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-2FACTS
I.

A. The Arrest

Shortly after 2:00 a.mo, Saturday morning, June 17,
1972, three members of the Metropolitan Police Department
of Washington, D.C., arrested five men inside the offices
of the Democratic National Committee on the Sixth Floor
of the Watergate Office Building, 2600 Virginia Avenue,
N.W. The men were arrested in an area reserved for
secretaries but near the offices of Chairman O’Brien and
Deputy-Chairman Gregg. The five men arrested were James
W. McCord, Jr., Security Coordinator for the Committee
for the Re-Election of the President and President of
McCord Associates, Inc. and four Cubans from Miami,
Florida, Bernard L. Barker, Eugenio R. Ma~tinez, Frank A.
Sturgis, and Virgilio R. Gonzalez. All five gave false
names when arrested.’
Most significant of the items recovere~ from the
five persons when arrested were:
(I) three miniature radio transmitters, one
damaged, designed to tap telephones;
(2) one white plastic box containing six batteries
and a small radio transmitter and a microphone, designed
to intercept oral communications;
(3) two walkie-talkies;
(4) extensive photographic equipment: cameras,
film, clamp holders, etc.;
(5) four documents of the Democratic National
Committee [aken from McCord’s pockets’
(6) numerous lock-picking devices;
(7) thirteen one hundred dollar bills; and
(8) keys to Rooms 214 and 314 of the Watergate
Hotel.
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Search warrants were obtained shortly after noon
on the day of the arrest for the two rooms in the Watergate and a car rented by Barker. Most significant of
the items recovered pursuant to the search warrant were
the following:
(I) four packets each containing eight one
hundred dollar bills:
(2) an address bookbelonging to Barker,
containing, under the name George, the telephone number
of George Gordon Liddy, general counsel for the Finance
Committee to Re-Elect the President;
(3) an address book belonging to Martinez,
containing, under the name George, a number Liddy had
previously when with the Committee for the Re-Election
of the President and an unlisted number for Howard Hunt
when he~s employed as a consultant in the White House,
a telephone he had from August, 1971 to mid-March, 1972;
(4) an envelope addressed to the Lakewood
Country Club containing a check payable to the Club
signed by Hunt.
The rooms which were searched were registered to
the four Cubans under the names they gave when arrested
except for Sturgis who was registered under a second
alias. The name he gave when arrested was the same as
contained in a set of identification papers recovered
from him when arrested in the name of Edward J. Hamilton,
an alias used by Hunt when with the CIA.
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Following the presentment of the five arrested
persons before a Superior Court Judge on the afternoon
on June 17, 1971, a massive investigation,s initiated
by the FBI, the U.S. Attorney’s Office, and a federal
grand jury which began receiving evidence on June 23,
1972. About 150 subpoenas were issued and approximately
50 persons testified before the grand jury, a number
two or more times, totalling over seventy appearances.
Six depositions were taken and submitted to the grand
jury which heard testimony about 35 days for approximately 125 hours. I am advised that the FBI is tabulating the size and extent of it own investigation.
The cooperation of the FBI with this office was excellant; everything we requested was done quickly and
efficiently. The agent in charge of the case, Angelo J.
Lano of the Washington Field Office, was particularly
outstanding. This office devote@~f~ll~ $ime of ~wo and onehalf assistants to the case, all nlgnly experlence prosecutors.
(I) The Watergate and other Hotels
Records at the Watergate show that the four
arrested Cubans checked into the Watergate on Friday,
June 16th to stay to June 19th. Additional records
show that these four Cubans were at the Watergate Hotel
under the same aliases from May 26 -- May 30. Also
checked in were a Piedra and a Grands, aliases for a
Felipe DeDiego and a Reinaldo Pico.
The latter is in
Venezue
and unavailable

Also checked into the Watergate on
May 26th were a George Leonard and Edward Warren. The
latter paid the entire $1,200 bill for all eight persons
in cash. Investigation has shown that George Leonard is
an alias of Liddy, Ed Warren an alias of Hunt.
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were at the Hamilton Hotel at 14th and K Streets, N.W.
from May 22 through May 30. Outside of one expensive
dinner at the Watergate on May 26, 1972 attended by
Hunt and Liddy, there is no material evidence of what
the Cubans did while in Washington.
These same Cubans plus four others were in
Washington on. May 3rd and May 4th to pay respects to
J. Edgar Hoover. After paying their respects they
got into a fight with what they call a large group of
hippies. The airline tickets for this trip as well
as the May 22nd trip to Washington were purchased in
Miami by Barker with cash. Martinez purchased the
tickets for the June 16th trip to Washington and paid
in ca sh.
Investigation at the Howard Johnson’s Motor
Lodge at 2601 Virginia Avenue, N.W., across the street
from the Watergate Hotel and Office Building, shows
that McCord, giving a firm name of McCord Associates,
rented Room 419 from May 5 - May 28 and Room 723 from
May 29 - June 17. Both rooms face on Virginia Avenue,
directly across from the Democratic National Committee
offices.
(2) Alfred Carlton Baldwin III
Alfred Carlton Baldwin III, an ex-FBI agent
and a key governmentwitness, states that from about
May llth, he stayed in these rooms at the Howard Johnson.
From about May 25th, his principal duty was to monitor on
a receiving system intercepted telephone calls from the
line of Spencer Oliver of the Democratic National
Committee and his secretary. Though he made logs of
the conversations, Baldwin gave them all to McCord. He
remembers primaril~

At

first McCord had tried to monitor calls on a second
frequency but was never able to do so.
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knew as Ed and George, as coming to the room on two
or three occasions. Once Liddy gave McCord about
16 one hundred dollar bills. On one occasion, apparently
early on the morning of May 27, 1972, McCord and Baldwin
drove up to McGovern’s Headquarters on First Street, S.E.
on Capitol Hill. They met a car which Liddy left. Liddy
joined them and Baldwin recognized Hunt in the other
car with some others he could not identify. Because they
could not locate their contact man, the project -- whatever
it was -- was called off.
On the evening of June 17, Baldwin and McCord
worked on a device which Baldwin says resembled the white
plastic box recovered from the five arrested persons.
After receiving a telephone call, Mr. McCord left. Baldwin
was supposed to be a look out and had a walkie talkie.
He was in contact with McCord and another person named
George. He saw the five persons arrested. After the
arrest, Baldwin, from the Howard Johnson Room 723, saw
two men leave the Watergate, each carrying a heavy
attache case. He positively identifies Hunt and gives
a tentative identification of Liddy. Hunt very soon
thereafter came to the room very agitated. He made a
telephone call to a lawyer and told Baldwin to take
everything from the room and deliver it to Mrs. McCord
in Rockville. This included the receiver and other
equipment. Baldwin did so and then drove to his home
in Connecticut.
(3) Michael Douglas Caddy
Mr. Caddy is an attorney, a friend of Hunt and
he knows Liddy. It was he whom Hunt called from Howard
Johnson -- about 3:10 a.m. Hunt then went to see Caddy
about 3:35 a.m. He gave him $8,500 - one five hundred
dollar bill and the rest one hundred dollar bills. Hunt
then called Liddy -- about 4:30 a.m. -- and after telling
him that counsel experienced in criminal law had been
obtained, Caddy spoke to Liddy who told him he Liddy was
retaining him to act as his counsel in these matters.
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Rafferty, starting about 9:00 a.m., located the five
arrested persons at the 2d District station although
none of the five had made a telephone call.
(4)

The various Committees for the
Re-Election of the President and
Hugh Sloan

Since McCord and Liddy worked at the various
Committees to Re-elect the President at 1701 Pennsylvania
Avenue, N.W., a considerable part of the investigation
centered on them.
This aspect of the investigation was
most difficult. The attorneys representing the Committees
in the civil suit brought by Lawrence O’Brien and the
Democratic National Committee against the five defendants
and the Committee for the Re-Election of the President
-- Kenneth Parkinson and Paul O’Brien -- insisted on
attending all FBI interviews and interviews by our office.
The result was to inhibit the witnesses and thus to require additional interviews. This office would not interview witnesses in the presence of counsel but instead put
them directly before the Grand Jury. The result was disjointed grand jury testimony and requi~ed additional
appearances. Two employees of the Committee -and ~-- met secretly with the FBI, claiming inter--- ~
ference by the Committee and its counsel in the investigation. ~ is somewhat paranoid but not ~ who
did provide evidence of obstruction in the form of delay.
We had a further complaint from Baldwin’s attorney that
~had asked Baldwin not to cooperate with the
investigation. We had several meetings with Parkinson
and O’Brien to try to resolve our problems. In addition,
we repeatedly asked them, as I had asked Joseph Califano
and Edward Bennett Williams by letter, for the results of
their investigation. Neither side ever produced any
information at all to this office in response to my request.
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learned of the $250,000 fund Jeb Magruder authorized
for Liddy - $I00,000 for information concerning security
for surrogate candidates in Bart Porter’s area of responsibility and $150,000 for convention security and
intelligence gathering. The assignment as explained
by both Magruder and Porter is very vague. There is
absolutely no accounting for the funds Liddy supposedly
received -- $199,000 according to Treasurer Sloan -nor of what Liddy did with it. Porter destroyed all
his records, including some he destroyed after Watergate
June 17th date -- with Magruder’s concurrence. Even
Sloan cannot be corroborated on his figures since he
shredded his cash-in cash-out book after preparing a
summary list for Secretary Stans, Chairman of the
Finance Committee, and Secretary Stans threw the one
copy of the list away after reviewing it.
Based on
memory alone, Sloan says Liddy received $199,00, Porter
about $I00,000. Porter says he received only $65,000
most of which went to Liddy. Magruder believes Sloan’s
figures are inflated of what he gave to both Liddy and
Porter. He considers Porter’s figures of what he received from Sloan accurate because it sounds right and
because he is friendly with Porter, not with Sloan.
Sloan, of course, resigned from the Committee,
apparently for two interrelated reasons: He felt under
pressure from Magruder and LaRue to reduce the amount of
the money Liddy received. He also was worried about his
own liability for possible violations of the new Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971. Since he had trouble
receiving legal assistance from Committee lawyers, he
sought outside counsel and retained James Stoner, coincidentially a close friend of Kenneth Psrkinson. After
several sessions with Mr. Stoner, we made the decision
that Sloan was a necessary witness for the prosecution
of this case. The reasoning is set forth below.

,4eproouced a~ ~le Na~ ola, Alcn~es
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(5)

The $25,000 Dahlberg check and the
four Mexican checks totalling $89,000

Shortly after June 17th, an examination of the
bank records of Barker’s real estate firm, Barker’s
Associates, Inc., showed that a $25,000 cashier’s check
made out to Kenneth Dahlberg, an important midwest
Republican fund raiser, dated April I0, 1972, had been
deposited on April 20, 1972, and $25,000 in cash withdrawn on April 21st. Barker’s account also showed that
on about April 20th, four checks totalling $89,000
drawn on a Banco Internationale of Mexico City, each
payable to a Manuel Ogarrio, had been deposited by
Barker in his account and $89,000 in cash withdrawn
the first eight days of May.
The press has seized on these facts to show
an official link between the Committee as recipient
of these campaign contributions and Barker. There is
no evidence known to us to support this. According to
Sloan, the Dahlberg and Mexican checks were given by
him to Liddy since he was the expert on the new campaign
act. They agreed that the checks, which based on their
information represented pre-April 7 contributions -April 7 being the cut-off date for listing the identity
of contributors -- should be cashed. Rather than run
the risk of discovery by persons such as Jack Anderson
of such a transaction through a Washington, D.C. bank,
it was decided to use an out-of-state bank. Liddv took
the checks and, based on inferences from the fac[s we
know, he gave them to Barker. According to Sloan,
Liddy returned to him~e $114,000 in cash early in May,
minus $I,000 - $2,500 for "expenses".
That money was put in the office safe by
Sloan. The only significance it has with respect to
Watergate is as follows: a number of the bills given
Barker by his bank late in April and early in May were
I00 dollar bills. On April 19, his bank received
$50,000 in I00 bills from the local Federal Reserve
Bank. The latter recorded the serial numbers, but
Barker’s bank did not. Subsequently Barker gave the
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safe at the Finance Committee. Liddy received from
Sloan two disbursements of $12,000 in cash, in $i00
bills, from the office safe.
Sloan recalls this as
late in May and early in June. When the Cubans were
arrested they had on their person or in their rooms,
thirty one hundred dollar bills having the serial
numbers received by Barker’s bank on April 19 from the
federal reserve. Thus the route which the one hundred
dollar bills recovered by the police followed, by inference, was: Federal Reserve -- Barker’s Bank -- Barker
-- Liddy -- Sloan-- office safe -- Liddy -- four Cubans.
Sloan is the witness who establishes what
happened to those questioned checks and who also puts
one hundred dollar bills in the hands of Liddy, a fact
which helps establish him as the source of funds related
to the Watergate caper -- e.g., the $4,600 recovered
from the Cubans, the $8,500 in cash Hunt paid to Caddy,
the $1,200 in cash E. Warren (Hunt) used to pay the
Watergate hotel bill on May 30, 1972, the $1,600 Baldwin
saw Liddy give to McCord, and the one hundred dollar
bills McCord used to pay for the rent for the rooms at
the Howard Johnson.
There are two other reasons for using Sloan
as a witness. One is our conclusion that he is a credible
witness. Second, Sloan says that on the Saturday morning
of the Watergate at the Committee, Liddy, made in substance
the following highly incriminating statement - in rushing
by him, -- My boys got caught, I made a mistake which may
cost me my job by using someone from the Committee.
(6) Morton Jackson and Esther Kirby
Morton Jackson is a Los Angeles attorney, a
long time personal friend of Hunt, a more recent friend
of Liddy. On June 20, 1972, three days after Watergate,
Hunt came to his home and retained him in the area of
criminal law. Liddy came the next day, also retained
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ten one hundred dollar bills. Curiously late in October
or November of 1971, Hunt and Liddy together retained
Jackson to represent them in the areas of contract, tort,
real estate law as well as in the area of campaign elections under California and federal law. Jackson has invoked
the attorney-client privilege to bar any further inquiry
into what Hunt and Liddy were doing and the investigation
has not yielded any independent evidence of this.
Hunt stayed in Cal.fornia from June
20-22 and June 26-29. He told Mrs. Kirby that he and
Liddy had been in the Watergate when the five were arrested
but had been able to make their escape with electronic
equipment without being noticed.
(7)

The association between Liddy,
Hunt and Barker

The investigation showed a close association
between Liddy and Hunt and between Liddy and Hunt and
Barker. One secretary for Hunt at the White House and
two secretaries at Robert R. Mullen & Co., where Hunt
worked, establish a close relationship between Hunt and
Liddy. They visited very frequently and traveled together
-- frequently under aliases. Toll records of long distance
telephone calls show a very great number of telephone calls
between Hunt and Barker and between Liddy and Barker, particularly in the period preceding the Watergate break-in.
II.

The Proposed Indictment

Based on the above facts we are prepared to recommend
to the grand jury an indictment with the following charges:
I. Conspiracy under 18 U.S.C. 371 against Liddy,
Hunt, McCord, and the four Cubans to obtain and use
illegally information from the Democratic National
Committee, a conspiracy beginning about May I, 1972 and
ending with the arrest on June 17, 1972. Though no interception occurred prior to May 25, 1972, McCord did rent
the Howard Johnson room on May 5, and buy a receiver for
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cash on May I0, 1972.
2. Two counts of burglary under 22 D.C. Code
1801(b) on June 17 against the seven defendants, one
count of entry with intent to steal and one count of
with intent to intercept oral and wire communications
unlawfully.
3. Unlawful endeavor to intercept communications
under 18 U.S.C. 2511 against all seven defendants.
4. The possession of devices designed primarily
for the surreptitious interception of oral and wire
communications under 22 D.C. Code 543(a) against McCord
and the four Cubans. Hunt and Liddy are not included
since we do not charge aiders and abettors or conspirators
with possessary offenses unless we can place the illegally
possessed items in their hands. In this case, there is
no evidence putting these devices in the possession of
either Hunt or Liddy. The local D.C. Code offense is
recommended because .there is no basis for showing that
any of the defendants moved these devices or their components in interstate commerce as required by 18 U.S.C.
2512 (i) (a).
5. The unlawful interception of wire commun~ations
from May 25, 1972, through June 16, 1972, under 18 U.S.C.
2511(a) against Liddy, Hunt and McCord. McCord, along
with Baldwin, is the only one actually receiving the intercepted communications from the Democratic National Committee
but Hunt and Liddy visit the hotel room and as McCord’s
superiors are arguably responsible for those causing these
offenses under 18 U.S. Code § 2. At present there is no
basis for charging the four Cubans for this offense.
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Defenses
III. A. Legal

The principal legal defense we anticipate relates
to one count alone - burglary with intent to intercept.
Here, the defendants may rely on an opinion in United
States v. ~ 225 F. Supp. 573 (D.C.D.C. 1964)
(Youngdahl, J.) which dismissed a burglary count charging
entry with the intent to violate the Federal Communications
Act - the Mayflower bugging case. Judge Youngdahl objected
to turning a one year misdemeanor into a fifteen year
felony by adding a burglary count and said he found no
intent of Congress to have burglary include statutory
offenses beyond the purview of common law offenses. No
appeal was taken from this dismissal and this aspect of
Judge Youngdahl’s opinion has never subsequently been
cited with approval or disapproval.
We plan to include in the indictment a separate
count charging burglary with intent to intercept communications in addition to a count charging burglary with
intent to steal (McCord had Democratic Committee documents
in his possession when arrested). In response to the
anticipated defense argument, we will allege that Frank
is distinguishable since here a five year felony is
involved, not a mere misdemeanor. Second, we will argue,
if necessary, that Frank is clearly erroneous since it
is contrary to the plain language of the burglary statute
which prohibits entry with intent to commit any criminal
offense. Moreover the injury from bugging or wiretapping
is aggravated by invading the privacy of a home or office
to bug or wiretap just as the wrong of a minor theft is
aggravated by an invasion to steal.
Defendants Hunt and McCord can also be expected
to file a motion to suppress an attache case and its
oontents of electronic equipment and brochures purchased
by McCord removed from a safe in the office of Howard
Hunt in the White House. No search warrant was used.
The search was made by White House personnel or agents
under John Dean’s direction.
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response. First it can be argued that Hunt had abandoned
the property in this safe since h~ employment officially
terminated at the end of March and this search was in the
fourth week of June when the whereabouts of Hunt was unknown. Second, it can be argued that Hunt having worked
for the White House, the search by its personnel was
equivalent to a search by a private employer since this
search was n~done at the request of the FBI or other
law enforcement personnel.

B. Factual
There are no straight factual defenses for McCord
and the four Cubans since they were caught inside the
Democratic headquarters with extensive incriminating
evidence.

Hunt and Liddy will probably attack the following
witnesses in the following manner:
(I) Baldwin - The attack will challenge the
credibility of an ex-FBI agent, now unemployed, who
claims he did not even know that what he was doing was
wrong, particularly on the grounds that he in fact was
a co,conspirator who did most of the eavesdropping and
who must have received a deal from the Government for his
cooperation.
(2) Sloan - The attack will challenge his
credibility since he resigned from the Committee as
Treasurer, destroyed records, and, faced with possible
prosecution for violations of the Campaign Act, must
have received promises from the Government for his
testimony.
Neither Baldwin nor Sloan was given formal
immunity or a formal promise not to prosecute. Both,
however, did in effect receive implicit assurances that
if they were used as witnesses by the prosecution, they
would not be defendants. Both appear to be truthful
persons and this should help their credibility.
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preclude his testimony on the grounds of the attorneycl~nt privilege. We shall claim the questions which
the Court of Appeals ordered Caddy to answer in litigation arising during the grand jury investigation are
the law of the case.
(4) Esther Kirby - She is damaging to Hunt
since he admitted to her his participation and presence
as~e~l as Liddy’s on the night of the arrest at the
Water,ate. His statement as to Liddy, of course, is
hearsay.

however, and
~ornia should be persuasive
that she would not be prejudiced or biased against him.
C. Overall Defense
Apart from any specific legal or factual defense,
we can expect one other general defense to be rasied
directly or indirectly by all defendants. That is an
Eichmann kind of defense to the effect that they were
only soldiers or may be a sergeant following orders and,
accordingly, should not be held responsible by a jury.
In this regard, we believe that many or perhaps even most
people, on the facts we have, all suspect involvement of
persons in positions of higher authority. The defense
~ill seek to take advantage of this by criticizing the
failure to prosecute such persons.
This defense, non-legal though it is and one
obviously designed to ask a jury to exercise its powers
of nullification, may be strenthened by the fact that
there are a number of questions unanswered by the investigation and which probably can be answered, if at all,
by only Hunt and Liddy. Certainly, as of the date of
this memo, every possible lead or suggested path of
investigation has been fully explor@d either by the FBI,
by the grand jury or by both, and thereisnoevidence incriminating anyone else, other than the seven suspects,
as an aider or abettor or as a conspirator - other than
Baldwin, nor, for that matter, is there any evidence wh~h
indicates that anyone knew of the bugging a:ctivities~
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Unanswered Questions

First and foremost ~ what happened to the $250,000
which Government witnesses - Sloan and perhaps Bart Porter
- will testify Liddy received? Our investigation can
account for about $47,000, exclusive of Hunt and Lidd~s
travel and hotel expenses. The information, the intelli-gence Liddy produced was minimal. Though Jeb Magruder
states that some of his information was influential in
convincing the Republicans of a need to give up San Diego
as the convention site, that information-number of demonstrators, their plans, etc. - cannot have been that
expensive to obtain. Thus we have apparently tens of
thousands of dollars unaccounted for.
Related to this is the disturbing vagueness of
Liddy’s assignment and the absence of any reports or
records of any kind and the absence of knowledge as to
who received his information. Jeb Magruder indicates
that Liddy was hard to control and in fact he Magruder
was somewhat afraid of him. While our own direct contact
with Liddy and what we know of him would support Magruder’s
view of Liddy, it is most difficult to get this personali~
kind of evidence before a jury. Thus what we are left with
is a gap in the evidence which a jury could well attribute
to official cover-up. The effect of the gap may be aggravated by our reluctance at this time to use Magruder as a
witness at trial, despite the fact that he is the one who
can give more information than anyone but Liddy as to the
assignment Liddy had. Our reluctance to call Magruder is
attributable first to the fact that some of his statements
as to the methods of disbursement to Liddy conflict with
Sloan who is a key government witness. Second, if anyone
in higher authority knew what Liddy was doing, it would
be Magruder, who authorized the intelligence gathering
episode in the first place but who then maintained the
loosest of controls, one reason being that $250,000 was
not, according to him, that much money. Since he was by
his own account dealing in millions of dollars, $250,00
may well not in fact have seemed significant to him. A
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is hardly likely to agree. Magruder accordingly, is
somewhat suspect though at the present time, outside
of the authorization, there is no evidence in any way
connecting him directly with Watergate. Finally, Sloan
has testified that after Watergate, Magruder tried to
persuade him to agree to a lesser sum than he gave Liddy.
Other unanswered questions relate to Hunt’s employment in the White House as a consultant from July 6, 1971,
to March 31, 1972. All those for whom Hunt worked Charles Colson, David Young, and Bud Krogh - have testified
that whatever work Hunt did for them was completed by midDecember. Yet White House records show that during the
months of January, February, and March Hunt was paid for
125 hours of work spread over 47 days. For whom was he
working and on,hat project?
Moreover, during this period of time Hunt and Liddy
travelled together and on some of the days on which they
were travelling Hunt claimed and received compensation
for the White House. Yet outside of trips to Denver,
Warwick, Rhode Island and Dallas, known to the White
House, there is no record or testimony of authorized
travel by Hunt and none of the Hunt travel with Liddy,
particularly to California and Miami, Florida, involved
the above three trips. Thus questions arise as to who
authorized the travel, who paid for it, and what was its
purpose? As you know, I previously advised you of these
problems with Hunt’s relationship to the White House and
you advised me that you brought these matters to the
attention of John Dean. Angelo Lano of the FBI also
advised John Dean of these problems areas and Mr. Dean
advised he would look into it.
Finally, though Jeb Magruder testified that he did
not authorize Liddy to engage in his intelligence activit~s
until December 29, 1971, and his diary shows a meeting with
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shows Hunt writing on December 20th to an ex-CIA agent
in Tampa, Florida, and, with Liddy, both using their
alaises of Warren and Leonard, having a meeting with
him on December 28, 1971, in Miami inquiring in a vague
manner about doing security work. This discrepancy I
also brought to your attention and you indicated to me
that you had advised John Dean of this.
Campai.$n Election Law Violations
Although this investigation centered on the
Watergate break-in, the passage of the Dahlberg and
Mexican checks through the bank accounts of Barker
Associates, Inc. and the appearance to the public of
that money as a payoff to Barker, necessitated our
tracing the source and path of that money to determine
if there were any connections between contributors,
the Finance Committee and the Watergate. This we did
in the Grand Jury and succeeded in tracing the money
to its source and found no connection other than the
coincidental one of Liddy using Barker to change
checks to cash at the same time he was associating
with Barker on "intelligence activities." Though
Barker was apparently paid for his work on intelligence
activities, there is no evidence that the Mexican or
Dahlberg checks were used for this purpose. To the
contrary, through Sloan, the evidence is that the cash
from the Dahlberg and Mexican checks was returned to Slosh
less expenses. The Watergate Five had the $I00 bills
with the traceable numbers only because of the coincidence that after the money was put into the Finance
Committee safe with other money, Liddy received in cash
from the safe the two $12,000 disbursements previously
mentioned, part of which he gave to the Watergate Five and
which must have been some of the very bills he had earlier
turned over to Sloan.
The Mexican checks were received by the
Finance Committee - Sloan in particular - on April 5,
1972, two days prior tothe April 7 cut-off date for required disclosure. It is hard to see how or why merely
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would require disclosure. With respect to the Dahlberg
check, the evidence shows that Andrews pledged the
$25,000 and placed it in a safe deposit box for Mr.
Dahlberg prior to April 7, 1972. Since Mr. Dahlberg
is a major fund raiser for the Republican Finance
Committee, it certainly is arguable that delivery to
him as an agent for the Committee was effectuated prior
to April 7th even though he did not receive the cash
until April 9th, turned the cash in for a cashier’s
check dated April 10th, and gave it to Secretary Stans
on April ii, 1972. Even if the agency theory is not
accepted, the violation is at best highly technical
in nature and in our view not deserving of prosecution.
Moreover, any such violations would probably
involve the Treasurer of the Finance Committee, Hugh
Sloan, since the Act appears to make the treasurer of
a political committee primarily or at least partially
responsible for filing the required reports. We were
aware of Sloan’s potential liability when we dealt
with him in the presence of his attorney Mr. Stoner.
Because we concluded that Sloan was a credible person,
because we needed him as a witness to connect the
checks and other money to Liddy and for the highly
incriminating statements Liddy made to him, and because
we considered the possible election law violations by
Sloan highly technical,we implicitly assured Sloan that
if he were a Government witness~e were not going to
turn around and seal his lips by charging him with a
crime.
Utlimate responsibility for determining whether to
bring election law violations rests, of course, with your
Division. Pursuant to your request, we have given to
Walter Barnes of the Fraud Section the transcripts and
records he requested for the Fraud Section’s evaluation.
Two points of information. First, when I asked Sloan
why the post-April 7 disbursements to Liddy were not reported, he stated that he considered them part of the $250,000

-20committed to Liddy well before April 7th and therefore
not reportable as pre-committed funds. Second
grand jury testimon~

To our knowledge, the~
bursements were
not reported, but because they had absolutely no relevance
to the Watergate caper, we never explored this matter at
all.
VI.

Immunity

As previously mentioned, one of the six Cubans
~ho stayed at the Watergate Hotel from May 26 - May 20,
Felipe DeDiego, was granted use immunity under 18 U.S.
Code 6002-6003, but gave no useful information.

On the basis of Criminal
Division policy not to grant even use immunity in cases
in which the person is to be prosecuted for the identica!

-21transaction for which immunity is sought, our request
was denied.
Immunity still remains a potentially useful tool in
thiscase. As mentioned above, despite the exhaustive
investigation, there is no evidence incriminating anyone
other than the seven persons who propose to recommend for
indictment to the grand jury. It is possible and perhaps
even likely that no one else was involved in this bizarre
activity. In any event, in our view there are two ways,
somewhat related, to try to find out.
First, after indictment and trial, if convicted, Hunt and Liddy, to
avoid a possible~iff sentenc~ may talk. Or, after
trial, if convicted, Hunt and Liddy then could be granted
use immunity and required to testify. These may be the
only paths available to determine if anyone else~was
involved in the Watergate break-ino
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TO

DA°I’~:

\
Stat4s ~%torney
Assistant *’unzteG
"" ~
Cotttacts Between ProsecutionSof John W. Dean,XIi,
From A~ril i, Up to Date
Abou,
3:00 p.m. on A,oril
6, .1973,
~
....
M,~ssrs.
Charles
..
N ¯ Shaf fer ,~.~c,.
~ =
Tom Hoc~an, representin~ John ’W, Dean, ~!~
came to my office, i~ Seymour G!anzer and Don Campbell
were present. U’he stated purpose of the visit was to
a~.ocuss, wna~ they An~r~e~e<~as,
" ~-~ ~ ~ ~
our desire to nave
Dean. appear before the Grand Jury im~ediateiy. We said
we would want him to appear soon. They said that a
subpoena would not be necessary and they simply wanted
to know when. 2/ They offered us ful! cooperation and
complete truthfulness from Dean in the Grand Ju~-v and
later at trial, a preview of t-he quality of his testimony~
the opportunit~> to heal him, observe him and evaluate
him in ._e_u~D
~ * ~
for" ..........
im~uni~y from prosecution (equg+ab]::
im~uunit.y), no forwarding of the informationOD"~.ir~d
~"" = fxoz[
Dean to the Department of ~"
o ust3.ce
"
and all discussions to
be off the record.

I/ There was an =azlier meeting where
:.,~ introduced thems.el,~es to ."
and Tq,-,
.... g~...
S~!oert and stated tlnat
they represented Dean.
2/ It is signJ_ficant to note that Mr, Glanzer had
a long confidentJ_a! meeting with Shaffer at Glanzer’s
home o~. the night of April 5th which went into the early
morning hours of April 6th, This paved the way for -the
3:00 p.m. meeting discussed above.

~¯
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I[ was understood :that if we proceeded in this
fashion the Government would not be committed in any
way except as to restrictions on the rose.of information
provided by Dean. The restriction was that discussions
were off the record and no informatioon or leads derived
therefro’~n were to be used in the investigation.3_!
About 2:00 p.m. on April{~ 8, 1973, the three prosecutors met with Dean, Shaffer and Hogan at Shaffer’s
Rockville.offime.4_/ This meeting was curtailed when
Dean was called away to attend a meeting at the White
House. It should be noted that McCord had appeared
in a limited way before the Senate and his proposed
testimony had been "leaked" to the press. Furthermore,
on April 5 and 6 ,. t4cCord was appearing before the
Grand Jury. The thrust of that testimony was aimed
at Magruder, Mitchell and Dean’s culp, ability.5/ However, McCord did provide the leads to secure witnesses
±~{e Robert Reisner, Sally Harmony and Vicki Cherne,
who made Magruder’s continued pesture of innocence
untenable.

