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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY
SOUTHERN DIVISION
(at London)

ADRIAN DEAN DUTCHIE,
Petitioner, Civil Action No. 6: 14-088-DCR
V.

J. C. HOLLAND, Warden MEMORANDUM OPINION

AND ORDER
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Petitioner Adrian Dean Dutchie is curtgnconfined by the Bureau of Prisons
(“BOP”) at the Beaumont Medin Federal Correctional Instttan (“FCI”), in Beaumont,
Texas: Dutchie has filed @ro se petition for writ of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
§2241, alleging that the BOP has improperlyjcatated the term of his two federal
sentences. [Record No. 1] $pendent J. C. Holland, WardehUSP-McCreary, has filed a
Response to the petitiofiRecord No. 8]

Between early December 2014 and late April 2015, Dutchie was given two extensions
of time in which to file a reply to the Wandls response. Ultimately, the Court extended
Dutchie’s deadline to May 11, 2015Sef Orders, Record Nos. 9 and 13.] Despite these

liberal extensions, Dutchie did not file a rephthin the time allowed.Days before his May

1 When Dutchie filed this habeas proceedind\pmil 2014, he was confined in the United States
Penitentiary-McCreary, located in Pine Knot, Kekiuc He was later transferred to the USP-Tucson,
located in Tucson, Arizona.Sge Record No. 14-1, p. 1; Record No. 16-1, p. 1.] The Clerk of the Court
mailed a copy of the July 1, 2015 Order [Record No. 16] to Dutchie at USP-Tucson, but that mailing was
returned as undeliverable on July 17, 201See Record No. 17.] Dutchie has not informed the Court of

his current address as he was instructed to do [Record No. 4, p. 5, T 3]. According to the BOP’s website,
Dutchie is now confined in the Beaumont Medium FGe http://www.bop.gov/inmateloc/ (last visited

on Aug. 5, 2015, as to Dutchie, BOP Register No. 04185-081).
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11, 2015 deadline was to expire, Dutchie requkatthird extension [Record No. 14] which
the Court denied. [Record No. 15] On J@& 2015, Dutchie requested a fourth extension
[Record No. 16] which was alstenied. [Record No. 17] Bause Dutchie has waived his
right to file a reply to the Warden’s Responges Court will address ¢hmerits of Dutchie’s
§ 2241 petition without thienefit of a reply.

BACKGROUND

In October 1992, Dutchie was charged with second degree murder in violation of 18
U.S.C. 8§ 1111. United Sates v. Adrian Dean Dutchie, No. 2:92-CR-260-DS-1 (D. Utah,
1992). He subsequently pleaded guilty t® tffense and, on March 22, 1995, was sentenced
to a 327-month prison term of imprisonmdaotlowed by a 60-month term of supervised
release. The Ninth Circuit remanded Du&hisentence but, on rend the district court
imposed the same sentence.

On January 23, 1996, Dutchie was inddtin a California federal court for
Possession of a Prohibited Objdnt an Inmate in a Federal Correctional Institution in
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 1791(a)(2)United Sates v. Adrian D. Dutchie, No. 2:96-CR-58-
GHK-1 (C. D. Cal. 1996). Dutchie pleadedilty to the offense. On May 21, 1996, he
received an 18-month prison sentence whias ordered to run consecutively to his 327-
month sentence resulting frams Utah conviction.

Dutchie alleged that the BOP had not laggpall of the statutory good conduct time
credits (“GCTC") to which he is entitled. Hermends that he was improperly denied a total
of 588 days of GCTC based alisciplinary infractions inaued between 1994 and 2013.
Based on his calculations, Dutchie argues thahweild complete service of his two federal

sentences in either late 2014early 2015. [Record No. 1, p. 4]

-2-



The Warden responds that the BOP has plppalculated the amount of time which
Dutchie must serve in federal prison. TWarden relies on Alan R& sworn Declaration
dated September 24, 2014. [Recbiol 8-1] Ray is the Mamggment Analyst at the BOP’s
Designation and Sentence Compigta Center in Grand Prairid,exas, and has worked in
the area of inmate sentence computations slalye1991. In computinthe amount of time
which Dutchie must serve ohis Utah and California sesrices, Ray examined various
records including the BOP’s Sentence MonigriComputation Data (“SMCD”), the United
States Marshals Prisoner Tracking System, the official conviction records, Sentence
Monitoring Good Time Data, Inmate DiscipdirData, and the docunmtsnfrom the BOP’s
Administrative Remedy Generalized RetrievaRay has computed the amount of time
Dutchie has served or will be required to serve on each of his sentences, and his
computations are effectivas of September 16, 2014.

