15-14th September
Scul thorpe

21st September
Area venues
27-2%3th September
Sculthorpe

S5th October
Odiham

12th October
Area venues

19th October
Bassingbourn,

First Trials, 1951 World Champs teams. FI1A;

FI1B; FIC.

SMAE 5th Area Centralised event: F1B (Gutteridee);
Team Power; A/1 (F1H).

Second Trials, 19%1 World Champs teams. FI1A;

F1B; F1C.

Southern Gala: Open and Mini classes.
N Couling, tel: Eastbourne 53116.

SMAE 6th Area Centralised event: F1A (SMAE Cup);
Team Rubber; 1A Power.

Contact,

Open Rubber Trophy 19=0. Run by Dave Hipperson.
Entries to him (£1.00 Seniors, 0-530p Juniors) by
5th October - double on the day. Prizes and
prize-givine in the Wacwvon and Horses afterwards.
Write: 33 Anthony Road, Boreham Wood, Herts. with
vour SMAE number and two SAE's.
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WHERE'S THE MONEY COMING FROM? — SOME REPLIES

On the whole, our comment in the April edition of FFn on funding for
teams to visit continental and World Championships has been greeted
by a deafening silence. However, the following two comments have
been received. The first comes from George Lynn, and obviously
draws on his experience as an SMAE Council member over many years:

"First, the SMAE does not DIRECT competitors to attend, the Society
only provides the money to cover the entry fees while paying all
reasonable expenses of a Team Manager. The Technical Committees
decide the attendance at World Championships and Internationals.

I do not acree that the Society should pay all the costs, both entry
and travel, because costs are escalating in all fields and a lot of
self help by the competitors should be the order of the day. If
_because of distance and therefore costs are prohibitive, then the
Committee should decide not to enter.

I feel that the risine costs of membership will reach a level where
the services of the Society would be outstretched by costs outside
their control.,

As tor entry fees, this yvear the Free Flight Committee have raised
them by 3344 for Seniors and 100% for Juniors, the latter I resret-
fully deplore. The Western Area, because of its large seocraphical
arca is not able to ¢ive its free fliecht members all the contest
facilities it would like to do. It used Everleieh for the first
Arca Centralised meetine this year at a cost of £30.75 being unable
to obtain any other venue at the time and as a result members from
Plyvmouth, Torbay, Exeter and South Wales did not attend. The Area
will now use Merryfield, the only aifield left to them, for the
rest of the Area Centralised meetines. Last vear because of costs
the amount repaid to funds was nil.

The British Nationals in 1979 did not have the support from free

fliecht at Barkston Heath, but they still participated in the sharing
of the profits which the Indoor Committee did not. Fees were raised
for public entry, but acvain there is a limit to what can be charged.

Control Line, I feel, takes an unfair share of the Society's monies,
when they send each year - however far - up to 22 people in the
team and at the 1979 Nationals, without consulting the organisation,
split a contest three ways and asked for extra plaques on the day.
After that, letters to the model press and the office at Leicester
meant that more plaques had to be provided.

They in fact lost over £200 but still had their share of the profit.
My view is that the loss should have been taken from their share

and ¢iven to the Indoor Committee and I hope that the situation at
this year's Nationals will be carefully watched,

I agree that Sponsorship is essential and at the end of 1978, 1
endeavoured to obtain this from 'State Express' but I regret with-
out success. Again at the Sports Conference in 1979, I tried to get
financial help for individuals and to include team effort as well.

I was well supported from the floor on this, but again I regret it
was without success. At the same conference I tried to put over a
reasoned argument for the Sports Council to recognise the Society,
even without financial strings to start with.. I do not know whether
this has been borne to fruition.

Incidentally, the R/C Thermal Soaring Committee set out to raise
money for Team Travel with considerable success, and at the 1980
Nationals, the free flight Committee have done the same. If I am
permitted to attend the Sports Council Conference this year, I
will try again to put the Society at the front - even trying again
on Sponsorship if possible".

