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REs B.R. ALLEN TRAVEL TO SEATTLE, LOS ANGELES. PURPOSE: VISIT AIR-
CRAFT MANUFACTURERS AND OPERATORS CONCERNING EXISTING PROCEEDURES
FOR EXCHANGE OF SAFETY DATA, COST ESTIMATEs TRAVEL - $250, INCIDENTAL
EXPENSE - $25, PER DIEM - & DAYS. TRAVEL CLEARANCE PER -TELCON 8=T-68.
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Department of Transportation
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

NOTIFICATION OF TRAVEL

(For Blanket Travel Orders Only)

1. DATE b
9/16/68

2. TRAVEL ORDER NO.

3. TRAVELER'S NAME
Bobbie R, Allen

4, TITLE

Spec. Asst. to the Director

CONTINUOUS TRAVEL. Submit an estimate for the

current month prior to the beginning of each month,

OCCASIONAL OR EMERGENCY TRAVEL. Submit an

estimate of travel expenses not later than the first
rture,

5. OFFICE OR BUREAU

Bureau of Aviation Safe

REFERENCE NO.
by NA-80

DIVISION

Nat'l Transportation Safety Board

SECTION

THIS IS NOTIFICATION THAT TRAVEL IS ANTICIPATED
UNDER AUTHORITY OF THE TRAVEL ORDER NUMBER 6.

PERIOD OF TRAVEL

STATED ABOVE, AS FOLLOWS: From 9/25/68 To = 10/19/68
7. ITINERARY 8. ESTIMATED COSTS
DATE |FROM TO Estimates must show the anticipa-
9/25 Ft Worth Kansas City ted expenses for the period of
9/46 Kansas City Chicago travel by class of expenditure
9/28 Chicago . : Washington, D. C.
10/1 Washington, D Cu New York ITEM EST. COST
10/k4 New York Ft Worth PeyiDiem. S
10/13 | Ft Worth Washington, D. C. Transp. ey
10/17 Washington Norfolk, Vas. Other G, oo
10/19 | Norfolk, Va. Ft Worth e Total 250 00
9. PURPOSE OF TRAVEL, REMARKS TYPE AND CLASS OF TRAVEL: Mode of Travel
Plane
Meeting with TWA officials in Kansas City; Meeting with United ALs % Ti.:{; ih
Officials in Chicago; Meeting with Bureau personnel in Washingtonj; [J Bus

ALs on 10/2 and 10/3 in New York;
on 10/13; Meeting with U. S. Navy
10/17 and 10/18

Meeting with Amer, ALs and Pan American
Attend Supervisor's Conference in Wash
Aviation Center personnel in Norfolk on

‘ 7] Private auto
v [_] Other(specify)|

Class of Travel
M Coach
|0 1st Class*
(O 1st Class Jet?*
[] Other(specify)

#(Must be justified by traveler and approved by authorizing official)
10. SIGNATURE OF TRAVELER 11,

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZING OFFICIAL

Bobbie R. Allen
12, ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION (ite 12 - 13 for use aof Agcc : ion) ; : A i i
APPROPRIATION AND_LIMITATION DO NOT USE ALLOTMENT DISTRIBUTIO AMOUNT

,," ".a-’ ¥ \)QQN\. N‘x
M9 31 3000.00 36360 2123

13. FUNDS FOR ANTICIPATED TRAVEL HAVE BEEN OBLIGATED IN THE AMOUNT ABOVE,

Date

NTSB Form 1500.2 o s




9/16/68

Mr. Bobbie R. Allen
Information for Request for Authorization for Travel . . .

Depart on or about September 25, 1968, for Kansas City for
conference with TWA safety officials.

Depart Kansas City on evening of 26th to Chicago to visit with
United Airlines safety officials,

Depart 28th for Washington, D.C. for meeting with Bureau personnel.
Will be in Washington, D,C, through October 1.
Depart Washington, D,C, October 1 for New York.

On October 2 and 3 meet with American Airlines and Pan American
Airlines safety personnel.

October 4 return to Fort Worth.

Deﬂért]October 13 for Washingfon, D.C. to attend supervisor's
conference,

Depart Washington, D.C. on October 17 for Norfolk, Virginia.
October 18 meeting with U. S. Navy Aviation Center safety personnel,

October 19 return to Fort Worth.
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Department of Transportation
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

NOTIFICATION OF TRAVEL

(For Blanket Travel Orders Only)

" 3hsfes

2. TRAVEL ORDER NO.
13007

B, TITLE

CONTINUOUS TRAVEL, Submit an estimate for the
"| current month prior to the beginning of each month,

OCCASIONAL OR EMERGENCY TRAVEL. Submit an
estimate of travel expenses not later than the first

. TRAVELER'S NAME
____Bobble R, Allen

5. OFFICE OR BUREAU

REFERENCE NO.

DIVISION

i arture,

SECTION

THIS IS NOTIFICATION THAT TRAVEL IS ANTICIPATED
UNDER AUTHORITY OF THE TRAVEL ORDER NUMBER

6. PERIOD OF TRAVEL

Mcbonald, Douglas & FAA to dlscuss aecident imformation emhange
2/2h/69 aceident costs and specific data relating to accldents imvolving '

STATED ABOVE, AS FOLLOWS: From o/28
7. ITINERARY 8. ESTIMATED COSTS
DATE |FROM TO Estimates must show the anticipa-
ted expenses for the period of
3/18/ Ft. Worth, Texas Seattle, Wash, travel by class of expenditure
2/20/59 Seattle, Wash, los Angeles, Calif.
/2 1es Angelss, Calif, las ¥egas, Nevada ITEM EST, COST _
‘2}‘28/ las ¥egas, Nevada Ft. ¥Worth, Texas Per Diem 200,60 -
. ; Transp. -
Other 25,00
7 Total 185,00
‘9, PURPOSE OF TRAVEL, REMARKS TYPE AND CLASS OF TRAVEL: Mode of Travel
Vigit with aviation safety officials at Boeing, Lockhead, & Plane

U. 8. manufactured aireraft accldents cceurring abroad.

2/25/69 Attend USAF/industry system safety conference at Las Vegas, Nev.
o '

2/28/69

*(Must be justified by traveler and approved by authorizing official)

L | Train

Bus

] Private auto
L] Other(specify

Class of Travel
¥k Coach

] 1st Class*
(O 1st Class Jet
[0 Other(specify)|

10. SIGNATURE OF TRAVELER

BEodbdie R, Allen

11,

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZING OFFICIAL

12

pg 12 - 13 for use

APPROPRIATION AND LIMITATION DO NOT USE

~ NTSB 6990110
¥9 31 3000.60 36000 232k

/

ALLOTMENT

fon)

DISTRIBUTION

AMOUNT

/
/

Kl
"

Date

13. FUNDS FOR ANTICIPATED TRAVEL HAVE BEEN OBLIGATED IN THE AMOUNT ABOVE,

NTSB Form 1500.2
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Department of Transportation L. %/59 2. T%L ORDER NO.
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD 3. TRAVELER'S NAME
NOTIFICATION OF TRAVEL __Bolibia:R. AL
, © . | TITLE
(For Blanket Travel Orders Only) Speclal Asst. to the Direstor :
CONTINUOUS TRAVEL. Submit an estimate for the 5. OFFICE OR BUREAU REFERENCE NO.
current month prior to the beginning of each month, ‘ - .
OCCASIONAL OR EMERGENCY TRAVEL. Submit an DIVISION
estimate of travel expenses not later than the first Burean of Aviation Safety

| working dav after departure, . SECTION

THIS IS NOTIFICATION THAT TRAVEL IS ANTICIPATED
UNDER AUTHORITY OF THE TRAVEL ORDER NUMBER [6. PERIOD OF TRAVEL

STATED ABOVE, AS FOLLOWS: From }/20/ To 1/33/69
7. _ITINERARY 8. ESTIMATED COSTS
DATE |FROM TO Estimates must show the anticipa-
ted expenses for the period of
1/20/ Ft Worth, Texas New York, H.Y. travel by class of expenditure
1/23/ New Yerk, H.Y. m@, Canada
3/25/69 Montreal, Ganada Washingten, D. C. ITEM EST. COST
1/29/69 Washingten, D. C. Horfolk, Va. [ Per Diem 225,00 ,
3/3Y/ Herfalk, Va. Ft. Worth, Texas Transp. 247 60 ]
Other '
Total 39.39
9. PURPOSE OF TRAVEL, REMARKS TYPE AND CLASS OF TRAVEL: M?'de of TE ravel
Plane
. Digouss aceident imformation exchange and industry costs TJ Train
asgoeinted with aireraft ascldent loss. Mietings scheduled with [ Bus
aviation safety percomel associated with: PAWA; AAL; IATA; ICAO; T Private auto
U. 8. Navy; ATA & FAA. i1 Other(specify

Cldss of Travel
Coach

{1 1st Class*

(O 1st Class Jet

] Other(specify)

#(Must be justified by traveler and approved by authorizing official)

