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START OF INTERVIEW
	Robert N. Baldwin: When I first came to the court in the early ’70s I think we were at a time of transition in all those regards, not so much at that time from a gender point of view because in the court systems then, and probably still today, the overwhelming majority of the employees were women at that time, so as far as employment was concerned there was not much issue. There was hardly any racial and ethnic diversity at the time, and I think that was again one of the great things that came about. I’m not sure that we did anything unusual and the times and everything else would not have accomplished the same thing, but I do know that we made great efforts to try to bring about diversity, first of all in the workforce and certainly always in treatment. That had some successes, not nearly as much as probably what we would have liked, but we did make a lot of progress on employing a more diverse workforce. And, as I think I mentioned in an earlier comment, we worked on such issues as sentencing guidelines to try to deal with disparity that might have existed because of, it could have been gender but that really wasn’t the case, but a lot of concern about racial disparity there, and so we spent a lot of time and effort on that. 
So it’s one of those things that I think the courts in Virginia moved along with society. I think we were able to facilitate that some, and that was true at the supreme court as well as the courts throughout the state. Humorously I recall, for example, when I first came to the court, I don’t think this was written anyplace but it was certainly a known policy or rule, for example, that women could not wear pants. They had to wear dresses and everything, and of course men always, until the end, certainly always wore coats and ties, so it was a very formal place and that gradually changed over a period of time.
	Cassandra Newby-Alexander: Was that spurred on by an individual?
	RNB: Not really. Again I think it mirrored society a little bit more. Things that had not been accepted as a standard business procedure in the past by the people who were there, as you got younger people in and as society changed obviously you had just a general movement where it became sort of readily accepted. So as I said I don’t think there was anything that we did that particularly moved it one way or the other but I do know that I felt proud about the fact that we did diversify the workforce while we were there, and it’s always a constant issue of trying to ensure that the courts, in the actual trial and litigation of cases, ensure that they are fair to everybody regardless of whether or not it be a physical or mental impairment or racial or whatever, that the courts treat everybody individually and treat everybody with the same type of fairness. 
So we were constantly putting together commissions, groups. We had, for example–I don’t remember the time frame, this was a little bit later–a gender bias task force, for example, and we would put together task forces like that who spent six months or a year with a blue ribbon panel of people, trying to ferret out issues and probably as much as anything else raise awareness about the issues so that you moved away from–and I think everybody did–from overt acts of discrimination to probably now things that are more latent and not as well understood. We did a great deal of training, I recall also, on racial and ethnic diversity, and that was interesting from the point of view. I guess I should have anticipated the outcome, but for example we would bring a group of judges and court employees and so forth and we did training programs around the state, and again trying to raise consciousness on racial and ethnic issues, and sometimes when you do that it comes across to people as accusatory. 
05:07		So we had a lot of problems–not a lot of problems, but we had issues to start off with that people were put on the defensive because most everybody does not see themselves in any way, shape, or form as being discriminatory or having those types of biases, and yet as you go through the exercises sometimes you find out, or you always find out, that that is true, that everybody has some form of bias. So that, I think, was what we were committed to, was trying to make sure that we did those things that raised consciousness of people, and I think we did.
	CNA: I was wondering generally when people would perhaps, or it would be revealed that some of these people did have biases, generally speaking how did they receive that knowledge or were they in denial?
	RNB: I think I would say not everybody but plenty of people would be in denial. I mean again it’s just like if somebody walks up to you today and says, “You’re not a fair person,” and you’re in a job that it’s all about being fair. Well that’s rather confronting and disconcerting and so most people react in, I don’t know if I should say negative way, but they react in a way that they’ve been accused of something that they don’t want to be accused of. But it’s all a part of the process, I think, and that I think eventually turns into a good thing. If you have skilled facilitators, skilled trainers and people who are doing this, they’re able to take that and work with that and show people that understanding where you are and who you are and what your biases are, that’s sort of the first step to learning. But I think lots of people respond sort of negatively to it when someone says that you’re not perfect or you’re not fair in every single way.
	CNA: Where did you typically go to get these facilitators?
	RNB: There were plenty of consultants. Sometimes we used faculty and people from universities and so forth. Particularly at that point in time, again this would have been probably in the early ’80s, I’m guessing, there were an awful lot of people who were becoming experts and doing training in those areas and we would look both nationally and around the state to the people that we thought brought the greatest reputation and the greatest ability to it.
	CNA: And how did you measure your level of success?
	RNB: I can’t say that we had any exact way to do that. You know, like everybody else we would give the pretest sort of things to get your attitudes and approaches and opinions and then at the end of the trainings you always do a post-test type thing. But as far as going out and trying to translate or say how that did translate into actions in courtrooms or in clerk’s offices or behavior on the scenes, we never had a formal way of doing that. One of the things that we always did as a part of our planning process, and we had a very sophisticated, comprehensive planning process, we always did a lot of public surveys of people and became in later years actually fairly sophisticated, I think, at doing that through telephone surveys and just like you would see in any other high profile type of surveying type of operation. For the most part what we looked at there was we would ask questions about how people felt and obviously try to look at it from the point of view of what this particular race felt versus what this particular race felt about whether or not the treatment they were receiving in courts or the reputation of the courts were fair, and there continued to be, obviously, a discrepancy between what white people felt was going on and what African American people felt. But again I think we were satisfied that we were making small steps in that regard, that the opinion of the system was improving among all people, still a long way to go. In fact that’s one of the things, when I look back on it, that I really feel good about, is the fact that we started from scratch in a way when the courts were reorganized, made an awful lot of changes, went through an awful lot of trauma in the country as a whole, in the changes in the country, and yet at the end of the day we were still having, in the surveys we were doing, roughly eighty percent of the people–generally seventy-eight, seventy-nine, eighty percent of the people–say positive things about the courts in Virginia specifically, and while you’d like for it to a hundred percent that’s never going to happen on anything. 
10:15		So I always thought that was pretty good, if we had eighty percent of the people saying good things about it. I don’t know what the numbers are today for other governmental things. You often hear comments about percentages being low for the legislature, for example, or for certain aspects of the government, but I think the courts in Virginia were generally seen to be in a good light, and I think part of that’s because, contrary to maybe some areas of the country, we had a really, I think, a judiciary of very high integrity. We didn’t have scandals that you would hear about in lots of jurisdictions. I don’t mean to imply that everything was perfect but I do believe that most people thought that judges in Virginia and the system as a whole was a system of integrity, so I think that helped contribute to the reputation of the courts being a good one.
	CNA: How did these surveys get distributed and collected?
	RNB: Well most of the stuff we did was through telephone surveys and we did paper surveys when it was internal, within the court system and that type of stuff. But we would employ again public relations firms and people who did surveys and they would come up with the criteria to make sure it was statistically verified and everything and we would generally do, it varied I think, but my memory is somewhere certainly over a thousand telephone calls, and maybe sometimes as many as sixteen hundred, and sampled throughout the state so that we got all parts of the state. And at other points in time we did some exit surveys at the courts. We actually gave out paper surveys to people in courts. That’s a little bit less satisfactory way of getting things. 
But at one point in time we had a project that we called consumer research and development, I think was the title, consumer research and development project, and the whole idea of the project was to basically look at the courts the way a private business sector would look at their business, and to employ the types of research, consumer research, what does the marketing say, but instead of asking about can we market this product, can we market something to this group of people or this segment of society and so forth, we tried to look at the different ways that they use things but apply them to a governmental model and to a court system model. So one of the things that we found was that you couldn’t use any one method of sampling and believe that that was totally satisfactory, so we tried to use focus groups; we tried to use telephone surveys; we did paper surveys. This was before online and the internet so we never were using those. But we used all the forms that we could find that businesses in society were using to put gather information.
	CNA: Do you recall whether the results of the surveys changed once Virginia adopted a sentencing guideline for the judges?
	RNB: Well the surveys that we did wouldn’t have gone into as much detail to pick that up, but certainly the sentencing commission people could probably offer some more insight to that. I think I mentioned last time that one of the things that set off our efforts to do sentencing guidelines was an exposé that was done by the newspaper, the [Richmond] Times-Dispatch, and I do think that what was demonstrated later on, first of all that there were some errors in that because it was not–. Basically it didn’t look at enough variables and enough factors to reach some of the conclusions that it reached. So I think that that was refuted to some extent, really just by the numbers, but then I think as we went to the sentencing guidelines, even though they were voluntary, when we first started you could pick up that there were some–. For example there might be pockets of things where someone could say, well, race might have been a factor in a sentencing decision there, and I do think–and I’m speaking here without being able to give you numbers and facts–but my memory is that that decreased over a period of time, as you would expect it would, because if people are by and large using guidelines and they’re using that middle fifty percent then most of the time that would alleviate some of that. So I think that was a positive trend there.
15:30		CNA: Going back to your efforts to diversify and to make people aware, did any of that translate into the kinds of people who were hired? Did you see increases or, excuse me, increased diversity among the clerks of court or on the administrative side of the courtroom, not just the judge side?
	RNB: Some, again probably not as much as you would like, and I think that’s on all levels, starting at the supreme court. Again I think there was a big change and an increase in diversity there but still the numbers–without being able to remember exactly–still we would probably have in the ten to fifteen percent category, or something like that, so it was never large but it was progress from where it started. I think that was mirrored around the state. It again depended upon the area of the state. You were in obviously some areas of the state lagged behind in the numbers, but we of course had to file various reports with the Equal Opportunity Employment Commission and so forth, so we had to collect all those numbers on age, race, sex, and so forth about the workforce and file those each year, so those numbers were there and they improved but it was not by leaps and bounds types of improvement, it was by just incremental types of things. 
