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Larry Baskir Page 2.
Double Decision Memo
11 Sep 75

v/{3840—RRS-M Presented to panel I on 11 June, this case received a pardon. On 2 July
a letter was received from the applicant which indicated the existence of a previously
unsuspected criminal record. Further investigation yielded a background &f several
convictions for violent crimes. Presented to panel J on this basis, the case received
no clemency on 15 August.

u//15054-HBA-M The case was presented initially on 29 July and received no clemency. It
was immediately flagged by the case attorney and, presumably after proper flagging
procedures were followed, it was re-presented to panel on 28 August, where it again

received no cleme

V/15708-BJA-M This case was initially presented on 16 July and received 6 mos. Following
the presentation, a telphone call from the applicant yielded additional information
and the case was redocketed. It was presented again on 28 August and again received
6 mos.
,v//16784-YSL-M The case received a pardon on 30 Jithy. For unknown reasons it was redocketed an
and later presented on the basis of the same summary. It again received a pardon on
28 August.

7

, 16814-JTP-M This case was presented initially on 29 July and received 6 mos. Follawing

this presentation, a telephone contact with the applicant (8 Aug) gave addftional informa-
~—" tion and the case was redocketed. Presented with this additional information on 28 August
the case received a full pardon.
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10 Sép 75

TO: Larry Baskir

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger

FM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail
RE: Double Decisions

During the course of our investigations yesterday, I and those working with me on this
detail found twelve cases in which a double decision had been made. A brief summary of
each case appears below.

'///;67-BJR-C This case was presented initially to panel E on 22 May and was given 6 mos.
Following presentation, a conversatinn was held with the State Director of the Selective
Service System in which he voiced a belief, aditer a review of the applicant's 8SS file,
that he should not have been prosecuted in the first place. On the basis of the material
obtained from that conversation, the case was redokketed and was given a pardon by panel
Q on 24 Aug.

v//;SZS-BJT-M This case was initially heard by panel G on 23 May and given No Clemency.
Additional information was obtained through conversations with law enforcement officials
regarding the applicant's civil convictions, and the case was redocketed. Presented by
the same attorney with the same summary, it was given 12 mos. by panel Q on 24 August.

y//gé16-KKC-M This case was presented initially by Ms. Kinland of the Klein team on 6 June
and received No Clemency from panel U. Following presentation, telephone conversations
with law enforcement officials elicited further information concerning the nature of the
applicant's civilian offenses and the case was redocketed. Presented by Mr. Gallo to
the Full Board on 8/21, the case received 6 mos.

o —

3266-BJW-M The case was initially given no clemency by panel A on 27 June. Following
this presentation the attorney contacted law enforcement officers for further details
of the applicants civilian offenses. The case was then redocketed and presented to
panel Q on 24 August. It again received No Clemency.

——

3386-CRB-M It was initially presented by attorney Brackett to panel U on 4 June and
received the notation '"No clemency, ref. for jurisdiction'"™ I was present at that panel
and recall that there was some confusion over the jurisdictional issue. General Walt
finally said that he meant the case should have no clemency because we had no jurisdiction.
The case was sent to your office for review and the PCB was found to have jurisdiction
over it. It was then redocketed and, when presented to panel W on 26 August received

6 mos,

3771-PCA-M 1Initially presented to panel U on 4 June, the case reeeived No Clemency. The

attorney subsequently received additional information from the applicant's parole officer

and redocketed the case (a review of the case by Mr. Strauss' office indicated that this

additional information should be obtained). When presented a second time, the case
V/;ﬁpeived a £Ell pardon from the Full Board on 21 August.

4528-KMX-M The case was initially presented on 22 August and received a pardon from
Panel L. For reasons unknown, it was presented a second time &m 26 August and received
another pardon from panel W. The closeness of the presentation dates militates against
any deliberate redocketing attempt and I am constrained to attribtuéé the double presenta-
tion to a docketing error.

