Durability 
Reliability 
Sort of the same thing in this context, but you got two words out of it.    ;)    Let’s see the data.  A statistically meaningful amount with relatively new IORs (not including user-caused failures).  That would be interesting.  Remember we’re not talking about the fixed 10X or 16X Leupold but the lightly built VXIII hunting scope with a black ring listed above.  I won’t state it either way as fact, but I would like to see the data those who do must have.

Repeatability 
Who has had repeatablity problems with IORs?  That’s one of their strongest points.   If that’s a common problem with them people sure are quiet about it.

Size
Weight
Yup.  But really only compared with Leupolds.  

Fit & Finnish
Yup.  If you’re choosing a scope to win a beauty pagent, the Leupold does have a nicer finish.
Reticle choices

If the MP-8 would be your choice anyway, there goes that.


Easier to zero knobs
The new ones are only slightly more difficult to zero than is rolling off a log.  The old ones, a legitimate nit pick but as noted they’re a thing of the past.


In my experience the Leupold has vastly superior eye releif
Well, maybe “sometimes longer” would be accurate.   Of the two above the eye relief is nearly identical at 14X.  When you crank it down you’ll need to move your head back for the Leupold.  Many people don’t like that.  If you need 4.5” of eye relief to function you’ll have problems with nearly any high powered tactical scope other than Leupold.  Good luck finding a USO, S&B or Nightforce with that much.

Great track record 
Certainly, especially if you include the original Mk 4’s.

Great resale value 
Significantly better than IOR?  Point me to the really cheap IORs please.    ;)

Outstanding Warranty
Yup.  Unless, of course, you get a canted reticle.    :p

Much worse glass
Yup.  I was pretty proud of my Leupold 4.5-14X50 until I took it to the range the first few times.  It seemed I always happened to be sitting next to the same guy who got great delight in calling out my shots at 300 yds using whatever cheaper scope he happened to bring with him that day.  If he didn’t I’d have to run back and forth to the spotting scope all the time.  That’s a lot of money for such a low level of optical performance.  Spotter not required even with the 10X IOR on the same targets.
Tiny FOV

When set to the same power the Leupolds FOV is much smaller.  For the same target acquisition or for spotting your own shots as well, you need to power the Leupold down.  Add that to the glass quality and you have a much poorer view of the target when at the same FOV.  Power it way up to where you can see as well (not always even possible) and you’re left with a much, much, smaller FOV.
Super Tall Turrets

Well hey, if size and weight are “advantages….”    ;)    M2 & M3 aren’t bad, but the M1’s…really, is that necessary?    :D
Looks great at low power though:

Well, glass looking good at low power with a tiny FOV isn’t something I’d brag about.  I’ll agree some IORs can look like you’re describing--there actually is a soft edge around the field at 4X on my 4-14 IOR (not on my 2.5-10 or 3-18 though) but it’s not enough to bother me.  It’s out where the Leupold doesn’t even show at all due to the smaller FOV.  The Leupold’s FOV is like cutting out the center of the IOR’s view so I don’t exactly see that as an advantage.  That particular IOR doesn’t show it perfectly, the Leupold doesn’t show it at all.  Not perfect, but no problem for low power point and shoot mode.  Glass that looks good at the high power—now that’s what’s important to me.  When you’re actually trying to see something that’s hard to see.  I’ll gladly choose one over the other.
I had(key word there) a "new" 35mm 3x18x42 Ill MP8. It was a disapointment to say the least. 

Eye relief was a joke. I see some people whine about Leupolds slight inconsistant ER when going up or down in mag, but the IOR did have consistant eye relief... it consistantly sucked.

When looking thru the scope at lower mags, it was like looking thru a fish bowl. From what Ive heard/read that isnt uncommon. 
Have yet to see a Leupold exibit such traits.

Fit and finnish- another joke. The finnish easly scratched or left ring impressions. Not even in the same leauge as the MK4 or NXS hard coat anodizing finnish.

Zeroing the knobs is a PITA, no other way around it.

The MP8/A5 reticles are nice, but Leupolds TMR/Mildot are equally nice + if one desired to go with a non tactical reticle Leupold can fix you up.

"Recent IOR warranty appears to be very good" Refer to track record comment. In that, IOR cant hold a candle to Leupolds track record. 

IOR glass is nice, but Leupold glass is more than adequate and field worthy. Remember it takes a whole lot more than "super crystal clear glass" to make a good scope.

If your paying $1500 for a Leupold scope, shop around a bit, they can be had for much less. 

Ive yet to be impressed by any IOR, and I cant understand the awe over them.

As to the NXS, IMO they are the best bang for the buck in a tactical scope. I have more than a few of them.

[quote=7mmRM][quote]Originally posted by Iongshot:

[b] Wow leupold is out of their minds with these prices.  This is used USO/SB/NF pricing.  Who in their right mind would get a leupold instead of a NF? [/b][/quote]I would..... [/quote]

[quote=7mmRM]I probably wouldnt buy one of these new turds, but I wouldnt trade my MK4s for NFs. 

Just my opinion  :D [/quote]

