, the important fact

is that the needs of many agencies are suspended for months, while the use of viabie aiternatives
is effectively blocked.

As for the GPO’s fees, prompt payment discounts and economies, some basics need to be kept
in mind.

1. The GPO acts in response to an agency employee who can often perform the same
functions and avoid the fees. If the employee needs assistance from the GPO, the
agency should pay for the services, and Memorandum M-026-07 provides that
option.
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2. If the Memorandum is implemented, there will be no increase in agency personnel.
The existing people, who initiate the printing orders and send them to the GPO, will
work with either their chosen printers or the GPO. There is no change in their work,
only the option of using a source other than the GPO.

3. The GPO retains prompt payment discounts, because it is the billing point. The
agencies could easily do that and receive the discounts.

4. The savings cited by the GPO are selective, and can be offset by high costs on other
projects. | have been involved with projects that did not go through the GPO when
policy allowed that, and could do the work faster and for less.

5. The GPO statement that “approximately 85% of all procurement orders in FY2001
were valued at $2,500 or less” is very important as it indicates there is a great deal of
GPO manpower devoted to many small projects — the ideal ones for agency in-house
production. Limiting the GPO to large volume jobs is not the answer either. Those
are often the ones most easily handled by agency personnel with a local source, as
the need is volume, quality and time, not complexity.

Cost Impacts from OMB’s Memorandum

The skills agency personnel would need to acquire are basic. My first job involved purchasing
printing. | knew nothing, but quickly and easily learned. Agency personnel know what they are
printing. The GPO needs to provide them with a list of what firms did the work and itemized
prices. With that as a starting point, they can obtain guidance from large corporations as to what
firms they use for various types of work, why and market pricing. These firms have already done
the quality verifications and competitive bidding.

If the major recommendations made by Booze, Allen & Hamilton had been implemented, the
economic impact the GPO notes would be history. Cost increases that are offset by decreases
are workable, and | don't see any indication that a total cost/benefit approach is being used. In
addition, one-time costs do not repeat, but savings do. GPO’s estimate of reduction in force
costs is one part of the analysis. The other is future savings. OMB’s estimated annual Executive
Branch savings seem to approximate the GPO’s fees, but there are more.

Other

| agree with the need for a printing budget, and find it hard to believe that such a basic function
has not been part of the GPO’s operation. | suspect they have elements of it, but are hindered by
their procurement position as a middieman. The Memorandum states that the agencies are to
have printing budgets and be accountable for performance to them. That solves the problem.

The concern ovér the government’s internal printing capacity is a valid discussion point, but not
properly focused. These facilities already exist. If some cannot be justified on the basis of cost,
security, etc., there is an issue. However, simply eliminating them without a thorough cost/benefit
analysis makes no business sense, and is completely unrelated to the Memorandum’s objectives.

Comments regarding the GPO’s current facility and the need for a new and smaller one may be

valid, but are another topic. Those are economic and real estate issues, not printing and
procurement matters.

| do not understand the concern about the management of printing and information by the
Executive Branch and shifting procurement to it. The Memorandum simply allows Executive
Branch agencies to use other sources for printing based on total cost and service. It does not
apply to the Legislative or Judicial Branches, and the dissemination of that (or all) information can
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still be done by the GPO. As previously noted, the GPO simply needs to receive the publications,
not procure them.

| agree that the GPO’s process does not foster “best value”. The bids tend to reflect the way
things have been done, rather than the way they should be done. The Memorandum will allow
current “best practices” to surface. We are ISO 9001 certified and a primary supplier to many
Fortune 100 firms. We only retain that status and business by offering best value solutions.

| disagree that the three primary GPO functions - printing and publication for Congress,
procurement and dissemination of information are interrelated and not mutually exclusive. Each
can easily stand on its own, and the Memorandum only pertains to procurement and does not
exclude the GPO, if it provides the lowest total cost.

In closing, | enjoy a comprehensive debate in which all the issues are raised and thoroughly
discussed. | believe the JCP’s inquiries would yield more complete information, if they included
the authors of the Booz-Allen & Hamilton study and people more removed from the GPO and its
activities. | would be happy to participate.

Sincerely,

Michael A. Guy

Business Development Manager
313-957-5693

Michael Guy@budco.com
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
"Treff-Gangler, Louise™ cc: @gsag

<Louise.Treff@cudenv gy pject: FAR Case 2002-011
er.edu>

11/18/2002 12:18 PM

RE: FAR Case 2002-011, Proposed Federal Acquisition Regulation on Procurement
of

Printing and Duplicating Through the Government Printing Office

If printing of U.S. Government publications is procured outside of the U.S.
Government

Printing Office, it is essential that the clause in the proposed rule
concerning "Information

Distribution" be carried out to submit one copy in electronic or other format
of each publication

to the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, for
distribution to
depository libraries throughout the United States. Distribution of all
government publications

to depository libraries is essential for the public's right to government
information and to its

retention for permanent public access.

Louise Treff-Gangler

Head, Government Publications

Auraria Library

Serving the Community College of Denver, Metropolitan State College of Denver,
and the University of Colorado at Denver

1100 Lawrence St.

Denver, CO 80204-2095

303-556-3532

Louise.Treffecudenver.edu
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Paul A. Arrigo

Head Librarian

Lartz Memorial Library
Penn State Shenango
177 Vine Ave.

Sharon, PA 16146

Dear FAR Secretariat,

As a citizen of the United States, a Republican and a former depository librarian, I would like to
say that this F.A.R. amendment, (FAR case 2002-011) is flawed in many ways. The primary
problem is that this regulation, if promulgated, will violate U.S.C. Title 44. The least OMB
should do is wait for a Supreme Court interpretation of this title before going out and making
your own laws. It is important to remember, lest the current administration has lost its grip on
political reality, that America is a Republic and the citizens elect their representatives to pass
laws and make legislation not Presidentially appointed agency heads. Weren’t Republicans
dismayed by President Clinton’s attempts to work around the law with rules and regulations, yet
the Bush Administration is attempting to do the same thing.

Decentralization of Printing

I really like the Federal Enterprise Architecture Program Management Office’s (FEAPMO)
Business Refzrence Model that OMB is working on to reduce duplication of effort across
agencies and improve Agency management in the area of Information Technology. However,
this F.A.R. regulation flies in the face of the FEAPMO goals. Rather than centralizing the
printing process with GPO, OMB is advising agencies to establish their own printing contracts.
This will significantly increase duplication of effort, costing each agency time and money to hire
and train in-house printing contract negotiators. The economies of scale would also be
significantly reduced if each agency procured their own printing contracts. The decentralization

of printing would allow printers to charge more for each Agency because the competitive bid
process would not be as large as GPO’s.

GPO already provides a great service for printers and the Agencies. GPO provides a place of
one stop shopping for their printing needs. Many agencies do not know the technical
requirements when procuring a printing contract. Many agencies will need to learn more about
the technical requirement of printing their publications. It seems like a great waste of time and
resources to me.

Addressing the Problem of Fugitive Documents

In your proposed regulation you try to tackle the problem of fugitive documents, which is
commendable, but the process you recommend will not work any better than it does now.
Currently there is no strong incentive or sanction to entice/coerce agencies to submit their
documents to the Superintendent of Documents. Nowhere in the regulation do I see a strong
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incentive for Federal Agencies to submit their documents nor any sanctions should they fail to do
so. This would not solve the fugitive documents problem any more than the current law does.

Secondly, decentralizing the printing of government documents will exacerbate the problem of
fugitive documents especially when GPO is required to purchase copies of Government
publications from Agencies who contract directly with private sector printers. This is contrary to
current law. This regulation also reverses who will pay for issues to be sent to the Federal
Depository Libraries. Currently that cost is born by the Agencies. Your regulation will turn that
around and make GPO bare the cost of printing for the Depository Libraries. OMB is just
passing on the cost of information distribution from the Agency to GPO.

In conclusion, the best your agency could do would be to drop this entire regulation and follow
the guidance of Title 44 until you hear differently in the form of a Supreme Court opinion.

