
IN THE CHANCERY COURT FOR THE STATE OF TENNESSEE 
TWENTIETH JUDICIAL DISTRICT, DAVIDSON COUNTY, PART III 

 
PHIL BREDESEN, Governor of the ) 
State of Tennessee, ) 
   ) 
 Plaintiff, ) 
   ) 
VS.   ) NO. 06-2275-I(III) 
   ) 
TENNESSEE JUDICIAL  ) 
SELECTION COMMISSION, ) 
   ) 
 Defendant. ) 
 
 

MEMORANDUM AND ORDER 
 

 
 In August of 2006, a vacancy on the Supreme Court of Tennessee occurred.  By 

Tennessee statute, the “Tennessee Plan,” the responsibility for filling the vacancy is 

shared by the Governor and the Tennessee Judicial Selection Commission.  The statutory 

procedure delegates to the Commission the task of selecting the three best qualified 

persons and certifying them to the Governor as nominees and, to the Governor, the task 

of making the appointment:  

(a) When a vacancy occurs in the office of an appellate court after 
September 1, 1994, by death, resignation or otherwise, the governor shall 
fill the vacancy by appointing one (1) of the three (3) persons nominated by 
the judicial selection commission, or the governor may require the 
commission to submit one (1) other panel of three (3) nominees. If the 
governor rejects the first panel of nominees, the governor shall select one 
(1) of the nominees in the second panel. If the governor rejects the first 
panel, the governor shall state in writing for the judicial selection 
commission the reasons for the rejection of the panel. 
 

 
TENN. CODE ANN. § 17-4-112(a).  
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 In this case the Commission promptly obtained applicants and certified to the 

Governor a panel of three nominees.  While under consideration by the Governor, one 

nominee, the only minority candidate on the panel, withdrew.  The statute does not 

contain a provision on the withdrawal of a certified nominee.  Governor Bredesen’s 

response was to reject the first panel and follow the provision of section 17-4-112(a) that 

he require the Commission to send him a second panel.  The reason the Governor stated 

for his rejection was that the nominee’s withdrawal limited his opportunity to consider 

diversity, which he termed “a significant factor” in considering the panel. 

 Although it is not explicit, apparently responding to the consequence of the 

Governor’s rejection of the first panel entailing the rejection of two Caucasian nominees, 

the Commission passed a resolution that it considered per se exclusion of any applicant 

solely on the basis of race to be unconstitutional.  It opened the application process to 

those who had previously applied as well as new applicants.  The Commission then sent 

to the Governor three nominees.  Two were different nominees, not on the first list sent to 

the Governor.  The other, Attorney Houston Gordon, a Caucasian, was a nominee 

repeated from the first list.   

 

 The Governor filed this lawsuit and made the Commission a party for the Court to 

clarify that the wording of Tennessee Code Annotated section 17-4-112(a)  requires that 

the second set of three nominees must each be different nominees from those listed on the 
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first panel and that no one on the first panel be repeated on the second.  Otherwise, the 

Governor asserts, he is deprived of a meaningful statutory right to reject the first panel. 

 Two Caucasian nominees for the vacancy, Attorney George T. Lewis (on the first 

panel) and Attorney Houston Gordon (on the first and second panel), filed motions to 

intervene and were added by the Court as parties.  Their defense, as is the Commission’s, 

to the Governor’s statutory construction claim is that the Court never reaches the claim, 

for two fundamental reasons. 

 First, they assert that Title VII of the Civil Rights Act, the Tennessee Human 

Rights Act, the Tennessee Plan, and the Equal Protection Clause prohibit the Governor 

from exercising his rejection based on race.  Secondly, with the withdrawal of a nominee 

from the first panel, the statutory condition precedent to the Governor exercising his right 

to select or reject could not be exercised consistent with the statute’s condition that he 

have three persons to consider.  Both of these illegalities, the Commission and 

Intervenors argue, render the Governor’s rejection of the first panel void and a nullity, 

thereby preempting the issue raised by the Governor of the second panel. 

