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Discovery records ~ notes on my notes on. I will add subjects as I zark in reading,
Hy recollection iz that I Qid not keep at these continuously, The first pages do no
identify the scurce. I take it that i relates to 2 single sonic book file, Dover AFB,
Humbering in lower right is my present arbitrary numbsring,

Statute Marks 1,2,8,14,15,16; personsl injury 10 and otherss Dames 15 and others
®i1itary claims 9,18, '

ts Harﬂngthalastwmmafsﬁfar%hefﬂmltmgamsformmg
Ihadnarethmgeoﬁenoaghrscoﬁswﬂmmwam%mfa&%aﬁawaf
why =y flocks could and did do end what I eould do with them wothout these stresses, and
then what the stredses ddd,
2+ ¥y hesding is "Question of the running of the statute and on continuing negosgations,”
Mark 1: Taft states on the record that Leshy had sgreed "to hold off on administrative
action with respect to the olaims already filed.” (Date conferemce 3/10/64,)

-

Hark 2, Taft told Leahy 7/3/64 we were going to court. {(Compsre this with the date of Mis
filing the complaint,)

Parks Consistent with the rest of the discovery materdal this indicated the military's
desire that the case go to irial,

HHark 4, The iAvmy Claims people noted them "Suspend file %o 1 Jan 1966, This abaolutely
and certainly and I think ulvocally told me that with olaims filed 5/62 there could not
be any statute of limitati Possibility here. They now claim that the statute ran 5/64.
This end the adminietrative note of "suspend” to 1/1/66 are sutually exclusive,

Mark 53 with the sole added note dirvecting that this all be filed it is further epparent
that they had no statute of limitations problem in mind, &im the time required for the

Hark 61 confivms whgt I seid about befng told this would 211 be worked out anicably under
the agreement resched at the first Pentagon meeting, This-is moted &3 o£12/18/63.

Hark 7 confirms this further and entirsly confirms what Horse ls$er told &e, thai he thought
hls mission had succesded and 1% had all boen ggitlisd. His file was referred to the Depe
Sens Counsel wko in twm referred it 7 days asve% the Claims note in “ark 6 %o TIAG for
the purpose of developing a reselutien,

Hark 8 says "socner or later we will he Toreed to adjudicate the clmims and admit that thers
"have been overflights,..¥e will heve difficukty availing curselves of * e aintute of
lisdtetions.s.arrange an interview with Weisberg, '

Mark 93 Civil DJ 838 1% wae a11"coguizablo"unger “11i%ary Clains Aot, Confirms me 100%,
This by Navy Dir. “itigation & Clsins,

Hark 10 leaves no doubt personsal injury ineluded,

Hark 11 confirms me on the deliberate alieration of the 3/10 transeript, col. Ihwpam
says he did it,

Her 12 is 2 request for their copy of the memo on the meeting of fiwvat ?entagen conference.

Hew heading: "JAG File 7 (The one with the Flight Information Digest on Top)* In my dis-
cussion I not: making separate 1ist of documents in this file,




ot marked byt noted for future im here ss on other cccasions I noted proof of
incompleteness of what was provided and ssked Clapp %o obiedn missing records. The fils
held internel evidence, proof of withheoldings.
13, This mark shows not only that they meant the thréat to prosecute il as a comzon
nuigsence but that i% was ordered by JAG and that they bucked off when I dared them $o.
Hot noted for the immediate nocd but what does one have a lawyer for?

Fark 14 shows they wanted the cass to g0 o trial %o overturn the earlisr decision and

the people anxzious for this were decelving us, as the records I saw prove. My point here is
that their intent was clear when I saw these records, to go to trial and o overturm the
“not well reasoned"™ decision.

Hark 15: Yhile this relstes {o more I've marked it forst of all because the Col 2dirmy

JAG says on 7/20/64 thet an agreementx is supposed to bs working out, followed by a long

sexies of admissions of the overfliihts." Now this date wa- prior to the filing of the

Taft complaint and after s lsier cladm that the statule had begun to run. On those filed

pore then two years earlier, if they had not walved the siatuls, it had run two months earlier.
re is the admigsion of damage to us.

(The foregoing and st least one other pages are macked wiih blodches because I hed the
carbon on them reverseds)

Kark 16 bears on my undersianding of the statute. It cites Harks | and 2 ghove as mesning
the Army had egreed tc hold off on this. Thers is no latter from Clapp say otherwise,

Hark 17 shows the govermment hed my copy of the Pentsgon meetings. I do not sugzsst an
impropriety. I may hove given 13, But I do not have ite

Hark 18 widle most of the preceeding pages report spscific overflights and differing
kinds of commumications aboui them not immedimtely in point, here 1 noie that AF and
Havy ere using Hil Claims Zck, 10 USC 2733

{Long and dishonest record relsting %o Dover AP pounic boom £ol.ows,)

pages 18 and 19 have notes on Army’s law interpretations, liable. 20 refers to Western v
HoGehee. Says only tosst in begligence cmses, not mil. olaims Act/

Hark 19 is Col ‘hompsen’s letter saying he altered transeript od 3/10/64/ Sent to usm
after more delay tha I'd recalieds

Har 20 on fronsmitial of Horse files.