Sincerely,

Paul A. Arrigo
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To: f .2002- .
"Chuck Malone" cg: arcase 011@gsa.gov

<C-Malone@wiu.edu>  gyupject: GPO printing/FAR
11/18/2002 09:55 AM

Dear Madame or Sir,

| disagree that your proposal would save money. Do you think the private printers are going to do all of
the setup and other services for free? In the end, | fear that by the time private printers charge for setup
AND printing, we will end up with some "$1000 hammers" out of this deal. Or equally bad, we will end up
with shoddy products and poorer dissemination of information. To improve the dissemination of
government information, Title 44 provisions should be strengthened to require the agencies to submit
more of their documents (both print and online) to the GPO, not fewer.

Charles E. Malone, Unit Coordinator
Government and Legal Information Unit
University Libraries

Western lllinois University

1 University Circle

Macomb, IL 61455

(309) 298-2719

c-malone@wiu.edu
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
Mark_Newcastle@fws. cg: fea @gsa.go

gov Subject: need clarification
11/19/2002 09:33 AM

FAR Secretariat

It would be greatly appreciated if you would provide clarification for the
following:

In review of the draft proposal I could not find any information on how
Congress would pay for their own printing. Will they appropriate
themselves, the GPO, or take a percentage off the top of each Executive
Branch Department budget?

Will there be a GSA surcharge/administrative processing fee, if so, what is
it?

How long will Agencies have for the transition?

Will Exec. Branch offices be able to continue to use GPO for printing
procurement? It does not appear so.

Will there be an established printing management plan government wide?
How will quality levels be determined?

Will the Agencies have any support when there are contract conflicts?
Are the BPAs any different than current GPO term contracts (Multiple and
single award)?

Thanks,

Mark Newcastle

Printing Management Officer
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
202/208-4111
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" Jack Ferrell” To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

cc:
;Jack.FerreIl@NAU.ED Subject: Comments on proposed rule
>

11/20/2002 07:47 PM

November 20, 2002

General Services Administration
FAR Secretariat (MVA)

1800 F Street, NW, Room 4035
ATTN: Laurie Duarte

Washington, DC 20405

Dear Ms. Duarte:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit the following comments on FAR
Case 2002-011.

The proposed rule requiring competitive private sector bidding for
Government Printing Office printing projects may have unforeseen and
negative consequences in the areas of government accountability,
public access to information, cost-effectiveness, and quality control.

The reason that Congress created the GPO in the first place was to
place government publications under a measure of public
accountability, oversight and control. The proposed change could
undermine that accountability, and begin to blur the distinction
between public documents created in the public interest and private
documents published for private gain.

While reducing costs may be a laudable goal, the proposed rule may
result in a plethora of competing bids, publishers, and documents,
some perhaps indistinguishable from actual government documents, and
other "counterfeit" documents which could result from cancellation of
modification of contracts, or from failed or legally untenable bids.
These consequences, while perhaps unintended, could have the effect
of driving up costs and reducing quality, even if attempts to correct
such problems are undertaken.

Finally, although ensuring that government publications are in fact
delivered to federal depository libraries is likewise a desirable
cutcome, this outcome should not be linked to a proposal which could
undermine that result by requiring each depository to receive
documents from a variety of private companies, distributors, and
publishers, each of which might seek to impose its own standards,
thereby increasing the cost and burden on depositories, ultimately
reducing their numbers and reducing public access to information.

In consideration of the above, I would respectfully request that the
proposed change be reconsidered and if kept in force substantially

modified so as to reduce the risk of the identified unintended
effects.

Respectfully submitted,

Jack R. Ferrell, Ph.D.

Associate Professor of Sociology
University Library Committee Member
Nortliern Arizona University in yuma

P.O. Box 6236

Yumaq, AL §5306b



“Lori Smith" 12 farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

<lsmith@selu.edu> Subject: FAR case 2002-011
11/20/2002 10:13 AM

Dear Sir or Madam,

Based on my 15 years of experience as a librarian in a Federal Depository
Library, it is my opinion that the proposed changes to FAR would have a
significant, long-term negative impact on public access to government
information.

As the Congress and President both believe will be true with the newly
formed Department of Homeland Security, centralized control of a government
function provides increased efficiency and improved oversight. The
Government Printing Office currently provides this sort of control for
government printing. Eliminating that control by allowing agencies to
procure their own printing will, in my opinion, result in the following:

* agency printing costs will increase;

* fewer small printing companies will receive government contracts;

* agency publications will cease to include standard bibliographic
elements, such as the publication date, that GPO has trained them to include;
* fewer agency publications will come to the attention of GPO to be
included in their cataloging and indexing program, hence the existence of
these publications will not be known by future researchers;

* the distribution of agency publications to Depository Libraries will
decrease dramatically, thereby decreasing long-term public access to those
publications.

Though the proposal claims the changes will help to resolve the problem of
"fugitive documents" that fail to make it to Depository Libraries, I am
highly doubtful. The proposed procurement process is similar to the
process currently used for state publications here in Louisiana. I can say
from personal experience that a system using centralized printing has a
much lower percentage of "fugitive" documents than a decentralized system.

OMB is obviously concerned about government agencies competing with the
private sector in the performance of commercial activities, however GPO is
already subject to such competition. A large percentage of the printing
GPO oversees 1is contracted out to private printers. Just as the agencies
in question would have to analyze whether it would be sufficient to
photocopy 2 publication in-houss rather than contract for printing, GPO
currently analyzes printing jobs and contracts out those that can best be
performed by private printers. GPO's expertise in negotiating these
contracts and the economies of scale they can create will be lost if
agencies begin negotiating directly with private printers.

I sincerely hope the proposed changes to FAR will not be approved.

Lori Smith

Government Documents Librarian
44081 Brandon Dr.

Hammond, LA 70403



To: ™farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Sleeman, Bill” cc:
<bsleeman@law.umary gypject: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
land.edu>

11/21/2002 11:04 AM

I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed rule change 48 CFR Parts 6, 8, and 52 Federal
Acquisition Regulation; Procurement of Printing and Duplicating Through the Government Printing Office;
Proposed Rule which appeared in the Nov. 13 Federal Register.

The original OMB Memorandum M-02-07 which has prompted this proposed change and the FAR change
are both couched in terms of reasonableness and "cost savings" to taxpayers although the reality is vastly
different. By outsourcing printing to the private sector the overall production costs for printing will
dramatically increase. In fact, at hearings regarding the OMB memo Mitch Daniels was unable to
demonstrate how the rule change would lead to tax savings. In the May 6th issue of the Government
Executive magazine Ben Cooper, a representative of the Printing Industries of America, pointed out that
his industry group opposed the change and supported the existing arrangement because "GPO charges
fees that most printers would agree are rock-bottom" and because GPO assures in their contract process
that printers throughout the country have an opportunity to procure government printing jobs. Additionally,
Executive agencies will, in bypassing GPO, have to re-create the structure and staffing which GPO
already has in place to coordinate printing and perform the necessary administrative functions needed to
follow a printing contract through to a successful completion.

Another major concern with the proposed change is the effect that the Memo will have on citizen's access
to government produced information. Currently, when GPO produces an item for any Federal agency it
also arranges for copies to be distributed to over 1,300 Federal Depository Libraries (which includes the
Thurgood Marshall Law Library). The FAR proposes to mandate that one copy of any document be
provided to GPO for distribution through the depository system. If a hard copy is to be provided to every
participating library than this one supplied copy must now be re-produced in print form, which would
necessitate that GPO spend additional tax dollars to create enough copies to distribute. Additionally one
has to wonder if GPO would even get the single, mandated copy. it seems wholly unrealistic to suggest
when nearly 50% of all documents are not currently included in the depository program (as OMB admits in
the proposed rule change) and government information production is centralized at GPO, that distribution
to libraries and users will be improved by decentralizing printing production.

In the original memorandum issued by OMB (and which the proposed rule change seeks to enact)
referred to the Internet as another reason why GPO does not need to be involved in Executive Branch
printing. While it is true that the Internet has changed the information gathering process it remains an
incomplete and unreliable resource. One need only compare the number of Congressional hearings held
during any Session with the much smaller number of hearing transcripts actually made available over the
Internet to gauge the shortcomings of relying solely on the Internet to provide access to Federal
government information.

