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EDITORIAL COMMENT

Unusually fine traveling weather plus-typical enthusiasm for
indoor model airplane flying brought together twenty-seven contestants
at the Estabrook Recreation Center, on Cleveland's southwest side for
the CFFS Annual Indoor Contest, held on February 19th, 1984, The *urn-
out was less than last year but was still a fine showing., This contest
is now firmly established as a tradition over the President's Day weekend
and hopefully we will be able to continue to use Estabrook as a site.,
However, there is a possibility of obtaining a larger site for next year,
and if so you will be informed in plenty of time to prepare for a big meet,

February's contest would not have been possible to run successfully
withqut the advice and super job(as usual) of judging by Russ Brown and
the assistance in organizing the director's table and timing given us
again by my two faithful Rhodes High Band membters, lLisa Adkins and Tim
Reilly. Thanks again! It was most appreciated.

It was apparent that the revised rules for the Jetco R.0.G. and
Scraps events were acceptable. Personally, I like fthe minimum weight
for R.0.G. I thought it evened out the competition and made the event
more in keeping with F,A.C. It allowed us non-indoor specialists to be
somewhat competitive. As for Scraps, Gerry Skrjanc flew his Parlor-Mite
to victory, but the flight times between it and the traditional Scraps
entries were close enough to keep the event in this new format. Perhaps
some additional model types will show up next year.

Again, Peanut-Scale was the most popular event. For fun, we were
weighing the peanut models at the director's table and Jack MeGillivray's
Brandenburg Cl was around five grams. This is totalling amazing to me,
as my latest effort, an SE-5, is nowhere near that weight and I thought
-that I would use it for indoor flying. Anyway I was so inspired by Jack's
model that I am trying again and am currently working on a DH6 for indoor
flying and this time it will be light! So far the total bones weigh in
at 2.2 grams so I think I am on the right track.

In this issue of Crossvinds, CFFS offers you a variety of items
which I have gathered together, and hope you find to your liking,

Walt Van Gorder gives us his revision of the Skyscraper Too, a
Manhatten Cabin. Walt flew this at Estabrook after the contest for an
fficial AMA record trial. To make this an official event at future
CFFS contests will neeessitate having a larger flying site, as it is
just to difficult to adjust a model of this type for a gym ‘the size

of Estabrook













C0-2 UPDATE
In cooperation with the A.H. Zed Company, Inc. of Chicago, Jack Dietrick,

Director, CFFS has obtained as donations four (4) CO-2 engines per contest

to be used as prizes this flying season.

These engines will be used as a lst, 2nd, and 3rd place prize in each
CO-2 event and as a first place prize in one additional designated event
as follows: .

June 24 - FAC GHQ Peanut Scale

July 1 - OT Rubber Scale

July 22 - FAC Peanut for A-23 with Soda Charger
Aug. 12 - Embryo Endurance (Open)

Sept.16 - FAC Rubber Scale for A-23 with Soda Charger

In orderto equitably distribute the engines as prizes, you will be
limited to one engine prize until such a time that CFFS feels that everyone
has had an equal opportunity to participate in these competitions. The
three engines per CO-2 event will be Affered for win, place and show and
the first place winner will have his choice of an MJ 140 (fwin), a Campus
Bee, and an A-23., This means ybuu-ust have a qualifying flight in scale and for
a successful time target flight or flighté in OT Replica Precision, besides
being-in the top three,

Two plans are included in this issue of subjects that I think are
very suitable for CO-2 OT Repliea Precision. The plans were enlarged from
Model Builder Magazine via the Xerox enlarger copy machine. The smaller
version of the Interceptor should work out beautifully for the A-23, Be
sure to extemd the Interceptor's nose to insure proper balance, Also
with this model you will have to calculate the correct dihedral angles,

The Long Cabin could also benifit from a longer nose.
We hope to see a lot of you flying CO-2 soon. This is a great oppor-

tunity to win a valuable engine.

