
Background 
  

In 2007 the MU-2 family has seen a definite communications corner being 
turned as the reputation of the aircraft improves because many in the aviation 
community are learning the truth. In the future, to continue to enhance a positive 
image, there is an expectation that all resources of the MU-2 family will be used, 
including those of the MU-2 owners and operators. 
 

The FAA has adopted an SFAR (Special Federal Aviation Regulation). The 
publishing of the SFAR will aid in continuing the good safety record seen during 
the past year by mandating proper standardized training. As training has been em-
phasized and nearly 200 MU-2 pilots have already been trained to the SFAR guide-
lines, not a single MU-2 has experienced a serious or fatal accident since the sum-
mer of 2006. 

  
As a result of better communications about the MU-2 and its actual safety 

record, we have not witnessed any of the unjustified calls for grounding from 
members of congress and the news media has become more informed and objec-
tive (a complete news story record can be accessed at www.mu-2aircraft.com). 
 
Research 
  

Additionally, unbiased aviation experts have presented a fair and statisti-
cally sound picture of the MU-2 safety record. Those reports show the aircraft is 
outstanding in many ways, has an overall median accident rate that is better than a 
number of comparable aircraft flying similar missions and certainly does not have 
the worst record as claimed by some. (Please contact Conor Runge at 
crunge@macstrategies.com, for copies of those reports). 

 
Planning and Execution  
  

The successful research mentioned above will continue and it is expected 
there will be more: 

• Communications support for Pilot’s Review Of Proficiency (PROP safety 
programs already in place); 
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• New safety and reliability studies by aviation experts;  
• Journalists expected to report accurate stories, especially those 

who are pilots and who have tested the plane; 
• Redesigning the homepage of the MU-2 website at www.MU-

2Aircraft.com in order to provide more information and positive 
coverage of the MU-2, as well as enhancement of communications 
with the owner/operator community (videos and other news re-
ports are available along with examples of other media uses to help 
the MU-2 image). 

 
Evaluation, Results and the Future 

 
There is no doubt that public 

perception is changing. This positive 
change has been seen by government 
and aviation industry organizations. 
There has even been an up-tick in air-
craft sales showing growing support 
for the desirability and reliability of the 
aircraft. However, it is essential that 
all members of the MU-2 family con-
tinue and step-up their support for the 
MU-2 to maintain this positive trend. 

  
  Those who have trusted this 
outstanding aircraft with their most 
precious cargo and those new owners 
who have done their homework and 
are now part of the MU-2 family will 
definitely be rewarded for their faith 
in the MU-2. (A slightly expanded ver-
sion of this report can also be seen at 
www.MU-2Aircraft.com) 
 

Scott Sobel is president of Media & Communications Strategies 
(www.macstrategies.com) in Washington, DC and performs public relations relat-
ing to the MU-2. He is a former corporate public relations executive and worked 

for 20 years as a major market and network investigative journalist.  
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“Those who have 

trusted this 

outstanding aircraft 

with their most 

precious cargo and 

those new owners 

who have done 

their homework 

and are now part 

of the MU-2 family 

will definitely be 

rewarded for their 

faith in the MU-2” 

Page 2 MU-2 News 



MU-2 Training Issues: Observations After Three Years at SIMCOM 
Dr. C. Hall “Skip” Jones 

“One thing is 

certain: an annual 

recurrent training 

course will not 

maintain a pilot’s 

instrument flying 

skills if he or she 

does not use those 

skills between 

those annual 

training sessions.” 
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In my three years of working with MU-2 pilots at SIM-
COM, I have been impressed with the community’s general 
knowledge of the airplane and its systems and people’s desire to 
continuously want to learn more. In that time period, I have seen 
four areas of common operational problems: (a) basic VFR flying 
skills, (b) hands-on instrument flying skills, (c) single engine opera-
tions (especially handling the initial engine failure), and (d) VFR 
and IFR situational awareness. 

