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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida denied without prejudice Louis
Goldenberg’s petition for habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. The court held that Goldenberg failed
to exhaust the Bureau of Prisons’ administrative-remedy process before challenging the date on which
he became eligible to earn First Step Act Earned Time Credits, and rejected his argument that
exhaustion would be futile.
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COURT United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida

JURISDICTION United States District Court for the Southern District of Florida

DECIDED December 30, 2025
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DISPOSITION dismissed

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Federal prisoner filed a pro se petition for a writ of habeas corpus
under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 challenging the Bureau of Prisons'
determination of when he became eligible to earn First Step Act
Earned Time Credits. The respondent asserted failure to exhaust
administrative remedies and defended the BOP's merits determination.
The court denied the petition without prejudice for failure to exhaust.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court applied the two-step exhaustion framework from Turner v.
Burnside. Because the parties' exhaustion allegations did not conflict
and Goldenberg conceded nonexhaustion, the court resolved the issue
at Turner's first step.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Nonprecedential district court order; precedential status unknown in
the source metadata.
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First Step Act Earned Time Credits

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the § 2241 petition had to be denied because Goldenberg failed to complete the Bureau of
Prisons' administrative remedy process before filing.

2. Whether alleged futility or the asserted statutory-interpretation nature of the First Step Act credit issue
excused exhaustion.

HOLDINGS

1. The petition must be denied without prejudice because Goldenberg conceded that he had not exhausted
the BOP's administrative remedy process and did not appeal the Warden's denial to the Regional
Director.

2. Goldenberg did not establish an exception to exhaustion based on futility or the asserted statutory-
interpretation nature of his claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“an action brought pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241 is the proper vehicle to challenge the execution of a
sentence, rather than the validity of the sentence itself.” (II)

“exceptions to the exhaustion requirement apply only in ‘extraordinary circumstances,’ and “the petitioner
‘bears the burden of demonstrating the futility of administrative review.’”” (III)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Goldenberg was sentenced to 120 months' imprisonment on January 27, 2025, and was committed to BOP
custody that day. He arrived at FCI Miami on April 10, 2025. He contended that he became eligible to earn First
Step Act Earned Time Credits on January 27, while the respondent contended that eligibility began when he
arrived at FCI Miami. Goldenberg pursued an informal complaint and a BP-9 request, but after the Warden
denied the request he did not appeal to the Regional Director or complete the remaining administrative steps.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Goldenberg was sentenced in the District of New Jersey and committed to Bureau of Prisons custody. He filed
this § 2241 petition in the Southern District of Florida after the BOP determined that his eligibility to earn First
Step Act credits began when he arrived at his designated facility rather than when he was committed to BOP
custody. Goldenberg conceded that he had not completed the BOP administrative remedy process; he had filed
an informal complaint and a BP-9 request, which the Warden denied, but he did not appeal to the Regional
Director. The court denied the petition without prejudice and closed the case.
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