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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH

LEO DURAN,
Plaintiff-Appellant,
—V—

LAWRENCE MORRIS, Warden, : Case No. 1687
Utah State Prison,

Defendant-Respondent.

BRIEF OF APPELLANT

STATEMENT OF THE NATURE OF THE CASE

Appellant, LEO DURAN, appeals from a dismissal with prejudice
of a petition for a Writ of Habeas Corpus, in the Third Judicial

District Court, Salt Lake County, State of Utah.

DISPOSITION IN THE LOWER COURT

The Third Judicial District, on December 5, 1979, the
Honorable David K. Winder, Judge presiding, ordered that the
Appellant's petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus be denied. The
Court found as follows: no violation of petitioner's constitu-
tional rights in the manner in which he was placed and has been
held in maximum security at the Utah State Prison; and, no
violation of petitioner's constitutional rights in the manner

in which the Board of Pardons set petitioner's new parole date.
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RELIEF SOUGHT ON APPEAL

Appellant seeks a reversal of the Court's order dismissing t

the petition for his Writ of Habeas Corpus.
STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

Appellant, LEO DURAN, was on and before June 27, 1979,
housed in the medium security section of the Utah State Prison.
On June 27, 1979, Appellant was transferred to the maximum
security section pending an investigation of an alleged stabbing
at the correctional facility. On August 31, 1979, the Appellant
filed a petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus. On September 17,
1979, the Appellant received a copy of an Inmate Violation
Report and Notice of Hearing, a copy of said notice is attached
hereto, marked as Exhibit A, and by this reference made a part
hereof. On September 19, 1979, a hearing was held and an order
entere& which in part reduced the Appellant's classification to
maximum security. A copy of the disposition hearing form is
attached hereto, marked as Exhibit B, and by this reference
made a part hereof.

The Appellant has been housed in the maximum security
section of the Utah State Prison from June 27, 1979 to a date
s ubsequent to the hearing of this petition for Writ of Habeas
Corpus before the District Court in December of 1979. On or

about thirty (30) days after the Appellant's transfer and detention
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in maximum security, the Appellant was re-classified to the
status of maximum security. The records and reports pertaining
to such re-classification were not made available to counsel.
On August 17, 1979, the Appellant requested to be
classified for transfer back to medium security and his request
was denied.on the grounds that an investigation of the alleged
stabbing had not been completed. A copy of the classification
review report of August 17, 1979, is attached hereto, marked

Exhibit C and by this reference made a part hereof.
ARGUMENT
POINT T

PETITIONER'S RIGHTS UNDER THE FOURTEENTH
AMENDMENT TO THE UNITED STATES CONSTITUTION
AND THE POLICY AND PROCEDURE OF THE UTAH
STATE PRISON WERE VIOLATED BY THE
DETENTION OF THE PETITIONER IN MAXIMUM
SECURITY.

In Tasker v. Griffith, 238 S.E.2d 229 (West Virginia 1977),

The Supreme Court of West Virginia faced a situation substantially
similar to the situation presented in the Appellant's case.

In that case, the petitioner was administratively segregated

for an alleged involvement in certain acts of violence at

the prison. When placed in segregation, Mr. Tasker was notified
that he was under investigation. The Court first found the
prison's disciplinary proceedings were properly designed to
afford the prisoners their due process rights set in the leading
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case of Wolff v. McDonnell, 418 U.S. 539 (1974), the Court

next examined the procedures which prison officials observe
in confining an inmate to administrative segregation before the
time that disciplinary proceedings were formally initiated.

