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UNITED STATESDISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF MASSACHUSETTS

EDDIE SWINTON,
Petitioner,

Civil Action No.
V. 17-11698-FDS
WARDEN JEFF GRONDOLSKY,

Respondent.

S N N N N N N N N N N

ORDER DISMISSING PETITION

SAYLOR,J.

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 224&tpionerEddie Swinton’s petition for a writ of habeas
corpusis herebyDENIED and this action iBISMISSED

Thepetitionis labeled as a “Petition fak/rit of Habeas Corpus Ad Subjiciendum,” and
does not identify its statutory basis. It alleges, in substance, that hisecoefihis illegal. The
Court will construe the petitionnder both 28 U.S.C. § 224hd28 U.S.C. § 2255.

A “motion pursuant to [28 U.S.C.] § 2241 mgrally challenges thexecution of a federal
prisoner's sentence, including such matters as the administration of pangbeitation of a
prisoner's sentence by prison officials, prison disciplinary actions, priswidrs, type of
detention and prison conditions.Thornton v. Sabol, 620 F. Supp. 2d 203, 206 (D. Mass. 2009)
(quotingJiminian v. Nash, 245 F.3d 144, 146 (2d Cir.2001)he claim here does not address
any ofthose types of issues, and therefore the petitiapbe denied under 28 U.S.C. §2243.

Under 28 U.S.C. § 2255, a federal prisoner who claims that his “sentence was imposed in

1 The “savings clause” exception provides petitioner no relief under 82Rdrke there is no showing that a
§ 2255motion was “inadequate or ineffective to test the legality of his detentiBee 28 U.S.C. § 2255(e).
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violation of the Constitution or laws of the United States, or that the court was without
jurisdiction to impose such sentence . . . , maye the court which imposed the sentence to
vacate, set aside or correct the senten28.U.S.C. § 2255(a) (emphasis suppliethe
sentencing court here was the Southern District of Florida, not the Distht@ssfachusetts, and
therefore the Couftasno jurisdiction or venu# entertain the petition to the extenisibrought
under §2255. Furthermore, it would appabe an unauthorized second or successive 8§ 2255

petition.? Under the circumstances, the petitigitl be denied.

So Ordered.
[s/E. Dennis Saylor IV
F Dennis Saylor, IV
Dated: Septembe&7, 2017 United States District Judge

2 A review of the dockets of the Southern District of Florida and the Coéppéals for the Eleventh
Circuit reveals that petitioner previoudlied an unsuccessful 82255 motion on unrelated grounds, and that a
counseled petition for leave to file a second and successive §2255 motionlatedrgeounds was deniedlnited
Satesv. Swinton, No. 980698 Cr-KLR, Order Denying §2255 Motion, ECF No. 70 (S.D. Fla. Aug 14, 2001);
Re: Eddie Snvinton, No. 1613171J, Order, 28 U.S.C. §2255(h) (11th Cir. June 30, 2016).