Ray explains that the BOP has credif@atchie’'s Utah sentee with 893 days of
prior custody credit covering the period betwed@ctober 10, 1992 (the date of Dutchie’s
arrest in Utah) through Manc21, 1995, (the day before Dutehwas sentenced in the Utah
district court). [Record No. 8-1, p. 3, 118—Ray bases his opinion on the SMCD as of
September 16, 2014, [Record No. 8-1, p. 62], whiflects that the BOP has determined
that Dutchie began serving his Utah sentence on March 22, $89%5ate Computation
Began” entry) and that the BOP has applied 8&3s of pre-sentence credit to that sentence
(see “Total Prior Credit Time . . . 893" entry)Based on Ray’s Deaation and the BOP’s
documentation, the Warden disputes Dutchie’sriiesethat the BOP has divested him of his
pre-sentence credits, arguing that the BOP hayseply applied all 893 d& of pre-sentence,

prior-custody credits.



Ray states that during the three-year period between October 11, 1992, and October
10, 1995, Dutchie was eligible to earn 162 day&GfTC, even though most of that period
consisted of pre-sentence/pricustody credit. However, Behie only earned (or became
“vested” in) 108 days of GCTC because heswanvicted of two disciplinary infractions
which resulted in the loss of 54 days of GCT(Ray Decl., Recal No. 8-1, pp. 2-3, 11 6—
8]

Ray explained that, regarding the Utah seog, Dutchie had a projected release date
of May 1, 2018, which was contingent on tBhie’s institutional behavior remaining
satisfactory. I[d., p. 3-4, 11 9-10] Ray states that ift€hie is convicted of any future prison
violation(s), and if the conviction results ihe forfeiture of additional GCTC, the May 1,
2018, projected release date for the Utahviction will be extended.Id., p. 3, 1 9] Ray
further explains that if the May 1, 2018, mcied release date went into effect, Dutchie
would then begin serving his consecutive 18-rho@alifornia sentence on that same date
and, if his institutional conduct was satisfagtduring the time he was serving the California
sentence, he would bel@ased from the BOP’s custy on August 22, 2019.d., pp. 3-4, 11
9-10; p. 2,1 2; p. 4, 1 10]

Notably, however, Ray’s Declaration is datégtember 24, 2014, and the Warden’s
response (which relies on Ray’s Declaratiargs filed on November 7, 2014 -- over nine
months before this Memorandum Opinion andé&r When those documents were prepared

and filed, Dutchie’s projected release datehis Utah sentenosas May 1, 2018, and the

2 Ray explains that Dutchie was actually ordered to fdfedays of GCTC between October 10,
1994, and October 10, 1995 (because of two institutional/disciplinary convictions), but that pursuant to
BOP Program Statement 5880.&8ntence Computation Manual (CCCA of 1984), only a maximum of

54 days can be disallowed for any one-year time peritdl, dp. 2-3, 1 6]
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projected release date on his conseeutValifornia sentence was August 22, 2019.
However, the situation has changed siS8eptember 24, 2014 ancbXember 7, 2014. The
Court has recently reviewed Dutchie’s infation on BOP’s websitewhich shows that
Dutchie’s final release date hasebeextended from August 22, 2019,Qatober 7, 2019.

See http://www.bop.gov/iinmateloc/ (last visited on Aug. 5, 2015, as to Dutchie, BOP
Register No. 04185-081).

Given this information, it appears likely thatfter Ray signed his Declaration in
September 2014, arafter the Warden filed his Resps& on November 7, 2015, Dutchie
was required to forfeit additional GCTCDutchie’'s projected release of May 1, 2018
(regarding his Utah sentence)shizeen extended, and the esponding projected release of
August 22, 2019 (regarding his cewsitive California sentence) has also been extended.

Ray explains that between Octolidr, 1992 and Septemb®6, 2014, Dutchie earned
373 days of GCTC, in which he has a vestedaste out of a possible total of 1,134 days of
GCTC. [Record No. 8-1, pp. 2-§,6] If Dutchie maintai® good institutional behavior, he
could earn 619 more days of GCTC by the timeserves his Utah sentence. [Record No. 8-
1, pp. 3-4, 1 9see also SMCD as of September 16, 201p. 62 (“Total GCT Earned and
Projected” entry)] Attachetb Ray’s Declaration is thBOP’s Sentence Monitoring Good
Time Data as of September 16, 2014 [Record No. 8-1, p. 24], which illustrates Ray’s
calculations using verticalnd horizontal columns.

