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Mitsubishi MU-2

A relative bargain, the
MU-2 has a reputation
as being unsafe. But
owners say that lack of
training, not the
airplane, is to blame.

Pilots browsing through the light
turboprops asanatural step up from
a piston twin might be drawn to the
Mitsubishi MU-2s by the lure of
dazzling speed, unbeatable short-
field work and a less-than-shocking
purchase price. However, the
airplane has a reputation as being
“hot” and dangerous. Most owners
attribute this to bad press, but the
press had to come from somewhere:
in this case, it was the accident rate,
which was high in the early years—
so high that the FAA considered
requiring a type rating for the MU-2.
That never came to pass, however.

So, is the MU-2 unsafe? Owners
universally say “no, but....” The
“but” is the need for initial and
recurrent training. One respondent
said that he’s already been to Flight
Safety twice this year,and is planning
to go again. That’s higher than
average, but all of the owners who
replied to our request for feedback
stressed the need for good training.

The MU-2 can be a real bargain.
According to the Aircraft Bluebook, a
cabin class piston twin like the 1980
Cessna 421 currently goes for'a steep
$346,000. This makes a used 72
Mitsubishi MU2F, for example, a
rather attractive alternative at
around $235,000, not all that much
more than an airplane like the Beech
Duke, which has a current value of
$225,000 for a 1980 model. Try to
break into the turbine market with
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something likea used King Air, even
of the same vintage, and the ante
goes up to around $440,000.

Naturally, there’s a catch in the step
up to turbines; in fact, there are two.
Orne is greatly increased cost per
hour; the other is handling and ease
of pilot transition. The MU-2s were
among the earliest turboprops to

_appear on the market, and they are

airplanes designed to meet certain
specific design criteria. The first of
these is speed. For that reason, a
small, highly loaded wing was used.
The second was short and rough
field performance. That meant the
use of full-span Fowler flaps, which
left no room for ailerons: the MU-2
uses spoilers for roll control. The
roughfield capability was dealt with
by massive landing gear.

The MU-2s are the result of a true
internationalamalgam. The airframe
wasbuiltin Japan by Mitsubishi and
shipped to the United States for
assembly and addition of AiResearch
engines along with avionics and
other systems. According to Dick
Allan, a broker who does a lot of
MU-2 business, some 70 percent of
the cost of the airplane came from
U.S.-built systems. After an initial
marketing relationship with
Mooney in 1965, Mitsubishi set up
a wholly-owned subsidiary for
assembly and sales in when Mooney
went bankrupt). Currently, the
airplaneis officially handled through
Beech; however, most operators get
all their support from International
Jet, which specializes in the MU-2.

Model Changes
After the debut of the first MU-2B

model, Mitsubishi brought out a
dozen upgraded models with
enhancements ranging from major
fuselage enlargements to boosts in
engine power and jumps in gross
weight.

The MU-2D followed the--2B,
offering integral wet-wing tanks
instead of bladder tanks, higher
weights, higher pressurization and
four-position flaps.

The F model received engines of 665
shp, up from 575, and extra fuel. The
G was the first stretched version,
with a cabin about five feet longer,
made possible by the addition of
pods to the sides of the fuselage to
accommodate the landing gear
(making the airplane slightly
reminiscent of military transports
like the C-130).

In the ] model the interior was
redesigned slightly to provide
another 11 inches of cabin room.
Also, extra soundproofing was
added to the later Js.

The L received bigger 715 shp
engines, increased gross weightand
pressurization. The Mboosted gross,
pressurization, and certified altitude.

The N and the P offered an engine
slowdown and four-bladed props
for sound reduction. The Solitaire
and Marquise with -10 engines
boosted altitudes and speeds. These
last two were introduced in 1979,
and remained in production until
the line was closed down in 1985.

This is a ] model. The long bodies
command a $30- to $40,000
premium over their sister ships.
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Cabin Sound Levels

Perhaps the most significant
improvement came with the 77 P
and N models, when a major effort
was made to combat the aircraft’s
reputation for annoying cabin noise
levels. A big change was made at
- thattimeby slowing down theengine
rpm, adding a fourth propbladeand

enlarging the prop diameters.

