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FROM~ 

SUBJECT: ' r~uiu 

On 10/15/81 the secon~-~ Ex~c1;1ti ve. Fire~rms Cornpet i~i ve ~~di. t 
was. held. Because of the bQ,mpet1 ti ve situation, bolt action r.i.. les 
were cho.sen as the suf0~ct ·1) bservatior.s and d.·.iscussion at this 
audit were limited to \~ro.du.C • Once again the evaluation was 
restricted to visual im ioror-\as wofid be typical in a store 
:nvironment. Technical evaluat1.o1\ wilf- lbe presented by R & D 
in November. ··· \ \ : I 

\ \ I 

Attached is a matrix. similar to th~.>~~~Jfilled out wh~ch si.mw,a.rizes 
the scoring. Followi.ng are observ;-t~o~ on that scon.n~ and a 
summary of the discussion. / /, j J 

• First, second and thir~'.1'..~ce UtHout __ ..ru;ice conside:ratior: 
went to 700 BDL, M70 Featherweight and Ruger! f.77 respectively. 

! i 
• The overall scores did differ from ,:tJ:ie-cJmtn'.:l.ati ve 
individual item scores indicating that overal~ impression 
and other factors than those cited contribute~ to rankinq. 

I -
___ __.,.;; I 

• The addition of pricing informatiqn (copy ~ttached) 
did change the ranking. Ruger M77 went from third to ) 
a first place tie with the 700 BDL in this analysis. i i 
The M70 FW'I' fell from 2nd to 3rd reflecting the negati~e 
reaction to its higher price. ) I 

PLAINTIFF'S 
EXHIBIT 

• Stock appea:-a::ice ho:-:iors went t.:i M70 FW'J' 1 700 BD~ an~ 
Ruger M77 in tha-;: orO.er suqqestir,c some combination of'. 
t:-ie 3 might prove mos:: desirable. · Wriile the 700 CJ.assD c~'-- . . \ 

3138 

was not aua2tec a sar::::::lt- was reviewed. .l'\.:! oral co;-ice'rrs:..:S ; 
seemed to in::Hca.te ou~· classic was the :avo::.:ite stvle. \ 1_. __ ; 

~he narrow forend, o~en stvled =istcl criD and str~ight \ 
~ .. ~ ..,, . \ ~ 

comb cf the !'!,70 ::"W'.:' recei vec s?ec.:i.a.1 mention, ·, \ 
\ \ 
\ 
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1 ~ -. -·----: Action smoothness t a characteristic discussed in market 
!· I esearch panel studies, ranked Remington entries rather low. 

Ui I l lfhis ranking suggests .the work being done on the recessed 
L)follower is in the riqht direction. 
~ ... ~ . 

• /~i~g, known for its high quality appearance, ranked 
- fkist in\m'etal finish. Dropping back down the price scale 
t~e audit~~s s~emed to agree, there was ~ittle d~fference 
between tf'9 rnaJor three. contenders. Remi_ngton dl.d outrank 
both WW ard :Rp.ger in this characteristic on the sample guns. 
So/fl\e audl!~'/t rsl\ e. xpressed su.rprise at this but warehouse audits 
ari'C1\'-i__l)_..-S't. re er· eeks confirm, generally f this situation. 
""~ I . 

• Remington 1 is BDL and ADL took the honors in the extra ct or, 
e. jector, loc?.ing system category. It was mentioned that our 
design yields the ~er, neater appearance as a system. 
Objectivity y ~ave-be);!.\) compromised here as well because 
of what we belliep to ~\true of. the strength and safe.ty of 
our system. Whit more lbblky and less streamlined the Ruger 
extractor {Mause ) does get a lot of play in the press 
anc trade as the m i~ressive looking mechanism. It was 
noted that our ext_racto appears less than irnpressi ve and 
this is partly d1l~ to tp 

1 
crudely. ground off rivet used to 

~old the extracto~-E'.-ac.e •. ~ . ~l.. -------

~ The panel was ~ske~ to, }~~~e t~~ s~f:ty ~at s? much .. fr.om 
.1 ts •J safeness" which 1s di ff:i..cul t•]tp JU age in th1s environment, 
but from the point of view of\c'ot):Vepience, quietness and 
quality of appearance. The Br'bWn,i1ng ana Puger took 1st and 
2nd place respectively. Both)Lfje~ feature sliding, 
"shotgun type" ta11g safeties~· /Remifigton safety which is 
functionally_ sim~ ~ar to Ru~.e:..S. was fr~fe':.1ated t? 4th plac:e 
because o: tne ~nae tang pOSJ. ti on 'whieh ne.::e~si tates an 
elongated hole in the stock and yields relatively poor 
appearance. 

