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PROCEEDI NGS:

On May 13, 2002, plaintiffs filed a notice of notion and
nmotion for ruling on objections re plaintiffs’ first set of
requests for production of docunents and an anended j oi nt
stipulation, and plaintiffs subsequently filed exhibits 1 through
16 to the joint stipulation. On May 20, 2002, plaintiffs filed
their supplemental nmenmorandumwi th exhibits, and on May 22, 2002,
defendant filed its supplenental nmenorandumw th exhibits. On
June 7, 2002, the defendant inproperly filed the declaration of
Stephen R G nger, with exhibits.

Oral argument was hel d before Magistrate Judge Rosalyn M
Chapman on June 19, 2002. Donald J. Nolan and Juanita Madol e,
attorneys-at-1law, appeared on behalf of plaintiffs. Rod D. Margo
and Scott D. Cunningham attorneys-at-|law, appeared on behal f of
def endant .

I
BACKGROUND



The parties state in their Anmended Joint Stipulation that on
July 26, 2001, plaintiffs served their first set of requests for
production of docunents on defendant, who responded to the
requests on COctober 2, 2001, and supplenentally responded on
January 15, 2002. In its initial response, defendant raised
“CGeneral bjections” of attorney-client and attorney work-product
privilege, but did not submt a privilege |log. Nevertheless,
def endant represents in the Arended Joint Stipulation that it
“did not withhold any docunents on the basis of [attorney-client
and attorney work product privilege[s]. . . .” Anended Joint
Stip. at 5:22-23. Additionally, inits initial and suppl enental
responses to Request nos. 18-27, 42, 46, 53-54-62, 64-69, 74-80,
defendant stated: “SIA is unable to conply with this request
because the Governnent of Taiwan has stated that all accident
i nvestigation docunents are confidential and cannot be rel eased.”

DI SCUSSI ON

This action involves the crash upon takeoff of Singapore
Airlines flight SQO06 in Taipei, The Republic of China
(“Taiwan”), on October 31, 2000 (“Taiwan crash”). The Court’s
earlier discovery order, dated Novenber 21, 2001, discusses Rule
26(b) regarding the rel evancy of discovery docunents, and there
is no need to repeat that discussion here. Rule 34 of the
Federal Rules of Cvil Procedure provides for the production of
docunents and things, stating “[a]ny party may serve on any ot her

party a request . . . to produce and permt the party making the
request, or soneone acting on the requestor’s behalf, to inspect
and copy, any designated docunents. . . .” Fed. R Cv. P
34(a).

By the pendi ng discovery notion, plaintiffs seek to conpel
responses to 55 of 82 requests nade in their first set of
requests for production of docunents.! Since defendant has
stated it is not objecting to any of the discovery on attorney-

! The Court strongly adnoni shes plaintiffs for failing to
specify or identify in their notice of notion, let alone in their
portion of the Anended Joint Stipul ation, those requests they
seek to conpel. Plaintiffs are advised that the Court wll not
in the future consider any discovery notion in which the notice
of notion does not clearly specify or identify the discovery in
di sput e.



client or work-product grounds, despite defendant’s Ceneral

bj ections, the Court will not address that issue.? GCenerally,
def endant has objected to sonme of the discovery on rel evancy and
over breadth grounds, and to sone of the discovery on the grounds
t hat di sclosure of the information would be violative of the

Si ngapore O ficial Secrets Act (“SCSA’) and the Convention on
International Civil Aviation, Decenber 7, 1944, 61 Stat. 1180,
P.1.A'S. no. 1591, 15 U N T.S. 295, Annex 13, 8 5.01 (“ICAO Annex
13").3% Specifically, defendant contends it is prohibited from
respondi ng to Request nos. 18-19, 23-24, and 55 under SOSA and
Request nos. 18-27, 42-43, 53-56, 58-62, 64-69, 74-80 under | CAO
Annex 13.

SCSA provides, in pertinent part:

| f any person having in his possession or control any
secret official code word, countersign or password, or
any phot ograph, draw ng, plan, nodel, article, note,
docunent or information which —

(a) relates to or is used in a prohibited place or

2 Defendant, however, is advised that formally clainmng a
privil ege invol ves specifying which informati on and docunents are
privileged and for what reasons, especially when the nature of
the informati on or docunents does not reveal an obviously
privileged matter. Fed. R Evid. 501; United States v. Zolin,
491 U.S. 554, 562, 109 S.Ct. 2619, 2625, 105 L.Ed.2d 469 (1989);
Clarke v. Anerican Commerce Nat'l Bank, 974 F.2d 127, 129 (9th

Cr. 1992). *“The claimof privilege must be made and sust ai ned
on a question-by-question or docunent-by-docunent basis; a
bl anket claimof privilege is unacceptable.” United States v.

