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Larry Baskir Page 2. 
Double Decision Memo 
11 Sep 75 

~3840-RRS-M 
a letter was 
unsuspected 
convictions 
no clemency 

Presented to panel I on 11 June, this case received a pardon. On 2 July 
received from the applicant which indicated the existence of a previously 

criminal record. Further investigation yielded a background mf several 
for violent crimes. Presented to panel J on this basis, the case received 
o~ 15 August. 

~5054-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 clemenc¥· 

~5708-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. 

~-16784-YSL-M The case received a pardon on 30 Juiy. 
and later presented on the basis of the same summary. 
28 August. 

For unknown reasons it was redocketed an• 
It again received a pardon on 

16814-JTP-M This case was presented initially on 29 July and received 6 mos. Follmwing 
this presentation, a telephone contact with the applicant (8 Aug) gave addttional 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 Sep 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. 

~967-BJR-C This case was presented initially to panel E on 22 May and was given 6 mos. 
Following presentation, a conversation was held with the State Director of the Selective 
Service System in which he voiced a belief, aiter a review of the applicant's SSS file, 
that he should not have been prosecured 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 • 

.A825-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. 

~216-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. 

~266-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. 

~386-CRB-M It was initially presented by attorney Brackett to panel U on 4 June and 
received the notation ''No clemency, ref. for jurisdictiontt 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 eecause 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 Initially presented to panel U on 4 June, the cas.e 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 
~eived a full pardon from the Full Board on 21 August. 

~528-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 mn 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 attrmbtuee the double presenta­
tion to a docketing error. 

~28-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 mas 

~~22-JLX-M Presented to panel X on 24 July by Mr. Qui~, 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 coilild 
not be reached and no new information was found in the case file. 

~41-KPS-M This case was given no clemency by panel A when initially heard on 26 June. 
A series of telephone conversations with prison officials thereafter elicited additional 
information about the nature of the applicant's offenses, and the case was redocketed. It 
~eived 9 mos. wben_presented to panel T on 26 August. 

~8713-AJH:: The case received a 9-month recommendation when presented to panel C on the 
morning of 26 June. For unknown reasons, tawas redocketed and presented to panel 0 
on 9 July, where it received another 9 mos. The file itself is unavailable for examination. 



PCB Attorney: --------------------
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LAST FIRST MIDDLE 
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Larry Baskir--Double Decisions--10 September page 2. 

vi'9349-BDL-M This case was presented to panel~ on 19 August and rec~ived a 9-month 
recommendation. It was heard again by the same panel on 22 August and given another 
9-month recommendation. The same attorney made each presentation on the basis of the 
same summary. The only conceivable explanation 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 4 record at the time of the initial presentatmon. In any 
case, identical iispositions make it unnecessary to go further. 



9 Sep 75 

TO: La.rry 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 
~ case appears below. 

2114-HDL-M. This case was initially presented by Mr. Salmon of the Klein team on 
9 July and received a reconnnendation 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 0 o~ 22 August and a 
pardon was recommended. In view of the fact that the second presentation was made 
on the basis of additional information, I recommend that we adopt the later 
7onnnendation. 

/6926-DCE-M. This case was initially presented on 13 June and received a 7-month 
recommendation from panel H. For unknown reasons it was presented again to panel 
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 
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. 

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 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 rpport 
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 appltcant'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 hls 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 mo~ It was presented again by Mr. Hart on 21 August to panel J and 
received 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 
xexwmi~ first presentation as xoon 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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REMARKS (especially :if pcrtinf~nt to contdcting ;::tpplicant t ithcr by phone or mail): 



8 September, 1975 

TO: Larry Saskir 

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger 

FMa ,,,u~e !lernstein, cleamtp Detail 

Durin·~, tha :paot week, ther• ha!J been qreater interest shown b}l the BOard in 
dou:Jle decisions, and a series were unearthed. Many were =3iven to you by 
t.ele.;:>hone conversation with Ms. a:andwerqer. On l''riday, I a.nd thoae working with 
1~1 discovered an additional two .._txt.. cases in wn1cn aore than one disposition 
oocurrzc. Thvee cases and an explanation are set out· below. 

'!'he first presentation of this case was r . .ade on 15 Auq Wjth a sumr,;ary 
pret~ared by attorney Sl~CHS on 19 June. '.&.'he second presentation wa.s ma4e on 26 }\uq 

