


RANGER VERSUS TIGER:

The Gear-Down
Showdown

In this corner, the Ranger — fast and famous for economy. And
the challenging Tiger —new and claiming retractable-style
performance. Is a new efficiency champ about to be crowned?

by Richard L. Collins

GRUMMAMN AMERICAN'S Tiger is almost a
new concapt in airplanes, It is compact on the
outside but offers generous room for four on
the inside. It's a bit like the new “on-purpose’’
small cars from abroad: They maximize pas-
senger space and performance while mini-
mizing outside dimensions and fuel consump-
tion. Performance is good, too; the Tiger
moves along at 139 knots top cruise, and
that is something new for a 180-hp airplane
with a fixed landing gear and fixed-pitch pro-
peller. The Tiger numbers light a different
fire in the prospect: The plane comes on like
a high-performance airplane in the retract-
able class (because of its cruise speed), rath-
er than as a medium-performance, basic
four-place airplane. Then nagging questions
arise, and eyebrows arch. Will it really go that
fast? How might its mission profiles work out
in relation to those of the only 180-hp re-
tractable, the tried and true Mooney Ranger?
We decided to try them both and see.

The Grumman American machines are
all compact, spirited and brightly painted, To
walk in their midst is to want to strap one on
and go fly. A red-and-white Tiger was ready
for me on the Cleveland ramp, eager to ac-
commodate that desire and to prove its
claims. First, though, some initial salesman-
ship from the Grumman Americans. | had
mentioned hearing complaints about the
backseat room being sparse, and so | was
asked to be seated in the rear while someone
sat in front and adjusted the pilot's seat to
the flying position. The room /s generous,
though if you rest your foot on the spar be-
fore the front seat occupant slides his seat
torward, your shoeshine will disappear forev-
er as the seat is moved. A minor item, but
forewarned is forearmed.

Tha mission was from Cleveland to Ashe-
ville, Morth Carolina—379 nautical miles
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along the flight planned route. The weather
map showed a low center roaming the area,
with rain and snow, but at Cleveland, tops
were reported at 5,000 feet and uniform.
The weather to the south also sounded flya-
ble, so an IFR flight plan was filed. In the
process of launching, | took the advisable
step of pausing to find everything and ar-
range things for IFR operation.

The Jeppesen books found a good place
to rest. They stand neatly on the floor in front
of the seat. When solo, line them up in front
of the right seat. If someone is seated there,
the books are almost equally handy in front
of the left seat below the pilot's legs. The pan-
el arrangement was not ideal for IFR, with the
nav indicators one set of instrument holes
away from the flight instruments, thus
stretching the scan. (A Narco DGO-10 hori-
zontal situation indicator is on the option list
and would solve this problem for the serious
IFR pilot.) The test Tiger had Marco Spec-
trum, in quantity adequate for basic IFR.

The Tiger comes with one size of fuel
tanks—no options—and the book indicates
that the 51 gallons usable will last four and a
half hours at 75-percent power. For this mis-
sion, it came out even: Asheville would take
three hours and 20 minutes with the forecast
wind. A return to Tri-City, the alternate, would
take 25 minutes, so the required 45 minutes
would be left for the law. With full fuel, and as
equipped, this Tiger would fly with 684
pounds in the cabin. That's quite good—four
170 pounders and one Jepp book.

The Tiger's spry rate of climb was appre-
ciated as | left Cleveland. There was a little
ice in the clouds, and the sconer the Tiger got
on tap, the less ice it would accumulate. The
trace of ice quickly melted in the warm air
overrunning the colder air below. When we
were level at 8,000 feet, the Tiger's indicated

airspeed settled on 124 knots. That convert-
ed to 138 knots true, which was right on the
maoney. | had the engine turning 2,650, which
is slightly under 7 5-percent power. The cabin
sound level was quite acceptable, and vibra-
tion was average. The airplane does have a
bit of low-frequency shudder at higher power
settings—if they could get that out, it would
be quite smooth.

