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Congressional Committees 

As set forth by the House report accompanying the fiscal year 1994 
Department of Defense (DOD) Appropriations Act and as requested by the 
former Chairmen of the Subcommittee on Defense and the Subcommittee 
on Legislative, House Committee on Appropriations, we reviewed issues 
related to the costs, prices, services, and operations of the Government 
Printing Office (GPO) and the Defense Printing Service (DPS). Our 
April 1994 report addressed issues related to GPO and DPS costs, services, 
and operations.’ In this report, we address the prices charged to 
customers for acquiring printing and duplicating work from those 
agencies. Our objective was to determine whether there was a difference 
in the prices charged by the two agencies. As stated in our April 1994 
report, questions about the adequacy of DPS’ cost information precluded a 
cost comparison of the agencies’ operations. 

Background In our April 15, 1994, report, we reported that in recent years, controversy 
has arisen over the printing operations of various agencies. This was 
because some agencies wanted to publish their work independent of GPO 
involvement. This controversy is largely the result of significant advances 
in publishing technologies, In presenting matters for congressional 
consideration, we noted that the framework of laws and regulations used 
to manage the government’s publishing activities has been in place for 
many years and now seems the appropriate time for a reassessment. We 
further stated that as Congress continues to review the various legislative 
proposals, it may wish to consider an alternative framework built on 
sound business processes and changing publishing technologies. Appendix 
I is an extract &om our April 15,1994, report. 

By law, GPO, a legislative branch agency, provides printing-related services 
to all branches of the federal government--either by producing the work 
in-house or contracting with private vendors. For the most part, GPO uses 
its in-house resources to produce printing-related work for Congress, 
while it contracts with the private sector to provide similar services for 
executive branch agencies. In fiscal year 1994, GPO provided $724.4 million 
in printing-related services for the government-$197.6 million through 
in-house resources and $526.8 million through commercial procurement. 

‘Government Printing: Legal and Regulatory Fhmework Is Outdated for New Technological 
Environment (GAO/NSIAD-94-157, Apr. 15,1994). 
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DPS is DOD'S single manager for printing and duplicating operations. It was 
established in April 1992 when the printing-related operations of the 
military services and defense agencies were consolidated. At its inception, 
DPS had an authorized stafting level of 3,694 persons and 350 
printing-related facilities. DPS has since reduced its infrastructure as DOD 
continues to downsize. As of January 1995, DPS reported that it had 2,343 
persons on its staff and 256 printing-related facilities. Under current 
procedures, DOD customers submit printing-related requirements to DPS, 
which satisfies most of these needs either through its in-house resources 
or through GPO contracts with the private sector. In fiscal year 1994, DPS 
produced $220.4 million of work in-house and procured $177.4 million of 
work-$l67.8 million of the latter was procured through the GPO.~ 

DPS sends the majority of its printing work to private vendors on contract 
to the GPO and maintains most of its duplicating work in-house. For the 
most part, in-house work comprises relatively low dollar value work. For 
example, in fiscal year 1993,75 percent of the DPS' duplicating requisitions 
were priced under $103, and about 50 percent were under $28. 

The prices DOD customers pay for their printing and duplicating work vary 
according to the nature of the work, the provider of the work, and the 
business arrangements in place to provide it. For work performed in DPS 
facilities, DPS uses a uniform nationwide pricing schedule that is based on 
the various production processes and costs associated with producing a 
product. Customers are charged schedule prices, which are adjusted 
annually, and the revenue is used to offset costs associated with producing 
the work. Prices are adjusted throughout the year to reflect changes in 
paper prices. For work procured under GPO contracts, customers are 
usually charged a private vendor’s fee and administrative surcharges 
assessed by GPO and DPS. Contractor prices are largely dictated by the 
economic forces of the marketplace. In those cases in which GPO decides 
to produce the work in-house rather than contract for it, GPO most often 
prices the work at a level to cover the production costs. However, in some 
cases, it offers discounts and may charge the prevailing commercial rate. 

By comparing prices charged to the customer rather than costs of the 
services provided, our analysis took the perspective of the DOD customer 
who is interested in obtaining a particular service at the lowest price. To 
determine the extent to which price differences reflect differences in costs 
would require a detailed analysis of GPO'S and DPS' cost accounting 

?he DPS in-house figure includes $29.6 million of cost-per-copy contract work and self-service 
coPyiW3. 
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systems. As discussed in our April 1994 report on government printing 
issues, we attempted but could not make a meaningful comparison of GPO 
and DPS costs because (1) the two agencies capture costs differently and 
(2) there are concerns regarding the completeness, accuracy, and 
reliability of DPs’ cost accounting system. 

Price Comparison 
Methodology 

Whether DOD customers would be best served by having their printing and 
duplicating work produced in DOD facilities or provided by GPO has been 
the subject of debate for many years. Several price comparison studies 
have been performed in recent years; however, because of perceived or 
actual limitations in the conduct of these studies, none has been widely 
accepted. 

As we developed our price comparison methodology, we took into 
account the criticisms of prior studies, the concerns of GPO and DPS, and 
the comments of external printing consultants. Our methodology was 
(1) based on a representative sample of DPS' $221 million fiscal year 1993 
nationwide in-house workload, (2) designed to capture prices based on 
existing business conditions, and (3) reviewed by the consultants. During 
the conduct of the study, we also implemented various controls to 
minimize the possibility of agency bias on the results, 

Once we developed our sampling framework, our overall conceptual 
approach for performing the price comparison was to have DPS send the 
sample requisitions actually received from its customers during fiscal year 
1994 to GPO, who for the most part contracted to have the work done. The 
contractors actually performed the work and billed GPO for that work. We 
then took the price charged by GPO to DPS' customers and compared it with 
the price DPS estimated it would have charged to have performed the work. 
The results of this sample comparison were then projected against DPS' 
fiscal year 1994 workload. 

Our price comparison was based on a statistically representative sample of 
303 printing and 685 duplicating DPS customer-requested requisitions 
produced between April and September 1994. Collectively, these 
requisitions represented 327 printing and 1,193 duplicating products. We 
based our conclusions on a dollar-weighted sample of printing and 
duplicating requisitions. The fiscal year 1994 customer-requested products 
submitted by DPS plant officials were based upon criteria that we 
established from the products described on a set of validated fiscal year 
1993 requisitions. 
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The submissions were reviewed by an in-house panel of printing and 
methodology specialists and the consultants, As DOD customers routinely 
submitted requisitions, DPS officials chose those requisitions that were 
similar to our criteria and, rather than producing the work in DPS facilities, 
sent it to GPO, who largely had the work produced by contractors. Plant 
officials sent us the documentation associated with this work Work 
passing our panel’s and consultants’ review was used as the sample for 
this study. The GPO biUs for our sample were then compared with the 
prices DPS would have charged if it had done the work in-house. 
Appendix II contains a technical description of our methodology and lists 
the external consultants we used. 

Results in Brief A meaningful cost comparison of the services provided by GPO and DPS 
cannot be made because these agencies capture costs differently and there 
are longstanding questions regarding the reliability of DPS’ cost accounting 
system. Consequently, as agreed, we used price as a comparative measure. 
We recognize that a price comparison does not show which agency’s 
services are more economical to the government. Instead, it shows what 
customers are paying for services. Table 1 shows the DPS’ 1993 workload 
and the results of our price comparison projected to DPS’ 1994 workload.3 

Table 1: Analysis of GPO and DPS 
Prices Dollars in millions 

Dollar value of 
requisitions 

1993 DPS workload 1994 price difference 
Number of BY BY 

Dollars requisltlons Favors percent dollars. 
Printina 

Over $500 $19.5 11,000 GPO 21 .O to 21.6 $4.2 
$500 or less 5.4 51,000 DPS 30.5 to 31.3 1.7 

Total $24.9 62.000 GPO 9.9 to 10.1 $2.5 
Duplicating 

Over $500 $178.0 25.700 GPO 0.6 to 0.8 $1.3 
$500 or less 17.6 286,800 DPS 57.0 to 57.6 10.1 

Total $195.6 312,500 DPS 4.0 to 5.0 $8.7 
Note: The terms “printing” and “duplicating” represent our categorization of DPS’ workload. See 
appendix II. 

aTotals may not add due to rounding. 

3For purposes of our analysis, we assumed the workload mix was the same in 1994 as it was in 1993. 
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During our review, GPO officials pointed out that they believed if more use 
were made of term contracts rather than one-time buys, there would be a 
potential for lower contract prices through GPO. Term contracts provide 
for the purchase of specific products or classes of products from vendors 
during a specified period of time. Our analysis included a 
post-stratification of the 1994 DPS sample products to find out the extent to 
which DPS' use of term contracts resulted in savings to DPS customers. We 
found that GPO contractor prices were significantly-about 
37 percent-lower than DPS printing prices. However, we did not find 
signil?cant differences between GPO'S duplicating term contracts and DPS' 
prices. 

GPO provided price estimate information based on term contracts used by 
DOD or other federal agencies. This information indicated that, in most 
cases, these term contract prices would be lower than DPS' prices. 
However, whether suitable term contracts could be established to handle 
the DPS workload and satisfy specific customer needs (e.g., quick 
turnaround) at the projected prices is uncertain. 

Lastly, because our study was based on a fiscal year 1994 sample, it 
represents the situation for that period. Relative price differences wiIl 
change as prices are adjusted by GPO, GPO contractors, or DPS. The 
magnitude and direction of the changes are difficult to predict because of 
uncertainty in the marketplace. Recent information shows that GPO and DPS 
will both experience price increases during fiscal year 1995. 

DPS and GPO Prices Our analysis showed that, under conditions existing during our sample 

Under Existing 
Conditions 

period, GPO'S prices for printing work were about 10 percent lower than 
those of DPS'. For printing requisitions more than $500, GPO'S prices were 
about 21 percent lower than DPS' prices. For requisitions $500 and less, DPS' 
prices were about 31 percent lower than GPO’S. We estimate that, in 
aggregate, GPO'spriCeS for DPS'fiscalyear 1994printingWOrklOad would 
have been about $2.5 million lower than those of DPS'. 

DPS' prices for duplicating requisitions were about 4 to 5 percent lower 
than GPO'S prices. For those requisitions priced over $500, there was about 
0.7 percent difference favoring GPO, and for those $500 or less the 
difference was about 57 percent in favor of DPS. We estimate that, in 
aggregate, DPS' prices for its fiscal year 1994 duplicating workload would 
have been about $8.7 million lower than the GPO'S prices. 
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Printing Our analysis of printing prices was based on a sample of 303 requisitions 
representing 327 products that we categorized as printing. The sample 
comprises large (more than $500) and small (equal to or less than 
$500) dollar requisitions. About 96 percent of the work was done through 
private vendors on contract to GPO; the remainder was produced in one or 
more of GPO’S facilities. Although we could not conclusively determine the 
major factors for the price difference for printing, our results show that 
large dollar requisitions were about 21 percent lower at GPO, representing 
about 78 percent of the printing dollars. However, the price difference for 
small dollar requisitions showed that DPS’ prices were about 31 percent 
lower. About 82 percent of DPS’ fiscal year 1993 workload for printing was 
for small dollar requisitions, but this category contained about 22 percent 
of the total printing dollars. 

Duplicating Our analysis of duplicating prices was based on a sample of 685 
requisitions representing 1,193 products that we categorized as 
duplicating. Like printing, the sample comprises large and small dollar 
requisitions, many of which required quick turnaround times. Our analysis 
of DPS' fiscal year 1993 workload for duplicating showed that small dollar 
requisitions accounted for about 92 percent of the requisitions, but 
9 percent of the duplicatjng dollars. barge dollar requisitions accounted for 
8 percent of the requisitions, but 91 percent of the duplicating dollars. 

For low dollar requisitions, DPS’ prices were about 57 percent lower than 
GPO’S prices. For high dollar requisitions, GPO’S prices were about 
0.7 percent lower than the DPS’ prices. 

GPO Believes That During the course of our review, GPO officials stated that they believed that 

Using Term Contracts 
making maximum use of term contracts could provide DPS with 
signScantly lower prices for its printing and duplicating work. GPO 

Would Result in officials told us that about 75 percent of its work for government agencies 

Lower GPO Prices is performed under term contracts. According to GPO officials, vendors 
may not have charged the favorable rates available on term contracts for 
the one-time buys that were part of our study. Although not part of our 
price comparison methodology, GPO asked that we include in this report a 
discussion of how the use of long-term contracts might affect contractors’ 
prices. 

During our test period, about 46 percent of the printing products and 
41 percent of the duplicating products produced by GPO contractors were 
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completed under term contracts. The remaining products were completed 
using one-time buys. Because GPO believes that term contracts with its 
vendors result in substantial savings to the government, we reanalyzed our 
data to try to detect these savings. For printing, our data supported the 
conclusion that savings could accrue. We found a significant 
difference-about 37 percent-between GPO’S contractor prices under 
printing term contracts and DPS' printing prices. However, we did not find 
significant differences when duplicating term contracts were used 

Under another approach, which is the most optimistic scenario, GPO 

repriced our sample requisitions using prices from its term contracts in 
existence across the country-even though they may have been for 
agencies other than DOD. We e xamined GPO’S repricing effort to determine 
the relative level of GPO’S prices versus those of DPS’. We found that GPO’S 

prices were lower than DPS’ prices for 940 of 1,157 sample items that GPO 
repriced and were in our analysis. Moreover, GPO’S prices resulting from 
the repricing effort were often lower than actual GPO’S prices for sample 
items procured under GPO term contracts during our study. This occurred 
in 495 of 630 cases where a term contract was used. 

We selectively verified orders repriced by GPO and found a number of 
errors. Although these errors would not appear to materially alter the 
supposition of lower prices, the errors do raise questions about the 
relative magnitude of the prices. Some of the deficiencies we identified 
included 

9 minor errors in pricing various printing or duplicating processes, 
9 omission of applicable GPO surcharges, and 
l misapplication of selected contracts for repricing estimates. 

Lastly, whether suitable term contracts could be established to handle DPS’ 

workload and satisfy specific customer needs (e.g., quick turnaround) at 
competitive prices is uncertain. GPO was unable to reprice 48 of the sample 
requisitions because there were no existing term contracts in effect that 
were appropriate for pricing purposes. In previous price comparison 
studies and in DPS’ comments on our current analysis, the use of GPO’s 
prices based on existing term contracts with other agencies was 
questioned. 
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Recent DPS and GPO Our analysis was based on DPS’ and GPO’S prices for work during the latter 

Vendor Price 
Increases 

half of fiscal year 1994 and, therefore, represents a point-in-time 
comparison. Recent price increases taking effect during fiscal year 1995 
could change the relative price difference between GPO- and nrs-provided 
work. The magnitude and direction of the difference is difficult to predict, 
however, because of uncertainty in the marketplace. 

In October 1994, DPS increased its overall prices by 18.5 percent and its 
surcharge for processing work to GPO from 1.83 percent to 5.5 percent. 
According to DpS officials, the increases were intended, in large part, to 
offset prior years’ printing-related operation losses. DPS is part of the 
Defense Business Operations Fund-a revolving fund that is used to fund 
operations for DPS and many other DOD activities. 

In an August 1994 correspondence to the Joint Committee on Printing, GPO 
forecasted that GPO prices obtainable through private contractors would 
most likely increase by about 3.8 percent during fiscal year 1995. However, 
in October 1994, GPO officials advised agencies that private sector price 
increases may be greater. This was because of substantial paper cost 
increases. GPO officials stated that prices in new term contracts involving 
significant amounts of paper could experience 20 to 40 percent price 
increases. Paper cost increases may also affect DPS' prices, because DPS 
can adjust the price it charges its customers during the fiscal year to 
reflect paper price increases. 

Agency Comments 
and Our Evaluation 

In its official comments on a draft of this report, DOD agreed with our audit 
methodology, execution, and conclusions. The comments are included as 
appendix III. 

GPO, in its official comments, did not agree with many aspects of our 
report and the methodology we used to perform our work. The comments 
are reprinted in their entirety as appendix IV. GPO commented that our 
draft report contained material deficiencies that provided an undue bias in 
favor of DPS and that understated the cost-effectiveness of the GPO Printing 
Procurement Program and its private sector printers. GPO cited a number 
of methodological concerns (such as our reliance on what GPO 
characterizes as an incomplete and questionable DPS database) that it 
believed raise questions about the reliability of our work. Further, GPO 
stated that we did not always exercise due professional care during the 
planning and performance of the study. To ilIustrate this point, GPO stated 
that we (1) allowed DPS to select the sample for the study, (2) accepted 
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sample jobs outside the criteria established for selecting the sample, 
(3) allowed DPS to control the timing and means for delivering sample jobs 
to GPO, and (4) allowed DPS to provide the source documentation for the 
comparative price analysis. 

We disagree with GPO’S primary concerns. We believe that our draft report 
does not contain material deficiencies and that we exercised all due care 
in the conduct of our work. Because of the sensitivity and continuing 
controversy surrounding various printing and duplicating management 
issues, we exercised extreme care in the planning and conduct of our 
work in order to provide results that are indicative of real world 
conditions. W ith regard to GPO’S specific concerns, we disagree for the 
reasons as detailed in the succeeding paragraphs. 

We did not, as GPO stated, use data from a questionable database without 
first testing the reliability of the data we needed for our study. For 
example, in using the fiscal year 1993 DPS management information 
database as a baseline for our work, we selected 440 printing and 300 
duplicating automated requisition entries and subsequently compared the 
associated automated data with data found on the corresponding 
hard-copy requisitions. In over 90 percent of the cases, the data were 
appropriate and we judged them to be reliable for the purposes of our 
study. 

We disagree that DPS selected the sample for our study and that we 
accepted many jobs that, GPO states, were not “twins” based on our job 
specification criteria If DPS were permitted to select jobs without proper 
controls, it would have created an opportunity for unwanted bias. To avoid 
this, we had DPS plant officials nominate candidate jobs for our sample, 
using preestablished criteria that we provided to them. The criteria 
provided to DPS were never intended to restrict DPS to obtaining exact 
matches, or twins as GPO states. Certain speciiications (e.g., major 
production processes used, estimated price, classification level, and time 
available to produce the job) were key to DPS’ sample nomination process. 
Other criteria (e.g., technical job characteristics such as stitching) were 
provided as guidelines for DPS to use in attempting to nominate products 
that were similar, but not necessarily a direct match. We subsequently had 
DPS’ nominations reviewed by two panels to ensure that the nominations 
(1) fit within the statistical model for our work and (2) did not have any 
technical printing requirements or other considerations that would unduly 
bias either agency. One panel consisted of internal printing and 
methodology specialists, while the other comprised external printing 
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consultants. As a result of these reviews, we rejected about 9 percent of 
DPS’ sample candidates. For rejected cases, we asked DPS to submit 
additional candidates, which were subjected to the same review process. 

W ith regard to GPO’S statement that DPS controlled the timing and means of 
delivering sample jobs to GPO, we believe we exercised proper oversight of 
the process. We instructed DPS to use its normal business procedures to 
obtain its work through GPO so that our comparison was realistic. To 
ensure that DPS did not unduly delay the delivery of jobs to GPO, we 
examined, through the panel process, the timing (DPS receipt of a customer 
request and subsequent submission to GPO) for each job in our sample. We 
also conducted a separate subsample analysis to further examine the 
issue. Our analysis showed no systemic bias in the process. As to the 
means of delivering jobs to GPO, we have no indication that DPS 
intentionally biased the process, given the requirement to meet the 
customers’ request dates. 