Michael C. Zand
CFFS Secretary/Treasurer

Exterding the nose of 0.T. models is atiractive, and not a new idea. Rubber
kit versions of gas power models include the Berkeley American Ace 30", Buccaneer
30", Cleveland Playboy ( as Polish Valor), Comet Zipper, and Miss Tiny ( as Pacific
Ace). Other attractive options with original long noses include the Flying Quaker
( built by Fernando Ramos) from Jan 75 Model Builder enlarged 2X to 22" and the
Red Zephyr 13" plan in 6/74 MB. Another good type for COy, is the '39-140 Era wire
mount parasol KG, Miss Philladelphia, Lanzo Record Breaker 7/73- MB, and the Frank
Ehling Midget Gas Winnerk/LO MAN, where the wing can be easily adjusted to C.G.

Buzzer's Ed Toner at 52 Newbury Rd. Howell. N. J. 07731 has O.T. CO> Kits for
$4.25 plus 10% of 20" American Ace (Mike Zand built), 18" Buzzard Bombshell, and
19" Super Sunduster. Ed also has"a beaut" of 20" Playboy plan for $1.75 plus 10%.

/RB.



AVIATION Mesgazine, April 1934-p.128

medifisd Ford engine and which sells for less than $1,000.

Jane's ALL THE WORLD'S AIRCRAFT, 1935

WILEY POST.
THE WILEY POST AIRCRAFT CORPORATION.
Hean Orpicg aND Works : OxkLaHOMA Crry, OKraxoma.
The Wiley Punt Aircraft Corpn. was formed in 1935 to
mannfacture & cheap two.seat hiplane originally developed b
the Nt ireraft This machine is fitted wif
a vonvertedd Ford Model “A™ automobile engine and has heen
plared on the market to vell for $1,438 (approximately £288).
Mr. Wiley Post, who had no eonnection with the Company
other than that assoviated with the use of his name, was killed
in an air accident in Alanka oo August (8, 19335,

THE WILEY POST MODEL ““A.”*
Tyer. Two-ment light hiplame.

Wisas.  Niogle-bay biplane, of unedguad span aid chord.
in une pieee, supported above  the

Upper wing

new light ship which carries t.'o poople with a

A Newcomer;
Under $1,000

T A TIME when interest is centered
in the developments of a light
plane program under the wing of the
Department of Commerce, a newcomer
in this class has put in an appearance in
the vicinity of Wichita. This little ship
is the product of the Straughan Air-
plane Company. It is built around a
modified Ford Model A four-cylinder
engine, rated at 40 hp. at 1,900 r.p.m.

The machine is a conventional biplane
with steel tube fuselage, wooden framed
wings and fabric covering. Landing
gear and tail surfaces are of welded steel

" tubing. It is arranged for side-by-side
seating for two people.

At 1,400 ft. above sea level, the plane
has shown a top speed of 80 m.p.h. The
general specifications as given by the
manufacturer are: span, 28 ft. 6 in.;
length overall. 19 ft. 8% in.; weight
empty, 581 Ih.; gross weight, 998 Ib.;
fuel capacity 7 gal.; fuel consumptiod
(cruising) 3.5 gal. per hour.

ACtonRODATION. -Open cockpit, seating two side-hy-side, below eut-
unt in trailing.eidge of upper wing. Duasl controla,

Disgnstons,  Npan 28 ft, 8 in. (8.17 m.). Leogth 19 ft. 8 in. (6.01
m.), Height 7 ft, 8} in. (3.33 mn.), Wing area 204 aq. ft. (19.13
. ..

Wiionts AN LoapiNus.—Weight empty 803 iba, (278 kg.). Weight
loaded 998 lba. (452 kg.). Wing loading 4.8 thu.nq. ft. (23.6 kg./
%q. m.), Power loading 23 lba.jh.p. (11.3 kg.:h.p.).

