INTERVIEW WITH JUDGE JOHN SAMMONS BELL
Bill:
Well, Judge.  It’s a distinct honor for me to be able to ask you these questions and I look forward to your answers and preserve the court history and posterity.  Would you tell me about how you came to be appointed to the Court in 1960.

J.B.:
Well, of course Governor Vandiver and I were very close friends then.  And at that time the Governors appointed solely without any consideration from any input from other sources, anyone that they wanted to the bench.  And Governor Vandiver, I thought, perhaps only excluding my appointment, appointed outstanding people to the Court.  Bob Jordan was one, Bob Hall was another, Homer Eberhart was another and he had one or two disappointments.  For instance there was one gentleman who had given Governor Vandiver a letter stating that when his term expired or if he would put him to a particular court and that just happened to be the Supreme Court and he would retire so as not to lose that appointment for Governor Vandiver.  Well, the man went completely back on his word.  He got the appointment he denied it although Jack Fellon, who was a great clerk of the House of Representatives was a [inaudible] particular sponsor of his of that particular [inaudible], but he just went back on his word and never would resign.  That type thing was bad.

Bill:
Well, you mentioned that the Governor at the time you were appointed did, if there was other counsel, it certainly wasn’t [inaudible], and then I believe under Jimmy Carter’s administration the Judicial Nominating Commission came into, how did that come about?

J.B.:
I think it came about during Carl Sanders, I’m not sure of that.  But, whatever it was, in the early days at least, I don’t know it operates now, it had no meaning whatsoever.  It just a, something for the Bar to brag about because the Governor always got the man he wanted and I’ll bet you that’s still the situation.

Bill:
I think it is too, and I know we had an appointment under Governor Barnes and he just went, just made the appointment, didn’t even go to the Judicial Nominating Commission.

J.B.:
Please don’t start me on Governor Barnes because I have no compliments to that man.  In fact, you might not even want to record what I’d say about him.

Bill:
I know what you’re talking about Judge.  Out of the 70 judges that have been on the Court of Appeals, only 17 were actually elected to their first terms and of course, three of those were the first three judges.  So in nearly 100 years only 14 judges were actually elected to the Court into open seats, very few were defeated.  What are your thoughts?  Do you have any thoughts about elected judges, appointed judges or…

J.B.:
The only only, no I think it’s good to elect judges.  In fact I think it would be far better if the Federal judges were elected by their constituents.  The Supreme Court of the United States for instance has so nit-picked the Constitution of the United States that now the Constitution only means one thing, and that is what a majority of the judges on the  Supreme Court want it to mean,, and nothing more.  I think the people ought of have a chance to rectify that.

Bill:
You came to the Court initially by appointment but then actually you had to run your first race just a few months after that appointment.  How many races did you run, how many times were you elected.

J.B.:
I believe five times.

Bill:
Did you ever have opposition?

J.B.:
Never had opposition.

Bill:
And you were on the Court, when you to the Court in 1960 how many judges were on the Court?

J.B.:
There were six.

Bill:
And then shortly after you came the legislature added the seventh judge, is that correct?

J.B.:
Yes, that is correct. And that was…

Bill:
Can you tell us how it came about that the Court went from six to seven judges?

J.B.:
I’ll be glad to answer that question and tell you the absolute way it happened.  There was a popular young law professor at Emory who was very well liked by everybody who knew him.  And he was a friend of mine, and he wanted to come on the Court.  I thought he would be a good man to have on the Court, and he was a friend of a very powerful politician, namely Jim Gillis.  Jim Gillis was a powerhouse in Georgia in those days and a good man.  Bob Hall was this gentleman’s name that was a friend of Jim Gillis.  Their fathers were very close friends and Bob was from Soperton, Jim Gillis’s home town.  I thought Bob would be a good addition to the Court. So I talked with the Governor and said we need, we could use one more judge, and this is the only time I’ve ever been in favor of increasing the Court.  The Governor agreed with that and so the statute was duly passed and Bob Hall was appointed.  And Bob, you recall later was on the Supreme Court for a number of years and then one of his students who admired him very much happened to be Sam Nunn.  And Sam Nunn, [inaudible] Sam Nunn called him one day or rather Bob called me.  He had expected Bob to expect a Circuit Court appointment from Jimmy Carter, which for some reason never came, because Bob had been President of the American Judicature Society and he had given Carter an honor or two in that, so he, for good reason, thought he would have an appointment.  For some reason, Carter, who was funny about things like that never consider it.  So one day Bob called me, this was after he was on the Supreme Court and he said, “John, I’ve just had a call from Sam Nunn and Sam tells me, told me that there’s an appointment coming up for the District Court here in Atlanta, and that the President has nothing to do with that, that’ll be his own appointment.  And if I want it I can have it, what would you do?”  I said, “I’d take it, take it quickly!”  Two or three reason, it was a life time appointment, although I don’t think Bob would ever would have had any problem being elected.  But also it, it paid more money and he was eligible then for retirement from the Court of Appeals.  So, whether he acted on my advice or not, Bob accepted the appointment and was a very, very, very good Federal judge.

Bill:
So Judge Hall was the seventh judge, the first seventh judge of the Court.

J.B.:
He was the first judge that I, the only judge I was ever in favor of having extra judges for, because I don’t believe in it.

Bill:
And then about a year later, two more judges were headed to court to bring the total to nine, is that correct?

J.B.:
That is correct.

Bill:
Then how did it come about that they added the other two judges?

J.B.:
I really don’t, I’m a little vague on all of that, but it came about because somebody figured that they’d like to have a rounded, another division.  I don’t remember too much about that.  But, that happened and another division was formed.

Bill:
Well, that makes a lot of sense, because I will tell you when we had ten judges on the Court three does not divide into ten equally.  That was an administrative nightmare for me so that, that makes a lot of sense.  Well you kind of said that you really, Judge Hall being added as the seventh judge was the only time you thought about it was a good thing that the Court had increased another.

J.B.:
Yeah, I didn’t oppose that additional two for the additional division.

Bill:
What do you think about the Court’s increase in 1996 to ten judges, and then in 1999 to twelve.

