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FFRROOMM  TTHHEE  EEDDIITTOORR’’SS  DDEESSKK  
 

In this issue we cover the USIC 2003 at Johnson Cit y, and will squeeze in Kibbie Dome results if we 
get them before the issue deadline. Attendance at t he Championships was down about 25% from previous 
years, but it was an excellent event, ably run by A bram Van Dover, and everyone had a good time. Photo s 
are provided by Fred Rash and Gary Hodson.  West Ba den Trials are coming up for August 15, 16 and 17, 
and I urge everyone to try and make it. It looks li ke it will be a good turnout. I was unable to make Johnson 
City due to short term job pressures, but I will su re try to make West Baden. 

We also include the second page of plans for Nick A ikman’s Bat Out of Hell F1D, which were left out 
of the last issue, with out sincere apologies to Ni ck. Also try out a very nice F1D by Aurel Popel. 

A sincere Thank You to all who have sent for my Bes t of SLIM compendium. I have sent out about 
150 copies, and it seems well received. Those of yo u familiar with my other newsletter efforts will kn ow that 
we have been searching for the Holy Grail for some years now, that is, an alternate supply of sport ru bber. 
Well, some quests have a happy ending and we expect  our first shipment from China sometime in August. If 
possible, I will bring have some 500 g bags at West  Baden, and we will see…. 

- Carl Bakay 
 
INAV subscriptions are for a 1 year period, during which 5 issues are anticipated. 
USA subscriptions are mailed bulk rate, all others are air mail. 
 
Adult subscriptions: 
USA   US$15.00/year 
Canada  US$19.00/year 
All Others  US$24.00/year 
 
Junior Subscriptions: 
  subtract US$6.00 from the appropriate adult price . 

 
Junior subscriptions are subsidized by the sale of the INAV archive CD and the donations of members. T hey 
are only available to those 18 or younger. To get a  Junior rate, proof of age must be supplied with th e 
subscription payment. Valid proof would include cop ies of high school or lower ID card, government iss ued 
permit, license, or ID with birth date, flying orga nization ID card showing non-adult status, or anyth ing you 
feel proves your eligibility. 
 
Subscriptions can now be handled on the Internet vi a PayPal or credit card. Place your new subscriptio n or 
renewal order in the order other products section o f www.F1D.biz 

 
Send all dues to 
Tim Goldstein (INAV subscription editor) 
13096 W. Cross Dr. 
Littleton, CO 80127       Tim@indoorduration.com 
 
Carl Bakay (editor) 
1621 Lake Salvador Dr. 
Harvey, LA 70058-5151   carl@sd-la.com  

 
Production Editor:  Chris Doughty, Canada 
Contributing Editors:  Nick Aikman, U.K. , Dave Hau ght USA 
 
Can't get enough of Indoor News And Views? Then get  the INAV Archive CD. This CD includes over 250 
complete issues of INAV along with a custom viewer program that allows you to print all the issues, ar ticles, 
and plans. Order your Archive CD today by sending U S$45.00 plus shipping (USA US$3.00 all others 
US$5.00) to Tim Goldstein at the above address. Pro ceeds from the Archive CD go to support Junior indo or 
flying. 
 
Indoor News and Views is an open forum presenting i deas, opinions, model designs and techniques for th e 
indoor community. Unless specifically stated, INAV does not offer any opinion as to the merit of publi shed 
work, nor does it endorse any products or services advertised herein. 
 
Sample ad copy should be sent to Tim Goldstein at t he above address for publishing details. 



PPUUBBLLIISSHHEERRSS  DDEESSKK  
 
I have been meaning to mention this for quite a whi le, but seem to remember after the issue is printed . Your 
subscription expiration date is printed on the mail ing label after your name. If you have a yellow hig hlight on 
the date than this is the last issue you will recei ve unless you renew. Besides the traditional mail i n a check 
or cash method, you can now renew on the Internet u sing PayPal or MasterCard/Visa credit card. We have  to 
charge slightly more to cover the processing costs,  but for those of you not in the USA it is probably  less of 
a surcharge than the postage to renew by mail much less the costs of getting US$ cash or money order. You 
can renew at www.F1D.biz on the Order Other Items s ection. 
 
For those of you following my employment saga here is the latest update. I am now working part time fo r a 
new company that is forming from the ashes of my fo rmer employer. The jewelry tool & supply store that  my 
wife and I started is also ramping up and will hope fully start paying it’s own way by Christmas. For n ow 
though I am working in the store 5 days a week and not drawing any pay. I haven’t mentioned it previou sly, 
but I also have an online business in addition to w ww.F1D.biz that sells Sherline and Taig table top m achine 
tools along with the software and hardware to make them computer controlled. For anyone interested thi s 
business is at www.KTMarketing.com. All combined we  are now doing OK except that model related 
activities have been pretty well pushed off until l ife slows down. 
 
One change that may affect INAV is that the printer  I used to have access to for publishing has been s old. 
We now will have to print the newsletter at a comme rcial printers. Not quite sure the affect this will  have on 
costs. We will tally up the expenses and see if we can keep the current subscription rates or if an in crease is 
needed. 
 
Tim  
 
 
 
Testimonial:  

 
Got a chance to try the samples of rubber that you sent to 
me. I used it on my P-24 and am impressed with how 
well it worked. We ended up having a small P-24 contest 
between 3 of us that have P-24's. The other 2 flyers were 
flying 4/01 Tan II, and I was flying with the sample 
rubber. Times were within 5 seconds of each other. One 
of the guys broke a motor on about the 5th winding, but 
the sample motor was still going strong the whole time. 
It isn't 5/99 but it sure is flyable.  
Jerry Combs, Wyandotte, OK 
 
Test Results:         Carl Bakay, New Orleans, LA  
_____________________________________________ 
I tested a sample air express shipped from the production 
batch. It will pass for good sport rubber right now. 
 

Property Production Batch 
Tensile, psi 2275 
Thickness  .040” 
Width . 0.124” 
Elongation 9.5 x 
Permanent Set 5.7% 
E, ft lbs/lb @70° F 3847 

 



EEXXPPEERRIIMMEENNTTAALL  SSTTUUDDIIEESS  OOFF  LL IIFFTT  &&   DDRRAAGG  AATT  VVEERRYY  LLOOWW  AA IIRRSSPPEEEEDD    
PPAARRTT  IIII  ––  TTHHEE  FFLLAATT  WWIINNGG  
By Vern Neff (vdneff@aol.com) and John Wereb 
 
Introduction 
 
     In a previous article (INAV # 110) we described the experimental apparatus and procedure for 
determining lift and drag on a wing moving in air at very low Reynolds numbers (Re ≤ 5000).  The 
experiments are intended to provide information for the indoor modeler who flies in a medium (air) which 
does not always behave as anticipated based on extrapolation of experiments or aerodynamic theories 
designed for conventional flight of real airplanes.   
     At the outset we apologize for the somewhat long-winded nature of the ensuing discussion.  At the risk 
of boring you we shall carefully define terms in order to avoid controversy.  Controversy can be interesting 
and healthy and it certainly abounds in this hobby/science.  What we hope to avoid is controversy based on 
misunderstanding or misinterpretation.  We are also aware of the fact that most of you have carried out 
many more indoor flight experiments than we have.  You do so every time you launch your airplane.  As 
you all know there are a large number of factors that contribute to flight duration other than the lift and 
drag on the wing.   Aerodynamics is a well established science and we certainly will not be saying anything 
that is not already well known or well understood.   Our modest intention is to report on some reasonably 
well controlled experiments at very low flight speed. We begin with a brief discussion intended to convince 
you why such studies may be useful. 
 
Alice in Indoorland 
 
     It is well known that the lift and drag on a fixed object over which a fluid is flowing is often not what 
common intuition might predict.  That is, in fluid dynamics, things are not always what they seem.  
Consider a simple example of this paradoxical situation based on the measurement of drag as shown 
schematically in panel (l)  The cylindrical wire, and the symmetrical airfoil, are mounted in a wind tunnel 
in which they span the tunnel so that edge effects are minimized .  Their cross sections are shown in proper 
scale in the figure.  If the wind tunnel airspeed is 210 mph, both objects experience the same drag force [l].  
We can compound this paradox by trying to explain it with a theory which is simplified to the point where 
we can solve equations without to much difficulty.  We define the concept of ideal flow in air.  In ideal 
flow the air is incompressible, and inviscid (i.e. no shearing forces) and the flow is assumed to be uniform.  
By uniform we mean that, at any fixed point in the flowstream, the flow velocity is constant in time.  
Without going into the mathematics we simply point out that ideal uniform flow allows one to define a 
velocity potential at every point in the stream.  The velocity potential can be expressed in terms of a partial 
differential equation (the Laplace equation) which can be solved when we specify suitable conditions at the 
boundary of the fluid and the solid object.  If we solve this equation for the cylinder and the airfoil depicted 
in the figure we get the surprising result that the drag force on both objects should be exactly zero.  Clearly 
our theory of ideal flow must be modified in order to explain the observed facts which, in themselves, are 
somewhat mystifying.  The history of the development of aerodynamics is one of modifying flow 
conditions (i.e. the boundary layer, circulation, the bound vortex, separation, turbulence, etc.) in such a way 
as to obtain meaningful results with equations which can be solved. What is the point of this discussion 
which merely describes well known paradoxes?  The point is that we must be very careful about the flow 
conditions if we want to explain drag (or lift).  This is particularly true when we consider the conditions of 
very slow flight where the assumptions of both negligible viscosity, and uniform flow, may break down.  
For example we can ask how the drag on the two objects in panel (l) would compare if we reduce the 
airflow from 210 mph to 2 mph.  We are aware of no existing data which give an answer to this question.  
It is not proper to merely extrapolate well known data, or well known concepts, when we enter the largely 
uncharted land of flight at very low Reynolds numbers because things are not always what they seem.   



 
The Flat Wing 
 
     We have chosen the EZB as the standard of measurement for indoor endurance flight.  The average well 
trimmed EZB appears (in level flight) to fly in the range of about 3 ft/s.  For our purposes we define the 
average Reynolds number as Re = 68459(v)(L) where v is the velocity of level flight in meters/s and L is 
the wing chord (i.e. 3”) in meters.  The numerical constant is determined from the usual standard values of 
air viscosity and air density.  At 3 ft/s the standard EZB is flying at Re =  4,770.              .   
     You may ask why we chose the flat wing for the first experiments since it is readily acknowledged that a 
cambered wing gives more lift.  The reason is based on the fact that the relative performance of the flat 
wing appears to improve dramatically at very low flight speed.  Rather than indulge in the controversial 
issue about the correct profile and amount of camber for the indoor endurance model we propose to turn the 
question around and ask; why does the flat wing do so well in slow air?   We now have A-6’s which fly for 
eight minutes.  One of us has either won or placed in several significant indoor events with a flat wing 
ministick (best time 11:20).  In fact it is the good performance of the flat wing that lead to our interest in 
slow flight aerodynamics.  After all, no one would ever dream of winning an outdoor contest with a flat 
wing Wakefield flying at Re = 70,000. 
     In the following discussion we will compare our data with the results of wind tunnel measurements for 
the Gottingen flat plate (GFP).  In doing so it is necessary to point out at the outset that we are, in a sense, 
comparing apples with oranges.  First of all the minimum Re for the GFP data is 42,000 whereas our 
measurements are carried out in the range of Re ≤ 5,000.  More importantly the wing tip effects are 
eliminated in the tunnel measurements (i.e. so-called infinite aspect ratio) whereas they are not with our 
finite wing moving through air with an aspect ratio of 6.  Finally we mention the important assumption 
about uniform flow.  We can interchange results about air flowing over a wing with those for a wing 
moving uniformly through air as long the flow velocity at any fixed point in space is well defined and not 
changing in time for both types of experiment.  If this condition is not met in very slow flight all bets are 
off and comparisons of the two types of measurement are less meaningful.   
 
Lift Measurements  
 
     Our lift and drag measurements are carried out in such a way that we measure lift (or drag) as a function 
of airspeed at a given angle of attack (α).  The equipment was designed to give reasonably accurate 
measurements in the velocity range of 1.0 – 3.0 ft./s.  The equipment is not sensitive enough to give reliable 
data below a speed of about l.0 ft./s.  This corresponds to a range of Re from about 1600 to 5000 for the 
EZ-B wing.  In standard Aerodynamics (SA) we define the lift coefficient on the basis of the assumption 
that the lifting force is proportional to the square of the flight speed v.  The first thing to establish is 
whether this assumption of SA still holds in the range of speeds defined above.   
     The wing was fabricated from a flat sheet of 0.05 “ balsa sanded smooth with 600 grit emery paper.  The 
dimensions were 18.0” by 3.0”.  The actual mass of the wing was 6.23       g.  The wing mass effects the 
sensitivity of the measurement but is irrelevant with respect to the actual lift due to the null type of 
measurement described in our previous paper.   
     The lift (in grams) as a function of airspeed (ft./s) at α = 5o is shown in the table on the left in panel (2).  
The experimental points are plotted as open circles on the right.    The solid curve corresponds to a parabola 
of the simple form  m(g)  =  Kv2 .  We use the symbol m for lift because the balance determines mass not 
force.  The lift force is determined by multiplying by the gravitational constant G in appropriate units.  The 
constant K which has units of  g(s/ft.)2 is given in the table.  It is clear that in the range of velocity from 
1.0-3.0 ft./s we get a very good fit of the data to a simple parabola.  It is quite remarkable that we get 
essentially the same results at all measured angles of attack up to α = 45o.   We show the fitted curve for α 
= 15o in panel (3).  The parabolic constant K is shown for all measured angles of attack in panel (4).     