Perroasancg.—Maximwn speed 80 m.p.h. (130 km.h.), Cruising
speedd 70 m.p.h. (113 km.h.). Landing speed 23 m.p.h. (40 kin.h.),
Initinl rate of climb 600 ft./min. (138 m./min.). Nerviee ceiling
10,000 f2, (3,080 m1.), Abwolute ceiling 12,000 ft. {3,660 m.), Cenising
rasge 140 miles (224 km.).

fivedaire by splayed.out  ateel-tube
ntruts with one “N7tvpe intecplune
atrut oo either side of the fuselage.
Wing structure of speace and ply-
woed, with fubrie covering, luset
atlernns on upper wings only.

Foskrack.  Welded steel.tube feamework.
voversd with fabeie.

Tur UNir. Monoplane type,  Welded
svel.tube framework, covered with
fabrie.  Fixed tail-plane.  Wire-braced
tail-plutte and tin.

Usprreangtacs. Divided type.  Cone
ststs of 1w welded  steel-tube
pyeasniks hingesd 16 the lower fuselnge
lonperona aml enech careving nn airwheel
at its lewer spex.  Horizontel Vee
extensions  from  the upper  Hitings
meet un the centredine of the under.
sisle of the (uselnge, wheee they are
anchoral by rubber cont,  Lanfoapring
tavilo<kidd.

Powks PLANST. One 40 hop. converted
Fondl Model A foue-cylimiee in-line
water.conled  engine, on s welded
steed-tube mounting:  Water' nulintor
mounted below the leading-edge of the
entee of the wing,  Fuel tank (7 U8,
wnllons) i ol frowetagne.

The Wiley Post Madel **A’’ Two-snt“;.l.ght Biplane (40 h.p. converted Ford
engine). . .



The July 1975 Model Aviation has a construction article for the Wiley

Post Biplane, written by Hurst Bowers.

Listed are

five sources of data.

The results of my research at the Cleveland Public Library are as follows:

1. The Aircraft of the World, Green & Pollinger.

The only copy

available is a new and revised edition and it does not contain

the Wiley Post Biplane.

however.

Lots of other nifty 3-views and pictures

2. The Restorer Magazine, May-June 1962, not available at C.P.L.

3., Aviation Magazine, April 1934-p.128.. Under the name "The Straughan
Biplane' there is a picture and a short description.

4, Jane's All the World's Aircraft, 1935- p. 348¢c.

5. Aero Digest, circa mid 1930's.

I did not research,

The color scheme indicated by Bowers is standard aircraft color of

yellow or cream with black numerals and trim.

and silver,

ONE LAST =

(note)

Details are black, copper,

There is a plan available from OLD TIMER MODELS, P.O. Box 913,
Westminster, CA. 92683 for a 21-5/16" Wiley Post Model A. It
is plan # 112 by Zeboyan and is $1.50.
your chances,

Ne (3?5&'.

WILEY POST Model A

Specilications. Span 23" 0” (8.7 m.). Length
19 8.56" (0 m.). Height 77 95" (24 m.).
Wing area 204 fr.2 (18.9 m.3), Power load-
ing 25 ths./h.p. (113 kg./h.p.). Wing loading

.)
48 lbs/it2 (23.4 kg./m.’?. Weight empty .

581 Ibs. (263.5 kg.). Useful load 411 Ibs.

(1864 kg.). layload 170 ‘lbs. (77.1 kg.). .

