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SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Arizona answered in part certified questions from the United States Court of
Appeals for the Ninth Circuit concerning Arizona drug offenses and federal immigration removability.
The court declined to answer whether Arizona’s drug paraphernalia and narcotic drug statutes are
divisible under federal law and declined to decide the jury-unanimity issue under the drug
paraphernalia statute. It held that under A.R.S. § 13-3408, the identity of the alleged narcotic drug is
an element requiring jury unanimity.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE The United States Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit certified
three questions of Arizona law concerning whether Arizona drug
paraphernalia and narcotic-drug statutes require jury unanimity as to
the specific drug involved. The Arizona Supreme Court accepted
jurisdiction, declined to answer the first two questions concerning
federal divisibility doctrine, declined to answer the third question as to
the drug-paraphernalia statute, and answered the third question
affirmatively as to the narcotic-drug possession statute.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Questions of statutory interpretation are reviewed de novo; the court
independently determines the meaning of the statute.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Arizona's possession-of-drug-paraphernalia statute, A.R.S. § 13-3415, is divisible as to drug
type under federal law.

2. Whether Arizona's narcotic-drug possession statute, A.R.S. § 13-3408, is divisible as to drug type under
federal law.

3. Whether jury unanimity is required as to the specific drug involved in an offense under A.R.S. § 13-
3415.

4. Whether jury unanimity is required as to the specific drug involved in an offense under A.R.S. § 13-
3408.

HOLDINGS

1. The court declined to answer the first two certified questions because federal divisibility is a matter of
federal law, not Arizona law, and vacated its order accepting jurisdiction over those questions.

2. The court declined to answer whether jury unanimity regarding the identity of a specific drug is required
under Arizona's drug-paraphernalia statute.

3. The identity of the alleged narcotic drug is an element of an offense under A.R.S. § 13-3408, and the
jury must unanimously agree on that specific drug.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because the “divisibility” of a criminal statute pertains solely to federal law, and no Arizona court has
addressed the issue, we improvidently accepted the first two questions and now decline to answer them.” (¶ 2)

“Although we decline to answer that question in relation to § 13-3415, we conclude that the identity of an
alleged narcotic drug is an element of § 13-3408, and therefore jury unanimity is required.” (¶ 22)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Romero-Millan, Cabanillas, and Garcia-Paz were Mexican natives lawfully residing in the United States.
Romero-Millan was convicted of possessing or using drug paraphernalia under A.R.S. § 13-3415, while
Cabanillas and Garcia-Paz were convicted of possessing a narcotic drug for sale under A.R.S. § 13-3408(A)(2).
Their drug convictions resulted in removal orders, which the Board of Immigration Appeals affirmed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



The petitioners were convicted in Arizona of drug-related offenses and were subsequently ordered removed from
the United States by an immigration court; the Board of Immigration Appeals affirmed. In consolidated appeals,
the Ninth Circuit certified questions to the Arizona Supreme Court because no controlling Arizona precedent
addressed the relevant issues. The Arizona Supreme Court vacated its order accepting jurisdiction over the first
two questions and answered the state-law jury-unanimity question only with respect to A.R.S. § 13-3408.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The Ninth Circuit should determine the § 13-3415 jury-unanimity issue under existing Arizona law. The Arizona
Supreme Court answered the § 13-3408 question affirmatively and declined to answer the federal divisibility
questions.
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