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EHRLICHMAN’S TAPES AND TAPING CAPABILITY

Ehrlichman had a button on his dictaphone
that permitted him to tape phone conversations
surreptitiously. On April 30 he possessed about 30
tapes of conversations recorded since 1969. Some
of those which were relevant to Watergate he turned
over to the Grand Jury on his third appearance, after
being evasive in his second appearance as to whether
he had been instructed to produce them, and whether
he had given them to his attorneys. There are other
Ehrllchman tapes "relevantto the case" that are now
in the President’s files. It appears they were sent
there between his first and third Grand Jury appearance.

Ehrlichman has never been asked if he had an
independentcapability to tape conversations in his
office, despite the fact that he taped office meetings
with Magruder and Mitchell. Jack Anderson has reported
that whenMelvln Laird moved into Ehrlichman’s office,
Laird found and had removed an extensive tape mechanism
built into Ehrlichman’s desk. On September 2, 1973,
Jack Anderson reported that Ehrlichman had taped his
April 14, 1973 conversation with Kleindienst. Ehrlichman
apparently possesses a tape of a conversation with Clark
MacGregor that has never been turned over to us, but
was turned over to the Senate.
What follows is an account of his Grand Jury
testimony relating to taping and his possession of
tapes.
5/3 GJ 78-85: Ehrlichman sometimes taped conversations,
but doesn’t know whether he taped those with
Clawson,Colson, and Kehrli relating to the
June 19 meeting. He has turned about 6-8 tapes,
in total, over to his attorneys. He will check
to see whether these are among them. He recalls
that the 6-8 tapes include conversations with
Gray and MacGregor. He turned the 6-8 tapes
over to his attorney the Monday after Easter,
April 23, 1973.
"
~.

Ehrlichman Was instructed to produce all
those tapes to the Grand Jury.

CONTINUED (i)

5/3 GJ 115: Ehrlichman turned over all his
"investigational notes" to be xeroxed,
keeping originals for the President’s
-file. These are a complete set of notes
from his investigation.
5/9 GJ 3-6
and 13-16: Ehrlichman admits to having 25-30 tapes
of conversations from the, past 3-4 years.
(15-20 actual belts) Confusion about who has
the 6-8 tapes previously referred to. Ehrlichman
denies recalling a conversation after the last
Grand Jury appearance in which his attorneys
say they never received any tapes from Ehrlichman.
Ehrlichman says he "misunderstood" that he was
supposed to bring them with him. Ehrlichman
denies consulting with his attorneys in the meantime and finding out. they don’t have the tapes.
Ehrllchman is instructed in no uncertain terms to
bring them in. ....
5/14 GJ 4-7, ......
42-44:

CONTINUED (i)
QUESTIONS:
i, What other conversations r@levant to the case did
he tape? If. he can’t recall, does he have access to the
inventory of his old papers so that he could tell us?
2. When did those other tapes "go over" to the President’s-~e? Was it between May 3 and May 14? [Almost
undoubtedly, since Ehrlichman wasn’t out til Mayl, and
on May 4 didn’t seem to know what he had and what he
didn’t have.]
3. Who turned those tapes over to the Presidential files?
Did Ehrlichman listen to any of them? Have them transcribed?

4. Did he have a taping facility in his desk, or any
device other than the phone device, for taping meetings?
What did he use to tape the April 14 meetings? Did Laird
remove a unit from Ehrlichman’s desk? Did he tape any
other meetings? Which ones?

2.. MAY 1969: EHRLIC~/.L~N HIRING OF ULASEWICZ
Ehrlichman approved the hiring of Ulasewicz
to work for Caulfield after a meeting at LaGuardia
Airport in May 1969,set up by Caulfield. Ehrlichman
denied in the Grand Jury that there was any such
"meeting," but agreed he once met a man named "Tony"
in a "chance encounter" at "some airport", and that he
had a vague idea later on that Kalmbach had something
to do with paying Ulasewicz, who was one of Caulfield’s
"sources." In the Senate, after.hearing the testimony
of Caulfield and Ulasewicz, Ehrlichman acknowledged that
he hired Ulasewicz for "information gathering" and
arranged with Kalmbach for~Ulasewicz to be paid.
ULASEWICZ’S VERSION:
Caulfield approached Ulasewicz in April or May
1969 about working for Caulfield. After discussions,
Caulfield arranged a meeting between Ulasewicz and
Ehrlichman at LaGuardia.. Caulfield asked Ulasewicz
to come from his home in Queens, and Ulasewicz arranged
for the three of them to use the VIP lounge of American
Airlines. Ulasewicz believes Ehrlichman and Caulfield
were coming up from Washington.by plane and were on their
way to New York City..The three met in the VIP lounge.
Ehrllchman explained that he wanted someone to seek
information on political figures who would not be
connected with the White House. Ehrlichman mentioned
that Ulasewicz would be paid through Kalmbach’s law
firm. Ulasewicz wanted a year contract, but Ehrlichman
pressed for a six-month "trial period," Ulasewicz
thought the purpose of the meeting was for Ehrlichman
to"look him over." Subsequently, Caulfield told him
Ehrllchman had agreed to a one year arrangement~ at
$22,000 per year, and to Ulasewicz’s desire that only
Caulfield would know what he was doing, to protect
his cover ~ro~ be~n~.b~own. Caulfield then put
Ulasewicz in ~ouch wlth Kalmbach, in Washington.
(SC Tr. 4426; GJ; WI)
.CAULFIELD’S VERSION:

CONTINUED (2)
EHRLICHMAN’S VERSIONS:
Grand Jury:
Ehrlichman met one of Caulfield’s
sources, a man named "Tony." He believes it was at
some airport. The man was a New York City policeman.
"It was a very brief ’how do you do’, and that was all."
It was not a meeting but a "chance encounter." Ehrlichman
was introduced, Caulfield said that Ulasewicz was one of
his sources. The only thing that took place at this
chance encounter was that the two were introduced.
(5/3 GJ 38-39) Ehrlichman believes that when Ulasewicz
did something for Caulfield, he was paid. He cannot
say who paid him initially, but !’later on it was set
up so that he was paid out of a fund of money which
Herb Kalmbach had." Ehrlichman can’t recall "how he
was paid, if he was paid. As a matter of fact, I canVt
say that he was paid during that period of time." (40)
At some point Ulasewicz retired, and Caulfield
arranged for him to be paid by Kalmbach. Q. Did
you ever discuss this conversation [about Ulasewicz’s being
paid] with anyone? A: Yes, with Caulfield. Q. In
any manner, shape, or form, did you ever discuss it?
A. No manner, shape, or form. Q. Did you ever discuss
with Tony, for example, the amount of money he was to
earn? A. No, sir. I never discussed compensation with
him in any way, shape, or form. Q. So that includes
not only the amount of money he might receive, but the
manner in which he would receive it. You discussed
neither, nor anything else related directly or indirectly
to compensation? A. That’s correct. (5/3 GJ 41)
Later, Caulfield discussed with Ehrlichman compensation for Tony. "Someho~ or other" it was arranged
for him to be paid by Kalmbach. Ehrlichman can’t recall having approved it, but he "must have." Ehrlichman
doesn’t recall what the salary would be. Ehrlichman
cannot recall for what specific project Caulfield wanted
to hire Ulasewicz. It probably had to do with militant
demonstrations.
Senate Committee: As onemight hire political
aides, Ehrlichman hired Ulasewicz to do political information-gathering. He was paid from existing Nixon political
money, by check, under an appropriate employer’s number.
He scouted the potential opposition for vulnerability.
(SC Tr. 5178)

CONTINUED (2)

Ehrlichman himself hired Ulasewicz after meeting
him at a brief meeting in an airport, on the way to
New York. Caulfield arranged the "meeting" for this
purpose. The actual "hiring" was done "in the White
House" after this meeting in New York. "I hired him,
I guess, inthe White House, that is I made the decision
and authorized Mr. Caulfield and made the arrangements
with Mr. Kalmbach to pay him. (Sc Tr. 5801-02)

QUESTIONS:.
i. Does he recall telling the Grand Jury his only
meeting with Tony was a "chance encounter"? What has
refreshed his recollection?
2. Is it true that he didn’t have "any discussions"
with Tony about how he would be paid? Why did he tell
the Senate differently?
3. Does he recall telling the Grand Jury that he
didn’t know what Ulasewicz was doing, when he was specifically asked whether Ton@.~was hired for political
information-gathering? Why did he lie about all these
things?
4. Read Ehrlichman his testimony that he didn’t, in
"any way, shape, or form" have a conversation with Tony
about s&lary: what he would be paid, how, by whom. Is
this true?

8.’ 1969-71: AWARENESS OF INTELLIGENCE ACTIVITIES:
IEC, HUSTON PLAN,
ENEMIES LIST
PLUMBERS, SANDWEDGE,
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Krogh and Young were engaged for the Unit Ehrlichman
scheduled a series of meetings to introduce them to
Laird, Helms, Mitchell, etc. and explain the Unit.
They did meet with Mitchell July 28, 1971. (SC Tr.
5459, 5813)

At SC Tr. 5620-24, Ehrlichman refers to a "fourth"
area of Plumbers activity in addition to the Pentagon
Papers, SALT talks, and India. This was a 1971 national
security investigation. Ehrlichman.refused to discuss
this in the SC. He had a letter from counsel to the
President invoking executive privilege as to this matter.
The Plumbers only lasted a few months and then
the whole project went "off Ehrlichman’s screen." Hunt
and Liddy were employed by the Plumbers Unit.
Enemies List: Ehrlichman denies he was ever aware
of such’a thing as the "enemies list" or that he ever
received any memoranda relating to it. His first awareness of this list was in Dean’s Senate testimony. (SC
Tr. 5562)
¯
DEAN VERSION:
Dean Exhibit 48 is a memorandum from John Dean
setting out a strategy for dealing with political
enemies. (How best to "screw" those who opposed the
Administration through their contacts with the Government.) There is no addressee stated on the memorandum.
Dean identifies it as having been forwarded to Haldeman,
and Ehrlichman for approval or disapproval. (SC Tr.
2597, 2758, 3062)
QUESTIONS:
i. What is the "fourth area" of Plumbers activity?
2. Does Ehrlichman deny receiving the Dean memo on the
enemies list? Any such memo? Did Haldeman ever tell him about
this list?

4. JUNE 1969

KRAFT WIRETAP

In June 1969, Ehrlichman authorized a tap on
Joseph Kraft’s Georgetown residence, which was actually
carried out by Caulfield, Ulasewicz, and John Regan,
though it is not clear Ehrlichman knew that that occurred.
Ehrlichman did press Caulfield to place it, then countermanded the order.
In careful
the Grandterms,
Jury, that
Ehrlichman
appearedortodiscussed
deny,
though in
be’authorized
with Caulfield any illegal entry or electronic surveillance, but claimed the matter was dropped when
Caulfield said he couldn’t do it. Caulfield says he
protested, but Ehrlichman pushed him into it.
Inthat
the he
Senate,
Ehrlichman
for but
the claimed
first time
admitted
authorized
the tap,
that
~nothing ever came of it.
DEAN VERSION:
Caulfield
told
that
in on
late
1969,Kraft’s
Caulfield
had been
instructed
toDean
place
a tap
Joseph
phone. Ehrlichman directed Caulfield to do it, after
the FBI was reluctant. The tap was on only for a short
peflod, and the FBI then took over. Caulfield said the
tap was performed by himself, Ulasewicz, and John Regan.
Caulfield also related to Dean that he had received "pair
n~mbers" from John Davies on the WH staff, and that it had
been a "harrowing experience" holding the ladder in a
back alley in Georgetown. (SC tr. 2133)
CAULFIELD VERSION:
The job was requested in th~ second week of June,
completed by the third week. Ehrlichman told Caulfield
he wanted a tap placed on Kraft’s phone in 24 hours.
Caulfield protested that it was improper and was, in any
event, an FBI job. Ehrlichman insisted on having it done
outside FBI channels. Ehrlichman said it was a matter
of national security, but did not invoke the President’s
name. Ehrlichman mentioned Regan. Caulfield said he’d
need protection. Ehrlichman instructed Caulfield to
get a telephone installer’s ID from John Davies, and
"pair numbers" through a Secret Service agent, which
Caulfield did. Caulfield and Regan cased the area, but
Regan thought it wouldbe difficult.

CONTINUED (4)

Caulfield again protested to Ehrlichman, but
Ehrlichman would not budge.
Regan subsequently put on an"experimental"
type tap. Caulfield seems to think he received one
or more tapes from this, but threw them into the WH
burn bag. Soon thereafter, Ehrlichman told Caulfield
to "forget
"’Hoover" would take care of it
in Paris.
.WI)
EHRLICHMAN GRAND J.URY VERSION:
No knowledge of "illegal" activity by Caulfield;
no recollection of activity by Caulfield that "involved
any kind of illegal entry" -- that is, an entry without
the owner’s permission. No knowledge of his ever having
engaged in any electronic surveillance, except that
sometime in 1969 Caulfield and Ehrlichman discussed
the possibility of some surveillance in connection with
NSC leaks. Caulfield said flatly he Couldn’t do it,
and it was done instead by the FBI. Caulfield said no,
"and that was the end of it."
Caulfield explained toEhrlichman that one needed
access to some telephone Company information that was
possessed only by official investigative agencies for
legal wiretaps.
~
Caulfield never "presented" Ehrlichman with any
proposal involving electronic surveillance. (5/3 GJ 30-34

50-52)

EHRLICHMAN SENATE VERSION:

¯

In 1969, Ehrlichman "authorized" a wiretap on Joe
Kraft, which he discussed with Caulfield, but which never
came about. The purpose of it was a "national security"
purpose, and Ehrlichman is "sure" he discussed it with
the President. .Nothing "ever came of it." (SC Tr.
5228-30)

CONTINUED (4)
QUESTIONS"
I. Does Ehrlichman recall that in the Grand Jury he.
said there was "no discussion" of any illegal entry, and
that the only discussion about a tap resulted in Caulfield’s
saying he "couldn’t do it," and that ended it? Does that
square with his Senate testimony that he "authorized" a
tap by Caulfield? Caulfield has testified that it was placed.
Why does Ehrlichman say,nothing ever came of it?
L, Ehrlichman
pressed
to do
it?Caulfield
Wanted itin
outside
2. Weren’t
thereCaulfield
discussions
with
which
FBI channels?

3. What was the need for a tap on Kraft? Why did he
order it?

5. EHRLICHMAN’S RECEIPT OF NATIONAL SECURITY WIRETAPS
DEAN VERSION:
On a flight toCalifornia in July 1971, Mardian
told Dean he was going to see the President on a highly
secret matter. In. summer 1972, in a social conversation, Mardian told Dean that the President had ordered
him to receive wiretap logs of taps on White House staff
members and newsmen, which were in the possession of Mr.
Sullivan at the FBI, and deliver them to Ehrlichman.
In the fall of 1972, for an unexplained reason, Dean
had occasion to ask Ehrlichman whether he had those
logs. Ehrlichman denied flatly to Dean that he had such
logs. In February 1973, when Time magazine was about
to do a story on the taps, Dean contacted Sullivan at
the FBI who told Dean the logs had been delivered to
Mardian. Dean then confronted Ehrlichman and, for the
first time, told him of Dean’s previous conversation
with Mardian. Ehrlichman at this point admitted the
existence of the logs, and admitted that he possessed
them. (SC St. 13-15)
EHRLICHMAN GPJtND JURY VERSION:
Ehrlichman received logs or summaries of electronic
surveillance in 1971 and 1972, usually by courier from
the FBI. He cannot recall anyone else from whom he received logs, except on one occasion he requested Mitchell
to assist him in obtaining logs. He refuses to discuss
the circumstances of this occasion. (5/9 GJ 155)
EHRLICHMAN SENATE VERSION:
Ehrlichman was aware from Haldeman of the "national
security investigation" in 1969. Haldeman told him about
it "obliquely." He was aware that it involved taps on
NSC personnel, but he did not know who was tapped, and
he did not receive any logs or summaries. He did not
know "of his c~nknowledge" who approved these taps.
[He implied Haldeman told him who approved them, but he
wasn’t asked this question by Dash.]

CONTINUED (5)

I

Mardian talked with Ehrlichman in the fall of
1971 and Ehrlichman subsequently talked with the President about the problem of some material possessed by
Sullivan that Hoover might use to blackmail the Presi~
dent. Ehrlichman then received the material from
Mardian, in the White House, and stored it in his safe.
until he resigned. It is now in Presidential Papers.
Ehrllchman implies he didn’t know he was supposed to
receive them until Mardian brought them to him.
Ehrlichman looked inside the briefcase "very, very
briefly."~ He simply put two and two together and concluded this was the wiretap material from the earlier
1969 investigation. (SC Tr. 5223-27)

MARDIANVERSION:
In July 1972, Sullivan came to Mardian and told
him about the NSC wiretaps, which were arranged by
Sullivan. Logs were stored in Sullivan’s office.
Sullivan was having a fight with Hoover and told Mardian
Hoover had blackmailed past Presidents and might use
this to do the same to Nixon. Mardian told Mitchell.
Subsequently Ehrlic~man called Mardian and asked him
I to fly out to San Clemente on a courier plane to talk
with the President~ The President directed him to get
the material from Sullivan and give it to Ehrlichman,
which Mardian did. The President said it was national
security material from wiretaps authorized by the President, at Kissinger’s request.
In the Senate testimony, and more fully in an FBI
interview of May 12, 1973, Mardian testified that he
first checked the list of summaries with Kissinger and
Haig, in Kissinger’s office, ~o see that Kissinger had
¯ allthe summaries on the list. "The list" came out of
the briefcase, which Sullivan had given Mardian. Mardian
says he also checked to see that Haldeman had all his
summaries too. [In the 302, Mardian refused to say to
whom he ultimately delivered the briefcase.]
The briefcase contained (I) logs, (2) the actual
summaries, and (3) possibly correspondence relating to
the whole project. (SC Tr. 4868-71, 4902-08)

CONTINUED (5)
QUESTIONSi. Did Dean ask him in Fall 1972 whether he had the
logs and materials? Ever ask him? Did he lie to Dean?
Why?
2. Does he recall testifying to this Gaand Jury the
last time around that he never received any taps or frm±ts
of taps except by courier from the FBI? (If he mentions the
one time that he got "Mitchell" to help him, ask him
why he didn’t testify that he got a lot of material from
Mardian - - is Mardian a "courier for the FBI"?)
3. Didn’t he lie to the Grand Jury last time about this?
4. His Senate testimony appears to be that he didn’t
know he was supposed to get them until Mardian arrived. Is
.this the case? When did he check with the President on this?
What did the President say? What did Mardian say? Where are
they now?

5. His Senate testimony implies Haldeman told him who
ordered them. Who did order them?

JUNE-JULY 1971:

BROOKINGS FIREBOMBING

In summer 1971, Dean was informed that Ehrlichman
had instructed Colson to get Caulfield to burglarize
the Brookings Institution and set a firebomb if necessary to cause confusion. Caulfield thought Colson was
"crazy" and told Dean. Dean flew to California and
got Ehrlichman to call the project off; Ehrlichman
called Colson and countermanded the order.
In the Grand Jury, Ehrlichman was asked about a
"Brookings operation" and didn’t seem to recall anything
about it, although the basis for perjury probably isn’t
there.
’
In the Senate, Ehrlichman had a clear recollecti0n
of Dean’s flying out to call the operation off, and of
Ehrlichman’s doing so. ButEhrlichman still denied he
ordered it in the first place, and still "cannot recall"
who Ehrlichman is supposed to have told to do it, or
whom Ehrlichman called in order to cancel the project,
although Ehrlichman freely concedes making the call as
Dean described.
DEAN VERSION:
In about late June 1971, Caulfield came to
Dean and told Dean that Colson, at Ehrlichman’s direction, had instructed Caulfield to burglarize Brookings
to determine whether Brookings people had leaked particular documents. Caulfield said Ulasewicz had cased
Brookings and had struck up an acquaintanceship, with a
guard, and that security was very tight there. When
Caulfield reported this to Colson, Colson told him to
plant a firebomb if necessary, and do the job in the
ensuing commotion.
(Colson’s concern was based on a publication
indicating the Brookings Institution was planning a
Vietnam study in the fall of 1971 based on current documents; and that Leslie Gelb was a consultant there.)
Dean advised Caulfield to do nothing, that Dean
would go to California to talk to Ehrlichman. Dean did
so, and convinced Ehrlichman that Colson’s idea was a
bad one. Ehrlichman then called Colson to call it off;
and Dean so informed Caulfield. (Dean SC St. 12-14)

CONTINUED (6)

EHRLICHMAN GRAND JURY VERSION:
Q. Ever hear of an operation on the Brookings
Institution?. No, but Ehrlichman did talk to one of the
trustees, Gordon Gray, to determine if any Vietnam documents were on file there,since there was concern about
it. Q. Did you ever order anybody to get those documents?
A. No, there weren’t any. Q. .Did you have any discussion
of those documents with anybody? JDE: Thinks he did have,
but doesn’t recall!with whom. Believes probably with
Kr0gh and Young. Can’t recall any conversations with
anybody else. (5/9 GJ 153-155)
EHRLICHMAN SENATE VERSION:
As Dean described in his testimony, he came out to
California and said that Caulfield had told him that "somebody else" told Caulfield that Ehrlichman authorized a
break-in and firebombing of Brookings. Ehrlichman didn’t
authorize it. Ehrlichman called whoever it was who
authorized it and called it off, but can’t remember who
that person was, "it was so long ago." He could give a
llst of names. Ehrlichman said he "never looked into who
~uthorized it." (SCTrQ .5230-32)
CAULFIELD VERSION:
In summer 1971, Colson came to Caulfield and said
"Itve just been to see Ehrlichman and we’ve got a hot one
for you." Colson wanted to go into Brookings and firebomb
it to create turmoil to cover the operation, ~n order to
take documents relatingto Vietnam from two offices. Caulfield thought Colson was a wild man, so he went to Dean
to get him to intercede with Ehrlichmanand turn it off.
Dean told Caulfield Dean was going out tothe coast and
would be seeing Ehrlic~man, and.would talk with him; but
meanwhile to have Ulasewicz case Brookings. Four or five
days later, Dean called from California and told Caulfield
to forget about it. Caulfield later had a joking discussion with Colson about this at Dean’s wedding.
Bakes WI)

CONTINUED
QUESTIONS:
I. Does he recall testifying before this Grand Jury that
he never heard of any "operation" at Brookings, and that
when asked about some papers he could recall only that
he talked to a trustee of Brookings about some papers?
Why did he suddenly .remember the whole thing in the
Senate? Because Dean and Caulfield could corroborate each
other? Is a firebombing attack on Brookings the kind of
thing that slips your mind?
Does he remember that he never had any conversations
with anybody except possibly Krogh and Young about those
documents?
2. In the Senate, Ehrlichman said he "couldn’t remember"
who was supposed to have authorized it. That’s ridiculous.

7.

NOVEMBER 1971:

LIDDY~S EMPLOYMENT AT CRP

DEAN VERSION:
In November 1971, Krogh gave Dean the go-ahead
to switch Liddy from the White House to the CRP Counsel
job. Krogh first had to obtain approval from Ehrlichmanl
which Krogh did. Dean then set up the Mitchell interview
with Liddy. (SC St. 31-33)
KROGH VERSION:
[Unfortunately, not available.]
EHRLICHMAN .VERSION:
Ehrlichman had nothing to do with Liddy’sbeing
hired by CRP and does not know whether anyone else at
the White House did either. (DNC 238)

Ehrlichman did not know that Krogh had recommended
Liddy~ the CRP or was involved in Liddy’s going to work
there in any way, nor did he know that Liddy was in fact
working at CRP until after the June 17 break-in. (SC Tr.
5240)

LOGS:
On Ehrlichman’s possible pre-June 17 knowledge of
the Liddy intelligence plan at CRP, which he has repeatedly
denied, the following entries in his logs might be inquired into.

JDE met the AG on January 28, 1972, at
12 and 2 p.m., with others.
JDE met Caulfield on Feb. ~, 1972, alone,
at no~n.
JDE met the AG on Feb. 7, 1972, alone, at
4:50 p.m.
JDE met with "The Group" beginning on May 8, at
10 a.m. on Mondays and Thursdays. The Group
consisted of JDE, HRH, Mitchell, Colson, MacGregor,
Harlow, sometimes Timmons. The Group met on June
15 at 10:30 to 1:30 and then not again until well
after the break-in.

8.

JUNE 17-19: HOW EHRLICHMAN FIRST LEARNED OF T~ BREAK-IN

EHRLICHMANVERSIONS:

(SC Tr. 5244, 5284, 5351-55)
(5/3 GJ 55-60)

Latereceived
in the afternoon
on June
toward
dusk,
Ehrlichman
a phone call
from 17,
Secret
Service
Agent Pat Boggs. Boggs said that Metropolitan Police
reported that one of those arrested in the DNC had something in his possession with Howard Hunt’s name on it,
and an indication that I{unt had something to do with
the White House. Boggs may have told Ehrlichman the names
of the five. Ehrlichman made some elementary inquiries
such as whether anyone in the White House was directly
involved.
Ehrlichman then made two phone calls. (Senate
testimony) First, he called Ziegler in Florida, in case
Ziegler were to get any inquiries. Next, Ehrlichman called
Colson to inquire about whether Hunt were still employed
by the White House; this may have been in response to a
question from Ziegler.
After his phone call to Colson, Ehrlichman called
Ziegler back to report that Colson said that Hunt no longer
worked for the White House and probably was over at CRP.
This was the gist of the second phone call. (5/3 GJ)
(Ehrlichman does not mention the second call to Ziegler
in his SC testimony.)
He did not call anyone else, to the best of his
recollection, during that day. He has heard Caulfield
testify about a call to Ehrlichman on June 17, but doesn’t
recall it.
On June 18, he had a phone conversation on another
subject with Haldeman. The conversation included some discussion of the break-in, the involvement of Hunt and McCord,
and the statement CRP was about to put out. Ehrlichman
has heard testimony that he callcd Mitchell on June 17 or
18, but does not recall doing so.
Ehrlichman thinks he knew McCord was involved on
June 17, and believes he heard that on the evening news.
(SC Tr. 5359)
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CAULFIELD VERSION:
Boggs called Caulfleld to tell him that McCord
was one of five persons inside the DNC, and was not
.giving his correct name. Caulfield authorized Boggs
to contact Ehrlichman~and called Ehrlichman himself.
Boggs reached Ehrlichman first. When Caulfield reached
him, he said, "John, it sounds llke there is a disaster
of some type. Did you talk to Boggs?" Ehrlichman said
he had and asked what it was all about. Caulfield told
him. Ehrlichman said, "My God, you know, I cannot believe it. I guess I better call Mitchell." (SC Tr. 676)
MITCHELL VERSION:
Ehrlichman called Mitchell in California, either
June 17 or 18, and asked what the break-in was all about.
Mitchell said he didn’t know~ but would find out and get.
back to Ehrlichman. (SC Tr. 3408)
COLSON VERSION:
Ehrlichman phoned Colson the afternoon of the 17th
to ask about Hunt’s whereabouts. Colson told Ehrlichman
that he thought Hunt was working for CRP and hadn’t seen
him in some time. Ehrlichman told Colson someone arrested
had something on his person with Hunt’s name on it.
Ehrllchman also asked whether Colson knew a Douglas Caddy.

