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NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AERONAUTICS

TECHNICAL NOTE 2500

A COMPARISON OF THE TURBULENT BOUNDARY-LAYER GROWTH
ON AN UNSWEPT AND A SWEPT WING

By John M, Altman and Nora-lLee F. Hayter
SUMMARY

In order to check the applicability of simple sweep theory to the
turbulent boundary-layer growth on swept wings, an experimental investi-
gation was undertaken in which measurements were made of the turbulent
boundary layer of a two-dimensiomnal unswept wing and a comparable wing
swept 450. The tests were conducted at a Reynolds number of about
b million based on the component of velocity normal to the leading edge.

The experimental results indicate the applicability of simple sweep
theory for determining turbulent boundary—layer growth on the swept wing
for a 1lift coefficient of zero. For the wings at moderate lift coeffi—
cients, the growth of the boundary-layer component normal to the leading
edge was more rapid on the swept wing than on the unswept wing. This
difference, however, is believed to be primarily the result of differ—
ences in the surface conditions of the two models. Support is given to
this belief by the fact that the growth of the momentum thickness on
the swept wing calculated in accordance with simple sweep theory by
using the component of flow normel to the leading edge was in good agree—
ment with the measured growth,

INTRODUCTION

A theory has been advanced to the effect that certain aerodynamic
characteristics of an infinite swept wing are determined solely by the
component of velocity normal to the leading edge. - (See, for example, ref-—
erence 1.) Various experimental investigations have shown that this idea,
commonly referred to as simple sweep theory, provides a satisfactory
explanation of many of the observed characteristics of swept wings. For
example, it is shown in references 2 and '3 that the chordwise distribu~—
tions of pressure, and hence the 1ift coefficients, when based on the
component of velocity normal to the leading edge, were the same for a
straight wing and a swept wing., 1In reference 3, comparison is made of
two constant—chord wings, both of which completely spanned the wind
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tunnel. It was found that simple sweep theory, insofar as pressure dis—
tribution was concerned, applied to the central 40 percent of the span
of the swept wing.

The purpose of the present investigation was to ascertain the appli-
cability of simple sweep theory to turbulent boundary-layer growth. The
investigation was conducted in one of the Ames T— by 10-foot wind
tunnels and employed the two models described in reference 3. The
results of measurements of the turbulent boundary layer on these models
are presented in this report.

NOTATION

The notation and sign conventions used in the discussion of the
characteristics of the swept wing are shown in figure 1. The notation
used throughout this report is defined as follows:

. c chord of wing normal to leading edge, feet
c7'u uncorrected section 1ift coefficient based on integrated pressure-

distribution diagrams and the component of velocity normel to the
' leading edge

*
H ‘bmmdary—layer shape para.nwter <%->
sin A
i (&)
i Bx Y
P pressure coefficient \ L p°>

Opp difference of pressures measured by outer tubes qf directional rake
P local static pressure, pounds per square foot

Po free—stream static pressure, pounds per square foot

d0 free—stream dynamic pressure, pounds per square foot

aR dynamic pressure measured by directiomal rake, pounds
per square foot

U component of local velocity outside boundary layer normal to
leading edge, feet per second

free—stream velocity, feet per second

u component of local velocity inside boundary layer normal to
leading edge, feet per second
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v

5%

component of local velocity outside boundary layer parallel to
leading edge, feet per second

component of local velocity inside bmmda.ry layer parallel to
leading edge, feet per second

normal distance from leading edge, feet

distance from upstream end of swept wing pa.ra.llel to
~ leading edge; y feet

distance from wing suri_’a.ce normal to surface, feet

boxmd.a.ry-la.yer thickness, feet

'bounda.ry—la.yer displa.cement thickness

L 9] [ [0 oo

boundary—layer momentum thickness

[ﬂ@MmU@Mma

| 5
/[ u
Oyx f v /1-5) az

angle of eweep ; degrees

angle of flow within boundary layer relative to free—strea.m
~ direction, degrees