Owners say this hushes the cabin
sound levels dramafically, by 10dbA
or so, though ironically the greatest
din is still experienced during taxi,
since the AiResearch Garrett TPE
331 engines are spooling up at
around 65 percent rpm, unlike the
P&W PT-6 engines, which idle in a
more subdued, conventional
fashion.

In fact, if there’s one main complaint
aired by MU-2 pilots, especially
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the Mitsubishi aircraft.

One pilot of a 1975 M model said his
company had taken sound level
readings in the aircraft that showed
extremely high decibellevelsinfront,
becoming progressively lower
toward the back of the cabin. They
recorded levels of from 95 to 102
dbA in the pilot and copilot seats,
down to 87 to 90 dbA in the middle
seats and 80 to 85 dbA in the rear
seats while cruising at an altitude of
22,000 feet. He figured that later
models with the engine slowdown
dropped anaverageof 10dbA across
the board inside the cabin.

Cabin Room

Despite the seemingly small cabin
size when viewed from the outside,
owners describe the interior as quite
roomy and comfortable. The short
models seat six in an executive
conflgurahon, the long ones eight,
though ds many as 11 can be
" accommodated in for air taxi hauling
by eliminating facing seats and
tables. The long models even come
with private toilets and cabin-size
baggage areas. The short ones have
three separate baggage bays in back
of the cabin, with the front one
pressurized.
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Two areas which received universal
praise from pilots were riding
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loading on the MU-2s, the aircraft
sails through chop with little
discomfort. And everyone raved
about the ruggedness of the
Mitsubishi aircraft (in part, the result
of design for rough field operations).

Payload

. Payload appears quite good,

especially on later models with
higher-output engines not power
limited by temperatures on warm
days. The chief pilot of an
organization that operates a short
’75 MU-2 M model said he could fill
the fuel tanks, allow 250 pounds for
himself and his Jepps, etc., and still
load on board five passengers and
214 pounds of baggage. His payload
was 1,376 pounds.

Wheniit comes to out-and-out speed,
the Mitsubishis lead the pack and
always have. The later models can
be expected to yield over 300 knots
(short models) and the long models
only a whisker under that. Aside
frommuchmoreexpensiveairplanes
like the Piaggio Avanti and Beech
Starship, only the Swearingen I1IB
comes close at 300 knots, and the
Cessna Conquest at 293 knots. The
small Beech King Air C90 trails way
back at 222 knots and even the King
Air 100 only makes it to 248 knots.

The Piper Cheyenne I checks in at
about 249 knots and the II at 283

over 1,000 miles, which is average
for this class of aircraft, though it’s
overshadowed by some like the
Conquest (1,232 miles) and
Swearingen IIIB (1,393 miles).

The earlier model MU-2s (Bs, Dsand
Fs from '67 through '71) had cruise
speeds that were lower by 35 to 65
knots, and commensurately lower
range.

Handling

When it comes to handling, there is
common agreement that the MU-2s
are more demanding for the step-up
pilot than other turboprops like the
Beech King Air and the Piper
Cheyenne. The feel of the aircraft is
differentbecause of the spoilers. And
many confess that the other side of
the coin relating to the MU-2’s
outstanding short-field performance
is that the airplane can be tough to
land with finesse.

Pilots talk about descent rates on
final as high as 2,000 FPM, if called
for, with the props back in flightidle
and 40 degrees of flaps hanging from
nearly the full length of the MU-2
wing. The flare calls for a skilled
touch to prevent a hard landing,
though if the engine flight idle is
properly adjusted this tendency is
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dramatically reduced (see sidebar).
Even when the mains are on, the
nosewheel wants to fall even if the
pilot tries to hold it off with elevator.
One owner complained that he was
forever experiencing flight director
failures which, correctly or not, he
attributed to the pounding it took
each timé the nose slammed down

* on landing. It is generally agreed

that the short models are the worst
inthisregard, due to the CGlocation
in relation to the main wheels.

