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A gyroscope has the property of rigidity –which is the ability to maintain Two-Dimensional stability in fixed space. So a spinning gyroscope will tend to align itself with the most fixed point in the universe, i.e. the Pole Star (hence the term ‘fixed space’).   

I believe there may be a way of congfiguring gyroscopes into a system to infer a Three-Dimensional stability (or rigidity) in fixed space. Taking the example of the Pole Star, 3D stability would describe a gyroscopic system which would tend to acquire a portion of the speed of the Pole Star relative to the Earth. Operating such a system would be analogous to putting up a sail to the wind emanating from a ‘Cosmic Zero’ point in the universe. 

I envisage a specific layout and operating protocol:  Gyroscopes orbiting in concert around a main rotor with a dedicated operating protocol involving a ‘phase shift’ of the orbiting gyroscopes axis’ which must occur while the main system is spinning. 

The system involves a rotating gyro platform (the ‘solar disc’) carrying a constellation of gyros (‘planets’) around its ecliptic, each planet axis being able to move in concert from an aligment where it is co-incident with solar axis, to where it becomes a spoke radiating out to the solar ecliptic. This ‘phase-shift’ axial movement of planets is called ‘sectoring’ and is the stress phase. 
The central feature of this invention is that ‘sectoring’ occurs while both the solar disc and the planet constellation is spinning. If either is stopped no worthwhile moments will occur. 

To date, an engineering mock up has been built but the real challenge is to build a working test bed. 
   











 LMX  p2

Advances in technology and digital control systems now make it possible to construct a viable test vehicle within the constraints of a reasonable budget, say £30,000. In particular, machinery is available to perform dynamic balancing of the test bed, and digital control and feedback systems can be designed to manage its operation. The test bed will require a high level of precision in digital control and measurement resources (in servos and sensors). 

I have to tell you that this idea came to me in a vision. It cannot be therefore adequately quantified in scientific discourse. 
I call the basic principle a GDU - ‘Gyroscopic Displacement Unit’ - and I refer to the test bed machine as the LMX or ‘Levitation Machine Experimental’ (!!). 
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Potential suppliers to the LMX project::
1  Brightfusion Ltd  Gloucester (Gyroscope.com), make Control Momemt Gyroscopes and Platforms for modellers. The architecture of these systems (with an off-the-shelf cost of about £3,000) resemble the LMX layout. Brightfusion Ltd. Are well placed to manufacture the solar disc platform and planet gyro system to a dedicated pattern. 

2  Wren engines, Barnsley (www.turbinesolutions.co.uk) manufacture small jet engines for modellers with RPM range up to 195,000. This company and the Gas Turbine and Transmissions Research Centre (part of The University of Nottingham) have access to the sort of Dynamic Balancing equipment needed for the LMX test bed.

I propose that sectoring the spinning planets while solar spin is present will cause the system to take on board a component of the ambient cosmic acceleration; i.e. the kinetic differential between ‘cosmic zero’ (3D fixed space) and earth. 
If Planet spin direction is the same as solar spin, then as sectoring occurs, the planets will contribute axial energy to the solar disc via their precessive compnents, increasing solar disc RPM for a given power setting. The reverse will occur if solar/planet spin directions do not coincide with each other. 


Operating such a device could be conceptualised as putting up a sail in a wind blowing toward ‘cosmic zero’- a position in fixed space. To usefully use it would require steady changes of sail position (i.e. the alignment of LMX solar axis) and navigation would probably require a form of ‘tacking’ against the prevailing ‘wind’ just like the nautical equivalent.

03 Oct 2020

I believe there may be a way of arranging gyros into a machine to provide a novel motive drive. 
The configuration I have in mind is difficult to engineer. It involves moving spinning gyros through precessive stresses toward a gyroscopic equilibrium whereby the system they comprise will tend toward what I call the ‘cosmic zero’- a point of three dimensional stability in fixed space. A spinning gyro classically has the property of ‘rigidity’ which tends it toward a two dimensional stability (i.e. it tries to maintain its direction relative to the pole star, the most stable object in fixed space). This configuration of gyros will tend to align a system in a 3D position relative to the ‘cosmic zero’, which can be thought of as three-dimensional point in fixed space. 

I call the basic principle a GDU - ‘Gyroscopic Displacement Unit’ - and I refer to the test bed machine as the LMX or ‘Levitation Machine Experimental’ (!!). 
The system involves a rotating gyro platform (the ‘solar disc’) carrying a constellation of gyros (‘planets’) around its ecliptic, each planet axis being able to move in concert from an aligment where its axis is co-incident with solar axis, to where its axis becomes a spoke radiating out from the solar ecliptic. This ‘phase-shift’ movement of planets is called ‘sectoring’ and is the stress phase. 
The central feature of this invention is that ‘sectoring’ occurs while both the solar disc and the planet constellation is spinning. If either is stopped no worthwhile moments will occur. 
I propose that forcing the spinning planets from Park to Alpha while solar spin is present will cause the system to take on board a component of the ambient cosmic acceleration; i.e. the kinetic differential between ‘cosmic zero’ (3D fixed space) and earth. As sectoring occurs the system gradually acquires this component plus any added local acceleration. The resultant of the forces imbibed during this sectoring process (called ‘z’ or units of ‘zulu’ force) might be expected to co-incide, or be close to, the solar axis of the LMX. 
The system so operated will be analogous to putting up a sail in a wind blowing toward ‘cosmic zero’- the fixed position in space. To usefully use it would require steady changes of sail position (i.e. the alignment of LMX solar axis) and navigation would probably require a form of ‘tacking’ against the prevailing ‘wind’ just like the nautical equivalent.


The current LMX is no more than an engineering mock-up. A new operational LMX test bed is needed, built to the highest affordable precision. The test bed must have control and feedback apparatus to measure and record data points and would comprise say 3 or 4 planet gyros about a single solar unit, suitably tethered against its own torque forces. It is essential to build a working LMX (rather than rely on computer simulations) in order to discover the novel metrics of the system. Although most of the forces during sectoring are expected to have a simple precessive component, this is by no means certain.  

The earth is driving into a positional wind caused mainly by its diurnal rotation but also by its orbital movement around the sun. The LMX, when activated, would tend toward the universal statis – that is, try to become positionally static in fixed space. It would as I have said, be analogous to a sail in the prevailing cosmic ‘wind’. 
Like an aircraft takes off into wind, the LMX test bed could be aligned against ‘cosmic zero’ (the point in azimuth and elevation which aligns with 3D ‘stasis’ in fixed space). How one might discover the location of this is not known by the writer but as the major component of cosmic zero would be earthspin, aligning against this (i.e. toward the west) would take advantage of the ambient cosmic acceleration already present. 


Switching it on isn’t achieving motion its achieving standstill. That looks a lot like motion when you are on planet Earth whizzing around the sun. It’s like putting up a sail and catching the cosmic wind. 

28 Sep 2020

To Ben Walker: I have a project. Still born. Would you be interested to develop a prototype GDU or LMX unit? Ostensibly a project to investigate gyroscopes in novel configurations (a summation of forces in previously untried configurations) I believe or suspect more correct, that it will produce what I call ‘z force’ of conserving acceleration within ambient gravity. I have built an engineering mock-up. To ask you whether you would want to take part as the technical director of such a project. GDU Gyroscopic Displacement Unit or LMX levitation Machine Experimental. Metal Mickey – need his number to ask about self-balancing rotor blades.

Solar axis

As the Planetary axis is moved away from the Solar axis towards assuming a 90 degree spoke in the solar ecliptic. 
The research vehicle would be needed to discover the sector metrics (the resistive force and power required to overcome it) at each sector angle. Most of the resistive forces are expected to have a simple precessive component.  

As sectoring occurs the unit gradually acquires a component of the ambient cosmic acceleration plus any added local acceleration. The resultant of these forces are experienced along the solar axis of the LMX. So for example, if it was propelled by a rocket booster vertically away from the earth, and the planets were sectored during the boost phase the LMX unit would acquire a component of that acceleration and continue in the same direction after the booster had expired, for as long as power was being applied to the unit. However a much simpler way of testing the unit would be to align it against the earths rotation, i.e. toward the west. Like an aircraft takes off into wind, the LMX should be aligned against the prevailing ‘cosmic zero’ before being activated; (‘Cosmic zero’ is a point in azimuth and elevation which aligns with the ‘cosmic stasis’ in fixed space, not necessarily the pole star) Against earthspin and toward the west so as to take advantage of the ambient cosmic acceleration already present on earth. Really, when the unit is operating it is tending toward the universal statis – that is, it is trying to be fixed positionally in fixed space.  
The earth is driving into a positional wind cause mainly by its diurnal rotation but also by its orbital movement around the sun. The LMX, when activated, would operate like a sail in this wind. Any vehicle driven by it would become subject to the cosmic wind which always blows toward statis or toward a point of maximum equilibrium where it is at rest with fixed space. In the same way a freely gimballed gyroscope will always try to align itself with the pole star (the ‘2D arbiter’ of fixed space)., the LMX system will try to position itself in fixed space. As a propulsion system it would require its solar axis to be set like the ‘sail’ of a yacht. To usefully go from A to B on earth for example, would require steady change of sail position (the alignment of LMX solar axis) and navigating such a machine would require some form of ‘tacking’ against the prevailing ‘wind’ just like it nautical equivalent.