10. SIGNATURE OF TRAVELER 11, SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZING OFFICIAL
Bobthie R. Allen
12, ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION (Iteraa 12 - 13 for use of Accounting Seciion)
APPROPRIATION AND LIMITATION | DO NOT USE ALLOTMENT | DISTRIBUTION| AMOUNT
FISB 6390320
M9 31 3000.00 36000 2124

13. FUNDS FOR ANTICIPATED TRAVEL HAVE BEEN OBLIGATED IN THE AMOUNT ABOVE.

Date

NTSB Form 1500.2
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Department of Transportation

. DATE

5/11/70

2. TRAVEL ORDER NO.
TB-09683

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD
NOTIFICATION OF TRAVEL

TRAVELER'S NAME
Bobbie R, Allen

(For Blanket Travel Orders Only)

TITLE

Spec., Asst to Director, NA-80

CONTINUOUS TRAVEL. Submit an estimate for the 5 OFFICE OR BUREAU REFERENCE NO.
current month prior to the beginning of each month. Bureau of A/ Safety NA-80
OCCASIONAL OR EMERGENCY TRAVEL. Submit an DIVISION

estimate of travel expenses not later than the first Field Investigation Div.
Lworking day after departure, SECTION

THIS IS NOTIFICATION THAT TRAVEL IS ANTICIPATED Ft Worth

UNDER AUTHORITY OF THE TRAVEL ORDER NUMBER 6. PERIOD OF TRAVEL

STATED ABOVE, AS FOLLOWS: From 5/18/70 To 5/22/70

7. ITINERARY

8. ESTIMATED COSTS

DATE |FROM TO Estimates must show the anticipa-
ted expenses for the period of
5/18 Ft Worth Washington, D.C. travel by class of expenditure
5/19 |In Washington
5/20 |Washington Philadelphia ITEM EST, COST
5/21 |Philadelphia New York Per Diem 125,00
5/22 |New York, N.Y. Ft Worth, Tex. Transp. 180,00
Other 25,00
Total 330.00
9. PURPOSE OF TRAVEL, REMARKS TYPE AND CLASS OF TRAVEL: Mode of Travel
KX Plane
| Train
5/18 & 5/19 DCA Information Exchenge and workload selectivity E% Bus

ATA personnel and Bureau personnel
5/20

5/21

Exchange

Philadelphia- Mr. Smith of G.E. Compeny, discuss Information

New York - PAWA & AAL Safety Officials re Information Exchange

#(Must be justified by traveler and approved by authorizing official)

s Private auto
] Other(specify)

Class of Travel
KX Coach

{J 1st Class*
(O 1st Class Jet4
[] Other(specify)

Access/Acft.

1%

10, SIGNATURE OF TRAVE %
) k : -
4 bie R.

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZING OFFICIAL

Allen
12 ps 12 - 13 for use ion)
APPROPRIATION AND LIMITATION DO NOT USE ALLOTMENT DISTRIBUTION AMOUNT

D6900110
D050 08.05.00.00 53000 2100

13. FUNDS FOR ANTICIPATED TRAVEL HAVE BEEN OBLIGATED IN THE AMOUNT ABOVE.

Date

NTSB Form 1500.2
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Department of Transportation
NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

NOTIFICATION OF TRAVEL

(For Blanket Travel Orders Only)

2. TRAVEL ORDER NO.

1. DATE
6/8/70 TB-09683

3. TRAVELER'S NAME
B. R. Allen

4. TITLE
Spec, Asste, to Director

CONTINUOUS TRAVEL. Submit an estimate for the
current month prior to the beginning of each month.

OCCASIONAL OR EMERGENCY TRAVEL. Submit an
estimate of travel expenses not later than the first

REFERENCE NO.

5. OFFICE OR BUREAU
NA-88 (Ft W)

Bureau of A/Safety

DIVISION
Field Investigation Div.

SECTION

Lworking day after departure,

STATED ABOVE, AS FOLLOWS:

THIS IS NOTIFICATION THAT TRAVEL IS ANTICIPATED

Field - Ft Worth

UNDER AUTHORITY OF THE TRAVEL ORDER NUMBER

6. PERIOD OF TRAVEL
From To

information exchange,

class jet gir will be utilized.

Travel by Access to Aireraft, SF160, when available, otherwise coach

*(Must be justified by traveler and approved by authorizing official)

7. ITINERARY 8. ESTIMATED COSTS
DATE |FROM TO Estimates must show the anticipa-
ted expenses for the period of
6/16 Ft Worth, Tex. Washington, D. C. travel by class of expenditure
6/18 Washington, D. C. Philadelphia, Pa.
6/18 Philadelphia, Pa. New York City ITEM EST. COST
6/19 New York City Ft Worth, Texas Per Diem 100,00
Transp. 187,00
Other 2500
Total 212.00
9. PURPOSE OF TRAVEL, REMARKS TYPE AND CLASS OF TRAVEL: Mode of Travel
|& Plane
Travel to Washington for purpose of Meeting-with Members of Project L Train
"Workload Selectivity'. . LJ Bus
Travel to Philadelphia and New York for purpose of meeting with G.E. i Private auto
representatives & ATA Safety Committee members for purposes cof discussing [] Other(specify)

Class of Travel
I3 Coach

{J 1st Class*
(O 1st Class Jet
AB Other(specify)

SE 160 W

10. SIGNATURE OF TRAVELER

B. R. Allen

11. SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZING OFFICIAL

12, ACCOUNTING CLASSIFICATION (Ite

DO NOT USE

of Accounting Section)
ALLOTMENT DISTRIBUTION

AMOUNT

APPROPRIATION AND LIMITATION
Q
DGS00110

D050 08.05.00.00 53000 2100

13. FUNDS FOR ANTICIPATED TRAVEL HAVE BEEN OBLIGATED IN THE AMOUNT ABOVE,

Date

NTSB Form 1500.2
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Burean of Aviation Safoty
319 Wm 8’5-, im, TAOT7
Pt Yorth, Texas T6I02
Jaly 12, 1568
'Mr. H. Caplan
The Britlish Aviation Imsurance Co., Ltd.
3 Lime Strcet
Laondon B.C,3, Englond
Dear Harold:

Please exeuse the presunptuous first name salutation used
by this brash Awerican; however, the eourage t0 engage in such
femiliarity vas preaipitated by admiration and respect growing
out of the game called, "break the pimata®, Haever have I witvessed
such o deliberate and ealeulated apyroach to locating the pinata and
then such uttor destruction, Your acecmplishment was an absolute
Joy to every "suzcth tooth® at the party.

As you may know I recently made the decision to stap dowm as
Diracetor of the Burcan of Aviation Safety for reasons of health,
After I reached this deeision, the Board afforded me the oppore
tunity to stay in the Aviation 8afety ficld as a Speeial Assistant
to the Directar of the Bureaon, working primarily with our ficld
offices and other organizations that rautinely cngage iam aviation
safety activities, This new position alse afforded mo the oppor-
tunity to return "home™ to the State of Texas,

Seedloas to say the past several months have been quite buasy
and £illed with activities acsceiated with re-loeating my family
anf a twonty-five year aceumulation of trash, trove amd trcasure.
Pleage aceept this as an explanation for my delinguency in net
recponding to your correspondence of the 21st of tay in s more
timely manner,

Regarding yowr lotter, first let me say that I very cuch appree
ciate yowr kind and gemerous comments comcerning the Hoard's report
of the Baeniff aceident oscwrring near Falls City, Nebraska, UBA on
Avgust 6, 1966, I have tsken the liberty of circulating your ccxments
$to those people who worked so hard on the investigaetion and subsequent
raport.



*Ze

Reforence your cczments concerning the cxtension of the chamels
«mmaemmmmﬁmwammmmm,x
mut admit in all candor that I am at & loes as to how a gooperative
m,mﬂwmwwmm eanldheesﬁsuim
Fote that I used the term "cooperstive eystea” beesuse, in oy Judgment,
a cocperative attitude must prevall in all segrents of the industry,
mmmmmmmwmmmw
shile ezl product.

then the term privileged communieation is used, of noceasity it
secms t0 me, this means that Goverament Agencies would not uge obtained
information for punitive action; opsrators would not uge the date for
disciplinary sction; erev mexbers wouid not use the data for contraet
negotiation purposes; and to shere the wealth or spread the misesy,
depending on your personal vicwpoint, insuwrance companies would not
use the data to alter vates or provate losses en en individual or
soleetive basis.

In my oun mind I am not altogether convinced that the eatsdbligh-
mont of additional lines of privileged commmications ie the zoiution
to the basic prodlem because, carriel to a ridiculcus eenclusion, we
would be aware of everything and able to take no correetive action
bacause all of cur informaticn would have been obtained under conii-

tions of privilega.

I hagten to add that my perascmal feeling on this matter 18 ine
flucnced consideyably by the fact that I am a publie scrvant vhose
salary 43 padd by the tax payers. ¥Uhen an aviation aceidont or inels
dent occurs im the UBA, Nationa) Statutes and Regulations praovide that
a Govormment Agency may draw o curtsin of gecurity avound the accident/
ineidont site and exclude the presence of eny outside partieipation if
the Agency so desires. Howevey, these same Statutes and Regulations
require the Government Ageney to make available to the gensral pudblic
all of the facts, eonditions and circunstances revealed during the ecourse
of the investigative sctivities, Consequently I find it most difficult
to think in terms of an information gathering system bascd en privilege.

