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LSF SOARING PROGRAM

© NSS 1S INVOLVED IN THE ORGANIZATION AND
OVERSEEING OF THE SOARING PORTION OF AMA
NATS (INCLUDING AWARDS BANQUET)

© YEARLY DUES ARE $12.00 (SPECIAL FAMILY RATES)

© NSS OFFICERS ARE FROM ALL 11 DISTRICTS

For information. Contact

NSS Secretary Treasurer
CLIFF OLIVER
8151 BROADWAY

SAN ANTONIO TX 78209
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— >\—-— On The Cover
..by Jim Gray

Bob Dodgson and Dodgson Designs scarcely need an introduction, for they have been
in the forefront of R/C soaring for over 15 years! This month’s cover three-view features
Bob’s CAMANO, an attractive Standard Class sailplane featuring
afiberglass fuselageand balsa- sheeted foam-core wings using
the Eppler 214 airfoil. The span is 98.5 inches and wing
area is 850 square inches.

Bob has officially entered
Challenge, and although the
what above the target price of
plete and readily available.

Atanunballasted weight of

the CAMANQO in the RCSD
kit price at $169.95 is some-
$150, it is exceptionally com-

between 52 and 56 ounces,
wing loading is a modest 9 oz. per sq.ft. Control functions are
rudder, elevator, aileron, and flap...using any simple three-to-
four-channel radio with small to mid-size servos. CAMANO has been built and flown in
sufficient numbers to prove its worth and winning ways. There s little doubt that it would
also perform well in multi-task competition. E\

TWITT (The Wing Is The Thing) NEWSLETTER.

Hereis a golden opportunity to join the growing ranks of Flying Wing enthusiasts. The
goals of TWITT are to promote the design and construction of tailless and all-wing
sailplanes; to provide a forum for speakers who have valuable ideas and experience to
contribute; to assemble a technical library devoted especially to the problems of tailless
aeronautics; to disseminate through the newsletter as much information as time and
budget allow; and to build at least one powered tailless airplane and one high-
performance tailless sailplane.

™

Beginning in 1986, most of these goals have become reality. The library has been built
on a core collection of material from the private holdings of Bruce Carmichael, F. Marc
dePilolenc, and Bob Fronius. The wing molds for the high-performance sailplane have
been made, and TWITT shamelessly exploits a large reservoir of talented aeronautical
talent including Irv Culver, Karl Sanders, Henry Jex, Bruce Carmichael and many
more.

Membership as such is limited to those who can actively help with the group’s work...it
costsonly thetime, effort and money invested...but we're pretty choosy about who gets
to be a TWITT. If you can’t be a “member” but wish to keep abreast of the TWITT
doings, the newsletter subscription is only $15 per year, mailed First Class to North
American addresses. Back issues cost only $.75 each, postpaid in North America.

TWITT is constantly looking for technical and historical information on tailless
sailplanes: both full-size and models. A large and active group of model “wing”
enthusiasts already take part as members as well as subscribers. Speakers and
correspondents contribute papers, 3-views, photographs, and the like...but remember
it is a two-way street: TWITT will furnish information merely for a SASE. For more
information, a subscription form, and a sample copy write to F. MarcdePiolenc, Editor,

TWITT Newsletter, P.O. Box 20430, El Cajon, CA 92021.

RCSD's columnists, B 2 Kuhlman, have mentioned TWITT several times in their
columns in RCSD, and you, too, areencouraged to subscribe. Please tell Marc when you
write that RCSD sent you.
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ANNOUNCEMENT >

LSF officers for this year are: Bob Steele, President; Ray Hayes, Vice President; Jim Martin
(Ohio), Secretary; and Susie Lipp, Treasurer. The NEW ADDRESS for LSF is: League of
Silent Flight, P.O. Box 517, Winfield, IL 60190.