 
Basic VFR flying skills. After 34 years as a certified flight 

instructor, I know that it is usual to see basic VFR flying skills deteriorate after 
a pilot earns his or her last pilot license or take his or her last check ride (Part 
121, 135, etc.). We all practice and become sharp “sticks” for flight tests and 
check rides and then tend to ignore what we incorrectly perceive to be 
“training maneuvers” from that point on. We all tend to forget that the ma-
neuvers that we all practiced and perfected for those flight tests and check 
rides, such as stall recognition and recovery, flight at minimum controllable 
airspeed, steep turns, ground reference maneuvers, and various takeoff and 
landing techniques, are all designed and intended to prepare us to handle real-
world flying situations. As an example, I never really realized how important 
the skills that are developed by steep turns really are until I started flying single 
and multi-engine float planes and seaplanes around Alaska. The first time I 
turned down the wrong valley and it turned out to be a blind canyon, I was 
impressed (and preserved) by how tight a 180 the Goose and I were able to 
make.  

 
Hands-on instrument flying skills. There is a tendency for pilots to pre-

fer to use the autopilot to fly the airplane in instrument conditions and espe-
cially to fly instrument approaches. There are two schools of thought on this 
practice. One school says that it is better to use the autopilot in these situa-
tions because a properly rigged and functioning autopilot can always fly the air-
plane more precisely than a human pilot can. The opposing school says that 
this practice erodes the pilot’s instrument flying skills and may leave him or her 
deficient at some critical time if the autopilot or some related system malfunc-
tions or fails. One thing is certain: an annual recurrent training course will not 
maintain a pilot’s instrument flying skills if he or she does not use those skills 
between those annual training sessions. 

 
Back when I was flying the MU-2, I was operating the airplane in a single 

pilot Part 91 international corporate environment. This was before the insur-
ance companies required annual recurrent training and well before GPS (I re-
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member being absolutely amazed when I flew my first airplane with RNAV). I 
had to orchestrate creative ways to keep myself both VFR and IFR current 
and proficient and to maintain situational awareness. I used to practice a VFR 
flight maneuver or two on legs with no passengers and on maintenance 
check flights. I also hand flew the airplane below 10,000 feet (VFR and IFR) 
and used the autopilot above that altitude. That kept both my VFR and IFR 
hand-flying flying skills sharp and helped me to maintain a higher level of situ-
ational awareness as well (at least if you’re hand flying the airplane, you can’t 
be COMPLETELY oblivious to what’s going on around you).  

 
Single engine operations (especially handling the 

initial engine failure). With significant experience in both 
the MU-2 and the King Air 200/B200 airplanes, I can at-
test to the fact that in spite of its larger 850shp engines, 
the King Air 200/B200 is significantly easier to handle in 
an engine-out situation than the MU-2. There are two 
reasons for this difference - Auto Feather and Rudder 
Boost. The PT-6 engines that are mounted on the King 
Air 200/B200 airplanes (and most other PT-6 installations 
as well) incorporate an Auto Feather feature. When a 
TPE-331 engine fails, the NTS system senses negative 
torque and uses the momentum that is built up in the ro-
tating group to provide pulses of positive thrust while the prop automatically 
moves toward feather in steps. The NTS system never fully reaches feather 
on its own. Fully feathering the prop requires pilot action. When a TPE-331 
engine experiences an engine failure combined with an NTS failure, the result 
is an immediate drop in engine rpm. With the NTS system inoperative, the 
prop governor senses this and flattens the prop pitch to try to hold the pre-
set rpm (which is exactly what it is supposed to do). This untimely flattening 
of the prop blades results in an immediate 20 to 30 degree yaw and roll to-
ward the failed engine combined with an immediate loss of 10 to 20 knots of 
airspeed. If this scenario occurs immediately after takeoff and below a certain 
altitude and airspeed, the airplane will be unrecoverable. The NTS system on 
the TPE-331 engines is a great system when it works, but it can be a lethal 
system when it doesn’t. The Auto Feather system on the PT-6 engines 
senses a drop in torque, automatically dumps prop oil pressure completely, 
and the prop immediately goes to full feather. No pilot action is required and 
the blade flattening scenario that occurs during an engine / NTS failure on a 
TPE-331 is not possible. 
 
