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IN" THEF;', RTIi WDICIAL DISTRICT COU«T,
" UT H COU~TY, STATE OF UTAH ,'.'

. . . '. .' :! .

'KEVAN FRANCIS, et al .. ,

Plaintiffs,

vs,

'THE STATE OF UTAH, et "

RULING

Dlltei JaTjuary 29; 2009
, '

'Case No.: 080401029

,
". i
I

"

:i·
; 1

, Defendants Judge: Gary D. Stot!

I" ,,'

Tbis lualter comes betpre the C~uJon II Motioll fotJuclgment on the PleacJifigs ("Motion"), ' 'I' ' ,I, ' ,'I',,'
. I. . . . . . .,

mecl by Defendants State Off'tah, the Ut1h Divisiol1 of Wildlife Resources, find ~o\m Does I-X

("State';). ',I: ,', • ' ,
. . . I I":' . .

'Kevan Francis and o~er relatives ~fthe late samu~1 Ives ("Plaintiffs") file~ ,a Complaint, '
'. . . i . i ':; . . ", [; ..

against the State on MilfCh, 28, 2008, alleging negligence causing the wrongfill, dellth of the '
',' ,,' i ,I " ':: ,':t '

deceased, an 'Jl-year-old boy killed by a black bear ilt Anlenclln For\{ Canyon on Xune 17, 2008. '
. . ~. ,", \ \ . . :..' . : j.. . . .

In its Amelided Answer ofApril 24. 2008, the State asserted immunity from suit. pUl!suant to Utah'
.. ' .. '. r ! ,' . .' . . ' . ,: 1

1
:'< . .

Colie Annotated section 630-7-301, Tile ~tate also filed tllis Motion on June 23, 2qb8, Plahlliffs
," ',' ': I . . ~. ':. .... '\'>
reSJlOl~(~ed (with ihe CoureS rermiSSlon ,tr an extensiol~ of time) on.hJ1y 21'1°08, with an
0pposltlOnmemorandtlm. Thr: State repll,c1on AU~~Jst 1\1,2008, then filed a Req,~Jest for Ora!

. I. I .. i. .1.,
ArgLll1lents 011 AllgllSt 12,200" Cmmse\ for bath SIdeS c,e to .tlle Court on Jantla~I~3, 2009, and

I r , ' ' II", ,
. ! . age 1anD I ' . .y ,
li'l

1· ·,'!I: Ii:'
I "
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, llrgued the Motion. Having heard the arguments ancli:elld tile memoranda provlded~y bOtll pa):tie~, '
.' .,

the Court I'llles on the Motion as follows.
, , '

Rule 12(c) of the Utab Rules ofCivn Proceclureprovicles that any party l1iay niove for a

judgment 011 the pleadings after the pleaclings are ~iosed,ancl within such time as to'riot delay trial.

See Utah R. eiv, 1'.12(c). "A cO~lli may e\1ter judgmenrol1 thepleaclil1gs whe~ the moViligparty

is endtlecl to judgment all the face oftbe pleadings t\lemselves." See Mounlain f;l.mericil Credit. . . .. ' ,

Unioll v. McClellclI1; 854 1'.2c1590, 591 (UI. Ct. App. 1993). AjlJd'gment on the pl~adirigs, which,
. .: .

effectively a1l10ljIlts to a dismissal, is proper "only if, nsa m~ttef oflaw, the nciim)~ving ~al1Y .... ., . :

'could not prevail on the facts allegeq." ld. Further, aoourt should "accept the facttial allegations
. . . :

, '

in the complaint as true, and consicler them. and allrellSollable Inferences to be-dra~n f:rom them,. '.. , .

in the light most favorable to,tl1e non-moving party.'~f(.rquse v. Bower, 2001UT 28, 'If 2.

'The State's Motion is based on governmental immunity. "ImmljIlity is 'an affiflllative
, "

clefense wl1ich must be proved by the defeildant.". }{elson ex reI., Stuckman v. Salt /jake Cit)l, 919

P.2cl 568, 574 (Ul$h 1996). A governmental imllillnitY analysis is typically Pi'tlcec!ecl by a
. "

liability/l1egligencellnalysis. See LedjplW v.Emery OOI/nil Sch. Disl" 849 1'.2clll~2, 1163-1164

(Vlab 1993); see also Rollins v. Petersen, 813 p.2d llS6, 1162(Utah 1991). Howt:ver, the I3tilte

admitted 11e,gligence for the PLlil)OSeS Of'its ly10tion, so' this Com1cloes 110t neec! t~ anp.:JY2<e duty 'Inc!

breach. See Lyoll 1'. Burton, 2000 DT 19, 'If 12. Theltlfore, tl1e Court al1lllyzes whether arnot the' '. ." . .

