.|that he had had no personal
‘|knowledge of the financial ar-
! rangements and left those up
3to “the campaign committee
|and Mr. Chestnut.”

"“70%%7%?4&37 y
Is Convicted Here |

InDairy Fund Case

By RONALD SMOTHERS {
Jack L. Chestnut, manager,
of Senator Hubert H. Hum-
phrey’s 1970 senatorial cam-|
paign, was found guilty yester-:
day of arranging for and ac-
cepting an illegal . corporate
campaign contribution.

Mr. Chestnut, 42-year-old
Minneapolis lawyer, sat erect
and expressionless as the ver-
dict was- given after a four-day
trial in Federal court here.
Senator Humphrey appeared
as the first prosecution witness
on Monday and testified that
he had actively sought the sup-
port of the milk cooperative
that made the contribution and
had received it. But he added

After deliberating for an hour

.land fifty minutes, the nlne-wo-
|man, three-man jury returned

to the courtroom of Judge Ed-

‘lward Weinfeld. at 2:40 P.M.

The foreman, Rose Salerno,
placed a sheaf of prosecution
exhibits on the railing.

“We find the defendant guil-

-

—
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Continued From Page 1, Col, 2
ty,” Mrs. Salerno said.

| The jury was polled, and
ithe verdict was unanimous.

i Mr. Chestnut could be sen-
[tenced to two years’ imprison-
jment and fined a maximum
:of $10,000 for accepting a $12,-
‘000 illegal campaign contribu-
tion from the Associated Milk
Producers, Inc., and arranging
to pay a campaign bill from
a New York advertising: flrm
with the money. i
. Mr. Chestnut, senior partner
in the firm of Chestnut, Brooks
& Burkhardt, became the first
aide to a high Democratic poli-
tician to be convicted after!
a trial growing out of the inves- |
tigations of the Senate Water-
gate committee and the Water-
gate special prosecutor.

In the hallway outside the
seventh-floor courtroom, Mr.
Chestnut said that he still felt
he was not guilty of the char-
ges. He repeated what he had
said in the trial, that he could
not recall having made arrange- |
ments  for the contribution or
recall signing and sending let-
ters concerning the advertising
fim’s bill. .~
~ ‘He said that he would appeal
the verdict. Sentencing  is
,scheduled for June '26.

Throughout the trial, Mr.
:Chestnut was depicted by his
fattovrn*e«y, Douglas Thomson, by
character witnesses and Sena-
tor Humphrey as a man on|
the periphery of politics who|.
never ran for office himself, |,
but heeded the Senator’s call:
for help in his. 1970 political |
comeback.

He said that he thought he
would have fared:better if he
had been tried in Minnesota.

“People there would have

|

‘|understood the dairy business,”

v e

.|of the defense case, while the
.|prosecutoin had a “good, sound
;|case” with all the documents
‘land a credible key witness in

‘|to the Southern District be-|f

‘|prosecutor’s office also said
‘|that there was an established

;|revolved around the testimony |§
“lof Mr. Lilly, who was executive|f

o vs v s oo

‘|he said as his wife, Karen,
‘|stood next to him and five
‘|friends from Minnesota gath-|
"|ered around.

He was referring to his testi-

maony and that of Senator Hum-
'|phrey that everyorie in the cam-
-|paign and in the area comsi-

dered the term “AMPI contribu-
tions” to be 'synonymous with
funds . from the cooperative’s
legitimate political fund.
Some Jurors Agree
A number of the jurors ques-
tioned after the trial also felt
that Mr. Chestnut might have
done better iin a court in Minne-
sota.
According to one juror, who
requested anonymity, the cha-
racter witnesses were the heart

Bob A. Lilly, a former AMPI

‘lexecutive,

- The case against Mr. Chest-

‘| nut originated in the investiga-

tions of the Senate Watergate

'|committee, and the indictment

was obtained by the Watergate
special prosecutor in Washing-
ton. However, shortly after
that, in DeVr thecember, 1974,
the case was turned over to
the United Stateg Attorney eor
the Southern District of New
York for prosecution here.

A spokesman for the Water-
gate special prosecutor said tiat

the case had been turned over i

Sources close to the special |f

relationship between that office
and the United States Attor-
ney’s office here, because many
people on the special prosecu-
tor’s staff worked here at one|§
time, and they had been helpful
in other cases. : i

Mr. Chestnut’s lawyers had|f
unsuccessfully sought to move
the trial to the Federal Court|[
in Minnesota. :

. The prosecution’s case had|f

assistant to the cooperative’s i
general manager, Harold S. Nel- B
son, and the testimony of Barry |
Nova, a former executive with|g
the New York advertising firm ]
of Lennen & Newell, now de-|§
funct. ‘

Mr. Lilly {estified that he

‘jdefendant’s arrangement Mr.
‘|Nova testified that he had been

had sent two AMPI checks for
$6,000 to the defendant on the

instructed by Mr. Chestnut to
send the Dbill to AMPI and even-
ually received the checks.
Assistant United States At-
torney Eugene F. Banningan,
who prosecuted the case, intro-
duced two letters signed by
Mr. Chestnut. One directed Mr.
Lilly not to pay an “incorrect”
invoice for $12,000, and the
other accompanied four “cor-
rect” invoices for $3,000 each
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and directed that the checks
be sent to Mr. Chestnut’s office:
for forwarding to the advertis-
ing firm. All along, Mr. Lilly
testified, they were referred
to as “AMPI funds.”

But the law under which
Mr. Chestnut was tried required
that willfulness and intent had
to be proved. To do this, Mr.
Bannigan introduced evidence,
of three other payments, two
in personal checks from Mr,
Lilly and one in cash, which
totaled $23,950. These had been
icontributed to the Minnesota
Democratic Campaign Commit-
[tee through Mr. Chestnut.

Mr. Nelson, ‘and the 2 AMPI
executive, David L. Parr, last|
summer pleaded guilty to mak-
ing these illegal contributions
and have served a four-month
prison term.

Mr. Lilly’s testimony de-
scribed the mechanics of AMPI
political contributions, which
have figured in recent investi-
gations of both Democrats and
Republicans. He said that he
would take out a personal loan,
make- the -contribution with a
personal check, and then the
cooperative would be billed by
a law firm for double the
amount of the contribution.

The bill for the fictitious
legal services would be paid,
and Mr. Lilly would receive
what he needed to retire the
loan.

Mr. Bannigan argued that
Mr. Chestnut must have known
all along that personal checks
from Mr. Lilly, which were
referred to as “AMPI funds,”
could not have been legitimate|
contributions from the coopera-
tives political arm, Trust for
Agricultural political Educa-|.
tion.

That knowledge, he insisted, |.
had to carry over to the pay-
ment of the Lennen & Newell
bills. i
i One juror said that the con- !
isensus of the panel was that
a prosecution witness, Penny
Miller, had changed her story|.
too often. Mrs. Mller, Mr.
Chestnut’s secretary, testified
before the grand jury last No-
vember that Mr. Chestnut had|
burned some records, saying
that “they [the Watergate Com.-
mittee] won’t get them, any-
vay.” '




