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Discovery material 3/16/72 ' :
WADC Technical Report 57-87 AD 119038 Stadelman, Xosin on hgtehing eg;
told me this @elle 1t is a fraud, I have mm my own analysis, It is ‘olm

typeseript 3/10/64 Pentagon conference, - _
Flight information digest 5/24/67 supplemented 8/16/67 and a. couple earlier ones,
9/14/67 Detrick report, Louise Trout D n

8/17/67 Swilley my H21 complaints, ‘ o .

8/11/67 Memo for the record, Thimpson calling Zellmer on my two complaints that week,
8/11/67 Trout to Mitchell, two H21, I'm upset

8/7/68 Daley memo my complaints increasing overflihhts, Handwritten notes say "He seems

to be buikding up a claim for personal injury based upon his and his wife's nearvous
Conditimo? : .

9/2/66 Betrick to Mitchell, double-rotor, directly overhead, read Army. Low, Two others

lete on ddults,

later not low, : : . : o

9/1/66 Detrick to Mitchell, H-21, directly overhsad, 100 ft. -

8/30/66 Detrick to Mitchell, 14l reported H21 less than 1000 £t over farm, two later,
both overhead, both like White House (hereafter WH) - |

8/26/66 Detrick to Mitchell ' el .
"The helicopter was identical o that of President Johnson's", Directly overhead
8/26/66 Memo for the refiord by Mitchell., I had asked that they xxk&y have someone call
me, Mitchell says I was told to write another letter, L

3/24/66 Detrick to Mitchell, directly overhead, similar to WH y

7/29/66 "Re Weishyrg Chicken ¥arm, Detrick to Mitohell, under 1,000, over property Hof.
5/22/66 Detricikito Hleyle Army, over farm, - '
Jndated, Detrick to Bleyle (like others, after our name 622-63) Lil reported bwo,

4 Apr, 1640 H 21 handwritten : '

*.z/g ¢
2/

/65 6=T00 feet, west of house g

12/17/65 Ehinook under 600 feet, to east/ :

11/23/65, my letter to Col, Blaclmarr, 24 Army JAG in response to his of

11/17/65 about "contdmung effort,..to inform Army eviators of your grievance". Three

nclosares not included, ‘ ‘ '

10/21/65 hc possibly wnder 750 feet

10/18/65 smsigned"memo for record” Lil called Detrick, h.c. under 500 reported by Lil,

landwritten notation "Just filel (My 3/16/73 comment: "Jjust file" when they are supposed

to be stopping thse things, when this elevation is additionally a violation of basie,

standing regulations?) . o

10/5/65 unsigned tmbdare oarbon letter to me apparently for Col, Radmarr's signature

n my reports, procedures, says "been unable to identify the helicopbeds flying over

‘our property”, Note jhis JAG does not ypu allege are flying over, etge Fow the obvious

:hinghemiswkwdonttheyuwtha&.rmdio'andasktlmpilctwkmheis, etcs Bnclosure

10t included, - - .

.0/11/65, n-~ to Blackmarr re his 10/6. On how they can identify hos, reporting sonic boom,

0/6/65, Blackmarr to D9e "eo.impossible for us to trace the source of the helicopters

dolating the flight regulations...” Again, no alleged helicopter, alleged violations,
enclosure, below, ' -

0/6/65, to Cmig O£f Army Flight Information, Mashington, from Donald Huntingdon, "Army

lains Offioer" (Harvey-note this is claims not operations, id 1% can have possible

varing on negotiations and rumning of statute). Admits violations,, It asks that L be

nformed ofnthe taking of requested steps f#nd that "this headquarters”, that is, claims,

4G, not operations people, "be informed when the requested information has been provided
o Mr, Weisberg", If this was done, it is not in this sheaf of papers provided,

3/1/65, me to Blackmarr, re his 9/27. Harvey, note this language of my letter which
ipports me end is undisputed #n ahy of this file of his letterss"Am you left, the

aptain [Steven Chicala] told me that the only questions remaining were the amount of




danage done us and regularizing the srrangements for reporting violations of the regula-~
tions", (EARVEY, His response of 10/1 does not dispute this in any way, not even by
inference,) Visit because Army has threatened"prosecution as a comuon nuisance” for
reporting [admitted] violatdons, on orders Second Army, (Theéappaax tomhave gone to
Detriok from my place and $o have ended that,) I go into out healths",..we have had the
most exhaustive series of medical exeminations and tegts and all other apparent reasons
for our health problems have been eliminated." Follows ref to "vexr¥ bad effeocts upon my
wife." The above-quoted language was underlined. Next paragraph referes again to consequences|
of continuing violations,"The question...is their effect upon our health,” This also - _
is underlined, initialled XEXin margin NB or WB (William Blackmarr] (HARVEY- of possible '
i .portance in re serial numbers I enclosed a broasdside plcture from AP showing none vigible)
Same initialling opposite underlining of ‘"we are suppose to report and wapt to report,
because we want relief," I tell him that I had been told helicopters had been identified
and how they can be identified if the Army wants to, Also underlined and initialled,

"It is also a matter that has had and continues to have deily the worst kind of effect .
upon our lives. How long we can continue o live this way, if indeed the idnd of existence
these things have forced upon us can be callsd 'living', I do not know...entire affair |
is a matter of ths greatest importanca to us., Its potentiality I hate to consider." T then
say, "If I have in this Mg_letteran'ed'inaxwway, I certainly would like you %o call

it to my attention.” HARVEY, This letter begins with the quotation of Chucala,only questions
are amount of damage, etce There should be a copy of this letter in the Morse file '
9/27/65 Blackmarr +o me, "ees I have no reason %o doubt" occasional overflights,

Undated, unsigned handwrd tten notes re regulations, etc, "y ‘

9/27/65 duplicate of second above, 1 _

3/12/65 "Mamorandum %o Army Claims Office" by Z.P.Koch, Office of Amry Claimg, :
apparently at Detrick, reporting my call re helicopter. Note again, not ton operations,
7/5/65 unsigned memo reporting nearhy helicopter. : : _

7/8/85 unsigned ditto .

7/15/65 unsigned ditto . 5

7/23/65 Lo Bart "Mamorandum for record". Sybject "Claim of Harold Weisberg”., No reference
to my "clain", only to the repoxrt of a violation, S0, I note that as of this date there
waaArmyreoomtiontbattMBrelatedtoaclaiﬁ. '

7/26 year eliminated in xsroxing handwritten "meo for record”, headed "Weisbegg". Violation,
7/29/65 Linda Bart's "Subject: Claim of Harold & 1dllian Weisberg” which mmomxkt makes
no reference to hing but gnother report from me,

8/2/65 Unsigned uarters Second Army" memo on a report from Detrick"this date", Here
the Second Amy's designation s "Subjects ¥lain of Harold and Idllian Weisberg,”

8/2/65 report of violation, L

8/5/65 "Subjects Claim of Harold & Lillian Welsberg” but only on violaticns,

6/4/65 Capt Z's hand note of call from Detrick after Lil's ocall 4liere,

Undated, typed, wnsigned note on violation,

Undated hand note someonc else annotated with illegible signature ("Lou"?) and " e~

pere memo and put in file", This begins "kinda Received from P$e Detrick” and covers
8/26/69 report. There is no memo of this, despite this directive to prepare one.

9/2/65 wnsigned memo of two helicopters, .

9/21/65 typed, changed draft of letter o me from Blackmarr. Change from ¥If you have any
questions pleass contact this office" to "do not hesitate to write to this office.”
9/21/65~triple=spaced draft, Changes, 1st par., "Efforts to wonfirm the information in
these ts" has "the information in" deleted. Other minor changes,

7/16/5%::1@. 3y stamped/date) headed "Subject:Claim of Harold mmg & Lillian Weksberg",
signed Jabes W, Loane, Captain JAGC Acting “hief, General Claims Branch,™ Reports con~
versatioh with MXSXGEFETKIREEXREEL JAG 24 At\uﬁ, Van Voorhis "ooncerning the claim of
Harold and Lillian Weisberg for 825,000 as well as the litigation Division OTJAG file
concerning related litigation". Says "forwarded herewith®, S

12/12/63 Van ¥me Voris to Lt. Col, Thompson, Chief Tort Claims Branch, Holabird,

"I am forwarding a memorandum for the record of my conversation with Mr, Weisberg," It




“8/19/84 Cmicala's hand note of call from ‘aft asking that he be rwesent when

and Elack marr visit us. Described as "interview” Headed 2530 and *Case i
"I cordiglly welcozad his nee” Chucala says re Taft, ' PR
8/17/64 Cmcala‘'s nagh note "sse # 622-53 "delocon?] Ken, & 114em Veis
appolntment « to visit claimant at his home, 25 Aug 64 (Tussday) was ag
‘Unsigned, undated hand note re Bodge, Detrick,"Coordinated to Recelve |

Weisberg and relay then to Hq, 24 Army, 4111-2201" followed by B ytriok
6634111 and apparently two extensions, 2201 and 4149 5 g T

Undated hand note headed"Martin[? | medicel claim® Follwing gre’ names and ad
at Dotrick bracketed and identified as "Wiiness” in left margin, 1st is "Dr. Setishuar,
U.S.Public Health Service, Ft, Dotrick”, Negt Capt Bissell and Lt, Col Hayes. . Deditd.
pracketed, "(Poultry)” after Bissell, Concludes wi

and extension, .