State is entitleclto governmental immLlnity.

, Ag~vemmelital immunity analysis ~eq\.liies tlwee Steps: "(I) whelhertl1e acti\ityundertaken
. .. .!. . .:. .

. Page 2 of 10
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, is II govemnwntal fillwtion; (2) ~he;her gqvernmental immtlUity was waiveq for the particlllllt
. .' • ~. I . I' . , .

activity; and (3) whether there is an exbeption to that\vaiver." Blacknerv. State, 2007 UT44, ~ 10.. .. . ..

First, a govemmental function IS broadly defined as' any :'activity. ullderta.ldng, or operation

ofagovel1lmental entity." D.C.A. § ~30-7-102(4)(11)1 Italaa "includes a gaverrnnental entity's, ' ,

fajJ~lreto !\Ct.,; ld, § 63G-7-102(4)(C)'; Operating a camp site~ asweJl as the c\>rrespondingduties

concerning respon~es to nUiSllllCe bears, fall ~I~cier thellmbit ofgovernmental functi~n, At the time

ofargument, neither party contendedil1atthe State W!\S not performing a goveulll1ent fuuctioll. '
.: . .'

Second, immunity is generally ~ajved for neglig~mconduct committed wjtli~n the scope of
i . . .

the government worJcer's employment! See ie!. §630l7-30l(4). For the ptlrpases ot;jts Motion, the· . ,. . . .'. .

State conceded negligence.
·,.

Third,goverrl!nental immtinityi;is notwaived If there is a stat\.ltory excl;ptiol1 to inununity.

Here, the Statelllleges that II specific Jrovision OfU.t.A·§ 630-7-301(5) applies, ~hiCh rl;aQs:
~ . '

Immunity from suit ofeach gov~rnmentlllentiiy is riot waived underSubsections (3)'
, and (4) l/'the injury lIrise~ outiof, In connection with, orre~ult~ from: ...:(c) ,the

issuance, denial, suspension, ol;revoclltion of; ol':by the failure or rems'allQ isst\l;;
deny, suspend, or revoke, anr pet~it. Jicepse,' :,~erlificate, approval, onder' or
slmllilr lIuthorizalion . . . :' , ' ' ; ," .: ,,"

." ;

I: .

The State argues that the in.iury~~Sllmu~1 Ives~~ deaU;, arOse alit ofoTin conn~ction with the· . " "'.

• I, • •

Stale's fallme to revol~e the pennit o..~uth6rizatjon,to canip in the dangel' area. Tpat is, had,the,
.. . i: I

State revoked its permission to allow Plail1tiffs' to c!\.lllP in,U:le site, the bear attack wotild not have
. , . .'

.' ". • ; :.. • ~ i . . ,

happl;ned and the injury would not hav:e occUITed. F~rther, the statute is plain IIlld i.Jllambiguous,
. .'. • . I.. ,i," ):

":, . ':j : :.'.

Page 3 of ib ' , ,:,
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and an imml.lniiY waiver exception sho1.lld not be qualified withotlt "textual justification." Moss v.

Pete Suazo Athllitle CO!1l!1l 'n, 2007 UT99, ~ 13. TheSta,te contends tbat the broad l;mguage cifthe
,

.stnMe allows irhml.lniiY whenever the.jnjLlIY arises out ofpr in connection with tbe,failure to revoke
" . ..

aLlthorization, meaning that there· onl)ineed be "some cal.\sal nexlls" betweenthetnjLIl:y anq the

failure. See Bl~okner, 2002 UT at ~ 15. The in.huy had ~t least some callSal relatic!il to the State's

failure to revoke its cQrnping authorization to Plaintiffs. Thus, through this e~ception to. the·

immtlililY waiver, Plaintiffs' suit mllstbe dismissed.. , .,
Plaintiffs ar~le that the Complllhn ~lIeges mllriy a,cts ofnegligence othertha*simplyfailing .