Subscripts

based on the component of velocity normal to the leading edge

based on the component of velocity parallel to the leading edge
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MODELS AND APPARATUS

Both wings used in this investigation had NACA 631—012 sections
perpendicular to their leading edges. The unswept wing, having a chord
of 4 feet, was mounted vertically and spanned the 7—foot dimension of
the wind tunnel (fig.2). The 45° swept wing, baving a chord of 2.5 feet
perpendicular to the leading edge, was mounted horizontally and spanned
the 10-foot dimension of the wind tunnel (fig.3).

The distribution of pressure over the swept wing was measured by
means of streamwise rows of pressure orifices in the surface of the
model. In addition, the spanwise distribution of pressure was measured
along constant-chord lines at 5, 15, 30, 50, and 80 percent of the chord.
The chordwise distribution of pressure over the unswept wing was measured
by a row of orifices at midspan.

The directional rake used to measure boundary—layer velocity pro—
files and angles of flow on the swept wing is shown in figure 4. This
rake was similar to the one described in reference 4. It consisted of
one static—pressure tube and three total-pressure tubes made from
0.022—inch—outside—~diameter steel tubing. The total-pressure tubes were
flattened to an oval shape and the open ends of the two outer tubes were
cut back 30°. (See fig. 4(a).) The stem of the directional rake was
sealed tightly in holes drilled through the model as shown in figure
4(b) and was clamped to the underside of the model. The rake was moved
to measure the local velocity at several heights within the boundary
layer at selected locatiomns.

Calibration of the directional rake showed that the dynamic pres—
sure, based on the readings of the center tube ani the static tube of
the rake, was essentially constant with yaw angles between +20°, The
slope of the angle calibration curve [d(A@R/qR)]/dw based on the read—
ings of the two outer tubes was constant within the same limits.

Boundary—layer velocity profiles for the unswept wing were measured
by means of small rakes, each composed of a static—pressure tube and
several total-pressure tubes. The rakes were made of 0,010-inch— and
0.30~inch~outside—diameter steel tubing, the smaller tubing being used
to measure boundary layers less than 0.10 inch thick,

TESTS

In order to simlate flow over an infinite yawed wing umaffected
by the influence of tumnel walls, the swept wing was twisted, This twist
produced a region for the measurement of turbulent boundary layers in
which there was relatively no variation of pressures in the direction
parallel with the leading edge (referred to in this report as the span—
wise direction). The amount of twist across the span varied from no
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twist for zero 1lift coefficient to 1.5° for a 1ift coefficient of 1.00.
Velocity profiles within the boundary layer were measured along the mid—
span section at 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, and 90 percent of the streamwise
chord on both wings, In addition, the flow direction within the boundary
layer was determined for the swept wing. These measurements were made
for section 1ift coefficients of 0, 0.32, 0.46, 0,74, and 1.00 based on
the component of velocity normal to the leading edge. Also measured at
the same 1lift coefficients were boundary-—layer velocity profiles at
various stations along the span of the swept wing at 30 percent of the
chord.

In order to determine the effect of a moderate spanwise pressure
gradient on the growth of the boundary layer of the swept wing, a span—
wise variation of pressure was obtained by twisting the wing in a direc—
tion opposite that which eliminated the spanwise variation. The amount
of twist was limited to 1.5° by the strength of the model. Additional
measurements of the velocity profiles at several spanwise stations were
then made at 30 percent of the chord.

For zero 1ift the transition point from laminar to turbulent flow
did not occur at the same chordwise station for the swept wing as for
the unswept wing, nor did it occur uniformly along the span of the swept
wing. To insure comparable results with the wing at zero 1lift, transi—
tion was artificially- induced by applying roughness along the span of
each wing between 18 and 20 percent of the chord, This roughness con—
sisted of a dense coating of number 60 carborundum granules glued to a
3/h-inch~wide strip of cellulose tape. At moderate 1ift coefficients
transition occurred naturally near the leading edges of both wings and,
therefore, artificial roughness was not applied.

