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Executive Department Boston, Jan. 12, 1915

To the Honorable Senate and House of Representatives.

I have the honor to herewith present, in compliance with
chapter 50 of the Resolves of 1869, a report of the 37 pardons issued by the Governor, with the advice of the Council, during the year of my administration just closed.
Of the number thus released, 23 were in the State Prison,
11 in houses of correction, 1 in the Massachusetts Reformatory, and 2in the Reformatory for Women. Serious illness
was the controlling reason for the discharge of 3.
DAVID I. WALSH.
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Convicted of abandonment
No. 1. John J.
of family and neglect to provide for his family, March 13,
1913, Fourth District Court of Bristol County,
two comthe
Sentenced
to
house
of
correction
for two years
plaints.
Pardoned January 21, upon the recommendation of the
selectmen and overseers of the poor of Attleborough, the
probation officer and representatives from that town. The
judge who imposed the sentence also recommended the
pardon. Maloney had a wife and six children who were
dependent on charity for support. A home with relatives
in another State had been provided for him, where he could
have constant employment.
Mahoney.

No. 2. George Ramin. Convicted of larceny. Central
District Court of Worcester County, Sept. 24, 1913. Sentenced to the house of correction for one year. Pardoned
January 28, upon the recommendation of the probation
officer and the justice of the court who imposed the sentence. There had been found additional facts which went
to show that a sentence of only four months or thereabouts
would have been inflicted had all the facts been shown at
the time of trial. The judge believed that the ends of
justice would be well served by releasing him under the
usual conditions.

No. 3. Pasquale \ ozzella. Convicted of assault with
intent to murder, Superior Court, Middlesex County, Nov.
21, 1912. Sentenced to from three to five years in the
State Prison. Pardoned February 11, upon the recommendation of Ex-District Attorney John J. Higgins, the
Board of Parole and the assaulted party, who was not
seriously injured and who certified that “I was as much
to blame as Vozzella, for I think I must have led him to
think that 1 meant to do him bodily harm.” It was believed that the petitioner could safely be released without
further confinement.
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No. 4. Katherine T. McLaughlin. Convicted of being
a stubborn child, Police Court, Somerville, Aug. 8, 1913.
Sentenced to the Reformatory for Women on an indeterminate sentence. Pardoned February 20, upon the recommendation of the father, who made the complaint, the probation officer and the Board of Parole, who believed that
she had been sufficiently punished.
No. 5. Elmer B. Cole. Convicted of larceny, Superior
Court, Plymouth County, March 5, 1912. Sentenced to the
State Prison for from three and a half to four and a half
years. Pardoned February 20, upon the recommendation
of many leading citizens of Plymouth County, who believed
that the prisoner had no actual intent to violate the law or
to defraud any person. He was a man of sober and industrious habits and it was considered that he was more
“sinned against than sinning,” and that if he ever did anything that required punishment he had already been sufficiently punished and should be released. The Board of
Parole felt that the ends of justice had already been accomplished, and recommended that he be pardoned.

No. 6. Alfred A. Mulliken. Convicted of larceny,
Superior Court Suffolk County, Feb. 26, 1912. Sentenced
to the State Prison for from three to five years. Pardoned
February 25. Mulliken was a member of the firm of Cram,
Mulliken & Co., stockbrokers, who were conducting a bucketshop, so called. A number of customers who were defrauded
by him strongly urged that a pardon be granted, believing
that he was not of a criminal nature and that he had been
punished sufficiently for the unintentional crime which he
committed. Rev. Samuel G. Babcock, Dr. Hilbert F. Day,
one of the larger losers in the irregularities committed by
the firm, and other prominent men believed that he had
been sufficiently punished and that the ends of justice had
been served. A good position awaited him upon his release.
The Board of Parole also recommended the pardon.
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No. 7. Gaetano Corsettt. Convicted of assault with
intent to murder, Superior Court, Middlesex County, Nov.
17, 1909. Sentenced to the State Prison for from eight to
ten years. Transferred to the State Farm as an insane person. Pardoned March 4, upon the recommendation of the
Board of Parole and the, brother of the prisoner. Corsetti
His parents resided in Italy and
was incurably insane.
,ome means and were
wished to see their son. The,
fully capable of supporting hi a m a proper institution m
Italy.
The Italian consular
gent stated that “inasmuch
as Gaetano is an Italian citizen he cannot be deported upon
released and sent back to
his arrival in Italy.” He w£
Italy, where he rightfully belt

No. 8.

