
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF KENTUCKY 

CENTRAL DIVISION 
FRANKFORT 

 
 
THE LIBERTARIAN PARTY OF 
KENTUCKY, et al.,  
 
 Plaintiffs,  
 
V. 

 
ALISON LUNDERGAN GRIMES, et al., 
 
            Defendants. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

 
 

 
Civil No. 3:15-cv-00086-GFVT 

 
 

ORDER 

 ***   ***   ***   *** 
 

 This matter is before the Court on the Emergency Motion to Expedite filed by the 

Plaintiffs.  [R. 17.]  Due to the time-sensitive nature of the election law issues raised by this 

dispute, the Plaintiffs ask the Court to expedite its consideration of their pending summary 

judgment motion as well as the case on the whole.  The Plaintiffs’ goal is to obtain a decision 

from this Court by early June 2016, so as to allow adequate time for a potential appeal to the 

Sixth Circuit before the Commonwealth’s ballot printing deadline of September 19, 2016.  [See 

R. 17-1 at 2.]   

 In order to accommodate the time-sensitive nature of election law challenges, courts may 

allow expedited consideration.  See, e.g., Russell v. Lundergan-Grimes, 784 F.3d 1037, 1043 (6th 

Cir. 2015); League of Women Voters of North Carolina v. North Carolina, 769 F.3d 224, 235 

(4th Cir. 2014); Northeast Ohio Coalition for the Homeless v. Husted, 696 F.3d 580, 583 (6th 

Cir. 2012); Brown v. Kentucky, 2013 WL 3280003, at *4 (E.D. Ky. June 27, 2013).  In line with 

such precedent, the Plaintiffs ask the Court for expedited consideration of this case.  Specifically, 

on February 3, 2016, the Plaintiffs filed a motion for summary judgment, seeking a temporary 
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restraining order, a preliminary injunction, and a permanent injunction against the 

Commonwealth’s enforcement of KRS §§ 118.015 and 118.305.  [R. 16.]  Contemporaneously, 

they filed the motion to expedite and proposed a scheduling order that contemplates, among 

other things, a February 29, 2016 response date for the Defendants; a March 17, 2016 reply date 

for the Plaintiffs; and a sixty day period of discovery.  [See R. 17-3.] 

 The Court agrees that the unique and time-sensitive nature of this case deserves 

consideration.  Accordingly, the Court refers the matter to Magistrate Judge Edward B. Atkins 

[see General Order 15-1] to hold a status conference with the parties if necessary and to craft a 

scheduling order appropriate for the case going forward.  The Court being otherwise sufficiently 

advised, it is hereby ORDERED that, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 636(b)(1)(A), this matter is 

referred to Magistrate Judge Atkins for the purpose of: 

 1. Supervising discovery and pretrial proceedings; 

 2. Conducting all pretrial and status conferences, establishing and extending 

discovery deadlines, and all other deadlines, holding such hearings as may be required, and 

ruling on non-dispositive motions, except motions in limine.  See Brown v. Wesley’s Quaker 

Maid, Inc., 771 F.2d 952 (6th Cir. 1985). Dispositive motions and motions in limine will be 

referred by the Clerk of this Court to the appropriate United States District Judge. Subject to 

other provisions of law, the Final Pretrial Conference and Trial will also be before a United 

States District Judge, unless the parties agree to a trial by a Magistrate Judge, pursuant to 28 

U.S.C. § 636(c). 
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This the 23rd day of February, 2016. 
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