(sc st. 2)

HALDEMANVERSION:
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QUESTIONS:
Ehrlichman should be asked about:
i. Calls to Mitchell and others; call from Caulfield.
2. Whether he
he heard it on the
told Ehrlichman on
what we know about

was told McCord was involved - - he says
news, but Caulfield says that Caulfield
June 17. This takes on new importance with
Burning Tree.

3. Whether he had any contact with Petersen or Kleindienst over the weekend. He should be asked to "think hard"
about this, with the suggestion that we have testimony that
he did make such calls. E.g., the call to "shut it down in
24 hours,"to Petersen.
4. In the Grand Jury he iestified about a
in the Senate, two calls to him. Why?

call to Ziegler

5. What trans@~red in the call to Colson, in detail?
6. When did he first hea~ the name of Caddy?
7. What did Haldeman tell him about the press release?
8. Press for details of a call to Mitchell.

9. JUNE 19: FIRST CONTACTS WITH DEAN, KNOWLEDGE OF
LIDDY’S INVOLVEMENT
In the Grand Jury, Ehrlichman denied that he was
made aware of Liddy’s involvement on June 19 or that Dean
ever told him that Dean had talked to Liddy and Liddy
had said it was "Liddy’s operation." Both Glanzer and
Silbert pursued Ehrlichman on this, but perhaps not enough
for a perjury charge.
In the Senate, Ehrlichman freely admitted that
Dean informed him on June 19 of Dean’s meeting with Liddy
and Liddy’s confession that it was "Liddy’s operation."
However, Ehrlichman refuses to admit that Dean told him
June 19 of Magruder’s involvement or the early 1972 planning
meetings, as Dean claims.
In the Senate, Ehrlichman also made the astonishing
statement that Dean told him -- or he otherwise knew -on June 19 that
the Justice
Department was aware of Liddy’s nvolvement, that "CRP
had further direct involvement.’, But Ehrlichman claims
he didn’t tell this to the President and does not know
if anybody else did either.
This August
is especially
in light
of the the
P~esident’s
15, 1973interesting
statement that
throughout
summer he was asking for progress reports, and was repeatedly told that nobody beyond the seven ultimately indicted were involved. (See AREA No. Ii, infra)
DEAN VERSION:
Ehrlichman
called
thehad
morning
of June 19.
Dean told
Ehrlichman
of a Dean
call on
Dean
just received
from Magruder, who had told Dean the operation was "all
Liddy’s fault." Ehrlichman told Dean to call Colson and
find out the extent of Colson’s involvement, and to check
with Kleindienst about what the Justice Department knew
and was doing. Ehrlichman also approved Dean’s contacting
Liddy directly.
Dean did call Colson, who said he had already spoken
with Ehrlichman about Hunt’s employment status. Colson
d~nled any involvement. Dean also met around noon with
Liddy on the street. Liddy told Dean the full details of
the break-in, that Liddy and Huntwere involved, etc.
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In Mid-afternoon, Dean reported to Ehrlichman
"in full" concerning Dean’s meeting with Liddy, Liddy’s
involvement, and a phone call Dean received from Sloan
expressing Sloan’s concern about the money CRP had disbursed to Liddy. Dean told Ehrlichman that Sloan ~as
,worried." Dean did not tell Ehrlichman about Strachan’s
havlng received orders from Haldeman to destroy files,
because Dean assumed Ehrlichman already knew about this
from Haldeman himself. (SC St. 43-48, 96)
LOGS:
Ehrlichman’s logs for June 19 show:
12:00 noon:
1:45 P.M.:
4:00 P.M.:

Dean
AG Kleindienst
Dean, Colson, Clawson, Kehrli

EHRLICHMAN GRAND JURY VERSION:
In the 5/3 GJ 86-105, Ehrlichman claimed that he
had no "present recollection" of Liddy’s name being
mentioned during any of the meetings with Dean during the
entire week after the break-in, at least unless Liddy
was identified in the newspapers as having been involved.
He cannot specifically deny that Liddy’s name came up.
He knows that at some point he was advised of Liddy’s
involvement, but cannot remember if it was within a week,
a month, or three months from June 17. He believes it
was Dean who so advised him, but can’t recall. Ehrlichman
does not recall Dean was giving him any information that
wasn’t at least available to the Justice Department.
Ehrlichman does recall he met twice with Dean, alone,
before the 4:00 p.m. meeting, for a total of three times
on June 19.
In his 5/9 GJ appearance at pp. 136-143, Ehrlichman
says he cannot recall any conversation with Haldeman and
Dean, shortly after the break-in, in which Dean informed
him that Dean had spoken with Liddy and Liddy said it was
Liddy’s operatfon. He does not recall any conversation
between June 17 and 28 in which, with Dean and Haldeman,
Ehrlichman was informed of this. Q. Would he deny "such
a conversation"? A. Between me and Dean, or Dean and
Liddy? Q. A conversation in which you were a participant.
You and Mr. Haldeman and Mr. Dean, in which you were~ ad-
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"vised that Mro Liddy told Mr. Dean that he was involved. A. With the present of my. recollection, I
would have to deny it. Q. You deny it sir? A.
(Nodding) Ehrlichman then says he does not remember
when he first became aware of Liddy being involved,
doeun’t recall if it was in June, and does not recall
who told him,, or in what context.
EHRLICHMAN SENATE VERSION:
Ehrlichman has noproblem remembering, ±n the
Senate, that Dean told him on June 19 of Dean’s meeting
with Liddy and of Liddy’s statement that it was "Liddy’s
operation." (SC Tr. 5240-52, 5284, 5357-61)
On June 19 Ehrlichman was informed by Dean that
Dean had had a conversation with Liddy, that Liddy was
employed at CRP, that Liddy. said it was his operation
but that nobody at the White House was involved.
Ehrllchman does not recall Dean’s telling Ehrlichman
about Dean’s conversation with Magruder earlier on that
day. In answer to a question whether Dean also told
Ehrlichman that Liddy said Magruder was involved, Ehrlichman
says .he cannot recall whether or not Dean told him. All
Ehrlichman knows is that by.the end of July Ehrlichman
had a "feeling" that Magruder had som~ involvement.
Ehrlichman also claimed (Tr. 5360) that on June 19,
Dean told him that the Justice Department was aware of
Liddy’s involvement, was aware that someone other than
the five who had been arrested were involved, that CRP
had additional involvement, "further direct involvement,"
and that it was just a matter of time before Liddy was
picked up. Ehrlichman did not relate this information
to the President, and is not sure whether anybody else did.
At SC Tr. 6196, Ehrlichman appears to pull away
from hhis testimony a little bit, saying that Dean didn’t
tell him "all" of Liddy’s conversation, in response to a
question whether Ehrlichman knew on June 19 of the early
1972 planningmeetings.
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QUESTIONS-.
three
There are t~o important area of questioning here:
1. Ehrlichman’s possible perjury ¯with respect to knowing
from Dean on June 19 that Liddy had talked to Dean and told
Dean it was "Liddy’s operation."
Ehrlichman should be asked if he recalls telling this
Grand Jury that no such conversation with Dean ever occurred,
and that he had no recollection of when he learned of Liddy’s
involvement (first week or first three months) or from whom,
but it certainly was not by Dean telling him Liddy told Dean.
2. When Ehrlichman first knew Magruder was involved. ¯Even
in the Senate, he contends that Dean probably didn’t tell him
this on June 19 - -i.e., about Magruder’s call to Dean.
Well, then, when did he learn of Magruder’s having a problem?
He says it was "by July 31". Was it by June 20? June 21?
3. The meeting with Kleindienst. If, as he claims, the
Justice Department already knew about Liddy and CRP involvement on June 19, did he discuss this with Kleindienst? Did
Kleindienst tell him-about the Burning Tree episode? What
id Kleindiesnt tell him? If not about the investigation,
hat? If about the investigation, then Ehrlichman must have
knowwJustice didn’t know about Liddy on June 19. How does
he reconcil4, then, his failure to inform Kl@indienst?

~

I0. JUNE 20 :. FIRST MEETING OF ALL THE ACTORS,
EHRLICHMAN AND HALDEMAN THEN MEET THE
PRESIDENT

LOGS :
Ehrlichman’s own logs show that on June 20, he
me~ first withHaldeman before 9:00 a.m.; then at 9:00
a.m. Haldeman and Ehrlichman met with Mitchell. These
three were joined by Dean at 9:45, AG Kleindienst at
9:55, and all five met until 10:30 a.m.
At 10:30 a.m. Ehrlichman logs and the WH logs
show that Ehrlichman met with the President until at
least 11:~ a.m.
At about 11:30 a.m. Haldeman met with the
President for an hour or more.
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
First Senate appearance: The 9:00 a.m. Tuesday
morning meeting was for the purpose of gathering as much
information as possible at the top levels. It was convened at Ehrlichman’s own request. Ehrlichman doesn’t
recall~specifically what was discussed at that meeting.
He thinks he, Haldeman and Mitchell "pretty much compared ~gnorances about this thing and agreed to part
company and try to develop additional information."
(SC Tr. 5361-67) Ehrlichman does not believe he told
the President that morning that Liddy was involved;
Ehrlichman does not know whether anybody else told the
President that fact. Ehrlichman does not believe he had
anything "for sure" to add towhat the President had in
his news summary that morning. Ehrlichman is not sure
whether the President knew about Liddy at that point in
time.
Later Senate appearance:
On his last day of
testimohy, Ehrlichman admitted that the 9:00 a.m. meeting
was not only for the purpose of gathering information but
also "to ask questions." However, Dean didn’t contribute
much. The purpose of the meeting was primarily to hear
from Mitchell and Kleindienst, to find outthe progress
of the investigation. (SC Tr. 5923-25)
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Xn this testimony, Ehrlichman appears to back
away fromhls previous testimony that Dean had told
him in full about Liddy’s conversation with Dean
June 19. Ehrllchman’s"impression,, is that Dean told
Ehrllchman "part of Liddy’s conversation at a later time.
HALDEMAN VERSION:
Haldeman has no recollection of what was discussed
at the June 20 meetings, but believes Waterga~e was probably one of the topics. (SC Tr. 6196)
KLEINDIENST VERSION:

GJ 31-

QUESTIONS:
¯ Ehrlichman has made some pretty damaging remarks in
the Senate about what was discussed at the 9¯ a.m. til
10:30 a.m. meeting: e.g., involvement of McCord and Liddy,
etc. This meeting should be gone into in detail.
Also, what did he then tell the President? Did the.
President know about Liddy? If not from Eh~lichman, how
would he know it? If Ehrlichman didn’t tell him, then
wasn’t Ehrlichman holding back from the President?

11.

JUNE 17-20: EHRLICHMAN’S RESPONSIBILITY FOR.
MAKING AN INVESTIGATION, AND HIS
:::::: CONTACTS WITH THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT

GRAY VERSION:

"Shut down the investigation-

L~OGS AND MEETINGS:
Ehrlichman’s logs and testimony show that he met
Dean three times on June 19; met Kleindienst in Ehrlichman’
office from 1:45 until 2:00; 10:00 p.m. on June 19; and
did not meet with or talk with the President until
10:30 a.m. on June 20. (WH Logs)
Ehrlichman has no recollection of the substance
of his meeting with Kelindienst,
might
have been

pRESIDENT’S VERSION:
"In the White House, the" investigation’s responslbility were given to Mr. Ehrlichman, at the highest
level, and he in turn delegated them to Mr. Dean, the
White House counsel, something of which I was aware and
of which I approved... I wanted to know if any White
House staff member was ~n any way involved." (8/22/73
news conference)
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STRACHAN ’ S VERSION:
On June 18, 1972, Higby told Strachan that
Ehrlichman had been assigned by the President to "take
care of Watergate." (SC Tr. 4493-94)
EHRLICHMAN’ S VERS ION:
Ehrlichman disagrees with Higby’s testimony that
the President instructed Ehrlichman to be put in charge
of the investigation. Ehrlichman says that he was in
DC, the President was in Florida. Ehrlichman and Dean
meh at noon June 19, and from then on "the ball was in
Dean’s court."’ Ehrlichman instructed Dean that it was
important for "us" to keep well¯informed. Ehrlichman
assumed Dean was telling him everything he found out,
on a daily basis.
¯ ¯
Ehrlichman ¯statesflatly that the President never
asked Ehrlichman to "personally involve myself in any
inquiry or investigation in this matter until March 30."
(SC Tr. 5859)
Ehrllchman "believes" Dean conducted an investigation. The President got his information for the August
29 "Dean Report" press statement from Ehrlichman.
Ehrlichman was the one who gave Dean the assignment "the
first day after the break-in" to keep him fully informed
on developments. Ehrlichman seems to say that Ehrlichman
didn’t at that time necessarily give Dean an assignment
to determine if anybody at the White House was involved.
Ehrlichman did receive a "report" from Dean and Kleindienst on July 31 that there was no White House involvement
in the planning or discussion of the break-in. The President "knew" Dean was keeping Ehrlichman informed because
Ehrlichman was telling the President so, and feeding the
President information. Ehrlichman was also feeding information to Haldeman. Ehrlichman considered the July 31 assurance the "final word" on White House involvement.
(SC Tr. 5755-63, 5659-76)
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QUESTIONS:

The main thing to nail down here is that the President,
according to Ehrlichman, never ordered Ehrlichman to undertake an investigation.
This makes him conflict with the
President’s own statements. And if he wasn’t so ordered,
then who was? What was Haldeman’s role in Watergate? If none
was Ehrlichman the main one? How does he reconcile his
past testimony with the President’s most recent statement?
Which one is telling the truth?
Also, in this investigation, when was the first time
Eh£~ichman discussed with the President the possibility of
Liddy’s involvement? Magruder’s?
If he says he never did, wasn’t he falling down on
the job? If he did tell the President by, say, mid-July
or early July about Liddy’s operation, then why did the
President allow the CRP to go on denying anyone from CRP
except McCord had involvement right up into August or
September 1972?

What did he report to the President, and when?

IIA. DEAN’S ACCESS TO FBI REPORTS

DEAN VERSION:
In June, Dean raised with Ehrlichman the question of
whether Dean shouldn’t be looking at the results of the
FBI reports in the investigation. Ehrlichman agreed that
this would be a good idea. (SC St. 71)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
Ehrlichman was not familiar with how Dean "got or
used" FBI reports. He does not feel it was an unusual
or improper procedure. (SC Tr. 5666) When Ehrlichman was
counsel, this Was a "matter of fairly common practice."
Dean’s use was for his "investigation," as far as Ehrlichmar
knew. Dean also sat in on FBI interviews with White House
staff members, "with the knowledge and consent of all of us,
in order to pick up information as to whether there was any
White House wrongdoing.
Ehrlichman knew that Dean was getting information
concerning the investigation from Henry Petersen, but did~
not know he was "using that information to prep witnesses
who were coming to the Grand Jury." (5/3 GJ 103)
As to FBI reports, Ehrlichman was "given to believe"
by Dean that Petersen had approved Dean’s receiving them,
but he can’t recall when Dean told him that. (5/9 GJ
51) ~Ehrlichman also got the impression that Dean was
getting information from some attorneys in the case, and
from Silbert and Glanzer. (Id___L.)

12. JUNE 19: MEETING ON HUNT’S SAFE, 4 P.~4.
DEAN’S VERSION: (Dean St. 48)
Dean attended a meeting with Colson in Ehrlichman’s
office on June 19. Ehrlichman asked where Hunt was, but
Dean and Colson had no idea. Ehrlichman instructed Dean
to call Liddy and have Liddy call Hunt to get out of the
~ountry. Dean followed Ehrlichman’s orders without thinkIng, but shortly after he made the call, Dean realized
it was a mistake and that no one at the White House should
give such an instruction. A brief discussion followed,
with Colson and Dean convincing Ehrlichman that the phone
call~was not wise. Ehrlichman first said that there was
nothing improper, since Hunt was not a fugitive from jus-"
tlce, but eventually agreed with Dean. Dean immediately
called Liddy back to retract the initial request, but
Liddy informed Dean that he had already passed along
the message and it might be too late to retract it.
Following this discussion, the meeting turned to
Hunt’s status at the White House. Dean had heard from
Fielding, whom Dean had asked to check on it, that Hunt
had not drawn a check from his White House consultantship since late March, 1972. But as far as Dean knew,
the ~records indicated that ~was still a White House
consultant to Colson. Colson, on the other hand, disowned Hunt as a member of his staff. Ehrlichman then
called Kehrli and asked him to bring Hunt’s employment
records to the meeting. Before Kehrli arrived, Colson
raised the matter of’Hunt’s safe, and, without getting
specific, said that it was imperative that the contents
be cleared. Colson suggested, and Ehrlichman concurred,
that Dean take custody of the contents of the safe.
When on
Kehrli
arrived
Ehrlichman
and Colson
Hunt’s
statusheatwas
thequizzed
White by
House.
Colson
argued that Hunt should have been removed from the White
House records as of March 31, 1972. Kehrli’s records,
however, did not indicate that. This was later resolved
between Colson and Kehrli, and Dean speculates that the
records were in some way altered.
Ehrlichman
Kehrli-where
Hunt’s Following
office wasthis,
located
and how asked
the contents
of his
safe could be removed. Kehrli explained that he would
have to call the GSA to open the safe. Colson said it
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had to be done immediately. Ehrlichman instructed
Kehrli to have Dean present when the safe was opened
and to give Dean the contents of the safe. Kehrli
promised to call Dean when arrangements had been made
for opening the safe, and then left. Ehrlichman told
Dean to report to him (Ehrlichman) on the contents of
Hunt’s safe.
EHRLICHMAN’S VERSION:

(GJ 5/3/73 62; 5/9/73 8;
Sen. 5429, 5655)

Ehrlichman met with Dean, Kehrli, Clawson, and
Colson in Ehrlichman’s office on June 19 to try to resolve Hunt’s employment status at the White House.
Kehrli brought Hunt’s personnel records to the meeting,
but there was still some disagreement, primarily between Colson and Kehrli, as to Hunt’s status. Colson
claimed that he had informed personnel of Hunt’s
termination, but Kehrli said that the records did not
bear that out. It was not ~eally a question of Hunt’s
still being on the White House payroll, but rather
when he went off the payroll. Hunt’s departure had been
complicated by problems of pension eligibility, and
Kehrli’s records indicated that Hunt was terminated
later than Colson recalled. Colson and Kehrli promised
to recheck their records on the matter. Clawson was
present only for the purpose of getting enough information to answer press inquiries, but no direction was
given to Clawson because of the inability of the others
to resolve their differences.
There was also disagreement on whether Hunt had
a White House office on that day. Ehrlichman learned
that Hunt did not have an office but that he had left
a safe behind. (Though Ehrlichman told the Grand Jury
that he wasn’t sure whether Hunt’s safe was discussed
at this meeting, he told the Senate that one of the
purposes of that meeting was to discuss Hunt’s safe.)
It was agreed that several people should be present when
the GSA opened the safe. Kehrli suggested that a Secret
Service man be present. Ehrlichman said that Dean should
be there and should take custody of the contents of the
safe. Ehrlichman made this suggestion because he was
concerned that some of the contents of the safe might be
evidence and he wanted to set up a chain of custody.
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Ehrlichman denies ever suggesting to Dean that
Liddy be called for the purpose of having Hunt leave
the country. When Dean told Ehrlichman this, in 1973,
Ehrlichman checked with the others at the meeting -Kehrli, Colson, and Clawson -- and none of them recalled Ehrlichman’s having made such a statement.
KEHRLI’S VERSION: (GJ 30; OI)

On June 19, Ehrlichman asked Kehrli to bring
Hunt’s personnel files up to Ehrlichman’s office.
When Kehrli got there, Colson, Dean, Clawson and
Ehrlichman were discussing how the press would react
to Watergate. Kehrli was asked if Hunt’s name was still
on the White House employment rolls and Kehrli said that
it was. Colson strongly disagreed. The matter was left
unresolved. Thereafter, the group discussed Hunt’s
office. Either Ehrlichman or Dean asked Kehrli to go
to Hunt’s office and see what was there. Hunt’s safe
was also discussed, and Kehrli said that the GSA would
have to open it because he didn’t have the combination.
It was decided that Kehrli would have the safe opened
and that Dean would be there when that happened. Either
Dean or Ehrlichman gave these instructions.
CLAWSON’S VERSION: (OI, Tape)¯
Clawson attended a meeting with Ehrlichman,
Colson, Dean and probably Kehrli concerning Hunt’s
employment status. Kehrli told Clawson that Kehrli
would get together all the information which Clawson
needed for a public statement about Hunt. Ehrlichman
called Clawson to his’office. By this time, Clawson
had prepared a draft release, leaving out information
such as when Hunt began as a consultant, when terminated,
etc.
The meeting lasted about half an hour, during
which Clawson filled in the blanks from Kehrli’s records.
Clawson departed in a hurry to get the release out. The
others at the meeting remained behind.
During the meeting there had been a dispute
whether Colson was Hunt’s"employer..’ Colson kept
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denying it, saying Hunt worked for the Domestic
Council. Ehrlichman didn’t confirm that, but he
didn’t deny it either, and since Ehrlichman was head
of the Council Clawson concluded that it was proper
to say that Hunt worked for the Domestic Council.
Nonetheless, Clawson was concerned by Colson’s repeated denials coupled with Colson’s repeated statements
that "I recommended Hunt."
Clawson does not recall any discussion of Hunt’s
safe and does not recall that he even knew at the time
that Hunt had a safe.. Clawson does not recall any argument over when Hunt had last worked for the White House.
Clawson did not raise the question whether Hunt was
actually terminated.
Clawson has no memory of Ehrlichman’s suggesting that Hunt leave the country, or that the materials
in HuntWs safe be destroyed.
COLSON’S VERSION: (Proposed Sen. St.; Tape)
Colson attended meetings on June 19 with Ehrlichman
and Dean to determine what Hunt’s status was at the
White House and when that service had been terminated.
He does not recall the exact sequence of the meetings or
who attended each meeting, but it was determined that
Hunt’s consultant relationship with the White House had
been terminated on March 30, 1972 but that through an
error caused by Hunt’s survivors’ benefits election,
the proper steps had not been Undertaken t o process
Hunt’s termination. Colson also learned to his surprise
that Hunt still maintained a safe in an office in the
Executive Office Building. Colson suggested to Dean
that he (Dean) take custody of the safe.
On June 19, Dean told Colson in a conversation
in Colson’s office that Hunt "had been ordered out of
the country," or words to that effect. Colson exploded,
saying that that was "the dumbest thing he ever heard."
Dean then made a phone call. Colson does not know who
issued the original order to get Hunt out of the country,
but Dean later told Colson thatit was on the basis of
Colson’s objections that Dean countermanded the original
order.
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Colson has no recollection of attending a
meeting with Clawson, Kehrli, Ehrlichman and Dean
in Ehrlichman’s office.
QUESTIONS:
1. Ehrlichman
t~stified
(5/3 GJ
71) thatabout
he
discovered
that Haldeman
was "fully
informed"
the matters discussed at this meeting, and assumes
Dean or Kehrli informed him. "
What discussions did Ehrlichman have with
Haldeman? What did Haldeman know about Hunt’s status?
Hunt’s safe?
2. Ehrlichman testified (5/3 GJ 75) that he ¯
could recall no other meetings with Colson ~on June 19.
Colson, however, says in his SC Statement that he had
"several" meetings with Ehrlichman that day, but can’t
remember the exact "sequence" of them.
What other meetings and contacts with Colson
did Ehrlichman have?

re very damaging to Ehrlichman, since they
.t.appear
he
was leading
both persons
on about
thewas
meeting. Where is the
converaation
with Kehrli
if it
taped?
’
4. Go into the substance of the meeting. When did
Ehrlichman first know about a safe? Who told him? What were
the discussions about Hunt’s status? Who directed whom to dc
what? [Based on our interviews with and interrogation of
Kehrli, Shapiro, Clawson, etc., we now have a much better
picture of this situation.]
5. Why was it important ~o clear Hunt’s safe?

