
SENATE . N o . 3 .

€ommonu)caltl) of Massachusetts.

E x e c u t iv e  D e p a r t m e n t ,
B oston, J an u a ry  9, 1888.

To the Senate and House o f Representatives.
I have the honor to present herewith, in compliance 

with chapter 50 of the Resolves of 1860, a report of the 
pardons issued by the Governor, with the advice of the 
Executive Council, during the year of my administra
tion just closed. The number of prisoners thus released 
is forty-six, of whom twenty-one were in the State Prison, 
twenty in Houses of Correction, two in the Massachusetts 
Reformatory, and three in the Reformatory Prison for 
Women. Sickness was the controlling reason for the 
discharge of nine, three of whom have died.

OLIVER AMES.



(Hommomucaltl) of ittassadjusctts.

In the Year One Thousand Eight Hundred and Eighty-eight.

LIST OF PARDONS

G ranted  by t h e  Governor and Council During  t h e  Year  
ending  D ecem ber  31, 1887.

No. 1. S. A n g ie r  C h a se . Convicted of embezzle
ment, Superior Court, Bristol County, June 24, 1878. 
Sentenced to State Prison for twelve years. Pardoned 
Jan. 19, 1887, for the following reasons: First — The 
applicant had but little more than a year to serve and the 
purposes of justice seemed already to have been satisfied. 
Second — Ilis advanced age and delicate health. Third 
— The exemplary conduct of the applicant since his sen
tence. Fourth — Because public sentiment seemed to 
recommend a pardon. Fifth — Because the judge who 
sentenced him, lion. F. II. Dewey of Worcester, and the 
District Attorney who convicted him, recommended a 
pardon.

No. 2. C h a rles  L e a v it t . Convicted of beino- a
©

common drunkard, Police Court, Lowell, Aug. 25, 1886. 
Sentenced to two years in Massachusetts Reformatory. 
Pardoned Feb. 9, 1887, solely on the ground that the 
prisoner was not of sound mind and, therefore, an unsuit
able inmate of the Reformatory. Ilis mother could pro
vide him a home and desired to do so.



No. 3. H enry  W. Colson . Convicted of conspiracy 
to defraud, Superior Court, Middlesex County, Nov. 27, 
1885. Sentenced to three years in House of Correction. 
Pardoned March 4, 1887. The committee recommended 
that a pardon be granted because it appeared from the 
certificate of J. B. Taylor, M. D., the physician at the 
House of Correction, that the prisoner was suffering from 
tubercular consumption, which would probably end fatally 
within a few months.

No. 4. F rank F in n . Convicted of rape, Superior 
Court, Hampden County, Dec. 19, 1878. Sentenced to 
State Prison for life. Pardoned March 24, 1887. The 
alleged crime was committed about two o’clock in the 
morning in the open air and in the dark, and the identifi
cation rested mainly upon the woman who was assaulted, 
who, before the trial, at the house of Mr. Budurtha, the 
town clerk, did not recognize Finn as the assailant. It 
appeared that his case was not carefully and fully pre
sented to the jury. It was doubtful whether the prisoner 
committed the crime. Pardon was recommended by S. 
II. Budurtha, the town clerk of Agawam, where the 
offence was committed; by Charles E. Spellman, Esq., 
a member of the Legislature from Springfield, wh» was 
at the trial of Finn and heard all the evidence; by ex
senator Edward H. Lathrop, also of Springfield ; by Hon. 
Hugh O’Brien and many prominent citizens of East Bos
ton who had known Finn for a long time and who testified 
to his sober, industrious habits and his previous o-ood 
record. In view mainly of the doubt as to the guilt of 
the prisoner, aided by his previous good record and his 
exemplary conduct while in prison, a pardon was granted.

No. 5. J ohn  Sl a t t e r y . Convicted of assaulting an • ® officer, Superior Court, Suffolk County. Sentenced to
State Prison for three years from April 1, 1886. Par
doned March 24, 1887. The prisoner had served his 
original sentence and about two-thirds of the sentence of 
three years for assaulting an instructor in one of the 
prison shops. Ex-warden Chamberlain said that “ the



sentence of three years was required, not so much as a 
punishment for the offence committed, as a warning to 
others.” The instructor assaulted said that he “ looked 
upon it as an outbreak of passion rather than an assault 
with malicious intent to do harm,” and that he had “ no 
wish that the sentence should be enforced.” Slattery had 
been a brave soldier, and had an aged mother who was in 
needy circumstances and whose declining years he seemed 
sincerely desirous of making comfortable and happy. In 
view of the circumstances of the case, and the fact that the 
sentence was very severe, and perhaps excessive, and that 
punishment had accomplished all that was possible for the 
prisoner, the pardon was granted.

