From: Communications <Communications @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>
Date: September 5, 1996 12:14:35 AM PDT

To: "P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822; DDA.VALUE=barry(a)
corazon.com" <barry@corazon.com>

Cc: "Van Riel, Manon" <Manon.Van_Riel@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>
Subject: RE: Wish to buy accident report

Our reports are free and you should receive a copy in the mail
Very soon.

Manon: could you please mail this report. Thank you.

Jacques Babin
Chief, Communications
Transportation Safety Board of Canada

From: P=gc+internet; DDA. TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com
To: Communications

Subject: Wish to buy accident report
Date: Saturday, 31 August, 1996 21:43

<<File Attachment: BDY2.POO>>
DATE: Aug 31 17:43:32 1996 GMT
[PMessagelD: 322879C0.142D(a)corazon.com

FROM: [P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com]|

TO: Communications

SUBJECT: Wish to buy accident report



IMPORTANCE: normal

AUTO FORWARDED: FALSE
PRIORITY:

ATTACHMENTS: c:\BDY2.P0OO

Hi, I would like to purchase the accident report of Air India flight
182, destroyed 23 June 1985, from Toronto to London, 239 fatal,
Boeing

747-237B. It is important. I will purchase any official
information you

have available. My phone is 408 659 3552. My email is

barry @corazon.com.

I live at 551 Country Club Drive, Carmel Valley, CAl. 93924.
Thank you,

John Barry Smith

From: barry@corazon.com

Date: September 5, 1996 11:13:58 AM PDT

To: Communications @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Real Responsive Humans in a government agency

Our reports are free and you should receive a copy in the mail
Very soon.

Thank you very much. I am still astonished by the prompt,
courteous, fulfilling response. Really, I have been dealing with
the FAA, the NTSB, the FBI, the Air Force, and other agencies
that do nothing.

The reason the report which I will receive in the mail soon is
important is because it is a link in a series of early model Boeing



747 crashes that have a similar mechanical cause, the inadvertent
opening of the forward cargo door in flight. The door opens, gets
torn off in slipstream, takes skin with it exposing large hole
which gets larger in windstream and tears nose off, plane crashes,
kills everyone. Yes, it sounds weird that I have a cause for a
crash that others believe was a bomb. To me it's weird that
everyone believes this weird paranoid conspiracy bomb terrorist
thing when the cause is a door that has two Airworthiness
Directives against it, causes the exact type of damage described,
leaves similar evidence trails and is as ordinary as you leaving a
door open, like me, and others, trivial really, unless you are going
300 knots at 31000 feet.

My web site has the documentation of official government
reports to support hypothesis and compare accident reports. The
insight of crash cause is only due to hindsight and the internet.
http://www.corazon.com has the pages, reasoning, pictures,
opinion, and emails from all over the world discussing the issue.
I invite you to refer Canadian Air safety officials to the site for
consideration and please email me a barry@corazon.com for
comment. Thank you again for report of Air India Flight 182,
John Barry Smith

From: Securitas <Securitas @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>

Date: February 27, 1997 3:18:35 AM PST

To: "P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822; DDA.VALUE=barry(a)
corazon.com" <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: RE: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182

Thank you for your report expressing concern about the opening
of cargo
doors on B-747 aircraft. During any aircraft crash, investigators
examine



every piece of evidence, in order to determine cause. In the case
of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.

On the other hand, there was other solid evidence indicating a
bomb blast

had occurred. Aircraft accident investigators are trained people.
Anybody

can say anything they want on the Internet. Put your money on
the experts;

you will win more often.

From: P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com

To: Securitas

Subject: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
Date: Saturday, August 31, 1996 9:50PM

<<File Attachment: BDY3.POO>>
DATE: Aug 31 17:50:40 1996 GMT
[PMessagelD: 32287B6A.1295(a)corazon.com

FROM: [P=gc+internet; DDA. TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com]|

TO: Securitas



SUBJECT: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
IMPORTANCE: normal

AUTO FORWARDED: FALSE

PRIORITY:

ATTACHMENTS: c:\BDY3.P0O

Dear Safety Person, The cause of the Air India flight 182 crash of
a

Boeing 747-237B from Toronto to London in 1985 was an
inadvertent opened

forward cargo door which then tore of skin which then tore of
nose to

destruction of aircraft. Not a bomb. My safety concern to TSB
Securitas

is that it can happen again. To properly assess the risk to
Canadian air

passengers, visit the web site at http://www.corazon.com for a
fully

documented presentation of the issue of inadvertently opening
cargo

doors. Open doors causing destruction in early model Boeing
747s has

happened before, it has happened now, and it may happen again.
Please

assess door opening claim by visiting web site and evaluating
documents

supporting hypothesis. John Barry Smith



From: barry@corazon.com

Date: February 27, 1997 4:01:49 PM PST

To: Securitas@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Thank you for info, need more please

In the case of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.

Dear Securitas, Thank you for your reply to my safety concerns
about forward cargo doors on high time Boeing 747s. In the
above you state the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of the ocean. This is very important news to me. Can you
give me the particulars?

I will update my page and make corrections with this relevant
information. Can you tell when it was retrieved, by whom, and
who examined it and concluded the latches were still in place.
Was there an amendment to the Air India 182 Canadian Report to
correct the information in it which stated the door was dropped
and lost? Are there pictures of the door? I will pay whatever fees
and postage necessary to obtain a copy of the revised report/
amendment/evaluation. Can you tell me all you know about that
retrieved door and tell me where to go to get any information
about it? My address is 551 Country Club Drive, Carmel Valley
CA 93924

Sincerely, John Barry Smith

Date: 27 Feb 1997 15:18:35 +0400

From: Securitas <Securitas @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>

To: "P=gc+internet; DDA. TYPE=RFC-822;



DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com" <barry @corazon.com>
Subject: RE: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
Importance: normal

Autoforwarded: FALSE
Priority: normal

Thank you for your report expressing concern about the opening
of cargo

doors on B-747 aircraft. During any aircraft crash, investigators
examine

every piece of evidence, in order to determine cause. In the case
of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.

On the other hand, there was other solid evidence indicating a
bomb blast

had occurred. Aircraft accident investigators are trained people.
Anybody

can say anything they want on the Internet. Put your money on
the experts;

you will win more often.

From: barry@corazon.com
Date: March 1, 1997 7:43:49 PM PST
To: Securitas@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca



Subject: Cargo door Flight 182

Thank you again for your email of 27 Feb 97 regarding the
retrieved forward cargo door of Air India Flight 182 which
crashed with all aboard in June of 19835, tragically killing many
Canadians. Your email has encouraged me to research the official
Indian statement about the cargo door and it says, 'An attempt to
relocate the door was unsuccessful." on page 84 of the Indian
report, available for viewing on website page
http://www.corazon.com/182page84.html or through
www.corazon.com Page 84 also mentions the door was broken
one quarter of the way from the bottom edge, so the door was in
pieces. Apparently the larger piece was attempted to be retrieved
when the cable broke and they lost it and failed in an attempt to
relocate it, never mind retrieve it. It's lost. I hope I'm wrong and
the report amended. Please tell me if the smaller piece was
retrieved or they went back, found the big piece and retrieved it.
It would be very good news indeed. Sincerely, John Barry Smith

Thank you for your report expressing concern about the opening
of cargo

doors on B-747 aircraft. During any aircraft crash, investigators
examine

every piece of evidence, in order to determine cause. In the case
of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.



On the other hand, there was other solid evidence indicating a
bomb blast

had occurred. Aircraft accident investigators are trained people.
Anybody

can say anything they want on the Internet. Put your money on
the experts;

you will win more often.

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: March 16, 1997 3:47:05 AM PST

To: Securitas@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Please comment Al 182 cargo door

Dear Security,

The below email was sent to me from you. It is either incorrect
and needs correcting or it is right and is important requiring
follow up.

Is it correct to say the Al 182 door was retrieved? If not, please
tell me.

If so, please tell me when, where, and can I see it? It is a very
important door.

If you are unable to reply about the door, can you refer me to the
appropriate Canadian government agency?

Sincerely, John Barry Smith

Date: 27 Feb 1997 15:18:35 +0400

From: Securitas <Securitas @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>

To: "P=gc+internet; DDA. TYPE=RFC-822;

DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com" <barry @corazon.com>
Subject: RE: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182

Importance: normal

Autoforwarded: FALSE



Priority: normal

Thank you for your report expressing concern about the opening
of cargo

doors on B-747 aircraft. During any aircraft crash, investigators
examine

every piece of evidence, in order to determine cause. In the case
of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.

On the other hand, there was other solid evidence indicating a
bomb blast

had occurred. Aircraft accident investigators are trained people.
Anybody

can say anything they want on the Internet. Put your money on
the experts;

you will win more often.

From: P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com

To: Securitas

Subject: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
Date: Saturday, August 31, 1996 9:50PM

<<File Attachment: BDY?3.POO>>
DATE: Aug 31 17:50:40 1996 GMT



[PMessagelD: 32287B6A.1295(a)corazon.com

FROM: [P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com]

TO: Securitas

SUBJECT: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
IMPORTANCE: normal

AUTO FORWARDED: FALSE

PRIORITY:

ATTACHMENTS: ¢:\BDY3.P00

Dear Safety Person, The cause of the Air India flight 182 crash of
a

Boeing 747-237B from Toronto to London in 1985 was an
inadvertent opened

forward cargo door which then tore of skin which then tore of
nose to

destruction of aircraft. Not a bomb. My safety concern to TSB
Securitas

is that it can happen again. To properly assess the risk to
Canadian air

passengers, visit the web site at http://www.corazon.com for a
fully

documented presentation of the issue of inadvertently opening
cargo

doors. Open doors causing destruction in early model Boeing
747s has

happened before, it has happened now, and it may happen again.
Please



assess door opening claim by visiting web site and evaluating
documents
supporting hypothesis. John Barry Smith

From: "Babin, Jacques" <Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>
Date: March 25, 1997 12:58:55 AM PST

To: "P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822; DDA.VALUE=barry(a)
corazon.com" <barry @corazon.com>

Cc: "Van Riel, Manon" <Manon.Van_Riel@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>
Subject: RE: Please help, clarification requested.

In reply to your e-mail:

If you wish more up-to-date information on the Air India inquiry,
please

contact the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in Vancouver,
British Columbia,

Sgt. Peter Montague, (604) 264-2929.

If you want a printed copy of the Canadian Aviation Safety
Board report,
please contact Mrs. Manon Van Riel (see cc above).

Jacques Babin
Chief, Communications
Transportation Safety Board of Canada

From: P=gc+internet; DDA . TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com

To: Communications

Subject: Please help, clarification requested.



Date: Sunday, 16 March, 1997 15:55

<<File Attachment: BDY5.POO>>
DATE: Mar 16 03:55:50 1997 -08:00 relative to GMT
[PMessagelD: 332B6FAF.59CB(a)corazon.com

FROM: [P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com]

TO: Communications

SUBJECT: Please help, clarification requested.
IMPORTANCE: normal

AUTO FORWARDED: FALSE

PRIORITY:

ATTACHMENTS: c:\BDY5.P00

Please help me. Was the cargo door of Air India Flight 182
retrieved? A

recent email to me from TSB Security said it was and that is very
important if true. If false, the statement should be corrected. It is
a

very important door. The TSB is on record as saying something
that may

not be correct and if so, must be corrected.

The Securitas email was strange as it came seven months after
my

initial email to them and was in direct conflict with the TSB
accident

report of Air India 182 which said the forward cargo door was
lost on a



retrieval attempt and not relocated. Below is my most recent
email

attempting clarification. Can you help me?

Sincerely, John Barry Smith, barry @corazon.com

Dear Security,

The below email was sent to me from you. It is either incorrect
and needs

co

rrecting or it is right and is important requiring follow up.

Is it correct to say the Al 182 door was retrieved? If not, please
tell

me.

If so, please tell me when, where, and can I see it? It is a very
important

door.

If you are unable to reply about the door, can you refer me to the
appropria

te Canadian government agency?

Sincerely, John Barry Smith

Date: 27 Feb 1997 15:18:35 +0400

From: Securitas <Securitas @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>
To: "P=gc+internet; DDA. TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com"

<barry

@corazon.com>

Subject: RE: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
Importance: normal

Autoforwarded: FALSE

Priority: normal



Thank you for your report expressing concern about the opening
of cargo

doors on B-747 aircraft. During any aircraft crash, investigators
examine

every piece of evidence, in order to determine cause. In the case
of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and
there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.

On the other hand, there was other solid evidence indicating a
bomb blast

had occurred. Aircraft accident investigators are trained people.
Anybody

can say anything they want on the Internet. Put your money on
the
experts;

you will win more often.

From: P=gc+internet; DDA . TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com



To: Securitas
Subject: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
Date: Saturday, August 31, 1996 9:50PM

<<File Attachment: BDY3.PO0O>>
DATE: Aug 31 17:50:40 1996 GMT
[PMessagelD: 32287B6A.1295(a)corazon.com

FROM: [P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com]|

TO: Securitas

SUBJECT: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
IMPORTANCE: normal

AUTO FORWARDED: FALSE

PRIORITY:

ATTACHMENTS: c:\BDY3.P0O

Dear Safety Person, The cause of the Air India flight 182 crash of
a

Boeing 747-237B from Toronto to London in 1985 was an
inadvertent opened

forward cargo door which then tore of skin which then tore of
nose to

destruction of aircraft. Not a bomb. My safety concern to TSB
Securitas

is that it can happen again. To properly assess the risk to
Canadian air



passengers, visit the web site at http://www.corazon.com for a
fully

documented presentation of the issue of inadvertently opening
cargo

doors. Open doors causing destruction in early model Boeing
747s has

happened before, it has happened now, and it may happen again.
Please

assess door opening claim by visiting web site and evaluating
documents

supporting hypothesis. John Barry Smith

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: March 25, 1997 10:49:15 AM PST

To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
Subject: Follow up to Al 182

Jacques Babin
Chief, Communications
Transportation Safety Board of Canada

Monsieur Jacques Babin, Bon Soir,

Thank you for your reply to my query. Merci.
I shall do as you say.

Sincerely, John Barry Smith, Au Revoir.

If you wish more up-to-date information on the Air India inquiry,
please
contact the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in Vancouver,



British Columbia,
Sgt. Peter Montague, (604) 264-2929.

If you want a printed copy of the Canadian Aviation Safety
Board report,
please contact Mrs. Manon Van Riel (see cc above).

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: March 25, 1997 11:03:35 AM PST

To: Manon.Van_Riel@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
Subject: Copy of CASB report

Dear Mrs. Manon Van Riel,

I received the below email from Mr. Babin this morning. May I
please have a printed copy of the Air India Flight 182 report of
the crash of June 23, 19857 The report may also include the
Indian report, may I have that also? There is a possiblity that the
report was revised based on new information upon a retrieved
cargo door. May I please have the most recent revision of the Al

182 accident report?

Please send to me at John Barry Smith, 551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924.1 will gladly pay any fees you assess
for this service.

Thank you very much, John Barry Smith

If you want a printed copy of the Canadian Aviation Safety
Board report,
please contact Mrs. Manon Van Riel (see cc above).

Jacques Babin
Chief, Communications
Transportation Safety Board of Canada



From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: March 26, 1997 1:18:36 PM PST

To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Need accident referral, please, not police.

Monsieur Babin,
Thank you for your referral to Sgt Peter Montague. He returned
my call this morning and we had a nice chat. However, he is a
policeman and convinced it was bomb. He knows nothing about
a door. My position is over the past twelve years new evidence
has surfaced and the possibility exists it was a mechanical failure
that brought down Air India Flight 182 off the Irish coast in June
of 1985.
In that regard, could you refer me to an accident investigator of
the TSB? I would like to present my case in a short brief to a
professional aviation crash investigator of the Canadian
Transportation Safety Board for his consideration.
Thank you, John Barry Smith
408 659 3552 phone

barry @corazon.com email

WWWw.corazon.com web site
551 Country Club
Drive
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
If you wish more up-to-date information on the Air India inquiry,
please
contact the Royal Canadian Mounted Police in Vancouver,
British Columbia,
Sgt. Peter Montague, (604) 264-2929.



From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: April 10, 1997 3:50:50 PM PDT

To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
Subject: Need to talk to accident investigator

Mr. Babin, I was referred to the police regarding Al 182 and they
are not interested in non bomb explanation. I believe there is a
current risk to Canadian B747s destructing in the air based upon
hindsight of twelve years and the ensuing similar three fatal 747
crashes. May I please speak to a TSB professional aircraft
investigator about this matter?

Below email was sent a month ago. I did receive a copy of the
accident report from the person you referred me to, thank you
very much.

I will call at my expense but I must speak with a TSB aviation
professional for a short time to present my case. It is literally life
and death.

Sincerely,

John Barry Smith

My position is over the past twelve years new evidence has
surfaced and the possibility exists it was a mechanical failure that
brought down Air India Flight 182 off the Irish coast in June of
1985.
In that regard, could you refer me to an accident investigator of
the TSB? I would like to present my case in a short brief to a
professional aviation crash investigator of the Canadian
Transportation Safety Board for his consideration.
Thank you, John Barry Smith
408 659 3552 phone

barry @corazon.com email



WWwWw.corazon.com web site
551 Country Club
Drive
Carmel Valley, CA 93924

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: April 17, 1997 9:11:02 PM PDT

To: Securitas@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Attention Mr John Garstang RE Air India 182

Mr. Garstang, this is John Barry Smith, discover of the cargo
door explanation for the cause of the crash of AI 182.1 just had a
nice chat with Mr. John Schnieder of the Air India Task Force.
He said he would get in touch with you to ask would you contact
me to discuss the forward cargo door of Al 182. Mr. Schnieder is
a police officer and referred me to you because you are an
aircraft crash investigator and sent me the email about how the
door was retrieved and latches latched. Well, since the door was
not retrieved the latch status is still unknown and we must go to
other evidence to explain the crash. After twelve years and three
other similar crashes, a better explanation emerges, inadvertent
opening of the forward cargo door in flight. www.corazon.com
has a thousand pages of documentation and analyis of the four
crashes.

In addition Boeing is conducting its own investigation into the
forward cargo door as shown by the remark of Mr. Rich Spruel
of the Task Force that Boeing had also recently inquired about
that forward cargo door of AI 182.

I trust that as a crash investigator your primary desire is to
explain a crash so that it will not happen again and will examine
all possibilities that are presented that are reasonable and
documented, such as cargo door. Please contact me through
email or phone so that I may present my case in a short brief,



enough to give you thought to either pursue the door theory or

dismiss it. Please don't ignore it.
Sincerely, John Barry Smith 10408 659 3552

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: May 3, 1997 2:59:36 PM PDT

To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
Subject: For Mr. John Garstang, TSB

Mr. Babin,

Mr. John Garstang, aircraft investigator for TSB, called me and
asked if I had a way to electronically transmit some files. I do
and one is attached to this email. Could you have him call me
back and he can tell me exactly what he wants.

Sincerely, John Barry Smith

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: November 5, 1997 10:12:07 PM PST

To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: For Mr. John Garstang, CASB, regarding Air India
182

Please forward to Mr. John Garstang, CASB aircraft accident
investigator.

Dear Mr. Garstang, 5 Nov 97

We spoke on the phone a few months ago regarding Air India
182. New analysis has connected AI 182 to TWA 800. Below is a
copy of a letter to FAA Northwest Region that explains that
connection.

AI 182 as you described it to me on the phone looks exactly like



the reconstruction photo of TWA 800 in the cargo door area. Very
interesting.

Regards,
John Barry Smith
408 659 3552

Bob Brenerman,

FAA Structural Aerospace Engineer,
Federal Aviation Administration
Transport Airplane Directorate, ANM-100
1601 Lind Ave. S.W.

Renton, WA 98055-4056

(206) 227-2100

Ron Wojnar, Manager

Darrell Pederson, Assistant Manager

Tom McSweeney, Director ACS

Dear Mr. Brenerman,
5 Nov 97

Thank you for your 29 Oct 97 letter reference 97-120S-699. It
was signed by Mr. Pederson for Mr. Wojnar but I'm assuming
you wrote it and you are the "FAA structural engineer who



assisted the NTSB at the hangar in Calverton, New York..."

I would prefer to discuss with you, an airplane person with the
hands on experience of TWA 800, the details of your letter.
First, the politics...why is the Northwest Region of the FAA
given the task by Mr. McSweeney through my congressman to
'investigate Mr. Smith's concerns'? Would not the Office of
Accident Investigation of the FAA be more appropriate?
Especially since the Northwest Region of the FAA is the only
FAA authority to go on record as supporting the center tank as
initial event with its own ignition theory?

"Worn Wiring May Have Had
Role In TWA Disaster
Chafing in
Fuel Tank Conduits Found
in Study of Early 747s
By Don
Phillips
Washington Post Staff Writer
Wednesday, July 2, 1997; Page
Al6
The Washington Post
A theory, developed by the FAA's
Northwest

Region in Seattle, involves an
unlikely chain of

events in which an electrical
problem causes a

fire to burn outward from the wing
tank to the

wing tip through a vent tube that is
designed



to allow vapors to escape from the
tank. At the

wing tip, the flame front then
reverses

direction and travels back down
another vent

tube into the center tank.

The NTSB, conducting the TWA
800

investigation, played down the
theory as only

one of many."

So, you see, Mr. Brenerman, my cargo door explanation was sent
for evaluation to a group who already have their own contrary
explanation for TWA 800, not exactly an open mind to an
impartial forum for investigation. It's like asking someone to
prove they're wrong. Few will attempt to overcome that set bias.
I hope you can.

By the way, we are as one on chafed wiring as a problem. NTSB
AAR 92/02 for UAL 811 had chafed wiring which shorted to
turn on door motor which unlatched door. This explanation of
why door ruptured/opened may well explain why fuselage

ruptured at cargo door area for Al 182, PA 103, and TWA 800
also.

One last thing on politics: We are the good guys, we seek to
prevent airplane crashes, we are open, we discuss the
possibilities relying of real evidence that we can see, touch, and
hear. If my style 'chafes' when I rebut or attempt to refute your



line of thinking, please don't take it personally. We are not
indifferent; we care. We are on the same side with the same goal,
as you state in your letter to me, "...the first priority of the ...
(FAA) is ensuring the continued operational safety of aircraft."

In that regard let me dissect your letter of 29 Oct 97 very
carefully and reply to each observation and conclusion you have
made about TWA 800 and others.

Assumptions:

1. You are a FAA structural engineer and understand the Boeing
747 airframe.

2.1 am a FAA licensed commercial pilot, instrument rated and
previous FAA Part 135 certificate holder.

3. NTSB published documents such as AAR 92/02 shall be
assumed to be correct unless otherwise noted.

4. UK AAIB and Canadian/Indian published government aircraft
accident reports shall be assumed to be correct unless otherwise
noted.

5. You have had hands on experience with TWA 800 and can
confirm or refute deductions based upon personal experience
lacking a published NTSB AAR for referral.

6. The color photograph of the reconstruction of TWA 800 is
complete and accurate. (Photo included in letter and at
www.corazon.com/800foreafthorreconweb.html.)

7. You may soon have internet access and can examine my web
site at www.corazon.com which has scanned text of accident
reports for referral. Email is available to you and you can
correspond to me at barry @corazon.com

8. Hindsight is great and everybody makes mistakes once in a
while.

29 Oct 97 letter to me from you:



Paragraph four, sentence two:

"However, when the wreckage of the nose section was recovered
it became evident that the forward cargo door had not opened in
flight or separated from the nose section prior to impact with
water."

Well, sir, let's be picky. A door means a door and not pieces or
segments or sections. The forward cargo door of TWA 800 is in
tatters, it's shattered, it's in pieces; it's everything but a 'door’. It is
so shattered that only 20% is recovered and reconstructed. What
is the weight of a normal door? What is the weight of the
recovered pieces? For the purposes of discussion I use 20%. If
wrong, provide a more accurate number please. To base the
conclusion, "...forward cargo door had not opened in flight or
separated from the nose section..." based upon only 20% of the
evidence is not valid.

Especially since I have pinpointed the location of door failure/
rupture to the aft midspan latch of the forward cargo door and
that latch 1s not connected to the frame, as seen in reconstruction
photo. The identification of the aft midspan latch as the point of
failure is deduced by a. observing the large round hole in
reconstruction photo of TWA 800, b. reading descriptive text
about the Al 182 door rupture, and c. viewing the recovered door
of UAL 811. The UAL 811 door shows a small door rupture at
aft midspan latch area. The forward midspan latch pin was not
damaged while the aft latch pin was. The UAL 811 door had a
rupture hole straight through the door. That was an opening in
the door. The door opened inside the door itself as well as at the
latches.

(http://www.corazon.com/811page35analydoor.html
http://www.corazon.com/811doorhalves.html and



http://www.corazon.com/811doorhalvesphoto.html give URLs of
pictures and text of UAL 811 and http://www.corazon.com/

182pixtextl web.hml gives text about forward cargo door area of
Al 182.)

UAL 811 1s the model for the three other accidents, AI 182, PA
103, and TWA 800. It always comes back to NTSB AAR 92/02.
(Not the first UAL 811 NTSB AAR which was NTSB/
AAR-90/01 and then superseded by NTSB AAR 92/02, written
after door was recovered and conclusions changed. Everybody
makes mistakes once in a while.)

The TWA 800 reconstruction photo shows other similarities to
UAL 811 which will be discussed as we go along.

Paragraph five, sentence one:

"The FAA structural engineer who assisted the NTSB at the
hangar in Calverton, New York, verified that the forward cargo
door was recovered at the same location as the rest of the nose
section."

Well sir, again, not door recovered but pieces were. Let us
assume the bottom 5% of the door pieces with the bottom eight
latches was found with the nose section and attached to the sill
and fuselage of TWA 800 as seen in NTSB photo. (That matches
the description of Al 182 from video film 6700 feet underwater
also, corazon.com/182pixtextl web.hml.) Because 5% of the door
of TWA 800 was found with the nose does not rule out door
rupture at aft mid span latch. It does not rule out fuselage rupture
caused by door failure. What it does do is say that bottom piece
of door stayed with nose until water impact. Rupture at midspan
latch still possible.



Paragraph five, sentence two:

"A further examination of the recovered wreckage showed that
the upper hinge was still attached to the both the fuselage and the
door."

Exactly! That is what the model shows too! UAL 811 had the
door tear away with the top piece taking upper flange of the door
and all the hinge and attachment bolts with it. The hinges of UAL
811 were in the same condition and attached to the door as TWA
800. (corazon.com/811page35analydoor.html) NTSB AAR 92/02
page 35 and 41: "The hinge pins and all hinge sections from
N4713U's forward cargo door were intact; all hinge sections
rotated relatively easily. All attach bolts from the hinge sections
of the door remained attached..." The TWA 800 reconstruction
photo shows a piece of fuselage skin attached to hinge. The
fuselage skin that left with the door of UAL 811 was not
recovered from ocean floor for examination.

Paragraph five, sentence four and five:

"In addition, the door latches at the bottom of the door were still
attached to the fuselage lower sill structure. This indicates that
the door was in the 'latched and locked' position at the time of
impact with the water."

Well, sir, there are two latches unaccounted for out of ten, the
mid span latches. The door may have been in the almost all
latched and locked position when it hit the water but not totally.
And it is in that area, specifically, the aft midspan latch area,
where the evidence points to rupture.

It was an understandable conclusion to make that door did not
rupture/open in flight when bottom latches were found latched
and attached. It is an understandable conclusion to make that the



door did not rupture/detach when the hinge stayed stayed
attached to the door. However, both conclusions can be adjusted
by viewing more of the door and relying on past precedent.

The answer to refute aft midspan latch rupture is to locate and
identify the aft mid span latch and confirm it is latched around its
pin, an impossibility when looking at the TWA 800
reconstruction photo with sharp, clean line at door frame where
aft mid span latch is supposed to be latched and isn't.

Paragraph six, sentence one:

"The nose section of the airplane impacted the water on the right
side, causing severe hydraulic damage with the result that the
door structure did not remain completely intact."

Well, sir, is this an explanation of why the starboard side cargo
door area is so shattered and the port side of fuselage is so
smooth? You mentioned in our phone call that the skin appeared
to be pushed inwards also. On page 41 of AAR 92/02 for UAL
811 it reads, "Examination of the outer skin contour of the upper
door piece revealed that it had been crushed inward." So the
cargo door of UAL 811 does give an appearance of inward crush
on the door when top piece struck fuselage on its way up after
explosive decompression. You may have noticed the same effect
on the TWA 800 top piece of door. Regarding the rest of the nose
having inward crushing, the TWA 800 reconstruction shows
otherwise with large pieces of skin clearly showing an outward
force with the skin peeled outwards. Regarding the many pieces
of the cargo door area, that is to be expected when the fuselage
ruptured in flight and the weakened nose tore off subjecting that
now exposed and jagged area to 300 knots of slipstream.

Paragraph six, sentence two:



"However, wreckage for the entire door was recovered at the
same location as the nose section and had the same impact
damage as the surrounding fuselage structure on the right side."

Well, sir, I have to contest the use of the adjective, "entire." My
online dictionary states; en¥tire \in-"tr\ adj : complete, whole
synonym: sound, perfect, intact, undamaged ~ en¥tire¥ly adv

No way was that entire door recovered period, anywhere,
according to that TWA 800 reconstruction photo. I estimate 20%
recovered and let us assume that was in the nose section debris
field. That leaves most of door missing and in particular the
accused aft midspan latch section of the door. In addition, the
20% recovered pieces shown in the reconstruction have all types
of damage revealed; inward, outward, crushed, twisted,
crumpled, torn, and frayed, which is dissimilar to damage only
ten feet above cargo door area of the nose. (I am unable to
comment on the forward part of the cargo door or the area
forward as the only released photograph by NTSB is cropped
short of the entire reconstruction.)

The many pieces of the door would explain the discrepancy in
the newspapers, a computer simulation, and a Coast Guard Rear
Admiral stating on the record that the forward cargo door was
found closest to the event site, yet contradicted by your above
statement. All may be correct, it depends upon which piece is
talked about. The categorical statement by the officer in charge
of recovery that the door was found closest to Kennedy Airport is
probably true and implies that the critical midspan latches may in
the piece of the door he is referring to. The statement by you that
the door was found with nose section is true because you are
referring to the pieces that stayed with the nose.



Please reconsider your appraisal of 'entire' and 'same impact
damage' based upon close analysis of TWA 800 reconstruction
photo.

Paragraph six, sentence three:
"This is additional verification that the forward cargo door had
not opened in flight or separated from the airplane."

Well, sir, my explanation of TWA 800 is rupture in forward cargo
door at aft mid span latch. A door can open at places other than
the latches, some parts can separate and some can stay attached
and yet door can still be said to have 'opened.' But 'open' implies
turning doorknob and door opens. That's why I changed
'inadvertently opened' to 'ruptured'.

Now to paint smears. The red paint smears are real, there are a
lot of them, and solid conclusions can be reached by that very
real evidence. Their location is important, only above and
slightly aft of the forward cargo door. Using NTSB AAR 92/02
as a model again, page, 41, "There were also many areas on the
outer skin where blue and red paint transfer marks could be
seen." The paint transfers for UAL 811 were from fuselage to
door using blue and red paint of United Airlines. TWA 800 was
the red of TWA from the door to the fuselage above. This
indicates an outward expansion of the area below forcing the red
colored door to slam upwards against the fuselage transferring
red paint onto the white painted areas between the passenger
windows. NTSB AAR 92/02 again, page, 41, "The forward cargo
door can rotate open 143 degrees before the hinge would deform,
permitting the door to contact the fuselage above."

The splotchy red painted skin above the door matches the
splotchy red painted smears between windows, indicating the top



of the door slammed up, transferred paint and tore away.

The red paint smears above cargo door indicated outward force
not inward. The peeled open skin indicates outward movement.
The outward means the unilateral starboard damage is not water
impact. Not water impact means that center tank explosion is not
viable as initial event since that would give bilateral damage and
didn't. Outward unilateral damage strengthens rupture at cargo
door area explanation as that is what would happen and did.

Paragraph seven, sentence two and three:

"There is even more compelling evidence resulting from the
TWA flight 800 accident investigation that indicates that the
forward cargo door did not cause the accident. However, it is up
to the NTSB to share this information with you."

Well, sir, that hurts. NTSB sharing information with me? I think
not. Secret information that cargo door didn't burst? I think not
also.

Paragraph eight, sentence two and three:

"However, the accidents to which your refer, in particular the Pan
Am flight 103 and the Air India flight 182 accidents, each had
strong evidence of an internal explosion caused by high
explosive materials (terrorist bomb). In each case there has been
no evidence that the forward cargo door opened in flight causing
the accident."

Well, sir, let me polite in disagreement. Not 'strong' evidence of
bomb. Very weak is what the evidence shows and I have
reviewed the evidence as described in UK, Canadian, and India
accident reports over and over again. AI 182 and PA 103 as cargo
door rupture is quite clear once the premise is made of fuselage
rupture in flight in cargo door area. Al 182 said the fuselage



ruptured in flight at cargo door area and for want of a better
explanation, said bomb did it. PA 103 also had fuselage rupture
on left side of forward cargo hold while wreckage evidence
shows much more damage and sooner on starboard side, at cargo
door area. The evidence is in the reports and they are on web site
www.corazon.com under the flight numbers.

Briefly, AI 182 summation leading to cargo door rupture is on
web page http://www.corazon.com/All82essentials.html. I will
quote from only two of twenty statements about Al 182 here:
"As described earlier, the sudden nature of the occurrence
indicates the possibility of a massive airframe structural failure
or the detonation of an explosive device." Page 49. And then:
"The AIB report concluded that the analysis of the CVR and ATC
recordings showed no evidence of a high-explosive device
having been detonated on Al 182. It further states there is strong
evidence to suggest a sudden explosive decompression of
undetermined origin occurred." Page 24.
So, Mr. Brenerman, the official report actually gives 'strong
evidence' to cargo door rupture and 'no evidence' to bomb.

PA 103 is similar; rupture at cargo door area is supported by
factual evidence including the reconstruction of PA 103 on
starboard side which matches the photograph of UAL 811 after
landing. The essentials for cargo door for PA 103 are on page
http://www.corazon.com/PA103essentials.html. The premise of
bomb is based upon evidence which shows that a '...rather large
shotgun had been fired at the inner surface of the fuselage at
close range.' Pages 19 and 20 of AAIB report. The resulting hole
was about 15 inches in diameter, not a bomb hole and not big
enough to bring down a 747. There was a blast in PA 103 but
after the rupture at cargo door, just as center tank explosion was
after cargo door rupture for TWA 800. One last thing on PA 103,



the AAIB report never said bomb, only 'improvised explosive
device.' The British are precise with language and they are right
to be so. A door rupturing in flight becomes a device which
wasn't meant to be but became an explosive causing agent, an
explosive decompression. And residue that could he high
explosive is now shown to be possibly benign with TWA 800 and
the dog sniffing test. Bomb explanation for PA 103 is tenuous at
best and will not stand up to scrutiny. I would love to go over
every point of Al 182 and PA 103 with you but first become very
familiar with the government accident reports as I have, they
give the evidence. I encourage you to do so.

The bomb conclusions were political. As an engineer and pilot
let us leave shadowy Sikh terrorists and secret Libyan agents
putting bombs aboard planes to the politicians and let us examine
evidence such as CVR, FDR, FOD, bodies, metal, and statistics.
I full well know the immense claim of PA 103 not being a bomb.
It is a myth airplane like the ship Titanic, the airship Hindenberg,
and the ship Maine, all three of which had original accident
causes modified over time, brittle steel, flammable skin, and coal
dust.

Four high time Boeing 747s took off at night running late and
suffered a fuselage rupture at forward cargo hold which left
similar evidence of sudden loud sound on CVR, similar abrupt
power cut to the FDR, similar Fodded engines, similar paint
smears, similar wreckage pattern, similar in flight damage,
similar destruction sequence, similar missing never recovered
bodies, similar reconstruction patterns, and similar red herring of
bomb.

All four, Mr. Brenerman, all four; and only those four of all 747
accidents. Only one came back to reveal the cause, inadvertent
opening of the forward cargo door in flight, rupture at aft
midspan latch area, UAL 811 as described in text and pictures in
NTSB AAR 92/02.



Paragraph nine, sentence two:

" A repetition of the events that caused the UAL flight 811
forward cargo door to open in flight is not likely to occur again
because of modifications required by Airworthiness Directive
(AD) T89-04-54."

Well sir, the cargo door was not supposed to open:

1. after certification.

2. After the first AD when lower sill damage was noticed.

3. After the second AD after door opened on PA 125.

4. After the third AD after UAL 811 cargo door opened.

5. After the fourth AD after the UAL preflight uncommanded
opening.

6. After the fifth AD you mention.

And they are still opening, leaking and malfunctioning. Here's
just one of ten non fatal openings, leakings and loss of
pressurizations over the past three years. SDR: 27 November
1994 Discrepancy/Corrective Action: On rotation, aft cargo door
opened. Replaced spring on lock pin and adj per MM52-34-12.

The cargo door is known to be dangerous, has failed in the past,
is still failing, and I'm saying it's failed/ruptured on three
previously undetected events, Al 182, PA 103, and TWA 800.

The modification you refer to is to replace the aluminium locking
sectors with steel to prevent the lower eight latching cams from
being back driven past the soft metal and unlatch the door. It's
like making the barn door stronger against a horse when it may
be a bull inside trying to get out.

And more important, the midspan latches have no locking sectors



at all so the modification does not apply to them at all. Is it not
strange that the risk of latch cams becoming unlatched, and they
have several times, is so great as to warrant locking sectors yet
the two side midspan latches have none? And each of them holds
in more door sill than the lower latches. That is an astonishing
discovery: no locking sectors on all Boeing 747 forward cargo
door latches which have rupture evidence at that midspan latch
as shown on UAL 811 recovered door.

The absence of locking sectors for the midspan latches and the
AD to strengthen the eight locking sectors for the lower eight
latch cams explains much.

It probably solves how the forward cargo door of Al 182 and
TWA 800 ruptured at aft midspan latch while the bottom latches
remained latched in place: that is the locking sectors did their job
on those two doors and prevented the eight lower latch cams
from being driven into the unlatched position when chafed wires
shorted and turned door motor on. Unfortunately the midspan
latches had no such protection and were driven into the unlatched
position enough for the internal pressure to rupture at that now
weakened area leaving similar shattered door pieces and bottom

latches still attached to lower sill for AI 182 and TWA 800.

For UAL 811 and Pan Am 103, the soft, pre-AD, locking sectors
were overridden by door motor and all ten latches were driven
into the unlatched position allowing the door to open completely
and slam upward, breaking in two and tearing away, leaving the
identical pattern of torn away fuselage skin and door broken in
half longitudinally at midspan latches for each door.

Four aircraft, four door motors to unlocked position, two locking
sectors held and two didn't; two partial openings/ruptures and



two total openings as reflected in the reconstructions and
photographs of wreckage. Al 182 and TWA 800 had locking

sectors hold so ruptures. PA 103 and UAL 811 had locking
sectors overridden so entire door opened and came off.

Paragraph ten, sentence one:

"I hope that this information assures you that the tragedy of TWA
flight 800 was not caused by the in-flight opening of the forward
cargo door and that the FAA has taken measures to ensure that
another occurrence similar to that of UAL flight 811 will not be
repeated."

Well, sir, I am not assured that the tragedy of TWA 800 was not
caused by the inflight opening of the forward cargo door and I
am not assured that the actions of the FAA ensures another UAL
811 will not be repeated. On the contrary, I strongly believe that
the tragedy of TWA 800 was caused by the inflight rupture of the
fuselage at the forward cargo door at the aft midspan latch area
and the actions of the FAA will not prevent such a reoccurrence.

Now, what to do about it. Eventually Boeing will have to fix the
door again.

But first, FAA and NTSB are doing what they can prior to TWA
800 based upon the best evidence at the time. If the real cause of
a failure is unknown, then the fault can't be fixed. If foreign
governments insist on saying a bomb caused a crash, then it is a
security matter, not a structural engineers' or accident
investigators'.

Second, if the cause of a national aviation tragedy is unclear and
ambiguous, then it is understandable for politicians to turn the
cause to advantage, even if later proved wrong.

Third, accident investigating teams only had precedent to rely on



up to their crash. Hindsight and the subsequent similar crashes
were not available to them for their analysis. They are for mine
and now they are for yours. We are all doing the best we can with
what we have.

Fourth, the internet with its research and communication abilities
have sped up the citizen analysis of national accidents.

Fifth, I am the one to have discovered the cargo door cause
because of circumstances:

1. Aircraft modeler.

2. Aircraft owner doing routine maintenance. Mooney M20C

3. Commercial pilot, instrument rated.

4. FAA Part 135 certificate holder, single pilot, single aircraft.

5. Enlisted aircrewman in SP-2E with 2000 hours in patrol
aircraft maintaining and operating all electronic anti-submarine
equipment with specialty of radar.

6. Officer as reconnaissance attack navigator in RA-5C going
supersonic in combat during wartime flying off carriers.

7. Retired military officer with time,money, and motivation to
devote to research into cargo door of Boeing 747s.

8. Survivor of sudden, night, fatal, fiery, jet airplane crash. June
14th, 1967.

I am qualified to give worthy explanation into other sudden,
night, fatal, fiery jet airplane crashes, AI 182, PA 103, UAL 811,
and TWA 800: inadvertent opening/rupture of forward cargo door
in flight at aft midspan latch area on high time Boeing 747s.

What I'm personally doing to prevent a reoccurrence of those
accidents is mailing my analysis to you, talking on the telephone,
emailing government officials and media, and being open and
sharing all information I find that is relevant as soon as I can.
Only through fast, open, and accurate communications can we
stop these fuselages of high time Boeing 747s rupturing in flight



at forward cargo door.

What you can do, Mr. Brenerman, is up to you, as you see fit
based upon the evidence that you have seen with your own eyes
at Calverton, my analysis, NTSB and other government accident
reports, and your own conscience. You have contacts with
Boeing, NTSB, and FAA aircraft accident related groups. I
encourage you to pass along my concerns and analysis for
discussion and possible rebuttal. Please give me scientific
rebuttal to this letter today, I'm sure there must be some
inaccuracies, everybody makes mistakes once in a while.

And everybody gets it right once in a while, too.
Sincerely,

John Barry Smith

551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
408 659 3552

barry @corazon.com

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: November 28, 1997 10:30:56 PM PST

To: Securitas@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Cargo door rupture/NTSB TWA 800 Hearing

For Mr. John Schneider of RCMP and Mr. John Garstaing of
CASB: Send this to both please,



Sincerely
John Barry Smith

November 28, 1997
CHARGES PENDING IN 1985 AIR INDIA BOMBING

By
SEAN DURKAN -- Parliamentary Bureau
The RCMP is preparing to lay charges in the 1985 Air India
bombing which killed 329 people on a flight from Canada, says
Canada's top
Mountie.
"We have quite a large number of investigators working very
diligently in finalizing that matter as quickly as possible," RCMP
commissioner Phil Murray announced yesterday.
"It's our intention to lay charges, but we can't at this particular
time divulge exactly what those charges are or who they will
involve because
the matter is still ongoing," Murray told reporters.
Murray said the 12-year probe has been complicated because it
involves jurisdictions in Japan, India and Britain.
"This is the most complex investigation in the history of
Canada," Murray said.

John Schneider
RCMP

John Garstaing
CASB investigator



Dear Mr. Schneider and Mr. Garstaing
26 November 1997
Hello again, still trying...

We are allies, we are on the same side, we have the same goal.
Let us use the upcoming public hearing in Baltimore to share our
information. I will be there and look forward to meeting you.

I wish to prevent death by preventing airplane accidents by
preventing fuselage disintegration in flight by preventing forward
cargo door rupture at aft midspan latch on aging Boeing 747s. It's
happened before and confirmed: UAL 811; and probably
happened before on Pan Am 103, and before that Air India 182.
It's probably happened again with TWA 800. The probable cause
for all is the same, door rupture in flight.

The Chairman of NTSB has said the whole issue of aging aircraft
will be examined. TWA 800 was certainly that.

Let's assume a few things about TWA 800, AI 182, PA 103, and
UAL 811:

1. TWA 800 (93,000 hours), Al 182 (23,624 hours), PA 103
(72,464 hours), and UAL 811 (58,815 hours) were high time,
aging early model Boeing 747-100, -200 aircratft.

2. Explosive decompression makes a sudden loud sound. If
explosive decompression does not make a sudden loud sound
then the cargo door explanation is not valid.

3. TWA 800, Air India 182, PA 103, and UAL 811 all had sudden
loud sounds on the CVR at event time. If not, then cargo door
explanation for that aircraft is not valid.

4. If the forward cargo door were to rupture in flight and do the



same damage as UAL 811, the nose could tear off, although it did
not for UAL 811. If the nose of an aging 747 always stays on
after forward door ruptures/opens, then the cargo door
explanation is not valid.

4. Explosive decompression is an explosion.

5. Destructive force of 300 knots onto weakened structure is
Immense.

To explain TWA 800 from the top down is to match up four
aging Boeing 747s which had fatal accidents with destruction
starting in fuselage near leading edge of the wing, sudden loud
sound on CVR, abrupt power cut to FDR, fodded engines, never
recovered bodies, severe starboard side damage, similar
wreckage plots, and all were thought to be a bomb for some time.
Only four 747 accidents fit that pattern, UAL 811, AI 182, PA
103, and TWA 800. They belong to a group from which
deductions can be made. The many other evidence matches of
these four to each other are reported in the respective
governments' AARs: UK AAIB 2/90, CASB and Indian Aviation
Occurrence, and NTSB AAR 92/02; all available on web site
WWWw.corazon.com

To explain TWA 800 from the bottom up, the evidence pertaining
to TWA 800 must be examined closely and deductions made. The
following observations and explanations refer to TWA 800.

1. CVR sudden loud sound: Explosive decompression starts as
air molecules rush against each other quickly. NTSB reported
sudden loud sound.

2. FDR abrupt power cut: Severe disruption to cargo hold floor
and adjacent main equipment compartment. NTSB reported
abrupt power cut.

3. Streak: Top part of door with fuselage skin attached spinning
away reflecting evening sunlight to ground observers appearing



as streak as it decelerates. Door is shiny metal object and light
source was orange setting sun.