The issue of outsourcing Executive Branch publishing is not about taxpayer savings - as those savings
would largely be non-existent. Nor is it really about the Executive Branch needing to "liberate itself" from
an unfair monopoly as claimed in the Federal Register announcement, as most Executive Branch
agencies have expressed "universal support" for GPO' service, according to a 1998 study by the
consulting firm of Booz Allen and Hamilton. The proposed change is really about the relationship between
Congress and the President and the desire to separate Executive Office printing from GPO is really a
battle to control information. Like all battles though there will be unforeseen causalities to the fight, in this
instance the losers will be the American taxpayer who's government will now have to pay more for its
printing and will be denied access to information and resources of the government. | would respectfully
urge that this proposed rule change not be implemented.

Bill Sleeman, MLS, MA,



Bibliographic Control/Government
Documents Librarian

Thurgood Marshall Law Library

The University of Maryland School of Law
501 W. Fayette St.

Baltimore, MD. 21201

410-706-0783 Office
bsleeman@]law.umaryland.edu

"Try to remember that workings no crime, just don't let 'em take and waste your time." James Taylor
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" v To: "farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

Johnson, Catherine cc: "Pemberton, Richard" <Richard.Pemberton@ost.dot.gov>
<Catherine.Johnson@  gypject: FAR Case 2002-011, Procurement of Printing and Duplicating Throug h
ost.dot.gov> the Government Printing Office

11/21/2002 10:18 AM

The Department of Transportation, Office of Security and Administrative
Management would like to offer the following comments on FAR Case 2002-011
as it was printed in the Federal Register on November 13, 2002.

In view of GAO Report B-300192 of 11-13-02 which states that "agencies are
prohibited from using any funds to implement to OMB Memo M-02-07" the
proposed rule may be premature.

Executive Order 13101, Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention,
Recycling and Federal Acquisition, Section 505 states that the minimum
content standard for printing and writing paper shall be no less than 30
percent postconsumer materials. If the FAR is being revised, there needs to
be a reminder that when an agency procures printing, the paper needs to meet
the above standards.

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact
Catherine Johnson at 202-366-0266 or email her at
catherine. johnson®@ost.dot.gov.
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

astrock cc: jsalem@Ims.kent.edu
<astrock@kent.edu> Subject:

11/21/2002 04:03 PM

FAR Case 2002-011:

The GPO serves as an important tool because it helps to ensure that government
agencies are providing the public with various types of Government
publications. If there is no centralized source by which these materials are
transmitted, there is a greater possibility that this information will not
reach the American people because of accountability issues. It seems unlikely
that these "specific new actions are proposed to improve dramatically the
depository library system by ensuring all Government publications are in fact
made available to the nation's depository libraries" because there will be no
centralized printing office to hold agencies responsible.
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
cc:
epa.gov Subject: Comments from the Office of the Federal Environmental Executive

11/22/2002 09:29 AM

Arnold.Dana@epamail.

Ms. Laurie Duarte
FAR Secretariat (MVA)
General Services Administration
1800 F Str=et, NW, Room 4035
Washington, DC 20405
Re: FAR Case 2002-011, Procurement
of Printing and Duplicating Through the Government Printing Office

Dear Ms. Duarte:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the
Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) for the procurement of printing and
duplicating services, which proposed rule would implement Office of
Management and Budget Memorandum M-02-07. I write today to request that
the final rule inform agency acquisition staff that the change in policy
regarding printing sources has not changed the buy-recycled paper
requirement.

Under section 6002 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,
Executive Order 13101, and FAR Section 11.303 and Subpart 23.400,
federal agencies are required to purchase paper containing 30 percent
postconsumer fiber, including paper used in publications printed by
others. These provisions remain in effect, and OMB Memorandum M-02-07
did not change them.

To ensure that procurement staff do not become confused about the impact
of OMB Memorandum M-02-07 on the continuing buy-recycled paper
requirement, we request that the FAR Council revise proposed Section
8.801(b) (1) as follows (additions are underlined): "[Algencies shall
make awards for Government printing in accordance with applicable parts
of the FAR, including Parts 5, 6, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17 and 19 and
Subparts 8.4 and 23.400."

Thank you for your consideration of these changes. If you have any
questions, please contact Ms. Dana Arnold of my staff at (202)564-9319.

Sincerely,

John L. Howard, Jr.
Federal Environmental Executive



[~
To: f .2002-011 ,
A RCWilliford@aol.com o fercase @gsa.gov
) 11/23/2002 08:17 PM Subject: FAR Case 2002-011 Opposition

| spent 28 years as a historian in the United States Air Force and have a master of arts
degree in library science (1997, University of Missouri). | am a member of the
American Libraries Association and am currently employed by the St. Louis County
Library District, which operates a Federal Depository Library.

Three points, in response to your proposed rule, 48 CFR Parts 6, 8, and 52, "Federal
Aquisition [sic--Acquisition] Regulation; Procurement of Printing and Duplicating
Through the Government Printing Office," as published in the Federal Register
November 13, 2002 (FAR Case 2002-011).

1 - There is value to be added from centralized control. Although agencies may attempt
to manage their own printing procurement, it makes sense to have an agency that deals
with the process every day. There will be added expenses to the government as

agencies whose primary function is not printing try to make this work. Although there is
a cost to any government operation, centralized control of printing is worth the expense.

2 - Your proposed rule states "Moreover, specific new actions are proposed to improve
dramatically the depository library system by ensuring that all Government publications
are in fact made available to the nation's depository libraries." Besides requiring that
agencies provide the Public Printer a copy of each document they have printed, there is
nothing in this proposed rule that addresses how depository libraries will be better
served. Agencies are already required to provide copies of their publications to the
Public Printer, and they do not. The only difference under this proposal is that there no
longer will be a central agency in charge of printing, so there will be even fewer chances
to identify publications that should be made available to the Federal Depository Library
Program (FDLP). Without some sort of penalties for failing to provide publications to

the Public Printer, | predict this problem will get worse, not better, if printing is
decentralized.

3 - You must clarify your standards for submission of an electronic copy of documents
to the Public Printer. A private printer may use proprietary software to produce their
finished product. What sort of electronic file will they send to the Public Printer? What
medium will it be saved on? More importantly, will it be usable in 10, 20, or 50 years?
As much as computers have improved our ability to transmit and share information,
many questions remain about the "shelf life" of electronic information. Paper is the
lowest common denominator. | own readable books that are 50 and 100 years old. |
have computer files on 5-1/4" disks that are less than 10 years old that | can no longer
read. Paper is the preferred format of many citizens trying to find government
information. Trying to write a historical paper on changes in US agricultural policy, for
example, is easier when leafing through several printed volumes of publications than
the same task with electronic files. Eliminating print versions will force citizens to print
reams of pages, placing additional burdens on them and the depository libraries that try



to serve them.

Robert C. Williford
11758 Relay Drive
Bridgeton, MO 63044
(314) 344-0040
RCWilliford@aol.com

A3 02
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" " To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

Doug Ernest cc: doug.erest@colostate.edu, chush@manta.colostate.edu,
<dernest@manta.colos acowgill@manta.colostate.edu
tate.edu> Subject: Federal Acquisition Regulation regarding Government Printing Office

11/25/2002 05:31 PM
Please respond to
dernest

This message is in regard to FAR case 2002-011.

In my capacity as the government publications librarian at Colorado
State University I wish to comment on the proposed Federal Acquisition
Regulation; Procurement of Printing and Duplicating through the
Government Printing Office.

My particular concern is in regard to section 3, "Information
Distribution." The premise of this section appears to be that the
present distribution system for the Federal Depository Library Program
(FDLP) is inefficient, with perhaps as much as 50 percent of federal
government publications becoming fugitive and never making their way to
the Superintendent of Documents for distribution to the FDLP. As a
corrective the proposed rule apparently mandates distribution through
electronic mechanisms. However, such a course of action appears merely
to shift the burden of printing and binding these publications from the
Government Printing Office or the agencies themselves to the depository
libraries. Past experience indicates that creation of only an
electronic link from a library catalog to a government site runs the
risk that the site and/or the publication(s) it represents may someday
go away. To retain information on a permanent and archival basis still
requires printing in many cases. It would be costly, perhaps
prohibitively so, for our library to download and print government
publications it now receives through the depository system. Moreover, -
such printing itself may be impermanent, given the nature of laser
printing. My conclusion is that the information distribution guidelines
outlined in FAR case 2002-011 are likely therefore to be detrimental to
depository libraries.

