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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Central District of Illinois denied Jeremy Martin Haar’s
petition for habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241. Haar challenged the revocation of 27 days of good-
conduct time following a disciplinary finding that he used a prohibited three-way telephone call,
arguing lack of impartiality, inadequate notice, and vagueness. The court held that the disciplinary
proceedings satisfied due process, that Haar received fair notice of the telephone rules, and that
Prohibited Act 297 was not unconstitutionally vague.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241
challenging the loss of federal good-conduct time following a prison
disciplinary proceeding.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The court reviewed whether the disciplinary proceeding satisfied the
minimum due-process requirements for revocation of good-conduct
time and whether Prohibited Act 297 was unconstitutionally vague.
Prison disciplinary findings must be supported by some evidence in
the record.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Discipline Hearing Officer was impermissibly biased or predetermined Haar's guilt.

2. Whether due process required FCI Lewisburg to provide Haar with a new rule book or orientation
materials despite his prior receipt of Bureau of Prisons telephone rules at FCI Schuylkill.

3. Whether Bureau of Prisons Prohibited Act 297 is facially void for vagueness.

4. Whether Haar was entitled to habeas relief under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 based on the disciplinary proceeding
and revocation of good-conduct time.

HOLDINGS

1. Haar did not present clear evidence sufficient to overcome the presumption that the Discipline Hearing
Officer was honest and impartial; the alleged comments, even if made, did not establish that the hearing
outcome was predetermined.

2. Due process did not require FCI Lewisburg to provide Haar with a new rule book because he had
previously received Bureau of Prisons materials and an inmate handbook giving notice that third-party
and three-way telephone calls were prohibited.

3. Prohibited Act 297 is not unconstitutionally vague, and its application to prohibit three-way telephone
calls is not vague.

4. The disciplinary proceedings satisfied the minimum due-process requirements applicable to revocation
of good-conduct time.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Due process requires that prison administrators cannot revoke good time credits without “(1) advance
written notice of the disciplinary charges; (2) an opportunity, when consistent with institutional safety and
correctional goals, to call witnesses and present documentary evidence in his defense; and (3) a written
statement by the factfinder of the evidence relied on and the reasons for the disciplinary action.”” (II)

“The rule allows the BOP to address creative attempts to “circumvent the ability of staff to monitor frequency
of telephone use, content of the call, or the number called.”” (II.C)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Haar was serving a 180-month federal sentence and, while housed at FCI Lewisburg, made a telephone call in
which another person called a second number, creating a three-way call. The Bureau of Prisons charged him
under Prohibited Act 297, which prohibits telephone use that circumvents staff monitoring, and the DHO found



him guilty and revoked 27 days of good-conduct time. Haar maintained that the DHO was biased, that he lacked
fair notice of the prohibition, and that the regulation was vague, although he did not dispute that the three-way
call occurred.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Haar received a disciplinary charge for using a three-way telephone call in violation of Bureau of Prisons
Prohibited Act 297. After a Discipline Hearing Officer found him guilty and revoked 27 days of good-conduct
time, Haar exhausted available administrative remedies and filed this § 2241 petition. He initially raised four
grounds, but conceded in reply that he had received timely notice of the charge; the court rejected his remaining
impartiality, fair-notice, and vagueness claims and denied the petition.
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