My fcelings in this mattor ave brought more sharply inte focus when
I viow the accidant data and gtatistice thot we hove gathiered over past
yeare, Consider for a moment that the pie chart chowing the distribu-
tion of causal factors in texms of porcentoges has not changed (in the
USA) appreeiadly in the past ten yeaws, Hor have we found it necessaxy
t0 add zeny Rew aveas of causatien. UWith this in mind it scems to me
that an in-depth study aund analysis of cach seguent of the prodable




is a concentrated effort by all segments of the

to inculcate an attitude of "critical awsreness”
mumaem«m w"‘éz‘%

Another point I would like to meke is that, in
MMnmmwthw.&?

w

B. R. Allen
Special Assistant to
the Director

gsincerely,

Chairmen O'Connell

Egec, Director Weiss
Marion Roscoe

In sumary, I would say ‘yes' it is probably possible to expand

m

CCS:
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THE BRITISH AVIATION INSURANCE COMPANY LIMITED

3-4 LIME STREET LONDON EC3
Telephone 01-626 0444 Cables Aviacoy Lonpon EC3

Underwriter and Manager J. H. Hine

Our ref: IM 8.10 18th July 1968

Be.R, Allen Esq.,

National Transportation Safety Board,
Bureau of Aviation Safety,

819 Taylor Street,

Rm. 7A07,

Ft. Worth,

Texas 76102,

U.Svo

Dear Bobby,

The Privileged Exchange of Safety Information

I am most grateful for your detailed, friendly, and helpful letter
of July 12th. I will try and digest all your important thoughts, but
meanwhile, herewith my first reactions:i

1. I believe, as you and your National Legislation obviously do, that as
much information as possible should be freely and promptly published.

2. In the field of accident investigation I see no need or possibility of a
privileged channel of communications and I think your present legislation
goes as far as it can ?7 preventing the NTSB report itself being
produced in civil litigation,

3. My main concern is for the provision of a privileged channel of
communication for those who may have vital information, particularly
relating to incidents, and who are normally inhibited from reporting
by fear of disciplinary proceedings, either by their employers or by
the Federal Agencies. I do not think I have made it clear in any of my
previous papers that my interest is really confided to this limited
sphere, and I would like to return to the subject when I have had a
better opportunity to digest your remarks.

Meanwhile I am grateful for the opportunity you have provided and
for your offer to send me a copy of the CAB report of the 1956 programme.

I also appreciate your kind remarks on my efforts to 'break the pinata'.

Yours sincerely,

Homro

H. Caplan
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THE BRITISH AVIATION INSURANCE CO. LTD.

3-4 LIME STREET,

'LONDON, E.C.3
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Bureau of Aviation Safety

Federal Building, Room 2C07
Fort Worth, Texas 76102

HA-80

May 2, 1969

Mr. Harold Caplan
The British Aviation Insurance Co., Ltd.

3=k Lime Street
London, E,C,3, England
Dear Harold:

Possibly by this time you are aware of the fact that I have been devoting
most of my time toward the establishment of an information exchange program
here in the United States.

Attitudes and circumstances are more favorable now than they have ever been
and I feel confident that, in the not too distant future, we will have a

meaningful program in operation,

I am taking the liberty of sending you copies of correspondence concerning
Information Exchange and would appreciate any comments you care to offer
concerning the subject.

When I first became involved in this project, I favored your SAFEX sugges-
tion under the auspicies of ICAD. However, after a visit to Montreal and
talking with Tony Spooner in general terms about the exchange of accident/
incident data, I became convinced that ICAC would not be able to handle the
administration and logistic requirements necessary for the successful opera-
tion of an exchange program. In my judgment the bureaucratic nature of the
orgenization would not permit the rapid processing of the data to be
exchanged. Council consensus does not come easy, nor does the acguisition
of en adequate technical staff to handle the program seem promising in the
foreseeable future.

At this point I re-examined the existing U.S, statutes and became convinced
that the NTSB could provide the confidential handling the operators
consider essential to the establishment of an exchange program. Title VII
of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, the Department of Tramsportation Act
of 1966 and the Freedom of Information Act of 1967, in combination, comtain
language that would, in my judgment, permit the Board to follow a policy
of non-public disclosure under certain conditions. The Board's General
Counsel rendered a concurring opinion and the Board authorized me to
approach ATA and determine if they were interested
exchange program with the NTSB acting as custodian
condition of privilege. FAA could also provide the confidential handling
under the same statutes but the operators are reluctant to accept FAA as
the data custodian.

2k
E
;
:
5



ATA was immediately interested and formal dialogue between ATA and

Board was
I believe the attached correspondence will

and give you a better feel for the

The
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Sincerely,

Bobbie R. Allen
Special Assistant
to the Director

If this program can be launched, and at this point I'm confident it can,
I will enjoy a feeling of great personal satisfaction.
to inform you of our pregress for, after all, you

BRAllen: je:NA-88(FTIW):5/2/69



August 5, 1968
U. S. Navy "Any Mouse" Reporting Program NA-88(FTW)

Special Assistant to the Director,
Bureau of Aviation Safety

Memorandum for the Record

Information Source: Captain Mack Wortmen, OP=-98
U. S. Navy
Washington, D.C.

Captain Wortman was contacted for information concerning the subject reporting program.
Although he had no specific data available in Washington concerning the mumber of
reports that are filed in a given period, he was able to give gross percentages of
filed reports which fall roughly into the following categories:

1. Only about 20% of the total submitted reports are useful.

2, About 80% of the useful reports deal with hardware failure or
unsatisfactory performance of systems and/or components.

a. Over 50% of these reports are already known as a result of
other established formal reporting requirements,

3. A liberal analysis and evaluation of the received reports
indicate only about 24 of the useful reports involve the
reporting of data which could be considered available only
because of the privileged or anonymous nature of the reporting
systenm,

4, Practically all of the reports are submitted by enlisted personnel.

5. A preponderance of the submitted reports deal primarily with
individual complaints or gripes.

Captain Wortmen stated that in his judgment the program would be continued only because
the resources required for maintenance of the program are negligible. Further, based
on several years experience, the results of the program did not judtify the initial
expenditures required to establish such a program.

My personal reaction to the program is as follows. The beauty of the reporting
system is not, in my judgment, the fact that it is anonymous or that privilege status
accrues to the commmnicator, but rather that it is a simple reporting system. The

author does not have to draft a formal letter, the correspondence is not subjected
to administrative red tape, and it is directed to a person who is oriented and
interested in the field of aviation safety.

Bobbie R. Allen
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ROUGH DRAFT
BRA/je 12/13/68

The most essential element of any aviation safety or accident prevention
program is information.

Historieally great emphasis bas been placed on the necessity of
esteblishing lines of commnication that assure the free flow of information,
Information that answers the what, when, where and why of an incident or
an accldent. These questions must be answered before any substantial
corrective action can be formulated.

Throughout the aviation conmnity there exists a positive conviction
that no alrecraft accldent has eveoryoccurred which was not preceded by one
or more incidents or operational ancmalies that were indicators of problems
to cane. Unfortunately the identification and recognitien of these problems
indicators seldem cccursgf until after cne o more attention-grabbing
catastrophic aoeidentsmylace and the industry focused its collective
ettention on the problem, sesking e resolution An an envircnment of
pressure and haste,

The record is replete with examples of inecidents or flight distrubance
that went umnoticed or, at least, did not preduce the catalytic action
required to circumvent o minimfze the potential accident preducing problem.

With positive examples available which show the benefits to be gained
frem collecting, evaluating and disseminating safety date, we should not
find a lack of enthusiastic action and support for establishing a formalized
industry-wide information gathering system wherein all members contribute
and all members Wemefit. Yet that is precisely what we find.