4. TWA 800 wreckage reconstruction can be seen at URL http://
www.corazon.com/presskit.html and reveals the following: Red
flags on top of door indicate it was found closest to airport. Top
piece of door and fuselage skin were found closest to airport and
far apart from its usual frame and nose: Door ruptured/opened in
flight and pieces spun away first, landed first, and found closest.
5. Red paint smears between passenger windows only found
above forward cargo door: Red paint from door below
transferred when door opened out, up, and slammed into fuselage
above. Paint transfer between door and white fuselage principle
matches UAL 811.

6. Missing red paint on trim above cargo door: Red paint from
trim scraped off by friction of metal bending and rubbing
together.

7 Inward bending of top of cargo door: Inward bend occurs when
top of door hits fuselage. Inward bending of top door matches
UAL 811 top door piece inward bend.

8. Most of middle of cargo door, aft midspan latch, door frame,
and outer skin missing: Missing material not available for
examination. Door can rupture even when bottom eight latches
hold because only two midspan latches hold sixteen feet of door
closed and have no locking sectors to prevent inadvertent
unlatching.

9. Door hinges are attached to door and appear near normal:
Hinges match UAL 811 hinge description in appearance and
function.

10. Outward petal bulge rupture at aft midspan latch of forward
cargo door: Outward bulge rupture suggests rupture at aft latch.
Petal pattern indicated outward, not inward force of rupture.

11. Outward peeled upper fuselage skin: Outward indicates
internal force pushed outward, not external force, such as water,



pushing inward.

12. Vertical tear line at station 741 between windows: Vertical
tear line is nose cut off point and matches other two Boeing 747
nose cut off points, AI 182, and PA 103.

13. Starboard only shattered, torn, and frayed fuselage around
forward cargo door: Unilateral rupture suggests explosive
decompression caused by inadvertent rupture at aft midspan latch
of forward cargo door in flight and discounts center tank fire/
explosion as initial event.

From top to bottom, TWA 800 crash cause is clear to see, hear,
and touch; fuselage rupture forward of the wing on right side on
a very old and worn aircraft. The cargo door explanation is
plausible, it's mechanical, it's happened before, and it fits the
evidence. It also incorporates the center tank fire/explosion
explanation as happening as described by NTSB but a few
seconds later and and a few thousand feet lower than the initial
event at 13700 feet/8:31 PM.

I first discovered the cargo door rupture problem on aging 747s
after PA 103 in 1988 and confirmed for me by UAL 811 only
three months later. My concerns were published first in an
aviation newsletter in April, 1990 and in Flying magazine in July,
1992. I've had correspondence with a Pan Am 103 aviation
insurance company representative in 1995 regarding the risk of
another cargo door inadvertent opening. As soon as I heard that
TWA 800 had disappeared from radar and disintegrated in flight
shortly after takeoff I suspected cargo door and it was confirmed
for me when the sudden loud sound and abrupt power cut to the
FDR were reported by NTSB. All of the subsequent evidence
confirms even stronger that the cause of TWA 800 was the aft
midspan latch rupture in flight. This letter only describes a few of
the linking clues, evidence, and closely reasoned deductions



based on the observations of the evidence.

To sum up specific, irrefutable evidence that leads to conclusion
of cargo door rupture for TWA 800:

1. Sudden loud sound on CVR.

2. Abrupt power cut to FDR.

3. Red flags on top of door in wreckage reconstruction.

4. Red paint smears on white paint between passenger windows.
5. Most of middle door, aft latch, outer skin, and door frame
missing.

6. Shattered, torn, and frayed starboard fuselage structure
surrounds the blown apart cargo door yet the opposite port side is
smooth and relatively undamaged.

7. Visible bulging outward opening rupture hole at missing aft
midspan latch of forward cargo door.

A confirming exercise would be to closely examine the door
hinge of TWA 800 to see if it has overtravel impressions on the
opposite hinge which would match the overtravel impressions on

the UAL 811 door hinge as reported in NTSB AAR 92/02 and
seen at http://www.corazon.com/811page40doorhinge.html

Cargo door explanation for TWA 800 is worthy of intense
investigation. My intentions at the public hearing are to support
such an investigation. I have formally offered to speak before the
fact finding panel as a qualified technical person with special
knowledge. I will be offering literature to attendees including
pictures and text from NTSB AAR 92/02 showing big hole in
nose of UAL 811.

What can be done to stop fuselage ruptures in high time Boeing
14787
1. Boeing must modify/fix the cargo doors again.



2. FAA can direct Boeing to fix the doors with a sixth
Airworthiness Directive.

3. NTSB can confirm door explanation and make
recommendations to FAA.

4. NTSB public fact finding hearing can determine cargo door
explanation worthy of investigation and confirm probable cause
if valid.

5. Families of victims and their representatives may be persuaded
to investigate the door and make recommendations to authorities.
6. Elected officials may be persuaded to conduct a parallel door
investigation.

7. Media can draw attention to cargo door explanation and bring
it to the attention of all concerned.

In all my discussions with persons involved with TWA 800, one
person asked the key question: "Why do the doors open?" That
was asked of me by my Congressman, Sam Farr, in his office as I
presented the cargo door explanation to him. It is a good
question.

I will reply now, as I did then, "I don't know for three of them,
but for UAL 811 it was chafed wires shorting to turn on door
motor which overrode safety features and unlatched the door
which opened outward, up, and away, taking fuselage paint with
it, killing nine passengers whose bodies were never recovered,
leaving a sudden loud sound on the CVR, an abrupt power cut to
the FDR, severe starboard side damage, and the cause was
thought to be a bomb. The other three are probably the same
reason but there are lots of other possibilities that need to be
investigated."

(Regarding the AD 'fix' installed after UAL 811, it affected
locking sectors yet the two midspan latches have no locking



sectors to be 'fixed.' TWA 800 shattered door shows a midspan
rupture with bottom latches in place. There were two pairs of
door failure: UAL 811 and PA 103 had door rupture midspan and
entire door open; Al 182 and TWA 800 had bottom latches hold
and door ruptured/opened just at midspan latch.)

I hope to work with you, the authorities and all those concerned
to confirm the probable cause of TWA 800. Please contact me
with questions or rebuttal. My email is barry @corazon.com. |
hope to see you at the NTSB public fact finding hearing about
TWA 800 and aging aircraft.

Sincerely,
John Barry Smith

Persons contacted and responded:

Mr. Sam Farr

17th District, California

House of Representatives

Congress of the United States
Washington, DC

samfarr@mail .house.gov

Contacted: 29 Oct 1996 09:10:09 EST
Responded: 29 Oct 1996 09:10:09 EST

John McCain, Arizona,

Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation

United States Senate
Julie_Swingle@mccain.senate.gov
Contacted:Mon, 09 Sep 96 17:49:37 EST



Responded: Mon, 09 Sep 96 17:49:37 EST

Lyle Streeter

FAA Office of Accident Investigation
Lyle.Streeter@faa.dot.gov
Contacted: 3 Nov 97

Responded: 4 Nov 97

Al Dickinson

NTSB TWA 800 Lead Investigator
DICKINA @ntsb.gov

Contacted: 12 Sep 96

Responded: 19 Sep 96

Ron Schleede

NTSB TWA 800 Investigator
SCHLEDR @ntsb.gov
Contacted: 26 Jul 96
Responded: 29 Jul 96

Allan Pollock

Media representative
POLLOCA @ntsb.gov
Contacted: 11 Nov 96
Responded: 11 Nov 96

John Garstaing
CASB investigator
Contacted: 18 Apr 97
Responded: 3 May 97

Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
CASB Official



Contacted: 10 Apr 97
Responded: 10 Apr 97

Ron Wojnar, Manager

Darrell Pederson, Assistant Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Transport Airplane Directorate, ANM-100
Contacted: 30 Oct 97

Responded: 30 Oct 97

Bob Brenerman,

FAA Structural Aerospace Engineer,
Contacted: 30 Oct 97

Responded: 30 Oct 97

John Schneider

RCMP

Air India Flight 182 Task Force in Canada.
Contacted: 10 Apr 97

Responded: 13 Apr 97

Securitas @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
Canadian aviation security
Contacted: 27 Feb 97
Responded: 27 Feb 97

Secret Service, San Jose Office
Contacted: 24 Feb 97
Responded: 24 Feb 97

LCDR Donald Lawson
Aircraft accident investigator
NPG School, Monterey



Navy Accident School
Contacted: 13 Jan 97
Responded: 13 Jan 97

John Hamilton
Boeing Safety Office
Contacted: 5 Dec 96
Responded: 5 Dec 96

John Brennan

Chairman

Executive Committee

US Aviation Underwriters
Contacted: 16 Aug 95
Responded: 16 Aug 95

Michael D. Busch
Editor-in-Chief

AVweb, the Web Site for Aviators
mbusch@avweb.com

Contacted: 26 Jul 96

Responded: 30 Jul 96

Robert Knight

News Director
WBAI
rknight@escape.com
Contacted: 2 Aug 96
Responded: 2 Aug 96

Nick Fielding
Reporter Mail on Sunday
msnews@mailonsunday.co.uk



Contacted: 9 Aug 96
Responded: 9 Aug 96

Byron Acohido

Reporter Seattle Times
baco-new @seatimes.com
Contacted: 18 Sep 96
Responded: 18 Sep 96

Matthew L. Wald

The New York Times

mattwald @mailgate.nytimes.com
Contacted: 14 Mar 97
Responded: 14 Mar 97

David Evans,

Editor of the Aviation Group at Phillips
Business Information, Inc.

Air Safety Week.
devans@phillips.com

Contacted: 27 Nov 96

Responded: 27 Nov 96

Jessica Kowal
Reporter Newsday
cbhays@ambherst.edu
Contacted: 11 Sep 96
Responded: 11 Sep 96

Lou Miliano

Reporter WCBS
RLM6KIDS @aol.com
Contacted: 16 Dec 96



Responded: 16 Dec 96

Royal Barnard, Publisher

The Mountain Times

Killington, VT

E-Mail RBarn64850@AQOL.com
Contacted: 13 Nov 96
Responded: 13 Nov 96

Antonio Leonardi
Gianfranco Bangone
Journalists

Telematic diary Galileo
http://galileo.webzone.it
Contacted: 20 Mar 97
Responded: 20 Mar 97

Carmel Valley Sun
Editor

Elizabeth Cowles
Contacted: 9 Jun 97
Responded: 9 Jun 97

Speiser, Krause,
Madole, Nolan, Granito
Attorneys for victims
Contacted: 11 Oct 96
Responded: 11 Oct 96

Arthur Wolk
Attorney

Contacted: 23 Oct 96
Responded: 8 Nov 96



Jerry Sterns,

Sterns, Walker & Lods
sterns @pop.lanminds.com
sterns @trial-law.com
Attorney

Contacted: 20 Sep 96
Responded: 20 Sep 96

Jos/Cremades

Victims of Flight 800
cremades@calva.net
Contacted: 18 July 97
Responded: 22 July 97

The following have not responded but have been contacted by
letter and email.

The Honorable John J. Duncan, Jr.
U.S. House of Representatives

jjduncan@hr.house.gov
Contacted 9 Aug 97

Slade Gorton, Washington, Chairman

Subcommittee on Aviation

Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
senator_gorton@ gorton.senate.gov

Contacted 19 Feb 97

Bernard Loeb

NTSB Director, Office of Aviation Safety
LOEBBER@ntsb.gov

Contacted: 12 Aug 96



John Warner

United States Senator

From: Senator@warner.senate.gov
Contacted: 07 Sep 96 11:56:32 EST

President, Bill Clinton

Chief of Staff, Leon Panetta

Secretary of Transportation, Federico Pe"a

Director, Federal Aviation Authority, David Hinson
Chairman, National Transportation Safety Board, James Hall
Vice Chairman, National Transportation Safety Board, Robert
Francis

Attorney General, Department of Justice, Janet Reno
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Louis Freeh

Agent, New York Field Office, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
James Kallstrom

Contacted: All on 18 Dec 96

Wendell H. Ford
United States Senator
Contacted: 3 Mar 97

Ron Wyden
United States Senator

Senator@wyden.senate.gov
Contacted 10 Mar 97

Kay Bailey Hutchison,

United States Senator
senator@hutchison.senate.gov
Contacted: 24 Aug 96



James Oberstar,
Congressman
oberstar@hr.house.gov
Contacted: 7 Sep 96

Dianne Feinstein

United States Senator CA
senator@feinstein.senate.gov
Contacted: 7 Sep 96

Jim Kallstrom
Assistant Director
FBI Office New York
newyork@fbi.gov
Contacted: 19 July 96

WebmasterFAA @mail .hq.faa.go
Contacted: 27 Sep 96

BENSONM @ntsb.gov
NTSB investigator
Contacted: 11 Nov 96

US Air Force
hewitts@emh.aon.af . mil
Contacted: 26 Sep 96

Department of Transportation
webmaster@www.dot.gov
Contacted: 6 Sep 96

US Air Force
jberger@dtic.mil



nefft@afsync.hq.af.mil
hewitts@emh.aon.af .mil
Contacted: 9 Sep 96

Jim Hall

Chairman NTSB

National Transportation Safety Board
Office of the Chairman

Contacted: 10 Feb 97

Tom McSweeney

Director

FAA Aircraft Certification Service.
Contacted: 21 Oct 97

Perkins Coie

Seattle, Washington, 98101-3099
Davis, Scott, Weber & Edwards, PC
New York, New York 10017
Attorneys for Boeing

Contacted: 6 Nov 97

Mr. Harold Clark

Chief Executive Officer

US Aviation Insurance Group
New York, New York
Contacted. 30 Aug 95

CNN.FEEDBACK @turner.com
Contacted:13 Aug 96

plugin@newsday.com
Cargo door mentioned



Contacted 3 Sep 96

George Magazine
Cargo door mentioned
Contacted: 17 Nov 96

David Fuhlgrum

Reporter, Aviation Week
Cargo door mentioned
mangann@mcgraw-hill.com
Contacted: 29 Oct 97

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: November 28, 1997 10:31:05 PM PST

To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Cargo door rupture/NTSB TWA 800 Hearing

For Mr. John Schneider of RCMP and Mr. John Garstaing of
CASB: Send this to both please,

Sincerely

John Barry Smith

November 28, 1997
CHARGES PENDING IN 1985 AIR INDIA BOMBING

By
SEAN DURKAN -- Parliamentary Bureau
The RCMP is preparing to lay charges in the 1985 Air India
bombing which killed 329 people on a flight from Canada, says



Canada's top

Mountie.

"We have quite a large number of investigators working very
diligently in finalizing that matter as quickly as possible," RCMP
commissioner Phil Murray announced yesterday.

"It's our intention to lay charges, but we can't at this particular
time divulge exactly what those charges are or who they will
involve because

the matter is still ongoing," Murray told reporters.

Murray said the 12-year probe has been complicated because it
involves jurisdictions in Japan, India and Britain.

"This is the most complex investigation in the history of
Canada," Murray said.

John Schneider
RCMP

John Garstaing
CASB investigator

Dear Mr. Schneider and Mr. Garstaing
26 November 1997
Hello again, still trying...

We are allies, we are on the same side, we have the same goal.
Let us use the upcoming public hearing in Baltimore to share our
information. I will be there and look forward to meeting you.

I wish to prevent death by preventing airplane accidents by
preventing fuselage disintegration in flight by preventing forward
cargo door rupture at aft midspan latch on aging Boeing 747s. It's
happened before and confirmed: UAL 811; and probably



happened before on Pan Am 103, and before that Air India 182.
It's probably happened again with TWA 800. The probable cause
for all is the same, door rupture in flight.

The Chairman of NTSB has said the whole issue of aging aircraft
will be examined. TWA 800 was certainly that.

Let's assume a few things about TWA 800, AI 182, PA 103, and
UAL 811:

1. TWA 800 (93,000 hours), Al 182 (23,624 hours), PA 103
(72,464 hours), and UAL 811 (58,815 hours) were high time,
aging early model Boeing 747-100, -200 aircraft.

2. Explosive decompression makes a sudden loud sound. If
explosive decompression does not make a sudden loud sound
then the cargo door explanation is not valid.

3. TWA 800, Air India 182, PA 103, and UAL 811 all had sudden
loud sounds on the CVR at event time. If not, then cargo door
explanation for that aircraft is not valid.

4. If the forward cargo door were to rupture in flight and do the
same damage as UAL 811, the nose could tear off, although it did
not for UAL 811. If the nose of an aging 747 always stays on
after forward door ruptures/opens, then the cargo door
explanation is not valid.

4. Explosive decompression is an explosion.

5. Destructive force of 300 knots onto weakened structure is
immense.

To explain TWA 800 from the top down is to match up four
aging Boeing 747s which had fatal accidents with destruction
starting in fuselage near leading edge of the wing, sudden loud
sound on CVR, abrupt power cut to FDR, fodded engines, never
recovered bodies, severe starboard side damage, similar
wreckage plots, and all were thought to be a bomb for some time.



Only four 747 accidents fit that pattern, UAL 811, AI 182, PA
103, and TWA 800. They belong to a group from which
deductions can be made. The many other evidence matches of
these four to each other are reported in the respective
governments' AARs: UK AAIB 2/90, CASB and Indian Aviation
Occurrence, and NTSB AAR 92/02; all available on web site
WWWw.corazon.com

To explain TWA 800 from the bottom up, the evidence pertaining
to TWA 800 must be examined closely and deductions made. The
following observations and explanations refer to TWA 800.

1. CVR sudden loud sound: Explosive decompression starts as
air molecules rush against each other quickly. NTSB reported
sudden loud sound.

2. FDR abrupt power cut: Severe disruption to cargo hold floor
and adjacent main equipment compartment. NTSB reported
abrupt power cut.

3. Streak: Top part of door with fuselage skin attached spinning
away reflecting evening sunlight to ground observers appearing
as streak as it decelerates. Door is shiny metal object and light
source was orange setting sun.

4. TWA 800 wreckage reconstruction can be seen at URL http://
www.corazon.com/presskit.html and reveals the following: Red
flags on top of door indicate it was found closest to airport. Top
piece of door and fuselage skin were found closest to airport and
far apart from its usual frame and nose: Door ruptured/opened in
flight and pieces spun away first, landed first, and found closest.
5. Red paint smears between passenger windows only found
above forward cargo door: Red paint from door below
transferred when door opened out, up, and slammed into fuselage
above. Paint transfer between door and white fuselage principle
matches UAL 811.

6. Missing red paint on trim above cargo door: Red paint from



trim scraped off by friction of metal bending and rubbing
together.

7 Inward bending of top of cargo door: Inward bend occurs when
top of door hits fuselage. Inward bending of top door matches
UAL 811 top door piece inward bend.

8. Most of middle of cargo door, aft midspan latch, door frame,
and outer skin missing: Missing material not available for
examination. Door can rupture even when bottom eight latches
hold because only two midspan latches hold sixteen feet of door
closed and have no locking sectors to prevent inadvertent
unlatching.

9. Door hinges are attached to door and appear near normal:
Hinges match UAL 811 hinge description in appearance and
function.

10. Outward petal bulge rupture at aft midspan latch of forward
cargo door: Outward bulge rupture suggests rupture at aft latch.
Petal pattern indicated outward, not inward force of rupture.

11. Outward peeled upper fuselage skin: Outward indicates
internal force pushed outward, not external force, such as water,
pushing inward.

12. Vertical tear line at station 741 between windows: Vertical
tear line is nose cut off point and matches other two Boeing 747
nose cut off points, Al 182, and PA 103.

13. Starboard only shattered, torn, and frayed fuselage around
forward cargo door: Unilateral rupture suggests explosive
decompression caused by inadvertent rupture at aft midspan latch
of forward cargo door in flight and discounts center tank fire/
explosion as initial event.

From top to bottom, TWA 800 crash cause is clear to see, hear,
and touch; fuselage rupture forward of the wing on right side on
a very old and worn aircraft. The cargo door explanation is
plausible, it's mechanical, it's happened before, and it fits the



evidence. It also incorporates the center tank fire/explosion
explanation as happening as described by NTSB but a few
seconds later and and a few thousand feet lower than the initial
event at 13700 feet/8:31 PM.

I first discovered the cargo door rupture problem on aging 747s
after PA 103 in 1988 and confirmed for me by UAL 811 only
three months later. My concerns were published first in an
aviation newsletter in April, 1990 and in Flying magazine in July,
1992. I've had correspondence with a Pan Am 103 aviation
insurance company representative in 1995 regarding the risk of
another cargo door inadvertent opening. As soon as I heard that
TWA 800 had disappeared from radar and disintegrated in flight
shortly after takeoff I suspected cargo door and it was confirmed
for me when the sudden loud sound and abrupt power cut to the
FDR were reported by NTSB. All of the subsequent evidence
confirms even stronger that the cause of TWA 800 was the aft
midspan latch rupture in flight. This letter only describes a few of
the linking clues, evidence, and closely reasoned deductions
based on the observations of the evidence.

To sum up specific, irrefutable evidence that leads to conclusion
of cargo door rupture for TWA 800:

1. Sudden loud sound on CVR.

2. Abrupt power cut to FDR.

3. Red flags on top of door in wreckage reconstruction.

4. Red paint smears on white paint between passenger windows.
5. Most of middle door, aft latch, outer skin, and door frame
missing.

6. Shattered, torn, and frayed starboard fuselage structure
surrounds the blown apart cargo door yet the opposite port side is
smooth and relatively undamaged.

7. Visible bulging outward opening rupture hole at missing aft



midspan latch of forward cargo door.

A confirming exercise would be to closely examine the door
hinge of TWA 800 to see if it has overtravel impressions on the
opposite hinge which would match the overtravel impressions on

the UAL 811 door hinge as reported in NTSB AAR 92/02 and
seen at http://www.corazon.com/811page40doorhinge.html

Cargo door explanation for TWA 800 is worthy of intense
investigation. My intentions at the public hearing are to support
such an investigation. I have formally offered to speak before the
fact finding panel as a qualified technical person with special
knowledge. I will be offering literature to attendees including
pictures and text from NTSB AAR 92/02 showing big hole in
nose of UAL 811.

What can be done to stop fuselage ruptures in high time Boeing
74757

1. Boeing must modify/fix the cargo doors again.

2. FAA can direct Boeing to fix the doors with a sixth
Airworthiness Directive.

3. NTSB can confirm door explanation and make
recommendations to FAA.

4. NTSB public fact finding hearing can determine cargo door
explanation worthy of investigation and confirm probable cause
if valid.

5. Families of victims and their representatives may be persuaded
to investigate the door and make recommendations to authorities.
6. Elected officials may be persuaded to conduct a parallel door
investigation.

7. Media can draw attention to cargo door explanation and bring
it to the attention of all concerned.



In all my discussions with persons involved with TWA 800, one
person asked the key question: "Why do the doors open?" That
was asked of me by my Congressman, Sam Farr, in his office as I
presented the cargo door explanation to him. It is a good
question.

I will reply now, as I did then, "I don't know for three of them,
but for UAL 811 it was chafed wires shorting to turn on door
motor which overrode safety features and unlatched the door
which opened outward, up, and away, taking fuselage paint with
it, killing nine passengers whose bodies were never recovered,
leaving a sudden loud sound on the CVR, an abrupt power cut to
the FDR, severe starboard side damage, and the cause was
thought to be a bomb. The other three are probably the same
reason but there are lots of other possibilities that need to be
investigated."

(Regarding the AD 'fix' installed after UAL 811, it affected
locking sectors yet the two midspan latches have no locking
sectors to be 'fixed.' TWA 800 shattered door shows a midspan
rupture with bottom latches in place. There were two pairs of
door failure: UAL 811 and PA 103 had door rupture midspan and
entire door open; Al 182 and TWA 800 had bottom latches hold
and door ruptured/opened just at midspan latch.)

I hope to work with you, the authorities and all those concerned
to confirm the probable cause of TWA 800. Please contact me
with questions or rebuttal. My email is barry @corazon.com. |
hope to see you at the NTSB public fact finding hearing about
TWA 800 and aging aircraft.

Sincerely,



John Barry Smith
Persons contacted and responded:

Mr. Sam Farr

17th District, California

House of Representatives

Congress of the United States
Washington, DC

samfarr@mail .house.gov

Contacted: 29 Oct 1996 09:10:09 EST
Responded: 29 Oct 1996 09:10:09 EST

John McCain, Arizona,

Chairman, Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation

United States Senate
Julie_Swingle@mccain.senate.gov
Contacted:Mon, 09 Sep 96 17:49:37 EST
Responded: Mon, 09 Sep 96 17:49:37 EST

Lyle Streeter

FAA Office of Accident Investigation
Lyle.Streeter@faa.dot.gov
Contacted: 3 Nov 97

Responded: 4 Nov 97

Al Dickinson

NTSB TWA 800 Lead Investigator
DICKINA @ntsb.gov

Contacted: 12 Sep 96

Responded: 19 Sep 96



Ron Schleede

NTSB TWA 800 Investigator
SCHLEDR @ntsb.gov
Contacted: 26 Jul 96
Responded: 29 Jul 96

Allan Pollock

Media representative
POLLOCA @ntsb.gov
Contacted: 11 Nov 96
Responded: 11 Nov 96

John Garstaing
CASB investigator
Contacted: 18 Apr 97
Responded: 3 May 97

Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
CASB Official

Contacted: 10 Apr 97

Responded: 10 Apr 97

Ron Wojnar, Manager

Darrell Pederson, Assistant Manager
Federal Aviation Administration
Transport Airplane Directorate, ANM-100
Contacted: 30 Oct 97

Responded: 30 Oct 97

Bob Brenerman,

FAA Structural Aerospace Engineer,
Contacted: 30 Oct 97

Responded: 30 Oct 97



John Schneider

RCMP

Air India Flight 182 Task Force in Canada.
Contacted: 10 Apr 97

Responded: 13 Apr 97

Securitas@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
Canadian aviation security
Contacted: 27 Feb 97
Responded: 27 Feb 97

Secret Service, San Jose Office
Contacted: 24 Feb 97
Responded: 24 Feb 97

LCDR Donald Lawson
Aircraft accident investigator
NPG School, Monterey
Navy Accident School
Contacted: 13 Jan 97
Responded: 13 Jan 97

John Hamilton
Boeing Safety Office
Contacted: 5 Dec 96
Responded: 5 Dec 96

John Brennan
Chairman
Executive Committee

US Aviation Underwriters
Contacted: 16 Aug 95



Responded: 16 Aug 95

Michael D. Busch
Editor-in-Chief

AVweb, the Web Site for Aviators
mbusch@avweb.com

Contacted: 26 Jul 96

Responded: 30 Jul 96

Robert Knight

News Director
WBAI
rknight@escape.com
Contacted: 2 Aug 96
Responded: 2 Aug 96

Nick Fielding

Reporter Mail on Sunday
msnews@mailonsunday.co.uk
Contacted: 9 Aug 96
Responded: 9 Aug 96

Byron Acohido

Reporter Seattle Times
baco-new @seatimes.com
Contacted: 18 Sep 96
Responded: 18 Sep 96

Matthew L. Wald

The New York Times

mattwald @mailgate.nytimes.com
Contacted: 14 Mar 97
Responded: 14 Mar 97



David Evans,

Editor of the Aviation Group at Phillips
Business Information, Inc.

Air Safety Week.
devans@phillips.com

Contacted: 27 Nov 96

Responded: 27 Nov 96

Jessica Kowal
Reporter Newsday
cbhays@ambherst.edu
Contacted: 11 Sep 96
Responded: 11 Sep 96

Lou Miliano

Reporter WCBS
RLM6KIDS @aol.com
Contacted: 16 Dec 96
Responded: 16 Dec 96

Royal Barnard, Publisher

The Mountain Times

Killington, VT

E-Mail RBarn64850@AQOL.com
Contacted: 13 Nov 96
Responded: 13 Nov 96

Antonio Leonardi
Gianfranco Bangone
Journalists

Telematic diary Galileo
http://galileo.webzone.it



Contacted: 20 Mar 97
Responded: 20 Mar 97

Carmel Valley Sun
Editor

Elizabeth Cowles
Contacted: 9 Jun 97
Responded: 9 Jun 97

Speiser, Krause,
Madole, Nolan, Granito
Attorneys for victims
Contacted: 11 Oct 96
Responded: 11 Oct 96

Arthur Wolk
Attorney

Contacted: 23 Oct 96
Responded: 8 Nov 96

Jerry Sterns,

Sterns, Walker & Lods
sterns @pop.lanminds.com
sterns @trial-law.com
Attorney

Contacted: 20 Sep 96
Responded: 20 Sep 96

Jos/ Cremades

Victims of Flight 800
cremades@calva.net
Contacted: 18 July 97
Responded: 22 July 97



The following have not responded but have been contacted by
letter and email.

The Honorable John J. Duncan, Jr.
U.S. House of Representatives
jjduncan@hr.house.gov

Contacted 9 Aug 97

Slade Gorton, Washington, Chairman
Subcommittee on Aviation
Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation

senator_gorton@ gorton.senate.gov
Contacted 19 Feb 97

Bernard Loeb

NTSB Director, Office of Aviation Safety
LOEBBER@ntsb.gov

Contacted: 12 Aug 96

John Warner

United States Senator

From: Senator@warner.senate.gov
Contacted: 07 Sep 96 11:56:32 EST

President, Bill Clinton

Chief of Staff, Leon Panetta

Secretary of Transportation, Federico Pe"a

Director, Federal Aviation Authority, David Hinson
Chairman, National Transportation Safety Board, James Hall
Vice Chairman, National Transportation Safety Board, Robert
Francis

Attorney General, Department of Justice, Janet Reno



Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, Louis Freeh

Agent, New York Field Office, Federal Bureau of Investigation,
James Kallstrom

Contacted: All on 18 Dec 96

Wendell H. Ford
United States Senator
Contacted: 3 Mar 97

Ron Wyden
United States Senator

Senator@wyden.senate.gov
Contacted 10 Mar 97

Kay Bailey Hutchison,

United States Senator
senator@hutchison.senate.gov
Contacted: 24 Aug 96

James Oberstar,
Congressman
oberstar@hr.house.gov
Contacted: 7 Sep 96

Dianne Feinstein

United States Senator CA
senator@feinstein.senate.gov
Contacted: 7 Sep 96

Jim Kallstrom
Assistant Director

FBI Office New York
newyork@fbi.gov



Contacted: 19 July 96

WebmasterFAA @mail.hq.faa.go
Contacted: 27 Sep 96

BENSONM @ntsb.gov
NTSB investigator
Contacted: 11 Nov 96

US Air Force
hewitts@embh.aon.af . mil
Contacted: 26 Sep 96

Department of Transportation
webmaster@www.dot.gov

Contacted: 6 Sep 96

US Air Force
jberger@dtic.mil
nefft@afsync.hq.af.mil
hewitts@emh.aon.af .mil
Contacted: 9 Sep 96

Jim Hall
Chairman NTSB

National Transportation Safety Board

Office of the Chairman
Contacted: 10 Feb 97

Tom McSweeney
Director

FAA Aircraft Certification Service.

Contacted: 21 Oct 97



Perkins Coie

Seattle, Washington, 98101-3099
Davis, Scott, Weber & Edwards, PC
New York, New York 10017
Attorneys for Boeing

Contacted: 6 Nov 97

Mr. Harold Clark

Chief Executive Officer

US Aviation Insurance Group
New York, New York
Contacted. 30 Aug 95

CNN.FEEDBACK @turner.com
Contacted:13 Aug 96

plugin@newsday.com
Cargo door mentioned
Contacted 3 Sep 96

George Magazine
Cargo door mentioned
Contacted: 17 Nov 96

David Fuhlgrum
Reporter, Aviation Week
Cargo door mentioned

mangann@mcgraw-hill.com
Contacted: 29 Oct 97

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>



Date: December 1, 1997 12:13:09 PM PST
To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca
Subject: Correction Noted

Dear Mr. Babin,

Thank you for forwarding my email about AI 182 to
Transportation Safety Board of Canada member John Garstang.

I don't have Mr. Schneider's email either. RCMP just had arrests
are imminent in Al 182 case.

CASB to TSB noted. Sorry, I work so much with 1985 CASB
report on Al 182, I forgot.

Thanks again for forwarding.
Sincerely,

John Barry Smith

This message 1s forwarded to John Garstang.

Message to Mr. Smith: Please note that CASB does not exist
anymore. The

name of our organization is Transportation Safety Board of
Canada (TSB)

since 1990. Also, please note that I did not forward your e-mail
to Mr.

John Schneider of the RCMP, since he does not work for us and 1
don't

have his e-mail address.



From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: September 16, 1998 10:34:00 AM PDT

To: Communications @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: For Mr. John Garstang: Swissair match to UAL 811

For Mr. John Garstang, TSB investigator on Swissair 111:
Dear. Mr. Garstang, 16 Sep 98

This is John Barry Smith, we spoke on the phone a year ago
regarding Al 182 and the possible rupture of the door in flight.

Well, Swissair appears to be electrical. When confirmed it is,
then that matches the only other polyimide wired airliner fatal
accident, UAL 811. UAL 811 was polyX wired electrically

caused cargo door fatal event.

UAL 811 matches Swissair in electrical problems. UAL 811
matches Al 182 in sudden loud sound on CVR. Al 182 matches
TWA 800 in sudden loud sound, abrupt power cut to the FDR
and nose coming off.

All were fatal and all had the polyimide insulated wiring.
Sooner or later, the investigation into wiring will lead to UAL
811, the only fatal electrical crash of a wide body like Swissair

111.

Once to UAL 811 the matches to other fatal accidents will
become apparent.

AI 182 is still an unresolved event, just like Swissairl11. The



investigation continues, good luck.

Cheers,

John Barry Smith

831 659 3552 phone

551 Country Club Drive,

Carmel Valley, CA 93924

WWW.corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

Commercial pilot, instrument rated, former FAA Part 135
certificate holder.

US Navy reconnaissance navigator, RA-5C 650 hours.
US Navy patrol crewman, P2V-5FS 2000 hours.

Owner Mooney M-20C, 1000 hours.

Survivor of sudden night fiery fatal jet plane crash in RA-5C.
Air Intelligence Officer, US Navy

From: "Babin, Jacques" <Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>
Date: January 25, 1999 6:29:00 AM PST

To: "tim clark"
<timothyclark#l#a#r#compuserve.com@x400.gc.ca>, "paul
koring" <pkoring#l#a#r#globeandmail.ca@x400.gc.ca>, aviator
<aviator53#l#a#r#hotmail.com@x400.gc.ca>, omega
<omega#l#a#r#omegainc.com@x400.gc.ca>, "jim bennett"
<sai#l#a#r#cybercenter.cl@x400.gc.ca>, "barbara fetherolf"
<BabsF342#l#a#r#aol.com@x400.gc.ca>, "edward block"
<EdwBlock#l#a#r#aol.com@x400.gc.ca>, "john king"
<jking1#l#a#r#mediaone.net@x400.gc.ca>, "lyn romano"
<rosebush2#l#a#r#hotmail.com@x400.gc.ca>, "patrick price"
<papcecst#l#a#r#aol.com@x400.gc.ca>, wireman



<wireman#l#a#r#hfx.andara.com@x400.gc.ca>, "barry mews"
<Barry.Mews#l#a#r#eclipse.com.au@x400.gc.ca>, "dan
mcglaun" <dan#l#a#r#mcglaun.com@x400.gc.ca>, "barry smith"
<barry#l#a#r#corazon.com@x400.gc.ca>, "jay miller"
<JNiessen#l#a#r#aol.com@x400.gc.ca>, "mike goldfein"
<mgoldfein#l#a#r#belo-dc.com@x400.gc.ca>, "lois legge"
<llegge#l#a#r#herald.ns.ca@x400.gc.ca>, "tim dobbyn"
<tim.dobbyn#l#a#r#reuters.com@x400.gc.ca>, "geffrey thomas"
<jade#l#a#r#wantree.com.au@x400.gc.ca>, "paul eddy"
<peddyxx#l#a#r#aol.com@x400.gc.ca>, "david evans"
<devans#l#a#r#phillips.com@x400.gc.ca>, "james bergquist"
<clittle#l#a#r#cari.net@x400.gc.ca>, "bob rowland"
<rwroland#l#a#r#aol.com@x400.gc.ca>, "john sampson"
<sampson#l#a#r#iinet.net.au@x400.gc.ca>, "res gehriger"
<res.gehriger#l#a#r#stdrs.srg-ssr.ch@x400.gc.ca>, "Aart van der
Wal" <avanderwal#l#a#r#compuserve.com@x400.gc.ca>
Subject: RE: SR111: article in Wall Street Journal

To all:

Here is the text of a Statement by the TSB Investigator-in-
Charge, Vic Gerden, released to the media January 22.

Jacques Babin
Chief, Communications
Transportation Safety Board of Canada

Remarks as delivered by Vic Gerden to a News Briefing
at Shearwater, Nova Scotia, 22 January 1999

The media has generally been responsible and circumspect in
attempting to keep the public informed and in trying to get it
right. Unfortunately at times you are all faced with a
considerable amount of misinformation from various sources,
other than the TSB investigation.



Some sources, in their attempt to analyse and draw conclusions
from their appreciation of the facts or issues, sometimes present
misleading interpretations or inadvertently introduce mis-
information.

When I release information during this investigation I must do
my best to ensure that information is accurate, based on fact, and
it must be fair to all concerned. For some issues involving
judgments, analysis and final conclusions, the TSBC process
requires that a full fairness process that involves the Parties with
Direct Interest (PDIs) being given an opportunity to review the
findings and provide their input for Board consideration. The
Board members then must decide on and approve the final
conclusions of the investigations.

When uninformed speculation gets widely promulgated, it is
unfair to the next-of-kin of the victims and can at times be
prejudicial to the investigation. And it sometimes means the
investigation team has to expend considerable effort in trying to
correct and clarify the information.

To give you an example of this, we have just finished examining
the available components of the copilots seat. This examination
has revealed damage to the seat belt that is consistent with the
co-pilot seat being occupied when the aircraft struck the water.
You probably remember the number of times that speculative
stories appeared about the crew abandoning the cockpit. That
type of speculation can cause undue hardship to the families of
the crew and the victims families. This is just one example of
misleading and inaccurate information that can be damaging and
does not further the advancement of safety.



I must add here we have only recovered a small portion of the
captain's seat and are unable to make any determinations about
that seat. Of course, we are continuing our attempts to find and
reconstruct that seat.

I can also say today that the conclusions and interpretations, as
reported fairly widely in the last day or so, concerning what went
on in the cockpit of the aircraft, are misleading and not accurate.

As you know, I cannot comment on or divulge the actual
conversations recorded on the Cockpit Voice Recorder - that is
prevented by Canadian law. But, I can say that the
characterizations and the interpretations in the media of that
conversation and events are misleading. Some of the facts
concerning times and ATC conversations and events are accurate
and you should know that the transcripts of the ATC tapes are
available on the TSB web site. But, the interpretations of the
interactions between the crew members are not only misleading
and inaccurate, but are unfair.

Early on in the investigation the investigation team attempted to
derive as much factual information as was possible from various
sources. We did not have the aircraft wreckage at this point, but
we did have the Air Traffic Control Services tape, Radar tape,
and Flight recorders.

You'll remember me saying it would take some time to recover
this aircraft from 200 feet below the ocean. When analysing that
information, care was taken to avoid any premature conclusions
in the preparation of documents for the investigation team.

We have a very large International team of investigators here.
We do need to share information and that type of document is



produced as a composite and intended to contain just factual
information as best we knew it at the time. That document has of
course been updated and changed as the investigation proceeds.
We improve our information as we get it from various sources.

Whether or not some of the information currently being
circulated came from such a document is not something I will
pursue further, but I will say that there is much more additional
information that we had to deal with and consider as time has
progressed.

At any rate if you receive information concerning this
investigation, and it has not been released by the TSB it may be
speculative and unconfirmed.

Now, I understand there is significant thirst for information about
this accident around the world. It is my intention to provide
periodic updates as factual information becomes available. That
information will also be placed on the TSB web site at: http://
www.bst-tsb.gc.ca.

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 1:15:18 AM PDT

To: NTSB

Subject: Al 182 matches TWA 800 and PA 103 and UAL 811

Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.



It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team is more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about AI 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial
for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet
only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.

Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.

Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.Ccorazon.com

barry @corazon.com

103 to 811 were both
aged

high flight time

poly x wired



early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and after takeoff

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3

fire on engine number 3

enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.

radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold



engine three falls apart from other engines

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:
aged

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing
fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR
abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area



midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.
Bottom eight latches latched.
Midspan latch status undetermined.
early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine



sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:
aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff



while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engine #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.

UAL 811 and Al 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area



fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high flight time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR



hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

PA 103

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off



fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

TWA 800
aged
high flight time



non Section 41 retrofit

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

nose came off

foreign object damage to starboard engines #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.

rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

bare wire found in cargo door area.

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.

first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine

fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer



glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short
sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters are not identified



Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen



years.
Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail .redshift.com>

Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700

To: postmaster@corazon.com

Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com

Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.

Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29
2000 00:13

(6.99 days).

Successful requests: 25,840

Average successful requests per day: 3,694
Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful requests for pages per day: 1,893
Failed requests: 316



Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:
Oct/22/00: 1726: 847: +++++++++
Oct/23/00: 2669: 1240: +++++++++++++
Oct/24/00: 2231: 1025: +++++++++++
Oct/25/00: 3173: 1759: ++++++++++++++++++
Oct/26/00: 1984: 952: ++++++++++
Oct/27/00: 5283: 2847: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

+
Oct/28/00: 8747: 4560: +++++++++++++++++++++++++++
SRR EUEE SR ST R NS R T SSE

Referrer Report

Listing referring URLs with at least 1 request, sorted by the
number of

requests.

#reqs: URL

4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/



1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html
620: http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
506: http://www.ntsb.org/
390: http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
302: http://www.corazon.com/Page2.html
266: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecancoverCan.html
185: http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
180: http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html
175: http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html
1'73: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html
166: http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html
165: http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query
164: http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html
156: http://www.corazon.com/UALS811essentials.html
155: http://www.google.com/search
147: http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage .html
145: http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/
Air_India_Flight_182/
145: http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html
143: http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/All82pagecan20.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html
132: http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html
131: http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html
130: http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html
123: http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html
118: http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html
115: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecancoverCan1.html
115: http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html
110: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan5.html
105: http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html
104: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan9.html
102: http://www.corazon.com/3 14accidentreport.html



99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html
99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan].html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry @corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600
X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.

As you may or may not be aware, charges
were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.

Your site was the ONLY place I could find
any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!

Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.
Liam/CYYC

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 1:15:26 AM PDT

To: FAA

Subject: Al 182 matches TWA 800 and PA 103 and UAL 811



Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.

It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team is more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about AI 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial
for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet
only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.

Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.

Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.Ccorazon.com

barry @corazon.com



103 to 811 were both

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and after takeoff

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3

fire on engine number 3

enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.

radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:



early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold
engine three falls apart from other engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:
aged

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing

fodded number three engine
sudden sound on CVR



loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.
Bottom eight latches latched.
Midspan latch status undetermined.
early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747



shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:
aged

high flight time

poly x wired



early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engine #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.

UAL 811 and AI 182 were both:
early model
poly x wired



Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high flight time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.



sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

PA 103

aged

non Section 41 retrofit
high time

early model

poly x wired



Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off

fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.



TWA 800

aged

high flight time

non Section 41 retrofit

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

nose came off

foreign object damage to starboard engines #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.

rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

bare wire found in cargo door area.

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.

first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine



fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer

glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short



sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters are not identified

Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected
Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.



bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen
years.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail .redshift.com>

Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700

To: postmaster@corazon.com

Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com

Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.

Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29
2000 00:13

(6.99 days).

Successful requests: 25,840



Average successful

requests per day: 3,694

Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful

requests for pages per day: 1,893

Failed requests: 316

Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:

Oct/22/00: 1726:
Oct/23/00: 2669:
Oct/24/00: 2231:
Oct/25/00: 3173:
Oct/26/00: 1984
Oct/27/00: 5283:
+

Oct/28/00: 8747:

847: +++++++++

1240: +++++++++++++

1025: ++++++++++4

1759: ++++++++++++++++++

952: ++++++++++

2847 ++++++++++H+H+H

4560-111111|||||||||||||||111111|
A B i i B S i s iy i e i i e B i i i i i i i i i e i i

e o o e

Referrer Report

Listing referring URLSs with at least 1 request, sorted by the

number of
requests.



#reqs: URL
4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/
1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html
620: http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
506: http://www.ntsb.org/
390: http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
302: http://www.corazon.com/Page2.html
266: http://www.corazon.com/All82pagecancoverCan.html
185: http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
180: http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html
175: http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html
1'73: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html
166: http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html
165: http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query
164: http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html
156: http://www.corazon.com/UALS811essentials.html
155: http://www.google.com/search
147: http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage .html
145: http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/
Air_India_Flight_182/
145: http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html
143: http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/All82pagecan20.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html
132: http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html
131: http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html
130: http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html
123: http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html
118: http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html
115: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCan1.html
115: http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html



110: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecan5 .html

105: http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html
104: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan9.html

102: http://www.corazon.com/3 14accidentreport.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecanl.html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry @corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600
X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.

As you may or may not be aware, charges
were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.

Your site was the ONLY place I could find
any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!

Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.
Liam/CYYC



From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 1:16:34 AM PDT

To: newyork@fbi.gov

Subject: Al 182 matches TWA 800 and PA 103 and UAL 811

Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.

It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team is more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about Al 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial
for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet
only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.

Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.

Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWWw.corazon.com



barry @corazon.com

103 to 811 were both

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and after takeoff

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3

fire on engine number 3

enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.



radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold
engine three falls apart from other engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound
outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo

door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as

explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:
aged

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747



shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed
Door Skin shattered outward.
Bottom eight latches latched.



Midspan latch status undetermined.

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.



TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engine #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.



UAL 811 and Al 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high flight time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.



experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

PA 103
aged



non Section 41 retrofit

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off

fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.



Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

TWA 800

aged

high flight time

non Section 41 retrofit

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

nose came off

foreign object damage to starboard engines #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.

rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

bare wire found in cargo door area.

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.

first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area



Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine

fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer

glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected



bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short
sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters are not identified

Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected



Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen
years.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail .redshift.com>

Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700

To: postmaster@corazon.com

Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com

Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.

Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29
2000 00:13

(6.99 days).



