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5> years, $2,000 fine

Assqciated Press

WésmNGTON — Califor-
nia’s:-Lieutenant Governor,
Ed Reinecke, was convicted
of perjury yesterday.for his
testimony to a Senate com-
mittee about a financial
commitment by ITT to the
1972 RepublicanN ational
Convention.

Reinecke, 50, described his
trial as a gross miscarriage
of “justice and sald—he will
appeal.

U.S. District Judge Bar-
rington Parker directed him
to “appear at a local proba-
hon office tommrow mom

ing for a pr e;-sentencmo in-

terview. No date was set: for
sentencing.

" The maximum penalty is
five years in prison and a
fine of $2,000.

Reinecke showed no emo-
tion when foreman Clavton
Roth announced the ]LII‘YS
verdict, but Mrs. Reinecke
cried out: “Oh, my God, no
— no, he’s not guilty.”

She and the three Reinecke
children; who had been pres-
ent in the courtroom
throughout the 19 days of

the trial, wept over the ver-
dict.
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The jury began its deliber-
ations Friday 1fternoon and
spent nearly eight hours at
the task before coming back
ik a verdict shortly aftel
J yes*erday

turned to
ask for
tions.

the "Whtergate special pro;

ecke was accused*¥

cutor of lying to the Sena

Judiciary Committee about ™

when he first told Atty. Gen:
John ‘Mitchell of a financial
commitment from the Int
national Telephone & Tek-
graph Corp.

An ITT subsidiary, Slhera-
ton: Corp., had promised to
underwrite the expenses of
the 1972 Republican National
Convention if it were heldin
San Diego. .

Reinecke w.as.
with lying when he told the
committee under oath fhat
he had not discussed tk;'&iiof—;
fer with Mitchell until after
the July, 1971, settlement of

“a fe del al antl‘rruet (‘ase

against TTT. B

Initially there were.three
counts in the indictment re-
turned April 3. One ‘was
dropped";at the prosecutien s
request: before the trial ‘be-
O‘an
missed by Judge Parker aft-
er the prosecution closed its
case.

Recited in the remaining
count were four questions

— Turn to page 14, col. 1
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put to Remgﬁke b‘%S& Hi-
ram Fong, R-Hawaii, and
Reinecke’s responses £o0
them. "‘” aads

The jury reported that it
was unable to reach any de-
cision as to the fivst three
questions but found that
Reinecke had committed
perjury in his response to
the last one.

At the time he was before
the Senate committee,

Reinecke was accompanied !

by an aide, Ed g at Gillen-
waters. The exchange went

like this:

Sen:; Fong: So far as your
testimony is concerned, Mr.
Gillenwaters —

Gillenwaters: Thank you.
Sen., Fong: — And Lf.

charged -

and - another was dis- .

Gov. Reinecke, is that prior
to the settlement of the ITT
case no conversation was
had by either one of you to
anyone in the Justice De-
partiment that the ITT peo-
ple had promised to do cer-
tain things in San Diego?

Reinecke: That is quite

true.

At his trial, Reinecke testi-
fied that' he told Mitchell,
during a May, 1971 tele-

phone call, about the ITT
pledge but .denied .. lying
about it to the Senate com-
mittee. .

Reinecke said he was not
asked at the hearing about
any telephone conversations
and did not regard a phone
.call as a discussion.

Reinecke’s chief attorney,
James E. Cox, told report-
ers he will again ask Judge
Parker to declare a mistrial
— a motion the judge denied
several times.

Cox said he was handi-
capped by an inability to\
produce certain evidence in
the hands of the Senate and -
the White House. i

Beyond contending that '
Fong’s questions - were
vague, Cox tried repeatedly
to discredit the accuracy of
the transcript of the Senate
hearing, claiming the steno-
typist took incorrect notes
and that the transcript had
been edited both before it
went to the grand jury and
before the trial began.

The prosecution 'called the
editing changes minor.

Mitchell, who was not
called to testlfy, told the
Senate hearing in 1972 that

‘he had not known about the

convention pledge before the

.out-of-court antitrust settle-

ment was reached.

' The 'jury returned to the
courtroom about an hour be-

“sked,
“If we unanimously find the
defendant guilty om’
the four questions,:
have to reach a unanimous
decision on the others?”

The judge mstructed the

~“Jury, as he had on Friday,

that it was sufficient to

reach a unanimous agree-
ment on any one of the four

questions.

As the jury returned to de-
liberations, Cox protested
that at least two of the ju-
rors had shown' “manifest
facial’ manifestations’ of dis-
pleasure” at the judge’l in-
structions.

Cox again moved for a
mistrial, but Judge Parker
turned him down, saying, “I
observed no facial contor-
tions ‘of such manifestations
‘as you mentioned.”
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