-.dth a at:11"'mary ;>reparecl by GOURDINE on 30 auly. In each case, a pardon \>!as rec:omaen 
I am able to explain this case both by m~ iinuinqs aa4 a.6 the former ~.ssistant 
team leader of .bot'.h individuals. Hr. SACHS returned to h.is agency some time <:lfJO, 

leaving several ~~sea in various stages of compl•tio••· It was his practice to keep 
his draft summaries separate from the cases so ~1at he could refer to thent easily. 
After his return, I reassiq·ned most of his incomplete caaea to ldr. GOURDINE, who 
proceeded to either. compl~te summaries *- or to pr~sent those which were canpleted. 
J!.-t?;>arently, the cMe itself had no inciioation that it had ever bee.'). \1.'0rked, and for 
one reason or another, the complet-ed summary never <JOt associated ~·:it.h it. By 
aarly A1lgU9t, too, many of the Klein team were beinq detailed elsewhere for varying 
periods of time, and it is quite possible that whon SACliS' summary ~.-as ret~ .. u;ned, it 
was put in for docketing without anyone knowing exactly where the case was. \•!hen 
it ca."!lo time to present it, it would have been dono with or without the cuse, and 
ver-1 probabl~' without the knowledge of Mr. GOURDINE. At the same time, Mr. GOURDIHI 
summary woul4 have been prepared and put in for docketing, without anycme seeing the 
case in our records as beinq previ0\18ly prepared by him. The result was two suaaarj 
went to docketi.Dq without anyone aware that they <oJ;are the sa."!le case, and two presenf 
tions without an.yoime aware that the case :nad been presented before. Tl1e j)qt 

~entical dispositions appear to require no further action on our part. 

/ 10098-GCX-M This case was initially presented to panel I< on 10 July and received 
a pardon. The applicant sent in a letter concerning his hWCLS and circumstances 
which was not associated with the case file until after ~•e initial present~tion. 
It \-laS decided, after review of that letter, to re•!'reaent the case on the 
possibility that the applicant might be upgraded. 'l'hG case wao heard l;.y panel s 
on 26 Auq and a straight pardon was again recOIIIIlended. 
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PRESIDENTIAL CLEMENCY BOARD 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500 
12 Sep 75 

TO: 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. 

~39-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. 

~486-~-M This case was presented to panel X and receiyed 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. 

~n addition to these cases, 3216 KKC-M presents a somewhat strange situation. 
It was heard on 5 June and received No enemency from panel U. For reasons 
unknown, it was presented again to the Full Board on 21 August and received 
a 6-month recommendation. Although I am unable to ascertain the basis for 

rthe presentation to the Full Board, I believe that we have no choice but to 
let the Full Board recommendation stand. 



9 Sep 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 uncovered a total of four double decision cases. A brief syopsis of z case appears below. 

2114-HDL-M. This case was initially presented by Mr. Salmon of the Klein team on 
9 July and received a recommenda.tion 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 0 onXtXXn 22 August and a 
pardon was recommended. In view of the fact that the second presentation was made 
on the basis of additional information, I reconuend that we adopt the la.ter 
7ommendation. 

/6926-DCE-M. This case was initially presented on 13 June and received a 7-month 
recommendation from panel H. For unknown reasons it was presented again to panel 
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 
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. 

10262-DSB-M T.he 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 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 rpport 
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 appltcant 1 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. T.he personality and past 
behavior of the applicant, as described by the military psychiatrist and h~s 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 mo~ It was presented again by Mr. Hart on 21 August to panel J and 
received 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 
xexwmt~ first presentation as xoon 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. 



PCB Attorney: __________ _ 
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Disposition of case_....,. _________ _ 
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(include 
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(include zip:code) 

Best telephone number (with area code):------------------'-
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Is applicant now on parole or probation? ·- .... -·-
_ - l -..) J _-.:. l __ _ 

If so:, ·gi~ name and ad<lress of superv1se·r:, · ~ ...... 
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If a Senator or Congressman is to be informed of disposition of case, givP. 
narne and address. 

REMARKS (especially if pertint~nt to contdcting ;=J.pplicant t ithcr 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 

~uring my investigatfons 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 :tm:- 9-month 
recommendation from panel 0. Mr. Grafel has returned to his agency and 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 initial disposition of 13 June, ~hile 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 he~rd. Inasmuch as there was no 
new information or any other discernible reason for the second presentation, I 
recommend that we consider the initial disposition as binding. 
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Case No.: 11091-HLW-M 

Chronology: 

11 Sep 53 Date of Birth 
Feb 71 Q'Qit school during lOth grade 

3 Mar 71 Enlistment 
14 May 71 8 Jul 71" AWOL 

9 .:J\11 71 11 Aug 71 Confi-nement--- ·-: · · -·· -'\ 15 Jul 71. Request for d~~ch~rge ·-+ 
11 Aug 71 undesirable Discharge executed 
27 Mar 75 PCB Application 

~ --

t Awards and Decorations: 

j 
! 

l 
National Defense Service Medal 

Prior Military Offenses: None 

Sources: 

Military Personnel File 
Letter from Applicant 
PCB Application · 

. . 

I '· . 



2 September 75 

TO: Larry Baskir 

THROUGH: Gretchen Handwerger 

FM: Mike Bemstein, 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. 

~448. This case was initial.ly heard on 11 June by panel H which recommended a 
pa.rdgn and upgrage. It was heard again, on the basis of the same sUIB&l"y and 

'presented by the same attomey, and a straight pardon was recolllllended on 16 JuJ.y. 
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 recoamendedo The flle 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 ~ well have been due to a docketing 
error or an unfamiliarity with docketing procedures. 

