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THE VINTAGE SAILPLANE ASSOCIATION

VSA is a very dedicated group of soaring
enthusiasts who are keeping our gliding
history and heritage alive by building,
restoring and flying military and civilian
gliders from the past, some more than
fifty years old. Several vintage glide:
geets are held each year. Members include
wmodellers, pilot veterans, aviation his-
torians and other avistion enthusiasts
from all continents of the world. VSA
publishes the quarterly magazine BUNGEE
CORD. Sample issue $§ 1.-. Membership
$ 10.- per year.

For more information write:

Vintage Sailplane Association
Route 1, Box 239
Lovettsville, VA 22080
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Conques t. Entry-Level F3B-type Sailplane
Designed by: Don Chaney

!
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O Wing Profile  H.Q. 2.5/10 or RG 15
Functions; Rudder, Ailerons,
Elevator, Flaps,
Crow/Flaps
Materials: Balsa, F/Glass, C.F,
Blue Foam, etc.
1  Weight: 65 - 80 oz.
Wing Loading: 10 -12.5 Oz./sq. ft.
- Featured on page 4
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As I mentioned before, RCSD has received dozens of comments about the proposed

“Sportsman F3B” class and the RCSD Challenge. Here are a few of them for your
interest.

I

Byron Blakeslee (Model Aviation Searing Columnist) says:”...I'll do a similar plug in
my June column...this program has a chance of really being popular...depends on how the
local clubs embrace the idea, and whether they decide to sponsor Sportsman F3B events,
I’d suggest we aim for minimal/flexible rules so the guys can spend maximum time flying
and minimum time hassling.

“...1 think the Sagitta 900 is a nice comfortable size plane...what would you think of
increasing the maximum proposed ballasted weight to 80 0z.? Maximum dry weight could
be 70 oz.

“ Don Chancey sent me a copy of his letter to you regarding his Challenge entry, Bounty
Hunter/Conquest. This would seem to be a perfect design for Sportsman F3B. It's a
modern, proven design, and Bob Sealy makes nice fiberglass fuselages for it. A complete
kit should come in about $150. It should also be great for Thermal Duration and even Slope
Flying. Truly, a multi-purpose ship. I'd like to build and fly one myself!

“] agree that the 2-meter Cup rules would be fine. Also agree that we should stick to the
‘real’ rules as much as possible...I’d suggest club-supplied winches and organizers option
of ‘working time’...zero or one re-launch could be used...CD would need to measure wing
area of each entry in the morning and weigh the winning sailplane of each flight...or, the

. planes could be weighed in the morning with full ballast, and the pilots havea gentlemen’s
agreement not to use more than that...ok for most club contests, and would speed things up.

“Jim, you and I and Don Edberg should keep really close on this program. Maybe with

. enough ‘push’ something will get going that will be of permanent value to Soaring in the
01US. of Al

Thanks, Byron; super letter! Now, what do the other readers think and say? Here’s
some comments from Earl Levin’s letter sent to Byron: “...At our general meeting I was
able to corner Rich Spicer (member USA F3B Team)...he agrees that a true ‘one-design’
mode] will never happen...each builder would individualize it and want his own design.
I talked to George Paige of our group, and he said to forget the one-design concept; history
shows that it does not work...every time you try to force one-design on a group, the
intended event dies.

“Sportsman F3B Requirements: Built-up foam wing with balsa, ply or obechi sheeting
allowed; Light glass (3/4 oz. max.) for finishing only on wings; Carbon fiber spars and re-
enforcing allowed; No trailing edge control allowed (no camber changing or reflexing);
Flaps or spoilers and ailerons allowed - either mechanical or electronic mixing; wingspan
limited to 100”; Single airfoil only, stock Eppler 205 or similar; Root chord of 10" required,
tip chord left up to builder’s discretion; Maximum wing loading under 14 oz./sq.ft., fully
ballasted.

“When I asked George if tasks or events themselves should be changed, he said no, and
the following conditions should apply: Club winches allowed, and in a fixed position;
Standard F3B rules apply; Standard winch line rules apply; Working time allowed, with
one (1) re-launch permitted; Except for speed task, scoring could be man-on-man in flight
groups of 4; Use some type of pilot classification, i.e. fledgling for beginners, sportsman for
intermediates, and expert for top fliers. Class advancement depends on wins (usually 2),
automatically places flier in next higher class.
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RCSD Challenge: Sportsman F3B
...by Jim Gray

—

“Just for fun, | weighed my nearly-finished QUASOAR F3B version with the following
actuals: Span, 112”; Chord, 8-9/16"; Total area, 856 Sq. In.;Weight, approximately 67 oz.;
Loading (empty), 11.3 oz./sq.ft.; Loading (ballasted with 2 lbs. lead in wings) 16.7 oz./
sq.ft.”