The interesting thing about both judges and clerks, of the circuit court at least, is that the method of selection controls everything really, so those methods of selection when, for example, the circuit court clerks are popularly elected, that’s not set up in essence to try to create diversity. It just produces whatever it produces, whatever the populace produce. The same thing, maybe slightly lesser, but the same thing is true with judges. Judges are in fact obviously selected by the legislature and so while there’s more of an opportunity to take diversity into account there, again it’s reflective of, first of all, one of the things that was always such a big discussion back in the early days–this was as to gender and as to race–for judges is that you started out with not very many women and not very many African Americans were in law schools, and so the pool of people to select–. You have to be a lawyer to be a judge and if there was only five percent of the legal population, of the lawyer population, that was female or was African American then you could understand just by those numbers that that was not going to translate into large numbers of judges, and that continued for some time because not only did you have those small numbers but even as those numbers started to increase obviously those people were junior in the profession and so generally speaking, not always but generally speaking, judges come from a more senior category of the bar. So it took a length of time before enough women and then enough African Americans got into the legal profession with some seniority in that profession that you started to see them come into judgeships. So I think on those two things, the clerks and the judges, the method of selection plays a lot as to what diversity you have. On the workforce in general that’s a selective thing and that’s no different from any other organization or any other business.
	CNA: I was wondering, as you’re trying to help educate people about the importance of diversity and get them to see themselves, what other major challenges did you face in this period of the late ’80s going into the 1990s?
	RNB: Other than the diversity issues?
	CNA: Other than the diversity issues.
19:47		RNB: Well there were plenty. [Laughs] Let me just try to–. The major effort in the late ’80s–. Well, let me mention two things. In, I believe it started in ’87 and finished in ’89, we had a commission on the future of the court system, of the judicial system in Virginia, and I think that was one of the most significant events and achievements up to that date because it basically pulled together a blue ribbon panel of people from around the state, from all walks. It was chaired by then-president of the University of Virginia, Robert O’Neil, and we spent two years trying to figure out what the judicial system of Virginia should look like twenty years from now. That was a lot of fun, it led to a lot of great ideas and a lot of changes, so a lot of the challenges that I might talk about are things that are mentioned in the Futures Commission as things that we should be doing. 
But specifically in the late ’80s and early ’90s probably one of the biggest things that we worked on and were not successful in–one of my biggest regrets–is the creation of a family court. Virginia has a juvenile and domestic relations district court which might be said to be very much like what some would call a traditional family court, but the major difference is it does not have divorce and it does not have adoption. Those are both matters that are heard by the circuit court. So there are lots of reasons why we thought a consolidated family court with all jurisdiction related to juvenile delinquency as well as to all family matters including adoption, divorce, support, custody, all of those types of things, ought to be in one place. We were able to get through a pilot project, which was sort of an unusual way of going about it, but we actually changed the law as to ten jurisdictions in the state and had a two-year pilot project. They ran successfully, were evaluated well by everybody. We then put in legislation and got the legislation adopted to create family courts for every place in Virginia, and we chose from a strategy point of view to do that in steps. It was because of now we’re into the early ’90s and there was a recession in the early ’90s and so as always there was no money to go around, so what we chose to do was go for the legislation one year and we were going to come back the next year and get the funding because it was going to be a major effort. It was the next big step after we got the court of appeals. I mean we were making major structural changes to the court system in Virginia. First we had the reorganization, then we had the court of appeals, now it’s the family court, and we just thought it would be hard for people to swallow the whole thing at one time. 
As it turned out, I still think that was the right decision but it turned out it came out wrong, [Laughs] so it must have been the wrong decision, but we got the legislation through. The one thing we did not take into account was that there was an election in between and that was the election in which Mary Sue Terry was a candidate for governor and George Allen was a candidate for governor, and when George Allen won that election it brought a total change from what had existed over the last, I guess by that time there had been like three straight Democratic governors, I guess, Robb, Baliles, and Wilder. So you had basically twelve years of one sort of philosophy and approach and so forth and you had a major shift in that, and that was the beginning of also bringing into government a reduced size of government, no taxes, all of those types of things. So we come into the legislature to get funded, this new big thing, in a year that you had a recession going on and a major philosophical shift in the leadership of the commonwealth. We were going to fund it with some actually very small increases in fees in traffic cases and some other things and we were criticized–. We called them “user fees” and today–. Whenever you’re in favor of it it’s a user fee and whenever you’re opposed to it it’s a tax, so the people who were opposed to the family court said this was a tax and the bottom line was we lost and it was defeated. 
24:56		So two years of successful efforts went away and went down the tubes, and again I think today there have been–. It’s sort of interesting. As we talked about this I always used to say when I was testifying and talking to the legislature about the family court, and I’m sure there may have been others before this, but the first study to create a family court that I looked at was dated 1948, and so we were now in, by then it was 1993, so we were [Laughs] just unbelievable, you know, forty-five, whatever, years later still talking about something that people thought–some people at least–thought was a good idea back then, and we weren’t able to get that through. Even since that time, I think even since I left, there was another partial effort at least to try to get the family court through. So that was a major, major effort. Again it’s not that the system as it is doesn’t function alright, but it is one of the things that we talked about at that time. Children, for example, are put through such a trauma because so many things go on in the J&DR court now and there’s a de novo appeal at the circuit court so they’ve got to go back through that again, and it goes the other way with the divorce. The divorce happens in the circuit court and generally that’s referred for enforcement and child support and custody and those types of things, to the J&DR Court. Then in those families sometimes you have children who are involved in juvenile delinquency matters and so forth and people don’t know where they’re going, what they’re doing, they’re seeing different judges at different times, and they’re telling their stories over and over and over again. The whole thrust of the effort was, to use a sort of play on some other political language, but: One judge, one family. You got the ability to have some judge deal with this family and all the things that were associated with that family as far as the legal system was concerned. It still sounds like a pretty good idea and maybe some day it will happen, but that was the first thing that popped in my mind when you talked about challenges of that time.
	CNA: Explain what the philosophical difference really is in the objection that say Gov. Allen had, as well as I would say probably the majority of the Republican legislators, to a family court. Exactly what was the issue?
	RNB: I wouldn’t say that Gov. Allen was necessarily opposed to it. I think it was just a general philosophy that came in at that time of smaller government and no increases in funding and no taxes. The political issues probably were, one, that again it’s got to raise  money so this is going to be a tax increase, two, it was creating a bunch of new judgeships and we were going to have to move judgeships around, so that was causing a little bit of stir, but it was creating new judgeships too. My view, and I have no way of knowing if this is true, this is purely speculation on my part, but obviously at that point in time while Gov. Allen had won I believe the Democrats were still in control of one if not both houses of the legislature. Well, if you’re sitting there in the minority and somebody is coming to you with a bill that says we’re going to have twenty-five new judges elected, and you think maybe a year or two from now I might be in the majority and I would get to appoint who those twenty-five judges are, wouldn’t you drag your feet and say let’s wait a little while because I might win and I might be able to make those appointments? So I think that was part of it. 
We also got into a big flap, again I think erroneously so, but with the localities because the court house is still provided by and funded by the locality and so many of the localities, notwithstanding we had the numbers and the facts and the figures to disprove this, but many of the localities came out opposed to this because they said they would have to build new courthouses and they would have to renovate courthouses. We demonstrated, to our satisfaction at least, unequivocally that was not the case, but as you might expect would happen–and I don’t begrudge anyone for doing this–but somebody who always wanted a new courthouse or whose courthouse was dilapidated and ready for renovation and so forth, if they could use this as a reason to say, oh, well now this is going to cause us–. We could have made it if we didn’t have this but now we’re going to have a new judge so we’re going to have to build a whole courthouse. We even had one place that I won’t name, but they were going to build like a twelve million dollar parking deck because of the creation of the family court, which was going to be adding two or three judges in that jurisdiction. 
30:20		So, the legislators were catching it from their local officials, their governmental officials and all those other issues that I talked about, and then you didn’t have as strong a support for it internally as what we would have liked. Circuit judges who probably initially had some concerns about it, some of them then felt, oh, it’s okay because we’re going to get rid of some work. The divorces and stuff are going to go down. But originally it was looked at as, okay, the circuit judges are at a little bit higher level than the J&DR judges and this is a little bit higher level work and maybe we don’t want to give this up. Then it sort of started to move around to the other side: Well, maybe it’s not so bad to give up this extra work. Then the J&DR judges were looking at this, well, if we’re now going to be doing that then we ought to get paid as much as they are, and there is a difference, it’s relatively minor, but there is a difference in the salaries between the two levels of judges. So they were discontent a little bit about that, and of course they were discontent about the fact that it was going to be more work and more clerk’s office people. We did studies, very detailed studies, and came up with how many judgeships were needed and how many people were needed and then in all honesty we almost always added far more than we thought was actually necessary because at the same time we were doing a major effort to get a lot of these cases put into mediation. So we were going to as a part of this change bring in mediators so that much of the litigation in the domestic area could be mediated and yet we still were adding enough judges and enough people to handle the workload as if none of it were going to be mediated, and yet still people grumbled. So you had almost every component of your constituency not being on board a hundred percent. Some were on board and some were against but it wasn’t like we were able to go forward with one voice. We had that hardcore group of people that were supportive but it wasn’t like we could go forward with one voice.
	Another thing, shifting, if–. I’ll say these while they pop into my mind. Another major effort along that time that my comment about mediation reminded me of is that one of the recommendations that came out of the Futures Commission was that we basically create alternative dispute resolution, as it was referred to at that time, multiple options. The Futures Commission actually referred to it as creating a multi-door courthouse. That was sort of the in vogue thing. Mediation had become popular in this country probably in the early ’80s and I actually held up a little bit because, wrongly again, but thought it was a passing fancy, but by the mid ’80s it became clear to me that that was not the case and this was something that was going to be very beneficial for the citizens and for the courts.
