UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE WESTERN DISTRICT OF

WISCONSIN

Rohan L. Fray v. Warden E. Emmerich

No. 24-cv-838-jdp (W.D. Wis. Apr. 13, 2026) - No. 24-cv-838-jdp - Decided April 13, 2026

SUMMARY

The court denied Rohan L. Fray’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241,

challenging the loss of good-conduct time imposed after a prison disciplinary hearing. The court held

that Fray failed to exhaust available Bureau of Prisons administrative remedies and, alternatively, that

the disciplinary finding was supported by some evidence consistent with due process.
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Petitioner sought a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241
challenging the loss of good-conduct time imposed in a prison
disciplinary proceeding. The district court denied the petition for
failure to exhaust administrative remedies and alternatively denied it
on the merits.

For the due process challenge, whether the disciplinary decision was
supported by some evidence, a lenient standard requiring only a
modicum of evidence; the court does not independently assess
credibility or reweigh the evidence. Exhaustion was considered under
the general requirement that prisoners exhaust the Bureau of Prisons

administrative remedy program before bringing a § 2241 action.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Fray's failure to appeal the disciplinary hearing officer's written decision through the Bureau of
Prisons administrative remedy process required denial of his § 2241 petition for failure to exhaust

administrative remedies.

2. Whether the disciplinary conviction violated due process because the record lacked some evidence that

Fray possessed a hazardous tool.

HOLDINGS

1. Fray failed to exhaust the Bureau of Prisons administrative remedy process before filing his § 2241

petition, and the circumstances did not warrant excusing exhaustion.

2. Even if exhaustion were excused, Fray's due process challenge failed because some evidence supported

the finding that he possessed a hazardous tool.

KEY QUOTATIONS

““Even meager proof will suffice, so long as the record is not so devoid of evidence that the findings of the

»»

disciplinary board were without support or otherwise arbitrary.”” (Analysis, section B)

““Instead, the relevant question is whether there is any evidence in the record that could support the

9

conclusion reached by the disciplinary board.”” (Analysis, section B)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Fray, incarcerated at FCI-Oxford, was charged with possessing a hazardous tool after officials discovered an
unauthorized electrical outlet wired into the light switch in his cell. Fray said he had moved into the cell
approximately two weeks earlier, had seen the modification, and believed a work order had authorized it, but the
institution found no work order and prison rules made inmates responsible for unauthorized items in their cells.
After a disciplinary hearing at which Fray declined a staff representative, witnesses, and documentary evidence,
the hearing officer found him guilty and revoked 41 days of good-time credit.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Fray was disciplined by the Bureau of Prisons for possessing a hazardous tool after an unauthorized electrical
outlet was found in his cell, and he lost 41 days of good-time credit. He filed a § 2241 petition before receiving
the hearing officer's written decision and did not thereafter appeal through the Bureau of Prisons administrative

remedy process. The district court directed the government to respond and denied the petition.
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