June 19, 2013

David Tochen, Esquire

General Counsel

National Transportation Safety Board
490 L’Enfant Plaza

Washington, DC 20594

Dear Mr. Tochen:

Enclosed with this letter is a Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of the
National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable
Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800.

We look forward to your consideration of its contents and to your response. If you have
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincergly,

H@ﬂr}[’lfj‘ Hukgh/es
Senior NTSB Investigator, Retired
The TWA 800 Project
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Probable Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project
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The Petitioners, which include investigators from the original National Transportation
Safety Board (NTSB) investigation, family members of crash victims, former airline
crash investigators, and concerned scientists, hereby request Reconsideration and
Modification of the National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination
of the Probable Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800. This petition is based upon
new and material evidence and analyses that refute the NTSB’s original findings and is
submitted in accordance with NTSB Reg. §845.41(a).

NTSB Reg. §845.41(a) states:

Petitions for reconsideration or modification of the Boards findings and determination
of probable cause . . . will be entertained only if based on the discovery of new evidence
or on a showing that the Boards findings are erroneous.

The Petitioners have reviewed the FAA radar evidence along with new evidence not
available to the NTSB during the official investigation and contend that the NTSB’s
probable cause determination is erroneous and should be reconsidered and modified
accordingly.

New evidence includes:

1.  Two new analyses of FAA radar data,

2. Twenty FBI eyewitness interview summaries apparently not previously available
to the NTSB.

3. Analysis of “spike-tooth” fractures found in multiple locations.

4. Evidence of explosive residue detected in multiple locations other than the

forward cargo hold and floor boards.

Furthermore, based on a critical analysis of the new evidence, NTSB finding #8, which
states “that witness observations of a streak of light...was burning fuel from the
accident airplane in crippled flight...” will be shown to be erroneous.



New Evidence and Analyses

Two new analyses of the FAA radar evidence demonstrate that the explosion that
caused the crash did not result from a low-velocity fuel-air explosion as the NTSB has
determined. Rather, it was caused by a detonation or high-velocity explosion.

On page 260 of the NTSB Final Report the fuel-air explosion that caused the crash is
described as an “overpressure event,” which caused a forward wall of the tank to
fracture “at its upper end and...rotate forward about its lower end.” After this wall and
other adjacent nearby fuel tank walls were recovered in large sections and analyzed,
NTSB investigators working with scientists contracted by the NTSB concluded that the
explosion was a low-velocity event or deflagration. Had the tank detonated, the NTSB
investigators and outside experts surmised, the recovered center tank wreckage would
have been significantly more fragmented.

The official probable cause for the crash therefore rests on the determination of a low-
velocity overpressure event that resulted in failure of the center fuel tank at the forward
aspect and that because of the location of the failure, forces would be directed
longitudinally forward with respect to the airplane.

The radar evidence however, shows that a far more powerful and sideways projected
explosion occurred simultaneously with the loss of the aircraft's electrical power, which
sent debris perpendicular to the accident aircraft's flight path, traveling approximately
1/2 mile due south.

We have found no NTSB analysis of or accounting for this high-speed debris in the
NTSB public docket or the final report.

Additional new material evidence includes a collection of twenty FBI eyewitness
interview summary documents. Many of the witness statements summarized in this
collection describe a firework or streak of light that ascended to where TWA Flight 800
exploded.

During the course of the initial investigation, the NTSB investigators as well as parties
to the investigation were denied the opportunity to interview eyewitnesses or to review
FBI form 302 eyewitness summary documents. At this crucial time, within two weeks
of the crash and after interviewing hundreds of eyewitnesses, FBI investigators were
finalizing a report that concluded there was a “high probability” that a missile caused
the crash.

An internal CIA memo dated July 30, 1996 and attached to this petition discusses an FBI report
being finalized at the time with the conclusion that there is “high probability that the incident was
caused by a MANPAD [shoulder launched missile]”. One of the FBI agents involved in the witness
interviews and a co-author of this FBI report was described in the CIA memo as a former military pilot
with radar and avionics experience.



The failure of the NTSB to provide investigators access to all of this data in the critical
early stages of the investigation was unprecedented in that it violated well established
NTSB policy and customs regarding data availability. Such a denial of data has never
occurred prior to or since the TWA Flight 800 investigation.

We are attaching FBI form 302 witness summaries to this petition. These new witness
summaries contain descriptions of rising streaks of light and other observations that do
not corroborate the official crash sequence determined by the NTSB. Observations in
the attached witness documents, combined with the observations of an important
grouping of witnesses among the 670 summaries that the FBI ultimately provided to the
NTSB during the investigation should be reviewed and collated to determine if the
eighth finding in the NTSB report is, as we believe, erroneous and does not fairly
summarize witness observations.

More than 100 spike tooth fractures were found on various aluminum wreckage iterms
from areas throughout the aircraft. According to the NTSB Structures Group Factual
Report (Exhibit 74), “spike tooth characteristic[s] are indicative of a very rapid strain
rate produced by a high energy event.” We have found no NTSB report or analysis
describing an event in the official crash sequence that could have caused these fractures.

We determined that the NTSB has not adequately investigated or accounted for the
spike tooth fractures. Our analysis highlights a grouping of these fractures that remain
unaccounted for in the official scenario. This grouping of fractures was found on
wreckage items that landed in the earliest debris field and hit the water at relatively low
velocities. These fractures most likely occurred while the aircraft was in the air. In the
officially proposed crash sequence, there is no mention of any high energy event.

We urge the NTSB to conduct and publish the necessary analysis to determine the
minimum energy and velocities required to generate representative spike tooth fractures
on aircraft components landing in all three debris fields and to show which segment of
the official crash sequence contained sufficiently high energy to create these fractures
throughout the jetliner.

A large number of aircraft wreckage items tested positive for explosives. PETN, for
example, was reportedly detected on the aircraft’s right wing and on at least one
floorboard. According to investigators who worked inside the reconstruction hangar,
RDX was detected on a canvas cargo bay curtain. The NTSB final report only mentions
three items testing positive for explosives--a “piece of canvas-like material and two
pieces of floor panel”--and suggests they were deposited during a “dog-training
explosive detection exercise”” that allegedly took place inside the passenger cabin of the
accident aircraft six weeks before the crash. However, during such an exercise,
explosives would not have been deposited on a curtain in the cargo bay, on the right

2 NTSB Final Report on the crash of TWA Flight 800, pg. 118, 2000
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wing, or on other wreckage items outside the passenger cabin.

Our investigation has determined that there were approximately 100 or more explosives
detections. The NTSB should immediately request all evidence and information from
the FBI regarding these detections, treat each detection as new evidence, and then
thoroughly study and document them. A comprehensive report should then be
published that explains the origin of each detection inside and outside of the passenger
cabin. The NTSB should also carefully review all documents pertaining to the “dog-
sniffing” exercise to verify how conclusively they prove that the exercise was, in fact,
conducted on the jetliner that became TWA Flight 800. Our investigation has
determined that the exercise did not, in fact, occur on that aircraft.

Concerns and Recommendations

During this review, we urge the NTSB to isolate and study all of the witness accounts
that include descriptions of an ascending streak of light. These are very critical
eyewitness accounts, since the NTSB previously determined that they included
observations of the earliest moments of the crash. Unlike the majority of witnesses who
only saw events near the end of the crash sequence, many witnesses in this early
grouping described the trajectory of the ascending light and the characteristics of the
explosion that apparently initiated TWA 800’s demise.

Since the NTSB announced at its final hearing on the crash in August 2000 and stated in
its eighth finding in the final report that the ascending light that eyewitnesses saw was
TWA Flight 800 in crippled flight, it is important to compare these eyewitness accounts
with what can be deduced about Flight 800's final moments.

In addition to an analysis of eyewitness evidence presented in this petition, and in a
further effort to establish whether or not Finding 8 is accurate, we request that the NTSB
conduct a detailed review of the Witness Group Chairman's August 2000 Sunshine
hearing presentation. We believe that an objective review of the transcript will show
that the Witness Group Chairman misrepresented the observations of important
eyewitnesses, omitted important details from the accounts of airborne military
witnesses, and significantly understated the number of witness accounts that conflicted
with the official crash sequence.

Since the language in Finding 8 was provided by the Witness Group Chairman, we
believe that his performance at the Sunshine hearing should be taken into account when
considering whether or not that finding is accurate.

We also have serious concerns regarding the validity of the debris field database. The
NTSB originally contracted Oceaneering to create and maintain the wreckage recovery
location database, and then later assigned two NTSB employees as “project
coordinators” for this effort. One of the two NTSB project coordinators was observed
changing wreckage recovery location data for various wreckage items without
informing or consulting the NTSB Group Chairman responsible for that wreckage.



That Group Chairman and several group members complained to NTSB management
and a meeting was ultimately held to rectify the situation. According to the Group
Chairman and the group members who attended this meeting, none of the location
changes were satisfactorily justified. To this day, those location changes remain
unchanged in the database. We request that this issue be revisited and that the database
be revalidated.

We are concerned that the NTSB did not require certain investigative groups to provide
analyses of their findings, which are required per the NTSB’s own investigative
protocols and which have been provided in all previous NTSB investigations. The
NTSB should immediately order that these necessary analysis reports be produced.

Finally, we are deeply concerned that the NTSB has never met with the medical
examiner to discuss the NTSB’s findings or probable cause determination, as is
customary to facilitate the official manner of death determination for the death
certificates of the TWA 800 victims. Because of this lapse, the manner of death for all
230 victims is still pending. We urge the NTSB to meet with the Suffolk County
Medical Examiner so that these death certificates can be finalized.

Shouid you have any questions regarding this petition or any of the information
contained herein, please do not hesitate to contact me at any time.

Sincerely,

/ \ AT TN /
Henry F.@ughes

Senior NY/SB Investigator, Ret.
The TWA 800 Project



New Analysis: Radar Tracking of High Velocity Debris

Within 8.5 seconds of TWA Flight 800 losing electrical power, a heavy concentration of
light debris began appearing on the FAA radar between 1/3 and 1/2 mile due south of
and almost perpendicular to TWA Flight 800's flight path. The majority of this debris
stopped most of its horizontal motion and began falling to the ocean 1/2 mile south of
where TWA Flight 800 lost electrical power. As it fell to the ocean, the wind carried this
debris toward the SE for more than ten minutes. The Islip, White Plains, and JFK radar
sites recorded the debris as it fell. When plotied over time, the radar returns from this
debris appear as a distinctive, diagonal band, as shown on the NTSB radar plot below.
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Figure 1: NTSB radar pict from page 44 of the Airpiane Performance Study (Exhibit 13A). The

band of debris in question has been circled by the petitioners with a thick black line.




At the 1997 NTSB hearing in Baltimore, NTSB investigator John Clark testified that the
above-mentioned plume of radar returns (circled with a thick black line above) was
“consistent with the explosion” that caused the crash. However, Mr. Clark did not
provide a scientific basis for that conclusion nor did he attempt to further characterize
that explosion by presenting an analysis of the subject radar returns. Our analysis of the
speed and direction of the circled radar returns presented below demonstrates that the
explosion responsible for the propagation of these returns was, in fact, a high velocity
explosion--a detonation. The official NTSB theory for the crash is based on the
assumption that the explosion in question was a low-velocity explosion or deflagration
of fuel-air vapors and therefore cannot account for this radar-recorded detonation.

Ground Speed Calculation

To calculate the ground speed of the radar-recorded debris, Flight 800's position at the
time of the explosion must be determined, as well as the time and position of the debris.
All of this information can be obtained either directly or extrapolated from the raw radar
data.

TWA Flight 800 exploded within approximately one second of the Islip radar site
receiving its last secondary return (secondary returns indicate an aircraft has electrical
power). Based on a linear extrapolation of the Islip radar returns from the last
secondary return, TWA Flight 800 was 8.66 nautical miles south of the Islip radar
antenna at the time. Approximately 8.5 seconds later, the Islip antenna recorded a radar
return 9.12 nautical miles south of Islip antenna and due south of Flight 800's position
when it lost electrical power. This was the first of a cluster of returns essentially
perpendicular to TWA 800’s track recorded by both the Islip and White Plains radar
facilities.

If as stated by the NTSB this cluster of radar returns represents debris leaving the
airframe during or after the initial explosion, its average ground speed was
approximately (9.12 — 8.66)/8.5 nautical miles per second or 195 knots (100.3 m/s).

Error Analysis

To determine the uncertainties associated with the velocity of this debris as determined
by radar, we calculated the upper and lower limits of the debris speed, based on the
accuracy of FAA radar sites published by the NTSB in the “Addendum I to Main
Wreckage Flight Path Study”.

