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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania dismissed Matthew John
Olson’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. Olson challenged the Bureau of
Prisons’ calculation of credit for time served in North Dakota custody toward his federal sentence. The
court held that he failed to fully exhaust the Bureau of Prisons’ administrative remedies and stated
that, even if exhaustion had been satisfied, the credit claim would fail because the disputed state-

custody time had been credited against another sentence.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Federal prisoner Olson filed a petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241

challenging the Bureau of Prisons' calculation of credit toward his
federal sentence for time spent in state custody. The respondent
opposed the petition, arguing failure to exhaust administrative

remedies and, alternatively, that the sentence calculation was correct.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The Court reviewed the § 2241 petition to determine whether Olson
demonstrated exhaustion of available administrative remedies and,
alternatively, whether the Bureau of Prisons correctly calculated his

sentence and prior-custody credit.
PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished district court memorandum; nonprecedential
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Olson exhausted the Bureau of Prisons' multi-step administrative-remedy process before filing
his § 2241 petition.

2. Whether the Bureau of Prisons properly calculated the commencement of Olson's federal sentence and
his prior-custody credit under 18 U.S.C. § 3585.

3. Whether Olson could receive federal sentence credit for time in state custody that had already been

credited against his state parole-violation sentence.

HOLDINGS

1. Olson failed to establish that he completed the Bureau of Prisons' administrative-remedy process
because the record showed appeals only through the regional level and did not show that he filed an
appeal with the BOP Central Office.

2. Even if Olson had exhausted his administrative remedies, the BOP properly determined that his federal
sentence could not commence before the date imposed and, in this case, commenced when he
surrendered to the BOP on February 15, 2017.

3. Olson was not entitled to federal prior-custody credit for the period from September 11, 2014, through
August 6, 2015, because that time had been credited against his state parole-violation sentence.
KEY QUOTATIONS

“Federal prisoners are ordinarily required to exhaust their administrative remedies before petitioning for a

writ of habeas corpus pursuant to § 2241.”

“District courts have no authority to credit time toward a sentence under [18 U.S.C.] § 3585(b)—that
function rests in the sole authority of the BOP.”

“Congress made it clear that a defendant could not receive a double credit for [their] detention time.”

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

North Dakota authorities arrested Olson on August 13, 2014, on state drug charges, and his North Dakota parole
was revoked. He remained in state custody until he was paroled to federal custody on August 6, 2015; the state
charges were later dismissed, while the period from September 11, 2014, through August 6, 2015, was credited
toward his state parole-violation sentence. Olson was federally sentenced on January 23, 2017, and voluntarily
surrendered to the Bureau of Prisons on February 15, 2017. He claimed that the BOP should also credit his

federal sentence for the period spent in state custody after the parole violation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY



Olson filed the § 2241 petition on July 15, 2024. The Court ordered a response, Respondent filed an opposition,
and Olson filed a reply. The Court dismissed the petition for failure to fully exhaust the Bureau of Prisons'
administrative-remedy process and stated that, even if exhaustion had been satisfied, the petition would be

denied on the merits.
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