The opinions expressed in this message are mine and do not represent,
explicitly or implicitly, positions, policies or opinions of Colorado
State University.

Doug Ernest

Reference Librarian

Colorado State University Libraries
501 University Avenue

Fort Collins, CO 80523-1019
970-491-1861 (voice)

970-491-5817 (FAX)
doug.ernest@colostate.edu
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To: "far .2002-011 .gov" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Lang, Stafford C" cz- case @gsa.gov" <farc @gsa.g

<Lang.Stafford@hq.na  gybject: electronic comments
vy.mil>

11/25/2002 09:58 AM

Comments on FARCASE 2002-011.

I have 27 years of printing work experience and a BS degree in Printing
Management. Two years of printing work experience in private industry and
25 years printing work experience in government service. I also have five
years of government service experience as a budget analyst for the Assistant
Secretary of the Navy (FM&C). During my tenure in government service, I
started as a printing clerk, advanced to the printing specialist level and
finished my printing career as the Director, U.S. Army Printing and
Publications Center, Europe (USAPPCE), GM-1654-14, Printing Officer. As
Director, (USAPPCE) I was in charge of the largest government printing plant
of its kind outside of the Government Printing Office (GPO) and for seven
years, I provided printing and publications support for the entire European
theatre of operations. During my printing career in the government, I
worked directly for the Secretary of the Navy (8 years) and Secretary of the
Treasury (3 years).

In my opinion, the GPO has used Title 44 to control printing requirements of
government agencies, to justify their importance in the government printing
arena, and most importantly, to increase revenue to cover operating expenses
and costs. First, controlling printing requirements (i.e. Joint Committee
on Printing Regulations) equates to controlling and reducing the cost of
printing. This may have been true ten years ago, but with automation and
technical advances within the printing industry and improved office
reproduction and automation equipment, today, the cost of printing has
decreased substantially. What has not decreased is the cost of doing
business with and through GPO and other government agencies (i.e. Defense
Automation and Production Services). Second, GPO needs to maintain their
position as the printing establishment of the government for survival and to
justify their existence. GPO's main mission is to provide printing support
to Congress. This support may or may not be available from private
industry. To enhance their position, GPO needs to be able to say that they
also provide all printing support for all government agencies. Third, GPO
neads the revenus it receives from other government agencies to continue to
be able to operate at a favorable cost level for Congressional printing
requirements. With the GPO surcharge, executive agencies are supplementing
the cost of Congressional printing requirements. Also, Congress provides an
operation budget for GPO. If GPO cannot operate within their budget, they
need to go to Congress and ask for and justify additional funds, as is the
case of Executive agencies justifying their operating budgets. Also, GPO is
charging Executive agencies a surcharge for processing paperwork for
duplicating support. The only time GPO should be used is when the printing
requirements are for color or four color process printing and any work over
the $2,500.00 threshold. This is my unbiased, non-political opinion. I
have nothing to gain and nothing to loose from my statements.

Stafford C. Lang
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To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

"Bert Chapman” cc:

:chapmanb@purdue.e Subject: Comments on FAR 2002-011
u>

11/25/2002 09:50 AM

November 25, 2002

General Services Administration
FAR Secretariat (MVA)

1800 F Street, N.W., Room 4035
Attn: Laurie Duarte

Washington, DC 20405

Dear Ms. Duarte:

I wish to comment and express my concerns about the contents of FAR Case
2002-011.

This proposed rule purports to enhance the efficiency of governmental
printing

activities by giving federal agencies the flexibility to choose to have
their printing

done at locations other than the U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO).

My concerns about this proposed rule stem from my role as a federal
depository librarian

with 13 years experience providing public access to government information.
I believe

this rule, if adopted, will decrease public access to government
information. Without

requiring agencies to go through GPO to publicly disseminate their
information products,

it is highly unlikely these resources will reach the public in formats other
than electronic

copies available on the issuing agencies websites which are subject to
removal by these

agencies whenever their contents become politically inconvenient.

Requiring agencies to submit their publications to GPO insures that these
publications

will be properly cataloged and indexed thus facilitating public access to
their intellectual

content. Having these publications distributed to GPO also increases the
likelihood that

these materials will have their publication dates on the document which is a
highly

important matter for those wishing to cite those documents in reports or
papers.

GPO has a highly successful record in providing federal depository libraries
and the general

public with timely and effectual access to government information resources.
Individual

federal agencies do not have such experience in working with the depository
library

community as a collective entity or with individual federal depository
libraries in an

effective manner. GPO's own experience with private service microfiche
contractors, which

has periodically produced microfiche producticon backlogs and even defaults
by these
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contractors, illustrates the flaws inherent in placing excessive reliance on
a decentralized
system of federal information dissemination.

FAR 2002-011 will also increased the likelihood that agencies will not
archive electronic

versions of their information resources on their websites in order to ensure
permanent

public access to these resources. Recent controversy involving efforts by
the U.S. Department

of Education to remove content from their website produced by this agency
during the

Clinton Administration vividly illustrates the dangers of not having
concrete statutory

guidance for permanent public access to federal information resources.
Having these infor-

mation resources distributed through GPO, regardless ot their physical
format, ensures

permanent public access to these resources regardless of whether their
public policy or

political viewpoints are in favor with the current federal administration.

In addition, FAR 2002-011 gives federal agencies or private sector
contractors no concrete

or credible initiative to distribute their publications to GPO despite
laudable rhetoric

in this proposal indicating support for distributing this information to
GPO. Already many

federal agencies and component parts of these agencies, do not distribute
their information

resources to GPO. This can stem from their ignorance of existing statutory
requirements

to distribute these resources to GPO or from the refusal fo some of these
agencies to

distribute these products to GPO or inform GPO of information resources they
possess.

Until this problem is rectified, the problem of fugitive documents will
continue to exist.

Unfortunately, I fear that the contents of FAR 2002-011 will exacerbate this
situation instead

of ameliorating it.

I urge you to reject the current contents of FAR 2002-011 and work with the
depository library

community and GPO to come up with a solution that will enhance federal
printing economy

and efficiency and further enhance public access to the myriad information
resources produced

by federal agencies at taxpayer expense.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns.

Sincerely,

Bert Chapman

Government Publications Coordinator/
Associate Professor of Library Science

HSSE Library

258 Stewart Center

Purdue University

West Lafayette, IN 47907-1530

(765) 494-2837

7)
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N " To: farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
The Culhams cc: dduperon@fs.fed.us

<culham@teleport.com gypjgct: FAR Case 2002-011 - Comment
>

11/26/2002 10:37 PM

November 27, 2002

General Services Administration
FAR Secretariat (MVA)

Attn: Laurie Duarte

1800 F Street, NW - Room 4035
Washington, DC 20405

SUBJECT: FAR Case 2002-011

As a career acquisition professional with multi-Federal agency experience I agree fully with relaxing the
requirements regarding use of GPO for printing. However, I disagree with the proposed changes to FAR Part 8.8
that provide new procedures for acquisition of printing services related to publication or synopsis of need.

It is my belief that the proposed changes fly in the face of the intent Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act by placing
the proposed advertising requirements on printing needs of less that $25,000.00. Holding printing acquisitions to a
higher standard not only encumbers such acquisitions by holding them to a higher standard than other acquisitions,
the additional need for the required advertisement increases the administrative expense associated with completing
such acquisitions. Simply the hoped for savings by using the commercial marketplace with be offset by the proposed
higher bureaucratic standard. Most importantly acquisition professionals on a daily basis determine the most
effective and efficient way to secure competition that ensures best value procurements. Allowing this individual
professional judgement to determine the best route for printing acquisitions, which are an almost daily need of every
agency, should not be clouded with rules on process that are at a higher standard than for other routine needs.

Based on my views I propose the following changes to the proposed rule.

- 8.801(b)(2)(i) - The title of this paragraph should be changed to "Synopsis Requirements" and should further read
that "Printing needs shall be publicized in accordance with FAR Part 5."