General Summary

Successful requests: 25,840

Average successful requests per day: 3,694
Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful requests for pages per day: 1,893
Failed requests: 316

Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:
Oct/22/00: 1726: 847: +++++++++
Oct/23/00: 2669: 1240: +++++++++++++
Oct/24/00: 2231: 1025: ++++++++++4
Oct/25/00: 3173: 1759: ++++++++++++++++++
Oct/26/00: 1984: 952: ++++++++++
Oct/27/00: 5283: 2847: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+
Oct/28/00: 8747: 4560: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+++H

Referrer Report



Listing referring URLs with at least 1 request, sorted by the
number of
requests.

#reqs: URL

4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/
1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html

620:
506:
390:
302:
266:
185:
180:
175:
173:
166:
165:
164:
156:
155:
147:
145:

http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
http://www.ntsb.org/
http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
http://www.corazon.com/Page2.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCan.html
http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html
http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html
http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html
http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query
http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html
http://www.corazon.com/UAL&11essentials.html
http://www.google.com/search
http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage.html
http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/

Air_India_Flight 182/

145:
143:
136:
136:
132:
131:
130:

http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html
http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan20.html
http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html
http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html
http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html
http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html



123:
118:
115:
115:
110:
105:
104
102:

http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html
http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCanl.html
http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html
http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecan5.html
http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan9.html
http://www.corazon.com/314accidentreport.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html
99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan].html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry @corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600
X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.

As you may or may not be aware, charges
were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.

Your site was the ONLY place I could find
any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!

Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.



Liam/CYYC

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 1:28:58 AM PDT

To: Russell.Young@PSS.Boeing.com

Subject: Al 182 matches TWA 800 and PA 103 and UAL 811

Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.

It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team is more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about Al 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial
for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet
only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.

Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.

Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith



(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

103 to 811 were both

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and after takeoff

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3

fire on engine number 3

enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward



cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.

radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold
engine three falls apart from other engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:
aged



high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.



800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.



Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engine #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.



destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.

UAL 811 and AI 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit
high flight time



early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.



PA 103

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off

fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is



still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

TWA 800

aged

high flight time

non Section 41 retrofit

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

nose came off

foreign object damage to starboard engines #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.

rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

bare wire found in cargo door area.

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.



first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine

fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer

glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.



Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short
sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters are not identified

Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo



door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen
years.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail.redshift.com>

Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700

To: postmaster@corazon.com

Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com

Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.



Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29

2000 00:13
(6.99 days).

Successful requests: 25,840

Average successful

requests per day: 3,694

Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful

requests for pages per day: 1,893

Failed requests: 316

Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:

Oct/22/00: 1726:
Oct/23/00: 2669:
Oct/24/00: 2231:
Oct/25/00: 3173:
Oct/26/00: 1984
Oct/27/00: 5283:
+

Oct/28/00: 8747:

847: +++++++++

1240: +++++++++++++

1025: ++++++++++4

1759: ++++++++++++++++++

952: ++++++++++

2847 ++++++++++H+H+H

4560-111111|||||||||||||||111111|
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Referrer Report

Listing referring URLs with at least 1 request, sorted by the
number of
requests.

#reqs: URL

4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/
1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html

620:
506:
390:
302:
266:
185:
180:
175:
173:
166:
165:
164:
156:
155:
147:
145:

http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
http://www.ntsb.org/
http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
http://www.corazon.com/Page2.html
http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecancoverCan.html
http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html
http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html
http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html
http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query
http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html
http://www.corazon.com/UALS&11essentials.html
http://www.google.com/search
http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage.html
http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/

Air_India_Flight 182/

145:
143:
136:

http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html
http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan20.html



136:
132:
131:
130:
123:
118:
115:
115:
110:
105:
104
102:

http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html
http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html
http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html
http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html
http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html
http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCanl.html
http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html
http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecan5.html
http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan9.html
http://www.corazon.com/314accidentreport.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html
99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan].html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry @corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600
X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.

As you may or may not be aware, charges

were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.

Your site was the ONLY place I could find

any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!



Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.
Liam/CYYC

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 1:33:39 AM PDT

To: Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Al 182 matches TWA 800 and PA 103 and UAL 811

Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.

It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team is more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about Al 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial
for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet

only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.

Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.



Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

103 to 811 were both

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and after takeoff

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3
fire on engine number 3

enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,



fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.

radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold
engine three falls apart from other engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected



Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:

aged

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.



Bomb planters not tried in court.
Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.



Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engine #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward



cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.

UAL 811 and Al 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected



UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high flight time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo

door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as

explanation during official inquiry

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,



outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,
destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

PA 103

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off

fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo



door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

TWA 800

aged

high flight time

non Section 41 retrofit

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

nose came off

foreign object damage to starboard engines #3
more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.

rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,
bare wire found in cargo door area.



vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.

first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine

fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer

glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation



for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final

fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short
sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters are not identified

Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR
abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
took off in no sun



running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen
years.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail .redshift.com>

Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700

To: postmaster@corazon.com

Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com



Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.

Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29
2000 00:13

(6.99 days).

Successful requests: 25,840

Average successful requests per day: 3,694
Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful requests for pages per day: 1,893
Failed requests: 316

Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:
Oct/22/00: 1726: 847: +++++++++
Oct/23/00: 2669: 1240: +++++++++++++
Oct/24/00: 2231: 1025: ++++++++++
Oct/25/00: 3173: 1759: ++++++++++++++++++




Oct/26/00: 1984: 952: +++++++++4

Oct/27/00: 5283: 2847: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+

Oct/28/00: 8747: 4560: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
At

Referrer Report

Listing referring URLs with at least 1 request, sorted by the
number of

requests.

#reqs: URL
4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/
1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html
620: http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
506: http://www.ntsb.org/
390: http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
302: http://www.corazon.com/Page2.html
266: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCan.html
185: http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
180: http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html
175: http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html
173: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html
166: http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html
165: http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query
164: http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html
156: http://www.corazon.com/UALS811essentials.html
155: http://www.google.com/search
147: http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage .html
145: http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/



Air_India_Flight 182/
145: http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html
143: http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan20.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html
132: http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html
131: http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html
130: http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html
123: http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html
118: http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html
115: http://www.corazon.com/All82pagecancoverCan1.html
115: http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html
110: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan5 .html
105: http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html
104: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecan9.html
102: http://www.corazon.com/3 14accidentreport.html
99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html
99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan].html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600
X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.
As you may or may not be aware, charges

were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.



Your site was the ONLY place I could find
any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!

Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.
Liam/CYYC

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 1:33:46 AM PDT

To: Securitas@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: Al 182 matches TWA 800 and PA 103 and UAL 811

Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.

It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team is more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about AI 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial
for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet



only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.
Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.

Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWWw.corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

103 to 811 were both

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and after takeoff

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3
fire on engine number 3



enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.

radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold
engine three falls apart from other engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo



door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:

aged

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.



Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off



explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:
aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,
foreign object damage to starboard engine #3
more severe inflight damage on starboard side,
smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,



rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.

UAL 811 and AI 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as



explanation during official inquiry
bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high flight time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry



more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

PA 103

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off

fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late



more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

TWA 800

aged

high flight time

non Section 41 retrofit

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
nose came off

foreign object damage to starboard engines #3
more severe inflight damage on starboard side,
at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.



rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

bare wire found in cargo door area.

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.

first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine

fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer

glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to



final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short
sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters are not identified

Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR



abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen
years.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail .redshift.com>



Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700
To: postmaster@corazon.com
Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com

Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.

Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29
2000 00:13

(6.99 days).

Successful requests: 25,840

Average successful requests per day: 3,694
Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful requests for pages per day: 1,893
Failed requests: 316

Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:



Oct/22/00: 1726: 847: +++++++++

Oct/23/00: 2669: 1240: +++++++++++++

Oct/24/00: 2231: 1025: +++++++++++

Oct/25/00: 3173: 1759: ++++++++++++++++++

Oct/26/00: 1984: 952: ++++++++++

Oct/27/00: 5283: 2847: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+

Oct/28/00: 8747: 4560: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+++++++++++ -+

Referrer Report

Listing referring URLs with at least 1 request, sorted by the
number of

requests.

#reqs: URL
4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/
1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html
620: http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
506: http://www.ntsb.org/
390: http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
302: http://www.corazon.com/Page2.html
266: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecancoverCan.html
185: http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
180: http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html
1'75: http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html
1'73: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html
166: http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html
165: http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query
164: http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html



156: http://www.corazon.com/UALS811essentials.html

155: http://www.google.com/search

147: http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage .html

145: http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/
Air_India_Flight 182/

145: http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html

143: http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html

136: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan20.html

136: http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html

132: http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html

131: http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html

130: http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html

123: http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html

118: http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html

115: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecancoverCan1.html

115: http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html

110: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan5 .html

105: http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html

104: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecan9.html

102: http://www.corazon.com/3 14accidentreport.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecanl.html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry @corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600
X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.



As you may or may not be aware, charges
were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.

Your site was the ONLY place I could find
any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!

Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.
Liam/CYYC

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 1:33:57 AM PDT

To: Communications @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca

Subject: For Mr. John Garstaing Al 182 matches TWA 800 and
PA 103 and UAL 811

Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.

It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team 1s more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about Al 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial



for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet
only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.

Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.

Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.Corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

103 to 811 were both
aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747
which took off in no sun
running late

and after takeoff
experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden



loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3

fire on engine number 3

enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.

radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold
engine three falls apart from other engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound
outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined



took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:

aged

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing
fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door



bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies



vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:
aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an
abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,



foreign object damage to starboard engine #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.

UAL 811 and AI 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
took off in no sun

running late



more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high flight time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side



at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

PA 103

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off

fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area



longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

TWA 800

aged

high flight time

non Section 41 retrofit
poly x wired

early model Boeing 747
which took off in no sun
running late

and shortly after takeoff
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
nose came off



foreign object damage to starboard engines #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.

rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

bare wire found in cargo door area.

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.

first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine

fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer

glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side



at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short
sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters are not identified

Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.



experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen
years.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.



sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail.redshift.com>

Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700

To: postmaster@corazon.com

Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com

Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.

Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29
2000 00:13

(6.99 days).

Successful requests: 25,840

Average successful requests per day: 3,694
Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful requests for pages per day: 1,893
Failed requests: 316

Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Daily Report



Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:

Oct/22/00: 1726: 847: +++++++++

Oct/23/00: 2669: 1240: +++++++++++++

Oct/24/00: 2231: 1025: +++++++++++

Oct/25/00: 3173: 1759: ++++++++++++++++++

Oct/26/00: 1984: 952: ++++++++++

Oct/27/00: 5283: 2847: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++

+

Oct/28/00: 8747: 4560: +++++++++++++++++++++++H++H+++
++H++

Referrer Report

Listing referring URLs with at least 1 request, sorted by the
number of
requests.

#reqs: URL

4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/
1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html

620:
506:
390:
302:
266:
185:
180:

http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
http://www.ntsb.org/
http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
http://www.corazon.com/Page?2 .html
http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCan.html
http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html



175: http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html

1'73: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html

166: http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html

165: http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query

164: http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html

156: http://www.corazon.com/UALS811essentials.html

155: http://www.google.com/search

147: http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage .html

145: http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/
Air_India_Flight_182/

145: http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html

143: http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html

136: http://www.corazon.com/All82pagecan20.html

136: http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html

132: http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html

131: http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html

130: http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html

123: http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html

118: http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html

115: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCan1.html

115: http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html

110: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecan5 .html

105: http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html

104: http://www.corazon.com/All82pagecan9.html

102: http://www.corazon.com/3 14accidentreport.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html

99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan].html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600



X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.

As you may or may not be aware, charges
were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.

Your site was the ONLY place I could find
any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!

Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.
Liam/CYYC

From: "Babin, Jacques" <Jacques.Babin@bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>
Date: October 29, 2000 1:35:30 AM PDT

To: "John Barry Smith" <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: Jacques Babin

Starting July 13, the Acting Manager of Communications at the
TSB will be Johanne Ostiguy at Johanne.Ostiguy @bst.gc.ca, and
from August 7on, it will be Jim Harris at Jim.Harris@tsb.gc.ca.

A compter du 13 juillet, le gestionnaire intérimaire des
communications au BST sera Johanne Ostiguy
(Johanne .Ostiguy @bst.gc.ca), et a compter du 7 aoft, ce sera Jim



Harris (Jim.Harris@tsb.gc.ca).

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: October 29, 2000 2:11:25 AM PST

To: Jim.Harris@tsb.gc.ca

Subject: Please forward to Mr. John Garstaing of TSB Al 182
matches TWA 800 and PA 103 and UAL 811

Note jump in hits to www.corazon.com site after arrest of Sikhs
for AI 182. Note that the AI 182 report was most asked for. Note
email about that fact.

It may be that AI 182, the forgotten wiring/cargo door event yet
the most deadly may yet break the case. I'm hoping that the Sikh
defense team is more open minded than the PA 103 team or
AAIB or NTSB. The RCMP and the TSB are as closed minded
about bomb as the other authorities but.....you never know. It
appears that the RCMP had the pressure to do about Al 182 what
the British did about PA 103, find some foreigners to put on trial
for a bombing long ago to justify the expense and time of the
investigation.

Three high time 747 explosive decompressions in flight and the
official explanations are unsatisfactory and incomplete and yet

only wiring/cargo door explanation fills in the holes, so to speak.

Here's the pattern and it all comes back to UAL 811.



Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

103 to 811 were both

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and after takeoff

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engines number 3
fire on engine number 3

enginge three fodded number four

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,



fracture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,

outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door,

shattered fuselage shape on right side forward of the wing is
vertical large rectangle around forward cargo door.

door in two big halves split at longitudinal midline.

radar reflection from aircraft at event time

103 and 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

suffers hull rupture in forward cargo hold
engine three falls apart from other engines
sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

sound does not match bomb sound

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected



Pan Am 103 and TWA 800 were both:

aged

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause at least for the last
nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.



Bomb planters not tried in court.
Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

800 to 182

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

shortly after take off

suffers hull rupture forward of the wing on the right side in cargo
door area

damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.



Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

TWA 800 leads to UAL 811 which were both:

aged

high flight time

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

while climbing

experienced a sudden initial event in the forward cargo hold
which left a

short

sudden

loud

sound on the cockpit voice recorder, an

abrupt data loss to the flight data recorder,

foreign object damage to starboard engine #3

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

smooth port side forward of the wing

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward



cargo door,

inadvertent opening of forward cargo door considered as
probable cause.

bare wires found in cargo door area.

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

And UAL 811 leads to Air India 182.

UAL 811 and AI 182 were both:

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo doors.

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt data loss to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected



UAL 811

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high flight time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with forward cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing on right side in
cargo door area

fodded number three engine

on fire number three engine.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

hoop stress found in cargo door area

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side
at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo

door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as

explanation during official inquiry

more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

port side smooth forward of the wing

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
rupture of forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,



outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,
destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.

PA 103

aged

non Section 41 retrofit

high time

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing in forward cargo
hold

nose came off

fodded number three engine

engine 3 falls apart from other three engines

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

sound does not match bomb sounds

abrupt power cut to FDR

outward peeled skin in cargo door area

longitudinal break at midline of the forward cargo door at
midspan latch,

midspan latch status not determined

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo



door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed two flights previous to final
fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation is
still believed to be the correct probable cause for at least for the
last nine years.

Non bomb structural failure offered as explanation for sudden
loud short sound on the CVR.

Non bomb structural failure rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not tried in court.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

TWA 800

aged

high flight time

non Section 41 retrofit

poly x wired

early model Boeing 747

which took off in no sun

running late

and shortly after takeoff

experienced hull rupture forward of the wing

nose came off

foreign object damage to starboard engines #3
more severe inflight damage on starboard side,

at least nine never recovered bodies,

torn off skin in forward cargo door area on starboard side,
post side smooth forward of the wing.

rupture at forward cargo door at aft midspan latch,
outward peeled skin on upper forward fuselage,
downward bent floor beams in cargo door area,
bare wire found in cargo door area.



vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of forward
cargo door, and

destruction initially thought to be have been caused by a bomb.
parts initially shed from just forward of the wing.

first pieces of structure to leave aircraft in flight from forward
cargo bay.

Forward Cargo door frayed

hoop stress found in cargo door area

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

fodded number three engine

fire in number three engine

missing blades from number three engine.

stator blade in right horizontal stabilizer

red paint mark in right horizontal stabilizer

glitter in right horizontal stabilizer.

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR

abrupt power cut to FDR

took off in no sun

running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least one flight previous to
final fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least seventeen
months.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation



for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters would have been terrorists of foreign countries.
Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

downward bent floor beams in cargo door area

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed one flight previous to final

fatal flight exploding in flight and nose coming off explanation
considered probable cause for seventeen months

Cargo door failure offered as explanation for sudden loud short
sound on the CVR.

Cargo door failure explanation rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters are not identified

Al 182

non Section 41 retrofit

early model

poly x wired

Boeing 747

had previous problems with cargo door.
experienced hull rupture forward of the wing
damaged number three engine

sudden sound on CVR

loud sound on the CVR

short duration sound on the CVR
abrupt power cut to FDR

nose came off

outward peeled skin in cargo door area
took off in no sun



running late

more severe inflight damage on starboard side

at least nine never recovered bodies

vertical fuselage tear lines forward of the wing and aft of cargo
door

inadvertent opening of the forward cargo door in flight offered as
explanation during official inquiry

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

Forward Cargo door frayed

Door Skin shattered outward.

Bottom eight latches latched.

Midspan latch status undetermined.

bomb in forward cargo hold initially suspected

bomb in forward cargo hold placed at least two flights previous
to final fatal flight; exploding in flight and nose coming off
explanation was thought to be explantion for at least thirteen
years.

Forward cargo door opening in flight considered as explanation
for sudden loud short sound on the CVR.

Forward cargo door opening in flight rejected.

Bomb planters are terrorists of foreign countries.

Bomb planters not charged.

Bomb planters deny they planted bomb.

Conspiracy explanations considered seriously.

sound does not match bomb

From: root <root@mail.redshift.com>

Date: Sun, 29 Oct 2000 00:02:42 -0700

To: postmaster@corazon.com

Subject: Weekly Stats Report For corazon.com



Web Server Statistics for www.corazon.com

Program started at Sun, Oct 29 2000 00:02.

Analyzed requests from Sun, Oct 22 2000 00:23 to Sun, Oct 29
2000 00:13

(6.99 days).

Successful requests: 25,840

Average successful requests per day: 3,694
Successful requests for pages: 13,242

Average successful requests for pages per day: 1,893
Failed requests: 316

Distinct files requested: 1,848

Distinct hosts served: 4,140

Corrupt logfile lines: 3,327

Data transferred: 666.748 Mbytes

Average data transferred per day: 95.344 Mbytes

Each unit (+) represents 100 requests for pages or part thereof.

date: #reqs: #pages:
Oct/22/00: 1726: 847: +++++++++
Oct/23/00: 2669: 1240: +++++++++++++
Oct/24/00: 2231: 1025: ++++++++++
Oct/25/00: 3173: 1759: ++++++++++++++++++




Oct/26/00: 1984: 952: +++++++++4

Oct/27/00: 5283: 2847: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
+

Oct/28/00: 8747: 4560: ++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
At

Referrer Report

Listing referring URLs with at least 1 request, sorted by the
number of

requests.

#reqs: URL
4675: http://www.corazon.com/AirIndiareportcontents.html
2280: http://www.corazon.com/
1008: http://www.corazon.com/Boeing 747 .html
620: http://www.corazon.com/nosepicts.html
506: http://www.ntsb.org/
390: http://www.corazon.com/crashcontentspagelinks.html
302: http://www.corazon.com/Page2.html
266: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecancoverCan.html
185: http://www.corazon.com/Missingbodies.html
180: http://www.corazon.com/811holesofftv.html
175: http://www.corazon.com/Damagelocation.html
173: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan19.html
166: http://www.corazon.com/mountain.html
165: http://google.yahoo.com/bin/query
164: http://www.corazon.com/Al182essentials.html
156: http://www.corazon.com/UALS811essentials.html
155: http://www.google.com/search
147: http://www.corazon.com/811reportcontentpage .html
145: http://dailynews.yahoo.com/fc/World/



Air_India_Flight 182/
145: http://www.corazon.com/Suddenloudsound.html
143: http://www.corazon.com/SkiescargodoorOpict.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan20.html
136: http://www.corazon.com/reconstructmatches.html
132: http://www.corazon.com/747historycontents.html
131: http://www.corazon.com/DC-10crashcontents.html
130: http://www.corazon.com/103reportcontents.html
123: http://www.corazon.com/Radarblips.html
118: http://www.corazon.com/747specsheet.html
115: http://www.corazon.com/All82pagecancoverCan1.html
115: http://www.geocities.com/CapitolHill/5260/crash.html
110: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan5 .html
105: http://www.corazon.com/forwardcargodoorpicts.html
104: http://www.corazon.com/All182pagecan9.html
102: http://www.corazon.com/3 14accidentreport.html
99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan21.html
99: http://www.corazon.com/Al182pagecan].html

Reply-To: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
From: "Liam Tully" <Irtully @sprint.ca>
To: <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: Air India Bombings - JUNESS.
Date: Sat, 28 Oct 2000 17:08:10 -0600
X-Priority: 3

Hi Barry.
As you may or may not be aware, charges

were laid yesterday in Vancouver against too well
known Sikh individuals.



Your site was the ONLY place I could find
any REAL info. on the events that took place so
long ago. GREAT WORK!

Stay tuned - I have no doubt this "saga" will
drag on for another 15 years....

Rgds.
Liam/CYYC

From: "Harris, Jim" <Jim.Harris@tsb.gc.ca>

Date: March 16, 2001 11:41:25 AM PST

To: "barry@corazon.com™ <barry@corazon.com>
Subject: FW: Al 182 bomb location

Mr. Smith,

Since this is the subject of an RCMP investigation, and is in
criminal

court, it would be inappropriate for anyone at the TSB to discuss
this

matter. It would be recommended that your enquiry be directed
to the RCMP

at:

Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Air India Task Force

5255 Heather Street

Vancouver, B.C.

V57 1K6

Regards



Jim Harris
Public Affairs Advisor
Transportation Safety Board of Canada

*819-994-8053
*jim.harris@tsb.gc.ca

From: John Barry Smith

Sent: Tuesday, March 13,2001 11:07 PM

To: Securitas

Subject: Urgent for John Garstang of TSB re: Al 182 bomb
location

Dear Sir or Madam in Security:

Please forward to Mr. John Garstang of Transportation Safety
Board of
Canada regarding Air India 182 bomb location.

Dear Mr. Garstang, 13 Mar 01

This John Barry Smith. We have corresponded in the past and
you called me
on the telephone at my home regarding Air India 182.

I now understand the bomb location in Al 182 has been changed
from the
forward cargo door compartment to the aft.

Will you please email me at barry@corazon.com or call me at 1
831 659 3552
for further discussion on this most important matter?



Sincerely,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.Ccorazon.com

barry @corazon.com

At 3:18 PM +0400 2/27/97, Securitas wrote:

Thank you for your report expressing concern about the opening
of cargo

doors on B-747 aircraft. During any aircraft crash, investigators
examine

every piece of evidence, in order to determine cause. In the case
of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and

there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.

On the other hand, there was other solid evidence indicating a
bomb blast

had occurred. Aircraft accident investigators are trained people.
Anybody

can say anything they want on the Internet. Put your money on



the
experts;
you will win more often. <<x400.txt>>

Attachment converted: Master:x400.txt (TEXT/TBB6)
(0004B01D)

This message has the following attachments:

file://localhost/Users/barry/Library/Mail/
Attachments/.DS_Store

From: "Harris, Jim" <Jim.Harris@tsb.gc.ca>

Date: March 22, 2001 12:50:41 PM PST

To: "John Barry Smith™ <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: RE: Clear and Present danger to the Canadian flying
public

Mr. Smith,

Since you are a United States citizen and your safety
concerns stem
from the occurrence involving an American registered and
manufactured
aircraft, UAL 811, which was investigated in detail by the NTSB,
I recommend
that you contact the NTSB and/or the FAA who are responsible
for taking
safety action in your country. The TSB has a close working
relationship with
the NTSB, and the NTSB has specifically looked into wiring
issues for some
time (e.g. TWA 800). We have exchanged information with them



on this

subject. Should the NTSB deem it necessary to take follow-up
safety action

based on your input, we would be informed of this through our
normal working

relations with them.

Jim Harris

Public Affairs Advisor

Transportation Safety Board of Canada
*819-994-8053

*jim.harris@tsb.gc.ca

From: John Barry Smith [SMTP:barry @corazon.com]

Sent:  16-Mar-01 19:38

To: Harris, Jim

Subject: Clear and Present danger to the Canadian flying public

Dear Mr. Harris, thank you for your reply and referring me to the
RCMP,

which I shall do regarding any criminal aspects of this airplane
crash.

However, I would like to inform you and the TSB of a clear and
present
danger to the Canadian flying public as we speak. This danger is
known
faulty wiring (see Swiss Air 111 TSB investigation on polyimide
insulation) which is causing forward cargo doors of early model



Boeing 747

to open in flight. This conclusion is made by my research into Air
India

182 accident in which the TSB (then CASB) reported in its
finding:

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

The Canadian Aviation Safety Board respectfully submits as
follows:

4.1 Cause-Related Findings

1. At0714 GMT, 23 June 1985, and without warning, Air India
Flight 182

was subjected to a sudden event at an altitude of 31,000 feet
resulting in

its crash into the sea and the death of all on board.

2. The forward and aft cargo compartments ruptured before water
impact.

3. The section aft of the wings of the aircraft separated from the
forward portion before water impact.

4. There is no evidence to indicate that structural failure of the
aircraft was the lead event in this occurrence.

5.  There is considerable circumstantial and other evidence to
indicate that the initial event was an explosion occurring in the
forward

cargo compartment. This evidence is not conclusive. However,
the evidence

does not support any other conclusion.

Mr. Harris, note the Canadians said 'an explosion occurring in the
forward

cargo compartment." That is correct. There was an explosion and
it was

explosive decompression.



There is now evidence to indicate structural failure was the lead
event of

this occurrence, UAL 811 of NTSB 92/02 which states: 'On
February 24,

1989, United Airlines flight 811, a Boeing 747-122, experienced
an

explosive decompression as it was climbing between 22,000 and
23,000 feet

after taking off from Honolulu, Hawaii, en route to Sydney,
Australia with

3 flightcrew, 15 flight attendants, and 337 passengers aboard. The
airplane made a successful emergency landing at Honolulu and
the occupants

evacuated the airplane. Examination of the airplane revealed that
the

forward lower lobe cargo door had separated in flight and had
caused

extensive damage to the fuselage and cabin structure adjacent to
the door.

Nine of the passengers had been ejected from the airplane and
lost at sea.

The National Transportation Safety Board determines that the
probable

cause of this accident was the sudden opening of the forward
lower lobe

cargo door in flight and the subsequent explosive decompression.
The door

opening was attributed to a faulty switch or wiring in the door
control

system which permitted electrical actuation of the door latches
toward the

unlatched position after initial door closure and before takeoft.



This event of 1989 was not available to the TSB investigators of
1985. The

matching of evidence of UAL 811 to Al 182, such as the sudden
loud sound

on the CVR and the abrupt power cut to the recorders on both
airplanes,

would have provided the investigators the answers to support an
alternative mechanical explanation.

As we know now, the Poly X, Kapton type wiring in Boeing
airliners such as

AI 182 and UAL 811 is faulty but not yet blamed in more than
nine deaths.

Based on the new evidence of UAL 811 and the matching of
similar evidence

to Al 182, it is now apparent that a clear and present danger
exists to

the flying public in Boeing 747s. An emergency AD to check the
cargo door

area wiring would be prudent.

Regardless, I report this immediate safety issue to you for your
action

and I request a meeting with TSB safety officials so that I may
present my

research and analysis for their consideration and to clarify any
doubts as

to this present hazard. I can meet with them in the Vancouver BC
offices

of the TSB as soon as practicable.



Please do not disregard this most urgent safety alert from a
citizen to a

public safety agency. I am available at any time for phone
discussion or

email correspondence.

Sincerely,

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.COorazon.com

barry @corazon.com

Mr. Smith,

Since this is the subject of an RCMP investigation, and is in
criminal

court, it would be inappropriate for anyone at the TSB to
discuss
this

matter. It would be recommended that your enquiry be
directed to the
RCMP

at:

Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Air India Task Force
5255 Heather Street



Vancouver, B.C.
V57 1K6

Regards

Jim Harris

Public Affairs Advisor

Transportation Safety Board of Canada
*819-994-8053

*jim.harris@tsb.gc.ca

From: Wallace Anne <anne.wallace @srg.caa.co.uk>
Date: March 28, 2001 1:50:17 AM PST

To: ""barry@corazon.com™ <barry@corazon.com>
Subject: WARNING

Dear Mr Smith

The UK Air Accidents Investigation Branch has forwarded your
email of 17

March 2001. Please could you provide further details of the
information you

have?

Yours sincerely

Anne Wallace (Mrs)
Corporate Affairs

Safety Regulation Group
Civil Aviation Authority



(anne.wallace@srg.caa.co.uk)
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This e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, are confidential.

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify our Help Desk
(e-mail: internet.postmaster@srg.caa.co.uk or phone:
+44-1293-573333)

immediately.

You should not copy or use this e-mail or attachments for any
purpose

nor disclose their contents to any other person.
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From: Wallace Anne <anne.wallace@srg.caa.co.uk>

Date: March 29, 2001 2:10:48 AM PST

To: "'John Barry Smith" <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: RE: Warning/alert about wiring/cargo door/explosive
decompression

Thank for the information which you have provided. I have
consulted the CAA

Safety Regulation Group Head of Safety Data and Investigation
Department.

He has advised me that examination of the wreckage proved that
the cargo

door was not the cause of PA 103 and TWA 800 accidents. The
judge decided

that on balance of probability the accident to AI182 was caused



by a bomb.

As we cannot take this matter any further we suggest that, if you
have not

already done so, you communicate your concerns to the FAA. 1
have copied

the correspondence, by fax, to the FAA's Europe, Africa, &
Middle East

Office in Brussels.

From: John Barry Smith[SMTP:barry@corazon.com]

Sent: 28 March 2001 19:42

To: Wallace Anne

Subject: Warning/alert about wiring/cargo door/explosive
decompression

Dear Mrs. Wallace, 28 Mar 2001

Thank you very much for following up on my warning that
there exists
a clear and present danger to the flying public.

This is not a 'bomb' threat, nor a 'sky is falling' exclamation
nor
a 'whispered anonymous' phone call, nor an hysterical
'conspiracy' plot.

This is a warning/alert about a mechanical, well
documented,
current, pervasive problem from an identified expert. I invite
discussion
and request that you contact me at my email, my telephone



number, or mail to
my home for further details or refer me to professional accident
investigators.

The problem is wiring. It's a problem well known by the
AAIB but the
severity of the problem is greatly under appreciated because few
fatal
accidents have been blamed on wiring. The symptoms of wiring
failures have
been 'fixed', but not the wiring cause.

Specifically, wiring causes forward cargo doors of early
model
Boeing 747s to rupture open in flight. The electrical problems in
early
model Boeing 747s have caused cargo door to open in flight
before but only
one resulted in fatalities, UAL 811 as described in NTSB AAR
90/01 and
92/02, summary below.

My twelve years of research and analysis have shown that
ruptured
open cargo door in flight events, which mimic a bomb explosion,
have
occurred three other times with many fatalities. The three flights
are all
controversial with conspiracy theories abounding to explain the
mysterious
inflight breakups of the aircraft, however, I can prove to you and
investigators with documents, photographs, and charts that
support the



tangible, circumstantial, and direct evidence that all three
suffered a

ruptured open forward cargo door in flight, probably caused by
an electrical

problem.

The flights are Air India Flight 182, Pan Am 103, and TWA
800.

Yes, they are have been called other probable causes,
starting off
with bomb explosions by terrorists.

No, they are not bombs.

Yes, they are a mechanical cause with precedent which the
matching
evidence among all four shows the pattern or electrically caused
ruptured
open forward cargo door in flight.

Air India Flight 182, Pan Am 103, and TWA 800 all match
the
confirmed and irrefutable probable cause of electrically caused
ruptured
open forward cargo door in flight for UAL 811.

I rely on the evidence to prove the wiring/cargo door/
explosive
decompression explanation. I must have an opportunity to
present my research
and analysis to air accident investigators who can evaluate my
warning alert



of the danger of wiring faults in early model Boeing 747s. The
problem is
not clearly understood nor appreciated by the authorities.

An emergency AD to inspect the wiring in the forward cargo
door
areas of early model Boeing 747s must be issued before the event
occurs
again.

I assume AAIB has not attempted to brush me off to a
corporate type
who has no interest in aviation safety but assume they referred
me to you
because you know who to contact to properly review my data
and evaluate the
risk. (Further details on the wiring/cargo door/explosive
decompression are
at www.corazon.com)

Can you help?

Sincerely,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone

551 Country Club Drive,

Carmel Valley, CA 93924

WWW.corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

Commercial pilot, instrument rated, former FAA Part 135
certificate



holder.
US Navy reconnaissance navigator, RA-5C 650 hours.
US Navy patrol crewman, P2V-5FS 2000 hours.
Air Intelligence Officer, US Navy
Retired US Army Major MSC
Owner Mooney M-20C, 1000 hours.
Survivor of sudden night fiery fatal jet plane crash in RA-5C

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On February 24, 1989, United Airlines flight 811, a Boeing
747-122,
experienced an explosive decompression as it was climbing
between 22,000 and
23,000 feet after taking off from Honolulu, Hawaii, en route to
Sydney,
Australia with 3 flightcrew, 15 flight attendants, and 337
passengers
aboard.

The airplane made a successful emergency landing at
Honolulu and the
occupants evacuated the airplane. Examination of the airplane
revealed that
the forward lower lobe cargo door had separated in flight and had
caused
extensive damage to the fuselage and cabin structure adjacent to
the door.
Nine of the passengers had been ejected from the airplane and
lost at sea.

A year after the accident, the Safety Board was uncertain
that the



cargo door would be located and recovered from the Pacific
Ocean. The Safety
Board decided to proceed with a final report based on the
available evidence
without the benefit of an actual examination of the door
mechanism. The
original report was adopted by the Safety Board on April 16,
1990, as
NTSB/AAR-90/01.

Subsequently, on July 22, 1990, a search and recovery
operation was
begun by the U.S. Navy with the cost shared by the Safety
Board, the Federal
Aviation Administration, Boeing Aircraft Company, and United
Airlines. The
search and recovery effort was supported by Navy radar data on
the separated
cargo door, underwater sonar equipment, and a manned
submersible vehicle.
The effort was successful, and the cargo door was recovered in
two pieces
from the ocean floor at a depth of 14,200 feet on September 26
and October
1, 1990.

Before the recovery of the cargo door, the Safety Board
believed
that the door locking mechanisms had sustained damage in
service prior to
the accident flight to the extent that the door could have been
closed and
appeared to have been locked, when in fact the door was not
fully latched.
This belief was expressed in the report and was supported by the



evidence
available at the time. However, upon examination of the door, the
damage to
the locking mechanism did not support this hypothesis. Rather,
the evidence
indicated that the latch cams had been backdriven from the
closed position
into a nearly open position after the door had been closed and
locked. The
latch cams had been driven into the lock sectors that deformed so
that they
failed to prevent the back-driving.

Thus, as a result of the recovery and examination of the
cargo
door, the Safety Board's original analysis and probable cause
have been
modified. This report incorporates these changes and supersedes
NTSB/AAR-90/01.

The issues in this investigation centered around the design
and
certification of the B-747 cargo doors, the operation and
maintenance to
assure the continuing airworthiness of the doors, cabin safety,
and
emergency response.

The National Transportation Safety Board determines that
the
probable cause of this accident was the sudden opening of the
forward lower
lobe cargo door in flight and the subsequent explosive
decompression. The
door opening was attributed to a faulty switch or wiring in the
door control



system which permitted electrical actuation of the door latches
toward the
unlatched position after initial door closure and before takeoff.
Contributing to the cause of the accident was a deficiency in the
design of
the cargo door locking mechanisms, which made them
susceptible to
deformation, allowing the door to become unlatched after being
properly
latched and locked. Also contributing to the accident was a lack
of timely
corrective actions by Boeing and the FAA following a 1987
cargo door opening
incident on a Pan Am B-747.

As a result of this investigation, the Safety Board issued
safety
recommendations concerning cargo doors and other nonplug
doors on
pressurized transport category airplanes, cabin safety, and
emergency
response.

Dear Mr Smith

The UK Air Accidents Investigation Branch has
forwarded your
email of 17

March 2001. Please could you provide further details of
the
information you

have?



Yours sincerely

Anne Wallace (Mrs)
Corporate Affairs

Safety Regulation Group
Civil Aviation Authority

(anne.wallace@srg.caa.co.uk)

sk sk s sl st sk sk s st sk sk sk sk st sk sk s st sk sk s sk st sk sk s stk sk s sk st sk sk s stk sk s skt sk sk skosteoskeoske sk skoskosk
sk sk skoskoskoske skeoskostoske sk koo skoskok

This e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, are
confidential.

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify our
Help Desk

(e-mail: internet.postmaster@srg.caa.co.uk or phone:
+44-1293-573333)

immediately.

You should not copy or use this e-mail or attachments
for
any purpose

nor disclose their contents to any other person.

sk sk sk skt stk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk st sk sk stk sk sk skosioske sk stk sk sk skoskostke sk stk sk skoskotkeosk skoskokoske sk skokok
sk ok s stk sk s stk sk stk skok

sk sk sk skoskeoske sk sk skoskeoske skeoskosteoske sk soskoskeoske sk skosioske sk skostoskeosk sk sk kot sk skoskokoskoskoskokokeoskoskokokoskoskokokok



s ks st st st st sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk ks

This e-mail, and any files transmitted with it, are confidential.

If you are not the intended recipient, please notify our Help Desk
(e-mail: internet.postmaster@srg.caa.co.uk or phone:
+44-1293-573333)

immediately.

You should not copy or use this e-mail or attachments for any
purpose

nor disclose their contents to any other person.
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From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: May 8, 2001 11:00:17 AM PDT

To: Trans Safety Board Canada:murphyd@tc.gc.ca,
pageota@tc.gc.ca, paulette.delorme @tsb.gc.ca, pettifg@tc.gc.ca,
plattsj@tc.gc.c, sweetd@tc.gc.ca;

Subject: Mounties now say 'bomb’ in aft of Air India Flight
182

Yes, the Mounties are saying the 'bomb' was in the Aft
compartment of Air India Flight 182 and want to put three guys
in jail for life for putting it there.

Ha!

Can you do something about this nonsense?

Cheers,

John Barry Smith



(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.corazon.com

barry @corazon.com

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: May 8, 2001 12:20:55 PM PDT

To: plattsj@tc.gc.ca

Subject: Mounties now say 'bomb' in aft of Air India Flight
182

Yes, the Mounties are saying the 'bomb' was in the Aft
compartment of Air India Flight 182 and want to put three guys
in jail for life for putting it there.

Ha!
Can you do something about this nonsense?

Cheers,

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.corazon.com
barry@corazon.com

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: May 17, 2001 9:52:08 AM PDT
To: murphyd@tc.gc.ca, pageota@tc.gc.ca,



paulette.delorme@tsb.gc.ca, pettifg@tc.gc.ca, plattsj@tc.gc.ca,
sweetd@tc.gc.ca
Subject: Letter to RCMP

Dear TSB officials, 17 May 01

Attached as pdf file is my letter to the RCMP responding to their
request for documents and a meeting with me regarding my
shorted wiring/cargo door rupture/explosive decompression/
inflight breakup explanation for Air India Flight 182.

TSB officials are specifically named in the letter and I would
appreciate it if any of you could attend to give technical
assistance to the non aviation expert minds of the police.

Sgt. Blachford should get the snail mail in a few days. He gave
me no email address specifically for him.

TSB knowledge of AA Flight 92, Swiss Air 111 and Air India
Flight 182 is invaluable and relevant. Each accident adds to the
body of knowledge relating to aviation safety.

The CASB conclusions of 1986 were correct and TSB might
welcome a chance to reevaluate those conclusions and refine
them to explain the explosion in the forward cargo compartment
based upon available hindsight and subsequent similar inflight
events such as United Airlines Flight 811 of 1989 by issuing a
supplemental AAR.

Cheers,

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924



WWW.corazon.com
barry @corazon.com

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>

Date: February 1, 2002 1:40:52 PM PST

To: Sgt. Bart Blachford@RCMP

Subject: Pan Am Flight 103 cargo door photographs
analyses

Sgt. B. Blachford
Air India Task Force
5255 Heather St.

Vancouver, B. C.
V57 1K6

Dear Sgt. Bart Blachford, 1 Feb 02

Mr. Tucker of TSB has obtained very valuable photographs of
the forward cargo door area of Pan Am Flight 103 which show
clearly upward tearing of skin above the door, outwardly
shattered and twisted metal skin in, above, and fore and aft of the
door, and the general tangled mess of the fuselage forward of the
wing on the right side. This photographic evidence of massive
fuselage depressurization matches the photographic evidence of
Trans World Airlines Flight 800 and United Airlines Flight 811
and the text of Air India Flight 182.

High quality photographs of that forward cargo door area of Air
India Flight 182 exist under RCMP control; can you obtain them,
view them, evaluate them to see if they match the same area with
the same damage for Pan Am Flight 103, United Airlines Flight



811, and Trans World Airlines Flight 8007

At this time I am convinced more than ever for Air India Flight
182 that there was no bomb explosion in the forward or the aft
compartment. There was a huge explosion of decompression in
the forward cargo hold at the door area probably caused by now
known faulty Poly X wiring.

I've enclosed my analysis in three parts of the photographs for
Pan Am Flight 103 to Mr. Tucker as well as my two letters to you
after after meeting.

I have not heard back from you and worry that you did not get
my follow up post meeting letters. I note that the Air India Flight
182 trial has been delayed for many months at the request of the
Crown. Is that related to our meeting?

The photographs of the forward cargo door area of Pan Am
Flight 103 could have ruled out the shorted wiring/forward cargo
door rupture/explosive decompression/inflight breakup
explanation but only corroborated it. The same can be said for
the photographs and video for Air India Flight 182, but one way
or the other, the possibility should and must be evaluated, in my
humble opinion.

Cheers,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659 3552

541 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.corazon.com



barry @corazon.com

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: February 27, 2002 12:03:17 PM PST

To: Sgt.BartBlachford@RCMP

Subject: Mr. Garstang follow up

Sgt. B. Blachford
Air India Task Force
5255 Heather St.

Vancouver, B. C.
V57 1K6

Dear Sgt. Bart Blachford, 27 Feb 02

Thank you for your letter of 18 Feb 02, file 85-3196 in which
you state you have forwarded my previous correspondence to
Mr. Garstang ('Our aviation investigator') for his consideration.

You further state that he has the photographs and film footage
need to conduct any further follow up deemed necessary.

Well, that's fine. As you know, I had no way of knowing that the
forward cargo door of PA 103 would match so carefully that of
the forward cargo door of United Airlines Flight 811 with the
peeled away skin from the aft midspan latch because those
photos had never before been released to the public. That match
alone is enough for Mr. Gartstang, who compared and matched
Air India Flight 182 to Pan Am Flight 103 previously in his
March 2001 supplemental Air India Flight 182 report, to conduct
further follow up by comparing the Air India Flight 182 forward
cargo door photographs, to which he has access, to United
Airlines Flight 811 and others.



In addition, I have been in contact with the Campbells of New
Zealand whose son died in United Airlines Flight 811. They were
instrumental in getting the door retrieved from the ocean which
allowed the authorities to correctly state the cause of its opening
in flight: electrical and not bomb or improper latching as
previously thought. They have sent me many pictures of the door
area of United Airlines Flight 811 which match the text of the
door area of Air India Flight 182. I make these photos available
to you and Mr. Gartstang upon request to compare to the photos
of Air India Flight 182 which you and Mr. Garstang have access
to. I would send them via email but you nor Mr. Garstang have
given me an email address.

As always I am available to Mr. Garstang and yourself for any

follow up you may have as you continue your investigation into
Air India Flight 182 as part of the Air India Task Force.

Cheers,

John Barry Smith

(831) 659 3552

541 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.Ccorazon.com

barry @corazon.com

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: March 3, 2002 8:21:26 AM PST

To: Sgt.BartBlachford@RCMP

Subject: Door of 182 like door of 811



Sgt. B. Blachford
Air India Task Force
5255 Heather St.

Vancouver, B. C.
V57 1K6

Dear Sgt. Bart Blachford, 3 Mar 02

Thank you for your letter of 26 Feb 02, file 85E-6410 tip 3196, in
which you request I deal directly with Mr. Tucker of TSB. You
then ask me to deal directly with you. My pleasure, Sergeant, and
tip 3196 is the one that caught your culprit: Electrical, not
human. The Mounties always get their man, even if it is a woman
or parts of a machine.

I have no correspondence from the NTSB which states they said
the forward cargo door of Air India Flight 182 was exactly like
the door of United Airlines Flight 811 but I do have the
correspondence from the actual person who met the actual NTSB
official who said the actual words you are asking about.
Explained below:

First item below is from Kirpal Report on Air India Flight 182
which describes a Group (A Committee of Experts) which had
access to all photos and film and, indeed, was specifically asked
to evaluate same. Mr. James F. Wildey II, of NTSB was present
in that Air India Flight 182 group. Also note that Mr. Wildey is
predominantly included in the Trans World Airlines Flight 800
investigation and includes on his resume his work for the NTSB
in the Pan Am Flight 103 investigation. He is still active in the
NTSB, knows about cargo doors and is available for interview.
Would you like his email?



"1.5.16 In order that there should be no undue delay the Court
decided that a Group be constituted consisting of expert
representatives of all the participants and also the nominees

of the Court. This group was asked to carry out metallurgical and
other examination of some of the critical pieces salvaged and
give its report to the Court. The group constituted as a
'Committee of Experts' was as under :-

a. Mr. AJ.W. Melson, Canadian Aviation Safety Board,
Canada.

Mr. R K. Phillips, Canadian Pacific Air, Canada.

Mr. T. Swift, Federal Aviation, Administration, USA.

Mr. R.Q. Taylor, Boeing Commercial Airplane Co., USA.
Mr. J.P. Tryzl, Boeing Commercial Airplane Co., USA.
Mr. J.F. Wildey II, National Transportation Safety Board
USA.

g. Mr. S.N. Seshadri, Bhabha Atomic Research Centre, India
(Coordinator)."