The second comment comes from an ex-Treasurer of the Society, now
resident in Papua, New Guinea - David Brawn, who writes:

"I was interested to see that you have raised the perennial erouse
about support for World Championships teams. Simply saving that -
your own opinion is that all expenses should be met, without
explaining what costs are involved seems to indicate a rather
biassed attitude. To call the present state of affairs a "felony"
because each group is asked to manase its own competition affairs
only highlights this view.

To enable flyers to have more information on which to judee this
issue I would like to point out that:

1) at present all entry fees are paid by SMAE general fund for
World Championship events. Over a two year cycle this totals 39
competitors and six team manacers, counting C/L Team Race and Combat
as two competitor teams. If the average entry fee is £100 this
costs a total of £4,500 every two years.

2) The six team managers also have their travel costs paid from the
SMAE general fund. If the average cost is £00 it means the seneral
fund supports World Championship entries in excess of £2,500 per
year.

3) The idea of SMAE Technical Committees handling their own finances
is that the Committees are given more freedom to conduct their
affairs. It means that committees are financially as well as
administratively responsible for their decisions. It also means

any surplus funds generated by the committee can be used as they
like,

4) The British Nationals has been the main source of funds for team
travel for only about six or seven vears. The period of the Nats
making a profit only really started with the "professional"” attitude
adopted by Ted Roycroft when he was SMAE Treasurer. To increase
Nats profits is not easy given that the general public are rarely
model flyers. The main attractions for spectators are R/C and

C/L, Free Flight has been proved to attract necligable numbers of
fee-paying spectators (Ed. before this year). As a result R/C and
C/L have been required to break even and F/F to make a profit on
the basis of entry fees alone. For recent Nationals cate fees and
camping permits seem fairly expensive compared to similar public
entertainments, while F/F entry fees appear very cheap for a
National Championships.

5) The argument that competitors should be automatically sponsored
for all expenses ignores the fact that the majority of competitors
at World and European championships have "expected" to pay their

own travelling expenses; the number of UK flyers who travel the
continent (and even to Taft) in order to compete at non-championship
events at their own cost.

6) The SMAE does not "direct" competitors to attend competitions.
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It is the Technical Committees who propose that competitors be
sponsored (entry fees paid) for a championship event. It is not
necessary to send a full team or in fact any team to a championship
and certainly not compulsory.

The one way to test the theory that the general membership of the
SMAE will pay "all" championship competitors' costs, as compared
to what they already pay for, is to propose a motion at the AGM to
this effect. 1 aecree that the whole topic is very parochial as in
Europe you have the best competition circuit in the world - pity
the Australians, New Zealanders, Chinese, Koreans, Japanese,
Americans, Canadians, etc. who "MUST" travel halfway round the
vorlid to compete internationally".

WAKE UP BEFORE 1T1T'S TOO LATE....

and think more than once, by L-G Olofsson

Lars-G has sent out a 'round-robin' letter to the US magazines and
FFn, presenting some thouehts on free flieht and how it may be in
the future, Discussions have been takine place in Sweden for some
time and may result in proposals to the CIAM. The views here
presented represent the personal opinions of Lars, however.

Free Flichters, as well as other model flyvers have cot one problem;
we want to be accepted as athletes. We want model flying to be
accepted as a sport. And what do we do about it? Nothine. We
destroy everythine once built up by old rules - like allowing proxy
flvine. New equipment which has nothine to do with the sport itself,
like the fancy thermal detectors we use today and the flappine under
models to wave up better air from the cround.

How in the hell can we accept this in this fine sport? I still call
it a sport and I call myself an athlete, as I will never use a
thermal detector like those in use today, or let anybody wave up
air under my model. I don't think it's fair.