The Court recognized the need to protect inmates, staff,
and property from anti-ward conduct, and then stated:

Administrative segregation should
not be used as a punishment, nor
should it be used when the safety
of the institution or integrity

of the investigation is not at
stake . . .We hold that before

the placing of an inmate in
administrative segregation, the
prison authorities must advise

him that he is under investigation
for misconduct. The inmate should
be advised of the specific offense
under investigation, unless the
prison authorities in their
discretion determine that such
disclosure would adversely affect
the integrity of the investigation.
When the investigation is concluded,
the authorities must advise the
inmate whether he was exonorated,
or whether formal disciplinary
proceedings will be instituted.
Finally, the prison officials

must have specific reasons for
determining that effective
investigation of the charges
requires the isolation of the inmate
involved. If no specific reason
can be articulated, administrative
segregation is inappropriate and
should not be imposed.

We are concerned here only with
which looks and feels like punishment,
but which is denominated in
"administrative segregration"

The Court noted that safeguards were necessary under due

process standards to protect inmates facing open-ended
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administrative segregation on inmates under the guise of
investigation prior to disciplinary proceedings. The Court

then stated:

One further limitation must be
imposed on prison authorities,
however, to insure that easier-
accomplished administrative
segregation does not become a
substitute for disciplinary
isolation. That is, ordinarily

no inmate can be confined in
administrative segregation more
than one time for an investigation
into each charge of misconduct,
and the confinement cannot exceed
three days . . . We recognize that
the three-day limit isan arbitrarily
drawn line, but it seems to us that
the petitioner's loss is not so
grievous as to require full
procedural safeguards when his
confinement in administrative
segregation extends more than three
days.

In setting the three-day limit, the Court noted that the
administrative segregation in the prison was usually in a |
confined cell block setting, or in a solitary confinement, and
the prison rules provided that an inmate could be held for
a maximum of three days without pending investigation.

In Tasker, the Court awarded petitioner relief even
though he had been returned to general population from
administrative segregation. The Court stated:

It is obvious that prison authorities
could frustrate any means for habeas
corpus challenge to their procedures

by releasing prisoners from allegedly
illegal restraints before the prisoner's
case is mature for hearing on our
dockets or Circuit Court dockets. To

uard against such Possibilit , we must
Sponsored by the S.J” Quinney Law Library. Fundifig for digitization provided By the Institute of Muselm and Library Services
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be prepared in appropriate habeas
corpus cases to grant what amounts
to prospective declaratory relief.

The Appellant submits that he should be immediately
released from maximum security and returned to his former
custody. The records of the prison show that as late as
August 17, 1979, he was being held in maximum security and the
reason given for such custody was pending investigation or
pending charges. At all times pertinent herein, Appellant was

denied a prompt disciplinary hearing, or timely hearing on

his confinement in administrative segregation.
POINT II

STATE ADOPTED REGULATIONS CREATE AN
EXPECTATION PROTECTED BY THE DUE
PROCESS CLAUSE COMPELLING MINIMAL
PROCEDURAL PROTECTIONS AGAINST
ARBITRARY AND PROTRACTED
ADMINISTRATIVE SEGREGATION.

In Wright v. Enomoto, 434 U.S. 1052 (1978), the United

States Supreme Court reviewed the petition for Writ of Habeas
Corpus wherein petitioner-inmate complained of denial of

due process in the imposition of lengthy segregation pending
disciplinary proceedings at San Quentin Prison. The petitioner,
as well as other inmates similarly situated, were generally
exposed to protracted periods of segregation before disciplinary
hearings would be held. The Court found that such procedures

were contrary to the correctional institution's adopted rules
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and regulations, and resulted in a denial of due process.

The Wright decision, supra, extended Wolff v. McDonnell,

supra, as follows:

.confinement of an inmate
in maximum security constitutes
a severe impairment of the
residium of liberty which he
retains as a prisoner - and
an impairment which triggers
the requirement of due process
safeguards.

In addition to the foregoing, the Court in Wright, supra,
set forth the recognized minimum standard for imposition of
administrative segregation as articulated in Wolff, supra,

as follows:

.a hearing, advanced written
notice, opportunity to present
witnesses, documentary evidence,
and written reasons for the decision.
The Court went on to distinguish

i and require that the written
decision must constitute more than
a recital that there are pending
charges or a pending investigation
against the inmate.