No. 6. T homas B a g ley . Convicted of attempting to 
break jail, Superior Court, Berkshire County. Sentenced 
to House of Correction for six years, from January 19, 
1885. Pardoned March 30, 1887. The prisoner had 
served his original sentence and was confined for the 
further crime of attempting to break jail and assaulting 
an officer. The petition for his release was signed by the 
leading citizens of Pittsfield familiar with the case, and 
urged strongly by ex-Sheriff Wellington, the jailer, 
prisf^i physician, chairman of the board of selectmen of 
Pittsfield, and others. It appeared that the prisoner was 
twenty-two years of age, of a respectable family living in 
W aterbury, Conn., where he was born and where his 
parents still reside ; that his health was alarmingly poor,— 
confinment and chronic pleurisy undermining his consti
tution, as certified by the prison physician. The District 
Attorney recommended his pardon, considering his feeble 
health, his evident determination to lead a better life, and 
the strong belief entertained by the committee that he 
could be reclaimed if released and sent home to his 
parents.

No. 7. G eo rg e  R. W aterm a n . Convicted of em
bezzlement, Superior Court, Essex County, May 29, 
1878. Sentenced to State Prison for twelve years. Par
doned March 30, 1887. The prisoner made no attempt



to escape punishment, though he had opportunity to do 
so after his crime became public and before his arrest, 
lie made restitution so far as he was able and plead guilty 
in court. Attorney-General Sherman, who was District 
Attorney at the time of the conviction, and Hon. Daniel 
Saunders, counsel for the Pacific Mills from which the 
embezzlement was made, were present at the hearing and 
made no objection to the pardon being granted. The 
pardon was urged by State Auditor Ladd, Elizabeth 
Stuart Phelps, and by a large number of the leading citi
zens of Melrose where Waterman formerly resided, and 
also by prominent citizens of Boston, Andover and Law
rence who had signed petitions and were present at the 
hearing. It appeared that the aged mother of the pris
oner, who alone of his family had stood by him, was in 
feeble health and likely to die in an attack of heart trouble 
to which she was subject. She urged that she might see 
her son before she died. The prisoner had served nine 
years, a longer term than the court now imposes for simi
lar offences. A pardon was granted in view of these facts, 
and believing that justice had been satisfied and that the 
community would suffer no injury, while the prisoner 
might receive great benefit therefrom.

No. 8. G e o . M. B row n , alias H enry  F. B row n . 
Convicted of burglary, Superior Court, Worcester 
County, May 27, .1878. Sentenced to twenty years in 
State Prison. Pardoned April 6, 1887, upon the certifi
cate of the prison physician, that the prisoner was in
curably sick with heart disease and liable to die at any 
moment. He died on the cars on the following day, 
while being taken to his friends in Lennox.

No. 9. R obert  M. W iiit f o r d . Convicted of rape, 
Superior Court, Berkshire County, July Term, 1880. 
Sentenced to State Prison for life. Pardon recommended 
April (5, 1887, to take effect Dec. 31, 1887. The town 
officers and many of the leading citizens of Stockbridge 
who knew the prisoner signed the petition and recom
mended the pardon. It appeared that the prisoner at the



time the offence was committed was a very young man, 
and, in the language of the District Attorney, was “ wild 
with liquor,” and under the influence of an older and 
more vicious companion who took the lead. He had 
never been convicted of an offence before and had always 
been a quiet, good-natured boy without vicious tendencies. 
Hon. H. J . Dunham, the justice of the district court 
before whom Whitford, without counsel, pleaded guilty, 
urged the pardon, and said that he would see to it that 
the prisoner was put into some good position where he 
could earn an honest living. It appeared that the con
duct of the prisoner had been good while in prison. In 
view of all the circumstances of the case and of the strong 
evidence that the punishment had worked a complete 
reformation of the prisoner, and that he would in future 
be a useful member of society, a pardon was granted.

No. 10. Ch a rles  H. W e s t . Convicted of breaking 
and entering, Superior Court, Suffolk County, Feb. Term, 
1886. Sentenced to State Prison for five years. Trans
ferred to the Reformatory Sept. 2, 1886. Pardoned 
April 20, 1887. It appeared that the wife and child of 
the prisoner were wholly dependent upon him for support, 
and that his aged father and mother needed his assist
ance ; that he had always been a dutiful son and a faith
ful husband and father, but had become distracted by the 
death of one of his children, and by his inability to save 
enough out of his small salary of six hundred dollars a 
year to pay the undertaker’s bill; that the crime was 
wholly unpremeditated, and the property was not taken 
from the premises but was found there the day following 
the crime. The officers of the corporation by which he 
was employed at the time the crime was committed urged 
the granting of the pardon and testified that they had the 
fullest confidence in the honesty of the prisoner, and were 
ready to trust him freely and recommend him as a suit
able person for employment. His brother promised him 
constant employment. The judge who sentenced the 
prisoner intimated that this was a suitable case for a 
pardon.