J.B.::
Terrible, terrible.  I, Buck Birdsong, who was on the Court at the time and I were very close friends.  I wasn’t on the Court, but Buck and I had the same idea.  Buck said to me, “What I think ought to happen is the General Assembly ought to put all the judges on the Court of Appeals under oath, and ask them if they’re overworked.”  Of course, that never happened.  And I think the gentlemen would have told the truth, they worked, and they still are.  I always said I was overworked because we had a tremendous number of cases, still do, your load is growing, but you don’t need any more judges.  In fact, I think all you need really, was six and increase the support staff.  Increasing the support staff is adequate.  It is much cheaper, because when you add a additional judge, you’ve got to buy him a full library, he has additional appointments, his staff.  And I think it’s an absolute waste of public money to continue to add judges to the Court.

Bill:
Another thing that’s changed I suppose since you were on the Court and that’s how the Court has or determines the Chief Judge.  You were the last judge on the Court of Appeals who served as Chief Judge for more than a two-year term.

J.B.::
That’s another mistake they made.  The criticism that I have with the present Court is principally due to the fact that they have no leadership.  That doesn’t mean they don’t have good men, they have good men, but every public body, every, almost every type organization you can thing about needs leadership…somebody to head it.  Now you have Chief Judges who are stronger than others, but courts still survive well under that.  Jule Felton was a senior, I mean, he served longer as Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals than anybody else.  And there were a lot of people that thought he was not the strongest one, but the Court did well under him, and the Court was well thought of.  Frankly, I’ve heard a lot of lawyers criticize this one year term, which is - or two year term, whatever it is.  In either event its absolutely ridiculous, it leaves the Court without any leadership.

Bill:
But Judge Felton, and later Justice Felton, was Chief Judge from 1954 to 1969, that’s fifteen years.

J.B.:
Yeah.

Bill:
Then you became Chief Judge in 1969 till you retired in 1979.

J.B.:
Right.

Bill:
Now, did you become Chief Judge because you were senior most in service or were you elected by the other judges or a combination of things?

J.B.:
Well, I think it was essentially because I was a senior judge.  I was elected when I wasn’t present.  Something had happened, I think another judge had been sworn in or something.  At any rate I was delayed at lunch when the Court was supposed to meet to elect a Chief Judge, and while I was not present they elected me Chief Judge.  But I think it’s okay [inaudible].  That’s not a bad precedent to follow.

Bill:
Well, as Chief Judge what type of leadership do you provide to the Court and how do you provide that leadership?

J.B.:
Many ways.  Actually, as you know, the Court, the statutes do not explain, or did not explain during my time, any powers that the Chief Judge had.  So it depended on the will, the leadership qualities of the man.  I was Chief Judge and I became Chief Judge.  I have had a stack of letters that I had written to the judges at least two or three feet high that I wish I hadn’t thrown away but I did, I threw them away when I moved down here.  And I was amazed that I could write all that to the judges with such authority.  So it’s a matter of doing your job.  That’s one reason I say the Court now has no leadership because they don’t have anyone man doing it, and I think almost anybody, party to the job or elected to the job by his constituents would have authority to do some things.  Plus I had the discipline of a lot of judges.  One judge in particular, he was sorry.   A gentleman, one of the lawyers from South Georgia had written a letter to him, I mean to the Court.  We had a rule then, I think you still have it, that all communications with the Court goes through the Clerk.  And this gentleman wrote Morgan Thomas, our Clerk at the time, stating that a particular judge had agreed to represent him on his motion for rehearing we called it then, you call reconsideration now.  Well, now, that’s something that couldn’t be tolerated.  In the first place, he violated the rule of the court by talking to a judge, without going through the clerk.  In the second place he should not, and no judge should every represent anybody, in something before the Court.  Now, I’ve seen it happen a number of times where they did, but it was wrong.  And they shouldn’t do it.  I think it’s improper conduct on behalf of the judges to discuss cases with anybody that’s pending before the Court and I never did.  But, I rode by it longer and I dictated a lot of [inaudible] in there, the clerk. And then that I told this to this lawyer I write [inaudible] our rule to send everything, not to the judges but to the clerk, to the court.  And that we’d look at, I gave him that little warning not to do it again.  But that incenses a judge who’s very flammable anyway.  People will know who I’m talking about I think.  But he, Morgan later told me, I mean after I wrote the letter, I mean I dictated a letter which Morgan set out telling him not to do that again.  Morgan said that judge came back to his office, looked up every memo I’d ever written to the judges.  I was elected Chief Judge and he was fully armed, so he divided a banc one day.  I called him of course.  He spent an hour fussing at me saying I wrote that cute letter, sent that cute letter to that lawyer, and how I was not even present when I was elected, as if that mattered.  Then he went on to really vilify me.  Of course all the judges on the Court at the time knew that, knew the man’s temperament and knew that he was doing this, they were entirely on my side, they knew I was correct because no court could permit a lawyer practicing to say that a certain judge or court is representing him on any matter.  That’s just intolerable.  So at any rate, that ended up after a long [inaudible], he looked at me and invited me to fight.  I told him, I said, “Rep, I have absolutely nothing to say to your comments, I don’t see anything worth answering and as far as your invitation to fight, I quit fighting when I grew up.”  And that ended the conversation, because he got up and stormed out of the banc.  And then all the judges looked at me and every one of them just shook their heads.

Bill:
Well, Judge you served with a lot of judges.  I supposed that you practiced before a lot of judges on the court of Appeals before you came on the Court yourself and you’ve seen a lot of judges who’ve come on the Court, coming all sense you’ve left.  What do you think are the characteristics of the traits that make a person, a man or woman, a good appellate court  judge?

J.B.:
One characteristic, and only one, judicial temperament.  A judge should be absolutely non committal to either side no matter if it’s practice or if it’s insurance practice, always representing the defendant or plaintiff’s practice.  They should eliminate any prejudice that they have along any of that line.  And this judge that invited me to fight was a plaintiff’s lawyer and one day he and another judge almost had another fight.  See a Chief Judge has to be prepared to discipline people even in his own court if he has to.  Fortunately we didn’t have [inaudible].  But, there are other things, judges disagree and sometimes it’s a harsh disagreement.  You can even notice some of the Supreme Court of the United States, which court I particularly do not admire right now and have not been an admirer of it for a long time.  They’ve assumed too much power unto themselves, is my chief objection to it.  At any rate, in one other instance that came on the Court that was very unfortunate, two of out better judges, good men both of them, and they were friends until this happened.  One of them had been a defense lawyer and had represented insurance companies.  The other one really had not practiced much long but he had been in the law business for a long time.  I’m not going to call their names because both of them are dead now and can’t just speak for themselves.  But this is the absolute truth.  One of the judges, the non insurance lawyer, had written an opinion.  And his opinion, which was a dissent on a three-judge panel, and he had said that that judge, and it’s hard not to call his name, was so imbued with the insurance companies that he cannot be partial and cannot rule except for the insurance companies. And language to that effect, which is of course is intolerable.  You couldn’t have that opinion.  So the other gentleman called him and tried to get him to take it out.  He wouldn’t take it out.  Both of these were two or our better judges, frankly.  And it came down to the point where the judge that had been insulted told the other judges, I note and in my presence, that if you don’t take it out, our friendship will be at an end.  So he still hesitated for quite a while before he took it out.  A lot [inaudible] them, but the judges were Hall and Eberhart, two fine men, two good judges.  That just shows you how good men can fall out.  