The columns on left side of the padeow that each year, from October 11 to the
following October 10, Dutchie was eligible éarn a total of 1,134 gla of GCTC, starting
on October 11, 1992, through Septemb@&, 2014, at the rate of ®¥ays of GCTC per year.

[Seeid., “Max Possible,” “DIS,” and “FFT” entries.] The column to the immediate right lists
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the specific amounts of GCTC which Ray waslered to forfeit eaclyear due to his
disciplinary convictions. Jee id., “Actual Totals,” “DIS,” and “FFT” entries.] As Ray
explains, however, the maximuamount of GCTC which thBOP can deduct is 54 days per
year. The column on the rigtde of the page lists themount of GCTC in which Ray
became vested every year betweeto®er 11, 1992 and gember 16, 2014.1d., “Vested
Amount” columnf

The summary at the bottom of the documeeflects that Ray has earned, or has
become “vested” in, 373 dayp$ GCTC, which includes the 80days of GCTC that Dutchie
earned during most of the pre-sentence/paostody term of his federal incarceration
(between October 11, 1992, ca®@ctober 10, 1995). Sge id., “Total Earned Amount . . .
373" entry.] That summary alsmdicates that Dutchie can earn a total of 619 days of
GCTC. [eeid., “Total Earned and Projected Amount . 619” entry.] Thus, if Dutchie
serves the remainder of his Utah sentence without disciplinary incident, he will have earned
246 more days of GCTC, to lmded to the 373 days of GC in which he has already
become vested.

Ray explains that a BOP inmate is eligitdeesarn 54 days of GCT€ach year if he or
she maintains good institutional behavior, buit thetween October 1994 and September 16,
2014, Dutchie did not maintain satisfactorytitgional behavior. [Record No. 8-1, p. 4, 11
11-12; 9 14] During that twenty-year period, Dutchie was involved in 77 different
disciplinary episodes, most of which led to gioary convictions. Asa result of many of

those disciplinary convictions, Dutchie was ordered to forfeit, and has since forfeited, 761

3 This document appears to contain the sareekdown of Dutchie’s eaed and forfeited GCTC
that is set forth in the BOP’s Sentence Monitoridgod Time Data as of January 21, 2014 [Record No.
1-1, p. 2], which Dutchie attached to his § 2241 petition.
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days of GCTC. Id., 11 12-13]. The specific detaitlds Dutchie’s numerous disciplinary
convictions, such as the chasgealisposition, and resulting loss of GCTC, are set forth in
“Attachment 5” to Ray’s Declaration. Sge BOP’s Inmate Discipline Data, Chronological
Disciplinary Record, Record No. 8-1, pp. 25-47.]

Dutchie did not file administrative appsadf the numerous skiplinary convictions
that formed the basis of his forfeituocd GCTC under the BOP’s administrative remedy
process set forth in 28 C.F.R. § 542.15. [RdcNo. 8-1, p. 4, 1 11] Ray points to the
BOP’s documentation which reveals that duridgtchie’s 22-year comiement in various
BOP facilities, Dutchie filed onlpne administrative remedy as to a disciplinary hearing in
1999, Remedy No. 188831-F1Ray explains that other than filing that one, subsequently-
rejected administrative remedy dune 1999, Dutchie took no other steps to administratively
challenge any of his other numasodisciplinary convictions.Idl.]

In his response, the Warden asserts Ehdathie was free to @tlenge his numerous
disciplinary convictions under the BOP’s admstrative remedy regulations; that Dutchie
failed to exhaust and pursue his administetappeal rights; and that having failed to
exhaust his available administrative remediesording to the BOP’s regulations, Dutchie
has waived the right to collatdly challenge the deduction dfe 761 days of his GCTC in

this § 2241 habeas proceeding.