13. JUNE 20 ON: DEAN AND EHRLICHMAN DISCUSS THE CONTENTS¯
OF HUNT’S SAFE
DEAN VERSION:
Sometime after Colson’s FBI interview [June 22], Dean
and Ehrlichman discussed how to deal with the contents of
Hunt’s safe. Dean reD.orted to Ehrlichman fully on the contents of the ~fe~ the electronic equipment, the 6~us "
cable, and Ellsbefgmaterial. Ehrlichman suggested that
Dean shred the cable material and "d~ep-six" the briefcase. Dean asked him what he meant. He said, "Well, you
go over theri~er at night, don’t you. Drop the briefcase
in." Dean suggested Ehrlichman do it himself. Ehrlichman
said, ".No thanks." Dean then took this up with Fielding,
who was equally upset with such an idea. While pondering
what to do, Dean took the briefcase in his car, and gave
the cables to Young. Finally, Dean told Ehrlichman too many
people had seen the material, and suggested that the sensit~
material be given directly to Gray. Ehrlichman assented.
(SC St. 59, 79) ¯
FIELDING VERSION:

PETERSEN VERSION:

(GJ)

CONT~INUED (~.3)

HALDEMAN VERS I ON:

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
: Ehrlichman recalls only one meeting with Dean on the
contents of Hunt’s safe. Dean told him that some electronic
equipment was in there, and sensitive political documents
that could be "damaging." Pean did not say what ~ose
documents weret and ~hrlichm~n never asked, b~c~,1~ in cas~.
h~w-as"iw~tness in a c.ivii---~se he didn’t want to ’know to~
~. Dean never told him what sensitive materials wer~ ~
the safe, or why they were sensitive. That was Dean’s
"full report." Ehrlichman never told Dean to "deep-six"
anything. However, Ehrlichman admits they did have discussions about the "river", because Dean’s house was in danger
of being flooded at that point and Dean was at home a lot,
which was why he held the documents so long. in that contex~
they had a discussion about the river. (5/3 GJ 171;
5/9 GJ 27-36; SC Tr. 5429-38, 5927)
QUESTIONS:
There are some small inconsistencies in Ehrlichman’s
testimony about precisely what he learned from Dean about
the contents of the safe. For instance, he first tended to
testify he wasn’t told what the "sensitive" documents were;
then he changed in the Senate to a small degree. How many
discussions were there ? (He appears to claim only one.)
Go into the discussions about the "river", which Ehrlichman now acknowldges.

14.

JUNE 28:

JDE Logs :

Logs:

DEAN AND EHRLICHMAN GIVE GRAY HUNT SAFE
MATERIALS

6:30 p.m., Gray, Dean
President talked to JDE on the phone,
from Camp David, for one minute at 7:48 p.m.

DEAN VERSION: (Dean St. 80-81; Sen. 2634-41)
It was Dean’s idea to turn over the politically
sensitive contents of the Hunt file to Gray. Ehrlichman
called Dean on June 28 and said he was meeting with Gray
later that day, and that Dean should bring the documents
over at that time. Dean went into Ehrlichman’s office
before Gray arrived and placed the documents on the coffee
table. Gray was called in and told by Ehrlichman that
these were some materials from. Hunt’s safe, and that Dean
had turned over the rest of the safe to FBI agents.
Ehrlichman and Dean told Gray that the papers were "political
dynamite," but unrelated to Watergate. Gray then placed the
materials in his briefcase. At no time when Dean was present
was Gray instructed to destroy, the documents, only that
their contents should never be made public. Dean then
left the meeting.
EHRLICHMAN VERSION: (GJ 5/3/73

171; 5/9/73 28; Sen. 5434)

Within four or five days after the safe was opened,.
Ehrlichman met with Dean to discuss the contents. Ehrlichman
~ever learned what the material actually contai~ed~e-cause D~n had told him that ne ~Enrlichman) wohld probably
~e ~eP~.sed--in the DNC suit and s~uld ~o~..know too much. ~"
uean was very concerned about turning the materia-l~6~r
to the FBI because it was very politically sensitive and
the FBI had been experiencing leaks. Dean suggested
dividing the Hunt safe contents into twogroups, and giving
the politically sensitive material directly to Gray.
Ehrlichman agreed. Ehrlichman had a pre-arranged meeting
with Gray and suggested that Dean bring the materials over.
Dean did so and arrived before Gray. When Gray came in,
Dean handed him a fat manila envelope, which was sealed in
Ehrlichman’s presence. Ehrlichman gathered from the lack
of conversation that Gray knew what the contents were. Dean
told Gray that the contents had nothing to do with Watergate, but were very~politically sensitive and must not be

"I
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leaked. It was made clear that the sensitivity was
for political, not national security, reasons. No one
suggested that the documents be destroyed, or that the
materials be given to the grand jury. Ehrlichman never
called up Kleindienst or the U. S. Attorneys to tell
them that Gray had been given these materials. Dean
then left, and Ehrlichman and Gray discussed the leak
problem.
GRAY .VERSION:

Sen. 7072)

Gray had a 6:30 appointment with Ehrlichman on
June 28, 1972 to discuss FBI leaks. When Gray arrived
in Ehrllchman’s office, Dean was already there. Gray
did not expect to see Dean. Ehrlichman said, "John
has something that he.wants .to turn over to you." Dean.
then gave Gray two white legal .size file folders and sald,
"These files contain copies of sensitive, classified
documents with natlonal security impllcations and political
overtones that Howard Hunt had been working on. They have
absolutely nothing to do with Watergate and are in no way
related to Watergate. And we want you to take these
files." They alsotold Gray that the two files he was.
given should not be allowed to muddy the issues in the
Watergate case and should not be made part of the FBI
files. Dean emphasized that the files had national
security implications and were political dynamite.
Gray was told that the documents were from Hunt’s safe.
Gray did not examine the contents of the files. Dean
also told Gray that the documents should never see the
light of day. Ehrlichman heard this remark but made no
responses. Gray felt the remark and the tone in which
it was made unmistakably meant that Ehrlichman and Dean
wanted the documents destroyed. The meeting with Dean
lasted about five minutes. The~e was no discussion of
the documents after Dean left the room.
9UESTIONS:
JuSt go over the discussions once againl This isn’t a
very fruitful area.

15.

JUNE 21-22 :

KNOWLEDGE OF MEXICAN CHECKS :
OTHER MEETINGS

LOGS AND MEETINGS:
June 21:

8:45 a.m. Mitchell, Haldeman, Ehrlichman
met til 9:30
9:35 a.m. Ehrlichman called Pat Gray
11:30 a.m. Dean met Gray, Gray’s office
4:30 p.m. Dean met with Ehrlichman,
Ehrlichman’s office
5:26 p.m. Dean spoke with Gray

June 22:

9:00 a.m. Ehrlichman met Haldeman,
Colson, Mitchell, and MacGregor
a.m. Dean called Gray to set up a
meeting
11:45 a.m. Ehrlichman met Mitchell alone
6:30 p.m. Dean met with Gray, Gray’s office

DEAN’S VERSION:
On June 21, after seeing Gray, Dean reported to
Ehrlichman on Dean’s contacts with Gray. Dean told
Ehrlichman that Bates was heading the investigation.
Dean’learned from Gray on June 21 (or possibly from
Mitchell) about the money having been traced to Barker’s
account, and about the Andreas and Mexican checks.
Mitchell and Stans asked Dean to ask the White House
to help them "avoid embarrassment" on this issue.
[Probably this report was made at 4:30 p.m. June 21.
The June 22 Ehrlichman/Mitchell meeting may have been
to discuss this question.] Dean reported to Haldeman
and Ehrlichman on the problem of the checks, and on
Mitchell’s request. (SC St. 67-69)
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At the request of Ehrlichman and Haldeman, Dean
then went to see Gray again to see how the FBI was
handling the checks. Gray told Dean about his "theories
of the case" and that the FBI was going to meet with
CIAon it. [Gray had in fact called Helms the afternoon of June 22.] Dean passed this CIA information.
on to Ehrlichman and Haldeman. (SC St. 69-69A)
EHRLICHMAN’S VERSION:
In his DNC Deposition, Ehrlichman answered "NO"
to the question whether he had any information that
any cash contribution was used to finance the break-in.
(DNC 209)
Ehrlichman has no recollection of what Was discussed
at the various meetings on June 21 and June 22, but knows
that he did not discuss "Wh~ House horrors" with Mitchell;
he believes ~ergate may have been discussed.
Ehrlichman admits that he must have known sometime
during this week that a large sum on money was identified
as having been deposited in Barker’s account in Florida,
since the subject was discussed at the June 23 meeting
with Helms and Walters. But Ehrlichman denies the Presi,.
dent instructed him to bring that issue up on June 23 or
that Haldeman told him the President had so instructed
Haldeman. Ehrli~hman maintains that he learned about
the problem of the Mexican checks from the newspapers,
not from Dean or Mitchell. (SC Tr. 5590; 5/3 GJ 97)
GRAY VERSION:

¯ CONTINUED (15)
COLSONVERSION:
At the June 22 meeting at 9 a.m., Mitchell told
Colson that HowardHunt was "up to hisears" in Watergate. (Colson DNC~Dep. 70)
HALDEMAN VERSION:

WH LOGS: Ehrlichman met wi~ the President on June 21
at 12:38 a.m. til 1:22 p.m., on " Mass Transit."
They also met for an hour on June 22, at 5:30 p.m.,
on "the broadcasting industry."
QUESTIONS:
I. Is it his position that Dean never told him about the
Mexican checks problem, and Barker’s account and the traceability of the money to CRP? (Yes: he says he read about th~
in the newspapers; maybe he’ll admit it here.) Did Mitchell
ever tell him about this?
2. What was discussed with Mitchell on June 22? Did Mit~
ever say anything about avoiding "embarrassment" on the ch~
3. Did Ehrlichman ever hear’Mitchell tell Colson at the
June 22 meeting that Hunt was "up to his ears in Watergate?
(Colson testifies to it in the DNC.)
4. Press on whether Mitchell told Ehrlichman about his
interview with LaRue and Mardian after they had talked to
Liddy. Did he ever mention that this had even occurred?

JUNE23, 1972 EHRLICHMAN-SLOANMEETZNG
EHRLI.CHMAN VERSION: " ~ .................

/ " ’’

Ehrllchnmn met with Sloan on June/23 in :Ehrllehman’s
office. Ehrlichman’s. logs show a 2:00 p..m., appo,£ntment.
Sloan had been at a parry with Ehrli’chman’s assistant Ken
Cole the pre~ious night and .had requested themeetlng
(GJ 5/3/73 I00; DNC Dep. 131). Cole told Ehrllc~ at~
breakfast on June 2.3 ~tha.~ S1oan had: been q~Ite drunk the
..niEht before and had obviously been. very dlstra~ght.~
Sloan%old Ehrli~chman t~. ,hat he wa~s very concerned

about his (S ’ s) future., es~ecially .since. he. mi~ht be
Eoing to jail. Sloan’s wl e was a.lso-~pset. As Sloan
was about to Eo into the reasons for these dlfflcuIties,
¯ Ehr1~chman cu~ him off and asked .if he had an a~to ~rney.
When Sloan said that he did .not~i Ehrllchman,~ e~-cerned
that Sloan was a~out to make some~ d~EinE admissions,
told Sloan to talk to ~an attorney first and~nhen to" Eo
to the. proper au~horiti.es if he still felt he had some
fnformation to provide.

Ehrl ichman

SLOAN VERSION

Sloan had indicated to Ken Cole ~at a. boat parry on
the :even.lng of June 22 that he ..had s.omethlng.~i::he.~anted, to
.tell: Ehrllchman (Stoat Sen.. 12511). Cole called him iback
~ next morning and said. that Ehrlichman.would see ~m
at 2:00 p,m, Sloan and Ehrlichman first made some small
talk, and then Sloan told Ehr1~chman: in general terms
that there were some problems at-CEP:which were such that
someone external to the campaign ~ha~to ¯look at the~.
Sloan also expressed his personal concern~about the money
which h~ had disbursed.
Ehrllchman took¯ Sloan ’ s problemsi!:~.~to be, iof.: a personal
¯ nature .and promised Sloan-that he woul~ a~d him In
a lawyer and would always be.hls f~,
to know

0

When Sloan returned to CRP, :S~. chewedhlm out
for having tone over to Ehrllchnmn (O~).

16. JUNE 23: CIAMEETING
INTRODUCTION: EHRLICHMAN’S

5/3 Grand Jury: Ehrlichman acknowledges a meeting
"within two or three weeks" after June 17, with Walters
and Helms, to discover whether CIAhad any role in Watergate. The FBI had mentiQned this possibility to Dean, and
Dean had asked for the meeting with CIA on a confidential
basis. They came in and we talked about it, and they said
no, there was no connection that they knew of. Walters
was asked to let the Bureau know that there was no connecttion..(5/3 GJ 170) "

5/30 Sen. Approp. Comm: On. the basis of special information ~’vailble to the President, the President directed
Haldeman to convene the meeting, and outlined to him the
questions the President wanted put. Haldeman told Ehrlichman
the President wanted him to "sit in."
Senate: Haldeman askedEhrlichman to sit in on the
meeting "cold." Ehrlichman didn!t even appreciate what they
were. talking about until July 6 or 7, when he had more
extensive conversations with the President. [See No.18, infr~
(SC Tr. 5288) Ehrlichman was "pretty much an auditor" at~
the meeting, he listened until there evolved from the conversation "a clear impression that there might be a problem,
and so the conclusion of the meetings imply was that Walters
and Gray would sit down together and talk through what the
problem might be." (SC.Tr. 5292)
They didn’t get the same
kind of flat assurance about the possibility that the investj
gation might expose unrelated CIA activities that they did
.when they asked if CIA had any involvement in Watergate itse]
(5301X The only specific subjects Ehrlichman can recall bein~
discussed were the Bay of Pigs, and possibility of the Cuban~
being CIA employees, and the Mexican money, which he admits
was one of the subjects of conversation. (5309) (5590)
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All W&iters was asked to do was have a talk with
Gray and discuss with him any possible concerns. (5595)
The June 23 meeting was held at the President’s
request, and Helms and Walter were so told. Haldeman
said that "Watergate was an obvious political issue and
that the President had no alternative but to order a
full all-out FBI investigation until he was so informed
that such an investigation might expose some unrelated CIA
activites, through leaks. Helms and Walters were asked
some specific questions: whether CIA was involved (no);
whether unrelated CIA activities might be uncovered.
The answer to the latter was that CIA didn’t keep in
touch with its regional people, they would want to check
on that. What followed was a June 27 assurance, and a
July 6 written memo, denying any interest. (SC Tr. 5820-23)
The President specifically told Haldeman that he
wanted this done through General Walters, not through
Helms. (5824)
Senate Approp Comm, on substance:
Ehrlichman does not reca~l Haldeman sa~ing that the
Watergate affair was getting embarrassing, but he might have
That is withinthe realm ofpossibility~ (32~)
¯

Ehrlichman characterizes the "second question" Helms
and Walters were asked as a question whether a vigorous
investigation of the "burglars and their money sources"
might jeopardize CIA contacts, "especially in Mexico."
(290)
Ehrlichman is "not certain" whether the President’s name
was invoked in getting Walters to actually go over to see
Gray (319)
DNC Deposition, 5/24/73

In reply to the question whether unrelated CIA activities
might be jeopardized, Walters replied not except ~or
possibly the Mexican (money) aspects. (193)

CONTINUED (16)
’WALTERS
AND HELMS VERSIONS:
|

Walter’s memo of 6/28, which Helms read at the
time it was prepared .and generally concurred in
(Sen. Select at 6831), states:
"Haldeman said that the "bugging" affair
at the Democratic National Committee Headquarters
at the Watergate Apartments had made a lot of
noise and the Democrats were trying to maximize
it. The FBI had been called in and was investigating the matter. The investigation was leading
to a lot of important people and this could get
worse. He asked what the connection with the
Agency was and the Director repeated that there
wasnnone. Haldeman said that the whole affair
was getting embarrassing and it was the President’s
wish that Walters call’ on Acting FBI Director
Patrick Gray and suggest to him that since the
five suspects had been arrested that this should
be sufficient and that it was not advantageous
to have the enquiry pushed, especially in Mexico,
etc.

"Director Helms said that he had talked to
Gray on the previous day and had made plain to
him that the Agency was not behind this matter,
that it was not connected with it and none of the
suspects was working for the Agency in the last
two years. He had told-Gray that none of his
investigations was touching any covert projects~
of the Agency, current or ongoing.
"Haldeman then stated that I could tell Gray
that I had talked to the White House and suggest
that the investigation not bepushed further.
Gray would be receptive as he was looking for
guidance in the matter.
"The Director repeated that the Agency was
unconnected with the matter. I then agreed
to talk to Gray as directed, Ehrlichman implied
I could do this soon and I said I would try to
do it today.
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"Upon leaving the White House I discussed
the matter briefly with the Director. On returning
to the office I called Gray, indicated that this
was a matter of some urgency, and he agreed to see
me at 4:30 that day."
Subsequent testimony by Walters and Helms has changed
.or refined this memo in the following ways:

i. Helms does not believ~ HRH invoked RMN’s name
(Sen. Select at.6730, 6832), and Walters agrees that
that may well be incorrect. (Note of 5/18/73; Sen.
Armed Serv. Comm. 5/30 at 326; Sen. Sel. at 6951-52)
2. At one time Walters testified that HRH said,
"that it had been decided that I...would go to...Gray
and tell him that if the investigation of the Mexican,
I believe there.was something involving money to Mexico,
there was a check or something, was pursued;,it would
damage the agency’s means of transmitting money
clandestinely to Mexico or some asset of the agency
of a covert nature." (Sen. Armed Serv. Comm. 5/10
at 113-14) Subsequently, however, Walters testified
that he. thought money was not mentioned in the context
of the Mexican aspects of the investigation at this
meeting (Sen. Select at 6987-88), a point with which
Helms agrees. (Sen. Select at 6785-86). But Walters
is firm that the Mexican aspect of the investigation
was mentioned in the meeting with HRH and JE and, indeed,
was the only area where the suggestion was to be made
to Gray that the FBI investigation was of concern to
the CIA: After HRH related his conversation with Gray
the day before, HRH said, "it has been decided that
(Walters) will go to (Gray) ¯ . . and tell him that
further pursuit of this investigation in Mexico could
jeopardize some assets of the (CIA)." (Sen. Select
at 6901-02, 6948, 6988)
3. Walters has given various versions of exactly
what HRH told him to tell Gray -- from "suggest that the
investigation not be pushed further" (6/28memo) to,
e.g., "tell him that if the [Mexican] investigation ...
was pursued, it would damage the agency" (Sen. Armed
Serv. Comm. 5/10~--~he bottom line on this seems to
be Walters’ statement (when pressed on this point by
Gurney) that "I was told, you will go to Mr. Gray and
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you will tell him that if the investigation in
Mexico is pushed further, it may -- I did not say stop -it may uncover some CIA assets." (Sen. Select at 6989)
Helms agrees with the latter version, though he adds
that he understood the thrust of HRH’s instruction
to be that it had been decided Walters was to speak
to Gray to restrain (though the word "stop" was not
used) the FBI investigation in Mexico. (Sen. Select
at 6707-08, 6802)
4. Walters states that HRH did not ask~>Walters or
Helms to check with the CIA before Walters went to
see Gray to determine whether~the CIA in fact had a
problem. HRH’s comments were essentially a directive
to go see Gray. (Sen. Select at 6903) Helms agrees
and adds that there was no discussion of what CIA
operations might be uncovered. (Sen. Select at 6707,
6786, 6800-01, 6833-34) On the other hand, both Walters
(at 6903, 6960-61) and Helms (at 6708, 6718, 6786,
6801-03) thought that HRH might have had information
they did not have.
5. Walters says that HRH did nearly all of the
talking and that he does not recall JE participating
actively in the conversation. (Sen. Select at 6901)
Helms says that JE merely nodded his head,.smiled, or
agreed with what HRH said. Helms adds that at the end
HRH said Gray was looking for some kind~.~of guidance
in the matter, was probably expecting a call, and "this"
(presumably the meeting with Gray)~.should take place
as soon as possible. JE then made his sole contribution
to the conversation -- that Walters should see Gray as
soon as possible. (Sen. Select at 6707-09)
6. Walters speculates that he rather than Helms
was asked to see Gray because HRH might have thought he
(Walters) :,~’as a military man would follow HRH’s order
blindly. Also, Walters had only been on the job about
6 weeks. (Sen. Select at 6903-04) (JWD has testif±ed
that on 6/26 JE told him to deal with Walters because
the latter was a friend of the WH. Statement at 74).
Helms agrees with Walters’ speculation that the latter
was chosen because, of his military background and adds
that at the meeting he (Helms) felt he was being "talked
around" and that it was made clear they wanted Walters
rather than Helms to meet with Gray. (Sen. Select at
6745-46, 6804-05, 6819)
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7. Helms adds to Walters’ account that in referring
’
"
to the investlgat1~n
in Mexico, HRH made an unintelligib]
comment of "running into the Bay of¯ Pigs." Helms
assured HRH that he had no concern about the Bay of
Pigs or the connection of the suspects to the Bay of
Pigs.or(Sen. Sel. at 6707, 6801) Helms has given slightl
different versions of how the Bay of Pigs comment arose:
(i) When HRH was saying it had been decided Walters
was to go and tell Gray the FBI investigations in M~xico
might run into.CIA Operations, HRH mentioned that it
might turn up a lot of things having to do with the
Bay of Pigs. Helms said he did not see wha~ the Bay
of Pigs had:.~to do with anything. HRH, nevertheless,
said it would get into the Bay of Pigs. (Sen. Approps.
Subcomm. 5/16 at 240) (2) HRH told Walters to see Gray
and say the FBI~investigation in Mexico might interfere
with CIA operations. When Helms said he knew of no
such operations in jeopardy, HRHmade an incoherent
reply about the Bay of Pigs. Helms was cut off, and
HRH again ordered Walters to see Gray. (Sen. For. Relats
Comm. 5/21 at 33, 59-70)
8. Alth~ugh Helms says at one point that he
consistently pointed out that no CIA operations had
been violated by any investigation up. to then (Sen.
Select at 6708), it’s doubtful (contrary to Walters’
6/28 memo) that he said he had told Gray there was no
problem on that score. Indeed, Helms testifies that he
told Gray on 6/22 that the CIA had not been involved
in the break-in, the involvement of the Mexican lawyer
was of no concern, and none of the suspects was working
for ~he CIA in the last 2 years (except perhaps for
Martinez who had been on retainer). However, Helms
does not recall discussing with Gray the question of the
FBI uncovering other CIA
hations. (Sen. Sel at
"
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.HALDEMAN VERSION:
Purpose of Meetin~

(1)

(2) On the morning of 6/23 or the preceding afternoon, Dean informed Haldeman about an.FBI request for
guidance regarding the Watergate investigation because
of the possibility of CIA involvement. (The concern
was that Hunt, not Liddy, had a former CIA background;
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Liddy wasn’t tied into the break-in yet. DNC at 267)
(Haldeman thought he talked with Dean on the phone on
the morning of 6/23. Sen. Select at 6197) (Dean
also said he thought "we ought to have (Walters) get
over and work this Qut with (Gray)." Sen. Select at
6254,)
Haldeman immediately transmitted the FBI request
to Nixon on the morning of 6/23. (In his custOmary
morning meeting with Nixon Haldeman raised, as only
one of a number of items, Dean’s report and suggestion
that some communication be set up between the FBI and
the CIA. Nixon quickly decided: "’You and Ehrlichman
get together with Helms and Walters and make sure they
coordinate with the FBI, have Walters go over and talk
to Gray and be sur~ that there isn’t any problem here.
Also find out if the CIA was involved and find out if
the CIA has any concern about the Bay ~ Pigs question
being re-raised’ because of the fact that some of
these people were, had been involved in the Bay of
Pigs activity of the CIA and also to cover the point
that he had some concern, the President, about the
possibility of the investigation Of the Watergate being~
extended beyond Watergate itself into matters unrelated
to Watergate, that covered national security areas
.
This conversation was very brief, and Haldeman jotted"
down what Nixon said. Sen. Select at 6254-55)
Thus, as a result of a concern that unrelated
national security activities (e.g., the national
security taps and the Plumbers operation)not be
compromised and the FBI’s request from Gray to Dean
for guidance, Nixon directed Haldeman and Ehrlichman
to meet with Helms and Walters. Haldeman is n6t
sure’who made the calls to set up the meeting, but
the meeting occurred at his initiative on the request
of Nixon.
At the time Haldeman knew about the Plumbers, but
not about an effort to get a psychiatric profile on
Ellsberg or access to Fielding’s records through covert
activity inCalif.

CONTINUED (i 6)
Haldeman does not recall the Mexican aspects
.of the FBI investigation being discussed in the meeting
with Nixon and is not clear as to whether he knew about
them at the time. (Sen. Select at 6079-80, 6177-78,
6198, 6200, 6020)
Haldeman has listed the purposes of the HelmsWalters meeting as follows:
i. To learn whether there had been any CIA involvement in the break-in.
2. To ascertain whether the relation between
some of the Watergate participants and the Bay of Pigs
was a matter of concern to the CIA.
3. To inform the CIA of an FBI request for guidance
regarding some aspects of the Watergate investigation
because of the possibility of CIA involvement or impingement, directly or indirectly...
4. To discuss White House.concern regarding possible
disclosure of non-Watergate related covert CIA operations
or other national security activities, not related to
Watergate, that had been undertaken previously by some
of the Watergate principals.
5. To request Walters to meet with Gray to express
these concerns and to coordinate with the FBI so that the
’FBI’s investigation of the Watergate suspects not be
expanded into unrelated matters which could lead to disclosure of their earlier national security and CIA
activities. (DNC Dep. 5/22 at 263-268; Sen. Approp.
Subc. 5/31 at 353-371; Sen. Select at 6079-80, 6177-78,
6198-6202)
Substance
(i) There probably was a discussion about the
CIA and FBI roles in the investigation, but Haldeman
can only speculate on whether the question of the FBI’s
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concern that Watergate might have been a CIA project
was raised. Helms, in any event, assured that the CIA
had not been involved. No specific individuals among,
or assignments by, the Watergate suspects were mentioned.
Haldeman has no recollection of Walters, who was new in
the CIA, of.saying anything.

