UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

Dylan Anthony Davis v. Warden FCI Cumberland

Davis - No. ABA-25-1559 - Decided February 11, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Maryland denied Dylan Anthony Davis’s 28 U.S.C.

§ 2241 petition challenging the Bureau of Prisons’ determination of his pre-release community

placement. The court held that Davis failed to exhaust available administrative remedies and that his

challenge to the BOP’s individualized placement decision was not subject to judicial review under 18

U.S.C. § 3625. The court also concluded that the applicable statutes do not guarantee a prisoner a

predetermined period in community placement or a residential reentry center.
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dismissed

Petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241;

respondent moved to dismiss or, alternatively, for summary judgment.

For the Rule 12(b)(6) motion, the court accepted factual allegations as
true and drew reasonable inferences in the petitioner's favor, asking
whether the petition stated a plausible claim for relief. The court also
addressed jurisdiction and exhaustion before reaching the merits in the
alternative.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Davis was excused from exhausting Bureau of Prisons administrative remedies before seeking
§ 2241 habeas relief.

2. Whether the district court had jurisdiction to review the Bureau of Prisons' individualized pre-release

placement decision under § 2241 or the Administrative Procedure Act.

3. Whether the Second Chance Act guarantees a federal prisoner a particular period of community

confinement or RRC placement.

4. Whether Loper Bright Enterprises v. Raimondo required judicial review of the Bureau of Prisons'

discretionary placement determination.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal prisoner generally must exhaust available Bureau of Prisons administrative remedies before
seeking habeas review under § 2241, and Davis's asserted delay and alleged futility did not excuse his

failure to complete that process.

2. The court lacked jurisdiction to review the BOP's adjudicative decision determining Davis's pre-release
placement because 18 U.S.C. § 3625 precludes judicial review of determinations, decisions, or orders
made under 18 U.S.C. §§ 3621-3626.

3. The Second Chance Act does not guarantee a federal prisoner a predetermined length of community
placement or RRC placement; the BOP has discretion to determine how best to provide a reasonable
opportunity for reentry.

4. Loper Bright does not provide a basis for judicial review of the BOP's discretionary placement decision
because the issue is governed by § 3625's jurisdictional bar, not merely by deference to an agency's

statutory interpretation.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The statute grants the BOP Director discretion to determine how best to provide BOP prisoners with a
reasonable opportunity to adjust to and prepare for reentry into the community; it does not guarantee BOP

prisoners any pre-determined length of stay in community placement or an RRC.” (I1I)

“Absent a valid excuse, Davis’s failure to exhaust administrative remedies divests this Court of jurisdiction

and the merits of his claim may not be considered until and unless he exhausts administrative remedies.” (I11)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Davis was serving a 144-month federal sentence at FPC Cumberland and sought 365 days of Second Chance Act
pre-release community placement. His institutional Unit Team recommended the full 365 days, and the

recommendation was approved by the Camp Administrator and Warden. Davis alleged that a regional reentry



official later reduced the placement to 82 days without an individualized explanation or reconsideration of the

statutory factors, while the government disputed that a blanket 60-day policy had existed.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Davis filed a § 2241 petition challenging the Bureau of Prisons' reduction of his recommended Second Chance
Act community-placement period and seeking a full 365-day placement or a new individualized assessment. He
had filed an institutional grievance but did not appeal the Warden's response through the remaining
administrative levels. The district court granted the respondent's motion, denied the petition, and concluded
alternatively that the challenged placement decision was not subject to judicial review and that Davis was not

entitled to a particular period of community confinement.
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