I don't hesitate to use all the 'dirty tricks' in the rule book to
et vood results — as this is tactices. But never let a machine
tell me when to start, or try to 'wave up' a bad flicht after 1
made a mistake as a flyver. 1 accept all kind of devices like
mylar, bubbles and cattails as thermal detectors; this is a way

of reading thines and make a decision atter that. The chances of

a mistake are very bie¢ and it still needs a good model flyer to

et vood results.... But after reading all about what has been
written about the Israeli thermal detector used at Taft, and Frank
Schlacta's letter in R/C Model Builder, where he says that the
Canadian thermal detector is 99% reliable, anybody can fly well

and put the models in thermals. To wind a Wakefield or start an
engine doesn't require a skilled model flyer. A beginner can handle
this part of it. And as we all know by now, even simple models {ly
maxes in thermals.

These kind of new thermal detectors have nothing to do with model
flyine., 1It's just a cheap way to get cood results - as is the
waving under bad flights. Even cheaper when cars and bikes are used.

1 sece model flying as an athletic game or sport. There the model
flver is the most important part of the results. A good flyer with
a bad model can always beat a bad flyer with a good model - and
that's the greatest thine in all kind of sports. The best MAN (or

WOMAN) wins - not the best equipment.

But reading the magazines about what happened at Taft makes it seem
to me that the best equipped flyer and teams won. Stop this in time.
Think more than once. Wake up.

RICHMOND /CROOKHAM GALA
Report by Ted Tyson

5rd August, Everleigh

The weather once again plaved a major part in the jointly sponsorcd
Gala held on the battle area, were a 15 to 20 mph wind blew for
most of the day. This is probably why the number of entries was
low although the models were still 'safe' on this huce site.

First to sign on for Open Power was Dave Reader, followed shortly
by Russell Peers and Pete Harris. This proved to be the finishinge
order in the fly-off! Open Rubber was a disappointing event, with
only four entries, but still it produced a fly-off. Derek Wain was
lucky to finish, losing his model after the second max. A search
by his whole family located the model miles downwind. Peter Carter
was unlucky to lose his model on a check flicht before he had a
chance to record a score, but Peter Michel, better known for his
beautifully built vintace models, flew consistently to second place,
Open Glider was the best supported event with 10 entries, G Mayv of
Bristol & West toppine the four finishers just ten seconds ahead of
clubmate Dick Cummins,

Nationals F1B champion Phil Uden was narrowly beaten into second
place by Ivan Taylor of Wolves. David Greaves finished third even
though he ran out of time and failed to return a score on his last
fliecht. A last-minute entry in F1A by Andrew Moorhouse narrowly
beat second place Colin Sharman who lost his windy weather model
and had to resort to a huee calm air model. 1In the last FAI senior
class, FI1C, it was hardly a contest - three entries. Nevertheless,
Stafford Screen mastered the conditions and pushed Ray Moore into
second place by a comfortable margin.

Joint organisers Peter Williams and Ted Tyvson presented the prizes:
certificates, cash and household coods.

Results

Open Glider 10 entries F1A Glider 6 entries

1 G May Bristol & W 450 1 A Moorhouse Bath 699
2 R Cummins Bristol & W 440 2 C Sharman Cheltenham 659
3 D Cox Crookham 410 3 R Woodruffe Swindon hs6
Open Rubber 4 entries FIB Wakefield 7 entries

1 D Wain Bristol & W +290 1 I Tayvlor Wolves &285
2 P Michel Croydon +207 2 P Uden Crookham 823
3 N Marcus Croydon 500 3 D Greaves Cirencester 692x
Open Power 7 entries FI1C Power 35 entries

1 D Reader Birmingham +340 1 S Screen Birmingham 553
2 R Peers Falcons +258 2 R Moore Bigegles 570
3 P Harris Birmingham +233 3 D Reader Birmingham 11

GRAM PRIX, F1D by E Rodemski

Thanks to Bob Meuser, we have received a drawing of Erv Rodemski's
World Champs winning model. Since the drawineg is somewhat differ-



ent from those we publish normally, a few comments are in order.
First, please note that the scale does not conform to our usual
values of 1:6 or 1:5 and the wing sections are given 'as drawn',

not full size. Wood dimensions have not been specified, but weights
for the main components are quoted - in ounces - to give a guide

to Rodemski's thinking.