-0 a0 o

Below is excerpt from an email sent to me from Mr. and Mrs.
Campbell whose son was killed in United Airlines Flight 811 and
who know more about why forward cargo doors open
inadvertently in flight than most people on earth. They are
experts in this matter and must be highly respected for their
perseverance, research, and conclusions. He has been awarded
high honors by the New Zealand government for his efforts in
aviation safety. Mr. Campbell connected Air India Flight 182 to
United Airlines Flight 811 in 1991 as excerpt shows below. They
are available for interview and currently live in New Zealand.
(Full email attached at end.)

"From: SMANDKJC®@aol.com
Date: Sun, 22 Aug 1999 22:39:33 EDT
Subject: From Kevin Campbell



To: barry@corazon.com

We were in Hawaii for the search for the cargo door and I tried
every avenue

to be on that sub or even the recovery boat without success. I was
phoned

within an hour of the recovery of the door and told that they had
a

contingency plan , if the door revealed the NTSB were correct
the door was to

be released to the media in Hawaii ,if the door showed that the
Campbells

were correct the door was going straight to Boeing . He said that
the door is

going straight to Boeing . We flew to Seattle but were told we
could not see

the door , we drove to Washington to see the NTSB and as we
entered the

office we were told they could spare us 5 minutes,about 3 hours
later we held

a set of the recovered C locks and Lock sectors and they
admitted we were

correct , that they would ensure that the aircraft would be fixed
but not to

hold our breath waiting for a new report ever to be released .
After lunch

with them I asked " in light of what we now know on 811 do you
still think

that Air India was a bomb ?"

The reply was that we never thought that Air India was a bomb in
fact the

video shows a cargo door exactly the same as 811.

I wrote to both Air India and the Canadian Safety Board with my



findings on
811 but did not even have the courtesy of a reply ."

Sergeant Blachford, the points to be made here are: The
Campbells are unimpeachable witnesses regarding who they
spoke to and what they said, and, NTSB had access to the film
and photos so their opinion about the forward cargo door of Air
India Flight 182 is first hand. If NTSB said the Air India Flight
182 forward cargo door looks exactly like the forward cargo door
of United Airlines Flight 811, that conclusion is based on
personal viewing of the film and photos by an 'Expert'. Of course
the dozens of words of text of the Kirpal report already describes
a door that matches the United Airlines Flight 811 door but a
picture tells a thousand words. The pictures are available to you
for analysis and confirmation of the text.

Kirpal Report Excerpt below about forward cargo door which
matches in text that of the picture of United Airlines Flight 811:

"2.11.4.6 Section 42

All cargo doors were found intact and attached to the fuselage
structure except for the forward cargo door which had some
fuselage and cargo floor attached. This door, located on the
forward right side of the aircraft, was broken horizontally about
one-quarter of the distance above the lower frame. The damage
to the door and the fuselage skin near the door appeared to have
been caused by an outward force. The fractured surface of the
cargo door appeared to have been badly frayed. Because the
damage appeared to be different than that seen on other wreckage
pieces, an attempt to recover the door was made by CCGS John
Cabot. Shortly after the wreckage broke clear of the water, the
area of the door to which the lift cable was attached broke free



from the cargo door, and the wreckage settled back onto the sea
bed. An attempt to relocate the door was unsuccessful."

To sum up past and current official opinion about Air India Flight
182:

CASB, forward cargo hold explosion on right side, unstated
cause.

AAIB, forward cargo hold explosion on right side, not a bomb
but cause yet to be determined.

Kirpal, forward cargo hold explosion on right side, cause a
bomb.

NTSB, not a bomb and cargo door looks exactly like a door on a
matching model aircraft which had an explosion in the forward
cargo hold on the right side, not a bomb.

RCMP, aft cargo hold explosion, cause a bomb.

This private investigator agrees with the CASB, the AAIB, the
NTSB and further refines the determined cause of the ruptured
opening of the forward cargo door of Air India Flight 182 to be
that of electrical, either known faulty Poly X wiring or Switch
S2.

Are you not curious, Sgt. Blachford? Don't your detective skills
cry out to see the actual evidence? Would you not like to see a
pattern of cause and effect? You have the authority, access, and
should have the motive to examine those photographs which
have been kept these many years just for the purpose of someone
of your character and position to examine for analysis and
conclusions based upon similar subsequent events. United
Airlines Flight 811 was a subsequent event.

By the way, all your questions to me are of the "Check out the
messenger," type and not of the 'Check out the message,' type.



You are not asking about the door but what people are saying
about the door. I must repeat, Air India Flight 182 was an
airplane crash, first and foremost. Ask airplane crash type
questions.

Cheers,

John Barry Smith

(831) 659 3552

541 Country Club Drive,
Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.Ccorazon.com

barry @corazon.com

From: SMANDKJC@aol.com

Date: Sun, 22 Aug 1999 22:39:33 EDT
Subject: From Kevin Campbell

To: barry @corazon.com

CC: rocketman@hawaii.rr.com

Dear Barry , Steve emailed on your reply , Thank you for your
kind comments

about our work. As you know we live in NZ but we own an apt
here in Waikiki

and usually spend from may till end sept here .This year we were
late

arriving as our first grandchild was due early may , He did not
arrive until

the 19th and we stayed to help out our daughter until the 1st
june . Our son

in law gave us a computer so they could email pictures of the



new baby . I

have resisted getting a computer as I cant type but seem to be
managing OK .

Anyway as soon as I got on line the first search I did was 811 and
got your

site , it all sounded very familiar to me and I could tell you had
obviously

done your homework . Steve had visited us in NZ in Feb just as
we moved into

our new apt there after selling our family home so I asked Steve
if he had

been in contact with you and what spurred your interest in cargo
doors { I

should have explored your site a bit more and I would have
found the reason

myself but I was just starting searching the web and only hit the
one page |

Steve did not know what your motives were so I thought I would
contact you

myself , however I had bought a lot of my documents over with
me this trip as

I had to fly on to Seattle to do an interview with the BBC
Panorama progam

for a documentry on aircraft wiring problems following the
release to the

media of the Swissair wreckage , the doco is cofunded by the
Discovery

Channel and may show [ Or a USA version of it | on TLC
depending on wether

they want to upset Boeing or not . The request to do this doco
followed a

very good doco done by Channel 9 Sydney on their Sunday
program titled "Fire



in the Sky" also about Kapton wire in Feb of this year .I had lent
BBC some

of my documents including my submission to the NTSB on the
cause of 811 and

also a document I had written in 1989 I called "Countdown to
Disaster"

detailing the sequence of events leading up to and beyond the
811 disaster .

I still have not had them returned but Steve can email them to
you if you

have never seen them.

As you are probably aware we did an investigation on 811 and
have appeared in

the media many times . We had many stories about our efforts in
NZ newspapers

;magazines and TVNZ followed us on one visit to the USA and
did a Documentry

on our investigation { the email from the guy in NZ that you sent
Steve was

from one of the team that was to do a computer simulation of my
theory

compared to the NTSB theory as soon as they tried to program
the NTSB theory

they could see it did not compute and it was then they realised I
had to be

correct and were behind me 100%. the same people did the
Americas Cup

simulations] The WALL STREET JOURNAL did a front page
article on our efforts

on 24th feb 1990 and I have done several articles with Byron
Acihido of the

Seattle Times among others .

In all we took 7 trips to the USA investigating 811and they



started with a

look at the aircraft at Hickam AFB were we took many pictures
of the damage

and I was able to rule out corosion as the cause . We attended the
NTSB

hearing at Seattle and managed to steal all of the documents from
the NTSB

metalurgists seat after the hearing ended . Initially they would
only give us

the list of witness's but after complaining to the media at the first
recess

they gave us a press set and said we could have anything off the
press table

when the hearing ended two days later . At the end of
proceedings we gave an

interview to The Honolulu Advertiser and when it finished we
went back in to

get the stuff off the press table, as I was looking at it my wife
Susan

walked up to the top table and yelled out there was a good set of
stuff here

, we grabbed a box loaded it in and took off just as the NTSB
guys were

coming back in with a trolley to load it up . We hailed a taxi and
were off .

It took months to look at it and absorb it all but the result was "
Countdown

to Disaster"

We have stayed with both Dave Cronin and Al Slader many
times .On one visit

to the NTSB we got copies of all the passenger safety statements
and wrote to

everyone that had replyd to the Questionair . Mainly they were



First and

Business class passengers with a few coach as well . We visited
everyone who

replyed to us , Flying in to Seattle and driving to Denver New
York Florida

San Diego San Francisco Lake Tahoe and back up to Seattle .
Boeing would

never talk to us directly only through their legal people [Perkins
Coie] and

initially United would not talk to us either but a year after the
accident

when United had gone from the most popular to the carrier of
last resort for

NZ passengers we got an invitation to visit the United
maintenance base in

San Francisco . they were just going to do a PR job on us but it
did not work

out that way and we got stuck into each of the VP's and told
them were they

had failed , when one broke down we knew we had them and it
ended up with the

Senior VP United Joe O Gorman giving us a personal escort
around the base

and getting answers to everything we wanted to know . We stood
in the cargo

bay of a 747 while they operated the door and I pointed to the
Conduit at the

top of the door and said that that was were I thought the Arc had
originated

from. as we walked back across the tarmac I spotted a newly
painted 747with a

number I did not recognise , when we got back to the motel I
checked my



records and there was no N4724U . so asked the next day if it
was N4713U

renumbered and they had to admit it was .

We were in Hawaii for the search for the cargo door and I tried
every avenue

to be on that sub or even the recovery boat without sucess. I was
phoned

within an hour of the recovery of the door and told that they had
a

contingency plan , if the door revealed the NTSB were correct
the door was to

be released to the media in Hawaii ,if the door showed that the
Campbells

were correct the door was going straight to Boeing . He said that
the door is

going straight to Boeing . We flew to Seattle but were told we
could not see

the door , we drove to Washington to see the NTSB and as we
entered the

office we were told they could spare us 5 minutes,about 3 hours
later we held

a set of the recovered C locks and Lock sectors and they
admitted we were

correct , that they would ensure that the aircraft would be fixed
but not to

hold our breath waiting for a new report ever to be released .
After lunch

with them I asked " in light of what we now know on 811 do you
still think

that Air India was a bomb ?"

The reply was that we never thought that Air India was a bomb in
fact the

video shows a cargo door exactly the same as 811.



I wrote to both Air India and the Canadian Safety Board with my
findings on

811 but did not even have the courtesy of a reply .

I was very upset to read your theory on TWA 800 as I thought we
had the

problem beat but it had never occured to me that if the pull in
hooks opened

that the door could break in half , this is of course exactly what
811°s did

but I had put it down to the fact that it struck the side of the
fuselage as

it opened and levered out the hinge and the section above it .
Fate intervened on 811 and the door opened on the 747 at JFK
and they could

no longer withhold the revised report on 811 . The new report
however still

does not admit that 811 got the signal to open right there at
23000 ft

insisting it happened before takeoff . This is a much less scary
scenario for

Boeing and the NTSB as they still believe that other safeguards
preclude it

from getting a signal after shutdown of the APU and the ground
switch which I

believe is a load of baloney .Are you aware that the original door
design for

the 747 called for a warning light that would have advised the
cockpit of a

S2 switch failure and the fact that power was still available to the
door

latch actuators? I had the document that showed this system
deleted by

whiteout and no one would ever answer my question wether the



aircraft was

certified with this system or not as it never made it into
production . I

lobbied very hard for this system to be reinstated but it wasnt ,I
guess that

would have opened up liability problems for Boeing I lent the
document to a

journalist and have never got it back either . You probably have
plenty of

questions for me but I will run through the ones you asked Stuart
Mc Clure

and answer any that I can .

Dave Cronin PO Box 4263 Incline Village NV 89451-8320 Tel
702 831 7746 Fax

702 831 3615 . Dave was flying the plane manually getting the
last bit of

pleasure before he retired , as it blew he just let it go and it went
up and

sideways about 50 ft { I have the engine readouts and you can
see that

airflow was cut over the engine intakes ] Dave and I both believe
that had it

been on autopilot it would have broken the nose off at the 41
section joint

which is a known weak point { This is what happened to Pan Am
103 and TWA

800] all of the beams in the business section were broken and I
actually

stood in the cargo hold of N4713U at Hickam and lifted the floor
off the

temporary struts with one hand , the floor was only held up by
the cargo

containers after the door went . Actually the only bit of solid



floor left in

business class was were our son sat in 12H But the shock wave
went from the

back past Lee moving the toilets beside him { forward of the
hole | forward

12" it the bounced off the front of the plane came back and broke
his seat

off its legs or mountings , it also blew the eardrums of most of
the first

class passengers and in some cases blew up their teeth if they had
air

cavities in them Dave is a very experienced glider pilot and
called on all

his skills to get the plane back but it was dropping at 1000 ft p/m
it was at

22000 ft 22 minutes out and at METO speed it crashed to a
perfect landing at

Honolulu International Airport it could never have gone around
for another

attempt { I have the CVR printout and it makes chilling

reading } What was

heard ? The CVR has a thump followed 1.8 seconds later by a
loud explosion {

I failed in my bid to listen to the actual tape ,I only wanted to
actually

hear the sound myself but was denied }Talking to the passengers
some off them

heard a hiss followed by an explosion described as being like "A
thousand

handclaps " no one saw the passengers go . One passenger in first
class {with

a Ph D in physics } nearest to the door said he heard something
start up



immediately prior to the thump . the NTSB never interviewed
him and dismissed

this as being the elevator to the galley but the steward was
already in the

galley at the time of the explosion and I dont think the elevator
was moving

. So the sequence was a whir a thump a hiss and then 1.8
seconds later the

explosion . Dave had time to say " what the # was that " and Al
replied "I

don't know "between the thump and the explosion The CVR's
power was then off

for 21.4 seconds

I have the all the NTSB photos and my own of the door frame
area.the side

frames and the sills are in perfect condition ,the 8 bottom pins are
all

goughed but otherwise OK the forward mid span pin is also
goughed and the

mtg bracket had moved outward on its bolts , the rear mid span
pin was

goughed and the bracket was held by one bolt the other 3 had
broken . It

takes 1.5 seconds for the 8 C Locks on the bottom of the door to
open

followed by the opening of the pull in hooks , with the 1.8
second time gap

when the hiss was heard I take that to be the time that the door
had blown

off the 8 C Locks and it was held by the pull in hooks until they
also opened

sufficiently for the door to blow off them as well . Something had
to be



different to PAN AM 10 out of London where the door was
closed by the

slipstream and they got back safely.

At least one passenger was ingested by engine no 3 . I have the
Coroners

report on what they found and I have seen what they removed
from the engine

apart from the body bits . It was not our son as we had to give a
DNA sample

and the result was negative Steve recently spoke to someone
who inspected

the engine the day it happened and thought the red on the turbine
was seat

material until he touched it and realised what it was They told us
that they

gave the aircraft parts a Hawaiian burial at sea but I doubt it ,
they

certainly did not give us the seat parts that we could have used in
an action

against the seat manufacturer [ Weber Aircraft Co |

We have photos of damage to the wings , the top of the aircraft
and to the

vertical stabiliser , we hope that one of these killed our son as we
know he

could have survived the fall to the sea 22000 ft and over 4
minutes below .

parts were still falling out of the sky after 811 was back on the
ground in

Honolulu. We have the reports from all the services that attended
the

accident . We found they knew Lee was missing by about 4 AM
local time but it

was not till about 12 Hrs later that they phoned us from Chicago



and said he

was missing presumed dead .The damage to No3 engine was
caused by a body or

bodies , luggage and aircraft parts . Damage to No 4 was mainly
by luggage .

N4713U did not have the lock sectors strengthed by aluminium
{the first

fix]but I would think that PAN AM 103 would have as PAN AM
did not wait for

Boeing to supply the steel kits but made their own and fitted
them to their

fleet after the London incident , as they realised the implications
of not

doing so . As detailed in "Countdown " Boeing devised a one
time test to

check the integrity of the cargo door locking system , they told
the airlines

to hit the door open switch to see what happened , a day later
they stopped

the test as operators were calling to say it was damaging the
planes ,

obviously lots of aircraft had failed S2 switches and the actuators
were live

just waiting for a stray arc to doom the plane and the passengers
and the

FAA still gave up to 2 years to replace the lock sectors with steel
ones .

Regards Kevin and Susan Campbell

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: December 14, 2002 7:55:40 PM PST
To: barry@corazon.com



Subject: Fwd:

Date: Tue, 27 Aug 2002 09:35:11 -0800

To:

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Subject:

Cc:

Bcec:

X-Attachments:

Date: 27 Feb 1997 15:18:35 +0400

From: Securitas <Securitas @bst-tsb.x400.gc.ca>

To: "P=gc+internet; DDA. TYPE=RFC-822;

DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com" <barry @corazon.com>
Subject: RE: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182

Importance: normal

Autoforwarded: FALSE

Priority: normal

Thank you for your report expressing concern about the opening
of cargo

doors on B-747 aircraft. During any aircraft crash, investigators
examine

every piece of evidence, in order to determine cause. In the case
of the

Air India flight, the cargo door was in fact retrieved from the
bottom of

the ocean by the investigators. The latches were still in place,
and there

was no evidence on the edges of the door to indicate in-flight
opening of

that door.



On the other hand, there was other solid evidence indicating a
bomb blast

had occurred. Aircraft accident investigators are trained people.
Anybody

can say anything they want on the Internet. Put your money on
the experts;

you will win more often.

From: P=gc+internet; DDA.TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com

To: Securitas

Subject: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
Date: Saturday, August 31, 1996 9:50PM

<<File Attachment: BDY3.POO>>
DATE: Aug 31 17:50:40 1996 GMT
[PMessagelD: 3228 7B6A.1295(a)corazon.com

FROM: [P=gc+internet; DDA. TYPE=RFC-822;
DDA .VALUE=barry(a)corazon.com]

TO: Securitas

SUBJECT: Crash cause of Air India Flight 182
IMPORTANCE: normal

AUTO FORWARDED: FALSE

PRIORITY:

ATTACHMENTS: c:\BDY3.P0O

Dear Safety Person, The cause of the Air India flight 182 crash of



a

Boeing 747-237B from Toronto to London in 1985 was an
inadvertent opened

forward cargo door which then tore of skin which then tore of
nose to

destruction of aircraft. Not a bomb. My safety concern to TSB
Securitas

is that it can happen again. To properly assess the risk to
Canadian air

passengers, visit the web site at http://www.corazon.com for a
fully

documented presentation of the issue of inadvertently opening
cargo

doors. Open doors causing destruction in early model Boeing
747s has

happened before, it has happened now, and it may happen again.
Please

assess door opening claim by visiting web site and evaluating
documents

supporting hypothesis. John Barry Smith

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: December 14, 2002 7:55:42 PM PST

To: barry@corazon.com

Subject: Fwd: Air India FIt. 182

X-From_: Bill.Tucker@tsb.gc.ca Thu May 24 15:21:34 2001
From: "Tucker, Bill" <Bill. Tucker@tsb.gc.ca>

To: "'John Barry Smith"" <Barry @corazon.com>

Cc: "Delorme, Paulette" <Paulette.Delorme@tsb.gc.ca>
Subject: Air India Flt. 182



Date: Thu, 24 May 2001 18:22:47 -0400

Dear Mr. Smith:

Thank you for your e-mail messages of 2 May and 8 May (sent
to Ms. P.

Delorme, Office of the Executive Director) concerning the crash
of Air India

Flight 182 that occurred on 23 June 1985.

First, I must respond that the Transportation Safety Board of
Canada (TSB-C)

has no mandate to re-open the aviation safety investigation of the
Al

Fl1t.182 occurrence. As you may be aware, the TSB-C was not
established

until 1990, and the Aviation Occurrence Report you referred to
was prepared

by the Canadian Aviation Safety Board, the predecessor to the
TSB-C. More

importantly, in accordance with ICAO Annex 13, the
investigation of that

accident was led by the Government of India; the CASB report
was prepared as

input to India's investigation.

That said, we certainly have more than a passing interest in the
circumstances of the Al Flt. 182 tragedy. We are interested
because of the

very nature of our chosen careers. We are interested because
quite a few

TSB staff were working for the CASB at the time (myself
included), and many

of that group were involved in the AI Flt.182 investigation.
Above all, we



are interested because of the enormity of the tragedy, the links to
Canada

and the fact that there has not yet been closure on this matter -
almost 16

years after the event. As you are aware, the RCMP have been
conducting a

criminal investigation into the circumstances of the crash ever
since 1985.

In accordance with Canadian law, both the CASB and the TSB-C
have provided

the RCMP with copies of material from our file - excluding, of
course, any

information that is privileged under our Act. The information
provided

includes material that was produced by John Garstang.

In view of the foregoing, I forwarded a copy of your report to
Sgt. Bart

Blachford of the RCMP in Vancouver. The RCMP have as
strong an interest as

anyone in establishing what happened to Al Flight 182. I have
also

forwarded your report to the Director of Air Investigations, the
Investigator-in-Charge of our SWR Flight 111 investigation, and
the Director

of Engineering for their information.

With respect to the brief message in your second e-mail (of 8
May), there is

one point that I must clarify in reply. It is correct that the CASB
investigators' report never said it was a bomb that caused the
explosion;

however, the report also never said that it wasn't a bomb. In fact,



to my

knowledge, there was nobody on the CASB team who didn't
consider a bomb to

be the most likely explanation. However, the aviation safety
investigation

conclusion on that point was, appropriately, left to the Kirpal
Commission

in India.

Thank you again for your messages.

W.T. (Bill) Tucker
Director General,
Investigation Operations

From: John Barry Smith Eudora
[SMTP:Barry@corazon.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, May 02,2001 11:37 PM

To: paulette.delorme@tsb.gc.ca

Subject: Air India Flight 182 Probable Cause

Transportation Safety Board of Canada
Dear Fellow aircraft accident investigators, 2 May 01

I am an independent investigator concentrating specifically
on early
model Boeing 747s that suffer inadvertent decompressions in
flight. After
years of research and analysis, my conclusion is that four fatal
Boeing 747
accidents were caused by faulty poly-x wiring shorting on the



forward cargo

door unlatch motor leading to the rupture of one or both of the
midspan

latches leading to explosive decompression which resulted in
amidships

breakup for three of the aircraft and a large hole on the right side
just

forward of the wing on the remaining aircraft. I refer to Air India
Flight

182, Pan Am 103, United Airlines Flight 811, and Trans World
Airlines Flight

800. UAL 811 is the aircraft that did not come totally apart and
landed with

its incontrovertible evidence that matches up with the other three
in so

many significant ways as to imply they all had the same probable
cause for

the initial event.

Regarding Air India Flight 182, an accident in which
Canadian public
safety organizations are intimately involved, I have written a
report
supporting my findings and have quoted extensively from the
Canadian
Aviation Occurrence Report of 1986 of the Canadian Aviation
Safety Bureau.

Please note that the Canadian aviation accident investigators
never
said it was a bomb that caused the agreed upon explosion in the
forward
cargo compartment of Al 182. The Canadian aviation accident



investigators

were absolutely correct in their conclusions of 1986 and only by
subsequent

similar accidents is the cause of that unexplained explosion now
clear.

I am sending by Word file my Smith AAR for AI 182 for
your
evaluation. Should you find the wiring/cargo door/explosive
decompression
explanation a plausible, reasonable, alternative explanation with
precedent
for the destruction of Al 182, then the issue of a clear and present
danger
to the Canadian flying public becomes apparent as the cargo door
wiring in
early model Boeing 747s has not been inspected for the tell tale
cracking
that the polyimide insulation shows before shorting.

I invite your queries to me for further details by phone or
email.
Regardless, a supplemental AAR for Al 182 is probably
warranted since TSB
has never actually given its official opinion regarding one the
most
celebrated of all tragic Canadian aviation accidents, equal to the
Arrow
Gander crash and Swiss Air 111.

Swiss Air 111 showed the vulnerability of widebody
airliners to the
faulty Kapton type wiring insulation which I conclude is the



probable cause

for Air India Flight 182. The 1972 DC-10 event over Windsor,
Ontario, when a

cargo door inadvertently opened, presaged the Paris Turkish
Airlines DC-10

cargo door accident. Therefore, when I say that faulty wiring is
causing

cargo doors to inadvertently rupture open in wide body airliners,
I believe

you will say it's possible but did it happen for AI 182 and ask for
the

evidence. That evidence is presented in my report.

Very Respectfully,

John Barry Smith

Independent Aircraft Accident Investigator
barry @corazon.com

www.corazon. <http://www.corazon.com/>
com <http://www.corazon.com/>831 659 3552
551 Country Club Drive,

Carmel Valley, CA USA 93924

From: John Barry Smith [SMTP:barry @corazon.com]

Sent:  Tuesday, May 08, 2001 2:00 PM

To: Trans Safety Board Canada

Subject: Mounties now say 'bomb' in aft of Air India Flight
182

Yes, the Mounties are saying the 'bomb' was in the Aft
compartment



of Air India Flight 182 and want to put three guys in jail for life
for
putting it there.

Ha!
Can you do something about this nonsense?
Cheers,

John Barry Smith

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: December 14, 2002 7:55:44 PM PST

To: barry@corazon.com

Subject: Fwd: Pix of Air India Flight 182

Date: Wed, 22 May 2002 03:28:28 -0800

To: "Tucker, Bill" <Bill. Tucker@tsb.gc.ca>
From: John Barry Smith <barry @corazon.com>
Subject: Pix of Air India Flight 182

Cc:

Bcec:

X-Attachments:

Dear Bill, 22 May 02

Air India Flight 182 was said by the CASB and the Kirpal
Commission to have suffered an explosion on the right side
forward of the wing in flight. Therefore, photographs of the right
side forward of the wing are relevant and very important. It is to



be expected that photographs of that area be available for
inspection as they are the fatal wound of the victim. Much time
and expense was used to procure those photographs. They exist
and held by the Crown authorities.

If the Director General, Investigation Operations, Transportation
Safety Board of Canada asks to view those photographs and is
rebuffed with excuses and delay, there is something fishy going
on.

Why would Ron Schleede call you out of the blue? What did
Ken Smart say that led to your decision to retire a few days later?

Bill, the whole sequence is fishy.

I believe you see the plausible and more likely explanation for
Air India Flight 182 is mechanical rather than conspiracy.

In your bailing out email, as I call it, to me on 9 May 02, you
refer to persons and titles and their opinions as to the cause of the
accidents but never refer to facts, data, or evidence. You also
never refer to United Airlines Flight 811 as if it never existed
which is absolutely not fair since that is the model for the other
three.

Well, that is how I know I'm right; never rebutted with facts, only
the opinions of titles of persons who have been involved since
1985 and have much interest in maintaining the status quo, even
in the face of conclusive contradictory evidence which abounds

in the metal, cams, latches, engines, and recorders of United
Airlines Flight 811.

For Ken Smart to imply that the forward cargo door area of Pan



Am Flight 103 opened in flight but that it happened after the
'bomb' explosion' is contrary to the AAIB wreckage distribution
fuselage reconstruction which shows it happened at initial event
time. The photographs show it happened in flight. The evidence
is there.

But ignored and that's why it's fishy.

Bill, please do not retire until you get a look at the forward cargo
door area of Air India Flight 182. Satisfy your own curiosity to
see if the twisted metal matches the other three door areas of
twisted metal.

Cheers,
Barry

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: December 14, 2002 7:55:43 PM PST

To: barry@corazon.com

Subject: Fwd: RE: Pix of Air India Flight 182

X-From_: Bill.Tucker@tsb.gc.ca Tue Jun 25 15:22:17 2002
From: "Tucker, Bill" <Bill. Tucker@tsb.gc.ca>

To: "'John Barry Smith'" <barry @corazon.com>

Subject: RE: Pix of Air India Flight 182

Date: Tue, 25 Jun 2002 18:23:49 -0400

Reply-By: Sun, 2 Jun 2002 17:00:00 -0400
X-Message-Flag: Follow up

Dear Barry,



I felt that this message from you below, dated 22 May, needed
specific

responses to several of your points. I'll get to your request for
photos

later in this response, but first I want to clear the air on some of
your

concerns - or at least try to.

1) - I am not being "rebuffed with excuses and delay".
2) - There is nothing fishy going on.

3) - Ron Schleede contacts me because he is a colleague and a
friend. He

worked for me here as Director of Investigations-Air for six
months on an

international exchange (and he did a great job).

4) - Ken Smart said nothing to influence my retirement, and I am
shocked

that you would suspect a connection. The fact is that my
decision was made

and relayed to my boss in late March, at least a month before
Ken's visit.

5) - I do not believe the "more likely explanation for Air India
Flight 182

1s mechanical rather than conspiracy". Based on my direct
knowledge from

the AI 182 investigation, I saw mechanical failure as one
plausible

explanation. Adding my indirect knowledge at the time (back in
the late

1980s), from others who were more directly involved, I



considered a bomb to

be the more likely explanation and mechanical failure to be
plausible, but

unlikely. Adding in the additional knowledge I have acquired
since then

(which is almost all indirect in a pure accident investigation
sense) I have

become more convinced that a bomb brought down AI 182.

6) - The only reason that my recent e-mail referred to Al 182,
PanAm 103,

and TWA 800, but not to UA 811, was that I had less familiarity
with the UA

811 investigation than the other three. However, I have
absolutely no

reason to doubt the eventual conclusion that the cargo door failed
in UA

811.

7) - As I advised you last summer, this agency has no mandate to
re-conduct

an investigation of Al 182. Moreover, my personal opinion is
that it would

not be an appropriate use of our resources to do so.

Nevertheless, I did

believe that the TSB should make John Garstang available to that
investigation through periodic secondment to the RCMP, and 1
still feel that

our doing so was an appropriate decision. I have high confidence
in the

integrity and the thoroughness of the RCMP investigation; and I
sincerely

hope that justice will be served by the pending trial - whatever its
outcome.



Now to the matter of your request for photos of the forward right
side of

the Al 182 B747.

I spoke with John Garstang about your request. He advised that
there are

both photos and videos from the AI 182 investigation. However,
with respect

to the forward right side and the cargo door in particular, he is
only

certain about the video. They have pictures showing where the
cargo door

was in the debris field, and they also have a picture of the door at
the

ocean surface when it broke free during the recovery attempt; he
1s just not

sure how much was video, or still frame from video, versus
photographs..

To complicate matters, the video was deteriorating as time went
by. Some

years ago (estimate: around 1995), the RCMP took the magnetic
tape video

(which would be of even poorer quality by now) and made a
digitized version.

The former is ours, the latter is theirs; however they need both
for trial

purposes (continuity of evidence, I assume). Moreover, they
have advised

that the matter is before the courts, that a publication ban is in
effect,

and that they do not want anything to be released that could be
prejudicial



to the court process. Both the TSB's General Counsel and I have
been

notified that the RCMP Legal Services group believes that
release of Air

India wreckage photographs could be injurious to the RCMP's
work and that,

as such, release is exempted under Sec. 16(1) of Canada's Access
to

Information Act.

There may (far from certain) be some form of photo/video info
that is still

in the TSB's possession and that may (also far from certain) be
releasable

to you. To determine that will take considerable effort and, to be
at all

manageable, it will require the personal involvement of John
Garstang. With

his heavy workload, as we try to complete the report on the
SWRI111

investigation, we just can't give him any more tasks for the next
few

months. However, I have obtained a personal commitment from
both the

Director of Engineering and the Director of Air Investigations
that they

will follow-up on this at the end of the summer and see if there is
anything

that can be made available to you. To that end, I shall send both
of them a

copy of this message so that they can create a "bring forward"
reminder to

follow up. At the very worst, the TSB's photos/videos can
certainly be made



available after the trial.

Meanwhile, I can assure you that the cargo door failure
possibility was

looked at in a rigorous and unbiased manner. In fact, I
understand that

part of that process was to specifically review the information
and

suggestions that you had provided. John G. told me that when he
was asked

by the RCMP to do work in that area, there was not the slightest
hint of a

desired outcome - only that all the information be reviewed
thoroughly and

objectively to find the truth.

As Sgt Blachford has indicated to both of us, the aircraft-related
elements

are only part of a huge investigation. The trial (which is
expected to be

the largest in Canada's history) will also bring out much evidence
that was

obtained through the RCMP's criminal investigation. You will
no doubt be

following the trial, as I will. Let us hope that the trial will not be
delayed much longer and that it will culminate in a just outcome
(whatever

that may be)..

In closing, I can honestly say that I have enjoyed communicating
with you -

at least most of the time. (I must admit that there have been
times when



you added to my stress level because I couldn't keep up with
your

correspondence; it is against my nature to ignore a sincere
message or to

respond to it without adequate consideration.) If I may offer
some

gratuitous advice, please don't let the cargo door issue consume
you, and

don't become like the conspiracy theorists. You have already
raised

awareness of the cargo door issue; but if you are seen as pushing
it as the

only credible explanation for so many accidents, people will not
listen to

what you have to say. I was, and still am, impressed with you.
You have a

good brain, a pleasant personality, good heath, and a wonderful
family and

home; Don't miss out on enjoying all that in your retirement
years.

Very sincerely,

Bill T..

From: John Barry Smith [SMTP:barry@corazon.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 22,2002 7:28 AM

To: Tucker, Bill

Subject: Pix of Air India Flight 182

Dear Bill, 22 May 02



Air India Flight 182 was said by the CASB and the Kirpal
Commission

to have suffered an explosion on the right side forward of the
wing

in flight. Therefore, photographs of the right side forward of the
wing are relevant and very important. It is to be expected that
photographs of that area be available for inspection as they are
the

fatal wound of the victim. Much time and expense was used to
procure

those photographs. They exist and held by the Crown authorities.

If the Director General, Investigation Operations, Transportation
Safety Board of Canada asks to view those photographs and is

rebuffed
with excuses and delay, there is something fishy going on.

Why would Ron Schleede call you out of the blue? What did
Ken Smart
say that led to your decision to retire a few days later?

Bill, the whole sequence is fishy.

I believe you see the plausible and more likely explanation for
Air
India Flight 182 is mechanical rather than conspiracy.

In your bailing out email, as I call it, to me on 9 May 02, you
refer

> to persons and titles and their opinions as to the cause of the
accidents but never refer to facts, data, or evidence. You also
never

refer to United Airlines Flight 811 as if it never existed which is



absolutely not fair since that is the model for the other three.

Well, that is how I know I'm right; never rebutted with facts, only
the opinions of titles of persons who have been involved since
1985

and have much interest in maintaining the status quo, even in the
face of conclusive contradictory evidence which abounds in the
metal,

cams, latches, engines, and recorders of United Airlines Flight
811.

For Ken Smart to imply that the forward cargo door area of Pan
Am

Flight 103 opened in flight but that it happened after the 'bomb'
explosion' is contrary to the AAIB wreckage distribution fuselage
reconstruction which shows it happened at initial event time. The
photographs show it happened in flight. The evidence is there.

But ignored and that's why it's fishy.

Bill, please do not retire until you get a look at the forward cargo
door area of Air India Flight 182. Satisfy your own curiosity to
see

if the twisted metal matches the other three door areas of twisted
metal.

Cheers,
Barry

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>



Date: December 14, 2002 7:55:45 PM PST
To: barry@corazon.com
Subject: Fwd: RE: Sudden loud sound on CVR

X-From_: Bill.Tucker@tsb.gc.ca Mon Jun 25 11:04:11 2001
From: "Tucker, Bill" <Bill. Tucker@tsb.gc.ca>

To: "'John Barry Smith'"" <barry @corazon.com>

Subject: RE: Sudden loud sound on CVR

Date: Mon, 25 Jun 2001 14:05:37 -0400

Dear Mr. Smith,

Your reponse below prompts a further reply from me. 1
appreciated the

understanding demonstrated in your e-mail. I do have an open
mind (or at

least I hope and try to), and I will strive to retain it long after I
retire

from the TSB.

I am now up to date with your correspondence, except for one
left to read

that you sent me on 23 June. I have targetted specific elements
to specific

people (e.g, the Appendix on Wiring to our SWR 111 IIC (Yes,
that's Vic

Gerden) as well as to Dir of Inv. - Air). I shall forward this to all
of

them so they can note your addresses and your receptiveness to
any follow-up

queries they may have

Bill Tucker..

P.S. In one of the things I read, you indicated that John Garstang



had been

seconded to the RCMP for over a decade. That 1s not so; John G
was loaned

or seconded to the RCMP on several occasions (maybe 3 or 4)
for short terms

of about 1-2 months - most recently this spring. Otherwise, he
has

continued working as a valued employee in our Engineering
Branch.

From: John Barry Smith [SMTP:barry @corazon.com]
Sent:  Wednesday, June 20, 2001 9:43 PM

To: Tucker, Bill

Subject: Sudden loud sound on CVR

Dear Mr. Tucker, 20 June 01
Well, longest daylight of the year tonight, that's good.

>

>The TSB is not presently doing further investigation of the Air
India 182

>accident, nor is it planning to do so. We have limited resources
and a

>backlog of investigation work-in-process; we do not believe
that cargo

door

>or wiring problems were involved in that occurrence; and we
are confident

>that the RCMP are doing a thorough and unbiased investigation.
Therefore,



>we do not believe we would be justified in diverting our
resources to

that

>occurrence.

I understand the way things are now, and of course, subject to
change. There is that pesky trial coming up and the RCMP is
saying

bomb in aft cargo compartment and the CASB and Kirpal stated
explosion in forward cargo compartment, not a trifling conflict.
Just

where was that bomb?

> [ find that you have raised some interesting points that
>have potential use for us in our work.

Thanks. UAL 811 is a big point.

> To that end, I am personally looking

>through the material you send and forwarding copies, as I think
appropriate,

>to the Dir. of Investigations - Air, the Dir. of Engineering, and
the IIC

of

>the SWRI111 investigation. If you wish, I can also forward
copes to Sgt.

>Blachford or the RCMP, but it seems more apporiate for you to
do that

>yourself whenever you so choose.

Thanks. More eyeballs (or ears) 1s always good. I respect your
personal opinion most of all. I can tell an open mind that will put



emphasis on the evidence. A sudden loud sound on the CVR is
the only

direct evidence that exists for Air India Flight 182, all the rest is
circumstantial or tangible consequence. The sudden loud sound
is

everything and it says, 'Not a bomb explosion' but 'Explosive
decompression that matches DC 10 cargo door event." When in
doubt, I

always come back to the sudden loud sound on the CVR's on all
the

four early model Boeing 747s that suffered the inflight
explosions

forward of the wing. The sound is incontrovertible.

>

>>From one of your e-mails, I now also understand the reason
for your

strong

>interest in advancing aviation safety, and I respect you for that.

Thanks. I met the sons of my savior pilot years later, three of the
five children he left became Navy pilots.

> If you

>wish to continue sending material to me, I shall continue to
process it,

as

>outlined above, to the best of my ability.

Thanks, an open mind is all I ask. I would not expect detailed
> replies, but welcome any queries from you or your staff should



they
come up.

> 1
>simply want you to understand my position with respect to your
inputs.

I understand. Thanks again for your reply.

Sincerely,
Barry

John Barry Smith

(831) 659-3552 phone

551 Country Club Drive,

Carmel Valley, CA 93924

WWW.COrazon.com

barry@corazon.com

Commercial pilot, instrument rated, former FAA Part 135

certificate
holder.

From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
Date: December 14, 2002 7:55:46 PM PST

To: barry@corazon.com

Subject: Fwd: RE: Swiss Air 111 changes

X-From_: Bill.Tucker@tsb.gc.ca Wed Jun 20 18:18:46 2001
From: "Tucker, Bill" <Bill. Tucker@tsb.gc.ca>
To: "'John Barry Smith'" <barry @corazon.com>



Subject: RE: Swiss Air 111 changes
Date: Wed, 20 Jun 2001 21:20:48 -0400

Dear Mr. Smith,

This is in reply to your series of e-mails, and to clarify the TSB
position

in case there is a misunderstanding. I'm sorry I have not been
able to

reply sooner. I shall be away for the next two work days and |
had a reply

to you on my "must do" list before leaving tonight.

The TSB is not presently doing further investigation of the Air
India 182

accident, nor is it planning to do so. We have limited resources
and a

backlog of investigation work-in-process; we do not believe that
cargo door

or wiring problems were involved in that occurrence; and we are
confident

that the RCMP are doing a thorough and unbiased investigation.
Therefore,

we do not believe we would be justified in diverting our
resources to that

occurrence.

That said, I am not suggesting that your concerns and your
analysis are all

invalid. In fact, I find that you have raised some interesting
points that

have potential use for us in our work. To that end, I am
personally looking



through the material you send and forwarding copies, as I think

appropriate,

to the Dir. of Investigations - Air, the Dir. of Engineering, and the

IIC of

the SWRI111 investigation. If you wish, I can also forward copes

to Sgt.

Blachford or the RCMP, but it seems more apporiate for you to

do that

yourself whenever you so choose.

From one of your e-mails, I now also understand the reason for

your strong

interest in advancing aviation safety, and I respect you for that.
If you

wish to continue sending material to me, I shall continue to

process it, as

outlined above, to the best of my ability. However, I cannot

promise

immediate processing and I cannot engage in direct and detailed

dialog on

all the material you send me; I simply have too much other work

to do.

Right now I have over 150 e-mails in my in-box to read and

action; there

will be well over 200 when I return next week. I am not

complaining, I

simply want you to understand my position with respect to your

inputs.

Sincerely,

Bill Tucker.



From: John Barry Smith [SMTP:barry @corazon.com]
Sent: Monday, June 18,2001 11:59 AM

To: Tucker, Bill

Subject: Swiss Air 111 changes

W.T. (Bill) Tucker
Director General,
Investigation Operations

Dear Mr. Tucker, 18 June 01

Below shows the impact of a conscientious effort by
investigators to find

out what happened in an accident and the good faith efforts of an
airline

to prevent it from happening again. Good work by TSB and
Swiss Air. Not

good by reluctance of Boeing to implement the changes for all.

Note the cameras in the cargo holds; that is very good.

I look forward to the opinion of Mr. Vic Gerden to my Smith
AAR for Air

India Flight 182. I also have concluded wiring is causing
problems that

were not apparent.

Sincerely,
Barry

John Barry Smith
(831) 659-3552 phone
551 Country Club Drive,



Carmel Valley, CA 93924
WWW.COrazon.com
barry @corazon.com

Sunday newspaper, 6-17-2001

Swissair optimizes MD-11-Cockpits with modifications to their
electrical

system - as a direct consequence of their Flight 111 Crash cause
deliberations.

FROM TIM VAN BEVEREN ZURICH

Two and a half years later, the consequences of the crash of SR
Flight 111

near Halifax N.S. have continued to affect Swissair. Their
remaining 19

MD-11 airliners are being radically converted in modifications
to the

electrical system in the cockpit area. For over one million Swiss
Francs

per jet: " ...primarily it's the electrical system that is to be
significantly improved " according to Swissair documents made
available to

Sundays newspaper. There in Zurich the crash cause for the 111
and its 229

passengers is being assumed, despite the Canadian TSB Report
being

> anticipated for public release not before the beginning of 2002.
Already

many family members of Flight 111 victims have been "paid
out". So now

Swissair no longer wants to wait for the outcome of the final



report of

the Canadian accident investigation before implementing the
safety fixes

that it has identified. "Safety remains our highest priority "
claims

Swissair speaker Urs Peter Naef regarding the planned changes. "
Cost-saving measures never conflict with the required
expenditures on

flight safety, which underlie our "mode plus" modification
program

initiative."

In Canada Investigators of the Transportation Safety board (TSB)
express

themselves reservedly over the planned SR procedure.
Investigation leader

Vic Gerden: "Swissair's efforts to reduce potential safety
deficiencies

are well-known to us." As a crash cause, it is so far certain only
that an

electrical fire in the wiring-bundles was crucially responsible.
Because

of the fire, important systems in the cockpit failed in quick
succession,

without which captain Urs Zimmerman and Copilot Stephan
Loew could no

longer control their machine.

In a few days the technical modifications will begin and they will
naturally concentrate on the known SR111 trouble areas: -
significant

critical wire-bundles are to be separated out and fed, via a
routing with



greater electrical integrity and individual isolation, into the
cockpit.

In SR111 these wiring harnesses ran through a single focal point
described

as a critical node. It was specifically within this area in the
ceiling

(just forward and aft of the cockpit/cabin bulkhead) that the fire
had

devastatingly raged. It affected not only the emergency power
systems but

the "last-ditch" power feeder lines to the batteries as well. Now
that

these systems are to be split and segregated for greatest integrity,
important protections will again be in place - for example the one
that

controls the emergency power turbine (or ADG - air driven
generator). This

propeller can be unfolded from a compartment in the fuselage in
an

emergency and in the airflow produces current - like a
hydroelectric

direct current generator. In SR111 the Canadian investigators
found that

this critical emergency power turbine had given out no energy.
Despite the

crisis, its control functions had failed to deploy it - probably
because,

by that time, the associated wiring had been consumed by the
fire. Video

cameras and smoke detectors are also being installed by this
"unique to

Swissair" modification program. CCTV Video cameras are being
installed



everywhere: in the cargo-holds, in the electronics bay under the
cockpit

floor - as well as behind the cabin linings. allowing the pilots a
never

before possible view into potential fire zones. The pictures will
come up

on a small 14-centimeter monitor in the cockpit. In addition more
smoke

detectors are being strategically positioned. The objective is that
Crews

would no longer be condemned to helpless seated inactivity in
the case of

fire. Fire extinguishing agents behind the cabin linings can squirt
upon

any detected fire.

All Swissair aircraft are to receive a new wholly integral
emergency

flight attitude instrument. It is to be operable from two separate
power

sources and will function reliably even if all other systems have
broken

down (as was the case with SR111 in its last few minutes of
flight).

Altogether the cockpit changes are to cost 20 to 23 million Swiss
Francs

according to calculations of a Swiss Aviation Expert. The
extensive

modifications are the result of ongoing Swissair internal
investigations

into the accident's most likely course of events.

