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11/70/73
Dear Barzry,
This is for your inforuation,

It is based on a singla, hasty, interrupted reading of Buzhardt's Tanalysis, Index
and Particwlarized Claims of Lxecutive Privelege for Subpoensed faterials.”

There is so much legitimato news in this paper L beliove much Was misseds I do not have
time to make notes of analysis now but I heve markea the copy up for the future.

There appears to be a pattern, Perhaps I see it because I have becn looking for ite

The initial indictment was 9/18/72. At that point Dean was hooked on an obstructing
Justice rép. at that point thare ia a change in the claim of executivo privelege in
this paper. liot claima: with regard to what he is involved in thereafter. Few and very
limited claine thereafier. This soaas to confirm what I've long bolieved, that “Ysan was
picked to be sacriticed long before he sesms {o have bein avare of ite

There is another pattern, in what was subpoensed. The subpoena wgs cdrawn with too
pany restrictions built in. This means that such things as discussions prior to Ucan
entering the meetings were not asked for. Dean enters, they discuss katoryate, and there
was no prior Nixon-Haldenman gmb about ¥atergate? A conparison of conversations in wihich
Duan was present sgainst those in which he was not might be fruitful,

That liizon found 47 cdnutes for a puone conversation with Julie on June 20, 1972,
with Haldepan cuoling his heels in atiendance, docs secn a bit strangee

It seems strange with the public~relations problems Nixon had by iarch 21, 1973,
that Ron Zlegler, who was with ixon, lef't five minutes after Halaeman, shrlichmen and
Dean entercd and that during this time Zdegler did not say o word. Yet all the
conversation adnitiedly dealt with Watergate. By larch 21 there was scriow. troublee If
there was not some special reason, I believe Ziegler would have remained, if only to
learn. So, sorething else vas more importante One of thé possibilities is detaching
deglor., Another is to keep it Dean vs Niwon, laldeman anc Ehrlichmane Is this aot also
a sigmifiocuny tice with regaxd o Gray?

There sre soue other things that 1'i: sxplore when i1 oane However, fron long
expericnce rending federal sementies, I think this onc hao not been exhsusted.

Sincerely,

boe: be sure to compare this language from p. 11 with the official explanastion for the
absence of the 6/20/72 Dictabelt tape:

"Phe President's comments relating to the Mitchell conversation begin at 2 minutes
22 seconds playing time from the beginning of the dictating lLelt and and at 2 minutes
45 seconds playing time from the beginning of the dictation.™

This kind of precision in isolating the Mitchell stuff on June 20 meens that at the
time the description was prepared sonmeone had the belt itself and timed ite ®r, it had not
then disappearsed.

There may or may not be a difference between beginning of the belt and beginning of
dictatione. If there is no differénce, then this means the improbable, that Nixon spent
only 23 seconds including breaks recording what he end Mitchell ssid to each other. It
would take almost this time to say "hello" and "good-bye." It would have taken longer to
record Mitchell's claimed apology for not staying on top of things at CREEP.

Because Nixon also used regular cassettes for meking his diary hotes, there may be
added significance in his opting the Distabelt, wnich should be easier to transcribe.

When he did record comments by machibe, what possible reason could he have had for
wasting extra time in nmaking hendwritten notes? Unless long thereafters