 

 This matter is presently before the Court on cross motions for summary judgment, 

all parties having filed such a motion.  The Court, as well, concludes that the material 

facts are undisputed and that this case can be decided summarily based on the law and the 

plain wording of the statute without the need for a trial. 
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 The Court decides that the Governor prevails on every issue:  the plain wording of 

the statute is that the second panel must consist of three persons each different from the 

first panel; neither Title VII of the Civil Rights Act nor the Tennessee Human Rights Act 

apply to this case, and the facts do not establish that the Intervenors, as a consequence of 

their race, were denied equal protection of the law; and the wording of the statute is that 

the condition precedent which must be fulfilled before the Governor can exercise his 

right to select or reject is that the Commission certify three qualified nominees, which 

occurred in this case, their willingness to serve being designated by the statute as an 

aspiration for the Commission but not a condition precedent.  The Court therefore 

concludes that the Governor’s rejection of the first panel was validly exercised and 

stands.  The Court further determines that the second panel submitted to the Governor by 

the Commission was not properly constituted because it contained the name of one of the 

nominees validly rejected by the Governor on the first panel. 

 With respect to a remedy, the Court uses the legal maxim that the Court should 

narrowly tailor the relief to correct only the wrong, and decides that the appropriate 

remedy in this case is to send this matter back to the Commission to select a third 

nominee to add to the two nominees already certified for the second panel.  The Court 

shall order the Commission to remove Mr. Gordon’s name from the list of nominees on 

the second panel, and not to open the matter to new applicants or convene additional 

hearings, but to select a third nominee from the application pool already collected, that 

nominee being a person different from those on the first list, and to certify and add to and 

complete the second panel pending before the Governor.   
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 The wisdom of the legal maxim of narrowly tailoring the remedy to address only 

the wrong is particularly demonstrated in this case where the lengthy time that the 

position in issue has been vacant, the contentiousness of the parties, the expense to the 

public if the work already done by the Commission is cast aside and new applications are 

processed and public hearings convened, and the lowering of morale if the two nominees 

remaining on the second panel are withdrawn, all have the potential to erode the 

confidence of the public and the Bar in the Tennessee Plan, and run counter to the intent 

and purpose of the Plan to make the courts nonpolitical. 

 The Court’s reasoning and orders are as follows. 

 

 In deciding that the Governor’s construction of the statute pertaining to the 

composition of the second panel is correct, the Court has adhered to the Tennessee rule of 

statutory construction that the Court should attempt to discern the meaning of a statute by 

attributing the plain and ordinary meaning to the words used in the text. 

 As quoted above, the statute is worded as follows:  

(a) When a vacancy occurs in the office of an appellate court after 
September 1, 1994, by death, resignation or otherwise, the governor shall 
fill the vacancy by appointing one (1) of the three (3) persons nominated by 
the judicial selection commission, or the governor may require the 
commission to submit one (1) other panel of three (3) nominees [emphasis 
added]. If the governor rejects the first panel of nominees, the governor 
shall select one (1) of the nominees in the second panel. If the governor 
rejects the first panel, the governor shall state in writing for the judicial 
selection commission the reasons for the rejection of the panel. 

 
TENN. CODE ANN. § 17-4-112(a).  
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 The meaning is plain.  Use of the word “other” by the legislature, in that part of 

the first sentence pertaining to the Governor’s power to require the Commission to 

submit a second panel of three nominees, and that the Governor, in requiring a second 

panel, has taken the action of rejecting the first panel, establish that the second panel 

must be composed of three persons, “other,” i.e. each different, from the persons listed on 

the first panel.  

 

 The foregoing construction of the statute, however, is not dispositive of the case.  

The Court must further consider the claims of the Commission and Intervenors that there 

were illegalities in the Governor’s rejection of the first panel which preempt the 

Governor’s issue concerning the composition of the second panel.  The Court shall 

address the least complex of these claims first. 

 
 The clause which invests the Governor with the power to require the Commission 

to provide a second panel is preceded in the statute by the requirement that there be three 

nominees on the first panel for the Governor to consider.  This condition precedent is 

provided for in section 17-4-109(e), “the commission shall select three (3) persons . . . 

and certify the names . . . to the governor,” as well as section 17-4-112(a) which 

provides, “the governor shall fill the vacancy by appointing one (1) of the three . . . .” 

 The argument is that this wording of the statute requires that before the Governor 

can exercise selection or rejection rights with respect to the first panel the condition that 

there be three nominees for the Governor’s consideration must be fulfilled.  The 
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argument continues that in this case that condition failed when one of the nominees 

withdrew, such that the Governor’s selection and rejection rights never came into 

existence. 

