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The Test and Measurement organizati::·•~;·;~l~i'\~.Ehzabethtown Research and Development 
facility formally supports exit trom H~!iign ,l\ccepfa\fo~\festing of the Extruded Steel Receiver 
for the M/710 for all current prodll~i(fo ca!)~~ts arn.1.recommends proceeding toward a Trial & Pilot build .· .. · .. · .. · .· .. · .. ·.. · .. · .. · .. 

/ii:::i:::i:::::::\>:: )!ii:::i::t: ::{::i:::r·· 
It should be noted that early testiiigi\\'(ili\fil~MS~§#)'ved from Mayfield did not fonction well 
since feeding rounds would cat_cJ~.9_n the::fit##:J~Wi:r surfb.ce of the receiver in the feed ra111p 
area_ An additional clearana:e:i~~di\:~kts:::a.Qded t&:f~e receiver to eliminate this. interference and 
this solved the feeding iss~~. iii8J~j~ ~~tjprawings have been updated to reflect this design 
change No other issues ~~~iifically reG(~m10 the new extruded receiver design were found. 

Testing identified fourr;~g~~~~~~!li;i~nclijl~elated to standard M/710 gun specifications or 
performance that are t¥@1h noti'llg!t:::}::•:·:•··········· 

.............. . ....... . 

1. One gun ou; ~lA:~~~~'itii@·~ e:~~gement measurement 0. 004'' under the minimum 
process sri@\l'icati9n (.0!6!i@hes). 

2. One ~lllnj~P,:f'of fiJ~h 1vas pU'iled fron1 test fbr having a rough cha111ber which effected 
spent c~~~;:fxtr~~j~~h. 

3. Four M~@®lm~~J;&tches \vere broken in the endurance phase of testing. Failures 
occu.ged iii 18Qfl*.(i\79), 820 rds. (7mm Rem. Mag.), 840 rds. (.30-06) and 1,030 rds. 
(.27q}'W9tfaileil'~~i#Were inspected by Todd Cook and it was his opinion that in all 
casestll~.m\i~~·:!lffai!Ute was attributed to poor part quality from the molding process. 

4. A front t~k.8\!~W\\$£\'ew came loose and completely fell out after 260 rounds on one of 
!h"Ci~@il•W!i\/)'f@ijj!hmples. Since £-town lab personnel removed stocks to take fire 

: •. %')foj$)..J)ieasurements they may be ultimately responsible for this failure. 
····:·::::::??????:·:·::: . 
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