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CIAM Education Sub-committee 


National Regulations of Model Flying Comparison 


Questionnaire February 2010/ List of Results compil ed by Gerhard Wöbbeking 
(Last update April 15th, 2010) 


I. Insurance for Model Aircraft       
 
NAC 1. Obligatory? 2. Avail-


able at 
all? 


3. Provided by? 4. Maxim. Limit? 5. 
Ex-
cess? 


6. Cost per 
Year? 


7. Member to 
Member cov-
ered? 


ARG Not by law Yes FAA (Federación 
Argentina Aeromod-
elismo) 


110,000 €  6 € Yes 


AUT Yes, except space 
models + aerostats 


Yes Included in NAC mem-
bership 


1.5 Mio. € No 9 € per mem-
ber 


Yes, it depends 


AUS No national demand Yes MAAA provides to all 
members 


13 Mio. € 3230 € 6.37 € per 
member 


Yes 


BEL Yes  Yes 5 Mio.€, personal 
injuries 500,000 € 


 About 2 € No 


CZE Not yet, but in prepa-
ration 


Yes Members of the SMCR 
covered at competi-
tions 


80,000 € No 0.4 € incl. in 
membership 
fee (4 €) 


Yes 


DEN Yes for > 7 kg and 
for jet propulsion 


Yes NAC/ Aeromodelling 
Organisation 


1 Mio. No 10 € per mem-
ber 


Genuine third 
party 


ESP For competition 
models 


Yes Regional Aeromodel-
ling Authorities 


150,000 €, unlimited 
for medical care 


No 42 € per mem-
ber 


Depends on the 
region 


FRA No official national 
demand 


Yes FFAM members are 
obliged to be licensed 


6.100,000 € No 3.10 € per 
license 


Yes 


GBR No Yes BMFA provides insur-
ance as membership 
benefit 


11.400,000 € Civil, 
28,500 € Personal 
accident claim 


57 € 11.24 € of the 
membership 
fee (33 €) 


Yes 


GER Yes, for all aircraft Yes. 
Different 
suppliers 


Yes. Part of member-
ship fees 


Insurance for 1 Mio. € 
minimum, higher 
amount possible 


DAeC 
no 
DMFV 
2000 € 


1 Mio. € about 
15 € per mem-
ber 


Yes. Cover for all 
damages 


GRE Yes, for all aircraft Yes Club members are 
obliged to 


60,000 € Personal, 
30,000 € Civil acci-
dent claim 


200 € 6 € per mem-
ber 


Yes, if members 
are considered as 
spectators 


HKG No Yes Yes 288,000 € 480 € 360 € total Yes 


IRL Yes, for all MACI 
registered models 


Yes Yes 8.000,000 € No  20 € per mem-
ber 


Yes 


ISR Yes, for all pilots 
flying models with 
motors or engines 


Yes Part of the member-
ship fee 


100,000 € 200 € 70 € for adults, 
50 € for juniors 


Yes 


JPN No, but strongly 
recommended 


Yes. 
Different 
suppliers 


Part of Japan Model 
Aeronautic Federation 
membership  


1.6 Mio. € No 20 € of the 
membership 
fee 


Yes, but limited 


LUX Yes, clubs ask for it Yes Provided by clubs 80,000 € Civil, 
800,000 € Personal 
accident claim 


No 8.75 € to 
12.5 € per 
member 


Yes 


NED No Yes Yes 1.250.000 € per case; 
2.500.000 per year 


125 € 1.38 € per 
member 


Genuine 3rd party 


NOR No, except for mod-
els > 20 kg 


Yes Part of the member-
ship fee 


940,000 € for indi-
viduals, 1.200,000 for 
events + clubs 


No 4.50 € per 
member 


Yes 
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NAC 1. Obliga-
tory? 


2. Avail-
able at 
all? 


3. Provided by? 4. Maxim. Limit? 5. Excess? 6. Cost per Year? 7. Member to 
Member cov-
ered? 


NZL No Yes Members of the 
NZMAA are cov-
ered 


  3,790 € for 2000 
members = 1,89 € 
per member 


 


POR No Yes Part of the national 
license provided by 
the FPAm 


250,000 € per 
accident 


5%, min. 25 €; for 
member to member 
10%, min. 100 € 


35 € national li-
cense fee 


Yes 


SAR Yes, for all 
pilots 


Yes SAMAA 1.36 Mio. € 450 € 3rd party, 900 
€ member to mem-
ber 


1.50 € per mem-
ber 


Yes 


SRB No Yes No To be negotiated 
with the insur-
ance company 


Depends About 50 € to cover 
a 10,000 € claim 


Depends on 
negotiation 


SUI Yes  Yes 3.3 Mio. € none 10 € Yes 


SVE Yes Yes SMFF has one 
insurance cover for 
all members 


1.8 Mio. € 400 € 4000 €, covers club 
properties + acci-
dents as well 


Yes 


USA Standard for 
flying sites 


Yes Part of AMA mem-
bership 


1.85 Mio € no Included in the 
membership fee 


Yes, with few 
limitations 


 


 
II. Definition of Model Aircraft 
 
NAC 8. National Definition 


of Model Aircraft re-
lated to the Insurance? 


9. Model Aircraft (including 
Aerostats + Space Models) re-
garded as Aeronautical Vehi-
cles? 


10. Special Regulations for Models with 
Camera and/or GPS controlled UAV? 


11. Indoor Models 
regarded as Aero-
nautical Vehicles? 


ARG Small up to 20 lbs, big 
up to 90 lbs 


Yes, but neither Space Models nor 
Aerostats 


No No 


AUT Up to 25 kg Yes, but neither Space Models nor 
Aerostats 


No Yes 


AUS Defined by MAAA with 
up to 50 kg/ms for all 
powerplants 


Yes Currently investigated. Models with cam-
eras accepted by MAAA 


Civil Aviation Safety 
Authority says no, 
MAAA says yes 


BEL Up to 12 kg; larger 
models require authorit-
sations  


Yes Aerial photography is forbidden, not yet 
regulations for UAV 


No 


CZE Up to 20 kg No, but new bylaw may introduce 
new definitions 


Subject of new bylaw Not regulated 


DEN Up to 25 kg Yes Yes No 


ESP No No No No 


FRA No. Same insurance for 
all kind and sizes of 
model aircraft 


Yes, unmanned and always in view 
of its operator. No space modelling 
activity, but special regulation 


Automatic control for model aircraft forbid-
den, special regulations for UAV 


Yes 


GBR Up to 150 kg Yes Guidelines for model aircraft with cam-
eras; all models have to flown in visual 
range (except free flight). UAV not under 
remit of BMFA 


Strictly speaking yes 


GER Normal up to 25 kg; up 
to 150 kg with type 
approval 


Yes, all flying objects incl. aero-
stats, space models and kites 


Yes. UAV are no model aircraft (commer-
cial, flying out of sight) 


Air law: No. Insur-
ances:Yes 


GRE FAI definition of model 
aircraft (up to 25 kg etc.) 


No, considered as sporting or 
recreational vehicles 


For models with camera, yes. for UAV in 
preparation 


No 


HKG Yes No No No 


IRL None as yet No No No 


ISR No Yes, according to flying regulation Yes, by security authority No 


JPN FAI definition No No No 


LUX Varies from club to club 
and their insurance 


No No No 
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NAC 8. National Definition 
of Model Aircraft re-
lated to the Insurance? 


9. Model Aircraft (including 
Aerostats + Space Models) re-
garded as Aeronautical Vehi-
cles? 


10. Special Regulations for Models with 
Camera and/or GPS controlled UAV? 


11. Indoor Models 
regarded as Aero-
nautical Vehicles? 


NED Up 25 kg Yes Not yet No 


NOR Up to 70 kg No Not for the time being, but worked on by 
the Civil Aviation Authority 


No 


NZL NZMAA insurance cov-
ers up to 100 kg with 
conditions on inspection 


Yes Commercial use of UAV not controlled by 
NZMAA 


Yes, if over 100 g 


POR No. Same insurance for 
all kind and sizes of 
model aircraft 


Yes, unmanned and always in view 
of its operator. No space modelling 
activity 


Automatic control for model aircraft forbid-
den, special regulations for UAV 


Yes 


SAR Up to 25 kg and 6 m 
wingspan 


Model aircraft for hobby and sport-
ing activity 


Definition in progress between Civil Avia-
tion Authority and industry 


No 


SRB No No. They are “model aircraft”, but 
some regulations relate to them 


Yes. Separately treated by law No 


SUI 30 kg max. for airplanes, 
1 kg max. for rockets 


Yes Yes Up to 0,5 kg not 


SVE  Yes Models with cameras have to comply with 
FAI definition, be in visual range and 
controlled. GPS equipped are UAV 


Yes 


USA Up to 55 lb, with process 
of inspection up to 110 
lb 


In general yes Restricted by the AMA, but not yet by the 
Government 


No 


 
 
III. Model Flying as a Sport 
 
NAC 12. Is Flying with Model 


Aircraft officially regarded 
as a Sport? 


