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Al '
26th February NW Area SMAE Indoor Meet: NORWIND: EZB; Keyhole
Wigan Tech. Scale; details, telephone 0942 34068
26th February Crookham Contest Gala: 0/G; O/R; 0/P; All-in FAI
Bassingbourn (five flights, no rounds); start, 10.00, details
contact 04G94 443614
12th March NE Area Indoor Meet: EZB; HLG; Flying Scale: Novice
Washington Duration; at Sunderland FC Sporting Club, details
Jeff Anderson, tele: Durham 68493
12th March 1st Area Centralised contest: FAIL Glider (K&MAA
Area venues Cup; PL); 0/P (Frog Senior); O/R.
25-26th March European Championships Trials: F1A; FiB; FI1C (first
day); 0/G; 0/R; 0/P (second day).
26th March Indoor event: EZB; Manhatten Cabin; IHLG.
Cardington
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BUBBLE MACHINE by D 0ldfield '
This automatic bubble generator was used by the British team in Denmark
and is to be found in action when gatherings of the Norwich Club are

This automatic soap bubble generator was devised for the benefit of
the Norwich free flight flyers, and was taken to Denmark as part of
the British team's equipment. Several people commented and enquired
about the machine, so we publish Dave's design here. The only comment
made by Dave concernsthe timer. The circuit is a very simple trans-—
istorised one, and any timer of similar iype could be used which
energises the solenoid for about one second in every ten.

1978 TEAM TRIALS FOR THE WORLD CHAMPIONSHIPS

We have received the following letter in response to our comments on

the proposed method of picking the next British team for the Free Flight
World Champs. It comes from John Cooper, who was Chairman of the SMAE's
F/F Technical Committee last year. Jolmstresses, however, that the
thoughts presented below are his personal opinions, and do not necessarily
reflect those of the present committee.

Do We Need a New Selection System?

Before considering a change in our team selection system we need to ask
ourselves:

1) Do we need to change the system, or are we already picking good
enough teams to do well at the World Champs?

An analysis of the last three World Championships shows that the top
ten places for all three events have been shared by 22 countries and
that of the countries that have sent full teams, only Finland and Great
Britain have failed to get a top-ten place. In other words, Britain

is anchored firmly at the bottom of the honours list, and unless we
wish to stay there, some drastic action is needed!

2) Are we failing because we are sending the wrong teams, or because
we have no-one capable of doing the job?

I believe that we have the right people, but that our current Trials
system doesn't consistently select them. Others might disagree with
this.

3) In what area of flying are we failing?

The deciding element for the last three World Championships has
generally been the 'dead air' flying - ie. the fly-offs in Austria

and Bulgaria, and mosl of the event in Denmark. Therefore we need

teams that are competitive in very weak and non-existent 1ift conditions.
Also, these dead air rounds were not generally flown in a piggy-backing
fashion (although there was plenty of towing and waiting downwind in
Denmark, most of the models ended wp being released on their own or in
very small groups) Therefore, our team members should be capable of
selecting 1ift without needing to observe other models.

Let us consider several ways of selecting the team:

A) Hold the Trials in weak lift conditions. This implies short rounds
and early morning/late evening flying, in mid-summer, or alternatively

long rounds held over perhaps four weekends to get sufficient dead air
rounds;

B) Stick to the current method, ie. long rounds during the middle of
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the day;
C) Pick the team on the basis of the top places in all SMAE contests;

D) Get each intending team member tc apply for a team place by submitting
a full record of his last year's contest flying (non~SMAE rallies as
well) to the Technical Committee, and allow the Tech. Committee to

select the team from the information provided.

Method (B) has been used for years and its results are detailed in the
first part of this item.

Method (C) contains all the faults of method (B) but has the advantage
that it would pick consistent flyers who would be unlikely to 'goof'
badly at the World Champs.

Method (D) is, I believe, the best method since if the selection was done
properly it would allow the committee to pick people who had shown

that they could fulfill the requirements of flying on their own in weak
lift. It would eliminate the influence of bad weather, etcetera, upon
the team selection. However, I cannot see the majority of competitors
accepting the above system since very few people would accept that the
selection had been entirely unbiased.

Therefore, we are left with method (A) which is the method passed by
last year's Technical Committee for the draft contest calendar. This,
I hope, will select good teams to go to Yugoslavia.