{2) (See list’of five ~urposes to the meeting,
above. The meeting covered each of these points.)
Thus, Haldeman asked Helms and Walters whether there
was in fact any CIA involvement. Helms replied with an
assurance that there was none and also, in response to
another question~ Haldeman, that the CIA had no concern
about anypossible connection between the arrested Watergate suspects and the Bay of Pigs operation. Helms said,
too, that he had given an assurance directly to Gray.
(At one point Haldeman testified that Helms indicated
that he had expressed the same opinions to the FBI as
the FBIhad made to Dean. Haldeman did not know whether
that was at Helms’ initiative or at the FBI’s. DNC at
268) But Helms’ assurance did not cover the danger of
possible disclosure of non-Watergate-related covert CIA
operations previously undertaken by some of the Waterga~e
participants. Walterstherefore was requested to meet
with Gray.to express the WH concerns and coordinate with
the FBI so that the latter’s investigation not be expanded into unrelated matters that could lead to such
disclosure. Haldeman does not recall whether he or
Ehrlichman asked Walters to do this .(DNC 266) but Walters
agreed with the request. (SAS 354, 366, 371-77; DNC
265, 288; 55 6080-81, 6201, 6258, 6256-57)
Haldeman does not recall stating at the outset of
the meeting that the DNC. break-in had made a lot of
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noise and that the Democrats were trying to maximize
it. (SAS-400) Though Haldeman has no material
conflict with Walters’ characterization of Haldeman’s
statement on June 23 that the FBI investigation was
leading to a lot of important people and that this
could get worse (SAS-401), he does not recall saying
thatthe whole affair was getting embarrassing. (SAS402)

Haldeman does not question, but does not recall,
the issue of the Mexican aspects, money, or investigation
being a specific point raised ~ the meeting. (SAS-355,
378; SSC-6202; DNC-264)
The Ellsberg break-in or even Ellsberg generally
did not arise durin~ the course of the meeting. There
was no reference to specifics at the meeting, although
Haldeman knew that non-Watergate-related national
security activities referred to the Plumbers. (SAS389)
Haldeman characterizes his instruction to Walters~
as a "request" rather than an "order," because there
was an opportunity afforded for Helms and Walters to
object or to ask for a stay if they chose to do so.
(SAS-392) Neither Walters nor Helms expressed concern
about the way matters were handled or made any objection
to the instruction given to Walters. (SAS-388, 390-392,
417, 434)
Haldeman probably did say that ~ [was] the President’s
wish . . ." that Walters go to see Gray. (SAS- 367-398)
Neither Helms Mr Walters were instructed to keep
everything "in contact" with Dean after the meeting.
(SAS-364)
The meeting lasted approximately 20 minutes, and
as far as Haldeman was concerned, that was the beginning
and the end of the matter. (SAS-426)
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Follow-up
At no time did .Haldeman believe that there had
been CIA involvement or that there was CIA exposure,
but Helms’ response, did not completely satisfy Haldeman
on the latter ~oint. Nonetheless, after Walters was
requested to take care of the matter further with Gray,
Haldeman figured his part was done. N~ither he nor
Ehrlichman had responsibility to follow up. (Sen.
Select.at 6253, 6258)
Haldeman does not.recall specifically reporting
back to Nixon, although he surmises that he did. He
would have said that he and Ehrlichman had met with
Helms and Walters, there was no CIA involvement in the
break-in, and Wa-lters was meeting with Gray to cover
the other areas. ~Sen. Select at 6259)
Haldeman was not aware until the Senate’s investigation that Dean followed up with Walters and met with
him on 6/26. The only further communication Haldeman
had with Dean on this was a brief confirmation that the
6/23 meeting had occurred and Walters was going to meet
with Gray. (Sen. Select at 6202, 6258) (Haldeman had
earlier testified in the Grand
that

Later, Haldeman testified that he
had no personal knowledge of subsequent
contacts with
Helms or Walters by Ehrlichman or Dean (DNC 5/25 at
271) and did not recall any further conversation on this
topic with Walters, Helms, or Gray. (Sen. Select at 6081)
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Finally, Haldeman was not aware at the time of Gray’s
call. (si._.~) to Nixon on 7/6. Sen. Select at 6259)
QUESTIONS:

Probably this is not a fruitful area, since Ehrlichman h
been over it so many times. But there are two inconsistenci
he might be nailed on:
i. In the Grand Jury he said Dean requested the meeting.
How could that be? After it was~-~aled that Haldeman woul.
say it was the President, Ehlrichman changed his tune and
agreed.
2. Ehrlichman says he went in "cold," but knows that
whether Walters was to contact Gray was a "conditionalS?~n
thing depending on the outcome. How did he know that?
3. Ehrlichman said in the DNC Deposition that Walters sa
that there was no problem about any unrelated CIA activites
excpt for possibly the Mexican checks. How does this square
with his other testimony?

17. JUNE 26-28: KNOWLEDGE OF DEAN-WALTERS MEETINGS

LOGS AND MEETINGS :
June 2 6 :

i0:00
ii:00
11:45
12:25

a.m.
a.m.
a.m.
a.m.

JDE met Colson, Macgregor
JDE met with the President
Dean met with Walters
Dean met with JDE

June 27: ll:45a.m.

Dean met with Walters

June 28: 10:45 a.m.
11:17 a.m.

JDE met Dean
JDE;. inta"call~-to Gray, cancelled Gray’s afternoon
meeting with Helms
Dean met with Walters
Dean met with JDE
JDE met the President, alone,
til 3:08 p.m.

11:45 a.m.
2 :i0 p.m.
2:30 p.m.

DEAN VERSION:
As a result of a meeting the previous week during which
Mardian suggested the CIA could "take care of" raising money
for the defendants and Mitchell asked Dean to take this up
with Haldeman and Ehrlichman, Dean spoke with Ehrlichman
about it on the morning of June 26. Ehrlichman thought this
was an idea .worth pursuing and suggested Dean call Walters,
rather than Helms. Ehrlichman also told Dean of the "chat"
they had had on Friday, June 23. (SC St. 74) Dean called
Walters. Walters checked back with Ehrlichman on whether he
could talk to Dean, and got the OK. Walters and Dean then
met at 11:45 a.m. June 26.
Dean reported on this meeting to Eh@lichman, and Ehrlichman told Dean to push Walters harder. Dean had raised the
question of support for the defendants with Walters, but
Walters had indicated that "the Director" felt strongly aboui
this and would probably do so only on a direct order from
the President. Ehrlichman’s response to this was, "Very
interesting." Ehrlichman said something to Dean about Walter~
seeming to forget who got him his job.

On June 27, Dean met with Walters again and again repor%
ed back to Ehrlichman lack of success.
"
On
finally
back to
mistake

June 28, they had a third meeting. Walters shut off
any possibility of CIA ass±stance. Dean reported thi~
Haldeman and Ehrlichman. They agreed it would be a
to press the matter any further.

¯ CONTINUED (17)
GRAY VERSION :

EHRLICHMANVERSION:
9rand Jury: When asked about CIA contacts other than
June .23 meeting, Ehr!ichman allowed as how he "might have"
told Dean to contact Walters at CIA to work out any problem~
because Dean was "bothered by the CIA question in there."
Ehrlichman can’t recall any specific problem, and can’t rec~
actually saying that to Dean, but he might have. (5/3 GJ 17(

Senate: At the June. 23 meeting, Haldeman and Ehrlichmar
"turne--a-~ters and Helms over to Dean" for any further
contacts they might have on it." (SC Tr. 5303) [If this is.
so, why did Walters call Ehrlichman on June 26 to check to
see if Dean was "OKto talk to??]

CONTINUED (17)
Ehrlichman was "surprised" by Dean’s testimony that
he asked Walters if CIA could raise and distribute money.
Ehrlichman concedes he "in effect set this up" by telling
Walters Dean was his White House contact, but didn’t know
about the conversations Dean had with Walters. Q: Dean did
not report back to you? A: "Not about that, no sir."
(SC Tr. 5304)

Ehrlichman was "not aware of those meetings
. I
was not aware of those series of meetings until j~s~ recently." (SC Tr. 5957)
Ehrlichman does have a clearer recollection in the
Senate than in the Grand Jury of cancelling Gray’s June
28 meeting. Asked if he cancelled a meeting, Ehrlichman
replied that he "didn’t realize that I had cancelled
it. My strong concern about that meeting was that it was
going to include some staff members from the FBI and we
were experiencing this leak problem .... " Ehrlichman
didn’t ask who would be there; he was told by Dean, he
believes. (SC Tr. 5304)
Thompson, doing the questioning, did not a~k what
Ehrlichman said or whether he might have told Gray flatly
not to have the meeting.
IQUESTIONS:
Ehrlichman’s testimoDy, which, is that he never knew
about the Waiters-Dean meetings,, is inheremtly incredible.
For one thing, Walters called him on June 26 to check if
Walters could talk to Dean. Does Ehrlichman confirm that
call? Dean met with E~rlichman~ight after the June 26
meeting with Walters, and right before and right after the
June 28 meeting. What did they talk about?

’18.

JULY 6:

FOLLOW-UP DISCUSSIONS BETWEEN EHRLICHMAN
AND THE PRESIDENT ON CIA INVOLVEMENT

LOGS

On July 6, Ehrlichman’s logs show the following
meetings:
~
8:45 a.m,
President
Haldeman, MacGregor
9:.30 a.m..
President
i0
President, Haldeman, Malek, MacGregoz
10:40 a.m.
12:30 p.m.
President
[WH logs indicate Haldeman and Ehrlichman met
the President alone from 12:30 til 2:30 p.m.]
White House logs also indicate that Ehrlichman met
with the President on July 7 and July 8 (the latter day
from 2 p.m. til 6 p.m.), and on July i0 at i0 a.m. and
ii a.m.
~
GRAY VERSION (SUMMARY) :

At 10:51
a.m. Gray reached MacGregor in California and told him
that WH staff people were misusing the CIA to obstruct
the FBI’s investigation. Gray asked MacGregor to pass
this on to the President. At 11:28 a.m. [8:28 PDT]
Gray received a call from the President. Gray told the
President "Dick Walters and I feel that people on your
staff are trying to mortally wound you by using the CIA
and FBI and confusing the question of CIA interest or
not in the people we want to interview." (Gray GJ

100-103)

CONTINUED~

(18)

EHRLICHMAN VERSION (OF MAC GREGOR/GRAY CALLS) :
Ehrlichman is aware that. the President called
Gray on July 6 and was informed by Gray that the CIA
definitively had no interest in the Watergate investigation. Ehrlichman knows that when MacGregor called
on the President on-July 6, MacGregor told the President
that MacGregor had been talking, to Gray and that Gray
felt it was important that Gray talk to the President
"right away.", and as a result, th~ President picked up
the phone immediately and called Gray. The President
told this to Ehrlichman. However, the President didn’t
tell Ehrlichman that Gray said the President’s advisers
were misusing the CIA. (SC Tr. 5821-23)
EHRLICHMANVERSION (OF JULY 6 DIscussIONS WITH THE
PRESIDENT):
When Haldeman asked Ehrlichman to sit in on the
June 23 meeting, Ehrlichman came."cold", and was
really not aware of what Haldeman’s or the President’s
concern was. However, he subsequently had a conversation
with the President on July 6 or 7 about the subject and
"had then a full feeling for what his concerns were."

CONTINUED (18)
(SC Tr, 5288) At that time, Ehrlichman learned
the President’s concern, from an "independent source,"
was .that completely disassociated activities of the
CIA might be uncovered by the FBI investigation.
Ehrlichman does not concede that.the Plumbers were
discussed July 6 or 7. He says that the President
gave him a "very full" explanation of what the.
President’s concern had been on June 23 - - a
separate source of information - - but Ehrlichman
doesn’t say what that concern was. Ehrlichman does
say that the President’s initial concern was twofold: (1) that CIA might have some involvement
in Watergate, and (2) that CIA might have some unrelated activity that could, be uncovered, by acc--~ent,
in the course of.an intensive Watergate investigation.
(SC Tr. 5291-99)
The President told Ehrlichman on July 6 that he
had "grave concern about whether or not the CIA had
made the proper judgment in telling Mr. Gray that they
would not in any way have this operation compromised
by a full FBI investigation, but since they had done
so, then the FBI should go ahead and the chips should
fall where they may."
Ehrlichman claims that the Plumbers’ activities
were not discussed on July 6 or 7..The discussions
centered around the CIA. Indeed, Ehrlichman’s consistent position has been that there was no discussion
with CIA about preventing the Plumbers’ activities from
coming out, (SC Tr. 5288), and that the President never
ordered Ehrlichman after June 17, directly or indirectly,
to be sure the Watergate investigation didn’t expose
the Plumbers. The only instructions he received on the
secrecy of the Plumbers operation came in 1971 or early
1972. This leads into the next section. No. 19, infra.
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QUESTIONS:
i. First, we need some more for our possible perjury
case against MacGregor. Ehrlichman should be quizzed about
what the President told him of this, and if he had any
discussions with MacGregor about it this weekend.
2. What "independent information’, did the President have
that lead him to suspect CIA might be hurt ewen after Jul[
6? Ehrlichman says he got a "full and compl~t~,, report on
this on July 6 that satisfied him. The country has been
waiting for the sam~ - - perhaps he’d like to start with
the Grand Jury.
What was the President’s source? What was his specific
concern? Why did he think Helms and Wa~ters might not even
know about it?
3. What discussion was thereabout the Plumbers
activities at these meetings.with the President?
4. What did Dean report on July 4 to JDE and HRH?

19.

JULY 1972: .EHRLICHMAN’S AWARENESS OF THE "WHITE
HOUSE HORRORS,"AND MOTIVATION FOR
CONCEALING THE ELLSBERG BREAK-IN

MITCHELL VERSION:
Mitchell discussed the "White House horror
activities" with Ehrlichman and Haldeman in July
¯ 1972. Those discussions were concerned with "the
strategy to keep the lid on." "There is no question
about the fact that we discussed the problems that
would arise if the parties that had been involved in
those activities in the WH were to come forward with
all of the conversations and all of the discussions
and all of the information that they had relating to
them." The parties referred to .are Hunt and Liddy.
Only these two p~rsons werediscussed. Haldeman and
Ehrlichman had an "active concern," as did Mitchell.
(SC Tr. 3693)
PRESIDENT’S VERSION:
By June 23, the President became aware that Hunt
had some involvement in Watergate, that he was a Plumbers
staff member, and that the Watergate investigation might
well lead to an inquiry into the activities of the Plumbers.
He feltit was important to avoid disclosure of ~e details
of national security matters with which the Plumbers were
concerned. In fact, once the existence of the group
became known, it would lead inexorably to a discussion
of such matters. He had to be concerned that their
"operations" not be "compromised." Therefore, he instructed Haldeman and Ehrlichman to ensure that the
Watergate investigation didn’t expose the activities
of the Plumbers unit - - and to see that this was
coordinated between Walters and Gray. (5/22/73 Statement)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
Ehrlichman was not concerned about the Ellsbe;~
break~in cominu ~ut as a r~]~ ~ Wateruate. thouu~
he knew on June 19 that Hunt and Liddy were involved
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.beca_use the Ellsberq operation was a hiahly secret
national sec!!ritv affair. Hunt an_d Liddy had ~ .....
backqround in ~aw enforcement. They would ndt ta_l.k
about it. and if they told ~ proseq~tor the PrQsec.~.tor
.would not talk about it either.
Ehrlichman in this testimony (SC Tr. 5248~52)
appears to allude to some "instructions" by the
President regarding the necessity to keep the existence
of the Plumbers from coming out in the Watergate investigation. However, he must be referring to earlier
instructions, since at SC Tr. 5294-5298, he testifies
that he considered such instructions to be "outstanding"
since "the first of 1972," and does not recall any
"new set of specific instructions" until the Pre-~dent
"renewed" his concern about the Plumbers in March 1973.
[This contradicts the President.]
Ehrlichman first became concerned about exposure
of the Ellsberg break-in on March 20, 1973, when the
Hunt threat became apparent. (SC Tr. 5312-15) This
was also the first time Ehrlichman ever talked to the
President about the Ellsberg break-in. (SC Tr. 5252).
ThePresident never expressed any "personal concern"
about Ehrlichman’s "former employees" (Hunt and Liddy).
o(SC Tr. 5314)

In March 1973, the President "renewed his strong
feeling" that the Plumbers activity was "impressed
with a strong national security aspect" and should not
come to light, and had Ehrlichman tell that to a
"nun%bet" of other people. Theyare unspecified. (SC
Tr, 5298)
Ehrlichman does not ever recall discussing the
Ellsberg break-in with Mitchell. In answer to an
inept question from Dash, he appears to say that he
never discussed with Mitchell during July 1972 any of
the other White House horrors in which Hunt and Liddy
were involved. In short, he denies Mitchell’s statement that Mitchell had discussions with him in July
1972 as a fall-out of the Mardian-LaRue briefing, since
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if Mitchell didn’t discuss with Ehrlichman the Ellsberg
break-in or any other Plumbers activity, they couldn’t
have had any discussion about White House horrors.
[Ehrlichman has denied knowing until public testimony
about Hunt’s role in the Dita Beard affair, as well.]
QUESTIONS-.
i. There is an important conflict here between the
President’s May 22 statement that he ordered Ehrlichman and
Haldeman to see to it that the Watergate didn’t expose the
Plumbers, and Ehrlichman’s testimony that the President
never said anything about this til March 21 or so.
Ehrlichman’s story is that he received instructions about
this in "early 1972" (When? Why?) and that these carried
over. But this doesn’t jibe with the President’s version.
Was the President aware that Hunt and Liddy were involve
in Watergate and Were Plumb~s employees?4Did Ehrlichman
ever discuss this with the President? Wh~
2. There is also an important conflict---\here between h
Mitchell, who says he spoke with Ehrlichman of the White . \
House horrors, and Ehrlichman’~ denial o~ that~Ehrlichman ~
should be
pinned
down
on all
hls discussions
with
Mitchell /
around
this
time,
about
Watergate
or CIA or
Plumbers.~~

20.

JUNE 28 ON~ EHRLICHMANVS KNOWLEDGE OF PAYMENTS
TO THE DEFENDANTS, SUMMER 1972, AND
CONTACTS WITH KALMBACH ....

DEAN VERSION:
On June 28 after his meeting with Walters, Dean
told Mitchell at a meeting in MitchellVs office (where
Mardian and LaRue were also present), that the CIA would
not help outwit~ funds. There was a discussion of the
need for support money, and where to find it.. LaRue
said Stans had only about $70,000 or $80,000 in cash.
Mitchellasked Deanoto get the permission of Haldeman
and Ehrlichman to use Kalmbach in this effort. Mitchell
told Dean Ehrlichmanshould be especially interested in
this project. Dean conveyed the request to Ehrllchman
and Haldeman and they gave him permission to contact
Kalmbach.
About a week later, Kalmbach reported to Dean
he had raised the money, and asked Dean to pass this on
to Ehrlichman and Haldeman, which Dean did. (Dean SC
St, 83-84)
KALMBACH VERSION:

(4/20 GJ ~; ~
(6/I/73 Letter) (6/28/73 WI)
(SC Tr. 4203-4240)

Dean called Kalmbach to Washington on June 28 and
on June 29 gave him an assignment to raise money for the
defendants’ attorneys’ fees, support for their families,
and perhaps bail. Dean said it was to be secret: a oneshot operation, requiring about $100,000, was contemplated.
Dean did not mention Ehrlichman or Haldeman but did say,
"we," which Kalmbach supposed meant those individuals
and Mitchell. (6/28/73 WI) At that time Kalmbach got
$75,100 from Stans, who said he’d have to go to a safe
deposit box.
On June 30, Kalmbach met Dean in his room at the
Statler and told him Ulasewicz would be coming down and
that Kalmbach had raised $75,000, (SC Tr. 4213)
On July 19, Kalmbach got about $40,000 from
LaRue in Dean’s office. This was transferred to
Ulasewicz in New York the following day.
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About this time, Dean indicated more money
would be needed. As a result, Kalmbach determined
to meet with Ehrlichman to confirm Dean’s instructions.
Kalmbach made this~decision to have a talk with
Ehrlichman on. account of the increasing publicity about
Watergate, the secret nature of the operation, his long
friendsh~p~with and respect for Ehrlichman, and the fact
that Ehrlichman was Dean’s predecessor and present superio~
in the White House.
Kalmbach metEhrlichman July 26 in Ehrlichman’s
office in the White House. Ehrlichman "confirmed Dean’s
authority; and that the purpose and propriety was not
to be questioned.." (Letter of June i, 1923)

Kalmbach said: "John, we’re friends, you know
my wife and family,~you know my family and reputation
are the most important things to me -- I must ask you
to tell me that this~assignment is proper and must be
carried out." Ehrlichman assured Kalmbach that it was
and said that if it ever became public, "They’ll have
our heads in their laps." (6/1/73 Letter) (SC Tr.4225)
This comment was made after Kalmbach expressed
concern about the secrecy of the operation and its
clandestine nature. (6/28/72 WI)

At theJuly 26 meeting, Kalmbach told Ehrlichman
he Would be approaching Thomas Jones for more cash,
which Kalmbach in fact received July 31 and passed to
U1asewicz at Orange County Airport August 3, 1972.

Kalmbach believes he received the second payment from LaRue of about $30,000 on July 26, not
August .8. (SC Tr,42321
Kalmbach met.Ehrlichman August 8, but believes
payments and Watergate were not discussed. (6/28/73
WI) He mayhave told Ehrlichman he had raised the
Jones cash. (SC Tr. 4236)
In late Aug~st~.Kalmbach was notified that the
FBI wanted to interview him, and he talked.with Ehrlichman
about it. Ehrlichman suggested Kalmbach first talk with
Dean, who told Kalmbach the interview would be limited
to Segretti. After the interview, Kalmbach called Dean
and said it had gonewell.

The breakfast meetlng
was
unrelated
to
Watergate.
(SC6 Tr.
Kalmbach also acknowledges meetings July
and 4238)
July 14
(for dinner), apparently unrelated to Watergate.
(SC Tro 4337)

On September 18-19 Kalmbach relayed to Ulasewlcz
final instructions for distribution of all remaining
cash.
"
On September 21., Kalmbach met. with Dean in Dean’s
office at which time there was a final reconciliation
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of his records with LaRue and Dean. (Chronology
rec. 7/11/73) At this time Kalmbach reviewed with
Dean and LaRue all his receipts and disbursements
and then burned the notes. The total amount was about
$220,000. ’ (SC Tr. 4240)
On January 18, 1973, following the Nixon Foundation Board meeting at Blair House, Dean and Kalmbach
went to Mitchell’s law office at 1701 about 4:15 p.m.
and met with Mitchell and LaRue. The subject was where
further funds could be raised. Kalmbach said he himself could not do anything further, and excused himself after about i0 minutes to go to a 5 p.m. meeting.
(letter of 6/1/73)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
In late June, Ehrlichman became aware that there
was a "need for" a "defense fund, a lawyers fee fund."
Dean told Ehrlichman that the defendants were "losing
their attorneys," because there wasn’t money to pay
them, and that Mitchell felt strongly that there was
a need for good legal representation "for a number of
reasons -- for political reasons, but also because
we had civil damage suits" in which they were codefendants. Ehrlichman defined "political reasons"
thus: "the trial would have some political impact
and good representation was simply essential "
(SC Tr. 5315-17)
"
Ehrlichman’s
conversation
with
Kalmbach
about
Kalmbach’s
being engaged
in raising
funds,
and Kalmbach’s
checking to see whether that was all right, occurred in
Kalmbach’s office in Newport Beach on July 14, 1972.
Kalmbach showed Ehrlichman his offices and then they had
a "philosophical" discussion about the fact that Kalmbach
was now back in’~the fund-raising business.. (SC Tr. 5319)
Kalmbach said something like, "Maybe you’ve heard I’m
back in this business again,,,
Kalmbach
neverand
asked
Ehrlichman
whether would
this
was proper
or legal,
if he
~had Ehrlichman
have been very slow to assure him that it was, without

~
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doing research on it; and Ehrlichman never did
any research. If Kalmbach had "invoked the names
o~ our wives" that would have been a solemn occasion,
and Ehrlichman would certainly remember it. (SC Tr.
5320, 5973)
(!n
claimed he
for 4 p.m.
"little or

the Grand Jury, 5/9 GJ at 36, Ehrlichman
recalled this meeting, shown on his logs
July 14 at Kalmbach’s office, but that
nothing~ of s~bstance" was discussed.)