     The experimental fact that the lift is proportional to the square of the velocity at very slow flight speed is 
not trivial.  The reason for this has to do with the effect of viscosity at low Reynolds number.  For very low 
Re ≤ 10 lift and drag are no longer expected to increase as the square of the velocity.   In fact drag increases 
linearly with v.  This region of higher effective viscosity is called the Stokes region.  The data described 
above establishes the fact that, in the range of Re from about 2000 to 5000, the increase in lift with velocity 
is what we would predict from standard aerodynamic results (SA).  This does not mean that we can use SA 
to predict the behavior of the lift coefficient as we shall now see.   
     We define the lift coefficient Cl as: 
                                                               Cl  =  2mG/ρv2A                      (l) 
Where m is the lift (in grams) and G is the gravitational constant, ρ is the density of air, v is the flight speed 
and A is the total wing area all in consistent units.  Cl itself is, of course, a dimensionless number.  The data 
presented above have established that, over the range of Re from about 2000 – 5000,  we have: 
                                                              m(grams)  =  Kv2  .                    (2) 
Substituting equation (2) in (1) we obtain: 
                                                               Cl  =  KU  where U = 2G/ρA     (3) 

The constant K(α) corresponds to the values tabulated in panel (4)  and depends on the angle of attack α.  
The constant U contains the density of air ρ.  In the course of our experiments we monitored temperature 
and relative humidity.  These varied somewhat but we have chosen the value ρ = l.20 X10-3 g/(cm)3 as a 
standard.  This corresponds to the density of moist air at 70 oF.  The area A is, of course, the area of the EZ-
B wing. 

The tabulated values of K have units of  grams(s/ft.)2.  Using these units the constant U is calculated to be 
U  =  5.046  (ft./s)2 /gram.   The calculated lift coefficient is tabulated  in panel (4) and is plotted as closed 
circles on the right.  The dashed curve represents the wind tunnel data for the Gottingen flat plate (GFP) at 
Re = 42000 [2].  Due to the parabolic relation between lift and flight speed established by our results, we 
can say that the Cl curve is valid over the entire range of Re from 2000-5000.  That is, we get the same 
curve for any value of Re in this range.  This is an interesting result indicating that, at slow speed, the 
complex factors producing lift do not change much over this range of Re.  
     We shall now attempt to compare the apples with the oranges.  Note first of all that the GFP has a sharp 
change in slope at α = 6o and a maximum at about 15o.  Our data also show a steep linear rise at small α but 
the maximum Cl occurs  at the unusually large angle α = 30 o.   If we define the Cl maximum as the stall 
angle we see that very slow flight dramatically increases this angle.  The most remarkable feature of these 
curves is related to the relative magnitude of the lift coefficients.  Beyond the angle of attack of about 8o we 
see that the Cl at Re = 5000 is actually larger than that at 42000.  This result would definitely not be 
predicted in SA.  In SA the lift coefficient invariably decreases as we go to lower Reynolds numbers.  This 
is universally observed for any type of wing profile not just for the flat wing.  According to the Cl curve we 
would predict that a 1.0 g EZ-B would attain level flight at a speed of 3ft./s if it attains an angle of attack α 
of about 7o  This is based on the assumption that the wing produces all of the lift.  It would be of 
considerable interest to compare the lift of the wing with that obtained for a complete model and this type 
of experiment is planned for the near future. 
     We do not attempt to offer any theories for why the lift in very slow flight is quite different from what 
we would anticipate from SA.  We do hope to have demonstrated  that it is dangerous to extrapolate 
standard ideas, or entrenched ways of looking at things, when we fly airplanes at very low speeds.  That is; 
things are not always what they seem. 
 
 
 
 
 



Drag Measurements  
 
     At low angles of attack the drag measurements are more difficult due to the small values of the drag 
force as compared to the lift force.  We found that the drag balance described in the previous article is not 
sensitive enough to obtain reliable data below  
α <  5o.  We are in the process of modifying the balance in order to gain better sensitivity. 
For α ≥ 5o we obtain the same rather surprising result that the drag increases approximately as the square of 
the velocity at all angles of attack up α = 45o.  Remember that our flat wing is finite and the drag includes 
the effects of the wingtips.  In SA it is presumed that this tip drag is induced by vortices which result from 
the fact that the wing is producing lift and contributes to what is called induced drag .  Also in SA it is 
found that the induced drag actually increases with decreasing flight speed  starting at some  value of v 
which is determined by the Re and the airfoil profile [3]  That is, the effect of induced drag becomes more 
pronounced at low Reynolds numbers.  This type of behavior is not indicated by our data on the flat wing 
which suggests that induced drag is less important in very slow flight. 
     The actual data are shown in the same format as used for the lift measurements.  The parabolic drag 
curves are shown for α = 20o in panel (5) and for α = 30o in panel (6).     The parabolic drag  constant  for 
all measured angles of attack is shown in the table in panel (7).  The value reported for α = 5o is probably 
accurate to within about  5 %.  We define the drag constant Cd as 
                                                       Cd  =  2mG/ρv2A  .                            (4) 
Where all terms have been previously defined.  Again we substitute m = Kv2 to obtain: 
                                                       Cd  =  K(α)U                                       (5) 
with U  =  5.046 (ft./s)2/gram for the EZ-B wing.   
     The drag coefficient as a function of α is shown as the closed circles in the figure on the right in panel 
(7).   The solid curve represents the data for the GFP at Re = 42000 [2].   In this case comparison is even 
more difficult because the data for the GFP are reported for α only up to about 10o.  The GFP data indicate 
a parabolic increase in Cd up to the region of the stall angle.  This is the anticipated behavior in SA.  Again 
this anticipated behavior is not observed at Re = 5000.  Beyond α = 10o up to α = 45o we see that the Cd 
increases almost linearly with the angle of attack.  We currently have no good theoretical reason to explain 
this behavior but we point out that it is certainly not what would be expected in SA.  The drag increases 
much less rapidly with α than it should at higher Reynolds numbers.  Finally we observe that the Cd at Re 
5000 is less than that at 42000 for all values of α.  Again this type of behavior is unanticipated.  At higher 
Reynolds numbers it is always observed that the Cd increases as we go from higher to lower values of Re.   
     It is also illuminating to compare the lift/drag (L/D) ratio as a function of α for the two types of data as 
shown in panel (8).  Our data are shown as the closed circles and that for the GFP as the solid curve.  Again 
we note that the GFP data are available only up to α = 10o whereas our data extend to 45o.  The L/D ratio 
can be interpreted as a measure of the wing efficiency at a given angle of attack.  We can compare these 
values only for α ≥  5o because of our lack of reliable data below this value.  The L/D for our EZ-B is 
significantly larger than that for the GFP at all angles of attack above α = 5o.  These results may be an 
indication of why the flat wing does so well in slow air.  They do not, however, tell us what changes in the 
nature of the airflow give rise to this increase in performance. That is still an unsolved problem.  In a future 
issue of INAV we will report lift and drag measurements for a cambered wing and compare with the results 
for the flat wing.   
 
Summary of Results  
 

1. In the range of Re from 2000 to 5000, both lift and drag forces are directly proportional to the square 
of the flight speed. 

2. To a good degree of approximation the curve of the lift coefficient vs. angle of attack is the same for 
all Re in the range from 2000 to 5000.  This is also true for the drag coefficient. 



3. Comparison of our measurements with the wind tunnel results for the Gottingen flat plate at Re 
42,000 indicates that the coefficient of lift is actually larger (for α ≥5o) at the much lower flight 
speed.   

4. The flat wing at Re 5000 stalls at a much larger angle of attack than at Re 42000. 
5. The coefficient of drag at Re 5000 is less than that at Re 42000 for all angles α ≥  

5o even though the test wing includes the wingtip drag. 
6. The L/D at Re 5000 is significantly larger than that at Re 42000 for all angles of  

attack. 
 

References 
 

1. Shape and Flow, The Fluid Dynamics of Drag, A. H. Shapiro, Doubleday & Co. Inc. (1961), page 
136. 

2. Model Aircraft Aerodynamics 4th Ed., Martin Simons, Nexus Special Interests Ltd., (1999), page 
231. 

3. Ibid. page 17. 
. 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Curve II 5 deg K L-0.0796 x S2 

AIRSPEED 

Ft/sec 

LIFT 

Grams 

  

3.670 1.000  1.072 

3.157 0.800  0.793 

2.720 0.600  0.589 

2.242 0.400 0.0796 0.400 

1.597 0.200  0.203 

1.002 0.100  0.080 

 
PANEL 2 --- Lift—vs—Airspeed at 5 Degrees 

 
 

PANEL 1 --- Airfoil and Wire in Wind Tunnel 
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PANEL 8 --- Lift/Drag –vs—Angle of Attack 

WIRE

AIRFOIL

5 degree, Lift-vs-Speed

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

1.2

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0

Speed - Feet per second

Li
ft 

- 
G

ra
m

s



 
Curve IV 15 deg K L=0.1831 x S2 

AIRSPEED 

Ft/sec 

LIFT 

Grams 

  

2.490 1.000  0.962 

2.190 0.800  0.745 

1.966 0.600 0.155 0.600 

1.682 0.400  0.439 

1.202 0.200  0.224 

0.870 0.100  0.117 

 

 
PANEL 3 --- Lift --- vs --- Airspeed at 15 Degrees 

 

 
 

Angle of 
Attack 

Lift Constant, K Coefficient of Lift 

Degrees g(sec/ft)^2 C.O.L. 

0 0 0 

5 0.096 0.402 

10 0.133 0.673 

15 0.155 0.783 

30 0.177 0.893 

45 0.159 0.802 

 
 
 

PANEL 4 --- C.O.L.-- vs -- Angle of Attack 

 
 
 
 

AOA SPEED LIFT 

DEG FT/SEC GRAMS 

20.0 2.157 0.10 

20.0 2.736 0.20 

20.0 3.058 0.30 

20.0 4.211 0.50 

20.0 5.012 0.70 

 
 
 
 

 
PANEL 5 --- Drag – vs – Airspeed At 20 Degrees 
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Drag vs. Airspeed -- 20 Degrees
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AOA SPEED LIFT 

DEG FT/SEC GRAMS 

30.0 4.853 1.00 

30.0 3.989 0.70 

30.0 3.520 0.50 

30.0 2.158 0.20 

 
 
 
 
 
 

PANEL 6 --- Drag –vs—Airspeed At  30 degrees 
 

 
 
 

Angle of 
Attack 

Drag Constant 
 K 

Coefficient of Drag, 
 

Degrees g(sec/ft)^2 C.O.D. 

5 0.00459 0.0231 

10 0.0167 0.0842 

15 0.0300 0.151 

30 0.0430 0.216 

45 0.0700 0.353 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PANEL 7 --- Coefficient Of Drag --- vs ---Angle of Attack 
 
 

Drag vs. Airspeed ---30 Degrees
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UUPPCCOOMMIINNGG  CCOONNTTEESSTTSS  FFOORR  22000033  
 

LONDON ENGLAND 
  European F1D Championships for Seniors and Juniors. Open International contest for 
  F1D, FIL and F1M.  Location: Millennium Dome London, England . 
  Contact Nick Aikman for details.  
 
CANADA, OAKVILLE ONTARIO 
Aug 9-10 Canadian Freeflight Indoor Nationals, Sheridan College,1430 Trafalgar Road Oakville Ontario 
                             Saturday August 9 2003 8am to 10am: Standard and unlimited Catapult Glider 

10am to 3pm: Limited Penny Plane, Penny Plane, Manhattan Cabin, Mini Stick, FI I:, F1 M 
3pm to 6pm: Scale events - Bostonian, No-Cal (6.2 grits), FAC Peanut, FAC High Wing Peanut, FAC Scale, 
FAC Golden Age Scale, Dime Scale. Blatter 40 (Cloudhuster rules 

                             Sunday August 10 2002 9am to 11am: Continue Scale classes, 11am to 2 pm: F1D, 
2pm to 5pm Intermediate stick. Rt_1Cr Stick, F:as1-13 5pm ('losing and Awards 
Cost Basic Entry $25.00 including one event plus $5.00 per event Or $60.00 for unlimited event entry 
Juniors $10.00 for all events. A $10.00 late fee will be added l'or entries received after July 1 2002 

                             Entries or inquiries to Fred Tellier, 3160 Sussex Crt. Windsor On N8T2C6, fred-tellier@cogeco.com 
 
MASSACHUSETTS – CAMBRIDGE 

Evening Indoor at MIT –Flying from 7 pm to 9 pm at MIT’s Dupont Gym, the corner of Vassar and 
Massachusetts Ave. in Cambridge, Mass. Call Ray Harlan at 508-358-4013.  
 

NEW JERSEY – LAKEHURST 
Sept 1 The East Coast Indoor Modelers (ECIM) have the use of  Hangar #1. The hangar is 800 ft. long by 250 ft., and 

180 ft. high. They are hosting a super spectacular indoor blowout for all indoor classes. Also featured will be 
an F1D regional. Wives and dates welcome, but for base entry you will need ECIM club ID, Drivers Lic and 
AMA card. To join or for info., contact Rob Romash days at 856-840-1175, evenings at 856-985-6849. E-mail 
cgrain1@yahoo.com . Dues are $15 a year with a current AMA card. 
 

