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prepare an environmental assessment or
environmental impact statement.
As required by the ESA, as applicable,
issuance of these permit was based on
a finding that such permits: (1) Were
applied for in good faith; (2) will not
operate to the disadvantage of such
endangered species; and (3) are
consistent with the purposes and
policies set forth in Section 2 of the
ESA.
Authority: The requested permits
have been issued under the MMPA of
1972, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1361 et
seq.), the regulations governing the
taking and importing of marine
mammals (50 CFR part 216), the ESA of
1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.), and the regulations governing the
taking, importing, and exporting of
endangered and threatened species (50
CFR parts 222–226), as applicable.
Dated: July 6, 2021.
Julia Marie Harrison,
Chief, Permits and Conservation Division,
Office of Protected Resources, National
Marine Fisheries Service.
[FR Doc. 2021–14658 Filed 7–8–21; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–22–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration
[RTID 0648–XB207]

Fisheries of the South Atlantic; South
Atlantic Fishery Management Council;
Public Meeting
National Marine Fisheries
Service (NMFS), National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA),
Commerce.
ACTION: Notice of a public meeting.
AGENCY:

The South Atlantic Fishery
Management Council (Council) will
hold a meeting of its Scientific and
Statistical Committee (SSC) via webinar.
See SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION.
DATES: The SSC meeting will take place
July 28, 2021, from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m.
ADDRESSES: The meeting will be held
via webinar.
Council address: South Atlantic
Fishery Management Council, 4055
Faber Place Drive, Suite 201, N
Charleston, SC 29405.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Kim
Iverson, Public Information Officer,
4055 Faber Place Drive, Suite 201, North
Charleston, SC 29405; phone: (843) 571–
4366 or toll free (866) SAFMC–10; fax:
(843) 769–4520; email: kim.iverson@
safmc.net.
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The
meeting is open to the public via
webinar as it occurs. Webinar
registration is required. Information
regarding webinar registration will be
posted to the Council’s website at:
http://safmc.net/safmc-meetings/
scientific-and-statistical-committeemeetings/ as it becomes available. The
meeting agenda, briefing book materials,
and online comment form will be
posted to the Council’s website two
weeks prior to the meeting. Written
comment on SSC agenda topics is to be
distributed to the Committee through
the Council office, similar to all other
briefing materials. For this meeting, the
deadline for submission of written
comment is 5 p.m. July 28, 2021.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Agenda Items
The SSC will review projections from
the SEDAR (Southeast Data Assessment
and Review) 73 South Atlantic Red
Snapper stock assessment and provide
fishing level recommendations; provide
comments on a National Marine
Fisheries Service draft technical memo
entitled ‘‘Managing the Annual Catch
Limits (ACLs) for data-limited stocks in
federal fishery management plans’’; and
develop a workplan and workgroup for
catch level projections best practices for
stocks assessed in the South Atlantic
region. The SSC will provide guidance
to staff and make recommendations for
Council consideration as appropriate.
Multiple opportunities for comment
on agenda items will be provided during
SSC meetings. Open comment periods
will be provided at the start of the
meeting and near the conclusion. Those
interested in providing comment should
indicate such in the manner requested
by the Chair, who will then recognize
individuals to provide comment.
Additional opportunities for comment
on specific agenda items will be
provided, as each item is discussed,
between initial presentations and SSC
discussion. Those interested in
providing comment should indicate
such in the manner requested by the
Chair, who will then recognize
individuals to provide comment. All
comments are part of the record of the
meeting.
Although non-emergency issues not
contained in the meeting agenda may
come before this group for discussion,
those issues may not be the subject of
formal action during this meeting.
Action will be restricted to those issues
specifically identified in this notice and
any issues arising after publication of
this notice that require emergency
action under section 305(c) of the
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery
Conservation and Management Act,

PO 00000

Frm 00009

Fmt 4703

Sfmt 4703

36257

provided the public has been notified of
the intent to take final action to address
the emergency.
Special Accommodations
This meeting is accessible to people
with disabilities. Requests for auxiliary
aids should be directed to the SAFMC
office (see ADDRESSES) at least (5)
business days prior to the meeting.
Note: The times and sequence specified in
this agenda are subject to change.
Authority: 16 U.S.C. 1801 et seq.
Dated: July 2, 2021.
Diane M. DeJames-Daly,
Acting Deputy Director, Office of Sustainable
Fisheries, National Marine Fisheries Service.
[FR Doc. 2021–14604 Filed 7–8–21; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–22–P

