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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Illinois dismissed Christopher Mathers’s
28 U.S.C. § 2241 petition challenging the Bureau of Prisons’ assignment of PATTERN recidivism
score points. The court held that the challenge was not cognizable in habeas because it did not
presently affect the validity or duration of Mathers’s confinement. The court also held that Mathers
had failed to exhaust the Bureau of Prisons’ administrative-remedy process, and dismissed the petition
without prejudice.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether a challenge to the BOP's assignment of PATTERN recidivism-score points, assertedly affecting
the rate of earning First Step Act time credits, is cognizable in a § 2241 habeas petition.

2. Whether the petition had to be dismissed for failure to exhaust the BOP's four-tier administrative-
remedy process.

HOLDINGS

1. A challenge to the BOP's assignment of PATTERN recidivism-score points is not cognizable in a habeas
petition because the alleged scoring error does not, on the facts alleged, challenge the validity or
duration of confinement or presently entitle the petitioner to earlier release or other custody-related
relief.

2. The petition was independently subject to dismissal because Mathers did not allege that he completed
the BOP's required administrative-remedy process before filing his § 2241 petition.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“habeas is the proper vehicle for presenting a claim “only if the prisoner is seeking to ‘get out’ of custody in
some meaningful sense”” (Discussion)

“For the reasons set forth herein, Christopher Mathers's Petition for Writ of Habeas Corpus pursuant to 28
U.S.C. § 2241 is DISMISSED without prejudice.” (Conclusion)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Mathers, a federal inmate at FCI Greenville, challenged the BOP's assignment of six PATTERN recidivism
points for absconding. He contended that BOP Policy 5100.08 required a finding of guilt for assessing points
based on a history of escape and that his presentence investigation report did not support the assignment. He
asserted that removal of the points could lower his PATTERN classification and affect the rate at which he earns
First Step Act time credits, although some anticipated credits had not yet been earned.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Mathers pleaded guilty in federal court to possession of methamphetamine with intent to distribute and was
sentenced to 150 months' imprisonment followed by five years of supervised release. He did not file a direct
appeal or a motion under 28 U.S.C. § 2255. He filed this § 2241 petition on January 12, 2026, challenging the
Bureau of Prisons' assignment of PATTERN recidivism-score points; the district court dismissed the petition
without prejudice because the claim was not cognizable in habeas and, independently, because Mathers had not
exhausted available BOP administrative remedies.
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