Bill:
I skipped over something I meant to touch on back when we were talking about the position of Chief Judge and how you were the last Chief Judge on the court that served for a period of time other than the short time, and I’m not trying to put words in your mouth but I think what you were saying is that, you know, two years isn’t really enough time to get into the job and to establish what you need to be a direction as a Chief  if you want to serve a court.  If you’re changing every two years it’s difficult for that judge to do that.  But when you left the Court what precipitated the change in how the Court elected the tenure of the Chief Judge, when it went from being, I guess until your service ended on the Court if you were Chief Judge, till you retired, or left the Court or elevated to the Supreme Court or whatever…  

J.B.:
I wouldn’t call it elevation.

Bill:
…well, that’s [inaudible] sidetracked.  That you go to the situation where you have every two years for the Chief Judge.  How did that come about?

J.B.:
I think it came about, well, I know exactly how it came about.  There was one judge on the Court who was strong-willed and there was another judge on the Court at that time who was not very strong-willed.  And that other judge who was not too strong-willed was the next senior.  And the younger judge, now all of this came about in conversation with me by both parties after I was off the Court.  The strong-willed judge did not want the younger man to be Chief Judge because he would be there on a senior basis, a long time.  So he told me, and apparently this happened, because the other judges then on the Court later said so to me, that, “I’ll run the Court through him”.  So that was one reason that the term was shortened.  And in the first place it was supposed to be down to one year, was at first thought, and then the Atlanta Constitution, or Atlanta newspapers didn’t like some of the actions of that junior judge who be elected, because of seniority, because he had gotten entranced, for some reason, with the creation.  And I don’t know, I never was particularly interested in the creation, but he went around the state making a lot of speeches, all creation.  And creating a, apparently he was saying things that editorial staff didn’t like.  And frankly I didn’t like what he was saying either.  But, they criticized him.  And then instead of the one year for the term, to keep the Atlanta newspapers, to show them that they weren’t running the Court, they changed it to two years.  It’s that simple…and that’s stupid.

Bill:
Then again this judge was doing what you said earlier in [inaudible] the attributes you thought were good traits of the judge of the appellate court.  He’s out making comments on issues rather than being a judge deciding issues on the basis of the facts and the record that comes to the court.

J.B:
Exactly, that’s what I meant.  And he still living.  One of them is.

Bill:
If I’m not mistaken, when you came on the court in 1960, one panel did criminal and one panel did civil.  Is that not correct.

J.B.:
That’s correct, and that was wrong.  

Bill:
Which panel did you get as junior-most judge?

J.B.:
Not very criminal.  In fact, in my practice, and I was on, I practiced law for fifteen years before I went on the Court.  You couldn’t practice both in the city of Atlanta.  You either were a criminal lawyer or you were a civil lawyer, and rightfully or wrongfully, I thing wrongfully, the criminal lawyers were kind of looked down on.  That’s disappeared and it should’ve disappeared.  But, that was bad because…Bob Hall will straighten this out.  I give him credit for that.  He was dead-set against it because you’d pick up volume after volume and you’d see prejudice obvious.  And one judge, the strongest judge on that panel, Red Townsend actually, controlled it and he could decide any case he wanted to.  Red was very, very smart and he was a leader, no doubt of that.  And he was a good judge, there’s no doubt of that either.  But he, he had his favorites which was bad for any judge to have.  And so Bob brought in several decisions showing how they were, had conflicted and wanted to change that and I agreed with him, so that was changed by the Court itself, from one judge, one panel for all criminal cases.  And since then we never had, I don’t think you had, have now that either.

Bill:
And that leads me to another question.  Again, because I know of the administrative headaches when we had ten judges.  How did the Court operate when it had seven judges?  How did you do oral arguments, did the seventh judge…how did you make up your panels?

J.B.:
It was easy to do.  We just picked up the next judge and put him on a panel.  [Inaudible]

Bill:
For your divisions [inaudible].  When you came to the Court and you went from six to seven to nine judges, the Court was nine judges, that is how the Court stayed for 36 years, with the judges changing divisions every year.  When you were on the Court did the divisions change every year?  [Inaudible] for that.

J.B.:
Well I thought that we ought to have different judges presiding together and they were all of equal temperament, and we did that.  But that was only after I had enough influence to get that done because the Court, frankly in those days, even I being on the Court didn’t think too much of it.  We had people that were too old serving and I could call their names, but they’ve got relatives living now and I don’t want to abuse it.  But one judge, just to show you the expertise he had, at one of our bancs one day, he lead about horse racing.  So he said, “Now, what you’ve got to do gentlemen is read this case and [inaudible] with the other cases”.  Of course, everybody there knew how stupid that was, and we all laughed.  But that just shows you that in the courts, the judges are not always perfect.

Bill:
Well, I know that on the Court of Appeals you get a great variety of types of cases that come before the Court.

J.B:
Henry Bowden, one of our best lawyers for many years,  Henry Bowden, Sr., his son’s a good one too.  But Henry was a very warm friend of mine, and Henry liked to come over and talk to me a lot of times.  Not on Court business, but just generally about law and things.  And I like him because he was a very bright man as you know.  Henry once said to me, and he repeated it any number of times that the Court of Appeals is “where the action is”.  Our jurisdiction is so broad that when…I’ve had cases depending on equity that were probably filed in the Supreme Court, they sent it down to us.  And one case, I’ve forgotten the style of it, I started my opinion by saying, “The Supreme Court has said there’s no equity in this case, so I will now do equity.”  That’s still in the book somewhere.

