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MATL BAG:

ggyp Sotich liked our Feb. editorial on b

uilder of the model rule. (Quite
a few others also sent apprecistive notes expressing complete agreement.)

says he became invelved in this ness at the 1962 Nationals (Pete was
est Manuger) and &ttwmpted to set the record straight by sending letters
50 the American model magazines explaining what had happened. As can be

expec , "Model Airplane News", "American Modeler" and "Plying Models" never
rinted the letter.
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Here is the gist of it:

Protest Plying of Doug Spreng

g Spreng openly admitted thut he had not built R/C model that had qua
leus ITI Multi Event. In Official Model Aircraft Regulations ~
Hardgrapﬂ 1.7, Builder of the Model rule states that, "The
ector shall make every reasonable effort to assure hlchlf that
a8 completely 'Counstructed! the model(s) he uses in competition,
the covering where used, with 'Construct' to be interpreted as
n taken to complete s model starting with no more prefabrication
amount used in the average kit.V—wemmeaem———
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g Spreng came up to A.M.A. Model Meet Headquarters on Saturday, July

ngd wanted to know if it would be alright for him to fly his so-called

31 der protest and at the same time waive all rights to A.M.A, prizes.
pmmsnﬁ claimed that there was nothing in FP.A.I. Sporting Code stating
i“JA” of the model must be the buildexr of the model. DPete Sotich allowed

Spreng to fly his R/C model under protest and until such time as s

»

ruling is iorubcomlng, no definite decision cen be made. —w—w—w—e—- o o

t was learned on Saturday, August 4th, 1962, from A.M.A. Headquarteras that
according to F.A.l. Sporting Code, Sectlon 4 - Aeromodels (1959) under Pare-

:ﬁc;h 2.1.1 = Competitor—
i\_\“‘
"The competitor nemed on the entry form must be the maker
of the models entered and he must be the holder of an
P.A«I. Aeromodeler's Sporting License."
The #,A.T. rule is in agreement with A.M.A. rule as to the flyer of the mod-
R e o SRR v oW ¥ R T s



Ed Kagmirvski
vary Nelson
Ralph Brooke

Respeetfully submitted,

Jo. Sotich, Contest HManager
1962 Nationals
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' , {signed)
' Pete bent over backward to be fair about this ruling snd his decision
was the only one that could be made.

: Until such time as the commercial magazines see fit to come up with
? bpt?av explanation it would appear that the commercial interests of the
| hobby industry are effectlvelj 351fling the flow of model airplane News.
mﬂjs is unfortunate too, since look at all the building and buying of st
wa Cﬁllﬁ be doing if we weren't spendlng all our time cranklrg out these
news letters.
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We have about 10,000 letters a week saying., "I haven't gotten a SUATTLI
' in about four months so figure I owe you some money. Here is $2.00, ge®
‘ me back on the list." Well, as you may all suspect now after conparing
(,/nﬁtes with each other, we got behind a little. We have received several
ping dead, etc, but we won't
12 of these things every ysa:

suggestions as to dropping the back issues, dr
dc thdta You guys h&ve got to waée through &‘_

‘VWiegers, Seeo of Hllversumse Aero 01ub Hollﬂna, sends Fega*QS and
ccmpllmentse We in turn hope you can get somethlng out of this hen scratch-
ing and wonder if we will ever get to meet everybody we hear from, What a
bash that would be!

Norm Ingersoll, North Ogden, Utah, USA, had his Nordic 3 viewed in
SCATTER, then picked up by Ron Moulton for"Asromodeller"who promptly Qﬁid
Norm for the Qrivilegea Norm wrote to turn over these vast funds to 1
credit of SCATTER. Thanks Norm, a couple of more issues and we will own
Moulton., This is just a tip t0 you guys who are reluctant %o contribute

- material because of the non'existant rates we paye.