No. 11. T homas M u r ph y . Convicted of being ac
cessory to'the crime of larceny, Superior Court, Plymouth 
County, Feb. 18, 1886. Sentenced to the House of Cor
rection for eighteen months. Pardoned April 27, 1887. 
It appeared that the .principal in the crime was put on 
probation. That Murphy had never been complained of 
for any offence before the commission of this crime; that 
he was a sickly, deformed young man whose health, in the 
opinion of Dr. E. D. Hill of Plymouth would be greatly 
impaired by longer confinement. His release was recom
mended by Hon. Henry B. Peirce, Secretary of the Com
monwealth and Henry A. Noyes chairman of the select
men of Abington. Immediate employment was promised 
him.

No. 12. R ebecca  L eman . Convicted of burning 
buildings, Superior Court, Berkshire County, Jan. 21, 
1879. Sentenced to the Reformatory Prison for twelve 
years. Pardoned May 3, 1887. The pardon was urged 
by Prison Commissioner Fay, Secretary Spaulding and 
Mrs. Ellen C. Johnson, Superintendent of the Reforma
tory Prison. It appeared from Mrs. Johnson’s statement 
that the old companions of the prisoner were either dead 
or out of the country; that the prisoner had proved her
self thoroughly trustworthy during the nine years of her 
incarceration, and that if pardoned Mrs. Johnson would 
provide a place for her in which she could immediately 
find employment and a home. It further appeared that 
the prisoner was influenced to commit the crime by an 
accomplice who has since fled the country, and that she 
was convicted upon her own confession. As it was felt 
that the ends of justice had been satisfied, and that the 
prisoner if released would become an honest member of 
society, a pardon was granted.

No. 13. R obert  F. J o n es . Convicted of larceny, 
Superior Court, Suffolk County, Feb. 12, 1887. Sen
tenced to Massachusetts Reformatory on an indeterminate 
sentence. Pardoned May 4, 1887 upon the recommenda
tion of the prison physician, as he was hopelessly ill with



diabetes and confined to his bed in the hospital. lie died 
May 5 th.

No. 14. M ark  W . F r is b e e . Convicted of larceny 
and embezzlement in the Superior Court for Suffolk 
County and in the Municipal Court for East Boston, Oct. 
16, 1886. Sentenced to eight months (four months on 
each indictment) in House of Correction. Pardoned 
May 11, 1887, on the ground that the prisoner was in the 
last stages of consumption, and could live but a short 
time.

No. 15. E lm er  P h e l p s . Convicted of adultery, 
Superior Court, Berkshire County, July 21, 188(5. Sen
tenced to House of Correction for fifteen months. Par
doned May 11, 1887, for the reason that, according to the 
statements of numerous petitioners and of the District 
Attorney, there were mitigating circumstances attending 
the crime which made it appear that the imprisonment 
already suffered was sufficient punishment for the offence 
committed, and that the good of the prisoner and the 
interest of the public would be furthered by the exercise 
of executive clemency.

No. 16. J ohn  J. B o h a n . Convicted of overdriving a 
horse, District Court, Eastern Norfolk, April 13, 1887. 
Sentenced to two months in the House of Correction. 
Pardoned May 11, 1887. Pardon was asked for by the 
justice who sentenced the prisoner, the complainant, and 
the selectmen of Randolph on the ground of the youth of 
the prisoner, his previous good character and the belief 
that the well-being of society would not be injured by his 
pardon.

No. 17. J ohn  J .  G lea so n . Convicted of arson, 
Superior Court, Franklin County, Aug. 23, 1886. Sen
tenced to the House of Correction for live years. Par
doned May 18, 1887, upon the recommendation of the 
District Attorney, sheriff and physician of the House of 
Correction, because of the serious illness of the prisoner,



which, at his advanced age, eighty-one years, was likely 
to prove fatal within a few months.