Dean had previously told Ehrlichman that Dean
was going to get Kalmbach to help raise money for
Mitchell, and asked~Ehrlichman to "back him up" if
Kalmbach checked with Ehrlichman. But Kalmbach never
did check, and was well into the projectby the time
he talked to Ehrlichman about it at all. July 14 was
the first time they discussed it. (SC tr. 5322)
Kalmbach mentioned to Ehrlichman that he was using
Ulasewicz to carry money from coast to coast. Kalmbach
did no__~t ask Ehrlichman if this was all right to do.
Ehrlichman does not recall the substance of the
July 26 meeting.
In the Grand Jury, Ehrlichman could not recall
the substance of the .July 26 or August 8 meetings.
But his recollection of when Kalmbach talked to him
about fund raising differs from his SC testimony, which
highlights the July 14 meeting. In the Grand Jury,
5/9 GJ at 96, Ehrlichman says that Dean called him on
the telephone in early July (5/3 GJ 151) and said
Mitchell needed money, and asked Ehrlichman to "release"
Kalmbach for that purpose. This occurred not earlier
than July 4. Ehrlichman agrees that he "authorized"
Dean to contact Kalmbach. (5/3 GJ 162) Ehrlichman
~grees his permission was necessary to "unlock" Kalmbach.
(g/3 ~GJ 156) Ehrlichman then, within 5 or 6 days, reCeived a phone call from Kalmbach asking whether
Ehrlichman had in fact talked to Dean about this, and
authorized Dean to contact Kalmbach. Ehrlichman affirmed
that he had, and told Kalmbach Ehrlichman had no obJection if Kalmbach had no objection. After March 30,
1973, was the next time Ehrlichman talked to Kalmbach
about money, and at that time Kalmbach told Ehrlichman
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he’d raised about $70,000 and distributed it according to Dean’s instructions.
Ehrlichman several times denied he knew, or
discussed with Kalmbach, the fact that this effort
was to be kept "secret." For example, Ehrlichman
testified that he didnot understand this to be a
"humanitarian" effort but a fact of life, like the
Berrigan Defense Fund. Q. Was this fund going to
be secret? A. No, Dean told me there was a public
defense fund being created in Florida. Ehrlichman
was told by someone, probably Dean, that Kalmbach
was part of a publlc solicitation effort. (5/3 GJ
156-57) Ehrlichman definitely thought that Kalmbach’s
efforts would be directed through the "Cuban emigre"
fund in Florida. (SC Tr. 5971) However, under strong
questioning by Ervin, (SC Tr. 5329-32), Ehrlichman
admitted thatif Kalmbach said they had a discussion
about secrecy, Ehrlichman has "no doubt" they did,
since Ulasewicz’s name came into it.
Ehrlichman never answered the question whether
he had a conversation with Kalmbach in which Erlichman
made the remark "If this gets out, they’ll have our
heads in their laps." He implies that such a remark
was in fact made, in the context of keeping Kalmbach’s
own role secret:
"What I considered to be a legitimate undertaking could be terribly misconstrued if someone were to impute the efforts of the President’s lawyer to this defense fund for Watergate burglars."
Ehrlichman testified that he was not aware of
"increasing pressures for money by Hunt and others"
until early January, when Bittman was trying to contact Colson; and he was not aware until March 20 that
Hunt was making strong money demands. (SC Tr. 5317)
[Isn’t this characterization of the January events
inconsistent?]
There was no discussion before March 20, 1973,
that Hunt was "threatening to blow .the lid off."
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T!~E: EHR~ICHNAN-K/~I~ACH C~L, April 19, 1973
Just before Kalmbach’s Grand Jury appearance April
20, Kalmbach called Ehrlichman. Ehrlichman was questioned
extensively in the Senate Committee on several~aspects of
this tape, in which Kalmbach asks Ehrlichman i~ he
remembers authorizing and assuring Kalmbach about the
fund-raising, and Ehrlichman says, "sure." (SC Tr. 5334>
5973-81)
E.g., K: "You know} when you and I talked . . . and I
came in to ask you, "John, is this an assignment that I
have to take on," and you said, "Yes, it is.’ Period.."
E: "Sure:"
K: And, of course, that I was only on orders and
on directions, and if this is something that you felt
sufficiently important and that you were assure was all
together proper, then I would take it on because I always
do it, and alway~ have.,’

E: Yes. Well, as far as propriety is concerned,
I think we were relying entirely on Dean..
Eh~ichMan.~says that, true, he gave "some kind of
assurances to Kalmbach", but that no "dramatic moment"
occurred, and that the assurances weren’t assurances~:of
propriety or legality: for that, Ehrlichman relied on Dean.
However, this seems inconsistent with the following:

K: " . . . You said this is something I have
to do, and I - -"
E: "Yes, and the reason I said that, as you well
know, was not from any personal inquiry but was on the basis
of what had been represented to me."
Subornation: On p. 9 of the transcript, Ehrlichma
asks Kalmbach to lie in the Grand Jury if asked whether
he talked to Ehlrichman before testifying. Ehrlichman asks
Kalmbach, "They’ll ask you to whom you’ve spoken about your
testimony. I would appreciate it if you would saysthat you
talked to me in California, because at that time I was
investigating the thing for the President."
Ehrlichman, asked about this at SC Tr. 5702, says he
simply didn’t want Kalmbach to "omit" the fact that they
had talked earlier that month, in a car, in California.

CONTINUED (20)
QUESTIONS:
The main area forquestioning here is the ~onflicts
between Kalmbach and Ehrlichman (not only .as to the
substance of meetings, but when they occurred) and the
conflicts between Dean and Ehrlichman; and Ehrlichman’s
knowledge of the "secrecy" of the fund.
i. Ehrlichman testified in the Grand Jury that little
or nothing of substance was discussed on July 14. In the
Senate, he has a recollection of Kalmbach’s telling him
of fund-raising activity for the firsttime. This further
conflicts with Grand Jury testimony that Kalmbach phoned
Ehrlichman within a few days of Dean’s coming to Ehrlichman,
and checked on Dean’s authority. Which is the right story?
2. Does Ehrlichman agree he "authorized" Kalmbach to
do the job? Does he agree he told Kalmbach this was somethi~
he "had to do" (That’s what Ehriichman agrees to in the
April 19 tape.)
3. Ehrlichman’s story is that he thought Kalmbach would
be using a Cuban emigre fund which was public. Did he ever
check on this? Did he ever ask anybody? Would it surprise
him to know that no such.fundexisted til February 5,
19737
Does Ehrlichman..admit making some comment like "they’l~
have ~ heads in ~ laps"? (I think he will. ) If so,
did he mean the public or Hunt and Liddy? (I’ll explain thl
theory.) Why would it be damaging for Kalmbach’s role to be
known, if the tthing was !.leg&tmate? Does he deny telling
Kalmbach that Kalmbach’s own role should not be made public~

Ehrlichman did agree they probably had a discussion abo~
secrecy? What was the substance?

21.

EHRLICHMANWS CONTROL OVER KALMBACH FUNDS,
KNOWLEDGE OF THE WHITE HOUSE $35U,000

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
Ehrlichman claims that he wasnot aware of the
existence of the $350,000 fund at the White House, or
of the fact of its being transferred out of there or
used to pay the defendants, until March 1973. In March,
Haldeman told him about it. Haldeman told him that
there had been such a fund, and told him about the process
of transferring it from the White House after the election.
Haldeman said it was returned to the Committee. Haldeman
and Strachan both told Ehrlichman that the money was
returned, by Strachan, to LaRue, at LaRue’s home. Both
told him that this was at Dean’s specific instructions.
O’Brien also told him about the money, but not about
its being used to pay the defendants. Haldeman said
Strachan had come to him and said the money was still
there, so Haldeman told Strachan to get it back to CRP.
¯ (5/9 GJ 98-109)
(SC Tr. 5652~54) (DNC 55, 107, 137-40)
Ehrlichman has apparently never been asked what,
if anything, he had to do with funds under Kalmbach’s
control from the 1968 and 1970 campaigns.
Ehrlichman received a personal loan from Kalmbach
on May 5, 1972 of $20,000, which he used to pay off a
previous loan from the Bank of California. The loan
is unsecured. Ehrlichman does not recall if there is
interest payable, but believes there is. (5/3 GJ 187)
VERSIONS OF OTHERS:
No one else has implicated Ehrlichman in the
$350,000, either as to knowing about it or being involved
in its transfer to or from the White House.
KALMBACH VERSION:
In early 1969, when Kalmbach agreed to become a
trustee, Stans made it clear disbursements were to be
madeonly by Haldeman or someone standing in his shoes.
Later, Ehrlichman was such a person.(SCTr. 4192)

22~. JUNE-JULY 1973: EHRLICHMAN’S KNOWLEDGE OF PERJURY
DEAN VERSION:
Between June 17 and 28, he passed on to Ehrlichman
some of the details of the story Magruder was forming up
to explain the large amounts in cash disbursed to Liddy.
Dean learned of Porter’s perjury, designed to support
Magruder’s story, in July 1972, and passed this fact along
to Ehrlichman as well.

Sometime in June, Dean also met with Ehrlichman and
Haldeman to discuss thepossibility of removing Mitchell
and Magruder from CRP. Dean favored ousting Magruder.
(SC St. 85-86)’It was at this time that Dean told them
about Magruder’s cover story.
MITCHELL VERSION:
Mitchell discussed the break-in with Haldeman and
Ehrlichman during June 1972. (SC Tr. 3408) [The implication
is that he discussed the cover-up with them, but since
Mitchell did not mention specifics and was not asked
about specifics, we cannot establish that.]

On June 30, Mitchell met with Ehrlichman and Moore
and proposed his resignation to them. (
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
Grand Jury: (5/3 GJ 108, 152) Ehrlichman dodges the
question whether he knew CRP was taking the position that
nobody there was involved. "Well, I always assumed that it
was an operation of CRP. That Was m~wn personal hunch
about it. I was reassured that nobody in the White House
was involved, but it was always kind of my working hypothesis that this had been fostered over in the Committee
to Re-Elect." (108) Pinned down at p. 152, he claimed he
"could not recall" what position CRP was taking during July
as to its involvement.
Senate: Ehrlichman cannot recall when he learned
that Magruder might have some involvement. He cannot say
Dean told him about it on June 19. (SC Tr. 5285) Sometime
before July 31, Ehrlichman formed an impression that Magrude
had some involvement, and his situation was discussed at
the July 31 meeting..(See..AREA No. 24, infra.) He did discuss
with the President, in the first week of August, what Dean
and Kleindienst had to say aboutMagruder on July 31.
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Ehrlichman was not asked specifically about what
he told the President about Magruder; or whether Dean
in fact told him anything at all about Magruder’s or
Porter’s upcoming or past testimony, or whether Mitchell
discussed with him in June or July anything about the.
break-in.

23, JULY21: EHRLICHMAN INTERVIEWED BY THE FBI
302

Ehrlichman was interviewed by two FBI agents on
July 21, 1972, in the presence of Dean. Dean and Fielding acknowledge prepping Ehrlichman for the interview.

4

Ehrlichman stated that he was "in possessionof
no information relative to the break-in of the DNC HQ
on June 17, 1972, other than what he has read in the
way of newspaper accounts of that incident." He stated
that he "has sought no information in this regard either
from the R~publican National
received n? information in
re grd .t that i cide"HeaalS°oadvisednthat
~e has Committee
or from
CRP.".
’ n , and in.fact,
dld not
wish
to
~recelve any due to a pending sult .... "

~

LOGS:
JDE Logs ;

July 21:

12:30 p.m. Dean, Krogh, Fielding
2:00 p.m. Dean, two FBI agents
4:30 p.m. Gray
WH Logs; July 21: 1:4~ P.m. JDE called President
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
The 12:30 meeting was Go review Hunt’s and Liddy’s
employment records. There was no discussion of what
Ehrlichman would say if the Ellsberg matter came up, and
Ehrlichman would deny it if someone else said there was
such a discussion.
~EAN VERSION: (SC St. 64)
Dean sat in on Ehrlichman’s FBI interview.
FIELDING VERSION:

(DNC Dep. 53)

Fielding prepared questions to brief Ehrlichman.
Fielding understood Ehrlichman was going to beasked about
Chenow’s phone: what was it for,.whendid you first meet
Hunt, Liddy, etc.
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QUESTIONS:
I. Didn’t he lie to the FBI? If he was getting informatio,
for the~White House, then he lied/ If he ~as not, then
he’s lied before the Grand Jury in saying that Dean was
keeping him informed, and he in turn the President.

2. Why did he tell the FBI he didn’t have any information
"other than what he read in the papers?
3. Why did he say he wasn’t "receiving" any information?

24. JULY 31: EHRLICHMAN MEETING WITH KLEINDIENST, DEAN
LOGS:
JDE Logs:

WH Logs:

July 31 11:30 a.m.

Dean, Kleindienst

Aug. 1" 11
a.m.
Group and Timmons

Ehrlichman met with

The President called Ehrlichman at 8:44 p.m.
on July 31 and 3:26 p.m. on August i, and
. met with Ehrlichman at 4:43 p.m. on August 2

EHRLICHMANVERSION:
At a meeting with Dean and Kleindienst on July 31,
Ehrlichman got a very full report on the Department of
Justice’s investigation into the Wate~gate case (which
he took to be the "final report" by Dean). Both Dean and
Kleindienst made it clear that the seven who were indicted
were, in fact, the only ones implicated. Kleindienst
reported that Sloan "had a version of the facts" which
was being presented to the Grand Jury, but Ehrlichman says
that, at trial, he was not believed. (SC Tr. 5600-05)
Ehrlichman regarded the July 31 meeting as the
"straight word" on White House involvement. Shortly
thereafter, Ehrlichman went.to the President and made a
full report on the substance of the July 31 meeting. This
was the genesis of the August 29 "Dean Report" statement
by the President. (SC Tr. 5667-75)
In the Grand Jury, Ehrlichman admitted that he was
told at the July 31 meeting that Magruder would probably
take the Fifth Amendment before the Grand Jury.
(5/9
GJ 54-55) He does not allude to this fact in the Senate.
In his DNC Deposition, Ehriichman says that Kleindienst
and Dean said at this meeting that it did not appear that
"aDy White House or high-ranking Committee people were
involved." (DNC 175)
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DEAN VERSION:
[Dean never testified about this meeting.]
KLEINDIENSTVERSIO~:
In the Senate, Kleindienst stated that he had no
independent recollection of the July 31 meeting.
Pressed

In our Witness Interview with Kleindienst, he said
that he definitely did not tell Ehrlichman that nobody
in the Committee was involved because he knew that
Magruder definitelydid have a problem.
QUESTIONS:
I. Didn’t Kleindiemst or Dean say something about
Magruder taking the Fifth?
he neglected to say that in the Senate. Why?)
2. If so, why did. Ehrlichman testify in the DNC Depositic
that Kleindiesnt told him no White House "or hi@h CRP
people were involved? Didn’t he lie in the DNC deposition?
3. What did Kleindienst say: no White House people, or
no White House or CRP people? What did Ehrlichman tell the
President?
--

25.

JULY 1972:

DISCUSSION WITH THE PRESIDENT ABOUT
CLEMENCY

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:

On January 3, 1973, Ehrlichman advised Dean and
Colson of a meeting Ehrlichman. had had with the President
in July, 1972, during which the President said that he
did not want anybody in the White House to get into this
whole area of clemency with anybody involved in this
case, and surely not make assurances to anyone~ (SC Tr.
5420)
From then on, Ehrlichman "knew what his marching
orders were,"and knew that the President felt strongly
that this was a closed subject and we "must never get
near it. And that it would be the surest way of having
the actions of these burglars imputed to the President
~for there to be any kind of entertainment or conversation
whether might or otherwise .... " (SC Tr. 5426)
PRESIDENT’S VERSION:
At no time did he authorize or know of any offer
of executive clemency. "I made my view clear to
Mr. Ehrlichman in July 1972, that under no circumstances could Executive clemency be considered for
those who participated in the Watergate break-in.
maintained that position throughout." (Aug. 15, 1973,
statement)
QUESTIONS:
What in the world was the President doing talking about
Executive Clemency for these third-rate burglars in July 197

26.

JULY, AUGUST 1972: CONTACTS WITH MAC GREGOR,
GETTING THE WATERGATE STORY OUT

LOGS :
Ehrlichman Logs: July 24, 3:30 p.m. MacGregor,
Haldeman
-..
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:

(SC Tr. 5669-75)

After.the July 31 meeting, Ehrlichman began to
push the idea Of making a "full report" on Watergate.
His idea, laid out to the Group sometime in August,
~was that while the President was meeting Japanese Prime
Minister Tanaka in Hawaii, MacGregor should step forward
and say that the whole thing had been investigated and
that nobody was involved. However, this idea was opposed.
In fact, Dean did draft several pages of the type of
thing MacGregor might use, but it was bland and innocuous
and was rejected by MacGregor. Ehrlichman "confronted"
MacGregor on this in August. (5/3 GJ 155) Ehrlichman
later says MacGregor "requested" this draft. (5/9 GJ

75)
MacGregor had conducted his own inquiry at the CRP,
interviewed .everybody in the hierarchy, but did not feel
he was in a position to "vouch" for anything though he
had personally assured himself nobody was involved.
In "September", the President asked MacGregor to do
up some ~nd of a report to him on Watergate, but it never
came about. Ehrlichman became aware of this September
13, so presumably it occurred in the cabinet meeting
on September 12 or right after. The President thought
that, with the Attorney General’s report to the cabinet
and MacGregor’s internal interviews, MacGregor would be
just the person to get it all out. (SC Tr. 5872) (In
DNC 201-205, Ehrlichman says he himself urged MacGregor
to get this report out in September, but MacGregor,
having interviewed everybody at CRP, felt he had nothing
to add and didn’t want to do it.)
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It is "absurd" that Ehrlichman would be urging
.MacGregor during this time to make disclosures. MacGregor
doesn’t have any recollection of that. Ehrlichman never
advocated exposing the involvementof Liddy or Hunt in
July or August 1972.
QUESTIONS :
Is Ehrlichman aware that the President ever assigned
MacGregor.any responsibilities for making an investigaton?

LATE JULY 1972:. EHRLICHMAN INTERCEDES TO PREVENT
STANS FROM BEING CALLED BEFORE
THE GRAND JURY
PETERSEN’ S VERSION: ....
On a Saturday at the end of July, Ehrlichman called
Petersen at home in the late morning ~d said that Ehrlichman
wanted Silbert to stoplharr~ssing Stans. [Stans had already
been interviewed twiceby the FBI; the prosecutors had just
subpoenaed him for a. Grand Jury appearance to get his
testimony under oath,] Ehrlichman kept using the word
"harrass." "But he didn’t spell out just what he meant.
Ehrlichman accused Silbert of acting like a local prosecutor. Petersen several times asked Ehrlichman what he
wanted specifically,.~but Ehrlichman didn’t say. Obviously,
what Ehrlichman was driving at was that Stans shouldn’t
have to.go before the~Grand Jury at all. (GJ; SC Tr. 7467,
7516, 7528)
¯
KLEINDIENST’S VERSION:
On a Sunday in late July, probably July 30, Ehrlichman
called Kleindienst in the Poconos. Ehrlichman said,
"General, I’ve given Henry Petersen an order that he’s
refusing to follow." Kleindienst then launched on an inquiry about why Ehrlichman was giving Petersen any orders.
Ehrlichman said, never mind, but I’ve told Petersen not
to have the FBI and US Attorney "harrass Stans with respect
tointerrogations."
it." Kleindienst said it was a good
thing Petersen was unflappable, because otherwise he could
resign and hold a press conference and Ehrlichman would
"be in the middle of an obstruction of justice." Kleindienst instructed Ehrlichman never to give orders to
Petersen over Kleindienst’s head again. Ehrlichman said
he didn’t know if he could agree, to that, what with
Kleindienst being on vacation. Kleindienst said he had
a direct line, and that if Ehrlichman didn’t agree,
Kleindienst would come down and see the President on
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Monday and, if necessary, offer his resignation,
Ehrllchma~
~backed off and told him not to get
upset.
SC Tr. 7328, 7408)
EHRLICHMAN’S VERSION,:
Ehrlichman called Petersen to urge on him that
Stans be allowed to give a "sworn statement" as an
alternative to a GrandJury appearance, so that the
publicity and inference that might arise from it could
be avoided.. Ehrlichman had been~led to believe others
had been afforded such an opportunity, but can’t
recall who, or who told him, probably Dean. Stans was
the one who notified. Ehrlichman that Stans had been
subpoenaed. Ehrlichman was "quite stern" with Petersen
when Petersen got reluctant. Ehrlichman argued it
would be "unfair to.put him through this process"
when others didn’t have to go through it, since there
didn’t appear to be any wrongdoing on Stans’ part and
he didn’t ’Seserve" it. Ehrlichman doesn’t recall
using the terms "cops and robbers" or referring to
Silbert. Says. that sounds "improbable." Ehrlichman
Idld not tell ~~tO quash the subpoena. In answer
to a question whether the call was improper, Ehrlichman
answered, "That’s amatter of interpretation." (5/3
GJ 90-97)
Subsequently, Kleindienst "bawled him out" as a
result, and it was agreed that Ehrlichman would work
through the Attorney General. (5/3 GJ 189)
In the Senate, in answer to a question whether
Ehrlichman called Petersen to ask that Stans not go
before the Grand Jury, Ehrlichman said, "Yes, Mr.
Chairman." (SC Tr. 5606) The President asked
Ehrlichman to see if Stans could .give his testimony
through a deposition at the Department of Justice,
rather than go before the Grand Jury. The President
said that, as a former cabinet member, Stans should
not have to go through that. Ehrlichman has no idea
what other persons were accorded this treatment. (SC
Tr. 5606-09)

28.

OCTOBER 1972:. SEGRETTI STORY BREAKS IN THE PRESS

LOGS AND MEETINGS:
Various logs and testimony shows that the following
meetings took place during the week after October i0,
when the first stories about Segretti began to appear in
the newspapers.
Oct. I0

Story breaks in the press

Oct. ii

JDE Lo@s: 2 p.m. Caulfield (President called
Haldeman seven times on Oct~ ii, first time
for fifty minutes)

Oct. 13

Moore’s Version: .Moore attended a meeting
in Ehrlichman’s office with Ehrlichman, Haldeman,
Ziegler, perhaps Chapin and Buchanan, to discuss
Washin@ton Post intention to run a story linking
Chapin with Segretti, saying Chapin and Hunt had
coached Segretti in Florida for Segretti’s FBI
interview and Grand Jury appearance. A denial
was prepared. Chapin indicated his links to
Segretti, but did not discuss Haldeman or
Kalmbach having any role, to Moore’s recollection.
(Moore WI) (SC Tr. 4007-08)
JDE Lo@s: 9:30 a.m. Haldeman, Chapin, Moore
10:30
The Group
10:50
The President (10:51 - 11:17
a.m., ,WH, LO@S)
5:30
The President
6:30
Haldeman, Chapin, Zieoler,
Moore

’!

Oct. 14

WH Lo@s: Five afternoon phone calls from the
President to Ehrlichman (Nixon at Camp David;
Ehrlichman in DC)
President met Ehrlichman 8:30 - i0) and Haldeman
(9 - i0), in the morning.

CONTINUED
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Moore’s Version: Moore attended a meeting
with Ehrlichman, Ziegler, Buchanan, Chapin.
Dean arrived from Florida. Prepared Ziegler
for press queries on Segretti and Ehrlichman
for Issues and Answers program. Steno notes
accurate.
Dean’s Version:

[Same as Moore’s Version]
Oct. 16

WH Lo@s: President met in the Oval office with
Ehrlichman, Haldeman, 11:44 - 12:55; they then
moved to Haldeman’s.office and met with
Strachan and Haig from 12:45 - 1:24 p.m.
.JDE Lo@s:

Oct. 19 JDE Lo@s:

2 p.m. "PR Group"
9:50 Moore
10:15 Colson, MacGregor
2:30 Gray, Young
6:00 p.m. "Chapin group (sabotage)"

MEETING OF OCT. 23 OR 30 ON SEGRETTI’S OWN RELEASE
Dean’s Version: In late October, Ehrlichman advised
Dean to tell Segretti to go underground. (JDE
Logs: Oct. 27, 4 p.m.; Dean, Colson, Moore.)
Dean called Segretti to Washington, D.C. Segretti
was upset by what he regarded as false stories about
his activities. He met with Dean and Fielding in
Dean’s office. (Fielding puts it on a Sunday when
Dean was returning from Florida.) The question
whether Segretti should release his own statement
was discussed in a meeting attended by Ehrlichman,
Ziegler, Chapin, and Dean, and later by Fielding,
who had received a draft copy of Segretti’s release.
(SC St. 117-18)
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~s

Segretti’s Version: Segretti claims that Fielding called
him to come to DC from.Vegas.-After Segretti
arrived, Dean called and told ,Segretti to change
motels, since Segretti had registered under his own
name. Segretti met Dean and Fielding in Dean’s
office. He toldthem that he’d been hired by and
reported to Chapin, and was paid by Kalmbach. (This
FF denies.) Dean told Segretti to go underground.
(Segretti WI)

29.

NOVEMBER 12 :

DEAN PLAYS SEGRETTI TAPE FOR
EHRLICHMAN AND HALDEMAN IN FLORIDA

JDE Lo@s: Nov. 8:
Nov. 12:8
WH LOGS:

2:10 p.m.
5:00 p.m.

Dean, Moore
dep. for Key Biscayne

p.m. dep. Key Biscayne for DC

President met.with Ehrlichman and Haldeman
on the airplane-back to DC, on Nov. 12,~from
8:45 p.m. til 10:20 p.m.

DEAN VERSION:

¯ Following the election, Dean.was asked by Ehrlichman
(and Haldeman) to meet with Segretti to determine the
extent of Chapin!s and Strachan’s involvement. Dean
arranged to meet with Segretti in Palm Springs, which he
did on Nov. 10, and recorded an interview with Segretti
pursuant to an agreement.
On Nov. iI, Tod Hullin called Dean to ask him to
come to Florida to report to Ehrlichman and Haldeman.
Dean came to Key Biscayne on Nov. 12 and played the
tape for Ehrlichman and Haldeman. While he was in the
meeting, the President called Haldeman; Haldeman told the
President he’d be in to see the President as soon as
Haldeman was finished getting Dean’s report. (SC St.
I19-120)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
Right after the election, Haldeman and Ehrlichman
had a discussion in Florida with Dean regarding Segretti.
Dean told them about Dean’s interview with Segretti, and
~played the tape. Ehrlichman’s recollection of the
activities covered is "faint," but he thinks it.included
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Segretti’s contact with Chapin and Strachan, that kind
of thing~ Ehrlichman didn’t recollect anything in the
tape that would suggest any law violations by Segretti.
Despite the fact that the Segretti matter was under
investigation by theJustice Department, they decided
not to turn the tape over because at that point the
Segretti story was about to be put out publicly. It
was the "desire and determination" of Haldeman and
Ehrlichman that the tape be made public! (5/9 GJ
63-67)

QUESTIONS:
HOW does Ehrlichman square the decision not to turn the
tape over tb~the Justice Department, which was investigating
Segretti (as he admits he knew) with proper law enforcement activity? Isn’t this an obstruction of justice?

30.

NOVEMBER 15:

DEAN PLAYS THE HUNT-COLSON TAPE
AT CAMP DAVID

LOGS
JDE Lo@s:

dep. for Camp David, Nov. 13, a.m.

WH Lo@s:

Nov. 13, President met Ehrlichman, Haldeman,
Colson, 6:20 - 7:30 p.m. President met
Ehrlichman, Haldeman, on Nov. 16, 2:30 3:45 p.m.