Super comments, guys, and I agree with some but not all. For example, history need
not repeat itself; the “right” one-design CAN work. In the full-size 1-26 class it has
worked, and in the Olympic Class full-size sailplane, it worked...and will again. Let's
not rule out the idea too soon. I disagree about no trailing edge reflex, but could be
persuaded differently. I am not sure the 100" wingspan limit is desirable, either. Yes to
a single airfoil, but let's use the best and most modern there is...not an Eppler 205
necessarily. As to proposed rules and tasks, I don’t have any real disagreement with
these proposals. The final details can easily be resolved. The “F3B QUASOAR” could
beacontender...let’shave aloockat ALL entries in the RCSD Challenge. Now, on to more
letters. Here’s what Bob Sealy had to say: “I thought you might beinterested in our latest
design, the PULSAR. Itisavailable, factory-direct for $129. A photographisalso enclosed.”

Bob, I’'ve been waiting for your input. Maybe the PULSAR (or the LASER???) could
be a contender for the RCSD Challenge? Think about it!

The PULSAR is a Standard-class version of the ULTIMA, and it allows the choice of
aflat wing with ailerons ora polyhedral wing; it allows choice of spoilers or flaps. Spec’s
are: Span 99"; Area, 870 sq. in.; Airfoil, Selig 3021; Hand-layed epoxy fiberglass fuselage
51"long; Dry weight, 54 oz.; Wing loading, 8.9 0z/sq.ft.; optional ailerons and flaps. The
wing is two-piece, plug-in type with foam core and balsa sheeting. The PULSAR has a
removable nose cone. How aboutthisasabasiccontender, folks, with builder-allowable
changes like glass wing skins, etc.? The LASER is a stretched version of the PULSAR
featuring a 124" wingspan, anarea of 1110 Sq. In., a flying weight of 62 0z.,and aloading’
of 8 oz/sq.ft. Would this be better, or something in-between? Think about it.

Mark Triebes writes: “Justa noteto let you know how my “Challenger” is comingalong.
The first prototypeis up and flying...built as a pure Thermal Duration ship to test the design
capabilities as well as my new ‘fliperon’ control system. The wing is a three-piece design
with the outer panels pivoting to control roll and spoiler/flap action. Span: 100"; Weight:
40 oz.; Loading: 7.2 0z./sq.ft.; Area: 800 sq. in.; Airfoil: Selig 4061; Built-up fuselage with
carbon-fiber reinforcement; foam core wing with balsa sheeting; carbon-fiber spars and
wing rods. In dead air with no ballast it will float with thebest, but with an increase in wind
and ballast, its performance gets better...extremely clean design and penetrates well.

“I am just beginning work on the plug for the glass fuselage, and the necessary design
alterations to bring it to F3B standards. The second prototype will have a standard control
system (aileron, elevator, flaps, rudder) and a somewhat becfier wing. I'll get a couple of
photos of the first prototype off to you in a week or s0.” (We’re waiting, Mark!..JHG)

Bob Welwood has this to say: “..I see the benefit of such a class as twofold: an
opportunity for theaverage guy to get a good taste of multi-tasking for a relatively modest
investment, and out of these ranks will emerge the guys who are more serious and would
likely move up to International-caliber F3B. In the meantime, there are sufficient numbers
of people in the Sportsman Class to provide a reasonable quantity and quality of skill-
building and challenging contests...more like Europe, I guess. I also agree that a standard
airframe is a good way to help prevent the whole thing from getting out of hand (Exactly
the reason for a one-design, Bob...JHG), but good luck ...continued on page 4
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. >\ RCSD Challenge continued

on picking that universally-acceptable design! I do agree with your criteria, though. Just
think how well that one-design will come to be analyzed, tested, and refined with all that
potential input and involvement!”

Great letter of encouragement, Bob. I foresee the accepted entry winner as having
potential for going into Werld-Class competition: both pilot and sailplane!

& & & OnTheCover & & &

Don Chancey has had so many good things to say, that it is hard for me to find room
enough to fit them all into this issue, so I will touch on the major points here, and
comment further in May.

“I hesitate to use the name ‘Challenger’ out of respect for Otto Heithecker’s ‘Challenger’.
There are probably some still flying.

“My CONQUEST is a modified version of the BOUNTY HUNTER ... which came about
from flying the (German) DOHLE for two years in A.M.A. Thermal Duration competition,
in which it racked up a record of 25 first places, two second places, and a fourth place—out
of 28 contests. The only problem was consistent precision landing. BOUNTY HUNTER
was designed at a much lighter wing loading. Overall flight characteristics remained
almost identical, except that landings were much, much easier.

