Loveitorleave it, the
MU-2 makes a riproaring
personal airplane.
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low price at which it is available was al-
most overwhelming. He figured he
could increase his annual average

g O Yronnacheod  hy
U0 U

P T e T O i ica LS
wilivul naving 'W0Spend a 1ot more |
money. Unfortunately for the folks
who build new airplanes, he wasn't
even considering something fresh
from a factory: his eye was on 300
knots for under 200 grand. Is this an
isolated phenomenon, or will it swell
and overtake the entrepreneurs of the
land, who have traditionally been buy-
ers of new airplanes?

Fantasizing is always fun, so I put
myself in the shoes of a heavy-hitter
and went to a used MU-2 lot, which
happened to be the Aviall ramp at
Dallas/Fort Worth, where airplane
salesman supreme Barron Thomas
holds court. Would the MU-2, so differ-
ent in appearance and other areas as
well, make a good personal airplane?

Its unusual appearance might beg
your first question, because the short-
body MU-2 seems almost stunted. It
looks shorter than it ought to, and the
wings laok as if they weep over having
to hold up those tanks out at the tips.
But unusual-looking airplanes have
been successful. Beech, step-parent of
the MU-2, built itself on three airnlanes
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into service on contract freight . runs
for the big national overnight delivery
services, and is eyeing four more.)
The smaller MU-2 might be useful
for overnight check runs, but its body
is too small for wide application as a
freighter. The two airplanes are really
as different as night and day: the big
one is a walker; the little one is a speed-
ster. And prices are surprisingly low—
the well-appointed MU-2 that I flew
was on the block for $175,000; that's
about half the price of a new pressur-
ized single, and not much more than
the value of the remaining TBO of the

‘two Garrett turboprop engines plus

the scrap value of the airframe parts.
Sad, but true.

Horror stories about insurance for
MU-2 owner-pilots abound, although
the insurance game seems to work rea-
sonably well for the Part 135 folks:
Bruce Martin, owner of Martinaire,
was quite able to purchase the re-
quired liability and hull insurance for
his MU-2 freighter fleet. Barron Thom-
as says that MU-2 insurance for the
rest of us is readily available—for a
price. To test the market, I called my
conservative insurance broker to see
how my insurance company of 35
yeats, USAI%, would react if [ were to
roll 8 aeven and wind up with an MU-2.

“Lee, it’s Dick. I just sold my air-
plane and got another one, need to
change my policy.”

“That’s great, what did you buy?”

“Oh man, | got the prettiest little
short-body MU-2 that you have ever
seén.” .

“Hello, hello, hello, I think we havea
bad connection...been cut off..."

If I would agree to go to Flight-
Safety for initial training and return
every six months for recurrent train-
ing, then we could open discussions
with the insurance company. But, I
was warned, that still wouldn’t make it
good. The hull premium would proba-
bly be 80 percent higher than for, say, a
King Air; the liability would be sub-
stantially higher, and the upper limit
might be lower. He wasvnot happy
about inguring an MU-2 for me and
was glad that I was only kidding. (I'd
add that the premium for my 210 in-
creased almost 50 percent this year.)

So what's with the MU-2? Is it an air-
plane that will bite anyone other than
the bright young time-building pilot
who flies all night, every night, carry-
ing packages? Is the dream of a 300-
knot personal hot rod destined always
to end in a plume of black smoke?

I had never before flown a short-
body MU-2, and it had been years since
I'had flown a long-body. The last flight
in a long one was the only time I felt
that I flew reasonably well. The

Mitsubishi pilot who flew with me took
considerable time explaining the dif-
ferences between an MU-2 and other
airplanes, and, understanding these
differences, I was able to fly the air-
plane and enjoy the experience. I found
that it was not a mean airplane but one
that would reward understanding and
a good touch on the controls with a rea-
sonable ride. I relearned some of these
lessons in flying the short-body MU-2
and found that it is a bit more demand-
ing than the larger airplane. (If you
think I'm ducking an issue by not call-
ing them Marquise and Solitaire, or us-
ing the letter suffixes, you're right.
Those names remain a mystery to me;
MU-2s are either short or long ones.)
The cockpit of an MU-2 is roomy
enough, and while it lacks a lot of hu-
man-factors engineering, it takes only
a moment to find everything you need.
The first start was off a power cart

ALTITUDE AND
RATE-OF-DESCENT
AWARENESSIS
VITALFOR
LANDING THIS
AIRPLANE”

