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'E X-Humphrey Azde T estzfzes He Saw No Evidence
%”‘

Special to The New York Times
Jack L. Chestnut told a jury
in Federal District Court here
‘yesterday that he could not re-
‘call ever seeing any of the doc-
‘uments or making any arrange-
‘ments for an illegal corporate
‘campaign contribution from a
:milk cooperative. But he stated
Junder cross-examination that
“he had been paid $5,000 during
;the time of the contribution for
“legal work” done for the co-
.operative,

The testimony.came midway
:in the one-day presentation of
‘the defense for the former 1970

senatorial campaign manager|

-for Senator Hubert H. Humphre,
‘Democrat of = Minnesota, and
;iust before the prosecution and
‘the defense delivered their sum-

‘mations in th third day of the|.

‘trial.

Mr. Chestnut is charged with
accepting an illegal corporate
~ampaign contribution by ar-
@nging for the Associated Milk
oroducers, Inc. (AMPI) to pay

$12,000 advertising bili of the

970 Humphrey campaign from
he now-bankrupt New York

them as “A.M.P.IL finds,” and
no one had ever known of, or
referred to, the political arm
by ies formal name, Trust for
Agricultural Political Educatlon
T.A.P.E.).-

“I never heard of T.A.R.E. in
1970,” 'he said. The checks fon
“legal services” covering'a pe-
riod under cross-examination
by Assistant United States At-
torney Eugene F Bannigan from
April 27,.1970 to Nov. 15, 1970
were introduced. They were in
in the form of personal checks
from an AM.P.I. consultant

executive assistant to Mr. Hum-
phrey, William C. Connell.

With this information, which
prosecution sources said might
not have developed had Mr.
Chestnut not taken the stand,
Mr. Bannigan began question-
ing the defendant about his
legal training knowledge and
experience in setting up corpo-
rate trusts. Mr. Bannigan re-
ferred to the payment through
Mr. Connell as ‘“peculiar” at
one point and “curious, curi-
ous” at another.

“You were the attorney for
AM.P.IL and you didn’t know

what T.A.P.E. was,” asked Mr.
Bannigan.

“I. was not their general
counsel,” answered Mr. Chest-
nut,nnt, who went on to say
that he had been retained for
a two year period by the 42,000~
member milk ¢ ooperatlve to!
represent them in Minnesota,
one of 22 states where they
have members. The arrange-
ment was at the recommenda—
tion of Mr. Connell. Mr. Chest-
nut said, and all he, Mr. Chest-
nut, need be aware of in his
role was Minnesota law regard-
ing cooperatives.

and former Vice Presidntial
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of Illegal Contribution

irniiof Lennen & Nowell.

Prosecutlon Testimony
Under direct examination by
is attorney, Douglas Thomson,
Ar..~Chestnut, a - Minneapolis
awyer, insisted that he had

Mr. Bannigan’s pressing the|funds had.been legitimate po-
question of the checks for “leg-|litical contributions from the
lal services” as well as other|A.M.P.L political unit. He noted

hrotight the series of payments pelsonal checks received by|that these other checks were

rom* the San Antonio-based Mr. Chestnut from Mr. Lilly|made out to Minnesota Demo-
‘milk.cooperative were from its| totaling $23,950, were desxgned cratic Campaign Committee, a
pohtrcal arm, a legal contribu- ‘to show what he called “willful|state group that under cam-
tion.He said he did. not recall iintent” on the defendant’s part|paign law' was not limited to
evert having seen, signed or 'in (allegedly arranging for thela $5,000 ceiling on dividual
dictated two letters referring to payment of the $12,000 adver-|contributions from a legal
the transaction, or ever having tising bill. source. National groups are.
seen( the milk cooperative’s _Mr. Chestnut is only charged| Also in attempting to refute
cheeks sent through his office with arranging the one pay-|{the prosecution’s contention
ment to the advertising firm.|that Mr.  Chestnut had de-

‘to the advertising firm. .
The 42-year-old defendant.l He! insisted under Mr. Thom-|stroyed documents of the trans-

said ithat the term “AM.P.L
funds” used by Bob A. Lilly,
the - ¢hief prosecution witness
and‘the man who said he had
- sent the illegal contributions to
Mr Chestnut at his requese, al-
ways- meant in his mind that
they had been from the legiti-
mate. political arm of the co-
operatlve

In:fact, he said, everyone in
ampaign; mcludmg Mr.
Hum‘ﬁhrey, had referred to

som’s questioning that he had
also thought that the otherially,” Mr. Thomson called as a

action, “willfully and intention-

by Milk Co-op in’70 Race‘

witness a lawyer who said that
the defendant had consulted
him before destroying records.

The lawyer, John D. French,
told the jury of nine women
and three men that he had ad-
vised Mr. Chestnut, after being
asked for an opinion, that Mr.
Chestnut had no legal Sbliga-
tion to maintain the records.

That opinion was written to
Mr. Chestnut in 1972 when he
was managing the Humphrey
Democratic presidential. nomi-
nation bid. This was the same
time that some of the 1970

Chestnut
French,
Both occasions were before

in 1970 - said Mr.

nut’s fear.

the letters,
documents

checks or

records were destroyed. It was

$12,000 payment.

also given verbally-' to M.}

the investigation of the Water-!
gate committee, an investiga-i
tion whcih, accordmg to the:
prosecution aroused Mr Chest- !

The defense also called at
secretary in Mr. Chestnut’s, of- !
fice. She described office pro-j
cedures that she- said could |
have made it very possible that i
Mr. Chestnut had never seen !}
other
relating te the:
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