13. If yes, any Advantage occur-
ring of this Acceptance? 


14. If no, would 
Acceptance gain 
more Support? 


15. Does Aeromodelling receive 
any Financial Support? 


ARG No  We would like to be 
considered as sport 


No 


AUT Yes Yes  Yes 


AUS Yes, by the Australian Sport 
Commission (ASC) 


Image and profile and that it opens 
up other public funding possibilities 


 With recognition by the ASC addi-
tional funding will be available on 
application by members of MAAA 


BEL In Flandern yes, in Walloon 
region not 


Yes Yes In Flandern yes, not in Walloon 


CZE Yes Yes  In a small scale. National support 
differs between Olympic and non-
Olympic sports 50:1 


DEN No  Yes No 


ESP Yes Not now  Yes, but only for competition activi-
ties 


FRA FFAM is recognized by the 
Ministry in charge of sports 
and member of the French 
National Olympic Committee 


Yes  FFAM receives every year financial 
supports from Direction des Sports 
and Direction Générale de l'Avia-
tion Civile 


GBR Yes Some Local Councils have been 
more helpful in providing facili-
ties/flying sites  


 Some competitors have received 
limited financial support, mainly by 
Local Councils 


GER Yes. DAeC (NAC) with all 
airsports is member of the 
German Olympic Sports Fed-
eration 


Differs from land to land  No. National financial support 
concentrates on Olympic disci-
plines 


GRE Yes, recognised by Ministry of 
Sports together with the other 
airsports  


Competitors may benefit to work on 
the public sector, or get a bonus to 
enter the university 


 Federation used to get some 
money for all airsports. Currently 
under consideration 


HKG No  Yes No 


IRL No  Yes No 
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NAC 12. Is Flying with Model 
Aircraft officially regarded 
as a Sport? 


13. If yes, any Advantage occur-
ring of this Acceptance? 


14. If no, would 
Acceptance gain 
more Support? 


15. Does Aeromodelling receive 
any Financial Support? 


ISR Yes Funding for equipments, for the 
international teams, general support 


 From the government as a sport 
and from the sports gambling 
council 


JPN No  Yes, it may increase 
local government 
interests 


No 


LUX Yes Yes  Yes 


NED Yes Yes  Not yet anymore 


NOR Yes, member of the Norwe-
gian Federation of Sports and 
Olympic Committee 


General recognition. Access to 
sporting arenas 


 In line with all other sports. De-
pending on number of member-
ships, activity and young members 


NZL Unclear Yes, access to funding Definitely  


POR FPAm is recognized by the 
Ministry in charge of sports 
and member of the Portu-
guese National Olympic 
Committee 


Yes, financial subvention  Yes, because recognised as a 
Sporting Public Utility Federation. 
 


SAR Yes Yes, national sporting colours 
awarded 


 No, future project 


SRB Yes Yes. WCh- + CCh-medallists get 
scholarships of about 4000 €/year 
paid monthly by the Ministry of 
Youth and Sports through the NAC 
(10 in 2009) 


 Yes, for national and international 
championships, for members of 
national teams or for summer 
camps with talented beginners 


SUI Yes Yes  Yes 


SVE Yes. SMFF is a recognized 
sport organisation and part of 
the Swedish Sports Confed-
eration 


Yes. SMFF take part in the Swedish 
Sport Education programmes 


 SMFF can get financial support 
both from government and local 
authorities 


USA Generally not considered as a 
“sport”, rather as a “hobby” 


Advantages and disadvantages Being considered a 
“sport” wouldn’t have 
many advantages in 
the USA 


Private support for education ef-
forts 
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IV. Flying Sites 
 
NAC 16. Flying 


restricted to 
special areas? 


17. Definition 
of these ar-
eas? 


18. Other restric-
tions? 


19. Air Control 
Zones? 


20. Definition 
of Model Air 
Fields? 


21. Full 
Size Air-
fields 
permitted? 


22. Flying in 
Nature Re-
serves? 


23. Expert 
Advise for 
Clubs? 


ARG No, but clubs 
have to meet 
the FAA secu-
rity code  


 Code restrictions 
refer to populated 
areas and noise 
limitations 


Varies between 
allowed and 
restricted 


See the secu-
rity code 


Some clubs 
are located 
in full size 
airfields 


No regulation Yes 


AUT No  No Flying restricted No Depends Not allowed Yes 


AUS No, but keep 30 
m distance to 
anything not 
involved 


 Noise; matter of 
the development 
application with 
the Local Gov-
ernment Council 


Below 400 feet 
within 3 miles 
with authorisa-
tion from Air-
space Control 


No Part of an 
organised 
public 
display 


At the Local 
Government 
Council discre-
tion 


Yes, but sel-
dom needed  


BEL Yes, about 120 
authorized 
fields 


Recognition by 
the authority for 
general avia-
tion 


Noise limit to 86dB 
(a) 


10 km distance, 
everywhere 
height limit to 
120 m 


No flying closer 
than 200 m to 
houses 


Few Probably, not 
yet well identi-
fied instances  


Yes 


CZE No  Noise; distance to 
roads and power 
lines 


New bylaw 
demands 5 km 
distance to 
airports 


No Depends on 
the man-
agement of 
the airfield 


No regulation  


DEN Only models >7 
kg and/or jet 
propulsion 


Fields have to 
be registered 


150 m from popu-
lated areas or 
primary roads 


5 km distance 
to civil airports, 
8 km to military 
air fields 


Airspace must 
measure at 
least 100 x 300 
meters 


Yes With permis-
sion 


Yes 


ESP No  No Flying restricted Not now. Being 
worked on 


No Depends on 
the reserve 


Yes, within the 
regions 


FRA Yes, for the 
aeromodelling 
activities organ-
ised by FFAM 


Owned by the 
associations 


 Subject of 
regulation by 
the ministry in 
charge of Civil 
Aviation 


No, but rec-
ommendations 
regarding noise 
defined by 
FFAM 


Yes. Li-
censes for 
military 
airfields 


With special 
agreement 


Yes, by a 
national com-
mission with 
regional repre-
sentatives 


GBR Few restrictions 
in general 


 Government 
‘Code of Practice’ 
for controlling 
noise 


Allowed with 
some restric-
tions 


Point of launch 
500 m from 
housing 


Yes. Li-
censes for 
military 
airfields 


Yes. Wildlife 
studies com-
missioned to 
investigate the 
effect 


BMFA em-
ploys a Flying 
Site Adviser to 
assist clubs 
 


GER No  Distance to hous-
ing; take off allow-
ance needed for 
models >5kg  


In agreement 
with the re-
gional Civil 
Aviation Safety 
Authority 


Fields with take 
off allowance 
(not regarded 
as Air Fields!) 


Yes. Li-
censes for 
some mili-
tary areas 


Yes, with 
permission  


Yes. Experi-
enced advis-
ers within the 
NAC 


GRE No. Safety and 
common sense 
prevent from 
flying every-
where 


 No flying near 
residential or 
otherwise re-
stricted areas 


Only with spe-
cial permission 


Basic guide-
lines, no rules 


Yes No, restricted 
areas 


Yes 


HKG Yes One official, 
government 
licensed airfield 


 Forbidden Yes Yes. re-
stricted 


No  


IRL No, but encour-
aged 


Model flying 
club sites 


 Very restricted Yes No Yes, slope 
soaring in 
National Park 
areas 


No. Sub-
committee 
working 


ISR Yes Restricted by 
regulations 


 Allowed with 
some restric-
tions 


 Upon 
request; 
most are 
rejected 


No such 
issue 


Aero Club 
gives advise 
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NAC 16. Flying 
restricted 
to special 
areas? 


17. Definition 
of these 
areas? 


18. Other re-
strictions? 


19. Air Con-
trol Zones? 


20. Definition of 
Model Air Fields? 


21. Full Size 
Airfields 
permitted? 


22. Flying in 
Nature Re-
serves? 


23. Expert 
Advise for 
Clubs? 


JPN Yes Signboard 
posted 


Local clubs have 
own rules for 
types of models, 
hours of opera-
tion  


Restricted, in 
some cases 
forbidden 


Local clubs have their 
own rules 


Case by 
case 


No govern-
mental rules 


Case by case 
 
 
 


LUX No  Yes, noise  Distance to housing Depends on 
the event 


Not allowed Yes 


NED No  Environmental 
law, including 
noise 


Within 3 km 
only with 
acceptance of 
airport au-
thorities 


Environmental law: 
distance from nearest 
house. Not yet for jets 


Special 
arrange-
ments on 
military 
airfields 


Yes. Quite 
new is Natura 
2000, with 
restricts 
modelflying 


We try 


NOR No  Noise emission 
is regulated by 
law 


Restricted, in 
cooperation 
with airspace 
control 


Being worked on Yes, pro-
moted by 
NAC 


All mo-
torsports are 
generally 
forbidden 


Yes 


NZL No NZMAA mem-
bership insur-
ance only 
covers regis-
tered sites 


Noise is a sensi-
tive issue 


In general no 
closer than 
4km and no 
higher than 
400ft 


No Yes Yes Yes 


POR Yes. Model 
air field rules 
for aero-
modelling 
within FPAm 


Different sizes 
and equip-
ments 


 4 km distance 
to airports 


Recommendations 
defined by FPAm for a 
quiet guaranty for 
people living near by 


A protocol 
with the 
Portuguese 
Air Force 
allows using 
their tracks 
on weekends 


No In charge of 
INAC (Civil 
Aviation Na-
tional Institute) 


SAR Flying sites 
are regis-
tered 


Sites specially 
developed for 
this purpose 


 Restricted 
regarding 
height, dis-
tance etc. 