No. 18. E ug en e  J. S u l liv a n . Convicted of assault, 
Superior Court, Middlesex County, Nov. 24, 1885. Sen
tenced to three j^ears in House of Correction. Pardoned 
May 25, 1887. Pardon was recommended by all the 
jurors who convicted the prisoner, by ex-Governors Rice 
and Claflin, the lion. A. W. Beard, Hon. H. C. Lodge, 
Hon. Hugh O’Brien, mayor of Boston; Hon. James A. 
Fox, ex-mayor of Cambridge, and many other prominent 
gentlemen including clergymen. It appeared that the 
prisoner was under great provocation, his premises having 
been forcibly invaded. There was grave doubt in the 
minds of the committee as to just how Driscoll met his 
death, and they were greatly influenced by the testimony 
of Surgeon-General Holt, that it could not have happened 
from a blow of the list. There was much conflicting 
testimony as to what happened to Driscoll when he 
reached home after the affray, and it appeared that he 
received little or no care for nearly twenty-four hours 
afterwards. Upon a very careful consideration of all 
the circumstances connected with the case, and the evi
dence of a large number of witnesses who testified before 
the committee, both as to the assault and the previous 
good character of the prisoner, who appeared to be a 
good-natured, easy-tempered man, the committee were of 
the opinion that the ends of justice had been subserved 
and that a pardon should be granted.

No. 19. T homas F . K e n n e y . Convicted of embez
zlement, Superior Court, Middlesex County, Nov. 12, 
1886. Sentenced to the House of Correction for ten 
months. Pardoned June 1, 1887, upon the recommenda
tion of the prison physician, Dr. Taylor, who appeared 
before the committee and asked for a pardon, as the 
prisoner was in feeble health which would probably de
velop into incurable consumption if he was not speedily 
released. The District Attorney joined in recommending 
a pardon.



No. 20. F ranklin  J. M o se s . Convicted of obtain
ing money by false pretences, Superior Court, Suffolk 
County, Sept. Term, 1885. Sentenced to State Prison 
for three years. Pardoned June 2, 1887. It appeared 
from the statement of the prison physician that the 
prisoner had been in the hospital most of the time since 
his incarceration ; that he was in very feeble health, and 
that if his life were prolonged he must receive careful 
attention outside prison walls. Considering that the 
prisoner had served almost two years of a sentence that 
seemed entirely disproportionate to the offence, and was 
in failing health, it seemed that a pardon should be 
granted.

No. 21. J ohn  D. N. R. P o w e l l . Convicted of 
subornation of perjury, Superior Court, Suffolk County, 
March Term, 1884. Sentenced to State Prison for five 
years. Pardoned June 16, 1887. It appeared from the 
testimony of many reputable witnesses that the prisoner, 
who was an old soldier, was in poor health ; that his 
family needed his assistance, and that he could secure 
immediate employment if released. Assistant District 
Attorney Adams, who tried Powell, testified that he was 
not properly defended and that there were other parties, 
not tried, who were interested in preventing a full dis
closure by the prisoner, which, had it been made, would 
doubtless have implicated them and in part relieved him. 
In consideration of the above statement of Air. Adams, 
and the belief entertained by the committee that the pris
oner was a tool of more designing men, that the punish
ment suffered had been ample, and that the public would 
not be injured by the restoration of this man to an honest 
life, they unanimously recommend his release.

No. 22. A d e l b e r t  H . H in k l e y . Convicted of assault 
with intent to ravish, Superior Court, Worcester County, 
Feb. 15, 1884. Sentenced to eight years in State Prison. 
Pardoned conditionally, on the ground of innocence, April 
29, 1885. On the fourth day of August, 1886, he was 
sentenced for assault and battery to six months in the



House of Correction, Worcester County. This constituting 
a breach of the condition of said pardon, on the twenty- 
ninth day of January, 1887, he was remanded to the State 
Prison to serve the unexpired term ot his former sentence. 
Pardoned June 28, 1887, solely because, if the Governor 
and Council of 1885 were satisfied that Hinkley was not 
guilty of the crime charged, even a breach of the condi
tions of the pardon they granted did not justify the present 
executive in punishing him for that of which a former 
tribunal has found him not guilty.

