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Res pons e (Laur a) )!:!:!:!!.!~i-i:·!:!:i!@f::;::::: .. 
Dear Mr. Keder, ....... . ................ . 
At this t"ime we are unable to provide further i~!f:&rmatior(::#*'i'i!@~:ing 2003 
ne"Y products or fu~ure deyelopmen~ du~ to comp~~!rtive r~asoris::::;:Normally_ 
~his type of proprietary ~ nformati on 1 s kept ~!!f:\;!:R:~:!; ... until the product I ine 
~ s approved for ~he upcoming year. we usually/;i;i:~:r.i:@:t!i~"!· .new product. 
information in middle to late December afte;,.!0?r annH~(!:fr:J:f:::s meeting. 

customer (John Lang) 
Laura, 

~~~~~<~ for the response. However, I a\'~M!~f?M~~:~![,~!~~~~,:the rules for 
as you restated. what I don't unde rsti'l.)ii:li\Hi::~ If you believe/have a concern 
for an action that has the 'bolt- loc~'"''f~~@r:~::~.f.ld y9u INSTALLED that same 
bolt-lock feature as a result of a di.ffererit::::i'.~ec:alL1ssue - why I should 
have to pay to have it removed. co@i~:rsely, 'l'f::::i:9,@Jbri9inally supplied the 
act·i on with the same 'bolt~ 1 ock' f.-;.~:l;::U re, ,::You w·i 1'J":"'t'epa·1 r it at 110 cost. 
Why the d"i fference? ))!{ t!:::;:· .:::. 

'·:·~ ·:·~ -:-~. ··~·:·~ ·:·~ .. 

The operative word in my originaJ:!:~@:~stt~~?wasj)f:t~'tional." 
Thanks, 
John 

Subject to Protective v. Remington 
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