Lawl ess, 709 F.2d 485, 487 (7th Cr. 1983); United States v.
Wiite, 950 F.2d 426, 430 (7th Cr. 1991); Eureka Financial Corp
v. Hartford Acc. & Indem Co., 136 F.R D. 179, 183 (E. D. Cal.
1991). Thus, a “general objection” is not sufficient. Moreover,
assum ng arguendo defendant had an attorney-client privilege or
wor k- product doctrine claim those privil eges have been wai ved by
defendant’s failure to produce a privilege log. darke, 974 F. 2d
at 129; Davis v. Fendler, 650 F.2d 1154, 1160 (9th C r. 1981).

3 For purposes of this notion, and since the matter is
undi sputed, the Court accepts the parties’ representations that
t he docunents presented to the Court accurately set forth the
| aws of Singapore and the Republic of China (Taiwan) on the
I ssues present ed.



anything in such a pl ace;
(b) relates to munitions of war;
(c) has been made or obtained in contravention of
this Act;
(d) has been entrusted in confidence to him by any
person hol ding of fi ce under the Governnent; or
(e) he has obtained, or to which he has had access,
owng to his position as a person who holds or has held
of fice under the Governnent, or as a person who hol ds,
or has held a contract nade on behalf of the CGovernnent
or any specific organi zation, or as a person who is or
has been enpl oyed under a person who holds or has held
such an office or contract, does any of the follow ng:
(i) comunicates directly or indirectly any such
information or thing as aforesaid to any foreign
Power other than a foreign Power to whomhe is
duly authorized to communicate it, or to any
person other than a person to whomhe is
aut horized to conmunicate it or to whomit is his
duty to communicate it;
(11) uses any such information or thing as
aforesaid for the benefit of any foreign Power
ot her than a foreign Power for whose benefit he is
aut horized to use it, or in any manner prejudici al
to the safety or interests of Singapore;
(i) retains in his possession or control any
such thing as aforesaid when he has no right to
retain it, or when it is contrary to his duty to
retainit, or fails to conply with all |awful
directions issued by |awful authority with regard
to the return of disposal thereof; or
(tv) fails to take reasonable care of, or so
conducts hinself as to endanger the safety or
secrecy of any such information or thing as
af oresai d, that person shall be guilty of an
of f ence.

Si ngapore O ficial Secrets Act, 8§ 5(1), Amended Joint Stip., Exh.
14.

The defendant’s objection under SOSA is based on a letter
dated March 21, 2002, from David Chong Cek-Sian, ostensibly
witten to defendant on behalf of the Attorney CGeneral of
Si ngapore, which states, in pertinent part, that “information
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entrusted in confidence to [ Singapore Airlines] . . . is secret
official information protected by the Oficial Secrets Act.”
Amended Joint Stip., Exh. 13. On the other hand, plaintiffs
argue that SOSA is inapplicable since the disputed docunent

requests seek information relating to an airplane crash -- not a
“state secret.” Nonetheless, this Court has “neither the power
nor the expertise to determne . . . what [Singapore] lawis”;

therefore, the Court accepts the defendant’s representation that
SOSA woul d apply to the disputed docunent requests. Richmark
Corp. v. Tinber Falling Consultants, 959 F.2d 1468, 1473 & n.7
(9th Cir.), cert. dismssed, 506 U. S. 948 (1992). This does not
end the inquiry, however.