A few points of special note are the offset tailboom (both to the
left and to provide negative incidence on the tailplane); the use
of an underfin; the very large diameter prop and the moderate
pitch value quoted; a large area tailplane; and finally, the
bracing on both tailplane and wing. In the case of the former,
stab bracing appears to have re-established itself after a period
when many flyers were resorting to cantilevered arrangements:
perhaps the added reliability (maintenance of warps, if useds and
the acceptance of any weight/drag penalty Jjustify the change. On
the wing, where wire is mandatory, it is perhaps interesting to
see the very short tip cantilever and the use of only five ribs,
each of which has to take chordwide compression loads. Similarly,
Erv uses only four ribs in the tailplane, dispensing with one at
the centre, where the tailboom does all the work anyway .

WAKEFTELD MOTOR TUBE CONSTRUCTION

A method used by Mike Segrave.

Mike's method for making a light, strong 21 inch long tube is as
follows:

1. Soak a sheet of 1/32 x 3 x 36 inch balsa and wind spirally
round a 1! inch diameter former.

2. Dope § ounce class cloth onto a sheet of 1/32 x 4 x 22 inch
balsa. Mike uses a non-shrinkine form of cellulose finish from
hardware stores. When dry, dope on 3 or 4 more coats. Sand with
wet and dry to a elass finish.

3. Sand one edee to a taper over 4 inch. Wet, and roll around
former (coated with Vaseline and rolled mylar from grocery fruit
bags). (Ed: glass on inside, we presume). Glue joint with white
2lue,

4. Dope twice, then dope on two layers of § ounce glass cloth with
the seams on opposite sides.

5. Sand to roughen the surface then dilute white glue with 10%
water and coat on the already moulded and doped part and also on
the inside of the spirally moulded balsa. Place the spiral sheet
over formed part and tape firmly into position, taking care that
the joints are tigcht.

6. Leave to dry for one to two days. Weight at this stage is 20
or 21 grams. Fit aluminium rings at each end and cover and dope

the outside with glass cloth, giving a finished weight of about
25 grams.,

VARIABLE PITCH PROPELLERS FOR INDOOR DURATION MODELS
by Bernard Hunt and Dave Pym

FFn note: following the comment on the World Champs winning F1D
mode] we present a paper on what was without doubt the greatest
innovation at West Baden - the British variable pitch propeller.

While considerable work on this topic has taken place before and
elsewhere, it is probably fair to say that the following remarks
represent a definitive statement on the 'state of the art'. Our
thanks to Bernard and Dave for allowing us to publish this material
so swiftly after their return from the United States event.

Our interest in variable pitch propellers started with the news

that the 1980 F1D World Championships would be held in West Baden,
USA, with its relatively low (96 feet) roof (we had qualified for
the British team the previous summer). From the times which had
been achieved at West Baden, we had doubts as to whether our normal
Cardington models would be competitive, so we studied alternative
propeller designs, both by computer simulation and practical experi-—
ment to try and improve low ceiling performance.

We considered the options of (a) fixed high pitch propellers; (b)
conventional flaring propellers (ie. propellers where distortion
of the blade occurs under load); and (c) variable pitch propellers.
For the last option we looked at variable pitch operated by aero-
dynamic forces and by torque, but experiments with EZB showed that
torque operation offered more precise control. The simulation

(we shall present details in a future article) indicated that for
an F1D model under a 96 foot ceiling there was a 16% duration
advantage for an optimum variable pitch propeller over the best
fixed pitch propeller and perhaps 10% advantace over a flarine
propeller (it was not possible to simulate flaring propellers with
confidence as the forces and distortions are complex). The advan-
tage of the variable pitch propeller increased as the ceiling
height reduced.

The practical propeller design was arrived at after a lot of
experimentation mainly with EZB's where the expected big increase
in performance under low ceiling was realised; a best time of 14:19
(DP) under a 20 foot ceiling was recorded where the previous hall
record was 11:22.