No. 23. Nathan P. Pratt. Convicted of embezzle
ment, Superior Court, Middlesex County, March 10, 1884. 
Sentenced to State Prison for four years. Pardoned July 
7, 1887. The prisoner was for many years secretary and 
treasurer of the Reading Savings Bank, which ended in a 
disastrous failure March 22, 1879. A son of the prisoner, 
employed as a clerk in the bank, through outside specula
tions, squandered a large amount of the funds of the bank; 
afterwards, not being able to get more without its being 
known by the father, he put before him the facts and said 
in substance, “ Father, you must carry me through or send 
me to State Prison.” Tempted by paternal love, the* 
father yielded and negotiated the securities of the bank to 
assist his son. The speculation proved a failure, the bank 
failed, the son fled and has never been heard of since ; the 
father was arrested and had been in prison, either await
ing trial for want of bail or serving sentence, for a period 
of eight years. The receivers of the bank strongly urged 
a pardon, certifying “ that they were satisfied that the 
subsequent transactions with the funds and securities of 
the bank, in which it was found that the treasurer had 
participated, were supposed by him to be in aid of a 
scheme which he thought would certainly restore to the 
bank all that had been taken therefrom. We are con
vinced that none of the property of the bank was used 
for the benefit of the treasurer personally, and that his 
own fortune was lost and that he is now a poor man.” 
The District Attorney said “ that had it not been for his 
son, I believe he never would have proved false to his



trust, and that he would have lived and died honored and 
respected by the community in which he was born.” In 
view of these facts, the feeble health and advanced age 
(seventy-three years) of the prisoner, the committee rec
ommended his release.

No. 24. F rank  A l l e n . Convicted of an attempt to 
break jail and of assault on an officer, Superior Court, 
Berkshire County, Jan. 26, 1883. Sentenced to five 
years in the House of Correction. Pardoned July 8, 
1887, upon the recommendation of the prison physician 
and prominent physicians of Pittsfield, who certified that 
the petitioner was suffering from chronic rheumatism of 
the heart and was liable to die at any moment.

No. 25. P e r l e y  H. Bl o o d . Convicted of burning a 
building, Superior Court, Middlesex County, July 2, 
1885. Sentenced^ to House of Correction for two years 
and a half. Pardoned July 14, 1887. Pardon was rec
ommended by the foreman and all the jurymen that 
convicted Blood, by the complainant, the county com
missioners of Middlesex County, the master, physician 
and officers of the House of Correction and many of the 
prominent citizens of Shirley where the crime was com
mitted. The prisoner was convicted entirely upon cir
cumstantial evidence, and there‘were grave doubts in the 
minds of the petitioners as to his guilt. The District 
Attorney certified that “ Blood has always protested his 
innocence with the greatest apparent sincerity and, while 
I believe him to be guilty, there is the possibility of a 
doubt about it, so that I should not be sorry to see him 
released.” No one opposed his pardon.

No. 26. Louis G. H o l l is . Convicted of perjury, 
Superior Court, Essex County, Feb. 5, 1886. Sentenced 
to State Prison for three years. Pardoned July 21, 1887. 
It appeared that Hollis came of a very respectable family, 
and his conviction was a severe blow to his parents ; that 
the prisoner, who was a special police officer, had not 
lived with his wife for some time prior to the alleged crime,



as he believed her unfaithful to him, and according to the 
statement of the officers who appeared before the com
mittee, and the written statement of the District Attorney 
on tile, he had good reason for such belief The clerk ot 
courts for Essex County, who heard the evidence, stated 
in writing that it did not fully satisfy him of the prison
er’s guilt It further appeared that a severe illness, 
together with his domestic troubles, had so affected his 
mind and warped his judgment, that, in the opinion of the 
committee, he was not fully responsible at the time ot his 
alleged offence. The pardon was recommended by eight 
of the jury who tried him, by the district police officer 
who' prosecuted him and by many reputable citizens of 
Lynn who knew the prisoner and his family.

No. 27. P h il ip  R yan . Convicted of breaking and 
entering, four indictments, Superior Court, Middlesex 
County, June 13, 1879. Sentenced to State Prison for 
twelve years. Pardoned July 27, 1887. The value of all 
the property taken was less than ninety dollars. Ryan was 
but nineteen years old at the time he committed the crime, 
and had no counsel at the trial. He had served more than 
eight years of his sentence. Permanent employment was 
promised him if released. The trial justice who commit
ted him and many of the first citizens of Waltham peti
tioned for his pardon on the ground that the sentence of 
twelve years was unusually disproportionate to the crime 
committed, and that if he had had counsel his sentence 
would have been much less severe.

No. 28. J ohn  T. B ren n a n . Convicted of larceny, 
Superior Court, Suffolk County, Sept. Term, 1885. 
Sentenced to House of Correction for three years. Par
doned July 28, 1887. The pardon was petitioned for by 
Oliver Ditson & Co , John C. Haynes & Co., C. D. Cobb 
& Bros., Hosmer, Codding & Co., and others, who certi
fied that Brennan, for a long time prior to the commission 
of the crime for which he was sentenced, was a sober, in
dustrious, hard working, honest man ; able to provide for 
and providing for the support of his wife and children;



but, falling into bad company, he contracted bad habits 
from which this offence resulted. The prison physician 
certified that he “ had been under treatment in the hospi
tal for nervous prostration, and if he continues getting 
worse, as he probably will, he will be in no condition to 
support his family when he is released, about ten months 
from now.” Considering all these circumstances a pardon 
was granted.