	CNA: Can you explain what you mean by “passing fancy?”
	RNB: Well, so many times there are ideas that come along that everybody jumps on, you do it for six months, a year, five years, and it fizzles. It’s not something that gets institutionalized and it’s not something that demonstrates over the long haul that it is an improvement or successful. I guess I was thinking that there’s just got to be more time for this to demonstrate its usefulness, and in fact that’s what happened, or at least as far as I was concerned. Again by the mid ’80s we started to see, well, this is happening enough around the country, it doesn’t look like it’s going to go away. Of course I probably should have figured that out because it’s been going on for a couple thousand years in the rest of the world. So, we made a very concerted effort to start talking about having the courts have disposition options that–. We used to use the phrase that we wanted to make the forum fit the fuss, and the idea was that you have the adversarial process but I think people even then and even more so today have decided that the adversarial process is not good for all types of disputes, and the first place they found that out was that it’s not good in family disputes. When you’ve got people at odds with each other the worst thing you can do is bring them into a dispute resolution mechanism that pits them against one another, and hopefully the better approach is using skilled people, facilitators and so forth, that put them in a situation where they might be able to learn how to work together, good behavior gets modeled for them when they move on out after the dispute is over. 
35:41		So we formalized our efforts, created a dispute resolution services department in our office, brought in a really top flight person, Barbara Hulbert, to be the head of that department, and then went about trying to basically inculcate mediation into the court system, starting mainly with family matters but moving really into all types of matters, and that effort is still expanding even today. Again I think a major, major triumph because we still don’t do as much of that as what we probably should but–. Many states it’s mandatory, we did not make it mandatory, but what we tried to do was to first certify mediators to try to make sure that you had people who knew what they were doing, and we set up all the training, education programs, and we became the certifying entity. Then we tried to make them available, and what I mean by that is provide some way to fund that, because these were not people who were on the payroll. They’re not employees. These are people who are out there, some of them trying to do this for a living, most of them doing some other professional job but just doing this on the side because they enjoyed it and liked it. We had to find a way to pay them so we looked for a number of different ways to try to get enough money to give them at least a small amount, a hundred dollars for every case that they would mediate.
	CNA: Did you all have certain educational requirements for these mediators?
	RNB: There was never a situation, at least at start, that said they had to have a college degree or something like that, but there were training and experiential requirements that went into it, so that’s the way we satisfied that. That’s just continued to move on, and one of the things in the last couple years that I was there was to move that into really civil cases that are contracts or tort cases, just about money or property or whatever and not just about family matters, and that was I think encouraged and took off a lot when the private sector got into this game. The McCammon Group, to mention a name, John McCammon, did just a fabulous job of looking at the market and saying this is something that is ripe. He went out and set up–. He was a lawyer, quit practicing law, went out and set up a private mediation firm and has just been hugely successful and it popularized it among the real practicing bar, as I said not just the family bar but among the real practicing bar. What happened was in addition he was able to use as his stable of people to do mediation retired judges, so when a judge retired and if it was somebody who was well liked, well respected, well thought of, John would recruit them to serve as a mediator for them, and that’s been a tremendously successful business model. I can’t tell you how many–. I used to kid judges at our orientation sessions. We would do an orientation session for new judges and one of the things we talked about was retirement. I always joked that it was funny that we were talking about retirement at the orientation session but we were trying to give them information, and one of the things we said there was that the retirement for most judges now was to go to mediation and do mediation. 
39:34		But that popularized it a lot, and it also led to another idea that we had that I think has been wildly successful, and that is that–. We have recalled judges. A circuit judge who’s retired can, through order of the chief justice, be recalled to active duty, and that can be for a period of time or that can be for a given case, and they’re paid basically just on a per diem basis and there’s a budget for that. We finally looked at it and said, well why don’t we train those people as mediators and then instead of recalling them to try these cases we can help out the sitting judges by getting a lot of cases off their docket by recalling these people to mediate these cases, and that’s what we did. So we brought in retired judges who’d been around twenty, thirty years or something and we put them through these training programs and that has again been I think a great way to help reduce the delay in the dockets, particularly the civil dockets, to try to give the regular judges more time to concentrate and to focus on cases that do go to trial, because the bottom line is that for most civil cases, eighty-five to ninety percent of civil cases, they settle generally anyway. They generally don’t go to trial. I’m talking about cases in a circuit court. So if they’re going to settle then the idea is, well, let’s try to make them settle early on rather than at the last minute and save everybody, litigants and everybody, a lot of expense and a lot of time. The one way to do that is to give them a vehicle to resolve their dispute early on, so that’s what we said we would do is, okay, we will recall that person. We could use the existing budget we were using for retired judges recalled to pay them on that per diem basis and they could come in and get a good resolution many times in a case and get a case off the docket, so that was another major achievement. 
	CNA: Were these mediation scenarios choices that people could make or were these mandated by the court?
	RNB: We would never mandate it. I’m sure some of the lawyers probably think it’s like that because if a judge says, “Why don’t you try mediation?” many lawyers would think that’s not a voluntary choice; that’s a recommendation that has a much stronger meaning to it. But that’s the way it was. We asked the judges to look at cases that they would in fact think would be resolvable through that. What was happening on the other end, back to my original statement about John McCammon’s group–and there are other groups out there. His is the largest and was the first. That’s why I’m alluding to it. They were getting stuff on what I’ll call the front end; that is many times they were getting cases for mediation prior to the case ever even being filed in court, so we didn’t even know about that case. The cases that I was just describing, those are cases that are obviously already filed, they’re in court, and then they’re just being in essence referred out of court or over here to this other alternative dispute resolution option. 
Now there are other things in the ADR community other than mediation. I think that’s been the most successful. Of course you do have arbitration. There’s another thing that Fairfax used a little bit of called early neutral evaluation and that’s more where again you get an experienced attorney that sits down with the parties and their lawyers and sort of listens to the story and gives them a sense, okay, well based on my experience this is worth this or it’s not worth anything, or whatever. It helps foster settlement because it gives a realistic picture of it. All of these things have sort of different levels of involvement by the facilitator. Even within mediation you have what’s called evaluative mediation and facilitative mediation. Facilitative mediation is basically what’s done more in the family court arena where it truly is the third party that is just there trying to help the people identify the issues and work their way through it. Evaluative mediation is a little bit more like what goes on in circuit court cases, generally when they’re about issues of money. Somebody says someone else owes me money, either because of an accident or a contract, so there what the lawyers and the parties are looking for on occasion or most of the time is someone again with the experience to tell them what this is worth and show them where their weaknesses and where their strengths are. That’s why John McCammon’s model of having retired judges and our model of using retired judges was so successful because here are people who’ve been doing that for twenty-five years. They could come in, and they couldn’t say what a jury would do because juries will do wildly different things on occasion, but they could come in and say over my experience now here are the types of things, and that was the evaluative model. The purist liked the facilitative model where the mediator doesn’t get involved in saying what things are worth, but just as a practicality of life the evaluative model has proven to be very popular, certainly in matters dealing with money.
45:16		CNA: Now you’ve talked about some of these ideas and the changes, and I was wondering how some of those ideas germinated. Was this the result of discussions that you would have with the chief justice or did this come from your office staff and personnel or other outside entities?
	RNB: I’d probably say all of the above. Basically one great thing about this is that every state has someone called a state court administrator by some title or name, so the job that I had, that existed in every state in the country. That group of people were part of a conference called the Conference of State Court Administrators, and there was also a Conference of Chief Justices and those two groups met together once a year and they met separately one other time a year. So you basically, twice a year, on a formal basis, meeting face to face, were with people in every state in the union, talking about what they were doing. I used to always say, and it was true, in fact I’d tell the people back in my office–and they hated to see me go to one of those conferences because when I came back I always came back with work for them to do–but I always used to say that I could serve out my entire career and never have an original thought and still have tremendous things be done because all you had to do was go find out what some other state is doing. We were better than some states in some areas, we were worse than some states in some areas, but in a way it became, I don’t know if competition is the right thing, but there is peer pressure [that] exists if you go to a meeting and you find out the thirty states that are doing this or thirty states that have mediation programs. We were always one of the leaders when it came to the centralized automation, we were one of the few states that had statewide centralized automation services, and we were one of the leaders in the area of comprehensive planning and things like that. 
So we learned through what others were doing and at the same time, I mentioned that we had this comprehensive planning process, that’s what that was about. Kathy Mays came in 1980 as our director of planning and she and I retired on the same date, her twenty-five years later and my thirty years, I guess, later. But her job was on a more formal basis to do the research and stay abreast of what was going on in all of the jurisdictions and to study these types of issues. So it was our job each year to–. Well let me drop back and say once we did the Futures Commission thing–the model was slightly different before that–but once we did the Futures Commission the model was every ten years we need to do this long term look, and that was a Futures Commission. Then in between the ten-year period we would do two-year plans based on the budget cycle. Then as an office we would take those two-year plans and create a one-year operational plan. So we had this long term, pie-in-the-sky, futuristic view. We would pull from that into smaller bits for a two-year piece and then out of that two-year piece we would pull from that a one-year operating budget. That was the document you recall earlier I mentioned that I would go into the chief justice and say, here’s what we think we need to be doing in this next year, but that was always out of these other two efforts that had already been participated in by everybody. That planning exercise involved everybody. Our office would do the basic staff work but the bottom line was we then would bring that to people like the Committee on District Courts and the Judicial Council, which was chaired by the chief justice, and those groups would then debate, discuss, and agree or disagree. Most of the time, they went along but sometimes they didn’t. So everybody got involved. We were the staff of it, we were there to generate the ideas and do the legwork and put together the business case, if you will, for these changes, and then there were policy-making groups that were there to bring their experience and expertise and say yes and no or we ought to amend and go in a different direction. But I can’t overstate how much we got from others, I mean from people around the country, because it was just such a–and still is today. I mean as a part of my current job I’m still involved with that group of people and I’m always amazed to go to those things and to see and hear the discussion that goes on.