SPAIN – ALICANTE 
Sept 6 – 7 F1D, F1L, F1M, F4D and F4F. Saturday afternoon, scale competition, sunday morning all other categories. 

Height 9,60 metres. Entry fee 15 EURO all categories. 
Alicante is 60 Km south of Benidorm on the Mediterranean Spanish coast. 
This is the first time that an open international contest is to be held in Spain  

 
 
 
TTIIPPSS  &&   TTRRIICCKKSS  
 
The High School kids that I work with could not build travel boxes, so we bought plastic boxes at Wall Mart ,of a 
proper size, and hot glued some blocks of open cell foam (free). To hold the fuselage, I split a block part way on the 
band saw. For the wings, use an undersized drill and the foam  grabs the posts very well. I tried a piece of hot piano 
wire and ended up with a huge hole. bad idea. Put in a tiny split block to hold the propeller. Make a boo-boo? just rip 
it out and re glue. This is functional, quick and cheap. 
  
James Watts 
 
A retrieving setup that works well 
- An arm taped to the balloon, protruding horizontally, with a hook or tape at the end 
- A second line attached to the other end of the arm for steering a positioning. 
I got an F1D back from atop the crane platform at the top of Akron with this setup. 
Another cool trick is a "V" of razor blades at the end of an arm to cut dangling balloon strings from which a model is 
hanging. 
 
John Kagan 



TTHHEE  IINNDDOOOORR  DDUURRAATTIIOONN  NNAATTIIOONNAALL  CCHHAAMMPPIIOONNSSHHIIPPSS  AATT  TTHHEE  MMIILLLLEENNNNIIUUMM  DDOOMMEE,,  GGRREEEENNWWIICCHH,,  LLOONNDDOONN..  
By Laurie Barr 
 

Back in late winter, I got a call from Mark Benns, to say he had a good contact at the Dome, and would I like 
to come with him to test fly our “flimsys”. It was a cold “Grey Day”, but the EZB I flew, found that it was smooth 
air, and that the fresh wind outside, did not effect the air on the inside. Afterwards, we sat round a table with Brian 
Roberts, who is Head of Site Operations, for English Partnerships, who currently look after the property. We 
suggested some dates during various Bank Holidays, to hold our National Champs, but the kind of costs this would 
attract, made it impossible. I got to think that many of our indoor fliers are retired anyway, so rather than pass up this 
unique site and opportunity, we accepted July 1st, 2nd and 3rd. 
 

I contacted the indoor scale committee to see if they wanted to join in, but they were already committed to 
another site for their Nationals, but several scale flyers did come, as well as the Hand Launched Glider flyers, and 
some interested spectators as well. Collating all our members BMFA numbers and car registrations for the Dome 
security requirements, proved to be quite a task, as well as organising all the entries for the comps, but Betty & I 
burnt the midnight oil, to get the job done in advance. As there were 80 on the list, we did not want to have to do it 
all on the contest days! 
 

Previous experience proved that the air does not stabilise until the Sun has warmed up the shed (Just like 
Cardington), and you could clearly hear all the cables that support the roof  creaking, telling us it was time to fly! 
 

On the first couple of days of contests, there was a lot of rain in the morning, so much so, that the sound of 
torrential rain stopped the filming, by a crew, who were covering indoor duration, as part of a film about all aspects 
of Aeromodelling. It will be shown on Television, sometime in November, on a Cable & Satellite Channel. Luckily 
the afternoons were much better, and some good flying took place. 
Everyone who was there greatly enjoyed it, and we have been promised some date(s) in August & September, again I 
suspect mid week. I will keep you all informed! 
 

Without the great encouragement and enthusiasm of Brian Roberts from the Dome Executive, none of this 
would be possible, and we gave him our most grateful thanks. I would also like to take this opportunity, to say a big 
thank you, to my Wife Betty, who as usual, ran the contests books, and without whom, much of my indoor/outdoor 
flying would not be possible. Apart from the individual comps, the Dave Yates Trophy took place, to find the overall 
champion, based on the first 6 places. The scoring is- 6 points for 1st, 5 points for 2nd etc, until 6th place gets 1 
point. Also, we made use of this super site, to run a 2 day trial, to select the team for the F1D world champs, to be 
held in 2004 (Possibly in the Cargolifter hanger near Berlin).  
 
Tuesday 1st of July. 
No Cal profile scale. 
1. Clive King 3.43 & 3.30= 7.13. Dave Yates points 6 
2. Laurie Barr 3.24 & 3.46= 7.10  “        “          “ 5 
3. Ken Bates 1.29 & 1.28= 2.57   “        “          “ 4 
 
Bob Bailey & Nigel Bathe did not fly. 
 
Limited Penny Plane. 
1. John Tipper 14.30 & 13.56 = 28.26  “    “    “ 6 
2. Tom Chambers 14.44 & 13.36 = 28.20  “        “          “ 5 
3. Laurie Barr 14.11 & 13.06 = 27.17  “        “          “ 4 
4. Roy Wilson 12.44 & 13.23 = 26.07  “        “          “ 3 
5. Peter Watt 11.34 & 11.32 = 23.06  “        “          “ 2 
6. Steve Harvey 9.20 &  9.51 = 19.15     “        “          “ 1 
 
 
 
 



Wednesday 2nd of July 
EZB/F1L  (Houlberg Silver Trophy) 
1. Laurie Barr 24.11 & 23.59 = 48.10  “         “          “ 6 
2. John Tipper 23.33 & 22.42 = 46.15  “         “          “ 5 
3. Bob Bailey 22.24 & 23.38 = 46.12  “         “          “ 4 
4. Geof Lefever 22.23 & 22.01 = 44.24  “         “          “ 3 
5. John Billam 20.38 & 19.37 = 40.15  “         “          “ 2   
6. Dave Greaves 19.04 & 19.52 = 38.56  “         “          “ 1  
 
F.1.M 
1. Laurie Barr 18.22 & 17.20 = 35.42  “         “          “ 6 
2. Daniel Billam (Jn’r) 15.45 & 16.58 = 32.23  “         “          “ 5 
3. John Billam (Grampa) 15.02 & 16.30 = 31.32  “         “          “ 4 
4. Geof Kent 15.01 & 14.33 = 29.34  “         “          “ 3 
5. Graham Walker 12.57 & 12.54 = 25.51  “         “          “ 2 
6. Tom Chambers 10.53 & 10.45 = 21.57  “         “          “ 1 
 
Thursday 3rd of July 
Mini Stick/Living room Stick 
1.  John Tipper 12.27 & 11.48 = 24.15  “          “         “ 6      
2.  Laurie Barr 11.39 & 12.02 = 23.41  “          “         “ 5 
3.  Clive King 9.06   & 10.05 = 19.11  “          “         “ 4 
4.  Roy Wilson 6.49   &   9.53 = 16.42  “          “         “ 3 
5.  Nigel Bathe 7.30   &   8.54 = 16.24  “          “         “ 2 
6.  Urlan Wannop 7.05   &   5.01 = 12.06  “          “         “ 1                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 
F.1.D   Houlberg Silver Medal Trophy. 
1. John Tipper 30.10 & 29.43 = 59.53  “          “         “ 6 
2.  Laurie Barr 27.46 & 28.35 = 56.21  “          “         “ 5 
3.  Geof Lefever 22.15 & 29.01 = 51.16  “          “         “ 4 
4.  Nick Aikman 27.12 & 00.00 = 27.12  “          “         “ 3 
 
Bob Bailey/Ron Green/Derek Richards, Did Not Fly                    
 
Aeromodeller Trophy, for Team Trials,  
flown over Tuesday/Wednesday. 
 
1. Bob Bailey 32.23 & 34.05 = 66.27  “          “         “ 6 
2. Ron Green 31.08 & 32.15 = 63.23  “          “         “ 5 
3. John Tipper 28.08 & 30.22 = 60.32  “          “         “ 4 
4. Derek Richards 29.30 & 30.22 = 59.52  “          “         “ 3 
5. Geof Lefever 30.16 & 29.01 = 59.17  “          “         “ 2 
6. Laurie Barr 27.46 & 28.35 = 56.21  “          “         “ 1 
 
National Champion, Dave Yates Trophy. 
 
1.  Laurie Barr 32 Points 
2.  John Tipper 25    “ 
3.  Bob Bailey 10    “ 
 

 
 



 



AA   PPIIGGTTAAIILL  BBEEAARRIINNGG  BBUUIILLDDIINNGG  JJ IIGG  
By Steve Smith 
Castle Rock, CO 
email: ssmith9831@aol.com 
 

Like most newcomers to indoor modeling, I found that mastering the techniques of making a pigtail bearing 
can be frustrating.  After a few attempts using a couple of pairs of pliers with less than satisfactory results I came up 
with the following fixture which for me greatly facilitates the fabrication and finishing of these pesky things.  
 

A glance at the sketches below will give you most of the information you need to fabricate a jig for 
producing bearings to your particular specifications and they take only a few minutes to make. 
 

Start off with a small piece of basswood or other hard wood (hard plastic or lexan should also work) about 
1/8 or more thick.  Shape the block to fit the inside dimensions of the finished bearing (this can be very small), but 
make the height taller than required. 
 
Next, you have two choices for setting the shaft (mandrel) retainer: 
 

A) Epoxy a small piece of 1/16” diameter or smaller aluminum, brass, or syringe tubing to the bottom of the 
block as shown in Figure 1. 

 
B) Or, using a pin vise and small drill bit, drill a small hole near the bottom of the block as shown in  
 Figure 2. 
 
The next step is really the only tricky part of making the jig.  Place the block in a vise and with a Zona or fine 

bladed jewelers saw, make a cut into the top and/or front face of the block to make a channel which will be used to 
position and restrain the top of the bearing in the Jig.  The depth of the cut will set the position of the mandrel (prop 
shaft) relative to the height of the bearing. 
 

If the jig is for a rectangular bearing make sure that the depth of the cut is the same at both ends of the block.  If 
you make the cut too deep and/or uneven you can CA a small piece of music wire in the bottom of the slot to level or 
raise the bottom to the proper depth.  Note that no cuts are required on the front or back faces as the mandrel will 
provide a bearing surface to bend against. 
 

Once you have the shape and saw cuts to your satisfaction spread some CA on the faces and along the channel to 
harden the wood and then run the saw blade back through the channel to make sure it is clear of glue and debris.  
Make a small hardwood handle of a size and shape to handle easily and CA it on the back side of the block  As a 
final step cut a piece of wire for your mandrel and slide it into the tubing or hole (Do Not Glue!).  The mandrel 
should be slightly larger in diameter than the prop shaft you are going to use.  The jig is now complete!  The small 
size of the jig, makes it is easy to handle and work with under a magnifying lens or lamp and securely holds the wire 
during bending and finishing operations. 
 

To make a bearing you simply take a suitably long piece of wire (~4”) and by alternately placing the wire in the 
jig and then removing to make the bends with a pair of needle nose pliers, shape the body of the bearing to snugly fit 
against the sides and in the channel of the jig leaving sufficient wire (1 1/2” or more) extending below the level of the 
mandrel.  I won’t get into the details of wire sizes, number of turns, turn spacing of the pigtails etc, since they have 
been dealt with in previous articles 
 

Next, form the pigtail end of the bearing by wrapping the wire around the mandrel two or three times (turns 
should not touch each other).  These pigtail wraps now securely hold the wire in the jig and make wrapping the 
“bearing” end very easy.  Note that this will produce a pigtail on the outside of the bearing.  If an inside pigtail is 
desired it can be twisted to an inside position once the bearing is complete and the jig is no longer required.  Make 
sure you wind the pigtail the opposite direction so it will spiral the correct way when you twist it around in place.  
Finally, wrap the “bearing” end with a couple of tightly spaced turns and trim the excess. 
 



The real utility of this jig is when it comes time to grind, sand, or polish the face of the bearing.  Leaving the 
bearing on the jig and the mandrel in place, simply push the mandrel flush with the face of the bearing and sand/or 
polish the face on a piece of sandpaper mounted on your building board or sanding block.  The jig and mandrel will 
keep the bearing in alignment and the face of the bearing square to the shaft axis. 
               

The wrapping process may induce some slight warping in the body of the bearing.  By alternately sliding the 
mandrel back and releasing one end and then the other you can see which way the “bearing” or “pigtail” ends spring, 
and you can gently twist them back into alignment with the pliers.  The finished bearing can now be removed from 
the jig and the pigtail twisted to the inside using the mandrel and pliers if desired. 

 
 

 

 

 
 

WWIILLLLAAMMEETTTTEE  MMOODDEELLEERRSS  TTWWOO  DDAAYY  IINNDDOOOORR  MMEEEETT  AALLBBAANNYY,,  OORREEGGOONN  **  AAPPRRIILL  2266,,  2277,,  22000033  
Reported by John Lenderman, Contest Director 
 

Saturday was a chilly, windy, and somewhat wet day, but despite those conditions, we had a record turnout 
of modelers who carne to enjoy the excellent flying site, and the warm fellowship which prevails at this competition. 
Sunday was a much nicer day, outside, but the good flying and companionship continued as usual in the building. 
When we first arrived, the volleyball team was practicing, and we were cautious about bringing our models and 
boxes inside, but they soon were finished, and had the net removed to clear the floor for our activities. We had 
scheduled the first two hours for set up and test flying, then from •.12 o'clock until two thirty, the time was for 
"heavy" models. At two thirty the floor was turned over to the "light", or duration models. This worked out for 
everyone concerned, and all were happy with that plan. At five o'clock we broke for supper, and returned at six for 
the symposium.  
 