(Gross weight 992 Ibs. (450 kg.). Fuel 7.5
wals. (28.4 lit.). Oil 1.25 Eals. (4.7 lit.).
Engine. Wiley Post AL-1000 (converted
Ford Model 1A) rated 40 h.p. at 1900 r.p.m.
Performance. Maximum speed 82 mp.h. (132
k.ph.). Cruising speed 70 m.ph. (1127
k.p.h.). Landing s 25 m.ph. (402
k.ph.). Service ceiling 10,000 ft. (3048 m.).
imb per min. 600 ft. (1829 m.). Cruising
range 140 mi. (225.3 knt.).
Construction. Fuselage: welded chrome mioly-
bydenum tubular truss type, wood faired,
fabric covered. Side-by-side seating arrange-
ment, open cockpit type equipped with dual
controls. Wings: wouod construction with
routed spruce spars, truss type ribs, plywood
leading cdge. Wings are fabric covered. The

I havn't seen it, so take

2-place ATC 581

cell consists of two lower panels and (ne
continuous upper wing attached to the
fuselage by means of steel cabane struts
with wire cross bracing. Quter N-type inter-
plane bracing and lift and landing wires
complete the wing trussing. The engine
radiator is carried below the center of the
upper wing. Tail group: the tail surfaces
are of welded chrome molybdenum type of.
construction, fabric covered and wire braced.
The stabilizer is fixed. The elevators have a
continuous through beam. Landing gear-of
the split-axle type consists of two inde-
g:ndem tripod structures mounting 16 X 7
3 airwheels and equippedd with rubber
cord shock absorbers. The tail skid mounted
at the stern of the fuselage is of the leaf
spring type.
Standard equipmest. Supreme wood propel-
ler, Goodyear airwheels, shock cord ab-
sorbers, Pyrene fire extinguisher, Johnson &
Johnson first aid kit
{ostruments. Pioneer oil temperature gauge;
tachometer, fuel gauge, altimeter.

CouvrTesy AERO DIGEST
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WILEY POST PLANE
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P.A.W. DIESELS ’

England’s Finest
.049 to .35, New low low prices
Send $1.00 for list.
Eric Clutton, RT4, Box 1109C,
Edmond, Okiahoma 73034
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Coloring:

Fuselage=red

Rudder & Fin-red
Wings-yellow
Stabilizer-yellow
Special Coloring:

All Struts-black
Radiator & Propesilver
Wheel Centers-red
Tires=black
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AIRCRAFT & AVIAT/ON ~ WATERCOLOR
PAINTINGS ~MADE 70 OROER: WORLD WARS
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THE/R AIRCRAFT - |

ALSO AIR RACING OF THE 19305 = BEJTWEEN
THE WARS — PERSONAL LIGHT AIRCRAFT — &
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Mumbo Jumbo #9 from the Glue Guru, aka Leon Bennett

Salutations, disciples! Today we shall continue our meditations upon the
issue of stability. Speclflcally, we shall focus on practical measures to coun-
ter the phugoid menace, sometimes known as the zoom to doom.

But first, let us address those phllosophlcal douhts concerning the
basic suitability of this topic for examination. There is indeed something
about model death through zoom that causes a shrlnklng of the soul, a turn-
ing away of the gaze natural enough in dealing with distressing or disgusting
phenomena. Consequently in the case of death, as in bowel movements, there
is anxlety involved in mlcroscoplc examination of the process. Here our philo-
sophy is to vanqu;sh one's fears through relentless confrontation; in order
to become strong it is necessary to become familiar--even overly familiar--
with that causing disgust. As it is written, better a turd in hand, than two
in the bush.

So let us turn again to the phugoid problem, which we have ascribed to
(M.J. #8) three lndependent factors working together. In order of importance
these are, flrst, a high velocity; second, a large wing angle of attack, suited
for slow cruise; third, a highly stable tail plane setting--one capable of
maintaining grimly that high angle of attack no matter what. Any successful-
therapy must change one or more of these factors. .

Therapy--Things That Work

1. Reduce power, esgeclallz torgue. Cutting down on either the number
of strands or the crossectlon of rubber per strand is an obvious and certain
solution. The catch is that altitude will certainly decrease. Overall duration
will also suffer unless the rubber weight so removed is restored in the form
of a longer motor. If the configuration (short nose) prevents a lengthened
motor, consider some alternate therapy.