The second reason that the King Air 200/B200 airplanes are much easier to 
handle in an engine-out situation is Rudder Boost. This system senses a drop 

Page 4 January 2008 



in P3 pressure on the failed engine and employs P3 bleed 
air from the operating engine to power a pneumatic 
servo that automatically inputs the proper rudder de-
flection in the event of an engine failure. No pilot action 
is required. Between the Auto Feather and the Rudder 
Boost systems, the King Air requires virtually no pilot 
input in an engine failure situation except to maintain the 
proper pitch attitude (airspeed) and directional control, both of which are very easily ac-
complished. 
 
Handling an engine failure in the MU-2 is a very critical skill that must be done both cor-
rectly and, in the event of an engine / NTS failure, very quickly. A faster reaction time to an 
engine / NTS failure scenario will both lower the altitude below and reduce the time period 
in which an engine failure with an NTS failure will be unrecoverable thereby reducing the 
odds of that event ever occurring. 
 
VFR and IFR situational awareness. News flash! Situational awareness is not something that 
came with your Garmin. Watching a little airplane move across a pretty colored screen is 
not situational awareness. Knowing where you are, what’s around you, where you’re going, 
and how to get there when the little airplane STOPS moving across the pretty colored 
screen is situational awareness.  
 
In AC 60-22, Aeronautical Decision Making, the FAA defines situational awareness as “the 
accurate perception and understanding of all the factors and conditions within the four fun-
damental risk elements that affect safety before, during, and after the flight.” (the four fun-
damental risk elements are the pilot, the aircraft, the environment, and the type of opera-
tion). AC 61-134, General Aviation Controlled Flight Into Terrain Awareness, defines it as 
“the pilot is aware of what is happening around the pilot’s aircraft at all times in both the 
vertical and horizontal plane. This includes the ability to project the near term status and 
position of the aircraft in relation to other aircraft, terrain, and other potential hazards.” 
Note that neither of those definitions includes the phrase “when the Garmin is opera-
tional.” 
 
Situational awareness requires that the pilot actively follow the flight from its inception to 
its conclusion and always anticipate and be prepared for possible problems. I used to play 
mind games with myself on single pilot trips. I would always be asking myself what I would 
do, where I would go, and how I would get there if I lost an engine, if I lost all electrical 
power, if I had a structural failure (window, door, cowling, etc.), if I lost a significant amount 
of fuel (leak, line failure, etc.), if I had a weather emergency, if I had an airport emergency 
(closed runway, etc.), if I had a passenger emergency, or if I had a personal emergency. 
Mentally practicing scenarios and thought processes like this makes it a lot easier and a lot 
faster if a situation ever arises when it is actually necessary. It can be kind of fun too, espe-

MU-2 Training Issues 
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cially after you get good at it. What else have you got to think 
about while you’re drilling along at FL240 with the autopilot on 
(besides your fuel bill)? 
 
I believe that the FAA SFAR-approved training program with the 
28 required flight profiles is an excellent effort and will be suc-
cessful in bringing about a reduction in the MU-2 accident rate, 
but more could, and should, be done. With the addition of judg-
ment and decision making training and LOFT and/or FITS type 
flight training scenarios, the FAA SFAR-approved MU-2 training 
program would be a model for the industry and a training pro-
gram truly worthy of both the finest turbo-prop airplane in the 
general aviation fleet and the dedicated pilots who choose to op-
erate it.  

MU-2 Training Issues 
(continued from previous page) 
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Hot Sections, De-ice and the SFAR 
By Greg Mink 

Hot Sections 
 
The engines in my Marquise were 
reaching a milestone of sorts. At 1800 
hours, the engines are due for a hot 
section inspection. I knew I would 
reach that point near the end of 2007, 
so I scheduled the service with IJC in 

Tulsa. Upon my arrival at the agreed 
upon date, I turned over the keys to 
my trusted transportation for what I 

considered to be the first really major 
piece of work while this airplane was 
in my possession. Neil James took the 
airplane out while I was still on-site 
and did an engine run. As I was leaving 
to grab some lunch, he stopped me 
and asked a few questions.  
 