All other portions of the proposed wording are acceptable as is.
I thank you in advance for your consideration of these proposed changes to the FAR Case 2002-011.
Sincerely,

Carl R. Culham, CACM
1255 S.W. Blaine Court
Gresham, OR 97080
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To: f: .2002-011 .
"Eric Dahlen” c‘c’: arcase @gsa.gov

<edahlen@umd.edu>  gybject: FAR Case 2002-011
11/26/2002 03:17 PM

Dear Sir or Madam,

Based on my experience as a librarian in a Federal Depository Library,
it is my opinion that the proposed changes to FAR would have a

significant, long-term negative impact on public access to government
information.

As the Congress and President both believe will be true with the newly
formed Department of Homeland Security, centralized control of a
government function provides increased efficiency and improved
oversight. The Government Printing Office currently provides this sort
of control for
government printing. Eliminating that control by allowing agencies to
procure their own printing will, in my opinion, result in the following:
* agency printing costs will increase;
* fewer small printing companies will receive government contracts;
* agency publications will cease to include standard bibliographic
elements, such as the
publication date, that GPO has trained them to include;
* fewer agency publications will come to the attention of GPO to be
included in their cataloging
and indexing program, hence the existence of these publications will
not be known by future
researchers;
* the distribution of agency publications to Depository Libraries will
decrease dramatically,
thereby decreasing long-term public access to those publications.

Though the proposal claims the changes will help to resolve the problem
of "fugitive documents" that fail to make it to Depository Libraries, I
am highly doubtful. The proposed procurement process is similar to the
process currently used for state publications in Louisiana. Using
centralized printing has a much lower percentage of "fugitive" documents
than a decentralized system.

OMB is obviously concerned about government agencies competing with the
private sector in the performance cof commercial activities, however GPO
is already subject to such competition. A large percentage of the
printing GPO oversees is contracted out to private printers. Just as
the agencies

in question would have to analyze whether it would be sufficient to
photocopy a publication in-house rather than contract for printing, GPO
currently analyzes printing jobs and contracts out those that can best
be performed by private printers. GPO's expertise in negotiating these
contracts and the economies of scale they can create will be lost if
agencies begin negotiating directly with private printers.

I sincerely hope the proposed changes to FAR will not be approved.

Eric Dahlen

Librarian, Government Documents & Maps
4118 McKeldin Library

University of Maryland

College Park, MD 20742-7011
301.314.1356
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To: "farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov"” <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"MARQUARDT, cc: "Daschle Senator Tom (Daschle, Senator Tom)"

STEVE" <Tom_Daschle@daschle.senate.gov>, "Thune John (Thune, John)"
<STEVE_MARQUARDT <jthune@mail.house.gov>, "Johnson Tim (Senator) (Johnson, Tim
@SDSTATE.EDU> (Senator))" <tim@johnson.senate.gov>

11/27/2002 05:44 PM Subject: FAR case 2002-011 re Government Printing Office

Attention Laurie Duarte:

I understand that the Federal Acwuisition Regulation Council is proposing to amend the FAR
regulations to comply with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Memorandum #M-02-07
which addressed Government Printing Office (GPO) printing and duplicating services. In the
proposed rule, the FAR Council, on behalf of the three agencies, is requesting that they be able to
contract out the printing functions. GPO would also be able to compete for such contracts.

The FAR Council has asked for public comment on requiring the following clause:
INFORMATION DISTRIBUTION

"To assist the Government in ensuring effective distribution of Government publications printed
under this contract, the contractor shall submit one copy of each Government publication, as
identified by the Government in the contract, to the Superintendent of Documents from the
Government Printing Office. Transmission shall be made using electronic means unless such
means are unavailable.”

Ms. Duarte, please know that my concern is not only that OMB proposes to violate the law and
congressional budget directives, specifically the Continuing Resolution H.J.Res. 120, that
extended funding until Nov 22, 2002, and which contained language regarding GPO and the
OMB printing proposal, specifically prohibiting OMB from producing the budget documents
anywhere other than GPO.

Moreover, implementing this OMB proposal will deny ready access to these most important
government documents to the channels of distribution that make them most freely and
conveniently available to the American public through public sales and through libraries such
as mine here in Brookings, at South Dakota State University.

I thank you for your attention to this important matter of access to government information by
our libraries and the students and citizens who use them.

Steve Marquardt, Ph.D.

Dean of Libraries

Box 2115

South Dakota State University
North Campus Drive
Brookings, SD §7007-1098
605-688-5106

FAX: 605-688-6133
steve_marquardt@sdstate.edu
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“anton weck® To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

) . cc:
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November 27, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

anton weck

1390 vincenzo drive
Toms River, NJ 08753
USA
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<djbarry@iname.com>  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 03:00 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

David Barry

160 West Rd Apt D42
Pleasant Valley, NY 12569
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Mike Carleon
1119 2nd St NW

Faribault, MN 55021
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Dennis Wendorf

150 Nancy Dr

East Meadow, NY 11554
Usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Chris Adams" o
<chris@improbable.or  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
g>

11/28/2002 03:10 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of govermment printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leerxry
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Chris RAdams

6448 Bell Bluff

San Diego, CA 92119
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Paul Echreiber

388 Stowell Avenue
Sunnyvale, CA 94085
usA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate .

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Douglas Welch

5916 Vesper Avenue
Van Nuys, CA 91411
Uusa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011 .gov>
"Adam Stewart" ce: r a @gsa.gov

<eff@adamstew.com>  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 03:16 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Adam Stewart
534 Bigham R4

Pittsburgh, PA 15211
Uusa
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"Andrew Patton” cc:

<bObdOle@hotmail.co  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 03:17 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Andrew Patton

2435 Camberwell Ct
Des Peres, MO 63131
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

. OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jay Joslin

P.O. Box 47317
Seattle, WA 98146
Usa

90
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"Adrian P. Sinnott" cc: @gsa.g

<apsinnott@mac.com>  gybject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Adrian P. Sinnott

27 East 24th STreet
Huntington Station, NY 11746
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's {OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Chria Stehlik

2137 Rose St
Berkeley, CA 94709
USA
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>
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Richard Satterfield
111 N River St
Montgomery, IL 60538
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically, .

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Aslak Evang
Valkyrjegt 413
Stavanger, 4011
Norway
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ilan Rabinovitch
18040 Calvert St
Encino, CA 91316
Uusa
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

John Osgood

PO Box 2139

460 Whiski Road

Priest River, ID 83856
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Florian Hines

£27 Rohcat COrlk

San Antonio, TX 78251
usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Pedro J. cc:

Rivera-Torres" Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
<pedrito@tds.net>

11/28/2002 03:50 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Pedro J. Rivera-Torres
2308 University Ave. #79
Madison, WI 53726

USA
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. To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Jonah Petri"” ce:

<skrap@mac.com> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 03:51 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jonah Petri

86 Clezen Lane
Wayland, MA 01778
USA
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"Max Rible" Tgs "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

CC:
<slothman@amurgsval gpject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
.org>

11/28/2002 03:51 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Casa 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's {(OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Max Rible

234 N Murphy Ave.
Sunnyvale, CA 94086
USA
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To: " " <f .2002-011 .gov>
»Charles Williams" o: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

CC.
<chucké@softhome.ne gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>
11/28/2002 04:00 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Charles Williams
RR 1 Box 163J
Weirton, WV 26062
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

“Tom Mitchell” o

<root@cellularsecrets. gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
net>

11/28/2002 03:59 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Tom Mitchell

831 Paani St Apt C
Honolulu, HI 96826
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <f . -011 .
"Matt Jurach® cc(;: oard" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

<phat@omsoft.com> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 04:08 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Matt Jurach

14201 Stowe Way
Sacramento, CA 95864
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <f; .2002-011 .gov>
" Jim Glen” c(c);: oar arcase @gsa.gov

<thx1955@yahoo.com> gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 04:11 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jim Glen

5901 Copper Canyon Drive
The Colony, TX 75056

USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011 .gov>
"Billy Smith" o ° @gsa.go

> cc:
<besmithtx@houston.r  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
r.com>

11/28/2002 04:17 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Billy Smith