One final point; since we don't have vast numbers of new flyers each
yvear and since people's flying ability remains fairly constant the
ideal selection system should pick teams which remain fairly constant
over the years. Over the last three World Championships, Britain has
had 22 flyers filling 27 team places whereas the most successful
nations, North Korea, Russia and East Germany have had 13, 15 and 15
flyers respectively, ie. the besi countries have consistent teams.

Having had the honour to represent GB at the last three World Champs
I can vouch for the fact that the flying becomes less nerve-racking
on each successive occasion (despite this, I still bhaven't managed to
get near the top of the results list!).

Although I accept that early morning flying is unpopular, the proposed
method deserves a fair trial unless someone can come up with a viable
alternative system.

NFFS SYMPOSIUM REPORT 1977

The National Free Flight Society Report for 1977 is the massive document
that we have come to expect. Half an inch thick {well, nearly) and

with 150 pages, it presents thirteen articles of varying length and
complexity, plus the 'NFFS Ten Models of the Year'. Three of these
models (Romak's 'Grand Gram', Isaacson's 'Wishbone' amd Lewis's 'Quail')
have previously appeared in FFn, and a fourth, Larry Conover's 'Lucky
Lindy', is already well known. Similarly, two of the Symposium articles
have, at least in part, been published in the UK already; these are

Amos Hadas's studies of two-element airfoils (see June 1977 FFn for

the initial work, and the Symposium report for the findings) and

Martyn Pressnell's lengthy analysis of rubber-powered models, previously
published in the 1976-77 Aero Modeller Annual.

The full list of contents - see below - shows that a wide range of
topics is covered. Of general interest, and the article most easily
understood by the non-mathematician, is Bruce Hannah's discussion of
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thermal detection and of the equipment needed for it. The remainder
of the report (with the exception of Ivan Horejsi's brief summary of
towhook developments) tends to be fairly heavy going, though even the
non-specialist can get a certain amount out of it from careful reading
of the authors' conclusions.

As a non~theoretician, I am not sure what purpose some of these papers
are intended to serve. There seems to be a vast gap between, on the
one hand, computer simulations of power model climbs or prop efficiency
and, on the other, the practicalities of getting our models to fly
better. If a tenth of the work being done improves performance then

it will all bave been justified, but - probably for all the wrong
reasons -~ I'd be more convinced if the theoreticians were also success-
ful competitors. And to echo a point made in our review of last year's
Sympo reporti, is there really sufficient valuable and original work
being done to justify a document of this size every year?

However, for £4-70, the Report mwmust be a useful addition to any enthus-
iast's library. Copies are available now from Ian Kaynes.

Contents:

A computer approach to model glider design and performance analysis
predictions and preliminary flight test data - E Bradfeld & A Hadas.

'Op-prop' an extension of the schwartzbach approach to the design of a
propeller with optimum circulation distribution - A Brocklehurst.

Wing tips - variations on a theme by Hoerner - W Bogart

Power model propellers -~ R Lieber

Some guides for warp and flutter resistant wing structures - W F MacCombs

Aerodynamic characteristics of a high 1ift two-element wing - an
experimental siudy -~ A Hadas

Computer simulation of model aircraft climb performance (FAI Power) -
J Annis

An analysis of rubber driven model aircraft - M Pressnell

Aerodynamic design of propellers having wminimum induced loss - E E Larrabee

Gurney flaps - G R Simpers
Thermals, 1lift and methods and devices for finding them - B S Hannah

The advantages, real or imagined, of the tapered, swept-back wing -
E Hopkins

FAI Gliders and hooks - I Horejsi

The Ten Models of the Year:

Indoor AMA Stick Super Star Dick Kowalski

Indoor FAI Stick Grand Gram Bud Romak

Rubber Powered Speed Quail Jim Lewis

Nordic A/1 Lil Hooker Mike Fedor

Coupe d'Hiver Les Trumeaux Georges Matherat

FAI Power Lucky Lindy Larry Conover
Wakefield Flux Walt Ghio

Nordic A/2 Wishbone Bob Isaacson

AMA Power - small Okie Bird Jim Clem

AMA Power - large Scrambler Jim Clem & Bob Hanford

SMAE NORTHERN GALA

Poor weather was reported for this meeting, with strong winds, causing
a reductiion in the maximum to 150 seconds.