3--/ At a later date Shaffer and Dean dropped the
restriction as to information and leads, on a nunc pro
tunc basis, so that ~he information and leads could be’ "
used without limita~.D_9}~g~_~at they. could not be
~ "
used against Dean ~ accepted.}
4/ This was agreed to as the site because of
publicity and security reasons. No one knew Shaffer ]~
,
was in the cas~ at the time.
5/ Except for Magruder, the quality of McCo~.-d’s
testimo~.y was hearsay derived from Liddy.
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31, 1973

On Monday night, April 9th, we resumed the
interrupted conference of the prp~iious day. After
Dean reviewed highlights of his testimony a discussion
of his status was held. The prosecution’s position was
that inhmunity from prosecution posed difficulties that
appeared to be substantial. But we did not foreclose
that as a possibility. They recognized that an in~munity
bath posed problems for us. Shaffer pointed out that
the formal use .immunity mechanism provided difficulties
for both ~ides because of its effect on Dean’s credibility
and his public posture of open cooperativeness. Shaffer
that
and Hogan said they would - ~ -: ~r S~-Im~ru
" ’-- ~ s proposal
~
Dean testify without any claims, proceedings or promises.
After the meeting, the proiecutors stopped at
a restaurant to assess the situation. We decided that
equitable immunity was out of the question.6_/ Another
nagging problem was the limitation on disclosure of
the status and nature of cur negotiation~ to Henry
Petersen and Attorney General Kleindienst.
Mr. Shaffer telephoned Silbe~t on Tuesday, April
~ ,~ was consideri:-~g
~0th~ Shaffer said ue,.~,
equitable [~munity directly_ ~_rom ~
Mr. Kieindienst to
avoid our "authority problem." Si!bert told him we could
not accept equitable i~=unity for Dean for several important reasons. Silbert suggested Dean consider testifying
without conditions and promises. Shaffer asked if we were
~eeking his testimony., brimarily to
in~cu" ~; ~ D==n~_ and Silbert
said no. Silbert sai~ that the prosecution was anxious
to get moving and have Dean.appear before the Grand Jury
next week. Shaffer said he would get back to us.
On April’12, Shaffer called Glaunzer at’the office
and said he had to see the prosecutors; at once on an
emergency basis. Meanwhile, on this da~e, we were contacted by Magruder’s attorneys who wer;e aware of our
interest in Magruder. Shaffer arrived at ii:00 p.m.
Shaffer made adisc!osure to us about Dean’s receipt of
money from Strachan in 1972. Shaffer was aware from Dean
that Strachan had appeared before the Grand Jury and that
w~ had interrogated Strachan about his handling of money,

6/ We emphasized that this was an acute problem
_ of Justice’s approval.
with~_uu
~ the Departmen~
.
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the amounts, the movements, the distributees, the sources,
etc. We advised Staffer to deposit the money in Dean’s
possession in an account so that it %~ould be secure and
disclosed. Healso agreed to photocopy the bills to preserve the serial numbers for whatever evidentiary value
that information would have.
On Saturday, ADril 14~ 1973, G!anzer had a meeting
with Shaffer at G!anzer’s holmes. ~lanzer told Staffer
plea
Dean.
G!anzerintold
Staffer
that we upon
felt athat.
that from
we were
thinking
terms
of insisting
guil~v
- ~-’
this disclosure of our shift in att_~tude was necessary
in the spirit of fairness.
Saturday night we " telephoned
Shaffer and told him we were disclosing what we had learned
to Messrs. Titus and Petersen. Later we._notified Shaffer
-,
¯
,.
.q.
that Mr..,le~nelen~r
was bein~-informed.7~
On Sunday afternoon, April 15, 1973, the~ prosecutors
met with Dean and Staffer at Shaffer~s office. We adv~se~
them that we were compelled to divulge to Henry Petersen
what we had !eg.rnt-d from several sources, ~=~u0.~.g Dean,
with the recommendation that the Attorney General transmit
¯ th.Js information to the President. Shaffer and Dean
ratified what we had done and stated they did not consider
this a breac~.
~- of our understanding._.
Indeed, they
their co~]sistently e~=p~_e~-=~ desire to have the President s
eyes opened to this pr,edicament because of his supposed
ignorance of the facts. Up to this point Dean’s pos~o~
was discussed in terms of Ehrlichman and Ha!deman keepinU
the truth from the President.8_/

7/ Following this on April 15, i~73, Mr. Kleindienst
~ t.~e
excused--himsel~
_ ~ro:,~
~ case,
S_/ On April 17, the President announced an
investigative "breakthrough."
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!t is important to no~ ~that near ~h~ end of
our cor:ference on April 15th, Dean mentioned the fact
that Liddy anu Hunt had buro,!arized ~h,_~ff~c_s of
Ell~)erg’s psychiatrist. This was mentioned as a matter
apart from and seemingly un_~lat~ to the Watergate case.
It was mentioned in such a way as to leave the impression
that Dean and Shaffer were unaware of its impact on the
Wateruate case. Indeed, we did not appreciate that
rel~tionship at that time ourselves. We received it
in terms of requiring us to make a disclosure to the
Court in the Ellsberg prosecution and its impact, on
that case.
On April 19, 1973, Silbert :,;rote a memorandum to
z_-~ the prosecution’s position
Petbrsen which summ, ari
vis-a-vis Dean as of that date. The important language
in that memorandum is as fol!ows:
"A9 no time, however, has any commitment of any kind been given to Mr.
Dean that he will not be prosecuted if
he furnishes sufficient evidence to indict Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Ehrlichman.
This fact was confirmed by..~r ’~ . Dean’s
A, ttorney, I,,[r. Charles Shaffer, in a
telephone conversation early on Thursday,
April 19r 1972."
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Shaffer telephoned
and
On Friday, April 20, ~’73,
.
advised Silb-=.~ that Sam Dash had called him. and °-,.~antes"
to speak with "Dean on an info::mal basis. Shaffer asked
S~_merz what the position of the prosecution was and Silbert
replied we took no position.
By this time, Dea~ had told the prosecutors about
the delivery to Pat Gray of 2 files from Hunt’s safe and
: ~,~ ....~,~’~t ~;e~_._~u~on"
those files
When
we had told Shaffer that Gray denied the incident when
Henry.m=tersen_ confronted him with the =~act=~, Shaffer
told Silbert that Dean would take a lie detector test
on this point snd on any other matters we selected.
Follo<~,ing this, Shaffer explained that Dean’s press
’~ was
release which said he woult]
- ¯ ~ not be a "scapegoat
_
designed to let Haldeman and Ehrlichman know that Dean
was not going to go downa~on~
~ -=
. 9~
Shaffer said that Ehr!ichman had inserted in the
President’s public stauem.=nu the recommendation against
giving any White House aides i,numunity i,n order to frustrate
Dean’s efforts along those lines with us.
. sha.._~er also said ¯that Dean’s recollection had
been stimulated by news reports and research and that
he had -,=o~ details t,o give us.i0!__

9/ At the ~utset of "Dean’s re].ationship with the
prosecut--ors his disclosures were focused on John Mitch.el!
and Jeb Magrude~-. He discussed the p, re-June 17 meeting
at the Department of Justice for exam~!e. Then he shifted
to the post-June 17 obstruction, but %he’participants were
limited to the re-election Con~mittee. Subsequently, he
escalated his revelations to implicate Ehrlichman and
Haideman. When Dean began to get pressure from the President
and was ultimately 69.sed out he began focusing on the
President as being culpable. In other words, there has been
a .gradual escalation by Dean as to who is culpable.
i0/
We had complained steadily that Dean lacked
corrobor-~tion for much of his testimony. At one point, it
was suggested that Dean be wired before his conversations
~
Ha!deman and others
but this was rejected
.
with Ehrl"¯ ’ cnman,
-

Reproduced at the National Archives

Once again, Shaffer wanted to know when Dean would
be called b<.-fo~’~’,
the Grand Jury. Silbe~t said he hoped
¯ ,.~_ ~ .
~
~
~n ~.,e
nex~
ten days. Sheller said he
it wcu!d be ~.7, ....
didn’t wan~ nr~s c!ienu ~1o be last. F~naliy, S]~a~er said
that ~ ~n~ wan
ted£.the opportunity to make a presentation on
beh<if of ~ea> to ~].<: Department o& Jmstice before we
indicted. We said we would give him ~hat opportunity.
On Ho~day even~.ng, ~/rll 23, 1973, Shaffer came
to S~.Ibert’s ~.<,.e and discussed his client’s status
with Gianzer and Silbert.. He inquire{d about whether we
Int~=,,u~,, to subpoena Dean to appear before the Grand
Jury. We said we had not decided. S~affer said he
might m, ove to quash the s~poena and ~while that was being
litigated ’~=u<:,=~,
....
might testify
before t~e Senate Co~ittee
.
,
He said he had spoken to Dash and the: Co~nittee could
convene on short notice for Dean.
By this time, Shaffer was play<ing-the Senate
Committee off. against the prosecutors~. He stated that
his s-hrateg~y was to get what he wante~:d from the Corm~ittee.
By implication ,. he left the impressiom that we would be
embarrassed if Dean appeared before ~he Senate and he had
npt testified before the Grand Jury.
Bhaffer displayed a writing w]hich he said was a.
tabulation of telephone calls to Deem from Henry Petersen.
o ~ down De an"s appeal for i_<~munity
He said if Petersen turn=@
-Petersen’s impartia!i, ty would be questioned. Following.
this Shaffer raised the question of w:hether Dean could
plead guilty to a misdemeanor. He m@ntioned misprison of
a felony and we said that was a three year felony. He
said that would not.do.
-On Apri} 29, 1973, Sb.affer called Glanzer at home
late at night. He told G!anzer he w~as calii~ig from the
Waldorf Astoria Hote!. He said he h, ad checked in with
Dean because Dean was scheduled to a~ppear before the New
York Grand Jury in the Vesco matter.
On Hay 2, 1973, we had a late night meeting with
Dean at Shaffer’s office. The meeting began at 9:30 p.m.
and ended about 2:00 a.m. We made it clear that our
position was that it was our presen~ view that Mr. Dean
could not be totally immunized from prosecution. We
said that we could be persuaded otherwise but that Dean
was at the center of the criminalit}’.
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At this meeting, Dean and Shaffer waived the off
the record restriction imposed earlier and told us to
take notes.ll/
Dean said that he h&d information about
the Preside~-~’s involvement but we declded to concentrate
~ ~ and Haldeman and
first on what Dean knew about Ehrli
c~m_n
Dean’s discussion of his knowledge of the case was delayed
by our general review of Dean’s: status with respect to
the Grand Jury investigation. It was at this meetingthat Dean allowed us to hear a copy he had made of a
Colson-Hunt dicta belt.12__/ ¯
On May 3, 1973, we met again with Dean at Shaffer’s
office. This time Dean outlined the evidence he had
concerning the President’s involvement in the Watergate
case. We also discussed whether Dean would testify before
the Grand Jury without any guarantees. After the conference
was conoluded and we departed Si!bert t~!ephoned Sha~fe~
and advised him that we wanted Dean to appear on Saturday
morning. He said he Would let us know
During the May o
1973, meeting Shaffer discussed an interpleader he proposed
to file in United States District Court with respect tc
,~ig~}, classified docume_~ts in Dean’s possession when he
was terminated by the President on April 30th. We told
him that we preferred to have him delay that filing" until
Monday’and he agreed. However, on Friday, May 4th, Shaffer
filed the interpleader and deposited the safe depositn _y
’~s
in Court. Late at night on May 4; 1973, Dean and Shaffer
deci d_<~
~ ~ that Dean would not appear before the Grand Jury
on Hay 5. We notifimd the grand jurors and Court reporters
of the sudden cancel~ation.
.

~ Hoga~n withdrew his represen.tatio~ o~ Dean about
this time because he had represented Colson in an unrelated
civil matter.
..
12__/
We subsequently receivei a transcript of that
dicta b~lt from. Colson’s attorneys. They have custody of
[he origina! dicta belt.
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.~ ’-}-.~_,~ BxJ.ncip~._ to,oic_
At the May 4, 1973, "~,=~,~:~ ....
’
-~
4-4 .:e-,~-" ~,-:
p..~,:_._j!_,-.r~
and ±is implications
of discussion was ex_.cu
....
for Dean and any other ~ ....’.’Thite .<-~,:~-’~ aides
Our position
"’~
~-~
if raised but that
was that it might [)ose s.:.m.:~
we would !itiqat,.<_ i~. ~,,.~., :.,~ere. co{~.-’kident t’n.-~t ".,.ze would
prevail. Shaffer agreed.

"
On May ~.,_2, 1973, Gl.anzer soo:<e
to Sh&£fer and Jchn
~),~/ Dean semaratel~" by teleo:n~<~e from q:30 p.m. to about
9[ ;:: i0:I0 [~.m. from his home. De, an s<~g~ested that we get
the President’s news summs~:ies to determine whether there
~
not~tions on them which m~g~:t be ,~elp~u~.
= ~ He said
.~,h are
the news su~arJ.~s are classified b!: s’~ject matter
there is one file headed "~~aterg~t--~_t:.’’
Dean said Strachan admitted to him that he had
removed theinror~::ac~on
...... " ....-"
~c_,..~ved from. the bugs from the
files after the June 17 arrests.
Dean said he asked ]?red Fielding to pick up "a
package" from Sta~.~ about ~’~, ........ 1972
Dean said
Starts had ca!led and said the package was ready for
.Dick-up- Fred didn’t nno:.: it was money but ’"=-~-~._~n did.
Dean said he had called o~.~,n~
e-- - to get the $22,000 after
Haldeman and he had agreed to reconstitute the $350,000
by reimbursing the fund with $22,000
Dean was puzzled when Glanzer told him that
Colson does not corroborate him about his version of
the advice about Hun{’s flight.
On May 3i 197~, Dean told us that somet±me after
September 15, 1.972, and no later than October 1972, he
was summoned to the President’s office. Haldaman
present when Dean was ~omp!imented by th’e President.
The President is supposed to have said "Bob has been
k~sping me informed of the job you’ve done." Dean claims
...... [hat it; March 1973, 13/ during the Gray confirmation
~ ~that Baul O ’Brien 14/
hearings he told the Presi
~n~
.relayed a threat from Hunt through Bittman to the effect

13__/ This conversat~-on, if it did occur, would have
"~ ’
had to have occurred before ~,..arcn
23, the date of. Hunt’s
sentencing in this case.
1--4/ An attorney~ "~=
..o,- -the re--election Committee.

~~’I~ I~ ’II

II I[ IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIi’!I ’.]i .

Professor

-
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that Hunt was going to d{sc!ose the "se~ty things he
did for Ehrlichman unless money was .<o_thcom±ng. Dean
claims that the President asked what it would cost to
keep Hunt silent and Dean said $i Million. 15/ The
President is Supposed to have said that $i Mi!lion doesn’t
pos.~_ a problem.
Dean claims to have had a discussion with the
President on March 21, 1973, which came about after the
Pres~ .~d~nt
~
. telephoned him at home the previous night.
Dean claims that he urged the President to let him tel!
him about the President’s De~il. The President told Dean
to see him the following morning. On March 21, 1973,
Dean claims he made i_~6/ a full disclosure to the President.
Dean said that he had discussed the cover-up
months before .this with Dick Moore, a special counsel
to the President. Moore is primarily a public relations
type. We have had a preliminary discussion with Moore
with his atto.rney, Herbert J. Miller, present. 17/ Moore
is an elderly man who maintains his ignorance of---everything
except press releases and problems attendant therewith.
"
~’~,.._ think he’s not being ,~.~_.-,,~-~
....... ~l and ;-:~!l
havh to "b._ .....
,,._.,~,_~_~_~-"~ized by cross-examination in the Grand Jury or made-to tell
the truth. That is not a top priority matte__ at this-point

16/ It is significant to note that the Presidenthas alw~s referred ~o Hatch 21, 1973, as the point of
o~igin for his "break-through" announcement of April 17.
However, keep in mind that Mr. Kleindienst saw the
President on April 15, after the prosecutors made their
disclosure to Titus, Petersen and Kleindienst~
17/. Miller is a~former Assistant Attorney Genera!
of the Criminal Division during the Kennedy presidency.
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Dean claims that f,rom june 17 to Ahgust ~29, 1972,
he never met with or spoke to the President. He says
that the August 29~press announcen~.ent of a so-called
"Dean investigation" shocked him but he never said anything about i Z.
.Dean claims that he had a meeting witch the President
after March 21, 197~, with Moore p_e~nt when the Watergate
matter was ~iscussed.
~
Dean told us that Ehrlichman had admitted to Dean
that he had voluminous wiretap logs. But Dean was unable
or unwilling to say to who or what they pertained. By
implication, it was clear that these logs had nothing to
do with Watergate..
Dean claims that on Friday, March 23, 1973,
Ehrlichman talked with Kleindienst about the Grand
Jury investigation. He did not elaborate on this.
Dean said that at one undefined date in 1973, Dean was
talking to Ehrlichman and Haldeman. He mentioned "Hank"
Greenspun at which point Haldeman jumped up and said h.e
didn’t want to hear anything about it. Dean claims he
was present in ~ither Ha!deman or Ehr!ichman’s office
wnen_;:-~.~e~ of them asked Kaimbach to visit.~_c-~.~_.:~-~~-about some matter.
During the May 2 and May 3 conferences, Dean gave
us information about ,the fol!owing topics and matters.18/
Dean says that after the February 4e 1972, meeting
between Mitchel!, Mag’ruder, Dean and Liddy at which Liddy
made his now famous Gemstone presentation, he reported
what he had heard and seen to Haldeman. Dean said he
told Haldeman t~at the White House should not be involved.
Dean claims that Haldeman recounted this in front of
Ehrlichman and another occasion in front, of Mitchell.

,~_~.:<.AI--18/ Keep in mind that Dean’s presentations were
1 ne d about "-:~
~. ~el" r lack
-p~ ~:~ructured. " ~e often compl~-"
of focus and clarity. Indeed, after our lastmeeting he
stated that he was going to work up and work out his
information and assemble all his corroborative sources
and documents.
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Dean said that blitchell knew about the break-in
of E!’isberg’s psychiatrist~ He said Zro~h directed the
break-in and that during the Gray confirmation hearings
he had a discussion with Krogh about this. During this
discussion Krogh told him that the instructions to conduct
the opera~ion "came out of the oval office."O">X-%~(~~
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~’- .... "~,1._ sa~d" " that
e,_.~-’~- ~ :~’~. ~.~,, :~e~.:;,.:~e~3. :[.uch~d i~:g ~,ooo.,,.~ e_~-, v_,ra~
the telephone company,
John Dg, vies~’-:ho vras the~ employed ~-Tith

~ssi~te:J in the ven<ure, Dean ~;uggested t~at Davies was
i~z HavT.gii. Dean
~:e~.:arded fcv hi:7 efforts ~itha USA Dost
ciai~ts .that .>oh~.~ Kegan, Jach Caulfield and possibly Tony
Ulaso’~.~iez p~.:ticipated in this operation. Thereafter,
¯ Erllch~nn a~:.i the ?resi.Jent convinced J. Edgar Hoover to
have the EBI do the su:vei].lance of newsmen and certain White
House "oeraonz~ei., William Sui!Js~an of the bureau directed the
surveillance anna a!l ~ne ~.o~ were. given to Sullivan. He in
turn inscructr~d that the only logs in existence ~-Tere to go
to Erlichman. This procedure was not follo~¢ed. It seems
Hoover k~pt a set~ Sullivan obtained Hoover’s set without
iieovez"s consent o~" knowledge and turned them over to Mardian
,~ho then~=_,~,~’~’~_~ them to

Dean ..wasfurnishing this information to us in order to
show us that he knew thii-,gs that could bring about the impeachmeat of the ?~esident but he conceded that they had little

or no relevance to our ~..,, .... =o<,_!on.
At "e~.e poi’._-:.t, Dean mentioned that during 1971 Colson had
a discussion v..,ith bau!~z.e;a about doing a so-called "~ug job"
of Broo~ngs In~.tmtute in ~d_~ to extract certain documents
~ the ~-’ ~ ’ file ’

~ean asserts that Gem&tone summaries went to Strachan

¯
pu~.-suant to }’,.a].deman’ s mns___..c~_ono.
~,~" "~ ~
He claims that Strachan
,pul!ed all of the incriminating Haideman fixes relating to
June 17, 1972 . He says that
Gemstone and other matters =~_~er
~
material in the ~-.,.e ~eiated to meetings between H-~,deman,
Strachan andKal~,qbach. Dean claims that Strachan told him
that he had destroyed the proceeds of the ~Tatergate tap.
" Dean has a taped inte..r-¢iew which he conducted of Segretti
on i’a, ovembe,_- I0 or !I; 1972o Paul 0’Brian t~rned c.ver to
Dean ~aterial he had obtained from Segretti;~s lav~,er John
Po!lackf This material proported!y include~ Segretti’s
e:q~ense records ~nd a diary of his activities on behalf
from the sunmer of !971 up to January 1972. We have asked
Dean for this material and he has promised to tu~ it over

to us. Uean c~_a~ms

have D].ayed the tape for Er!~chm~n
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WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
TO

FROM

: Files

DATE: NOV. 15, 1973

Peter F. Rient~
Judy DennyQ~

SUBJECT: Meetings with Seymour Glanzer and Donald Campbell -.
_ September 18 and October i0, 1973.
",3~/~/~}J On September 18, and October 10, 1973, Peter F Rlent
"
nice.and Judy Denny of the Special Prosecutor s Office interviewed
Assistant U. S. Attorneys Seymour Glanzer and Don Campbell
in Glanzer’s office, concerning contacts after April I, 1973,
between the original Watergate prosecutors and John Dean
and/or Dean’s attorneys. During and after these interviews,
Glanzer and Campbell provided their handwritten notes taken
at their May 2 and 3 meetings with Dean. Other documents
referred to are Glanzer’s May 31 memo to Cox and a September
6 memo to files from Rient and Denny re Silbert interview.
Except as otherwise stated, Glanzer and Campbell
both gave the following information.

"

i. Glanzer knew both Charles Shaffer and Tom Hoaan
(Dean’s attorneys). Glanzer and Shaffer are close friends~
and have known each other since Shaffer worked in the Department of Justice. Glanzer knew Hogan when Hogan was a
law clerk for Judge Jones. The two attorneys for Dean came
to Glanzer’s office on about April 2~, 1972, saying they

/m~.
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represented Dean. They believed that a subpoena was
outstanding for Dean and they wanted to assure the prosecutors that Dean would be produced upon request without such
measures. (There was actually no subpoena at the time.)
Shaffer and Hogan primarily wanted to set up a modus
vivendi for Dean’s cooperation. They were also interested
in knowing ~bout and meeting Silbert, so Glanzer took them
to meet Silbert. Campbell was not present at the meeting.
The two attorneys repeated their stance to Silbert. [The
prosecutors at this time were becoming interested in Dean
because of leaks from McCord’s discussions with Dash and
adverse publicity about Dean from the Gray hearings.] The
meeting ended with the prosecutors saying they would contact
Dean’s attorneys. (Glanzer notes that Shaffe~is a brilliant
and resourceful attorney.) - ’~!d
~/~
2. Late in the evening of April 5, Shaffer called
Glanzer at home, saying there was an emergency that he
needed to discuss immediately. The two met alone at Glanzer’s
home. There was a mutual understanding that the discussion
was in confidence. Shaffer began by asking Glanzer how
far the prosecutors were willing to pursue the case. Glanzer
replied that there were no restraints and they would go
wherever the evidence led. Shaffer then expressed concern
that since he (Shaffer) was known as a friend of the Kennedys

Reproduced at the National Archives

3 -

and Glanzer was a Democrat, there might be accusations of
scheming against the Administration, but Glanzer told him
not to worry.

-

Shaffer asserted that Dean could "deliver Mitchell"
and made general references. to the January and February
meetings with Liddy. Shaffer then stated that these discussions had to be off-the-record because the prosecutors’
chain of command led directly to Kleindienst who, as a friend
of Mitchell, might inform Mitchell

Shaffer even preferred

that G!anz~r not talk to Silbert. (Shaffer also expressed
uncertainty about an attorney-client privilege, and there
was some discussion of work product privilege and executive
Prm°vlleg~)a
g - ed that Dean was in t
ffer acknowled

though he stated that he had not debriefed Dean completely, u~/
However, Shaffer thought Dean would raake a valuable witness ’~.~.?

,,

o,

.

,at

and hoped to obtain immunity for him. There was also some
plea Glanzer responded

such judgments couldn’t bemade on the disclosuresthus
far

(Glanzer) would have to talk with Silbert

about it. Shaffer continued to ask if the prosecutors
would really take on the Administration and perhaps indict
Mitchell. Glanzer told Shaffer the prosecutors would go
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where the evidence led. Shaffer was satisfied with this.
Glanzer said Shaffer should debrief Dean and then tell
the story to the prosecutors off-the-record.
Shaffer also asserted in a more general way that
Dean could "deliver Magruder." He contended Dean’s value
was greater than Magruder’s because Dean had not perjured
himself as Magruder had. [Shaffer had told Bierbower
(Magruder’s attorney) that Magruder had lied and told
Gianzer that Magruder’s Grand Jury transcrip£s had been
floating around. (Magruder had taken the transcripts during
preparation for trial. Bierbower eventually returned them
to the prosecutors.)]
Glanzer attempted"to reach Silbert and ask him to
come over to Glanzer’s home that night, but was unable to
do so. Glanzer assured Shaffer that he (Shaffer) could deal
with Silbert the same as with Glanzer. A meeting was set
up for the following afternoon.
3. Before the afternoon meeting of April 6, Glanzer
told Silbert and Campbell about the substance of his meeting with Shaffer the night before.
At the April 6 meeting, between the prosecutors and
Shaffer and Hogan, Shaffer gave a well organized presentation aimed at "selling" his client and whetting the prosecutors’ appetites.

(It is Glanzer’s opinion that the
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presentation was very general because Dean had come to
Shaffer only shortly before Shaffer came to the prosecutors and Shaffer had not yet learned all that Dean knew.)
Silbert said that Shaffer should make the presentation.
Shaffer offered Dean’s cooperation in return for immunity, ~/ ]~/
stressing Dean’s value and reliability. Silbert rejected
the idea at that point. Saying that he thought the prosecuhors could be trusted, Shaffer offered to have Dean
tell his story directly to them as long as it was off-therecord. Shaffer emphasized that Petersen and Kleindienst
should not be informed.
Shaffer talked only of Dean’s knowledge regarding
Mitchell and Magruder. There was nothing said about
Ehrlichman, Haldeman, C:lson, or Nixon.

5~Y~

, s ~0(
~
Shaffer ,s disclosures co..firmed
much of McCord
grand jury testimony. Up to this point, McCord had been
an unbelievable witness. He had answered questions at the
grand jury by reading from a prepared script and many of ~ ~ ~the jurors disbelieved him. However, McCord had led the
prosecutors to Reisner and Harmony and he had first told the
prosecutors that Gemstone was the code word for the
clandestine operation involving the break-in and the wiretapping.
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The meeting ended with Silbert saying he would
contact Dean’s attorneys about further meetings.
4. At 2:00 p.m. on April 8, the three prosecutors
met at Shaffer’s office with Dean, Shaffer and Hogan.
Shaffer’s office was picked to avoid publicity. The meeting was short because Dean was eventually called to a White
House meeting (around 3:30) after receiving several calls
from the White House.
Dean’s disclosures were very diff%sed and of little
substance and he hedged considerably because of the attorney-~
client privilege and the fact that the President had not

,, about
been told everything yet. Dean said that it was
time someone bit the bullet and I’m willing to." However,

ferred to Haldeman and Ehrlic~an as the "Berlin Wall".) "
(a) Substantive disc!osures by Dean follow:

Dean told about the January and Februa~ meetings
in Mitchell’s office, but did not tell about the hiring of
Liddy or of talking with Liddy before the January meeting.
At the first meeting, Dean said, a million dollar plan was
presented by Liddy with charts and codes which in part included electronic surveillance. After this meeting, Dean
told Liddy to destroy the charts. At .the Feb~ary 4
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meeting, Dean arrived late. Liddy boasted that he
could hire the most sophisticated expert in electronics
for ¯the job.

Dean cut short the meeting by saying these
,

"

~//
"-" ~

,
things shouldn t be discussed in the Attorney General
s

office. Dean did not mention his subsequent meeting
with H~ideman at this time. He gave no information at
all a out Haldeman or Ehrlic~an.

16/

Dean sa&d he &e~ned o£ &he ~ne ~7 b~eak-in
McCord’s arrest while returning from Manila. He did not
know McCord. He learned that one of the Cubans had an
envelope with Hunt’s name on it, but saw no significance
in the fact at that time. Dean called Kleindienst, who
told him about the incident with Liddy at the Burnin~

¯ ree countrz Club.

must be involved, 4"

better information. Liddy also said he was a good soldier
and volunteered to go to any street corner to be shot.
Dean admitted cross examining Magruder for his
grand 3ury appearance and suggesting weaknesses in

__

Magruder’ s testimony. Magruder told Dean that Porter
would back up Magruder on his story about the purpose
which the money was given to Liddy. Dean did not mention
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Dean admitted that he, Mitchell and’Magruder
met in Backer’s office shortlybefore Magruder ’s third
grand jury appearance, at which time there was a discussion about alteriDg Magruder’s diary, and they agreed
to say the meetings in Mitchell’s office had concerned
election laws.
Dean denied that he lied to the FBI about Hunt’s
office.
Glanzer and Campbell both think Dean mentioned
Kalmbach. (Campbell thinks this was on April 9 instead
of April 8.) When money for Hunt’s requests was needed
(not spelled out as hush money), Dean said Mitchell said
"activate Kal~dDach." Dean only knew Kalmbach’s bag man
as "Tony." Dean also mentioned the $350,000 cash fund
at the White House designated for polling. Dean mentioned~°~ ~
.Caulfield and Sandwedge being the predecessor to the Liddy ~i~
plan.

Dean was concerned because he thought Liddy was
talking to the prosecutors, as there was a rumor circulating~i~i
¯
to that effect. Glanzer and Campbell say they were responsible for helping spread this rumor. Dean said he
thought Liddy could corroborate him on some aspects of his
testimony.

.
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(b) Other Matters.
The prosecutors were led to Kalmbach by Segretti
and by Flug who had e.xamined some of Kalmbach’s bank
records. They talked to Petersen about Kalmbach at their
meeting on the 14th.
"No notes were taken at this meeting and no memos
were made. In order to preserve feelings of mutual trust,
Glanzer would from time to time tell Shaffer who was
appearing before the grand jury and how leads to those
persons came from a source other than Dean. Reisner and
Powell Moore are two witnesses that Glanzer remembers
telling Shaffer about.
5. On the evening of April 9, the three prosecutors
continued their meeting with Dean and his attorneys. Dean
began to get more specific.
(a) Substantive disclosures by Dean follow:
Dean said that Magruder had been looking for a lawyer to handle CRP intelligence gathering activities and
first wanted Fielding, Dean’s assistant. Dean persuaded
Fielding not to accept and then Krogh recommended Liddy.
Dean took Liddy to meet Mitchell on November 24. Liddy
was mostly interested in the salary and his being directly
responsible to Mitchell, and although an agenda prepared
for the meeting mentioDed electronic surveillance, the sub-
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ject wasn’t discussed. The prosecutors asked’for,
but never received, a copy of this agenda. (Dean gave
it to the Senate Select Committee.) Dean took Liddy to
meet Magruder in December.
Dean never acknowledged a cover-up or conspiracy
or payin~ the defendants for silence until after he was
fired (April 30, 1973). Dean did tel! about Hunt’s money
requests through O’Brien and about meeting Ka!mbach outside
the Hay Adams on Mitchell’s instructions. He also knew
about money arrangements being made by Parkinson, O’Brien,
and LaRue. Dean was definitely minimizing his own role.
Dean explained in more detail what was discussed
at the January 27 and Fe~ruary 4 meetings, and stated that
the plans for interceptions of co~.unications, surveillance,
prostitution, goon squad, etc. were intended to obviate
disruptions similar to those at the 1968 Democratic Convention. Mitchell listened politely, puffing on his pipe,
but concluded that Liddy’s plan "wasn’t quite what he had
in mind" and that he wanted something more restricted.
(Dean notes that Mitchell was like a father to him.) After
the February 4 meeting, Dean told Haldeman about the meetings and Haldeman replied that the White House should not 5~/)~O’--be involved.
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It was at the meeting in Arthu~ Becket’s office
that Dean told Mitchell he (Dean) Would be a good witness
for Mitchel! about Mitchell’s role at the meetings because
he could say Mitchell did not expressly approve Liddy’s
plans. At this meeting Dean wanted his name erased from
Magruder’s diary entries, but Magruder said it would be
~etected by the FBI.
Dean talked with Ehrlichman after he talked with
Liddy on June 19th. Dean says he was called to Ehrlichman’
office and told to Glean out Hunt’s safe. Colson was there
and had supposedly received a call from Hunt concerning
the embarrassing contents of the safe. (Colson doesn’t
corroborate.) In Hunt’s safe were bogus cables which indicated that Kennedy was responsible for Diem’s assassinatio
Meanwhile, the FBI began calling for the contents of the
safe. Dean spoke to Ehrlichman about turning the contents
over and Ehrlichman told him to "deep six" it. Dean was
troubled by this order and mentioned it to Fielding. There
was a delay of several days. Then Dean reminded Ehrlichman that disposing of the evidence was stupid because so many
people knew about the contents’ existence. Ehrlichman
agreed but suggested eliminating the politically dangerous
material when he (Dean) made the turnover. Dean turned
over all the material to the agents except for the politically
explosive stuff which he gave to L. Patrick Gray personally.
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Now Dean was in a position to say truthfully he turned
over everything from Hunt’s safe. to the FBI.

