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PER CURI AM *

Def endant - Appellant Tim C  Wllianms appeals from his
conviction, sentence, and final order of crimnal forfeiture
followng his plea of guilty to conspiracy to |aunder noney and
conspiracy to possess with intent to distribute nore than five
kil ograns of cocaine in violation of 18 U . S.C. 8§ 1956(a)(1)(A) (i)
and (h); 21 U S C 88 841(a)(1), (b)(1)(A), 846. W nust exam ne
the basis of our jurisdiction, and nust do so on our own notion if

necessary. See Mysley v. Cozby, 813 F. 2d 659, 660 (5th Cr. 1987).

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this opinion should not be published and is not precedent except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



Under FED. R App. P. 4(b)(3), the tinme period for filing a
notice of appeal is tolled by the filing of specified postjudgnent
nmotions. Al though not |isted anong the notions in Rule 4(b)(3)(A),
a notion for reconsideration tolls the 10-day period for filing a

notice of appeal. See United States v. Brewer, 60 F.3d 1142, 1143-

44 (5th Cr. 1995); United States v. Geenwod, 974 F.2d 1449,
1465-67 (5th Cr. 1992). WIllians’s Novenber 5, 2002, “Opposed
Motion to Vacate Conviction and Sentence, and to D smss the
Indictnent,” was filed within 10 days of the entry of Wllians’'s
final judgnent of conviction and sentence and thus was a tinely-
filed nmotion for reconsideration. As such, it suspended the tine

for filing a notice of appeal. See Brewer, 60 F.3d at 1143-44;

FED. R App. P. 4(Db).

As the district court has not ruled on Wllianms’s notion for
reconsi deration, this case nust be REMANDED for the limted
purposes of allowing that court to rule on that notion. The
district court is directed to rule on WIllians’s notion for
reconsi deration as expeditiously as practicable, consistent with a

just and fair disposition of the matter. See Burt v. Ware, 14 F. 3d

256, 260-61 (5th Cr. 1994). W retain jurisdiction over the
appeal except for the purposes of the limted remand. WIllians’s
“Unopposed Motion to Suppl enent the Record with Governnent’s Mtion
and District Court’s Order Unsealing Sentencing Transcripts” is
HELD I N ABEYANCE pending district court’s ruling in this limted

r emand.



LI M TED REMAND.