Bill:
Well, then that leads me to my next question, or a couple of questions.  And that is, you know, how did the jurisdiction change, or did you see any change in the jurisdiction of the Court in this 19 or 20 years you were on the Court?  I know from my point of view it seems like the Supreme Court is always trying to narrow its jurisdiction, trying to re-sculpt jurisdiction, which makes it very confusing for the lawyers out there practicing.  Was that the bend of the wheel of the Supreme Court back in the 60’s and the 70’s?

J.B.:
It was.  Chief Justice and I frankly didn’t get along too well.  And when they…an example of that…when they for publicity purposes, they thought it was going to be a great thing, opened up that court to television.  The Chief Justice set an [inaudible], a lot of what I thought was imperious, to me saying that the Supreme Court’s setting up rules for admission of televisions in the courtrooms.  We will advise later as to what we will do.  I called my secretary right in and I wrote that chief Justice a letter in which I said, “Mr. Chief Justice, I just a new letter.  Please be advised that when the Court of Appeals wants to put in television in its court it will do so without any consideration or any directions from the Supreme Court.  We consider you can do only one thing in reference to our internal operation, and that is reverse us when certiorari is properly applied.”  I wrote that letter and never heard back from him, except we never had any problem with him.  But you’re right, they, they’ve tried a number of times, particularly under that particular Chief Justice.  I had to call one Chief Justice, this was a different Chief Justice, an older man, down in my office and one day and I told him, I said, “Now, Judge, we can tolerate so many things, but one thing we will not tolerate is an insulting statement in any of your opinions that criticizes unduly a judge on this Court.”  He apologized immediately and although the report had already gone out and all that, he had the dern thing changed to eliminate the disparaging stuff against one of our judges who was not [inaudible].  

Bill:
I want to ask you what you enjoyed most about being an appellate court judge and Chief Judge, and what you enjoyed least about being Chief Judge and a judge on the Court of Appeals.

J.B.:
Well, I didn’t like some of the in-fighting that always went on among men.  See, all judges, frankly, are a little bit jealous of the others.  Some you like better than you do others, but we had some of that.  But the main thing that I didn’t like was one of my judges one time, because I had dissented in one of his cases, grabbed me by the throat with both hands.  He was a younger man and he was a good friend.  I got so mad about that, that for a long time I debated with myself, which I of course would not have done, and never did do, about swearing out a warrant for assault and battery.  Because he was just as guilty as sin.  And uh…

Bill:
What’s that name Judge?

J.B.:
I can give you the name if you want to know. 

Bill:
Well, I do, I mean, we can edit it out later if you want.

J.B.:
It was Bob Hall, a good friend of mine.  He wasn’t the one that I had gotten only [inaudible] in the Court.  But Bob was very volatile too, and then very proud of his work.  And I [inaudible] the two, the insurance thing was between Bob Hall and Homer Eberhart.

Bill:
Well, what I have always thought has made the Court of Appeals a great court, a strong court, is that you do get so many different views or ideas about a particular case or particular issues presented in a case, and I think that’s what makes the opinions strong is that you have an honest discussion of the issues.  Obviously, we’re both lawyers and we know that lawyers can differ over the law.

J.B.:
Oh yes, that’s why we have cases.

Bill:
And that’s why we have judges, I mean, we’ve to have somebody to say, “Well, this is what it’s going to be.”  And you accept it or not, it’s what it’s going to be.  Was a lot of that on the Court when you were there?  Was there a lot of good honest discussion of the issues, good think give and take, and as you say, sometimes, you know, it would get even to the point where you would be personally aggravated with one another, but…

J.B.:
Oh yes, that happened frequently.  Did I tell you about when I was invited to fight?  I did mention that didn’t I?

Bill:
Well, I’m not sure, which fight Judge?

J.B.:
Well, this judge who I had to discipline, have I mentioned this?

Bill:
Yes, Okay Judge Evans.

J.B.:
Yeah, Judge Evans.

Bill:
Well, what did you, how did you…

J.B.:
I’ll tell you his wife got mad as the dickens with him too, because she liked me and I met one of his daughters lately, oh I’d say in the last several years.  She lives at Sea Island, she’s a fine lady.  We had a discussion too over at the library.  He was a real bright man and a strong man.

Bill:
What types of cases did you see come in, and how did the law develop, I mean, what areas from the 60’s through nearly 1980 when you left the Court.  I assume there was a lot, because of the war in Court going on, there was a lot of criminal procedure developments in criminal law.  What did you remember, did anything stand out to you about a particular issue area of the law having developed while you where there, and if any particular case or cases that were, that really impacted you.

J.B.:
I don’t recall any right now.  But as a general recollection I do realize that the Miranda case had a terrific…that was a stupid decision on the part of the Supreme Court…I think that stupid decision of the Supreme Court of the United States lead to the great criminal reaction we had in this country.  It was not only a stupid decision, a wrong decision, but it did a lot of damage to the judicial justice system of the country.

Bill:
How it was perceived by the public?

J.B.:
Yeah, yeah, and the way it was perceived by the defendants, and how it just penalized the officers, police officers and things.  Oh, it was…and it still has a terrible effect on the country.
Bill:
You told what you liked least about being Chief Judge and Judge of the Court of Appeals.  What was the…what’d you like best most about, what was the most rewarding and satisfying to you?

J..B.:
Well, to see the core operation after I would issue an instruction, and as I look through my papers, that I unfortunately tore up when we moved down here, I marveled at my writing those things, because a lot of them were critical to the judges and their absolute acceptance of it without it coming back at me.  And there was a lot of that type thing.  But, they accepted my leadership and it was strong because I protected the Court.  There was only one thing that happened that I have regretted.  In a motion for rehearing as we called it then, reconsideration now, they uh…this lawyer that I knew from having practiced in Atlanta was one of the top lawyers, now lawyer was any better than he and he was better than most of them.  Very studious, very smart and hard working and he was not a friend of mine, I never knew him socially and, or any other way in Atlanta except by reputation.  He had a case that fell to Tom Marshall [inaudible], and Tom ruled against him.  Well, this came to my desk only just a few minutes before it would have been a [inaudible] operation of law which we just didn’t allow in those days.  I don’t know when it’s ever been done, it shouldn’t be.  But at any rate I knew Tom was wrong.  I knew the lawyer and I knew he’d come back with a strong motion, what I didn’t realize at the time was how strong it would be.  I wish Morgan was here, he’d laugh about this.  But he put in his motion, statements to the effect that the Court had not its duty, it had not looked at the evidence, didn’t even know what the evidence was, and just went on the criticize the Court in that fashion, which I thought we just couldn’t tolerate.  So I called Morgan in and I told Morgan to tell this lawyer to remove the bad things, what’s the word for it…

Bill:
Redack?