GPO stated that DPS provided the source documentation to us for the 
comparative analysis. However, while DPS did provide much of the data 
related to the customer requisitions, DPS price estimates, and GPO billings, 
we also obtained source documentation from GPO. We examined and 
verified the source documentation where reasonable and where we 
determined the risk of bias was high. For example, we had external 
printing cons&ants review DPS’ price estimates. To verify the GPO invoice 
prices provided by DPS, we extracted GPO bills from database files provided 
by GPO. We also performed a quality assurance analysis to examine cases 
where it appeared that discrepancies in our data may exist. Where errors 
were detected, we made the appropriate corrections in our database. 

GPO also questioned our presentation of information in the report. For 
example, GPO believes that our interchangeable use of such terms as 
“requisitions,” “jobs,” and “orders” in our draft report created confusion. 
Further, GPO stated that our draft methodology did not sufficiently disclose 
what we actually did during the review. Because of GPO’S apparent 
misunderstanding of our methodology, we have included a more technical 
description of our methodology and clarified our report presentation. 

GPO also questioned whether it was appropriate for us to have GPO 
comment on our report prior to the completion of all audit work. While we 
agree that this situation was not ideal, we did not release the draft report 
for comment until we had sufficient data to project the results of our 
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work, The small amount of additional data collected after we released our 
draft report for comment did not materially affect the results of our study. 

As to specific concerns noted in GPO'S official comments, we have 
annotated the comments and have provided our views following the 
reprint of GPO's comments in appendix IV. 

We are sending copies of this report to the Secretary of Defense, the 
Public Printer of the United States, the Director of DPS, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, and other appropriate congressional 
committees. We wiIl also make copies available to others upon request. 

The report was prepared under the direction of Donna M. Heivilin, 
Director, Defense Management and NASA Issues, who can be reached on 
(202) 61243412 if you or your staff have any questions. Other major 
contributors are listed in appendix V. 

Henry L. Hinton, Jr. /’ ,/ 
Assistant Comptroller General 
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Extract From  Our April 15, 1994, Report on 
Government Printing 

GAO United Statea 
Gcmrd Accomtln$ Oftlce 
W-Lyon, D.C. 20648 

The Honorable Sam Nunn 
Chmirman,ConuniUeeonAnnedSenices 
UnIted states senate 

The Honorable Daniel K  Inouye 
Chairman, Subcommitkee on Defense 
Commltiee on Appmptions 
united ts%ates sellare 

The Honorable Ronald V. Detloms 
ChairmyI, commiuec on Armed services 
House of Rapreaentaciws 

The Honotable John P. Murtha 
Chairman, SubcommlUee on Defense 
Comm&ee on Appropridions 
House of Representatives 

The Honorable Vie F&o 
ChairmM, subcommittee on Leglslatlve 
Conmime on Apptopriadons 
House of Representatives 

As set forth by the House report accompanying the Bacal year 1894 
Department of Defense (WD) Appropriations Act and as requested by the 
ChaIrmen of the Subccmmittee on Defense and the Subcommittee on 
LeglsMve, we are repotling on seven4 issues relakd to govemtnent 
printing operations. Our objectives were to (1) conaide.r management 
issues that result from current technological advances in tie publishing 
environment and comment on the relevancy of existing laws and 
reguhtlons;’ (2) compare the respective costs, prices, services, and 
operations of the Government Printing Of&e (GPO) and the Defense 
Riming &vice (DPS); and (3) dekrmine whether DFS is complying with 
laws and following regulations and con@essionaI guidance on govement 
printing operations 

With respect to the second objsctive, we were onable to make a 
meaningful cost comparison because GW and DPS capture costs difkently 
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Extract From Our April 16,1994, Report on 
Government Printing 

and there are questions ngerding the completeness, accuracy. and 
re.liabiJity of inform&on pmdueed by DFS’S accolmtlng lTya?m. we are, 
bowever, providing compamilve infamaiion on the services and 
opetulhs of the 4x0 w The qwstion of whether it is cheaper 
topmeurew~uIlwrgCPOorp~ceitetopshssbeendcbrtedfor 
some time. We ace in the process of comparing the prices Dps charges its 
customers for printing and duplicang work with the prices GPO charges 
for aimUar work. Our ongoing stalhically valid price comparison will be 
presented in a aepamte rep~tt Ia& this year. In appendix I, we provide a 
discussion of the methodology we am using for that aAy5is. 

Background By law, GPO, a legislative branch agency, is mandated to prtide printing 
for the fedaal governmenteither by contmcting with commercial 
~urces or by pmducing work In-how. In addition, GPO’s Superintendent 
of Documents Is mble for provlding for the dissemination of 
gmmrnent information to the public. 

&XUtiVe a@?n&S, inchIding DOD, Bfe Nqlli& to forward ti printin& 
with some exceptionq to wo. The Joint Committee on Printing (~2) has 
Feaponsibillzyf~e~erdaingcongressionalove~t~rprinting 
activkiea withln Ihe federal govenunenL Under xcp euthoriutlon, many 
executive qqmcle3 0pemt.e in-house panting plants for specified printing 
needs DOD printing kdlities are managed by DFS, which was established in 
April I!&? 8s DOD’S sit& man8@!r for pUb!.i&ing operations. 

InrecentyearqcoMovnsy ha9 arisen over the printing operaiiow of 
vadous executjve agendeu because wme agencies want ta publish their 
work independent of Gm involvtment Thin controversy is largely tie 
result of signlflcant advances In publiahlng techaologiea nte debate 
intensified with the Issuance of the National Performance Review in 
September lf#KK* The Review cslls for a number of aor management 
reform initbttives ahned at allowing the government to work better and at 
k+ns cost. One recommendation calls for a m@r change to allow agencies 
greater lIexibiity in determining how to best satisfy their printing 
requirements. Congess is currently considering the merits of this and 
other proposals dUring its deliberation process. We have issued a number 
of products related to cm and WD printing management and operation 
issuea. ‘Ihose products are listi at the end of this report. 

Page 17 GAO/NSIAD-96-65 Government Printing 



Appendix I 
Extract From Our April 15,1994, Report on 
Government Printing 

Results in Brief With the emergence of various electzonjc technologies, the traditional 
dellnitiona of printing and duplicaling have become blued As a result, 
for all pnwtical pm the framework of lawa and reg&tions used to 
ve many aspecta of government publishing hap become outdated 
Because outdated definitiona drive federal publishing decisions-r&her 
than sound business ptaztices that em&a&e costeffectiveness and 
cushmer 8ervice-agencies are conl’used about how best to manage their 
publishing activities Moreover, the federal government’s two hugest 
priatlng a&iv&e are operating with excess capac@. Without a more 
cost-effective qqumch to government publishing, this situation is likely to 
continue. The additional technological changes that are eqxcted will only 
exacerbate his aitutior 

As chnngea are considued, it is important 0 understpnd how the bade 
legal and reguMmy fmmework is reflected In the government’s cent. 
publishing operations. The tw Largest entirios are GPO, which report4 
~2VelWes in fkd year 1983 of $817 million, and DPS, which ~epoh?d 
revenues during that period of $403 million Both of these activities are 
challenged with maMginB current operationa under existing laws, 
regulations, and guidance, while planning futmx operations thatreapond 
to the rapid technological chaoge. Both are experiencing opera&g losses 
that mlkt dindGhg workloads and excess capacie. huther, cbarling 
specific future operational plans is largely dependent on the outcome of 
prOpOS8lStorrvise existing legislation. 

~IbirI DFS practices are inconsistent With the ~UiremeatS of applicable 
laws, JCP regulations, nd related congresaionat guidance. For tuample, 
DPg~(l)pfOcueeddinetlyarelsaivelyrrmallMlountofprintingwo~ 
that should have gone to cm, (2) filled a small amount of prlatiq orders 
for no- agencies, and (3) squired duplicating equipment 
without cerbification from tbe JCP or the Public Frhhr of the United 

Cement Legal and The current framework of laws and regulations for managing government 

Regulatory 
publlstdng dares back to M!G. At that time, the hinting Act established 
the basis for the current ‘TItie 44 of the United States Code, which governs 

Framework Used to most printing in the fedemi government. As authorized by ‘II& 44, 

Manage Government Congress’ J(;P established rules and regulations for printing that relate to 

F’ublishing Is 
Outdated 

vxuious aspects of print@, including equipment that may be purchased, 
processes that must be used, and the number of colors that may be 
pinted. 
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The providonm refer only to “pridng.y N&her ~IWWOII m  
h&den, for example, duplicaMg4 process defined in JCP reguhtions UI 
d&i& &urn panting An new hi- dupIicatingequipment becomes 
avdabk, the dupIi*g process haa been used increasingly to publish 
govemmentdocume nblEkcmmetbelawf~onIyonpmrtin&l~ 
uaeftdnesnhrsbeenlimitedfurdecbdo~whomustu=ageinm 
envbmnent of emerging technologies The pmjeckd proliferalion of 
technologlea will only ro@fy the uncmty amoag gowmmmt 
deci&mmakezsinman#in#theiroperatiuns. 

Within the ptinting industty, Uwre ia acknowIedgmnent that the terms 
zEdnw&T II VWII= COIMW md m~mhy, JME ofm 

. oreover,prMinghrsbeenused~slgelwsdtcnn 
enc~grvaristyof othertadulologienuned toproduce 
publications, documents, and other outputa PrIntem and pm who 
bavekqtpacewithchat@ngtecbnoIoj3nJlrcthatuleyue~ofa 
vad infommtion indu&y. I&my am looklng d other technologies, such (LS 
telecommuni~ons, videotext, CD-BOIY, Lntcrpctive cable teIevi8ioc1, and 
&act broadcast by aate9it.e an compIementa or supplementa to pHnting. 
Expertsinthepublishing9eldhavcslygeatedthatamoreusefuI 
framework for mana@ng these publidring technoIogIes would be w on 
factors such a5 co&, quality, and GmeIincaa In addition, 0~0 o&i& were 
adamant that the framework ensure continued dieecrninstion of 
govemmentlnformatianbthe~entbasamapomdb~t0 
keep the nation informed. 
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An EXfeetive Framework 
Would Be Baaed on Cost, 
Quality, and TTmeliness 
Considerations 

ThecwtoCprodue%p~u~~onlyonedementinvdvedin 
d~thelwnstpaasibleeolrtInotherwordr,thcpmductioncad 
should be am&lend in the conkxt oftbe total life-cycle cd ofthe 
product Th.isW-cycle codinclud~ authoring, de copy p-on. 
repmdudion method, binding. disttibution, storage, reprint, smd any 
diapod costs. ltte didtdonput of the life-cycle cost should consider 
the dlsmhdion of guvemment infonnatior~ 

Qlullbrfrtorsdrouldbc~ontheq~ty~byUlecurtomer, 
~notthepudityrsguiredbyulep~cuoftheproductQualitycurbe 
de6ned in many ways, but the user often deflnm it PII how well the version 
produced by a prooess replicates the origin& 

Timelinea~ is, and should be, determined by the user, ltmqy be necm 
tofuregothemoet acanomid way of produdng a product to obtain the 
p~d~n~tirndybssiaAICsin.~euJerrhouldm~~drtaminttioh 
Pmduebn people can advise the user aa to the We-offs However, they 
should not make the de&&n for the user. 

Ammdix II containa mom details on the evaMion of pubMing 
tdmologlea and the legal u\d reguhhy hmewark that gowzna their 
mruusemh 

GPO and DPS Operations cR)uldDpsuT~~howtodeslwithtechnol~chngc~d,atthe 
same lime, meetthe le@ attd mguMory requlrementa The following 
pxwider a beefs- of comparatjve infamation on tbe sgencies’ 
currentaper&onssndpkfortbefuture. 

