UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Adya LLC v. Cole

No. 1:26-cv-141 (TNM) (D.D.C. Mar. 23, 2026) - No. Civil Action No. 2026-0141 / Case No. 1:26-cv-141

(TNM) - Decided March 23, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Columbia considers Adya LL.C’s motion for a

preliminary injunction challenging the DEA’s immediate suspension of its controlled-substance

registration. The court concludes that it has jurisdiction to review the interim suspension order and

finds that Adya is likely to succeed on its claims that the DEA acted arbitrarily and capriciously and

violated due process by failing to provide a prompt hearing. The court grants a narrowly tailored

preliminary injunction affecting controlled substances other than the three identified in the suspension

order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether the DEA's Immediate Suspension Order was arbitrary and capricious

2. Whether the DEA violated SmartCareRx's Fifth Amendment due process rights by failing to provide a

prompt post-deprivation hearing
3. Whether the district court has jurisdiction to review the ISO under 21 U.S.C. § 824(d)

4. Whether SmartCareRx demonstrated entitlement to a preliminary injunction

HOLDINGS

1. The district court has jurisdiction to review the ISO because 21 U.S.C. § 824(d) authorizes review by a
'court of competent jurisdiction' and the default rule of district court jurisdiction applies absent a specific

direct-review statute covering ISOs.

2. The DEA's ISO was likely arbitrary and capricious because the agency failed to adequately explain its
imminent danger finding, particularly regarding the four-month delay between investigation and ISO,
the speculative connection between evidence and conclusion, the anonymous fictitious-patient list, and

the failure to consider a narrower suspension.

3. The DEA likely violated SmartCareRx's due process rights by failing to provide a prompt post-
deprivation hearing after issuing the ISO.

4. SmartCareRx is entitled to a narrowly tailored preliminary injunction enjoining the ISO except as to

oxycodone, hydromorphone, and promethazine with codeine.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Order recounts that on March 14, 2025, DEA investigators spotted a SmartCareRx employee handing a
'small red envelope' to someone in a car. Investigators suspected that same someone of drug trdfficking. Five
days later, DEA investigators stopped the same car for a traffic violation and recovered a similar envelope
during the stop. The envelope contained opioids. Further investigation revealed that SmartCareRx bought and
received those same opioids the day before, on March 18. From these clues, the DEA deduced that
SmartCareRx 'simply engaged in a drug deal’ during the March 14 parking lot handoff. This theory suffers
from a notable flaw. How could SmartCareRx supply someone with drugs on March 14, when it supposedly

purchased those drugs four days later?” (at 11)

“Two months since that request, and three months since the DEA revoked SmartCareRX's registration, none
has been scheduled—much less occurred. The DEA has no idea of when one might occur either. In fact, until

recently, agency counsel did not know that the DEA had any ALJs who could hear this case.” (at 16-17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

SmartCareRx, an Orlando-based pharmacy, received an Immediate Suspension Order from the DEA in
December 2025 revoking its registration to dispense controlled substances. The DEA alleged the pharmacy

dispensed hundreds of prescriptions for controlled opioids to fictitious patients. After the ISO was issued,



SmartCareRx requested a hearing, but no hearing was scheduled within three months. The DEA also seized the

pharmacy's controlled substances.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff pharmacy sought a temporary restraining order and later a preliminary injunction to stop enforcement of

a DEA Immediate Suspension Order. The Court granted the preliminary injunction in part.

DISPOSITION

other

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS

The preliminary injunction will dissolve upon the DEA's issuance of a final determination on the registration

revocation.
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