An attempt was made to maintain similar surface conditions for both
wings; however, the swept wing had some seams near the leading edge that
were difficult to keep smooth, and this roughness may have increased the
thickness of the boundary layer. - ' '

Tunnel-wall corrections were not applied to the 1ift coefficients
of either wing. The tests of the swept wing were conducted at a dynamic
pressure of 150 pounds per square foot and those of the unswept wing, at
& dynamic pressure of 29,5 pounds per square foot. The Reynolds mumber
based on the component of velocity normal to the leading edge was about
b million for both wings.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Growth of the Chordwise Boundary-Layer Component

Wings at zeroc 1ift with transition fixed.— Distributions of the
pressure coefficlents over the upper surfaces of the wings are shown




6 NACA TN 2500

-

in figure 5 for a 1lift coefficient of zero. The streamwise pressure
coefficients for the swept wing have been divided by the cos2 h5° in
order to base these coefficients on the component of velocity normal to
the leading edge. On this basis, the pressure distribution of the swept
wing shows good agreement with that of the straight wing.

In the following section the growth of the boundary layer on the
swept wing, although actually measured along a streamwise section of the
wing, will be referred to as the chordwise growth of the boundary layer.
It is believed that the constancy of the spanwise distribution of prese—-
sure over the central portion of the wing would insure identicsl
boundary-layer growth along any section of the wing within this region.

A comparison between the velocity profile within the boundary layer
at 50 percent of the chord for the unswept wing and those based on the
components of velocity normal and parallel to the leading edge of the
swept wing at the same chord station is shown in figure 6. The chord—
wise growth of the displacement thickness, the momentum thickness, and
the shape parameters obtained from velocity-ratio profiles in the
x direction similar to those presented in figure 6 are shown in figure
T for both wings, The data presented in figures 6 and 7T were obtained
with roughness strips on the surface of each wing between 18 and 20 per—
cent of the chord. Although there were some differences in the shapes
of the boundary-layer velocity profiles on the swept and the unswept
wing (fig. 6), the derived boundary-layer parameters (fig. 7) show
reasonably good agreement from 30 to 90 percent of the chord.

In figure 8 is shown the direction of flow within the boundary
layer for various percent—hord stations of the swept wing. Near the
surface the flow over the forward part of the wing tended toward the
upstream end of the wing, and turned toward the downstream end over the
rear portion of the wing. Throughout the ocuter half of the boundary
layer the direction of flow tended toward the upstream end but approached
the free—stream direction as the boundary—layer flow approached the
trailing edge.

A comparison of the displacement thickness, the momentum thickness,
and the shape parameter based on the components of velocity normal to
and parallel to the leading edge of the swept wing at zero 1lift shows
that for this condition the parameters in the two planes are similar
(fig. 9). The velocity-ratio profiles, however, were different (fig. 6).

Wings at moderate 1ift coefficient.— In figure 10 are shown the

pressure—coefficient distributions over the upper surface of the unswept
wing together with those of the swept wing based on the component of
velocity normal to the leading edge. The pressure distributions corre—
spond to section 1ift coefficients of 0.32, 0.46, 0,74, and 1.00., The
differences in the pressure coefficients near the leading edge are
believed to have been due to small differences in the contours of the
models., A comparison of typical velocity-ratio profiles measured at
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50 percent of the chord for a section 1lift coefficient of 0.74 for both
the swept and the unswept wings is shown in figure 11. The boundary-
layer parameters for the swept and the unswept wings are shown in fig—
ure 12, The shape parameters Hy are approximately the same for both
wings; however, the displacement and the momentum thicknesses for the
swept wing had greater values at 30-percent chord and consequently
greater rates of growth along the chord. ’

- The ma jor factors that might be expected to affect the values of
the boundary-layer parameters at moderate 1ift coefficients are the span—
wise pressure gradient, the surface conditions, the smll differences in
the chordwise pressure distributions over the upper surface of the swept
and unswept wings, and the Reynolds number. An attempt was made to
ascertain the effect of an increased spanwise pressure gradient on the
momentum thickness at 30 percent of the chord by twisting the swept wing
‘to obtain a more pronounced spanwise pressure gradient (fig. 13(b)).