Elvington, 23rd October

Resulis

Open Glider - CMA Cup 33 entries, 25 flew; 3 x 150 seconds

1 J Kay Morley 450 5 A Cordes Whitefield 391
2 C Edwards Darlington 430 6 J Carter Falcons 387
3 D Barnes Vulcans 427 7 C Plant Darlington 385
4 B Worthington Morley 413 8 T Proctor CM 364

Open Rubber -~ Caton Trophy 18 entries, 13 flew; 3 x 150 seconds

1 D Hipperson Croydon +549 4 T Chambers Darlington 4227

2 A Jack Tynemouth +292 5 B Martin Tynemoutth +209
3 D Knibbs Falcons +234 6 A Wells Anglia +162
Open Power - lHamley Trephy 17 entries, 12 flew; 3 x 150 seconds

1 J Moseley Leeds +247 % J Hopper Stansted +161
2 J Sayer Darlington +164 4 T Payne Biggles +0

A/1 Glider 17 entries, 11 flew; 5 x 120 seconds

1 C Parry Biggles 587 3 G Le Vey York 537
2 P Moate Tynemouth 541 4 J Hanson Liverpool 484
Coupe d'Hiver 10 entries, 7 flew; 5 x 120 seconds

1 J Godden Leeds 458 3 1 Davitt Leeds 360
2 R Hoif Vulcans 427 4 R Moore CM 339
4A Power 9 entries, 6 flew; 5 x 120 seconds

1 J Hopper Stansted 600 3 T Payne Biggles 575
2 D Scott Morley 576 4 B Peers Falcons 450
HLG 13 entries, 10 flew; best 5 from 9, 60 secon max

1 P Ball Grantham 287 3 D Barnes Vulcans 247
2 S Philpott Whitefield 255 4 D Knibbs Falcons 216

Vintage 11 entries, 5 flew; 3 x 150 seconds

1 J 0'Donnell VWhitefield +176 %3 E Jones
2 B Harding Darlington +130 4 E Smales

Junior Kit 3 entered and Tlew

1 S Billam Grantham 319
2 P Anderson Tynemouth 139

Tynemouth 4273
Blackburn a/c 342

3 M Grimshaw Darlington 86

NE AREA RALLY
Report from Alan Jack

Guston, 30th October

This first North Eastern Area Rally for some years had some rather
windy weather, though perhaps we were luckier than most in not suffer-—
ing from the rain which flooded other areas. Given such bad conditions,
it was hardly surprising we had only 21 entries; the enthusiasm was
there, though.

Most keenly contested event was Open Rubber, with Jeff Anderson, Brian
Maytin, Trevor Grey and Russell Peers doing battle., After their first
flights Martin and Grey had irrepairable models; Anderson couldn’t get
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his second ship away after the tewporary loss of his first (2 miles in
31 minutes!). It was Russ Peers the winner, with two good flights.

A/2 was a survival contest, with Baines and O'Donnell's flights in the
first round resulting in them missing the second round through retriev—
ing. The result was that I won due to all my flights being poor - and
so easy to retrieve!

My thanks go to those people who turned up, especially to those who
travelled all the way from the North Western area, putting to shame
the stay-at-home Northern area modellers. I think the guaranteed
prizes were popular; it is to be hoped that we are a little more
popular with whoever decides the weather mnext year.

Results
Open Glider 6 entered, 4 returned scores.

1 P Moate Tynemouth 149 3 R Sabey SAA 96
2 A Jack Tynemouth 98 4 G Blair SAA 46
Open Rubber 5 entered, 4 returned scores.

1 R Peers Falcons 320 3 B Martin Tynemouth 153
2 J Anderson Tynemouth 180 4 T Grey Brighton 99
Open Power 1 flew

1 R Peers Falcons 145

FAI Glider, F1A 4 flew

1 A Jack Tynemouth 429 %3 J O0'Donnell Whitefield 7312
2 B Baines RAFMAA 321 4 D Edwards Darlington Q%4
Combined Mini 2 flew

1 P Moate Tynemouth 234 2 C Edwards Darlington 0
HLG 3 flew

1 D Knibbs Falcons 215 3 R Peers Falcons et

2 R Pollard Tynemouth 121

Total prize money £30, with £5 first prize in first four events

NORTHERN ARFA FAI RALLY
Another joke day for weather, with the first three rounds running to
150 second maxes. The wind direction and velocity eased during the
early afternoon, allowing 3 minute maxes, but it was oh so coLD. It
was equally chilling to see the Cessna used by the parachuting people
landing downwind...

