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On 10/15/81 the sec3;§%AQE 1 Executive Firearms Competitive Audit
was held. BHecause of the tuppetitive situation,bolt action rifles
were chosen as the suﬁﬁect?a) bservations and discussion at this
audit were limited to‘gradné;i Once again the evaluation was
restricted to wisual im ionsas woUld be typical in a store
environment, Technical evaluatiéﬁ wiliﬁbe presented by K & D
in November. s \‘ ’i _
Artached is a matrix similar to th Jfllled out which summzarizes
the scoring. Following are observ on that scoring and a
summary of the discussion. i
# Tirst, second and thlrdén”ace tlthaux,gzﬂce consideration
went to 700 BDL, M70 Featherweight and Raqef K77 respectively.
, l
& The overall scores did dGiffer frcmrxhe_sqmmulatlvp
individual item scores indicating that_auequk iIMpression
and other factors than those cited contrﬂbutea to ranking.

& The addition of pricine informatidn Ihosy g‘tacweg)
did change the ranking. Ruger M77 went from tHird to ,
& first place tie with the 700 BDL in this analysis. | | PLAINTIFF'S
The M70 FWT fell from 2nd to 3rd reflecting the nega #lﬁﬁ EXHIBIT
reaction to its higher price. P
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e Stock appearance honors went to M706 FWT, 700 BDL énﬁ
Rugexr M77 in that order suggestinc some combinstion of
the 3 might prove most desirable. While the 700 “]assﬁcT? S
wag not audited a sample was reviewed., An oral concemsus o
seemed to indicate our clessic was the favor ite stvle Lo
“he narrow forend, open styled pistol gri ‘
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comk of the M70 PWT receiveld soecial m
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e hetion smoothness, a characteristic discussed in market
research panel studies, ranked Remington entries rather low.
his ranking suggests the work being done on the recessed
follower is in the right direction,
2N
Bf“ﬁn;mq, known for its high gquality appearance, ranked
~f rét lq\mbtal firnish. Dropping back down the price scale
the audlté s seemed to agree, there was little difference
hetween t maior three contenders. Remington did cutrank
both WW anj Rnger in this charactieristic on the sample guns.
Same audﬁk rs expressed surprise at this but warehouse audits
din.gtdre lchecks confirm, generally, this situation.
\‘\__._/ i
s FHemington'ls|BDL and ADL took the honors in the extractor,
ejector, lockling system category. It was mentioned that our
design vields #he ;laaggr, neater appearance as a systemnm,
Objectivity may hev n compromised here as well because
of what werbe%ﬁe to be \true of the strength and safety of
our system. Whi more lky and less streamlined the Ruger
extractor {(Mause 2] does get a lot of play in the press
and trade as the m eressive iooking mechanism, It was

‘noted that our exiractoyr \appears less than impressive and
this is partly d&e to t crudely ground off rivet used to
hold the extracte*\ézf lace. . CJUZWL
® The panel was asked to j ﬁge tHe! safety not so much from
its "safenesg" which iz dlfflculL tp djudge in this environment,
but from the point of view of\convenience, guietness and
guality of appsarance. The nr&wnnng and Ruger took lst and
2nd vlace respecLiVE1 Both,rm*%es feature sliding,

"shotogun type” tang safetwecz ARemington safetv which is
functionally similar to Ruaers was refegated-to 4th place
because ¢f the side tang pdeit 1on*whlck—ﬁa*9351tates an
elongated hole in the stock and vields relatively poor
appearance. E
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e Ruger tock first place for auCPSSDrV“p?T*S !SLght
spope mounts, grip caps, etey. Their comblnatlon of c gan
barrel {no slghts, no holes) and scop&_mgnnidpluc zbsence

of white line spacers at grip cap andlbutt sesmed to be most
preferred. The Ruger scope mount sysLer 18 rewﬁexagxi 5
functionallv but was described zs rathe r bulky = v1suaﬂ

!‘
Negative comment was recorded regarding *hu safety mets ge
on Ruger's barrel. {cosmetic reacticn). ‘1
|
Summary:

was little te chooss from an
we e .