16307 Golden Sage LN
Cypress, TX 77429
USA



To: "FAR Board" <f . - .gov>
"Donna-Jean Marsula™ (o} oard" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

cc:
<scotswoman@nc.rr.c Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
om>
11/28/2002 04:23 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Donna-Jean Marsula
225 Carriage Trl
Raleigh, NC 27614
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Ron Lauzon"” cc:
<rlauzon@acm.org> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 04:25 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ron Lauzon

4352 Pine Ridge Pkwy
Apt 103

Grand Rapids, MI 49525
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

“Mike Rodak" o

<mrodak@adelphia.net g pject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>

11/28/2002 04:33 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Mike Rodak

1135 Western Ln
Erie, PA 16505
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <f; .2002- .
"Tague Griffith" Cg: oar arcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

<tague@minion.net>  Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 04:39 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Tague Griffith

249 Noe

San Francisco, CA 94114
UsAa
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) To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Thomas Ballingall”

_ 'ga cc:

<TBallingall@ziplip.co  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 04:40 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Thomas Rallinaall

4045 Baltimore Ave

D5

Philadelphia, PA 19104
usa
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wTravis Shulka® To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

. cc:

<t_shulka@hotmail.co  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 04:43 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically, '

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Travis Shulka

624 South 17th Street
La Crosse, WI 54601
usa
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To: "FAR Board" <f 2002-011 gov>
"Michael Fischer" 0 oard” <tarcase @gsa.gov

) . cc
<ineedbrain@hotmail.c gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
om>

11/28/2002 04:50 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Fiecher
5628 Ferry St.
Vermilion, OH 44089
Usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
“"thomas m. tordel jr" e oa arcase @gsa.gov

<tmt@htva.net> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 04:51 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

thomas m. tordel jr

216 enfield main roadRD#5
Ithaca, NY 14850

Usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011 .gov>
"Julio Mandojana" e oard” <tarcase @gsa.gov

<jem@paco.magoya.co  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 05:05 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Julio Mandojana

454 Country View Ln
Le Sueur, MN 56058
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.qgov>
"Michael ce: @gsa.g

Andrzejewski" Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
<mandrzejewski@milw

aukeepc.com>
11/28/2002 05:.07 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Andrzejewski
3145 S. 12th st.
Milwaukee, WI 53215
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Kevin Owen" cc:

<kowen@crimson-net.  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
com>

11/28/2002 05:23 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

¥evin Owen

29 01ld Coach Road
Napa, CA 94558
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"James Higgs" ce:

<curiousj@adelphia.ne g pject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
t>

11/28/2002 05:38 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Cases 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

James Higgs

473 Albemarle Avenue
Staunton, VA 24401
USA



] . To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"James Grimaldi" cc:

<jg10101@msn.com>  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 05:51 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

James Grimaldi

669 Washington St., # 101
Denver, CO 80203

USA
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“David Solomon® To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

cc:
<dsolomon@msu.edu> gybject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 05:57 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

David Solomon
5946 Ragles Way
Haslett, MI 48840
USA
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To: "FAR B " <f .2002-01 aov>
"Randy Wieck" (o] oard" <farcase.2 011@gsa.gov

! B . cc:
<rwieck@cityofstfranci g pject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
s.net>

11/28/2002 05:57 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Randy Wieck

PO Box 1192

Saint Francis, KS 67756
Usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Gernot Krobath" 0 oard” <tarcase @gsa.gov

CC:
:macgvverm@gmxm Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>

11/28/2002 06:07 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-0l11, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Gernot Krobath
911 Imhoff Road
App. #653
Norman, OK 73072
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"John Lynch" ce:
<jslynch@hotmail.com  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>

11/28/2002 06:17 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

John Lynch

RR 6 Box 1504

Lake City, FL 32025
usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Michael Miller" cc:

<escoiffer611@yahoo.  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
com>

11/28/2002 06:28 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resoclution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Miller
1927 PHILLIPS ave
Berkley, MI 48072
USA
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: "FAR Board" < .2002- .gov>
“Jay Anderson” 1(;2: oard" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

<jla@houston.rr.com>  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 06:31 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jay Anderson

10023 Pinehurst St
Baytown, TX 77521
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Andrew Cripps” ce:
<acripps@nyc.rr.com>  gybject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 06:32 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Andrew Cripps
75-16 Edsall Ave
Glendale, NY 11385
USA
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"Devon Bowen" T(':((): "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

<devon@pobox.com>  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 06:35 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Devon Bowen

2 hnnamarie Terrace
Cheektowaga, NY 14225
USA
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To: "FAR B " <f .2002-011 .gov>

<jack1_j@hotmail.com  gypiect: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>

11/28/2002 06:41 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jack Paxton

113 E Sandusky St Apt B
Findlay, OH 45840

USA
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To: "FAR Board" < . -011 )
" James Willeke" c(():: oard" <farcase.2002 @gsa.gov>

<jim@wilieke.com> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 06:50 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 194, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

James Willeke

37 CGrant Streest
Butler, OH 44822
UsA
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" John Apa” To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

cc:
<jadma@infonline.net> gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 06:50 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much cf this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

John Apa

3965 Hogback RA4.
Hermitage, PA 16148
UsAa



7607 01/-

To: "FAR Board" <f .2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Michael McDermott" cc arcase @gsa.gov

<mcmikey@surfbest.n  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
et>

11/28/2002 06:55 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael McoDetrmott
18645 Detroit Ave
Suite 414
Lakewood, OH 44107
UsA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Steve Talbot" cc:

<darcknyte@westelco g pject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m.com>

11/28/2002 07:04 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically, '

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Steve Tallct

PO Box 35

28999 0ld Townsprings Road
Chaumont, NY 13622

UsA
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) To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"chris stone™ ce:

<istone@mac.com> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 07:16 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According toc GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

chris stone

732 Pleasant Hill Rd
Ellicott City, MD 21043
USA



2601-011- %73

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Nathan Tuck" ce:
<ntucki@san.rr.com>  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 07:28 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Nathan Tuck

3103 Evening Way
La Jolla, CA 92037
USA )



2002-011- %4

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Sam Morgan" cc:
<jass@wcc.net> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 07:33 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Sam Morgan

1821 & Pierce St
Apt.9

San Angelo, TX 76904
USA



2002-01-%¥S

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Ross Pincus” cc:

<rosspincus@comcast g pject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
.net>

11/28/2002 07:39 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ross Pincus

128 Birkdale Dr
Blue Bell, PA 19422
USA



7007-011- &l

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Lloyd tolbert" cc:
<treb3@army.net> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 07:40 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB propcsal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPC manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Lloyd tolbert

904 Tuck St
Martinsville, VA 24112
USA



Z002-01F- 37

To: "FAR Board" <f .2002-011 .gov>
"Michael Semones” 0: oard” <tarcase 011@gsa.gov

. cc:
<msemones@charter.n g piect: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
et>

11/28/2002 07:44 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Sempnes

114 Shadow Creek Ln
Anderson, SC 29621
USA
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: "FAR Board" <f. .2002-011 .gov>
“Stave Pelletier” To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov

CcC:
<WZAJMYKXHDIA@sp  gybject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
ammotel.com>

11/28/2002 07:46 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Accuisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much ¢f this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Steve Pelletier
1231 Oaklawn Rd
Arcadia, CA 91006
USA



2002-011-%9

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Lisa Cheney" cc:
<lisaanncheney@insig  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
htbb.com>

11/28/2002 07:50 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Lisa Cheney

1741 S Lincoln St
Peru, IN 46970
USA



2002- 0ll- 90

"Brian Schuitema" Toz FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

. cc:
<red93delsol@attbi.co  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 07:53 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Brian Schuitema
1171 Sherwood Rd4
Muskegon, MI 49441
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"John Sadler” ce:

<john@johnsrealm.co g piect: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 07:56 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Bcard ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing thie organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

John Sadler

5221 Davis Love Dr.
Cumming, GA 30041
USA



Z200T-01]-92

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"John Nerad” ce:

<jnerad@bellsouth.net  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>

11/28/2002 07:58 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Accuisition Regulation

Dear FAR Bcard ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

John Nerad

983 Westmoor Dr NW
Atlanta, GA 30314
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <f; .2002-011 qov>
"George Robinson" ng oard” <farcase.200 @gsa.gov.