The force spent driving the planets from zero is likely to be analogous to the force required to lift the unit and a continuous application of that angular force would be required to keep the unit in stasis.

This idea came from a vision and requires the validation of a working model. Computer simulations will not do (and have been tried) due to the novelty of the premises involved.  

The vision and programme is this: 

To prove a novel motive force derived from a unique configuration and operating protocol of a  gyroscopic system known as a GDU for Gyroscopic Displacement Unit, or LMX for Levitation Machine Experimental! 

02 Oct 2020
Mick Barnet 

Big Helicopter have a self-balancing system driven by sensors which detect vibration and move a weight. Rotor RPM is around 1200 (for R22 example).   
Model Jet engines, 3-4” dia. Rotate up to 150,000 RPM.  Made by Wren, Nottingham (Hucknall?).
Turbine Solutions manufacture 
Wren engines:-
www.turbinesolutions.co.uk
Turbine Power Solutions LTD

Unit 15 Mount Osbourne Business Centre

Oakwell View

Barnsley 
South Yorkshire  S71 1HH

01226 240711   07597 124241.              admin@turbinesolutions.co.uk
Wren 44 Gold - Thrust: 45N / 4.5kg / 10lbs Weight: 600g / 21oz Overall Size: 215mm x 75mm (8.5" x 3") Ancillaries weight (inc battery): 340g / 12oz Max RPM: 195,000 Idle RPM: 55,000 Idle Thrust: 1.5N / 0.15kg / 0.3lbs Fuel Consumption @ max thrust: 176ml per minute / 5.8oz per minute.
Gas Turbine and Transmissions Research Centre

Energy Technologies Building
The University of Nottingham, Jubilee Campus
Triumph Road, NG7 2TU

0115 748 6398 

ez-g2trc@exmail.nottingham.ac.uk

Gyroscope.com
"Brightfusion Ltd"
Unit 45 Space Business Centre
Olympus Park
Quedgeley
Gloucester  GL2 4AL
01452 905001


support@gyroscope.com



Ben Wallker   07446 262493

Mink 28 May 2014
A hydraulic method would be to employ a star rotor which was like the hub of a constant speed propeller. These use oil pressure working on a controllable piston to change the angle of propeller blades. 
Otherwise any hydraulic system would require actuators (rotary?) linked to a control computer which monitored feedback on angle achieved v. angle required. 
Electric Servos have all that angular stuff built into them. Trouble is, we really need aircraft class servos such as those used in autopilots to control roll or pitch. 
Also, the radio control option offers an elegant way of mechanically controlling the servo actuators.


Mink 31 May

Derek Sheldon has just phoned.  (Formerly of Coventry University)
He has a kind of Dragon's Den company which can provide finance and technical input
Might be a mixed blessing [QED]. But he has suggested talking through what the possibilities are
He's asked if you'd contact him 
Derek Sheldon Consultants Ltd (dfs@consultant-engineer.com) 

http://www.consultant-engineer.com/ 

53, Welcombe Grove,
Solihull,
B91 1PD,
0121 705 6223 
07802 740347
DSM:

What I am looking for is a University to take it on as a research project in exchange for a share in the intellectual rights. I need expertise and specialised equipment in design and building of new mechanical interfaces between servo and planet, electronic (?) equipment for servo control, dynamic balancing, and later on, methods for measuring the load on servo actuators (torque meters) and monitoring sensors for continuous feedback of RPMs and planet angles etc.  


What I am looking for is funding from a private individual, or else an organisation such as a University to commission it as a research project. (Both options are in exchange for a share in the intellectual rights). 
Funding is for:  A test program that provides two main areas – dynamic balancing and powerful servos managing the planets through accountable angles. When it works, I want access to the monitoring video and all data streams to be available for the patent office, and also access for their officials to the test site for proof-of-concept demonstrations. 

Jun 3   John Smith (Alan’s brother in Elgin)

The best person to start with that I can think of would be Jerry Hughes who trades as Jemlyn. He works a lot with Moog who make the really fancy servo valves used on aircraft, F1 cars etc. You will be able to get his details from the BFPA website, look under consultants: Email is : jemlynltd@btinternet.com. You can say I suggested him. ( He is also a classic rally man).

Jun 10

http://www.teslamotors.com/en_GB/contact    (Elon Musk)
After hearing Mr Musk on radio, I have a genesis project that is up his street & I would like him to look over. Details are at: http://www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014/  Dave Scott-Morgan, Birmingham 07791 466201
A genesis project (with a small ‘g’) is an ‘In the beginning’ project. Something that has never been tried before. 
Jun 17
Hi Elon. If you have a minute, can you check out this website: www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014/
It’s an idea of mine which, if it can be proven, has wall to wall potential! But I know it needs some serious engineering to take it further. Is this something you might be interested in? A Yes or No would be helpful.

Best regards, Dave 


01 Jul Roy Pulley  Product Development Specialist  07919-168339

1600 Warwick University

Take Machine

Next stage?

 Primal acceleration

Primal acceleration is the vector appearing at 90 degrees to the normal. It is the useful component of the LMX system, a vector of ’acceleration’ which can be utilised as an engine. 

The attribute of primal acceleration always exists within this configuration but it does not manifest as a result of an outside force being applied, so pushing or pulling the apparatus will not produce it. 
Primal acceleration is exclusively produced from within the system. That is to say, the push or pull is invested to the system from within the system. 
33
It is only manifested when the initial motivating force is produced within the system itself. 
This is the unique nature of the LMX configuration, that it has the potential to conserve the accelerative component released through sectoring the planets about the star. 
To put it another way the potential is only manifested when the prime motivation is supplied from within the system. 



LMX  8 Dec 99

Planet Sectoring;  Anterior & Interior Sectors; Conservation of Angular Momentum; System

When the axis of the planet is anything other than 0° or 90° to the star, the planet is said to be ‘sectoring’ – or more correctly, ‘sectoring’ is occurring within the system. In this position the inboard and outboard hemispheres (‘sectors’) - of the planet experience reflective, though not entirely opposite, forces: 

The Anterior sector (outboard) moves at higher velocity (relative to the Star rotor) than the Interior sector (inboard). So, although precession invokes each sector to manifest an opposite precessive moment (which should exhibit along the star axis), the contribution to the system from the Anterior (outboard) sector is reasoned to be higher than that from the ‘slower’ Interior (inboard) sector. 

The Law of Conservation of Angular Momentum should also be considered: Sectoring from 0° toward 90° has the effect of reducing overall diameter of the star system and like a spinning skater pulling her arms in, the Law of Conservation of Angular Momentum dictates a tendency toward an increased star spin rate. However this coincides with an increasing load on the star motor actioned by the considerable energy caused by the sectoring itself. As the apparatus functions as a ‘closed system’, the energy to translate the planets from 0° is supplied by servos attached to the star, causing the star to ‘slow down’ at the same time a reducing overall diameter causes it to ‘speed up’.

The ‘system’ describes the running machine – ie. with both star and planets spinning.  The system sets up complex tumbling and twisting vectors which cannot be entirely predicted on the ‘drawing board’ and requires a test bed. Indeed, it may be that a force or forces exhibited by the system are novel and that a test bed might thus provide a pathway to designing a completely new motion device.

To help understand the system we might think of it as analogous to our solar system, and the relationship between star and planets as that between sun and earth: 

If the summer/winter tilt of the earth’s axis were not caused by the earth’s orbit around the sun but instead were caused by an ‘in-situ’ tilting of the earth’s spin axis

Now it is the proposition that if this were to happen, the entire solar system would be propelled to a different position 

It may be that the system Phase shift by mechanical means of gravity wave

The following is conjectural inasmuch as it describes the working of a machine which cannot at present be demonstrated. The LMX concept remains unprovable without test bed validation. The object of this memorandum is to generate interest and support toward continuing the test machine program. Please note this information is for not for distribution.

To understand LMX and its operating strategy I describe the following concepts:

'Park' describes the planets when spinning in the same axis as the star - 0°, where precessive forces are zero, while 'Load' describe the planets axis at their highest declination - 90° from the star axis, a point at which they will contribute a maximum, but self-cancelling, precessive load to the system. 

'Sectoring' describes the system when its Planet axis are between Park and Load, in what might be termed the 'useful quadrant' (positive or negative) 
Mar 2 2016
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LMX WIRING SCHEMATIC

Planet 

Servos


Control Momemt Gyroscopes and Platform 
Built to order.  £3000
A Control Moment Gyroscope (CMG) one or more gyroscopes that are forcibly rotated using an electric motor. The resulting gyroscope torque can rotate a spacecraft. Up to 3 axes can be controlled this way. Extra gyroscopes can be used for redundancy. Provided the spacecraft has electrical power, by solar power for example, then the aircraft can rotate. With a CMG this can be gone on a regular basis or simply used consistently to keep the spacecraft pointing in the same direction. 
Control moment gyroscopes have been used with great effect on the International Space Station, Hubble space telescope and many satellites. 
This kit allows anyone to understand all the fundamentals of Control Moment Gyroscopes.

