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SUMMARY

The court considers Fatih Yilmaz’s petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241

challenging his immigration detention and the denial of a bond redetermination hearing. The court

concludes that jurisdiction lies in the Western District of Pennsylvania because the petitioner is

confined at the Moshannon Valley Correctional Facility in Clearfield County. The court transfers the
action to that district under 28 U.S.C. § 1631 and directs the Clerk to close the case.

CASE DETAILS

COURT

WRITING FOR THE COURT

JURISDICTION

DECIDED

DOCKET

DISPOSITION

PROCEDURAL POSTURE

STANDARD OF REVIEW

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE

United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania
Alachy E. Mannion

United States District Court for the Middle District of Pennsylvania
February 13, 2026

3:26-321

remanded

Petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 transferred
sua sponte to the United States District Court for the Western District

of Pennsylvania for lack of jurisdiction over the petitioner's custodian.

Under Rule 4, as applied to a § 2241 petition through Rule 1(b), the
court may summarily dismiss or otherwise screen a habeas petition
when the petition and its exhibits plainly show that the petitioner is not
entitled to relief in the district court. The court reviewed its territorial

jurisdiction over the petitioner's custodian.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Middle District of Pennsylvania had jurisdiction over a § 2241 habeas petition filed by an

alien detained at the Moshannon Valley Correctional Facility.

2. Whether the action should be transferred under 28 U.S.C. § 1631 to the Western District of Pennsylvania

in the interest of justice.

HOLDINGS

1. The Middle District of Pennsylvania lacked jurisdiction over the § 2241 petition because the petitioner's

custodian was located within the territorial jurisdiction of the Western District of Pennsylvania.

2. The court transferred the action to the Western District of Pennsylvania because transfer, rather than

dismissal, was in the interest of justice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The proper respondent in a §2241 petition is “the person who has custody over” the petitioner and who has

the power to produce the petitioner before the court and release him if proper to do so.” (at 2)

“In this case, the court finds that it would be in the interest of justice to transfer this action to the Western

District of Pennsylvania.” (at 4)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Yilmaz was detained at the Moshannon Valley Correctional Facility, also known as the Moshannon Valley
Processing Center, in Phillipsburg, Pennsylvania. Although the facility's mailing address is in Centre County, its
physical location is in Clearfield County, which lies within the Western District of Pennsylvania. His petition
challenged detention under INA § 235(b)(2), the application of federal bond regulations, and the absence of a

bond redetermination hearing.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Yilmaz filed a § 2241 habeas petition in the Middle District of Pennsylvania challenging his continued
immigration detention, the application of INA § 235(b)(2), the bond regulations, and the lack of a bond
redetermination hearing. After screening the petition, the court concluded that Yilmaz was confined at the



Moshannon Valley Correctional Facility in Clearfield County, within the Western District of Pennsylvania, and
that the Middle District lacked jurisdiction over his custodian. The court transferred the action under 28 U.S.C. §
1631 and directed the Clerk to close the case in the Middle District.

DISPOSITION

remanded

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The action was transferred, not remanded, to the United States District Court for the Western District of

Pennsylvania. The Clerk was directed to close the case in the Middle District of Pennsylvania.
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