 The Court agrees that the statutory scheme of three initial nominees for the 

Governor to consider was frustrated by the events in this case.  The Court further agrees 

with the observation in oral argument that the easy solution for this case to avoid 

protracted appeals would be to rescind all actions of the parties, in consideration of the 

withdrawal reducing the number of nominees from three prescribed by statute, and 

restore all parties to the status quo ante by declaring the proceedings null and that they be 

started anew.  The Court concludes, however, that the wording of the statute does not 

authorize that resolution. 

 The only reference in the Tennessee Plan the Court has located related to an 

attorney withdrawing is in section 17-4-109(d).  It provides that “the Commission shall 

endeavor to encourage qualified attorneys to agree to serve if appointed [emphasis 

added].”  Although not directly on point, the Court concludes that reference in subsection 

(d) is sufficiently telling to decide this question. 

 The significance of subsection (d) of 17-4-109 is that it reveals that the legislature 

recognized and contemplated the circumstance of a selected attorney refusing to serve.  

Further significant is the contrast of the aspirational wording of “shall endeavor to 

encourage” in section 17-4-109(d) to the mandatory command in subsection (f) that the 

Commission “shall assure” compliance with certain geographical limitations set by the 

Tennessee Constitution.  The contrast demonstrates that the legislature knew how to 
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provide that agreement to serve was a mandatory qualification but did not do so.  The use 

of the words “endeavor to encourage” as opposed to “shall assure” establishes that the 

priority the legislature set on a nominee’s willingness to serve was as a goal for the 

Commission in its investigation and inquiry of candidates but not as a necessary 

prerequisite to certification as a nominee and, therefore, not a condition precedent to the 

Governor exercising his rights of selection or rejection. 

 Accordingly, on the facts of this case, the nominee’s withdrawal after being 

certified by the Commission is not an event which nullifies or renders the first panel 

illegal. 

 

 The Court now turns to the claims that the Governor’s consideration of diversity in 

rejecting the first panel was illegal.  There are several arguments raised in the papers 

related to this issue.  The argument on the standing of the Commission to challenge the 

issue of the illegality of the Governor’s rejection shall be addressed first, followed by an 

analysis of Title VII, the Tennessee Human Rights Act, the Tennessee Plan, and the 

Equal Protection Clause. 

 

 The Governor has questioned the authority and therefore the standing of the 

Commission to challenge the legality of the reason he rejected the first panel.  The 

Commission responds that section 17-4-112(a) vests that authority in the Commission 

through its requirement that the Governor shall state “in writing for the judicial selection 

commission the reasons for the rejection” of the first panel.  The Intervenors and the 
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Commission argue that this provision appears in the statute as a check to empower the 

Commission to regulate and monitor the legal validity of the Governor’s reasons for 

rejection.  The Court reaches a different conclusion. 

 The Court’s analysis of the Tennessee Plan, based upon the purpose and intent 

stated in section 17-4-101 and the statutory scheme that the Governor and Commission 

share responsibility for filling appellate court vacancies, is that the Governor and the 

Commission are equals delegated different duties, such that one does not have power or 

authority over the tasks of the other.  The Court also cites to the arguments and 

authorities of the Plaintiff’s Reply Brief at 7-9 as support for this analysis. 

 Accordingly, the Court concludes that the reason the legislature requires the 

Governor to state in writing the reasons for his rejection is to pinpoint those reasons and 

provide information to the Commission to assist in selecting the second panel.  The 

statute does not vest authority in the Commission to judge the validity of the Governor’s 

reasons for rejection; the requirement that the Governor state his reasons in writing is 

informational.  The Court, therefore, determines that the requirement in the statute that 

the Governor shall state in writing the reasons for the rejecting the first panel does not 

contemplate and is not a provision to set up the Commission as an oversight body with 

respect to the Governor’s rejection of the first panel, and on that basis, does not provide 

standing to the Commission. 

 Thus, in the event the reasons stated by the Governor in writing are illegal, the 

Court concludes that the Commission is not specially charged, by virtue of the Tennessee 

Plan, to challenge the illegality; just as if the Commission acted illegally, the Governor is 
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not specially charged with oversight.  Nevertheless, the Court finds that the Commission 

does have standing to challenge a perceived illegal action by the Governor.  Neither the 

Governor nor the Commission are above the law and must adhere to applicable law in 

performing their selection duties.  An illegal action by the Governor in the selection 

process affects and has legal implications for the Commission.  Such an illegality could 

be addressed in a lawsuit filed by the Commission or Governor, as in this case, because 

each would be an interested party in the matter, not because the Commission is invested 

with oversight of the Governor exercising his right of rejection. 

