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Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Texas
USDC No. 6:05-CR-239-2

Bef ore DeMOSS, STEWART and PRADO, G rcuit Judges
PER CURI AM *

Jhantel Ruth Crocker pleaded guilty to possession of at
| east 50 granms of nethanphetamne with intent to distribute,
conspiracy to distribute at |east 50 grans of nethanphetam ne,
and distribution of nethanphetam ne. On appeal, she chall enges
as unreasonable the district court’s inposition of consecutive
60-mont h sentences for the first two counts. She does not
chal | enge the concurrent 108-nonth sentence she received for the

di stri buti on count.

" 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this opi nion should not be published and is not precedent except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.
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The district court stated that the two 60-nonth sentences

must” be consecutive and indicated a desire to i npose a sentence
in the mddle of the advisory guidelines range of 108-135 nonths.
The reasoni ng behind the court’s sentencing deci sion, however, is
not clear. W are troubled by the district court’s |anguage,
which indicates that it felt constrained to i npose consecutive
60-nonth sentences. |f the court’s aimwas to sentence Crocker
to 120 nont hs, concurrent sentences of 120 nonths woul d have
satisfied this goal. |If, however, the district court felt it was
unabl e to sentence Crocker to fewer than 120 nonths for the
possession-with-intent and conspiracy counts, we cannot
under st and why he shoul d be so constrained. Crocker’s concurrent
108-nonth sentence for the distribution count was within the
gui del i nes range.

Gven the lack of clarity in the record, we REMAND to the
district court for the limted purpose of explaining its
sentencing decision in |light of these concerns. This court

retains jurisdiction of the appeal during the pendency of the

limted remand. See Wieeler v. Cty of Colunbus, 686 F.2d 1144,

1154 (5th Gir. 1982).

LI M TED REMAND.