One MU-2 flier offered this parallel:
“If you can fly a Rockwell Shrike or
a Mooney, you can fly and
comfortably land a Mitsubishi. It
wants to float down the runway, so
you want to get it right down there
on the flare. You don’t want a 30-
foot initiation of flare; you want it at
three feet. And you want to keep the
power on ’til touchdown.

e g
aircraft tend to slow 1t up in the ﬂare
and get back to flight idle, trying to
hold the nose off. It doesn’t work.
This airplane has to he flown onto
the runway. Once you've got the
mains on, the nose gear is going to
plant itself. It seems abrupt to the
pilot.”

But this pilot said the aircraft could
take the punishment. “That nose
gearistough,” hesaid. “Idon’tknow
of any damage to the MU-2

nosewheels because of this
characteristic.”

Safety Record

The MU-2has, inthe past, dlsplayed
agreater thanaverageaccidentrate,
which is the underlying cause of its
reputatlon However, of late
Operators seem tobe more cognizant

_of the need for recurrent training,

and the rate has fallen. It's also
difficult to draw statistically valid
conclusions due to the overall low
number of accidents. Nevertheless,
the record is instructive and
highlights the areas pilots need to
be aware of. For example, the
number two accident problem with
the MU-2 models in a 13-year
accident rundown (1965 through
1978) turned outtobehard landings.
Thenumber three problem areawas
undershoots—asmightbe expected
inan aircraft that can be setup for a

”poss1b1hty of gettmg behind the .
power curve.

The leading probable cause for
accidents in the MU-2 was engine
failure. This wasalsoblamed for the
greatest number of fatal accidents
in the MU-2—three. This is
somewhat deceptive: on all three of
these fatals, only one engine failed,
but the pilot was unable to make a
safe return with the remaining
powerplant. A stall/spin was

blamed in each case, with the pilots
accused of “diverting attention”
from flying the aircraft. All this
reinforces the case for recurrent
training.

This might suggest that the loss of
an engine, especially on takeoff and
climbout and in the landing pattern,
can be a serious cause for concernin
the MU-2.Infact, the only safereturn
with an engine out was made when
the failure occurred during normal
cruise and the pilot apparently had
the time to sort things out and make
it to an airport. The airplane, like
other turboprops, is certainly able
to fly on one engine; however, the
pilot has to stay ahead of matters.

Itshould be noted that the six engine
failure accidents (and one incident)
were all evidently the result of some
sort of malfunction. Another four
engine failures occurred because of

prlot mlsmanagement and three

other fuel exhaustionaccidents were
the result of mechanical failures.

Though there are three main sets of
fuel tanks in the MU-2, the
monitoring system would not
appear to be inordinately
demanding. There is one main tank
inthe central wing sectioninto which
outer wing tanks feed by electrical
fuel pump and into which the tip
tanks feed by pressurization from

Cost/Performance/Specifications

Average  Cruise
Retail Speed*
Model Year Price (kts)
Short Cabin
MU-2B 1967 $95,000 240
MU-2D 1968 $100,000 250
MU-2F 1968-72  $185,000 270
MU-2K 1972-74  $290,000 300
MU-2M ~ 1975-76  $325,000 295
MU-2P* 1977-78  $353,000 290
Solitaire 1979-85  $700,000 , 295
Long Cabin
MU-2G 1970-71  $225,000 240
MU-2J 1972-74  $325,000 280
MU-2L 1975-76  $365,000 280
MU-2N 1977-78  $392,000 275
Marquise  1979-85  $730,000 295

