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JOHN BRADLEY LAWSON; KENT W SE; STEVEN W SE,

Def endants - Appell ants,

and
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Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURI AM

Def endants appeal the district court’s order granting a
prelimnary injunction to East Tennessee Natural Gas Conpany
(ETNG. The injunction permts ETNG to take inmedi ate possession
of atract of land in Henry County, Virginia, for construction of
part of a natural gas pipeline. A final order of the Federal
Ener gy Regul atory Conmm ssion granted ETNG a certificate of public
conveni ence and necessity confirm ng that ETNG nay, if necessary,
acquire land for a pipeline by em nent donain.

This case is controlled by our recent decision in East

Tenn. Natural Gas Co. v. Sage, 361 F.3d 808 (4th Cr. 2004), where

we held that “once a district court determ nes that a gas conpany
has the right to condemm property under the [Natural Gas Act], the
court nmay use its equitable power to grant the renedy of i medi ate
possessi on through the i ssuance of a prelimnary injunction.” |d.
at 831. Further, for the reasons articulated in Sage, we find no
abuse of discretion in the district court’s conclusion that the
four factors relevant to granting or denying an injunction wei ghed
in favor of giving ETNG i mredi ate possession of the property at
issue in this appeal. See id. at 828-30.

We accordingly affirmthe deci sion of the district court.
We dispense with oral argument because the facts and |egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the
court and argunent would not aid the decisional process.
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