LSF Level V Members

Name LSF# Date*** Name LSF# Date***

1. John Baxter 24 July3,1975 36. John Hoover 592  July 8,1984
2. Steve Work 571 Dec15,1975 37. Mike Kozumplik 2497 July 22,1984
3. Fred Weaver 283  Sept 17,1976 38. Cal Posthuma 2997 Aug11,1984
4. Neil Nolte 586 May 30,1977 39. Tim McDow 2764 Sept 22,1984
5. Marvin Qualls 1639 Feb 19,1978 40. Earle Latimer 3119 June 30, 1985
6. John Newman 1632 Aug 17,1978 41. Terry Edmonds 463 July 14,1985
7. Don Harris 810 Aug27,1978 42. Dale Harber 1880 July 18,1985
8. Chris Adams 348  Oct15,1978 43. CJ. Smith 4043 Aug11,1985
9. Tom Christian 74 June 24,1979 44. Richard Ransom 4747 Aug 15,1985
10. Dwight Holly 2259 July 8,1979  45. Tom Dickey 3816 Aug 31,1985
11. Howard Sears 294  July 12,1979 46. Skip Schow 166  Aug 31,1985
12. Ken Bates 604 Aug26,1979 47. John Brown 1720 Sept 2, 1985
13. Paul Wedeking 2540 Nov4,1979 48. John H. McMillan 1987* May 11, 1986
14. Craig Foxgord 882 Jan27,1980 49. Terry Luckenbach 2954 May 25,1986
15. Pat Flinn 2160 Aug8,1980 50. Joe Bedford 3356* June 21, 1986
16. Jack Hiner 383 Oct12,1980 51. John Vennerholm 1291 Aug 24,1986
17. Kieth Kindrick 1693 May 17,1981 52. Mike Hickman 4755 Aug 31,1986
18. Gerald Zeigenfuse 944 June 13,1981 53. Charles E. Wells 3544 April 26, 1987
19. Don Clark 82 June 28,1981 54. F. Alden Shipp 3437 May 16, 1987
20. Don Gaughnour 595 June 28,1981 55. James R. Smith 1423 May 16, 1987
21. Jim Porter 194 July 12,1981 56. Don Vickers 3749 May 23, 1987
22. Don Patterson 1365 Aug23,1981 57. DennisK.Chall 3833 Aug8, 1987
23. William Meleske 1227 Mar4,1982 58. Guy Dickes 3360 Oct 13,1987
24. Otto Heitecker 170 July 4,1982 59. Robert McGowan 2286 Oct 24,1987
25. James Bohmer 1460 Aug8, 1982 60. Bob Sowder 3795 Nov?7, 1987
26. Warren Plohr 334 Aug8,1982 61. Brian Agnew 3140 Dec 16,1987
27. Robert Steele 800 Augl15,1982 62. Mal Pring 3864** Jan 15, 1988
28. Walt Good 63  Mar 22,1983 63. Douglas Barry 1644 Apr 30,1988
29. Mike Reagan 173 July3,1983 64. L.D. Stowers 641 June9, 1988
30. Bob Robinson 402 Aug14,1983 65. A. Neil Tinker 3572* July 3, 1988
31. John Humphreys 3064 Sept3,1983 66. Austin Leftwich 2650 July 7, 1988
32. Larry Jolly 3579 Nov 16,1983 67. Bob Champine 5503, Aug 13,1988
33. Stanley Watson 2542 Feb 19, 1984 3128

34. BobChampine 3128 May 15,1984 68. Jim Thomas 4629 Aug 14,1988
35. Chuck Beeman 293 June10,1984 * Canada *fAustralia ***Achievement
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Classified Advertising: For Sale

Two (2) scarcely used Becker FM transmitters & receivers with extra crystals. $250 each
(excluding servos). A great value at half the original price.. Contact Felix Vivas, 1800
16th Street H-310, Newport Beach, CA 92663; Tele: 714-645-3263
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From TWITT (The Wing Is The Thing) Newsletter #28, October, 1988:
NOT A TAILLESS FAN
Victor Mead Saudek of Los Angles writes:

...I shall make a few comments on your TWITT movement at this point: It has been very
well established that nothing in the way of sailplanes can be cleaner than the conventional
tail-in-the-rear configuration. To claim otherwise is to allow emotions to overcome hard
won knowledge. With the prospect of making even incremental gains in performance
giving one manufacturer great increases in sales you can bet the farm and your family that
G. Weibel, Klaus Holighaus and others have examined this field very diligently. It is true
that some features have recently been discovered — such as Les (?) Schueman (?) who
figured out the double sweep back near the wing tip — and Holighaus now builds the
Discus, but this is a small advantage. You should realize that when racing sailplanes are
costing $45,000 in the US, there are great incentives to examine every possible detail to get
an advantage.

Recall the idea of tail-first concepts by Burt Rutan and how they were advertised asbeing
“stable” and “clean”. Well, it isn’t so and Technical Soaring for July 1988 has an article on
the subject: “Canards: the Myths and the Realities” by Albert W. Blackburn. Any way you
cut it, the forward surface should be several times the aft surface area for performance. The
reasons for this have long been known. And the tailless designs are inherently poorer than
tailfirst! All-wing aircraft have tails — the reflexed trailing edge of the airfoil —but this is
too close to the lifting part of the wing and must always reduce that lift. With a smaller
surface further aft, the tail can balance the overturning (tendency to dive) moment of the
airfoil witha light downward load and little drag while the wing can havean optimumlow
drag airfoil.