PAGE 2 ROUGH DRAFT

For years individuals representing every segment of the aviation
commnity have cited fear of litigation, fear of punitive action, fear of
increased governmental regulatory action, fear of competition and fear of
adverse publicity as the primary bottlenecks which inhibit the exchange
of safety dbba. ‘

Since fear is the alleged culprit which inhibits the flow of
information, lets look at the individual element of the fear theory and
determine if these elements,individually or collectively, warrant the

degree of fear that is p:fegfg eg!:;(ihss.%;ﬂ”‘ o £ griss FEAR SYWOlows
Aemmmm«mrmumtmmmceswmﬁwmg

to abide our fears is the lemst desirable course of action,

ar of Liti ons
Certainly there is fear of litigation, The mere thought of being
gued is enough to frighten anybody. However, in our scelety, when scmecne
is injured, scmecne usually gets sued. This is a way of life and is not
unique to the eviation industry, Further, talking or not talking about ~
the ocourrence which precipitated the law suit does not alter the existing

; ; . t “Trd& Si64) 0~
Tacts or the RS USSR S5 B0 BiBgter'e avtommer.

s 04!
As mach as it may disturd us, I think we have to adnit that a knowledge-

ableﬂplaint:lﬂ attorney, well veraed in aviation matbers utilizing discovery
and subpoens procedures available through the Courts, will actively seek

the infermation he desires regardless of what we do. As  JoeL
CHANDLER. /Jﬁéle/s/aremnm_ o "Unews NErus’,
OMCE™ WIRETE, "' You Can HHros 7THE FmIRE, Bu7 U}/‘f
ARE Jou Grorwer o PO @77 THE Y. Ca

AT
v

/

i
'
4
I



(fﬁ/l:' ALAsiR STory — CHArLE THE Qumiess

LAupdRY MAR,)

PAGE 3 2k \ ROUGH DRAFT Z
mhe attorney may find our reports useful as a "blueprint" in

his preparation for : final analysis I suspect the ready

availability or non=- ility of our reports is not critical to the |

| ultimate resolution of the case

Indeed it seems to me that a far more difficult problem confronting
the defendant in aviation litigation is the existence of an attitude recently
articulated by a well known judge in the northeastern part of the United
States who denied a motion to dismiss one of the defendants in an aviation
tort case. In essence, the judge said there was substance to the motion,
however he had "all those widowed mothers and orphaned children to condider.”
I submit that the availability or non-availability of industry information
and reports had little to do with that decision,

In any event a legal philosophy that is gaining strong support in the
aviation industry is the theory that potentially the most successful defense
against tort litigation is to show positive evidence of knowledge concerning
a problem avea and show equally positive evidence of having taken corrective
action to resolve or minimize the problem,

A visble information exhbange system used to advantage would, in my

Judgment, strengthen the courtroom defense position of any organizations

possible.
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Feaxr ve Actiont

When an aceldent, incident or operational ancmaly occurs, an inedepth
evalugtion of all the mts,‘cmaitims and ciroumstances will usually reveal
ene or more acts of emission or commission that set into metion a chain of
events that produced the sncmely.

. Rarely, if efer, is the ancmaly intentdcnally produced., And in meny
instances the individual responsible for its production is not avare of his
contribution to the eccurrence. S

m,mmemmummmmﬁmofMa shorte
comings, he is faced with kim basically only two slternstives, confess or
keep his mouth shut.

15 seems felvly obvicus that before avriving at his devisien, he will
weigh very carefully the conseguences of confession., Will the FAA take my
ticket away? Will the boss fire me? Will my supervisor remember this the

next time a promotieon opens up? Will my comworkers be eriticel of my
professionad ability?
THREE

These questions identify the—w,&p“c m,,}"‘mi v} Re'&ua.lni rore.

the individuel can be subjected m@am also

hab? ty' Ye inddvi

;
;
g
i
é

. other elements of the fear thetry primarily involve
an orgeanization or & group. It is the organization or company that is
threatened with litigation, edverse publiecity, m@ﬁ regulatory action
or oss of compebitive edvantage., Consequently these elements are subject

$333d S;;LG‘IJHH N éqa}«na\d? a‘\y
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to group “"therapy" or resolution whereas the punitive action fear must
be thrashed out by one man alone with his conscience. Too often in these
personal bettles of Gethsemane, safety is the loser,

If we are to resolve or eliminate this particular restrictor valve
in the information pipeline, it seems quite apparent that we must answer

TRES
questions which the individusl wrestles with while

PuvaTive AcTioN

L

trying to decide whether he will confess or clam up. ek ligtb=omty=ms
MusT NoT EE BRSEP ON AN ATTITuoe of VinRiIe e uwss, /A/;y,,py
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ness of the threat ive action as a useful management tool. In fact,
there is reasoy gpect that where this management technigue is actively /

used, it tends to progressively dominate or replace management and quality control
techniques that are recognized and accepted as being more effective and

SRS
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oFR Quecity QODTROLjﬂoef gRSEP o0
&= continued pursuit of en—dmcwsbey-philoseshy bhet 44enaadu-a "pound
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of flésh",will dictate the continuation of accident prevention practices
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Fear of Regulstory Action:

Title VI of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 requires the FAA to establish
minimun and reasonsble rules, regulations and standards to provide adequately

for the public interest in naticnal security, safety in air commerce and the
efficient utilization of the airspace. A
To satisfy and implement this statutory obligation, the Agency developed

,Q,./ Aague,r oﬂom ENriITLED
Sedo 2200 yipbbed "Reu]making Policies for Safety and Air Traffic Rules."
In this Order the Agency states that a basic consideration which should permeate
the entire process of the develogment of rules is to demonstrate "in depth and in
balance” that the rule is Justified and warranted. Further the Order admonishes
the initiation of any agency reguletory action that he must continually ask
“"relevant and searching questions" such as: |

"Is the matter within statutory esuthority?"

"Does it relate to nationall security, safety of A:lrv Cormerce,

or the efficient use of the alrspace?"

"Is there a clear and specifically necessary requirement?"

“How and to what extent has the requirement been demonstrated?"

"What does experience tell us?"

“What do we know?"

"What doowe need to know and how can we obtain this knowledge?"

"What-are—tire—facts "

"Po-we—have—ati—the—fects?"

“Is the proposed solution the most reascmable one?"
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"Will it adequately meat the need?"
"boes it go beyond that which is necessary?"

If the above questions are adegquately answered during the course of
regulatory drafting then it would be extremely difficult to guibble with anyone
over the existence of a regulation.

The answers are not elways reedily available.

The issue of whether or not the agency cbtains the stated objectives of
developing regulations that are reasonable and minimum could be debated
indefinitely and inconclusively. The persenal conviction of any one individual
on this matter depends entirely on whether he is the Regulator or the Regulated.

Since the general public as well as Congress belleves the Agencles pawers
ave all pervasive in the avea of regulsting ihe industry, the general public
reaction to an accident or incident is the imediate assumption that: 1) the
regulations were not complied with, or 2) the agency regulations did not satisfy
the minimm requirements.

Elther assumption may or may not be true. Nevertheless, it prompts the
initiation of actions by all segments of the inéustry that satisfy the demands
and interests of their respective areas of concern and responsibility. These
actions vill take place regardless of the degree of 1Sbamiaesse betwean the
various segments of the industry.

In the case of the government agency these actions will evolve inte a search

for tholation or regulation inadequacy. The agency will engage in these activi-
ties as long as the existing statutory mendate remains unchanged and accidents




The conception of a specific regulation requirement ﬁmtes that & problem
exist. At least in the mind of cne individual, Once the regulation requirement
is eomeived:‘buffore dny drafting activity can commence, there mist be an input
of basic data before regulation limits can be proscribed.

If the problem does in fact exist and specific data is scarce, then the
natural tendancy towarp conservatigy end "erring on the side of the angels”
prevall and the regulator may well go beyond minimum standards and tend to over
correct in his regulation drafting. This condition, coupled with the natural
tendency of the Regulated to object to regulations, more often then not ends
up in an industry squabble that forces compremise and the ultimate development
of & regulation that does not adequately serve the Regulator or the Regulated,

Without going into a long and detailed dissertation of the basic insgtincts,
desires and attitudes of the Regulator and the Regulated, our primery desire assk
cejesdiee is to be neither under=regulated nor over-regulated. The attainment
of this ideal condition would make everyone's job easier.

The Administrative Procedures Act protects the Regulated from regulatiens
that are arbitrary and capricious. The ability to factually illustrate the
shorteomings of the proposed regulation or demonstrate the absence of requirement
is the only protecticn against the possibllity of developing regulaticns that
are overly restrictive or fall to adequately serve safety needs.

The establishment of a viable information exchange program would do more
to assure the correct application of regulations than any other action the
industry could take. |
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With respect to the Regulated, it seems reasonable to assume that the
"preblen” of increased regulation or over-regulation will diminish as G
safety recordsimproveg. There seems to be a direct relationship between the
degree and span of a specific regulation and the megnitude of the problem the
regulation deals with.
k"] Oversimplified and briefly stated, avoiding problems avoids regulaticn.
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Fear of Competition:
A discussion of this particulser fear element is most difficult since it

has bewnr been stated clearly Just what we are talking about.

Is it competition in terms of operational techniques and procedures,
maintenance practices, equipment standards, management practices and philosophy?
Or is it competition in terms of losing consumers to campetitors? A

Regardless of the specific area of-concem or the personalities involved,
it seems logical that this fear element would exist even if we never experienced
an untoward occurrence in the aviation commnity. Indeed, there would seen to
be far greater risk of trade secret revelation or loss of competitive edge
resulting from menagement perscnnel changes within the industry, industrial
espionage, interchange of pooling agreements and contract maintenance than could

ever occur from the most open and candid discussion of any aceident, incident

o cponstonst wammiy, (TWA, J27, Lo%i il P D)
The historical inability of any segment of the aviation commmity to perform ‘%.

accident free removes fromfcf%te consideration an overt attempt to capitalize

on the operational misfortunes of a cempetitor. The fickle nature of "Balle

Chance" renders this type of competitive advanbage rather tenuous since the

reputation that is destroyed may be the entire industry's.
Maybe, heaven forbig, the cmetitienié‘;.r;wm is nothing more then an

attitude of "I got mine the hard ways let him get his the same way." If this

is indeed the true nature of the cm:petitienf 51‘;@1: s then we play directly into

the hands of the plaintiff, the regulator and the press,



Concealing operational misfortunes that Wm adverse publicity
i3 extremely difficult, if not imposaible. ALY participating elsments of

the aviation ccxznmity 4o not shaxe the same desires cencerning the degree
of notoriety that is acconded an operstional ancmaly. In the absenes of
coupelling veasons, individual vested intevests will be served.