Useful Fuel
Load Std/Opt TBO Overhaul
(Ibs) (gals) Engine (hrs) Cost ea.
3,200 285 Gar. TPE-331-25AA 2,000 $150,000
3,580 ' 285 Gar. TPE-331-25AA 2,000 $150,000
4,030 366 Gar. TPE-331-1-151A 5,400 $141,000
4,000 ~ 366 Gar. TPE-331-6-251M 5,400 $141,000
3,600 364 Gar. TPE-331-6-251M 5,400 $141,000
3,450 364 Gar. TPE-331-5-252M 5,400 $141,000
3,450 403 Gar. TPE-331-10-501M 5,400 $150,000
4,100 366 Gar. TPE-331-1-151A 5,400 $141,000
4,000 366 Gar. TPE-331-6-251M 5,400 $141,000
4,000 364 Gar. TPE-331-6-251M 5,400 $141,000
3,800 364 Gar. TPE-331-5-252M 5,400 $141,000
3,450 403 Gar. TPE-331-10-501M 5,400 $150,000

Source: Aircraft Bluebook Price Digest. Prices are for average airplanes, not pristine examples.
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The cockpit is typical turboprop:
engine gauges right where they
should be, and no surprises.

engine bleed air.

Since both engines feed from the
center tanks, there isnoteven aneed
for crossfeed arrangement, and all
the pilot has to do is monitor the
transfer of fuel from the outer tanks
into the center ones. We noted no
accidents from landing with
asymmetrical tip loadings.

The last significant cause of MU-2
accidents disclosed in the NTSB
briefs is gear-up landings. In the
years surveyed there were seven of
thesealtogether—and in four of these
the pilot simply forgot to lower the
gear.

Service Difficulties

For the most part, complaints center
on isolated systems, and there
appears tobenoreal pattern. Owners
love the ruggedness of the airplane.

" One'respondent, who used to fly a

Cessna 340, has found that he can
budget less for maintenance reserve
with the MU-2 because it doesn’t
break down as often. Another flight
department has a 99% dispatch rate.

In our last look at the MU-2, we had

a few very negative comments,
including one owner who finally
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gave up and bought a King Air. Not
so this time around. We were
fortunate for this article to be able to
tap into a large gathering of MU-2
operators at the 1995 NBAA
convention in Las Vegas. A survey
formwas handed out, and theresults
indicated overall satisfaction with
service and parts availability. As
noted above, most operators use
International Jet for support, and

_ have expressed satisfaction with

their service.

Naturally, operators of large piston
twins must brace for the quantum
costjump when they make the move
to turboprops, but there are those
whomaintain that the fantasticspeed
of the MU-2 series will actually
deliver a better cost per seat mile
than the piston machines.

Mods

Among the more interesting
Supplemental Type Certificates
issued toMU-2s were: several battery
temperature warning  and
monitoring systems, offered by
AiResearch, Mitsubishi and KS
Avionics, at Castro Valley, Calif.
Also, addition of a baggage
compartment in the main landing
gear wheel pods, by Mitsubishi; plus
portable jump seats by Ward
International Aircraftin Fort Worth,
Texas; instailation of an electrically
heated glass windshield on thepilot’s

side Dy AiResearciy; and instaitatiorr
of a right-side fuselage window by
AiResearch.

Owner Comments

I purchased a 1981 Mitsubishi
Solitaire in December of 1994.
Previonclv T owned a Cessna 340.
Seneca I1I, and a Twin Comanche. It

is difficult to compare four such
diverse twins, but easy for me to
analyze reliability.

This airplane is the most reliable I
haveeveroperated. Thavenow flown
it 183 hours and other than 50-hour
phase inspections the only
maintenance costs Thave had werea
failed gear down-limit switch ($285)
and a failed fuel transfer pump

me about $6OO each S0 farthere B

have been no parts needed during
these inspections. I also had my fuel
injectors cleaned for $1200. Other
than fuel and enginereserve thathas
been it.

Every other airplane I have ever
owned cost me more for the same
amount of flight time. My hourly
costsincluding reserves, hangarand
insuranceare $320.40, versus $212.70
for the 340. For a typical trip (New
Hampshire to Florida), the 340 took
5hours, 45 minutes. The MU-2 takes
only four hours. Interestingly, the
cost for both airplanes works out to
about $1280, but I now have better
performance and reliability.
Removing insurance and hangar
costs it’s still a wash: the MU-2 does
the trip for $1000, the 340 for $1009.

