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Federal prisoner Ryan Bonneau appeals pro se from the district court’s
judgment granting in part and denying in part his 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas petition.
We have jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1291. We review de novo a district court’s

denial of a 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas corpus petition, see Mora-Meraz v. Thomas,
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601 F.3d 933, 939 (9th Cir. 2010), and we affirm.

Bonneau’s section 2241 petition challenged two prison disciplinary
proceedings and alleged that the Bureau of Prisons (“BOP”) violated his due
process rights by removing him from the Residential Drug Abuse Treatment
Program (“RDAP”). The district court concluded that Bonneau’s due process
rights were violated in one of the disciplinary proceedings and ordered the incident
report expunged and the sanctions resulting from that hearing reversed. The
district court further concluded that it lacked jurisdiction to review Bonneau’s
claim requesting reinstatement into RDAP.

On appeal, Bonneau contends that the district court could have considered
his RDAP claim insofar as he was requesting reinstatement into RDAP or
reevaluation for RDAP placement as part of the remedy for the constitutional
violation that occurred in his disciplinary proceeding. The district court correctly
determined that it lacked jurisdiction to review the BOP’s individualized
determination made pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 3621. See 18 U.S.C. § 3625; Reeb v.
Thomas, 636 F.3d 1224, 1227-28 (9th Cir. 2011). Furthermore, even assuming the
district court could have ordered the remedy Bonneau seeks, it did not abuse its
broad discretion in fashioning habeas relief in this case. See Hilton v. Braunskill,
481 U.S. 770, 775 (1987).

AFFIRMED.
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