4 Ray states that on June 16, 1999, Dutchie tried to appeal the Report filed by a Disciplinary
Hearing Officer (“DHQO"), by submitting a BP-9 “lRaest for Administrative Remedy” at the institution
where he was confined. The remedy request wasddr@Ecause Dutchie had filed it at the wrong level.
Ray Decl. [Record No. 8, p. 6, n. Xee also Attachment B, “Administrative Remedy Generalized
Retrieval, [Record No. 8-1, pp. 9-11]
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DISCUSSION

Based on Ray’s detailed Declarationdatme SMCD as of September 16, 2014,
[Record No. 8-1p. 62], and Sentence Monitoring Goddme Data as of September 16,
2014, |d., p. 24], the Warden hasufficiently established that the BOP has properly
calculated the time which Dutchie must semn his Utah sentence; has applied all pre-
sentence credits (893 days)wiich Duchie is entitled; hasextited the proper amount of
GCTC (373 days thus far) to his Utah sentence; and has deducted the proper amount GCTC
(619 days) from that sentence. The WaisleResponse andttached documentation,
including Alan Ray’s sworn Declarat, support the following conclusions:

(a) the Utah Senteno®mmenced on March 22, 1®%he date on which it
sentence was imposed;

(b) the BOP has credited Dutchiddah sentence with 893 days of pre-
sentence/prior credit custody to which Dutchie is entithed,id., “Total
Prior Credit Time....893” entry;

(c) as of September 16, 2014, Duichiad earned 373 days of GCTC but
had forfeited 761 de of GCTC;

(d) Dutchie is projected to corgpe his Utah sentence on May 1, 2018;
and,

(e) assuming that Dutchie completes Utah sentence on May 1, 2018, he
will have earned #otal of 619 days of GCTC.

The Court has compared the BOP’s year-by-year breakdown of earned and forfeited
GCTC set forth in the Sentem Monitoring Good Time Da as of September 16, 2014
[Record No. 8-1, p. 24], with the BOP’s tdided itemization of Dutchie’s numerous

disciplinary convictions which resulted in thess of GCTC, all of which are set forth in

5 Again, this date may have subsequentdgrbextended given the information about Dutchie’s
release date listed on the BOP’s website as of August 5, 2015.
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detail in Attachment 5I¢., pp. 25-47] to Ray’s Declaratio The Sentence Monitoring Good
Time Data as of September 16, 2014 shaive amount of GCTC which Dutchie was
required to forfeit each yedretween October 11 and Octold€r of the following calendar
year, starting on October 11, 1992 and continuing until October 10,°20M8th the
exception of two consecutive years (Octobgy 2003, to October 12004, and October 11,
2004, to October 10, 2005), the GCTC forfeitareounts listed in the Sentence Monitoring
Good Time Data as of September 16, 2014, correspeemdly to the amounts of forfeited
GCTC enumerated in Attachment 5.

Regarding the one-year period betweenoOer 11, 2003, and October 10, 2004, the
Sentence Monitoring Good Time Data @fsSeptember 16, 2014 [Record No 8-1, p. 24]
states that Dutchie was ordered to forfeit H2§s of GCTC, but the amounts of forfeited
GCTC listed for that period of time in Attatlent 5 appear to total only 116 days of
forfeited GCTC. $ee id. pp. 33-35 (listing in reverse der six separate disciplinary
convictions resulting in forfeited GCTC beten April 22, 2004 and Ugust 2, 2004).] Even
so, that 14-day discrepancy has no actuatrirdental effect on Ducthie, because as
previously explained, whethéine amount of GCTC ordered be forfeited “m paper” was
116 or 130, the actual amount of GCTC which Dutdueially forfeited during that one-
year period was onl$4 days.

Regarding the next year, betweentd@der 11, 2004 and ®@aber 10, 2005, the

Sentence Monitoring Good Time Data asS#ptember 16, 2014 states that Dutchie was

6 Dutchie did not lose any GCTC until the ybatween October 11, 1994nd October 10, 1995,
when he was ordered to forfeit 67 days of GCTC gaper,” but even so the BOP was allowed to deduct
only the maximum o064 days of GCTC for that period. Further, Dutchie enjoyed three full years in
which he did not forfeiany GCTC: (1) the year between October 11, 2002, and October 10, 2003; (2)
the year between October 11, 2008, and OctobeQ@; and (3) the year between October 11, 2009,
and October 10, 2010e Record No. 8-1, p. 24.]
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required to forfeit 68 days @CTC, but the amounts of forfeit€&ICTC listed for that period
of time in Attachment 5 appear to total 82 days, not 6&e Record No. 81, pp. 32-33,
(listing in reverse order fowseparate disciplinary convictiomesulting in forfeited GCTC,
between January 1, 2005 and October 9, 200&gain, this 14-day discrepancy has no
actual, real effect on Dutchie’s Utah sentermerause whether the aomt of GCTC ordered
to be forfeited “on paper” was 68 or 88e actual amount of GCTC which Dutclaetually
forfeited during that one year was oB days’

Simply put, the BOP’s calculations of deducted GCTC set forth in Sentence
Monitoring Good Time Data as of Septber 16, 2014 [Record N&1, p. 24] “add up.”
Dutchie lost54 days of GCTC between @ber 1994 and October 1998) days of GCTC
between October 1995 and October 1996; &hdays of GCTC hsveen October 1996 and
October 1997. Those amounts resulé8days of forfeited GCTC.