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Patent and Trademark Office
[Docket No.: PTO–P–2021–0032]

Patent Eligibility Jurisprudence Study
United States Patent and
Trademark Office, Department of
Commerce.
ACTION: Request for information.
AGENCY:

At the request of Senators
Tillis, Hirono, Cotton, and Coons, the
United States Patent and Trademark
Office (USPTO) is undertaking a study
on the current state of patent eligibility
jurisprudence in the United States, and
how the current jurisprudence has
impacted investment and innovation,
particularly in critical technologies like
quantum computing, artificial
intelligence, precision medicine,
diagnostic methods, and pharmaceutical
treatments. The USPTO seeks public
input on these matters to assist in
preparing the study.
DATES: Comments must be received by
September 7, 2021.
ADDRESSES: For reasons of government
efficiency, comments must be submitted
through the Federal eRulemaking Portal
at www.regulations.gov. To submit
comments via the portal, enter docket
number PTO–P–2021–0032 on the
homepage and click ‘‘Search.’’ The site
will provide a search results page listing
all documents associated with this
docket. Find a reference to this request
for information and click on the
‘‘Comment Now!’’ icon, complete the
required fields, and enter or attach your
comments. Attachments to electronic
comments will be accepted in ADOBE®
portable document format or
MICROSOFT WORD® format. Because
SUMMARY:
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comments will be made available for
public inspection, information that the
submitter does not desire to make
public, such as an address or phone
number, should not be included.
Visit the Federal eRulemaking Portal
(www.regulations.gov) for additional
instructions on providing comments via
the portal. If electronic submission of
comments is not feasible due to a lack
of access to a computer and/or the
internet, please contact the USPTO
using the contact information below for
special instructions on how to submit
comments by other means.
Submissions of Business Confidential
Information: Any submissions
containing business confidential
information must be marked
‘‘confidential treatment requested’’ and
submitted through www.regulations.gov.
Submitters should provide an index
listing the document(s) or information
they would like the USPTO to withhold.
The index should identify the
confidential document(s) by document
number(s) and document title(s) and
should identify the confidential
information by description(s) and
relevant page numbers and/or section
numbers within a document. Submitters
should also provide a statement
explaining their grounds for requesting
non-disclosure of the information to the
public. The USPTO also requests that
submitters of business confidential
information include a non-confidential
version (either redacted or summarized)
that will be posted on
www.regulations.gov and available for
public viewing. In the event that the
submitter cannot provide a nonconfidential version of their submission,
the USPTO requests that the submitter
post a notice in the docket stating that
they have provided the USPTO with
business confidential information.
Should a submitter fail either to docket
a non-confidential version of their
submission or to post a notice that
business confidential information has
been provided, the USPTO will note the
receipt of the submission on the docket
with the submitter’s organization or
name (to the degree permitted by law)
and the date of submission.
Anonymous submissions: The USPTO
will accept anonymous submissions.
Enter ‘‘N/A’’ in the required fields if you
wish to remain anonymous.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Elizabeth Shaw, USPTO, Office of
Policy and International Affairs, at
Elizabeth.Shaw2@uspto.gov or 571–
272–9300. Please direct media inquiries
to the USPTO’s Office of the Chief
Communications Officer at 571–272–
8400.
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In 2016,
following the Supreme Court’s decisions
in Bilski,1 Mayo,2 Myriad,3 and Alice,4 the
USPTO held two public roundtables
and invited written comments from the
public on the state of the law of patent
subject matter eligibility and the Court’s
legal framework for evaluating
eligibility. Notice of Roundtables and
Request for Comments Related to Patent
Subject Matter Eligibility, 81 FR 71485
(Oct. 17, 2016). The first roundtable
focused on the then-current USPTO
eligibility guidance for patent
examiners. Id. at 71487.5 The second
roundtable explored the legal contours
of patent eligibility, including the
impact of the current law, if/how the
law should be revised, and whether a
legislative solution should be sought. Id.
at 71486–71487. In July 2017, the
USPTO published a report summarizing
patent eligibility law, public views on
the impact of the recent Supreme Court
patent eligibility jurisprudence, and
public recommendations for a path
forward. USPTO, Patent Eligible Subject
Matter: Report on Views and
Recommendations from the Public (July
2017), available at www.uspto.gov/sites/
default/files/documents/101-Report_
FINAL.pdf.
Since 2017, the Federal Circuit has
issued numerous decisions applying the
Supreme Court’s legal framework in a
variety of contexts, and many petitions
for writ of certiorari have been filed. In
2019, the Supreme Court called for the
views of the Solicitor General. HP Inc.
v. Berkheimer, No. 18–415, 139 S. Ct.
860 (Jan. 7, 2019); Hikma Pharms. USA
Inc. v. Vanda Pharms. Inc., No. 18–817,
139 S. Ct. 1368 (Mar. 18, 2019). In both
cases, the Government argued that the
Court’s recent decisions have strayed
from earlier precedent and have fostered
uncertainty regarding the patent
eligibility standards. Brief for United
States, HP Inc. v. Berkheimer, No. 18–
415, 2019 WL 6715368, at *10–13 (Dec.
6, 2019) (Berkheimer CVSG Brief); Brief
for United States, Hikma Pharms. USA
Inc. v. Vanda Pharms. Inc., No. 18–817,
2019 WL 6699397, at *13–21 (Dec. 6,
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