I must mention something very important--we had thirteen sign up for the Science Olympiad event, and of 
the thirteen, six were young modelers who had been mentored at their schools by some of our regular flyers. The nice 
thing was that these young flyers were accompanied by their parents, some of whom were also flying indoor models, 
and had been coached by the mentors of their children. I firmly believe that we are develop ing a new generation of 
modelers through the Science Olympiad program, and we must see to it that the administrators and rule makers 
continue to offer this program through the schools. We are fortunate that there are mentors who are modelers that 
volunteer their time and efforts to work with these young people, but unfortunately, many schools assign this 
responsibility to the science teachers who have very little knowledge of model airplanes, and even less knowledge of 
how to make them fly. Bruce Hannah, a Wakefield modeler from Redmond, Oregon, has been building indoor 



models lately, brought two young students with him on this trip, and they flew their very first indoor models in the 
Science Olympiad event. They both flew very well, and made competitive times in the flights. We trust they will 
continue building and flying under the mentoring program by Bruce, and return for our winter events later this year. 
During the heavy model flying, both Chris Borland and Andrew Tagliafico had their Science Olympiad models 
flying very well, it just so happened that they were about to launch at the same time. They looked over at each other, 
and you could see there was a challenge coming up. They agreed to launch at the same time, and the models began 
their climbs. When they reached the ceiling, both models got some bad bounces, but recovered well, and continued 
flying. During the cruise portion of the flight, each model took turns flying higher, and barely touching the beams in 
the ceiling. As they descended, it became a question of who had the best cruise, and which model would use the 
remaining turns most efficiently. Everyone in the building stopped to watch this duel, and made guesses as to which 
one would stay up the longest. Andrew touched down first at 4:56.5, and Chris followed with the first over five 
minute flight in that event. His time was 5:04, setting a site record in that event. The official building height is 
measured at 35 feet. The strange thing is that in the noon mass launch for Science Olympiad, Chris also won that, 
beating Andrew by just 4 seconds. More on that later.  

 
After breaking for dinner and returning, we began the Symposium. First on the program was Bob Stalick, 

demonstrating his technique for covering tissue models using the glue stick. Bob prefers the glue stick that is purple 
colored, as you can see which part of the airframe the glue has been applied to. For curved parts of dihedral joints, 
Bob thins out the glue by cutting a small piece into a small jar, and adding either warm water, or rubbing alcohol, 
then mashing it all together to make a thin glue that can be applied with a small brush. The purple color will fade  
away after it has dried. Bob recommends letting it dry overnight. However, he showed us a monocoat trim iron, 
which he applies to tissue where the glue is underneath, and et dries et instantly. A very convincing demonstration, 
and well worth trying. Next, we had asked Chris Borland to show us how he thins out and lightens up the plastic 
props used en the Science Olympiad event. These props usually weigh between 6.7 to 7.2 grams as they come from 
the factory, and Chris lightens them to about 2.6 grams. To accomplish this, he purchases from Home Depot a small 
plastic device that holds one single edge razor blade, and a one foot section of a bannister rail, which has a curved 
top. Chris then takes the complete 9 inch prop, and makes a mark on each blade where they well be cut off to make 
the legal size of 20 CM. He then places the blade to be thinned on the bannister part, matching to curve of the 
bannister to the curve of the blade, and begins stroking with the plastic device holding the single edge blade. This 
removes small portions of the plastic with each stroke. Chris explained that he thins the front part of the blade, 
testing the flex now and then. He leaves a slightly thicker portion at the trailing edge of the blade for stiffness en that 
area. We have observed that the front part of the blade is almost translucent, thereby allowing the blades to flex to a 
higher pitch under power. The then blade apparently lowers the drag of the blades as Chris is able to use a smaller 
size motor to power the model. Chris advises to take et slow and easy towards the last scraping of the blade, as 
pieces can chip off due to the thinness. Next, Ed Berray told us how to adjust the catapult gliders. He stressed that 
there should be a slight difference en decalage, and not a 0-0 adjustment as has been recommended. Models should 
weigh' between 2.3 and 2.4 grams. Slight washout of the wing tips are helpful, and a straight up launch and good 
pullout are essential for long flights. Ed does this very well. Next, a small tip from Wally Miller, via John 
Lenderman. Wally says those translucent '"0!' rings are hard to see. He uses Rit dye to color them for easy viewing 
and installation. Someone suggested using a marking pen to color them. Try et. Andrew Tagliagico then show us his 
new method for making were peg tails. It is rather complicated, so he well publish the article soon with all the 
details. However, the bases for this project is a piece of dowel split about 2 1/2 inches, from one end, with a bolt and 
nut through et to tighten et up on the were parts. This split portion holds the pigtail were and mandrel tightly, to 
enable the front bearing and rear pigtail to be made all during the operation without taking et apart. Watch for the 
article soon After the symposium, the flying resumed again, continuing until about eleven o'clock.  
 

Thought I might mention a new flyer, Mark Bennett, from Sacramento, came to Albany to practice with his 
F1D model. He did a lot of practice flying en the upstairs gym and also flew some en the regular flying area. He had 
some good flights, all the way to the rafters, and was working on getting his variable pitch prop operating correctly. 
At this time I well give some information about both days of flying, and beginning with the event that had the most 
entrees. Science Olympiad had 13 entrees, and I have already given the highlight of the duel between Chris and 
Andrew. David Bufford has improved quite a bet, and at this competition he posted a 4'10.8 to take third place. 
David has only been flying a few years, and has made great progress en his building and flying. Ed Berray also did a 
4:03.5, while David's daughter, Jessica barely messed the four minute mark with a 3:59. At the noon mass launch of 
Science Olympiad, we had seven entrees---three of whom were our young people. This mass launch was not marred 



by any midair collisions, but all models flew very well.. et was quite a sight to see all the models slowly come down 
to land, with the suspense of watching Chris and Andrew battle et out to the very end. Catapult glider event had 10 
entrees, and some very good times.  

The A-6 event had nine entries, with some good flying models, but somehow the times were not outstanding 
as expected. The winning time, by the CD, was not even over the seven minute mark, but the model had been 
damaged getting it down from a hangup on the basketball girders. Tom Kopriva, flying steadily as usual, posted a 
6:16 for second place, while Andrew Tagliafico was third with 5:45. An observation--a good many modelers were 
flying old models from last year, and the times were about the same as last year. Also, there seemed to be more 
models hung up this time, but Andrew Tagliafico, with a 40 foot pole tipped with a long feather, was able to get 
them down easier than with his usual balloon. The 1.2 EZB event had one real good time, a 6:21 by Andrew 
Tsgliafico, with a 1/4 motor flight. The next best time was a 5:45 by the CD, with Chris Borland posting a nice 5:29 
with his model. The A-ROG event was a usual battle between Andrew Tagliafico and Ed Berray, with Andrew 
topping Ed with his 12:56 to Ed's 12:40. They also ended up in the Mini-stick event the same way--Andrew 8:46 to 
7:23. David Bufford was third, flying his new ::model for a 4:28 flight. Limited Pennyplane saw the CD, flying his 
Thrush, post a 4:03 to Chris Borlands best ever flight of 3:57.1.2. Chris has made good strides forward in this event, 
using a new wing design by Cezar Banks. Bostonian had 4 entries, with a 2:27 flight winning the event--not a great 
showing. Jerry Powell just couldn't get his Yrekan going well. AMA scale was won by Tom Koprive flying his 
Bristor M1-B, and Jerry Powell was the winner in Peanut Scale with his Cougar. 

Our thanks to the Willamette Modelers for presenting this enjoyable contest!   
 
RESULTS 
 

Science Olympiad (13)* Catapult Glider (10)  A-6 (9 )   
1.  Chris Borland 5:04+ 1.  Ed Berray 75.9 1.  John Lenderman 6:44 
2.  Andrew Tagliafico 4:56.5 2.  Bruce Mcrory 71.6 2.  Tom Kopriva 6:16 
3.  David Bufford 4:10.8 3.  Bruce Hannah 69.51 3.  Andrew Tagliafico 5:45 
         
H. Launch Glider (6) AMA 1.2 Gram EZB (5) A-ROG (4)   
1.  Ed Berray 74.5 1.  Andrew Tagiafico 6:21+ 1.  Andrew Tagliafico 12:56 
2.  Tom Kopriva 74.4 2.  John Lenderman 5:45 2.  Ed Berray 12:40 
3.  Jon Sayre 69.1 3.  Chris Borland 5:29 3.  John Lenderman 5:46 
         
Limited Pennyplane Mini-stick (4)  Bostonian (4)  
1.  John Lenderman 4:03 1.  Andrew Tagliafico 8:46 1.  John Lenderman 2:27 
2.  Chris Borland 3:57 2.  Ed Berray 7:32 2.  Jerry Powell 2:23 
3.  Jerry Powell 3:42 3.  David Bufford 4:28 3.  Tom Kopriva 2:08 
         
AMA Scale (3)  Peanut Scale (3)  EZB 1/4 Motor (1)  
1.  Jerry Powell  1.  Tom Kopriva 161 1.  John Lenderman 5:31 
      -Cougar 

137.5 
      -Fike      

2.  Tom Kopriva 2.  Jerry Powell    
      -Bristol M - 1B 

90.4 
      -Cougar 

129 
   

         
Ornithopter  Science Olympiad Mass Launch (7)   
1.  Jon Sayre 4:48 1.  Chris Borland 4:41    
   2.  Andrew Tagliafico 4:37    
   3.  David Bufford 4:04    

* Number of contestants 
+ New site record + Chris Borland-new site record 

Science Olympiad 5:04 
+ Andrew Tagliafico-new site record 

AMA 1.2 Gram EZB 6:21 



  
UUSSIICC  22000033  --  JJOOHHNNSSOONN  CCIITTYY,,  TTNN  
 

The 2003 USIC (United States Indoor Championship) was held May 28 through June 1 in the Mini 
Dome at East Tennessee State University in Johnson City, TN. The weather outside, as in much of the 
nation, was cooler than normal. The gathering inside was smaller than we have been accustomed to.  
 

The festivities began with the glider and rubber speed events. The highlight of the glider 
competition was Jim Buxton’s successful attempt at the FAI Category IV Hand Launched Glider (F1N) 
record. His 83.2 seconds will be hard to beat. It is particularly notable because the site ceiling height, 
though high, is a bit limiting for Jim. He also won AMA Hand Launched Glider and Standard Catapult 
Glider. Kurt Krempetz won Unlimited Catapult Glider again. This year Kurt was within a tenth of a second 
of the site record.  
 

In Straight Line Speed, Jim Lewis dropped .75 seconds from last years winning time of 1.78 
seconds to again win. Will he arrive before he leaves next year? 
 

The P-24 Mass Launch Event has been designated the Jim Clem Memorial Trophy and this year’s 
proud winner is John Diebolt.       
 

A full schedule of AMA and FAC scale events were contested. Jim Miller and his team of scale 
judges (Jack McGillivary, Phil Hartman, John Blair & Steve Bard) put in long hours scrutinizing each 
model entered in a scale event. Jim works with the individual judges to assure consistency & fairness in the 
judging process. After a contestant turns in his first official flight, he can receive a copy of his scale score 
for reference. Often the score sheet will include the judge’s comments that will help you to improve the 
model in the future. 
 

The Dime Scale Event ended in a tie between Richard Miller & Gary Hodson requiring a fly-off. 
Richard (the perennial winner) withdrew from the fly-off giving Gary the win.  
The always popular World War I Mass launch was won by Larry Loucka’s DH-6 “Clutching Hand” & the 
equally popular World War II Mass Launch was won by Jack McGillivary’s P-51. 
 

Doug Schaeffer set a new Senior Intermediate Stick record with a flight of 36 minutes, 31 seconds.  
 

The cooler indoor temperatures made for comfortable flying but were also blamed for producing 
less power from the rubber motors and generally lower times. That is the best excuse we could come up 
with & we are sticking to it. 
 

We want to thank Abram Van Dover & the Brainbusters for once again running the contest and the 
AMA & NFFS for their sponsorship. 
 

You owe it to yourself to attend and participate in this well run meet in a great site. The competition 
is friendly & flying in the Mini Dome is fantastic. Join in the FUN next year!  
 
Tem Johnson 
Photos: Gary Hodson      
 
 
 
 



USIC 2003 RESULTS 
 
Event   201  HL Stick 2003  Nationals    Johnson Ci ty, TN.      

Place Contstant Name AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2 FLT #3 F LT #4  Flt #5 Score 

1 Richmond, Jim 4936 34:10     34:10 

2 Schaefer, Doug 680152 29:43     29:23 

3 Loucka, Larry 1210 24:23 12:06    24:23 

4 Grant, Jim 159477 0:17 0:07    0:17 

         

Event 202    Intermediate Stick    2003 Nationals J ohnson City, TN.     