Results

Glider, F1A 21 entries

Elvington, 6th November

1 F Baldwin Keithley 80 150 150 180 180 = 740
2 D Bartle York 90 127 150 180 180 = 727
3 J Billam Grantham 150 120 94 180 180 = 724
4 M Dilly Croydon 119 114 131 180 141 = 685
5 J Godden Leeds 126 150 128 167 109 = 680
maxes 1 6 4 6 3

full houses 0

= 1%

Wakefield, FIB 11 entries

1 R Pollard Tynemouth 150 150 102 180 166 = 74K%
2 J Barnes Liverpool 130 120 15Q 160 180 = 740
3 K Proctor York 150 150 126 147 161 = 734
4 J ¢'Donnell Whitefield 150 142 149 137 122 = 700
maxes 5 4 2 1 1

full houses % 1 O

Power, F1C 5 entries

1 S Screen Birmingham 150 150 150 180 180 = 810
2 K Faux St Albans 150 150 150 152 136 = 738
% P Harris Birmingham 150 150 150 135 145 = 730
maxes 3 X 35 1 1

full houses 3 3 1 1

The Northern Area Team Trophy was won by Darlington, 1603 seconds

TWO TOP A/2's

This month we show two models which have helped to demonstrate how
well their owners can cope with competition flying. 'Mulli' won at
the Trebod last year, and is a development of an aircraft published
in FFn 77/0%. Hermann Motsch has written about it, and this will be
reported next month - since space does not allow it to appear here.

The other aircraft needs no introduction, and in fact we have no
details from Andres himself, but the following comments made by Jim
Walters, the US glider flyer are of particular interest. They were
made in the Boeing Hawks newsletter, and came to us via Bob Stalick.
AL - 29, F1A by A Lepp

Jim writes:

The following comments are based on observations of the Russian team
on the practice field, as well as inspection of some of their models
after the competition. In addition to the normal circle tow rudder
motions actuated by the swinging Russian-style cicle tow hook, this
model, along with the other Russian team models, employs four rudder
positions which are activated by a single~function timer, but with
malti-function discs. To begin with, many, if not all European A/2's
do not use wash-in on the inboard panel, as US models do, in order to
control catapult attitude and prevent stroung thermal spinout. Having
no wash-in now requires other methods to control the model's attitude
during catapult. The Russians have since abandoned ailerons to do
this. Why do Europeans not use wash-in? Very simple... European
thermals are gentle and small, and as were the Danmark conditions,
also windy. Models with wash-in trim simply do not circle tightly

in wind and small thermals. Therefore, proper catapult attitude must
be achieved by other means, ie. the rudder and/or stabilizer actuated
by the timer after launch. The operation of the Russian models was
thus:

1) when the hook was unlatched, rudder deflection was small
to provide some bank angle. Clockwork timer starts with unlatch -
time = zero.

2) when tow ring was disengaged from model, the rudder res-
umed to neutral position. Tiwe = one to itwo seconds. During this
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interval, the flyer is imparting high velocity tc the model via running
and some hand-over-hand action,

%) the model is now due to velcocity of the catapult release,
(Zoom launch height reached was estimated at 30 to 50 feet by Walters
and Isaacson!). Time = three to four seconds.

4) just before catapult speed diminishes, the rudder clicks
hard over to extreme position to cause the model to bank sharply into
glide attitude. Time = four seconds.

5) immediately after this the rudder returns to the glide
setting and the model settles into the giide, high above the line
length.

It is interesting to note that the timer is activated during unlatch,
which now eliminates the need for a secondary timer start line, and
thus permits the end of the line to be released (thrown) from the
flyer's hand towards the model rather than having slack line available
to pull the ring off. 1I've recently tried this method, and I feel that
the catapult height obtained has definitely increased. I did not
observe auto-stabs on the Russian A/2's, but at least one of the North
Korean models had a four-position rudder coupled with stab incidence
change.