Don issel. Cunton, Ohioc, is glad to see us back in business. "You
got me all excited about Andersents a-2 (Jan. 63) and then no plans., If
yoh have just one plan sheet left may I have it?® "Go man go%. VWell Don
we felt so bad about that slip that we are arranging to have Andersen und
his 4-2 visit you in Canton to tell you all about it.

Sal Cannizzo, Staten Island, New York, = "Built two new Wakefields,
waiting for good weather to do some testink., (lMay 5). Working on a power.
; model at present, Liberty Bell. Have new Pirelli in. Best regards.” Hope
4 that weather elears, Sal. 1 remember that stuff.

Berry Halford, Norfolk, Bngland, is the P.R.0. of the East Anglian ares
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Bob Norton, 1emf,‘ Arizona, ~ "When I gave Cus
piion to SCATTER at the Scuthwestern Regionals
enough %o remember.

S50 since I haven't received a copy yet, I°11 attribute it to labor
biems, shipping delays, etc.

1 uld {(as ﬁveryone\ l1like to say that yours ig the finest publication
that L‘hfve ever seen --xgep up the goed worko." {Thank you Bob, we like
us, tooc. OK Craig, what's this all about?)

Luss Scaelaler, Minneapolis, Minnesota, writes about Hordic designing
"Most all designs, as presented, fail to elaborate on performance in var
ing conditions. Or to declare the virtues and pitfalls of a given airfoil,
memen& arm, etc. 1 want tnebu answers so I am deblgnnng 8 glider with
eﬂﬁub* flexibility to permit interchanging of surfaces This way I hope
to arrive at some conclusions for my own satisfa,ctionu Should all of the
componenis survive long enough to prove anything worthwhile I will let you
know. There will be two fuselages 25 and 31 inches between wing and stab.
Two wings of 15:1 aspect ratio will use the B7457 D=2 andB6356 B and three
stabs of 65 sq. in., with section varied from high camber to flat botitom.
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This project is a chore and a half but I believe it will prove wort
whilef=meecacnm. Thanks, Russ, we will be looking forward to your resul
We need more studies like this.
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V'aclav Horcicks, Wien, Austria, heard about SCATTER from his friend
Otto kKramer, and passes on sone 1nteresting comments. "I was surprised to

iind my F.A.I. power model "Big Boy II" in one of the issues (Sept. 62).
Curicusly I read the few lines belonging to the drawing, which had been
translated from German by Keith Hoover. A few dates were - well ~ Japanese.
(A1l right, Hoover, shape up). Must be a pretity much better ship than BB I.
this BB II, when "It's sinking speed had been improved by two or three M/seq.
to about 6 meters per second." Wish I could attain such sinking speed when
d*t'ing! Logically, forward speed was meant by above.

Then, engine used was (and still is) a Bugh Diesel, Austrian made re-
plica of the Oliver Tiger. MVVS is prop, 210 X 90 mm = 8-1/4 X 3-1/2 wood,
by far the best ready made prop I ever have tried. Last, right thrust on
engine, as given on drdw1ng, is disastrous. Same amount of left thrust is
dbout rlghta - Now I am going to glue together BB ITI, this time with
Super Tigre GZOVQ-—--——~—~—-

'.¥. here means almost exclusively FAI classes,; there being no national
classes in Austria. I enclose plans of my last A2, which died under the
wheels of a car after promising start in 1962 (2nd place 1962 Austrian Na-
ionals). Am looking forward to FF finals just outside our town. Is there

cnybody of your club going to come over here?"

Thanlk youg‘V’aclav, please send more information particularly local
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year. but we feel that fthe USA team members are

SIS0 Tae 1AL N Huln

Bxact location of eaenh thermal
Exact location of esach downdraflt
Location of nesrest tavern
Location of telegraph office fo
to SCATTER.
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Unfortunately for us none of the Scat boys are on the USA team this
211
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r sending results

good friends of ocurs
and will spesk well to you of the S.C.A.T. Show them a good time as I know
you will.