.ttl close or restrict the campground. Fl;lrtlwr, strict application ofthe waiver exceptiirn in this case

wotl1d be inappropriateand tTl.lstrate th~ pl.lrp~ses oftbe immqniiY statute. Plaintiffs ;~~gtle .that such

~n expansive application here would cause the exception to swallow the rule, ancl thIS was certainly

110t what theLegisl~\t1.lre intended. Specifically, section" 63G+301(5)(e) refers t·oeleliberative,

.. regulatorY acts in which immunity fl'Oni laws1.lits affords ~{le government wiele latitLlde to engage in

policy-making decisions. For exarnpJe, II boxer's clellthfrillci~ing the Pete S1.llIzo: Utah Athietic

COllunission;s negligent decision to allow him to COlllpete wa,s heJel to result from·~ approval or
: . . "

siIll! tar authorization permitting the bo*er to fight; thus, immLmity applied. See Mo~~. 2007ut 99

at ~ 29. However, in emergent situatioris,s1.l~h as when II Qangero1Js belll" is at large,l!iestatute was
". .

. not iIltclided to imm~mize the govenutientfor its failure to remove attractants orw~ the pLlblic;

Plailltiffs llrg1.1e that becaLise the State'~own re~lati~n~ reqllire its employees to ta~~ certain s\eps ..
." " . ,:,- ,

llpon discovery ofa rillisance bear, then; there is no discret!pn or delibe"lItion involved. Rather,: the
~ • 1 '

. Page 4 of 10 .
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1 if
I "'j . 'j;

Ii
1 ;,: .

! I;
I !,

i . . : . '. i::' :.' . :', :.' '... ::,
i employees must follow the rnles il111~ndling dangerOus hears to avoid hamitooih~rs.

• I,' •

FEB-03-2009 rUE 04:09 PM 4th District Court
: .1'

/:;.. I'~. .\
.~

argue that handling a nuisance bear &si~ilar to fe-installing a downed stop sign;:ltis mandatoryI'" " :: ...
lin£! not. discretiollary;thcl'efore a g~yerl'imen! cannot he imn:n.me for injtiries reSl\lling :tTom its

. . \\ ' : . :.' . . " ~

employees' failllre· to pu~ the stop siSliibacl~ in its place, Sc@,e,g:> Richards v, Leavilt;716 P.2d276,,

279 (Utah 198$) (holding tI~at "the :~ahitenance and repair .of traffi6 signs ~ II govenunental
I . I'.. .,','. I'·

.• I ft\Octiori for which immunity from ~~Iit has been expres~lY waive£! and which is, l~ot within the
I :,. .

. . jdiscretionary function exception,") 1~wever~ the depisi(in wh~ther to Pllt a stop sigp :in aparticular

I place is pllrely discretionary. Thus, t11e governrnentls immune from 8)lit ifinjuries arose from the
I .. . . i~,·· »: . .: •

. i government's failure to plElce astop si~il at II dangero'lIS hltersectioll. SeeU,C,A. §63 G-7-30 1.(5)(a),
I . • i:' ,".. . ' .

! Simj)arl~. the State's decisions.all~e i1wason notice:afa dflngerous bear are not discretional)'. j;l1.jt

I mandat~ry. Therefore, the State caniJbt rely on a st~mltitbat pertains to licensing and other types

Iof decisions to be immuoe from Sllil~ :: .. '. . . .
, "
I . Neither party fully argLieq th11 ~is9retionary fLm~tion exception, which aUqws tile state to

Iretain immllpi(y ifthe injuiy aroseout:pftIle exerciseorfaiJure to exercise a discreiip,iarynmction,
I· . ,:.. . . '. ... .

ISee U.CA§ 630-7-301(5)(a). Presu~ably, this is becinj~e section 630-7-301(5)(c) is more directly .
I' :. .' ,.' '. ". !,i,' ,,' . ':",

!app] icableto tlle case. For tImt matte~~ the fact that tile first provision ofthe inummity exception

stllMe, section 630-7~30l(5)(a), resf~res:goVernmellta\ ilmmmitY baseQ ollthefjerfornl111lce or
. .:'. I!.':' .... .' . r· .

fail me toperfOl'lll any discretionary fUlijction means that tlte discretionary function issile is irrelevant
,..
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.,

! .. ..

pasedon section 630-7-301(5)(c), the~ it d es not lieedto even delve into the questidnofwhether

:,"

i !
1': ,1,1'.
1:1

I·
i i

. fr~ga 6 afi:il
I
I
I: .

