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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA AJG 2 7 2003
Richmond Division "DISTRICT COURT
CLERK’éx}l‘cer?ag’Na. VA
RICHMOND MEDICAL CENTER FOR
WOMEN, et al ,
Plaintiffs,
v Civil Action Number 3:03CV531
DAVID M. HICKS, et al.,
Defendants.
ORDER

This matter is before the Court on the plaintiffs’ Motion to Amend Preliminary Injunction
Order and the defendants’ Motion for Stay. For reasons stated in the accompanying Memorandum
Opinion, the Court GRANTS the plaintiffs’ motion to amend the Court’s preliminary injunction
Order, and the Court DENIES the defendants’ motion for a stay - At the hearing on August 14, 2003,
the plaintiffs made an oral motion to expand the record to include additional evidence. As stated in
the accompanying Memorandum Opinion, the Court GRANTS that oral motion.

It is so ORDERED.

Let the Clerk send a copy of this Order and the accompanying Memorandum Opinion to atl

counsel of record.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT AUG 2 2 2003
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

CLERK U.S. DISTRICT COURT

CHMOND, VA
Richmond Division L——-"‘Bl
KS
RICHMOND MEDICAL CENTER FOR
WOMEN, et al.,
Plaintiffs,
v Ctvil Action Number 3:03CV531

DAVID M. HICKS, et al.,

Defendants.

MEMORANDUM OPINION

This matter is before the Court on two motions: the plaintiffs’ “Motion to Amend Preliminary
Injunction Order” and the defendants’ “Motion for Stay.” Oral argument was heard on August 14,
2003, and these matters are ripe.

L Plaintiffs’ Motion to Amend Preliminary Injunction Order
The plaintiffs filed this action and moved for a temporary restraining order on June 18, 2003.

The matter was assigned to the Honorable Robert E. Payne as a case related to Richmond Medical

Center for Women v. Gilmore, Civil Action Number 3:98CV309. On June 19, 2003., Judge Payne
set a hearing on the motion for temporary restraining order to be held on July 1, 2003. On June 30,
2003, the defendants filed a motion for random assignment of the case. On July 1, 2003, Judge
Payne granted the defendants’ motion for random assignment, and the case was randomly re-
assigned to the undersigned  That same day, after the re-assignment, the Court accommodated the

parties’ schedule and heard oral argument on the motions for temporary restraining order and for



preliminary injunction. The Court granted the temporary restraining order and preliminary
injunction. Because the statute was to take effect on July 1, 2003, the Court entered an Order before
the end of the day on July 1, 2003, making abbreviated findings of fact and conclusions of law in
support of the ruling.

Fecierai Rule of Civil Procedure 52 provides that “[i]n all actions tried upon the facts without
a jury or with an advisory jury, the court shall find the facts specially and state separately its
conclusions of law thereon . . . and in granting or refusing interlocutory injunctions the court shall
similarly set forth the findings of fact and conclusions of law which constitute the grounds of its
action.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 52(a). “On a party’s motion filed no later than 10 days after entry of
judgment, the court may amend its findings — or make additional findings — and may amend the
judgment accordingly.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 52(b).

The plaintiffs’ motion to amend the Court’s Order of July 1, 2003, was filed on July 11,
2003. Thus, the plaintiffs’ motion is timely, and the Court may amend its Order or make additional
findings of fact and conclusions of law pursuant to Rule 52(b). Because of the time-pressured
situation on July 1, 2003, the Court did not have the opportunity to delineate in great detail the
factual and legal bases for the temporary restraining order and preliminary injunction. For that
reason and pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 52, the Court finds it necessary and
appropriate to grant the plaintiffs’ motion to amend the Order of July 1, 2003, and the Court makes
the following findings of fact and conclusions of law.

A. Findings of Fact

The Court finds that the record establishes the following facts relevant to the Court’s

conclusion that a preliminary injunction is warranted in this matter.
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