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FOREWORD

The Oral History Project of the District Court of Oregon Historical
Society began in 1983. Through the efforts of Judge James Burns and his
wife Helen, a gathering of lawyers, judges, and historians took place at
the Society’s inception. The Honorable Robert F. Peckham, District Judge
for the Northern District of California, discussed the Northern District
Historical Society and the inspiration was born for Oregon’s District Court
Historical Society, the second such organization in the country. The original
Board of Directors of the Society was composed of twenty-one members
with bylaws including the Presiding Judge of the Court, the Chief Justice
of the Oregon Supreme Court, and the President and a representative
of the Oregon State Bar. The original officers and directors included
outstanding judges and lawyers – Judge John Kilkenny, Honorary Chair,
Judge James Burns, Chairman, Randall Kester, President, Manley Strayer,
Vice President, Elizabeth Buehler, Treasurer, Susan Graber, Corporate
Secretary, and Robert M. Christ, Executive Secretary, along with many
other top names in Oregon’s legal history.
The Society decided to collect, study, preserve, analyze, and
disseminate information concerning the history, development, character,
operations, and accomplishments of the United States District Court for
the District of Oregon. It was therefore logical that the Oral History Project
should be established to preserve the histories of the judges, law firms,
and lawyers who actively practice in the Court. With the assistance of
Rick Harmon and James Strassmaier, the Oregon Historical Society held
seminars to educate volunteers in taking oral histories with a biographical
and Court-oriented focus. The Oregon Historical Society has been most
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cooperative in agreeing to maintain these histories in their permanent
collection for study by scholars and other interested parties.
These oral history interviews have been taken by recording devices,
and are either transcribed or transcription is underway. A transcript
reproduces, as faithfully as possible, the original sound recording that
reflects the special value of oral history, namely its free and personal
expressiveness. Most of the transcripts in the District Court Collection
have been lightly edited and reviewed for clarity and accuracy by the
narrators. That process continues. It is through these wonderful oral
histories that the story of the Court is told. We now have recorded nearly
120 individuals since the project began. The goal is to record the individual
histories of all the judges of the Court, as well as those of participating
lawyers. The Court has a rich tradition reflected in the activities of the
judges and lawyers of the Court. The recording has been done not only
by professional historians, but also by dedicated volunteers. As one such
volunteer said, “The opportunity to interview someone that you always
admired is truly an exciting experience.”
The history of the Court is being created by the men and women
who have participated in its collection and activities. The Society’s goals
are to collect as much of that history as possible, because is it the history
of the law and those who make it that constitutes the moral development
of humanity. All of us who are students of the law venerate it. We are also
interested in the people who make it.
						
						

Judge Owen Panner
February 28, 2006
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INTRODUCTION

Charles H. Turner (known to most as Charlie) was born in Chicago, Illinois on January
14, 1936, the oldest son of Frederick W. Turner (born in 1910) and Frances Franklin (born in
1911). His parents met at the University of Chicago and then eloped, to the displeasure of
both sets of parents. Charlie was later joined by siblings Frederick and Elizabeth.
The family lived on Chicago’s South Side and later moved to the North Side. Charlie’s
father Frederick was an attorney who specialized in labor law, representing management.
His mother Frances was a homemaker. Charlie grew up in a violent and alcoholic family,
living in fear of his parents. After high school graduation, he hoped to head west and work
on a ranch in Colorado or Wyoming. His father had different plans for him, and Charlie
attended Brown University, graduating in 1958. He met his future wife, Margot Mackmull,
at Brown’s sister college, Pembroke College. They married in 1959 during his first year
at DePaul University Law School. He graduated in 1961 and went to work briefly and
unhappily for his father as a law clerk and lawyer.
As Charlie describes it, his father called in a favor, and in October 1962, he started
work with the U.S. Attorney’s Office in the Northern District of Illinois. He notes, “…I had
no interest or incentive or motivation of any kind. I didn’t really care about anything, really
until I got into the U.S. Attorney’s Office and I identified with law enforcement and with
the mission of the U.S. Attorney’s Office. I decided I wanted to be somebody. . .And to be
successful. To be a good trial lawyer. I was absolutely the worst they probably ever had. But
I learned how to do it. It took a while, but I learned how.”
Charlie threw himself into his work, avidly reading the Federal Reporter Advance
Sheets to educate himself on trial decisions. He credits that work with teaching him to
how to try a case. As he found his bearings as an attorney, his lack of participation in his
growing family made for a difficult home life. He and Margot had two children, son Scott
and daughter Cynthia. The Turners decided it was time to move away from Chicago (and
Charlie’s family). Margot and the children stayed with her parents in Los Angeles, while
Charlie looked at various western locales; Denver, Seattle, Portland, Sacramento, Los
Angeles, Pasadena, and San Diego. They chose Portland and moved to the city in 1965.
Charlie worked for the Department of the Interior in the Regional Solicitor’s office
1965-67. But he longed to work again in the U.S. Attorney’s office. “[T]he United States
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Attorney in Chicago, Ed Hanrahan, wrote a very nice, glowing letter to the U.S. Attorney
in Oregon, Sidney I. Lezak, highly recommending me. So that’s how I got the job.” He
was delighted to be “back in the trial harness” once again. He found the legal culture in
Portland to be quite different than in Chicago. Cases were tried at an accelerated pace
and Charlie quickly adjusted.
Sensing that something was missing in their lives, Charlie and Margot attended
a Billy Graham Evangelistic Crusade in 1968. There they both made professions of faith.
One effect for Charlie was that he stopped drinking and swearing, and began praying
before taking on new cases, to, “keep me on the straight and narrow in terms of ethics
and morality.” In 1971, he and U.S. Attorney’s Office colleague Norm Sepenuk took part
in an eight-person task force that worked on revisions to the federal criminal code for
the U.S. Department of Justice. Norm worked on tax evasion, securities and mail fraud
and other areas of white collar crime while Charlie worked with proposals for changes
in the federal drug law and firearms and explosives.
The family returned to Portland in 1972 and he continued working as an AUSA
until 1982. Memorable or notorious cases that he worked on included: U.S v. Loud Hawk,
U.S. v. Frank Stearns Giese, U.S. v. Irving Brown, and U.S. v. Carlos Orantes. In 1981, after
two decades as U.S. Attorney for Oregon, Sid Lezak announced he would be stepping
down. A scrum of Oregon legal lights applied for the position and Charles Turner
emerged victorious. Appointed by President Ronald Reagan in April 1982, he served
in that capacity until April 1993. Famous cases that revolved around the rise and fall of
the religious sect of the Bagwhan Shree Rajneesh in Eastern Oregon. He was the subject
of a murder conspiracy plot by leaders of the sect. Turner believes he had a strong and
lasting impact on the U.S. Attorney’s office through .
After resigning as U.S. Attorney Charlie worked as a circuit court judge pro-tem
and was of counsel to the Portland law firm Hoevet Snyder and Boise. He used his legal
training to advocate for animal rights by increasing penalties for animal abuse. Charlie
has received numerous commendations and awards and is now retired.
Adair Law
July 2016
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Family History
AL: This is Adair Law and it is May
7, 2015 and I am interviewing Charles
Turner in his lovely home in Redmond,
Washington. Charles, the first thing I
wanted to ask you was where and when
you were born?
CT: I was born in Chicago, Illinois at St.
Luke’s Hospital, January 14, 1936.
AL: Had your family lived in Chicago
for a long time?
CT: My father and his family had.
But my mother was from St. Louis and
Freeport, NY.
AL:

CT: You know; if you can say it once,
why not say it again? I don’t know if you
watched the O.J. Simpson trial? But this
guy Barry Scheck, the guy that did the
DNA? You know, he—they repeated it
five, six, seven, eight, nine—and he asked
Lance Ito, “Can I just do it one more time?”
Ito, being the poor judge he was, he said
“Yes.”
AL: That’s funny. And what was your
mother’s name?
CT: Her maiden name was Franklin.
Frances Franklin.
AL: Frances Franklin. Was she from
Chicago also?
CT:

She’s from St. Louis and Freeport, NY.

AL: Do you know anything about how
your parents met?
CT:

How they met?

AL:

Mm hmm.

What was your father’s name?

CT: Frederick W. Turner, Jr. Just as an
aside, I think I got all that information for
you in that form that you gave me.
AL: Oh! That’s fine. I’ll still ask you
about it anyway.
CT: Alright, that’s okay. Well, lawyers
specialize in redundancy. [both laugh]

CT: They met at the University of
Chicago.
AL:

Really?

CT:

Yes.

AL:

Were they both graduates in there?
Turner, Recording One
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CT: No. Neither one of them graduated
from there because—they, I think at
eighteen and nineteen they eloped and
went down to Crown Point, Indiana to
get married. That’s where John Dillinger
escaped from, Crown Point, Indiana. So
my mother left after the first year and my
father left after his third year. At that time,
you could take your fourth year of college
as your first year in law school. So that’s
what he did. He didn’t actually have a
degree from there, but his first year of law

we moved two blocks further away from
where he was. We were only about five
blocks away. We moved two blocks away.
He went crazy. So he was very much
opposed to this because it would impede
his control of my father.

school qualified him for his fourth year at
the University of Chicago.

Company on the South Side of Chicago.
But they found out that he could memorize
all of the lengths of the timber coming
off the train. It was plywood flooring. So
he would know how many there were.
And then the columns would be like four
across, six down; he could add them up in
his head.

AL:

Why did they run off and elope?

CT: Because they were told they
couldn’t. You know, my grandfather, my
father’s father, very much opposed to that,
their relationship. Very much opposed to it.

AL: What kind of work did your
grandfather do?
CT: He was a laborer and he unloaded
freight cars at the Sterling Lumber

AL:
AL:

Do you know why he was opposed?

CT: Yes I do know, because running
through our family, in certain parts of
our family, is the need and the desire to
control. And he had a maniacal desire to
control my father. He had to control him!
My dad had an appointment to West Point
and he wouldn’t let him take it!
AL:

CT: Yes. So they sent him to accounting
school and he became the company
accountant.
AL:

Wow!

CT: Yes! I think he had a fourth grade
education but he became the company
accountant.

Really!

CT: Yes, he wouldn’t let him take it. I
remember just a terrific explosion because
2

So he had a facility with numbers?
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AL:

Did he grow up in Chicago also?

CT:

Yes.

AL: So, tell me a little about your dad.
Was he the only son or only child or—?
CT: He was one of two children. He had
an older sister, seven years older than he
was. And he was a smart guy and a good
lawyer. He was a member of the American
College of Trial Lawyers.

You’re not supposed to know your
sponsor, but I figured it out, you know.
There were no, uh, public employees
in the entire state of Oregon ever in the
history of the organization to be a member
of the American College of Trial Lawyers.
I was the first and only one.
AL:

Father’s Career in Law
AL:

Really!

CT: Yes. I think we’re one of the very,
very few father and sons that are a
member of the American College of Trial
Lawyers. And, you know, I didn’t know
how prestigious an operation it was.
But there’s less than one percent of the
lawyers in the country that are members
of that. Lance Caldwell [former assistant
U.S. attorney in Oregon] is a member. Did
you know that?
AL:

Wow.

CT: Yes. And now I think there’s a total
of four. Caldwell was second, and then
Steve Wax, and then a guy down in Grants
Pass. But anyway, my dad was a very
accomplished lawyer and had unerring
judgment. Lawyers who even practiced
outside his specialty would come and ask
him advice because he never made the
wrong decision. They’d ask him anti-trust
stuff and international relations. They
would ask him because he never made the
wrong decisions. Ever.
AL: How can you never make the
wrong decision?

I didn’t know that.

CT:

Yes.

AL:

I know Norm Sepenuk is.

CT:

Yes. I was his sponsor.

AL:

Oh you were!

CT:

Yes. Well, Norman was my sponsor.

CT: His advice was always the right
thing. It always turned out to be the right
thing. He had unerring judgment. But he
had an issue with the bottle and became a
hopeless alcoholic. He was a violent guy.
Violent. He was a violent guy. And my
mother was another person who was a
strong believer in corporal punishment. I
never loved my parents. I never respected
them. And I was determined I’d never
Turner, Recording One
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going to be like them. Never. Yes, but my
dad—
You know, there are two ways
to deal with clients. You can either be
professional. “You have a problem, you
come to me, and I take care of it. I bill
you, you pay me.” Or we can become
friends and associates. There’s nothing
wrong with that. That’s Norman’s
position. He does that. I was totally
opposed to that. I saw a lot of terrible
people come in our house, people

and I’m never going to do that.” I never
did. I never had, ever had, a personal
relationship with any client when I was in
private practice. Never.

that I just couldn’t stand. I remember
one guy that came in there that was a
labor guy. You know… and they had a
big plate of hard boiled eggs. And he
picks up a hard-boiled egg and crushes
it and drops it on the rug, just because
he could do it. I thought those guys are
never coming into my house.

lawyer. But he was interested in it. I wasn’t
interested in it, as I told you. It was simply
postponing having to grow up and going
to work. But I didn’t want to do that.

AL: So how did your father become
interested in pursuing law? Was that
something his father directed him
towards?
CT: You know, I don’t know that. He
never told me why he wanted to become a

Growing Up in Chicago
AL:

AL: So did he know it was hard
boiled?
CT: Adair, it was done deliberately.
Another guy came into my dad’s desk
and he put his cigarette out on the desk.
And he had a beautiful, six-foot leather
inlaid desk. He put out a cigarette. He
said he did it because he could do it.
AL:

He was testing your dad perhaps?

CT: He was a client and he knew my
dad lived off the retainers. I said, “Those
guys are never coming into my house
4

Turner, Recording One

Were you the oldest in your family?

CT: Yes, the oldest, and the least
accomplished.
AL: [laughs] How many of you are
there?
CT: I have a brother who’s a very, very
accomplished and celebrated writer. He’s
one year younger and he’s written about
nine or ten books. He’s working on a book;
a history of Billy the Kid.
AL: Does he do western history as a
specialty?

CT: He’s done a lot of stuff. He’s done
western. He likes the western stuff. And
my sister is the editor of Antique Magazine
in New York City.
AL:

And what’s your brother’s name?

CT:

Frederick W. Turner, III.

started out at University of Chicago. I was
wondering how is that your mom went
to college at that point? That was a little
unusual for women.

Mother’s History

AL:

Oh, okay. And your sister’s name?

CT: Well, apparently she was a good
student and she was admitted there.

CT:

Elizabeth Pochoda.

AL:

Do you know what she was

studying or what she was interested in?
AL: Okay. So, what was growing up
like? What area of Chicago did you live in
or did you move around a lot?
CT: We lived on the far South Side
of Chicago in a very, very tough Irish
Catholic community.
On one side were the Connolly’s;
the other side was the Hanrahan’s. Across
the street were the O’Mara’s. I can’t
remember the fourth family, but all four
sides. Yes. And my dad loved to drink
whiskey with his Irish crony friends.

CT: No, I don’t know what she was
studying. Boys, men, I guess. [both laugh]
No, my mother was very beautiful. I want
to show you this. This is an astounding
picture when I show your mother.
My mother was an accomplished
artist.
AL:

Like oil painter or watercolors?

CT: I’ll show you the stuff on the
refrigerator. Here, you can look at this.

AL: Is your family background not Irish
Catholic?

AL:

CT: No, they weren’t Catholic, but my
dad has Irish on his side in the family. But
he loved those Irish guys and he loved to
drink whiskey with them.

AL: So you were telling me about
your mother and that she was an interior
decorator.

AL:

You mentioned your parents both

I’m going to put this on a pause.
[recording stops, then resumes]

CT: She was an artist and an interior
decorator. Right.
Turner, Recording One
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AL: Did she grow up in the Chicago
area too?
CT:

No, she grew up in St. Louis.

Yes.

AL: Where did he go to law school?
Or was he just reading with people?

AL: That’s right. How is it she came to
Chicago for school? Do you know? Or any
family from that area?

CT:

He went to Chicago Kent.

AL:

Oh! Okay.

CT: I don’t know how that happened.
She made an application there and they
accepted her. It was unusual at that time.

CT: Yes. That’s why I ended up by
starting out there. He thought it was a
great school.

AL: Mm hmm. So, were you born very
soon after they got married, or—?

AL: And after he graduated, do you
know what his early jobs were like? Or
who he practiced with?

CT:

No. I think it was a few years later.

CT: I know they were eighteen and
nineteen when they got married. My dad was
born in 1910. My mother was born in 1911.

CT: Yes, I do. He worked for the
Oscar Carlson, who was the State
Attorney General. And then he
worked for somebody else foreclosing
mortgages during the Depression. He
said he had a “green eye.” He said he’d
be out there foreclosing mortgages.
That’s what he did. And then he went
into practice for himself. AL: W h a t
kind of practice did he go into on his
own?

Father’s Early Career

CT: He was a general practitioner but
he specialized in labor law.

AL:

They got married in their early 30s?

CT: I really can’t tell you. I don’t know.
I hadn’t thought about it.
AL:

Okay. That’s fine.

AL: Okay. So they did wait a few
years it sounds like. You mentioned that
your father could do his fourth year as
his first year of law school?
6

CT:
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AL:

Which side of labor law? [laughs]

CT: Well, he was a very conservative
guy so he represented management. Yes.

AL:

Okay. Okay.

CT: Warehouse terminal operators and
lumber trade association, he represented
them. He had all of the operators throughout
the whole Great Lakes system were his
clients.

If I lose, you don’t get anything.” So my dad
said, okay, he supported him. Man, did he
get a lot of static for that, but Duffy did win.
And that favor was my appointment to the
U.S. Attorney’s Office in Chicago.
AL:

Wow.

AL: Were you still living in the same
neighborhood you grew up in when he was
in that line of work?

CT: Yes, years later. That was 1950. Twelve
years later my dad called it in. Duffy was
dying so he couldn’t exercise his proxy but
he passed it on to Mayor Daly’s campaign

CT: We lived in the far south side and
then we moved up to the north of Chicago.

manager, a guy named Walter Bisher. Bisher
called the U.S. Attorney’s Office and I had
the job. At that time, that’s the way you got
hired. You can’t do that now. You’ve got to
be qualified. But at that time, Irish Catholic
Democrat, and if you know a few people,
you get into the U.S. Attorney’s Office.

AL: Okay. I was just wondering how his
line of his work might have gone down with
some of your neighbors on the south side at
that point?
CT: Well, they were all Irish Catholic and
so they’re all mostly Democrats. But they
got along well with my dad. You know, I
said he loved those guys and he loved to
drink whiskey with them. But I remember
in 1950, he was going around with a guy
named J.J. Duffy, who was running for the
Cook County Board of Commissioners.
Cook County Board of Commissioners is
the most important and powerful job in the
state because it controls more jobs than any
other job. And Duffy told my dad, he said,
“Turner, if you support me as a conservative
Republican and I win for the Cook County
Board of Commissioners, I will give you one
favor, anything you want. But you get one.

AL: But your dad was an Irish Republican
[laughs] and hence the favor perhaps?
CT:

Pardon?

AL: Why do you think he held onto the
favor that long? Do you think he always
thought he’d need it—?
CT:

He didn’t need it!

AL:

He didn’t need it, okay.

CT: Yes, he told me—I was working for
him: “You can’t work here anymore, what
do you want to do?” He said, “You could
Turner, Recording One
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go one or two places. You could go over to
the State’s Attorney’s Office or you could go
to the U.S. Attorney’s Office. What do you
want?”
I said, “I don’t know, Dad. I’ll tell you
tomorrow morning.” I go home and I get
out the map and I find out which is closest
to the gym. [AL laughs]
CT: I tell people this and nobody believes
me. It’s true! And I said well, the U.S.
Attorney’s Office is closest to the gym, so I
could just take the elevated line there and get
off and go right to the Y. So I told him, “I’m
going to go to the U.S. Attorney’s Office.”
Man that was the best decision I ever made.
That was terrific! It changed my life.

Early School Experiences

AL:

CT: If I told you, you wouldn’t believe
it. I can’t tell you the stuff that happened
at military school, about the corporal
punishment, and the homosexual behavior.
I mean, it was awful.
The next year I went to prep school
in Lakeville, Illinois, the Hotchkiss School.
Then I went to St. Rita High School. And
then we moved up north and I went to New
Trier Township High School, which is the
premier public high school in the country.
I had two, very happy years up there. Not
that I accomplished anything but I had a
good time.
AL: So, you started out in military school
and that was in Chicago?
CT:

Yes. South Side of Chicago.

AL: I want to know a little more about
the things that led up to that. You were the
oldest of two brothers and one sister.

AL: And then
Connecticut.

CT:

Yes.

CT:

Yes.

AL:

What was high school like?

AL:

And then St. Rita’s.

CT:

Well, I went to four high schools.

CT:

St. Rita’s High School

AL:

Why four high schools?

AL:

And then New Trier Township?

CT:

Yes.

AL:

Okay. Just following along on that.

CT: Because I did so poorly. I went to
military school the first year. You know,
what a disaster that was.
8

How old were you?
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prep

school

in

CT: I got uniformly bad grades every
place.
AL: Were you away from your home
your first two years of high school?
CT: Military school, part of the time I
boarded; part of the time I lived at home. It
was very close; it was only a mile away so I
could walk there.
AL:

CT: I had been there for grammar school,
sixth, seventh, eighth grade and then the
first year of high school. No, I knew what
was going on. We saw that and lived in fear
of it.
AL:

So, what was going on?

CT: I told you. There was a lot of
corporal punishment, a lot of homosexual
behavior. Awful stuff.

Was that your choice? Or your

parents thought that was a good choice for
you?

AL: Were there ways you could protect
yourself or get other people to protect you?

CT: It was my dad’s choice because he
had gone there.

CT: You tried to protect yourself from
that stuff, yes. But, you know, there were
ethnic groups. There was the Italian group
and the Greeks. Man, it was bad stuff there.

AL:

Oh he had?

CT: He had gone there and he said
“You’re going to go there.” And we didn’t
want to go there but he said “You are going
to go there.” So that’s, you know, he was
on the Board of Directors. In fact, he was
the Chairman of the Board of Directors.
We would tell him what was going on
there; he didn’t care.
AL: What was the name of the military
school?
CT:

Morgan Park Military Academy.

AL: Did you have a sense of what might
go on there? I mean before you went?

AL: Did you ever come in contact with
any of those kids in your later high school
or later work?
CT:

I did meet a couple of them later on.

AL:

Any reaction or any—

CT: No. That was life at the Morgan
Park Academy. They had a lot of guys that
had been in reform school and they sent
them over to Morgan Park Academy to
see if they could rehabilitate them.
AL: That’s quite a group you were
going to school with it sounds like.
Turner, Recording One
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CT:

Yes.

AL: Did they have team sports or things
like that in school?
CT: Oh yes, we had wrestling, baseball,
football. No, I played football, and I played
baseball. I wasn’t any good, but I played.
AL: Did you? Did you like any classes
in particular or?
CT: Adair, I didn’t care about any—it
was just some place to sit for the forty-five
minutes of class and then it was over. And
then I’d go sit someplace else. Try to stay out
of harm’s way. Try not to get beaten up.
AL: You learned how to read and write
and all those other things
CT: I couldn’t read or write until I was
in third grade.
AL:

Really.

CT: I couldn’t read or write. I went
to another school, Harvard School for
Boys, and they had a special class, which
at that time they didn’t know it, but I
was dyslexic. I stuttered. And they had a
special class. After a year I learned how
to read and write. But I couldn’t spell
my own name! Even in fourth grade I
couldn’t spell my own name. I used to
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remember I would spell it different ways
because I didn’t know how to do it.
AL: Mm-hmm. Were there any teachers
that took particular time with you to—?
CT: Yes. At that school, Harvard
School for Boys, they spent a lot of time
trying to help me. I remember my first
grade teacher—when you’re teaching
the kids how to write? You put your
paper here. Every [slaps hand on table]
paper at the desk and she sees I’m lefthanded, and that’s why kids that are
left-handed write like this. She turned
the paper around. I don’t write that way.
I write like a regular person. I remember
that. Mrs. Bernie, she did that. No, that
was a wonderful school. But my dad
would have none of it. When he became
the Chairman of the Board of Trustees at
Morgan Park Military Academy that was
all we had of Harvard School for Boys.
We’re out; we’re over at the Academy.
He wouldn’t listen to us at all.
AL: Where did your sister go to
school?
CT: She went to public school in the
south side of Chicago and then the north
side she went to New Trier Township
High School.
AL:

So was her educational experience

pretty different than yours? Or do you
have a sense of that?

Family Life
CT: Well, she never had the corporal
punishment that my brother and I did.
She never had it. She lived with my
parents. She knew what kind of life they
had. She told me, “I never liked either
one of them.” It took me a long time—I
forgave my mother when she was alive.
I had a good relationship with her the
last twenty years. And it took me and my
brother twenty years after my dad died to
forgive him. Twenty years, but I did it. I
felt sorry for the guy. Here was a guy who
had everything that you could possibly
imagine—and my brother agrees—he
never, ever, ever had a happy day in his
life. Not one day in his whole life did
he ever have that was happy. There was
always something that happened. I asked
Fred, “Do you ever remember Dad having
a happy day?”
He said “Never.”
Always
something
happened
during that day.
AL: No great day by the lake or anything
like that?
CT: There were times, you know, he
would be happy for a portion of a day.

I can’t say he was always unhappy. No,
there were times. And he had a great sense
of humor! And he was a terrific speaker.
But there was always something that
would happen during the day. A lot of it
had to do with alcohol. Either he didn’t
have enough or he had too much.
AL:

Did your mom drink also?

CT: My mother was, she had occasional
bouts with alcohol, but she was a pretty
moderate drinker.
AL: But you said she used corporal
punishment on you, too?
CT: Oh boy, no part of the body was off
limits. Man, whatever she had, she let you
have it. I remember one time she hit me
with a belt buckle and just opened up my
head here. Hair brushes, switches—she
was a tough cookie.
AL: When you were a kid, did you
have a strong sense that this was the line
and I’m not going to pass over it? Or did
you never know where the line was?
CT: You would never know with my
dad. You would not know what was
bothering him. And, you know, I’d sit
at the table and he’d be right there. And
I’d be here. And you do something, you
wouldn’t eat fast enough or you’d eat too
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fast. Or you didn’t eat your vegetables,
you didn’t drink your [milk]—he’d just
go crazy. I mean, you know, he’d hit the
table and he’d yell at you, “Upstairs!”
And so I’d pull out my chair to go
upstairs and he’d just blast you. But I
learned. After a while, I never got out
that way. I’d pull my chair straight back,
so he couldn’t do that; and my brother
did the same thing.
He was always, “You guys, you’re
going to end up in reform school. Both

AL: Where did you go have the
arguments if you weren’t—?

of you are bums!”

she liked the choir. My dad—they would
make him go, so he occasionally went.
But that played no role. I have a very
strong Christian ethic, but that came later
after I went to a Billy Graham Crusade
in Portland in 1968. But, the thing that
changed my life—I was talking to my
brother—I said, you know, we grew up in
a home of violence and a lot of racial and
ethnic prejudice.
My mother had a Southern
background and she was very prejudiced.
My dad he had a lot of bias too. We had
two—a black women that lived with us
periodically. They changed our lives.
Neither my brother, nor my sister nor
myself have any form of racial prejudice.
Never have, ever. Or ethnic. Never had.
Because of those two people, and I saw
something different in the way they lived.

AL: When did you figure out that your
parent’s behavior was a little unusual.
Or did you figure it out?
CT: I didn’t know that! I thought everybody lived that way. I didn’t know that.
AL:

Yes. Yes.

CT: But I did resolve that I wasn’t going
to be like that.
AL:

Right. Right.

CT: I never hit my kids; I never hit my
wife. Ever. I never threatened to. And
my wife and I had an agreement we
would never have an argument in front
of our children. I never had an argument
in front of my children. Ever. I lived
with her for 48.8 years and I never had
an argument.
12
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CT: We waited until, you know, they
were someplace else. I had arguments
with her but never in front of them.
AL: Yes. Yes. Did church figure into
your childhood at all? Were your parents
churchgoers?
CT:

My mother went to church, but

AL:

So how did they change your life?

CT:

Well, the things they would talk to

us. And their lifestyle, the way they lived.
Kind, sweet people and, you know, they
represented everything that I wanted,
and the same was true for my brother and
my sister.

a ranch. I ended up at Brown University,
but it was just someplace to be. I finished
the four years there. But I did meet my
wife.
AL:

AL:

Oh, you met her at Brown?

What was it that they represented?

CT: Well, the way they lived. The way
they treated people. And you know, their
attitude, their demeanor. You know, I
didn’t live in fear.
You know, I lived in fear of my
parents. If you lived in the house with my
father, you lived—he was just awful. You
were always afraid of him because you
never knew what was going to happen.
AL: So were you anxious to get out of
the house and get on to college or—?

Meeting Margot
CT: I didn’t care. I didn’t want to go to
Brown University, but he wanted me to
go. He thought you have to go to some
big important school. I didn’t want to do
that. I wanted to go out to Colorado or
Wyoming.
AL: And do what? Just go to school
there?
CT: I just thought I’d, you know, go
to school out there and maybe work on

CT: Yes. She was going to the—at that
time, Pembroke College was part of Brown
University. It’s since they’ve dropped the
name Pembroke; it’s become Brown. But
she was going to Pembroke College and
I met her there when she was a junior in
college.
AL:

Was she from that area?

CT:

She’s from Philadelphia.

AL: Oh, okay. Why did she choose
Pembroke?
CT: Well, I think she got some type of
a scholarship because she was a terrific
athlete and a very good student. A terrific
athlete!
AL:

What kind of sports?

CT:

She did everything.

AL:

Really?

CT: My wife was a terrific women’s
field hockey player. And she was All New
England. And then when we moved to
Turner, Recording One
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Chicago, she was All Midwest. And when
we moved out here she was All Northwest.
And she was the best. She was fast. She was
strong. She was a weight lifter. She was a
bike rider, a long-distance swimmer. Yes.
And she could do everything. Strongest
woman I’ve ever known in my life.
AL:

That’s incredible.

CT:
[laughs] She was a very strong
person.
AL: So you met her in college. At what
point did you get married?
CT: After my first year of law school,
1959.
AL: How’d you tell your parents? Did
you just say “I’ve met a wonderful girl.”
CT: Well, she’d come out to the house,
I think during Christmas and they’d met
her. They liked her.
AL:

Mm-hmm.

CT:

Yes, they liked her.

AL: So did
Philadelphia?

14
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like? You were in law school and living in
what part of Chicago?
CT: I was in law school and I was a
construction worker; we had no money.
It’s hard to believe, but we lived on ten
dollars a week on food. That’s all we had
to eat, ten dollars a week. But we never
thought of ourselves as poor. I never
thought about it.
We were happy and we would
just save up enough money so that every
Friday night we’d go over to this place just
a little bit west of where we lived. They had
roast beef sandwiches. We’d have roast
beef sandwiches and a beer and that was a
big deal for the week. The rest of the time,
you know, we barely got by. And my wife
was working at G.D. Searle1 doing heart
research. We were so poor that she was
doing testing on chickens and they had
the control chicken and the test chicken.
The control chicken—when the test
was over—she’d kill it and bring it home.
We’d pluck it and eat it. [both laugh] You
know what? I tell people and they don’t
believe this! It’s true! It’s true. [CT laughing]
We’d pluck that thing. I remember, she’d
have her laboratory coat and we’d bring
that thing and there it was, you know. Its
head would be off. We’d put it in the pot
and boil it and then pluck it.

CT:

Yes.

AL:

Did she have a science background?

AL:

What was your young married life

CT:

Yes, she was a major in biology
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and a minor in chemistry. Her dad was
a doctor and her mother was involved in
nutrition. So she had that background.

CT:

In Bonneville Power.

AL:

—Bonneville Power.

AL: She didn’t have any qualms about
moving to Chicago from Philadelphia, or
was it all a grand adventure?

CT: We worked for the Regional
Solicitor’s Office and, you know, I hated
that job. My gosh, I just hated it. I hated it
and so finally somebody there came to me
and said “Charlie, you don’t like this job.
You’re no good here. You better go back to
the U.S. Attorney’s Office.” So, I talked to
Sid Lezak. He knew somebody in the U.S.

CT:

Oh yes, she didn’t like that.

AL:

She didn’t like that! [laughing]

CT: We had contact with my parents.
That was tough. That was tough. They
were tough on her. I want to take a little
break here.

AL: This was after your night of Ripple?
[laughs]

Attorney’s Office in Chicago who didn’t
like me, said I was no good.
Sid said, “Well, I’m not going to
hire you. I’m just not going to hire you.
I’ve got somebody else ahead of you. I
talked to [AUSA] Ray Berg and he didn’t
say nice things about you.”
I call up Ed Hanrahan. Fast Eddie.
He was the U.S. attorney and he did like
me! And he thought I did a good job. He
writes a glowing letter to Sid Lezak and
said I’d be an asset to the office. Well, right
at that time, the Chief of the Criminal
Division quit and went to American
Samoa to be the Attorney General; Chuck
Habernigg. And Sid doesn’t have anybody
to try cases. I’m there, and that’s how I got
the job. So, I went to work for Sid.

CT: No, this was about several months
later.

AL: How long were you working with
Bonneville Power before—

AL:

CT:

AL: Okay.
[Recording stops then resumes. Story
about Jack Wong already in progress.]

Early Legal Career
CT: —eat the vegetables, eat the baked
potato, eat the salad—apple pie a la mode!
[chuckles]

You and Jack were working together—

—about a year.
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AL:

Okay. So that was about 1965?

CT:

That would be ’65, ’66.

AL:

How big was the office at that point?

Oregon U.S. Attorney’s Office, 1965
CT:

The U.S. Attorney’s Office?

AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: Very small. Norm [Sepenuk] is
there. And Norman, he’s the big guy in the
office because he’s from Harvard. He went
to Harvard. He went to Princeton. He’s in
the Tax Division of the Department, so
everybody bows and scrapes to Norman.
And Norman has all the big tax cases in the
office and he comes and goes and he does
what he wants. And Sid loves Norman.
[laughs]
AL: And who else was in the office
then?
CT: I know everybody who was in the
office. Do you want their names?
AL:

Sure. I mean, if—

CT: Well, there was another guy from
the U.S. Attorney’s Office in Chicago.
Mike Morehouse moved out there.
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He told me, “You know, you’re just
wasting your time in the U.S. Attorney’s
Office in Chicago. You’ll never make a
difference. You’re never going to correct
the corruption. You’re just wasting your
time here. You’re ruining your life. You’re
ruining your marriage.”
So he quit and—he was there, Mike
Morehouse. There was Joe Buely. There
was—Chuck [Habernigg]. There was
Dick Halverson. Roger Rose. I remember
everybody. Jack Collins.
AL: Were they all transplants from
other places?
CT: No, most of them were Oregonians.
They were all—Sid loved people from,
he liked people with money. He liked
people with credentials. You know,
he loved people with credentials. He
loved people who went to big name
law schools. If you went to Harvard,
Yale—if you went to, to Stanford or the
University of Chicago, that’s what he
liked. He went to University of Chicago.
Sid was an elitist and he was a terrible
snob.
AL: What were your first impressions of
him when you met him? Or had you met
him before you interviewed with him?
CT: Well, I’d met him because I went to a
couple of Federal Bar Association lunches

and I met him there. Sid had a favorite
topic of conversation: himself. And if you
don’t talk about himself, he wouldn’t talk
to you. He’d leave! He’d just walk way.

AL: Did you feel like “This is a guy I
can work with? Or this is the guy I have to
get—”

AL: What was he talking about when
you first met him?

Trying Cases

CT:

Himself.

AL: But what aspect of himself? [laughs]
I’m curious—at that point.
CT: His friends and things he was
doing and things he was reading. But you
know one thing I will say about Sid that
he didn’t do, one subject he didn’t talk
about—he got an award—years later. It
was some legal citizen award. And I spoke,
and I knew this one subject and I talked
about it, and that was Sid was a very, very
accomplished World War II navigator.
He flew on the B17 and he was just a kid!
He was only like 21. You know, flew over
occupied France. Flew into Germany.
Flew a number of missions. He had a very
commendable war record and he never
talked about that. If you asked him he’d
tell you. But if you didn’t ask him, he
wouldn’t say anything. But otherwise Sid
would always talk about himself: what he
was doing, his friends and so on. I gave a
talk about that and boy, people liked that.
They were really impressed about that,
about Sid, because nobody knew that.

CT: This is, you know, I realized Sid
thought the only thing that he liked about
me was that I could try cases. I came
from a night law school. I didn’t have
any credentials. I had bad grades. I didn’t
have any of the things that he liked. None
of the things. But I could try cases and he
did like that part. And I tried a lot his, all
of his scut work. Sid had a rule. He had
a rule. And it was a really good rule but
it didn’t apply to me. And his rule was—
and it was a really good rule—you don’t
have to try a case if you don’t believe in it.
But it didn’t apply to me.
AL:

Why didn’t it apply to you?

CT: Because if there was a case that he
wanted tried and nobody wanted to try it,
he’d make me try it. So, I remember one time
there was a young guy down in Medford.
He gets sideways with his brother-in-law.
He worked selling rugs. And he tries to
blackmail them, threatening them that
he’s going to report them to the IRS for tax
evasion. So he’s charged with some fraud
offense. So nobody wants to try the case.
Sid went all the way through the office. He
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comes to me and he says I want you to try
this case.
I said “Sid, I don’t like this case—
this is a young kid. He did something
stupid and I think he needs to be punished,
but not prosecuted. I think we should—.”
He happened to be a lawyer. “I think we
should report him to the Bar Association
and let them handle it.”
He said “No. It’s going to be tried.
And you’re going to try it.”
I said, “Well Sid, I don’t want to.

to pick a foreman.” [CT laughing]
This is the fastest verdict in the
state of Oregon! So that’s how fast that
occurred! [CT laughing]

He said “No, you’re going to try

opposed to me, man, in that case. He
was against me. And Bill Deatherage is
a really good lawyer. Bill Deatherage is
also a member of the American College of
Trial Lawyers. And man did he take great
delight in beating me! Boy, he thought that
was the greatest. I never saw Bill when he
didn’t mention that. Always mentioned it.

it.”
So, I tried it.
AL:

What was the outcome?

CT: Well the outcome—[chuckling]—I
talked to the jury afterwards.
So they say, “Oh, Mr. Turner. We
never believed all these terrible things
that the judge said about you and Bill
Deatherage, the lawyer for the accused.
We never believed those things. But you
didn’t have a case.
I said, “Well, tell me what
happened.”
He said “Well, we walked out and
as we were walking into the jury room
somebody said, ‘Well, does anybody think
he’s guilty?’ “
“Well, he’s stupid.”
“Well, we can’t convict him because
he’s stupid.”
“Okay! Not guilty! Now we’ve got
18
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AL: So how far into your career in the
Oregon U.S. Attorney’s Office was this?
Was this a couple years into it? Was it
early on?
CT: I’d been there a few years by then.
I, you know, I—the judge was totally

AL:

Who was the judge on the case?

CT:

Judge [Robert] Belloni.

AL: Oh! And down in Medford that
makes sense.
CT: Well, he had got an assignment
down in Medford.
AL: Do you remember your first case
that you tried for the U.S. Attorney’s
Office in Oregon?
CT:

Yes, I do.

AL: What was it and who was it in front
of? Can you tell me about it?
CT: [pause] I’m just trying to think of
the judge who it was before. [pause] It was
before Judge Belloni. And the name of the
defendant was Johnson. And the lawyer
on the other side was Bernie Jolles. And
it was a drug case, a small drug case. So
that’s the first case. I think it was a seizure
and buy. He was convicted.

mentioned, the Johnson case—a three day
trial! There were no trials in Chicago less
than three days. It just didn’t happen. But
in Oregon, that was one of the things. They
tried cases expeditiously. Because Judge
[Gus] Solomon was—and Judge [John]
Kilkenny—were both very intolerant. Very
intolerant. And they wouldn’t give you a
chance to try your case. It was not unusual
at all to try a jury trial with instructions in
less than a day. Just happened all the time.
Judge Solomon would pride himself. He

AL: How long had you been working
with the U.S. Attorney’s Office when you
got that case?

would say, “I’m the fastest gavel in the
west. Fastest gun in the west.” You know,
and he was very intolerant.

CT: Not very long. Just very short
time—maybe five, six weeks. A couple of
months.

AL:
or—

Oregon Trial Model
AL: Did, do you find things any
different in Oregon than it had been in
Chicago in terms of how you—.
CT:

Oh way different! Way different.

AL:

Okay.

CT: I mean you couldn’t try a case in
Chicago in less than three days. It just
doesn’t happen. I mean they started late.
They quit early. They had long recesses.
And so, you know, that case that I just

Intolerant of the length of your case

CT: He didn’t like long cases and you
know, he’d—and Judge Kilkenny, the
same thing. And they made you try the
case, you know, and you had no time—
you start early and you go late. And, and
he was tough on the defense counsel.
Very, very little cross-examinations, few
objections. He didn’t like that. So the cases
were tried quickly. I tried a twelve witness
jury trial case before Judge Solomon in the
morning.
AL:

In the morning?

CT: In the morning. Started at 8:00 in
the morning and by 12:30 we’re finished!
The case is over! That’s unheard of!
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AL: Did he have such a case load he had
to get through that he made it that fast?
CT: That’s just the way he liked to
do things. I mean, that was just Judge
Solomon. And Judge Kilkenny was pretty
much the same way. Not as bad, but pretty
much the same way.
AL: Yes. Was that a reasonable reaction
to the time? Or?
CT: I just thought it was unreasonable.
You know, I mean lawyers are human
beings. You know, and I don’t see there’s
any need to try a case like that. I think a
lawyer should be allowed to try his case
and to develop his case and to have it—
if his cross-examination is relevant—he
should be allowed to do that! I thought
that the judges were very unsympathetic
and intolerant. Very intolerant. I thought
the Chicago system, while it was a little bit
slow was a much better system.
AL: Were there any folks you talked
to in the U.S. Attorney’s Office when you
first came, who kind of helped you out?
Helped you figure out some of the judges
Or anything like that?
CT: Nobody. Nobody helped
Nobody gave me the time of day.

me.