No specific limits On occasion, 
with approval 


Yes, mostly 
for slope 
soaring 


Yes 


SRB Yes, in 
principle – 
not strictly 
applied 


Sporting air 
fields or spe-
cial flying 
fields 


FAI rules Allowed, with 
permission of 
the Flight 
Control au-
thority 


No, but distance to 
housing due to noise 
of internal combustion 
engines 


To be 
planned on 
yearly basis. 
Permits from 
Ministry of 
Defence for 
WChs or 
CChs 


No Yes, through 
aeromodelling 
commission or 
NAC office 


SUI No  Type of propul-
sion system, 
max. 30 Kg 
 


Restricted Yes; electrics or glid-
ers only, no turbines 


Yes Few Yes 


SVE Yes Defined both 
by the Civil 
Aviation Dep. 
and the Swed-
ish Environ-
ment Protec-
tion Agency 


 Restricted or 
forbidden, 
depends on 
the local air 
traffic control 


Noise, distance to 
housing. No extra 
rules for models with 
jet propulsion  


Yes, on 
many smaller 
air fields 


Yes, if great 
care and 
responsibility 
is taken 


Yes, SMFF has 
been doing on 
several occa-
sions 


USA No, but 
many flying 
sites be-
come em-
broiled with 
local land 
use restric-
tions 


 Varies widely, 
includes type of 
models, hours of 
operation etc. 


Even when 
dealing with 
Federal rules, 
a lot of vari-
ability in local 
application 


Not in any national 
rules, except for some 
“guidelines”, but, 
locally is another 
matter 


Yes, in some 
cases 


Varies widely, 
depends on 
the attitude of 
the local 
authorities 


Yes, this is a 
major part of the 
association’s 
work 
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V. National Proficiency Scheme 
 
NAC 24. Does the Aeromodelling 


Organisation run a nationwide 
proficiency scheme? 


25. Which types of models? 26. Is the proficiency scheme 
progressive? 


27. Who are the target 
fliers? 


ARG Yes All types Progressive All pilots 


AUT No, but aeromodelling centres 
with special courses 


According to the demand Progressive Any pilot 


AUS Yes RC Fixed Wing, Rotary Wing, 
RC Gliding, Space Models 


Three levels including instructor 
level 


All pilots, with a minimum 
standard for public display 


BEL Being implemented right now All types of RC models  Only level 1, more in preparation All pilots 


CZE No    


DEN No    


ESP No    


FRA Yes; scheme exists for a long time Free flight, control line, RC 
motor and RC gliding 


Three levels: regional, national, 
international 


All aeromodellers licensed 
to FFAM 


GBR Yes, BMFA runs such a scheme RC fixed wing, RC gliding 
(both Thermal and Slope and 
Electric), RC helicopter 


Yes Any pilot, but display pilots 
are expected to hold a ‘B’ 
certificate 


GER No; pilots with models >25 kg 
need a pilots license 


   


GRE No    


HKG No    


IRL Yes RC fixed wing powered and 
helicopters 


Progressive Any pilot 


ISR Yes RC models Progressive Any pilot 


JPN No    


LUX No    


NED Yes RC fixed wing powered, RC 
gliders, helicopters, jets 


Single, additional for completing 
performance 


Any pilot 


NOR Yes, on a voluntary basis All, except control line + free 
flight 


A-level for all pilots, B-level for 
large models, being worked on. 
150 instructors educated  


Any pilot 


POR Yes, since 2006 Control line, RC soaring, RC 
motorised, helicopters and jets 


Three levels All aeromodellers licensed 
by FPAm 


SAR Yes Control line, RC fixed wing, 
helicopters, gliders, jets 


Progressive with differentiation 
between types 


All pilots, only top ratings 
allowed to do display flying 


SRB Yes, related to sporting successes 
– not to model classes 


 Progressive National team members 


SUI Yes RC fixed wings, Free flight 
gliders, CL 


Progressive Any pilot 


SVE Yes RC fixed wing, RC helicop-
ters and RC gliders 


One level only; for heavy models 
and display pilots a second one 
in preparation 


All RC pilots 


USA No, but common locally within 
clubs 


All types Generally progressive, some-
times single levelled 


Any pilot 


 
 
 







 


 


8 


VI. General 
 
NAC 28. Any Dialogue between NAC/Aeromodelling Organisation and 


Governmental Authorities? 
29. Personal Opinion: Do Regulations in your Country 
meet the Demands? 


ARG FAA is in contact with a governmental agency called ANAC Regulations for model aircraft are issued by the FAA 


AUT Yes, by the president of the Aeromodelling Commission Yes 


AUS Yes, a constant dialogue with Government Authorities and their ap-
pointed agents.  This is prior to any changes in formal regulation but 
more importantly CASA delegates many of their responsibilities to the 
MAAA and then just audits for effectiveness 


MAAA have our own regulations which far exceed that put 
in place by Civil Aviation Safety Authority in order to pro-
mote safe operation of model aircraft 


BEL Yes, but very difficult NO. The main obstacle is the ceiling of 120m (floor for 
general aviation is 500 ft – 150 m!) 


CZE Yes, but the power of the aeromodelling organisation is low The new bylaw will in every case discourage many pilots 


DEN Yes We have a very good relation to the authorities, and they 
do take our comments and suggestions into consideration 


ESP No Not now. We have a working group to improve in the next 
future 


FRA FFAM is the official interlocutor of the governmental authorities re-
garding all aeromodelling questions 


Negotiations during the years 2008-2009 with the gov-
ernmental authorities produced simplified and - now - 
satisfying regulations (published in 2010)  


GBR Yes.  The BMFA has been consulted in relation to a number of issues 
including noise, bylaws for public parks, Civil Aviation Authority legis-
lation and radio-communications legislation 


Yes in general terms 


GER Yes. Governmental regulations are to be discussed within the aero-
modelling federations before they become effective 


In principle, yes. But differs from land to land, authority to 
authority 


GRE Yes Regulations are not causing major problems 


HKG Yes No 


IRL Slight Could be very much improved 


ISR Yes, in general cases for insurance, air fields, restrictions No, there should be more effort to understand the sport, 
and regulations from 1981 are still effective 


JPN Yes Yes 


LUX Yes Yes, for the moment 


NED Yes. Recently more after the event More or less 
 


NOR Yes. There are agreed and documented channels for this No, not for the moment. With the development of  
large/heavy/fast models more regulations have to be 
enforced  


NZL Yes Regulations are O.K. but the opinions and 
(pre)conceptions of authorities are a problem 


POR From time to time the FPAm serves as official interlocutor of the 
governmental authorities regarding aeromodelling questions 


Well, more or less 


SRB Yes, for some matters Partly yes, but should be improved to meet requests of 
sophisticated aero/space modelling technology 


SAR Yes Yes 


SUI Yes Yes 


SVE Yes Yes, but we are concerned that all rules within the Euro-
pean Union will be harmonized within 5 to 10 years 


USA Yes. We even have a contracted governmental affairs employee Yes, in the past there were few regulations. A real con-
cern is that aeromodelling (RC) is getting caught up in the 
process of the FAA needing to write regulations for UAV’s, 
and the differences are difficult to codify 
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Free Flight Technical Meeting     April16 2010 
Report by Ian Kaynes, Chairman Free Flight Subcommittee 


Present: 


Ian Kaynes UK FFSC Chairman 
Richard Barlow CAN observer 
George Batiuk USA FFSC member 
Cenny Breeman BEL FFSC member 
Martin Dilly NZL delegate 
Cesare Gianni ITA FFSC member 
Ivan Horejsi CZE FFSC member 
Daniel Iele ARG FFSC member, delegate 
Wilhelm Kamp AUT delegate 
Andras Ree HUN FFSC member 
Jari Valo FIN delegate 
Gerhard Wobbeking GER CIAM 2nd VP 
Mihail Zanciu ROU delegate 
 
Note:  FFSC= Free Flight Subcommittee,   FFTM = Free Flight Technical Meeting 
 


Volume ABR 


Agenda Page 6 


d) A.10 Sanction fees Bureau 
The meeting unanimously supported the fee structure proposed in the Treasurer’s report (WCh 500, 
CCh 300, internationals 70, open nationals 40) 


Page 11 


a) B.2.5 World Cup France 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


Page 12 


d) B.2.8 (Events Category) France 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


Page 15 


l) B.9 Free Flight  B.9.1  F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


Page 18 


r) B.16.15 Processing of FF Model aircraft – includ e F1E  F1 Subcommittee 
Note that this became B.17.15 in the 2010 edition of Sporting Code  


Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


s) B.16.15 Processing of FF Model aircraft – delete  “minimum”  F1 Subcommittee 
Note that this became B.17.15 in the 2010 edition of Sporting Code.  


Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


t) B.17 Processing of  model aircraft B.17.11 – FOR  F1 Bureau 
Reviewed for the inclusion of F1: 


Rejected by FFSC - 5 in favour, 11 against 


Rejected by FFTM – unanimous 
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Page 21 Free Flight 


F1A 


a) 3.1.12 Launching  F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


F1H  


b) 3.H.12 Launching F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


F1J 


c) 3.J.5 Definition of an unsuccessful attempt  F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC – 16 in favour, 1 against 


Supported by FFTM - unanimous.  


d) 3.J.11 Launching F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  
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F1P 


e) 3.P.2 Characteristics F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


f) 3.P.5 Definition of an unsuccessful attempt F1 S ubcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


F1Q 


g) 3.Q.1. Definition Germany 
The Technical Meeting proposed the combination of this proposal with proposal (j) 3.Q.2 to include 
both changes in 3.Q.1. Revised wording to be: 


“Model aircraft which is powered by (an) electric motor(s) and in which lift is generated by 
aerodynamic forces acting on surfaces remaining fixed in flight, except for changes of camber or 
incidence. Models with variable area (e.g. folding wings) are not permitted.” 


Supported by FFSC – 10 in favour, 2 against 


Supported by FFTM - unanimous.  


h) 3.Q.2 Characteristics F1 Subcommittee 
Number of models. Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


i) 3.Q.2. Characteristics Germany 
The Technical Meeting discussed the drawbacks of limiting battery weight and also considered 
specifying the mass of the motor as a fraction of model weight. The conclusion reached was that an 
energy limiter would provide a better solution to limiting the performance of the class. The possibility 
of having a specific energy limiter for F1Q will be investigated by the Subcommittee. 


Rejected by FFSC – unanimous. 


FFTM - Refer to Subcommittee. 
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j) 3.Q.2. Characteristics Germany 
Technical Meeting advocated combining with proposal (g) 3.Q.1 (unanimous). Supported by FFSC – 
14 in favour, 2 against 


k) 3.Q.7. Duration of Flights Germany 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  







 3 


l) 3.Q.8 Classification F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  
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F1 NEW CLASSES 


m) F1S - Restricted technology glider UK 
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n) F1T - Restricted technology extensible motors  U K 


o) F1U - Restricted technology piston motors UK 
Technical Meeting was opposed to the idea of combined flying of classes with different towline/rubber 
/motor run requirements. The Subcommittee should investigate the possibility of restricted technology 
classes with definitions compatible with existing F1A/B/C parameters, as a possible alternate or entry 
level class. The lack of newcomers to the sport was noted by the FFTM and should be discussed by the 
FFSC. 


Proposals rejected by FFSC - 2 in favour, 13 against 


FFTM – refer to Subcommittee. 
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F1 ANNEXES 


p) Annex 1  Rules for World Cup events UK 
Rejected by FFSC - 4 in favour, 11 against 


Not considered by FFTM after action of rules for these classes. 


q) Annex 2B 3.A2B.4 Timing a flight F1 Subcommittee  
The Technical Meeting proposed a modified wording to ensure that timekeepers stand up before 
obstacles become significant: 


“Timekeepers should stand up for timing before obstacles or presons might onstruct the view of low 
flying models.” 


Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


r) 3.A2.4.3. Annex 2  Launching Area France 
The Technical Meeting opposed the proposal from questions of upwind and downwind extent to the 
area. It noted that the existing restrictions should be strictly enforced. 


Rejected by FFSC - 4 in favour, 11 against. Rejected by FFTM – unanimous. 


s) Annex 2 3.A2.4.5 Equipment  F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  
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t) Annex 2 3.A2.6 Timekeeping  F1 Subcommittee 
Supported by FFSC and FFTM - unanimous.  


F1D 


u) 3.4.7. Steering France 
Rejected by Technical Meeting (unanimous) since already covered in terms of intent of steering and the 
contact with the model.  


Supported by FFSC – 14 in favour 2 against 


Championships Bids 
Italy and Romania presented details of their bids for 2012 Championships. 







 4 


Extra Item – discus launch 
An additional item was discussed in the Technical Meeting as a possible limitation to prevent discus 
launch of models apart from F1N. This had not been submitted as a proposal to Plenary and so is not 
subject to Plenary voting. Voting in the Technical Meeting served to indicate support for the principle 
as a future proposal. It was supported by FFTM with 11 in favour, 1 against. 


The change considered was: 


Add new sentence at end of present definition in 1.3.1 Category F1 – Free Flight of volume ABR 


“Unless specifically stated in the rules for a class, free flight models must be launched with at least one 
hand holding the fuselage of the model.” 


Add new sentence at end of present text of 3.N.8 in volume F1: 


The model may be held by any part of the model during launch (The requirement of ABR 1.3.1 to hold 
the fuselage does not apply to F1N). 


Reasons: 
1) Clarification.  


To specify the current launching method as a requirement in order to discourage development of discus 
launch for classes other than the existing application to hand launch gliders F1N. 


Discus launching by holding one wing tip has produced considerable height launches for both free 
flight and radio control hand launch gliders. Considerable effort would be required to apply the same 
techniques to other classes such as F1B and F1E but if successful such a development would add 
considerable performance. For F1B this could represent more than one minute in still-air duration with 
consequent problems in terms of distance flown and needing addition flyoff rounds. For F1E the flyoff 
is usually held from a point near the bottom of the hill to help reach a conclusion from short flight 
times. The addition of 20 or 30 metre launch altitude would significantly increase flight times in the 
flyoff. 


The technique has already become established for F1N without any detriment to the flying of these 
indoor models and so it is proposed to allow the continued use of discus launch. 


2) Safety 


The flat field free flight events are flown from starting positions 10m apart and each competitor must 
launch within 5m of his pole. If models with 2m span were being rotated at arm length there would be a 
potential clash with flyers or timekeepers at adjacent poles. A similar situation applies to F1E models 
which are flown from a line with competitors often closely spaced at the best part of the line. These 
considerations do not apply to F1N which has smaller models flown without any restriction on starting 
position. 
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Minutes 


F2 Technical Meeting  april 16, 2010 
 
Attendance: 
Bengt-Olof Samuelsson SWE F2 S/C chairman, delegate 
Joe Devenish BRA F2 S/C member, delegate 
Bruno Delor FRA Delegate 
Yolanda Garcia ESP F2 S/C member, delegate 
Peter Germann SUI F2 S/C member, delegate 
Peter Halman UK F2 S/C member, delegate 
Vernon Hunt UK F2 S/C member 
Bill Lee USA F2 S/C member 
Pavol Barbaric SVK F2 S/C member 
Rob Metkemeijer NED Alternate delegate 
Igor Trifonov RUS Delegate 
Evgeny Fadeev RUS Technical expert 
Dave Brown USA Delegate 
Jack Humphreys CAN Delegate 
Ferenc Orvos HUN F2 S/C member 
 


ABR 


a) A.2.1 Procedure for CIAM Plenary Meetings, Franc e 
F2 S/C Variant 1 Yes 13 No1  
 Variant 2 Yes 2 No 14 
F2 TM Variant 1 Yes 10 No 2 
 Variant 2 Yes 3 No 9 


c) A.7. Timetable for Proposals, Bureau 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No1  
F2 TM Yes 11 No 1 


e) A.10 Judges List, Bureau 
Supposed to be withdrawn by the Bureau! 
 
If not, the following amendment is necessary: 


For subjective judging, a proportion of the judges chosen to judge at a championship 
must not have judged at the previous equivalent championship. This proportion to be as 
defined in the class rules. 
 
As amended: 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No1  
F2 TM Yes 11 No 0 







f) A.11. List of Technical Experts List , Bureau 
F2 S/C Yes 12 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


g) A.12 Effective Date of Rule Changes, Bureau 
The following amendment was made by the Technical Meeting: 
For all classes, including official classes without championship status, A period of two 
years… 
 
As amended: 
F2 S/C Yes 12 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


a) B.2.5 World Cup, FRA 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 11 No 1 


b) B.2.7 Open Nationals and International Series, B ureau 
The following amendment was made by the Technical Meeting: 
Add: An Open National as defined in Sporting Code General Section 3.1.4. 
 
As amended:  
F2 S/C Yes 2 No 10 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


c) B.2.7 Open Nationals and International Series, F rance 
To be withdrawn by the French delegate if the above amendment is supported. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 8 No 4 
F2 TM Yes  No  


f) B.3.4 Age Classification for the Contest, F2 Sub committee 
The F2 subcommittee withdraws this proposal for further consideration. 


h) B.3.5 National Teams for …Championships, Bureau 
The proposal, if adopted, will need a consequential change in B.16.2. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 6 No 6 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


i) B.3.5 National Teams for …Championships, France 
To be withdrawn by the French delegate. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 6 No 6 
F2 TM Yes  No  







j) B.4.Contest Officials, Belgium 
F2 S/C Yes 8 No 5 
F2 TM Yes 0 No 11 


k) B.6 Organisation Specific to World and Continent al Championships, 
Bureau 


To be withdrawn by the Bureau. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 1 
F2 TM Yes  No  


o) B.14 Interruption of the Contest, F2 Subcommitte e 


B.14.1 a) 
Amended by the Technical Meeting: 
The wind is continuously stronger than 12 m/s (9 m/s for Free Flight, Control Line , Scale 
and Space Models) measured at two metres above the ground (at the starting line (Free 
Flight))  for at least one minute (30 seconds for Control Line), (20 seconds for Free Flight) 
unless specified otherwise in category rules. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


p) B.15.1 Individual Classification, France 
To be withdrawn by the French delegate. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes  No  
 


F2 – Control Line 
a) 4.1.11 Number of Flights, F2 Subcommittee 


F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


b) 4.1.16 Number of Timekeepers and Judges, United Kingdom 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


c) 4.1.17 Classification, United Kingdom 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


d) 4.1.17 Classification, United Kingdom 
Consequential changes will be needed. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 







e) 4.1.18 International Team Classification, United  Kingdom 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


f) 4.2.12 Classification, Belgium 
F2 S/C Yes 14 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


g) 4.2.15.1 Terminology and Wording, F2 Subcommitte e 
Amended by the F2 subcommittee:  “tethered” to be changed to “control line”. 


