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ARDEN WoOD, INC., ET AL.,
APPELLANTS

V.

UNITED STATES CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION SERVICES, ET AL.,
APPELLEES

Apped from the United States Digtrict Court
for the Didrict of Columbia
(No. 05cv363)

Before GiINsBURG, Chief Judge, and HENDERSON and RanDoLPH, Circuit Judges.

JUDGMENT

This apped was considered on the record from the United States Didtrict Court for the Digtrict
of Columbiaand on the briefs and arguments of the parties. Itis

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the judgment of the digtrict court be affirmed. We
review the didtrict court’s denid of a preliminary injunction for abuse of discretion, a deferentia
gandard “judtified by the latitude the digtrict court properly enjoys in baancing the four factors that
traditionaly condtitute the preliminary injunction caculus” City of Las Vegasv. Lujan, 891 F.2d 927,
931 (D.C. Cir. 1989). “[PJrdiminary rdlief isto be granted only if the moving party establishes that (1)
it has asubgtantiad likelihood of succeeding on the merits; (2) it will suffer irreparable harm if the
injunction is not granted; (3) other interested parties will not suffer subgtantial harm if the injunction is
granted; and (4) the public interest will be furthered by theinjunction.” Sea Containers Ltd. v. Sena
AB, 890 F.2d 1205, 1208 (D.C. Cir. 1989).

In this case the appdlants have failed to establish they are in imminent danger of suffering
specific, irreparable harm from the Citizenship and Immigration Services gpplication of the chalenged
policy. Accordingly, we conclude the digtrict court did not abuse its discretion in denying the
requested relief. See Wis. Gas Co. v. FERC, 758 F.2d 669, 674 (D.C. Cir. 1985) (“The basisfor
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injunctive relief in the federa courts has dways been irreparable harm and the inadequacy of legd
remedies’).

Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 36, this dispogition will not be published. The Clerk is directed
to withhold issuance of the mandate herein until seven days after resolution of any timely petition for
rehearing or rehearing en banc. See Fed. R. App. P. 41(b); D.C. Cir. Rule 41.

Per Curiam
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Deputy