“As designed, the B.H. uses a solid spruce spar that tapers in both directions toward the
tip. The sparis inexpensiveand easily fabricated, and when coupled with a layer of Carbon
Fiber over it and the foam core before sheeting, is very, very strong. My favorite isa C/F
joiner rod with a tapered C/F tubular spar. This set up is faster to build and lighter - but

, also more expensive. The current design (CONQUEST) uses a pod /boom type of fuselage
that makes it extremely versatile for different sizes. | have both 100" and 2-meter versions,
and two ships have been built at 108" span. All have flown extremely well, and all have

. performed just as I had hoped in every possible way. If this design were to be chosen, a
prospective manufacturer could possibly mold the entire tailboom and fin assembly in one
piece. It would be very appealing to a manufacturer because several kits all based around
the single “design” could be sold: i.e., entry-level F3B, Standard Class A.M.A_, and two-
meter.

“The Bounty Hunter is a proven design, and perhaps close to 20 have been built in the
last 3 - 4 years, and many are still flying. I have personally won the Texas State Champs in
‘87 and '88, and a B.H. was also second in the State Champs in ‘87.

“CONQUEST is a slightly modified version of the Bounty Hunter and a name that could
be used for any and all versions of the design. A kit could be produced in a builder-type
package for close to the $150 limit, using readily-available materials and standard tech-
niques familiar to most builders. Asa bonus, the same glider could be produced using the
most up-to-date materials and techniques — and offered as a ‘complete’ package in an
almost ready to fly configuration.

“My current B.H. weighs 59 0z., but flies best at 68 oz. Atthat weight,amoredurableand
dependable glider can be built.

“I would like to see a max. wing loading of 12 oz./sq.ft., and believe it would have a
tremendous effect in several areas: keep the speeds down to where more pilots can operate
without destroying as many gliders. With the limited winch power now available, the
lower wing loading will help with the all-important launch. I think we will have to allow
standard club winches...the idea being to attract as many fliers with as few hassles or
requirements as possible; i.e., make it as easy as possible for a club to run a contest.

“It mightbe nicetorun a Regional /National type contest somewhat like the NSS contests
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arerun each year. ] WOULD BE WILLING TOHELP SET IT UP AND COORDINATEIT.
One idea might be to have as many regionals as clubs want to run in a given time period.
The results would be sent in (postal type contest...JHG) and National winners for the new
event/class awarded.

“To encourage Sportsman fliers, and create/build new interest, it ought to be set up so
that if a pilot had placed in the top (to be decided) % of the F3B Team Trials in the last (to
be decided) years, he should NOT be allowed to fly in this new event.

“Another possibility depending upon the interest generated would be to have series of
monthly or bi-monthly or tri-monthly or ?-monthly contests run the same way as
described above. At the end of the year all the results could be sent in and tabulated. If as
many as five contests in a year’s time were run, then a pilot could have his best 3 out of 5
results scored, allowing for improvement and the possibility of missing a contest or two.
Remember, we are trying to build consistency and generate long-term interest.

“I will be available to keep a data base on the contest and /or fliers.

“I don’t see anything wrong with existing F3B tasks except for the logistics of running
them. Perhaps something could be worked out whereby a duration task could be run one
month, and a speed /distance task the next. WE NEED TO COME UP WITH SOME-
THINGTOMAKEITEASY FORCLUBSTO RUN THESE CONTESTS, AND FOR FLIERS
TOPARTICIPATE. We must use contest-supplied winchesand equipment so as to be fair
to everyone and not discourage people by telling them they must have a ‘team’ of 3-6
people to be competitive.”

Don, weall welcome and appreciate your contributions to the sport, and -once again-
I’d like to ask you to carry out your kind offer to set-up and co-ordinate the contests, as
well as the data base. Your CONQUEST design has all the ingredients of a great entry
into the RCSD Challenge, and I agree that the name Challenger ought to be left in the
hands of Otto. So be it. I'm anxious to see other entries, and mest anxious to see what
the judges will choose.

My good friend and
occasional
correspondent, Julio
Fairlie Silva, of
Lima, Peru (South
America)isaretired
newspaper
cartoonist whoseson
is a soaring pilot as
well as a purser on
the Peruvian
Airline. Julio, Sr.,
presents us with this
fisherman’s-eye
view of RC soaring.
Thanks, Julio.