AL: Really? Was that the kind of office
it was?
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CT: That’s just the way it was. Sid says,
“Chuck Habernigg, here are his files. Get
ready to go to trial.” Nobody helped me.
AL: Did he discuss with you how you
were trying things or—?

Judge Gus Solomon
CT: Well Sid always would critique
you if you had the case. He would call
the judges and you had to go up there
and he’d say he did a lousy job. Solomon
would always tell you what a lousy job
you did. He’d always say “Turner! I’m
sick and tired of trying your case for you.
When are you going to be a lawyer?”
AL: Mm-hmm. Did he say that to
other lawyers in the office?
CT: Oh no. Oh no. No, no. No, he didn’t
say that to other lawyers. I remember
one time he had a lawyer in the office.
He tells the jury “Ladies and gentlemen:
look at this lawyer. He’s green as a pea.”
[laughs] I mean that was Judge Solomon.
No, he didn’t single me out. But he got
so he liked me. Solomon didn’t like too
many guys, but he did like me. And he
would have me come to his chambers
for lunch. That’s very unusual.
AL: Did that take a long time in your
relationship?

CT:

Yes. Yes.

AL:

How many years into your—

CT: Oh, I’d say it took about two or
three years before he started to do that.
AL: Mm hmm. That seems pretty
quick, actually. So what was the Portland
bar like when you first came?
CT:
AL:

The bar?
Yes.

CT: It was a very small bar. Of
course, at that time, the bar was very
much opposed to out-of-state lawyers
because they’d figure it’d take business
from them. Now, of course, they’ve
completely changed their point of view
because they’ve got these multi-state
firms so they don’t have that point
of view. But at that time they did and
there was a very, very definite feeling
among lawyers in the bar that there was
a prejudice against out-of-state lawyers,
and so they were very tough on the
bar examination. When I took the bar
examination there were six of us took it.
And I figured, my gosh, I can’t pass this
bar examination! I’m up against Jack
Wong. I’m up against Norman Sepenuk.
AL: You all took the bar examination
at the same time?

CT: Yes, we all took the bar and, you
know, you could practice there in the
federal system without taking the bar.
AL:

Yes.

CT: But Sid had a rule, and so did
Judge Solomon, that you had to pass
the Oregon Bar. I never had that rule. I
had a number of people that never took
the Oregon Bar but they were admitted
federally in some other jurisdiction. But
anyway, so there were six of us and the
former chief of the Criminal Division in
Chicago. And there was a guy who was
an accountant. I figured I’ll never make
it. But, you know, somehow I did make
it.
AL: So what year did you pass the bar
here?

Jack Wong
CT: I passed the bar in, I think, 1966.
Yes. Of course I knew Norman was
going to make it. I knew Jack Wong was
going to make it. This is an interesting
story about Wong and Sepenuk. So we
would take the bar review course and
they would give you a number. And
they’d post your grade: No. 6 as a 75 or
whatever it was. I don’t study, of course,
and I get terrible grades. I said, “I think
I better study.” So I studied. I still got
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lousy grades. But somehow, and I don’t
know how this happened, Norman
found out Jack Wong’s number. And so
he knew what Wong’s grade was and it
was always just slightly higher than his.
Jack is a very smart guy and it just used
to drive Norman crazy. [laughs] Norman.
I love Norman. I respect and I admire
him but he’s got a big ego. I remember he
did not like that. So Jack was always just
slightly ahead of Norman.

AL:

AL: Did Jack follow you into—not
follow—?

CT: Jack is a Renaissance guy. He’s
really amazing. He’s one of those guys
that loves to learn stuff. And he’s been in
college ever since he left the U.S. Attorney’s
Office.

CT: No. He stayed over there in
Bonneville. I said “Jack, you want to be in
the U.S. Attorney’s Office.”
“I don’t want to be in the U.S.
Attorney’s Office! I like it over here. I’m
staying over here.”
And I said “Jack, who are you
kidding? You’re talking to old Charlie
Turner! You know, you and I are friends.”
“No, I don’t want to be over there.”
So, in 1967 there was an opening. I
called Jack. I said “Jack, don’t give me any
baloney. You want to be in here. You better
talk to Sid and you better contact him
because this opening is gonna be gone.”
Because I knew Jack had an advantage
because he went to Columbia. Sid loved
that. And he’s a minority. Sid loved that!
So Sid hired him. And then he found out
he wished he hadn’t hired him.
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Why?

CT: Because he was like me, you know.
Jack was very conservative, you know. We
opposed a lot of stuff that Sid did. But he
hired Jack for those two reasons. Jack was
a good lawyer. Very strict and very smart.
Jack’s a professional student. I don’t know
if he told you that?
AL:

AL:

No.

Oh!

CT: He’s gone to Portland State.
And he’s goes to Reed. Jack is a very
accomplished guy. He’s an artist. He has
learned different languages. I mean it’s
really quite something.
AL:

That’s great.

CT: Yes. I always relied on Jack. I’ve
done more for Jack than about anybody in
the world. I trained Jack. I was his mentor.
And then I made him first assistant. And
then I got him appointed the U.S. Attorney
when I left. So, not that he owes me
anything but, you know, he’s my oldest

friend. And he was always reliable. If I
ever needed something done in the office,
I could always rely on Jack. And he and
I tried a lot of cases together. We never,
ever, ever lost a defendant to a jury when
Jack was with me. Ever.

CT: I just took all the cases that came.
It was just routine cases. They were
check forgeries, mail theft, car theft, bank
robberies, counterfeiting. That’s the kind
of cases that came in the door and that’s
the stuff that I got.

AL:

AL: Mm-hmm. So, your family came
up to join you eventually.

Really!

CT: Not one. And Jack and I—I mean
we tried one case with fifteen lawyers
against us.
AL: Why did you not lose to a jury? Was
the combination of the two of you that—
CT:

CT:

Yes.

AL:

What part of town did you settle in?

CT: We lived in Lewis & Clark College
campus. Yes.

We were good!

AL:

—persuasive?

AL: And the kids went to school? Did
Margot—

CT:

We were good! We were good.

CT:

Well, no they were too little.

AL:

Oh they were too little, okay.

AL: Yes. What do you think you brought
to each other in terms of working together
in front of a jury?
CT: I got along really well with Jack.
You know, I got along well because I had
trained him. And we both saw the trial of
a case in the same way. Yes. And we knew
what to do.
AL: So when you first came on, were
you being given any particular type of
cases?

CT: No, they were too little. She took
care of the kids and I remember—when I
was over at Bonneville, I was earning like
$8,000 a year with, you know, a wife and
kid. You can’t live on that. We just didn’t
have any money. So when I went to work
for Sid, he raised my salary to $12,600.
I remember I came home to Margot, I
said, “We’re rich! [pounds hand on table
and laughs] We’re rich! [laughing] We can
afford to eat now!”
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Public vs. Private Practice
AL: Did you ever have any interest, you
know, in maybe pursuing private practice
with any of the firms in town?
CT:

No. Never.

AL:

Okay.

AL: That’s something I’ve been
interested in is it seems like people who
went to work for the U.S. Attorney’s Office
stayed there a long time, or at least from
my vantage point they do. Because I tend
to talk to people who—

CT:

Never. I was interviewed after I left

CT:

the U.S. Attorney’s Office. I went over to
one of those stultifying firms. Adair, you
couldn’t give me a million dollars a day
to work in those firms. I couldn’t stand
them!
The hiring officer over at Miller
Anderson asked me, “What is it? We’re
going to pay you $110,000 a year.” That
was a lot of money at that time. He said,
“You want more? We’ll pay you more!”
I said “I don’t want to work here!
He said, “What are you going to do?”
I said “I’m going to be a pro tem
judge over in Multnomah County and I’m
going to have a private practice.”
He said “You’re not going to make
any money.
I said “I don’t care about making
any money. I care about the quality of life.
That’s what I want to do.”
You know, so that’s—and I used
to get applications all the time for guys.
I got applications from people who were
partners in firms who wanted to work in
24
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cut. They couldn’t wait to come to work in
the U.S. Attorney’s Office.
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Well, it depends on who you hire. I

mean, I had some judge sometime tell me,
“Well, you could be a good administrator
or you can be a good lawyer. And since
you try to be both you weren’t very good
at either one.” I said, okay, but one thing I
did do that was good, I knew how to hire
people. And I hired a lot of really, really
good people. I only made one mistake
and that was because somebody else in
the office got me to do that. The rest the
people—I hired high quality people. And
they were my friends. And I was proud
of them. I loved those guys. And, you
know, I revitalized that office, changed
that office. And every one of those guys
will tell you it’s the best job they ever had
and they all thank me. Jack and Lance—he
was very appreciative. I got Lance into the
American College of Trial Lawyers. Every
one of those guys: Steve Peifer, John Deits.
And a lot of those guys are still there. I’m
going down to give a lecture to Portland
Community College. They’re going to
have a coffee for me and a lunch, all the

old assistants. That’s one thing I really
did well was to hire really good people. I
really liked those people.

Vietnam Era Cases
AL: Yes. I’d like to go into that in a little
more detail in a little bit. I know some of
the early cases that you worked on had
a, it seemed like they had a connection
to the Viet Nam war when you were just
starting.
CT: Yes, it was during the ‘60s. During
the ‘60s, if you remember, all across this
country there were regular bombing
cases in this country. And we had a lot
of left-wing movements, insurrections.
And we had a lot of racial animus and
bias. So there were a number of those
cases in Oregon. And they were not
being prosecuted in Eugene. Down at
the University of Oregon was a very
left wing campus. A lot of insurrection,
guys with guns, paramilitary stuff. Sid
said to me, “Turner, I want you and Jack
(Jack Wong); you go down. I want you to
prosecute those cases because we didn’t
have an office down there.

that. We convicted everybody.
AL: I know of the Bernard [Frank
Stearns] Giese case and then I found out
about one—
CT:

Oh, Doctor, doctor —.

AL:

Richard Oba—was one also?

CT: Richard Oba was first. Yes, Richard
Oba—he was a Japanese American. His
dad was a pilot during WWII for the
American Air Force, was a colonel. I think
he flew a B17 or a B29. I can’t remember.
But anyway, Oba was involved in an
orchestrated series of five bombings in
Eugene at the Register Guard and a couple
of churches and the University of Oregon
and Maxie’s Tavern. We got him. He was
represented by Barnes Ellis who was a
White House Fellow. We got him on some
firearms charges and some bombing
charges. I thought we were going to go to
trial. I wanted to try a case against Barnes
Ellis because he was supposed to be really
good. He’s another guy in the American
College of Trial Lawyers. Instead, on the
morning of trial, Richard Oba pled guilty.
AL:

AL:

Oh really!

Yes, I was wondering.

CT: We didn’t have an office. You go
down. You prosecute those cases. I don’t
care. All of them! And so Jack and I did

CT: And everybody we did prosecute
in those cases, they all pled guilty. So he
pled guilty. Judge Belloni gave him eight
years. And then unknown to me he cut
Turner, Recording One
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his sentence down to four years. Why did
he do that? I don’t know. But this was a
really serious thing Adair. I mean, he
could have killed people.
AL:

Yes.

CT: One of the bombs was at the State
Police. Boy. Then later on, the Giese case
came along.
AL:

So, was that your first bombing

really wanted to win this Giese case.
AL:

CT: And so we were successful in that
case. I tried that case with Jack Ransom. I
don’t know if you know Jack.
AL:

No, I don’t know him.

CT: He’s a lawyer in private practice,
but at that time he was in the U.S.

case that you dealt with?

Attorney’s Office.

CT: There was a series of cases. That
was the first major case that Jack and I
had.

AL: I think the Richard Oba case was
in the ‘60s wasn’t it?
CT:

AL: But the first kind of bombing cases
were in Oregon, you didn’t have to deal
with anything like that in Chicago?
CT: No. There was no such thing like
that. It hadn’t happened yet.
AL: Right. That’s kind of what I
thought.
CT: Yes. It occurred after I left. And
there were a number of bombing cases
around the country. The Giese case was
the last of those cases that was prosecuted.
And the government had lost these series
of bombing cases. I think they lost one
in Seattle, Cleveland, Miami and I think
Washington, D.C. They really, really,
26
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Yes.

AL: Were you in Portland when the
American Legion that had the conference
in Portland in the 1970s. I know the
U.S. Attorneys—well, I know Sid was
monitoring that because they were
concerned that there was—it was just
after—
CT: But I had nothing to do with that.
He—Sid—there was some furor about
that and he handled that. I don’t know
what he did. But he and, I think Jack
Collins, but I’m not sure.
AL:

But you weren’t involved in that?

CT:

I was not involved in that at all.

Revising the United States Code
AL: Okay. I was just wondering if
you had been. So you were working on
a range of different cases, but I know in
September of 1971 you went to work on
the U.S. Criminal Code in Washington.
CT: Yes, right. There was a bill that
was sponsored by Edmund Pat Brown,
the Governor of California, whose son is
now governor. S1 [Senate Bill 1]. And it
completely reworked the federal criminal
code. And of course the department, being
the department, they have an opportunity
to wade into it. But they don’t do anything!
AL: The department,
Department of Justice?

meaning

Sid recommends me not because I was any
good, but because he was hoping I would
leave the office and not come back.
AL:

Now why do you think that?

CT: Because he didn’t like me. You
know, Adair, I’m not so stupid I don’t know
he didn’t want me to come back. After I
got appointed he said “Well, maybe you
won’t be coming back. You know, you’ll
just stay there. You’ll go someplace else.”
And I had worked out an arrangement—
because I didn’t have to go—I said “I’m
not going unless I have a guarantee that I
can come back.” I got the Executive Office
for U.S. Attorneys to agree to that. So
anyway, there was about—

the

CT: The Department of Justice. But
they don’t do anything. So the next thing
that happens is the bills introduced in
the Senate. My gosh! You know, this
can’t happen! So then they’re panicked.
So they formed a unit, the Legislation
and Special Projects section run by Ron
Gainer. So they want to get a group of
lawyers who are going to respond. And
they got Congress to agree to let the
department file a response. So, of course
Norman being one of the smartest of all
the Assistant U.S. Attorneys in the entire
country, he’s an automatic candidate. So,

AL: So they came, they came to you and
said, “We want you to do this work. So
you must have—
CT: No. Sid recommended me. So
they reviewed my credentials and found
out if I was willing to go. I had to stay
there for a year or so. So they had about
four or five lawyers from around the
country. Plus they had a group of 4 or 5
lawyers in the department and then a
couple of professors. And we formed the
department’s response. We would write a
response to this Senate Bill 1.
They would assign you. My
responsibility was conspiracy. I became
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the expert in conspiracy. And I knew all
these guys in the department are supposed
to be experts. I knew way more than they
did. Because I studied that thing and I
did the department’s response on theft.
Theft is a huge thing in the government. It
covers all these different range of crimes.
Of course, and I’m struggling. I had to
really work hard. But I see Norman. He
masters it like this. [chuckles] It was really
quite impressive. And I still have my
work, my papers on that.
You had to present your work to
our committee, Ron Gainer. Then the
committee passes on it. They go over it.
And then you have to bring it up to the
Deputy Attorney General in charge of the
Criminal Division, Henry Peterson. And
Henry is a man of tremendous honesty
and integrity. I bring the conspiracy up to
him. And he reads it.
He says, “Turner,” he says. “I’ve
never tried any cases.” But he says “You’re
supposed to be an expert. I’ve read this.
We’re going to go with you.”
Oh my gosh! That’s pretty good.
I’m going to represent the department on
this position. So that’s what happened.
He accepted the paper at face value. They
didn’t change it at all.
AL: Were you surprised by the
reception? I mean from what you’ve said
to me so far in the interview, you sounded
like a not-at-all motivated student and
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all these other things and then you got
motivated by the U.S. Attorney’s Office
all of a sudden it seems like. Were you
surprised at the reaction you were getting
for this? Or had you just really found your
niche somehow?
CT:

Surprised, you mean other people?

AL: Yes. I mean, were you surprised
that you were capable at the level of work
that you were doing I guess?
CT: Yes, I was. I was really surprised
that I could do that. You know, I tried
cases against a lot of people that were a
lot better than I was. I mean I had cases
against F. Lee Bailey. I had a case against
Maury Walsh. He was the finest trial
lawyer in the city of Chicago. I had a
case against Percy Foreman, who was
supposed to be the Johnnie Cochran of
his time; a major murder defense counsel.
No, I was surprised. I liked trying cases
against big guys. I liked it.
AL: Was your dad surprised? Did he
have a reaction to what you were doing?
CT: He was pretty far gone in alcohol.
While I was in U.S. Attorney’s Office in
Chicago he told me he hoped I lost every
case I tried.
AL:

Why?

CT:

Because he hated the government.

AL:

Oh, all right.

CT:

Yes, he hated the government.

AL: But that’s what gave him business
wasn’t it?

Working for Bobby Kennedy
CT: He hated the government of
the United States. I worked for Bobby
Kennedy. That’s a great story about John
Kennedy—that he appoints his brother
to be the attorney general. Now they’ve
got some nepotism statute. I don’t see
anything wrong with appointing your
brother or your—I don’t see anything
wrong with that. Anyway, he appoints his
brother to be the attorney general.
The press is saying “Mr. President!
How could you appoint your brother to
be the Attorney General, the chief law
enforcement officer of the land? He doesn’t
know anything about criminal law. He’s
never tried a criminal case. He’s never
been in court. How can you do this?”
Kennedy says “What better place
to learn?” [laughs]
They all laughed. Nobody ever
asked him a question. Kennedy was one
of the most effective attorney generals I
ever worked for.

AL: So you met him? And was that in
Chicago?
CT: I met Kennedy in Chicago. Yes, he
came. Because at that time the department
was very small and he had a terrific
interest in labor racketeering cases. So
he knew the racketeering cases. I was too
dumb and too inexperienced to handle
them. But other guys in the office would
handle these cases. And here’s the way it
would go in the morning. You think about
this. The phone would ring.
“Hello?”
“This is Bobby Kennedy. You’re
trying the case of U.S. vs. X. You can’t
lose.”
“But General”—click!
He’d hang up the phone on you.
Now how would you like that when you
had to go to court? You can’t lose and
he’d hang up the phone. Guys told me it
happened all the time.
AL:

Wow.

CT: Yes. He didn’t have the sense of
humor that his brother did, Jack. But he
was a very effective Attorney General.
Very effective even though he was the
President’s closest advisor. He was one of
the top Attorney General’s I worked for.
AL: Mm hmm. Now, did you work
with David Robinson?
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CT: Dave Robinson! Yes! He was on
the commission to rewrite the Federal
Criminal Code. And he had a good sense
of humor. He was kind of a funny, strange
guy but I liked Dave. He was a professor at
George Washington? I think it was George
Washington.

down in Virginia. We’d travel around the
Beltway and see them. I remember the
first week we saw them, we saw Clint
Eastwood in, uh, in one of his gangster
movies. I can’t remember what the name
of it was. And Norm, of course, he ruins
the movie because he analyzes the whole
movie. [chuckling] I saw Norman quite a
bit. Of course I worked with him every
day.

AL:

AL:

David Robinson

I think so. He had Portland

connections didn’t he?

stay in Washington at all?

CT: Yes! Now Dave, what did he do? I
think he worked for Sid for a while or he
worked for the Multnomah County DA’s
office. But he was in Portland for a while.

CT: I had a wonderful time. It was one
of the best years of my life. I taught Sunday
school. Margot taught Sunday school. We
saw the battlegrounds and went to the
different museums. But no, I couldn’t
wait to go back, but I did learn something
about the department. See, I never would
have known this. There’s hardly anybody
there that works. Nobody works there! I
mean they come to work at 9:15. At 4:30
the place is vacant! You know, they don’t
care if it gets done today. It can get done
tomorrow. But there’s a small cadre of
people who just keep that place going.
Work night and day like the guy that I
worked for, Ron Gainer, and the Deputy
Attorney General, Henry Peterson. Man!
Those guys keep the department going!
The department spins around on those
guys. But most these people come late;
leave early.

AL:

Mm-hmm.

CT: Dave was a very smart cookie. And
he had a funny sense of humor, a very
droll sense of humor. But I liked David.
Nice guy! Yes.
AL: Yes. So, you brought your family
east with you?
CT: Yes, we moved—we had one of
the best years I’ve ever had in my life. We
lived in Silver Spring, Maryland. I used to
see Norman and Barbara [Norm’s wife]
all the time and their children. We lived
in Silver Spring, Maryland, and he lived
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U.S. Attorney’s Office
AL: So what was the Portland office like
in terms of the day-to-day?
CT: Well, Sid was pretty loose. And
there was a lot of drinking going on in the
office. AL:
In the office or in bars?
[laughs]
CT:

No, when I say “in the office,”

people who were in the office would go
out at lunch or after work. And Sid kind of
fostered that. He’d have big deck parties
every Friday. And man they were wild!
AL:

Big what parties?

CT:

Deck!

AL:

Oh, deck parties.

CT: Yes. He had a deck and the people
were wild and got drunk and so on. I used
to hate that stuff. I don’t like that stuff. You
know, I was very much opposed to that. All
my cases that I tried I made up my mind,
I’m never going to drink at lunch and I am
never going to drink after a case. I mean,
you know, you win a case and you want
to go out and celebrate. Or you lose a case
and you want to drown your sorrows. But
I never did that. I thought it was a really
bad idea. But I saw a lot of guys who did
that and a lot of guys got in big trouble,

including people in the U.S. Attorney’s
Office. Norman never did that. He never
did that. But there were other people that
did it. And Sid was pretty tolerant. And
he fostered it with these deck parties. Sid
liked to get people drunk and then he’d
have them under control.
AL: Did you or your siblings have any
troubles with alcohol or things like that?
CT:

Well, I drank too much in the U.S.

Attorney’s Office in Chicago. Because
they did a lot of drinking! They smoked
cigars and drank, but when I came onto
Oregon I stopped that. I saw my dad die
as a hopeless alcoholic. I said “I’m not
going to be that way. I’m not going to let
this happen to me.” I went 10 years and
I didn’t drink at all for 10 years. I have a
beer now and then and a glass of wine,
but a sip. I don’t drink any whiskey.
AL:

When did your father pass away?

CT: About 1968. I told you I could
always call Jack. I was trying this case—
and you know, some of the judges are
intolerant—and it happened to be one of
these bombing guys, Charles Armsbury.
He was a bombing guy. And we had this
guy by the short hairs. So after two days
of trial, I—
AL: And this was down in Eugene?
Portland?
Turner, Recording One

31

CT: He was being tried in Portland
before Judge Alfred T. Goodwin. And
after the second day of trial I got a call that
my father passed away. So I have to go
down to Florida. But they tell me they’re
not going to give a continuance. You
either can be there, you know, or you get
somebody else to—well, nobody knows
anything about the case! Nobody knows
anything about the case—I’m the lawyer
in the case! I thought that was intolerant.
I thought they could give a continuance.
But Judge Goodwin said no.
“The case is going on tomorrow.
You be here or have somebody else here.
That’s the way it’s going to be.” So I called
Jack. He knows nothing about the case. I
said, “Jack, here’s the case. And here’s the
argument.” He took notes. He went and
argued the case, won the case for me.
AL:

That’s amazing.

CT: Yes. You know, that’s the kind of
relationship Jack and I have. You know,
and his daughter when she graduated
from high school she didn’t like anybody.
The only people she would allow to go to
her graduation were Margot and me.
AL: What do you mean she didn’t like
anybody? She just—
CT: I don’t know. Whitney was just kind
of a dissident person and she had a hard
time with other people and Jack’s friends
32
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and so on. But she sure liked Margot and
me. Jack and I are very close. I know if I
needed somebody and I could call on Jack
.

Profession of Faith

AL: That’s great. You mentioned that
when you were back in Washington
during your work that you and Margot
taught Sunday school. I guess you had
become a Christian at that point?
CT: Yes. I’d gone to a Billy Graham
crusade in May of 1968. So, yes, we made
a profession of faith there. That was
interesting because the way this turned
out, 1968. Eugene McCarthy is running
against Bobby Kennedy for the Democratic
nomination. [President Lyndon] Johnson
has announced he’s not going to run. And
Eugene McCarthy is coming to Portland
and he’s going to speak at some streetcorner rally. And Norman, here’s Norman
again—he wants me to go and listen to
him. I don’t want to go but I —
AL:

Did Norman go too?

CT: Yes. I said “I don’t want to listen to
him.” But I didn’t tell Norman that. But
I’m going to go because you asked me.
You know—
AL: So this is Norman going to listen to
Eugene McCarthy?

CT:

He went. Norman Sepenuk.

AL:

AL:

Right, okay.

CT: And I said to myself “Gee, what
is it that the guy who’s wants to be the
most powerful and important man in
the world he can’t keep people there for
twenty minutes. And here’s this itinerant
preacher. He’s got this place packed to the
rafters! What is it about this guy?!” So he
comes out there. And I don’t remember
what he talked about but I do know
this: within ten minutes I knew what

CT: So we go down there and there’s
three or four thousand people there.
And he’s doing whatever they do for
a politician. And after about twenty
minutes the crowd starts to drift away,
and Norman and I leave. So, okay, that’s
on a Wednesday. Thursday Billy Graham
had been advertising a family night. I
said “Margot, we’re going to go to family
night. There’s something wrong with my
life. I don’t know what it is, but there’s
something wrong. It’s just—I don’t know.
And I don’t know—I can’t tell you what it
is.”
And she says “No, there’s nothing
wrong! We’re just fine.”
I said “No, we’re going to go. And
we’re going to bring the children.”
So we go there. And we’re there
late. And it’s raining. So, we can’t sit under
the overhang. We have to sit right by the
platform. They have a tarp there. We’re
sitting on the platform—in the rain. So
I’m looking around. The whole stadium is
absolutely packed to the rafters.

Okay.

was wrong with my life. So we made a
profession of faith in Christ after that. And
then we started to attend church and I met
an FBI agent who was a Christian and that
changed my life around. That was the
most important thing that ever happened
to me. And Margot did too.
Yes. So that’s how that thing with
Billy Graham. But when Margot and I
went back there we both got involved in
a church there, Montrose Baptist Church.
We both taught Sunday school and that
was a very rewarding thing.

AL: So is this like, at Multnomah
Stadium?

AL: So, were you surprised that you
thought what was missing in your life was
answered by Billy Graham? That seems,
that seems like a big jump. Had you been
moving in that direction? Or what do you
think—

CT: Multnomah County
[Now Providence Park]

CT: Well, I had been because I’d been
listening to radio evangelist J. Vernon

Stadium.

Turner, Recording One

33

McGee. I’d listen to that guy and I’d be
listening to him when I’d go to work in the
morning.
AL: And you were not forty yet at that
point. You were pretty—
CT: It was ’68 so you have to subtract
whatever.
AL: Yes, so you were thirty-two, right? I
mean you were pretty young.

message is salvation. You give your life
to Christ and he talks about the virgin
birth, the crucifixion, the resurrection,
the atonement. That’s his message. And
I realized, okay, this changed my life.
And these two black women I mentioned
to you earlier in our conversation, they
both were strong Christians and they had
talked to me about it. But the vaccination
never took. But it finally took with Billy
Graham. And later on he came back to
Portland and they asked me to sit up on
the stage with them.

CT: Yes, yes, thirty-two. So, I knew
there was something wrong, I just didn’t
know what it was. I’d been to church with
Margot. And a guy gave some sort of a
social sermon about life in the rear view
mirror. I told Margot “If this is all there is
to church, I am never going back to church
again! I’m not going to go back there. I get
all the social sermons I need downtown
every day. I don’t need it anymore and
there’s got to be something more to it.”
So, that’s when I listened to Billy Graham;
that’s when I realized what it was.

AL:

Oh really!

CT:

Yes. Yes.

AL: Outside of Margot were you able
to talk with anyone about what had
happened to you in your life? I mean—
CT: Well yes! I mean, you can’t talk to
defendants because you’re not allowed to
talk to them.
AL:

AL: What do you think it was that he
had that you felt..
CT: He already has a single message.
Billy Graham has spoken to more people
than any man in the history of the world.
Nobody’s spoken to more people than
Billy Graham. But he has a message. His
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Sure, sure.

CT: But I talked to lots of people. They
didn’t know I was a Christian, like Jack.
So Jack knows.
AL: No, I mean, so did you go to work
the next day and say “Guess what I did
last night?”

CT: Oh no. I mean, you know, I’m not
one of these street corner guys out there
with it. No, I didn’t do that. But, you
know, people knew there was a change in
my life. They did know that. We started
having Bible study. People knew that
there was a big change in my—they could
see it.
AL: Mm-hmm. I mean, how could
they—?
CT: Well, you know, I stopped my
hard-living, hard-drinking days.
AL:

Yes.

CT: And, you know, one of the things,
I stopped swearing. As a construction
worker I learned every—I had pretty salty
language. You know, as a construction
worker. No, people saw that.
AL:

Mm hmm. That’s amazing.

CT: My children, both of my children,
are Christians and my grandchildren.
So. But I never hired anybody, you
know, because they were Christians. I
was always hoping they would be, but
I hired people that were atheists. I hired
Mormons. But more interested in what
the person brought to the office, their
professionalism, and basic honesty and
integrity. And a commitment to the rule
of law and the administration of justice.

AL: Did you feel like your new-found
faith had any effect on your work at the
office?
CT:

Oh yes!

AL: Well, other than, you know,
stopping swearing and not drinking as
much.

Jimmy Lee Napier Case
CT: Well no. No, but, you know, I
would never approach a case without
praying about it. You know, I had to, I felt
leading many times. I remember I tried
that first case against Norman, Napier. I
remember that extremely well. And that
was a very difficult case. And I remember
praying about that and I remember being
led about it. You know, Norman got the
better of me in the beginning of that case.
He, I mean, he did a number on me. You
know because we started to go to trial and
get ready to pick the jury and Norman—
AL: Could you describe the Napier case
just for, just for the record? [United States
v. Jimmy Lee Napier 518 F.2d 316]
CT: Yes. Jimmy Lee Napier was an
inveterate, pathological guy who adjusted
pretty well in the custodial setting. But
he couldn’t adjust outside. He had a
chronic history of criminal conduct. So
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he gets released from the Oregon State
Penitentiary. He goes into Clackamas.
He’s going to stay with his parents. He
gets into an argument with them in two
hours. He goes over to the Clackamas
Town Center and he’s in the process
of stealing a car. Mrs. Caruso, (Caruso
Produce in Southeast Portland) she comes
and catches him in the act. So he beats her
up and throws her in the car. And he goes
over to Vancouver and he tries to strangle
her to death. But somehow it didn’t work

CT: I remember he was in Springfield.
He did a burglary in Springfield. And I
think he did one in Oklahoma. Anyway,
and so—

out so he took a rifle and he smashed her
head open, crushed her head, and they had
to suction out part of the brain full of bone
chips. And he leaves her for dead there.
And then he goes on a burglary and a car
theft spree all over the country. And so he’s
eventually caught and he’s indicted. And
they don’t want to prosecute him over in
Vancouver. The DA—he doesn’t want to
do it! He didn’t want to do it. And so, one
of the “dicks” over there comes over and
talks to me. And he says he wants me to
do it because he says the DA over there
won’t do it. I said okay. So, I indict the guy
for a bunch of car thefts and kidnapping.

path he was taking?

AL: So, just a minute. You mentioned
he went all over the country?
CT:

Yes.

AL: I mean, like all over the country or
like the northwest?
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AL:

I’m sorry I’m interrupting again.

CT:

Yes.

AL: So how were you able to—how
were you able to track him on all this back
then? I mean, did you know that was the

CT: After he was caught they had
reports and were able to tie these car thefts
to him.
AL:

Right.

CT: As I said, we were getting ready
to go to trial. And Norman sees some
defect in the indictment or what he said
was a defect. Judge Belloni, he doesn’t
want to try the case. So Norman moves
to dismiss the indictment. They dismiss
the indictment! And I’ll tell you Adair.
Mrs. Caruso’s son was working in the U.S.
Attorney’s Office as a law clerk. And he’s
shocked. I looked at his face. He looked
at me, “How could you do this?” And her
sister, who was a nun, had left the convent
to take care of Mrs. Caruso, she’s shocked.
All the family’s shocked. You know, and I
look like a fool!

AL: So he dismissed the case on a
technicality?
CT: Yes, yes. So there’s a defect in the
indictment. There’s a word that either I
didn’t have it in there, or I had it in there
and it shouldn’t have been in there. I
think I didn’t have it in there. I think it
had to do with something with the state
of mind. So, I leave, and I’m very upset
about this. I said, okay, I’m going to do
something I’ve never done before, ever.
I’m going to learn everything about this
guy that ever happened to him from
the time he was a little boy until today.
Everything. Everything. I took 6 months. I
investigated that case. I found everything
about this guy. I had a psychological,
psychiatric reports, current history, his
high school, everything about the guy.
Everything about him and I re-indicted
him.
AL: And so this was with Sid’s blessing
that you went back or, I mean, blessing is
maybe the wrong word. He said “Yes, it’s
okay that you keep pursuing this case?”
CT:

He said what?

AL: He said—did you need to get an
okay from Sid in terms of continuing
to pursue the case because it had been
thrown out?
CT:

Sid didn’t like that case. He didn’t

like that case because he, Sid had what
they call the “wave theory.” Big cases
make big waves; little cases make little
waves; and no cases make no waves. Sid
had a theory, get rid of the cases if you
possibly can. He used to say “Dump it
on the locals.” He wanted it to be sent
back over to Vancouver. And so he was
not enthusiastic about that case, but I was
insistent upon doing it and so I did it. But
he was pulling for Norman.
AL:

Mm-hmm.

CT: Because he liked him. He was
pulling for Norman in the case.
AL: So, you also mentioned that Judge
Belloni didn’t want to try the case.
CT: He didn’t want to try the case.
Judge Belloni didn’t want to try cases.
What he wanted to do was play golf. He
learned how to play golf and that’s what
he wanted to do. I mean, you know, that’s
just the way it was.
AL: You were telling me that you dug
up all that information. How did you—
CT: —that information—and we went
to trial. I think we had fifty-eight witnesses
in that case.
AL: All local witnesses? Or did you
bring them in from—
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CT: Oh no, they’re from all over the
place. I had a doctor, a psychiatrist from
Springfield, Missouri. Norman had a
psychologist and a psychiatrist because the
guy said he was pathological intoxication.
First of all, he denied that he committed
the crime. But if they found that he did,
he was pathologically intoxicated. So, the
doctor, the psychologist, gave a very good
testimony for Norman. Dr. David Meyers.
He gave really good testimony. But David
Meyers, what he didn’t know was, he had,

did you dig up all that stuff? Did you call
people or go down to places or—?

he had forgotten that many, many, many
years before he had examined Jimmy Lee
Napier and he had written a report and
said what an inveterate criminal he was.
And I had that report. I would
never would have had that—I crossexamined that man—I was not a great
cross-examiner. But he told me afterwards
he was wet from his armpits to his knees.
[laughs] He said he was just totally
devastated by that, you know. So—

scut work. So, anyway, Jimmy Lee Napier
got convicted. He got a life sentence.

AL: How did you find that report? I
mean—
CT: Because I got everything about this
guy. I got all of his history. I got ancient
records, I got every file. Went to the State
of Oregon; went to the different counties.
I got every file there was about this guy.
AL: I’m just trying—that seems like
it’s something maybe a little easier to do
today than it was forty years ago. How
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CT: I had the agent, we went to the
Oregon State Penitentiary and, of course,
they’ll have his file at the Penitentiary;
will have every case report, all reports—
everything about the guy. So I got that.
And then we knew he had been in custody
in Multnomah County so we went to
Multnomah County. We got the case files
there. No, it was a lot of scut work. A lot of

AL: And Norman was on his own at
this point? Had he left the US Attorney’s
Office?
CT: No, he had left and this was his first
major case that he tried since he was out
there. And Judge Belloni was enthusiastic.
He said “I can’t wait for you two guys to
butt heads.” Ha!
AL: And you did butt heads in the case,
I’m sure.
CT: I did butt heads with Norman
on that case. But, you know, it’s just—
we had opposite sides of the fence. And
Norman felt very strongly about it. And I
did too. And, occasionally Norman and I
got kinda sideways, but we always came
together. You know, sometimes you have
lasting antagonism with a lawyer. I never

had that with Norman. We always came
together. You know, we had that basic
friendship so it didn’t take long.
AL: And the Napier case was in the
70s? Well, I think it was tried in ‘74.

that. I could always say that there was an
absolute degree of honesty and integrity,
and fidelity to the rule of law. And I treated
those people the way that I would want to
be treated if our situation was reversed.
AL:

CT: Yes, Jimmy Lee Napier—probably
in the early 70s.
AL: Okay. You mentioned a little bit
ago that you prayed before taking on a lot
of your cases.
CT:

Every case.

AL:

What did that do for you?

CT: Well, I think prayer gives you an
assurance and a commitment. I just felt
very strongly about it. You ask for the
guiding hand of the Lord to help you and
to conduct yourself as he would have you
conduct yourself. And, you know, keep
me on the straight and narrow in terms of
ethics and morality and not stray over [the
line]—I can’t tell you Adair how easy it is
to do that—to stray over on one side or the
other. Because you’re on the side of justice
and the ends justify the means for a lot of
people. And it’s an easy thing to do and
it’s done regularly on both sides of the
fence, you know. And this kept me on the
straight and narrow. So I never did that. I
can say that all the cases that I prosecuted,
either trial or just supervised, I never did

Mm-hmm.

Carlos Orantes Case
CT:

And I can honestly say that—and it

did help me. I remember I tried a big case,
this Carlos Orantes case. [United States v.
Carlos Humberto Orantes-Arriaga et.al. 998
F.2d 1491 (9th Cir. 1993)] There were 800
kilos of tar heroin. You think about that:
800 kilos! It came from Guatemala to
Mexico to Texas to California to Oregon
to Washington. And we had, I think we
indicted 15 people, of which 6 went to
trial. But anyway, I had a woman in that
case, Cathy Lee Benson. And she’s the
only non-Hispanic, and she’s married to
one of the defendants. She’s a drug dealer
and she’s a drug user. I gave her a plea
offer. And I had the Turner rule. The
Turner rule is when the plea offer expires,
that’s it. The boat leaves the dock and the
train leaves the station. They don’t come
back.
AL:

When did that rule develop?

CT: Early on. I tried to tell people in
the U.S. Attorney’s Office. They wouldn’t
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listen to me. They wouldn’t do it. They,
you know, and I said “What’s the
purpose of all this scut work?” “If you do
this,” I said, “it probably costs you a trial
or two in the beginning. But later people
will know that you mean business. They
won’t do this to you.” But I said, “That’s
my rule. And if you don’t take the plea
agreement when I tell you that, or get an
extension, then the price goes up.” So she
didn’t take it. So one morning I’m there.
She calls me. You know, of course, that’s

want to come in, it’s okay.” I said, “Well,
we’re going to trial in about a week or
two weeks. We’re going to trial. And
she’s charged with eight counts. It’s an
automatic life sentence under the Federal
Sentencing Guidelines.”
So, pretty soon he calls me back.
He says they want to come in!
I used to read a few Scriptures in
the morning when I’d go to work. I had
my Bible open on the desk and she comes
in. She looks at it. She’s just riveted to it.

a death sentence if you’re a prosecutor
talking to a represented defendant. Well,
I didn’t know it was her!

She’s looking at it.
She says “I want to cooperate. I
want to testify for you.”
I said, “Cathy, you didn’t take the
plea bargain so what you have to do is
you have to plea to every single count.
Every count. All eight of them.” And I
said, “You ought to be exposed to a life
sentence.” I said, “I’m not going to do
anything for you until after I see what
you testify to. And then you have to
trust me to see that I’ll do the right thing.
Otherwise, go to trial.”
She said, “Okay.” So, she was
a terrific witness. Boy! I mean, I had to
get her ready for trial. We didn’t have
much time. But put her on a stand, man
was she good. She just devastated those
guys. So, then afterward—and she’s
pregnant at the same time—I worked
on some arrangements so I told the
judge we’d worked something out on
the Federal Sentencing Guidelines that
I could recommend probation for her.

AL:

Yes. Yes.

CT: I picked up the phone and I said,
“This is Charles Turner.”
She said, “This is Cathy Benson.’
‘I said, wait! I can’t talk to you!’
“Oh I want to talk to you. I want to
cooperate.”
I said, “Cathy, I can’t talk to
you! You have to call Andy Bates, your
lawyer.”
“I called—man he is pissed at me!”
Andy said, “I’m going to report
you to the Bar.”
I said, “Well go ahead Andy.
What am I supposed to do? I answered
the phone. I didn’t talk to her about any
substance. And I told her I can’t talk to
her. She wants to cooperate. I said, “Do
you want to come in? Fine. You don’t
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He gave her probation. He had to jump
through all of these elaborate hoops, but
we did it and she got probation. And one
of the things she had to do was speak at
different church groups and schools and
different associations for me. She—was—
fabulous. She didn’t glorify. She told all
those people what a terrible thing it was
to be a dope dealer. The fear she lived
under every day about being caught, and
using the drugs and so on. She never got
in trouble again. Never. That’s one of my

I wouldn’t be proposed. And, um, and
the reason that Norman did it is because,
you know, Norman has this ego. And
so there’s this organization about the
top trial lawyers in Oregon. Norman
is always listed as one of the top trial
lawyers. So I don’t read this bulletin but
I just happened to look at it one time.
And I see that Norman is now down to
second tier. He’s good, but he’s not the
top. So, you know, I don’t say anything
to Norman but I called the head of the

great, few, success stories.

organization and I said “This guy is still
as good as he always was. He’s still the
best at the trial level and on appeal. I
don’t know how this happened, but it’s
wrong!” So they changed it. You know,
and Norman found out about that. And
he tells me some other lawyers in town
who were jealous of him did this to him.
So I think Norman took it upon himself to
propose me as a member to the American
College. As I told you, I was the first and
only person in the state who was a public
employee to be a member of the college.