%y map of our location, T
9 pages undated, unsigned handwritiv: aclen plus dother in different band ¢¥ 3
in game hand, Begins with ref to iwjor freeman, Hg, USiP =nd then goes ints d :
the damage done us, wWith names of witresses, apparentl; ron me, Looks some
Chucala's handwriting, His is pPreceedin,; signaturs, ' L2

bandprint of apparent helicopter

?

th¥Dr, H.M.Vewolt" mihj,; ,

1

Josts or destinagtions-five,

2/24/65 C 's successor, Capt. Nick G. Zegres to He re m,r.Z/B/SS %o “hu aling
trespasses:"We regret thnt thise incidents are recurring despite our efforty $a
Ia ' ) . A ) ' s

Undated, unsigned hand note, large black caps "ULAIMS" partly lod!lh“ 1e 253

2/8/65 me to “hucala Hyp * PUrposé...my wife ‘s headaches have resppeared, They. &
bad and plwost erippiiig. in addition, both her semse of balanoe and mine hevi
invokved.. " It is ¢ tear that medical or health things nad been disoussed WigH'
7/1/64 Chucala's "supjects iR 25-25 Clain of Harold & Lillian Weisberg”, 6 €
Jeg Cladms, Holabird, "reference Memor ndum of Opinion thig } rtere® and
tiings, correspandence "from this office under dates 9 August 1963 and 12 Dec
aferredi:to in forw.rding letter from me. Hone of these are included here,
8/ 21/64, Hodge to Blucizurr re my phons calls "re Helicopter Overflights”, Ygg ot b ny
calls as "nuisance culls”, Far, 4 seys Blackmarr phoned him 6/%{54 told told ka to
fell me "that there was a possibility of the Amy teidng leg,) aobiom agilnet M, showdd: -
the harrassment by telephone continue,” Etc! i = el

6/24/642 Detrick Post Inspector Major C rleston's "SubjectsChickns and ¥, Hagodd
Welsberg...."(Ne then had no chickens.) fe had been told "to pheck and see ) Al
done to stop_ the harrassing phone calls of Mr, Harold Weisberg,® Eis yerage
J»"cs The P revicus Clains Officer, Sapt. Van Voris, went persenslly %o ¥r,
farm and said he could find nothing to substentiste the claims® 4a is sb
winn Van V was there,7/16/63 and "asked to EEndeEn see den
ocould produce nothing." There were
Van Voris went through my files and took what affidg
more Ualms for us to f31l outs and I see mo record of ay
concludes "and yet he could produce no dead chickens ¢
asguting he asked, Eve:r smell one?
7/20/634 Colouel Yeritt'. memo to Colonel Blackmarr, "Subject: Cla
Wedsberg,” HARVEY-you hac perhaps better read under 5 ref to dee
"for damage caused by tdlitary aircralt operated ourside =oope of

think they may cite or seek to Avake, Then 193 F Supp 815 )
rebutigble presumption of liability.?

BOTE THIS AMONG THx RECOMMENDATIONS: “5, What imuediste injury or damage was canped;
4. Whether they caused any delay | sic | or continuing injm damage.” Harvey, mote -
econcluding pa » which 1 leave you to interpret. I t it is guite relewm

ny quotation of g; 10/1/65 and to my representation of the purposs of ﬂ!t Mﬁ
Trom JAG 24 Army, : , ' o Ty
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; ot 4y : sy
g’%v, Y et o - A
7/24/63 Two coples 4 page Ven Voris nSubject AR 25~25 Claims of Hareld & Iillian
Welsberg, to Chief Claims, Holab#rd, Second has fifth page firat does not have.
P, 2, 4, "Helicopter flights...are fairly frequent” and rouled over our area, _
three years after deciaion! "There are a great many flights in the general vicinity
of 'claimant's-fam." In g he says kis "investigation wes jnocnolusive because claimants
had no records to suppdrt thelr alleged loses. Personal observations of course, revealed
nothingbecause the undersigned is not experienced in the operation of pomliry farma.”
Notet I don_t lmow Winrther he inspected the flocks, but I am sure I invited him and he
could not have avoided seelng very visible fmmages if he had. If he did not look, what
! 4he hell kind of "invesiigation" did he conduct? By recommends disapproval because (4n he 1)
§ nppe claims are the direct result of a continuing geries of incidents end are not,
* therefore, entitled to be treated as separate, digtinot claimse® 111111} _
In h 2 he says I "Pubmitted no evidence to substantiate his alleged losses", yet he did
not represent that to be his purpose +o us end I did offer him everything in our files -
he took only that which he wanted, I think my memo on this should be read with caree
Be then says "the undersigned does not dispute the fact that overflights and-sonic booms.
oocurTedessduring the perdod in question” Read his 2 carefully. He quotes me as saying -
I "felt the United States should engage poultry experts to provide this evidence", That
is not the case but it is close enough to validate whati I saye. We had an agreecment at
‘the Pentagon meeting that there would be impertial experts to assess the damage, ladokdng
%o an smicable settlement agreed to in pringiple, On this basis he recommends that
“the claim should be disapproved in its entirely at the admiristrative Zevel," Compare
thio .ith Mis brifsout out and helping us fill out pew clains!l ®iink his (3) should be
checked against the claims, for I am certain it is wrong, "Flaven of the clainms submitted
deal with losses sustained pedor to July of 1961 and are therefore barred by the two
year statute of 1imitafionse But his list of 5 enclosures tends to prove what I say, that
T tumed him loose inmy file eabinet to select what he wanted and there is 3, fmiscls
Statements & Affidavots". Obviously these are what he selected of my entire file when I
turned him lose in it without supervision. These affidavits include wowrn evidence that
his reports says I did not provide, Fifth page, above, error on my parto it is-
7/1/64, Leahy to Army JAG returning file "as a matter notwithin the area of responsibility
of t:is office and for referral %o the proper agéncy of Secend Army headquarters.” Noneof 5 atia
1/1/64 Siicala to Clains, folabird ref ot Van Vorls Memozandun of Opinion 7/24
and subSequent correspindence this office under gates 9 August 1963 abd 12 December 1963,
Check to mee if included. Ecloses my 6/29/64 ro (hucala, |
Someone clipped a new story, "Hens Migtake Helicdpterd for Hawksy U.S. Pays" and sent to
Blackmarr. Note to Linda added "for Welisberg £ilex to note and return Captain Van Voris"
Ny 6/29/64 to Ghncala. Mark opposite my ref to Pentagon agreemente Myref to né more chickens
and to"continuing |xpsimim problem of their effect on out health, to ehich there should be
numerous referenfea in your files." )
12/14/64 “ucala note of call from Hodge on helicopt@roported day before.
12/%0 64 Z.P.Koch memo to Chucala on Hodge's call on my report of day before.
1/21/65 Unsigned handwrbtten, 2 ;. memo on call from Hodge after my report of H21 overflight.
Bel #192-32147, "there were 3 helicpoters flying in that area®,
2/3/65 Handwritten not: of call from Hodge, my report B-2i i
\ 3/4/65 Call from Hodge secretary, my report of very low overfiight.

gﬁiﬁg Hoch f"emrandém to Army C%;isma Officer", Detrick ecall on my report.

memo conversation between o Haln ‘

iy Q ot Gapts - 3{24/65"9 » Detrick, and Migs B&ﬂ’ 24 Army, my mport.
4/2065, typed note from Don to Nick on the owner of a chicken farm reporting H-2{

4/26/65 Detrick's call reporting Major Smith, White House, confirmed one of theirs and

ay offer of film of last four "ineidents”, S

5/20/65 Detrick call on “il's call of low double-rotors

6/15/65 on form AR 340-15, of four reports from Vegrick, June 2,4,10,15 and efforts to -

identify 24 Army Flight Det.3!ith Armored Bavs Base Opera , 8tc, Only the wrong places!

when they do chscks One actually said what is false and records will show to be false, that

9
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" "the helicopter probably belonged to a civilian approximately 5 miles north of Welsberg '

farm”, I lnew all my heighbors apd none had a helicopter, as FAA records will show. They
did check Davi , which is Belvoir, and got a negative, page 2, - !
6/4/65 report of 6/2 from Detrick, with hand note similar of 6/15 addad

6/8/65, from Detrigk, my repor:
6/10/65. from Detrick, my reports
6/11/65, from Demok. ny day before call, very low, 0D |
12/15/64 2 pp Chucala handwritten "Investigathon to détermine identity of helicopter.
overflight a) 10 Dec 64 1627 hourss b) 14 December 64 1713 hours.” He seems to have
selected one I reported witn pontons to call all around and find none of bases had one with
pontons instead of looking for transient or asidng about and I have yet to see any single
record of anyons doing what I asked: use radio. In every case,. Iamost, I reported in time
for Detrici/East Boast Relay to contact directly. They have elaborate rgdio installatdons,
So, Chucala concludes can t be idemtified (not that didn't happen)s ‘
9/10/64 typed memo on forh to Blaclmarr on call from Hodge, myx identification of air-
sea rescue helicoptery 14115 hours.
9/10/64,1500 hours, 2 pp “hucala handwritten "Action after report low-flying helicopters”
He calls the same people and never asks one if they have special air-see rescue markings .
or knowa of any transients. I got this identification from identifioation pictures given
me or from Frederick com:ercial field, something like that. My report quoted is silver
with orange trim, no request for such identification, if asked. - :
12/12/63, Van Voris MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD, A self-gerving record of his call to me about
an overflight two days earlier. He says he didn't come because I said, two days later,
"there would be nothing to observe or record. That could have been true of any attempt
$o isolate anything from that particular flight, but not in general; for there never
was a time when damage was not visible. He does say we offered them p&.ctums shiodocgxx
showing the relationship of that flight and the house.