v. Kappos, 561 U.S. 593 (2010).
Collaborative Servs. v. Prometheus Labs.,
Inc., 566 U.S. 66 (2012).
3 Ass’n for Molecular Pathology v. Myriad
Genetics, Inc., 569 U.S. 576 (2013).
4 Alice Corp. v. CLS Bank Int’l, 573 U.S. 208
(2014).
5 The USPTO issued revised patent subject matter
eligibility guidance for examiners in 2019. USPTO,
2019 Revised Patent Subject Matter Eligibility
Guidance, 84 FR 50 (Jan. 7, 2019); USPTO, October
2019 Patent Eligibility Guidance Update, 84 FR
55942–55943 (Oct. 18, 2019). That guidance has
since been incorporated into the Manual of Patent
Examining Procedure, sections 2103 to 2106.07(c)
(9th ed., rev. 10.2019) (June 2020). See
www.uspto.gov/PatentEligibility.
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2019) (Vanda CVSG Brief). While the
Government contended that neither of
the cases was an optimal vehicle to
consider those standards, it urged the
Court to grant certiorari in an
appropriate case. Berkheimer CVSG
Brief at *10, *14, *19; Vanda CVSG
Brief at *8, *22–23. In particular, the
Government highlighted the thenpending certiorari petition in Athena
Diagnostics, Inc. v. Mayo Collaborative
Services, LLC, a case involving medical
diagnostic methods in which the
Federal Circuit, in denying rehearing en
banc, issued multiple separate opinions
asking the Supreme Court for further
guidance in the area. Berkheimer CVSG
Brief at *13, *19; Vanda CVSG Brief at
*22–23. Ultimately, the Supreme Court
denied writ of certiorari in all three
cases. HP Inc. v. Berkheimer, No. 18–
415, 140 S. Ct. 911 (Jan. 13, 2020);
Hikma Pharms. USA Inc. v. Vanda
Pharms. Inc., No. 18–817, 140 S. Ct. 911
(Jan. 13, 2020); Athena Diagnostics, Inc.
v. Mayo Collaborative Servs., LLC, No.
19–430, 140 S. Ct. 855 (Jan. 13, 2020).
Last year, after a split panel decision
concluding that a method for
manufacturing drive shafts was patent
ineligible, the Federal Circuit again
issued a decision denying rehearing en
banc that included multiple separate
opinions with differing views on the
scope of patent eligible subject matter.
Am. Axle & Mfg., Inc. v. Neapco
Holdings LLC, 966 F.3d 1347 (Fed. Cir.
2020). Like the dissenting judge on the
panel, several of the opinions denying
rehearing en banc faulted the panel
majority for establishing a new ‘‘nothing
more’’ test—if the claimed invention
‘‘clearly invokes a natural law, and
nothing more, to accomplish a desired
result’’—for patent ineligibility. Id. at
1366 (O’Malley J., dissenting); id. at
1361 (Stoll J., dissenting); id. at 1359
(Newman J., dissenting). American Axle
petitioned for writ of certiorari on
December 28, 2020, and the Supreme
Court called for the views of the
Solicitor General on May 3, 2021. Am.
Axle & Mfg., Inc. v. Neapco Holdings
LLC, No. 20–891, 2021 WL 1725166
(May 3, 2021). The questions presented
in the petition are: (1) What is the
appropriate standard for determining
whether a claim is directed to a patentineligible concept under step one of the
Alice two-step framework?; and (2) Is
patent eligibility a question of law for
the court or a question of fact for the
jury?
On March 5, 2021, Senators Thom
Tillis, Mazie Hirono, Tom Cotton, and
Christopher Coons sent a letter to Mr.
Drew Hirshfeld, Performing the
functions and duties of the Director of
the USPTO, asking that the USPTO
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publish a request for information on the
current state of patent eligibility
jurisprudence in the United States
(since the Supreme Court’s decisions in
Mayo and Alice), evaluate the responses,
and provide a detailed summary of its
findings by March 5, 2022. The Senators
indicated a particular interest in
learning how the current jurisprudence
has adversely impacted investment and
innovation in critical technologies like
quantum computing, artificial
intelligence,6 precision medicine,
diagnostic methods, and pharmaceutical
treatments.
Request for Information: To aid in the
study that Senators Tillis, Hirono,
Cotton, and Coons requested, the
USPTO invites stakeholders to submit
written comments on the questions
below. In the questions, the phrase ‘‘the
current state of patent eligibility
jurisprudence in the United States’’
should be understood as referring to the
body of patent subject matter eligibility
decisions issued by the U.S. Federal
Judiciary.
When responding to the questions,
please identify yourself and your
interest in the U.S. patent system. If
applicable, please indicate whether you
fall within one or more of the following
categories: (1) Inventors, patent owners,
or investors (e.g., venture capital,
investment bank, fund, etc.); (2)
licensees or users of patented
technology; (3) entities that represent
inventors or patent owners (e.g., law
firms); (4) recipients of demand letters
concerning alleged patent infringement
or accused infringers in a patent
lawsuit; (5) entities that represent
accused infringers; (6) government
agencies or officials; (7) academic or
research institutions; (8) intellectual
property organizations or associations;
and (9) nonprofit organizations or
advocacy groups. Additionally, if you
are a patent owner or inventor, please
include the number of U.S. and foreign
patent applications you have filed; the
number of U.S. and foreign patents you
hold; the number of patents you have
licensed or sold; and the number of
patent cases you have been involved in
since the Supreme Court’s decision in
Bilski in 2010.
Commenters need not respond to
every question and may provide
6 On October 6, 2020, the USPTO released a
report titled ‘‘Public Views on Artificial Intelligence
and Intellectual Property Policy.’’ The report takes
a comprehensive look at a wide variety of
stakeholder views on the impact of artificial
intelligence across the intellectual property
