
RE: sniper Rifle [Incident:remington 010620-000005] 

o·i scuss·i on Thread J::·:·:. __ 

~~~~a~~~ ~~h~~ ~) :·:::.::·:::·:;:::f!i!!i!::::::i!i::;::::;:;:::::::;\::·:·: ... 
Thank you for your comments and continued suppqf:;~;(of Remffi:Q~ij6;;;;;~rms co. we 
do not agree with CBS' s characterization of thi~({as a deadl)r·:·diefect. The 
remova 1 of the bolt-lock so one does not have ):t;¢i;:;::m,9,ve the safety to the 
"Fi re" position whi 1 e unloading, reduces the .·:f:t$.:~\~:f::\~:<;.ci dental firing 
during the unloading process. with the "boltdcck'':remdved,, there is no 
reason for the safety to be in any posi ti an.::;(l~:fier tff§_:ff::;:;~~:s;:at!r.:Ef' whi 1 e 
unloading. This change also brings older rifl~s in confohiilh with 
Remington rifles produced after 1982. ./i;\::::::::·.·,- · 

._-._-._-._-._-._-._-. 
"""""""'" 

You can read more information regarding our·::::fi~~~~~~mi~:·.-.~nd our safety 
Modification program through the front page of-·\:ftt:&>W~ll:S:i:te or the link below: ·· .......... w. 

http://www. remi ngton. com/safety-modi fi~~~j~#~~µ~~~~~)/:~i ngton-safety. htm 
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