15, Z.P.Koch to Chucala on Detrick's reporting my report nigh% beofre, 600=T50 feet,
3 26/64, Chucala, handmtten, saying that on that date when hs and Blackmarr left oud
place they ent to Yetrick and told Hodge to accept my calls, o
8/26/64, Chucala 1 p hand memg.75 words apyrox. Reports somewhat exaggerated representa~
tionofahathesayalsaid,butimludemwdisplayingtapesreatmﬁngamdfﬂmand '
affidavits,
7/24/63 anouther copy Van Voris report, none of attachments included.
8/3/63, my letter %o Van Vorise I open by reminding him of his askdng if I'd settle under
an eminentpdoman principle, telling him what I have to do to be able operate, how I have
to plan, about sonic booms, tell him I have to cancsl orders (very illegible copy). Quite
the contrary of his representation that I offered mo proof, this reports on the protddms
of computing because of the avrious means that can be used, says that just yesterday .
two members of the Agricukirual Boonomics facglty at the Univ of MA had been with me to
do this, etc. I then refer to the original agreement, that we get tog¥ther with experts
on this, so we can eliminate problems of computation, Report damage to equipment about
which something has to be done if I am to use, I want to be sure thatfwe agree that _
We are going to try to agree after which I will be better able to procesds This reflects >
that I did tell the truth mzdthattherewasapampoaeinhiaoominz This file has no
copy of any answer but it does hold other letters from mes
7/19/63. 1 had called him to raise questions about how to proceed with computatiocus but
he was not in and didn't retwrn call, "What can we do about those laying flocks damaged
but still alive and on the premises?” (Compare this with his report and his failure to -*---Q
respond or deny this letter/offer to see? I send him "copies of these claims" of earlier -~ -

period.

2/27/63, me to Van Voris reporting I have no copy of a chain I had discussed with him. el
17/63I£ahy to me (onyl this one ietter in file and none of mine! \; '
9/63, Van Voris memo to chief Army 6lains forwarding my 7/27 and §/8 letters and saying -

only that "Capte Van Voris does not recall any conversations with respect to recovery i

wnder eminent domsin®. None of the rest is denied, this is not really denied, and my rt?.\_

letter shows I did not talk about settling the claims under eminent domain but for the
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12/11/63 Col. Krysakowsid, AF JAG, to Lt. Col. Thompson, Army Claims, Transmits somio=
boom claim, asks return, Enclosures follow: S '

1/21/63, Powers, abtorney Advisor Memo for the Record. Refers t0 me, when I had filed but
one such claim, as "this persmnial claimant", _ ‘ _ T e
"t. Col. Yandala,AFCJA-15, advised that they had & file on him which is classified under

£

' Miscellaneous., " (D0 el :

*% Harvey, unless this turms up in what follows, I think it might be worth qsk.’mg
for tiis so-called miscellany. Why they shouldmhave Any kind of file on me outside the
file on the claim is not readily apparent

"and Walter Morse considers him a orackpot...” perhaps wb.w_ill Bave to confromt .
this. I doubt Morse said it and I'm sure it is contrary to what he told others and neo .

10/20/61 Iliegible copy my letter to Col. Butt. Note someoue added check after my comuent
that AF behavior was "shameful", I doubt this could be disputed, were there any point, I
note it because it is but one mxx of & series of' things in these files designed to %
prejudice. Although the original c¢laim had been rejected, this has a hand note added T
$250,15 award (_sonic)"’. : .

10/17/¥361 Butt to me. Harvey, note this carries ny claim file as AFGJA - 13, not the .

15 noted above, The "miscellansous" file on me is, therefore, apparently a separate one,
Th re is no reference to eny 14, Should we assume this also relates to me and ask for i4?
Butt saye what they h d earlier told me, that this was the final administrative action
possible, As it was wrong before, I am sure it was in this case, tooe Copies indicated
to files of Lt, Heimert, Majo. Lowery, Col. Butts Have they gives us those files? Ask .
Better why not? ;

23 Cr 28 ¥ay 1961 (illeg) Navy Captuin Sicarns, Director, Litigations and Claims, JAG,
to Orrick, Assistant AG, W. At Russell Chapin (do we want those files, too?)Tns
DJ file aesignation is included but is illegible. .
Stearns says quit: the opposite of what the Army argued, It would be good 4o know if
he was th: Navy's JAG representative at the First. Pentagon meeting vwhen we agreed to
use the Military Claims Act. He says of the decision,"would be properly cognizable
undor the *dlitartjClaims Act (10 USC 2733) it is felt they are not actionable under the
Federal Tort Claims Act..o.If they are, Mr. Weisberg could apnually vex the Govermment
with a gimilar suit...” : 55 el
1 am damsged, a court so rules, there is no denisl of the damage or the cause, &8
this cat says I'11 be "vexiny" thew? Would “homsen ap,reciate this? If 80, consider
the part where he says, despite the decision, "pllots have mmmotk nowhere elme to look
but to FRARMOOGHRECREREREF ederal standards to govern their flight conduct,.” And do
they not also have regulations to which to "look"? Cpuld they not issue new ones, as ,
they did? Anything but end the tort! He has comments attached S pages, +t like his letter AZ7.
kave underlining added before xeroxings I think you should note the quote above is marked,
"Comnents on decision of Judge Thomsenioeo" ‘ ’
Upens by questioning whether state law can protect us, foliows with lengthy quote.
Admission that sirens also frighten marked in mHergine
Bottom page 2 he interprets Maryland law to Presume liability and says this can be
overcome (only?) "by a showing that the injury was not caused by negligent operationec.”
He refers to "priua facie" liability under the Marylund statute.Somebody marked "pre-. °
sunption of liabdlity" twice, underlining and arrow. '
Page 4, his coment on the Tucker Act seems interesting but is iliegible, I think it
may say that wiyh greater frequency there uay have been a taking, He notes that Lhomsen
also sat in the Nyunaglly case, This part also is marked. o
I find it interesting that he argues overflights ars "innocent” whersas his own
Nav¥§'s regulations prohibit overflights. Noted in case we have Navy people to confront
or the validity of legal arguments to assess. .
Conclusions cpntrary to Tnomsen's decision, they have no ligbility,

1
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: New sjitfros o ‘ :
4/20/61_l+ Crook's Memo For Record with two ¢lips of award, ref to sonic=boom claim
status and inaccurate citation of decision, exaggerating what Thomsen said of ne,
and undgrlining it alone. R : o

4/117/61 ny letter to Col Bauer, response to his 3/31, : - :

Harvey? on proof they had for this claim and for the case, I cite South Dakota :
State Univ Bvidence that after everlights thers was a drop of almost half in productiom,
This ps underlineds It also shows that two-thirds of the reduction was never regmined,.

1 have this, unless Rauh & Silard dce Or unless you took ite I also refer them to -
actual jexaminations of the non-laying chickens by the State vet. I offep them al1
Lhe info I have., Tne parts of the photocopies of the Univ report that are marked are

illegible in this reproduction. Onc of +he excerpis is not included here but is described
in the letter, ' v ‘

Illegible, undated note, part shorthand, Byattstown, Md and helicbpters written bnt;»

3/31/61, a first lieutenant, Air Force (NOT JAG), Heimert, to Secretary, on ny soido-
boom claim, with u sentence added by Bauer, - :

Hurvey, they are nsigg 10 USC 2733, Military Claims Act, Means both AP and Navy ddd

bt Army argues it couldn t.

2o 18 a lie, Dover AFB had initially confirmed, not denied, and was quoted in the
newspaper. my source. They had admitted to me and accepted &he claim from me, Becausa
this is a deliberate lie to the higher~ups and is typical of what causes the present
situation, as it did all our problems, I ask you to note the attached handwritten
note, both parts. The first says, "You know hoi I feel about paying anything® and the
second asks if soieone else shouldn't sign, appears to be SAF, or Secretary Air Fores?
Someane has wixr written "Ho!", Or, it is clear they do not adjudicate, do not ‘consider
evidence, have no intention of ecither, and all this is hidden. It is not in what was
sent to the Secretary,

3o is likewise deception, Even if thc storm could have caused damage, as it never
did, the boom was first, It acknowledgzes that chickens could have broken steel equipment,
aw. they offer to pay for it, Lif you compare this listing from my claim, you'll find it
is precisely what they offer to pay except for one, the largest item, lost egg production,
which is on next page. ) S

4o The argument is irrelevant because there is no comparison between imnature
puliets and laying hens, because there ig nothing to indicate the magnitude or the cangse
of the fright referred to, and because it is, from the material I sent them, false, The -
real fact is that no expert could say there eould have been all the damage admitted
with none on the laying capacity., The cited opinion of the AF vet could not have been
more irmelevant because it refers to chickens already laying and ig of dubious basis
in any event, ETTE T IIECTTPNTVEITICTIOC " ’

2/9/61 Wright-Pattorson JAG to Hq USAF. Note tiat 2 says they lied 4in denying the
boom accured. They knew ‘they lied and yet acted based on the known lie. So, in 3, they
Bwitch to whether the boom was "the proximate cause", :

4a to damage, note this language im 33 :

"It could unquestionably result from an isolated low level fly over." I think
this, in genersl, is all the proof we need in the other cases, if not also in this, - _

1 am geing into this to give you & case in points On the one fhand they acknowledge
all the damages I allege except loss in production, including losses in chickens, xxk
yet to strain for a basis to refuse paying the claim, they argue "the lack of eWidence
of a severe 'pile up' among the flock." This notwithstanding admitted losses in Zive
Eifterent flocks for which, in their amendment, the agree to pay! '

This gets really orazy in the alisgation that the e chicks wers sick with
bronchitis, which they never had, «AMIeROR SRENN S SR

Sare: W@ PMoreover, I have already cited the letter reporting repeated
examinations by the state vet showed no sickness of any kind and I never alleged
they had bronchitis or had it as a result of the boom, :

wil L e
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The most casual examination of this file will show that a #mall fortune was spent
to avoid paying a modeat, legitimate claim, The reason is in the note marked in red
on the preceding page, they take a policy position to pay no claims, law or no law,
damage or no damage, The hell with everybody. Iam recording this because I think it
is the kind of thing Lewin cam use with some effect in court, v .

