National Transportation Safety Board
Washington, D.C. 20554

Office ot the Chairman

Fuly 14, 1999

Honorable Joanna Scybert
Umnited States District Judge
Eastern District of New York
2 Uniondale Avenue
Uniondale, New York 11553

Re:  United States v, Sanders, Crimvinal Docket No. 98-13 (JS)

Dear Judge Seybert:

I write in regard to the upcoming sentencing of the defendants in the above.refarenced
matter. We are not expert in séntencing considerations and offer no specific advice on an
appropriste sanction. We do, however, believe the Court will wish to understand the importance
of this ¢case ffom our standpoint.

The Board uses the “party system” to conduct its investigations. Under this system, the
Board invites ptivate persons, govemment agencics, companies, and associations who were
involved in the accident or incident, and who can provide suitable qualified technical personnel, to
assigt in the investigation, 49 C.F.R. § 331.11(a)(1) (1998). Using the TWA flight 800 accident
as an cxample, the airline, aircraft manufacturer, engine mamufacturer, pilots’ union, flight
artendants’ union, and the Federal Aviation Adminizstration, 16 pame only some, were made
parties to our investigation because they could provide persons, or party representatives, with
technical expertise or knowledge useful to our wark. This is the manner in which the Board

ensures thorough fact-finding during an investigation.

For the party system to function as designed, however, the Board mwst be able to rely on
all party participants to fulfill their obligation to safeguard information acquired as a result of
parricipating in our mvestigation and, similarly, to conduct all investigation efforts cooperatively
throuph our process. Sensitive information is routincly shared with parties with the understanding
that public dissemination of such information will first be done by the Board. This sharing of
information and the open dialogue that are routine between and amongst the Board and the
pattics are cornerstones of our investigative process, Although parties to our ipvestigation are
often likely to be involved in subsequent litigation, and much information that is disclosed during
an investigation may be economically darnaging m such later litigation, commminication and the
exchange of ideas continues, in our experience, to be strong. This is due, in larpe part, to the fact
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to prevent it foin ever happening again, and bacanse the Safety Board's process seeks 16 provent
prelimioary or incotpime investigative discussions fiom knmedistely finding an outsids auRence.

T this case, defendents were soepomible for & sevions breach of oo pasty prooess. They
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wall aveare of the confitsion and distrass caased by the perpetuation of groundieis specilxtion
about criminel destruction of the sireraf®, and the evan mere insidious claims of a faderal
overomaaak covarp, mmmwummmma
memmhwnmm

Womwmmwm«mmwmmmu oA usE o
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