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Dear larry, Watergate Update  8/22/72

Thig is an I-fold=You-So lethter, but an I told Larry do nor even, if one werc to
he fair, an I told “5b, aslthough I dide I could even give you the date because I zet him
when 141 end I hed medical apointmonts, and whers: we dide The Post's story this a.m. on
dkscrepancoes of $500,000 in the first Republican accounting may have come from o tip
and sug; estion I gave Woodward months ago or not, may have becn fed recently by soneone
with inside or note say have come from my conversation with Carl Jernstein last wesk of
not, I dou't kuo. ana don't expect the},r'll say. Bub I sug ested this check to thom all
and one not vet umde, for the 1968 returns of curtain -epub. comvdittees.

I pacd those files so extonsively vhen I wa$ a Jdd and the Clerk of the House of
Representatives ko them that they chenged the rull to frusirate me! Once I moved in
thre: typicts at onc, unannounced time, hoving decided in advance and very quietly what
I wented and needed.

S0, I feel badly that this Liporbant part of the story broke so la*-;ﬂ:-g‘, vhen 1 beliove
indictomnts may be but wminutes avaye + ruad the of icial statoments as keyed to the
backgrounding an them alroady given by Hustiece which is, after all, part of the admini-
stration and the party in pouer. Had this kind of thing broiren earlier, it would have been
less easy for the prosecuior to follow his traditional role and dominete the grand jury.
It is, I would mow presuie, fairly certain that the grand jury did not conatder the
party involvement, was limited %o the orime of brugkdng and entering or gsomethin: like
it, with posasibly but not certainly a bugiing chorge.

Woll, after reading this a.m.'s story, which was rather late in the day when L ves
takding a break, * phoncd Bernstein. He was bugy so we nay talk tumorrowe I asked him if
he hac made g porsonal check {as I'4 sugreoted recently) and he sald he hade L avked how

come he didn t use the tally that swuwaerizes at the beginning, ‘e s@id you'd never believe
it, but their ain't none. iAlmost direct quote! iver heard of anything that bald anc bold?
There is suprosec to be the not unususl recap to swawrize, thon br akdoms, then Lreaie

do.ns of broskdowns, usles: the law had been chunged radically. they dddn't even do tlis.

“And that, to me, ssys but one thing: desparations

E]

are siz-ligure onissions in income :ud exponditures. How, this sug estion, i¥
you arc otidh publiihing and interccteds One of the heavier suger suppliers is your
insurance nasnate stonc. le secms not wnwilling to talk gbout his contributions, I tlink
it is a legitimate question to ask hin if he haé made any contribudions uineo il now
law went in, Infercnce: you BUH, did you give cverythdng on the asswiption that it owld

not be made public? He might get defengive and deny it and tell you, volunterily ar in answer

to questions, when he clso gave how nuch subgeguent to the law, I belicve the date was
:_!‘,-Fm 'I' H you “jet SO...(It}J:.Lﬂe_; 1"!'{3' 't}}j.ﬁ?, fI'oIa! hi}f‘: Qr anyonc @lﬂa‘ out there Who is lj.:.:{i:ly’
an eon trot over and chock tho public records to sew if recordeds That part ought to be
- a snap, unless this pert of the record keeping also has been deliberately fouled up. % 3
used to Le orgahizede ;
Framiddy, although the Post haun  used it, I think there is a good sbory in ‘he
state of the "records" thenselves.
Santily,