Thore is valid reason to bhelieve that overy seguent of the industry
has, ab cue time or another, intentionslly leeked a "story” when 1t served
individual or organizational cbjectives. As long as diverse and opposing
views and objeetives exist within the hetwegen heterogenecus menmberchip
&memm,mmmmnmmmm. As a practical matter,
mmwwmammmmmmmwammm
imwmhmm mmwmmmma,
;af&eimmwmmw
In most instances the eonly possible way to eombat adverse publicity
/ 16 an open and cenifd discussim of the facts, conditicns sud cirounstances

. fmmdingwe item of intevest. To "clam up", ignore or refuse to diseuss

. the problem can only broadsn the credibility gap vhich, in twm, tends to
‘prolong and intensify edverse publieity ani further weaken miblie confidemce,
| Mere oftan that not, & precise definition f the problem vill do much
wmsmmmmtzm."msumywwmm@gi'sma\
that industry ingenuity and technological kaowehow will solve prodlams that
ave musceptible to defimition, . C
The best posaible way to dafiniie and asscertsin the megnitule of &
problem is to have rapid access to the total industry operational experience :
in the area of concern, TR
A formalized information exchange pragram would serve us well in th?.s\

- a_ : .I
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Bureau of Aviation Safety
Federal Building, Room 2C07
Fort Worth, Texas 76102

Pebruary 5, 1969

Dr. R. R. Shaw

Assistant Director General - Technical
International Air Transport Association
1155 Mangfield Street

Montreal 113 P.Q., Canada

Dear Dr. Shaw:

I very much appreclate the opportunity of talking with you and
Mr. Dumper on my recent trip to Montreal.

The effort to establish an information exchange scheme in the
United States is making good progress, although I must admit that
the one major stumbling block is the fear of litigation. However,
it seems to me that this particular fear is more notional than
substantive, To truly validate this particular fear one would
have to sit down and identify those occurrences where someone was,
in fact, injured and no tort litigation ensued and render a judge
ment as to whether or not exchanging information on that particular
occurrence would have increased the risk of litigation.

It seems rather ironic that, in the long run, information exchange
will alleviate the problem that presently hinders the extablish-
ment of the program.

Again, let me express my appreciation for the information relating
to IATA's information exchange program which Mr. Dumper so kindly
provided me,

Sincerely,

Bobbie R, Allen
3 Assistant
€0 the Director

BRAllen: je:2/5/69



Bureau of Aviation Safety
Pederal Building, Room 2CQO7
Fort Worth, Texas 76102

NA-80
February 6, 1969

Mr. Willis M, Hawkins

Vice President, Science and Engineering
Lockheed Aircraft Company

P. 0. Box 551

Burbank, California 91503

Dear Mr, Hawkins:

Perhaps Chuck Mercer has already informed you of the special
project I am presently working on for the National Transportation
Safety Board. However, at the risk of being repetitious, the
project is an attempt to establish an industry-wide information
exchange program with the NISB serving as the data repository

as well as providing confidential handling of data voluntarily
supplied by participants.

The Board would provide retrieved and analytical services that
are mutually agreeable with the participating organizations.
This service would, of course, be dependant on a cost sharing
basis yet to be determined.

During the course of my activities associated with this project,
I have detected some degree of reluctance on the part of manu-
facturers and operators to cooperatively participate in the same
exchange program. This reluctance is more implicit than explicit
and is centered around the fear of litigation.

I would very much appreciate the opportunity to meet with you on
February 20, 1969, and discuss with you and any of your staff
members you consider appropriate, the subject of Information
Exchange and the circumstances under which Lockheed would be
willing to participate in a program wherein the Board serves as
data repository and accords confidential handling of the stored
d‘t‘o i

Sincerely,

Bobbie R. Allen

Special Assistant .
to the Director

BRAllen#je:2/6/69



Bureau of Aviation Safety
819 Taylor St., Rm. TAOT
¥t Worth, Texas 76102

February 6, 1969
Mr. Cordon F., Maxwell
Vice President Ground and Flit. Operations
Pan American World Airways

John F, Kennedy Airport
Jemaica, New York 11430

Dear Captain Maxwell:

Although I had not expected to be able to meet with you and
Sam Miller during my recent visit to New York, I very much appre-
ciate the fact that you took the time from your busy schedule to
discuss information exchange.

My visit to Montreal was most informative and, in fact, reinforced
gome of my intuitive feelings concerning the establishment of an
information exchange program in the United States.

For instance, the airlines that participate most successfully in
the TATA program are those airlines that have established an in-
house capsbility for processing the data collected within the
organization. This centralized activity is responsible for con-
verting the data into proper and adequate reporting format and
for assuring that output data is forwarded to the data custodian
and that received data is brought to the attention of appropriate
people within the parent airline.

Although I readily admit that fear of litigation restricts the
flow of information, I cannot help but feel that the fear is out
of balance with the asctual litigation risk involved.

Consumer protection laws are the sign of the times here in the =
United States. Just recently the United Kingdom passed legialafion .~
which provides greater consumer protection and Canada's legislative
body has taken the first step toward passing a similar law.

Recant judgments rendered by the Courts indicate a growing trend
toward a philosophy of absolute liability regarding aircraft accidents.
In fact, there seems to be greater effort expended in searching for a



Although I personally believe the fear of litigation is more
notional than substantative, let's assume for a moment that there
is some risk involved when the program is initially started. It
will be far better to pay short term increased risk in 1969 dollars,
rather than 1979 dollars. Think how much better it would be if
we had decided to pay for this program back in 1958,

Each year we delay the program the initiation fee increases
and the alternative price tag of no program is much, much greater
when third generation jet aircraft dominate the aircraft inventory.

Again many thanks for taking the time to discuss this project.

Sincerely,

BRA/fw Bobbie R, Allen
2/6/69



BaA=30
Pebrasry 10, 1969
¥Mr. Coorge B, Mo
Mertin Mariette Corporation

Denver, Colorads 00201

Dear Geoxge:

After & guick look at the agends for the forthcoming Air Force/Industry
Conference, I feel somewhat like & kid with & bright shiny red spple who
can't make up his mind jJust where to bite.

As & practical matier the three sub-panels are so interrelsted it will be

most difficult to discuss any one sub-panel subject without spilling over

into snother sub-panel's sres of discussion. This presents no horrendous

mmm ‘ mewbers, but it may sppear to be somewhat repee
ous by the fime ¢hroe sessions are concluded.
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Iten 2B & C Comments:

Item 2D Comments: This

Atem 5 Comments :
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SUB-PAIEL 3
item 1 Cosssente:

&& Comments:

Xtem 5 Commsenis:

Mmsmueﬁmw

considered & mu'mmmm

mmm“ m::ommm?
new

What problem does this create?

MM&Q.&:MM’
the Fear Syndrome.

The question of who will accomplish the
interchange will ultimately boil down to
who can provide the services reguired and




m

big. Bub this spproack also

little and grow
has problems.
Item 8 Comments: This is interrelated to Item 5.

7



.?.

Item 10 Comments: This particuler guestion should be divided
into three parts:
1. Wnat support is required?
2. Wbo can provide it?
3. Will they provide it?

The foregoing comsents are rather spontaneous and based on & guick review
of the total agenda.

Ho doubt during the course of the meetings reference will be made to FAA's
MIS, MIR and MBR reporting systems as well as JATA's information exchange

scheme, There will probably be some reference to ARINC's feasibility study
on Informmtion Exchange for ATA, as well as AIA's and F8P's efforts in this

Bobbie R. Allen
BRAllen: je:Re-write:2/11/69 Special Assistant to the Director



Fort Worth, Texas T6LO2
February 12, 1569

James L. Gparkmen HA=80
Bobbie R. Allen

USAF/Industry Systems Ssfety Conference
Refevence: Telecon of 2/11/69 concerning subject comference

nwmwwmm.;mwu
comments relsting to the Criteria and Data Panel agenda is attached.

In a recent discugsion with My, Mamss, I informed him that I would
not present & formal az port of my participation since time &id
not pernit the on sod procurement of necesaary soordimstion
and clearsnces with the N8B,

ummwmxmmummw
concerning the verious sgends items and offer pertisest comments

relating to ny observations of the civil alr transport industry’s
efforts to establish & viable informatics interchenge progrem.

Should you have furiher questions or comments regerding my participation,
please call me.

BRAllen::]é:2/12/69”- el ,- s



"All experience is am arch %o build on."”

No need to restate the need for information exchange; pecple far

more articulate than I have already done this. People such as:
Bill Littlewood
Jerry Lederer
H.EK. Gordon=Burdge
Harold Caplan
Robert Grey
Paul J. Coie
Charles 0. Miller
Hajeeb Halaby
Dr. R.R. Shaw
George Wansbeek
Sir Don Anderson

and many, many others.

