UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF
VIRGINIA, NORFOLK DIVISION

Tucker v. United States

Tucker v. United States + No. 2:25-cv-567 - Decided April 9, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia granted summary judgment to the
respondent and dismissed Doron Tucker’s 28 U.S.C. § 2241 petition with prejudice. Tucker challenged
the loss and forfeiture of good conduct credits following a Bureau of Prisons disciplinary proceeding,
alleging inadequate notice and insufficient evidence. The court held that Tucker received the due
process protections required for the deprivation of good time credits and that the disciplinary findings

were supported by some evidence.
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PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petitioner sought habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 from the loss

and forfeiture of federal good-conduct time credits following a prison

disciplinary proceeding. Respondent moved for summary judgment.

STANDARD OF REVIEW Summary judgment is proper when there is no genuine dispute as to
any material fact and the movant is entitled to judgment as a matter of
law. In reviewing a prison disciplinary decision affecting good-
conduct credits, due process requires that the decision be supported by

some evidence in the record and have some basis in fact.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unpublished federal district court opinion; precedential status

unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the BOP violated Tucker's procedural due process rights by providing notice of one prohibited

act but finding him guilty of a similar prohibited act based on the same conduct.

2. Whether the BOP's disciplinary findings were supported by some evidence as required by the Due

Process Clause.

3. Whether Respondent was entitled to summary judgment on Tucker's § 2241 petition.

HOLDINGS

1. The BOP provided constitutionally sufficient notice even though the DHO found Tucker committed a
similar prohibited act different from the offense code identified in the notice, because the finding was
based on the same conduct described in the incident report, Tucker identified no evidence he would have
offered uniquely in response to the amended charge, and the charges carried the same severity level and

sanctions.

2. Tucker received the minimum procedural protections required by due process: advance written notice, a
neutral and detached hearing body, an opportunity to call witnesses and present documentary evidence,
an opportunity for non-attorney representation, and a written decision explaining the evidence relied

upon and the reasons for the sanction.

3. The BOP's disciplinary findings satisfied due process because they were supported by some evidence in

the record and had a basis in fact.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Accordingly, the Due Process Clause requires that a prisoner subject to a loss of good time credit through
disciplinary sanctions be afforded: (1) written notice of the disciplinary charges at least twenty-four hours in
advance of the disciplinary hearing; (2) a neutral and detached hearing body; (3) the opportunity to call
witnesses and present documentary evidence; (4) an opportunity for non-attorney representation if the inmate
is illiterate or the disciplinary hearing is complex; and (5) a written statement provided by the fact finder(s)

outlining the evidence relied upon and the reasons for the chosen course of disciplinary action.” (at 7)

“However, for its decision to satisfy the Due Process Clause, the BOP need only have “some evidence”

supporting its findings, and those findings need only have “some basis in fact.”” (at 10)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Tucker, a federal inmate, was searched at a federal correctional facility on May 10, 2024, fled from staff despite

orders to stop, discarded a sock containing a cellular telephone and related electrical equipment, and removed his



glasses and knit cap while fleeing. The incident was referred to the FBI for possible prosecution and later
released to the BOP for administrative processing. Following notice, a disciplinary hearing, and an opportunity
to present witnesses, evidence, and staff representation, the DHO found Tucker committed prohibited acts
including possession of a hazardous tool, attempted escape-like interference with staff, and refusal to obey an

order, imposing the loss of 82 days of good-conduct time and forfeiture of 81 days of non-vested good-conduct
time.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

After BOP officials found Tucker committed several disciplinary infractions and imposed the loss of 82 days of
earned good-conduct time and forfeiture of 81 days of non-vested good-conduct time, Tucker exhausted his
administrative remedies. He filed a § 2241 petition seeking expungement of the incident report and restoration of
his credits. The court granted Respondent's summary-judgment motion and dismissed the petition with

prejudice.
DISPOSITION

dismissed
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