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Subject to Protective 

There is one noteworthy point with respect to the second rot.t.1.i4:9f:ill?\J.:§~J~~!ir,i,g;1.s 
specified by the FBI that needs to be stated. The weapon i1(q@~tfofi(:lt~l®.P:~::was 
resubmitted to the FBI with corrections made to the deficienf~f~~iu::mlyi}#hidi in this 
case was the magazine floorplate coming open when dropped. N:i:f@:M,'iffoodifications or 
changes were made to any other components, parts etc,,c:in this wea'P~Kfo•. said parts 
already have proven to have maintained a satisfactory@~~!Msm in IIM!:pf:evious, more 
severe abuse test Our Firearms Product Manager, J.qJWTn#l.Ji~~Q~gclaHfication from 
the FBI that the resubmission would be tested to ev~i.ijihe corretitl'@Jfothe noted 
deficiencies only. The obvious concern was that t#\'$'\veapon and iisfaits, components, 
etc. had been dropped a total of 18 times from a 41:$~M'$.~tG:f4 feet onto concrete to 
evaluate the absolute worst case abuse that the w~~pO'ifli:tym~:qy~r the course of its 
service life. For clarification purposes, Mr. TmiftontactedMi{~@n Horiuchi of the FBI 
to discuss this issue. Mr. Horiuchi confirmesf:ffitltthe resubmission would be evaluated 
only for correction of the noted deficienciesW{Jfu:jp~J1rs.t round of abuse testing. Any 
subsequent failures that may occur in areas other.ffia#Jh~hN!;":d deficiencies from the first 
round of abuse testing would not count ag11.i.P:~U4~m~~µf4Mijfer as a deficiency in the 
second round. As an example, should a.:~faj;il.{~rifakth'HiK'~~cond round of abuse testing 
as redefined by the FBI, this would noffotiijf%:@~::4.1,:f.iciency as the stock had already 
passed the more severe abuse testing}:t:l,Jhe firsffo*n~f~Jwas originally specified . 
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This leads me to an assumption 'Y~$~ve m~'@ thatl.Wbuld like to clarify. FAR 
re,s>ulation 52.212-2 allows for a:~fil!G.r~::h\MEcur aj@:fhe manufacturer be given the 
opportunity to correct the problem Atid@@i#§l:'.l.µ~f pe re-tested under the same test 
criteria. In this case, the produgt,.~i:.:;p~riend.%'fffl:t.i.9fe in two areas during the abuse test 
(drop test) as it was originall;i\'fdfum:~~Jl;J.e filip/ We made an adjustment in one 
deficiency (the magazine fJ.SMpfate)"bti'ffo:~he other we did not as the change in test 
protocol rendered the weci,p~!\ dischargingJij)he SAFETY OFF condition irrelevant, as it 
was no longer a reguirerrj~M:~ttJb~ new te:S.#iHOWEVER, the test and pertormance 
requirement has been chang'&lftf~#fu.:W.~@fe assuming that because the test is different, 
we are starting from g.f,{l:1;1,r,c:j zerobri\ijf@f.~ilure point. Should the problem with the 
magazine t1oorplate fatdf~Bm:t.l.~µrface:"'We will again be given the ONE chance to 
correct the problerri,:jffid be·t~t~.i@~s~inst the same test Please verify if this assumption 
is correct or not. 
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Letter section 2fI!{. . _§j/ 
NOTATIONS 'Ii.R.'OfutFafSNIPERS 

After:readi~'gtfi~!@~m:i@is, we came to the conclusion that some or all of these 
notes were ri..ijf~@µJomrill.&:$iamples; 

• We <lid''riffi':'@:~m~:W!lo~ti~··follower on our product 
• Currentm::i,gjitlffogfofo:1 follower are virtually identical to those we currently 

~~M!~faWml.Mrnt:f6Flise in their rifles 
• 5l~,§tj\aj~J9aded easily and no hang ups were experienced in our testing 
• Disa~sei@:MM~iJ:ning and re-assembly are again identical to what the current FBI 

,,,gµn~:~:)J1'er.~ri&~Us about as simple as it gets . 
. ::;::::tfrl.ieWifo:;'l.bout the comment about the "magazine still a pain" indicates the ,t,>un 

-:-:-:-:-::-:·· being ref~~~ced had a removable box magazine (ours does not) 
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