/.~//4i

At the meeting on the 19th, Eh~rlichma_n also told /i)v~
~-]1M]3~

Dean to call Liddy to tell Hunt to leave the country.

Later Dean convinced Ehrlichman that this was crazy. .The

~

and Campbell
agree
Dean’s receiving
~/~# ~order wasGlanzer
rescinded,
but it was
toothat
late.
FBI 302 reports was not mentioned on the 8th or 9th of

~(~/~/m/)]~J~April.
~,~ i
~/ ~

Glanzer says it was mentioned on the 15th of April.

At some time either in 1972 or 1973, Dean mentioned
~]~[9
to Haldeman a request for money from Hunt through O’Brien.
Haldeman said to go see Mitchell.
Dean said that at some time Parkinson and LaRue
had come to Dean’s office with a sheet of paper with money
requests from Hunt on it, but Dean neversaid thatthe
money was for Hunt’s silence.~
Dean mentioned the

~&~

about

a CIA defense being contemplated. Ehrlichman told Dean
to "stroke" McCord. ~lso Bit~an visited Colson and discussed clemency. Again the response by Ehrlichman and
Haldeman was that Colson should "stroke" Bittman, but make

no promises.
Dean mentioned the LaCosta meetings without giving
any details.

’ ~’:~ ’~" %) "" " -
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Dean asserted that he had bee~ told by Magruder
that Liddy and Sloan had stolen money from CRP.
Dean spent qui~e a bit of time talking about his
recent relationships with Magruder and Mitchell. Dean said
Magruder was becoming nervous and was phoning everyone.
One conv4rsation between Magruder and Dean at Camp David
was taped by Dean. Dean stated that Mitchell was going to
"stonewall it." Dean was scheduled to meet with Mitchell
the next day and Glanzer suggested that Dean be wired by
the prosecutors. Shaffer objected, but said he might do it
himself.
Campbell remembers that Dean told of the March 21
meeting where Dean attempted to tell the President about the
situation, but that the President didn’t understand. Dean
would not divulge his exact words because of attorney-client
privilege and executive privilege.
Dean sal "d Howard and Strachan~ad ~iven him $15,900~

to hold in his safe, but didn’t relate this to either the~2~/r
$22,000 or the $350,000.
(b) Other Matters.
After the prosecutors had heard Magruder, they began
to understand more of what Dean had told them. Realizing
that they could use Magruder as a witness against Mitchell,
their emphasis with-Dean turned to Haldeman and Ehrlichman.

- 14 -

G!anzer knows no more about Shaffer’s April
i0 phone call to Silbert than what is in the May 31 memo

to Cox.
7. Shaff~r came to the Courthouse late on the evening of April 12 and saw Glanzer and Silbert. Shaffer said
Dean had "nibbled" on the $15,900 that Howard and Strachan
had given him, having taken about $4,000 for his honeymoon
and put a check in the safe. Shaffer wanted the prosecutors
to know this fact before they heard from Strachan. [Strachan
had not yet corrected his grand jury testimony and the prosecutors had told him to get an attorney before he came back
to the grand jury.] Shaffer also said he had been told by
Dean that Haldeman and Higby had coached Strachan before
Strachan’s grand jury appearance.
8. Shaffer and Glanzer had three telephone conversetions and one meeting on April 14th. Glanzer cannot remember
who called who the first time, but in any event Shaffer came
to Glanzer’s home as a result of the call. This was probably
in the early morning. Glanzer brought up the subject of a
guilty plea for Dean and Shaffer was not unreceptive. (At
this point, the-prosecutors had begun to think of Dean as
~/ I
~ OT~~0

a defendant rather than as a wit.ness, and felt that Dean
or his attorney should be so advlsed.)
.

"

In the early e~ening on the 14th, Glanzer called

l~,~lL~f~/~r"S ~t’~
~~/ ~U~p~l’~) Shaffer from the Deparument of Justice while meeting with
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Titus and Petersen. Later in the.~evening, Glanzer called
Shaffer to inform Shaffer of the prosecutors’ disclosures
to Kleindienst. Shaffer thought this was a breach of
their agreement, but Glanzer explained that telling
Kleindienst was necessary if the President were to be
notified as Dean wished.
9. On the afternoon of the 15th, Silbert and
Glanzer met with Dean and Shaffer. (Campbell was unable to
attend.) [Glanzer remembers Petersen instructing them to
obtain more evidence on the case, but remembers no specific
emphasis on facts concerning Haldeman and Ehrlichman.]
Dean told about himself, Mitchell, Magruder, LaRue
and perhaps Mardian and Parkinson concocting a story about
how much money went to Liddy. Magruder then testified to
this Story. Dean learned from Petersen that Silbert and
the grand jury suspected that Magruder was lying, but had
no evidence to prove it. Dean relayed this fact to Mitchell.
General Cushman’s name came up and perhaps Walters’ ......
also. Dean said something about a memo from Cushman with
his (Dean’s) name on it and that Ehrlichman was responsible.
Neither Cushman nor Walters were mentioned in connection
with an obstruction of justice.
Glanzer thinks Dean discussed receiving 302’s from
Gray "to keep abreast of the news leaks." Dean did not

./~
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mention that he had previously requested 302’s from
Petersen and K!eindienst and been turned down. Dean

~//

did not say to whom.the reports were shown. -- ~ 5/~ / ~]
Dean made a memo of his April i0 meeting wit~ I~P
Mitchell and remarked that Mitchell said he was going
"stone’wall it". The prosecutors asked for, but never p!,/
received, a copy of the memo.
Glanzer (having heard of Greenspun elsewhere) asked
Dean if he knew about Greenspun. Dean replied that Kalmbach
was asked by Colson in California to get information about
Muskie from Greenspun.
Dean mentioned McPhee’s romancing of Judge Richey
in the rose garden, the $200,000 Vesco contribution involving
Don Nixon and the ITT scandal, indicating that Watergate

was just the tip of the iceberg of corrupt activities. The
climax of this series ~of disclosures by Dean was the revelati0n that Hunt and Liddy had broken into Ellsberg’s
psychiatrist’s office in 1971.
Glanzer doesn’t recall that Dean mentioned Segretti.
i0. G!anz.er phoned Shaffer on April 19 to confirm
that Shaffer and Dean understood that Dean had been given
no commitment of immunity. Petersen had requested confirmation of this fact after being asked by the President
about Dean’s status.
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Ii. On the evening of April 23, Shaffer met
with Silbert and Glanzer. Glanzer says that by this
time, the discussions had turned into a political game.
Dean was bargaining with the Senate for immunity and the
prosecutor’s attempts at agreeing on a plea were in vain.
sharper suggested a plea to misprison of a felony (never a
firm offer), but then rejected this when it was determined
that it was a felony and the possible sentence was too long.
12. On April 29, Shaffer called Glanzer at home
to discuss the Vesco case. (It was not unusua! for Shaffer
to call Glanzer to discuss things generally.) Shaffer told
Glanzer that Dean would either be a witness in the case or
would not testify. Shaffer also told Glanzer that Colson
would have information about Haldeman and Ehrlichman.
After April 15, the situation was in a state of
flux.

The appointment of Cox and the preparation for the

Senate hearings changed the outlook from all sides.
13. By the end of April, Dean had become much more
antagonistic toward Haldeman and Ehrlichman in his discussions with the prosecutors and also in public, issuing
the "scapegoat" statement. Before that, the impression
he gave of Haldeman was of a "great devoted public servant,"
clean and hard working. He had been restrained in his
praise of Ehrlichman.

18 -

14. On May 2, Silbert, Glanzer, and Campbell met
with Dean and Shaffer at Shaffer’s office. At this
meeting the note taking prohibition was waived. Initially,
there were procedural discussions about listening to Dean
tell about Presidential involvement, including the problem
of executive privilege and attorney-client privilege.
The prosecutors decided to listen to whatever Dean had
to say.
Dean played for the prosecutors a copy of the
Colson-Hunt dictabelt. Dean said he had played the tape
for Ha!deman and Ehrlichman at Camp David on November 15
at a meeting about Chapin’s future and for Mitchell in
New York also on the 15th. i_/
a. Substantive disclosures made by Dean follow:
Dean told of seeing Haldeman after the February 4
meeting and Haldeman relaying this to Ehrlichman. 2--/
Dean says the White House put pressure on his
secretary, Jane Thomas, to provide information against
him (Dean).
i-/ Campbell’s notes indicate the tape was made between the
election and November 15. Glanzer’s notes indicate that on
the tape Hunt emphasized that commitments had been made to al!
the defendants, that the stakes were high and things must not
break for foolish reasons. Both sets of notes indicate
November 25 was the deadline for resolution of the problem.
Glanzer’s notes go into some more detail about the contents
of the tape.
2/ Both Campbell’s ~and Glanzer’s notes show that Haldeman
~id not want the White House involved. Glanzer’s notes show
that Haldeman recounted his and Dean’s conversation in front
of Mitchell also.
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~, S n e~ge, c o "ng to Dean~ was &n

elaborate plan with overt and covert operations including
illegal electronic surveillance. 3--/ The written proposal
was sent to Ehrlichman whose copy should still be at the
White House even though Caulfield took all of his files
with him when he left. Anne Dawson could corroborate
Dean on this. (There was a budget for Sandwedge.)

~

Dean said Colson called Caulfield to do a "bag
job" on Brookings, but Dean did not mention a fire.
Dean knew that "Tony" (Ulasewicz), Caulfield’s
friend did various discrete jobs for the White House,
e.g., pricing boats and picking out the "Sequoia".
Before June 17, 1972, Gemstone summaries went to
Strachan. After the 17th, Strachan told Dean that
Haldeman had instructed him (Strachan) to pull all intelligence material. All "proceeds" from Watergate wiretaps
were destroyed. Haldeman’s files included memos of

"

meetings of Haldeman, Strachan and Kalmbach about financing.
Dean taped an interview he had with Segretti and played
the tape on November 10 or ii, 1972, for Haldeman and
Ehrlichman at Haldeman’s villa in Key Biscayne.
Segretti wrote the letter insinuating sexual
deviations in Jackson and Humphrey. Segretti had a network

3/ Campbell’s notes show that
"No" to the proposal because C

and Mitchell said
was not the. v~h+ ~=~
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of 50 operatives and kept records of all the people and
movements. Segretti obtained bogus stationery from a
Cuban printer (through Hunt).
When asked for-corroboration for some of his
information, Dean suggested Tod Hullin, Higby and diaries
of Ehrlichman and Haldeman. He said Colson could corroborate the meeting on June 19th where Ehrlichman gave the
order to tell Hunt to leave the country. (Dean became
hostile to Colson when Colson did not corroborate.)
Sometime shortly after the break-in, Hunt was
~in his White House office. Colson was somewhat shaken
when he realized that at the same time a newsman was
talking with Hallett next_door.
Pat Boggs of the ~ecret Service told Ehrlichman
about the Hunt check foun’d on one’ of the Miami men-.
In July of 1972, Dean met with Haldeman and
I"

~II
"
On September 2-, 1~72, Dean met with Haldema~ a~d ’"~Ehrlichman at the Newporter Inn and told them everything he
had learned about Watergate.
At Camp David on November 15, Dean told Haldeman
that part of the $350,000 White House cash fund had to be
released. The money was thereafter released. Howard and
Strachan turned over the balance of $22,000 to Dean.
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After the break-in, Mitchell, Mardian, LaRue and
Dean discussed raising money for the defendants. Kalmbach
was mentioned and ~tchell told Dean to get Ehrlichman’s
approval. After asking Ehrlichman, Dean met Kalmbach
at the Mayflower and explained to Kalmbach that Mitchell,
Haldeman and Ehrlichman all felt the defendants needed to
be paid. Dean said LaRue would be in contact with Kalmbach
for details. Kalmbach asked Dean to have Caulfield call
him (Kalmbach). Stans turned over $80,000 to LaRue about
this time.
Later Dean met Kalmbach in Lafayette park. Kalmbach
had money with him (some from LaRue, some raised through
his own efforts) and asked for delivery instructions.
Kalmbach also wanted Dean to convey a message to Haldeman
and Ehrlic~man that he (Kalmbach) was opposed to delivering
this money. (Dean says Kalmbach frequently handled tasks
like this, e.g., $200-400,000 delivered to Wallace’s
opponent in the gubernatorial race.)
Dean said Kathleen Chenow would be a good witness to
Hunt’s and Liddy’s White House activities. Krogh and Young
would know about the Ellsberg matter.
Dean said he was told by Liddy on June 19th that
it was Magruder who pushed him into going back into the DNC.
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At the Republican Convention MacGregor whs pestering
Dean for a briefing on Watergate. Ehrlichman advised Dean
to "stroke" MacGregor, but not tell him anything.
On February 10-11, 1973, at LaCosta, California,
Haldeman, Ehrlichman, Moore and Dean met to review the White
House handling of the Senate hearings. The question of the
defendant’s continued silence was also raised. Moore was
sent to New York to get Mitchell to raise money to replace
the $350,00’0 White House fund. Moore took the message to
Mitchell but was rebuffed.
On March 12, 1973, O’Brien told Dean that he
(O’Brien) had met Hunt on March 9 and that Shapiro hadhad
a similar meeting with Hunt. Hunt threatened to tell el!
the "seamy" things hehad done for the White House if
$72,000 for legal fees and $50,000 for living expenses was
not paid to him.
Dean said that Gray was wrong to call him (Dean)

a liar.
At a meeting in Haldeman’s office between Haldeman,~/~/~/~
Ehrlichman, Dean and Mitchell, Ehrlichman asked Mitchell
about Hunt’s money problem. Mitchell replied that he didn’t
think it was a problem any more.
Dean says Haldeman and O’Brien knew each other
~/
because O’Brien had been an advance man in the 1960 campaign./[~’
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Segretti’s diaries 4--/ show violations of ~ 612 and
possibly ~ 241 and ~ 242.
Dean says LaRue was working on some deal with Tom
Pappas. 5_/
b.

..
Procedural matters:

The meeting broke up in the early hours of the 3rd
and was resumed again that night.
15. On May 3, Dean began focusing on Presidential
involvement, thus changing dramatically from his previous
stance. Glanzer and Campbel! agree with Silbert’s account
of Dean’s statements about the President. (See Rient and
Denny memo to files dated September 6, 1973 re Silbert
interview.) Glanzer and Campbell say, however, that Dean
told them that Krogh told him about the instructions for
the E!Isberg break-in coming from the Oval office at the

4/ Glanzer’s notes add that O’Brien was the one who brought
The diaries in.
5/ Campbell’s notes indicate the following items were also
~iscussed: the August 29, 1972, Presidential announcement
of Dean’s investigation (Glanzer~puts this on May 3rd) and
the President’s urging on April 17, 1973 that no White
House aides receive immunity. Glanzer’s notes add that (i)
Strachan’s testimony was worked on by Haldeman and Higby,
(2) Sloan came to Ehrlichman about the pressure being
applied to him (Sloan), and (3) that Dean thought Mitchell
had already committed perjury. Glanzer’s and Campbel!’s
notes both indicate that it was June 21.that Ehrlichman
gave Dean the order to "deep six" material from Hunt’s
safe.
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time of Krogh’s deposition (i.e., August 1972), not
during the Gray hearings. Dean also said that Mitchell
knew of the Ellsberg break-in shortly after June 17.
Among the procedural matters discussed were the
question of whether Dean would go to the grand jury as a
witness (this was left undecided) and the possible filing
by Shaffer of an interpleader concerning documents which
Shaffer said would destroy .the President. Dean was
somewhat concerned about being arrested for turning over /
the documents since he never had control of them. The
prosecutors asked that the interpleader not be filed
the following Monday.

(/~

a. Substantive disclosures by Dean follow- "
Ehrlichman and the President convinced Hoover
to tap certain newsmen and White House personnel in 1969.
(For details of other surveillance, see memo for Glanzer
to Cox, May 31, 1973, p. 13) 6--/
Months before Dean’s March 21 conversation with
Nixon, Dean had discussed the cover-up with Dick Moor4.
&1though Moore suggested going to Ninon then, Dean did not ~ ~
do so. Sometime after March 21, Dean met with Nixon when
Moore was present.
b. Other matters:

6-/ Glanzer’s notes add that(
a tap.

was a victim of ~

~V&.

Reproduced at t~e National Archives

25 -

Around May 3, Glanzer advised Dean to go to his
"Camp David", collect his thoughts, put them down
coherently and provide documents and witnesses to corroborate
them. 7--/

"

16. On Friday night, May 4, Shaffer told the prosecutors that Dean would not go to the grand jury the next
day. Shaffer agreed that on the question of executive
privilege, the prosecutors would prevail before Sirica.
17. G!anzer’s evening conversations on May 12 with
Dean and Shaffer were accurately related in Glanzer’s May 31
m~mo to Cox. Dean and Shaffer were together.
18. Miscellaneous
Bob Bennett first told the prosecutors of Hunt
being asked to leave the country.
Walters and McCord first told the prosecutors about
the attempts to use the CIA.

~/ Glanzer’s notes indicate that the following items were
also discussed on May 3. (i) After the September indictments,
Nixon complimented Dean, saying "Bob has been keeping me
informed." (2) In March 1973 during Gray hearings, Dean
mentioned Hunt’s threat to Nixon and the million dollar
conversation took place, (3) on Friday March 23, 1973,
Ehrlichman talked with Kleindienst about the grand jury,
(4) when Greenspun was mentioned in front of Haldeman,
Haldeman jumped up and said he didn’t want to hear about
it.
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Dean first told the prosecutors about money b~ing.
paid to the defendants.
McCord and Caulfield first told of the clemency offer
to McCord.
O’Brien came to the prosecutors voluntarily. In
fact they saw him only after many days of his persisting in
attempting to meet with them. O’Brien’s story was very
disjointed. The prosecutors did not use Dean’s leads in
questioning O’Brien, but instead used notes O’Brien made
for a meeting with Ehrlichman (obtained from Ehrlichman).
Glanzer originally wanted to give Dean immunity
because of his value as a witness, but was persuaded by
Silbert and Campbell that Dean should not be granted immunity.
In hindsight, Glanzer thinks this was a good decision.
Glanzer thinks that the prosecutors’ effect was
neutralized by the appointment of a special prosecutor
and the Senate Committee coming into being, and that they
began to lose control over the case.
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SUBJECT :

Present Status of Watergate Investigation
Conducted by United States Attorney’s
Office for the District of Columbia

Set forth in this memorandum, in some detail, is the
present status of the investigation of the so-called
Watergate incident conducted by this office since
June 17, 1972. The memorandum assumes familiarity with
the Prosecution Memorandum dated September 13, 1972,
submitted by this office to Henry E. Petersen, Assistant
Attorney General in charge of the Criminal Division, two
¯ days before the return of the first indictment in this
case in which seven persons were charged with conspiracy,
burglary, wiretapping and attempted electronic surveillance. Familiarity with the Government’s opening statement in the January, 1973, trial, a statement more
detailed than usual for a number of reasons, would also
be beneficial.
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I. Pre-June 17, 1972, Criminal Activities
A. The Ellsberg Break-in
In July, 1971, John Ehrlichman asked David Young to
work with Egil Krogh on plugging the so-called "leak"
problem with which the White House was concerned. John
Ehrlichman was in charge of a special unit created to
deal with that problem. The unit was headed by Egil
Krogh, Jr., assistant to Ehrlichman. (Young, Colson). l/
He was assisted by David Young who had been transferred,
a t Ehrlichman’ s request, from Kissinger ’ s Na tional
Security Council staff. Young had been Kissinger’s
Administrative Assistant for about one year prior to
that. (Young) The President stated in his May 22,
1973, press release that he "looked to John Ehrlichman
for the supervision of this group."

G. Gordon Liddy, who had been hired by Krogh, and
E. Howard Hunt, who had been hired by Charles Colson,
were assigned to this project. (Young, Colson) Hunt
was an ex-CIA Intelligence Agent and Analyst with 20
years experience. Liddy was an ex-FBI agent, an
ex-Treasury official, and ex-District Attorney from
Poughkeepsie, New York. Hunt was hired as a part-time
$100-a-day "consultant." He held a regular job with
a public relations, firm called Robert R. Mullen and
Company. [/
~/ Throughout this memorandum, after statements setting
forth certain facts, the sources of those facts are set
forth in parenthesis. Also, rather than include a source
after every sentence, where the source remains the same
for several sentences or an entire paragraph, it is set
forth in parenthesis at the conclusion of those sentences
or that paragraph.
~/ Robert R. Mullen and Company is located at 1700
Pennsylvania Avenue, adjacent to the Executive Office
Building and across the street from the Committee to

Re-elect the President.

/

-3At this time, concern about the "Pentagon Papers"
disclosure and the "leaks" problem converged and the
ongoing investigation focused on Ellsberg and whether
or not, he in concert with others, was responsible. 3/
As part of the investigation an interest developed in
obtaining a "personality profile" of Ellsberg. Dr. Malloy
of the CIA was asked by Hunt to prepare such a profile
from secondary informational sources. The profile was
superficial and unsatisfactory. (Young)
An attempt by the FBI to interview Ellsberg’s
psychiatrist to obtain information about Ellsberg was
declined. Thereafter, this White House group responsible
for plugging the leaks discussed the feasibility of obtaining access to Dr. Ellsberg’s psychiatric file. 4/
In early August, Ehrlichman, Krogh and Young met in
Ehrlichman’s office and discussed the idea of a "covert
examination" of Ellsberg’s psychiatric file. They
believed that the psychiatrist was given information in
the course of Ellsberg’s analysis which might be helpful
in determining the scope and nature of Ellsberg’s involvement. (Young)
Either Krogh or Young or both suggested to Ehrlichman
that an operation be undertaken to examine covertly
Ellsberg’s psychiatric file for the preceding two years.
No decision was made by Ehrlichman at that time, but he
suggested that continued thought be given to the matter.
~<

~"
\

It is important to note that previously, about July 7,

1971, Ehrlichman called General Robert E. Cushman, Jr.,
now Marine Commandant, who was the Deputy Director of the
Central Intelligence Agency. 5/ Ehrlichman told Cushman
~/ The first installment of the "Pentagon Papers" was
published on June 13, 1971, by the New York Times. The
first Ellsberg indictment was returned following this
in June, 1971. Thereafter, a superseding indictment w~
returned in December, 1971.
This group became known as "The Plumbers".
5/ According to White House personnel records, Hunt
was hired on July 6, 1971.

-4that Hunt was a White House Consultant on "security
matters" and that Hunt was going to call on Cushman
for CIA assistance. Ehrlichman ordered that such
assistance be given. ~/

6/ Significantly Ehrlichman has testified under oath
that he cannot recall making the telephone call. Without going into all the details, the following chronology
~’,~s ~llumina ting.
About October, 1972, this office submitted questions,
through the Department of Justice, to the CIA relating
to CIA contact with Hunt and Liddy in 1971 and 1972.
Following this, Richard Helms, Director of CIA, and
Larry Houston, General Counsel, visited Messrs.
Kleindienst and Petersen at the Department of Justice.
The CIA’s position was that this information was
"irrelevant" to Watergate because all contact terminated
in 1971 and therefore need not be conveyed to the prosecutors unless, in the unlikely event, needed for rebuttal
at trial. At his insistence, Silbert was shown the
response to the inquiries and in turn submitted further
questions. Thereafter a meeting was held at Mr. Petersen’s
office in Justice which was attended by Silbert, John
Warner, Deputy General Counsel of the CIA, and William
Colby, Executive Director Comptroller. At this meeting
Silbert was told that Ehrlichman had requested that CIA
provide in 1971 technical assistance to Hunt and Liddy.
At Silbert’s request, Petersen asked Dean to confirm
this with Ehrlichman.
Following this, about December 15 to 20, 1972,
Ehrlichman called Helms and Colby to the White House.
He said he could not recall having made such request
for the technical assistance. (Helms) Significantly,
Ehrlichman did not summon Cushman to the meeting. Obviously there could be no resolution of this question
without Cushman being present. (Helms) Ehrlichman
then telephoned Cushman and requested him to submit
a memorandum to him as to the authorization received
from the White House. Cushman wrote a memorandum
describing how Hunt was introduced to the. Agency by
the White House. Cushman named Ehrlichman as one of
three persons, along with Dean and Colson who may have
(Footnote continued on the next page.)

-5Following the July 7 call, Hunt visited Cushman at
his office on July 22, 1971. Hunt asked for and received
"technical assistance" in the form of false identification
papers and disguises. Subsequently Hunt and Liddy were
issued two sets of alias documentation in the names of
Edward J. Warren for Hunt and George F. Leonard for Liddy.
These were the identical aliases used by Hunt and Liddy
preliminary to and in connection with the Watergate break-in
of May and June of 1972. In the latter part of August 1971,
Hunt escalated his requests for technial support. Cushman
called Ehrlichman and told him that further CIA assistance
could be construed as involving the Agency in improper
activities. Cushman told Ehrlichman that Hunt had questionable judgment and the Agency could not provide any further
support. (Cushman, Helms) No further CIA support was given
to Hunt after August 1971 according to Cushman ar~ CIA records.
On July 28, 1971, Hunt sent Colson a memo, of which he
has a copy, setting forth a series of suggestions to
"neutralize" Ellsberg, to destroy his public image and
credibility. One of the suggestions was to obtain the
files of Ellsberg’s psychoanalyst. (Colson) Colson forwarded this memo to Krogh. .(Colson)
About August ii, 1971, Krogh and Young sent Ehrlichman
~,
~,?~’~memo which recommended a "covert operation" to examine
Ellsberg’s psychiatric files for the past two years which
were held by his analyst. Ehrlichman expressly approved
the recommendations, signed off and wrote below his approval

°t~atth~t°~esrantoit°~rtahceea~re~S,,"Ifd°newithy°urassurances

6/ (Continued) made the introduction. (Ehrlichman) Cushman
sent the memo to Ehrlichman on the instruction of Colby.

Ehrlichman told Cushman that he didn’t recall making the
telephone call on Hunt’s behalf. (Ehrlichman) Cushman
then wrote a second memorandum to accommodate Ehrlichman’s
recollection deleting Ehrlichman’s name.
Significantly, however, the July 8, 197]~ minutes of the
CIA, show that Cushman identified Ehrlichman as having called
on Hunt’s behalf the day before. Moreover, shortly after
July 6, 1971, when Hunt was hired, Ehrlichman told Colson that
he had called Cushman to pave the way for Hunt to get technical
assistance from the CIA. (Colson) Finally Cushman now swears
that it was Ehrlichman who made the request.

-6-

Thereafter, Liddy and Hunt went on a "reconnaisance"
trip to case the psychiatrist’s office in Beverly Hills,
~.~California.,~ Upon their return they met with Krogh and
Young and displayed photos they had taken of the psychiatrist’s office building ~th Liddy standing in front. One
picture showed the interior o~ ~he buil~in’g and thedoctor’s office. The pictures showed that Liddy and
Hunt had entered the offices. As a result of their
reconnaissance trip, Liddy and Hunt concluded that a
covert examination of the psychiatrist’s files was
feasible. Shortly after this meeting, Krogh placed a
call to Ehrlichman who was vacationing at Nantucket or
Martha’s Vineyard. While Young listened on an extension
phone, Kr0gh told Ehrlichman that Hunt and Liddy had bee____._.n
to California and that they had cased the psychiatrist’s
6f l~;-’~~-~hey all felt that a covert operation to
examine Ellsberg’s psychiatric .file was feasible.
Ehrlichman told them to go ahead and asked Krogh to let
him know if the operation was successful. (Young)
There was also an August 26, 1971, memo to Ehrlichman
from Young which suggested that somebody should prepare
a plan for using the information gleaned from the psychiatric files if the covert operation succeeded. Charles
Colson was requested to devise such a plan by Ehrlichman
by memorandum dated August 27, 1971, a memo which Colson has
and of which Young has a copy.
Young recalls speaking to Colson about the Hunt and
Liddy California trip and saying that Ehrlichman approved
the trip and he understood Colson was to provide the funds
to defray expenses. Colson did provide the funds, but as
he recalls at Ehrlichman’s request. 7/

7/ The testimony of Young and Colson, with the documents
they have, establishes the falsity of Ehrlichman’s May 14,
1973, grand jury testimony that he had no foreknowledge
of the covert operation to obtain the files of Ellsberg’s
psychiatrist. It also establishes the misleading nature
of Krogh’s affidavit of May 4, 1973, submitted to Judge
Byrne at the Ellsberg trial, in which he assumed full
responsibility for the break-in.