15 OCT 2020:
LMX:  Building the test bed requires purchasing control moment gyros and specifying a platform to carry them (a 3-gyro unit = £3K from gyroscopes.com at Quedgeley, Gloucester). The 3 gyros become planets in the LMX system and the platform is the solar disc. Then we have to figure how to spin the platform while controlling the planets?? What communication medium to employ? Radio, Bluetooth or infra-red system? I wonder if Ben could advise on the design for this element. 

LMX:  Building the test bed requires purchasing control moment gyros and specifying a platform to carry them (a 3-gyro unit 

= £3K from gyroscopes.com at Quedgeley, Gloucester). The 3 gyros become planets in the LMX system and the platform is the solar disc. Then we have to figure how to spin the platform while controlling the planets?? What communication medium to employ? Radio, Bluetooth or infra-red system? I wonder if Ben could advise on the design for this element. 

The LMX will be described to manufacturers as a new type of control moment Gyroscopic Unit being made under commission. The rationale and functionality of the planet system need not be fully disclosed. 

It is not easy to engineer such a device and it will likely require exprimentation to design the digital tools needed to manage and control it. 

Georgios Chrysakis


02477 658377
g.chrysakis@coventry.ac.uk
02476 887688

Professor  Mike Blundell
02476 236364
07974 984398
cex403@coventry.ac.uk


Derek Sheldon 

0121 705 6223 
07802 740347
Jan 6 2016
Hi Georgios

Hope you had a nice Christmas and New Years.

I'd like to set up a meeting with you and Prof. Blundell, myself and 
Prof. Sheldon in order to review the LMX project in the light of your 
simulation results.

I'd be grateful if you could let me have a couple of date options 
in order to schedule this. 

Moment of inertia

We've looked at the rotational equivalents of several straight-line motion variables, so let's extend the parallel a little more by discussing the rotational equivalent of mass, which is something called the moment of inertia. 

Mass is a measure of how difficult it is to get something to move in a straight line, or to change an object's straight-line motion. The more mass something has, the harder it is to start it moving, or to stop it once it starts. Similarly, the moment of inertia of an object is a measure of how difficult it is to start it spinning, or to alter an object's spinning motion. The moment of inertia depends on the mass of an object, but it also depends on how that mass is distributed relative to the axis of rotation: an object where the mass is concentrated close to the axis of rotation is easier to spin than an object of identical mass with the mass concentrated far from the axis of rotation. 

The moment of inertia of an object depends on where the axis of rotation is. The moment of inertia can be found by breaking up the object into little pieces, multiplying the mass of each little piece by the square of the distance it is from the axis of rotation, and adding all these products up: 

[image: image1.png]Moment of inertia I=zmr




Fortunately, for common objects rotating about typical axes of rotation, these sums have been worked out, so we don't have to do it ourselves. A table of some of these moments of inertia can be found on page 223 in the textbook. Note that for an object where the mass is all concentrated at the same distance from the axis of rotation, such as a small ball being swung in a circle on a string, the moment of inertia is simply MR2 . For objects where the mass is distributed at different distances from the axis of rotation, there is some multiplying factor in front of the MR2. 

18 Nov 15   after phone call  
Hi David,
I initially run the simulation according to your sketch with the vertical component (yellow to red beam) was locked (in z initial axis) allowing only rotation in y. This was simulated in both with the flywheel spinning (with gyro) and stopped (no gyro). In both scenarios the reaction to the blue beam hitting the red one was exactly the same. The “with gyro” is either due to numerical error or imbalance created on the flywheel that becomes significant a bit later. The last run simulation allows the red to yellow part to rotate in z in order to flywheel to drop due to gravity, but maintains height due to gyroscopic forces. Also when this model is hit by the blue beam, the flywheel starts gaining climbing over the blue beam allowing the system to recess relatively the motion of the blue bar. That creates the delay in contact forces although the peak is almost similar. Also due to great vertical motion, it oscillates after the cont 
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13 Nov 15
Dear Georgios

How are things?

As I haven't heard back from you I presume you haven't yet had chance to simulate the inertia test experiment as a check on the laws under which Adams is working. 

Looking back I see you mention in your last email that :-

the flywheel will be able to move vertically as well, or the simulation fails to calculate.
I presume you mean the star of the system? 

Yes it's ok if the star (the 'flywheel' with its axis normal to gravity) can rise or fall but the test system is a simple ONE planet (out of balance) arrangement with the planet flywheel fixed at 90 degrees in LMX terms. (I.e. with it's axis forming a spoke of the star). 

This configuration is solely to test the rotational inertia of the star and to check that Adams registers a difference in that value when the planet is spinning compared to when it is static. In both cases, the star ideally should be freewheeling (i.e. releasing rotational energy stored in it). When the planet is not spinning the rotational inertia of the star should be totally compliant with normal laws, but when the planet is spinning, the rotational inertia of the star should register a noticeable LOSS of inertia.

In the classic experiment this exhibited itself by a pencil not breaking when it was inserted into the path of the star spoke. 
Hope this helps.

26 Oct 15

Dear Georgios

Many thanks for your letter of 23rd, with the results of you latest test simulations plus supporting illustrations. However I am not clear from your wording and images whether the test parameters were the ones we discussed (and if not, this must be due to my inadequate explanation, I apologise). 
The purpose of the test I had in mind was essentially to ascertain whether the rules of the simulation software could replicate Laithwaite's loss of inertia demo. 
When describing this in my letter of 25 June I wrote: “Laithwaite once demonstrated a single planet system which possessed ‘normal’ inertia when the planet was static, but amazingly, a lack of inertia when the planet was spinning.”
When I said the planet was static, I meant that the planet part of the system was not rotating. The star is however rotating in both instances, but the effort required to stop the star rotating is vastly reduced when the planet is rotating! Hence Laithwaites demo of a pencil placed to intercept the arm, which did not get broken as you might expect, when the planet was spinning. I do apologise if my language did not convey this correctly and attach a quick drawing to illustrate the Laithwaite demo. 

I’d be grateful if you would let me know your thoughts and again, my apologies for any misunderstanding.

23 Oct 15

Dear David,

Please see below the results of the simulations

Gyro on: wheel maintains average height with small oscillation and it rotates around the centre (orange part). Orange part rotation is caused by the gyro forces

Vertical position is maintained

Gyro off: wheel drops

Forcing the orange part to rotate gets the system rotating in vertical as well:

The initial angle is irrelevant (free orange part)

269.12N normal vertical force.

Gyro off base vertical force profile by changing red to orange part angle:

Same motion plus flywheel rotation does not change the vertical force profile:

The flywheel its self is not able to support the system if we remove the vertical support:

Reviewing the above and previous results, the rotating wheel experiment can be replicated. I do not believe that using the flywheel enough vertical forces can be applied for sustained levitation. Controlling the angle of the flywheel the vertical rotation of the system can be controlled.

Flywheel properties: in Kg and Kgmm2

Total mass 27kg

Flywheel rotational speed 17000rpm

Kind regards

Georgios Chrysakis

Derek

I had the meeting yesterday at CU with Georgios Chrysakis. 
It was interesting and instructive to see the simulation software in action. Georgios set up and modified the experiment while we were there, and with each run the results showed that there was NO net acceleration along the star axis in either direction. The system simply settled into sine wave oscillations (in other words, there was no lift or net movement up or down). Various RPMs were tried, I remember 9,000 for the star and 35,000 for the planets at one point. 
However, there is one thought that occurs to me:   

Laithwaite once demonstrated a single planet system which possessed ‘normal’ inertia 
when the planet was static, but amazingly, a lack of inertia when the planet was spinning. 
He did this by manually rotating the star (which had a planet attached on an arm) and then 
letting it freewheel under its own inertia. He then placed a pencil in the path of the arm 
holding the planet, and the inertia of the rotating assembly was enough to break the pencil

as you might expect. 
When the same experiment was done with the planet spinning however, it resulted in the 
star rotation abruptly stopping when the arm intercepted the pencil - without breaking it. 
Laithwaite used this to demonstrate a change in the inertia of the system, which I believe 
is intrinsic to the phenomenon I have envisaged in LMX.  

I will be writing to Georgios to ask him if he would be good enough to run one more test 
to check if the software he is using (Adams MSC) simulates this phenomenon.

Best wishes

 

(Planets sectored thru 180°)

Jun 25
Dear Georgios,

Many thanks for your expertise and patience demonstrating the various LMX configurations to me and my wife at Coventry University on Tuesday. It was interesting and instructive to see the simulations in action and I could readily see that the tests produced no net acceleration along the star axis in either direction.  

However, there is one thought that occurs to me:  

Laithwaite once demonstrated a single planet system which possessed ‘normal’ inertia when the planet was static, but amazingly, a lack of inertia when the planet was spinning. 
He did this by manually rotating the star (which had a planet attached on an arm) and then letting it freewheel under its own inertia. He then placed a pencil in the path of the arm holding the planet, and the inertia of the rotating assembly was enough to break the pencil as you might expect. When the same experiment was done with the planet spinning however, it resulted in the star rotation abruptly stopping when the arm intercepted the pencil - without breaking it. 
Laithwaite used this to demonstrate a change in the inertia of the system, which I believe is intrinsic to the phenomenon I have envisaged in LMX.  