What is reglly incredible, except for the factothat they never expected anyene
except a lawyer who had no basis for disagreeing, is "we submit that the virus in -
claimint's flock existed independently of any flight whatsoever," This is superficially.
reasonable, But there was no virus in tle flock and I made ho claim for virus, They

then go farthur and say i1t "was induced by the innoculation of defe tive vaccine er |
: SEC VI TTOTTYe08. FITICT VIR0 TS EREEX R CERI R4 5%

R TIET Y ;
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How could they simultaneously, here in b.,
to the boom and yet offer to pay for deaths in five flockgf as they later did? -

$ makes it clear they lied to Marsh or lied about what he said.The claim was not
made for chickens in productiom, already damaged by helicopters, No¥ can it be true
that "The best "hio farms have produced only at a rate of apprexinately 80% at peak
production.” I note this also because it glves another facet to the horrible example I -
have in mind, Production records proving the fglsity of the allegation are limitless,

1/26/61, Col Lee, Staff JAG, Middletown Air Material Area enclosing file #n claim and -saying
attached copy to Dove‘r”AFB., Not included, . # at .

2/3/61, My letter to Butts, in response to his of 1/31/61. His is not here but is much -
farthur down in the file, He says there was "eareful investigation" and that "investigation®
eos"established " no AF plane "in the area at the time alleged”, The 2/9/61 letter cited
above ig proof that this a a lie and a deliberate lie, 1§ o= ’ o

12/15/60 to AF Secretary after Lee's, which is lower in the file, It gotes to him that
there were "laboratory analyess by competent state authorities, complete even to the
point of the making of cultures from brain ttisue, showed no infection", whereas Lee
kas said they were "infected". '

7/4/60 Six pages on form Beport of Claims Officer. It cites as proof no boom, first
pags, Exhibit G, whitoh letter of 2/9/61 said is false, Item 9 Bays these pullets had
"that day received certain shots". This was false. They were not injected, 11B nay
be of later interest as a basis on which they act. Y& says there is no damage from a
sonic boom, if there had been one, because "It is my understanding that prior tests
in this area have failed to show any apureciable ef ects on produstion.” I submitied
evidence, mentioned and listed, yet on the basks or an erroneeus "my understanding”
ke rejects a claim? If a lieutenant, to whom this was later assigned (letter 2/9/61)
going to call a Major, Percival B, Hamilton, who wrote this, a Mar and an incompotent
and an unlawyerly lawyer? AR

5/6/60, my letter To Captain Robinson, Dover AFB JAG, the claim. This letter cites the
negatdive medical history, never any "infection”, "has never been any disease among them",
with actual, repeated state diagnostic tests as basis, yet this gets twisted into the
theorizing as in the Lee letter of "infected” and is described as a "careful" investigation!
1 cite the next flock as comparison, quote my records that they peaked at 96%, and without
examination of the actual records, they present to hugher authnrity the alleged opinion '
of Marsh cited above. In additiBn to the statements I filed, I refer to other, comsulted
authorities the file indicates were never consulted by the AF, Attached are Post clipping
on the boom, some of our literaturs, including a newspaper agcount of a poultry proceeding
featuring somc of our record-breaking productivity, for that era fantastic growth, X

3 1bs of weight at 7 weelk, .

Among the evidence submitted and ignored is that of the claims office of my insurer,
attemting to "irreparable damage" from a boom and "itappears that your claim is a

modest cne” from his knowledge of wy operation, '

ble
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" 6/10/60 Disposition form, to base vete This form is incomplete, so what base is not.

indicated and the answers. are incomplete, ending in an incomplete sentence, Becauge
of what he actually says and the misrepresentation of it by others afterward, I think
we should ask for the entire thing,From the language I will quote, I think you will
agree that if the omission is accidontal, it is g remarkable accident, In what folliows,
I will add emphasis., : _ ‘ = '
"1s Request your professional opinion to {_sio] the folldmwing questions: '
ae Could the injectign of liv vagcine cause the results alleged in the
attached lettex? o '
be If the answer to the above is negative,

) 3 PNy,
Gause the results as alleged i e

"2, kx Request any other additional information you can.i_fumish,concexning

. " e 2 3

There was' S8°*ERSBIEE.H%, 2A88R nvolved individual handldng and extra stresses,
It was not as assumed, a live-virus vaccine, but as my claim olearly shows, soething -
much different, an "at:enuited livedvirus vaccine", Thig means it was weakened, diluted,
"Contamination” is carefully controlled by the government. All vaccine was Jlicensed and.
produced under supsrvised conditions that made this a frivolity, Besides, there was an
exceptionally alear medical recerd on this particular flocks no sickness, no infection,
and tests so fine they included even brain~tissue cultures and studies, The State wag -
bafiled and went to this extrm trouble. The physical health record wes exceptional,
that good, ‘ Lie

Bo, an entirely irrelevant aituation is presented, factually incorrect to boot,
The answers? o

1o The worst that could be expected is "It is 2eossible to got x mild regpiratory
AYmptoms after vaccination....” and when this guy is stretching to make it possible to
allege what is later alieged, the most he says is that "it is posaible o get the altverse

FE20N T Rk wrv: Q-

v $4. 8

Buld the vactine, Af contaminated,

(‘0‘.

results..o.allegedly blamed on the sonle boom if cad is not takem in the choice of vaccine

and in the methed of aprlication.” )

"Mild respirgtory gymptons® fivex month Dbefore production are here, meaning in
relation %o the claim, irrelevant, Some Vaccines are supposed to have this result, The
symptoms, meaning sniffling, as fwxx from @ cold, in the absanse of g disease
1o more than that the vaecine "took", You should realize thgt in all of this they never
asked and didn't ever kmow what vaccine I used.Ml clain makes repsated and suscesaful
uss, with no adverse result ever, clear, And I, of course, was nét the only user, This

in itself takes care of the hedging,™f care is not taken in the ghpdee of the vgocine",

Actually, I used only a mild one, But nowhere is "the results Alleged" indicated op
described, I claimed deaths fyon trampling. From the vaccing? Physical ingbility to 3
eggs. Thatbis something I don ¢ believe was ever attributed to a vaccine, es
not so long later, "Care" canAt refer to a federaliy-licensed and sale-lioensed,
approved vaccine, espe:ally not an attenuated one, “hethod of application? Note they

says it was injected, it ' Without checking records I can't be sure, but I an
certain it was in liq  for 0p in a nostril or more likely, merely in the drinking
water, So, "methed of .,plic also is out, irrelevant, THig would be true even if
I had injected, for the vaer 4d have run out it I'c mufak mdministered too much, It

came in measured quentities

In 2 he says he can't 1. . ansver:"It is necessary to know what vaccine was st
used and the method of application before I can determine if the vaecination caused his
troubles." They never asked, as this file in itself proves. Instead they mdsreprésented
this opinion, never dreaming we would ever ses it, "Also, 1 mugt Aknow vhether any other
diseases ware vaecinated against a: the same time." For your information, the answer is
"no", But agein, I was never asked, '

"5e Emcluding vaccination there is the possibility that these birds were coming down with
4nfectious bronchitis...” Not culy nmever asked, but the record submdtted Lo coltrarys
no sickness of any kind-ever-State lab certified,

"4 I must agree thit it is possible for chickens to be frightensd to the point

® mmmte



of sléf-destruetion, that eugs may not hatch and that egg production will be", Zare
it all ends, .“egardless of what may follow, and I'd sure like to have it for the major
issues, it is clear that he is saying that my claim may be valid and probably is fith
a sonic boom, : , : ' S

If you or Mr. Lewin will examine the representations of this, based on which lawyers
and higher authority acted, you will see it is, at best, not faithful, Lt is reglly, I
think, deliberate deceptions The evidence I submitted is not only not refuted, . t isn'%
even addressed, The answer, of course, is in the handwritten note, that as a matter of .
policy they will not pay damages because they prefer the fiction that there are ncne,

Undgted, incomplete copy of what is not the eriginal of the first rage of my claim, :

1/26/6%, Col Lee, Stafr JaG, to Dover iFB ar to MAJ Claim, It attacts attention to what
has been underscored in red in my letter, impossikle to isolate in the xercx, and .
asks for "informetion regarding claimant's statement®, Preceeding this in file, I recall
nothing that could be the response.Nothing adifessed to Lee. In 2 theyalmost demand & -
statement that my allegation be denied when in fact it was true. -

1/31/61, 18t Lieutenant lieimert, AF Hq, to Secretary (roally!) Air Force afiirming the

Sorrectness of all the falsehood, concluding "It i3 recom.ended that the appeal be denied.”