The mere fact that we are here is eloguent testimony to the fact
that they have told their story well,

Everyone subscribes to the proposition that informstion exchange
is a key factor to accident prevention, but to date very little progress
has been made toward establishing a workable program.

To the question of "Why hasn't a program been established" everyone
immedistely trots out the "6 Symptoms of the Fear Syndrome":
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Fear of Litigation

Fear of Punitive Action

Fear of Regulstory Action

Fear of Competition

Fear of Adverse Publicity

Fear of & Biased Data Custodian

But in the final analysis, I personally believe that the Fear
Syndrome is used as an excuse for our failure to overcome the major
problem of information exchange.

That problem is nothing more than sitiing down and writing the
specifications for the program.

Look at the individual elements of the Fear Syndrome. Can we honestly
say that our refusal to exchange information would substantially increase
the risk in the various areas of concern? I do not think so!l

Recent court decisions lead one to believe that there is more concern
over locating a deep, welleendowed pocket than tracking down the many
avenues of neglect that invaridbly lead to any and all who had even the
remotest contact with the accident,

In a recent case, "the widowed mother and next friend of five minor
children" appeared in court. The defendsnt lost the case right there to
the tune of $300,000,00, (Refer to Joan S. Neff vs. The United States
of America, Civil Action No, 354~65 Decision,) The exchange or non-
exchange of information either before or after that accident occurred
wouldn't have altered the decision one bit.
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In another case, a well-known judge in the northeastern part of
the United States, denied a motion to dismiss one of the defendants in
an aviation tort litigation case, in essence, he said there was substance
to the motion, however he had "all those widowed mothers and orphaned
children to consider.” And the defendants lost the case.

It serves no purpose to take up your time with examples that
diminish the substance of the various elements of the Fear Syndrome.

What we should be doing is just what George Mumma stated when he
contacted me concerning my pavticipation on this panel, "Let's quit
talking about it, and do something about it."

To do something about it we must first agree that the information
we have been talking about all these years is not solely owned by one
little group of people. Nor are they the only ones who can use it.

The information is in many forms; it exists in many places; it
does not all emanate from accident investigations.

If we ask the question, "Define System Safety Data,” of the following
people:

The Design Engineer

The Reliability Engineer
The Quality Control Engineer
The Production Manager

The Training Supervisor
The Operator

The Maintenance Supervisor
The Accident Investigator
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we would probably, with minor varistions, receive approximately the
same ansver but in different priorities.

Obviously then, the data we collect and exchange must satisfy all
of the individual speciality requirvements end be extrapolated to the
level needed,

As a practical matter we may find it necessary to establish several
data repositories, one of which might very well require the employment
of library science.

Information exchange means all things to all people, Consequently,
vhen we define what data we are talking sbout, we must make certain that
the definition covers all of the disciplines.

Generally when I talk of information exchange I am talking sbout
that data which is collected following the occurrence of an "operational
anomoly.” Be it an aceident, incident, or any other definition you care
to supply.

It may very well be that this data should be stored in a separate
repository which can be purged periodically of all data that is not of
lasting interest.,

Insofar s the civil aviation coymunity is concerned, I personally
believe that the NTSB should be the repository for this type data. There
are valid reasons for that conviction suck as my convietion that the
Board is the only organization acceptable to the data depositors that
could restrict the distribution of data to those organizations who
participate and have legitimate "need to know” for accident prevention
purposes.
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But this is another matter for another day.
Let's get on with the business of drafting the specs for the
program.




THE FEARS OF INFORMATION EXCHANGE

Throughout the aviation community there exists a positive conviction
that no aircraft accident has ever occurred which was not preceded by one
or more incidents or operational anomalies that were indicators of problems
to come, Unfortunately, the identification and recognition of these prob-
lem indicators seldom occur until after one or more attention=-grabbing
accidents take place and the industry directs its collective attention to
the problem, seeking a resolution in an environment of pressure and haste.

Historically great emphasis has been placed on the necessity of
establishing lines of comunication that assure the free flow of information.
Information that answers accurately the what, when, where and why of an
accident, incident or operational anomaly, These questions must be answered
before any substantive corrective action can be formulated.

The most essential element of any accident prevention program is the
acquisition of operational information.

The record is replete with examples of incidents or flight disturbances
that went unnoticed or, at least, did not produce the catalytic action
required to circumvent or minimize the potential accident producing problem.

With positive examples available which show the benefits to be gained
from collecting, evaluating and disseminating safety data, we should not
find a lack of enthusiastic action and support for establishing a formalized
industry~-wide information gathering system wherein all members contribute
and all members benefit. Yet that is precisely what we find.

For years individuals representing every segment of the aviation
community have cited fear of litigation, fear of punitive action, fear of
increased governmental regulatory action, fear of competition and fear of
adverse publicity as the primary bottlenecks which inhibit the exchange
of safety data.

Since fear seems to be the culprit which restricts the flow of
information, let's look at each individual element of the fear theory and
determine if these elements, individually or collectively, warrant the
degree of fear that is presently exhibited.

A close examination may reveal that the consequences of continuing
to abide our fears is the least desirable course of action,

Fear of Litigation

Certainly there is fear of litigation. The mere thought of being
sued is enough to frighten anybody. However, in our society, when someone
is injured, someone usually gets sued. This is a way of life and is not
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unique to the aviation industry. Further, talking or not talking about
the occurrence which precipitated the law suit does not alter the existing
facts nor the ultimate objectives of the plaintiff's attorney.

As much as it may disturb us, I think we have to admit that a knowledge=-
able plaintiff attorney, well versed in aviation matters utilizing discovery
and subpoena procedures available through the Courts, will actively seek the
information he desires regardless of what we do.

Granted the attorney may find industry data and reports useful as a
"blueprint" in his preparation for trial, but in the final analysis the ready
availability or non=-availability of this information is not critical to the
ultimate resolution of the case.

Indeed it seems that a far more difficult problem confronting the defen-
dant in aviation litigation is the existence of an attitude recently articu-
lated by a well known judge in the northeastern part of the United States
who denied a motion to dismiss one of the defendants in an aviation tort
case. In essence, the judge said there was substance to the motion, however
he had "all those widowed mothers and orphaned children to consider." The
availability or non-availability of industry information and reports had
little to do with that decision.

In any event a legal philosophy that is gaining strong support in the
aviation industry is the theory that, potentially, the most successful
defense against tort litigation is to show positive evidence of knowledge
concerning a problem area and show equally positive evidence of having taken
corrective action to resolve or minimize the problem.

If there is substance to this legal philosophy as a successful method
of minimizing tort litigation, it is reasonable to believe that the existence
of a viable information exchange program used to advantage would assure the
greatest degree of success possible.

Fear of Punitive Action

When an accident, incident or operational anomaly occurs, an in-depth
evaluation of all the facts, conditions and circumstances will usually reveal
one or more acts of omission or commission that set into motion a chain of
events that eventually produce the anomaly.

Rarely, if ever, is the anomaly intentionally produced. And in many
instances the individual responsible for its production is not aware of his
contribution to the occurrence.
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However, in those instances where the individual is aware of his
contribution, he is faced with basically only two alternatives, confess
or keep his mouth shut.

It seems fairly obvious that before arriving at his decision, he
will weigh very carefully the consequences of confession. Will the FAA
take my ticket away? Will the boss fire me? Will my supervisor remember
this the next time a promotion opens up? Will my co-workers be critical
of my professional ability?

These questions identify the various types of "punitive action” that
the individual can be subjected to. These same questions also tell us that
in all probability the individual involved will not seek council or advice
in deciding his course of action.

Of if he does discuss the problem with someone, he will seekrout a -
close personal friend who he can trust not to reveal his confidence. Because
of this close personal and concerned relationship and the existing industry
philosophy of retribution, the confidant, in all probability, will advise
the individual, "Buster, keep your trap shut! You will only get your
kmackles rapped.”

In this situation, the confidant becomes an accomplice to the act
and potentially we now have two people with an active interest in keeping
the anomaly quiet. Unfortunately, if they are successful, only two people
in the entire aviation community have the opportunity to learn the safety
lesson involved,

Ironically, all other elements of the fear theory primarily involve
an organization or a group. It is the organization or company that is
threatened with litigation, adverse publicity, increased regulatory action
or loss of competitive advantage. Consequently these elements are subject
to group "therapy'" or resolution whereas the punitive action fear must
be thrashed out by one man alone with his conscience, Too often in these
personal battles of Gethsemane, safety is the loser,

It is absurd to think that the complete resolution of this particular
problem rests upon a government agency granting immunity. No employee
will participate fully in a program that does not provide some method of
avoiding possible critical comments by his co-workers. No employee is
interested in a program that protects his license and not his job,.