I wonder if I could ask you if it would be possible to run one more test to check if the Adams MSC software simulates this phenomenon. 
Dave Scott-Morgan

Jun 25
Dear David,
I can work on this model again after 13/7 that the formula student finishes. It would be interesting to see the system’s response. 
Kind regards
Georgios Chrysakis
Jun 26

Thanks Georgios

That's great.

I look forward to hearing from you after 13/7.

Dave Scott-Morgan

Aug 20 email
Hello Georgios

Just following up on our meeting & emails in June. 
The way we left it was you were going to check out 
the systems response to a specific phenomenon.

Could I ask you the current state of play?

Kind Regards 

Dave Scott-Morgan

5 May  Derek Sheldon
Hi Dave

Thanks very much for the update. Sorry for the slight delay in replying.

Delighted holiday worked out well.

Clearly CU are working at it and look forward to developments.

You clearly need to be sure that they have modelled the gyro as you wished - sooner rather than later.

The early June meeting is OK with me (subject to availability) if you wish me to join you.

Kind regards

Derek

Mar 19 2:18pm  cc to Daniel Fraser, Derek Sheldon  ( 
Hi Georgios

I'm back from my vacation but only for a short while.

I'll be away for a fortnight from next Thursday.

I'd be grateful of you could let me know the state of play 

of the gyro project, and if there is anything I need to do 

(re the NDA?) before going away next week? 

I know you were planning to run some further validation 

simulations in early March and I wonder if these went as

scheduled?  

Last time we were in touch there was that issue with the term 

of the NDA. I am hopeful that has been resolved but I haven't

as yet received the amended NDA document for signing?

Look forward to hearing from you.

Dave Scott-Morgan
dave@scottmorgan.co.uk
www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014/
Feb 23 10:24  cc to Daniel Fraser, Derek Sheldon  (   NDA attached
Thanks Georgios

I have described 'purpose' and also included 

an addendum (nda-addendum.pdf). 

Please let me know if this fits the bill. 


Attached is the amended doc file. 

Regards

Dave Scott-Morgan
Feb 20 5:55 pm cc to Daniel Fraser
Dear Dave,
Concerning the purpose field in the document, I can refer to Daniel’s response:
“Our NDA has reciprocal rights and obligations for both parties, but goes into further detail specifying the nature of the disclosures, what constitutes confidential information, and further detail in relation to the rights and obligations of the parties, thereby providing more clarity and better protection for both parties.”
Two signed copies will be needed, however, I believe our legal department needs to review the final document before  printing.
I have cc’d Daniel from our legal team who can help with any further questions.
Kind Regards
Georgios Chrysakis

Feb 20 5:44pm (
Hi Georgios

Many thanks for getting back to me. That's good news that you will be running further validations in March. 

I am just reviewing the NDA document and I have a couple of questions:

Are you looking for a signed copy to be returned? 

Also, near the bottom of page 2 there is a bracketed entry for 'Purpose'

Should I enumerate here summarised details of the research aims? 
or something more general? 

Regards

Dave Scott-Morgan

Feb 20 3:44pm cc to Mike Blundell

Dear Dave,
I do apologise for the delay of the NDA. Could you please review and complete your details on the attached form?
Thank you
From the beginning of March I can run some further validation simulations and I will let you know of the results.
Kind regards
Georgios Chrysakis
Jan 29 (
Hi Georgios

Thanks for the heads-up. 

Look forward to hearing more in due course.

Regards

Dave Scott-Morgan 

Jan 28 14:27  cc to Mike Blundell , Derek Sheldon  
Hi Dave,
I have forwarded the NDA and I will chase up to see if they need any additional information.
I built a first model representing what we discussed, but I am not ready to show any results yet before some trouble shooting. I believe the next 2 weeks I will have made better progress demonstrating the gyroscopic effects
Kind regards
Georgios Chrysakis
The NDA doc ‘Purpose’ clause  filled like so:

Purpose:  Research program to investigate the ‘invention’ (aka ‘LMX’) as described in the presentation made at CU, 8 Jan 2015, in the accompanying addendum (nda-addendum.pdf), and as detailed on the discrete website at  http://www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014. 


Purpose  A research program to investigate the ‘invention’ (aka ‘LMX’) as described in the presentation made at Coventry, 8 Jan 2015 as set out at Appendix 1


Georgios Chrysakis

02477 658377
Coms History

02 Jun 14   Derek Sheldon contact



08 Jul 14    Warwick Uni  Presentation LMX demo

13 Oct 14   Warwick Uni  Presentation (PowerPoint)

08 Jan 15   Coventry Uni  Mike Blundell & Georgios Chrysakis

24 Mar 15   Tel Daniel Fraser re NDA agreement.
13 May 15  Send pdf schematic
02 Jun 15  Call Georgios. Pdf not rec’d, sent again. Meeting date options

23 Jun 15  Georgios @ CU (DM + Mandy). Inconclusive.

19 Oct 15  Georgios calls  - busy! Running simulation this Thursday… call Derek with news. 

18 Nov 15  email Test done, no diff in inertia. (test does NOT mirror Laithwaite) 
g.chrysakis@coventry.ac.uk

aa9685@coventry.ac.uk

Lecturer in Vehicle Systems
Mechanical Automotive And Manufacturing (MAM)
FACULTY OF ENGINEERING AND COMPUTING
Coventry University

02476 887688
Priory Street, Coventry CV1 5FB
Building: Engineering and Computing Building
Room: EC3-40

Daniel Fraser


02476 887688    02476 888069
a b1945@coventry.ac.uk
Professor  Mike Blundell
02476 236364
07974 984398
cex403@coventry.ac.uk


Derek Sheldon 

Derek Sheldon Consultants Ltd (dfs@consultant-engineer.com) 

http://www.consultant-engineer.com/ 

53, Welcombe Grove,
Solihull,  B91 1PD,
0121 705 6223 

07802 740347

Roy Pulley 

Richard Stannard
richardstannard@btinternet.com 
Richard (Lutterworth church Gtr, Vocals, Frank Whittle) 
Tim Powell

Christian Lecturer on TV

Prof Steven Taylor

+44 (0)151 794 4517      
S.Taylor@liverpool.ac.uk 

Mass Spectrometry Research group, Liverpool University

https://www.liv.ac.uk/mass-spec/

The LMX system
The invention called ‘LMX’ is a configuration of gyroscopes arranged into a dynamic system intended primarily to controllably induce kinetic displacement of itself. 

Description

The LMX is a system comprising of a main gyroscopic rotor - called the ‘star’ - and a constellation of gyros - called ‘planets’ - attached circumferentially to the star (in equatorial orbit about it). The ‘controllability’ of the system, and the uniqueness of the LMX idea, derives from a functionality for the spin axis of the planet gyros to be rotated about a sub-tangent of the star, while all the components of the system are spinning. Specifically, the spin axis of a planet is driven from an initial alignment coincidental with the spin axis of the star, through at least 90 degrees (where its spin axis radiates from the star’s fulcrum like a spoke).  
Engineering Mock-Up and website
The LMX engineering mock-up and test rig was fitted with radio controlled planet servo actuators in March 2008 and in this configuration it is consistent with the functionality of the LMX system described above. The test rig was unsuccessful mainly due to balancing issues.  Full details and history of the LMX project are on a discrete website at  

http://www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014.
Computer modelling notes
With the LMX system, computer modelling is extremely attractive viz a viz, a real-world test model by virtue of its almost infinite ‘scalability’: The LMX architecture (the relationship between star and planet diameters and masses) in any real-world model is of necessity, fixed (except with regard to the rotational velocities of the star and the planet rotors). Computer modelling has the massive advantage of not only testing rotational velocities but crucially, also testing different star-planet size combinations. Architecture is likely to have dramatic impact on the feasibility and utility of the LMX system. However, the caution must be made that the rules governing such a system may not follow the rules applying to its subsidiary components. 
For example, the precession on an individual gyroscope is well understood and may be readily quantified, but when an individual ‘planet’ gyroscope within an LMX system is spinning equatorially about the central ‘star’, and is then tilted so that its mass bisects into differential tangential speeds (as one side is outboard of the star fulcrum and has its velocity incremented by that of the star, while at the same time, the opposite side is inboard and experiencing a relatively slower velocity closer to the star fulcrum) - the resultant and formulas expressing it may not be fully quantified in standard physics. 
This is especially true as the dynamic complexity of an operating LMX system compounds upon the rigidity of a gyroscope within fixed space. 
The interaction of these components, and the rules pertaining thereof, may in the end, be an area of research which require real world models to quantify. 

The above is given in pre-requisite to a research programme, following the presentation made at CU on 8 Jan 2015.