I attribute the poor accident rate to
untrained pilots. This is not an
airplane thatalow-time or untrained
pilot should fly. I believe in Flight
Safety training; I've been twice this
year, and will go again before the
year is out. I fly the airplane at least
once aweek and Idon’t believe this
airplane should be flown
infrequently.

This airplane is the best bargain in
theused turbine fleet. I can’timagine
why anyone would want, for
example, a used King Air instead:
just look at the speed and operating
costs. I would even recommend an
old N, M, or P model over a used
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piston twin. The MU-2 is simply
faster and less costly to operate.

_Paul M. Connolly
Nashua, New Hampshire

I own and operate an MU-2B-40
Solitaire. It's an extraordinary

"airplane that makes my travel for

business and pleasure an absolute
joy rather than a chore. I operate the

multi-engine aircraft. The MU-2is a
fast, efficient, versatile and cost-
effective aircraft. Let me comment
on each point:

* Speed - The 315 knot cruise at
flight level 190 is at the lower end of
jet speeds and exceeds any other

. turboprop. [Ed. note: That’s not quite
accurate. The Piaggio Avantiand Beech

- S tarshipare both faster (the Avantimuch

727 in commercial service is 350
knots. While they cango faster, speed
restrictions are a fact of life. In fact, I
regularly beatjets from Teterboro to
my summer homeinNantucket. The
MU-2is generally faster than a jet for
stage lengths of 300 miles. ,

The speed of the MU-2 makes it an
aircraft that can fly anywhere in the
U.S. without subjecting the
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mostly around the U.S., but have
made two round trips to Europe.

I purchased my MU-2 in the fall of
1993. It had been well maintained,
and had zero-time engines. I paid
$650,000 for it. By way of comparison
Icould havebought an Aerospatiale
TBM, a 285-knot airplane, for $1.6
million or a new Beech King Air
CB90, a 240-knot airplane, also for
$1.6 million. Since the MU-2isa 315-
knot airplane at one-third the cost of
the alternatives, I naturally chose
the MU-2. Since the MU-2 had zero
time engines and was beautifully
maintained, I regarded it as a
virtually new airplane and felt thatI
could make an “apples to apples”
comparison to the TBM and King
Air. The fact that the MU-2 had 4,000
hours on the airframe was, tome, an
irrelevancy—the rugged airframe
and unique design convinced me
that there were a lot more cycles left
on a 4,000 hour MU-2 than there are
on a new TBM or King Air.

Naturally Iwas concerned about the
alleged dlfﬁcu]’aes of checkmg out
exposed to the usual htany of horror
storiés generally spread by the
uninformed. I spoke with many
professional pilots who fly or have
flown an MU-2. Each and every one
swore by the airplane. They told me
to get training from Flight Safety
and Reece Howell and I would not
have any, problems. They were

. absolutely correct. As a low-time

multi-engine pilot, Thad noproblems
in checking out on the MU-2. The
training was a wonderful experience,
and I have total confidence in my
ability to handle the airplane. The
FAA has conclusively proved that a
type rating is not needed for the
MU-2, and [ will go so far as to say
that if a pilot cannot check out in an
MU-2, he should not be flying any
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and size-wise.] My view-is that jet
speeds are wonderful in theory but
notalwaysattainable inreality. With
ATC delays, the average speed of a
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Flying southwest in the winter, one
usually has a 50 knot headwind. In
an MU-2 this means a ground speed
of 265 knots, still very respectable
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‘Even though a hard Iook at recent
_accidentstatssuggestsotherwise, the
MU-2’s reputation as a tricky

--airplane-to fly seems to persist. Is it
| Agenyerad? Disl Allan wdhia waakas au

-|-living selling Mits, argues that with

proper trammg, the MU-2 is no .