If we are to resolve or eliminate this particular restrictor valve
in the information pipeline, it seems quite apparent that we must answer
"negative"” to those questions which the individual wrestles with while
trying to decide whether he will confess or clam up., Not only must we
assure him that we have purged ourselves of vindictiveness, but we must
also design the information reporting system in such a way that it pro-
vides him with immunity and anonymity.
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Granted there will be some supervisors or managers who feel that
granting of immunity or anonymity will deprive them of a management
or quality control technique. To those individuals or organizations it
should be pointed out that there is valid reason to question the effective-
ness of the threat of punitive action as a useful management or quality
control tool. In fact, there is reason to suspect that where this manage-
ment technique is actively used, it tends to progressively dominate and
replace management and quality control techniques that are recognized and
accepted as being more effective and productive, Unfortunately, too many
supervisory and management people tend to equate punitive action to dis-
cipline and use the terms interchangably. When this happens an atmosphere
of mutual distrust occurs.

Our continued pursuit of an industry philosophy that demands its
"pound of flesh" retribution will dictate the continuation of accident pre-
vention practices of the past which cannot satisfy the demands of tomorrow.

Fear of Regulatory Action

Title VI of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958 requires the FAA to estab-
lish minimum and reasonable rules, regulations and standards to provide
adequately for the public interest in national security, safety in air
commerce and the efficient utilization of the airspace.

To satisfy and implement this statutory obligation, the Agency issued
Order OA 2100.1, titled "Rulemaking Policies for Safety and Air Traffic
Rules," In this Order the Agency states that a basic consideration which
should permeate the entire process of the development of rules is to demon-
strate "in depth and in balance" that the rule is justified and warranted.
Further the Order admonishes the initiator of any agency regulatory action
that he must continually ask "relevant and searching questions" such as:

"Is the matter within statutory authority?"

"Is there a clear and specifically necessary requirement?”

"How and to what extent has the requirement been demonstrated?"
"What does experience tell us?"

"What do we know?"

"What do we need to know and how can we obtain this knowledge?"

"What are the facts?"
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"Do we have all the facts?"
"Is the proposed solution the most reasonable one?”
"Wwill it adequately meet the need?
"Does it go beyond that which is necessary?”

If the above questions are adequately answered during the course of
regulatory drafting then it would be extremely difficult to quibble with
anyone over the establishment of a specific regulation,

Factual data upon which to base the answers are not always available.

The issue of whether or not the Agency obtains the stated objectives
of developing regulations that are reasonable and minimum could be debated
indefinitely and inconclusively. The personal conviction of any one

individual on this matter depends entirely on whether he is the Regulator
or the Regulated.

Since the public as well as Congress believes the Agencies powers
are all pervasive in the area of regulating the industry, the general
reaction to an accident or incident is the immediate assumption that:
1) the regulations were not complied with; or 2) the Agency regulations
did not satisfy the minimum requirements.

Either assumption may or may not be true. Nevertheless, it prompts
the initiation of actions by all segments of the industry that satisfy
the demands and interests of their respective areas of concern and res-
ponsibility. These actions will take place regardless of the degree of
intercourse between the various segments of the industry.

In the case of the government agency, these actions will evolve into
a search for violations or regulation inadequacy. The agency will engage
in these activities as long as the existing statutory mandate remains
unchanged and accidents occur. The elimination of either of these condi-
tions would be most difficult. But of the two conditions, the elimination
of accidents is probably the easiest objective to obtain.

The conception of a specific regulation requirement dictates that a
problem exists. At least in the mind of one individual. Once the regula-
tion requirement is conceived, before any drafting activity can commence,
there must be an input of basic data before regulation limits can be
prescribed.
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If the problem does in fact exist and specific data is scarce, then
the natural gendency toward conservatism and "erring on the side of the
angels" prevail and the regulator may well go beyond minimum standards
and tend to over-correct in his regulation drafting. This condition,
coupled with the natural tendency of the Regulated to object to regulations,
more often than not ends up in an industry squabble that forces compromise
and the ultimate development of a regulation thf does not adequately serve
the Regulator or the Regulated.

Without going into a long and detailed dissertation of the basic
instincts, desires and attitudes of the Regulator and the Regulated, suffice
to say that the primary desire and objective is to be neither under-regulated
nor over-regulated. The attainment of this ideal condition would make every-
body's job easier.

The administrative Procedures Act protects the Regulated from regulations
that are arbitrary and capricious. The ability to factually illustrate the
shortcomings of a proposed regulation or demonstrate the absence of require-
ment is the only protection against the possibility of developing regulations
that are overly restrictive or fail to adequately serve safety needs.

The establishment of a viable information exchange program would do
more to assure the correct application of regulations than any other action
the industry could take.

With respect to the Regulated, it seems reasonable to assume that the
"problem" of increased regulation or over-regulation will diminish as the
safety record improves. There seems to be a direct relationship between the
degree and span of a specific regulation and the magnitude of the problem
the regulation deals with.

Oversimplified and briefly stated, avoiding problems avoids regulation,
The establishment of an EDP data bank containing the entire industry's
operational experiences would be most helpful in identifying trends and
potential problem areas. When identified, problems can be avoided or minimized.

Fear of Competition

A discussion of this particular fear element is most difficult since it
has never been stated clearly just what we are talking about.,

Is it competition in terms of operational techniques and procedures,
maintenance practices, equipment standards, management practices and philosophy?
Or is it competition in terms of losing consumers to competitors?

Regardless of the specific area of concern or the personalities involved,
it seems logical that this fear element would exist even if we never experienced
an untoward occurrence in the aviation community.

If our fear is based on purely competitive instincts then there would seem
to be far greater risk of trade secret revelation or loss of competitive edge
resulting from management personnel changes within the industry, industrial
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espilonage ihterchange or pooling agreements and contract maintenance than
could evef otcur from the most open and candid discussion of any accident,
incident Qq‘lperational anomaly.

The historical inability of any segment of the aviation community to
perform accident free removes from serious corporate consideration an overt
attempt to capitalize on the operational misfortunes of a competitor., The
fickle nature of "Belle Chance" renders this type of competitive advantage
rather tenuous since the reputation-destroying action might very well backfire,

Maybe, heaven forbid, the competition element is nothing more than an
attitude of "I got mine the hard way; let him get his the same way." If
this is indeed the true nature of the competition element, then we play
directly into the hands of the plaintiff, the regulator and the press.

Fear of Adverse Publicity

Concealing operational misfortunes that produce adverse publicity is
extremely difficult, if not impossible. All participating elements of
the aviation community do not share the same desires concerning the degree
of notoriety that is accorded each specific operational anomaly. In the
absence of compelling reasons, individual vested interests will be served.

There is valid reason to believe that every segment of the industry
has, at one time or another, intentionally leaked a "story" when it served
individual or organizational objectives. As long as diverse and opposing
views and objectives exist within the heterogeneous membership of the
industry, we can expect these leaks to continue,

As a practical matter, the ability to leak a story does not depend
on the existence of a formalized information exchange program. The existing
informal system serves the needs of the informer quite adequately.

In most instances the only pessible way to combat adverse publicity
is an open and candid discussion of the facts, conditions and circumstances
surrounding the item of interest. To "clam up", ignore or refuse to discusss
the problem can only broaden the credibility gap which, in turn, tends to
prolong and intensify adverse publicity and further weaken public confidence,

More often than not, a precise definition of the problem will do much
to restore public confidence and trust. This is due, primarily, to the
public's belief that industry ingenuity and technological know-how will solwe
any problems that are susceptible to definition,

The best possible way to define and ascertain themagnitude of a problem
is to have rapid access to the total industry operational experience in the
area of concern,

A formalized information exchange program would serve us well in this
regard. ;



Bureau of Aviation Safety
819 Taylor St., Ru. TAOT7
Ft worth, Texas 76102

HA-80 (Ft W)
March L, 1969

Mr. Willis M, Hawkins

Vice Pres., Science and Engineering
Lockheed Aireraft Corporation
Burbank, California 91503

Dear Mr. Hewkins:

Thank you for permitting me to meet with you and discuss
safety information interchange.

Although I recognize the program will not come full bloom
overnight, I am persuaded that one of these days we will find
all segmenis of the aviation community much more willing to engage
in a candid exchange of safety information,

Your comment concerning “trail blazing” is fully appreciated.
The other comment, concerning sanitizing the information, is most
provocative and perhaps this is the key %o success.

Again thank you for your time and interest,

Sincerely,

Bobbie R. Allen
Special Asst. to the Director



Bureau of Aviation Safety
Federal Bullding, Room 2C07
Fort Worth, Texas 76102

April 30, 1969

Captain W. ¢, Hill
Director-Safety-Flight
Eastern Air Lines, Inc,
International Airport
Miami, Florida 33148
Dear Captain Hill:

The enclosed correspondence relates to the ATA ad hoc Safety
Committee meeting in Washington, D.C, on April 18, 1969.

It concerns some of the problems related to Information
Exchange and may be of interest to the Committee members.

Sincerely,

Bobbie R. Allen

Special Assistant

%o the Director
Enclosure

BRAllen: je:NA-88 (FIW):4/30/69

Same Letter to:

Mr. W. Reed Mr. B. G. Griggs, Jr.

Mohawk Airlines Vice President - Flight Operations
Oneida County Airport Northwest Airlines, Inc,

Utica, New York 13503 Minneapolis~St. Paul Internat'l. Arpt.