The mechanism was based on that used by Jeff Annis (see NFFS Syvm-
posium report, 1973, pp 93 et seq.) with the addition of upper and
lower stops to limit the pitch chanee and using a very much greater
rate of change of pitch with torque. We consider that both these
features are essential to obtain any advantace except under very
low ceilings.

Two problems encountered are worthy of note. First, friction in
various parts, usually the main hinge/tube bearing or between the
torque arm and the rear member of the stop caused the mechanism to
stick at too high pitch (usually at the top stop) - this was over—
come by careful attention to all fits. Second, if the rear bearing
face of the torque arm is not square with the shaft, then unstable
oscillations of the propeller can build up particularly at low
torque/pitch.

We both used variable pitch propellers exclusively at the 19%0
World Championships to place 5th (BJH) and 6th (DP) and in the
NIMAS record trials held immediately after the World Championships
an official time of 36:47 was achieved (BJH) which turned out to
be the best time of the week.

Although we believe that variable pitch propellers offer the
potential for improved performance for all but the very highest
ceiling sites, they are not without disadvantages. Most significant



I: 4.7 (MP2X) AL DMENCIONS (N (NCHES.

SCALE

Iy e TuT

LEET TIPS @ WING Y4
STAR 2/, WASHIN.

Al

—
_ N
7 ; \) :
\% / \ T
/ < e / &
. \ w 4.V4 : /
o > — T >
. P K> =
\ , / S | WEIAWTS: et
. N
. wWiING . oto7 \ .
© \ \ / . EUS . o@o
c,o ) Rofp . oo =
=5 \ / ToL 0374
&
B
&%
=
23 D % 24P
)
% _ \\ "4
e
+'z A o _
“ S.4 L ca . .M_T
P S
el T 1
—’ m.\mN —\@.\ \—
- ls | (4

TF%

MoToR @ 0%, 0&7, \7% | 20Se TORNS,

4

GRAM PRIX F1D. World Champion 1980.by Erv Rodemsky.



is the 0.12 gram weight penalty of our mechanism. It is possible SETTING-UP PROCEDURE: (values quoted are for a 22 inch diamter
(with difficulty) to build F1D's down to 1.0 grams with this propeller, 1.2 gram rubber weight).

penalty but the models are less robust than normal and very large
models such as those flown by the Swiss would very probably be
overweight. Another problem is the length of time it takes to set . !
up the propellers for optimum performance with so many variables (small triangular wedges are used to hold the torque arm against

to specify, viz: basic propeller pitch, top and bottom stop torque the stops while checking/setting the propeller pitch on a pitch
values, rubber thickness, rubber weight and turns backed off. checker). .

1. Assemble the propeller to give a pitch of about 52 inches at
the top stop position with a torque value of about 13 gram-cm

The key to more widespread use of variable pitch propellers for

indoor is the development of lighter mechanisms. Some good ideas Note: some dimensions

were put forward at West Baden and we will be trying these out but 8m4¢ in mm!

we would welcome other people's thoughts on the subject. Bernard

Hunt can be contacted at: 4 Ashfield Avenue, Skelmanthorpe, Hudders- %4 \\
field, West Yorkshire, England. ) .015 teflon bearing A

THE MECHANISM: the following explanation of the mechanism may be slotted into torque arm @)
helpful. The torque of the motor opposed by the drag of the prop- .008 wire -
eller blades causes'the piapo wire betwegn Fhe torque arm anq the 4“ torque arm .03 x .10 to 1 unglue and rotate
propeller hub to twist. This twist multiplied by the mechanical ' .0% x .05 to change pitch
advantage of the torque arm/propeller lever system causes the blades i ’
to rotate through a much larger angle. The maximum and minimum
rotation of the blades is limited by the wire stops attached to the Cj:::]
propeller hub. The rate of change of pitch (or more accurately, -
\ ——» Stop,
9 \ 2 008 wire
7.
..,.-""' Adjust by shimming
o either side of
torque arm

~

N

32

22

anele) with torque depends on the thickness of the shaft/torque Build up this face
wire and the mechanical advantage of the torque arm/propeller lever to give true bearing
system but 3 to 5 degrees per gram-cm is optimum. The bottom stop surface

is used to prevent 'reverse thrust'of one or both propeller tips L 13
which can take place if too much negative rotation occurs - in 7 F 7
practice the minimum usable pitch is about 25 inches.

