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OPINION* 
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PER CURIAM 

                                              
* This disposition is not an opinion of the full Court and pursuant to I.O.P. 5.7 does not 

constitute binding precedent. 
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 Joaquin Foy, a federal inmate at the Federal Medical Center in Rochester, 

Minnesota, filed a petition for a writ of habeas corpus under 28 U.S.C. § 2241 in the 

United States District Court for the District of New Jersey.  The District Court summarily 

dismissed his petition.  Although Foy did not identify the conviction or commitment he 

was attempting to challenge, the District Court found that Foy suffered convictions in the 

United States District Courts for the Eastern District of Pennsylvania and the Western 

District of Missouri, but that he had not been convicted or sentenced in the District of 

New Jersey.  The District Court evidently treated Foy’s petition as a 28 U.S.C. § 2255 

motion and dismissed it because Foy did not seek to challenge a judgment from a United 

States District Court in the District of New Jersey.  Foy appeals.  We have jurisdiction 

under 28 U.S.C. § 1291.  We exercise plenary review over the District Court’s dismissal 

order.  See United States v. Friedland, 83 F.3d 1531, 1542 (3d Cir. 1996).  We may 

summarily affirm if the appeal presents no substantial questions.  See 3d Cir. L.A.R. 

27.4; I.O.P. 10.6. 

 The District Court correctly dismissed Foy’s petition.  The proper venue for a § 

2241 petition lies in the prisoner’s district of confinement.  Rumsfeld v. Padilla, 542 U.S. 

426, 443 (2004).  For Foy, that district is the District of Minnesota.  Because Foy filed his 

§ 2241 petition in the District of New Jersey, the District Court lacked jurisdiction.  See 

id. 

 We note that the District Court did not expressly address the possibility of 

transferring Foy’s habeas petition to the District of Minnesota or construing it as a § 2255 
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motion and transferring it to one of the courts that had convicted him.  Such a transfer 

would be appropriate if it were “in the interest of justice.”  28 U.S.C. § 1631.  A review 

of the record—including Foy’s instant habeas petition, his pro se brief, and the other 

habeas petitions he filed in the Eastern District of Pennsylvania—reveals that the interests 

of justice would not be served by transferring Foy’s § 2241 petition.    

 Accordingly, we will summarily affirm the judgment of the District Court. 