David Scott-Morgan





Date:

13 Nov 14
Derek
Further to my last email regarding university programmes, there are two areas of research I neglected to mention, or rather to think through! :- 

Centrifugal Force within the sun-planet architecture
One of the hallmarks of Prof. Laithwaite’s gyroscope demonstrations was that the gyroscopic dumb-bell system seemed to exhibit no centrifugal force. I think this is something well worth investigating and documenting in any research programme. Centrifugal force, being the resultant inertia of a mass forced to change direction, is a fundamental of physics. It is hard to see how precessive forces on the spinning dumb-bell system could cause each radial spoke (or arm holding a planet rotor) not to be subject to the considerable centrifugal force of the planet assembly. An instrumented research test device could evaluate this important phenomena. Such a device would not need to controllable swivelling planets, which are the defining feature of the LMX device, but instead could employ a simpler ‘fixed’ system.  
I would not expect computer modelling to yield a reliable result because the lack of centrifugal force, if it indeed exists, is counter intuitive to classic physics. 
Apparent Neutral Buoyancy

The other remarkable quality was that which I describe as the ‘neutral buoyancy’ of 
the spinning system. This again, is a phenomena worth investigating as it implies a rigidity against the gravity norm. If the spun system really does have ‘neutral buoyancy’ it would require only a small trigger force to set it moving upwards or indeed, downwards! 

Again this effect is counter intuitive to classic physics and so I would not recommend computer modelling as a reliable way to investigate it, but rather a working model. 
Finally, I have put an edited video on the History page of the website of Grampian TV’s programme on Sandy Kidd (it’s about 10 mins long). 
27 Oct 2014

Hi Derek

My apologies for delay in assembling my thoughts on the next stage in the LMX programme.

I have been busy with the music for our Town Hall show next month (it's a memorial for the B'ham 

pub Bombings - www.21-today.com explains) 

Anyway, I write two separate items below for your perusal. The first is a broad outline of the University 

Research possibility. And the second are my notes about the 'computer modelling' way forward (re Dr. 

Paul Milne's request for a 'wish-list'.) 

Both imply some knowledge of the LMX system, and for this I refer to the website.

All this is very new to me so I may be way off mark here but I trust you will let me know how to develop 

this further. 

ONE:

I am looking for a University Faculty to instigate an Undergraduate Research Program to investigate 

the configuration of gyroscopes arranged, as  in the ‘LMX’ engineering mock-up, into a dynamic system 

designed to controllably induce kinetic displacement of itself.

Specifically, to investigate the key idea (within the ‘star - planet’ configuration of the LMX): 

That of swivelling the planet rotors whilst the system (the star and planet rotors) are spinning. 
The engineering challenge is to provide actuation and control mechanisms to effect precise control of the planet rotor angles. To accomplish this requires a much more robust system to be to engineered (than the mock-up), 

and one which is instrumented to monitor and measure the test regimes. 

The program requires the following: 

1) Mechanical and electronic design expertise to effect the controllable interface between servo and planet;

2) Planet servo actuators - identification of suitable equipment and associated controllers and electronics;

3) Monitoring equipment to measure the load on the actuators (torque meters) and sensors for continuous 

feedback of planet angle and RPM. 

4) Dynamic balancing of the assembled system.

The object of the test program would be to:

1)  investigate the phenomenom of neutral ‘kinetic’ buoyancy inherent in a ‘star’- ‘planet’ gyroscopic system 

(as observed by professor Laithwaite) and

2)  to locate the trigger point at which the system may be kinetically motivated to displace itself while it is 

in a state of partial or total ‘kinetic’ buoyancy as described above.

Theses objectives imply experimentation and investigation of the asymmetric precessive forces in such a 

system, and to derive the rules to usefully control these effects.  

Please see http://www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014/ for background information on the LMX engineering mock-up.

 

TWO: Computer Modelling 
A computer modelling research program to investigate the configuration of gyroscopes arranged as in the 

‘LMX’ engineering mock-up, into a dynamic system designed to controllably induce kinetic displacement of itself.

The computer model is extremely attractive viz a viz, a real-world test model, by virtue of its almost infinite 

‘scalability’: The architecture of any real-world model (the relationship between star and planet diameters and 

masses) is of necessity, fixed, and the only area of control is in their rotational velocities. The computer model 

has the massive advantage of not only testing rotational velocities but crucially, also testing different star-planet 

size combinations. Architecture is likely to have dramatic impact on the feasibility of the LMX system.

However, the caution must be emphasised in that the rules governing such a system may not follow the rules 

applying to it’s subsidiary components. 
For example, the precession on an individual gyroscope is well understood and may be readily quantified, but 

that on a ‘planet’ gyroscope in an LMX system - spinning equatorially about a central ‘star’ fulcrum, which is then tilted so that it’s rim experiences alternating tangential speeds (as one side is on the outside of the star fulcrum and has it’s velocity incremented by that of the star, while the other side closer to the star fulcrum, experiences a relatively slower velocity) - the formula governing this case may not be subject to standard physics. 
This is especially true because its complex motion compounds upon the rigidity of a gyroscope within fixed space, In short, the precessive component caused by unequal circumferential resultants, and the rules pertaining therefof, may be something which itself requires an research program to quantify. 

Check http://www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014/ for background information on the LMX engineering mock-up.


With many thanks to you and your team for shepherding this project.
8 Jul 2014

Derek Sheldon, Roy Pulley, John & Richard

PowerPoint  presentation. 
Richard – Patents only last 20 years, ‘IP’ (Intellectual Property), John - UAV’s
13 Oct 14
Derek Sheldon, Roy Pulley, Richard & Tim Powell

PowerPoint  presentation
Richard – ipo website:  ipo.gov.uk  - espacenet (??)
Engineering Science  (area of expertise req)

Derek – Computer Modelling, Undergraduate project
To investigate the key idea, that of swivelling the planet rotors whilst the system (the star and planet rotors) is spinning. In particular the control mechanisms employed for precisely controlling and measuring the planet rotor angles.  

+ Dr Paul Milne – ‘put together your wishlist’
Computer Modelling
Investigating different architecture – the ratio between star and planet diameters, and between the relative masses employed. 
Checklist  8 Jul 2014

Scientific Principle = to create or discover the rules which pertain to observed phenomenom.

Gyros. 2 properties / attributes.  
Rigidity     explain     Conservation of spatial orientation.
Precession. Explain   Conservation by spatial translation to another dimension
Translates applied vector into another vector. To conserve rotational energy
OR Translates vector applied into another dimension.
(Both related to conservation of energy). 
Prof Laithwiate demonstrated another property, or lack of one!
In a dumbbell configuration: Negated inertia & centrifugal force.  (YouTube video)

Neutral Buoyancy exhibit
Pic inertia & centrifugal. 

Sandy Kidd Machine 1    home built, 2 planet rotors, = spontaneous rise.

Machine 2 did not work  -  Experts said Vibration

Pic Sandy Kidd configuration


I conjectured that Test 1 was working because of imperfections in engineering were inadveretnly causing sectoring / tilting of the planet rotors
I decided to build a machine employing sectored planets. 
Tried to obtain Patent 
Very Simple Idea.   difficult to realise / engineer.
LMX = Engineering Mock-up only
Unstable electronics – servo shudder.  Impossible to visually monitor planet angles.

What I am looking for is for a University to commission the LMX idea as a research project which I would be ‘in the loop of’ (privy to dialogue + access to result materials), in exchange for a share in the intellectual rights. Expertise required and specialised equipment in design and building of mechanical interfaces between servo and planet, electronics, servo controllers, dynamic balancing, and equipment for measuring the load on servo actuators (torque meters) and monitoring sensors for continuous feedback of RPMs and planet angles etc.
Mink 28 May 2014
A hydraulic method would be to employ a star rotor which was like the hub of a constant speed propeller. These use oil pressure working on a controllable piston to change the angle of propeller blades. 
Otherwise any hydraulic system would require actuators (rotary?) linked to a control computer which monitored feedback on angle achieved v. angle required. 
Electric Servos have all that angular stuff built into them. Trouble is, we really need aircraft class servos such as those used in autopilots to control roll or pitch. 
Also, the radio control option offers an elegant way of mechanically controlling the servo actuators.

Mink 31 May

Derek Sheldon has just phoned.  (Formerly of Coventry University)
He has a kind of Dragon's Den company which can provide finance and technical input
Might be a mixed blessing [QED]. But he has suggested talking through what the possibilities are
He's asked if you'd contact him 
Derek Sheldon Consultants Ltd (dfs@consultant-engineer.com) 

http://www.consultant-engineer.com/ 

53, Welcombe Grove,
Solihull,
West Midlands,
B91 1PD,
0121 705 6223 

07802 740347
DSM:
What I am looking for is a University to take it on as a research project in exchange for a share in the intellectual rights. I need expertise and specialised equipment in design and building of new mechanical interfaces between servo and planet, electronic (?) equipment for servo control, dynamic balancing, and later on, methods for measuring the load on servo actuators (torque meters) and monitoring sensors for continuous feedback of RPMs and planet angles etc.  


What I am looking for is funding from a private individual, or else an organisation such as a University to commission it as a research project. (Both options are in exchange for a share in the intellectual rights). 
Funding is for:  A test program that provides two main areas – dynamic balancing and powerful servos managing the planets through accountable angles. When it works, I want access to the monitoring video and all data streams to be available for the patent office, and also access for their officials to the test site for proof-of-concept demonstrations. 

