Clapr &ffidavit on statute limitedions - whet the judge Giscussed, said, etc.
Tucker act
Chicken Demsges
personsl dsmsges

There are two statute points inm the first parked parvagrpsh: &y plief that it had not
run and reason o believe it had not rwn. Nole the Pormilation, Pirst could eny federal
offieial waive and if he 8i4 under which of the t¥e acts. This does not say that he
could wadve under one and not under the olther, You may see more in it,

The second marked part contémpes oate ithe tep of page 2. gt does sddress Tucker
Aet and whether or not the Wil:lisms complaint could then be amsended o include such
an zided claim. The secend pogs says that if ab tids Junciurs it had Vo be under the
fodersl torim clazims act there was the same limitation problem with if.

The next poitn discussed was #the issue of clalms for suffaringsee”
There is no reference to any guestion about the claiszs on fl having rua, what the
affidavit swears, and none tc oven a suggestion that the claim fo personsl injury had
ron. Separsbely I've ssked how this could happen when each clzim is on the sgeme forms
filsd, of course, as one form in each cases

¥hat is also significant is that if I had known that the judge had held that 1 had
tolied $he statubc with regard to sll the flocks in all the claims there is no Way i
uwould have seitled this oud of court at that flgures

I 4o not know other than what Harvey told me of what happemed in chamberss 1 do
know he rever iold me whai his affidevit states, that this letter 4oes net support what
his affidavit states, and that all my records are abundant precf thai I would have gone 0
trisl on the chicken damages going back 3o 5/60 if I had kunown il wa. possiblee