New definition of parallel: Means an imaginary line on the surface of the flight 
hemisphere equidistant to the equator of the base of the flight hemisphere, and marking 
the latitude. 


F2 S/C Yes 15 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 11 No 0 


h) 4.2.15 Description of Manoeuvres, F2 Subcommitte e 
4.2.15.3 – 4.2.15.17 


Amended by the Technical Meeting: 
4.2.15.4 Reverse Wingover Manoeuvre 
c) The inverted horizontal level flight segment: 
After recovery from the vertical dive and until the start of the second vertical climb, the 
model aircraft should fly a segment of steady inverted flight along the base (+/- 30 cm), 
with no deviations from the established height. The length of this segment, including 
turns, should be ½ of a lap. 
 
4.2.15.17 Landing manoeuvre 
b) The descent segment: 
The model should fly for 1 full gliding lap with the motor(s) and propeller(s) stopped. 
This lap is measured from the start of the descent from the height of the base (+/- 30 cm) 
until the point of touchdown. The model should continuously descend from level flight to 
touchdown with no deviation from a straight flight path. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 11 No 1 


i) 4.2.15.16 Four-leaf Clover Manoeuvre, United Kin gdom 
To be withdrawn by the UK delegate. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 4 No 9 
F2 TM Yes  No  


j) F2 Control Line Volume, Bureau 
To be withdrawn by the Bureau. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 0 No 15 
F2 TM Yes 0 No 12 







k) 4.3.4 Characteristics of a Team Racing Model Aircraft, FR A 
F2 S/C Yes 4 No 9 
F2 TM Yes  No  
 
The technical meeting recommends the proposal to be referred to the F2 subcommittee 
together with the statement: To reduce the noise level of F2C and F2F models to an 
approximate level of 96 dB, the F2 subcommittee will propose new rules to the 2012 Plenary 
Meeting. An interim report with initial recommendations will be presented to the 2011 
Plenary Meeting. A seminar on noise reduction will be held at the 2011 World 
Championships. 


 l) 4.4 Class F2D - Combat Model Aircraft, F2 Subco mmittee 
The whole proposal was accepted by the Technical Meeting with the following change: the 
introduction of mandatory engine shutoff will not come into force until January 1, 2013. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 4 No 9 
F2 TM Yes 11 No 2 


m) F2 Annex 4A – F2A Judges Guide, F2 Subcommittee 


Rule 4.1.9 Number of Attempts 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


n) F2 Annex 4D – World Cup Rules, Switzerland 


Paragraph 4D.4 
To be withdrawn by the Swiss delegate. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 8 No 4 
F2 TM Yes 1 No 10 


o) F2 Annex 4E – Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


3. Time Schedule 
The F2 subcommittee has made an extra, and consequential, amendment to the F2B column:  
replace “1st and 2nd “round by “Qualifying round” from days 3, 4, 5 and 6 (to comply with 
current rule). 
 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


p) F2 Annex 4E – Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


6.2.1. Layout 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


q) F2 Annex 4E – Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


6.4. Site          Paragraph 6.4.4 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 







F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


r) F2 Annex 4E - Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


6.5.2 Aerobatics 
F2 S/C Yes 12 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


s) F2 Annex 4E - Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


6.5.4.2. Combat 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 11 No 1 


t) F2 Annex 4E - Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


6.5.4.3. Combat 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


u) F2 Annex 4E - Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


6.5.4.5. Combat 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 11 No 0 


v) F2 Annex 4 E - Organisers Guide, First Part, Swi tzerland 


6.5.3.4  
Amended by the F2 subcommittee: 
Wire fences 2 to 2,5 m height and 2 to 2.5 m wide must be provided to protect all staff 
who have to be inside the circle during races. These fences may also be used by pitmen 
and team managers. The judges must also be provided with a similar safety fence. The 
specification of the fence should match Sporting Code ABR B.10.1. 
 
F2 S/C Yes 13 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


w) F2 Annex 4E - Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 


6.5.4.6. Combat 
F2 S/C Yes 10 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


x) F2 Annex 4 E - Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 Subcommittee 


8.6 Combat 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


y) F2 Annex 4E - Organisers Guide, First Part, F2 S ubcommittee 







 Appendix III Aerobatics Circle Dimensions 
F2 S/C Yes 14 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


z) F2 Annex 4E - Organisers Guide, Fourth Part, F2 Subcommittee 


4.0 Combat “In F2D” 
F2 S/C Yes 12 No 0 
F2 TM Yes 12 No 0 


aa) F2 Annex 4F, F2 Subcommittee 


Provisional Class F2E - 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 10 No 2 


ab) F2 New Annex K, F2 Subcommittee 
F2 S/C Yes 11 No 1 
F2 TM Yes 11 No 1 
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Minutes 


CIAM FAI RC-Soaring Technical Meeting 
April 16, 2010 


 


 


Present: 


Tomas Bartovsky CZE RC-Soaring Subcommittee chairman, CIAM delegate 


Antonis Papadopoulos GRE RC-Soaring Subcommittee member, CIAM delegate 


Zoran Lulič CRO RC-Soaring Subcommittee member, CIAM delegate 


Terry Edmonds USA RC-Soaring Subcommittee member 


Ralf Decker GER RC-Soaring Subcommittee member 


Robert Herzog BEL RC-Soaring Subcommittee member 


Ernest Mattiussi LUX RC-Soaring Subcommittee member 


Rudolf Schaub SUI RC-Soaring Subcommittee member 


Paolo Panfilo ITA RC-Soaring Subcommittee member 


Serdar Sualp TUR RC-Soaring Subcommittee member 


Carles Aymat ESP CIAM delegate 


Mehmet Arslan TUR CIAM delegate 


John Brink RAS CIAM delegate 


Wang Lei CHN CIAM delegate 


Sotir Lazarkov BUL CIAM delegate 


Raymond Pavan LUX Alt. CIAM delegate 


Peter Zweers NED Observerr 


Philip Kolb GER Observer 


 Paulette Hallaeux BEL Observer 


 


Note: The RC Soaring Subcommittee voting took place between February 22 and March 13, 2010 


 


Decisions: 


11.7  F3 – RC-Soaring 
 


Class F3B Multi-task Gliders 
 


a) 5.3.1.3.d) GER  Transmission of information  to the pilot 


Amend the first sentence of paragraph d) as follows: 


Any device for the transmission of information from the model aircraft to the competitor is prohibited, 


with exception of signal strength and voltage of the receiver battery. 


S/C: in favour 13 / against 0 / unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 14 / against 0 / abstained 0  amended and unanimously recommended by the T/M 


 


b) 5.3.2.2.o) GER  Slotted battery poles 
S/C: in favour 13 / against 0 /  unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 13 / against 0 / abstained 1  recommended by the T/M 


 


c) 5.3.2.4.d) BEL  Launching procedure 
S/C: in favour 5 / against 7 / not recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 4 / against 9 / abstained 1  not recommended by the T/M 


 


d) 5.3.2.4. GER  Signals for task B - distance 
S/C: in favour 13 / against 0 / unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 14 / against 0 / abstained 0  unanimously recommended by the T/M 


 







e) 5.3.2.5. GER  Landing area at task C - speed 
S/C: in favour 12 / against 0 / unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 11 / against 1 / abstained 2  recommended by the T/M 


 


 


Class F3J Thermal Duration Gliders 
 


f) 5.6.1.3.c) GER  Transmission of information to the pilot 
Amend first sentence of paragraph d) as follows: 


Any device for the transmission of information from the model aircraft to the competitor is prohibited, 


with exception of signal strength and voltage of the receiver battery. 


S/C: in favour 13 / against 0 / unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 14 / against 0 / abstained 0  amended and unanimously recommended by the T/M 


 


g) 5.6.11.1.a) GER  Number of rounds without discarding 
 S/C: in favour 13 / against 0 / unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 11 / against 2 / abstained 2  recommended by the T/M 


 


h) 5.6.2.4. CZE  Penalty in the safety area 
Amended:  a) Contact with an object within the defined safety area (including the launch corridor) will be 


penalised by deduction of 300 points from the competitor’s final score. 


b) Contact with a person within the defined safety area (including the launch corridor) will be 


penalised by  deduction of 1000 points from the competitor’s final score. 


c) For each attempt only one penalty can be given, If a person and at the same attempt an 


object is touched the 1000 points penalty is applied. 


e) Penalties shall be listed on the score sheet of the round in which the infringement(s) 


occurred. 


f) If necessary the organiser may define a part of the airspace as safety space. In such case he 


must appoint at least one official who observes the border (vertical plane) by a sighting 


device. This official must warn the pilot if his glider crosses the border. If the glider doesn’t 


leave the safety space immediately a penalty of 300 points is given. 