Shortly after the crash on 3 September 1998 a Taskforce under



the

leadership of retired Swissair Technical Chief Willy Schurter
began its

work, paralleling that being done by the official Canadian TSB
Team. They

sought to track down all possible causes of the disaster. The SR
MD-11

Electrical Rework is in addition to other earlier measures (such
as

> changes in checklists and procedures) - but is seen as the most
important

outcome of these investigations. Although latterly consulting and
then in

close co-operation with the US manufacturing firm Boeing,
Swissair

engineers unilaterally sought to analyse all factors of the accident
themselves - in order to identify any deficiencies in the original
type-certificated design. In a further internal document Swissair
explains: "We knew that it needed three prerequisites for the
initiation

and propagation of a fire: a potential ignition source (e.g. arcing
wires), fuel (e.g. thermal/acoustic blankets) and oxygen (i.e.
air-conditioning system ventilation or crew oxygen system lines)
".Asa

consequence of its insights another risk-factors conclusion of the
SR

Halifax Taskforce presents a frightening new dimension to
SR111: "We have

clearly concluded that such contributing factors exist in each type
of

aircraft and that it is not simply a vase of being type-specific to
the

MD-11." These were conclusions also reached by the TSB and



sent to the

certifying authority (the US FAA). To date the only ramifications
of SR111

reaching beyond the MD-11 are the new emergency rules
retroactively

affecting the STC's (Supplemental Type Certification) of Inflight
Entertainment Systems on just about every type of airliner in
service

today.

Nevertheless, neither manufacturers Boeing nor the American
FAA

supervisory authority want to even recommend (let alone
mandate) the new

Swissair safety precautions for all remaining MD-11's. If this was
to be

done, such a program could then logically expand to include
most other

types of airline aircraft exhibiting the identical type-certification
deficiencies. The first Swissair machine should be converted and
ready for

return to service at the end of June 2001. Before the SR MD-11
Fleet is

permitted to carry passengers following the incorporation of
these system

safety adjustments, it must pass a strict test flight program in
Zurich.

Preliminary re-certification assessments would normally be
monitored by

representatives of the FAA (the American airworthiness
regulatory

authority). However these were carried out in the spring of 1999
so that



these changes could proceed without delay to SR Flight Services.
But

because manufacturer Boeing withheld its agreement to these
changes for a

long time, there have been extensive delays in their
implementation.

Boeing sees much of the program as "enhancements" and not
necessarily as

required safety modifications. These new Swissair safety
initiatives have

now become even more expensive: Three SR MD-11's have only
just completed

their heavy maintenance checks. But now they must return to the
hangar yet

again for extensive rework. But it's not necessarily a case of
spending a

dollar to save a penny. Once you look at the cost of SR111 and
its

potential for costing the airline industry as a whole, it may well
have

been the other way round.

From: "Delorme, Paulette" <Paulette.Delorme @tsb.gc.ca>
Date: July 3, 2003 6:09:38 AM PDT

To: "John Barry Smith" <barry@corazon.com>

Cc: "Burtch, Terry" <Terry.Burtch@tsb.gc.ca>

Subject: RE: Air India Flight 182

Dear Mr. Smith:

Thank you for your recent inquiry regarding the last



correspondence you had with Mr. Bill Tucker on the Air India
file. Mr. Tucker's replacement is Mr. Terry Burtch, who joined us
last October. I have forwarded your request to Mr. Burtch, who
1s pursuing it at present. You may also be interested to know that
just before we received your request, both the Director of
Investigations - Air and the Director, Engineering, retired from
the Transportation Safety Board. Mr. Burtch is presently
following up with other staff in those respective organizations,
and will communicate directly with you at the earliest
opportunity. We regret the delay in responding, but trust that this
approach will be satisfactory.

Paulette G. Delorme

Executive Assistant / Adjointe ex/cutive
Transportation Safety Board of Canada/
Bureau de la s/curit/ des transports du Canada
Tel.: (819) 994-8002

FAX: (819) 994-9759

From: John Barry Smith [mailto:barry@corazon.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2003 1:42 AM

To: Delorme, Paulette

Subject: Air India Flight 182

Dear Ms. Delorme, Tuesday, May 27, 2003 10:33 PM

I believe you assisted me a few years ago in regard to my shorted
wiring/ruptured open cargo door/explosive decompression/
inflight breakup explanation for Air India Flight 182.

You referred me to Mr. Bill Tucker. We had an extensive
correspondence and a face to face meeting in my home in Carmel



Valley in December 2001.

Mr. Tucker told me just before retiring:

However, I have obtained a personal commitment from both the
Director of Engineering and the Director of Air Investigations
that they
will follow-up on this at the end of the summer and see if there is
anything
that can be made available to you. To that end, I shall send both
of them a
copy of this message so that they can create a "bring forward"
reminder to
follow up.

Well, I have waited but have heard nothing from either of those
Directors. Was I just brushed off? Was the 'personal commitment'
genuine? There is much to contribute to the TSB regarding Air
India Flight 182 based on the luxury of hindsight of 18 years.

Can you refer those gentlemen/women to me for further
discussion? I am a non conspiracy person and always refer to
facts, data, and evidence for Air India Flight 182. I believe the
probable cause was a mechanical event with precedent. Every
claim can be supported by official documents and evidence.

Can you bring forward the followup, please?

Cheers,
Barry Smith

John Barry Smith



541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
831 659 3552

barry @corazon.com
http://www.corazon.com

X-From_: Bill.Tucker@tsb.gc.ca Tue Jun 25 15:22:17 2002
From: "Tucker, Bill" <Bill. Tucker@tsb.gc.ca>

To: "'John Barry Smith" <barry@corazon.com>

Subject: RE: Pix of Air India Flight 182

Date: Tue, 25 Jun 2002 18:23:49 -0400

Reply-By: Sun, 2 Jun 2002 17:00:00 -0400
X-Message-Flag: Follow up

Dear Barry,

I felt that this message from you below, dated 22 May, needed
specific

responses to several of your points. I'll get to your request for
photos

later in this response, but first I want to clear the air on some of
your

concerns - or at least try to.

1) - I am not being "rebuffed with excuses and delay".

2) - There is nothing fishy going on.

3) - Ron Schleede contacts me because he is a colleague and a
friend. He

worked for me here as Director of Investigations-Air for six
months on an



international exchange (and he did a great job).

4) - Ken Smart said nothing to influence my retirement, and I
am shocked

that you would suspect a connection. The fact is that my
decision was made

and relayed to my boss in late March, at least a month before
Ken's visit.

5) -1 do not believe the "more likely explanation for Air India
Flight 182

1s mechanical rather than conspiracy". Based on my direct
knowledge from

the Al 182 investigation, [ saw mechanical failure as one
plausible

explanation. Adding my indirect knowledge at the time (back in
the late

1980s), from others who were more directly involved, I
considered a bomb to

be the more likely explanation and mechanical failure to be
plausible, but

unlikely. Adding in the additional knowledge I have acquired
since then

(which is almost all indirect in a pure accident investigation
sense) I have

become more convinced that a bomb brought down AI 182.

6) - The only reason that my recent e-mail referred to Al 182,
PanAm 103,

and TWA 800, but not to UA 811, was that I had less familiarity
with the UA

811 investigation than the other three. However, I have
absolutely no

reason to doubt the eventual conclusion that the cargo door failed



in UA
811.

7) - As I advised you last summer, this agency has no mandate to
re-conduct

an investigation of AI 182. Moreover, my personal opinion is
that it would

not be an appropriate use of our resources to do so.

Nevertheless, I did

believe that the TSB should make John Garstang available to that
investigation through periodic secondment to the RCMP, and 1
still feel that

our doing so was an appropriate decision. I have high
confidence in the

integrity and the thoroughness of the RCMP investigation; and [
sincerely

hope that justice will be served by the pending trial - whatever its
outcome.

Now to the matter of your request for photos of the forward right
side of

the Al 182 B747.

I spoke with John Garstang about your request. He advised that
there are

both photos and videos from the AI 182 investigation. However,
with respect

to the forward right side and the cargo door in particular, he is
only

certain about the video. They have pictures showing where the
cargo door

was in the debris field, and they also have a picture of the door at
the

ocean surface when it broke free during the recovery attempt; he
1s just not



sure how much was video, or still frame from video, versus
photographs..

To complicate matters, the video was deteriorating as time went
by. Some

years ago (estimate: around 1995), the RCMP took the magnetic
tape video

(which would be of even poorer quality by now) and made a
digitized version.

The former is ours, the latter is theirs; however they need both
for trial

purposes (continuity of evidence, I assume). Moreover, they
have advised

that the matter is before the courts, that a publication ban is in
effect,

and that they do not want anything to be released that could be
prejudicial

to the court process. Both the TSB's General Counsel and I have
been

notified that the RCMP Legal Services group believes that
release of Air

India wreckage photographs could be injurious to the RCMP's
work and that,

as such, release 1s exempted under Sec. 16(1) of Canada's Access
to

Information Act.

There may (far from certain) be some form of photo/video info
that 1s still

in the TSB's possession and that may (also far from certain) be
releasable

to you. To determine that will take considerable effort and, to be
at all

manageable, it will require the personal involvement of John



Garstang. With

his heavy workload, as we try to complete the report on the
SWRI111

investigation, we just can't give him any more tasks for the next
few

months. However, I have obtained a personal commitment from
both the

Director of Engineering and the Director of Air Investigations
that they

will follow-up on this at the end of the summer and see if there is
anything

that can be made available to you. To that end, I shall send both
of them a

copy of this message so that they can create a "bring forward"
reminder to

follow up. At the very worst, the TSB's photos/videos can
certainly be made

available after the trial.

Meanwhile, I can assure you that the cargo door failure
possibility was

looked at in a rigorous and unbiased manner. In fact, I
understand that

part of that process was to specifically review the information
and

suggestions that you had provided. John G. told me that when he
was asked

by the RCMP to do work in that area, there was not the slightest
hint of a

desired outcome - only that all the information be reviewed
thoroughly and

objectively to find the truth.

As Sgt Blachford has indicated to both of us, the aircraft-related



elements

are only part of a huge investigation. The trial (which is
expected to be

the largest in Canada's history) will also bring out much evidence
that was

obtained through the RCMP's criminal investigation. You will
no doubt be

following the trial, as [ will. Let us hope that the trial will not be
delayed much longer and that it will culminate in a just outcome
(whatever

that may be)..

In closing, I can honestly say that I have enjoyed communicating
with you -

at least most of the time. (I must admit that there have been
times when

you added to my stress level because I couldn't keep up with
your

correspondence; it is against my nature to ignore a sincere
message or to

respond to it without adequate consideration.) If I may offer
some

gratuitous advice, please don't let the cargo door issue consume
you, and

don't become like the conspiracy theorists. You have already
raised

awareness of the cargo door issue; but if you are seen as pushing
it as the

only credible explanation for so many accidents, people will not
listen to

what you have to say. I was, and still am, impressed with you.
You have a

good brain, a pleasant personality, good heath, and a wonderful
family and



home; Don't miss out on enjoying all that in your retirement
years.

Very sincerely,
Bill T..

From: System Administrator <postmaster@tc.gc.ca>

Date: October 9, 2003 10:13:35 AM PDT

To: barry@corazon.com

Subject: Undeliverable: TSB report on 727 open cargo dootr/
legal definition s of negligence....Plea for questions...

Your message

To:  Paulette.Delorme@tsb.gc.ca; hmalik@uniserve.com;
aniljitsingh@hotmail.com; hmalik@harrisonhotsprings.com;
jsmalik @wwdb.org;
npsingh@wans.net; jaswinderp@hotmail.com;
khalsag@yahoo.com; anderle;
beanbag@mbay.net; chrisolsson@btopenworld.com;
spmayes @email.msn.com;
stanleywatson@sbcglobal.net; jbrink 1998 @aol.com; John
Sampson; Santokh
Singh; John King; rmatas@ globeandmail.ca; murphyd@tc.gc.ca;
pageota@tc.gc.ca; pettifg@tc.gc.ca; plattsj@tc.gc.ca;
sweetd@tc.gc.ca;

Shyrone Kaur; Russell. Young@PSS .Boeing.com;
keithrh@telus.net; Gordon E.

Smith; EdwBlock@aol.com; Kevin & Susan Campbell

Subject: TSB report on 727 open cargo door/legal definitions of
negligence....Plea for questions...

Sent: Thu, 9 Oct 2003 13:04:16 -0400



did not reach the following recipient(s):

pageota@tc.gc.ca on Thu, 9 Oct 2003 13:13:30 -0400
The recipient name is not recognized
The MTS-ID of the original message is:
c=ca;a=govmt.canada;p=gc
+tc;1=TC1S0060310091713TD9J1QQW
MSEXCH:IMS:TC:OTTAWA:TC1S006 0 (000C05A6)
Unknown Recipient

Message-ID: <p06002002bbab3ac2d2bf@[66.52.160.53]>
From: John Barry Smith <barry@corazon.com>
To: Paulette.Delorme @tsb.gc.ca, hmalik @uniserve.com,

aniljitsingh@hotmail.com, hmalik@harrisonhotsprings.com,
jsmalik@wwdb.org,

npsingh@wans.net, jaswinderp@hotmail.com,
khalsag@yahoo.com, anderle

<aanderle@mindspring.com>, beanbag @mbay.net,
chrisolsson@btopenworld.com,

spmayes@email.msn.com, stanleywatson@sbcglobal .net,
jbrink1998 @aol.com,

John Sampson <phoebus@iinet.net.au>, Santokh Singh

<maan100@worldonline.nl>, John King
<john.king19@comcast.net>,

rmatas@globeandmail.ca, murphyd@tc.gc.ca,
pageota@tc.gc.ca,

pettifg@tc.gc.ca, plattsj@tc.gc.ca, sweetd@tc.gc.ca,
Shyrone Kaur

<KaurSingh@webtv.net>,
Russell. Young @PSS .Boeing.com, keithrh@telus.net,

"Gordon E. Smith" <gesmith@ee.net>,



EdwBlock@aol.com,

Kevin & Susan Campbell <smandkjc@internet.co.nz>
Subject: TSB report on 727 open cargo door/legal definitions of
negligence

....Plea for questions...

Date: Thu, 9 Oct 2003 13:04:16 -0400
MIME-Version: 1.0

X-Mailer: Internet Mail Service (5.5.2653.19)
X-MS-Embedded-Report:

Content-Type: text/plain

Paulette G. Delorme

Executive Assistant / Adjointe executive
Transportation Safety Board of Canada
Bureau de la securite des transports du Canada

Nick Stoss

A/Director General
Investigation Operations
Place du Centre

200 Promenade du Portage
4th Floor

Gatineau, Quebec

K1A 1K8

Dear Ms. Delorme and Mr. Stoss, Thursday, October 9, 2003
9:18 AM

As the below report from TSB on a Boeing 727 inadvertently left
open cargo
door by an electrical problem reveals, you have known that cargo
doors open



inadvertently on Boeing airliners for over a year.

You know that recently a cargo door opened on a Cessna 421
after leaving a
Canadian airport.

You know from a CASB AAR that a Boeing 747, Air India Flight
182, CVR heard

a sudden loud sound before an inflight breakup, a sound that was
analyzed by

UK AAIB personnel to be not a bomb explosion but was
matched to an

explosive decompression when a cargo door opened in a fatal
DC-10 accident.

You know that I have been reporting to you for years that my
analysis for

the probable cause for Air India Flight 182 rules out a bomb
explosion and

concludes that it was the shorted wiring/ruptured open cargo
door/explosive

decompression/inflight breakup explanation. My PDF AAR on
Air India Flight

182 has previously been sent to you for review.

You know that Bill Tucker, formerly of TSB, has felt sufficient
evidence

exists for the wiring/cargo door problem for Air India Flight 182
that a

follow up by TSB was warranted after his retirement.

You know there is an active investigation currently underway by
the RCMP



into the most important aviation accident in Canadian history, Air
India
Flight 182.

And yet you do nothing. You do not ask questions. You are
silent. You
standby and wait...and wait...and wait.

Speaking as a survivor of a sudden, night, fiery, fatal, jet airplane
crash,

I know there is no time; there is no luxury for contemplation
when

indications of an unsafe condition present themselves when
flying.

Checklists must be followed. Action must be taken now.

You are public servants. You have a duty to perform an
investigation into

aviation safety. Investigations require questions. By not doing
your duty to

ask questions of me, you are negligent, the degree of which is
determined by

the consequences of your failure to act.

Below:

1. Some legal definitions that are relevant to you,

2. TSB report on Boeing 727 open cargo door.

3. Comprehensive legal discussions on manslaughter and
criminal negligence.

As usual, I await questions/queries/interrogation regarding my
factual



report to you about a current safety hazard to the Canadian flying
public.

Respectfully,

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
831 659 3552

barry @corazon.com
http://www.corazon.com

Sec. 39.01. Definitions.
In this chapter:

(1) "Law relating to a public servant's office or
employment"
means a law that specifically
applies to a person acting in the capacity of a public servant
and
that directly or indirectly:

(A) imposes a duty on the public servant; or
(B) governs the conduct of the public servant.
There are three conditions that must be fulfilled before the jury

may find
the defendant guilty of manslaughter by criminal negligence:



(1) that there had been an assumption of a duty to care for the
deceased;

(1) that the defendant had been grossly negligent in regard of his
duty to
take care;

(i11) that by reason of such negligence the person died: that is, the
omission caused the death.

Penal Code

Sec. 6.01. Requirement of Voluntary Act or Omission.

(a) A person commits an offense only if he voluntarily
engages in
conduct, including an act, an
omission, or possession.

(b) Possession is a voluntary act if the possessor knowingly
obtains or receives the thing
possessed or is aware of his control of the thing for a sufficient
time to
permit him to terminate his
control.

(c) A person who omits to perform an act does not commit
an offense
unless a law as defined
by Section 1.07 provides that the omission is an offense or
otherwise
provides that he has a duty



to perform the act.

The Quality of Negligence Required
A. The Meaning of "Criminal Negligence"

Early tests stress that a higher degree of negligence than that
which is
supports a civil action is required:

"The prosecution must satisfy the jury that the negligence or
incompetence of the defendant went beyond a mere matter of
compensation and
showed

such a disregard for the life and safety of others as to amount
to a
crime against the State and conduct deserving punishment":
Bateman (1925) 19

Cr.App.R. 8 at 13

In Nydam [1977] VR 430, 445 the Full Court of the Supreme
Court of Victoria

held that manslaughter by criminal negligence required the
prosecution to

prove

that

(a) the act [or omission] which caused death was done by the
defendant ,



(b) it was a conscious and voluntary act,
(c) that it was done in circumstances involving,

"...such a great falling short of the standard of care which a
reasonable man would have exercised and which involved such a
high risk that
death or

GBH would follow that the doing of the act merited criminal
punishment"

Both these statements are undesirable definitions of the conduct
involved in

criminal negligence manslaughter. It is conceptually confusing to
use in the

words

defining an offence terms such as "criminal" or "culpable". Such
definitions

leave it to the jury to determine the type of conduct which should
fall

within this

category of manslaughter. On the other hand, the phrase could
offer some

assistance to the jury in understanding that the test of criminal
negligence

is

qualitatively different from that used in the law of tort (see
discussion

below). If the formulation only serves this educative function,
then perhaps

it is not

necessary to include it as part of the substantive definition of
criminal



negligence.

In Andrews [1937] AC 576 the House of Lords gave a list of
appropriate

synonyms including "culpable, criminal, gross, wicked clear and
complete".

None of

these words are any more illuminating.

B. The Standard of Negligence: "A high degree of negligence"

Lord Atkin in Andrews [1937] AC 576 reviewed the 19th century
cases which

had defined this category of manslaughter using epithets such as
"criminal

misconduct" and "criminal inattention". Lord Atkin conceded
that the use of

"the word criminal in any attempt to define a crime is perhaps not
the most

helpful". However, these early definitions had intended to convey
that only

a very high degree of negligence would suffice:

"Simple lack of care such as will constitute civil liability is
not
enough: for the purposes of the criminal law there are degrees of
negligence: and a

very high degree of negligence is required to be proved
before the
felony is established" per Lord Atkin in Andrews [1937] AC 576
at 583.

It is doubtful whether it is possible to have degrees of



inadvertence. An

early academic paper on criminal negligence by JW Turner
argued that since

the

defendant is inadvertent of the risks associated with his conduct,
how is it

possible to characterise that behaviour as highly inadvertent. In
his

opinion, since

inadvertence is a negative state of mind it is nonsense to suggest
that

there are degrees of inadvertence.

The courts are primarily concerned with conduct which,
objectively speaking,

involves a high risk of death or GBH. If this is the case, it
strengthens

the case

for assimilating manslaughter by unlawful/dangerous acts and
criminal

negligence.

(4) With criminal negligence or is criminally negligent with
respect to

circumstances surrounding his conduct or the result of his
conduct when he

ought to be

aware of a substantial and unjustifiable risk that the
circumstances exist

or the result will occur. The risk must be of such a nature and
degree that

the failure to
perceive it constitutes a gross deviation from the standard of care



that an

ordinary person would exercise in all the circumstances as
viewed from the

actor's

standpoint.

http://www.tsb.gc.ca/en/reports/air/2001/A0110094/
A01f0094.asp

Air 2001

The Transportation Safety Board of Canada (TSB) investigated
this occurrence

for the purpose of advancing transportation safety. It is not the
function

of the Board to assign fault or determine civil or criminal
liability.

Aviation Investigation Report

Cargo Door Opening on Take-off

Bradley Air Services Ltd. (First Air)

Boeing 727-225 C-FIFA

Corcaigh International Airport, Ireland

20 July 2001

Report Number AO1F0094

Summary

A First Air Boeing 727-225 aircraft, C-FIFA, serial number



20381, was on a

regular scheduled cargo flight from Corcaigh International
Airport, Ireland,

to East Midland Airport, England. Shortly after take-off, as the
landing

gear was retracting, the aft cargo door light illuminated on the
second

officer's annunciator panel. He informed the other crew members
of the

anomaly as the aircraft climbed through 400 feet above ground
level. Shortly

thereafter, the N o 3 engine experienced a series of compressor
stalls. The

captain shut down the engine (Pratt & Whitney JT8D-15) and
requested an

immediate return to Corcaigh Airport. The aircraft landed
uneventfully;

airport emergency response services were standing by. The aft
cargo door was

partially open, and the door-opening mechanism was damaged.
No one was

injured.

Ce rapport est/galement disponible en franYais.
Other Factual Information

Boeing 727 C-FIFA was on extended chartered operations to Air
Contractors

Ireland Ltd. The aircrew arrived at Corcaigh Airport
approximately 1? hours

before a planned departure time of 2045 local time. 1The three
crew members



- the captain, the first officer, and the second officer - had a full
day

of rest before the start of their duty day. They were certified and
qualified for the flight in accordance with existing regulations.
The

aircraft was serviced and maintained in accordance with existing
directives,

and there was no indication of any system malfunction before the
flight.

Reported weather at the time of the incident was as follows:
broken ceiling

at 3000 feet above ground level, tops at 5000 feet, light winds,
and good

visibility. All significant events - loading of the aircraft, engine
start-up, take-off, and landing 34 minutes later - occurred during
daylight

conditions.

On arrival at the airport, the second officer proceeded to the
aircraft to

carry out pre-flight and pre-start duties. While conducting an
external

inspection, he noted that the aft cargo and main cargo doors were
open in

preparation for loading. The aft airstairs were also deployed.
While the

flight crew made their way to the cockpit in preparation for
departure,

ground personnel were getting ready to load the aircraft through
the main

cargo door on the left side and through the aft cargo door on the
right side



by the N o 3 engine.

Servisair Ltd. provides aircraft ground handling 2in Corcaigh
under the

supervision of DHL Aviation, an international courier company
operating on

behalf of Air Contractors Ireland Ltd. While DHL Aviation is
responsible for

providing ground-handling operations at major airports, this
responsibility

is usually subcontracted to a third-party handling agent in smaller
stations. In Corcaigh, the ground-handling responsibility was
delegated to

Servisair Ltd., but a local DHL Aviation staff member was
responsible for

building the loads, producing weight and balance forms, and
supervising

Servisair Ltd. Under the contract, Servisair Ltd. is responsible for
securing and closing all aircraft cargo doors before engine start-
up.

Nevertheless, a local procedure at Corcaigh delegates the task of
loading

the aircraft through the aft cargo door to DHL Aviation.

The aircraft was loaded while all three flight crew members were
in the

cockpit going through their pre-start checklist procedures. A
DHL Aviation

staff member was loading the aft cargo area of the aircraft in
accordance

with established local procedures. While testing the annunciator
panel for

the first time, the second officer did not pay any attention to the



aft

cargo or main cargo door lights because the aircraft was still
being loaded.

After completion of the aircraft loading through the aft and main
cargo

doors, a Servisair Ltd. agent handed the second officer a cargo
form

describing the nature and weight of the on-board cargo for
weight and

balance calculations. The second officer then interrupted his pre-
start

duties and exited the cockpit area to close and secure the main
cargo door

and the aft airstairs, as per established procedures. While stowing
the

airstairs, he did not observe the position of the aft cargo door
because

this area is often being loaded right up to engine start.

The second officer then re-entered the aircraft through the left
side

passenger door and proceeded back to the cockpit area to resume
pre-start

and start duties. At that time, he looked at the annunciator panel
and noted

that the main cargo and aft cargo lights on the annunciator panel
were not

illuminated; this confirmed that all cargo doors were secured.
The three

crew members then initiated the challenge and response "Clear to
Start"

checklist. Before the three engines were started, a Servisair Ltd.
agent



standing next to the captain's window on the left side gave a
thumbs-up to

the crew, signifying that personnel were clear of the aircraft and
that the

crew were cleared to start. Because of the position of the aircraft
on the

ramp, a pushback was not required before taxi; therefore, the
checklist

items under "push back" were not actioned.

The Boeing 727 normal checklist calls for the second officer to
visually

check the annunciator light panel on three occasions: before
engine start,

after engine start, and before the aircraft takes off. The second
officer

visually checked the panel as per the checklist. Before take-off,
the

captain double-checked the panel to visually confirm that all
lights were

extinguished before departure. On all three occasions, the
annunciator panel

check requires the pushing of a button to illuminate all panel
lights to

confirm that they are serviceable and the subsequent release of
the same

button to verify that they will extinguish. If a door light does not
extinguish after this check, the corresponding door is not
properly closed

and secured.

During take-off, the captain and the first officer moved their



attention

outward, and the second officer maintained a scan on the engine
instruments,

his primary duty for that phase. Shortly after lift-off, as the gear
was

selected up, the second officer leaned back and noticed that the
aft cargo

door light on the annunciator panel was illuminated. After the
first officer

reported the aircraft climbing through the take-off obstacle
clearance

altitude, the second officer informed the crew that the aft cargo
door light

was illuminated. The captain acknowledged this information.
Following flap

retraction, the aircraft experienced a series of compressor stalls
on the N

o 3 engine, located a few feet downstream from the aft cargo
door. The

captain brought the engine N o 3 thrust lever to idle, levelled the
aircraft

above the broken layer of cloud, and requested an immediate
diversion back

to Corcaigh Airport. The "One Engine Inoperative" drill was
carried out,

engine N o 3 was secured, and the aircraft landed uneventfully
on two

engines. The aircraft stopped on the runway and was visually
inspected by an

emergency response services crew who responded to the scene.
Minutes later,

the emergency response services crew reported to the aircrew
that the aft



cargo door was partially open, the hinge mechanism was slightly
bent, and

the door handle fully protracted. There was no apparent damage
to the engine

or the structure of the aircraft. The aircraft then taxied to the
ramp.

After engine shutdown, the aircrew attempted to determine
which of the two

agencies, DHL Aviation or Servisair Ltd., was responsible for
securing the

aft cargo door. This responsibility could not be ascertained at that
time.

Later, the DHL Aviation agent who loaded parcels through the aft
cargo door

could not recollect if he had closed the door upon completion of
the

loading. Two of the five parcels loaded in the aft cargo area
remained on

board; one was found on the runway just before the end, one was
found on the

grass area past the end of the runway, and the last was returned
by a person

who lived near the airport boundary.

The aft cargo door structure, door stops (latches), and hinge
attach points

were not damaged; however, the right and left hinge rods were
bent,

preventing the door from closing. The door warning mechanism -
switch,

wires, and warning light - was tested several times by forcefully
moving the



electrical switch and wires, attempting to extinguish the warning
panel aft

cargo light with the door open and to recreate the possibility of
such

system malfunction. No faults were found. The hinges were
dismantled to

allow closing and securing the aft cargo door. The door was
closed and the

warning light extinguished. The aircraft rear cargo area was
pressurized and

retained pressure within an acceptable range, confirming that the
door was

properly secured.

On July 24, after receiving authorization from the Irish Aviation
Authorities and Boeing, the aircraft was ferried, with one engine
inoperative and the aft door secured, to Copenhagen, Denmark,
for repairs.

These repairs included replacing the bent hinges and the locking
mechanism

(door switch) and some minor repairs to the inner case of the
engine N o 3

turbine casing, damaged by the compressor stalls. No damage
was found on the

turbine blades. During or after the repair work, the door
microswitch was

inadvertently discarded and could not be found for analysis.

TSB was not informed of this reportable incident by the operator
but

received information from Transport Canada, System Safety, on
July 24.

Through coordination with the Aircraft Accident Investigation



Agency in
Ireland, the investigation was delegated to TSB on July 25.

The flight data recorder (FDR) and cockpit voice recorder (CVR)
were

downloaded, and the data were sent to the TSB Engineering
Laboratory for

analysis. Annunciator door lights and status or condition of doors
are not

recorded in the FDR. The flight lasted 34 minutes after rotation.
The speed

averaged 200 knots, with peaks to approximately 240 knots for
one minute.

The flight portion of the 30-minute loop CVR was written over
as power was

kept on for more than one hour after the incident to allow the
crew and

maintenance personnel to diagnose the door locking mechanism
and the warning

system. The CVR did not contain data from pre-start to the
occurrence.

The Boeing Aircraft Company provided information regarding
previous

inadvertent door openings in flight. Since December 1976, 10
cases of

airborne inadvertent door openings have been reported to Boeing
for the 727

type, including this occurrence. The causes are usually
undetermined.

However, the US National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB)
investigated and

documented one event that occurred on 05 January 1999 (NTSB



Report N o

LAXO99IAQ072). It was determined that a door opened because
ground-handling

personnel did not properly secure an aft cargo door and that a
door warning

light was intermittent due to contamination in proximity switch
terminals.

In other cases where a precise cause could not be determined,
suspected

causes were generally related to improper latching of doors
combined with,

in some instances, a malfunctioning warning light electrical
system and/or

switch.

Faulty microswitch operation is usually caused by oil or water
contamination, unclean cannon plugs, or wiring problems. If a
switch is

considered too difficult to clean, it will be discarded and replaced
by a

new one. These switches have no shelf life and are not included
in any

special inspection. They are simply replaced as needed. A few
weeks after

this occurrence, an undocumented case of aft cargo warning light
malfunction

occurred on the ramp of First Air / Bradley Air Services Ltd. at
the Ottawa

/ Macdonald-Cartier International Airport, Ontario, with the same
Boeing 727

type. Various aircraft systems were being tested, and it was
noticed that

the warning light was out while the aft cargo door was open,



indicating a

malfunction of the concerned electrical system. The warning
light was

checked serviceable. The door microswitch was diagnosed as
giving faulty

indications. The switch was cleaned and reinstalled.

Aft cargo doors on Boeing 727's have been designed so that
when properly

closed and secured on the ground, the doors cannot inadvertently
open in

flight unless the whole door latching mechanism sustains a
structural

failure or breakdown. It is also physically impossible, by virtue
of their

design, to improperly close and secure the door. The door is
opened in an

upward direction by fully protracting the door handle, which then
snaps and

stays in that position. The door stay rod attached to the inside of
the door

is used to keep the door fully open for easy access.

To close and secure the aft cargo door, the stay rod is re-attached
to the

inside of the door, and the door is allowed to rotate downward by
gravity,

resting a few inches away from closing flat with the aircraft outer
surface.

With the door handle fully protracted, the door is pushed
completely in

against the aircraft structure, then the door handle is pushed in so
it is



flat with the surface of the aircraft's outer skin (fully retracted).
The

action of pushing in the door handle moves the four stops
outward in each

corner of the door. Provided that the door is resting against the
fuselage,

these male-type stops will first ramp up and then down into their
respective, elbow-shaped, female-type aircraft mounted door
stops (door

latches) to properly secure the door.

Once the handle is fully in, a plunger mechanism is forced into
the switch,

which makes electrical contact and extinguishes the aft cargo
warning light.

If the door handle is pushed in (that is, partially or fully flat with
the

door) before the door is pushed completely in against the aircraft
structure, extension of the moveable stops when the handle is
pushed in will

prevent these stops from locking in with the aircraft mounted
door latches.

This safety mechanism makes it impossible to close the door flat
with the

aircraft structure if the handle is retracted and eliminates any
possibility

of the plunger electrical contact being made and the warning
light being

extinguished. When the handle is in and the door is not fully
closed, the

door remains ajar by about two feet. If the stay rod is stored and
the door



handle is protracted, the door will naturally rest close to the
fuselage,

just a few inches away from being flat with the aircraft outer
skin. In this

position, the fact that the door is not fully and properly closed is
hardly

noticeable to a loading crew.

Analysis

The involved switch was discarded before it could be examined
and tested by

TSB; thus, it was not determined whether the switch was
defective for the

occurrence flight.

Because ground personnel are usually loading cargo up to the
last minute

before engine start, the second officer does not carry out a final,
post-loading, pre-flight inspection of the aircraft before starting
the

engines, nor is it required by company procedures. The flight
crew rely on

cockpit annunciator warning lights to confirm the status of
aircraft doors

before engine start, taxi, and take-off. In a serviceable system, an
illuminated light would indicate that an electrical contact is not
being

made inside the door microswitch, meaning that the door is not
closed and

secured. When aircraft systems are energized with the auxiliary
power unit

and the aft cargo door is partially or fully open, the light will be



illuminated. An extinguished aft cargo light after loading and
before engine

start confirms that the aft cargo door is properly closed and
secured. It is

concluded that the second officer likely could not have
repeatedly missed

the aft cargo warning light being illuminated on his annunciator
panel

before take-off. Even in bright and sunny conditions, an
illuminated light

on the second officer's console is obvious. Furthermore, the same
light

panel was visually verified "clear of lights" by the captain before
take-off, as required in the pre-start checklist procedures.

This investigation revealed no damage to the aircraft mounted
door latches,

the door structure, and the door moveable stops. Only the door
hinges were

found bent and had to be changed. The nature of this damage,
combined with

the door design and the status of the door handle when first
inspected by

emergency response services personnel suggest that, after cargo
loading was

completed, the door was likely left in the down position with the
door

handle fully protracted and the door stay rod stowed away.

The locations of the three parcels on the runway provide further
evidence

that the door was not fully closed before take-off. The door likely
began to



open as the aircraft initiated its rotation, and the force of the wind
contributed directly to bending the door hinges. Although the aft
cargo

warning light was observed for the first time by the second
officer as the

gear was retracting, it is plausible that the light appeared earlier
during

the take-off roll. The second officer is required to turn his seat
toward

the front of the aircraft to monitor the engine instruments during
the

critical phase of the take-off roll and lift-off, he would not be
looking at

his annunciator panel. The advancement of thrust levers to full
power,

release of the brakes, take-off roll, rotation, and retraction of the
landing gear are all conducive to airframe vibrations. These
vibrations

could have restored service to the aft cargo door microswitch
mechanism. The

subsequent engine compressor stalls coincided with raising the
flaps.

Airflow disruption, created by the closeness of an opened cargo
door to the

engine intake and redirected airflow resulting from a change of
configuration most likely induced these stalls.

After working together at the local level for several years,
Servisair Ltd.

and DHL Aviation crews' direct responsibilities for loading an
aircraft and

securing all doors became ambiguous as both agencies worked to
get the job



done in a timely manner. Although the contract gives Servisair
Ltd.

responsibility for loading an aircraft, the local DHL Aviation
staff member

usually loads packages into the aft cargo area without disrupting
the

Servisair Ltd. team's loading in the main cargo area.

Although effective, this local division of responsibilities
procedure has

weaknesses. Without a clearly defined set of tasks and/or
responsibilities,

confusion or miscommunication between two different loading
crews (that 1s,

agencies) eager to do the job in an efficient and timely manner
may lead to

an omission of safety-related duties, such as closing and securing
the aft

cargo door. With the door stay rod stowed away, a slightly open
door is

hardly noticeable. The only defence left against departing with a
door open

is a warning light on the second officer's panel. This light can
become

disabled as a result of electrical contamination or malfunction.
Within the

DHL Aviation and Servisair Ltd. organizations, the pre-flight
walk-around

inspection is considered to be the flight crew's responsibility.
When the

crew is informed in the cockpit that loading is complete and all
doors are

closed, the loading crew is not expected to perform a final walk-



around
because ramp dispatch is not part of the contract.

Findings as to Causes and Contributing Factors

The aft cargo door was most likely not closed and secured before
engine

start-up, taxi, and departure of the Boeing 727. As a result, the
door

opened during the take-off roll.

The aft cargo door microswitch likely malfunctioned, giving the
crew an
erroneous indication that the door was secured before take-off.

Findings as to Risk

Servisair Ltd. and DHL Aviation's local procedure for loading an
aircraft

and securing cargo doors might have led to the omission of
properly closing

the aft cargo door.

When different agencies perform the same work without a
clearly defined set

of tasks or responsibilities, there is a risk of confusion and
miscommunication that may lead to an omission of safety-related
duties, such

as closing and securing doors.



Other Findings

This incident was reported to TSB four days after the event. By
the time the

investigation was delegated to TSB, critical information had been
lost: the

aft cargo door microswitch had been discarded and could not be
examined or

tested.

Safety Action Taken

On July 3 rd 2002, a meeting was held between Bradley Air
Services Ltd and

Servisair, where it was agreed that Servisair staff will be solely
responsible for securing cargo doors on DHL aircraft. All DHL
staff in Cork

have been advised and will not be involved in this responsibility
in the

future.

This report concludes the Transportation Safety Board's
investigation into

this occurrence. Consequently, the Board authorized the release
of this

report on 14 August 2002.

1. Local time is Coordinated Universal Time plus one hour.

2. Ground handling is the provision of contracted services
during the

arrival and subsequent departure of the same aircraft in
accordance with a



standard agreement. Contracted services include, but are not
limited to,

marshalling the aircraft, loading and off-loading of the aircraft
through

the cargo doors, start-up procedures, and pushback operations
when

necessary.
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Omissions and Criminal Negligence

Overview

76-2-103. Definitions of "intentionally, or with intent or
willfully";

"knowingly, or with knowledge"; "recklessly, or maliciously";
and

"criminal negligence or criminally negligent." A person engages
in conduct:

(1) Intentionally, or with intent or willfully with respect to the
nature of his conduct or to a result of his conduct, when it is his
conscious objective or desire
to engage in the conduct or cause the result.

(2) Knowingly, or with knowledge, with respect to his conduct
or to
circumstances surrounding his conduct when he is aware of the
nature of his
conduct or
the existing circumstances. A person acts knowingly, or with
knowledge, with
respect to a result of his conduct when he is aware that his
conduct is
reasonably
certain to cause the result.

(3) Recklessly, or maliciously, with respect to circumstances
surrounding his conduct or the result of his conduct when he is
aware of but
consciously
disregards a substantial and unjustifiable risk that the
circumstances exist
or the result will occur. The risk must be of such a nature and



degree that
its disregard
constitutes a gross deviation from the standard of care that an
ordinary
person would exercise under all the circumstances as viewed
from the actor's
standpoint.

(4) With criminal negligence or is criminally negligent with
respect to
circumstances surrounding his conduct or the result of his
conduct when he
ought to be
aware of a substantial and unjustifiable risk that the
circumstances exist
or the result will occur. The risk must be of such a nature and
degree that
the failure to
perceive it constitutes a gross deviation from the standard of care
that an
ordinary person would exercise in all the circumstances as
viewed from the
actor's
standpoint.

Amended by Chapter 32, 1974 General Session
Download Code Section Zipped WP 6.1 76_02004.ZIP 3,858
Bytes
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In this section, we will consider the principal categories of
culpability

for manslaughter: unlawful dangerous conduct; and criminal
negligence. We

will explore

the differences and similarities between these alternate fault
elements.

Terminology: Voluntary and Involuntary

Manslaughter, broadly speaking, is a less culpable or
blameworthy form of

homicide than murder. The jury can always return a verdict of
manslaughter

toa

charge of murder. This is said to be a "constitutional right",
applying even

when the trial judge excludes the possibility of manslaughter as a
legitimate verdict on

the facts. This right of the jury to mitigate the penalty for murder
to

manslaughter (in effect, exercising a prerogative of mercy) plays
an

important is cases where

the motive for the killing is regarded as less blameworthy. For
example, in

the present law there is no defence for "mercy killing", that is
where a

person

commits involuntary euthanasia of another person in order to
relieve



terminal suffering. This is formally murder irrespective of the
beneficient

motive. Juries

however are always reluctant to convict of murder in these
situations: see M

Otlowski, "Mercy Killing in the Australian Criminal Justice
System" (1993)

17(1)

Criminal Law Journal10.

As well as these informal but recognised means of mitigating
culpability for

killing, the law formally recognises that killing in the face of
provocation

is less

culpable than murder. This is known as voluntary manslaughter.
It describes

homicides where the defendant satisfies the mental state for
murder, but the

availability of a defence (like provocation) operates so as to
reduce the

offence of murder to manslaughter. See sections examining the
defence of

provocation.

On the other hand, involuntary manslaughter is the term which is
traditionally used to describe all other culpable homicides not
amounting to

murder.

The leading High Court decision dealing with involuntary
manslaughter is

Wilson (1992), BWW 277, BFW 514. The facts of the case are
that the victim



was a
wandering drunk who shouldered the defendant. The defendant
claimed that he

then saw the victim clench his fist and so the defendant hit him,
not very

hard

and only once. The victim died from resulting brain damage
consistent with

his head striking the concrete. The defendant was charged with
murder. The

judge

directed the jury as to both murder and manslaughter and the
defendant was

convicted of manslaughter.

Before the recent High Court decision of Wilson, the common
law recognised

three categories of manslaughter: unlawful dangerous act,
criminal

negligence

and a third category of manslaughter called battery manslaughter,
or

intentional infliction of harm. In the third category the defendant
would be

guilty of

manslaughter where he or she committed a battery and death
resulted. In

Holzer [1968] VR 481, the defendant's fatal blow was not
intended to cause

any

serious harm - the defendant intended to "just cut his lip to tell
him to

wake up to himself". The victim fell backwards and hit his head



on the road

and died.

Smith J. recognised that it will be manslaughter where the
defendant (a)

intended to inflict some kind of physical injury (or pain) on the
victim and

(b) the injury

(or pain) must be more than merely trivial or negligible. (a)
intended to

inflict some kind of physical injury (or pain) on the victim and
(b) the

injury (or pain)

must be more than merely trivial or negligible.

Professor Glanville Williams concluded that from the viewpoint
of policy the
third category of manslaughter is hard to justify:

"No judge has explained on what ground of justice or policy
a person
who has made a minor assault can become guilty of
manslaughter by reason of

an unknown weakness of the victim"

The Victorian Law Reform Commission shared this view and
also recommended

that this category of manslaughter should be abolished: Report
No. 40,

Homicide (1991) Recommendation 32 at p. 116.

In Wilson, the majority (Mason CJ, Toohey, Gaudron and
McHugh JJ.) examined
the older authorities which commonly cited in support of the



existence of

battery manslaughter. The High Court concluded that the
authorities were

uncertain, BWW 287, BFW 516. Moreover, even if the category
did exist there

were

good reasons for its demise. The High Court held that battery
manslaughter

continues the rigour of the early common law and ought to play
no role in

modern

law. Under this category, a person may be held liable for
manslaughter for

causing a death which is quite unexpected, whether the test
applied in that

respect is

subjective or objective. Battery manslaughter does not reflect the
principle

that there should be a close correlation between moral culpability
and legal

responsibility: BWW at 288, BFW 516.

Unlawful And Dangerous Conduct as Manslaughter

Wilson established that there is only two categories of
involuntary

manslaughter: unlawful and dangerous act manslaughter and
manslaughter by

criminal

negligence. Prior to Wilson, Professor Brent Fisse had doubted
the ultimate

status of unlawful dangerous act manslaughter in Australia:
Howard's



Criminal

Law (5th ed.) at p. 124. Its status has now been resolved in
Australia, and

the High Court in Wilson identified this as a separate category of
manslaughter.

The early common law provided that for a conviction of
manslaughter all that

was required was that the defendant caused the death of another
by an

unlawful

act. In that respect it was similar to the felony-murder rule,
except that

the unlawful act did not have to be a felony. The unlawful act
doctrine may

well have

originated as a constructive form of liability (a corollary of
felony-murder): see discussion in Wilson. However, in the 19th
Century the

English courts restricted

its operation to unlawful acts causing death which were also
dangerous in

the sense of "likely to injure another person": Larkin [1943] 1 All
ER 217

at 219.

The existence of this category of manslaughter by an unlawful
and dangerous

act was affirmed in England by the House of Lords in DPP v
Newbury & Jones

[1976] 2 WLR 918.

There are 3 elements to this category of manslaughter (1) the
defendant 's



act must cause the death, (i1) the defendant 's act must be
unlawful, (i11)

the defendant 's

act must be dangerous. Before Wilson there was controversy
over the meaning

of dangerous act. In New South Wales, the courts were directing
juries in

accordance with a formulation of dangerous act laid down in the
English

decisions of Larkin [1943] and Church [1966] 1 QB 59, refer to
BWW at 282.

"...the unlawful act must be such as all sober and reasonable
people
would inevitably recognise must subject the other person to, at
least, the
risk of

some harm resulting therefrom, albeit not serious" Church
[1966] 1
QB 59 per Edmund-Davies.

In Victoria, prior to Wilson, the courts have applied a more
stringent test.
In Holzer [1968] VR 481, Smith J expressly rejected Larkin/

Church
formulation:

" Authorities differ as to the degree of danger which must be
apparent in the act. The better view, however, is I think that the
circumstances must be

such that a reasonable man in the defendant 's position,
performing
the very act which the defendant performed, would have realised



that he was

exposing another or others to an appreciable risk of really
serious
injury" per Smith J.

Note that the Holzer test had been cited with approval by
Menzies J
(dissenting) in Pemble.

Dangerous Conduct Defined

In Wilson, the High Court had to choose between the two tests of
dangerousness. The minority (Brennan, Deane and Dawson JJ.)
preferred the

simple

formulation of dangerousness as "an act likely to injure" in
Larkin. The

majority, modifying the Holzer test slightly, formulated the test
thus: A

reasonable

person in the defendant 's position would have realised that the
act carried

with it an appreciable risk of serious injury to the deceased. The
majority

doubted the

utility of the qualifier "really" in the Holzer test. Serious and
really

serious may have quite different connotations in some situations.
In the

context of

manslaughter:

"it is better to speak of an unlawful and dangerous act



carrying
with it an appreciable risk of serious injury"

The majority concluded that the trial judge had misdirected the
jury in

Wilson because he had only them to consider whether the
defendant's act was

dangerous,

without any explanation of what dangerous means. Thus the act
must involve a

sufficient likelihood or risk of injury to enable the act to be
characterised as

dangerous. Ultimately what amounts to a dangerous act is a
matter of degree

and a question for the jury.