a~isMllgadimM&ingworklosidforsweral remo~4~ludingakee 
of buhess fmm federal agencies, which publish an Lurueingsmount of 
their own work. According to am billiag reporb, executlw blanch 
publishing provided by GPO dropped from about $944 mUon (in 1993 
do9ara)in19&9topbout~millionin1893(aboutrtlperrent 
deenase).npsisdsofadngadiminishing~rklosdbecPuseofmilitPry 
down&ring, budget reductions, and movement to electronic publishing 
proceases Whereas Df+s expected revenues of &out $&Xl million in i%cal 
year 1993. it reported receiving about $403 million. Since consolidation in 
1992, DPS has elimWted i,O49 positions, closed 70 facilities, muired new 
equipment, and &posed of &out 1,500 pieces of eguipment. 
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We dso noted dbagreementsbetween JCP and DR concmdng 
procurement of prirdng &GUI the Federal Friscxa Indw&h In llacal ytsr 
~~3,opsprccuredahumt$6OO,OOOinworkfkumtheFedamlRiwn 
Ind~sr.m-strted~tip~ w--Propu- 
spcifk utatwxy wthority exists to procure dces &txn the Federal 
Rkuon lnmea under 18 U.S.C. 4124, #encie!a We not ju au-, 
but rqdrtd, to purchw produ& &om Fedeml Rbon Indu&iea to the 
extent thay M  avaiMle and meet the agencies’ needa How-, citing the 

~~~~%:~~-&~Aq 
uervkeu lhm Federal Won lndu#zies 

AppmdixlvcontabluedditloMldeta9onthelmq~~,d 
congrasuional guidance 6md our adysb of opsb praclicea 

Recommendations WemommcndthptUteSec~ofDefense~LeDlmtorofDpdtO 
eddish controls to (I] prevent the unauthorized proCuWm& Of 
ccmmadd printing and the production of printing for IIOn-MID 
orgddiortu tuxd (2) ver3y the accuracy of mrquired reporta for wuck 
exceed@ the pmduclion limits for sPe156ed quipmenL 

Matters fur 
Congressional 
Consideration 

~reproducedsrehavingasignificMtimpactonthcpublLdringi~, 
end the government is no exception. ‘he framework of hwsand 
reguJation5 used to manage the govemmentb pubhhing activities has 
been in place for many yearn, and now eeems the 8pprcpht.e time for a 
re-ent Various legishtb proposals have been introduced during 
the past year to change the existing legislative fmework. 
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AsCo~~~roretricwthevuiousLegldalivep~,itmay 
wish to condder altenutivc ihmewarks built on sound bb practices 
and changhg pubkabing technolda such a fkarriework should rely 
hwily on providing fot the lowest eble cost far pubkbMng jobs, wh9e 
at he sane time condering quality and timeliness Also, meeWg the 
oeeds of the n&on for access to government information should be an 
Lmpoctantconaideration. 

Agency Comments We did nd obtain miatn comments from CPU and DPS. However, the 
Fublic F’thtet ofthe Used States and the Director of DRS and their staffa 
reaiewtd n draft cf this report, and we have incorpor&ed their comments 
when2 sppmpmk 

Thc~~c~rofthcunited~indic~rtutour~repoa 
fnidy potttnyed OR]. Howwcr, he #ated that there were areas where more 
complete inform&m needed to be provided, particularly BS it related to 
G&S public informs&ion dWsnin&on responaibiUties. He ti stated that 
oPOhdlimitcdtLnetorrviewthe~andm~~tirnewouldbcnecdedto 
provide a colnprebensive Nsponee. 

‘lhe&ectordDFSshhdthattimeconskaintsdidnotpemitadehikd 
review of AU kues ratsed in our draft report. Comuently, he was unable 
to of&t apuitk commenls pending a FEview of the final report. The 
DiRctorsertcd~fmmab~pe~ve,thedraitnpoltraiscd 
seved mqior Issues tegstcNng complinnce with the myriad of 
oftedcUng legal, regulatay, and poky guidelines that govern 
federal paint&g He fur&et s&fed that Dps bad taken strong management 
rtionsklcetheAprll199zcmulolidationtoreducecW4ts#eliminaexceas 
espodb,md- outsoureingwhileessent&UymaMai&g 
complinnce with applicnble lews, regulntions, and policy. According to the 
Dtmctor, with the exception of $328,000 (SeO,OtNl CONUS and 5248#00 in 
Hawaii)in&ectcomnlerdalprinnngproNremenf nFsisinfuU 
compliance. lie said that98 percent of all commercial procurement was 
thtough WC. He stated thnt LIPS would work closely with oeo to correct this 
JUIUI~~~ deficiency in DFS open&ions with the goal of achieving the 

Scope and 
Methodology 

To addres the iasuea contained in this repo,tt, we formed a 
multidiscipUIurry team that included SW knowledgeable about defense 
and general govenunent management auditing, accounting, fmancial 
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-weme* m, publishing, informathn management, a&listics, 
nnd legnl maltem 

We consolted with expxta ftom the private sector, as well Using a 
modified delphi technique, we consuhd with experb and lnduetry 
dfklsls ln the publiatdng field to obtain heir viewa on the (1) &linctione 
ninong various pubiishing technologies, [Z) future direction of the 
publish@ indushg, and (3) resulthg implicationa for maxuq#q publishing 
0peRtioM in the future. In addition, we consulted with M  exp& in 
phnting economics regard@ cost and efficiency issues at cm and IIPS. All 
priVpttgectDtcontu‘tsarclistedinappendixV.We~~these 
i8suee with representahes from our own Office of Information 
Management and Ckmmurddons. 

opemtions nt QPO’S central plant in WashIngton, D.C., and at 12 DPS printing 
facilities h 4 of q p9’s 8 regions Fhatly, we aMyzed relfsant statute% 
reguhions, amd congre&onnI guidance regarding the ma-mgemertt of 
govexnment printing opention~. 

We ccmducted our work from August 1983 to &rill9Q4 in accordance 
with gMelnuy Etccepted &pvfmment auditing stnndnrda 

WeMservtingc~ofthisreporttotheSeurtsryoEDetenac,the 
Pubtic Printer ofthe United States, the Nectar of the OflIce of 
ManagemeotandBudg&andotherapprophat.econgrehooal 
commitecea We will also make copies avaiMle to others upoo reque& 
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Debate continues as to whether DOD can save money by contracting its 
printing and duplicating work through GPO rather than producing it 
in-house. Several studies have been conducted on this topic, but they do 
not support generaable findings. Accordingly, we set out to determine 
whether DOD customers would pay more or less to obtain ptiting and 
duplicating services through GPO and its private sector contractors rather 
than through DPS. 

Study Approach Our study is based on the printing and duplicating workload undertaken 
by DPS in response to customer requisitions received during fiscal year 
1993. Because it is requisition based, the study excludes consideration of 
that portion of DPS’ workload associated with self-service or copy center 
operations. Work performed in overseas plants is also excluded because 
GPO does not typically service those locations. DPS’ fisd year 1993 
workload is used to specify a stabticaily matched set of fiscal year 1994 
requisitions. The difference between DPS’ and GPO'S fiscal year 1994 prices 
for this matched set serves as the basis for the study’s price comparisons. 

Our work was conducted between September 1993 and January 1996 in 
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards. 

Terminology Differences In recent years, the proliferation of computers, laser printers, and other 
digital technologies has blurred the distinctions between printing and 
duplicatjng. Today the terms are often used synonymously, but their 
precise definition has been the subject of disagreement within the printing 
community. DPS, for example, may classify a piece of work as duplicating, 
while GPO might classify the identical product as printing. Similarly, DPS 
and GPO frequently disagree about the production processes required to 
produce products at different quality levels. 

Our study is based on DPS’ workload, and we used DPS’ production 
classifications. Accordingly, the projected price differences for printing or 
duplicating are expressed in terms of DPS’ classifications. Our price 
comparisons, however, are product-based. Thus, while DPS and GPO may 
disagree as to whether a particular work process should be classified as 
printing or duplicating, this study reports solely the price differences 
charged for products that the customer would perceive as identical. 
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Geographic Considerations During our sample period, DPS comprised a headquarters and field 
activities located within eight areas. DPS prices in-house work at the time a 
requisition for printing or duplicating is accepted using a standard rate 
schedule. DPS uses this schedule to price each of the processes used to 
produce a job, With the exception of paper prices, the rate schedule is 
identical for all areas and is updated on an annual basis. Paper prices are 
set at the plant level and may vary throughout the year. 

GPO also has a headquarters and regional structure. For executive agency 
printing and duplicating work, GPO usually contracts the work with local or 
regional commercial vendors. Consequently, GPO’S prices are affected by 
market conditions. The price for identical work may vary between regions 
and, seasonally, within the same region. The final invoice (including GPO’s 
contract administration surcharge) is provided after completion of the 
work and receipt of the contractor’s billing. 

GPO’S regional boundaries do not coincide with the geographic boundaries 
of the DPS areas. Thus, there is not a one-to-one relationship between a DPS 
area office and a GPO regional office. A DPS area office may contract 
support from multiple GPO regions, and a single GPO region may support 
multiple DPs area offices. 

Defining DPS’ Fiscal Year 
1993 Workload 

Members of the printing community often assert that every printing and 
duplicating product is unique. Although the products may be unique, it is 
clear that there is a finite, countable sequence of production steps 
involved in their manufacture. The identification of these sequences is the 
core of our statistical design. 

DPS’ Printig Resources Management Information system (PRMiS) tracks 
requisitions and prices for 184 separate work processes that may be 
involved in providing customers with requested products. We realigned 
DPS’ fiscal year 1993 PRMIS data to reflect DPS’ job pricing system-one that 
is designed to capture the prices charged for the various manufacturing 
processes used to produce a product. By tracking requisitions through the 
vzuious processes, we were able to categorize DPS’ overall fiscal year 1993 
in-house workload into nine major production processes. Table II. 1 lists 
these processes and the revenue associated with them in fiscal year 1993. 
Each of these major processes was further stratitied to reflect additional 
production processes (e.g., stitching) and price strata In total, our study 
comprised 37 printing and 32 duplicating strata. 
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Table 11.1: DPS’ Major Production 
Procssses (Fiscal Year 1993) Dollars in millions 

Major production procars Raquisitions Price 
Printing 
1 10x15/11x17 press 38,503 $5.0 
2 Offset press 14x19 width 17,095 9.6 
3 Off set press 22x29122~34 3,675 5.8 
4 Offset press 35x45 896 2.0 
5 Two-color press 35x45 911 1.8 
6 Roll-fed 22x34 116 .0.5 
7 Thermolenvelopelletterpress 999 0.2 
Duplicatina 
8 Electrostatic duDlicatina 276.812 166.0 
9 
TOtal 

Offset duplicating 10x15/1 1x17 35,724 7.6 
374,731 $220.5 

Note: Overseas plant figures are excluded. 

Validation of DPS’ PRMIS 
Database 

We relied extensively on computer-processed data contained in the DPS’ 

PRMIS database. We assessed the reliability of the data by comparing them 
with data from fiscal year 1993 hard-copy requisitions. This comparison 
was conducted using a st.atistically valid sample. Table II.2 lists the sample 
sizes by major production process. 
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Table 11.2: Sample Used to Validate 
PRMIS Dollars in millions 

Major production process 
Printing 
1 10x15/1 1 xl 7 press 
2 Offset 14x19 width press 
3 Off set press 22x29/22x34 
4 Off set 35x45 press 
5 Two-color 35x45 press 
6 Roll-fed 22x34 
7 Thermo/envelope/letterpress 
Subtotal 
Duplicating (National Capital and Western areas) 
8 Electrostatic duplicating 

National Capital Area 
Western Area 

9 Offset duplicating 10x15/1 1x17 
National Capital Area 
Western Area 

Requisitions 

36,503 
17,095 

3,675 
896 
911 
116 
999 

13,679 
94,056 

536 
7,426 

Sample sits 

123 
93 
69 
45 
35 
25 
25 

415 

38 
112 

38 
112 

Subtotal 880 
Total 177,892 715 
Note: Overseas plant work is excluded. 

W ith regard to printing, all fiscal year 1993 requisitions were grouped 
according to DPS' seven major printing production processes and stratiGed 
into 37 cells to reflect the influence of production line characteristics 
(major combinations of press requirements, offset plates, etc.) and 
requisition price (greater than $500 or $600 and less). Statistics for each 
cell were derived, and a hard copy of the original customer request was 
obtained for a dollar-weighted sample of requisitions. 

W ith regard to duplicating, PRMIS provided a count of requisitions and 
prices for electrostatic and offset duplicating work in all DPS areas. 
However, only the National Capital and Western areas retained the 
individual hard-copy requisitions needed to support our validation. Thus, 
our validation of the PRMIS' duplicating workload focused on DPS' National 
Capital and Western areas. W ithin these areas, duplicating requisitions 
were grouped according to DPS' two major production processes and 
stratified by requisition price (greater than $500 or $600 and less). 
Statistics for each cell were derived, and a hard copy of the original 
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customer request was obtained for a dollar-weighted sample of 
requisitions. 

We concluded that the data were sufficiently complete and accurate and 
thus could serve as a reliable description of DPS’ fiscal year 1993 workload. 
Hard-copy requisitions for 385 of the 416 sampled PRMIS printing records 
were obtained and found to validate the PRMIS’ data on price, production 
sequence, and requisition number. We obtained hard-copy requisitions for 
273 of the 300 sampled duplicating records and validated the PRMIS’ data on 
price, production sequence, and requisition number. 

Structuring the Fiscal Our analysis assumes that DPS’ fiscal year 1993 workload is characteristic 

Year 1994 Price 
of DOD’S annual demand for printing and duplicating services. This is not to 
say that DPS will complete the same volume of work each year, but rather 

Comparisons that its mix of work will remain relatively constant. 

We took a statistically representative sample of DPS’ mix of work from the 
fiscal year 1994 incoming work requests. DPS priced the requisitions 
according to its rate schedule and then sent them to GPO for production. 
GPO provided an initial price estimate .upon acceptance of the work and a 
final invoice price (the contractor’s price plus a surcharge for GPO’S 
administration of the contract) following completion of the work, 

Protection Against 
Selection Bias 

To match fiscal year 1994 jobs with the fiscal year 1993 work mix, we 
sought to ensure requisite statistical conditions (necessary for the 
preservation of fiscal year 1993 strata properties) and reduce or ehminate 
any perception of selection bias on the part of DPS or GPO. 

The criteria for a matched requisition were specified by the statistical cell 
from which a fiscal year 1993 requisition was drawn. Attributes obtained 
from the fiscal year 1993 requisition (e.g., number of copies, original 
impressions, available workdays to perform the work, paper weight and 
finished size, type of binding, and distribution) served as subordinate 
guidelines to protect against selection bias. We listed these attributes on 
the data collection instrument (DCI) that DPS plant officials used to 
nominate a requisition for inclusion in our study. An example of the DCI 
used for a printing requisition is shown in figure II. 1. 
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Figure 11.1: Sample Form Listing Attributes of a Printing Requisition 

DPS’r FY1994 Printing Reauest 

OAO Sample ID: NCAOZ-33440 DPB Area and Pm Plant: NCA-2 

Required Prht- Pro-: 
(33) - 14”19 WKtttl offset Press 

(20) - Negatbes 
(21) - offset Plales 
(39) - Paper 
(45) - WrawPedr/Ship 

in W94 Job ---- 

One side only 
Face end back 

white offset book(50lb) 
white bond (ZOlb) 
Colared bond (201b) 
Index otock (1101b) 
VeUum-fmish (SOlb] 
Other: See ~pecificatims 

Bhdlly: Punch/drill 
Wire atitch 
Saddle stitch 
Perfect binding 
Fold 
Fold-ins 

Di&Ibution: Shrink-tilm wrapping 
Customer pickup 
Bulk delivery 
Addressing/mailing 

MdSt&ml Imdiiathru: Yellow ink. 
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After DPS plant officials identified a requisition that met the parameters of 
our DCI, they submitted the requisition to GPO for production and then 
provided us with documentation to support their nomination (a completed 
copy of the DCI, the customer’s requisition, and DPS’ schedules used for 
pricing the product). Before including the nominations in our sample, we 

. tasked a panel comprising our personnel with printing, evaluation, and 
methodological expetise to examin e them. The panel ensured that the 
nominations fit the necessary statistical parameters and that, Tom the 
viewpoint of the printing community, the selection would not put GPO at a 
disadvantage. All acceptable matches were subsequently reviewed by 
external consultants with printing expertise. Specifically, we used two 
private sector consultants-Willard Brown, Printing Consultant, and 
Herbert Langford, Langford and Associates. They validated the panel’s 
decisions and reviewed DPS’ price estimates, thereby providing an 
additional safeguard against systemic bias on the part of DPS areas or 
plants. 

About 9 percent of DPs-proposed matches failed the review process. In 
these cases, the work was not included in our sample and DPS plant 
officials were requested to nominate replacements that more accurately 
reflected the statistical criteria and attributes specified within our DCI. 

The Fiscal Year 1994 
Sampling Frame 

Table II.3 presents an overview of the study’s sampling frame. The table is 
organized by major production process and lists the sample size, 
responses, and the number of individual products produced using each 
process. 
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Table 11.3: Sample Overvlew (Fiscal 
Year 1994) 

Printina 
Major production process 

Requisitions Number of 
Sample Responses products 

1 10x15/11x17 press 115 96 98 
2 Offset press 14x19 width 90 74 77 
3 Offset press 22x29/22x34 61 44 53 
4 Offset press 35x45 39 30 30 
5 Two-color press 35x45 33 25 35 
6 
7 

Roll-fed 22x34 
Thermo/envelope/ 
letterpress 

24 17 17 

23 17 17 
Duolicatina 
0 
9 

Electrostatic duplicating 
Offset duplicating 
10x15/11x17 

661 571 946 

147 114 247 
Total 1.193 988 1.520 

FVinting Sample We asked DPS to match 385 of our validated Cscal year 1993 printing 
requisitions (&rued by major product line, subproduct, and requisitiob 
price) with incoming fiscal year 1994 reqUiSitiOnS. DPS SUCCeSSftI.& 
matched 316 of the 385 requisitions, but at the conclusion of our study, 
GPO'S contractors had provided final invoices for only 303 requisitions. 
Thus, we used a 79-percent response rate in estimating differences 
between the DPS' printing price and GPO's final invoice. 

Duplicating Sample An oveniew of our sampling scheme for duplicating requisitions is shown 
in table 11.4. 

Table 11.4: Sampled Duplicating 
Requisltlons by DPS Area 

IIPS area 
Central Area 

Electrostatic duplicating Offset duplicating 
Sample size Responses Sample size Responses 

91 67 16 0 
National Capital Area 31 25 38 35 
Northeast Area 91 66 16 12 
Northwest Area 91 a6 16 10 
Southeast Area 80 78 14 11 
Southern Area 91 83 16 11 
Southwest Area 91 78 16 13 
Western Area 95 86 15 14 
Total 661 571 147 114 
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Combined Billings and Open 
Requisitions 

Because the National Capital Area (WA) was unique in its distribution of 
duplicating work, we treated it separately from the other DPS areas-both 
in our validation of the PEWS workload and in the selection of requisitions 
for our fiscal year 1994 sample. We asked DPS to match 69 of our validated 
fiscal year 1993 requisitions from NCA (31 electrostatic and 
38 offset duplicating, as stratified by major production process and 
requisition price) with an incoming fiscal year 1994 duplicating requisition 
from the same plant. 

To protect against selection bias in the remaining DPS areas, we used the 
properties of the Western Area’s validated requisitions to create templates 
for our DCIS. This allowed us to control DPS' nominations. We sent a 
combined total of 739 requisitions to the seven areas (excluding NCA). 
From our prior work with PRMIS, we knew the statistical properties of the 
mix of work for each of these areas. Using the statistical properties of the 
mix of work from each of the areas, we calculated our estimates. 

In the process of validating PRMLS, we identified two classes of requisitions 
that deserved special treatment. The first class, combined billings, was 
made up of a collection of individual products that were batched for 
production on a single requisition. The second class, open requisitions, 
usually comprised multiple products or recurring tasks for the same 
customer that were bihed to the same account. Open requisitions were, in 
effect, term contracts to provide continuing support to one customer over 
a period of time. 

In our validation of PRMIS, we found 13 combined billings (2 printing and 
11 duphcag requisitions). These requisitions consisted of 59 individual 
products, each with its own attributes. For data collection purposes, we 
separated each combined billing into an individual DC1 for each product. 
The responses to these DCIS were ultimately combined to reflect the 
original 13 combined billing requisitions. 

In our validation of PFWIS, we found 26 open requisitions (2 printing, and 
24 duplicating requisitions). These requisitions were different in that, as 
blanket purchase agreements, their attributes were more those of a 
contract than an individual product. For sampling purposes, we asked DPS 
to match the original fiscal year 1993 requisition with a fiscal year 1994 
open requisition having approximately the same dollar value and requiring 
similar production processes and delivery schedules-preferably a fiscal 
year 1994 contract supporting the same customer. As with individual 
requisitions, each of DPS' open requisition nominations were subject to the 