Jun 3   John Smith (Alan’s brother in Elgin)
The best person to start with that I can think of would be Jerry Hughes who trades as Jemlyn. He works a lot with Moog who make the really fancy servo valves used on aircraft, F1 cars etc. You will be able to get his details from the BFPA website, look under consultants: Email is : jemlynltd@btinternet.com. You can say I suggested him. ( He is also a classic rally man).
Jun 10

http://www.teslamotors.com/en_GB/contact    (Elon Musk)
After hearing Mr Musk on radio, I have a genesis project that is up his street & I would like him to look over. Details are at: http://www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014/  Dave Scott-Morgan, Birmingham 07791 466201
A genesis project (with a small ‘g’) is an ‘In the beginning’ project. Something that has never been tried before. 
Jun 17
Hi Elon. If you have a minute, can you check out this website: www.123mga.com/wordpress/lmx2014/
It’s an idea of mine which, if it can be proven, has wall to wall potential! But I know it needs some serious engineering to take it further. Is this something you might be interested in? A Yes or No would be helpful.

Best regards, Dave 


01 Jul Roy Pulley  Product Development Specialist  07919-168339

1600 Warwick University

Take Machine.

Next stage?
02 Jul

Pulley, Roy

To lmx@scottmorgan.co.ukSheldon, Derek (EXT)

Jul 2 at 9:44 AM

Hi David

Thanks for calling me back yesterday and confirming that you wish to attend our Panel Reviews next Tuesday.

As you can see from the attached agenda, I have fitted you into a 4.00pm slot finishing at 5.30pm

The format is for half an hour max to present/demonstrate your product with an hour for Q&As with the Panel members

The venue is the Seminar Room, International Institute for Product and Service Innovation (IIPSI) building, WMG, University of Warwick, Coventry, CV4 7AL.

You can find details on the Campus Map, downloaded from  http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/about/visiting. 

Take the road between car park 15 and the IMC building and follow down to the end towards the side of the IIPSI building. Look out for a barrier with a telephone from which to call reception. They will be expecting you. I will meet you in reception with your product.

Best Regards

Roy

New Product Development Specialist

Manufacturing Advisory Service 

Creative Industries Centre,

Science Park, Wolverhampton WV10 9TG

M: 07919 168339 F: 01902 838333

Linked In

In order to redeem this offer, you must register and provide your payment information to LinkedIn by the expiration date/time above. Services are sold on a subscription basis and are automatically charged to your card at the beginning of each monthly subscription period. After the one month promotional period, you will be charged the standard monthly rate on your renewal date unless or until you cancel your LinkedIn Premium Professional Business, Business Plus or Executive account before that date. If you don't want the monthly subscription to automatically renew or be charged for the service, you must cancel it during the first month.

Much of science is discovering or creating the rules pertaining to observed phenomena.


Old text:

The bottom line is that in order to progress the GDU principle, and the test model, to the point of a valid experiment, the Planets need to sector from zero to ninety degrees while the system is spinning at a rate commensurate with the precessive force on the planets exceeding the mass of the entire system (the LMX machine and whatever it is attached to).

Primal acceleration

Primal acceleration is the vector appearing at 90 degrees to the normal. It is the useful component of the LMX system, a vector of ’acceleration’ which can be utilised as an engine. 

The attribute of primal acceleration always exists within this configuration but it does not manifest as a result of an outside force being applied, so pushing or pulling the apparatus will not produce it. 
Primal acceleration is exclusively produced from within the system. That is to say, the push or pull is invested to the system from within the system. 
33
It is only manifested when the initial motivating force is produced within the system itself. 
This is the unique nature of the LMX configuration, that it has the potential to conserve the accelerative component released through sectoring the planets about the star. 
To put it another way the potential is only manifested when the prime motivation is supplied from within the system. 



LMX  8 Dec 99

Planet Sectoring;  Anterior & Interior Sectors; Conservation of Angular Momentum; System

When the axis of the planet is anything other than 0° or 90° to the star, the planet is said to be ‘sectoring’ – or more correctly, ‘sectoring’ is occurring within the system. In this position the inboard and outboard hemispheres (‘sectors’) - of the planet experience reflective, though not entirely opposite, forces: 

The Anterior sector (outboard) moves at higher velocity (relative to the Star rotor) than the Interior sector (inboard). So, although precession invokes each sector to manifest an opposite precessive moment (which should exhibit along the star axis), the contribution to the system from the Anterior (outboard) sector is reasoned to be higher than that from the ‘slower’ Interior (inboard) sector. 

The Law of Conservation of Angular Momentum should also be considered: Sectoring from 0° toward 90° has the effect of reducing overall diameter of the star system and like a spinning skater pulling her arms in, the Law of Conservation of Angular Momentum dictates a tendency toward an increased star spin rate. However this coincides with an increasing load on the star motor actioned by the considerable energy caused by the sectoring itself. As the apparatus functions as a ‘closed system’, the energy to translate the planets from 0° is supplied by servos attached to the star, causing the star to ‘slow down’ at the same time a reducing overall diameter causes it to ‘speed up’.

The ‘system’ describes the running machine – ie. with both star and planets spinning.  The system sets up complex tumbling and twisting vectors which cannot be entirely predicted on the ‘drawing board’ and requires a test bed. Indeed, it may be that a force or forces exhibited by the system are novel and that a test bed might thus provide a pathway to designing a completely new motion device.

To help understand the system we might think of it as analogous to our solar system, and the relationship between star and planets as that between sun and earth: 

If the summer/winter tilt of the earth’s axis were not caused by the earth’s orbit around the sun but instead were caused by an ‘in-situ’ tilting of the earth’s spin axis

Now it is the proposition that if this were to happen, the entire solar system would be propelled to a different position 

It may be that the system Phase shift by mechanical means of gravity wave

The following is conjectural inasmuch as it describes the working of a machine which cannot at present be demonstrated. The LMX concept remains unprovable without test bed validation. The object of this memorandum is to generate interest and support toward continuing the test machine program. Please note this information is for not for distribution.

To understand LMX and its operating strategy I describe the following concepts:

'Park' describes the planets when they are spinning in the same axis as the solar disc - 0°, where precessive forces are zero, while 'Load' describe the planets axis at their highest declination - 90° from the star axis, a point at which they will contribute a maximum, but self-cancelling, precessive load to the system. 

'Sectoring' describes the system when its Planet axis are between Park and Load, in what might be termed the 'useful quadrant' (positive or negative) 
LMX

THE MACHINE
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The LMX machine



LMX is the name given to a unique arrangement of spinning masses configured to investigate a novel motive force – in conventional terminology, a reactionless engine.

LMX comprises two main components: A Solar Disc rotor surrounded by a constellation of Planet rotors in equatorial ‘ecliptic’ orbit about the solar disc. Additionally, and intrinsic to the system, the axis of each Planet rotor is arranged to rotate in a controlled manner about the solar perimeter (on a sub-tangent of its circumference).

The LMX engineering mock-up illustrated above has 3 Planet rotors, and these can be seen at rest about half way between parked (0°) and translated (90°) positions. Check the Fundamentals page for explanations of these terms. 
When both solar disc and planets are spun up the configuration becomes the LMX  system which behaves differently than its individual components would dictate. 
The LMX system is also referred to as a ‘Gyroscopic Displacement Unit’ (GDU), a system intended to gyroscopically displace itself in space.

History

The genesis of my interest in this subject came from watching the demonstrations by Professor Laithwaite which showed the amazing qualities of spinning masses, or ‘gyroscopes’ (see video clips).
In particular, I was astonished that they exhibit neither centrifugal force nor inertia. Spinning gyros arranged in what I term a ‘star-planet’ configuration seemed to obey a different dynamic from the same objects which are not spinning, sometimes appearing to have the attribute of weightlessness. 
Laithwaite demonstrated with many model examples, that when the axis of ‘planet’ gyros was at 90 degrees, this novel dynamic came into play. For one thing – most remarkably – the system displayed no inertia. This meant it could rise or fall about a central shaft in a state of ‘neutral buoyancy’ about the gravity norm. The energised (spun-up) system no longer appeared to obey the gravitational imperative and in the vertical sense (along the normal axis), the system appeared to conserve whatever motion had been imparted to it. It is noteworthy that Laithwaite himself declared that spinning gyroscopes did not exhibit any new force, rather they exhibited the lack of an existing force, namely that of centrifugal and inertia. 

Then an inventor named Sandy Kidd demonstrated a home-built machine. His first model (Test1) clearly rose up the shaft in repeated experiments in his garden shed. The next, a much better engineered version (Test2), clearly did not! The boffins of the day said that it was ‘vibration’, caused by poor tolerances, which caused test1 to oscillate up the central shaft.
I thought long and hard about this. To say that vibration provoked the first system to begin moving was understandable but when that movement was predominantly upwards, there had to be another agency at work defying the weight of the system and the call of gravity upon it. In Sandy Kidd’s machines, the planets were designed to be fixed at the 90 degree station and the first machine exhibited the upwards moment but the second, much better made machine, did not. Obviously it was something to do with the engineering.