50:19		CNA: What time of year do they typically meet?
	RNB: The annual meeting that they both meet together is always the last couple days of July, first couple days of August, and then the chiefs have a midyear meeting generally in the last week in January and the state court administrators, their midyear meeting is generally the first week in December. 
	CNA: Were there any states that you particularly admired?
	RNB: I probably will get in trouble if I left somebody out of saying that, but there were a number of states, and sometimes this vacillated obviously with the people in leadership positions in those states. In other words when X was in as the state court administrator or as the chief justice in the state they became widely known as being progressive and doing lots of things and when those people left maybe lesser so. Sometimes there was continuity but I was amazed over the years, and sometimes I wondered whether or not it was because the state was doing something far differently or it was just those first guys were great marketers and good talkers and they talked about themselves in such a way that you thought they were doing well. But California has always done, I think, an exceptional job. I don’t think I’m wrong in saying this but if I am I’m only slightly off, but California has the biggest judicial system in the world and their system is bigger than the federal system. I probably don’t know as much about China so I’m not sure I’m totally accurate, but China’s is I’m sure also dispersed much more so than California’s. But they clearly have the biggest judicial system in this country and in North America, so they obviously were a place–. The other thing about them is in so many things they seem more willing to try things that are different and to go out there and to be, I don’t know if progressive’s the right word, but just to try and to experiment and not to be afraid to fail. 
So California was always one, and again I could name–. Minnesota, actually, in the last twenty or so years, has been very strong. At one time Alabama was very good. As I said I would fear leaving, and I already am leaving somebody out, but there were a number of states. The great thing again, we talked earlier about some of the good or bad things about being around for a long time but one of the good things about it is that you built friendships, and many times–. Some of the state court administrator jobs turned over a lot because they were attached to whoever the chief was. In so many states, particularly where you had elected judges and you had a new elected chief justice come in, often that meant the end of whoever that state court administrator was, and that would not be unusual and well accepted. But there were some that stayed around for long periods of time and so you got to know those, and again, it was like I mentioned before with our office, a lot of us grew up together. The fellow who is now the state court administrator in California, Bill Vickrey [William C. Vickrey], was the state court administrator in Utah prior to that, and when you go to these national meetings you sit at a big round table or big square table by alphabet of the states so I was always seated next to Bill Vickrey or close to him by virtue of our alphabet, so I got to know him long before he went to California. He was a number of years there and then a number of years in California. And there are, I was going to say a handful, probably more than a handful of people who’ve been around an awful long time, very experienced, very capable, and learned an awful lot from those people.
	CNA: Well speaking of friendships and ties to chief justices, I was wondering if you could talk a little bit about the chief justice that you served the longest under, which was Chief Justice Carrico. 
54:40		RNB: Chief Justice Carrico, I think I mentioned earlier, was just a prototypical chief justice. I think he epitomized what people would want to see in a judge and they’d want to see in the chief justice, the leader of the system. He was a person of intellectual ability and intellectual integrity. He was a gentleman in the truest sense, in the best sense of that statement. He had an unbelievable work ethic and he had served on all the courts that existed when he came along so he had experience at the lowest level as well as at the highest level, and of course he had done it for such a long period of time. He was on the supreme court for forty-two years and as chief justice for twenty-two years, and sometimes now I always think back now to try to relate how old I am now to how old he was and where I was relative to that, and I’m always amazed that he could do what he could do at that age and feeling like I feel right now. He was an avid horseman. He rollerbladed well into his eighties, and I’m serious about that. That’s not an overstatement. And he was a generally good person I think. So I think he represented the system well and in fact was a part of the reason that I described earlier that the courts were thought of so well, because people obviously see a public face of the system and if you like that face that helps and I think people liked that face. So I think extremely highly of him and I couldn’t have been more pleased to have worked with him over that period of time. 
	CNA: Now when you say that he had an incredible work ethic, explain what you mean.
	RNB: Well he was always there by 7:30 every day and he was always there till probably at least 6:00 if not more, and when I say every day I’m talking about every day. He worked at home and he continued working long after he could’ve, obviously, retired. Virginia, unless they’ve changed it, I haven’t followed it since I left, but the mandatory retirement age was seventy, but when he reached seventy he was grandfathered because he came in under a system where he could have served longer. He was concerned about serving on past seventy but he talked to a number of legislators and so forth and everybody agreed–. Again everybody was so fond of him everybody agreed that that would be–. There was nothing inappropriate about it. It was certainly appropriate legally and otherwise he was grandfathered. So again if you think about it, and he still goes to work today, as far as I know, even though his health has fallen a little bit, but here’s somebody who is in their eighties dealing with complicated legal issues, writing, reading, in debate and discussion, and again I don’t think there are many people around that, in their eighties, you could see maintain that level of mental acuity and just energy to do things. Again, I think I said before, he never turned down a speaking engagement. He was always going to a courthouse dedication. I do a good bit of travel right now and I know after awhile that gets you, you know, that wears you out and it’s sometimes nicer to go home and rest in the evening, but he might go to Southwest Virginia to help dedicate a courthouse the next day, so just a delightful person and a very great representative.
	CNA: Now you knew when he arrived in the morning. Did that mean that you were there already?
	RNB: [Laughs] Well I got there early too but I’ll have to confess he generally was there before me. [Laughs] I worked long hours too but I tell you I had nothing on him, I’ll say that.
	CNA: So tell me a little bit about your interaction with him. When would you usually meet with him and what were those meetings like?
	RNB: Well we had a relationship, and I often thought later I hope this was all right with him, but his office was directly above mine and I was on the third floor and he was on the fourth floor in the same sector of the building. This was after we moved. In 1980 we moved to–maybe ’81– we moved to what was the old Federal Reserve bank in Richmond. We had been in the then Supreme Court Library of Virginia [Virginia State Library] building but the state purchased the Federal Reserve bank, we helped go through renovating that, went through all of that and got that done and moved in, in ’81 I think.  Because that was an old building, a fortress–I mean a fortress building with a three-story vault and everything–one of the things it also had that they kept and didn’t change, there was a private elevator. I mean literally it was big enough for maybe two people but it was very small. It was literally right outside my office, on the back of my office, and it ran all four floors from his office to the first floor. So I certainly would go to his office three or four times a day on anything that came up that I felt like I had to share information with him or whatever, or obviously if he had some issue or question, so I would just run up and down on that elevator all day long. 
1:00:40	We didn’t have a situation–. I know this exists in some places where there’s a more formalized thing where you have a, okay, we’re going to meet every Monday at 9:00 or something like that. Ours, for better or worse, it was an on-the-go, on-the-flow type of relationship and meeting and to me that was the better thing because many things come up and they’re not things that can wait that you’ve got to talk about and wait for a week. You’ve got to resolve them now, so you have to–
	CNA: Give me an example.
	RNB: –have the ability–. Well, nothing pops right to my head right off the bat but lots of times there might be something about the legislature. I mean that would be something. You have categories, I’ll say. If it’s during the legislature you would have a situation where we’re working on trying to either get a bill passed or trying to get a bill killed or whatever and some issue has come up with a given legislator that I think he needs to know about that because it may become a political turmoil or something like that. Or we’ve got to decide what we’re going to do–are we going to go forward on this, are we going to drop it, or whatever–and we’ve got to decide right now. There were often also issues that would come up out in the court system. There would be cases that we had to assign a judge to. That’s another one of the functions of the chief but our office basically did the legwork on that and he signed the orders. So an issue might come up, an election recount or someone disqualified themselves out of a very serious murder trial or something like that. Then you’ve got to go talk to him and find out, okay, this is what we’re trying to work on, we’re trying to get this judge, do you think that judge is going to be okay in that, those types of things. There are probably dozens of other things that just don’t jump to my mind right now, but it’s just like in any work environment. You wanted it to be first a communications tool and then secondly if necessary a decision making tool. 
Now we had formal times obviously when–. As I said, he was the chair of the Judicial Council and the Judicial Council met once a month and the Committee on District Courts met once a month, and so we would put together agendas and certainly I would go over the agenda with him as the chair of the meeting to talk about what all would be on the agenda and those types of things and what did we want to do with those types of things. But generally speaking it was just what was happening today. That was the thing that we needed to talk about.
	CNA: Did you have much interaction with the rest of the justices on the court?
	RNB: I had as much as was needed. Not all of them lived in Richmond and so the ones that didn’t live in Richmond it was obviously less. But the ones that lived in Richmond, it was not as much on an operational basis, it was generally on more of a social basis, or if for example the chief justice was out of town he for example would delegate responsibility to another justice to sign certain orders, to sign things like appointing judges and so forth, things that we might work on, so I would deal with them in that regard. Then when we dealt with any bigger issues on some occasions he would obviously have me come and present the issue to the court as a whole. I was trying to remember, probably hardly ever more than three or four lived in town, and I may be–. I could go back and count exactly, but there were always people who lived far away and obviously you could talk to the on the phone. They generally at that point in time, I think it’s changed a little bit today, but at that point in time the justices saw their primary role as trying cases and writing opinions and they were not as actively involved then with the administration of the rest of the system, and that was what my responsibility was and so that’s why we didn’t have as much interaction. I think many of the justices have become more involved today in that but during the time when Chief Justice Carrico was chief and I was there it was more that that was left to the chief and to our office and the other justices saw themselves as writing opinions.