AL: And when did that occur? Was
that in the 70s?
CT: I tried Carlos Orantes in 19—let’s
see, ’91. Yes, ’91. And we convicted Carlos
Orantes. He got a true life sentence as did
her husband. True life. Those were the
first two in Oregon.
AL:

Who was the judge for that?

CT: The judge in that case, Orantes, was
Judge Malcolm Marsh. He’s another—
Malcolm Marsh is a Christian. And
Malcolm Marsh is also a member of the
American College of Trial Lawyers. But
he never proposed me for the —.
AL: He never proposed you for the
American College of Trial Lawyers? No?
CT:

No. If it hadn’t been for Norman,

AL:

That’s incredible.

CT:

Yes!

U.S. v. Giese
AL: So we just talked about the Napier
case. I wanted to also talk about the U.S. v.
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Giese. [United States v. Frank Stearns Giese
597 F. 2d 1170]
CT:

Frank Stearns Giese, yes.

AL: Was that another bombing case as
well?
CT:

Yes, it was a bombing case.

AL:

Okay.

CT: That was the last bombing case in
this country that went to trial.
AL:

Really?

CT: Yes. I told you, the FBI—the Bureau
really, really wanted a conviction in that
case. They had a string of losses in other
bombing cases around this country and
they were embarrassed over that. So they
really wanted to go to trial. And this was a
Sid deal. It’s so typically Sid. So, anyway,
these guys had done two recruiting
bombings—they’d done an armed forces
and a naval training center bombings. And
then robbed Allison & Carey Gunworks.
They robbed a bank. They went up to
Seattle and did another bombing up there.
And then they went down to San Jose and
did another robbery down there. It was
a group of these guys. And they were all
penitentiary people except two. James
Cronin, and he’s an instructor at Portland
State in biology and chemistry. And,
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Frank Stearns Giese who’s a professor of
romance languages at Portland State.
But the evidence against Giese
was very, very weak and not enough to
indict him. So we segregate the case. And
there’s about five or six people and they’re
indicted for a bunch of firearms violations,
and robbery, and so on. Sid says that
Jack Collins, the First Assistant, “he’s
going to try Frank Giese. If the evidence
ever develops, Jack is going to try Frank
Giese.” Well, that’s okay. So, we go to trial
and then after about two weeks they all
plead guilty during the trial. So, time goes
on—I want to take a little break here and
then come back.
AL:

Sure.
[recording stops, then resumes]

CT:

—against him. So—time goes on.

AL: And this is the Giese case we’re
talking about.
CT: Yes. Time goes on. All of a sudden
one of the conspirators is caught doing
something. He snitches on Giese. Lynn
Bruce Meyer. He tells everything! We got
a good prima facie case and—you know, I
don’t care because I’m not going to try that
case. Jack Collins is going to try that case.
So I’ve taken some time off. I’m working
in my yard and I got a call from Sid.
“I want to see you. I need to see
you right away.”

So I go down.
He says, he said “Charlie, we’ve
got this case. Frank Giese has been—and
I want you to try it.”
I said, “Sid, Jack Collins is going
to try that case. Sid you and I both know
I can’t carry Jack’s briefcase on my best
day.” He went to Princeton. He went to
Harvard. He’s an intellectual giant. I said,
and I went to a night law school and I’m
not very smart. But I said, “One thing, Sid,
you and I both know: Jack can’t try that

He just knows too much. And he’s a real
intellectual giant. But he just couldn’t try
cases. And so —
AL: I apologize if this is a stupid
question.
CT:

Yes.

AL: But do you have to be a good trial
lawyer to work at the U.S. Attorney’s
Office?

case but I can. And you know that.”
He didn’t say anything.

CT:

Uh, no.

AL:

AL:

Okay.

Why could Jack not try that case?

CT: Adair, there are some people can
try cases and some people can’t try cases.
He was a poor trial lawyer. He just wasn’t
very good.

CT: But Adair, it depends on what
you’re doing.

AL:

CT: If you’re on the criminal side, you
better be a good trial lawyer.

Oh, okay.

CT: He wasn’t aggressive. Jack was
so smart—if you asked Jack a question
he can’t answer the question. You know
why? Because he knows too much. And
he can’t give an answer. I’ll give you an
answer because I don’t know enough.
But Jack can’t give you the answer. And,
so, that’s what makes Norman a good
lawyer because even though he’s as smart
as Collins, he can give you the answer.
But Jack couldn’t give you the answer.

AL:

AL:

Right.

Yes. Okay.

CT: If you’re on—they have appellate
sections. Some people just do appeals. And
when you’re on the civil side you don’t
have to be a good trial lawyer. You could
do forfeitures and you can do foreclosures
and stuff like that. You don’t try cases. So
you don’t have to be a good trial lawyer.
But you have to be a good lawyer!
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AL:

Yes.

CT: But it’s helpful to be a good trial
lawyer.
AL:

Right.

CT: Yes. I never hired anybody that
wasn’t a good trial lawyer. I just wouldn’t
do it. I don’t care what they did they had
to be a good trial lawyer. So, anyway, I
went to trial with that case. And we had
5,000 pieces of evidence.
AL: So what were the pieces of evidence
like for 5,000—[chuckling]
CT: All the places they had been, all the
stuff, you know, we had to—
AL:

Was it physical evidence?

CT: Yes, physical. We had to segregate
that stuff. I got a guy who was a friend of
mine. I said, “Dave, we can’t have 5,000
pieces of evidence.”
He said, “You get out of here. Come
back here in three weeks.”
I go back there. He had segregated
it and I think we got it down to like a 1,000
pieces of evidence. And we tried that case
and we had 100 and some witnesses. The
judge was really against us, Judge Burns.
Man, he gave me a way to go in that case!
But anyway, we did convict Giese on the
major count of conspiracy. We convicted
44

him and everybody else was convicted
on everything. So the Department, man,
were they happy! I got an award from
the Attorney General on that case and got
called back there and got an award.
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AL: And that’s because it was the last
bombing case in the Vietnam era?
CT: The last of the Vietnam war bombing
cases that went to trial. There were some
other ones but none that went to trial. And
there was enormous enthusiasm on the
part of the Bureau. Boy, they were really
happy over that.
AL: Was Jack Collins able to help you a
lot with the case?
CT: I never saw the guy again, in terms
of about that case. He had not one thing to
do with that case. I talked to Jack Ransom,
who’s a lawyer in town. I asked Jack if
he’d help me and he helped me. And then
I had my case agent and two guys on the
security squad from the Bureau. The five
of us worked that case.
AL: Was Collins upset that he wasn’t
trying the case?
CT: Are you kidding? No! I was pretty
nice to Jack. When I became U.S. Attorney,
you know Jack—left him as the Chief of
the Civil Division. I [finally] made Lance
Caldwell Chief of the Civil Division. I

could rely on Lance. But Jack just didn’t
want to work. And I had a [number] of
people like that that Sid had that didn’t
want to work. .
AL: So you were coming up to ten years
in the U.S. Attorney’s Office at this point,
after you had tried the Giese case. Am I
right on the timing about that?
CT:

Giese was tried in, I don’t know.

AL:

I think the trial started in ’74.

CT:

I came back in the office in ’67.

AL:

about

AL: Nixon was elected. (Lyndon B.
Johnson was elected president in 1968.)
CT: Now, let’s see now. When was
Reagan elected?

AL: Okay. So not quite 10 years. So
was there any rumble in the office during
times when—was Sid just automatically
reappointed through the years? I didn’t
phrase that well at all.
CT: You’re
talking
appointments?

be on a first-name basis with him. I could
call him and he’d call me back. I thought
just the world of Mark Hatfield. I really
just thought he was really something. No,
Sid survived that. What he used to say was
he was “the Department’s house liberal.”
That’s what he would say. In, let’s see, ’68,
Reagan is elected.

Sid’s

Yes. Yes.

Sid Lezak’s Tenure
CT: Yes, he survived under Nixon and
Ford. And one of the reasons that he did
was because he had the proxy of Senator
Mark Hatfield. And I later on became
friends with Mark Hatfield. He was the
one who had me appointed. And I got to

AL:

’80.

CT:

’80 excuse me. ‘80, ‘82.

AL:

I think he was elected in 1980.

CT: ‘80. Okay, that’s right. Reagan
is elected in ’80. There’s an editorial in
the Oregonian, a lead editorial that said,
“Don’t dump Lezak, reappoint him.” Sid’s
one of the longest-serving U.S. Attorney’s
in the history of the country. I don’t know
if he’s the longest, but he’s pretty close to
it. So, I happen to be there on a Saturday
and Sid comes in. He’s got this editorial.
He’s waving it around. “Charlie, look
at this editorial! It’s because of you and
Jack and people like you! I’m going to be
reappointed!”
I said “Okay, fine Sid.”
I get a call from Don Pearlman,
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who’s a lawyer in town. He’s now in
Washington. He calls me up. You know.
I’d had a case against Don which he beat
me on before Judge Kilkenny. It was a
bench trial. He said, “I want to see you.”
I thought, well, okay, he wants to be the
U.S. Attorney and he’s wanting to find
out if he’s going to be well accepted in the
office. So I go over to see him and I got
into his office. He’s got these lead-lined
bookcases. Oh my gosh. So anyway, he
said, “Charlie—
AL:

Did you say lead-lined?

CT: You know those lead-lined
bookcases in all the old hard—
AL:

AL: So Mr. Pearlman was a wheel in the
Republican—
CT: He was a big wheel in the
Republican Party and —
AL:

Okay, okay.

CT:

I said okay. So—

Oh lead crystal?

CT:

Leather lined—

AL: Did that make you want to be the
U.S. Attorney after that? [ringing sound]

AL:

Oh, leather lined, okay.

CT:

CT: Yes. I just couldn’t stand those
places. So anyways, he’s in there.
He says “Charlie, Ronald Reagan
has been elected and the first thing that’s
going to happen is Sid’s out of here. He’s
not going to be in there. He’s a goner.”
And he said, “And I want you to be the
U.S. Attorney. I can get you appointed.”
I said, [stammering] “Let me think
about it, Don.” I said, “Sid thinks he’s
going to be reappointed.”
So it’s a Friday and I call him back
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on Monday and I said, “Don, I can’t do it.
I just can’t. I work for Sid. He thinks that
he’s going to be reappointed. And I just
don’t feel good about it. I just can’t do that
and so I don’t want the job.”
He says, “Okay, you’re never going
to be the U.S. Attorney. We’re going to go
someplace else.”
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No.
[recording stops, then resumes with
comments in progress]
CT: —and as kindly a guy as you can
find. He’s not a criminal lawyer.
AL: Sid’s at the U.S. Attorney’s
conference with William French Smith?
CT: Yes. And he’s been appointed the
Attorney General.
AL:

And is this 1981?

CT:

Yes. About.

AL:

Okay.

Considered for U.S. Attorney
CT: So Sid tells him he wants to be
reappointed. So one of French Smith’s
associates tells him, “It’s not going to
happen. You have two choices. You can
leave with honor or you can go another
way.” Sid comes back and he’s mad. He
says he can’t work for some right-wing
guy like William French Smith. “I’m going
to resign.”
William French—he’s about as nice
and kindly and grandfatherly a guy as you
could possibly have. He’s not like Bobby
Kennedy or Ed Meese. But anyway, so
then right away a whole string of people
come to Sid to see whether or not they can
be U.S. Attorney; how to get appointed.
People were coming in, including some
guys in the office. So, I don’t do anything.
One day I had a telephone call
from a guy who I later hired, Craig Casey.
And he works for Diarmuid O’Scannlain.
Diarmuid is in private practice. Great Irish
name.
He says “Charlie, I’ve got to see
you.”
I said, “Okay.”
So I meet him. He said, “Charlie,
Diarmuid O’Scannlain is on the President’s
transition team. And he has given your

name to the President as somebody who
should be the U.S. Attorney.” He said,
“You have to be interested. You can’t
embarrass this guy like that. This would
be a terrible thing. You can’t do that.”
I said, “Okay Craig. I’ll be interested
but I’m not going to make any speeches
and I’m not going to kiss any babies.”
He said, “okay.”
Then I’m a candidate. And Sid—he
was misinterpreted in the paper. He said,
“Turner’s just the kind of guy Reagan
would like.” But what he meant to say
was I don’t like Turner and he’s a rightwing guy. Reagan would like him, but I
don’t like him. But it was misinterpreted
that he supported me.
And he called me and he said, “I
don’t support you! I’m misinterpreted in
the paper.”
I said, “Okay Sid. It’s okay.”
I get called by Mark Hatfield; I
go to his office in Portland. And he says
“I’m thinking about appointing you as
the U.S. Attorney but nobody supports
you.” At that time, it was all Republicans
in the congressional delegation and both
senators were Republican; Packwood and
Hatfield and the five Congressmen. He
said there’s nobody in the state legislature
that supports you. Nobody.
AL: What was your political affiliation
at that point?
CT:

I was an Independent. I’m not a
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Republican. I was an Independent. And
he said the governor is opposed to you.
He said, “Let me, let me see whether or
not it’s worth running over the entire
Republican Party.” Because he’s the senior
senator and he gets the call. He can do it.
So he says don’t say anything to anybody
and I’ll let you know. So two weeks later
he calls me back. Come down and see me.
So I go down there and see him.
He says, “I’m going to do this. I’m
going to recommend you for appointment

CT: Yes, he knew that I was. When
I’d gone to see him, he had a bunch of
railroad executives there and he got to
talking to Margot and me. He kept those
guys cooling their heels. [both laugh] Boy,
they were mad. So anyway, you know, I
told him Margot and I were Christians so
he gave me this book.

to the President. But I want you to
remember one thing about the press.
I’m going to tell you something about
the press. If you remember this, you’ll
never go wrong: “unaccountable and
irresponsible.” Those were the two words
he used.
I said, “Okay.”
So, that’s how I got the
appointment. I had met Hatfield when I
was back in Washington with Norman.
But he didn’t remember me. I mean,
here’s the guy who shakes the hand of the
President. I went to see him. I just wanted
to see who my senator was. I’d never met
him. And Margot and I went to see him.
And, he was a Christian. So he ran a little
prayer service. He gave me a prayer book,
autographed. But he didn’t remember me.
I was only there ten minutes.

CT:

No, I knew he was a Christian.

AL:

And he was a long—

CT:

Long-standing, yes.

AL:

Long-standing, yes.

AL: But he knew you were a Christian
too? And that’s why he gave you a prayer
book?
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AL: Because you knew he was a
Christian?

CT: So, that’s how I, that’s how I got
appointed. And boy, Sid was not happy
about that at all. But anyway, that’s how it
happened.
AL: So who were the other people that
were up for the position?
CT: Oh, it was a couple of guys in the
office. There were a couple of guys in the
office. And then there was Bill Rutherford,
who was the, I think he was the Secretary
of State. And then there was John Collins
who was the District Attorney in Yamhill
County. Some other people. But this guy
Bill Rutherford, he was the guy that the

governor wanted and Bob Packwood
wanted. And man, they said all sorts of
terrible things about me. Said I hadn’t
voted in any election. I voted in every
election! What happened was, Packwood
and [Governor] Victor Atiyeh both
made some very rude and antagonistic
statements about Ronald Reagan right at
this time. Packwood was particularly rude.
When that happened, Bill Rutherford’s
star went right down the tube.

to be friendly with Neil Goldschmidt.
Goldschmidt liked Mike Schrunk and me.
He was very big on drugs, firearms and
crime and gang activity, Goldschmidt.
Because he’d done a lot of work as
the mayor of Portland, and for public
transportation and he did not want to see
that city fail. I remember we had a meeting
one time with Bud Clark.
AL:

I’m sorry to interrupt you.

AL:

CT:

Yes, go ahead.

What kind of things did they—

CT: Oh, this was about Reagan
economics. Do you remember the
“trickle-down theory”? They made
some statements about that. When that
happened their candidate got shot down.
Somebody made an arrangement for
me to see Victor Atiyeh. So, I go to see
Victor Atiyeh. This guy is a really dour,
unfriendly guy. So, you know, he comes
out and he’s smoking a cigarette and looks
at me. “I don’t know who you are Turner.
Your name’s on my appointment list.”
And he said, “I’m not going to support
you for U.S. Attorney.”
I said. “Well, that’s okay Governor.
I’m still going to vote for you.” [chuckles]
No smile. Nothing. He said, “That’s
it. That’s the end of the interview.”
So that’s it. But later on he got to
have some health issues and I’d got to
be kind of friendly with the guy. I got

AL: I just want to go back to the U.S.
Attorney thing. You kind of make it
sound like you didn’t really advocate for
yourself—
CT:

No, I never did.

AL:

—at all.

CT:

No, I never did.

AL: I mean, were you letting everybody
else just fight it out against themselves?
CT: I just didn’t pay any attention to
it. I just went about my business until
that conversation with Craig Casey
and then I said, “You know, I would be
interested.” But I let somebody else make
the appointments and the—and I didn’t
really do much of anything.
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AL: Did you ever see Mr. Pearlman
after that?
CT: No, I never saw Don. Don moved
to Washington, D.C. and I never saw him
again. I never had any more contact with
him. But I did see Diarmuid O’Scannlain.
AL: Yes. So how did you tell Margot
about this? I mean, did you say this could
happen or it might not happen at all?
CT: I just told her it was a possibility,
but we never paid any attention to it. I
know people get really uptight about it.
But I never did and neither did she. We
just, you know, it happened.
AL: You just figured you’d continue on
in the U.S. Attorney’s Office whether you
were—
CT: Yes, I’d just continue on as an
assistant. Yes.

U.S. v. Loud Hawk
AL: That’s very interesting. I wanted
to go back a little bit to talk about another
case that stuck with you for, or stuck with
the Oregon U.S. Attorney’s Office for a
while and that was the beginning of the
Loud Hawk case [United States v. Kenneth
Moses Loud Hawk, et. al. 628 F.2d 1139].1
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CT:

Yes. [pause] Okay.

AL: Do you remember what your first
contact with that was like?
CT: I remember that case. I remember
the [bias] of the judges in the case. I
remember that. I remember how the case
was dismissed time and time again for
[over] ten years and wouldn’t let it go
to trial. I also remember Judge [James]
Redden when he came and looked at the
evidence. He said, “Oh, my gosh, they
might be convicted.” I remember that case,
but I didn’t have that case in the beginning.
AL: Well, that’s what I was wondering,
if you remember what it was like when it
first came into that office.
CT: I happened to be in the office when
the case came in. And Tommy Hawk
wanted that case. He took that case. And—
AL: You had an agent named Tommy
Hawk?
CT: That was his name Tommy Hawk.
That was his real name. T-O-M-M-Y, H-AW-K. No middle initial. [chuckles] And
Tommy took that case, and he indicted those
people, and it was assigned to Judge Belloni.
Judge Belloni ended it by dismissing it. I
remember Bill Walton was there. The tomtoms went off in the courtroom.

Then Belloni gave the case to
Judge [James A.] Redden. And then Judge
Redden dismissed it, I think, four more
times. There was just no possible way the
case was going to go—and at the end, there
wasn’t single, solitary person that was on
my side on that case. Not one person. 		
The press, they editorialized against me.
What’s the problem? I mean, just
because somebody’s a minority we can’t
prosecute them? I testified in that case
and nobody said a word. I said, “If this

I know that because he was shot through
the palm, so he was doing this.

was gang of white bank robbers they
would have been convicted and jailed
long ago. [pounds table] But because
they’re minorities and Indians, there’s
all sorts of favoritism.” That’s the facts of
the matter. This was a really serious case.
These people were loaded to the hilt with
firearms. And they tried to shoot the state
trooper there. They fired on him.

weapons. I have some of that stuff here if
you want to look at it. I mean, pictures of
it. I have a grenade that they had. They
had grenades.

AL:

That was where in Eastern Oregon?

CT:

Ontario.

AL:

Okay.

CT: Yes. Trooper Clayton [Kramer]—
those guys. And then—in one of the cars
there’s a pistol. And that pistol was the
pistol of an FBI agent who was murdered
up on the Pine Ridge Reservation. Now
you figure that out. And that guy was shot
through the hand, laying on the ground,
begging for his life. And the reason why

AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: He’s telling them he had a wife and
two children. They killed him anyway.
AL:

And that was in their car?

CT: And his gun was in the caravan.
They had his gun and a lot of automatic

AL:

Wow.

CT: And they had watches with the
faces drilled for time bombs. This was
a serious—they had seven cases of
dynamite, police shotguns. I mean—
AL: I thought a lot of the evidence was
destroyed on that case?
CT:

We destroyed the dynamite.

AL:

Oh, okay.

CT: Bill Fettig was a State Trooper from
the Oregon State Police. He’s an expert
on firearms and explosives. He said this
dynamite had been wet and was leaching.
And the nitroglycerine was extremely
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dangerous and they had to destroy it. We
saved the wrappers. We photographed the
thing. What were we going to do with it?
You know, [Judge] Belloni said we should
have saved it. What are you going to do put
it in a powder magazine? You can’t save
it. It’s too dangerous. Anyway, so, they
took pictures of it. There was no prejudice
there. But anyway, we burned it, but we
did save the wrappers and we had all the
photographs. So that’s the only thing that
was destroyed. Everything else was kept.

I took him on some raft trips on the Rogue
River, he was the nicest guy! I mean,
affable, easy going. A couple of drinks.
But when he was on the bench he was a
mean guy. And he was very intolerant
and, anyway, he and Tommy got —uh—
got sideways and he told Sid. He called
Sid.
Sid said, “Judge Belloni called.
And he says, “Your, your Tommy
Hawk—I rule against him.”
And he looks at me and says to

We had all the foodstuffs. We had all the
clothes. We had the clocks, the watches,
the shotguns, the cases of ammunition, all
that stuff. Everything was there. We had
thousands of pieces of evidence.

himself, “You dumb shit.” [laughs] Belloni
said that.
And Sid said, “I have to get Tommy
off the case. He just cannot stay on this
case.”
So he got off the case. And they
had Bill Youngman on the case. And then
Youngman asked me to help him. So,
that’s how I got on the case. In one of the
appeals I had to go down and argue en
banc. I’ll tell you Adair, I get down there—

AL: So when did it come into your lap,
essentially?
CT: Something happened there and
I can’t remember what it was. Tommy
Hawk got sideways with Judge Belloni.

AL:
AL: Was it easy to get sideways with
Judge Belloni?
CT:

CT: You have a three-judge panel and
they decide your case en banc.

Oh yes. Oh boy. Easy.

AL: Or is it easy to get sideways with
any judge? I don’t have a sense of that.
CT: No, some judges—Judge Belloni
was a very sensitive guy. If he had a couple
of drinks, he’s the nicest guy in the world.
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AL:

And that’s before the Circuit?

CT:

That’s the entire court.

AL:

Okay.

CT:

Now en banc is a little bit different

because what they’ve done—it was so
many judges in the Ninth Circuit, it’s only
half of the Circuit. But at that time it was
the entire Circuit. So, anyway, I have to
go there and they’re lined up three decks.
And I’m up there. We finish. And, the
judges all leave. And the Indians are all
there. They’re all packed in the courtroom.
And they leave. And they line the hall
outside. They’re waiting to get me. I’m
in there by myself. I don’t have anybody
at all. I picked up my briefcase. I go into

They affirmed his dismissal. They affirmed
it. And so I called the department and I
talked to the Appellate Section and the
Solicitor General. They agreed they were
going to take it to the U.S. Supreme Court.
And they got the U.S. Supreme Court to
accept this case. And they reversed the
Ninth Circuit and sent it back. And then
they restated the case. Judge Redden
dismissed it again.

the judge’s chambers. One of the clerks
says, “What are you doing in here?” I said
“I can’t go out there. I’ll be assaulted.”
He takes me and puts me in the freight
elevator, takes me down and dumps me
in an alley. Here I am an Assistant U.S.
Attorney running down the alley with my
briefcase.

were they at liberty during that time?

AL:

So the people who were accused

CT:

The whole time.

AL:

Okay.

AL:

And was this in Portland?

CT:

No, this was in San Francisco.

CT: Yes, you should read the opinion.
I’ve got the opinion. But you should read
the opinion. That’s one of the things the
court said. They said the case reminded
them of Penelope’s tapestry. Penelope—
remember in Ulysses?

AL:

Okay, that’s what I thought.

AL:

CT: Yes, that was a pretty scary thing.
Because I knew I wouldn’t dare walk out
there.
AL:

Wow. That’s incredible.

CT: Yes, that was a lot of antagonism
in that case boy. And they reversed Judge
Redden every single time except one time.

Mm hmm.

CT: Yes. She said she would marry as
soon as she finished the tapestry and she
would weave it during the day and at
night she would unweave it. Well that’s
what they said. They said they really
wanted to go to trial but they didn’t want
to go to trial. They claimed they wanted
to go. They said they filed indisputably
frivolous motions.
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AL:

And the “they” was the—?

CT: Yes. I used to tell those guys, “You
know, if I could get you to trial I’d get you
convicted. But we’re not going to get to
trial because Judge Redden won’t let it go
to trial.”

Court reversed the Ninth Circuit. I realized
at the end it wasn’t going to happen. We
were not going to trial and I’m the only
guy—even the FBI gave up on that case.
We had these witnesses. We had them on
the string for ten years. You know, you ask
simple things like I would ask, you know,
when the case was up on appeal, could
we continue the subpoenas? We could
continue to have contact. The answer was
no. We’d lose contact with our witnesses.

CT:

The defendants.

AL:

Okay.

AL: What were the hold ups? Were the
entire—

AL: You had to have them under
subpoena?

CT: The fact is there was always some
issue there. They were all phony issues.
But it was all because they were Indians. If
they hadn’t been Indians it wouldn’t have
been an issue.

CT:

They’re subpoenaed for the trial.

AL:

Yes.

AL: You don’t think it would have
been an issue if they hadn’t—if —I’m
not saying that well. [laughs] You think if
they’d been—
CT: White bank robbers or black guys,
we would have gone to trial right away!
We’d have been at trial. Can you tell me
why we couldn’t go to—they didn’t have
a single substantive motion. Not one. They
didn’t have a single, substantive motion
there. I mean—the fact is we reversed
Judge Redden every time, except once.
And the one time we didn’t the Supreme
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CT: And so now the case is, now the
indictment’s dismissed. There’s an appeal
to the Ninth Circuit. I wanted to know,
can we continue the subpoenas? So we
continue to have contact with them. The
answer is no.
AL: Was it hard to reestablish contact in
a lot of cases?
CT: Oh yes! You know, these are people
in Eastern Oregon, all over the state. Yes.
And besides, ten years—a lot
happens to your memory, especially when
you’re not interested and you don’t want
to be interested.

AL:

Right. Right.

CT: Yes, that was a really unhappy,
probably the most unhappy experience I
ever had.
AL:

Well, I was going to ask—

CT: But not having any contact with the
witnesses, that was the problem. There
were always legal proceedings.
AL: Right. Right. Sid couldn’t really do
anything to move that case along either
though. Could he have had—?

CT: I felt the lack of fidelity to the rule
of law and the administration of justice.
And the severity of the crime, and we
can’t go to trial. I don’t feel just because

CT:

No, he couldn’t.

AL:

You had to grind on through.

somebody is an ethnic or racial origin that
they should get some preference. That
case that case definitely should have gone
to trial. They would have been convicted.
I mean, Judge Redden said that. He said
when he saw the evidence he said, “Oh
my gosh! They might be convicted.” I’ll
show you some of the stuff, some of the
pictures I have. I’ll show the grenades.

CT: No, he was upset about it. He was
upset about it. But he was U.S. Attorney
and, um—

AL: So how did you keep up your
energy and focus on that case? I mean
was it just because it was part of your job?
Or, it seems like it was so stop-and-start it
would have been very hard to—
CT: Well, there was something always
going on with the case. Either we’re having
a hearing in the District Court and they’re
moving to dismiss, or taking an appeal.
It was always something going on in the
case.
AL:

Mm hmm.

AL: Mm hmm. So, what was the office
like in terms of—who was the first female
U.S. Attorney? Not U.S. Attorney, but
Assistant U.S. Attorney in the office? Do
you remember?

AUSA Kris Olson
CT:

Yes. It was Kristine Olson Rogers.

AL: Oh! Okay. I didn’t know she was
the first one. I thought there might have
been other ones before her.
CT:

Yes.

AL:

When did she come into the office?

CT:

I don’t remember when she came
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in the office. But she, you know, she was
married to Jeff Rogers.
AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: And his father was the Attorney
General under Eisenhower and the
Secretary of State under Nixon.
AL:

Oh!

CT:

So they had a very—and she

came from a very, a very well-known
architectural family in Connecticut. They
would double date Hillary Rodham and
Bill Clinton when they were in Yale Law
School.
AL:

AL:

What kind of issues?

CT: Well, if you want to be a prosecutor
you have to have a prosecutor’s mentality.
[stammers] And she just didn’t have that.
And she didn’t want to be a prosecutor.

Mm hmm.

CT: So they had, she had, very strong
connections to the Clintons.
AL: Mm hmm. And did she, and Jeff just
appear one day? Or was there an opening? I
don’t know if you have any memory of that
or not.
CT: Sid hired them. There was some
feeling about the fact that—some issues
with district attorneys not treating people
fairly so they were called the coordinating
Assistant U.S. Attorneys, where they
would monitor the conduct of district
attorney’s offices. You know, that didn’t go
over well. But anyway, they were both in
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the office and they both had nominal case
loads. But mostly they were meeting and
monitoring the conduct and performance
of district attorney’s offices. And then she
stayed. And then when Sid left, she stayed
on. Both of them stayed on for a while. And
then they both left.
I tried a case with Jeff, a mail fraud
case. He was a good lawyer and I liked Jeff.
And I liked her. But she just had all sorts of
issues.
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AL: What’s a prosecutor’s—I apologize
if I’m asking silly questions. But I’m not a
lawyer myself, so.
CT: You have a case and you know you
have to convince twelve people beyond a
reasonable doubt. And, that’s the attitude
that you have to have and you have to
believe in your case!
AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: And I never thought Kris ever
felt that way, either as an Assistant U.S.
Attorney or the U.S. Attorney. She never
felt that way. And so, that was just her
attitude about it. You know.

AL: I mean what can you do if you
don’t—I mean do you not bring a case if
you don’t believe in the case?
CT: Well you can’t do that! I mean, you
know, we’re here as a law enforcement
official. And if you have a case where the
facts suggest a commission of a crime, it
has to be brought! It has to be brought.
You can’t be saying, “Because I don’t
believe in prosecution,” or, “I have a
different philosophy.” or, “I’m out here
in the left or whatever I don’t bring the
case.” You can’t do that! It’s—you know—
that’s dishonest. You just can’t do that. If
this is what you thought, you need to find
another job. Go into civil practice.
AL: Well, I was just thinking about the
case you were mentioning earlier I think
in Medford where the guy was trying to
blackmail his brother.
CT:

Oh yes. Yes.

AL: So there are cases you don’t feel
great about I guess.

case I felt was such that the young man
who, there, was a very young guy. And
he was a lawyer. He just made a stupid
mistake. And, I thought he needed to be
punished, but not by a prosecution. I didn’t
think we should prosecute him. And—and
obviously my point of view must have
been the point of view of everybody else
because everybody else had that same—
they didn’t want to try the case. And they
exercised the Lezak rule: that I had to try
the case. And that was Sid’s decision. He
wanted that case tried.

Sid Lezak’s “Rules”
AL: You were talking about Sid a little
while ago. I apologize for jumping around.
CT:

That’s alright.

AL: You said he, he liked—there were
big wave cases and there were—
CT:

The “wave theory. “

CT:

That’s a different issue.

AL: The “wave theory,” yes. So, did he
not want to make any waves?

AL:

Okay.

CT:

No waves.

AL:

No waves?

CT: That’s a different issue. I’m talking
about a case where the facts demand that,
shows that, you have a prima facie case on
each and every element. That particular

CT: No waves. No waves. And he also
said dump it on the locals. Everything
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that we could possibly dump on the
local authorities, that’s what we did.
And I completely changed that—180
degree change.
AL: Why did he feel that way? Do you
know?

AL:

What? In court?

CT: That’s his theory. You get along
and go along. You don’t have problems.
You don’t have cases. You don’t have
issues. And if you don’t have cases you

CT: In court! I heard him say that. You
know, again, that was Judge Solomon.

don’t have issues.

any stripe did he? [laughs]

AL: Do you think that’s how he stayed
U.S. Attorney for twenty years?

CT: No. No, but there were some—if
he liked you, he could really do [you a
favor]—and he eventually liked me.

CT: No, I think Sid had a good
relationship with the bar., and with Mark
Hatfield. He was well liked. He’s a very
engaging personality, but he wasn’t a
prosecutor. He occasionally would try a
case but he wouldn’t prepare. I tried a
case with Sid. Oh my gosh! [chuckles] It
was a disaster, a nightmare. I’ll tell you,
Judge Solomon would get so mad at him.
AL:

Oh really?

Relationship with Judge Solomon

CT: Oh! Oh! You know, Judge Solomon
had terrible biases. And he, he especially
if you were Jewish and you were a good
58

lawyer, Solomon really liked you. But if
you were Jewish and he didn’t think you
were a good lawyer, man he’d just get
under his skin! And he used to tell Sid:
“Sid, you’re a poor Jew!”
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AL:

Yes, he didn’t like bad lawyers of

AL: So when did he start asking you to
lunch in his chambers?
CT:
Yes.

I’d been there two or three years.

AL:

So what was that like?

CT: He was very nice! And he told me a
lot of personal things that, you know, kind
of made me really sad. You know, one day
I get a call from Helen Bradley, who was
his secretary. It’s Friday afternoon. And
Helen is just the sweetest, nicest person,
and I did not know that she was the
mother of John Bradley, who was Chief
Deputy in Multnomah County. But she
was. And John’s a very personal friend of

mine. So anyway, she said “Charlie, the
judge wants to see you tomorrow morning
at 7:00.”
AL:

In the morning?

CT: I said, Helen, it’s Saturday morning.
And I’m going backpacking with Margot.
She said “Charlie, I think you better
be here.”
I said, “Really?”
She said, “Yes, I think you better be
here.”
I go there. And—one thing, Judge
Solomon was never late. Never. When he
said 9:00, you better be there early because
he would be on the bench before 9:00. So
anyway, I go to his chambers. We’re talking
and he says, “You know why you’re here
today?”
I said, “No, Judge, I don’t know
why.”
He said, “I just wanted to make
sure I can do this. I can make you come.”
He said, “What are you doing today?”
I said, “Oh, I’m going backpacking
with my wife.”
He said, “Well, I don’t have any time
for my family. I work six and a half days a
week. I just take off Sunday afternoon, but
I have no time for my family. My interest
is in work.”
You know. Boy, I felt so sorry for
that guy. That’s all you have in life, Adair?
Sad. So sad. That’s all he had was that:
work.

AL:

Did he let you go backpacking?

CT: Well, when he finished talking at
me. You know, I left. He talked to me about
his personal life. About his relationship to
his wife and his children, you know, his
work and what he did to other lawyers.
And how he prepared for the cases in
that day. At that time they had what they
call the Monday Call calendar. And they
would call the civil cases on Monday
morning. He’d tell me how he prepared
for that. And we talked maybe an hour, an
hour and a half. Then after that he said,
“Okay!” I got up and I left and I went
backpacking.
AL: Do you know if he did that with
other U.S. Attorneys?
CT: No. He didn’t do that to anybody
else. He did not have anybody—Oh! You
mean have them come in like that?
AL:

Yes! Yes. That you’d ever heard of?

CT: No. He didn’t do that with anybody
else. No, he did it because he liked me.
AL: It didn’t feel like he liked you at the
time.
CT: Well, no. Adair, he confided in me,
told me a lot of personal stuff that nobody
else knew. I felt sorry for Judge Solomon.
He was a terribly irascible guy. And he
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had a lot of shortcomings. But, you know,
for somebody to have no friends and to
have no hobbies and no interest except
work and no family. I really felt sorry for
him.

AL: I’ve been throwing a lot of different
questions at you. Do you need a break or
anything like that?
CT:

No, I’m okay.

AL: Do you think part of that goes with
being a judge? Or do you think part of that
was just his—
CT: You can have a life. I mean Judge
Skopil and Judge Leavy, I mean they were
really nice people, had family lives. Mike
Hogan, same thing. That was just Judge
Solomon. Just the way he was. He was a
tyrannical guy and he terrorized people.
People lived in fear of Judge Solomon.
Lived in fear of him!

Trying Drug Cases
AL: Okay. Well, you had mentioned
earlier that you had handled drug cases in
Chicago back in the early ‘60s?
CT:

AL: ’62 to ’65. Were you handling drug
cases in Oregon?
CT:

AL: The judges who were federal
judges when you first came to Oregon
were Judge Solomon, Judge Belloni—
CT: No. Judge Solomon and Judge
Kilkenny.
AL:

Oh. Those were the two?

CT: Yes.
appointed.

Then

Judge

Belloni

got

AL: Okay. Yes. I think I understand the
sequence beyond that.
CT: He was the third judge that was
appointed.
60
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’62 to ’65, yes.

Yes.

AL: And was that throughout your
time, or?
CT: Yes, I did lots of drug cases. And
later on, after I became U.S. Attorney, I
did a lot of major conspiracy cases against
cartels. You know, five and ten defendant
cases; fifteen defendant cases. In fact, I
did a case with Jack Wong. We indicted
twenty people.
And that case, it’s not the most
important case to ever go to trial, but
it’s the largest case to ever go to trial in
Oregon. We had fifteen people went to
trial. It was Jack and me. U.S. vs. Irving
Brown. And Jack and I were representing

the United States against those fifteen
people.
AL: So, so you had drug cases
throughout your time in Oregon. Did
most assistant attorneys have that, have
drug cases throughout the United States—
CT:

AL: And was that starting in the ‘60s
and ‘70s? Or was that later?

No.

AL:

—at that point?

CT:

No.

AL:

Or is that because —

CT: No. Are you asking me did they
have cases in Oregon, or did they have
cases around the country? Drugs were
a big thing all over the country. I don’t
think our issues here in Oregon were
any different than what many other
jurisdictions had.
AL:

I think that was the question—

CT:

Yes.

AL:

Task Force [ROCN] where we combined
with local authorities, prosecutors, and
investigators, to develop cases. So we were
very aggressive in that regard. [pause] All
of them were heroin and cocaine cases.

—I was asking.

CT: We had a lot of big drug
cartels and we had some very active
investigations. [Michael D. Schrunk]
and I were instrumental in forming the
Regional Organized Crime Narcotics

CT: It started in the, it started in the
‘70s, late ‘70s and developed through the
‘80s and ‘90s. And they got big drug cases
in—they’re [Narrator’s note: the United
States Attorney’s office] doing big drug
cases now. They’re doing a lot of wires. I
did the first wire in the state of Oregon,
the first wiretap.
AL:

What was that for?

CT: It was a drug cartel. And it was a
very, obscure Spanish-dialect. And we
had a heck of a time getting people who
could understand it. Even though they
spoke Spanish they didn’t understand the
dialect.
AL: Was it from Central or South
America?
CT: It was from some Central American
country and I can’t remember which one
it was. We had to go to trial in that case.
That was that case I told you about my
theory on plea agreements.
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AL:

Yes. That was on the Orantes case?

CT:

No, this wasn’t Orantes.

AL:

Okay.

CT: The guy on the Orantes case, I’ll tell
you something about that. But anyway—I
didn’t indict this case. Another [AUSA]

So after about, I don’t know, ten
days, they come to me and they say, “The
Renterria brothers want to plead guilty.”
I said, “Okay. But you remember
you didn’t take the plea agreement so
there’s going to be a penalty here. You,
you want to appeal the efficacy of the
wiretap because you’re claiming it was
illegal. And you cannot do that unless the
government agrees and I’m not going to
agree. So you’re going to be in a peck of
trouble.” I said, “But I’ll tell you what I’m

indicted it. And he was struggling along
with it because it was a wiretap case and
I think there were eight defendants. And
he’s the only lawyer on the case.
I said, “Oh, Mark, I’ll help you on
the case.” So, I looked at the indictment
and they’ve got these—two of the
defendants, the Renterria brothers—
they’re only charged on one count. And
so I talked to their lawyer and I said, “We
got you guys’ cold. I mean, you’re on a
seizure and we’ve got you cold. When are
you going to plead?”
The [lawyer] said, “I don’t have to
plead because you’ve only got me on one
count. I can plead anytime I want to. I’ll
plead before trial, I can plead during trial,
or when the jury’s out, I can enter a plea
then.”
He said, “I don’t need to take your
plea agreement.
I said, “Okay my friend. So, we’re
going to go to trial. “

going to do for you. You’re going to plead
to some telephone counts, illegal use of
the telephone. And I’m not going to give
you any more time. But you’re going to
have to go back and tell your friends in the
defense community this is what happens
when you don’t take the plea agreement
or you don’t get an extension.”
So they had to plead to a couple of
telephone counts. You know, they didn’t
get any more time, but the lesson was
learned. So the next time with Orantes,
it was the same lawyer. He represents
the guy and—and I said—“Uh, Mr. ___,
here’s the plea agreement: seventeen
years. Seventeen years.”
He says, “Okay. But I need an
extension of time.”
So—so he had learned his lesson.
He said, “Can I have an extension?”
I said, “Okay. I’ll give you another
ten days.”
He didn’t do that again. He learned.