Likewise, in the case at bar, the Appellant has an
expectation of due process protections created by the rules and
regulations of the Utah State Prison. Rule 17-10, Prehearing
Detention, provides in pertinent part that:

It is the policy of the Utah State
Prison that there be an imposition
of pre-hearing detention of inmates

who are charged with rule violations.

The procedural guidelines of the foregoing rule provides
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in pertinent part as follows:

If the senior officer of the
facility in which the incident
occurs determines that the

incident either warrants an

inmate violation report or a
hearing by the treatment tean,

and that the inmate allegedly
involved poses a threat to the
safety, security, or control of

the institution, the senior

officer may adminstratively
segregate such inmate (placing

him on or pending custody status),
pending disciplinary or treatment
actions provided that said
administrative segregation may not
exceed twelve hours without final
approval of the warden or the officer
of the day. The warden or officer
of the day may extend the pending
custody status until the appropriate
disciplinary committee, or the
treatment team conducts a hearing

on the matter. Such hearing must

be conducted within thirty days of
the date of the inmate's initial
incarceration in the pending custody
status (fifteen days of isolation

is used). Prehearing detention shall
not be used as a form of punishment,
but only when necessary Tto insure
the safety of the inmate or security
of the institution. The reasons

for pre-hearing detention shall be
docketed and filed in the inmate's
record. (Emphasis added)

Appellant was not afforded a hearing on his pre-hearing
detention in the time frame as provided in Rule 17-10.
Appellant was further denied a speedy hearing as required by

Rule 17-19 which provides as follows:

It shall be the policy of the
Utah State Prison that inmates
charged with a major rule violation

Sponsored by the S.J. Quinney Law h&rygﬁﬂﬂm@itiﬂtiomm Be 1B8uteD@TRunESd Library Services
Library Serviﬁmgﬂ?&cﬁr@l&% Ace admiygiered py the Otah-State-Libraty. - -
acl ’

ine-generated OCR, may contain errors.



days, excluding weekends and
holidays,after the alleged
violation.

Appellant was not given a hearing on the alleged
violation until nearly sixty (60) days following the incident,
all of which time he was in administrative segregation.

The Utah State Prison Rules and Regulations Rule 17-23
provides for disciplinary detention as follows:

It shall be the policy of

the Utah State Prison that

the inmate be placed in
disciplinary detention for a
major rule violation only after
a hearing by disciplinary
committee; and that there be a
sanctioned schedule which sets
limits on the disciplinary
detention. Procedure requires
should an inmate be found guilty
of a major rule violation which
merits disciplinary detention,
the detention will be proportionate
to the offense committed, not to
exceed fifteen days. An inmate
shall be placed in this status
only after a hearing by the
disciplinary committee.

The Appellant served nearly sixty (60) days in segregation
before given a hearing which is a penalty far in excess of the
standard proscribed by the abowve rule.

In August of 1969, prison officials wrongfully reclassified
Appellant without hearing, evidence, or findings justifying
such reclassification, all in denial of Appellant's due proéess

guarantees as provided in Rule 8 of the Utah State Prison Rules
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and Regulations.

follows:

Rule 8 provides in pertinent part as

The decision of the disciplinary
committee must be based upon
evidence presented at the hearing,
except as provided in 4.1(f).

All information on which the
committee bases their decision
does not need to be presented in
either form A, form C, or presented
to the inmate during the hearing.
However, withholding information
on which the decision is reached
from the inmate should only be
considered in extreme and unusual
circumstances.

8.2 Major Disposition, (9)
Reduction in classification to
a level determined appropriate
by discipolinary committee.

a) When this option is chosen
the following conditions shall be
observed:

1) The individual thus
reduced in custody shall not
remain in that custody more
than sixty (60) days before
being heard by the designated
classification committee. This

- committee may choose to continue
the classification signed by
disciplinary committee or may
change a classification to any
level deemed appropriate and

consistent with the classification
procedure. Reductions to maximum
security shall be reviewed within
thirty (30) days. All of the
reduction shall be reviewed within
sixty (60) days. The inmate may

be moved to a new housing area
consistent with the major disci-
plinary committee decision.