1:05:04	CNA: Why do you think it’s changed over the last few years?
	RNB: I’d only be speculating but I think probably you got a younger group of judges that came on the court, of justices. I think maybe many of them came on with a bent toward improvement in administration, some of them having been in the trial courts and saw things that needed to be done there. The best I could say is it’s just a different philosophy. Some of the older judges who’ve been around on the court before I first came–. Probably it was that way because there wasn’t much administration going on in the courts, back before the reorganization, so the judges didn’t think about that and so when they came on the supreme court they wouldn’t be thinking about any issues like that because there wasn’t anything around to administer. But now after twenty-five years of that the people who are coming on the court have been exposed to all of these issues, many of them have worked in other groups like the American Bar Association and groups like that on issues surrounding improvements to the administration of justice and, as I said I think because they came on the court a little bit younger. I think all of those reasons, and probably some others that I’m not remembering, but those are reasons why I believe that there’s been far more interest in doing it.
	CNA: Now you had alluded to some socializing that went on and I was hoping that you could relay some interesting perhaps events or situations that you had on a social level with the justices, and extending that even to your staff.
	RNB: Well, I’m not a good storyteller but I’ll say I was trying to remember–. It’s amazing how when you ask those questions certain things pop in your head and I have no reason why I would know that, but two popped in my head as you were saying that that actually involved Chief Justice I’Anson, who was the chief prior to Carrico. I remember for example–. Maybe I remember this because I was so new and this was a little more formal, but at this annual meeting I was telling you about, where the Conference of State Court Administrators and the Conference of Chief Justices meet, we were having a meeting in Burlington, Vermont, I believe it was, and one of the social events in the evening was a big lobster bake, if you will. So we were right out here in New England with these huge–. They probably were Maine lobsters even though we were in Vermont, right on the banks of Lake Champlain. I’m sitting there, and Chief Justice I’Anson’s sitting about where you are, and my wife was with me, sitting on this side. So I’m cracking these lobsters and I just sprayed this huge spray of water and lobster gook or whatever all over the chief justice, and he looked at me, and again this was when I was still relatively new, and he looked at me and said, “Rob, I took a shower this morning.” [Laughs] 
	And then another story, and this is another one that actually–. [I guess why it jumped to my mind,] I told this to another group I spoke to one time, but it was indicative of I think a different time and a different era but it also involved Chief Justice I’Anson. That same conference, the CCJ and COSCA conference that I talked about, had the annual meeting in 1975–that would have been the first full year that I was back there–at the Homestead in Virginia. That meeting rotates around and goes to every state and every state tries to outdo the other state in what type of program we put on, and Chief Justice I’Anson was also a great host and very cordial and worked the room and just was great at being host at events like that. I remember going to that event and my wife went with us, so she came in one evening and she walked by me and I looked at her and the back of her dress was soaking wet. It was just truly soaking wet. I said, “What in the world happened?” and we were young, we were young, and she said, “Well, I was outside,” and Chief Justice I’Anson’s wife and Justice Harrison, who was Gov. Harrison before, his wife, and one other person whom I’m not remembering, wanted to play bridge and they needed a fourth so my wife volunteered to be the fourth. 
1:10:00	Now my wife is probably twenty-nine years old and she’s sitting out on the veranda of the Homestead playing bridge with a former first lady of Virginia and with the current chief justice’s wife and with somebody else equally impressive. It started to rain and she had her back to the outside and it just rained all over her, and yet she had enough respect for those people–. I said, “Well why didn’t you get up and move?” and she said, “I would have never thought to have done that,” because she had enough respect for those people and the positions that they held, and they were all older at the time and obviously, as I said, she was young, that she just sat there and let it rain all over her. I told that story once before to show a difference in era and a difference in time. I don’t know that people have that same respect for their seniors and for people in positions of authority as they did then, and maybe that speaks more to us than it does to anything else. 
But, you know, those are a couple things. The events, those annual meetings, I could tell you a hundred stories about those meetings because there’s a folklore of things that happened at those things. It’s amazing, every year we go to those and the people who are still left tell the exact same stories and things like that.
	CNA: Have any of those stories been collected?
	RNB: Well we have done histories but the histories are a little more formal, but both the Conference of Chiefs and the Conference of State Court Administrators have done histories. But I will tell you, again I hate to waste time but I will tell you one of my many favorites. I have hundreds of favorites. But in 1976 those two conferences met in Philadelphia as part of the Bicentennial in late August, and probably all of you guys are too young to know this, but [right before this] there was a meeting of the American Legion convention at the Bellevue-Stratford Hotel in Philadelphia. We now know the punch line to this story, we certainly didn’t know it at the time, but the week before the American Legion had their convention at the Bellevue-Stratford, the next week it’s us. They go home and in that interim week nineteen people died around the country from what they didn’t know at the time but what we now have come to know as Legionnaire’s Disease. So first we had the decision of whether or not to go to the meeting because it’s the same hotel. 
So we went, and two quick, just funny, funny things now that weren’t funny then, but every night on national TV there was another scientist or someone speculating what was the cause of all these people dying, and we’re going to meetings [Laughs] right here in the same place that they all–. And as it turned out it was something to do with the ventilation system. But one of the nights I recall I was in the hotel room getting ready to go to a social event and I had one of those little plastic glasses, drinking some Coke or something, and I’m watching the national news, Walter Cronkite or somebody like that, and they had this person come on and they said, “Well, we have this new theory as to what’s causing all these deaths.” What is that? I forget the chemical compound but he said it’s because of, whatever, nickel phosphate, you know. I don’t know what it was but some compound like that, and the interviewer says, “And where is that primarily located?” and he says, “Well, the best place I think is in those little plastic glasses [Laughs] that you see in hotel rooms.” [Laughs] I threw the glass up in the air. 
Then the final piece of this one was that–and this is not so much about the Virginia situation but it’s just a funny story to me. So when you check out of the hotel–now this is disconcerting–you go to check out of the hotel and they say, okay, in addition to checking out here you need to check out on the second floor with the Center for Disease Control. Now that takes you back a little bit, when they say, okay, you’ve got to the CDC and check out before you can leave this place. So I go up there and I go in and they interview you and tell you this stuff and then they give you a little list of things and they said if you get any of these symptoms you call the Center for Disease Control in Atlanta immediately. I take them–. Because it was in Philadelphia my wife and I had driven, so I go down, we get in the car, before we hit the Philadelphia city limits both of us had every symptom. [Laughs] I mean it was just psychosomatic [Laughs] because they were the normal things, you know, like flu-ish type, temperature and fever. 
1:15:16	So anyway, I got about a hundred of those stories like that, and the chief justices and the Virginia chief justices and all were always a part of stories like that. But Chief Justice Carrico obviously was at one point in time the president of that conference and was just extremely highly regarded by all the people around the country.
CNA: Were you ever socializing here in Richmond with any of the justices?
RNB: Yes. I mean the court would have various functions and there were always bar functions and those types of things that we went to, and the normal Christmas parties and birthday parties. We always had those traditional office types of events, nothing unusual about that, and I’m sure there are some funny stories there too but [Laughs] they don’t pop in my mind right now.
CNA: What about with your staff? Did you have any particularly close relationships with any of them or was this kind of a generalized feeling about all of them?
RNB: No, I think, and again I hope they felt the same way, I think they did, but I think we had an unbelievably close relationship because we had so many people that stayed there for so long and grew up together. We all came relatively young and most of us stayed for a long period of time and it was much more of a friendship type of thing than it was a work relationship type of thing. Our children grew up together and we experienced all those life events that people do together. I think I mentioned last time that we had a lot of people who were very oriented toward doing good and they were cause-oriented, and that made it fun because people worked unbelievably hard. I mean people were seeing they were making a contribution. Because we were building things that hadn’t existed and creating something you could see actually the fruits of your labor. It wasn’t quite like it may be later on when things get so big and so ensconced that it’s pretty hard to change. If something doesn’t exist it’s not hard to create something, so that’s what we were doing. 
So, yes, the answer is that we had lots and lots of–and still do–lots and lots of friendships, and I think I mentioned that I try to have a Christmas party every year and invite the people, some of the old-timers, the ones that had left, and it’s always a great time together. But we just had extremely capable people and extremely hardworking people and I wouldn’t have given anything for it. It was very special and as I said I don’t think I’m misstating this. I think most of the people would say the same thing. I’m sure that people didn’t like everything that happened, no one ever likes everything that happens, but I am also sure that everybody knew that everybody’s heart was in the right place and everybody was trying for the right motivation, that no one had a selfish motivation. No one had an advancement-of-my-career motivation. Everybody had as their motivation improvement of the court system in this state and I’m absolutely convinced of that and nothing can ever take that away from those people that worked so hard over such a long period of time, and were so successful at doing that too.
CNA: Now you had mentioned that there was a very low turnover rate among your staff. Did that make it difficult at any point to perhaps diversify your staff, or was this–? I guess I just want you to–.
RNB: Yeah. No, I think the answer would be yes, particularly at what I’ll call the senior level. We called them directors of the various departments or divisions. Obviously if  you have somebody who’s in a job for twenty-five years and it doesn’t change then you’re not going to be able to get into your senior leadership any change in diversity, and that was true a lot. A lot of the directors were there for a very long period of time. Our turnover below that level was probably, although still I would say it probably exceeded the longevity of most, but it was still probably more typical of a normal business or governmental entity. Obviously the lower down in the organization you went the younger the people who came to those jobs as entry level jobs and the younger the people who come to the jobs the more likelihood obviously is that they’re going to try to work their way up and they’re going to move on to other places. 