The “Turner Rule”
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AL: So you mentioned you developed
“Turner’s Rule” pretty early on.
CT:

Yes.

AL:

Do you remember when?

CT: No, I, you know I did because when
we first started plea bargaining—plea
bargaining wasn’t a very big deal when I
was in Chicago. You just almost never had
plea bargains. You either went to trial, you
pled guilty to everything. But out here
they started plea bargaining. And pleas
became negotiations, a big thing. And now
everything is negotiated. So, when that
happened, maybe just a year, a year and a
half after I was in the office I developed a
rule, [that I called] the “Turner Rule.”
And I thought it’s a bunch of
foolishness for these guys to string you
along and make you prepare, do all the
scut work, call all these people, spend all
this money, and then on the morning of
trial they plead guilty. I don’t think that’s
a good idea. I think it’s a bad idea. It’s a
waste of time and resources. And most
people don’t like getting ready for trial.
They like trying cases, but they don’t like
getting ready for trial, doing all the scut
work. So that’s why I developed that rule.
Once they knew that rule was
in place I only had one guy violate that
rule. It was the guy in Steve Wax’s office.
And he’s a very good lawyer, very smart.
And he represents a guy in a major drug

case. And I don’t know why he was being
so difficult with me. But he was very,
very difficult. And he was dancing me
around about the plea agreement. And
he asked for extensions, “Can I have this
extension?” I gave him a lot more than
I [should have given] him, three or four
extensions of time. And so finally, right
before trial, we’d done all this work.
And I said, uh, “I want you to call
me today. If you don’t call me today, on
Monday morning, don’t think you’re
going to come in here and plead to the
conspiracy count because it’s not going
to happen. You’re named in fifteen counts
and we’re going to go to trial.”
So he doesn’t call me! So I call him:
he’s gone home! So, okay. So, I spent all
weekend working on the case. So we go to
court the next morning before Judge Helen
Frye. He comes in there, “Well, my client’s
ready to plead. We’re going to plead to the
conspiracy count.”
I said, “No you’re not going to
plead to the conspiracy count. You’re
going to go to trial and I tell the judge
what happened.”
And I said “I’m entitled to go to
trial.” He can’t have the rest of the charges
dismissed. He ends up by pleading to
fifteen counts. His client got 180 months.
He didn’t need that. I mean, that’s not
what would have happened if he’d taken
the plea agreement.
AL:

Yes.
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CT:

Yes.

AL:

Uff. I’m going to stop this.

CT: And when you get time under the
Federal Sentencing Guidelines, you don’t
get any good time you know. There’s no
such animal.
AL: Mm hmm. I want to back it up a
little bit.
CT:

Yes.

the department who keep the department
going, extremely dedicated, hardworking
people. I looked at the government’s
response to Congress, you know. And,
they’re promoting a retention of existing
criminal law because it’s got generations of
cases [supporting it.] It’s been [carefully]
developed. We know what the law is in
most of these areas. What do I see? On the
areas of theft and conspiracy, some guy
in the Department he takes everything I
wrote. He puts his name on it and claims
it as his own.

Federal Criminal Code
AL: The work that you did on rewriting
the Federal Criminal Code, when did that
actually come into being? I know the work
that you did was ’71, ’72. When did those
effects come—I mean, did they ever come
before the public? Or what came of the
work that you did?

AL:

CT: Yes. I didn’t say anything to him
about it, but that’s pretty typical. And I’m
sure they did the same thing to Norman
too, and his work.
AL: But so, so it didn’t come into being
under—at all? Or?
CT:

CT:
AL:

Pardon?

A lot of sound and fury.
Oh.

CT: So they were able to—the
Department submits its response. They
were able to convince Congress to jettison
Pat Brown’s S1 and the Criminal Code
never got changed. It remained as it was.
And interestingly enough, you know I
told you that there are certain people in
64
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AL: So the work you did—I know it
didn’t come out under your name or
anything like that but—
CT: No, but the work the commission
did was able to convince Congress not
to adopt a change in the federal criminal
law. And to leave the criminal law as
it was. And one of the nice things, not
now so much, but at that time, the nice

thing about the Criminal Code was it
was easy to understand for the average
person. The average person could pick
up the statute on mail fraud, conspiracy,
you know, wire fraud, bank robbery—
he could understand it! It was very clear.
Now, you know, the Code is huge and it’s
very complicated. I don’t think that is the
case. But it was the case at the time. And
the commission, when they had written
this stuff, Adair I could tell you there
was—it was so complicated. You know, I

you know, they changed that. I put that all
back in there in the government’s response
and it was—I told you Henry Peterson
said they accepted it just as I wrote it.

used to call [the attorneys on the Brown
Commission.] I knew some of them.
And I asked Dave Robinson—even Dave
couldn’t figure out what they were [trying
to say.] It was so complicated. And so I’d
call them, I had a friend of mine in San
Francisco, Dave Bancroft. I said, “Dave,
what did you mean by this!?”
“I’m not exactly sure,” he’d say.

on conspiracy I [had a lot of expertise] on
conspiracy. I’m not now, but I was [very
knowledgeable] on conspiracy. I probably
knew conspiracy as well as anybody in
the country. And for some kid who went
to a night law school—even Norman was
impressed when he was up there in front
of Henry Peterson and Henry said, “We’re
going to accept what you wrote.” But I can
tell you what I learned played a very, very
important role in the Rajneesh case.

AL: If they’re not exactly sure what
they’re writing, who were they writing it
for?
CT: At the time they wrote it, they
thought they understood it. But as time
went on, it was so complicated. What they
did is they took a lot of legal theories on
criminal code and compiled these. And
they got rid of a lot of old-line, traditional
aspects of criminal law. For instance,
in conspiracy, they take the law on
conspiracy and ruin conspiracy. We really
couldn’t have a conspiracy anymore. And,

AL:

Mm hmm.
Did your work on the Code,
impact the future work that you did in
the U.S. Attorney’s Office in terms of
understanding the Criminal Code better?
CT:

AL:

Oh yes. When I finished the work

I was wondering about that, yes.

The Rajneeshee Cases

CT: It played a very important role. And
so, we got ready to do an indictment in
the Rajneesh case. And the lawyers on the
case were not going to indict the Rajneesh
because they felt the evidence was too
minimal; weren’t going to indict the
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Rajneesh. They had other people, and they
started with Sheela Silverman [Ma Anand
Sheela]. I saw this and I told my friend
Jack, I said, “Jack, we can’t have this.”
AL:

This is Jack Wong?

CT: Jack Wong. I said, “Jack, we cannot
have this. We have a prima facie case of
conspiracy against the [Bagwhan Shree]
Rajneesh. I said we’re going to have
a meeting tomorrow morning at 8:00,
Saturday morning, and we’re going to go
over this thing. I gave an hour and a half
lecture on conspiracy with a—they had
a big blackboard there—and we’re going
to indict the Rajneesh. He’s going to be
charged with conspiracy to defraud the
government and making false statements
to the INS.”2 So that’s what happened.3
AL:

That would have been 198—

CT: I don’t remember when
indictment was returned. [1985]
AL:

the

Yes.

CT: But that’s what happened. And
then the Rajneesh was arrested in—I think
was it Charlotte?
AL:

did that. We held a hearing down there.
And then they put the Rajneesh on the
[U.S.] Marshal’s bus. And they brought
him back to Oregon. Well, the Marshal’s
bus goes from town to town and they
stop at these little, tiny, podunk jails. And
they throw you in the dirty, stinking, hot,
smelly, filthy little jails. The Rajneesh has
been living with a lap of luxury with all
these women. And by the time—
AL: They put him on a bus from
Charlotte to Portland?
CT: The Marshal’s bus! They lock them
up every night in some dirty stinking jail.
By the time they got back, ten days later, he
didn’t want any more of American justice.
He’d seen everything he wanted to see
about American justice. So that was that.

I think so.

CT: Yes. He was arrested. We were
asked to go down there. You just don’t
66

bring somebody back. You must do two
things. You’ve got to establish probable
cause. And then you have to establish
that the person who’s arrested is the
same person who’s charged. Identity.
Probable cause is established by return
of the indictment. That answers that
question. So you get a certified copy of
the indictment.
But then we had to show that
the guy that we arrested was the same
[person] that was in the indictment. We
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AL:

Did the Marshals not have a plane?

CT:

They had a plane. [laughs]

AL:

Okay.

CT: They have a plane, but he was on the
bus. It’s on Veteran’s Day. It’s in October.
Jack Ransom represents the Rajneesh. I’m
in the office and so I get a call from Jack.
“Charlie, I need to talk to you.”
I said, “Well Jack, how did you
know I’m going to be in the office?”
“You’re always in the office.”
I said okay. What do you want?
“I want to negotiate a plea for the
Rajneesh.”
I said, “Okay Jack. He’s got to plead
to conspiracy to defraud the government.
And a substantive count to making false
statements to the government. He’s got to
agree to dismiss all of the civil cases. He’s
got to agree to pay a fine. And he’s got to
agree that he cannot come back into this
country unless he has written permission
from the Attorney General of the United
States. And he’d be on probation for 5
years.”
He said, “Okay!” Fine! We’ve got a
deal. What about the fine? How much of a
fine do you want?”
I said, “Jack, I want $500,000.”
“Where are you going to get that
money?”
I said, “Well, the Rajneesh posted
a bond up in the clerk’s office, $500,000.
We’re going to seize the bond.”
“Oh my gosh,” he says! “My fee!”
“Well Jack, how about $400,000?”
Sold. [laughs]

I told Jack—I wrote my memoirs
recently—I put that [in there]. He did not
like that. But that’s exactly what happened.
We took [the plea agreement] to
Judge [Edward] Leavy. He thought this
was the best thing. He said, “I want to do
this right now!” You know.
I said, “We can do it in a couple
days.”
I got second-guessed by a lot of
people, including the Department. They
said, “No, this is not right—this guy’s got
to go to jail.”
I said, “You know, if we can send
people out of the country instead of
putting them in jail here, we’ll reduce the
crime rate.” I said “If we prosecute this
guy and he has to go to jail, we’ll make him
a martyr. But if he leaves the country,”
I said, “this whole commune is going
to totally disintegrate. It’ll disintegrate
within days!”
The Assistant Attorney General
said, “I don’t know about that.” He said,
“Well, go ahead but make sure that it
happens. But if it doesn’t happen we’re
going to disavow you.”
But it did happen exactly the way
I thought it was going to happen. He
left and, man, when he left the whole
commune just completely collapsed.
AL: And this was—this was the
Assistant Attorney General in Oregon?
CT:

No—
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AL: That’s what I thought. But I just
wanted to check.
CT: No, no, no. The Assistant Attorney
General in charge of the Criminal Division
in the Department.
AL:

She got four and a half years and then
she gets out. And, you know, he [Dave]
doesn’t have any money. He looks bad,
boy. You know, because they didn’t get a
dime. They should have found out about
the money first before they got the fine. I
knew we shouldn’t do that.

Yes, yes.
AL:

CT: Those [people], Dave Frohnmayer,
[and his staff] don’t have any control over
me. I had control over them.

CT: No, I don’t know where the money
was!

AL:

AL:

I know.

CT: They wanted to have control over
me but they never had any control over
me. You know, and Dave, they made some
bogus mistakes in that case, including the
fine. But what a bad mistake that was—I
don’t know. I couldn’t carry Dave’s
briefcase and he’s got a six-figure IQ and
he’s argued before the Supreme Court five
or six times. Warren Burger said he was
the finest attorney general ever to argue
before the U.S. Supreme Court when he
was there.
But they got a big fine against
Sheela. I think they got $400,000 against
her. We deposed her. He deposed her. We
can’t find the money. We never did find
any money. And so they wanted to know,
you know, am I going to get a fine against
her? I said no way because I don’t want
to look like a fool. So we don’t get a fine.
And, so, she goes to jail for a little time.
68
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No, I meant with the Rajneesh.

CT: They probably took the money out
of the country when she fled the country.
You know, she fled before he did. And I
think that they took the money with them.
AL: Um-hmm. So do you have
memories of the first time you heard about
this group by the Big Muddy Ranch?
CT: Yes. Just like everybody else we
read about it. They bought this, what was
it—60,000 acres?
AL:

Mm hmm.

CT:

No, we read about it. And —

AL: Did that make any of your antennae
go up? Or did you just think that’s—
CT:

No.

AL:

—that’s a crazy purchase.

CT: You know, I didn’t know anything
about this. And, it didn’t make any
difference to me. It didn’t seem like it
made any difference. But then we realized
uh oh! First thing that happens—there’s
an enormous marriage fraud! All these
people are coming into the country and
they’re marrying American citizens, these
arranged, contrived marriages. So—
AL: Did you
immediately?

notice

that

pretty

CT: Yes. And so INS opens up a case
and the Rajneesh is here. He’d moved
from New Jersey to [Oregon]. The next
thing that happens I get a call from some
people in the Department of Justice. OIL,
Office of Immigration Ligation. So they
come out to the office.
AL: So, are you U.S. Attorney at this
point?
CT: I’m the U.S. Attorney. And, you
know, and they come out to the office.
And they think they’re going to push me
around.
AL: What do you mean, push you
around?
CT: Just push me around! You know,
they’re from the Department and I’m

some little podunk prosecutor who
doesn’t know whether he’s on foot or
on horseback. And they’re going to push
me around! And they tell me this guy
has violated the law. I want you to indict
him, two counts of this fraud. I said,
“Who do you think you’re talking to?”
I said, “This is a fraud case and there’s
400 marriages here. And we’re going
to treat this case like every other case.
We’re going to investigate every single
marriage and make sure we have a prima
facie case as in every other case. And get
out of my office! Get out of here! Go back
to Washington!” You know, and so they
do that. They tell the INS. And so they
write the Attorney General and they
tell him that this guy is a weak-kneed
prosecutor who’s giving mixed signals
and who’s afraid to use the grand jury.
And he needs to be fired or replaced by
a Special Prosecutor.
AL:

The INS said that?

CT: Yes. So, I get a call from Jay
Stevens, who’s the deputy working for
Ed Meese. He used to be the US Attorney
in the District of Columbia. He said,
“Hey Charlie, I want you to come back to
Washington.”
I said, “I can’t come back. I’m too
busy.”
He says, “Well, think of it as an
opportunity.”
I said, “For what?”
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He said, “To save your job.”
I said okay, so I go back.
And I have a meeting with Lowell
Jensen who’s the Deputy Attorney
General right under Ed Meese. You know,
my job’s on the line. And these guys from
the INS are there. The General Counsel,
and the head of the INS, and another one
of his deputies. And so we go in there.
Lowell Jensen is an old-line prosecutor
from Alameda County in California, and
he’s part of the California connection. He

“Listen, anything you want, you call me.
You can have it.” Yes.

looked at me because he’d never seen me
before, and he looked at me. I could see—
he thinks you’re a prosecutor because you
look like a prosecutor.
So, he says to them, “Give, give
me your statement.” They start out and
they talk about a minute and a half or so.
He cuts them off. And he says, “All right,
what do you got to say?” I started to tell
him what I just finished telling you that
we’re going to prosecute this guy, but I’m
going to do it like I do every other case
and I’m not going to be pushed around
by these people. And I started to go on.
He hits his hand on the table—pow! The
meeting’s over! Everybody gets up and
they jump out.
And so the Assistant Attorney
General in charge of the Criminal Division
comes over. He said, “Charlie, your job
is safe. We better get out of here because
Lowell’s mad because he knows he’s been
used.” Later on he called me and said,

he had these two planes in there. And he’s
getting ready to leave and they wanted to
have a SWAT team. I said, “You’ve got to be
kidding! A SWAT team, a bunch of young
guys, try to break in there and have a fire
fight and be killed? What’s the purpose
of it?” I said “They’re in there. They can’t
go anyplace. The longer they’re there the
higher their bail is going to be. And the
more charges are going to be. We’re not
going to do that.” But they told the head
of INS that it was my idea that I wanted to
do it. It was exactly the opposite.
So anyway, they flee. And we get
their flight plan. They’ve got to land in
Pueblo, [Colorado] and then down to
Charlotte. And it’s Sunday, and we’ve got
warrants for them for the indictment. I
want to get them arrested. So I call the FBI,
Ted Gardner, he tells me, “What a terrible
lawyer you are Charlie. You are the worst
lawyer! Let me tell you all the mistakes
you made in this case.”
“Ted, I want these guys arrested.”
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AL: So, consequently, did you need a
beefed-up INS to—
CT: The [INS] wouldn’t give me
anything. They took away everything. No,
we did it ourselves. They gave us no help.
And, we tried to get—when the Rajneesh
fled, first of all, they blamed me. The INS
blames me that he has this compound and

“I’m not [going to help you. No
way. But I might help you with INS.
Maybe I’ll call them.”
I said, “Forget it Ted, goodbye, “
and I hung up the phone. So then I call
INS. They won’t [help]. Then I call the
marshal. He won’t do it. I call Customs.
They won’t do it. I call my administrative
assistant, Pat Davis. I said Pat, my gosh, it’s
7:00 at night, so it’s 10:00 in Washington.
I said, “Do you know anybody that we
can get to arrest these guys? Otherwise

[Ted Gardner] told me this was the most
important case in their jurisdiction. But
when I asked them to help me arrest the
guy Gardner said no. All he wanted to
tell me was what a lousy lawyer I was.

they’re going to leave the country!”
She said, “I don’t know anybody.
But I do know there’s a marshal down in
McClain, [Virginia].
I said he’s not going to be there
at 10:00 at night on a Sunday night. But,
give me his name and his number. I call
the guy. He’s there! I told him who I am,
that I’m U.S. Attorney. And I said, “I’ve
got warrants for these guys. Would you
arrest them?” He said yes! He doesn’t
even call me back. He doesn’t even verify
who I am. He said yes. He said I’m going
to get the local people who will arrest
them. The planes land—bang! We got
them all!

told those guys: if you don’t like what
I’m doing, take your case elsewhere.
They just want to try to push you around.
I told them, “You come in to this office
you do it the way we want it to be done. If
you don’t have the facts, you’re not going
to get your case prosecuted.”

AL: Why would none of the other folks
help you? Was it because it was a Sunday
night or was it there other—
CT: I don’t know. There was a degree
of fear and [perhaps] they don’t want to
be involved. Now, at one time the FBI,

AL: Why was he telling you were a
lousy lawyer? Because you hadn’t set it
up?
CT: Because I guess he thought that
I was. He and I didn’t get along. I often

AL: In the Rajneesh case it seemed like
you had to answer to many, many more
levels of government than you—
CT: I had the INS. I had Customs. I had
the Deputy Attorney General. And I had
the Assistant Attorney General in charge
of the Criminal Division. No, I had to
answer to all of those people.
AL: How did you juggle all of that?
[laughs]
CT:

We just did it.

AL:

You just did it?
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Extradition from Germany
CT: I just took it the way—you know,
we’re going to investigate every single
case the same way. And I’m not going
to take any shortcuts. When we indicted
the Rajneesh, and the seven other people,
we had a good case against all of them.
You know, they all pled guilty. We had
to go to Germany in December and do an
extradition. Bring Sheela and Ma Anand
Puja. I had to bring those people back.
I had to go back and do the extradition.
Somebody said, “Gee, you get to go to
Germany!” I said, you know, I went to
Germany in the wintertime. You know the
Battle of the Bulge was on December 16,
1944. I said, you know, we were there at
that time of the year. It is bitterly, bitterly
cold! I mean, you just can’t believe how
cold it is over there and how raw it is! We
got it done. That was a very interesting
experience. And I made a big, stupid
mistake. I tried to tease the Germans. You
don’t tease the Germans. They have no
sense of humor. I’m with an [attorney] from
the Department who does extraditions.
And he said “Charlie, you got to
go back in and apologize to those people
because they are pissed at you.”
AL:

What were you teasing them about?

CT: I just kidded them. I said, “You
guys [grant] us an extradition and give
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us the evidence that we want that you
seized over here we’ll give you one of
the Rajneesh’s Rolls Royces.” [pause] You
know—they got mad. I had to go back. I
said, “Your beer is better than our beer.
And I love your German food and we
love it here, you know. You [folks] are the
greatest.”
AL: Now, why did you have to go with
them to do that? Because you’re you and
at that particular level? Is that to show—?
CT:

I didn’t have to go.

AL: Oh! You didn’t have to go to
Germany?
CT: Well, somebody had to go. You
can’t [obtain] an extradition unless you go
to the country where the person’s arrested.
AL:

Right.

CT: And you have to satisfy certain
rules, and if you don’t satisfy these rules—
it’s very complicated. Extradition’s not
[automatically] granted.
AL:

Right.

CT: For example, we could—we could
not extradite Sheela in Switzerland
because their treaty says no extradition of
Swiss citizens or people who are married
to Swiss citizens.

AL:

Was she married to a Swiss citizen?

AL:

Oh.

CT:

Yes. That’s why I think she got the

the United States it is a crime. So if I sell
you my car and I tell you it’s never been in
an accident but it has been and the frame
is bent, that’s a misrepresentation. That’s
not a misrepresentation in Germany. And
so you can’t extradite somebody on that
charge. But we got it done. We were able
to extradite her. And when you bring them
back, you can only prosecute them on the
charges for which they’re extradited. So,
if they’ve got ten other charges and they
weren’t extradited on those charges, you

CT:

She was married to Swiss citizen.

AL:

When did that happen?

money over there. But when she was in
Germany —

cannot prosecute on those charges. So. I
learned a lot about extradition over there.

AL: Okay, so she fled to Germany, she
was brought back.

AL: Have you ever had to use it in the
same way?

CT:

Brought back, did her time.

CT:

AL:

And then she went back—

AL: Did you ever have to use it again
on cases?

CT: When she went over there. She
married some Swiss.

CT: Went back, yes. And then there was
an indictment for murder conspiracy.
AL:

Right.

CT: And so she was over there. So we
can’t bring her back. But when she was
in Germany we could bring her back. It’s
very complicated because the laws have
to correspond, the demanding country
and the country of the arrest. And it’s got
to be exact. And the Germans have a very
strange law on fraud. They don’t recognize
failure to disclose. That’s not a crime. In

Pardon?

CT: [laughs] No, I’ve only done one
extradition. That’s all I’ve ever done. You
don’t have them very often.
AL: No. And especially not one like
that I should imagine. Let’s take a break—
CT:

Okay, yes.

AL: —and let me take a gander at where
we are.
CT:

There’s a great extradition case—
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[recording stops abruptly, then resumes with
comments in progress.]
[Interviewer note: The question asked was
about what early jobs Charles Turner had as
a boy.]

Early Work Experiences
CT: —two blocks from our house, and I
sold the Saturday Evening Post at the Rock
Island Train Station.
AL: Now who is this—you said you
worked for an Irish mafia guy?

Post right at the train station. I was a waiter
in military school. I was a camp counselor
in Wisconsin. A construction worker and
then I had a little tree trimming business
when I was in college.
AL:

CT: I met a guy in high school from
Iowa and he knew how to trim trees. He
showed me how to do it. Yes.
AL: So, did you mention the mafia guy,
did you see him get gunned down?
CT:

CT:

I never saw the guy.

Mm hmm.

AL: How old were you? What kind of
stuff did you do for him?

AL: You never saw him. But he was
killed later.

CT:

Fourth grade.

AL:

Fourth grade?

CT: I came to work one day and his wife
said “Mr. Reagan, they shot him down
on the porch last night. Work is over for
you.”

CT:

Mm hmm.

AL:

AL: What—just like mow his lawn or
what kind of things did you do?
CT: I worked with his German gardener.
We would rake his lawn, mow his lawn, do
all trimming his bushes. He had a big yard.
Trimmed all the bushes. Yes, did that every
day after school. I sold Saturday Evening
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That’s incredible.

CT: Yes. The Irish mafia. Roger “the
Terrible” Touhy was one of the guys, the
mafia guys.
AL:

This was a neighborhood guy?

CT: He lived on the west side. But my
guy [lived] two blocks from our house.

AL: So how long was your dad in
practice as a lawyer?
CT: Well, he died in 1969. He must have
been in practice from the early 20’s until
he died.
AL:

So about 40 years.

CT:

Yes.

AL:

Was he a trial attorney?

CT:

Yes! My dad was good.

AL:

So you watched him?

CT: I said I didn’t like my dad, and
I didn’t respect him. But he was the
best lawyer I ever knew. He was the
best. I remember when I took the bar
examination, subjects he hadn’t studied
for who knows how long, he knew the
answer to every question.
AL:

CT: Well my dad was a good athlete. I
was not a good athlete, but he was a good
athlete. He was a terrific long distance
swimmer. He could swim over two miles
in the open surf. And he was a good
horseback rider and he was a good tennis
player. And he was a good golfer. Yes.

Wow.

CT: I had the bar exam with me and I
went over to see what he thought about
my answers. He knew every answer. Every
answer. He the best lawyer I ever knew.
AL: Was he from an era where I guess
men were very athletic? I just wondering
where you got your love of running and
athleticism.

AL: Were your other, is your other
brother and sister, are they good athletes
or not so interested in it?

Chicago Cubs & Baseball
CT: My sister is a long-distance bike
rider. And my brother is a runner. He’s
still running right now. But he was not
a good athlete either. I was telling my
brother the other day. I said, “Geez, we
were just crappy baseball players.” We
loved the Cubs and we wanted to be good
baseball players. We were no good. But the
other day I met my middle grandson. He’s
just fourteen. He’s very thin. Hit the ball
over the 300’ sign on the fly for a homer.
And then he got up and hit a double and
a triple. I said, you know, “How fantastic
that is because we were so lousy!” [laughs]
AL:

Have you always been a baseball fan?

CT:

Oh yes.

AL: What do
particularly?

you

like

about

it
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CT:

What do I like about it?

AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: [pause] I don’t know. It’s the thing
about—I love watching it. The game in the
‘40s. I like the statistics. The stories. You
know, and there’s something heroic about
the baseball players that I never found
in basketball and in football. But there
was always something heroic about—my
brother and I really loved it. And the first
game I ever went to with my brother was
the World Series Game in 1945. [chuckles]
Yes.
AL:

Who was playing?

CT: The Cubs were playing the Detroit
Tigers. They lost that game 4 to 1. I
remember my grandfather and my father
were going to go to the game. So they’re
talking about it so my brother and I said,
“We want to go to the game!” Okay,
okay. You could get tickets. My brother
went with my dad and I went with my
grandfather. I remember the game. We
had to travel all the way from the South
Side of Chicago all the way to the north
side to Wrigley Field. Man, what a trip.
AL: Did you do that in a car or did you
get on a bus?
CT:
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station, the Rock Island, take the Rock
Island downtown. And then we’d take the
elevated and the subway up to Wrigley
Field. Yes, I remember that. I went to it
must have been several hundred games. I
went to games a lot of times when I should
have been in school.
AL: When you went to the World Series
game, were you of an age when you were
in long pants or were you still in short
pants?
CT:
yes.

No, I was in long pants. It was 1945,

AL: Yes, you would have been, you
would have been—
CT:

I was nine. Yes.

AL: Mm hmm. And, you liked the
statistics?
CT:

Oh yes.

AL: What do you like about the
statistics?
CT: [pause] I like to look at the numbers
that some of these guys [compiled]. I wrote
my friend the other day about—he’s always
telling me about how great Barry Bonds is.
Well listen, Barry Bonds couldn’t compare to
Babe Ruth. Babe Ruth did stuff that nobody

else could ever do. And all the outrageous
stories that are told about Babe Ruth, his
teammates said they were all true. Jammed
into the life of one man was the life of about
twelve people. This guy, outrageous stuff
he did was all true and he was loved by his
teammates and he was the only guy in the
history of the game that ever was an All Star
and a Hall of Fame player both as a pitcher
and as an outfielder. He did everything. He
was a natural athlete. Just a natural!

hot in Chicago in the summertime and a lot
of times we didn’t want to go. But we had
to go up there. And I’d also go down to the
South Side to Comiskey Park. Later on when
I got to be older I’d drive up to Milwaukie
County Stadium and go up to the game up
there!

AL: So you and your brother went to
games a lot as kids?

Philadelphia, Seattle, San Francisco, San
Diego.

CT: Oh yes! We used to go to games a lot
of times.

AL:

Yes. All over the place.

CT:

Yes. Yes.

AL: Could you go on your own once you
figured out how to get there?
CT: Sometimes my father made us go.
[chuckles]
AL:

AL:

Good baseball youth it sounds like!

CT: Oh yes. I’ve been to games in St.
Louis and Cincinnati, Brooklyn, New York,

AL: That’s great. Have you ever been to
spring training anywhere?
CT: Yes. I went to spring training to see
the Cubs. I’d like to do that again.

What do you mean he made you go?

CT: Well, I told you about how to relate
to clients. And my dad had the Norman
Sepenuk theory. He became friends and
associates with his clients. He’d buy tickets
from some guy who was a company
executive who was also a client. And so if
he wasn’t going to go, he would have us go
instead. He’d make sure we went. A lot of
times I didn’t want to go. It can be beastly

AL: Sounds great. Well, I wanted to move
us back to about—
CT:

Go ahead and ask me the—

AL: I wanted to go back to 1982, which
was a big year for you in that you had just
become U.S. Attorney.
CT:

Yes.
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Stephen Michael Kessler Case
AL: You also had a lot going on. There
was the Stephen Michael Kessler case,
[United States v. Stephen Michael Kessler,
et. al. 692 F.2d 584 (9th Cir. 1982)]
Rajneesh was an ongoing thing.
CT: Yes, Kessler. I went to see Kessler
recently.
AL:

Really!

CT: Well, I didn’t want to see him. But
my friend Norman, he traded on our
fifty years of friendship.
I said, “You know Norman, I don’t
want to go down to the penitentiary.
But you’re the only guy I would do this
for. I wouldn’t do it for anybody else.
Fifty years, I’ll do it for you but I’m not
going to change my mind. I mean, I’ll go
with an open mind, but don’t ask me to
change my mind.”
Kessler’s
still
the
same
pathological liar that he was before.
I don’t think he still has a homicidal
tendency. He would have killed me if he
could. No question.
AL:

When?

CT: When I prosecuted him, if he
could have killed me he would have. He
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would have. But I don’t think he—I think
that part is probably past. But he’s still a
pathological liar.
AL: How do you know? From your
conversation with him?
CT: I talked to him! I talked to him for
an hour and a half!
AL:

What did you talk about?

CT: We talked about his criminal
conduct and whether or not—how he’d
changed, if he’d mentored anybody. And
when he shot this corrections officer in the
head, if he’d ever written a letter to him,
[or his family]? Why had he not written?
I told him, you know, “I couldn’t possibly
conceive of recommending that you be
paroled if you haven’t, for starters, written
the family and asked for forgiveness.
You’ve never done that.”
“Well, I’ve thought about it a
thousand times.”
I said, “Well, that’s not very
helpful.”
And then he told me he was
robbed. And my case agent needed to take
a polygraph. I thought Steve, I don’t need
to hear that. I said you didn’t need to tell
me that but you’re asking me to choose
between you and the case agent who’s a
friend of mine. I’ve known him for a long
time. I said the choice is pretty clear to me.

AL: Mm hmm. So what happened in
the, in the Kessler case?
CT:

What happened?

AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: Well, he was a head of a group of
heroin guys. And he doesn’t use heroin. He
did. He stopped using it. But they would
go to his place over on Sandy Boulevard
and they’d fire up. And then, they would
go rob a bank, come back, pay him off for
the heroin that they used and get ready to
do another one.
Well, on this particular case,
for some reason, I don’t know why
Kessler did this, but he got a guy from
Massachusetts that he knew, Patrick John
O’Shea; had [O’Shea] come out here.
They did a machine-gun robbery of the
Sandy Boulevard branch of U.S. National
Bank on April 30, 1980. O’Shea carried a
machine gun during the robbery. I’d never
had one like that. They used a triple set of
getaway cars. And they dressed in Laurel
and Hardy masks and, um, and O’Shea
carried a percussion grenade and a smoke
grenade. And he threw the smoke grenade
during the robbery.
AL:

AL:

Oh, okay.

CT: Yes, he had that. You could see it
hanging around his neck. I’ll show you
the pictures. But Kessler wasn’t there. So
we investigated the case for a long time.
I’m working on it along with Jack [Wong].
Every [important] case, I always had Jack
with me. And so we indict Kessler, along
with five other people. He [Kessler]
doesn’t think he can be convicted. But we
charged him with armed bank robbery,
bank robbery, aiding and abetting a
felony, carrying a firearm during the
commission of a felony, [and conspiracy].
We charged him with everything. So he
thinks he’s not going to be convicted, but
we convicted him of everything.
AL: So why did he think he would not
be convicted? Because he wasn’t—
CT: Because he wasn’t there! He was ten
miles away. He doesn’t think he’s going
to be convicted but Jack and I convinced
the jury that he was a conspirator. And
he’s responsible for the acts of other
people even though he wasn’t there.
AL: Mm hmm. Because of the drug
dealing and—

What was the other type?

CT: Percussion. That’s the shrapnel
grenade.

CT: Well, that was part of it. And, we
got him, we got him on distribution—
we charged him with distribution of
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heroin. The only testimony we had was
the girlfriend of one of the conspirators.
So they, they beat up on her. She’s on
the witness stand. They beat up on her.
“You went to Sally’s Mustang Ranch. You
worked there. You were a prostitute. And
you’re an addict. You’re a liar. You’re a
doper. You’re a this and that.”
So then they moved to strike her
testimony. Well, Judge [Owen] Panner,
who was adamantly opposed to us all
the way through the case, you know.

CT:

He had a little smile on his face. He said
“Well, I think you’ve qualified her as an
expert.” [chuckles] And so, you know, the
jury bought her testimony. Yes. She was
pretty good. Vickie Grasso. She was a
[very] good witness.

but he never did. He wouldn’t do it. He
says he didn’t know. He says somebody
threw it over the fence. I said “Steve, who
are you kidding! Threw a gun over the
fence to the yard while everybody else is
around and suddenly it found its way into
your possession? Who are you kidding
Steve?” But he wouldn’t tell me. He said
he would when the case was over. But
he didn’t do it. So anyhow, we didn’t get
it. We got everybody else. I got—we did
a very careful investigation. I had all the
telephone records sitting there and I could
see his telephone calls going out to some
of the conspirators who sheltered him
[after his escape].

AL:

So, he was convicted?

CT: He was convicted. He got fifty-five
years. He did his federal time and now
he’s back in the state penitentiary because
he’s got some state time he hadn’t done.
AL:

Wow.

CT: Norman tried to get him out. But
the case agent and I testified against him
so they denied his application for parole.
They gave him a set over until 2030.
That’ll cool his heels for a while.
AL: Yes. So, he tried to break out of the
Rocky Butte Jail?
80
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He did break out.

AL: Okay. That’s what he was doing
the federal time for or was that—
CT: It’s a county correctional facility
but he was awaiting trial on the federal
charges.
I said “I want you to tell me how the
gun got into the jail.” I think a corrections
officer smuggled it in. We never got that,
you know, he said he would [tell us],

AL: Was it hard to get telephone records
at that point?
CT: No, it’s easy to get them. And
we could see—there’s some record, we
couldn’t tell what was said but we could
know the date and we could see the calling

number and the receiving number. And
we could see how long the conversation
was. And I could see, right before the
escape, the telephone calls back and forth.

CT:

Yes.

he sees me with the case agent. No flicker
of expression on his face at all. He just
looked at me and he says “Oh, you again.
I’m doing a life sentence. I think I’m just
going to relax and enjoy it. Take me back.”
I thought, “My gosh, the guy will want
to talk to me. He’s locked down twentythree hours. He’d just want to talk and
b.s.” Wouldn’t do it.

AL:

Okay, those were from the jail.

AL:

AL: And they were his telephone calls
were those from the jail?

CT: From the jail. And I guess the
reason we could get them is because they
had to be collect because they don’t have a
pay phone there so they had to be collect.
Kessler was a very tough cookie; a very
tough guy.
AL:

How do you mean tough?

CT: You can’t break that guy down.
Most guys you can break down. But you
can’t break down Kessler.
AL: And he’s retained that toughness
in prison also?
CT: Yes, oh yes. I went down to see him
at Marion, Illinois which is a really, really
tough place. That’s the Alcatraz of its
time. And he didn’t know I was coming.
He’s locked down twenty-three hours a
day. Locked down twenty-three hours a
day! So he came around the corner and

Was this in the ‘90s?

CT: Oh, this was after he’d been
convicted. I went down there. I was trying
to find out how the gun got smuggled
into the jail because I wanted to indict that
person. And we thought we knew who it
was but he wouldn’t help us.

U.S. Attorney & State Courts
AL: So, you had just come into the U.S.
Attorney’s position. What kind of changes
did you make in the office initially?
CT: Well, one of the things is I started—
Sid had a terrible bias against state court
prosecutors. He just thinks they’re no
good; they can’t try cases. He wouldn’t
hire anybody. In fact, he only hired one
and that was because the circuit court put
a lot of pressure on him and Multnomah
County Judge Beatty put a lot of pressure
on him and he hired one [attorney]. He
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was going to hire Mike Schrunk, but
Mike decided he wouldn’t take the job,
which was a great idea for Mike because
later on he became the District Attorney
[for Multnomah County]. Sid had a bias
against those people. And I had a bias in
favor of them. So that’s the people that
I hired. I hired experienced, state court
prosecutors and experienced assistant
attorney generals. That’s the people I
hired. And so, that’s one thing I did.
Then I did a lot of what we call

it clearly wasn’t true. I mean, they deserve
precedence. But they weren’t working
that hard. I went to the Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts. I got the statistics
so I knew what was going on, you know.
I could see who was trying cases. So that’s
the other thing I did. And then we made
an effort to prosecute [many state court]
cases. And I had a lot of support from
the District Attorneys. They did, you
know, obviously they liked me because
they made me an honorary member and

cross designation. I would name some of
the Deputy District Attorneys as Special
Assistant U.S. Attorneys. And they could
be Special Assistants and they could
come in and try cases [in federal court].
And we did this so we would have
enough resources so we could try the
gang, the drug, and the firearms cases.
My feeling was that this issue about the
rise of that type of crime, gang activity,
was a community and a state and a city
issue. And not like the judges felt: “We
don’t want to be involved with this. This
is a state issue. Don’t bring it into the
federal court.” I thought baloney, this is
a community issue. We can help! We have
the resources, let’s do it! So we did it.
I got lots of static from the judges.
They were very, very critical of me. They
went around and told the other civil
lawyers that they couldn’t get their cases
to trial because Charlie Turner was taking
over all the cases and criminal cases
deserve a precedent over civil cases. Well,

I also got a lot of support from Gov. Neil
Goldschmidt. Not too much from Bud
Clark. Goldschmidt put him in his place.
[chuckles]
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AL:

How so?

CT: He [Clark] was part of this group
we had talking about drugs and crime and
firearms, gang violence. AL:
And is
that different than the cross-designation
group?
CT: Dave Frohnmayer was there and
Mike Schrunk and Neil Goldschmidt, Bud
Clark, myself and the district attorney
in Washington County and so on. And
anyway, we’re there and we’re talking
about strategy and so on.
So Bud says, “Well can’t we just
legalize drugs?” There’s a silence.
Goldschmidt said “Bud, you’re
running for reelection aren’t you?”
“Yes.”

“Do you want to get reelected? You
want me to stand by you?”
“Yes.”
“You better get on the program.”
Bud said, “Okay, okay. I’m not in
favor of legalization.” [laughs]
Goldschmidt had a way. And, I
saw him put Dave Frohnmayer in “short
pants.” These are the two big egos, the
two massive intellects. But Goldschmidt
was a master, master, master politician.
Better than Dave Frohnmayer.
AL:

What happened?

CT: Oh, it was some issue when he
[Goldschmidt] said something like “Dave,
you think you know something we don’t
know? You’d better tell us what it is.”
Dave didn’t know. He didn’t have it. But
Neil knew. But of course, I didn’t know
what he was doing on the side.
AL: Mm hmm. In terms of trying drug
cases, did the state court judges have any
difficulty with the federal judges taking
more of the cases?
CT: No, they’re so overworked over
there. Any case you take from them so
much the better [for them]. And that’s
the idea. You know, the federal judges
they don’t want any check forgeries, they
don’t want any mail theft cases. Those are
important cases! You know, when you—
and they’re federal cases, you know. They

want to send them over to the county.
Get rid of the bank robberies. I am totally
opposed to that. We should do that. We
have the resources. We can do it.
AL:

Why do they not want to try those?

CT: They don’t want to be bothered. It’s
not a community problem. It’s not a city
problem. It’s not a state problem. It’s an
us versus them. It’s Sid’s theory: dump it
on the locals. That was a famous phrase
that Sid always used: dump it on the
locals. There was a lot of animosity and
antagonism on the part of district attorneys
against the U.S. Attorney’s Office because
of that. When I came in there I—
AL: Because you were dumping on the
locals!
CT: All around! You can see, they made
me an honorary lifetime member of their
organization.
AL:

Yes.

CT: I got them speakers. One of the
speakers I got was Rudy Giuliani.
AL: He interviewed you for the U.S.
Attorney’s position didn’t he?
CT:

Oh yes. Oh yes.

