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On Campaign Glfts]

By Lawrence Meyer and Richard M. Cohen
Washington Post Staff Writers
The former managers of the|tigation,” is the first to focus
1972 presidential campaigns of | on Democratic presidential’
Sen. Hubert H. Humphrey (D-| ., 4igates in the 1972 cam-

Minn.) and Rep. Wilbur D.
Mills (D-Ark.)
.Fifth Amendment -and de-

clined to testify when ques-|able yesterday, said that Hum-
{tioned in April by the Senate|phrey’s
select Watergate committee|Jack Chestnut, 2 4
about allegedly illegal cam-|“virtually all” of the financial

paign contributions, according | records for the campaign prior
to April 7, 1972, when a new

campaign finance law went
into effect.

to a committee staff report.

The Senate committee has
tried, without success, to inter-
view both Humphrey and
Mills during its investigation

ing to the report. In addition,
“A request to Sen. Hum-
phrey’s office for production
of records has not been fully
met.”

The report of the Senate
Watergate committee’s staff
investigation, described in a
cover letter by Samiutel Dash;
chief committee counsel, as a
“joint majority-minority i inves-

tion to retain campaign finan-
of campaign finaneing-accord- icslalngecggg:r:ng‘;l;ﬁh‘;,'lagrlg”f,‘
the report said.
such wholesale

necessarily raises a question‘
of motive and propriety.”

port focused on two primary
issues:

invoked the |Pai8n.

The staff report, made avail-

campaign manager,
destroyed

“There was no legal obliga-

“However,
destruction

In Humphreys case, the re-

:® The Humphre‘ﬁvcam aign’s
w@@zs 000 m-co nputerized

ee CAMPAIGN, A6, Col. 2

CAMPAIGN, From Al

campaign services that 'were . '

paid for “with corporate funds
of Assoc1ated Mllk Producers,
” (AMPI).

® The funneling of more
than $360,000 in stock reve-
nues to a Humphrey campaign

committee in apparent v1ola-
tion of the ex1st1ng' federal
law prohlb%tmg contrlbutlons
from an individual of more .
than $5, 000 to any single com-
mittee.

i In Mills case,
'gave a detailed. accounting of

\ /

\the organization and zu.nding'
Toway

of a rally Aeld in Ame
on: Oct. 2 1971, ai*egedly\ to:
‘further the presidential .cam-
palgn of Mills. THé report sug-
'gested that the rally was held
at the suggestion of Mills. The
report states that more than'
1$50,000 in corporate funds of|
dairy coopgératives were used
to pay for the rally.

The report " also - a$serted
that: Mills’ presidential -cam-|i
paign, 'a low-key. affair that
never got off thel ground, re-
ceived the henefit of about
$90,000 in corporate assets of
dairy copperatlve $40,000 in
'donations from members\ em-

for a total of about $185, 000
or 43 per cent of Mills’ cam-
paign revenues.

, According to the repor‘c the
comm;ttee attempted, in let-
ters sent by committee chair-
man Sen. Sam J. Erin Jr. (D-
N.C)), to schndule an interview
with Mills. = | A

“Sen. Ervin stated, ‘We feel
it necessary to speak to you’
and ‘we hope that you, at your
convenience, can find .time in
your busy schedule to meet
with . member of. .the
commlttee,’ ” the report said.
“No  written. reply was re-
ceived, but on March 18, 1974,
the attorney for Cong. Mills
orally advised committee coun-
sel that Cong. Mills would
meet with a committee sena-
tor immiediately after House
action on certain legislation.

Con. Mills’ counsel said Sen.
Ervin would be notified of this
by letter; however, no "such
communication has been re-
ceived. On a television appear-
ahce (NPACT) on April 1,
1974, Cong. Mills stated he
was ‘unaware of what was go-
ing on in the so-called draft
‘Mills. 7 ‘

! Mills’ ~administrative assist-
ant, Oscar Eugene Goss, said
‘last night in a telephone 1nter

view that “Mr. Mills advised
‘me that he did not recall ever

‘being asked to visit with the
‘staff or members of the icom-

| mittee.”

Goss said that the “Ames,
iIowa thing has been gone
rover many times,” that it was
a meeting that he and Mills
understood was organized by a
group of cooperatives, that
Mills and other politicians—in-
cluding the governor of Iowa,

the report'

ployees and officers of AMPI|h

‘matter.” As ‘a result, Hum-|

‘inability of the staff to inter-

T |

t

JACK CHESTNUT |-
e o “destruction” cited

and at least one congressman
-—appeared. and’ that i would
not characterize it as/ a Mills
rallV and milther s would Mr.

Mills.”
Goss said he “knows nothmg
Wbat whatsoever” about the
hvocation of the Fifth
Amendment by  the former
Mills campaign manager, Jo-|
seph Johnson. Goss said that!
Mills knew little about the!
“Draft Mills” organization.
" “The Draft Mills movement
ad his approval, but except
for'that it was virtually inde-
pendent,” Goss said. “He knew
it was going on, but he didn’t
know anything about the me-
anicsiof it.”

! Humphrey’s press secretary,
Betty South said. Humphrey
had not received a copy of the
report. “It has not been leaked
to him,” she said. “It s inap- |
propriate to comment muntil it
is in the final form.”

Miss South also denied that
Humphrey had 'refused to be
interviewed by the committee.
She quoted a letter from Er-
vin to Humphrey saying, in
part, “ ‘The committee has ab-
solutely no evidence indicat-
ing 'that you had contempora-
neous knowledge of this pay-'
ment,’ ” referring to the $25,
000 from AMPRI to pay for the
computerized zervices.