That Addendum lists the azimuth and range accuracies for the Islip, White Plains, and
JFK radar sites as +/- 1/2 the azimuth change pulse (or ACP which is 0.04 degrees) and
1/16 nautical mile respectively. For brevity, we will focus on the Islip radar site;
however, a similar analysis can be conducted with data recorded by the White Plains



site.

Since the returns in question appear nearly due south of where TWA Flight 800 lost
electrical power, only an analysis of the north-south displacement is necessary.
Therefore the accuracy of each radar hit in the north-south direction must be
determined.

TWA Flight 800 was approximately 9 miles south and 20 miles east of the Islip radar
antenna. The north-south portion of the range accuracy is +/- (1/16 nautical miles)*sin
(theta), where theta is tan "1 (9/20) = 24.23°. Therefore, the north-south accuracy based
on the range accuracy is +/- 0.026 nautical miles.

Since TWA Flight 800 was approximately 22 nautical miles away from the Islip
antenna, the maximum azimuth accuracy is +/-22*sin (ACP) = +/- 22*sin (0.04) = +/-
0.0154 nautical miles. And the north-south portion of the azimuth accuracy is +/- 0.0154
* cos (24.23) = +/- 0.014 nautical miles.

Combining the two sources of error results in a total north-south accuracy of Islip radar
returns in the vicinity of the crash of TWA Flight 800 of +/- {0.026 + 0.014) nautical
miles = +/- 0.04 nautical miles.

When considering this source of etror, the minimum ground speed of the debris is (9.08
— 8.7)/8.5 nm/second or 161 knots and the maximum is (9.16 — 8.62)/8.5 nm/second or
211 knots. Therefore, the Islip radar site recorded debris exiting the area of the aircraft,
traveling approximately 1/3 to 1/2 of a nautical mile at an average ground speed of
between 161 (82.8m/s) and 211 knots (108.5m/s).

Vector Analysis: Determining the Debris’ Speed Relative to TWA Flight 800

To determine the average speed of this debris relative to the accident aircraft over the
8.5-second period, vector analysis is necessary. Before the explosion, any material on
the aircraft that could become debris travels at the same velocity as the aircraft since it is
still part of the aircraft. Therefore the aircraft velocity must be considered when
calculating the speed of the debris within the aircraft's reference frame.

Since Flight 800 was traveling ENE (approximately 71 degrees from true north) at 385
knots (198 m/s), its northern speed component was 385* cos (71) = 125 knots (64.3 m/s)
and it is labeled 'i' in Figure 2 below. Since the debris was moving due south, its
velocity (161 to 211 knots) must be added to the accident aircraft’s northern velocity
component {125 knots), yielding a minimum speed of 286 knots (147 m/s} and a
maximum speed of 336 knots (172.9 m/s) in the south direction relative to the aircraft.

The eastern speed component of Flight 800 can be calculated in a manner similar to the
northern speed component using 385* sin (71) = 364 knots. It is labeled 'j' in Figure 2



below.

Using the Pythagorean Theorem, the average speed of the debris relative to the accident
aircraft was between 463 and 495 knots or between 238 and 255 mv/s.

Vector Analysis

Cateulating Debris Velocity
Reiative to Flight 800

.
feeemasrunereneeeeteressesseesselferRsiErreassraasanshetnnaernseaeres L . A
:

A: Debris ground velodty: 195 knots.

B: Flight 800 ground velocity: 385 knots.

C: Debris velocity refative to
Flight 800: 485 knots.

i: Flight 800 northern speed
component: 125 knots.

j: Fight 800 eastern speed
componant. 364 knots.

C=yli + A 4 = 485 knots

Figure 2: Addition of Flight 800 and debris velocity vectors. The biue line labeled C represents
the debris' velocity relative to Flight 800. Lines A and B represent the ground velocities of the
debris and Flight 800 respectively. Lines i and | represent Flight 800's northern ant eastern
speed components.

It is important to realize that the velocities discussed above are averages over 8.5
seconds. Because of the extreme forces of air resistance at those speeds and because the
debris was likely very light since it can be seen drifting with the wind for more than ten
minutes, its initial exit velocity was most likely considerably greater than its average
speed over the 8.5 second interval. In fact, we show below that the exit velocity of the
debris was far greater than the speed of sound (supersonic). Consequently, the
explosion that ejected this debris was a detonation, not a fuel-air deflagration.
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Even in the physically unlikely case that the average speed of the debris over eight and a
half seconds represented the initial exit velocity of this debris, its velocity would have
been more than twice that of the pressure wave created by a fuel-air deflagration. This
is known because Dr. Melvin Baer of Sandia Laboratory, on behalf of the NTSB,
calculated that the fuel-air deflagration resulted in a pressure wave traveling
approximately 100 m/s.?

Furthermore, the NTSB proposed fuel-air deflagration caused the front wall of the
center wing tank to rotate forward and downward, thus projecting any debris in a
forward direction relative to the airplane. There is no sideways displacement of any
aircraft wreckage from the alleged fuel-air explosion cited in the NTSB Sequencing
Study or any other NTSB report.

Comparison with Official Scenario

As described above, the officially proposed fuel-air explosion was a low-velocity event
or deflagration. This finding was reached by all the relevant experts who analyzed the
wreckage, as well as by scientists who conducted real-world and simulated exPlosion
tests. Their finding was based on the fact that most of the fuel tank structures” were
recovered in large sections. Had the proposed explosion been high-velocity or a
detonation, the fuel tank’s structures would have been significantly more fragmented.

Dr. Melvin Baer of Sandia Laboratory was contracted by the NTSB to generate
computer simulations of the proposed explosion, and in 1998 he issued the report “A
Combustion Model for the TWA 800 Center-Wing Fuel Tank Explosion”. As noted
above, based on his computer modeling and a review of the aircraft wreckage, Dr. Baer
determined that the velocity of the officially proposed fuel-air explosion would have
been just 100 m/s.

Dr. Baer added that it was unlikely the explosion would accelerate any wreckage items
to that speed because of inertia and other physical effects. Nevertheless, in an attempt

3

Private email communication between Dr. Melvin Baer and independent investigator Dr.
Tom Stalcup. Dr. Baer provided a flame speed of 100 m/s for the deflagration, but said that it would be
unlikely that any debris reached this velocity from the deflagration alone.

4

The exception was the left wall of the center wing fuel tank, called the left side of body
rib (LSOB). This wall was severely fragmented, but pieces were curled inward, into the center wing tank, a
finding that is inconsistent with this damage resulting from an internal explosion of the center-wing fuel
tank.
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to provide the NSTB's official scenario the best possible chance of matching the radar
evidence, we will present a graphical simulation (Figure 3 below) which allows
wreckage te reach this speed during the fuel-air deflagration and provides other
exceptions.

1)  Instead of the officially proposed explosion being forward moving as determined
by the NTSB, we will assume its direction was rearward and to the right (see the red
arrows in Figure 3).

2)  We will prescribe an exit velocity equal to the explosion velocity: 100 m/s.

3)  We will ignore the effects of air resistance outside the aircraft.

1508 — Moving reference frame: 200 mis ENE (71 deg.)
N Deflagaration wave propogation in time. Wave speed 100 mis (relatve io the aircrafti
§ " Flight 200 was heading
1080 — ~, A ~200 mis ENE 71 deg.;
= N,
300 —

8.5 secomkls after
inftiad explosion

3 seconsks aﬂé} o

North-South Distance (melers)

inial 2plosion.
-500
Within the fuelalr deflagration scanasie. the
1000 \ closest plece of debris to the analyzed radar-
FAA radar shows recorded debiris afler 8.5 seconds is herg.
significant pieces But when cornsigenng ai resistance. # would
1 of gk debris here have been much further Morth and West,
after 3.5 seconds,
- 1500 — I | T l
1] oo 2000 3000 4000

East-\Waeat Tistancs imeters;

Figure 3: Maximum deflagration wave expansion at three points in time in TWA Flight 800's
reference frame. Air resistance is neglected outside the aircraft 1o provide a best-case scenaric
for the NTSB's crash sequence. The red arrows point to hypothetical debris ejected by the
defiagration. The 747 icons are not to scaie.

in Figure 3, the circles represent the maximum expansion of the officially proposed
fuel-air deflagration. The red dotted lines represent the maximum herizontal distance
any piece of debris could have traveled in the first moments after the explosion. The
hypothetical wreckage item colored red at the lower left edge of each circle represents
the most dense and streamlined wreckage fragment, since the effects of air resistance
would be lowest for such fragmenis. But as can be seen, even a fragment with those
properties would still be more than one kilometer away from where radar sites recorded
the debris plume at 8.5 seconds.

il



Since TWA Flight 800 was traveling about two times faster than the wave propagation
speed of the proposed fuel-air deflagration, nothing from that deflagration could have
reached the position where radar sites recorded the debris in question, which is
represented by a large irregular shape on the left axis of Figure 3, about 800 meters
south of the position of the initiation of the explosion. As discussed above in the Error
Analysis section, the actual position of the debris detected on radar at 8.5 seconds could
have been anywhere between approximately 1/3 and 1/2 of a nautical mile due south of
the explosion, or between 700 and 1000 meters south of the explosion.
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Ballistics Analysis

Since the aircraft began breaking up at 13,800 feet in altitude, air resistance at that
altitude must be considered when studying any debris ejected from the airframe by the
initial explosion. Formulas based on well understood aerodynamic principles can be
used to estimate a range of possibie exit velocities for the debris detected by radar.
Using a computer program like the one described by Marion and Thomton’s text’ on
classical dynamics, we generated theoretical ballistics curves with data points spaced at
five millisecond intervals.

—— Initial Explosion
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Figure 4: Three batlistics curves fit to north-south position vs. time from the Islip and White
Plains radar sites. This plot oniy shows the north-south distances and speeds. Flight 800 was
heading ENE at 385 knots. The small blue squares are a composite of Islip and White Plains
FAA radar returns.

Muitiple curves fit the data because objects of various shapes and sizes were likely

5

Classica] Dynamics of Particles and Systems, Third Edition, Jerry B. Marion and Stephen

T. Thornion, Harcourt Braces Jovanovich, Inc, 1988, page 65.
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ejected from the initial explosion and each would have different inertial and
aerodynamic properties. Three ballistics curves fit the data well, each with exit
velocities greater than Mach 4 (four times the speed of sound). Curves with exit
velocities below Mach 4 and with low drag forces relative to their mass would not
decelerate fast enough to fit the data. Curves with high drag forces relative to their mass
and with exit velocities less than Mach 4 would not reach the earliest and southern-most
debris recorded by radar.

Implications of the New Radar Analysis

We analyzed a dense cluster of radar returns that the NTSB confirmed was created by
the explosion that caused the crash.

Two separate analyses show that debris tracked by multiple FAA radar sites moved too
far, too fast, and in the wrong direction to have resulted from the officially proposed
fuel-air deflagration. A vector analysis shows that even when air resistance is
neglected, nothing in the official crash scenario can account for this radar evidence. An
analysis that considers air resistance indicates that the debris left the area of the aircraft
at a speed greater than Mach 4 (four times the speed of sound). Nothing in the official
crash scenario can account for this very high velocity.

Erroneous Finding in NTSB Final Report: Finding 8

Finding 8 states that the “streak of light reported by most of {the streak of light]
witnesses was burning fuel from the accident airplane in crippled flight during some
portion of the postexplosion preimpact breakup sequence...”

We conducted a detailed review of the eyewitness evidence and determined that this
finding is incorrect. A far greater number of witnesses who reported a streak of light
gave testimony consistent with the streak originating at the surface or horizon rather
than where the accident aircraft lost electrical power. Many reported that after rising off
the surface, the streak of light climbed sharply and fast, exploding at its apex. The
accident airplane did not rise sharply ot fast off of the surface, and the NTSB final
report mentions no explosion during crippled flight except for the eruption of fuel as
TWA 800 descended to the ocean.

In an apparent attempt to match the official crash sequence to eyewitness observations,
the NTSB generated simulations of the aircraft climbing in crippled flight. However,
these simulations diverge from the radar data precisely when the climb begins,
indicating that no such climb occurred.® There are also unexplained control surface

6 See the Figure 28d on page 99 of the NTSB Final Report on TW A Flight 800 and similar
plots from NTSB Exhibit 22C and its Addendum. The simulation data in all of these plots diverges from

14



manipulations that appear to be more an effort to make the accident aircraft climb than
to factually establish the aircraft's post-explosion flight path. A case in point is the
official NTSB animation based on one of these simulations. It correctly shows the
aircraft banking left after losing electrical power, but then—without explanation—
shows the aircraft turning back to the right in order to perform a climb.

Such a climb in the simulated aircraft resulted in 2 commensurate decrease in ground
speed of the airplane. This decrease in ground speed caused the simulated aircraft to fall
far behind where FAA radar sites actually recorded the accident aircraft position
supporting a conclusion that the aircraft did not climb at this point.