\\\ Dimensions in inches
/// .006 wire wrapped
fi 1% times round

J 0.35“44 .015 former

.. . )k'

torque arm .09 x .05 to

.010 i/d jap. tissue
bearing + .012 balsa
tube stiffener

: —]
Z) .012 balsa

Dave Pym stiffener

Weight 0.32 grams
Cyano torque
arm into
wire 'U!

Prop 22 inches diameter

Blades 37 inch pitch helical twist,
Siebenmann/Theodorsen outline. Spar
at 45% to minimise distortion Stop
Weight, 0.32 grams . detail

¢ .06 x .05 Blade +5 degrees (44 inch pitch) at 9.0* gram-cm top stop
= .008 -10 degrees (25 inch pitch) at 6.0 gram-cm bottom stop
3 .
= | IS 1%1 tissue wrap * gh?i value proved tg be too low
< hub 006 1 and it was necessary to compensate
& . oops formed by by reduci t
.; winding 12 times round y reducing the motor weight to 1g.
=114 n .010 f P i . !
- * Hinge SpikedOSTizctl'Oggrﬂln 2. Cement shims (we use standard thickness shims, colour coded) to
i detail prop spars aftZr e the high pitch side of the torque arm to reduce the top pitch to 40
.076 dia. — ME to 50 inches according to conditions and ceiling height.
Bernard Hunt Prop 22 inches diameter 3. Test fly the model (usually half motors and ballast) and repeat-
. Blades built on 37 inch pitch edly adjust the top stop position by removing/adding shims, re-setting
tissue helical block. Same shape as the propeller pitch to its original value after each adjustment by
wrapped ooy Jim Richmond's Catwalker, but unglueing and re-setting the prop levers until the torque value at
- | 14443 spar set at 37%, not 65%! the top stop setting corresponds to the cruise torque for the chosen
’I OE > Weight, mechanism 0.14 grams + maximum propeller pitch. This means that the torque arm is on the
-012 shaft complete 0.29 grams top stop for the whole of the climb portion of the flight.

Blade rotated +10 degrees at 11.0 gram-cm on top stop i
- 4 degrees at 7.0 gram-cm on bottom stop - 74 -



4. Adjust the bottom stop to 25 to 30 inches pitch and test fly to
check for absence of reverse thrust - increase pitch at the bottom
stop to prevent this.

5. Optimise climb by removing shims from the top stop side of the
torque arm to increase the maximum pitch until the model climbs to
the required height with the minimum back-off that the structure
can stand (target 0.5 to 1.0%)

6. Fine adjustments to cruise and let-down can be made by increasing
or reducing motor weight (we have used 1.0 to 1.2 gram motors).

A/2's FROM 1968 by J Bailey

John writes:

The first Kavula-Vu ( a local word for whirlwind) was built in
Zambia in 1969, It was heavily based on the Mike Burrows' design
in the Zaic 1964-65 Year Book, and won the Rhodesian Nationals in
1970. Unfortunately, the model was soon lost after returning to
the United Kinegdom in 1971.

On my return to Africa, this time Botswana, in 1974, a serious

two and a half year building programme was commenced. Wakefield
was to be the event, but building four of these, plus flying
various radio models only took up the first year, so I decided to
build A/2's as well, as they always come in useful. I wanted
models that would be reliable and last a long time. I had been
really pleased with the first Kavula-Vu so three of these were
built in 1975.