~RH Lo@s:

Camp David (only notation from Nov. 13 on)

DEAN VERSION:

(SC St. 119-120, 128-129)

By mid-November, the Watergate situation had become
more critical because of the Hunt call toColson, and
new demands by Hunt through O’Brien. On Nov. 15, Dean
arranged to meet at Camp David to play the Colson-Hunt
tape for Ehrlichman and Haldeman. Dean went up with
Minnick, who was working on reorganization matters.
The meeting, which was held in the President’s office
in Laurel Lodge, dealt first with Chapin. Dean learned
that since Nov. 12 the President had decided Chapin must
go on, account of Chapin’s involvement in the Segretti
matter. Dean suggested, on Moore’s urging, the possibility
of disclosure and censure. Haldeman said he was too
close to Chapin, and if the matter were re-raised Ehrlichman
would have to do it. Ehrlichman said he thought the President had decided.
Dean then~told Ehrlichman and Haldeman of the HuntColson tape, and played it for them. Dean told them of
the increasing demands for money by Hunt. Dean told them
he was going to NYC that day at Mitchell’s request, to
see Mitchell about the increasing money demands. Dean
told them he was going to play the tape for Mitchell.
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Dean’s instructions from Ehrlichman and Haldeman
were to tell Mitchell that the money problems were
Mitchell’s responsibility and Mitchell should take care
of them.
This meeting was in the President’s office, in
Laurel Lodge.
On the way out, they encountered Minnick, who was
told they’d been discussing, reorganization matters.
Dean then departed for DC, where he joined S~ans
and went with ~tans to see Mitchell in NYC.
EHRLICHMANVERSION:

(5/9 GJ a: 71-73, 63}

Ehrlichman was never awareof any conversation
between Hunt and Colson, except very "early on" (~une
19727), and does not recall ever having heard any tape
of any such conversation at any time. There was a discussion about Watergate when Dean came to Camp David,
during this time period.
HALDEMANVERSION:

DEAN VERSION~
During December 1972, increased demands for money
from Hunt were also relayed by Dean to Haldeman and
.Ehrlichman. (SC Tr. 2264)
QUESTIONS: Press on the denial that Ehrlichman ever heard
this tape. What was the Hunt-Colson conversation "early
on on" that he’d heard about?

31. DECEMBER 5-13

DECISION IS MADENOT TO MAKE
PUBLIC REPORT

DEAN VERSION:
In late November, Dean and Haldeman talked in
Haldeman’s office. Haldeman asked Dean to prepare a
written version of the "Dean Report," though Dean
said that getting this out in the open wasn’t a viable
option. [JDE Lo@s: Nov.’ 24: HRH, Dean, 1:30 p.m.]
Dean instead drafted answers to interrogatories,
dealing only with Segretti and campaign sabotage. Dean
gave it to Haldeman December 5; Haldeman gave it to
Ehrlichman, who made editorial changes. [Dean Exh.
23] Ehrlichman gave it to Ziegler. [JDE Lo@s:
Dec. ll: HRH, Dean, Ziegler]

A meeting was scheduled to discuss the Dean product
on December 13, in Haldeman’s office. Ehrlichman~s
present. [JDE Lo@s: Dec. 13:~3:40 p.m.: Dean, Moore,
HRH, at Ziegler’s office] However, the meeting was
moved to Ziegler’s office, andEhrlichman never came
after it was moved.
Those who remained never resolved anything, but the
consensus was not to release any. report, on the Dick
Moore theory of "hunkering down" - - nobody got arrested
for what they didn’t say.
(Dean SC St. 121-23)

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
[Ehrlichman does not ever appear to have been
asked about his role in this decision or about these
meetings.]
WH LO~S:

Dec. 14: President me~ Colson, 3:30 - 5 p.m.,
Haldeman 4 - 6 p.m., Ehrlichman 5 - 6 p.m.

32.’ DECEMBER 15: MEETING WITH HELMS AND COLBY
On December 15,~ Ehrlichman and Dean met with Helms
and Colby to go over material CIA had prepared in response
to a list of questions from Silbert and Petersen concerning
all CIA contacts with Hunt and Liddy. Obviously, CIA was.
"looking for guidance" about what to do - - the package
they had prepared included the Fielding break-in pictures
and related material.
This meeting is~interesting for three reasons. First,
in the Grand Jury, Ehrlichman apparently denied it took
place. Second, according to a CIA memo written by Colby
Dec. 18, the group reached a decision to hold the package
of material back from Silbert and Petersen. Third,
Ehrlichman testified in the Senate that soon after the
Watergate break-in, the Department of Justice already
knew about the Ellsberg break-in~ "John Dean told me
Henry Petersen had the information and the photographs
and the whole business, oh, I would guess a year or more
ago." (SC Tr. 5255) And, according to Ehrlichman, Dean
told Krogh that both Silbert and Petersen had this information and the photos. [See also SC Tr. 5279: Dean
comes into Ehrlichman’s office and says, "Guess what,
Petersen’s got the photos."] If that is true, there
would be no reason why the photos should be held back
on December 15.

CIAMEMORANDUM ON THE MEETING (Colby, 12/18/72)
Present: Helms, Colby, Ehrlichman, Dean. Discussion
of CIA’s contacts with Justice and the FBI. DiSCussion
of turning over of some information, especially CIA
assistance to Hunt in 1971 at the request of an "extraAgency official" [JDE], first to Gray alone, then to
Kleindienst when Silbert and Petersen asked further
questions in November 1972. There was discussion of
the phone call triggering such assistance, and Ehrlichman’s
role in lit. Ehrlichman asked for specific times, and
wrote them down. At Ehrlichman’s request, Colby agreed
to ask Cushman to call Ehrlichman to discuss the 1971
phone calls. Dean was shown the package of materials
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prepared for Silbert and Petersen relating to the
assistance given to Hunt, and "it was agreed that these
would be~hel~ up." [On Dec. 20, CIA demanded the package
be sent, in a call from Colby to Dean, and it was given
to Petersen alone.]

DEAN VERSION:
Dean recalls a meeting with Ehrlichman, Helms, and
a Helms deputy where the CIA people went over the type
of material that would be provided to the Department
of Justice. This occasion occurred because the AUSA’s
.had asked CIA to provide answers to a list of questions,
including all CIA contacts with Howard Hunt. Dean subsequently talked to Petersen about this. Petersen
showed Dean some of the materials provided by CIA, including one of Liddy .standing in front of Fielding’s
office. He said Gray also had a set. Dean informed
Ehrlichman about this, and this was the cause of
Ehrlichman’s later asking Dean to see if Dean could
get the CIA materials back from the Department of Justice.
EHRLICHMAN GRAND JURY VERSION:
Ehrlichman relates the 1973contacts with Cushman
about assistance for Hunt, and the June 23 meeting with
Walters and Helms. Q: "Would that be the only contact
you had, direct or indirect, with any member of. the CIA
concerning the Watergate case? In other words, contact
that you had yourself, or that you authorized anyone
else. to have?" A: "I can’t remember any other. Now,
authorized somebody else to have - - I may have suggested
to Dean at some point that he make a direct contact there
if he had some problem. But that would be the only one
I can think of." (5/3 GJ 170)

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:

SEN. APPROPR. SUBCOMM. (5/3/73
258, 285, 333, 336, 342)

Colby and Helms came t’o see Ehrlichman in December
1972 and suggested that Ehrlichman had initiated the
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CIA aid for Hunt. Subsequently, on December 16,
Ehrlichman and Cushman talked on the phone about it,
and Cushman was unclear who had made the first 1971
call to ask for assistance for Hunt.
QUESTIONS:
If Ehrlichman thought Justice and Petersen knew about
the Ellsberg break-in in summer 1972, wasn’t he disabused
of that knowledge when, at this meeting, a decision was made
no to furnish the pictures to Petersen? Why else was such a
deicison made other than that he might discover the break-in?

JANUARY 3-5: EHRLICHMAN’S ROLE IN APPROVING CLEMENCY
FOR HUNT, THROUGH COLSON

DEAN’S VERSION:
Jan. 1-3,. pressures built for Colson to see Hunt. Dean got
calls from O’Brien and Colson Jan. 3 to that effect. Colson ais
told Dean of the Hunt letter, and told Dean Bittman was trying
to reach him.
On Jan. 3, Dean met with JDE. JDE told Dean to tell Colson
to meet with Bittman. (Colson not present at that meeting) Dear
did so. Colson then metwith Bittman.
Afterwards, on Jan~3,.Colson, Dean and JDE met in JDE’s
office. Colson was shaken and said it was necessary to give
assurance to Hunt of clemency. JDE said he’d take it up with
the President; Colson should not talk to Nixon.
On Jan. 4, Dean learned from JDE that he’d talked with the
President and gotten approval, and that Colson had again met
with Bittman.
On Jan. 5, Dean, Colson, and JDE again met. Colson said he’~
given"general assurances" to Bittman: clemency comes up around
Christmas; a year is a long time.
After the meeting, Colson told Dean Colson had checked with
the President himself, despite JDE’s warning.
(Dean SC St. 136-39)
LOGS:
January3:

JDE Logs: 2 p.m. Dean
7 p.m. Dean, Colson
Colson bk: 4:30 p.m.

January 4:. JDE Logs: 12:30 Dean, Kleindienst
3-5 President
WH Logs:
Hall GJ
January 5:

3:05-4:18 p.m., President met JDE
and HRH alone
Bittman came to Colson’s office in th~
late afternoon, or evening

JDE L0@s: 3:40 p.m.
5
p.m.

Dean, Colson
President

WH Logs: 4:55-5:15 p.m. President met JDE alon~

EHRLICHMAN ’ S
(SC Tr. 5418-26, 5787)(5/9 GJ at 72-86)
VERS I0N :

5/9 Grand Jury: Colson and Dean met JDE because of
communications from Hunt or someone representing Hunt to
the effect that Hunt felt he had been abandoned by his
friehd Colson. Hunt was concerned about his children. Colson
was upset about this and wanted to respond in some way.
The consensus of the meeting was that Colson should meet Hunt’s
attorney and pass along a "reassurance" that Colson would take
care of Hunt’s children and was still Hunt’s friend. JDE
aware Hunt was probably going to jail. The purpose of the
meeting was to reassure Hunt.~f Colson’s personal friendship,
and did not have anything to do with Colson’s position at
the WH. There was discussion of the "dangers involved.in
Colson talking with Bittman and in making any assurances to
Bittman which in any way could be mistaken or misunderstood."
Colson .subsequently reported back that he had met Bittman
and been very cautious, and that Bittman had "invited" assurances that Colson was careful not to make; but that Bittman
has been assured that Colson would look after the children.
Colson reported that the meeting was a "success" in this respec
Only on May 7, 1973, did Colson tell JDE that Bittman had
told Colson about the involvement of Dean and Mitchell in the
1972 planning meetings.
JDE had no recollection of the January 5, 1973, meeting,
unless that’s when Colson reported back.
At the Jan. 3 meeting, executive clemency was "discussed
and contemplated" as an "area of hazard" in any contact
between Colson and Bittman.

Tr. 5418: The Jan 3 meeting’at 7 p.m. was the meeting at
which it was discussed whom Colson should meet with. Colson
was "shaken" on account of the letter from Hunt and his persona
concern for Hunt. "Clemency was obviously at the forefront of
everybody’s mind at this meeting as one of the things that was
a potential danger." JDE advised Dean and Colson of a conversation JDE had with Nixon in July 1972, during Which Nixon said
he "wanted no one in tAe WH to get into this whole area of
clemency with anybody involved in the case, and surely not make
any assurances to anyone." Colson said he could avoid that
pitfall and still have the conversation.
JDE’s meeting with Kleindienst and Dean the next day did
not involve this question at all.
JDE does not recall if he discussed Watergate with the
’~President ~on Jan. 4.
On Jan. 5 or Jan. 28, Colson related the Bittman meeting.
Colson assured JDE he. made no commitments to Bittman, though
Bittman had guardedly advanced feelers. Colson shortly after
gave Dean a long memo of the meeting.
Executive clemency was not discussed at the Jan. 4 meeting
with the President, "I can assure you, Senator." In fact, JDE
never discussed clemency with Nixon except in July 1972.
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JDE never knew any offer had been made to McCord.
JDE did suggest to Colson that nobody ought to take
up withthe President the matter of clemency, since that subject
was a closed book based on JDE’s July 1972 meeting withNixon.
Tr. 5784-5: JDE saw the letter from Hunt. JDE knew that Hunt
was "asking for help."
COLSONWS
VERSION:
Colson sent Hunt.’s Dec. 31 letter to Dean
with a covering "What the hell do I do now?" Dean called
Colson to Dean’s office about noon, Jan. 3, asked Colson to
see Hunt, said Hunt on the verge of cracking up. Colson
agreed to see Bittman, and Dean urged him to do it that day.
They then went to see JDEin JDE’s office. JDE approved Colson
going to see Bittman, but warned him against making any
commitments or assurances.
Colson saw’Bittman "late that afternoon." Executive
clemency was never mentioned. H~nt’s inability to endure a
long sentence was mentioned. Colson "thereafter" reported
the substance of the meeting to Dean and JDE. (Doesn’t say
lwhen that was.)
Bittman asked to see Colson again on the 4th of January,
and came to Colson office late in the afternoon. Bittman said
he had dropped the motion to suppress. Bittman again raised
the problem of Hunt’s getting a long sentence.
After the second meeting, Colson prepared a long memorandum on the two meetings with Bittman.
(Colson SC St.)
Colson agrees he met JDE and Dean after the first meeting
and was "shaken." What shook him was the information about
Dean and Mitchell’s attendance at the early 1972 planning
meetings. (Colson doesn’t say whether he communicated this to
JDE or Dean.) Colson did not include the information in the
memo, since he was sending Dean a copy. (SC St. 27-29)

"I

34.

JANUARY 4 :

MEETING WITH DEAN, KLEINDIENST TO
DISCUSS CLEMENCY

Through the testimony of Petersen, we can now place
a discussion of executive clemency between Ehrlichman,
Dean, and Kleindienst on January 4, 1973. Kleindienst’s
memory of it is hazy: he says clemency and parole were
discussed in the "abstract." Petersen has a more pungent,
but unfortunately indirect memory of what Kleindienst
told him about the meeting. Ehrlichman has not been
asked about it directly, but has testified it had nothing
to do with ’,Hunt’s problem."

EHRLICHMAN VERS ION:
Ehrlichman has "no recollection" of what was discussed at the meeting, but claims that "Hunt’s problem,"
i.e., the Hunt letter and contacts between Colson and
Bittman, was not discussed. (SC Tr. 5418)
PETERSEN SENATE TESTIMONY:
Petersen recalls that he received a call from
Kleindienst as Kleindienst was Preparing to go to the
airport to catch a plane for Boston (7490). Kleindienst
asked Petersen to ride to the airport with him. On the
way, Kleindienst told Petersen that he (K) had just had
lunch%ith Dean and Ehrlichman, who had questioned whether
leniency might be offered to the Watergate defendants.
Petersen said that leniency would not be offered, and
that the opposite was being considered. Petersen then
outlined for Kleindienst sentencing procedures. Kleindienst
then asked Petersen to "go on over to the White House and
tell those crazy guys over there what you just told me
before they do something they will be sorry for" (749091). Instead of going to the White House, Petersen
passed the message to Dean by telephone (7491).
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KLEINDIENST SENATE TESTIMONY
At a luncheon meeting in early 1973 with Dean and
Ehrlichman, Kleindienst explained the legal technicalities
on sentencing, probation, and Presidential pardons (744546). No individual name was mentioned at the lunch meeting

(7446).

KLEINDIENST. GRAND JURY TESTIMONY

QUESTIONS-.
Ehrlichman has never been asked about this meeting with
any basis for the questioning. Now we have it. He has said
that "Hunt’s problem" - - i.e, the whole problem of clemency
was not discussed. That now appears to be a lie.

JANUARY 6-10: EHRLICHMAN’S ATTEMPTS TO HAVE
.. CUSHMAN WRITE A MEMO THAT DOES NOT
~.
NAME HIM AS THE PERSON WHO REQUESTED
~
AID FOR HUNT
DEAN-CUSHMAN COMBINED VERSION:

(SC Tr. 6855, 6888;
Dean St. 146)
In December, Colby told Cushman the prosecutors
wanted a summary of CIA contacts with Hunt and Liddy.
At the December 15 meeting, Colby suggested to
Ehrlichman that Ehrlichman was the one who had first
called CIA in July 1971 to ask that Hunt be given
assistance~ Ehrlichman denied it, and it was arranged
that Ehrlichman and Cushman would have a phone conversation about this. (Ehrlichman acknowledges they spoke
about it December 16.)
Cushman subsequently told Colby he couldn’t remember
who had madethe call, despite the fact that the tape of
the Hunt-Cushman meeting, which.Colby and Cushman reviewed, clearly indicated that it was Ehrlichman. Col.by
further told Cushma~ that Ehrlichman disputed that.
About January 7-8, Colby asked Cushman to prepare
a memo on the subject and send it to Ehrlichman. Cushman
did so. The memo, dated January 8, stated that the call
in July 1971 could have come from Dean, Colson, or
Ehrlichman.
After receiving the memo, Ehrlichman called Cushman
and .said Ehrlichman didn’t make the original request
and was out of town a lot at that time. Ehrlichman
also showed the memo to Dean, who had never talked to
Cushman. Dean called Cushman as well and protested
inclusion.of Dean’s name. Cushman agreed that Cushman
had never before spoken with Dean. According to Dean,
Dean later talked with Colson, who told Dean Colson had
been present when Ehrlichman made the call to Cushman.
Cushman claims that he "voluntarily" agreed to write
another memo, simply naming no names and saying he didn’t
remember who called him. Cushman claims Ehrlichman put
no pressure on him at all in this regard. Dean says he,
Dean, suggested to Cushman that Ehrlichman had suggested
that Cushman not name any names.
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On January i0, Cushman wrote a second memo, saying
he remembered that a high WH official called, but
couldn’t remember his name.
In May 1973, Director Schlesinger caused a search
of the files to be made,, and discovered the minutes of
the July 22, 1971, staff meeting, wherein Cushman said
Ehrlichman called him. Cushman is now sure that
Ehrlichman was the one who called him. Cushman mainrained, under some pressure in the Senate, that Ehrlichman
put no pressure on him to leave out Ehrlichman’s name,
despite the dubiousness of that story.

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
At the Dec. 15 meeting, Helms and Colby suggested
that Ehrlichman had requested assistance from the CIA
for Hunt, but Ehrlichman didn"t recall that he had, On
Dean’s advice, Ehrlichman called Cushman to refresh
Ehrlichman’s memory. Cushman thought it was Ehrlichman,
but after Ehrlichman pressed him, said he was uncertain.
About Jan. 5 or 6, Ehrlichman called Cushman again and
asked for a memo on the original contact, to be sent
to Dean. Cushman sent a Jan. 8 memo listing the three
names. Ehrlichman then~mmediately called, protesting.
Cushman conceded he was guessing, and sent a new memo
without any names. (5/3 GJ 168; 5/9 GJ 133; Senate
Approp. Subcomm. 5/30/73)

QUESTIONS:
Since Cushman denies Ehrlichman put any pressure on him,
we’re not going to make much out of this.

36.

JANUARY AND FEBRUARY MEETINGS WITH DEAN

LOGS:
JDE Lo~s:

Jan. 16 6:15 p.m. Dean (JDE says this concerned Presidential
libraries, 5/9 GJ 86)

~DE Lo~s: Jan. 25 ii a.m.

Colson, Dean

WH Lo@s: Jan. 25 5 p.m.

President met JDE, HRH,
for two hours. This was
the day of LBJ’s funeral.

’JDE VERSION:

WH Logs:

Either January 16 or 25 may have been
when Colson and Dean reported their
communications with Bittman.

Jan. 31

WH Logs: Feb. 6
JDE Lo@s:

President met HRH, JDE 9:20-9:34 a.m.

Feb. 6 Dean, HRH, Mitchell, Moore, Timmons,
Harlow

DEAN VERSION:

MOORE VERSION:

The President met with Colson
from 4:17 p.m. til 4:32, and
with Ehrlichman from 4:32 til 4:52.

(SC St. 156-57) On Feb. 5, theresolution
to create the SC was filed. HRH and JDE
felt it was time to develope a strategy.
(Dean went to a Feb. 5 lunch with Johnson
and Timmons that JDE was supposed to attend,
but didn’t.) Dean had his secretary schedul~
a meetings in JDE’s office for the above,
and for Harlow, who had to come from Arizona
Mitchell came late from NYC; HRH and JDE
wanted Mitchell to get information from
DeLoach whether Nixon had been bugged in
the 1968 campaign. Those present included
all listed on JDE’s logs. There was general
discussion about the Senate action, but
nothing was accomplished or decided. Some
FBI investigation of Agnew toll records
was discussed.
(WI) JDE might not have been there; all of
the others were. Moore called to JDE’s
.office to discuss what action could be
taken to propose amendments to the resm~tion
setting up the SC. No specific recollection
of discussion of Agnew bugging in 1968.

JANUARY 1973 :

EHRLICHMAN TELLS DEAN TO RETRIEVE
CIA MATERIALS FROM JUSTICE

DEAN VERSION:
Sometime in January 1973, Ehrlichman told Dean
to arrange for CIA to take back the material given by
them to the Justice Department, and to use national
security as a reason. Dean spoke to Petersen, who
said that the Justice Department had received a letter
from Sen. Mansfield asking Justice to keep all materials
relating to the case. Petersen said the only thing to
do would be to get CIA to ask for the materials back,
and leave a card in the files saying where they were.
Dean reported this to Ehrlichman, who didn’t want to
leave a card. On Feb. 9, Dean talked to Schlesinger
about such an approach, saying that Justice was amenable
to leaving a card in the fi~es. In late Feb., Walters
visited Dean and told Dean CIA couldn’t do that. This
was the end of it. (sc st. 148-50)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
Ehrlichman has never been asked whether he made
such a request of Dean. In the Senate, Dash asked
Ehrlichman whether he’d ever "asked Dean to get that
film back from the CIA." Ehrlichman said "No," which
is undoubtedly a true answer.
QUESTIONS:
Did Ehrlichman ever have any discussions with Dean about
~ these materials? What?

38.

FEBRUARY i0-ii :

LACOSTAMEETINGS: DISCUSSION
OF MONEY

DEAN VERSION: (SC St. 158-167)
In the middle of the afternoon on 2/9/73 Ehrlichman,
who was in San Clemente~ called Dean and said he wanted
Moore and Dean to come to California that night so that
he could discuss in detail the problems of dealing with
..... the Senate hearings. The meetings began on Saturday
morning, February 10, at San Clemente, but the discussion did not take any focus until Saturday afternoon
and Sundaywhen they met in Haldeman’s villa at La Costa.

There was a discussion of the members of the Select
Committee, during the morning meeting in Ehrlichman’s
office at San Clemente, mostly by Ehrlichman.
Dean recalls hearing that some of the Republican
members of the Select Committee had received campaign
contributions from the White House that might not have
been reported, which should be examined.
Ehrlichman said the Select. Committee should be
analogized to the ITT hearings - that is, the hearings
were a waste of time to the Senate, they were partisan
and ultimately repudiated by the Senate when Kleindienst
was confirmed. Ehrlichman and Haldeman concluded that
the way to deal with the Committee was for the White
House to take a public posture of full cooperation, but
privately attempt to restrain the investigation.

On February i0 Haldeman left the meeting once or
twice and told the President what they were meeting
about.
On Saturday 2/ll Ehrlichman told Dean to call Wally
Johnson (of the White House Congressional Relations
Staff) and tell him to go visit Senator Baker to find
out how Baker planned to operate.
Ehrlichman ask@d whether the Select Committee could
obtain the grand jury minutes and other investigative
records from the FBI and U.S. Attorney’s office.