No. 29. M r s . A n n ie  C. A rn o ld . Convicted of lar
ceny, Superior Court, Essex County, May 26, 1887. 
Sentenced to the Reformatory Prison for one year. Par
doned Aug. 3, 1887. The pardon was urged by the 
mayor and many prominent citizens of Rockland, Me., 
where Mrs. Arnold formerly resided, and who bore testi
mony to her excellence of character and reputation 
in Rockland. The District Attorney who tried her rec
ommend a pardon, saying: “ I have not been able to 
ascertain that there has ever been a suspicion against her 
character and standing in the community. I do not believe 
that she belonged to the criminal class or that she would 
ever commit any crime against the Commonwealth.” The 
party from whom the goods were taken also urged a 
pardon. The officers making the arrest appeared and 
testified that in their opinion the crime was entirely unpre
meditated by the prisoner, who restored to them the 
articles received by her from others. A pardon was 
granted in view of these facts, and with the belief that the 
applicant had been taught a lesson which she would 
never forget.

No. 30. T homas S w if t . Convicted of assault and 
battery, Third District Court, Bristol County, New Bed
ford, July 26, 1887. Sentenced to House of Correction 
for three months. Pardoned Aug. 18, 1887, upon the 
petition of the judge who sentenced him, who stated that 
he “ sentenced Swift without knowing the situation of 
his family, and so far as he is concerned the penalty was 
no more than he deserved. But there are five children, 
the oldest only eight years of age and the youngest seven



months, and all are entirely dependent upon charity 
while the husband and farther remained in confinement. 
Under the circumstances, therefore, I am inclined to 
recommend a pardon.”

No. 31. P atrick  F l a h e r t y . Convicted of larceny, 
Superior Court, Suffolk County, November Term, 1885. 
Sentenced to House of Correction for two years. Par
doned Aug. 12, 1887, upon the certificate of the prison 
physician that the prisoner was dangerously ill with 
diabetes and could live but a short time. He died about 
one week after his release.

No. 32. N a thaniel  J o n es . Convicted of larceny, 
breaking and entering, and escape from prison. Origi
nally sentenced to State Prison Feb. 23, 1886, for ten 
years, lie-committed Aug. 26, 1886. Pardoned Sept. 
14, 1887, upon the certificate of the prison physician that 
he was suffering from heart disease of a dangerous char
acter, and would probably live but a few days. He died 
in a New York hospital Sept. 21.

No. 33. M ary D ela n ey . Convicted of assault and 
battery, Third District Court, Bristol County, at New 
Bedford, Aug. 25, 1887. Sentenced to pay a fine of 
$5 and costs. Pardoned Sept. 14, 1887. The prisoner 
was committed for non-payment of fine and costs amount
ing to $10.83 and had about thirty days to serve. She was 
about to give birth to a child, and to the end that the child 
might not be born in prison, and that she might receive 
better care than could there be given her, the District 
Attorney and master of the House of Correction recom
mended that a pardon be granted.

No. 34. J ohanna H u r l e y . Convicted of adultery, 
Superior Court, Worcester County, Jan. 26, 1887. 
Sentenced to House of Correction for one year. Par
doned Sept. 28, 1887, for the following reasons : First — 
That the husband of the petitioner had condoned the 
offence and was extremely solicitous that his wife should



return to his home. Second— That this, taken in con
nection with the fact that the punishment was dispropor
tionate to the offence, seemed to make a clear case for 
executive clemency.

No. 35. J ohn  A r t h u r . Convicted of larceny, Supe
rior Court, Hampden County, Jan. 5, 1883. Sentenced 
to State Prison for seven years. Pardoned Oct. 15, 1887. 
Prominent citizens of Springfield appeared in his behalf. 
It appeared the sentence was passed at a time when much 
excitement existed in the community in regard to acts of 
violence committed by the hoodlum element, and that he 
received what seemed to be an excessive sentence. It 
appeared that the young man had changed in character 
during his incarceration, and that if released he would lead 
a very different life. A letter was received from the Dis
trict Attorney sustaining these views of the case and rec
ommending a conditional pardon.

No. 36. T homas J. P o w e r . Convicted of rape, Su
perior Court, Middlesex County, April 1, 1878. Sen
tenced to State Prison for twelve years. Pardoned Oct. 
26, 1887, on account of serious illness— Bright’s disease 
— and the probable danger of his return to his home in 
Indiana during the cold weather of December, when his 
time would expire.

