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Per Curiam Proceedingprose andin fornma pauperis

(I FP), Ranmon Mejias Negron (Mejias) appeals fromthe district
court’s denial of his notionto holdthe U. S. Marshal in contenpt
of court. He also appeals the district court’s denial of his
subsequent notion pursuant to Fed. R Civ. P. 52(a) seeking
findi ngs of fact and concl usions of |aw on the merits of his
contenpt noti on.

Mejias’s argunment that the U.S. Marshal is guilty of
cont enpt of court because he failedto obey thedistrict court’s
directiveinits final judgment that Mejias be returnedtothe
federal prisonfacility in Rochester, Mnnesota, i s unavailing.
A district court does not have the authority to specify a
particul ar prisoninwhichthe defendant is to serve his or her

sentence. United Statesv. Wells, 766 F. 2d 12, 19 (1st G r. 1985).

The Attorney General, through the Bureau of Prisons (BOP),

desi gnat es the pl ace of confinement. See United States v. WI son,

503 U. S. 329, 331, (1992). Accordingly, Mejias has not established
contenpt of court, and the district court did not err by denyi ng
his notion.

Furthernmore, the district court didnot err in denying
Mejias’ s notion pursuant to Rul e 52(a) either because the court was

not required to nmake findi ngs of fact and draw concl usi ons of | aw



regardi ng Mejias’s contenpt notion. Rule 52(a) states: *“Findings
of fact and concl usi ons of | aware unnecessary on deci si ons of
noti ons under Rul e 12 or 56 or any ot her noti on except as provi ded
I n subdivision (c) of thisrule.” Because the exception of Rule
52(c) does not apply tothe present facts, it is clear that under
Rul e 52(a) the district court didnot err insunmarily denying as

noot Mejias’s contenpt notion wi t hout opi nion. See Enzo Bi ochem

Inc. v. Calgene, Inc., 188 F. 3d 1362, 1379 (Fed. Cr. 1999). The

court’s judgnent is AFFI RVED.

AFF| RVED.