<9trcomm@concentri°- Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
net>

11/28/2002 08:09 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

'=orge Robinson

116 Pinehurst Avenue, K-12
New York, NY 10033

USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"M. Magee" cc:
<magicm@mindspring. gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
com>

11/28/2002 08:09 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

M. Magee

523 Grimes Ave
Naperville, IL 60565
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Wayne Eaker" cc:
<wayne@zenquest.co  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 08:10 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Wayne Eaker

1511 Pine Valley Blvd, #18
Ann Arbor, MI 48104

UsSAa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Scott Quigley"” cc:
<:¢°ﬁwqui9'°v@°°’<-" Subject: 1 Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
et>

11/28/2002 08:14 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Scott Quigley

606 Ashford Pl

Newport News, VA 23602
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011 .gov>
"Jeffrey A. Utay, Esq." o oan case @gsa.gov

:iautay@directvinteme Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
.com>

11/28/2002 08:16 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2(002-011
Federal Accuisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey 2. Utay, Esqg.
14927 Englebrook Drive
Houston, T¥ 77095

usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Paul O'Neil" cc:

<bootzillab@attbi.com  gypiect: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>

11/28/2002 08:25 AM

November 2&, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that remov:ing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Paul O'Nei’

31 Merrimack st
Methuen, MA 01844
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Winston King" cc:

<cristofori@mindsprin  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
g.com>

11/28/2002 08:25 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Winston King

1355 Euclid Avenue Apt. 15A
Atlanta, GA 30307

Uusa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011 a.gov>
“Daniel Barnett" CZ: r ase @gsa.gov

<steno@att.net> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 08:30 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Daniel Barnett
3604 Waldo Ave
Bronx, NY 10463
USA
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i & s " To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
L ali'a Eric Brake cc:
K <ebrake2002@yahoo.c  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
L om>
11/28/2002 08:30 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Bric PBErake

1708 Jan Dr
Hopkinsville, KY 42240
Usa



2002-011- lOZ

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Gregory Caruso” @gsag

. cc:
<gcaruso@verizon.net  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
>

11/28/2002 08:33 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Gregory Caruso
29 Melville Avenue

Dorchester, MA 02124
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Andre Croy" cc:

<dreadlord79@yahoo.c gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
om=>

11/28/2002 09:50 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Andre Croy

8500 Longview Rd.
Kansas City, MO 64134
usa
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To: "FAR Board" <f .2002-011@gsa.gov>
"David Troesch" cg: oar arcase @gsa.gov

<efforg@datmail.com>  gybject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 09:53 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

David Troesch
160 Arhor Way
as

Dallas, GA 30157
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Aaron Swartz" ce:
<me@aaronsw.com> Subject: |1 Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 09:47 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Aaron Swartz

349 Mayrshmzn

Highland Park, IL 60035
UsA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Jesse Bradley IV" @gsag

CC.
<turbulenttiger@excite  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
.com>

11/28/2002 08:52 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Bcard ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jesse BRradley IV
1 Oakdale St
Warwick, RI 02888
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"David Hamilton"

) cc:
<gunslinger1973@eart  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
hlink.net>

11/28/2002 08:58 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Accuisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,Z00 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

David Hamilton

4607 Halfmoon Valley RdA
Warriors Mark, PA 16877
USA



(- [0

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"George DeGiovanni” @gsag

cc:

<csp@comsysplus.co  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 09:02 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much ¢f this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

George DeGiovanni
230 Emily Dr

Park Ridge, NJ 07656
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-01 1@gsa.gov>

"Thomas O'Grady" cc:

<ogradytommy@aol.co gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 09:03 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Thomas O'Grady

28 Beach Street
Rochester, NY 14621
usa
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To: "FAR Board" <f; se.2002-011 sa.gov>
"Michael Passer" c?:: I arca @gsag

<mwp@acm.org> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 09:01 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Passer
8962 E. 54th St.
Raytown, MO 64133
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Thomas Tubbs" ce:
<tom@tubbs.us> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 08:34 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process. .

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Thomas Tubbs

3829 Corye Inm
Marietta, GA 30066
UsSA
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"erik martin” cc:
<e@t-me.org> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 08:42 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. 8imilar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

erik martin

603 caktree dr.
Chapel Hill, NC 27517
USA



O11-/1

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Jeffrey Bodenstein” cc: @gsa.gov

<neoaji23@earthlink.n  gypiect: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
et>

11/28/2002 08:51 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Bodenstein

171 Auld Spanish Ct # A
Ballwin, MO 63011

usa
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To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Patrick O'Donoghue” cc:

<pdiddyod@hotmail.co gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
m>

11/28/2002 09:02 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Patrick O'Donoghue

227 Sullivan Street
Apt. 2D

New York, NY 10012

USA



d/}-115

To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>
"Dylan Battard" @gsag

CC.
<puptmstr@bellsouth. g pject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
net>

11/28/2002 09:04 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Dylan Battzrd

19270 sw 256 st
Homestead, FL 33031
UusAa
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To: "FAR Board" <f; .2002-011 .gov>
"Keith Johnson" Cg: oar arcase.200 @gsa.gov

<keith@foo.balk.ws> Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
11/28/2002 09:07 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Keith Johnson

451 Trina St
Gallatin, TN 37066
Uusa
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To: "FAR Board" <f; .2002-011 qov>
"Jeffrey Dubinsky" o oard” <farcase 011@gsa.gov

N A ) CC:
<jeffreyd@digexdesign gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
.com>

11/28/2002 09:17 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Dubinsky

16944 Apache Dr

Greenwell Springs, LA 70739
usa
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Keith Mohill

997 webster Ln.

Des Plaines, IL 60016
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <f; .2002-011 .gov>
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Joseprh Lane

540 Putters Court
Alpharetta, GA 30022
USA
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>
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Eric Bass

817 Rutland R4
Tifton, GA 31794
USA



O 12
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"Roger Lemay" cg: oard” <tarcase @gsa.gov
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m>

11/28/2002 09:40 AM

November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Roger Lemay

191 Seames Drive
Manchester, NH 03103
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acgquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ken Hovater

5399 SE Sedgwick Rd
Port Orchard, WA 98366
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1¢94, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Rrian Hasgernstah

806B S. Johnson Ave.
Carbondale, IL 62901
UsA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizatiocnal layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Elizabeth Spatz

1500 Green Mountain Dr
Little Rock, AR 72211
USA

't
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Theron Schultz
1038 Ro ;‘.F:'E:.:_\int St
Houston, TX 77018
USA
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To: "FAR Board" < . X qov>
“Donald Lett" o: oard" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov
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<lettd@bellsouth.net>  gypject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically, '

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Donald Lett

60 Rochegter Rd
Beaver Dam, KY 42320
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Charles Thompson

294 South Park Drive
Aurora, OH 44202

USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB propcsal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ernest Keet

P.Q. Box 1189

Saranac Lake, NY 12983
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center o
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Anthonvy Engel
9 Fairfield St Apt 3R
Cambridge, MA 02140

Uusa
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Matt Brown

2974 Marquett St
San Diego, CA 92102
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Govermment Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Kevin McAllister
150 Thunder Cir
Bensalem, PA 19020
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Matthew Gregory

120 Charter QOaks Condo #3
Amherst, NY 14228

USA



To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011 .gov>
"Gerald Dalton" f @gsa.gov

CC:
<gjdalton@worldnetat  gyhject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
t.net>

11/28/2002 10:01 AM

November 28, 2002 -

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Cerald Dalton

874 Benedetti Drive #202
Naperville, IL 60563

USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

kristen loper

1039 Club Rd NE

Cedar Rapids, IA 52404
USA
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To: "FAR Board" <f .2002-011@gsa.gov>
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

F, £

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Jores
14922 W. 147th St.
Olathe, KS 66062
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

David Solimano
1333 Manor Cir
Pelham, NY 10803
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specificallv,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Paul Rodriquez

312 43rd st.