A few pilots in the air and some witnesses on the ground were watching TWA 800
before it exploded, and none reported seeing it climb sharply as depicted in the
simulation. The NTSB Witness Group interviewed one such eyewitness at length.
Captain David McClaine was asked if he saw any part of the accident aircraft climb, and
he answered no.”

To determine whether or not the motion of the streak of light was consistent with the
path of the accident aircraft, the streak must be compared to a valid simulation of the
accident aircraft's post-explosion motion. FAA radar sites tracked the aircraft heading
ENE and turning left just after losing electrical power. Since there was no loss of
ground speed early in the crash sequence to account for any significant climb, the
aircraft then likely rolled over and headed downward.

Since a majority of the streak of light eyewitnesses said that the streak rose upward
(many saying that it rose off the surface of the water), it is clear from a thorough review
of the FAA radar tracking of the accident aircraft and the eyewitness evidence,
including the new witness documents provided with this petition, that the observed
streak of light could not have been burning fuel from the accident airplane in crippled
flight.

An Accurate Accounting of the Streak of Light

Two separate NTSB reports found a significant percentage of witnesses who said the

the radar data points during the simulated climbs.

7
Witnesses Group Chairman Factual Report, Appendix Z, Interview transcript Capt. David
McClaine, March 25, 1999. During his NTSB interview, McClaine estimated that TW A Flight 800
exploded at an altitude of between 13 and 15 thousand feet. Iis flight data recorder failed at the moment of
the first explosion, just after recording an altitude of 13,800 feet. McClaine was asked if “any structure or
anything else of this thing zoom[ed] up 1,000, 1,500, 3,000 feet at that time.” McClaine answered “No.”
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streak of light rose off the surface or horizon® moments before Flight 800 exploded and
fell to the ocean in flames. Therefore, it is important to both consider the possibility that
a light did rise off the surface of the water near the flight path of Flight 800 just before it
exploded and to determine what the entire event would look like to witnesses in the
vicinity of Flight 800 watching from vantage points in the air, on the water, or on land.

In such a scenario, witnesses observing the entire sequence would see a light appear on
the horizon and rise upward in the vicinity of Flight 800. Then the aircraft would
explode, continue its momentum to the east and begin a descent to the ocean. At some
point during the descent, as was determined by the NTSB and seen by eyewitnesses, the
wings of the aircraft would break away releasing fuel that would ignite into one or more
fireballs.

Nearly all of the 670 eyewitness accounts reviewed by the NTSB match the crash
scenario described above. According to the NTSB Witness Group Study, 599 (89%)
saw the large fireball or fireballs at the end of the sequence. Two hundred fifty-eight
{(39%) saw a streak of light and a large majority said the light ascended. Between 25
and 96 of the 258 said the streak of light originated at the surface or horizon.”

Most of the witnesses observed the fireball because it was the brightest event and
occurred at the end of the sequence. Witnesses compared it to the setting sun or
described it as a waterfall of flames. Many witnesses who saw earlier events continued
watching until the fireball(s) disappeared in the distance. Entire groups of people
reported seeing the fireball(s) after one member of their group pointed to the sky.

According to witnesses, and as determined by the NTSB, the rising light was one of the
earliest events in the sequence. Many described it as a point of light. For anyone to see
such a streak originate on the surface, they had to just happen to be looking directly
toward the streak’s point of origin as it started climbing. There would have been no
other visual clues to look in that direction, as this was determined to be the first visual
event.

A majority of people in groups with one person directing attention to it could have
missed seeing it rise off the surface, because by the time their attention was directed
toward it and they saw it, the streak may have already been in mid-flight and far above
the surface. Therefore, the NTSB's statistic of between four and fourteen percent of the

8

According to the original NTSB Witness Group Factual Report released in December of
1997, “102 [witnesses] gave information about the origin of the streak...96 [or 94%)] said that it originated
from the surface.” According to the NTSB Witness Group Study released in February 2000 which relied
on a more strict interpretation of the eyewitness accounts, out of 27 witnesses who gave information about
the origin of a streak of light and who had unobstructed views to the surface or horizon, 25 (93%) said rose
off either the surface or horizon.
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total number of eyewitnesses seeing the streak's point of origin appears to be a
reasonable estimate.

At the final Sunshine Hearing on the crash in August 2000, NTSB Witness Group
Chairman Dr. David Mayer mentioned 56 eyewitness accounts that “didn't seem to fit”®
the NTSB's scenario. These same eyewitness accounts, however, fit well into the
scenario described above. In fact, nearly all of the witnesses who observed a streak of
light described a scenario that essentially matched the above scenario.

New Eyewitness Evidence

We have obtained twenty FBI eyewitness interview summary documents (FBI form
#3025s) from the crash of TWA Flight 800 that we could not locate in the NTSB's public
docket. We are therefore providing them to the NTSB as an attachment to this petition.
To avoid confusion and any conflicts with existing NTSB witness documents that are
numbered 1 to 755, we have numbered these documents 800 to 819.

In eight of the twenty FBI 302 summaries that we are submitting with this petition,
eyewitnesses describe a rising streak of light before seeing the fireball(s).

New Photographic Evidence

One FBI interview summary provided with this petition mentions that an eyewitness
provided the FBI with several photographs of a light or lights in the sky when TWA
Flight 800 exploded. We urge the NTSB to request from the FBI this and any other
photographic and video evidence the FBI received during its investigation into the crash
of TWA Flight 800. All witness, photographic, video, or other evidence of lights or
rising streaks off the East Coast of the United States before, during, and after the crash
of TWA Flight 800 are relevant, and a thorough investigation into each event could lead
to determining the actual cause of the crash.

NTSB Witness Group Sunshine Hearing Presentation

On August 23, 2000 at the NTSB Sunshine hearing in Washington, D.C. on the crash of
TWA Flight 800, Witness Group Chairman Dr. David Mayer inaccurately described the
observations of important eyewitnesses and omitted crucial details from the accounts of
military eyewitnesses who were airborne at the time of the explosion. His conclusions

9 Witness Group Presentation by Dr. Pavid Mayer, NTSB Sunshine Hearing, August 23rd, 2000
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should be completely disregarded and a new, unbiased and accurate analysis of the
witness testimony must be made and evaluated alongside the new and material evidence
we are providing to this case.

We have listed some significant problems with the Witness Group Chairman's Sunshine
hearing presentation below, and we urge the NTSB to conduct a detailed review of that
presentation to identify and correct all of the problems.

Errors and Inaccuracies

Witness 649's FBI file includes four sketches and several FBI witness summaries. It is
one of the most thorough and comprehensive set of eyewitness documents in the NTSB
docket. The sketches and summaries describe an object ascending and traveling
westward, spanning over ten degrees horizontally before approaching a second object
that was at a position and altitude consistent with where Flight 800 lost electrical power.
An explosion occurred where the two objects apparently met.

At the sunshine hearing, the Witness Group Chairman testified that Witness 649's
observations “certainly do sound like a missile attacking the airplane.” However, the
Witness Group Chairman then discounted this witness evidence by incorrectly stating
that witness 649's horizontal view of the accident was limited to just a few degrees--
between "two flagpoles”. The Witness Group Chairman used this incorrect information
to conclude that the witness could not have seen the initiating event because it did not
occur between these flagpoles. The word "flagpole” does not exist in witness 649's
NTSB or FBI file, nor did this witness indicate to investigators that his observations
were ever restricted to a degree that would render him unable to observe the initiating
event. Based on the same incorrect information, the Chairman further concluded that
witness 649 did not see a missile.

Although Witness 649 did reference a telephone pole in the description of where the
rising projectile originated, Witness 649 never cited an adjacent telephone pole as a
limit of his observations nor did he describe any significant visual obstructions. In fact,
Witness 649 indicated that the projectile rose over and beyond other telephone poles,
apparently colliding with TWA Flight 800 above structures in the distance, which were
well to the right of where the projectile originated, and well below the line of site to the
airborne collision. Critically, from Witness 649's perspective, the structures were on a
line of site between 196° and 209° magnetic, and Flight 800 lost electrical power on a
bearing line of approximately 197° magnetic. Clearly, the Witness Group Chairman
misspoke and/or misconstrued the evidence, and Witness 649°s FBI file should not have
been excluded from consideration.

Neither the Witness Group Chairman nor anyone from the NTSB ever interviewed

Witness 649. When Dr. Mayer was Chairman of the NTSB Eyewitness Group, only one
out of 670 eyewitness was interviewed by the NTSB. NTSB personnel never returned
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to Witness 649’s location or to any other eyewitness locations to obtain bearing lines to
events in the sky based on the landmarks given.

The Witness Group Chairman provided blatantly inaccurate testimony about the
observations of Witness 649 and erroneously discounted some of the most compelling
and potentially reliable eyewitness evidence surrounding this tragic incident.

Airborne Military Eyewitness

The Witness Group Chairman’s Sunshine hearing testimony should also be questioned
and re-examined because he omitted important details provided by an experienced
airborne military eyewitness who was in close proximity to the crash and who provided
very compelling evidence of a missile strike.

On January 11, 1997, the original NTSB Eyewitness Group interviewed Major
Frederick Meyer of the New York Air National Guard. According to the NTSB
transcripts from this interview, Major Meyer was in a Black Hawk helicopter,
descending into Gabreski Airport, when he saw a streak of light heading toward the area
where TWA 800 crashed. At the end of a trajectory consistent with the streak of light,
Major Meyer reported he observed explosions that he described to the original
eyewitness group as:

«_..hard explosions. This looked like flak'®. It's a hard explosion. It's like
an HPX explosion, as opposed to soft explosion like gasoline...”

Major Meyer testified during his NTSB interview that while in Vietnam, he “flew a UH-
2 Kaman Seasprite rescue helicopter”. And during his tour, he had seen “three different
types of missiles...SAM-1s, SAM-2s, and SAM-3s”. He also testified that he could
distinguish between different types of explosions, saying that some things “resemble
anti-aircraft fire and other things are soft explosions; like if you saw somebody hit a fuel
storage depot”.

Even though Major Meyer was uniquely qualified to identify the type of explosion(s)
that caused the crash, the Witness Group Chairman never mentioned these crucial
details during the Sunshine Hearing Witness Group presentation.

Instead the Witness Group Chairman simply said Major Meyer “saw an explosion and a
second explosion, and a large fireball”.

10
Flak is the explosion and ejection of shrapnel by a military explosive within an anti-
aircraft shell.
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Later during the hearing, NTSB Chairman Jim Hall mentioned a letter that Major Meyer
sent to the NTSB stating that he felt the NTSB “ignored the eyewitness information™.
When Chairman Hall asked if this was true, the Witness Group Chairman answered
“Absolutely not.” Then a short time later, Chairman Hall asked the Witness Group
Chairman “what did the helicopter pilot tell?” The Witness Group Chairman responded
saying “He observed a streak in flight for one or two seconds and then he saw the
enormous fireball develop.”

Once again, the Witness Group Chairman failed to inform the NTSB board members of
Major Meyer's expert testimony, in which he compared the explosion(s) that caused the

crash to military ordnance. Given his years of combat experience and his vantage point,
Major Meyer’s testimony should have been seriously considered and discussed with the
Board at great length, but it was not.

Significant Understatement of Witness Accounts that Conflict with the Official
Crash Sequence

The Witness Group Chairman testified that there were fifty-six (56) witness accounts
“that didn't seem to fit” into the official crash sequence. These 56 witnesses said they
saw a streak of light rise off the surface and/or climb straight up or nearly so. However,
this number significantly under counts the number of witness accounts that directly
conflict with the official crash sequence. In his count, the Witness Group Chairman
failed to include a significant number of eyewitnesses who described a streak of light
heading in a direction that conflicted with the accident aircraft's flight path.’

Table 1 below provides raw NTSB statistics of the trajectories of the streak of light
described in twenty-five eyewitness accounts that do not match the crippled flight path
of the accident aircraft. These additional witness accounts brings the total to eighty-one
(81) eyewitnesses providing observations that conflict with the official crash sequence.
Further, if the work of the original NTSB Witness Group Chairman Norman Wiemeyer
were considered, there would very likely be more than one hundred (100) eyewitness
accounts that conflict with the official crash sequence.

Witness 386 is a good example of an eyewitness who reported a streak of light
trajectory that conflicted with the official crash sequence, but was not included among
the fifty-six witnesses the NTSB said conflicted with the official crash sequence. The

11

These witness accounts do not have the Easiern component ascribed to TWA
Flight 800 as it allegedly climbed in the official crash sequence. As the streak rose upward, many
eyewitnesses said it moved westward, and many others said it moved to the south: two directions the
officially climbing aircraft never traveled.
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following is excerpted from this eyewitness' NTSB file:

“It seemed like it came off the horizon and rose slowly, weaving as it
continued upward. At first they thought it might have been a flare, but
realized that it was too huge. It traveled diagonally at an approximate 70
degree angle going in a westerly direction...