Nantene M. Estes. Convicted of manslaughter,
Superior Court, Suffolk County, April 9, 1909. Sentenced
to the Reformatory for Women for fifteen years. Pardoned
upon the recommendation of the Advisory Board of Pardons,
the superintendent of the reformatory and the district attorney. The petitioner, who is a mulatto, was married in
October, 1895, to a white man whom she had known for
about two years. Soon after her marriage her husband began to drink heavily and mortgage everything they owned
in order to obtain liquor. After the birth of a child she
was obliged to go to the hospital. Soon after she left the
hospital her husband absconded, and she was obliged to
support herself until she met one George Rawson, a white
man, who at the time was going under the name of Roberts,
and represented himself as a single man. With Roberts she
went to Providence and later to Pennsylvania; and finally
returned to Boston. During most of this time she did
most of the work and earned the money which Roberts
spent. After they returned to Boston Naniene learned that
Roberts was a married man, and he soon left her, and it
w’as learned that he w*as staying with another woman.
The
climax came on Christmas Day, 1908. Suspecting that he
was with another woman, she started to look for him. She
met him coming out of a woman’s house on Shawmut
Av enue. They had a good deal of argument and quarreling,
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and he finally said to her: “I am through with niggers,”
whereupon she pulled a revolver from a handbag and shot
him. In view of the extreme provocation under which she
acted and the fine record made for herself while she had
been in the institution, the Board believed she would
hereafter lead an orderly life and should be released. She
was accordingly released on April 9, 1914, after completing
five years’ imprisonment.
No. 9. Luigi Falconeihi. Convicted of assault with intent to murder, Superior Court, Plymouth County, June 20,
1912. Sentenced to the State Prison for from three to four
years. Pardoned March 18, upon the recommendation of
many of the town officers, the, chief of police, the probation
officer, the justice of the district court at Middleborough,
where the crime was committed, and by the Board of Parole.
The Board felt that he was a young man who could be released upon parole and would live up to the conditions of a
parole, provide for his wife and children, be permanently
employed and become a useful citizen. The law, however,
did not allow the Board to grant a parole to an inmate of
the prison until he had served two and a half years; for
that reason a parole at this time was impossible. The Board
therefore recommended that he be pardoned upon the conditions of a parole. The crime was not a serious one. He
was a shoe cutter by trade, and immediate employment
awaited him.

No. 10.

William J. McKeever. Convicted of assault
with intent to rob, Superior Court, Suffolk County, April
8, 1912. Sentenced to the State Prison for from three to
five years. Pardoned March 18, upon the application of the
complainant, who was the assaulted party, and the Board
of Parole. The Board had thoroughly investigated the case,
and doubted very much if McKeever was guilty of any
assault with intent to rob. As he had not served two and
a half years he was not eligible for parole,
consequently
the Board recommended that a pardon be granted only upon
—•
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the conditions of a parole. A party stood ready to give him
employment as soon as he was released.
No. 11. Charles E. Thomas. Convicted of forgery,
Superior Court, Jan. 28, 1913. Sentenced to the house of
correction for two years. Pardoned March 25, upon the
recommendation of the district attorney and Rev. George
E. Stokes, Protestant chaplain of the house of correction. The
woman upon whom the forgery was committed consented to
his release. He had promised of his own free will to pay back
to her the sum of $lOO on installments as soon as he secured
employment. He had a wife and one child in destitute circumstances. He had never been arrested before for any offence.