2) The classification as
signed as disposition of the
disciplinary committee shall become
effective at the time of the
committee's decision. The final
decision is subject tq review
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made within fifteen (15)

days or at the next regularly
scheduled meeting. This committee
may exercise either of the two
options: a) accept the disci-
plinary committee recommendatlon

b) reject the committee's dec131on
substitute another custody. Under
no circumstances shall a substitute
in custody be more restrictive than
that imposed by the disciplinary
committee.

Appellant was held in maximum security until well after
December of 1979.
For these reasons, Appellant was denied due process

in the disciplinary proceeding process.
CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Court should reverse the
decision of the lower court and order the immediate transfer
of the Appellant to the medium security section of the Utah
State. Prison, and order that no additiaonl punitive action
be taken against the Appellant as a result of Appellant's

alleged involvement in the incident of June 27, 1979.

}L ﬁ N &ﬂ
w(/(,(//l- Lé/r
ﬁ@f i

E. WAHLQUIST.
Attor ey for Appellant

Respectfully submitted, /ﬁ
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EXHIBIT AL - btk oy

~N CO e i
n/ R
: ) . INMATE VIOLATION RE?QRT AND NOTICE OF HEARING (Form A)
. . 0
‘ flle _No.‘N- 2702 Clgssjification of Violation Minor
s N ajor

' Evbusemd innate ) LQO " usp# 22
\L-)” i‘lgj‘iy S, - M @M@M%gaged in

(}’ocatlon) - ‘fday/mcnth/year)

the followmg "speczflc violati n"h'

Lakafe (0)by Qs
bum 4747 m‘éfl

through the - followmg conduct.-- Nh (,)7/2—7 /? 9 M/H!MM /'!/X [P
(describe the facts \lbetan wlth llttle OT (i emphasis '
Bl Upinah2t 3672 Wal: $Yiobdd in 2o fuck s

ﬁ \Elue Jédgmenf or SUPPOSI\iZ: % ! ; Aﬂ
W, Qg.,, MUM /7.4& "’%M wM i{ﬂ\n\[flwﬂﬂ
. - A‘ .

A‘.' 2f)

N ‘;.

Other witnesses to the above event are

S

(should include Ynmates and officeTs, but need

not include names of personnel where danger to security or safety would dictate use ot

pseudony‘ms such as mmate Ex, #z, etc.)

Documents or objects involved (n{{%ﬂ Q./%t&g }f:ﬁlb%ﬁfgzofﬂfw
1 B0 st 2 s [0 D A s Hrgns L Gl

appropriate)

(if additiocnal space is needed, attach sheet)

TO BE COMPLETED BY HEARING EXAMINER:

I have been informed of my rights to: (a) waive 48 hour hearing restriction (b) enter
a plea of guilty, not guilty or no plea, and (c) apply for limited use of staff represen-
tation, the calling of witnesses and the presentation of documentary evidence (Form B).

Y N

I waive the 48 hour hearing restriction.

I request Form B.
T would like to zntar the plsa of /(/‘O ,0’ 7

The hearing date is D amfrm'r [ have reviewed a copy
of this form - - /% ’)7 /%/

e L:{j v({/vws//;‘z 7-/7-75
7 (Signature of Inmate) Slgndt’ure of llearing Examiner) (Date)

If no inmate signature, explain: ﬂ Z;\/d%nf\m -

/)

A copy of this form was served upon %&‘— [ﬂmﬁ..b usp# /35 L£
and this report was forwarded to the /ZMicigmn . on the /7~ day