The object rose in the sky for approximately six (6) seconds, leaving a
white smoke trail in its wake. It then disappeared from sight for
approximately 1/2 second. After that time, without a sound of an
explosion, a large oval ball of fire appeared just above the area where the
object was last seen. ...[Witness 386] thought that the ball of fire came
down traveling in an easterly direction. The ball broke into two separate
balls of fire before it hit the water.”

Witness 386 said the streak weaved as it climbed westerly (just as Wiiness 649 had
reported and sketched). Flight 800 in crippled flight never traveled in that direction.
Official crash sequence animations show TWA Flight 800 traveling in a slowly
developing curve as it traveled east-northeast.

Witness 386's account and many others like it that clearly do not fit into the official
crash sequence were not included in the 56 witness accounts that the Witness Group

Chairman said did not fit.

21



Witness Number Trajectory

319 as if further south”
523 "north™

232 “north™
524 “north™

499 “north™

226 "northwest"”
345 "northwest”
637 "south™

715 “south™

276 "south™
492 “south™

467 "west”

179 “west”

385 "west”
540 "“west™

135 “west”

88 “west”

648 "west”

90 "west”

506 "west”

658 "west”

521 “west”

535 “west"

386 "west”

127 "west”

Table 1: Twenty-five additional witnesses who reported a trajectory for the streak of
light that is inconsistent with the trajectory of TW A Flight 800 in crippled flight. Taken
from the NTSB Witness Group's raw eyewitness statistics.

Witness Group Analysis not Dependent on Climbing Aircraft
The Witness Group Chairman concluded that the ascending streak was TWA Flight 300

as it “maneuvered in crippled flight”. However the NTSB could not smnu}ate the
aircraft performing a steep climb while matching FAA radar tracking.'? In essence, the

12

See the Figure 28d on page 99 of the NTSB Final Report on TWA Flight 860 and similar
plots from NTSB Exhibit 22C and its Addendum. The simulation data in ail of these plots diverges from
the East-West vs. Time radar data points during the simulated climbs.
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radar evidence showed that the accident aircraft did not climb appreciably or at all after
losing electrical power.

NTSB Chairman Jim Hall asked the Witness Group Chairman: “if you could show that
the airplane did not climb afier the nose departed, will that change your analysis?”

The Witness Group Chairman responded *“No sir...”

This meant that without the airplane climbing to explain the ascending streak of light,
the Witness Group Chairman would not change his analysis. Therefore he would have
to either conclude that most of those who reported an ascending streak of light did not
actually see it ascend or that the observed rising streak was the horizontally and
downward moving aircraft.

The Witness Group Chairman's willingness to overlook such a significant number of
eyewitness observations that clearly contradict an officially proposed scenario, to
present grossly inaccurate accounts of what other eyewitnesses saw, and to omit crucial
details from the observations of an expert military eyewitness when directly questioned
about this witness' observations from the NTSB Chairman is troubling.

Findings
1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight
path, just after Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume
shows that the explosion that accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation.

No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity fuel-air explosion theory can
account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external
event,

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing,
the aircraft manufacturer. The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not
qualified to simulate aircraft flight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge
from the radar tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA
radar tracking. The simulations do not match the observations of the witnesses with
descriptions of the early crash sequence.
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6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted.
There were numerous violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which
are contrary to the provisions set forth in title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the Code of Federal Regulations, the NTSB
allowed their investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not
supported by the physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Summary

A preponderance of hard evidence, including radar and forensic evidence, combined
with dozens of corroborating eyewitness accounts, refute the NTSB's probable cause
determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800. The NTSB concluded that an electrical
short circuit initiated TWA 800°s demise. The source of that short circuit was never
found and no hard evidence supporting the official probable cause has ever been
presented. The available hard evidence, which is corroborated by eyewitness accounts,
indicates that at least one detonation outside the aircraft initiated its destruction.

Two new analyses of the radar evidence presented in this petition clearly show proof of
this high velocity explosion or detonation. We have found no analysis of this radar
evidence in the NTSB’s final report or any other NTSB report or study.

We have also determined that the eyewitness evidence was misrepresented, resulting in
inaccurate conclusions being drawn and conveyed by both the CIA and the NTSB. It
should first be noted here that contrary to established NTSB policies and procedures,
eyewitness evidence was not made available to NTSB investigators and other parties
during the critical early stages of the investigation. The Witness Group Chairman
assigned to present the NTSB’s final conclusions based upon eyewitness evidence
interviewed only one out of 670 eyewitnesses. At the Sunshine Hearing, the Witness
Group Chairman misrepresented eyewitness observations and presented inaccurate
conclusions based on those misrepresentations.

The new evidence and analyses presented in this petition show that the NTSB probable
cause determination and findings are erroneous. Therefore, according to NTSB policy
and legal directives, the NTSB must reconsider its probable cause determination of the
crash of TWA Flight 800.
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Special Agent of the Federal Bureau o
Investigation. | [was advised of the identities of the
interviewing agents and provided the following information:

at_approximately”8 p.m.

esday, July 17,
‘female friend

walked h%gflan ord’s dog
1051 Ocean Front, Long

_ _ - sat near the lifeguard
stand appfoximately 80 feet from Chauncy’s  Restaurant and were

watching the ocean and airplanes. was facing the ocean
and ‘was facing _j en noticed -a glowing
cbject fly overhead. state aE the object was flying

om an inland location

lowver than the airplanes and
that it swerved a

traveling ocut to the ocean.

couple of times then disappeared. stated uld

not hear anything only the loud roar o e wvaves. said

that he was encouraged by his friends to contact the authorities

when reports o possible missile strike were reported by the

media. istated that he has had some military experience
Britain.
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Date of transeription 07/20/1996
On July 20, 1996, Sa Itelephonically
interviewed ach, New York

11951, ! IFwas contac regarding information he o)
the FedeTal Bureau of Inv@stigation (FBI) on _July 19, 1996,
regarding the explosior’ of TWA Flight 800. I ]provided the
following informatiop?

was sitting on his deck by the bay with his wife
watching airplanes fly-out. He described the evening as having
had a clear sky. It was twilight, the sun had just set to the
degree the land was dark. The ground haze/ground fog
present near the horizon. As looked out into the darkness
he suddenly saw an incendiary flash, a brilliant white flash
followed by a stream of color come down. He described the
initial flash as if a flare had ignited leaving a trail of red
and orange color. As the flare descended, approximately two-~
thirds down, thére was a second eruption of two umbrella-like
showers of fire, red and orange in color which fell to the
surface. [;::::jestimates the event lasted approximately ten
seconds and occurred at about 8:40 PM.

did not see the airplane. He just saw 7 figre in-
the air, it exploded and then traveled down.

After seeing the explosion he went upstairs in his home
to see where it landed, but he couldn’t see anything. What he
did notice were headlights heading west in the opposite direction
of the crash on the William Flyod Estate. The Willi od
Estate is a federal park adjacent to his property. gﬁ:::iistated
there is a check point at the gate entrance to the KEState and
only four wheel, all terrain vehicles are allowed on the
property. It is a place frequented by fishermen.

stated his home is approximately one mile to a
mile-and-a-half away from the barrier. The pPlane may have been
about ten miles away, putting him possibly 10-12 miles away from
the crash.

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI,
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency.
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Upon reflection of the events he had just witnessed,
stated that the flare could not have been a distress
signal, as he momentarily thought, as it was too great in
magnitude. He witnessed an explosion in the sky. He came to the
conclusion that the flaming flare was the plane descending
engulfed in fire. The plane fell straight down, out of control.

I;l recalls seeing wuch smoke. A white plume filled
the space at the plane had occupied. The smoke lingered in the

air.
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7/26/1956

1 |white male, date of birth:

[ lresiding at , | westbrook, co icut,
telephone mailing address P.O. Box1
Westbrook, ECticu 498 provided the following information

concerning his activities and observations on the evening of July
17, 1996.

stated that at approximately 8 PM on July
i7,, 1996 he was watching telev151on and taping a National
Gaographic show, Heart jich was scheduled to be a one
hour television show. heome is directly on the
shoreline of Long Island Sound in Westbrook, Connecticut and
after he watched the Naticnal Geographic show for about twenty or

twenty-five mj lked down to i
his brother, and a friend of
both of whom were seated on the seawall adjacent to the beach.

Fed that while standing on the seawall and
sayving hello to |he caught sight of something out of the
right corner of his eye over Long Island. | !stated that
he first thought that it was fireworks and en he ought it
might be a boat flare but immediately realized that it did not
have the same pattern as fireworks when it exploded and Ef%:Tot
look like a boat flare floating down after it exploded.
stated that what he observed travelied in an upward arc
rom Long Island into the sky leaving a trail while it was
happening. stated that his impression was that the arc
originated at ground level at some point beyond Long Island which
appeared over the horizon and that the arc continued to travel in
an upward direction.

[ ]stated that at the time of his oﬁfﬁffg_n
the contrast of the arc and the sky was very bright.
stated that the incident occurred after a recent rain storm an
the sky was bluish and the water was flat and the same color as
the sky. [ Jstated that it was a pretty night and the arc

which he observed was a bright orange and contrasted against the
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bluish sky. I:lstated at the time of the observation it
was still light out.

I: stated that the trajectory of the arc was
definitely upward.

stated that shortly after observing the arc
in the sky the Westbrook Fire and Emergency Volunteer fire hormn
went off and that this might have been approximately ten minutes
after observations. At that point in time

stated it had started to get dark and may have been as late as
ten minutes to nine. stated that after the fire horn
went off he observed two police boats with flashing lights moving
out onto Long Island Sound, one moving from the East of his
location and one moving from the West of his location.

I;:Istated that he is familiar with fireworks and
that the pattern of the explosion he observed in the sky did not
make any sense and would not have indicated a firework display.

stated that the shoreline of Long Island

normally appears as a little blue strip or line on the horizon
which is higher to the East at a point around Plum Island and
appears to diminish in height and gradually disappear as one
looks towards the Western end of Long Island. LZEE::::;:]stated
at the time of his observation and at the point where he observed
the arc rising from Long Island all he could see was the horizon
line and as the shoreline of Long Island began to fade out to the
West is the location where he observed the arc originally come
from. was furnished with two previously prepared maps
of the Conuecticut shoreline and one previously prepared map of
the Connecticut shoreline in relation to Long Island. On the
first map which represents a detai eg_of Westbrook,
Connecticut to include Magna Lane,l placed an X
indicating his approximate loccation at ime of the above
described observations. On the second map which contains further
details of islands located in Long Island Sound to include
Menunketesuck Island, a prominent point of reference fo

observation, blaced an X and drew an arrow

‘Indicating direction of his obs:ffation on the evening of July

17, 1996. On the third map also drew an arrow with the
dlrectlon of observation indidating his position on the
Connecticut Shore Line at a point where the map indicates Magna
Lane. In addition to the maps, provided two pen and
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ink drawings on white paper. The first drawing indicates a view
from Magna Lane in Westbrook, Connecticut looking South to Long
Island with the arc and explosion depicted with Menunketesuck
Island as a point of reference.’ d pen and ink drawing
detailed the arc as recalled by Iand specifically the
pattern he recalled which he indicated was a fork shape image or

V shape image whichj tated stuck in his mind after the
explosion. escribed the color of the arc and image as

reddis%-f:ange and not unlike the bright embers in a fireplace.

| stated that after the explosion debris was falling from
e sky and was filtering down glowing in the same color.

Againq:_—_l emphasized that the trajectory of the
arc was in an upward direction.

| stated that at the time the upward arc caught
his attention out of the corner of his eye he immediately pointed
it out to his brotherl lfriend[ |

stated that at the initial time he spotted
the arc of light he ha i ut towards Long Island from
Connecticut and that were sitting on the seawall
facing each other and he pointed the arc of light out to them.

stated that he further recalls a sound that
was contemporaneous with his observation however he stated he
could not definitel ember or place the sound before or after
his observation. stated that he definitely did hear a
boom which he said almost seemed like two sounds very close
together. stated it was very similar to a sonic boom
and was abou e sane intensity of that type sound.

stated that he discussed his observation with
friend[_____ ]and that he thought
yed what happened and whether

his brother
his observat
someone was in trouble. stated that it was not i
the following morning, July 18,.1996, when a friend of histfffft:]
picked him up in his van and asked if he had heard about

Clons were o

flight that blew up over Long Island that he made a
connection between his observatio news of TWA B0O. |:_]
stated that his response to words were that he got

goose bumps and said "I think T saw it".
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In addition to the above maps and documents
indicated that he was an artist and subsegquent to the interview
prepared a 5" X 7% colored pencil drawing to indicate the color
of the evening sky and water on the evening of July 17, 1996 and
the reddish-orange contrast of the arc that he had cbserved on
that evening.

