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REMINGTON ARMS COMPANY, ING.

INTER-DCPARTMENTAL COMREIFONDCNCE

Exhibit 7

Rentinglon,
T
Bridgeport, Connecticut
September 15, 1980
TO: J. P. McANDREWS
E. F. BARRETT
J. P. GLAS

E. HOOTON, JR.
J. G. WILLIAMS

FROM: T, W, RAWSON«MLa

SUBJECT: EXECUTIVE AUDIT - 198

BACKGRQUND

On September 9th: Model 1100'3 and S Smith &
Jesson Model 1000'& wak iperformed Ramington management. Recent
analysis by B &ﬂD &ad reports*hy Ramiﬁqton personnel making field
trips had mﬁéxcated-%haﬁ in a.gne-dn-one comparison, the Smith &
Wesson ¥ tq}oagg# va aﬁ’ mgﬁ@ssive competitor.

-ions givén to the auditors were to consider each
iﬁﬁxt were being viewed in a retail store where only
g&'lty can be judged. It was interesting to note that
«éﬁbbr theé"¥irst 2 to 3 pairs of guns were reviewed that this
?ppvpach was abandoned by most auditors.

While it may be difficult to retain objectivity as a
Remington employee, the more in depth review yields a fuller
understanding of the problem. The notion that quality is every
department's concern was once again demonstrated.

FINDINGS

The internal design from a safety and reliability viewpoint
of the M1100 was found to be superior, with one exception. Many
things that we take for granted and have not communicated to the
marketplace for some time are clearly superior over the M1000.
Things like ease of assembly and dicassembly; ease of field
stripping for maintenance and cleaning; safety factors such as a
breech bolt which positively retains the locking block and a solid
turned action bar sleeve instead of a sheet metal tube are sales
fraturcs which Marketing can use to rebut S & W claims.
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