landscape. See generally ‘‘Public Views on
Artificial Intelligence and Intellectual Property
Policy,’’ available at www.uspto.gov/sites/default/
files/documents/USPTO_AI-Report_2020-10-07.pdf.
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relevant information even if not
responsive to a particular question.
Topics for Public Comment
Section I—Observations and
Experiences
1. Please explain how the current
state of patent eligibility jurisprudence
affects the conduct of business in your
technology area(s). Please identify the
technology area(s) in your response.
2. Please explain what impacts, if any,
you have experienced as a result of the
current state of patent eligibility
jurisprudence in the United States.
Please include impacts on as many of
the following areas as you can,
identifying concrete examples and
supporting facts when possible:
a. Patent prosecution strategy and
portfolio management;
b. patent enforcement and litigation;
c. patent counseling and opinions;
d. research and development;
e. employment;
f. procurement;
g. marketing;
h. ability to obtain financing from
investors or financial institutions;
i. investment strategy;
j. licensing of patents and patent
applications;
k. product development;
l. sales, including downstream and
upstream sales;
m. innovation; and
n. competition.
3. Please explain how the current
state of patent eligibility jurisprudence
in the United States impacts particular
technological fields, including
investment and innovation in any of the
following technological areas:
a. Quantum computing;
b. artificial intelligence;
c. precision medicine;
d. diagnostic methods;
e. pharmaceutical treatments; and
f. other computer-related inventions
(e.g., software, business methods,
computer security, databases and data
structures, computer networking, and
graphical user interfaces).
4. Please explain how your
experiences with the application of
subject matter eligibility requirements
in other jurisdictions, including China,
Japan, Korea, and Europe, differ from
your experiences in the United States.
5. Please identify instances where you
have been denied patent protection for
an invention in the United States solely
on the basis of patent subject matter
ineligibility, but obtained protection for
the same invention in a foreign
jurisdiction, or vice versa. Please
provide specific examples, such as the
technology(ies) and jurisdiction(s)
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involved, and the reason the invention
was held ineligible in the United States
or other jurisdiction.
6. Please explain whether the state of
patent eligibility jurisprudence in the
United States has caused you to modify
or shift investment, research and
development activities, or jobs from the
United States to other jurisdictions, or
to the United States from other
jurisdictions. If so, please identify the
relevant modifications and their
associated impacts.
7. Please explain whether the state of
patent eligibility jurisprudence in the
United States has caused you to change
business strategies for protecting your
intellectual property (e.g., shifting from
patents to trade secrets, or vice versa).
If so, please identify the changes and
their associated impacts.
8. Please explain whether you have
changed your behavior with regard to
filing, purchasing, licensing, selling, or
maintaining patent applications and
patents in the United States as a result
of the current state of patent eligibility
jurisprudence in the United States. If so,
please describe how you changed your
behavior.
9. Please explain how, in your
experience, the status of patent
eligibility jurisprudence in the United
States has affected any litigation for
patent infringement in the United States
in which you been involved as a party,
as legal counsel, or as another
participant (e.g., an expert witness). For
example, please explain whether this
jurisprudence has affected the cost or
duration of such litigation, the ability to
defend against claims of patent
infringement, the certainty/uncertainty
of litigation outcomes, or the likelihood
of settlement.
Section II—Impact of Subject Matter
Eligibility on the General Marketplace
10. Please identify how the current
state of patent eligibility jurisprudence
in the United States impacts the global
strength of U.S. intellectual property.
11. Please identify how the current
state of patent eligibility jurisprudence
in the United States impacts the U.S.
economy as a whole.
12. Please identify how the current
state of subject matter eligibility
jurisprudence in the United States
impacts the global strength of U.S.
intellectual property and the U.S.
economy in any of the following areas:
a. Quantum computing;
b. artificial intelligence;
c. precision medicine;
d. diagnostic methods;
e. pharmaceutical treatments; and
f. other computer-related inventions
(e.g., software, business methods,
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computer security, databases and data
structures, computer networking, and
graphical user interfaces).
In responding to this question, please
provide concrete examples and
supporting facts when possible.
13. Please identify how the current
state of patent eligibility jurisprudence
in the United States affects the public.
For example, does the jurisprudence
affect, either positively or negatively,
the availability, effectiveness, or cost of
personalized medicine, diagnostics,
pharmaceutical treatments, software, or
computer-implemented inventions?
Andrew Hirshfeld,
Commissioner for Patents, Performing the
Functions and Duties of the Under Secretary
of Commerce for Intellectual Property and
Director of the United States Patent and
Trademark Office.
[FR Doc. 2021–14628 Filed 7–8–21; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 3510–16–P

COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM
PEOPLE WHO ARE BLIND OR
SEVERELY DISABLED
Procurement List; Proposed Additions
and Deletions
Committee for Purchase From
People Who Are Blind or Severely
Disabled.
ACTION: Proposed additions to and
deletions from the Procurement List.
AGENCY:

The Committee is proposing
to add service(s) to the Procurement List
that will be furnished by nonprofit
agencies employing persons who are
blind or have other severe disabilities,
and deletes product(s) and service(s)
previously furnished by such agencies.
DATES: Comments must be received on
or before: August 8, 2021.
ADDRESSES: Committee for Purchase
From People Who Are Blind or Severely
Disabled, 1401 S Clark Street, Suite 715,
Arlington, Virginia 22202–4149.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For
further information or to submit
comments contact: Michael R.
Jurkowski, Telephone: (703) 785–6404,
or email CMTEFedReg@AbilityOne.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This
notice is published pursuant to 41
U.S.C. 8503(a)(2) and 41 CFR 51–2.3. Its
purpose is to provide interested persons
an opportunity to submit comments on
the proposed actions.
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Additions
If the Committee approves the
proposed additions, the entities of the
Federal Government identified in this
notice will be required to procure the
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service(s) listed below from nonprofit
agencies employing persons who are
blind or have other severe disabilities.
The following service(s) are proposed
for addition to the Procurement List for
production by the nonprofit agencies
listed:
Service Type: Fourth-Party Logistics (4PL) of
Personal Protective Equipment Safety
Stock
Mandatory for: Department of Homeland
Security, Departmental Operations
Acquisition Division
Designated y Source of Supply: National
Industries for the Blind, Alexandria, VA
Contracting Activity: Department of
Homeland Security, Departmental
Operations Acquisition Division

