UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA

Michael Johnson v. Christopher West

No. 2:23-CV-00328-BL-JTA (M.D. Ala. Mar. 31, 2026) - No. 2:23-CV-00328-BL-JTA - Decided March 31,
2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama dismissed without prejudice
Michael Johnson’s pretrial habeas petition under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court held that Johnson had
not exhausted available Alabama state remedies, including appellate review of his pending state
habeas proceedings, and had not shown that those remedies were unavailable or ineffective. The court

also denied pending motions for appointment of counsel as moot.
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pretrial detainee filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28

U.S.C. § 2241 challenging matters arising from his pending Alabama
criminal case, including the timeliness of his initial appearance,

ineffective assistance of counsel, and denial of a speedy trial.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the exhaustion requirement governing federal
habeas petitions under § 2241 and considered whether the petitioner
had shown that state remedies were unavailable or ineffective.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a federal district court may grant a pretrial detainee's § 2241 habeas petition when the petitioner

has not fully exhausted available Alabama state remedies.

2. Whether the pending § 2241 petition should be dismissed without prejudice so that the petitioner may

complete available state proceedings.

3. Whether the petitioner was entitled to appointment of counsel in the federal habeas proceeding.

HOLDINGS

1. A federal district court may not grant a state pretrial detainee's § 2241 petition unless the petitioner has
exhausted all available and adequate state remedies, including fairly presenting the federal claim to the

state courts and pursuing the claim through the state's highest court by direct appeal or collateral review.

2. An unexhausted § 2241 petition filed by a state pretrial detainee should be dismissed without prejudice
when available state remedies have not been fully pursued and the petitioner has not shown that those

remedies are unavailable or ineffective.

3. Appointment of counsel was not warranted because the petition lacked merit on the exhaustion issue and

no evidentiary hearing was required.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“It is by now well established that a district court may not grant a § 2241 petition unless the petitioner has

exhausted all available state remedies.” (at 1)

“Therefore, because the Petitioner failed to fully exhaust all available state remedies before filing the instant
§ 2241 Petition and has failed to establish that such remedies are unavailable or ineffective, the court
concludes that the instant Petition should be dismissed without prejudice so that the Petitioner may exhaust

his available state remedies.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Johnson was a pretrial detainee represented by counsel in a pending Alabama criminal case scheduled for trial on
June 15, 2026. He filed a federal § 2241 petition raising claims concerning the timeliness of his initial
appearance, ineffective assistance of counsel, and his right to a speedy trial. He had also filed a state habeas
petition in the circuit court, where a hearing was scheduled, but he had not shown that he pursued appellate

review in the Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals or the Alabama Supreme Court.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Johnson filed a § 2241 petition while his state criminal case was pending. Before filing in federal court, he had
filed a state habeas petition in the Alabama circuit court, but the state proceeding remained pending and there

was no indication that he had presented his claims to the Alabama Court of Criminal Appeals or the Alabama



Supreme Court. The district court dismissed the federal petition without prejudice for failure to exhaust available

state remedies and denied pending motions as moot, separately denying requests for appointment of counsel.

DISPOSITION

dismissed
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