The first thing he asked me was if the 
airplane had passed its NTS ground 
check on the flight out that morning 
(he said that it failed the check when 
he started it). I thought about it for a 
second and was almost horrified by my 
response. I said I think it did but to be 
honest I really wasn’t sure. How could 
I not be sure about such an important 
check? If there is ONE THING that I 
should be sure of, I would think the 
NTS system would rank pretty darn 

high on the priority list. But, I was left 
scratching my head wondering what I 
was doing during the start process that 
caused me to not verify the NTS 
check. Or perhaps I did verify the NTS 
check and I just didn’t remember. Ei-
ther way I silently scolded myself for 
not knowing. You can rest assured that 
my NTS checks are now very deliber-
ate and given the diligence they de-
serve.  
 
The other question Neil had for me 
was about the speed at which the right 
engine started. It had been very slow 
to spool up for some time and Neil 
wanted to know more about that. It 
was still within what I understand to be 
the guidelines of 1% rpm per second, 
but it certainly was not any faster than 

Skip Jones holds ATP, CFII, and A&P/IA ratings and has 12,000 hours of flight experience including 4,500 hours of duel given. He has been 
Director of Maintenance Training under Part 121, Chief Pilot under Part 135, Chief Flight Instructor under Part 141, Chief Pilot and Aviation 
Department Manager for a multi-aircraft international corporate flight department, a Mitsubishi factory Test Pilot, and an Assistant Professor 
and Head of a large university aviation program. Skip holds a doctorate in Adult Education, is an active aviation speaker and writer, and owns 
a consulting firm specializing in needs assessments, development, implementation, and evaluation of both human factors and technical avia-
tion training programs. He also teaches in the MU-2 and King Air programs at SIMCOM. Skip can be reached at sjonesfly@aol.com. Web-
site: www.CHallJones.com 
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Hot Sections, De-ice and SFARS 
(continued from previous page) 

that. Neil said he would investigate 
that but his initial guess was a weak 
compressor section.  
 
In the end, he was right. The compres-
sor section pressure schedules fuel 
flow on start up and a weak compres-
sor section causes less fuel scheduled 
to the combustion section and thus 
slower starts. Those with –10 con-
verted engines are very familiar with 

the 
re-

lationship between fuel scheduling and 
engine spool up at start. IJC reworked 
my compressor section and now the 
starts move along at a much better 
pace. 
 
I’ve had my Marquise back for about 
three months now and it doesn’t feel 
like the same plane. It climbs with 
more gusto and cruises at higher true 
airspeeds than before the inspection.  
 
And the NTS system checks out just 
fine. I can guarantee you it does!  
 
De-ice or not? 
 
I had my first experience with de-icing 
an aircraft yesterday while in Detroit. I 
was somewhat reluctant to submit my 
airplane to a glycol bath for mostly 
cosmetic reasons. In lieu of doing that, 
I had the airplane put in the hangar to 
melt off the snow that had accumu-
lated over a couple hours while sitting 
on the ramp. It sounded like a reason-
able idea at the time. Did I mention 
that it was snowing heavily when they 
put the airplane in the hangar and con-
tinued to snow the rest of the day?  
 
After about three hours of heating, the 
snow had melted and I had them pull 
the plane out of the hangar in prepara-

tion for my departure. As I approached 
the airplane for my pre-flight, I noticed 
the snow already re-accumulating on 
the plane. Further inspection revealed 
that the warm surface of the plane was 
now attracting the snow like moths to 
a light. The airplane was icing up right 
in front of me. And quickly.  
 
Not having any experience with de-
icing and now realizing heating the 
plane in the hangar was probably not 
the right thing to do, I grabbed my cell 
phone and placed a call to Bob Wat-
kins reasoning that I needed to talk 
with someone more experienced than 
I about my options. I explained the 
situation to Bob and he immediately 
told me to get the plane de-iced and 
stop worrying about it. He gave me 
further instruction on how to handle 
the “logistics” of de-icing.  
 