Each map and drawing provided by:]was signed
and dated by him. The original maps and drawings will be
maintained in an exhibit envelope and copies are attached hereto.

Subsequent to interview,|:_____| advised that he
would prepare a larger detailed color sketch representing his
observations with regard to the above described incident and
provide that to the Federal Bureau of Investigation.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transeription B/6/19%6

On August 2, 1996,| I date of birth| I
[:::;:]Development Assd rog., 4000 Warner Boulevard,
Burbank, Califcrnia, Efffff::ffff:f]Bwas advised as to the
identity of the interviewing agent and thereafter provided the
following information:

was vacationing at her parents home in

ut when she went_tn_n;s;:_a_fnxman______1
I Fnd his brother,
Commecticut. After dinnex a the
DIXONs were sitting on a deck in the yvard of the !.
residence approximately four feet above the beach. ree
were looking around the be commenting on how pleasant the
area was. At that moment,t%gzééziffﬁ?lls seeing a flare-like

light rush up into the sky. irst thought was that there
was going to be a fireworks display are built up and then
pieces of fire fell. At that tim elieved it was a
firework that failed to function. ow understands that
what she was seeing was on a much SWMaller scale because she
believed it ser in proximity to Connecticut than it turned
out to be. recalls some “clipper” boats (possibly Coast
Guards) immediately responding to the area of the explosion where
she thought it to be and then gquickly disperse. She believes
this occurred because the boats also thought the incident was
cloger and then the boats probably responded to the correct
location.

I Idrove tg !pare se
i ely one hour later. pat ised

a
TWA Flight 800 exploding. t was at this time,
an realized what they actually had witnessed earli

the evening.

Kﬁf:@f%ija}’

Investigation on 08/02/19%6 , Los Augeles, CA
Fies 265A-NY-259028 '7?.\09’%
t }

by SA In Datedicmed 08/06/1936

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBL. It is the propesty of the FBI and is loaned io your agency;
it and its conterss are not to be distributed outside your agency.




P

*” . ALL TNFORMATION CONTAINED ’ 80’4

FD-302 (Rev. 3-10-82) HFREIN IS UNCLASSIFIED
. DATE 06-13-2011 BY UC60322LP/PLI/CC

» ‘1-
FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transeription 07/24/96

On July 20, 1996, D

ISoc"al Securi T TSSAN]

INterviewe ¥ Agents and
of Investigation (FBIJ
for a routine follow-up inte
Police Department Detective
the following informatiomn:

: wWas b€
Bureau b7C
was contacted

and New York
provided

works as a L£i ime ParaxascueFMIs or the
Yo Bl BB L e N e CULTEntly at the rank of
Tech Sergeant, 106th Squadron based in Westhampton, NY. On July
17, 1996, he was involved in routine training at the base. At
approximately 8:05PM he e@iﬂé_ﬂaﬁﬁsw
aircraft and landed at a drop zZone north of the base. An HHEOQ
helicantex was scheduled to pick him up for additional training.
At approximately 8:35PM to 8:40PM he was facing south towards the
ocean, when he saw an orange/red object desc¢ending rapidly out of

the sky. The object was moving downward at a slight angle in
eastbound direction, away fromi::::::g. He turned to |
who was standing on the drop zone with him and asked, id you

see that?" The object appeare i perfect circle which did
__ not chapge its shape or size. advised the object moved
like a meteor, falling from a he eight thousand-nine
thousand feet (8,000°-9,000). described it as screaming
out of the gky. He watched it to gix (5-6) seconds at

which point it exploded into a massive fireball in the sideways
direction. At that point he realized it was an airplane. The
object never changed shape or speed until it exploded. The plane
then fell out of his view and he observed black smoke rising. He
did not hear any sound when the plane exploded.

The helicopter that was to pick upl |and I
headed directly towards the explosion. Approximatelv ong nha
hour later the helicopter returned and and entered
it and headed out to the crash site. APproximately TOYTY (40}
minutes later they found the wreckage and several bodies, which
had drifted in a southwesterly direction from the area they were
initially located. A fishing trawler could be seen picking up

Jnvestigation on 07/20/96 at Westhampton, New York
File # 265A-NY-259028 ,
sa v
w S FTRBH: amo) Dacdictmed  07/20/96

This dacument congains neither recommendagions Aor conclusions of the EBL I is the property of the FBI and is leaned 10 your agency; -
it and its contents are not 1 be distributed outside your agency.
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bodies at this point. As no survivors were observed, no rescue
operations were undertaken.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transcription 7/29/96

Oon July 22, 19396,
I l o

l was interviewed
¥ special Agent | After being advised of the

identity of the 1nterviewing Agent and that the nature of the
interview was regarding the plane crash of TWA Flight 800 on July
17, 1996[:::::]provided the following information:

| stated that as President of the Bellport Chamber
of Commerce, He was attending a club function at the Bellport

Yacht Club, Bel e, Bellport, New York, the evening of
Jguly 17, 1996. tffff:;j:dvised that at 8:31PM, on July 17, 1996,
he was standing outside on the south veranda of the Yacht Club
looking at the sky in a southeasterly direction facing the bay
when he observed what appeared to be a bright headlight of a
plane. He stated that the bright light was facing a westerly
direction and that it lock imilar to a sparkler with a
whitish-silvery glow. now believes that the light was
metal which was burning-

[::::;:]stated that he observed the light explode into a2
fireball of solid mass the size of a basketball which began to

fall amd bresk inte twe fire ibed—ax a—tcurtain—of
flame dripping from the sky". advised that the right mass

was larger that the left wmass and that through the left fireball,
he saw-what appeared to be a large section of the plane.

[::::::]stated that he did not see any smoke throughout
his observance nor did he hear or feel anything unusual.

[;;::::]advised that at the time he believed the
incident had becurred over the Smith Point Park and that it was
possibly a mid air collision bhetween two airplanes. He
telephoned Suffolk County Police at 911 within two minutes of the

crash to notify them of same.

Investigation on 7/22/96 at Long Island, New York

Fles 265A-NY-259028

by SA (Km:meg)ﬁfa puc dicaed _7/23/96
T o

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBE. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your agency;
it and its comients are not to be distibiused outside your agency.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transcription 8/1/96

b6

bC
g Hagmton Bavs. New York= was
contacte 185 reside After being advised of the identi

ntit
of the interviewing ag s ‘and the nature of the 1nterv1ew,[:::f::]
provided the following information:

advised he had been at the north end of
Shlnnecock Inlet Beach down from his home on July 17, 1996. At
apns £:40 P.M. was taking pictures of hisg friend,
while Tacing the direction to the ocean,
SCULEwest . [ Jstated he noticed a bal ight in

also
e believes he took approximately four to 51x pictures at

of 11 which may have the ball of light in the
described the ball of light as a yellow flame.

Later in the evening learned of thé TWA Flight
800 gplane crash. E;::::]had not~ ¢Tftacted the Federal Bureau of
St i (FBI) because he was not sure what to do with the
film: was interested in selling the pictures to the media.
l [had taken the roll of black and white film to a photo
processing center for developlng | .agreed to obtain and

release the film to interviewing.agents for potential evidentiary
reasons. A receipt was given to r the film.

{4 fo ddress
sk 1ela 5 S RTINS . advised
telephone
number isl | '
447

[works atl in Southampton

Investigation on 7/31/96 \ oa Hampton BRays, New York
Fileg 265A-NY-259028 \
vy

=i
N,
w Sa|  MAM Dawdicated 7/31/26 \3\\9\
X
This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBIL. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your agency; cg

it and its contents are not 10 be distributed ontside your agency.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of imnscription 7/26/96

Oon July 22, 19961 1 pate of
Birth | |of New York,
hom work hone Social

Security Account Number interviewed by Special
AgENT (SA) as first advised of the
identity of hat the nature of the
interview was regarding f#fe July 17, 1996 TWA flight 800 airplane
crash. [::::::]provide

the following formation:
[ Jracea that on Juﬁ 1996, at approximately
8:30 PM, orking at Gabres}{i Airport, Westhampton Beach,
New York, as a membexr of e Alr/National Guard - New York State

finger past the T-hanger cing south on the southern portion of
the airfield.

[;:;:::]advise_ that upon looking at the sky, he
observed what appeared to be a red flare similar to a roman
candle about tree line bearing in a southeasterly direction. The

flare had a consistent brightness and left no trail of smoke. He
stated that the flare appeared for a period of at least 15 to 20
seconds, possibly as long as 30 seconds, and at a latter part
appeared almost stationary in movement. Upon seeing the flare,
he exited his truck to continue watching it.

tated that he then observed the flare become ‘a
ball of fire which separated into two equally sized balls
dropping from the sky with no audible sound. The two distinctive
balls were in his vision from five to ten seconds.

Investigationon _7/22/96 = __Hampton Bays, New York

File ¥

265A-NY-259028

by SAI !mam@ Dae dicnes 7/22/96

This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBY. Tt is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your agency;
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of teanscription 07/24/96 -
3
L o
| Date of Birth (nom) | ]

Socia curity Number |

Ealenh resSidence 1in
-tedephoned provided the éoIIowlng
100 \

At approximately 8:20 ox
deck which faces

Eerved a white shgoting across the sky and
brought this to hig attention. adviged that %; looked

Q.

hig wife

like a shooting star. advised\that the white 'pall
travelled on an arc frém right to left (approxlmately wesgt to
east). The arc travelled on a decline from its initial sighting.
the ball left a "skinny" white trail. From their position,
looking south, at approximately a nine (9) o’clock pesition the
ball exploded into a large whitish grey ball of smoke. Then a
wide orange/reddish flame travelled upward to the smoke ball.
Shortly after the wide flame disappe ¢ strong earthquake
type rumblings were felt and heard. advised th

entire incident occurred in ten (10) seconds or less. Ef:;ff;]

commented that the fireball and arc were east of the accaIiden

-

site. i L aduised that it appeared £o occur over - ——
the bay. corroborated the above information.
fvesigatonon __07/1.9/96 [ I
Fil.§ 26BA-NY-259028
S
by Sﬂ A@B:hrg) Daedicated 07/19/96 oo
This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBL. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your apency; J_. ~

it and its conients are not to be distributed outside vour agency.




® . ®  go9

FD-302 (Rev. 3-10-82) ¥

-1- b6

FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transcription 07/26/96
On July 21, 19964 | pate of Birth (DOB)
J--nn—-—-—

e lephone was advised of the i1identities of the

interviewing agents the purpose of the interview] then
furnished the followying information:

on Jul¥17, 1996, at 8:00 PM[ _ Jdrove to the SILLY
LILLY’S FISHING STATION, Adelaide Avenue, East Moriches, New

York, and parked in the parking lot to wait for a friend. During
this time,] as facing south watching the boats and jet skis
in the water. At approximately 8:40 PM,Ifj observed what
appeared to be a red flare begin its ascent above the horizon
line (half way between the water and the point of explosion).
The direction of the flare-like object (FILO)} was due south from

| at a distance of seven-eight (7-8) miles. The FLO's path
was straight up for approximately three {3) seconds and at a high
rate of speed and terminated in a bright white explosion at an
undetermined altitude and followed by a boom. After the
explosion described a sheet of flames that fell towards
the water which turned to thick black smoke that alsc descended

from ihe point of explosion and to his left (easterly). After
" g

lost sight of the flames below the horizon, he heard four

T DOCHES .

advised that he thought the flames landed in the
vicinity of Dune Road to his sou ugh his estimate of its
distance from him was 7-8 miles. lstated that several small
boats {not commercial) and jet ski's were in the water to his
front but he said that there was nothing unusual or peculiar.
reiterated that he did not see a point of origin of the FLO
in the water and that it appeared to have orifinated at a

distance halfway to the point of explosiocn. stated that
the FLO was red in color but he was unable T describe any smoke
trail.

Investigation on 07/21/96 at East Moriches, New York
File 26GA-NY-259028
by“"l ¥ — Thrg Dae dicaed  07/21/96

This document contains neither recommendations nar conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to yout agency;
it and its contents are not 10 be distributed outside your agency.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of tanseripion 7 /30/96

-

on Julv 24, 1996} ldate of birtn
] -hdmé:l
- telephone number [ was interviewed telephonically.