Pxpcqtivm point of view beiws L3 3, {Bem,, W, Tuger).
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Remington's wood finish, fits and metal finish were at least as

good las competition., Small details, like the previously mentioned
whitle| extractor rivet head were jJarring footnoies.

Whilte the wtional analysis has yvet to be heard there was little
apparent’ in the visual audit phase to suggest Remington's
functi ?éilgﬁﬁ ity suffers by comparison. .

b
Confining the Egnversatlon to preduct then, it appears that we

suffer in the mpetitive comparisorn with design cosmetics. In
the abzoluie s ur styling left someth;ng to be desired,

The paﬁ%@s 1?£ regztln the 700 Classie, M70 Featherweight and
Ruger ﬁquEI*ffal 1y well follow a documentable trend in bolt
acticn rl‘*é'stylln’ in evidence today. Considering the K700

in current form is basically 20 yvears old while the movement
toward pre 64 M70 ~%cla551c styling started by Ruger with the M77

is but 10 vears down Epe’ﬁraﬂuct life cycle, this is not surprising.
More subtle however m& tﬁh“a\sarent visual guality of mechanical
‘1
mil

design from which peop e imply, overall product guality. The M700
safety while functionally similar to the Ruger 77 suffers by
comparison in the v;suaL e, The quality of cur degign from

a styling point of view noeds\some upgrade as well as styling in
the absolute. m

1 [)
Pinally the audit alsotfaiseé/ DIE SlgnlflCdnt guestion relevant
to guality. Our execution is a dptablel and functional design
adsguate to superior. The styling \mlf erences seem short of a
total explanation for slipping sal@ //T e mrice valuwe relatienship
is the key and as can be seen by the\su ary matri¥ the nrice does
effect peoples opinion of gun QESlr biliky. Ruger with wprice afded
represents the significant threat tOXN7DD sales. Price-cost
relationships are the rub. %lgnLILCant pmﬁrouament in productivity
through better management cont*qldof %crar! rework land warranty
repalr are the henefits of an inproved Ouallt} svétem OL*llﬂed
in the quallty plan. The changes called for in th ¢ plan are
essential to improving the cost situation.

THWERE-£3

attachment

3 C}( AL (}(,izjigg‘



>

R

AMter inspecting all samples, please fill in matrix below. Best score = 1l; Worst score £ (7.
thuplicates are acceptable,
REM, RUGER REM. W-W W*ﬂ% [ﬁ?OWNING SEW
700-BDL M/77 700-ADL 70-XTR __ 70,EW 1500
77
Stock Appearance 2 3 6 4 { 7
7 \ .f"‘rj f';
hotion Smoothness 5 3 & 4 i et 7
Metal Finish 2 5 3 6 4 1 !
- { — —
Uxtractor, Eijector,
Iocking System 1 4 2] TSN 5 3 6
Y VAN '
Safely | i 2 é/ // 3 )] 3 1 5
hucessory Parts ‘ K\J, //
(Grip Caps, Sights) 2 (2] ) e [R5 8 (4) 3ty 7 (6
Best Overall [\. ;ﬁj N
wo 'rice 1 "‘~1 P e 6 4 “ 5 7
Rest Overall "\;\’ < g
with Price 1 I e 2 4 3 ! 5 5
T ! ]

* Nagmber in Parenthesis 1s placément'baaed on individual item scores above,

ancd W. pri

COMMENTS 2

ce reflect o

rall ;mpres fon and other factors not identified as individual

z

Best overall W.O.

items.
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COMPETITIVE BOLT ACTION RIFLE AUDIT 1981

_i N

J M/ 700 BDL

ug}ggted ~ 399,95
etail
tart

‘g1

etail Median 315.
elling Price ™
6/81 N\ i

¥ Fgtimated
“xk 340, as of £/1/81

PRICING INFORMATION

B

RUGER W-w Wel BROWNING S & W
M/77 M/700 ADL 70-XTR TOFWT 1500
325, %% 334,95 412. 4323, 429,85 334.95

8td,
378,85
bBeluxe
269, 250. 385. 433.* 400.%* 255, 3td
' 305,
Deluxe
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