S/C: in favour 8 / 5 requesting amendment / against 0 /  recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 14 / against 0 / abstained 0  amended and unanimously recommended by the T/M 


 


i) 5.6.3.b) CZE  Number of attempts 
S/C: in favour 13 / against 0 / unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 10 / against 2 / abstained 2  recommended by the T/M 


 


j) 5.6.5.2  GER  Neutralization of the flight at fly-off 
S/C: in favour 12 / against 0 / recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 14 / against 0 / abstained 0  unanimously recommended by the T/M 


 
 


Class F3K Hand Launch Gliders 
 


k) 5.7.3.2. GER Position of the pilot during the flight 
S/C: in favour 12 / against 0 / unanimously recommended by the S/C 


T/M: in favour 13 / against 0 / abstained 1  recommended by the T/M 


 


 


 


Recorded by Tomas Bartovsky 
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11.10 Section 4C Volume  F4 - Scale 
 
Attendees: 
Chris Allen GBR Reprsentative 
Peter Gutknecht SUI Subcommittee member 
Stan Alexander USA Subcommittee member 
Marius Conu ROU  Subcommittee member 
Marek Dominak POL Delegate 
Peter Klein NED Delegate 
Kevin Dodd AUS Delegate 
Agustin Sevilla ESP Subcommittee member 
Juan Civera ESP Observer 
Teodoro Oriz ESP Observer 
Narve L. Jensen NOR Subcommittee Chairman 
 
 
F4B Control Line Scale 
a) 6.2.1 General Characteristic Poland 
 Unanimous using 7Kg instead of Newtons 
 Valid 1/1-11 
 
 
F4C Radio Control Scale 
 
b) 6.1.9 Documentation (Proof of Scale) United King dom 
 Withdrawn 
 
c) 6.1.9.4 e) Competitor’s Declaration  United King dom 
 Withdrawn 
 
d) 6.1.11 Static Scoring   United Kingdom 
 Withdrawn 
 
e) 6.3.2. Noise, actually gyros United Kingdom 
 Accepted Unanimous 
 
f) 6.3.6 Flight  Norway 
 Withdrawn in favour of the GBR proposal 
 
g) 6.3.6 Flight  United Kingdom 
 Unanimous with the amendment  
 Speed and Smoothness to have K factor 9 
 
h) 6.3.7 Optional Demonstrations Norway 
 Unanimous 
 
i) 6.3.7 Optional Demonstrations Norway 
 Unanimous 
 







j) 6.3.7 Optional Demonstrations United Kingdom 
 Unanimous, cross out reference to Annex 6E.3. 
 
k) 6.3.9 Flight Score  United Kingdom 
 9 for 1 against 
 
F4C Annexes  
 
l) Annex 6A.1 General  United Kingdom 
 Withdrawn 
 
m) Annex 6A.1.10.7.  Assessment of Originality Unit ed Kingdom 
 Withdrawn 
 
n) Annex 6C.1  General  United Kingdom 
 Unanimous 
 
o) Annex 6C.3.7  United Kingdom 
 Unanimous, cross out reference to annex 6E.3 
 
p) Annex 6C.3.6.11 Realism in Flight United Kingdom  
 Unanimous  
 Adding Speed K=9 and modify Smoothness to K=9 
 
q) Annex 6C.3.6.11 Realism in Flight Norway 
 Withdrawn 
 Manoeuvre “Z-Procedure Turn” added to the GBR prop osal 
 
r) Annex 6C.3.6.11 Realism in Flight Norway 
 Withdrawn 
 
s) Annex 6C.3.7.H Cuban Eight Norway 
 Unanimous with the amendment: 
 “Half Cuban Eight” After the first 45 degree dive the model pulls out 


level at the entry height. 
 Competitor must specify which variation will flown  on the score 


sheet 
  
t) Annex 6C.3.7.Z Procedure Turn Norway 
 Unanimous adding size, distance and altitude to th e errors 
 
u) Annex 6E.1 Competitor’s Declaration Form United Kingdom 
 Withdrawn 
 
v) Annex 6E.2  Static Score Sheet United Kingdom 
 Withdrawn 
 
w) Annex 6E.3  United Kingdom 
 Unanimous 
 







F4H Stand-off Scale 
 
x) 6.9.2 Documentation  Sweden 
 1 for – 9 against 
 
y) 6.9.3. Competitor’s Declaration Sweden 
 Unanimous 
 
z) 6.9.4. Judging for Fidelity to Scale and Craftsm anship Norway 
 Unanimous with the addition to point 4. Craftmansh ip: 
 Judging craftsmanship on colour and markings only.  
 
aa) 6.9.4. Judging for Fidelity to Scale and Crafts manship Sweden 
 All against . 
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F5 technial meeting 16/04/2010 Lausanne 
 
Ferreira R   PORT  Obs. 
Giezendanner Emil  SUI  s/c F5 
Hübner Norbert  GER  s/c F5 
Humphrets Jack  CAN  Del. 
Mossa Alessandro  ITA  s/c F5 
Neu Steve   USA              s/c F5 
  


 
Page 


 
Proposal 


 
Voting 
 


 


17 n) B.11.2                                                               Germany 


Amend the paragraph as follows:  


A Spread Spectrum technology receiver only transmitting its 
supply voltage and field strength back to the transmitter 
operated by the pilot is not considered a device for 
transmission of information from the model aircraft to the 
competitor. 


 


  


un. 


in  


favor 


 


67 F5D Electric Pylon Racing 


a) 5.5.1.3 General Rules                                      Germany 


 


 


un. 


in  


favor 


 


67 
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b) 5.5.6.3 Safety Rules                                         Germany 


c) 5.5.6.6 Officials 


d) 5.5.6.7 Starting Procedure 


e) 5.5.6.7 Starting Procedure 


f) 5.5.6.8 Operation of the Race 


Amend the paragraph as follows:  


e) The loss of any part of the model aircraft after the drop of the 
flag start signal and before the 10 laps are completed motor 
stops disqualifies the model aircraft for that flight except as a 
result of a collision when Para. 5.5.6.7, d applies. 


 


 


un. 


in  


favor 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


amend 


 


69 Technical meeting  decided to establish a working group for a new 
F5J soaring class 


Reason: In Europe exists a great electric soaring scene with unofficial 
F5J-rules 


 


 


un. 


in  


favor 







 2


 


 


69 


F5N  Electric Newcomers Class                        subcommittee F5 


g) 5.5.10 F5N Electric Newcomers Class 


Add a new class to the rules as follows: 


5.5.10.1 Definition 


This contest is a duration and  landing event. 
 


5.5.10.2 Model Aircraft Specifications 


Maximum Surface Area  150 dm2 


Maximum Flying Mass   5 kg 


Minimum Flying Mass                         2 kg 


Loading  12 to 75 g/dm2 


Type of Battery .LiPo 


Minum weight of batteries                 350 g                                  


Limitation of Energy  250 Watt-min 


No fixed or retractable landing spikes are allowed. 
 


5.5.10.3 Duration and Landing Task 


a) This task must be completed within 600 seconds 
after the model releases hand-launched and ends, 
when the model airplane comes to rest after landing. 


b) The competitor has to decide how much and how 
often he will switch on the motor. 


c) Gliding time wihout motor is cumulative and one 
point will be awarded for each full second the model 
aircraft is gliding; 


d) One point will be deducted for each full second 
flown in excess of 600 seconds. 


e) Additional points will be awarded for landing; 
when the model aircraft comes to rest in the 30  20 m  
circle, 10 points will be given ,  


while coming to rest in the 10 m circle gives 20 
points, and when coming to rest in the 5 m 10  m 
circle 30 points and when coming to rest in the 10 m 
circle 30 points will be given. The distances are 
measured from the centre of the circle to the nose of 
the model aircraft. 


f) No additional points will be awarded if the landing 
occurs more than 630 seconds after beginning of 
this task. 


 


 


 


un. 


in 


favor 


 


 


 


 


amend. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


amend. 


 


F5B and F5F are not enough different.  The meeting decided that 
Steve New, Norbert Huebner and Allessandro Mossa will work for 
a solution in this matter. They will inform at  the WCH 2010 in 
Muncie. Proposals and total clean up of F5 rules will be made for 
November 2011. 
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CIAM Plenary meeting 
F6 Airsports Promotion technical meeting 


 
Proposals on the Agenda 


 
The technical meeting opened at 11:15 
 
a) 6.1.2.2. Jet-powered aircraft  


Amend the paragraph as follows:  


Minimum Maximum  overall wing span: 1.80 m 2 m 
Amendment : delete “overall” 


Unanimously recommended as amended  4/0/0 
 


b) 6.1.2.3. Helicopter 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


Maximum total weight 6 kg without fuel 
An electronic rate gyro is permitted on the yaw axis only 
 
Unanimously recommended  5/0/0 


c) 6.1.2. General characteristics of Radio Controlled Artistic Aerobatics Airplanes 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


Maximum overall wing  overall span 2 m 
Maximum overall length 2 m 


Maximum take off  weight 6,5 kg  without fuel 
 
Recommended with the following amendments:  Vote 5/1/0 


− Increase the maximum weight to 20 kg 
− Remove any wingspan references 


d) 6.1.4.3. 