He was advised of the identity of the interviewing agent and the
___ __nature_of the_interview. - He then provided the following -
information: ; : - S —

On July 17, 1996, at about 8:30

was surfing with his brother,
friend at Smith's Point, and was paddling -South.| ]
stdted that he saw a “flare’ in. the sky to the :South and.:said:
“Holy £hit, what is that? Is that 4 flare?:. The *flare”Vas'a
consistent color of red, about three to four- times ther8izé of a
star, went “more straight up" for about -one second,. angd £tovered a
distance about half of a finger length at arm’s length; about one
and a half inches. The “flare” then dropped straj
approximately three inches at an arm's length and
observed a flame off the back of the flare - a “tail” about three .
times thriizgof_thﬂilare'. It took two to three seconds from
the time irst saw the “flare” until he noticed the
“tail”., The “tail® turned into a smokey, fiery trail and exploded
into a burst a little less than the size of a quarter {at an,
.arm's length). The burst broke into two pieces - a big fiery. -
piece and a smaller piece. The big piece was almost the gize of
the moon and looked like it was spinning, while the smaller piece
was about ten percent the size of the big piece and “all fire" -
still connected to the bigger piece but a separate sec¢tion. The
bigger piece was “fiery”, flame orange and yellow at the bottom
and trailing a long "tube of fire". It took approximately six to
seven seconds for this large section_to fall to the horizoft. .
Approximately twenty seconds later heard a -deep
rumbling sound for three to four seconds. )

:
i
1

A -

ivesiguionos 7/ 24/1996 (New York, New York _ (telephonically)

File 265A-NY-259028. —~ 509 - 168 Dutedicuted  7/30/1996 -
by SA / N A’.

~~ i dovumest contains neither rocommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is loined i youe ageacys
it and its contents arc not 10 be distributed outside your agency.
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Date of wranseription 8/26/96

Idate of birth: home e

i hone: b'_',lc
1 ship cellular telephone number| truck

e lar telephone number contact number|] ]
was advised of the identities of the interviewing Agents
and o

f the nature of the interview{ |advised as follows:

He has been lthe fishing boat CALLI-LIN-
FEJﬂABETH_fo_;hg_QQit two months. The CALLI-LIN-ELIZABETH is
of Montauk, New York, where it is registered
and has its home port. It is operated, however, out of Point
Judith, Galilee, Rhode Island. It is a fishing vessel that
trawls for squid, butterfish and fluke. During the summer

months, it spends a considerable amount of time off the coast of
Long Island, New York.

At approximately 8:20 p.m. the evening of July 16,
1996, the CALLI-LIN-ELIZABETH left Point Judith and proceeded to
Fire Island, Long Island, arriving at 7:00 p.m., July 17, 1996.
The crew fished the waters in that area until 5:00 p.m. when they
realized there was not enough fish left to make remaining
profitable, so they departed, heading east, planning to return to
Point Judith to change nets.

y 8:20 p.m. | -
came up the bridge and asked| jif
ad Seell Lwo ares in the sky. The Captain

he negative.

who arrived e bridge a few moments arcer
| an ad heard| question said that what they
(he and | { had s&en cou fiot be flares because they were
too big.

| lwent on to report to the Captain
that they had observed two (2) large, separate and distinct
fireballs in the sky a few degrees off the starboard stern of the
ship. They also said that at the time they saw the fireballs in
the sky, the ship was approximately six (6) miles east of
Shinnicock Inlet, Hamptons, Long Island.

AuEfA -~ NY - 268028

tavestigationon 7 /22/96 « GALILEE, RHODE ISLAND 302 = pitd
Fie# _265A-NY-259028

A,
vy _ SA} Datc dietsted 7 /22/96

| St

This document coninins neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBE. It is the propenty of the FRI is loaped 1o your agency; 0
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency. 7)CE [, 03' .}CB




T . ® 8“

FD-302a (Rev. 11-15-83) - t

b6
b7C

265A-NY-259028
Contioustion of FD-302 of ,0n  7/22/96 LPage 2

The crew wound the net up onto the ship, turned the
ship around and headed west in the direction of the fireballs.
At that time the fireballs were not visible.

After turning the shlp,[:::::::]called the Shinnicock,
Long Fglgngﬁ_ggggg_gyg:g_ggéﬁ1on and reéported the sightings,
since had estimated the fireballs to be
approximately five (5) miles behind the ship when they were

observed, this placed the fireballs in the general vicinity of
that Coast Guard station. Shlnnlcock Coast Guard advised that

they had no knowledge of the i requested the Captain
report any subsequent findings noted that the boat
radio traffic indicated other boats reporting similar sightings.

He believes that these reports were coming in from pleasure
craft.

As they proceeded west, they heard reports of "fire on

water" over the boat radio which was set on Channel 16, VHF.
| ialso heard several people contact the Coast Guard station
at Moriches, Long Island, to report that whatever was in the
water was still burning. At some point during their approach
they heard that the Coast Guard cutter, ADAK, was dispatched to
an area approximately eight or nine miles southeast of Moriches
Inlet.

At approximately 9:00 p.m., Moriches Coast Guard
station called a Coast Guard cutter and advised that the object
in the water was a 747 and then designated Channel 6, VHF, as the
working fregquency. ,

At approximately 9:20 p.m., about five (5) miles from
the airplane noticed that his shlpboard radar, which
registered objects up to six (6) miles in every direction
indicated that other boas were converging on the arsga. The
ship’s radar 4id not show any vessels moving away from the area.
At the time of the original sighting of the fireball by his
crewmen, the radar did not show any other boats or ships in the
area that the CALLI-LIN-ELIZABETH was located in.

From five (5) miles off, from the burning airplane
looked like a large orange search light. The wind was blowing in
a southeasterly direction and the crew could smell the smoke as
they approached the area.

Upon arriving in the vicinity of the airplane, at
approximately 9:55 p.m., there were six to seven boats in the
area including two (2) 41‘ Coast Guard cutters. Two (2)
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helicopters were hovering soc low over the water that the ship
radar was reading them as boats. Flames as high as eighteen (18)
feet wer i into the sky and debris was floating from the
wreckage, called the Coast Guard who advised him to
search the southeast section of the debris line for survivors.
Later, the Coast Guard called to advise that they should search
for bodies because there would not be dny survivors.

The CALLY-LIN-ELIZABETH spotted a body approximately
two hours after arriving in the area. Due to the size of the
ship (approximately 100 feet) they could not easily get the body
aboard so they hailed a small fiberglass pleasure boat in the
area which took the body aboard. They later found a male body
which they did take aboard and subsequently turned over to a
SUFFOLK COUNTY SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT vessel nicknamed the "VESSEL
KIIO". They spotted a third body which another pleasure boat
picked up.

They searched for another three and a half hours hut
due tc the number of boats in the area, the Captain felt they
could no longer safely operate so they broke off at approximately
3:45 a.m., July 18, 1996, and proceeded towards Point Judith,
Rhode Island.

i i udith they were called by their

| home telephone: who
told them that whiting fish were being caught fifty miles east of
Point Judith. They were also told that CHANNEL 6 NEWS was
waiting on the dock to interview them. took his vessel
out of the recommended fishing area without docking at Point
Judith and remained there until returning to Point Judith at
approximately 8:30 p.m., July 20, 1996.

[::::::::]did not notice any unusual vessels from July 16
through July 18, 1996, and had not heard of nor seen any stolen

I.Q.Lahnnd.med_mﬁels. He has been
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Date of transcription 10/22/96

| B

63,
wag contacted telephonlcally at the
was\ advised of the identity of the
nd advised that the
orld airYines (TWAY — -~~~ -~~~ -°
voluntarily provided the

On Qctober 2

- . - .. /Anterviewing agent, SA
interview was in refer
Fiight 800 crash on 07/17/96.
following information:

l:_] and teaches at the
qg;g;g5gigqg%IE_EEEE:Iime.haaig. urther advised that
he 1s currently in the process of Writhng a bookK.

on 07/17/96, | Istated that he was out for an
evening walk while visiting friends, somgwhere in the vicinity of
East ‘Moriches, New York, when he noticed\a flash of light
ascending from the ocean which was followed by a small explosion

and then a larger explosion. However, advised that he
was unable to hear either explosion. urther advised

that the sky was overcast and v151b111tf was afirox1mately ten

miles at the time of the explosions. ould not provide
the address of the individuals that he was visiting on Long
Island, nor could h the exact location of the township
where the ide. T:ff::ffffjadvised that he was visiting his
daughter INU), address unknown, who lives in the New York
City area.

E;;;;;;;;;lstated that TWA flight 800 was shot down by a

U.5. Navy ile vwhich was launched from a guided missile

ship which was located in area “W-105" tely thirty miles

from where TWA flight 800 exploded. ﬂd\usecﬁ that area

“W-105" is a warning area off the southeast coast of Long Island,

and is utilized for military operations, including missile

flrlng. further advised that he attained this

information from (LEU), who manages the Welwood Murray

Memorial Library, Palm Springs, California, telephone (619) 323- b6
8296. He believes that. LEU) retrieved this information b7C
from the Internet. This information was mailed to TWA by

along with a letter describing what he observed on
. TWA then mailed this data to the New York office of

Tavestigation on __ 10/21/96 st PALM SPRINGS, CA. (telephonically)
File # 265A-NY-259028 Date dictated _10/22/96
by _ SA
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on 7/21/9s, called the 800 number and
reported that on 7/17 ., ne saw what appeared tf be a Roman

candle go up and burst into balls of flame. 2 on a
sailboat at the time. (control no. 1779)

on 7/31/96,]| - 1
Easton, MD, was interviewed telephomically by SA| I
New York Office, Federal Bureau of Investigation regarding his
observation on 7/17/%6. Eﬁumished the following
information.

During 7/14/96-7/28/96,| |were on
a boating trip. On 7/14/96, they left Annapolis sailing on
RTARKA" (WCEBOll). By Wednesday evening on 7/17/96, they were
about 22 miles off of SHINNECOCK. |  Iwas op the companion way
about 8:30-8:45 p.m. He was looking
toward the land when P& Saw WHACT appearsd to Dbé a Roman candle or
a flare come up from the horizon in an angle leaving a streak of
light. The flare went off leaving a trail of red glow behind it
and burst intoc red flame about a size of a beach ball. A second
or two later, he saw another flare. It was lower than the the
first flare. Then streaks of light fell into water dispersing
black, heavy smoke.

E;Istated that he could not tell from where he was
whether the are came up from land or water. He further stated
that as he faced the land the first flare ascended from hiaz left
to his right and a second flare went in the same direction.

initially thought this occurrence was only about
2-3 miles away from where he was given the size of the flare. He
could not each the Coast Guard on Channel 22 because of another
communication being transmitted at the time.

glocation at the time was latitude: 40-28-62,
longitude: 72-22-79. He calculated that be was approximately 16
miles from the occurence of the flare. He also heard a radio
messadPECNDEFelicopter belonging to the National Adr Guard who

WITH/TEXT
;‘W T /W-}SW}S" 50}"2%

DR 425




was at the scene in about four minutes.

Ite life raft which

served as a locator was latitude: 40-39-03, longitude: 72-38-43.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transcription 07/28/96

 Tong Isla =X A A
ngmber as interviewed at her residence.
Wwas advised of the identities of the interviewing agents and
nature of the interview, which was to ascertain her knowledge and
observations regarding an explosion which\ocEfffff];n July 17,

NE »

1996, at approximately 8:30 PM. Thereafter, rovided the
following information:

on July 17, 1996,[:::::]was watering plants in the
front yard of her residence which is located on the northern
shore of Shinecock Bay. At approximately 8:30 PM, bserved
a bright, hot orange elongated ball of fire falling Toward the
horizon south, southwest of ation. The fireball was quite
elongated and was visible to for approximately five (5)
seconds until it disappeared into the horizon.

astimated that the elongated fireball was i
approximately two (2) miles away. This estimate wtf:::;Id on the

large size and clarity of the elongated fireball. advised
that the actual e i occurred approximately teén miles
from her location. heard no noise associated with the

i . WOTR  WETY
elongated fireball ‘pkmv,, AVIAGS S b PHONGE RS RSovit

Up iewi is fireball,l | immediately yelléd to
her husband who was inside the residence at the
time. was present during ﬁhe_intgrniér and

4

concurred with the observations made b

! !described the fireball as cyndrical in

size, red/orange in color and descending downward, curving east

j isappearing into the horizon. No noise was heard by
regarding the fireball.

estimated the fireball to b i ly
two (2) miles away at the time of the occurrence. .
estimates the actual explosion occurred approximately Tifteen

{15) miles away.