~2. 1bis caae vaa apparently h- initial.ly on 20 Jun 8Dd ~ 3 IIOiltha 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 SUDIIII&l'Y 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, I ~ieve that we are 
;nstified in using the initial. rec0111111endation (3 mos.) as determining. 

J 12294. This case was initia.l.ly presented on 13 June and received 3 mos. It was 
presented again by the same attorney (Parker) using the same su-.ry and received a 
pardon on Z7 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 attri;buted 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.). 

~_?124. ~is is a rather interesting case in which additional. information worked to 
the detriment of the applicant. The case was initia.l.ly presented by attorney 
LieWowitz and received a 6 month recODmendation on 16 JuJ.y. 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 intonat:bn 
presented on 19 August, a NO CLDIEHCI recommendation was made. I believe that the 
second presentation was justified by the idditiOHal luf'oz•t±on, and the additional 
information justified Dhe no clemency recOIIIDlendatiDn. I see no basis for disturbing 
the last action of the Board and believe that the last action should control. 
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21 Aug 75 

TO: Gretchen Handwerger 

FM: Mike Bernstein, Cleanup Detail, 4th Fl~or 

RE: Duplicate dispositions of case 3593-JLM-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 a~ 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. Gaudier prepared a new summary and presented 
the case to panel X on 7/24. 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 mnitial recommendation which deviated from Board policy in awarding alternative 
service with no aggravating factors. 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 7/24. 



I 
l 
1 

I 
-I 

I 
l 
I 
j 

-- j.­
I 

-I 

i . 

PRESIDENTIAL CLEMENCY BOARD -
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20500 

September 15, 1975 

MEMORANDUM 

TO Board Members & Spouses(friends), 
PCB Staff invitees & spouses (friends), 

FROM John H. Kauffman 

SUBJECT: Party 

Please join me for co6ktails and dinner. 

Where: 

Dress: 

When: -

Time:-

Map attached. 

"Cliffhurst11 

620 Boyle Lane 
McLean, Virginia 22101 
703-356-0.912 

Informal 

Monday, September 15, 1975 

6:00 p.m. 

) 
/ 
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DIRECTIONS TO CLIFFHURST, McLEAN, VIRGINIA 

SMOOTS 
RESIDENCE 

CLIFFHURST 

I 

J 



.. 

THE \\'lllTE J-1\lU~~L 

h~'U.:..t1!~~~~~~. WfiSI!ING"l'ot-1, D.C. 20')(1() 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

RE: 

Septernbcr 15, 1975 

LA WH.ENCE M. B~SKIR_.'/ 
GENEH.AL COUNSEL -./I 

Leland E. Beck \ 
Special Assistant fo Planning 

and Policy Analysis 

Rates of Dissent for Board 
Member.s 

Attached is H. table of Rates of Disserit for Board Member.s compiled 
between ~.1arch l, and September 1, 1975. This tabulation 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 res·uJ.ted. This includes the rate of dissent to p<>.rdon 
dispositions. In the second column are the dis:.;en~s by the individual over 
the number of alternative service dispositions which resulted. This 
includes tbe rate of dissent to alternative service dispositions. The third 
coJ.u.rnn includes the nUlnber of thnes disagreement occurred in a panel on 
whi<:h 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. 

T":te data stands on its own, and I don't think any further analysis is needed . 



(Dissents I Pardons )o/o (Dissents/ AI S) o/o (Panel Disagreements I Cases Heard) % 

Dougovito (1531716) 21. 4o/o ( 1 1.0 I 1 o 3 5) 10. 6% (35912183) 16,4% 
Craig (411 1190) 3.4 (5011614) 3. 1 (140/3365) 4.2 
Walt (3011075) 2.8 (82/ 1469) 5.6 (21913221) 6.8 
Jordan (1197) 1.0 (l/103) 1. 0 ( 6 I 248) 2.4 
Kauffmann (B/1306) 1.0 (4/1855) .2 (37/3617) 1.0 
Adarns (51981) . 5 (1011136) . 9 (18/2420) .7 . 
Everhard (61 1656) . 4 . (221 1890) 1.2 ( 6214280) 1.4 
0 1 Connor (4/1345) '. 3 (38/1692) 2.2 (117'3580) 3. 3 
C';:.rter · (411168) .. 3 (91 1688) . 5 (2613312) .8 
Maye (2 I 1 041) . 2 (2/1102) .2 (17/2526) .· 7 
Hesburgh (11471) . 2 (0/412) (4/1057) .4 
Ford (11924) . 1 (1811318) 1.4 (7212752) 2.6 
Riggs (111467) . 1 (20/1857) 1. 1 (84/3911) 2.7 
Puller (OilS2l) (3711796) .· 2. 1 (104/3870) 2~7 
Vinson· (01 1266) ( 31 I 17 so) 1. 8 (87/3645) 2.4 
Goodell (0/385) (l/367) .2 (12/935) 1. 3 
l\iorrow (01772) . -----------( 0/952) (2511971) 1. 3 
Finch (0135) (0173) (01142) 