-~ The results show no change in the momentum thickness at 30-percent

chord (fig. 13(c)). These data, however, are not conclusive proof that
the spanwise pressure gradient did not account for the increased values
-of the momentum thickness‘for the swept wing since twisting the wing to
produce a more pronounced spanwise pressure gradient also reduced the
adverse pressure gradient along the forward 30 percent of the chord at
midspan, This reduction of the adverse pressure gradient would tend to
reduce the thickness of the boundary layer at 30-percent chord, and
therefore might bave counteracted any tendency of the increased spanwise
pressure gradient to increase the thickmess.

The greater thickness of the boundary'layer on the swept wing my
also have been due to the differences in the surface conditions of the
two mpdels. . ‘

‘Since it was not feasible to determine the applicability of simple
sweep theory to turbulent boundary layers by a direct comparison of the
boundary-layer parameters measured for these swept and unswept wings at
finite 1ift coefficients, it was necessary to use an indirect method.,

According to simple sweep theory, certain aerodynamic characteris—'“ﬁv
tics of a swept wing are dependent solely on the component of velocity '
- normal to the leading edge. Therefore, it was believed that if the
- boundary-layer parameters for the swept wing could be computed accurately
considering only this component of velocity, it could be inferred that
simple sweep theory was applicable to turbulent boundary-layer growth on
a swept wing at moderate 1ift coefficients, The method of referenc- 5,
based on the pressure distribution, the Reynolds number, and the initial
momentum thickness, was found to predict the growth of momentum thick—
ness for the swept wing with fair accuracy (see fig. 14). Having deter—
mined that this method gave reasonably good results in the case of the
unswept wing, it was then used to compute the growth of momentum thick—
ness on the swept wing in a plane normal to the leading edge using the
velocity distribution, the shape parameter, the Reynolds number, and the
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experimentally determined momentum thickness at 30-percent chord. A
comparison of these predicted values with the experimental values for
the swept wing based on the component of velocity normal to the leading
edge is shown in figure 15. The agreement for the swept wing is of the
same order of accuracy as for the unswept wing, thereby giving support
to the belief that simple sweep theory is applicable to turbulent
boundary-layer growth for moderate 1lift coefficients.

For the swept wing, the angles of flow within the boundary layer are
shown in figure 16 for 1lift coefficients of 0.32, 0.46, 0.7k, and 1.00.
The greatest effect of increased 1ift coefficient on the flow direction
within the boundary layer was near the surface of the model over the rear
portion of the chord. At 90 percent of the chord, the angle of flow
increased with increasing 1ift coefficient and reached 28" for a 1lift
coefficient of 1.00, The boundary—layer parameters based on the compon—
ent of velocity parallel to the leading edge deviated along the chord
from those based on the component normal to the leading edge (fig. 17),
this deviation increasing with increasing 1ift coefficient. It is inter-
esting to note that there was no chordwise variation in the shape para-—
meter Hy for a given 1lift coefficient,

Growth of the Spanwise Boundary-layer Component

In reference 6 a method is derived for computing the profile drag
(per unit span) of an infinite swept wing. The profile drag is con—
sidered as the resultant of two components: one normal to the leading
edge (the chordwise component) and the other parallel with the leading
edge (the spanwise component). Established two—-dimensional-theory
methods are employed for computing the chordwise growth of the boundary
layer, and equations are derived for the spanwise boundary layer. The
assumptions made, in addition to the usual assumptions involved in the
development of two—dimensional boundary-layer equations are that the
form of the spanwise velocity distribution in the boundary layer is
independent of the chordwise pressure distribution and everywhere satis—
fies the 1/?—power law. The equations are integrated to obtain the two
components of drag and these components are added vectorially to yield
the resultant drag.

