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mine is dealing with two individual claims for $750 each. These
are claims against two corrections officials. In a co u r t c as e
before Judge Urbom, a judgment was rendered against these two
i ndividuals i n thei r i ndiv i d ua l cap a c i t i es , making them
responsible personally for the wrong that they h ad d o n e. I t
involved sexual harassment or discrimination. They had made
improper statements to a female employee, h ad e n g aged i n
improper conduct, some types of touching, I don't mean of a
sexually arousing nature but the fact that hands were l ai d on ,
a nd sh e w as deni e d a promotion that she should have been
entitled to. This claim came before us l as t ye ar . At that
time, Senator NcFarland had handed out a copy of Judge Urbom's
opinion. I don't have a copy of it with me today, but it stated
in detail the reasons the judge for finding against these two
individuals personally. We denied the claims. They were
prevailed upon by somebody in the Attorney General's Office to
bring it to us ag ain. Ny personal belief as to why it was
brought again, after I listened to the testimony, is that the
individual who represented them in the first place had said that
t he ca s e sho u ld b e submitted to the judge on the basis of the
record that had been established before the EEOC and some other
agency. I had as k e d why t h e c a s e was submitted on the record to
the judge instead of taking it to trial. She stated that the
Corrections Department, the representatives o f t h e se t wo
i ndi v i d u a l s , h ad p ut together the best case that they could.
Nothing new would be developed by virtue of a trial. So w i t h
the record that had been compiled in earlier hearings on these
matters, it was submitted to Judge Urbom. J udge Urbom r ev i e w ed
the record, ruled against these individuals and assessed damages
against them in their personal capacity. We had rejected the
claim once, and I think we ought to reject it again. W hen I wa s
asking why it was brought back a g a i n, t he p er son f rom t h e
Attorney General's Office had said that she thought that those
personal damages would be reimbursed by the Legis l a t u r e . Had
she k n own t h at t h ey would not be, she would have recommended
that they go to trial. So I a s ked a g a i n , i f you s ai d t hat y ou
compiled the best record that you could, why would you h ave g one
to trial? What would have been gained by going to trial? What
evidence did you not present earlier that you would have
presented then? Well, none. Did you mean it when you say you
made the best record at those earlier hearings'? Yes. So t h en
g oing t o t r i a l wo u l d not have achieved anything as far as
producing a record? The acknowledgement had to be made that i t
wouldn' t. Bu t assume that they went to trial, presented the
same evidence, Judge Urbom was looking at the same r ecord , bu t
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