
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF
OKLAHOMA

Splash Farms, Inc., et al. v. State of Oklahoma ex rel. Oklahoma
Medical Marijuana Authority; et al.

Splash Farms · No. 25-CV-512-CDL · Decided February 26, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Northern District of Oklahoma grants in part an emergency
motion for preliminary injunction brought by At Joy Growers and its owners. The court enjoins
enforcement of an Oklahoma Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Control order to the extent it
prevents At Joy from continuing its licensed outdoor marijuana-growing operation, while leaving the
shutdown of its indoor growing and processing operations unaffected. The court finds imminent
irreparable harm and a sufficient likelihood of success on substantive due process and related
constitutional claims.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Plaintiffs moved for a temporary restraining order and preliminary
injunction under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 65, challenging the
revocation of At Joy's Oklahoma Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous
Drugs Control registration. After an evidentiary hearing, the court
granted limited preliminary injunctive relief concerning At Joy's
outdoor marijuana-growing operation.

STANDARD OF REVIEW A preliminary injunction requires a showing of likelihood of success
on the merits, likely irreparable harm, a favorable balance of equities,
and consistency with the public interest. The moving party bears the
burden of making a prima facie showing of a probable right and
probable danger. Disfavored injunctions receive heightened scrutiny,
but the court held that the requested relief was prohibitory rather than



mandatory because it restored the last uncontested status before the
administrative Final Order.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether plaintiffs satisfied the requirements for a preliminary injunction protecting At Joy's outdoor-
growing operation.

2. Whether the requested injunction was mandatory and therefore subject to heightened scrutiny, or
prohibitory relief restoring the last uncontested status.

3. Whether plaintiffs showed a sufficient likelihood of success on their substantive due process claim based
on the allegedly arbitrary revocation of a protected business registration.

4. Whether the evidence also supported colorable equal protection and procedural due process claims.

5. Whether failure to seek reconsideration or direct state-court review barred plaintiffs' federal
constitutional claims at the preliminary-injunction stage.

6. Whether federal illegality principles barred equitable relief for a state-licensed medical-marijuana
business.

HOLDINGS

1. A party seeking a preliminary injunction must demonstrate a likelihood of success on the merits, likely
irreparable harm, a favorable balance of equities, and that the injunction serves the public interest.

2. The requested injunction was prohibitory, not mandatory, because it restored the parties' last uncontested
position before the OBNDD Final Order became effective as to At Joy's outdoor grow.

3. Plaintiffs demonstrated imminent, certain, great, actual, and non-theoretical irreparable harm absent an
injunction.

4. Plaintiffs showed a sufficient likelihood of success on their substantive due process claim because the
blanket revocation of At Joy's registration as applied to the outdoor grow was likely an extremely
arbitrary deprivation of a protected property interest.



5. The evidence presented colorable claims and supported a sufficient likelihood of success for
preliminary-relief purposes on equal protection and procedural due process theories.

6. At the preliminary-injunction stage, defendants did not establish that plaintiffs' failure to seek
reconsideration or directly appeal the OBNDD Final Order barred their federal constitutional claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The blanket refusal to renew registration for the outdoor grow based on the lack of a COO, which is not
required for that business under Oklahoma law, is not rationally premised on fire safety, and the Court finds it
likely comprises an “extremely arbitrary” act depriving Moving Plaintiffs of their constitutionally protected
property rights.” (III.B)

“For the avoidance of doubt, this Order does not compel Defendants to issue a new registration, grant a new
license, or conduct any new administrative proceeding; it restores only At Joy’s ability to lawfully operate its
outdoor grow operation as it did before the Final Order became effective.” (Conclusion, at 27)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

At Joy operates a medical-marijuana growing and processing business in Oklahoma and held active OMMA
licenses for indoor growing, outdoor growing, and processing. OBNDD revoked At Joy's registration because it
lacked certificates of occupancy for two buildings used in indoor operations, even though Oklahoma law did not
require a certificate of occupancy for the outdoor-only grow and the Final Order did not identify an outdoor-
growing safety violation. Without relief, At Joy faced loss of the 2026 growing season, anticipated sales of
approximately $1.6 million, customer relationships, employees' livelihoods, and other losses the court found
difficult to quantify.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

OBNDD revoked At Joy's registration by a November 14, 2025 Final Order because At Joy had not submitted
certificates of occupancy for two buildings used for indoor growing and processing. Plaintiffs sought emergency
relief to prevent the revocation from eliminating their outdoor-growing operation for the 2026 season. The court
held an evidentiary hearing on February 17 and 18, 2026, considered testimony and exhibits, and granted a
preliminary injunction limited to the outdoor grow.
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