For turbulent flow, the equation for the spanwise component of drag

(which is entirely due to surface shear since there can be no form drag
in the spanwise direction) reduces to an expression involving one vari—

able ny which is defined as 5
u v
eyx=fv<l—-v->dL
o

For the assumptions made regarding the spanwise flow 6 is shown to be
related to 6x by a factor K which is a function of Hx only.
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U
Oyx = Ugsin A K 6y
or
Ussin A O
K =2 yX
U

U 81n.A
* 1/ (3-3) =

In reference 6, it is suggested that wvalues of K be computed using
one of the one—parameter families of turbulent boundary layers such as
that of reference 7. However, with the assumption of simple power—law
velocity profiles, K can be computed more simply. .

Since
A =45° Ugcos A=7V = Upsin A

and from the assumptions involved and the power-law boundary-layer
relationships :

8g = B =5

I

<{idq
i
N TN
oON o
A N

die

where

hence
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but
B _ (n¥1)(2n+l)
ex n

S0
g o YT __2nn)

n  1+n+(1/7)

n Hi K
1/7 1.28 1.000 ‘
1/5 1.k0 L4
1/4 1.50 .616
1/3 1.67 .48k
1/2 2.00 .38

The data of the present investigation afforded an opportunity to
compare experimentally determined values of K with these computed
values, The boundary—layer measurements of the present investigation
were converted into the parameters 6Oyx and 6x. The experimental
values of K were computed from the relationship

in A
K < Uo sin eyx

T e

where
Uosin A
U

was obtained from the measured values of the pressure distribution. A
comparison of the experimentally determined values of K with those
computed for velocity profiles varying according to the power law shows
agreement for Hx greater than 1.5 (fig.18). The value K was also
computed by using the method of reference 6 and, as shown in figure 18,
this method gives larger wvalues of K +than those computed according to
the power law. Considering the assumptions made in the development of
this method of reference 6, the agreement between experiment and theory
is reasonably good so that this method would be useful in predicting
values of the profile drag of an infinite swept wing.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

Measurements were made of the turbulent boundary layers on an
unswept wing and a comparable wing swept 45° for the purpose of deter—
mining the applicability of simple sweep theory to turbulent boundary—
layer growth. For zero lift, with transition artificially fixed near
the leading edges of both wings, it was found that the boundary-layer
displacement thickness, momentum thickness, and shape parameters based
on the component of velocity normal to the leading edge of the swept
wing agreed well with the same parameters for the unswept wing. For 1lift
coefficients greater than zero, with natural transition, the boundary—
layer growth on the swept wing was more rapid than on the unswept wing.
It was belleved that this difference was due to dissimilar surface condi-
tions for the two models., It was possible to use the two—dimensional
momentum equation to calculate the grbwth of the turbulent boundary
layer on the swept wing, with as good accuracy as on the unswept wing,
by using the experimentally determined values of momentum thickness at
30 percent of the chord and by considering only the component of flow
norml to the leading edge. It is indicated, therefore, that simple
sweep theory is applicable to the growth of the turbulent boundary layer
on a swept wing for moderate values of the 1lift coefficient. '

A method for computing the profile drag of an infinite swept wing
derived by Young and Booth involved the determination of & parameter
Oyx which is related to 6x by a factor K. The data of the present
investigation afforded an opportunity to compare experimentally deter—
mined values of K with those computed by the method of Young and Booth.
The agreement was reasonably good and hence this method should be useful
in predicting the profile drag of an infinite swept wing.

