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TO: J.W. Bower 
R.S. Murphy 

FROM: F,H, Smith 

Ftr1np r111: 

August 29, 1985 

NIAR firing Ptn and E1tr1ctor 

o As I understand, the NBAR f1r1ng p1n was designed to gtve 
faster loc~-t1••· To 1ch1eve th1s, the hub and shoulder 
ire• was reduced fro• .zso length (M/700) to .125 length 
(~BAR) thus producing 1 11ghter weight firing p1n. 

o The recent testing showed that this.design change did not 
effect perfor•1nce • 

0 A test request is in to •easure lock•ti•e and determine if 
Indeed the NBAA design 1s an l•prove•ent, 

Extractor: 

o Tne results fro• 1 test dated June 19. 1985, shows one of the 
reasons for the NIAR design, The M/700 extractor takes a Mset" 
and beco•es non-functtonable over a·number of cycles (10,000 
tn thts test, •hen 1t w1s re•oved fro• test), where the NBAR 
designs functioned 50,000 cycles of ,040" deflection without 
malfunctioning. 

o N/700 ••gnu• extractors are 191tn being riveted in bec•use of 
breakages and •alfunct1ons fn the fteld. The NSAR has one 
stand•rd design through all calibers ~1th one assembly method. 

o Also dur1ng asse•bly of 1 NBAR there is ~o worry of over
stressing or pre-setting the extractor as there is with the 
"1700 • 
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Eltract.or: (cont'd.) 

o ~/700 requires a co~plex undercut In the shroud, NBAR requires 
a through halt in the bolt head and a cross pin to retain the 
extr.ictor. 

o The prevfous two cn1n9es ~ate field replace•ent easier and 
more reliable. 

o NBAR extractor has •ore claw engagt•ent than does the M/700. 

The above i•provtaents are why we have proceeded with these 
designs. 

FHS:sps 
Attach • 
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