“The party relying on foreign |law has the burden of show ng
that such | aw bars production [of docunments].” United States v.
Vetco, Inc., 691 F.2d 1281, 1288 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 454
U S 1098 (1981); In re Gand Jury Proceedings, 873 F.2d 238,
239-40 (9th Cr. 1989) (per curiam. Mreover, “[i]t is well
settled that [a foreign] statute[] do[es] not deprive an Anerican
court of the power to order a party subject to its jurisdiction
to produce evidence even though the act of production may violate
that statute.” Societé Nationale Industrielle Aerospatiale v.
United States District Court for Southern District of |owa, 482
U S. 522, 544 n.29, 107 S.Ct. 2542, 2556 n.29, 96 L.Ed.2d 461
(1987). Rather, a foreign state’s admtted interest in secrecy,
for exanple, “must be bal anced against the interests of the
United States and the plaintiffs in obtaining the information.”
Ri chmark Corp., 959 F.2d at 1473. Factors to consider in
bal anci ng these conpeting interests include: (1) the inportance
to the litigation of the docunments requested; (2) the degree of
specificity of the request; (3) whether the information
originated in the United States; (4) the availability of
alternative neans of securing the information; and (5) the extent
to which nonconpliance with the request woul d underm ne i nportant
interests of the United States, or conpliance with the request
woul d underm ne inportant interests of the foreign state where
the information is located. Societé Nationale Industrielle
Aerospatiale, 482 U. S. at 544 n.28, 107 S.C. at 2556 n. 28;
Ri chmark Corp., 959 F.2d at 1475; Restatenent (Third) of Foreign
Rel ations Law 8 442(1)(C) (1986). “QOher factors that [courts]
have considered relevant are the extent and nature of the
hardshi p that inconsistent enforcenment woul d i npose upon the
person, . . . [and] the extent to which enforcenent by action of
either state can reasonably be expected to achieve conpliance
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with the rule prescribed by that state.” R chmark Corp., 959
F.2d at 1475 (internal quotation marks omtted); Vetco, Inc., 691
F.2d at 1288.

Wth regard to the first factor, “[w] here the outcone of
litigation ‘does not stand or fall on the present discovery
order,’” or where the evidence sought is cumul ative of existing

evi dence, courts have generally been unwilling to override
foreign secrecy laws. Were the evidence is directly rel evant,
however, . . . this factor . . . weigh[s] in favor of

di sclosure.” Richmark Corp., 959 F.2d at 1475 (citations
omtted). Here, the disputed docunent requests seek: docunents
containing any partial or conplete transcript of the cockpit

voi ce recorder tape (“CVR’)(Request no. 18); the original CVR
tape or a “conplete and certified copy thereof” (Request no. 19);
notes from any of defendant’s enpl oyees who participated in the
acci dent investigation (Request no. 23); all accident reports
regarding the air crash (Request no. 24); and docunents
“containing or conprising an inventory of the weckage of the
subject aircraft” (Request no. 55). Most of this infornmation is
crucial to plaintiffs’ ability to prosecute their clains;
therefore, this factor weighs in favor of disclosure. Richmark
Corp., 959 F.2d at 1475; In re Aircrash Disaster Near Rosel awn,
Ind., Qctober 31, 1994, 172 F.R D. 295, 310 (N.D. Ill. 1997).

“A second consideration in evaluating a discovery request is
how burdensonme it will be to respond to that request.
Ceneral i zed searches for information, the disclosure of which is
prohi bited under foreign |law, are discouraged.” Richmark Corp.
959 F.2d at 1475. Here, as in R chmark, defendant has not
obj ected that any of the five discovery requests objected to
under SOSA are burdensone; therefore, defendant “has not nmade
this factor an issue, and it does not favor nondi sclosure here.”
| d.

Wth regard to the third factor, “[t]he fact that all the
information to be disclosed (and the people who w ||
produce the docunents) are located in a foreign country wei ghs
agai nst di scl osure, since those people and docunents are subject
to the law of that country in the ordinary course of business.”
Id. Here, defendant asserts that its principal place of business
is Singapore, and “the majority of the information requested by
[plaintiffs], as well as the people who will . . . produce the
docunents, are located in Singapore[, and n]one of the
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i nformation requested was created or kept in the United States,”
Amended Joint Stip. at 14:14-19; however, defendant has provided
no conpetent evidence, by declaration or otherw se, supporting
this argunent, and it is self-evident that defendant, unlike the
defendant in Ri chmark, has offices in the United States and
conducts regular flights to and fromthe United States.
Plaintiffs’ Supplenmental Menorandum at 14:10-15. The only

evi dence supporting either plaintiffs’ or defendant’s position is
the Permt to Foreign Air Carrier issued to Singapore Airlines by
the United States Departnent of Transportation on Decenber 24,
1997, Anended Joint Stip., Exh. 6, which shows defendant is
authorized to fly passengers to and fromthe United States.
Although it is likely that at |east sone of the docunents
plaintiffs request may be | ocated in Singapore, it is just as

i kely that responsive docunents nay be |located in Taiwan, if not
the United States. Thus, this favors neither party.

