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By Lawrence Meyer and John Hanrahan
- ‘Washington Post Staff Writers
Convicted Watergate conspirator E.
Howard Hunt Jr. has told Senate select
Watergate committee investigators that
“he believes” former special White House
counsel Charles W. Colson knew of plans
to burglarize the offices of Daniel Ells-
berg’s psychiatrist and that Colson also
had prior knowledge of plans to conduct
a . surreptitious intelligence operatron
against the Demoerats. i

Hunt’s statements concernmg Colson )
are contained in a summary of Hunt’s in-

terviews with the Senate commrttee
investigators that was obtained yesterd
by The: Washington' Post. Hunt is schggl,
uled to begm tegtifying when the
mittee - resumes its h'arin
mormng ) .

' mary, “Hunt now states that he believes
Colson knew the nature of Hunt/(G Gor-
don) Liddy Special Project No 1 to/be a
break-in, but that he (Hunt) did not in
form Colson ”?

Colson has consistently demed thqt he

had any prior knowledge of the Ellsherg !

break-in, which was conducted in Los
Angeles on Sept. 3, 1971, at the offices of
Dr. Lewis Fielding, Ellsberg’s psychm-
trist.

Colson cotlld not be reached for com-

ment yesterday, and Colson’s lawyer, David

e commrttee staff sum-

l

!

I.- Shapiro, declined to comment wheng

contacted by telephone.

In his interview with the comnnttee
staff according to the 25-page summary
Hunt - described how he was hired in
July,{ 1971, by the White House,  with
Colsons recommendatlon to be a
$100-a-day consultant working on the
Pentagon Papers,

“Colson’s initial directive to Hunt ' ac-
cording to the summary, “was to become
the resident White House expert on the
-origins of the Vietnam war, mcLudlng how
the Nixon™ admlmstratlon had been
dragged into the war. Colson wanted Hunt
to stay abreast of the problems assoeiated
with the leak of the Pentagon Papers and
other (news) leak problems. p

“Colson’s principal focus was to have
Hunt" develop derogatory information on
Daniel Ellsberg and prepare this informa-
ton:for dissemination by Hunt or Colson
to mass media,” the summary  states.

Ellsberg’s personal life (sexual habi’cs,i
drug experimentation), possible motiva- ="
tions for leaking the papers,
identity of other conspirators. Hunt kept
Colson abreast of all informatien he re-
ceived and of the general course of the:

investigation.”
According

Elisberg’ that he (Hunt) build a file of all‘ Cols
covert and derogatory ma
Ells- “re

available overt,
“information,

Colson for “a game plan’ as

to how and when to usg the |

tmaterials to be obtamedvm

Hunt/ledy Special Pro]e%‘gt ;

‘No. 1”

Ehi‘hchman was in ¢
of the special White House
investigative unit,’ popular- ;
ly known as “the plumbers,” |
~ thate-was formed by gresr-
3 dent Nixon in July, 1991 to
aks of government in-

Durmg its hearings ]ast
summer, the Senate Water-

§
f

s+ gate‘committee releaséd on

“Aug, 11, 1971, a memo-to

- Ebrlichman, Egil M. Krogh
- Jr.iand David R. Young, the
‘two men who directed: the
1 aptwltxes of “the plumbers,”

“Hunt notes that Colson’s principal ob- .

jective dn developmg information on Ells-
berg was to pub ;J;Tx,hcre it’ Ellsberg.”

The stimmary-| [unt was re-
sponsible for “developing information on

're(;ommemng “that a covert
operation be unertaken nio
examine all the meical files
still_held by Ellsberg’s PS,"'
ciatrist . . .” The memo in-
cluded Ehrhchman S 1n1t1aled
approval with the notauon
“If done under your assur-
ance that it is not traceable.”

Ehrlichman, XKrogh,
‘Young and L1ddy all were
indicted on charges of con-
spn:aey and burglary by 4
Los* Angeles County grand
Jury this month in conneec-
tio twth the Ellsberg hreak-

been the fu";t mtness to ap-

to the summary,
proposed to Colson on July 28, 1071 in a the

including obtaining v
berg’s.files from his p<ychiatric analyst.! " inelj

3

g HLI’lt quo

| bear before the Senate com-
- miftee when it resumed its
 hearings after recessing
Aug. 7, a§l§(ed to bé ‘xcused
. after h ¥ was ind
- formed ] af% a 'target of
- a second fedewb Watergate
grand jurys @smestlgatlon ‘
here- That “‘iny nvestigation,
which also is focused on the
Elsberg break-in,” is" ‘being
directed by Speolal Water-
gate Prosecutor Archlbald
Cox.