-7On September 3, 1971, Hunt, Liddy, Bernard L. Barker,
Eugenio Martinez and Felipe DeDiego burglarized the
office of Doctor Louis Fielding in Beverly Hills,
California. Hunt has vividly described the burglary
in his May, 1973, grand jury testimony which was forwarded to Judge Byrne presiding at the Ellsberg trial
in Los Angeles after this office learned of the burglary
in mid-April, 1973. Hunt’s description of "the operation"
gives the listener the feeling that it was aimed at entering a bastion equivalent to the Kremlin, rather than a
psychiatrist’s office located in Beverly Hills. Despite
this, and the fact that the office building had no
security guard, the covert entry was transformed into
a botched overt burglary because Hunt and Liddy made the
erroneous assumption thst the cleaning lady would leave
the building unlocked during a Labor Day holiday weekend.
The burglary was unsuccessful because they did not
find and therefore could not examine Ellsberg’s psychiatric
file. Because the break-in was not "covert" or "clean,"
the burglars made it look like a "rip-off." They removed
some prescription pads and glass containers to make it
appear that drug addicts were the perpetrators. The
prescription pads, the glass containers and some pictures
they took of the doctor’s office showing their handiwork
were turned over to Young by. Hunt and placed in his safe. 8/(Hunt)
Following this, Liddy and Hunt suggested another
covert operation aimed at Dr. Fielding’s home. They
said that ~he absence of the files from the doctor’s
office indicated that they might be in the doctor’s home.
Krogh and Young forwarded this suggestion to Ehrlichman
but recommended against it and Ehrlichman concurred.
, (Yo~g)
~A~L~. About March 27, 1973, Ehrlichman contacted Young and
~i~bT,~ked him to pull together the files on the "Pentagon Papers"
~-matter and to see him late on Tuesday afternoon, March 27th.
8/ About March, 1972, Young directed his secretary, Kathleen
~henow to remove this material from his safe and to give it
to Hunt. (Young)

-8At that meeting Ehrlichman told Young that there was a
good possibility that Hunt was going to disclose the
details of the covert operation to obtain an examination
of Ellsberg’s psychiatric files. Ehrlichman said that
he had already seen Krogh and that Krogh was accepting
responsibility for the burglary. Young said that both
Krogh and he had operated under Ehr]Jchman’s direction
and authority, that Ehrlichman was aware of precisely
what had occurred. Young alluded to the files which
he had brought to Ehrlichman’s office which contained
the August II and August 26 memoranda. Ehrlichman said
that if he were asked about his prior knowledge he felt
he could say he did not have any present recollection
of having possessed prior knowledge about the entry
operation. Young pointed out that the two August
Memoranda contained Ehrlichman’s express prior approval.
At this point, Ehrlichman said "there’s no question
about what happened," but he was removing the memoranda
as being "to0 sensitive." He said "they show--too much
forethought." Young suggested that someone else could
~-’-~have copies of the memos and Ehrlichman said that’s a
~~. ~ ~)risk President
he’d havewas
toconcerned
take. Ehrlichman
said that
thethe
that the attempt
to make
covert examination of Ellsberg’s psychiatric file "should
not be discussed by either Krogh or Young" and that
Ehrlichman was saying that to each of them directly.
~
(Young)
_ 0
¯
, ~ ~
~ E hrlich~ sa~ent~had~d~ t"
~l ,~~.~ new Attorney General Richardson and Assistant Attorney~- General Petersen to do the same thing. 8~oung told
Ehrl~chman that he had been asked to testify and meet
~~
w~th
the Senate Committee. He sa~d ~f the President
/~doesn’t want him to talk about this, then someone from
the White House should be there to ~laim executive
privilege. At this point, Ehrlichman called over Leonard
Garmet, a counsel to the President. Young waited outside
Ehrlichman’s office while Ehrlichman and Garment conferred.
When Garment emerged from Ehrlichman’s office, Young and
’ Garment went to Garment’s office. They conferred but the
#m~,~ discussion was non-substantive, superficial and inconclusive.
~, ~ (Young)
¯ ~ "8/ (Footnot~e on next page.)

-9On April 30, 1973, the Ehrlichman, Haldeman and
Dean resignations were announced by President Nixon.
Ehrlichman told Young that day that he wanted to be
certain that everything in the "security leak investigation files was inserted in the ’presidential files’."
Young said he would do it. Ehrlichman also said that
he had "some other papers" he was placing in the
President’s files. (Young)

Ehrlichman told Young at this time that the FBI
had interviewed him on the previous Saturday, upon
his return from a Mississippi trip with the President.
Ehrlichman told Young that during his FBI interview
he had emphasized the National Security consideration
and that he told the FBI he had disapproved of the
Hunt-Liddy covert operation when he learned about it
afterwards. Young said he was troubled because Ehrlichman
had not acknowledged that he had approved the operation
before hand. Ehrlichman said the FBI hadn’t asked him
the precise question. 9/ (Young)
Young said that the undertaking was premised on
his approval and if Ehrlichman didn’t have the authority
he should have gone "up to the level" which did.
Ehrlichman replied to this that whether he discussed
the matters of approval with President Nixon is not a
question that can be discussed. (Young)
In the President’s May 22, 1973, statement, he clains
that the Ellsberg matter is a National Security activity
totally unrelated to Watergate which has become entangled
8/ The President has conceded in His May 22, 1973, statement that on April 18, 1973, when he learned that Hunt was
to be questioned by the U.S. Attorney’s Office, he directed
Assistant Attorney General Petersen to confine the investigation to Watergate and related matters and to stay out of
the Ellsberg break-in matter. But there is no mention of
Mr. Richardson in that statement.
.9_/ See Ehrlichman’s FBI statement taken on April 27, 1973.

-10in the case. Furthermore, in that statement the President,
in effect, assumes responsibility for the operations aimed
at Ellsberg but disclaims advance knowledge or prior consent for the activity.
More importantly, however, he claims that toward the
end of June 1972 Hunt’s name had surfaced in connection
with Watergate, and he was alerted to the fact that Hunt
had previously been a member of the "plumbers." The
President goes on to say that he was concerned that the
Watergate investigation might lead to an inquiry into the
activities of the "plumbers." Thereafter, the President
asserts that he wanted justice done with regard to Watergate, but he was also concerned with ensuring that the
o~erations of the plumbers should not be compromised.
~Therefore, he claims, he instructed Haldeman and Ehrlichman
to ensure that the investigation of the Watergate break-in

~.~

~not expose the activities of the "plumbers."
B. Events Leading to Watergate Break-in and
Arrest on June 17, 1972
On November 24, 1971, a meeting was held at the office
of then Attorney General John Mitchell at which Liddy and
John Dean, counsel to the President,were present. (Mitchell’s
appointment book, Mitchell) The purpose of the meeting
was to determine Liddy’s qualifications ms a lawyer for
the Committee for the Re-Election of the President. (Mitchell)

~

Liddy was introduced to Jeb Magruder by Dean early in
December, 1971, as a person approved by John Mitchell to
be counsel for the Committee for the Re-Election of the
President. They also discussed Liddy’s role in gathering
intelligence. (Magruder)
On January 27, 1972, Liddy, Dean, and Magruder met
with Mitchell at the Attorney General’s office. (Mitchell’s
appointment book, Magruder) At this meeting, after a
discussion of the anticipated Federal Campaign Election
Act, there was a discussion of Liddy’s proposed intelligence gathering operation. The budget for this operation
was one million dollars. Liddy’s presentation was aided
by a number of charts, primarily in code terms, one of
which was "Gemstone." One chart was on electronic surveillance and wiretapping. Liddy’s presentation also
included a squad to kidnap disrupters of the Republican

-llS~~~_~"Convention to be held in San Diego for the duration
of the convention and a houseboat in Miami to which
prominent Democrats during their convention would be
~t ~eredmebeYt i~°wS et~etUvtee Srya ~deg~ ~Pv~°~nlS ~dh~ prThe~en°~h~ .[oSna.t
(Magruder) I__0/
After the meeting, Liddy was instructed to redo
his proposal and to reduce it substantially for a
meeting the next week. This Liddy did, showing his
revised budget of $500,000 to Magruder and then to
Dean, Magruder and Mitchell at Mitchell’s office on
February 4, 1972, though Dean arrived late. No
charts were used in this presentation. This proposal
centered on wiretapping and counter demonstrations.
Proposed targets were the Democratic National Committee
Headquarters, the Fountainbleu Hotel in Miami (at
which Democratic leaders would be staying during-their
convention), and headquarters of potential opposition
candidates. This budget also was rejected. In fact,
Dean stated that this matter should not be discussed
in the office of the Attorney General. (Magruder)
Liddy was directed to reduce his budget still further.
While he was doing this, he and Hunt, whom he had recruited
for his assignment, were engaged in establishing a staff
and surveying possible targets in Miami, including the
Sonesta Beach Hotel at which Larry O’Brien was supposedly
staying prior to the convention and the Fountainbleu Hotel.
(Hunt, Barker, Records introduced first trial) Hunt was
recruiting persons of Cuban extraction whom he knew from
his CIA, Bay of Pigs operation, and who were experienced

"lO/ The charts have not been found. B~oth McCord and Sylvia
Panarites, Liddy’s secretary at that time, saw in Liddy’s
office a large brown package at the time, fitting the physical
description of the size of the charts. Also Robert Reisner,
Magruder’s administrative assistant, recalls Liddy running
around looking for an easel. Justice was called and Mr.
Mitchell’s secretary Miss Jabolonski said one could not
be found.

-12in clandestine intelligence gathering operations. (Hunt)
They surveyed the Sonesta Beach and Fountainbleu Hotels
and inquired about a houseboat as a possible center for
gathering information, including electronic surveillance.
To assist in this proposed operation, Hunt and Barker
tried unsuccessfully to recruit Jack Stewart, a retired
former CIA associate of Hunt and Barker. (Hunt, Barker,
Stewart)

During this period - that is, after disapprova!.i~of.;
the second Liddy proposal on February 4, 1972, andisub-~
mission of the third near the end of March, Magru~r
received a telephone call from C._olson telling him to
y’s budget approved, Colson expressing an in-

~

a~Li~ul~iy in Larry 0’Brien. Magruder claims

LaRue was present, but LaRue does not confirm this.
~Colson confirms the telephone call, but states he did
not know the subject of the Liddy proposal. He asked

Magruder o.nly to consider the proposal. Liddy complained
he was having difficulty getting heard and Colson made a
call to Magruder to accommodate Liddy.
Also during this period, about the time of the
Florida primary in mid-March, Jean Mason, a secretary
at the Committee for the Re-Election of the President,
recalls Liddy giving her a list to type containing
items such as old cars, antennas, a safehouse, transmitters and receivers, items with a total budget of
$I00,000. She typed only an o~ginal, which Liddy said
was to be shown to Magruder and Mitchell. Liddy also
told her she was to forget what she typed.
In the latter part of March, 1972, Liddy and Magruder
had a bitter argument. Mr. LaRue mediated it, but it was
decided that Liddy would go to work for Maurice Stans,
Chairman of the Finance Committee to Re-elect the President.
However, Liddy was to continue his intelligence operation
for the Committee for the Re-Election of the President.
(Magruder, LaRue)
After the argument, Magrudermlked with. Gordon
Strachan, an assistant to Robert Haldeman. Magruder
had formerly worked for Haldeman and was considered his

-13man at the Committee. Strachan was Haldeman’s liaison
to the Committee, and was constantly over there to find
out everything. Strachan said Liddy was unstable, but
a professional who should continue with his operation.
Magruder states that Strachan knew of the Liddy program
since he sent the proposed budgets to him. (Magruder)
It was his practice to send a copy of all proposals
submitted to Mitchell to Haldeman through Strachan.
(Magruder, Reisner)
Toward the end of March, 1972, Magruder went to see
John Mitchell who was in Key Biscayne with his wife and
Fred LaRue. One action memo he submitted to Mr. Mitchell
was Liddy’s third proposal, this one budgeted for $250,000.
The pros and cons were discussed and Magruder states that
general approval was received. II/ He claims he then
called Robert Reisner to instruct him to advise Liddy
of the action taken. 12/ Reisner remembers a call advising him to inform Liddy of funding for a project,
though Reisner did not know what the project was.
.Reisner’s appointment book reflects that he was supposed
to "get" Liddy on March 30 and 31, 1972.
Following his return to Washington, Magruder authorized
Sloan to release $83,000 in cash to Liddy. 13/ (Magruder,
Sloan, Trial Record) The timing of the approval is corroborated by McCord who indicates that about April 12, 1972,

II/ Mitchell denies he gave approval in his grand jury
testimony on April 20, 1973. LaRue states he advised
against the project and Mitchell put the memo aside,
saying "Well, we don’t have to do anything on this now."
12/ The records of the motel where Magruder was staying
at Key Biscayne reflect a nine minute telephone call from
his room to his number at the Committee.

13/ When sloan received Magruder’s authorization, he
~ecked with S tans, who checked with Mitchell, who.

questioned Magruder about the size of the authorization.
Ma£ruder told him that a large amount was needed for
~;~eq~ipment and initial salaries. (Magruder)

-14Liddy gave him $65,000 in cash for equipment and other
purposes. McCord then proceeded to purchase transmitters,
walkie-talkies, a receiver, and other electronic equipment. He hired Alfred Baldwin who later was to man the
listening post at the Howard Johnson Motor Lodge across
from the Watergate from May 25 - June 16, 1972 (Trial
Record). McCord recalls Liddy complaining about the
reduction of his budget from $450,000 to $250,000 as
does Hunt, though his top figure is $495,000. Previously,
in late February, Hunt had employed Tom Gregory to secure
information from Senator Muskie’s campaign headquarters.
In mid-April, 1972, with Muskie’s star waning, Gregory
was shifted to the campaign headquarters of Senator
McGovern. (Trial Record)
Fred LaRue recalls a subsequent meeting of Mitchell,
Magruder, Liddy and himself at which Liddy suggested
that since Mr. Mitchell would be occupy~ing the same
hotel room at the Republican convention in Miami that
George McGovern would at the earlier Democratic con/~vention, and presumably they would have a chance to
~,-examine it, the room be wired. Mitchell responded by
saying that the matter did not have to be resolved then.
According to Sloan and Magruder, Liddy subsequently
received, in late May and early June, two distributions
of $12,000 in cash. Altogether he received $199,000 in
cash, according to Sloan. Magruder Lstill--que ~O
amount. Part of the money recovered from the five persons
arrested on June 17, 1972, could be traced to Barker’s
bank in Miami. This matter was thoroughly explored at
trial and discussed at length in the prosecutive memorandum dated September 13, 1972.
During May, a daylight attempt was made by McCord,
with the aid of Gregory, to insert a bugging device in
the ceiling of the offices of Gary Hart or Frank Mankiewicz
at the campaign headquarters of Senator McGovern. The
attempt was unsuccessful. (Gregory, Trial Record) The

-15next plan was for an illegal entry to install eavesdropping and wiretapping equipment and to photograph
documents. Hunt and ~Liddy surveyed McGovern’s headquarters with Gregory and then with Baldwin and McCord.
This venture too was unsuccessful. (Hunt, McCord,
Barker, Baldwin, Gregory, Trial Record)

On Memorial Day weekend, an entry was made into the
Democratic National Committee. A first attempt, on
May 26, following a banquet at the Watergate Restaurant
with a planned entry from there had failed. (Hunt,
McCord, Gonzalez) But a second attempt was successful.
The six men from Miami and McCord entered. 14/ McCord
installed taps on two telephones, the tap from Spencer
Oliver’s telephone subsequently being recovered and
identified by McCord. The other tap McCord installed
on an extension of a telephone line which would be
used by Larry O’Brien. This latter tap did not work.
(McCord, Baldwin) Barker removed files containing documents, Martinez photographed them. Gonzalez was the
locksmith. The others were lookouts’ (Hunt, McCord,
Barker) They all wore rubber gloves. The documents
~~which were sought were those reflecting the identity

~)~%~of c~butors to the. Democratic Party, particUlarly
foreign c~n~ribut"ors. The~CubaN~ had heard that Castro

money was coming in to the Democrats, especially McGovern,
and they feared that a McGovern victory, McGovern.
allegedly favoring a more friendly relationship with
Castro (whom they bitterly oppose), would damage their
opportunity to overthrow Castro and return to Cuba.
(Hunt, Barker)
"14/ McCord has stated that besides the four Miami defendants arrested on June 17, 1972, at least two other
Cubans joined in the Memorial weekend illegal entry.
He has tentatively identified Felipe DeDiego and Re[naldo
Pico as the two. During most of the investigation, Pico
was out of the country in Venezuela. DeDiego was granted
use immunity but denied under oath any participation in
any illegal activity from May 22 - May 30, 1972, the
time period during which the six from Miami were present
in Washington.

-16Following this entry into the Democratic National
Committee Headquarters, Baldwin, upon McCord’s instructions, began to monitor intercepted telephone conversations on the telephone of Spencer Oliver. (Trial
Record) He prepared logs - summaries of conversations,
call in or call out, parties to the conversation -first
in longhand, then typed. These logs he turned over to
McCord, except for one instance (June 6-8). (McCord,
Baldwin) On that occasion, he delivered the logs in
an envelope with a name on it to a guard at the Committee
for the Re-Election of the President. (Baldwin) The
name on the envelope was Liddy. (McCord) 15/
~, McCord took the logs and delivered them to Liddy.
~(~cCord) Liddy would then dictate the substance to
his secretary, Sally Harmony. She would then type up
the dictation on plain white bond paperand return them
to Liddy. On about two occasions, Liddy gave Mrs. Harmony
raw material and had her type it up. The memorandums
were addressed to no one but had the name "Gemstone"
on the top typed in by Harmony at first. There were
other code names such as Ruby I (Gregory), Ruby 2,.
and "Crystal" (Electronic Surveillance - Hunt). The
Gemstone stationery was purchased by Liddy from a
printer H.A. Post and delivered to Liddy’s office.
(Harmony, H.A. Post) The Government possesses Liddy’s
proposed drawing for the stationery, the order, the
bill, and some samples. 1--6/

’15/ One of the questions raised by Judge Sirica during
the trial was the name on this envelope. Baldwin testified he could not remember it. We had run every name
by him to try to refresh his recollection. Judge Sirica
did not accept Baldwin’s inability to recall and both he
and the press considered this an indication of a coverup
for higher-ups. In fact, the issue was a red herring
since McCord has said it was Liddy. It must be remembered
that on June 6-8, Baldwin did nct know the name Liddy and
had no reason to attach any significance to it. He had
been introduced to him only as George and did not hear
of Liddy until at least the end of June.
16/ (Footnote on next page.)

-17Mrs. Harmony typed only an original. (Harmony) This
was delivered to Magruder. Liddy gave him two packages.
Magruder recalls the Gemstone caption and the fact of
conversations of Spencer Oliver and some secretaries.
Spencer Oliver was the liaison for the Association of
State Chairman of State Democratic Committees. Liddy
also showed Magruder some photographs of documents.
(Magruder) The photographs taken during the Memorial Day
weekend break-in were developed in Miami at Rich’s Photos
~.~av~-d1k~iven to Hunt. (Michael Richardson, Barker, Martinez,
Sturgis) 1--7/ The co~ner~ of the photographs showed hands
with surgical gloves holding down the documents, documents
which had the heading Democratic National Committee,
Lawrence O’Brien, Chairman. (Magruder, Richardson)

16/ Mrs. Harmony with Liddy also fabricated a phony
letter designed to enable the bearer to enter McGovern’s
headquarters under the pretext that hewas an airconditioning repairman. The letter bore the signature of Gary Hart
which was forged by Mrs. Harmony.
This bogus letter was turned
over to Hunt but was never used. On June 21, 1972, when
Liddy called Sally Harmony from California, where he had
met Hunt who was in hiding, he assured her that the letter
had been destroyed.
Sometime between early May and May 24, 1972, Mrs. Harmony,
from a yellow paper given her by Liddy, typed up a list of
items for electronic equipment, with amounts of money, with
a total budget as she now recalls about $25,000.
17/ At trial, Mr. Richardson, who developed the film,
w-~s able to identify only Barker and Sturgis. He could
not identify the third person who accompanied them, another
question raised at the first trial purportedly indicating
involvement of other persons. Barker and Sturgis, with
use immunity granted them following the first trial, have
identified Martinez as the third person, and Martinez has
since admitted this. On another point, Mrs. Harmony recalls seeing Liddy with photographs of this description
in his office.
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Magruder kept these papers in a file marked "Gemstone".
This file he kept in his desk. (Magruder, Reisner) Prior
to June 16, 1972, he showed them to John Mitchell. 1--8/
Mitchell called Liddy to his law office at 1701 Pennsylvania
Avenue and criticized him for the low quality of information.
Liddy stated he would remedy the situation. He indicated
that one of the taps was evidently defective and this would
be corrected. (Magruder) The fact of a defective tap one on which no conversations could be monitored - is
corroborated by Baldwin and McCord.
Though Magruder normally sent copies of all reports,
memos, documents to Strachan - for delivery to Haldeman he did not send the summaries of the wiretapped coversations because of their sensitive nature. Instead he
recalls that he discussed them with Strachan prior to
the June 16, 1972 break-in, and that on at least one
occasion, Strachan came to his office and reviewed the
Gemstone file. (Magrud er)
Following the meeting with Mitchell, the second entry
was planned. The four Miami defendants were called to
Washington. They were to try to break into McGovern’s
headquarters that June 16-18 weekend, but the abrupt
departure of their inside man Gregory aborted that plan.
(Hunt) On Friday night, they all met in the Watergate
Hotel room of Barker and Martinez. McCord had put tape
on the doors leading into the Watergate Office Building.
He reported that the tape had been removed and he retaped
it. (Hunt, McCord) Hunt claims that he favored "junking"
the effort, but Liddy insisted he go forward. They did.
The arrest of the four from Miami and McCord followed
about 2:10 a.m., June 17, 1972. The arrest was viewed

1__8/ Reisner states that one-two weeks prior to June
17th, he put the Gemstone file in the Mitchell file.
Also on one occasion he observed the Gemstone file
when putting the Mitchell file in Magruder’s.

-19by Baldwin. Hunt got~way with Liddy. Hunt went to
the Howard Johnson Hotel room and told Baldwin to clear
out. Hunt then went with McCord’s black ~tache case
which had been in Barker’s hotel room to ~his office at
the White House. He put the black attache case with
its electronic equipment (Trial Record) in his safe and
removed from it $8,5000 in cash which Liddy had previously
given him and which hewas holding as a contingency fund.
(Hunt) He then went to Robert R. Mullen Co., notified
Barker’s wife by telephone of the arrest, and went to
the residence of Douglas Caddy to retain him as counsel,
arriving about 3:35 a.m. 19/ Hunt returned to his
office at the White House the next morning and destroyed
all documents that related to the "Watergate operation."
(Hunt)
II.

Post-June 17, 1972
Events Immediately Following the June 17,
1972 Arrest

When Hunt went to Caddy’s apartment at 3:35 a.m.,
he retained Caddy as his counsel, gave him the $8,500
in cash he had, and then telephoned Liddy. Liddy then
spoke to Caddy and also retained him, this about 5:00
a.m. Caddy and an attorney experienced in criminal
matters Joseph Rafferty, later that Saturday morning,
June 17th, went to the police precinct at which the
five arrested persons were being detained. (Trial
Record)

i~/ Matters relating to the arrest, escape of Hunt,
Liddy, and Baldwin, their retaining of counsel, etc.
are not discussed at any length here, since they were
fully explored at the trial and are, therefore, matters
of public record. This does not mean, however, that
in any future trial, if there ever is one, that a substantial portion of the evidence presented at the first
trial will not have to be represented. To the contrary;
such evidence will have to be presented. The reasons
for this are obvious: (I) to establish the commission of
or participation as a conspirator in the commission of
the pre-June 17, 1972, offenses, and (2) to provide the
necessary background for an understanding of the reasons
and motivation for the obstruction of justice.
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At 8:20 a.m., Liddy went to the offices of the
Committee for the Re-Election of the President (CRP).
(Sign-in log of 1701 Pennsylvania Avenue) He called
Van Shumway, Director of Press and Information at CRP,
and asked him to come to the office because of a public
relations problem. Because Van Shumway had a prior
commitment, he asked Powell Moore, his Deputy, to meet
Liddy at the Committee. (Van Shumway) He did, about
10:30 - 11:00 a.m. Liddy told him about the arrest of
five persons inside the Watergate, one of whom was James
McCord, the security coordinator, and that this presented
a °public relations problem. (Moore) About noon, Liddy
telephoned Magruder at a hotel in Beverly Hills, California,
where the campaign leadership - Mitchell, LaRue, Magruder,
Mardian - were located. He told Magruder he wanted to
speak to him on a secure line. Magruder called him back
on a public pay phone. Liddy then told him what happened.
(Moore, Magruder) Magruder told LaRue who then told
Mitchell- this around 9:00 - I0:00 a.m. California time.
(LaRue, Magruder) 2--0/
After a discussion, Mitchell requested that a telephone call be made to Liddy to go see Kleindienst.
(Magruder, LaRue) Who made the call is uncertain.
Magruder says Mardian did. Mardian denies it. Mitchell
denies the call to Liddy altogether, stating that he
requested LaRue or Mardian to call Kleindienst directly
to find out what happened.
Liddy and Powell Moore went to see Mr. Kleindienst
rat the Burning Tree Golf Course. Moore says that Liddy
told Kleindienst that Mitchell had sent him out to see
him, that one of the five arrested persons worked at CRP.
While Liddy was talking to Mr. Kleindienst, Moore stood
T0/ In the grand jury before the first indictment,
M--[tchell testified he first heard about the arrest in
the afternoon California time from someone who heard it
on the radio. In the grand jury on April 20, 1973, he
testified that he first heard of the arrest about noon
California time at a political meeting, not at the hotel.

Rep~aeuceu a~ ~ne ha~c~,a,

-21behind Kleindienst trying to signal Mr. Kliendienst by
shaking his head. Moore claims that Kleindienst then
called Henry Petersen and told him to treat the five
persons arrested like anyone else. Neither Mr. Kleindienst
nor Mr. Moore ever conveyed the fact of this meeting to
this office until Mr. Moore did so in early April, 1973.
Had either done so, the results of the first investigation
may have been completely different.
After the Kleindienst visit, Liddy and Moore returned
to CRP. Liddy shredded documents both on the second floor
and at the largest shredder on the third floor. (Odle,
Trial Record, Moore). Magruder called the CRP again and
requested Odle and Reisner to remove certain files from
his office. One file, which Reisner removed and Odl~
took home, was the Gemstone file. Odle returned it to
Magruder on Monday, June 19th, who that evening bur.ned

it. 21/ Later that Saturday, Magruder called St~chan
and told him what happened, that Liddy disobeyed instructions by using someone from the Committee. M_~agruder
a sked stracha~_..to, noti_fy..J~a.~,~.eman~. (Magruder~"~’-"

~ Mardian was

ginally scheduled to return from

California to WaShington, D.C., to find out what happened.
Haldeman telep~@~ Magruder Sunday morning, June IBth,
and @~fte; Magru~r told him what happened, - McCord’s
arrest, this was Li~dy’s operation - 22/ Haldeman asked
Magruder to return to D.C. instead of Mardian. This
Magruder did, (Magruder)
Mitchell, LaRue, and Mardian did not return to
Washington until Monday evening. (Mardian, Magruder)
A meeting was held at Mitchell’s Watergate apartment
that evening, attended by Mitchell, LaRue, Dean, Mardian,
and ~gr~[er concerning the strategy to be used to contain
’2Jl/ On June 19, 1972, Liddy and Sally Harmony shredded
more documents, including the most recent of the dictation

books in which she had taken down the Gemstone dictation.
(Harmony)

22/ Haldeman, in his grand jury testimony, claims to
have no recollection of this aspect of the conversation
relating to Liddy’s involvement.

"
"
"g "
( g
)
elected
~.~t~ ,. in California by Mitchell, together with LaRue, to conly
duct an internal investigation for CRP. (Mardian) When
.’
the civil suit was filed the next day, he was to retain
.’.~’:
counsel to represent CRP. This he did, retaining Kenneth
Wells Parkinson as Chief Counsel and Paul O’Brien as
’~ \
\
Associated Counsel.

~

Earlier that day, Hunt had been told by Liddy that
the White House w~’~ted him to leave the country. Hunt
had ascribed this to John Dean. (Joan Hall, Colson’s
secretary) Dean off the record, has stated that he
only relayed to Liddy, Ehrlichman’s instructions. Ehrlichman
~.~~~enies this. Colson says that Dean told him Hunt had been
told to leave the country and he exploded, saying it was
stupid, whereupon Dean made a call. While Hunt was packing,
he received a call"from Liddy to say the signals were
changed and he was not to leave. (Hunt, Bennett)
Instead Hunt went to New York and on Tuesday flew
to Los Angeles, where he stayed until June 29th, except
for a trip to Miami from June 22nd to June 26th. (Trial
~
Record, Hunt) Liddy meanwhile had joined him in Los
"
Angeles, on June 21st at Morton Jackson’s home. Both
’\-.
Liddy and Hunt retained Jackson to represent them. ~
. r
~.~turned to Washi.n~ton on June 22n~l_~for the next week
~ "~ ~or--ten days, Hu~and Liddy Used~ffenne~t~o relay messages
between them. (~rial Re.cord) Hu’~1~--~-~ned to Washington
on July 3, 1972.1 ~~
On T.~uesday~une 20th, pursuant to Liddy’s~equest,
Mardian an@-LaKe reef ~..~Uqy at LaRue’s apartment in the
W~’[ergate.’ ’"There Liddy, after trying to establish an
attorney-client relationship between himself and Mardian, 23/
told LaRue and Mardian that he and Hunt were at the Watergate Hotel the night of the arrest, this was their operation,
and they had escaped. Liddy stated that he had taken

23/ Pursuant to a motion of the Government, Judge Sirica
found that no bona fide attorney-client relationship existed
and ordered Mardian to disclose the contents of the conversation to the grand jury. Mardian did not appeal but
complied with the order.

-23pains to assure that their participation could not be
traced. (Mardian, LaRue) Liddy led Mardian to believe
that Mitchell had prior knowledgeand he also indicated
White House authorization, none of which Mardian believed.
(Mardian) Liddy also stated that he and Hunt had pulled
other jobs, including breaking into the office of Ellsberg’
S
~_sychiatrist__. and getting Dita Beard out of town.
Finally, he mentioned commitments about money and that

bail money should be made available to those who had
been arrested.

This information was conveyed by Mardian to Mitchell,
including the Ellsberg break-in. 2--5/ Mitchell rejected
Liddy’s assertion of his prior knowledge. (Mardian)
’ursuant to Mitchell’s instruction, Mardian told Liddy
~n the telephone that Hunt should not leave the country
and should rely on a wealthy benefactor he allegedly knew
to raise bail money.
The Search of Hunt’s Safe at the
White House and Disposition of its
Contents

On Monday, June 19, 1972, the White House received
information that Hunt, a White House consultant, was
linked to the Watergate break-in. It appeared that
Hunt had been employed to work on National Security
Matters relating to the Pentagon Papers and International
Narcotics Trafficking. In connection with his work, Hunt
had been assigned room 338 in the Old Executive Office
Building. The White House personnel records indicated
that Hunt had been terminated as of April I, 1972. 2--6/
~~-_ o.~,4"’2’4/ We have no information confirming this at all, if
~ddy actually said that. Hunt has admitted interviewing
Dita Beard in Denver, not getting her out of Washington.
25/ In his grand jury testimony on April 20, 1973,
Mitchell denies this.
26/ This termination record was prepared after June 17,
~72 by Bruce Kehrli and inserted in the personnel file
after the fact. Bruce Kehrli occupied the post of staff
secretary to the President. Whether Hunt did any work
(Footnote continu@d on next page.)

-24Dean instructed Kehrli to go to Hunt’s former
office in the Old Executive Office Building to collect
whatever records Hunt had stored there. When Dean gave
these instructions to Kehrli, he had not received any
inquiry from the prosecutors or the FBI regarding Hunt.
In the late afternoon of June 19, 1972, when Kehrli
entered room/228, he found the office with no pictures
on the wall,~ the desk top clean and the desk drawers
containing only a few office supplies such as stationary
and paper clips. Kehrli discovered a safe in the office
which was locked. The combination was not on file.
Thereafter, Kehrli had GSA employees move the safe to
a storage area and drilled open in the presence of a
Secret Service Agent. Before removing items from the
safe, Kehrli called Dean’s office. Dean was absent
so Fred Fielding, Dean’s principal assistant, went to
the storage area and assisted Kehrli in removing the
contents from the safe and placing them in cartons.
Then these cartons were moved to Kehrli’s office in
the West Wing of the White House for security reasons.

On Tuesday, June 20, 1972, Kehrli had the cartons
moved from his office to Dean’s office. Dean examined
the contents. There were a number of envelopes and
file folders stamped with Classified designations which
purportedly contained classified material relating primarily to the Pentagon Papers. There was also a black
suit case which contained a quantity of Bell & Howell
electronic gear, i.e., walkie-talkies, antennas, microphones, and equipment which would be useable in connection

with the foregoing such as harnesses and instruction
booklets. 27/ All the material seized from room 338
was_supp-°sedl---Y turned over to the FBI on June 26, 1972.

26/ (Continued) for the White House after April I, 1972,
is still unknown. He submitted no requests for compensation after that date. We have no evidence that he did.
The Kehrli coverup, therefore, may have been only an
attempt to cover up sloppy paper work, for the records
do show that at the end of March, 1972, Colson’s Administrative Assistant, Richard Howard,had advised Kehrli that
Hunt had completed his White House assignments. Hunt,
however, did retain his White House pass, his key to room 338,
and has testified he did sporadic work after March, trying to
complete his previous assignments.
27/ This is the suitcase which Hunt put in his safe
shortly after the Watergate arrest.