J.B.:
No, its…

Bill:
Contemptuous?

J.B.:
Contemptuous, yeah.   The contemptible things in his brief.  He was strong-willed and I knew he was right, and this was just a few minutes before the term, where it would have been affirmed as an operation of law would have taken place.  So knowing the lawyer, I knew he would come back with a strong motion, and he did.  It had contemptuous language in it.  As I’ve said like, he’s saying the Court hadn’t even looked at the evidence and things like that, which we couldn’t have allowed that to happen.  And so I let it go out and then he came back with all that contemptuous language that…and I called Morgan in and I told Morgan to…I dictated a letter, Morgan signed it and sent it to him, to remove condemnatious material from his motion.  He refused to do it.  Continually refused to do it, and I’d tell Morgan, tell him if he doesn’t do it in a few more days we will cite him for contempt.  He still wouldn’t do it, so finally I told Morgan, you can tell him if he doesn’t do it by a specific hour,12:00, when this term ends that he will be cited for contempt.  The lawyer stood out in the hall till one minute before 12:00 showed on the clock and went in and handed it to Morgan.  Well, the guy was so right that I re-wrote Tom’s opinion completely and ruled in the lawyer’s favor.  I put Tom’s name on it because I didn’t want to embarrass Tom.  Tom accepted it without any quarrel whatsoever, and the case went out in his favor.  I never could, after I retired or any other time, ever tell him of that story, the lawyer, because he died before I could.  His name was Palmer Ansley.  And then Palmer was a good lawyer, and a fine person.  I never knew him socially.

Bill:
Well, I remember at a case one time Palmer…and, you know, he was alright but [inaudible] and he’s a…I think well, he’s not all that and a bag of chips too, you know, he’s…but when he got up and made that closing argument, oh my God, Judge, I’m thinking oh, we’re sunk.  And the jury came back with [inaudible] verdict, I got the case reversed, The Court of Appeals came back, tried it again, but the first time we had a mistrial, the second time [inaudible] fined me a $125,000. 

J.B.:
Big money in those days.

Bill:
In Douglas County, Georgia in those days, I won’t mention any names, but being a fair judge, Nolan, he set it aside, he didn’t like him, he was politically on the other side of him, so he set that aside on general grounds.  We ended up settling for $40,000.  But yes that was a huge verdict, it was a property [inaudible], me and [inaudible] them Palmer and another guy tried it a third time, but he was tough.   Speaking about oral arguments, you know in 1995 the Court changed the rule about oral argument.  That no longer did you get as a matter of right just by requesting within 20 days of docketing, the Court had [inaudible] ruled that you make a request, tell us why you think oral argument is appropriate, will you grant it or not.  That was done because the Court was having 25 or 30 cases in oral argument and staying until 7:30 and 8:00 at night.  How was oral argument when you were, do you have that calendar…

J.B.:
I never was impressed with oral arguments.  I frankly I felt like they were a waste of time, waste of money, lawyers do everything, because only oral arguments that ever did any…have any effect on the Court, frankly, was admissions against interest and some of the lawyers did.  And that hurt them and they lost [inaudible] their decisions, from the Court because of that.  But I felt like and I still feel like oral arguments are a waste of time and the Court knew that, knew how a felt about it and then I put in what we called then, I don’t know whether you still have it now, the five-minute rule.  Do you still have it?

Bill:
Yes sir.

J.B.:
And, because I knew that a lot of lawyers came up, just purely, either for the fee or impress the client or whatever reason, or really to try to make a point that it just wasn’t necessary.  So I put that rule in and I’m glad you still have it, because that saves a lot of time.

Bill:
We don’t get many 5-minute arguments any more.

J.B.:
You don’t?

Bill:
No sir, we have 5, 10 and 15.  We don’t give them 20 anymore.  But we had arguments last week and we had one 5-minute case and that was the first 5-minute case we’ve had in a year.

J.B.:
But you have other elements of time limits?

Bill:
Yes sir, we do have 5, 10 and 15, but most of them, because they don’t get that, 50 percent of them than request to get argument, they pretty much want to talk for 15 minutes.

J.B.:
Do you have to request now to get it?  We didn’t have to do that.

Bill:
Yes sir, you have to …  I remember Judge Birdsong, Judge Johnson and Judge Smith were on a panel and they had 25 cases on it, maybe 30.  And after argument they would back in the banc room.  Judge Birdsong always liked to go and just discuss the cases on the calendar with his panel.  You know, they would back there and they would talk a little bit about it.  So well, you know, “I didn’t see much in this case, and you know, after argument I didn’t…they didn’t show me anything, so…,”  But they were getting there around the table and they had 6 Rule 36 cases that they just said, you know this is Rule 36 [inaudible] and then you know, Judge Birdsong said, “You know, we just wasted three hours hearing argument on Rule 36 cases.  He said this is not a good use of our time.  [inaudible] that’s what, then the Court to adopt a rule, there’s a rule that passed 5 to 4 and there were judges, Judge Andrews thought like you.  He said, “You know I don’t know that I’ve ever seen an oral argument that’s helped me, you know, we’ve got to rule what the law requires in the record no matter what they say now.  We’re not the jury, they can’t persuade us.  But he voted against that rule because Judge Andrews said, “You know that’s part of our job.”  I don’t think oral argument does us any good but if the lawyer was to come up here and argue today, its what two or three days a month all we gotta do, then I thing we ought to listen.  But it passed 5 to 4, and even those that voted against the rule, they all played by the rules once it passed.  Judge MacMurray was the only that still [inaudible], you know.  He just…he said, “well you know [inaudible].

J.B.:
They still do.

Bill:
Yes sir.  Well, I’m going to jump down a couple of questions since you mentioned it Judge, and that was how has the Court changed in general from when you were first appointed in 1960 into the Court that we have today, and what are your impressions?  What are the positives and the negatives if any you see [inaudible].