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Sample Nonresponse 

review and approval of our panel. In our study, DPS successfully matched 
23 of the 26 open requisitions (1 printing and 22 duplicating requisitions, 
collectively representing a total of 310 products). 

For each requisition that was approved by the panel, we identified a start 
date and tasked DPS to provide for our sample a prescribed sequence of 
products submitted against that contract. As products were submitted 
against these requisitions, DPS forwarded the work to GPO for production 
and provided us with the customer’s requisition and DPS' schedules used 
for pricing the product. 

Though open requisitions are analogous to GPO'S direct-deal term 
conbcts, DPS does not provide a price reduction on these requisitions. GPO 
states that if the work were done by GPO, however, the DOD customer 
would receive a price discount. For this reason, we asked two agencies to 
price alI of the open requisition products as though the work were 
performed under their existing GPO direct-deal term contracts. Thus, we 
obtained three sets of prices for each open requisition: DF’S’ price, GPO'S 
final invoice price, and the agencies’ direct-deal contract price. The 
direct-deal price was used as a surrogate for GPO'S price in our basic price 
comparisons. GPO'S final invoice was used to support a separate analysis of 
term contract prices. Because open requisitions are billed monthly, we 
integrated the prices obtained for each sample in order to reflect the 
monthly charge for each requisition. 

To maximize response rates, we visited 47 of the 99 DPS plants involved in 
our study to review the progress DPS was making with its nominations. On 
a continuing basis, we made phone calls to encourage high response rates. 
Weekly, we informed DPS area officials of the number of successful 
nominations made by their subordinate plants. We investigated apparent 
difficulties or inadequacies in achieving our response goals. Through these 
efforts, we achieved an #-percent response rate for the combined count 
of printing and duplicating requisitions. To ensure that the missing 
requisitions did not change the representativeness of our sample, we 
examined the potential bias that might be introduced by nonresponse. 
Categories of nonresponse are shown in table II.5. 
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Table 11.5: Categories of Nonrssponse 

Nonresponse retason 
Sensitive or classified material 

Number of 
requisitions Direction of bias 

43 Favors GPO: Production of 
classified or sensitive material 
would likely increase the 
contractor price. 

Downsizing 
GPO rejected production 

24 No apparent bias. 
32 Favors GPO: Most cases were 

the result of our demand for a 
requisition with a rapid 
turnaround time. 

Miscellaneous 76 No apparent bias: Nonresponse 
was related to sample size in 
each area. 

Missing GPO final invoice 30 No apparent bias: DPS’ last day 
for data collection was 
September 30, 1994. The final 
invoices were not received by 
January 15, 1995. 

As may be seen, except for the special provisions needed to safeguard 
national security and other sensitive materials, our research did not 
indicate the presence of systemic bias against GPO in our sample. Thus, the 
study’s final estimates were calculated by reweighting the sample to ignore 
nonresponse. 

The Analysis DPS’ fiscal year 1993 mix of work was used to define a statistically matched 
set of fiscal year 1994 requisitions. The difference between DPS’ prices and 
GPO’s invoice prices for this set served as the basis for the study’s price 
comparisons. Based on dollar-weighted sampling strata, requisition price 
differences were used to estimate the fiscal year 1994 population values. 

Post-Stratification and the GPO officials stated that about 75 percent of GPO contract work for 
Analysis of Term Contracts government agencies is done through term contracts rather than through 

one-time purchases. These officials pointed out that these contracts 
usually result in considerably lower prices for the agencies. Our analyses 
included a post-stratification of the 1994 DPS products, as distinct from 
requisitions, to determine the extent to which DPS’ use of term contracts 
resulted in savings to the DPS customer. Table II.6 shows the results of 
these analyses. 
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Table 11.6: Effect ot Term Contract Use 

Term contract type 
Printing 

GPO price index based on 
DPS price = 100 

63 
Sampling error 

31 

GPO’s Repricing Effort At the request of GPO officials, we allowed GPO to use any of its term 
contract information to reprice the DPS work-after GPO had completed 
and billed DPS for our test cases. GPO officials believed that, in most cases, 
they could have provided DPS with more favorable prices if term contracts 
had been in place and used to price the work. According to GPO, about 
76 percent of its commercial work is done through term contracts--at 
prices considerably lower than the prices charged for one-time purchases. 

We selectively verified the pricing of a sample of the jobs that were 
repriced by GPO, and we compared those findings with the results of our 
own independent analysis of term contract prices that was described 
earlier. 

Quality Assurance 
Efforts 

The structured DCIS, our internal review panel, the printing consultanta, 
and the site visits of our staff played an important role in ensuring the 
credibility of the data that were finally used in our analyses. These efforts 
were supported by additional quality assurance efforts. Specifically, we 
took two samples. One was a statistical subsample of our fiscal year 1994 
responses. The other was a sample of instances in which we found 
extreme percentage differences between the DPS and GPO duplicating 
prices. Our goal was to examine product quality, timing, and pricing issues 
to detect errors and any indication of bias. 

Statistical Subsarnple 
Analysis 

We took a subsample of 60 of our fiscal year 1994 responses. We compared 
requisition information from DPS with GPO'S product information database 
to determine whether (1) GPO was given the lxx-specified time to perform 
the work and (2) the number of GPO’S and DPS’ product copies were the 
same. In all but one case, GPO’S dab agreed with the range specified on our 
DCI. 

We also used the GPO product information database to determine the 
extent to which DPS requested quality level III work. (GPO’s technical 
specifications range from quality level I for highest quality to quality 
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level V  for lowest) GPO told us that by specifying quality level III work, DPS 
forced GPO commercial vendors to print the work rather than duplicate it. 
GPO states that this would put them at a disadvantage in some cases. We 
found four jobs in our subsample where DPS requested quality level III 
work-about 7 percent of our sample. The majoti@ of the work requested 
by DPS in our subsample consisted of quality levels IV and V. 

Extreme Percentage We looked at 104 requisitions with extreme price differences (in 
Differences Between DPS’ percentages). We used GPO’S product information database to verify 
and GPO’s Duplicating requisition information and obtain both quality levels and pertinent dates 

Prices to determine whether there was any bias against GPO with respect to 
quality levels of work requested and the amount of time given GPO to 
produce the work. We located 96 of the requisitions in the database and 
investigated each of these cases with telephone calls to the DPS plants fYom 
which they originated. Where we detected errors, we made appropriate 
changes. 
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OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
1 QSO DEFENSE PENTAGON 

WASHINGTON. DC 20301-1950 

ADMINISTRATION h 
MANAGEMENT 

2 0 JM 19% 

Mr. Henry L. Hinton, Jr. 
Assistant Comptroller General 
National Security and International 

Affairs Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Hintonr 

This is the Department of Defense (DOD) r%sponae to the 
General Accounting Office (GAO) draFt report, “GOVERNMENT PRINTING: 
Comparison of DOD and GPO Prices for Printing and Duplicatin 
Work,” dated December 20, 1994 (GAO Code 709080), OSD Case 9 1 36. 

The Doll has reviewed the draft report and concurs with the 
nethodology, execution, and conclusiona. The opportunity to review 
the report in dralt form la appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

(;” -: L r: ,: . _ 

D. 0. Cooke 
Dlrectnr 
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Note: GAO comments 
supplementing those in the 
report text appear at the 
end of this appendix. 

See comment 1. 

United States Government Printing Office 
Washington, DC 20401 

OFFICE OF THE PCBLIC PRINTER 

February 8, 1995 

Ur. Henry L. Hinton, Jr. 
Assistant Comptroller General 
National Security and International hffaire Division 
United States General Accounting Office 
Washington, DC 20548 

Dear Mr. Hinton: 

This document and appendices represent the official comments of 
the U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO) in response to the U.S. 
General Accounting Office (GAO) draft report entitled 5; overnnent 

The GPO Inspector General audit staff believes that the GAO draft 
report contains material deficiencies, including numerous pricing 
errors, that misrepresent the truth about the economy and 
efficiency of the American printing industry. Additionally, the 
DPS's 18.5 percent price increase for Fiscal Year 1995, negates 
the validity of the conclusions drawn from this report. 

I fully expect GAO to correct all errors in the price comparisons 
before issuance of the final report. 

Our response contains detailed evidence that the GAO study was 
skewed and the results materially understate the cost- 
effectiveness of the GW Printing Procurement Program and its 
private sector printers. The GAO study methodology favored DPS 
and restricted GW'e ability to use Direct-Deal Term Contracts 
which are GPO's most cost-effective and efficient means to 
procure printing and duplicating. 

Incomplete DPS job workload data for Fiscal Year 1993, GAD's use 
of data from a questionable DPS management information system, 
and GAO'S %loning” of the entire DPS regional duplicating sample 
for Fiscal Year 1994 from one of seven DPS regional areas, and 
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other conditions raise serious concerns about the reliability of 
this study. Additionally, the GPO audit staff believes that the 
GAO staff did & always exercise due professional care during 
the planning and performance of this study. To illustrate, DPS 
was allowed to: (1) select the GAO sample: (2) submit sample 
jobs, accepted by GAO, that in most instances (89 percent) were 
J& V.winsW based on GAO’s job specification criteria: (3) 
control the timing and means of delivering sample jobs to GPO; 
and (4) provide the source documentation to GAO for the 
comparative price analysis. Each of these concerns is discussed 
in our response. 

I have also forwarded a copy of this document to the Comptroller 
General of the United States requesting that an independent 
quality assurance review be performed of this study. GPO has 
evidence that this study was & conducted in accordance with all 
applicable Government Auditing Standards, as alleged in the GAO 
draft report. 

I must insist that GPO's comments be included, in their entirety, 
as an appendix to your final report. This is necessary to ensure 
that Congress and other readers of this report are fully aware of 
GPO's position. 

Sincerely, 

IUCHAEL F. DiMARID 
Public Printer 

Enclosures 

Page42 GAO/NSIAD-95-65 Government Printing 



AppendixIV 
CommentaFromtheGovernmentlWnting 
Offlce 

U.S. Qaranmant Printing Offha* 
Cornontm On QAC Draft Report 

acmmumw muarrx~at 
cempbri8on of DOD and am Priaam for 

Printing and Duplicating Work 

Prepared by 
U.S. Government Printing Office 

February 8, 1995 
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U.S. Government Printing Office 
office of Public Printer 

Section 

I. Reliability of DPS Bource Data for QAO Study 

A. DPS Printing and Duplicating Data for Study 
Was Wisclassified Baaed on JCP Standards 1 

0. Other GAO and DOD Reports Question the 
Accuracy and Reliability of DOD Automated 
Systems Used for Study 2 

C. GAO Apparently Did Not Assess Reliability of 
DOD Workload Data Used for Study Baseline a8 
Required by GAO Auditing Standards 4 

D. DPS 81Jobw Workload Data Was Lacking 6 

II. Study Dmsign l Bd Rmtbodalogy 

A. Study Design Was Not Realistic and 
Disadvantaged GPCI 7 

B. Statistical Study Wae of DPS nRequisitionen 
Not DPS Qobem or *Orderen 10 

C. GAO Classification of DPS Workload for Study 
was Overly Simplistic 11 

D. GAO Did Not Adequately Consider Product 
Quality as Congress Requested 13 

E. GAO Allowed DPS to Select Sample Jobs 1s 

P. GAO Allowed DPS to Control the Release of 
Sample Jobs Sent to GPO And Study's Source 
Documentation 16 

G. Substantial Paper Price Increase During Study 
Impacts Integrity of Price Comparison 17 

H. GAO Did Not Test the Study's Methodology 
Before Use 19 

i 
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III. QAO PriBtitbg uld Duplioeting eaaplm 

A. GAO eClonede About 80 Percent of DUPliCating 
Jobs Used far Study 

8. GAO Price Analysis for "Open ReguiBitiOnB" 
Sample Was Lieitad to Two of Eight DPS Armas 
and Inappropriately Projected Over Six 
Unteetad DPS Areas 

C. GAO Did Not Adhrre to Job Specification 
Selection Criteria for Samplm of Twinm Jobe 

D. Systemic Bia8 - Work Days Given to GPO for 
Job Perforeance Were Lees Than GAO Authorired 

E. DPS Ordered Quality Lavel III, Printing Yobe 
and Inappropriately Priced as Duplicating Jobe 

F. GAD Inappropriately Includmd Small Value 
Duplicating Jobs in Sample 

IV. DPI and QPO Pricma 

A. 'DPS Priceen Are Really "Beat EstieataeH 

B. Unreasonable Price Differences for Jobs 
Not Reeaarched by GAO Until GPO Reported 
Condition 

C. DPS Price Estimates Contain Material Errors 
Adversely Impacting GAO*6 Conclueionm 

D. GAO Denied GPO Equal Access to DPS Price 
Estimates and Study Resulte Until Matter 
Was Escalated Higher 

E. Systemic Bias - DPS Estimates Did Not Includm 
uRuah Charges* for Any Sample Jobs 

F. GW Repricing of Jobs 

20 

21 

23 

29 

30 

31 

33 

34 

36 

36 

38 

39 

ii 
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v. Report and Conalnmionr 

A. GAO study Should Reflect Impact of SUbSqUent 
DPS Price Incream of 18 Percant 41 

8. Draft GAO Repctrt Released to GPO for Camment 
Before Field Work Was Complete 41 

VI. Canqreosioaal Xandatea 

A. GPO Depository Library Program 

B. Small Disadvantaged Bunhens Program 

C. Recycled Paper 

VII. other Comment8 011 Report 

A. List of Comments on GAO Draft Report 45 

iii 

43 

43 

44 
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See comment 2. 

reotion I. 

for all0 BtuQ 

A. 

The Congress regussted that the GAO study assess "the degree of 
compliance by DPS with Sec. 207 and other applicable laws, rules, 
and regu1ationo.v 

The GAO should indicate in ths body of this report #at the DPS 
does I& alwayu classify "printing" in accordance with the Joint 
Caittem on Printing's g 
-* For this study, GAO used DPS's classification of 
printing and duplicating without qualification of thim critical 
workload data in the chart on page 6 of the draft report. 

In the prior DPS/GPO price comparison study by GAO (GAO/T-NSIAD- 
93-19, page l), GAO testified that the definition of printing 
was : 

* *Printing*, an defined in this analysis, includes 
work that (1) in completed on traditional printing 
equipment (such as, offset presses) or (2) exceeds the 
maximum limitations of 5,000 of a single page or 25,000 
pages in aggregate for any one job, regardless of the 
type of l guipment used to produce the work. 
*Duplicating' is work that is completed on duplicating 
equipment and is less than the 5,000/25,000 page 
criteria spelled out in the Joint Committee on 
Printing's m and w 
Raclulatione." 

DPS's non-compliance with Government regulations is buried on 
page 20 of the GAO draft report in Appendix I. However, GPO 
believas that thir key point should be disclosed by GAO with the 
chart on page 6 of the GAO draft report. 

To G&Q 

The GAO should state in the body of this report that the (1) 
printing and duplicating workload data and (2) GAO ample 
data are based on DPS*s classifications which are not 
defined in accordance with applicable Government 
regulations. As a result, some "printing" has been 
misclassified by DPS as vdup1icating.v 

1 
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See comment 3. 
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The chart on page 6 of the GAD draft report should note that 
the annual amount of WD "printing" is understated and the 
annual amount of DOD "duplicatinga ie overstated. The 
notation should also state that GAO does not know the dollar 
amount of misclassification which may be material. The 
report should clearly state that the terms Nprintingn and 
"duplicating,W vhen used in this report, are based on DPS's 
classification. 

B. QAO and DOD Mpprte QEu!&LB the s 
tv of DOD wd l&r- Used &E star& 

Congress requested that this study be a valid *cost" Comparison. 
Howevar, GAO ultimately conducted a "price comparisons dua to 
wconcerns regarding the cospleteness, accuracy, and reliability 
of DPS*e cost accounting symtem" [Exhibit A, page 361. while GAO 
concluded that the cost comparison was not possible, GAO went 
forward and used WworkloadW data from the s&Be questionable DPS 
system. This DPS workload data warn used as a baseline in GAO#s 
study. 

The GAO report should explain that workload and cost accounting 
&eta on DPS printing and duplicating is captured and exchanged by 
DOD automated l ysteBe that produce finanoial urd ruugemest 
report8 on DPS*s operations and activities. 

The GAO, and DOD*6 Offica of Inspector Gensral (OIG) have imeued 
meveral reports questioning the reliability of information from 
the DOD Defense Businsss Operations Fund and related financial 
and management information systems used in this GAO study. GAO#S 
knowledge and experience with relevant DOD information should 
have been fully considered when conducting this GAO study and 
reporting the results. DPS is a part of tha Defense Business 
Operations Fund (DBOF), an industrial fund. 

The DPS*s Printing Resources Management Information System 
(PFWIS) prwides cost and other vorkload data on printing and 
duplicating jobs performed by DPS. 
data were crucial to the GAO study. 

This system and associated 
In this regard, GAO should 

reiterate its statement on page 27 of its report (GAO/NSIAD-94- 
157) of Aprfl 15, 1994 (which is not this draft report): 

"Financial statements produced from DPS*m cost 
accounting system may be unreliable. Currently, the 
Inspector General of DOD is conducting a 1993 financial 
statement audit of the DBOF of which DPS is a part. 
However, accounting and financial ravievs of D0OF lead 
us to be concerned about the reliability of DPS’s cost 
accounting information. DBOF managers have 
acknowledged that DBGF financial reports are 
inaccurate." 
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The GAO report, Financial Status of the Defy 
dated March 1994 (GbO/AIMD-94-SO}, 

About the integrity of information frm 
the DBOF. The GAO report states that the DBDF*o financial 
reports were inaccurate, and the cost accounting system van 
fragmented and needed to be improved to establish accurate 
prices. 

This GAO/AIMD report also cites that the DOD OIG repcrted that 
(1) it could not render an opinion on the DBOP*s Fiscal Year 1992 
financial statements because the data were not complete and 
accurate, and (2) the DBOF financial reports contain billions of 
dollars of errors and cannot be relied on for decision-making 
purposes. 

In comparison, the last audit of GPO's financial statements by 
GAO (i.e., Fiscal Year 1992) resulted in an Wngualitied* opinion 
on the ntateraents and internal controls. 

In June 1994, GAO/AIMD issued another critical rnport of the 
DBOF, -on6 Fund. v . 

and 
(GAO,AlMD-94-1E 

tr Pm 
While the scope of the review vas limited to 

depot maintenance and supply management operations, the report 
raises concerns about the reliability of DBOF prices. GAO used 
such prices for this DPS study. 

In view of the above knowledge and experience, GAO was under an 
obligation to assess tbe reliability of this DPS workload data 
before use. Remember, the price differences between DPS and GPO 
for the GAO sample of printing and duplicating jobs were 
lVweighte&n based on DPS workload data from PPHIS. Because the 
GAO sample was not proportionate to the population, the weighting 
of sample results was necessary. This weighting of the sample 
was important for projection purposes and reporting overall 
results. Inaccurate and incomplete workload data could 
materially distort the weights used in GAO’s analysis, and, 
therefore, undermine the confidence and integrity of the overall 
study results reported on page 6 of the GAO draft report. 

N&ion To Gap 

The GAO should disclose, in the body of report, that past 
audit experience indicates that data from the DBOP and 
related DOD management information systems, much as DPS*s 
Printing Resources Management Information (PRMIS), may be 
inaccurate, incomplete, and unreliable. Furthermore, the 
study used nationwide revenue and vorkload data on printing 
and duplicating from thesa systems for the GAO study. 

3 
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See comment 4. 

The eh0 report states on page 11 that DPS raised prices by 
I8 pmtcent for Fiscal Year 1995, which ia after the 6tudy 
period. Ths GAO report ehould indicate that the DPS prices 
used in this GAO etudy have not been reCOVering the full 
coats of DPS'e operation6 and are not in compliance with 
generally accepted accounting principles which require a 
matching of revenue6 and associated expenses. 

In this regard, GAO should reiterate its statement on 
page 27 of it6 report (GAO/NSIhD-94-157) of April 15, 
1994 (which io not included in this draft report): 

Woreover in our review of DPS'e cost 
accounting ayeten, we found that many costs 
were not included in the eystem Example8 of 
theee coats are contracting euppo*, payroll 
6ervIce6, audit eerviaes, collection and 
disbursement activltiee, certain common 
support cost when DPS plant6 are located at 
military installatione, 6ome administrative 
overhead, and incentive8 for voluntary 
