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SUMMARY* 

 

Immigration 

 

The en banc court filed an order 1) terminating en banc 

proceedings; 2) stating that the case remains in abeyance 

pending resolution of Petitioner’s motion to reopen with the 

Board of Immigration Appeals and that, after the abeyance 

is lifted, the case will be reassigned to a randomly selected 

three-judge panel; and 3) relinquishing priority over the 

question whether a conviction for child endangerment under 

California Penal Code § 273a(a) is “a crime of child abuse, 

child neglect, or child abandonment” under 8 U.S.C. 

§ 1227(a)(2)(E)(i) in light of Loper Bright Enterprises v. 

Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369 (2024). 

 

 

ORDER 

 

En banc proceedings are terminated.  This case remains 

in abeyance pending the resolution of Petitioner’s motion to 

the Board of Immigration Appeals to reopen his case.  After 

the abeyance is lifted, this case is to be reassigned to a three-

judge panel that will be randomly selected.  We relinquish 

priority over the disposition of the question whether a 

conviction for child endangerment under California Penal 

Code § 273a(a) is “a crime of child abuse, child neglect, or 

child abandonment” under 8 U.S.C. § 1227(a)(2)(E)(i) in 

 
* This summary constitutes no part of the opinion of the court.  It has 

been prepared by court staff for the convenience of the reader. 
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light of Loper Bright Enterprises v. Raimondo, 603 U.S. 369 

(2024). 