Nevertheless, Miss South
said Ervin continued, the com-
mittee felt' it was “necessary
for a committee member to
speak with you  respecting
these circumstances ”

‘ Humphrey replied ‘on, Feb.
20 that neither at the ‘time of
the transaction nor then did
he know about the “alleged

phrey said, “I see no pojnt in
inconveniencing any’ member
of your committee with me,”
In both insfances, however,
the report -indicated that the

view Humphrey and Mills has |
prevented it from making a
full and c¢omplete 1nvest1<7a-,
tion. ’

In assessmg the results of
its inquiry into' AMPI’s con-
nection with the Minneapolis
firm- that provided computer-,
ized services to the Humphrey |

one U.S. senator from Iowa




“The evidence indicates that
the ‘initial contract between
AMPI and (Valentine, Sher-
man anf.i Associates) ~was
drafted by Jack Chestnut, a
Minneapolis lawyer, who was
Sen. . Humphreys , campaign
manager in the 1 70 ‘senatorial
race and his. 1972 Presidential
campaign. Furthermore, there
is evidence ‘that. Chestnut was
informed in July, 1971, that
AMPF corporate funds were
being used to pay VSA, and
that, at a later time, he noti-
fied VSA' 'that ja $25,000 pay-
ment for the Humphrey cam-
paign account would be made
by AMPL” .

Use of the corporate funds
to finance a federal political
campaign is a vuolatmn of \fed-
eral law. .

Chestniit cm.ld» not
reached ' for ' ‘¢omment * last
night. He was reportedly waea—
tioning in/ the Minnésota
woods..

The report also descr1bes
how $362,046.30 in stock. was
funneled to the Humphrey|
campaignd by three ' persons
and a “blind frust” of Hum-
phrey’s. The contrlbutors of
| the stock were listed in the re-
port as Dwayne Andreas, a
Minnesota banker; Sandra A.
McMurtrie, Andreas daugh-|
ter, and’ Doris Hastings, /de-
scrlbed as a friend of ‘Andreas.

A $25,000 ' contribution by
Andreas to the N1xon re-elec-|
tion campaign 1972 pro-
vided the' first’ manmal link
between the Watergate ' co
spirators and the Comrmttee
for the Re-election of’the Pres-
.ident when federal investiga-
i tors were able to trace a check!
in Watergate conspirator Ber-
nard L. Barker’s bank account
back to the Nixon re-electlon
committee. |

N

Andreas also served as trus-|

tee for the blind trust, estab-

lished by Humphtey. A blind||

trust is one in which. the bene-
ficiary of the' trust is. kept ig’

jnorant of the trust’s holdings|
and dealings, often as a means |’
for public offlclals to avoid a|.

possible conflict of interest,
The stock was transferred to
the firm of Jackson' and Co.,
described by the repprt as a
limited partnership

stock contributions. - One . of
the partners in \the firm- was
Paul  Thatcher, Humphrey’s
campaign treasurer, the report
said.

After selling the stock, th~ |

report said, Jackson and 'Co.
transferred $356,000 .to' Back-
ers of Humphrey which in
turn transferred $80,000 to »

!bea

estab- |
lished by the Humphrey cam-|-
paign to process the sale of|,

creation of numeérous commit-
tees,” the report said. Several
‘donors gave to 'the Humphrey
‘campaign in apparent ‘igno-
rance, defiance or indifference
to the limitation, the report
asserts. - ‘ '
Last sumrer and fall, it was
revealed ‘that. both the Hum-
phrey and = Milis “cgmpaigns
had been the recipients of ille-
. gal corporate contributions.
_Claude 'C. Wild Jr.,

Corp., was
.making - an ‘illegal corporate
contribution of $15,000
Mills campayi
fined §5,000.
! anescta’ﬁ‘%mng\ and Man-
‘ufacturm,g Co. 'was fmed $3,-
000 for making illegal contri-
butions of $1,000 each to the
Mills and Humphrey cam-

Harry Heltzer was fined $500..
John L. Loeb Sr., New York,
pleaded no contest to’ charges
'1nvolv1ng illegal contribuitons
to the Humphrey campaign.
Loeb was fined' $3,000.
Anearlier Senate Watergate
committee staff report called

went into effect on April 7,
1972. Among the recommenda-
tions of the staff was one to
abolish the proliferation of
campaign committees by .re-
quiring .a candldate to desig-
nate one committee as the pri-
mary cainpaign committee.

- The report also called fora
limitation of $3,000 on individ-

Humphrey for President ac-
.count in the National Bank o“
Washington. r
Although other candidates
went to great lengths to estab-
lish several and in some cases
hundreds. of| comm11:tees to cir-
cumvent the $5,000 lumtatmv
on contributions from any one
1nd1v1dua1 “The
cambvaign officials* did hot,
trouble themselves with the

\

‘Humphrev

a vice|
president of the Gulf Oil :
ined $,1000 for

to|
. Gulf Oil was|

paigns. Cha1rman of the board

for ‘a. major overhaul in the|}
campaign finance law that g

ual contributions to a presh,

dentl?al campaign and a limit
of $6,000 on the amount that
organizations, such as the po-

litical .arms’ of labor unions,
can contribute. .
The recommendations " also

. | included a proposal to ban the

donation of stocks, bonds, real
estate and other things of
value: other than money for
Qolitical campaigns. (&

|




