Hi Fred,  been spending a long time thinking about your suggestion re tilting canard,  the more I thought of it the more I could see possibilities.  But have come to the conclusion that a good deal of R/C modelling would have to be done before implementing in a full scale people carrier.  I just don`t have the technical knowledge to say yes or no.  Some of your other points:- the Iolaire flares lovely every time.  Many a doubter put dire thoughts in my mind when I was still at the drawing stage,  I gave a wee talk to the local flyers and made these people eat there words.  Firstly the wing sect. Is NACCA 4412 with a stall angle of 15-16°,  the datum sits at +3° when the lower surface is horizontal.  The canard sect. Is NACCA 0012 with a stall angle of 11°? Set at an initial angle of attack of +4°.  0012 has a neutral pitching moment and altering the angle of attack does not have such a big difference in lift as a high lift sect would have.  The canard is loading is greater than the wing so will stall well before the wing.  The main thing against the flare going wrong is the shape of the wing itself i.e. swept,  make up a simple (say) 1/12 scale profile model chuck glider,  balance it so that it glides then hold it stationary and level and simply let go and see what happens.  The other thing which most doubters seem to forget is the fact that the canard is joined to the wing by a lever and if there is airflow the canard,  even when horizontal,   and the wing is at an angle will be trying to reduce the flare angle. There are things you can`t do with all designs but I feel that the layout that I ended up with was safer than most.  Still can`t find my floppy disc with data on it but I will attach a layout drg. of original canard, showing the graphical method of finding the aerodynamic centres and the moment between them using the volume coefficient formula,  don`t forget this design was a proof of concept microlight a/c and I was going through a steep learning curve. I was told by aerodynamicists to try for a coefft. Of  0.35 – 0.55  so I went for 0.45. the formula :-

                  V = As x L 
                          Aw x CH.

Where V = stabiliser volume coefficient

         As = Nett area stabiliser (canard)

         L  = Distance between aerodynamic centres ( wing and canard )

       Aw = nett area mainplane.

       CH = average chord mainplane.

In my case the length is 10.9 feet. 

Iolaire dimensions:-

Wing area projected = 135 sq.ft.  ( Fuselage centre section = 12 sq.ft. )

Canard area (orig.)   = 25 sq.ft.

Fin and rudder ( tot.)= 19 sq.ft.

Rudder area ( tot)    = 8 sq.ft.

Aileron area ( tot )   = 14.6 sq.ft.

Tip plates ( tot. )     = 2 sq.ft.

Just remembered,  the high wing layout means that the turbulent airflow from the canard does not affect the wing.  The rudders are fairly big because they are fairly close to the C/L.  The canard has surprisingly little effect on forward vision when landing, the downward vision is very good through the access doors/windows.

I will try to send this with attachment,  not very good with this high tech. Thingy.

Hughie.

