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On June 16, 2011, the Commission held hearings in the Commission’s Office in Suite 410 of the Main Street Mall Building, 101 East Capitol Avenue, Suite 410, Little Rock, Arkansas.  




 






         June 16th    





       Richard Mays, Co-Chair 





       Steven Arnold, Commissioner





       Bill Lancaster, Commissioner

 

 

Thursday, June 16th     

 
(11-0593-CC)  Stephen Wayne Charles vs. SOA.  In this claim filed for disability benefits in the amount of $10,000.00, the Claims Commission unanimously allowed the claim in the amount sought following the admission of liability and a recommendation of payment by the Respondent.  The Commission also unanimously allowed state provided higher educational scholarship benefits to any state-sponsored institution to Claimant’s spouse, Kimberly Kay Charles, and minor children, Megan Alyse Charles, 16, and Madison Nicole Charles, 12.  

 

Attorneys:
Pro se, for Claimant




Amanda Gibson, for Respondent

 

 

(11-0723-CC)  Kelvin Wilson vs. SOA.  In this claim filed for disability benefits in the amount of $10,000.00, the Claims Commission unanimously allowed the claim in the amount sought following the admission of liability and a recommendation of payment by the Respondent.  The Commission also unanimously allowed state provided higher educational benefits to any state-sponsored institution to Claimant’s spouse, Renette M. Wilson, and minor children, Taylor Rachell Wilson, 13, and Kaysie Kamille Wilson, 9.  The Commission held open the allowance of this benefit to a third child of the Claimant pending the receipt of further documentation.

 

Attorneys:
Pro se, for Claimant


                                                                                                                          

                                    Amanda Gibson, for Respondent

 

 

(11-0723-CC)  John C. Forte vs. SOA.  In this claim filed for disability benefits in the amount of $10,000.00, the Claims Commission unanimously allowed the claim in the amount sought following the admission of liability and a recommendation of payment by the Respondent.  The Commission also unanimously allowed state provided higher educational scholarship benefits to any state-sponsored institution to Claimant’s minor child, Mary Evelyn Forte, 16.

 

Attorneys:
Pro se, for Claimant




Amanda Gibson, for Respondent

 

  

(11-0690-CC)  Kathy Lynn Davis vs. SOA.  In this claim filed for disability benefits in the amount of $10,000.00, the Claims Commission unanimously allowed the claim in the amount sought following the admission of liability and a recommendation of payment by the Respondent.  The Commission also unanimously allowed state provided higher educational scholarship benefits to any state-sponsored institution to Claimant’s children, Emily Lee Ann Davis, 21, and David Addison Davis, 20.

 

            Attorneys:        Pro se, for Claimant

                                     Amanda Gibson, for Respondent

  

 

COMMISSION’S DECISIONS MADE ON PREVIOUSLY HEARD CLAIMS

(11-0238-CC)  Elizabeth Kendall vs. DHS/OLTC/DDS.  In this claim filed for loss of wages in the amount of $73,168.92, the Claims Commission found liability on the part of the Respondent and unanimously awarded the Claimant the amount of $33,631.67 after deducting wages, etc., earned during the period from her dismissal to her reinstatement.

           Attorneys:       Erik Danielson, for Claimant 

                                   Erasmo Reyes, for Respondent

 
COMMISSION’S RULINGS ON OUT OF DATE/FORGED WARRANTS
 
(11-0701-CC)  US Bankcorp Ins. vs. DFA/Revenue Division.  In this claim filed for the re-issuance of an outdated State warrant in the amount of $38,932.00, the Claims Commission unanimously awarded the claim in the amount sought.

(11-0715-CC)  Thompson Prometric vs. DFA/Revenue Division.  In this claim filed for the re-issuance of an outdated State warrant in the amount of $51,511.25, the Claims Commission unanimously awarded the claim in the amount sought.

(11-0716-CC)  Thompson Prometric vs. DFA/Revenue Division.  In this claim filed for the re-issuance of an outdated State warrant in the amount of $43,640.75, the Claims Commission unanimously awarded the claim in the amount sought.

(11-0717-CC)  Thompson Prometric vs. DFA/Revenue Division.  In this claim filed for the re-issuance of an outdated State warrant in the amount of $40,293.50, the Claims Commission unanimously awarded the claim in the amount sought.

(11-0718-CC)  Thompson Prometric vs. DFA/Revenue Division.  In this claim filed for the re-issuance of an outdated State warrant in the amount of $44,068.50, the Claims Commission unanimously awarded the claim in the amount sought.

(11-0719-CC)  Thompson Prometric vs. DFA/Revenue Division.  In this claim filed for the re-issuance of an outdated State warrant in the amount of $36,503.50, the Claims Commission unanimously awarded the claim in the amount sought.