WHAT SIZE TaAIL (Part II - Conclusion, by Bill Bogdrp{, Westervilile, Ohio)

p to this time we have presented the statement of the problem {(what
ail size?) and an approach to a solution of the problem (a set of equations
assunptions ). What remains now is to report on various parts of the
indings of the study.

In order to relieve the reader of further suspense, the word on tail
ize as the author found it, is to use a small tsil, as small as 10 per
en'h Tails of this size will produce g significant reduction in minimur
of sink over that using a more normal 30-40 percent stab.

Tails generally carry less than half the 1ift per square inch of ares
as does the wing. By reducing the tail size, the tail Joad decreases.

\_Sonmewhere around 10 percent, depending on assumptions, the tail load goes to

zero. Now, 10 percent is mightly small for tails but Keith Hoover has had
pians in AKROMODELLER for 15 percent tails. Either he has gone the route
of caliculation or the build-it-and tr§-it system. I suspect the former

(Editor: Anyone have = good example?

To illustrate this point, let us make some design assumption
what effect tail sizge has on minimum rate of sink.
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#8. Clearly the smalleat ome shown {10%) iz the lowast. Wigure
y 8h gome 1ight a8 to why this is so, It gives the 1ift and drag break-
iown, remembering that the total drag is zomposed of six pieces of drag and
; t one vary with speed snd %tail sizge. These plots indicste that, a=
tail size is reduced, 80 12 1ts 1ift coefficient ancdhence its induced drag
cwawash drag. Therefore, the 10 percent %eil looks predty good. It
be of interest to note that the full-scale sailplanes deaigned for

tion generaliy have a 310 perceant tail.
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Why not a smeliler tell? Reyucids number sf{fect on amalier chords
would undoubtedly increase the profile drag and the meximum 111t beyond a
practical limit. Also, the %all lcad increases quite vapidly &s 4 negative
or down load below 10 percent stabk as indicated in Pigure 6. This high
sensitivity to tall arsa 18 & visky area in which to design and the inacnur-
azies of the assuwpiions may be disgatercus.

There is snother gdvantage to the 10 percent tall or sne with nco irin
lead om 1t. Ir the absence of tail 1if3, there is no induned drag. This
then permits ihe designer to use ampaller aaspect ratics for dbetier shructurs
and higher Reynolds numbere. However, the margin of stability will sulfer
with iower aspect ratio, requiring & forward movement of the 0G. The NF
squation {eq. i0) was generated on the basis of the tail aspect ratis being
between 3.5 and . 1T the number is less than 5.9, watch for unatable ten-
dencies. This can be correoted by moving the G forward.

How, how about taill length? Nordic gliders generally have long tail
lengtha, around & for le /¢ aa well as the more racent Wakefield designs.
Gus models run the range beltween 3.5 to 5 in most cases. Why have long tailn’

1% seems tc steady the model in gusty weather. How? By pitch damping.
Wnat's that? It is an extra lead produced by the tail due to the pitching
(nose up or down} motion of the airplane. Then where dces tail length come
in? %This extra %sil load varies as the square of the tail lemgth. For
exampie, 1f the tail length is doubled, the extra load put out by the taii
will be 4 times as poweriul. Why not have really long tails, say 10 chord
lengths? This makes the body long and slender tending %o compliza’te the
structure, and will add weight and drag. Well, how about rate of eink?
Thai’s what you're suppesed t¢ be telling me about, anyway! The atudy oon-
sidered teil isngthe frem 7 Yo L0 chord lengths. While 2 is sort of on
the eilly side, it alsc 183 poorer in uinimum rate of sink (MRS} than ihe
nigher lengthe. Howsever, beyond 4, the MRS is affected enly sligntiy.
Therefore, toc all intent and purpose, tail length can be said not to affect
MRS in a steady glide., There is no doubt aboutr the higher lengths produs-
ing steadler glides in turbulent wind conditiona.