retirement or reparation. DOD’s Comptroller 
does not require DPS to capture the66 costs. 
However, according to DPS officials, DPS will 
capture these costs fn Fiscal Year 1995.M 

C. Y Did pot A66uliabilitv of DOD War 
Pntr Used for Study Brsaline a6 Rm&rmd b9 m- 

The GAO indicated that the DPS workload data for Fiscal Year 1993 
was taken at face value, and used as the workload baseline for 
the GAO study. 

To quote page 28 of the GAO draft report: 

"Prior to the actual selection of the Fiscal Year 1994 
eample orders, we perfonued an extensive analysie of 
DPS*s Fiscal Year 1993 workload database to understand 
the characteristics of DPSrs annual workload. ueing 
tbie data am a bae~llne, we l tetietically eeleetrU work 
erdmre from the Pimeal Year 1993 48ttiaee that, when 
taken in l gqreqate, were reprmemtative of DPIns uuwal 
workload. The characteristics of these jobs were then 
ueed am baseline criteria for matching Fiscal Year 1994 
orders for our study." [Eephasie added] 

4 
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The GAO draft report stated on page 28 that GAO’s work warn 
conducted in accordance with generally accepted auditing 
standards (GAGAS). GPO understands that this DPS workload data 
war apparently b& assessed for reliability, as required by 
Govamment Auditing Standards (GAS 6.62 Validity and Rem 

. GAS 6.62 states: 

Quaitor8 rb0uia obtain suffiaient, oompmtont, ana 
ralnmt widonam that aomputmr-praassssd data are 
ralfd md relisblm when thosm data are signifioent to 
tha auditor’8 findiagr. The work is nacaseary 
regardless of whether the data are provided to auditors 
or auditors independently extract them. Auditors 
should determine if other auditors have worked to 
establish the validity and reliability of the data or 
the effectiveness of the controls over the system that 
produced the data. If they have, auditors may be able 
to use that work. If not, auditors may determine the 
validity and reliability of computer-based data by 
direct tests of the data. Auditors can reduce the 
direct tests of the data if they teat the effectiveness 
of general and application controls over computer- 
processed data, and these tests support the conclusions 
that the controls arm effective." [Emphasis added] 

The DPS workload data for Fiscal Year 1993 was used as a baseline 
for the study and directly impacted the weighting of the sample 
results. Thus, the data was critical to accomplishing the audit 
objectives, and has a material impact on the projections and 
conclusions of this GAO etudy. 

The GAO report should follow the reporting standards of Chapter 4 
in the GAO guide, i 
J&&, dated September tz9CI whicheisacited b! GAS 6.62.- In the 
event reliability was not ietemined, GAO’s suggested report 
language is as follows: 

"To achieve the assignment#s objective(e) we 
extensively relied on computer-processed data contained 
in [cite the data base used]. We did not establish the 
reliability of this data because [cite the reason(s)]. 
As a result, we are unable to provide projections, 
conclusions, or recomeendations based on this data. 
Except as noted above, GAO's work was conducted in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing 
standards." 
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TO G&Q 

The GAO report should follow the reporting standards Of 
Chapter 4 in the GAO guide, &&Bessiner the ntv oC 

uter-Procesu dated September 1990, which ia 
' cited by GAS 6.62. 

The GAO should either (1) disclose in the GAO report the 
results of its reliability tasting of the DPS workload and 
other data used for thim study, or (2) in the event 
reliability of the data was not determined, GAO should state 
thin exception to GAGAS. In the 18tter aala, QAO.8 fin81 
raport should Qet iaeluda any projeotionr or aanalurions 
bamad on this DPO rorklold drt8, as required by GAO 
standards and guidance. 

D. PpB WJob” Worm 18, kw 

The GAO does not know how many of the DPS printing and 
duplicating job8 wer8 in the population being studied (FY 1993 & 
FY 1994) dua to the lack of DPi5 data on individual jobm. Yet, 
the draft GAO report makes unqualified statement8 about mjobmw 
that are factually incorrect and loads the reader to believe that 
GAO ham more detailed knowledge of DPS jobs in the population 
than actually known. For exampple, page 3 of the draft GAO report 
states: 

"The [DPS] in-house work comprises, for the most pa*, 
jobs priced at relatively low dollar valuen. ror 
l xemple, in rho81 Y*8r 1993, f9 pera8at of the DPS*r 
dUpiia8thg job8 warm prioed under $103 and rbout 60 
peroent vmro priood under $26.@@ 

A8 diocusned later, GAO only had duplicating workload data on two 
of the eight DPS areas (i.e., Western Area and National Capital 
Area). Clearly, the body of the report should disclose these 
serious data limitation8 on DPS jobs. 

Sw-stion To GAQ 

The GAO report should make clear, in the body of the report, 
that DPS automated data on individual jobs were lacking and, 
as 8 result, GAD was forced to use requisition data without 
any knowledge of the individual jobs contained in nany of 
theae requisitions. GAO should fully dascribe (1) the 
aource8 of data for the study, (2) any source d8t8 
liQit8tiOns, (3) its efforts to construct 8 database for 
this study, and (4) any data-ralated aseuqtions used for 
this study. 
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seation IX. 

GPO dimagrees with the assertion on page 27 of the GAO draft 
report that thir ntudy was “an accurate and realietic comparison 
baaed on existing busine66 relationships between DOD cu6tomez-6, 
DPS, GPO, and the private sector vendors.6 

The GAO can not in “goad faith" tell Congress that thi6 6tudy im 
naccurate and realistic" when CD0 wan forced by GAO'6 mathodology 
to buy WD printing and duplicating jobs uming 66pot buy" 
procurement methods. 

This study wa6 at best a “worst case scenariom from GPO’s 
viewpoint, and the result6 materially understate the cost- 
effeotivenesrr of GPO*6 commercial contractors. 

Pirect-D-1 TW 

The GAO rtudy, by dseign, forced GPO to u6t 9nnall purchamasn 
procurements (i.e., "spot bu~s@~) in place of Direct-Deal Tarm 
Contracts. Direct-Deal Term Contract6 are generally th6 most 
economical and efficient mean8 to provide recurring printing and 
duplicating 66rvicee to Federal agencies. GPO'8 Direct-Deal Term 
Contract6 could be used to satisfy most of DOD’6 in-house plant 
work, including classified Work. GPO currently ha6 2,741 term 
contract nationwide (2,501 Direct-Deal Term Contract6 and 240 
GPO-Placed Term Contracts). 

A Direct-Deal Term Contract results in lower unit costs for the 
Government because similar requirements are consolidated for a 
specific period of time into one requirement contract (e.g., l- 
year) . GPO printing contractors offer guantity discounts that 
reflect the SCOnOmieS-Of-EiCale of larger Governmsnt raquiramentr. 

To illustrate this point, (1) the unit price of buying one can of 
soda may be s.60 per can: (2) the unit cost of buying one case of 
sodas may be S.25 per can (i.e., $6.00 per case of 24 cans); and 
(3) the unit price of buying 1,000 cases of 8oda over year may be 
$.20 per can (i.e., $4.80 per case). 

Tbie principle works in printing and duplicating procurusnfs 
where ths unit of measure is commonly 1*impre6sionsW produced. 
Contractorn generally bid a rate based on production units. 

In many instances, this unrealistic GAO study forced GPO to us6 
more expensive vsaall purchases M to buy many 6mall job6 that 
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would normally be consolidated, at the request of the customer 
agency, and procured, at less cost, under Direct-De&l Tern 
Contracte. GAO acknowledges on page 9 of the draft report that 
it "found that term contract usage reduced printing priceo by 
about 40 percent.' 

Finally, the few Direct-Deal Term Contracts used in this study 
were selected by DPS, one of the tno parties with a vested 
interest in the outcome of this q tudy. Often the print orders 
placed by DPS were inappropriate for the job being procured. For 
example, DPS would place a GAO sample rduplicatingn job under a 
GPO "printing" contract. This resulted in a higher pricts to GW 
who had no control war DPS's selection of proeurtmtnt mtan6. 

GPO also noted instances where DPS would use txisting GPO term 
contract price6 to calculate GPO's price for sample jobs selected 
by DPS. DPS would compare the prict estimate under the GPO 
contract to DPS*s estimated price for the GAO sample job. The 
DPS estimated prices were less than GPO astirnated prices in the 
instance6 reviewed. 

GAO ohould prominently disclose the result6 of GPO*6 
repricing eifort which parallels GAO*6 statement that Vxrm 
contract usage reduced printing price6 by about 40 ptrcent.e 

Dollar ValUkPYPlfEPfjtra Jo- 

Second, the GAO study, by design, forced GPO to procure certain 
mall duplicating jobs that would not normally be procured under 
the procurement methods used in this study. To illustrate, about 
307 (26 percent) of GAO's sample jobs for this current study were 
under $25, based on the DPS e6timated price. 

Tht GAO draft report indicated that eSelf-Strvict copying11 and 
sCost Per Copy Contracte work was D& included in tht scope of 
this analy8i6. However, DPS jobs are known to be misclassified 
(set Section I-A of GPO'6 Comments). 

Tbt prtviou GAO study database inappropriately included small 
value DPS jobs that GPO considers to be "convenience copying." 
For, purposes of this earlier study all duplicating jobs under 
$25 were excluded from the pricing analysis. GAO accepted GPO's 
position that these jobs should be excluded from the comparison 
because 0W i6 not in the buaine68 of providing convmmimnam 
copying, regardltss of how DPS ala6riffer thm work. 

GPO explained to GAO that DOD should be using "Cost Per Copy" 
contracts and "Self-Service Copying" in these instances. GPO 
cannot understand why GAO has DQ$ questioned this DPS practice 

Page64 GAO/NSIAD-96-66 GovernmentPrinting 



Appendix IV 
Commenti From the Government Printing 
Office 

which appears to be uneconomical and inefficiant. 

TO illustrate the situation, DPS requires that their customers 
complete an order form describing the job and obtain 
authorization signature(s} for the Work. NG2&, DPS prepares an 
estimate, enters the job in PRMfS for accounting, provides the 
service, and then bills the customer through the billing system. 

The DOD Mduplicating job” being performed by DPS may be three 
copies of a ten-page document priced at $.68 that could be made 
on any photocopying machine. The smllest sample job in thim 
study nas 5.42 and five of the GAO sample jaba w8re priced under 
$1. 

The CW discussed the matter of small dollar value duplicating 
jobs, known commonly as %onvenience copying," with GAO at the 
entrance meetings for this study. GAO gave assurances that the 
sample would not include such jobs for thG comparative price 
analysis. Unfortunately, this was not true. SUbsGguGntly, GAO 
indicated that these jobs ware in the GAO sample because the jobs 
were in DPS'e databaGG for duplicating work. 

The GPO minimum surcharge for a job was $10 during the study 
period. About 2013 of the GAO eampla jobs Used in this study were 
pricGd by DPS at $10 or less. so, there was no way GPO c0ua 
have provided these 200 sample jobs for a pxice equal or lees 
than DPS. 

The purpose of GPO's minimun surcharge is two-fold. Piret and 
foremost, the surcharge is Used to recover the administrative 
costs of processing the job. Second, the surcharge encourages 
agencies to procure work from other more economical and efficient 
means. 

The administrative cost to DOD to process wconvenisnce copyingn 
through a system designed far "printing jobs" could easily be 
$10 per job. This is a waste of the American taxpayers* money 
and GAO should have addressed this issue rather than forcing GPO 
to participate in a mfictfanalm price comparison of "convenience 
copying" labeled "duplicatingN by DPS. 

This unrealistic GAO price comparison of small value duplicating 
jobs distorted the study*8 results and clearly favored DPS. The 
GAO could have studied the economy of GPO commercial procurement 
of small value jobs. GAO could have allowed GPO to use prices 
from existing Direct-Deal, DirGCt-Pay Contracts. These contracts 
are designed for such work, and have no GPO surcharges added. 
This alternative procurement method would have provided more 
realistic prices. However, like Direct-Deal Term Contracts, GPO 
could not use this procurement method unaer GAO's methodology for 
the study. 
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maa-tion 
The GAO should exclude all small value duplicating jobs (DPS 
Price of $25 or less) from the analysis and results, as was 
done in the prior GAD study. The report should state that 
GPO believes that most, if not all, of this work could be 
sore economically and efficiently provided through other 
means such as Self-Service Copying and Cost Per Copy 
Contracts. 

8. tistiaalatydr Was of DPE Wemuiaitions@* Uot DW *Jobsa 
PJ: "Orders" 

The GAO draft report interchangeably uses the words 
mrequiaitions," morders,W and Mjobs.W This is confusing to the 
reader and factually incorrect. Subsequently, GAO statisticians 
stated that DPS lacked adequate data to conduct this study at the 
"job" level, and, therefore, the study was conducted at the 
*requisition* level. 

Based on our discussione with GAO, one Vequieitionm as used in 
this study equals: 

(1) one individual printing job, or one individual 
duplicating job: 

(2) a group of printing, or group of duplicating jobs 
batched together for billing purposes (a.k.a. 
Combined Billing); and 

(3) an "open requisition,Vt which is a group of all 
printing and/or duplicating jobs from a certain 
DOD customer for a certain period ot time (e.g., 1 
fiscal year). 

According to discussions with GAO, (1) the statistical analysis 
and reporting of results for this study was done at the 
"requisition lavel," and (2) the sample unite for the comparative 
price analysis were "printing jobsn and lNduplicating jobs.” 

That tact that some requisitions (e.g., open requisitions) 
consist of both Wprintingn and *lduplicatingn jobs raises further 
concerns about the accuracy of workload claseification for this 
study. GAO indicated that the dollar value of the "open 
requisitions" vas signipicant for the Fiscal Year 1993 
population. However, the dollar amount vas not known. 

The chart on page 6 of the GAO draft report should be qualified 
to reflect that the classitication of "printing requisition" and 
"duplicating requisitfonl' data (i.e., number of requisitions and 
dollar amount) is JJJ& based on absolute data, and may be 
misclassified between the two groups (i.e., printing and 
duplicating) for such reasons. 
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Gwertunent Auditing Standards for reporting (GAS-7-16) Stat%: 

"Every effort should be made to avoid any misunderstanding 
by the reader concerning the work that was and wa8 not done 
to achieve the audit objectives, particularly when the work 
was limited by relying on internal controls or because of 
constraint8 on time and resourc%s.a 

The GAO draft report did create misunderstandings due to the 
inappropriate use of key words such as "job,* norder,m and 
q rmqoisition.q This provides further evidence that due 
professional care was not always oxerciaed by the GAO for this 
study. 

The GAO report should note that the number of requisitions 
and the dollar value for both printing and dupliaating 
requisitions, in the chart on page 6 of the draft raport, 
contain probable riaclasmificetiona cf actual work, between 
printing end duplicating because of the lack of absolute 
data on DOD open requisitions. 

The GAO should alma indicate that DPS lacks data on the 
total number of jobs performed or ordered during the study 
period (i.e., Fiscal Years 1993 and 1994). 

GPO believes that the GAO study and report is overly simplistic 
when viewed iron a printing technical viewpoint. GW believes 
that the technical aspects of printing and duplicating for both 
production and procureecnt are much more complex. Further, the 
GAO report would have been nor% useful to the Government if GAO 
had analyzed printing and duplicating ejobsN instead of 
Wrequisitions.m 

Page 29 of the GAO draft report indicetee that GhO reviewed DPS'a 
184 separate-production processes and determined that 17 
proceesas accounted for 90 percent of DPS*s annual production. 
GAO atates further that on page 29: 

Wring the 17 key processea, we categorized moat of 
DPS*a workload into groups of cummon processes that 
made up DPS’s Fiscal Year 1993 product six. We further 
divided the printing and duplicating jobs into reparate 
categories: separated the jDbS according to price 
(greater than $500 and less than or equal to $500); and 
noted special attributes of the job--for example, it8 
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price, number of workdays available to prwicte the 
product (turnaround time), ink color, paper stack, 
binding. and wrapping." 

GPOg(r Automated Bid List Llyeteln (ABLS) maintains contractor'8 
detailed information on contractor production capabilities. The 
ABIS clasdfice production capabilities into 52 primary 
Manufacturing specialties (e.g., pamphlets, boxes, maps, 
composition, nicroiiche, etc.) which is further defined into 
several hundred subprocesses (e.g., ink-multicolor, inserts, die 
cut, bar code, etc.). 

The reporting 02 GAO's analytical temults, using DOD 
Wrsquiaitions,n transmits little uiaeful inFonnation to the reader 
of this report. To illustrate, GAD defined all DOD printing and 
duplicating work into four groupa, baaed on mrequisitfons,m as 
followa: 

ina Ree 

(1) %argefl (over $500) 
(2) nSmal14N (below $500) 

(1) aLarqen (over $500) 
(2) 8USmallH (belov $500) 

Page 1 of the GAO draft report states that theme four vorkload 
groups are lijobs,n and the chart on page 6 indicatea that these 
four workload groupa are “orderaw in the first column and 
"requi@itiorM in the third column. The GAO 8tati8tical experts 
who derrigned thi6 study clarified that the four group used in 
the clarsification of workload for analyaia and repotting 
purposes are Wequi8itionsn and & "joba" or Wordetm,a 

GPO customers order q jobs1* for GPO to procure or produce. DPS 
plants produce *jobem too. The printing industry producsa njob8m 
for the Government and private sector. Thus, the common unit of 
uork in the Government and industry is a printing or duplicating 
'job." It is not a nrequiaitionn as GAO uses in this study. 

WRequieitions,n as used in this study, are merely instruments 
used for financial purposes -- primarily billing DOD cumtomere. 
The use of the term mrequisition W in this study confuses the 
reader, especially when used interchangeably with tha term njob.W 

GAO should have conducted the analytical analysis t'or the rtudy 
at the mjobm level, instead of using arequiaitione.w GAO could 
have performed a ‘Wake or Buy Decision" analynis using a 
stratified sample to develop a job Wreak-even Point" for both 
printing and duplicating. 

12 
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Additionally, GPCI should reiterate our earlier comments about how 
an unknown amount of DPS "printing" was misclassified as 
*duplicating" and included as such in this analysis (see Section 
I-A of GW's conmanta). 

In conclusion, GW has doubts about the usefulness to Congress of 
a report that classifies the entire $220 million of DOD printing 
and duplicating work into four simplistic groups for analysis and 
reporting purposes, as follows: 

Number of FY 1993 Work 
Reauisitionsaeauisition onsl 

(1) 11,000 Large Requisitions s 20 
(2) 51,000 Small Requisitions 5 

puPli-tinu : 
(3) 62,000 Large Requisitions 185 
(4) 292,000 Small Reguisitions 18 

Clearly, GAO could have provided the results of this analysis in 
a more useful manner to Congress and the other interested 
parties. 

GAO should define the meaning of a '*requisition" in the body 
of the report and disclose that a requisition could equal 
one or several hundred printing and/or duplicating jobs 
conmingled under an "Open Requisition." 

Q. g&Q Did Pot adeauatu Consider Product oualitv as m 
pecmestad 

The Congress requested that this study between DPS and GPO 
consider ltproduct guality8' [Exhibit A, page 2). Quality is an 
important factor affecting the cost and pricing of printing and 
duplicating services. 

GPO understands that DPS does not have a product quality 
classification system. For this GAO study, DPS determined and 
assigned "Quality Levelsn to jobs submitted to GPO using GPO's 
Product Quality System. 

The GPO Quality Assurance Through Attributes Program is used by 
all Federal agencies including DOD/DPS when ordering printing and 
duplicating services from GPO [Exhibit L]. This system has been 
accepted and is widely used by the Printing Industry of America. 

13 
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Quality levels relate to the accuracy of reproduction and cannot 
be determined by reviewing a single product. Very poor quality 
copy can be reproduced extremely accurately if required. 
Generally, the more accurate the reproduction the higher the 
price. 

Every GPO commercial contractor has an established quality level 
based on GPO's evaluation of the contractor's production 
equipment, product samples, and production results. Product 
quality inspections are routinely conducted by GPO personnel at 
contractor plants. GPO's Product Quality System has five quality 
levels. Quality Level I is the highest quality level. 

The distribution of GPO's 13,092 contractors is as follows: 

QUALITY LEVELS FOR 
GPO'S CONTRACTORS 

a6 of January 1995 

Number of 

Source: GPO Automated Bid List System 

The DPS also ordered work inappropriately described by DPS as 
'duplicatingn that required the GPO contractor to provide 
"negatives." In these instances, the DPS requirement forced GPO 
to buy the work as ilprintingll and incur higher prices for the GAO 
study. 

Unfortunately, *product quality" was not one of GAO’s "job sample 
criteria* for this study. Thus, DPS, one of the two parties with 
a vested interest in the outcome of this study, was able to 
establish and control "product quality" to its advantage. In 
some instances, DPS inappropriately required GPO to procure 
Quality Level III qlprinting" work which was unfairly priced by 
DPS as less expensive "duplicating" work far purposes of the GAO 
comparative price analysis. 
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Suaaesthi To GAQ 