) (Committe bairman)

of ///L»ﬂ{c% 1977 . Mﬂz«x//( bt G /7-27

(Signatufe of Hearing Examiner) (date)
Sponsored by the S.J. Quinney Law Library. Funding for d|g|t|zat|on provided by the Institute of Museum and Library Services
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= S T e e e e o e

. T
‘uA‘| : L

e e msposmm oF HEARIhG (Form 0) CLASSIFICATION OF VIOLATI
FILE NO. 2702 : DATE OF HEARING #~38-79  Major B
NAME OF INMATE _ CURAN, Leo 7 usee 13822 . - Minor [

ot . ot . e “

(Chai. 's Slgnature) Member's Signature) 's i

y . ' (Member ignature)
Disregard if no suilty: plea; Was thc inmate_asked: =

" (A) 7 Is"this guilty plea a result of any threat, coercion, fear durress or.,
- other influence and not of your own free will? . .
"= (B). - ATe you aware. of che rights that you will waive as'a result of a gu11ty plea?

. 1 Thejright'tobdebate or argue the alleged facts supporting the viclation.
(2) The-right.to produce documentary evidence .supporting your 1nnocence
{3) The rlght ‘to call witnesses suppérting your innocence.
- (4) The r1ght to staff representatlon .l
-(C).. Are you aware. of the rights you' do not waive by enterzng a gullty plea?
: () (1) The right .to offer an explanatxon or- Justiflcatlon for the

violation charged. - :

) (2) The right to be present &t the hearlng - ‘ '
) (3) .The right to produce documentary ev1dence in support of his justxflcaclon
} (4) The right to 48 hour prior notice of the hearing. :
(D) A not guzlty plea waives the rzsht .to plead gullty in the future.

wh

(E) Do you wish' to change you plea? 13 - Enter new plea:
As a result of a change in plea the new hearlng lS scheduled on

~

day / ‘month / year -

(Signature of inhate} - ;(Slgnature of Committee Chairman) o (Date)
FINDINGS: Guilty of possession of a knife and’ engaging with Robert Romero £13687 and Rudy Duran
_$14247 in the stabbing of Frank Vaughn #13692 -

W Wwﬁ%%ﬁ%ﬁéw %%@mwwwgmﬁ

—PBobert Pomarmn
REASON FOR DECISION Thls is a nanaqenent and control prcblem

FINAL DISPOSITION Reducticon in classificaticn +to Maximum Security; refer to Coun

+tion and possible prosecution; refer to Unit Mana t Team with referral to Bd. of

OTHER ACTION TAKEN (REASONS FOR REFUSAL QF CRQSS EXAMINATION OMISSIONS IN DOCUMENTATION (SEE

PARAGRAPH 7.2), ETC.) . . . Pardons.

RESTITUTION - DATE FORWARDED TO DIRECTOR OF BL,DGET AND ACCOUNTING

APPROVED (] DENIED [] ' T APPROVED [1 DENIED []
Director of Budget § . Warden s Slgnature
Accounting's Signature -

Disregard 1-3 if guiley plea. . COMMITTEE CHAIRMAN TC COMPLETT:

1. N/A Inmate has been notified of rescheduled hearing date (if appllcable) " Rescheduled

date
P
2. Yes Arrangements have been made to insure the availability of representatlve, witnesses

and evidence.
3. Yes During hearing, inmate has been given opportunity to call wltnesses and present

documentary evidence as per the guidelines on Form B.
4, Yes During hearing, inmate has been adv1sed of charge against him and evidence which

supports charge. . _
S. Yes During hearing, inmate has been given opportuﬂ*ty to respond to charge

6. Lr”'Verbal notification of decision has been given to inmate. Date given 521/42372 N

SECRETARY TO COMPLETE:
7. Yes Committee's decision has been posted. Date posted 9-19-79
8. Yes Committee's decision has been placed in inmate's file (not appllcable if charge

was dismissed).
©9, Yes Copy of Committee's final report has been forwarded to Board of Pardons. (Not
applicable if charge was dismissed or if inmate does not have a parole release

date).
COMMENTS ON ITFR45 1 THROUGH 9 (if applicable)