J.B.:
Well, I see a lot of negatives on today’s Court.  I think I’ve already mentioned one, that is the failure to have leadership because they don’t allow anybody to show it and that’s a mistake.  And I can understand it because I know how jealous judges are.  They all want to be Chief Judge and under the present system sooner or later they will be Chief Judge, and that tells the remaking of [inaudible] every time it happens, which costs money and I personally never did take any of these junket trips that the other judges took.  While I was Chief Judge, two maybe three judges, all of them good men now, went on crazy stuff like “Peace through Law”, which I think had a little meeting in Budapest.  And we had two or three judges to go on things like that.  I would not sign their expense accounts.  They had to sign them themselves, but it never was mentioned.  One very conscientious judge was caught in San Francisco with his sweet wife on the tail end of a boat heading out across the bay and that embarrassed him greatly, and you know who he is.  And that embarrassed the Court too.  But I never did believe in those junkets and I never went on them.  The only thing I ever would go to at Court expense was strictly, went down to Columbus one time, we may have had something with the two courts and that was kind of a junket, and then I would go to the State Bar meetings.  But otherwise I didn’t believe in those junkets, they never accomplished anything.  And didn’t benefit the state or the judge except the pleasure of it.  I just didn’t believe in that type thing.  I think the tax payers ought to be considered in every action, that any public body takes.

Bill:
I know that on the Court now each judge now has three staff attorneys, and the Court has a staff of Central Staff attorneys as they call it to review the jurisdiction.  When you were on the Court how many law assistants or staff attorneys did you have and how many did each judge have?

J.B.:
I originally had one, and the workload steadily increased because our jurisdiction is so broad.  As I’ve quoted Henry Bowden as saying, “The Court of Appeals is where the action is.”  Because our jurisdiction is so much broader than the Supreme Court and the Supreme Court is even, about that equity case I mentioned, they sent it down and I said in my opening comment, “The Supreme Court has said there’s no equity in this case, sent it down to the Court of Appeals, so I will now proceed to do equity.”  And I don’t thing certiorari was applied in that case, if it was it never was granted.

Bill:
When did you go from one to two staff attorneys, do you remember that year?

J.B.:
No because I believed in getting the best help you could get, and on two different occasions I actually had law professors at Emory who had taught me in law school to call me and ask me, they said they needed the money.  If I remember correctly I think at one time Emory was paying its law professors $12,000 a year.  Can you imagine that?  And I’m pretty sure that’s a good remembrance.  We were paying more than that, at any rate they needed the money.  So I had both of them for a while.  [inaudible] Hilly and Stanley Charlesly.

Bill:
What about your secretary or administrative assistant.  How important was that person to you in getting out the Court’s opinions?

J.B.:
Never had an administrative assistant, all I had was one law assistant to begin with and finally that went up to two and at one time three.

Bill:
What about your secretary though. [Interruption]  I know that the opinions today most of them are, you know, the staff attorneys will do the drafting of the main opinion, they will be approved and the court will make changes, suggestions, this that and the other, but the actual typing of it is done by the staff attorney.  The staff attorneys will do the drafting of the main opinion, they will be approved and the Court will make changes, suggestions, this, that and the other.  But the actual typing of it is done by the staff attorney, the administrative assistant or secretary doesn’t do any typing any more [inaudible].

J.B.:
That’s what I heard.

Bill:
And you know I remember talking to some of the judges here before we had all these word processors and they said, “You should have seen these secretaries, there’s women in there that typed 120, 130 words a minute practically error free. 

J.B.:
Yeah, they were good.

Bill:
 Is that what your secretary did, they had to type all these…

J.B.:
I was always, always blessed with good secretaries.  They were good at shorthand and they were good at typing, and boy it would sound like machine guns when they were on the typewriter, all of them I ever had.  I lost one of them one time, Grainger Hamps called me, said he needed a secretary and he hired mine, I let him have her because it was a better job for her.

Bill:
Well, what do you think about the technological advances this Court’s undergone from when you got there in 1960 to what you saw into nearly 1980 and what the Court has now, which is completely computerized with our dockets and everything.

J.B.:
I didn’t even know what a computer was when I was on the Court and then still don’t.  But most everything we had to do including [inaudible] of cases and the reading of cases that were cited by the judges, we had to do manually.  I think most of that now they do by computer.

Bill: Yeah, I want to ask you about the Court’s motto.  Upon the integrity, wisdom and independence of the Judiciary depend the sacred rights of free men and later when Judge Beasley was on the Court,  added and women.

J.B.:
And women, yeah, she was a feminist.  And everybody was glad to see her go somewhere else, because she always was talking and dissenting and wanted to write on everything.

Bill:
When did the Court adopt that motto?

J.B.:
Yes, that was done by Jule Felton, he was Chief Judge, as they were building the building and he had, as you remember, and women was added by new Judge Beasley.  Is she still living?

Bill:
Yes sir.

J.B.:
She is?  [inaudible] still glad to see her leave.

Bill:
Now she lives somewhere in Atlanta.

J.B.:
She does?

Bill:
Yes sir.  I want to ask you a little bit about your life before you became a Judge.  I believe you were born in Bibb County, raised up in Macon?

J.B.:
I was born in Bibb County, by my father who was a Baptist minister who was attending the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in Louisville, KY.  And my mother who loved little Georgia came back to one of her sisters and I was born in one of her sister’s home in Macon.  Practically all births were in private homes in those days.

Bill:
What year was that Judge?

J.B.:
1914.

Bill:
And that would make you how old then?

J.B.:
I am 91, and as the kids say going on 92.

Bill:
Tell me about your early education and how you get interested in law.

J.B.:
Well, that’s largely due to the inputs of one very fine Federal judge, Judge Bascom Deaver, who was a District Judge for the District of Middle Georgia.  I was uh…I have to get to him first though.  When I graduated from Mercer University in 1937, the year I was married, I was teaching at Lanette High School, that was a boy’s school in Macon at Bibb County at the time, and there was a vacancy that came up on the probation staff.  Well, at uh…when I was off the job as a professor at Lanette High School, that was paying $125 a month which was far more than any of my classmates got, the job [inaudible].  In any event, I became friends with a…I had one of my students, he’s now a very distinguished gentleman, lives in Savannah, John Miller.  You know him?

Bill:
Yes sir I believe I do.