After leveling at cruise on a trip, | always
make kneepad notes on my first impressions
of any new airplane. The things that stood out
on the Tiger were recorded as follows: "The
visibility is superb. You sit atop a Tiger, not
down in it. The cabin is tight, with no cold
drafts. Interior quality is quite good. The
seats sit high off the floor and are comforta-
ble, even though none reclines. The engine
started with a thump. (Maybe some engine-
mount work to smooth the shudder would
handle that, too.) Ventilation is good. There's
plenty of heat, and the defroster works well.
The trim is in a good spot on the center con-
sole. The backseat folds down like in a hatch-
back car, which would be very convenient for
two and baggage or for cargo flights. The Ti-
ger has a big and roomy feeling because it
bows out at the shoulders. The side windows
are both high and low, too. Shoulder harness-
es are fitted for occupant protection, but
nothing is done to save your legs from the
sharp panel bottom or the carburetor-heat
knob. The baggage door looks small, but a
big suitcase went through it."” The last of the
initial notes was about the autopilot, which
handled the airplane well in the tracking mode,

The wind forecast called for a cross-head
wind at 36 knots for the entire route, but my
groundspeed calculations showed that, typi-
cally, the forecast was inaccurate. For the lev-
el-flight legs, the groundspeed calculated at
114,124 133, 123 and 106 knots. | didn't
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calculate the speed on the last leg, a rather
short one from Tri-City into Asheville, be-
cause it was quite turbulent and | had the air-
plane slowed down.

The ride | got in the rainy turbulence in-
dicated to me that the Tiger does well in a
squall, It has a nice solid feel, with very little
yaw response to turbulence. Roll control is
effective, and you can fly with your fingertips
regardless of the level of turbulence. There
were some cabin water leaks during the
heavy rain, and | later noticed that some paint
was gone from the fiberglass extremities.

Landing at Asheville came three hours
and 30 minutes after leaving Cleveland, or
10 minutes over flight plan. The time should
have run less, because the wind components
were lower than anticipated, and it took me a
moment to figure out why it didn't. The last
leg, the uncomputed one, during which |
slowed down because of turbulence, was ac-
tually at an average groundspeed of 76
knots. It took 49 minutes to fly the 63 nm
from Holston Mountain Vortac to the Ashe-
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All fly-legged and draggy-
looking. the Tiger would
seem to suffer from too
much dangling metal. But
locks belie speed and
maneuverability. Sell the
Tiger short, and you
may get overmrun.

ville airport. The combination of slowing
down and a rapidly increasing southwesterly
flow in the area had really played hob with the
time. It didn't seem to take that long, but
when you have other things to think about,
like turbulence, heavy rain and mountains,
the time must pass faster,

The fuel came out better than expected. |
had anticipated something over 10 gph (the
book shows almost 11 for 75-percent power)
but averaged 9.4 for the 379-nm leg. | had
almost two hours' fuel remaining at Asheville,
far more than the bare legal minimum | had
expected.

The plan was to fly back to Cleveland
over the same route, but that bumpy mess
over the high mountains was forecast to be-
come thunderstorm activity by midafternoon,
50 a detour to the east was chosen as the
best bet. This would extend the distance to
427 nm, but it looked worthwhile.

Loading to leave Asheville with a passen-
ger, | came face to face with what | consider
the only disadvantage of the sliding canopy
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used on the Tiger (and other Grumman
American singles). The rain was enthusiastic,
and even though we had an umbrella, board-
ing was a soaking experience. All the Jepp
charts got wet, as did the clipboard full of
notes. | still like the canopy, and if | owned a
Grumman American, I'"d hope to learn how to
minimize the effect of rain on boarding.

The eastbound clearance gave us a
downwind run in the area of strong wind, but
as we got a bit farther east, the flow seemed
to abate; the average for the first leg was only
160 knots. That was not bad, though, be-
cause we did run slow (105 knots indicated)
for a bit until we were out of the turbulence.

The trip back was at 7,000 feet, with the
calculated groundspeeds running 132, 150,
157 and 155 knots following the one 160-
knot leg. After the eastbound leg to get away
from the worst part of the weather, the tail-
wind component might not have been guite
as pgood as the head-wind component had
been bad on the trip to Asheville. The Tiger
goes as fast as they say.