flight in a short-body MU-2F,; one of

- $225/ 000 to $250,000 range

‘Whether it was intended or not; the

_wantmo mare sneed or.

relatively familiar, except for the

-tutbines, (There are power levers, of
course, but obviously no mixture
controlsand conditionleversinplace
of prop controls.)

to a Cessna 310 and the only thing

- themaster annunciator panel, which

«is adequate, not great but not bacl
System w1se, the MU:=2: seem

‘system—a center-mounted m
tank fed by outboard and

startmg system,}s virtually ‘push
_button automa’ac, although Ail':

theearliermodelsand areal bargain, -
_since most are likely to sell in the

“MU-2 has fallen into the niche of ..
being a step-up turboprop for pilots

;capablhty than a piston“twin can
-should find an MU-2 cockpit‘

power controlsand systems relating -
to starting and ‘managing ‘the

Frankiy, we found the cockpit’
' somewhat similar in size and layout  * an IFR day, you'd be mto the cru
_ pretty qmck
- we didn’t like was the placementof - o
‘No surprises in cli’mb‘k
-is down by the pilot’s left knee, out - -and-level flight. Upon
of view, Nobigdeal, butyouhaveto. '

remember to ook leftand down for-

' 'but set the approprial
anywarmnghghts Cockpltv:lsibﬂlty‘, '

_ trim the alrplane A 700

: rather surpnsed to see

relatively straightforward. The fuel.

" it gives up' with a whi

Our Take on the MU-2

Enough rumor and reputation: we accept an offer to fly an MU-2. Here’s our view:

demonstrated some important tests
thatshould be performed during the
starting sequence. The engines are
equipped with a negative torque

output—or lack of it—and couples

thatvalueto appropriate prop pitch..
plandn- 1o fiyerhon i sednsaoe nrdn offeet, 2TTC Toopo o prop o
turboprops of its size. To prove the
point, heinsisted thatwe takeademo -

driving theengine, thuslimiting drag

in an engine-out situation. Itdoesn’t -

entirely autofeather the dead prop
(it attempts to set it to 90 percent.

feather) but the drag reducnon is

nearly the same.

 Afterstart-upand pre—takeoffchecks 4

Allan demonstratedhis MU=2 takeoff -

';’,techmque Accelerate fo 80 knots,

~ sham tugon the elevator toraise the .
CRABELT L URESRABS AP IRV N Tt EUL Gt I8 aense e cinpdnre v TOEREL! Cholly . Gratiuully, i wJuddr

~breaks ground easily and accelerates
- “smartly. It's at this point that a
" transitioning piston pilot may have -
a little trouble. The airplane doesn’t -
settle into a nice, piston-like 120-

knot climb but keeps on accelerating

that kind of performance can leave
you trailing on the static wicks. On

cruise, there’s really nothing t

otch of up elevator trim,
WIH hold a 45ddegree

angles of attack. How.
clean, the meplent stall’

Suavstemdhetesgentially cenees engina. v, ariarm,

,;largerrollmputsﬂlanatyplcalcabm :
~ class twin might, yielding
somewhat slugglsh feel onfinal, bu

- mild. We didn’tnotice any tendency
to drop a wing and the stick shaker .

(there’s no horn) gives plenty of

- warning. The spoilers seem to
soaduertised providing,

effective if somewhat sluggish roil-
control nght into the staIl

NN nNnarn

Allan demonstrated the NTS by
chopping the left engine. The yaw

‘was immediately noticeablebutless:

pronounced that you'd expect with
a piston twin with an unfeathered

prop flopping around in the breeze.

Allan uses a quick “one-two-three”
- drill toidentify the dead engine, pu]l

- the condition lever back to feather

and trim for roll and yaw. Trimmed
d up. theairplanesteamed

or My T

. alongat 150 knots mdlcated and held

mamtam a hlgher altltude, t0o.)