6728-PDR-M This case was initially presented to panel H on 13 June add received 3 mos.
Subsequent to that presentation, there was a telephone conversation with the applicant
(24 June) in which additional information was obtained. The case was redocketed and
presented to panel S on 26 August, from which it also received 3 mos.

u///g;ZZ-JLX-M Presented to panel X on 24 July by Mr. Quinn, this case received 3 mos. For
reasons that cannot be ascertained, the case was re-presented by Mr. Hesse to panel L
and received another 3-month recommendation on 22 August. The respective attorneys cuoild
not be reached and no new information was found in the case file.

8641-KPS-M This case was given no clemency by panel A when initially heard on 26 June.
A series of telephone conversatioms with prison officieds thereafter elicited additional
information about the nature of the applicant's offenses, and the case was redocketed. It

T ceived:llggh_mhen_presented to panel T on 26 August.

8713~-AJH-M The case received a 9-month recommendation when presented to panel C on the
morning of 26 June. For unknown reasons, ft was redocketed and presented to panel O
on 9 July, where it received another 9 mos. The file itself is unavailable for examination.
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Larry Baskir--Double Decisions--10 September page 2,

b//‘9349-BDL-M This case was presented to panel ® on 19 August and received a 9-month
recommendation. It was heard again by the same panel on 22 August<Z;E—EIVEE_§EBEEEr
9-month reocommendation. The same attorney made each presentation on the basis of the
same summary. The only conceivable explansation for this case's double presentation
in so short a time is a docketing error to get it on twice and an attorney under
such work pressure that he would neither remember the prior presentation of the
case nor annotate the & record at the time of the initial presentatdon. In any
case, identical dispositions make it unnecessary to go further.



9 Sep iS

TO: Larry Baskir

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger

FM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail

RE: Double Decisions

During the course of our investigations yesterday, I and those working with me on
this detail uncovered a total of four double decision cases. A brief syopsis of

L/iish case appears below.
2114-HDL-M.

This case was initially presented by Mr. Salmon of the Klein team on
9 July and received a recommendation of 6 mos. from panel N. Subsequent to that
pPresentation, additional information was received which, in the opinion of Mr.
Salmon, constituted new and material evidence to be considered by the PCB. The
case was accordingly redocketed and reheard by panel O onX&XXRX 22 August and a
pardon was recommended, In view of the fact that the second presentation Ras made

on the basls of additional information, I recommend that we adopt the later
reeommendation.

6926-DCE-M. This case was initially presented on 13 June and received a T-month
recommendation from panel H. For unknown reasons it was presented EQEEE‘E%‘ﬁaﬁEI—-
S on 26 August and again received 7 months. I spoke to the case attorney, Mr,
Edward Fitch of the Broder team, and he was unable to tell why two presentations
had been made. I noted during the course of our interview that Mr. Fitch had
guite a few pending cases and surmised that this case load might have contributed
to an inability to keep track of all presented cases. In any case, the identical
recommendations would appear to meke further action unnecessary.

10262-DSB-M The first presentation of this case on 23 July resulted in a pardon
recommendation from panel T. For unknown reasons the case was presented a second
time on 22 August and, based on the same summary, received a recommendation of No
Clemency from panel L., Miss Arsengult made this investigation and, confronted by
such different dispositions from the same summary, made a study of the summary itself.
It seems that, while in AWOL status, the applicant attempted to kill his girlfriend,
who said she was leaving him, and to commit suicide. A military psychiatrist's report
indicated that the applicant had a very violent nature and was prone to fits of rage.
His own father indicated that, since his suicide attempt, the applicant?s whole
personality had ghanged (grown more violent). In view of these factors, I feel that
going with the initial recommendation may not be too wise. The personality and past
behavior of the applicant, as described by the military psychiatrist and khs father,
may cause some future incident which would reflect adversely on the PCB and the
President. If nothing else, I would suggest that the case be heard by the Full Board
or at least the Purple panel if Full Board consideration is not possible.