Back in the Cleveland area, there was
some vectoring for an ILS approach to Cuya-
hoga County Airport, Grumman American's
home base, and this added a few miles to the
427 nm on our flight plan, With a little added
for the vectors, this meant a groundspeed of
148 knots. Shutdown was two hours and 58
minutes after .takeoff at Asheville. They
pumped 27.7 gallons of fuel from the truck
into the Tiger's tanks. That is 9.3 gallons per
hour—again less than the book shows. (The
trip back was flown at 2,650 rpm, very near-
ly 75-percent power, according to their fig-
ures, and with a true airspeed of 136 knots.)
| had leaned enthusiastically, easing out the
mixture until the rpm dropped and the engine
ran rough and then enriching only enough to
take the roughness out. Grumman Ameri-
can's figures are probably based on best
power mixture, and | was running it leaner
than that, which explains the low fuel flow.
Regardless of the cause, it is always pleasant
to use less fuel than anticipated. The Tiger
averaged 128 knots for the day (108 one

way and 148 the other), based on timing
from takeoff to the parking ramp, and aver-
aged 9.35 gph.

The Tiger's capability was well framed by
the trip. | knew its numbers would compete
with those of any other four-cylinder singles
and with a lot of the sixes—retractable and
otherwise. The advertised top cruise is there;
shave it just a few knots and the airplane will
run on substantially less fuel than the manual
indicates. A business appointment 400 nm
away is an easy one-day accomplishment in
the airplane, and three associates could go
along. The weight of larger than average peo-
ple or baggage would have to be subtracted
from the fuel. In all, it's a pretty happy bal-
ance of capability.

Maving from Grumman American coun-
try to Kerrville, Texas, Mooney's home, we
found the economy champ of long standing,
the 180-hp Ranger. The Ranger's official des-
ignation is the M20C, and from an aerody-
namic and power standpoint, it has remained
virtually unchanged since 1962,

Detail has had a lot of attention in the
Ranger, and the most noteworthy new item is
the instrument panel. Mooney went, in one
swoop, from one of the most unfortunate in-
strument panels in the business to one of the
very best. The airplane is compact, but the
new panel is not. There's room for everything
a pilot can afford, and everything is conve-
nient. An annunciator panel across the top of
the new glare shield tells if a system goes
astray, and a new pistol-grip throttle, with the
landing-light switch on the top, adds a perfect
touch.

Mooney interiors are a touch stark on the
sidewalls—early Texas plastic mostly—but
carpeting on the walls of the baggage area
and bright new uphalstery fabrics liven things
up. The exterior colors are brighter, too; the
red-white-and-blue Ranger | flew was espe-
cially attractive. Anyone who doesn't like air-
planes in this color scheme would be against
apple pie and the flag.

The Mooney trip was planned to cover
371 nm. It was a seven-leg flight, originating
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SPECIFICATIONS

Set in basic black, the Ranger cockpit has a solid, professional look to i, with an
annunciator panel and pistol-grip throttle (including landing-light button). . .

Prices given are for the aircraft used for this report. Both planes were equipped with
Narco avionics packages—dual coms, dual nav receivers, glide slope receiver, marker
beacon receiver, ADF, audio panel and transponder—plus the usual airframe options.

Grumman American Tiger $31,805
Enging ......... Lycoming O-360-A4K, 180 hp
[0 E, A SN e AR Sk 2,000 hrs.
Propeliar -

fixed- pnh:h. two-blme ?5|nch dnmem
o e e .....?I‘L-E-in.
e e NN T R T 31 6in
Wing area . .-140 3q. ft.
Wing loading - 17.1 Ibs/sq. ft.
Empty uer.ght ﬂequq:peu ......... 403 Ibs.
Usetul load, IFR equipped . . .992 hbs.
Grossweight ................ ....2.400“:!5.
Power loading. . .. ...............13.3 bs./hp
Fuelcapacity ............. .51 gals./306 Ibs.
Parformance
Minimum runway requirement .......1,550 ft
Rateofdimb ..........cccovvvenn...B50 fpm
Sorvice cmling . . ......coiccinaiinn 13,800 ft
Maximum speed ............. ... 147 knots
Cruise (75% & 8500#.) ..... . 139 knots

Economy cruise (52% & 10,500 ft.) 115 knots
Average trip speed, as tested (from takeoff to

parkingramp) ......... 3 128 knots
Average fuel flow, astested ... ... .. .. 5.35 gph
Endurance, astested .......... .5.45 hrs
Miles per gallon, astested ........... 13.7 nm
Stall speed, clean . FAE 55 knots
Stall speed, tanding mnflgura'lunn .. 51 knots

Mooney Ranger $36,373
Enging ......... Lycoming O-360-A1D, 180 hp
TEI s e e e e 2,000 hrs.
Propeller .