Amend the paragraph as follows:  


All pilots are entitled to fly the first qualifying round. If there is a second qualification round, 
it will be opened to no more than the top 80 % a lower number of  competitors, The 
number of competitors accessing … 
Unanimously recommended  6/0/0 
 


e) 6.1.8.2. Qualification and Finals flights F6 Working Group via Bureau
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


Each flight may be awarded marks in half point increments by each of the 







judges and for each judging criterion. Judging shall be done on: 
(.../...) Each judge may award a maximum of 30 60 points to each competitor. A judging 
guide shall define the judging criteria and their relative weights. 
 
Unanimously recommended  6/0/0 
 


f) 6.1.11.2. Timing procedures 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


Once allowed to enter the flight area and with permission from the Field Marshall, the 
competitor or his helper may start his engine(s). This may occur as soon as the Field 
Marshall is satisfied the procedure does not distur b the previous competitor's 
preparation or flying.  The start of the take-off roll (the moment the aircraft moves under 
its own power) or lift-off shall occur no later than 60 seconds after the moment permission 
has been given to start the engine(s) take off . 
 
Recommended  5/0/1 
 


g) 6.1.8.1. Judges 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


All flights shall be judged by a panel of at least 3, and preferably 5, judges. The scores of 
all judges shall be taken into account. The score given by each judge for each competitor 
shall be made public immediately at the end of each flight.   All flights have to be judged 
by at least 5 judges, highest and lowest total flight scores  have to be discarded. For 
local contests at least 3 judges are allowed and al l 3 scores shall be taken into 
account.  
 
Unanimously recommended with amendment 6/0/0 
 


F6B Aeromusicals 


h) 6.2.11.1.1. Judges 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


All flights shall be judged by a panel of at least 3, and preferably 5, judges. The scores of 
all judges shall be taken into account. The score given by each judge for each competitor 
shall be made public immediately at the end of each flight.  All flights have to be judged 
by at least 5 judges, highest and lowest  total flight scores   have to be discarded. 
For local contests at least 3 judges are allowed an d all 3 scores shall be taken into 
account.  
 
Unanimously recommended with amendment 6/0/0 
 


i) 6.2.11.1.2.  







Amend the paragraph as follows:  


Each flight may be awarded marks in half point increments by each of the 
judges and for each judging criterion as defined in the Judging Guide. 


Each judge may award a maximum of 30  60 points to each competitor. A judging 
guide shall define the judging criteria and their r elative weights. 
 
Unanimously recommended  6/0/0 
 


F6D Hand Thrown Gliders 


j) 6.4.1. General 
Add sub-paragraph numbers throughout. 
Example 


6.4.1.1 A contest where ... 
6.4.1.2 The organiser should … 
 


Unanimously recommended  6/0/0 


k) 6.4.2. Definition of hand thrown gliders 
Amend paragraphs as follows: 


6.4.2.2 The hand thrown glider must be launched by hand and are controlled 
by radio equipment acting on an unlimited number of surfaces. Transmission 
of information connected with flight (speed, vario etc) from the glider to 
pilot are not allowed.  
 


Unanimously recommended  6/0/0 
 


6.4.2.3 The hand thrown glider can be equipped with holes,  pegs or 
reinforcements, which allow better grip of the mode l aircraft by hand. The 
pegs must be stiff and remain a firm part of the mo del, neither extensible 
nor retractable. Devices, which do not remain a par t of the model during 
and after the launch, are not allowed. Any loss of part of the model during 
the flight results in zero for the flight.  


 
Unanimously recommended with amendment 6/0/0 
 


l) 6.4.3.Definition of the flying field 
Amend the paragraph as follows: 


6.4.3.2 A typical launching and landing area could be a rec tangle 100m x 
50m oriented with longer side perpend icular to the wind direction . Each pilot is 
assigned a launching and landing area of minimum di mensions 8 x 30 meters 
oriented with longer side parallel to the wind dire ction. Assigning is made by draw . 
 







The proposal was withdrawn by the Czech Republic 
 


m) 6.4.4.Definition of landing 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


A landing is considered valid if: 
� the glider comes to rest and at least one part of it touches the launching 


and landing area; 
� the competitor catches the airborne  glider by hand (or if competitor is 


handicapped, his helper, if launching was made by this person), while 
standing with both feet inside the launching and landing area. 


Unanimously recommended  6/0/0 
 


n) 6.4.6 Organisation of rounds 
Amend as follows: 


6.4.6.3 To the semi-final rounds the best pilot from each qualifying group 
proceeds. Other pilots, up to the number of 24 specified by the organiser 
before the beginning of the first qualifying round , proceed to semi-final 
according to their normalised results. In case of tie at last proceeding places a 
draw decides. The number of semi-final groups specifies the organ iser 
before the beginning of the first qualifying round.  The organiser may also 
decide to skip the semi-final if the total number o f competitors is small. 
This decision must be announced before the beginnin g of the first 
qualifying round.  
6.4.6.6 At fly-off pilots fly in one group.  All pilots with non zero score … 
… either outside or inside launching and landing ar ea. From each semi-
final group the best pilot proceeds to the fly-off round. Other pilots, up to 
the number specified by the organiser before the be ginning of the first 
qualifying round, proceed to fly-off according to t heir normalised results. 
In case of tie at last proceeding places a draw dec ides.  
 


Unanimously recommended  6/0/0 
 


o) 6.4.7.Total winner 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


The winner is the pilot with best result from the last round at which two pilots 
were flying. The third place gets the pilot who has been flying in the last but one 
round...>  The winner is the pilot having the best total fligh t time during 
the fly-off round The classification is in reverse order of total flight times. 
Pilots who didn’t proceed to fly-off are ranked acc ording their results at 
semi-final eventually qualifying rounds.  
In case of a tie at top three places, the lowest si ngle flight at fly-off 
decides the ranking. If a tie remains, results of  semi-final round decide 







the ranking and if a tie still remains, he qualific ation results decide.  
 


Unanimously recommended 4/0/0 
 


p) 6.4.8.Tasks 
Amend the paragraphs as follows:  


6.4.8.3 Task for fly-off rounds 
All competitors of a group … …interval receives a zero score too.  
During the working time of 10 minutes, the competit or may launch his 
model glider a maximum of 5 times. The maximum acco unted single flight 
time is 120 s. The sum of all flights is taken for the final score.  
6.4.8.4 Preparation Time  
For each round or attempt the competitors receives 2 minutes preparation 
time. During this time the competitor is allowed to  turn on and check his 
radio, but is not allowed any launch of his glider,  either outside or inside 
the launching and landing area. If all competitors in the group are ready 
and agree, the working time can be started earlier.  
6.4.8.5 Landing Time  
Immediately after the end of the working time or af ter each attempt for the 
task 2 the 30 seconds landing window will begin. If  a model lands later 
then the flight will be scored with zero points. 
 


Unanimously recommended 5/0/0 
 


q) F6E Aerobatic Regatta (New Class) F6 Working Group via Bureau
Add a new class.  Rules as follows:  


6.5. Class F6E– Aerobatic Regatta 
 
Recommended 4/1/0 with one amendment: Remove any wing span limit (from 6.5.2.) 
 







F6 Annexes 


r) Annex F6A - 1 & Annex F6B - 1 
Add to the score sheet as follows:  


Technique 
Execution precision →Maximum score = 10 
Use of the full range of the flight envelope →Maximum score = 2 
Versatility →Maximum score = 8 


Artistic quality 
Synchronisation with music →Maximum score = 14 
Pleasing & continuous flow of figures →Maximum score = 8 
Contrasting periods.../ →Maximum score = 10 


Overall appearance 
Use of the full performance zone.../ →Maximum score = 6 
Presenting figures in their best .../ →Maximum score = 2 
 


Unanimously recommended  5/0/0 
 
 


s) Annex F6A - 4 F6 Working Group via Bureau
4.3. Time schedule 
Amend the paragraph as follows:  


Before every round, and as soon as the flight order  is established, the time schedule 
shall be clearly visible and known, so that competi tors have the full responsibility to 
be ready to fly at the specified time. The transmit ter Impound Marshall shall make a 
competitor's transmitter available early enough bef ore this competitor's flight time, 
provided there is no more possible frequency confli ct up to the end of his flight. The 
field Marshall will allow a competitor to start his  engine(s) as soon he is satisfied it 
will not disturb the preceding competitor.  The organiser should make every effort to 
keep a strict time schedule. Usually programming on e start every 4  5 minute proves 
satisfactory and easy to manage. It is recommended (.../...)  
 