II '
I:.

The court continued:

the injury arose from the exercise ofa discre ionary rnnction. In arguing against theapplkation of
".' . .' ,I,'·' . . . .

Subsectidn 301(5)(c), Plaintiffs c\lal'actelize :. it as relating olJly to deliberative .ful;lctlolls, stating !hat

in eJl1ergent aituations ihe provision is inapljicable. However, Plaintiffs have pointed to nQ cases

"",w!og "''' """in, »On-<lclib"".", ,6.,,,,,, Of """,,", " ....""', "" imm""", ",iv,"

. ell.ceptionfound inSubsectiolt 301(5)(c) dirs notap~IY: T!i1IS, tilis COl.Jrlis constrained lei apply

the exception as written, and as it has bee~1 interpreted b~ lheUtah Supreme Court, This Court

, b,,'''''''' ",,,,,, "ontlltionon lb' .?PU..tiili "'''''''''''''''''''wilboni"""""'"J"iillootion"

Mass, 2007 UT99ll,t ~ 13. • .1. ". ..•.. .'.' . . .... : . .
. , The Utab Supreme Court Clarif\~d trebrlladth of the ca1ls11tion requirement P11i1t intothe

waiver exception prOVision of tile Utah o~verrimentallmm:unity Act in Taylor ex rei Taylor v..

Ogden Sc:hoofDist~ict. 927 P;2d 159, 1M +ah 1996). Tl\y!or. amother,st)ed on be~alfofherson .

"'""'>.""""""?''''''' "to ..~ ""of.,wi<$W'""'i""""'" "",,,,I. 1<1." 159·

160. The bl'ol,ell glass damaged nerves 'ancl~:tendons in Z;:tC~llry'S hand.ld. at 160. Taylor argued

that Zflchary's inju~es "arose 011t ot" the dyfendant'~ negl\gent failure to instaUsafety plate glass

in the school. ld. at 161. The defend;:tnt ~rguec1 !hllt tlie: injuriea "arose out of'an assa11lt and
. '. ~'" . '. . '. ' .

. b;:tttery, thlls reltdeii~~ the state immune Uider U.c;~.§ 63-30.10(2): The.UtahS1~preme Ctil.lrt

fot~nQ the phrase ";:trtsmg out of' to be '~vel broad, ~!'neral and comprehensIve.". ld. at 163. That

is, !here only need be "some catlsal relatlo Ihip between tlwinjury allc1 the risk [proYi4ed for]."ld,
1,/.: ' .' :".:. . . , . .

': .
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.Taylor mnintains thnt the assiU.Jlt exception should not apply becaWJe Z~bhary a
injllrlea bllve a greater link to the dflngerous· Window in the reatroomjbml 0

Tr.entol1's asaault. However, "arises out of' withjril:!:ie assault exceptioll'" is'!I'phra e
of lnuchbronder significance tban "ca~lsed by.''''' National Fa/mer$. (Jni Il

[Property & Cas. Co, v, Western Cas. & Sur, Co.], 577 P.2d [961] at 963.[(Ut
1978)] (quoting Hartford Accid,mt & lndem. Co.v. Civil Selov. Employees I,is. C .,
3.3 Clii. App. 3d 26, 108 Cnl. Rptr. 737, 741 (Ct. App. 1973».' Underthe Jlbrase S

ordinary meaning, the assault need not be the.soli:l: caliae ofthe injUry to eXf,1ept t. e
govemmental entity from liability for the injury.': See Id. The langLlage d¢inan S

"'only that there be some causal relationship 'b~tween the injury and t11L'li'iak'"
provided for. Id. (emphasis aqdecl) (quoting Lawver, 238 N.W.2d at 518).Jnthia
case, thelle is ~ll1doubtedly "some'; causal rellltionallip between Zachary'S inj~Il'Y lin
Trenton's aasault upon him. . ..

fd. i "

. Although Taylor disoussed the "aroae O~lt of' phraae liS itrelat~a to aasalll~; ~helml~e ia

tbuncJ in the praviaion heading to all 21 tmmunity waiver eiceptions found·jn sectioili'i~G. 7 301(S).
.. .' :, " ." .' . :;::: . . .

