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SUMMARY

The court grants the respondent’s motion to dismiss Derrick Deon Doyle’s petition under 28 U.S.C. §
2241. The court holds that Doyle has no protected liberty interest in a particular prison facility or
security classification, that the Bureau of Prisons acted within its discretion in applying the sentence-
length Public Safety Factor, and that his conditions-of-confinement claims are not cognizable under §
2241. The court dismisses the petition, directs modification of the docket to reflect Doyle’s current
facility, certifies that an appeal would not be taken in good faith, and denies leave to proceed in forma
pauperis on appeal.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Doyle filed a pro se petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28
U.S.C. § 2241 challenging the Bureau of Prisons' failure to process or
grant a sentence-length Public Safety Factor waiver. The respondent
moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 12(b)(1) and
12(b)(6).

STANDARD OF REVIEW The respondent moved to dismiss under Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure 12(b)(1) and 12(b)(6). The opinion applied the requirements
for relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 and considered whether the petition
alleged a cognizable constitutional or federal-law violation.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished, nonprecedential district court order
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federal habeas corpus prisoners rights due process appellate procedure

PRACTICE AREAS

federal habeas corpus prisoners rights constitutional law appellate procedure

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Doyle had a protected liberty interest in a particular prison facility, custody classification, or
security designation.

2. Whether the BOP's alleged misapplication of Program Statement 5100.08 constituted a violation of
federal law cognizable under 28 U.S.C. § 2241.

3. Whether the BOP acted within its statutory and discretionary authority by applying the Sentence Length
Public Safety Factor.

4. Whether Doyle's claims concerning medical care, transfer location, and other adverse conditions were
cognizable in a § 2241 habeas petition rather than in a civil rights action.

5. Whether an appeal would be taken in good faith and whether Doyle should be permitted to proceed in
forma pauperis on appeal.

HOLDINGS

1. Doyle had no protected liberty interest in being housed at a particular facility or in receiving a particular
security classification, so his petition did not allege a due process violation on those grounds.

2. The BOP acted within its discretion in applying the Sentence Length Public Safety Factor to Doyle
because he had more than ten years remaining on his sentence.

3. An alleged misapplication of BOP Program Statement 5100.08, standing alone, is not cognizable as a
violation of federal law under § 2241.

4. Claims challenging the conditions or effects of confinement, including alleged deliberate indifference to
medical needs and facility placement, must be brought in a civil rights action rather than under § 2241.

5. The court certified that an appeal would not be taken in good faith and denied Doyle leave to proceed in
forma pauperis on appeal.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Doyle would simply not be entitled to relief even if the BOP misapplied Program Statement 5100.08.” (III)

“Deliberate indifference claims, however, are conditions of confinement claims that may only be raised in a
civil rights action.” (III)



“The Court therefore CERTIFIES under Rule 24(a) that any appeal would not be taken in good faith and
DENIES Doyle leave to appeal in forma pauperis.” (IV)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Doyle was serving a 235-month federal sentence after pleading guilty to conspiracy to possess with intent to
distribute, and distribution of, at least fifty grams of methamphetamine. The Bureau of Prisons applied a
Sentence Length Public Safety Factor because Doyle had more than ten years remaining on his sentence, with an
estimated release date of October 6, 2039. Doyle claimed that the BOP failed to process or grant his request for a
waiver, preventing transfer to a facility closer to Alabama or better able to address his obstructive sleep apnea
and hypertension.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Doyle pleaded guilty and was sentenced in the Middle District of Alabama to 235 months of imprisonment and
five years of supervised release. The Eleventh Circuit dismissed his direct appeal based on the appeal waiver in
his plea agreement, and Doyle did not file a § 2255 motion. He then filed this § 2241 petition in the Western
District of Tennessee, where the court granted the respondent's motion to dismiss, dismissed the petition, entered
judgment for the respondent, and certified that an appeal would not be taken in good faith.
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