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PER CURIAM:*

Joseph Kwen Neufville, a Liberian citizen detained by the Immigration and

Naturalization Service pending execution of his removal order, appeals the district

court’s denial of his 28 U.S.C. § 2241 habeas corpus petition.  Neufville’s habeas
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petition challenged his removal order, requested a stay of his removal order, and

asserted that his indefinite detention pursuant to 8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(6) was

unconstitutional.   

Neufville has abandoned his challenge to, and his request for a stay of, his

removal order by failing to argue, and in fact disclaiming, those issues in his initial

brief.1  To the extent that the district court’s judgment denied those claims, it is

AFFIRMED.

Because the district court’s rejection of Neufville’s constitutional challenge to

8 U.S.C. § 1231(a)(6) was based on its application of this court’s now-vacated

holding in Zadvydas v. Underdown,2 that the statute authorized the indefinite

detention of aliens without offending the Constitution, that portion of the district

court’s judgment is VACATED.3  This case is REMANDED to the district court for

further proceedings consistent with the Supreme Court’s Zadvydas decision.

AFFIRMED IN PART, VACATED IN PART, AND REMANDED.   


