It was back in 1995 that | wrote the first article on the Genesis in soaring Magazine
and | thought it was time to revisit the whole project.

As of 2003 the Genesis project seems to have been abandoned in Lithuania, its
assets sold for one dollar, a sorry demise for a lofty project and a number of things
have come to light since that article was written.



The glider was an excellent product in workmanship and its performance is quite respectable
but | believeit could have been much better by about 15% overall if Jim's original plans had
been used for aall flying wing. But at thetime | wrote the article for Soaring the only flying
wings| had flown were my hang glidersand my minibat, so | could not comment. That was
about to change!

Jm Marske was let go from the project and | felt so strongly about his gliders that | joined him
in Marion and formed Marske Flying Wings to research and develop his gliders.

| have found that by talking with Jm Marske that he came to the project with the
understanding of producing aracing glider and he had in hand adrawing of aflying wing with
an L/d of about 51 at a speed of about 55 mph and asink rate of 100 fpm at 48 mph but
through the ensuing redesign process the theoretical L/d gradually was reduced to somewhere
about 43:1 at 65 mph with asink rate of about 135 fpm at 55 mph with the addition of an
elevator on the tail, the pilot moved forward and twist put into the wing.



Now one could argue that there was a question of whether the Genesis could have flown without
an elevator on the fin. And I'm sure alot of people questioned Jim'sinitial approach but in
hindsight | believe that Jim's glider indeed would have had the 51:1 glider ratio for a 15 meter and
that it indeed would be an extremely competitive flier.

For examplewas it important for the pilot to be placed in front of the leading edge of the wing
leaving the wing root high point at the same point where the fuselage starts to diminish. But how
important was this? | believe cost the Genesis about three |/d points!

First consider the drag penalty of the elevator on the tail by just considering it in the same manner
asthe main wing. Jm Marske did most of the calculations and | put them into a spread sheet form
and made charts so that it could be easily changed to suit differing wing loadings etc.

This stabilizer has a very short chord which means low reynolds numbers and the spanisalso
guite small indicating a not so efficient wing back there.

And how did | suspect this? Well | happened to initiate the rebuilt of one of Jm;s old Pioneer
designs, the Pioneer I1d. This glider was designed in the early 1970's usng the same basic
dimensions of the 1-26. But the result was far superior! The original Pioneer 11d was purchased in
very rough shape to begin with and in respect to the airfoil still isl But that glider has given me an
awful lot of respect for Jim's designs and awhole new way of flying.



If we analyze the stabilizer asjust awing, The chart below isthe L/D of the
stabilizer at various speeds. Remember also that in flight this has a down load to
keep the negative pitching mainwing airfoil flying level.
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Below isachart of the Drag in |bs of each component of the Genesis at various speeds. The
fuselage drag was computed by deducting the main wing drag and the stabilizer drag from the
entire plane drag. Note that the stabilizer has about as much drag as the main wing.
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When you look at the combined
drag co-€fficients for each
element of the stabilizer you
realizethat it has he most
significant contribution to the
overall drag of the Genesis.

Note the especially the high
induced drag of the stabilizer.



So if we add up the possible L/D the percent loss of having that stabilizer on the fin against the airspeed is shown below.
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L/D

l/d for stab and main wing for Genesis
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Genesis sink rate
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