~
On June 28, 1972, in a telephone call from Ehrlichman
’or Dean, Gray was asked to come to Ehrlichman’s office
about 6 p.m. that evening, ostensibly to discuss leaks
about the investigation emanating from the FBI. Gray
~,r~’~ .J~,~t to Ehrlichman’s office at the appointed time. When
he arrived Dean was there. Ehrlichman told Gray that
Dean had two files to turn over to him. Dean said he
had two files which contained material taken from Hunt’s
safe. These files contained extremely sensitive
National Security classified material with political
overtones. He said the material had nothing to do with
the Watergate case. Dean said this material should
"never see the light of day", that it was "political
dynamite" and should not be made part of the FBI files.
He said he wanted to turn it over to Gray in this way
because this would enable him to say he had turned over
everything in Hunt’s safe to the FBI. Dean handed the
two files to Gray and left the office. Following this,
Ehrlichman discussed the "leaks" problem with Gray.

In late September or October 1972, Gray took the
files to his home in Stonington, Connecticut. Prior
to that he had kept the files in his D.C. apartment
and then in his safe at his office.
Gray recalls receiving a call from Dean about October November, 1972, asking about the files. In response to
Dean’s queries, Gray said he had the files but had not
read them. In December 1972, about Christmas time, Gray
burned the two files. Before doing so, he examined one
file and skimmed the second one. One file contained
written material on a dark background that appeared to
include cables and referred to the Diem regime in Viet
~am. The second file appeared to be correspondence. ~
(to_~now Gray has denied examining the files at all. 28/
2~8/ We are able to establish through Hunt and Dean what
was contained in the files. One file contained fabricated
cables pertaining to the assassination of Diem and the
second file contained material relating to the Chappaquidick
incident involving Senator Kennedy.

-26"" In early January, 1973, after Gray burned the files,
Henry Petersen asked Pat Gray if he had received two
files from Dean. Gray denied this. Following this
Pat Gray called Dean and complained to him about telling
Petersen that he had turned~ over the two files to him.
During this conversation Gray told Dean he had burned
the files and had not read them. Thereafter, Gray
~alled Ehrlichman and complained about ~.ean’s disclosure
to Petersen without telling Petersen that the files were
hnr-elate4 to Watergate. Ehrlichman told Gray to "take
it up with Dean."
At this time it is important to back-track and explain the circumstances surrounding Dean’s disclosure
to Petersen. Silbert was preparing the White House
witnesses for a pre-trial suppression ~hearing before
Judge Sirica. The witness interviews took place at
~..,
the Justice Department, At one point, Dean took
.~,. Petersen aside and told Petersen about the transfers
"’~
of the two files to Gray.
Petersen did not communicate
~’ ~
.--"this to Silbert. 29/
~. ~r,~" ~’-~"~ .- i"~ ~:si.:"

In March, 1973, during Gray’s confirmation hearing,
Gray spoke to Ehrlichman and asked Ehrlichman, in effect,
to back him up if he should deny receipt of the files.
Ehrlichman declined to do tPs t. Ehrlichman made a
dicta-belt of this conversation which was produced
during his grand jury testimony in May, 1973.

On Sunday, April 15, 1973, Ehrlichman called Gray
about I0 p.m. He said he wanted to let Gray know that
Dean has gone to the prosecutors and told them everything
and that Gray should know this. At about II p.m. Ehrlichman
called again. He said that Dean had discussed ~ith the
prosecutors the files that Dean had given Grayand that
Gray "better .check his hole card." 30/ Gray told
Ehrlichman those files were destroyed long ago.
29/ The suppression motion was filed by Hunt on October II,
~72, and was withdrawn about January, 1973, without a
hearing. Petersen says that when the motion was withdrawn
and Hunt entered his guilty plea, he felt that whatever
problem existed had evaporated. Moreover, he was convinced
the files were unrelated to the Watergate case.
(Footnote
3--0/

carried over to next page.)

-27About I0:54 aom, on April 16, Henry Petersen confronted Gray and told him that Dean told the prosecutors that Gray had burned the files. Gray denied
that Dean’s information was true. On April 17,
Petersen saw Gray again and Gray admitted that Dean’s
information was true.
Attempt to Obstruct Justice by Utilizing
the CIA as a Cover-up for the Watergate
The alleged CIA background of the five persons
arrested inside the Watergate and Hunt’s background
raised an initial concern on the part of the FBI, the
Justice Department, and the United States Attorney’s
Office that somehow this was a CIA operation. Accordingly, immediate requests were sent to CIA for information concerning the present relationship of .these
persons to the CIA. Unbeknownst to these agencies,
the potential significance of this CIA background of
the suspects was not lost on certain members of the
White House Staff, as shown below by the following
facts.
On Thursday, June 22, 1972, L. Patrick Gray, Acting
Director of the FBI, telephoned Richard Helms, CIA
Director, and inquired as to any CIA involvement in
Watergate. Helms told Gray there was no CIA involvement. (Helms, Gray)
On Friday, June 23rd, Dean called Gray at II:00 a.n~
concerning CIA involvement in the Mexican aspects of
this matter. 31/ Gray believes but is not positive
that he told Dean that he talked with Helms and Helms
claimed no CIA involvement.

30/ The prosecutors had given this information to Titus,
Petersen and Kleindienst on the night of April 14 and
the early morning hours of April 15. Kleindienst saw
the President on April 15.
3--1/ (Footnote on the next page.)

-28On the same day - and the timing is highly significant
- pursuant to direction, Helms and the Deputy Director
of CIA, Lt. General Vernon Walters, met in Ehrlichman’s
office at the White House at I:00 p.m. Also present
was Haldeman, who did most of the talking. He stated and both Helms and Walters recall this - that the Watergate break-in had created a furor and the Democrats
were taking advantage of it. Haldeman further said
that Waiters - not Helms - was to go to Gray, advise
him that the FBI investigation into Mexico might run
into covert CIA operations there and should not, therefore, be pushed. Helms told Haldeman and Ehrlichman that
he had talked with Gray and advised him there was no
CIA involvement. Haldeman made some reference to further
investigation getting into the Bay of Pigs. Helms told
him that this was of no concern. (Helms) Nevertheless,

~I/ It was at this time that examination of Barker’s
bank records in Miami, Florida, revealed four checks,
dated April 4, 1972, totalling $89,000, drawn on a bank
in Mexico City, payeeM~nuel Ogarrio, passing through
Barker’s account, being deposited about April 21, 1972,
and withdrawn in cash the first eight days of May. In
fact, the checks had nothing to do with CIA. Robert
Allen, Chief Executive Officer of Gulf Resources and
Chemical Corporation, wished to make a pre-April 7,
1972, contribution of $I00,000. So that people in
Houston, Texas and the stockholders of his company
would not know of his contribution, he transferred this
money to Mexico by a check and deposited it, using
Manuel Ogarrio, an attorney for a subsidiary corporation.
(Allen) Ogarrio then withdrew $Ii,000 in cash and four
checks drawn on the Mexican bank. The cash and checks
were then delivered to Allen and then to CRP - specifically
Hugh Sloan. As explained in the September 13, 1972, prosecutive memorandum, Sloan, not knowing how to handle these
checks drawn on a foreign bank, gave them to the General
Counsel Liddy. To convert the checks to cash and avoid
possible publicity by using a D.C. bank, Liddy gave the
checks to Barker to secure cash. This was done and the
cash ultimately returned to Sloan by Liddy, less $I,000 $2,500 for expenses. (Trial Record)

Haldeman and Ehrlichman insited that Waiters see
Gray. The meeting lasted about 15-20 minutes. (Helms,
Wa Iters) 32/

32/ In their grand jury testimony, given prior to release
~I~D~ the President’s statement on May 22, 1973, both Haldeman
and Ehrlichman, represented b~y the same counsel_despite
our ir~tial inquiry to that counsel "of a possible conflict
of interest, admit the meeting. Haldeman states that
the President directed that the meeti~g be held to inquire
about National Security and CIA involvement, if any.
Though he did not describe the conversations in detail
on grounds t~a t they involved national security, he did
state that Helms said there was no CIA involvement and
he can recall giving no instructions to Helms or Waiters.
He has no specific recollection of any conversation relating to the FBI. Ehrlichman, on the other hand, recalls
that the meeting was requested by Dean to find out about
CIA involvement. Once advised that there was no CIA
involvement, Ehrlichman states it was suggested that
Waiters so advise Gray. It may be significant that
Ehrlichman’s grand jury testimony on May 3rd, occurred
prior to any publicity concerning this initial contact
with the CIA, publicity emanating from Congress. Haldeman’s
testimony on May 14th followed the release of Walte~
account. As an indication of the manner in which the
defense to the CIA accusation is taking shape, the following portion of the President’s May 22nd statement bears
repeating here:
I wanted justice done with regard to Watergate;
but in the scale of national priorities with which
I had to deal -- and not at that time having an, y
idea of the extent of political abuse which Watergate reflected - I also had to be deeply concerned
with ensuring that neither the covert operations of
the CIA nor the operations of the Special Investigations Unit (the Plumbers) should be compromised.
Therefore, I instructed Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Ehrlichman
to ensure that the investigation of the break-in not expose either an unrelated covert operation of the CIA or
the activities of the White House investigations
unit -- and to see that this was personally coordinated between General Waiters, the Deputy Director
(Footnote continued on next page.)

-30About 1:35 p.m. that same day, shortly after the
meeting, Dean telephones Gray and to the best of Gray’s
recollection advises him that Walters would be calling
for an appointment concerning CIA involvement and he
should see him. (Gray) Walters called Gray for an
appointment and one was set up for that afternoon.
(Gray, Walters) At 2:19 p.m. Dean calls Gray to
check whether Gray would be seeing Walters.
General Waiters did see Gray at 2:30 p.m. that Friday
afternoon, June 23rd. Both state that Walters advised
Gray that continuation of the investigation into Mexico
might lead into covert CIA operations. Walters .suggested
tapering off the investigation since five persons were
already arrested, a point made by Haldeman in the earlier
meeting. Gray denies that Walters made any reference to
his meeting with White House personnel. Walters states
he did so.
In his memorandum to the files five days after the
June 23rd meeting with Gray, Walters says he advised
Gray to taper off the Mexican investigation. The memo
in no way implies that this was a White House instruction
he was passing on. In his May 13, 1973 affidavit, however,
Walters states that he told Gray White House officials
told him to inform Gray of this fact.
While the apparent face-saving differences in the
recollections of both Gray and Walters and inconsistencies
in Waiter’s own recollection, differences and inconsistencies
that at a trial defense counsel could play upon, are a fact
of life that a prosecution must face up to and live with,
no defense counsel, however skillful, will be able to
erase the overriding fact of the attempted obstruction of
justice.

32/ (Continued)
of the CIA, and Mr. Gray of the FBI.

~~

¯

It is also worth noting that counsel for both Haldeman
’~ "~,and Ehrlichman has conferred with the President., Also

~r~ interestingly, he l s’----~---the a t torn~y-for Judge ~"irica.

-31At 2:53 p.m., Gray called Dean to report to him the
results of his meeting with Walters. Gray also recalls
that in one of the conversations he had with Dean on
June 23rd, Dean asked him not to conduct interviews
which would expose the CIA Mexican operation.
On Monday, June 26, 1973, Dean called Waiters, saying
he wanted to talk to him about the matters Haldeman and
Ehrlichman had discussed with him on June 23rd. Dean
suggested to Walters that he check out his authority
with Haldeman and Ehrlichman. Walters did so, calling
Ehrlichman, and Ehrlichman said he could talk freely
with Dean. Walters went to see Dean at the Executive
Office Building that morning. Dean inquired whether the
CIA was involved, referring to an alleged clandestine
entry by Barker into the Chilean Embassy. Dean claimed
that some of the five defendants were getting nervous
and inquired whether there was some way CIA could raise
bail or, if they later went to jail, pay their salaries. 33/
Walters rejected this out of hand, saying it would become
known, it would destroy CIA and could not be done. He
told Dean that he had checked again and there was no CIA
involvement. (Walters)

3--3/ As of June 26, 1972, the four defendants from Miami
were still in jail. Our position in Court on June 17,
1972, following the arrest, was that. no bond should be set.
Judge Belson refused this and set $50,000 bail for the
four from Miami and $30,000 bond for McCord. On Thursday,
June 23rd, over our objection, he permitted all defendants
except Sturgis and Barker to deposit I0 percent of the
bond he had set, and reduced the bond for Barker, Martinez,
and Gonzalez to $40,000. McCord posted the $3,000 deposit
the next day. Upon the Government’s request following its
disclosure to the Court of the $89,000 in cash Barker had
received in May and which, to our knowledge at that early
stage, before we talked to Sloan, he might still have,
the Court required Barker to post a $40,000 surety bond
rather than a i0 percent cash deposit.

-32On Tuesday, June 27, 1972, Wslters visited Dean at
his office, again at Dean’s request. He reported that
Helms stated that the CIA could not get involved. Moreover, expenditure of funds within the United States
would also have to be revealed to the Chairman of the
CIA Oversight Committees in both House of Congress. On
Wednesday, June 28, 1972, Dean again requested Waiters
to visit him. He told Waiters that a meeting of Helms
and Gray for that very day had been cancelled, with
Ehrlichman wanting Gray to deal with him Walters. 34/
Again Dean inquired about possible CIA involvement. He
said that the problem was stopping the FBI investigation
at the five persons arrested. Dean referred to Dahlberg
and another person, 35/ stating also that the $89,000
was not related to Watergate. Upon Dean’s request for
advice, Waiters suggested that this might be simply a
Cuban-exile attempt to influence Democratic policies
toward Castro. He now states he advised Dean that
those involved should be fired. (Waiters)
While he was having these meetings with Waiters
and being advised that there was no CIA involvement,
Dean remained in contact with Gray. However, he never
told Gray of either the meetings or the information
he received. To the contrary, at Dean’s request, Gray
delayed the interview of Ogarrio, the payee of the four
Mexican checks. On Tuesday, June 27, 1972, during a
telephone conversation, Gray told Dean the FBI wanted

34/ Appar~ently the White House did not want Gray to
deal with Helms. For, ms noted earlier, on June 23rd,
it was Waiters who was to advise Gray of CIA involvement. See to the same effect the President’s May 22nd
s ta tement.
35/ Waiters memorandum for this meeting, prepared the
next day, refers to a Mexican named Guena. This name
has no significance to us.

-33to interview Kenneth Dahlberg who had declined to be
interviewed. 36/ Dean had requested that the FBI not
interview Dahlberg because of his alleged CIA involvement. Gray recalls a number of calls from Dean concerning CIA involvement of Ogarrio and Dahlberg.
With the benefit of hindsight, the political motive
of the White House for not wanting Dahlberg interviewed
is apparent from facts uncovered during the grand jury
investigation prior to the first indictment. 37/
Dahlberg was National Finance Chairman for the Republican
Party for seven midwestern states for 1972. The $25,000
so-called Dahlberg check represented a $25,000 secret
cash contribution he had received from a friend of his
Dwayne Andreas. (Dahlberg, Andreas) At least partially
because he was a friend and wealthy contributor of Senator
Humphrey, Andreas wanted his contribution to ~emain
anonymous. 38/

~6/ Together with the four Mexican checks, Barker had
~eposited a fifth check, a $25,000 cashier’s checks made
payable to Kenneth Dahlberg. This check was drawn on
an~ccount of Dahlberg’s at a Boca Raton bank. Barker
received the cash for this check on April 21, 1972. As
described in the prosecutive memo of September 13, 1972,
this check had been received by Maurice Stans, turned
over to Sloan, who gave it to Liddy to cash. Liddy gave
it to Barker, with the Mexican checks, and, as previously
described, returned the cash proceeds, less expenses, to
Sloan. (Trial Record)
3--7/ This office was totally unaware of Dean’s or any
other White House member’s attempt to prevent or delay
the interview until April - May, 1973.
38/ The Andreas promise to make the $25,000 contribution
was made long before April 7, 1972, and he had put the
cash in a safety deposit box for Dahlberg prior to that
date. The actual transfer of the cash did not occur until
after April 7th. These facts were developed during the
ir~tial investigation to determine whether there was a
violation of the Federal Election Campaign Act which merited
prosecution. All the information developed by this office
on this matter was forwarded to the Department of Justice.

-34Still in the dark as to CIA interest in the investigation, particularly as to Ogarrio and Dahlberg,
on June 27, 1972, Gray called Helms to suggest a
meeting the next day, Wednesday, and Helms agreed to
meet at 2:30 p.m. Gray wanted his top assistants there
and Helms was to bring Walters. Helms called back to
confirm the meeting and to state that CIA hadro interest
in Ogarrio. (Gray, Helms)
On June 28th, the day of the scheduled meeting,
Gray received a call from Dean at 10:25 a.m. in which
he may have told Dean about the scheduled meeting with
Helms~ In any event, at 10:55 Ehrlichman called Gray,
a call Gray did not receive but which he returned at
ll:17 a.m. Ehrlichman told Gray he wanted the meeting
with Helms cancelled, that it was not necessary. (Gray)
Gray asked him who was to make the decisions as to who
was to be interviewed and Ehrlichman said he Gray would.
(Gray) Gray at 11:23 a.m. telephoned Helms cancelling
the meeting. He did not tell him of the Ehrlichman 39/
call (Gray), but stated that he was too busy. (Helms)
Later that day, Dean telephoned Gray requesting
a delay in the FBI interview of Kathleen Chenow. She
was the secretary at the White House for David Young,
Liddy, and Hunt of the White House plumbers’ unit. Dean
used as a reason for the delay the national security
interest. Gray held off, as he did with Ogarrio and
Dahlberg. (Gray)

Gray continued to receive telephone calls from Dean
which he believes may have related to CIA interest in
Ogarrio and Dahlberg, and the FBI continued to operate
under the impression that CIA may be involved. Accordingly,
~._~9’/ As mentioned previously, at his 11:30 a.m. meeting
with Dean, Walters was informed by Dean that Helms’
meeting with Gray had been cancelled.

-35on July 5, 1972, Gray telephoned Waiters, stating that
he could not continue to hold up the investigation because of a possible CIA interest without a request in
writing. Gray states that this request was on his own
initiative, but Henry Petersen has stated that he so
advised Gray, advice Gray does not recall receiving.
Gray told Dean of the substance of his telephone call
to Walters. (Gray)

Waiters came to Gray’s office at I0:00 a.m. on
July 6, 1972. He delivered to him a memorandum in
effect disclaiming any CIA interest in the five persons
arrested, Hunt, Ogarrio, or Dahlberg. Here again, the
recollections of Gray and Walters of their conversation
differ. Walter’s memorandum and refreshed recollection
spell out a detailed discussion with respect to White
House interference and its possible consequences. Gray,
who has no contemporaneous memoranda, denies this. Both
agree they discussed the need to maintain the credibility
of their respective institutions. Gray recalls a discussion
as to who should call the President, with Walters suggesting
that he Gray should.
The next day, Gray ordered the interviews of Ogarrio and
Dahlberg. He also called Clark MacGregor and told him that
certain White House persons were careless in their attitude
toward the CIA and FBI, that they might harm the President,
and would he so advise the President. MacGregor said he
would. (Gray)
About one-half hour later the President called. He
congratulated Gray upon a hijacking case. Gray thanked
him and advised him of his and Walters’ concern about
his staff people causing confusion in determining whether
CIA had an interest in certain persons the FBI wanted to
interview. He told the President these people were wounding him. The President thanked him and told him to continue
his thorough, aggressive investigation. According to
Walters, Gray, on July 13, 1972, told him that he had
related the substance of his conversation with the President
to Dean.

-36Co

The Obstruction of the Investigation Conducted
by the Grand Jury, the United States Attorney’s
Office, and the FBI

Subsequent to but also contemporaneous with the attempt
to obstruct the investigation via the CIA ruse, an attempt
which delayed the investigation but did not ultimately
succeed, an attempt was made to limit the criminal exposure
of CRP to Liddy and persons below him in the organizational
hierarchy, that is, to insulate Magruder and Mitchell.
(Magruder) Unlike the CIA ruse, this attempt succeeded.
The first need was to obtain information, to know
what the investigators were doing. This was accomplished
by Dean. By virtue of his position as counsel to the
President and the person publicly selectedby the President
to conduct an investigation into possible White House involvement, Dean maintained almost daily contact with Gray
and Henry Petersen. By means of this contact and by exploiting the trust Gray and Petersen had in him, Dean
knew virtually every step planned and taken in the FBI
and grand jury investigations. This information was
then utilized to meet the investigation so as to obstruct
and limit it.
Thus, the logs of Gray show for the period June 21,
1972, to September 15, 1972, the date of the return of
the indictment, about fifty telephone calls between
Gray and Dean. About two-thirds to three-fourths of
these related to Watergate, to the progress of the investigation. Moreover, pursuant to Dean’s request,
Gray made available to him raw FBI files, consisting
of teletypes to different FBI field offices directing
particular investigative steps, summaries of witness
interviews, etc. Dean explained to Gray that the material
was needed to aid him in his - Dean’s - investigation. 40/
(Gray) Dean made three or four requests for materials.

40/ Prior to obtaining the FBI files from ,Gray, Dean
had requested them from Kleindienst. Kleindienst asked
Petersen for advice. The latter advised that the request be in writing. The writing never came.
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Gray first received materials - three volumes of teletypes
- from Kunkel, Special Agent in Charge of the Washington
Field Office, on June 25, 1972. (Gray) Other deliveries
to him of materials were on June 30, July 17, August 2,
and September 13:83 reports and two folders containing
272 items (FBI records). Dean obtained these from Gray
at his office, using a private door. (Gray) Dean also
requested and obtained from Gray a letterhead memorandum
of July 21, 1972 - a summary of the FBI investigation to
date. Even after the return of the indictment, when the
Segretti matter surfaced in the press, Dean obtained from
Gray about October 2, 1972, the FBI witness interviews of
Segretti, Chapin, Strachan, and, he thinks, Kalmbach.
(Gray) Though we do not know the entire specific use
Dean made of the FBI files, he did make them available
to the counsel for CRP. (Paul O’Brien)
Dean was also aware of the progress of the grand
jury investigation and its goals. On a regular basis,
Earl Silbert reported to Henry Petersen the progress
of the investigation, witnesses being called before the
grand jury, their testimony, successes or failures in
turning witnesses, the strategy of the investigation, and
possible targets. Pursuant to the request and i~quiry
of Dean, Petersen kept him informed of the important
developments.
Dean was also present at all FBI interviews during
the investigation of White House personnel. He thus was
obviously aware of the questions being asked and the
answers given. He prepared the witnesses for these interviews. (Young, Krogh) Dean was also present when White
House personnel were deposed at the Department of Justice. 41/
He attended the interview of the witness by the prosecutor
which preceded the deposition, an interview which covered
generally the questions to be asked. He was not present
at the deposition itself.
4--1/ (Footnote on next page.)

-38As ’the investigation progressed, it became clear
that Liddy had received from Hugh Sloan $I~9,000 pursuant to an authorization of $250,000.41~
The
question which remained was the purpose of that authorization. Magruder was the focus of the inquiry since
he was Liddy’s immediate superior and the person who
had authorized Sloan to disburse the cash to Liddy.
Magruder states that he was aware of this inquiry
and knew that this office was looking toward him as the
next target, information he received through Dean (who
probably received it from Petersen). Initially, in
strategy sessions concerning the many Watergate problems
confronting CRP insofar as they involved the criminal
investigation, it was suggested thst Magruder take the
blame, that he admit that on his own he had authorized
the wiretapping and burglary. Mitchell objected since
it would bring the investigation too close to him.
(Magruder) Moreover it would not be believed since it
was common knowledge that Magruder made ro authorization
of substantial amounts of money without Mitchell’s
a p prova I. (Ma grud er)

41/ The depositions of these persons were subsequently
presented to the grand jury. This procedure, one followed
with Speaker McCormack in the Swei$ case, was worked out
between Justice and the White House to avoid undue publicity
attendant upon appearances of White House personnel and
public figures such as Maurice Stans at the grand jury.
At that time, though with hindsight and in view of the
present uncontrollable publicity, it must appear a naive
hope, there was a genuine attempt on the part of this
office and the Justice Department to minimize pretrial
publicity in order to deflate this as an issue at trial
or on a subsequent appeal.
The interest of the White House in minimizing publicity
was obviously political. Indeed Ehrlichman had angrily
reacted to Maurice Stans being subpoenaed, telephoning
Petersen and criticizing him and Silbert.
Altogether five persons were deposed a_t~ Justice Stans, Colson,~
When persons
(Footnotes 41 and 41 continued on next page.)

-39A different strategy was subsequently agreed upon
at a series of meetings in Mitchell’s law office attended
by Mitchell, Dean, LaRue, Mardian, and Magruder. Since
he knew most of the facts, the strategy was primarily
suggested by Magruder. T~s is that the $250,000 authorization was for legitimate intelligence and security
activities. $I00,000 was to have been for intelligence
to assist Herbert Porter in his protection of surrogate
candidates for the President. $150,000 was to be for
intelligence Liddy was to develop concerning security for
the Republican Convention then scheduled in San Diego
and other special assignments he received from Magruder.
Thus the Liddy escapade would be described as just
that, a frolic and detour on his part. This explanation
seemed attractive because partially true: Porter was
responsible for scheduling surrogate candidates for the
President and their security was a problem for him.
Furthermore, Liddy was given an assignment concerning
convention security by Magruder who also gave him other
assignments. The false aspect was the authorization of
$250,000 for these assignments. (Magruder) The concoction of the false story to account for the Liddy money
at a series of meetings attended by Mitchell, Dean,
LaRue, Mardian and Liddy is corroborated by LaRue.

4_!l/(Continued) such as Stans and Mitchell were deposed
in the civil case (D.emocratic National Committee v.
McCord~ et al.), which was paralleling the grand jury
investigation, they "issued public statements following
their depositions and the publicity otherwise was great.
Accordingly, there was less of a basis to avoid a grand
jury appearance because of publicity, a comment justifiably
made by some of the grand jurors. Consequently, when
Mitchell, the next and as it turned out the last public
figure was to be questioned, he appeared personally
before the grand jury.
41A/ Very early in the investigation, Magruder stated that
Li---ddy had received only $40,000 - $65,000 and, according
to Sloan, tried to "persuade" him that this was accurate.
Magruder denies the inference of attempted subornation
of perjury and claims that he fo_rgot the amount Liddy had
received and Sloan would not inform him. In any event, he
later accepted Sloan’s figure of $199,000.
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To support his story, Magruder persuaded Porter to
testify that he had estimated that he would need $100,000
for his security program for the surrogate candidates.
After considering a while, Porter agreed. (Magruder,
Porter) Both Porter and Magruder prepared statements
for Parkinson, statements which Magruder claims Parkinson
knew to be false.
Porter testified before the grand jury consistent
with his agreement with Magruder. Prior to his appearance before the grand jury on August 16, 1972, Magruder
was told that the seven - Liddy, Hunt, McCord, and the
four from Miami, - were being taken care of financially
and would hold. Magruder had a meeting with Mitchell
on August 14th at which he reviewed his testimony and
Mitchell wished him well. 42/ Parkinson and O’Brien
reviewed his testimony. (Magruder, O’Brien) So did
Dean, first on the afternoon of August 14th, and then
on the morning of August 15th he cross-examined Magruder
for two hours. (Magruder)

The day after his grand jury appearance, Magruder
was told by Dean that he had passed, that he Dean had
l~arned from Justice that Magruder would not be indicted.
(Magruder) This is corroborated by Petersen conveying
to Dean the general substance of what he had been told
by Silbert: that Magruder had been warned of his rights,
that the substance of his testimony was not particularly
credible - he gave no accounting at all for the $150,000
or the $250,000, attributing his inability to do so to
loose practices and the comparative smallness of the sum
of money involved 43/ - but he made a good witness and
there was simply insufficient evidence to warrant indictment. (Petersen)
~’/ In his grand jury testimony of April 20, 1973,
Mitchell testified that he had no recollection of the
substance of conversations at meetings in his office
prior to Magruder’s August 16th grand jury appearance.

4--3/ Magruder claimed that he authorized campaign expenditures of 35-40 million dollars. $250,000 was, accordingly,
a comparatively insignificant sum in an area in which he
had no expertise - intelligence gathering - and which he
left to Liddy, the exper% particularly since he and Liddy
did not get along, he could not control Liddy and he was
(Footnote continued on°next page.)

Rep[oouced a[ the Nat~ona~ Archives

-41Following his grand jury appearance, pursusnt to
a request of the prosecutors, Magruder turned over to
them his diary or appointment book. Before he turned
it over, he had checked to determine meetings which
might prompt inquiry and require explarm tions. The
two principal meetings causing concern were those of
January 27, 1972, and February 4, 1972, at the Department of Justice, at which Liddy, Dean, Mitchell, 8nd
he were present, meetings previously described.
A meeting was held in Mitchell’s law~fice on
Sep’tember 12, 1972, in the afternoon. M~gruder came
by, Dean and Mitchell excused themselves from the
meeting, and the three went to another office in
Mitchell’s law office. (Magruder, O’Brien) Mitchell,
Dean, and Magruder discussed the problem of two meetings. Dean initially did not want Magruder to testify
to the fact that he was at either meeting. They decided
that Magruder should testify that the January 27th
meeting was cancelled and that at the February 4th
meeting, Liddy was introduced to Mitchell and Campaign
Election Laws were discussed. 44/ This was the strategy
agreed upon. (Msgruder) Thus Mitchell told O’Brien and
Parkinson that only one meeting was held; 4--5/ Magruder

~3/ (Continued) afraid of Liddy. The fact that he and Liddy
did not get along was corroborated by others. Liddy, the
evidence showed, is a unique individual, one characteristic
Being that he is uncontrollable.
44/ Magruder states that at that time he was actually not
mware of the November 24th, 1971, meeting at which Dean
introduced Liddy to Mitchell. He knew Liddy’s selection
as general counsel to CRP had been cleared with Mitchell,
but he did not know Liddy ~ d met Mitchell.
4--5/ In the grand jury, Mitchell has testified that there
were two meetings, that he told Magruder who thought there
was only one meeting that there were two meetings, and
Dean agreed.
(Footnote continued o nrext page.)

-42said the same; and Dean, concerned about the meetings,
complained that Magruder had maintained an appointment
book. (0’ Brien)
Magruder testified as agreed upon before the grand
jury on September 13, 1972. His testimony of only one
meeting and the substance of the meeting was false.
The indictment was returned on September 15, 1972.
The tri~ I began on January 8, 1973. Magruder and Porter
were advised by the prosecutors that they would be witnesses at trial. They reviewed with the prosecutors
their previous grand jury testimony and statements to
the FBI. They test~ied at trial as they had previously
- falsely. (Magruder) Magruder also indicates that
he was advised prior to testifying to go easy on Liddy,
that is, not to emphasize his unusual behavior patterns,
some of which had been disclosed to the grand jury and
the prosecutors. 46/ He was told to be complimentary
to McCord and, to the surprise of the prosecution, when
asked a question in a brief cross-examination by McCord’s
attorney - Geral Alch - he was. (Magruder)

45/ (Continued) Dean has not testified before the grand
jury. We have talked to him informally, with an agreement
that if he is prosecuted, what he told us will not be used
against him. Though we cannot use his testimony, however,
it is reassuring that his version of the Mitchell, Magruder,
Dean meeting on September 12, 1972, is consistent with
Magruder’s. He also corroborates the fabrication of the
false testimony by Mitchell, LaRue, Magruder, and himself,
to account for the $250,000 authorization to Liddy.
46/ At a pretrial conference, Magruder suggested to the
prosecution that he did not want to lay it on Liddy at
the trial by emphasizing his bizarre conduct. Though the
prosecution did not know the reason for Magruder’s suggestion,
it agreed to it since that testimony was inadmissible anyhow.
The failure of Liddy to cross-examine Magruder and Porter at
all was surprising to the prosecution because Magruder,
particularly, based on his grand jury testimony, was subject
to attack for the reasons previously indicated. We discussed
it and attributed it to trial strategy: to avoid undue
emphasis of testimony damaging to Liddy since an attack on
Magruder would not necessarily have helped Liddy, but may
well have harmed him.