(Martin says that this is a requirement
with his freighters), but a subsequent
start with the airplane’s NiCad battery
system worked equally well. The
checklist on the airplane is not overly
involved and corresponds with that of
any other Garrett-powered turboprop.
On takeoff the acceleration is good,
almost like a nickel rocket, and the
nosewheel steering is positive enough.
If there is a crosswind, forget it and
Just keep the airplane on the runway.
The roli-control spoilers don’t do much
to keep the wings level, and the narrow
and relatively soft landing gear allows
the wind to adjust the roll attitude of
the airplane while you are charging
down the runway. (The MU-2 has no
history of accidents related to this.)
The MU-2 has a long wheelbase be-
cause the main gear has to retract into
the fuselage without ejecting the rear-
seat passengers. It takes a humongous
tug to rotate the airplane, and then the
back pressure must be released as the
airplane rotates, lest the beginning of
a loop be attempted. This sounds bad
but is easy to handle on an MU-2. Pull

to take off, and as soon as it is off the
ground, push forward. The control
forces are heavy enough that overcon-
trolling doesn’t enter the picture, and
you can do it right the first time if you
know it is coming.

I was flying the airplane on a clear
day. I must admit that I wondered how
I would feel, five months and 25 days
out of FlightSafety, doing it on a dark
and rainy night after spending all day
making big deals.

Landings in the airplane are arriv-
als. You have to drive it on, and when
the main gear, way back there, touch-
es, the nosewheel quickly slams onto
the runway. It might be done more
gracefully with practice, but few pilots
of short-body MU-2s will bet money on
a squeaker every time. And everyone
quickly learns to appreciate that “over-
built” landing gear.

To fly an MU-2 reasonably well, you
have to trim it well. If the airplane is
not trimmed properly, it is hard, even
mean, to fly. With an engine out, it
feels almost out of control until its rol}
and yaw are trimmed; then it’s a pussy-
cat. The oddest feeling that [ had when
flying the airplane came after power
was restored following an engine-out
drill. Roll and yaw trim were set for
single-engine flight; with both engines
going, the airplane was completely out
of trim and felt as though it were as-
saulting the air sideways. This hap-
pened on right base to land at Love
Field in Dallas, and I never got the air~
plane trimmed correctly before land-
ing; the gallery had a good harde-hs- -
har at the little show that ensued.

It’s not easy to think the same way
that the airplane trims. Roll trim is lo-
cated on the flaps, and roll with the con-
trol wheel is induced by spoilers atop
the wings, so the physical motions of
trimming are different. Say, for exam-
ple, the right engine is out. Your left
foot is at the firewall and the control
wheel is far to the left. But the airplane
might well still be turning right a little,
and the right wing might be down.
What the airplane is saying is that the
controls you are using are okay, but
there’s a better way on the pedestal in..
the trim controls. The rudder trim is
straightforward—just trim off the
pressure as in any airplane—but the
roll trim is different. Instead of trim-
ming off pressure, you trim away con-
trol-wheel displacement. As left roll
trim is applied, the object is to move the
wheel back to the right, trimming until
the control wheel is centered.

If the MU-2 has a significant charac-
teristic that has to be practiced,
learned and relearned, it relates to
trim. I'm sure that if you took a pilot
who had never flown an MU-2, didn't
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tell him about the trim, and let him take
off with the airplane significantly out
of trim in roll and yaw, he’d be so con-
vinced that the airplane was out of con-
trol that he'd go ahead and crash just
to prove it.

That quirk is, of course, something
that a pilot can and should learn in the
beginning. The only other MU-2 fea-
ture I could see that might nab an en-
trepreneur pilot is the very high rate of
sink that can develop almost instantly
when the power is pulled back to flight
idle on approach. This could hurt on a

nonprecision approach in poor visibility
or at night. Altitude and rate-of-de-
scent awareness is vital for landing
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this airplane on the runway instead of
in the treeg, With its high wing loading

l Learninsg to live

an examination of an airplane type to

L detarmine if in fact it meets.the wilgg.. J

and high drag in the approach configu-
ration, -the additional drag that is
spreaa over tne prop arcs wnen tne

_ power levers are pulled back is signifi-

cant. A pilot peering at distant lights
and not minding the instruments could
get into trouble quickly. He can get out
of trouble quickly by adding power,
but that obviously must be done before
grriving in the weeds.