,

No. 12. John Richards. Convicted of larceny, Superior
Court, Suffolk County, Dec 9, 1912. Sentenced to the
State Prison for from five to seven years. Pardoned March
25. Richards was a helpless paralytic, having had a stroke
of paralysis and having been confined in the prison hospital
since the middle of June, 1913, with no hope of recovery.
He was sixty-one years of age and had a friend ready to
give him a home when released.
No. 13. William O’Brien. Convicted of larceny, Western District Court, Hampden County. Sentenced Oct. 27,
1913, to the Massachusetts Reformatory on an indeterminate sentence. Pardoned, to take effect April 27. One
Ditzner, who was arrested for the crime, made a statement
to the effect that although O’Brien had been with him a
part of the day on which the crime was committed, he had
nothing to do with it, and that he did not stand guard outside the door as charged, and really knew nothing about the
crime. The woman from whom the money was taken also
made affidavit that she “knew that O'Brien was not one of
the two parties who was standing outside her door.” O’Brien
had been arrested before, and for that reason did not have
a good reputation among the police officers. Judge Kellogg
stated that after six months of imprisonment he would
recommend O’Brien’s release.
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No. 14. Aaron Mendelsohn.
Convicted of forgery,
April 26, 1912, Superior Court, Suffolk County. Sentenced
to from three to seven years in the State Prison. Pardoned
April 26, after having served two years of his sentence. The
Parole Board stated: “We do not believe him to be a professional forger. His past life, his present state of mind and
his family circumstances give strong assurance that his lib-

erty will be beneficial to him, to his family and to the
State. Pie can obtain employment at once.”

No. 15. Joseph G. Nagle. Convicted of assault, Superior Court, Middlesex County, Jan. 9, 1912. Sentenced
to the house of correction for five years. Pardoned June
3, upon parole conditions. The assault consisted in compelling his child to take off her clothes and get into bed
with him, where he took liberties with her. The report of
the physician who examined her was that she was not injured physically in any way. Nagle had always been an
industrious man, working quite steadily to the complete
satisfaction of his employers, but for many years had been
in the habit of drinking to excess, especially after the death
of his wife. This was the explanation of his offence. There
was nothing in his history to indicate that if sober he had
Among the petitioners
any criminal inclinations or habits.
for pardon were the Cambrid ;e commissioner of public safety
(in control of the police), the arresting officer, the president,
vice-president and superintei ident of the Simplex Wire and
Cable Company, by which concern he was employed for
many years and who would again give him immediate employment. It was believed that after this long period of
abstinence there was a fair probability that he would refrain
from drink. His earnings were needed for the support of
his children, who had been cared for by relatives.
No. 16. William F. O’Hara. Convicted of larceny, Superior Court, Suffolk County, Jan. 21, 1914. Sentenced to
the house of correction for fifteen months. Pardoned June
10. The district attorney reported that “while there is no
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question of his guilt, I have been and am impressed with
the circumstances surrounding the petitioner and his case as
affecting clemency in his behalf, even to the extent of stating to Your Excellency that I see no objection to his release
under such conditions as may be imposed.” His former
employers were ready to give him immediate employment
and a fresh start in life. This was his first offence.
T. Cooper. Convicted of breaking and
entering, Superior Court, Essex County, April 28, 1913. Sentenced to the State Prison for from two and a half to three
years. Pardoned June 24, upon the recommendation of the
Board of Parole. The Board reported that Cooper was a
weak and apparently harmless man, with very little ambition or force but with considerable appetite for liquor.
He had never been known to be a law breaker when sober,
and this offence was not a serious one. The Board was of
the opinion that he should be permitted to be at large under
the supervision of the Prison Commission. He was accordingly pardoned under parole conditions.
No. 17.