Spo%]s'gst@é})e/éhe% J. Qum‘?g llﬁrﬁ“ﬁ' Fupdigg for digitization provided by tt e &
Cramarve IGES Technology Act, administered by the Utal {3

ggﬁsgeperpt%%gp&m@ntam errors. —¥ecretary s Signature

¢ m——— e e ATt



Sponsored by the S.J. &Eé\gez/’ LW
Gold

. STAFF REPRESENTATIVE WITNESS AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE REQUEST (FORM B) (MAJOR ONLY)

File No. - ?_ZQL‘ ' o s L
Name of Inmate Da{/ﬁ,d Led U.S.P.# /??‘ZZ— Date of Hearing 2 fz_?i
THIS FORM MUST BE CDMPLE'ED AND FORWARDED TO THE HEARING EXAMINER NO LATER THAN 24 HOURS
PRIOR TO THE HEARING. FAILURE TO COMPLY CONSTITUTES A WAIVER OF ALL RIGHTS BELOW, SEE

PARAGRAPHS 6.2 AND 6.3 OF THE DISCIPLINARY REGULATIONS AS TO THE LIMITED RIGHT TO
R.EPRESENTATION WITNESSES AND DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE

A, 1 REQUEST TO BE REPRESENTED BY A STAFF MEMBER. Yes~ B/' No D
If yes, explain the reasons for such request_,<<Z:1LL, o 140‘1_ LLJ_,gﬁh,Zgi‘

B. * I REQUEST TO CALL WITNESSES. Ye.s g/ .; SN .No | D

If yes, explain the reasons for such request < f&p;/tgz/bﬁ/l,! 3{:; ‘4//:p9ﬂ 2
WA R Mﬂﬁ Z Z it A

WITNESSES I DESIRE T0 CALLTng o A LA s Mon_

C. I REQUEST TO PRESENT DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCES Yes D : No ]z/

If‘yes, list the reasons for such request

Description of Documentary Evidence I desire to present

D. INMATE DOES NOT WISH TO ATTEND DISCIPLINARY HEARING E Yes
If this applies, give a brief explanation _

/zjm t//,a/ B / FORWARDED.TO HEARING EXAMINER Z/7-79 /527
/  Inmaté's Signature : T . Date Time
HEARING EXAMINER'S SIGNATURE i '

S

DISPOSITION OF REQUEST ;
A. YOUR REQUEST FOR STAFF REPRESENTATION HAS BEEN APPROVED [®~  * DENIED []
YOUR STAFF REPRESENTATIVE IS = .

[f denied, list the reasons for such decision

B. YOUR REQUEST TO CALL WITNESSES HAS BEEN

APPROVED [37 DENIED []
If denied, list the reasons for such decision

C. YOUR REQUEST TO PRESENT DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE HAS BEEN

If denied, list the reasons for such decision /A

%, - {A/LM,.A. DATE RETURNED TO INMATE_7-/7-7

" Committee Chairman's Signature

APPROVED D DENIED [

Distribution:
White: Disciplinary File .
Inmate (after request completed)

ry ing 1R PEQVe 8N um and Library Services
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Form D

File No , 2 70 2~

qusuant to the inherent protections against being compeiled to
be a w1tqess against yourself in any criminal prosecution as provided
by the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution, we advise
you that any statements made by you during this disciplinary hearing,
or any evidence derived directly or indirectly therefrom, may not be .
used affirmatively against you in any subseguent criminal prosecution kS
which relates to the incident(s) for which you are being heard before °
this committee today.

You are further advised to retain a copy of this Statement.

The above statement has been read to me, I understand and am fully
aware of its meaning and purpose, and a copy of the statement has been " 1
given to me prior to my offering any statements at the disciplinary
hearing. - ' : .