FLYING FISH OR FISHING FLYER?
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We found the following quotation in the Minutes of the second meeting of TWITT (The
Wing Is The Thing), published in TWITT Newsletter #2, July, 1986:

“Harald Buettner then demonstrated a mechanism, which he had designed and mocked-
up, which he proposed as a replacement for conventional trailing edge control surfaces.
The demonstrator was a short section of a fiber-reinforced-plastic wing in which the upper
and lower skins were not bonded at the trailing edge. This left them freeto flexand to slide
against each other from the rear spar to the t.e., producing a smooth change in camber over
that region. A torque tube anchored to the rear spar drives a belt bonded at its ends to the
upper and lower skins to flex them under the pilot’s control.”

No doubt about it, our interest was piqued! Our letter to Harald Buettner requesting
permission to share his idea with the modeling world received a quick and positive
response, and we decided to build our own mock-up to determine if the system could be
used with small chord, minimum thickness wings. The result of our exercise, although
crude, demonstrated that such a system could be easily installed in a five inch chord Eppler
214 wing section! Control surface movement is not only effectively achieved, but the
process is both beautiful and fascinating to watch.

The major considerations to be taken into account during constructionare: (1) the control
surface, when completed, will not be supported by the foam core, (2) flexibility, and hence
control surface movement and freedom from distortion, isdependent on the weight of glass
cloth used and the rigidity of the trailing edge, (3) the belts must make a complete
revolution around the torque tube in each direction from their attachment point, the belts
connecting the flexible surfaces to the torque tube must cross so that the lower rim of the

“torque tube is tied to the upper surface and the upper rim is tied to the lower surface, and
belts must come off the torque tube at a 90° angle, (4) the trailing edge will be only as sharp
as the combined thicknesses of the finished skins, and (5) insufficient care during

" construction will, of course, result in an airfoil and control surface which do not perform
well, if at all.

Our method of constructing Harald’s control system adds several steps and additional
parts to the building of a foam core wing: the skins must be premolded to the shape of the
airfoil surface as they are not supported by the foam core after the wing is complete; the
torque tube, belts, and sufficient bearings (plywood with brass inserts) must be installed;
the premolded skins must be attached to the foam core, a two stage procedure; and some
sort of trailing edge strengthener must be incorporated, both to stiffen thetrailing edge and
to provide a hold down for the belts.

We highly recommend that you construct a working mock-up prior to attempting to
incorporate the system in a flying model. Some of the construction is tricky (as we found
out), and it’s better to have negative experiences on a small scale.

Experimentation, particularly with the weight of glass cloth used, will undoubtedly be
necessary. We used a single layer of two ounce cloth for our five inch chord mock-up and
found that we could have used a heavier weight cloth to benefit.

There are probably some improvements/adaptations that can be made to the basic
system. On a tapered wing, for example, the torque tube’s diameter can be changed along
the length of the aileron; this would provide more or less control movement at various
locations along the span of the aileron. With some experience and/or imagination and
some mechanical ability it is possible to design the system to incorporate tapered and swept
control surfaces, along with variation of movement across the span.

One item that sort of “bugged” us was the open ends of the control surface. A shallow
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On The Wing
by B?
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plug of latex foam, the shape of the “neutral” section, would probably work well. Held in
place with a very thin coating of bathtub sealer, this sort of plug should seal the end
effectively and still retain a large amount of flexibility.

After considerable thought, we have come to the conclusion that the system probably
cannot be retrofitted into an existing wing. The system relies upon a flexible skin of glass
fiber and epoxy only; it will not work with a balsa substrate, Rohacell sandwich, etc. Aside
from that, constructing a whole new wing would probably be easier than working out a
retrofit.

Send a SASE for detailed step by step direction for the construction method we used.
Included are several pages of instructions and sketches of various procedures used. We
would be most grateful for any suggestions that RCSD readers may have in the way of

‘streamlining the construction process.

. Torque Tube
. Bearing for
Torque Tube
. Torque Tube
and Bearing
Mounting
Bracket
. Rear Spar[T.E.
Cap )
. Belt to Lower
Surface
. Belt to Upper
Surface
. Plywood T.E.
Strengthener
and Belt Tie
Down
. Wing Skin of
Fiberglass
Cloth

& & &

Many thanksaredueto Harald Buettner, not only fordeveloping thiscontrol system, but
for allowing us to share it with our fellow model builders. Harald can be reached at
PRECOMTEC, P.O. Box 710635, Santee, CA 92072-0635.

TWITT'S newsletter, always filled with goodies, is By

available by subscription; contact TWITT (The Wing Is Bill & Bunny
The Thing), P.O. Box 20430, El Cajon, CA 92021. Kuhlman
A big “thank you” is also due Jim, our supportive P.O. Box 975

editor, who, upon receiving our mock-up in the mail Olalla, WA 98359
immediately called us and expressed his enthusiasm and -0975
eagerness to print this article.
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