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‘% By ScorT R. SCHMEDEL«-
Staff:Reporter of THE WALL STREET JOURNAL
NEW YORK -~ The White House tran-

#*D, Ehrlichman on April
14, 1973, adds urpz"ising footnote to the
acquittal a 'ago of John N. Mitchell
and Maurice H. Stans,

with ad,vlser J

Cabinet officers, on obstruction-of-justice

ferent’iy ‘if the prosecutors had known how
Mr. Ehrlichman described the Robert L.
Vesco' affair that day. But the White House
withheld the tape recordmg from them.

Mr. Vesco had asked.former Commerce
Secretary Stans, who  headed the Presi-
dent’s ‘1972 campalgn,fund raising, for a
“quid pro quo” in. return for a $200,000

mer Attorney General Mitchell,
headed the Nixon campa.ig'n, Mr. Ehrlich-

Justice Dei?artment was after him tor a’
securities-law violation.

mlghtn’ ‘have been affected at all by ear-

Mr. Ehrlichman’s damning version of the:
expected - indictment..
didn’t identify his sources for the story. |

leged Mr. Vesco sought o influence the Se-
curities and Exchange Commission, rather
than the Justice Department, through Mr.
Stans and Mr, Mitchell.

At their trial,  Mr. Mitchell a:nd Mr..
Stans denied they did -anything in retum
for. ' Mr. Vesco’s $200,000 campaign .
They swore it was kept secret lega) y and
only because Mr. Vesco wanted iff that

thing improper to hide.

But the most significant. fact about the
Apr11 14 transcript is that the federal pros--
ecutors couldn't pursue the striking ques-
tions raised by Mr. Ehrlichman’s briefing,

Until last Fridaycthe U.S. Attorney’s
Office here believed the White House
complied last winter with its pretriy
quest, stemming from defense subp e
to. turn over to - the judge heamn‘
Mntchell-Sbams oaxse & copy of” ev

tapes: ,finemat:ingv to four days— Feb,
dential briefing by Mr. Ehrlichman.

Street” Journal ; ;called -John R. ng, the
37-year-old Assistant U.S. Attorney who led

ell and Mr.

on the grand-jury investigation,
“(Expletlve Deleted)”” E
“4(Expletive deleted) !
. “I didn't know anything about it.”
id he had been clearing off his desk
repare for a vaca,tlon and hadn’t gone
through the’ transcmpts. /

Later, after readmg the pubhshed ac-

script of President Nixon's- conversatmns_

The’ 10-week trial of the two former -

and perjury charges, might have gone dif- '

Mr.:Ehrlichman told the President that -

campaign donation in April 1972. The,
“quld” Mr. Vesco got was a date with for-:
who

count and confernng 'with his colleagues,
Mr. Wing said, ‘We had requested from
the White House everythmg pertaming to
Vesco, including, specifically, anything: re-
lating to Ehrlichman. But we hadn’t - -any
knowledge. of this one (the April 14 tape)
until you called me.” (At the trial, there
were reports of contacts between. Mr.
Vesco.and his-associates and Mr. Ehrlich-
‘man.)- :

However, ]Y[r ng agreed the matter
is academic. ““They’ve got the verdict;,”” he
said. On April 28, Mr. Mitchell and Mr.
Stans were found innocent: of one count of
conspiracy, two counts of obstruction of
Jjustice and six counts each of perjury be-
fore the grand jury.

‘made amy ‘difference in trying the case? “I
,can"& -give any opinion on that,” Mr. Wing

| said& “If we’d known about it, we would

have followed up and asked certain people
quesfuons The part about a meeting with
(Mr.), Mitchell wasn’t brought out at.the
trial.” course ‘we don’t know who (Mr )

man said, because Mr. Vesco feared the'

s equally true . that the verd;lct’
lier disclosure of this 1973 briefing, despite '

Mr. Ehi‘lichman {

Ehrhchmans source’ was, but if it was
anyone ‘who appeared as a witness at the
trial,’ we certainly would have gone into

_t”\

Walter J. Bonner, Mr. Stans’ trial at.
torney, said yesrterdlay that defense attor.
neys .weren't aware of the. April 14 1973,
br1e«fmg either., .

The actual indictment of May 10, 1973, al-'

way, rather than because they hacf a.ny--

because they didn’t know about it. & m7a¥

March 13, March:20, and March 21, 1973 e
But'it never mentioned the April 14 p;:es1- :

On Friday, after- newspapers had:pub- y
lished the"April 14 transcript, The Wall

the unsuccessful prosecution of Mr. Mltch--
~Stans. A reporter asked for
comment on Mr. Ehrlichman’s 1973 report !