Unanimously recommended  5/0/0 
 
The Airsports Promotion technical meeting concluded at 13:30 
 
The chairman:  
Guy Revel 
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FEDERATION AERONAUTIQUE INTERNATIONALE 
INTERNATIONAL AEROMODELING COMMISION 


SPACE MODELS TECHNICAL MEETING 
 


MINUTES ON THE SPACE MODELS TECHNICAL MEETING 
 
 
PRESENT: 
 


Srdjan Pelagic (SRB), SM SC Chairman, Delegate 


Tosko Dragov (BUL), SM SC member, 


Bedrich Pavka (CZE), observer, 


Marian Jorik (SVK), SM SC member, Delegate, 


Lubomir Jurek (SVK), 19th WSMCh bidder, 


Mikulas Szabo (SVK), 19th WSMCh bidder, 


Tibor Gira (SVK), observer, 


Petra Ilanoska (SVK), interpreter, 


John Langford (USA), SM SC member, 


Ellis Langford (USA), observer 


 
AGENDA:  


1. Proposals for the SM SC rules changes on the CIAM Plenary Meeting 2010 Agenda 


2. Bureau Proposals, 


3. Organization of the SM events on the FAI Contest Calendar 2010, 


4. Future SM World and Continental Championships. 


 
Item 1 The following proposals in Item 11.14 of the  CIAM Plenary Meeting Agenda  were 
discussed, amended and voted on:  
 
a) 2.4.2 - Delete “Tumble recovery” as proposed in the Agenda.      ALL AGREED.  


b) 2.4.7 – Define minimum weight of the gliding portion of the model in classes S4, S8 and S10 to 30% of the 
maximum weight for the class as given in the Agenda..     ALL AGREED.  


c) 3.10.2 – Amend the paragraph how to perform static engine test as proposed in the Agenda.          ALL 
AGREED. 


d) 3.13.1 - Amend the paragraph so to increase tolerance from +0% to -10% to new +0% tp -20% as proposed 
in the Agenda.    ALL AGREED . 


e)  4.3.5 – Launching procedure  – Amend the paragraph as proposed in the Agenda. ALL AGREED . 


f)  9.11 – Scale Judging  -Flight characteristics – Increase maximum points from 250 to 300 points as given in 
the Agenda.   ALL AGREED.  


g) Part Eleven – Class S8E_P – 11.7.2 – Specification – preserve dimensions as for S8E/P (wing span 11000 
mm) but decrease total impuls from 20.01-40.00 NS to 10.01-20.00 Ns s proposed in the Agenda.      
WITHDRAWN and forwarded to the SM SC for further co nsideration.  


h)  Annex 1 – Scale Space Models – a) Introduce a new judging subcategory “RC gliding descent” with 0-50 
points and change max from 250 to 300 points for deploying recovery devices – 10 points for parachute and 5 
points for streamer as proposed in the Agenda.  ALL AGREED.  


i) Annex 2 – Space Models Judges – 4. Specific Events – 4.d. – Scale Events – Define “Cluster” as proposed in 
the Agenda.   ALL AGREED.  


j) Annex 2 – Space Models Judges – 5. Organizers Tasks – b.2. Conditions for use of Electronic Altimeters – 
Define as given in the Agenda.  ALL AGREED.  







 


Item 2 Bureau proposals  
 
All Bureau proposals submitted to the Plenary Meeting on Volume ABR present clarifications and improvements 
of the rules and are acceptable for Space Models TM except the amount of the Sanction fees for World and 
Continental Championships. SM TM accepts certain corrections of these fees but they should not acceede  350 
Euro for World and 250 Euro for Continental Championships. 
 
Item 3 – Contest Calendar  
 
a) Contest Calendar 2010 – Space Models is considered and found fully coordinated. 


b) Judges list require minor corrections: a) Alessandro Mossa – Italy – is not a SM than F3A judge and b) W. 
Dennis – UK – is not a SM than aeromodelling judge. 


c) World Cups shall be adminstrated by Srdjan Pelagic in 2010 like in three previous years. 


d) S. Pelagic on behalf of th organizer of the 18th WSMCH 2010 (Andrija Ducak) to be hold in Serbia from 21st to 
28th August, 2010 informed  SM TM that preparations for this event are going as scheduled. 


e) In relation to organization of the 18th WSMCh 2010 all agreed: 1) In Class S8E/P 2.4 RC devices may be 
used, but because of the working time of 14 minutes prescribed by the rules for this class, they must be 
impounded. 2) Position of the pilot at landing is not defined by the present rules and the future practice before 
the WSMCh during 13 Wcups shall direct should the pilot be allowed to stand in the landing circle or out of it. 
This shall be decided before the beginning of the 18th WSMCh. 3) SM TM also agrees that the organizer made a 
good choice by selecting electronic altimeters Adrel ALT-USB as technically sophisticated to be used in classes 
S1A, S1B, S5B and S5C in accordance with the Local rules approved by the CIAM Bureau meeting in 
December 2009. The same type will be provided by the organizer  for all competitors in all altitude classes and 
distribution after calibration shall be by draw. These devices shall be impounded all the time except when given 
out to competitors for performing flights. 4) SM TM agreed with a recommandation from the Guidlines for 
Electronic Altimeters posted at the WSMCh orgnizers site for 3 vent holes of 0.5 mm at models made of hard 
materials. It these vent holes are placed where exist holes on the prototype (at the same distance from the nose 
cone) or if they are clearly marked they shall not have influence on the static points for adherence to the scale 
or to the points for workmanship. 


 
Item 4 – Future Space Models Championships  
 
2010 – 18th WSMCH – awarded to SERBIA. 
2011 – 13th EUSMCH – awarded to  ROMANIA. 
2012 – 19th WSMCH – firm offers from SLOVAKIA and BULGARIA. 
2013 – 14th EUSMCH – firm offer from BULGARIA. 
 
At recommandation of the SM TM Slovakia and Bulgaria agreed on cooperation, so Slovakia shall organize 19th 
WSMCh 2012 and Bulgaria 14th EuSMCh 2013. Slovakia is willing to help reestablishemnt of SM in Bulgaria 
and also to include Bulgarian SMs in organisation of the WSMCh 2012 to refresh organizational experience. 
President and the Secretary of CIAM are informed of this agreement and relevant forms were submitted to allow 
early voting for 2013 according the rule B.6.1 because Bulgarian bid apprears in the 14th EuSMCh appears in 
the Pleanary meeting Agenda for April 2010. This proposal shall be submitted to the CIAM Plenary meeting 
tomorrow on April 17, 2010 for approval. 
 
Also are invited offers for Asian and American Continental Championships for 2011 and 2013. 
 
 
Lausanne, 16 April, 2010 
 
        Srdjan Pelagic, dipl.ing. 
        CIAM Space Models S/C Chairman 
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CIAM SC Education  
Technical Meeting April 16th, 2010 
Dave Brown (USA), Martin Dilly (New Zealand), Kevin Dodd (Australia), Philipp Kolb (Germany), Paolo Pan-
filo (Italy), Serdar Sualp (Turkey), Gerhard Wöbbeking (Germany, Chairman). Mike Colling’s (Great Britain) 
and Capt. Joe Dimble’s (Ireland) flights were cancelled due to the current volcanic ash problem.   
 
I. Questionnaire 2010  
25 CIAM delegates replied February 2010 to the questionnaire with 29 questions regarding their 
national regulations. Almost 700 data were compiled within one first document, basis for further 
considerations within the Sub-committee. Main points: 
(I) Insurances differ widely in prices and conditions. One tool to keep the costs low seems to 


be an excess, up to which any claim is either rejected or covered by the NAC. 
(II) Most countries follow the FAI definition of model aircraft limiting the weight to 25 kg. Some 


already avoid any mix-up with UAV. On the other hand Kevin Dodd reported that the MAAA 
in Australia in May consider if they should take over the responsibility to regulate non-
commercial UAV activities. Dave Brown recommended defining aeromodelling as “Visual 
Flight Rules”-traffic, helping to avoid restrictions especially in flight height. 


(III) Model flying regarded as a sport seems to be helpful to become recognized by authorities. 
(IV) In most countries self developed regulations prevent from disputes because of the noise in 


the vicinity of flying sites. Examples show that flying in fair distance to civil airports and in 
nature reserves is possible. 


(V) Most NAC of the sample introduced a proficiency scheme, some long time ago with good 
experiences. 


(VI) Almost all responding organisations established a dialogue with the authorities in charge of 
air space and civil aviation safety. Most were more or less satisfied with the regulations es-
tablished.   


 
II. Experts for Scholarships  
By December the Sporting Code first time demands a Selection Group of world-wide Education 
Experts. To avoid any tendency of bias as an outcome of the applications, an even bigger group is 
to be recruited during the summer and autumn. The S/C is asked to identify these people. 
 
III. Simple Models to attract children  
Alongside of FAI events (like WAG) a program should be run with a building session of models 
afterwards to be flown in the hall or at the air field. Philipp Kolb proposed to launch a competition 
for appropriate models which could become an FAI-standard. They could be accompanied by vir-
tual ones used in computer games designed for and delivered exclusively by the FAI. Using his 
experiences, Paolo Panfilo offered a contribution. 
 
IV. “Limited classes” to introduce to Competition C lasses  
The current rulebook leaves simpler then FAI classes mainly to the discretion of the NAC. This is 
not in line with the mission of FAI and CIAM. 2009 Mike Colling raised already the question 
whether the related CIAM Sub-committees are willing to discuss their panels in order to integrate 
appropriate classes as guidance on the route to the classes of international championships. A new 
class nomenclature created by a Bureau discussion in 2010 will identify these classes and/or en-
courage introducing them into the Sporting Code. 
 
IV. Use of 59 CIAM-Medals  
Because of special circumstances there is a leftover of unused bronze, silver and gold medals, 
already paid by CIAM. The best use of them, suggested the Technical Meeting, would be the chil-
dren’s competition alongside of FAI events. 
 


 
 


Gerhard Wöbbeking (http://www.woebbeking.de) 






