MINUTES OF THE

ARKANSAS STATE CLAIMS COMMISSION

July 14, 2016


	On July 14, 2016, the Claims Commission held hearings in the Commission’s Hearing Room in the Main Street Mall Building, 101 East Capitol Avenue, Suite 410, Little Rock, Arkansas.  
Jimmy Simpson, Co-Chair
[bookmark: _GoBack]Henry Kinslow, Commissioner
Mica Strother, Commissioner



July 14, 2016 

(16-0580CC) Jeannie DeMeyere vs. SOA. This claim was filed for a death benefit in the amount of $200,000.00. The Claims Commission unanimously allowed this claim in the amount of $200,000.00 following an admission of liability and recommendation by the Respondent.

	Attorney: Pro Se, for Claimant
                            Ka Tina Hodge, for Respondent

(16-0624-CC) Braden Byrd vs. SOA. This claim was filed under for disability benefits and scholarship benefits in the amount of $10,000.00. The Claims Commission unanimously allowed this claim in the amount of $10,000.00 following an admission of liability and recommendation by the Respondent. Applicable state-provided educational scholarship benefits have also been awarded to Claimant’s two (2) minor children.

	Attorney: Pro Se, for Claimant
                            Ka Tina Hodge, for Respondent

(16-0608-CC) Kody White vs. SOA. This claim was filed under for disability benefits and scholarship benefits in the amount of $10,000.00. The Claims Commission unanimously allowed this claim in the amount of $10,000.00 following an admission of liability and recommendation by the Respondent.

	Attorney: Pro Se, for Claimant
                            Ka Tina Hodge, for Respondent

(16-0755-CC) Samantha Strain vs. SOA. This claim was filed under for a scholarship benefit only. The Claims Commission unanimously allowed Claimant state-provided higher educational scholarship benefits as provided by Statute following the admission of liability and a recommendation of award by the Respondent .

	Attorney: Pro Se, for Claimant
                            Ka Tina Hodge, for Respondent

(16-0746-CC) Joshua Alan Catt vs. SOA. This claim was filed under for disability benefits and scholarship benefits in the amount of $10,000.00. The Claims Commission unanimously allowed this claim in the amount of $10,000.00 following an admission of liability and recommendation by the Respondent. Applicable state-provided educational scholarship benefits have also been awarded to Claimant’s spouse.

THERE WERE NO CASES HEARD ON JULY 15, 2016



                                 

COMMISSION’S  CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS FILED SINCE PREVIOUS MEETING



(16-0762-CC) Dexter Harmon vs. DOC. In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission has decided to hold the claim and the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” in abeyance, pending further explanation from the Respondent regarding movement of $4,418.73. Therefore this claim will be held in abeyance.

(16-0658-CC) Fountain Lake School District vs. DOE. In this claim filed under other, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for reasons set forth in paragraphs 3-5 contained in the motion. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0714-CC) Paul Norris vs. DOC. In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” due to the fact that the Claims Commission does not have jurisdiction over the Respondent’s business activities. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0717-CC) Laveris Townsend vs. DOC. In the claims filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for Claimant’s failure to exhaust all remedies under the grievance process. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0735-CC) Rodney Williams vs. DOC. In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure and mental anguish, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” due to the fact that the Claims Commission has no jurisdiction over disciplinary matters. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0739-CC) Stanley Foster vs. AHTD. In this claim filed for property damage and personal injury, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously denies and dismisses the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” and grants the Respondent’s alternative “Motion to Hold in Abeyance.” Therefore this claim will be held in abeyance.

(16-0741-CC) Wiley Sorrells vs. DOC. In this claim filed for property damage, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the Claimant’s failure to allege facts necessary for his complaint to be legally valid. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0745-CC) Marion Riddell vs. DOC. In the claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss,” due to the fault of Claimant failing to put his property in his locker box. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0753-CC) Steven McArthur vs. DOC.  In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” based on res judicata effect of federal court ruling. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0760-CC) Justin Watson vs. DOC. In this claim filed under other, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” due to Claimant’s grievance was rejected as untimely and therefore he did not exhaust his remedy properly. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0763-CC) Michael Anderson vs. DOC. In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure, pain and suffering, personal injury and mental anguish, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” due to Claimant’s own actions when flooding his cell. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0772-CC) Patrick Sherman vs. DOC. In the claims filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” due to lack of jurisdiction of the Claims Commission over calculation of sentencing. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0788-CC) Frank Franklin vs. DOC. In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” due to lack of jurisdiction of the Claims Commission over disciplinary matters. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0466-CC) Johnny Evans vs. DOC. In the claim filed for loss of property and failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion for Summary Judgement.” Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0555-CC) Wesley Jefferson vs. DOC. In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion for Summary Judgement.” Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0701-CC) Jonathan Minton vs. DOC. In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion for Summary Judgement.” Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0476-CC) Willie Davis, Jr. vs. DOC. In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously denies and dismissed the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration” on Claimant’s previously filed “Motion to Compel Answers to Interrogatories.”

(16-0595-CC) Malichi Muhammad vs. DOC. In the claims filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously denies Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration” for the Claimant’s failure to offer evidence that would change the prior decision of the Claims Commission. Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2016 order remains in effect.

(16-0617-CC) Mark Williams vs. DOC. In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, mental anguish, pain and suffering and negligence, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously denies Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration” for the Claimant’s failure to offer evidence that would change the prior decision of the Claims Commission. Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2016 order remains in effect.

(15-0905-CC) Fannie Dyson vs. DOC. In the claim filed for personal injury, pain and suffering and negligence, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously denies Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration” for the Claimant’s failure to offer evidence that would change the prior decision of the Claims Commission. Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2016 order remains in effect.

(16-0725-CC) Wesley Jefferson vs. DOC. In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for reasons set forth in paragraph 2 contained in the motion. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0730-CC) Paragould Doctors Clinic vs. DHS. In the claim filed for an unpaid bill, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss,” for Claimant’s failure to respond and due to the fact that the client was not in foster care at the time of service. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0757-CC) Cornelius Smith vs. DOC. In the claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” solely for Claimant’s failure to respond to Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss.” Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0710-CC) Clifford Sims, Sr. vs. DOC. In the claim filed for property damage, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for Claimant’s failure to respond and due to the fact that the Respondent isn’t responsible for criminal acts of third parties on its parking lot. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.
(16-0704-CC) Robert Cooper vs. DOC. In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for Claimant’s failure to respond and for Claimant’s failure to exhaust remedies. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.

(16-0686-CC) Robert Cooper vs. DOC. In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission hereby unanimously grants the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for Claimant’s failure to respond and due to the fact that the Claimant’s photos were found, sent to and received by the Claimant’s relatives. Therefore, this claim is hereby unanimously denied and dismissed.















CLAIMS ALLOWED
(SEE ATTACHED IF APPLICABLE)

CLAIMS AGENCY ORDERED TO PAY
(SEE ATTACHED IF APPLICABLE)

CLAIMS DENIED &/OR DISMISSED
(SEE ATTACHED IF APPLICABLE)


This completed all the business on the July 14, 2016, State Claims Commission dockets.




_________________________________
Jimmy Simpson, Co-Chair



_________________________________
Mica Strother, Commissioner



__________________________________
Henry Kinslow, Commissioner




