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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Minnesota adopted a magistrate judge’s Report and
Recommendation recommending dismissal of Michael D. Dalluge’s 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition.
The court held that Dalluge’s claims concerning prescribed addiction-treatment medication and
medical care challenged the conditions of confinement rather than the validity or duration of his
detention, and therefore were not cognizable in habeas. The court overruled Dalluge’s objections,
denied the petition, and dismissed the action without prejudice.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 based on
alleged inadequate medical treatment in federal custody. After a
magistrate judge recommended dismissal, petitioner objected. The
district court reviewed the unobjected-to recommendation for clear
error, adopted it, denied the petition, and dismissed the action without
prejudice.

STANDARD OF REVIEW De novo review applies to portions of a magistrate judge's report and
recommendation to which a specific objection is made; clear-error
review applies to portions not specifically objected to.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Unpublished district-court order; limited precedential value
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Dalluge's challenge to medical treatment and prison medical decisions was cognizable in a
habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241.

2. What standard of review applied to the magistrate judge's Report and Recommendation when Dalluge's
objections did not address the recommendation's procedural basis.

3. Whether the Report and Recommendation should be adopted and the § 2241 petition dismissed without
prejudice.

HOLDINGS

1. A challenge to conditions of confinement, including an alleged constitutional violation arising from
prison medical treatment, is not properly brought through a habeas petition when it does not challenge
the validity of the conviction or the length of detention.

2. When a party does not specifically object to the legal basis of a magistrate judge's recommendation, the
district court reviews that aspect of the recommendation for clear error rather than de novo.

3. The Report and Recommendation was properly adopted, the objections were overruled, and the § 2241
petition was denied and dismissed without prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“A district court reviews de novo those portions of an R&R to which an objection is made and “may accept,
reject, or modify, in whole or in part, the findings or recommendations made by the magistrate judge.”” (at 2)

“Discerning no clear error, the Court adopts the R&R in full.” (at 2)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Dalluge was incarcerated at Federal Medical Center in Rochester, Minnesota, where medical staff prescribed
Vivitrol for opioid addiction. He alleged that staff should prescribe Suboxone instead and requested an order
requiring Suboxone treatment and changing his primary-care physician. His petition characterized the alleged
denial of preferred medical treatment as an Eighth Amendment violation.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Dalluge filed a § 2241 petition alleging that Federal Medical Center staff violated his Eighth Amendment rights
by prescribing Vivitrol instead of Suboxone and by refusing to change his primary-care physician. Magistrate
Judge Elsa M. Bullard recommended dismissal because the petition challenged conditions of confinement rather
than the validity or duration of custody. Dalluge objected only to the merits of his medical-treatment claim and
did not challenge the recommendation's procedural basis. The district court found no clear error, adopted the
Report and Recommendation in full, overruled the objections, denied the petition, and dismissed the action
without prejudice.
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