Deletions
The following product(s) and
service(s) are proposed for deletion from
the Procurement List:
Product(s)
NSN(s)—Product Name(s): 7520–01–383–
7929—Marker, Tube Type, Highlighter,
Chisel Tip, Magenta
Designated Source of Supply: Dallas
Lighthouse for the Blind, Inc., Dallas, TX
Contracting Activity: GSA/FAS ADMIN
SVCS ACQUISITION BR(2, NEW YORK,
NY
Service(s)
Service Type: Document Destruction
Mandatory for: Defense Logistics Agency,
Defense Supply Center, Columbus, OH,
3990 East Broad Street, Columbus, OH
Mandatory Source of Supply: Greene, Inc.,
Xenia, OH
Contracting Activity: DEFENSE LOGISTICS
AGENCY, DCSO COLUMBUS
Michael R. Jurkowski,
Deputy Director, Business & PL Operations.
[FR Doc. 2021–14635 Filed 7–8–21; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6353–01–P

COMMITTEE FOR PURCHASE FROM
PEOPLE WHO ARE BLIND OR
SEVERELY DISABLED
Procurement List; Additions and
Deletions
Committee for Purchase From
People Who Are Blind or Severely
Disabled.
ACTION: Deletions from the Procurement
List.
AGENCY:

This action deletes product(s)
and service(s) from the Procurement List
that were furnished by nonprofit
agencies employing persons who are
blind or have other severe disabilities.
DATES: Date added to and deleted from
the Procurement List: August 8, 2021.
ADDRESSES: Committee for Purchase
From People Who Are Blind or Severely
SUMMARY:

PO 00000

Frm 00012

Fmt 4703

Sfmt 4703

Disabled, 1401 S Clark Street, Suite 715,
Arlington, Virginia 22202–4149.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Michael R. Jurkowski, Telephone: (703)
785–6404, or email CMTEFedReg@
AbilityOne.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

Deletions
On 6/4/2021, the Committee for
Purchase From People Who Are Blind
or Severely Disabled published notice of
proposed deletions from the
Procurement List. This notice is
published pursuant to 41 U.S.C. 8503
(a)(2) and 41 CFR 51–2.3.
After consideration of the relevant
matter presented, the Committee has
determined that the product(s) and
service(s) listed below are no longer
suitable for procurement by the Federal
Government under 41 U.S.C. 8501–8506
and 41 CFR 51–2.4.
Regulatory Flexibility Act Certification
I certify that the following action will
not have a significant impact on a
substantial number of small entities.
The major factors considered for this
certification were:
1. The action will not result in
additional reporting, recordkeeping or
other compliance requirements for small
entities.
2. The action may result in
authorizing small entities to furnish the
product(s) and service(s) to the
Government.
3. There are no known regulatory
alternatives which would accomplish
the objectives of the Javits-WagnerO’Day Act (41 U.S.C. 8501–8506) in
connection with the product(s) and
service(s) deleted from the Procurement
List.
End of Certification
Accordingly, the following product(s)
and service(s) are deleted from the
Procurement List:
Product(s)
NSN(s)—Product Name(s): 7930–00–NIB–
0213—Finish Remover, Concentrate, 2
Liter
Designated Source of Supply: Beacon
Lighthouse, Inc., Wichita Falls, TX
Contracting Activity: STRATEGIC
ACQUISITION CENTER,
FREDERICKSBURG, VA
NSN(s)—Product Name(s):
7520–01–618–9917—Portable Desktop
Clipboard, 91⁄2″ W x 11⁄2″ D x 131⁄2″ H,
Black
7520–01–653–5889—Clipboard, Desktop,
Reflective Yellow, 91⁄2″ W x 11⁄2″ D x
131⁄2″ H
Designated Source of Supply: LC Industries,
Inc., Durham, NC
Contracting Activity: GSA/FAS ADMIN
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