Bob told me to load into the aircraft 
and get ready to go but do not start 
the engines. The de-ice crew sprayed 
the plane down 
(not in the 
inlets please) 
which took 
about 10 min-
utes. As soon as 
they pulled the 
chocks, I 
started the 
engines and 
needed to be 
airborne in 40 
minutes. I couldn’t tell for sure but I 
think any visible sign of the glycol was 
gone by the time I was climbing out. 
 
I followed his advice and had an un-
eventful flight back home. The taxi out 
was a bit interesting though as we 
passed a Cessna 421 that was being 
pulled out of a snow bank that he had 
taxied into. It wasn’t entirely his fault 
because it is hard to see where you 
are going when the visibility had 
dropped to nil at one point. 
 
There has been much talk among the 
VLJ crowd about the need for men-

tors. Even with several thousand hours 
of flight time divided between military 
and civilian backgrounds, I find myself 
in situations where I want to get input 
from another more qualified source. I 
am glad I was able to lean on the wis-
dom from a mentor such as Bob. If I 
didn’t have this resource available to 
me, I’d be writing this from a hotel in 
Detroit while still waiting for the snow 
storm to pass.  
 
Just be aware, glycol is not cheap. It 
cost me over $400 to get the plane de-
iced. Worth every penny when you 
need it.  
 
SFAR 
 
After much speculation, second guess-
ing and debate, the SFAR has finally 
arrived. Call it what you will, but one 
thing is for sure-It is here and we have 
to deal with it.  
I have been through the SFAR ap-
proved training course last year at 

Simcom and head back to 
Salina for my recurrent 
training at the end of Feb-
ruary. For those of us al-
ready flying the airplane, 
the training is really not 
much different than I would 
expect were there not an 
SFAR. The BFR require-
ment is a bit different and 
perhaps somewhat burden-
some to those who choose 

sim training over the aircraft because 
you need to get your BFR in the air-
craft. A sim will not suffice.  
 
It will be interesting in the years ahead 
to see the effect this SFAR has on 
safety (positive I believe). I am also 
interested in the effect  it will have on 
aircraft sales. Because, as I have said 
many times before, it is the strength of 
the airplane in the re-sale market that 
will drive future product enhance-
ments. As the saying goes, “Only Time 
will Tell”. 
 



1.Tell us about your MU-2- 
It’s a 1982 Marquise, s/n 
1556.  I bought it through 
Ron Northern from an en-
thusiastic owner-pilot in 
the northwest.  He had 
already done a lot of work 
on the panel and put in a 
phenomenal interior, so in 
many respects it was ready 
to go for my needs. 
 
2.Any upgrades changes 
planned in the near future? 
I am planning to install a 
GDL69 to get uplinked 
weather, and I have a 
March 31 slot at Ranger for 
paint, then I will be done 
for a while (or so I have 
told my wife). 
 
3. What airplane did you up-
grade from? 
Most recently I was in a 
Commander 900 with -10 
engines, very similar to the 
Marquise in many respects.   
 
4. What other airplanes did 
you consider? 
Other Commanders, King 
Air 90s with Blackhawk 
engines, King Air 300, 
Royal Turbine (Beech Duke 
with PT6-135 engines). 
 
5. Why the MU-2 (if you didn’t 
already answer in the previous 

question)? 
One of our regular trips is 
into Mountain Air, NC 
(2875 x 50 @ 4500 MSL).  
We needed an airplane that 
would handle that runway; 
however, we didn’t want to 
sacrifice speed or cabin 
comfort.  I have always 
been intrigued by the MU2, 
and was pleased when my 
analysis confirmed it to be 
the best airplane for us.  
Low acquisition costs, rea-
sonable and predictable 
maintenance expenses, reli-
ability, quality of construc-
tion and good payload/
range were all icing on the 
cake.   
 