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Flt #1 Flt #2 Flt #3 Flt #4 Flt #5 Score 

1 Kagan, John 469254 39:00 38:29 38:21   39:00 

2 Schaefer, Doug ** 6801152 30:12 35:05 36:31 36:08  36:31 

3 Leppard, William 93740 19:38 31:12 29:31 35:36 10:50 35:36 

4 Richmond, Jim 4936 33:11 10:02 33:36 14:32  33:36 

5 Harlan, Ray 131 31:36 31:08    31:36 

6 Tellier, Fred 645957 29:36 8:53 30:37 21:20  30:37 

7 Cohen, Alan 738608 29:39 28:14    29:39 

8 Olshefsky, Peter 614476 23:56 25:16 7:40   25:16 

9 Barker, John 2095 17:05 18:52 19:51 16:36 22:53 22:53 

10 Grant, James 159477 0:17 16:53 19:50 :07 17:38 19:50 

11 Le Blanc, John 271521 6:29 4:44 2:31 11:21  11:21 

12 Carney, Bill 83252 0:49     0:49 

         

Event   203  F1D    2003 Nationals    Johnson City,  TN.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2 FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5  SCORE 

1 Kagan, John  30:48 33:04    63:50 

2 Sova, Tom 473169 27:43 28:24 30:20 30:43 30:25 61:08 

3 Cailliau, Larry 79985 29:21 30:07 30:46 12:35  60:53 

4 Schaefer, Doug 680152 29:35 28:59 29:47   59:22 

5 Richmond, James 4936 23:52 28:39 28:27   57:06 

6 Tellier, Fred 645957 28:35 28:10 27:45 11:53 28:00 56:45 

7 Cohen, Alan 738608 21:15 23:59 22:16 27:50 27:24 55:14 

8 Momot, Tomasz 675398 23:44 22:56 22:57 11:37  46:41 

9 Richman, Steven 763879 4:42 22:28 23:38 4:54  46:06 

10 Leppard, Bill 93740 19:00 22:51    41:51 

11 Raymond-Jones DC 63358 18:39 20:44 20:06   40:50 

12 Olshefsky, Peter 614476 16:52 18:44 17:48 14:41  36:32 

13 Carney, Bill 83252 16:20 1:36 14:36   30:56 

         

Event   204 Cabin ROG    2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.      

Place Name AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2 FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 Score 

1 Grant. Jim 159477 12:53     12:53 

2 Loucka, Larry 1210 5:30 10:35    10:35 

         

Event   205  Manhattan    2003 Nationals    Johnson  City, TN.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Flt #1 Flt #2 FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 Score 

1 Grant, James B. 159477 3:52 9:29 11:04 10:53 12:08 12:08 

2 Van Gorder, Walter P. 19912 11:56 11:41 9:45   11:56 

3 Loucka, Larry 1210 10:48 11:35    11:35 

4 Schutzel, Emil J. 508384 10:55 9:36 8:40 9:56  10:55 

5 Tellier, Fred 645957 5:41 6:19 8:19   8:19 

         

Event 206 Easy B   2003  Nationals  Johnson City, T N.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2 FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 SCORE 

1 Cailliau, Larry 79985 28:28 12:27    28:28 

2 Cohen, Alan 738608 15:39 17:10 19:56 27:07 1:09 27:07 



3 Schaefer, Doug *** 680152 26:29     26:29 

4 Richmond, James 4936 25:48 25:58    25:58 

5 Tellier, Fred 645957 :05 25:11 22:58 22:50 10:26 25:11 

6 Momot, Tomasz 675398 19:33 24:28 22:43 23:29 21:48 24:28 

7 Sova Tom 473169 23:31 23:34 23:48   23:48 

8 Van Gorder, Walt 19912 23:00 16:49 23:17   23:17 

9 Harlan, Ray 131 23:03     23:03 

10 Leppard, William 93740 20:00     20:00 

11 Olshefsky, Peter 614476 11:06 18:59    18:59 

12 Grant, James 159477 10:40 17:34 15:24 18:25 18:03 18:25 

13 Singer, Len 209081 13:30 18:01    18:01 

14 Carney, Bill 83252 13:37 8:36 12:01 16:10  16:10 

15 Lemel, A.L. 5028 12:56 10:30 12:24 9:41  12:34 

16 Morrow, Chris 546510 12:34 9:32 7:14 10:36 11:41 12:34 

18 Barber, Doug 56270 12:25 11:36    12:25 

19 LeBlanc, John 271521 10:56 10:30 0:35 6:34  10:56 

20 Wrzos, Chet 20454 10:53     10:53 

21 Italiano, Tony 2368 3;40 5:23 6:51   6:51 

22 LeBlanc, Benjamin** 778969 0:31 4:57 4:46 5:22 5:05 5:22 
 
Event   207 Pennyplane    2003 Nationals    Johnson  City, TN.     

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. FLT  #1 FLT #2 FLT #3  FLT #4 FLT #5 SCORE 

1 Olshefsky, Peter 614476 16:50 16:08    16:50 

2 Kagan, John 469254 15:51 16:40 15:00 15:00  16:40 

3 Diebolt, John 5286 5:08 15:48 12:34 15:04 2:06 15:48 

4 Sova, Tom 473169 14:36 15:02 13:02 12:40 15:20 15:20 

5 Wisniewski, Gordon 716 13:06 13:19 14:51 14:51  14:51 

6 Tellier, Fred 645957 9:31 14:36 11:18 14:37  14:37 

7 Richmond, James 4936 6:09 10:59 14:09   14:09 

8 Leppard, William 93740 11:40 10:34 13:51 14:01  14:01 

9 Raymond-Jones DC 63358 13:01 9:50 9:03   13:01 

10 Hartman, Phil 8667 11:26 12:27 9:06 7:07 10:09 12:27 

11 Warmann, Bob 187 12:22 12:09 10:01   12:22 

12 Richman, Steven 763879 9:38 11:32 12:12 11:27  12:12 

13 Carney, Bill 83252 9:45 10:47 10:23 11:51 8:15 11:51 

14 Johnson, Tem 16707 9:31 10:19 10:48 11:48  11:48 

15 Nuszer, Joe 29036 11:30 8:30 8:21 11:23  11:30 

16 Rash, Fred 63458 11:16 11:15    11:16 

17 Singer, Len 209081 9:39 10:18 11:02   11:02 

18 Bard, Steven 110773 10:00     10:00 

19 Italiano, Tony 112385 6:15 5:55 5:58 7:50 8:21 8:21 

20 Wrzos, Chet 20454 8:10     8:10 

21 Buxton, Jim 75154 6:50     6:50 

         

Event   208 Limited Pennyplane    2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.     

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Flt #1 Flt #2 Flt #3 Flt #4 Flt #5 Score 

1 Van Gorder, Walt 19912 11:41 13:10 14:46 14:50 15:18 15:18 

2 Richmond, James 4936 14:47 14:47 15:16   15:16 

3 Sova, Tom 473169 13:36 6:09 14:42 15:07  15:07 

4 Olshefsky, Peter 614476 13:33 3:28 11:30 13:20 14:45 14:45 

5 Kagan, James 469254 13:16 14:38 14:22   14:38 

6 Hartman, Phil 8667 13:41 10:55 14:34 13:31 2:30 14:34 

7 Richman, Steven 763879 12:52 13:57 12:21 12:16 13:52 13:57 

8 Leppard, William 93740 12:27 11:57 13:25 :03 13:55 13:55 

9 Buxton, Jim 75154 11:16 11:39 13:27 13:20  13:27 

10 Tellier, Fred 645957 12:49 13:10 13:08 3:58  13:10 

11 Landrum, Billie 52674 9:00 11:05 13:10   13:10 

12 Wisniewski, Gordy 716 8:05 3:47 11:56 9:10 12:54 12:54 



13 Collins, Walt 249365 12:13 3:48 11:36 12:08 12:42 12:42 

14 Diebolt, John 5268 2:59 3:51 3:22 8:59 12:42 12:42 

15 Carney, Bill 83252 12:27 11:09 3:15 2:53 10:50 12:27 

16 Barker, John 2095 10:20 9:54 12:06   12:06 

17 Bard, Steven 110773 10:17 10:12 10:37 11:01 12:03 12:03 

18 Grant, Jim 159477 10:01 8:35 11:45 11:49  11:49 

19 Raymond-Jones DC 63358 7:14 7:38 10:08 11:40 10:52 11:40 

20 Warmann, Bob 187 10:55 11:23 6:56   11:23 

21 Johnson, Tem 16707 11:20 10:24 9:44 7:47  11:20 

22 Nuszer, Joe 29036 11:12 7:02 4:12   11:12 

23 Campbell, Dann 346641 7:53 10:27 11:03   11:03 

24 Masterman, Paul 182816 9:37 6:58 10:56   10:56 

25 Rash, Fred 63458 10:54 0:02    10:54 

26 McAllister, Patrick *** 695181 8:48 8:19 10:14 9:53 7:00 10:14 

27 Boone, Jack 107857 8:06 9:22 9:16 4:23  9:22 

28 Miller, Richard 179158 8:50 9:14    9:14 

29 Italiano, Tony,  2386 6:05 6:17 7:47 8:13 5:26 8:13 

30 Le Blanc, Christopher *** 778968 6:32 5:51 5:06 5:26 7:57 7:57 

31 Sullivan, Ed 69585 7:05 6:48    7:05 

32 Gowan, Bill 615737 4:49     4:49 
 
Event   209  Helicopter    2003 Nationals    Johnso n City, TN.        

Place Name AMA NO.  FLT #1 FLT #2  FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 SCORE     

1 Richmond, James 4936 8:49 8:55 9:52 8:44  9:52     

2 Schaefer, Doug 680152 5:51 7:23 7:22   7:23     

3 Diebolt, John 5268 5:05 6:07 4:00   6:07     

4 Loucka, Larry 1210 5:18     5:18     

5 LeBlanc , Chris 778968 1:26 1:53 1:51   1:53     

6 Romash, Rob 130061 1:29     1:29     

             

Event   210  Ornithopter    2003 Nationals    Johns on City, TN.        

Place Name AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2  FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 SCORE     

1 Harlan, Ray 131 13:24 14:53 15:01   15:01     

2 Diebolt, John 5286 5:12     5:12     

             

Event   211  Autogiro    2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.        

Place Name AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2  FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 SCORE     

1 Rash, Fred 63458 7:40 8:19 8:55   8:55     

2 Diebolt, John 5286 ATT 2:56 3:35   3:35     

 Schaefer, Doug 680152      DNF     

             

Event  212 H L Glider      2003 Nationals      John son City, TN.        

PLACE Name AMA NO Flt #1 Flt #2  Flt #3 Flt #4 Flt #5 Flt #6 Flt #7 Flt #8 Flt #9 Score 

1 Buxton, James 75154 76.10 45.30 78.30 77.90 82.40     160.7 

2 Lewis, James 119 63.10 73.40 73.00 72.50 65.50 70.90 65.40 70.70 7.70 146.4 

3 Boehm, Bernard 92567 63.80 65.60 61.20 65.10 59.20 64.50    130.7 

4 Romash, Rob 130061 62.5 62.7 58.6       125.2 

5 Krempetz, Kurt 69866 47.90 55.20 50.70 45.70 9.20 47.00    105.9 

             

Event 213 Kit Plan Scale 2003 Nationals Johnson Cit y, TN        

Place Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name  Score          

1 Lee, Jim 54365 Daphine 186.00         

2 Nunez, George 324372 GB-D 171.00         

             

Event   215 Bostonian    2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.        

Place Name AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2 FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 CHARIS.  SCORE    

1 Miller, Richard 179158 4:35 5:31 5:14   1.17 754.65    

2 Schutzel, Emil 508384 4:21 3:12 4:02 4:25 4:44 1.12 658.80    



3 Barker, John 2095 3:16 4:07 3:52 3:00 3:56 1.10 531.30    

4 Kagan, John 469254 3:27 3:29    1.13 470.08    

5 Diebolt, John 5286 0:48 3:08 3:19   1.19 460.53    

6 Bard, Steven 110773 1:55 3.23 3.00 3:08  1.15 449.65    

7 Wieczorek, Leonard 10105 2:07 1:50 1:01 2:17 2:34 1.16 337.56    

             

Event 218 Standard Cat. Glider  2003 Nationals  Joh nson City, TN.       

Place Name AMA NO. Flt 1 Flt  #2  Flt #3 Flt #4  Flt #5 Flt #6 Flt #7 Flt #8 Flt #9 Score 

1 Buxton, James 75154 81.4 81.8 79.7 75.1 81.7 58.9 81.9   163.70 

2 Johnson, Tem 16707 79.50 81.00 77.90 71.70 70.50 71.40    160.50 

3 Romash, Rob 130061 73.90 72.30 77.60 80.70 77.80 79.70    160.40 

4 Warmann, Bob 187 13.10 72.70 80.00 75.10 70.30 5.80 70.00 80.40 76.50 160.40 

5 Schlarb, Ralph 322352 75.2 78.8 78.6 79.9 71 80.2    160.10 

6 Krempetz, Kurt 69866 59.90 58.70 67.00 65.80 73.80 76.10 55.30 83.30 75.20 159.40 

7 Schlarb, W.L. 14425 76.50 75.90 70.10 78.50 79.20 55.00    157.70 

8 Miller, Richard 179518 71.70 70.40 71.10 74.50 76.10 73.60    150.60 

9 Jessup, Artie 10269 68.50 55.30 60.30 72.70 75.60 69.10 63.20 67.80 72.30 147.90 

10 Lewis, James 119 43.50 66.20 56.10       122.30 

11 Batte, Thomas 17842 42.00 40.00 42.50 42.70 50.00 51.30 59.30 46.40 47.00 110.60 

12 Olshefsky 864L MAAC 51.90 48.20 50.10 46.90 51.90     103.80 

12 Krempetz, Ken 11951 53.40 38.50 25.00       91.90 

13 Le Blanc, Ben *** 778869 3.70 2.70 6.70 9.00 6.80 9.50 8.80 9.50 11.40 20.90 

             

Event 219 Unlimited Cat. Glider  2003 Nationals  Jo hnson City, TN.       