T K Kk k k d Kk k Kk k Kk k k % dk *k k % % %k %k %k % %k %k ¥k %k k *k %k *k kK * W*

SIMPLIFIED SUMMARY OF ABOVE STATEMENT L e

The constitution gives you two rights which apply to this hearing. .

(1) Nothing you say at this hearing about the act with which s
you are charged can be used against you in any criminal prosecution ’
for that act. » .

(2) No evidence discovered by or at this hearing about the
act with which you are charged can be used against you in any
criminal prosecution for that act. ’

We advise you to keep a copy of this statement.

The above statement has been read to me and I am aware of

the rights which {t affords me. A copy of this statement has o
been given to me prior to my making any statement at the disciplinary

hearing. .

“Xinmate’s Signature)

%w/ f/m /575

{Commi¥tee Chairman's {Date)
Signature)

Distribution:

White: Disciplinary File
Canary: Inmate

Pink: Inmate's File

ol L
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EXHIBIT C :

CLASSTIFLCATION REVIEW
AUCQUST 17, 1979

CoMMUPTEE:  Teon llatch, M. Eldon Barnes, Jr., and Harold Welling.

CHANDILER, Don #14293 Mecdium A Classd fication approved.

DURAN, Rudy #14247 Request for Medium Classification denied until investi-
gation on stabbing is complete.

J/URAN Leo #13822 Request for Medium B(APM![}) Classification denied until

investigation on stabbii. is complete.

SOPER, Jonathon #13574 Medium B Classification approved. )

'THOMPSON, Kenneth #14147 Request for transfer deni.d. Refer to Board of Pardons
for release C.Le.

CARVER, William #12865 Requ:- for transfer to Long Termers denied at his own
requesc.

GRIFFIN, Alfred #14268 Transfer to Long Termers approved.

ROBNSON, LaMAR #13696 Medium B Class ' fication approved.

ARCLIUTETTA, David #13984 Medium B Classification approved.

TAYTOR, LeRoy 411406 Medium B Classification approved.

FOSTER, J\.'nthony #14609 Medium B Classification approved.

JACKEON, David - #14383 Medium C Classif :Lcatlon approved.

GRIFFIN, Dennis #13075A Medium ~ Classification approved.

FASTIIOPE, Ronald #12951 Medium C Classification approved.

BRIDWELL, Craig ' #12993Aa Medium C Classification approved.

MOSIEY, John #13768 Madium C Classification approved. -

WING, Dennis #14525 Medium B Classification approved.

ICGBEE, Jack £13279 * Medium C Classificatio:: denied due to recent disciplinary.

BECK, Russell 414257 Medium C Classificatin denied due to recent disciplinary.

NAVTE, Melvin #13868 Medium B Classification approved.

CONLEY, Bruce #14298 Medium B Classification apnroved.

b;.JTSZ\AFIS, Nico £13881 Medium B Classification approved.

VISARRAGA, Frank 122927 Medium C Classification approved.

CHRISTENSLN, Coorge 414337 Medium C Classification approved.

MAESTAS, John #12303A Medium A Classification approved.

NIDERSON, Thomas #13742 Request for Minimum A Classification denied. Must be
60 days from write— .

Sponsorg\ygn.r\cr_s John 413789 Reque st for Minimum Clussification denied.
y the S.J. Quinney Law Library. Funding for d|g|t|zat|on provided by the Institute of Museum and Library Services
@AGH, John Library Services angd hafgology AcR jste b ibe iam Sate Linessi fication continued.
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-2- August 17, 199

UL, Deron
CHAVEZ, David

ADNIREON, Tony
HCLLLCK, Corald

SOLELLLD, Tawmacl
DM, Albert
WITITE, Dale
CIrsarLl, Donald
SECURR, Richard
HLIDER, Lamont
IARSOR, Ceorge

HOULE, Randall

WIMER, Wayne
[ATRD, Bruce
MARI'TNEZ, Matthew
CHULIN, Alfred

FARNSWORI[, David
MARPINGZ, .‘-mrk;

EANKIIEAD, Robert

SWANSQON, Harold
CALLISIER, David.