J.B.:
He’s Wallace Miller’s son, Wallace Miller was, he was an outstanding citizen of Bibb County at the time, and he and his friends ran the school system, which was the best school system at that time.  It was the only five-year high school group in the state at that time, it was a good system which was [inaudible] with all this civil rights stuff.  At any rate, John Miller was a friend of mine and through that I became a friend of his father who was a really outstanding citizen of Bibb County, and when this probation they considered [inaudible] in the District Court and Wallace Miller recommended me for it to Judge Dealer.  And I had a interview with Judge Dealer, it went well and he gave it to me, and he told me while I was, I was there for about a year and a half.  So I went to other things, and he had worked out a deal with me, I ought not to say this, where I could go to Mercer University Law School at night or daytime when they had their classes, and I had 30 days vacation time every year from the Federal Court at that time and I could use an hour of my vacation time for every hour I spent in class, so that would’ve worked out and I could have gotten my degree law school from that.  But then I went to Atlanta and questioned, I asked Judge Deaver for my time.  So the state, Francis Hammock [inaudible] was Governor and he called Judge Deaver and I was let to the state as Assistant Director of Corrections.  And I had that job, and then I can tell you at that time the only law school in the contiguous states, because it was right at the war time, and was Emory and it operated only at night.  So I went to Emory Law School at night.  I finished all my classes at night, so the judge told me a [inaudible]  He is the most popular Federal judge in the Southeast.  And a fine gentlemen, in fact I swore him in as judge, Federal judge, while I was Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals.
Bill:
What were you doing when World War II came along?  You’re a part of the greatest generation.  You were the ones that went off to war and kept us being a thousand years enslavement.  So [inaudible] and how did you get in to serve?

J.B.:
I was President, I had gone to Gordon Military College in [inaudible] and through that work I had gotten enough military credit from my commission.  I had to wait till I was 21 of course to be commissioned.  And I was commission and was immediately elected President of the Macon Reserve Officers Association.  Well, Camp Wheeler in Macon, GA was being built at that time and Colonel Embry who was the construction officer, I invited him to make a speech to our organization.  And he told me that night he said, “John why don’t you put in your letter to go ahead and get your year over, and I’ll ask for you and you spend your year here in Macon, your home.”  That sounded like a great idea, I sure love my wife, and I did and he did and I was assigned to help Wheeler instead of the war calling me.  And then General Hester, a great Georgian from Albany, GA [inaudible] in Major General relieved Colonel Embry and was the commander of the ROTC, I mean replacement center there.  And I commanded the headquarters, companies of [inaudible], post intelligence officer and became the General [inaudible].  So then General Hester was assigned to command [inaudible] in New England National Guard Division.  He took me with him.  And we came down to Capital [inaudible] in Florida and so we were sent overseas.
Bill:
And lets see, you were in the Pacific, is that correct?

J.B.:
Yes.

Bill:
Where did you go in the Pacific?

J.B.:
We were in the tail end of [inaudible].
Bill:
What was your rank at this time?

J.B.:
Captain.  And as soon as I was eligible I was promoted to Major, and when I was out of the service I was a Major.  When I was wounded I was a Major.

Bill:
I think as you said it was a bombing raid or attack that you all…

J.B.:
Yeah, we had just landed in New Georgia. New Georgia campaign which was a mean thing.  That should never have occurred except one jealous General who was high in the ranks since he had been assigned to the 29th infantry regimen, I was assigned to it, and then reserves [inaudible].  And this man was very nice to me, but he was a jealous man looking glory.  And he wanted to command troops.  Anyway that’s a different story.  At any rate that’s where I was wounded.  And then the landing at [inaudible].  We had a raid, we were supposed…I was an intelligence officer and I knew that we had [inaudible] 24 hours of day doing the whole thing and then when this Jap fleet of planes were coming down.  [inaudible] supposed to be giving us cover and they had a battle ship with all those airplanes on it and they were more concerned about that so they drew them back to protect the aircraft carriers.  Left us with nothing, and they came in at tree top level and that’s when I was wounded.

Bill:
And how long did it take from that time before you got back to the states?

J.B.:
Quite some time.  I remember one particular time and we were sent to [inaudible] across from [inaudible] wounded, then transferred Guadacanal again and Guadacanal to New Caledonia and from New Caledonia I was shipped on a, what they call a motor ship, it was a Swedish boat or ship.  And there were two of us, just two of us who were on the ship.  And he was a great friend of mine, he was a doctor from Montgomery, AL.  It took us six weeks from New Caledonia to San Francisco.
Bill:
Well, thank you for service in [inaudible] 
J.B.:
Well, I didn’t do much.

Bill:
Well you did too.

J.B.:
I wounded too much.

Bill:
I’ll ask you a couple more questions and then if you have something you want to say [inaudible] we’ll let you do it.  First of all, and you mentioned a lot of judges, Judge [inaudible], Judge Hall and others.  Are there other judges that you served with or were on the court before you came on that were particularly friends of yours or helped influence you or mentor you or help you become the lawyer and judge that you became?

J.B.:
Not that I served with, but Judge Bell who was Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, he was…
Bill:
Is that Richard Bell?

J.B.:
No, hell no.    That’s a faux paux, I didn’t say that.

Bill:
We can edit that out.

J.B.:
I think his initials were R. C.  Anyway he…

Bill:
Oh, Paresian Chestnut Bell, yeah.

J.B.:
…and he was a great friend.  And he was a tremendous influence to me.  I knew I was going to be a little older finishing law school and I asked him, I said, “Will I be too old,”  I had lunch with him one day,  “to start practicing law?”  He said, “John let me tell you one thing, a lot of lawyers out there but there’s always room at the top.”  So with that comment of his, I went on and finished law school, graduated third in the class.

Bill:
You mentioned Morgan Thomas who was a fixture on the Court of Appeals, served over 50 years on the Court , I think 37 years as the Clerk.

J.B.:
And up to the present, the best we ever had.

Bill:
Well, you’re kind.  But tell us a little about Morgan.  I know when I started practicing law Morgan Thomas was the Clerk and meant so much to me and a lot of other young lawyers.

J.B.:
Oh yes.  Morgan knew, I read this cause I said it a million times.  I always described him as the ambassador or the Court of Appeals.  And he was, he was friendly to everyone.  He was courteous, he would accommodate anybody who had a question of anything with the Court.  He was just a fine gentleman, a great public servant, and loved the Court, and it was a real loss when he passed.  
Bill:
Well I know you must have had a special relationship because you know, as Clerk I have a relationship with each of my judges.  I’ve said sometimes they’re like children, you know, I love them to death and sometimes I want to kill them you know.  But I know from having been a Clerk that you had a special relationship with the Chief Judge because there’s so many things that the Clerk and the Chief Judge have to do to keep the Court moving and other judges don’t.  You know it’s the administrative headache that the Chief Judge has to deal with that the other judges don’t even know about.  How was it working with Morgan in that regard?
J.B.:
Perfect.  I wish I could tell you how Morgan described me ad Chief Judge.

