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Confhct Over Deed
For Nixon Papers

Lot Angeles

-

The Calitornia secretary
of state’'s office and Presi-
dent Nixon's tax altorney.
Frank DeMaico Jr., clasbea
hitterly vesterday over
whether thera were illegali-
ties involved in the wav the
deed for Mr. Nixon's dona-
tion of his vice presidential
papers to the National Ar-
chives was dated and notap-
ized.

Deputy Secretary of State
Toin Quﬂ'l"l claimed DeMar-
e and his former gecretary,

Laronnz Kuney, have in—

formad him the deed was -

dated a year before it was
actually mgned long after
Mr. Nixon's eligibility had
expired for tax deductions

resulting from the dgift,
swhich was appraised at
$576.000.

Quinn alse declared that
DeMarco, a Los Angeles law
partner of Mr. Nixon's per-
sohal attorney, Herbert W.
Kalmbach, had illegaily .
notariged in California the
final copy of the deed, which
had been signed April 10,
1970 in the White House in
Washingtom.

- DeMarco replied that
Quinn had distorted what he

| ‘had been told, and he sug-

gested that the secretary of
state’s office is playing poli-
tics in the matter.

Both Quinn and DeMarco
issued lohg statements to
newsmen. about the compli-
cated matter, which is also
under investigation at pre-
sent by the Congress’ Joint
Commitiee on Internal Re-
venue taxation and the n-
ternal Revenue Service..

Mr. Nixon has gsaved
$250,000 8n taxes as a Tesult
of taking deductions for the
gift of the papers, and their
deductions that enabled him
to pay less than $6000 in fed-
eral income taxes for the
past three years on a total
income of more than $800,-
004,

Briefly, the issue between
critics of the way the gift
was mude and the Presi-
dent’s representatives 1is

this: »
The eritics claim that al-
though the papers had been
physically delivered to.the
National Archives prior to
the July 1969 law change
that ended tax deductions
for such gifts, no valid deed
was conveneyed and there
was no real acceptance of
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the gift before the July 198
_date.

The President’s represina-

tives say that the deed and.

the date it actually was con-
veyed is not important in de-
termining whether the gift
was valid, that the delivery
date of the papers to the ar-
chives is the key.

The secretary of state's
office moved into the issue
on the ground that it is
charged with supervision
over California notary publ-
ics and there are questions
whether DeMarco legally .

California Secretary of
State Edmund G. Brown Jr.,
a Demoerat is running fnr
the Democratic nomination '
for governor. He was called
for the President’s impeach-
ment.

‘Yesterday, Quinn — who
has had several discussions
with DeMarco and met with
him on the question as re-
cently as W y — said
DeMarco others in-
volved in the case have told
him the deed dated March

. 27, 1969, actually was signed

*-and notarized more than a
‘year later, on April 10, 1970,
n Washington.

He described as an appar-
‘ent violation of California
law the alleged notarizing of
this signature ia Callfomla
the same day.

Yesterday afternoon, De-
Marco responded in an in-
terview that Quinn's state-
ment “fails to highlight the
key point” that an original
deed ‘‘was in Yact prepared
and signed” in California on
April 21, 1969 and that the
deed signed April 10. 1970,
simply represented a re-
execution and cleaning-up of

this origina! deed

He sald that the reason for
the re-execution of the deed
was that until that April 1970
date, there had been no
complete appraisal and list
of the papers involved. That
had been accomplished in
the intervening months.

“In my opinion, there was
no backdating of the deed, it
was merely a re-execution
of the same deed, with the
same signatories, under the
same circumstances andre-
flecting the same facts,"” De-
Marco declared.

He dismiased the notary,
questlon as technical and
without real importance.

Quinn, however, declared
in an interview that DeMar-
co has been unable to prov-
ide the secretary of state's
office with any proof that
there ever was an original
deed., and he insisied that
the notary question is ser-

ious.

He further dalmerl that
DeMarco had changed his
story over the months about
how many different copies
of the deed there were.

DeMarco gave a descrip-
tion of his dealings with
Quinn this week that indicat-
ed the deputy secretary of
state was'in a hurry to cash
in on the publiity involved
in the issue Quinn denied
this and declared, “We have
a legal obligation to investi-
gale this matter.”
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