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SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Eastern District of Kentucky grants motions to intervene filed
by several organizations, individuals, and a county clerk in the United States’ action seeking Kentucky
voter registration information. The court permits intervention under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure
24(b), finding the motions timely, presenting common questions of law, and causing no undue delay or
prejudice.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE Several organizations and individuals moved to intervene as
defendants under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(a), or
alternatively under Rule 24(b), in the United States' action seeking
declaratory and injunctive relief concerning Kentucky voter-
registration information. The court granted permissive intervention
under Rule 24(b).

STANDARD OF REVIEW Permissive intervention under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(b) is
reviewed under the district court's sound discretion. The court
considered timeliness, a common question of law or fact, undue delay,
prejudice, and other relevant factors.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE unknown
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the proposed intervenors' motions were timely under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 24(b).

2. Whether the proposed intervenors asserted claims or defenses sharing a common question of law or fact
with the main action.

3. Whether permissive intervention would cause undue delay or prejudice to the original parties.

4. Whether the proposed intervenors were entitled to intervention as of right under Rule 24(a)(2).

HOLDINGS

1. The court did not decide entitlement to intervention as of right because permissive intervention was
warranted under Rule 24(b).

2. A court may permit intervention when the motion is timely and the proposed intervenor has a claim or
defense sharing a common question of law or fact with the main action; the court must then consider
undue delay, prejudice, and other relevant factors.

3. The proposed intervenors' motions were timely.

4. The proposed intervenors asserted defenses sharing common questions of law with the main action.

5. Permissive intervention would not cause undue delay or prejudice to the original parties.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“As such, the Court will exercise its discretion to permit the Proposed Intervenors to intervene under Rule
24(b), as they have timely moved to intervene, present a defense that shares a common question of law with
the main action, and no prejudice or undue delay will result.” (Section II)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The United States sought Kentucky's statewide voter-registration list, including personal information such as
names, dates of birth, addresses, and driver's-license or partial Social Security numbers, invoking federal
election statutes. Kentucky officials declined to provide the information or sign a proposed memorandum of
understanding concerning privacy and data security. Organizations representing Kentucky voters and foreign-
born residents, two individual Kentucky voters, and the Jefferson County Clerk sought intervention based on
asserted interests in protecting voter information and complying with their legal duties.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

The United States filed the action on February 26, 2026, after Kentucky officials declined to provide requested
statewide voter-registration information. Proposed intervenors filed motions on March 2, March 6, and March
16, 2026. No answer had been filed, discovery had not begun, no scheduling order or trial date had been set, and



the motions were unopposed. The court granted all motions to intervene and directed the Clerk to file the
proposed answers and motions to dismiss.
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