-43Payoffs to the Seven Indicted Defendants
to Maintain Their SilenceOnly eleven days after the June 17th arrest, about
June 28, 1972, Herbert W. Kalmbach, President Nixon’s
personal attorney and long time political fund raiser,
received a telephone call in California from John W.
Dean. Dean said there was a "critical situation" requiring his help on a "special assignment" and asked
Kalmbach to meet him in Washington as soon as possible.

(Ka Imba ch)
Kalmbach came to Washington to meet with Dean on
June 29, 1972. He checked into the Statler Hilton and
called Dean. He asked whether he should come to Dean’s
office in the Executive Office Building. Dean suggested
they meet outside the Hay Adams Hotel adjacent to
Lafayette Park just north of the White House. When
Kalmbach met Dean at the appointed place, Dean suggested
that they stroll into Lafayette Park which they did.
Dean told Kalmbach that it was absolutely necessary for
funds to be obtained for the purpose of providing the
defendants inti~e Watergate matter with defense counsel

and their families with support. Dean told Kalmbach it
was absolutely necessary that Kalmbach raise the money
for this assignment. (Kalmbach)

When Kalmbach suggested that a "defense committee"
be formed for this purpose, Dean said there wasn’t time.
This was an urgent matter. In any event they had decided
that it was necessary for Kalmbach to undertake this
!~ssignment.
Moreover,
Dean told of
Kalmbach
that
was
ecessary that
the transmission
money to
the it
suspects’
~attorneys and famllles be kept absolutely secret. Dean
~also said it was imperative that there be no way these
iIfunds could be traced back through Kalmbach to the White
¯ ’ %House. Dean asked Kalmbach to give Dean his word that
Athis was not to be divulged to anyone and would remain
Ventirely between Kalmbach and Dean. (Kalmbach)

-44Dean told Kalmbach that the first step was for
Kalmbach to raise the money and t~en Dean or Fred LaRue
would be able to give Kalmbach directions as to the distribution of the money. Dean suggested that Kalmbach
use Tony Ulasewicz to be the courier to deliver the
money to the distributees. 4--7/ (Kalmbach)
Kalmbach contacted Ulasewicz with the assistance
of Jack Caulfield who had recently received an appointment placing him in charge of about 1,600 agents at
the Treasury Department whose jobs were to enforce the
laws regulating the sale of Alcohol, Tobacco & Firearms
in the United States. (Kalmbach)
Thereafter, Kalmbach immediately contacted Maurice
Stans, the chairman of the Finance Committee to Re-elect
the President and ex-Secretary of Commerce. Kalmbach
told Stans he had a special assignment and that he needed
whatever cash was available. Stans agreed to meet Kalmbach
at his Statler Hilton Hotel room. Stans came to the room
bringing a brief case containing
$75,000 in cash. 48/ Shortly thereafter, Kalmbach~ called
Dean. Dean told Kalmbach that the distributees would be
named and the amounts of money would be designated for
_~each d~stributee. Dean wanted to know how Ulasewicz
~).,~" would identify himself so that Dean or Fred LaRue would
//be. able to relay the fictitious name back to the expectant
d~stributees and the distributee would know who was
calling. (Ka Imbach)
~7/ From about 1969-1971, Kalmbach acted as a disbursing
agent for Ulasewicz while Ulasewicz was doing confidential
investigative work for Ehrlichman. The assignments would
be transmitted to Ulasewicz through Jack Caulfield~ a
member of Ehrlichman’s staff while Ehrlichman was counsel
to the President until mid-1970, but who continued to
carry out assignments for Ehrlichman when he became Chief
of the. Domestic Council. (Caulfield) Ehrlichman himself
~
the testimony of Ulasewicz and Caulfield
that he did and
spite the fact that Kalmbach would not
disburse money without the approval of either Haldeman,
Ehrlichman or an aide acting pursuant to their authority.
4_~8/ (Footnote on next page.)
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Ulasewicz. First, on June 29 or 30, 1972, Kalmbach met
with Ulasewicz at the Hilton and turned over $75,100 to
Ulasewicz. Thereafter, Kalmbach received about $40,000
from Fred LaRue which he turned over to Ulasewicz at the
Regency Hotel in New York on July 19 or 20, 1972. This
sum had been obtained from Hugh Sloan on July 4, 1972.
Following this, Kalmbach turned over $28,900 to Ulasewicz
on July 26 or 27, 1972. Kalmbach got this money from
LaRue. LaRue made one of these cash transfer to Kalmbach
in Dean’s office. The last turnover of money from
Kalmbach to Ulasewicz occurred about August 3, 1972,
at the Orange County Airport where he turned over
$75,000 in cash to Ulasewicz. (Kalmbach, Ulasewicz)
Kalmbach obtained this money from Thomas V. Jones a
vice president of Northrop Corporation. 49/
About July 26, 1972, Kalmbach spoke to Ehrlichman
at Ehrlichman’s White House office. Kalmbach asked
Ehrlichman whether he was aware that Dean had asked
Kalmbach to undertake these assignments. Ehrlichman
nodded in assent. Ehrlichman told Kalmbach that Dean
had the authority to ask Kalmbach to undertake the
so-called assignment and that Kalmbach had to carry it
out. Ehrlichman gave Kalmbach the go-ahead and swore
him to secrecy, saying "no one is to know." (Kalmbach)
4_~8/ This unreported expenditure may well constitute
a Campaign Act violation. However, it is anticipated
that Stans will contend that the $75,100 consisted of
moneys thst were on hand or pledged prior to April 7,
1972, which was the cut-off date under the Campaign
Act. Indeed, we have already been advised that
$45,000 of the money was money left over from the 1968
campaign given to Stans by Kalmbach prior to April 7,
1972. (Ka Imbach)
4~9/ Kalmbach says that Jones gave him the $75,000 thinking that it was only $50,000. He said Jones got it from
some Euro-funds and that Jones believed it was a campaign
contribution. Kalmbach says he told Stans to credit
Jones with theamount toward his target pledge of $250,000.
This too may constitute a Campaign Act violation.
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dynamite for this to become known. He said "they would
have our heads in their laps" if secrecy were not maintained. 50/ (Ka Imbach)
Meanwhile, by early July, 1972, LaRue was asked to
contact Kalmbach and discuss with Kalmbach a method of
contacting the Watergate defendants to see what their
monetary needs were. LaRue contacted Kalmbach who said
he had a reliable man that could act as go-between.
Kalmbach would have this done and report back to LaRue.
LaRue @id not know about Ulasewicz. (Kalmbsch, LmRue)
Kalmbach reported back to LaRue and they met in
Dean’s office. Kalmbach outlined, the requirements for
the seven people as basically: requirements for bond
money, for living expenses and for attorneys fees.
LaRue stated either at that meeting or at a subsequent
one that it was agreed that money would be passed through
Kalmbach’s man to Mrs. Hunt. There were two or there
such meetings with LaRue, Kalmbach and Dean in attendance
over a period of four or five weeks in Dean’s office at
which the subject of money was discussed. (Kalmbach,
LaRue) Dean approved the payments that were made.
(Ka Imbach)
At this point, it may be illuminating to discuss
in detail how Tony Ulasewicz delivered the money for
the benefit of the defendants.

5--0/ This conversation took place after Kalmbach realized
that the assignment would entail more than the handling
of one transaction as he had been assured by Dean initially.
Additionally, Kalmbach realized that payments were being
made to distributees for the benefit of Hunt and Liddy
who had not been arrested or indicted. It is also interesting to note that on May 5, 1972, Kalmbach had made
an unsecured $20,000 personal loan to Ehrlichman payable
at some .distant future date upon certain conditions.
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Dean on June 29, 1972, he asked Ulasewicz to meet him
the following afternoon at the Statler Hilton in Washington,
D.C. Ulasewicz flew to Washington and met with Kalmbach.
Kalmbach told Ulasewicz money was needed for the families
and lawyers of the Watergate people. Kalmbach said he
didn’t know exactly how to distribute the money and he
asked Ulasewicz to assist him. Kalmbach said that since
he had performed so many duties for the administrative
people without it getting out, he might be the one to
help in this instance.

Ulasewicz told Kalmbach that when you get into
large amounts of money sooner or later it surfaces.
He warned Kalmhach that the situation could grow and
build up in amounts to blackmail. Kalmbach said that
he had assurances from the people who asked him to do
this that everything would be all right. (Ulasewicz)
Kalmbach told Ulasewicz to destroy any records of
material Kalmbach gave to him. Ulasewicz said he would
memorize the amounts of money. Kalmbach contacted
Ulasewicz later that day and told him to contact Douglas
Caddy using the assumed name Rivers. Thereafter he
used other assumed names. Kalmbach told Ulasewicz to
speak in terms of purchasing a play and the number of
players and "figures. Ulasewicz was to contact "the
writers", who was Hunt, and of course the "writer’s
wife" would be Mrs. Hunt. After a number of telephone
calls the meeting with Caddy fell through. Caddy was
appearing before the grand jury at that time. (Ulasewicz,
Caddy)

Thereafter, Kalmbach told Ulasewicz to contact
Paul O’Brien. O’Brien terminated the conversation
immediately. (Ulasewicz, O’Brien) He contacted
another unknown man at Kalmbach’s behest without
success. Following this, Kalmbach told Ulasewicz to
contact Bittman, Hunt’s attorney. Ulasewicz made about
five calls to Bittman. On the first calls to him Bittman
was unresponsive, but on a subsequent call, Bittman said
"well you know with the facts and the figures the players
and the salaries this thing could go on indefinitely.
There are appeals and other hearings."
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He didn’t know what the future would hold. (Ulasewicz)
After more calls, Bittman told Ulasewicz that he had
spoken to his client, and $25,000 would start it off.
Ulasewicz put $25,000 in cash in an envelope and placed
it on a telephone in Bittman’s building ledge. He
placed himself so that he could watch Bittman as he
stepped out of the elevator and went over and picked
up the package without being seen himself. This transfer
occurred on or about July 8, 1972.
Thereafter, Kalmbach told Ulasewicz to contact
Bittman which he did. Bittman said he had discussed
the matter with the firm and the firm would like to
return the money. After a period of indecision and
contacts back and forth between Ulasewicz and Kalmbach
on the one hand and Ulasewicz and Bittman on the others.
Bittman decided to retain the money. (Ulasewicz,
Bittman)
The next night Kalmbach gave Ulasewicz a telephone
number and asked him to call "the writer’s" residence.
The man who answered seemed to know the name Rivers
but nevertheless hung up quickly.. When Ulasewicz reported this to Kalmbach, he suggested that Ulasewicz
call the same telephone number and ask for the
"writer’s wife" -- Mrs. Doro~y Hunt.
Ulasewicz contacted Mrs. Hunt from a pay phone.
She was receptive and agreed to go to a pay phone to
talk with Ulasewicz and she spoke about wives losing
jobs, unpaid health insurance, schooling and all kinds
of .financial woes indicating more money would have to
be forthcoming. Mrs. Hunt asked him to forward these
requests for assistance. (Ulasewicz)
Ulasewicz delivered $40,000 to her by an elaborate
procedure. First, he placed the money, contained in
an airlines locker bag in a locker at National Airport.
Then he taped the locker key underneath a telephone
coin box with scotch tape. Ulasewicz told Mrs. Hunt
to come in at noon and to walk to the telephone booth.
Then he placed himself in a position so that he could
observe. He saw her c’ome in, get the key and remove
the money from the locker. (Ulasewicz) This delivery
took place about July 17, 1972.
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Kalmbach came back to Ulasewicz and said that the feeling was that they would help out a little more now with
more money. So it kept going until the distributions
reached about $219,000. In order to maintain contact
by pay phone, both Ulasewicz and Kalmbach carried a bag
of coins. Many of their calls were between California
where Kalmbach was and New York where Ulasewicz was.

(Ka Imbach, Ula sewicz)
After the July 17, delivery, Ulasewicz made three
more deliveries to Mrs. Hunt and Howard Hunt.
The
amounts were $43,000, $18,000 and $53,500. One of
these deliveries was picked up by Howard Hunt. (Ulasewicz,
Hunt). The total of these deliveries was $154,500. All
these deliveries were made at National Airport by the
same procedure. Ulasewicz also delivered $8,000 to
Gordon Liddy at National Airport. 5--1/

Ulasewicz made his last two deliveries on September 19.
He delivered $53,500 to Mrs. Hunt and $29,900 to Fred
LaRue. (Ulasewicz, LaRue)
During hiS: discussions with Mrs. Hunt, she told him
how the money was to be spent. $130,000 was to go for
attorney fees. She mentioned Bailey, Maroulis, Bittman
and Rothblatt by name as the lawyers. They were to receive $25,000 each. In addition Rothblatt was to receive
$30,000 for the three other Cubans. $15,000 was to go
to Liddy, Hunt, and McCord as salary for five months.
$6,000 was for Barker, $4,000 for Sturgis, and $2,000
each for Martinez and Gonzalez. Mrs. Hunt got $5,000
for her expenses. There was another $23,000 which was
supposed to be going for Barker. (Ulasewicz) Besides
this $i,000 went to Ulasewicz for his expenses and
Kalmbach gave $I,000 to Strachan. (Kalmbach) This
makes a total of $219,000 disbursed.
51’~ Ulasewicz had been introduced to Liddy by Caulfield
back in January, 1972 in New York City. Liddy was introduced as Mr. George" at that time and he didn’t have a
mustache. Liddy had been sent to New York to review
(Footnote continued on next page.)
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relayed information to Kalmbach from the distributees
via Mrs. Hunt who was his contact point. On the other
hand, Kalmbach received instructions from either Dean
or LaRue as to who the money was destined for and what
the allocations were. (Kalmbach)
After Kalmbach had raised the $75,000 from Jones
in August, 1972, Dean, urged Kalmbach to raise additional
money. Dean said that if Kalmbach did not comply, then
they would have to dip into the $350,000 which had been
earmarked for private polling. This $350,00 had been
delivered to the White House pursuant to Haldeman’s
direction before April 7, 1972. The money was never
used for this purpose. 52/

51/ (Continued) the cost effectiveness of the Caulfield
- Ulasewicz investigative operation in New York. Ulasewicz,
however, did not recognize Liddy when Liddy picked up the
money at the airport.
52/ The $350,000 has a strange history. Larry Higby,
who was Haldeman’s chief assistant, asked Kalmbach to
transfer $350,000 to the White House from the Finance
Committee prior to April 7, 1972. (Kalmbach) Gordon
Strachan, another Haldeman aide, picked up the money
from Kalmbach and Hugh Sloan. (Kalmbach, Strachan,
Sloan) Strachan then delivered it to the White House.
(Strachan) The money was transferred to Alex Butterfield
who in turn transferred it to William Lilley. (Butterfield)
Lilley placed t~h_e moneY in a safe deposit box. Alex
Butterfield is an~ex-Haldeman aide and is presently the
, .~ Federal Aviation Administrator. Lilley is a private
businessman an.d close friend of Butterfield. In April,
$22,000 was wlthdrawn from the $350,000 for advertising
purposes. However, only about $8,000 was expended.
(Strachan, Richard Howard) The balance was turned over
to Dean. (Strachan, Howard) In November, 1972, this
$22,000 withdrawal was replaced. Stans gave $22,000 to
Fred Fielding who worked for Dean. Pursuant to Dean’s
instructions, Fielding turned the $22,000 over to Strachan.
(Fielding)
It should be noted that prior to April 7, 1972,
Kalmbach was associate Chairman of the Finance Committee
and had offices in Suite 272 at 1701 Pennsylvania Avenue.
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Kalmbach, however, told Dean that he wanted to
get out of this, that he had done all he could do
and he didn’t know of any other sources for raising
money. 5--3/ Dean threw up his hands and said "This is
an impossible situation. I don’t know how these funds
can be raised." Dean said, however, they were going
forward with this, that they were going to other money
sources.
When Kalmbach withdrew sometime after Ulasewicz’s
last deliveries on September 19, 1972, the responsibility
’for delivering the money became LaRue’s. LaRue handled
deliveries of money over that period of time to Bittman.
Two were to Bittman’s office by messenger and three were
delivered to Bittman’s residence. (Bittman, LaRue) The
approximately amounts of cash for each delivery were
$25,000, $50,000, $15,000, §35,000 and $75,000. (LaRue)
LaRue would put the money in an envelope, would
write Bittman’s name on it, mark it Confidential and
have it delivered to Bittman’s office or residence
by "one of the kids working in the campaign office."
Before the delivery, LaRue, using the assumed name
"Baker," would telephone Bittman to alert him to the
delivery. (LaRue, Bittman) Except for the first
delivery from Ulasewicz in July, 1972, all the money
received by Bittman from LaRue was then picked up by
Hunt. The subsequent legal fees of Bittman were then
paid by check from Hunt. (Bittman, Hunt)
~_...,,~,~"t1~ The source of LaRue’s deliveries was primarily the
$350,000 picked up by Strachan~, as previously described, for
polling pursuant to Haldeman’s instructions. After the
election in November, 1972, Haldeman told Strachan to return
~~U~’he money. (Strachan) Strachan contacted LaRue. LaRue
asked Strachan to deliver the money to him at his
Watergate apartment and Strachan did. Strachan made
53/ It is significant that about this time, the ChapinKalmbach-Segretti arrangement had been investigated by
the FBI at the request of this office and shortly thereafter it broke in the press.
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LaRue beforehand that Strachan would be coming. The
final delivery was $280,000. 54/ (LaRue) This $280,000
was the source of five disbursements to Bittman totaling
$200,000. (LaRue) LaRue also received $25,000 directly
from Dean in Dean’s office. (LaRue)
The demands or requests for money were apparently
initially passed from Bittman to Parkinson or O’Brien
after Kalmbach’s withdrawal in mid-September 1972.~ At
one meeting with Dean and LaRue, Parkinson passed on
financial information from Bittman. (LaRue, O’Brien)
Dean later told LaRue to make deliveries. Once, about
December 20, 1972, O’Brien was. in Bittman’s office and
was told he, Bittman, was owed $45,000 in legal fees.
O’Brien passed this information on to Mitchell.
Sometime in January, 1973, around Inauguration time,
Kalmbach met with Dean, LaRue and John Mitchell. Dean
asked Kalmbach to attend the meeting which took place
in Mitchell’s law office at 1701 Pennsylvania Avenue.
At this meeting Kalmbach was asked to raise additional
fund, s to provide money for the defendant~ expenses
and’~their attorneys’ fees. Kalmbach said he would he
unable to raise the funds. (Kalmbach) The trial of the
Watergate defendants was in progress at this time.
In mid-February, 1973, after the trial, Dean told
O’Brien that the $350,000 from the White House was being
used for payoffs. About March 15, Dean, LaRue, and
O’Brien went to New York to see Mitchell about the money.
Dean said that the White House money would have to be
replaced, since the prosecutors knew about it and Common
Cause might also know. Mitchell agreed, and LaRue was’
commissioned to try ~raise funds. He was not successful.
55/ (O’Brien)

5__4/ Thee vents outlined above are based primarily on
LaRue’s grand jury testimony. Strachan in the grand
jury testified that he returned the entire $350,000 to
LaRue, that it was his idea to return it to LaRueo The
day after his testimony, he telephoned Silbert to inform
him that the amount returned was $328,000, the $350,000
less the $22,000 removed for advertising, a fact Haldeman
(Footnotes 54 and 55 carried over to next page.)
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The next day, one week before the seven defendants
were to be sentenced, O’Brien was in Bittman’s law
office. Bittman mentioned something about commitments
not being met and suggested O’Brien talk to Hunt who
was at the office. Hunt told O’Brien he had commitments,
and claimed he was owed $60,000 in legal fees, $70,000
in expenses. He further told O’Brien he had done a
number of "seamy" things for the White House in the
past, mentioning Ehrlichman in particular. (O’Brien)
O’Brien immediately relayed this information to
Dean. Dean blew up, saying he had had enough. (O’Brien)
Dean subsequently told LaRue what had happened and said,
"You can do what you want to about it." LaRue said he
would not deliver any money unless instructed to do’~so.
Dean suggested LaRue call John Mitchell which LaRue did.
Mitchell asked LaRue if he knew what the money was for.
LaRue said he understood it was f~an attorney’s fees.
Mitchell said "I think I’d pay it." LaRue then made
his final delivery of about $75,000 to Bittman in
March, 1973.
Following is a chart which sets forth the incredibly
complicated receipts.and disbursements with respect to
the payoffs to the seven Watergate defendants as they
are presently known to this office.
5--4/ (Continued) had reminded him of. Strachan, however,
never referred, either in his grand jury testimony or
telephone conversation with Silbert to the $22,000 he
received in late November, 1972 from Fielding. Strachan
was advised to get a lawyer and told that he was a target.
As subsequently explained, we have had one off the record
discussion with him, at which he admitted it was Dean who
instructed him to return the money to LaRue.
Since his grand jury testimony, in meetings with this
office, LaRue has somewhat amended his grand jury testimony
relating to the return of the money from Strachan. Instead
of $297,000 in two trips, he may have received about $335,000
in three trips. More interviewing needs to be done with
LaRue on this matter.
5--5/ Some of the dates may be off. For example, LaRue
tried to raise money prior to early March. Whether this
was a separate endeavor or O’Brien is mistaken on his dates
(Footnote continued oD next page.)
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As the preceding sections show, the focus of the
present prosecution theory centers on the massive obstruction of justice which occurred following the June
17, 1972, arrest of the five persons inside the Democratic National Committee Headquarters. For explanatory
purposes, the obstruction has in the preceding sections
been divided into three principal phases, though the
three are obviously interrelated.
"~
The goal of the obstruction was to limit the investigation and prosecution for the Watergate incident to,
.~%,hopefully, the five persons arrested inside the Watergate
The
.)~7"or at worst to those five plus Hunt and Liddy.
motivation for the obstruction, particularly in view of
the Presidential election in November, was clearly
political, consisting of two major aspects, both equally
compelling. There was first the motive to avoid disclosure of the Ellsberg break-in, with its embarrassingly
high White House involvement (at least Ehrlichman), a
disclosure which Hunt and Liddy were in danger of making
if they and their families were not taken care of. In
this situation, Hunt and Liddy were in a position to
extort and blackmail the White House, which they, particularly Hunt, did. The White House, moreover, was an
easy victim, willing to pay virtually any price for
silence.
The second motivating factor was the need to limit
involvement in the Watergate break-in itself to those
who could publicly be described as eccentric or fanatic,
not as an integral and vital part of the President’s reelection campaign machinery. Because of this intimate
association with the President, John Mitchell, Mr. Law
and Order himself, had to be isolated from responsibility.

55/ (Continued) will have to be cleaned up by further
interviewing of LaRue and O’Brien, both of whose recollections in previous interviews have been quite
vague and indefinite.
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they meshed together in such a way as to reinforce one
another. For example, though the Ellsberg break-in
was a White House problem, the problem of disclosure
existed because of the involvement of Liddy and Hunt
in both Ellsberg and Watergate. Moreover, the fact of
this dual involvement was communicated to John Mitchell
on June 20 or 21 by Robert Mardian to whom Liddy had
"confessed." Simila~y, the involvement of John Mitchell
- at least his presence at the key January and February
meetings - was known to the White House through Dean.
Thus both CRP and the White House had a common motive
to maintain the Watergate conspiracy at the lowest
possible level of political accountability.

Motivated by these two powerful complementary forces,
the obstruction was attempted, failed in part at first,
but then succeeded, beyond reasonable expectations,
until McCord broke toward the end of March, 1973. As a
result of the grand jury investigation conducted by
this office, further principals in the pre-June, 1972,
Watergate conspiracy have been identified as have the
participants in the obstruction.
Though the planning and thinking about an indictment
are certainly not finalized, we are thinking in terms of
a comprehensive indictment which will encompass both pre~une 17th and post-June 17th criminal conduct. The basic
.~2~onspiracy charge under 18 U.S. Code § 371 .will be to
] ~22~!~v~~efraud the United States and to commit other offenses
~gainst tlle Unit.ed states..-the pre-June 17th burglary and
electronic surveillance and the post-June 17th obstruction
of justice. This kind of charge will have the desirable
~sult of permitting the presentation of a coherent,
~rehensive picture of all the material, relevant
at one trial. It will help avoid, so far as.possible,
a number of separate trials, each with its problems of
delay, severance, and repeated trips to the witness
tend of the same witnesses, many of whom are already
subject to serious impeachment.
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Set out below are the persons now identified as
defendants, those persons on the borderline between
being defendants or accomplice-witnesses, and witnesses
yet to be brought before the grand jury. In view of
the detail of the preceding sections which delineate
the evidence, this portion of the report will not
particularize at length the incriminating evidence
accumulated with respect to each person described.
Ao

Pre-June 1972 Participation in the Conspiracy
to Obtain Illegally Information From the
Democratic National Committee and Related
Political Entities

The indictment returned by the Watergate grand jury
on September 15, 1972, named seven defendants: the five
persons arrested inside the Watergate together with Hunt
and Liddy. The first investigation, because of the obstruction described above, proceeded no further in the
organizational hierarchy of CRP than Liddy, the general
counsel, and Hunt, a White House consultant.

The investigation conducted since the conviction of
the seven defendants and the granting to them of useimmunity now demonstrates that Mitchell, as Campaign
Director of CRP, and Magruder, as his Deputy, bear
ultimate responsibility for the illegal electronic
surveillance and burglary directed against the Democrats.
As explained more fully below, Magruder has agreed
to plead guilty to one count charging him with both preJune and post-June criminal conduct and to testify for
the Government. The prosecution case against_ Mitchell
restsj~rimarilv o~ Ma~de~;~ ,~estlmony, a now co,n, fess~d
c~onspirator, perjuror, and suborner, of.perjury. Notwithstandingthe substantial basis for impeaching his testimony, his present account is logical, coherent, and
generally makes sense. There is also enough other evidence to convict Mitchell, particularly that which has
neutralized his defense. Through the testimony of persons
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operational structure of CRP was such that Mitchell
tightly controlled all expenditures of any substance,
particularly one as large as $250,000. There are also
the appointment or calendar books of both Mitchell and
Magruder showing the meetings of Mitchell, Dean, Magruder
and Liddy on January 27 and February 4, 1972. These
meetings Mitchell failed to reveal on his appearance
before the grand jury prior to the return of the first
indictment or to any law enforcement agency. His only
explanation in his recent grand jury appearance for this
failure was that he was not asked the specific question
and he had other priorities in mind - i.e., the national
election and the civil litigation, an explanation which
will not onlynot suffice for a former Attorney General
of the United States, but which must convict him. For
the same reasons his failure to reveal his role in
hiring Liddy, permitting the two Liddy presentations
to be made in the office of the Attorney General, permitting Liddy to remain on the CRP staff, permitting
both Magruder and Liddy to remain after the Key Biscayne
March 30th presentation, his inconsistent and false
testimony as to when and how he first learned of the
Watergate break-in in his first and second grand jury
appearances and his inaction despite the information
conveyed to him by LaRue and Mardian, are all factors
which in reality destroy any viable factual defense.
Finally, his role in the obstruction of justice
is persuasiveevidence of his consciousness,of guilt
concerning his pre-June criminal responsibilities.
The CIA Ruse to Cut Off and
Limit the Investigation
The endeavor to obstruct justice on the part of
Haldeman, Ehrl~hman and Dean during the early phrase
of the investigation by utilizing the CIA ruse~o limit
the investigation is clear from the section setting
forth the evidence. Their common motive is clear:
political - the November election, protect the President,
and protect their own powerful positions in the Administration.

i-~ep~oduceu at the National Arcf~ves
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of Ellsberg; Dean has a strong personal motive because
of his close ties to Liddy and because of those meetings
he attended with Liddy at Mitchell’s office.
The defense of these three has already appeared in
public, through the statement of the President of
May 22nd, and published accounts of Ehrlichman’s testimony before Senator McClellan’s appropriations Subcommittee
on Intelligence Operations, that is, what they did was
on orders of the President to protect national security
and was not as represented by Helms and Waiters. In light
~6f the facts as previously set forth, facts which d~not
nee~ repetition here, the national security defense is
clearly without merit. Those facts reveal an attempt
to limit inquiry into areas which would reveal, not CIA
covert operatlons, but covert Republican campaign
financing, an attempt made notwithstanding re~eated
CIA representations that the C~ was not involved. So
far as the ~ifferences in the versions of what happened
between Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and Dean on the one hand
and Helms, Waiters, and Gray on the other, there is, of
course, acredibility issue for a jury. As already pointed
out, however, despite the inconsistencies in the testimony
of Helms, Waiters, and Gray, their account is the more
credible.
The Obstruction of Justice by Perjured and
Misleading Testimony to the Grand Jury, the
United States Attorney’s Office, and the FBI
In this area, based on the evidence previously
outlined, the target defendants are John Mitchell,
John Dean, Jeb Magruder and Fred LaRue and Herbert
Porter. The information needed to inform and guide
the conspirators was obtained by Dean through his
exploitation of Henry Petersen and Patrick Gray. With
the aid of this information and the use of perjured
and misleading testimony, the conspirators prevented
the appropriate law enforcement agencies from establishing the criminal responsibility of anyone beyond the
seven persons named in the first indictment.
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Pay-Offs to the Defendants
The evidence shows that between the time of the
June 17th arrest and the date of sentencing for the
first trial on March 23, 1973, more than $400,000 was
covertly obtained and paid to the defendants, clandestinely and surreptitiously¯ The money came from three
sources: CRP, the White House, and funds raised by
Herbert Kalmbach at the request of Dean and approved by
Ehrlichman. The payments were predicated (i) on a
---/~atement inferring commitments made by Liddy to LaRue
~d Mardian, relayed to Mitchell, (2) requests from
Hunt’s lawyer to counsel for CRP, to CRP, and then to
Dean, (3) on needs specified by Mrs. Hunt and relayed
to Dean and LaRue by Nlasewicz and Kalmbach, and (4)
on a demand shortly prior to his sentence made by
Hunt to O’Brien, a demand transmitted to Dean and
Mitchell through LaRue.
T_arget defendants.areMitchel~l~
LaRue, Dean.
Ehrlichman
Haldeman is ~mplicated
- .. and
i
¯
, but not directly,
o~cause the money which came from the White House the approximately $350,000 delivered by Haldeman’s
assistant Strachan to LaRue - was under his control.~
The anticipated defense to this charge is that the mere
solicitation and payment of money for defendants is
not a crime; witness defense funds such as thcs e for
Angela Davis and Daniel Ellsberg. 5--6/ The response., of
course, is that those funds were open, ,were public, not
~i~_~art and parcel of a payoff and coverup to maintain the
silence of defendants, not moneys raised and distributed
landestinely, not funds emanating from that branch of
overnment responsible for the prosecution.

