For Your Information!
Norma J. Worley

Director of Animal Welfare Program State of Maine

IS NOT WHAT SHE PURPORTS HERSELF TO BE!

“This woman should never have been but in a supervisory capacity over people.”

-quote from an attorney in California

DID YOU KNOW?

1. Ms. Worley was named a co-defendant in two separate cases relating to  violation of 4th amendment rights.   

2. Ventura Superior Courts  California Court system case number CIV201590 category damages Complaint filed 2/15/01

This case was settled out of court, dismissed without prejudice.  Reading of the court minutes on 1/7/03 indicates that the case has been settled and that all parties have accepted the terms of the settlement.

3. United States District Court Central District of California Case NO: 98-4414

Jury Trial, cause job discrimination.  Ms. Worley is named co-defendant in federal trial for violation of 4th amendment rights.  Complaint filed 6/2/98. This case resulted in two guilty verdicts one for the County of Ventura (Ms. Worley’s employer) and for Kathy Jenks (Ms. Worley’s supervisor).  It would appear, although there is not specific documentation that the direct case against Ms. Worley resulted in a hung jury.  Which means she can be retried.  This case was appealed to the 9th District Court of Appeals No. 01-55309 where the discrimination is referred to as “an abusive working environment”.   The 9th District Court of Appeals upheld the lower courts rulings 8/29/02.

A. This  case has so far caused the following items paid to the 

      Plaintiffs:    $250,000.00 damages award against the County of Ventura

                             100,000.00 damages award against Kathy Jenks

                             232,519.75  attorney fees 

                               86,765.00  attorney fees

TOTAL

To Date             $669,284.75

This is over a half a million dollars!  And the figure does not include the settlement that was paid in the Ventura County Superior Court trial or the attorney fees paid out on Ms. Worley’s behalf for her defense by the County of Ventura.  Nor does it include the costs of yet another related case that has just recently been filed in the California Court System. 

Facts:

1. Ms. Worley by her own actions or lack there of, placed herself in a position to be a defendant in a 4th amendment rights violation trial.

2. Ms. Worley was the first in line supervisor to stop the discrimination and did not accomplish this.

3. Had Ms. Worley used every means humanly possible to stop the discrimination she would not have been named a defendant in these trials.

4. This person is presently in the employ of the State of Maine Animal Welfare Department as the Director. 

Now for the big Question can the State of Maine afford this kind of risk?

An investigation of Ms. Worley and her present supervisory practices is needed before this happens in the State of Maine.  There were two plaintiffs in the California Court Cases, and multiple witnesses cited throughout the court minutes.  People don’t take the risk to come forward and testify in these types of cases unless they know there will be no repercussions in the work place.  Per Ms. Worley’s resume she transferred out of the position of Supervising Animal Control officer effective Jan 2000 and then left the employ of the Department of Animal Regulation, Ventura County, Ca in August 2000.  Government agencies don’t settle out of Court if they know they can win the case and pay nothing.  It would not surprise this writer that an investigation into Ms. Worley’s present supervisory practices would show discriminatory practices.  Unequal treatment of the employees that she supervises, ignoring of complaints lodged against employees that she supervises, and finally finding that she probably picks and chooses who she will follow up complaints on.  If these things are found the playing field is already set for the State of Maine to be involved in a similar type lawsuit as to what has already gone forward in the State of California.  So again we are back to the big Question and how will the voting public feel to find that their tax dollars have not only paid the salary for this person but will also be footing the bill for her discriminatory practices?  