1:20:02	We were still small enough that our promotional opportunities within that office, within the office of the executive secretary, were limited. I mean it was just not like you were going to have the same career path as if you were with Philip Morris or Dominion or someplace like this. There were only so many jobs. Even if you came in at the lowest level there were probably only two or three jobs above you and if you had somebody that had been in that job twenty years it made it difficult. But those lower level, entry level positions were the jobs that we tended to see the greater diversity start to flow in, and as we could, obviously, at the upper level that started to occur too, but that was–. It wasn’t a problem. It was a problem if you looked at numbers and looked at diversity but it wasn’t a problem in the sense that we had good, capable, qualified people that were doing good work.
CNA: Approximately how many people were on your staff?
RNB: We had about a hundred and twenty-five plus some consultants or, I forget the terminology but, particularly in technology, people that we hired on just an ad hoc basis, but full time work–eventually. It started when I first got there–[Laughs] and this was part of one of the knocks on me–when I first got there we probably had, well I’m sure it was under twenty or something like that, and then it grew to about a hundred and twenty-five, hundred and thirty people, and that’s over thirty years so it’s not all that much. But a lot of the judges, even some of my closer friends, would always talk about empire building and all of those things, building this big, huge bureaucracy and so forth, and some of them meant it and some of them were just joking. I think it’s a legitimate issue to bring up, but again you have to look at the situation. If you’re starting with ground zero and you have nothing the fact that you build real rapidly is not unusual, and of that number that I mentioned I would say roughly half of those people were in technology, so that was another thing. That didn’t exist until the late ’70s and then started to grow and then into the ’80s, and then the mid ’80s that takes off. So again, I could justify it on many different scales, but in all honesty I don’t think–. I think the office actually has grown a whole lot more since I left. 
One of the things that I had a judge say to me one time, actually one of the justices, I think, if I recall correctly–actually I consider it one of the greatest compliments I ever got, as a matter of fact–he said, “You spend this money like it was your own,” and that’s true. I wouldn’t spend money on something if–. I spend it the same way I would if I were doing it at my house, and most people don’t throw money around willy-nilly when it’s their own money, so I always tried to do that. We never asked for anything from the legislature that I didn’t think was absolutely justified and that we couldn’t soundly justify. In other words we didn’t go in and ask for ten people because we needed two, thinking it would get cut down or something like that. We never played those types of games, and sometimes that hurt. Sometimes I often felt that we were playing in an arena that had a certain set of rules and that we played by a different set of rules, and sometimes that was to our disadvantage. But I think it was to our advantage from a credibility and from a reputation point of view because I do think that we eventually came to be known as being people of our words that you could count on and people who weren’t doing things just because that was something that could be done. It was something that needed to be done. [Break in recording]
One of the things we did fairly early on was look at the fact that the general public was not sufficiently knowledgeable about the operation of the courts, and obviously we thought that the way to do that over the long haul was to talk about this to children and to get education about the court system into the schools. We did a lot of outreach to the public in general too but if you’re trying to solve a long term problem, “get them while they’re young,” I guess is the answer. So we borrowed from Alabama a program that they had helped develop and we Virginia-ized it and so forth and called it “Journey to Justice.” It was basically a K-12 social studies supplemental curriculum that basically taught the legal system and legal principles. For example, in the earlier grades it would be things as simple as stoplights indicating colors but at the same time demonstrating the law and that you need to stop at this intersection in order to maintain the flow of traffic and so forth. 
1:25:15	So that was a classic example of something that I guess was a little bit outside the norm of things the court system ought to be doing but were some of the really fun things that I think made the job exciting and fun but at the same time were productive and were helpful. Again though we probably weren’t as successful as what we would have liked to have been there because when you start something like that you just don’t think about the in–I can’t say the word, but you don’t think about details of what it takes. We found out: How do we get these things in the hands of everybody, the teachers? Just getting to find out who the social–. We first started talking about, well, we’ll send it out to all the school superintendents, and we did that, but then it never got–. We didn’t have the sense it got any further than that. We didn’t think we could get it into the curriculum because even at that time it was so full it would be very difficult but we thought people would enjoy doing this, so eventually we did send it to the social studies teachers. We were able to get through the Department of Education with these names and we sent it to all those people, and then that was great except they leave and the books go with them and they don’t stay with the next person who comes in to teach it. So we never got a very satisfactory way of doing that. It was very spotty. It worked where it worked, I think it was good, but it was not as comprehensive as we’d like. 
I think since I left there has been a greater effort to do that online, obviously that would be the modern day version of that, and Justice Sandra Day O’Connor, former justice on the United States Supreme Court, has done a good bit of work in those types of–even putting them now into game programs so that teaching–. Where I am now at the National Center for State Courts, one of the things that we do is called the “graphic novel.” Most people would call it a comic book but the upscale version is called the graphic novel and we’ve done three of those basically teaching concepts about the judicial system using cases, the illegal downloading of music, for example, and we are putting those into school systems around the country. All of these, I think, are just great things but yet have not succeeded. We had at the Conference of Chief Justices not long ago Richard Dreyfus, who–I didn’t realize this until the time–one of his big things is actually civic education and outreach to school children, and he, through some foundation, had worked on the same types of things. 
So it’s being worked on by an awful lot of people, but it’s still not very successful because by and large every survey that you can think of the public knows very little about–. Sometimes it’s very difficult for them to even name the three branches of the government. Certainly almost no one can name more than one if that many justices of the United States Supreme Court, I’m sure they could probably name none of the State Supreme Court, and again it just means that I think we have a lot of work to do to make people–. If people are going to be and exercise the rights of citizenship they have to be knowledgeable to do that, and so we have to have– [End file one] –and the skills necessary to exercise the responsibilities and the rights of citizenship, including participation in the court system.
CNA: Well speaking of that, I was wondering, you faced some challenges in the 1990s with so many of these judges retiring, it seemed a flurry of judges retiring, and I was wondering how did you handle that, especially with so many citizens, so many legislators, not knowing or understanding the court system?
RNB: Well, I was thinking back over it. Generally we would have probably ten percent–. It’s amazing to think about this, but it’s about ten percent of the judicial work force probably turned over, or close to that, in any given year, between retirements and promotions or movement to another court or something like that. We had a pre-bench orientation program, for three weeks we’d bring all new judges in and we would generally always have twenty-five, thirty, sometimes as many as forty or so people in those programs every year. I’ve been gone five years and I look back and it’s truly amazing to me. I mean I knew personally every judge in the state, four hundred judges, before I left and I bet you today, after five years, I bet you there’s at least fifty percent of the people that I’ve never heard of and don’t know who they are. So it’s truly amazing that without anything unusual going on, just through the normal course of events and normal life, that there is a lot of turnover. You know the interesting thing about it is that that’s an issue that is primarily for the legislature. It’s not like in a business where we would sit down and say we’re going to work on succession planning and make sure that we are purposed to have people who can come along and fill these positions. That’s just not the way that works. On the administrative side, within our office or within the clerks’ offices and so forth, you think about that. It’s hard to do but you think about that. When it comes to judgeships you basically are proceeding on the basis of, if you get a vacancy someone’s going to fill it and we’re going to deal with whomever it is comes to fill it. So what you do is obviously you put in as much training–. That’s why we talked about those pre-bench programs. We had very, I think, good continuing legal education or judicial education programs, two conferences a year for each type of judge, so our thrust to this was to get the people early, get them familiar with the administrative side. Basically you leave up to them and hope they bring the legal skills and the things that they have to do to know the law and to know that aspect of it, and what we were trying to do is to give them some of the other skills, the management, the administrative skills, and also some things that probably many judges don’t think about. 
One of our favorite things–my favorite things, probably not their favorite thing–that we used to do during our pre-bench thing was that we would always videotape judges in the trial of a case and then play that back to them and have it critiqued. We had it critiqued over the years, first we had a psychiatrist that did it and then we had communications specialists and so forth, but generally trying to talk about nonverbal communications and how body language and gestures, like I’m doing here, how all those things say so much more than the words. One of the studies done at UCLA said that only seven percent of any communication has to do with the words. The other ninety-three percent had to do basically with tone of voice and body language. So most judges are not thinking about that and many times complaints that were filed against judges–and we of course had a judicial inquiry and review commission that investigates complaints against judges. Often the complaints that were filed that were legitimate–many were not legitimate–had to do with someone just making an offhand, humorous remark and just not thinking about it, or even saying something that was not intended in any bad way but through their tone or body language was offensive or demeaning to people. That’s going to happen, in any communication that’s going to happen, but if you’re in the business of doing that, and that’s what a judge is, you’ve got to be more conscious, more aware, so we spent an awful lot of time trying to make them aware of how they were seen by others.
CNA: Let me ask you then, did you see a change from the 1970s until the time you retired, did you see a change in the numbers of turnover of judges, or was this typical?
05:05		RNB: Pro rata I would say it was typical, and by that I mean obviously we increased the number of judges overall as we went so you would normally expect there to be a greater number of turnover, but percentage wise I would say–. Obviously I haven’t looked back to give you the specifics but I did not perceive that to be any greater change. As I said I think it’s so much a function of, okay, how young were they when they came on the bench. Sometimes you had judges who would come on the bench young but most of the time you had judges who would come on at forty-five or fifty years old, so you’re not expecting people who come on at mid or late career to stay for a really long period of time. So I wouldn’t say that there was much change in that over the years, at least from my just intuitive reaction to it.
CNA: Let me shift gears just a little bit and ask you about the retirement of Justice Carrico and the incoming new chief justice, Leroy Hassell, and what that transition was like, since you had worked for so many years with Chief Justice Carrico.