NTS may seem a godsend to the

- transitioning pilot used to yanking ©
-propleversback tofeatherandbarely

E hoIdmg an anemic cruise with the
toward 150 knots or s0; and 1500. feet :
per minute. Until you're used to it,

emaining piston engine, butthere’s

‘ff a price to pay. We think to operate

the airplane safely, a pilot should
understand how NTS works and-
perform the recommended system
hecksand maintenance reguIarly
e’re told that MU-2 pilots are 'a -
ttle rusty in this area. (This advice
pphes toallof theairplane’ssystems
thich, as we said, aren’t especially

s b}istenn speed the workload

0 more prone 1o smk than any hgh
twin. In fact, we flew a couple

VMC speed and other than minute -
djustments in power, the airplane
quired no special treatment

xtended, we found that it ‘wanted -
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omplexbufcombihed withtheMU-

PPI'OaChes ;ust abowve the 86-knot-

; owever, with 40-degrees of flaps

Eov. I Fa ko,




e |

AR z\fpbr R‘{ atl anr\r\iinl-o Fho MTTH

£y

* "complain about: The props coverso
. much of the wing span that the

- assuming a relatively competent -

“-ought to require the equivalentof a -
_ companies v1rtua11y enforce this

‘anyway, requiring extensive pilot
training . before they’ll write "

+ cost and high performance may

attempts weren’t nearly as graceful -

- periodically ‘perform -a simple,
factory-approved flight test to
. confirm-the flight-idle setting, then .

‘have

no tendency toward pilot-induced
roll oscillations.

Touchdownisdefinitely anacquired
skill. Allan’s method is let the mains:
contact the runway and then apply:
abrupt backpressure to keep the

for a turboprop. The King Air CB90

1 is down to less than 200 knots—
{ piston aircraft performance. I have
| a ranch near San Antonio, Texas,

and regularly fly nonstop to New

1 York at FL 290 to 310.

Coviation,

Subscription

nosewheel from smacking.. Our:..

as his. That said, we wouldn’t call -

theMU-2hard toland butwecansee : L

why some pilots say it’s difficult to -
make - consistent squeakers,?f:{
_especially in the short body models,
whose centerof gravityis forwardof .
thewheels (in thelong-body models”
the gear retracts the other way, SO
. -the CG is over them) :

Allan says-that many approach andf’ :
landmg problems are probably due -
to_engines mis-adjusted for flight -
idle. True flightidle should resultin

zero thrustbut with positive airflow
“over the wings;ifidleis too high, the
au'plane will tend 1o float and if it's
- too low, the props will go. flat and
- disturb airflow over the wings and’
~tail, resulting in the squirrelly
- behavior on final that ‘many pilots

|

- problemis three-fold:loss of lift,loss -
‘of thrust, and loss of elevator control
all at once. Allan says pilots should

the engmes adjusted -
accordmgly .

Bottom hne7 The MU 2's snakeblt;;;
rep seems hardly deserved,

-pilot. That said, however, we agree
- with those who say the airplane

~ type rating. (In fact, most insurance

coverage )
* Webelievethe MU 2's relahvely low .

- attract operators who would skimp
-onmaintenance and training. That's
bad news, and argues for the kind of

“formal-inital and remurrent fuvne-

specific training offered by Flight

appears tobesafe enough if the pilot
who flies it stays current.
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operate at fhght levels_up to 330.
This substantially reduces fuel burn
and makes it an extremely efficient
aircraft. The Aero Commander 1000
and Cessna Conquest can.operate at
slightly higher altitudes, but they
are often double the price of the MU-
2. Trips from California to New York
with the MU-2 require only onesstop.
I believe that this is excellent

S performance comparable to most

lightjets with meaningfully less fuel
burn. An important factor in
efficiency is the very compact size of
the aircraft resulting from its unique
design. This makes ground handling
and hangar storage very easy. This
is a very important cost benefit over
the life of the airplane.