Fourth, “[i]f the information sought can easily be obtained
el sewhere, there is little or no reason to require a party to
violate foreign law.” R chmark Corp., 959 F.2d at 1475. Any
alternative neans nust be “substantially equivalent” to the
request ed nmeans of production. 1d.; Vetco, Inc., 691 F.2d at
1290. Here, defendant suggests plaintiffs “could obtain a
majority of the requested information fromthe ASC s Prelimnary
G oup Report[,] which has already been produced.” Anended Joi nt
Stip. at 14:25-28. Additionally, defendant asserts that
plaintiffs have “failed to formally or informally request any
information fromthe Tai wanese governnent or the ASC.” 1d. at
15:1-3. However, defendant has not shown that the ASC report is
substantially equivalent to the requested docunents, or would be
considered at trial, since simlar accident reports prepared by
the National Transportation Safety Board (“NTSB’) are
inadm ssible in civil lawsuits. 49 U S. C 8§ 1154(b); Chiron
Corp. & PerSeptive Biosystenms, Inc. v. Nat'l Transp. Safety Bd.,
198 F. 3d 935, 940 (D.C. Cir. 1999). Nor must plaintiffs request
informati on from Tai wan before seeking discovery fromthe
defendant. Vetco, Inc., 691 F.2d at 1290. Therefore, this
factor weighs in favor of plaintiffs.

The fifth factor “is the nost inportant factor.” Richmark
Corp., 959 F.2d at 1476. It requires this Court to:

assess the interests of each nation in requiring or
prohi biting disclosure, and determ ne whet her
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di scl osure woul d “affect inportant substantive policies
or interests” of either the United States or

[ Singapore]. |In assessing the strength of

[ Singapore’s] interests, [this Court] will consider
“expressions of interest by the foreign state,” “the
significance of disclosure in the regulation . . . of

the activity in question,” and “indications of the
foreign state’s concern for confidentiality prior to
t he controversy.”

Id. (citation omtted; enphasis in original).

Cenerally, every foreign state has strong interests in
enforcing its secrecy laws. Reinsurance Co. of Anerica, Inc. V.
Administratia Asiqurarilor de Stat, 902 F.2d 1275, 1280-81 (7th
Cr. 1990); Alfadda v. Fenn, 149 F.R D. 28, 34 (S.D. N Y. 1993).
However, it is not at all clear that those interests are
inmplicated here. The only evidence defendant presents to support
its assertion that production of the requested docunents would
violate SOSA is the letter fromM. Sian. However, this letter
does not nention any of the specific docunent requests at issue
herein, and it is unclear what, if any, documents pertaining to
t he Tai wan crash woul d have been supplied in confidence by the
Government of Singapore. See Alfadda, 149 F.R D. at 35 (finding
“the applicability of Swiss secrecy laws to the facts involved in
the instant notion is unclear” and “[t]o the extent Swiss law is
not truly inplicated, Switzerland clearly does not have any
interest in preventing the disputed discovery”). Moreover,
def endant does not explain how docunents produced under an
appropriate protective order would inpinge on Singapore’s
interests in secrecy. Richmark Corp., 959 F.2d at 1477; see also
Vetco, Inc., 691 F.2d at 1289 (governnental interest in
confidentiality is dimnished where party seeking records is
required to keep themconfidential). On the other hand, the
United States obviously has a substantial interest in
“vindicating the rights of American plaintiffs[,]” R chmark
Corp., 959 F.2d at 1477, and this interest was recogni zed by
def endant when it applied for a foreign air carrier permt and
agreed to conply with all applicable United States | aws.

Theref ore, because defendant has “been unable to identify any way
in which [ Singapore’s] interests will be hurt by disclosure, the
interests of the United States nust prevail.” Richmark Corp.

959 F.2d at 1477.

Nevert hel ess, “fear of crimnal prosecution constitutes a



wei ghty excuse for nonproduction . . . ,” Societé Internationale
Pour Participations Industrielles et Commerciales v. Rogers, 357
u s 197, 211, 78 S.C. 1087, 1095, 2 L.Ed.2d 1255 (1958);