Investigationen _ 07/21/96 , at Hampton Bays, New York

File § 265A-NY=2 sgqﬁt\\\
. saf
by _‘;S‘}.-SA h Date dictated  07/24/96

This document contgzins neither rmmmen(intions‘ nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your ageacy,
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency.
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‘keould not provide any additional
information regarding the expliosion. They were advised that if
they recall any other information/cobservations related to the
explosion to recontact the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transeription 8/8/96

28, 1996, | ] pate of pirth

Wﬂ
mber SOCial §ecu; ity

N e an electrician for the Long Island
Railroad, kGenue, NY telephone number 1 800-728-3922,

was advised of the identit e interviewing Agents and the
purpose of thesinterview. provided the following
information:
{ on July 17. 1996, as on a boat fishi
r-in-law, L - and brother-in-1

his fathe
; on the so o of the east jetty (Mopiches). At
approximately 8:30 pm] observed a small red dot then a

f1a72/ba11 of fire foliowed by flames. This ball off fire sizzled

out/and fell vertically when another flash/ball of /flames
appeared. This second bafll of flames went out and’ fell

vertically toward the water. The two flashes/ball 8
lasted only approximately ten seconds in the sky. was
approximately six to seven miles away from ttm_:__gi‘-li e
flames were in a southeastern direction from nd were at
approximately a 70 degree to 80 degree angle upward 1n the sky-
did not se~ the point of origin of the flames but
informed the A(tents—iarr he thought the flames were from a flare

gun at first. did not hear an explosion nor did he
observe the object which was on fire.

At approximately 7:45 pm i____-l observed a 25-foot
(approximate) inboard high speed boat go out of the Moriches
inlet, direction unknown, prior to the balls of flames in the
sky. [ ]did not remember seeing the boat after the flames
but recalled a White male and White female being on board the

speed boat (no further descriptions given).
oen- L] 06

ey 265A-NY-258028.SU
T Py —
; NOV 121996
Gt

| FBI-NEW YORK

Investigationon __7/28/96 /\ at Mastic Beach, New York (telephonically)
Flle £ 2651\-NY-259028! h ,
5

_Sagl
b?‘J Date dictated 7/28/96

This document contains nefther recommendations nor conclusions of the FBIL. It is the property of the FBI and s loaned to yOur agency;
it and its contents are not to be distributed outside your agency.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transcription 7/30/96

| On July 22, 199%6] | Date of Birt
[ O

I Twas advised Of Jthe identities ol the interviewing
agente and the purpose of the finterview. Ithen furnished
the following information:

On July 17, 1996, was surfing approxfimately one
; to two miles east of Smith Point Park wit Between
8:30 pm and 8:45 pm, as looking sou en ne obgerved

a
a flare-like object (FLO). escribed the FELO as reddish-

white in color ascending in a straight line at ajo ! k
angle (from perpendicular] from his vantage poip .Ij:f:fiff
immediately faced back_towards the shore (northward). At that
time [ —Jaizected | lattention back to/the southeast
where he observed an explosion at approximately one to two
thousand feet which he described as two house-sizes in diameter.

advised that as the explosion quickly descended, it
separated into two reddish-orange sections.[ ___lcontinued to
observe the two sections until he lost sight of them in the
ocean. advised that the explosion was bright enough to
light up e sky and the ocean. Approximately one minute after

lost sight of the explosion, he heard a thunder-like noise
which lasted from one - two seconds in duratiom.

stated that he did not see the FLO’s point of
origin, its Eermination point, nor a smoke trail. additionally,
E_—_f:]did not observe any boat traffic.
202 ~
028-SUB

2g5A-NY-259
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Tnvestigation on 7/22/96 at Bayport, New York

File 26BA-NY-259028
e
by Dace dictated 7/25/95

This document contains neithicr recommengdations nor conclusions of the FBE. Itis the propenty of the FBI and is Joaned to your agency;
it and its contents are not to be distribated owtsids your agency.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
of transcription 8/8/96
On Julv 26. 19941 1l Date of Birth
was

the interviewing Agentg and the
[ ]then furnished the following

advised of the identities
purpose of the intervi
information:

on J 17, 1996, Jwas on a boat located at Great
Gun Dock, Mopdches, New York. Alg

_| At approximately 8:45 pm looked
southeast above the dune line and noticed what appeared to be a

rocket ascending straight up.

The rocket was silwver in color

with sparks coming out of the end.
to the rocket location was 3-4 miles.

estimated the distance
bgerved the rocket

ascending for a lengthy period of time and then develop into a
whitish glow. The glow then turned into a massive burst of
reddish flames which descended towards the ocean.

At no time did[____ see a smoke trail from the
ascending rocket and theorized that a small aircraft was

involved.
265A-NY-259028-SUB ;,oa. -
" T %ﬁﬁﬁh:zs:ﬁﬁ¥”¥%§§§ 15&;-7,
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Investigationon __7/26/96 s __ Southampton, New York

265A-NY-253028

Date dictated 7/26/96
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This document. contains neither recommendations nor conclosions of the FBI. It is the propenty of the FBI and iz loaned to your agency:
it and its contentx are not to be distributed outside your agency.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Dtz of transcription 7/24/96

on July 22, 1996 J_mu%l&e

jhad gone_down Lo Robert Moses Beach, Field
number 5 on Ju; 77, 1996.] = Jarrived at the beach a little
after 6:00PM. r_L‘__:]said that jat approximately B:30PM, he saw
a flash out of the cormer of hisfeye. | said that at the
time this occurred, the sun had gone down beyond the horizon but
there was still light in the sky.

EFW&E looking directly out to the water when he

saw the ash. He initially thought that it could have been a

camera flash going off or a lightning bolt in the distance.
said that the flash came from seutheast of his position.

said that when he looked in the direction of
the flash, bhe saw a small white star point followed by a fine-
line smoke trail. The smoke trail may have been slightly wavy at
the edges. | ]was unsure of the distance of this object but
initially tho that it had occurred on His mide of the =
horizon. said that the star point and the smoke trail
were arching in a north easterly direction. When|
observed the star point, it was on a downward arch. aid
the white star point was brighter than the smoke trail which
followed it.

initially thought that this star point was some
type of flare. The star point disappeared and two-three seconds
later gsaw a bright orange ribbon slash across the sky at
point. The orange ribbon appeared to e slashing toward
Iﬁ This event seemed to last two - three seconds and then
the object began dropping, straight down.| aid the
object was orange/red in color and seemed to be rotating and
turning end over end as it descended.[_____ Jsaid the object
appeared more "wavy and fiery" as it descended beyond the
horizon. [ ]did not see the object strike the surface of
the ocean.

Investigation on 7/22/96 at r l
File #, 265A-NY-2598028

F& 7\ | {AH:meg)
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A Da dictsted  7/23/96
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This document conmins neither recommendations nor conchisions of the FBI. It is the property of tae FBI and is loaned o your agency;
it and its contents are not to be distrituted cutside your agency.
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|said that earlier in the evening, he had

[o) Zn unusual boat operating about 200 yards off-shore.
described the boat as n gly iron-hulled trawler”

out hundred feet in 1ength.[ said that he noted the
boat because it appeared unusual. It was a trawler but had no

outriggers and the railing and cabin appeared rusty and decrepit.
The hull of the boat was white and the bow was very round.

did not observe the name of the boat and did
not see any person on the boat.

provided two diagrams which he had made
representing Lhe events he observed the night of July 17.
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION
Date of transcription 7/29/96
| | V@{:;ﬁgw
P0G WARENOUSE, L6l Wave NI

YoTE 7772, telephone (homelf |

Oocial Security Account NumbeX (SSAN)
interviewed at his place of employment and was
identities of the interviewing agents and the

e interview, which was to ascertain his knowledfe and

“advised of t
nature of

observaé} ns of the evening of July 17, 1996. Thereafter,
provii? the following information:

!stated that at approximately 8:30 pm to 8:35 pm,
on July 1 1 , he was sitting on his pool diving board looking

at the sky from behind his house, facing and locking in a
southwesterly direction, when he observed what appeared to be
five or six shooting stars, w%itf %? coloxr, with 20 to 30 feet

white tails trailing behind. Ifurther stated that the
shooting stars came down one after another approximately two
seconds apart. !advised that the shooting stars fell one
after another except for two which fell together; however, all
were white in color.[ _____ Jstated that the total time duration

of the stars in his sight before thef were out of sight was

approximately 15 to 20 seconds. urther stated that the
shooting stars seemed to travel from the northeast to the
southeast at an 80 degree angle (approximately), three miles away
from his location. stated that he saw nc smoke and heard
no noise, as the shooting stars travelled southwest over the roof
at his house_and over the| ] developments disappearing
from sight. adviged that he saw nothing go from the ground
up and that the shooting stars moved quickly across the sky, each
one in sight for only a second.

2050-NY-259028-5u8 Zp . ~
(1 3
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Fles 265A-NY-259028
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it and its contents are oot to be distributed outside your ageacy. .




Print Form

PETITION

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800 .

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of
the National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable
Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project , June 9, 2013

Name John Desmond Signature

il el "IV ] —_—

date: June 10, 2013

(Titles, qualifications): iIFFA/IAM Accident Investigator - TWA F800 Cabin Interiors
’ L]

Address: I

Nottingham, NH 03290

: I
Email address:




PETITION
{ hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800 .

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of
the National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable
Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project , July 15, 2012

Name \[E‘ZMO"-‘ {-’ : G% Signature (/A= > ~— — £

date: a c:LAA\L (5
(Titles, qualifications): NT% M«E-MEJERJ (9252 -4

acares:: I

MJA{LE{TOH, VA 72202

emait adcress: R




PETITION

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800 .

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of
the National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable
Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project, July 15, 2012

Name (73215 L7 LA57 44 A7 [Signature B B —
date:__2/~/) 7 /3
(Titles, qualifications): ﬁﬁ‘?t—f )l < ,%777”.?-‘—&66 57
Address: ___
i AT p7ire

Email address: |

T [



FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
tuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an exiernal event.

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate aijrcraft
flight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simuiations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were numerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
title 46 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Rébert A. Young

Forz Director

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investigator

~0 e Pl i iHA{fZi;jj:j[ziE KRUKAS.  TT-15 12
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PETITION

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800. Please add my name and
petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation Safety
Board’s. Finding and determination of the probable cause of TWA Flight 800.

The TWA 800 Project

< 1A ,\___:'g',. 'B \l’l a) r
Name: S P LADR PR OACH S T {isignatuee:
Address:‘_m

Date: C? /o?/ ;%'2' /gL
;S




TWA Flight 800 Petition

| hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the

accident investigation of TWA 800,

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation

Safety Board's Finding and Determination of the Probable Cause for the Crash TWA Flight 800

ame

Adress

\<bw§P \Qn,m.mmﬂ /{

I
Retole \alley, (772

No aon  BaeTed

|\|

PEATOe A, CA 95070

 Cagle Bouey

@\\é@/

LS Qi

Phone # Signature Date
I 11\ 9, 4,12
I | 5,202




FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radas sites recorded fast-moving debris that raveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detomation. No mechanism or cvemt im the official low-velogity
fuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external event.

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The growp at the ClA who produced the animation were not gualified to simmlate aireraft

flight paths.

5. Both the C1A and NTSB crash sequence simulations are ipaccwrate sinee they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anemalics im the way this investigation was conducted. There were numerous
violations of castoinary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
titte 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the ¥FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable canse determination for the crash of TWA Flighi 800 is not supperted by the
physical evidence, the witness siatements, or other facis.

Henry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator (Retired)

Robert A. Young
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investigator
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PETITION

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800. Please add my pame and
petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation Safety
Board’s. Finding and determination of the probable canse of TWA Flight 800.

_ Signaﬁ%

The TWA 800 Project

Name: M_C J

Address:

Phone Number:

Date:
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TWA Flight 800 Petition

| hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800 .

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation

Safety Board's Finding and Determination of the Probahle Cause for the Crash TWA Flight 800

Name

Adress

Phone #
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TWA Flight 800 Petition

| hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800 .

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation

Safety Board's Finding and Determination of the Probable Cause for the Crash TWA Flight 800

Name

_

Fasreey Jlaeend

Adress
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On Fri, Aug 24, 2012 at 4:54 AM, Rick Carlton wrote:

Hi friends -

1 have received an alternate form and method for submitting the
TWA-800 petition.

This subject is very important to many of us in aviation, and there
are many mysteries surrounding this "crash” and investigation. I am
urging you to take this small step to insure that justice has been
served. Ours Is in the mail.

Many thanks,

Rick Carlton

METHOD 1:

Copy, print, fill out this short form, add address, phone #, e-mail,
etc., and snail mail to Bilt Smith.

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident
investigation of TWA 800.

Please add my nhame as petitioner to the Petition for the
Reconsideration and Modification of the National
Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of
the Probable Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project

/ M—L—
Name James A ”Lﬂ‘ éeﬂ Signature Cwed Sh o
date: £/ / /2

|

e >
United Airlines Captain (retired), etc.

You are welcome to add any other title or degree like former Navy or
Air Force Pilot, Flight Surgeon, Scientific titles or degrees, etc.
anything that would indicate that you are knowledgeable and
experienced in aeronautics and the associated fields, which would
indicate that you understand the subject and disagree with the
findings. It would not be helpful to make political comments on this
form, so resist the urge.

Add your address and phone number or email address.

METHOD 2:

http://zimbabwe-embassy.us./downloads/Visa%20Application%20Form.pdf 8/23/2012



I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident
investigation of TWA 800.