RNB: Well I think the transition between them was extremely smooth. As I said, Chief Justice Carrico stayed as a senior justice so he was around to provide advice and support and guidance as needed to Chief Justice Hassell, and of course the fact that I’d been there a long time, I had that same opportunity to provide that. So I think from my perspective, and I don’t know if he would say this is true, but from my perspective I think he took a good part of the first year or so to sort of get the lay of the land and to learn and to appreciate what the history and what the past was about. Of course it certainly was a help that he had been on the court for x number of years, whatever, ten or more years probably, so it’s not like somebody stepping in from the outside. 
He brought to it a different approach than Chief Justice Carrico did, going back maybe to some of the comments that I had earlier about younger and people coming along after these administrative issues were there. I think his approach was far more hands on, far more operational, far more interested in being actively involved in all of the decisions and in all of the even operations. One of the things that I would have characterized, and again I don’t know if Chief Justice Carrico would have characterized it this way or not, but I always characterized the relationship and the model that we had–and I think one that exists not in all states but in a number of states–is that under him I would say that he was the chairman of the board, if you want to draw an analogy to a private sector company, and I was the chief executive office of the company, so it was my job to bring forth ideas. His job as chair of the board, the board being either the supreme court or the judicial council, [was to] say yes to those ideas and then my job to carry those ideas out. I think with Chief Justice Hassell, [he] functioned a little bit more like both a chairman of the board and a CEO. In other words I think he was much more active and hands-on. He liked that. He was much more interested in legislative matters and getting involved with legislators, I think he had a lot of good relationships that preexisted his coming on as chief, so he wanted to take advantage of those things. So it was a different model, is what I would say, it was a totally different model. Obviously both have been and are successful and there’s no good or bad or right or wrong but it’s just two different approaches, two different models.
CNA: Well that shift then in the way in which the chief justice saw his position and his job and duties required considerable adjustment for you because you had been more accustomed to reaching out to the legislators and so forth.
RNB: Right.
CNA: So tell me a little bit about that challenge.
09:30		RNB: Well, again obviously that was only true–. That only lasted till–. I was only there two more years after he came so it was a major difference but it was relatively short lived. It’s like anything else; you try to figure out what the rules of the game are and then you–particularly somebody like me, I am a rule follower–and so you follow the rules. So while it was different–and I don’t know for sure that I understood the difference to start off with. I say what I say now in hindsight. But while it was different, as soon as I understood what was different and what was expected then I accommodated that and dealt with it and acted accordingly. Now that was something that made the job less attractive to me, but at the same time it was still–. My job was to do what he believed to be the right way to have that role and relationship exist, and that’s what I did to the best of my ability.
CNA: How was the job less attractive?
RNB: Well, it was just that I was more being–. I became more of a chief operating officer than a chief executive officer, so if you’ve been the chief executive officer for thirty years, or twenty-eight years, or whatever, and then you become a more operational-in-nature person then it’s a slightly lesser level of a job, I guess you would say. Still there are many great things going on and plenty to keep you busy, so there’s no issue there, but it was just that the level and functionality of the job was different.
CNA: How long did it take before you recognized that there was a very definite shift in the way in which the chief justice expected you to do your job?
RNB: Well, I think at some level I probably knew that coming in, and I think probably most any person who would have come along at this point in time, again being new, being younger, having experienced all the transition that had already occurred, probably would have come with that newer approach. So at some level I probably saw that coming even before we started, but it was probably, before I internalized that and understood it probably fully, again I would probably say six months or maybe even up to a year. But that’s what I was saying earlier. I think Chief Justice Hassell did a good thing of coming in and spending a little time getting sort of–and again I don’t know if he would say this, but I saw it as getting to know the environment, learning from Chief Justice Carrico, listening to what I had to say, and then after six months or whatever, some period of time, I think he felt, okay, now I’ve got this and now I’m ready to take hold and lead and go, and that’s when I think he started to assert his influence far more.
CNA: So did you find yourself going up to the fourth floor less?
RNB: Actually I did go less, but probably the reason for that was that he was a little more formal in approach there and would rather do things by have a time and let’s have a meeting and schedule because he was on the move a lot more. He was going out. Chief Justice Carrico was there most all the time during the day and was available but Chief Justice Hassell had lots of meetings, external and legislative and otherwise, so he [had a] much more hectic schedule, so I could understand that. But I think what he looked for was, okay, if we’ve got to talk about something let’s set up a time and we’ll meet at 3:00 today and talk about it. That different shift or different model there led to fewer meetings, but certainly I never had any hesitancy about going to him when I needed to even if it wasn’t a scheduled time. 
CNA: Now you said that you worked under him for two years. At what point did you decide to retire from that position and move to the one that you currently occupy?
RNB: Well, probably–. Again, I think I ultimately–. I was trying to remember when this actually was, but I think I announced my retirement–. I retired on April 1, 2005 and I want to say it was the previous fall, so about a year and a half or so, I guess I would say, into it or sometime in the fall of 2004, I guess is my best memory of that. 
CNA: And what made you decide to retire?
RNB: Well, I think it was just in the best interest of the court and of my professional life too because I’d been there a long time. I think there was probably an interest in having new blood, new leadership, and we had energetic new leadership in Chief Justice Hassell, so it probably was one of those things where when you take a look at it from everybody’s perspective it was a good time for me to move on.
14:59		CNA: Now when you made the decision to retire did you already have in mind your new career?
RNB: Well I knew I wasn’t going to retire-retire. As my wife likes to say, I retired for three days and that was only because I had to do the taxes during those three days, and then I went to work at the center. But I was pursuing other opportunities, I can’t say that I had formalized the job that I hold now when I announced my retirement, but I was looking at other opportunities at that time. I am a person without hobbies and things and so I don’t want to–. I can’t really stand a three-day weekend because I get out of things to do and I always have to be on the move, so I needed to work and to be active and stay active. So I was looking for something and the National Center for State Courts, where I ultimately went, offered a really nice thing from the point of view that it was very, very similar to what I’d been doing, except it was on a national level versus a state level. Now it wasn’t as operational. In my old job we were doing operational things, you know, determining the number of people in courts and working on forms and working on automated systems and making the courts run, so it wasn’t operational like that but it was working on the same issues, the improvement of the court system. 
So it was a very nice transition, I guess you’d say, to be able to do something new and different yet something that’s in the same genre that you’ve been doing. One of the things that amazed me I will say, after I made the switch, was how energizing it actually was to do something different. I’d done the same thing for almost thirty-one years and while I still think every day was different, it was exciting, and it was challenging, it was within the same context. I didn’t appreciate it then but doing even many of those same things, just in a different environment, a different arena, and a different context, caused it to be so much more energizing, and I use that term “energizing” because when I came to work, if you’ve been doing something for thirty years when you come to work you will have many challenging things to do but you generally think you will know how to deal with all those things that come to you during the day because you’ve done them all before. When you go to something new, it is possible today that things are going to happen that you don’t know how to deal with or you haven’t dealt with before, and so that gets you on your toes a little bit more. 
One of the things that I said to the people where I am now, I had the beauty of, in my old job, not only having been there for thirty years but having been there from ground zero so everything literally that had happened, happened since I was there. So I had all the institutional knowledge and all the understanding of how all that worked together and all the things that happened to get something to happen politically and otherwise, and then you go to a job and you have no institutional knowledge. Now I went to a place that I thought I knew a lot about because it was an organization that I was a constituent of in essence in my old job, and it was located here in Virginia so I’m sure I knew as much about that as anybody in a similar job around the country, but still when I got there I realized I really didn’t know anything about it and I could not always rely upon institutional knowledge to solve a problem. It’s so great when someone brings you a problem if you’re able to take five pieces of information that occurred five, ten, fifteen years ago and put them all together and say well based on that I think we ought to do this. Then if you go to a job where you have nothing to do that with, and not only that what you have to do takes a lot longer too because what you have to do in this new arena is you have to go back and do research. Not only do you not have this institutional knowledge but you now, to make the simplest of little decisions, you’ve got to go read this, read that, read this, so a decision that might have taken me thirty seconds in my old job might take me three days in my new job, just familiarizing myself with all the background that I think was necessary to in fact make a good decision. So all those things were challenging but energizing in a way.
20:02		CNA: And how long did it take before you acquired that institutional knowledge?
RNB: I’m not there yet, but certainly not anything like it was before. But it was probably–and I probably am ashamed to even say this–but it was probably a couple years before I felt comfortable. I will go along with “comfortable” now. I won’t go along with saying I have any type of institutional knowledge, I have some, but I did after a couple years get to a sense that I thought what was going to happen today would be stuff that I was sort of familiar with and comfortable with. Some people might have gotten that a little bit faster, but it took me awhile to get to that level of comfort.
CNA: Well now logistically the National Center for State Courts is located in Williamsburg and you continue to live in Richmond, requiring about an hour drive each way, so that hour was something new for you.
RNB: [Laughs] Yes.
CNA: So I was wondering, how did that impact perhaps how you thought, how maybe you reflected on things, your energy level, because two hours a day driving can be difficult, can be grueling?
RNB: Well it is the biggest drawback of the job. It’s actually, to put a fine point on it, an hour and eleven minutes [Laughs] each way. It’s interesting because when I started I had all these great ideas as to how I was going to solve this problem and actually one of my retirement gifts that my office–. My office did just an unbelievable number of nice things during my retirement time, but one of them was one of the satellite radios and so forth, and they gave that to me I think expecting, although I hadn’t announced what I was going to do, but they gave that to me thinking that I was going to do something with the National Center. So, that was my first thought, that I was going to listen in to all these [radio channels]. Well that was okay for awhile. Then books on tape, I was going to go to books on tape, and I did that for awhile. Then I was going to learn how to speak Spanish, even though I took Spanish a couple years in college I don’t know how to speak it so I was going to learn how to speak Spanish. So I’ve been through the whole gamut and I sort of run through those on a regular cycle, but the bottom line is at the end of the day it is two and a half hours, almost, of wasted time. I also thought that–. I knew I’d never be able to do any business in the morning but I did think that because in the afternoon the West Coast would still be open that I might be able to do business, you know, call people and do those types of things. It hasn’t worked out that way. I guess I could do that but in all honesty if you’ve worked for nine or ten hours then it’s sort of not as high priority to do that. 