7Y this time the falsehood was known, and it kas admitted in duatter of days, in the
Yotter of 2/9/61 avove, Butt affirmed the same day, next page. That is pretty fast.
Hiemert writes his letter 1/31 and the same day Butt seys-and this is complete = '
"The appeal of Harold Weisberg has been rresented to the Secretary of the Air Force wnder
the provisions of 10 U.5.C. 2733 and has been denied,” I had no idea tha letters &t
written so early in the morming and that +he Secretary of the Adr Force had nothing else
to do so he could read, deliberate anfact on this thick file, with enoygh tine left ‘
for the shufiling papers to get back to Butt through the regular mail or by mnessenger
with enough time left for him to make & record-gll in a single day!And still have tiume

to write me the game day, which is what followss

1/31/61, Butt to me. This is the lettgm! skipped to refer to earlier. Kemember,
Harvey, the date is stamped on this. ‘his mesns it was both dictated and typed -

all in that one day, 1/31/61, Guess the entire Air Force did nothing else that dag? It
is the letter flasely saylng their investigation shows no sonic boom when it did, It
also falsely says it is the final administrative action, soon enough proven by them to
be false, (Next is a duplicate of Hiemert's of 1/31/61 avove, alse stamp dated 1/31/61,
When you consideg that Heimert was at Ulmstead base, which is negy ﬁarrisburg, it is
clear that my exaggeration of what was accomplished on that single day is not much’
exajgerated, : a ‘

Fredericic V, Filler, 1st Lt. and a vet, the conclusion of something else 2 probebly the
incomplete 6/10/60 Disposition Form, if so, something is still missing, Tt seems to say
that egz production could be"decreased from a loud noice". It secms to pretend that once
they forget about the: noise, all is the same with the ciiclens, something chickens ncver
learned and he surely didn:c fron experience., He foes into what we never had, like
"tlunderstorm loses", makes new ones not claimed for up,"suspended incubation trouble”,

¥

Even I can't guess what that one isl, And I cank}o sowe guessing, too!
6/29/60 A t/Sgt says he was told there ¥as no beom. treat proof!
g ‘

6/10/60 Dover AFBase, wiich confirmed the boom, asking Fort ee Air Defense Sector if
there was one and gets the 1/ 1/60 answer "This headquarters has no record of any 'sonic
booms' on Mxx 22 May 1959". Considering that they were larthur sway than & boom can earry,
little wonder! '

7/ 6/ 60 apparent f orwarding of foregeing to Dover from unidentified Captain Grahl, but it
says it is "concerming the sonic boom on My 22 May 1959 near Hyattstown, Myyland”,
which is something less than a denial of it!

6/29/60, Grahl at Dover to Andrews, jx transferring the claim to them, Same date, Granhl
to me notkfying me of the transfer to Andrews. :

N



11/16/60, Lee to me, denying olaim, the "infected" 1etter. Says it is "final and cone
clusive". Is it necessarybto deceive and to lie to a cliamant t is way? It was nﬁa‘b}d.ng
but final and conclusive, as he admits, for I could appeal. (duplicated several later)

11/16/60, Lee to Andrews. This long befre I received any refusal, he eays, in what it
was never expected would be seen,"ample evidence appears in the file to support the
allegation that a bhém did occur ( see newspaper clipping, Exhibit B)" So, they lied,

to me and to all higher authority, including, apparently, the Secretary. Even the
clijping, part or all of the "ample evidence”, I supplied, from the Library of Congress.

"It is readily admitted that sudden loud noises do frighten fwl of all ages, sometimes
gausing them to arowd...many are suffocated....ihe statement fvom the Veterinarisn
(Bxhibit F) indicates that fright from loud noises may msmxmxtim result in the decrease
of egz production, and eggs which will not hatche.."

Here is where he makes it up, their being lab reports,"It is also possible that thia
particular gwmyp group of chicks were already infected..." It is not that I had net
addressed this. I had, at the outset, in person and in writing, If they doubted, they
did not ask. Instead they fabricated.

He makes up another one, Where the eggs being set upon by waterfowl were broken or.
the fowl were so frightened they abandoned the nest, he says "it is alleged that the.
waterfowl eggs did not hatchoss"

"Chickens are known to be, by nature, rather nervous animla, readily panicked by
sudden noises." Ours were never, ever, bothered by thunderstorms, which is part of their
normal lives, that to which, genetically, they are adjusted. S0, he blamed it all on them
and wild animals! inside such tight, closed houses as we hads"FThunderstorms, the presence
of wild animals, and other similar occurrences can result in trouble for the poultryman

and the incidence of such hazard is high". No doubt why we mever had it? "It would be
extrenely unfair td conclude that claiment's damage arose fme from a possible sonic
boOmes o™

A1l this stuff about how easily chickens are frightened and damaged by the fright §x
is not what they have steadfastly pretended, no¥ is it what they told Thomsen in the trial.

7/8/60 Claims Office Major Hamilton, Andrews, to hief Clains USAP. His recapitulation

of "5, FACTS™ is less than that. e doean %t even 8oncede that the Post printed the story
(®an e allegedly appearing in the 23 May 1959 ‘vlashingbon Poat) with a copy in hand,
from the Library of Congress!

While they knew there had been a boom, "ample evidence" being their own descrdption,
they resort to the lack of knowledge alleged to a base more than 100 miles away %o say
that base alons "had no record of any spnic boom on 22 May 1958%,

He then refers to the then pending suit. What he does not say is that in mald.ng
this claim, I had told Dover AFB about that and had becn careful to omit any loss in
production to amy other flock in this clpim. It is 100% limited to the loss to this flooks
Oilly chickens imnediate damaged are inclded in chickens. When these are for [ 1ittle
as less than $9.,00 for a flock, can it be that I was cheating? Fer so small a sux? :

Under"@itation of Authorities”, b., he really stretches, using failure to damage &
brick wall as a comparison and that not from a legal or scientific source but from an -
Air Force propaganda sheet I have, a public-relations dishonesty not uncommon and amply
disproved since, Harvey: the govermment has outlawed bdonic booms anywhere over US land,

Although the boom was confirmed, he pretends again that it was not and says "it
is my opinion that could be rejected on th:.; basis.”

He winds up by word for word, the ’uly language of anotherinthia
file, the previously~quoted answer to 11B in the 7/4/60 claims report quoted above,
(Tnis nemo is repeated below in a pink copy.) (An incomplete copy of 12/13/60 to
Air Secretary hsre, with notation original and two copies to Col. lleexfg

8/9/60 Colonel Averbuck (the guy who exajgerated and misrepresented the decision later)
to AFCJA~13, in connection with this claim,ZBE Subject: O.K.Farm v. United States, Several
unclear documents follow,

b
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This makes repeated complaints and the legitimacy of the oomplaint of low-level flights
clear (but they are "authorized¥, as thpugh that eliminated damage!) While a colenel
actually saw low-level flights, they use the same device they did with me, asking other
bases, Even then they admit thak low-flying planes were observed by others nearby. This
is by now redundant, but I repeat as evidence of their certain lmowledge in these matierss

"The Chief of the Védserinary Grpup...furnished a statements.o.thst premature moulting -
and impaired egg laying is possible as a result of infrequent noise..." This is added
to by another AF vet, who ssys in zddition that the noise may ruin a flock (M:tach.m,
which may or may not be here.)

Next to the last page quotes this language from a Texas case, Wm,
278 SW 24 385,1954, "where physical injury results from a fright or other mental shock
cgused by the wrongful act or omission of another, the injured party is entitled to
recover his dsmages, provided the act or omission is the proximate cause of the injury
and the injury ought, in the light of all the circumstences, to have been forseen as g
natural and probable mmmsm consequence thereof,..." Here the AF itself adds that 1n;jury
was forsoeable and that "an wunauthorized low flight would be negligent".
7/8/60 0.K.Fazm v U,S. "Information on the effects of high intensityes of sound on
poultry is lacking"”, the base and area veterinarian Major J.D.McCullough says. o

"The only scientific work located" was the Stadleman report. It used tape—-recorded ;
sound, fairly continuously when it was played backe. It was for broilers. At the beginning
31 days of age, IxkimromortimronooxrkaXewkty "they reacted violently". At 45 days "there
was still some corowding.” Decible level 20 lower at far end of pen used, Its conclusions
include "loss...more likely to occur from an isolated, low=level fly-over than from
continuous noises." It expects effects from "shadow or other conditions" with the reality’
rather than tape recording. This recaps says pothing about mortality. It nonetheless
concludes that such a "stress factor" or "amnoyance" might be the one tha tmmchix
"2411 send the chickens #nto a slump when added to other stresses". This is to say the
chickens are getting along o.k. with the other stresses normal to their lives, but this
one can tip the balance and throw them into "a slump", in egg production. It is specific
in decaribing "Unusual noise that explodes into axRkmmk the flock into panic might be ‘

such a strees," This also is what 1 alieged in the claim, and - they accepted the fright
and considerable damage as realities.

6/12/59 Kelly AFBase Request for information from Texas 4 & M Poultry Vept. Damage
claim from hatching-egg producer for meat chickens from sonic boom by two planes.
Harvey, meatestrain chickens are emot:.onally more stable, While only four birds were
smothered, a premature moult was caused, in early summer, which would be quite early,
Production dropped so much the entire flock of 1,000 was sold although ti was okly a
little over a y:ar old or at what would have been its laying prime, Quisenberry. head
of poultry department, says the stress from the bohm could have caused the moult,

The panic would have caused a drop in egg production,

This is restricted to meat-type layers. What it says that is relevant supports me,

1/ 29/ 60 Col. Lowre, USsF Claims, JAG, to liddletouwn, Olnated AFB, re my claim, transmitted
for disposition.

6/12/60, Major Jacobson, Stafif JAG to hiet Ulaius, USAF JAG saylng my claim is attached
(1t isn't here), reporting pending suit, First endorsement, same date, by AWerbuck. He
reports informing Armp which "feels I that "it has nothing in common or peritinent to

Mr., Weisberg's suit." Averbuck concurs that claim is separate and should be handled that waye

Undated ' emo on low-flying helioopters by Major ¥.W.Tomlinson, Office Secretary Air Force.
It opens by describing me as "a wealthy gentleman chicken farmer who owns a farm on th-
direct helicopter route from the White House to Camp David and Gettysburg" (Havev
hower's farm st Gettysburg,)

It identifies blue as Air Force helicopter color.