 

 Having established that the Commission does have standing in this case to 

challenge the legality of the reasons for the Governor’s rejection, the Court proceeds to 

the claims that the Governor’s reasons for rejection of the first panel are illegal. 

 
 The Title VII claim is decided without much difficulty.  42 United States Code 

Annotated section 2000e(f) excepts from the Act’s coverage an appointee in any State 

elected to public office or an appointee on the policy making level.  Cited in the 

plaintiff’s reply is Gregory v. Ashcroft, 501 U.S. 452, 467; 111 S. Ct. 2395, 2404 (1991) 

which, although an ADEA case, is nevertheless instructive in its holding that state judges 

do not come within the ADEA’s definition of “employee”—the same definition used in 

Title VII excepting elected public officials and policy level appointees.  That the office 

and appointee in issue in this case is the Supreme Court of Tennessee excepts this case 

from the application of Title VII. 
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 Although not as explicit, the Tennessee Human Rights Act (“THRA”), the Court 

concludes, is also inapplicable.  

 It is black letter law that the THRA was enacted to carry out the purposes of the 

Civil Rights Acts, and in a long line of cases the THRA has been construed and applied 

identically to Title VII.  As stated in plaintiff’s reply brief at 13, the first stated purpose 

of the THRA is to  

[p]rovide for execution within Tennessee of the polices embodied in the 
federal Civil Rights Acts of 1964, 1968 and 1972, the Pregnancy 
Amendment of 1978, and the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 
1967, as amended[.] 
 

TENN. CODE ANN. § 4-21-101(a)(1).  For this reason, the THRA is interpreted 

coextensively with Title VII, and the Tennessee courts have traditionally looked to 

federal courts’ interpretations of Title VII for guidance in interpreting the THRA.  See 

Lynch v. City of Jellico, ____ S.W.3d ____ (2006); 2006 WL 2494170, *11 (Tenn. 2006); 

Weber v. Moses, 938 S.W.2d 387, 390 (Tenn. 1996); Wilson v. Rubin, 104 S.W.3d 39, 48 

(Tenn. Ct. App. 2002); Frazier v. Heritage Federal Bank for Savings, 955 S.W.2d 633, 

636, n.1 (Tenn. Ct. App. 1997) 

 Accordingly, it would follow, then, that in this case if Title VII does not apply to 

the Governor’s powers under section 17-4-112(a) of the Tennessee Plan neither would 

the THRA. 

 The argument made by the Commission and the Intervenors is that unlike 

Title VII, the elected public official/policy level appointee exception, discussed above, 
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was not adopted in Tennessee and is not part of the THRA, indicating that the THRA 

does apply to section 17-4-112(a) of the Tennessee Plan. 

 After studying both acts, the Court concludes that the absence of the exception in 

the THRA can not be characterized as having legal significance so as to override the time 

worn policy and law that the THRA mirrors the provisions of Title VII. 

 The reason the THRA does not contain the public official/policy level appointee 

exception is because in Title VII that exception is contained in the definition of 

“employee.”  The THRA does not include a definition for the term “employee.”  

Searching further through the provisions of the THRA, the Court found this difference 

meaningless and readily explained by the fact that Title VII is a component of a broader 

piece of legislation necessarily containing additional defined terms than the THRA.  Like 

“employee,” Title VII contains other terms and definitions that are not present in the text 

of the Tennessee Act (e.g. “commerce,” “state,” “complaining party,” etc.), which makes 

the absence of a definition of “employee” in the Tennessee Act insignificant.  The 

detailed scope and coverage of Title VII necessitates that “employee” be a defined term 

(including its political appointee exception), while the broader span of the Tennessee Act 

does not.   

 The Court, therefore, follows the black-letter principle in this case that the THRA 

shall be construed and applied consistent with Title VII.  That principle requires the 

Court to hold that the THRA is inapplicable to the Governor’s powers under section 

17-4-112(a) of the Tennessee Plan. 
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 Next, there is the claim that the Governor’s rejection violated the Tennessee Plan, 

the Commission claims, in two respects:  (1) the Tennessee Plan delegates only to the 

Commission the task of assessing candidate qualifications, including diversity, combined 

with (2) the Governor’s rejection of the first panel contained a peremptory instruction to 

the Commission on the composition of the second panel violative of the Commission’s 

independent authority.  The starting point on this claim is what the Governor said. 