George

No. 18. Antonio Ardito. Convicted of murder, second
degree, Supreme Judicial Court, Suffolk County, Dec. 15,
1879. Sentenced to the State Prison for life. Pardoned
Jan. 3, 1896, upon condition that he go to Italy and never
return to the United States. Pardon revoked in April, 1897,
for violating its conditions. In 1904 he was transferred to
the State Asylum for Insane Criminals, and was returned
to the State Prison April 14, 1913. Pardoned July 30, 1914.
The physician reported as follows: “He has always been
in excellent physical condition and his mental condition appears to be likewise. Before his confinement in the Asylum
for Insane Criminals he was of a violent, uncontrollable and
even dangerous disposition, and also ignorant to a certain
degree. In all these respects he has changed for the better,
and I believe the reform is not on the surface nor affected,
and that he is now capable of exercising normal judgment
and sees the folly and uselessness of his past behavior.”
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The Prison Commissioners and the prison officials were
strongly in favor of a pardon being granted. Pie was released upon condition that he return to Italy.

No. 19. Frank McErney. Convicted of larceny, Superior Court, Norfolk County, Dec. 9, 1913. Sentenced to the
house of correction for two years. Pardoned July 30, upon
the recommendation of the district attorney, who prosecuted the case, who certified: “I have examined the affidavits presented in his behalf, which have raised very serious
doubts in my mind as to the credibility of the witnesses
who testified against him at the trial. I therefore respectfully recommend that the petition be granted.”
No. 20. William 11. Holland, alias Holloran. Convicted of receiving stolen goods, Superior Court, Essex
County, July 17, 1913. Sentenced to the State Prison for
from three to three and a half years. Pardoned August 6.
The district attorney reported: “As I remember the case,
I consider it all the result of a drunken spree. I would
recommend the granting of a pardon.” The Lynn police
felt as though Holland was entitled to a pardon, he having
no serious previous record.
The Board of Parole stated:
“For such offending as the Board believes the applicant to
have been guilty of, the usual sentence is not a term in
State Prison but a fine or a short term in a jail or county
prison. The Board feels that with employment and friendly
parole supervision, Holland, who is forty years of age, may
properly be released, and respectfully recommends that a
pardon on the terms and conditions of a parole be granted.”
No. 21. Isaac Katz. Convicted of conspiracy to commit larceny, Superior Court, Suffolk County, Dec. 11, 1913.
Sentenced to the house of correction for thirty months.
Pardoned September 2. Katz had been in business in Cambridge for some twelve years and bore a good reputation as
an honest tradesman. Commissioner of Public Safety Cunningham of Cambridge urged his pardon, stating that the
offence was inconsistent with his entire past record. It was
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shown that he had a family consisting of a wife and eight
children, who were in need. The prisoner had made complete restitution, and the company which had been defrauded, in consideration of this, agreed that it would not
object to a reduction of his sentence or to a pardon. In
view of his record prior to the offence and of the restitution
made by him and the needs of his family, the Board of
Parole recommended that a pardon be granted upon parole
conditions.
Natalino Guilano. Convicted of murder, second degree, April 6, 1899, Superior Court, Hampden County.
No. 22.

Sentenced to State Prison for life. Pardoned September 30.
It appears that Guilano, an Italian, on June 12, 1898, shot
and killed Pietro Fazio during a quarrel between the two
men. Guilano stated that some time prior to the shooting
he loaned Fazio $lOO, and had repeatedly requested the return of the loan. Fazio sneered at him and abused him at
every opportunity. On the day of the shooting Guilano
again requested that Fazio pay back the loan, a quarrel
arose, Fazio striking Guilano several times. Guilano, in
defending himself, drew a revolver, not intending to shoot,
but while the men were clinched the revolver was discharged
and Fazio was killed. The pardon was recommended by
the Parole Board, which reported that “while it would be
difficult to say that the killing was justified, nevertheless
there appears to have been great provocation.” Guilano
had been an excellent prisoner for the past fifteen years, and
there was a home awaiting him in Pennsylvania with relatives. The Board therefore recommended that a pardon be
granted upon parole conditions.
No. 23. Luigi Nizzaro. Convicted of manslaughter, Superior Court, Suffolk County, Feb. 19, 1913. Sentenced to
the State Prison for from three to four years. Pardoned
October 7, upon the recommendation of the Board of Parole.
Nizzaro shot and killed one Guiseppe Venuti. The Board
of Parole stated: “There is no doubt in the minds of the
Board that the killing was not premeditated. It appears
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that the reason for Nizzaro’s carrying a revolver at this
time was that some time before he had received black-hand
letters threatening bis life, which he turned over to the
police of Station 1, and in view of the fact that he usually
arose about 2 or 3 o’clock in the morning and went to
market, he felt it necessary to carry a revolver for his protection. Previous to the commission of this crime Nizzaro
appears to have been a very sober and industrious man,
and a good husband and father. Pie has a wife and two
boys, three and two years old respectively. The Board is
inclined to believe Nizzaro’s statement that he did not intend to kill Venuti, but merely frighten him, and feels that
Nizzaro, actuated by fear for himself, drew the revolver and
fired a shot without any desire to kill. Nizzaro has now
been in custody since May 31, 1912, and it is the opinion
of the Board that if he is released at this time it will be
for the best interests of his wife and family, for himself and
for the community.”
°