Unresolved Issues in Wilson: The Meaning of Unlawfulness

The dangerous conduct must also be unlawful. At one time, the
unlawful act

could consist of a tort. Later cases established that only
criminally

unlawful acts

will suffice. However, in HowardOs Criminal Law, it is noted
that modern

statutes often attach criminal liability to breaches of a statutory
duty,

for example

driving without insurance. In the authorOs view this is not the
unlawfulness

which the courts envisage:

"...what the courts appear to have in mind is not an act which



1s
dangerous and incidentally also unlawful but an act which is
unlawful
because it is
dangerous." [at p. 127]

The doctrine appears to be limited, in Howard's view, to "acts
which are

unlawful only because they are dangerous". [at p. 128]. He cites
Martin

(1983) 32

SASR 419 at 452 per White J in support of the proposition. [at p.
128, n.18 ]

The High Court in Wilson did not consider this issue. The VLRC
Report,

Homicide (1991) concluded that " ... the requirement of
unlawfulness had

nothing

relevant to add. Dangerousness is the key element and it is
satisfied by an

objective test": at par. 262 at p. 113.

It is important that the prosecution prove each element of the
unlawful act,

including mens rea, if required by the offence. In R. v. Lamb
[1967] 2 QB

981

(English Court of Appeal) the defendant shot and killed his best
friend

whilst fooling around with a revolver. It was conceded that the
defendant

was acting in



jest, with no intention to harm the victim. Neither the defendant
nor the

victim understood the operation of the revolver (that a shot may
be fired

even though the

firing chamber may be empty: the chamber rotates as the trigger
is pulled).

As to unlawful dangerous act doctrine, the trial judge held that
the pulling

of the

trigger amounted to an unlawful act even though there was no
intent to alarm

or intent to injure. Even counsel for the Crown disagreed with
the trial

judge's

conclusion that "it was unnecessary to involve the jury in any
consideration

of the niceties of whether the defendant 's actions did or did not
constitute an

assault".

The Court of Appeal held that the Crown was correct in their
contention that

the defendant's actions must have amounted to at least a
"technical

assault". In this

case there was no evidence of an assault of any kind. It was
necessary to

prove the mens rea of the unlawful act, "... in this case the
element of

intent without

which there can be no assault".



A similar point was made in the High Court decision of R. v.
Pemble [1971]

ALR 762. The victim, the defendant 's girlfriend, was sitting on
the bonnet

of a

car in a hotel car park. The defendant approached her from
behind with a

shot gun, only intending to frighten her. The gun discharged and
killed her.

He claimed

it went off accidentally when he stumbled. He was convicted of
murder. The

trial judge directed the jury as to both murder and manslaughter
and said

that the

defendant's conduct was clearly unlawful constituting an assault.

The majority agreed that the jury had been misdirected as to the
requirement

of unlawful act. The majority held that the murder conviction
should be

quashed but

a conviction for manslaughter be substituted. All the elements of
the

unlawful act (in this case an assault) must be proved to succeed
under the

unlawful

dangerous act doctrine. There could be no assault in this case
since the

victim had her back to the defendant: an essential element of the
assault

"causing the

victim to apprehend immediate violence" was absent. The



shooting itself
could not be a battery because the discharge of the weapon was
accidental.

However, the majority disagreed as to what constituted the
unlawful act.

Barwick CJ held that brandishing a shotgun "at least constituted
an attempt

to assault

her ... The appellant at the moment of discharge of the rifle doing
an act

which was immediately proximate to the assault he intended".
McTiernan J

held that the

defendant 's unlawful act was a breach of s.75(1A) of the Police
and Police

Offences Ordinance 1923 (NT) which made it unlawful to
"discharge of any

firearm

without reasonable cause in a public place". Windeyer J held that
the

defendant was clearly guilty of manslaughter by criminal
negligence. Menzies

and Owen

JJ, dissenting, held that a new trial should be ordered.

Questions for consideration: Would the defendantOs act be
unlawful if the

discharge had occurred in a private hotel car park? Should
culpability under

this fault

element turn on liability for other offences?



The Relationship Between the Categories of Fault for
Manslaughter

Many cases of unlawful and dangerous act manslaughter may be
dealt with

under criminal negligence. Brett Waller and Williams suggest
that "...it

would not

require a very bold judicial step to treat unlawful and dangerous
act

manslaughter as merging into negligent manslaughter. Certainly
such a

development would

be desirable": Criminal Law Texts and Cases (1993) at 6.19, p
305.

In Wills [1983] 2 VR 201 (Supreme Court of Victoria) Lush J
concluded that:

"The unlawfulness of the [unlawful and dangerous] act
stands
parallel with criminal negligence of negligent manslaughter and
equally the
risk factor

relevant to manslaughter by unlawful and dangerous act
stands as an
objective consideration parallel with the objective danger
assessment of
negligent

manslaughter."

Although the High Court in Wilson acknowledged that there
have been calls to



replace the two remaining categories with one, the majority
rejected this

because

the test for dangerousness between the categories of
manslaughter differ in

two ways:

A. Different degrees of risk

For manslaughter by criminal negligence, the test is a high risk
that death

or grievous bodily harm would follow: Nydam [1977] VR 430,
445. Contrast

unlawful and dangerous act which requires an appreciable risk of
serious

injury. But if the unamended Holzer test is followed ("really
serious harm")

the

difference becomes insignificant.

B. The role of the unlawfulness requirement?

For manslaughter by criminal negligence, the defendant 's act
need not be

unlawful: Andrews [1937] AC 576 see also Larkin [1943] 1 All
ER 217. But

this

distinction is illusory - in relation to manslaughter by criminal
negligence

there is no requirement (or restriction) that the defendant 's
behaviour

must be not be

criminal.



Criminal Negligence as Manslaughter

This category of manslaughter requires the death to be caused by
the

defendant's criminally negligent conduct. The negligent conduct
may be an

act or an

omission. The courts use negligence sparingly, and not every
case of

inadvertence to the risk of death or GBH which will suffice for
criminal

liability. In

Wilson, the High Court had no cause to consider this category in
depth, but

affirmed in passing the test in Nydam.

The Quality of Negligence Required
A. The Meaning of "Criminal Negligence"

Early tests stress that a higher degree of negligence than that
which is
supports a civil action is required:

"The prosecution must satisfy the jury that the negligence or
incompetence of the defendant went beyond a mere matter of
compensation and
showed

such a disregard for the life and safety of others as to amount
toa
crime against the State and conduct deserving punishment":
Bateman (1925) 19



Cr.App.R. 8 at 13

In Nydam [1977] VR 430, 445 the Full Court of the Supreme
Court of Victoria

held that manslaughter by criminal negligence required the
prosecution to

prove

that

(a) the act [or omission] which caused death was done by the
defendant ,

(b) it was a conscious and voluntary act,
(c) that it was done in circumstances involving,

"...such a great falling short of the standard of care which a
reasonable man would have exercised and which involved such a
high risk that
death or

GBH would follow that the doing of the act merited criminal
punishment"

Both these statements are undesirable definitions of the conduct
involved in

criminal negligence manslaughter. It is conceptually confusing to
use in the

words

defining an offence terms such as "criminal" or "culpable". Such
definitions

leave it to the jury to determine the type of conduct which should
fall

within this



category of manslaughter. On the other hand, the phrase could
offer some

assistance to the jury in understanding that the test of criminal
negligence

1s

qualitatively different from that used in the law of tort (see
discussion

below). If the formulation only serves this educative function,
then perhaps

it is not

necessary to include it as part of the substantive definition of
criminal

negligence.

In Andrews [1937] AC 576 the House of Lords gave a list of
appropriate

synonyms including "culpable, criminal, gross, wicked clear and
complete".

None of

these words are any more illuminating.

B. The Standard of Negligence: "A high degree of negligence"

Lord Atkin in Andrews [1937] AC 576 reviewed the 19th century
cases which

had defined this category of manslaughter using epithets such as
"criminal

misconduct" and "criminal inattention". Lord Atkin conceded
that the use of

"the word criminal in any attempt to define a crime is perhaps not
the most

helpful". However, these early definitions had intended to convey
that only



a very high degree of negligence would suffice:

"Simple lack of care such as will constitute civil liability is
not
enough: for the purposes of the criminal law there are degrees of
negligence: and a

very high degree of negligence is required to be proved
before the
felony is established" per Lord Atkin in Andrews [1937] AC 576
at 583.

It is doubtful whether it is possible to have degrees of
inadvertence. An

early academic paper on criminal negligence by JW Turner
argued that since

the

defendant 1s inadvertent of the risks associated with his conduct,
how is it

possible to characterise that behaviour as highly inadvertent. In
his

opinion, since

inadvertence is a negative state of mind it is nonsense to suggest
that

there are degrees of inadvertence.

The courts are primarily concerned with conduct which,
objectively speaking,

involves a high risk of death or GBH. If this is the case, it
strengthens

the case

for assimilating manslaughter by unlawful/dangerous acts and
criminal

negligence.



C. Using confusing synonyms: "recklessness" and indifference to
obvious
risks?

Several cases seem to suggest that the state of mind of the
defendant is a

relevant factor to be taken into account. In Andrews Lord Atkin
said that "a

very high

degree of negligence is required to be proved before the felony is
established. Probably of all the epithets that can be applied
"reckless"

most nearly covers the

case."

This reference to recklessness was picked up in several

subsequent cases. In
Lamb [1967] 2 QB 981 Sachs L1J said

"When the gravaman of a charge is criminal negligence-
often referred
to as recklessness-of the defendant, the jury have to consider
among other

matters the state of mind his [or her] mind, and that includes
whether or not he [or she] thought that that which he [or she] was
doing was
safe."

This may be regarded as importing a subjective element into
manslaughter by

criminal negligence. However, this view has been been rejected
in England in



Newbury & Jones [1976] 2 WLR 918 where Lord Salmon said
that Lamb should not

be viewed as support for the view that the correct test is anything
but

objective - all that is required is that the defendant had the
intention to

do the act i.e., that his acts were voluntary.

The confusion over the precise meaning of negligence persisted
in Stone &

Dobinson [1977] 1 QB 354. The Court of Appeal referred to
Andrews and

concluded that the defendant 's conduct (his failure to act) must
be

reckless:

"that is to say a reckless disregard of danger to the health
and
welfare of the infirm person. Mere inadvertence is not enough.
The defendant
must be

proved to have been indifferent to an obvious risk of injury
to
health or actually have foreseen the risk but have determined
nevertheless
to run it"

The dicta relating to the standard of care is not good law in
Australia for

two reasons. First, the dicta in Stone suggests that the test is
partially

subjective - an

approach expressly rejected in Taylor [1983]. Secondly, the case



suggests

that the risk associated with the defendant 's conduct (whether
determined

objectively

or subjectively) need only be of "injury to health or welfare",
rather than

"death or GBH".

Note however, that Stone was cited in Taktak (1988) 14 NSWLR
(NSW Court of

Appeal) where Yeldham J referred to the above passage in Stone
which

suggested that the test was subjective and that the defendant must
have "a

reckless disregard to the health and welfare of the infirm person".
This is

unnecessarily

confusing for the jury and the term recklessness should not be
treated as a

synonym for criminal negligence.

In Australia, the better view is that adopted in Taylor (1983) 9 A
Crim R

358, Criminal Court of Appeal Victoria, namely that the
defendant 's state

of mind is

irrelevant to the determination of criminal negligence. The
defendant had

administered a lethal dosage of a sedative to her hyperactive 6
year old

child. The

normal dose had been Sml but her doctor had told the defendant
that it was



safe to use a 'higher dosage' or 'a little bit more than Sml'. The
defendant

was

convicted and appealed. The issue on appeal was as follows:
what

circumstances are relevant to the determination that the
defendant 's

conduct, which caused

the death, was criminally negligent?

The Court held that the view expressed in Lamb (considered
above) that the

defendant 's actual state of mind is relevant to criminal
negligence is not

good law

in either England or Victoria. Whether the acts of the defendant
were

criminally negligent is to be objectively determined, without
reference to

the particular

belief of the defendant.

However the Court of Appeal held that the trial judge's direction
had not

been deficient. The essential issue was whether a reasonable
hypothetical

person placed

in the same circumstances as the defendant (particularly having
regard to

the advice given by the doctor) would have appreciated the
probability of

death or

serious bodily harm as a result of their actions. The jury are



entitled to

consider whether a reasonable person, in the defendant 's
position, might

have entertained

the mistaken belief held by the defendant.

D. Placing the Reasonable Person in the Position of the Accused.

It is important to contextualise the position of the reasonable
person. It

is not simply whether the conduct was reasonable or
unreasonable. An example

of this

sloppy reasoning and the danger that it could lead to an unfair
conviction

is apparent in the comments of O'Bryan J. in Taylor. He
concluded that "On

no view

of the medical evidence could it be found that applicant had
laboured under

a mistaken belief that the dosage...would be reasonable and not
harmful".

This conclusion is, with respect, wrong for the following reasons.
The issue

is not whether the defendant 's belief was a reasonable one or
not, but

whether a

reasonable person would, on the same facts, have appreciated the
risk of

death or GBH. Certainly no doctor, or person with the benefit of
hindsight,

would have



concluded that such a belief [as to the dose] was reasonable, but
the

standard being applied is the whether a reasonable person (who
lacks such

medical expertise)

would have foreseen death or GBH as likely.

Omissions and Criminal Negligence

This is misleadingly described in some texts as a separate
category (or

sub-specie) of homicide called manslaughter by omission. It is
misleading

because many

crimes, including manslaughter, may be committed by omission
if certain

conditions are satisfied. The law imposes liability for death
(either on the

basis of

murder or manslaughter depending on the level of fault) where
the defendant

has failed to act in situations where the law has imposed upon
him or her a

duty (or

responsibility) to act. The law is generally reluctant to impose
liability

for omissions but it will do so in exceptional cases.

Here are some further illustrations of the principle being applied
in

manslaughter cases. In Russell [1933] VLR 59 the defendant was
charged with

the murder



of his wife and his children. He had watched on as she drowned
them and then

drowned herself. His conviction for manslaughter was upheld on
the basis

that as

a father and husband he had a duty to help (as a parent and
spouse) which he

had neglected.

Stone & Dobinson [1977] 1 QB 354, English Court of Appealm
raises similar

issues. The two defendant were described as "ineffectual and
inadequate".

The

man's sister came to stay as a lodger and through her own neglect
(refusal

to eat) she became ill and bedridden. The defendant tried
unsuccessfully to

obtain help

from their doctor, but they did no more. She died from toxaemia,
prolonged

immobilisation and lack of food. If she had received proper
medical care she

would

have probably survived.

There are three conditions that must be fulfilled before the jury
may find
the defendant guilty of manslaughter by criminal negligence:

(1) that there had been an assumption of a duty to care for the
deceased;



(1) that the defendant had been grossly negligent in regard of his
duty to
take care;

(111) that by reason of such negligence the person died: that is, the
omission caused the death.

The court rejected the argument that the two defendants were
under no duty

to act In determining whether there had been the necessary
assumption of

duty, the

following factors were relevant:

"Whether Fanny was a lodger or not she was a blood relation
of
Stone; she was occupying a room in his house; Dobinson had
undertaken the
duty of

trying to wash her, of taking food to her as she
required... They did
make efforts to care. They tried to get a doctor; they tried to
discover the
previous

doctor."

There is an interesting question arising here about the extent to
which the

law should impose upon individuals a legal duty to come to the
aid of

others,

particularly where the person concerned is actively refusing
assistance. In



the medical context, it is clear that health care practitioners are
under a

legal duty to

treat their patients, and to use reasonable care and skill in the
discharge

of that duty. However, the law does not require medical treatment
to be

administered to

unwilling over the protests of an unwilling patient. Similarly the
law does

not require prison authorities to force-feed prisoners who have
decided to

go on hunger

strike: see English decision of Home Secretary v Robb [1995] 1
FLR 412.

The differing approach of the law in these contexts has been
highlighted in

a recent article by Hazel Biggs, "Euthanasia and Death with
Dignity: Still

Poised on

the Fulcrum of Homicide" [1996] CrimLR 878. The author
compares Stone &

Dobinson with the later decision of Airedale NHS Trust v Bland
[1993] 1 All

ER 821. In Bland, the House of Lords held that the doctors were
relieved of

their legal responsibility to treat a patient in a irreversible coma
(persistent

vegetative state) when it was no longer in the patientOs best
interests to

do so. The contrast between the two scenarios is stark:



" The duty of care, however, appears to adopt a different
criminal
significance depending on whether the potential defendant is a
member of the
public

or a medical profession....

Why is it that a professionally imposed duty extended only
as far as
the best interests of a patient who could not consent, while the
scope of
the

voluntarily assumed duty in Stone and Dobinson included
the
obligation to overrule the autonomous wishes of the patient
[StoneOs sister,
Fanny]?

Smith [1979] CrimLR suggests that a person is capable of
rational
decision-making could relieve a relative of a common law duty
of care, but
this

fails to reconcile conflicting dicta. Bland was incapable of
making
any decisions and his carers were absolved of responsibility,
while StoneOs
sister

purposefully declined the provision of food and medical aid
by her
carers and they were culpable”

The issue of omission was also discussed in Taktak (1988) 14
NSWLR (NSW



Court of Criminal Appeal). The defendant was an associate of R,
the

proprietor

of a "dog shop" and a drug dealer. He asked the defendant to
procure him two

prostitutes. R rang the defendant later that night asking him to
collect one

of the

girls who, according to R, had taken too much heroin. The
defendant took her

to his flat tried to awaken her by slapping her face, pumped her
chest and

gave

mouth to mouth resuscitation. The following day R called a
doctor, who

pronounced her dead. At the trial there had been conflicting
medical opinion

as to the

exact time of death. The defendant was convicted and on appeal
the Court

examined whether the defendant, by his actions, had assumed a
duty of care.

Yeldham J held "with considerable hesitation" there was
evidence to support

the jury's conclusion that the defendant had assumed a legal duty
to seek

medical aid

for the victim. He focused on the fact that the defendant had
made an effort

to care, as 1n Stone.

Carruthers J had no difficulties recognising a duty to care for the



victim

which "...flowed from his [the defendant 's] taking her [the
victim's]

unconscious body

into his exclusive custody and control and thereby removing her
from the

potentiality of appropriate aid from others."

Both Yeldham and Carruthers JJ agreed that the conviction
should be quashed

since the inconsistent medical evidence made it impossible to
determine

whether

the defendant 's conduct had amounted to criminal negligence
and whether

this conduct caused the death of the victim.

Questions for Consideration: The traditional view is that the
mere fact that

the defendant had to power to save anotherOs life (the baby in
the pool of

water

scenario) is not sufficient to create a legal duty to act. Is this case
reconcilable with this proposition?

Penal Code

Sec. 6.02. Requirement of Culpability.

(a) Except as provided in Subsection (b), a person does not
commit
an offense unless he



intentionally, knowingly, recklessly, or with criminal negligence
engages in

conduct as the

definition of the offense requires.

(b) If the definition of an offense does not prescribe a
culpable
mental state, a culpable mental
state is nevertheless required unless the definition plainly
dispenses with
any mental element.

(c) If the definition of an offense does not prescribe a
culpable
mental state, but one is
nevertheless required under Subsection (b), intent, knowledge, or
recklessness suffices to establish
criminal responsibility.

(d) Culpable mental states are classified according to
relative
degrees, from highest to lowest,
as follows:
(1) intentional;
(2) knowing;
(3) reckless;

(4) criminal negligence.

(e) Proof of a higher degree of culpability than that charged



constitutes proof of the culpability
charged.

Acts 1973, 63rd Leg., p. 883, ch. 399, Sec. 1, eff. Jan. 1, 1974.
Amended

by Acts 1993, 73rd

Leg., ch. 900, Sec. 1.01, eff.

Penal Code

Sec. 6.03. Definitions of Culpable Mental States.

(a) A person acts intentionally, or with intent, with respect to
the nature of his conduct or to a
result of his conduct when it is his conscious objective or desire
to engage
in the conduct or cause
the result.

(b) A person acts knowingly, or with knowledge, with
respect to the
nature of his conduct or
to circumstances surrounding his conduct when he is aware of
the nature of
his conduct or that
the circumstances exist. A person acts knowingly, or with
knowledge, with
respect to a result of
his conduct when he is aware that his conduct is reasonably
certain to cause
the result.



(c) A person acts recklessly, or is reckless, with respect to
circumstances surrounding his
conduct or the result of his conduct when he is aware of but
consciously
disregards a substantial
and unjustifiable risk that the circumstances exist or the result
will
occur. The risk must be of
such a nature and degree that its disregard constitutes a gross
deviation
from the standard of care
that an ordinary person would exercise under all the
circumstances as viewed
from the actor's
standpoint.

(d) A person acts with criminal negligence, or is criminally
negligent, with respect to
circumstances surrounding his conduct or the result of his
conduct when he
ought to be aware of
a substantial and unjustifiable risk that the circumstances exist or
the
result will occur. The risk
must be of such a nature and degree that the failure to perceive it
constitutes a gross deviation
from the standard of care that an ordinary person would exercise
under all
the circumstances as
viewed from the actor's standpoint.

Acts 1973, 63rd Leg., p. 883, ch. 399, Sec. 1, eff. Jan. 1, 1974.
Amended



by Acts 1993, 73rd
Leg.,ch. 900, Sec. 1.01, eff. Sept. 1, 1994.

Table of Contents
Previous Document
Next Document
Home

Penal Code

Sec. 6.01. Requirement of Voluntary Act or Omission.

(a) A person commits an offense only if he voluntarily
engages in
conduct, including an act, an
omission, or possession.

(b) Possession is a voluntary act if the possessor knowingly
obtains or receives the thing
possessed or is aware of his control of the thing for a sufficient
time to
permit him to terminate his
control.

(c) A person who omits to perform an act does not commit
an offense
unless a law as defined
by Section 1.07 provides that the omission is an offense or
otherwise



provides that he has a duty
to perform the act.

Acts 1973, 63rd Leg., p. 883, ch. 399, Sec. 1, eff. Jan. 1, 1974.
Amended

by Acts 1975, 64th

Leg.,p. 913, ch. 342, Sec. 3, eff. Sept. 1, 1975; Acts 1993, 73rd
Leg., ch.

3, Sec. 1, eff. Feb. 25,

1993; Acts 1993, 73rd Leg., ch. 900, Sec. 1.01, eff. Sept. 1, 1994.
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Sec. 6.04. Causation: Conduct and Results.

(a) A person is criminally responsible if the result would not
have
occurred but for his conduct,
operating either alone or concurrently with another cause, unless
the
concurrent cause was clearly
sufficient to produce the result and the conduct of the actor
clearly
insufficient.

(b) A person is nevertheless criminally responsible for
causing a



result if the only difference

between what actually occurred and what he desired,
contemplated, or risked

is that:

(1) a different offense was committed; or

(2) a different person or property was injured, harmed, or
otherwise affected.

Acts 1973, 63rd Leg., p. 883, ch. 399, Sec. 1, eff. Jan. 1, 1974.
Amended

by Acts 1993, 73rd

Leg.,ch. 900, Sec. 1.01, eff. Sept. 1, 1994.

[Go To Best Hit]

Transportation Code

Sec. 69.053. Pilot Liability Limited.

(a) A pilot providing a pilot service is not liable for more
than
$1,000 for damages or loss
caused by the pilot's error, omission, fault, or neglect in the
performance
of the pilot service.

(b) Subsection (a) does not apply to:
(1) damage or loss that arises because of the wilful

misconduct or gross negligence of the
pilot;



(2) liability for exemplary damages for gross negligence
of
the pilot and for which no other
person is jointly or severally liable; or

(3) an act or omission related to the ownership and
operation
of a pilot boat unless the
pilot boat is directly involved in pilot services other than the
transportation of pilots.

(c) This section does not exempt the vessel or its owner or
operator from liability for damage
or loss caused by the ship to a person or property on the ground
that:

(1) the ship was piloted by a pilot; or

(2) the damage or loss was caused by the error, omission,
fault, or neglect of a pilot.

(d) In an action brought against a pilot for an act or
omission for
which liability is limited as
provided by this section and in which other claims are made or
anticipated
with respect to the
same act or omission, the court shall dismiss the proceedings as
to the
pilot to the extent the
pleadings allege pilot liability that exceeds $1,000.

Acts 1995, 74th Leg., ch. 165, Sec. 1, eff. Sept. 1, 1995.



Penal Code

Sec. 39.01. Definitions.
In this chapter:

(1) "Law relating to a public servant's office or
employment"
means a law that specifically
applies to a person acting in the capacity of a public servant
and
that directly or indirectly:

(A) imposes a duty on the public servant; or
(B) governs the conduct of the public servant.
(2) "Misuse" means to deal with property contrary to:

(A) an agreement under which the public servant holds
the

property;

(B) a contract of employment or oath of office of a public
servant;

(C) a law, including provisions of the General
Appropriations
Act specifically
relating to government property, that prescribes the manner
of



custody or disposition of
the property; or

(D) a limited purpose for which the property is delivered
or
received.

Added by Acts 1993, 73rd Leg., ch. 900, Sec. 1.01, eff. Sept. 1,
1994.

Penal Code

Sec. 39.02. Abuse of Official Capacity.

(a) A public servant commits an offense if, with intent to
obtain a
benefit or with intent to harm
or defraud another, he intentionally or knowingly:

(1) violates a law relating to the public servant's office or
employment; or

(2) misuses government property, services, personnel, or
any
other thing of value
belonging to the government that has come into the public
servant's
custody or possession by
virtue of the public servant's office or employment.

(b) An offense under Subsection (a)(1) is a Class A
misdemeanor.



(c) An offense under Subsection (a)(2) is:

(1) a Class C misdemeanor if the value of the use of the
thing
misused is less than $20;

(2) a Class B misdemeanor if the value of the use of the
thing
misused is $20 or more but
less than $500;

(3) a Class A misdemeanor if the value of the use of the
thing
misused is $500 or more but
less than $1.,500;

(4) a state jail felony if the value of the use of the thing
misused is $1,500 or more but less
than $20,000;

(5) a felony of the third degree if the value of the use of
the thing misused is $20,000 or
more but less than $100,000;

(6) a felony of the second degree if the value of the use
of
the thing misused is $100,000
or more but less than $200,000; or

(7) a felony of the first degree if the value of the use of
the thing misused is $200,000 or
more.



(d) A discount or award given for travel, such as frequent
flyer
miles, rental car or hotel
discounts, or food coupons, are not things of value belonging to
the
government for purposes of
this section due to the administrative difficulty and cost involved
in
recapturing the discount or
award for a governmental entity.

Acts 1973, 63rd Leg., p. 883, ch. 399, Sec. 1, eff. Jan. 1, 1974.
Amended

by Acts 1983, 68th

Leg., p. 3241, ch. 558, Sec. 7, eff. Sept. 1, 1983. Renumbered
from Sec.

39.01 and amended by

Acts 1993, 73rd Leg., ch. 900, Sec. 1.01, eff. Sept. 1, 1994.
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chrisolsson@btopenworld.com, spmayes@email.msn.com,
swatson@core.com, smandkjc@internet.co.nz,
mdornheim@att.net, maan100@worldonline.nl,
Glenwood@mweb.co.za, murphyd@tc.gc.ca,
paulette.delorme @tsb.gc.ca, pettifg@tc.gc.ca, plattsj@tc.gc.ca,



sweetd@tc.gc.ca, phoebus@iinet.net.au, adlaw@planet.nl,
rskeenqc@compuserve.com, adlaw@callnetuk.com,
Ronald.Wojnar@faa.dot.gov, John.Dimtroff @ FAA.DOT.GOV,
Neil.Schalekamp @faa.dot.gov, Bob.Breneman@faa.dot.gov,
Lyle.Streeter@faa.dot.gov, WILDEYJ@ntsb.gov,
gesmith@ee.net, rmatas@globeandmail.ca,
kbolan@png.canwest.com, jim.harris@tsb.gc.ca,
spiontex@yahoo.com, kate @kathrynagraham.com,
margolis @foreigncorrespondent.com, ksmart@aaib.gov.uk,
Terry.Burtch@tsb.gc.ca

Subject: Air India Flight 182 wiring/cargo door explanation

Terry M. Burtch, P. Eng
Director General
Investigation Operations
Place du Centre

200 Promenade du Portage
4th Floor

Gatineau, Quebec

K1A 1K8

Nick Stoss
Formerly A/Director General
Investigation Operations

Paulette G. Delorme

Executive Assistant / Adjointe executive
Transportation Safety Board of Canada
Bureau de la securite des transports du Canada

Jim Harris
Public Affairs Advisor
Transportation Safety Board of Canada



Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Air India Task Force

5255 Heather Street

Vancouver, B.C.

V57 1K6

Dear Mr. Burtch, Saturday,
December 6, 2003

Thank you for your letter of 25 November, 2003 in which you
reply to my previous letters and emails. Your letter was most
interesting and deserves serious attention.

TB>"Since I have returned to the office this fall, I have had the
opportunity to familiarize myself with this file, including a
review of past correspondence and reports."

JBS>Welcome to your new position, Mr. Burtch, I assume this is
the capping of a long and successful career in TSB. Thank you
for your attention to my assertion that the shorted wiring/
ruptured open cargo door/explosive decompression/inflight
breakup explanation deserves further investigation for the
probable cause of Air India Flight 182.

TB>"I believe that as an organization we have given your
materials and concerns full and unbiased consideration, including
an opportunity for you to meet with Mr. Tucker at your home to
present your materials and analyses."

JBS>Yes, that was very considerate of Mr. Tucker to travel from
Ottawa to Carmel Valley and I appreciate that.

TB>"...materials you had requested are presently in the custody



of the Crown Counsel and the RCMP who have decided they will
not be released while the present legal proceedings are
underway."

JBS>Ah yes, the legal system and its convenient checks and
balances to maintain fairness which must be observed.

TB>"..we would be pleased to consider your request again when
these proceedings are completed, or when the materials are
released to us."

JBS>Thank you for your offer of potential consideration should
circumstances permit.

TB>I regret that I can not be more positive, but I trust that you
will understand our position."

JBS>Ah, Mr. Burtch, don't feel so bad, you're doing the best you
can and I now do understand your position. I did not earlier, but I
do now.

Your responses to my entreaties for discussions with an actual
aircraft safety investigator of TSB are smooth, polite, and firm.
You effectively back up the statements of your colleagues,
protect your staff, puff up your organization, and attempt to
dismiss an annoyance. You are a smooth operator, a polished
politician, and I'm sure a good father, brother, son, and buddy to
your friends.

But...but...but...however... Mr. Burtch, you are not a politician,
now are you? You are the Director General of Investigation
Operations of the Transportation Safety Board of Canada. A
politician is a smooth public relations person never making



waves and putting their constituency in the best light regardless
of unpleasant facts. An investigator asks lots of embarrassing
questions, turns over stones, rocks the boat, and lets the chips fall
where they may. A politician never lets the chips land without
directing the fall. An 'unbiased and full' investigation examines
all plausible and reasonable explanations giving weight to all the
evidence. A political investigation is an oxymoron as the
conclusion is preordained.

The Canadian Aviation Safety Board (CASB) Aviation Accident
Occurrence (AAO) for Air India Flight 182 in 1986 was a full
and unbiased accident investigation. It was correct based upon
what was known about Boeing 747 accidents in 1985. It took
into account a subsequent similar accident, JAL 123, which
occurred a few months later. The Canadian Aviation Safety
Board of 1986 was cautious, prudent, unbiased, fair, and they got
it right. They concluded Air India Flight 182 was an accident
caused by an explosion of undetermined origin in the forward
cargo compartment. The CASB of 1986 did not have the
advantage, as I do and you do, Mr. Burtch, of United Airlines
Flight 811 of 1989 and its many matches of data starting with the
rare events of a sudden loud sound on the CVR followed by an
abrupt power loss to the other recorders.

The Canadian aviation accident staff of 1986 were investigators;
they were not politicians. And look what happened to them! They
got disbanded!

I now understand your position, Mr. Burtch, of acting like a
politician instead of the Director General of Investigation
Operations of TSB. You want to retire, have a pension, and you
want your organization to survive. You are doing what is
necessary, as you see it, for the success of yourself, your



colleagues, your friends, your family, your organization, and
your country.

And like all politicians, you believe wishful thinking instead of
the hard cold facts that a real investigator sees every day. The
political take on Air India Flight 182 is that strange looking men
with funny accents and funny hats placed bombs on two aircraft
out of Vancouver because of hatred of a foreign government's
actions against their religion. Terrorists are everywhere and
Canada is doing its part in prosecuting those terrible people.
Millions of dollars have been spent by the RCMP and the
investment must be justified with convictions. The manufacturer
of the aircraft is fortunately blameless as the economic welfare of
a Canadian province is at stake. Government oversight of
aviation safety on airliners was satisfactory. Mr. Burtch, I now do
understand your position. And it's wrong.

Here's why: 1. An aircraft manufacturer is not protected when
defects in the manufacturing process are ignored and other
parties are blamed. The airlines know that Boeing airliners are
mysteriously disintegrating inflight every so often. The causes
can't all be suicidal copilots, errant missiles, bombs, or
spontaneous fuel tank fires with no ignition source. Consequently
Boeing is in real trouble as nobody will buy their aircraft without
buy backs, discounts, or political arm twisting. The public knows
that Boeing airliners are mysteriously coming apart in the air and
thus try to avoid that airline that flies them. It is no coincidence
that Pan Am is bankrupt and gone after Pan American World
Airways Flight 103, Air India would be dissolved if not a state
airline, TWA is bankrupt and gone forever after Trans World
Airlines Flight 800. (UAL is bankrupt too but that probably is a
coincidence.) A safe aircraft flown by a safe airline is the best
business model. Safer aircraft sell easier than unsafe ones.



Replacing the known defective Poly X wiring and making the
cargo doors plug type is doable and would stop these inflight
breakups. To ignore the possible fixes is not protecting Boeing or
the airlines, it is ensuring their eventual dissolution.

As any slick politician who perceives contrary facts as evil, your
letter to me is essentially one of: 1. See no evil as the thousands
of photographs of the wreckage of Air India Flight 182 are blind
to you; 2. Hear no evil as you have asked me to shut up, 3.
Speak no evil as you now 'do not intend to respond further.’

As one who is in charge of investigators and one who ignores the
contrary facts of CVR data, wreckage debris, and the luxury of
hindsight of similar accidents, you are betraying the trust of those
thousands of Canadians and millions of passengers who fly in
airliners and specifically in early model Boeing 747s that may
again suffer a sudden inflight breakup such as Air India Flight
182, Pan American World Airways Flight 103, United Airlines
Flight 811, Trans World Airlines Flight 800, and possibly China
Airlines Flight 611.

Let's assume you are not a politician and I will respond to your
letter as if you were an investigator with an engineering
background, Mr. Burtch.

TB>"Since I have returned to the office this fall, I have had the
opportunity to familiarize myself with this file, including a
review of past correspondence and reports."

JBS>The 'file' can be called the shorted wiring/ruptured open
cargo door/explosive decompression/inflight breakup explanation
for Air India Flight 182, or 'wiring/cargo door'. As you are
familiar with my correspondence I then know that you know that



all the baggage from the Vancouver BC passenger went into the
aft cargo compartment of Air India Flight 182, according to the
Indian investigators. I know you know all the baggage from the
Montreal passengers went into the forward cargo compartment,
according to the Indian investigators. I know you know the
explosion occurred in the forward cargo compartment of Air
India Flight 182, according to the Canadian, Indian, and British
investigators. I know you know the sudden loud sound on the
CVR at initial event time for Air India Flight 182 was evaluated
as a non-bomb sound but was matched to the sound of an
explosive decompression in another widebody airliner when the
cargo door ruptured open inflight, according to the Canadian and
British investigators. Those are facts as determined by aircraft
investigators from three countries during the intense
investigation in 1985/1986. There has been no evidence
presented since then to refute those facts and conclusions. I agree
with those facts. I agree with the cautious Canadian investigators
of the CASB who concluded the probable cause of Air India
Flight 182 was an explosion of undetermined origin in the
forward cargo compartment. Subsequent similar accidents have
allowed the refinement of that probable cause to be faulty wiring
and the location to be the forward cargo door at the midspan
latches.

By standing by and allowing the trial of two persons who are
accused of blowing up Air India Flight 182 with a bomb in the
aft cargo compartment, you are tacitly agreeing that the
investigators of three national safety boards were wrong yet offer
no proof of rebuttal. Which is it? Forward or aft cargo
compartment? It has to be one or the other and there is no
physical connection between them. If aft cargo compartment then
the accident investigations by three national safety organizations
were blatantly wrong in their conclusion the explosion was in the



forward cargo compartment and they were just as certain there
was no explosion of any kind in the aft cargo compartment. If in
the forward, then the two accused are innocent. My assertion is
that the Canadians, Indians, and British were correct by
concluding on hard evidence the explosion occurred in the
forward compartment and I further assert the accused are
innocent because nobody did it; there was no crime and therefore
no criminals. It was a mechanical event with precedent of
United Airlines Flight 811 as seen by modern eyes.

TB>"I believe that as an organization we have given your
materials and concerns full and unbiased consideration..."

JBS>Opinion noted. Your definition of "full and unbiased
consideration' is different than mine. "Full" to me in the context
of an investigation is that the investigator asks questions. A
politician only asks questions he knows the answer to because he
wants his position reaffirmed; an investigator ask questions
because he wants to know the answers to his mysteries.

You never asked any questions, Mr. Burtch. Mr. Stoss never
asked me any questions. Mr. Garstang never asked me any
questions. Sgt. Bart Blachford never asked any questions. Mr.
Tucker never asked any questions. Your aviation accident
investigation organization has never asked me any questions.
You tell me your opinions and offer support for those opinions by
referring to other people's opinions. This is not a political caucus
filled with emotion and debts called in. Air India Flight 182 is an
airplane crash with fatalities. Facts, data, evidence are what
count and yet you never discuss those issues but only the human
interactions between Crown agencies, your staff, and the outside
world.



Biased means one explanation is favored such as a bomb
explosion. "Unbiased" means that all plausible and reasonable
alternative explanations for Air India Flight 182 are evaluated.
You have never evaluated the shorted wiring/ruptured open cargo
door/explosive decompression/inflight breakup explanation by a
professional aircraft accident investigator. In fact, you have never
evaluated the missile or spontaneous center tank explosion
explanation either. (Or cargo shift, turbulence, or stowaway.) |
have and ruled them out as described in my Smith AAR for Air
India Flight 182 available in pdf format at www.corazon.com and
sent previously by email.

TB>"...materials you had requested are presently in the custody
of the Crown Counsel and the RCMP who have decided they will
not be released while the present legal proceedings are
underway."

JBS>Well, Mr. Burtch, it was Mr. Tucker of TSB who requested
some 'materials' from RCMP and was rebuffed. Can not the TSB
be trusted? What an insult to reject that request. He asked for
pictures of the wreckage, not too onerous a request, one would
think, coming from the Director General of Investigation
Operations of a safety board mandated with the responsibility to
find out how that wreckage came to be. The legal proceedings
will be 'underway' for years and years as the appeals proceed. Air
India Flight 182 is not a bank robbery and the criminals fled in an
airplane, a case where the RCMP would have superior
jurisdiction. Air India Flight 182 is an airplane crash first and the
last official position of the Canadian aviation authorities is that
there was no crime involved. For you, as representing the TSB,
to defer to the RCMP in this matter is very strange. Well, smart
for a politician wanting to go with the flow of revenge, but
strange for a curious investigator. Wreckage out of sight,



wreckage out of mind. See no evil.

TB>"...unless new information becomes available to us, there is
nothing more that we can provide to you and we do not intend to
respond further."

JBS>Brushoff noted. Speak no evil.

TB>"I would also ask that you no longer communicate with Mrs.
Delorme since she is unable to provide you with any assistance
in these matters."

JBS>As it turns out, Mrs. Delorme is apparently the only one
with a conscience and who gets actual results. Hear no evil.

Have you no curiosity, Mr. Burtch? Or is it curiosity killed the
cat. If you have no curiosity then you are living a lie when you
pretend to be an investigator in charge of investigators. Air India
Flight 182 deserves an update of an AAO of eighteen years ago.
The justice system of Canada should have the best evaluation of
the cause of that crash upon which to make decisions that affect
all of its citizens. The outcome of this trial and the resolution of
Air India Flight 182 affects millions of Canadians, tens of
millions in a religion, and hundreds of millions of flying
passengers and crews worldwide for many decades to come. The
reputation of Canadian justice and intelligence is at stake.

TSB has recently been accused of being slow with their AARs.
would reply that is not a bad thing when caution, deliberation,
and accuracy is required. TSB is not lazy because it can not get
to every accident but it should try to get to the most significant. I
also understand about being short on manpower and low on
budgets. Priorities are necessary and if any crash deserved the



highest priority it is certainly Air India Flight 182.

To not take advantage of time and use the luxury of hindsight is
not smart, it is downright stupid. United Airlines Flight 811
matches Air India Flight 182 as well as other early model Boeing
747s as the chart on www.corazon.com shows. If United Airlines
Flight 811 were caused by a bomb, as the flightcrew later stated
inflight, then I would be saying Air India Flight 182 was bomb
caused. But United Airlines Flight 811 was caused by a ruptured
open forward cargo door inflight, as the flight crew stated just a
few seconds after the event, according to the CVR. They were
right the first time but their change was understandable when
they then thought it was a bomb since the event occurred just two
months after Pan American World Airways Flight 103 which was
thought to be a bomb, probably based upon the erroneous
conclusion that Air India Flight 182 was a bomb and all three
Boeing 747 explosive decompressions were so similar.

Air India Flight 182, Pan American World Airways Flight 103,
United Airlines Flight 811, Trans World Airlines Flight 800 and
possibly China Airlines Flight 611 all had ruptured open cargo
doors inflight. The cause can't all be bombs, or missiles, or fuel
tank explosions with no ignition source, but they could all be an
electrical problem such as shorted wiring or switch, as was
concluded in the irrefutable event of United Airlines Flight 811.
All airways lead back to United Airlines Flight 811.

TSB and RCMP have checked me out as a messenger and have
shown me to be an experienced aviation crew member,
mechanic, and commercial pilot. I'm a retired US military officer
with wife and family. I'm an observant investigator as shown by
my best guess that your secretary is left handed yet have never
met her/him.



It's time to check out my message. The shorted wiring/ruptured
open cargo door/explosive decompression/inflight breakup
explanation for Air India Flight 182 and others is available in pdf
format at www.corazon.com. The Smith AARs for three
accidents are detailed evaluations of all plausible probable causes
for the inflight breakups of Air India Flight 182, Pan American
World Airways Flight 103, and Trans World Airlines Flight 800.
The official government AARs for those three plus the two
NTSB AARs for United Airlines Flight 811 are also available for
reference.

I have a question for you, Mr. Burtch: The RCMP states that a
bomb was placed on CP 060 out of Vancouver to Toronto where
it was transferred to a Boeing 747-200, Air India Flight 181,
from Toronto to Montreal with flight number changing to Air
India Flight 182 for flight to Delhi via London. Another bomb
was placed on an aircraft at about the same time in Vancouver for
a flight to Tokyo, CP 003. That flight was to land just before
another Air India flight was to take off for Bangkok, Air India
Flight 301. So, according to the RCMP, there were two bombs to
be placed on four aircraft spread throughout the world flying out
of four airports and timed to go off within an hour of each other.
(Yes, conspiracy theories get very complicated very fast.) Now, |
know that Air India Flight 182 was an early model Boeing 747
but what were the types of aircraft for CP 060, CP 003, and Air
India Flight 301? May I assume they were all Boeing 747s? It's
important as the wiring/cargo door explanation matches up only
early model Boeing 747s and not Airbus or other Boeing
airliners. The danger of shorted wiring causing another cargo
door unlatch motor to short on exists to this day.

A politician would run away from controversy, avoid ruffling



feathers, and remaining ignorant and blind. A curious
investigator would get into the case with both hands, eyes, and
ears open. Mr. Burtch, fate has put you into a hot seat. There is a
trial going on right now that involves you and your organization.
There is contrary evidence which conflicts with conventional
wisdom presented to you this very moment. There are five
countries involved with the outcome; Canada, USA, UK, India,
and Japan. There are several Crown organizations which have
vital interests in Air India Flight 182; RCMP, CSIS, Crown
prosecutors, and TSB. Don't run away. Stand and do your job. I
can speak strongly because I am a survivor of a sudden fiery
night fatal jet airplane crash.

I am curious, unbiased, and willing to give full consideration to
contrary evidence. I remain available for discussions via
telephone, email, or hard copy letter. I am willing to see evil,
hear evil, and speak evil, if that will contribute to aviation safety.

Mr. Burtch, you are an engineer who must respect facts, data, and
evidence. You should give scant weight to overheard
conversations by jilted lovers years after an event given to
support weird conspiracy notions. The evidence is there in
reports and wreckage to give the solution to the mysteries
presented by Air India Flight 182. A request to view photographs
of the forward and aft cargo door areas is certainly justified and
the TSB can be trusted to be discreet. See for yourself to solve
the conflict of where the explosion occurred. It would also be
prudent and certainly within the area of responsibility of TSB to
conduct a review of Air India Flight 182 based upon subsequent
similar accidents so that an updated supplement to the original
AAO of eighteen years ago could be presented to the Crown
officials for their best use as they see fit.



It's only fair and right.
Respectfully,

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive

Carmel Valley, California 93924

831 659 3552

barry @corazon.com

http://www.corazon.com

Commercial pilot, instrument rated, former FAA Part 135
certificate holder.

US Navy reconnaissance navigator, RA-5C 650 hours.
US Navy patrol crewman, P2V-5FS 2000 hours.

Air Intelligence Officer, US Navy

Retired US Army Major MSC

Owner Mooney M-20C, 1000 hours.

Survivor of sudden night fiery fatal jet plane crash in RA-5C

Excerpts from CVR transcript from United Airlines Flight 811.