During the next eleven years, betwedactober 1997 and October 2008, Dutchie lost
54 days of GCTC per year (attugh most of the listed amoumt®re higher than 54); that
amount, multiplied by ten (10) yeasselds a forfeiture amount &40 days. Dutchie lost no
GCTC during the next two consecutive yedmstween October 20G8d October 2010, but
his good institutional conduchded between October 2010 and October 2011, during which
time he lost anotheb4 days of GCTC (identified as109”). Between October 2011 and
October 2012, Dutchie logR days of GCTC; and betwe&ctober 2012 and October 2013,

Dutchie lost27 days of GCTC. Adding the amounts of 98, 540, 54, 42, and 27 yields a total

7 The two 14-day discrepancies betweeno®et 2003 and October 2004, and between October
2004 and October 2005, effectively “cancel” each otfidre actual totals of forfeited GCTC, taken from
the disciplinary incidents listed in Attachment Sleget that Dutchie was ordered to forfeit 198 days of
GCTC during those two years; the entries fagsth same two years on the Sentence Monitoring Good
Time Data as of September 16, 2014 also total 198(d&@gsdays plus 68 days). Thus, the same result of
198 days is reached.
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of 761 days of forfeited GCTC, the exact anmbuwhich the BOP has deducted from
Dutchie’s Utah sentence. Thus, the BOg&kulations of forfeited GCTC are correct.

Ray explains that the BOP projects tBatichie will earn 619 days of GCTC toward
his Utah sentence, based on the assumptionDihtmhie would stay out of trouble and not
incur additional disciplinary convictions whiawould result in the loss of additional GCTC.
Ray’s sworn Declaration and its attachmentsoatonfirm that if Dutchie had remained
incident-free, he would have begun servimg consecutive California sentence on May 1,
2018, the date on which he washave completed servicd his Utahsentence. See SMCD
as of September 16, 2014, Record No. 8-1, p. 883t document also projects that Dutchie
is eligible to earn a total of 70 days of BC on his California sentence, and assuming that
he served his California sentence without prigdractions resulting in the loss of GCTC, he
would complete that segrice on August 22, 2019d. It appears, howevgthat Dutchie has
forfeited more GCTC since the Warden filed hesponse, as the BOP’s website information
of August 5, 2015, indicates that the Dutchigklease date has now been extended to
October 7, 2019. Even so, the appareextension of Dutchie’s firaelease date to October
2019 does not change or adversely impact theracg of the BOP’s calculations set forth in
the submissions attached to WarddResponse filed on November 7, 2014.

Dutchie claims in his petition that the Bhas been (or is) improperly deducting 588
days of earned and vested GCTC becaudeisopast disciplinary convictions. But as the
Warden correctly notes, the administrative rdyn@rocess available to a federal prisoner

challenging the denial of GCTC is set forth in 28 C.F.R. § 5424 Dutchie’s time for

8 The BOP’s regulations set forth the proceduresppealing a prison disciplinary conviction. A
federal inmate challenging a coation and sanction imposed by a DHO does not submit a BP-9 remedy
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challenging the forfeiture oliis GCTC has passed withoutvalid appeal of any of his
disciplinary convictions. Thus, the BOP ha®operly deducted 76dlays of GCTC from
Dutchie’s Utah sentence.

It is well-settled that federal prisonensust exhaust their adnistrative remedies
before they filea § 2241 petitionFazzini v. Ne. Ohio Corr. Ctr., 473 F.3d 229, 231 (6th Cir.
2006);Little v. Hopkins, 638 F.2d 953, 953-54 (6th Cir. 1981)he “prison’s requirements .

. . define the boundaried proper exhaustion.Jonesv. Bock, 549 U.S. 199, 218 (2007). To
properly exhaust, the prisoner must “makédl fuse of the prison grievance process.”
Woodford v. Ngo, 548 U.S. 81, 94 (2006) (discussinghanstion in the Prison Litigation
Reform Act);Fazzini, 473 F.3d at 232 n.3 (noting applicability Wbodford in the habeas
context). Proper exhaustion requires “using all steps that the agency holds out, and doing so
properly (so that the agency addresses the issues on the mevitspdford, 548 U.S. at 91
(internal quotation marks omitted).