No. 37. J o se ph  W. T hom pson . Convicted of rape, 
Superior Court, Franklin County, Aug. 26, 1876. Sen
tenced to State Prison for fifteen years. Pardoned Nov. 
17, 1887. The prisoner had suffered over eleven years 
imprisonment, had less than a year remaining to serve 
and had an opportunity to obtain steady employment. 
The pardon was recommended by a large number of 
prominent citizens of Conway, in which town the priso
ner had always lived and where the offence was com
mitted.

No. 38. M er r ic k  A. Bu r b a n k . Convicted of adul
tery, Superior Court, Berkshire County, July 28, 1887.



Sentenced to nine months in House of Correction. Par
doned Nov. 21, 1887 upon the recommendation of the 
selectmen and many prominent citizens of Pittsfield and 
by the ex-District Attorney who tried the case and who 
personally appeared and urged a pardon for the following 
reasons : “ The prisoner was the son of one of Pittsfield’s 
most worthy inhabitants and now lying upon a sick bed 
and very much affected on account of the imprisonment 
of his favorite boy, whose present condition was caused 
by excessive use of intoxicating liquor; in every other 
respect he is a good citizen. Considering that his wife is 
willing to forgive him and live with him as before, and 
considering all the circumstances — including the condition 
of his father— if a conditional pardon should be granted 
him I think it would be as effectual as to keep him in 
prison till his term expired.”

No. 39. P atrick  D a ley . Convicted of breaking and 
entering, Superior Court, Essex County, Feb. 6, 1871. 
Sentenced to State Prison for life. Pardoned Nov. 24, 
1887, as an act of executive clemency for Thanksgiving 
day. The General Statutes under which he wTas arrested 
provided as the only penalty for his offence a sentence 
for life. Within a single month of his sentence, the Leg
islature modified the statute by allowing the sentence to 
be for any term of years. It is not probable that the 
same offence under similar circumstances would be pun
ished in the discretion of the court by a longer term than 
ten years. Daley had served nearly seventeen years, and 
during the whole of this period his conduct had been of 
the most exemplary and irreproachable character, so ex
ceptionally so as to elicit frequent comment and praise 
from the officers and others connected with the prison. 
Daley served faithfully in the army of the Union and was 
noted for his bravery and endurance. He seemed to have 
earned his release by long continued good conduct. His 
pardon on this ground will, it is believed, have an excel
lent effect on the discipline of the prison. The public 
interests cannot suffer by mitigating the severity of what 
at the present time would be deemed an excessive sen-



tence, and the prisoner restored to his wife and family 
may have one more chance to take a position as a good 
citizen and a useful member of the community.

No. 40. Louis P eabody . Convicted of robbery, 
Superior Court, Hampden County, December Term, 1879. 
Sentenced to State Prison for life. Pardoned Nov. 24, 
1887, as an act of executive clemency for Thanksgiving 
day for the following reasons : Peabody was engaged with 
two older brothers, Frank and Eddie Peabody, in an 
assault and robbery of one George L. Brewster in 1874, 
when Louis was but fourteen years old. Frank, the 
eldest, was of ill-regulated mind and of an impulsive, 
violent character and completely dominated his younger 
brothers. He has been three times committed to insane 
asylums and is now in the insane hospital at Worcester. 
Eddie, the next younger, died in the State Prison. The 
brothers were arrested in Connecticut fora similar offence 
committed a few days previous and sentenced to four 
yeai's in the State Prison at Weathersfield. After serving 
out this sentence they were arraigned in Springfield for 
the robbery of Brewster. Following the lead of his 
brothers and without counsel, Louis pleaded guilty. In 
his petition he says that Brewster appeared against them 
at the examination, “ and said he thought I had nothing 
to do with the robbery, but that I was standing a little 
distance away when he was robbed.” Louis states very 
positively in his petition that he was not engaged in the 
crime. Brewster has recently written a letter to the 
chaplain of the State Prison to the effect that Louis was 
not concerned in the attack on him, and he thinks it was 
owing to the protestations of Louis in his favor that he 
suffered no more serious injury. The extreme youth of 
Louis at the time of the alleged offence and the long 
imprisonment (nearly twelve years) he has suffered 
seemed to make a case of imperative necessity for the 
exercise of mercy, while the grave doubts cast upon the 
guilt of the accused seemed to create a claim of nearly 
equal strength in the name of justice.