2. Modify the prop to prevent the initial surge. Outdoor rubber props
usually have a 30 degree blade angle within the "sweet zone" (roughly «6 to
8 of the prop radius as measured from the shaft--a band in which most of the
useful prop work is actually performed) The 30 degree value represents a good
compromise between conflicting requirements for climb (lower) and cruise
(higher). By carving a new prop with a larger blade angle within the “sweet
zone"--say 45 degrees instead of 30--you will increase the back load on the
motor to the point where the prop slows down and less thrust is delivered,
thus reducing speed and preventing zoom. The catch is that less altitude is
obtained; however, overall duration is not affected much. Indoor people--
who- fear altitude--do this sort of thing as conventional practice, frequently
going to a blade angle of 60 degrees. The 60 degree solution as applied to
higher torque outdoor models is rare and one has doubts about the effectlve-
ness of such an exaggerated blade angle. Prop stall is probable. While stalled
props do generate a fair amount of thrust, the breeze blowing past the tail
will be made up of highly turbulent components whose influence on overall
stability is unpredictable. If something like 45 degrees of blade angle will
not prevent zoom, look into another therapy.

3. Downthrust is our simplest and most powerful tool in controlling zoom.
By pointing the nose down we achieve two useful things:(a) the breeze coming:
out of the prop hits the tail at an increased up angle, causing more tail 1lift.
As the tail 1lifts, the wing is rotated to a smaller angle of attack, thus de-
creasing the wing lift generated. As zoom is caused by excess wing lift, gene-
rated at a high speed and a large angle of attack, reducing the angle of
attack and subsequent wing lift is a good solution. And(b), in downthrust the
thrust line is tilted so as to supply a larger nose down moment about the CG,
a factor also tending to lower the angle of attack. Of these two effects.(a)
is by far the more powerful for conventional configurations; (b) is quite

slender. SEE Files A £ ® ] e e
Many of the older writings on this subject had the order of significance
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backwards, which produced mistaken suggested therapies--such as the widespread
1930's recommendation to employ upthrust on low wing models. No wonder low
wings were viewed as difficult! The truth seeped in sometime in the 1950°'s--
beware of earlier stuff.

Downthrust is generally regarded as benign; the consensus is that the
cost of downthrust is negligible. The usual argument is based on the small valu
of actual download imposed by downthrust. It is also easy to show that even
a very large angle of downthrust-~say 10 degrees--will not reduce the useful
component (forward) of thrust sxgn;flcantly.

While this line of reasoning is arithmetically correct, I suspect that
something important has been left out and that the true cost of downthrust is
quite large.

The difficulty with downthrust is that it persists into cruise, when it
is no longer wanted. Reducing the wing angle of attack at the time of initial
power surge is a good thing; reducing the wing angle of attack later in cruise
produces a high speed shallow descent that succeeds in throwing away some of
the altitude so painfully earned.

With a particularly stable Jumbo as a guinea pig (64" MM) I ran a series -
of dawn flights to check out the cost of downthrust. Upping power beyond a
certain point, and employing considerable compensating downthrust, produced
a stunning climb indeed, but the climb out was followed by an equally striking
shallow descent. The downward trajectory in no way suggested the aftermath
of a stall; instead, it seemed a fully controlled and very determined business
consistent with a great deal of thrust and very little angle of attack. After
3-5 seconds of such descent, in the course of which 20-30 feet of altitude
was lost,the basic power would run down, downthrust effects in turn became
small, and a completely new climb mode was initiated.

Every Jumbo I have built has shown this characteristic when operating
at full power and large downthrust. While crashes due to this effect are rare
(the initial climb offers more than enough altitude to offset the loss), there
is a considerable waste of energy and duratlon occurring here, not to mention
wear and tear on the nervous system.

Zaic at this point would probably suggest reducing downthrust and intro-
ducing more side thrust to control zoom without downthrust "hangover." Well--
yes and no. To those who have good spiral stability, sure. To'those who do not
(and I rarely do) such advice smacks of "let them eat cake."