St. Paul, Minnesota 55111

Mr. J. E. Frankum

Vice President = Flight Operations
Trans World Airlines, Inc.

605 Third Avenue

New York, New York 10016



April 30, 1969
Forris M. Hollowell, NA=8Tb NA-80

B'RQMQWMWhmm.
Bureau of Aviation Safety

BAS Accident Coding and Classification Manual

During a recent meeting with the ATA ad hoc Safety Committee concerning information
exchange, I pointed out that if the information exchange program was to be
computerized it was essential that a standardized coding and classification

system be adopted.

Subsequent to that discussion Mr, Mack W. Eestburn of American Airlines asked if

it would be possible to obtain a copy of the Bureau's Manual and Analysis Sheet
since he was faced with a problem of converting data contained in company accident
reports dating back to 1929, He pointed out that they wented to retain the basic
data but unless it was computerized, sheer bulk would preclude the orderly retrieval
of the information.

Since it is very probable that the NTSB/ATA Information Exchange program presently
under discussion will be based on our coding and cleassification system, Ibdm
it would be to our adventage to provide Mr. Eastburn with a copy of the Mamwal, =

I would appreciate very much your forwarding to him at the following address, a
copy of the Manual.

Mr. Mack W. BEastburn
Director of Safety
Amerdican Airlines

La Guardia Airport
Flushing, New York 11371

I also informed Mr. Eastburn that should he heve questions concerning our technigues
and procedures that he could contact you directly.

Bobbie R. Allen
ec: M.W. Eastbﬁrn, AAL
BRAllen: je:NA-88(FIW):4/30/69
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Director of Safety
American Airlines

La Guardia Airport
Flughing, New York 11371
Dear Mack:

Attached is a copy of my letter to Genersl von Kann as well

as copies of some related correspondence.

Also, you will find a copy of the memorandum I mailed to

Mr. Hollowell concerning your request for a copy of the Bureau's
Coding and Classification Menual.

If I can be of any further help in this matter, please contact
me,

Warm personal regards.

Bobble R. Allen
Special
to the Director
Enclosures
BRAllen:je :NA-88(FIW):4/30/69
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Burcau of Aviation Safoty |

Bae. 9, 1969
Director, Bureau of Aviation Safety
EA=80 (Pt W)
Special Asst. to the Dizeetor, Burcau of A/Safety
ETSR/ATA Yoformation Emchange Progran
REF : Executive Divector's Memo Dated 12/3/69
In August of 1968 ATA and ARTI} Reesarch Corporation held discussions

concerning the establiskzment of an airline/industry safety data bank,

Under the texms of these initial digeussions ARING would formmlats de-
tailed plans for the implementation of an information exchange program and act
as custodian of the data collected frem the participating airlines,

The data proceasing equipment ouned by Acrouautical Redio, Incorporated,
would be used for datn storage with ARTIQ Rescarch Corporation providing the
dats starage, rvetricval and analysis. ' :

Under this econcept the entire informatian exchange progran would be
maintained and eperated entirely within the airline industry.

mwzﬂxmmmmumummmm

Subgequent to these discussions ATA corresponded with the NISB comcorning
the possidle xie of NIDB as duta custodiaon and raised the basie 1ssue of confi-
dential haniling of the informgtion contained in the data bank,

mm:emeatomﬁmwah,xm.

In April 1869 the Board's letter vas revicwsd Ly the Ad Hoc Safety
Cazmittee of the ATA Opexations Conference and the decision was made to modify
gg:tlgim progran coacept $0 include HISB participation as data bank custo~

‘ In Juno 1969 8 medting wos held in Washingten office of ATA which was
attenied by representatives of ATA, AREWS and NFSB. At this meeting ARIN'S
gmm&m.mz,mmmwyw
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The Statement of Work required ARINE to provide definition of a
etnaeptual airline safety information exchange program. The Fhage 1
effort would incorporate studies of potential airline requirements for a
datn bank system, an information "feedback" system and establishment of
an slorting system for aceident provention astions.

. Aam initiated Phase I in July 1969, and submitted their completed
report to ATA in Gatober 1969.

On December 3, 1969, the ATA Ad Hoo Bafety Committee met in Washington
to digeuas tho ARIND report.

Initially I was invited to attend the meeting and participate in ¢he
disoussions, However, the invitation was subsequently withdraum and the
reason given was that the presence of a representative of a government
agenoy would inhibit the frank exchange of industry views ecncerning the
alternative proposals contained in the ARING Report.

At the conelusion of the meeting the following infermation vas pro-
vided to me on a gonfidontial basis,

The resm.ts of the ARYNO survey indicated that the ATA Member airlines
) willing to particigate at this time in an sccldent/ineident
rSatijvequiring the reporting of accident/incident dnta beyond
surrent federal reguirements., The primary reasons for their position is
a8 followst

The danger of increased lisbility exposure as a result of filing
additional sensitive infermation in & central lecation.

The poasidility of increased faderal regulatory and policing activity,
Cpposition to active participation in the program by federal agencies,
However, the airlines recognize the desivability of establishing a
gzy&m of agcident/incident data aenalysis and exchange in the gmune
ugtry.

In conaideration and recognition of this desire, ARINC reeemended
that ATA procead with the program and susgesﬁad%one of two alternate

progmans be pursued.

\
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This plan would establish the NTSB as data custodian working in
concert with ATA or the ATA selected contracter. The bemefits (airlines*®
viewpolnt) would include the followings

8. Availability of existing HISB data.

b. HNISB could provide confidentiality of the data inputs.

¢. NPSB would assist in the finaneial suppert of the program.

d. ATA would provide analysis services not currently awailable
to the NI9B.

2. N3P would provide data processing facilities for use in the
program.

ERoman 3

ATA seleet a non-government organization to funetion as data custodian
and provide the required EDP softuare and hardware.

The ATA selected cantractor wouldi

Be W existing aceident/incident baseline data from HFSB

b. Maintain liaison with BISB and FAA to obtain new data as they
become available.

¢, Under the direction of ATA, provide liaison with the airlines,

d. Supply full enalysis service and EDP facilities.
@« Cenduct speeial studies at the direction of ATA and the airlines.
f. Digseminate the data bank progran outputs to the receiving agencies.

Under Program B the airlines would not be required to provide data over
and above that now required by regulation,

Hope wes expressed that cventually the program would expand to the point
that the siriines would be willing to provide morg data than required Ly
reglation tut this conld occur enly after the airlines gained econfidence

in the progran.
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ARINC concluded that the most severe constraints to implementing
Program A wore:

a. The airlines® heasitancy to provide voluntarily any data beyond
vhat iz now reguired by the regulatory agencles, there ia
any poasibility that such data will bo made available to a
regulatery agency.

b, Uneertainty that ETS8B can preserve the confidentiality of the
data igputs, with respect to the FAA or any other thivd party.
The fear of litigation and increased regulatory activity is too
great for the airlines {0 accopt the premiso that the STED has
the capability to provide eonfidentiality of the data.

¢. No assurance that RTEB can provide contimuing finaneiel support
g&m,hmo@bﬁwﬁmm&i@imimﬂan
agency.

d. The NUSB does not have its own computer hardware and must depend
on tho services supplied by the Fedoral Highway Administyation,
These equipments have o hiigh utilization rate and 1t would bs
difficult to predict echedwling priexity. This would affect
date turnaround time for the program and thus, to some degree,
the flexibility in plaiming analyses and data cutputs.

She ATA Safety Comnittee meeting held on December 3, 1969, discussed
in depth, the alternative prograns prasented by ARINC. The Camittee's
concinsions and recosmendations will he prasented to the ATA Bxecutive
Cammittee vhich will review the ARINC proposal and ultimately present thelr
views to the ATA Board of Diveetors. My best Judgment tells me that we can
Wm%imtsfm%mmﬁngthmmfwmr&

Further, I am persuaded that the ultimate decision of AT will de to
proceed with the project under the provisions of ARINC's Program B with
some modifications %o peymit the limited participation of government agencies.
Howover, the degree of FAA participation will depend to a great extent on
the Administratorlsds willingness to refrain from using the data Lank as the
sowree of information for initiating regulatory and punitive actions.

I will continue to momitor the progress of the progrom avd make
reecamendationg wvhen appropriate.

" eags B. R. Alden
Chairman

Exsc. Direcior

Gen., Counsgal



Mr. Jerome Lederer

Director of Safety

National Aeronautics & Space Administration
600 Independence Avenue, 5.V,
Washington, D.C. 20546

Regarding our recent telephone conversation, I'll be most happy to
provide you with some of the SASI background data concerning its very
early growing pains.

As you very correctly stated, the best service the Society could possibly
provide for the aviation community would be to concentrate on developing
technigues and procedures which would advance the art of aircraft accident

In my judgment the worst thing the Society could do would be to attempt
to become a pressure or lobby group. Without exception, every member
of the Society is comnected in some way with snother organization that
might or might not be in sympathy with the Society's ultimate position
given controversial metter. This eventually would create problems
: individual members as well as the entire Society. I am personally
persuaded that the Society would never be able to adopt a position on any
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