Tlnls, this COlll't interprets it in Section 3D I(5)(c) ill the s~Jlle manner as the Utilh~l.lpre e Court
. i .

interpretecl it in Section 3D I(5)(11). In the instant case,Pl1I1;ltiffs have alleged other p'6ssibl causes
. / . . ,,', : .

ofinjury, ~uoh as the negligent failure t~ notity potential f,1~Jtlpers Of the negligent fail Lire to remove. .' ., ..

. attrilctants.. Certainly, the injury derives .from these ca~.ea just liS nmch as. it 'Idea·' m the
. ., '. .

govemlllenn faihlre to revoke camping ImthorizatiQn.. But the iOlnUnle situation need 11 t be the

sale cauae of injllry, nor is the government required·to prove· more than "some" causlil lin to the

imnllJne ailualion.
. ;.. " :. ..',

The State's policy On handling ~lllcl<bear iriqldents containa tllis rule ofpro~edure .
. i'

, .
ii"
: '

.i: .
j"\
j'! •

',.:P~.!le 7 of ro

DiVision employees should.requ~si t!lllt land management agencies close or r~strict
the use ofcampgrounds Where mjisl:lnce bJackbeaj's;!Il'e active ~lIltil the sOllrce ioft4e ,
problem (attractant) has been removed and/or the offending bearhas been removed.

'f . :,

,f

; .
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Ii:

,
, j:

I'I,:
II'
[I,

\1·
. . i· . . '. i . :

, I'" ' ' j

Sta!e ofUtllhDivisioll ofWiI#life Resol11'ce~ AQfujniSll'atiolJ., ¥and!ing BI~ok Bear'
IncIdents 7, No. W5WLD·3 (~ul1e,9. 2005).. '" ' 'i ' .' ,'

, , I, ' : ': '
AlthoLlgh PlallltiffsareCDtTeih that the State did nOt follow:this internaJiregl.1IatioTi, the

. . p:. ": :. . . .' .

State's own lleg!igence in disregardi~~ JleCeSSa!y silfeg~la~dsis in·eJe~lInt. Ind~ed,' the Moss court, ,
" ' . . . . '. ii: . :'.! : .

fOlmd the Pete SUlIZO Utl)h Atbletic Gblllmission irrlTTnlll'e 1~llcler sectiqn § 63"30·10(3)' qespite its·
, " '," , . ii:, ,', • I ,:'

failure to foUoit at least five ofits 011 Sllfety rules" See Moss, 2007lfI' 44 at~~ 3r6. Further. the
. . . '. .1' .... !.. .' .

Utah GQvemmeMal Imm~mity Act "ithlUunizes many governmental acts or omissipnstbat impact
.' .'. '. !il." ~', '. ~ . .! . '.' : ~:,' . .

'life andsafety," Id. at ~ 13; See, e,g" poC,A. § 63G-7-301(5)(b) (asslll)lt an4 battery);id. § 630-7- ,
, " . j:" ',' i " "

,301(5)(g) (riots, mob Violence, and ci~il 4istllfbances); id,. § 630-7-30;1 (5)(s) (emergency medical
. \~. . ..'! . . .

assistance, fire fightillg, anq regulati1~ hazardous nuiteti~ls), 'i '.' '
The Utah Stlpreme Cmlrt alSo~lOted in TaYla,;th~J~overeign i~unitY even applied where

, II ' , :,' I, ' "

, a plaintiffs iltjllries arOse oLlt ofan aS~El~Mby II nOll-goverr\lwmt assail~nt. See Tay/a/", 927 f.2d at
. I • I .' .. I;; :". :: I :.

164. The CO~lrt slated that "[t]he Act nnd [th~ Utah Sppren'ie Court's] prior decisions demand that
':' "', I ..

the act be strictly applied to preserve ~overeign imiminltyi' Jd. Hellcr' this Court~trictly applies '
ij

'J~ .(
the Act. ' , 'f!", " ',. ' !' .',", ' ' "

This COI\ft observes that sovelJ~ignimmunity Cases often seetn ilnfair to plaintiffs Who have ,,'
. t . .' i

, stiffered wrongs which COllld otherwi~~ be rigbted against private parti9s, The Utah ~upreme Conrt

recogriized this as well, in a case in which a school district was iinml~jzed from a st\lt arisilig out
, Ii ' ' ,:" ,i •' ' "

. '.' . q'" .' ' : . :: . ':
ofllle viciousbeatillg ofone ants stud.iimts. See Ledlal's l';,.P:mery Calmly Sch. ./Jist.• 849 P,2d 1162.