*

No. 24. John A. Maloy. Convicted of manslaughter,
Superior Court, Suffolk County. Sentenced May 27, 1912,
to from five to seven years in the State Prison. Pardoned
October 14, on parole conditions. It appears that on April
26, 1912, the petitioner, who was in the employ of Mr.
Simon Vorenberg as chauffeur, invited two young women
and two men to ride with him in Mr. Yorenberg’s automobile; that the party visited the Brighton Hotel and the
Hotel Hayward, at both of which places Maloy indulged in
intoxicating drinks; that after leaving the Hayward, Maloy
drove the automobile up Boylston Street at a fast rate of
speed; that near the corner of Dartmouth Street, while
attempting to avoid a gang of track laborers, he collided
with an electric car, striking it a glancing blow, and at the
same time striking two of the laborers, fatally injuring both;
that he did not stop the car, although hailed by a police
officer, but proceeded over the Harvard bridge to Cambridge. The chairman of the Highway Commission said
that, after a very full and complete investigation by his
department, he was convinced that Maloy did not know

PARDONS.

12

[Jan.

at the time that his recklessness had resulted in the wounding of either of the two men, and that his subsequent conduct in driving away without stopping and not recognizing
the signal of the police officer were not based on his desire
to escape arrest. The further fact that Maloy returned the
car to the garage without effacing the stains of blood on the
mud guard supports this view. The district attorney said:
“I feel that the length of time he has already served would
really constitute a fair sentence of itself. He has family responsibilities, and I am convinced that the time he has
already served has accomplished all that we can hope to
achieve by prison sentence. I feel that it is a case where
the Governor and Council might exercise their prerogative
of executive clemency, and I would so recommend.”
No. 25. Edward H. Hosford. Convicted of larceny,
Superior Court, Suffolk County, Jan. 27, 1913. Sentenced
to State Prison for from four to seven years. Pardoned
October 21, upon the recommendation of many leading
business men of Boston and vicinity, who had known him
for years and believed that because of his previous good
character and because of the fact that he did not derive
any personal profit or gain by reason of the various acts
upon which his conviction w7 as based, the balance of his
sentence should be remitted. lie could be released on parole
after serving tw 7 o and a half years of his sentence. His crime
consisted of forging and altering bills of lading, freight receipts and invoices. He had always lived an absolutely
straight life, and was a man of high standing and unblemished reputation previous to this offence. He could secure
immediate employment, and there were many who stood
ready to promote his reinstatement in society. The district
attorney stated that he would not oppose the pardon.

Convicted of arson, Superior
13,
Jan.
1913. Sentenced to State
County,
Court, Middlesex
three
to
four
Prison for from
years. Pardoned November 4,
upon the recommendation of the Board of Parole. The
petition w as signed by the mayor of Cambridge and the comNo. 26.