6. Where are you based? 
Shreveport, LA 
 
7. What has surprised you the 
most about the MU-2 now that 
you are an owner? 
I have just returned from 
initial school with Shawn 
McDonnell at Professional 
Flight Training, which was a 
great experience.  I knew 
from my earlier research 
that the airplane’s reputa-
tion as viciously unforgiving 
was unwarranted; however, 
I was surprised at just how 
stable, predictable and easy 
to fly the airplane is when 

properly 
trimmed 
and prop-
erly flown.  
It is what it 
is…a serious 
airplane for 
serious pi-
lots. 
During the 
months leading up to this 
purchase, I have also found 
that the MU2 community 
without exception is pas-
sionate about the airplane 
and very supportive of new 
entrants still on the learn-
ing curve.  Everyone from 
other owners to dealers, 
maintainers, instructors 
and insurance agents has 
been patient, helpful and 
candid, and I am looking 
forward to building lasting 
friendships based on our 
shared interest in this 
unique bird. 
 
8. Any other comments- 
I look forward to helping 
others in the community 
get the truth out about the 
MU2.  As that continues to 
take place, our investments 
in these airplanes will be 
good ones. 

New Owners 

“I was 
surprised at 

just how 
stable, 

predictable 
and easy to fly 
the airplane is 
when properly 
trimmed and 

properly 
flown”.   

Riley Hagan 
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Riley Hagan 

Riley showing off his Initial Certifi-
cation. The smile says it all! 

Joe Timmons 

1.Tell us about your MU-2- 
 I bought a 1974 K 
model that I found through 
the help of Ron Northern. 
The things that were most 
important to me were- no 

known damage, airframe 
hours no more than 5500 and 
clean log books showing good 
maintance. The airplane that 
I ended up with had all these 
qualities plus only 2 US own-

ers since new. Paint and 
interior were in good con-
dition and the engines 
were midtime with recent 
hot section inspections and 
the cycle times were good. 



It had not been updated, 
but was in good condition. 

 

2.Any upgrades changes 
planned in the near future? 
I have now finished all the 
upgrades (at least that is 
the story that I tell my 
wife). They include; 

• New paint and interior 
that the fine folks at 
Ranger aviation helped me 
with. 

• New avionics panel and 
wiring harness that Dave 
Miligan at ICJ made with 
me. 

•      -10 engine conversion 
that Mark James at ICJ 
helped me with. 
 
3. What airplane did you up-
grade from? 
I had a Cessna 414 that was 
a very comfortable air-
plane. The downside was 
simply the speed. The 414 
was a day in and day out 
210 knot ride. Traveling 
westbound against the typi-
cal headwinds could mean 
that the best I could show 
for groundspeeds 
was 170 knots. 
That made for 
long trips. I did 
this for several 
years, but always 
wanted to get 

home quicker. 

 
4. What other airplanes did you 
consider? 
There were really three 
different airplanes that I 
looked at in depth. 

Cessna Conquest- Great 
airplane in that the cabin is 
the same as the 414 which I 
loved but the acquisition 
price and the cost of the 
Pratts along with the fact 
that it was only 40 knots 
faster that the 414 did not 
make for a good business 
decision 

Piper Cheyenne- Cabin size 
was a problem in the pilots 
area; also again speed was 
not enough of a difference. 
Depending on the model, 
actual speed was only 10 to 
40 knots faster. Servicing of 
the Cheyenne’s also ap-
peared to be a weak spot. 

Commanders- I liked this 
airplane on the surface, but 
the cost of ownership 
makes this a poor choice in 
my eyes. Liked the speed 
and the size of the cabin but 
the cost per hour was much 
more than an MU-2, also 

would not fit in 
my hanger. 
 
5. Why the MU-2 (if 
you didn’t already 
answer in the previ-
ous question)? 
It is by far the 
best value in the 
market today, its speed 
and quality construction 
are second to none. 

 
6. Where are you based? 
Salt Lake City, Utah (KSLC 
or KBTF) 
 
7. What has surprised you the 
most about the MU-2 now that 
you are an owner? 
Why buyers are not stand-
ing in line to buy one. The 
handling, speed, and again 
the quality of construction 
are second to none. Every-
one that I have worked 
with completing the modi-
fications and upgrades to 
receiving my training from 
Shawn McDonell has been 
excellent. 

“It is by far the 
best value in 
the market 
today, its 
speed and 

quality 
construction 
are second to 

none.”   
Joe Timmons 
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Joe Timmons 
(continued from previous page) 

Joe’s K model was featured on the 
cover of the new MU-2 Calendar 