The MU-2's attributes are a fine air-
frame, good engines (Pratt & Whitney
lovers will argue that point), good effi-
ciency (on a given trip it would hardly
cost more in jet-A than something like
a Doke might cost in 100-octane), and
mmnthance costs that should be rea-
sonatie until and unless an unsched-
aled glitch of major proportions should
vccur. That's not to say that it can be
flown for the price of a Skyhawk; but it
can be a relatively small step up for the
user of a pressurized piston twin. Even
the insurance has to be put into con-

* text. Because the hull value is low, a

.

LY

ILUY CILITIIL.
P -

54 sesate acessva

[EI- Y

much higher-percentage hull premium
doesn’t meap so much. The liability
would be the biggest rub, because a
person with enough income and worth
to buy one would want more than the
$1 million coverage that so many insur-
ers now consider a top figure. There is
also the cost of going to FlightSafety
or somewhere similar every six
months, but that should be a requlre-
mplnt for owner- -nilots nf all twios

with the MU 2 s
crasies.-
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he MU-2 is now, and may-
be always was, the fast-
est airplane for the mon-
ey. Various models of the
high-performance turbo-
prop are currently avail-
able in good condition for
the price of a new high-performance
single, and nearly new MU-2s can be
had for the price of a new unpressur-
ized piston twin. But the MU-2is one of
the most controversial general avia-
tion airplanes ever built. It is unlike
any other turboprop, making it excit-
ing to some pilots and loathsome to
others.

The MU-2 went out of production at
the end of 1985, after a 20-year run that
saw 758 of the stubby airplanes deliv-
ered. A significant reason to reexam-
ine the MU-2is that Beech now delivers
all parts and maintenance support un-
der an agreement with Mitsubishi. The
legendary Beech product support re-
moves all question about the opera-
tions future of the MU-2.

With the question of continued sup-
port answered, attention shifts to the
airplane itself, to its flying qualities,
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rare, but in the past decade the DC-10

_the review ahead of the M11-2. An SCR.

is usually conducted when a pattern of
accidents emerges, or an area of the
aircraft design (such as the systems in
the DC-10) is suspect. With the MU-2,
there was no definable pattern to the
fatal accidents except that they hap-
pened more frequently thag with other
turboprops.

Without a definite pattern of acci-
dents to examine, the FA A looked at all
aspects of the MU-2, concentrating on
its performance in icing, its handling
qualities during an instrument ap-
proach and its behavior and perfor-
mance with an engine out. The FAA
also considered requiring a type rating
and a two-pilot crew for flying the air-
plane, but the agency rejected both
changes.

The MU-2 emerged from the SCR
with essentially a clean bill of health.
The only three specific actions re-
quired by the SCR were to replace pi-
tot-tube heaters with higher wattage
units on older MU-2s; replace a trim-
tab clevis that had been the object of a
service bulletin; and safety-wire a
bleed-air fitting on the engine. Al
though unable to determine that any of
these three factors was involved in any
accidents, the FAA SCR team decided

that thasa.ergrccordrd ‘mururseticao

under which it was certified. SCRs are | -

- and-Gates Learjet have gone through- | — |
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rur les§ inan half ‘the 'price of a
pressurized single...” So which would
you rather have? I like new ones be-
cause of a personal bond with air-
planes. There’s great enjovment. to he

which has Hiad enorinous impact oh m-"
surance costs. The MU-2 has had a
poor safety record—the worst of the
popular turboprops—and thus costs
uich more to insure than_ather.gin.

"AS a result of the SUK, but not a re-
quirement of it, Mitsubishi has also
made changes in the aircraft operating
manual. The primary differences
called for. inerescad.takanff and land. . .
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found in flying one with which every
experience has been shared. But if I
had the budget tor tuel, and the re
sources to handle the big pop that
might come with a premature engine
replacement, it would be tempting to
call Barron Thomas and say, “If you'll
paint it red, white and blue and putina

planes of equal value. The insurance
companies, the FAA and vilots haye
been askmg why the MU-2 safety
record is so bad and, so far, the answer
has been pilot training and proficiency.

