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Danner, Dale 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Matt, 

Danner, Dale 
Thursday, November 30, 2000 10:50 AM 
Golemboski, Matt R. 
Bristol, II Ronald H.; Russo, Al; Keeney, Mike; Diaz, Danny; Franz, Scott; Snedeker, Jim 
Mf71 0 T&P Status Review - 11 {27 /00 

I thought it would be worthwhile to document our discussion/path forward on the various Mn1 O issues from our 
meeting on 11/27/00 as follows - please let me know if I've misstated your position: 

1) Box Bottom Falling Off - I understand that we have potentially some 8000 box stampings in process of the 
current design. We will continue to use this level of design until stampings with the extended tab are available. 
You will alter your process with the current stamping to include pressing the stamping down firmly into~ box 
bottom as the tab is forced forward into the retaining slot. The next test will be conducted with oo?Ces as~mbled 
to the new process. Should box bottoms fall off in the next test Etown will report the round lev~'lind '~~. 
acceptability will be a Marketing call. Keeney will provide design criteria for the le""g~h~ing o6he't~~- ''.~L a:J , ... 

_.,,· ·~!i".(.v·:~~= i:g~ ~~: ,.,,=·:·~:?f.}~~ ~:~l~~t~i,·:'~:··'I\ 
2) Difference in Engagement Etown vs. Mayfield -- Investigation of this proPiEfrn~~as indl~ted'J6~fthe ~ui'i'is 
measurement error - principally due to the lack of proper fixturing in Eto~{l. · Ymi~#,ill mak~{IO process ctiange to 

add~ess this issue. Etown will use our measurement mean~}o a:~~~ to Ptp.cess ~~mum ~f SMMI drop 

testing. ;·cd~:~)"'' \:~i\';;~h;~},j~~ \,~~ 
3) Trigger Pull/ Return Force -- This issue r~.rn,~ins ijflder !r:t~stig~~on. ·~~q~~~ 

. "'~·'*·~·~:;:.i; ~'<~1) ;~ -., \~k~;;i,,:)~,-=--"· ~:~r 
4) Bolt Stop Breakage - Mayfield V:J)!I biiiJ9 product'#o(~~e next. t~t employing stops which are non-heat-treated 
and have the "full radius". Et~~!1 u~~.er~ds and ~ore~~.m.~cdeforrn~tion of the stop under.normal use is 
acceptable as long as th,e,~rmat1~.dM$.. not aff~t the;tprt:iper function and removal/retention of the bolt . 

. ~- : : .:~~ - ~;~~-, ·.- .. ::.. ./~i~; 

5) Bolt ~top ,~reedd~,- ~~Y!P.~seiV~~, that;puM#g th~ last test several bolt .~tops be~a.me l_oo~e during tes! in 
that no s1gnlfi(}ap~ fore~ wa~;required to\rotate the stop mto the "release" pos1tmn. This 1s pnnc1pally a function of 
th~~-e ot1jh¥¢f!~~e~~e ~tween the stop and stock. Etown understands that no design or process change will 
.?P~ur pri0,j;to 1-be ~,-t,t~t. !!;!town will attempt to better quantify when the loss of interference occurs (aka round 
·~Ount or smck l,iikedo~}!Bnd report that number. Acceptability will be a Marketing call. 

i ;~~f''J;s.:~~~~· '\.. Bolt HJ~le ~ieakage - Etown u.nderstands that Mayfield will ~u!ld future bolt prod~ct to the new braze 

''~ "" ~~S?.;t:i.Jtd that product onhand will be scrapped/reworked to ehmmate assemblies with poor braze. Etown will 
1j~. J~I durini;l lhe next test include a resumption of the "slam" test but all parties should understand that should bolt 
'~J'" .#~;' handle failure occur during this abusive test it will not be negatively counted against the product. The objective 
··~"~/d~,· will be to demonstrate elimination of bolt handle failure during normal use. 

7) Stock Takedown Screws - Based on an investigation by Mayfield the consensus is that the takedown screws 
do not rotate/backout but rather the stock itself takes a "set" to reduce screw torque. Mayfield will alter its 
process to include a "re-torqueing" of the screws just prior to boxing the product. Long term the stock tool should 
be modified to increase the strength of the stock to compressive load around the screw hole area. Etown will 
mark. the takedown screws prior to the start of the next test to confirm that the screws themselves do NOT rotate 
during normal use. ~S- S'fJ~oJ/ttJS 

8) Diaz Bracket Screw Loose - During the last test the Diaz bracket screw appeared to have loosened. 
Indications are that the screw may not have been tightened to sufficient torque during assembly. Keeney will 
provide a torque specification and Mayfield will alter the process to include a removable locktight on this screw. 

lO ~,,,/ ,1J$ 

9) Magazine Follower Binding - Mayfield will rework all existing product to include a modified magazine box 
follower. The modification will consist of removing material from the side of the existing plastic part. Keeney will 
provide the amount to be removed. The long term solution will be to modify the tool for the plastic part (weld up 
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to reduce width). 