So what has transpired is that I haven’t minded it too much because the traffic is not bad, I generally am before and after the traffic, and so, except when there’s an accident, the traffic’s not too bad. The other thing is it does provide you, particularly in the afternoon, it does provide you a little bit of downtime so that when I do get home then you are a little bit better able to participate in life. Unfortunately my father is in a nursing home and has Alzheimer’s and my mother did for a time before that, so for a long time I’d go by and see them on the way home each night, so it does make for a long day and it does mean that I get home late, but it is a wind-down type of thing. And in the morning, I can’t say I use it very productively, so that’s my biggest thing because I do think about things in terms of lists, doing things, checking things off, accomplishing things, and for those two hours and a half not much gets accomplished.
CNA: I was wondering, after you retired, and it sounds as if you did have time to reflect on the different things that you did, since 1975 really, what would you have done perhaps differently, and what are you most proud of?
24:47		RNB: Well, I guess what I’m most proud of is the fact, I guess I would say, of the body of work. There are three or four things, and I’ve mentioned a couple of those things, that I think were highlight things, I think implementing technology, I think the Court of Appeals, I think bringing in mediation, I think the Futures Commission was groundbreaking work. There are some things that when you think about it stand out in your mind. But I think what I am really proud of is the fact that we did start at relatively nonexistence as far as a state function of courts and what’s there today was based on the work that’s done, and I think it was done well, I think it was done in a first-class fashion, and I think it was done in such a way that the public has a good feeling about the courts in Virginia, and probably the public doesn’t know I ever existed or that the administrative office of the courts ever existed but I think without those things that might not be as true. So I think the thing that I’m most proud of is that we did an awful lot of things, that we did an unbelievably good job of building a foundation upon which the courts can go forward now and do even far greater things, and we did that in a way that was never bureaucratic, it was never anything other than with the highest sense of integrity, and it was with the best interest of the courts and the people in the state at heart, and I can say that with every ounce of sincerity that I can muster. 
On the other side of the issue, and I may have already mentioned this, when you talk about things done differently, I don’t know–. Surely in any given moment or situation you would do something differently, but as a total I don’t know what I would say I would do differently, but I would say that there were three things I can think of right off the bat that were big disappointments, so hopefully I would have done something differently to make these succeed. The first is that we never were able to implement merit selection of judges. It’s one of the things that we worked on year after year after year, literally introduced legislation probably every year I was there, and we never were successful. What we have, the method of selection we have, is far better, in my judgment, than popular election of judges, which is the predominant means in the state courts around the country. But what we thought was–. We never had a sense that we could change from getting the legislature to elect judges because going and asking them to give up patronage that they would have would be impossible, so we thought that creating a judicial nominations commission where you would have an independent, nonpartisan group investigate the qualifications of people and certify them to be qualified or not would be a way of getting politics out of it and ensuring that you were getting people on the basis of merit. We were never successful in doing that, so that was a big failure and a big disappointment. 
Interestingly enough, this is partly humorous, is that sort of in the middle of when I was there was when you had a big shift from–. It started out as the state was a one-party state, Democrats, and then in the middle of the time that I was there it shifted with the Republicans taking control, and the interesting thing, when the Democrats were in charge and they were the sole party running things all the Republicans were very much in favor of our bill of judicial nominations commission and merit selection, and then when the Republicans came into power they were opposed and all the Democrats were in favor. [Laughs] So whoever was in the minority was on our side, which meant we were always in the minority [Laughs] and so we always lost. So that was a very disappointing thing.
I’ve already talked about the family court. That was a big disappointment because I think the impact of that–. The impact of electing judges would have had a multiplying and rippling effect throughout I think the quality of the bench, not that–. As I said we had a great quality, we had a very high quality, but perception is everything and if you have people who believe that the selection process is such that it’s not political, it’s not backroom, then the confidence they have in the decisions and the support they have for the system is just so much better, so that would have been great. 
29:45		Then the family court would have been specifically good for a group of people, the children and people who are in trauma in families and that would have been so good and we weren’t successful there. And we were so close there, I mean we actually passed the legislation, and I never will forget–again, another compliment that I always remember. There was a fellow who was a part of the, I don’t remember, Interfaith Council or something that was a church related organization. [He] came up after we lost on the family court and he said, “Well, some people’s failures are infinitely better than other people’s successes.” I always took that as a compliment and I always used it at least [Laughs] to sort of sooth my feelings, because we had failed there but the fact that we tried and the fact that we were doing what I think was the really right thing to do was very satisfying. 
That was another thing that was good about the whole time that I was there, the ability to make a difference and the ability to do things in the way that you think they need to be done and in the way that is taking the high ground, and sometimes I think we lost on things because we took the high ground. I used to say that we’re being asked to play in a political arena–when we talk about something that has to do with changing legislation–we were being asked to play in a political arena but not play by the rules because obviously we couldn’t get anybody to give any money to people’s campaigns and things like that. I always said well this is like tying my hands behind my back and sending me into the ring to fight Muhammad Ali and expecting to win because you’re playing by a totally different set of rules. So I think we suffered–. Some of the things we did–. But I wouldn’t change that, going back to your original question, I wouldn’t change and play by any different set of rules, even if it meant succeeding, because sometimes the end, those means are not worth that, or the end’s not worth those means. 
Oh, the other thing that was a big disappointment, and this was early on so I got over this probably, was the thing I mentioned previously about from a management point of view it would make so much more sense to have the circuit court clerks not be elected officials and to be appointed by the chief judges, so that was again political. All the three things that we failed at were political issues, and not just political issues, big-time political issues, ensconced in tradition, of history, of years and years of Virginia history, so the chances of us succeeding probably were never great. Then you add to that that we were playing by a different set of rules and a different standard than others had; the outcome was probably forgone. But if you look at those three things they’re all in different areas: One’s in a management arena that could have made things management wise so much better; one’s in service to people and children and families that could have made things so much better; and the other is in just the ultimate decision and dispute resolution function for the whole system could have been made a lot better. 
Now again, by saying all of these things could make things a lot better, that’s true but it does not mean that what we have now is not good, and that actually was one of the reasons–one of the additional reasons–that we could never succeed in getting the merit selection through, because you didn’t have a scandal. You didn’t have the ability to say it’s lousy, and to go in and say, okay, we want to change something, generally you say well this is wrong, this is bad, we’ve got to fix this, this is just awful. What we were put in the position of, we were going and saying, we’re great, this is good, we have one of the best in the world, and by the way we want to change it, so that argument just didn’t play or sell very well. So we have a good solid system but it’s just when you see things that can be improved in such fundamental ways then you want to do that, so I would have loved to have seen those things done but again I’m not sure for most of them that there’s much differently–. Maybe if we would have tried to get the family court that first year without going back on the second year, because it actually probably would have passed and it would be in existence if we had done it that way.
CNA: Well my final question to you, and this is a tough one, what do you want to be remembered most by when you were serving as of course the director of the office of the executive secretary?
34:48		RNB: Well, as I said earlier, I’ll start talking and sooner or later maybe I’ll get around to answering your question. One of the things that I found early on or I learned early on was that if you’re going to take the lead in doing something you cannot always please everybody, and you cannot always have everybody like you. So what I tried to do was I tried to not concentrate on that but to concentrate on something that I could control, so the things that I thought I could control, I guess I would have to say those are the things that I would like to be remembered by. What that is, is I think that I always worked as hard as I possibly could work. I was involved in sports and so I always use the expression, “I left it all between the lines,” meaning that when you’re in a game you’re generally on a lined-off field or court and if you do everything you can so that when you walk away you say every ounce I had was left out there between those lines; I did that. Then the second thing is that I did that with, I think, total integrity, and I believe that everybody would say that. By that I mean that I never took an action that was in my own best interest and that every action I ever took was, in my judgment–and others would have had different judgment probably–but in my judgment was in the best interest of the court system or of this state. 
Then the other thing I would say is that I always tried to treat other people as I would like to be treated. Now as a humorous aside to that, one of the things I found out about the ESTJ, which I am on the Myers-Briggs, somebody said, well, yeah, it’s one thing to say that you treat others like you would like to be treated but sometimes people say no one else would like to be treated like an ESTJ would like to be treated. [Laughs] So I’m not sure that’s a good thing or bad. But anyway, I did literally try–. I never asked anybody to do anything that I wouldn’t do as far as a management style, not that I wanted to, but I never asked them to do anything that I wouldn’t do. I always tried to lead by doing, and so I just tried to, you know, give it all I had and to treat other people like I would like to be treated. 
So I would hope that people would remember me for those personal traits. All the things that were done I am very proud of but, as I think I said earlier, there’s nothing that ever happens, probably in anything but certainly not in government, that is the total responsibility or total credit of one person so everything that’s happened in this system over all these years was the product of the work of dozens of people. I was proud to be a leader in that and a part of all of that but it was a part of a joint and team effort by everybody, so I take great pride in those things that we as a team accomplished but I take greater pride, I guess, in those personal traits that I brought to it. As I think I remember saying at my retirement party, that brings you to the point where you basically can say that you’ve fought a good fight, you’ve finished the course, and you’ve kept the faith, and I thought I did that.
CNA: Thank you so much.
RNB: You’re welcome, my pleasure.
END OF INTERVIEW
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