CASEY, Ken
EIDLEMAN, David
DUGCER, Stewe
STEWERT. Jamas
SATCIEIL, Theresa
"PIDERSON, Ron
MNO[MEN, Lloyd
oI, EX
PANSIN, Steve

QUEVEDS, hnoelo

#14119
#13909
#13856
#13947
#13277
714155
#14081

#14498

#13934
#14051

#14022

$14027

#10959
$#14202
#14334
12698

#13741
#13137
#12763
#14495
#13612
#12802
#14068
#14480
#13530

#12965

Minimwa D (Halfway House) Classification approved.
Minimum A Classification approved.

Re_est for Minimum A Classification denied. May he
reviewed in 6 wonths.

Request for Minimum A Classif;.catim denied. Must
o Loard of Pardons.

Remain Minimum A Classification approved.

Minimum A Classification approved.

Minimm A Classification approved.

Minimum D (Halfway House) Classification approved.
Halfway flouse Classification approved.

Minimum D ...alfway House) Classification approved.
Minimm Classification approved.

Request for Minimum Classification continued. Refert
Sex Offenders' Procram.

Minimm A Classification approved.

Minimmm D (Halfway House) Classification approwved.
Minimum D (Halfway House) Classification approved.
Minimm D (Halfway House) Classification approved.
Minimam D (Y;alfway Ho'se) Classification apocroved.
Minimum D (HalFway House) Classification ;- nroved.
Reduction to Minimum A (Disc.) approved.

Minimm D C/R M.S. Classification approved.
available.

Space
Minimam B C/R M.3. Classification .approved. - Space
available.

ARC Classification (Price, Utah) approved.

Reduction to Medium B Ciassification (Disc.) approved.
Reduction to Medium B Classification (Disc.) approved:
Minimm ° C/R M.S. Classification approved.’

Minimum Classification approved for visiting privileg
Transfer to CCC approved.

Transfer to CC approved.

Transfer to Ogden CCC approved.

Reduction to Medium B Classification approved.

Minimum D C/R M.S. Classification approved. Spac:
available.

Sponsored by fe 5, QLWé-'ylL%W Library. Fundﬁwb%ﬁ&gitization%ﬁgﬁlgyﬁreqngﬁgt:eugﬁ %&%mﬁ%ﬁéﬁ@&\@m"eﬂ-
Library Services and Techr]oloi% Act, administered by the Utah State Library.
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CLASSLPICATTON REVIEW -3~ August 17, 1979

SAICNELL, Vernon 13634 Mindimum D C/R M.S. Classification QAMroved .

Gl s, rom #12645 Minimmn D C/R M.S. Classification approved.

JIMENEZ, Eimest ‘ #11541 Request for Marriage Approval approved.

IOWLES?, David £13888 Request for transfer to CCC continued for completion
of referral forms.

PARK, Bryant T 814026 Transfer to QOC approved.

CROSEY, David #13001 Reduction to Medium B Classification (Disc.) approved.

SIMPSON, Kenneth #13468 "eduction to Mininum B (Disc.) Classification approved.

LOPEZ, Gilbert $#14221 Reduction to Minimum C (Disc.) Classification approved.

1IMAS, Walter #14244 Reduction to Medium Protection II Classification (Disc.)
approved.

JOINSON, Joel #139%4 Minimm D C/R M.S; Classification approved. Space
availabla.

COTIRELL, Richard #13532 Request for reduction to Maximum Classification denied.
. Medium A 24 hour lock-up Classification approved.

L e
S 7 N

3 LEON HATCH, Deputy Warden
Direct Services

The above results were reviewed in my presence and a copy retained by me for my files.

4 7 ST
= .. _( o . > /, oy e
. —— <L e Leg-ze) Lo O < ot (s s
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