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"An open letter" 1

August B8, 1988
Re: Agent Orange Payment Program

Dear Readers,

In a letter dated 18 May 19BB, Special Master Kenneth R.
Feinberg, Esqg. states; The "exposure test“ that will be used by
the Court in determining eligibility For payments (from the class
action lawsuit) will not (and is not intended to) prove that a
veteran was or was not exposed. Rather, the test is intendec to
indicate those veterans who are more likely to have been exposed
basec on their Johs or locations in Vietnam. In addition,
claimants will be able to offer other evidence or reasons to
support a claim of exposure. "The Court will not fFollow the
Veterans Administraticn’'s definition of exposure", which_
appropraately acxnouwledges service in Uietnam, and exposure as
gre and the samg. o

Mr. Feinberg goes on to state: "As you know, with limited funds
gvalleble for distribution, the Court was forced to make some
difficult decisions akout the priority of claims.," On Mag 8,
1985 the Court Staeted: "that disabilities and deaths occurring in
g relatively young population {(and soon after the return from
Vietnamnl &are likely to ke perceived as associated with Agenrt
Crance exposure.”

On September 30, 1586 Hellen Gelband, Director of the Agent _
Crendge Projects, the Ccorressional OFFice of Technology Assessment
(OTAR), stated that Uletrmam veteranms who were clinically dianos=d
es having cancer prior tc 1 December 1984, probably had their
carcers prior to Vietnem service, because cancer was largely &
cisezse of old age. Therefeore, the Centers for Disease Control
was correcht 1n eil:mirating those veterans From their Agern* Cre—c=
health studies, :
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For thopse Vietnam veierans who have the need for documentaticn cf
their possible toxic chemical exposures, 1 have extrapclated
spray mission daete from the herbs tapes, and declassified
documents, which clearly estabiishes, that arnyg attempts to deny
compensatilon based on "AEE" or <"LOCATIONT can and will be
challenced both 1n the courts and media.

1. Exposure estimates have been grossly under-estimated. 37 tc
100 million gallons.

2. Mission locations and dates grossly under-reported. (Even the
CoOurt recognizes spraging began 1n August 1861
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3. Tupes and toxicity of chemical agents used grossly
misrepresented.

Vietnam veterans are not responsible for the grossly inadeguate
furding provided by the Court, nor should Uietnam veterans be
held ineligible for benefits based on deliberately withheld data
or detes of birth.

Vietnam veterans need to lobby the truely guilty party, if they
ever hope to receive just compensatlon for their U:etnam health
related injuries. Sorry duy’s, but Congress has Far mor e
liphility for our injuries than thé-EEEFTEET-TﬁEUE??-T_?hE
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In spolidarity

Joe Cole
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