No. 41. A lonzo F reem a n . Convicted o f rape, Su
perior Court, Worcester County, May 23, 1879. Sen
tenced to State Prison for twenty years. Pardoned Dec. 
1, 1887. A pardon was granted for the reason that 
evidence was given to the committee which it appeared 
had not been presented to the jury, and which cast a doubt 
upon the guilt of the prisoner of the crime for which he 
was convicted; he had served ten and one-half years, his 
prison record had been good and all things indicated that 
his release would be better for himself and the community.

No. 42. H obart W. C ummings. Convicted of adul
tery, Superior Court, Essex County, May 13, 1887. 
Sentenced to eighteen months in House of Correction. 
Pardoned Dec. 7, 1887. It appeared that the husband of 
the woman with whom the adultery was committed con
nived at and encouraged the adultery, and that the young 
man up to the time when he first met the woman had borne 
an irreproachable character and had been the support and 
stay of the father and mother. Rev. Mr. Stewart and Rev. 
Mr. Thurston of Lynn testified to the character and stand
ing of the family and to the previous good character of the 
young man whose prison record was good, and who seemed 
to have thoroughly repented of his crime. He had no 
counsel at the trial and in view of the fact that the woman 
was sentenced to one year in the Reformatory, his sen
tence, under all the circumstances, seemed to be excessive 
and the ends of justice satisfied and his reformation se
cured.

No. 43. F r ed er ic k  B row n . Convicted of assault, 
Municipal Court, Dorchester District, Boston, Aug. 25, 
1887. Sentenced to one year in the House of Correction. 
Pardoned Dec. 14, 1887, for the reason that the applicant, 
an orphan boy, had never before been guilty of any 
offence ; that he had the confidence of the community; 
that he was not represented by counsel or friends at the 
trial, his uncle arriving just after the boy had been 
sentenced and removed to the House of Correction, and 
too late to save him; that no actual assault was made



upon anybody ; and, what weighed most strongly with the 
committee, that the judge who sentenced him recom
mended his pardon upon a further and full consideration 
of the case.

No. 44. L ouisa  H. B utterm an . Convicted of being 
a stubborn child. Municipal Court, So. Boston, Dec. 24, 
1886. Sentenced to the Reformatory Prison for two 
years. Pardoned Dec. 22, 1887. The prisoner at the 
trial pleaded guilty. The complaint was made by her 
parents. No charges were made against her of either 
lewdness or dishonesty. It appeared from the testimony 
of the probation officer, who was requested to appear 
before the committee on pardons, by the judge who 
heard the case, that the sentence imposed (the extreme 
sentence provided by the statute) was passed under a 
misapprehension of the terms upon which the prisoner 
could be released from the Reformatory; at the time of 
the commitment it being supposed that, if deserving, she 
could be discharged within six months on probation. 
She had served nearly one year, had been with one ex
ception well behaved, and furthermore the place of her 
imprisonment seemed unsuitable to the character of the
girl-

No. 45. A l f r e d  C. Sm it h . Convicted o f assault and 
battery, Superior Court, Norfolk County, Sept. 14, 1886. 
Sentenced to House of Correction for two years. Par
doned Jan. 2, 1888, for the reason that, in the language 
of the selectmen of Canton and the district attorney who 
tried the case,—-Hon. JL C. Bumpus,— “ the ends of 
justice have already been attained.” It appeared that 
there was no trial, and the prisoner was not represented 
by counsel, and pleaded guilty.

No. 46. J ohn  L o ft u s . Convicted of highway robbery, 
Superior Court, Berkshire County, Jan. 27, 1886. Sen
tenced to State Prison for live years. Pardoned Jan. 4, 
1888, upon a petition of a large number of the citizens of 
Great Barrington, where the crime was committed, upon



the ground of the probable innocence of the prisoner. 
The evidence against him at the trial was purely circum
stantial, no witnesses testifying to having seen the act 
committed. Subsequently a witness who had testified 
that he did not know who committed the robbery, volun
tarily went before a magistrate and made an affidavit that 
he had sworn falsely, and that the offence was committed 
by another party in his presence; that he shared in the 
proceeds of the robbery, and that Loftus had nothing to 
do with it. Ide afterwards repeated this testimony in 
substance before the grand jury. Another person testi
fied before the pardon committee to having seen this wit
ness with the other party named in the affidavit in company 
with the person robbed just before the time at which the 
robbery was committed, and that Loftus was not with 
them. This affidavit is on file with the papers in the 
case, together with a statement of the victim of the rob
bery, who at the trial was unable to identify his assailants, 
that he “ is now entirely satisfied that other parties, and 
not Loftus, committed the crime.”