-:nnsmnt snm mbtade Nur‘uch dnamettr
Length . . 231 2in.
Hslghtt s it i dine. . 2o i Bt 4in.
f e e LT e T L |
Wingarea ............cooocenen... 1Tl sg
L DR R —— - W ]
g S S e R e 4
Empty weight, IFR equipped. ... ... .. 1,606 lbs.
Usetul load, IFR equipped . ............969 lbs.
Grossweight ............ivnveoa- 23751k
Powerloading...................14.2 Ibs./hp
Fuel capacity ............... 52 gals./312 lbs.
Performance
Minimum runway requirement .......1,550 ft
Rateofclimb .................c......BODfpm
Servicacslng .......ccovvnnnncinn 16,300 ft.
Maximum speed . ' . 147 knots
Cruise (75% @& 10000 ftJ -------- 143 knots

Economy cruise (57 % & 10,000 ft.) 123 knots
Average trip speed, as tested (from takeoff to

PAKING FAMP) - - v vvnrnmrrrrnnras 128 knots
Average fuel flow, astested ...........B.9 gph
Endurance, astested . ... ............5.8hrs
Miles per gallon, as tested 14.4 nm
Stall speed, clean . . .58 knots
Stall speed, |a nd:ng cclnrlg,ura ban 49 knats

and terminating at Kerrville, and would give
groundspeed checks at several points of the
COmpass

The Ranger's usable fuel is 52 gallons,
one up on the Tiger. The airplane | flew had a
useful load of 961 pounds, which, less 312
for fuel and 15 for oil, meant an allowable
cabin load of 634. That's a little short of the
Tiger's, but the Mooney had full IFR equip-
ment including dual navs, dual coms, glide
slope, ADF and an encoding altimeter. Those
items would add pounds to the Tiger and
make the payload differential with full fuel
about 30 pounds. The Ranger might be fast-
er, though, or it might use a bit less fuel, so
payload on a given mission could be very
close. Planning the climb, | noted that both
airplanes start out about equal, with 800 fpm
for the Ranger and B50 for the Tiger. At alti-
tude, the Ranger does better, though, proba-
bly because of its constant-speed prop and
higher aspect-ratio wing. At 12,000 feet,
the Tiger is down to 195 fpm while the Rang-
er is still climbing 285 fpm.

The new instrument panel makes the
Mooney feel larger inside because the rather
large glare shield makes the panel seem far-
ther away than before. | usually do not like
big glare shields, but the one on the Ranger
was quite desirable. At first, | thought it might
interfere with my forward vision, but if | had
had a cushion to sit on, there still would have
been adequate headroom, and the forward
visibility would have been unencumbered by
the shield. The feeling is one of sitting down
in a Ranger, but the view forward and out the
sides is good



. . . helping to set the tone. The Tiger also has strong suits, among them a fuel selector that
demands no contorting between the knees and pas gauges that are located conveniently nearby.

The Mooney runs smoothly down the
runway. If you remember that the nosewheel
steering is @ touch sensitive, that a bit of a
tug is needed to lift off and that the tug
should then be relaxed, the departure is
graceful. The landing gear comes up in just a
few seconds; then the flaps are retracted
from the takeoff to the full-up position, and
the power is reduced to cruise climb.

The climb from Kerrville's 1,61 6-foot el-
evation to 7,500 feet took 11 minutes, and
the first leg, 53 nm, averaged 114 knots. Not
bad for a climbing leg with a touch of a head-
wind component forecast.

There was some climbing on the next leg,
too. Turbulence suggested that 9,500 might
be a better bet, so | tried that. The leg aver-
aged 128 knots. True airspeed at 7,500 had
been 138 knots while using about 70-per-
cent power; at 9,500, it was 141 knots on
66-percent power, 50 the climb paid divi-
dends.

| made some notes about the Ranger en-
vironment after things settled down in
smooth air: “The climb from 7,500 to 9,500
feet was spirited. There's a tolerable space
between the seats for Jeppesen books, and
the control-wheel lap clearance is adequate to
clear a clipboard. (If | had found a pillow to sit
upon, that might not have been true.) The
Positive Control (single-axis autopilot) flies
the airplane nicely. The Marco IFR package
played well, with the nav needles especially
well damped. The ride in turbulence was
good, the fuel selector is difficult to reach
and see (it is on the floor), and the cabin