Ames Aeronautical laboratory
National Advisory Committee for Aeromsutics
Moffett Field, Calif., July 30, 1951.
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Figure 2.— The two—dimensional unswept wing installed in the wind
tunnel.
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(a) Isometric sketch of rake.

(b) Rake mounted on model.

Figure 4.— The directional rake used to measure boundary layers on
the swept wing.
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Figure 6.— Typical boundary-layer velocity profiles for
the swept and the unswept wing. Q, © 0, x/c = 050.
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. Figure |7.— Comparison of the boundary—Ilayer
‘ characfteristics of the swept wing based on
the x and the y components of velocity.
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Figure 18.— Gomparison of calculated and experimental
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NACA-Langley - 9-19-51 - 1000



0082 NL VOVN

*q 99'T-BION ‘I103ABH

W ugof ‘ueunyy
(e-z'zeT)

doamg - ajerdwo) ‘sSuim

(1'9°1°2°1) SUO1}09S

Suim - SO1ISIIS)OR

~xey) 1afe1 Arepunog

(2'¢°1°1) uaNQML ‘Mord

‘o
‘I
I

uojButysem ‘VOVN Wolj a1qeurejqo sardod

*afpo Surpeosy ay) 03 JEWLIOU
£3100184 JO Jusuodwod aY) UO PAseq UOT[[IW § Jnoge
JO JaquuNu SPIOUASY E Je PIJONPuod 9I9M S3S9) YL

*o8pa Suipes| ay3 03 [EULIOU A D09A JO JusuodwIod
oy} uo paseq sSurA om) sy} JoJ sIajowered adeys
Y} pue ‘SSaUNOTY} WNIUSWOUW Y} ‘SSIWB{OTY} JUaW
-3oe[dsIp 9y} Jo spewt ST uostIedwod v *Surm jdoms
-un [EUOTSUSWIP-0M] B pue Jdams G © I0] pojuas
-9xd axe sjusUWRINSBIW I3 LB]- ATEpUNOq JUSNGINL,

(00s2

NI VOVN) ‘sojoyd ‘saSemp *dog 1661 Joqmuaydas

* 1914l *J 997T-BION PUE UBUIIIV "W UYOL “DONIM
LdAMS V ANV LdAMSNN NV NO HLMO¥D HHXV'I
-XA4VANNOd LNATIAGHNL THL J0 NOSIYVAINOD V
*SOTINEBUOIDY JOF wm«ﬁﬁ&ou h.uowg—u< Teuol}eN

0062 NI VOVN

0062 NL VOVN

*Jd 99r1-BION ‘I9)AeH

‘I uyof ‘ueunyy
(€2°2°3°1)

doomg - ajrdwro) ‘sSurm

(1°9°1°2°1) SUONOIS

Surm - SO1IS1I90¢E

-Jey) Johe] Axepunog

(2°¢°1°1) WaInqum], ‘Morg

‘I
‘o
‘1

uojBurysem ‘VOVN woJdj siqeureiqo satdod

*o8pa Surpes] 9y} 03 TEWLIOU
£3100794A J0 JUBUOdWIOD 3Y) UO paseq UOIIW § noqe
JO Joquinu SpToULY ' je POJONPUOD IIIM S)S93 Y],

*08pa Surpear ay) 03 [ewWxou £)d073A Jo jusuoduiod
2y} uo paseq sSuim omj} ay} Joj sasjewrered adeys
3} pue ‘sSaWOIY] WNUSWOW Y} ‘SSIOTY) JoW
-aoe1dsTp 9y Jo apew st uostredwiod vy *3uma jdoms
-un [BUOISUSWIP-OM] B pue jdams G € JOF pajuas
-21d aJe SPUSWAINSBIW I AB[- ATEpUnoq Juangamn,L,