The GAO report should make clear that DPS, I&& GAO, 
establishsd GPO Quality Lsvels for sample jobs that DPS 
selected and sent to GPO for performance. 

The GAO should take action to correct this unfair situation 
caused by GAO’s luck of product quality control. GAO should 
either (1) discard the Quality Dsvel III jobs priced by DPS 
as non-printing jobs, plus those DPS "duplicstinq jobs" with 
"negative requirsments,s or (2) require DPS to reprice the 
jobs as printing, as GPO was rsquired to do as a result of 
DPS's actions. 

1. lm Jobe 

The GAO designed the study in a manner in which DPS was given 
responsibility to select the samples of printing and duplicating 
jobs used in this comparative price analysis. DPS was one of the 
two parties with a vested interest in the outcoms of thin study. 
GAO’s action gave DPS an opportunity to bias the sample selection 
and adversely ispact the study results. Ae discuseed later in 
GPO's Comments (Section III-D and E) + DPS used this opportunity 
to its advantage. 

In mxmaxy, the DPS workload for the GAO study vas divtded into 
two primary groups that were subdivided by work classification 
and DPS price into a tatal of eight groups, as follows: 

I. QDen Rem: 

(1) Printing Sample: 
a. Large Requisitions - over $500 
b. Small Requisitions - $500 or less 

(2) Duplicating Sample: 
a. Large Requisitions - over $500 
b. Small Requisitions - $500 or less 

II. m Pe&iti0- 
(Individual Requisitibs & Combined Billings) 

(1) Printing Sample: 
a. Large Requisitions - over $500 
b. Small Requisitions - $500 or less 

(2) Duplicating Sample: 
a. Large Requisitions - over $500 
b. Small Requisitions - $500 or less 

15 

Page61 GzAG/TUSL~D-S~-~~ GovernmentPrinting 



See comment 12. 

- 

AppendixIV 
CommentsFromtheGovernment Printing 
Office 

For Open Requisitions, GAO instructions to DPS were simply to 
select either (1) the next 10 jobs placed under a specific open 
requisition, or (2) the next 20 jobs placed under a specific open 
requisition. The two sample sizes were based on whether GAO 
classified the open requisition as (1) a %argea Requisition 
(Sample Size of 20) or, (2) a *SmallW Requisition {Sample Size of 
10). DFS had considereble discretion in selecting open 
requisitions because GAO did not provide specific “Job 
Specification Criteria" to minimiee bias in the selection 
process. 

ition& 

For Non-Open Requisitions, the GAO inmtructions to DPS were to 
match on specific "job specification criteriaM for the sample 
jobs. GAO states on page I of the draft report that the 
selections were reviewed by outside expert printing consultants 
to verify that selections were appropriate. 

Unfortunately, GAO did not enforce the “job specification 
criteria" and as a result most of the jobs accepted were not 
Wtwinmn as risrepresented in GAO's draft report (ree Section III- 
C of GPO's Comments). 

Regardless of DES's actions, GAO should have never relinquished 
control of the sample selection to the DPS, the auditee, and one 
of the two parties with a Veated interest in the outcome of thir 
GAO study. GPO considerr this another act of favoritism towardm 
DPS . GAD was under an obligation to exerciee due professional 
oare in designing this study. 

7. wed DPB to c~&rol the Release of ew Job8 m 
Lltudr’s_apylos Daa~ 

GAO deaigned the study in a manner in which DPS was given 
responsibility to control the release of job orderm sent to GPO 
for fulffllntant. DPS was one of the two parties vith a vested 
interest in the outcome of this study. GAO*8 action gave DPS an 
opportunity to bias the mample selection and adversely inpact the 
study results. As discussed later in GPO'm Comments (Section 
III-D), DPS ueed this opportunity to its advantage. 

The GAO allowed DPS to control the release of job orders to OPO, 
assign the quality level of each job, and define the 
classification of work (duplicating or printing). The GAO also 
accepted DPS#s source documentation for the study without 
independent verification against the documentation sent by DPS to 
GPO. 
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GW was never contacted by GAO and asked to provide any DFS job 
order documentation for verification. The DPG also provided GAO 
with the GPO Invoice Price for the eauple jobs. A eample could 
have been taken by GAO to establish a level of confidence in the 
DPS documentation given GAO. 

The GPO Printing Procurement Department compared sone DPS oample 
jobs (provided by GAO in January 1995) to GPO records from DPS. 
The review identified certain differences in quantities and other 
date that favored DPS. For example, GAO accepted DPS’s price for 
5 pads [lo0 mheetm each), uhen DPS actually ordered 500 pads (100 
rheeto each) from GPO (GAO ID # CNA09-31-184). other 
unexplainable discrepancies warrant GAO’s attention. 

CA0 should have never allowed DPS to control the releese of 
ordere without establishing adequate and effective controls to 
prevent bias. GPO considers this another act of favoritism 
towards DPS. GAO was under an obligation to exercise due 
professional care in the planning and performance of this study. 

Q. ubstwse re 
trr of Prim Comazim2a 

Paper prices rosa as much as 20 to 40 percent during 1994. 
This confounding, intervening event had a material impact on the 
study reeultm. This extraordinary paper price increase startsd 
in 1994 during the GAO study period and continued throughout the 
study period. Paper prices had been relatively constant before 
this extraordinary incrsase that is comparable to a similar 
increase in the early 1970's. 

The GAO draft report notes this paper price increase on page 10. 
However, the impact of this intervening event is not explained 
and reflected in the draft report. The results of the entire GAO 
study may have been significantly distorted in DPS~s favor as a 
result of this intervening event. Paper costs are a major cost 
elesent in printing and duplicating, and significantly impact 
both GPO and DPS prices. 

The GW advised the GAO, during the study period, that GPO 
commercial prices uere increasing as a result of the 
extraordinary paper price increase. GPO commercial printing 
prices react more quickly to market conditions than the DPS plant 
prices. 

The DPS plants buy paper from both GSA and DPS which maintain 
paper inventories at Government warehouses. 
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The DPS has paper inventories too. GPO believes that DPS*s paper 
costs for the study were probably lees impacted by the rapid 
increase in paper prices because of these Government paper 
inventories. Tha fixed Government contract prices for paper and 
Government warehouse inventories cf paper stock vould have 
delayed the impact of the Paper cast increases upon DPS.8 
l etinated prices used for GAO’s study. 

Bowever, GPO procured many of the sample jobs using "epot buym 
procurement methoda. Many of GPO*8 printers are small bueineeeea 
that buy paper as needed. Thus, the paper cost increases would 
have been FIlt sooner by GPO's contractora. 

The impact of these extraordinary paper price increases on GPO'e 
prices used in this study would have bean lees, if GAO had 
designed the study to allow GPO to use a realistic proportion of 
Term Contracts. GW Tarn Contracts generally have fixed prices 
that effectively "lock-in" paper prices for the period of the 
contract (e.g., l-year). 

As a result, the price differences between GPO and DPS for this 
study probably reflect unegual paper cost increases for this 
intervening event. GAO should have evaluated this intervening 
evant further to asaese its impact on the study. Uare disclosure 
of this event ie not adequate under the circumstances. 

The GAO should analyze this intervening event further to 
aeeeea the impact of the extraordinary increase in paper 
prices during the mtudy period. If GkO cannot adequately 
aeaeee the impact of thin intervening event, then the report 
should make clear that the results of the study may have 
been impacted and the effect could not be measured and 
factored in GAO's analysis. 

The GAO report also states on page 26: "To determine DPS 
prices, DPS officials used their uniform pricing nationwide 
pricing schedule, and we had printing consultants verify the 
pricing." GAO should add that the DPS uniform price 
schedule does m  include paper prices, which are 
eetabllehed separately by each DPS plant. 
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See comment 14. 

I[. Did lot Test the BtudT*e Met&Qplocnr Before USt 

The GPO understands that the GAO study methodology, as designed, 
was not tested before acceptance and use. GAO indicated that the 
study took about 1 l/2 years and reguired considerable Gwernment 
resources at the three agenciee Involved in the study (i.e., GPO, 
DPS, and GAO). GAO also incurred considerable costs for 
consultants and nationwide travel by the project team. 

GAO should have tested the methodology for a small sample of jobs 
before embarking on this massive effort. A prudent analyet would 
have conducted such testing, through a pilot study, to improve 
the quality of the final studyas design and effectiveneea in 
meeting the objective(e). The fact that GPO identified GAO 
control weakneeeea and other conditions is a testament that due 
professional care was not always exercised by GAO for this study. 

19 

Pege65 GAO/NSIAD-96-66 GovemmentPrlntieS 



AppendixN 
CommentaFromtheGoverumentPrlnting 
Office 

See comment 15, 

section III. 

QAO Ptintina and -ina SW 

Duulioatina Jobs vsad Fo< 

The GAO study was hindered by the lack of autoaatad DFS job 
workload data on duplicating for most of this nationwide study. 
However, this crucial faot xaa not diealoead in the body of the 
QAO draft report, but buried in hppondix III Iloons ti 
@tbodolopI of the draft report on page 29. To guote page 29 of 
the GAO draft report: 

“After stratifying all DPS*e Fiscal Year 1993 prcceeeee 
into discrete printing and duplicating jobs, we 
ealactad individual jobs from the databaee to obtain a 
proper job mix that was etatietically representative of 
DPS'e Fiscal Year 1993 workload. For printing orders, 
wa ealected individual jobs across all DPS regions. 
However, because of dat& liBitrtione, we l aleatad 
individual duplioatinq jobs frcm only two--the Iletioael 
Capital Area and the Ieatam Wee--of DPS*e eight 
areas, To l eteblieh e dupliaatinq base for the 
remaining areas, we raplioated the Ueatera Area.8 jobs 
and raeigaad them to the other [six] areas as well.*@ 
[Emphasis added] 

The GAO draft report indicates that the GAO eaxple consisted of 
1,242 sample jobs (i.e., 330 printing jobs and 912 duplicating 
jobs) . The DPS workload for Piecal Year 1993 wee valued at $25 
million for printing and B203 million for dupliaating. The feat 
that QAG Wloaedt~ 774 (SO peraent) of the 912 duplicrting jobs ia 
this seep18 from oae DPB regional area for the othar sir DPS 
ragion erase should have bama dieoloeed batter in the aA 
report. Thue, moat of the sample duplicating jobs used in the 
GAG study wara D& based bn en understanding of DP.9'8 nationwide 
workload, but only two of the eight DPS areaa. 

The GAO statisticians for this study stated that an assumption 
was uaad because of the lack of actual workload data on jobs for 
noet of DPS'e duplicating ($203 million for Fiscal Year 1993). 
The assumption being that the workload mix of DPS1e Western Area 
was the same as the other six DPS regional areas. 

Government Auditing Standards for reporting (GAS 7-15) require 
GAO to identify assuaptione used in conducting tha audit, as 
follows: 
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See comment 16. 

"The statement of sethadology should clearly explain 
the evidence gathering and analysis techniques used to 
accomplish the audit’s objoctivem. The l rplanrtion 
should idmatify asy assumptions made in aoaduoting tbs 
audit, describe any comparative techniques applied and 
measures and criteria used to assess perfornancs, and 
if l upling is inva~vsd, dssoriba the sampla design snd 
state why it was ohosss.* [Emphasis added] 

The GAO stated that this assumption was DQL based on any GAO 
testing or experience, but lfaited to DPS's assurances that the 
assumption was reasonable. DPS is one of the two vested psrtiss 
vitb an interest in the outcome of this study. GPO believes that 
this is another instance where GAO failed to exercise due 
professional care. 

Uditionally, The GAO doe8 aot kaor how many of the 008 printing 
aad dupliaating jobs wera in the population king studied1 Yet, 
the GAO draft report nakes unqualified statements about 
duplicating "jobs" that are factually incorrect and leads the 
reader to believe that GAO has detailed knowledge of these jobs. 
Por example, page 3 of the GAO draft report states: 

"The [DPS] in-house work comprises, for the most part, 
jobs priced at relativaly low dollar valuem. Par 
axample, in rise41 Tsar MS3 , ‘IS peraeat of ths DPS*s 
dupliaating jobs wore priasd under $103 ad sbsut SO 
peraeat were prioed under 12s." 

hs discussed earlier, GAO could only obtain workload data on two 
of the eight DPS areas (i.e., Western Area and National Capital 
Area) . 

The GAO should indicate, in the body of the report, their 
assumption that DPS had no regional workload diversity, and 
about 80 percent of the sample duplicating jobs in the study 
were %lonedn by GAO. GAO should also stato that no tests 
were conducted by GAO to verify the validity of this 
assumption which is critical to establishing a workload mix 
for weighting of the sample jobs used in this study. 

1. M1 Pries nnalvsis fox '0ssr1 Rsuu&sitions~~ eamole Was 
ted wt 008 ax- sad matelf 

Ewlsc3ted Ovsr Six Uatssted DOS AreU 

The GAO sample of DPS "Open Requisitions" used for the study 
consisted of 295 duplicating jobs and 10 printing jobs. Like 
nDuplicating Jobs," GAO also had inadequate workload data on 
"Open Requisitions." 
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To illustrate, GAO stated to GPO that it did got have data on: 

(1) The number and dollar value of "Open Requisitions" 
in the population being studied (Fiscal Year 
1993); and 

(2) The distribution of "Open Requisitions" in the 
population (Fiscal Year 1993) by each of the eight 
DPS areas: 

The GAO indicated that *Open Requisitions" represented a 
significant dollar aplount. 

The GPO questions how GAO could have properly studied "Open 
Requisitions* with inadequate population data for sample, 
analysis, and projections purposes. 

The GAO also indicated that "Open RequisitionsN were present in 
all eight DPS areas. However, the GAO sample was for only two 
DPS areas (i.e., Western Area and National Capital Area). 

QAO stated that the priae analysl~ results (i.m., DPS/GPD job 
priae diffarenase, at Waltas from the l smplr*~) from the Wastern 
Area vere Vmpliaated" for the 8ix other DPS rrgional area8 that 
vare ti teetad by QAO. The results of GAO's *replication1 were 
then incorporated into the entire study results. 

The GPO was not able to locate GAO’s disclosure of this 
questionable assumption in the Methodology Section or other parts 
of this GAO draft report given for GPO to comment upon [Exhibit 
Bl. 
Government Auditing Standards for reporting (GAS 7-15) require 
GAO to identify assumptions used in conducting the audit, as 
follows: 

"The statement of methodology should clearly explain 
the avidence gathering and analysis techniques used to 
accomplish the audit’s objectives. The explanation 
rhould idrntify any seeumptiona mada in aonduating the 
crudit, describe any comparative techniques applied and 
measures and criteria used to assess performance, and 
if 8mpling is involved, dssaribr the sample design and 
state vhy it vas ahoeen." [Emphasis added] 

F'urthennore, all parties to this study are aware that GPO's 
commercial contract prices vary by geographic areas. Thus, this 
non-disclosed GAO assumption conflicts with known facts about the 
subject being studied. GAO's actions raise further concerns 
about the integrity of this study. 
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See comment 17. 

The GAO should indicate, in the body of the report, that: 

(1) GAO lacked workload data on the nueber and dollar 
of DPS Open Requieitionse in the etudy population: 

(2) GAO assuesd that DPS had ho regional workload 
diversity for Wpsn Reguieitionee without proper 
terting or other evidence: 

(3) No testing vae done by GAO for six of the eight 
DPS armas with Open Requisitions; and 

(4) The results of the DPS Western Area ware 
ereplicatedn for the six other DPS regions, even 
though there ie keowe geographic diversity in GW 
contractor prices around ths Nation that would 
impact the GPO/DPS price comparison results. 

GAO should aseeee the impact of its inadequate testing and 
analysis and inform readers of the report through 
appropriate disclosures and qualifications. GAO should 
inform readers that the results of the study may be (1) 
inaccurate because of unreliable assueptions used in data 
analysis and proj ectione, and (2) lack of actual testing . 
through eanpling of jobs. 

C. Did Not Adbars to Job Beecifiaetion Selootion Criteria 

The draft report does ti diealoea that about a9 poraent of the 
sample jobe meleetad by DP8 8nd l aaaptad by 0110 did set red 
W’s job l psoifiaetion eriteri8 for the l ~le.' GhO gave 
explicit written instructions that the Fiscal Year 1994 sample 
jobs selected by DPS were to be wtwine* of Fiscal Year 1993 jobs 
based on GAO*8 analysis of DPS workload. Thus, the sample used 
in this analysis is not representative, and the study's results 
are highly questionable. 

The planned matching of jobs based on eepecific job specification 
criteria" vae a GAO control to minimize DPS bias. Keep in mind 
that GAO allowed DPS to (1) select the entire sample of Fiscal 
Year 1994 jobs used for the study, and (2) control the timing and 
means used to release the sample ordere to GPO for performence. 

2 The GPO's reviev vae limited to 1,166 sample jobs (303 
printing and 863 duplicating). GAO has not provided GW with 
access to data on the entire sample. 
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The importance of GAO's "matching " control technique is reflected 
on page 27 of the GAO draft report: 

mIn deeigning and implementing our comparative 
methodology, we uore pertiaularly eeneitirb to possible 
hire in favor of one agmwy or the other and its 
potentlel adverse effeat OIL our reeulte. We devd0paa 
l pproprieta ooatrole to ufniriee bias and provide an 
accurate and realistic comparison based on existing 
business relationships between WD cuetoQere, BPS, GPO, 
and private sector vendors. for example, w* uuiaad 
DPB’e tiecrl Ye&r Us3 workload date to amvmlop 
ep8citia job epeaifiaetion eriterie for n eleatiag 
[IrieaaI Year] 19W l ample ordwe. We diecueead our 
approach with DPS and GPO officiale, and a recognieed 
external printing expert end used euggeetione to refine 
our methodology. Further, we ueed independent printing 
consultents from public and private sectors to aeeiet 
in reviewing DPS~a eanple order selections and 
veriiying DPS'e price calculatione.W [Emphasis addul] 

Page 31 of the GAO draft report states: "If the panel determined 
that a match wae improper, the job was not included in our l auple 
and DPS plant officials were regueeted to select a replaceuent 
job that more accurately reflected the required proceeeae and 
attributes." 

The importance of GAO'8 Vob Specification CriteriP to obtain a 
representative sample for the GAO study is discussad on page 29 
of the GAO draft report: 

"Prior to the actual selection of the Fiscal Year 1994 
eaeple orders, we perforeed an extensive analysis of 
DPS'e Piecal Year 1993 workload database to understand 
the characteristics of DPS*s annual workload. using 
this date am l beaelitm, wa 8tatietioallY eelect~d wrk 
orders iron the Tieurl Year 1993 database that, uhen 
takw in aggregrte, were representative of DPBIe annual 
workload. The eharactcrietice of these jobs were then 
used as baseline criteria For matching Fiecal Year 1992 
orders for our etudy.e [Eephaeie added] 

Page 4 of the GAO draft report discusses the importance of 
matching job specification criteria to obtain a representative 
workload aaeple af printing and duplicating jobs for GhOve 
comparative price analyeie: 

"Our price couparieon was based on a statistically 
representative sample of 1,242 actual WD cuetouer 
printing and duplicating orders generated in [Fiscal 
Year] 1994. For purposes of our analyeie we defined a 
large job as one whose DPS price exceeded $500, while a 
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small job as equal to or less than $500. Thm ordmrr 
ware l alaoted by DPB offiaialm using job mp8aifioltiOn 
aritrria that we l atablimhed from a random euple for 
Piearl Immr 1993 DPe reqmisitionm. The selections were 
raviswed by outside expert printing conmultants to 
verify that the selections uerm appropriate. AB DOD 
customers routinely submitted work orders, DPS 
offiaialm eeleated orders that pmtahed our [job 
l pea~fioation] ariteria md, rather tbmm produoing the 
work in DP# faailitiem, sent it to QW, vho largely had 
tha work produced by printing contractors. Those 
passing the expert review were used as the sample for 
this ntudy." [Emphasis added] 

Thm GAO also issued written instructions to DPS (Exhibit G] for 
the selmction of *%winB sample jobs to specifically address the 
need for DPS to selmct jobs matching GAOrm job specification 
criteria and other attributes, aB follows: 

“We identified DPS products which represent a range of 
duplicating and printing activities produced during 
Fiscal Year 1993 from the (DPS] Printing Resource 
Hanagement Information (PRUIS), clasmified the DPS 
products into two groups (printing and duplicating), 
and selected reprmsentativm products From each. 

We ask you 1) Bela& products from your incoming work 
using criteria we provide, 2) sand those jobs to GW 
for procurmraant, and 3) keep us informed of the status 
of those jobs uBing the forma wm provide for that 
purpose. Explicit instructions follow below and a 
summary of the steps you should follow appear on the 
last pages of these instructions. 

Each DPS area will receive two packages of work 
categorized by printing and duplicating services for 
specific plants. Each package will contain FY 1994 Job 
RegueBt forma which describe products we want you to 
select. We also provide Weekly Progress Report and 
Open Rcguisition Tracking ferns to enable you to track 
identified jobs and provide information to UB on the 