12493, This case was presented by Mr. Chott of the Klein team to panel B on 29 July
and received 6 mos. It was presented again by Mr. Hart on 21 Augubt to panel J and
recelved 6 mos. again. Mr. Hart was unaware of the prior presentation and Mr. Chott
was absent at the time of the second presentation. He informed Mr. Hart of the
mperwixp first presentation as moon as he learned of the second and they tried,
unsuccessfully, to stop implementation of the second panel recommendation. In view
of the identical dispositions, I see no need for further action.
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8 September, 1975

TO: Larry Baskir

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger

FM: #ike Dernstein, ¢leanup Detail
FR: Doublae Decisions

During the past wesk, thers has been greater interest shown by the Bbhaxd in
douw:le decisions, and a series wera unearthed. iMany were givea to you Ly
talephone conversation with Ms, Handwerger, On Friday, I and those working with
we discovered an additional two dwmiwkmx cases in which more than one disposition
occurrad., Those cases and an explanation are set out below,

‘/:4123-TTJ-N The fixst presentation of this case was rade on 15 2ug wyth a summary

precared by attorney SACHS on 19 June. The second presentaticn was made on 26 Aug
with a summary prepared by BOURDINE on 30 July. 1In each casg, a pardon was recomsen
I am able to explain this case both by mg finuings amd as the former zssistant
tear: leader of both individuals. Hr., SACHS returned to his agency some time avo,
leaving ceveral cases in various stages of completion. It was his practice to keep
his draft swmaries separate from the cases so that he ¢ould refer to them easily.
After his return, I reassiuned most of his incomplete cases to hr. GOURDINE, who
rroceeded to either complete sumnaries km ox to present those which were cansleted,
Erparently, the case itself had no indication that it had ever Leen worked, and for
one reason or another, the completed summary never got associated with it. By
aarly iagust, too, many of the Klein team were beiny detalled elsewherc for varying
perioda of time, and it is quite possibie that when SACHS' surmary was raturned, it
was put in for docketing without anyone knowing exactly wiere the case was. When
it came time to present it, it would have been done with or without the case, and
very probably without the knowledge of Mr, GOURDINE. At the game time, Mr. GCURDINI
summary would have been prepared and put in for docketing, without anyone seeing the
cage in our records as being previously prepared by him. The result was two summari
went to docketing without anyone aware that they were the same case, and twe present
tionz without snyokne aware tnat the case nad been presented before, The dux
entical dispositions appear to require no further action on our zart.

10098~-GCX~-M This case was initially presented to panel X on 10 July and received
a paxdon, The applicant gent in a letter concerning inis AWCLS and circumstances
which was not associated with the case fille until after the initial presentztion.
It was decided, after review of that letter, to re-present the case on the
possiblility that the applicant might ke upgyraded. The case wag hearé by pancl S
on 26 Aug and a straight pardon was again recommended.,

T —
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PRESIDENTIAL CLEMENCY BOARD
THE WHITE HOUSE
WassingTon, D.C. 20500
12 Sep T5
T0: Larry Baskir

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger

FM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail

RE: Double Decisions

During the past 24 hours, the investigations of myself and those working
with me on this detail have disclosed two cases in which a double decision

was made. A summary of each case appears below.

z//gé39-SHY—C This case received No Clemency from panel T on 5 June. It was
then flagged by Mrs. Ford and docketed for the Full Board on 21 August, where
it received a pardon.

v///g;86-TRD4ﬂ This case was presented to panel X and received 3 mos. on 22 July.
The attorney was unaware of the prior presentation and had the case redocketed.
It was presented to panel M on 19 August and received 6 mos. Following the
presentation, the attorney became aware of the double Presentations and spoke
to his team leader (Kodak) who said he would see Charlie Graham in an effort
to have the second recommendation removed.