In 1983, at the request of the Nation-
al Transportation Safety Board, the
FAA launched a special certification

purple interior, I'll give you....” B

review (SCR) of the MU-2. An SCR is

ing distances and specified a five-de-
- gree flap setting for takeoffs on hot
‘days with heavy loads. The MU-2 has
always had extremely good short-field
performance, and the new charts are
more conservative, increasing the
safety margins.
It’s too bad the FAA didn’t see fit to
require a type rating because it ap-
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pears that training is the only way to
make a competent pilot safe in the MU-
2. Everything about the way the air-
plane flies is a little different. In some
aspects it is very différent from other
propeller twins, and pilots need to
learn the proper techniques.

FlightSafety International offers

T wutnpy

" thHe MU-Z at its center in Houston. The |

five-day initial training course costs
$6,100 and includes 10 hours in the full-
motion visual simulator—20 hours if
you ride right seat while another pilot
flies—plus as much flying in the air-
plane as necessary to reach appropri-
ate levels of proficiency.

Al Johnson, head of MU-2 training,
says he sees the same problem in new
MU-2 pilots as he sees in pilots of other
types—lack of instrument proficiency.
Pilots who are not sharp on instrument
attitude flying and IFR procedures
have a difficult time brushing up their
instrument skills and learning to fly
the MU-2 at the same time. As with all
other airplanes, poor weather is a fac-
tor in most MU-2 crashes, so good basic
instrument skills are a prerequisite.
FlightSafety will graduate a student
as a VFR-only MU-2 pilot if the pilot
can’t handle the instrument proce-
dures, but such an endorsement car-
ries little weight with the insurance
companies.

Beyond basic instrument skills, it is
the high wing loading and more neu-
tral stability of the MU-2 that give new
pilots problems. The wing loading on
the MU-2 can be as high as 65 pounds
per square foot in the late-model, long-
body airplanes—close to the 67.2
pounds of the Learjet 35. High wing
loading means that the MU-2 flies
more like a jet than the thick-wing tur-
boprops or piston twins most prospec-
tive MU-2 pilots are used to flying. Be-
cause of its wing loading, the MU-2,
like the jets, is sensitive to precise pitch
control. Small changes in attitude gen-
erate large changes in vertical veloci-
ty. Power management also becomes
more critical with the hlghly loaded
wing. It is possible for the MU-2 both
to descend and decelerate rapidly at
the same time, something most prop pi-
lots aren’t used to experiencing.

The MU-2 has long-period static sta-
bility in pitch, which means the air-
plane does not tend to stay exactly on
its trimmed airspeed. Trim the airplane
and it will wander about the trimmed
airspeed and altitude by a few knots
and a few hundred feet. It is not unsta-
ble and divergent, but it simply does
not stay where you put it with the con-
sistency of some airplanes. The MU-2
pilot therefore needs a better instru-
ment scan and needs to pay more atten-

tion to attitude at all timies. The MU-2is
more difficult to fly on instruments.

Again, because of its high wing load-
ing, flap position is critical in the MU-2.
The double-slotted Fowler flaps extend
across the entire trailing edge and,
fully extended, they increase total
wing area by about one third. The effi-

ICLCY, 0 8 ¢ Wil
or less, which is low for
such a high wing loading. The initial
flap setting of five degrees adds a
great deal of lift but little drag. The
next flap position (20 degrees) adds
lots of drag, and the final, 40-degree
setting with power off brings the MU-2
down like a rock. Normal takeoffs and
landings are made with 20 degrees of
flaps.

With the flaps consuming all avail-
able space on the wing trailing edge,
roll control is handled by differential
spoilers that kill lift on one wing to roll

“JUST STAY ON THE
PEDALS AS THOUGH
YOU WERE FLYING
A TAILDRAGGER,
AND EVERYTHING
WORKS OUT FINE”

the airplane. Spoilers are common on
jets and normally act to augment roll
authority that is initiated by ailerons.
But because the MU-2 has spoilers
only, the airplane must constantly be
trimmed in level flight so that both
spoilers are down and not stealing lift.
Roll trim is accomplished by small,
electrically actuated trim tabs on the
trailing edges of the flaps.

The spoilers provide good roli au-
thority at all airspeeds but have a dif-*
ferent feel—actually a lack of feel—
compared with ailerons. On the run-
way the spoilers are worthless for
holding a wing down in a crosswind, so
you stay on top of the rudder pedals
and only at liftoff do you start control-
ling roll with the wheel.