10) Bore Sight - Etown has reported an increase in both average and maximum POI vs POA between T&P test 
#1 and #2. Mayfield will review the boresight process and verify integrity of the boresight apparatus. Etown does 
not plan to repeat this test during test #3 - but can if Mayfield/Marketing have value for the information. Please 
let me know prior to test #3 start. 

11) Grip Cap - Mayfield will address the issue of the grip cap falling off by applying an adhesion promoter to the 
surface prior to the gluing/locktight application. Long term solution will be to return to the original plan of having 
a grip cap which snaps into place which will entail mold modifications to the stock tool as well as investment in a 
unique grip cap mold for the M/710. 

12) Scopes - Etown has reported two issues around the Bushnell scope product - first, two of the scopes under 
test have had the reticule rotate during test and second, several of the scopes have a "fuzzy" image which 
cannot be adjusted out with the focus adjustment. The first issue will definitely result in a customer actipn. If 
these scopes were a Remington produced product in a standalone test Marketing should be aware that;tpey 
would RESOUNDINGLY fail. Having two scopes fail based on a tested quantity of sixty (2 grqWls of 3(i'jiluns 
each) would not be considered acceptable exit criteria. Etown understands the issues i;iround ~e·producn{lnd the 
customer expectation associated with a low-end scope however we do suggest th~!;;pd(l~ume($er\iiyi:' hag~ .;~(~' 
plan in place handle scope complaints. .,, y/'":·· ·;;h :;'.:.".'.~>''~~h; ·;~~~!'.~!,' 

·--,~i'.:)"·...=~~~ ·;~!1~ -lj~J:· ... ;~r~·- ~:-

13) ISS System Issue - During test #2 Etown found one firearm where ·ti)~ iss J+Mld be ~.oc~~d sometimes by 
using a tool other than the ISS key. This issue is still under !nv~Q.atiori\ii:nd mu$.pe und~~o6d with 
appropriate action prior to test #3. ;"~/~~~;)·' ''i~~I~;;!;\},·;~~~ ~;;b , 
14) Scope Rail D~formation - During t~st #2,.§l!?~n ~f)serv,~,_i;lef~~:IJlatiO'lt~l~he scope ~ail greaterthan what 
was observed dunng DAT. On further mw~~Qal!~.[l lf~~(determ1~ that the deformation was caused by a very 
heavy high-end scope which was rrwuntM on the it.odact to do tl:le atcuracy evaluation. No further action is 
planned. .Aiirf~: \~~; \i:;;·; ~ii '·~~}r~fit~J·' 
15) Pillar Bedding ~~, H~ Ta~,~· Mci~eld~!!ill.,,~~~n new tags to correct this claim. 

;; ~~ ·~~~~~~z*:c~·'· ·;~~ ~- -~~~~~,;-.·'. 
16) Magaziq~~px Re~ov~ -"During te~t #2 Etown continued to observe on some product that the magazine 
bo~~,me ~~~fe!;gi_Jfi~.lt f~remove as

0 

rounds were put on the product. There is general agreement that this is 
~result'of;{f,ief~atiP;~q,t_the~i)iagazine box in excess of 200 rounds. Etown does not consider this a continuing 
·N$Sue and tn,ere~re no~!~ns to change the design or process. Marketing has the final call on acceptability. 

;~~;';~~:;~~~~· '~~~ ExtraJ~r s~l~king - During test #2 Etown had one firearm which demonstrated a sticking extractor very early 
j'~ .. irl!t~.$.t(~~~ds). This bolt has been returned to Mayfield for evaluation. Analysis and resultant actions will be ·.~~ ·~~ ..•• " '.JJ:' .• 
·~~~,. Mreqli1re1.i prior to test #3. 

'~J~· ~"~r 
-~~~~~d;::f! 18) Safety in Fire State - One firearm received for test #2 had the safety in the fire state out-of-box. Mayfield 

will review process and inspect as required. 

Please let me know of any issues I disagreements I omissions as soon as possible. 
Regards, 
Dale 
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