Bill:
Tell us.

J.B.:
I’m too modest.

Bill:
Well, no.  Well, I know you are Judge but what we’re asking you to do is for history and we know that you’re modest but you’re quoting Morgan.  We’re not saying you agree with him, you’re quoting him, so please quote him.
J.B.:
I hate to quote him because he can’t refute it.  Morgan told me I was the best Chief Judge the Court ever had.  And he told me not just once but he told me that a thousand times.

Bill:
Well I bet you were, because I don’t think Morgan calls a shot and then just tell you that just to be telling you that.
J.B.:
No I don’t think so.

Bill:
I think that’s [inaudible].  Have I covered everything that you wanted.  Judge do you have, is there anything you’d like to say or uh…

John:
Do you know anything about the early history of the Court like when it first came about, why it came about?  Do you want to talk a little bit about that?

J.B.:
I don’t know much about it.  But I do which the present Court would elect a Chief Judge for the whole Court and keep him firm.  They’ve got a lot of talent so it won’t be hard to find one.  The difficulty would be with the judges because they’re a temperamental bunch.  They always have been, they always will be and they are now.  And they want the glory of being Chief Judge or some title on the Court, Presiding Judge or whatever it is they wanted.  And they won’t give it up, so I don’t expect that’ll happen.

Bill:
One thing we touched on a little bit, some last night.  I think I told you that Judge Pope had said that…he told me, he said you know Judge Bell always believed, and he said, I don’t think he’s wrong, that the Supreme Court and the Court of Appeals are equal courts.  The only difference is the jurisdiction of the two courts.  And I know that you have always felt that and said that and espouse that of course the Supreme Court likes to look down their nose at us sometimes I believe.  Did you ever have any disagreements with the Chief Justices along the way in that regard?

J.B.:
Nick, Judge Nichols and I were constantly, he’s Scott Henwood’s father in law and I have high regard for Scott.  Nick and I just didn’t get along.  And I told you about how I wrote him back after that letter on the television.  And we had, I think I mentioned about the Busbee’s administration when they were redoing the Constitution?  He and I had an argument.  He called me and called my Court an inferior court.  I said, “Its not inferior.”  I said, “You can overrule us on improper pleadings, but that’s all you can do.  You don’t have a darn thing to do with what we do.”  And that got [inaudible] that was written up in the papers and said we have an independent thinking court.

Bill:
Well is there any…you don’t have to answer this and you can do it and we can edit it out if you want.  Is there any truth that during that discussion in the Governor’s office that Chief Justice Nichols tried to take a poke at you?
J.B.:
No, he never tried that.  I’m sure he would liked to have, but he never did.  Because I wrote him some pretty sassy notes. {inaudible}  We’ll do what we please without any direction from the Supreme Court.  We are completely autonomous.

Bill:
Well, and I didn’t really know Chief Justice Nichols.  He was still when I first started practicing, but you know I bet he respected you for the fact that you would stand up to him.

J.B.:
I did, I stood up to Duckworth too.  In fact…

Bill:
I heard he was a terror.

J.B.:
He was.  I could have blackmailed him.  You want to hear a real story that you can’t edit out, I mean you got to edit out?

Bill:
Yes sir.

J.B.:
Ralph Farr, who was a very dear friend of mine, and he was a student at Emory University who’s record will never be excelled, and it would be rarely equaled because he had straight A’s all the way through Emory Law School.  You can’t beat it, and I don’t think it’s ever been equaled either.  Ralph was a good friend of mine, and he called me one day and said he had a guest that he wanted me to take around to the Court.  And Justice [inaudible]  

I would like the Court to really consider giving up some of their individual pride and giving the Court some top leadership, I think the Court needs it.  I think it would help the Court to do that and for goodness sake don’t add any more judges to the Court of Appeals.  It’s almost [inaudible] now, I didn’t believe in the third addition.  I agree with Birdsong that next time anybody comes up, I want to get somebody if I have any left in the Legislature, to put them under oath and ask them if they’re over worked.  It’s far cheaper to add staff than it is judges.
Bill:
That’s true,  you know when you add judges that’s imperpituity.  You know, once they’re there they never go away.  If the caseload comes down you can let staff go.  
J.B.:
That’s right.

Bill:
But you’re right, once you create a judgeship it’s there from now on.

J.B.:
You’re right, absolutely that way.  And it’s a complete waste of public funds adding judges.

Bill:
Judge, it’s just like you said.  Every time we have a new Chief Judge we have to have a new Court photo made.  And you know [inaudible] got to change the name plate on the bench, got to repaint the door.  You know, if you do that one time in 20 years that’s not too bad, but if you do it every two years it costs money, it really does.

J.B.:
And the tax payers ought to not to have to pay all that money for that, and the stationery.

John:
Talk about your portrait.  You know how you told me yesterday that was the first portrait.

J.B.:
The guy that knows the whole story about that is George T. Smith. 

John:
Okay, I’ll ask him.

Bill:
And John you’ll want to get a shot of it too before you go.

J.B.:
And let me tell you, that’s not it.  But George T. told me later that he went around and asked the judges and everyone of them said I ought to had it.  And that’s what George later told me, and then George went to the State auditor and asked him about the propriety of it, the State auditor said it was proper, did it and then you now know the rest of the story.  One gets it, every one of them has to have it.  And the State’s wasted a lot of money on it.

Bill:
Well, they pay for them now, the Court will pay up to [inaudible] wasn’t very much.  You can’t get a portrait for that anymore and so the last ones were paid through private donations.

J.B.:
That in itself is bad.

Bill:
Well, it’s [inaudible].

J.B.:
Yeah, but it’s still demeaning.

Bill:
Yeah, but I think the Court would pay up to $6000 for a portrait. {inaudible}

J.B.:
George Manderson did mine and I know what they paid for it, $1500. And I bet Braswell’s cost thousands.  And somebody had a Chinese artist who’s…
Bill:
Judge Birdsong.

J.B.:
Yeah, and I bet that thing cost 10 or $15,000. 

Bill:
I don’t know what it cost.  It was an absolutely, I mean it was a wonderful [inaudible] job and Judge MacMurray wanted to have him do his and the fellow died.  The Chinese artist died, and I think he died shortly after Judge Birdsong, because I said I thought it was [inaudible]

Bill:
Judge, thank you so much.  This was great.

J.B.:
I hope so.

Bill:
Oh it was.
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