(continued on page 64)
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THEDOLLAR SIGN

Prices for aircraft and equipment are not

always easy to compare directly because of

various special packages offered by man-

.Cﬂ_,'E.!'_f!q."g'.l'.'\-' _|r|'i '”'{.lll-'." [ £l I'"l.l'.'lll'.ll':rl' |l'h".'l' e8 .'Ilf.

compefiiive .u.'.rr'."u.f'-‘. we have selected
components that are essential to efficient,
safe flving and then equipped the aircraft

alike in

r as practical. Avionics prices

are based on the list price for economical,

popular models. Total prices shown do not

standard equipped price
instruments
full blind panel
EGT gauge
avionics
2 360-channel navcoms
2 omni indicators, 1 with ILS
glide slope receiver
marker beacon receiver
ADF
transponder
audio pane
simple autopilot
emergency locator transmitter
utility extras
wing tip strobes
heated pitot tube
dual controls
alternate static source
IFR equipped price

include installation costs and taxes; they
also may not reflect dealer prices In all
cases, the figures shown are the most re-
furnished by the

r, almost all

cent publizhed list prices

manufacturers. How
manufocturers and distributors provide
that prices are subject to change without
vary depending
upon regional differences and indit idual

notice. Prices may also

mantfocturers’ policies

Mooney Ranger Grumman American Tiger

Lyc 0-360-A1D Lyc 0-360-A4K
180 hp 180 hp
$28.720 24,137
included included
3120 $120
$2,990 $2.990
$1,190 $1,190
$575 5575
5195 %195
$995 $995
$550 $550
$225 $225
$1.195 1,195
159 $159
included £240
included 2100
included mcluded
included $70
$36,914 $32, 741
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The Gear-Down Showdown
continuved from page 39

sound level allows normal conversation—es-
pecially with the overhead fresh air vents
closed.” Mere good thoughts about the new
panel, and finally, leaning was difficult be-
cause of the lack of an exhaust-gas-tempera-
ture gauge. ;

I'd sure want an EGT in an airplane with
a constant-speed prop. Where in the fixed-
pitch-prop Tiger, | could lean to a slight drop

in rpm, which indicated the best economy in-

stead of the best power mixture, | had to lean
by ear in the Mooney because the prop gover-
nor monitored the rpm.
The next leg, the longest of the seven,
soflected a tall wind, at 157 knots. As the
nose of the airplane was pointed more wind-
ward, the legs averaged 137, 135 and then
114 as the nose was pointed even more into
the wind. The final leg, including the letdown
and the time required to taxi in after landing,
was at 113 knots. All the legs averaged just
over 128 knots; the 371 nm took two hours

i o

and 54 minutes, and the average for the trip
came out about the same as the average of
the legs—128 knots. That's from takeoff to
the parking ramp, with the climb and taxi
time accounting for the difference between
true airspeed and groundspeed, as in the Ti-
ger. | was anticipating good news at the gas
pump and got it. It took 26.2 gallons to top
the tanks, for a flow of 8.9 gph. That is the
fuel flow shown for 70 percent in the Ranger
manual and confirmed that | had the mixture
in pretty good shape.

The two airplanes came out remarkably
close on speed, as they do in their respective
owner's manuals. The Ranger used five per-
cent less fuel, which can perhaps be attribut-
ed to the greater efficiency of the constant-
speed prop at altitude and the retractable

- landing gear. .

In either case, both airplanes offer top
value, with the Tiger able to challenge the re-
tractable Ranger in speed and efficiency be-

of the good drag-reduction effort
Grumman American has made for its 1975
models. Mooney is just starting its drag-re-
duction programs (their vice president in
charge of engineering came to them from
Grumman American, so he knows how to do
it), and I'll bet they'll eventually find 10 more
knots in the Ranger.

This is all very important to the user.
Fuel is going to be conserved by one means
or another, and the healthy competition that
will develop to give better efficiency will be
very much to our benefit. For now, this expe-
rience with the Tiger and the Ranger clearly
shows that both planes deliver a lot of swift
miles for not much fuel. They are comfortable
and have good load carrying ability. By any of
the parameters that might be used to judge
efficiency—pounds of useful load per horse-
power, cruise speed versus horsepower, or
simple miles per gallon—both airplanes set a