AL:

What was that like?
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CT: He was pretty funny. That time
when I got Giuliani to speak to the district
attorneys, he was the U.S. Attorney
in the Southern District of New York.
But before that he was the Associate
Attorney General, which is the number
three position in the Department. And
his job was to interview all presidential
appointees before the president signed off.
To give the Department’s point of view. I
go to see him. I enter into his office.
I said, “Hi, Rudy. I’m Charlie

slightly. I don’t think he remembers me
now. But I remember Rudy. Yes.

Turner. I hear you’re a baseball fan.”
And he’s a big, big baseball fan!
And he loves the NY Yankees.
I said, “I hear you have a chair from
Yankee Stadium in your office. Where is
it? Could I see it?”
He said, “Yes, it’s right over here!”
He said, “Are you a baseball fan?”
I said, “Yes, I am a baseball fan.”
“What’s your team?”
I said, “The Chicago Cubs.”
“Oh,” he says “They’re not even a
baseball team!” [chuckles]
So, you know, we talked baseball
for about ten or fifteen minutes. Then he
says, “Okay, get out of here. You’re hired.”
He didn’t ask me, you know, “What are
your goals? What are your ideas?” He
didn’t ask me anything. All we talked
about was baseball and that was it. And
so later, he gave that talk for me at the
Oregon District Attorney’s Association.
One time I flew the border with the
INS and he was my seat mate. I knew him

we did a lot of those cases.
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Savings & Loan Fraud Cases
AL: Mm hmm. Prosecution of drug
cases was a strong focus for the Reagan
administration wasn’t it?
CT: Yes, that and also the prosecution
of the savings and loans cases. There was
a savings and loans scandal. You know, so

AL:

What kind of stuff did you do?

CT: [We did all] the savings and loans
fraud cases. We’d [charge] false statements
in these applications and—
AL:

In Oregon or?

CT: Yes! We did a lot of major
prosecutions here. And one of the leaders
in that was [AUSA] Lance Caldwell.
AL:

Oh really?

CT:

Yes.

AL: What were some of the savings and
loans in Oregon at that point? Was that the
Benjamin Franklin?
CT: Ben Franklin Savings and Loans
was one of them.

AL: Okay. Yes. So that was a big, a big
priority for—
CT: Oh, we got called back and ordered
to do this. I mean this is a—not making
any—criticism of Obama, but I can say
this: the banking fraud that is happening,
you know, the go slow approach, too
big to prosecute. Even the New York
Times, who is a big Obama supporter,
has made note of the fact of very few
[banking] prosecutions. But there were
hundreds, thousands of prosecutions
when Reagan was president. We did the
savings and loans. We prosecuted those
guys vigorously; vigorously. For all these
phony fraudulent loans, all the false
statements and misapplications, and
embezzlements; we did all that.

U.S. Attorney’s Office Changes
AL: So you talked a little bit about
changing the office around a little bit
in terms of bringing in more district
attorneys and state attorney generals.
What other changes were there in the
office?
CT: Well, we did the cross-designation
so we could prosecute those cases. We
made a vigorous application of the
federal sentencing guidelines. And that
really changed the lay of the land, boy.
Those guidelines because—

AL:

When did those come in? Was it ’84?

CT: I can’t remember when the
Federal Sentencing Guidelines came in.
But they came around that time.
AL:

How did that affect your office?

CT: Well, it affected it a lot because,
you know, you had the Federal
Sentencing Guidelines. You had an
awful lot of, an awful lot of leeway in
terms of negotiating the disposition of
cases. And because, you know, if you
get convicted under the guidelines, I
mean—the meeting of the two lines:
you got the nature of the offense and
the criminal history—where those two
meet, that’s how many months you have
to do. And they had a lot of mandatory
minimums, you know, for the drug
offenses. They had it set up according
to the amount of the drug, so the bigger
the amount the more time you had
to do. So you had a lot of negotiating
authority. And so let me see if I could
[papers rustling]—
AL: And you were getting large
amounts of drugs at that point.
CT: We got a lot of big drug cases. I
told you I tried that case with 800 kilos
of tar heroin. And we tried a lot of big
drug cases: a lot of money, a lot of
drugs, and a lot of firearms.
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AL:

And had this—

CT: Okay here. [papers rustling.]We
increased our filings. That was another
thing. Our filings—we had the crossdesignation, the hiring, increase in the
number of filings, vigorous application
of the federal sentencing guidelines. We
took on the recognition that it was the
community and a state problem. We had
a role in the Regional Organized Crime
and Narcotics Taskforce [ROCN]. We put
emphasis on forfeiture of drug assets, both
civil and criminal. I continued to try cases.
I never asked anybody, ever,
to do something that I hadn’t done or
wasn’t willing to do. Nobody. I probably
shouldn’t have tried cases, but I continued
to try cases. I was looking for career
prosecutors who were professionals and
who had trial and appellate skills and
who had basic honesty and integrity. And
people who would be courteous and who
would answer their correspondence and
their telephone calls in a timely fashion.
I can’t stand people who don’t do that. It
drives me crazy. A lot of lawyers don’t do
that.
AL: Was the office growing a lot while
you were there?
CT: Yes, we got substantial increase in
resources during Ed Meese’s [time as U.S.
Attorney General]. Substantial increases! I
hired a bunch of [attorneys] out of Eugene.
86
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We got a big office down there. By the way,
when you asked me about my attitude—I
loved the people I hired; I loved them. I
only made one mistake when I hired all
the people I hired.
AL:

What was the mistake?

CT:

It was a guy I shouldn’t have hired.

AL:

Why not?

CT: Because he wasn’t a team player
and he was a dissident. I should never
have hired him.
AL: Isn’t there strength in diverse
opinions? I mean, I don’t know what he
was dissident about, but—
CT: You’re only as strong as your
weakest member. This is a team operation
and we’ve got to be a team, and we have to
be pulling together at the same time. And
he wasn’t a team player. And, there was
always something going on with this guy.
So it’s not something I wanted in my office.
I shouldn’t have hired the guy. In fact, I
wasn’t going to hire him but somebody
else who worked for me convinced me to
hire him. I should never have done it.
AL:

Did you—

CT: I fired him! [pause] He went to work
for Norman!

AL:

Oh!

CT: [chuckles] It was good for Norman!
Because he was a contract employee. If
Norman had an issue, he would take care
of it! That was really good! But he just
didn’t like orders and he didn’t like to
be told what to do. I had a form. I asked
him one of the things on the form, “What
suggestions do you have that can make
the office a better place to work?” I don’t
think that’s such a bad question. He puts
down there “Get rid of this form!” Then I
called him in the office. I said “What’s this
all about?”
He puts his feet up on my desk. I
said, “My friend, you’re not going to be
working here anymore. You don’t put
your feet on my desk. I said this is not
government property. This is my personal
property.”
AL: How far into your time as U.S.
Attorney did that take place?
CT:

About two-thirds through.

AL:

Two thirds through?

CT: Yes. But he’s the only guy I made
a mistake on. Everybody else turned out
really well. I mean some better than others.
I had a lot of really good people who
made some very commendable records
and went on, you know, to be judges and

heads of sections—very accomplished
people. And people who were very loyal
to me. Still loyal. You know, when I’m
going down there to speak in a few weeks,
they’re having a big lunch for me.
AL:

Is there an occasion or—?

CT: No. I didn’t ask them to do that.
No, they just wanted to do it.
AL:

Oh, that’s great.

CT: Yes. I saved the bacon of a number
of people. The guy I’m going to speak of, I
hired him out of Washington County and
he told me it was the best thing that ever
happened to him in his life. You know, he
set up my drug unit. He’s arranged a big
lunch for me.
AL: That’s great. Did you have an
ongoing relationship with Sid after he
stepped down?
CT: Yes. I would run across Sid, but he
was always in opposition. You know, Sid
was not one of my fans. Sid was always
critical. And he spread rumors about
me too, which I didn’t like. Like I was
going to run for state attorney general.
I traced that rumor down. It came from
Sid. “Turner’s out there running for state
AG—” I wasn’t going to do that! It was
totally untrue!
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AL: When would you have run for
state attorney general?
CT: After I was out of the U.S.
Attorney’s Office. I didn’t want to be the
State Attorney General.
AL: Mm-hmm. Did you come into
much contact with him while he was
setting up his mediation work? Or
anything like that?
CT:

No, I —[recording ends abruptly]
[End of Session 1]

U.S. v. Irving Brown
AL: This is Adair Law and I am
interviewing Charlie Turner for the U.S.
District Court of Oregon Historical Society
on May 8, 2015 in his home in Redmond,
Washington. Charlie, one of the cases that
you mentioned that was of importance
to you, was the U.S. v. Irving Brown case.
And I wonder if you could tell me a little
bit about that case.
CT: Irving Brown was a big drug case.
And it was the largest case of its kind—
the largest case ever to my knowledge to
go to trial in the state of Oregon, federal
or state. Not the most important, [but the
largest]. We had twenty people indicted
for drug distribution and conspiracy of
which fifteen went to trial. Jack Wong and
I were up against fifteen lawyers. And I
think it was nine- or ten-week trial before
Judge [James M.] Burns.
AL:

And when did that take place?

CT: Well, let’s see, I was an Assistant
U.S. Attorney—Jack and I were assistants.
So it was probably in the late 1970s.
AL: Mm hmm. And what point did you
get involved with the case?
CT: Early on. We had to get the evidence
for each one of these twenty people and
88
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we had over 100 witnesses and over 1000
exhibits.
AL: Mm hmm. And how did you
organize that and keep that altogether?
CT: Jack and I had pretty good
organizational skills so we marked the
exhibits and correlated them with the
witnesses that were going to testify. We
had a telephone toll link analysis so we
could see who the people were calling
each other. We had done a lot of seizures
so we had their personal address books.
We had photographs. We had drug
seizures. We had money. We had guns.
AL: Now where were they caught? Or
who caught them? How did it start?
CT: It was a combination of a number
of cases where they had been caught
with either possession or distributing
narcotics; people in Portland. And then
we were able to find out through some
snitch witnesses who their suppliers
were in California. We were able to indict
those people as well.
AL: How did you find the right snitch
witnesses for it? Were these people you
had worked with before?
CT: Well, you know, you arrest people
and you want to see whether or not, as we
used to say, they had any “snitch blood,”

and whether or not they can be a good
witness; whether or not they’re going to
be honest. I told you, I think yesterday,
or if I didn’t tell you, one of the people
we interviewed that we had arrested was
Aaron Mosley, a young man about 6’3’
or 4”, 240 pounds; powerfully built. And
his only interest was in seeing how little
time he could serve so he could go back
to being a criminal.
AL:

What was his area of expertise?

CT:

Well, he knew these people.

AL:

Okay.

CT: He knew all of them. So the whole
idea is to put it together like a jigsaw
puzzle. I remember I told Jack: “Jack! This
is your witness. Find out if he’s going to
be a good witness.” We realize Aaron has
no witness potential. He’s a liar and he’s
dishonest. He told Jack, “I don’t know
nothing from nothing!” [laughs] That’s a
line Jack and I got a big kick out of even
today. I told him that this morning when
I called him. He laughed!
AL:

That’s funny.

CT: Aaron got sixty months. He said
he could do that on his head.
AL: So how did you find out [if
someone] could be a good snitch for you?
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CT: It’s like you talking to people
you know, you talk to me, I talk to you.
You’re judging somebody’s credibility.
And I also find out when he tells you
something, can we corroborate it from
another source? If you’re using a snitch
you have to be sure—or at least my theory
about it—if you can corroborate most of
what they say by independent testimony.
So, if they tell you fifteen things and
you can corroborate thirteen of them by
independent testimony, the chances are

depends on what you have, what kind
of a tie you have on them. If you don’t a
good case on them, they are not going to
get any cooperation. If you have a good
case on them, chances are you might get
some cooperation.

the jury is going to believe the other two.
If you can’t corroborate anything you’re
going to have a hard time getting the jury
to believe them.

them pled guilty on the way. And, we
were in the old courthouse, the Solomon
Courthouse, and we’re packed in there.
We had sixteen jurors and then the fifteen
defendants, their lawyers, Jack Wong and
myself and we had the case agent. And
we’re packed in there like sardines. And I
told you Frank Noonan, at that time, was
a defense counsel. And the way seating
was [arranged], Frank sat very close to
Jack and me; right angles. And he spent
a great deal of time writing notes to Jack
and me trying to get us to laugh in front of
the jury. [chuckles]

AL: Mm hmm. So was the snitch like the
first domino you knock over on something
like that?
CT: Well, you’re always looking for
somebody on conspiracy cases to be
able to tie the case together. And we had
two people in the case we built our case
around. We had over 100 witnesses. But
we had two people that were involved
in buying and distributing and we used
them as the primary witnesses.
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AL: So how did that case proceed when
it went to court? You mentioned you had
fifteen—
CT:

Fifteen defendants. Well, a few of

AL:

Really?

CT:

Yes.

AL: So you were able to find two in that
case. Is that unusual or—?

AL:

Did it work?

CT: No. People always want to deal.
Nobody wants to go to the penitentiary.
And they always want a deal. And it

CT: Well—in a way, yes. [chuckling] Jack
and I are trying to—because Frank was
a funny guy. And he’d say funny things
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and, and he’d write these notes and draw
pictures and pass them over to Jack and
me.
AL: Mm-hmm. So he was defense for
one of the—
CT:

Yes, for Ronnie Crawford.

AL:

And was that person convicted?

CT:

Yes. His guy was convicted.

AL: Okay. What was practicing in front
of him like in terms of—you’ve mentioned
some of the other judges but you haven’t
said a great deal about Judge Burns. Could
you tell me a little bit about your work
with Judge Burns?
CT: Yes, I tried a number of cases against
Judge Burns, including the Irving Brown
case. And he was a master of evidence. He
knew how to put a case together, how to
take it apart, and he did an outstanding
job in this Irving Brown case.

AL: Was he a public defender for him,
or was hired counsel?
CT: No, I think Frank was in private
practice. And he was appointed by the
court to represent Crawford. You know, a
lot of good lawyers in that case were on
the defense. Very good lawyers.
AL: Who were some of the other
lawyers?
CT: Well, there was Herb Sundby, who
later on became an Assistant U.S. Attorney.
There was Judy Snyder, a very fine defense
counsel. Pat Birmingham, very good
lawyer. Jack Ransom, outstanding lawyer.
So those are some of them. Those are some
of the lawyers that I remember.

AL: Mm hmm. The reason the Irving
Brown case was an important case for
you was because of the size of it and the
complexity of it?
CT: Well, the size of it, its complexity,
and because it picked off the two major
drug dealers in Portland, Bobbie Joe
Moore and Sherman Jackson. Nobody
had been able to convict these people and
Jack and I put that case together and we
were able to convict them.
AL: How long had they been operating
in Portland before that?
CT:

Years. Years.

AL:

And who was the judge in the case?

AL: This is about the mid ‘70s you
think?

CT:

Judge [James M.] Burns.

CT:

Late ‘70s.
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Steve Wax
AL: Okay. We were just talking about
Judge Burns. And Steven Wax had
mentioned at one point that was early
in his career as public defender, Judge
Burns had asked you and he to sit down
and have lunch “for the good of the
order,” I think was how Judge Burns had
described it. Are you remembering this at
all?
CT:

I remember that.

AL: Mm-hmm. What was the difficulty,
or do you recall what was going on at that
point?
CT: Well, it had to do with a robbery
case that somebody else tried. And as
I remember Steve Wax had—had—
[pausing for words] taken the defendant to
the business or the home of a witness or—
or given the name out of the witness to
the defendant. There was some exposure
and the witness, or a couple of them,
were very afraid and complained about
it. I made something about it. And Judge
Burns was very upset and he didn’t want
to hear about it. And he told me to work
it out with Steve Wax. At that time, you
know, I didn’t have the relationship with
Steve that I have now.
AL:
92

How did you work it out?

Turner, Recording Two

CT: I think Steve and I just sat down
and worked it out. It didn’t happen again.
[pause] You want to turn that off for a
minute? [Recording stops, CT makes
some off-the-record comments, then
recording resumes] If you go up against
Steve Wax you better be prepared because
he’s always prepared.
AL:

Yes.

CT:

Always prepared.

AL: Was it an adjustment to have—I
can’t think of the term to use for it—they
didn’t call it public defender before Steve
Wax came in—
CT: A federal defender. It’s called a
Federal Defender’s Office.
AL: Was there an adjustment between
the former defender and Steve with you?
CT: Well he, his was a more formal
organization. They had a budget from
the court. So it made it different. It kind
of squeezed out some of the private
practitioners because those cases that
ordinarily would go to the private
practitioners began to go to Steve.
AL:

Why is that?

CT: Well, the court, it didn’t want to
have anything to do with whether or not

somebody could afford a counsel. So if he
wanted a lawyer, and he said he needed
a lawyer, then they would appoint Steve
Wax’s office to represent him. Whereas
before, they had a list of lawyers in private
practice who would be appointed and
then I guess they would have to work out
a fee arrangement.

you notes. Was it a long trial?

AL: So, when you talked about Norman
Sepenuk being appointed to different
cases was that the type of arrangement?

AL: Is that just one long slog? Or, I
mean, how is a trial structured over nine
to ten weeks?

CT:

Yes, it was nine or ten weeks.

AL: Oh my gosh! You didn’t mention
that before.
CT:

Ten weeks if I remember.

Or was that a different thing?
CT: Very few cases. Norman didn’t take
very many.
AL:

No!

CT:

He didn’t do that.

AL: But that was the same type of
arrangement.

CT: We have our witness list, you know,
and we try to call the witnesses in the order
that we had planned to call them. Each day
Jack and I would go, after the trial, with the
case agent, we’d analyze what happened,
and then we’d try to make sure we had
enough witnesses to cover tomorrow.
Make sure our exhibits were all properly
marked. You know, try to address any of
the objections from the defense counsel.

CT: Yes, Norman took a few cases, but
not very many.

AL: Because of the size of the case were
there any particular surprises during trial,
or —?

Irving Brown Trial

CT: No real surprises. The only thing
was Frank—you know he did a lot of
funny things. I told a story about Frank
when I spoke at his retirement. So during
the trial we have a handwriting guy:
Corporal Bill Greg from the Oregon State
Police. And he’s an Eastern Oregon guy.
He went to Blue Mountain State College.

AL: Okay. Well, are there any additional
things you’d like to say about the Irving
Brown case that I might not have asked you
about? You mentioned your work with
Aaron Mosely, and also working with
Jack Wong and Frank Noonan passing
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And he’s a good handwriting guy. And
he’s a very good officer. So he testifies, and
after he testifies, then cross-examination.
They try to beat up on the guy, make him
look bad. “You didn’t go to Harvard; you
didn’t go to Yale. You’re not a member
of this organization and this national
organization. And you don’t know this
person and that person. And you didn’t
write this paper.” You know, trying to
diminish his credibility. But Judge Burns,
he was the District Attorney in Harney

Ever. But Judge Burns severed out some
of those people

County, and he liked to think of himself as
an Eastern Oregonian. He’s always saying
“Burns from Burns.” So after a while he’s
feeling kind of sorry for Bill Greg. There’s
nothing wrong with the questions, but
he’s feeling pretty sorry for Bill Greg.
He says to Corporal Greg: “Well,
Corporal Greg, what you need to say is
you know what you’re talking about isn’t
that right?”
Greg says “Yes.”
Then he turns to Jack Wong and me.
“Any questions Mr. Turner? Mr. Wong?”
And I hear a stage whisper from
Frank, “No judge you’re doing fine!”
[laughs]
He didn’t hear that but we all
laughed. That was Frank.

can work out a plea agreement.

AL: Now what does that mean “severed
out”?
CT: Well, there’s what they call a motion
for severance. So they excise them out
of the case. They’re no longer part of the
case. And so you have a choice later on.
You can either try them again, separately.
Or you can dismiss against them. Or you

AL: Do you know why he chose to
sever them out?
CT: I don’t really know. I thought we
had a good case against everybody. I was
disappointed and so was Jack. I thought
some lawyers that Judge Burns liked, I
think he kind of favored those lawyers.
But we could have convicted the rest. We
would have convicted everybody because
everybody who went to the jury was
convicted.
AL: Uh hmm. What was the amount of
drugs that you were able to catch? Was it
the amount of drugs or was it the size of
the operation?

AL: So the case progressed and they all
went, they were all convicted? Or?

CT:

CT: Well there was, as I told you, Jack
and I never lost a defendant to a jury.

AL: Mm-hmm. And how far did the
operation stretch?
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It was the size of the operation.

CT:

I’m sorry I don’t know that.

CT:

AL:

Was it up and down the West Coast?

AL: Do you know what became of him
after that?

CT:

No.

AL:

Or was it within Oregon?

CT:

No. Just Portland.

AL:

Just Portland.

CT: Yes, just Portland. And primarily
the Black community, Northeast Portland.
AL: And those were the twenty people
or fifteen people?
CT: No, there were twenty people who
were indicted. And we had five pled guilty
before trial; fifteen went to trial. One pled
guilty within two days after trial started.
And then Judge Burns severed out three
or four more other ones. I think nine went
to the jury and they were all convicted.
AL: Mm-hmm. Was Mr. Mosley one of
the people who was severed out?
CT: No, he pled guilty before trial
once we told him you’re not going to be a
witness and you can either go to trial, you
can plead. So he pled.
AL:

He pled.

He got sixty months. That was it.

CT: Adair, he’s undoubtedly dead. I
mean, he was a hard-living, hard-drinking
kid and, you know, big kid; powerful guy.
But he didn’t take care of himself. His
lifespan was destined to be very short.
AL:

And he was in his 20s probably?

CT:

He was only 20.

AL:

Oh, really young.

CT:

Yes very young.

U.S. v. Carlos Humberto OrantesArriaga
AL: Oh. Well, let’s move onto the
Orantes case.
CT:

Orantes.

AL: Orantes. Could you describe that
case to me?
CT: United States v. Carlos Humberto
Orantes-Arriaga. We indicted fifteen
people. That was a major, major
drug conspiracy. And our expert
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testimony was that was involved in
the
distribution—importation
and
distribution of 800 kilos of tar heroin.
Now the judge concluded that it was
too high and he knocked it down to
around 400 kilos. But that’s a huge
amount. There’s never been a case like
that and we [were able to go] from the
laboratory in Guatemala and then into
Mexico. Then it was trans-shipped into
Texas. From Texas into California. From
California to Oregon and Washington.

AL: So this would have been in late
1980s?

And, they distributed in all four states,
but primarily in Washington and
Oregon, all up and down I-5. So, we
went to trial. I think it was seven weeks
before Judge [Malcolm] Marsh. [USA]
John Haub and I tried that case. We
had 107 witnesses in that case and 800
exhibits. And we convicted everybody
on every count. And that case involved
two, what were true life sentences. And
those were the first two ever in Oregon.

Steve Wax’s office, but I can’t remember
who that was. I don’t remember the other
three or four lawyers who were involved
in that case.

CT:

AL: That’s huge. Well, who were some
of the lawyers that worked on that?
Opposing counsel?
CT: [long pause] Well there was Phil
Margolin was the lawyer for Carlos
Orantes. [pause] And, somebody from

AL:

How did he do that?

How did those come about?

CT: We talked earlier about the
application of the Federal Sentencing
Guidelines. The length of the sentence
is determined by your criminal history
plus the amount of the drugs involved.
And these two guys had a criminal
history, but particularly the amount of
drugs. And so their sentences were off
the wall. They got over 360 months. I
mean, that’s a fairly long time.
96

Now were you—

CT: Steve Sady was a lawyer in that
case. And he outmaneuvered us in that
case I’ll tell you.
AL:

AL:

’91. We tried that case in 1991.
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CT: Well, we were supposed to go to
trial. And he somehow, I’m not exactly
sure how he did this, but he made some
motion which worked its way to the Court
of Appeals. And then they severed out
his client. So he didn’t have to go to trial
with the other defendants. So we had to
negotiate with him afterwards. And he
got a good deal! I didn’t want to try that
case again. He had some young woman
who was a mule. She was caught with

$80,000, bringing it back into Mexico. And
so, you know, Steve—I can’t remember
how he did it, but he did a really good job;
a wonderful job for his client. He’s a very
good lawyer and a very hard worker. And
he’s a [very] effective lawyer, but he’s not
as effective as Steve Wax [in my opinion].
AL: What do you think made Steve
Wax so effective?
CT:

I think Steve Sady used to get a

Montenegro and he served over there a
couple of years, recently, as an instructor.
And he got the highest civil award that
the government can give to anybody for
his service to the country. Fine, fine guy. I
really liked John.
AL: What
service?

kind

of

service?

Legal

CT: Well he, he was a lawyer and I
think he taught about criminal justice and

little exercised and upset at times. I never
saw Steve Wax ever get exercised. I mean,
he was always the same calm guy that—I
don’t think anybody really—I got under
his skin but he never reacted. Steve Sady
would react.

the rights of the accused and trial of cases
and so on. John gave a terrific summation
in [the Orantes] case. Terrific.

AL: Now were you prosecuting this
case? Or were other people in your office
doing it at that point?

CT: Well, what I remember is that with
a case of that size that Judge Marsh only
gave us ninety minutes. That’s all he gave
us.

CT:
AL:

AL: What do you remember about it
still?

No, I tried that.
Okay.

CT: I personally tried that case with
John Haub.
AL: Okay. That’s a name that’s new to
me in this interview. Was he a long-time
worker with the U.S. Attorney’s Office?
CT: Yes, John was. I liked John. He also
was in the U.S. military. Went over to

AL: But that seems like a lot to me. And
I’m not a lawyer.
CT: Ninety minutes when you have 107
witnesses and six defendants and you had
800 exhibits, that’s not very much time at
all!
AL:

Okay.

CT: I mean our job is to convince the
jury—twelve people—each one of them
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as to every element beyond a reasonable
doubt. I think Orantes was charged with
forty or fifty counts. I mean that’s just one
defendant! I said, “Okay John. You have
an hour, and I’ll take the thirty minutes on
the rebuttal.” He gave a barn-burner of an
argument. And when the clock struck one,
John stopped right at sixty minutes. And it
was one of the finest summations I’d ever
heard. I’ve heard a lot of summations. And
John’s was outstanding. I’ve told him that
on several occasions. So then I had thirty

the testimony of Cathy Benson. I told you
about Cathy Benson yesterday. She was the
only non-Hispanic in that case. Remember,
I told you she was pregnant and that she
wanted to cooperate.

minutes. That’s all I had. And you know,
you can barely get started.

Boyer. Then I used the documents. I kind
of figured out what they were going to say.
They claimed we were racists because we
were prosecuting these Hispanics. And—

AL: How did you two craft that or make
sure you covered all your points together?
CT: I didn’t have anything to do with
his argument.
AL:

AL: Do you remember any of the
particular points that he made? I mean, it
sounds like this case has stuck with you for
a long time just in terms of what you say
about that summation.
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That’s right.

CT: And that—so he emphasized her
testimony. She was terrific. Boy, I’ll tell you.
It was just—and then he emphasized the
testimony of another snitch witness, Brian

AL:
yes?

And this was before Judge Marsh,

CT:

Yes, Judge Marsh.

Okay.

CT: He did it on his own. You can
only do so much. And you can’t go over
every witness. And you can’t go over
every exhibit. But you’ve got to pick the
highlights. And he was able to do that.

CT:

AL:

Well, I remember his emphasis on
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AL: Did you craft things differently
for Judge Marsh than you would, say, for
Judge Burns? I mean, were there particular
things that you emphasized or?
CT: Well, if you want to be a good
lawyer you’ve got to know your judge. And
you have to do things differently before
different judges. No, we got a fair trial
from Judge Marsh. And we were able to—I
don’t think we lost—there were twentyfour motions to suppress before the trial
started. Twenty-four! We won twenty-three
of them. You know, so we got almost all

of our evidence in there. There were other
judges that you had to be very careful with.

So the marginal stuff would be lost and
you could end up by not having a case.

AL: How do you mean? It seems like
you’d have to be careful with all of them.

Role of Judges

CT: Don’t think you have to be careful—
[the question] is this evidence going to be
received? For instance, Judge Panner, you’d
have to be extraordinarily careful, because
Judge Panner was likely to suppress your
evidence. And you would never know.
When I went to trial in the Kessler case,
we had over ninety witnesses in that case.
Of which I had thirty from Texas. There’d
never been any motion to suppress their
testimony or anything said about it. We
[fully] disclosed it. And after I gave my
opening statement, there was a motion to
suppress those [Texas] witnesses and it
was granted. You know, so all of a sudden
we’re down to sixty witnesses.
AL:

AL: So when you were looking at where
was this case going, were you looking at all
the judges who were hearing something
at that point? Or were you thinking—
CT:

No—

AL:

—this is where—

CT:

No, you take the judges in Oregon.

AL:

Right.

CT: I figure out, okay, when we indict
this case it could go to Judge X. And
Judge X is not, is not [favorable to the]
government—

On what basis was it granted?
AL:

CT: The judge didn’t say. There was a
motion. Norman was on that case. And
Ron Hoevet. Anyway, there was a motion
to strike those witnesses. And the judge
granted it. So we had to be really careful.
And, when we indicted cases, I always
thought about beforehand, “Where is this
case going? Which judge is going to get
it?” We didn’t know that, but you had to
anticipate that it might go to a judge who
would not be favorable to the government.

Yes.

CT: —he’s not pro government. But
he’s not even fair. He’s likely to strike this
evidence so we have to be careful that you
have enough evidence so we can get this
case to the jury.
AL:

Right.

CT: We’ve got to have a prima facie case
as to each and every element of the crimes
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that are charged. So, [if] the case was
assigned to the wrong judge, sometimes
that didn’t happen.

you really just couldn’t get a bead on?
They were a little different every time?
Were you usually able to figure them out?

AL: So you kind of had to craft it for a
variety of judges just in terms of—

CT: No, I think every judge was pretty
much consistent with his philosophy. For
instance, Judge Burns was very sensitive
to cases involving women and children.
So if you had one of those cases you better
be—there could be some issues.

CT:

—yes.

AL: —you didn’t know who it was
going to land in front of.

AL:
CT: Once the case was assigned to Judge
X, then you could adjust your preparation
accordingly.
AL: Mm hmm. But up to that point you
had to keep it a little—
CT:

You wouldn’t know.

AL:

Yes.

CT: You know, we had no way of
knowing where the case was going to be
assigned.
[Recording stops at CT’s request to
comment off the record, then recording
resumes.]
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What do you mean sensitive?

CT: Judge Burns had a personal
tragedy. He lost a [young] daughter and
so he’s very sensitive. So if you had a
woman who was a defendant, he was very
sensitive about that. And I think probably
would err on the side of giving them a
break if, on discretionary calls, where he
wouldn’t do that for a man.
AL: Do you feel like there were any
particular judges who taught you how to
be a different type of lawyer or a better
lawyer or anything like that?
CT:

Judges?

AL:

Yes.

CT: —and the judge. And you [have to]
know the judge’s philosophy. You know
his likes and his dislikes. And for some
judges you need more evidence.

CT: [pauses] I never had a judge ever,
ever offer to help me at all in learning how
to try cases. Ever.

AL:

AL:

Were there ever any judges that
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No. I was just wondering if the

questions they asked you made you stretch
in a way you hadn’t stretched before or—
the things they would allow or not allow.
CT:

The questions?

AL:

Evidence or things like that or—

CT: I guess they made me a better lawyer
because some judges were very sophisticated
in terms of the rules of evidence. And Judge
Burns was one of those. He really knew
evidence, so you better know evidence.
Because if you want to get something
admitted and he says no, you better know
the evidentiary basis why you’re entitled to
get that admitted. For example, a business
record: you better know that. You better
know your questions. You better know the
form. So there were some judges that were
like that. And Judge Burns was very good in
that area. Very good.
AL: Did other judges have specialty
areas as well?
CT: I don’t think anybody
evidence like Judge Burns.
AL:

knew

Why did he know evidence so well?

CT: He liked it. I liked it and he [studied]
it. Some judges don’t care as much about it.
AL:
in?

CT:

Evidence and procedure, right.

AL: Mm hmm. So the next case, unless
there’s—were there things you’d like to
tell me about the Orantes case that I might
not have —
CT: Well, I mentioned that everybody
was convicted on every count. And we got
two true-life sentences. So that was a very
satisfying case. One important thing in
that case: the State Medical Examiner said
that this was the first case that they’d ever
had in Oregon where after the convictions,
and these people were taken off the street,
that the death rate for heroin overdose
went down. He could demonstrably
see that. When we were able to convict
these people and take them off the street,
these fifteen people, he could see the
difference. Usually what they say is when
a defendant is convicted somebody else
just takes his place. Eventually I suppose
it went back to the way it was before. But
there was a period of time there where he
could see a distinct difference; that we had
accomplished something.
AL: Do you have a sense of what time
period he could see the difference? Was it
over one year?
CT: I think it was about six months he
could see it.

But that was what he was interested
AL:

Wow. [pauses] So he saw the
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difference. Did you see much of a
difference in what was coming through
your office for charging after that? Did
things slow down in that area for a little
while?
CT: He could see that because he could
see the number of overdose deaths. But,
for our office, we would never see that.

The Rajneeshee Cases
AL: Yes, no difference at all. Well I
wanted to start talking about the Rajneesh
case.
CT:

Okay.

AL:

I’d like you to tell me about that case.

CT: The Rajneesh case began innocently
enough. They bought the Big Muddy Ranch
and they were well received by Oregonians.
But it turned out the cases involved in an
astounding array of criminal conduct, both
federal and state and a huge amount of civil
litigation. Just overwhelmed our office. We
just were inundated. We couldn’t handle it
because they had so much money and so
many lawyers.
AL: How big was the first wave of
people who settled in Central—?
CT:
102

Eventually, there were over 400 of
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these arranged, fictitious marriages. And
they came from Puna, India. And then he
[Bhagwan Shree Rajneesh] came to New
Jersey and probably didn’t like that.
AL: And this was the Rajneesh? The
Bhagwan?
CT: Bhagwan or Rajneesh. And then he
sent her out to Oregon.
AL:

Sent Sheela?

CT: Yes. Ma Anand Sheela. She
purchased the Big Muddy Ranch. 64,229
acres, and then they changed the name of
the ranch from the Big Muddy to Rancho
Rajneesh. They began this construction.
They had landing strips, and they had
lakes. It was quite an amazing operation.
Money was no object.
The difference between this cult
and almost all of the cults—it’s a lot of
poor people in most cults and uneducated
people who are under the sway of some
charismatic leader like Jones [Jim Jones].
But not this case. These people were very
well educated. Many of them had multiple
degrees and lots and lots of money. Lots of
money.
AL: So when did it first make itself
known in your office?
CT: I think I told you that INS began
to look at some of these marriages.

They concluded that the Rajneesh was
here illegally. He overstayed his visa.
Apparently they contacted somebody
in the Department and they sent people,
lawyers, out from the Office of Immigration
Litigation, OIL. And I told you what
happened. They came out—I told you they
tried to push me around.
AL:

Mm hmm.

CT:

I kicked them out of the office.

Then I had to go back and defend myself
in front of Lowell Jensen. But that worked
out well from that point on. [AUSA] Bob
Weaver took these immigration cases and
looked at every single one; investigated
them. And then we concluded that we
were going to indict the Rajneesh, Ma
Anand Sheela and six other people. So we
indicted those people. And then there were
some other cases. A series of other cases
too. The Chief of the Criminal Division,
[Barry Sheldahl] did the poisoning case
up at The Dalles. We did that.
AL: Could you describe the poisoning
case just for the record?
CT: Well, they wanted to know whether
or not they could disable enough people,
they could take over the entire county,
Wasco County. So they did a test run by
putting salmonella bacterium in salad
bars up in [five] different restaurants in

The Dalles. And they poisoned over 700
people.
AL: And how would that allow them to
take over the county?
CT: Because these people would be
disabled! And would be poisoned. They
wanted to know if this stuff worked. I
think they were going to put it in the water
system. And they brought in homeless
people and tried to register them to vote.
AL: Oh, was the poisoning part of
keeping them from voting?
CT: Yes, the poisoning was to disable
them [the citizens] so they couldn’t vote.
There was a lot of errors that were made in
that case because the State Epidemiologist
concluded that it was because food
processors hadn’t washed their hands. I
don’t know how he possibly could have
reached that conclusion, but he did reach
that conclusion. It didn’t sound right to
me. Five restaurants and all these people
and just in one community?
But a congressman, who also was
a pharmacist, called me. He said he knew
that this was a poisoning. He said you take
that stuff from the victims and from the
restaurants and you send it down to CDC,
Center for Disease Control in Atlanta, and
they’re going to tell you. And they came
back with a finding.
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AL:

Who was the congressman?

CT:

He told me. It’s in confidence.

AL:

Was it an Oregon congressman?

CT:

Yes. It was an Oregon congressman.

AL:

Okay.

CT: He didn’t want to be sued and
so I told him it was in confidence. And
then there was a wiretap case. They had
a very elaborate wiretap system taping
and eavesdropping on all incoming and
outgoing calls into the ranch. And then
there was the murder conspiracy case. So
those were the cases.
AL: At what point did you find out
about the wiretap?
CT: When we got down on the ranch,
agents found out about this elaborate
wiretap system.
AL: How were you able to get down on
the ranch? I mean you—
CT: We got on the ranch after they
escaped and flew to Charlotte.
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AL:
or?

Okay, so this was about ’85 then

CT:

About that time, yes.
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Conspiracy to Murder
AL: Yes, 1985. At what point did you
learn about the murder conspiracy?
CT: A lawyer for one of the conspirators
was sufficiently concerned about it that he
called me and told me. And then we went
there. We got search warrants and we
found photographs that they had come
to my house. I live in a very obscure rural
area. And they had found my house, took
pictures of it. They had followed me home.
They had gone to Texas and had acquired
guns. They had guns. They had gone to
New York and got false identification.
AL: So how did you react when you
found out? Were you stunned?
CT: You know, I had a premonition
that something was going on. I remember
that I used to go home in different ways
because I thought somebody might be
following me.
AL: Do you
following you?

think

someone

was

CT: I don’t know. But I know that
they just did a systematic search of
every county road. Because they were an
authorized police agency they had access
to National Crime Information Center,

all your statistics. They knew everything
about me. They knew my driver’s license,
my Social Security number. They knew
where I lived, my address. And I lived on
a rural route number. They just traversed
the county until they found out where I
lived.
AL: That’s frightening. You mentioned
you had kind of a premonition where it
seems like it must have just gotten stranger
and stranger.

CT: I just told her. Yes, she didn’t
change her attitude. She was still the
same steadfast person she was before. I
remember we slept with a shotgun and a
revolver by the bed at night.
AL: Were your children still in the
house at that point?
CT: No, they were gone. My children
were gone.
AL:

CT: When we realized what kind of
people these were and how violent they
were—they killed the wrong people. Dr.
Devaraj, they poisoned him, he’s one of
their own people. They thought that he was
being disloyal to the Bhagwan, and these
people were so devoted to the Bhagwan,
even though he [Dr. Devaraj] was dying
he would not tell them anything. He
didn’t die, but he came close to it.
AL: So the lawyer the lawyer who told
you about the murder conspiracy, was
this after you had charged, after you had
intercepted the six that you mentioned,
that you charged? Was it before that?

Okay.

CT: I didn’t make this a big deal about
it. But you know, some people tried to
make a big deal out of it [pauses], including
some public official who claimed that he
was the victim of a plot to be killed. He
wasn’t, but he claimed he was.
AL:

What public official was that?

CT: Adair, if I wanted you to know I
would have told you. [chuckles]

CT: Oh yes. It was [pauses] afterwards
that he had called me and told me.

AL: I thought I’d give it a whirl at asking.
You mentioned that you went after the six.
Why did you go after the six that you went
after? Did they have the most power in the
organization? What was there about them
that made you charge them?

AL: How did you tell your wife about
that?

CT: Well, these people that were the
primary movers in the sham marriages.
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And people who had made false
statements. So those were the eight, a total
of eight people as I recall. And those were
the leaders, the most important people
involved in these sham marriages.
AL: How were you able to build the
case against them, you know, once you
were able to intercept them?
CT: Well, we have a marriage file for
each of the 400 marriages. And so we
would examine the file and you could
tell that there was a fraud to an arranged
marriage.
AL: And the people that you were
after were the people who’d arranged
the marriage? Or, I mean, how did the
marriages get arranged?
CT: The [eight] people that we indicted
were the primary movers in arranging
these sham marriages. Okay. But we have
to look at every single file to make sure
that it’s a sham marriage. And we tried to
interview at least one of the two people
there.
AL: Mm hmm. That seems like it must
have taken an immense amount of staff
power for something like that.
CT: Well, fraud cases take time and
take energy. No, it took a lot of time. INS
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and Bob Weaver did a really outstanding
job. It took a huge amount of time.
AL: Mm hmm. How did the case
proceed? I know the Bhagwan was sent,
or went off to Germany? I know you
intercepted him in Charlotte. And then he
came back and was—I want to say he was
charged. But you had negotiations with
him and Judge Leavy.
CT:

He came back. He was under

indictment. We had to extradite him, bring
him back. Bob Weaver went to Charlotte
and we had to bring him back here. And
so then the negotiations with Jack Ransom
for the plea [took place]—I told you about
that.
AL: Yes, yesterday. And then where
did he go after that? I’m not remembering
where the Bhagwan went.
CT: He went in various places and they
wouldn’t accept him and eventually he
ended up back in India. And the theory
was—nobody knows—that they killed
him and incinerated him.
AL: Wow. Where did—is that how he
died?
CT: He died over there, you know,
under mysterious circumstances. And
they cremated him. But they did that

here, too. People, people that died here
were cremated. We never knew exactly
how many people died on the ranch, but
certainly some. And they did cremate
these people.
AL:

Uh hmm.