Toincrease L /D of sailplanes one can reduce the waviness of airfoil surfaces (see Soaring,
Dec. 1987), use endplates on wingtips (carefully) and minimize interference drag at the
intersections (wing-to-fuselage). The next big step will be active boundary layer control
(using solar cells?) which should give /D of 100 or so. If I haven’t convinced you, lam not
surprised or sad unless you invest too much money in the chasing of the tailless “Will of
the Wisp”.

Vic Saudek
& & &
(TWITT Editor’s Comments: It seems naive to advance non-use as proof of lack of merit.
I must candidly confess my ignorance of the intricacies of sailplane design, but areas of
technology with which I am familiar — and there are a few of those — are littered with
meritorious ideas which are simply left unused. Someare very complicated to analyze (e.g.
free-piston engines) while others cannot leap theretooling barrier; othersare neglected out
of sheer ignorance. In this connection, the high cost and low sales volume of high
performance sailplanes would seem to provide a disincentive to innovation; [ know of no
practical way to squeeze “great increases in sales” from a miniscule market. There is no
technical reason to discount tailless sailplanes a priori; the induced drag argument fails to
consider the aircraft as a whole when considering the conventional layout. It is the
downwash distribution in the wake of the aircraft — due to the entire aircraft — which
determines whether the aircraft will have minimum induced drag. Optimum downwash
gives optimum induced drag, regardless of how it is achieved. There is good reason to
believe that a tailless design could have better induced drag, at equal span, than a
conventional machine. If a wake displacement is taken into account, the advantage of the
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Wing

by B? >'\-

tailless airplane would seem to increase at off-design lift coefficients. The lower skin-
friction dragofthe tailless, and the near absence of crossflow drag in curvilinear flight, seem
to favor it even more. It is not clear to me why Mr. Saudek mentions canards in connection
with flying wings, as they have little in common. The basis for his claim that flying wings
are somehow “worse” is equally obscure. The record of the Horten machines in interna-
tional and national competition suggests very strongly that the big problem of tailless
sailplanes is not aerodynamic at all — they have atrocious ground handling qualities and
are vulnerable to damage during out-landings. It would actually be easier to apply
boundary layer control to a tailless machine, and the availability of power for suction raises
the intriguing possibility (which certain TWITTs are investigating) of using active stabili-
zation as well, allowing operation with the cg behind the neutral point of the aircraft.)
& & &
And a comment from Klaus Savier, as well, in TWITT #29

In engineering it is simply performance and cost which rule. If one configuration
consistently shows better performance than others, it is wise to accept the fact that this
configuration is better. Aerodynamic performance cannot be evaluated adequately by
looking at skin friction drag and induced drag alone; there is more to the story.

Most canard configured airplanes generate a drag problem during turning flight, and
thus are not a good choice for an airplane which is required to turn 80% of the time, i.e.
sailplanes. This problem does not disqualify canards when they are evaluated on a broader
spectrum. For the past seven years, general aviation aircraft performance has been
meticulously measured and evaluated at the CAFE race in Santa Rosa, CA. CAFE stands
for Comparative Aircraft Flight Efficiency, and we score: mph'? X payload®”® X mpg,
which can also be written mph*?*X payload®’® / gph. Asyou can see, speed and efficiency
are of greatest value. The airplanes are flown at or near gross weight around a 400 km
course—climbing, descending and turning around pylons. Thereis no doubt thatlow drag
is highly desirable in this event, yet it has always been won by canard configured airplanes.

I entered the CAFE race four years ago. Since then the three top places in the two-seat
category have always been taken by canards! This year, Gary Hertzler (VariEze), Gene
Sheehan (Q200) and I scored within 3% of each other. Fourth place went to Mike Maxwell
and co-pilot Ray Cote in Mike’s meticulously race-prepared Lancair. Its score was 25%
lower!

I would like to invite all believers in the “old configuration” to perform in the CAFE race
or fly your old configuration nonstop, unrefuelled around the world. My hat and goggles
to you if you win. Until then: put up or shut up.

: Klaus Savier
& & &

All of the above information concerns full sized aircraft, particularly the powered type.
We feel, however, that much of what is said is applicable to the
improvement of our R/C sailplanes. Of particular note are the topics
of boundary layer control, drag measurement, and CG location.

Bill & Bunny

We're hoping that you will be able to pick up a few other enticing Kuhlman

tidbits and incorporate something new in your next project. P.O. Box 975
The editor of the TWITT Newsletter is Marc de Piolenc; contact Olalla, WA

Marc at TWITT, The Wing Is The Thing, P.O. Box 10430, El Cajon, CA 98359-0975

92021.
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