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PER CURI AM

Ahnmed M Aj aj seeks to appeal the district court’s order
denying relief inthis 28 U S.C. § 2241 (2000) action. W affirm
as nodifi ed.

The conpl aint alleged constitutional violations at FCl -
Edgefield, and is properly construed as an action brought pursuant

to Bivens v. Six Unknown Naned Agents of Fed. Bureau of Narcotics,

403 U. S. 388 (1971). Ajaj sought only equitable relief, and his
transfer to the federal penitentiary in Florence, Col orado, nooted

his clainms about conditions at FCl-Edgefield. See Wllians v.

Giffin, 952 F.2d 820, 823 (4th GCr. 1991). To the extent that
Ajaj conplained about his transfer to Colorado, the Bureau of
Prisons has discretion to determ ne where and under what conditions

a federal prisoner is housed. See Bell v. Wlfish, 411 U S. 520,

539, 540-41 n.23 (1979). Further, Ajaj did not have a protected

liberty interest in remaining at FCl-Edgefield. See Sandin v.

Conner, 515 U S. 472, 484 (1995). Finally, the district court
shoul d not have addressed the conditions of Ajaj’s confinenent in
Col or ado. Ajaj nanmed only the warden at FCl-Edgefield as a
def endant and did not anmend his conplaint to add a cause of action
about conditions of his confinenent in Col orado. The district
court was without jurisdiction over anyone with responsibility for

such condi ti ons.



We accordingly affirmas nodified. Ajaj’s notion for the
appoi ntment of counsel is denied. This decision is wthout
prejudice to Ajaj’s right to challenge the conditions of his
present confinenent inthe district court in Colorado. W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are

adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RMED AS MODI FI ED