 Quoted below is Governor Bredesen’s letter containing the statutory mandated 

written reasons for the rejection in this case: 

Dear General Bottoms: 
 
 I am writing to return to the Judicial Selection Commission the panel of 
nominees certified to me last week for the vacancy on the Tennessee Supreme 
Court.  I have received a letter from Chancellor Richard Dinkins withdrawing 
his name as one of the three nominees, and therefore I am requesting pursuant 
to Tenn. Code Ann. § 17-4-112(a) that the Commission submit a new panel of 
nominees. 
 
 I appreciate the outstanding work that Chancellor Dinkins has done as a trial 
court judge, and I respect his decision to put his children’s needs ahead of his 
career.  This State has been privileged over the past thirteen years to have an 
excellent Supreme Court that reflects the diversity of Tennessee.  As you 
know, I have always sought to appoint judges who meet the highest 
professional and personal standards.  Among such highly qualified persons, 
diversity is a significant factor that I believe should be considered.  With 
Chancellor Dinkins’ withdrawal, I no longer have the opportunity to consider 
that factor. 
 
 I therefore request the Commission send me a new panel of nominees that 
includes qualified minority candidates.  I further request that the Commission 
select the new panel as expeditiously as possible, so that I can make this 
appointment before September 1st, when the court vacancy occurs. 
 
   Warmest regards, 
 
   Phil Bredesen 
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 From the face of the Governor’s letter, the Court dismisses the argument that the 

letter was a peremptory instruction to the Commission exceeding the Governor’s 

authority and invading the Commission’s.  The last paragraph, where the alleged 

peremptory instruction was made, is clearly a request, and, moreover, it is in keeping 

with the requirement of the statute that the Governor shall state to the Commission in 

writing his reasons for rejection and the Court’s interpretation of that requirement as one 

to give information to the Commission to assist them in selecting a second panel.  The 

communication does not rise to the level of an executive directive or order. 

 The Court also dismisses the argument that the Tennessee Plan reserves to the 

Commission, and does not permit the Governor, to consider diversity.  The only reference 

to racial diversity in the statute is Tennessee Code Annotated section 17-4-102(b)(2)(3) 

and (d) which establishes diversity as a requirement in the selection of the Commission.  

From that requirement the Commission extrapolates that the composition of the 

Commission is the sole statutory medium through which diversity concerns are addressed 

and/or that the Commission, because of its diverse composition, is the sole body vested in 

the Tennessee Plan with assuring diversity in the selection process. The requirement of 

diverse composition of the Commission, the Court concludes, is just that and does not 

stretch so far as to elevate the Commission as the cipher for diversity in the selection 

process.  Instead, the Court concludes that the Tennessee Plan, while recognizing 
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diversity concerns, has left to the discretion and decision-making process of the 

Commission and the Governor how those concerns should be addressed. 

 

 Lastly are the claims of the two Caucasian nominees, George T. Lewis and 

Houston Gordon, that the Governor violated their guarantee under the Equal Protection 

Clause of racial neutrality in governmental decision making.  The Intervenors’ claim is 

that they were discriminated against in the selection process because of their race.  The 

claim is dismissed by the Court because those self-serving facts are not the facts of this 

case.  The Court finds from the face of the pleadings, specifically exhibit C to the 

complaint, that the Intervenors’ claim overstates the facts. 

 The Governor makes it clear in his letter, in the very first paragraph, that his 

reason for rejecting the first panel was because Chancellor Dinkins withdrew, “I . . . 

received a letter from Chancellor Dinkins withdrawing his name . . ., and therefore I 

request . . . a new panel of nominees.”  In the next two paragraphs the Governor provides 

more detail about why that withdrawal is problematic:  because it eliminated from the 

panel one of several values/factors, diversity, he would consider in making his decision. 