5--6/ This justification has already been raised in the
grand jury by Ehrlichman.
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Plea Bargains and Immunity
A. Plea Bargains

Successful prosecutions for conspiracies, particularly
those involving obstructions of justice, inevitably
necessitate the use of insiders, of participants in the
conspiracy. In this regard, the insider most desirable,
from a prosecutorial point of view, is one in a key
position to know but wPo is not one of those ultimately
responsible. Thus far this office has been successful
in persuading two such insiders to cooperate with and
testify for the Government and without a grant of immunity.
I. Jeb Magruder
The agreement with Jeb Magruder is complete. He
will plead to one conspiracy count encompassing both
pre-June 17th and post-June 17th criminal conduct. He
will also testify for the Government. In return we
have agreed to argue to the court that he should be
allowed to remain on bond pending sentence and that
sentencing be deferred until the conclusion of the
trial at which he testifies. While we have rejected a
request of his lawyers to recommend sentence of probation or leniency, we have agreed to bring the facts
relating to his cooperation to the attention of the
court and the probation office.
Magruder as a witness does have drawbacks: he tends
to be a little too smooth; he has committed perjury at
the grand jury~nd trial; he has lied to this office and
the FBI; he has suborned perjury of others - Porter
(successfully) and Powell Moore (unsuccessfully). In
our view, however, these drawbacks are outweighed by
the following: he occupied a key position in the preJune 17th and post-June 17th conspiracies and can
therefore provide a detailed description of the conspiracies; he is articulate and precise; his perjury
can be explained as part of his role in the conspiracy
to obstruct justice, of wh~h he was a member, admittedly,
an important member, but not a leader.

-612. Fred LaRue
The agreement with Fred LaRue has not been completed. For about three to four weeks we have been
offering him a plea with the same conditions as
Magruder’s. About a week ago, his attorney expressed
a willingness to plead. Further negotiations were
carried on this week. His counsel suggested a nolo
plea but this was rejected. A proposed indictment
or information is to be shown to him. We strongly
urge acceptance of the plea bargain.
LaRue, by virtue of his very close association
with Mitchell, like Magruder, occupies a central role
in the conspiracy. While he apparently had knowledge
of electronic surveillance or plans for it prior to
June 17th, his main role as a participant occurred
with respect to the conspiracy to obstruct justice fabrication of false testimony and payoffs to the
defendants. He is not presently a good witness: he
is vague and reluctant, particularly with respect to
Mitchell to whom he is personally very close. Some
of his testimony is inconsistent with Magruder’s. We
believe, however, that he can be improved, that,
with work, he can be articulate. And he can contribute vital corroboration for Magruder and cover one
vital area - payoffs - that Magruder had nothing to
do with.
3. Herbert Porter
Porter is prepared to tell the truth concerning
the false testimony he gave before the grand jury, at
trial, to this office and the FBI. We have had conferences with him and his attorney - informal, not to
be used against him, but with note-taking. He states
and there is no evidence to the contrary, that he had
no pre-June 17th knowledge or participation. Moreover,
his role in the post-June 17th conspiracy was his

-62willingness, upon his good friend Magruder’s request,
to testify that he suggested that the surrogate intelligence program would cost $I00,000. The importance
of this was that it helped account for the $250,000
authorization to Liddy.
Despite his comparatively minor role, his perjury
before the grand jury and at tria 1 contributed to an
obstruction of justice in a case of national importance.
We have consequently advised him that he is to be prosecuted, but that we will accept a plea to one five year
felony count. This has been refused thus far, primarily,
his lawyer had advised us, because of Chief Judge Sirica
and his severity in sentencing. Were the case before
another judge, Porter might well accept the offer made
to him.
4. John Dean
This office has had extensive negotiations with
Dean and his counsel concerning his cooperation. He
has requested equitable immunity. By letter we have
rejected it and offered a plea to one five year felony
count. Pursuant to your instruction, we have mailed
to him a subsequent letter advising him that any final
decision is to be made by you.
Because of an immediate need, the negotiations with
Dean have been previded you by a separate memorandum.
B. Immunity
Thus far in the Watergate :investigation, use
immunity under 18 U.S. Code § 6001 et seq. has been
sought and obtained by this office" for ten witnesses.
One request was obtained prior to the first indictment:
Felipe DeDiego. He was present in Washington from
May 22 - May 30, 1972, with Barker and the other three
Miamians arrested on June 17th. He did not return the
later time. We believed he could shed light on the
original burglary of the Democratic National Committee
during which the wiretaps were installed. After
asserting his Fifth Amendment privilege against self-

We now

have reason to believe, however, that he participated
in the entry into the Democratic National Committee
about which he was questioned.
After the trial, pursuant to a strategy decided
upon by this office prior to the trial, use-immunity
was granted the seven convicted defendants. Liddy
claimed that this was insufficient to protect his Fifth
~mendment privilege, refused to testify, and was held
in contempt under 28 U.S. Code § 1826. We have employed
every strategy imaginable to persuade Liddy to cooperate,
including a message from the President to do so, conveyed
by Henry Petersen to his attorney, all without success.
The other six testified. The material they provided
was valuable. It in fact led to the net which Magruder
concluded was enclosing about him which induced his
agreement to plead and testify. McCord was basically
truthful, though in four appearances. The four from
Miami were truthful about their pre-June 17th activities.
They were not truthful about the conduct of others not
charged, such as Diego, and were initially dishonest
about money they have received after their arrest.
They have, with prodding by us, corrected their testimony
in this regard. Hunt has lied a great deal before the
grand jury in his six appearances. As we uncovered new
information, we have had to recall him. He has recanted
grudingly, under threat of an adverse recommendation on
sentence.

David Young, a member of the Nadonsl Security
Council assigned to t~e Pentagon Papers leak project,
~~?~~[anted use immunl~y and cooperated fully. He
[~t~shes, through h~s testimony and documents he has,

E_.hr~ic .~n.n’s approval beforehand of the Ellsberg burglary.
Tha~ ev~de~ vital to establish his motive for participa "~~{glar_~ Young also establishes that tO
prevent discov~T~’6"f-his role, Ehrlichman removed
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investigation file at the White House. He appears to
have no Watergate involvement but asserted the Fifth
and insisted on use-immunity because of his exposure
in California for the Ellsberg break-in. 57/

Roy H. Sheppard was granted use-immunity. It had
been alleged that he removed a number of cartons from
Hunt’s White House office a short time after the
June 17th arrest.

Persons Whose Status as Defendants or
Witnesses is Uncertain
There are a number of persons with respect to whom
incriminating evidence has been received by this office
and the grand jury. Because of its insufficiency to
warrant a charge, uncertainty on our part at this stage
of the investigation, or for other reasons, we are
considering but not specifying them as target defendants.

. Internal Security Division, he worked at CRP and was
¯ present in California with Mitchell, LaRue, and Magruder
~2~ on June 17th. He has no pre-June 17th liability at all.
June 17th, he was originally selecte~ by Mitchell
to conduct an in-house investigation at CRP. On June
20th, 1972, Liddy confessed to him and LaRue. He disclosed this conversation only to Mitchell. Magruder and
LaRue indicate that he knew of the cover story of Magruder,
but his role, based on their testimony appears minimal.
He vehemently denies knowledge or participation and
his testimony is not unconvincing. He explains his
~’_/7/ When deposed under oath by this office, Young, in
response to a question whether he knew of any travel Hunt
did concerning the Pentagon Papers declassification project,
answered .No.
because Hunt’s travel related to the Pentagon Papers leak
investigation. It certainly was hair splitting and,~
~, typifies the responses to questions
this office received throughout this investigation.

-65failure to disclose the Liddy confession or act on :it
immediately as an attorney-client confidential communication. At the grand jury, he refused to disclose on
this basis and did so only after ordered to do so by
Judge Sirica who concluded that a bona fide attorneyclient relationship had not been established by Liddy.
His good faith was not questioned. At least one witness,
Powell Moore, whom Magruder tried to suborn, told us
that Mardian told him to tell the truth to law enforcement agencies.

B. Gordon S trachan
A former assistant to Haldeman, Gordon Strachan’s
name originally arose in the investigation as one who,
with Dwight Chapin, recruited Segretti. He was Haldeman’s
liaison-spy-at CRP and knew everything going on. He is
implicated by Magruder who says the proposed Liddy budgets
were sent to him as were copies of all proposals submitted
to Mitchell Furthermore, when Magruder had his blow-up
with Liddy who then transferred to the Finance Committee,
Strachan talked to Magruder and urged him to use Liddy,
saying d~y’needed his information. Magruder also says he
showed him the summaries of the intercepted telephone
conversations at the Democratic National Committee.
Following the arrest, Magruder says he notified Strachan
that Saturday afternoon.
It was Strachan who received the $350,000 from the
Finance Committee just prior to the key April 7 date.
It was he who returned the money to LaRue at his apartment, LaRue wearing gloves. In the grand jury, Strachan
testified it was his own idea ~to return the money to
LaRue. After he so testified, he was advised he was a
suspect and that he should retain an attorney. He did.
We then had informal, off the record discussions, our
purpose being to squeeze Strachan to give us information
on Haldeman. Though he admitted he lied that returning
the money to LaRue was his own :idea - it was Dean’s he
stated - he insists he had no knowledge of the bugging
and all that Haldeman knew was that $300,000 had been
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-66appropriated at CRP for intelligence gathering, nothing
more. He also admitted destroying all possibly relevant
files at the White House on Sunday, June 18th.
His adamant denial of knowledge of the bugging, and
other matters at the time, led this office to have
Magruder and Strachan take lie detector tests solely
as an investigative aid. A highly skilled FBI poly~
graph expert from Philadelphia was used. Interestingly
~nough, Magruder passed - as to Strachan and Mitchell
’~_~nd other matters. Strachan failed on the key questions
of prior knowledge. 58/ Even with the added pressure
we have brought on him in view of the results, Strachan
has not cracked on his knowledge or Haldeman’s.
There is one further fact we have not discussed
with him directly. Fred Fielding, assistant to Dean,
received $22,000 in cash from Stans in late November.
Strachan picked up this money from Fielding. He has
never told us about this. This information we wanted
to be able to utilize as a surprise in further examination of him when it was regrettably publicly disclosed
in Fielding’s deposition.
With Dean as a defendant, we cannot affirmatively
prove that Strachan lied before the grand jury concerning
who instructed him to return the White House money to
LaRue. His testimony that it was his own idea¯ is, of
course, inherently incredible. But the case against
him, otherwise consisting primarily of Magruder, is not
compelling. If the plea bargain with LaRue is finalized,
however, so that LaRue can testify as to the return of
the money, then the case will be very much stronger.
~8~~ These tests were conducted about April 20 and 21,
1973. They are the only use of the polygraph authorized
by this office in this investigation.

-67~nneth Wells Parkinson
[ Parkinson has been throughout the investigation
hief Counsel for CRP. 5__9/ Magruder claims that some
time before he perjuriously testified before the grand
jury, he told Parkinson the true story. Parkinson has
admitted to associate counsel O’Brien that Magruder
did tell him the story on July 13,~1972. But, he says,
he checked with Dean, LaRue, and Mitchell who denied it.
Then two days later, he had Magruder and Porter come to
his office on a Saturday and write out statements of
what they knew about money. These statements, which we
have never seen, were apparently consistent with their
grand jury and trial testimony. Prior to Magruder’s
grand jury appearance, he and O’Brien examined Magruder
on his testimony. Parkinson, who has not yet been ¯
questioned by us since we have been purposefully delaying
on this to gather all the facts, will have to explain
all these facts.
59/ Though criminal liability obviously does not result
~’{om this alone, Parkinson has not cooperated with the
investigation. Right after the civil suit against CRP
was filed on June 20, 1972, this office agreed, at his
request, to permit counsel to be present at FBI interviews of CRP employees as long as they did not interfere,
a procedure followed in other cases in which a company
faces civil liability. Subsequently we concluded that
the presence of counsel was unduly inhibiting the employees.
A number of times we requested, urged Parkinson to agree
that counsel not be present. He refused to do so. Not
only that, he insisted on counsel being present at interviews conducted by this office. We refused to permit
this. The net result was that a number of CRP employees
were put into the grand jury without adequate debriefing.
This resulted in necessary fishing in the grand jury and
wasted valuable time.
Mr. Parkinson also refused, despite numerous requests,
to turn over to this office the results of his investigation.
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payments to the seven defendants. For example, two
times he told LaRue Hunt’s attorney needed money. He
also told Bittman it was all right to receive money fr~n
the at that time mysterious Mr. Rivers. - Ulasewicz. He
had meetings with Bittman in which Bittman discussed
needs of his clients, needs Parkinson passed on to Dean,
and to Mitchell. (O’Brien) He knew of Powell Moore’ s
trip to Burning Tree Golf Course with Liddy to see
Kleindienst but never passed it on. (Moore) He critized
Porter for volunterring too much information in his FBI
interview. (Porter) He examined FBI reports in John

Dean~ office.
Depending on the development of further information
and Parkinson’s responses to these questions~ there may
be sufficient evidence to warrant an obstruction of
justice charge.

D. Jack Caulfield
Jack Caulfield, former New York City Policeman,
worked on special assignments in the White House for
both Dean and Ehrlichman. After two long, debriefing
sessions in our office in which we urged him to be
truthful, he testified in the grand jury. Part of his
testimony related to contact he had with McCord during
the trial, following his receipt of a letter f~m McCord.
Contacting McCord was initiated by Dean and he gave
certain messages requested by Dean.
At no time did Mr. Caulfield, despite extensive
inquiry in this area, indicate that he discussed with
McCord executive clemency and that what he told McCord
came from the highest levels of the White House.
Caulfield, however, so testified before the Senate
Select Committee, on May 22, 1973, as the next witness
following McCord’s disclosure of executive clemency
allegedly from the President.

-69We have previously told Caulfield that we were
looking on him as a witness, but that required on his
part honesty and full disclosure. His disclosur~e to
this office was not full. There is, accordingly, no
impediment to charging him as a participant in a con. s~piracy to obstruct justice by relaying promises - true
h~~ false - of executive clemency in return for silence.
If he is charged and does not plead, we lose him as
~~ .,~~ potential damaging witness against Dean. If
it.is
~~ ~-decided he is needed, he can be named as an unindlcted
"conspirator. We can and will determine whether he will
plead and testify.

E. Egil (Bud) Krogh
Bud Krogh, who worked for Ehrlichman at the White
House, was in charge of the Pentagon Papers leak
investigation. He is very close personally to Ehrlichman,
both admitting a father-son type relationship. When
deposed under oath during the initial grand jury investigation, Krogh testified that he knew of no travel
by either Hunt or Liddy for the White House while they
worked there except for one trip by Liddy to California
relating to customs. This testimony was false. 60/
Following the disclosure in the Ellsberg trial of
the Ellsberg break-in, Krogh swore to an affidavit which
implies that the decision for the Ellsberg break-in was
his. Thus, though the affidavit does not~state that no
one else had foreknowledge, by stating that Ehrlichman
after the burglary disapproved of it, the clear implication is that he had no foreknowledge. This implication,
as Krogh knows, is false.

60/ Krogh has acknowledged this to us, stating that
~th re.spect .to questions relating to Ellsberg, Dean,
who advlsed hlm, told "to lie like he never lied before.

-70Krogh is considered by those who know him to be a
person of integrity and sincerity. Yet his loyalty
to the President and Ehrlichman has resulted in false
testimony, testimony which is p~ob. ab..~y prosecutable
either as perjury or as a false declaration under
18 U.S. Code § 1623.

As of the date of this memorandum, we have confronted
Krogh with his false testimony and advised him we want
the truth. His lawyer has indicated to us that, though
very difficult personally for him, he may be able to
convince him to be truthful.
.~’~elipe DeDiego and Reinaldo Pico

VI.

Witnesses Who Have Either Lied or Given
Misleading Information to This Office and
The Grand Jury or Who Have failed to Come
Forward Though Possessing Ma terial Informa tion

Throughout this investigation, this office has been
plagued by witnesses committing perjury, witnesses responding narrowly only to specific questions, witnesses
failing to disclose. As has been previously explained,
some of this was part of a specific plan to obstruct

-71justice by confining crimfnal responsibility within
the narrowest possible limits. Other witnesses who
had material information simply failed to bring it
to our attentionfor reasons we are at a loss to understand. It is regrettable because had virtually any
one of these persons come forward and told the truth,
this country might well not be in its present unfortunate
position.
The following is a list, probably not complete,
of persons in possession of information material to
this investigati~ who either lied or did not
come
forward at all./
I. Jeb Ma~r~er: /" As previously explained, his
perjury was a purposeful par[
of the conspiracy to obstruct
justice.
2.

Herbert~or~er:

His perjury previously set forth
contributed to the obstruction
of justice.

3.

John ~itchell:

Some of his grand jury testimony
was false - i.e., when he first
l earned of the June 17th arrest.
Other aspects were less than
candid and were incomplete.

~
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5. ~gil Krogh:

6.

o

David Young:

As previously explained, he lied
about Hunt’s and Liddy’s travel
at the White House, a lie that
impeded disclosure of the Ellsberg
break-in and its relationship to
Wa terga te.
As previously explained, Young
at least drew a very fine line
on the question relating to Hunt’s
travel. Here again failure to
disclose fully impeded the investigation.

Kenneth W. Parkinson:As counsel for CRP, he failed
to disclose, as previously explained, highly material information, such as Magruder’s
July 13th statement to him
giving the real story and requests through Hunt’s attorneys
to the White House and CRP for
money. Whether his conduct can
be justified as that of an
attorney legitimately representing a client will have to be
determined in light of all the
facts.
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Paul O’Brien:

Associate counsel for CRP
with Parkinson. He too was
aware of highly material
evidence. He served as a
conduit for reques.ts for money
from the defense to CRP and
the White House. Only recently
did he come forward to this
officewhen he became very concerned about his own liabilities.

9.

Richard

The CIA record of disclosure in
this case is a sorry one. Mr.
Helms never disclosed to anyone
the June 23rd meeting at the
White House ~dth Ha ldeman and
Ehrlichman. He knew of General
Waiters’ meetings with Dean and
did not disclose them. When
this office pressed for CIA
information re Hunt and Liddy,
he approached Mr. Kleindienst
to give him the file. CIA did
not want this office to see it,
unless needed on rebuttal at
trial. Eventually, upon our
insistence, we did see it. CIA
maintained a continuous objection
to using any CIA information in
the Government case-in-chief,
probably because of obvious
potential embarrassement to CIA
.over the technical assistance
to Hunt and Liddy in JulyAugust of 1971.

/

Iters:

As with Helms, the Deputy
Director of CIA may deserve
credit for resisting the illegal
and improper requests of Haldeman,
Ehrlichman, and Dean, though
Waiters’ memo to the files on
June 28th indicates at least
partial compliance. But he
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f~led to make,without
~,~ustification, any disclosure
~ of this to the investigating

authorities.
II.

~w~ence H~ston:

General Counsel of CIA. During

/
/ /

the fall of 1972 and month of
January, 1973, James McCord
wrote a number of letters to
CIA, discussing his perception

/

~/

~_.~ "~
o ~I~9~’CIA
of trial
strategy,
the proposed
offense,
his efforts
to
¯~0~- ~/~--~.., ~ ~ "~
~m~.~ ~
~ ~

block it, his calls to the
Chilean and Isreali Embassies,
etc. None of this material,
examined by others in CIA,
apparently including Helms,
was ever disclosed to the prosecution. This failure was
inexcusab le.

12. Richard Kleindienst: As described above, Kleindienst
was approached on Saturday,
June 17th by Liddy, accompanied
by Powell Moore, concerning the
five persons arrested. The conversation by itself is important,
in that had it been communicated
immediately, we would have at
least been suspicious of Liddy
then since the fact that McCord
or a CRP employee was one of
those arrested was not public
knowledge at that time. Moreover,
this conversation would have been
valuable as an investigative lead,
if only to establish the nature
of and reason for the contact
between Liddy and Moore on that

critical day. Nevertheless,
~ ¯ ~ ¯ -|./neither Mr. Kleindienst nor
~’o~.~ o~~ Powell Moore ever advised any
~
.~ ’~~
~;~ ~nvestigative~ agency - FBI,
~ .~ . ~2-~~~0~ office- of this meeting.

thi" s
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FBI agents, as part of the
Watergate investigation, on
their own and at the request
of this office, spent countless
man hours of work and money
trying to uncover evidence
which would establish that
Ed Warren and George Leonard,
two key names in the case,
were in reality Hunt and
Liddy, respectively. We ultimately learned of this from
CIA in November, 1972. From
July 7, 1972, however, Mr. Gray
had in his safe a memo from CIA
that Hunt and Liddy had been
provided by CIA false documentation of Ed Warren and George
Leonard. Mr. Gray never advised
the Washington Field Office or
this office of this memo.
Gray also turned over to Dean
FBI files without disclosing this
to anyone and he received from
Dean Bnd Ehrlichman files from
Hunt’s safe without disclosing
it to anyone.
k

14. Joan Hall:

She is Colson’s secretary.
she was
~sked about a post~June 17th
phone conversation she had
with Hunt. Though asked repeatedly
about the extent of the conversation, she omitted the following
that Hunt told her: We are being
taken care of - his lips are
sealed even if he goes to prison,
he told Jim we shouldn’t do it,
the "Big Boy" insisted they go
ahead; John Dean ordered me out
of the country; stuff in his safe
was bad. This information was
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revealed in an affidavit Mrs.
Hall prepared at the request
of David Shapiro, law partner
of Colson and turned over by
him to us. Clearly, had Mrs.
Hall ~ven us that information
on the date of her deposition,
August 28, 1972, the course of
the investigation would have
changed dramatically, f

15. Charles Colson:
Charles Colson wrote a memorandum to John Dean, attaching
to it a memorandum he prepared
on June 20th, containing an
account of a meeting he had with
Liddy and Hunt in February, 1972,
during which he made a telephone
call to Magruder. (Magruder has
testified he received a call
from Colson at this time.) Colson
said he had no objection turning
the material to Silbert. John
Dean, following his receipt of
it, told him this could not be
done since it would impeach
Magruder. Colson never told
anyone of this conversation with
Dean until very recently.

-77Though interviewed by the FBI
16. Herbert Kalmbach:
only about Segretti, as a
j
lawyer, there is no real excuse
/ ~,~ ) ,
j
~]~~ ~
for failure to disclose the pay’~/L-~ ~ ~
~
~A~2offs. He claims an innocent inL~"
~’~A~/~ tent in these transactions, ~ Q~./%)
~ claim which is hardly credible.
~/-/^ ~’~T

.’~2~’~ .~-~"

~ -#~, I~ ~ ;
^~-’ J~" I~
~/~v ~/~, ~~ ~2
J~2 /II "~:Y
~ ~[i ~
17. Felipe DeDiego:

His answer for nondisclosure is
that Dean and Ehrlichman swore
him to secrecy. This further
undercuts his claim that he was
aware of no impropriety in
these transactions.
/ ~ !: .......

:i .......: .......

~: ....:.~: ......~.~-.:.~.

19. Robert Odle:
and interviewed by
the FBI innumerable times about documents - and destruction
of documents, and though a lawyer,
he never mentioned that Magruder
has asked him and Reisner to remove documents that day from
CRP.
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Even since the first trial and sentencing of
March 23, 1973, a number of witnesses have either lied
to the grand jury, withheld important information or
given misleading testimony.
i.

Gordon Strachan:

As previously explained, lied
before the grand jury when he
said it was his idea to return
about $300,000 from the White
House to Fred LaRue.

2.

Howard Hunt:

As previously explained, he
lied about a number of matters
during successive appearances
before the grand jury.

Bernard Barker:
Eugenio R. Martinez:
Frank A. Sturgis:
Virgilio Gonzalez:
4.

Jack Caulfield :

As previously explained, they
lied before the grand jury
about money they received after
June 17th.
As previously explained, during
his testimony before the grand
jury about his January, 1973,
secret meeting with McCord, he
withheld references to the
transmission of the executive
clemency proposal from Dean to
McCord.

-79VII. Anticipated Investigatory Procedures
Witnesses To be Interviewed in This
Office and/or Presented to the Grand
Jury. This is Not Necessarily in
Chronological Order.
I.

Fred Fielding:
~

~ ~ ~~~y/~ ~~ -

~

\.He was John Dean’s deputy.
~ potentially important wit~ .u~ness against Dean, he can
A ’~ also provide background information on Dean and others.
In late November, 1972., at
transmitted $22,000 in cash
from Stans to Strachan.

2. iW~Jlliam Bittman- ~

i~

3. Gera Id A Ich:

4.

Peter Maroulis:

Hunt’s attorney. He has to
be questioned about the circumstances surrounding the
delivery of sizeable amounts
of cash to him. His contact
with Colson in general and
specifically a January, 1973,
must be fully developed. He
has been interviewed by this
office but not in depth.
McCord’s attorney. He must
be asked about money he received,
and knowledge, if any, of
attempts to secure executive
clemency, hush money, etc.
Liddy’s attorney. He received
$20,000 in cash. He must be
questioned about all the circumstances surrounding the
recei~ of this money.
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Henry Rothblatt :

The attorney for the four
Miami defendants. He too
must be asked about the money
he received and all,he attendant circumstances.

6.

Clark MacGregor :

He sume~Jed Mitchell as Campaign
Director. He must be asked about
his conversations with Ehrlichman,
Haldeman, Dean, and Mitchell,
and other persons concerning
Watergate. He must also be
asked about the telephone call
he received from Pat Gray on
July 6, 1972, and what, if anything, he did about it.

7.

Ronald Zeigler:

He must be questioned about his
contacts, conversations re Watergate with Haldeman, Ehrlichman,
Dean, etc. We are advised he
probably can provide good information if "persuaded" to do
so, that is, he was in a position
to know.

8.

Todd Hullin:

Ehrlichman’ s administrative
assistant has to be thoroughly
debriefed. His father was
Ehrlichman’s law partner in
Seattle.

9.

Larry Higby:

Haldeman’s administrative
assistant has to be thoroughly
debriefed. He is Haldeman’s
alter ego.

-81She was secretary for the
’Plumbers".
Young, Liddy and
~ ~
~
~ ~ ~~ ~/~ ~ Hunt" She testified at the ~ b3
, i0. Kath~@,n~

qheno #:

in the initial investigation. .... t~"~

I

Richard Kleindienst:Must be interviewed about the
Burning Tree Golf Course episode
and any other information he may
have.

12. Henry Petersen:

13. Patrick Gray:

Must be interviewed concerning
all his contacts with Dean since
June 17th, particularly his
contacts concerning the grand
jury investigation and the
thinking of this office.
He has been thoroughly debriefed
in this office on two occasions
and treated as a witness, not
as a .target. He has invaluable
_~formation concerning the
attempted CIA coverup, the
attempt to limit the FBI investigation and to Dean’s efforts
to keep fully advised of the
stigatio.n and its progress.
ite his inexcusably poor ¯
judgment, i.e., turning over
FBI files to Dean and burning
contents of Hunt’s safe, and
unthinking obedience to White
House desires, he is a critical
witness, one who is terribly
guilt-ridden and depressed, one
who was exploited and abused by
the principal targets of this
inves t iga tion.

~
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-8214. Bruce Kehrli:

White House staff secretary.
He handled the opening of
Hunt’s White House safe and
looked into Hunt’ s employment
status when that became a
significant question. He was
interviewed by both the FBI
and this office about this and
testified at trial, but in
view of our knowledge of an
attempted coverup, we should
go back to him to determine
whether he has additional
information.

15. Dick Moore:

A White House lawyer, public
relations man. He attended a
number of meetings at the
White House, San Clemente, and
CRP concerning Watergate. He
has been interviewed by this
office but he should be able
to contribute more than he has.
If he is not an affirmative
witness for the Government
he will have to be neutralized
by cross-examination in the
grand jury.

16. Gordon Strachan:

Regardless of whether he is to
be a defendant or witness, he
must be brought before the grand
jury again, advised of his
rights. His present status leans
toward that of a defendant. One
area we have not explored with
him at all, even in our off the
record conversations, his previous
grand jury appearance and FBI
interviews, has been what he did
with the $22,000 he received
from Fielding late in November, 1972.

-8317. John Dean:

An earlier uncompleted memorandum
has been submitted to you delineating the lengthy negotiations
we have held with Dean. You
have also been furnished a copy
of he May 22, 1973 letter which
is self-explanatory. The
grand jury has f~m~ time
been requesting Dean’s appear~ He-~-Du~d be given an
opportunity to appear, particularly since he has publicly
announced he wants tc tell the
truth. 6_~I/

6.~i/ Haldeman, Ehrlichman, and Mitchell - the other
principal targets of the investigation-have all testified before the grand jury and been exhaustively crossexamined. The purpose of this examination was to "lock"
them in so far as possible with respect to all the various
events involved in this case so that their defense options
as the investigation proceeds and at trial will be limited.
Dean was not called before the grand jury because
we had not decided whether he was to be a witness or a
defendant. That decision for purposes of a grand jury
appearance is critical. If he was to be a witness,
with or without immunization or a guilty plea, his testimony before the grand jury would normally be carefully
prepared and laid out as direct examination, particulary
since this testimony now constitutes Jencks. material
under 18 U.S. Code § 3500. If he was to be a defendant,
as we now consider him since we do not believe he should
be immunized and do not think he will plead, he should
be cross-examined in the grand jury as Haldeman, Ehrlichman,
and Mitchell were.
There was one principal deviation from this general
practice in the initial grand jury investigation. In his
August 16th grand jury appearance, Magruder was advised
of his rights and, in effect, cross-examined. This is
because he was a suspect, albeit with little evidence,
primarily because he was next on the hierarchy after Liddy
at CRP. Later the decision was made to use him as a witness
at trial. In other circumstances, his grand jury transcript
could have subjected him to effective cross-examination.
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18. Fred LaRue:

He has appeared once before the
grand jury and been interviewed
a number of times by this office.
We have had lengthy discussions
with his attorney. We have recommended to you acceptance as soon
as possible of a plea offer to
one five year count. One reason
for this is to get h~s testimony
on the record before Dean testifies under use immunity at the
Senate Hearings.

19. Herbert Porter:

He has been advised by this
office he is a prospective defendant. We have had a number
of interviews with him and his
attorneys. He should be called
before the grand jury. He backed
up Magruder’s perjured testimony.
He was suborned by Magruder. But,
both he and Magruder deny that
Porter knew about the overall
conspiracy.

20. Howard Hunt:

After six appearances before the
grand jury, in a recent interview with this office, he has
purported to tell us all he
knows. Whether.this is so is
dubious, but at least his
corrected version should be
presented to the grand jury.

21. James McCord:
. ~ has appea.red before the grand
,
~It~ury four tlmes since the trial.
"
s It eb ei
n ag ked
a roDe.p"
s
the pp
pr~ate questions, he has withheld
testimony as to his contacts with
Jack Caulfield, particularly as
they relate to discussions about
executive clemency. He also
wishes to testify about a proposed CIA defense.

~’°

-8522. Maurice Stans:

He should be examined before
the grand jury concerning
.nancial transactions such
the $40,000 that went to
~aRue shortly after June 17th,
the $75,000 he gave to Kalmbach,
and the $22,000 he gave Fielding.
Also conversations at CRP after
June 17th, particularly with
Mitchell, should be explored.
We have had negotiations with
his attorneys. A copy of a
m~morandum to the files of our
last meeting, with his request
for immunity for possible
Federal Campaign Election Act
violations, has been sent to
you. Without such a grant,
Stans’ lawyers have indicated
he will assert the Fifth
Amendment.