COUPE D'HIVER INTERNATIONAL

A well supported event, with 20 entries from France, and one from
Italy to provide the international flavour. The day was cold, with

a fair amount of breeze at times and patches of considerable turbulence,
something not particularly good for Coupes. Hipperson had it made
with five flights and only fifteen seconds adrift, until Colin Shep-
herd came through with the full 600 seconds. In the French class for
100 gram models, Bernard Boutillier was the only flyer to make three
maxes, and it was interesting to see his scores from the other model
he flew. This gave him third place, with one max plus a 91 and 90
seconds. Disaster of the meeting was the loss (ie theft) of Georges
Matherat's model box from his car while parked in Lyons - eight models

Halton, 4th December

gone. 1t would have been enough to make some people give up, but not

M Matherat. He spent Saturday building.

Results

80 gram class Aero Modeller Trophy 66 flew; 5 x 120 seconds
C Shepherd 120 120 120 120 120 = 600

2 D Hipperson 120 120 120 105 120 = 585

3 B Rowe 48 120 120 75 120 = 483

4 C Menget (F) 105 120 105 110 33 = 473

5 R Best 59 120 Ly 76 115 = 463

6 A Meritte (F) 120 73 62 76 115 = 446

7 D Greaves 106 63 120 34 120 = 443

8 R Giolitio (I) 73 62 58 120 120 = 433

100 gram class MRA Challenge 35 flew; 3 x 120 seconds, ROG

1 B Boutillier (F) 120 120 120 = 360

2 J Cooper 117 114 111 = 342

3 B Boutillier (F) 91 120 90 = 301

4 A Roux (F) 66 120 100 = 286

5 F Rapin (F) 120 120 44 = 284

6 Mme C Rapin (F) 61 100 120 = 281
I Kaynes 107 65 109 = 281

WAKEFIELD GOLDEN JUBILEE ’

Australian free flighter and magazine editor Merv Buckmaster comments:

"I've beén watching for news of this important milestone in F/F history,
but in Australia attention has focussed on Trans Tasman and World Champs
selection; thus we should follow the lead from overseas.

The letter from Andy Crisp (FFn 77/12) is quite thought-provoking in that
a Golden Jubilee contest to the '51 to '53 rules, when there was no

limit to the weight of rubber used, is proposed. The subsequent proposal
to allow 'own designs' but within the rules, would permit the use of
current Wakefields with a three inch diameter pod attached to the
fuselage somewhere. Current Wakefields are too elegant for this to be
countenanced! FEither 1951 to 1953 published designs should be specified
OR 1977-78 models and rules should be used. I strongly favour the

latter - ie a World Wide FAI Wakefield contest - and for two logical
reasons (and several personal and more selfish ones). First, the
Wakefield flying machine (no toy image hang-up with this scribe!) has
come a very long way since its inception, and even with the nostalgia

a Golden Jubilee event must accrue, to revert to past rules would
abrogate the technical excellence we have attained. Sécond, the
necessity to build, trim and tune new models would deter many Wakefield
flyers from participating.

If your English knights of the F/F flying field, ably assisted by Sir
Galahad Crisp, chose to have a '53 vintage contest, so be it. However,
I would like to hear if there is any support for an International
postal Wakefield contest."

From the files of the SMAE, George Lynn has sent us a copy of the rules
which were imposed when the Cup was presented, and the rules for the
first competition "to be held in Great Britain during 1928",

Salient points from the general rules include:

The Cup is the property of the SMAE (presumably it is on permenant
loan to the FAI for the present competitions)

The Cup shall be competed for annually (this was suspended because of
the increase in the CIAM's workload with the arrival of other classes

of competition, the difficulty of finding host countries for the contest,
and the expense for the competing aerociubs)

The entry fee of five shillings (£%) was returned if the model arrived
at the competition by the appropriate date!!

The entrant must be the owner of the model (we assume that they meant
the builder, but the rules do not say so. When was this changed?)

One model only was allowed, and at least three must compete for the
event to be valid.

In the special rules for the first event, to be held in GB (thereafter
in the country of the Cup holder on an outdoor site approved by the
FAI), the model had to rise off the ground from a standstill entirely
under its own power,

Three flights were allowed "to be made within three minutes of being
called by the judges" (each one, that is!) and the best flight was to
classify the winner.

Minor adjustments in trim were permitted between flights, but trimming
flights could take place only with the consent of the judges.

A fuselage/s cross section rule applied. There were no restrictions
on wing area, and, believe it or not, on the motive power?
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