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REVIEW AND RECOMVENDATIONS

I. TRIAL D4T4: The accused wes triecd at Dachau, Germany, during the
period 20-31 October 1947, Yefore & General Military Government Court,

I1I. CHARGES AlUD PARTICULARSS

AHARGE I: Violation of the Lawe and Usnges of Var,

Particulzrs: In that Ludwig FISCHER, a German n~tloral, did,

at or in the vicirity of Weimar, Germany, in or 2bout Dacember
1944, wrongfully encour2ge, 2id, abat 2nd p-rticipzte in the
killing of an unkuown non-Jermean national, an inmate of Buchen-
weld Concentration Camp, who w2a then in the custody of the then
sorman Reich,

CHARGE II: Viol:-tion of the Laws ~nd Usnges of War,

Particulare: In that Ludwig FISCHER, & Gerran national, did,
at or in the vicinity of "edimar, Germany, in or about April
1946, wrongfully cncourage, aid, abet and participote in the
killing of approximetely five non~Gorman netionals, inm-tes

of ducherwald Comcentration Camp, who were then In the custody
of the then German Reich, the exact names 2nd numbers of such
Ppersons being unknown,

III, 2aTA AS TO ACCUSED:

[

Tudwig FISCHER
This accused was acquitted (R 136),

IV, SUMMaRY OF EVIDENCE: One witness testified that the 2ccused was a

block leader in the iordlager, a part of Ohrdruf, a subcimp of Buchenwzld
Concentration Cemp (R 9, 10, 16, 23); and that in September 1944, the
" mcoused struck one French and one Polish inmate with a shovel hardle,

cousing their deaths (i 10-13, 20), TFour witnesscs, testified that in

April 1945, the accused was 2 dog leader on an inmate evacuation march

fron Concentration Comp —uchenwald to Concentration Camp Flossenburg
(R 27, 28, 29, 53, 68, 80), The foregoing witnesscs, evacuees on the

said march, further testified that the accused set a dog upon incates




who wero too wosk to walk (3 32, 54, 69, 80), One of the foregoing wit-
nessos testificd that during the march the accused shot "n inmate who
wes attempting to hide in = ditch (& 33), The other three witnesses
testified that on various occasions during the march the accused shot
inmetes who were too weak to walk (R 54, 70, 71, 80),

The accused testified that although he wne stetioned in Buchenwald
Concentration Camp, he was assigned to a motorized battalion, helped
train recruits, and did charge of quarters and train control duty. FHe

denied any connection with the inmates and also donied beating and killing

them (R 89-91), He further testified that eometime in August or Septumber

1944, he wns trensferred to Kurmark, a troop training st-tion loe2ted in
the vicinity of Frankfurt-on-the-Oder, and that he nover returned to
Congcentration Camp Suchenwald (R 90, 91, 96). Aftor various assignments
in the same vicinity. he loft Kurmark in Fobruary 1945, =nd was finally
sent into combat in the vicinity of Ingulat?dt and coptured by Ameriecon
troops in early May 1945 (% 92, 93), He donied being on the inmate cvac—
uation march from Buchenwald to Flossenburg (4 95), Four witnessas,
former members of the motorized battalion in Buchonwald Concentration
Camp, tostified that the accused was o member of the battalion and was
transforred to Kurmark sometimo in August 1944 (R 107, 108, 110, 113,
115), A f£ifth witness testified he was vith the accused in the train-
ing center at Kurmark from September to November 1944 (R 104), A sixth
witness, accuscd's finnceé, testified that the accused left Weimer in
August 1944, and that she received letters from him through the regular
mail, postmarked =t Kurmerk, from September 1944 to February 1945 (R 118-
121; D-Exs 1A-23A). 1In April 1945, the accused was in Erzberg (R 123,
124; D-Exs 2BA, 264),

The Court apparently concluded frow the evidence ndduced that the
accuscd sufficiently proved an alibi and could not have committed the
atrocitios attributed to him at the pPlaces and at the times charged,

V. JURISDICTION¢
It 1s clear that the Court h-d Jurisdiction of the porson of the
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accusod and of the sudbject mrtter,
Vi, CONCLUSIONS:

It ie recommonded that the reecord of trial be filed in the reec-rds
of thie office and that & copy of this Roeview and Recommend~tions be for-

warded to the Judge Advocate, Buropean Command, for his information,

RONALD DANAMIO
2nd Lt Inf
Post Trial Branch

Having examined the record of trial, I concur, this

day of 1948,

Co E, STRAIGHT
Lieutenant Colonel, JAGD
Deputy Judge Advocate
for War Criues