(0052

NI VOVN) ‘sojoyd ‘'saBewp *dog ‘1661 Ioquiaideg
-0}l *Jd 997T-BION PUE UBW)[V "W UYof “DNIM
LdIMS V ANV LdIMSNA NV NO HLMOUD HIAVT
-X9VANNOd INFINGHAL THL 0 NOSINVAWOD V
‘SOIMEBUOIIY JO¥ wwuﬁﬂaonu hho‘w;mud TeuorjeN

0052 NL VOVN

i

0052 N.L VOVN

*d 99T-BION ‘19}AeH °

‘W uyof ‘ueuny
(e2°2°2'1)

doomg - ajerdwo) ‘sSuim

(1°9°1°2°1) SUOKI3S

Sugm - sOTIS1I9YOR

~XeyDd Jofe] Axepunog

(2°¢°1°T) uaINqInY, ‘Mord

‘I

uojdurysem ‘VIVN woaj ajqeureiqo sardod

*aspa Surpear ayj 03 TeWIOU
£31007194 Jo Juauodwiod 8y} uo paseq UOT[IW § jnoqe
JO Jaquuu SpTou£sy € JE POJONPUOD AI9M 7583 dYL

*o8pa Suipea] ayj 0} [ewIou £30010A JO jusuodurod
Y} uo paseq sSurm oam) ay)} Jo3 saajewexed adeys
Y} pue ‘sSINOIY) WNFUIWOW 3Y} ‘SSOUNITY) Ul
-aoerdsp 9y} Jo apew s uosiredwod v -Suia jdoms
-Un TEUCISUAWIP-0M) € pue Jdams G & I0] pajuas
-21d aae SIUSUISINSBIW I3 Ae[- ATepUnoq jua[ngamn],

(00gz

NI VOVN) °sojoyd ‘saSep *dog ‘1661 JI9quiajdes
*39)4eH 4 997-BION PuUE UBWI[Y ‘W UYOL “ONIM
IdIMS V ANV LdAMSNA NV NO HLMOUD HFXV'T
-X9VANNOd INATIAGUNL THIL JO NOSIYVAINOD V
*SIOTINBUCIIY XOF owﬁ:gﬂoo hhomwb—“}w TeuoI}eN

0052 NL <o<z

-

A

0092 NL VOVN

*J 997T-vION ‘IajfeH

‘W uyor ‘weunyy
(€222

doamg - 9jerdwio) ‘s3urm

(1°9°1°2°1) SUONI9g

BuiM - sorIsia9oR

~xey) Joke] Axrepunog

(2°6°1°T) Juengny, ‘sofg

uojdurysem ‘vOVN wolj ajqeureiqo satdo)d

-a8pa Surpear 2Y3 03 TEWLIOU
£190719A Jo Jusuodwiod Iy} Uo paseq UOI[[IW § noge
JO JaqUINU SPIOUASY B B PAI1ONPU0D 2I9M S)S33 YL

*a8pa Suipeay sy} 03 JeWIOU AJI079A Jo Jusuodurod
oY} uo paseq sSuiA om3 ay} 03 sasjpwexed adeys
2y} pue ‘SSaWOIY} WNJUSWOW Y} ‘SSIUNOTY) JUIW
-aoe[dsIp 3y} Jo apew st uostredwod y  “Summ jdoms
-un TEUOISUSWIP-OM]) & pue JdaMs g B JOJ pajuds
-a1d axe sjudwAINSBOW I3 Ae[- Arepunoq Juanqany,

(002

NL VOVN) °sojoyd “sidemp *dog *1g6T Ioquisydag

*19}4eH *J 997T-BJION PUR UBUN[V ‘W Uyof ‘DNIM
LdHEMS V ANV LdIMSNN NV NO HLAOYD YHAVT
-AYVANNOL LNATNGYUNL FHL JO NOSIHVAWOD V
*SOINEUCIDY O] omﬁwﬁEoo AI10STAPY TRUOTIEN

0042 NI VOVN