///;; addition to these cases, 3216 KKC-M Presents a somewhat strange situation.
It was heard on 5 June and received No €lemency from panel U. For reasons
unknown, 1t was presented again to the Full Board on 21 August and received

2 6-month recommendation. Although I am unable to ascertain the basis for
the presentation to the Full Board, I believe that we have no choice but to
let the Full Board recommendstion stand.




9 Sep fS

TO: Larry Baskir

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger

FM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail
RE: Double Decisions

During the course of our investigations yesterday, I and those working with me on
this detail uncovered a total of four double decision cases. A brief syopsis of

L/ijsh case appears below,
2114-HDL-M.

This case was initially presented by Mr. Salmon of the Klein team on
9 July and received a recommendation of 6 mos. from panel N. Subsequent to that
presentation, additional information was received which, in the opinion of Mr.
Salmon, constituted new and material evidence to be considered by the PCB. The
case was accordingly redocketed and reheard by panel O onXEXRXR®R 22 August and a
pardon was recommended, In view of the fact that the second presentation @as made
on tne basis of additional information, I recommend that we adopt the later

L///ﬁgcommendation.

6926-DCE~M. This case was initially presented on 13 June and received a 7T-month

recommendation from panel H. For unknown reasons it was presented Eé;iBf%%‘iaﬁer—-
S on 26 August and again received T months. I spoke to the case attorney, Mr.
Edward Fitch of the Broder team, and he was unable to tell why two presentations
had been made. I noted during the course of our interview that Mr. Fitch had
quite a few pending cases and surmised that this case load might have contributed
to an inability to keep track of all presented cases. In any case, the identical
recommendations would appear to make further action unnecessary.

’/,?7 10262-DSB-M The first presentation of this case on 23 July resulted in a pardon
recommendation from panel T. For unknown reasons the case was presented a second
time on 22 August and, based on the same summary, received a recommendstion of No
Clemency from panel L. Miss Arsenault made this investigation and, confronted by
such different dispositions from the same summary, made a study of the summary itself.
It seems that, while in AWOL status, the applicant attempted to kill his girlfriend,
who said she was leaving him, and to commit suicide. A military psychiatrist®s report
indicated that the applicant had a very violent nature and was prone to fits of rage.
His own father indicated that, since his suicide attempt, the applicant®s whole
personality had ghanged (grown more violent). In view of these factors, I feel that
going with the initial recommendation may not be too wise. The personality and past
behavior of the gpplicant, as described by the military psychiatrist and hhs father,
may cause some future incident which would reflect adversely on the PCB and the
President. If nothing else, I would suggest that the case be heard by the Full Board
or at least the Purple panel if Full Board consideration is not possible.

12493, This case was presented by Mr. Chott of the Klein team to panel B on 29 July
and received 6 mogs. It was presented again by Mr. Hart on 21 Augubt to panel J and
received © mos. again. Mr. Hart was unaware of the prior presentation and Mr. Chott
was absent at the time of the second presentation. He informed Mr. Hart of the
semmmaxp first presentation as moon as he learned of the second and they tried,
unsuccessfully, to stop implementation of the second panel recommendation. In view
of the identical dispositions, I see no need for further action.
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If a Senator or Congressman is to be informed of d1spos1tlon of case, give
name and address,

REMARKS (especially if pertinent to contacting applicant «ither by phone or mail):




2 September 75

TO: Larry Baskir

THROUGH: ;Gretchen Handwerger

FROM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail

RE: Duplicate Decision, case No. 3456 -HDT-M

b///s;ring my investigations of problem cases on 29 August, I found that theee had been
duplicate dispositions made in case 3456-HDT-M. Mr. Grafel presented this case
initially on 13 June and a pardon was recommended by panel J. It was presented again
by Mr. Grafel with the same case summary on 10 July and received a M- 9-month
recommendation from panel 0. Mr. Grafel has returned to his agency amd is therefore
unavailable to furnish information, and members of the Hickman team have checked his
records without finding any explanation for the second presentation. His records
reflect only the inifial disposition of 13 June, while the case itself reflects
only the 9-month disposition of 10 July. There was no indication of any new infor-
mation or any other reason to present the case a second time. I must hypothesize
therefore that the second presentation was made in error and without checking his
records to see that the case had previously been hemrd. TInasmuch as there was no
new information or any other discerndble reason for the second presentation, I
recommend that we consider the initial disposition as binding.
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2 Septemb;ar 75

