UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF ARIZONA

Haute Plank Incorporated v. Grato S.L. LL.C

Haute Plank - No. CV-25-04436-PHX-JZB - Decided March 10, 2026

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the District of Arizona denied Plaintiff Haute Plank Incorporated’s

motion for a preliminary injunction seeking to compel Grato S.L. LL.C to ship approximately

$306,000 in wood products. The Court characterized the requested relief as a mandatory injunction

and held that Plaintiff failed to satisfy the heightened standard under the Winter factors, particularly

because the parties’ agreement was ambiguous and the requested interpretation would require

shipment of approximately $1.5 million in products for approximately $1.2 million in payment. The

order applies Arizona law and discusses contract interpretation under the Uniform Commercial Code.
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Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction compelling Defendant to
ship wood-plank orders allegedly covered by the parties' August 7,
2025 agreement. The court treated the requested relief as mandatory

injunctive relief and denied the motion.

A preliminary injunction requires satisfaction of the Winter four-factor
test: likelihood of success on the merits, likely irreparable harm,
balance of equities, and public interest. Because Plaintiff sought
mandatory relief, it had to show that the law and facts clearly favored
its position; the serious-questions sliding-scale standard does not apply

to mandatory injunctions.
nonprecedential

Haute Plank Incorporated v. Grato S.L. LLC

uniform commercial code  breach of contract  civil procedure



PRACTICE AREAS

contract law ~ commercial litigation  civil procedure  equitable remedies

QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether Plaintiff's requested order compelling Defendant to ship outstanding wood-plank orders was
mandatory or prohibitory injunctive relief.

2. Whether Plaintiff clearly showed that the parties' August 7, 2025 agreement required Defendant to ship

the additional approximately $306,000 in orders without a corresponding payment requirement.
3. Whether Plaintiff satisfied the heightened Winter standard for a mandatory preliminary injunction.

4. Whether Plaintiff showed a likelihood of success on its breach-of-contract, breach-of-the-implied-

covenant, and tortious-interference claims.

HOLDINGS

1. The requested injunction was mandatory because it would require Defendant to take affirmative action

and alter the parties' last uncontested status by shipping withheld orders.

2. A mandatory preliminary injunction should not issue unless the facts and law clearly favor the moving
party.

3. At the preliminary-injunction stage, the clearest and non-absurd reading of the agreement was that the
$1,208,938.30 installment amount covered previously shipped goods and the Wagon Plank, Marigold,
and Johnson orders, while the additional approximately $306,000 in orders required a 50% down

payment before shipment.

4. Plaintiff failed to show that the law and facts clearly favored success on its breach-of-contract, implied-

covenant, or tortious-interference claims.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“Because Plaintiff fails to satisfy its burden under the Winter four-factor test, the Court will deny the
Motion.” (at 1)

“For the foregoing reasons, the Court characterizes the requested relief as mandatory, not prohibitory.

Therefore, Plaintiff must meet the heightened standard.” (at 10)

“Because Plaintiff has failed to establish that the law and facts clearly favor granting its requested injunctive

relief, the Court shall accordingly deny the Motion.” (at 17)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The parties had a commercial relationship under which Defendant manufactured and supplied Spanish hardwood
flooring to Plaintiff. After Plaintiff fell behind on payments, the parties entered an August 7, 2025 agreement
acknowledging approximately $1.208 million in debt and establishing an installment-payment schedule for
previously delivered and certain pending orders. Plaintiff sought to compel shipment of approximately $306,000
in additional orders, but the court concluded that those orders were outside the $1.208 million arrangement and



required a 50% down payment. Plaintiff had not paid any portion of the installment debt, including the first
$100,000 installment.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiff filed a four-count complaint on November 26, 2025, alleging that Defendant failed to deliver orders
placed before August 7, 2025. Plaintiff moved for a preliminary injunction on December 12, 2025, later sought a
temporary restraining order, and obtained partial TRO relief concerning the Johnson order. The Clerk entered
default after Defendant failed to respond, but the court later set aside the default. After briefing and oral

argument, the court denied the preliminary-injunction motion.
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