* Versatility - The design goals for
the MU-2 were speed and short field
capability. The MU-2 meets these
criteria better than any other
turboprop. Not only is it faster, it is

| also slower. In light configuration

with 40-degrees flaps the aircraft
canbe safely touched downbetween
60 and 70 knots. With its massive
gear, brakes and prop reverse, it can
be stopped in a very short distance.

| Thisis an advantage for me because

Iam alwayslanding onranches with
unimproved fields.

¢ Cost effectiveness - As mentioned,
the initial capital outlay is below the
competition. Sois the operating cost.
A 100-hour inspection on an MU-2
should be between $3000 and $4000.
Since many of the aircraft are in
commercial service, there are shops
around the country that can do the
work quickly and efficiently. A well-

| maintained MU-2 should have few
problems coming into a 100-hour.

The only area that can be a problem

1 is getting insurance for low-time

pilots. With proper training it canbe
obtained but will probably run 50
nercent mare than for a ecomnarahle
turboprop.

In summary, the airplane is easy to
fly once one learns to trim it and
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understands its sensitivity to power
changes. We who own and fly the
MU-2 sincerely believe that it is
probably the most unique and
reliable aircraft in the world. It is
more than just a magic carpet...it is
nothing less than a work of art.

George Baker
New York

I've owned a 1973 K model for the
past year, having flown it 150 hours
during thattime. Ihold an ATPrating
with 4000-plus hours. Safety issues
surrounding the aircraft prompted
my attending both Reece Howell’s
introductory MU-2 course as well as
Flight Safety’s recurrent training. In
addition I flew approximately 25
hours of dual with Reece and a local
MU-2 line pilot.

I do not feel that the aircraft is
inherently dangerous, but there are
six idiosyncrasies which I feel the
pilot must be aware of to safely fly
the MU-2: 1) Control inputs are
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much heavier than those of a piston
twin, and the pilot must retrim the
MU-2 whenever changing pitch or
power. 2) In the MU-2 greater
attention must be paid. to keeping
the ball centered, first by setting
equal torque from each engine and
then using rudder trim as required.
3) using theautopilot during periods
of high workload keeps the wings
level and solves the tendency of a
wing to drop. 4) The MU-2 has better
roll control than most other aircraft,
but the yoke mustbe deflected about
30 degrees farther to get the same
rate of spoiler-induced roll as with a
conventional aileron equipped
aircraft. Initially the pilot will be
timid in this regard and the aircraft
will feel sluggish in its response. 5)
the heavy wing loading of the MU-2
requires a stabilized approach,
paying close attention to airspeed
and rate of descent on final. The
pilot must learn to avoid reducing
power as the flare is commenced for
landing: doing so in an aircraft with
high wing loading can result in a
hard landing. 6) Control on the roll
out is best accomplished by equal
and gentleapplication of ground idle
or reverse thrust.

Is the MU-2 dangerous? Absolutely
not! Is an untrained MU-2 pilot
dangerous? He certainly could be!
The key to flying the MU-2 safely is
adequate training. In exchange for
taking the time to learn to fly it
correctly the MU-2 pilot and his
passengers are rewarded with
spectacular performance and great
comfort at bargain-basement prices.
Icouldn’tbe more happy with mine.

Ken Wolf
Lewiston, Maine

Reader Feedback
Wanted:

Cessna 210

Ournextused aircraft guide will
be on the 210 and T-210
Centurion. If you have any
experience with this aircraft,
own one (or have owned one in
the past), we want to hear from
you. We want to know what it’s
like to own this airplane, how
much it costs to operate,
maintain and insure, and what
it’s like to fly. Facts and figures
we can get from the operator’s
manuals; only the owners and
operators can tell us what it’s
like out there in the real world.

Also, we welcome any
information on modifications,
support organizations such as
owners clubs, and any other
pertinent comments.

Please send correspondence by
December 20 to: Aviation
Consumer UAG Feedback, 75
Holly Hill Lane, Greenwich, CT
06830. If you prefer, you can
reach us by fax at 203-661-4802,
viaoneof our e-mail addressses:
adouglas@belvoir.com or on
Compuserve at 76307,316.
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