TO: Larry Baskir

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger

FM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail
RE: Double Decisions

During our investigations of this date, I and others on this detail hage found a
total of four cases in which more than one disposition was made after more than
one hearing. A brief discussion of each case appears below.

‘4’48. This case was initially heard on 1l June by panel H which recommended a
don and upgrage. It was heard again, on the basis of the same summary and

presented by the same attorney, and a straight pardon was recommended on 16 July.
It was heard by the special upgrade panel (on the basis of the 6/11 disposition)
on 8/12 at which time NO UPGRADE was recommended. The file does not centain any
additional information or any other basis for the second (7/16) presentation. Since
the final outcome (pardon) was identical, I see no need for further investigation,
but surmise that the second presentation may well have been due to a docketing
error or an unfamiliarity with docketing procedures.

6682, This case was apparently heard initially on 20 Jun and awarded 3 months by

panel L. Six days later, the same attorney presented it to panel C and it was awarded

9 months. Contact with the team showed that the attorney preparing the summary was

away on the 20th and another attorney presented it. When he returned, he was

unaware of the prior presentation but saw the notation "3 mos" on the A-M sheet and

was somewhat suspicious. He felt, however, that it was better to present the case

and assumed that any mistake would be caught later on., In view of the fact that

the same case was heard on the basis of the same summary, 1 bakieve that we are
\///;ustified in using the initial recommendation (3 mos.) as determining,

12294, This case was initially presented on 13 June and received 3 mos. It was
presented again by the same attorney (Parker) using the same summary and received a
pardon on 27 June, I spoke to Mr. Parker and he indicated that his records showed
only the later disposition. He was unable to account for the duplicate presentations
and attrisbuted them to a docketing error. In view of the use of the same summary
with no additional information or other basis forthe second presentation, I believe
we should consider ourselfes bound by the first one (3 mos.).

.%512’4. This is a rather interesting case in which additional information worked to
the detriment of the applicant. The case was initially presented by attorney
Liewowitz and received a 6 month recommendation on 16 July. Meanwhile, additional
information was received showing the applicant was incarcerated for murder (his wife
had died after he struck her during an argument) and attempted robbery (he had sought
to leave his employer's premises with a diamond ring). With this additional information
presented on 19 August, & NO CLEMENCY recommendation was made. I believe that the
gecond presentation was justified by the additiomal informatien, and the additional
information justified bhe no clemency recommendatimn., 1 see no basis for disturbing
the last action of the Board and belleve that the last action should control.
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21 Aug T5

TO: Gretchen Handwerger

FM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail, L4tth Flgor
RE: Duplicate dispositions of case 3593-JIM-C

Mr. Baskir was advised today as to the dispositions of the above captioned case.

It appears that TWO separate and distinct summaries were prepared afl different times
by Messrs Weiser and Gaudier of the Hickman team. The case was initially presented
to panel S in the basis of the Weiser summary and awarded 3 mos. on 6/5 with no
aggravating factors. The case was subsequently reassigned to Mr. Gaudier to rewrite
completely due to the poor quality of the original summary. To the best of Mr.
Guadier?s recollection, neither he nor the person reassigning the case were aware
that it had already been presented. Mr. Gamdier prepared a new summary and presented
the case to panel X on 7/2#. At that time a pardon was awarded with no aggravating
factors,

Ms. Toby Singer of the Strauss staff had a hold placed on this case on.the basis
of the fnitial recommendation which deviated from Board policy in awarding alternative
service with no aggravating facbors. She was unaware of the later presentation and
different outcome.