What I believe is that in Test1 the poor tolerances meant that at rest, the actual planet angle was very slightly less than 90 degrees. Running up the system caused angular changes in the gyros about the 90 degree station. I call any angular change around this axis ‘sectoring’ and I believe the very small amount of ‘sectoring’ in Sandy Kidd’s machine provided the trigger for the resultant upward moment. The precession imparted by the small difference in angle was enough to infer the upward motion and from there, the peculiar phenomenon of ‘zero inertia’ (as demonstrated earlier by Professor Laithwaite) manifested itself in the system apparently conserving its upward moment against the gravity imperative.
It is the apparent conservation of the upward moment imparted to the system that is the remarkable and novel thing. The star-planet combination when combined with a trigger of some sort, confers upon the ‘system’ (that is the entire machine) the phenomenon of ‘zero inertia’.

The LMX Timeline

The main LMX components were gathered together in the late 80s: The ceiling fan was a gift and the 3 Turn and Slip gyros (salvaged from RAF aircraft) were purchased from an Army and Navy store. The fan became the LMX ‘Star’ rotor and the Turn and Slip gyros (which featured governor-controlled limiting of RPM to about 10,000), became the ‘Planet’ rotors.


The patent application (dated 8 Feb 1989) received some press coverage, most notably in a New Scientist article, 9 Aug 1989.
Machining of the first custom components for the LMX prototype was done at Kingsbury Engineering, Erdington, Birmingham, in 1989.
The patent office eventually declared that no patent could be issued without a working demonstration of the novel principle involved. At the time, no viable method could be engineered for actuating the gyros while the system was in motion so the first prototype only had the facility to pre-set the planets at a selected angle. Later, in 1993 Steve Styles proposed a radio-controlled system as a method of actuating the planets and John Bryant manufactured the dedicated components to connect the planet gyros to servos. Running the test machine in 1994 demonstrated the need for dynamic balancing, something which has bedevilled the LMX throughout its experimental career. With some rudimentary balancing in place, it was possible to run the star at about 300 RPM but it was apparent that the servos were unable to substantially move the planets beyond a fractional part of that required once the machine was spun up. At rest the planets were able to ‘sector’ through 90 degrees of travel but when spinning about 30 degrees was the maximum obtained.


Different kinds of servos were tried during LMX tests in 1994. A variac transformer controlled the RPM of the Star rotor and Clifford Grimasson designed and built a unit to control the RPM of the 28 volt Planet gyros. These were all tested but the root problem remained a total insufficiency of sectoring power available to the Planet gyros and their actuating servos.
Work was abandoned until 2007, when new Sataba servos purchased from South Africa, were installed. Theses required the engineering of new customised link components. In 2008 the radio control receivers were changed and Stephen Farley installed new 6 volt power supply components and wiring (including inserting capacitors in the circuitry). In 2009 a new set of high power servos were purchased and machined to match the LMX linkages. Then in 2010 work was again abandoned after some test rig components were stolen.


In 2014 I decided to canvas support for the idea from other interested parties. To this end, a private website was constructed to publicise to an invited audience the technical background, history and potential of the idea. The LMX prototype remains an ideal platform to demonstrate the three-dimensional nature of the proposal and its operating principle. (This is not easy to visualise or express in black and white).
Although in the current prototype, the planet diameter is small compared to the diameter of orbit around the Star, I believe that if the principle is viable at all, any combination of Star-Planet architecture should produce some level of measurable reaction if sufficient rotational speeds can be reached.
The bottom line is that in order to progress the GDU principle, and the test model, to the point of a valid experiment, the Planets need to sector from zero to ninety degrees while the system is spinning at a rate commensurate with the precessive force on the planets exceeding the mass of the entire system (the LMX machine and whatever it is attached to).
What is required to achieve this is expertise in the area of engineering, electronics, mass balancing, computer monitor and control equipment. In particular, the mechanical interfaces between servo and planet, equipment and electronics for servo control, dynamic balancing, and later on, methods for measuring the load on servo actuators (torque meters) and of installing monitoring sensors for continuous feedback of RPMs and planet angles etc.  


David Scott-Morgan, June 2014.

Fundamentals
LMX – Terms and Definitions 


Solar and Planet gyroscopes
These are analogous in layout to the solar ecliptic. The solar disc is the main rotor and the planets are the orbiting gyros. In its start-up condition the star and planets rotor axes are coincidental – i.e. their rotational axes are parallel to each other.  This is called ‘park’.


Park
‘Park’ describes the planet rotors when they are aligned in the same axis as the solar disc. Sectoring is at ‘zero’ degrees (0°) and precessive forces are zero. This is the position from which the system is ‘spun up’ (both solar and planet rotors).

Sectoring and Translation
In operation, the GDU system initiates a displacement within itself by rotating the axis of the planets about a tangent of the star rotor rim. This movement is called ‘sectoring’ and continues from park through 90° until the planet axis is aligned as a spoke radiating from center of the star. At this juncture the system has undergone ‘translation’ so that it is now subject to vastly diminished levels of inertia. A translated system will tend to move in the direction of the force inferred internally by the gyroscopes displacing from the park position. 


Prime Sector
This is the ‘sector’ at which the accelerative component of the system is at a maximum. It is also the point about which maximum power is required in the sectoring servos driving the planets from park to translation. (Note that this maximum is transitory about the prime sector point).

Operational Prospectus 
When the LMX system is 'spun up' the planet axes are 'parked' co-incident with the Star (i.e. 0°). As the planets are moved out of the ‘park’ position into the intermediate angles up to translation (i.e. the system is ‘sectoring’), the inboard and outboard hemispheres (or sectors) of the planets experience reflective, but not entirely opposite, forces. The Anterior sector (outboard or nightside) moves at higher velocity (relative to the Star rotor) than the Interior sector (inboard or dayside). Now, although each sector is invoking an opposite precessive moment, the contribution to the system from the Anterior (outboard) sector is higher than that from the ‘slower’ Interior (inboard) sector. This asymmetry imparts acceleration to the system along the direction of the Star axis.

The amount of acceleration generated by the system (i.e. Its usefulness as an ‘engine’) is likely to be related to its dimensional and kinetic architecture – the ratio of planet-to-star diameter coupled with the ratio of Star-Planet spin rates. The prime purpose of a calibrated test regime will be to determine the arguments for these key variables, and how to manage them.

At some point, the ‘prime sector’ will be reached and acceleration will be at a maximum for the system. This is likely to manifest as a window somewhere between the 30 and 90 degree sector angle. (Note the test rig was unable to go beyond about 30 degrees). The maximum asymmetry between the interior and anterior planet gyro sectors occurs at 45 degrees but it needs to be said that whatever point is found to represent a ‘prime sector’ within a given system, the sectoring force required will rapidly approach the force required tomove the system by another means! In other words the force required to push the planets through the prime sector value will equal the force required to move or lift both the LMX system and any vehicle it is attached to.
This is important. LMX does not promise something for nothing but rather something quite unique – the ability to generate a force independent of the fluidity of the operating medium.
Ahead of calibrated research, it is not possible to define what the accelerative component will be for any given 'sectoring' angle, although it is almost certain that a change in star and/or rotor speeds will modify whatever effect is produced. In the simplest sense, an increase of rotor speed will increase the motive acceleration of the system.

Alpha
A shorthand term for the reactionless momentum created within the system. This is the fundamental phenomenon produced when the LMX system is spun up and ‘translated’. ‘Alpha’ or ‘Alpha Drive’ exhibits itself as a force along the system’s main (star) axis. It is idiosyncratic that this force only manifests the momentum created by, or imparted from, within the system itself. That is, no ‘Alpha’ will be produced if a momentum is imparted to the system from outside. For example, if the test GDU (suspended so its axis is horizontal) is spun up but not in Alpha Drive and is displaced by hand from plumb vertical it will simply fall back under gravity (1). If it is spun up and operated in Alpha Drive so that it displaces itself from plumb vertical and forced by hand to the plumb vertical rest position, when it is released it will restore itself to the displaced position.
In doing this it is tending toward a novel kind of equilibrium – one whereby it seeks to maintain the accelerative component imparted from the gyroscopic momentum released within the system.
In another sense, it is storing an accelerative component in much the same way as a flywheel stores a kinetic component. In other words, under Alpha Drive the GDU system is tending toward the equilibrium of an accelerative moment along its main axis, this moment having been imparted to it by gyroscopic displacement of forcing the planets into Alpha drive. In effect, the system is trying to manifest an acceleration stored within it, this acceleration being exclusively that which has been internally imparted to it. 



Illustrations & wiring diagram

Prototype Test Rig Experiments
As might be expected, building a test machine has proved difficult. The engineering involved even in a rudimentary device is challenging. The prototype LMX test machine uses as its ‘star’ rotor, a three-bladed ceiling fan (240 V). This is adapted to carry three aviation turn and slip gyros rotating at about 10,000 rpm (powered by 28 volts DC). These ’planet’ gyros are sectored by model aircraft servo motors operating on a radio controlled system (6 volt DC).
The entire assembly was suspended so that the Star axis was horizontal (and the ecliptic of the planets vertical), so that any reactive movement would be observed sideways. However the power of the 6 volt system proved quite inadequate in sectoring the planets when the system was spinning. A video is available which shows the planets stopping dead at about 30° from park – as if a brick wall had been reached. In hindsight it is easy to see that the force applied to sector the planets must be sufficient to overcome the static inertia of the assembly.