7/20/6C Butt to Tax and Litigation Diwision asking if he can ‘proceed to sett i« .

7/68/60 Hamilton memo for chief claims, duplicate of above, Attached are claim .
{te{chments ag above, id\duplicate, both gg'%s less cleare End this file.



Unidentitfied file that sta.rts as tnoué,n 1t 18 Leany's A / =

2/7/68 Cpte Povney's memo on suit, on how long flight plans are kept and where and

says all area pilots know farm and problem. There is an appended hand note signed RILP .
2/7/68, telecon w/ Burdick, givihg strange concept "damage criteria" considering: regula~
tions, decision, etc. "depend en whether area is coligested", saying ¥f plane is over

& 500" no damage revovery allowed. For helicopters, they ame allowed to fly as low as
possible w/o causing damage". Adds, "Burdick may want us to act as coordinator for
services in this case., Will postpone that decision. If we accept, on request from VGL, we.
will have to find a "chicken expert" In all those years the services had made no effort
to find out what hapvens to chickens after what I reported in overfllghts and damages. ‘
8o long after i filed claims, af ter the first suit?

5/6/68 Capt. Burtis, hrmy Claims to chief. Litigation Divis:Lon, OTJAG sayimg it encloses
"the claim of Harold Eeisberg who recently [ sim] filed an action in U.5. District Court"
and that "The file contains all the evidence obtained from every source which is in the
possession of this office.” It will be interesting to see what "211 the evidence™ is.

7/3/64 Tafths letter to Leahy charging alterations in tymmxe transcript of 3/10/64 ,
meeting and sagyingjit had been agreed "you would have to Bold off administirative action.
with respect to the claims wkiemgt alreacy filed." Leahy's respouse is not next in the file. -
- He has annotated itt "Hearteming News! L", This, I think, bears on the note I made

earlier that instead of settling this matier as had been agreed and trying to end the .
problem the military had determined to use me to unde Judge. lhomaem'ls decision, which they
éidn't like and about which they had cracks to make,

Bearing on the runuing of the statute, this hand note at bottom oi first pages

"Suspend £ale to 1 Jan 66" and "File"
Cen they have agreed to this and now alleged the running of the statute?

7/7/64, Lenhy to Claims, ilolabird and Staff JaG, Hg, Secand Army, returning "enclosed
correspondence in conucction with the reporting by lir. g%gld Weisberg of alleged
violations of regulations by helicoptersessnot within t gponsibilitm of this
office"” but is Second Army's. .

1 July 64 so0 pale as to be illegible, bhncala to Leahy's office.' It says thekr correspondence
on this matter begins, as best I can make it out, Juy 28, 1998 and refers to their
correspend.nce of August 1963 and December 18%F 1963, We, t erefore, should have their
files going back at least to 1958,

It forwards my attached letter. My letier is not atiachsd hara

1/6/64 Leahy to me, almost illegible, it is copded so pule. 4 note at the bottom of the
first page secms to read "Suspend", Wher as he concludes this by asking that I "henceforth
direct all commmnications concerning your existing claims to this office", he told 24 Amy
something different 7/ 7/ 64, aboveo

Apparently undated Disposition iom wemo, four pages, by Leahy, to Ueneral Koberts. Subjoet
is "Jurisdiction of the Department of the Army to Consider the Claims of Hezrold and Lillian
Weisberg'. Now this is between January and April 1964 items in this file. 1f it is not ‘
until that late date that Leahy addvesses "jumisdiction", what about the agreement between
the services, independnt of me, that the Army would take Jurisdietlon for all, made alnost
two years earlier? 1w My & MNaliy (Lo/gryibame T @b

Note "consider", odd usage at tilat late date, it secms {0 mee

Opening, we are “"operators of a de luxe poultry farm"., They therefore should not
contest ous claim to such a quality. His interpretation of 22 claims is that they allege
"Damage to us and to our poul’cry by military asircraft" going back to Januwary 1959 to thn
present, i,¢, on or about 22 July 19630"

It is my recollection that we went back only two years from the date of the Fentagon
meeting of 1962 op the date of filing, merely a day or two later, not to January 1959.
However, I also note that he fixes this date in case it later has significance. _

He cpmcludes this paragraph, "The claimants mom failed to subuit any adequate prouf -
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to substantiate their claims.” < , ‘

%o matter how one interprets his words "any adequate proof® or what he way have had
in mind in slectlng these words, they have to be both dishonest and designed to misinform
the top brass. This was addressed to a generale : e

Fiest, there was an agreement with the Army and the other services to negotiate these
matters, to reach an amicable settlement with impartial experts agreed upon to assess the
gmadamage, and then there was proof submitied, described as more than cnough by the JAG
of ficer who selected what he wanteds I addition, there were the regilar instalments of
the logs that I gave the govermment, in addition to the contemporaneous reportings of
the overflights. And the government's own files show there were overflights, as the .
regulations  put into effect show their recognition of the damage they were inflicting.

“y this time Leahy had proof of everything except the amount of damage. This =
included the most detailed reportings of thé overflights and proof that they had occurred,
proof of damege by meny eyewitnesses and the proffer of other proof, some .supplied, like
pictures. 1 had even taken injured c¢ ickens to the Pentagon almost two years sarlier,

I don't think theére can be any reasonable contesting of anything excvept the sums,
and they were not only agreed upon as part of the projected amicable agreement, but in
some cases ware inserted by Army JAG itself. I left the sums blank so they could be
filled in later as we agreed upon theme Colonel Taylor put them in in the first instance
and Captain VanVoris directed ¥4l to later. a

Harvey, I note the above as reflecting on Leahy's purposes: and intent, his determination
to prevent the agreement we had agrced to seek = I had beund myself, in effect, to agreé
to the arbitration of the experts on this - really as what seems to be clear throughout
these files, a determination not to pay any claims for any damages by aviation, the
determination to pretend the fiction that there is never any 'damage from aviation, and
to force this thing into court so they could overturn Judge Thomsen, using us as their -
guinea pigs. Under scwe circumstances, -this might be acceptable legel procedure, but I
don t tldnk it can bc so considered when there is un agreement directed by the Secretery
of Defense to eliminate the damages and the need for going to court.

Where I say above that Leahy had everything, I umeen the Government had enough, What
Leahy hai I have no uay of kuowing except frou this file. he may not have been g.vex;_ a.ll
the affidavits VaaV took, the logs or the pictures. A hasty skimming of this filg 80 indde
cates. Yot at ths beginuing, 5/6/68, his Captain surtis refers to its luving "all e
evidence obtained from avery source". Claims knew of the things mentioned directly above,
so if they did not have them, they ‘also knew they were in th governzent's possession and
didn't want themo

The conclusion of his Parsagraph 2 ¥ directly oposed to the Pentagon agrecment and
he also knew it, as the Army had bee: part of it. bven Army JAG insertzd the swuse

In 3 a he describes the Thomscn decision as "jroperly predicated” vmder rxaryl:‘md
law. In quoking the Haryland statute he has underlined as follows:"is pring faui ‘“’G~W
lisble for injuries to perfons or property on the lrndeeo” He underlines this aguin on
the next page, Hnder Jurisciction of the Army. )

T think you shouwld: note his quutution of the statute there, it bears on the gc_zvarn-
nents ingerrogatories, It actuully s:dd the government is liable if they are only in
part responsible. Tjis addresses all claims to sickness 1'; etc,, as they alleged in the
single sanio-boom claim, where it wasn t so in aiy ovents o

He then quotea‘Soc;:ion 8 of the Maryland Code that, in readir_l.g, I think can too £ airly
intergfe'bed as sigificant inthe personal-injury part of our cla;“_m”, espe after the first
sudt3®, .28 tol be imuinently dangerous to persous or propertyeso This eloarly does not
mean only by the airplape erushing and smashing us up in the crashe I_gt isin tgrmzz ?f a
completed overflight, not a crash. How except as 1 huve alleged ean such a 5‘:‘11@‘;11» in the
languapge of this law be "imminently dangerous" if physieal contact is prec}:ndau by the
lnaguage of the law? . ;

> In tﬁ face of his own interprepation of the law and the decision in the next pere~
graph,"prima facie liability", I fail %o see how he could in good faith bave decided and
written us as he did, rejecting the claims as he dide
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His final paragraph on this page, page 2, is quotation of Judge Thomsen in Westerm

| Ve HoGehes, The opening sentence, in my layman's view, affirﬁ"nv.i;lterpretaﬁ.on of the
‘Md, statute, above:"Of cowrss, frequent flgghts of aireraft over property, at low altitude, ;

meyY cause jury and damage, for whigh thelandowner is entitled to just compensation or
damages [siz]| or may be so low and frequent as to constitute a taking of the property

by the Government for public use.". How-hgain I raise the question, in the sense of Thomsen's

language, how can a successful overflight, without a crash, x "emise injury" as dlstin-
guished from damege except in the sense we allege? Note also that he clearly visualiges
& taldng, as I also alleged, from the consequences of the flights, He also says that - _
short of a taking they can "cause physicel injury®, lere he doesnot mean to chimneys! -

On pe3 he says they are "bound" to consider the claims under the “edersl Torts sct,

But in the middle of the page he argues that under the"principle gstare deci .
¥e are limdted fo that and can't use the military-claims act, e dispopardy the language
he hinsclf quotes from lUnjted Skates v Zgelgk and others, the language im ediately fol-
lowing the above quote,"unless andx until revised ormm overruled”. Now in our case this
did happen, on government initistive, not mine, and with all branches of the services,
the Department of Defense, the Secretary of Defensc .ng the Department of Justice part
od the agreement, That certainly meets the requirement of Undted States v Egelek, doegn't
it? Doesn't it also raise questions sbout what he is up to whem he knows thig? ’

