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A jury convicted Andreco Lott, federal prisoner # 27068-177,
of conspiracy to commt bank robbery, two counts of bank robbery,
two counts of conspiracy to obstruct interstate conmmerce by
robbery, and four counts of using and carrying a firearmduring a

crime of violence. See United States v. Lott, 66 F. App’ x 523 (5th

Cir. 2003). The district court sentenced Lott to a total aggregate
termof inprisonnent of 1,111 nonths, to be foll owed by concurrent
ternms of three and five years of supervised release. The district

court ordered Lott to pay restitution in the amount of $87, 359. 85,

" Pursuant to 5THOR R 47.5, the court has determ ned that
this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except
under the limted circunstances set forth in 5THCQR R 47.5. 4.



jointly and severally with his codefendants, with paynent to begin
imedi ately. The district court also ordered Lott to pay speci al
assessnments of $900 i rmedi ately.

More than one year after his conviction and sentence becane
final, Lott filed a “Mdtion to Modify Assessnents Court Cost and
Restitution Order and Set Installnent Paynents” and a petition to
establish quarterly installnments. The purpose of the notions was
for the district court to establish a paynent plan for the speci al
assessnents and restitution. Lott alleged that the Bureau of
Prisons (BOP) was requiring himto pay nore per nonth than he coul d
afford. Lott appeals the district court’s denial of these notions.

Lott’s notions challenged the manner in which the BOP was
admnistering the Inmate Financial Responsibility Program Hi s
motions did not explicitly attack any action by the sentencing
court. Lott’s notions are in the nature of 28 U S C § 2241
petitions and should have been filed in the district of his

i ncarceration. See Pack v. Yusuff, 218 F.3d 448, 451 (5th Cr.

2000) .

Accordingly, the district court’s order is VACATED and this
case is REMANDED with instructions for the district court to enter
an order dismssing Lott’s petitions for |ack of subject matter
jurisdiction.

VACATED and REMANDED.