I have advised Mr., Baskir of these facts by memo of this date and recommended that
we use the later recommendation (ie. pardon). That recommendation is in line with
established Board guidelines and made on the basis of a better summary. In addition,
to take the case to the Full Board at this time would be time consuming and, if the
Board adheres to its own guidelines, should result in the same decision as rendered

on T7/2k.



PRESIDENTIAL_ CLEMENCY BOARD
' THE WHITE HOUSE
Wasnington, D.C. 20500

September 15, 1975

MEMORANDUM

TO : Board Members & Spouses(friends),

PCB Staff invitees & spouses (friends),

FROM : John H. Rauffman
SUBJECT: Party
Please join me for cocktails and dinner.
Where: ' "Cliffhurst"
' © 620 Boyle Lane

McLean, Virginia 22101
703-356-0912

Dress: Informal
When: ~ . Monday, September 15, 1975
Time:’ 6:00 p.m. )

Map attached.
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DIRECTIONS TO CLIFFHURST, McLEAN, VIRGINIA .‘
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¢ / DRASTDENTIAL CLEMENCY BOARD

THE WHITE HOUSE
VWasnivaron, D.C. 20500

September 15, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR: LAWRENCE M, BASKIR
GENERAL COUNSEL

-

FROM: . Leland E. Beck
Special Assistant fof Planning
and Policy Analysis

RE: Rates of Dissent for Board
5 Members '
i
Attached is @ table of Rates of Dissent for Board Members compiled
between March 1, and September 1, 1975, This ta.b_ulation covers over

87.5% of all cases heard by the Board, in toto.

In the firsi column are the dissents by the individual over the number

of pardons which resulted. This includes the rate of dissent to pardon
dispositions. In the second column are the dissents by the individual over
the number of alternative service dispositions which resulted. This
includes the rate of dissent to alternative service dispositions. The third
column includes the number of times disagreement occurred in a panel on
which the individual sat over the number of cases which the individual
heard. The percentage included indicates that actual percentage of time
when the individual was involved in a panel disagreement, but does not

indicate the percentage of time when the individual initiated the disagreement.

The data stands on its own, and I don't think any further analysis is needed.

-




(Dissents/Pardons)% (Dissents/ A/SY % . (Panel Disagreements/Cases Heard) %

(153/716) 21. 4% 6%  (359/2183) 1

Finch

' Dougovito (110/1035) 10. 6. 4%
Craig (41/1190) 3.4 (50/1614) 3.1 . (140/3365) 4.2
Walt (30/1075) 2.8 (82/1469) 5.6 (219/3221) 6.8
Jordan (1/97) 1.0 (1/103) 1. 0 (6/248) 2.4
Kauffmann (13/1306) 1.0 (4/1855) .2 (37/3617) 1.0
Adams (5/981) 5 (10/1136) .9 (18/2420) L7
Everhard (6/1656) .4 - (22/1890) 1.2 (62/4280) 1.4
O'Connor (4/1345) 3 (38/1692) 2.2 (117/3580) 3.3
Carter (4/1168) 3 (9/1688) .5 (26/3312) .8
Maye (2/1041) 2 (2/1102) .2 (17/2526) -7
Hesburgh (1/471) 2 (0/412) . (4/1057) .4
Ford (1/924) 1 (18/1318) 1. 4 (72/2752) 2.6
Riggs (1/1467) 1 . (20/1857) 1.1 (84/3911) 2.7
Puller (0/1521) - (37/1796) . - 2.1 (104/3870) 2.7
Vinson (0/1266) -- (31/1750) 1.8 (87/3645) - 2.4
Goodell (0/385) .- (1/367) .2 (12/935) 1.3
Morrow (¢/772) - mm—————(0/952) -- (25/1971) 1.3

(0/35) - (0/73) -- (0/142) --





