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OXBERGER, C.J.

Prison inmate Michael McVay was accused of assaulting
another inmate. Prison authorities disciplined McVay for
the assault. |

After exhausting his administrative remedies, McVay
sought postconviction relief to challenge the prisonA
disciplinary action. The district <court denied
postconviction relief, and McVay has appealed.

McVay challenges the sufficiency of the evidence to
Asupport the disciplinary action.

| McVay »also contends he was prejudiced by the
untimeliness of the prison disciplinary héaring and tbe
untimeliness of two notiées for continuance of that
hearing.

DELAY IN NOTICE: We first consider whether the delay in

notice of the continuances to McVay resulted in any
prejudice to- him. There 1is no dispute that there were
delays in the notice to McVay of continuances. Reasons for
the delay‘ were that. the investigation was complex. On
another oégasion, the delay was dué to the chmittee
chairman being involved 1in district court hearings on a
post-conviction relief action. A third occasion for delay
involved the inability to form a proper committee for the
hearing. With regard to two of the continuances, they were
given to McVay one day late. The district court held that
the reasons for}the delays were legitimate and no prejudice

resulted from them. We agree.
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Ongoing -investigations have been recognized as a

sufficient cause for a continuance. See Allen v. State,

418 N.w.2d 67, 71 (Iowa 1988). In addition, a delay
resulting from a desire to compose a fair and impartial
‘disciplinary committee 1is not only mandatory, but
reasonable. McVay admits the delays were shdrt. He argues
however, - that his detention in seqregatibn‘ prevented him
from working on his defense by speaking to: other inmates
about the facts surrounding his case. McVay however was
detained in segregation during this time to prevent danger
to others and preserve the security and tranquility of the
institution. Under these circumstances McVay cannok argue
prejudice because of the delays in notice. We affirm the
trial court on this matter.

EVIDENCE TO DISMISS: We next consider whether there was

sufficient evidence for the district court to dismiss. The
stamdafd of ' review 1in prison disciplinary proceedings
regarding factual 1issues is whether there 1is "some
evidence" in the record to support the committee's

decision. Wilson vwv. Farfier, 372 N.W.2d 499, 501 (Iowa

1985). Neither inmates nor their attorneys, have a right
to confidential informants or their statements in prison

diséiplimary matters. Howard v. State 439 N.W.2d 193, 194

(Iowa 1989). We f£ind the confidential information 1in
‘cunjunction‘ with the corroboration of a correction
- officer's report of the 1incident, provided sufficient
evidence. We affirm the district court.

AFFIRMED. -