1119 E WERE AT SIXTEEN THOUSAND COMIN'
DOWN

1120 E WE'RE GETTIN' WHAT WE GOT.
1121 C OKAY.

1123 F GO THROUGH THE PROCEDURE FOR
NUMBER ONE AH NUMBER THREE.

1z2; X *



1129 F ITHINK WE BLEW A DOOR (* THINK WE
BLEW A) - OR SOMETHIN'.

1135 C TELL THE PA- THE AH FLIGHT ATTENDANT
TO GET AH PREPARED FOR AN EVACUATION.

1153 C WE DON'T HAVE ANY FIRE INDICATIONS.
1156 E IDON'T HAVE NO I DON'T HAVE ANYTHING.
1159 C OKAY WE LOST NUMBER AH THREE.

1202 F (LOOKIT) EGT - MAYBE WE DIDN'T -
THERE'S NO N1.

1753 C OKAY FOUR THOUSAND WE GOT A FIRE ON
THE RIGHT SIDE

1755 C WE GOT A FIRE ON THE FIGHT SIDE

1357 C AH WE'RE ON TWO ENGINES NOW.

1753 E THE WHOLE RIGHT SIDE...

1759 E THE RIGHT SIDE IS GONE FROM ABOUT THE
AH ONE RIGHT BACK IT'S JUST OPEN YOU'RE JUST
LOOKIN' OUTSIDE

1759 R UNITED EIGHT ELEVEN HEAVY ROGER

1807 C WADDAYA MEAN PIECES-



1808 E LOOKS LIKE A BOMB
1809 F FUSELAGE-
1810 E YES FUSELAGE IT'S JUST OPEN

1812 C OKAY IT LOOKS LIKE WE GOT A BOMB AH
THAT WENT OFF ON THE RIGHT SIDE

1815 C AH THE WHOLE RIGHT SIDE IS GONE
1817 E FROM ABOUT ONE RIGHT BACK TO AH-
1820 F ANYBODY-

1822 E SOME PEOPLE ARE PROBABLY GONE - I
DON'T KNOW

1824 C WE GOT A REAL PROBLEM HERE

From CASB AAO for Air India Flight 182:

CP 060 Vancouver - Toronto Confirmed Scheduled to depart
Vancouver at 0900 PDT, 22 June 1985

AI 181 Toronto - Montreal Wait-listed Scheduled to depart
Toronto at 1835 EDT, 22 June 1985

AI 182 Montreal - Delhi Wait-listed Scheduled to depart
Montreal at 2020 EDT, 22 June 1985

CP 003 Vancouver - Tokyo Confirmed Scheduled to depart
Vancouver at 1315 PDT, 22 June 1985

Air India 301 Tokyo - Bangkok

2.11.4.6 Section 42
Portions of section 42, consisting of the forward cargo hold,



main deck passenger area, and the upper deck passenger area,
were located near section 41. This area was severely damaged
and some of section 42 was attached to section 44. Some of the
structure identified from section 42 was the crown skin, the upper
passenger compartment deck, the belly skin, and some of the
cargo floor including roller tracks. The right-hand, number two
passenger door including some of the upper and aft frame and
outer skin was located beside section 44. Scattered on the sea bed
near this area were a large number of suitcases and baggage as
well as several badly damaged containers.

All cargo doors were found intact and attached to the fuselage
structure except for the forward cargo door which had some
fuselage and cargo floor attached. This door, located on the
forward right side of the aircraft, was broken horizontally about
one-quarter of the distance above the lower frame. The damage
to the door and the fuselage skin near the door appeared to have
been caused by an outward force. The fractured surface of the
cargo door appeared to have been badly frayed. Because the
damage appeared to be different than that seen on other wreckage
pieces, an attempt to recover the door was made by CCGS John
Cabot. Shortly after the wreckage broke clear of the water, the
area of the door to which the lift cable was attached broke free
from the cargo door, and the wreckage settled back onto the sea
bed. An attempt to relocate the door was unsuccessful.

2.11.6.5 Target 47 - Aft Cargo Compartment

This portion of the aft cargo compartment roller floor was
located between BS 1600 and BS 1760. Based on the direction of
cleat rotation on the skin panel (target 7) and the crossbeam
displacement on this structure, target 47 moved aft in relation to
the lower skin panel when it was detached from the lower skin.
No other significant observation was noted. There was no
evidence to indicate characteristics of an explosion emanating



from the aft cargo compartment.

4.0 CONCLUSIONS

The Canadian Aviation Safety Board respectfully submits as
follows:

4.1 Cause-Related Findings

1. At0714 GMT, 23 June 1985, and without warning, Air India
Flight 182 was subjected to a sudden event at an altitude of
31,000 feet resulting in its crash into the sea and the death of all
on board.

2. The forward and aft cargo compartments ruptured before
water impact.

3. The section aft of the wings of the aircraft separated from
the forward portion before water impact.

4. There is no evidence to indicate that structural failure of the
aircraft was the lead event in this occurrence.

5. There is considerable circumstantial and other evidence to
indicate that the initial event was an explosion occurring in the
forward cargo compartment. This evidence is not conclusive.
However, the evidence does not support any other conclusion.

From the Kirpal Report for Air India Flight 182:

2.4.3.6 A question arose whether removal of the door stop
fittings could have caused some difficulty in flight. From the
video films of the wreckage it was found that the complete aft
cargo door was intact and in its position except that it had come
adrift slightly. The door was found latched at the bottom. The
door was found lying along with the wreckage of the aft portion
of the aircraft. This indicates that the door remained in position
and did not cause any problem in flight. In the front cargo
compartment, there were 16 containers out of which four were
empty. Five containers had baggage of Delhi bound passengers.



Container at Position 13L had baggage of the first class and
London passengers and container at position 13R had crew
baggage. The entire baggage of passengers ex-Montreal was
loaded in containers at positions 12R, 21R, 22R, 23R and 24R in
the front cargo compartment. Container at position 24L contained
fan blades in wooden boxes and the other components of the pod
engine. Valuable container was at position 14R.

2.4.3.7 In the aft cargo compartment, there were four pallets
containing parts of the fifth pod engine and two containers at
positions 44L and 44R containing baggage of Delhi bound
passengers. The bulk cargo compartment contained passenger
baggage bound for Delhi and Bombay. All the baggage and
engine parts in the aft and bulk cargo compartments were loaded
at Toronto.

unbiased [ad].]

PRON: /&n'bl&st/

1. Without bias.

ETYM: Pref. un- + biased.

bias [n.]

PRON: /'bl&s/

FORMS: biases

1. A partiality that prevents objective consideration of an issue or
situation; SYN. prejudice.

2. Especially: racial bias.

ETYM: French biasis, perh. from Late Lat. bifax two-faced;
Latin bis + facies face. Related to Bi-, Face.

bias [ad].]

PRON: /'bl&s/

1. Slanting diagonally across the grain of a fabric; "a bias fold."
biased [ad].]

PRON: /'bl&st/



1. Favoring one person or side over another; "a biased account of
the trial"; SYN. colored, one-sided, slanted.

From: John Barry Smith <ceo@internetpagepublishing.com>
Date: May 4, 2005 6:59:07 PM PDT

To: grewag@parl.gc.ca

Subject: Air India Flight 182

Gurmant Grewal
Member of Parliament

Dear Mr. Grewal, Wednesday, May 4, 2005 6:58PM

There exists an alternative, reasonable, plausible mechanical
explanation for Air India Flight 182; it's called the shorted
wiring/ruptured open cargo door/explosive decompression/
inflight breakup explanation. There are no conspiracies, just bad
wiring causing a door to open in flight. It's happened before with
United Airlines Flight 811

Santokh Singh is a retired Boeing 747 pilot; you might ask him
for his opinion, sir. Email at ssmaan44@yahoo.com

I have been studying this wiring/cargo door problem on early
Boeing 747s for 15 years, I knew all along the accused were
innocent because nobody put a bomb on board, it was a
mechanical event.

With the acquittal, the mystery remains for the families. There is
an answer and it's in the evidence.

Attached as pdf files are the Indian and Canadian governments
accident reports and also my AAR on Air India Flight 182.



Regards,
Barry

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
831 659 3552

barry @qp6.com

From: John Barry Smith <barry@johnbarrysmith.com>
Date: August 19, 2006 8:48:44 PM PDT

To: barney.brucker@justice.gc.ca

Subject: Application for standing appeal

Ken Dickerson
Public Affairs Officer / Agent des affaires publique

Dear Mr. Dickerson, Sunday, July 23, 2006

The Commissioner said he would accept written submissions
from me to him. Below is a letter for the Commissioner
regarding my fleeting time before him. I shall also send a hard
copy to the Commission address. Can you print it out or email it
to him, please?

I'm still trying for standing before the 25 July deadline, hope
springs eternal.

Regards,

John Barry Smith



541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924

Commission of Inquiry into the Investigation of the Bombing of
Air India Flight 182

Honourable John C. Major, Q.C. Commissioner

Sheila-Marie Cook, Executive Director and Commission
Secretary

Mark J. Freiman, Commission's Lead Counsel

Michel Dorval, Commission's Co-Counsel

P.O. Box 1298, Station B
Ottawa, Ontario KI1P 5R3
CANADA

Dear Commissioner John C. Major, Q.C. Sunday, July 23,2006

This is John Barry Smith who appeared before you briefly on 19
July, 2006, at the hearings to consider grants of standing before
the Commission.

Actually, I never got to the OJohn Barry SmithO part because
you interrupted me after 60 seconds and said you would not
listen to any of the remaining 14 minutes of my allotted 15
minutes because my content was not within the Terms of
Reference which violated the Rules included in your Mandate.

As you can imagine, I was quite distraught when I was rejected
only a few minutes into my presumed fifteen minute
presentation. I'm over that now. I now understand your position
and your reasons for my rejection. I hope by this last gasp letter
before the 25 July deadline for standing to persuade you that



your misgivings are unfounded.

Your kindly, patient demeanor indicated you regretted having to
cut short my presentation but you had no choice as you were a
loyal public servant just following your orders with rules. You do
have a choice, sir.

Based upon the transcript of our few minutes of talking there are
clear implications that:

1. You are persuaded I am worthy of being granted standing.
2. The Terms of Reference direct us to take into account those
things that have already been determined.E

3. Because Justice Josephson determined the cause of the
explosion was a bomb any alternate explanation is moot.

4. My alternate theory may be correct but you do not know.

5. My explanation can not be considered as part of evidence
because the Terms of Reference preclude its consideration.

6. If you could grant me standing within the Rules, you would.

Commissioner Major, permit me to demonstrate you can grant
me standing because:

1. My explanation is within the Terms of Reference for at least
one and possibly two Terms.

2. It has already been determined the cause of Air India Flight
182 was an explosion with cause not stated and can be taken into
account.

2. Justice Josephson did not determine the cause was a bomb
because the bomb cause was never disputed by the defense.

3. I can remove your doubts about my explanation being correct.
4. You can grant me standing based on grounds stated in the
Terms and verbal suggestions from the Prime Minister.



To refresh our memory: Transcript from 19 July 2006 Hearings
on Standings before the Commission of Inquiry into the
Investigation of the Bombing of Air India Flight 182.

"Mr. Smith: I have an alternate explanation for Air India 182. It's
a mechanical explanation. I'll go into some detail during my
presentation and my detail will not be to persuade you that my
explanation is correct but to persuade you that myEresearch has
depth and is worthy of being granted standing.

THE COMMISSIONER: Well, T donOt think, Mr. Smith, that
you need 15 minutes to persuade me of that. HereOs the
difficulty. The Terms of Reference direct us to take into account
those things that have already been determined. Justice
Josephson in Vancouver determined that there was a bomb in a
certain compartment of the airplane and it was the bomb that
caused the explosion that resulted in the death of these people.

You have an alternate theory. The alternate theory may over time
prove to be correct. I donOt know. What I do know is that we
cannot consider it as part of the evidence in this Inquiry but what
I can do is permit you to file any written material that
substantiates your view andEit will be part of the Air India
record. It will be there for examination by people who look at
this Inquiry in future years, but the Terms of Reference preclude
our considering whether or not there was any cause for that
explosion other than the bomb that is found by the Supreme
Court of British Columbia.

So I canOt do anything more for you than permit you to do what
I have just suggested."

Reply today in this letter: Commissioner Major, it has already



been determined that there was an investigation into the bombing
of Air India Flight 182 and yet, there is an inquiry into that
investigation. Following that logic, it was determined that during
the investigations from 1985 to 2005 the cause of the explosion
was determined to be a bomb by Justice Kirpal and thus an
inquiry into that issue is justified.

It has also been determined that during those investigations there
are discrepancies between agencies such as a Court, CASB, TSB,
and the RCMP as to the cause of the explosion and the location
of that explosion, and therefore an inquiry into those
determinations is justified. The investigation into the bombing of
Air India Flight 182 certainly included whether there was a bomb
or not and where it was; therefore, an inquiry into the
investigation of the bombing should allow discussion on those
matters.

Imagine if the judicial courts were to reject reconsidering cold
case files as closed and reject any reconsideration or appeal.
Imagine if the judicial courts were to reject without discussion
the technological advancements of DNA testing and the internet
in resolving cases, new and old.

Air India Flight 182 is a cold case file. I used the internet to
access official government websites on aviation safety available
to the public and was able to see a pattern for several matching
accidents for early model Boeing 747s that suffered an explosion
in flight near and in the forward cargo compartment which left a
sudden loud sound on the cockpit voice recorder followed by an
abrupt power cut to the flight data recorders with more severe
inflight damage on the starboard side. All were initially thought
to have been bomb explosions. The DNA of those four accidents
matches Air India Flight 182.



At this time, please let me address each point specifically which
warrants my granting of standing and your authority to do so:

1. You are persuaded I am worthy of being granted standing.
Reply: Thank you, sir.

2. The Terms of Reference direct us to take into account those
things that have already been determined.

Reply: Yes, sir, and it has already been determined by those that
are most qualified to give an opinion about Air India Flight 182
that the cause was an explosion....in the forward cargo
compartment....of unstated cause.

The Canadian Aviation Safety Board respectfully submits as
follows:

04.1 Cause-Related Findings

5. There is considerable circumstantial and other evidence to
indicate that the initial event was an explosion occurring in the
forward cargo compartment.O

That finding from CASB is absolutely correct. It also does not
conclude the destruction of the aircraft was caused by a bomb. It
is specific on the location. There are several alternative
explanations for that confirmed explosion, from fire in the cargo
hold or hull rupture at a door, or bomb in baggage go boom. I
agree there was an explosion in the forward cargo compartment,
all the experts agreed on that point in 1986 for solid reasons. The
cause and location of the explosion is now in disagreement
between the Court, media, by the Indian government, the RCMP,
the UK crash investigator, and me. All these disagreements



occurred during the investigation of the bombing which is the
subject of the inquiry.

The Canadian and United Kingdom government experts in
aircraft accident investigation for Air India Flight 182 did not
state the cause was a bomb and in fact, the UK expert stated in
1986 it was not a bomb and gave strong evidence for his
conclusion.

Mr. R.A. Davis, Head, Flight Recorder Section, Accidents
Investigation Branch, Farnborough, U.K. 3.4.6.16 In conclusion,
Mr. Davis reported as follows :- "It is considered that from the
CVR and ATC recordings supplied for analysis, there is no
evidence of a high explosive device having detonated on Al 182.
There is strong evidence to suggest that a sudden explosive
decompression occurred but the cause has not been identified. It
must be concluded that without positive evidence of an explosive
device from either the wreckage or pathological examinations,
some other cause has to be established for the accident".

That 'other cause' was established by me in 1996 based on an
event in 1989, UAL 811, plus other accidents. (And there is good
reason why it is called an OexplosiveO decompression. It is an
explosion that mimics a bomb.)

The Canadian crash experts (CASB) called Air India Flight 182 a
‘crash'. It was. The word ObombO was never used in relation
with Air India Flight 182 in their entire CASB report. OBombO
was used only once in reference to a different aircraft and event
for comparison purposes. There was no match.

It has already been determined during the investigation there was
an explosion and I wish to present in detail my explanation of



that explosion. My discussion would take into account a thing
already determined as part of a Term of Reference: An explosion
in Air India Flight 182 was determined during the investigation
into the bombing. An inquiry into the investigation should
include discussion regarding the explosion and its location.

To repeat the logic: An 'Inquiry into the Investigation of the
Bombing' should allow discussion of what, how, when, where,
and why a bomb explosion was determined during the
investigation of the bombing and why other explanations were
ruled out, especially when there is so much official expert
disagreement in the bombing conclusion from Canadian
government air accident investigators.

3. Because Justice Josephson determined the cause of the
explosion was a bomb any alternate explanation is moot.

Reply: Criminal court judges and criminal defense attorneys may
be expert in the evils of human nature but not in the faults of
machines. Regarding Justice JosephsonOs belief in a bomb
caused event, the criminal defense attorney for the two accused
never disputed the bomb cause and quibbled about the specific
location, but only that his clients did not plant it. The issue of an
alternative explanation or general location was never raised. IOm
sure the accused believe Air India Flight 182 was blown out of
the sky by a bomb someplace in the plane but they did not plant
it. Justice Josephson did not 'determine’ the cause was a bomb, it
was essentially stipulated by a criminal defense attorney and a
prosecutor.

Below from "Reasons for Judgment" by Justice Josephson
regarding Malik and Bagri.



I. OVERVIEW

[1] In the early morning hours of June 23, 1985, Air
India Flight 182, carrying 329 people[1], was destroyed mid-
flight by a bomb located in its rear cargo hold. Remnants of the
plane and bodies of some of the victims were recovered from the
Atlantic Ocean off the coast of Ireland. There were no survivors.

H. Conclusion [190] It is agreed amongst the experts that
the Kanishka was destroyed by the detonation of an explosive
device within its left aft fuselage. The sole issue is the precise
location of that device.

Reply: Is the trial of the two accused eligible for inclusion in the
"Investigation" which is part of the Inquiry into the
Investigation....? If no, then Justice Josephson's finding is
irrelevant and precludes nothing. If yes, then the discrepancies
between the experts of 1986 in accident reports and 2005 during
trial can be included and justify an inquiry into the details of the
disagreements.

During trial here was never any consideration of an alternative
for the holes and bulges they discovered. There was never any
consideration of the location of the explosion being in the
forward part of the aircraft which was 'agreed amongst the
experts' in 1986. There was some quibbling in 2005 about a few
feet of location but never any substantive argument of where and
what caused the explosion. There was never any discussion of

several similar Boeing 747s accidents which matched Air India
Flight 182.

The agreement amongst the experts in Canada, UK, and India in
1986 stated the explosion occurred in the forward cargo



compartment and yet in 2005 there was never any dispute about
the cause being a bomb or its location nor any rebuttal to the
experts of 1986.

From the 1986 CASB experts opinion: 2.11.6.5 Target 47 - Aft
Cargo Compartment

No other significant observation was noted. There was no
evidence to indicate characteristics of an explosion emanating
from the aft cargo compartment.

From the 1986 Indian Kirpal report:

3.2.11.19  Target 47 - Aft Cargo Floor Structure

This portion of the aft cargo compartment was located between B
S 1600 and B S 1760. No significant observation was noted.
There was no evidence to indicate characteristics of an explosion
emanating from the aft cargo compartment.

An Inquiry into an investigation of a bombing could certainly
inquire as to the unexplained discrepancy between two groups of
experts declaring opposite opinions during the investigations
after June 23, 1985.

I might add that the two documents which state the experts'
opinions of an explosion in the forward cargo compartment are
specifically suggested as source material for the Commission:

Terms of Reference: "...the Commissioner to conduct the Inquiry
as he considers appropriate with respect to accepting as
conclusive or giving weight to the findings of other examinations
of the circumstances surrounding the bombing of Air India Flight
182, including

# the report of the Honourable Mr. Justice B.N. Kirpal of the
High Court of Delhi of February 26, 1986,



# the Aviation Occurrence Report of the Canadian Aviation
Safety Board into the crash involving Air India Flight 182 of
January 22, 1986"

The Trial proceedings of Justice Josephson are noticeably absent
which would imply they are outside the area of inquiry. In that
case, sir, Justice Josephson's determination of a bomb does not
preclude including discussion of an alternate explanation for the
explosion in this inquiry.

4. My alternate theory may be correct but you do not know.

Reply: An honest statement expressing an open mind revealing
an intellectual curiosity. I can remove your doubts, sir, if given
the opportunity, by use of documents, charts, models, aircraft
accident reports, and following strict rules of scientific
exposition. I have had the luxury of technological advancements
such as the internet and the benefit of hindsight based on several
similar accidents.

5. My explanation can not be considered as part of evidence
because the Terms of Reference preclude its consideration.

Reply: You can grant standing sir, should you choose to do so.
Your criteria is whether my explanation fits into Terms of
Reference.

Terms of Reference. 2. the Commissioner to conduct the
Inquiry specifically for the purpose of making findings and
recommendations with respect to the following, namely...,

2. if there were problems in the effective cooperation between
government departments and agencies, including the Canadian
Security Intelligence Service and the Royal Canadian Mounted



Police, in the investigation of the bombing of Air India Flight
182, either before or after June 23, 1985 ,()

I can give one area of lack of effective cooperation between
Canadian government agencies: A high ranking TSB Air official
in June, 2002, Mr. Bill Tucker, officially requested (at my urging)
photographs of the wreckage of Air India Flight 182 (photos held
by the RCMP) to the RCMP Air India Task Force via Sgt. Bart
Blachford who declined to cooperate and rejected the request
thus keeping secret from Canadian aviation accident personnel
important evidence of a Canadian aviation accident in which
both agencies were interested. There was no cooperation between
the RCMP Air India Task Force and the TSB Air investigators
during a period after June 23, 1985. The history of Air India
Flight 182 might very well have been different if the RCMP had
given those vital photographs to TSB for evaluation as requested.

Terms of Reference. O7. whether further changes in practice or
legislation are required to address the specific aviation security
breaches associated with the Air India Flight 182 bombing,
particularly those relating to the screening of passengers and
their baggage;O

The meaning of the word OsecurityO probably means protection
from human killers while the general meaning of 'security' is
protection from natural hazards, human hazards, or machine
hazards. Changes in practice are required to address a specific
aviation security breach in that the airplane hazard of
maintaining faulty wiring still exists today for Canadian air
passengers. Air India Flight 182 was after all, an airplane crash,
not a bank robbery. I was about to present an issue that affected
and still affects the physical security of all Canadian citizens who
fly in early model Boeing 747s, of which 500 are early models



still in service which are similar to the model of Air India Flight
182. This security inclusion as a Term of Reference is a stretch
but still fits in a general area of aviation security. If you are to err
in discretion, Commissioner Major, please err on the side of too
much inquiry, not too little.

My explanation is within the Terms of Reference in at least one
area and probably two in addition to referring to a thing that has
already been determined. My explanation thus can be considered
as part of evidence should you choose to do so.

6. If you could grant me standing within the Rules, you would.
Reply: Sir, you can. Please do.
1. Your authority as directed by the Rules of Procedure:

D. STANDING

10. A person may be granted full or partial standing as a party by
the Commissioner if the Commissioner is satisfied that the
person is directly and substantially affected by the mandate of
the Inquiry or portions thereof.

11. A person may be granted standing as an intervenor by the
Commissioner if the Commissioner is satisfied that the person
represents clearly ascertainable interests and perspectives
essential to the Commissioner's mandate, which the
Commissioner considers ought to be separately represented
before the Inquiry, in which event the intervenor may participate
in a manner to be determined by the Commissioner.

14. The Commissioner will determine any special conditions
under which a person may participate and those parts of the
Inquiry in which a person granted standing may participate.

15. From time to time, the Commissioner may, in his discretion,



at any time grant to or rescind standing from a person, or modify
the status or conditions of the standing of a person.

16. The Commissioner will determine on what terms and in
which parts of the Inquiry a party or intervenor may participate,
and the nature and extent of such participation.

You may set special conditions, you may rescind standing, you
may narrow the area of standing, you may modify status or
conditions of standing, you may determine the nature and extent
of the participation.

You can grant me standing sir, should you choose to do so.

I also have a unique perspective which would enhance the work
of the Commission...I have actually been in a sudden fiery fatal
jet airplane crash and I would be talking about a sudden fiery
fatal jet airplane crash. I would call that a unique perspective.

A brief description of this messenger/applicant is appropriate at
this time:

Commercial pilot, instrument rated, former FAA Part 135
certificate holder.

US Navy reconnaissance bombardier navigator, RA-5C 650
hours.

US Navy patrol crewman, P2V-5FS 2000 hours.

Air Intelligence Officer, US Navy

Retired US Army Major MSC

Owner Mooney M-20C, 1000 hours.

Survivor of sudden night fiery fatal jet plane crash in RA-5C
I am not employed by a manufacturer, any airline, attorneys,
family groups, or government agencies. I am thus able to be
detached and objective.



On an informal note, Prime Minister Harper's concept of the
Commission of Inquiry is stated below in excerpts:

Speech - Prime Minister Harper announces inquiry into Air India
bombing

Ottawa, Ontario

Thank you Mr. Speaker.

On June 23, 1985, Air India Flight 182, on its way from Montreal
to London, England, exploded in mid-air near the coast of
Ireland.

In January of the following year, the Canadian Aviation Safety
Board concluded that the destruction of this aircraft was caused
by a bomb.

It is our duty as Canadians to do everything in our power to
prevent a similar tragedy from ever happening again,

A full public inquiry is required.

This inquiry will be launched immediately and led by an
outstanding Canadian, retired Supreme Court Justice John Major.
He has agreed to serve as Commissioner for this inquiry and I
have every confidence that he will conduct a thorough and
compassionate investigation into the events surrounding this
tragedy.

This inquiry is about analyzing the evidence that has come to
light since 1985 and applying it to the world we live in today.’

Nice speech. Nice guidance. Let me condense some of them:

1. Exploded in mid-air.

2. Do everything in our power to prevent similar tragedy.

3. Full public inquiry.

4. Outstanding Canadian, retired Supreme Court Justice John
Major.

5. Commissioner...will conduct a thorough investigation into the



events surrounding this tragedy.
6. This inquiry is about analyzing the evidence since 1985 and
applying it to today.

Those verbal suggestions from the Prime Minister are very broad
and make sense. You have great power, Commissioner, to do
everything in your power to conduct a thorough investigation
into the events surrounding Flight 182 and to analyze the
evidence since 1985 and apply it today. Your action to abruptly
curtail my presentation was bewildering until I read the
transcript.

There is much official encouragement to allow me to proceed as I
present an explanation for the tragedy based on a thorough
investigation into Air India Flight 182 and uses several similar
accidents of early model Boeing 747s in 1988, 1989, 1996, and
2003.

I wish now to address the most insidious lie/error of fact with
such disastrous consequences I have run up against in my short
sweet life of sixty two years:

Here it is:

From Prime Minister Harper's speech to Parliament 1 May 2006:
Oln January of the following year, the Canadian Aviation Safety
Board concluded that the destruction of this aircraft was caused
by a bomb.O

From Letter for Application for Partial Standing from Air India,
OThe Canadian Aviation Safety Board later determined that Air
India Flight 182 and its passengers and crew had been the
victims of an explosive device that was contained in baggage



stowed in the aircraftOs cargo compartment.O

From website of The Commission of Inquiry into the
Investigation of the Bombing of Air India Flight 182, opening
statement: OYet, it was not until the following January that the
Canadian Aviation Safety Board concluded that the destruction
of this aircraft was caused by a bomb.O

Wrong, wrong, wrong.

Here is the true and accurate statement from the Canadian
Aviation Safety Board for Air India Flight 182:

The Canadian Aviation Safety Board respectfully submits as
follows:

04.1 Cause-Related Findings

5. There is considerable circumstantial and other evidence to
indicate that the initial event was an explosion occurring in the
forward cargo compartment.O

That finding from CASB is absolutely correct.

Here is the terrible logical conclusion of the false premise:
Unwitting Prime Minister Harper again:

Oln January of the following year, the Canadian Aviation Safety
Board concluded that the destruction of this aircraft was caused
by a bomb. Clearly, this was an act of terrorism - one that
claimed hundreds of innocent lives.O

That was a dangerous conclusion based upon a false premise and
off we go to the 911 terrorists everywhere paranoia parade; "Take
off your shoes, your belt, your jacket, empty your pockets and



stick out your arms; this is clearly for your own safety sir, your
fellow passengers may be stone cold suicidal killers and
welcome aboard, we hope you enjoy your flight."

There were real terrorists on airplanes in 2001 but none was
present sixteen years earlier with Air India Flight 182. There was
no bomb, no bombers, no conspiracies, no crime and no
criminals: A huge machine exploded because a small part failed.
The event was investigated and now there is an inquiry into that
investigation which evaluated causes and locations of the already
determined explosion. I wish to contribute to that inquiry into the
investigation.

A good idea would be for the Commission to formally ask for an
updated supplemental opinion about the twenty one year old
Aviation Occurrence Report of the CASB. The request to the
Transportation Safety Board of Canada, Air, investigators
regarding Flight 182 would give you a Crown respected opinion
by air accident experts, not criminal attorneys, and TSB might be
flattered at the request but need to be asked by competent
authority which the Commission of Inquiry certainly is.

I support the Canadian institutions of safety and justice and
inquiry. The Canadian Transport Safety Board represented by the
CASB was correct, there was an explosion in the forward cargo
compartment. The Canadian judicial system represented by
Justice Josephson was correct, the accused did not do it because
nobody did it. I even sympathize with the CSIS and the
Gendarmerie royale du Canada. They could not catch anyone
because there was no one to catch; they were chasing ghosts
created by media and a foreign government for its own purposes.

In a court environment there is an adversarial relationship



between the parties while a commission is less formal and should
be more of a cooperative style with the goal being the gaining of
knowledge and possibly truth. I did not complain too much at the
start of my show when you told this dog to sit and keep the pony
in the corral. I am not your adversary, Commissioner Major, [ am
on the side of the Canadian aviation accident experts, on the side
of Canadian Justice Josephson, and the side of Canadian Prime
Minister Harper's thorough inquiry; I agree with all three. And
yet I am excluded from presenting evidence and those that doubt
the institutions are given full exposure. ThatOs not fair or
reasonable, sir. Please correct the injustice by allowing my
explanation time in the sun.

In California I was given a scant five days to prepare my oral
presentation to you in Ottawa and I learned a lot: I learned that
flights booked with less than seven days notice cost a whole lot
more than those booked with more than seven days and I learned
to never ever fly in an Airbus 319 again unless I lose ten inches
in length, starting at my feet.

I used those five days to rehearse about four hours every day,
revising and revising. After the first day of hearing adjourned I
stood in front of the podium looking at the Canadian flags on
poles behind the empty CommissionerOs dais and honed my
speech to fifteen minutes. On the morning of the actual
presentation I came early and repeated the dress rehearsal. I had
my plastic model of a Boeing 747 to use as a visual aid. I had a
large color photo of the actual aircraft, OKanishkaO taken a few
years before its explosion. I had a pun, Ovotre a decouvrir.O I
was not going to bumble through, wander off, or read by rote
with head down as other applicants did; no, I was going to
maintain eye contact, stick to the facts, present a logical
sequence of events, and not attempt to persuade you my



explanation was correct but to persuade you my research had
depth, I had done my homework, my facts were compelling and I
was thus justified a granting of standing as a person before the
Commission which would give me an opportunity to present my
explanation in detail at a later time.

I was told you could not allow my standing by mandate, yet upon
review you could. I was told my content was not in the Terms of
Reference, but upon review it is. I was told I could submit
written documents for consideration and in that case, please
consider this letter, although full of chaff, as a substitute for the
twelve minutes I did not get earlier. Is the jury still out on my
application for standing, Your Honor?

THE COMMISSIONER: I should say we appreciate the time
youOve taken to come as far as youOve come to make this point.

Reply: You're welcome, sir. Ottawa is full of varied pleasant
people and my visit to the Air Museum outside of town was a
highlight. Spitfire, Hurricane, Komet, Starfighter, and Vampire
were magnificent to see first time and close up.

I empathize with the victimOs families; their grief is real
regardless of the cause of the explosion of the aircraft their loved
ones were in. Any beliefs they hold to relieve grief are justified. I
would hope that my alternative mechanical explanation will give
them some consolation and closure by explaining clearly,
completely, and in detail what happened to their family members.
'Who, what, where, when, how much, how, and why' questions
are all answered by the shorted wiring/ruptured open forward
cargo door/explosive decompression/inflight breakup explanation
for Air India Flight 182.



You have a great opportunity, Commissioner Major, to solve a
vexing problem that has haunted the Canadian consciousness for
twenty one years. Physical mysteries are not resolved by closed
minds based on stereotypes or raw emotions; they are solved by
rules of science, accumulation of data, questions based on
conjecture, and rigorous application of logic. Air India Flight 182
was an airplane crash first and always.

I trust that you will do everything in your power as
Commissioner to conduct a thorough investigation into the
surrounding events and to analyze the evidence since 1985 and
apply it today during the term of the Commission of Inquiry into
the Investigation of the Bombing of Air India Flight 182.

Regards,

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
1 831 659 3552

1 831 241 0631 Cell

barry @johnbarrysmith.com
safety @ntsb.org

From: John Barry Smith <barry @johnbarrysmith.com>
Date: August 19, 2006 8:49:09 PM PDT

To: barney.brucker@justice.gc.ca

Subject: Commission of Inquiry Smith Submission 1,
Grievous Error of Fact Detected

Dear Mr. Dickerson, Friday, July 28, 2006

Well, we make do with what is given us. I was granted leave by



the Commissioner to file materials I believe will be useful to the
Commission.

"Disposition: Mr. Smith is denied standing. However, leave to
file materials that he believes will be useful to the Commissioner
is granted."

In that regard I wish at this time to file the material below to the
Commission as 'Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact
Detected'.

Regards,
John Barry Smith
Useful Material Creator

Commission of Inquiry into the Investigation of the Bombing of
Air India Flight 182

Honourable John C. Major, Q.C. Commissioner

Sheila-Marie Cook, Executive Director and Commission
Secretary

Mark J. Freiman, Commission's Lead Counsel

Michel Dorval, Commission's Co-Counsel

Ken Dickerson, Public Affairs

Dear Commissioner Major, Friday, July 28, 2006

Thank you for granting me leave to file materials I believe will
be useful to the Commission. The following material is herewith
submitted as 'Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact
Detected':

The decision to grant intervenor status to B'nai Brith by you is
applauded. It appears you have taken the Prime Minister at his



word when he stated he wished the Commissioner to conduct a
thorough investigation into the events surrounding this tragedy
which is about analyzing the evidence since 1985 and applying it
to today. It's a broad mandate which can certainly include an
organization such as B'nai Brith, Canada, which is the
independent voice of the Jewish community, representing its
interests nationwide to government, NGO's and the wider
Canadian public.

"BOnai Brith Canada Request by BOnai Brith Canada:
BOnai Brith Canada sought standing, either as a party or as an
intervenor, with respect to the mandate of the Inquiry.
Disposition: Intervenor status is granted..."

"John Barry Smith Request by John Barry Smith:

Mr. Smith sought standing to make submissions on issues of
aviation safety as well as on his assessment of the facts as they
relate to the cause of the explosion that resulted in the Air India
Flight 182 tragedy.

Disposition: Mr. Smith is denied standing. However, leave to file
materials that he believes will be useful to the Commissioner is
granted."

One might ask why an organization: That had no members on
Air India Flight 182, was not investigated, not involved with the
bombing, did not advocate the creation of the Commission and is
otherwise not expert in airplane crashes, was granted the
privileged status of intervenor while a person (me) who actually
was personally investigated by the RCMP, who was a military
bombardier and knows about bombings, is extremely familiar
about Air India Flight 182 and the type of aircraft it was, who has
actually been in a sudden fatal fiery jet airplane crash, and who
has met the family members of that fatality, was denied person of



standing status in an inquiry into an investigation of a sudden
fatal fiery jet airplane crash.

Possibly your inquiry could be called the Inquiry into the
Emotions of Feelings of Persecution in Family Members of the
Victims of Religious Discrimination and for Others Who Have
Felt the Same Way.

We make do with what is given us, and in that regard your
spoken words to me come back during that abbreviated oral
submission period on 19 July 2006: "... what I can do is permit
you to file any written material that substantiates your view and it
will be part of the Air India record. It will be there for
examination by people who look at this Inquiry in future
years,..."

Future years...in aviation safety, Commissioner, we don't have
future years and often, not even future minutes. But...I make do
with what is granted and that is leave to file any written material
that substantiates my view to the Commission and thus become
part of the Air India record.

I am doing so at this time, thank you for that consolation,
Commissioner. Your verbal statement to me implies no member
of the Commission will look at this material, only those people
from the future. I hope they can read other than French or
Punjabi because this is written in, well, like, uh, you know,
Californian-American-English...dude.

My first point is to repeat my observation made to the
Commission in writing and in person several weeks ago that a
grievous error of fact persists every day in the Commission's
Opening Statement on the official website: June 21, 2006,



Background:

"Yet, it was not until the following January that the Canadian
Aviation Safety Board concluded that the destruction of this
aircraft was caused by a bomb."

Not so. Absolutely incorrect. Terribly misleading. That error
leads to a hysterical rant such as the next statement by the
Commission: "This massive murder was the most insidious
episode of cowardice and inhumanity in our history at the
time,..."

The Canadian Aviation Safety Board made no such bombing
conclusion.

Aviation Occurrence Report of the Canadian Aviation Safety
Board for Air India Flight 182 of January 22, 1986

"4,0 CONCLUSIONS

The Canadian Aviation Safety Board respectfully submits as
follows:

4.1 Cause-Related Findings

1. At0714 GMT, 23 June 1985, and without warning, Air India
Flight 182 was subjected to a sudden event at an altitude of
31,000 feet resulting in its crash into the sea and the death of all
on board.

5. There is considerable circumstantial and other evidence to
indicate that the initial event was an explosion occurring in the
forward cargo compartment. This evidence is not conclusive.
However, the evidence does not support any other conclusion."

When an error as serious as the false statement about the
Canadian accident experts calling the explosion a bomb is
allowed to persist, the erroneous deductions are compounded



over time. The Prime Minister even repeated the error to
Parliament. There are several reasons with precedent for an
explosion in the forward cargo compartment of a Boeing 747
with a bomb being a very unlikely cause and a mechanically
caused explosive decompression very likely. To continue to
misquote the Canadian Safety Board and call their conclusion a
bombing is bewilderingly deceptive.

When the false statement (of bombing conclusion) is repeated
while knowing that statement to be false, as the Commission has
known for several weeks, that act is called perjury when under
oath. I recommend, to uphold the highest integrity of the
Commission, that the grievous error of fact be corrected as soon
as possible and hopefully not years.

This completes "Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact
Detected" of material that substantiates my view that Air India
Flight 182 was caused by the shorted wiring/ruptured open/
forward cargo door/explosive decompression/inflight breakup
explanation.

"Smith Submission 2 to follow: "Bombs Everywhere," (or Bomb,
bomb, bomb, in the baggage, baggage, baggage, go boom, boom,
boom: The Official Versions)".

Regards,

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
1 831 659 3552

1 831 241 0631 Cell

barry @johnbarrysmith.com



safety @ntsb.org

From: John Barry Smith <barry@johnbarrysmith.com>

Date: August 19, 2006 8:50:18 PM PDT

To: barney.brucker@justice.gc.ca

Subject: Smith Submission 7. Dear People in Future Years:

Commission of Inquiry into the Investigation of the Bombing of
Air India Flight 182

Ken Dickerson

Public Affairs Officer / Agent des affaires publique

Dear Mr. Dickerson E Thursday, August 17,2006

Below is Smith Submission 7. Dear People in Future Years:
Predicting the Past. (The Major Doctrine.) Filed Thursday,
August 17,2006

Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact Detected, Filed 28
July, 2006. (Please correct Commission website.)

Smith Submission 2: Inquiry into the Inquiry: Who, what, why,
and will you, Filed 3 August, 2006 (Please grant me standing.)
Smith Submission 3: The Official Versions: Bomb, bomb, bomb,
in the baggage, baggage, baggage go boom, boom, boom. (Please
ask TSB Air for their opinion to resolve official conflicts of type
of explosion and where it occurred.) Filed Tuesday, August 8,
2006

Smith Submission 4: The Unofficial Version: The shorted wiring/
ruptured open/forward cargo door/explosive decompression/
inflight breakup explanation. (Please consider a plausible,
reasonable, electrical cause with precedent) Filed Tuesday,
August 8, 2006.

Smith Submission 5: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The



Layperson version. (It's not rocket science) Filed Friday, August
11,2006

Smith Submission 6: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The
DNA Match. (A match made in heaven) Filed Tuesday, August
15, 2006

Smith Submission 7. Dear People in Future Years: Predicting the
Past. (The Major Doctrine.) Filed Thursday, August 17, 2006

At the request of the Guptas, I have ceased sending them my
submissions.

Thanks and Regards,

John Barry Smith
541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924

Commission of Inquiry into the Investigation of the Bombing of
Air India Flight 182

Honourable John C. Major, Q.C. Commissioner

Sheila-Marie Cook, Executive Director and Commission
Secretary

Mark J. Freiman, Commission's Lead Counsel

Michel Dorval, Commission's Co-Counsel

Ken Dickerson Public Affairs Officer / Agent des affaires
publique

Dear Commissioner Major, Thursday, August 17, 2006

You to me: "You have an alternate theory. The alternate theory



may over time prove to be correct. I donOt know. What I do
know is that we cannot consider it as part of the evidence in this
Inquiry but what I can do is permit you to file any written
material that substantiates your view and it will be part of the Air
India record. It will be there for examination by people who look
at this Inquiry in future years,..."

Dear Person of the People in Future Years,

I figure you are probably a high school student here from some
detention hall assignment doing a make work essay in early 21st
century history. I was told a hundred years ago you might be
examining my filed written material that substantiates my
alternate theory for an airplane crash.

Well, where to start, my wayward student? What's it like in 2106
anyway? Still Scuba diving down to the tops of skyscrapers?
Crowded on the high ground? Can you live on the wages of a
solar mirror cleaner? I can only guess, but something tells me
that travel between any two points more than a hundred miles
apart will not require passports, ID papers, and strip searches as
we had in 2006. Things will be better in 2106 and it's all because
of a few brave men in high office.

What was it like in 2006 you ask? (Because you have to or you
ain't leaving study hall?) It all started when a big airliner with
329 on board, called Air India Flight 182, blew up over the ocean
and terrorists were blamed for putting a bomb on board. Exactly
at what airport the bomb was loaded, where it was located in the
plane, and how many bombs were facts in dispute by the various
investigating agencies and everyone (except me) believed it was
a bomb by terrorists and urgent, drastic actions needed to be
taken to prevent another tragedy.



Of course real terrorists noticed all the tears, wailing, press
coverage, expenses, disruptions, and political reaction and
thought, "Hmmmm....airplanes crashing really upsets our
enemy." And then another large airliner blew up in the air and
terrorists were again blamed (wrongly, from my research) and
more tears, hair pulling, and rants against foreigners. Trials and
punishments occurred. This time the terrorists knew they were
really onto something, a way to really disrupt and hurt the
industrial society they blamed for corrupting their own culture.

Now the terrorists knew they did not bomb those big 747s out of
the air but figured their brothers in arms had done it. Everybody
(except me) 'knew' they were bombed and tried very hard to find
the bombers. The suspects and the convicted all turned out,
naturally, to be non English speaking, dark skinned, foreign
looking men with funny hats.

Real terrorists plotted on causing airplanes to crash, since the
effect was so great for such little effort and risk. And on
September 11,2001, they struck with not one, but four crashes.
All the security measures from 1985 on including X ray
machines, strip searches, dogs, private security staff, random
baggage searches, profiles were to no avail and all four planes
crashed and the world was never the same.

Travel became hell. All the passengers were disarmed before
boarding. All water or other beverages were removed before
flight. Delays, aborted flights, cancelled trips, scares, and
evacuations were commonplace.

But you are not living in that fearful, suspicious, inconvenient
world of 2006 are you, lucky student, a former world of the



hysterical reaction to mass grief of 1985, 1988, and 1996 events
which turned to anger, to hate, and to revenge against somebody,
anybody. What changed the course of history? It was the
judgments of a few brave men.

How did you come to this material on file to be examined by
people in the future? Let me guess. You put "History 100 years
ago" into a search engine which had indexed thirty trillion words
in billions of websites. All the links you clicked on were 'Server
Busy" or "Error Page 404" except this material which was
probably on an archived website deep in the Canadian
Government basement of obsolete formatted filed material
submitted for an Commission of Inquiry. And yet this filed
material for people in future years has remained clear and
available, why is that? It's because it is important.

Ah, 2006...there were two distinct types of people back then:

1. The Pie in the Skyers.
2. The Down to Earthers.

I was a Down to Earther or scientists as we called them. We
looked at things we called reality such as twisted metal, broken
parts, and recorded sounds. We detected patterns from which we
made reasoned, logical conclusions. We conducted experiments
to reconstruct the events for confirmation and invited others to
replicate our experiments for objective observations to determine
validity. Whether the conclusions or the implications of those
conclusions gave us pleasure or pain was not our concern, only
the explanation of reality. We wanted to know an accurate reality
so we could plan ahead or to fix mistakes in the past. In my case
it was to prevent other people dying in plane crashes since I had
survived one myself and a plane crash is not a good thing even if
you can walk away injured.



Then there were the Pie in the Skyers, or as I called them, The
Bombs in the Skyers. They had different criteria for determining
reality. Their main rules for validity of an idea were:

1. If it makes me feel good, it's right.

2. If it's right, it's true.

3. If someone tells me true things, he/she shall be rewarded with
money and attention.

4. If it makes me feel bad, it's wrong.

5. If it's wrong, it's false.

6. If someone tells me a false thing, they are lying.

7. If someone lies to me, they shall be punished by rejection and
scorn.

Emotion ruled the day! And Air India Flight 182 was the crash in
1985 that started it all.

The Bombs in the Sky guys loved the excitement of conspiracy
stories with a Mr. X here and there, foreign countries, lots of
airports, mistresses, lots of money changing hands, and political
intrigue everywhere. How could the bomb stories not be correct?
They made everybody happy: The manufacturer (it's not my
fault) blamed the airport for letting the bombs get through. The
airport (it's not my fault) blamed the terrorists. The airline (it's
not my fault) blamed the bombers. The Government regulatory
agency and safety boards (it's not my fault) blamed the crazy
foreign religions. The family members (it's not my fault) blamed
the evil in men's hearts. The newspapers and TV station (it's not
my fault) sold the exciting story over and over again, adding bits
and pieces here and there when necessary to keep the conflicting
stories fresh.

