Eddie proves my point. 

He is correct about the trial testimony showing a July 14th meeting and testimony about Scrushy's efforts to get the check. But note carefully that he magically creates a second meeting 
for Scrushy to deliver the check to Siegelman by saying that "IT was within days after receiving the check that Scrushy was appointed to the CON board." 

There was absolutely no testimony about such a meeting and no testimony about when the check was delivered. None. He can juice up the testimony about Martin and UBS and the CON Board all he wants but there was nothing about a second meeting except Bailey saying it MIGHT 
have happened. 

Again, my comments to 60 Minutes were not about trial testimony but events in the summer of 2004, over a year before the indictments. My comments were about what Mr. Bailey had said and testified to before a grand jury at that time, not at trial. The point of including that segment was to highlight the problem that prosecutors had in 2004 and 2005 with their star witness saying that he saw Siegelman with the check at the July 14th meeting five days before the check was issued - an impossibility. This was a huge problem and was one of the reasons, among others that we discussed with prosecutors, that we were convinced that the investigation would be shutting down. 

They desperately tried to find evidence of a second meeting and failed. It was only then that Mr. Bailey's story began to evolve into what he ultimately testified to at trial. 

At least with his "personal opinions" Eddie is finally acknowledging that he is not an objective reporter of the news on this matter.   

Doug Jones
   