Ri chmark Corp., 959 F.2d at 1477, and defendant argues that
conplying with the Court’s discovery order could result in
crimnal prosecution in Singapore for violation of SOSA. Anended
Joint Stip. at 17:1-10. Unfortunately for defendant, the only
evi dence defendant proffers to support this argunent is, once
again, the letter by M. Sian, which nerely outlines the
provi si ons of SOSA and requests defendant’s conpliance. This
letter is not persuasive proof that defendant or its officers or
managi ng agents will be crimnally prosecuted for conplying with
an order of this Court.* Nor has defendant presented any

evi dence regarding the nmanner and extent to which Singapore
enforces its secrecy |laws. Reinsurance Co. of Anerica, Inc., 902
F.2d at 1281. Therefore, hardship is not a factor weighing in
favor of defendant and agai nst disclosure. See In re Gand Jury
Proceedi ngs, 873 F.2d at 240 (party who fails to denonstrate what
action governnment mght take for conplying with discovery order
does not neet burden).

Finally, “[i]f a discovery order is likely to be
unenforceabl e, and therefore to have no practical effect, that
factor counsel s against requiring conpliance with the order.”

R chmark Corp., 959 F.2d at 1478. Here, the defendant has
presented no evidence that this Court’s discovery order will be
unenf orceabl e, and since defendant is a party before this Court
the opposite is true. See Fed. R Cv. P. 37; R chmark Corp.
959 F.2d at 1478 (“[F]oreign corporations which avail thensel ves
of business opportunities in the United States nust abi de by
United States laws. . . .”). Therefore, this factor does not
wei gh agai nst disclosure. Taking all these factors into
consideration, the balance tips significantly in plaintiffs’
favor and this Court overrul es defendant’s SOSA objections.?®

4 Indeed, although this Court has assuned arguendo that the
di sput ed docunent requests may inplicate SOSA, defendant has not
presented any evi dence denonstrating it will run afoul of SOSA by
conplying with the requested docunents. See, Al fadda, 149 F. R D
at 35-36 (rejecting party’s claimof great hardship when party
“failed to nmake a factual showi ng sufficient to establish that
Swi ss secrecy |laws protect the information sought and expose him
to penalties if he responds to plaintiffs’ questions”).

5> Havi ng concluded that SOSA does not bar the disputed
di scovery requests, this Court need not consider plaintiffs’
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| CAO Annex 13 provides, in pertinent part:

The State conducting the investigation of an acci dent
or incident shall not nake the foll ow ng records
avai |l abl e for purposes other than accident or incident
i nvestigation, unless the appropriate authority for the
admnistration of justice in that State determ nes that
their disclosure outweighs the adverse donestic and
i nternational inpact such action nay have on that or
any future investigations:
a) all statenents taken from persons by the
i nvestigation authorities in the course of their
i nvestigation;
b) all conmuni cati ons between persons havi ng been
involved in the operation of the aircraft;
c) nedical or private information regardi ng persons
i nvol ved in the accident or incident;
d) cockpit voice recordings and transcripts from such
recordi ngs; and
e) opinions expressed in the analysis of information,
including flight recorder information.

These records shall be included in the final report or
its appendices only when pertinent to the anal ysis of
the accident or incident. Parts of the records not
rel evant to the analysis shall not be discl osed.

| CAO Annex 13, 88 5.12-5.12.1 (9th ed., July 2001).
Additionally, Section 5.26 of | CAO Annex 13 provides that
representatives of other states assisting in the investigation
“shall not divulge information on the progress and the findings
of the investigation w thout the express consent of the State
conducting the investigation.” |CAO Annex 13, 8 5.26 (9th ed.,
July 2001).

Here, defendant concedes that Taiwan is not a party to the
| CAO.  Anended Joint Stip. at 9:1. Therefore, this Court finds
| CAO Annex 13 is not applicable. See |ICAO Annex 13, 8 5.2 (9th
ed., July 2001) (discussing accidents occurring in non-
contracting states and inplicitly recognizing ICAOis

al ternate argunent that defendant wai ved any reliance on SOSA by
failing to make this objection in its initial responses to
plaintiffs’ discovery requests.
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i napplicable); cf. Mngtai Fire & Marine Ins. Co. v. United
Parcel Serv., 177 F.3d 1142, 1146-47 (9th Cr.) (Warsaw
Convention does not apply to Taiwan, which is not signatory to
Convention), cert. denied, 528 U S. 951 (1999); In re Schw nn
Bicycle Co., 190 B.R 599, 612 (N.D. IIl. 1999) (“Taiwan is not a
signatory to the Hague Service Convention. As a result, the
Hague Servi ce Convention does not apply to service of process on
citizens of Taiwan.”). Moreover, to the extent defendant
contends | CAO Annex 13 should apply because Taiwan is voluntarily
conplying with its provisions in conducting the investigation of
t he Tai wan crash, defendant cites no authority to support its
position. Hollins v. Powell, 773 F.2d 191, 196 (8th Cr. 1985),
cert. denied, 475 U. S. 1119 (1986); In re G and Jury Subpoena
Dated January 4, 1984, 750 F.2d 223, 225 (2d Cir. 1984). To the
contrary, Taiwan has its own regul ations for conducting aircraft
accident investigations, which defendant does not allege prohibit
t he production of responsive docunents. Thus, the Court also
overrul es defendant’s | CAO Annex 13 objection.®

