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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
EASTERN DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY
SOUTHERN DIVISION

LONDON
KAVURANTE D. PETTIGREW, )
)
Petitioner, ) Civil No. 6: 15-2076FVT
)
v. )
)
WARDEN J. C. HOLLAND, ) MEMORANDUM OPINION
) & ORDER
Respondent. )
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Kavurante D. Pettigrews an inmate confined at the United States Penitentiary
McCrearyin Pine Knot, Kentucky. Proceeding without an attorattigrewhas filed a
petition for a writ of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241] [R.

Pettigrewhas not paid the $5.00 filing fee required by 28 U.S.C. § 16dflled a
motion to waive payment of it pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8§ 1®Beécause the filing fee is incurred
when the petition is filed, the Court will direct the Bureau of Prisons (“BOP”) to tiduiéive
dollar filing fee from funds in Pettigrew’s inmate account in satisfaction of itmetdial
obligation.

The Court conducts an initial review of habeas corpus petitions. 28 U.S.C. § 2243;
Alexander v. Northern Bureau of Prisons, 419 F. App’x 544, 545 (6th Cir. 2011). The Court
must deny the petition “if it plainly appears from the petition and any attachdatexhat the
petitioner is not entitled to relief.” Rule 4 of the Rules Governing 8§ 2254 Cases in thd Uni
States District Courts (applicable t@841 petitions pursuant to Rule 1(b)). The Court evaluates
Pettigrew’s petition under a more lenient standard because he is not reprbyearteattorney.

Erickson v. Pardus, 551 U.S. 89, 94 (2007Burton v. Jones, 321 F.3d 569, 573 (6th Cir. 2003).
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At this stage, the Court accepts the petitioner’s factual allegations as tiues &egal claims
are liberally construed in his favoBell Atlantic Corp. v. Twombly, 550 U.S. 544, 555-56
(2007).

In his petition, Pettigrew states thathees“delivered his payment” of afines and costs
imposed as part of the criminal judgment entered against him, and contends thiatfoeas
entitled to dissolution of the “lien” against him in his criminal case, presumalllingsn his
release from prison. [R. 1, p. 1-3] This argument is functionally identical to one made
repeatedly by Christopher Harris, another inmate at USIEGreary, whose repeated and
abusive filings have resulted in the entry of a sanctions order prohibiting him frognnidw
actions or motions absent prior permission from the Catatrisv. U.S Marshal, No. 15-120-
DLB (E.D. Ky. 2015). Indeed, the handwriting in Pettigrew’s petition plainly baldadarris,
who drafted this and numerous neddegntical petitions on behalf of several other inmated
filed them within a matters of days. Sa&éliamsv. Holland, No. 6: 15-201KKC (E.D. Ky.
2015);Kdly v. Holland, No. 6: 15-205-DLB (E.D. Ky. 2015Pennisv. Holland, No. 6: 15-206-
DLB (E.D. Ky. 2015);Pettigrew v. Holland, No. 6: 15-20/GFVT (E.D. Ky. 2015);Hinojosa v.
Holland, No. 6: 15-208-DLB (E.D. Ky. 2015Rettigrew v. Holland, No. 6: 15-21KKC (E.D.
Ky. 2015).

On the merits, this argument is entirely frivolous. @fited Satesv. Harris, No. 1:98-
CR-121-SEB-DKL-3 (S.D. Ind. 1998) [R. 86 therein (“the defendant is servingxleeuted
portion of the sentence imposed in the above action and his requests are based on the mistaken
premise that the judgment entered in the case represemtsnaercial transaction which can be
satisfied—to seure his releaseby theposting of a bond)]; Harrisv. Wands, 410 F. App’x

125 (10th Cir. 2011) (“Mr. Harris does not appear to challenge the validity of his conyicti
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only its execution, and he does so based on principles of contract law. Despite his ar¢gomment
the contrary, however, Mr. Harrgssentence is not the creation of civil commercial
transactions.”)Harrisv. Kammerzell, 440 F. App’x 627 (10th Cir. 2011) (same, and affirming

the district court’s imposition of ptiling restrictions);Harrisv. Holder, No. 1:14CV-584,

2014 WL 4388263 (S.D. W. Va. Sept. 3, 2014) (same). The Court agrees with the Tenth Circuit
that the tise of commercial law theories based on the U.C.C. to attack the execution of his
criminal sentence simply has no foundation in our lavirtarris, 410 F. App’x at 147.

Pettigrew’s petition will therefore be denied.

Pettigrew, who signed the petition, is cautioned that the Court will impose substantia
sanctions or fines upon him should he file such patently frivolous actions or motions again,
whether in this case or in future matters.

Accordingly,I T ISORDERED that:

1. The Clerk of the Court shall send a copy of this Order to the warden of the
institution in whichPettigrewis currently confined.

2. Pettigrews cugodian shall send the Clerk of the Court payment of the $5.00
filing fee from funds in Pettigrew’s inmate trust fund account once the amountaadbent
exceeds $10.00.

3. Pettigrews petition for a writ of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 2241

[R. 1] is DENIED.



4. This action iDISMISSED andSTRICKEN from the Court’s docket.
5. Judgment shall be entered contemporaneously with this Memorandum Opinion
and Order.

This December 15, 2015.

Gregory F”Van Tatenhove
United States District Judge