23. Charles Colson:

This office has had numerous,
lengthy negotiations with his
attorneys. We have interviewed
him at length twice. Base, on
our investigation, in our case
he is a witness, not a defendant.
,
He has valuable testimony with
... ’~
~7 ~
respect to Dean and Ehrlichman,
._ ¯ ~ ,-,
important documentation with
~ i7~.~respect to Ehrlic~an. Though
.~,~- ".’._)~he has received considerable
attention fr~ the news media
~ ~i~’~~
~~
’
~-~ ~
~~
in this case, because of his
.
.
,.~"
i"~.~
reputatzon and because he h~red
~~
~~"
Hunt for the ~ite House, we
~~
_~

~v ~
~~~ ~ ~

~ part concerning Watergate. He
~ ~has potential ~posure in con~ ~ nection ,i~e burglary of
~

~ psychiatrist in

-8624. Vernon Walters :

Deputy Director of CIA. He
has been thoroughly debriefed
by this office, but has yet
to appear before the grand jury.

Former Deputy Director of CIA.
Concerning the technical
assistance Hunt received from
CIA in July and.August, 1971, and
~ ~’~who from the Whlte House a
authorized it, he has yet to
be interviewed by this office
and appear before the grand
jury.

25. Robert Cushman:

26. Judge Matthew Byrne: During the Ellsberg trial,
over which he presided, he had
two conversations with Ehrlichman
relating to the FBI directorship.
Ehrlichman has testified about
those meetings in the grand jury.
(Because of the appearance at
least of an attempt to compromise Judge Byrne, particularly
by one who had a tremendous
stake in the outcome of the
Ellsberg case, it is important
that Judge Byrne’s version of
these events be obtained.
27. President

Were he not President, there
is no.question but that. President
Nixon would have to be questioned
~ about a number of matters. One is
~the critical June 23rd meeting
between Haldeman and Ehrlichman
and Helms and Waiters. Other
pos t-Wa terga te. conversations with
Haldeman, Ehrllchman, and Dean
could be vital in determining
the truth. Still another would
be his contact with John Wilson,
the attorney for both Haldeman
and Ehrlichman. In this regard,

-8727.

(Continued)

his May 22nd statement,
rather than answering all the
questions, raises a host of
others. This is obviously a
matter of such extreme sensitivity, raising Constitutional
quetions, that whatever steps
are taken can onlyhe by you.

B. Investigation to be Done by FBI
Attached to his memorandum is another memorandum
containing investigation this office has requested the
FBI to undertake this case.
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WATERGATE SPECIAL PROSECUTION FORCE

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Memorandum
To

FROM :

: Files

DATE: Nov. 15, 1973

Peter F. Rient’9~
Judy DennyQ~
Meetings with Seymour Glanzer and Donald Campbell
September 18 and October i0, 1973.
On September 18, and October 10, 1973, Peter F. Rient

and Judy Denny of the Special Prosecutor’s Office interviewed
Assistant U. S. Attorneys Seymour Glanzer and Don Campbell
in Glanzer’s office, concerning contacts after April i, 1973,
between the original Watergate prosecutors and John Dean
and/or Dean’s attorneys. During and after these interviews,
Glanzer and Campbell provided their handwritten notes taken
at their May 2 and 3 meetings with Dean. Other documents
referred to are Glanzer’s May 31 memo to Cox and a September
6 memo to files from Rient and Denny re Silbert interview.
Except as otherwise stated, Glanzer and Campbell
both gave the following information.
i. Glanzer knew both Charles Shaffer and Tom Hogan
(Dean’s attorneys). Glanzer and Shaffer are close friends
and have known each other since Shaffer worked in the Department of Justice. Glanzer knew Hogan when Hogan was a
law clerk for Judge Jones. The two attorneys for Dean came
to Glanzer’s office on about April 2, 1972, saying they
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represented Dean. They believed that a subpoena was
outstanding for Dean and they wanted to assure the prosecutors that Dean would be produced upon request without such
measures. (There was actually no subpoena at the time.)
Shaffer and Hogan primarily wanted to set up a modus
vivendi for Dean’s cooperation. They were also interested
in knowing ~bout and meeting Silbert, so Glanzer took them
to meet Silbert. Campbell was not present at the meeting.
The two attorneys repeated their stance to Silbert. [The
prosecutors at this time were becoming interested in Dean
because of leaks from McCord’s discussions with Dash and
adverse publicity about Dean from the Gray hearings.] The
meeting ended with the prosecutors saying they would contact
Dean’s attorneys. (Glanzer notes that Shaffer is a brilliant
and resourceful attorney.)
2. Late in the evening of April 5, Shaffer called
Glanzer at home, saying there was an emergency that he
needed to discuss immediately. The two met alone at Glanzer’s
home. There was a mutual understanding that the discussion
was in confidence. Shaffer began by asking Glanzer how
far the prosecutors were willing to pursue the case. Glanzer
replied that there were no restraints and they would go
wherever the evidence led. Shaffer then expressed concern
that since he (Shaffer) was known as a friend of the Kennedys
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and Glanzer was a Democrat, there might be accusations of
scheming against the Administration, but Glanzer told him
not to worry.
Shaffer asserted that Dean could "deliver Mitchell"
and made general references to the January and February
meetings with Liddy. Shaffer then stated that these discussions had to be off-the-record because the prosecutors’
chain of command led directly to Kleindienst who, as a friend
of Mitchell, might inform Mitchell. Shaffer even preferred
that G!anzer not talk to Silbert. ($haffer also expressed
uncertainty about an attorney-client privilege, and there
was some discussion of work product privilege and executive
privilege.)
Shaffer acknowledged that Dean was in trouble although he stated that he had not debriefed Dean completely.
However, Shaffer thought Dean would make a valuable witness
and hoped to obtain immunity for him. There was also some
discussion of a potential plea. Glanzer responded that
such judgments couldn’t be made on the disclosures thus
far and that he (Glanzer) would have to talk with Silbert
about it. Shaffer continued to ask if the prosecutors
would really take on the Administration and perhaps indict
Mitchell. Glanzer told Shaffer the prosecutors would go
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where the evidence led. Shaffer was satisfied with this.
Glanzer said Shaffer should debrief Dean and then tell
the story to the prosecutors off-the-record.
Shaffer also asserted in a more general way that
Dean could "deliver Magruder." He contended Dean’s value
was greater than Magruder’s because Dean had not perjured
himself as Magruder had. [Shaffer had told Bierbower
(Magruder’s attorney) that Magruder had lied and told
Gianzer that Magruder’s Grand Jury transcrip[s had been
floating around. (Magruder had taken the transcripts during
preparation for trial. Bierbower eventually returned them
to the prosecutors.)]
Glanzer attempted:to reach Silbert and ask him to
come over to Glanzer’s home that night, but was unable to
do so. Glanzer assured Shaffer that he (Shaffer) could deal
with Silbert the same as with Glanzer. A meeting was set
upfor the following afternoon.
3. Before the afternoon meeting of April 6, Glanzer
told Silbert and Campbell about the substance of his meeting with Shaffer the night before.
At the April 6 meeting, between the prosecutors and
Shaffer and Hogan, Shaffer gave a well organized presentation aimed at "selling" his client and whetting the prosecutors’ appetites.

(It is Glanzer’s opinion that the
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presentation was very general because Dean had come to
Shaffer only shortly before Shaffer came to the prosecutors and Staffer had not yet learned all that Dean knew.)
Silbert said that Staffer should make the presentation.
Shaffer offered Dean’s cooperation in return for immunity,
stressing Dean’s value and reliability. Silbert rejected
the idea at that point. Saying that he thought the prosecutors could be trusted, Shaffer offered to have Dean
tell his story directly to them as long as it was off-therecord. Shaffer emphasized that Petersen and Kleindienst
should not be informed.
Shaffer talked only of Dean’s knowledge regarding
Mitchell and Magruder. There was nothing said about
Ehrlichman, Haldeman, Colson, or Nixon.
Shaffer’s disclosures confirmed much of McCord’s
grand jury testimony. Up to this point, McCord had been
an unbelievable witness. He had answered questions at the
grand jury by reading from a prepared script and many of
the jurors disbelieved him. However, McCord had led the
prosecutors to Reisner and Harmony and he had first told the
prosecutors that Gemstone was the code word for the
clandestine operation involving the break-in and the wiretapping.
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The meeting ended with $ilbert saying he would
contact Dean’s attorneys about further meetings.
4. At 2:00 p.m. on April 8, the three prosecutors
met at Shaffer’s office with Dean, Staffer and Hogan.
Shaffer’s office was picked to avoid publicity. The meeting was short because Dean was eventually called to a White
House meeting (around 3:30) after receiving several calls
from the White House.
Dean’s disclosures were very diffhsed and of little
substance and he hedged considerably because of the attorneyclient privilege and the fact that the President had not
been told everything yet. Dean said that it was "about
time someone bit the bullet and I’m willing to." However,
Dean wanted to tell Nixon first and he was afraid he
couldn’t get through Haldeman. (At some point Dean referred to Haldeman and Ehrlichman as the "Berlin Wall".)
(a)

Substantive disclosures by Dean follow:

Dean told about the January and February meetings
in Mitchell’s office, but did not tel! about the hiring of
Liddy or of talking with Liddy before the January meeting.
At the first meeting, Dean said, a million dollar plan was
presented by Liddy with charts and codes which in part included electronic surveillance. After this meeting, Dean
told Liddy to destroy the charts. At.the February 4
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meeting, Dean arrived late. Liddy boasted that he
could hire the most sophisticated expert in electronics
for the job. Dean cut short the meeting by saying these
things shouldn’t be discussed in the Attorney General’s
office. Dean did not mention his subsequent meeting
with Haldeman at this time. He gave nO information at
all about Haldeman or Ehrlichman.
Dean said he learned of the June 17 break-in and
McCord’s arrest while returning from Manila. He did not
know McCord. He learned that one of the Cubans had an
envelope with Hunt’s name on it, but saw no significance
in the fact at that time. Dean called Kleindienst, who
told him about the inciient with Liddy at the Burning
Tree Country Club. Realizing Liddy must be involved,
Dean called and then met w~th Lidd3, on the 19th. Liddy
confessed and said it was Magruder who pressured him for
better information. Liddy also said he was a good soldier
and volunteered to go to any street corner to be shot.
Dean admitted cross examining Magruder for his
grand jury appearance and suggesting weaknesses in
Magruder’s testimony. Magruder told Dean that Porter
would back up Magruder on his story about the purpose for
which the money was given to Liddy. Dean a~ ~ .... ~-

,/
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Dean admitted that he, Mitchell and’Magruder
met in Becker’s office shortly before Magruder’s third
grand jury appearance, at which time there was a discussion about alteriog Magruder’s diary, and they agreed
to say the meetings in Mitchell’s office had concerned
election laws.
Dean denied that he lied to the FBI about Hunt’s
office.
Glanzer and Campbell both think Dean mentioned
Kalmbach. (Campbell thinks this was on April 9 instead
of April 8.) When money for Hunt’s requests was needed
(not spelled out as hush money), Dean said Mitchell said
"activate Kalm~ach. " Dean only knew Kalmbach’s bag man
as "Tony." Dean also mentioned the $350,000 cash fund
at the White House designated for polling. Dean mentioned
Caulfield and Sandwedge being the predecessor to the Liddy
plan.
Dean was concerned because he thought Liddy was
talking to the prosecutors, as there was a rumor circulating
to that effect. Glanzer and Campbell say they were responsible for helping spread this rumor. Dean said he
thought Liddy could corroborate him on some aspects of his
testimony.

~9 "~ 3
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(b) Other Matters.
The prosecutors were led to Kalmbach by Segretti
and by Flug who had e~amined some of Kalmbach’s bank
records. They talked to Petersen about Kalmbach at their
meeting on the 14th.
"No notes were taken at this meeting and no memos
were made. In order to preserve feelings of mutual trust,
Glanzer would from time to time tell Shaffer who was
appearing before the grand jury and how leads to those
persons came from a source other than Dean. Reisner and
Powell Moore are two witnesses that Glanzer remembers
telling Shaffer about.
5. On the evening of April 9, the three prosecutors
continued their meeting with Dean and his attorneys. Dean
began to get more specific.
(a) Substantive disclosures by Dean follow:
Dean said that Magruder had been looking for a lawyer to handle CRP intelligence gathering activities and
first wanted Fielding, Dean’s assistant. Dean persuaded
Fielding not to accept and then Krogh recommended Liddy.
Dean took Liddy to meet Mitchell on November 24. Liddy
was mostly interested in the salary and his being directly
responsible to Mitchell, and although an agenda prepared
for the meeting mentioDed electronic surveillance, the sub-
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ject wasn’t discussed. The prosecutors asked’for,
but never received, a copy of this agenda. (Dean gave
it to the Senate Select Committee.) Dean took Liddy to
meet Magruder in December.
Dean never acknowledged a cover-up or conspiracy
or paying the defendants for silence unti! after he was
fired (April 30, 1973). Dean did tell about Hunt’s money
requests through O’Brien and about meeting Ka!mbach outside
the Hay Adams on Mitchell’s instructions. He also knew
about money arrangements being made by Parkinson, O’Brien,
and LaRue. Dean was definitely minimizing his own role.
Dean explained in more detail what was discussed
at the January 27 and FeSruary 4 meetings, and stated that
the plans for interceptions of com~.unications, surveillance,
prostitution, goon squad, etc. were intended to obviate
disruptions similar to those at the 1968 Democratic Convention. Mitchell listened politely, puffing on his pipe,
but concluded that Liddy’s plan "wasn’t quite what he had
in mind" and that he wanted something more restricted.
(Dean notes that Mitchell was like a father to him.) After
the February 4 meeting, Dean told Haldeman about the meetings and Haldeman replied that the White House should not
be involved.

ii-

It was at the meeting in Arthu~ Becker’s office
that Dean told Mitchell he (Dean) would be a good witness
for Mitchel! about Mitchell’s role at the meetings becaus(
he could say Mitchell did not expressly approve Liddy’s
plans. At this meeting Dean wanted his name erased from
Magruder’s diary entries, but Magruder said it would be
detected by the FBI.
Dean talked with Ehrlichman after he talked with
Liddy on June 19th. Dean says he was called to Ehrlichman’
office and told to ~lean out Hunt’s safe. Colson was there
and had supposedly received a call from Hunt concerning
the embarrassing contents of the safe. (Colson doesn’t
corroborate.) In Hunt’s safe were bogus cables which indicated that Kennedy was responsible, for Diem’s assassinatio
Meanwhile, the FBI began calling for the contents of the
safe. Dean spoke to Ehrlichman about turning the contents
over and Ehrlichman told him to "deep six" it. Dean was
troubled by this order and mentioned it to Fielding. There
was a delay of several days. Then Dean reminded Ehrlichman¯ "
that disposing of the evidence was stupid because so many
people knew about the contents’ existence. Ehrlichman
agreed but suggested eliminating the politically dangerous
material when he (Dean) made the turnover. Dean turned
over all the material to the agents except for the politically
explosive stuff which he gave to L. Patrick Gray personally.
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Now Dean was in a position ho say truthfully he turned
over everything from Hunt’s safe.~to the FBI.
At the meeting on the 19th, Ehrlichman also told
Dean to call Liddy to tell Hunt to leave the country.
Later Dean convinced Ehrlichman that this was crazy. The
order was rescinded, but it was too late.
Glanzer and Campbell agree that Dean’s receiving
FBI 302 reports was not mentioned on the 8th or 9th of
April.

Glanzer says it was mentioned on the 15th of April.
At some time- either in 1972 or 1973, Dean mentioned

to Haldeman a request for money from Hunt through O’Brien.
Haldeman said to go see Mitchell.
Dean said that at some time Parkinson and LaRue
had come to Dean’s office with a sheet of paper with money
requests from Hunt on it, but Dean never said that the
money was for Hunt’s silence.
Dean mentioned the McCord letter complaining about
a CIA defense being contemplated. Ehrlichman told Dean
to "stroke" McCord. Also Bittman visited Colson and discussed clemency. Again the response by Ehrlichman and
Haldeman was that Colson should "stroke" Bittman, but make
no promises.
Dean mentioned the LaCosta meetings without giving
any details.

13 -

Dean asserted that he had been. told by Magruder
that Liddy and Sloan had stolen money from CRP.
Dean spent qui~e a bit of time talking about his
recent relationships with Magruder and Mitchell. Dean said
Magruder was becoming nervous and was phoning everyone.
One convirsation between Magruder and Dean at Camp David
was taped by Dean. Dean stated that Mitchell was going to
"stonewall it." Dean was scheduled to meet with Mitchell
the next day and Glanzer suggested that Dean be wired by
the prosecutors. Shaffer objected, but said he might do it
himself.
Campbell remembers that Dean told of the March 21
meeting where Dean attempted to tell the President about the
situation, but that the President didn’t understand. Dean
would not divulge his exact words because of attorney-client
privilege and executive privilege.
Dean said Howard and Strachan had given him $15,900
to hold in his safe, but didn’t relate this to either the
$22,000 or the $350,000.
(b) Other Matters.
After the prosecutors had heard Magruder, they began
to understand more of what Dean had told them. Realizing
that they could use Magruder as a witness against Mitchell,
their emphasis with Dean turned to Haldeman and Ehrlichman.
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6. Glanzer knows no more about Shaffer’s April
i0 phone call to Silbert than what is in the May 31 memo
to Cox.
7. Shaff~r came to the Courthouse late on the evening of April 12 and saw Glanzer and Silbert. Shaffer said
Dean had "nibbled" on the $15,900 that Howard and Strachan
had given him, having taken about $4,000 for his honeymoon
and put a check in the safe. Shaffer wanted the prosecutors
to know this fact before they heard from Strachan. [Strachan
had not yet corrected his grand jury testimony and the prosecutors had told him to get an attorney before he came back
to the grand jury.] Shaffer also said he had been told by
Dean that Haldeman and Higby had coached Strachan before
Strachan’s grand jury appearance.
8. Shaffer and Glanzer had three telephone conversations and one meeting on April 14th. Glanzer cannot remember
who called who the first time, but in any event Shaffer came
to Glanzer’s home as a result of the call. This was probably
in the early morning. Glanzer brought up the subject of a
guilty plea for Dean and Shaffer was not unreceptive. (At
this point, the prosecutors had begun to think of Dean as
a defendant rather than as a witness, and felt that Dean
or his attorney should be so advised.)
In the early evening on the 14th, Glanzer called
Shaffer from the Department of Justice while meeting with
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Titus and Petersen. Later in the::~evening, Glanzer called
Shaffer to inform Shaffer of the prosecutors’ disclosures
to Kleindienst. Shaffer thought this was a breach of
their agreement, but Glanzer explained that telling
Kleindienst was necessary if the President were to be
notified as Dean wished.
9. On the afternoon of the 15th, Silbert and
Glanzer met with Dean and Shaffer. (Campbell was unable to
attend.) [Glanzer remembers Petersen instructing them to
obtain more evidence on the case, but remembers no specific
emphasis on facts concerning Haldeman and Ehrlichman.]
Dean told about himself, Mitchell, Magruder, LaRue
and perhaps Mardian and Parkinson concocting a story about
how much money went to Liddy. Magruder then testified to
this ~tory. Dean learned from Petersen that Silbert and
the grand jury suspected that Magruder was lying, but had
no evidence to prove it. Dean relayed this fact to Mitchell.
General Cushman’s name came up and perhaps Walters’
also. Dean said something about a memo from Cushman with
his (Dean’s) name on it and that Ehrlichman was responsible.
Neither Cushman nor Walters were mentioned in connection
with an obstruction of justice.
Glanzer thinks Dean discussed receiving 302’s from
Gray"to keep abreast of the news leaks." Dean did not
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mention that he had previously requested 302’s from
Petersen and Kleindienst and been turned down. Dean
did not say to whom.the reports were shown.
Dean made a memo of his April i0 meeting with
Mitchell and remarked that Mitchell said he was going to
"stone’wall it". The prosecutors asked for, but never
received, a copy of the memo.
Glanzer (having heard of Greenspun .elsewhere) asked
Dean if he knew about Greenspun. Dean replied that Kalmbach
was asked by Coison in California to get information about
Muskie from Greenspun.
Dean mentioned McPhee’s romancing of Judge Richey
in the rose garden, the $200,000 Vesco contribution involving
Don Nixon and the ITT scandal, indicating that Watergate
was just the tip of the iceberg of corrupt activities. The
climax of this series :of disclosures by Dean was the revelation that Hunt and Liddy had broken into Ellsberg’s~psychiatrist’s office in 1971.
Glanzer doesn’t recal! that Dean mentioned Segretti.
i0. Glanzer phoned Shaffer on April 19 to confirm
that Shaffer and Dean understood that Dean had been given
no commitment of immunity. Petersen had requested confirmation of this fact after being asked by the President
about Dean’s status.
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ii. On the evening of April 23, Shaffer met
with Silbert and Glanzer. Glanzer says that by this
time, the discussions had turned into a political game.
Dean was bargaining with the Senate for immunity and the
prosecutor’s attempts at agreeing on a plea were in Vain.
Staffer suggested a plea to misprison of a felony (never a
firm offer), but then rejected this when it was determined
that it was a felony and the possible sentence was too long.
12. On April 29, Staffer called Glanzer at home
to discuss the Vesco case. (!t was not unusual for Shaffer
to cal! Glanzer to discuss things generally.) Shaffer told
Glanzer that Dean would either be a witness in the case .or
would not testify. Shaffer also told Glanzer that Colson
would have information about Haldeman and Ehrlichman.
After April 15, the situation was in a state of
flux.

The appointment of Cox and the preparation for the

Senate hearings changed the outlook from all sides.
13. By the end of April, Dean had become much more
antagonistic toward Haldeman and Ehrlichman in his discussions with the prosecutors and also in public, issuing
the "scapegoat" statement. Before that, the impression
he gave of Haldeman was of a "great devoted public servant,"
clean and hard working. He had been restrained in his
praise of Ehrlichman.
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14. On May 2, Silbert, Glanzer, and Campbell met
with Dean and Shaffer at Shaffer’s office. At this
meeting the note taking prohibition was waived. Initially,
there were procedural discussions about listening to Dean
tell about Presidential involvement, including the problem
of executive privilege and attorney-client privilege.
The prosecutors decided to listen to whatever Dean had
to say.
Dean played for the prosecutors a copy of the
Colson-Hunt dictabelt. Dean said he had played the tape
for Haldeman and Ehrlichman at Camp David on November 15
at a meeting about Chapin’s future and for Mitchell in
New York also on the 15th. i_/
a. Substantive disclosures made by Dean follow:
Dean told of seeing Haldeman after the February 4
meeting and Haldeman relaying this to Ehrlichman. 2--/
Dean says the White House put pressure on his
secretary, Jane Thomas, to provide information against
him (Dean).
i_/ Campbell’s notes indicate the tape was made between the
election and November 15. Glanzer’s notes indicate that on
the tape Hunt emphasized that commitments had been made to all
the defendants, that the stakes were high and things must not
break for foolish reasons. Both sets of notes indicate
November 25 was the deadline for resolution of the problem.
Glanzer’s notes go into some more detail about the contents
of the tape.
2/ Both Campbell’s and Glanzer’s notes show that Haldeman
did not want the White House involved. Glanzer’s notes show
that Haldeman recounted his and Dean’s conversation in front
of Mitchell also.
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Operation Sandwedge, according to Dean, was an
elaborate plan with overt and covert operations including
illegal electronic surveillance. 3--/ The written proposal
was sent to Ehrlichman whose copy should still be at the
White House even though Caulfield took all of his files
with him when he left. Anne Dawson could corroborate
Dean on this. (There was a budget for San~{edge.)
Dean said Colson called Caulfield to do a "bag
job" on Brookings, but Dean did not mention a fire.
Dean knew that "Tony" (Ulasewicz), Caulfield’s
friend did various discrete jobs for the White House,
e.g., pricing boats and picking out the "Sequoia"
Before June 17, 1272, Gemstone summaries went to
Strachan. After the 17th, Strachan told Dean that
Haldeman had instructed him (Strachan) to pull all intelligence material. All "proceeds" from Watergate wiretaps
were destroyed. Haldeman’s files included memos of
meetings of Haldeman, Strachan and Kalmbach about financing.
Dean taped an interview he had with Segretti and played
the tape on November i0 or ii, 1972, for Haldeman and
Ehrlichman at Haldeman’s villa in Key Biscayne.
Segretti wrote the letter insinuating sexual
deviations in Jackson and Humphrey. Segretti had a network

3/ Campbell’s notes show that Ehrlichman and Mitchell said
"No" to the proposal because Caulfield was ~+ ~- -~ .....
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of 50 operatives and kept records of all the people and
movements. Segretti obtained bogus stationery from a
Cuban printer (through Hunt).
When asked for-corroboration for some of his
information, Dean suggested Tod Hullin, Higby and diaries
of Ehrlichman and Haldeman. He said Colson could corroborate the meeting on June 19th where Ehrlichman gave the
order to tell Hunt to leave the country. (Dean became
hostile to Colson when Colson did not corroborate.)
¯Sometime shortly after the break-in, Hunt was
~in his White House office. Colson was somewhat shaken
when he realized that at the same time a newsman was
talking with Hallett next.door.
Pat Boggs of the Secret Service told Ehrlichman
about the Hunt check found on one of the Miami men-.
In July of 1972, Dean met with Haldeman and
Ehrlichman at San Clemente to discuss the Watergate
situation.
On September 2, 1972, Dean met with Haldeman and
Ehrlichman at the Newporter Inn and told them everything he
had learned about Watergate.
At Camp David on November 15, Dean told Haldeman
that part of the $350,000 White House cash fund had to be
released. The money was thereafter released. Howard and
Strachan turned over the balance of $22,000 to Dean.

Reproduced at the National Ar~l~

21 -

After the break-in, Mitchell, Mardian, LaRue and
Dean discussed raising money for the defendants. Kalm~ach
was mentioned and Mitchell told Dean to get Ehrlichman’s
approval. After asking Ehrlichman, Dean met Kalmbach
at the Mayflower and explained to Kalmbach that Mitchell,
Haldeman and Ehrlichman all felt the defendants needed to
be paid. Dean said LaRue would be in contact with Kalmbach
for details. Kalmbach asked Dean to have Caulfield call
him (Kalmbach). Stans turned over $80,000 to LaRue about
this time.
Later Dean met Kalmbach in Lafayette park. Kalm~ach
had money with him (some from LaRue, some raised through
his own efforts) and asked for delivery instructions.
KalmbaCh also wanted Dean to cenvey a message to Haldeman
and Ehrlic~man that he (Kalmbach) was opposed to delivering
this money. (Dean says Kalmbach frequently handled tasks
like this, e.g., $200-400,000 delivered to Wallace’s
opponent in the gubernatorial race.)
Dean said Kathleen Chenow would be a good witness to
Hunt’s and Liddy’s White House activities. Krogh and Young
would know about the Ellsberg matter.
Dean said he was told by Liddy on June 19th that
it was Magruder who pushed him into going back into the DNC.
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At the Republican Convention MacGregor whs pestering
Dean for a briefing on Watergate. Ehrlichman advised Dean
to "stroke" MacGregor, but not tell him anything.
On February i0-ii, 1973, at LaCosta, California,
Haldeman, Ehrlichman, Moore and Dean met to review the White
House handling of the Senate hearings. The question of the
defendant’s continued silence was also raised. Moore was
sent to New York to get Mitchell to raise money to replace
the $350,000 White House fund. Moore took the message to
Mitchell but was rebuffed.
On March 12, 1973, O’Brien told Dean that he
(O’Brien) had met Hunt on March 9 and that Shapiro had had
a similar meeting with Hunt. Hunt threatened to tell all
the "seamy" things he-had done for the ~ite House if
$72,000 for legal fees and $50,000 for living expenses was
not paid to him.
Dean said that Gray was wrong to call him (Dean)
a liar.
At a meeting in Haldeman’s office between Haldeman,
Ehrlichman, Dean and Mitchell, Ehrlichman asked Mitchell
about Hunt’s money problem. Mitchell replied that he didn’t
think it was a problem any more.
Dean says Haldeman and O’Brien knew each other
because O’Brien had been &n advance man in the 1960 campaign.
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Segretti’s diaries 4--/ show violations of ~.612 and
possibly £ 241 and ~ 242.
Dean says LaRue was working on some deal with Tom
Pappas. 5/
b.

..
Procedural matters:

The meeting broke up in the early hours of the 3rd
and was resumed again that night.
15. On May 3, Dean began focusing on Presidential
involvement, thus changing dramatically from his previous
stance. Glanzer and Campbel! agree with Silbert’s account
of Dean’s statements about the President. (See Rient and
Denny memo to files dated September 6, 1973 re Silbert
interview.) Glanzer and Campbell say, however, that Dean
told them that Krogh told him about the instructions for
the Ellsberg break-in coming from the Oval office at the

4/ Glanzer’s notes add that O’Brien was the one who brought
the diaries in.
5/ Campbell’s notes indicate the following items were also
discussed: the August 29, 1972, Presidentia! announcement
of Dean’s investigation (Glanzerputs this on May 3rd) and
the President’s urging on April 17, 1973 that no White
House aides receive immunity. Glanzer’s notes add that (i)
Strachan’s testimony was worked on by Haldeman and Higby,
(2) Sloan came to Ehrlichman about the pressure being
applied to him (Sloan), and (3) that Dean thought Mitchell
had already committed perjury. Glanzer’s and Campbel!’s
notes both indicate that it was June 21.that Ehrlichman
gave Dean the order to "deep. six" material from Hunt’s
safe.
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time of Krogh’s deposition (i.e., August 1972), not
during the Gray hearings. Dean also said that Mitchel!
knew of the Ellsberg break-in shortly after June 17.
Among the procedural matters discussed were the
question of whether Dean would go to the grand jury as a
witness (this was left undecided) and the possible filing
by Shaffer of an interpleader concerning documents which
Shaffer said would destroy.the President. Dean was
somewhat concerned about being arrested for turning over
the documents since he never had control of them. The
prosecutors asked that the interpleader not be filed till
the following Monday.
a. Substantive disclosures by Dean follow:
Ehrlichman and the President convinced Hoover
to tap certain newsmen and White House personnel in 1969.
(For details of other surveillance, see memo for Glanzer
to Cox, May 31, 1973, p. 13) 6--/
Months before Dean’s March 21 conversation with
Nixon, Dean had discussed the cover-up with Dick Moore.
Although Moore~_suggested going to Nixon then, Dean did not
do so. Sometime after March 21, Dean met with Nixon when
Moore was present.
b. Other matters:

Glanzer’s notes add thatI
tap.

was a victim ofT~r
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Around May 3, Glanzer advised Dean to go to his
"Camp David", collect his thoughts, put them down
coherently and provide documents and witnesses to corroborate
them. 7--/
16. On Friday night, May 4, Shaffer told the prosecutors that Dean would not go to the grand jury the next
day. Shaffer agreed that on the question of executive
privilege, the prosecutors would prevail before Sirica.
17. G!anzer’s evening conversations on May 12 with
Dean and Shaffer were accurately related in Glanzer’s May 31
memo to Cox. Dean and Shaffer were together.
18o Miscellaneous
Bob Bennett first told the prosecutors of Hunt
being asked to leave the country.
Walters and McCord first told the prosecutors about
the attempts to use the CIA.

7--/ Glanzer’s notes indicate that the following items were
also discussed on May 3. (i) After the September indictments,
Nixon complimented Dean, saying "Bob has been keeping me
informed." (2) In March 1973 during Gray hearings, Dean
mentioned Hunt’s threat to Nixon and the million dollar
conversation took place, (3) on Friday March 23, 1973,
Ehrlichman talked with Kleindienst about the grand jury,
(4) when Greensptm was mentioned in front of Haldeman,
Haldeman jumped up and said he didn’t want to hear about
it.
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Dean first told the prosecutors about money b~ing.
paid to the defendants
McCord and Caulfield first told of the clemency offer
to McCord.
O’Brien came to the prosecutors voluntarily. In
fact they saw him only after many days of his persisting in
attempting to meet with them. O’Brien’s story was very
disjointed. The prosecutors did not use Dean’s leads in
questioning O’Brien, but instead used notes O’Brien made
for a meeting with Ehrlichman (obtained from Ehrlichman).
Glanzer originally wanted to give Dean immunity
because of his value as a witness, but was persuaded by
Silbert and Campbell that Dean should not be granted immunity.
In hindsight, Glanzer thinks this was a good decision.
Glanzer thinks that the prosecutors’ effect was
neutralized by the appoint~.ent of a special prosecutor
and the Senate Committee coming into being, and that they
began to lose control over the case.