Based on the foregoing discussion, the Court hereby rules as
fol |l ows:

Request No. Rul i ng

1 Deni ed (noot)

6- 7 Deni ed (noot)

13, 15 Deni ed (sufficient docunents produced)
18- 19 Deni ed wi t hout prejudice’

6 For this reason, it is unnecessary to address the
plaintiffs’ argunent that defendant waived this objection.

" The CVR and the unpublished portions of the transcript of
the CVR tape are discoverable under 49 U S.C. § 1154(a), provided
certain conditions are net to ensure they will not be publicly
di ssem nated in an inappropriate manner. Section 1154(a)
provi des, in pertinent part:

(1) Except as provided by this subsection, a party in a
judicial proceeding may not use discovery to obtain —
(A) any part of a cockpit or surface recorder
transcript that the National Transportation Safety
Board has not made avail able to the public under
section 1114(c) or 1114(d) of this title; and
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20- 27 G ant ed

(B) a cockpit or surface vehicle recorder recording.
(2) (A) Except as provided in paragraph (4)(A) of this
subsection, a court may allow discovery by a party of a
cockpit or surface vehicle recorder transcript if,
after an in canera review of the transcript, the court
deci des that -

(i) the part of the transcript nade avail abl e

to the public under section 1114(c) or

1114(d) of this title does not provide the

party wth sufficient information for the

party to receive a fair trial; and

(1i1) discovery of additional parts of the

transcript is necessary to provide the party

with sufficient information for the party to

receive a fair trial
(B) A court may allow discovery, or require production
for an in canmera review, of a cockpit or surface
vehicle recorder transcript that the Board has not nmade
avai |l abl e under section 1114(c) or 1114(d) of this
title only if the cockpit or surface vehicle recorder
recording is not avail abl e.
(3) Except as provided in paragraph (4)(A) of this
subsection, a court may allow di scovery by a party of a
cockpit or surface vehicle recorder recording if, after
an in canera review of the recording, the court decides
that —

(A) the parts of the transcript nmade

avail able to the public under section 1114(c)

or 1114(d) of this title and to the party

t hrough di scovery under paragraph (2) of this

subsection do not provide the party with

sufficient information for the party to

receive a fair trial; and

(B) discovery of the cockpit or surface

vehi cle recorder recording is necessary to

provide the party with sufficient information

for the party to receive a fair trial.

49 U.S.C. § 1154(a). Here, the NTSB is a party to the

i nvestigation in Taiwan, and Section 1154(a), thus, arguably
applies. However, plaintiffs have made no attenpt to denonstrate
that the publically released transcript of the CVR, Anended Joi nt
Stip., Exh. 3, is insufficient for themto receive a fair trial.
Therefore, plaintiffs’ notion to conpel re Request nos. 18
(conplete transcripts of the CVR) and 19 (CVR tape) should be
deni ed.

12



30 Deni ed; however, defendant needs to
verify under Rule 26(g) that no
docunents are in defendant’s possession
or control (hereafter “Rule 26(Q)
verification”)

33 Deni ed (over br oad)
34- 35 Denied (Rule 26(g) verification)
36- 37 Deni ed
41 G ant ed
42 Denied (Rule 26(g) verification)
43 G ant ed
44- 47 Denied (Rule 26(g) verification)
51 Deni ed (rel evancy)
53-55 G ant ed
57 Denied (Rule 26(g) verification)
58- 69 G ant ed
74 Denied (Rule 26(g) verification)
75- 82 G ant ed

ORDER

Plaintiffs’ notion to conpel is granted, in part, and
denied, in part, as set forth above, and defendant Si ngapore
Airlines shall produce responsive docunents and Rul e 26(Q)
verifications to plaintiffs no later than twenty (20) days from
the date of this Order.
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