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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Plaintiffs, Goshen Road Environmental Action Team and two resi-
dents of the Goshen Road community, moved in the district court for
apreliminary injunction closing the Town of Pollocksville's waste
water and sewage treatment facility during the pendency of their suit
for declaratory relief and permanent injunctive relief. Plaintiffs allege
that the facility was constructed in the Goshen Road community
becauseit is a predominantly black neighborhood, in violation of
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and that the defendants vio-
lated the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, 42 U.S.C.
§4332(2)(c). Plaintiffs argued, inter aia, that a preliminary injunc-
tion against further operation of the currently-operating facility is nec-
essary because the lagoon and spray fields associated with the facility
will blight the community and adversely affect the residents, and that
the facility will adversely affect historical and cultural preservation
interests. The defendants argued that they are on atimetable for
repayment of loan monies for the facility and that a preliminary
injunction would cause them to default on their loan and abandon the
project. JA. at 187-88.
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The district court concluded that the alleged injury to the plaintiffs
would not be irreparable, that an injunction would substantially harm
the defendants and other interested parties, and that keeping the facil-
ity operational pending resolution of the case would not permanently
damage the public interest. Accordingly, the district court denied the
motion for preliminary injunction. J.A. at 189-90.

We have read the briefs, heard oral argument, and carefully consid-
ered the parties contentions. For the reasons stated by the district
court, we affirm.

AFFIRMED