Place  Name AMA NO. Flt #1 Flt #2  Flt #3 Flt #4 Flt #5 Flt #6 Flt #7 Flt #8 Flt #9 Score 

1 Kremptez, Kurt 69866 86.70 91.80 87.20 90.60 94.20 94.30    188.5 

2 Lewis, James 119 84.90 84.70 88.80 92.9 85.80 89.50 72.40 89.80 83.00 182.7 

3 Buxton, James 75154 83.80 83.30 85.60 76.30 79.10 81.50 79.80 82.30  169.4 

4 Boehm, Bernard 92567 79.00 83.20 81.80       165 

5 Romash, Rob 130061 74.90 75.30 79.80 78.10      157.9 

6 Schlarb, W.L. 14425 79.10 78.70 70.00       157.8 

7 Schlarb, Ralph 322352 78.20 77.50 68.40       157.7 

8 Johnson, Tem 16707 62.80 76.10 68.30 77.90      154 

9 Warmann, Bob 187 77.50 73.90 74.70 16.30 71.60 70.00 54.60 74.70 62.70 152.2 

10 Jessup, Artie 10269 67.20 71.80 69.50 74.10 68.80 68.70 69.50 63.80 75.50 149.6 

11 Kremptez, Ken 11951 50.10 60.70 58.90 63.10 10.00 63.80 67.20 60.60 59.40 131 

12 Batte, Thomas 17842 51.60 53.00 52.40 58.20 60.20 63.20 62.60 59.70 57.90 125.8 

13 Hartman, Phillip 8667 33.60 34.30 44.00       87.6 
 
Event   220 Ministick    2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.     

Place Contestant Name AMA NO.  Flt #1 Flt #2 Flt #3 Flt #4 Flt #5 Score 

1 Romash, Rob 130061 11:53 13:09 10:34 12:42 11:16 13:09 

2 Van Gorder 19912 12:46 11:34 12:01   12:46 

3 Loucka, Larry 1210 10:43 11:25 11:04 11:33 12:19 12:19 

4 Leppard, William 93740 8:12 10:21 12:16   12:16 

5 Sova, Tom 473169 8:37 11:13 11:56 12:14 9:56 12:14 

6 Harlan, Ray 131 10:51 11:13 10:58 11:54  11:54 

7 Schutzel, Emil 508384 9:10 11:53 9:26 10:12 11:30 11:53 

8 Collins, Walt 249365 9:49 10:59 11:36 11:20  11:36 

9 Schaefer,Doug 680152 11:08     11:08 

10 Diebolt, John 5286 10:54 9:02 2:58 8:52  10:54 

11 Richmond, James 4936 8:30 8:28 9:40 10:44 4:49 10:44 

12 Rash, Fred 63458 10:40 9:03 4:24 10:39 10:40 10:41 

13 Tellier, Fred 645957 7:04 10:30 9:00 10:19 9:21 10:30 

14 Cohen, Alan 738608 4:10 9;46 10:19 9:36 5:33 10:19 

15 Hodson, Gary 669378 4:53 2:01 9:05 10:13  10:13 

16 Warmann, Bob  187 9:12 3:46    9:12 

17 Singer, Len 209081 8:16 8:55    8:55 



18 Grant,James 159477 7:40 5:37    7:40 

19 Le Blanc, John 271152 1:19 5:48 6:55 6:43 7:24 7:24 

20 Ray, Nicholas 770974 6:33 7:17 7:15 6:36  7:17 

21 Lemel, AL 5028 6:55 5:57 5:56 3:49  6:55 

22 LeBlanc, Chris 778968 6:14 5:25 6:41 6:29 6:33 6:41 

Event   505 Peanut Scale    2003 Nationals    Johns on City, TN.    

Place Contestant Name AMA NO.  Aircraft Name Score     

1 Hodson, Gary 669378 Unknown 200.00     

2 Miller, Jim 89382  198.00     

3 Buxton, Jim 75154  162.00     

4 Lee, Jim 54365  152.00     

5 Nunez, Jonathan 726193  147.20     

6 Nunez, Paul Pending  146.40     

7 Bard, Steven 110773  145.50     

8 Blevins, Doyle 523646  95.50     

         

Event   507 AMA Rubber Scale    2003 Nationals    J ohnson City, TN.    

Place Contestant Name AMA NO.  Aircraft Name Score     

1 Blair, John 29698 Russell 298.00     

2 Miller, Jim 89382 Vagabond 291.00     

3 Lee, Jim 54365 Lacey 287.00     

4 Nunez, George 324372 Fairchild 24 236.00     

5 Grant, Jim 159477 Cessna 81.00     

Event   627  INDOOR ELECTRIC DURATION    2003 Natio nals    Johnson City, TN.   

Place Name AMA NO.   FLT #1 FLT #2 FLT #3 FLT #4 SCORE  

1 Harlan, Ray 131 :58 1:12 3:42 7:09 7:09  

 Romash, Robert 130061     DNF  
 
 
 
Event   USIC  A 6   2003 Nationals    Johnson City,  TN.       

Place NAME AMA NO. FLT #1 FLT #2 FLT #3 FLT #4 FLT #5 SCORE  

1 Hodson, Gary 6673778 8:31 3:12 8:51 9:10 3:15 9:10  

2 Schutzel, Emil 508384 8:38 8:55 2:36 3:47 5:50 8:55  

3 Tellier, Fred 9125 MAAC 7:28 6:47 8:08 8:06 8:30 8:30  

4 Collins, Walt 249365 7:45 8:03 6:54 8:10  8:10  

5 Leppard, Bill 93740 7:16 8:10 7:36 7:29 6:29 8:10  

6 Johnson, Tem 16707 7:37 6:01 6:42   7:37  

7 Sova, Tom 473169 6:30 7:12 7:27 6:48 6:27 7:27  

8 Singer, Len 209081 7:09 7:19    7:19  

9 Raymond-Jones, DC 63358 MAAC 4:01 4:48    4:48  

10 Bard, Steven 110773 3:40 3:51 4:15 3:48 4:16 4:16  

11 Olshefsky, Peter 864L MAAC 3:59 3:22    3:59  

12 LeBlanc, John 271521 2:56 2:40 1:53 3:06 3:58 3:58  

13 LeBlanc, Ben  *** Pending 2:25 1:50 1:47 2:12 2:33 2:33  

Event A-ROG 2003 Nationals Johnson City TN       
Place NAME AMA NO. Flt # 1 Flt # 2 Flt # 3 Flt # 4 Flt # 5 Score  

1 Loucka, Larry 1210 18:48     18:48  

2 Sova Tom 473169 9:50     9:50  

3 Diebolt, John 5286 4:32 7:24 6:23   7:24  

Event   USIC 35 CM    2003 Nationals    Johnson Cit y, TN.      

Place NAME AMA NO. Flt #1 Flt #2 Flt #3 Flt #4 Flt #5 Best Flt  

1 Cohen, Alan 738608 24:10 25:42 12:29 20:28 26:35 26:35  

2 Sova, Tom 473169 26:17 14:14    26:17  

3 Loucka, Larry 1210 23:26 24:09 25:53 24:51 25:49 25:53  

4 Romash, Rob 130061 19:11 20:44 21:28   21:28  

5 Raymond-Jones, DC 63358 MAAC 13:05 20:23 16:50 18:45  20:23  



          

Event   USIC  Dime Scale   2003 Nationals    Johnso n City, TN.      

Place NAME AMA NO. Aircraft Name Score     

1 Hodson, Gary 667378 Fleet Bipe 375     

2 Miller, Richard 719518 B.A.T. Monoplane 375     

3 Diebolt, John 5286 Leopard Moth 325     

4 Dunham, Tim *** 773464 MO-1  237     

5 Blair, John 29698 Leopard Moth 205     

6 Miller, Jim 89382 M0-1  179     

7 Blair, John 29698 P-26  170     

8 Barker, John 2095 Curtiss Robin 166     

9 Joseph, Joe 301192 Fokker VII 162     

10 Joseph, Joe 301192 Farman Strat 152     

          

Event   USIC F1L   2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.       

Place NAME AMA# FLT # 1 FLT# 2 FLT # 3 FLT # 4 FLT # 5  FLT # 6  FINAL 

1 Kagan, John 469254 20:05 18:57 14:02 19:00 21:29 20:41 42:10 

2 Romash, Rob 130061 20:12 20:21 20:05 21:45 13:11  42:06 

3 Shaefer, Doug 680152 15:41 19:55 19:11 18:49 20:35  40:30 

4 Loucka, Larry 1210 15:33 18:27 20:06 18:20   38:33 

5 Lepperd, Bill 93740 7:05 18:12 18:00 8:04 15:01 17:45 36:22 

6 Collins, Walt 129365 12:24 16:57 17:12 18:11 5:51  35:23 

7 Sova, Tom 473169 16:54 17:52     34:46 

8 Grant, Jim 159477 6:13 13:44 18:10 15:46 14:43 14:43 33:56 

9 Olshefsky, Peter 864L MAAC 15:57 11:50 17:41 8:59 8:54  33:38 

10 Richman, Steven 763879 7:07 14:55 17:08 7:03 13:36 15:40 32:48 

11 Tellier, Fred 9125 MAAC 15:45 14:18 16:01 16:26 16:19  32:45 

12 Masterman, Paul 182810 16:49 14:01 13:45 14:46   31;35 

13 Singer, Len 209081 10:48 13:20 15:45 16:05   31:50 

14 Wisniewski, Gordon 716 12:25 14:11 15:10 15:40   30:50 

15 Raymond-Jones,  D.C. 63358 8:04 10:02 10:33 14:10 9:06 15:41 29:51 

16 Cohen, Alan 738608 11:55 17:33     29:28 

17 Landrum, Billie 52674 13:08 11:40 12:40 12:10 13:16  26:29 

18 Barker, John 738608 8:45 10:07 9:31 11:36 9:01 11:58 23:34 

19 Wrzos, Chet 20454 10:38 12:20 11:10    23:30 

20 Italiano, Tony 2386 11:54 10:58 1:29 8:59 10:07  22:52 

          

Event   USIC  F1M      2003 Nationals    Johnson Ci ty, TN.      

Place NAME AMA NO. Flt #1 Flt #2 Flt #3 Flt #4 Flt #5 Flt #6 Score 

1 Diebolt, John 5286 4:44 13:31 15:40 15:59 15:32 15:53 31:52 

2 Tellier, Fred 9125 MAAC 14:51 13:37 14:30 13:37 8:10  29:21 

3 Gowen, Bill 615737 7:36 0:16 14:01 13:22 14:10 14:46 28:56 

4 Rash, Fred 63458 11:32 12:04 12:13 12:03 12:55  25:08 

5 Barker, John 2095 7:45 10:39 7:21 10:26   21:05 

6 Masterman, Paul 182810 10:02 9:41 10:11 8:56   20:13 

7 Hartman, Phil 8667 5:46 5:16 10:15 8:11 5:42  18:26 

8 Raymond-Jones DC 63358 MAAC 8:20 8:09 7:01 6:30   16:27 
 
Event   USIC  FAC Peanut   2003 Nationals    Johnso n City, TN.     

Place Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name Score    

1 Buxton, Jim 75154 Miss Ashley  144.50    

2 Miller, Jim 89382 Fokker DVII  143.75    

3 Miller, Richard 719518 Volks Plane  137.00    

4 Hodson, Gary 667378 Moustique  122.50    

5 Blair, John 29698 Spad VII  108.50    

6 Grant, Jim 159477 SE5-A  102.00    

7 Joseph, Joe 301192 Curtis S-3  76.50    



         

Event   USIC  FAC  Scale   2003 Nationals    Johnso n City, TN.     

Place Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name Score    

1 McGillivary, Jack 1025L MAAC SE-5  Replica 156.5    

2 Hodson, Gary 667378 Avro 560  142.5    

3 Lee, Jim 54365 MAAC Lacey M-10  141.0    

4 Nunez, Jonathan 726193 Avenger  136.0    

5 Nunez, George 324372 Rumpler  133.5    

6 Blair, John 29698 Spad  130.5    

         

Event   USIC  Golden Age  Scale   2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.    

Place Name AMA NO. MODEL  SCORE    

1 McGillivary, Jack 1025L MAAC Piper J5B  360    

2 Lee, Jim 54365 MAAC Taylorcraft  360    

3 Miller, Jim 89382 MO-1  290    

4 Grant, Jim 159477 Rearwin Speedster 254    

5 Blair, John 29698 Waco CUC 1 208    

         

Event   USIC  High Wing Monoplane   2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.    

Place Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name Score    

1 McGillivary, Jack 1025L MAAC Found 100  143.00    

2 Lee Jim 54365 Lacey  137.00    

3 Blair, John 29698 Cougar  124.00    

4 Miller, Jim 89382 Fike E  103.50    

5 Blevins, Doyle 523646 Pilatus Porter 86.00    

         

Event   USIC  Modern Civil Production  2003 Nationa ls    Johnson City, TN.    