• Ruger tock first place for accessorj parts .(sights, 
scope mounts, grip caps, etc). 'I'heir combin.;o.tion of clean 
barrel {no sights 1 no holes) and scope mOimt: plus absence 
of white line spacers at grip cap andL.b_i.1tt seernea to he most 

f a ,,..,. R I I • I pre erre • ihe ,uger scope mount system 1s respec ... eo, ! 

functionally but was described as rather bulky - visu~~ly. 
Negative con'Jne;1t was recorded regarci:n? the safety rne~siage 
on Ruger's barreJ... (cosmetic reactJ.on). '' 

h'i tr.in cur price se-::cne:;t, t:here wo.s li tt1e to c:':aos,;;; fror11 a" 
exec'.ltion point c: ~-iev.' be~'-<1 2·2n the bi; 3. {Ferr:,, \YI~;, Huger). 

\ 
\ 
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ILJ 
I R~min ton. s wood finish' fits and metal finish were at J.east as 

Ur
~ood s competition. Small details r like the previously mentioned 
whitte extractor rivet head were jarring footnotes. 

I 
' Whil:.e- t~e ctional analysis has yet to be heard there was l.i ttle 

apparen~ ~ e visual audit phase to suggest Remington 1 s 
functiLr11 q~\ ity suffers by comparison. 

Confining the e~nversation to product then, it appears that we 
suffe. :?:" in the 4mpetitive comparison with design cosmetics. In 
the absolute ~ ~s ur styling left something to be desired. 
The paM·.+s i;f:zre t in the 700 Classic, M70 Featherweight and 
Ruger .r-nz--rt ... /fai .l well follow a docurnenta.ble trend in bolt 
action rift°E(' styl' ng in eviden·ce today. Considering the M700 
in current form i basically 20 years old while the movement 
towa.rd pre 64 M70 -I classic styling started by Ruger with the M77 
is but 10 years d t~uct life cycler this is not surprisin·9. 
More subtle howevefrl i~. J::fiea~~ arent visual. quality of mechanical 
design from which ?eople imp ~Y\ overall product qua.li ty. The ~-~700 
s. afety while fu,'1ction~.!\li_ sim1 ar to the Ruger 77 suffers by 
corrrparison in the visual_ ~e. The quality of our design fror;. 
a styling point of view net?-Q.s\some upgrade as well as styling i::: 
the absolute. \' ) l 

' . ..____..;/) 
Finally the audit also\'tcili.e£ ~ore. s~rgpificant question :rel.evant 
to quality. Our execution is ~~~otab~e\ and func~ional design 
adequate to superior. The styli~\dif~erences seem short of a 
total explanation for slipping sal~'S,. /Tre price value relatioI'lshiP 
is the key and as can be seen by tfie\~n)~ary matrix the IJrice does 
effect peoples opinion of gun desir}.b/~i\tY. Ruger with p=ice ad6ed 
represents the significant threat to/M70P sales. Price-cost 
relationships are the rub. Signi,,f~tan~ ~mprmrement in productivity 
through better management contrtl/of sdrl3r:·k rewo~k •and waYranty 
repair are the benefits of an improved quality sy~tern outlinec 
in the quality plan. The changes called for in th~t plan are 
ei~ential to im?roving the cost sit~ation. 1 
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JHter iri:;pccting a11 samples, please fill in matrix bel<..iw. 
Du p lie a. Les are acceptable. 

RFJ-1, RUG EH R t::M. 
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Str 1c::_~_/\_rPearance 'I ... 3 6 

1-.c ~ .ton ~;rnoothness 5 J 6 -- - ____ , -------- -
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* Number in Parenthesis is placement hase(T' on individual item scores above. Best overall \-J.o. 

and 1;. price teflect Qir I (resfT' on and other factors not identified as indi vidua1 items. 
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COMPETITIVE BOLT ACTION RIFLE AUDIT 1981 

etail 
tart '81 

/700 BDL 

39~ 
/ ~ .. 

//'~\ 
u \ 

etai l .Median 315. )\ 
elling Price \ 

6/81 \~~/
1 

., Estimated 
** 340. as of 6/1/81 

PRICING INFORM2'>.TION 

RUGER w-w w-w 
M/77 M/700 ADL 70-XTR 70PWT 

325.** 334.95 412. 433. 

269. 250. 385. 433.* 

/ ,/ 

~--------~ 

~ 

i_ _____ J 

BRONNING s & w 
BSR 1500 

429.95 334.95 
Std. 

379.95 
Deluxe 

400.* 255. Std 
305. 
Deluxe 
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