Now I see why he made such a deal out of lying about who put in the sums on the o
Yt claims, it will be interesting to note if this pert of the Harch meeting with hin was
changed, for if it was, I think there mey be a question of fraud, I'11 explain this ig
you desire, If it was not changed, it proves uy padnt on agreement, for Ammy JAG imsix
inserted the sums "$5,000", :,

His 6 may be a legal argument we may face, that th: Federal Tortg Claims Act mugt
be used in negligence cases, that ours is a negligence case, and that the Pilitary Claimg
Act can't be used, However, if all this should be trus, and I'm confident it is not true
with regard to the new Aoty the fact remains that it i they, not I, who selected the
new act for use. Here I think Morse wpuld testify to govermment intent, our way,

He concludes not that we do not have a legitimate claim byt that the Army, which
had agreed to handle the cases for all services aund selected this new law, is estopped
under it,. ; . :

Harvey, for whatever ny opinion may be worth, I think the judge will not lo.k Idndly
on this whole business and argument. which is directly opposite the one that should be
in the transcript of our meeting with Leahy, There he claimed that the new act was for
negligence cases, but restricted to such things as auto accidents,

There 2 en followéﬁk claims stamped rcceived Second Army 7/19463, 3 stamp dated
7/22/63 and*4% staup dated 7/17/73. RSO EXKEREREEX KLk K SO XA X X N XA AR
These are identical except for oue thing. Those dated the 17th are omes in which I wrote
the sum of 85,000 in by hand. They all have ‘identical language, pursuant to the originalg
Pentagon agreement, Although nd sum is indicated separately under personal injury, the
maximum administrative claim on each case is $5,000, and that is in each case indicated,
The claiu itself is Bpecific in each case, "Damage %0 us and to our poultry operation,.,"

4/16/64 Col Thompeon's one-sentence letter forward 3/10/64 trenscript,to Taft,

8 4/8/64 Col, Thompson to the reporter, Mrs, Mosley, saying he had changed the -
transoript and claiming I™had things in complete confusion", This is an ambiguity, How=
ever, the letter oomplaining mbout the &a‘terations is specific enough and is unrefuted
in anything we got in responss. They ard very substantive changes, -as 1 remember them,

3/3/64 Leshy to Taft anpuncing 3/10 mecting, in response to Taft's 2/28, Taft's
has Leahy's note, "Lets call him and set it up.®

2/21/64, me to ieahy. 4lse By 2/14.

2/11/64, Leahy to me, responding to my 2/6. Tnere gre two copies of-his, the second
bearing his initial, both having an illegible notation about 10 April 1964.}15' 2/6 /64 -
. . re,
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Two copies of an illegibly-dated Leahy letier to me, apprently in January. The second
has an illegible note in the lowersleft-hand corner. In it he asks for what I had already
supplied, pretending I hadn't, and for what we had agreed to negotiate with impartial
technical experts, , : : ot :

1/30/64, General Williams to Leahys Te next Pentagon conferéncao They want Morse
and Sec Defense frogen out,"the prefereable action would be not to involve Mr, Horse
in the conference,” Yhis memo was read by phone to get to Lealty, not awaiting mailed
receipte. Word for worde Typed copy imtix indtialed "L" : ' '

Undated graft of {etter $o me, with hand note "Not used=sent to Washington 30
jan 64" ( ' '

Undated Burtis memo shows Chamberlain confir ing my report from contact with the
pilot and is obviously wrong in distance and has elevation shove ground admitted to
be no morc than 23888 500 feet. - : '
1/27/64 Thompson'ss Memo for Record. Fromthis they even lie to Gencials ("The
operatormihad becn identified as a new pilot who Lad nut received instructions”, Above -
says not now pilot. uut does it mean auythin . excopt negligence whun there are regulations,
standing instructions und a clegr and existing problin? This quotes me as saying I would
shoot tho next onc downe I didn t and had no wat of doing it anyway. Uniess a 22 pisiol,
an antique, had the capability,- ‘

Lt Huyett's memo that 1/24/64 on their not taking my calle Thompson's office,

1/22/64 Lea_hy'tp me asking that £ dve him "informatipn ke on the agreement
between you and the government". Dayd copy sent to Morse. “ook for im his file as test
of completensss and to see if he annotated. '

1/15/64, me to Leahy,
1/9/65Leahy to me
Capte Jabez Loane IV memo of my 1/6/64 call on he in distress

Burdis memo of his 1!/3/64 conversation with-Haj. leGrady,"to request the Major |
to cehek Lt, Col, William C, Tyrell's chronologicel files to obtain s memorandum far
record which may have been made of the meeting held in April 1962 between Col, Hpefle,

- Br, Morse, Col, Tyrell and Hr, Weisberg"

***x*Hawyyey lione here, lione anywherc tiat I've seen in these files, Is it possible that
the Sec Defense ordersfquch a meeting, sc many colonels are there, and there is no
record? lote also thik “hronclogical file. T thiuk we went ite -

Surtis memo of his 1/2/64 visit to Chamberlain,Chamberison has a file.de asked
Chamberlain for copies, If thay have it and we have it, By log provides a means of
checkingits accuracy, +f it is incormlets, then 1t noime the Secretary of Defense,
the clainmg people and we wére deciiveu.

Hgdligences Chamberlain had issued instructions to avoid use Bu. he kept getting
calls, a3 this shows, provings that his instructions vent unhecded, His records had to
show if I reported actualities, If I saw helicopters, I had no way of knowing what he
was sending where and obviousi,had to be telling the truthe '

Says he knows of no emergencies. Therc were emregoncy landings of which he had to knowe

2/23/575 ue to Leany

12/18/63 Tnompson for “hiei Claims, Weisberg file, Wan Voris 12/12/63 ofmo of
phone conversation with me attached. Referring to notes the Morse files contains,
"There are indications that Weisberg was lead to believe hat the claims would be con~
sidered administratively" Since they took claims form fo the weeting and gave them to
me, this is hardly meant to say or reflect no more that I "wes lead to believe that
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cla:!.ms and admit there have been overflights in the past.'we.will_h&’v‘e difficﬁlty‘

-avalling ourselves of the statute of Jimitations (probably) inasmuch as , fiye claing
Were fiied by 14 May 1962;.'..and_'rednaining claims were filed on or before 26»3111? 1963,

Van V says T offered hin £1ln but be did not viods.

11/29/63 me to Leshy Illegible, Horvey, I think all my allegatbons and reportings -
should be checked to see what they do not dispute or respond tos N

11/26/6% Leahy to us
11/16/67 ne to “eahy
11/13/6% Leahy to us

11/1/6% me to Leahy Illegible copy, I belicve this Liad to dewith my offier of
exoerts and no response after B0 letters and two calls,

10/31/63 Leahy to us . :
10/2063me to Leahy, initialled by hin, lnegible,but note that this rcfere 4o what
I madc available to Van Voris, what hetook, snd I don ¢ think 1t was ever denied, Just. .
ignored to avoid doing anything, - )
10/17/63 Leahy to ug
8/26/6% me to asst sec army, .
Lliegible in tids copy, but my list of sonic booms, to Morse, : .
1/27/64 Thompson's memo on our clain (not claims) dupe of xame above,with atiachments,

8/9/6%3 Van Voris to “olabird forvzrdong my "attached letters" and saying he
Wdoes not recall any. conversations with respect tc recovery under eminent domaing®

Note he does not write this $0 me and did not answer letter, ;

My attached lesters of 7/27/63,8/'5/63,7/19/63. Liote on last, apperently in Leahy's
writing, of a Ueorge Heller 2444 ‘nto Reve Service, Balt, h

These unanswered letters alearly show I Was proceediing under a re~iteration of the’
Orim agreement, : : :

10/1 7/63 Leakwj to us. ko refs to correspondence with Yun Yorig shpuwing I was
broceediiy uader the agreemente and protends otheruise. There should be & copy in the
Horse and othor Tiles, ' '

10/ 5/05 ne to Horse, Refers to health probloms, viciousness of chickens, fum

inclues picture of » Tequest for return underlined, ¥ don’t recall getting back,
; !

1

It is not here.

12/‘:‘-;,/63 Van Vo, (o Chief Claims, clecr ao PYe Hawvey: comparing thin and ny une ,
answercd 1:i'rs o hin above should iake ‘uch clear, as well ag at was going #n inside
the .ormy wid behding our backs, Aftidavits he took {roi. iy files uat .ached,

5/25/61 Stearns, Havy J46 %o Orick, W says cognizabie under military claims act.
not Torts, Memo attached on this, -

Morss note to Tyrell fomwarding "additional notes", form 958 from me and offering
those of sast,

Harvey, these are copies of the originals and as 1 said, I left out the sumg,
85,000, whinh is Visibly missing/ They are the ones who used Military Claims,

Handwritten notes about case on Broadmoor Apts pad

4/21/62 o about cal! from Col, Taylor on 1st Yeng, he®ting, Tayler told them to
bring claiias lorms, '

8/23/65 Leahy's Jurisdiction nemo, w, attachments, duplicates,
/ 7/16//(’5 1409118 to Van Vorig fbrﬂgrdine_f files..asltine rotnwr . e~ T ~za

feud Wt (o Py iy \.l«,/?( Pl wpals e fome 4
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12/11/63 Deputy Army General Counsel R, Temney Johnson's Wfor JAG forwarding .- 2@
attached Morse file, / e

11/2983/6% Morse memo (carbon) for Johnson enclosing my letters to him of 11/7 and 16
and two of Leahy's to me. This says he is giving Johnson "all my correspondence and '
memos. « sParticularly note Mr. Weisberg's records of overflights sulsdtted with his
letter of May 5, 1962 and my notes of & ueeting of May 3, 1962 between the services and
"r. Weisberg." Among the meanings of this is that I did submit some proofs, they had them,
Morse attached special significance to it, and he did make notes of the meeting, I have
not seen them yet and did not in skimming, Y particularly does not dispute my comment
that what Leahy wrote bears no resemblance to our agreement, and that I can't understand it.