Mr. ‘Wing re.|

Whlte House oﬂlcials‘couldn’t immedi-
ately be reached for comment on why the

tape of the bneﬁng was withhéld from the
'tnak’ 8

Lscmptk went like this: 1
President: Tell me. Can I spendxq, min-
ute? That’s the thing that I Wa.pfted to

know, I knew about the New York. grand |

jury. ‘What in essence is that? Vesco—

Ehrlichman: It's a, it's a runaway‘

grand_jury.
P: Yeah.
E! It started out as ‘an SEC action

! \‘ag'amst ‘Vesco for violations of the securi-

ties act. They then bumped into thlS two-

hundred-and- some-'thousand-dollar " dona- -
tion to the campaign. -
P:'Right. < 2
E; ’Dheyh;avebeenontﬂ'la% #
P: Right.

¢ E;: Since. And they’'ve had Stans up,

and’ rthey ve had Mitchell in, and.they’re

working on the question of whethervor not

: Vesoo Procured an appointment with the
Afttmmey General of the United States in
consideration of a $200,000 campaign con-
tribirtion.

P: Oh, my God And Harx;y

as Mr. Vesco’s attorney, was his emissary
to Mr.:Mitchell and Mr. Stdns, Indicted for
conspnracy with Mr. Mitehell,  Mr. Stans
and Mr. Vesco, Mr. Sears testified for the
govermnent under a court order of 1mmun-
ity from prosecution.) V
- E: lelatlon of Section 201. Now they
witness, who was s1ttm§' in- the
#ith Vesco and Stans. “‘\?
¥eah,

E' Vesco came in and said, “Mr. Stans,
‘glly’gét to be a big contributor |

how,
e?” And Stans said, “Well, the
‘big’ means $200,000.” And Vesco

Would -knowledge of the brlefmg have

%mﬁng, according to thﬁ, tran-

7 Sears,
{- ¢harges that" (Mr, Sears headed the 1972
Nixon campaigil in New: Jersey ‘and also, '

6 May 1974

“Cash or check?” And Maury: says,
i one’ And he—~««

L B b
wp there" (At the trial, Edward leon tes—
'ed he later was asked by @ frien and
Vesco associate fo query Mr. Sta gam
on whether the gift should be in oash ‘or by

* check. Edward Nixon said Mr. Stans told

him it didn’t matter.) ; 4
E: 'm not sure. I don’t know, before or

after. I just don’t know. But in any event,

he' (Vesco) said, “Well, how does one work.

- out 2 quid pro quo?”’ And Maury said,

“Well,, what’'s your problem?” And he
said, ‘“Well, I'm safraid the J ustice Depar't
‘ment is after me on an SEC violation.”
And Maury said, in effect, “I don’t know
what I can-do about that. Let’s see.” Vesco

' then gotf a phone. call, allegedly, from J ohn |

Mitchell. Now, that’s enough to indict.

Pi It is?

E: They tell me it is. Because Vesco,
as a result of the phone call, got aq a.p-'i
pointment.

P (Unmtelllgible)

My God that’s

- dumb. You know what I mean. I can 1mag- ]

ine all those (unintelligible) in here ’trymg
to get—

E: Now that may not be enough 1;0‘ con-
viet, but it’s enough to indict.
Assessment Was Right

. Mr. Ehrlichman S assessment proved to

~ be acourate. '

Of the four White House tapes turned

. over to Federal Judge Lee P. Gaghard1 be-

fore the Mitchell-Stans trial, the judge per-
mitted references at the trial to three. All
concerned conversations between Jghn Ww.
Dean III, former special counsel 'to the
Premdent and the President.

Mr. Dean, an admitted Watergate cov-
er-up consplrator, was an unmdl,cted co- |
conspirator in the Mitchell-Stans case and
a key prosecution witness. His testimony
failed to sway the Jury in the face of the

- defendants’ assertions that he lied. De-

fense attorneys introduced the first refer-
ences to the tapes in cross- -examining Mr.
Dean; who once was known as “Mitchell’s

. man in the White House.”

On March 20, 1973, Mr. Dean testified,
Mr. Mitchell reported he had just had “‘a
hell of a grilling”” by “a runaway grand
jury” in New York, and Mr. Dean re-

- peated that to the President later the same

day. Mr. Mitchell testified he was treated

. with extreme courtesy by the prosecutors

and/grand jury and denied making the
state;;nents attributed to him by Mr. Dean.
-But the April 14 franseript shows the “run-
away” label was still being attached.to the
proceeding.

Mr. Vesco is a fugitive with. homes in
Costa Rica and the Bahamas; where he
has es»oaped extradition. He fled: before
being indlcted with Mr. M1tchell and Mr.

2K

1972 civil suit) accused him of directing the
looting of' $224 million from four foreign
mutual funds managed by I1.0.S, Ltd.