:

Harry. H. Hinds.
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missioner of public safety of that city. His former employer
agreed to give him work. His family was entirely dependent
upon charity. At the trial in the Superior Court he had no
counsel, and on question of sentence no statement was made
in his behalf. It was the opinion of the Board of Parole that
if the facts had been presented to the court a much lighter
punishment would have been imposed. The damage to the
building was trifling. He would have been available for
parole in six weeks more, but on account of the destitute
condition of his wife and children the Council granted the
pardon in order that he might return to his family and care
for them.
Timothy

Barrett. Convicted of lewd and lascivious conduct, Sept. 1, 1914, District Court of Lawrence,
Essex County. Sentenced to fix months in the house of
correction. Transferred to Pris II Camp and Hospital. Pardoned November 11, upon the recommendation of the probation officer of the Lawrence court and the Board of
Parole. Barrett’s family were in destitute circumstances,
his wife living on the charity of the neighbors and about
to be confined. If pardoned it would give him an opportunity to be reinstated with his family and be the means
of accomplishing more than his confinement in the Prison
Camp and Hospital.
No. 27.

No. 28. Frank Howard. Convicted of robbery, Superior Court, Suffolk County, June 17, 1897. Sentenced to the
State Prison for life. Pardoned November 16, upon the
recommendation of the Board of Parole and former Warden
Benjamin F. Bridges. The Board said: “Much of the evidence which appeared against him in court was prepared
and presented by two police officers who have since been
discharged from the department, and the Board feels that
this fact should receive consideration. During his confinement the past sixteen years he has sought every opportunity to improve himself, and at the present time holds
one of the most trusty positions in the prison. Because of
his confinement for sixteen years, and because of the im-
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provement he has made during that time and the reputation
he now has in the prison, and because men are sentenced for
much shorter terms for similar offences at the present time,
the Board recommends that a pardon be granted, subject to
parole conditions

No. 29. Exave Babshaw. Convicted of burning a building, Superior Court, Worceste County, Oct. 23, 1913. Sentenced to the house of correction for two years. Pardoned
November 25. The prisoner had a wife and two children
who were in destitute circumstances and in dire need of his
support. Pie had been a sufferer from asthma for a long
time and was under the constant care of the jail physician,
and his health was in serious danger from further confinement. He had always been an industrious, hard-working
man and had never before been arrested. Immediate employment awaited him in another State.
No. 30. Sylvester Roundtree. Convicted of murder,
second degree, Superior Court, Suffolk County, April 22,
1897. Sentenced to the State Prison for life. Pardoned
December 1. He committed the crime while under the influence of liquor and after being aggravated and taunted by
his unfortunate victim. Pie was fast losing his eyesight,
and further confinement, it was believed, would make him
blind. This condition was progressive in character and accompanied by conditions which prevented normal eyesight
with glasses. Release from confinement might add to the
ultimate preservation of his eyesight. liis aged parents are
alive in North Carolina and in need of his assistance. It
was believed that he had been sufficiently punished for his
crime, and he was released to leave the State, never to

return. The district attorney stated that he would offer
no objection to the granting of the pardon.

No. 31. John A. Hall. Convicted of larceny, Superior
Court, Worcester County, May 19, 1910. Sentenced to the
State Prison for from twelve to fifteen years. Pardoned
December 9, upon the recommendation of many of the lead-
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ing citizens of Southbridge, where the crime was committed.
Hall was treasurer of the Southbridge Savings Bank. He
embezzled the sum of 1300,000. The bank was closed for
eight months and the net loss to the depositors was 12 per
cent. Hall was in failing health. Previous to the hearing
upon his pardon he manifested symptoms of appendicitis,
and there was some discussion about performing an operation at the State Prison upon him. Since his release an
operation for appendicitis has been performed. It was believed that his health would continue to fail if he were detained in prison, but if he were given his freedom now it
would not be too late for him to make a fresh start in life,
whereas further confinement would totally unfit him for ever
again occupying a position in which he could support his
wife and family.
No. 32. Thomas H. Dowling. Convicted of receiving
stolen goods, Superior Court, Essex County, July 17, 1913.
Sentenced to the State Prison for from three to three and a
half years. Pardoned December 9, upon the recommendation
of the assistant district attorney, who had charge of the case,
and the chief of police of Lynn, who stated that there had
always been some doubt as to his guilt of the larceny of the
goods for which he was convicted; also by the Board of
Parole, which stated that his offence was not one which
warranted a term in State Prison. They believed that he
would become a useful member of the community and recommended a pardon.
No. 33. Louis Klein. Convicted of larceny, Superior
Court, Suffolk County, November term, 1913. Sentenced
to the house of correction for two and a half years. Pardoned December 17, upon the recommendation of the Parole
Board, after a very careful investigation of the case by that
body. He had never been in trouble before and was a
trusted employee of the C. C. Bailey Company. His former
employers spoke highly of him, and David Ziskind & Co. of
Lowell, by which firm he was employed before coming to
Boston, were willing to furnish him with employment at