Avccordmg to the %nate
committee of Hunt's staff in-
terviews, Hunt attempted to
show Colson the fruits of

th gébreakin at Elisherg’s.
Dsychiatrist’s  office  but,
.“C Son replied, ‘I do ‘not

t*to hear anythmga about

committee,,; S mmary
hat Hunt gave three -
for the break-in: -to
the possibility of es-
e, “for the proseecuto-
ects of the case” and, -
Hunf “‘There was
1b111ty of obtaining '
ory information for
usage.’ ” The sum- ,
ndicates that Hunt
” his testimony to
the third motive af-

ter'i ally listing only the
first o

In ovember 1971,\ the
com ee staff summary

Hunt was told by
ledyf» that Liddy—then a
IWhlt ‘House employee—
, wouldi.be moving toythe
Commi tee for the Re-elec-
tion of the President to
serve ' as igeneral counsel
“but Secondly Liddy ‘would
- have acovert role as the di-
'y rect§§ of a massive intelli-

genge complex” that would
rinclude electronic surveil-
lange,

Liddy kept unt informed
of rpgetmgs with Attornev
Genetal “John N. Mitchell,
White ;House ecounsel John
W. Dean III and deputy
Nixon -campaign director

Jebf/Sﬂ@lal‘t Magriijer to plac T
“the elligence operatmn
‘accarding to the sufiimary. i
“In January,’/2the. sum:’
mary; says, “Hunt had . ifi-
formed Colson of Hunt's
‘projected  assistance to
ledyw on the ntelhgence
plam ‘Because of unt’s in-
creasing involvement: with
Liddy, the amount of time
indwhich Hunt was able to
spendwpln the White House
was drastlcally reduced. Col-
son 'told unt during this
January, 1972, meeting that
he understood this and’ was-
well aware of that fact.” .

At one point, accordmg to
the -summary, Colson: told
Hunt thet Hunt was “more
qualified than Mr. Lijdy” to
diy ec(;a project to gather in-
telli e, about the 1972
Dem atm presidential con-
#-.and  campaign.

e




tha he w
fie “with %
as theywirere
Huyt, the sul
“had "the imp
Colson was well *

ddy.
Hunt told- the comm1ttee
staff that he is not sure if

Colson spoke to deputy
Nixon . campaign manager
Magrujer on the phone dur-
mg the ;meeting, “although

“does recall™ Colson’s
qpeakmd on the phone.” .

Durmg this period, ledy
was experiencing difficulty
getting his extensive mtelm
gence-gathering plan ap-
proved.

Magruder testified before
the commlttee that he' had
receivéd a phone call from
Colson urging that Magry-
der “get off the stick” and
secure approval of Liddy's
plan. Magruder told the
committee, however, that he
did not know if Colson ‘was
awaré what Liddy’s. plan in-
volved.

After the  meeting w1th
Colson, the summary states,
Liddy told Hunt, “‘Well, I

Pre51dent’s pesonal lawyer
who handled- many of the
ents to defendants and
r lawyers, testified in

before the Senate

‘tman in the second
£ July of last year.
t, according to the

forxﬁ‘ed him that the first
payn%ent of $25,000 in cash
Wa‘ :

“an: envelope in a phone
bog]
of ‘hisweffice building.”

Imearher Watergate testi-

mony, campaign aide Fred-

erick C. LaRue testified he
transferred $210,000 to Bitt-
man nd ‘that it was his un
derstanthng Bittman' would
) des1gned to buy the silence

sceived July 7,1972 in

1. located in a corridor -

- comment,

-surreptitious
‘plan directed against the +

disburse. money 4o the vari-
ous defend%nts a”gd thelr

; St g,
W. Kalmbach,‘ ‘the lawyers.

Several Watergate wit-
nesses previously have char-
acterized the payments as
of the defendants, although
several White House offi-

. cials depied this.

Bittman was called for
yesterday, but
was-not. at home.
According to the commit-
tee summary, the cash pay-
ments to Bittman, in some
cases, were. passed on to
Hunt and, in other cases,

were kept by Bittman for

his own legal fees, In all,
Bittman’s firm kept $156, 000
of the money, the summary
says. \

Desplte the summary’s
statement that Hunt De-
lieves Colson was aware of a

Democrats, the summary
also notes that Hunt signed

intelligence

' pare the affidavit, the sun- :
aeeord-’
ing to the summary, “the‘af-|

“in late December ‘about
‘money to take care of his

mayr have done us
ood’ﬁ Hunt‘ 'under-

cause Colson dxd have pnor
knowledge to (sic) Liddy’s
‘plan before Colson actually
‘met Liddy, this’ statéement
from Liddy led ‘Hunt to' be-
lieve that ‘(the) Liddy "and
: Colsoniconversation did con-
‘ lan and its'future

¢ "With this under-
standing; ¢ Hunt believes, ifi
Magruderiwas in fact con—f’
tacted “by Colson and'‘en-
couraged to approve the
budget for .the Liddy 'plan,
then Colson must have real-
ized what general elements
of the plan: he was recom-
mending to Magruder.”.
The committee summary
also quotes Hunt as saying
that his former attorney,
William O. Blttman re-
ceived a .series of clandes-
tine cash.payments for legal

-by Bittman,-

an affi< _vit April 5 which
’exonerate’d o}és of any
advance kn *the
June 17, aterg'{te
break—m g

- Hunt, though dxd not p
mary says. Instead,

fidavit was handed to-him
already . pre-
pared for his-signature, and
that Bittman stated he had
received the affidavit® from
Colson’s office.” s
Hunt, ‘according to:: the
summary, also denies asking
‘Bittman to speak to Colson

family or about the possibil-
ity of executive clemencv
Hunt  acknowledges, - the
summary says, that Bittman
and Colson “had a guarded
-.conversation whé¥ein Colson

stated he wouldzdomwhatever

he could :forJhls friend; How-
ard.”

\