Place Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name Score    

1 McGillivary, Jack 1025L MAAC Found 100  360 **    

2 Lee, Jim 54365 Taylorcraft  360 **    

3 Miller, Jim 89382 Found  184    

4 Blevins, Doyle 523646 Pilatus Porter 183    

5 Anderson, Wayne 587497 Southern Cross 139    

         

Event   USIC  No Cal    2003 Nationals    Johnson C ity, TN.     

Place Name AMA NO. Flight1 Flight2 Flight3 Flght4 Flight5  Score 

1 Diebolt, John 5286 1:35 7:06 7:20 5:39  7:20 

2 Loucka,Larry 1210 7:16 4:30 7:14   7:16 

3 Warmann, Bob 187 3:41 4:31 6:17 6:54 6:17 6:54 

4 Rash, Fred 63458 3:46 4:33 5:27   5:27 

5 Buxton, Jim 75154 3:41 4:08 4:34   4:34 

6 Nuszer, Joe 29036 3:47 :04 3:53 3:01  3:53 

         

Event   USIC  P24    2003 Nationals    Johnson City , TN.     

Place Name AMA NO.       

1 Diebolt, John 5286 1      

 Bard. Steven 110773 2      

 Johnson, Tem 16707 3      

 Kagan, John 469254 4      

 Stoddart, Chris 773234 5      

 Warmann, Bob 187 6      

         

Event   USIC  Pioneer  2003 Nationals    Johnson Ci ty, TN.     

Place Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name Score    

1 Miller, Jim 89382 Voisin 14bis  130.00    

2 Tim Lavender 269765 Drzewiecki  124.00    

         

Event   USIC  Pistachio   2003 Nationals    Johnson  City, TN.     



Place Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name SCORE    

1 Schutzel, Emil 508384 14 bis  5    

2 Nunez, George 324372 Sopworth  Tri plane 5    

3 Momot, Stanislaw POL 5861 Micro-Veloz  2    
 
Event   USIC  Race to the Roof    2003 Nationals    Johnson City, TN.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Flight1 Flight2  Flight3  Flight4  Flight5 Flight6  Flight7  Score 

1 Diebolt, John 5286 ATT :14 ATT ATT    :14 

2 Romash, Rob 130061 ATT :17 ATT ATT ATT ATT ATT :17 

3 Bard, Steven 110773 :27 ATT      :27 

           

Event   USIC  Round the Pole    2003 Nationals    J ohnson City, TN.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Flight1 Flight2  Flight3  Flight4  Flight5 Flight6  Flight7  Score 

1 Boone, Jack 107857 3.2 3.2 3.0     3.0 

2 Italiano, Tony 2386 3.6 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.2 3.4 3.2 3.0 

3 Sova, Tom 473169 3.4 3.6      3.4 

4 Diebolt, John 5286 4.6 3.4      3.4 

5 Bard, Steven 110773 7.6 7.2 7.0     7.0 

           

Event   USIC  Straight line Speed    2003 Nationals     Johnson City, TN.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Flight1 Flight2  Flight3  Flight4  Flight5 Score   

1 Lewis, Jim 119 1.7 1.4 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0   

2 Sova, Tom 473169 2.4 1.4 1.6 1.4  1.4   

3 Diebolt, John 5286 2.6 2.0    2.0   

4 Bard, Steven 110773 4.8     4.8   

           

Event   USIC  Unlimited Rubber Speed    2003 Nation als    Johnson City, TN.     

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Score        

1 Diebolt, John 5286 8.6        

2 Boone, Jack 107857 8.8        

3 Italiano, Tony 2386 15.7        

           

Event   USIC  WWII  Mass Launch 2003 Nationals    J ohnson City, TN.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name         

1 McGillivary, Jack 1025L MAAC P-51        

           

Event   USIC  WWI Mass Launch 2003 Nationals    Joh nson City, TN.      

Place Contestant Name AMA NO. Aircraft Name         

1 Loucka, Larry 1210 DH-6        
 
 
 
WWEEIIGGHHTT  CCAALLIIBBRRAATTIIOONN  OOFFFFEERR  
 
I am a new guy, so I can not pass on any great ideas, but I will offer some help. I will calibrate anybody's weights on a balance 
that is calibrated and goes to 0.0001 grams. The only cost is you must include enough stamps so that I can return them in the 
same container or similar. US postal service please as the UPS drop is several miles away. Please provide an E mail address so I 
can contact the sender with any problems or options.  
James Watts 
6741 Avenida De Galvez 
Navarre, FL 32566 
 
jwicons@earthlink.net 



UUU...SSS...III ...CCC...   222000000333   PPPHHHOOOTTTOOO   AAALLLBBBUUUMMM   

     
Russian Transport from Smyrna, TN EZB Landing 

   

 
Rob Romash Electric FF Hey, Thirty Minutes is a Long Time! Harlan and Electric RC, Tony in Back 

   

  
Jim Grant & Water Erbach Sr. Diebolt Autogyro The Scale Models were Incredible 

   
John Kagan Prepares to Launch Richmond and Sova Pioneer Scale Entries 

 
 



GGOOLLDD  NNUUGGGGEETTSS--  IINNSSPPIIRREEDD  BBYY  NNAATTUURREE    
By: H. Bruce McCrory, 7-03  
 

A while ago INAV, Gold Nuggets featured a 
bird feather. I’ve been looking for alternative 
construction methods to feed my appetite for 
experimentation. The feather image caught my 
attention, kick-started an imagination that was spiraling 
into lethargy, and here are the results, so far: Alternates 
for spars and rolled motor tubes. I collected the products 
of annual molt, which is a whole story by itself. Just 
remember to toss feathers into a box with a dash of your 
favorite toxic thinner, to avoid commercial eradicators. 

 
These examples of aerodynamics similar to 

aeromodeling needs included flight feathers, called 
remiges, of geese (lazy Canadian), ocean (gull) and 
domestic bullies (crows). The latter two are sedentary 
species, and the Canadian geese should be long-haul 
migratory birds. Enough background. 

All samples included the characteristic shaft 
(rachis), tapering from round tube calamus (quill) at the 
body to flattened reverse u-channel to the tip of the 
feather.  Each readily flexed under pressure. Though 
gross shape varied, the leading edge vanes were about 
one-third the width of the trailing edge. The goose 
feathers were much narrower and had worn, narrow, 
tips characteristic of the outer primaries we see as 
fingers.  

 
Internally, the sedentary species were identical. 

I chopped into the shafts to see sectional structure.  The 
quill was thick, plastic exoskeleton structure having 
membranous tissue filling the interior. This tissue 
reminded me of air bladders. It could be removed from 
the outer shell like bicycle inner-tubes.  The quill and 
membrane transitioned to hollow-core, double tube-like 
section where the vanes consisting of barbs and 
barbules started. The interior “flange” of the double 
tube was almost twice the thickness of the encircling u-
shape shell. It was attached to the top of the shell by 
more thin membrane.  To achieve the same perimeter 
wall structure with a single cell would double the cross-
sectional area and cost of tensile strength. The detached 
center flange allowed the shaft to twist and bend 

horizontally, and downward with stresses. But 
vertically, essentially four I-beam-type flanges resisted 
upward pressure. You see structural examples of this in 
floors and deck-beam supported bridges; extremely 
efficient, and aerodynamic – reduced profile, less drag.  

Cutting into the goose quill was difficult. The 
exoskeleton was thick and hard compared to the others. 
The core, through the entire length of the rachis was a 
dense, gypsum-like material. 

  
Using one of my balsa practice tubes, I slipped 

two rods of equal diameter into the tube. A third rod 
pushed the tube shell into the void, between the other 
two rods. Using an edged form cracked and damaged 
even a wetted tube. The two equal rods were rolled 
together, over the center third one and the contacted 
walls of the balsa tube tack glued. The experiment 
worked. Even to the twist and flexure of the smaller, 
multi-wall tube, characteristics matched those of the 
feathers. I’ve made multi-wall tubes using rod diameters 
to .032 and .063 inches. This configuration seems to 
have merit in larger models and situations requiring 
equal or greater volume of balsa timber.  

I’m still fussing with motor tube sections and 
introducing other materials, but the potential for 
alternative structural members is too attractive for me to 
ignore.  

Good flying. hb
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BBUUIILLDDIINNGG  TTHHEE  HHEELLIIOO  CCOOUURRIIEERR  NNOO  CCAALL  SSCCAALLEE  MMOODDEELL  
By John Pakiz, Omaha, Nebraska 
May, 2003 
 

This Helio Courier is a fine flyer if it's light. Shoot for a target weight of 4 grams or less. The original weighs 4.1 
grams, less rubber, and flys an average of 2 minutes under a 26' ceiling. Use light but stiff wood throughout, 
especially aft of the wing. 
 
Tail and Stabilizer: Make from 1/32" (depth) X 1/20" (width) strips and 1/32" sheet balsa. On the tail notice the notch 
for the stabilizer. The stab has functional trim tabs and don't leave this out. There are no gussets to keep the structures 
light. 

The Wing: The wing leading and trailing edges are 1/16" square balsa. The 1/32" diagonal ribs keep the wing from 
warping. The tips are 1/32" X 1/16" laminated strips, two of them. The wing doesn't have much camber for two 
reasons - you don't need much with a model this light and a thinner section keeps the weight down. To put in the 
dihedral, lay the wing flat, then block up one tip 30 mm's. On the original model, the L.E. and T.E. were radius 
sanded to reduce weight and drag. 
 
The Fuselage: The outline is 1/16" square balsa. The diagonals and one upright aft of the cabin are 1/32" X 1/16" 
for lightness. The rest of the uprights are 1/16" square. The nose piece, the landing gear anchor sheeting and the 
gussets are 1/16" sheet. The lower nose longeron was curved by soaking the wood in water, then taping it to a 
template. This formed the curve without stressing the rest of the structure. 
The gussets on the lower fuselage below the wing T.E. serve as a grip area for holding and launching the model. Put 
some small gussets under the wing T.E. where the three stringers come together. This isn't shown on the plan. The 
landing gear fairings are 1/32" sheet, as are the wheels. The wheels don't rotate so there's no need for wire. Cover the 
fairings with white tissue to strengthen them. Bevel the fairings for a good fit to the fuselage. 
 
The Power Train: If you wish, by all means use Paul Bradley's rolled motor stick and aluminum prop bearing holder. 
The plans show the system I use which is simply a 3/32" square stick 8}" long and a .025 wire collar that holds the 
Peck Polymer bearing. Peck bearings come in various sizes. Use the smallest one. The rear rubber anchor wire is 
.020. Lash the wires to the motor stick with thread, then give the thread an over coat of cyano glue. Glue the motor 
stick to the fuselage at every point where the stick intersects with the fuselage structure.  The propeller blade shape 
works well. The blades are 1/32" sheet C-grain balsa. They can be sanded a little thinner. Weigh the blades on a good 
gram scale to make sure they're the, same weight. The prop spar is 3/32" square that's slightly springy. Sand to a 
round shape and taper the ends to 1/16". As per the usual procedure, wet the blades and tape them to a 3" diameter 
can 15 degrees off vertical. I use a 10 ounce baking powder can. It's mandatory to use a propeller pitch guage when 
assembling the prop. To balance the prop, don't sand the heavy blade. The friction heat from the sanding will change 
the helical twist in the blade. Instead add tiny tabs of Scotch Magic Tape to the light blade until the prop balances 
perfectly. Once the tape is pressed down, it disappears. Add a small brass washer to the back of the spar and then the 
prop is ready to receive the spinner. Don't leave out the three dimensional spinner. It makes the model. This is easily 
made with a Dremel Moto Tool or it can be fashioned by hand. Sand a circular channel in the spinner's base for the 
prop spar. 
 