CT: I think I don’t know if I mentioned
this, but they had a very heavily armed
police force. I mean they were as heavily
armed as any police agency in the state.
That little tiny town. They had helicopters,
gunships, and automatic weapons.
AL: I mean, obviously you kept tabs on
them. But they also had access to a lot of
information as you just mentioned earlier.
CT: Because they were an authorized
police agency.
AL: Yes. So what do you do with an
authorized police agency to kind of bring
it into line if you want to bring it into line?
CT: You can’t do anything to them. I
mean, it would be like the State Police or
the City of Gresham. I mean, if they were
an authorized police agency they have
access to the information as every other
police agency. And they made use of it.
AL: Yes. So how were you able to
coordinate with what needed to be done
on the state and county level with moving

this all forward in terms of trying to
prosecute it?
CT:

Coordinate with the county?

AL: Well, in doing my research I know
you had meetings with the Attorney
General and other folks and Norma
Paulus. [Oregon Secretary of State at the
time]
CT:

I never had any meetings with

Norma Paulus.

Federal & State Rajneeshee Cases
AL: Okay. Well, just trying to coordinate
how you were going to handle the
prosecution of it in terms of who handled
what. I mean Steve Piefer was handling
particular things for the state from what I
understood in my conversation with him.
I’m sorry I’m not asking this question very
well at all.
CT: Well, Attorney General Frohnmayer
had his own agenda in what he was doing.
And Steve Piefer worked for him along
with Byron Chatfield and Bob Hamilton.
And we had to extradite Sheela and Ma
Anand Puja, Dave Frohnmayer assigned
Steve Piefer to represent the State of
Oregon. So I went [to Germany]—he went
with me. Barry Sheldahl was chief of my
criminal division. We went to Germany
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and then I got to know Steve and I realized
what an outstanding lawyer he was and
what a fine person he was. So I hired him.
But I had the assignment of the cases. Bob
Weaver and Bill Youngman and I were on
the Rajneesh case involving the marriage
fraud. And I did the negotiations on that
case with Jack Ransom. But then there were
two other cases which we investigated as I
mentioned to you. There was the wiretap
case.

AL: [pauses] How did things proceed
for the murder conspiracy case? In terms
of how did that information come out and
then how did people come to trial?

AL:

find them. For a while we couldn’t find
them, but eventually we found the guns
that they had disposed of in one of the
lakes.

Right.

CT: And then there was the salmonella
poisoning case. Those were assigned
to Barry Sheldahl, and he prosecuted
those cases. Then there was the murder
conspiracy case. And I thought we could
do that case but Steve Trott was the
Assistant Attorney General in charge
of the Criminal Division, and he said it
might be better if we assign somebody
from the Department to do that. So that
case was assigned to Tim Reardon from
the Department.
AL:

Okay.

CT: So those are the four cases that
we did, four criminal cases. There were a
bunch of civil cases too because they sued
lots of people in the state court system
and in the federal system. And then Dave
Frohnmayer, I think he may have brought
some suits to unincorporate the town.
108
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CT: We learned what they had done.
They had gone to Texas to acquire the
guns and had gone to New York. We got
the photographs that they took of my
house, the surveillance. We learned that
they had disposed of the guns in one of
the lakes and eventually we were able to

AL: Mm hmm. [pauses] And when did
the first people start coming to trial for
murder conspiracy?
CT: Only two people ever went to trial.
And that was around ’95. Two women,
and they were represented by Steve Wax
and somebody else. And they both were
convicted. But they didn’t get any time.
Judge Marsh gave them almost no time at
all.
AL:

Why was that?

CT: You have to ask Judge [Malcolm]
Marsh.
AL: Mm hmm. How did you participate
in the trial?

CT:

I was a witness.

AL:

Were you there every day or?

CT: I was there for the day that I had to
testify.
AL: It must have been really a different
position for you. You had retired by this
time from the U.S. Attorney’s position.
CT:

Yes.

AL: What was it like to be in that
position?
CT:

What, as a witness?

AL:

Being a witness, yes.

Testifying at Conspiracy Trial
CT: It’s okay. I’ve testified many times
in trials. I’ve testified in preliminary
hearings. I’ve testified at post-trial
proceedings, bail hearings, before the
grand jury. I’ve testified maybe twentyfive times. I testified a couple of times
in the Loud Hawk case. So, it wasn’t an
unusual experience.
AL: But you were the subject of the trial
though weren’t you?
CT:

Yes. I was the victim.

AL: What did it feel like to be a victim
in that circumstance?
CT: It was very frustrating. I did not get
along with Tim Reardon, the Department
of Justice lawyer. I thought he was a fraud.
AL:

Really? Why’s that?

CT: Because he was a fraud. He couldn’t
work for me at all. He wouldn’t have
lasted five minutes in my office. He tried
to have me held in contempt of court. He
subpoenaed me. Tim subpoenaed me.
AL: Is it regular to subpoena your
witness?
CT: You better subpoena them because
otherwise they don’t have to show up.
AL:

Okay.

CT: I would have shown up. Anyway,
I went there on the day that the subpoena
called for me. I go into the witness room.
Well, there are two people there. I talk to
these two people. One of them has been
there three days, the other has been there five
days. Well, I’m not going to do that. I’d given
this guy everything. I’d been to three pre-trial
conferences. I’d done some investigation for
him. I had him to my house and Margot said,
“We had a hard time getting Tim Reardon
and his ego in the house at the same time.”
He’s a big, blustery guy.
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So, anyway, he says “You’re going
to have to stay here until I call you.”
I said, “Well Tim, I’m the former U.S.
Attorney and I’m the victim here. Call me
now!”
No. He said, “I’ll call you when I’m
going to call you.”
I said. “If you think I’m going to
wait here you’re sadly mistaken. I’m not
going to do it. I’m leaving. You want me to
come to trial, you call me the night before.
I’ll be there.”

And I’ve never, ever had a civil witness
be waiting more than two days, ever. Law
enforcement people, yes. But not a private
party. I said to Judge Marsh, “You know,
uh, Tim Reardon he couldn’t work for me.
Maybe I can’t carry his jock on my best
day, (That’s an exact quote.) but he’s not
anybody that I can trust, that I rely upon.”
I said, “I’ve been very cooperative.”
Then he said to me, “When do you
want to testify?”
I said, “tomorrow morning.”

So I went home. He goes to Judge
Marsh and he tries to have me held
in contempt of court. And I got a call
from Judge Marsh’s clerk: “You better
be down here tomorrow morning. So I
have to go into Judge Marsh’s chambers.
And [Reardon’s] obviously been there
ex parte-ing me and telling him I’m not
cooperating. I tell you, I am pissed about
this, and Steve Wax is there.
And so, Marsh says, you know,
“You have to cooperate.”
I said, “Well Judge, I have been
cooperating. I’ve been more than anybody
else. I don’t have to do all these pre-trial
conferences. He can’t make me do that but
I’ve been very cooperative with him. I’m
not going to wait here all that time.” I said,
“The subpoena is good for the day that it’s
called upon. The subpoena does not last in
perpetuity. If you could make somebody
stay there indefinitely—.” I said. I’ve tried
a lot of cases. Maybe as many as 300 cases.

He said to Reardon, “Call him
tomorrow morning.”
So he had to call me tomorrow
morning. I tried his case for him. Instead
of making him ask me the questions I did
the whole thing for him.
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AL: How do you do the whole thing for
him on something like that?
CT: Oh, he gave me a big stack of
exhibits and I went through them: “This
is government Exhibit No. 1. It shows
the following.” And I recognize this
exhibit instead of making him ask me
the questions. And he’s strutting around
the courtroom like a peacock talking
about exhibits “en seriatim.” What is he
talking about? You know. I thought.
Fortunately the evidence was enough so
that it overcame Tim Reardon. But I’ll tell
you that guy, he’s pretty disappointing.
Also he lied to me, too. He told me that

he wasn’t going to ask me my address.
I didn’t want to give my address out. At
the time that this occurred I lived on rural
route number, Route no. 14. And that’s
the address they were going to use. He
told me that’s what they were going to
ask me. But the post office later changed
the address and gave me a regular street
address. So when the trial comes he asks
me for my new address. I said, “You
promised me. You gave me your word as
a man. You gave me your word as lawyer.

CT: I was upset by it because if it had
been a member of the court or the court
family, they’d come down hard on them
with a sledge hammer. Yes, here’s—I wrote
this thing: [reading from his memoir] “I said
you know when I went to Judge Marsh’s
chambers, I learned that Reardon’s effort
was to have me held in contempt of court if I
did not make myself available indefinitely.
Suffice to say the subpoena which calls
for the appearance at a specific time and
date has not efficacy to compel a witness

You gave me your word as a member of
the Department of Justice you weren’t
going to do this.”
And he said. “I changed my mind.”
I said, “Well, I’m not going to
answer the question unless the Judge
orders me to do it.”
Well, he orders me to do it. I had
to do it. Yes, that was Tim Reardon. Boy. I
have to say pretty disappointing.

to remain indefinitely in locale waiting
to be called.” And then following Judge
Marsh’s admonition to me—you have to
cooperate—I explained to him the extent
of my cooperation and that of Margot. And
we had done investigation for Reardon and
had him over to our house. I wanted to give
him my unvarnished comments regarding
Tim Reardon. His broken promises. He
threatened to get a search warrant for me.
I told him, “You’ve got to be
kidding! No judge is going to give you a
search warrant.”
He said, “I’m going to get a search
warrant for your house.”
His arrogance and insensitivity.
I told the judge how many cases I had
tried. I said, “Maybe I could not carry Tim
Reardon’s jock on my best day, but I’ve
never treated any civilian witness the way
Tim Reardon treated me.”

AL:

The women were—

CT: They were convicted, yes. They
were convicted.
AL: Of murder conspiracy and how
long did they serve? Five years?
CT: I think Judge Marsh gave them
some time but later one he reduced it and
gave them probation.
AL:

Were you upset by that?

AL: And you’re reading from your
memoir.
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CT: Yes, I’m reading from my memoirs.
And while I was speaking with considerable
passion, I noticed Steve Wax was looking
on with approval. [chuckles] So, after I
finished Reardon said nothing. But Judge
Marsh got the lay of the land.
He said “Okay, when do you want
to testify?”
And I said “9:00 the next day.”
He gave Tim Reardon his marching
orders. Tim Reardon’s a—

AL:

CT:

I had plenty of contact with him.

AL: So your attorneys did not treat
witnesses that way?

AL:

Oh you did?

CT: Never. We were talking about hiring
earlier today.
AL:

CT: He had a big fat ego. You know, he’s
a crappy trial lawyer, [in my opinion]. I
would never try a case like that. I don’t like
people to strut around the courtroom.
AL: Yes. And you never had any more
contact with him after that?

CT: Yes. You know, because of the
sentencing that was coming up. Yes, I told
him, “Do whatever you want because I’m
not going to be involved in any sentences.”

Mm hmm.
AL:

CT:
AL:

Yes.

I want a consummate professional.
Yes.

CT: I want to treat these people with
courtesy, dignity and respect. And that’s the
way I treated the snitches and informants
too. I mean, I’m in control but I treat them
with courtesy, dignity and respect. I don’t
treat anybody the way Tim Reardon treated
me. And I don’t lie to people; that guy was
a liar.
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Oh, okay.

CT: He had to call me because I was the
victim. They had to get the Victim’s Impact
Statement.
AL:

And what is that?

CT: Well, the victim of a crime is entitled
to prepare a statement. It’s called a Victim’s
Impact Statement and it’s taken into
consideration. It’s part of the pre-sentence
investigation report.

AL:

Was he Oregon based or was he—

AL:

Yes.

CT:

No. He’s a DOJ lawyer.

CT:

It’s read and considered by the

Turner, Recording Two

judge and the probation office in fixing the
sentence.

Murder Conspiracy Sentencing
AL:

What did you write about?

CT: I told you basically how I felt, how
Margot, felt about it. Neither Margot or
I recommended any particular sentence
because I recognized what was going to
happen. It wasn’t going to be much of a
sentence.
AL: What kind of questions did your
children ask you about the case?
CT: They never asked me anything that
I can remember. I don’t think—
AL:

Really?

CT: —they said much of anything. No,
they both lived in Washington. I don’t
think they said much of anything.
AL:

Washington State?

CT:

Yes.

AL: That must have been a tough time
for your family.
CT: Well, the hard part was dealing
with somebody like Tim Reardon. The

rest of it was, you know, things like that
happen. And you have to accept it as
part of the job. And it was okay. I had
the support of Margot. But the hard part
was dealing with somebody like Tim
Reardon. I mean, basically an unethical
and dishonest lawyer with a big, fat ego.
And he wanted to be the U.S. Attorney
in the District [of Columbia]. He didn’t
get the job, but that’s what he wanted.
AL:

Had you had to deal with very

many attorneys like him in your career?

Working with Federal Agencies
CT: Well, you know, I had those people
from the Office of Immigration Litigation
came out. I had the people from INS that
tried to get me fired. You know, a lot of
people, try to push you around and, yes,
there’s lots of people in the Department.
But U.S. Attorneys around the country—
man, great people I’ll tell you that. Those
are people that I love to work with,
those guys. And when Ronald Reagan
appointed U.S. Attorneys, he appointed
almost all career prosecutors. Almost all
career prosecutors. And, they are a great
bunch of people. I love those people.
AL:

And how long is the average—

CT:

—so I don’t want to say anything—
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and there were some really good people
in the Department. Steve Trott, Assistant
Attorney General. And I’ve mentioned the
[attorney] that I worked for with Norman
Sepenuk, Ron Gainer, a terrific guy.
Henry Peterson in charge of the Criminal
Division—fabulous guy, boy. But there
are a lot of bureaucratic guys they’re
disappointing. And all they care about
is publicity or stepping on somebody,
getting a better office, you know?

AL:

AL:

practice. Yes.

Mm hmm.

CT: It’s very political, very political.
And you just have to accept that.
AL: While you were taking part in the
trial were you also hearing cases in your
capacity as a pro tem judge? Or did you
just set that aside while the trial was—
CT: Yes, I did hear cases as a pro tem
judge. And I also had stuff in private

CT: It was pretty disappointing when I
went back there and saw what was going
on.
AL:

Back to Washington?

CT: Back to the Department when
Norman and I were there. I remember one
time Norman and I, we had a really nice
office, and we’re working away. A couple
of guys come in there looking around.
You know, we’re attorneys from another
district. These guys are Department guys
and they had some political connection.
They’re above us. “You’re out of
here! We’re taking your office.” [laughs]
AL:

Just like that?

CT: Yes. I think the next day we were
gone.
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Wow, that’s incredible.

After the U.S. Attorney’s Office
AL: So, what was it like when you
decided to step down from the U.S.
Attorney’s Office?
CT: I didn’t decide to step down. I got
fired.
AL:

You got fired?

CT:

Yes.

AL:

On the basis of what?

CT: On the basis that there was a new
administration. And the president is
entitled to his man and if you think you’re
going to stay as U.S. Attorney indefinitely,
you got the wrong job. You’re like a

baseball manager. You’re hired to be fired.
And you know it’s going to happen. I got
to stay eleven years. That’s really terrific.
I got to work for George Herbert Walker
Bush and Ronald Reagan. Man, I figured
I was blessed and lucky. And so, the
president fired me. And he has a right to
do that! So, I wasn’t upset by that. I mean
knew it was going to happen.
AL: So, what was in your plans to do
next?
CT: You know, I really didn’t have
any plans. I didn’t have any plans. And
then I got this job as a pro tem judge. I
don’t know how that happened. I can’t
remember how that happened. Somebody
asked me if I would do it. I had worked of
counsel in Ron Hoevet’s office. I had a nice
little private practice. And that was good.
It was great. It just turned out really well
for me.
AL: What kind of cases did you do with
Mr. Hoevet?
CT: I did all criminal cases. I did defense
work.
AL:

Was that hard to switch?

CT: People said I couldn’t do it. It
was easy. It was very easy. The defense
community was very nice to me. They

were very accommodating. Very, very
helpful. Very helpful.
AL:

How did they help you?

CT: Well, I had questions. I’d never
done a DUI case and I wanted to know,
you know, about DUIs and the defenses.
I’d call guys who specialized in that area
and they were so wonderful to me. I’ve
got a lot of friends there. I was a member
of the Oregon Defense Community. Let’s
see for that organization and they were—I
can’t tell you how nice they were to me.
So, yes, it was easy. But the one reason it
was easy is that I don’t take any cases that
I don’t want. I don’t take a guy who beat
up his wife and children. I don’t take that
case. You know, he’s entitled to a lawyer.
I have no problem with that. But he’s
not entitled to me. I took people who are
either innocent, they’re overcharged, or
they’re guilty and I can help them with the
sentencing. Those are the cases I took.

Pro-tem Judge
AL: Were you doing the defense work at
this—I mean, interwoven with the pro tem
judge work? Would you get an assignment
for pro tem work and then the assignment
would stop and then you would do defense
work? Was it one thing and then another?
Or how did that work?
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CT: No—I sat every day as a pro tem judge
in Multnomah County. And then there were
times that I sat one week a month up in
Clatsop County. And then I sat in various
other jurisdictions in Medford, in Bend and
out in Newberg. But I also could do, if I had
cases, clients, you know, I could represent
them. It wasn’t a problem about doing that.
AL: What was it like being a judge? Was
it a big change for you?
CT: Adair, it was so easy that I can’t even
tell you how easy it was.
AL:

Did you enjoy it?

CT: I liked it. I liked it, but I also
realized that I had been spoiled terribly
in the federal system by resources and
that I didn’t really know as much about
criminal law as I thought I did. I really
didn’t realize how hard these state court
prosecutors [work]. They are overworked
and overcharged, underpaid, with terrible
working conditions. I mean, it’s really bad.
And so I realized that. But, the cases were
a lot different than the federal system. For
the most part they’re less complex. And the
longest I ever spent getting ready for trial
as a judge was about forty minutes. That’s
the longest. I’d read the file and we’d go to
trial. And I had my instructions and I knew
how to select a jury. But when I was in the
federal system as a prosecutor, I mean, one
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time I spent five years getting ready for
trial. Five years!
AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: I worked almost every single day
on that case for five years. It was a lot
different. A lot different. I realized you
know, we’re making a big mistake in
the criminal justice system. There a lot
of people that shouldn’t be charged. We
shouldn’t be doing that. I think we can
work out [problems]. Or, instead of hitting
these people with a draconian sentence,
we can use the “clanging door” therapy. A
lot of people, one day in jail that’s all they
need; they’ll never be back again. And
you know, but uh, there’s too much of this
charging and they don’t have enough time
to look at the cases. The presiding judge
in Multnomah County told me one time,
“Turner, we’ve got time for everything
except one thing.”
“What’s that Judge?”
“Justice. We don’t have time for
that.”
The case comes in, somebody sees
the case—police bring the case in. They’ve
got a charging attorney. He charges the
case. He sends it over to you. You don’t
have a chance to investigate it. The next
thing is you’re going to trial in a few days.
I never had a case, ever that I supervised
or tried that I didn’t have an abiding
conviction in the guilt of the defendant.

And if I didn’t have that conviction I didn’t
bring the case or I would dismiss it. But
over there, you just don’t know because
you don’t have a chance to investigate the
cases. I tried cases, and I just didn’t know
whether the people were guilty or not.
AL: Mm hmm. So were you received by
other lawyers as a judge?
CT: Well, of course in the beginning I
thought: affidavit of prejudice. “He can’t
be a judge because he’s a prosecutor and he
was a hard-nosed guy. We don’t want this
guy.” I went over to the Public Defender’s
Office and some of the big firms that had
contracts with the state and I told them:
“Just give me a chance. Give me one or two
cases. If you don’t like what I do, file your
affidavit of prejudice.”
They said, “Okay.”
I think in all the years I was there I
only got one affidavit of prejudice.
AL:

What kind of case was that?

CT:

I don’t remember what it was.

AL:

Oh, okay.

CT:
me.

It was some lawyer who didn’t like

AL:

Okay.

CT:

I did civil cases as well, but mostly

criminal cases. The judges, you know, they
don’t like these sex abuse cases so I’m there
and they gave me all these sex abuse cases.
Horrible, horrible cases. We never had those
cases, or rarely. Once in a while we’d get one
off the reservation, but for the most part we
never got those cases. Boy, ugly hideous cases.
AL: What was the average length of a
case that you were listening to when you
were a judge? Were they multi-day cases ?
CT: I’d say usually three days. That’d
be it. Pick a jury and opening statements.
Sometimes they wouldn’t be ready and
you’d have to give a continuance and
then we’d usually finish the third day
with instructions and the arguments. So,
usually three days.
AL: Were there any things that surprised
you in particular about being a judge?
CT: What surprised me is the lack
of time that the prosecution had to
investigate their cases. That really
surprised me. I didn’t know that. So that
was the big surprise. And, also the fact of
the sloppy practice. You would never get
away with that in the federal system like
not knowing the rules of evidence; how to
get a document in evidence, you know.
AL: Yes, because you’d really only ever
practiced, for the most part, in the federal
system hadn’t you?
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CT: I’d never been any place besides the
federal system. That’s all I ever knew.
AL: Yes that must have been an
adjustment for you.
CT:

it needed to be a short time.
AL: Was she not a team player? I mean
you’d been talking about—
CT: Adair, it just didn’t work out. It
didn’t work out.

Yes.

AL: I wanted to talk with you about
the person who succeeded you in the U.S.
Attorney’s Office.

U.S. Attorney Successors
CT:

It was Jack Wong.

AL:

And he was—

CT: Court-appointed United States
Attorney, and he lasted for a year. During
that time they were processing Kris Rogers
and she was nominated and confirmed as
the United States Attorney. Then he had to
resign, and he left. Then she became the U.S.
Attorney and I think she served seven years.
AL: Mm hmm. You had worked with
her in the past.
CT: Yes. She worked for Sid Lezak. And
then she worked for me for a short time.

AL: Was she practicing in an area that
you didn’t want her to practice in? I don’t
understand “It just didn’t—”
CT: She would do what I assigned her
to do. She was a criminal prosecutor,
criminal cases. But we, we just had some
problems and so it just didn’t work out.
AL: Was it problems in the way you
approached cases or? I mean, what was
the nature of the problems?
CT: It had to do with the preparation
and trial of cases.
AL: Did you not like the way she
prepared for them or—?
CT: Well, I’m not—it wasn’t just me.
It was Bob Weaver. Bob was the Chief
of the Criminal Division. It just caused
problems.
AL:

AL:
CT:
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What type of problems?

And why was it a short time?
[pauses] It was a short time because
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CT: Having to do with preparation. I
mean, I had expectations for people as you

know. And they were not met. So finally
some things happened and we just had to
have a parting of the ways.
AL:

Did she resign or did you fire her?

CT: Um [long pause] it was probably
characterized as a firing.
AL:

Oh, okay.

CT:

But then [chuckles] turnaround is

U.S. Attorneys who were allowed to stay
because they had critical cases. There was
this shooting up in Idaho. I don’t know if
you remember that, but there was a U.S.
Marshal and they had a celebrated case.
And then there was that case—
AL:

Is that the Randy Weaver case?

CT: Yes. And then there was this case
down in, it was Waco, Texas that cult—

fair play. She had me fired!

AL:

AL:

CT: Yes. And then there was a [U.S.
attorney] that was a friend of Joe Biden, a
roommate of Joe Biden. Those people got
to stay. And then the few people like me
and a couple of others, we had to go. But
later the president fired everybody else
at one time. He fired everybody, which
was unusual. Because usually they would
let you stay until your successor was
nominated and confirmed so they would
have some continuity there.

How did she have you fired?

CT: Because when President Clinton
was elected and, I told you, she’s very
close friends with the Clintons. I got the
letter from [Attorney General] Janet Reno,
which read as follows: “Dear Mr. Turner,
the President demands your immediate
resignation. Thank you for your service
and your cooperation in this matter. Very
truly yours.” That was it.
AL: Did all U.S. Attorneys get that? I
guess I thought everybody tendered their
resignation.
CT: No, there were certain U.S.
Attorneys that were targets for one reason
or another. I can understand her position.
I don’t have any quarrel with it. She said,
“Get rid of him” and, you know, I got the
letter so I had to go! But there were other

AL:

The Branch Davidians?

Mm hmm.

CT: Because otherwise everybody
[new] comes in. You’ve got a whole bunch
of new U.S. Attorneys. They don’t know
anything!
AL:

Yes.

CT:

So,

anyway,

that’s

how

the
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president did it. And he had the right to
do that. And he just chose to do it that
way. That’s the way they used to do it
until I think, Eisenhower. That’s the way
they used to do it.

AL:

And that was in the early 90’s—

CT:

—’93-’99.

AL:

Oh, that seems early.

AL: Okay. So, when you got that letter,
how did you decide what you wanted to
do next? When you knew you weren’t
going to be working at the U.S. Attorney’s
Office next, did someone come up to you
and say “We’d like you to be a pro tem

CT:

Well ’93 was when I left the office.

judge?”

nation.

CT: I think I told you yesterday I had
some interviews with some law firms. I
didn’t want to work in those law firms. And
so I thought I’d like to be a pro tem judge
and I’d like to do work of counsel in Ron
Hoevet’s office. So that’s what I did. I did
some work for the Oregon Humane Society
and the Animal Legal Defense Fund.

CT: Well, there had been some efforts
across the country to do this in some other
states. So, I worked with another lawyer in
town, a private [practitioner], and we were
able to lobby the state legislature and it was
changed.

AL:

What kind of work was that?

Animal Advocacy
CT: Yes, it’s right here. [papers shuffling]
Let’s see. I worked for the Oregon Humane
Society and the Animal Legal Defense
Fund for six years as a volunteer. I was
instrumental in changing the penalties
for animal abuse and neglect from
misdemeanors to felonies in Oregon.
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AL: Yes. Was that something that was
unusual in Oregon to have it change from
a misdemeanor to a felony? I don’t know
how much that was happening across the

AL: Mm-hmm. Did this come out of a
personal interest of yours or did someone
approach you and say hey, could you help
us change the law in this area?
CT:

No, it was a personal matter.

AL: Had you had an animal connection—
I’m not saying that very well.
CT: You went out there and saw all the
dogs we had. Margot and I rescued [a great
number of] dogs.
AL:

Yes.

CT: I had an interest in that. I love dogs!
We had an interest in it and we wanted to
do that.
AL: Did you see many animal abuse
cases in your time when you were pro tem
or in your work—

prosecute these cases. They have to [make] a
deal and [offer] probation. I said, “I will get
you lawyers. I’ll get private lawyers who’ll
work for you as a Special Deputy District
Attorney and they’ll prosecute the cases for
you.” They didn’t want that. So [basically
nothing was done].

CT:

—I saw

AL:

AL:

—as U.S. Attorney?

CT: I’m happy we did the change in
the penalties. I thought it was a good

Yes.

CT: —plenty of animal abuse cases.
They’re all over the place. You read them
almost every day in the paper. There are lots
of animal abuse cases and they were treated
in a very cavalier fashion by [many] judges.
We had one we prosecuted federally. And,
this fellow that wrote this letter that you
read, John Ray, he prosecuted that case. We
had some federal jurisdictional basis and
we prosecuted those people.

program to get these private practitioners
[to volunteer] but it never worked out. Lots
of animal abuse cases. Serious cases.

AL: Mm-hmm. Do you know what the
statistics are for the change that law had
made?

AL:

CT:

It didn’t make any difference at all.

AL:

Oh really?

CT: No, because they did not do anything
about it. There was no vigorous enforcement.
We developed a program. The county told
me that they didn’t have enough lawyers to

AL: Yes. I’m sorry it didn’t have any
impact. I just have a few more things I’d
like to talk with you about. We could take a
break before we start?
CT:

Yes. Okay.

So, let’s do that.
[recording stops, then resumes after
a break]

Margot & Their Children
AL: Charlie, I haven’t asked you very
much about the family that you and
Margot created together. I wanted you
to talk a little bit about Margot and your
children if you would be willing to.
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CT: About Margot—well—you can ask
me the questions if you want to.
AL: I’d be happy to. I was just
wondering what kind of assistance was
Margot to you in your work, and what
was your partnership like?
CT: [pause] Margot was very important
to me. I reviewed almost all my cases with
her. And much of my success was achieved
from her support. And she always

AL:

supported me. Was just wonderful to me
in all my endeavors in the Department of
Justice. I never would have made it without
her; never. I can remember sometimes she
would call me up and I’d be working at
night and she’d say “I’m coming down
to get you. I got the children and the two
dogs. I’ve got the barbecue. We’re going
over to the Columbia River and have a
barbecue there.” We’d go down there and
have a barbecue. And we’d swim on the
Columbia River. She always supported
me. I have to say I probably neglected her
and wasn’t as good a husband as wished I
had been. I still miss her every day.

a great runner until her knee gave out.
And she was a weight lifter. Even when
she had cancer she’d work out every day.
Every day!

AL: You were talking about what kind
of athlete she was.
CT:

She was a terrific athlete.

AL:

Did she retain that through—

CT:
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I’ve never known anybody as strong as
Margot. She was a powerful, powerful
person, and terrific athlete. Great women’s
field hockey player. I told you she was All
New England and then All Midwest, All
Northwest. She could ride the Seattle to
Portland bike ride.

—she was the strongest woman.
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Oh, she did that?

CT: Yes, she did that. She could swim
two miles in the mountain lakes. She was

AL: You mentioned you reviewed your
cases with her. Was that just talking about
what was on your docket?
CT: Margot had served as a juror on
two different occasions in the county, so
she had some appreciation from a juror’s
perspective. I wanted to get that. I also
wanted to get her feeling for my cases as
to whether or not it would sell. Especially
if I had a theory. I would always talk to
her about it. She was very interested in the
informants and snitches and she would
pray for them. I told you she gave them my
sweaters and my coats and my shirts, and
she used to make pies and cakes for them.
AL: Why did she give them your
sweaters and coats?

CT: She says they needed them more
than I did. I’d always say, “I really need
that.”
“No,” she said, “They need it
more than you do.”

CT: No, just gave them. That’s it, you
know. [AL laughs]
“They’re cold and they don’t—

left everything to her. And she took care
of her parents when they got elderly and
sick she took care of them. Our pastor’s
wife was sick; she nursed her, took care
of her. Boy, she taught Sunday school.
She sang in the choir. She was a horseback
rider. Yes Margot—what Scott said at her
funeral: “quiet action.” She never said
a word. I never heard Margot complain
about anybody; ever. If she didn’t like
somebody or something, she didn’t say
anything.

Johnny’s cold,” she says. “Well I’ve got
this sweater here and this jacket we’re
going to give him.” [CT chuckles]

AL: Except for Mr. Reardon I think you
mentioned. [AL chuckles]

AL: What kind of feedback would she
give you on different cases? Were there
consistent things she’d talk to you about
in the way you prepared things?

CT: Well all she said was about his
ego. She couldn’t get his ego in the house
along with Reardon. But I never heard her
complain about anybody.

CT: She’d read the different briefs I
wrote and my pleadings and, my theories
and tell me what she thought about
them. She always had good judgment.

AL: And, you mentioned she passed
away from cancer?
CT:

She had anaplastic thyroid cancer.

AL: Yes. What were some of her
interests outside the home?

AL:

Oh. Was that quick moving?

AL: Was that forever? Or did they just
borrow it for a jury appearance?

CT: Margot was an antique dealer.
And she loved to do the long distance
bike rides. She liked to do that. She
adopted an elderly gentleman and she
took care of him for ten years. Took care
of him, I mean, she was his mother, his
father, his daughter. Boy, he loved her,

CT: Well, after the diagnosis she lasted
a year.
AL: I’d like to know a little bit about
your children. I think you mentioned
them early on.
CT:

Okay.
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AL:

Cynthia?

CT: I have a daughter, Cynthia Dale
Turner. She’s an interior decorator and
designer and she’s also a lawyer. And she
lives in West Seattle and she works for
her husband, who’s a trial lawyer. They
have one child, and she’s a long-distance
runner. Her husband is a very good, a
very accomplished trial lawyer, and very
successful.
And I have my son, and his
wife Amy, and they have two boys,
one of whom is adopted. And he’s age
seventeen, African American. He’s a
terrific basketball player. And my son’s
natural son, Emmett Hayes, is an excellent
athlete. Very good athlete and a terrific
basketball player and baseball player.
And Scott is a Deputy Fire Marshal. And
a very good athlete. He takes after his
mother.
AL: Did you have advice for your
daughter when she decided to that she
wanted to go into law?
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CT:

Yes, I did have some advice to her.

AL:

What kind?

CT:

Was not to do it.

AL:

Really?

CT:

Yes. Because, I said, “Law’s kind
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of an ugly profession. And the change in
laws is that lawyers lie and misrepresent
all the time. And there is a lack of civility;
definite lack of civility.” I said, “I don’t
think you’ll like it.” I recommend that
you pick for your vocation something
as similar as you can to your avocations.
That’s what I think you should do. And
she never did like it. She never told me she
was going to go to law school. I learned
about it from a secretary. She didn’t tell
Margot. She never did like it.
AL: You learned about it from your
secretary?
CT:

Yes.

AL:

How did your secretary know?

CT:

Cindy obviously told her.

AL:

Oh. Oh.

CT: She never did like it. She likes
interior decorating. She’s gone back to
school and [obtained] a degree in interior
decorating and design. I guess [phone
ringing in background] she does that in
connection with her practice of law. She
manages the cases for her husband and
screens them.
AL: Is that a phone or something?
[recording stops, then resumes with
interview in progress]

AL:

—for her husband?

CT: Yes.
[attorney].

He’s

a

personal

injury

AL: Well, that sounds good. And their
children both live in the area?
CT: She lives in West Seattle and my
son lives right down the road here. He
lives ten minutes away. He’s got a little
blueberry farm. So he does that on his off
days.
AL: That’s great. We’ll we’ve talked
about a lot of things. Is there anything that
you’d especially like me to know about
that I haven’t asked you about? Any other
particular areas?
CT: [long pause] [sound of papers
rustling]

very much. I have to say I’m very proud
of the U.S. Attorney’s Office when I was
there. I hired outstanding people and it
changed the whole office around. I think
all those people that were there—that
was the highlight of the U.S. Attorney’s
Office. It’s never been any better than it
was when I was U.S. Attorney and they
worked for me. I always supported those
people. They always knew if there was
ever an issue, even if they were wrong and
they gave their best, that’s all I asked for.
I don’t care if you’re right or wrong just
give me your best. I don’t ask for any less
but I don’t expect any more. I went to bat
for a lot of those people and I saved their
bacon; guys that made mistakes, so. I have
to say that there’s a lot of fond memories.
They’re going to have this lunch for me
when I’m [in Portland]. They’re going to
have a big coffee for me. So that’ll be nice.
AL:

AL: You’re lucky you have that memoir
to refer to. [more paper sounds, pause
continues]
CT: I think we’ve covered
different points that you raised.
AL:

That’s great.

CT: I’m looking forward to seeing those
people. And they almost always ask me to
speak for them at their retirement.

these

Okay.

CT: I have to say nothing came easy
to me. I had to work for everything.
And, I think I surprised a lot of people.
Nobody ever thought I’d ever amount to

AL:

I think that’s it on my questions.

CT:

Okay.

AL: If there’s nothing else, I’ll turn the
recorder off.
		
[End of Session 2]
Turner, Recording Two

125

Early Legal Jobs
AL: This is Adair Law. And I am
interviewing Charles Turner in Oregon
on May 28, 2015. I almost said 2005. I
get mixed up on the decades sometimes.
Charles, I wanted to talk to you about
your very first legal jobs in Chicago.
CT: Well, my first legal job of any
significance in Chicago was working
for the United States Attorney’s Office.
Although I did work briefly for my father
as a law clerk and as a lawyer. But that was
short-lived and then in October of 1962, I
entered on duty with the United States
Attorney’s Office in the Northern District
of Illinois.
AL: And what was your application
process like for that?
CT: Well, at that time,—not now—it was
very political. You had to know somebody.
Let’s see, Kennedy was president so they
wanted you to be Irish, Catholic, and a
Democrat, especially the latter.
AL: And that was in Chicago or
generally?
CT: That’s just generally. I mean, it
was very political, but particularly in
Chicago. And you remember the election
in 1960, Nixon barely lost Illinois; barely
126
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lost it. I think it was less than 8,000 votes.
He decided he wouldn’t have a recount
because he thought it would affect the
integrity of the presidency. That was his
high watermark. He descended from
that point on but that was his decision.
So anyway, Kennedy got the election.
But my father had a favor coming to him
from a man known as J.J. Duffy, who
was the Chairman of the Cook County
Board of Commissioners. That was the
most significant patronage [position] in
the state of Illinois. The commissioner
controlled thousands of jobs of patronage.
My father had supported him when he
ran. And that was highly unusual because
my father was a very, very conservative
Republican and the president of the
Taft Clubs in Illinois. But this guy, J.J.
Dailey—I said Dailey—it was J.J. Duffy.
Duffy liked to drink whiskey with my
dad. He told him, “Turner if you support
me as a Republican for the Chairman of
the Cook County Board of Commissioners
and I win you can have a favor. Anything
you want, anytime you want it. But you
only get one.”
And so, my father supported him
and he won. That was in 1950. 1962, he
cashed it in. He held it for twelve years.
So, that’s the only credentials I had. I was
totally and completely unqualified to
be an Assistant United States Attorney.
Completely unqualified. I remember
going to the office of the Chief of the
Criminal Division, D. Arthur Connelly,

a very tough and incorruptible Irishman
from Chicago’s South Side. He looked at
my meager credentials and I just see he
just was appalled. And he handed me
a copy of the United States Attorney’s
manual: “Here’s your Bible. Get in there
and work.” And that’s all the training I
had. That was it. The only training. He
handed it to me, said to go to work. I had
no idea what to do. But I did office with
another guy who had been an insurance
salesman for about seven or eight years
and he had considerably more experience
and he knew a little bit about it. So he could
help me. So it was a rough go, I could tell
you that.
AL: So what was the office like when
you came into it?
CT:

In Chicago?

AL:

Yes.

cases. More than a 100! You know, and
that’s just the way it was.
AL: Now, were you a member of the
bar when you joined?
CT: Oh yes. You had to be a member of
the Illinois Bar.
AL: What kind of support did you have
in the office at that point? Like, secretaries
or clerks?
CT: We had very little. We had a
secretarial pool. And they would be
assigned to cover two or three attorneys.
And they’re just vastly overworked. And
you know, just, we had no photocopying
capacity. No computers of course. So
everything was done by telephone and—
we could Xerox stuff. Life was easier in
many respects that way, I can tell you that.
AL:

CT: The Department at that time was
very small. And we only had eighteen
Assistant United States Attorneys to handle
every single criminal case in the Northern
District of Illinois. And as I’ve mentioned
before, that’s a huge geographical area
going to the Indiana border on the east
and the Iowa border on the west, the
Wisconsin border on the north, at that
time, down below Springfield. And every
assistant had a caseload of more than 100

In what ways was it easier?

CT: I guess this new electronic
discovery they have is a total and complete
nightmare. You know, I like to have the
exhibits marked and correlated. But today
they have this electronic discovery in both
civil and criminal cases. I don’t really
understand it. But it is a nightmare for
lawyers. Anyway, we didn’t have that or
anything like it. It was considerably less
complex.
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AL: You all came to work wearing suits
and—
CT: Yes, we had to—they liked you
to wear a suit, although I did wear sport
coats which they didn’t like. But I did
wear those. I only had two suits, so every
other day. [chuckles]
AL:

And was it a 9 to 5 day pretty much?

CT:

If you have a caseload of more

than a 100 cases, it’s not going to be 9
to 5. Not going to be 9 to 5. I’d get there
about 8:15 and, you know, I worked
every night; every single, solitary night.
And frequently 8:00, 9:00, 10:00. A couple
of times past midnight. And so did the
other assistants. And there’d be lengthy
periods of time when you would be down
there every day. Like three weeks in a
row you’d be in the office every, single,
solitary day.
AL: And you were newly married at
that point weren’t you?
CT: Yes, right. I got married in 1959,
but I still was fairly new and I had a
small child. I totally ignored my wife;
totally ignored my child. I was like a
lot of assistants, I thought I could make
a difference. I realized I cannot make a
difference, and I’m never going to change
the corruption. It’s a totally corrupt
society. All I’m doing is spinning my
128
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wheels. I’m ruining my life. I’m ruining
my marriage. Like lots of other people,
I had ideas that maybe I could make
a difference. I realized I can’t make a
difference. I never did make a difference
and neither has anybody else. I mean, the
city is as every bit corrupt today as it was
when I was there.
AL: Now, in our earlier conversations
it seems like you felt a very strong sense
of mission once you got into the U.S.
Attorney’s Office. Like you felt really
energized by the work.
CT: Yes, [previously] I had no interest
or incentive or motivation of any kind. I
didn’t really care about anything, really
until I got into the U.S. Attorney’s Office
and I identified with law enforcement
and with the mission of the U.S.
Attorney’s Office. I decided I wanted to
be somebody. I set my mind to do that, to
be somebody, and to be successful, to be
a good trial lawyer. I was absolutely the
worst [trial lawyer] they probably ever
had. But I learned how to do it. It took a
while, but I learned how.
AL: Did you learn it by doing it so often
if you had about 100 different active cases?
CT: You had a case inventory of over
100 cases.
AL:

Okay.

