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SUMMARY

This Second Circuit opinion affirms the district court's denial of a preliminary injunction sought by a
prospective mayoral candidate who wished to form an independent nominating body named the
"Independence Party." The court addresses whether New York's election law naming restrictions apply
to independent bodies and finds they do, based on statutory interpretation and legislative intent.
Applying the Anderson-Burdick framework, the appellate court concludes the naming provisions are
reasonable, viewpoint-neutral regulations that do not impose an unconstitutional burden on the

plaintiff's First Amendment rights.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether New York Election Law sections 2-124(2) and 6-138(3)(f) apply to independent bodies.

2. Whether the naming provisions violate the First Amendment’s free-speech and association guarantees.
3. Whether Walden has Article III standing to sue the State Board of Elections.

4. Whether the State Board is entitled to Eleventh-Amendment sovereign immunity.

5. Whether the district court abused its discretion in denying the preliminary injunction.

HOLDINGS
1. Section 2-124(2) applies to independent bodies; therefore Walden may bring an as-applied challenge.

2. The naming provisions do not impose a severe burden on core political speech and are subject to the
Anderson-Burdick balancing test, not strict scrutiny; they are reasonable, viewpoint-neutral, and

justified by the state’s interest in preventing voter confusion.

3. Walden has standing because the State Board’s enforcement powers have a coercive effect on the City

Board, satisfying injury-in-fact, causation, and redressability.

4. The State Board is not entitled to Eleventh-Amendment sovereign immunity because it is a proper

defendant under the Ex parte Young exception.

5. The district court did not abuse its discretion; the denial of the preliminary injunction is affirmed.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“We conclude that the district court did not abuse its discretion in denying the motion for a preliminary

injunction.” (at end)

“Accordingly, we AFFIRM the district court’s judgment.” (at end)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

In October 2024 Walden announced his candidacy for New York City mayor and sought to form an independent
body named the “Independence Party.” He argued that New York’s naming provisions, which prohibit the use of
the words “Independence” and “Independent,” violated his First Amendment rights. The State Board of
Elections and the City Board of Elections moved to enforce the provisions, and the district court denied

Walden’s request for a preliminary injunction.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Walden filed a motion for a preliminary injunction in the Eastern District of New York challenging New York

election law naming provisions. The district court denied the motion, finding no likelihood of success on the



merits and no irreparable harm. Walden appealed the denial.
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