1G

PARDONS.

[Jan.

once if released. Klein’s wife was obliged to work hard and
had some difficulty in supporting her children, the family

being assisted by charity. In view of his previous good
record, the needs of his family and the fact that a position
awaited him, the Board felt that it would be well to release
him. He was accordingly released on parole conditions.
No. 34. Sumner P. Smith. Convicted of abortion, Superior Court, Middlesex County, June 21, 1912. Sentenced to
State Prison for from five to seven years. Pardoned December 16, upon parole conditions, upon the recommendation of
forty physicians and many other citizens of Lowell, who
believed that in view of all the facts connected with the
offence of which he was convicted he had received sufficient
punishment. The district attorney testified that the petitioner was a reputable doctor in the city of Lowell, where
he had practiced medicine for twenty-eight years. For about
seven years he had been Miss llourke’s family physician,
and had treated her three or four times each year for female
trouble. He was called to her home Aug. 4, 1911, and
treated her identically as he had treated her before for
some female trouble. Later she went to Nantasket Beach
to visit friends, went in bathing and subsequently became
ill. She died at the hospital on Aug. 15, 1911. The doctor
claimed that he treated her precisely as he had on other
occasions, that she said nothing to him about her pregnancy,
nor did he believe her to be pregnant. The chief of police
of Lowell, who took a prominent part in the prosecution,
recommended clemency. The Board of Parole recommended
that he be released upon parole conditions.
No. 35. Frank W. Furber. Convicted of breaking and
entering, Superior Court, Suffolk County, Nov. 12, 1913.
Sentenced to State Prison for from three to five years.
Pardoned December 22, on parole conditions. It appear
that Furber, with a number of young boys, committed a
series of breaks in Dorchester in September and October,
1913. At the time he was out of work, drinking heavily,
and had left his wife and children. Up to the time of the
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commission of these crimes he had no police record, although he had been somewhat shiftless and on previous occasions had quarrelled with his wife and left her and the childrcn to their own resources. The Board of Parole felt that
because of the fact that he committed the offences with
which he was charged while out of work, was not a hardened
offender, and that his wife and two children were being assisted by charity, he would probably become a good citizen
if released, and they therefore recommended that a pardon
be granted on parole conditions.
No. 36.

Andrew Cadrett.

Convicted of illegal cohabitation, Second District Court, Eastern Hampshire, Sept. 14,
1914. Sentenced to the house of correction for one year.
Pardoned December 30, upon the recommendation of the
justice who imposed the sentence, the clerk and probation
officer, the jail physician and the chaplain of the house of
correction. It was believed that because of his physical
condition longer confinement was likely to prove fatal.
No. 37. George E. McCoy. Convicted of robbery, Superior Court, Middlesex County, March 18, 1913. Sentenced
to the State Prison for from four and a half to five years.
Pardoned January 5, upon the recommendation of the district attorney, the mayor and chief inspector of Cambridge,
and other well-known citizens of that city, and also the
Board of Parole. The Board believed that the actual offence
committed might well have been punished by a term in the
house of correction rather than in the State Prison. It was
believed that McCoy’s release at this time would be consistent with the public welfare. He was accordingly released
upon parole conditions