Exhaustion serves several policy goals‘ptbomotes efficiency” by creating a record
and gives the BOP “an opportunity to correct its own mistak&sZzini, 473 F.3d at 232
(quotingWoodford, 548 U.S. at 89). The BOP “shoulé given the opportunity to consider
the application of its policy tfpetitioner’s] claim before thenatter is litigated in the federal
courts.” Urbina v. Thoms, 270 F.3d 292, 295 n.1 (6th Cir. 2001) (quofiraylor v. United

Sates, 62 F.3d 1418 (6th Cir. 1995) (unpublishidble decision)). Where prisoners have

request at the institutional level, but instead naygteal the decision to the BOP Regional Office for the
region where he is confinedsee 28 C.F.R. 88 542.15(a), 542.14(d)(2). If the Regional Office rejects the
appeal for “correctable” reasons, it must inforne fhmate of the problem and provide him or her
reasonable time to correct and fesit the appeal. 28 C.F.R. § 542.17(b). If the Regional Office does
not allow the inmate an opportunity to correct the appgeabr she can appeal the rejection to the Central
Office. 28 C.F.R. 8 542.17(c). If the inmatedssatisfied with the Regional Office’s substantive
response to his appeal, he can submit a BP-11 appeal to the BOP’s Central Office within thirty calendar
days. 28 C.F.R. § 542.15(a).
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disregarded the BOP’s procedural requirements for appealing an adverse administrative
response, they have failed to propexkhaust their administrative remedieZee, e.g., Smith
v. Zuercher, No. 7:08-CV-229-KKC, 2009 WL 499112,*8 (E.D. Ky. Feb. 27, 2009).

To the extent that Dutchigtempts to collaterally attackny or all of his numerous
disciplinary convictions which have resultedtire loss of 761 days of his GCTC, he cannot
proceed. Ray’s sworn Declaration and the agdafocumentation from the BOP reflect that
Dutchie has failed to exhaust his claims chajlag the loss of 761 days of GCTC. During
the past twenty years, Dutchie did not ap@esl of his numerous disciplinary convictions
pursuant to the BOP’s administrative remedy pssc Dutchie offers nothing to controvert
the Warden’s submissions whigkrify that (except for subitting one improperly directed
remedy request in June 1999) he did notwtlse attempt to administratively appeaaly of
his disciplinary convictionsvhich date back to 1994.

“Federal prisoners who procedurallyfa@t on their administrative claims must
demonstrate cause and prejudice for the omissidlidte v. Perez, 14 F. App’x 330, 331
(6th Cir. 2001) (citingMoscato v. Fed. Bureau of Prisons, 98 F.3d 757, 760 (3d Cir. 1996);
Sanchez v. Miller, 792 F.2d 694, 697-99 (7th Cir. 1986)putchie broadly claims in his 8
2241 petition that the BOP has improperly degnt him of earned GCTC, but he has
submitted nothing to support his assertion thatforfeiture of his GTCC was improper, nor
has he provided any reasons for defaulting on his administrative appeal rights.

Because Dutchie has not established cause for failing to administratively appeal
of his disciplinary convictions, he cannot cadlatlly challenge the dieiction of 761 days of

his GCTC in this § 2241 habeas proceediiige BOP has applied 893 days of pre-sentence
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credit to Dutchie’s Utah sentence, and its daliton of his Utah seehce is documented and
supported in all respect&ee Moscato, 98 F.3d at 760.
CONCLUSION

Based on the record before the Court, the BOP has correctly calculated Dutchie’s
federal sentence. Dutchie hast appealed his disciplinary convictions and loss of GCTC
through the BOP’s administrae remedy process. o&ordingly, it is hereby

ORDERED as follows:

1. The Clerk of the Court sh&END a copy of this Mmorandum Opinion and
Order; the attached Judgmeogipies of Record Nos. 16éa 17; and a copy of the docket
sheet (current through this date) Petitioner Adrian Dean Dutchie, at the following address:

Adrian Dean Dutchie
BOPRegisteNo. 04185-081
FClBeaumontMedium
FederalCorrectionalnstitution
P.0.Box 26040
BeaumontTexas77720

2. Dutchie’s 28 U.S.C. § 2241 petition fowat of habeas cqus [Record No. 1]
is DENIED;

3. The Court will enter an appragie Judgment this date; and

4. This habeas proceeding@dSMISSED and STRICKEN from the Court’s

docket.

This 13" day of August, 2015.

Signed By:
W Danny C. Reeves DCR
United States District Judge
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