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for
the Reconsideration and Modification of the National
Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and
Determination of the Probable Cause for the Crash of
TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project
July 15, 2012

Name/-ft/WQ“" 1"/%\—/‘/‘)
/~REDERIcK 7 MEYER
date: 8/9\3/&@/3\

United Airlifes Captain (retired)

_,

C 4970 Rocl ,  C O.
X100

Signature




PETITION

{ hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800 .

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of
the National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable
Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project , July 15, 2012
AN
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date: ;A"-[é"\“zil _\’2)‘:—‘\’7\

United Airlines Captain {retired)

La Mesa, CA 991941



I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800.

Please add my name as Petitioner for the Reconsideration and Modification of the National
Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable Causes for the Crash
of TWA Flight 800.
The TWA 806 Project
July 15,2012

Name Harold C. Lloyd, Jr. Signaturec *reoegeee date August 25, 2012

United Airlines Captain (retired) !

USAF Fliﬁlllt Examiner Pilot Colonel (retired)

Islamorada FL 33036




FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
fuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external event.

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate aircraft
flight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were numerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Henry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator (Retired)

Robert A. Young
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investigator

Ko ypotoo w2 _dodamtotmellememeeeen__ [ -~

Cal RE g4 C- aq Awt o

bt 4 f%&/

Koberta 5 vin kémgg o _
/‘?0/

MKM___M@E)QKLLWA

m%%



%2 \H

{.\\.\ e
e ™ e

=

Y]

e —— r\ —

)w\ \J.J_\ p.\E\\)

m m\

é, 2 )

\JI S
<rl

\

UORRLOASUER ) [EUOREN BU3 JO UDIEDHIPO PUR UORBIRPISU0IIY Y. 40§ UCNN3E a4l 03 Jaucnnad st awel Aw ppe asealg

T il!-ﬂ-!...”.....-. T @- o " DOR YAAL 4O uoneBpsan Juapiaoe syl 1adoas ) mm I 3y3 uonnad Emhwm:

W Qw&w@ \m\\ h\\\w \Q ,\q\ A.\\\QQO\SQ@S\, Qrbi N._ J
. \

I by 55 | hoawigy-purs o

%@5 e

P —

SUCAE 1) 7T e

&\w\\@x /onty s~

‘J%S.%\. \ ) Juw

14

- A ) et N7 Y Y, N m\?ﬁ\wm\ T
2004 99 R e Ay

B I ..

008 MBH4 YALL YSBID 341 40 35NED 2GRQDLG 3Y) 10 UOHUILIDIEG puR Bulpuly S pipog A12jeg

HOId 008 WAL VAL



I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of
TWA 800.

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the
Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation
Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable Cause for
the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project
July 15, 2012

- _
Name___(¢ode e. Mstly I
Signature e

date: é@/@-ﬁ/‘wrﬁ,/

George E. Nolly, Captain, UAL, Retired

Doctor of Business Administration




I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation
of TWA 800.

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the
Reconsideration and Modification of the National
Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of
the Probable Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project.

Aug 23, 2012

Name: Dav'Q:E.Ett
Signature __ TSty
date:__5/ 23/22(2
United Airlines Captain (retired)

Incline VillaieI NV 89451




Hentry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator (retired)

FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

3. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after Flight
800 lost electrical power, A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that accelerated
this debris was high-velacity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity fuel-air
explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external event,

4, The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft manufacturer.
The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate aircraft flight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar tracked
flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do not match
the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were NUMerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in title
49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders. i

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal reguilations, the NTSB aliowed their investigation
to be superseded by the FBI's investigatian.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Elight 800 is not supported by the physical
evidence, the witnass statements, or other facts.

Henry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator (Retired)

Robert A. Young
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Pr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investigator
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FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris ihat traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just afier
Flight 806 lost ¢clectrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris phime shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
fucl-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness acconnts are consistent with an external event.

4. The C1A produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Bocing, the aircraft
mamifactarer. The group at the CIA whe produced the animation were noi quatified to simmlaic aicraft
fhight paths.

3. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar iracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were numerons
viotations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superscded by the FBI's investigation,

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 80 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statemends, or other facts.

Captain James Speer
Pilot and former Airline Pilots Association Aircraft Crash Investigator
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PETITION

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident
investigation of TWA 800.

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the
Reconsideration and Modification of the National
Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and
Determination of the Probable Cause for the Crash of
TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project

Name; Carl A Ha w'tg
Signature: AR 7 v [y
Date: August 29, 2012

Address: I
Marana, AZ 85658

Email: I

Certifications:
Retired FAA Aircrew Program Designee: B-747, B-737
Retired Standards Captain, United Airlines: B-747, B-737
Prior Lt., United States Coast Guard — Rescue Acft. Cmdr.



The TWA 800 Project

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800.
Please add my name as petitioner to the
Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation Safety Board’s

Findings and Determination of the Probable Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800.

Name  George W. Howell, Jr.

Signature

Date:  August 26, 2012

Address: NG R oila, MO 65401

Title: (Captain, United Airlines (retired)




FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 lost elecirical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-veloeity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
fuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness aceounts are consistent with an external event.

4, The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircrafi
manufacturer. The group at the C1A who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate airciaft
fight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaceurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducied. There were pumerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to Iegal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Henry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator {Retired)

Robert A. Young
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup

.. . —
Physicist and Independent Investigator o /)
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FINDINGS

l. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just afier
Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
tuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external event.

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate aircraft
flight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There wete numerous
viclations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

ﬁém'y F. Hugheszrr

NTSE Senior Accident Investigator (Retired)
Robert A. Young - -
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transwerld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investigator
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FINDENGS

f.Fne explosion that eaused the crash was external o the mireraft

I FAN rad shies recorded fast-moving debnis that traveled perpendicular jobe fight porhe husy alter
Flight 300 Jost vleetrienl power, A ballisties analysis of this debns plume shows that the sxplosion that
accelerated this debris wos high-velocity. o detomation. No mechanism or event in the officil Jow-velociny

Frel-air explosicen thean can aceoum Tor this mdar evidence,

3, A signibognl suwmber of credible evewimess accouts are consistent with an external event,

manuiactorer. The group at the C1LA who prodoced the anirnation were nol gualhibed 1o simulale atrerahl
flight paths.

5. Both the T1A gnd NTSE crash sequenes simulations are inascnrmis sines they diverge from the radar
wackesd Might path and devime Fom the okrances imposed by the TAA radar iracking, The simalenions dao
f the winesses with desenplions of the eariy crash segucnce,

not miich the observalions ¢

5 Thers remaim signyBeam anomalies in the way this Investigation was comdneledd. There were numnerons
viplations of costemary and pormal Invesiigaiive protoce], whith are conlrary fo e provisivns set forth
e 49 CFR 330 and N'TSB Board orders.

7. Contrary 1o legal divectives se1 forth 3o the ends of federsl reguiations, the NT3B allowsd their
investigation o be superseded by the FBFs investigation.

8. The NTSBs probable vanse determination for the <rash of TWA Flight 800 is noj supported by she
phvsical evidence, thy witness stutermnents, or pther facts.

Henry F !;irixf-_éheﬁ
NTSB Semior Accident Investigator {Retmedh

Rebert A Young

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Phvsicist and Independoen Investigator
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FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just atter
Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
fuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external event.

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate aircraft
fiight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were numerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
titie 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Henry F. Hughesm
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator {Retired)

Robert A. Young .
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investigator
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FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mecharism or evemt in the official low-velocity
fuel-air explosion theory cam aceount for ihis radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external event.

~4. The C1A produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group at the C1A whe produced the animation were not gualified to simniate airerafi
flight paths.

5. Both ihe C1A and NTSB crash seguence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain sigmificant anomalics i the way this mvestigation was conducted. There were numerous
viplations of customary and normal investigative protocel, which are contrary to the provisions set forth n
title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSBE's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supperied by the
physical evidence, the witress statements, or other facts.

‘Henry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator (Retired)

Robert A. Young
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investigator
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FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 lost electrical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
fuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an external event.

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate aircraft
flight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate since they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were numerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Henry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator (Retired)

Robert A. Young
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Stalcup
Physicist and Independent Investlgato /
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FINDINGS

1. The explosion that caused the crash was external to the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that traveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 lost elecirical power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detomation. No mechanrism or event in the efficial low-velocity
fuel-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credible eyewitness accounts are consistent with an externat event.

4. The CIA produced an inagcurate erash animation, without consuiting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group ai the CiA whe produced the animation were not qualified to simulaie aircraft
flight paths.

5. Both the C1A and NTSB crash sequence simulations are inaccurate sincs they diverge from the radar
tracked flight path and deviate from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations de
not match the observations of the witnesses with descriptiens of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were mumerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are comtrary to the provisions set forth in
title 49 CFR 838 and NTSB Board erders.

7. Contrary to legal directives set forth in the code of federal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
investigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crash of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physical evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Henry F. Hughes
NTSB Senior Accident Investigator (Retired)

Robert A. Young o
Former Director of Flight Safety, Transworld Airlines

Dr. Thomas F. Staleup
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PETITION

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA 800 .

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Modification of
the National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable
Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project , June 9, 2013

LY

Name LEmis A SHarpHA _ Signature
date: Ouni 9'.’ H2/3

(Titles, qualifications): Md__MmP 4

adaress: [N

LamesBpD A 9009

Email address: [N




TITION

hereby petition the NTSB to recpen the accident investigation of TWA 800.
ease add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and Medification of the Na!
ansportation Safety Board's Findings and Determination of the Probable Cause for the Crash of TV

e TWA 800 Project
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PETITION

I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of TWA S00.
Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the Reconsideration and
Madification of the National Transportation Safety Board’s Findings and
Determination of the Probable Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project

Name___\bwn \'.'..(L\f‘-lts oM Signature % R e
date: H-44-\7
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I hereby petition the NTSB to reopen the accident investigation of
TWA 800.

Please add my name as petitioner to the Petition for the
Reconsideration and Modification of the National Transportation

Safety Board’s Findings and Determination of the Probable Cause
for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 800 Project
July 15, 2012

Name R\LAN L. RDILDCK Signature&%

date:_ ALAUST TA Z0\Z

United Airlines Caitain Iretired)
@ﬁ\t\)ﬁ Iqu ﬁ%ﬁi@

1ne 1 WA 3UU Frojecc
July 15, 2012

Name_Richard L. Cariton

Signature __~ \ Y )~ TN
date:_August

23,2012
United Airlines Captain (retired)

Name_Jill A. Cariton

Signature
date:_August ﬂ

23,2012
United Airlines Flight Attendant (retired)

Vero Beach, Fl. 32963
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FINDINGS

i. The explosion that caused the orash was external o the aircraft.

2. FAA radar sites recorded fast-moving debris that raveled perpendicular to the flight path, just after
Flight 800 fost electricat power. A ballistics analysis of this debris plume shows that the explosion that
accelerated this debris was high-velocity, a detonation. No mechanism or event in the official low-velocity
fucl-air explosion theory can account for this radar evidence.

3. A significant number of credibie eyewitness accountis are consistent with an external event.

4. The CIA produced an inaccurate crash animation, without consulting with Boeing, the aircraft
manufacturer. The group at the CIA who produced the animation were not qualified to simulate aircraft
flight paths.

5. Both the CIA and NTSR oresh segueonoce simulations a1e inaccurate simos they diverge from ke radar
tracked flight path and deviaic from the tolerances imposed by the FAA radar tracking. The simulations do
not match the observations of the witiesses with descriptions of the early crash sequence.

6. There remain significant anomalies in the way this investigation was conducted. There were numerous
violations of customary and normal investigative protocol, which are contrary to the provisions set forth in
title 49 CFR 830 and NTSB Board orders.

7. Conirary 1o begal direciives set fonth in the code of foderal regulations, the NTSB allowed their
imvestigation to be superseded by the FBI's investigation.

8. The NTSB's probable cause determination for the crask of TWA Flight 800 is not supported by the
physicat evidence, the witness statements, or other facts.

Captain Ray Laky
Pilot and formser Adrline Pilofs Association Aircraft Crash Investigator

(,cy-w. _N'[‘W/ S

I hereby petitien ﬁneufsstnreopenmeacddentinvestjgationofmﬁm. . ) .
Piczse add my name as pefitioner (o the Petition for the Raconsideration and Modification of the Natsona_l
Transportation Safety Board’'s Findings and Determination of the Probatke Cause for the Crash of TWA Flight 800

The TWA 860 Project

date:%wﬂﬂ_ﬁf_g____ B

NS
o I /s -, A2 2
Untted Airlines Captain (retired), &iC. 4/, 7T AN Fino T A LPA JAFETY BEARE SEATATIVE
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