CT: You don’t learn it—you’d have
to have somebody teach you or go to
school, which they didn’t do that at
that time. But I had somebody tell me
to read the Federal Advance Sheets,
which are a paperback version of every
single trial that’s appealed. And they
outline the facts of the case, the law,
and how it’s decided. When I read those
for six months, every single circuit
in the country, I learned how to try
a case. Plus, you know, trying a few.
But the real thing was reading about it
and learning how the court dealt with
various legal issues: mail fraud, wire
fraud,
importation,
counterfeiting,
bribery, obstruction of justice, robbery.
You know, those issues would come up
and how they were dealt with, and how
the indictment should be framed and
matters of that nature. So, that’s how I
learned to do it. But nobody helped me.
AL: No real guidance. Were there
people in the office you could go to—
CT:

—There were people—

AL:

—Mr. Connelly or—

CT: —I could go to if I had a question
who would help me. But nobody was a
mentor who was assigned to help me
learn how to try cases. If I had a question
I would go to a couple of the lawyers
and ask them.

AL: And how could you tell you were
getting better? Because you were winning?
CT: I felt a sense of confidence. I knew
how to prepare cases: how to correlate
exhibits, how to examine witnesses, how
to deal with snitches, you know, how to
prepare instructions for the court, how
to answer questions for the court, how
to make an argument. You know all the
different things that go together to make a
trial lawyer.

Working with Snitches
AL: Do you remember the first snitch
you had to deal with?
CT:

The first snitch?

AL:

Yes.

CT:

No, I don’t remember.

AL: Was that a technique you had to
hone over the years?
CT: Oh boy. Learning how to deal with
snitches and cooperating defendants—
that’s something you need to learn how
to do. A lot of very experienced lawyers
and investigators do not know how to
do that. You know my thoughts on that
matter. You have to be in control and in
charge. And if you’re not, you’re going to
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be in real trouble. I mean I treated them
with courtesy and dignity and respect, but
those [concepts] need to be subordinate to
the fact that you are in control. If they [the
snitch] do not think you are in control you
are in real trouble. I’m not going to lie to
you. You’ve got to have them totally under
control. And, if they’re not, you can’t use
them. I don’t care how important the
case is. That was something I had made
up my mind. I never was blackmailed by
snitches. They tried to blackmail me all

undercover operatives, how to deal with
the judge, knowing your opponent,
knowing your case. I learned that, and the
importance of meticulous preparation. I
learned all of that.

the time. Telling you that you don’t have a
case unless you make certain concessions
because you needed them. Without them
you don’t have a case. I’d always tell them
doesn’t make any difference. I don’t care
about the case because I’ve got you buddy.
And you’re going to the penitentiary.

from Lynchburg, Tennessee, where it
was manufactured by a small, whollyowned distillery, to Chicago. Kidnapping
of the driver and then there was another
reason why it was important: because
Albert Sarno, who did not participate in
the hijacking, but who organized it, was
a member of the Chicago Police force
during the day and a mafia guy at night.
It was a very important case. And then,
you know, there was lots of corruption in
the Chicago Police Department. Lots of it.
Sarno was not unusual.

AL: Were there any early cases you
tried that were particularly instructive for
you in terms of what you learned from
trying them?
CT: I gave the lecture the other night.
I tried this case the United States v. Albert
Sarno, who was a Chicago policeman. That
was very instructive to me. I learned a lot
in that case.
AL: Just for the record, what were some
of the things you learned?
CT: [pauses] Well, I learned about
how to deal with snitches, informants,
130
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AL:

Could you describe the case?

CT: Well, Albert Sarno was a case
that was tried in Chicago in 1962. And it
involved the hijacking of an entire tractortrailer load of Jack Daniels whiskey moving

AL: At what point did you decide you
wanted to look somewhere else to live or
to get out of Chicago?
CT: [chuckles] Well, my wife decided
after three years where—I was working
night and day and we had no life and my
daughter didn’t even know who I was—
that she was leaving and moving out
west and I could come too if I wanted to.

I realized that I was ruining my life. And
two other people in the office had made
the same decision for the same reason.
So, we started to look at different locales:
Denver, Seattle, Portland, Sacramento,
Los Angeles, Pasadena, San Diego. I liked
Oregon the best.

CT: Adair, I don’t know. It’s a very
complicated situation. They were married
when they were eighteen and nineteen
and he couldn’t live with her and he
couldn’t live without her. I really can’t
say; I never knew all of the reasons. Part
of it was because he became an alcoholic.
That’s always helpful in divorce.

Moving to Portland

AL: You mentioned that Portland
looked good to you after you looked
around at a couple of different places.

AL:

Now what made your wife decide

to move west? Did she have family there?
CT:
CT: Well, she hated Chicago, which
I don’t blame her. And she was very
traumatized by my parents and their
constant struggles and squabbles and the
divorce they were going through. She
realized that our life was being destroyed;
our marriage was being destroyed. Her
folks had moved out to—where did they
move—Santa Barbara. That was another
reason why she wanted to move west. But
she didn’t care where we lived out west
as long as we got away from Chicago
and my parents and the U.S. Attorney’s
Office.
AL: So your parents had a divorce in
the early ‘60s?
CT:

Yes.

AL: What made them decide to do that
at that point do you think?

Yes.

AL: What did you like about Portland
particularly?
CT: I just liked the setting of the city.
It was quite beautiful. And it had, at that
time, a small-town atmosphere to it; I
liked that. I didn’t want to live in a big,
highly trafficked area like Los Angeles
or an area controlled by major industries
like Seattle or San Diego. I told Margot
if we had a choice between living in Los
Angeles, with all the smog and the traffic,
or living in Chicago, I was going to live
in Chicago. Portland was by far the best
option. And it turned out to be the best
for me.
AL: What kind of jobs did you look at
when you first came out?
CT:

I basically wanted to get back in
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the U.S. Attorney’s Office. I talked to
some folks over in the Bonneville Power
Administration, and then talked to some
bankers. I didn’t like any of that kind of
work. I really wanted to be a prosecutor.
[background sounds]
AL: Okay. [laughing] I’m not sure what
that dog was barking about. What was
your first job in Portland?
CT:

I worked for a very short time for

the Department of Interior in the Office
of the Solicitor General. Basically, it was
doing clerical stuff.
AL: What does that mean? Looking up
cases or?
CT: Just a lot of perfunctory matters.
Matters that I thought were of little
consequence and were very boring and
in which I had no interest.
AL: And that was for the Solicitor’s
Office?
CT:

Yes. The Regional Solicitor’s Office.

AL: And what was your next job after
that?
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CT: Well, uh, the, the office was very
small. And the head of the Criminal
Division got a job as the Attorney General
for, I think American Samoa. And, there
wasn’t anybody around who really knew
how to try criminal cases except me. And
the United States Attorney in Chicago,
Ed Hanrahan, wrote a very nice, glowing
letter to the U.S. Attorney in Oregon,
Sydney I. Lezak, highly recommending
me. So that’s how I got the job.

CT:

United States Attorney’s Office.

AL:
job?

Okay. So how did you get into that
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AL: Had you met Sid Lezak prior to
that?
CT:

I had met him, yes.

AL:

In what capacity?

CT: I had met him at a couple Bar
Association lunches.
AL: Mm hmm. And how big was the
U.S. Attorney’s Office in Oregon at that
point?
CT: Not very big. Probably eight, ten,
twelve people maybe.
AL:

And those were attorneys?

CT: When you asked how big it is, I
mentioned by the number of attorneys,
not clerical personnel.
AL:

Right. And that was in the Solomon

Courthouse? Or what they call the
Solomon Courthouse now?
CT: Well, at that time it was called the
Federal Courthouse. Now it’s the Solomon
Courthouse.
AL: Mm hmm. And that was where
your office was?
CT:

CT: Oh boy. Tremendous difference.
No case could be tried in Chicago in less
than three days. It just was not possible.
You just couldn’t do it. But in Oregon,
you know, trying a case—even a case of
multiple witnesses—in one day was not
unusual. I’ve tried cases in Oregon where
I put on over 100 witnesses in two weeks.
If that was in Chicago, that’s a ten-week
trial.

Yes, right.

AL: What were your early impressions
of working with Sid Lezak?
CT: [pauses] I liked the job. I liked being
back in the trial harness. Sid was an entirely
different guy to work for than Ed Hanrahan
in Chicago, who was a very, a very strong
guy, and very, very supportive. Sid was
never a strong believer in law enforcement.
And he believed in the “wave theory.” Big
cases make big waves, little cases make little
waves, and no cases make no waves. And
he believed in, as he used to say, “Dump it
on the locals.” So we could dump every case
we possibly could on local law enforcement.
That was Sid. That was just the philosophy.
I still had a lot of cases: counterfeiting cases
and forgeries and mail [fraud] cases and
robberies, drug cases. I had some mail fraud,
some wire frauds, tax fraud.
AL: Was there a big difference in the
way the Portland and Chicago offices
were run?

AL:

And was that because that was—

CT:

—that’s just

AL:

—the culture in Chicago?

CT: —that’s just the way they started
in Chicago. They started at 10:00. They’d
take long recesses, there were lots of
objections, and they quit early. In Oregon,
the judges would start early and, we’d go
late. Judge Solomon used to pride himself
as being the fastest gavel in the West.
AL:

Did you like the culture?

CT: No, I don’t like that because I
thought it was unfortunate. Because many
times he wouldn’t give you an opportunity
to put on your case. And all systems were
against the government. If there was an
issue about time, the government had to
pay the price. They frequently tell you,
“You have this period of time to put on
your case.” Well you can’t do that. You
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don’t know how long your case was
going to take! Sometimes the witness will
be shorter than you thought. Sometimes
they’ll be longer, even if you carefully pretrialed them. But, you know, that’s the
way it was. You just had to live with it.

absolute trust and confidence in. You’ve
interviewed some of them so you have
an idea of who they’re—what they’re like
and what they thought about me. In all
the years I was U.S. Attorney, which was
eleven years, I only made one mistake.

AL: I know we’ve already talked about
some of your early cases in our earlier
conversations. I was wondering since we
met a couple weeks ago, were there any
things that you thought of that you’d like to

AL:

What—

CT:

We’re not going to talk about that.

AL:

Okay. Alright.

mention that occurred to you afterwards?
CT: No. I think we covered pretty much
the waterfront.
AL:

AL:

So it was a hiring mistake?

CT:

It was a hiring mistake, yes.

AL:

Okay.

Yes.

Being an Administrator
CT: It was [clears throat]—it was a
great job. The best job that anybody could
possibly have would be the United States
Attorney. It’s an exciting job. And I looked
forward to going to work every, single
day. I guess I told you one of the circuit
judges said I wasn’t very good as a lawyer
and administrator because I tried to do
both. You could be good at one or the
other, but since I tried to do both, I wasn’t
good at either. I was very good, very
good, at picking people to work for me.
I always felt we had the best law firm in
the state of Oregon. And people that I had
134

CT: I mean it was somebody I wish I
hadn’t of hired.
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CT: No, when I said one mistake, we’re
talking about hiring and people who
worked for me. And there were some
people I had to fire who were there before
I came. But people that I hired over the
eleven years, I only made one mistake.
We had two offices: Eugene and Portland.
And some of them are still there today.
AL:

Was firing difficult for you?

CT: Well, it was in the beginning,
because in the beginning I’d never
supervised anybody. And I didn’t know

what to do and how to do it. I realized
though I made some mistakes, you have
to be decisive and you have to deal with
the situation not tomorrow, but right then,
and especially as a prosecutor’s office. As
I told you, we had a mission, and I had an
objective.
AL:

Could you describe the mission?

CT: To represent the United States
and to aspire to uphold the rule of law
and to be a public servant. An Assistant
United States Attorney is one of the very
few jobs in government service where
the taxpayer, the person who pays your
salary, sees somebody whose salaries they
pay working on a firsthand basis. They
know what you’re doing. They know if
you’re prepared. They know if you’re
a public servant. They know if you’re
credible. They know if you’re honest.
You don’t have any idea what the
members of the court are doing, what
your congressman or their staff members
are doing, or senators or heads of different
agencies. You don’t know. You hope
they’re doing the right thing but you don’t
know.
But, you do know when you see an
Assistant United States Attorney. That’s
the kind of person I wanted; that I could
rely upon. You interviewed, for example,
Lance Caldwell. You interviewed Jack
Wong, and those are the kind of people

that I wanted. I had what I thought was
a terrific staff of people. And they turned
out to be my friends as well.

American College of Trial Lawyers
AL: I also wanted to ask you a little
bit about the American College of Trial
Lawyers.
CT:

Yes.

AL: You had mentioned that you were
nominated for that and that your father
had also been.
CT: My father was a member of the
American College of Trial Lawyers, yes. I
didn’t know what it was, but I knew that
he was extraordinarily proud of it.
AL: Was he nominated in the latter part
of his life?
CT: No, I think in the middle part of
his career when he was at the top of his
career.
AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: He was a very good trial lawyer.
I felt fortunate to be a member of the
College. I guess I told you I was the
first and only member of the American
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College of Trial Lawyers who was also a
government employee. There were none.
They were all in private practice.
AL: And are there still very few who
are government employees?
CT: There’s only three or four. It’s
Lance Caldwell. And there’s some
assistant U.S. Attorney in Medford. And
then there’s Steve Wax. And that’s it!
Very few. It’s a very prestigious award.
I’m not sure I deserve it, but glad to get
it.

Former Colleagues
AL: That’s great. Any particular
feelings that come back to you that
now that you’re in Portland and you’ve
seen the folks you worked with? You
mentioned you had coffee and lunch
with a couple of them yesterday.
CT: I wish I still lived here I can tell
you that.
AL:

Yes?

CT: I miss Oregon. I don’t miss
the politics and I don’t miss the tax
structure. But I miss Oregon. I miss its
beauty. Places I used to go with my late
wife. I miss the guys I practiced with
and against. I sure miss it.
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AL: Are very many of the folks you
hired still in the U.S. Attorney’s Office?
CT: There’s a number of them still
there, yes.
AL: Who’s still there if you don’t mind
my asking?
CT: Well, Steve Piefer’s still there. And
of course John Diets just retired. John
Lange, he just retired yesterday.
AL:

Oh!

CT: Gary Sussman, [Clair Fay and Fred
Weinhouse] are there. Craig—let’s see.
John Haub is there. Those are the ones I
think are there. And there’s some down in
Eugene: Frank Papagani, Chris Cardani;
they’re both there. I’d say there’s six or
eight still there today.
AL:

That’s quite a legacy.

CT: Yes. Adair, you know one of the
things you need to think about is that the
people you hire you’re going to be creating
a legacy and they’re going to be there long
after you’re gone. I hadn’t realized when I
hired these people how much older I was
than they were. Because I was in good
condition and I could keep up with them.
I could outwork them and I still tried
cases. I found out, I’m way older than all
those people. Way older. But it’s a legacy

that you leave. And I’m very interested in
the appointment of the new U.S. Attorney.
AL: Was there any conversation about
that in your meetings yesterday?
CT:

I had some conversations about it.

AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: But I can’t tell you what they were.
They’re confidential.
AL: Mm hmm. I don’t know that I have
any other questions to ask you. I was
wondering if Judge Mosman was part of
the group that saw you yesterday?

Colleagues on the Bench
CT: No, he wasn’t there. You know,
I don’t know what’s the situation with
Mike, whether he felt uncomfortable
being there because he’s a member of the
court. He’s on the FISA Court and he’s up
for nomination as the Chief Judge of the
District. So maybe he thought it would be
better not to be there. I don’t know. I’m
still very, very close to Mike and still know
him on a first-name basis. One of my very
successful hires.
AL: What do you remember about
when he first came into the office or when
you hired him? Anything in particular?

CT: I always thought I knew quite a bit
about criminal law, more than anybody
else in the office. Mike had never tried a
case, but anytime I talked to him about
a subject, I always knew that Mike knew
more than I did. [chuckles] But he wasn’t
arrogant about it, but just in his own
very modest, self-effacing way when he
would talk to you about it, you knew that
he knew more than you did, no matter
how much work I had done in the area.
Yes, an incredibly bright guy, and a very
good writer. And a very nice person.
He took all the rough, tough cases
down there on the Indian Reservation
and did those. That is a very, very hard
assignment to do the cases on the Warm
Springs Reservation, and he did all those
cases. Then he got into general crimes.
And then he became United States
Attorney and then District Court judge.
I think he probably, if the Republicans
win, he’ll probably be elevated to the
Court of Appeals.
AL: Could be. I took a look at a listing
in a book and I realized that you had
contact. And I don’t know if you—
CT:

—what’s that?

AL: That’s a listing of the folks who
were in office while you were with the
U.S. Attorney’s Office. Judges I should
say. [List of federal judges from the book
Rose City Justice]
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CT: Well, okay. Judge East was a
recluse. He was a senior judge while I was
there, I never saw him. I never saw [Judge
Ann] Aiken so I don’t know whether you
want to include her. [Judge East] was
there, but I never saw him. These are the
judges? [pauses]
AL: Does that seem correct in terms of
folks you tried cases before?
CT:

never saw him. Nobody ever saw Judge
East.
AL: Thank you. Did you have very
many cases in front of Judge Leavy?
CT: I had a couple; couple of threeweek trials.
AL: Mm hmm. You were there when
the magistrate system got going too.

Yes.
CT:

AL: Anything particular pop out when
you look at those names?
CT: The best judge I ever appeared
before on the West Coast was Ed Leavy.
He was a terrific judge as a magistrate,
then as a district court judge. Then as a
court of appeals judge. And I think at one
time he was the only person in the history
of the country ever to do that; to be all
three of those things.
I’ve tried cases before Solomon,
Kilkenny, Belloni, Goodman, Skopil,
Burns, Panner, Redden, Frye, Leavy and,
Malcolm Marsh. I’ve had some hearings
before Judge Jones, but I never tried any
cases in front of him.
AL:

Mm hmm.

CT: Judge East, as I told you, he was
just somebody that was there but you
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Yes, I was.

AL: Did that have an impact on you as
a Assistant U.S. Attorney?
CT: Yes, it had an impact. I didn’t like
it in the beginning but I think it turned
out for the best. Magistrates sometimes
didn’t want to be bothered with some
things that I thought were important.
For example, whether somebody was
qualified to have a court-appointed
lawyer. I think this is an area where
there’s a lot of issues involved because
somebody wants a lawyer, they get a
lawyer. That’s not the test. The test is not
whether you want a lawyer but whether
or not you’re entitled to a lawyer.
There’s a big difference. But I think the
magistrate system has turned out well.
And they’ve expanded it substantially
from what it was in the beginning. So
now the magistrates are involved in

settlements. And they’re also involved in
trial if—I think they can try misdemeanor
cases and felony in the criminal area and
major civil cases. I think it’s been a good
thing.
AL: Did you have any contact with
Judge [George] Juba before he became a
magistrate?

CT: Oh yes. I had lots of contact with
George, both personal and professional.
AL: Earlier when you were talking you
mentioned that Mr. Connelly, head of the
U.S. Attorney’s Office in Chicago was—
CT: —he was the head of the Criminal
Division.

CT: Yes. I knew Judge Juba very well.
I knew him on a first-name basis. I knew

AL:

Oh, head of the Criminal Division.

his wife Sue before she passed away, yes.
We used to go to parties with George all
the time. Is he on the list there?

CT:

D. Arthur Connelly.

AL:

Yes. Oh, no he’s not.

CT:
so.

He’s not on that list. I didn’t think

AL:

Yes, you’re right. I’m sorry.

CT: When I first came he was the—let’s
see now—how did that work out? He was
an Assistant United States Attorney—this
is before I came—and then he became
an FBI agent. And then he came back to
the U.S. Attorney’s Office, and then he
became the Clerk of the Court. And then
he became a magistrate. Yes.
AL: You did have a lot of contact with
him it sounds like.

AL: I don’t know if it was him you
were referring to, you mentioned that
the U.S. Attorney in Chicago was very
supportive.
CT:

Ed Hanrahan, yes.

AL:

Supportive how I wanted to know.

CT: H liked me and he supported me
writing me letters of commendation when
I tried cases. And then helping me get
the job with Sid Lezak. He had a special
dinner for me and my wife and my [trial]
partner; when we tried a big mafia case
he had a special dinner for us. He got
into a lot of trouble, and a lot of people
didn’t like Ed Hanrahan, but I liked Ed
Hanrahan. He was good to me and I was
loyal to him; very loyal to Hanrahan.
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Albert Sarno Case

indicted, I don’t know, maybe fourteen,
fifteen people of which ten went to trial.

AL: What mafia case? Was it the Allen
Sarno—Alex Sarno?

AL: It was you and your office partner
who put the dots together on that one?

CT: Oh, you’re talking about Albert
Sarno. No. No. It was a case involving
[clears throat] Bank of America traveler’s
checks and Series E savings bonds. I think
it was the only case of its kind where those
two items had been counterfeited by a
guy who learned his trade at the Menard
State Penitentiary. Learned how to do
printing and plate making and he became
a [master] counterfeiter and worked for
the mafia, Art Rachel. We had to try that
case. There were ten defendants and we
were, I think we were about nine weeks
on trial that time.

CT: I don’t want to say alone. We
realized it’s all part of the same operation
after we had assistance from the FBI and
from the Secret Service. The Secret Service
had jurisdiction over the bonds and the
FBI had jurisdiction over the traveler’s

AL:

How did that case come to you?

CT: Let’s see. We had somebody, a guy
named Joe Campion, who was involved
in passing some of these Bank of America
traveler’s checks. I had a case against him
and I think I was going to indict or either
I did indict him. I found out that my old
friend, my first partner was in the office,
also had a case against somebody who
had done the same thing. And we talked
to the Secret Service and the FBI and we
compared notes, and we found out this
was all part of a major conspiracy. So
we put the two cases together and we
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checks.
AL:

And you won?

CT: We didn’t [convict] everybody
but we did pretty good for two young,
inexperienced prosecutors up against the
best lawyers in the city of Chicago. [One
of whom was] supposed to be the leading
[trial] lawyer in the country. I thought we
did well. I was happy.
AL: How would you chart your growth
as a lawyer? I mean once you got into the
U.S. Attorney’s Office, how would you
chart the ways that you increased your
skills?
CT: I increased my skills by working
hard and by studying; I did a lot of
studying. I always kept careful notes of the
various important cases and did a lot of
studying on conspiracy. And so it was just
a matter of studying and working hard.

AL: You seem to have a very sharp
memory, too.
CT: Well, the battery is still running
okay, but the chassis has broken down. I
still can remember a lot of stuff. When I
spoke yesterday to the lawyers it was all
extemporaneous and I could remember
stuff going back into the year 2000.
AL: What did you talk about to the
lawyers?

Tom Lee
CT: Oh, I told some stories about a
couple of them. Then I gave some very
laudatory comments about another
[attorney] on the civil side. I had wanted
to speak for him when he retired in
2003, but they didn’t ask me to speak
on his behalf. I guess they felt I had
nothing important to say, but I did
have something very important to say.
I always wanted to say it so I said it
yesterday. Nobody knew all this stuff
and it was very interesting and very well
received. And he liked it!
AL:

Oh, he was there?

CT:

Oh yes. I wouldn’t have—

AL: What was his name if you don’t
mind my asking?

CT:

His name was Tom Lee.

AL:

Okay.

CT: Yes. Tom Lee was a terrific lawyer
for the government in civil [matters]. He
worked in a lot of very arcane, bizarre areas
and was a total and complete professional;
an outstanding lawyer. I found out when
I was U.S. Attorney, that Tom Lee had the
most complex litigation in the office. He
turned out the most work and it was the
highest quality of anybody in the office.
And, of course, I never knew that when I
was an assistant. Nobody knew much of
what Tom did. He was always very quiet.
He never said very much and was not very
well received by the courts. Not because
he wasn’t any good, but rather because
they didn’t like his position.
AL:

Oh. They didn’t

CT: They didn’t like the positions he
took representing the United States. You
know, some of these environmentalists
have absolutely crazy positions. I’m in
favor of protecting the environment, but
some of this stuff about the spotted owl
and some of the stuff they wanted to do
to protect that animal. And the other
thing about the salmon, tear down the
dams on the Columbia? It’s not going
to happen! It’s outrageous. And some
of those positions got the eye and the
ear of the district court and the court of
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appeals and they didn’t treat Tom very
well. I just think that was a mistake. You
can disagree strongly with somebody but
you can still treat them as a professional.
Tom was always a professional.
And he was always polite. He always
represented the best. And one night one
of the circuit court judges at a Ninth
Circuit Judicial Conference, he had a
couple of drinks. It’s always interesting
what they say to you when that happens.
But anyway, he tells me that “Your man

CT:

Lee is not well received by the court.
It’s not because he’s not a consummate
professional, but we don’t agree with
the positions that he takes.” But then he
said—and this is an exact quote—“when
Tom Lee speaks, the entire court sits up
and listens.” Nobody ever says that! I
never heard anybody get a compliment
like that. He went on to say “Tom Lee
knows more about his subject than
anybody else on the court. He’s a true
expert.” Now, that’s a real compliment.
That’s what I wanted to say at his
retirement but I didn’t get a chance to say
it. I said it yesterday in a somewhat more
elongated form. But I thought that was
a terrific compliment. I’ve never heard a
lawyer get a compliment like that.

at either. Okay, so that was what he said.
You know. Okay. It didn’t bother me. I
mean it’s okay. Because I knew that I did
a good job both as an administrator and
as a lawyer and I knew I picked the best
people that were around to be Assistant
U.S. Attorneys. That’s what he said but I
didn’t give it much weight.

AL: That reminds me, earlier today
you mentioned that you were, I think it
was at a conference and a circuit judge,
or a circuit court judge told you that you
could either be a good lawyer or—
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—Oh yes, he—

AL: So what prompted that kind of
comment?
CT: He had had dinner and he’d had
a couple of drinks. He just said you can
either be a good lawyer or you can be a
good administrator. But since you’re
trying to do both that there’s a feeling on
the part of some of the members of the
District Court that you weren’t very good

AL: At what point in your tenure as a
U.S. Attorney did that occur?
CT: It was probably about half way
through.
AL:

Well, Charlie’s those—

CT: —he could have talked with one of
the judges. There were judges that didn’t
like me. And it didn’t have anything to do
with the quality of the work. It had to do
more with a situation like Tom Lee. They
didn’t like the position I took. It was an
absence of professionalism. And that’s the

difference with a guy like Ed Leavy. Ed
Leavy was always a professional. It didn’t
make any difference if he didn’t agree
with you, he was always a professional.
And you always got a fair trial from Ed
Leavy.

Relationshops with Judges
AL: Did you have very many social
contacts with judges at the conference
you were talking about? I think you also
mentioned that you used to have lunches
with Judge Solomon.
CT: I did have some lunches with
Judge Solomon, but I think there were
only maybe three. And that was very
unusual. And you know, he didn’t have
anybody else from the office up there. But
he liked me and he had me up there on
three different occasions for lunch in his
chambers. And I did have some personal
relationship with some of the judges. Like
Ed Leavy was a neighbor. He was my
neighbor and he would drive me to work
from time to time. So I had contact with
him. And then Judge Burns would have
these parties at his house when he lived
on the Willamette River so I would go out
there for that. I had some contact with
Diarmuid O’Scannlain. But I didn’t have
any other contact with any of the other
judges; personal contact. Professional, but
not personal.

AL:

Mm hmm. Sure.

CT: I just think it’s generally a bad idea.
In the same way for all of these dinners,
these awards, these accolades for the
judges. I’m totally opposed to that. First of
all, they don’t want to go. And secondly,
the lawyers that are doing it are doing it
because they think they’re going to curry
favor with a judge if their firm [supports
him]—it’s not going to happen! I’m totally
opposed to it. And I never would go to
those things. But they do it all the time.
It’s always done.
AL: Yes. Yes. Well, I think that’s it for
my questions.
CT:

Okay. Alright.

AL: I appreciate very much your giving
me the time to come talk with you again.
CT:

This is not on the record, it’s off.

AL:

Okay, let me —

CT:

—I remember—ah—

AL: I would like to keep—I mean, this
is something you could edit out in the
transcript.
CT: No, it just hit me. I was at a panel
one time with Judge Panner and Don
McEwen who’s passed away. Don was
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a really good lawyer, a member of the
American College of Trial Lawyers and
he was a tank commander in WWII and
saw a lot of combat over in the European
Theater. We were on a panel talking
about selecting juries. I’ve never selected
a jury because you don’t select juries in
the federal system. The judge selects the
jury, and he does the questioning and so
on. They’ll let you do a little bit but you
don’t do very much.
But anyway, McEwen said and
it’s so true— McEwen a straight-ahead
guy—but he said that the whole idea of
the questions is not to be fair. You don’t
want to be fair. You want somebody who’s
on your side. And it’s so true. That’s the
whole idea, to get somebody that’s on
your side. Who cares about fairness?
He was frank enough to say that. And,
of course, Judge Panner having been
around a lot, he knew that to be the case.
Now, he’s still trying cases.
AL:

Yes, down in Medford I understand.

CT: Yes. I bet Judge Panner must be,
I bet he must be eighty-seven, eightyeight?
AL: I think you’re right. I think you’re
right. Well, thank you very much.
		
[End of Session 3]
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Environmental Cases
AL: This is Adair Law with Charles
Turner on July 3, 2015 in his home in
Redmond. I’m continuing with our
interview questions. Charles, one of
the things I was interested in talking
with you about today was some of the
environmental cases you handled during
your time as U.S. Attorney.
CT: Well, I didn’t handle those cases.
In fact, neither I nor my predecessor or
successor handled those cases. They were
very, very complicated, time-consuming
labor-intensive and generally felt to
be very boring cases. They were in the
hands of one of the best lawyers in the
Department of Justice, Tom Lee, Assistant
U.S. Attorney. Tom handled those cases.
And, not until I became U.S. Attorney did
I find out how complicated they were;
the most complicated cases in the office.
Tom turned out the most work and the
highest work quality. Unfortunately, the
courts did not treat him well because
he represented unpopular positions for
the government. And they frequently,
both the District Court and the Court of
Appeals did not treat him well. But, they
did respect Tom and I had a judge from the
Court of Appeals one night, after a Ninth
Circuit Judicial conference dinner, tell me

that although Tom was not treated well,
he was very well-respected by the Court.
And this is a quote: “when Tom speaks,
we sit up and listen because Tom knows
more about the subject than anybody else
on the court.” Nobody gets compliments
like that! So, Tom handled those cases and
he did it with alacrity and aplomb. He was
an outstanding lawyer, the best that the
Department had on that subject.

Tom would advocate that position, he did
not have the eye and the ear of the court.
And then the idea that let’s tear down
the dams on the Columbia and the Snake
Rivers. I mean it would be an absolutely
catastrophic situation. I don’t think it’s ever
going to happen, but there are people in the
environmental area and some of the courts
who are in favor of that. And of course, Tom
stood against it.

AL:

AL:

Now was he someone you hired or

Was that an idea that came out while

was he there?

you were U.S. Attorney or—

CT: No, I wish I could say I hired Tom.
No, Tom was hired by Sid. He worked for
some agency for about four or five years
and then he worked in the Department.
He came out here to work on one of these
environmental cases, and Sid liked him and
he hired him.

CT:

No.

AL:

—was that a little after that.

AL: So what were some of the unpopular
stands that he took?
CT: You know, of course, I don’t want
to be misunderstood that I’m not in favor
of protecting the environment. But some
of these positions about the fish—there
are some runs that can’t be saved, and we
can’t recognize it. We’re throwing millions
of dollars at them. We can’t save them.
Any pragmatist who’s done studies in that
area will tell you that. But that’s not the
way the thing works. So to the extent that

CT: That idea has been floating around
there for quite a while about tearing down
the dams and how they destroy the fish.
Well, there is some evidence to support that
but the overall effect of tearing down the
dams. I mean, can you imagine what would
happen? The water flow and the irrigation—
it’s not going to happen. We spent billions
of dollars building those things and creating
this whole system and now we’re going to
tear it down? It isn’t going to happen. But
anyway, that’s environmentalists—some of
them support that. Also in terms of the wild
fish and then the hatchery fish, that’s another
issue. But anyway, Tom represented the
U.S. on all those subjects. He was the best,
and a wonderful person as well.
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AL: Did he do salmon and timber and
the spotted owl?
CT:

He did all that stuff.

AL:

And he was based out of Portland?

CT: He was the Assistant U.S.
Attorney in the Civil Division in
Portland.
AL:

Mm hmm. And did he stay past

the time when you were U.S. Attorney?
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I talked to my successor, Jack Wong. He
told me the same thing. Tom turns an
amazing amount of work and it is really
high-quality stuff.
AL: And you say he had just a
tremendous work ethic.
CT: A tremendous work ethic. I never,
ever, ever heard Tom complain. Ever. In
fact, when Tom retired, because nobody
could do his work, they had to hire two

CT: Yes, he did. Tom retired in uh—
2003.

people to do Tom’s work. They have
two people or three people now that are
doing Tom’s work. That’s how much
work he turned out.

AL: Did he have check-ins with you?
How did you kind of keep on top of
what was going on?

AL: Is
that
because
of
the
environmental cases have expanded
too?

CT: When I became U.S. Attorney,
I tried to keep my finger on the pulse
and find out what other Assistants were
doing. You know, people can have a
façade of work when they’re not doing
any work of substance. And so I got an
impression about how much work Tom
did because I spent a lot of time in the
office. I was usually the first or second
person there, and I was the last person
to leave. And Tom was always there.
So I knew Tom, and I did read some of
his [work]. Very complicated and very
boring. I talked to other people about it.

CT: No. That’s because of how much
work there is to do! I don’t know the
environmental area has expanded or
contracted, but there’s an awful lot
of work and Tom could do it. No two
people could do what one man could do.
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AL: Right. You had been telling me
about a particularly tough case where he
was given very short turnaround time.
CT: I told you that Tom was not
treated well by either the District Court
or the Court of Appeals. Not because

they didn’t like Tom. They did respect
Tom. But rather because they didn’t
like the unpopular positions that he
took. He represented these agencies.
One time, it was Easter weekend, and I
can’t remember whether it was Friday
afternoon and there wasn’t anybody
there or it was Saturday morning. In any
event, I was there and Tom was there,
and Tom got a call from the Circuit. And
I don’t remember whether it was a staff
attorney or somebody from the clerk’s

going to call Ed Leavy. And both of
them are personal friends of mine. And
Ed Leavy is my neighbor and he drives
me to work. And I’m going to give him
your name and I’m going to tell him
what happened.” I said, “What do you
think’s going to happen to you?” And
there was a long pause. 			
He said, “I think we can work it out.”
I said “Okay.”
Tom got his extension of time,
which is only right! He’s entitled to it.

office that told him that an environmental
brief had been filed on Friday and he had
to respond by Monday. Well, first of all
we don’t have any secretaries. You just
don’t call a secretary up and tell them
to come down. And secondly, you don’t
gin up a brief in a day. It doesn’t happen.
You’re going to the second highest court
in the land. Tom asked for more time
and the guy said “no! The brief is due
when I say it’s due.”
Tom never complained. Ever. He
just told me about it and asked me if
there was anything that could be done.
I said I don’t know Tom, let me see.
So he left. I called this fella, and I can
remember this very clearly, I said, “Gee,
my friend, I think we can work this out.”
He said “Nope! The brief is due as
indicated.”
I said, “Well okay. So here’s
what’s going to happen. I’m going to
call Diarmuid O’Scannlain. And I’m

You don’t do that to a lawyer. You say
having a brief overnight. Nobody can
do a brief for the Ninth Circuit, or any
place, overnight.
AL: Who was telling him to do that
again?
CT: Well it was either a staff attorney
from the Ninth Circuit or it was a member
of the clerk’s office. I don’t know which
it was. I don’t remember. But it was one
of the two. But he controlled the briefing.
AL: That makes sense. Let’s move
onto the filming that we were going to
do.
CT:

Okay.

AL: So let’s stop it here and we’ll go
from there.
[Audio recording ends. Video recording
begins with interview in progress]

Turner, Recording Four

147

Chicago U.S. Attorney’s Office
CT: —for a short period of time. That
did not work out. You had to have a pretty
thick skin to work for my father. He was
very intolerant. And he couldn’t put up
with anybody who didn’t learn things as
quickly as he could learn them. He told
me I couldn’t stay in his office, but he had
a job for me. I could either work in the
State’s Attorney’s Office or I could work
in the United States Attorney’s Office.
I chose the latter. That shaped my life. I
found out a calling that I liked. I found
out what work was all about. I found
out a lot about honesty and integrity.
And about the corruption in the city of
Chicago. I spent three memorable years
in the U.S. Attorney’s Office in Chicago.
And some of the best years of my life in
terms of a learning experience—how to
try cases. mail fraud, wire fraud, drug
conspiracies, counterfeiting cases. I tried
cases against a lot of really outstanding
lawyers. I realized over the years how
things have changed even though many of
the lawyers were on the other side of the
fence. If they gave me their word about
something, you could rely upon it. And
people were generally very civil to each
other. Boy, not so today unless you’ve
got five confirming telegrams and emails
and faxes, people will not stand by their
word. And the things lawyers say about
each other today are just unbelievable.
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Outrageous! Scandalous! That would
never happen in Chicago, even though
we dealt with mafia lawyers and some
lawyers who were actually criminal. But
that stuff never happened. That’s a big
change in the profession. So anyway —
AL: What was there about the U.S.
Attorney’s Office that just kind of sparked
things for you? Was it the work you were
doing?
CT: Well, part of it was the work I was
doing and part of it was the people that
I worked for. The Chief of the Criminal
Division, D. Arthur Connelly, boy Art
taught me a lot about the importance of
a work ethic and honesty and integrity.
And the guy who trained me on how
to try mail fraud cases and wire fraud
cases, Bill Bittman. Boy, they taught me
a lot. If you’re going to be good—that’s
why they made weekends, nights and
holidays so you could work, you know.
I loved the work. And I loved working
with the different agencies. I left the office
in October of 1965. And I had kind of a
clerical job working for the Bonneville
Power Administration.
AL:

Now, why did you leave Chicago?

CT: My wife realized that it was
destroying our marriage. I spent every
day down at the office working seventy
hours a week. My young daughter, one
year of age, she didn’t know who I was.

And so, there never was going to be a life.
And she was not the only person. There
were two other women whose husbands
worked in the office realized the same
thing, and they both left. One of them came
to Oregon. The other went to San Diego.
I said, “Okay, I’ll leave.” I got this kind
of a clerical job working for Bonneville
Power Administration in the Department
of Interior—the Regional Solicitor’s Office
and did that for a short time. Took the bar
and made an application to get back into

U.S. Attorney’s Office, was it hard to stay
in the U.S. Attorney’s Office at all?

the U.S. Attorney’s Office, which I was
turned down by Sid. I don’t know why,
but he turned me down. I got a very nice
copy of the letter, that the U.S. Attorney
in Chicago, Edward V. Hanrahan wrote to
Sid telling him what a good lawyer I was.
I’m not sure that was true but he said it
anyway. And right at that time the person
who was the primary functionary to handle
criminal cases in the U.S. Attorney’s Office
in Portland left. Sid didn’t have anybody
to try those cases so he hired me. He had
the letter and I was around and I had trial
experience so he hired me.

know. And but the U.S. Attorney’s Office
was always exciting and challenging.
I couldn’t wait to get to work in the
morning.

AL: You had a lot of trial experience at
that point.

CT: Well, yes. There were a number of
cases. I mean, I remember a counterfeiting
and conspiracy case that I tried with a
partner of mine in Chicago. There were
ten of the best lawyers in Chicago and
somebody who was supposed to be the
best [trial] lawyer in the country, Percy
Foreman. And we tried that case. That
went ten weeks. And then there was the

CT: In Illinois I tried a lot of cases. I
tried a lot of big cases in Chicago. I argued
a lot of appeals too. He hired me and that’s
how the career began in Portland.
AL:

Mm hmm. Once you were in the

CT:

Was it hard to stay there?

AL:

Yes.

CT: No, I liked staying there. I loved the
U.S. Attorney’s Office. It was great work.
It was interesting work. I find much of the
legal profession boring and stultifying.
I just can’t stand that kind of work, you

AL: Were there any particular cases you
found particularly challenging or things
that you didn’t—
CT:

You mean in Chicago or Portland?

AL:

Both.

Portland U.S. Attorney’s Office
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case involving the last terrorist bombing
case in this country, United States v. Frank
Stearns Giese, and I tried that case here in
Portland. And that involved the bombing
of a couple of recruiting centers. And, a
bank robbery and the armory robbery of
the Allison Carrie Gun Works and another
robbery up here in Seattle and bombing
up here and another robbery down in San
Jose. I tried that case. Those are a couple of
cases that came to mind.
AL: Now when you say that was the

still, a lot of evidence. We had over 100
witnesses. I think 107 witnesses.

last terrorist bombing, was that from a
particular era?

AL: What were other memorable cases
while you were an Assistant U.S. Attorney
in Portland?

CT: Well, during the ‘60s you remember
that there were bombings all the time
of people who were protesting the Viet
Nam war. There were frequent bombings.
Almost every day you’d hear about a
bombing. And these bombings were the
last—I’m pretty sure I’m correct on this,
were the last terrorist bombings that were
recorded in this country. And the FBI and
the Department really wanted convictions
because they had been losing a number of
those cases. I remember they lost one in
Cleveland, Seattle, Miami I think they lost
one in Washington, D.C. They were very
upset about that. So anyway, they were
very anxious for that case to go to trial
and for there to be a conviction. When we
started out there was over 5000 pieces of
evidence. That’s not how many we used.
We winnowed it down to about 1000. But
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AL: And this was all when you were an
Assistant U.S. Attorney?
CT: Yes. I was assistant. I didn’t try
that case alone. I had another lawyer, Jack
Ransom, who is in private practice—at that
time he was an Assistant U.S. Attorney.
He and I tried the case.