Union City, NJ 07087
usa
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agenc'es fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I highly
doubt that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are
already using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 122, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Nick Tsourakis

10504 Orance Grove Ct
Tampa, FL 23618

USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Tim Goral

6 Olive St
Danbury, CT 06810
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

11967 Diehl Dr.
Sterling Heights, MI 48313
UsA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acguisition Regulation

"Jeffrey Patterson"

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management :

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jeffrey Patterson

1953 15th St

Cuyahoga Falls, OH 44223
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of govermment printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Barnard

27 Hadley RAd.

apt 187

Sunderland, MA 01375
UsSA
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Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, rzgarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you toc reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Mike Wells

111 Broady Ln
Maryville, TN 37803
Usa
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Donald Sanders

301 Hickory St SE
Hartselle, AL 35640
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Sean Barrett

8455 Naylor Ave

Los Angeles, CA 90045
USA
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

15680 Dasher Ave
Allen Park, MI 48101
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Charles Darhy

1904 Kenwyck Manor Way
Raleigh, NC 27612

USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Rohert Anderson
118 Dale St.

Jefferson Fills, PA 15025
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, resgarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Markowitz
3775 Street Road
P.O. Box 656
Lahaska, Pz 18931
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Sara Skinner

29 South Bedford st.
Burlington, MA 01803
UsSA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of covernment printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

christopher moore

603 0l1d Westminster Pike
Westminster, MD 21157
USA



To: "FAR Board" <farcase.2002-011@gsa.gov>

"Gary Poland" cc:
<fcp°'a"d@adelphia-" Subject: | Oppose FAR Case 2002-011
ot>

November 28, 2002

11/28/2002 10:42 AM 5}
@ /
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Cary Poland

PO Box 453
Kingston, NH 03848
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

"Angus Scott-Fleming"

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ancus Scott-Fleming
6902 E Soyaluna Place
Tucson, AZ 85715

USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Joseph Blaylock

3209 East 10th Street
Apt I-7

Bloomington, IN 47408
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I highly
doubt that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are
already using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 122, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Graham Andrews
766 Grant Place
Boulder, CO 80302
Uusa
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Accuisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

As you know from previous letters I have sent you, I am a strong believer
in individual freedom and in freedom of speech, open government, and the
extension and preservation of these freedoms into the electronic world.
Because of this, I am signing this letter from the Electronic Frontier
Foundation.

As my congresspersons and senators, I expect you to fight to the death to
preserve open government and freedoms. We can never sell our freedoms for
the illusion of security.

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I highly
doubt that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are
already using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 122, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Joel Braverman
179 Nymph Road
Bolinas, CA 94924
UsSA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Accuisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I highly
doubt that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are
already using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Peter de Jesus
12529 Vicente Place
Cerritos, CA 90703
UsA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

"Andrew Lewman"

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Andrew Lewman

27 Fulton Street
Dedham, MA 02026
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acqguisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, rsgarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Damian Rickard

21 Oxford Dr
Norwich, CT 06360
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Johnny DRavis Jr

701 Essex Park Drive
Hampton, VA 23669
USA
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Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Allen Campbell

2 Church St.
Zurich, MT 59547
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Karen Groffel
30-25 486 st.
Astoria, NY 11103
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Eric Andevrson

638 E. 12Th Ave #2
Denver, CO 80203
UsAa
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FAR Case 2002-011

Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Mike Irwin

116 W Chestnut St
Apt 8

Asheville, NC 28801
UusAa
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

John Clark

765 Meadowbrook Drive
McDonough, GA 30253
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of govermnment printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Joseph Pawlak
5649 W 56th St
Chicago, IL 60638
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Silver

13C Van Winkle Street
Bloomfield, NJ 07003
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Mark Durkin

13 Winnemay Street
Natick, MA 01760
Usa
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

C H Groffel

2025 48th street

Long Island City, NY 11103
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of govermment printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Raobert Warner

26 Oakland St Apt 8
Aurora, CO 80012
USsA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Toby Woller

3553 N Paulina St Apt 3
Chicago, IL 60657

UsAa
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Thomas Poe
241 Crampton

Reno, NV 89502
USA
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPC at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

James D Balley

7 Annapolis Street
Tinton Falls, NJ 07712
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

"Galen Rubel”

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Galen Rubel

3680 N 56th Ave
Apt 817

Hollywood, FL 33021
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPC at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will Ffurther
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Ross Vandegrift

530 School Road

Lincoln University, PA 19352
USA
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Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Erica Hulstrem
1003 Warbonnet Dr
Perris, CA 92570
UsSA
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Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Peterson
1157 Virginia Ave, NE
Atlanta, GA 30306

USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

"Jerrold Kaplan"

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPC manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jerrold Kaplan

9600 S Qcean Drive
#1502

Jensen Beach, FL 34957
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Gene Mance

191 E. Tremont Street
Pasadena, CA 91103
UsAa
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Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Aaron Mayzes

2405 E Hampden Ave
Apt. 15-L

Denver, CO 80231
USsA
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Federal Acquisition Regulation

FAR Case 2002-011

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management :

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jay Rapaport

414 Redland Bvld.
Rockville, MD 20850
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Charles Rokinson
876 Twinlyn Dr.
Lansdale, PA 19446
USA
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPC estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Traviae Rronkins
6972 W Hibbard Road
Ovid, MI 48866

USA
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"Patrick Lombardo"

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Patrick Lombardo
220 S. Kendall Ave.
Apt. 10

Kalamazoo, MI 49006
USA
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (CMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

David Ludwig

3185 Moroe ST
Carlsbad, CA 92008
USA
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"Kapil Sachdev"

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Kapil Sachdev

PO Eox €85

Saint Charles, IL 60174
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPC manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Lance Heller

1713 E. Reno 8t.
Broken Arrow, OK 74012
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
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Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

David Hayes

6705 County Road 134
Celina, TX 75009
Uusa
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Baverlee Couillard

4801 E Sahara Ave Apt 307
Las Vegas, NV 89104

USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

"Richard Smith"

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Richard Smith
1526 Great Hwy #3

San Francisco, CA 94122
USA
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November 28, 2002

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Kevin Lampe

808 Grant St
Beatrice, NE 68310
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011

Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Eric Blomestrom

99 Linwood Street
2nd Floor

New Britain, CT 06052
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-0l11, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Jay Kloosterman
9269 East Main

Box 595

Galesburg, MI 49053
UsAa
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"Frank Simmons, Jr"

FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Frank Simmons, Jr

1861 N Calhoun Ave
Liberal, KS 67901

USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Michael Bolch
208 Franklin Ave
Suite #3

Nutley, NJ 07110
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

"Scott Sexton"”

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Scott Saxton

4043 N Hermitage
Chicago, IL 60613
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Krister Bruhwel

7 Rutledge Rd

Newport News, VA 23601
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Thomas W. Zmith

9823 Churchill Way Dr
Houston, TX 77065

USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Scott Emmett O'Donnell
671 NE 8th Street
Gresham, OR 97030

UsA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

"Geo. Pearson”

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO) .
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disseminating this material

to over 1,300 Federal depository libraries throughout the nation. GPO also
puts much of this material on the Internet. According to GPO estimates,
many agencies fail to deliver electronic copies of their documents, and

I am concerned that decentralizing the printing process will further
complicate

the task of orderly and reliable electronic dissemination.

OMB cites cost and small business opportunity as the main reasons for

the change. However, GPO currently uses thousands of private contractors
throughout the nation, acting as a clearinghouse for printing. I am leery
that removing this organizational layer will cut costs, and they are already
using small print shops for the majority of their work.

Finally, I urge you to respect Congress' fifth and most recent resolution,
HJ Res 124, which condemns this measure. Similar attempts were made in
1987 and 1994, and they have always been thwarted. Please do not break
from over 140 years of tradition. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Geo. Pearson

411 N Alice Way
Unit A

Anaheim, CA 92806
USA
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FAR Case 2002-011
Federal Acquisition Regulation

Dear FAR Board ,

I am writing in regard to FAR Case 2002-011, regarding the Office of
Management

and Budget's (OMB) proposal on the Government Printing Office (GPO).
Specifically,

I urge you to reject the OMB proposal and keep the GPO at the center of
the Federal printing process.

As you may know, GPO manages the majority of government printing. 1In
addition, it is responsible for indexing and disse