The most challenging flying in the
MU-2, as in any multiengine airplane,
is with an engine out. If an engine quits
on takeoff there are three major drag
producers, some aspects of which are
peculiar to the MU-2. An obvious
source of drag is the windmilling pro-
peller, which should have been driven
to a near-feathered pogition by the neg-

ative torque sensing system (NTS).
NTS, a no-go item, has to be tested be-
fore each flight. In the NTS mode the
prop blades are at a 55-degree angle,
windmilling the fixed-shaft Garrett
TPE331 engine. FlightSafety instruc-
tors say that the MU-2 with a prop set
by the NTS climbs at about 200 fom
AR URAT e 1 b e 01
feathered.

The next consideration is spoiler po-
sition. To control the asymmetric
thrust during an engine failure you
need considerable control-wheel de-
flection, which means that a spoiler is
extended and reducing lift. The way to
cure this is to reach down below the
power levers and twist the roll trim
knob to level the wings with the control
wheel centered. Holding the wings lev-
el with the control wheel puts a spoiler
up rather than using the trailing-edge
trim tab, and costs 100 to 150 fpm in en-
gine-out climb.

The MU-2's short, stubby landing
gear does not add as much drag as that
on many airplanes. However, large
gear doors open during the retraction
sequence, so you will lose elimb perfor-
mance (and maybe even altitude) dur-
ing an engine-out gear retraction.

Given these three variables, Flight-
Safety does not teach a rigid clean-up
procedure after an engine failure on
takeoff. The first requirement is to
control the airplane; then think for a
moment about what is causing the
greatest problem, and address that
first.

I flew through several takeoff en-
gine failures in the FlightSafety simu-
lator and found that you need to push
the rudder to the floor to maintain di-
rectional control, while simultaneously
deflecting the wheel toward the oper-
ating engine. I found it most natural to
reach immediately for the trim knob
and start trimming in roll toward the
direction 1 had the wheel deflected.
This required little or no concentration,
and provided a couple of seconds to be
sure I had identified the failed engine
and had the airplane under control be-
fore feathering the prop and securing
the engine. Roll trim is much more im-
portant than rudder trim. Although
the rudder requires a long throw on the
pedals, it is not inordinately heavy
compared with that of other turbine
airplanes,

FlightSafety teaches you to main-
tain a speed near that of rotation until
reaching 400 feet agl, much as a pilot
does during the second segment of en-
gine-out climb in a jet. Rotation comes
around 100 knots, depending on the
model, and it is important to keep the
nose up to maintain that speed for ini-
tial climb. If you release back pressure
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the airplane starts sinking. Forget’
about the 152-knot VYSE blueline;
that’s for best single-engine rate of
climb after the airplane is cleaned up
and on its way. Right after liftoff you
care about climb gradient and, in a
dirty configuration, that is optimum at
a speed near VMCA.

I found the engine-out characteris-
tics of the MU-2 manageable from the
start but, with practice, the motions be-
came more rapid and natural. The sim-
ulator represents the worst case be-
cause even with the simulated visibility
set for VFR it is always night, so only
the instruments can give you precise’
information on what is happening. A
few hours of wrestling with the simu-
lator every year, or preferably every
six months, would keep you sharp on
all IFR and engine-out procedures and
techniques. FlightSafety instructors,
and the flight manual, also remind you
that the MU-2 is not a transport-cate-
gory airplane, so there are times when
the airplane will not be able to fly after
an engine failure. If you choose to take
off on a hot day at a high-aititude air-
port with a heavy load, you should be
prepared to land straight ahead if an
engine quits.

Most simulators are more difficult to
fly than the actual airplane because
they do not provide all of the sensory
inputs of actual flight, but the MU-2
simulator is better than most. If you
can do a good job of flying the
FlightSafety simulator you will do a
very good job of flying the airplane.
The reverse probably won’t be true un-
til you gain some experience in the sim-
ulator.

Landing the MU-2 is an exercise in
speed and glidepath control. Depend-
ing on the model, VREF is between 95
and 100 knots, which is 1.3 Vso. As
with all VREF speeds, this is the mini-
mum speed on final with no fudge fac-
tors for wind or turbulence. I found
that VREF plus 10 knots worked well in
the simulator and the airplane. If
you're on speed and glidepath, only a
small power reduction and virtually no
flare i1s needed for an acceptable land-
ing. You can try to hold the airplane of f
and work for a smoother touchdown,
and it may or may not pay off. The
smoothest touchdown 1 could make, or
that I have seen in an MU-2, is firm by
the standard of most turboprops, so
many MU-2 pilots give up trying for
the greaser and let the airplane land it-
self.