In summary, the LMX prototype can be accurately described as an engineering mock-up. Although inconclusive as a proof-of-concept, it is nevertheless ideal as a working demonstration of the dynamics and operating principle of Gyroscopic Displacement.
It is available for demonstration (email request to:lmx@scottmorgan.co.uk).


Patent
A Patent application, (GB 2207753A, 8 Feb 1989) describing the LMX machine as above (although with 'Star' Rotor parochially labelled 'Sun' Rotor) was dismissed by the Patent office for want of a working demonstration of what is of course, a completely novel system. No demonstration machine could be presented at that time. However, the priority of that application, being unchanged in its modality, is still claimed in this proposal, there being no difference between the machine described in the patent and that described here.

Personnel


The LMX prototype was developed in conjunction with:

David Scott-Morgan   
Writer, Commercial Pilot (Patent holder).     

John Bryant   

Engineer (retired), Hobbyist.

Clifford Grimmason   
Preacher, Technician & Analyst.           

Steve Styles   

Metalworker, Private Pilot.
Stephen Farley
Property Developer, Electronics engineer.
Technical Background

Spinning masses (Gyroscopes) have Two properties – Rigidity and Precession.

Rigidity refers to the tendency of a spinning mass to maintain its position in Fixed Space. To illustrate this, if we spun up a gyro which had perfect friction-less bearings, mounted inside a friction-less gimballed frame, then the gyro axis would maintain its position indefinitely relative to the fixed universe (in practical terms, the Pole Star). To an observer, the gyro would appear to be moving but this movement would be entirely due to the earth moving beneath the gyro, plus to a lesser extent, the movement of the Solar System and Milky Way. It is quite astonishing that gyros should do this, but they do, and corrections have to be built into instruments to allow for this. For example, directional gyros in aircraft employ a ‘latitude nut’ to correct for the earth’s rotation beneath the aircraft.

Precession is the reaction of a spinning mass to any applied force which displaces its spin axis. The force manifests itself not as applied but at 90° in the direction of rotation. Thus a bicycle rider who tries to turn a corner by turning the handlebars only, imparts a precessive force to the front wheel which tends to make the wheel (and thus the bike) bank the wrong way. Other forces will combine with this to throw him off. But if he first banks the bike, then precessive forces in both wheels try to 'steer' the wheels correctly in the direction of the bank. The front wheel is free to do this, and he needs put no force on the handlebars to initiate the necessary turn radius, the action of banking is sufficient. This is also a curious property because although Newton's laws of action and reaction are preserved, the action has clearly been transferred to another plane or dimension, in effect a phase-shift of forces through 90°.


NB: The above properties are classic physics but Professor Laithwaite discovered that when a gyroscopic system was arranged in an ‘orbital dumbbell’ configuration, the system manifested a loss of both inertia and centrifugal force (check out the video on the History page).

More
There is a correlation between Electro Magnetism and Gravity in that both are Vector Field functions (with the properties Gradient, Diversion and Curl). Electro magnetism breaks down into the electrical and magnetic components. Gravity can be broken down into gravito-electric and gravito-magnetic components. Electro magnetism follows the Right Hand rule. If the current through a wire is in the drection of the thumb of the right hand, the curl of the magnetic field is in the direction of the fingers.
As the presence of a charge produces an electric field so the presence of mass produces a gravito-electric field. Likewise as the motion of an electric charge through space produces a magnetic field so the motion of mass through space produces a gravito-magnetic field.
All these reactions redirect the vector of the applied force through 90°, which is exactly the same redirection that occurs in the precessive motion of a gyroscope.
Wheels within Wheels

If ever I'm allowed to see the wheels within the wheels
A line in the song 'Princeton', from the album 'Earthrise' by Richard Tandy and Dave Scott-Morgan.
 


Ezekiel Chapter 1 verses 15 to 21
As I looked at the living creatures, I saw a wheel on the ground beside each creature with its four faces. This was the appearance and structure of the wheels: They sparkled like chrysolite, and all four looked alike. Each appeared to be made like a wheel intersecting a wheel. As they moved, they would go in any one of the four directions the creatures faced; the wheels did not turn about as the creatures went. Their rims were high and awesome, and all four rims were full of eyes all around. When the living creatures moved, the wheels beside them moved; and when the living creatures rose from the ground, the wheels also rose. Wherever the spirit would go, they would go, and the wheels would rise along with them, because the spirit of the living creatures was in the wheels. When the creatures moved, they also moved; when the creatures stood still, they also stood still; and when the creatures rose from the ground, the wheels rose along with them, because the spirit of the living creatures was in the wheels.


and in Ezekiel Chapter 10, verses 9-13, recording a different instance.
I looked, and I saw beside the cherubim four wheels, one beside each of the cherubim; the wheels sparkled like chrysolite.  As for their appearance, the four of them looked alike; each was like a wheel intersecting a wheel.  As they moved, they would go in any one of the four directions the cherubim faced; the wheels did not turn about as the cherubim went. The cherubim went in whatever direction the head faced, without turning as they went.  Their entire bodies, including their backs, their hands and their wings, were completely full of eyes, as were their four wheels. I heard the wheels being called "the whirling wheels".


(Readings taken from the NIV edition of the Holy Bible)

What is it that Ezekiel saw in those accounts? Was it a vision? Was it real? Ezekiel himself said he wasn’t sure. 

I was building the LMX prototype and I made reference to it in a song – ‘if ever I’m allowed to see the wheels within the wheels.’ 
I went as far as my thinking would take me for sure but the truth is, I had a vision about it. That closed the deal for me. I saw the wheels within the wheels and it was all to do with them tilting as they turned. I called it ‘sectoring’ and made reference to precessive forces at work but really, it was a vision. I saw it working in that way. I didn’t know why it worked, but I could see how. The system had to spin while exercising control
 over the planet spin axis. That is where the trigger will be.












































Schematic  

LMX prototype: Plan view, standing on work bench. 
(Test rig hung vertical).[image: image9.jpg]


























Schematic of LMX modelling 
This is intended to minimize any ambiguity in describing the operation of the LMX principle.


Note that the schematic illustrates an architecture using the minimum of two planets, a layout which provides the maximum available planet radius. In this configuration, maximum mechanical loads can be envisaged. (A more practical system would be one with a ‘high orbital aspect ratio’ where where numerous planets form a constellation about the solar disc).

Measuringthe force needed to sector the planets while solar spin is present is an important part of the research. 

The schematic shows a system with coincident solar disc and planet spin directions (creating a maximum orbital speed at the outer rim of the planets). A contra-spin system might also be tested where planet spin direction is opposite to the solar disc. 
Note that the outer rim of the planets are shown rising during the sectoring process (ie. sectoring is anti-clockwise looking in the direction of star rotation). The direction of planet sectoring can also be tested in the reverse sense. 

In all cases the Planets need to sector from zero to ninety degrees while solar spin is present. 


Dave Scott-Morgan
Dave 14 March 2016

Laithwaite once demonstrated a single planet system which possessed ‘normal’ inertia when the planet was static, but amazingly, a lack of inertia when the planet was spinning. 
He did this by manually rotating the star (which had a planet attached on an arm) and letting it freewheel under its own inertia. He then placed a pencil in the path of the arm holding the planet, and the inertia of the rotating assembly was enough to break the pencil - as you might expect. When the same experiment was done with the planet spinning however, it resulted in the star rotation abruptly stopping when the arm intercepted the pencil - without breaking it. 
Laithwaite used this to demonstrate a change in the inertia of the system, which I believe is intrinsic to the phenomenon I have envisaged in LMX.  

The single arm experiment demonstrates the loss of inertia insinuated in the star-planet arrangement when the planet is spinning. When the pencil is broken, this is the moment of inertia at a particular radius overcoming the flux of the pencil. Centrifugal force is another manifestation of moment of inertia; it exhibits itself as the force trying to assume a straight line, tangential to the rim of a spinning apparatus.  

If the planet is spinning and the pencil does not break, it can readily seen that moment of ineria is vastly reduced. 
(The Adams computer simulation program postulated a 1% reduction, which is not signigicant at all in this context)
Where has that force gone to?

It has translated through 90 degrees to align itself with the star axis. 

But here’s the thing. It does exhibit itself within the system until the system itself starts moving along the star axis. In other words, the moment of inertia is converted through 90 degrees by spinning the planet but exists as a stored potential only, without a plus or minus value. As soon as the system is made to move along the star axis (you could say ‘triggered’), the stored momentum releases itself along the same path! In other words the direction of travel, plus or minus, must be triggered by another agency to release the potential stored in the system. 

That potential is equal to the moment of inertia around the planetary arc. 

Also, remember that centrifugal force, it absent as soon as the planets as spinning. 


Dave, 14 March 2016

Layout of a  simple test rig to validate Laithwaite’s missing inertia demonstration..











Planet spin axes sectored (rotated) �through 90° while solar spin is present.





Planets ‘parked’ at 0°�(axis coincident with solar disc)
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Fig 2.  Planets ‘sectored’





Fig 1.  Planets ‘Parked’’




















�over the tilt 





Lmx.doc

07-Nov-20