Covering and Decoration: Use the lightest white Japanese tissue such as Old World or Esaki. On the original model 
the tissue was doped with 50-50 clear but this isn't necessary. Not doping will keep the tissue lighter. Do not dope the 
tail and stab tissue. The covering can be shrunk on a frame and decorated before being put on the model. Make 
shrinking frames from 3/8" square balsa or hardwood. The frame needs to be 1/2" larger all the way around than the 
partbeing covered. Cut a corrugated cardboard insert that fits slightly snugly in the frame. Remove the insert and glue 
a copy of the part on top of the insert. Shrink the tissue flat side up.- I shrink my tissue 4-5 times with water (misted) 
and a hair dryer. Make sure the tissue grain goes the long way on the frame. Then slide the insert in to the frame and 
under the tissue. The details on the copy can be seen through the tissue so it's easy to add the tissue trim and draw on 
the panel lines, etc.  On this model the color scheme is a basic white with red and black trim stripes. If the white 
tissue is left undecorated, the model will look like a ghost. On the wing plan, going from right to left, the 1/8" stripe 
on the right is black, 1/8" white space, broader red stripe, 1/8" white space and then 1/8" black. The tail and stab have 
the same scheme - 1/16" black, 1/16" white-•space, red stripe, 1/16" white space and then the 1/16" black. The tail 
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isn't as complicated as it appears at the top. The fuselage has a red area behind the cabin accented with a white space 
and a black stripe. White tissue is lighter than colored so that's why this model is mostly white. The color scheme 
isn't difficult to apply with a little patience. Put the tissue trim on the covering first, then add the lines. A good 
adhesive for trim tissue is rubber cement very much thinned with lighter fluid (naptha). This won't wrinkle the tissue 
like thinned Elmer's. You can draw the lines right over the tissue trim. I use felt tip pens made by Millenium. They're 
permanent, won't smear and the ink is impervious to even dope. Use a 5 point tip for the flap, slot, the fuselage door, 
the stab trim tab and the fuselage panel lines. Use an 8 point pen for the ailerons and rudder lines.  Remember the 
tissue trim and the lines are being done over the cardboard insert. The insert gives plenty of support to the tissue.  It's 
difficult to draw lines on tissue that start and end exactly where you want them. Post It notes to the rescue. Places 
Post It note where you want the line to begin and another where you want the line to end. Begin drawing with a 
straight edge over the Post It note at the starting point and end a little over on the other one. Peel off the notes and 
Presto - the line is exactly where you want it to be. To draw the ailerons, for example, just run the lines going perpen-
dicular. On the original model many folks have commented on how clean and crisp the wing lines are. It's a difficult 
task made easy.  The fuselage windows are black Japanese tissue. Adhere the circular rear window over the tissue 
trim.  The covering can be attached to the balsa model frames with the thinned rubber cement. Give each part three 
coats of rubber cement. Now here's where those shrinking frames really rise and shine. Carefully remove the 
cardboard insertfrom underneath the tissue, then place the appropriate model frame work behind the tissue. Carefully 
position the frame so the tissue is exactly where it's supposed to be. Small tabs of masking tape will hold the frames 
in position. Use the lighter fluid through the tissue to activate the adhesive. The lighter fluid drys almost instantly and 
it won't hurt the Japanese tissue. Cut the tissue out of the shrinking frame, then trim the part. You can do this for all 
the flat model balsa frames but not the wing. 

 

Final Details: Give the prop spinner several coats of clear dope, then sand lightly. Paint with silver enamel. The 1/32" 
wheels are painted with black acrylic and the centers are white stick-on disks. The tail wheel fork is cut from 1/32" 
wood then painted silver. The tail wheel is again 1/32" wood. Put some Magic Tape on both sides of the wood, then 
use a paper punch to punch out the wheel. The white center is made with a smaller diameter paper punch. The wheel 
is painted black with the acrylic. 

 

Assembly Notes: When the motor stick is glued to the fuselage, make sure the back of the prop blades have enough 
clearance so they don't scrape the nose. Also, when gluing the stab to the tail., make allowances for the tail being 
glued to the fuselage with one degree of left turn. The tail has a high aspect ratio so you shouldn't need much left turn 
to coordinate the flight pattern. 

 

Flight Trimming: This thing has a short nose and long tail moment arm. Here are the adjustments: Four degrees down 
and two degrees left thrust, 1/10th of a gram of nose weight, one degree of washout on the left wing tip to keep the 
wing up in the left turn and one degree of left turn in the tail. Under load. the .025 prop bearing wire will bend to 
about three and a half degrees. The stab has one degree of down trim built in. On the original model I still had to 
bend in a little down trim on the stab trim tabs. If your model doesn't climb, keep the thrust adjustments and bend in 
some up trim. For maximum duration, trim the model to fly just at the edge of a stall. For each model the exact trim 
required is different. Use the trim tabs to achieve this flight pattern.  Don't worry about the small stabilizer. It's plenty 
effective. Don't make a larger one - you don't need the area and for sure you don't need the weight back there. 

Here are a few guidelines for the rubber motors. Many of you are much more experienced than I when it comes to 
model, prop and rubber combinations. This is what I've found. Assume a 4 gram model. 
Ceiling Height Rubber Diameter Motor Length Number of Turns 

Under 30' .061 - .062 16" 1450 

30 - 40' .065 16" 1350 

50+' .069 15" 1300-1320 

Well, that's about it. I truly hope you enjoy your Helio as much as I've enjoyed mine. It's a fun airplane and an un-
usual subject. 
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FF11DD  BBYY  AAUURREELL  PPOOPPAA    
tpopa@fx.ro 
 

 
 
 
 

PPP Film  (Penny Pla ne Pla stic ) Y2K Film s
4514 Meadow Ln
Red Bud  IL 62278

Y2K (.5 mic ron) o r Y2K2 (.3 m ic ron)
12” x 25’ ro lls

$33.00 per ro ll Dom estic
$35.00 per ro ll Fo reign

Pric e inc ludes shipp ing

1025 Ceda r St
Catawissa  MO 63015

.7 m ic ron film  tha t is ec onom ica l
and  easy to app ly. 

12” x 50’ ro lls
$25.00 per ro ll

Pric e inc ludes shipp ing
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As posted to the Free Flight Mailing List. 
 
Date: Mon, 1 Sep 2003 
From: Alan Mkitarian 
Subject: Results of F1D Team Selection Finals at Lakehurst, N.J. 
 
Hi All: 
   Just spent three days watching the best indoor fliers in this country.  Jim Richmond ran a good contest.  The 
weather was good on Sat early and then the storm of the summer hit with rain drops thru the roof and the outside 
temp dropping into the 70's made for some very tricky conditions.  Sunday and Monday conditions were  cloudy and 
cool with some rain.  Here are the results: 
       
 
Junior Team Selection Finals: 
 
  Doug Schaefer    35:30 and 34:11= 69:41 
  Brett Saanborn   26.27 and 25:08= 53:33 
  David Rigotti    26:08 and 24:31= 50:39 
  Patric Wilcox    24:43 and 21:57= 46:40 
       
Senior Team Selection Finals: 
   
  John Kagan       37:59 and 36:47= 74:46 
  Larry Cailliau   36:46 and 35:18= 72:04 
  Steve Brown      36:40 and 35:01= 71:41 
  Tom Sova         35:24 and 35:12= 70:36 
  Brian Johnson    35:10 and 26:08= 61:18 
  Jeff Dalton       27:33 and 25:54= 53:27 
  Cezar Banks      28:19 and 21:00= 49:19 
  Mark Bennett     29:07 and 09:57= 39:04 
  Alan Cohen       01:25 and 00:00= 01:25 
  Bill Leppard     00:00 and 00:00= 00:00 

 
 
 
 

 
VVVIIIOOOLLLEEETTT   DDDRRREEEAAAMMM   MMMIIICCCRRROOOFFFIIILLLMMM   

 
  

This well developed microfilm has uniform colors, easy to 
pour, spreading well, easy to lift, it is not sticky, doesn't tighten 
and shrink, it is properly tough and durable. I make pouring 
tests from every mixture & sell only solutions of excellent 
quality. 

Price    Shipping 
    Europe  Others 
100 ml  6 $  or  €  3 €  4 $ 
330 ml  20 $  or  €  3.5 €  5 $ 
600 ml  36 $  or  €  9 €  10 $ 
Orsovai Dezső 
H-1224 Budapest IX. utca 12  



37 
 

KK IIBBBBIIEE  DDOOMMEE  22000033  
 

At the awards ceremony, Emil Shutzel, one of three flyers who drove from Kansas, (and first in Bostonian 
and Manhattan) stood up to laud the Kibbie Dome, especially in comparison to USIC.  His main point was that the 
although both are great sites, the format of Kibbie Dome is modeler friendly, whereas USIC is high pressure.  With 
time slots of a few hours enforced for each event at USIC, you are either close to trimmed and ready, or may face 
much disaster for lack of work-it- out time.  At Kibbie, you can spend four days on one event, or four days on 17 
events.  At KD, you can *learn* at yout own pace.  I suppose you can more easily get help from others also, since no 
one else is against any event deadlines.  The site is taller and wider than at USIC, and fewer mid-airs.  I'm told by 
Steve Brown that altitude density keeps times about 9% lower than a comparable sea level site. But so what.  I'm 
coming back next year, if I'm alive, and living anywhere west of Long Island. 
Mark Bennett   

* * * 
As usual, flying conditions of the Kibbie dome were very good and despite record temperatures (without the 

nasty humidity you easterners enjoy) the building was quite stable with little temperature variation. Remodel work 
has really tightened the environment control. Planes tended to land where they were launched. 
 

Most long-distance fliers feel that the relaxed flying atmosphere and site condition is well worth the time and 
expense of the travel to fly at the Kibbie Dome.  
 

Several firsts and site records were broken. The most notable first was Chris Borland losing his balloon to the 
ceiling tiles when he was packing up. Everyone thought Steve Brown knocked a plane loose from the tiles with his 
habitual balloon bounce to get altitude, but it turned out to be our university hosts fishing for lost planes from the 
rafters, above the tiles. Last minute scores that upset flier standings in classes are common, so prizes that go to early 
departing contestants often need to be substituted, and the modeler often doesn't realize the lost position until the next 
issue of INAV. These are things that will likely not be included in the INAV report, so I feel safe in recounting them.  
 

Speaking of lost planes, one F1D sat on the floor for over a day that we think belongs to Darryl Stevens. 
Should he see this, I'd like him to call me asap, since I have it in a big box and my wife is really hot about all the 
cleanup I need to do as a result of model interests. 
Good flying, 
Bruce McCrory, in Seattle 

* * * 
I thought turnout was good, and thought I heard CD Mr. Tagliafico say the same.  Maybe the place is just so 

dang big, we can't fill it up no matter what.  Here's all events to three places. 
Mark Bennett 
 
 
Limited PP 
John Lenderman 14:27 
Jerry Powell   14:17 
Ed Berray   13:46 
 
A 6 
Gary Hodson   10:18 
Tem Johnson    9:31 
J. Lenderman    9:22 
 
Ministick 
Wally Miller   12:03 
Bruce McCrory   11:58 
Andy Tagliafico   11:56 
 
1.2 EZB (2 flights) 
A Tagliafico   39:49 
J. Lenderman   38:50 
Wally Miller   35:37 

U.S. EZB 
Jim Richmond   28:34 
J. Lenderman   24:44 
Bruce Kimball   21:33 
 
Wright Stuff 
Chris Borland    6:23 
J. Lenderman    5:34 
David Bufford    4:53 
 
UNL CLG  (2 flights) 
Tem Johnson    177.4 
Ed Berray     138.0 
Bob Warmann   124.3 
 
STAND CLG  (2 flights) 
Tem Johnson    179.0 
Ed Berray      156.8 
Bob Warmann    142.7 
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HLG (2 flights) 
Bruce Kimball  114.3 
Ed Berray    70.5 
 
AROG 
Wally Miller   17:17 
Bruce McCrory   16:51 
Ed Berray    15:47 
 
Bostonian 
Emil Shutzel    5:25 
Jerry Powell    4:37 
Earl Hoffman    2:57 
 

Manhattan Cabin 
Emil Shutzel   12:31 
Fred Hollinsworth  6:36 
J. Lenderman    6:01  
 
Open PP (2 entries) 
J. Lenderman   14:36 
Tem Johnson   12:49 
 
Intermediate Stick (one entry) 
Earl Hoffman   25:39 
 
Helicopter (one entry) 
Jim Richmond    7:20 

 
Ornithopter (one entry) 

 7:41   

Sorry, missed the name on ornithopter entry. I saw Herb Robbins with one, and Jon Sayre has one too. 
   
Kibbie Annual F1D (best two flights) 
Mark Bennett   31:25,  31:26 
Jim Richmond   29:31,  31:35 
Steve Brown   28:36,  30:45 
Bruce Kimball   29:30,  29:50 
Ed Liem    26:48,  27:04 
Chris Borland   13:56,  14:20 
 
Flew nicely a bunch but did not enter times:  Darryl Stevens, Kurt Schuler. 
 
District XI F1D Regional  (Team Trials Qualifier) 
Mark Bennett   31:10,  31:25 
Steve Brown   29:12,  30:45 
Herb Robbins   22:24,  24:34 
 
 
 
 
 

NFFS Symposium Archive
on CD-ROM

• Full c ontents1968 - 2000 
• Over 5000 pages, 4-CDs
• Author & Artic le  Title  Index
• All pages can be p rinted
• Inc ludes WC and  Indoo r Model Books
• Windows 95,98,ME,NT,2000,XP Only
$68.00 NFFS Mem b ers, $75.00 non-m em b ers
$6.95 USA p ostag e, $9.95 postage a ll o thers
Orde r o nline  www.F1D.biz or m a il your order to

Tim  Go ldstein, 13096 W Cro ss Dr,
Littleton, CO 80127, USA
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KKKIIIBBBBBBIIIEEE   DDDOOOMMMEEE   AAANNNNNNUUUAAALLL,,,   JJJUUULLLYYY   222666---222999,,,   222000000333,,,   MMMOOOSSSCCCOOOWWW,,,   IIIDDDAAAHHHOOO   
   

 

  
Bruce McCrory Building Dave Haught’s B-24 Did Almost 40 sec. Al Yuhasz”s Wright Flyer 

 

Ed Beray’s Glider Fred Hollingsworth & A-ROG Awards Ceremony 

 
Michael Haught Science Olympiad Mass Launch Entries Darryl Stevens 

  
Stev Brown with F1D Earl Hoffman Inside the Dome 
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INAV
1350 Independence St
Lakewood CO 80215 

 

Indoor Model Specialties
High quality, Low prices

Tools from Scales to Rubber Strippers
Material from Ultrafilm to Thrust Bearings
Bambino competitive Science Olympiad model kit

See my brochure under Links at
http://www.IndoorDuration.com

Ray Harlan
15 Happy Hollow Rd.
Wayland, MA 01778
(508) 358-4013

MasterCard and VISA accepted

 