%y 11]16 to Leahy emphasised there is much he seems not to have that I have givem
(1t twms out he did have it and lied) and ( emphasize the hasard of all of this to
our health. I again ask for a conference. (I sent copies to Low 11/16, copy here) |

Sec Defense Routdng slip dated 4/24/63 1330 pem. with brief summary of Fay 3 mtg,
copies to Vance, liederlehner, others named, with handwritten notes on back. ¥alled
"Action Copy” with action not later than 4/27/62, Bxoept that they wewe to let me know
if they agrred to my experts as impartial, this is pretty much what we agreed to as I
recall it and of what it mentiong that we agreed to. I am sure I reised this same question
of agreement on experts with Morse later and with 'an Voris, in writing not answered,

Harvey, I think you should teke this apart and copy. Yountold mé not to take epart.

Aside from confirming me, it shows other files not given to you, at least 5 plus the
two above, or eliminations, or boths ‘ o E

My 4/17/% 62 letter to MoNamara, annotated. Harvey, please note ‘that on page 1 I
ask them to make an immediate inspection to see the damages for themselves, “ever dons,
Magh later Low came oloser, and I've seen no report from him, Van V fefused, as his owa
7/24 memo of the mext year reflectse There should also be answers o the questions asked
in thdse notes, Request for inspection repeated page 2. Note what I invite, even pathologist
to post chickens, I even sugiest experis to use, including out. of Maryland, '

Morse's 5/9/62 confirms that we hat an understabing”, tiat I had begim to comply
with 1%, and that he had passed my claims on to Army JAG IGHXRXEREX "with a request '
that appropriate action be taken”. Qooking at tho:e claims, appropriate action cen meen -
only my interpretation of the agreement, that we were to get together and work it out
amicablyo : ‘ . '

Because my leng May 5 letter is so long and because you have paperclipped it all
together I'm not slowing down to go over it nows A glance shows it t0 be specifie and
detailed, even with the napes of witnesses, - : '

Note that Morse doesn t question the overlfights but admits them, as happened at
the meeting, = _ o

Hy short May 5 with logs It also is clipyed so 1 leave undisturbed,

8/ 1/62 Morse's letter for Mellaughton's signature, copies to two others whose files

are not here, referring to two.of my letters not aitached. I think you should pay close
attention to what I take to bc admission of continuing overflights, last paragrpah.

7/28 me to Morse reporting I dnn&‘t yet have the necess.ry claims forms I'd asked for
and the initiatdon of the obtaining of experts as per agreements

7/28/62, ny ansucr to licaughton's 7/12, not attacheds i ederlehner's COPYe

7/25/62 USAP Col. Woodbury's Memo "‘clicopter Overlishts". Refers to memo of 7/20,
which modsoctioemdakamdx is not attached nexts Sote that 2, reports pilot observation
confirming my report from 10 miles west ofm our place, in air,

Undated Army Mil, Operations memo to Morse. Order to avoid us by five miles akd
stay 2,500 feet up sxcept in emergency.

7/ 20/ Glzstmﬂ ey to Armv Cﬁﬂf aviation affaive Frmrorddine wmr ‘.fﬁ“/;\amn
‘ e il b\l\
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5/ 1/ ve nunaugiun Lo me, Ry Morse, admitting "relief you Swtm mt been -
obtained”, T | e o |

Actbon letter or Sec “ef, Memo calling for action by 7/19/62. Coples indicated to
a number whose files we do not have. My 7/12 follows (2 copies). This again notes adverse
effects on our healthy calls it greater danger. - '

Ry 8/4/62 to MolMEXNE Naughton merked "sonic boom" and "no snswer required”, Yet
this points out they replied about flights other than I reported and ‘therefore they
have not been given responsese Darvey,note that the AF did see one I reportsd and -

approximately where I reported it, Hoted above and earlier, ./ /(! 7(v)

9/25/62 Mcliaughton to nee This mislocates our farm but reports orders to avoide
Or, in effect, helicopters routed over us on purpose. Csg

9/10/62, Chamberlain to Stempler (three copies p.), re overflights, re Steupler's 9/4,
Stempler's does not ﬂoi_!./l(%, Notc two of his recommendations: this be handled on highee = -
level and have FAA d&éated our famm "a restricted area",

5/4/62, Asst Adjs Generel Lt Harris I, Richard to Davison CoD. estabdishing

&

restirctions, 5 miles, at least 1,500 feet above terrain

N : . :

11/5/62 AGC dajor W.D.Wassel to Davison C.0. repeating above and precluding Presidentisls
except when necessary and then only with elevation 2,500 above terrain, but when this is
done it must be reporte d promptly, The AF report above proves this also wasn't done, :

9/4/62 Stempler to Chanberlain, attaching pictures I provided (mot attached). They
were with gy 8/24 to McNaughton, which also describese It followsel see nothing %o

respond to 5's request for information for reply re pictures if anything,
Map of directive with interesting note, including “this is permanent®,

11/21/62 Hopse to mey referring to Low's visit end forwarding copy -above. Only
very wnusual conditions can .jus.tify violation. ("ddrective in natura"fg v

9/28/63, me toMoMaughton, I report mislooating of out fam after all that had happeneds .
"John", who I take to be Niederlehner, added note to ™Jack® (McH, ),"Had we better not
get out of this exchange? I also elte specific violations, including ane emergency
landing I reeall clearly. . o ‘

SJeveral duplicates. _
1/14/63 me to Horse.reporting more violations,
12 pages relative to the somic-boom cluims of ‘s, Franklyn Smith,

- 3/4/63, ¥Ah Reglonal Counsel Martin J, Wnite to S@fr Sec. Yefense re my complaint,
mny
_l_§ legible copy foilows, plus White's 3/4 to me :

5/9/6> ol sidney Berry{s Meme for iecord re my 5/8 call, Note gdded says WE he's
complying, which is false. 5/14 reply by Morse.

~ 8/9/63, Leahy %o us, Harvey, please note handwritten aduitions backing out of
Wyo pgrecment ' :

7/10/63 ue to Morse listing somic booms. Note of 7/15 referral to OP NAV
8/21 /63, Morse to me Torvarding sonic-bocn propuganda and saying Leahy 1ill.
10/17/63, Leahy %o use |

10/20/63, me to Morse. Note says answored by phonee

11/1/63, m. to Leahye bast in this file,

5%
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These appear to be dnplicates. Howevar. in going over them, I note what might
ke significant on the 7th sheet, ANWAV ( 9 August 62), seemingly from headquarters,
"41itary District of Washington, to Commander, U.S.Army Commend. It says about
ny complaints about overflights,"i. Action relative to overflights ...was first initiated
by this office on 4 May 1962..0" Now I had been in touch with them: ‘beginning in 1955
or 1956, and if it was not until my May complaint and action ordered by the Secreta.ry
of Defense, not in essponse, say, the the decision in the first suit, of which we
now know there were very mwch aware, does this not raise a qwsation of added negligence?

The third from the last is & Chamberlain 5/29/62 memo listing five flightas
from March 16 to 29 that oai.ncids with my complaints. So, I oouldn't be making it
all up, anywaye -

It might be worth checking the log to see what percentage of the flights Ixx
noted for those two weeks this comes to.

The lant two sheets are a record of a complaint in which the hagard ot my wife and
the fright to the chickens is clear and where even in Chamberlain's attacked attempt
at justification, it is clear that the regulations were deliberately violated. His
explanationk is that "However, this was an official flight and necoaaary to the best
interests of this unit's mission",

Would thisy for example, justify landing on one of the buildings? How can such a
contraption justify violation of their regula.tions? His report has to be distorted to
falsity, butk it wremains an admitted violatpon of regulations that were to have been
"directive” except for emergencies, and this a year and a half later, . .

How much of this is required to constitute a "taking"? I think with ohikma,
very littleo




#otes on Désoovery Material Notes , 4/30/13

1 intended these to cover all possible uses and needs, ‘beginuing with an aecurate -
and complete inventory, In-court use, search for more discovery material, motive in
what t.c government did to use and in the legal areas, what could be significent to
the judge, ete. So, they are much more voluminous than your immediate interest, im
addressing the running of the statute move, Here I do want to note that after I sent :
you several coples I found a memo in vhich they address this from the other side, saying -
that 1 had stopped the statute, so they could not plead thate It may not be possible to
read and correet all 1 have written, but L am now cow.encing, and I'11 attempt to isolate
what L noted that could be relevant to your immediate interest. + have used devices in
seeking to atiract your attention in these 20 pages, like asterisks in the Jeft marging

I also will not have time to check, but from my recollection of Morse's desoription
and Hajor Briggs, this can't include his files, There are others who had files, disclesed
in these recordss, From whft Both told us, the volume of Morse's files alone exceeds
what you have been given, ‘ ‘

Only if you can find the time to read all these records ean you form your own
opinion, but it is mine that regardless of how incomplete these are, there was a fixed
determination not to pay us anything, not to acknovledge that such damages can happen, - '
and thet whatever was done was done -pursuant to this vre~determination.And that especially -
because of what Judge  Phomsen said of me in his decision, they decided to use me as the
guinea pig in secking a reversal. -

I have a carbon of the attached pages. 1 will not have copdes of the documents,

o0
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