Figure 7 presents rate of sink R/S as affected by flight spesid, *tall
arsa, angd length. The assuspiions made in the previous paper are ussd
hers, aiso. It is interesting to note Hhat the way in which tail length
affects the ninimum rate of sink reverses between tail area ratios .1
and .3, With the iD percen t %tall, the greater tall length is aligntly
beneficial while with higher tail area ratios, tail length incresases ars
glightly dsgrading.

: Tc most modelers who have watoned many flights, a model that has high
W Btability will glide better ix thw wind and poorer in calm air than one
which 18 less stable. What will now bHe presented will bYe a&nalytical sub-
stantiation of this flight charscteristic and reasone why this comes about.
Tne resder will not learn anything he did pot know about the flight char-
acterisiics, but pertaps will have a proof of the usefulnsss of itrne egus-
ticns used in this study. Some thoughis will alac be offered on why we trig




LF/GURE 8

, VARIATION OF SPEED, DRAG , AND
Do MARG/IN — WITH RATE OF S/NK
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A\ ¢ Jsing the same example as in previcus paragraphs, Figure 8 prese:

iooks besy. However, the entire curve is relatively flat, indicating that

r 8 bt Lo
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sf sink (R/S) as affected by speed, HCop and margin. AlSO presented
varistion of the miniwum Tate 0f sink (MRS) with margin for the three

jevels of ACo» . 1% can be seen that the dragier the model the worse is
the effect of margin. The basic effect of margin on MRS is as suspecied

in *he case of power and Wakefield models where the body drag is appre-
cighle. It is also interesting %o note that for the ACpp:0 which represenis
very clean body design as in the case of Nordic glidexrs, a margin of .2

e

margin has only a slight effect on MRS for ths gliders.

Tt might also be noted that the speed for MRS increases with wergin.
A8 the margin increases say, by moving the CG forward, the tail has to be
raised at the trailing edge in order 4o get the right trim setiing for MRS
This results in less tail up load, thereby decreasing total alrplane Qﬂ

and hence a faster speed.

consider turbulent wind conditions. The night before, we trimmed the
model out so that it was gliding just off the gtall. Very steady. Nexi
day the wind is up and gusty. We send the ship up, it transitiona fine and
slips dinto the glide, except 1t seems 1o be stalling. But we had just ixr
med out that stall last night. The remedy for this is well krowh We
1ower the trailing edge of the atab or raise the trailing edge of the wing

This nmakes the airplane fly faster and it glides much better.

>l How take a look at Pigure 9. This is a typical plot of R/S against

flight speed., One nmere thing has been added. 1t iz the stall speed. VWith
the sirplane trimnmed at the MRS, gusty weather will tend to slow up the
airplane further, which will tend to make it stall repeatedly., a® though
the stab had too much negative incidence. 350 we fix it by putting less
negative incidence in the tail, In calm wind this trim setiing will make
the airplane fly faster than it nermally would and will have a higher sink
rate, fThis phenomonom has caused many modelers tc have windy weather

ships and calm weather ships,

Margin of stability gets into the act also. The more the margin tne
more tendency there is for the dgipping or stalling action since the wing
ig carrying more load than a 1883 stable set up. It is nearer the stall
and =2 slight gust upsets the appldcart enough 1o produce the stalling.
trimming for faster glides keeps the wing from stalling. :

o = 3 - - - - s A
FPor the airplane that is set for minipunm stebility and trimmed at

MRS, one guat will meke the girplane mush down gome distance before i

regains its flight speed. This set up generally fares poorly in gusty

westher. The mushing tendency is dus 10 the airplane’'s inability to raise
its nose guickly, as in the case of the stable airplane, and having i<
operate at a slower speed it causeg the airplane +o sink faster than ite
¥ES. The Aussie PBond Baker flying wakefield im 1958 was flying with nearly
2 50 percent margin of gtabllity in all that gusiy weather.