(11-0720-CC)  Thompson Prometric vs. DFA/Revenue Division.  In this claim filed for the re-issuance of an outdated State warrant in the amount of $75,999.00, the Claims Commission unanimously awarded the claim in the amount sought.
COMMISSION’S CONSIDERATION OF MOTIONS FILED SINCE PREVIOUS MEETING 

(09-0260-CC)  Fred Weatherspoon vs. UAPB.  In this claim filed for personal injury and pain and suffering in an unspecified amount, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein.

(09-0367-CC)  Steven Cody/Obama, #145160 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission unanimously denied the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration”.  Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2011, order remains in effect.

(11-0410-CC)  Bernard Bynum/Ali Shakur, #106240 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein.

(11-0491-CC)  Phillip Williams, #115975 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission unanimously denied and dismissed the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss”.  Therefore, this claim will be set for hearing.

(11-0492-CC)  Donald Robinson, #092239 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission unanimously denied the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration”.  Therefore, the Commission’s April 7, 2011, order remains in effect.

(11-0556-CC)  Steven Cody/Ishmael Obama, #145160 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein and for the Claimant’s failure to respond.  

(11-0576-CC)  Danny L. Midgett, #079346 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure and for refund of expenses, the Claims Commission unanimously denied the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration”.  Therefore the Commission’s May 12, 2011, order remains in effect.

(11-0600-CC)  Steven Cody/Obama, #145160 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission unanimously denied the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration”.  Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2011, order remains in effect.

(11-0606-CC)  Steven Cody/Obama, #145160 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure and for mental anguish, the Claims Commission unanimously denied the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration”.  Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2011, order remains in effect.

(11-0613-CC)  Patrick A. Donley, #100484 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission unanimously denied the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration”.  Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2011, order remains in effect.

(11-0647-CC)  Gibson’s Sign Mart vs. AHTD.  In this claim filed for an unpaid bill, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein.

(11-0650-CC)  Daniel Dorsey, #113528 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for reasons contained therein and for the Claimant’s failure to respond.

(11-0651-CC)  Tommy Hall, #305963 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for loss of property, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Substituted Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein and for the Claimant’s failure to respond.

(11-0653-CC)  Andre Harris, #144001 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedures, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein and for the Claimant’s failure to respond.

(11-0656-CC)  Davaron Bowers, #129637 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedures, the Claims Commission unanimously denied and dismissed the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss”.  Therefore, this claim will be set for hearing.

(11-0657-CC)  Tremain Lacy, #124430 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedures, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein. 

(11-0667-CC)  Charles Watkins, #93751 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission unanimously denied the Claimant’s “Motion for Reconsideration”.  Therefore, the Commission’s May 12, 2011, order remains in effect.

(11-0669-CC)  Joseph Smith, #127880 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed for failure to follow procedure, the Claims Commission unanimously denied and dismissed the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss”.  Therefore, this claim will be set for hearing.

(11-0670-CC)  Dale Monroe Young, Special Administrator vs. DHS/Children & Family Services.  In this claim filed for wrongful death, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Claimant’s “Motion to Appear Pro Hac Vice for the Plaintiff”.

(11-0679-CC)  Rex Tolleson, #134450 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed in the Commission’s “other” category, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss” for the reasons contained therein and because the Commission found the claim to have been filed in the wrong venue.

(11-0687-CC)  Duit Construction Company, Inc. vs. AHTD.  In this claim filed for breach of contract, the Claims Commission unanimously denied and dismissed the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss”.  Therefore, this claim will be set for hearing.

(11-0697-CC)  Eric Burgie, #120956 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed in the Commission’s “other” category, the Claims Commission unanimously denied and dismissed the Respondent’s “Motion to Dismiss”.  Therefore, this claim will be set for hearing.

(11-0697-CC)  Eric Burgie, #120956 vs. DOC.  In this claim filed in the Commission’s “other” category, the Claims Commission unanimously granted the Claimant’s “Motion to Cure Deficiency in Complaint”.

 
 
 
CLAIMS ALLOWED
(SEE ATTACHED)

 

 

CLAIMS AGENCY ORDERED TO PAY

(SEE ATTACHED)

 

 

CLAIMS DENIED &/OR DISMISSED  

(SEE ATTACHED)

 

 

 

    This completed all the business on the June 16, 2011, State Claims Commission Docket.






 













________________________________ 

Richard Mays, Co-Chair   

 

 

_________________________________

Steven Arnold, Commissioner

 

 

_________________________________

Bill Lancaster, Commissioner

 

 

 

 

 

 