The general belief of the public was, "Well, it's evil human



nature, flying is still safer than driving, they are doing all they
can (and it's not the officials' fault) to stop the bombers from
doing it again, it's OK to fly, keep on buying tickets, put your
seatback in an upright position, and enjoy your flight."

Everyone was acting in their own perceived best interest and that
was, '[t's not my fault, it's his fault, over there, put him in jail'.
There were no conspiracies by the major parties involved to keep
the real explanation for the crash secret, they just preferred,
along with everyone else, the conspiracy explanation of the
bombs in the sky since it made them feel good.

The Pie in the Skyers were in the majority since being absolved
of blame and responsibility of multiple tragedies made them feel
good, which means it's right, which means it's true. Everyone
from the TV, radio, newspaper, magazines, books, government
officials, who repeated the true, right, good feeling stories were
rewarded with promotions, pay raises, and desirable assignments.

And the reality of travel became more and more unpleasant.
More time was spent in the car to the airport than in the airplane
and more time was spent on the airplane on the ground taxiing or
waiting for a gate than was spent in the air in the airplane.

But everyone knew it wasn't their fault and that made them feel
good so it was true.

Except for those pesky Down to Earthers.

This Down to Earther looked at the actual evidence of the
airplane crash such as twisted metal, loud recordings, wreckage
debris pattern, inflight damage, history of previous or subsequent
similar events and concluded that the cause of those bombed



planes was not bombs but a mechanical systems fault such that
the electrical system had failed, specifically the wiring had
frayed and shorted on a motor that was supposed to stay off in
flight.

Research showed bombs caused a tiny percentage of plane
crashes. Bombs are a small part of a small subset of causes called
'Sabotage". Pilot error and mechanical failures cause about 90%
of plane crashes with mechanical contributing about 40%. Wiring
failures caused literally hundreds of fires, many failed
instruments, and a few cargo doors to open in flight.

The scientists called government aviation accident investigators
who actually knew why planes crashed did not conclude it was a
bomb, just an explosion and another aviation accident
investigator said the cause was an explosion that was not a bomb.
They were just doing their job as objective, detached, logical,
non emotional, investigators.

But...the news that the plane crashes were caused by faulty
wiring and not bombs did not make everyone feel good. The non
bomb/bad wiring explanation meant that everyone was
responsible in some small or large way and that realization made
them feel very, very bad. Because they felt bad, they knew the
mechanical wiring explanation was wrong. Because it was
wrong, it was false. And anybody who told them falsehoods was
lying to them. Therefore the liar must be punished by stifling,
rejection, and scorn to make him stop giving the pain of a wrong
explanation.

The larger issue was myth versus science; wishful thinking
versus reality. The ignorant, fearful population turned to exciting
stories that made them feel good by exposing and smiting



enemies while glorifying themselves. The scientists were
shunned, demoted, fired, or had funds cut off from their research.
The politicians responded to the will of their citizens and told
even more outrageous tales of heroism and sacrifice.

Wishful thinking ruled, reality lost. Myth won, science was
trounced. Exciting stories were believed while boring
details...well...bored.

The situation world wide was dangerous. Terrorists were
everywhere. Relations among nations were on the cusp of a
world war with all sides living myths and wanting to fight. Many
politicians evened declared World War III had begun. Tensions
were very high as local outbreaks of war kept on popping up,
threatening to spread wider.

The rule of law was under attack as the belief was that only
sissies hired attorneys and played the game of cross examination
of witnesses, confronting the accuser, and disclosure of evidence,
when everyone knew that real men got their guns and started
shooting and loaded up with bombs and started bombing. The
court system was considered a game for shoplifting cases while
the only system that worked included secret armies, paid
mercenaries, widespread eavesdropping, and secret prisons.

Investigators became prosecutors and decided on guilt.
Prosecutors became judges and decided on punishment. Judges
became politicians and decided what the people wanted to hear.
Politicians became businessmen seeking profits. Businessmen
became priests giving advice on how to live. Priests became
military leaders defending their followers by shooting others.
Military leaders became assassins with remotely controlled and
armed drones. Everyone was doing the job of others while



neglecting their own.

A new Dark Ages was appearing. Societies were splitting into
smaller segregated groups based upon language, race, or
religious criteria. Residential communities became gated
fortresses. Suspicion, distrust, anger, fear, hate, and vendettas
become normal attitudes.

But this Down to Earther scientist kept on telling his reasonable,
plausible explanation for the initial plane crash that started it all
in letters, websites, interviews and an appearance in front of a
Commission of Inquiry into one of the plane crashes.

The crash of Air India Flight 182 was blamed on revenge seeking
terrorist putting one or two bombs to blow up the plane in the aft
or forward cargo compartment. But the stories did not sound
right, there were important discrepancies in the multiple bomb
explanations. Suspects were accused, and tried. Law enforcement
agencies bickered as they chased ghosts around the world. And
then entered one of the three brave enlightened men: Justice Ian
Josephson. He evaluated the evidence and acquitted the two
accused. He found they did not plant the bombs and he was right,
they didn't do it, nobody did it.

Outrage was everywhere. The outraged citizens who had looked
forward to revenge were upset and wanted punishment against
someone, anyone, even those in law enforcement.

And then entered the next of the three brave enlightened men:
Prime Minister Stephen Harper. He created a Commission of
Inquiry into the Investigation of the Bombing of Air India Flight
182. He said "It is our duty as Canadians to do everything in our
power to prevent a similar tragedy from ever happening again, A



full public inquiry is required. This inquiry will be launched
immediately and led by an outstanding Canadian, retired
Supreme Court Justice John Major. He has agreed to serve as
Commissioner for this inquiry and I have every confidence that
he will conduct a thorough and compassionate investigation into
the events surrounding this tragedy. This inquiry is about
analyzing the evidence that has come to light since 1985 and
applying it to the world we live in today."

Prime Minister Harper did indeed want a full public inquiry
which would be thorough, compassionate, and analyze the
evidence and events surrounding the tragedy.

And he got it.

Enter the third brave enlightened man, retired Supreme Court
Justice John Major. He is the Commissioner who told me I would
be examined by you in the future. Commissioner Major said to
me personally, "... I can do is permit you to file any written
material that substantiates your view and it will be part of the Air
India record. It will be there for examination by people who look
at this Inquiry in future years,..."

Commissioner Major also stated, "The nature of this
Commission was to be very broad in the evidence that it heard, in
order to put to rest the various theories, rumours and neglect that
have occurred since the explosion in 1985."

And it was.
Commissioner Major patiently listened to everyone as they gave

their opinions about the investigation, the bombing, the aircraft,
the victims, and the victims' families. He listened to



representatives of various agencies explain why they did not get
convictions of the accused terrorists, why information was lost,
destroyed, or misplaced, turf battles, secret tapes, communication
lapses, funding problems, and lack of cooperation among the
many agencies tracking suspected terrorists. Fingers were
pointed in every which direction. The Commissioner listened to
various religious groups give their opinions and complaints about
discrimination against them by terrorists.

And the curious Commissioner listened to this independent
aircraft accident investigator who had an interesting explanation
for the crash that was different from the conventional wisdom
held by all the others. This civilian said the cause was not a
bomb explosion; there were no bombers, no conspiracies, no
crimes, and no criminals.

Well, my young chipmunk, that alternative explanation caused a
stir and everyone involved wanted this civilian investigator to
shut up, sit down, and go away.

But Commissioner Major held firm to his principals and those of
the Prime Minister who both wanted a very broad full, public,
and thorough inquiry. The Commissioner stated he wanted to 'put
to rest various theories' for the accident and to do that, he had to
listen to them, not reject them out of hand. He was pressured to
keep the inquiry narrow, short, and focused on specific already
agreed upon conclusions.

But, he stayed true to his calling of justice through law, not
emotion. So, he listened to this civilian investigator give his oral
presentation with audio visual aids, textbooks, accident reports,
diagrams, pictures, and schematics. The Commissioner then read
the various text submissions of the civilian that documented in



depth the evidence which led him to conclude the cause was not
a bomb but the shorted wiring/ruptured open/forward cargo door/
explosive decompression/inflight breakup explanation.

The Commissioner sought other modern expert opinion so he
tasked the premier aviation accident investigation government
team in Canada for their evaluation of the probable cause of the
crash. The Transportation Safety Board of Canada (Air) then
evaluated the wiring/cargo door explanation and the evidence in
1989 of a similar accident, United Airlines Flight 811, and
realized that the conspiracy stories of adulterous fraudulent
terrorists were good stories but not grounded in fact, unlike the
scientific explanation of the wiring/cargo door theory.

The TSB Air reported their findings to the Commissioner. He
concluded that the earlier evaluation by the Canadian Safety
Board was correct, that the police could not catch their culprits
because there were no culprits, the prosecutors could not get a
conviction because nobody did it, the judge who acquitted the
accused followed the law and was vindicated, the family
members rested easier knowing the details of the accident, and a
clear danger to the flying public was removed when the faulty

wiring was replaced and the design flaws in the cargo doors were
fixed.

The anger, hate, and lust for revenge which had permeated
Canadian attitudes for decades was removed. The hysteria about
air travel and bombs was reduced somewhat. More attention was
properly paid for training of pilots, maintenance of the aircraft,
and safe design. Air travel was safer and more relaxed. The
quality of life for millions of Canadian citizens and others
worldwide improved.



And that is why the CN building in Toronto is called the "Harper
Tower" and the route from the Atlantic Ocean to the Pacific
Ocean through the Arctic archipelago of Canada is called "The
Harper Passage."

The way of thinking that allowed for full, public, and thorough
inquiries from many parties became normal, while the old style
of fixed, predetermined, politically satisfying inquiry findings
was rejected.

And that's why that way of thinking is called, "The Major
Doctrine." Whenever mysteries and important events that
demand explanation arise, the first response by the public is
always, "Use the Major Doctrine!"

And that's why this filed material has been made clear and
available to you, a person of a people in the future, so that you
may marvel at the excessive fears and suspicions of the past,
overcome any new fears, rely on scientific and fair inquiry into
important reality events, coexist peacefully with spiritual
neighbors, and act on conclusions based on reality, not good
stories.

Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact Detected, Filed 28
July, 2006. (Please correct Commission website.)

Smith Submission 2: Inquiry into the Inquiry: Who, what, why,
and will you, Filed 3 August, 2006 (Please grant me standing.)
Smith Submission 3: The Official Versions: Bomb, bomb, bomb,
in the baggage, baggage, baggage go boom, boom, boom. (Please
ask TSB Air for their opinion to resolve official conflicts of type
of explosion and where it occurred.) Filed Tuesday, August 8,
2006

Smith Submission 4: The Unofficial Version: The shorted wiring/



ruptured open/forward cargo door/explosive decompression/
inflight breakup explanation. (Please consider a plausible,
reasonable, electrical cause with precedent) Filed Tuesday,
August 8, 2006.

Smith Submission 5: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The
Layperson version. (It's not rocket science) Filed Friday, August
11,2006

Smith Submission 6: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The
DNA Match. (A match made in heaven) Filed Tuesday, August
15,2006

Smith Submission 7. Dear People in Future Years: Predicting the
Past. (The Major Doctrine.) Filed Thursday, August 17, 2006

Regards,

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
1 831 659 3552

1 831 241 0631 Cell

barry @johnbarrysmith.com
safety @ntsb.org

From: John Barry Smith <barry@johnbarrysmith.com>

Date: August 19, 2006 8:50:52 PM PDT

To: barney.brucker@justice.gc.ca

Subject: Smith Submission 10: The Elephant and Emperor
Kanishka

Commission of Inquiry into the Investigation of the Bombing of
Air India Flight 182

Ken Dickerson

Public Affairs Officer / Agent des affaires publique



Dear Mr. Dickerson, Saturday, August 19, 2006

Below is Smith Submission 10: The Elephant and Emperor
Kanishka. (Easy to see, hard to talk about) Filed Saturday,
August 19,2006

Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact Detected, Filed 28
July, 2006. (Please correct Commission website.)

Smith Submission 2: Inquiry into the Inquiry: Who, what, why,
and will you, Filed 3 August, 2006 (Please grant me standing.)
Smith Submission 3: The Official Versions: Bomb, bomb, bomb,
in the baggage, baggage, baggage go boom, boom, boom. (Please
ask TSB Air for their opinion to resolve official conflicts of type
of explosion and where it occurred.) Filed Tuesday, August 8,
2006

Smith Submission 4: The Unofficial Version: The shorted wiring/
ruptured open/forward cargo door/explosive decompression/
inflight breakup explanation. (Please consider a plausible,
reasonable, electrical cause with precedent) Filed Tuesday,
August 8, 2006.

Smith Submission 5: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The
Layperson version. (It's not rocket science) Filed Friday, August
11,2006

Smith Submission 6: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The
DNA Match. (A match made in heaven) Filed Tuesday, August
15,2006

Smith Submission 7. Dear People in Future Years: Predicting the
Past. (The Major Doctrine.) Filed Thursday, August 17, 2006
Smith Submission 8: Specific Term of Reference: Non
Cooperation. (Sorry, no can do.) Filed Thursday, August 17, 2006
Smith Submission 9: The Crash and Meeting the Family. (It
happens so fast) Filed Friday, August 18, 2006



Smith Submission 10: The Elephant and Emperor Kanishka.
(Easy to see, hard to talk about) Filed Saturday, August 19, 2006

Thanks and Regards,
John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924

Commission of Inquiry into the Investigation of the Bombing of
Air India Flight 182

Honourable John C. Major, Q.C. Commissioner

Sheila-Marie Cook, Executive Director and Commission
Secretary

Mark J. Freiman, Commission's Lead Counsel

Michel Dorval, Commission's Co-Counsel

Ken Dickerson Public Affairs Officer / Agent des affaires
publique

Dear Commissioner Major, Saturday,
August 19, 2006

Smith Submission 10: The Elephant and Emperor Kanishka.
(Easy to see, hard to talk about) Filed Saturday, August 19, 2006

Elephant in the room: Illustrates a large issue with influence over
a discussion that is not mentioned by the participants. The
expression "elephant in the room" refers to a situation where
something major is going on, it's on everyone's mind and
impossible to ignore -- like an elephant in the room. But nobody



talks about the "elephant" because nobody knows what to do
about it.

Well, the elephant in the rotunda of the Commission hearing will
be "No Bomb!"

During the commission hearings, there will be many speakers
presenting their views. Many will know there is an elephant in
the room: There exists a reasonable, plausible, mechanical
alternative explanation for Air India Flight 182 with a solid
precedent, United Airlines Flight 811. None will bring up the
subject unless asked.

Various officials and citizens from the below agencies are aware
of the shorted wiring/ruptured open/forward cargo door/
explosive decompression/inflight breakup explanation for Air
India Flight 182.

Transportation Safety Board Canada
Terry Burtch, Bill Tucker (ret)
Director General,

Investigation Operations

Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Air India Task Force

Bart Blachford Sgt.

John Schnieder

Rich Spruel

Securitas branch of TSB
John Garstang

Air India Victims Families Association (AIVFA)



Susheel Gupta and Bal Gupta.

Globe and Mail Reporter
Robert Matas

Attorney for the accused Mr. Malik
Dave Crossin QC

Attorney for the accused Mr. Reyat
Ian Donaldson QC

The accused and acquitted:
Mr. Malik

A similar theme of the ignored elephant is "The emperor's new
clothes." The emperor is naked but nobody wants to be the first
to say so for fear of appearing different or stupid.

My revised version states Emperor Kanishka is not carrying a
bomb under his clothes but his shoelaces are untied with the
shoelaces representing the frayed wiring which represents a very
real danger of tripping and falling while the imaginary bomb is
not a threat. (Emperor Kanishka is the Air India name for Air
India Flight 182.)

Emperor Kanishka's New Bomb
by Hans Christian Anderson and John Barry Smith

Once upon a time there lived a vain Emperor Kanishka whose
only worry in life was to dress in elegant clothes and play with
explosives which he carried around on him. He changed clothes
and fired off explosives almost every hour and loved to show
them off to his people.



Word of the Emperor's strange habits spread over his kingdom
and beyond. Two scoundrels who had heard of the Emperor's
vanity decided to take advantage of it. They introduced
themselves at the gates of the palace with a scheme in mind.

"We are two very good bomb makers and after many years of
research we have invented an extraordinary method to create a
bomb so light and powerful that it is beautiful and very loud. As
a matter of fact it is invisible and soundless to anyone who is too
stupid and incompetent to appreciate its quality. The wise and
intelligent will see it and hear it when it goes off."

The chief of the guards heard the bombmakers' strange story
and sent for the court chamberlain. The chamberlain notified the
prime minister, who ran to the Emperor and disclosed the
incredible news. Emperor Kanishka's curiosity got the better of
him and he decided to see the two bombmakers.

"Besides being very loud, your Highness, this bomb will be
woven in colors and patterns created especially for you." The
emperor gave the two men a bag of gold coins in exchange for
their promise to begin working on the bomb immediately.

"Just tell us what you need to get started and we'll give it to
you." The two terrorists asked for a loom, silk, gold thread and
then pretended to begin working. Emperor Kanishka thought he
had spent his money quite well: in addition to getting a new
extraordinary bomb, he would discover which of his subjects
were ignorant and incompetent who could not see or hear it. A
few days later, he called the old and wise prime minister, who
was considered by everyone as a man with common sense.



"Go and see how the work is proceeding," Emperor Kanishka
told him, "and come back to let me know."

The prime minister was welcomed by the two terrorists.

"We're almost finished, but we need a lot more gold thread.
Here, Excellency! Admire the colors, feel the softness!" The old
man bent over the loom and tried to see the bomb that was not
there. He felt cold sweat on his forehead.

"I can't see anything," he thought. "If I see nothing, that
means I'm stupid! Or, worse, incompetent!" If the prime minister
admitted that he didn't see anything, he would be discharged
from his office.

"What a marvelous bomb, he said then. "I'll certainly tell the
Emperor." The two terrorists rubbed their hands gleefully. They
had almost made it. More gold thread was requested to finish the
work.

Finally, the Emperor received the announcement that the two
bombmakers had come to show off the new big bomb.

"Come in," the Emperor ordered. Even as they bowed, the
two terrorists pretended to be holding the large bomb.

"Here it is your Highness, the result of our labour," the
terrorists said. "We have worked night and day but, at last, the
most powerful bomb in the world is ready for you. Look at the
colors and feel how fine it is." Of course the Emperor did not see
any colors and could not feel any bomb between his fingers. He
panicked and felt like fainting. But luckily the throne was right
behind him and he sat down. But when he realized that no one



could know that he did not see the bomb, he felt better. Nobody
could find out he was stupid and incompetent.

The farce continued as the two terrorists had foreseen it. Once
they had taken the measurements, the two began cutting the air
with screwdrivers while sewing with their needles an invisible
bomb under the the emperor's clothes.

"Your Highness, you'll have to put this sweater over this big
bomb." The two terrorists gave the new bomb to him to hold
under his sweater and then held up a mirror. Emperor Kanishka
was embarrassed to see no bulge but since none of his bystanders
were embarrassed, he felt relieved.

"Yes, this is a beautiful bomb and it looks very good on me,"
Emperor Kanishka said trying to look comfortable. "You've done
a fine job."

"Your Majesty," the prime minister said, "we have a request
for you. The people have found out about this extraordinary
bomb and they are anxious to see you explode it." The Emperor
was doubtful showing himself holding no bomb to the people,
but then he abandoned his fears. After all, no one would know
about it except the ignorant and the incompetent.

"All right," he said. "I will grant the people this privilege." He
summoned his carriage and the ceremonial parade was formed. A
group of dignitaries walked at the very front of the procession
and anxiously scrutinized the faces of the people in the street. All
the people had gathered in the main square, pushing and shoving
to get a better look. Applause welcomed the regal procession.

Emperor Kanishka stood at the edge of the bomb explosion



pit, reached under his sweater and threw out the invisible and
weightless bomb. The Emperor yelled, "Boom!" and everyone
jumped back by the force of the word.

Everyone wanted to know how stupid or incompetent his or
her neighbor was and, as Emperor Kanishka walked back from
the bomb pit, a strange murmur rose from the crowd.

Everyone said, loud enough for the others to hear: "Look at
the Emperor's new bomb explode. It was so powerful!"

"What a marvellous fuse, too!"

"And the colors! The colors of that beautiful bomb! I have
never seen anything like it in my life!" They all tried to conceal
their disappointment at not being able to see or hear the bomb,
and since nobody was willing to admit his own stupidity and
incompetence, they all behaved as the two terrorists had
predicted.

However, an independent aviation accident investigator with
thousands of hours of flight time and knew a lot about bombs,
who had no official job. and could only see things as his eyes
showed them and heard sounds as his ears heard them, went up
to the carriage.

"My tape recorder recorded no sounds from the bomb, only
the sound of Emperor's Kanishka's voice saying 'boom'. And I
don't see any bomb. Emperor Kanishka, you have no bomb, and
your shoelaces are untied, which is dangerous," the scientist
investigator pilot said.

"Fool!" the court chamberlain reprimanded, running after



him. "Don't talk nonsense!" He told the investigator to sit down.
But the investigator's remark, which had been heard by the
bystanders, was repeated over and over again until the kingdom's
investigators cried:

"The scientist is right! Emperor Kanishka has no bomb and
his shoelaces are untied! It's true!"

Emperor Kanishka realized that the people were right but
could not admit to that. He thought it better to continue the
procession under the illusion that anyone who couldn't see or
hear his bomb was either stupid or incompetent.

Regards,

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
1 831 659 3552

1 831 241 0631 Cell

barry @johnbarrysmith.com
safety @ntsb.org
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The Original Version

The EmperorOs New Suit
by

Hans Christian Andersen
(1837)

MANY, many years ago lived an emperor, who thought so much
of new clothes that he spent all his money in order to obtain
them; his only ambition was to be always well dressed. He did
not care for his soldiers, and the theatre did not amuse him; the
only thing, in fact, he thought anything of was to drive out and
show a new suit of clothes. He had a coat for every hour of the
day; and as one would say of a king OHe is in his cabinet,O so



one could say of him, OThe emperor is in his dressing-room.O

The great city where he resided was very gay; every day many
strangers from all parts of the globe arrived. One day two
swindlers came to this city; they made people believe that they
were weavers, and declared they could manufacture the finest
cloth to be imagined. Their colours and patterns, they said, were
not only exceptionally beautiful, but the clothes made of their
material possessed the wonderful quality of being invisible to
any man who was unfit for his office or unpardonably stupid.

OThat must be wonderful cloth ,O thought the emperor. OIf I
were to be dressed in a suit made of this cloth I should be able to
find out which men in my empire were unfit for their places, and
I could distinguish the clever from the stupid. I must have this
cloth woven for me without delay.O And he gave a large sum of
money to the swindlers, in advance, that they should set to work
without any loss of time. They set up two looms, and pretended
to be very hard at work, but they did nothing whatever on the
looms. They asked for the finest silk and the most precious gold-
cloth; all they got they did away with, and worked at the empty
looms till late at night.

OI should very much like to know how they are getting on with
the cloth,O thought the emperor. But he felt rather uneasy when
he remembered that he who was not fit for his office could not
see it. Personally, he was of opinion that he had nothing to fear,
yet he thought it advisable to send somebody else first to see how
matters stood. Everybody in the town knew what a remarkable
quality the stuff possessed, and all were anxious to see how bad
or stupid their neighbours were.

OI shall send my honest old minister to the weavers,O thought



the emperor. OHe can judge best how the stuff looks, for he is
intelligent, and nobody understands his office better than he.O

The good old minister went into the room where the swindlers
sat before the empty looms. OHeaven preserve us!O he thought
and opened his eyes wide, OI cannot see anything at all,O but he
did not say so. Both swindlers requested him to come near, and
asked him if he did not admire the exquisite pattern and the
beautiful colours, pointing to the empty looms. The poor old
minister tried his very best, but he could see nothing, for there
was nothing to be seen. OOh dear,0 he thought, Ocan I be so
stupid? I should never have thought so, and nobody must know
it! Is it possible that I am not fit for my office? No, no, I cannot
say that I was unable to see the cloth.O

ONow, have you got nothing to say?0 said one of the swindlers,
while he pretended to be busily weaving.

OON, it is very pretty, exceedingly beautiful,O replied the old
minister looking through his glasses. OWhat a beautiful pattern,
what brilliant colours! I shall tell the emperor that I like the cloth
very much.O

OWe are pleased to hear that ,O said the two weavers, and
described to him the colours and explained the curious pattern.
The old minister listened attentively, that he might relate to the
emperor what they said; and so he did.

Now the swindlers asked for more money, silk and gold-cloth,
which they required for weaving. They kept everything for
themselves, and not a thread came near the loom, but they
continued, as hitherto, to work at the empty looms.



Soon afterwards the emperor sent another honest courtier to the
weavers to see how they were getting on, and if the cloth was
nearly finished. Like the old minister, he looked and looked but
could see nothing, as there was nothing to be seen.

Ols it not a beautiful piece of cloth?O asked the two swindlers,
showing and explaining the magnificent pattern, which, however,
did not exist.

OI am not stupid,O said the man. OIt is therefore my good
appointment for which I am not fit. It is very strange, but I must
not let any one know it;O and he praised the cloth, which he did
not see, and expressed his joy at the beautiful colours and the fine
pattern. Ot is very excellent,O he said to the emperor.

Everybody in the whole town talked about the precious cloth. At
last the emperor wished to see it himself, while it was still on the
loom. With a number of courtiers, including the two who had
already been there, he went to the two clever swindlers, who now
worked as hard as they could, but without using any thread.

OlIs it not magnificent?O said the two old statesmen who had
been there before. OYour Majesty must admire the colours and
the pattern.O And then they pointed to the empty looms, for they
imagined the others could see the cloth.

OWhat is this?0O thought the emperor, OI do not see anything at
all. That is terrible! Am I stupid? Am I unfit to be emperor? That
would indeed be the most dreadful thing that could happen to
me.O

OReally,0 he said, turning to the weavers, Oyour cloth has our
most gracious approval;O and nodding contentedly he looked at



the empty loom, for he did not like to say that he saw nothing.
All his attendants, who were with him, looked and looked, and
although they could not see anything more than the others, they
said, like the emperor, Olt is very beautiful.O And all advised
him to wear the new magnificent clothes at a great procession
which was soon to take place. OIt is magnificent, beautiful,
excellent,0 one heard them say; everybody seemed to be
dehghted and the emperor appointed the two swindlers
OImperial Court weavers.O

The whole night previous to the day on which the procession was
to take place, the swindlers pretended to work, and burned more
than sixteen candles. People should see that they were busy to
finish the emperorOs new suit. They pretended to take the cloth
from the loom, and worked about in the air with big scissors, and
sewed with needles without thread, and said at last: OThe
emperorOs new suit is ready now.O

The emperor and all his barons then came to the hall; the
swindlers held their arms up as if they held something in their
hands and said: OThese are the trousers!O OThis is the coat!O
and OHere is the cloak!O and so on. OThey are all as light as a
cobweb, and one must feel as if one had nothing at all upon the
body; but that is just the beauty of them.O

OlIndeed!O said all the courtiers; but they could not see anything,
for there was nothing to be seen.

ODoes it please your Majesty now to graciously undress,O said
the swindlers, Othat we may assist your Majesty in putting on the

new suit before the large looking-glass?0

The emperor undressed, and the swindlers pretended to put the



new suit upon him, one piece after another; and the emperor
looked at himself in the glass from every side.

OHow well they look! How well they fit!O said all. OWhat a
beautiful pattern! What fine colours! That is a magnificent suit of
clothes!O

The master of the ceremonies announced that the bearers of the
canopy, which was to be carried in the procession, were ready.

OI am ready,O said the emperor. ODoes not my suit fit me
marvellously?O Then he turned once more to the looking-glass,
that people should think he admired his garments.

The chamberlains, who were to carry the train, stretched their
hands to the ground as if they lifted up a train, and pretended to
hold something in their hands; they did not like people to know
that they could not see anything.

The emperor marched in the procession under the beautiful
canopy, and all who saw him in the street and out of the windows
exclaimed: OlIndeed, the emperorOs new suit is incomparable!
What a long train he has! How well it fits him!O Nobody wished
to let others know he saw nothing, for then he would have been
unfit for his office or too stupid. Never emperorOs clothes were
more admired.

OBut he has nothing on at all ,O said a little child at last. OGood
heavens! listen to the voice of an innocent child,O said the father,
and one whispered to the other what the child had said. OBut he
has nothing on at all,O cried at last the whole people. That made
a deep impression upon the emperor, for it seemed to him that
they were right; but he thought to himself, ONow I must bear up



to the end.O And the chamberlains walked with still greater
dignity, as if they carried the train which did not exist.
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Dear Commissioner Major, Saturday, August 19, 2006

Smith Submission 12. Last Gasp: Grasping at a Straw. (Throw
me a bone here, I'm dying) Filed Saturday, August 19, 2006

A cliche for every occasion: Grasping at straws 1. Having little
or no options left. 2. Desperate.

It's hard being fair, if it were easy, everyone would be doing it.
Instead, we have judges who are trained to be detached,
objective, non emotional, rational, and fair.

It's easy to be biased, emotional, and unfair, it's why most people
are. The narrow and closed minded are unwilling to consider
alternatives that might alter their rigid internal belief structure.
It's hard to change.



It's hard to defend someone when there is a lynch mob outside
the jail screaming for revenge. Lesser principled officials give in
to the popular will.

Justice Josephson upheld his professional principles and came to
the correct conclusions when he acquitted the two accused all the
while knowing what the popular will was.

After sixteen years of research on early model Boeing 747s that
disintegrate in flight I have found that my wiring/cargo door
explanation is met with these responses in sequence:

1. No.

2. You are wrong.

3. You are crazy.

4. Go away.

5. I'm ignoring you.

6. Attack.

7. Ask a real question to check it out.

8. Take action on new knowledge acquired.

Interestingly enough, the same sequence was followed by the
family members of Air India Flight 182 and others upon hearing
the verdict of Justice Josephson.

First they said to themselves, no, it can't be. Then, they said he
was wrong. Then they said he must be nuts to acquit them. Then
they want his career to end by claiming he is incompetent in his
conclusions. Now they ignore him. And at last the family
members want the Commission to punish those they believe
betrayed them: Justice Josephson, the RCMP, the CSIS, and
anybody else involved, even extending to an independent



accident investigator. Public opinion will not get to stage seven
and ask real questions about the crash.

The officials and family members apparently want the
Commissioner to ask questions as long as they are hatchet
questions to cast blame at inefficient and incompetent court and
law enforcement systems. Then they want their revenge by a
few demotions, firings, and forced early retirements of officials.

The basis for this sequence is fear. There is fear of change. All
the parties have fear of change such that all their work of twenty
years was in vain. There is a clich/for this: Barking up the
wrong tree 1. Looking in the wrong place for the solution for a
problem. 2. Thinking the answer is one thing when it is not. The
hunter/prosecutors told the dogs/police to find the raccoon/
terrorists and the dogs spent years and think they treed the
raccoon but they didn't. The correct tree/mechanical cause is far
away with only this puppy/investigator barking up it.

I find myself in an upside down world where I am begging an
inquirer leading an inquiry to actually inquire, which is to say,
ask questions of me.

It is an inside out world where I am supporting Canadian
institutions such as the CASB, Justice Josephson, the RCMP, the
CSIS while a government Commission is involved with
disputing their findings and looking to discredit their competence
by accusing them of failure.

It is a backward world when I am the rational scientist with loads
of data and corroborative facts who is stifled and regarded as
looney while the government is full of conspiracies, suspicions,
finger pointing, and stories that don't make sense when examined



closely. I am the cooler head trying to prevail over hysterical
elements of the government and media.

It is a strange world when I have to plead with the officials, who
gain their authority through the power of doing what they say
they are going to do, to actually do what they say they are going
to do, that is, to hold a full, public, thorough, and broad inquiry
to put to rest various theories.

It is a bewildering world when an official exclaims doubt by
saying, "I don't know" and then rejects professional, specialized,
Crown opinion that can allay his doubt and resolve serious
contradictions in other reports.

It is a suspicious world when I point out an inflammatory and
prejudicial written error stated by the Commission about a
finding of bomb and the error remains uncorrected.

It is confusing to me that I have to plead with an official to be
fair who has spent his entire long and distinguished career being
just that.

It is weird to me to have to try to persuade someone to do what
he was trained to do, swore to do, paid to do, was encouraged to
do, was ordered to do, and I think, what he really wants to do: Be
fair, solve a mystery, establish justice, and protect his fellow
citizens.

I'm not asking for special treatment, nor an exemption or waiver,
or mercy, or compensation. I'm asking for the rules to be

followed, for the inquiry to inquire, and for promises to be kept.

I have not ignored contrary reports, I have considered both sides.



I did not pick and choose reports, I included all. I acted as an
investigator, not a prosecutor. From Table of Contents of my
Smith AAR for Air India Flight 182 below (Commission Exhibit
S-18):

2. Premise Explanations for Air India Flight 182

2.1 Explosion in flight in the forward cargo compartment

2.1.1 Proponents

2.1.2 Analysis

2.1.3 Conclusion

2.2 Explosion of a bomb in the aft cargo compartment

2.2.1 Proponent

2.2.2 Analysis

2.2.3 Conclusion

2.3 Explosion in the forward cargo compartment with its cause
unstated

2.3.1 Proponent

2.3.2 Analysis

2.3.3 Conclusion

2.4 Explosion in the forward cargo compartment, inclusive of a
bomb detonation

2.4.1 Proponent

2.4.2 Analysis

2.4.3 Conclusions

2.5 Explosion in the forward cargo compartment caused by
explosive decompression of

undetermined cause, exclusive of a bomb detonation

2.5.1 Proponent

2.5.2 Analysis

2.5.3 Conclusions

2.6 Explosion in the forward cargo compartment caused by
explosive decompression

caused by structural failure of ruptured open forward cargo door



at one or both of the midspan

latches caused by faulty electrical wiring
2.6.1 Proponent

2.6.2 Analysis

2.6.3 Conclusion

My conscience is clear; I have done the best I could to persuade
authority that Air India Flight 182 was not a rare bomb event for
a more common failing of a part, specifically a forward cargo
door rupturing open in flight probably caused by a faulty
electrical switch or wiring.

For persuasion I have of course ruled out threats, passed on
wheedling and cajoling, and instead concentrated on
corroborated expert opinions, rational, logical, a presentation of
facts, data, evidence modestly punctuated with brilliant sparks of
wit.

I have also begged and pleaded. I shall again.

1. Please grant me standing to present my mechanical non
conspiracy explanation to you in depth.

2. Please ask TSB Air to provide an aircraft accident report to
you on the probable cause of Air India Flight 182.

3. Please correct the highly prejudicial error on Commission
website that states the CASB concluded it was a bomb; they did
not. ("Yet, it was not until the following January that the
Canadian Aviation Safety Board concluded that the destruction
of this aircraft was caused by a bomb.")

4. Please post all the non classified written material submitted to
you by the public during the public inquiry (including my
submissions) on the Commission website, http://
www.majorcomm.ca/en/index.asp The public area could be
called the Public Docket.



Commissioner Major, in an interview you said your concern was
whether an event such as Air India Flight 182 could happen
again. Well, sir, the answer is yes because the frayed wiring in
the cargo door unlatch system still exists in the about five
hundred early model Boeing 747s still in service today
worldwide.

Have you ever wondered at the over reaction to the threat of an
airplane crash? Many more people die weekly in car crashes than
ever die yearly in airplane accidents and yet billions are spent in
airline safety and security and relatively very little in vehicular
safety. The answer is in the primitive responses of the brain at
birth and infancy called reflexes. We are not born with the reflex
to react to the smell of skidding rubber tires, of the feeling of a
broken bone, or even the pain of fire. All those fears are learned
through experience.

We are born with the fears of suffocation, dehydration, loud
sounds, and falling. All these fears are present when flying in
airplanes and the psyche knows the dangers regardless of the
movie that's playing, the number of pillows, or the quality of the
meal.

Sucking Reflex: The sucking reflex is initiated when something
touches the roof of an infants mouth. Infants have a strong
sucking reflex which helps to ensure they can latch onto a bottle
or breast.

Startle Reflex: Infants will respond to sudden sounds or
movements by throwing their arms and legs out, and throwing
their heads back. Most infants will usually cry when startled and
proceed to pull their limbs back into their bodies.



Breathing is the first reflex we have. As we get older we develop
regulated breathing but we never loose our reflexive breathing.
After the first breath comes the first cry.

Parachute Response: This is a protective response that protects
an infant if he/she falls. Beginning at about 5-6 months, if an
infant falls, he will extend his arms to try and 'catch' himself.

The thought of a loud bomb going off in an airplane which
results in suffocating during a long fall while crying for help is a
four fold horror nightmare at the basest levels of our
personalities. Passengers will pay any amount of money and
tolerate any restrictions on civil freedoms to reduce those four
fears to manageable levels. Hysterical fear leading to panic is in
the back of the mind of many passengers who have a fear of
flying. (I have a rational worry of flying and it's based on the
realities of the common hazards, bad weather, pilot error and
mechanical fault.)

I will tell you a good story you may well remember forever about
Air India Flight 182. This was told to me at the beginning of my
research for AI 182 about ten years ago.

When the Boeing 747 called Air India Flight 182 disintegrated in
flight at 31000 feet over the ocean, some passengers stayed in
their seats all the way down, some were probably sucked into
engines, and some were blown free and floated down in a few

minutes to the ocean surface. All the men, women, and children
died.

There was one very pregnant woman who was blown free and as
she was falling she delivered/ejected her baby. They both fell to



the water. She died on impact but since the baby was lighter, the
infant did not die, but floated for a bit on the water and then
drowned. The baby died not from blunt trauma injuries but from
salt water in the lungs.

Well, that image of a pregnant human female sensing imminent
death and ejecting her baby from within herself as a last chance
effort was very haunting to me. I recalled it perfectly.

As it turns out, about five years ago I had occasion to speak by
telephone to Wing Commander Dr. I. R. Hill of the Accident
Investigations Branch of the United Kingdom who contributed to
the Air India Flight 182 reports. I asked Dr. Hill about the
injuries to the passengers and any evidence of bomb damage. He
replied, as he stated in the accident reports, that he found no
explosion by bomb evidence on anyone. He did find explosive
decompression injuries and impact damage.

I asked him about the pregnant woman/baby story. He replied
that he did not find any evidence of that event occurring; there
were no babies that drowned. His interview statements
corroborated his written statements of years earlier. (A lot can be
deduced from the below Medical Examiner's observations but
that would be for a later time.)

From the CASB AOR:
"2.9 Medical Evidence There were 30 children recovered and
they showed less overall injury. The average severity of injury

increases from Zone C to E and is significantly less in C than in
Zones D and E.

Flail pattern injuries were exhibited by eight bodies. Five of
these were in Zone E, one in Zone D, two in Zone C and one



crew member. The significance of flail injuries is that it indicates
that the victims came out of the aircraft at altitude before it hit
the water.

There were 26 bodies that showed signs of hypoxia (lack of
oxygen), including 12 children, 9 in Zones C, 6 in Zone D and 11
in Zone E. There were 25 bodies showing signs of
decompression, including 7 children. They were evenly
distributed throughout the zones, but with a tendency to be seated
at the sides, particularly the right side (12 bodies).

Twenty-three bodies showed evidence of receiving injuries from
a vertical force. They tended to be older, seated to the rear of the
aircraft (4 in Zone C, 5 in Zone D, 11 in Zone E, 2 crew and 1
unknown), and 16 had little or no clothing.

Twenty-one bodies were found with no clothing, including three
children. They tended to be seated to the rear and to the right (3
in Zone C, 5 in Zone D, 11 in Zone E and 2 unknown).

There were 49 cases showing signs of impact-type injuries,
including 19 children (15 in Zone C, 15 in Zone D, 15 in Zone E,
1 crew member and 3 unknown).

There is a general absence of signs indicating the wearing of lap
belts.

Pathological examination failed to reveal any injuries indicative
of a fire or explosion."

The point, Commissioner Major, is that myth like tales are told
about Air India Flight 182 and upon examination are totally false.
There was no drowned in salt water infant. So it is with the



bombs in several places tales that are the official versions of Air
India Flight 182. They are just not true although they are
wonderful, emotion evoking, awe inspiring, mysterious, and
satisfying in very primitive ways.

Frayed wiring shorting on a motor is not myth like. It's mundane.
It does not hold interest. But it is usual, reasonable, plausible,
and it has a precedent/antecedent with United Airlines Flight 811.

I know with more certainty than some life and death decisions I
have made in the air regarding me and my crew that Air India
Flight 182 was not caused by a bomb explosion in any
compartment. I know there were no bombs, no bombers, no
conspiracies, no crime, and no criminals. I do know for certain
that the forward cargo door blew out at initial event time that
caused the nose to come off leading to the inflight disintegration
and the cause of that door rupture was probably an electrical

switch or wiring based upon conclusions made regarding United
Airlines Flight 811, TWA Flight 800, and Swiss Air 111.

I'm dead serious about airplane crashes, having survived a fatal
one. Well, live and learn. When young and frustrated, we cry.
When middle aged and outraged, we yell. And now, when old, at
my age looking at foolishness, I laugh. Conspiracy nonsense is
foolish.

I laugh at this fool who spent $2500 and a week of travel to and
from Ottawa for about twenty five seconds of original input to a
Commission of Inquiry before being told my efforts were futile.
That's a hundred dollars a second. I'm laughing.

John Major, this is Major John! I'm chuckling since I am a real
Major John. I'm a retired US Army Major and my name is John



Smith. I have written 'Major John' many hundreds of times as
you, sir, have written 'John Major.! Completely irrelevant but,
what the heck, clever play on words and it made this audience of
one smile.

I have done my best and it's time to close up shop.

Please don't prod me with your sword to walk the plank into
quiet oblivion...

Ready, Aim, ...no blindfold necessary and I reject the last
cigarette, bad for my health, you see...

Get ready to throw that switch to fry my brains and wipe out all
my memories....

Why is the hangman hooded, who is the bad guy here.....

Strap me down, slip the needle in, it's time for dreamless sleep
anyway...

Do I hear the crushing of acid crystals in this small chamber...is
that fog..<gasp>, my throat, <gasp>, <gasp>, I can't talk, <gasp>,
<gasp>, <gasp>...no more, no more, <gasp>, Au Revoir......

Regards,

John Barry Smith

541 Country Club Drive
Carmel Valley, California 93924
1 831 659 3552

1 831 241 0631 Cell

barry @johnbarrysmith.com



safety @ntsb.org

Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact Detected, Filed 28
July, 2006. (Please correct Commission website.)

Smith Submission 2: Inquiry into the Inquiry: Who, what, why,
and will you, Filed 3 August, 2006 (Please grant me standing.)
Smith Submission 3: The Official Versions: Bomb, bomb, bomb,
in the baggage, baggage, baggage go boom, boom, boom. (Please
ask TSB Air for their opinion to resolve official conflicts of type
of explosion and where it occurred.) Filed Tuesday, August 8,
2006

Smith Submission 4: The Unofficial Version: The shorted wiring/
ruptured open/forward cargo door/explosive decompression/
inflight breakup explanation. (Please consider a plausible,
reasonable, electrical cause with precedent) Filed Tuesday,
August 8, 2006.

Smith Submission 5: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The
Layperson version. (It's not rocket science) Filed Friday, August
11,2006

Smith Submission 6: Substantiating the Unofficial Version: The
DNA Match. (A match made in heaven) Filed Tuesday, August
15,2006

Smith Submission 7. Dear People in Future Years: Predicting the
Past. (The Major Doctrine.) Filed Thursday, August 17, 2006
Smith Submission 8: Specific Term of Reference: Non
Cooperation. (Sorry, no can do.) Filed Thursday, August 17, 2006
Smith Submission 9 The Crash and Meeting the Family. (It
happens so fast) Filed Friday, August 18,2006

Smith Submission 10: The Elephant and Emperor Kanishka.
(Easy to see, hard to talk about) Filed Saturday, August 19, 2006
Smith Submission 11: Reconsideration of your denial of
standing: Try Try Again. (Never give up) Filed Saturday, August
19, 2006



Smith Submission 12. Last Gasp: Grasping at a Straw. (Throw
me a bone here, I'm dying) Filed Saturday, August 19, 2006

From: <communications@tsb.gc.ca>

Date: August 20, 2006 2:39:26 PM PDT

To: <barry@johnbarrysmith.com>

Subject: Transportation Safety Board Auto-responder.

Dear John Barry Smith,

Thank you for your interest in Transportation Safety Board.

Your comments are important to us and we will address them as
quickly as
possible.

We have lots of information already available on-line which may
be exactly

what you need. Our e-mail service is now available. The
subscription page

lets you choose the documents for which you would like to
receive a

notification. When a type of document you have requested is
posted on our

Web site, an e-mail that includes a short summary and a link to
the

document on our Web site will be sent to you. Please use the
following

link to subscribe to our e-mail service
(http://listserv.tsb.gc.ca/en/subscribe/).



We invite you to start by reading:
About the TSB (http://www.tsb.gc.ca/en/common/about.asp);

FAQ (http://www.tsb.gc.ca/en/common/faq.asp) where many of
your questions
may already have been addressed;

The Site Map (http://www.tsb.gc.ca/en/common/site_map.asp);
and

Search (http://www.tsb.gc.ca/en/search/query.asp) pages are
valuable tools
to find specific information.

If you wish to contact a TSB employee, please use the GEDS
Employee
Directory at http://direct.srv.gc.ca/cgi-bin/direct5S00/BE.

Please note that personal information collected by TSB is
protected.

Thank you for taking the time to provide us with your comments.
Communications Group
Transportation Safety Board

E-mail: communications@tsb.gc.ca
http://www.tsb.gc.ca/en/common/offices.asp

From: John Barry Smith <barry@johnbarrysmith.com>



Date: August 20, 2006 3:22:49 PM PDT

To: mintc@tc.gc.ca

Subject: Commission of Inquiry Smith Submission 1,
Grievous Error of Fact Detected

Dear Mr. Dickerson, Friday, July 28, 2006

Well, we make do with what is given us. I was granted leave by
the Commissioner to file materials I believe will be useful to the
Commission.

"Disposition: Mr. Smith is denied standing. However, leave to
file materials that he believes will be useful to the Commissioner
is granted."

In that regard I wish at this time to file the material below to the
Commission as 'Smith Submission 1, Grievous Error of Fact
Detected'.

Rega