84 1963 WAKEPIELD TEAH, Carl Hermes, Palo albo, Calif.

rerl Hermes knows how to build and f1y wakefieids., This is an under-
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etetement just as is the letter we got from Carl describing his airplane.
_Carl s cne cool customer snd has the knack of being able to calmly design,
puild, and fly good flyimgg good looking, winnlog Wakefields. (¥ith Nora
as inspiration, of course; Carl says: "“There is not much to say about the
gmodel-~31%'a really terribly convertional! I'm not sure that the airfoils

A/

the hest in the world but I have finally (after 4 years) worked out a set
of udiustwents and a prop that works well with it. Actually 1t ia one that
Joe Bilgri used syound 1956, I have never asked Joe but I think it is &
Clark Y with undercamber!

the prop is & 1littls unusual in that the pitch at the middle of the
blade is 29% bus deareasss to 21" at the tip., The blades sre about 1,/16"
thick and real thin and flet at the ftip., Undercamber is about 0.10". The
performance oi the model wasg improved noticeably by reducing the thickness
»f the blades aad pointing up the nose of the airfoil. Sixteen sirands
of 1/4 Pirelli were used at Presno (Gemi-~finals) for a 3% second run. I anm
pow using 14 which seems & little beiter but don’t ask me why.

e 5% down thruet helps the firet turn 2nd doesn't seem to bother the
rast of the ¢limb toc much. It could be reduced but the first turn gets
2 little critical in windy weather when you do. There is nothing more
wasteful of the precious siored torgue than & wingover and vesulting swoop
right after launch®!

DOUG WILSOW, Hudson, P.Q. Canada, writesi

“Doug Joyoe's canard is interesting and I may dbuild such a model--but
it It gives ene the impression that first contact with one of our

i fennes would cyumbie it o balse dust. I feel that structural
are more imporiant than any adventage the layout mey have.

ind unfortunately we don't have any of that “atill air® up here.

1 will not see ve at the Bats., Most of the fellows are less than

io
inpressad with the schnogsle, alihough Bob Gordon and Scett who were down
a8t vear were surprised by Al Vela's (Scat) Mexi-Bey. It was one of the
ew TeElly well buili and designed models they saw amid the sick Satellites
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ix. unlimited regulation ané climb like biazes. dJust not good for 20 sec.
iy, max. Stromg 1ift + 1000 ft. {20 see.) climb of Fox Combat .35 on
....... 6z, 550 sg's. Jjob yislds a 4 min., 0.0.8. Anyway California is a hell
of a long way away. (Ed: 52 hrs by Veive).

rar Ruprods. Also. our aireraft are built for a 10 sec. run, 3 min.

Not pure if any of you boyse made the U.§. team---if you did, Gerry
MaGioshon and Mike Seagrvave will see you in 01d Vienna. If not, my sntire
hy. fThe set-up of your slims is a real pig, and enly Puff, the Magic

could win your finals consistently." (Ed; Puff hasn't made it yesl

Canadiasn 1963 PP team {avg. of heat 5 scores in 7 elina.)

\_/ Zower Lave Surrey - €-20, low aspect ratio
John Poley ~ 08 Speeiasl, high aspeod ratic, long.
810 sec. John 8Scott - Oliver! 1960 Cranfield
Wakelield Bill McConmachie - 2

&

Gerry MeGliasnen ;
250 g0, Mike S[esgrave - 61 Champs

¥
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Nordie Tom Thompson Cheeseman airfoil, 5 years old
Pete McQueen Pjari
780 seg. Ernie Avory 2

"It is not surprising to note that 3 of the 9 members flew 21¢ faith-
fuls %o success through ocur seven (7; five flight elims.” Doug gees on
%o propose a postal contest which we have submitted to our atiorneys. We

1ike the rule, "Cheating to be punishable by death.”

REMINDER; See March issue for renewal instiructions.

Also we are not receiving any entries in our “"Ideas that
Flspped" Contest. You guys just aren't trying!

COMING YOUR WAY NEXT MOWRTH

More jollies from Canada, Smokey the Bear (Hartili's
FAL), New Zealand news and--you gueseed it, PICTURES!
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