What might work is shown in (c). Instead of a fixed angle of downthrust,
suppose we had a compression spring that would automatically change the down-
thrust angle as a function of the motor tension. As the rubber tension falls
off, so does the angle of downthrust, becoming zero late in cruise. Would it
work? I don't know; it seems right, but I have never tried it. The spring would
have to be carefully matched against the motor tension. Should the spring
extend too quickly, the result will be a stall.

4, Decreased stability is the zoom solution favored by the performance
crowd. The idea is to reduce the determination of the tail to force the wing
to fly at a high angle of attack. This may be done by moving the CG back and
resetting the tail attitude for a good glide. When properly done, the new
“longitudinal dihedral"” angle (the difference between wing and tail incidence)
will be decreased, resultlng in a zoom path of larger radius than that ob-
tained with the old settings. The virtue of the larger radius zoom is that
it develops more slowly--in other words, the essential idea here is to buy
time.
Given time, two good things can happen. First, the motor output drops
to a lower level and the velocity decreases to one that can be handled without
extreme zoom. Second, turns can be introduced into the flight path, further

ducing lift that might otherwise go into zoom.
e No% Jumbo is roughly equal to Wakefield in scale and Wakefield people

do this sort of thing as part of their basic trlmmzng procedure—-yet. I nave
never had much luck with it. The catch is that in scale we start with precious
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little static stability, for our tails tend to be small--certainly less than
25% of wing area. With so small a tail, operdting on a short poment arm, our
static stability is marginal even with the CG in a forward position. Moving
the CG back beyond 35 to 40% of the chord usually results in a random flight
pattern in which the model could not care less as to its trajectory and where
either a stall or a dive can develop without provocation. This sort of thing
just will not do. .

However FAC rules do permit large tails without penalty. And so this pro-
cedure is worth further investigation. The ultimate decision as to the utility
of this technique depends on the value you set on having scale-like tail sur-
faces. If true scale is important to you, forget it. On the other hand, if you
can accept a tail equal to 35% wing area, there is something useful here.

5. High drag will reduce zoom tendencies. The effect of drag on phugoid
oscillations is well known (Durand again)--indeed the mathematics of drag-
upon-zoom effects is particularly clear.

Common sense would indicate that drag should help by using up energy
that would otherwise go into velocity. And it does--zoom is one problem area
where inefficiency pays off. The steady and realistic climb out shown by most
biplanes probably owes little to the virtues of the two wing configuration and
a great deal to the high drag resulting from (a) interference between the wings
and (b)all that wetted area.

Yes, whether flying models with 2 wings or making water with two, er,
members, it is unwise to fret over interference and wetted area. The purpose
of the undertaking has little to do with efficiency and much to do with fun-
damental urges. Let us give thanks that a striking visual display results.

6. Variable tail incidence as a function of motor pull or torque is a
concept that certainly ought to work. The catch is probably one of mechanical
complexity and subsequent unreliability in operation. In Jumbo there has been
only one well known attempt at exploiting this idea-~the DH Tiger Moth by the
modeller, the plans of this 44 inch biplane are still available through their
plans service. However, examination of the photos and sketches submitted by
Moore shows an amount of elevator throw (maybe 10 degrees or more) that is dis-
turbingly large and I have an uneasy feeling that something is awry somewhere.

~ Still,for those with guts,this might be the way to go,for it represents a par-
ticularly efficient means of countering zoom--a means endorsed by Zaic.

Things That Do Not Work o

1. Increasing the moment of inertia is a sure loser. The effect is pre- -
cisely wrong in its timing and, like a child "pumping” on a swing, will make
each successive oscillation more« powerful. Avoid it.

Disclaimer '

In pressing for simple explanations of complex events, brutal oversimpli-
fications are inevitable. Séome of the above suffers from this effect. In de-
fense, one can only advance the credo of countless inept draftsmen over the
years, namely “"stringers omitted for the sake of clarity." Sorry.
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