CT: I remember one of the last major
conspiracy cases I tried was the United
States v. Carlos Orantes. Orantes and
fourteen other people that we charged
were involved with importation and
distribution of controlled substances,
tar heroin, in Texas, California, Oregon,
and Washington. In that case, had almost
1000 exhibits and over 100 witnesses and
we went, I think, six weeks in that case
and convicted everybody. And that was
the first case in Oregon where a couple
of the defendants received a true life
sentence, no probation, no parole. And
the fella who does the examination of the
deaths—I can’t [remember] his name and
his title—but he wrote an article saying
that this particular case was the only case
that they had that after the defendants

were convicted and we’d taken them
down, that the overdose deaths from
heroin appreciably went down.
AL:

Because of the supply chain?

CT: Because, well because we had
taken people off so high up in the
order. Now, they’ve been replaced and
now heroin deaths are at an epidemic
proportion. I just saw an article in the
Washington papers—very high. Lots of
heroin. Apparently heroin is now very,
very, is very cheap.
AL: And was Portland a particularly
important through-point for that?
CT: Well, it was an important point
because they had somebody from the
Department of Motor Vehicles who
provided false driver’s licenses to these
people. And, of course, if you’re in this
country and you don’t have a driver’s
license, you can’t go any place and can’t
do anything. But with a driver’s license,
that’s the primary piece of identification.
Everybody accepts that: hotels, motels,
banks, everybody accepts that. He was
furnishing these driver’s licenses without
them passing the examination.
AL: That must have been a sense of
triumph when you completed that case.
CT:

Well, Adair, I try not to engage in

ups and downs. It was a case. It was over.
I told you before in our earlier interviews,
I just didn’t go out and celebrate. I didn’t
go out and celebrate if I won a case. And
if I lost one I didn’t go out and drown
my sorrows. I just didn’t do that. That’s a
bad idea. I saw lots of people do that. Big
mistake in my opinion. I never said much
about my cases or any awards I [received].
It happened and so it happened. Margot
and I knew about it. I let it go at that.
AL:

And Margot is your wife?

CT:

Margot is my first wife.

AL: How did you decide on Portland to
come and work?
CT: When she said she was leaving
and I could come. I said I wanted to go
but we decided where are we going to go?
So we looked at different places. Looked
in Denver, San Diego, Los Angeles, San
Francisco, Sacramento, Portland, and
Seattle. I liked Portland the best.
AL: And your wife and kids ended up
liking it the best too?
CT: They didn’t know anything else,
but they loved it, my wife and children.
We loved Oregon. We loved living in
Portland. We loved camping. We like
hiking, swimming. We loved rafting and
all the outdoor activities. It was fairly close
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to the office and we didn’t have the crime
and corruption that we had in Chicago.
AL: I wanted to ask you when there was
a change in presidential administration
was there much talk around the office
about the possibility of the then U.S.
Attorney, Sid Lezak, not retaining his job?
Did people get distracted by the possibility
of a new U.S. Attorney?
CT:

Well, I don’t think the Assistants

did. Sid had the eye and the ear of
Republican Senators Bob Packwood
and Mark Hatfield so he was able to
stay on through the Ford and the Nixon
administrations. That’s rather very
unusual because usually when there’s a
change of administration, as opposed to a
continuation, the U.S. Attorney is asked to
resign. And if he doesn’t resign he’s fired.
AL: So how did you begin to aspire to
become U.S. Attorney?
CT: I never did aspire to become U.S.
Attorney.
AL:

So how did you take that step?

U.S. Attorney Appointment
CT: Somebody thought that I should
be the U.S. Attorney and advocated that
I lobby for the job. I told them I couldn’t
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do it because Sid thought he was going to
be retained. This was under the Reagan
Administration and the new Attorney
General, William French Smith. I said,
“I can’t do it. Sid thinks he’s going to
be retained. There’s an editorial in the
Oregonian, ‘Don’t Dump Lezak.’ I just
can’t do it.”
So he said, “Okay. You’re never
going to be U.S. Attorney.”
Somebody else who was on the
President’s transition team decided
that they would like me to be the U.S.
Attorney.
AL: So who was the person who
contacted you first, and then who was the
second person?
CT: Well, it’s just probably better not
to say. The first person who contacted me
was Don Pearlman, a lawyer in private
practice who later went to Washington,
D.C.
AL:

Who was the second person?

CT: Well, I’d rather not say because
he later on became—he was on the
President’s transition team and later on
became a federal judge.
AL: Alright. What was the process of
becoming U.S. Attorney? Did you have
to shake hands or kiss babies or anything
like that?

CT: I wouldn’t do that. And I said I
would meet with somebody if they asked
me to do that. I did meet with Victor
Atiyeh, who was very unfriendly, said
he wasn’t going to support me. And Bob
Packwood didn’t support me. None of
the Republican Congressmen supported
me and nobody in the state legislature,
which was predominantly Republican,
supported me. The only person that did
support me, and the only person, was
Mark Hatfield, who I did not know. He

AL: So, you’re in the position of U.S.
Attorney, taking over for a man who has
been doing it for almost twenty years.
What were some of the changes that you
made?

did support me. He told me he had to see
whether or not it was worth running over
the entire Republican Party. Said he would
call me back in two weeks. He called me
back and said he was going to support me.
He’s the senior senator, he gets the call.

“You got a case? Dump it on the locals.” I
totally opposed to that. I felt we are a law
enforcement community. The problems
we have in Oregon are not federal, are not
state, they were community problems and
they need to be dealt with by a combined
effort from the local law enforcement and
the U.S. Attorney’s Office. So that was one
thing that I did. I made contacts with all
the district attorneys and I knew almost
all of them by name; had an excellent
relationship with them. Later on, when I
left, I was named an honorary member of
the Oregon District Attorney’s Association,
lifetime member. First guy that had ever
that had ever happened. There’s only
two people that’s ever happened to; Mike
Mosman being the second one.
The other thing was in the hiring.
I hired people that I felt would be—well,
first of all, honesty and integrity—but
would be outstanding trial lawyers. I
picked them a lot from district attorney’s

AL: Why do you feel like he stuck his
neck out for that? Or why do you think he
did that?
CT: I wasn’t even a Republican. Yes,
he stuck his neck out. For example, the
current U.S. Attorney, the one who just left,
he would have been highly embarrassed,
especially since I was not a member of the
Republican Party. But he was extremely
pleased. We became personal friends.
He had me over to his house on several
occasions. He would frequently call me.
If I ever called him he called me back,
personally, called me back. I thought very,
very highly of Mark Hatfield.

CT: Well, one of the changes I made was
in the hiring process. And secondly was in
supporting District Attorney’s Offices. Sid
did not get along with district attorneys.
He didn’t support them. His idea was, and
this was a phrase that he used all the time.
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offices. Sid didn’t hire from district
attorney’s offices. Nobody! And finally he
had to hire one person because he got a
lot of pressure from Multnomah County
judges to hire somebody. So he hired
one person. But had that not happened,
he wouldn’t have hired anybody. But I
hired almost exclusively from the State
Attorney General’s Office or from District
Attorney’s Offices and they were some of
my best hires. There was John Deits and
Steve Peifer from the Attorney General’s

to know, standing before juries and
representing the United States. Because,
as I told you before, this is one of the very,
very, very few jobs where the public gets
to see the person, whose salary they pay,
performing. You don’t have any idea what
your senators do, your congressmen,
their staff lawyers or members of the
president’s staff. You hope they’re doing
the right thing. But you don’t know. But
when the jury sees you standing in front
of them, they know. Are you ready? Are

Office. Fred Weinhouse, Barry Sheldahl,
John Haub—excellent lawyers and they
provided a legacy and were some of the
best trial lawyers around.

you prepared? Are you doing the job? I’m
paying your salary. Yes, that’s what I want,
somebody like that; somebody like Lance
Caldwell, Steve Peifer, Fred Weinhouse.
I could rely upon those people. I had
absolute, total, and complete trust in them.

AL: Why do you think he had that
resistance to district attorneys?
CT: Because Sid was an elitist. That was
the fact of the matter. He liked people who
came from important, powerful families.
He liked people who had money. He
liked people who went to Harvard, Yale,
Princeton, University of Chicago and
Stanford. That’s not what I was looking for.
AL:

What were you looking for?

CT: I don’t care where they went to law
school. And I don’t care what their party
was. And I don’t care who their family
was. I was looking for somebody that I can
rely upon, who would be an outstanding
trial lawyer and who I would be proud
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AL: In talking about the hires, it
sounded like you had to do some firing or
some letting go of other people as well.
CT:

Well, I had to fire some people.

AL: Who were some of the notable
firings?
CT: We’re not going to get into the
firings. That just—it happened. And
people who, for one reason or another,
didn’t like me, couldn’t work for me,
didn’t represent what I wanted, these
were not people that I hired. I only made
one mistake in hiring, and that was not
somebody that I wanted to hire. It was

somebody that was recommended and it
was a mistake.
AL: Was what you wanted from your
hires very different from what Sid wanted?
CT: Well, Sid he never really cared
about the results. He only cared about
the trappings. I mentioned what he
liked and those are the kind of people he
liked. And, you know, it turned out that
somebody like Norman Sepenuk, he had
those credentials. But Norman also had
what I was looking for, too, but that didn’t
always coincide. Sid would say frequently
“throw it up against the wall.” Adair,
you’re not going to work for me and
throw it up against the wall. You’re going
to be prepared. If you’re not prepared,
you’re not ready for trial, you’re not going
to work for Charles Turner.
AL:

Mm-hmm.

CT:

I don’t believe in that at all.

AL: “Throw it up against the wall.”
Like spaghetti you mean?

Working with Local DAs
CT: Just go in there! If you’re ready,
fine. If you’re not, throw it against the wall
and we’ll let the jury decide how it should
be. That’s not what you’re supposed to

be doing, in my opinion, as an Assistant
United States Attorney. That’s not what
Ronald Reagan was looking for. He hired
almost all professional prosecutors, either
Assistant U.S. Attorneys, former state
Attorney General’s, District Attorneys.
Those are the guys that made up Ronald
Reagan’s U.S. Attorney cadre.
AL: Were the District Attorneys
surprised when the U.S. Attorney’s Office
became more receptive to them?
CT:

Oh yes, right.

AL:

Were they suspicious?

CT: Oh, in the beginning, sure. Because
they’d been used to years of Sid saying
dump it on the locals and having nothing
to do with them and so on. No, it took a
while.
AL: So how did you develop that
relationship?
CT: Because I went and met with those
[folks]. I’d have lunch with them. I got
to be very good personal friends with
Mike Schrunk. And Mike was the leading
District Attorney in the state. And, he
sold my package to the other District
Attorneys. And secondly, I would go to
their conferences in Sunriver. I’d speak
for them. And, uh, I hired some of their
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people. And, I got speakers for them. I got
Rudy Giuliani, he came out to speak one
time for me.
AL: He was part of your confirmation
hearing, was he not?
CT: Giuliani, right. He had to approve
my nomination.
AL:

any questions at all about what kind of a
prosecutor I had been or would be or what
I was going to do. You know, we just had
that baseball conversation. But I guess he
looked at me. I looked like a prosecutor so
that was, I guess, good enough for him.
AL: That stood you in good stead. Um,
how did you develop a friendship with
Mike Schrunk?

Was that a difficult process?
CT:

CT:

With Giuliani?

AL:

Mm-hmm.

CT: No! You had to go out there. He has
to see whether you have two heads and
what kind of a prosecutor you are, and if
you’re what the Reagan Administration
wanted. I went in there.
And I said “Rudy, I hear you have
a chair from Yankee Stadium in your
office.”
“Yes, I do.”
I said, “Can I see it? Will you show
it to me?”
He said, “You’re a baseball fan?”
I said, “Yes, I am.”
He said, “Well, who’s your team?”
I said, “The Chicago Cubs.”
“They’re not even a team! They’re
nothing! They’re—”
We talked baseball for about fifteen
minutes. Then he said, “Okay, get out
of here. You’re hired.” He didn’t ask me
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Sid was going to hire Mike. I think

Mike was over there two or three times
and Mike turned him down. I told Mike,
“That was the smartest thing you ever did.
You would have been bitterly unhappy
over here. This was not what you would
want.” I used to play handball with Mike,
and I used to run with Mike. When I
became the U.S. Attorney I hired a number
of his people—for example, I hired Fred
Weinhouse and Barry Sheldahl—and
we took a number of his cases. I cross
designated his assistants or deputies, as
assistant U.S. attorneys, and they tried
cases in the U.S. Attorney’s Office. We
did some work with gangs and drugs. I
was in a unit headed by Governor Neil
Goldschmidt. Mike was on that. I talked
to Mike all the time; all the time. I’d meet
with him or played ball with him two or
three times a week.
AL: That’s great. So what were some of
your really defining cases while you were
U.S. Attorney?

CT:

I just mentioned a couple of them.

AL: Yes, yes. Could you talk a little bit
about Rajneeshpuram or how that affected
your work?

DOJ Politics
CT: Well, that’d be a long story. But it
did affect the work. It just sucked the life
out of the office. It was so much, so much
litigation, starting out on the civil side. We
were just overwhelmed. And we couldn’t
get adequate help from the Department
and, there was a lot of jockeying around
trying to get me to indict the Rajneesh
by people in the Department and out of
OIL, Office of Immigration Litigation.
And they came out here and thought
they were going to push me around.
People don’t push me around. I don’t get
pushed around. You know, I knew I was
appointed by the president so I always
had that proxy in my back pocket. We
had a sit-down meeting. You’re going to
indict the Rajneesh for two felony counts.
They’re leaving. They’re not going to
help me try the case. I told them, that’s
not going to happen. I said there’s over
400 false marriages here. We’re going to
investigate every single marriage like
we do every other case. And if there’s
evidence there we’re going to indict
everybody who needs to be indicted.

They tell me, “No, you’re going to
do it this way.”
I said “You’re leaving this office. I
want you to pack up. I want you to get
out and you’re not coming back here.”
They went back to the Department
and they spread rumors about me. Sent
memos to the Attorney General that I was
a weak-kneed prosecutor; given to mixed
signals. That I’m afraid to use the grand
jury; that I needed to be fired or replaced
by a special prosecutor. I think we went
over this before. I got a call from a deputy
in Ed Meese’s office, told me that I needed
to come back to Washington.
I said, “I can’t do it because I’m too
busy.”
He said, “well, think of it as an
opportunity.”
I said, “For what?” He said, “To
save your job.”
So, I went back. I had to meet with
Lowell Jensen, who is the Deputy Attorney
General and part of the Ed Meese crowd.
[Assistant Attorney General] Steve Trott
was there, who was also from California.
Head of the INS, he’s from California.
They wanted me to be fired, his general
counsel, Maurice Inman. So we sit down.
Lowell says to the INS people, what’s the
deal here? So they give a little talk about
my failings as a lawyer. I see he’s looking
at me, and watching me very carefully.
He lets them talk for maybe a minute and
a half. Okay, stop. Points at me: “What
do you have to say?” I don’t talk for
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more than forty-five seconds. He says the
meetings over! [pounds hand on table] You
know, so he knew right away it was a lot of
baloney from them. And Steve Trott came
over to me and said, “Well, obviously
your job is saved but Lowell’s not happy
about this whole thing. You better get out
of here and everybody else better get out
right now.” I left. Later on, Lowell called
me when I was there, and he said, “You
know, anything you need you call me. I’ll
give you my home telephone number. I’ll

and you approach it in a straightforward,
candid, honest manner, it can be worked
out. Remember, the Camp David Accords
were solidified by a handshake. I was
able to work out most of the civil stuff
just by sitting down and negotiating all
the jewelry and personal property and
most of that stuff. Where the politics of
it came in, and with the state Attorney
General’s Office, it never worked out for
those people. Never worked out.

do it for you, anything you need.”

AL:

AL:

Did you ever need to call?

CT:

Yes I did.

AL:

How was he able to assist?

CT: It didn’t work out! You want to
look good for the public, look good for the
press, look good for your constituency.
Chances are it’s not going to work out.
For example, the question is did Sheela
have a lot of money in assets that she
had hidden? And the answer to that was
probably, yes. There’s a big, a series of
depositions and queries of Sheila to see
whether or not they can locate these assets.
They never found them, but they get her
to plead to a murder charge and get a fine
for it, $1000. I said we don’t want a fine
because there’s nothing around. We can’t
get any money, any assets. And so when
she’s released from jail we’re looking like
a bunch of fools. Why ask for something
that you can’t have? When she’s released
from jail they don’t have anything. This is
the state AG’s Office and they blame it on
me by saying I didn’t tell them that she’d
been released from jail. I said, “Well, you

CT: Well, because he controls the INS
because they work for the Department.
Like the FBI, they work for the
Department. He helped me a lot. I had
his [full] support.
AL: That must have been helpful. So,
were there any particular things that you
learned from working on the Rajneesh
case that applied to your future work
with the U.S. Attorney’s Office?
CT: I just reinforced the idea that most
of the time if you want to work something
out, you can work it out. If you really have
a good-faith effort to work something out
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What does that mean?

know, Dave that information about when
she would be released from jail is only
as far away from you as your telephone.
When the State Attorney General calls up
the Bureau of Prisons and asks, you’re
going to get the answer.” I knew what
the answer was. And he could have
known what the answer was. But you
can’t get the money because you don’t
know where it is. She probably took the
assets with her. I don’t know. Anyway,
we never did find it. But anyway, that’s

AL: Was that a difficult transition for
you?

what I learned.

any problems doing it.
AL: Now, who took over your position?

AL: How did you look at what your
transition might be with when the Clinton
Administration came in?

Leaving U.S. Attorney’s Office

CT: It was a little hard for a couple
of weeks. It turned out really well.
It was for the best. I had a great job. I
did some defense work and did some
public service work. I did some work
about animal abuse and established
a good relationship with the defense
community. I like doing defense work.
It was an easy transition. I didn’t have

CT:

AL: I have the strong sense that you
and he are very good friends.
CT:

CT: Well, I never looked at it because
we were told we could stay until our
successor was nominated and confirmed.
But all of a sudden I got a firing letter. I
had to leave immediately.
AL: Do you remember what time of
year the firing letter was or how early?
CT:

It was early in 1993.

AL: When did you leave? February
1993?
CT:

I left in April.

Jack Wong.

I’m very good friends with Jack.

AL: And was there any back and forth
in that transition?
CT: Jack never talked to me and I never
talked to him.
AL:

Oh really?

CT: Never asked him—not one thing.
There was one assistant there was an issue
with. But aside from that Jack and I never
talked about the office. He never asked
me anything and I never said anything
to him. It’s none of my business. Just
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because I had been there eleven years, I
thought it would be wrong for me to talk
to Jack and try to give him my views. If he
wanted my views he could ask for them.
He didn’t need them. Jack had been there
over twenty-five years. He’d been on the
civil side. He’d been on the criminal side.
He’d been the First Assistant. He knew
how to handle the deal.

so much the better off.” I only got, I think,
one affidavit of recusal. One.

AL: What was the first work that you
did when you left the U.S. Attorney’s

AL: Were there things that surprised
you about being a circuit judge pro tem?

AL: Do you remember the nature of
the case?
CT: No,. You did cases every day. I
don’t remember the name of any case I
tried as a Circuit Court judge.

Office?
CT: I worked as a Circuit Court Judge
pro tem for the State of Oregon.
AL: What made you decide to go into
that work?
CT: I did it because people said I
couldn’t do it because I wouldn’t be
fair.
AL: Why did they think you wouldn’t
be fair?
CT: They said I was a hard-nosed
prosecutor and that’s the kind of person I
would be. I would be unfair. I went to some
of the firms that had these contracts with
the state and with the Public Defender’s
Office and said “Just give me a chance. If it
turns out the way you think then you can
recuse me. But if it doesn’t, then you’ll be
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CT: I thought I knew a lot about
criminal law and I realized I don’t
know nearly as much as I thought I
did. That I had been spoiled by assets,
by time, by resources. These people
over there: overworked and underpaid.
The conditions over there for jurors
and defense counsel for witnesses, for
prosecutors are scandalous. They’re
horrible! I don’t see how we can treat
people this way, but that’s the way they
do it. That’s the way they treat them.
That surprised me. And the amount of
work these Assistants had. They can’t
get ready for trial. Just can’t. There’s just
too much work.
AL: Did that filter into your view of
what happened with you when your
murder trial came up for hearing? I
mean, were you affected by your work
as circuit judge pro tem at all?

CT:

No.

AL:

Had you known him prior to that?

AL: Could you talk about the process
of being a plaintiff in that case?

CT: I did not know him. He was
a longtime career lawyer in the
Department.

Being a Defendant

AL: Did it give you any particular
empathy or sympathy for other victims
in that type of position?

CT: I don’t think I was a plaintiff. The
United States was the plaintiff. I was the
victim.
AL: Okay.
CT: I had some difficult times with
the lawyer who represented me on it,
the United States, Timothy Reardon. I
didn’t think very highly of Tim Reardon.
He couldn’t have worked for me for five
minutes. I figured him as dishonest. He
was not a man of his word. I cooperated
and did more for him than I needed to
do, you know. A guy with a big ego.
My wife was the nicest, she was the
most wonderful person I ever met in my
life. She never criticized anybody. But
she told me it was very hard to get Mr.
Reardon and his ego in our house at the
same time. There just wasn’t room for
both of them.
AL: Were you surprised that he was
the lawyer chosen for you?
CT: I thought, “What a mistake. This
was a very bad mistake.”

CT: I don’t treat people the way that
Tim Reardon treated me. I just didn’t
treat people that way. I’m getting ready
to be a witness, and so I go there to the
witness room and there’s two people in
there. I talk to them. One of them has
been there five days and the other one’s
been there three days.
I say to Reardon, I say “Tim, you
know—I can’t wait a long time.”
He said, “Well you’re just going
to have to wait until I call you.”
I told him, “It’s not going to
happen my friend! You know, you
subpoenaed me to be here at 9:00 today
and your subpoena is out. It doesn’t
go on in perpetuity. You can’t hold me
forever. And I’m not coming back. You
want me to come back? You call me at
night and I’ll be there the next morning.”
So he files a secret motion to hold
me in contempt of court.
I’m the former U.S. Attorney. I’m
not going to stay there five days. You
know how many—private witnesses I
had three days or five days in my whole
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life in thirty-one years? None! None.
I had law enforcement people. But no
private person ever waited more than
two days for me. Ever! And I thought
his lack of courtesy and respect—and
I—I’d had him out at my house. I had
him at my house. I’d given him all this
evidence and did some investigation for
the guy and [things] that I didn’t need to
do. And then he tells the judge I’m not
cooperating.
AL: How did the judge react to that?
CT: Well, he said, “You know, you
have to cooperate.”
And I said, “Judge, I never treated
anybody the way Tim Reardon has treated
me. I’m not as smart as Tim Reardon. I
can’t carry his jock on my best day. But,
I don’t treat people this way. And I’m
not going to stay here indefinitely. If he
wants me, I’ll be here on the day that he
wants me. Here’s my cooperation, which
I outlined.”
Judge Marsh said (he got the lay of
the land), to Reardon: “Okay. When do
you want to call him?”
Reardon looks at me and I said,
“I want to be called tomorrow, because
I’ve got a raft trip. I’m taking a college
classmate and his wife on this raft trip
and we’d had this thing planned for a
couple of months.”
The judge said, “Okay. You call
him tomorrow morning.”
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So that’s what happened. And
these he’s strutting around the courtroom
like a Banty rooster. I just never tried
cases like that. Using words like seriatim.
Who in the jury wants to know seriatim?
My gosh. You’re talking to common,
everyday people. How about a little
bit of common sense? And then he lied
to me too. He told me he wasn’t going
to use my address. You know, I’d been
threatened. They wanted to kill me. Then
he used my address in the trial? I said,
“You gave me your word as a man. You
gave me your word as a lawyer. You gave
me your word as counselor. And I said,
“You said you weren’t going to do it and
now you’re doing it.”
“I changed my mind,” he said.
I said, “Yes, right. Well, I’m not
going to give it to you unless the judge
orders me to do it.” So that’s the kind
of guy Tim Reardon was and he milked
that case for all it was worth. We could
have handled that case easily. We could
have had two of Mike Schrunk’s Deputy
District Attorneys appointed as Assistant
U.S. Attorneys, saved the government
a lot of time, a lot of money. And that
case would have been over long before.
But anyway, it worked itself out. Tim
Reardon worked the case and so it’s over.
AL: Did you go back to doing judge
pro tem work or were you still doing that
work—

CT:

—I was still doing—

AL: —intermittently while the case
was going on?
CT: Yes, I did that. And I also did some
defense work at the same time.

AL:

—or were you here in Washington?

CT:

No, I was up here.

AL: That must have been a really
hard transition to make, to lose two such
important forces in your life.

AL: Mm-hmm. What kind of defense
work did you do?
CT: I handled a fraud case, a failure to
appear, drug cases, sex abuse case, animal

CT: The other being what?
AL: Well, your wife and the work that
you’d done with the law.

abuse case. But the difference is I don’t
take cases where somebody has beaten
up his wife and children and wants to be
defended. He’s entitled to a lawyer. He’s
just not entitled to my services. I took cases
where somebody’s overcharged. He’s
innocent. Or he’s guilty and I can help him
in sentencing. Those are the cases I took.

CT:

That wasn’t hard at all.

AL:

That wasn’t hard at all?

AL: When did you decide to retire? At
what point did you decide to stop doing
legal work?

Life & Work with Margot
CT: Probably after my first wife passed
away in 2008. I did a little bit after that, but
not much.

CT: No. I never liked the law except the
part that I did. I liked what I did but those
are hard—.
But the first issue was very—I never
have gotten over it. I still haven’t gotten
over it. And she was the most wonderful
person I ever knew and much of which I
accomplished I owe to her. And she was
a wonderful, wonderful person. And I
still miss her. I look forward to seeing her
again. I don’t like to talk about it too much
because I’ll probably end up by crying. I
don’t want to cry in front of this camera.

AL: And were you still in Portland at
that point?

AL: I understand that. When you said
much of what you accomplished you owe
to her, how do you mean? Did she give
you a focus that you didn’t have before?

CT:

CT:

No. I was up—

Well, first of all she had a really
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good common sense and she reviewed all
my cases and would tell me whether or
not she thought it was going to sell. And
secondly, she sat as a juror so she had some
perspective about juries and the reception
of evidence. And thirdly, she established a
relationship with many of my informants
and, snitches and undercover operatives.
She’d cook for them and bake for them,
give them medication. She used to give
them my clothes, back when we didn’t
have any money. She’d give them my
shirts and my sweaters.
And I’d say, “Dear, I need this!”
She’d say “No, they need it more
than you do. Bring this down to them.”
And I tried a big case when [one
of] the primary witnesses told me, “Mr.
Turner, I’m not going to testify for you
unless Mrs. Turner comes down, sits in
the front row and prays for me while I’m
on the witness stand.”
So she was there for three days; he
was on the stand for three days,
AL: Wow. She really made a connection
with him it sounds like.
CT: Well, she had never met him. But I
had told her about him, you know, his life
was in danger and what kind of guy he
was so she’d been praying for him. I told
him that. So he said he wanted her down
there. So that’s where she was! But she
would come down and watch some of my
arguments in some of my cases.
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Writing My Memoir
AL: I
know
from
our
earlier
conversations that you wrote a memoir
and I was wondering when you started
writing your memoir and what started
you on that path?

CT:

Margot asked me to write my

memoir if it’s not too hard for me. I said
okay, I would do it. I didn’t want to do it
because I don’t like the personal pronouns
“I” and “me.” But, you know, when you’re
writing a memoir much of it [chuckles]
relates to yourself. So, after she passed
away, I started. It took me a while, but I’ve
now finished it.
AL:

Did you enjoy the process?

CT: I did enjoy it. Yes, I did enjoy it. I
had to temper my enthusiasm. I couldn’t
tell everything I wanted to tell.
AL:

Why?

CT: Well, you know, the truth. Nobody
wants the truth in the legal profession.
They don’t want to hear the truth. They
just want the good and everybody is—I
learned a lot of things that disappointed
me about people and the law enforcement
community, about judges. So that stuff

I just didn’t put in there. I made a few
comments but not very many.
AL: Did you make copies for your
family or—
CT:

No.

AL:

—just one for yourself.

CT: I have a copy. I have the original
and one copy.
AL: Mm-hmm. Do you start with
childhood?
CT: Yes, I did. I started with my earliest
recollections when I lived in the South Side
of Chicago and brought up in an alcoholic
and violent family. I remember that.
AL: Did you ever have any difficulties
with alcohol yourself?
CT: I think I did. You know, when
I was in the U.S. Attorney’s Office in
Chicago a lot of people there had trouble
with alcohol. It was a heavily Irish and
Catholic, and there was a lot of drinking
going on. A lot of drinking on both sides
of the fence. It was something that people
frequently did. And I did too much of
it. Eventually I realized when my father
passed away in 1969, “I’m going the same
way he is.” I stopped drinking. I didn’t
drink for ten years. I do now occasionally.

If I have more than one beer, that’s a lot.
I’ll have usually just one beer. I’ve seen a
lot of people’s lives destroyed by alcohol.
AL: Now you had a religious conversion
in the ‘60s. Was it around the time of your
father’s death? Was it before that?
CT: At a Billy Graham Crusade in May
of 1968. Yes, Margot and I.
AL:

Was that a surprise to you? Or what

led you to the—
CT: Well, it was a surprise to me
because I knew that there was something
wrong with my life but I didn’t know
exactly what it was. I had a great job.
I was satisfied with the money I was
making even though it wasn’t very much.
I had the best wife in the world. I had
two wonderful children. I lived in a great
community. But I just had—there was an
uneasy feeling that there was something
wrong with my life. I didn’t know what
it was. I listened to some advertisements
by Billy Graham and that he was coming
to Portland for a crusade, and he was
coming on family night. I told Margot,
“We’re going!” I don’t remember what
he talked about. But I do remember
that within ten minutes after he talked I
realized what was wrong with my life. I
did not know the Lord Jesus Christ as my
personal savior and neither did Margot.
And we made that decision. It changed
my life; it changed her life.
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AL:

Was Margot surprised?

CT: She was more resistant to it than I
was. But she became a very, very strong
Christian. Very strong. But she realized
the same thing. She just didn’t know
what was wrong but there was something
missing out of our life.
AL: In our earlier conversations you
had also mentioned some of the keepsakes
or things that you’ve kept from important
cases that you had. I wondered if you
could maybe pick out some of them and
show me and talk about them a little bit?

Memorabilia from Cases
CT: Well, I prosecuted this case,
United States v. Loud Hawk, Indians who
were stopped over in Ontario with a van
and a motor home full of ammunition
and firearms. And they tried to shoot the
arresting officers. So, here’s the grenade
that they carried. They’re taking these
up to the Pine Ridge Reservation. So
here’s a pineapple training grenade.
AL: Could you lift that up a little
more?
CT: They had a number of these. It was
in the motor home that was stopped on
the 14 of November, 1975. And then over
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here is a picture of a fully automatic, .30
caliber machine gun which is one of the
weapons they had. And, they also had
the service revolver of an FBI agent who
was killed on the Pine Ridge Reservation.
He was shot through the hand into the
face. And the reason we know that he
was begging for his life—because his
hand had a bullet hole in the palm. He
was obviously holding his hand up like
this and begging for his life. And he was
gunned down. And this was his service
revolver, which we found at the time—
and when the motor home and the van
were stopped.
So, here’s the picture, not of a case
I tried, but a case I prosecuted. I had an
opportunity to introduce Vice President
Dan Quayle in the FBI Office. He wanted
to see the guns and the drugs and the
money that was seized in the raids that
preceded the indictment of that case.
And then this is a case that I tried
involving Stephen Michael Kessler,
where six people involved in a machine
gun robbery, triple set of get-away cars.
And it was headed by Stephen Kessler.
But he employed a friend of his from the
East Coast to come out here. And here’s
a picture of him dressed in a Laurel and
Hardy mask with a smoke grenade and
carrying a machine gun. And, here’s the
Laurel and Hardy mask that he wore.
I didn’t think he would need this
where he was going so I kept it. And then

here’s some photographs of these people.
They were completely disguised head to
toe, so we had a hard time identifying
them. They were all heavily armed. And
you can see right here a picture of John
Patrick O’Shea with his grenade, which
he activated during the robbery, and the
machine gun. And we found their getaway cars, but they’d been wiped clean,
so it was a tough case to prosecute. It
took me pretty close to a year to identify
these guys with adequate evidence to
try them.
AL:

But you had a successful trial?

CT: We convicted everybody. We had
fifteen counts of unlawful possession
of firearms, conspiracy, robbery, armed
robbery with a firearm, distribution of
controlled substances. We convicted
everybody of everything except Kessler
was acquitted on one count. But
everybody was convicted of everything
else. Everything. They got lengthy
sentences.
AL: I feel like we’re kind of wrapping
things up a little bit here. But I would
like to ask you what you feel like your
legacy of your time as U.S. Attorney was?
How did your administration shape the
future U.S. Attorneys who took that
position and the people who worked in
the office?

U.S. Attorney Legacy
CT: I can’t speak for other U.S.
Attorneys. All I can say is that my legacy
had to do with what I wanted to do in
terms of cooperating with the local law
enforcement community, people, the
State Attorney General’s Office, and
addressing crime as a state problem.
Number one. And, then the people that
I hired. As I said earlier today, I hired
people primarily from District Attorney’s
Offices and the State Attorney General’s
Office. They shaped the legacy of that
office and many of them are still there
today. And they uniformly are highly
respected.
AL: Do you keep in contact with
them?
CT: I still keep in contact with them.
They still like to hear from me. I went
down and spoke to about fifteen of them
recently and they had a coffee for me.
No, I still have contact with them all the
time.
AL: What are some particular things
they remember about working with
you? Are there particular stories they
bring out?
CT:

Oh, they have lots of Charlie
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Turner stories! [chuckles] Things I said
or did, somebody who always spoke his
mind and was straightforward. Nobody
had any mistakes about what I meant.
They get a big kick out of that.

AL: That will be the end of an era
won’t it?

AL: Are there any particular stories
you could share with me?

Current U.S. Attorney’s Office

CT: No, it wouldn’t be funny. And
it wouldn’t mean anything to anybody
else, but they mean something to, to the
people that I hired. And if they’d get a
letter of commendation, I’d write a little
note on it. They still have those. John
Deits, he still has those. When he retired
he read the notes that I had written to
him. And as I said, you know, many of
them became personal friends and I never
looked at them as employees. I looked at
them as a colleague, working together.
I don’t look at them as a subordinate. I
think my legacy was your office will be
remembered long after you’re gone.
AL: How many people that you hired
are still in the U.S. Attorney’s Office?
CT: I think at least six or seven are
still there.
AL:

Really!

CT: But they’re all going by the end of
the year.
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CT:

Yes. Right.

AL: How does the U.S. Attorney’s
Office in Portland seem to you now?
CT:

It’s a sad time for the U.S. Attorney’s

Office, Adair. As you know, I don’t want
to get into it because I don’t know all
of the facts, but as you know, the U.S.
Attorney resigned, Amanda Marshall. It
was a sad thing and there’s a lot of dark
clouds surrounding her resignation. And
implications which I don’t want to get
into.
And then that was preceded by a
devastating opinion written by retired
Judge Ancer Haggerty, in which he
excoriated the Office and three assistants in
the Office. I think he went way overboard.
I think the judge was wrong. These people
have long and distinguished, highly
commendable careers. But it’s not how he
saw it, and that is a very bad thing. And so
that’s still out there. And, those two things
have clouded the reputation of the Office.
And I’m hoping that somebody will come
along who will be appointed who will
reestablish the reputation of the Office for
honesty and integrity.

AL: How do you think an office works
through a dark cloud period like that, as
you called it?
CT: Well, it’s going to be an example
set by the U.S. Attorney and the First
Assistant. And then it’s going to have to
be the people that he hires on a one-onone basis with defense [clears throat]—
excuse me—with defense counsel.
And, and your relationship with the
court. Because I thought I had a pretty
good relationship with the court. It’s
something that’s developed; it doesn’t
happen overnight. It’s something that’s
going to be developed over a long
period of time. I’m hoping that the
current Acting U.S. Attorney will be
appointed as the United States Attorney.
But, of course, with an election coming
up nobody knows. It could be, it could
happen, but it might not happen.
AL: Yes. Now when you talk about
your relationship with the court, do
you—do you mean the clerk of the
court, the judges?
CT: The clerk of the court. But I’m
talking about the judges. When I was
there, I knew every judge on a firstname basis so, if there was a problem
I could go talk to them. I’m going to be
careful here—not ex parte-ing anybody
about an existing case. I never did that.

I never went up and talked to a judge
about a case where I had somebody
on the other side unless that person
was there. I’m talking about issues,
you know, that were going on. One of
the issues that the courts had a lot of
problems with was with my decision
to designate Deputy District Attorneys
as Special Assistants and have them try
cases over in the federal system. They
did not like that.
That’s something I could talk
about. Or, the, the idea of prosecuting
drug and gang cases. You know,
[Governor] Neil Goldschmidt was
interested in that. The court didn’t
want that. They wanted those cases
over there in the county. Same thing,
they didn’t like these cases of mail
theft and check forgeries. Well, who’s
going to prosecute those cases? Those
are important. They may not be a major
civil rights case, but they’re important.
You don’t get a letter. You don’t get
your check. You know, so those are the
things where I could talk to the court.
CT: Well, they weren’t receptive. But,
they listened to me. I could go up there
and talk to them about it.
AL: We’ve talked about a range of
things today. Is there anything else
you’d like to talk about that we have
not covered?
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Community Service

Legalization of Marijuana

CT: Well, I did a lot of community
service work, which I enjoyed doing.
Raising money for the YMCA and
muscular dystrophy.

CT: It’s going to be a disaster. And it’s
not going to work out. And this state is
the leading state in terms of quantity.
It’s not going to work out because they
haven’t talked about mixing the drugs
with prescription drugs and illegal
drugs and alcohol. They haven’t talked
about that. So, that’s number one. They
haven’t talked about certain professions

AL: And you’re reading from your
resume.
CT:

Yes, I’m reading from my notes

of my curriculum vitae. The Special
Olympics. Fellowship of Christian
Athletes. I was a Director on that.
AL: What does that organization do
and what did you do for them?
CT: I was a Director on the Fellowship
of Christian Athletes. We tried to establish
Christian groups in the different high
schools.
AL: Was that hard to do?
CT: No. Many of the high schools were
very good about it. They were very good
about it, yes. I was a Director on Citizens
for a Drug-Free Oregon. We lobbied
against legalization of drugs, particularly
marijuana. Of course, [chuckles] gone by
the boards now. So, you can have up to
eight ounces of marijuana.
AL: Do you just shake your head over
that? Or how do you view that?
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who are doing that, for example, the
transportation industry. Truck drivers
and bus drivers and people who operate
the transit and planes. Smoking dope?
And then operating [equipment]? That’s
a very serious thing. They haven’t talked
about that. I mean, I think we’re going to
rue the day we did this.
One thing that’s going to happen:
we are never going to roll back and go
back to the way we were before. We’ve
crossed that bridge. It isn’t going to
happen. We’ve made this mistake
before—and nobody talks about this—
when we legalized alcohol for 18-year
olds. I don’t know if you remember that.
But across the country you could drink
alcohol at 18. They had a catastrophic
rise in accidents and property damage
and deaths resulting from people under
21 to 18 with excessive use of alcohol. So
they rolled that back. That’s not going to
happen with the marijuana. We’re only
going to go forward.

So the question is how far are we
going to go? And I don’t know, but it’s
not going to be good. Now, that’s just
my opinion. I haven’t seen any inveterate
dope smokers who could speak in an
intelligent fashion, complete a sentence
without saying “yeah man” and who had
an adequate thought process. I haven’t
seen it. I used one of those people on a
case I tried. I never used them again. I’ve
used cocaine people. I’ve used heroin
people. Never used a dope smoker.
AL: I wouldn’t have thought of that
angle on it. [laughs]
CT:

They can’t communicate.

AL: Well, is there any other things you
want to—
CT: No, I guess that’s about it.
AL: Okay. Well, I appreciate the time
you’ve given us for conducting this oral
history.
CT: Well, somebody who is bored can
look at this. It’s guaranteed to cure any
form of insomnia. [chuckles]
AL:

Thank you very much Charles.
[End of Session 4. End of Interview.]
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Endnotes
1. G. D. Searle was a pharmaceutical manufacturer that is currently owned by Monsanto.
2. The full list of defendants in thecase were: Kenneth Moses Loud Hawk, Russ James
Redner, Leonard Peltier, Dennis James Banks, Darlene Pearl Nichols or Kamook Banks,
and Anna Mae Aquash, also known as Annie May Pictou, and Naguset Eask.
3. The acronym INS stood for the Immigration and Naturalization Service. The INSceased to exist after since March 1, 2003. On that date, most INS functions were transferred from the Department of Justice to three new components within the newly formed
Department of Homeland Security. USCIS is one of those three components. U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) and U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP)
are the other two.
4. There was multiple court cases brought against the religious cult of the Bhagwan Shree
Rajneesh. Cases involved the Bhagwan, his senior aides, and the various corporations
the Rajneeshees oversaw during their tenure in Oregon between 1981-1985. These cases
included attempted murder, assault, arson, immigration fraud, wiretapping and conspiracy charges. Sevearl members conspired to murder Oregon U.S. Attorney Charles
Turner and other government officials. Members of the group orchestrated, biological
attacks in The Dalles, Oregon. Bhagwan Shree Rajneesh plead guilty to immigration
crimes and was deported; others such as second-in-command Ma Anand Sheela and
other ranking officials in the sect were convicted of charges and served prison sentences
before being deported.
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