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OBJECTIVE 
The objective of this report is to detail the r~~M@i~f:~:i.Jv1cycle test performed on a 
Model 71 O with a new safety pivot post and clip d.eii1'gi;@{::\:,:, 

CONCLUSIONS 
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The 71 o equipped with the new safet.¥fiivot p~;rJiM~t\p/design was dry cycled 2,000 
times. No malfunctions of any king:@i?curr~:;:,The sat'ety pivot post was inspected after 
the dry cycle test and no signifi.caµf@ear w@:~een. /\:: 

PROCEDURE ................. 

A Remington Model Tl O fire.ii\r@@:~\m\~Ll,lu~lfaPJ,To98443, was used for testing. The 
barreled action was remov~4:ff:6m·m~:~M~,.ofthe firearm. The scope and scope 
mounting rail were remov~~::from the bat[~~#.~ action. The end of the safety arm was 
ground flat and drilled ttiq'@gµ to enable 11.\,qgnting to the safety activator on the dry cycle 
machine. Photographs w8ere:J~lli~f:t:g.fthe.$.i(ety pivot pin prior to testing. No lubrication 
was applied to the fir~q:mtroi"[n'dfo~:~1'¢~Wng was performed prior to testing. 
Molybdenum disulphi4~:S..t%.l:§~ was.~BP!t&t to the locking lugs of the bolt and to the 
firing pin cam surfa~~.oHhe)@:Wt9:t.l.J,1Sure smooth operation and minimize bolt wear. 

}t~~~~( . ·-:.::::::::~((~~(~~(? 

The barreled actiqijMas p!i~¢d in th~'clry cycle machine. The dry cycle machine 
performed the fgj~'9:\Ving:~\#fons in this sequence: 

::~~~~:~~~~~~~~~~~~:~::::::.:-:-:~~~~~~~:~~~~:: 
1. Rais-~@iit!?I\: .... 
2. L&~r.bolt ·· 
3. AA&y~!i@f~W:X1rrr{·;:giisAFE" position 
4. Move safe@@fffiJp "FIRE" position 

?.,;,Jlhl~:!:~m~~Mt:::::::::: .. , . 
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·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·.·. 

This s~~{Jfh~M~~:rnPeated 2,000 times. At the end of the test, the safety was cycled to 
confirm~h.at if'-~Hliff~M:t~oned correctly. The safety was then removed and the safety 
pi".'.9tP:fo:@:4§::11rptogi'aphed. 
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