Haldeman suggested that~Pat Buchanan be used as a
watchdog of the press. (164-165)
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They discussed the,role of CRP during the Senate
hearings. Haldeman suggested that CRP hire private
investigators to dig out information about the
Democratic campaigns. They discussed the importance
of the minority counsel. (165-166)
Toward the end of the meeting on Sunday afternoon
Ehrlichman asked whether the seven defendants would
remain silent through the Senate hearings. Dean ~id
this was the bottom line question because the entire
strategy was based on this continued silence, but that
Dean didn’t know the answer. Dean said they were demanding more money, but, as they had discussed previously,
there was no more money available. Dean told Haldeman
and Ehrlichman he had carried their messages to Mitchell,
that this was something Mitchell should take care of, hut
they were aware of Mitchell’s feelings that the White
House should be concerned about the matter. Ehrlichman
told Moore, who was hearing this for the first time, that
he should go to Mitchell and tell him that it was Mitchell’s
responsibility to raise the necessary funds for these
men. It had been decided at the outset of the first day
of the meetings that Moore would go to New York and report to Mitchell on what had been resolved regarding
dealing with the Senate hearings. (166-167) The
meeting concluded on this item.
Dean received no instructions to write a report
when he was at LaCosta, and has no knowledge of ever
being given such an instruction except when he was at
Camp David. (2787)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
9rand Jury (5/9/73) :
The primary subject of discussion was the White
House strategy with relation to the Select Committee executive privilege, separation of powers, whether the
White House should publish an account of the whole story,
including the money, the campaign and Segretti. Dean
offered explanations as to why it shouldn’t get out. Dean
would treat subjects like that by indicating that it was
better we didn’t know, that there were se£ious problems
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in that the rights of individuals were involved.
Although the trial was over Dean implied that it was
not the [rights of the] people who had been tried.
Dean didn’t say and Ehrlichman didn’t ask whose rights
were involved. (87-90) Dean made a categorical statement that no one in the White House was involved. (91)
The subject of money was mentioned in passing, but
without any heavy discussion. Dean brought it up in the
context of Mitchell having trouble raising his defense
money for the defendants, and it was put off. "I
wouldn’t say to pay for the defendants; I don’t think
that was my impression." Ehrlichman does not recall
any decision that there should be a public request or
a recommendation that Mitchell should solicit money
publicly as was done in the Angela Davis case. (94)
Ehrlichman does not recall ever saying that raising the
money should be kept secret or telling Kalmbach that
it would be political dynamite if it ever got out. His
impression at that time was that there was a public
subscription underway on behalf of those defendants.
(Ehrlichman had heard in the summer of ’72 that Mitchell
ygs raising money for a defense fund when Dean came to
ham to release Kalmbach. Dean did it in Mitchell’s
name.) (95)
It became clear to Ehrlichman that he was in no
position to advise the President of this matter and that
it would be necessary for the President to take his
advice firsthand. Previously, Ehrlichman had been told
that ~ven the difficulties with Congress about impoundment, budget cuts and other problems that Ehrlichman
ought to stay out of the subject. As a result the
President took his advice directly from Dean. (92)
Senate Version:
The meeting was called because the President had
asked who was handling the preparation ~ the White
House case for the Select Committee hearings. There
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were no answers to the President’s questions So one of
us called Dean and asked him to come out and talk through
the.White House response to the hearings. The subjects
discussed included executive privilege, the resolution
authorizing the Committee, minority counsel and evaluation
of the Committee members. (5992-93)
Dean was assigned to prepare a general statement of
Watergate including money, Segretti, and planning and.
discussing the break-in. (5994).
It was decided that the best management entity was
not the White House or government people, but would be
CRP,. with the thought that Mitchell would return to the
management of CRP. (5993-94).
Moore was going to talk to Mitchell about this idea.
Dean raised the point that the defendants had cases that
were pending sentencing, were on appeal or in some kind
of interlocutory stage and that they might have a right
to have their rights protected by seeking a judicial
delay of the hearings. It was recognized that that was
going to require the services of attorneys and the
attorneys would have to be paid. It was a passing subject, noticed as a problem that could not be satisfied
out of campaign funds, and that" Moore should also talk
to Mitchell [about that]. (5994-95)
"There was no suggestion at LaCosta that any money
be paid in consideration of anybody’s silence or anything of that kind. The money we were talking about
at LaCosta was to compensate attorneys who would file
motions in behalf of the defendants ***." (5999)
HALDEMAN VERSION:
Grand
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SenateVersion:
The establishment of the Select Committee on 2/7/73
was the reason for the meeting. There was a discussion
at great length of how to develop some way to learn the
entire Watergate story and get it out in its totality.
The feeling was that ~putting .all the facts out at one
time would give the American people a more accurate
picture of the truth than would the drawn out process
of hearing one witness at a time over an extended period.
(6094-95)
H~ideman~doesn’t recall any questions of raising
money, but if there was any, it was in the form Moore
described; that is, a very incidental item occupying
only a few minutes in a series of meetings that ~sted
for many hours. It was not a principal point of discussion. There was no discussion of a cover-up of
Watergate during thesemeetings. Haldeman was in and
out of the meeting. (6095-96, 6236-37)
MOORE VERSION:
There was a brief mention of money. The subject
came up on the second day at the hotel. There was a
general discussion that the various suits were going
forward. Dean said he had been told by the lawyers
that they may be needing some money. He asked if they
had any ideas. Someone said isn’t that something
Mitchell might handle with his rich New York friends.
Moore was to mention this to Mitchell. (3795-96, 38483858, 4018-19) The money conversation was in the middle
of .the second day (the~th). (3854)

¯CONTINUED (38 )
Moore denied that there was any discussion in
h~s presence regarding the necessity of making the
$350,000 fund whole. (WI)
Moore agreed that O’Brien and Parkinson were so
well known to all the participants in the LaCosta
meetings that they would ordinarily have been referred
to by name, not just as’hhe ~wyers." However, he
stated that he was fairly sure that neither O’Brien nor
Parkinson was mentioned, by name. Nor does he remember
that any other lawyers were mentioned by name. Moore
agreed that if it were really the civil suits that
were being discussed at the meeting, "the lawyers" in
those suits could only have been O’Brien nr Parkinson.
Moore agreed that "the lawyers" being discussed could
in fact have been attorneys for the criminal defendants.

HIGBYVERSION:

39. MEETINGS IN FEBRUARY AND MARCH
Generally, Ehrlichman has testified that he had little
contact with Dean during this period of time, and had
very little or no$ concern about Watergate.
LOGS:
half hour
Feb. 14: W~ Logs: 5:34 p.m. President met JDE for
Feb. 15: WH Logs: 4:50 p.m. President met JDE, one hour

Feb. 16: JDE Logs: 8:45 a.m.
9:00 a.m.

Gray
President, Gray (half hour)

Feb. 22: JDE Logs: I0 a.m.

Dean, HRH (Tim____~e s~ory on
NSC taps)
Cole, Clawson,
Ziegler
Dean

3 p.m.

Feb. 27: JDE Logs: 12:30 p.m.
WHLogs:.

2:48 p.m.

President met JDE:~

3:40 p.m.

President met Dean

Mar. 4 : Dean told Ehrlichman he thought it would be
difficult to maintain a claim of Executive Privilege since Dean had had so few meetings with the.
, President. (SC St. 187)
Mar. ? JDE Logs: i:00 p.m.

Mar. 8:

Lunch with Kalmbach

Ehrlichman tape recorded phone calls to Gray, and
then Dean. This is the "twi§ti~g slowly in the
wind" tape. (JDE SC Tr. 5827, 5962)
WH Logs:

JDE phoned the President twice, about
6:30 p.m.

Mar. 12: JDE Logs: 4:15 p.m.

Colson

Mar. 16: Ehrlichman asked Moore to prepare a report on
.Segretti. (Moore SC Tr..3827)
WH Logs:

3 tii 4:47 p.m. President met JDE

40~

MARCH 20:

DEANTELLS EHRLICHMAN OF HUNT’S THREAT

DEAN VERSION:
On March 21, Dean told the President that Dean
had already related to Ehrlichman Hunt’s threat to
reveal the "seamy things" Hunt had done for Ehrlichman
if Hunt didn’t receive a great deal of money. Dean
told the President that Ehrlichman had told Dean to
check with Mitchell. Dean did check with Mitchell,
pursuant to Ehrlichman’s request, but didn’t know
what then happened, if anything. (SC St. 198)

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:

(5/9 GJ 109-115)

Dean came to Ehrlichman and told him Bittman had
approached Dean with a threat that Hunt would make disclosures if Hunt didn’t get money. Ehrlichman was
shaken and asked Dean about his vulnerability re the
Ellsberg break-in. Ehrlichman and Dean discussed it
over a period of 24 hours (ending on March 20) and
decided (i) that it was blackmail, but (2) that they
wouldn’t do anything about it, or report it, because
of the national security implications.

Ehrlichman heard from Dean that Hunt’s attorney
said Hunt was "re-examining his options" and wanted
something over $ i00,000. Ehrlichman also asked about
Krogh’s vulnerability.
Ehrlichman asked Dean to speak with Colson about
this threat. Ehrlichman says he did this because he
thought maybe the threat came not from Hunt but from
Bittman. (!) But Ehrlichman denies he ever talked
with Colson about this, or ever found out--~ether
Dean talked with Colson about it.
Ehrlichman should be pressed to see if he repeats
the denial as to Colson at this time.
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LOGS :
March 19 :

WH Logs: 5-5:40 p.m.

President met
Dean, Moore

JDE Logs: 5:30 p.m. Ehrlichman met
President
March 20:

JDE Logs:.ll:30

a.m. Ehrlichman met

President
WH Logs: 1:45 p.m. President met Dean,
Moore
JDE Logs: 3:30 p.m. Ehrlichman met Dean
WH Logs: 4:00 p.m.

President met
Ehrlichman, Bush

41.

MARCH 21:

MEETINGS WITH HALDEMAN, DEAN, THE
PRESIDENT

LOGS :
~ JDE Logs:

9:00 a.m. President (WH Logs: President
met JDE alone, 9:15 til 10:12 a.m.
[10:12-11:55, President met Dean, then.
withHaldeman]
.2:45 p.m. Young
3:45 p.m.

President, Dean, Haldeman
til 6

6:00 p.m. Krogh
WH Logs:

The President met with Dean, Haldeman,
and Ehrlichman from 5:00 p.m. til 6:00
p.m. The President also talked with
Haldeman briefly at 3 p.m.

BACKGROUND:
The morning meeting between Dean and the President,
joined by Haldeman, was the critical meeting in which
Dean "laid out" for the President what he knew about
Watergate. (See Dean SC St. 195-199, Haldeman SC Tr.

6101-17.)
According to Dean, he told the President about the
early planning meetings and Mitchell’s possible involvement; about taking this matter to Haldeman; of pressure
from Colson; of Mitchell’s receipt of wiretap information, and possible receipt by Haldeman through
Strachan; of "highlights" of the cover-up including
Kalmbach’s role, and the funneling of White House cash
back to CRP to pay the defendants; that perjury had been
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committed and would have to be committed; aboutHunt’s
threat, and Dean’s response, which was to call Mitchell
at Ehrlichman’s .urging. The President told Dean and
Haldeman to call Mitchell. Much of this was repeated
in Haldeman’s presence.

According to Haldeman, Dean did indeed discuss
the above matters, including clemency offers; but
Haldeman puts a different cast on them. E.g., Dean
said Liddy reported to him on June 19 that "nobody
in the White House was involved;" that post-June 17
problems included "only possiblymoney and clemency;"
that the money gave a "bad appearance." Haldeman
says it was at this meeting where the President asked
how much it would cost to continue to buy silence, and
stated that a million dollars, could be raised, "But
it would be wrong."
DEAN VERSION:
After leaving ~he President’s office, Dean went
to a meeting with Haldeman and Ehrlichman to discuss
the matter further. The substance of that discussion
was that the way to handle this was for Mitchell to
step forward, and that if he did "we" might not be
confronted with the activities of those involved in
the White House in the cover-up. Haldeman called
Mitchell and told him to come to a meeting with the
President on Watergate the next day. (SC St. 200)
Dean again met Haldeman and Ehrlichman late in
the afternoon. Before entering this meeting Dean had
a brief discussion with Haldeman in the President’s
outer office of the EOB suite. Dean told Haldeman
they had two options: one is that this thing goes
all the way and deals with both the pre-activities
and the post-activities or, if the cover-up was to
proceed, they wo~id have to draw. the wagons in a
circle around the White House. Dean told Haldeman
that the White House’s assistance to the Re-Election
Committee had got them into the problem, and now the
only hope was to protect themselves from further ins
volvement. (SC St. 201)

CONTINUED (4 I)
Dean then met with the President, Haldeman and
Ehrlichman. This meeting was a tremendous disappointment to Dean because it was clear that the cover-up as
far as ~e White House was going to continue. While
Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Dean were sitting at a small
table in front, of the. President Dean said he thought
Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Dean all were indictable for
obstruction of justice and that was the reason Dean
disagreed withall that was being discussed at that
time. Dean could tell thatHaldeman and particularly
.Ehrlichman were very unhappy with Dean’s comments.
Dean had let them know he was not going to participate
in the matter any further and that it was time that
everybody start thinking about telling the truth. Dean
repeated that he didn’t think it was possible to
perpetuate the cover-up, and the important thing now
was to get the President out’ in front of it. (Statement 201, 2687) Dean just kept shaking his head because
the President would say to him, "Do you agree with
this?" and Dean would say, "no, I don’t," and he said
that the reason he didn’t agree with this is because
he thought Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Dean were indictable
for obstruction of justice, (3114)
After the meeting Ehrlichman got into a discussion
with Dean about obstruction of justice laws, and Dean
tQld Ehrlichman to look up 18 U.S.C.§ 1503 and read the
annotations. (SC Tr. 3115-16) ~.
HALDEMANVERSION:
Haldeman
.pped by this meeting in his deposition.
Haldeman told the Senate that there was no discussion of having Mitchell step forward except that
there was a possibility Mitchell had been aware of the
break-in and that if that were the case and if he would
decide to say so, that would be a major step in opening
up what had happened. It was not discussed in terms
of.putting pressure on Mitchell to do this.
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While Dean, Ehrlichman and Haldeman were standing
on top of the steps of the EOB, after the meeting with
the President, Dean said maybe ~e way to deal with this
is to draw the wagons around the White House because
nobody in the White House is going to be hurt by a full
disclosure process, but the problem is what that does
to Magruder and Mitchell.
This occurred after the afternoon meeting with the President. (SC Tr. 6118-19, 6527)
The lat~ afternoon meeting of the President, Dean,
Ehrlichman and Haldeman dealt with the questions of the
grand jury, the Senate Committee and executive privilege
in connection with gathering the facts and getting them
out. There was some discussion of Ehrlichman’s theory
that everybody should go to the grand jury and Dean’s
.reaction that that would be fine as long as they had
immunity. Ehrlichman said everyone should go to the
grand jury without-immunity. (Sen. Sel. 6118) Haldeman
does not recall any direct statement by Dean that Haldeman,
Ehrlichman and Dean were indictable. Haldeman does not
recall any reference to Magruder committing perjury.
Dean at some time, maybe at that meeting, did refer to
meeting Magruder before Magruder’s grand jury appearance.
Dean made it clear he had not coached Magruder, but
had worked with him in the way an attorney works with
a client preparing for questioning by asking him the
kind of questions he might expect the grand jury to
ask him and allowing him to answer.
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:

Ehrlichman, like Haldeman, has not testified about
a meeting with Dean and Haldeman right after they came
out of the President’s office, which is what Dean
suggests. When asked by Senator Gurney about a meeting
with Haldeman and Dean following their meeting with the
President, Ehrlichman referred to a meeting at 3:45,
right before Haldeman, Ehrlichman and Dean went into
the President’s office. (SC Tr..5708) Ehrlichman
and Haldeman might be deliberately trying to avoid
talking about one of the meetings th~ day, or Dean
might be confused. Perhaps Haldeman, Ehrlichman and
Dean talked for a few minutes after Dean and Haldeman
came from the President’s office and then had a meeting
at 3:45.
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The conversation at the 3:45 meeting largely involved the question of testimonial availability of
White House staff people. Dean did not report in
Ehrlichman’s hearing what he had told the President
that day. We were taken up with the question of how
to get the story out, how to get the White House people
to testify fully, under what circumstances, waiving
all privilege or whether they should be made available
fully to the grand jury and not to this committee at
all, whether the attorney-client privilege still
existed as to Dean. Dean and Ehrlichman had a
difference.of opinion about immunity. Dean thought.
the President should negotiate blanket immunity for
the White House staff with the Attorney General so
that the entire White House staff could testify
freely before the grand jury. Ehrlichman thought
that didn’t make sense from the standpoint of practicality or of public appearance. Dean came up with
the idea that an independent commission should be
set up. Dean was concerned that people would not
talk freely. Dean explained the differences between
use immunity and transactional immunity and the various
technicalities. (No names of people who needed immunity
lwere mentioned.) Haldeman didn’t express a reaction
to that. He was concerned about executive privilege
because he had been hearing from Mitchell strongly
about executive privilege. Haldeman conveyed Mitchell’s
position that the Administration’s position on executive
privilege was untenable. Haldeman took notes on the
meeting. (SC Tr. 5708-10, 5/9 GJ 117)
At the meeting with the President there was
virtually a replay of the difference Dean and Ehrlichman
had expressed about immunity in the meeting a few
~minutes earlier. The President was advancing a premise
that everybody goes to the grand jury, nobody goes to
the Senate Committee, and we go to the grand jury right
away. Dean said, "Well, that is what I have been
saying * * *. We ought .to do it under a blanket immunity
and in that way all ~e truth will come out." Ehrlichman
was saying, "I think that is wrong, number i, I do not
think anybody in the White House is entitled to immunity
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if they have done something wrong, and then they
ought to take the penalty. More than that, I think
it would be just terribly misunderstood by the
American people." Haldeman was listening and taking
notes without expressing an opinion. The President
said they should meet with Mitchell and discuss
whether the staff should appear before the Ervin
Committee or the grand jury or both and also about
recasting the Administration’s approach on executive
privilege. Ehrlichman was not in the meeting where
Dean said Ehrlichman was indictable. The President
did not tell Ehrlichman the content of his meeting
with Dean. (SC Tr. 5650, 5716-18)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION: MEETINGS WITH YOUNG AND KROGH
At 2:45 Ehrlichman met with David Young about
Hunt’s demand. Ehrlichman had Young refresh Ehrlichman’s
recollection. There was a discussion of Young’s efforts
to find a job. Young told Ehrlichman that to the best
of his recollection the break-in itself was not communicated to Ehrlichman in advance,that Ehrlichman had
authorized the trip west, but as far as Young knew
Ehrlichman didn’t have any responsibility for the act
itself. Ehrlichman had. authorized Hunt and Liddy to
go west to do a covert investigation on Ellsberg.
(5/9 GJ 116-117)

At 6 p.m., Ehrlichman had a similar meeting with
Krogh, also to refresh his recollection. (GJ)
YOUNG VERSION:
His meeting with Ehrlichman did not concern Watergate. They talked about the mechanics of Young’s
¯ leaving. (GJ)

¯ CONTINUED (41)
KROGHVERSION:
Ehrlichman suggested to Krogh that he see
Kleindienst and arrange a "special kind" of immunity
in order to allege that Hunt and Liddy were engaged
in a "frolic of their own." Krogh said he couldn’t
do that, since it wasn’t, true: the break-in was
authorized. Ehrlichman let it drop. On or about
March 22, Ehrlichman called Krogh at home and told
him that he needn’t worry about the problem because
Mitchell was paying all the defendants, including
Hunt, and that Hunt wouldn’t reveal the Fielding
¯ break-in. (WI with Counsel, 6/30/73)

QUESTIONS:
We ought to ask especially, about the Krogh meeting,

~42, MARCH 2~ MEETING WITH MITCHELL, DEAN AND HALDEMAN
LOGS:
JDE Logs~

ii:00 a.m., Mitchell, Dean.

WH Logs:

2-3:40 p.m., Dean, HRH, JDE, Mitchell.

DEAN VERSION:
Dean met Mitchell, Haldeman and Ehrlichman in the
morning. A meeting had been arranged for that afternoon
between the.President, Mitchell, Dean, Haldeman, and
Ehrlichman. Dean had thought they were going to try
to get Mitchell "out front," but this did not happen.
At the morning meeting, one of the first things Ehrlichman
asked Mitchell was whether Hunt’s money problem had been
taken care of. Mitchell said he didn’t think it was a
problem any further. Then there was a general discussion
of the Senate hearings. Dean had thought Haldeman and
Ehrlichman were going to try to get Mitchell to come
forward and explainhis involvement, but this did not
occur. Mitchell said he thought everything was going
along very well except the posture of the President on
executive privilege.. Ehrlichman left the meeting for an
appointment with Secretary Schultz. Ziegler called Dean
out of the meeting about noon because of Gray’s statement that Dean proDably had lied. During lunch in
Haldeman’s office, Mitchell, Haldeman and Dean discussed
general problems. Mitchell said that F. Lee Bailey, who
had been very helpful in dealing with McCord, had a
client who wanted to arrange to turn gold over to the
government without being prosecuted. When Haldeman
didn’t respond to Mitchell’s request for assistance, the
matter was dropped. (SC St. 201-203)
HALDEMANVERSION:
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:

There was
some discussion of Dean’s report to the President, but
most of the.discussion concerned approaches to deal with
the situation rather than a review of the facts. Dean
argued that everyone~should go to the grand jury with
immunity. (SC Tr. 6119-6120) ("W~ were dealing with the
questions not only of what the facts were but what steps
should be taken at that point in time." DNC Dep. p. 197)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
Ehrlichman was with Schultzduring most of the
time the morning meeting was. going on.
The discussion concerned executive privilege,
with Mitchell’s view that the Administration position
had been too restrictive. There was no discussion of
the gory details of Watergate. (SS 5719-20)
MITCHELL VERSION:
Dean’s testimony that Ehrlichman asked Mitchell
if Hunt had been taken care of and that Mitchell assured
Ehrlichman Hunt had been is false. Mitchell never discussed any of these payments with Ehrlichman. Mitchell
would not have known on 3/22/73owhether Hunt had been
taken care of. (SS 3379, 3412)

42A:

MARCH 22: AFTERNOON MEETING WITH THE PRESIDENT

In the afternoon of March 22, all ~hose who had
met in the morning met again, this time with the President.
DEAN VERSION:
There was a general discussion of the Senate
hearings. Mitchell said the President’s statement on
executive privilege was too broad. The President said
Kleindienst was supposed to be working these things out
with Senator Baker, but apparently had not done it.
Timmons had told the President a member of Baker’s staff
wanted a meeting. The President called the Attorney
General and told him to meet with Baker. Dean then asked
to be excused from the meeting to work with Ziegler and
related Gray’s statement. When Dean returned to the meeting, the President told him he should work directly with
Ervin on executive privilege. When Dean said he did not
think he should be the one, the President agreed, and
Ehrlichman said he would commence discussions. (SC St.
203-205)
The President said John [Dean] has been doing
an excellent job on this whole problem. Dean then
arranged for Mitchell to meet O’Brien in an emptyguest
office. (SC Tr. 3120-21)
HALDEMANVERSION:

This meeting was a discussion of how to handle
the situation rather than any further exploration of the
facts. [At his deposition Haldeman said, "We were dealing with the question not only of what the fac~s were but
what steps should be taken at that point in time. p. 197]
The grand jury argument was ruled out.. Ehrlichman again
-opposed the idea of going to the grand jury with immunity.
The more discussion there was, the more it seemed that
it was not a practical thing and probably not within
their control anyway. They decided the President would
waive executive privilege to permit all White House staff
people to testify fully before the Senate. It was felt
that first there should be a complete White House report
prepared by Dean so that what all of us would say would
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already be known in one place rather than having bits
and pieces come out over a period of time. Dean was
told to prepare a report for public release. Dean said
it would take about two days to write the report. They
talked about including all the facts on Segretti.
There was also a question of the Senate Committee
rules and how the Committee was going to operate.
(SC Tr.6120-21)
Dean started d~opping some indications that
Magruder and possibly Mitchell had serious legal problems.

The President became concerned about Watergate and the
new information that had been brought to his attention.
(SC Tr. 6120-22)
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
It was large ~how to get the whole story out, the
question again of the grand jury, of immunity. The President was trying these things out on Mitchell. The President assigned Dean to write as complete a statement as
possible about this whole subject. (SS 5720)
MITCHELL VERSION:
In addition to discussing a number of subjects
that had to do with the Select Committee, the real problem
discussed was the problem the President was having in
connection with executive privilege. Mitchell urged
the President to waive executive privilege. No inquiries
about Watergate were made of Mitchell. (SS 3412-15,
3451, 3655-59)
NIXON VERSION:
Nixon met at great length with Ehrlichman, Haldeman,
Dean and Mitchell on the 22nd. He discussed the whole matter
with them. He kept pressing for the view that he had
throughout that we must get this story out, get the truth
out, whatever and whoever it’s going to hurt, and it was
there that Mitchell suggested that all the individuals involved in the White House appear in an executive session
before the Ervin Committee. (Press Conference 8/22/73)

43.

MARCH 23: MC CORD LETTER

DEAN VERSION:
Ehrlichman read to Dean, over the phone, a copy
of the McCord letter. (Dean that day was beseiged ~
camera-men outside his home and couldn’t leave; the
President subsequently called him’and asked him to go
to Camp David to write his report.) (SC St. 205-06)
Dean asked Ehrlichman where he got it. Ehrlichman said
it "just came floating into my office."
WH Lo@s:

Ehrlichman called the President, long
distance, at 11:34 a.m. (7 mins.) and
11:46 p.m. (15 minutes).

JDE Lo@s: 11:45: President
1:30 p.m. Depart Andrews for S.F.

44.

MARCH 27 :

MEETING WITH YOUNG

JDE Logs:

Ii-i
President
4:45 p.m. Young

" LOGS:

EHRLIC~VERSION:
In a meeting with Young, Ehrlichman asked Young
to get the Plumbers files together before Young left
the White House. Denies there was any discussion of
the 1971 approval memo, of its sensitivity, or that
such a memo was removed from the files. (SC Tr. 527173)
5/9 GJ 119-120: Ehrlichman said this meeting with
Young had "nothing to do with" Watergate. Young was
troubled by the transfer of the declassification project
to OMB. There was no discussion of the Ellsberg problem.
DEAN VERSION:
On March 28 or 29, Ehrlichman called Dean to tell
Dean that Kr0gh had just been in to see Ehrlichman. (SC
St. 217)
YOUNG VERSION: (7/10/73 WI; GJ)
On Friday, March 23, 1973, Jan Hruska, Ehrlichman’s
secretary, called Young and asked him to bring all his
files~ the Pentagon Papers to Ehrlichman’s office. Young
packed the files Friday, after xeroxing copies of several
documents, (4 items turned over to Silbert), and sent
the files over Monday in a small leather bag or case. He
spoke with Ehrlichman Tuesday, March 27.

CONTINUED (4 4)
Prior to the~meeting, at the end of the previous
week, Krogh had told Young that Hunt was going public
on the break-in. Ehrlichman opened the conversation
by saying that Hunt might go public. Ehrlichman said
"Bud" had been in to see him the previous week and
said it was all Bud’s responsibility and Bud had
authorized Hunt and Liddy to do it. Ehrlichman stated
that he had "seen the pictures before they went into
.place", and later told them they shouldn’t do that~
anymore. Ehrlichman implied he didn’t know about it
beforehand. Young said, well, Young knew about it
beforehand, and so did Ehrlichman, since Ehrlichman
approved it. "There are the memos in the files to
prove that you approved it." Young gestured toward
the bag of files. Ehrlichman said there was "no question
about what actually happened," but "I think those memoranda
are too sensitive and I’ve taken them out." Ehrlichman
said something like, "They show too much forethought."
Young said there might be copies. Ehrlichman said he’d
have to take his chances on that. Young said, "Well,
just to be clear where we stand, I didn’t have the
authority to approve something like that and neither
did Bud. I’m sure in an operation like that you would
have gone to the next highest authority." Ehrlichman
said, "It’s none of your business what discussions I
had with~the President on this."
Young got the clear impression that Ehrlichman had
in fact seen the President on this. Ehrlichman mentioned
that the President was aware of the break-in.