Because of the landing-gear geome-
try, it is impossible to keep the
nosewheel from banging onto the run-
way very shortly after the mainwheels
touch. The best landings 1 could make
came from a relatively shallow ap-

—proach, but even then
the nosewheel
the pavement with authority.
After a time you accept that
this is just the nature of the air-
plane—plop-bang, it's how an MU-2
lands.

Once on the runway the MU-2 de-
mands your full attention on the rud-
der to keep it going straight. The air-
plane rocks on its narrow gear, and any
asymmetry as the props come back
into reverse changes the airplane’s di-
rection. As in the landing, the feeling is
different. You may not feel completely
in control on roll-out, but if you just
stay on the pedals as though you were
flying a taildragger, everything works
out fine. The prop reverse is extremely
effective and the airplane can be land-
ed and stopped easily in well under
2,000 feet.

- Systems on the MU-2 are straight-

‘AT NORMAL
CRUISE POWER,
THE LATER MODELS
CAN EASILY FLY
FOR MORE THAN
FOUR HOURS!

forward. Fuel feeds into a center wing
tank from which both engines draw.
The only fuel-management require-
ment is to be sure that the fuel pumps
are off when the two small outboard
wing tanks run dry. Fuel from the tip
tanks is fed to the center by bleed-air
pressure. The electrical system is basic
and operates all major subsystems
such as flaps and the landing gear. En-
vironmental control is via an air cycle
machine that uses engine bleed air for
both heating and cooling.

The original short-body airplane is
approved to carry nine people, but a
more comfortable load would be four
in the cabin and two in front. Two spa-
cious baggage compartments can hold
bulky items such as golf bags, so no
luggage need intrude on the cabin. The
long-body airplane has a very large

cabin with seats for six or seven, a bar
and a flushing toilet.

The major differences among the
various models of MU-2 are in the en-
gines and fuel capacities. The first few
airplanes delivered had just 575 shp

per side, flat rated to 500 shp. That

quickly changed to 776
" shp, flat rated to 665 shp,

on the MU-2F first sold in
1968. The flat-rated power re-
mained at 665 shp on the short-
body airplane but increased to 715 shp
on later models of the long-body air-
plane. The final two models, the long-
body Marquise and short-body Soli-
taire, had 1,000-shp Garrett -10s,
making them the fastest and best of
the MU-2s.

Over the years there were several
maodifications to the Garrett TPE331
engines, so you need to be certain you
are buying engines that are up to date
in mod status. Most of the engines car-
ry 4 3,600-hour TBO, and they now en-
joy a reputation for reliability. One
thing that hasn’t changed, and never
will, is the shriek of a fixed-shaft tur-
boprop engine in ground idle. A taxiing
MU-2 will have everyone outside cover-
ing their ears, but the noise level inside
is reasonable.

A nice feature of the Garrett engines
is that their superior fuel efficiency is
less dependent on altitude, allowing
you to blast along westbound down
Jow without a significant fuel penaity.
Late models of the short-body MU-2
can cruise at 300 knots in the teens or
low 20s, while the long-body airplanes
are good for 275 to 280 knots. Those
speeds come from a fuel burn of about
600 pounds per hour, but if you throttle
back 20 knots the fuel flow drops to
around 400 pph—not bad for 280 knots
cruise.

The MU-2 began life with 4.16-psi
cabin pressure, but that quickly grew
to five and then to six pounds. The air-
plane is not at its best at high altitude,
although the later models were certi-
fied to 31,000 feet. Later models do
their best work in the mid-20s flight
levels and the early airplanes work
well in the high teens. Fuel capacity
grew to 2,700 pounds from 1,910
pounds. Airplanes built after 1968 car-
ried at least 2,452 pounds of fuel, which
is plenty for more than three hours’ en-
durance with IFR reserves. At normal
cruise, later models can easily fly for
more than four hours with reserves.

The MU-2 can be a very fast and cost-
effective way to travel, but only if you
are willing to study the airplane and its
characteristics and practice to stay
sharp. If you want an airplane that you
don’t have to think about much until
you're rolling down the runway, the
MU-2 isn’t for you. But if you are will-
ing to take the time to learn the air-
plane properly to begin with, and main-
tain proficiency through approved
recurrent training at an accepted facili-
ty, the MU-2is both fast and fun.

J. Mac McCLELLAN
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