status of thoee jobs. 

We ask you to select incoming products that arm l ixilar 
to l aoh demaribed product and to produce thmn auaording 
to the tolloviag ~lem. you should judge the 
similarity between our descriptions and the incoming 
request based upon the criteria specified on the FY 
1994 Job Request form. For l xaBple, your total oomtm 
to produce tbm item should fall within the range of 
oomtm we mpeaifyt the total number of pagmm should fall 
within the range of pmgem we specify? the attributmm of 
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the inaoring item l hould wtoh tbo attributes we 
l paoify.” 

The GPO reviewed GAO's automated database for sample jobs to 
guantify the extent of the non-compliance with GAO's Vob 
Specification Criterlaa for each sample job released to GPO [see 
Exhibits J and K]. The analysis relied on GAO*8 Womnantam field 
in the automated database provide by GAO [Exhibit If and I]. 

The following charts summarize the lack of non-compliance for the 
sample jobs made available to CPG by GAO. The charts evaluate 
(1) the DPS Price (dollar range ussd), (2) the Number of Original 
Impressions (range of pages), (3) Number of Workdays Authoriead 
(specific number of days, or 10 or more days), and (4) Other 
Technical Specifications (e.g., paper stock, leaves, drilling, 
etc.). 

Summary of GAO's Non-Compliance With 
*WPS Pricea Criteria for Sample Jobs 

26 

Page 72 GAO/NSIAD-9665 Go venunent FrlIttlng 



AppendirN 
Comments FromtheGovernmentRintig 
Offlce 

Summary of GAO’8 Non-Compliance With 
wumbar of original Impraaaioaa~ Criteria for Sample Jobs 

Sunmary of GAO's Non-Compliance With 
all-r af Workdays hutborisad~* Criteria for Sample Jabs 

ShuPLE SIZE 
(# of Jobs) 
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Summary of GAO's Non-Compliance With 
~~Otbar Taahnianl SpaaificatioW Criteria for Sample Jobs 

ShHPLE SIZE 
(X of Jobs] 

The following chart shows examplea of DPS aalactad duplicating 
jobs frorm two DPS araaa that ware not within tha GAO criteria for 
"DPS Pricea.M 

Examples of GAO Sample Jobs 
MQ& Within VIPS Priaan Rnnga Criteria 

GAO ID Number *'DPS Price* Criteria Ranga GAO Accepted 
From To DPS Pries 
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See comment 18. 

Suaaestian 

The GAO should correct the misleading statements in the 
draft report indicating that the comparative price analysis 
in Fiscal Year 1994 used "twin jabs5 representative of DPS'a 
jobe from Fiscal Year 1993. The GAO report should disclose 
that the DPS selections were in moat instances non-aatches 
baaed on GAO*5 “job specification criteria." 

The GAO should a88888 whether DPS’B actions introduced bias 
adversely impacting the study results. GPO believes that 
ayateaic bias was caused by this breakdown in controls (see 
Section III-D, which follows). 

D. 

The GPO analyaie of the accepted GAO sample jobs (sea Section 
III-C} diacloaed systemic bias in regard to DPS*s selection of 
mtwinw aaapla jobs that GAO accepted. Specifically, the amount 
of time GPO was authorieed to provide the printing or duplicating 
job to DOD (i.e., turnaround time) waa often less than the GAO 
#Job Specification Criteria" given DPS to match. 

This contradicts the following etatement on page 31 of the GAO 
report and raises concern8 about the quality of GAO#e review. 

Vvaral~, we found no evidence of syateaic bias in this 
selection process.5 

Specifically, GW reviewed the 5Coaaentsn field in GAO’s 
automated database for each DPS selected sample job accepted by 
GAO. The GAO MComaents" field indicated that GPO was often given 
less tine than GAO’s “job specification criteria5 for wNumbar of 
Workdays to perform." In some instances, the comments included 
statemanta indicating that GPO was not given a fair amount of 
time to do the GAO sample job. For example, GAO sample job 
nuaber NEAl4-31-186 had the following comment: 

“CPU received less than a 'fair share' time allotment.5 

GPO's analysis of GAO’s "Comments m field disclosed a pattern that 
can only be considered l'systemic bias.5 

apaaifiaallp, 107 (35 pmrcant) of tbo 303 printing jobs given GPO 
for perforaanaa h8d Laaa rutharired workdays than QAOpa job 
apaaificatioa criteria. 

Spaaifiually, 192 (22 percent) of the 063 aupliaating jobs given 
GPO for performance had leas autboriaad workdaya than QAO'm job 
n pacification aritaria. 
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See comment 19. 

Nat one of GAO’s %ommQnts* on the sample jobs indicated that GPO 
was provided more time than authorized in GAO's Job Specification 
Criteria. 

The GAO written instructions to DPS [Exhibit GJ for tha selection 
of "twin* sample jobs specifically address the need for DPS to 
match the attributes of the GAO samplr job: 

"We ask you to select inconing products that ar% 
similar to %ach described product and to produce them 
according to the following rules. You should judge the 
similarity between our descriptions and the incoming 
request based upon the criteria specified on the PY 
1994 Job Request form. For example, your total costs 
to produce the item should fall within the range of 
costs we specify: the total number of pages should fall 
within the range of pages we specify: the attributes of 
the inowing item should ratoh the attributmr we 
8peoify.” [Emphasis added] 

Additionally, GPO's review of actual DPS ordrrs sent to GPO 
disclosed other examples whera GPO was glv%n less time than 
intended, and reported by DPS to GPO. GPO comparad DPS*s 
turnaround requirements of sample jobs and discovered instances 
where DP6 actually gave GW less workdays to perform the job than 
DPS documentation sent to GAO. 

The Congresa requeeted that this study between DPS and GPO 
conaider "product quality" [Exhibit A, page 21. Quality is an 
important factor affecting the cost and pricing of printing and 
duplicating services. 

As discussed in S%ction IX-D of GPO'6 Comments, the GPO Quality 
Assurance Through Attributes Program is used by all Federal 
agencies including WQ/DPS when ordering printing and duplicating 
services from GPO (Exhibit L]. This system has baen accepted and 
is widely used by the Printing Industry of America. 

Unfortunately, nproduct quality" was not one of GAO's “job sample 
criteria* for this study. Thus, DPS, one of the two parties with 
a vested interest in the outcome of this study, was able to 
establish and control “product quality." In sane instances, DPS 
inappropriately required GPO to procure Quality Level III 
"printing* work, which was unfairly priced by DPS as less 
expensive "duplicatfngn work for purposes of the GAO comparative 
price analysis. 
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See comment 20. 

DPS requested that GPO perform certain sample jobs that Were 
priced by DPS as 'duplicating work" (GPO Quality Level IV). GPO 
was m aware that DPS was pricing the sample work a8 
nduplicating,W nor was GPO inforsed that %duplicating* was 
acceptable. DPS requested that GPO provida a Quality Level III 
product for these j ohs. As a result, GPO procured the subject 
sample jobs as nprinting" which was higher in quality than 
%duplicating" and also mora expensive. 

GAO should have ensured that product guality wae controlled for 
this 6tudy (i.e., a job specification criteria) as Congress had 
requested. Furthermore, DPS should have informd GPO that 
nduplicating* was acceptable (Quality Level IV) when DPS priced 
the same sample jobs as nduplicating.n 

Only about 10 percent (1,377 of 13,092) of GPQ's contractors are 
capable of producing Quality Lsvel XII work. About 67 percent 
(11,340 of 13,092) of GPO's contractors are capable of producing 
lower quality work, such as duplicating (quality Levels III and 
IV). For this study, GPO followad customer agency*8 request 
(i.e., DPS) and used the higher guality level. Thus, the 
combination of fewer contractors and a higher quality level 
requirement increased GPO pricee fox thin study. 

The decision of GPO on the application of product quality levels 
should be final. 

Th% GAO should take action to correct this unfair situation 
caused by GAO's own lack of product quality control for ths 
study. GAO should either (1) diucard the Quality Lava1 III 
sample jobs that were biased by DPS*s actions, or (2) 
require DPS to reprice the jobs am printing. 

As discussed in Section XI-A of GPO's comsents, the GAO study's 
design forced GPO to procure certain rmall duplicating jobs that 
would not normally be procured under the proouresent methods used 
in this study. 

The GAO draft report indicated that "Self-Service Copying" and 
"Cost P%r Copy ContractH work was nnf included in the scope of 
this analysis. However, DPS jobs are known to be sisclassified 
(see Section I-A of GPO's Comppento). 

The previous GAO study database inappropriately included small 
value DPS jobs that GPO considers to be n convenience copying.% 
For purposes of this study, all duplicating jobs under $25 were 
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excluded from the pricing analysis. GAO accepted GPO's position 
that these jobs should be excluded from the comparison because 
GPO is not in thm buminem8 of providing 8OAVOAiOAO@ oopying, 
rogrral*rm of how UPS aluaifim8 the vork. 

The following chart shows the magnitude of small value jobs 
selected by DPS for the GAO study. About 53 percent of the total 
sample printing and duplicating jobs uere valued by DPS at $100 
or less. 

Stratification of GAO Sample Jobs 
By DPS Price ($100 Or Less) 

GPO is concerned about the reliability of data on DPS'e workload 
used as a basrline for thie GAO study. fn particular, (1) GAO 
lacked duplicating job workload data for six cf the eight DPS 
arear, (2) GAO lacked population data on jobs performed under 
“Open Requisitiona, *I and (3) GAO did not enforce the -job 
specificatian criteria" for the representative sample of jobs 
selected by DPS. 
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See comment 21. 

A. 

The GAO report should clearly mtate that the nDPS priced@ for the 
GAO study are nesthated pricaeH and D& *actual" prices. In 
fact, these prices are really DPS*s *Sect Price Eatimatem.” 

The GAO report claims that the study is a realistic comparLeon. 
GPO totally disagrees with this statement. In GPO's opinion, 
this is a swor8t case scenarios for GPO due to the study?8 
methodology favoring DPS. 

The prior GAO price comparison study between GAO and DPS wan 
based on Mactual DPS pr1ces.s The current GAO proj act team 
participated in both studies. There are nose noticeable 
differences between these two studies. 

The first ntudy, which used &&&, DPS prices, had DPS price 
estimates that included *rush charges" (e.g., 25 percent), 
naiscellaneous labor charges," and miscellaneous l*preparation 
chargess that uere additional charge8 added to the uniform price 
manual eotilaate. 

The current study, which used m DPS prices, lacked 
similar DPS charges. Thir oupports GPO's position that DPS ured 
%est Price Bstimatem.a However, GW should qualify this 
8tateAent because we mere Mf provided sufficient time, nor 
accene, to review all DPS price l etinatee because: (1) GAO denied 
GPO access to thie data until January 1995; (2) GAO stated that 
it could not release data on about 100 sample jobs that were not 
complete, am of yet: and (3) GAO indicated that additional, 
requested tine needed for GPO to review the sample jobs vas not 
available because of the report schedule, 

The GPO understands that DPS paper prices are not stated in DPS’s 
uniform pricing manual and vary by DPS facility. GW understands 
that DPS paper prices used in the study were not verified by GAO 
to confirm the accuracy of the prices. 

$ucraestion To GQP 

The GAO report should replace the term "DPS pricoss with 
"DPS price estimatee.M The GAO report title, chart, and 
text should be changed to reflect thim difference. The GAO 
report methodology should alsa disclose that certain price 
additions, such as "rush chargem," noted in the first GAO 
price coqarison study, uera not added by DFS. Therefore, 
the prices are mDPS’s best price estimates.~ 
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See comment 22. 
8. a 

PA0 Until GPO RsDOrted COnditti 

GPO reviewed GAO*u automated database of accepted sample 
jobs and conducted a Veasonablsnsss test” to identify the 
*worst case" price comparisons. The purpose of this 
analysis was to identify instances where the price 
difference (i.e., Delta for sampls job) was totally 
"unreasonabl@ so that further rsvisw could bo taken. The 
following chart lists some of these worst cases which have 
price differences exceeding $1,000 in DPS's favor. 

List of GAO Sample Jobs With 
targe Dollar Variances 

Difference 

GW has started a review of the GAO sample jobs. However, GPO's 
review has been limited because of GAO’s initial denial of access 
to this sample data and GAO-imposed time constraints. 

The first listed GAO sample job (NEAlO-31-182) has the largest 
dollar price variance. GPO's actual price wa8 $10,755, uhich is 
$5,459 more than DPS's estimated price of $5,296. 
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The GM) ID # (NDAlO-31-182) indicate8 that the sample job was for 
the DPS Northeast Area (NSA), Plant 10, and the job was 
"Electroetatic Duplication" (Process Cods "31"). 

The D&S Price Estimate indicated that this GAO sample job was 
priced ae TIlectrostatfc Duplication e for a total of $5,296.16. 

This earns GAQ sample job wae given to and procured by GPO at a 
cost of $10,755 from a commercial contractor. This "printing 
job” was a Quality Level III printing product, with 4-color 
process, metallic ink, perfect binding, and negatives required. 

The page and number of copies were about the only GAO "job 
specification criteria" that were identical between the GPO and 
DPS price estimates for this GAO sample job. DPS priced the job 
as electrostatic duplicating and inappropriately had GW procure 
it as Quality Love1 III printing. 

The GPO is currently reviewing other GAO sample jobs that have 
similar diecrepanciee that rmatsrially impact the reliability of 
GAO's results for this study. 

In January 1995, GW informed GAO about these “worst caeeee which 
GAO acknowledged had not been reviewed as part of its quality 
control process for this study. GAO indicated that such action 
would now be taken. 

Govermsnt Auditing Standards (GAS 6-59c.) requires that audit 
evidence be competent: 

sCoapstence: To be competent, evidence should be valid 
and reliable. In evaluating the competence of 
evidence, the auditors should carefully consider 
whether reaeone exist to doubt its validity or 
completeness. If so, the auditors should obtain 
additional evidence to reflect the situation in the 
report." 

The GAO had reason to doubt the reliability and competence of the 
study's evidence for these and other sample jobs. Also, the 
GAO'e controls to prevent biae were inadequate and ineffective. 

GPO has given GAO about 100 questionable jobs where prices may be 
erroneous. GPO is confident that additional undetected errors 
exist in GAO#e sample database used for statistical analysis and 
projections. GPO believes that the impact of these errors are 
material and would influence the outcome of GAO's study. This is 
another sxampls where GAO did not always exercise due 
professional care when conducting this study. 
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See comment 23. 
The GPO has started a reviev at the GAO eample jobs and given GAO 
about 100 mampls jobm that contain material pricing errors, or 
significant diffsrencae that are euepect and should be purmued by 
GAO before issuance of thie final report. 

The GPO's review of the GAO eample of about 1,500 jobe hae been 
limited becauea of GAO.8 initial denial of acceem to this 8ample 
data and GAO-imp088d time constraints. GPO still has not 
received data and documentation on about 100 GAO sample jobs; nor 
has GAO been allowed to review these jobs which GAO indicated may 
be included in its final analysis and results. 

GPO believes that the correction ot theme diecrepanciee vi11 
materially change the results of GAO'e results for this mtudy. 

The importance of correcting these errors In n ample jobs is 
evident when reviewing the GAO sample jobs provided to GPO for 
review. The price ditterencee are marginal tar some categories 
of work as shown in the folloving chart. 

Results of GAO Study 
tor Sample Jobm 

(Unweightcd) 

NOR-OPRR RRQvTSITTONS 
Printing Duplicating 

303 838 

$247,538 $269,752 

$163,566 $277,995 

$03,972 $1,143 

GPO DPS 

Source of data in chart: The unveighted data in this chart 
vas extracted from the GAO database of! sample jobs. The 
chart does not include all jobs and related pricing data 
because GAO has not released all jobs to GPO. 
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The above chart indicates GAO*8 correction of diecrepanciem could 
have a material inpact on GAO’S overall results, particularly 
after weighting ot the sample data. 

Government Auditing Standards (GAS 7-59 6 7-60) place a burden on 
GAO to provide *accuratea evidence supporting its findings, as 
follows: 

Qaauraay reguirem that the l videnae prerented be true 
and tbm findings be correctly portrayed. The need for 
accuracy is based on the need to assure readerm that 
what is reported is credible and reliable. Ona 
inaoouraq in a report eaa aret daubt on the validity 
of an eatire report md mn divert l ttontioo tror the 
l ubetmoa at tbr report. Also, inaccurate reports can 
damage the credibility of the iemuing audit 
organization and reduce the etfectiveneee of reports it 
iesuem.m [E3nphaeie added] 

“The report should include only intorntation, Findings, 
and conclusions that are mupported by competent and 
relevant evidence in the auditor's workingpaperm. That 
avideaoe should daonmtrmta the oorreotaemm and 
reaeoaablenemm ot the m8ttare reported. Correct 
portrayal means deecribing accurately the audit scope 
and methodology, and presenting findings and 
conclueione in a manner consistent with the scope of 
the audit." [Emphasis added] 

The GPO has put GAO on notice several tines that the evidence and 
conclueione in the draft audit report are inaccurate and 
corrective actions are needed before issuance of the tinal 
report. taflure ot QAO to take correativm a&ion voald be 
negligent under the alraummtanaee. 

GAO should provide GPO with access to all ealaple jobs for 
this study and correct any discrepancies before issuance of 
GAO's final report. 

In the event, GAO does not honor this request, the report 
should contain a etatement that GAO denied the above request 
of GPO. 
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See comment 24. 

See comment 25. 

D. 
until- 

Priaa Ia- 
?IiN Esaalatad 

Another GAO act of favoritiarm allowed DPS unequal access to the 
GAO l aaple data for tho study. The DPS had complete accorm to 
(1) DPS@a price eatiaatea for the job saaple used in the GAO 
study, and (2) to GPO's actual prices. GAO project officials 
donled GPO's repeated requests for access until the matter was 
appealed to a higher level at GAO. 

On Harch 4, 1994, the Public Printer expressed GPO's concerns to 
the comptroller General about the fairness of this price 
comparioon study which was about to start. The Public Printer 
atated that: 

*GAO refused GPO’s request to examine the cost of each 
DPS sample job to ensure that the DPS's price includoa 
all technical cost components, including freight. Lust 
year in a similar [GAO] study the DPS was permitted by 
GAO to review GPO's estimates, and price adjustments 
were made for minor discrepancies [detected by DPS]." 

Subsequently, other GPO officials repeatedly requeated access to 
the DPS price estimates used in the study to no avaL1. 

GAO also denfed the Public Printer's request for access to the 
DPB price estimates at the exit conference and in a subsequent 
letter sent by the Public Printer to GAO on December 19, 1994. 
The subject GAO draft report was issued for comment on 
D~camber 20, 1994. 

on Decesber 30, 1994, the public Printer escalated the matter 
higher and GPO received access to moat, but not all, of the DPS 
price estimates in January 1995. GPO has only had about 1 month 
to obtain and reviaw documentation on 1.409 sample jobs. 

In mmmary, GAO ham not treated DPS and GPO equally during this 
study. 
by GAO’s 

The integrity of this study has been adversely impacted 
favoritism towards DPS. Government Auditing Standards 

iraued by the Comptroller General require GAO to be objective. 

s. 

The Congress requested that this study between DPS and GPO 
*reflect appropriate product quality and timeliness 
conaiderationaW [Exhibit A, page 21. 
timeliness in this price coapariaon. 

GAO did not always consider 
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See comment 26. 

- 

The product sdelivery date I1 by the customer dictates the 
available performance period for the Work. The amount of time 
available to perform the work has a direct impact on cost. In 
general uruah orders" termed Hhot jobs” in the printing industry 
cost more than regular orders. This cost is referred to as mruah 
charges." 

"Rush charges" were not reflected in any of the DPS Job Price 
Estimates for GAO’s Fiscal Year 1994 sample used for this GAO 
study. "Rush chargea18 are a compensatory charge used by GPO and 
DPS to recover increased coat for expedited delivery of printing 
and duplicating services. 

GPO incurred and charged DDD for %uah jobs" used in the present 
GAO study. In comparison, ths & GAO price comparison study, 
which was based on a smaller WD job sample, contained actual 
jobs performed by DPS. The DPS's aCtUa1 cost for this prior 
study included "rush charges* (e.g., 25 percent addition to DPS 
Price Manual). The GAO project team was aware of this factor. 

In some instances during this current GAO study, DPS specifically 
reguested that GPO assess "rush charges" for the GAO sample jobs 
selected by DPS. 

The "DPS prices used in the GAO study is "DPS's best eatiastes 
and not reflective of actual costs. This contradicts GAO’s 
statement that their report is "realistici and does not have any 
%ystemic bias.m This is another example of a pattern of GAO 
favoritism towards DPS. 

Guasestion To GAO 

The GAO report should disclose that the DPS estimates were 
not realistic because Vush charges" for "rush orderem were 
missing from the DPS prices used in the study. As a result, 
DPS was given an unfair advantage over GPO which included 
rush costs in its prices. GAO should either allow GPO to 
remove the GPO rush surcharge from its prices, or reguire 