The only major chanse from first model was to alter the main spars,
top and bottom, from %} inch to % inch wide and add the rear spar to
the tailplane to prevent the trailine edege warping upwards. These
three models, two of which now have Isaenko-type circle-tow hooks,
are the models I have flown for the past four years. Features
tried have been all moving fins - discarded due to the extreme
movement required; and impulse-type release systems.

The model T consider as a good, rugged, all weather contest machine.
The only modification I would recommend would be to put the bottom
spar on the lower surface of the wing. I believe the smboth lower
surface does help the glide, but the tissue tends to shatter on

the bottom surface when the model is shot down onto the runway .

I also think that there should be some spruce spars in the tip -

say a top spar laminated from 1/16 inch balsa and 1,16 inch spruce.

NOTICEBOARD

Free Flieht News (Bulk Purchasing): a couple of 'wash-up' items. The
first concerns prices of spares for the FFn Wake prop hub assembly.
In the April edition, the unit was described, but we forgot to tell
readers what spares cost. This was corrected in the June edition,
except that we made one mistake! The prop Arm is £2-00, not £1-00.
A1l other details are correct, so refer to 80/06, page 50 to keep
matters straight.

Meanwhile, in his own right, David Stapleton is proceeding with the
production of rubber motor winders for outdoor models. These have
now started to appear on the flying field, and the reception has
been good enough for David to organise a further supply of gears

‘and to manufacture parts for a further batch. Costs have risen,

but the complete unit, complete with deep-engraved name and home
telephone number on the handle, will cost you £20. A point to note;
the handle is wood, and although carved and smoothed to 'British
Standard Hand' shape, may need adjustment to suit the user - not

an arduous task for the benefit which ensues. Contact Dave at:

21 Ravensbourne Drive, Chelmsford, Essex, England CM1 2SJ

NFFS Plans: although FFn has made a practice of stocking the NFFS
Symposium Reports, we have never attempted to stock the full-size
drawings available from our US free flight collearues. We have

been remiss, .though, in not telling you. about the drawines available.
Here we take remedial action.

Power models

Early Bird/Lowe/}A...US82.00 Universal/Tymlin-Aldrich/F1C...%2.50
x 2/2/Broderson/LA...g2.00 North Wind/Stallick/FIC...%2.50
Half Nog/deMello-McGillivray/A.. Payload/Robbin/.020...%2.00

...82.00 Suz Too,/Lewis/Jetex...%$2.00
Hot Lumber/Stallick/B-C...$3.00 Jet Tube/Wood/Jetex...g2.00
Satelite 1300/Hunters/D...85.00 Micro MiniPearl/Smith/Jetex...%2.00
Salt Peanuts/Broderson/F1C...S$3.50

Rubber models

Cloudbuster/Broderson/0Open-CdH
combi...82.00
Lenderman's Coupe/L'nian...$%2.00
My Coupe/Vanderbeek...g2.00
Pamyscaphe/Landeau/F1G...82.00
Voyager/Hotze/F1G...%2.00
Cotton Tail/Broderson/Open. .
...83.00
Roamer,/Anderson,/Open...%3.00
Charisma/Parmenter/F1B...%2.50
Norwester/Duffield/F1B...%2.50

Vol Libre 8/White/F1B...%2.50

Tart/Xenakis F1B...%2.50

Twin Fin/White Open...%3.00

Beau Coupe/White...82.50

Cloud Chaser '31 Twin Pusher
...31.50

Penny Plane/Jaecks...%$1.25

Eyeball /Clemens ‘Embryo...%1.253

No name/Gregory/Open...%3.00

No name ‘Grecory /Wake...S3.00

Gliders

Built Up HLG/Thornhill...%1.00
Plane Jane/Valerius/HLG...$1.25  Snoopy,/Lyons/FI1A...%1.50
Polly/Blanchard/HLG. . .82.00 Happy Hooker/Crowley/F1A...%2.00
Square Eighty/Kutkuhn/HLG...g1.50 IHLG/Stevens record holder. . .<2.00

A/1/Thornhill...g1.50

s TG =
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