I' ' ' ,
II,I .

, II',," ,
, I This statute is identical to U'f.A. § 63G-7-30j(5)(c}(2008).

:1 • P~8~ 8 of 10,'
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11(52-63 (Utah 1993)'IThe Supreme CourtconcludecUts decision with this paragraph:
'i '

In renchingtbi~ decision, we are sympathetic to Ricbie's plight, It IS unfortunate that
any parent whej is required by state law to seildllis or,her child to schDol lacl<s l\ civil
remedy against negligent school personnel who fail tD assure the child's safety at
school. Nev~heless. the legislatllfe has spoken with clarity on the questiQn of ,
immlmity, andrwe are constraineC! by,theplain language ofthe Act and Dur priorcase
law Qn this poi,ut. However, as we stated in'O 'Nea~ v. Division ofFamily Services"
"Certainly, the legislature is'no(so constrained as we." 821 P.2d 1139, 1145 (Utah
1991). It is el~tire1y witbin the legislature's powel' to permit al1 plaintiffs tD whom
the govenunellt owes a' cl\;\ty ofcllre basecl on a special relationship to bring suit for'
ipj~lries arising mil Dfa breach Ofth'ft duty. Or the legislatllre could tailor the waiver ' '

',of immunity rhore m\1'rI)wly; the state cO~lld permit sLlit by or on behalf DfPllblic ,
school childr~n injul'ed 'as a result of such a breallll of duty. lts power tocmft,'
Waivers ofinllnluuityis far superior to Ollrs.
'! . .

ld. at 1167. '

. '
,<

immune.
j

The State failed to revoke autborization fDI' Plaintiffs to camp at their chosell site. Samuel
I·' . .', ;, . .' .. ' ,....

Ives was leilled by tl,!,'l,bear at that camp site where, this Court assumes, Plaintiffs would not have

camped had theSta, revDked~luthorizatiol1'Thus, ~he :'ltNe is jmln~~rie from ally a~tiDnbllse~ on • '
, I ,',; ji. " i

I,Page9 of ,~Q j,; ,, '
I " iI '

, ,
! .

I, ,

,As in Ledfbrs,ithis Court sympatbizes with Plaintiffs' heartbreaking situation.• B~lt, it is nDt
'. i· ...:..... :

, within the authority <jIf this,CoLirt to crllft exceptions to e»cep!iDns on which the Legislamre has
I " '

. . I· . . .; . .'
, spoken plainly and th~ UtahSupreme Court has interpreted broadly. Tl'lle. the Legisl~ture probably

I ' ,

did nPt foresee that s~ction63G-7-301(5)(c) would on~ day be applied in a bizarre qase involving
J '

atragic bear attacl<. N-evertheless, this Court is "constrainedby the plain language ofthe Act." And ,
i. ',' : '., ','

the relevant provislop of the Act simply st~tes that if the injllry complained of arises O~lt of or is
i '
I

CDJmectecJ with a fai'~lfe to revoke a permit, appro,val or similar authorization, then the :'ltate is
i

. !

i
!
I '

" ',
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the injLlrles. '

Therefore, the State's Motion for Jw:lgm~nt on1:lle .Pleadhlgsisgranted. :ap~ms' 1for the

Defendants shall prepare the appropriate prder and s~lbmitit for this CoUrt's signatilre,
. . , ..

\
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CERTIF~CA~E' OF NOTIFICATION

rqsrtify that a copy of tl1e attacheCl pocument was j3ent" to the.
following peop~e. ·for. case 080401029 by the method. anc:1.on 1:hedate
I3peoified..

METHOD ibYAME

• ~ElEDM STRINGmM rn.
Atto;mey PEF . .

... 160 El300 S 6~H:.FLR·

iiOB 140856
.. SA+<T LAIq;lCI'I'Y,UT
.8"1114-0856

Mai~ A:r..LENKYOm:TG
At·torney l?;LA

. , 75 . S 300 W
,PROvo UT. 84 6O:l. .

Dil't.edthis~ day of '-~. ,20ft.
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.:~ . .
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