DPS to add "rush charges s to DPS*a price eatiaates for those 
jobs that GPO had to rush also. 

P. GPO Renriainm of Jobs 

AS part of this study, GAO agreed to allow GPO to reprice the 
sample jobs using GPO's most reasonable procurement methods for 
the subj ect work. In most instances, GPD repriced the work using 
Term Contracts. The GAO methodology for the study restricted 
GPO's ability to use term contracts, particularly Direct-Deal 
Term Contracts, that would have resulted in lower costs to DOD 
customers. 
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The draft rsport contained a section to report the results of 
GPO's repricing effort. H~weve~r, the percentage of potential 
cost savings was not included in the draft report because data 
collection and analysis was not complete when the draft report 
was iesuad. 

The CA0 should inform GPO of the results of this repricing 
effort and include the results, as intended, in the final 
report. 
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See comment 27. 

See comment 28. 

Iaation ?. 

d cono1~ 

A. Study Bho~flect I-aat of Subraw DPB PriOC 

!fhe Gw boliaves that (1) DW'a 18.5 poroent priae harmme for 
in-houem work, l ffmativa Ootober 1, 1994, and (21 DPIrs inaroram 
of it8 aurahrga from 1.8s peroant to 5.5 paromat for prooUr 
uork arm rajor subsaqaant mvents impaating the uaefulnms8 of this 
study. 

For this report to be useful, tha GAO has to determine thr impact 
of these price increases on estimated DOD workload for Fiscal 
Year 1995. The report should reflect current conditions that 
decreased the usefulness of the GAO’s analysis of Fiscal Year 
3993 and 1994 workload data. 

a. r8ft GAO Z&port Role8red to GPO for a Deform FiaM 
UaS COmDw 

The GAO draft report was released to GPO for comment on 
December 20, 1994. Page 1 of the draft report containa the 
notation that: 

"The data as presented in this draft report are subject 
to revision as we continue to collect and analyze 
data." 

Subsequently, GAO indicated that the results of the study and the 
draft report have changed since issuance to GPO for comment. 

GAO should not be releasing a report on a 1 l/2 year study before 
the field work (i.e., analysis and projections) is complete. GPO 
understands from GAO that the study was behind schedule because 
of DPS's difficulty locating "twinl sample jobs. Thia adversely 
impacted the project schedule through a ripple effect. 

It is obvious to GPO that this study wae erushedW and ashort- 
cute" were taken by GAO in order to finish. 

Additionally, GW was verbally informed by GAO on February 3, 
1995, that the study#s conclusions had changed due to the 
detection and correction of an error in a sample job. Am a 
result, the GAO draft report conclusions in the chart on page 6 
changed due to weighting of the sample job price error. 
Specifically, the $185 million in duplicating requisitions over 
$500, the largest sample group, now favored GPO instead of DPS, 
as stated in GAO's draft report. 
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The GPO also understands that "independent referencingn of thi8 
GAO draft report was naf, completed before issuance of the draft 
report. GPO considers this further evidence that due 
professional care wa6 not always exercised during performance of 
this study. 

The GAO should have never placed GW in the position of 
responding to a draft report that is constantly changing because 
GAO is still conducting field work and analyzing the atudy'n 
results. GPO understands that the timeliness of this audit 
report is important, however, quality should not materially 
suffer as a result. 

42 

Page88 GAOINSIAD-IS-GSGovernrnentPrinting 



Appendix Iv 
Commenta Prom the Government Printh’@ 
Office 

seotion VI. 

A. D*vorito~ L&arv Prw 

The Depository Library Program distributes Government 
publications to Federal. depomitories in approximately 1,400 
public, academic, law, and Federal agency libraries Nationwide. 
The program ensures that all members of the public have access to 
information produced by the Government. 

Several of the sample jobs in the GAO study were selected by GPO 
for inclusion in the Depoeitory Library Program. This is an 
added value, not measured by this GAO study, of sending work 
through GPO for commeroial procurement. GPO screen6 all Federal 
documents for public intereet that GPO prints or procures. 

Suaeeation To GAP 

The GAO report should disclose that some of the sample jobs, 
intended to be produced in DPS plants, were identified 
through the GPO acrdening process for inclusion in the 
Depository Library Program. The program has 1,400 
Nationwide depository libraries that disseminate Government 
informatIon to the public. These DOD printing orders did 
not contain instructions that these documents, with public 
information value, be included in the Depository Library 
Program. 

I). rdvantaaad Buewe PrOclreq 

The GW Small Disadvantaged Bueinese (SDB) set-aside program was 
established in 1989 in compliance with the 1969 National Defense 
Authorization Act. Since then, CPU has worked with the U.S. 
Small Business Administration and several State minority 
development agencies to publicize this program. 

This Government program provides social and economic benefits 
that are not considered in this GAO study. This set-aside 
program significantly increases costs to the Government for the 
printing and duplicating services, when compared to fully 
competitive procurements. Many of the sample jobs used in this 
study were procured under the SDS Program for DOD. 

43 

Page 89 GAO/NSIAD-96-66 GovemmentPrlntIng 



Appendix KV 
CommentsFromtheGovernmentPrinting 
Of&e 

The GAO report should disclose that the SD0 set-aside 
program exists for GPO procured work for DOD, but not for 
DPS in-house plant work. Furthermore, GPO official6 
indicated that this set-aside program results in 
significantly higher procurement costs, when compared to 
fully competitive procurements. 

C. 

The GPO requires commercial contractors to use recycled paper for 
printing in accordance with Environmental Protection Agency [EPA) 
guidelines issued purruant to the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976 and JCP Paper Specifications. Recycled 
paper is generally more expensive than virgin paper stock, This 
is an important factor not xeasurrd by GAO in this mtudy. 

The GAO report should diucloee that Cpo requires the use of 
recycled paper by GPO printing contractors. Thim 
environmentally preferable material lncreaned GPO 
procurement costs for this study. 
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See comment 29. 

See comment 30. 

seotlon VII. 

A. List of comment* ou aA0 Draft Report 

1. GPQ Term Contract4 (Page 35, paragraph 2, of GAO draft report) 

The GPO suggests that G&O correct the statement: "GPO has 
approximately 700 term contracta.m The 700 contracts were 
only for Central Office. 

The GPO has 2,741 Term Contracts Wationwide as of February 
1995 (2,501 Direct-Deal Tern Contracts and 240 GPO-Placed 
Tars contracts). 

2. Puiek (Page 6, paragraph I, of GAO draft report) 

In regard to GAO statement: 

"However, whether suitable tern contracts could be 
established [by GPO] to handle the DPS workload and satisfy 
specific customer needs (e.g., quick turnaround) at 
projected prices is uncertain." 

The GAO should not raise readers 8 doubts about GPO*8 ability 
to satisfy DOD's turnaround requirements vithout proper 
analysis and supporting evidence. This is another example 
where the tone of this report was written to favor DPS. 

The GAO did not examine the turnaround capability of GPO 
contracts. Furthermore, the study design hindered GpO*s 
ability to use Direct-Deal Term Contracts, which are 
generally GPO's most economical and efficient means for 
providing such services to Federal customers. GPCI can 
eetablish contracts to support WD*s printing and 
duplicating requirements for quick turnaround work and 
classified work. 

The GAO should strike this unsupported, biased statement 
from the report. 
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3. Paper Price Increase (Page 11, paragraph 3, of GAO draft 
report) 

The GPO suggests #at this paragraph on (1) GPO price 
increases for Fiscal Year 1995, and (2) GPO and DPS paper 
price increases be separated into two paragraphs to better 
clarify the subjects. 

The second paragraph should clearly indicate that paper 
prices will impact both parties' prices equally. The 
present wording suggests only the possibility that DPS paper 
prices will increase: 

"Paper cost increases may alao affect DPS's 
price, beCQUSQ its priCQS to CUStomQr[S] can 
be adjusted during the fiscal year to reflect 
paper price increases." 

The GPO understands from GAO that VPS uses a rolling average 
cost to value paper stock purchased, and DPS*s Uniform Price 
Manual does not Set paper prices. GPO also understands that 
DPS add6 15 percent or 40 percent to the cost of the paper 
to establish paper prices for job estimating. 

GAO should clearly indicate that a Nationwide price increase 
in paper should impact GPO and DPS paper prices about 
equally. 

4. m and Wethodplpsy (Appendix III, of GAO draft report) 

The GAO Methodology Section of the report does not disclose 
the methodology adequately, as discussed in our comments. 

5. PpS Wo~nformatios 

The GAO report should provide readers with more detailed 
information on the population that has been studied by GAO. 
ThQ report should provide information on DPS*s workload, 
such as (1) the various types of printing and duplicating 
work performed, (2) distribution of workload (i.e., jobs and 
dollar value) by DPS area, (3) amount of actual classified 
work (i.e., jobs and dollar value), (4) DOD actual job 
turnaround requirements for jobs, and (5) data on the amount 
of nOpen Requisitions" b y DPS area, which GAO has equated to 
GPO Term Contracts, 

6. DPS Fiscal Year 1995 PrFce Increase (Page 11, paragraph 2 of 
GAO draft report) 

The GAO should correct the DPS price increase for Fiscal 
Year 1995. The "18 percent" increase should be "18.5 
percent." 
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The following are GAO'S comments on the Government Printing Office’s 
(GPO) letter dated February 8,1QQ6. 

GAO Comments Agency Comments and Our Evaluation section of this report. 

2. In our April 1994 report, we noted that the emergence of various 
electronic technologies has blurred the distinction between printing and 
duplicating. We also stated that the legal and regulatory framework used 
to manage many aspects of government publishing has become outdated. 
For the purposes of our study, we chose to replicate DPS’ fiscal year 1993 

mix of work Therefore, we selected our sample based on DPS' printing and 
duplicating processes, and have annotated table 1 to reflect this. The 
definitions for these services may differ from those established by the 
Joint Committee on Printing. See appendix II for additional details on our 
methodology. 

3. As stated in our April report, we are aware of the limitations in DPS’ 

accounting system. It is for this reason that we were unable to perform a 
meaningful cost comparison. We chose, with full agreement from our 
congressional requesters, to perform a strictly controlled pricing study, 
The requesters’ staffs were briefed on the reasons for and the limitations 
of this pricing study. 

4. GPO’S statement that we did not assess the reliability Of DOD WOrkbad 
data is not correct. When we initially received the database from DPS, we 
reorganized it so that we could select our fiscal year 1993 sample. We 
selected our sample and then asked DPS to find the actual fiscal year 1993 
requisition that matched our selection. DPS was able to iind the identical 
requisition from its printing facilities that matched our request in over 
90 percent of the cases. Likewise, the dollar amounts of these requisitions 
substantially agreed with calculations we initially developed. The fact that 
we found requisition and dollar amounts that were accurate assured us 
that DPS' fiscal year 1993 database was reliable and accurate enough that 
we could base our work on it. 

5. We agree with GPO’S comments in this section and have made 
appropriate clarifications in the report. 

6. This concern is addressed in the body of the report. 
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7. The data we requested from DPS did not include self-service 
duplicating. The only work included in our sample was work sent to DPS 

printing facilities on a requisition. We disagree with GPO that we should 
exclude all DPS requisitions with prices under $26 because we believe this 
would not reflect DPS’ actual work mix. 

8. Appropriate changes have been made in the report text. 

9. GPO’S statement that our classification of DPS’ workload was simplistic 
is incorrect. We chose to report our results in only four categories out of 
concern for the clarity of the report Our analysis of the DPS database, 
however, entailed the examkmtion of 37 printing and 
32 duplicating strata as described in our methodology. 

10. As reported in our April 1994 report, the distinction between printing 
and duplicating has become blurred. We discussed quality level issues with 
our in-house printing staff, printing consuhants, and with DPS and GPO 

officials. They told us that the differences between quality levels were not 
always readily distinguishable without tie benefit of specialized 
inspection. Newer technology enables non-printing processes to produce 
printquality work Our po&analysis review showed about 7 percent of DPS 

requisitions listed as duplicating, which GPO believed required contractor 
to produce at quality level III (“good” quality as defined by GPO'S Quality 
Assurance Through Attributes Program). We reviewed instances where 
GPO was concerned with quality level III selections and found no evidence 
of systemic bias attempts by DPS. Furthermore, in several instances, DPS 

plant personne1 told us that their equipment could produce the quality 
necessary to satisfy the customer. 

11. We disagree with GPO'S statement that we allowed DPS to choose our 
sample, and we discuss this in the Agency Comments and Our JZvaltion 
section of this report 

12. We disagree with Gw’s statement that we allowed DPS to control the 
timing and means of delivering sample jobs to GPO. Again, we discuss this 
in the Agency Comments and Our Evaluation section of this report We 
partially agree with GPO that DPS provided the source documentation for 
our analysis. GPO was also the source of some documentation. Where we 
thought there was a risk for bias, we attempted to verify both DPS and GPO 

source documentation. 
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13. We understand GPO’s concerns about paper price increases; however, 
this is a situation that affected both GPO contractorS and DPS during the 
course of our study. We have no evidence to either disagree or agree with 
GPO’s concern that commercial vendor prices are more sensitive to paper 
price changes than are DPS’ prices. Much like GPO contractors, DPS paper 
prices are not set on a nationwide basis, but are established individually by 
each DPS printig facility. DPS printing facilities charge according to a 
rolling average price, which is maintained for each type of paper in their 
inventory. The price level changes as paper purchases are added and as 
paper inventories are used. 

14. We did not test our methodology prior to implementing the survey. 
We did take several steps, however, to assure ourselves that we could 
gather the information we needed. First, we prepared a methodology plan 
that was discussed extensively with GPO and DE%, and reviewed by our 
methodologista, printing professionals, and external consultarm~~ Second, 
we designed our DC1 based on the same characteristics as the DC1 used in 
our last printing survey. We pretested the DCI with DPS plant officials and 
provided GPO with examples of our DCI. After these reviews, we made 
necessary changes to the forms and procedures that we believed were 
warranted on the basis of the information and comments we received. 

16. We used the distribution of duplicating work processes within DfS’ 
Western Area fiscal year 1993 workload to select a sample of duplicating 
requisitions from each of DPS’ areas, except for the NCA. We obtained 
requisitions from DPs’ Western Area fiscal year 1993 workload to 
determine how many products were included in the sample and 
summarized these products on our DCIS. These were sent to seven DPS 
areas, where plant officials nominated requisitions from incoming requests 
and priced and forwarded them to GPO for production following normal 
plant procedures. Thus, while the Sampling criteria were derived from 
Western Area’s workload, the actual fiscal year 1994 requisitions came 
from seven DPS areas and were produced by GPO contractors serving those 
areas. We also used the distribution of duplicating work processes within 
DPS’ NCA fiscal year 1993 WorklOad t0 select a SEUtIple Of duplicating 
requisitions from that area 

16. When we sampled the duplicating requisitions, we obtained 26 open 
requisitions. These open requisitions represented an ongoing relationship 
between a DOD customer and a DPS plant; they were customer specific 
rather than product specific. In replicating these requisitions, the mix of 
products requested by the customer was more important than the type of 
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products. Thus, we needed DPS to nominate products from the same or a 
similar customer based upon the mix and volume of the customer’s work. 
Because this process was customer driven, the open requisitions could not 
be assigned to areas other than those from which they were selected. We 
recognize that open requisitions exist in other DPS areas. Under our 
assumption that work in the Western Area was similar to work in the other 
areas, we simulated the Western Area open requisitions in six other areas. 
These open requisitions were the only requisitions that were, as GPO states, 
‘cloned.” 

17, We disagree, as explained in the Agency Comments and Our 
Evaluation section of this report. 

18. We disagree. In our post-analysis review of a subsample of items in 
our database, information obtained from GPO’S database did not reveal any 
situations where GPO was allotted significantly less time than required by 
our product parameters. Our “outlier” review yielded similar results. In 
addition, it should be noted that our comments cited by GPO in its review 
of our database were for the use of the internal panel and were not a 6na.l 
determination by the panel as to whether an actual problem existed. For 
example, GPO cites sample NEA14-31-186 as having the comment ‘GPO 

received less than a ‘fair share’ time allotment.” This meant that the 
number of days GPO was allowed to perform the work (in this case, 
10 days) was lower than the number of days suggested on the fiscal 
year 1994 Job Request form (again in this case, over 10). For this particular 
requisition cited, GPO was allotted 10 days to produce 200 copies of a 
l-page document. We did not provide comments for the panel’s use if the 
number of days allowed for GPO to perform the work was greater than the 
number suggested because we did not view this as a situation where DPS 

was attempting to bias a selection. 

19. See comment 10. 

20. See comment 7. 

21, DPS plant officials price their work using a standardized pricing 
schedule. The schedule contains a detailed listing of the various 
production processes-including items such as sundry labor and hand 
assembly. Contrary to GPO’S statement, we noticed that charges for these 
processes were included in DPS sample prices. Regarding rush charges, DPS 

financial records show that less than 0.5 percent of its in-house costs are 
for rush work. Any omission of these charges in the price estimates would 
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therefore have had a negligible effect on our results. Because the DPS’ 

prices were derived using the normal DPS pricing schedule, the prices 
would have been the actual prices charged by DPs if it had produced the 
work. 

We did not provide GPO access to DPS’ prices until receipt of find GPO 

invoice prices. This was done to prevent any potential GPO bias in 
manipulating tinal prices. However, once the final GPO invoice price was 
received, we provided GPO with all data upon request. 

22. GPO'S statement that we did not look at unreasonable price 
differences until GPO reported them is not correct. When we completed our 
data gathering, we began a post-analysis review to look at 
Youtliersn-requisitions that exhibited a large percentage difference 
between DPS’ and GPO’S prices on both ends of the spectrum-and some 
errors were found on both DPS’ and GPO’s prices. Corrections were made to 
the data when appropriate. 

23. See comment 21. In addition, GPO was provided all sample 
requisitions for which we had obtained l%nal GPO invoice prices. Those 
sample jobs not provided to GPO did not have final GPO invoice prices and 
therefore were not included in our final analysis. 

24. As stated above, we did deny GPO access to DPS’ prices until receipt of 
final GPO invoice prices. This was done to prevent any potential GPO bias in 
manipulating the final price. However, once the final GPO invoice price was 
received, we provided GPO with all data upon request. Moreover, GPO 

received timely access to all of our workpapers as requested. For example, 
out of eleven items GPO requested at the initial meeting following the 
release of our draft report, we satisfied eight of them either that same day 
or the next, including our entire database. Ah remaining items were 
provided within a week 

25. We disagree. See our Agency Comments and Our Evaluation section. 

26. This is addressed in the body of our report. 

27. This is addressed in the body of our report, 

28. Our effort to collect fiscal year 1994 sample requisitions from DPs 
ceased on September 30,1994. However, because of a time lag in receiving 
final GPO invoice prices from contractors, our analysis could not be 
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completed. The report was drafted and sent to GPO and DPS for comment 
only after we had received enough responses and corresponding final GPO 

invoice prices to satisfy our standards. 

29. Appropriate. changes have been made in the report. 

30. This issue is addressed in the body of the report. 
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