45. MARCH 27 & 28, 1973: EHRLICHMAN’S MEETING WITH
¯ THE PRESIDENT AND PHONE CALL (TAPED) TO KLEINDIENST
EHRLICHMAN LOGS: March 27:
March 28:

Ii-I President Nixon
10:30 a.m. Phone call to
Kleindienst

EHRLICHMAN’S VERSION: (SC Tr. 5645, 5724)
Ehrllchman met with the President on March 27 between
ll:00 a.m. and 1 p.m. Nixon dictated to Ehrllchman a
llst of questions to be asked of Kleindienst as to whether
the Justice Department had any information about the
involvement of ~ertain people at the White House or CRP
in the break-in. Nixon also wanted Kleindlenst to be told
to report to the President directly if Kleindienst came
upon any such information. Ehrlichman copied down the
President’s questions, covering about l0 or 12 topics, on
a piece of paper.
Because Kleindlenst was traveling, Ehrlichman did not
talk to him until the next day, March 28. Ehrlichman
went down the handwritten list of questions. Ehrlichman
first talked to Kleindienst about Senators Baker and
Weicker, and said that the Presidentwanted to know if
Weicker had any information to support assertions he had
recently made to the press. Kleindlenst had earlier been
designated by the President to be the Administration’s
liaison with Baker. Ehrlichman then said that the
President wanted to be told directly if anyone in the
White. House or at CRP was involved in the burglary.
Kleindienst suggested a Special Prosecutor because of
his relationship with Mitchell. Ehrlichman asked
procedural questions about the Special Prosecutor. and about
immunity.
TAPE:
(1) Ehrllchman said that the President felt that
it would be a good idea if Kleindienst said at an upcoming press conference that he had checked with Weicker
and that the Senator had no information. Kleindienst
disagreed, saying that Weicker was "an excitable kid"

and that it would serve no purpose to provoke him because.
the Administration might need his vote. Klelndlenst
reported that Baker had had a long talk with Weicker and
had told Weicker to shut up; (2) Ehrlichman said that
the President had no information that Dean, Haldeman,
Colson, or Ehrlichman had prior knowledge of the
burglary, but that he wanted to hear directly from
Kleindienst if contrary information turned up; (3) Ehrllchman
said Nixon was worried about "Mitchell," (4) The McCord
letter was discussed, but was dismissed by Kleindienst as
hearsay statements by a convict facing a long prison
sentence; (5) K~indienst said that Mitchell’s possible
involvement might create a conflict of interest for him
and that some thought s~uld be given to the appointment of
a Special Prosecutor. Ehrlichman asked Kleindienst to
have someone brief the procedure for doing that;
(6) Ehrllchman asked procedural questions about grants of
immunity, and Kleindienst said he would call Ehrlichman
back after talking to Petersen on the progress being
made in the case; (7) Ehrlichman said that the President
wanted to see Kleindienst Saturday morning and that a
helicopter would be sent to L.A..for him.
~

Kleindlenst Version:

(SC Tr. 7394, 7413)

Kleindlenst’s statement, "Sirlca is really lousing
things up," referred to the Judge’s failure to sentence
the defendants, which precluded their being put before
the grand Jury. Kleindienst’s strong language about
Welcker was necessary because he was trying to talk
Ehrlichman out of doing something.

46.

APRIL 5 and 7:

MEETINGS WITH JUDGE BYRNE

EHRLICHMAN VERSION: (GJ 5/9/73 139; SC Tr. 5445)
Ehrlichman met with Judge Byrne in California on
April 5 and 7, 1973. It had become obvious that the
Gray nomination was not going to succeed and that a new
nominee for FBI Director was going to be needed.
Kleindienst had enthusiastically recommended Judge Byrne
for the position. Ehrlichman initiated the first meeting
by calling Judge Byrne and asking to meet with him
about accepting a new assignment. Ehrlichman had been
asked by the President to make this call. Byrne said
he would have to check his calendar. After doing so,
Byrne called and met Ehglichman at Ehrlichman’s office at
San Clemente.
Ehrlichman and Byrne went for a walk alone.
Ehrlichman started by saying that he realized Byrne was
involved in the Ellsberg trial and that he (Ehrlichman)
would understand if the Judge walked away at any time.
Ehrlichman said that Byrne’s walking away would not
prejudice his chances for thepost. Byrne said he
understood. The total conversation lasted about five
minutes. Ehrlichman told Byrne that the President was
going to withdraw Gray’s nomination and that Byrne had
come highly recommended for the position of FBI Director.
Ehrlichman said that the President wanted some indication
that Byrne would be interested at some time in the future,
or whSther the President should look elsewhere.
Byrne told Ehrlichman that he had a very strong
interest in the:~post and has some definite ideas about
how to strengthen the Bureau. Byrne said he wasn’t in
a position to take any new Job at that time, but
Ehrlichman got the impression that Byrne was very much
interested for the future.
As they walked back, President Nixon came out. of
his office and greeted Byrne. They made small talk for
about thirty seconds and then parted. Byrne and Ehrlichman
went back to Ehrlichman’s office, where Ehrlichman said,
"Well, I think the way we have to leave this is that
I know now you have an interest and obviously the
President has to reserve his options completely as the
whether there is an offer to you or not." Byrne then left.
Ehrlichman did not tell Byrne that he (Ehrlichman) had
played a part in the Ellsberg break-ln.

CONTINUED

KLEINDIENSTVERSION: (SC.Tr. 73~5;
Sometime around April i, 1973, Kleindienst met with
Ehrlichman and Haldemanln San Clemente. The major portion of the conversation concerned the possible appointmeHt of a Special Prosecutor. Then the subject of a
new FBI director came up, and.Kleindienst was asked for
his recommendations. He suggeste~ Henry Petersen or
Judge Byrne. As to Petersen, Kleindienst said he
would be a greater Director than Hoover, but might be
too controversial because of his handling of the Watergate
investigation. Kleindlenst strongly recommended Judge
Byrne, who had served as a U.S. Attorney in Los Angeles
for Presidents Johnson and Nixon and who had FBI experience.
Kleindlenst doesn’t recall if he was asked to contact
Byrne. (In our WI Klelndlenst stated Ehrlichman suggested
Klelndlenst contact Byrne, but Klelndienst declined.)
Klelndlenst told Ehrllchman and Haldeman that he had not
talked to Byrne since the Ellsberg case had started
because of the possible impropriety. Klelndlenst does
not recall Ehrlichman’s saying that he would contact Byrne.

47. MARCH 30 ON: EHRLICHMAN INVESTIGATES FOR THE PRESIDENT
AND MAKES A REPORT ON APRIL 14
NIXON VERSION:

When he learned on March 30 that Dean had been "unable
to complete his report" he instructed Ehrlichman to conduct
"an independent inquiry and bring all the facts to me. On
April 14, Mr. Ehrlichman have me his findings, and I directed
that he immediately report them .to the AG." (8/15/73 Statement)

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
On March 30, the President asked Ehrlichman to "investigate whether anyone in the White House was involved in the
break-in or cover-up." (DNC 64, 155) The President called
Ehrlichman to his office for about ten minutes at noontime,
just before the Presidential party was to leave for California, and asked Ehrlichman to "take over from Dean." He
said,"I want you to step into what Dean has been d~ng
here. I need to know about Executive Privilege, I need to
know about attorney-client privilege, I need to have somebody set this strategy with regard to testifying at the
Committee and the grand jury and these other places and I
need to know where the truth lies in this thing." (SC Tr.
5724)
During the course of this investigation, Ehrli~hman
talked to:
NO o

48 A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

Person

O’Brien
Kalmbach
Strachan
Dean
Colson, Shapiro
Mitchell
Magruder
~Strachan

Date

April
April
April
April
April
April
April
April

Notes?

5
6
12
8,9,13,14
14
14
14
15

yes
memo
no
yes:13t
yes
tape
yes+~:~
yes

CONTINUED (47)
On the morning of April 14, Ehrlichman met the President and gave him a report to date. This was before the
meetings with Mitchell and Magruder.The President told
Ehrlichman to interview Mitchell and Magruder, andfind
out some more about Haldeman’s involvement. Late in the
afternoon Ehrlichman reported back, adding his interviews
with Mitchell and Magruder. Ehrlichman gave the President
a "running narrative" of the various interviews. The
President told him to notify the Attorney General, which
Eh~lichman did within the hour. (See No. 49, infra.)

’I
~8. MARCH 30 ON: EHRLICHMAN’S INTERVIEWS WITH VARIOUS PEOPLE

[Ehrlichman has explained at some length in the Senate
and elsewhere the meaning of his notes (and the Mitchell
tape) and the substance of what O’Brien, Dean, Strachan,
etlal told him. Rather than go through all the details of
the Magruder and O’Brien meetings, I have listed below some
of the highlights about which we may~.want to ask questions,
and complete page references to Ehrlichman’s previous
testimony concerning these interviews.]

48A. INTERVIEW’WITH O’BRIEN (DNC 98-129, SC Tr.

5683-5700)

Ehrlichman version: O’Brien called and said he had some
information the President should have, and sought a meeting
.with Haldeman. He was fixed up with Ehrlichman since Ehrlichman was handling Watergate.
O’Brien version: (WI) Ehrlichman did not take notes
during the meeting.
Questions :
Did Ehrlichman tape this meeting?
O’Brien said Magruder told him Liddy had a commitment.
for executive clemency from Kro@h. Did Ehrlichman question
Krogh about this?
O’Brien mentioned a memo from Mrs. Hunt.naming Bittman
and Parkinson in the money thing, and a memo from Parkinson
to Dean to LaRue. Any recollection of what these were?

Did O’Brien say Bittman phoned O’Brien about Hunt’s
$ 70,000 threat?

CONTINUED ( 4 8 )
48 B. INTERVIEW WITH KALMBACH
Ehrlichman version: Ehrlichman.interviewed Kalmbach
in San Clemente. He asked him a series of questions. Kalmbach
said that his bank records had been subpoenaed by the Senate
Committee. Ehrlichman asked how Ulasewicz had been paid;
Kalmbach said by check. Ehrlichman asked about his raising
money for attorneys fees for the Watergate defendants, and
Kalmbach said he’d raised about $ 70,000 and transmitted
it according to Dean’s instructions. K~Imbach would not
specif~ the source of this money, but said he felt he had
done nothing wrong. Ehrlichman made a one page memo on the
meeting, but did not take notes. In the Grand Jury, he
hesitated to turn that memo over. (5/3 GJ 47).In the
Senate, (SC Tr. 5771), he claimed that he had already
turned the.memo over to the Grand Jury or prosecutors.
We do not have it. Kalmbach said he raised the money from
"several" people, and that $ 25,000 went to Bittman by
courier. The conversation lasted about three quarters of
an hour,
Questions:

Why don’t we have a memo of that meeting? How could
Isn’t it true Kalmbach told Eh~lichman that although
he had only "raised" $ 70,000, he had in fact delivered a
lot more?
Didn’t Kalmbach tell Ehrlichman that the whole thing
was a secret, if Ehrlichman didn’t in fact know before then?
Did Ehrlichman come away from this meeting thinking Kalmbach.
had used a "Cuban emigre fund"?

CONTINUED

48 C. INTERVIEW WITH STRACHAN
Ehrlichman version: (SC Tr. 5778) S~c~n came to
Ehrli~hman right after Strachan’s Grand Jury appearance.
Strachan had testified about transferring $ 350,000 to the
CRP. But he then remembered about the $ 22,000 being taken
out. Haldeman advised him to consult Ehrlichman. Ehrlichman
told him to call Silbert and revise his testimony.
Haldeman version:

i

48D. INTERVIEWS WITH DEAN: ALL VERSIONS COMBINED
On April 8, Sunday, after Dean told Haldeman in a
phone call that he was planning to see the prosecutors,
Higby called Dean from AF 1 to set up a meeting with
Dean, Haldeman, and Ehrlichman. They met in Ehrlichman’s
office, about 5 p.m.
Ehrlichman and Haldeman asked
Dean questions, asked if Dean had already been to the
prosecutors. Dean was evasive in his answers. (Dean
SC St.)
On the way back from California, Haldeman and
Ehrlichman called Dean to set up a meeting to discover
¯ what was t~e hang-up between Dean’s and Mitchell’s
versions. The meeting lasted about two hours. This
was the first time Dean told Ehrlichman about the 1972
.planning meetings, about "some of the nuances" of the
cover-up, about the meetings in late summer 1972 to
plan Magruder’s perjury. Dean indicated that Mitchell
had problems that were causing Mitchell to want Dean
not to talk to the prosecutors. Ehrlichman conveyed
to Dean the President’s desire that Dean go to the
Grand Jury, which the President had communicated to
Ehrlichman and Haldeman during a two-hour meeting on
~he flight back to DC on the plane. Dean said nobody
at the WH was a target, but some people at CRP were.
(JDE SC Tr. 5742-43)
On April 9, Ehrlichman approved Mitchell’s meeting
with Dean to work some of the things out. Dean gave
Eb_tlichman a memo on this meeting. (Dea__nSC St. and
Exhibit 41)

.On April D, Dean met Ehrlichman and Haldeman in
Ehrlichman’s office and discussed a meeting Haldeman
and Ehrlichman had just had with Colson and Shapiro.
They said Colson had a plan to "smoke Mitchell out."
Colson thought Mitchell should take the blame and
end it.i Colson also thought Dean too much out front.
Dean told Mitchell was coming down, and the President
would draw Mitchell out. (Dean SC St. 278)
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In the Grand Jury, Ehrlichman denied recalling
ever relating the Colson meeting to Dean. (JD__E 5/9
GJ 121-23)
In the Senate, Ehrlichman recalled a meeting at
2:30 or 3 p.m. on the 13th, with Dean. Dean said Liddy
was talking, and Hunt was before the Grand Jury but was
lying. Strachan and McCord were going to testify, but
nobody at the White House would be indicted. A Special
Prosecutor should be avoided because of the involvement
of Caulfield and Krogh. Dean said his own liability
was a "close question." Dean, in response to questioning
by Ehrlichman about the cover-up money, discussed meetings
in Mitchell’s office concerning such money, claimed
Mitchell got Dean into it, LaRue and O’Brien would urge
.money be made available. Dean discussed the liability
of Mardian, Mitchell, LaRue, Magruder. Dean said that
Haldeman and Ehrlichman had .problems with Kalmbach and
the payments to defendants. Ehrlichman has, in his
notes, a symbol "350" by his and Haldeman’s names.
Ehrlichman presumes this related to Haldeman, not himself! (JDE SC.Tr. 5743-46)
Dean also said that the money aspect was not
indictable but would be difficult to explain. The
probably scenario, according to Dean, was: May i,
Grand Jury breaks the case; May 15, indictments; then,
Attorney Genera! asks Select Committee to postpone
hearings, and there probably will never be hearings.
Dean said he was not a target, nor is any White House
staffer. (JDE SC Tr. 5746)
On April 14, Dean met Ehrlichman and Haldeman
briefly in Ehrlichman’s office and learned that they
had seen Mitchell, and Mitchell wasn’t talking. Dean
read Ehrlichman and Haldeman his "indictable" list.
They weren’t very happy. (Dean SC St. 230-31) Dean
¯ told them at that time that they, and Dean, were all
. targets of the investigation. Ehrlichman protested
that he had spoken with Kleindienst a few days before,
and Xleindienst didn’t have that information.
Ehrlichman has no independent version of the
April 14 meeting with Dean. Presumably his testimony
concerning the April 13 meeting reflects the discussions
of the two days.
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48 E. INTERVIEW WITH COLSON AND SHAPIRO
EH~~
Ehrlichman version: Shapiro andColson "wanted to
discuss the entire circumstances of my investigation and
their feelings about where it was inevitably headed,
and what the president ought to do under, the circumstances.
They came to present a list of recommendations. After
the meeting, Ehrlichman discussed these recommendations
with the President.Ehrlichman appears to recall possibly
two meetings. (5/9 GJ 121-23)
The meeting was held primarily at Colson’s request, and
unlike the other interviews in Ehrlichman’s investigation,
was mainly designed to get recommendations. But Ehrlichman
also viewed it as an.opportunity to get more information.
(SC Tr. 5865)
Colson version: Colson says he and Ehrlichman met twice,
once in the morning of April13 so that Colson could determine who really ordered Watergate - - which was necessary
so that Colson could prepare his recommendations intelligently - - and once in the afternoon to make the recommendations.
(SC St. 47) Ehrlichman told Colson in the morning that his
investigation was not yet complete.
Questions, based on Ehrlichman’s explanation, SC Tr.
5865-76:
Colson said he was "picking up a rumor that Mitchell
had a "blood oath" to Liddy of a pardon. But
Shapiro told us he heard this from Hunt. JDE’s
story on this is implausible. He should be pinned
down onit.

The derogatory comments about Mitchell are "Shapiro’s
characterization." Shapiro told us this was in
response to a question from Ehflichman =encerning
a possible insanity defense.

~ 48 F.

INTERVIEW WITH MITCHELL

Ehrlichman version: On April 14, he met Mitchell briefly. (THIS MEETING WAS TAPED) The President asked Ehrlichman
to do this and tell Mitchell that he should not remain
silent if he thought that by doing so he was helping the
President. Ehrlichman delivered this message. (SC Tr. 5748,
5~9 GJ 129, DNC 171)
In his DNC Deposition, Ehrichman claimed that Mitchell
"denied any liability", which is patently unsupported by the
tape.
Mitchell version: Qu~stio~edl~.ou~mTape.(SC Tr. 3382)
Questions, based on Tape:

Mitchell admits to being in a "position of jeopardy,"
admits to being "euchred into this t~ing by not paying
attention to what those bastards were doing," doesn’t react
adversely to Ehrlichman’s suggestion of obstruction of justice
but instead says, "how are they making that?," mentions the
million dollar meeting, and says he’s going to let the
prosecutors "come to him," since he has no other option. In
light of this, didn’t Ehrlichman lie when he told the DNC
counsel that Mitchell "denied any liability" in this matter?
Ehrlichman says he’s been relying for information on
sources within the U.S. Attorney’s office. Who?
Ehrlichman sa~s he’s going to be a witness, so he ...hasn’t tried to get too much information. Isn’t that inconsistent with his present testimony?

Pp. 24-25, discussion of the "zillion dollars" brought
~"over here" not being the same as the campaign money from
1968. Mitchell says that’s not so. Ehrlichman says, "That’s
true. I’ve always believed that.

P. 25: There is discussion about whether the $ 350,000
was "tapped" for advertising money before it wentback to
LaRue. Ehrlichman says he understood it was in the "last days
of the campaign." How could he think that if Strachan told
him earlier the details of the $ 22,000?

CONTINUED (48)

48 G.

INTERVIEW WITH MAGRUDER

Ehrlichman’s version: (DNC 66-99, 111-116; 5/3 GJ
114-148, SC Tr. 5773)

[There is nothing ’interesting in this transcript]

48 H.

INTERVIEW WITH STRACHAN, APRIL 15
Ehrlichman version:

HB met Strachan for about an hour in the evening.
Strachan. told him about the Liddy’Magruder altercation.
Strachan said he’d never received memos or other material
indicating bugging was going to take place, but he had
received synopses, prior to the break-in, which might
have been the fruits of surveillance. They were not designated
by code name.Stra~h~n also remembered seeing sheets marked
"Sedan Chair II." Strachan did not know if Haldeman had
seen these. Strachan admitted being told by Magruder in
early March of an intelligence operation. Strachan told
Magruder~about the WH $350,000. (DNC 50-63, 118) (Tr. 5775)
Ehrlichman says Strachan never told him about any order
from Haldeman to destroy or "clean" the files, so that
testimony by Strachan in the Senate was a surprise to him.
Questions: (based on Notes of JDE)

There are some notes on "consolidating" intelligence
by ~etting Segretti under Liddy’s control. What’s this about?
Strachan evidently told Ehrlichman that Haldeman
approved Liddy’s move to CRP. What’s this about? [Haldeman
admits being involved in ~i’ddy’s salary, which is what the
notes appear to be about.]
Strachan e~idently told Ehrlichman about the Liddy-Magruder feud and the question of who would do intelligence
for the campaign coming up in Haldeman-Mitchell meetings.
What’s this about?

49. APRIL 14 : EHRLI¢:HMAN’S.PHONE CALL TO KLEINDIENST
EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
After reporting to the President on Saturday
morning, April 14, and then interviewing Magruder and
Mitchell (and finding out more about Haldeman - Ehrlichman implies that he interviewed Haldeman),
Ehrlichman reported back to the President a second
time. The President told him to call the Attorney
General, which Ehrlichman did within the hour. (SC
Tr. 5752)
At various points in his testimony, Ehrlichman
claims that hereported the "substance" of his investigation to the Attorney General.. He has never been
specific about this..
JACK ANDERSON: Reports that Ehrlichman taped this call.
KLEINDIENST VERSION:

CONTINUED (4 9 )

There was no discussion of substance whatsoever.

QUESTIONS:
Ehrlichman should be closely questioned about how
much substance he actually conveyed to Kleindienst.
Did he tape this,phone call? ******

50.

APRI~ 15 :’ EHRLICHMAN CALL TO GRAY ABOUT HUNT’S SAFE

EHRLICHMAN VERSION :
Grand Jury: Ehrlichman called Gray about 10:30
p.m. the night of ~pril 15 and told him Dean had told
the prosecutors about the materials delivered to Gray.
Gray said Dean couldn’t say that. Ehrlichman said, "He
did say it," Gray: "You can’t let him say that. If
he does, I’ll deny it." Gray said he’d destroyed the
papers, and that Ehrllchman must back him up on never
having received them. Ehrlichman said something like,
"Well, Pat, I don’t want to do anything to hurt you, but
I don’t know if I can do that." Ehrlichman admits he may
have been !’more equivocal on that."
A few minutes later Ehrlichman called Gray back
to tell him, definitely, that Ehrllchman couldn’t back
him up. He did this because, it occurred to him that he’d
been equivocal the first time. This was about ten minutes
later. Ehrlichman discussed the first call with the
President and Haldeman, but he decided to call Gray back
"on his own notion." That was the first time he’d ever
heard that the documents were destroyed. (5/3 GJ 176-80)
Senate: Substantially the same story, except
that the President ordered Ehrlichman to make the first
call. Ehrlichman admits he said little after Gray told
him the documents were destroyed. After discussing this
with the President, Ehrlichman himself said, "I don’t
think I completely closed the door with Gray," so
Ehrlichman called him back to do so. (SC Tr. 5438)

The President was present when Ehrlichman was
talking to Gray the first time. (SC Tr. 5542)
DEAN VERSION:
Shortly after informing Petersen about the passage
of documents to Gray (which was Dec. 22), Dean spoke to
Gray about them, at a Justice Department luncheon. Gray
told Dean to "hang tight" because Gray had destroyed them.
Dean informed Ehrlichman of this fact shortly thereafter.
Shortly before Gray was nominated for FBI Director,
Ehrlichman called Dean to see if Dean had any problems.
Dean reminded Ehrlichman of the destruction of documents.
Ehrlichman said that shouldn’t be any problem. (SC St. 82)

CONTINUED

GRAY VERSION:
(GJ 114-119) On April 15, Ehrlichman had called
earlier in the evening but didn’t leave a message to have
the call returned. Ehrlichman then called about 10:30
p.m. It was a short conversation: Ehrlichman was telling Gray that Dean had been talking to.the prosecutors
for some.time. Gray may have asked Ehrlichman whether
Dean had told them about the Hunt files, but he can’t
recall. About half an hour later, Ehrlichman called
again. Ehrlichman said Dean had told the prosecutors
about the two files. Ehrlichman said, "You better check
your hole card." Gray responded by saying either, "I
destroyed those files long ago," or "As you know, John,
I destroyed those files long ago." That is all Gray
can recall about the conversation.
Although Gray did have a telephone conversation
with Dean about the time of the taped conversation with
Ehrlichman, during the confirmation hearings, Gray
apparently has not corroboratedDean’s story that Gray
told Dean of the destruction of materials in January
or early February 1973. Gray does not appear to have
been asked directly about this..

,51.

APRIL 30:

MEETINGS WITH YOUNG AND KROGH

EHRLICHMAN VERSION:
~Ehrlichman ~SCUSSed the "Ellsberg problem" with
Young and Krogh on March 21, but didn’t discuss it
with Young on March 27. [Young has it the. other way
around: Young says they discussed Young’s leaving
on March 21, and the Ellsberg files on March 27.]
On April 30, Ehrlichman and Young had a discussion
about Young’s "winding down" at the White House. They
discussed the Ellsberg matter in passing, since it was
already in the newspapers. Young said he had heard that
Krogh had retained counsel, that Young was going to do
likewise, that Young felt both their actions were
justifiable, and that both he and Krogh were going to
defend them. Young simply told Ehrlichman Young’s
intentions. (5/9 GJ 120-27)
In his April 30 meeting with Krogh, Ehrlichman
denied, in the 5/9 GJ 126-9, that Ehrlichman had any
discussion with Krogh about Krogh’s filing an affidavit.
Ehrlichman claims that Krogh only told him about this
afterwards. Krogh did tell Ehrlichman that Krogh had
discussed the matter with Richardson; but not about
an affidavit.
YOUNG VERSION:

(7/10/73 WI; GJ)

Young brought the bag of files back to Ehrlichman’s
office. Ehrlichman said he was putting some of the
things into the Presidential Papers, and some into the
Archives. Ehrlichman said the President had made it
clear to Richardson, in Ehrlichman’s presence, that
Richardson was not to pursue the Ellsberg matter because
it was a matter of national security. They discussed
Ehrlichman’s recent FBI interview, during which Ehrlichman
did not say he had pre-knowledge of the break-in because
"the FBI didn’t ask." Ehrlichman said that he heard
Krogh had a good lawyer and perhaps Young should engage
the same lawyer. Young mentioned that the Senate
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(5 I’)

Committee wanted.to talk with him, so Ehrlichman
called Garment in. After a 20 minute private talk
between Garment and Ehrlichman, Garment emerged, and
~Id Young that Garment had "no pre-knowledge of this.
KROGH VERSION:

(6/30/73 WI with Counsel)

[On March 21, Ehrlichman tried to get Krogh to
get a "special immunity" from Kleindienst to say that
Hunt and Liddy were on a "lark of their own." March 22
Ehrlichman called Krogh and told him Hunt was being paid
by Mitchell, and would not talk.] On April 30, Ehrlichman
told Krogh to go ahead md file an affidavit with Byrne,
in which Krogh took all responsibility for the break-in,
and that "the President approved."