 Perhaps understandably since they were rejected, the Intervenors have taken bits 

and pieces of the letter to attempt to explain their rejection as discrimination.  But after 

much study, the Court finds that the objective manifestation of the letter does not state 

such a claim.  The letter establishes that the Intervenors were rejected because the panel 

they were included in did not afford the Governor the breadth of choices he wanted, one 

of those being diversity.   
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 Filtering the foregoing facts through the applicable legal standard, the Court 

concludes, as a matter of law, that because the right to equal protection of the laws is an 

individual right, and because in 1989 a majority of Supreme Court Justices found that a 

racial classification used by the government for affirmative action to aid racial minorities 

is subject to strict scrutiny, RONALD D. ROTUNDA AND JOHN E. NOWAK, TREATISE ON 

CONSTITUTIONAL LAW:  SUBSTANCE AND PROCEDURE § 18.10 (3d ed. 1999), the 

Intervenors do have standing.  Beyond that: 

The phrase “equal protection of the laws” has never been precisely defined.  
In fact, the phrase is not susceptible of exact delimitation, nor can the 
boundaries of the protection afforded thereby be automatically or rigidly 
fixed.  In other words, no rule as to what may be regarded as a denial of the 
equal protection of the laws which will cover every case has ever been 
formulated, and no test of the type of cases involving the Equal Protection 
Clause can be infallible or all-inclusive.  Moreover, it would be 
impracticable and unwise to attempt to lay down any generalization 
covering the subject; each case must be decided as it arises.  Thus, in 
maintaining the balance of constitutional grants and limitations, it is 
inevitable that the application of the equal protection guarantee should be 
defined in the gradual process of inclusion and exclusion. 
 

16B AM. JUR. 2D Constitutional Law § 778 (1998). 
 
 
 It is clear from the foregoing quotation that Equal Protection claims rise and fall 

on their facts.  In that regard, the Intervenors have cited to the Court no case involving 

the use of executive discretion in a policy-level appointment or even approaching the 

facts of this case to authorize the Court to weigh in on Equal Protection grounds to issue 

orders on how the Governor can exercise his discretion to veto a panel.  The Court, 

therefore, dismisses the Equal Protection Claim for failure to state a claim based on the 

face of the pleadings. 
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 From the above analysis, the Court concludes that the Governor did not violate the 

law in his rejection of the first panel. 

 

 Based upon the foregoing, the Court declares that Tennessee Code Annotated 

section 17-4-112(a) shall be construed as follows: 

 1. The second panel referred to in Tennessee Code Annotated section 

17-4-112(a) shall be composed of three persons, each different from the persons listed on 

the first panel. 

 2. The Governor’s right under Tennessee Code Annotated section 17-4-112(a) 

to select from or reject the first panel is conditioned upon certification by the 

Commission of three nominees.  Withdrawal by a nominee after certification by the 

Commission does not defeat or remove the Governor’s right to select from or reject the 

first panel. 

 3. The requirement in section 17-4-112(a) that the Governor shall state in 

writing his reasons for rejection of the first panel is to provide assistance to the 

Commission in submitting a second panel.  This provision does not vest the Commission 

with any special or specific oversight authority with respect to the Governor’s reasons for 

rejecting the first panel. 

 4. Neither Title VII of the Civil Rights Act nor the Tennessee Human Rights 

Act apply to the selection and rejection powers delegated to the Governor in Tennessee 

Code Annotated section 17-4-112(a). 
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 5. The Tennessee Plan does not invest the Commission as the sole medium for 

addressing diversity concerns in the selection of appellate judges. 

 

 The Court therefore remands this matter to the Commission with the following 

ORDERS: 

 1. A second panel of three nominees shall be certified and submitted to the 

Governor. 

 2. The second panel shall not include the name of Mr. Gordon or Mr. Lewis. 

 3. The Commission shall not open the matter to new applicants or convene 

additional public hearings, but shall minimize time and expense and draw upon the work 

they have already done by considering the applications of the pool already collected. 

 4. From that pool, the Commission shall select a third nominee to add to and 

complete the second panel already comprised of Judge D’Army Bailey and Judge 

William Koch. 

 5. The Commission shall proceed efficiently, expeditiously and with all due 

speed to perform its statutory duty consistent with these orders. 

 6. This is a final order.  Court costs are taxed to the Commission. 

 

   ____________________________________ 
   ELLEN HOBBS LYLE 
   CHANCELLOR 
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cc: Janet Kleinfelter 
 William Helou 
 Ben Cantrell 
 Charles W. Bone 
 Charles Robert Bone 
 Lyle Reid 
 Irma Merrill Stratton 
 Timothy W. Smith 
 John Hicks 


